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Abstract

Nowadays, the concept of performance can be related to almost any field of activity, taking into consideration the
fact that setting, achieving and even exceeding goals appear to be of constant interest for individuals involved in
working activities. Additionally, research literature is rich in notions related to performance measurement,
evaluation and management. The same interest in literature is met for the concept of teachers’ self-efficacy and
evidence show these two concepts are strongly related one to the other. Hence, the current study aims to bring a
new perspective for these topics by analyzing work performance and self-efficacy in the field of education
employees, i.e. high-school teachers, and the extent to which they perceive their self-performance and self-efficacy
levels. As the present paper focuses on determining the level of the previously mentioned concepts among high
school teachers from Romania, the data were gathered through an online questionnaire, answered by 603 Romanian
high-school teachers and later analyzed according to quantitative research methods. The results of this study,
consistent with the methodology used and within the limitations, show a high level of both perceived work
performance and perceived self-efficacy among the high-school teachers. These facts could be of great interest for
educational stakeholders, fellow researchers and policy makers.
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1. Introduction

The interest for performance is an essential feature of the world we live in with an increased emphasis on valuing
people's work (Radu et al., 2020) and teachers’ work makes no exception. Moreover, evidence show that even
before the COVID-19 pandemics there was a direction towards changing the teaching paradigm (Soare, 2008), but
we need to expect an even faster and more dramatic change after more than a year of redesigning teaching. In
terms of teachers’ performance, these professionals should approach the educational process and the subsequent
activities from the perspective of innovation, action and cooperation. The educators would be the personas that
would involve themselves in the extended scholar life of pupils and they would face challenges through developing
projects of educational development (Misu, 2019). As work performance is a well-researched concept and
literature abounds in determining its context, key determination factors and outcomes, for the purpose of this paper,
we consider relevant the idea that a high level of efficacy can lead to obtaining an increased work performance
(Bourne et al., 2021). In particular, teachers’ self-efficacy has been a hot topic during last years, the theories
starting from Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1997), and later on evidence showed it is a multi-
dimensional concept (Malmberg et al., 2014).

This paper’s intention is to focus on these two very important concepts and analyzing them for a particular category
of teachers, i.e., the high-school teachers, in order to lay grounds for further development and improvement. Finally,
we consider relevant to disclaim the fact that since the study has been conducted in Romania and the answers were
given by Romanian teachers, the results discussed later on might illustrate better a reality that is specific to the
Romanian socio-cultural environment and which could be of more significance to the Romanian educational
stakeholders. However, Romania is a member of the European Union since 2007 and given the fact we all live in
a digital society, where we have access to information from all over the world in a matter of seconds, it is not
forced to assume that the results obtained in this study could characterize high-school teachers from many countries
and could give useful hints for stakeholders that aren’t necessarily belonging to the Romanian space, but to the
European one.
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1.1 Literature Review

Here after we shall continue with a brief summary regarding the most relevant theoretical aspects of the involved
concepts.

1.1.1 The Concept of Performance - Performance Evaluation and Performance Management

It could be of use to set right from the beginning the fact that it can be noticed in the literature a consensus upon
the evolution of simply measuring or evaluating performance into the performance management concept (Neely
et al., 2005; Bititci et all, 2012; Smith et al., 2017). Hence, performance evaluation will indicate what must be
measured whereas performance management represents the way in which the obtained measurements can be used
to manage the organizational performance as a whole. Literature also agrees upon the central role of performance
evaluation among the other dimensions of human resources.

Companies are aware that their success depends, to a great extent, on the increased performance of their employees
(Rusu et al., 2016). However, even though organizations keep high focus on the performance indicators that come
from the financial-accounting areas, it is admitted that a significant impact comes from employee performance
appraisal (Jafari et al., 2009). Moreover, performance appraisal represents the highlight of performance
management, which in turn, is in direct link to the organizational performance itself (Akinbowale et al., 2014).

The process of employee appraisal can be understood as the continuous process used for the identification,
measurement and development of the individual performance in accordance with the company’s strategic
objectives (Aguinis, 2009).

1.1.2 Performance in the Educational System

Regarding teachers’ performance, it drew our attention OECD’s statement (2009, p.3) which claims that increasing
teachers’ performance could be the safest direction towards the students’ achievement of knowledge and abilities.
1t is essential to be known the teachers’strong points as well as those aspects of their working style that could be
improved. From this perspective, evaluating teachers is a vital element in improving the efficiency of the teaching
process as well as the educational standards.

Some other researchers (Cook & Mansfield, 2016) have come to the conclusion that teachers’ performance, is also
influenced by the level of students’ abilities.

Regarding particularly university teachers, at European Union level, the performance indicators used for
measuring teachers’ performance usually regard students’ results, the level of decreasing costs, training programs,
the university’s evaluation scores or infrastructure’s quality (Lung(Moldovan) et al., 2012).

According to the 2018 report “Teachers’ careers in Europe: accessibility, progress and support” the main aim of
assessing a teacher’s work regards the extent to which it fulfills efficiently its role.

1.1.3 Efficacy in the Educational System

One of the most important descriptions of teachers’ efficacy relates to their belief in their capacity to cause desired
outcomes such as achievement, motivation, engagement for all categories of students (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). Moreover, teacher self-efficacy is a widely researched concept within education as it affects student
achievement and motivation as well as teacher performance and commitment (Bourne et al., 2021). Studies show
the fact that teachers’ self-efficacy is influenced by the teachers’ individual characteristics such as age, gender or
work experience (Fackler et al., 2021).

1.1.4 Performance Evaluation in the Romanian Pre-University System

It is worthy to mention the fact that in the Romanian pre-university system, 4 different evaluation processes
function simultaneously: (1) the evaluation for finishing the probation time; (2) the evaluation done for the aim of
career progress; (3) the evaluation done for the aim of reward; (4) the periodical evaluation of performance.

For the purpose of this paper, we are interested into discussing and further analyzing the forth type of evaluation.
Hence, many recent reports (OECD Report, 2017; “Educated Romania” Report, 2017; FES Report, 2017) claim
that this performance appraisal is not one lacking controversies. It is considered that the process does not offer
teachers the necessary feedback, so that they can improve annually their teaching methods. Hence, it can be stated
that Romania does not use the evaluation of teachers as a development instrument.

Moreover, another debatable issue regards the fact that the committee which gives the teachers’ final evaluation
score is composed, among others, of parents, students and local authorities’ members, which raises the question to
which extent these people are capable to assess a teacher’s work.
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1.2 Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The main objective of this research study is to determine the level of the perceived work performance and
perceived self-efficacy among high school teachers.

For a better understanding of the research’s issues, there have been formulated a number of two main hypotheses,
each of them with three other secondary hypotheses, so that the study could offer a consistent and complex image
of the perceived work performance and perceived self-efficacy among high school teachers.

1.2.1 H1: The Level of Perceived Performance among High School Teachers is High
H1.1: The level of perceived performance equals between male and female high school teachers.

H1.2: The level of perceived performance is higher for indefinite term contract teachers than for fixed term
contract teachers.

H1.3: The level of perceived performance is higher for above 40 years old teachers than for below 40 years
old teachers.

1.2.2 H2: The Level of Perceived Self-Efficacy among High School Teachers is High
H2.1: The level of perceived self-efficacy equals between male and female high school teachers.

H2.2: The level of perceived self-efficacy is higher for indefinite term contract teachers than for fixed term
contract teachers.

H2.3: The level of perceived self-efficacy is higher for above 40 years old teachers than for below 40 years
old teachers.

2. Method
2.1 Research Design

In order to address the research objective of this paper, i.e., to determine the level of the perceived work
performance and perceived self-efficacy among high school teachers, it was used a quantitative approach for
developing the data collection. For this purpose it was preferred the investigation method developed through an
online survey. It was designed and distributed through Google Forms platform and it was disseminated, via e-mail,
among high-schools across Romania, which were in turn asked to disseminate it among their employed teachers.
A total of 603 high-school teachers from all the country’s regions have anonymously answered the survey.

2.2 Instrumentation

The questionnaire began with a section made of identification questions, where respondents were asked to give
information about their gender, age, work contract type, number of years in the field of teaching and the type of
high-school in which they work, summing up a total of 13 questions. Furthermore, for the purpose of the research’s
objective, two instruments were chosen, Griffin’s Work Performance Scale and The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy
Scale (long form). We additionally mention the fact that all questions were asked in Romanian language.

Griffin'’s Work Performance Scale

Griffin’s Work Performance Scale aims to facilitate the process of determining the employees’ self-perception of
their performance (Griffin et al., 2007).

Taking into account the goal of this paper and the category of workers that is analyzed, we considered relevant to
use this instrument, as at national level, there is no official instrument that quantifies the level of performance
among  teachers. The scale was used as indicated on Research Central website
(http://researchcentral.ro/index.php?action=listateste&ID=431).

Moreover, a teacher’s ability to self-evaluate his or her performance should be very important, taking into
consideration the nature of the work done. Usually, teaching activities involve a great deal of changes during a
school year, so being capable to adapt and to keep teaching standards can be done with a previous thorough self-
assessment regarding performance.

Griffin’s work performance scale deconstructs the concept of performance into three dimensions. Hence, the first
dimension is the level of proficiency and the authors claim about it that it shows the extent to which an individual
fulfills the tasks that belong to him. The second dimension is the level of adaptability, which indicates the measure
in which an individual adapts to changes regarding his workplace or responsibilities. Last but not least, the third
dimension of Griffin’s model is the level of proactivity, which is described as an individual’s acts to anticipate or
initiate change regarding his role responsibilities within the organization.
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All of the three dimensions belong to the individual’s behavior. Additionally, this scale aims to measure the
person’s perception regarding his work performance at three different levels encountered at the workplace: the
individual tasks, as a team member and as an organization member.

However, it is very important to mention that in the questionnaire used for this research, we have used an adapted
version of Griffin’s work performance scale for the particularities of a teacher’s work. Hence, we have operated
the following adjustments: (a) the replacement of the term organization with the term school — taking into
consideration the fact that all respondents work in schools, we considered appropriate to name them in this way,
as a school is a well-defined institution among the other organizations; (b) the elimination of the set of questions
regarding the team member level — we took into consideration the particularities of a teacher’s work and the fact
that he does not work in a proper team. Regarding a teacher’s work, the individual tasks are well defined, as much
of his working time is dedicated to preparing classes, giving classes or assessing students’ work. Secondly, the role
of organization members is constantly and importantly manifested, given the great amount of interactions a teacher
has with his work colleagues, principals or the administrative stuff. Hence, in the questionnaire used for this
research, Griffin’s work performance scale had 18 questions.

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

The second scale used for the purpose of this research is the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran
& Hoy, 2001).

The authors of this instrument (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) define teachers’ efficacy as a teacher’s capacity
to organize and put into action the necessary tasks that assure successful teaching activities. Having as a departure
point the concept’s definition, the scale aims to measure teachers’ perception of self-efficacy levels.

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale has had a significant impact in literature given the fact that a number of
researchers have validated its efficiency and correctness (Duffin et al., 2012; Fives et al., 2009; Capa et al, 2005).
We considered relevant the inclusion of this scale through the instruments of this research as a high level of efficacy
can lead to obtaining increased work performance.

We have chosen to use for the present research the scale’s long version which has 24 questions, 8 for each of the
scales dimensions. Hence, this instrument is based on three dimensions: (1) efficacy in student engagement; (2)
efficacy in instructional strategies; (3) efficacy in classroom management.

2.3 Data Analysis

Both scales used for the purpose of this research, The Griffin Work Performance Scale and The Teachers’ Efficacy
Scale, are summing up scales, so the scores are obtained by summing up the items developed through Likert scales
in 5 point: (1) in very little measure; (2) in little measure; (3) in some measure; (4) in a high measure; (5) in a very
high measure.

Additionally, table 1 shows the correspondence between the scale’s questions and the analyzed dimensions.

Table 1. The correspondence between the scale’s questions and the analyzed dimensions

Griffin’s Work Performance Scale

Dimension Individual task | Individual task | Individual Organization Organization Organization
proficiency adaptability task member member member
proactivity proficiency adaptability proactivity

Correspondent 1,2,3 13,14, 15 7,8,9 10, 11, 12 4,5,6 16,17, 18
questions

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
Dimension Efficacy in student engagement Efficacy in instructional strategies Efficacy in classroom management
Correspondent 1,2,4,6,9,12, 14,22 7,10, 11,17, 18, 20, 23, 24 3,5,8,13, 15,16, 19,21
questions

3. Results

For this section of the research paper, we focus on delivering an interpretation on the results that have been obtained
after analyzing the answers received through the questionnaire. It is of great importance to interpret the results in
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the context of the actual scientifically knowledge available so that they can help other researchers and different
other stakeholders of the topic to better understand the issues and to further develop it.

Table 2. Analysis of Demographic Variables
Demographic Variables (N = 603)

Demographic variable Responses
Female 490
Gender Male 113
20-29 22
30-39 81
Age (yrs) 40-49 237
50-59 214
60+ 49
Type of work contract Igdeﬁnite term 510
Fixed term 93

Figure 1 shows that there are more female teachers among the respondents (i.e. 81%) than there are male teachers
(i.e. 19%). This figures reflect a both Romanian and European reality. According to a 2018 report presented by
the Romanian Ministry of National Education at all pre-university levels the women are majoritarian, varying from
68.2% in technical schools to 99.7% at kindergarten level. According to the same report, the trend is similar in all
EU countries.

The % of male and female
respondents

B Females

Males

Figure 1. The percentage of male and female respondents

With respect to the number of years worked in the pre-university system, usually, the indefinite work contract
group had on average 4.2 years, whereas the fixed term work contract group had on average 14.5 years (Misu,
2020). As it can be observed in figure 2, 85% of the survey’s respondents are working under an indefinite term
work contract.
% Distribution of respondents'
type of work contract

u Indefinite term

B Fixed term

Figure 2. The distribution of respondents according to their type of work contract
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Another observation that can be made upon the demographic variables is that almost 75% of the respondents are
aged between 40 and 59 years old, as it can be observed in figure 3.

%o Distribution of respondents’ ages

39 Sq'o

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0% 1.6%
5.0%
0.0%

'_3 4%

El%

20-29 30-39 40 59

Figure 3. The distribution of respondents according to age groups

3.1 HI: The Level of Perceived Performance among High School Teachers is High

We have analyzed hypothesis 1 based on the results obtained through asking Griffin’s work performance scale
questions.

As it can be noticed in both table 3 and table 4 (see Appendix A) the median value of the given answers is 4 or 5,
both belonging to behaviors done in high or in very high measure. Hence, we can conclude that the participants of
this survey regard their self-work performance as a good or very good one with regard to both their individual
tasks and the ones belonging to their school member role.

HI.1: The level of perceived performance equals between male and female high school teachers.

It can be observed in tables 3 and 4 (see Appendix A) that in four out of the six categories that compose Griffin’s
work performance scales, male and female teachers obtain equal scores regarding the median values. The two
categories where the results regarding the median values differ belong to the individual task proficiency dimension
and the organization member adaptability dimension. In both of the situations, females’ median scores equal 5,
whereas males’ are 4.

Despite these two differences, it is safe to conclude that H1.1 is confirmed and the level of perceived performance
equals between male and female high school teachers. Moreover, an additional conclusion that can be made is that
both male and female teachers have a very high level of perceived work performance.

HI1.2: The level of perceived performance is higher for indefinite term contract teachers than fixed term
teachers.

From the information provided by tables 3 and 4 (see Appendix A), it can be noticed that in four out six categories
that compose the Griffin’s work performance scale, the value of the median scores are the same between the
analyzed categories of teachers. The differences appear in the organization member adaptability and the
organization member proactivity. For the first, indefinite term contract teachers median values’ score is 5, whereas
the others median values’ score is 4. With respect to the difference occurred in the category organization member
proactivity, fixed term contract teachers median values’ score is 3, whereas for the others is 4. These median values
show us that fixed term contract teachers perform only in some measure activities that would enhance their school
member proactivity. This result should be not very surprising, as this category of teachers are usually employed
under one year long contracts, meaning they do not have the necessary time to adjust to one school, to understand
its rules and observe its issues, so that they could come up with proactive solutions.

For the rest 4 categories, in two of them, teachers’ median values scores are 5 and for the others two, scores equal
4. Hence, it is safe to conclude that H1.2 is confuted and the level of perceived performance equals between
indefinite term contract teachers and fixed term teachers.

However, for both indefinite term contract teachers and fixed term teachers the level of perceived work
performance is only high.

H1.3: The level of perceived performance is higher for above 40 years old teachers than below 40 years old
teachers.
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As it can be noticed from tables’ 3 and 4 (see Appendix A) analysis, when comparing the category of teachers
above 40 years old and those below 40 years old, there is no difference between the median results of these two
groups of teachers.

In three of the scales’ categories, the values of the mean results equal 4 and in the other three, they equal 5.

Hence, we can safely conclude that HO1.3 is confuted and the level of perceived performance equals between
above 40 years old teachers and below 40 years old teachers. Moreover, we can affirm that both groups of teachers
have a very high level of perceived work performance.

3.2 H2: The Level of Perceived Efficacy among High School Teachers is High

We have analyzed hypothesis 2 based on the results obtained through asking Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale
questions. Tables 5, 6 and 7 indicate the results (see Appendix A).

The scores obtained by all the respondents (N=603) for the median values is 4 for all the three scale’s dimensions
(standard deviation below one for all the three dimensions). Hence, we can conclude that the hypothesis number
2 is confirmed and that the level of perceived efficacy among high school teachers is high.

H2.1: The level of perceived efficacy equals between male and female high school teachers.

With respect to the answers given by male and female teachers, it can be noticed from the above tables that the
median values are equal for all the three dimensions, the value being 4, which indicated a high level of perceived
efficacy. Nevertheless, we can notice that with respect to the question how much can you do to motivate students
who show low interest in school work?, males’ mean scores are higher than the females’ ones, as they obtain a
median value of 4 whereas the females obtain a median value of 3. Furthermore, with respect to the question “How
well can you respond to difficult questions from your students?”” male teachers obtain a median value of 5 and
female teachers a median value of 4. In both of the particular situations previously exposed, male teachers obtained
a higher median value which might indicate a possible higher self confidence in their teaching efficacy.

Hence, H2.1 is confirmed.
H2.2: The level of perceived efficacy is higher for indefinite term contract teachers than fixed term teachers.

Analyzing the data from tables 5, 6 and 7 (see Appendix A), it can be observed that the median values are equal
for all three dimension with respect to the answers given by indefinite term contract teachers and fixed term
contract teachers. Hence, H2.2 is confuted as the level of perceived efficacy is equal between indefinite term
contract teachers and fixed term teachers.

However, we can notice that regarding question how much can you do to motivate students who show low interest
in school work?, the indefinite term contract teachers have a median value of 3 and the fixed term contract teachers
have a median value of 4. We could assume that the first group of teachers might have lost their own motivation
to inspire students’ motivation for school work. Secondly, another particular situation can be noticed regarding
question “How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students?”’, where indefinite term contract
teachers have a median value of 5 and the fixed term contract teachers have a median value of 4. In this case, we
can assume that teachers’ of the first group possess more experience in handling students’ difficult questions,
based on their years of experience (Malmberg et al., 2014).

H2.3: The level of perceived efficacy is higher for above 40 years old teachers than below 40 years old
teachers.

The analyzed data show us that the median values are equal for all three dimensions with respect to the answers
given by above 40 years old teachers and below 40 years old teachers. Hence, H02.2 is confuted as the level of
perceived efficacy is equal between above 40 years old teachers and below 40 years old teachers.

However, we can notice that regarding question how much can you do to motivate students who show low interest
in school work?, the above 40 years old teachers have a median value of 3 and the below 40 years old teachers
have a median value of 4. This results are consistent with the ones from H02.2 as we could assume that the first
group of teachers might have lost their own motivation to inspire students’ motivation for school work. Secondly,
another particular situation can be noticed regarding question how well can you respond to difficult questions from
your students?, where above 40 years old teachers have a median value of 5 and the below 40 years old teachers
have a median value of 4. In this case, the results are again consistent with the ones analyzed within H02.2 and we
can assume that teachers of the first group possess more experience in handling students’ difficult questions, based
on their experience.
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4. Discussion

Based on the results of the study, a number of conclusion can be made. First of all, the purpose of this study was
to determine the perceived level of work performance among high-school teachers, as well as to determine the
level of self-efficacy in the case of high-school teachers. From the information we have gathered, it could be
concluded that high-school teachers perceive they have a high performance as well as a high sense of self-efficacy.

In terms of breaking the entire group of respondent high-school teachers into different categories, we have noticed
the following. Both male and female teachers have equal scores for both the level of perceived work performance
as well as the perceived self-efficacy. In terms of the groups fixed term contract teachers and indefinite term
contract teachers, the results show again that there is no significant difference between the results and so is the
case of above 40 years old teachers and below 40 years old teachers.

Accordingly, we can identify the fact that high —school teachers as a whole present the same features, no matter
which group they belong to, regarding the level of perceived work performance and the level of perceived self-
efficacy.

Therefore, it is safe to conclude that these results offer an encouraging picture regarding Romanian teachers’ state
of mind. Both a high level of self-efficacy and a high work performance are positively related to human resources
concepts such as work engagement, work satisfaction and well-being and negatively related to stress and burnout
as numerous studies have proven it (e.g.: Heuven et al., 2012; Perera et al., 2018; Granziera et al., 2019). On
medium and long term, this sort of evidence could mean better policies for the educational system through a more
complex understanding of its core employees. This outcome, in terms of social and economic impact, can be
translated in the avoidance of high costs for the educational system.

Additionally, it must be acknowledged the fact that this research has some major limitations and its results must
be used keeping in mind some important factors. Thereafter, it does not cover a representative geographical area
in order to provide worldwide information (i.e. the study was conducted only with Romanian teachers). Secondly,
the research was conducted during the pandemic of COVID-19, while teachers were giving online classes, context
that might have influenced their perceptions. There are important chances that if the study is replicated in another
geographical area, on a different sample or in a non-pandemic context, the results to differ significantly.

Nevertheless, the present paper opens the doors to continuing the investigation on how teachers perceive their
work, their results and the influence they have on their students. The information could be of great interest to
education stakeholders, such as the Ministries of Education, policy makers, school principals and the teachers
themselves.

Last but not least, the question for both fellow researchers and stakeholders should be how this strategic human
resource of a country, the teachers, can keep high their work performance and self-efficacy.
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Appendix A
Table 3. Griffin’s Work Performance Scale — Results regarding individual task statements
All the Male Female Indefinite ferm Fixed term Below 40 years Over 40 years old
GRIFFIN’S WORK respondy spond responds iployed iployed old respond spond,
PERFORMANCE SCALE (N=603) (N=113) (N=490) respondi respond (N=103) =500)
(N=510) (N=93)
M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST
Statements belonging to the - 5 [067| - 4 [077] - 5 |064| - 5 [o06s| - 5 |o080| - 5 [on - 5 |067
individual task proficiency
dimension

1. You carried out the core parts of 4.49 5 0.65 | 4.36 4 0.74 | 4.52 5 0.62 | 4.50 5 0.63 | 442 5 0.74 | 4.46 5 0.68 450 5 0.64
your job well.

2. You completed your core tasks 4.41 5 071 | 4.25 4 0.80 | 4.44 5 0.69 | 4.42 5 0.68 | 4.34 5 0.86 | 443 5 076 | 440 5 0.70
well using the standard procedures.
3. You ensured your tasks were 4.51 5 0.65 | 4.33 4 0.75 | 455 5 0.62 | 452 5 0.62 | 444 5 0.80 | 4.52 5 0.69 451 5 0.64
completed properly.

M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn 5T M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn ST M Mdn 5T
Statements belonging to the - 4 0.70 - 4 0.79 - 4 0.68 - 4 0.68 - 4 0.81 - 4 0.81 - 4 0.68
individual task adaptability
13. You adapted well to changes in 4.39 4 0.69 | 431 4 0.73 | 440 4 0.67 | 4.40 4 0.67 | 430 4 0.76 | 428 4 078 | 441 4 0.66

core tasks.
14. You coped with changes to the 4.38 4 | 069|428 | 4 0.78 | 4.40 4 | 066|440 | 4 0.66 | 4.26 4 0.80 | 432 4 0.78 | 439 4 0.66
way you have to do your core tasks.

15. You learned new skills to help 4.34 4 (073 ]| 422| 4 0.84 | 437 4 070 436 | 4 0.71 | 4.22 4 085 | 4.25 4 0.87 | 436 4 0.70
you adapt to changes in your core

tasks.

M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M Mdn ST M | Mdn | ST M Mdn ST
Statements belonging to the - 4 0.86 - 4 1.00 - 4 0.83 - 4 0.82 - 4 1.04 - 4 0.98 - 4 0.84
individual task proactivity
dimension

7. You initiated better ways of doing 4.13 4 0.88 | 3.97 4 0.98 | 445 4 0.85 | 442 4 0.84 | 3.97 4 1.06 | 4.02 4 1o1 4.15 4 0.85
your core tasks.

8. You come up with ideas to 410 | 4 | 087|397 | 4 1.05 | 416 | 4 |082|415| 4 | 083 |39 4 1.06 | 4.04 4 102 | 412 4 0.84
improve the way in which your core
tasks are done.

9. You made changes to the way your | 4.08 4 084|399 | 4 [095]4.13 4 |081]414| 4 |081]|39 4 0.99 | 4.07 4 092 | 4.08 4 0.82
core tasks are done.

Table 4. Griffin’s Work Performance Scale — Results regarding the organization member statements

All the | Male Female Indefinite term | Fixed term | Below 40 years | Over 40 years old
GRIFFIN’S WORK | respond: responds sponds iployed iployed old respondents | respondents
PERFORMANCE SCALE (N=603) (N=113) (N=490) spond: spomnd; (N=103) (N=500)
(N=510) (N=93)
M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST
- 5 0.76 | - 5 091 | - 5 0.72 | - 5 0.70 | - 5 097 | - 5 0.86 | - 5 0.73
10. You presented a positive image of | 441 | 5 082 | 433 (5 094 | 443 | 5 079 | 455 | 5 076 | 417 [ 5 105 [ 425 | 5 054 [ 444 5 0.79
the school to other people
11. You defended the school if others | 4.49 | 5 075 | 437 5 097 | 451 | 5 069 | 452 | 5 070 | 431 (5 097 | 434 | 5 087 [ 452 5 0.72
criticized it.
12. You talked about the school in | 456 | 5 069 | 448 [ 5 079 | 458 | 5 066 | 460 | 5 064 | 438 5 088 | 439 5 0.76 | 4.60 5 0.66
positive ways.
M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST
- 5 075 | - 4 087 | - 5 072 | - 5 072 | - 4 090 | - 5 084 | - 5 0.73
4. You responded flexibly to overall | 442 | 5 071 | 427 [ 4 079 | 445 | 5 068 | 444 | 5 069 | 433 (4 081 | 437 |5 078 [ 443 5 0.70
changes in the school (e.g., changes in
management).
5. You coped with changes in the way | 4.33 | 4 0.79 | 410 | 4 0.94 | 438 |5 0.74 | 435 | 4 0.74 | 416 | 4 100 | 419 | 4 0.78 | 435 4 0.77
the school operates.
6. You leamnt skills or acquired | 440 | 5 0.76 | 418 | 4 087 | 445 |5 072|442 |5 073 | 429 (4 0.89 | 432 | 5 0.87 | 442 5 0.72
information that helped you adjust to
overall changes m the school.
M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST
- 4 113 | - 4 128 | - 4 1.09 | - 4 107 | - 3 134 | - 4 128 | - 4 1.09
16. You made suggestions to improve | 3.48 | 4 114 | 343 | 4 130 | 349 | 4 1.10 | 3.56 | 4 109 | 304 3 131 (335 | 4 137 | 351 4 1.09
the overall effectiveness of the school
(e.g., by suggesting changes to
inistrative procedures)
17. You involved yourself in changes | 3.68 | 4 110 | 369 | 4 123 | 367 | 4 106 | 3.74 | 4 104 | 334 |3 133 | 359 | 4 121 | 3.70 4 1.07
that are helping to improve the overall
effectiveness of the school.
18. You come up with ways of | 3.54 | 4 114 | 348 | 4 129 | 355 | 4 110 | 361 | 4 108 | 316 | 3 136 | 351 | 4 125 | 3.53 4 112
increasing  efficlency within  the
school.
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Table 5. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale — Results regarding the efficacy in student engagement dimension

All the Male Female Indefinite term Fixed term Below 40 years Over 40 years old
respond: respond: respond: wployed wpioyed old responds responde
(N=603) (N=490) (N=113) spond spond (N=103) (N=500)
(N=510 (V=93)
M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdo | ST M Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST
- 4 0.86 - 4 0.92 - 4 0.84 - 4 0.82 B 4 102 - 4 0.93 - 4 0.84

1. How much can you do to get
through to the most difficult
students?

2. How much can you do to help 3.80 4 0.82 | 3.87 4 0.88 | 3.78 4 0.81 | 3.81 4 0.81 | 3.74 4 0.90 | 3.67 4 081 | 383 4 0.82
your students think critically?

4. How much can you do to 3.50 3 0.85 | 3.56 4 0.96 | 3.49 3 0.83 | 3.51 3 0.83 | 3.45 4 0.99 | 346 4 091 352 3 0.84
motivate students who show low
interest in school work?

6. How much can you do to get 4.02 4 0.74 | 3.96 4 0.83 | 4.03 4 0.71 | 4.04 4 0.68 | 3.89 4 0.98 | 401 4 085 402 4 071
students to believe they can do
well in school work?

9. How much can you do to help 3.77 4 0.80 | 3.77 4 0.84 | 3.77 4 0.80 | 3.79 4 0.79 | 3.67 4 0.90 | 3.71 4 0.86 378 4 079
your students value learning?

12. How much can you do to 4.02 4 0.80 | 3.92 4 0.82 | 4.04 4 0.79 | 4.02 4 0.77 | 4.01 4 0.93 | 391 4 088 | 4.04 4 078
foster student creativity?

14. How much can you do to 3.67 4 0.82 | 3.61 4 091 | 3.68 4 0.80 | 3.68 4 0.79 | 3.57 4 0.99 | 363 4 086 | 3.67 4 082
improve the understanding of a
student who is failing?

22. How much can you assist 3.54 4 0.96 | 3.50 4 1.03 | 3.55 4 0.94 | 3.57 4 091 | 3.40 4 1.19 | 343 4 112 | 356 4 093
families in helping their children
do well in school?

Table 6. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale — Results regarding the efficacy in classroom management dimension

All the | Male Female Indefinite term | Fixed term | Below 40 years | Over 40 years old
TEACHERS’ SENSE OF 37 37 37 iployed iployed old respondents | respondents
EFFICACY SCALE (N=603) (N=490) (N=113) spond sponde (N=103) (N=500)
(N=510) (N=93)

Statements belonging to the | M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn ST M Mdn | ST M Mdn ST
efficacy in classroom | - 4 - 4 - 4 - 4 - 4

di il 0.80 0.87 0.78 0.74 103 | - 4 0902 | - 4 0.77
3.Howmuchcanyou do to control | 4.03 | 4 0.82 | 401 | 4 088 | 404 | 4 081 | 408 | 4 077 375 | 4 101 384 | 4 094 | 407 4 0.79
disruptive  behavior in the
classroom?
5. To what extent can you make | 4.15 | 4 071 | 413 | 4 086 | 415 | 4 068 | 419 | 4 0.64 390 | 4 101 | 407 | 4 086 | 417 4 0.68
your expectations clear about
student behavior?
8. How well can you establish | 4.15 | 4 0.76 [ 410 | 4 082 | 419 |4 074 | 422 | 4 070 | 392 |4 099 [ 416 | 4 079 | 417 4 075
routines to keep activities running
smoothly?
13. How much can you do to get | 417 | 4 0.75 | 416 | 4 083 | 417 | 4 074 | 420 | 4 0.70 398 | 4 098 | 398 | 4 084 | 421 4 073
children to follow classroom
rules?
15. How much can you do to calm | 3.98 | 4 0.83 [ 411 | 4 0.86 | 3.95 | 4 0.82 | 401 | 4 0.78 | 3.81 | 4 1.03 | 380 | 4 093 | 4.02 4 0.80
a student who is disruptive or
noisy?
16. How well can you establish a | 4.14 | 4 0.77 | 4.09 | 4 0.86 | 4.16 | 4 075 | 419 | 4 0.69 | 3.86 | 4 1.04 | 393 | 4 088 | 419 |4 0.74
classroom management system
with each group of students?
19. How well can you keep a few | 3.96 | 4 0.84 [ 396 | 4 0.96 | 3.96 | 4 0.80 | 4.01 | 4 077 | 371 | 4 1.09 | 3.78 | 4 1.00 | 4.00 4 0.79
problem students form ruining an
entire lesson?
21. How well can you respond to | 3.94 | 4 0.84 | 4.00 | 4 0.86 | 3.92 | 4 0.84 | 3.96 | 4 0.79 | 3.80 | 4 1.07 | 379 | 4 1.00 | 387 4 0.80
defiant students?
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Table 7. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale — Results regarding the efficacy in instructional strategies dimension

All the Male Female Indefinite term Fixed terin Below 40 years Over 40 years old
respond: responde responds wployed wployed old responds responds
(N=603) (N=490) (N=113) respond. spond (N=103) (N=500)
(N=510 (V=93)
M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST M | Mdn | ST M Mdn | ST
4 0.80 B 4 038 B 4 0.19 - 4 0.76 - 4 0.98 - 4 092 - 4 0.78

7. How well can you respond to 4.40 5 0.70 | 4.42 5 0.83 | 440 4 0.67 | 4.44 5 0.64 | 420 4 0.93 | 426 4 082 | 443 5 0.67
difficult questions from your

students?

10. How much can you gauge 4.03 4 0.75 | 401 4 0.86 | 4.04 4 0.72 | 4.08 4 0.71 | 3.80 4 0.87 | 3.90 4 0.75 4.06 4 0.74
student comprehension of what
you have taught?

11. To what extent can you craft 4.34 4 0.71 | 4.30 4 0.84 | 4.35 4 0.68 | 4.38 4 0.66 | 4.15 4 0.90 | 424 4 081 436 4 0.68
good questions for your students?
17. How much can you do to 4.06 4 0.83 | 401 4 0.94 | 4.08 4 0.80 | 4.11 4 0.78 | 3.83 4 1.01 | 387 4 0.97 4.10 4 0.79
adjust your lessons to the proper
level for individual students?

18. How much can you use a 4.03 4 0.86 | 4.04 4 092 | 4.03 4 0.85 | 4.06 4 0.83 | 3.86 4 1.00 | 389 4 100 | 4.06 4 0.83
variety of assessment strategies?

20. To what extent can you 4.37 4 0.71 | 431 4 0.81 | 4.39 4 0.69 | 4.40 4 0.66 | 420 4 093 | 427 4 0.83 4.40 4 0.68
provide an alternative explanation
or example when students are
confused?

23. How well can you implement | 3.83 4 0.88 | 3.86 4 0.88 | 3.83 4 0.88 | 3.86 4 0.85 | 3.70 4 1.06 | 368 4 093 386 4 0.87
alternative strategies in your
classroom?

24. How well can you provide 432 4 0.78 | 4.31 4 0.83 | 4.33 4 0.76 | 4.35 4 0.74 | 419 4 0.96 | 416 4 097 | 436 4 0.73
appropriate challenges for very
capable students?

Notes: M=mean; Mdn=Median; ST=standard deviation
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