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ABSTRACT 

 

Enabling Structure and Collective Efficacy: A Study of the 

Perceptions of Elementary School Divisions of American Schools 

in Mexico  

 

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship 

between Enabling School Structure and Collective Efficacy as 

perceived by teachers working in an elementary division of an 

American School in Mexico. A descriptive design was used to 

investigate the relationship between teacher perception of 

school structure and collective teacher efficacy in the 

elementary school divisions of American Schools in Mexico during 

a 1-month time period. 260 teachers representing 15 of the 18 

American Schools in Mexico participated by completing an 

Internet-based survey. A quantitative analysis of teacher 

perceptions using data from two instruments is presented. The 

variable of perception of school structure was measured using 

Hoy and Sweetland’s (2000) Enabling School Structure (ESS) 

survey instrument. The variable of Collective Efficacy was 

measured using Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy’s (2000) Collective 

Efficacy (CE) instrument. This study supports the belief that 

the connection between a school’s structure and its faculty’s 
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collective efficacy beliefs is positively correlated. The 

relationship between Enabling School Structure and Collective 

Efficacy in American Schools in Mexico was found to be 

significant, moderate, and positive. Evidence from this study 

indicates that the more enabling a school’s structure, the 

greater the degree of perceived collective efficacy. Based on 

these findings, developing and maintaining an enabling and 

supportive school environment should be a top priority for 

school administrators. A discussion of these findings as well as 

recommendations for policy, practice and future research are 

presented. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Schools are complex organizations. School administrators 

must possess a unique set of skills necessary to accomplish both 

managerial and leadership tasks. However, the importance of 

management is often downplayed and the understanding of what 

constitutes leadership is not always clear. In the words of 

Sergiovanni (2007), “defining leadership is not easy, yet most of 

us know it when we see it” (p. 82). In fact, much has been 

written regarding what leadership is and how leaders should act 

(Bolman & Deal, 2002; Collins, 2001; Evans, 1996; Fullan, 2001; 

Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2006; Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; 

Kouzes & Posner, 2002; McLane, 2007; Sergiovanni, 2001; 

Starratt, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, 2004; Waters, Marzano, & 

McNulty, 2003). Gardner (1990) distinguished between leadership 

and management, stating, “many writers on leadership take 

considerable pains to distinguish between leaders and managers. 

In the process leaders generally end up looking like a cross 

between Napoleon and the Pied Piper, and managers like 

unimaginative clods” (p. 3). The problem with distinguishing 

management from leadership is that the importance of 

administrative duties can be missed. For example, according to 

the National Association of Elementary School Principals 
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(NAESP), “no longer can a principal be judged solely on how well 

he or she manages the administrative duties of a school. The 

quality of the principal must relate to a school’s capacity to 

ensure achievement for all children” (NAESP, 2004). NAESP’s 

statement suggests that “administrative duties” and “a school’s 

capacity to ensure achievement” are mutually exclusive. It 

implies that the administrative duties of a principal are not 

connected to student achievement. On the contrary, there is a 

relationship between how administrative tasks are performed and 

student achievement (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). This research 

investigated that relationship. In today’s age of increased 

accountability, as well as the need for increased school safety, 

principals need to manage the structure of the school and lead 

for student achievement; not one or the other. 

Educational leaders need to understand what can be done to 

improve student achievement while effectively leading the 

organizational structure of the school in a variety of cultural 

settings. A problem exists when leaders in a variety of school 

settings do not know how their efforts in the areas of 

administrative duties and the teaching efforts of a faculty are 

related (as perceived by teachers). Leaders need to know that 

efforts to improve student achievement can be made without 

neglecting administrative duties. Building an administrative 
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school structure where teachers believe in their ability to 

reach even the most disadvantaged students holds great promise 

for accomplishing the effective administration of schools, as 

well as achievement for all students. 

Creating and sustaining an enabling school structure for 

the purpose of teaching and learning can pose a formidable 

challenge for school administrators. Yet, some school structures 

have been found to be more enabling and supportive than others 

(Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). Hoy and Sweetland described the idea of 

Enabling School Structure (ESS) and the impact of leadership in 

educational environments. According to Hoy and Sweetland, 

teachers can view their work environment as enabling rather than 

coercive depending upon how school leadership establishes 

structure. On the other end of the spectrum, Blase and Blase 

(2006) found teachers could view their work environment as 

abusive when principals negatively contribute to the workplace. 

Indeed, the behaviors of a school’s principal do impact 

teachers, who then in turn impact students and the life of the 

school. “The best bosses are people who are trustworthy, 

empathic and connected, who make [teachers] feel calm, 

appreciated, and inspired. The worst - distant, difficult, and 

arrogant - make us feel uneasy at best and resentful at worst” 
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(Goleman, 2006, p. 277). To be effective, a principal must be 

able to work well with the people he or she wishes to lead. 

Studies (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Hoy, Tarter & Woolfolk, 

2006; Manthey, 2008; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Muttillo, 2008; Ross 

& Gray, 2006) of elementary school teacher perceptions have 

suggested that supportive administrative structures have a 

positive impact on collective efficacy and student achievement. 

Collective Efficacy (CE) refers to an aggregate measure of 

individual group members’ perceptions of group capability 

(Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). As such, measures of Collective 

Efficacy (CE) can provide insight into the beliefs a faculty 

possesses regarding their ability to positively affect student 

learning. It appears that how the structure of a school is 

administered (ESS), may indirectly affect student learning by 

affecting a teaching staff’s Collective Efficacy (CE). Knowing 

the relationship between CE and ESS in a variety of cultural 

settings may hold great potential for a principal wishing to 

positively affect the instructional process as it relates to 

student achievement. ESS may indirectly affect student 

achievement by positively affecting the CE beliefs of a faculty. 

Therefore, a leader’s ability to create ESS, independent of 

school context and outside cultural forces, is a powerful 

consideration. The constructs of CE and ESS hold great potential 
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for leaders to positively impact student learning while 

effectively performing administrative duties. However, prior to 

this research little was known about the perceptions of teachers 

outside the United States regarding Enabling School Structure 

(ESS) and Collective Efficacy (CE). All previously mentioned 

studies regarding ESS and CE were conducted in U.S. settings. 

 

Problem Statement 

Limited empirical evidence existed to understand the 

relationship between the constructs of Enabling School Structure 

(ESS) and Collective Efficacy (CE) in a cultural setting outside 

the United States. Can school administrators lead for student 

achievement while effectively managing a school’s structure 

across school settings? This study aided in answering that 

question and contributed to the available body of knowledge. 

This study investigated the relationship between ESS and CE as 

an attempt to provide a path for school leaders to accomplish 

both effective organizational management as well as increased 

student achievement. Energy spent in establishing school 

structure may positively contribute to the collective efficacy 

of a school’s teaching staff. School setting may or may not have 

an impact on the relationship between ESS and CE. For example, 

Guldan (2005) found no significant correlation between ESS and 
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CE. However, McGuigan and Hoy (2006) concluded that a 

significant relationship does exist between ESS and CE. Guldan’s 

study was conducted in the North East of the United States and 

studied the perceptions of teachers in private schools; whereas 

McGuigan and Hoy investigated teacher perceptions in the Midwest 

and involved teachers in public schools.   

Perhaps ESS and CE only correlate within certain school 

environments. Can a school’s structure be administered in such a 

way as to be viewed as enabling by teachers, and will those 

teachers exhibit high levels of collective efficacy in a variety 

of school settings? What is the relationship between enabling 

school structure (ESS) and collective efficacy (CE) in a setting 

outside the United States? 

Do schools with enabling structures tend to have high 

levels of collective efficacy? School administrators leading in 

ways that are interpreted as positive by teachers may bear 

little value if those positive feelings regarding the structure 

of the school are not correlated with high collective efficacy 

beliefs. Since school administrators do not directly teach 

students, administrators need to find ways to indirectly affect 

student learning. School leaders may be able to affect student 

learning by developing the collective efficacy beliefs of a 

school’s faculty. While individual teacher efficacy is 
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important, school leaders need to ensure all faculty members are 

teaching for maximum student learning. Thus, positively 

affecting the collective teacher efficacy beliefs of a school’s 

faculty is a desirable goal. Intuitively speaking, schools with 

structures that enable positive teaching beliefs should also be 

staffed by teachers with a high sense of collective efficacy.  

Excellence in school administration should comprise both 

effective school structure management and leadership behaviors 

that enhance collective efficacy beliefs, which then can lead to 

increased student achievement. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study is shown in figure 

1. Principal performance can take one of two paths, which can 

either lead to an enabling school structure, increased 

collective efficacy and gains in student achievement, or the 

contrary. However, this study did not experimentally deal with 

student achievement. Rather, it investigated the relationship 

between ESS and CE as a pathway for school leaders to impact 

student achievement by means of fostering a school environment 

conducive to student success. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Framework 

Principal Performance 

 

 Enabling Structure   Coercive Structure 

 

   Efficacy Increase     Efficacy Decrease 
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Significance of Study 

Studying the perceptions of teachers is an important 

consideration given that teachers directly impact student 

achievement (Pollock, 2007). By studying the structures of 

American Schools in Mexico (ASOMEX), this research contributed 

to an understanding of ESS and CE in a unique cultural setting.  

Prior to this study, educational researchers were unable to 

describe ASOMEX school structures and the levels of collective 

efficacy of ASOMEX teachers. Thus, this study was significant in 

that it investigated a research-neglected population. The 

results of this study may serve as an impetus for creating and 

sustaining enabling school structures. Allowing school leaders 

to focus on increasing CE levels by increasing ESS levels; 

accomplishing both effective structure management and increased 

student achievement by means of Collective Teacher Efficacy. 

Studying the perceptions of teachers in ASOMEX schools advanced 

the current understanding of ESS and its relation to CE. 

 

Research Question 

What is the relationship between enabling school structure 

and collective teacher efficacy in the elementary division of 

American Schools in Mexico? 
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Variables 

The variables in this study were perceptions of school 

structure and collective teacher efficacy. 

 

Hypothesis Statement 

The null-hypothesis was that there would be no relationship 

between ESS and CE. The alternate hypothesis was that there 

would be a relationship between ESS and CE and the more enabling 

the structure of the school, the greater the degree of 

collective teacher efficacy. 

Null Hypothesis:   Ho: r = 0 

Alternate Hypothesis:  H1 : r ≠ 0 

 

Definitions 

The following terms have been identified for this study. 

American School in Mexico: The eighteen member schools of 

the Association of American Schools in Mexico (ASOMEX).  

Elementary school divisions within ASOMEX schools consist of 

grades Kindergarten to Six, but may also include pre-school 

(Association of American Schools in Mexico, n.d.).  

Enabling School Structure (ESS): A bipolar concept from 

hindering to enabling at the extremes. Features of ESS include 

teachers viewing rules as flexible and helpful, a sense of 
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cooperation between principals and teachers, and a feeling of 

open communication (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). 

Collective Teacher Efficacy (CE): The judgment of teachers 

in a school that the faculty as a whole can organize and execute 

the courses of action required to have a positive effect on 

students (Goddard et al., 2004). Features of CE include teachers 

within the school believing they have the ability to connect to 

and teach students in spite of obstacles faced by students 

(Goddard, 2002). 

 

Limitations 

The following items were identified as limitations of this 

study. 

The population of this study was limited to those K-6 

teachers working in ASOMEX schools during the 2008-2009 school 

year. 

The results were limited (schools that participated plus 

teachers that chose to complete the survey vs. those that did 

not chose to participate) and the perception of teachers working 

in schools that chose not participate are unknown. 

This study relied on voluntary participation. 

Both instruments used for this study were developed by the 

same person and normed on U.S. public school teachers. 
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The study was based on self-report data. As such, caution 

should be taken when interpreting the data because respondents 

may have wanted to report a more desirable condition than the 

one that actually existed. 

Teacher perceptions might change during the course of a 

school year. In addition, the time at which the survey was 

administered could affect, not only response rate, but the 

nature of the responses as well. 

The study investigated perception, which may not 

necessarily be reality. 

There was no consideration of school improvement 

initiatives currently under way in schools. 

There was no focus on socio-economic factors or cultural 

considerations.  

There was no inclusion of compensation structures. 

The study did not account for prior work experience or 

length of current employment.  

There was no consideration for gender differences. 

Age differences were not included. 

Possible differences in perception between foreign-hired 

and locally hired staff were not considered. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In the following chapter, a review of relevant topical 

literature regarding perceptions of school structure and 

collective teacher efficacy is discussed. 

 

Perceptions of School Structure 

As noted previously, there seems to be a relationship 

between how teachers view the structure of a school and their 

performance within that school as it relates to student 

achievement. In other words, the more supportive the school, the 

better teachers teach. In the words of English and Larson 

(1996), “fortunately, today there are alternatives to excessive 

bureaucratization and routinization. For example, attention to 

organization climate and culture can go a long way to reducing 

the rigidities of organizational hierarchy” (p. 7). Therefore, 

understanding the nature of teacher perceptions of school 

structure is important. 

Dating back to the turn of the century, organizational 

structure has continued to receive attention. Terms such as 

“total quality” and “management by objective” have captured 

attempts to holistically approach structure and personnel 

management in order to achieve effective employee performance 

and maximum output. Indeed, the concept of structure influencing 
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performance is well established (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993; 

Mintzberg, 1989; Taylor, 1911, reissued 2007). 

Chronicling U.S. business practice since the turn of the 

century, Chandler (1977) argued that a professionalization of 

management accrued due to the realization that a manager 

provides a unique and important role within organizations. “Such 

professionalization encouraged the rapid spread of new 

administrative techniques, and helped managers to identify 

themselves as a distinct economic group” (Chandler, p. 456). 

School principals can be placed within Chandler’s “professional 

manager” category because the employees they manage can rate 

their performance. For example, Leana and Pil (2006) described 

social capital within schools in terms of the relationship 

between a principal and teachers. Leana and Pil concluded that 

social capital plays an important role in predicting 

organizational performance within urban public schools.  

Although Leana and Pil found that social capital could act as a 

predictor of student achievement within urban public school 

settings, that finding cannot necessarily be extended to 

American-International School settings for two reasons. First, 

American-International Schools, such as ASOMEX, occupy a variety 

of settings, both rural and urban. Second, American-

International schools are private, not public. 
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A variety of structural forms exist within organizations 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003). Bolman and Deal warned against blaming 

bureaucracy for the inherent complexity of organizations.  

Bolman and Deal advocated the use of a multi-frame approach to 

understanding organizations due to the natural complexities of 

organizational life. Schools, like all organizations, can be 

structured in a variety of ways. Educators have made assumptions 

regarding the nature of schools as systems, which can be 

improved because they believe that a school system is in control 

of itself (English & Larson, 1996). According to Bolman and 

Deal, “the more complex a role structure (lots of people doing 

many different things), the harder it is to maintain a focused, 

tightly coupled enterprise” (p. 69). To provide a meaningful and 

rewarding work environment, school leaders have attempted to 

incorporate human resource philosophies aimed at making the 

goals of the school’s organization compatible with the goals of 

the individual teachers. Herzberg (1966) believed in a need for 

individual employees to see their jobs as meaningful. Although 

conducted several decades ago, the impact of Herzberg’s work is 

still evident and relevant today. Working within school 

structures, present day principals have been noted to use a 

variety of methods to “make the work meaningful” for teachers 

beyond monetary remuneration. For example, rewarding good 
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performance has played a role in distinguishing the structure of 

schools as enabling (Sinden, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2004). 

Like all organizations, schools need structure for several 

reasons. For example, speaking specifically of teachers, Hoy and 

Sweetland (2001) stated, “…they need appropriately designed 

formal procedures and hierarchical structures to prevent chaos 

and promote efficiency” (p. 296). Additionally, Bolman and Deal 

(2003) described how authorities such as supervisors are 

officially charged with keeping activities aligned with goals in 

order to highlight the importance and the impact of structure.  

On the other hand, administrative structure does not need to be 

coercive in order for teachers to follow school rules.  

Conversely, Hoy (2003) found that an enabling school structure 

could enhance the attitudes and efforts of a teaching staff. 

Hoy’s study supports the belief that principals can exhibit 

behaviors, which promote a culture of efficacy for student 

achievement. Additionally, Sweetland (2001) claimed that school 

structure could help rather than hinder teacher performance 

depending on how the nature of the structure of the school and 

the performance of the principal is perceived by teachers. 

Further research also found enabling schools to contain informal 

forms of communication promoting timely and appropriate 

decisions, which were unencumbered by red tape and generally 
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viewed as supportive by teachers (Sinden, Hoy, & Sweetland, 

2004). 

Leadership behaviors can be classified in a variety of 

ways. For example, Luthans, Yodgetts, and Rosenkrantz (1988) 

distinguished between effective and successful school leaders.  

Luthans et al. listed the criteria for effectiveness as quantity 

and quality of unit performance and subordinates' satisfaction 

with their boss. Whereas success was defined in terms of, 

“promotions per year - how fast people got ahead” (as cited in 

Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 317). In this regard, creating an 

enabling school structure would seem to require “effective” not 

“successful” leadership. Indeed it seems how teachers view the 

performance of their principal impacts their view of the school 

structure. Principals in enabling schools have been described by 

teachers as good listeners and approachable; individuals who 

make teachers feel better, who encourage and support teachers, 

and who want teachers to succeed (Hoy, 2003). Such 

characteristics could be associated with “effective” not 

“successful” principals as defined by Luthans et al. 

Menon and Christou (2002) studied the perceptions of pre-

service elementary teachers along with currently teaching 

elementary teachers to determine if differences existed in 

teacher and pre-teacher satisfaction perceptions of elementary 

school structure. Menon and Christou provided a description of 
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their survey instrument by explaining that the instrument they 

developed had undergone factor analysis to analyze question 

items (p. 101). “The differences in the satisfaction ratings of 

current and future teachers on each factor did not follow a 

uniform pattern: in three cases (Headmaster’s Role, School 

Organization, School Climate), future teachers reported lower 

expected satisfaction ratings compared to their in-service 

counterparts” (p. 107). Those findings indicated that actually 

experiencing a school’s structure impacts teacher perception. 

It appears the way a principal communicates with teachers 

can have an impact on teacher perception of school structure.  

However, the cultural context of the school may or may not play 

a role. For example, Arlesting (2007) found that in one Swedish 

school, the form of communication within the school impacted the 

type of dialogue between principals and teachers. Arlesting’s 

finding would indicate that the cultural context of the school 

setting bears little, if any, impact on the phenomenon of 

principal-teacher communication. On the contrary, Busher (2005) 

found that the performance of veteran teachers was impacted by 

the cultures in which they worked. Busher’s research suggests 

that the cultural setting of the school can impact meaningful 

dialogue among school members. Undoubtedly, schools in a variety 

of settings operate differently. Nevertheless, common elements 

may exist. 
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Ansalone and Biafora (2004) studied the perceptions of 124 

elementary teachers in three New York public schools regarding 

school structure, namely tracking. They found 70% of the 

teachers in their study favored tracking because it served as a 

structural means of facilitating classroom management tasks.  

Regarding the academic achievement of the students, over three-

quarters of the teachers in the study favored a move to grouping 

low and high ability students together. “Moreover, faculty 

concern with self-awareness and self-concept is evident in that 

over 60% of the teachers in the current study believed tracking 

impacts negatively on the self-concept of underachievers” (p. 

254); with 90% of the teachers believing their students knew 

they were separated from their peers on the basis of 

intelligence. Ansalone and Biafora also stated, “seven of ten 

respondents to our survey reported that s/he ‘adjusts class 

presentation according to track’ with an equal number reporting 

the need for more time to cover basic work with the lower 

tracks” (p. 256). Teacher perception of school structure 

provides important information for the continued improvement of 

educational practices. For example, from Ansalone and Biafora’s 

study it would appear that teachers perceive tracking to 

negatively affect student self-concept and that students would 

be better served academically by mixed ability grouping. Yet, 
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70% of the teachers favored tracking for classroom management 

reasons. 

Ansalone and Biafora (2004) provided recent perceptions of 

teachers regarding school structure. However, the majority of 

the literature they cited for an understanding of the structural 

process of student tracking was outdated. For example, the only 

study that was cited to provide information regarding the 

formation of kindergarten reading groups was from 1970. Perhaps 

kindergarten-structuring techniques have not changed in 30 

years, but that should not be assumed. Furthermore, educational 

practice and school structure may vary by location so a 

description of the location for the literature cited in the 

article would be helpful. Furthermore, Ansalone and Biafora 

stated, “today about three-quarters of the school districts in 

the United States use ability grouping or tracking” (p. 250).  

Yet, no source is cited for that assertion. Further concern 

regarding the strength of Ansalone and Biafora’s study is that 

in one of three times the survey was administered, a school’s 

principal was the person that distributed and collected the 

survey. This is a concern as supervisor involvement could have 

influenced teacher responses. A final concern related to the 

strength of the Ansalone and Biafora study is their survey 

instrument. A single pilot study consisting of six teachers was 

conducted to develop the instrument. Without sample studies and 
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stages of development, the instrument’s validity and reliability 

are in question. 

Schools will continue to have different structures, and 

different teachers will continue to have their own perceptions 

of different structures. What is missing is an understanding of 

the type of structures that exist in a variety of cultural 

settings. What is also lacking is an understanding of how those 

structures relate to teacher perceptions of collective efficacy 

within those school settings. 

 

Collective Teacher Efficacy 

Professional athletes often cite a person who “believed” in 

them as a driving force for success. Likewise, educators have 

postulated for many years that expectations regarding student 

achievement do affect teacher behavior, and in turn teacher 

behavior affects student achievement. However, it is unclear as 

to which comes first, the expectations or the achievement. For 

example, Bui (2007) investigated the relationship between 

academic performance and student expectation of academic 

performance. The sample of 10,262 students had data collected 

from Grades 8, 10, and 12. The students in the study completed 

questionnaires related to their expectation of academic 

performance during each of the three grade levels. Students also 

completed standardized tests in math and reading to provide a 
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measure of academic performance each year. “The results support 

the hypothesis of reciprocal effects between these variables, 

but the path from academic achievement to educational 

expectation was stronger than the reverse path from Grades 8 to 

10” (p. 330). Perhaps success must be experienced before it can 

be expected. Thus, Bui’s study points to the need for schools to 

promote high academic achievement for all students. If student 

achievement in a school is high, student expectations for 

success might also be high. However, the cause for student 

success initially might be related to teacher expectation. 

As noted by Blankstein (2004), “the link between success in 

a given endeavor and our belief in our ability to succeed is 

well established” (p. 17). In fact, the impact of teacher 

expectations on student achievement is one of the most widely 

researched areas in education (Umphrey, 2008). Less well 

understood, however, is the impetus for teacher beliefs. A 

particularly powerful form of “teacher belief” or “expectation” 

that has received less attention is efficacy. Goddard, Hoy, and 

Hoy (2004) distinguished between three types of efficacy; self-

efficacy of students, teacher’s self-efficacy, and teacher’s 

beliefs about the collective efficacy of their school. The 

authors stated, “of the three, perceived collective efficacy is 

the most recent construct developed and has received the least 

attention from educational researchers” (p. 3). According to 
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Goddard et al. (2004) schools can vary in terms of teaching 

staffs believing they have the ability to organize and execute 

the courses of action required to have a positive affect on 

student learning. Features of Collective Efficacy include 

teachers within the school believing they have the ability to 

connect to and teach students in spite of obstacles faced by 

students (Goddard, 2002). In their book, School leadership that 

works: From research to results, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty 

(2005), cited the work of Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004) in 

pointing out that “the collective efficacy of the teachers in a 

school is a better predictor of student success in schools than 

is the socioeconomic status of the students” (p. 99). 

Hoy and Spero (2005) argued “efficacy is a future-oriented 

judgment that has to do with perceptions of competence rather 

than actual level of competence” (p. 344). Studies have shown 

that teacher perception of student ability can impact teacher 

behavior and student achievement (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1992). 

Rosenthal and Jacobson showed that when teachers view their 

students as capable they treat them differently. Belief in 

ability has been known as the Pygmalion Effect: “What we expect 

is what we get” based on a Greek myth in which a Greek sculptor, 

Pygmalion, fell in love with a statue he created. According to 

the myth, the statue eventually came to life due to Pygmalion’s 

deep desire and belief that one day the statue would return his 
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love. Thus, belief spurred the statue to life. In medical terms 

the idea of “what we expect is what we get” has been referred to 

as the placebo effect.  

Weinstein (2002) conducted longitudinal research over a 14-

year period with 110 students regarding the relationship between 

a student’s perceived intelligence by teachers and the student’s 

grade point average and later academic achievement. Weinstein 

found: 

The relationship was strongest for the underestimated 

children. That is, on average, children who at age four 

were perceived by teachers as less intelligent than their 

IQ scores suggested indeed earned lower GPAs and were less 

likely to take SAT exams in preparation for applying to 

college. (p. 179) 

Weinstein’s findings indicated that early teacher 

perception impacts a student’s school related achievement for 

many years. Exposure to rigorous curriculum and academic 

expectations may be reasons for later development of students 

viewed as less able. Placements based on teacher recommendations 

could play a role in student development. Students placed in low 

ability groups, or viewed as less able, might well experience 

less stimulating school experiences resulting in lower 

connection levels to school. Research on school connectedness 

shows that when students feel connected to their school they are 
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more successful (NASSP, 2006). Students often rise to the level 

of expectation that teachers set. One study of classroom 

practice found that some “teachers gave up on low-achieving 

students who had difficulty responding to questions” (Good & 

Brophy, 2007, p. 37). In turn the students showed little prowess 

for classroom participation. As Weinstein (2002) noted: 

Teachers’ expectations as expressed through differential 

treatment can have direct effects on student achievement, 

for example through differential exposure to curricula. But 

indirect effects on achievement could also result if 

student awareness of teacher belief leads to an erosion of 

motivation and effort. (p. 168) 

Sometimes, what we expect is what we get. Indeed, 

individual teachers setting and maintaining high expectations 

for all students is important. More important however, is the 

need for a faculty to believe all students can attain high 

standards.  

A connection exists between Collective Efficacy and student 

achievement. For example, in a study of elementary schools, 

Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) collected data to support the 

conjecture that efficacy perceptions are associated with student 

achievement. Student achievement data were collected for 

mathematics and reading using the 7th edition of the Metropolitan 

Achievement Test. Goddard et al. found collective efficacy to be 



 

 26 

a significant predictor of both math (53% of the variance) and 

reading achievement (70% of the variance) between schools. In 

addition, Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) found a direct 

connection between Collective Efficacy and student achievement 

with Collective Efficacy accounting for 14%, 18%, and 28% of the 

variance in student achievement in Grade 8 English, writing, and 

math achievement on Virginia Standards of Learning assessments. 

In addition, “correlational analysis revealed a significant 

relationship between teachers’ perceptions of collective teacher 

efficacy and student achievement” (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, p. 

201). How teachers are supported impacts how they view the 

structure of the school and their level of efficacy (Hoy, n.d). 

However, prior to this study the relationship between enabling 

school structure and collective teacher efficacy within ASOMEX 

schools was not known. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 
The following chapter presents the methodology of the study 

used to investigate the hypothesis statement and answer the 

research question. 

 

Population 

The population for this study consists of teachers working 

in an American School in Mexico. The schools have different 

divisions. However, only the elementary division of each 

participating school is represented in this study. The 

population represents a sample of non-U.S. based schools. 

 

Participants 

The participants of this study consisted of K-6 teachers 

working in an elementary school division in one of the 15 

participating American Schools in Mexico during the 2008-2009 

school year. Only those teachers that choose to complete the 

survey instrument are included in this study. The 15 schools 

that participated (Appendix D) comprise 15 of the 18 member 

schools of the Association of American Schools in Mexico 

(Association of American Schools in Mexico, n.d.). Only the K-6 
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elementary school division of each participating school is 

represented in this study. The decision rule for including a 

school in the study was two-pronged. A minimum of five teachers 

or 50% response rate was required for each school (Babbie, 2002; 

Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). 

 

Procedure 

Permission to conduct the study was sought by sending an 

email letter of solicitation to each ASOMEX school director. 

Data was collected using a survey. The survey was administered 

via the Internet using the Academic Survey System and Evaluation 

Tool (ASSET) developed at Seton Hall. Survey data was collected 

and secured on a Seton Hall University server. The survey was 

completely anonymous and voluntary. After obtaining permission 

from each ASOMEX school director, a letter of invitation was 

emailed to all elementary teachers (K-6) at each participating 

ASOMEX School. The survey was administered during the month of 

October 2008. 

 

Instruments 

The Enabling School Structure (ESS) survey instrument 

(Appendix B) developed by Hoy and Sweetland (2000, 2001) was 

used to investigate the variable of perception of school 

structure. The variable of Collective Efficacy (CE) was measured 
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using the 12-item CE scale (Appendix B) developed by Goddard et 

al. (2000) and analyzed by Goddard (2002).  

Both the ESS and CE instruments have undergone several 

stages of development. The development of each instrument was 

based on extensive review of literature prior to item 

generation. A panel of experts reviewed and developed each item 

on the respective instruments. Items were piloted and then 

tested in sample studies. Finally, each instrument has been used 

in multiple studies. The Enabling School Structure (ESS) form is 

discussed followed by an explanation of the development of the 

Collective Efficacy (CE) scale. 

 

ESS Instrument 

The ESS instrument is a 12-item Likert scale, which 

captures teacher perceptions of a school’s structure along a 

five-point range from “never” (1) to “always” (5) (see Table 1). 

Reliability of the scale has been consistently strong with alpha 

coefficients of reliability ranging from a low of .90 to a high 

of .97 in recent studies of U.S. elementary schools (Geist & 

Hoy, 2004; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Tarter & Hoy, 2004). Geist & 

Hoy used the ESS scale with a sample of 4,000 teachers 

representing 146 elementary schools in Ohio to investigate the 

relationship between school structure, teacher professionalism, 

and academic emphasis in schools, as related to three aspects of 
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trust within school communities. McGuigan and Hoy employed the 

ESS and CE instruments to investigate the relationship between 

academic optimism (academic emphasis, collective efficacy, and 

faculty trust in students and parents) and school structure, 

theorizing that school structure might provide an avenue to 

achieving the conditions necessary for academic optimism. 40 

elementary schools in Ohio were used as the sample. Tarter and 

Hoy used the ESS and CE instruments to study school quality, as 

defined by structure, collective efficacy, culture of trust, 

politics at work, student achievement in reading and math, 

teacher assessment of school effectiveness, and socioeconomic 

status (number of students on free and reduced lunch). The 

population for the Tarter and Hoy study consisted of 145 

elementary schools in Ohio. 

Questions on the ESS scale were developed by a research 

team and based on a review of educational literature (Hoy & 

Sweetland, 2000). The original ESS form was first tested using a 

sample consisting of 61 teachers representing diverse school 

groups including urban, rural, and suburban districts within 

Ohio. Along with the ESS scale, the sample of 61 teachers also 

responded to a previously established instrument known to 

measure aspects of school structure. Correlation analysis with 

the items on the other scale yielded a conclusion of initial 

validly of the ESS instrument (Hoy & Sweetland). After the 
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initial study, a factor analysis was conducted to establish the 

questions used to describe the variable of school structure. A 

second study of the ESS instrument was conducted involving 116 

teachers from 116 different schools located in Ohio, Michigan, 

New Jersey, Virginia, and New York. Data from the second study 

was subjected to a principal-axis factor analysis (Hoy & 

Sweetland). “All items aligned along a bipolar continuum from 

enabling at one extreme to hindering at the other” (p. 536). The 

validly of the ESS scale was further tested within the second 

study by administering two different previously established 

scales designed to measure aspects of school structure. However, 

it should be noted that the primary research-developer of the 

ESS scale, Hoy, was also the primary developer of the other 

scales used to test the validity of the ESS scale during the 

second study. At this stage, the ESS form was a 24-item 

questionnaire tested with teachers working in U.S. public 

schools (Hoy & Sweetland, 2000). Hoy and Sweetland (2001) 

continued to develop the ESS form by selecting the twelve 

question items from the 24-item questionnaire with the strongest 

factor loadings. The 12-item form was then tested using a random 

sample of 97 schools in Ohio. The ESS form was assessed for 

factor stability, validity, and reliability by analyzing data 

against previous samples and by correlational analysis with 

previously established instruments. 
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CE Instrument 

The CE scale items are scored on a 6-point Likert scale 

from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6) (see Table 

2). The alpha coefficient of reliability in the two recent 

studies of U.S. elementary schools that were previously 

discussed in the ESS instrument section was .94 (McGuigan & Hoy, 

2006; Tarter & Hoy, 2004). 

The CE scale was developed in much the same fashion as the 

ESS form. The initial formation of the CE scale was guided by a 

review of the literature on collective efficacy and based on a 

16-item version of a teacher efficacy scale developed by Gibson 

and Dembo (Goddard et al., 2000). The preliminary development of 

the CE items was based on a review by a panel of three experts 

from Ohio State University and submitted to a field test 

consisting of six teachers (Goddard et al., p. 488). Following 

the field test, a pilot study was conducted with 70 teachers 

from 70 different schools in five states. Along with the CE 

scale, the sample of 70 teachers also responded to three 

additional previously established instruments to provide a 

validity check. The three instruments Goddard et al. used were 

Teacher Powerlessness (Zielinski & Hoy, 1993); Trust in 

Colleagues (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Hoy & Sabo, 1998), and 

Teacher Efficacy (Bandura, 2000). Correlation tests provided 

statistical evidence upon which to evaluate the construct 
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validity of the CE form. The correlation between teacher 

efficacy and each of the three scales can be interpreted as 

significant and as hypothesized based on the constructs 

represented by each instrument (teacher powerlessness r = -.51, 

p < .001; trust r = .67, p < .001; teacher efficacy r = .41, p < 

.001). In addition to the correlation analysis, two factor 

analysis studies were conducted within the pilot test. Next a 

sample study was conducted. The sample consisted of 452 teachers 

from 47 elementary schools within a large urban midwestern 

school district. Similar to the pilot study, the construct of 

collective efficacy was measured against three previously 

established constructs. However, the instruments used in the 

sample study were different than the instruments used in the 

pilot study. Yet, the correlation tests once again supported the 

construct validity of collective efficacy in each test. It 

should be noted that Hoy was a co-author of all instruments used 

in the sample study. At this stage in its development, the CE 

scale had been shown to be reliable and valid in two independent 

studies. However, Goddard (2002) continued to analyze the CE 

scale by identifying the question items with the strongest 

factor loadings. The 12 items on the CE form used for this study 

contain the CE items with the strongest factor structure 

coefficients and reflect all dimensions of the CE scale. 
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Instrument Summary 

Although a variety of validity and reliability tests have 

been conducted on both the ESS and CE instruments respectively, 

each instrument does have limitations in terms of this study. 

For example, both instruments were normed on U.S. public school 

teachers. While several recent studies have used the instruments 

(Allen, 2003; Hylemon, 2005; Muraskin, 2005; Petersen, 2008; 

Warnke, 2008), only the original authors have extensively 

analyzed the validity of the instruments. However, the fact that 

multiple questions are used on each instrument to measure the 

concepts represented by each instrument, and the fact that the 

scores on those questions have been found to be consistent, 

provides further validity evidence regarding the ESS and CE 

scales. 

A review of the ESS and CE instrument development for the 

present study found both instruments to be reliable and valid.  

All independent studies demonstrated the instruments to contain 

good factor and predictive validity. Permission to use each 

instrument was granted (Appendix A). 

Table 1. ESS Instrument 

Enabling Items 

1.  Administrative rules in this school enable authentic 
communication between teachers and administration. 

 
3.  The administrative hierarchy of this school enables teachers 

to do their job. 
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5.  Administrative rules help rather than hinder. 
 
6.  The administrative hierarchy of this school facilitates the 

mission of this school. 
 
10. Administrative rules in this school are guides to solutions 

rather than rigid procedures. 
 
12. The administrators in this school use their authority to 

enable teachers to do their job. 
 
Coercive Items 

2.  In this school red tape is a problem. (reverse scored) 
 
4.  The administrative hierarchy obstructs student achievement. 

(reverse scored) 
 
7.  Administrative rules in this school are used to punish 

teachers. (reverse scored) 
 
8.  The administrative hierarchy of this school obstructs 

innovation. (reverse scored) 
 
9.  Administrative rules in this school are substitutes for 

professional judgment. (reverse scored) 
 
11. In this school the authority of the principal is used to 

undermine teachers. (reverse scored) 
 
 
Table 2. CE Instrument 

Positively worded items 

1.  Teachers in this school are able to get through to the most 
difficult students. 

 
2.  Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate 

their students. 
 
5.  Teachers in this school believe that every child can learn. 
 
6.  These students come to school ready to learn. 
 
7.  Home life provides so many advantages that students here are 

bound to learn. 
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10. The opportunities in this community help ensure that these 

students will learn. 
 
Negatively worded items (reverse scored) 

3.  If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give up.  
 
4.  Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce 

meaningful student learning. 
 
8.  Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. 
 
9.  Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with 

student disciplinary problems. 
 
11. Learning is more difficult at this school because students 

are worried about their safety. 
 
12. Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning 

difficult for students here. 
 

Design 

This was a descriptive research study (Best & Kahn, 1998) 

designed to investigate the perceptions of K-6 elementary school 

teachers working in American Schools in Mexico regarding 

Enabling School Structure (ESS) and Collective Efficacy (CE) by 

surveying teachers during a one-month time period in the 2008-

2009 academic school year. The research question and hypothesis 

statement guided the data analysis portion of this research 

study. Quantitative statistical methods consisting of 

correlation were used to analyze results at the school level. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

During the month of October 2008, data were collected 

following the methodology outlined in Chapter 3. Of the 633 

possible teachers working in an elementary (K-6) division of an 

ASOMEX school, 260 completed the survey resulting in a teacher 

participation rate of 41% (37 emails were returned). A 

sufficient number of teachers completed surveys at all 15 

schools to provide data at the school level. This resulted in 

all participating schools or 100% of the 15 schools being 

included in the data analysis. As noted previously, the ESS 

instrument is a 12-item Likert scale with a range of one to 

five. The CE instrument contains 12 Likert scale items with a 

range from one to six. Survey results (Appendix E) on the 

Enabling School Structures (ESS) and Collective Efficacy (CE) 

scales were cumulated; the higher the score, the more enabling 

the structure of the school and the greater the collective 

efficacy of the faculty. Table 3 shows the aggregate school 

scores on the ESS and CE measures.  
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Table 3 

Summary of Aggregate School Scores 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

School ESS and CE Scores 

 Instrument Score 

School ESS  

(Range 1-5) 

CE 

(Range 1-6) 

1 3.68 4.68 

2 3.86 4.61 

3 4.36 4.70 

4 3.29 4.26 

5 3.71 4.94 

6 4.05 4.79 

7 3.91 5.05 

8 3.88 4.67 

9 3.51 4.80 

10 3.97 4.93 

11 3.74 4.72 

12 4.03 5.00 

13 4.15 4.90 

14 3.50 4.72 

15 4.14 4.94 
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Survey data were subjected to statistical descriptive and 

inferential analysis (see Appendix G) using The Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17.0. As shown in 

Table 4, for the fifteen participating ASOMEX schools, the 

average ESS score was 3.8520; ESS scores ranged from 3.29 to 

4.36, with a standard deviation of .28509. The average CE score 

was 4.7807; CE scores ranged from 4.26 to 5.05, with a standard 

deviation of .19728. Frequencies are shown in Appendix G. 

Table 4 Descriptive Statistics 

Statistics 

  CE ESS 

N Valid 15 15 

Missing 0 0 
Mean 4.7807 3.8520 

Median 4.7900 3.8800 

Std. Deviation .19728 .28509 

Minimum 4.26 3.29 

Maximum 5.05 4.36 

Percentiles 25 4.6800 3.6800 

50 4.7900 3.8800 
75 4.9400 4.0500 
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Research Question 

What is the relationship between enabling school structure 

and collective teacher efficacy in the elementary division of 

American Schools in Mexico? 

To answer the research question Pearson’s Product-Moment 

coefficient was used. As presented in Table 5, the correlational 

relationship between ESS and CE in ASOMEX schools was found to 

be significant, moderate, and positive (r = .532, p = .041). 

Table 5 Correlations 

 

Correlations 

  ESS CE 

ESS Pearson Correlation 1 .532* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

.041 

N 15 15 
CE Pearson Correlation .532* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .041 
 

N 15 15 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Hypothesis Statement 

The null hypothesis for this study posited that there would 

be no relationship between ESS and CE in ASOMEX elementary 

school divisions. The alternate hypothesis was that there would 
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be a relationship between ESS and CE and the more enabling the 

structure of the school, the greater the degree of collective 

teacher efficacy. “In psychological and educational circles, the 

5% (.05) alpha (α) level of significance is often used as a 

standard for rejection” (Best & Kahn, 1998, p. 391). Therefore, 

according to these data, the null hypothesis for this study was 

rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. The 

relationship between Enabling School Structure and Collective 

Efficacy indicates that the more enabling the school the greater 

the degree of perceived collective efficacy levels. 

Correlation measures associated change and can be followed 

by regression analysis to allow prediction. The coefficient of 

determination (r2) indicated the level of shared variance between 

ESS and CE was 28%. 

 

Additional and Unplanned Analysis 

Regression, a previously unplanned and additional analysis, 

was conducted to understand the impact of Enabling School 

Structure (ESS) as a predictor of Collective Efficacy (CE). A 

simple regression model containing Enabling School Structure 

(ESS) as a predictor of Collective Efficacy (CE) was used to 

examine the relative impact of Enabling School Structure (ESS) 

on Collective Efficacy (CE) (Appendix G). The difference between 

the R2 and the Adjusted R2 was near 5%; therefore the Adjusted R2 
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was used to interpret variance (R2 = .283, Adjusted R2 = .228). As 

a conservative measure, the Adjusted R2 showed that 23% of the 

variance in Collective Efficacy was explained by Enabling School 

Structure. The regression model was significant (F = 5.135, df = 

1,13, p < .041). 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

What is the relationship between enabling school structure and 

collective teacher efficacy in the elementary division of 

American Schools in Mexico? 

The relationship between ESS and CE in ASOMEX schools was 

found to be significant, moderate, and positive (r = .532, p = 

.041). Interpretations regarding the strength of the 

relationship between ESS and CE were based on Hinkle, Wiersma 

and Jurs’ “rule of thumb” table (2003, p. 109). The level of the 

correlational relationship was further confirmed by referencing 

Best and Kahn (1998). An increase in the perception of a 

school’s structure as enabling was found to be associated with 

an increase in perceived efficacy levels of a faculty as well. 

It is not likely that a change of direction in the relationship 

will occur. In fact, these data indicate a 4 out of one hundred 

chance that the direction of the relationship between ESS and CE 

will change. Meaning there was statistically significant 

evidence to support the belief that ESS and CE share a positive 

relationship. As ESS increases so does CE. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was 

accepted. 
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Based on data in the regression model, Enabling School 

Structure did have a significant impact on Collective Efficacy 

(ß = .532, t = 2.266, p <  .041). The Beta was positive 

indicating a direct relationship between Enabling School 

Structure and Collective Efficacy. The direction of the impact 

suggested that when teachers view the structure of their school 

as enabling, teachers also tend to view their school to contain 

a high level of collective efficacy. In fact, the relationship 

between ESS and CE indicated that the more enabling the school, 

the greater the degree of perceived collective efficacy levels. 

However, while the impact of Enabling School Structure on 

Collective Efficacy was significant, the impact was moderate. In 

addition, Enabling School Structure accounted for only 23% of 

the variance in Collective Efficacy. 

 

Discussion 

The findings of this study support the belief that school 

leaders can positively contribute to student learning through 

the pathway of administering schools with an eye on both 

leadership and management. The implications of these findings 

are far reaching. The constructs of Enabling School Structure 

and Collective Efficacy have been shown to positively correlate 

in school settings outside the United States. The results of 

this study should imbue educators with an attitude and approach 



 

 45 

to school administration, which seeks to increase student 

achievement by managing and leading for a sustained environment 

of open communication and collaboration. 

Student achievement is the vision, or goal, of schools. Why 

do some schools succeed in accomplishing that vision where 

others have failed? Perhaps some failed due to a lack of 

effective leadership in setting or carrying out that vision. The 

need for educational leaders to have the knowledge and skills 

necessary for working with teachers to achieve student success 

is paramount. For example, many theories and research studies 

have merit. However, if the findings of the studies are not 

implemented because school leaders lack the skills to facilitate 

implementation the findings may have little impact on student 

achievement. Thus, a school leaders’ ability to work with 

teachers may have the greatest impact on affecting the 

instructional process as it relates to student achievement.  

Educational leaders need to approach the management of 

schools with a mindset towards supporting and assisting 

teachers. Teachers face many challenges. Administrators need to 

effectively facilitate the work of teachers, not impede the work 

of teachers with mindless rules and arbitrary structural 

requirements. The results of this study support the rationale 

that school administrators should perform both leadership and 

management tasks. The manner in which the structure of the 
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school is administered seems to impact how teachers view the 

efficacy levels of their school. Since Collective Efficacy 

positively relates to student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & 

Barr, 2004), high levels of Collective Efficacy are desirable in 

school settings. Given the statistically significant positive, 

although moderate, relationship between an enabling structure 

and collective efficacy levels, school administrators should 

work to develop and maintain enabling school structures. 

As noted by the present study, a need exists for effective 

leadership and organizational management. Synthesis of the 

present study should draw on an analysis of relevant research 

and extant literature to take advantage of current 

understandings. The terms “system leaders” – those leaders 

focused on processes, plans, and structure – and “personnel 

leaders” – those leaders that attend to culture and change – 

have been used to capture the multi-layered approaches to 

carrying out the duties of the principalship (McLane, 2007). 

Recent studies (e.g., Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Hoy, Tarter & 

Woolfolk, 2006; Manthey, 2008; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Muttillo, 

2008; Ross & Gray, 2006) have suggested that supportive 

administrative behaviors have a positive impact on collective 

teacher efficacy and student achievement. On the other hand, 

principals contributing to workplace abuse in schools have been 

described by teachers to use techniques such as: yelling, put 
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downs, lies, excessively critical, making unreasonable job 

demands, stealing credit for another’s work, and in general 

exhibiting unfriendly behavior (Blase & Blase, 2006). Whereas, 

disposition statements used to describe the characteristics of 

positive leadership behaviors include: strong work ethic, 

responsible, authentic, trustworthy, supportive, encouraging, 

teamwork, acceptance, tolerance, encouragement, wisdom, empathy, 

morals, values, integrity, challenging, competent, enabling and 

dependable (Evans, 1996; Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Sergiovanni, 

2001; Starratt, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). “Trust in a 

principal and honesty are hallmarks of enabling structure” (Hoy, 

2004, p.474). There seems to be a relationship between 

leadership style and organizational performance. Leadership 

behaviors impact the climate and culture of the workplace. 

Exhibiting leadership behaviors that contribute to meaningful, 

lasting, and positive relationships throughout the school 

community should result from administrative efforts. In the 

words of Goleman (2006), “among people around the world, 

nourishing relationships are the single most universally agreed-

upon feature of the good life” (p. 312). As school 

administrators do not directly teach students, administrators 

need pathways to positively affect student learning. The 

constructs of Collective Efficacy and Enabling School Structures 

provide one possible pathway for school administrators to 
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positively affect student learning. In the words of Starratt 

(2004): 

A spirit of efficacy is not a Pollyannaish claim of 

omnipotence; rather, it is a pragmatic understanding that 

every situation can be improved, not to perfection, of 

course, but increasingly over time. Similarly, the enabling 

presence of administrators and teachers can lead students 

to develop an attitude of efficacy, of ‘I can do this’ or 

‘we can do this’. (p. 102) 

Schools are complex organizations. As such, school 

administrators must possess a unique set of skills, skills to 

accomplish both managerial as well as leadership tasks. Some 

have said leadership is about “doing the right things” and 

management is about “doing things right.” However, 

distinguishing between leadership and management is not always 

easy, nor useful, as schools clearly need “the right things done 

well” to meet the challenges of preparing students for the 21st 

Century. Teachers are society’s biggest allies and greatest hope 

for making a difference in the lives of children. As educators, 

school administrators should never forget what it is like to be 

a teacher. School administrators need to enable all teachers so 

that all students may be reached. Only when teachers and 

administrators work together will students benefit from schools 

reaching their full potential. 
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Leadership is a powerful notion. From the dawn of 

humankind, people have looked to leaders to motivate, 

emancipate, and inspire. The ideal idea of empowerment through 

motivation holds hope for many. Whether through a change in 

leadership or a change in a leader’s attitudes and actions, the 

inspiration that enables motivation and a renewed spirit is 

unquestionably an endearing notion. “We The People” is a phrase 

that captures the essences or our enduring spirit as a nation. A 

sprint that says, “we will prevail” no matter the obstacles. “We 

The School” should invoke the same emotion and devotion. 

Sometimes, what we expect is what we get. Indeed, individual 

teachers setting and maintaining high expectations for all 

students is important. More important however, is the team 

concept. One good teacher vs. one good school and an avenue of 

administrative impact on student achievement can be achieved by 

working collaboratively to support student learning through 

developing an atmosphere of collective efficacy. A “one size 

fits all” approach to dealing with education is a mistake. What 

works in one setting may not work in another setting. Therefore, 

educational leaders must know their context and adjust actions 

accordingly. When teachers feel supported and valued they pass 

those feelings onto their students. And when students feel 

“believed in” they put that feeling into action and find 

success. 
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Gaining an understanding of teacher perception should aid 

in shaping the development and delivery of educational 

administrative training. Teacher guideline designs and delivery 

are also examples of policy and practice implications for this 

study. The results of this study have implications for 

educational policy, practice, and future research by 

contributing to an expansion of the current understanding of 

teacher perception of ESS and CE.  

 

Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

The results of this study combine with a review of the 

literature to support the belief that efforts to develop 

enabling school structures within educational systems should 

continue. Education policy and practice for the 21st Century 

needs to focus on developing school administrators that couple 

leadership and management together to focus on developing a 

school structure that enables a healthy culture of performance 

and a climate of student success. In such a climate, 

entrepreneurship on the part of teachers to help students find 

success can flourish. 

Differences between pre-teacher and teacher satisfaction of 

school structure indicated that experiencing a school’s 

structure impacted teacher perception (Menion & Christou, 2002). 

Based on this study, policies that support practices regarding 
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new staff induction should be developed and supported. It is 

difficult for a new staff member to enter a school and not be 

affected by the performance and attitude of the staff. 

Administrators should do everything possible to support and 

nurture the development of an atmosphere where teachers believe 

in their abilities to positively affect student learning. The 

results of this study indicate that such an atmosphere 

positively correlates with perceived collective efficacy. In the 

words of Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004), “in schools possessed by 

a high degree of perceived collective efficacy, new teachers 

learn that extra effort and educational success are the norm” 

(p. 6). Therefore, developing and maintaining enabling rather 

than coercive school structures should be a top priority for 

school administrators. Rules should guide behavior and support 

the mission of the school. Teachers that trust their colleagues, 

students, and parents are more likely to develop positive bonds 

and effective working relationships. When a person feels valued 

and respected they are more likely to develop a sense of trust 

in their working relationships. Establishing a positive school 

culture through enabling school structures helps set the 

foundation for the work of teachers. When a supportive structure 

is developed and nurtured, the enabling structure should 

positively impact new staff members. Often a person will take on 

the characteristics and values of the culture they assimilate 
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into. It is likely that a new teacher will take on the 

characteristics of the new work situation and develop similar 

belief systems to the systems encountered in the new work 

environment. It is much more difficult to teach new habits and 

patterns than it is to assimilate a new person into a system 

which possess the desired habits and patterns. In other words, 

develop an enabling school structure and any new staff members 

are more likely to follow the positive peer pressure of the 

existing staff. If the veteran staff embraces a new program or 

initiative, it is likely that any new staff members will also 

embrace the new initiative. Similarly, change models consider it 

vital to model the desired change as part of the change process 

(Fullan, 2001). When a majority of teachers view a change as a 

positive, it is likely that the staff as a whole will accept the 

new initiative. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Studying the perceptions of teachers in ASOMEX schools has 

advanced the current understanding of Enabling School Structure 

and its relation to Collective Efficacy. However, additional 

research is needed. Areas for further study include: 

1. Examine the constructs of Enabling School Structure 

and Collective Efficacy with other American and 

International schools outside of Mexico and the 

United States. This research design can be used to 
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extend this study to other American and/or 

International school settings. 

2. Conduct studies to develop the ESS and CE 

instruments into other languages besides English. 

3. Analyze a larger population of American Schools. 

Only 15 schools were included in this study, 

further correlational studies should be conducted. 

4. Conduct correlational studies to measure student 

satisfaction or student efficacy along with 

Collective Efficacy or Enabling School Structure. 

Such a study could include an analysis of student 

achievement scores of the students who participated 

in the study. 

5. Repeating this study over several school years can 

increase stability over time. Therefore, while this 

researcher’s plan was intended to be conducted over 

a single school year, it is recommended that the 

design of the study be left intact, and that the 

study be repeated over multiple years to gain an 

understanding of relationship between ESS and CE 

over an extended period of time.  

6. Administer the survey twice during the same school 

year (perhaps near the start and at the end of the 

same school year or during a latter stage of the 
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school year) to determine change in perception over 

time in a single school year.  

7. Conduct research to understand the characteristics 

of the highest and/or lowest reporting schools as 

indicated by teacher perception. These studies will 

help solidify an understanding of the 

characteristics of schools where the highest levels 

of ESS and CE are found. 

8. Replicate this study at the middle and high school 

levels to determine if a difference exists between 

elementary, middle, and high school teacher 

perception of ESS and CE. 

9. Enabling School Structure was found to have a 

significant impact on Collective Efficacy. However, 

Enabling School Structure accounted for only 23% of 

the variance in Collective Efficacy. Therefore, 

investigate other factors. 

10. Identify specific behaviors characterized as being 

positive and enabling rather than negative and 

hindering in American Schools in Mexico. 

11. Examine to what extent the structural configuration 

of American Schools in Mexico lends itself to 

enabling characteristics. 

12. Examine to what extent the host country culture 
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plays a role in influencing enabling school 

structure. 

 

Final Summary 

This descriptive research study captured the perceptions of 

elementary teachers in 15 of the 18 member schools of the 

Association of American Schools in Mexico. This study included 

hypothesis formulation and testing, nonmanipulatd variables, and 

answered the research question concerning the current status of 

the relationship between Enabling School Structure and 

Collective Efficacy in elementary divisions of American Schools 

in Mexico. This study was designed to investigate the 

perceptions of elementary school teachers working in American 

Schools in Mexico regarding Enabling School Structure (ESS) and 

Collective Efficacy (CE) during a one-month time period in the 

2008-2009 academic school year. This study extended previous 

research (Adams, 2004; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Guldan, 2005) by 

investigating the degree of relationship between ESS and CE in a 

non-U.S. setting. Data were collected from a single survey 

completed by 260 teachers from 15 American Schools in Mexico. 

The survey consisted of 24 questions representing two distinct 

survey instruments. The first instrument measured Enabling 

School Structure (ESS). The second instrument measured 

Collective Efficacy (CE). The relationship between ESS and CE in 
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ASOMEX schools was found to be significant, moderate, and 

positive resulting in a rejection of the null hypothesis. A 

statistically significant positive relationship was found 

between ESS and CE. The more enabling the structure of the 

school is perceived by teachers, the greater the degree of 

perceived collective efficacy levels. 
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