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Abstract
Little is known about how teacher professional development helps enhance collective 
teacher efficacy so as to improve student performance. The present systematic review 
addresses two research questions, first by identifying 583 studies that may contribute per-
tinent information and then by performing in-depth analysis to eliminate those that did not 
meet our inclusion and quality criteria. After analyzing 18 studies, the results of this review 
confirm the impact of collective efficacy on student performance and highlight the impor-
tance of the role of principals in fostering a culture of trust and collaboration among school 
administrators and teaching staff.

Keywords  Collective teacher efficacy · Professional development · Student achievement · 
Systematic review · Educational leadership

1  Introduction

For many years educators have operated under the premise that professional development 
is good by definition and, therefore, more is always better (Guskey & Sparks, 2002, p. 1). 
However, research has shown the ineffectiveness of numerous teacher training programs; 
thus, multiple studies have tried to define features of effective professional development 
(Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2014; Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Darling-Ham-
mond et al., 2017; Desimone, 2009; Foundation, 2014; Guskey, 2003). Interest in this sub-
ject is mainly due to the positive impact that teacher professional development may have on 
both teacher performance and student learning (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002; Darling-
Hammond et al., 2009; Guskey, 1986; William, 2016).

It is striking, then, that despite growing interest in the subject there have been few rig-
orous studies that examine the impact of teacher training on student performance—most 
studies in this area focus on its effect on teacher learning and practice (Yoon et al., 2007). 
Hence, the present systematic review aims to address this gap by focusing on (a) how 
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professional development helps build collective teacher efficacy, and (b) how teachers’ col-
lective efficacy beliefs impact student performance.

The interest in collective teacher efficacy is due to the fact that these teacher-shared 
capacity beliefs have been closely linked to an improvement in teaching practice (Dono-
hoo, 2018; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2019) and student performance (Eells, 2011; Holanda 
Ramos et  al., 2014; Hoy, 2012). Thus, it could be said that the present review seeks to 
know whether collective teacher efficacy plays a potential mediating role between teachers’ 
professional development and students’ performance.

1.1 � Professional development

Teacher professional development is defined ‘as those processes and activities designed to 
enhance the professional knowledge, skills, and attitudes of educators so that they might, 
in turn, improve the learning of students (Guskey, 2000, p. 16).’ Therefore, for professional 
development to be effective, it needs to be focused on the interests and needs of teachers. 
Further to this, Guskey (1985, 2002) maintains that the strongest motivator for learning in 
teachers is the potential for it to contribute to the growth and development of their students.

There are currently a variety of teacher training programs available, and these programs 
vary in their content and methodology. The aim of some of them is to improve and update 
the knowledge of teachers (Heller et al., 2012; Polly et al., 2015), others focus on the devel-
opment of new skills and professional competencies (Baumfield, 2006), while others focus 
on an accompaniment and a reflection of the teaching practice (Cordingley et  al., 2007; 
Girardet, 2017; Major & Watson, 2018). There is no doubt that the task of teaching is a 
continuous process of training others as well as training oneself, but how can teacher train-
ing be improved so as to contribute to the development and learning of both teachers and 
students? What factors contribute to the success of teacher professional development?

This last question has been the driving force of extant research, including the work of 
Darling-Hammond et  al. (2017), Guskey and Yoon (2009), and Timperley et  al. (2007). 
These studies have uncovered a number of factors related to high-quality professional 
development programs and to the improvement of student achievement. Specifically, Dar-
ling-Hammond et  al. (2017) highlighted seven traits of effective teacher training. They 
emphasized the effectiveness of teacher training programs that (a) focus on content, which 
promotes teacher participation through (b) active learning and (c) collaboration for the 
sharing of ideas and learning together. Programs characterized by (d) the use of models of 
effective practices, (e) coaching and support from an expert, and those that leave (f) time 
for feedback and reflection are, in turn, associated with improved student performance. 
Finally, they highlighted the success of training programs with a (g) sustained duration that 
allows teachers to learn, put into practice, and reflect on their new knowledge and skills.

For his part, Guskey (1985, 2002) argues that for teacher learning to be successful, it 
should have an impact on students and offer practical and concrete ideas that contribute 
to teacher performance. The importance of having an impact on students is also related 
to the work of Hattie (2015), who, through a synthesis of 1200 meta-analyses, examined 
the impact of more than 200 factors on student achievement. An updated version of this 
work (Hattie, 2016) revealed that the factor with the greatest impact on student learning 
is collective teacher efficacy (CTE)—that is, ‘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, p. 4). This factor had an effect size 
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of 1.57 on student performance and was gathered from the meta-analysis conducted by 
Eells (2011) on 26 studies that focused on CTE and its impact on student performance. 
But what is CTE?

1.2 � Efficacy beliefs

CTE is a fairly recent concept, the origins of which are based on Bandura’s social cogni-
tive theory (1986). He defined self-efficacy as “people’s judgments of their capabilities 
to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of perfor-
mances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). These beliefs guide one’s behavior by influencing 
their choices, as well as the effort and persistence given to actions (Bandura, 1997). 
Thus, the higher the perceived self-efficacy, the greater the effort invested, the level of 
persistence, and the willingness to take risks.

These beliefs are shaped by four sources of efficacy. The first, mastery experiences, 
are the most powerful source of information about one’s own efficacy because they are 
based on direct experience and on how successes and failures are interpreted (Bandura, 
1997). In other words, evidence of one’s ability to perform successfully, or not, in the 
future is acquired through one’s actions in the present. The second, vicarious expe-
rience, refers to the learning that takes place through observation of the actions and 
behaviors of others in various situations. Therefore, people refer to others as models 
of behavior and learn by comparing themselves to others (Bandura, 1977). The third, 
social persuasion, comprises feedback received from others regarding one’s own perfor-
mance. In this case, however, the only instances in which social persuasion has an effect 
on self-efficacy are when the comments are realistic and relevant to the action taken 
and when they come from people who are valued by the subject (Bandura, 1986, 1997). 
Finally, an individual’s affective state can also affect self-efficacy beliefs, since, depend-
ing on the situation, one’s physiological and emotional state contributes to one’s per-
ception of personal competence (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, it is important to consider 
the intensity of an individual’s physiological and emotional reactions, as well as how a 
subject might perceive and interpret them (Bandura, 1997).

The value and interpretation of the information received from these sources of self-
efficacy depend on personal, social, and temporal factors related to each individual and 
circumstance (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, it could be said that self-efficacy beliefs work 
as mediators between knowledge and action (Goddard et  al., 2004; Tschannen-Moran 
et al., 1998). The way we perceive our abilities affects our choices and behaviors, and 
if the results of these choices and behaviors correspond with our expectations, our 
self-efficacy beliefs will be maintained and we will continue to behave similarly in the 
future.

Teacher self-efficacy is defined as the belief that teachers hold with regard to their 
ability to produce change and influence the performance of their students (Donohoo, 
2017a). According to Gibson and Dembo (1984), teachers’ beliefs with regard to their 
teaching abilities produce differences in their levels of effectiveness. Bandura (1993) 
states that teachers with high efficacy beliefs create richer and more complex learning 
experiences, while also promoting the self-efficacy of their students. Likewise, Gus-
key (1987) argues that self-effective teachers take responsibility for the achievements 
of their students, while those with low self-efficacy attribute student results to external 
factors.
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1.3 � Collective teacher efficacy

The teaching–learning process occurs within a context in which many agents participate 
and interrelate. Teachers act both in isolation and together, as all of them work toward the 
common goal of contributing to the learning and development of each and every student. 
In fact, the values and beliefs held by teachers can enhance or harm the functioning of a 
school as a whole (Bandura, 1993). Therefore, the concept of self-efficacy must be studied 
at the group level; this is known as CTE, which is defined as the perceptions and judgments 
shared by teachers regarding their ability to positively impact their students’ performance 
(Donohoo, 2017b).

According to Bandura (1997), collective efficacy is formed through the same sources 
of efficacy that are described above; the processes involved at the individual level can be 
applied at the group level, and in the case of teachers, at the school level. Studies such as 
that of Usher and Pajares (2008) and Morris et al. (2017) have confirmed the importance 
of the four sources of information in the shaping of teacher efficacy beliefs. In addition, the 
importance of how teachers interpret the information from these sources and put it in con-
text with respect to their own teaching reality has also been emphasized.

To this regard, Goddard et al. (2004) presented a model of CTE that focuses on the pro-
cess carried out by teachers when they analyze, attribute, and interpret teaching tasks and 
the general competence of the teaching staff. Thus, the information received from one’s 
own actions through the four sources of self-efficacy is analyzed and interpreted in relation 
to the level of difficulty of the teaching task and with one’s perception of the competence 
of the group of teachers to which one belongs (Goddard et al., 2000, 2004).

Moreover, beliefs regarding collective and personal self-efficacy are reinforced through 
the obtained results. Therefore, if teachers perceive an improvement in the performance of 
their students and attribute this improvement to their own work as teachers, they will con-
tinue to act in the same ways in order to maintain this perceived impact on their students 
(Goddard et  al., 2004). Hence, the formation of collective efficacy beliefs can be repre-
sented as a modifiable and continuous feedback process between each of its components.

The interest in collective efficacy arose from a study carried out by Bandura (1993) in 
which it was shown that CTE had a greater impact on student achievement than did stu-
dents’ socioeconomic status. From then on, the theory took on more strength and different 
researchers began to take more of an interest. In this sense, Goddard et al., (2000, 2004) 
developed not only the theoretical model presented above but also an instrument called the 
Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale. This instrument consists of 21 items that reflect four 
dimensions, two of which are positive and two of which are negative, on the analysis of 
teaching tasks and teaching competence at the group level. While the task analysis uses 
teachers’ assessments of the challenges of being a teacher in a particular school and takes 
into account aspects including school resources and materials and student motivation and 
capability, teacher competence uses teachers’ assessments of the teaching ability of their 
colleagues and takes into account the analysis of the tasks to be carried out (Goddard et al., 
2000). Therefore, CTE can be understood as the assessment of teaching competence within 
a given context (McCoach & Colbert, 2010).

However, due to a disproportion in the items presented in this first instrument—thirteen 
items evaluate teaching competence, while only eight measure teaching tasks—Goddard 
(2002) refined and improved the scale by developing a new one composed of just 12 items: 
the Collective Efficacy Scale. Furthermore, Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) developed 
a different scale, called the Collective Teacher Belief Scale, which is composed of 12 items 
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divided into two subscales, one for instructional strategies and the other for student disci-
pline. These three scales have been validated and are the ones that are most often used to 
evaluate teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs (Eells, 2011; Salas-Rodríguez & Lara, 2020).

Finally, despite the fact that since Bandura’s (1993) work, several studies have focused 
on the relationship between CTE and student achievement (Goddard et  al., 2000, 2004; 
Moolenaar et  al., 2012; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004), few studies have investigated 
how teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs are formed or the role that teacher professional 
development plays in this process.

1.4 � The present study

With this in mind, the present systematic review arises from an interest in unpacking CTE, 
with a focus on its relationship to teacher professional development and student perfor-
mance. Thus, this research finds its justification in the scarcity of systematic reviews that 
address the relationship between these variables at the primary school level (Donohoo, 
2017b). Furthermore, the study of CTE is of special interest because it is a ‘contribution 
that comes from the school—not the home and not the students themselves’ (Donohoo, 
2017a, p. 5). Considering the strong influence it exerts on student performance (Bandura, 
1993; Goddard et al., 2000, 2004; Hattie, 2016), CTE deserves greater in-depth study and 
understanding.

In short, this study will examine how teacher beliefs and training relate to each other and 
how they impact student learning and development. The questions that will be addressed 
by this research are as follows:

(a)	 How does professional development contribute to the building of CTE?
(b)	 How do CTE beliefs impact student performance?

2 � Method

The procedure used in this review is based on the approach most commonly used to per-
form systematic reviews (Gough et al., 2013; Harden & Thomas, 2005; Xiao & Watson, 
2017). First, the research questions were established, then the terms to be used in the litera-
ture searches were determined, and the databases to be consulted were chosen. The inclu-
sion and exclusion search criteria were then established. During the searches, samples of 
the literature were selected, the information was extracted, and the quality was evaluated. 
Finally, the data were analyzed and conclusions were drawn through consideration of the 
two research questions presented above.

2.1 � Literature Search

The studies included in this investigation were selected during the months of May and 
June of 2020 from the Scopus, Social Science Citation Index (Web of Science), ERIC, 
and ProQuest databases. In addition to these databases, other studies were obtained using 
the ‘snowball’ technique, in which the literature cited in the studies that are included in an 
initial review is also consulted by the researchers for the possibility that they, too, might be 
included.
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The keywords used in the database searches were derived from the two research ques-
tions, which were broken down according to the concepts presented within them, as 
follows:

(1)	 ‘professional development,’ ‘teacher learning,’ ‘collective teacher efficacy,’ ‘collective 
efficacy’

(2)	 ‘collective teacher efficacy,’ ‘collective efficacy,’ ‘impact,’ ‘student achievement,’ ‘stu-
dent outcomes.’

2.2 � Inclusion and exclusion criteria

In order to ensure the relevance of the studies, inclusion and exclusion criteria were estab-
lished before carrying out the literature searches. Thus, those studies (research papers, 
book chapters, and/or doctoral dissertations) that were (a) published between 2000 and 
2020,1 (b) were in English, and that (c) focused on teachers or students between first and 
sixth grades (primary school level), regardless of the subject taught, were included. Studies 
conducted with K–12 and/or first–ninth-grade teachers or students were also included in 
the review, but only the information pertaining to the primary grade levels was taken into 
account.

Furthermore, studies that dealt with (a) the training of pre-service teachers; (b) the con-
cept of efficacy centered on the principal or the students; (c) the concept of self-efficacy 
without consideration of CTE; and (d) research conducted only at the levels of kinder-
garten, middle school, high school, and/or university were excluded. Additionally, litera-
ture reviews and meta-analyses were excluded since they are considered to be secondary 
sources rather than the primary literature.

2.3 � Quality criteria

Once the literature searches were carried out and the studies to be analyzed in-depth were 
selected, some initial data were extracted, including the author, title, year of publication, 
country, journal, research objective, sample, type of design, methodology, grade level, 
measurement instrument, and results.

After analyzing the studies and extracting the information, the quality of the studies was 
reviewed with the aim of avoiding possible biases. The criteria used to determine quality 
was drawn from Petticrew and Roberts (2006) and Caldwell et al. (2005). Each criterion 
was evaluated on a scale of three points (0, 1, or 2 points), and in order to be included in 
the review, the study needed to have an average of at least seven points out of a total of 14 
(see Table 1).

1  We only included studies between 2000 and 2020 for two reasons: to focus on the most recent studies, 
and because a systematic mapping published in 2020 (Salas-Rodríguez & Lara, 2020) found that the first 
record with the term ‘collective teacher efficacy’ in the most popular databases (Web of Sciences and Sco-
pus) was published in 2000 by Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk-Hoy.
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2.4 � Screening and literature selection

The literature searches revealed a total of 583 studies related to the search terms. Eighty-
one repeat results were eliminated, then the abstracts of the remaining 502 studies were 
reviewed and only those that met the inclusion criteria were included. Subsequently, 
reviewers carefully read each of the selected studies (35) and eliminated those that did not 
meet the pre-established quality criteria (19). At the end of this process, a total of 16 stud-
ies were included in the systematic review, with the addition of two other documents that 

Table 1   Quality criteria

Quality criteria Rating

1. The aim of the research and the question(s) or hypotheses has been clearly 
stated

0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes

2. The methodology has been mentioned and is suitable for the research ques-
tion

0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes

3. It is clearly indicated how the sample was obtained and its main character-
istics are mentioned

0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes

4. The data are analyzed adequately and accurately 0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes
5. The findings and conclusions are clear and the author unites them with the 

research aims previously presented
0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes

6. The research question is answered using empirical evidence 0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes
7. The author identifies and describes the strengths and limitations of the 

study (i.e., its utility)
0 = no; 1 = partially; 2 = yes
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Fig. 1   PRISMA diagram
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were found using the snowball technique, bringing the final total of studies analyzed and 
included to 18.

Figure 1 presents the PRISMA flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009) that shows the general 
process of resource selection and lends greater clarity to the narrated process. This diagram 
presents the number of identified records, screened texts, excluded records, and included 
studies, allowing us to keep track of the reasons for exclusion at each stage.

3 � Results

This section presents the findings from the review of the 18 articles included in the present 
study. The data displayed in Table 2 show the characteristics of the studies included in this 
systematic review.

3.1 � How does professional development contribute to the building of collective 
teacher efficacy?

A total of nine studies were found that addressed the first research question, which looked 
at how professional development helps build CTE (see Table 3). Three of the studies dealt 
with professional learning communities (PLC) as a means to teacher education (Lee et al., 
2011; Voelkel & Chrispeels, 2017; Zonoubi et al., 2017), and two others focused on col-
laboration between schools and universities (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012; Vernon-Dotson 
& Floyd, 2012). One looked at a specific program for solving math problems (Zambo 
& Zambo, 2008), another examined language coaching (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008), and 
the final one focused on teacher training in general and its relationship with CTE beliefs 
(Durksen et al., 2017; Moon, 2012). All of these studies mentioned the importance of col-
laboration among teachers in the development of trust and commitment.

Indeed, Durksen et al. (2017) found that collaboration with other teachers had the great-
est influence on the beliefs of self- and collective teacher efficacy in comparison with other 
types of teacher training, as it promotes the most sources of efficacy. Furthermore, PLCs 
stood out as a type of professional development that promotes collaborative reflection, 
learning through observation and peer feedback, and giving teachers the opportunity to 
learn through vicarious experience and social persuasion, all of which increase both their 
self- and collective efficacy (Zonoubi et al., 2017).

Voelkel and Chrispeels (2017) found that the presence of certain characteristics in PLCs 
predicts higher levels of CTE. They noted that schools that had a high value in the dimen-
sion of shared values and vision also showed high levels in the assessment of group compe-
tence and in the analysis of tasks, which, in turn, indicates that they demonstrated high lev-
els of CTE. Similarly, Lee et al. (2011) found that collective learning (β = 0.49, p < 0.001) 
and trust among teachers (β = 0.76, p < 0.001) predict the variance of CTE at the school 
level with respect to instructional strategies. These three investigations showed a strong 
relationship between the characteristics of a learning community and high levels of collec-
tive efficacy; demonstrating that the correct implementation of a PLC leads to the constant 
promotion of the four sources of efficacy and to the increased commitment of teachers with 
respect to their common goals.

Another type of professional development was presented by Carpenter and Sherretz 
(2012) and Vernon-Dotson and Floyd (2012), who studied leadership teams made up of 
school teachers and university researchers. The goal of these teams was to strengthen the 
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leadership of teachers by fostering the sharing of their concerns, goals, values, and inter-
ests. Through the sharing of leadership, a sense of community is formed and the com-
mitment of its member’s increases (Vernon-Dotson & Floyd, 2012). In a similar way, the 
value and trust school principals place in their teachers plays a key role in the promotion 

Table 2   Characteristics of 
studies included in systematic 
review

Description Count Percentage

Source
 Articles 16 89
 Doctoral theses 2 11

Year of publication
 2000 1 5.5
 2001 1 5.5
 2002 – –
 2003 – –
 2004 1 5.5
 2005 1 5.5
 2006 – –
 2007 – –
 2008 2 11
 2009 – –
 2010 1 5.5
 2011 2 11
 2012 4 22
 2013 – –
 2014 1 5.5
 2015 – –
 2016 – –
 2017 4 22
 2018 – –
 2019 – –
 2020 – –

Country of study
 Canada 1 5.5
 Hong Kong 1 5.5
 Iran 1 5.5
 The Netherlands 1 5.5
 Norway 1 5.5
 USA 13 72.5

Methodology
 Quantitative 10 55.5
 Qualitative 3 16.5
 Mixed methods 5 28

Studies per question
 Question 1 9 50
 Question 2 9 50
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of teacher empowerment and in the likelihood that principals will listen to the opinions of 
teachers (Carpenter & Sherretz, 2012). Teachers in both studies mentioned an increase in 
professional responsibilities, which led to an increase in CTE beliefs, as the teachers felt 
more valued and involved in their educational practice.

Likewise, Cantrell and Hughes (2008) studied the impact of a coaching program on 
literature teachers. The goal of the program was to help teachers use literary skills and 
facilitate student learning. After 1  year, there was an increase in self-efficacy beliefs 
(t(21) = − 4.236, p < 0.001), CTE (t(21) = − 2.051; p < 0.05) and in the teachers’ use of 
literary techniques (t(21) = − 2.093; p < 0.05). The teachers who participated in this study 
reported that coaching was a great benefit when it came to the implementation of new tech-
niques, as it provided the opportunity to learn through modeling and receive continuous 
feedback from their peers and coach.

Zambo and Zambo (2008) studied the effects of summer workshops for mathematics 
teachers from high- and low-performing schools. Their results showed that teachers from 
low-performing schools had improved levels of self-efficacy (t(30) = 4.88; p < 0.01) and 
CTE (t(30) = 2.76; p < 0.01), while teachers from high-performing schools only showed 
an increase in their self-efficacy levels (t(31) = 3.24; p < 0.01). These results reveal that 
improving teachers’ teaching competence and content knowledge has the effect of increas-
ing their efficacy beliefs.

All in all, the studies included in this first research question focused on one or the other 
of two types of professional development programs: those that focused on developing col-
laboration and trust (Durksen et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2011; Voelkel & Chrispeels, 2017; 
Zonoubi et al., 2017), and those that sought to improve content knowledge and professional 
competence (Cantrell & Hughes, 2008; Zambo & Zambo, 2008).

3.2 � How do collective teacher efficacy beliefs impact student performance?

The results for our second research question allowed us to deepen on how CTE impacts 
student performance (see Table 4). Of the nine studies that addressed this question, eight 
of them used a quantitative methodology, while only one used mixed methods. The instru-
ments used in these studies to assess teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs were the CTE 
Scale (Goddard et al., 2000) and the Collective Efficacy Scale (Goddard, 2002). It is inter-
esting to note that only the studies by Goddard et al. (2000) and Goddard (2001) corrobo-
rated Bandura’s (1993) findings that CTE is a significant predictor of student performance 
in subjects such as reading and mathematics to the extent that it overcomes the magnitude 
of the impact of socioeconomic status. Instead, studies like those carried out by Cybul-
ski et al. (2005), McCoach and Colbert (2010), Moolenaar et al. (2012), and Richardson 
(2014) found that CTE has a significant relationship with student performance but the 
impact of socioeconomic level is usually stronger.

Tarter and Hoy (2004) also found a high and significant correlation between student 
performance in reading (r = 0.74, p < 0.01) and mathematics (r = 0.72, p < 0.01) with CTE 
levels. Similarly, Moolenaar et  al. (2012) concluded that increasing CTE beliefs also 
increased student performance in language, finding a positive and significant correlation 
between both (r(773) = 0.48, p < 0.01). Furthermore, Richardson (2014) studied collec-
tive efficacy in high- and low-performing schools, and the results showed that high-per-
formance schools scored higher on CTE than low-performance schools, obtaining a mod-
erate but significant correlation coefficient (r(183) = 0.40, p < 0.001) between the type of 
school and collective efficacy. With regard to non-academic performance, and with the use 
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of variables of a more social and behavioral type, Sørlie and Torsheim (2011) showed that 
an increase in CTE was correlated with a decrease in student behavioral problems (school 
level: b = − 0.43, p < 0.05; classroom level: b = − 0.36, p < 0.05).

It was also found that students’ previous performance is related to teachers’ perceptions 
of collective efficacy. In fact, Goddard (2001) holds that students’ previous performance 
acts as a source of information regarding efficacy since it can be considered, by the teacher, 
as an experience of success or failure. Accordingly, Goddard (2001) found that the pre-
vious performance of students has a greater predictive value than the students’ socioeco-
nomic level or race when studying the differences in CTE between schools. Therefore, the 
existence of a reciprocal relationship between student performance and CTE is supported 
in the literature (Goddard, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Nonetheless, special 
care has to be paid since no causal relations can be drawn from correlational analysis and/
or cross sectional studies. To this respect, the only longitudinal study included in this sec-
ond research question was that of Sørlie and Torsheim (2011). With this in mind, and tak-
ing into account the characteristics of our nine included studies, CTE and student achieve-
ment seem to be positively related between them.

4 � Discussion

The teaching profession is characterized by a constant need for training in order to respond 
to the different challenges that arise on a daily basis. In this sense, the teaching task is 
oriented to achieve the development and learning of each and every one of the students. 
Nonetheless, in order to achieve this goal, teachers need to share the beliefs that they, as 
faculty, have what it takes to produce meaningful student learning. In this regard, teacher 
professional development plays a key role in these two tasks: updating teachers’ knowledge 
and providing them with the necessary tools so that together they can achieve the desired 
impact on students.

With this in mind, the present systematic review is based on the search for answers to 
the following questions:

(a)	 How does professional development contribute to the building of CTE?
(b)	 How do CTE beliefs impact student performance?

These research questions are interrelated and complement each other, and therefore, 
based on the data and the results obtained from the 18 included studies, different ideas can 
be explored and connected.

First of all, and because CTE is a term common to both questions, it will be helpful to 
recall that CTE is the belief shared by teachers about their ability to make an impact on 
students (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Donohoo, 2017a). In this sense, as it is a shared belief, it 
implies an assessment of the group to which one belongs and an analysis of the difficulty 
of the tasks that are performed (Goddard et al., 2000, 2004). Hence, as seen in the results, 
the higher the density of relationships among teachers, the higher the levels of collective 
efficacy (Moolenaar et al., 2012).

In this line, all the studies that were included in the first research question agreed on 
the importance of collaboration for the development of CTE regardless of the type of 
professional development program. Through collaboration, teachers can establish rela-
tionships (Moolenaar, et al., 2012), promote trust (Lee et al., 2011; Vernon-Dotson & 
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Floyd, 2012), open their teaching practice, and create a supportive climate (Carpenter & 
Sherretz, 2012). This supportive climate is essential for teachers to feel and know that, 
together, they are capable of reaching each and every student.

But, what would be the best way for teachers to collaborate? There is probably no 
right answer to this question. However, regarding the studies found, it has been seen that 
the PLCs are the model that currently prevails. Perhaps this is due to the fact that their 
own characteristics are what encourage the development of CTE by promoting the pur-
suit of common goals and, therefore, of shared responsibilities (Lee et al., 2011; Voelkel 
& Chrispeels, 2017).

Nonetheless, the simple act of implementing a PLC does not ensure its success, or 
the improvement in the students’ performance. In this sense, trust plays an essential role 
so that people feel safe to take risks and make mistakes, knowing that they are supported 
and valued by their peers as well as by the school administration (Lee et  al., 2011). 
Hence, the collaboration and relations between the different professionals increase the 
levels of trust and, in turn, the PLCs raise the collective efficacy of teachers.

Another aspect of professional development that can assist in the development of 
CTE beliefs is coaching. This more personal accompaniment is a good tool to rein-
force teachers’ mastery experiences and provide feedback regarding their performance. 
According to a meta-analysis conducted by Kraft et al. (2018) the quality and focus of 
the coaching, as well as the school’s culture help facilitate the openness and confidence 
of the teachers with their coach. Consequently, we should further explore how coaching 
is implemented as it has been seen that the success of coaching is accompanied by a cul-
ture of support from the principal and the school administration (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 
2011; Kraft et al., 2018; Panfilio-Padden, 2014).

Finally, professional development programs focused on improving teachers’ content 
knowledge and teaching competence can help teachers feel more comfortable with their 
teaching tasks. The results of this first research question make clear the need to take 
care of both the content and the type of teacher professional development programs. 
These two aspects are the key to improving the two factors of CTE: group competence 
and task analysis.

On the other hand, the studies that addressed the second research question argue 
that when levels of CTE are high, student performance increases (Goddard et al., 2017; 
McCoach & Colbert, 2010; Richardson, 2014). In fact, Goddard et  al. (2000) sustain 
that the beliefs shared by the teachers shape their actions and the culture of the school. 
Therefore, in a school where teachers share high levels of collective efficacy, higher 
expectations are promoted and a constant effort is made to continue achieving com-
mon goals (Goddard et al., 2017). Hence, Bandura’s (1993) findings were confirmed by 
some studies that found that CTE has a greater impact on student performance than the 
student’s socioeconomic level, which shows that CTE can help to counteract the effects 
of contextual variables on student performance (Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000).

Another interesting finding regarding this second question was that CTE is not only 
a predictor of student performance, but performance also seems to predict and affect 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Goddard, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). To this 
regard, Goddard et al. (2000) affirm that teacher efficacy has a cyclical nature, since the 
previous performance of the student can be considered as a success or a failure on the 
part of the teacher, while the beliefs shared by teachers about their own ability to impact 
learners help teachers to be more committed to their teaching and to all students, even 
those who show low performance (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Therefore, some 
authors claim that collective efficacy beliefs and student performance feedback on each 
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other and exhibit reciprocal causality (Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Moolenaar 
et al., 2012).

Finally, if we look at the results of both research questions, a common aspect that stands 
out is the importance of school climate and culture. On the one hand, the school climate 
seems to be essential for the correct implementation of the various teacher training pro-
grams, being the foundation for collaboration, trust, and teacher efficacy beliefs. On the 
other hand, school climate and culture seem to be permeated by teachers’ efficacy beliefs, 
affecting in turn the expectations and behaviors of teachers.

4.1 � Implications for further research

Throughout this review numerous questions and new interests have emerged. First of all, 
it seems that teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs could indeed be a mediator between the 
teacher training they have received and their students’ performance. In this sense, it would 
be interesting to conduct a study that would make it possible to confirm this relationship 
in the practice. Additionally, it would be valuable for future research to further investigate 
the role of school principals in the formation of CTE and student performance. Some stud-
ies (Goddard et al., 2015, 2017, 2020) emphasize the importance of the principal and the 
administration in creating opportunities for the development of collective efficacy.

One aspect to be taken into account in the study of teacher efficacy beliefs is that some 
claims are made in theory but are not tested in practice. An example of this is the causal 
relationships that have been established between CTE and student learning, or between 
CTE and teacher self-efficacy. The reality of education is very complex and there are many 
agents and factors that affect it, which makes it very difficult to establish causal relation-
ships. Longitudinal studies with large and representative samples would make it possible to 
carry out causality analyses and to respect the different levels of analysis of the variables. 
Likewise, mixed studies would be of great interest to try to better understand the complex 
educational reality and to gain in-depth knowledge of teachers’ perceptions of their profes-
sional development and efficacy beliefs.

We further encouraged future studies to investigate more about the tools for assessing 
CTE. In our small systematic review—and with respect to the second research question—
seven of the eight included studies used the tools developed by Goddard (Goddard, 2002; 
Goddard et al., 2000). Despite their widespread use, previous studies have criticized both 
tools for explicitly measuring task difficulty, thus affecting CTE scores in schools with 
a more challenging environment (Eells, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Hence, 
it would be interesting to explore more studies that have used other tools to assess CTE 
beliefs. Or perhaps future studies could evaluate CTE using two different tools in order to 
see whether or not there are differences between the obtained results.

In this respect, McCoach and Colbert (2010) pointed out the need to improve the tools 
used to assess CTE. With regard to the CTE Scale (Goddard et al., 2000), which measures 
task analysis and teaching competence within a single factor, McCoach and Colbert (2010) 
proposed a two-factor model that can distinguish both variables with the aim of looking 
more deeply at the collective efficacy beliefs held by teachers. For example, teachers who 
face a relatively straightforward task (i.e., an external factor) but do not believe that it can 
be accomplished by their teaching staff (i.e., internal factor) would benefit from training 
that focuses on collaboration, trust, and dialogue. Therefore, through the measurement 
of both factors, more accurate interventions could be implemented that are tailored to the 
needs of each particular teacher and school.
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4.2 � Implications for practice

Regarding practice, it is necessary to develop training that is directed at school princi-
pals and administrative staff in order to ensure that they are aware of the impact of their 
actions on school culture and the promotion of CTE beliefs through the facilitation of 
opportunities.

Also, the contributions of McCoach and Colbert (2010) that were alluded to in the pre-
vious subsection suggest that it is important to review the instruments used to evaluate 
CTE in order to make pertinent improvements and allow more light to be shed on teacher 
professional development. With regard to this, CTE should be an essential part of any 
training program, and it should be included not only in the design of such programs but 
must also be measured after their implementation so as to discover the effectiveness of the 
intervention (Donohoo, 2017b). If the impact of training on CTE is considered, the impact 
of this training on student performance could be better predicted.

Another factor that must be considered is the importance of listening to the opinions of 
teachers regarding their training, needs, and concerns. Not only will listening to teachers 
improve professional development programs, but it will allow for more coherence between 
what is offered by the administration and what teachers experience on a daily basis. In 
short, there is an opportunity to enrich the practice of teaching with what is found in the 
theory.

4.3 � Limitations of the current review

The present systematic review aimed to deepen current knowledge and understanding of 
the subject of professional development and teachers’ efficacy beliefs; however, like any 
other study, there were some limitations with respect to its realization. As there were not 
many rigorous studies that examined the topic of CTE that met the inclusion criteria, very 
few studies were found and included in the review. Furthermore, although the database 
searches were exhaustive, only four databases were consulted; the low number of studies 
that were found that addressed the research questions may have been partly due to this 
reason. Another reason for the low number of studies found that met the criteria may be the 
fact that only studies that focused on the primary levels were included.

5 � Conclusion

The present systematic review explored how CTE can be promoted in teacher professional 
development programs in order to achieve a greater impact on student learning and devel-
opment. For this purpose, two questions were posed and 18 studies were analyzed follow-
ing quality and inclusion/exclusion criteria.

The results for the first question showed that training programs that foster teacher col-
laboration and the development of a supportive school climate are more likely to be associ-
ated with an increase in collective efficacy beliefs. PLCs appear to be an excellent means of 
promoting these characteristics and fostering the development of teacher efficacy informa-
tion sources.

For their part, the studies found for the second question support the positive and sig-
nificant relationship between CTE and student performance. However, most of the studies 
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included are based only on correlations and data collected cross-sectionally, so longitudinal 
studies would be helpful to further explore the possible reciprocal relationship between 
these two variables. Implications for research and practice are offered in order to further 
develop these promising concepts.

Funding  Open Access funding provided thanks to the CRUE-CSIC agreement with Springer Nature. This 
research was supported by a grant from the ‘Asociación de Amigos’ of the University of Navarra.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or 
financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://​creat​iveco​mmons.​org/​licen​ses/​by/4.​0/.

References

References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the systematic review.
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological Review, 

84(2), 191–215. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0033-​295X.​84.2.​191
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Prentice Hall.
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning. Educational Psy-

chologist, 28(2), 117–148. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1207/​s1532​6985e​p2802_3
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Freeman.
Baumfield, V. (2006). Tools for pedagogical inquiry: The impact of teaching thinking skills on teachers. 

Oxford Review of Education, 32(2), 185–196. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​03054​98060​06453​62
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. (2014). Teachers know best: Teachers’ views on professional develop-

ment. http://​k12ed​ucati​on.​gates​found​ation.​org/​downl​oad/?​Num=​2336&​filen​ame=​Gates-​PDMar​ketRe​
search-​Dec5.​pdf

Caldwell, K., Henshaw, L., & Taylor, G. (2005). Developing a framework for critiquing health research. 
Journal of Health, Social and Environmental Issues, 6(1), 45–54. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​nedt.​2010.​
11.​025

Cantrell, S. C., & Hughes, H. K. (2008). Teacher efficacy and content literacy implementation: An explora-
tion of the effects of extended professional development with coaching. Journal of Literacy Research, 
40(1), 95–127. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10862​96080​20704​42

Carlisle, J. F., & Berebitsky, D. (2011). Literacy coaching as a component of professional development. 
Reading and Writing, 24, 773–800. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11145-​009-​9224-4

Carpenter, B. D., & Sherretz, C. E. (2012). Professional development school partnerships: An instrument for 
teacher leadership. School-University Partnerships, 5(1), 89–101.

Clarke, D., & Hollingsworth, H. (2002). Elaborating a model of teacher professional growth. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 18(8), 947–967. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0742-​051X(02)​00053-7

Cordingley, P., Bell, M., Isham, C., Evans, D., & Firth, A. (2007). What do specialists do in CPD pro-
grammes for which there is evidence of positive outcomes for pupils and teachers? (Technical report 
1504T). EPPI-Centre. https://​eppi.​ioe.​ac.​uk/​cms/​Defau​lt.​aspx?​tabid=​2275

*Cybulski, T. G., Hoy, W. K., & Sweetland, S. R. (2005). The roles of collective efficacy of teachers and fis-
cal efficiency in student achievement. Journal of Educational Administration, 43(5), 439–461. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1108/​09578​23051​06152​24

Darling-Hammond, L., Hyler, M. E., & Gardner, M. (2017). Effective teacher professional development. 
Learning Policy Institute.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054980600645362
http://k12education.gatesfoundation.org/download/?Num=2336&filename=Gates-PDMarketResearch-Dec5.pdf
http://k12education.gatesfoundation.org/download/?Num=2336&filename=Gates-PDMarketResearch-Dec5.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2010.11.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2010.11.025
https://doi.org/10.1080/10862960802070442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-009-9224-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(02)00053-7
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/cms/Default.aspx?tabid=2275
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578230510615224
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578230510615224


212	 F. Salas‑Rodríguez, S. Lara 

1 3

Darling-Hammond, L., Wei, R. C., Andree, A., Richardson, N., & Orphanos, S. (2009). Professional learn-
ing in the learning profession: A status report on teacher development in the United States and abroad. 
Stanford University.

Desimone, L. M. (2009). Improving impact studies of teachers’ professional development: Toward better 
conceptualizations and measures. Educational Researcher, 38(3), 181–199. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3102/​
00131​89X08​331140

Donohoo, J. (2017a). Collective efficacy: How educators’ beliefs impact student learning. Corwin.
Donohoo, J. (2017b). Collective teacher efficacy research: Implications for professional learning. Journal 

of Professional Capital and Community, 2(2), 101–116. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​JPCC-​10-​2016-​0027
Donohoo, J. (2018). Collective teacher efficacy research: Productive patterns of behavior and other 

positive consequences. Journal of Educational Change, 19, 323–345. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10833-​018-​9319-2

*Durksen, T. L., Klassen, R. M., & Daniels, L. M. (2017). Motivation and collaboration: The keys to a 
developmental framework for teachers’ professional learning. Teaching and Teacher Education, 67, 
53–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tate.​2017.​05.​011

Eells, R. J. (2011). Meta-analysis of the relationship between collective teacher efficacy and student 
achievement [Doctoral dissertation, Loyola University Chicago]. Loyola eCommons. http://​ecomm​
ons.​luc.​edu/​luc_​diss/​133

Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 76(4), 569–582. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​0663.​76.4.​569

Girardet, C. (2017). Why do some teachers change and others don’t? A review of studies about factors 
influencing in-service and pre-service teachers’ change in classroom management. Review of Edu-
cation, 6(1), 3–36. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​rev3.​3104

*Goddard, R. D. (2001). Collective efficacy: A neglected construct in the study of schools and student 
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(3), 467–476. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​
0663.​93.3.​467

Goddard, R. D. (2002). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the measurement of collective efficacy: 
The development of a short form. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 62(1), 97–110. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00131​64402​06200​1007

Goddard, R. D., Bailes, L. P., & Kim, M. (2020). Principal efficacy beliefs for instructional leadership 
and their relation to teachers’ sense of collective efficacy and student achievement. Leadership and 
Policy in Schools. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15700​763.​2019.​16963​69

Goddard, R. D., Goddard, Y., Kim, E. S., & Miller, R. (2015). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the 
roles of instructional leadership, teacher collaboration, and collective beliefs in support of student 
learning. American Journal of Education, 121(4), 501–530. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1086/​681925

*Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its meaning, 
measure, and impact on student achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 37(2), 479–
507. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​11635​31

Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2004). Collective efficacy beliefs: Theoretical devel-
opments, empirical evidence, and future directions. Educational Researcher, 33(3), 3–13. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3102/​00131​89X03​30030​03

*Goddard, R. D., Skrla, L., & Salloum, S. J. (2017). The role of collective efficacy in closing student 
achievement gaps: A mixed methods study of school leadership for excellence and equity. Journal 
of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 22(4), 220–236. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10824​669.​2017.​
13489​00

Gough, D., Oliver, S., & Thomas, J. (2013). Learning from research: Systematic reviews for informing 
policy decisions: A quick guide. EPPI Centre. https://​www.​allia​nce4u​seful​evide​nce.​org/​assets/​Allia​
nce-​FUE-​revie​ws-​bookl​et-3.​pdf

Guskey, T. R. (1985). Staff development and teacher change. Educational Leadership, 42(7), 57–60.
Guskey, T. R. (1986). Staff development and the process of teacher change. Educational Researcher, 

15(5), 5–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3102/​00131​89X01​50050​05
Guskey, T. R. (1987). Context variables that affect measures of teacher efficacy. The Journal of Educa-

tional Research, 81(1), 41–47. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00220​671.​1987.​10885​795
Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development. Corwin.
Guskey, T. R. (2002). Professional development and teacher change. Teachers and Teaching, 8(3), 381–

391. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13540​60021​00000​512
Guskey, T. R. (2003). Analyzing lists of the characteristics of effective professional development to pro-

mote visionary leadership. NASSP Bulletin, 87(637), 4–20. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01926​36503​
08763​702

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X08331140
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X08331140
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPCC-10-2016-0027
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-018-9319-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10833-018-9319-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.05.011
http://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/133
http://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_diss/133
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3104
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.3.467
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.3.467
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164402062001007
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2019.1696369
https://doi.org/10.1086/681925
https://doi.org/10.2307/1163531
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033003003
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033003003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2017.1348900
https://doi.org/10.1080/10824669.2017.1348900
https://www.alliance4usefulevidence.org/assets/Alliance-FUE-reviews-booklet-3.pdf
https://www.alliance4usefulevidence.org/assets/Alliance-FUE-reviews-booklet-3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X015005005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1987.10885795
https://doi.org/10.1080/135406002100000512
https://doi.org/10.1177/019263650308763702
https://doi.org/10.1177/019263650308763702


213Unpacking collective teacher efficacy in primary schools:…

1 3

Guskey, T. R., & Sparks, D. (2002). Linking professional development to improvements in student learn-
ing [Paper presentation]. Annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New 
Orleans, LA, United States.

Guskey, T. R., & Yoon, K. S. (2009). What works in professional development? Phi Delta Kappan, 
90(7), 495–500. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00317​21709​09000​709

Harden, A., & Thomas, J. (2005). Methodological issues in combining diverse study types in system-
atic reviews. International Journal of Social Research Methodology: Theory and Practice, 8(3), 
257–271. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13645​57050​01550​78

Hattie, J. (2015). The applicability of visible learning to higher education. Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning in Psychology, 1(1), 79–91. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​stl00​00021

Hattie, J. (2016). Mindframes and maximizers. Third annual visible learning conference, Washington, 
DC, United States.

Heller, J. I., Daehler, K. R., Wong, N., Shinohara, M., & Miratrix, L. W. (2012). Differential effects of 
three professional development models on teacher knowledge and student achievement in elemen-
tary science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 49(3), 333–362. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​tea.​
21004

Holanda Ramos, M. F., Costa e Silva, S. S., Ramos Pontes, F. A., Fernandez, A. P. O., & Furtado Nina, 
K. C. (2014). Collective teacher efficacy beliefs: A critical review of the literature. International 
Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 4(7), 179–188.

Hoy, W. (2012). School characteristics that make a difference for the achievement of all students: A 
40-year odyssey. Journal of Educational Administration, 50(1), 76–97. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​
09578​23121​11960​78

Kraft, M. A., Blazar, D., & Hogan, D. (2018). The effect of teacher coaching on instruction and achieve-
ment: A meta-analysis of the causal evidence. Review of Educational Research, 88(4), 547–588. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3102/​00346​54318​759268

*Lee, J. C., Zhang, Z., & Yin, H. (2011). A multilevel analysis of the impact of a professional learning 
community, faculty trust in colleagues and collective efficacy on teacher commitment to students. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 27, 820–830. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tate.​2011.​01.​006

Major, L., & Watson, S. (2018). Using video to support in-service teacher professional development: 
The state of the field, limitations and possibilities. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 27(1), 
49–68. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14759​39X.​2017.​13614​69

*McCoach, D. B., & Colbert, R. D. (2010). Factors underlying the collective teacher efficacy scale and 
their mediating role in the effect of socioeconomic status on academic achievement at the school 
level. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 43(1), 31–47. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​07481​75610​362368

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic 
reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal Medicine, 151, 264–269. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​7326/​0003-​4819-​151-4-​20090​8180-​00135

*Moolenaar, N. M., Sleegers, P. J. C., & Daly, A. J. (2012). Teaming up: Linking collaboration net-
works, collective efficacy, and student achievement. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(2), 251–
262. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tate.​2011.​10.​001

*Moon, G. S. (2012). A theoretical and empirical investigation of professional development’s impact 
on self- and collective efficacy by school accountability status [Doctoral dissertation, University 
at Albany, State University of New York]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses database. (Order No. 
3516353).

Morris, D. B., Usher, E. L., & Chen, J. A. (2017). Reconceptualizing the sources of teaching self-efficacy: A 
critical review of emerging literature. Educational Psychology Review, 29(4), 795–833. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​s10648-​016-​9378-y

Panfilio-Padden, S. (2014). The effect of instructional coaching on teacher efficacy and on student 
achievement [Doctoral dissertation, Northwest Nazarene University].

Petticrew, M., & Roberts, H. (2006). Systematic reviews in the social sciences: A practical guide. Blackwell.
Polly, D., McGee, J., Wang, C., Martin, C., Lambert, R., & Pugalee, D. K. (2015). Linking professional 

development, teacher outcomes, and student achievement: The case of a learner-centered mathe-
matics program for elementary school teachers. International Journal of Education Research, 72, 
26–37. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ijer.​2015.​04.​002

*Richardson, S. (2014). Individual sense of efficacy, collective teacher efficacy and student achievement 
in high achieving and low achieving urban public schools [Doctoral dissertation, Pepperdine Uni-
versity]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses database. (Order No. 3617053).

https://doi.org/10.1177/003172170909000709
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645570500155078
https://doi.org/10.1037/stl0000021
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21004
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21004
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578231211196078
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578231211196078
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654318759268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2017.1361469
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175610362368
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175610362368
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2011.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9378-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9378-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2015.04.002


214	 F. Salas‑Rodríguez, S. Lara 

1 3

Salas-Rodríguez, F., & Lara, S. (2020). Mapeo sistemático de la literatura sobre la eficacia colectiva 
docente. Revista Interuniversitaria De Formación Del Profesorado, 34(2), 11–35. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​47553/​rifop.​v34i2.​77678

Skaalvik, E., & Skaalvik, S. (2019). Teacher self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy: Relations with 
perceived job resources and job demands, feeling of belonging, and teacher engagement. Creative 
Education, 10, 1400–1424. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4236/​ce.​2019.​107104

*Sørlie, M., & Torsheim, T. (2011). Multilevel analysis of the relationship between teacher collective 
efficacy and problem behaviour in school. School Effectiveness and School Improvement: An Inter-
national Journal of Research, Policy and Practice, 22(2), 175–191. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09243​
453.​2011.​563074

*Tarter, C. J., & Hoy, W. K. (2004). A systems approach to quality in elementary schools: A theoretical 
and empirical analysis. Journal of Educational Administration, 42(5), 539–554. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1108/​09578​23041​05540​52

Timperley, H., Wilson, A., Barrar, H., & Fung, I. (2007). Teacher professional learning and develop-
ment: Best evidence synthesis iteration. Ministry of Education.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Barr, M. (2004). Fostering student learning: The relationship of collective teacher 
efficacy and student achievement. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(3), 189–209. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1080/​15700​76049​05037​06

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and measure. 
Review of Educational Research, 68(2), 202–248. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3102/​00346​54306​80022​02

Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2008). Sources of self-efficacy in school: Critical review of the literature and 
future directions. Review of educational research, 78(4), 751–796. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3102/​00346​
54308​321456

*Vernon-Dotson, L. J., & Floyd, L. O. (2012). Building leadership capacity via school partnerships and 
teacher teams. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 85(1), 
38–49. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00098​655.​2011.​607477

*Voelkel, R. H., & Chrispeels, J. H. (2017). Understanding the link between professional learning commu-
nities and teacher collective efficacy. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 28(4), 505–526. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09243​453.​2017.​12990​15

William, D. (2016). Leadership [for] teacher learning: Creating a culture where all teachers improve so 
that all students succeed. Learning Sciences International.

Xiao, Y., & Watson, M. (2017). Guidance on conducting a systematic literature review. Journal of Planning 
Education and Research, 39(1), 93–112. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​07394​56X17​723971

Yoon, K. S., Lee, S. W., Duncan, T., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. L. (2007). Reviewing the evidence on how 
teacher professional development affects student achievement. Issues and Answers Report, REL, (33). 
U.S. Department of Education. https://​ies.​ed.​gov/​ncee/​edlabs/​proje​cts/​proje​ct.​asp?​Proje​ctID=​70

*Zambo, R., & Zambo, D. (2008). The impact of professional development in mathematics on teachers’ 
individual and collective efficacy: The stigma of underperforming. Teacher Education Quarterly, 
35(1), 159–168.

*Zonoubi, R., Rasekh, A. E., & Tavakoli, M. (2017). EFL teacher self-efficacy development in professional 
learning communities. System, 66, 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​system.​2017.​03.​003

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.47553/rifop.v34i2.77678
https://doi.org/10.47553/rifop.v34i2.77678
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2019.107104
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2011.563074
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2011.563074
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578230410554052
https://doi.org/10.1108/09578230410554052
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700760490503706
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700760490503706
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543068002202
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308321456
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308321456
https://doi.org/10.1080/00098655.2011.607477
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2017.1299015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X17723971
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/projects/project.asp?ProjectID=70
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2017.03.003

	Unpacking collective teacher efficacy in primary schools: student achievement and professional development
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Professional development
	1.2 Efficacy beliefs
	1.3 Collective teacher efficacy
	1.4 The present study

	2 Method
	2.1 Literature Search
	2.2 Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	2.3 Quality criteria
	2.4 Screening and literature selection

	3 Results
	3.1 How does professional development contribute to the building of collective teacher efficacy?
	3.2 How do collective teacher efficacy beliefs impact student performance?

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Implications for further research
	4.2 Implications for practice
	4.3 Limitations of the current review

	5 Conclusion
	References




