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Quantitative and qualitative data have rarely been combined to offer a rich portrait of how self-efficacy develops in a specific context. We responded to this limitation by investigating students’ experiences of an extra school year between lower and upper secondary school. The objective of the extra school year is to reduce school dropout by strengthening students’ professional and social competences before they enter upper secondary education. The purpose of this paper was to explore how the students’ self-efficacy developed during the extra preparatory school year and to evaluate their perspective on the changes in their self-efficacy and sources of development. We applied a mixed methods design using a threefold questionnaire and individual interviews. The data collected for this study were part of a larger research project. Pre- and post-tests using a survey were applied to measure general self-efficacy, Norwegian self-efficacy and mathematics self-efficacy in individuals. A total of 23 qualitative semi-structured interviews with students near the end of their extra preparatory school year complemented the quantitative data. The data were analysed using a combination of Rasch analysis and thematic analysis. Our findings showed that learning and learning processes cannot be seen in isolation from the context, and we concluded that teachers are a central source of students’ self-efficacy. In this study, the teachers, in their capacity as facilitators and source performers, helped the students work with their individual purposes in mind, both within the domain of qualification and socialisation. However, these purposes could not have been achieved without the initiative and responsibility of each student. By building positive and trustful relationships with their students, the teachers managed to activate the students and help them take responsibility for the social and academic aspects of their lives. From the students’ point of view, the teachers seemed to build contexts in which the educational purposes were present, viewable, sensible and reachable – and important for nurturing the students’ self-efficacy. The students reported on their self-acceptance and feeling of belonging, being forward-looking and being able to portray their future selves as a consequence of mastering their academic disciplines. This study offers a methodological contribution in that we combined quantitative and qualitative data to analyse the students’ self-efficacy. The qualitative data allowed for a more comprehensive understanding of the students’ increased self-efficacy than that derived from the quantitative data alone.
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Introduction

Dropout from upper secondary school is a major societal problem in Norway (Ministry of Education and Research, 2021) as well as internationally (Brown et al., 2021). Lamb et al. (2011) have examined the nature of dropout problem in advanced industrialised countries and describe school dropout as a persistent and critical issue in many school systems, and even refers to it as a crisis. In Norway, despite several initiatives over the past 20 years, the dropout rate has been stable at around 30 percent for each cohort of upper secondary students (Halvorsrud, 2017; Official Norwegian Reports, 2019). The need for sound initiatives thus remains.

In this study, we examined one measure implemented in a Norwegian municipality, namely, the extra preparatory school year (EPSY), which is an additional voluntary qualification year after mandatory lower secondary school (grades 8–10, ages 13–16 years) and before upper secondary school (grades 11–13, ages 16–19 years). The targeted group is “at-risk” students (aged 15–16 years), meaning those who need more preparation before secondary school for scholastic and/or social reasons. The stated aim of the EPSY is to strengthen students’ professional and social competences before they enter upper secondary education. In Norway, upper secondary schooling is a statutory right following the completion of 10 years of mandatory schooling.

As a measure to reduce school dropout, the EPSY initiative, which was inspired by a similar initiative in Denmark (Helms Jørgensen et al., 2019), represents something new in Norway. Just over half of all young Danish people chose an additional preparatory school year in 2020 (Ministry of Children and Education, 2022), and the reported outcomes were promising: an evaluation of the Danish initiative concluded that the extra year has positive effects on students’ motivation and their social and academic development. Moreover, based on certain premises, the extra school year seems to increase the likelihood of students gaining study or vocational competence through upper secondary education (Nordahl et al., 2011).

During the EPSY, emphasis is placed on strengthening the students professionally by fortifying their academic achievements and personally by nourishing their self-efficacy in a safe learning environment. Self-efficacy is concerned with performance in that it predicts the goals people set for themselves and their performance attainments; that is, it relates to a person’s judgements of their personal capabilities (Bandura, 1997). It further refers to a person’s belief in and expectation of their own mastery, and this belief in turn governs what effort they invest to achieve their goals (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Thus, self-efficacy is a future-oriented construct that seems both plausible and necessary to focus on. The EPSY’s stated goal is to combine professional teaching with the development of students’ self-image, self-confidence and self-efficacy.

In this paper, we report on the experiences of students from their EPSY and examine how this extra year has contributed to their self-efficacy, if at all. While self-efficacy has been the subject of numerous studies and has been found to be correlational in nature with both motivation and performance (e.g., Guay et al., 2003; Ouweneel et al., 2013; Skaalvik and Skaalvik, 2018), an extensive review on the influence of academic self-efficacy on academic performance concluded that academic self-efficacy only moderately correlates with academic performance and that a causality between the two remains to be established (Honicke and Broadbent, 2016).

Quantitative and qualitative data have rarely been combined to offer a rich portrait of how self-efficacy develops in a specific context (Usher et al., 2019). We responded to this limitation by applying a mixed methods approach to investigate EPSY students’ experiences and to examine which factors feature in their accounts of this year. We examined the EPSY implementation in one Norwegian municipality by asking the students how they had experienced their academic, social and personal development. We did so via semi-structured interviews combined with a threefold survey measuring their self-efficacy. Recognising that students often experience a decline in academic motivation and self-efficacy during important school transitions (Eccles, 2004), we have given voice to students in the transition between lower and upper secondary school. This may provide important knowledge about the development and importance of self-efficacy. Our guiding theoretical framework stemmed from Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory and his assumption that beliefs about one’s expectation of mastery are derived from four sources of experience.



Theoretical framework

Self-efficacy refers to a person’s belief in and expectation of their own mastery (Bandura, 1997), and is as such an individual’s judgement of their capabilities to perform given actions (Schunk, 1991). This expectation of mastery can provide motivation to make an effort and provide increased opportunities for self-regulating learning processes (Zimmerman, 2000). Furthermore, according to Bandura (1986), it can enhance academic learning and achievement. Bandura (2006) argued that efficacy beliefs influence whether people think erratically or strategically, optimistically or pessimistically (p. 309).

Students’ self-efficacy beliefs develop as a result of emotions and thoughts (i.e., personal factors), teachers’ effective use of classroom structures (i.e., environmental factors) and students’ self-regulatory practices (Usher, 2009). According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy affects an individual’s choice of activities, efforts and persistence. For this reason, people with a low sense of efficacy regarding their ability to accomplish a task may avoid it, and those who believe they will master the task will be motivated to prepare for, and put in effort to achieve, the task (Schunk, 1991). Those who feel efficacious will also persist longer when they encounter difficulties than those who have doubt in their capabilities (Schunk, 1991). However, the efficacy belief system is not a global trait, which makes it important to understand under which conditions and circumstances the construct is investigated. People have different interests and differ in the areas in which they cultivate their efficacy, so self-efficacy is a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of functioning (Bandura, 2006).

Bandura (1977) postulated that four sources of efficacy are crucial for the development and creation of a person’s self-efficacy beliefs. Given our application of these sources in the context of a school setting, it is important to note that we followed Bandura (1997) and, for example, Wyatt (2014), who do not see knowledge as a source of self-efficacy in and of itself. The first and most influential source, mastery experience, is the perception of previous success or failure in performing a particular task. According to Bandura (1997), mastery experience is the most powerful source since relevant mastery experiences help raise a person’s expectations and increase their motivation to complete similar tasks in the future. A significant number of studies have shown support for Bandura’s view on mastery experience and indicated that it is particularly powerful (e.g., Usher and Pajares, 2008). It has further been found to be necessary for students to develop and preserve their expectations of mastery (Skaalvik and Skaalvik, 2018, p. 197). Once a strong sense of efficacy has developed, failures may not have major impacts and will likely not decrease the established self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1991).

The second source, vicarious experience, is derived from observing others perform a task. Thus, in addition to assessing the results of their own actions, people build efficacy beliefs by watching others perform the behaviour they are contemplating (Bandura, 1977). Similar others, such as classmates and peers in the context of this paper, offer the best basis for comparison (Schunk, 1991). When a student observes other comparable students performing a task, it may convey to the observer that they are also able to accomplish the task. However, information that is observed vicariously typically has a weaker effect on self-efficacy than a student’s own performance-based information.

The third source of self-efficacy is verbal and social persuasion. This source involves evaluative feedback from others and is based on the assumption that encouragement and praise from others can enhance a person’s belief in their capability to perform a given task at a certain level (Bandura, 1977). The effect of appraisal feedback is often mediated by how the person giving the feedback is perceived by the recipient (Bandura, 1997). Verbal persuasion “is likely to be effective when it is received from a highly competent individual who is perceived as an expert in the field” (Palmer, 2011: 580), such as a teacher. For example, if the person is someone a student trusts, encouragement may boost their belief in their academic capabilities (Usher and Pajares, 2008). In a school setting, positive persuasive feedback from teachers or peers, like “you can do this if you really try,” may contribute to enhancing students’ self-efficacy. However, this increase will be temporary if the subsequent effort turns out poorly (Schunk, 1991). For that reason, Bandura (1997) viewed verbal persuasion as a comparatively weak source.

Physiological and affective responses are the fourth source informing self-efficacy beliefs. This source refers to how people interpret somatic information, such as stress, anxiety and fatigue levels, as an indicator of their personal capabilities (Bandura, 1977). Bodily symptoms that signal anxiety may be interpreted as a lack of skills and therefore lower self-efficacy (Schunk, 1991). People function best when the physiological and emotional arousal is neither too high nor too low (Bandura, 1997). They are often aware of their physiological and affective arousal, which provides indirect information about their ability to deal with challenging situations (Palmer, 2011, p. 580). Bandura (1997) viewed this particular source of efficacy information as the least effective source as it is not reliably diagnostic of one’s capability.

When taking into account that self-efficacy is a context- and subject-specific construct that can change in individuals depending on the situation they find themselves in, the contours of a complex picture quickly become apparent. Bandura (1997) rated mastery experiences as the most powerful source of efficacy information, but mastery experiences can be elusive in complex tasks and situations, such as a school setting, because it is not always easy to identify when one has been successful (Palmer, 2011). When it comes to the other three sources, the literature differs in how they report on each source’s strength. From this we read that the three remaining sources operate differently depending on the context (e.g., school subject, grade level, school context, teacher, students’ personal traits). The four sources outlined above therefore do not work in isolation: there is a stated need for researchers to “exercise caution when imposing a rigid categorical structure on the sources of self-efficacy, which themselves are complex social cognitive phenomena that are often inextricably linked” (Morris and Usher, 2011, p. 243).

A significant number of studies have shown that a positive student–teacher relationship is important for students’ wellbeing (Graham et al., 2016; Zheng, 2022), school engagement (Havik and Westergård, 2020), motivation and goal orientation (Eccles, 1983; Ryan et al., 1994; Deci and Ryan, 2004; Koca, 2016; Lerang et al., 2019), self-esteem (Ryan et al., 1994), learning and academic achievement (Pianta and Walsh, 1996; Pianta, 1999; Hamre and Pianta, 2001; Lerang et al., 2019), and the learning environment (Ertesvåg, 2019; Bachmann et al., 2020, 2022). Accordingly, it is important to bear in mind that self-efficacy is only one part of the puzzle and that teachers play an important role in this context. Numerous studies have reported on students’ relationships with their teachers as a key factor in students’ well-being, motivation and learning (e.g., Pomeroy, 1999; Hughes and Chen, 2011; Lerang et al., 2019; Zheng, 2022). In effect, the choice and direction of a student’s efforts in the classroom depend on whether the student is given adequate skills and positive outcome expectations and whether the student values the outcome (Schunk, 1991). The quality of the relationships between teachers and students may thus be of significant importance for students’ learning outcomes and holistic experiences of a school (Federici and Skaalvik, 2013). Close relationships between students and their teachers, with satisfying support from teachers, are shown to provide students’ emotive provision and security, leading to effective learning (Zheng, 2022).

Drawing on the data from a three-part questionnaire and interviews with EPSY students, our first impression was that nearly all the students in the study seemed very satisfied with the EPSY when reflecting on their academic, social and personal progression. This begged the question: what makes these students seemingly so satisfied? This paper is our response to Usher et al.’s (2019) call for more research that draws on a combination of quantitative and qualitative data to offer a richer portrait of how self-efficacy develops in a specific context. We posed the following research question:

What do students highlight in their accounts of professional, social and personal development of self-efficacy through an extra preparatory school year?

Our mixed data enabled us to first investigate if and to what extent the students’ general self-efficacy, mathematics self-efficacy and Norwegian self-efficacy developed during their EPSY, and next to explore how the EPSY students described and reflected on their changes in self-efficacy and their sources of development.



Methodology

In this study, we investigated the growth of self-efficacy in individuals in an academic setting. We therefore start this section by providing a presentation of the EPSY context drawing on the first and second authors’ observations during their visits at the EPSY location (4 days) and their interviews with the teachers. All three teachers working at the school were interviewed individually and in group about the initiative’s teaching philosophy, about their methods, how the school days are organised, and about the student groups. We consider these interviews as informative text on the context and vision of the EPSY initiative rather than data. We next describe the data collection process and how we analysed our data using both quantitative Rasch analysis and qualitative thematic analysis.

The normal quantitative approach has been to use a Likert-type response scale to assess each of Bandura’s (1997) hypothesised sources of self-efficacy (Usher et al., 2019). However, there are several limitations in a purely quantitative approach, like the difficulties in capturing diverse types of experience or personal, social, situational, and temporal conditions and limitations with the quantitative subscales (Usher et al., 2019). Therefore, Usher et al. (2019) calls for more mixed approaches to show how students interpret and weigh efficacy-relevant information.


Empirical context

From 2017 to 2021, a total of 69 students in the municipality used the opportunity for an EPSY. During this period, the staff had been stable and consisted of three teachers and one school leader who was actively involved and engaged with the students. The teachers at the EPSY were all qualified with several years of teaching experience (from 10 to 23 years). According to the teachers, the most highlighted strategy at the EPSY is to build good relationships with the students. To ensure individual adaptation and follow-up, each cohort was limited to 25 students. The reasons for attending EPSY were psychosocial challenges, periods of absenteeism in lower secondary school and knowledge gaps. The reasons were not mutually exclusive, but often combined.

The EPSY premises are not reminiscent of a traditional school building. There is a kitchen with a dining area for students and staff, where they can have lunch together and socialise. The premises also have table tennis tables, various group rooms and a large room where the teaching takes place. At the EPSY homepage both professional and social development of the youth, as well as close individual follow-up are highlighted as main aims. In an interview, one of the teachers explained that they were conscious of linking subjects to life, for example, by letting the students cook for each other and arrange social events. All teachers highlighted the importance of students setting goals, both for the year at EPSY and for further schooling, adding that for some participants the mastery related to self-confidence and the psychosocial were prioritised over the academically mastery. For instance, some students had challenges with meeting up, speaking in plenary and relating to others – factors that are important to master to complete upper secondary education. In this way, the students were challenged to take responsibility for both the social and academic aspects of their lives. The teachers emphasised during the interviews that they were sincerely committed to helping the youth become independent and responsible.

The set-up of the EPSY was different from that in the students’ lower secondary schools. For example, at the EPSY, they had a flexible rather than a fixed timetable to promote interdisciplinary work on subjects. During interviews, the teachers highlighted the importance of student involvement, the interdisciplinary approach, and flexibility, which allowed the students to spend more time on a topic if needed. Using a theme-based approach enabled the teachers to complement each other and to adapt their teaching to each student. A crucial factor in their success with individual follow-up was their shared responsibility for the students. This was accentuated to create a sense of security and close relationships with each student. The teachers at the extra preparatory school were hired based on their relational skills in addition to their academic skills, and they expected the students to attend school every day, be prepared, be good learning partners for each other, and be involved in their own learning and development as well as daily school life. A stated aim was that the EPSY students were allowed to make mistakes and should be encouraged to challenge themselves in a safe environment in an attempt to experience mastery.



Data collection

The current study was part of a larger research project that evaluated an initiative aimed at reducing dropout in upper secondary school. The data were collected from fall 2019 to spring 2021 and involved 48 students who participated in interviews and surveys. Both the interviews and surveys were conducted twice: at the beginning (pre) and the end (post) of the EPSY. In our study, we focused on the students’ perspectives regarding the EPSY initiative by drawing on only the interviews at the end of the EPSY but combined it with the data from the pre- and post-surveys. Of the 40 students who participated in the post-interviews, 33 students undertook the pre-survey, 34 completed the post-survey, and 23 students were traceable across these three data points (Figure 1). Hence, while using all the collected survey data for the quantitative analyses, we drew on the post-interviews conducted with those 23 traceable students for our qualitative analyses. In this way, we were able to correlate the findings from the students’ interviews with their survey responses. The interview data could thus be used to elaborate on and explain the quantitative findings.
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FIGURE 1
The selection of the 23 interviews.




Survey

A three-part Likert-scale questionnaire with 29 items was designed to capture the included students’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy with regard to the school subjects mathematics and Norwegian. These two subjects were chosen because they are taught across all grades in the mandatory part of the Norwegian school system (i.e., grades 1–10, ages 6–16 years). Additionally, poor performance in mathematics is a global issue that also applies to Norway (Lamb et al., 2011). The 10 items on general self-efficacy (GSE) stemmed from a validated Norwegian version of the General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (Røysamb et al., 1998) in which the students were asked to respond to statements such as “I can always solve really hard problems if I try hard enough” by selecting an answer from one of the following categories: “Completely wrong,” “Quite wrong,” “Quite right,” or “Completely right.” The 10 items on mathematics self-efficacy (MSE) and nine items on Norwegian self-efficacy (NSE) were taken from Hesby Mathé and Elstad’s (2020) explorations of students’ efforts in social studies, which investigated students’ perceived effort, their willingness to participate, and their views on the role of the teacher. All the items, for instance, “I always do my best when engaging with mathematics” (and the same phrasing repeated in the NSE instrument), could be answered by selecting one of four categories: “Strongly disagree,” “Disagree,” “Agree,” and “Strongly agree.” The three-part Likert-scale questionnaire was therefore considered three distinct instruments measuring three different constructs.



Interviews

The semi-structured individual interviews lasted for about 30 minutes and focused on capturing the EPSY students’ experiences. Post-interviews covered students experiences with the EPSY. Students were asked about well-being, motivation, professional and social mastery, beliefs about themselves and plans for further schooling. The themes were chosen based on the defined aims of the EPSY (strengthen professional and social competences) and relevant theory (self-efficacy). For example, they were asked “in relation to what you wanted to achieve at EPSY, how do you think it has been?,” “can you describe how you master mathematics compared to in lower secondary school, and explain why this has changed,” and “are there other things that you have been better at through this school year, describe how and explain why.” All the interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim.



Quantitative analysis

Likert scales comprise ordinal data that cannot be assumed to be linear (Boone et al., 2013), meaning that the spacing between the response categories may not be equal. Simply adding up a student’s responses on a Likert scale and using this raw score to denote their level of self-efficacy is thus problematic. Such raw scores tend to clump students around the mean scores and do not adequately contrast the results of more confident students with those of less confident ones (Bond and Fox, 2007).

The Rasch measurement, which is based on an equation developed by George Rasch, converts these ordinal data into linear measures. The strength of the Rasch model is thus that it supports the construction of a genuine interval estimate for the underlying construct, where both the items and the people are measured on the same scale in unit logits, which is the logarithm of the odds of success. This allows comparisons between items, between people, and between items and people by establishing a person’s probable answer on an item: the higher the person’s estimate, the more self-efficacious the person feels, and the higher the item estimate, the more self-efficacy is needed to endorse it. For this reason, we chose the approach taken by Bjerke and Eriksen (2016) and applied the Rasch rating scale model (RSM) to analyse the quantitative data. We used WINSTEPS 3.81.0 software (Linacre, 2014) to test the compliance of the data with the RSM.

Rasch analysis allows the transformation of ordinal data to an interval scale, provided the data satisfies the conditions of the model (primarily unidimensionality, which requires that the items target aspects that contribute to or are aligned with a single one-dimensional scale). The RSM allows item measures to be estimated based on the responses collected from a sample from the relevant population and places these values on a scale from the lowest to the highest levels of the trait (here, self-efficacy) that the instruments are able to measure (Bond and Fox, 2007). It is therefore important to monitor the unidimensionality using fit statistics by identifying any discrepancies between the expected and observed values for an item. In this way, Rasch analysis can provide evidence regarding the content aspect of validity based on the technical quality of the items (Wolfe and Smith, 2007).

To monitor the data quality, we explored the degree of fit between the data from the mixed sample of pre- and post-test responses (n = 67) and the RSM for all three instruments. The unidimensionality condition of the Rasch model held sufficiently well for the data as the mean square (MNSQ) fit statistics (Table 1) showed fit values within acceptable limits for all 29 items across the three instruments, with item 5 in the NSE test possibly overfitting the model. The standardised fit statistics showed no noticeable unpredictability in the data, and the Rasch reliability estimates (which in general underestimate reliability) for the students and items were 0.84 and 0.79 for GSE, 0.87 and 0.92 for MSE and 0.93 and 0.95 for NSE, indicating reproducible measures.


TABLE 1    Fit statistics for the mixed sample.
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While the ordering of the items (given in the measure column in Table 1) exhibited a hierarchy conforming roughly to our initial ranking of the items [a comparison suggested by Bond (2004)], the portion of the construct between the item easiest to endorse and the item hardest to endorse revealed some significant gaps in the administration of the MSE and NSE tests. Some items were very easy to endorse compared to the others (e.g., items 9 and 10 in the MSE test). However, the GSE test was well covered, without significant measurement gaps between the items (all below the logit of 0.5), indicating a uniform gradation in terms of difficulty (Baghaei, 2008).

The item polarity was good in all three instruments, which showed how the respondents’ self-efficacy corresponded with the item difficulty. However, a danger to the generalisability of the instrument is that the items may be interpreted in significantly different manners by different groups who use the instrument (Bond, 2004; Wolfe and Smith, 2007). To check this, differential item functioning analyses were performed to confirm the invariance of the instrument when dividing the sample for the three instruments into two groups: those responding to the pre-test versus those responding to the post-test. No significant differential item functioning was found for any of the items in any of the instruments, and an additional check of the item characteristic curves revealed no “other story.” Hence, there was no reason to suspect an additional dimension in any of the instruments. We concluded that all three instruments measured what they were intended to measure.



Qualitative analysis

We analysed the 23 transcribed post-interviews following a stepwise-deductive-inductive approach (Tjora, 2018) with the aim of inductively developing themes across the qualitative data. This method allowed us to develop new ideas from the data by following three steps: (1) empirical close coding, (2) grouping of the empirical codes, and (3) higher order sorting (sorting out the main themes). Next, we discuss the themes in the context of theory.

In step one, two of the authors undertook the empirical close coding (Tjora, 2018) using NVivo qualitative analysis software. This resulted in about 95 codes with names like “EPSY has meant everything to me,” “The teachers are supportive and nice,” and “Now I dare to speak in front of others.” In the next step, we discussed the codes and grouped them according to their thematic relatedness. This led to 10 code groups in which several were overlapping and related. Higher order sorting resulted in four main themes, each of which explained what the students had indicated as important for their changes in self-efficacy: (1) creating a safe and engaging environment, (2) developing an understanding of the requirement for effort, (3) nurturing a collective feeling of not being the only one having difficulties or struggling, and (4) providing tailored academic support. The teachers were identified as the “facilitators” of self-efficacy across all the themes. This was concluded following a theoretically informed exploration of the nuances in each of the four categories using Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy. Halkier (2011) described this as category zooming, here focusing on the teachers’ roles as facilitators within each of the four categories. Table 2 shows examples of the coding.


TABLE 2    Examples of the codes.
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Ethics

There may be several reasons for attending an EPSY (see section “Empirical context”). In consultation with the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) it was decided neither to ask questions about socioeconomic status and vulnerable experiences (such as bullying, diagnoses and traumatic events), nor to follow up if such experiences were mentioned. Emphasis was placed on producing concrete descriptions of the practice in their previous schools for comparison with their experience of the EPSY. Thus, we do not report in depth on the students’ reasoning for attending the EPSY. Approval was provided by the NSD.




Findings

The EPSY initiative was established to prevent students from dropping out of school. In this section, we present the results of our mixed analysis in an attempt to answer the question on what students highlight in their accounts of professional, social and personal development of self-efficacy through an EPSY. We first report on the level of the students’ increased self-efficacy, before we present the four factors that were prominent in the EPSY students’ accounts by drawing primarily on the qualitative analyses, albeit mixed with our understandings from the quantitative analysis.


Increased self-efficacy

When comparing the pre- and post-test results, all three instruments showed increased self-efficacy in the EPSY students. While comparisons between the pre- and post-test measures were statistically significant at the 0.05 level for the GSE [pre: 0.71 logits (SD = 1.51); post: 4.56 logits (SD = 2.22); p = 0.000] and MSE tests [pre: 1.25 logits (SD = 3.62); post: 2.53 logits (SD = 3.92); p = 0.031], no such significant difference was found for the NSE test. This coincided with our qualitative findings: students gave few subject-specific examples in their accounts of gained self-efficacy, with mathematics being an exception. These quantitative and qualitative findings gave a more thorough and detailed understanding of the EPSY students’ professional development within mathematics (as compared to Norwegian and other subjects not measured by quantitative instruments). Hence, in what follows, we focus more on GSE and MSE.

The two merged Wright maps in Figure 2 provide the distributions of the post-test results of the students and items positioned at their Andrich threshold for the instruments and reveal significant differences in the EPSY students: the GSE test to the left and the MSE test to the right. The person measures are presented in the centre (each X denotes one student) between the two vertical rulers, which give the measures in logits. The students at the top represent those with the highest self-efficacy scores (as measured in the post-test and anchored to the pre-test distribution), while those on the bottom indicate the lowest self-efficacy scores. Similarly, when examining the outer field of the two merged Wright maps, the items positioned at the top are the statements with which it was harder to agree completely, whereas the ones at the bottom were perceived as easier to agree with completely. The items are positioned at the points of equal probability of the adjacent categories (Bond and Fox, 2007). This means, for example, that the label “Item 4.2” in the MSE distribution represents Item 4 at its second answer category threshold (between “Disagree” and “Agree”). A student with an estimate at this position on the scale would have had a 50% chance of selecting either of the two categories. Since the thresholds are ordered, a student with an estimate above the label “Item 4.2” but below the label “Item 4.3” would most likely have endorsed the category “Agree” on item 4. Note that comparisons between the measures given on the left (GSE) and right (MSE) sides are meaningless as these measures are not z-standardised (this applies to the means discussed in the next section as well).
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FIGURE 2
Wright maps for post-test GSE (to the left) and post-test MSE (to the right) results.


When monitoring the items in Figure 2, we searched for patterns and tendencies in our data. Although we also investigated the distribution of the items in the NSE test (this distribution is given for the mixed sample in Table 1), we noted how the distribution of the items in the NSE test confirmed the most striking finding in the MSE test, namely that the items where the teacher was the focus (items 9 and 10 in the MSE test and items 8 and 9 in the NSE test) stood out from the rest. Figure 2 shows how items 9 (“The teacher makes me work harder in mathematics”) and 10 (“The teacher has high expectations of me in mathematics”) are positioned far below the other items, which reveals how these items are easy to endorse: it is easy to “strongly agree” with these statements (which are worded in exactly the same way for Norwegian in the NSE instrument).

The presence of statistically significant differences in the students’ GSE and MSE and the way in which the teacher items in the MSE and NSE tests stood out from the rest are stark findings that merit further qualitative investigations regarding the profiles of these students and the factors that may have contributed to their efficacy ratings. The students’ qualitative accounts deepen our understanding of what contributed to this positive development in these individuals during their EPSY.

In the rest of this section, we will share the EPSY students’ accounts of increased self-efficacy by focusing on the four themes that were prominent in their stories: creating a safe and engaging school environment, developing an understanding of the requirement for effort, nurturing a collective sense of not being the only one having difficulties or struggling, and providing tailored academic support for students.

We have used direct quotes to illustrate how the students themselves described their experiences of their EPSY. These quotes were selected based on the reflected experiences and stories that were shared by several students. All the quotes were translated from Norwegian to readable English. The quotes are marked with a number and either F or M to identify whether the source was female or male, respectively.



Creating a safe and engaging school environment

The students reported feeling increased confidence and a newly discovered willingness to participate in classroom activities during their EPSY. The academic and social progress visible in their accounts were related to the way the teachers had created a safe environment with zero tolerance for making fun of others and giving negative responses. Respecting each other and being kind to one another were important. Several students described the safe environment as something new compared to their previous schooling experiences:

I can come to school and know that I have someone to be with. And that I do not have to think that right now someone may be sitting there and backbiting me. If I’m having a bad day, I can still go to school because I can explain [this] to the teachers, and they will understand (Student 7F).

The students described the teachers as compassionate, interested and caring and as people they could trust. The teachers showed an interest in the students as “whole” people:

I feel like they actually care about you. They focus more on you developing than on getting better grades. For example, if you do not go to school, they will ask after you. They kind of see if you’re not quite on top. They notice it and ask what is happening. They look at us as whole people, not only as students (Student 7F).

Most of the students highlighted that a good relationship with the EPSY teachers was important. The teachers were considered safe adults for the students, and the students appreciated the teachers’ positive ways of being, as explained by this student:

They always speak in a happy tone; they are always positive and come up with a few jokes while explaining (Student 4M).

While the reference to the teachers was highly present in the students’ accounts, they also credited their peers:

They [my peers] are very important in making me come to school now. I feel even more motivated to come to school because I will meet them and work with them on assignments. We help each other, and the teachers too, and that was not always the case in the 10th grade (Student 6M).

The students also appreciated being in a class with fewer students. It made them feel less distracted and more secure, which resulted in many of them daring to speak in front of the class:

Now I actually say something in class. Previously, I could not say a single word in front of the class because I was so insecure about myself (Student 1F).

In sum, the teachers appeared to have succeeded in creating an inclusive and safe learning environment that nurtured the right psychological and affective responses. This in turn helped the students participate actively in the classroom and with their schoolwork.



Developing an understanding of the requirement for effort

Due to their newly understanding of the meaning of school and education, some of the students described a renewed willingness to engage with their work. One student, who had a substantial increase in GSE across the two tests, said:

I have become more motivated to come to school, I have realised how serious and important education is (Student 5M).

As it turned out, this student was no exception: all the students were required to develop a plan at the start of their EPSY that included setting aims for the year and their further schooling. One student referred to his plan as something realistic – something he had started believing in:

Now I kind of have a very good plan. I have become a little wiser than I was in grade nine because now I know that I kind of want to go to school, work and go to training and stuff. I’m somehow thinking about my future now (Student 6M).

Having a plan seemed to influence the students’ dedication to school by giving them a long-term perspective of the consequences of making an effort in school. One student described how he had changed to become more motivated:

The teachers helped motivate me to keep trying. They encouraged it. When [they] do that, I get a good feeling and want to keep learning. Learning becomes fun. I was not interested in learning before, but now I have the interest and want to learn. It is because of the teachers. Before, I never gave 100% and did not practice on tests; now I take it seriously, and I think I will continue with it in high school and do my best in all my subjects (Student 12M).

The teachers contributed to an upward positive spiral in which effort promoted learning that in turn enhanced the joy of learning and studying. Learning thus promoted mastery experiences and motivation. Moreover, linked to the newly discovered understanding of the meaning of school was a change in the students’ belief in their ability to complete upper secondary education, a change largely credited to the teachers. The students pointed at how the EPSY teachers did not allow them to be “invisible,” to “hide” or to “not try,” something many felt had been allowed in lower secondary school. In the EPSY, the students told another story; they described how the teachers pushed them:

[The teachers] find the qualities within you, make you more confident in yourself. It does something to you. They change something within you, whether it is small or larger. They make you stronger when I say I’m very tired and want to go home, they say, “come on, try again.” They push you to try again and again, until you do it. They do not look at you as a victim – do not say “poor you.” They tell you that you are very good. [The teachers] find your qualities, the good ones, and show them to you so you have them in mind (Student 2M).

For many students, the result of this pushing and persuasion was a feeling of overcoming an obstacle that had grown large through their previous schooling. The students described a change from lower secondary school, where the teachers did not have expectations of them, to the EPSY school, where the teachers looked at them as resourceful people and were focused on both their short- and long-term goals. These goals provided the students with the necessary perspective to understand why it was important to make an effort in school. In addition, the teachers pushed the students and expected something from them while showing the students that they believed in them. The result was an increased motivation to learn.



Nurturing a collective sense of not being the only one having difficulties or struggling

Many referred to their experiences of feeling alone about their challenges in their previous schooling, either in the form of not mastering Norwegian well enough, struggling with their academic demands or facing challenges in the social arena. The students reported how the teachers during their EPSY reduced the feeling of being the only one with “issues” by demonstrating that having problems was not an excuse for not mastering school and life. When the teachers shared their own stories about their challenges and experiences of not mastering life, the students revealed how the community of teachers made it safe for them to be vulnerable:

The principal shared her own experiences. I get the feeling that it’s not just me who has this [issue]. [I] liked that she shared her experiences about being a bit like us (Student 2M).

Student 2’s sense of the principal “being a bit like us” instead of “a bit like me” underlines his feeling of belonging to a community where he no longer felt like the abnormal one. Many of the students mentioned that hearing about the principal, who had faced similar challenges to them as a youth, made them realise that their challenges should not stop them. Several of the students said that they experienced the teaching team and the principal as “whole” people precisely as a result of them showing emotion and sharing their own experiences of not mastering school and life. The students were encouraged to do the same and expressed an understanding of the importance of sharing vulnerabilities:

I have shared almost everything. Before, I thought I should keep it hidden. Now they know how I am. This is what the teachers focus on a lot. Encouraging you to share to release the weight that you carry with you. Your scars. Everyone has vulnerability (Student 2M).

This practice of sharing resulted in a new insight: having issues may not be such an overwhelming burden. We heard several stories about how important it was that the teachers actually expected something from the students and did not let them be “victims” even if they struggled with challenges such as anxiety, depression or issues at home. The other students and teachers’ vicarious experiences made the students conscious that they were not the only ones struggling:

Knowing that you are not the only one who has things to struggle with, it can feel a little comforting (Student 3M).

In sum, our data revealed how the team of EPSY teachers made significant strides through their “sharing” practice. The teachers made it normal to be vulnerable and to have challenges. Their sharing of their experiences nurtured a collective sense of not being the only one with issues, which resulted in an inclusive environment.



Providing tailored academic support

When asked about academic mastery during the interviews, the majority of the students talked about a sense of general academic improvement during the EPSY. For example:

I feel I do better in all subjects. Before I got a lot of 1 s and 2 s, now I get more 3 s and 4 s. The teachers explain things easier. This makes it easier to keep up. The teachers are better at listening to us and explain better (Student 12M).

The above quote is representative of how the students talked about their academic improvements. In line with Student 12’s report, many indicated that they received more help from their teachers than they were used to. This made them change their views of their ability to do good and manage upper secondary education through experiences of mastery, as the following two students explain:

Because I’ve got this year to become more confident in myself, it will increase my chances of not just dropping out. I actually have a greater chance of completing upper secondary school (Student 1F).

There is quite a big difference between how I was a year ago and how I am now when it comes to my self-confidence (Student 6M).

Both these statements were supported by how students 1 and 6 reported their increased self-efficacy in the threefold questionnaire. Student 2, in particular, had by far the highest reported increase in MSE. However, while most of the students reported an academic improvement in general during the interviews, a few gave subject-specific examples, with mathematics being an exception. This reaffirms the distinction between the significant development shown by the MSE test and the non-significant development in the NSE test. In the post-interviews, the same story seemed to repeat itself: during lower secondary school, the student had given up on mathematics, but their EPSY had turned that downward trend into something more positive:

I did not know I was that good at maths. I have learned that I know things that others do not know. We have been given exciting assignments. It has been very good. The teachers push me because I cannot always be in my comfort zone. I have to challenge myself (Student 9F).

I have always struggled with mathematics in lower secondary school you were looked at in a different way compared to here. [Here] you get adapted teaching and get time with the teachers. My concentration has changed, I remember more (Student 10F).

While both these quotes demonstrate a positive outlook, comparing them to the positioning of students 9 and 10 in the MSE post-test (see Figure 2) helps reveal how they differ: student 9 reported one of the top three MSE scores while Student 10 had the second lowest. Knowing this, a rereading of their statements gives a sense of how student 9 confirmed that she was very good at mathematics. She set herself above the others (“I know things that others do not know”) when talking about how she pushed herself. In contrast, student 10’s account revealed how she was still struggling with mathematics but noted how her improved concentration had enabled her to remember more. Despite their differences, one issue was present in both statements: the role of the teacher. The close teacher monitoring was further elaborated on in Student 11’s account:

The teachers go through the tasks first and let us work on the tasks independently and then they go around. They help you with what you need. Those who need a lot of help, teachers spend more time with (Student 11F).

Student 11, who was one of the students who reported the greatest increase in MSE scores from the pre- to the post-test, portrayed the teachers as being highly present and available. Moreover, the students talked about how the teachers had persuaded them to believe in their abilities while simultaneously encouraging them to stay in their productive struggles, thereby creating new mastery experiences. Student 12 shared how he had regained his faith in his ability to master mathematics:

Here [at the EPSY school], the teachers show you that you can, and they help you understand that you actually can. They say: “You have it in your head.” I myself almost gave up on maths. [I] achieved 1 in lower secondary school [you need 2 to pass]. I was going to try to get a better grade here, but I did not expect to master maths. Often, I would give up when I was working on assignments, but [here] the teachers talked to me, explained. The teacher said that even if you do not think you can do it, you must try harder, do not give up. I did it, then I made it happen. I got a good feeling and wanted to keep learning (Student 12M).

The teachers encouraged the students to keep trying until they had mastered the tasks. This verbal persuasion resulted in a feeling of mastery in Student 12 as well as a new willingness and motivation to try even when encountering adversity. One of the students who had mastered mathematics (he reported one of the highest MSE scores in the post-test) reflected on the outcome of the EPSY as having increased students’ confidence and self-efficacy.

… in my experience, many of the students are not so strong in maths, but given how the maths teaching is given, you can see that the kids are more confident in their abilities to try doing the tasks and score high (Student 8M).

In summary, the students described the multiple ways in which the EPSY teaching was tailored to their needs. Many of the students reported periods of school absenteeism in their previous schooling, which for many resulted in knowledge gaps. To them, it was important that the EPSY teachers acknowledged these knowledge gaps and did not dismiss the associated challenges.




Discussion

Self-efficacy is believed to be a critical factor for students’ motivation and achievement (Bandura, 1997; Usher and Pajares, 2008; Usher et al., 2019). In this study, we chose a mixed methods approach and investigated what students highlight in their accounts of their professional, social and personal development of self-efficacy through their EPSY.

Our findings showed that the students completed the extra school year with significantly higher GSE and MSE and improved, but not significant, NSE development. When examining the students’ accounts of the four factors that contributed to their development, it was apparent that the teachers were always present, either as the facilitators of the sources of self-efficacy in the students (teachers as source facilitators) or by playing a crucial role as the sources (teachers as source performers).

A significant number of studies have shown that a positive student–teacher relationship is important for students’ wellbeing (Graham et al., 2016; Zheng, 2022), school engagement (Havik and Westergård, 2020), motivation and goal orientation (Eccles, 1983; Ryan et al., 1994; Deci and Ryan, 2004; Koca, 2016; Lerang et al., 2019), self-esteem (Ryan et al., 1994), and learning and academic achievement (Pianta and Walsh, 1996; Pianta, 1999; Hamre and Pianta, 2001; Lerang et al., 2019). One study investigated the effects of the quality of the student–teacher relationship and classroom peer relatedness and their joint influence on academic self-efficacy (Hughes and Chen, 2011). The study did not reveal any effects except that the students’ relative status within the peer group/classroom predicted their academic self-efficacy. Notwithstanding, because of the impact of teachers on peer relationships, the study referred to the teacher as “the primary architect of the classroom context” and used the metaphor of the teacher as an “invisible hand” in the classroom. Regardless of this, to our knowledge, few studies have explored the role of the teacher in developing students’ self-efficacy.


Teachers as source facilitators

The ESPY students talked about their teachers as being highly present, available and patient – characteristics that resulted in a respectful community in which the students felt safe enough to relax, be themselves and participate in an active way in their classes. By implementing initiatives aimed at lowering the competitive orientation of the classroom, as discussed in Usher and Pajares (2008, p. 789), the teachers and students in this environment developed close relationships that increased the students’ self-efficacy. The teachers’ facilitation and the EPSY initiative itself enabled the students to draw on physiological and affective responses that helped them participate more actively and with more confidence. This was made possible by the way the teachers approached the students. The resultant safe and secure environment lowered the students’ stress and anxiety and contributed positively to the development of their self-efficacy and motivation to attend school. Other studies have found emotional arousal to be an important predictive source of students’ self-efficacy in mathematics (e.g., Usher, 2009; Phan, 2012; Usher et al., 2019). This was confirmed in our study, where the students developed significantly higher GSE and MSE during their EPSY and highlighted that a safe, warm and supportive environment was important for their learning and growth.

This empowering environment, in which the students felt safe to share each other’s challenges in school and life, was also influenced by the principal and teachers’ sharing of their personal experiences. This has been described in other studies (Hamre and Pianta, 2005; Koca, 2016; Usher et al., 2019; Zheng, 2022), in which the students detailed the high-quality relationships between them and the teachers and how they perceived their interactions with the teachers to be supportive and motivating. This also made it easier for them to open up and take what Koca (2016) identified as intellectual risks.

When relating to their teachers’ stories and observing their peers’ experiences, the EPSY students nurtured a collective sense of not being the only one to be vulnerable or to have challenges. It is well known that seeing and observing significant others mastering challenges, may be important in the formation of self-efficacy (Phan, 2012; Usher et al., 2019). Our analysis thus revealed how different vicarious experiences were an important source of increased self-efficacy among the students during their EPSY and made them feel more efficacious and included.

In this study, we found that the teachers’ goal-setting interventions helped each student understand why it was important for them to make an effort in school, which increased the students’ motivation and engagement in learning. The students were encouraged to actively participate in setting their personal goals for the extra school year and their future education rather than having their goals imposed by others. This introduces the concepts of self-regulation and self-regulated learners. Self-regulation refers to the degree to which students are metacognitively, motivationally and behaviourally active in their academic learning (Schunk and Ertmer, 2000; Zimmerman, 2000) and where commitment, control and confidence interact (Hattie and Timperley, 2007, p. 93). Self-directed learning also includes the self-regulation of motivation, the learning environment and social support for self-directedness (Zimmerman et al., 1992: 664). Schunk and Ertmer (2000) suggested that students’ self-regulatory competence can be enhanced through systematic interventions that are designed to teach skills and raise students’ self-efficacy for learning, like when the EPSY students were encouraged to formulate goals. Their self-set goals heightened the students’ awareness of the importance of school, motivated the students to learn and increased their academic engagement. In sum, the self-set goals contributed to the students’ positive learning experiences. Thus, the teachers’ goal-setting interventions facilitated mastery experiences of learning. As such, goal setting can be seen as a self-efficacy-enhancing intervention (Schunk and Ertmer, 2000).

The teachers encouraging the students to engage in goal setting can be related to Bandura’s (1997) source of verbal and social persuasion. In their paper, Usher and Pajares (2008) emphasised that evaluative feedback from others is a critical component of this source. In our study, the students’ individual goals were actively used by the teachers to guide the students socially and academically. Our finding is consistent with research reporting the positive relationships between self-regulated learning and academic achievement (Greene and Azevedo, 2007; Zimmerman and Moylan, 2009; Abar and Loken, 2010; Efklides, 2011; Winne, 2011; Mega et al., 2014) and between proximal goal setting and heightened motivation and self-efficacy (Bandura and Schunk, 1981).



Teachers as source performers

Verbal persuasion is pivotal to EPSY students’ self-efficacy. We found that the teachers played a central role in convincing the students that they could achieve their goals and that they belonged. By encouraging the students to challenge themselves, to talk in front of their class and to not give up when faced with difficult tasks, the teachers contributed to the students’ engagement in and mastering of the tasks they had previously not thought they could. The source of verbal persuasion was found to be effective and led to an increased expectation of mastery; however, it was important that it be adapted to what the students could achieve (Stipek, 2002; Bong and Skaalvik, 2003). As a result of this to-the-point and finely tuned verbal persuasion, the students’ enhanced self-efficacy fostered new mastery experiences in these individuals. The teachers were highly supportive: they believed in the students and expected them to achieve their goals without giving up. The teachers’ social and verbal persuasion was thus identified as an important contributor to the ESPY students’ increased self-efficacy and was made possible because the teachers knew the students well, both on academic and personal levels, and understood the individual goals the students had set for themselves. The source of verbal and social persuasion was therefore effective because it was performed by the teachers at a realistic level. The importance of what messages and expectations the teachers communicate to their students has been confirmed in earlier research, which showed that students interpret their teachers’ evaluations in broader ways, namely, as an indication of their abilities, talents and prospects (Usher et al., 2019). The EPSY teachers managed to build a relationship of trust with their students, and through this they were able to encourage, support and persuade the students at the right level.

The EPSY students’ frequent accounts of their mastery experiences strengthen the findings of others (Bandura, 1997; Usher and Pajares, 2008; Morris et al., 2016) who have advocated mastery experience as the strongest source of self-efficacy beliefs. However, as pointed out by Palmer (2011), we suggest that increased self-efficacy following mastery was not the direct outcome of mastery experiences in isolation but may be derived from several interacting sources that together provide a sense of mastery. This statement is supported by how the teachers featured in the students’ accounts across the sources. We therefore argue that it is crucial to cultivate all four sources to create a positive spiral of motivation, learning effort, the feeling of mastery and increased self-efficacy. Students with increased self-efficacy will spend more effort on their tasks and be more persevering and resilient when faced with obstacles (Phan, 2012). Similar to Usher (2009), the students stated that when they viewed themselves as capable of mastering their school subjects, they tended to set higher learning goals and invested more in their learning activities. The teachers played an active role in making the students believe that they could solve the tasks they were given and persuading them to not give up. The students that previously had a tendency to give up due to low expectations thus succeeded. According to Bandura (1997), expectations of personal mastery (self-efficacy) and success influence the effort an individual will put into a task. Students with low self-efficacy will likely exert low effort or give up when confronted with obstacles, while students with high self-efficacy are likely to put in efficient effort that may produce successful outcomes. Bandura (1997) argued that mastery experiences prove particularly powerful when individuals overcome obstacles or succeed in challenging tasks. Our findings indicate that the amount of effort the students put in to accomplish a task was aligned with the students’ ability levels, so they could ascribe their mastery to their own efforts. This would have contributed positively to their efficacy beliefs, which may not have been the case had their success been ascribed to the help of others.




Concluding remarks

Our results underscore that when studying students’ self-efficacy and its sources, learning and learning processes cannot be seen in isolation from the context. We would therefore like to conclude by bringing teaching to the fore as the central source of students’ self-efficacy. Hughes and Chen (2011) used the metaphor of teachers as the primary architects of the classroom context. We find this important in that education is not simply about making students learn or about facilitating learning (Biesta, 2015, 2020; Bachmann et al., 2022). Education needs a purpose, and the question of the purpose is undoubtedly a multidimensional one. Biesta (2010) suggested systemising the purpose of education into the domains of qualification, socialisation and subjectification. These three domains of educational purpose make sense as an important framework in any classroom context. The EPSY students did not experience increased self-efficacy simply by having a good time with their teachers and peers. The students focused on the purpose of their EPSY, which had been developed in collaboration with their teachers. As a result, many of the students explained that they felt more qualified to continue with their upper secondary school education after their EPSY. Different students focused on different purposes, depending on what were their main challenges. The teachers, in their capacities as source facilitators and source performers, helped and supported the students to work with their individual purposes in mind, both within the domains of qualification and socialisation. However, these purposes could not have been achieved without the initiative and responsibility of each student. By building positive and trustful relationships with their students, the teachers managed to activate the students and helped them take responsibility. From the students’ points of view, the teachers seemed to build a context where the educational purposes were present, viewable, sensible and reachable for the students – and important for nurturing the students’ self-efficacy. We would like to end this paper with three takeaway messages. First, no matter how demanding, the ways of working with young adolescents that featured in the EPSY students’ accounts are no less than formidable. The ESPY students reported their sense of self-acceptance and feeling of belonging, on being forward-looking and able to portray their future selves because they were mastering their academic disciplines. We assert that closer investigations are warranted into which of these teacher characteristics and teacher actions could be applicable in “normal” school settings.

Second, we argue that an extra preparatory school year might be a successful effort to prevent dropout, which is a major problem first and foremost for the individual but also for the society. The students at the EPSY were defined as at risk students, meaning there were reasons to believe they would drop out of school. For most of them, school had lost its purpose for various reasons. Therefore, more of the same, an extra school year, was not the solution for most of them. However, as our quantitative analysis revealed, we found that the EPSY resulted in a gained self-efficacy strengthening the students’ beliefs in themselves and provided them with a good basis for further education. At the same time, our qualitative analysis showed which elements the students emphasised as important for their school well-being and their self-efficacy. Most importantly, the EPSY year contributed in developing an educational purpose in these students.

Third, we would like to highlight the methodological contribution that this study offers in that it combined quantitative and qualitative data to analyse the students’ self-efficacy: the qualitative data allowed for a richer understanding of the increased self-efficacy we found in the quantitative data. We hope this contribution will inspire more researchers to apply a mixed methods approach in future studies of similar contexts.



Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data. Project no. 579256. Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardian/next of kin.



Author contributions

TH and KB designed the study and had the main responsibility in analysing the qualitative data. TH was the leader of the project. TH and KB collected the data and analysed them together with AB. AB had the main responsibility in analysing the quantitative data. All authors contributed substantially with writing the manuscript and contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



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.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

Abar, B., and Loken, E. (2010). Self-regulated learning and self-directed study in a pre-college sample. Lear. Individ. Differ. 20, 25–29. doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2009.09.002

Bachmann, K., Haug, P., Hungnes, T., and Groven, G. (2020). En casestudie om forebyggende mobbearbeid. Paideia 20, 71–86.

Bachmann, K., Hörmann, B., and Sivesind, K. (2022). Bildung: Alive and allowed? A critical study of work plan practices in Norwegian schools. J. Curric. Stud. 54, 179–195. doi: 10.1080/00220272.2021.1936191

Baghaei, P. (2008). The Rasch model as a construct validation tool. Rasch Meas. Trans. 22, 1145–1146.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychol. Rev. 84:191. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (1986). Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York, NY: W H Freeman and Company.

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. Self-Efficacy Beliefs of Adolescents 5, 307–337.

Bandura, A., and Schunk, D. H. (1981). Cultivating competence, self-efficacy, and intrinsic interest through proximal self-motivation. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 41, 586–598. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.41.3.586

Biesta, G. (2015). What is Education For? On Good Education, Teacher Judgement, and Educational Professionalism. Eur. J. Educ. 50, 75–87. doi: 10.1111/ejed.12109

Biesta, G. (2020). Risking Ourselves in Education: Qualification, Socialization, and Subjectification Revisited. Educ. Theory 70, 89–104. doi: 10.1111/edth.12411

Biesta, G. J. (2010). Why ‘what works’ still won’t work: From evidence-based education to value-based education. Stud. Philos. Educ. 29, 491–503. doi: 10.1007/s11217-010-9191-x

Bjerke, A. H., and Eriksen, E. (2016). Measuring pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy in tutoring children in primary mathematics: An instrument. Res. Math. Educ. 18, 61–79. doi: 10.1080/14794802.2016.1141312

Bond, T. (2004). Validity and assessment: A Rasch measurement perspective. Metodología de las Ciencias del Comportamiento 5, 179–194.

Bond, T. G., and Fox, C. M. (2007). Applying the Rasch Model: Fundamental Measurement in Human Sciences, 2nd Edn. New York, NY: Routledge.

Bong, M., and Skaalvik, E. M. (2003). Academic Self-Concept and Self-Efficacy: How Different Are They Really? Educ. Psyc. Rev. 15, 1–40. doi: 10.1023/A:1021302408382

Boone, W. J., Staver, J. R., and Yale, M. S. (2013). Rasch Analysis in the Human Sciences. Dordrecht: Springer. doi: 10.1007/978-94-007-6857-4

Brown, C., Rueda, P. O., Batlle, I. C., and Sallán, J. G. (2021). Introduction to the special issue: A conceptual framework for researching the risks to early leaving. J. Educ. Work 34, 723–739. doi: 10.1080/13639080.2021.2003007

Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2004). Handbook of Self-Determination Research. Rochester, NY: University Rochester Press.

Eccles, J. (1983). “Expectancies, values and academic behaviors,” in Achievement and Achievement Motives: Psychological and Sociological Approaches, ed. J. T. Spence (San Fransisco: Free Man), 75–146.

Eccles, J. S. (2004). “Schools, academic motivation, and stage-environment fit,” in Handbook of Adolescent Psychology, eds R. M. Lerner and L. Steinberg (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc), 125–153. doi: 10.1002/9780471726746.ch5

Efklides, A. (2011). Interactions of metacognition with motivation and affect in self-regulated learning: The MASRL model. Educ. Psychol. 46, 6–25. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2011.538645

Ertesvåg, S. K. (2019). Interaksjon mellom elevar og lærarar - nøkkelen til eit godt læringsmiljø. In: Lærer i skolen 5-10. Lærerarbeid og læringsmiljø**. Cappelen Damm Akademisk 6220, 186–205.

Federici, R. A., and Skaalvik, E. M. (2013). Lærer-elev-relasjonen-betydning for elevenes motivasjon og læring. Bedre Skole 1, 58–63.

Graham, A., Powell, M. A., and Truscott, J. (2016). Facilitating student well-being: Relationships do matter. Educ. Res. 58, 366–383. doi: 10.1080/00131881.2016.1228841

Greene, J. A., and Azevedo, R. (2007). A theoretical review of Winne and Hadwin’s model of self-regulated learning: New perspectives and directions. Rev. Educ. Res. 77, 334–372. doi: 10.3102/003465430303953

Guay, F., Marsh, H. W., and Boivin, M. (2003). Academic self-concept and academic achievement: Developmental perspectives on their causal ordering. J. Educ. Psychol. 95:124. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.124

Halkier, B. (2011). Methodological practicalities in analytical generalization. Qual. Inq. 17, 787–797. doi: 10.1177/1077800411423194

Halvorsrud, K. (2017). Student dropout in upper secondary education in Norway: A challenge to the principles of the welfare state. London Rev. Educ. 15, 302–316. doi: 10.18546/LRE.15.2.12

Hamre, B. K., and Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher–child relationships and the trajectory of children’s school outcomes through eighth grade. Child Dev. 72, 625–638. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00301

Hamre, B. K., and Pianta, R. C. (2005). Can instructional and emotional support in the first-grade classroom make a difference for children at risk of school failure? Child Dev. 76, 949–967. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00889.x

Hattie, J., and Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Rev. Educ. Res. 77, 81–112. doi: 10.3102/003465430298487

Havik, T., and Westergård, T. (2020). Do Teachers Matter? Students’ Perceptions of Classroom Interactions and Student Engagement. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 64, 488–507. doi: 10.1080/00313831.2019.1577754

Helms Jørgensen, C., Järvinen, T., and Lundahl, L. (2019). A Nordic transition regime? Policies for school-to-work transitions in Sweden, Denmark and Finland. Eur. Educ. Res. J. 18, 278–297. doi: 10.1177/1474904119830037

Hesby Mathé, N., and Elstad, E. (2020). Exploring students’ effort in social studies. Nordidactica 1, 65–87.

Honicke, T., and Broadbent, J. (2016). The influence of academic self-efficacy on academic performance: A systematic review. Educ. Res. Rev. 17, 63–84. doi: 10.1016/j.edurev.2015.11.002

Hughes, J. N., and Chen, Q. (2011). Reciprocal effects of student–teacher and student–peer relatedness: Effects on academic self efficacy. J. Appl. Dev. Psychol. 32, 278–287. doi: 10.1016/j.appdev.2010.03.005

Koca, F. (2016). Motivation to learn and teacher–student relationship. J. Int. Educ. Leadersh. 6:2.

Lamb, S., Markussen, E., Polesel, J., Sandberg, N., and Teese, R. (2011). School Dropout and Completion : International comparative study in theory and policy. Berlin: Springer Science Business Media, doi: 10.1007/978-90-481-9763-7

Linacre, J. M. (2014). WINSTEPS Rasch measurement (version 3.81.0). Available online at: www.winsteps.com (Accessed May 18, 2022).

Mega, C., Ronconi, L., and De Beni, R. (2014). What makes a good student? How emotions, self-regulated learning, and motivation contribute to academic achievement. J. Educ. Psychol. 106:121. doi: 10.1037/a0033546

Ministry of Children and Education. (2022). Hvad vælger Eleverne, når de Forlader Grundskolen Efter 9. og 10. klasse i 2021?. Available online at: https://www.uvm.dk/-/media/filer/uvm/stat/pdf21/mar/210325-notat-om-soegningen-fra-9--og-10--klasse-2021.pdf (Accessed May 18, 2022).

Ministry of Education and Research. (2021). Fullføringsreformen – med åpne dører til verden og fremtiden. (Meld. St. 21, 2020–2021). Available online at: https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/meld.-st.-21-20202021/id2840771/?ch=1 (Accessed May 18, 2022).

Morris, D. B., and Usher, E. L. (2011). Developing teaching self-efficacy in research institutions: A study of award-winning professors. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 36, 232–245. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.10.005

Morris, D. B., Usher, E. L., and Chen, J. A. (2016). Reconceptualizing the sources of teaching self-efficacy: A critical review of emerging literature. Educ. Psyc. Rev. 29, 795–833. doi: 10.1007/s10648-016-9378-y

Nordahl, T., Sunnevåg, A.-K., and Løken, G. (2011). “Det er fedt”: Evaluering av det frivillige 10. skoleår i Danmark. Report number 2| . Høgskolen i Hedmark. Ordered by Ministry of Education and Research. Available online at: https://kudos.dfo.no/dokument/-det-er-fedt-evaluering-av-det-frivillige-10.-skoleaar-i-danmark?evalueringsportalen=1 (accessed April 20, 2022).

Official Norwegian Reports. (2019). NOU 2019: 25: Med rett til å mestre. Struktur og innhold i videregående opplæring. Available online at: https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/2c79526bf80444b7ba90d1f22e52530b/no/pdfs/nou201920190025000dddpdfs.pdf. (Accessed May 18, 2022).

Ouweneel, E., Schaufeli, W. B., and Le Blanc, P. M. (2013). Believe, and you will achieve: Changes over time in self-efficacy, engagement, and performance. Appl. Psychol. Health Well Being 5, 225–247. doi: 10.1111/aphw.12008

Palmer, D. (2011). Sources of efficacy information in an inservice program for elementary teachers. Sci. Educ. 95, 577–600. doi: 10.1002/sce.20434

Phan, H. P. (2012). The development of English and mathematics self-efficacy: A latent growth curve analysis. J. Educ. Res. 105, 196–209. doi: 10.1080/00220671.2011.552132

Pianta, R. C. (1999). Enhancing Relationships Between Children and Teachers. Washington DC: American Psychological Association. doi: 10.1037/10314-000

Pianta, R. C., and Walsh, D. (1996). High-Risk Children in Schools: Constructing Sustaining Relationships. New York, NY: Routledge.

Pomeroy, E. (1999). The teacher–student relationship in secondary school: Insights from excluded students. Br. J. Sociol. Educ. 20, 465–482. doi: 10.1080/01425699995218

Røysamb, E., Schwarzer, R., and Jerusalem, M. (1998). Norwegian Version of the General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale, 2008.

Ryan, R. M., Stiller, J. D., and Lynch, J. H. (1994). Representations of relationships to teachers, parents, and friends as predictors of academic motivation and self-esteem. J. Early Adolesc. 14, 226–249. doi: 10.1177/027243169401400207

Schunk, D. H. (1991). Self-efficacy and academic motivation. Educ. Psychol. 26, 207–231. doi: 10.1080/00461520.1991.9653133

Schunk, D. H., and Ertmer, P. A. (2000). “Self-regulation and academic learning: self-efficacy enhancing interventions,” in Handbook of Self-Regulation, eds M. Boekaerts, M. Zeidner, and P. R. Pintrich (Cambridge, MA: Academic Press), 631–649. doi: 10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50048-2

Skaalvik, E. M., and Skaalvik, S. (2018). Skolen som Læringsarena. Selvoppfatning, Motivasjon og Læring, 3 utgave. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

Lerang, S. M., Ertesvåg, S. K., and Havik, T. (2019). Perceived Classroom Interaction, Goal Orientation and Their Association with Social and Academic Learning Outcomes. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 63, 913–934. doi: 10.1080/00313831.2018.1466358

Stipek, D. (2002). “Good instruction is motivating,” in Development of Achievement Motivation, eds A. Wigfield and J. Eccles (San Diego: Academic Press), 309–332. doi: 10.1016/B978-012750053-9/50014-0

Tjora, A. (2018). Qualitative Research as Stepwise-Deductive Induction. London: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203730072

Usher, E. L. (2009). Sources of middle school students’ self-efficacy in mathematics: A qualitative investigation. Am. Educ. Res. J. 46, 275–314. doi: 10.3102/0002831208324517

Usher, E. L., Ford, C. J., Li, C. R., and Weidner, B. L. (2019). Sources of math and science self-efficacy in rural Appalachia: A convergent mixed methods study. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 57, 32–53. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.10.003

Usher, E. L., and Pajares, F. (2008). Sources of self-efficacy in school: Critical review of the literature and future directions. Rev. Educ. Res. 78, 751–796. doi: 10.3102/0034654308321456

Winne, P. H. (2011). “A cognitive and metacognitive analysis of self-regulated learning,” in Handbook of Self-Regulation of Learning and Performance, eds B. J. Zimmerman and D. H. Schunk (London: Routledge), 15–32.

Wolfe, E. W., and Smith, E. V. Jr. (2007). Instrument development tools and activities for measure validation using Rasch models: part II – validation activities. J. Appl. Meas. 8, 204–234.

Wyatt, M. (2014). Towards a re-conceptualization of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs: Tackling enduring problems with the quantitative research and moving on. Int. J. Res. Method Educ. 37, 166–189. doi: 10.1080/1743727X.2012.742050

Zheng, F. (2022). Fostering Students’ Well-Being: The Mediating Role of Teacher Interpersonal Behavior and Student-Teacher Relationships. Front. Psychol. 12:796728. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.796728

Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). “Attaining self-regulation: a social cognitive perspective,” in Handbook of Self-Regulation, eds M. Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich, and M. Zeidner (San Diego, CA: Academic Press), 13–39. doi: 10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50031-7

Zimmerman, B. J., Bandura, A., and Martinez-Pons, M. (1992). Self-motivation for academic attainment: The role of self-efficacy beliefs and personal goal setting. Am. Educ. Res. J. 29, 663–676. doi: 10.3102/00028312029003663

Zimmerman, B. J., and Moylan, A. R. (2009). “Self-regulation: Where metacognition and motivation intersect,” in Handbook of metacognition in education, eds D. J. Hacker, J. Dunlosky, and A. C. Graesser (London: Routledge), 311–328.



OPS/images/feduc-07-952854-t001.jpg
General Mathematics Norwegian

Item Measure Outfit Outfit Item Measure Outfit Outfit Item Measure Outfit Outfit
entry MNSQ ZSTD  entry MNSQ ZSTD  entry MNSQ  ZSTD
1 —0.22 1.32 1.72 1 —0.31 1.38 1.74 1 0.14 0.94 —0.23

2 —0.12 0.88 —0.61 2 1.16 0.65 —1.78 2 1.24 1.06 0.41

3 0.56 1.02 0.22 3 0.56 127 1.35 3 —0.97 112 0.64

4 0.39 1.07 0.48 4 1.48 1.01 0.14 4 —0.74 1.10 0.61

5 —0.22 1.01 0.12 5 0.74 0.93 —0.27 5 1.01 0.45 —4.07

6 —0.75 0.90 —0.51 6 1.42 0.97 —0.03 6 0.42 0.85 —0.81

7 0.98 1.24 1.28 7 0.52 0.80 —1.07 7 1.01 0.95 —0.19

8 —0.02 0.83 —0.94 8 —0.32 0.76 —1.15 8 —0.83 1.23 1.17

9 —0.43 0.67 —2.00 9 —2.16 111 0.49 9 —1.28 1.25 0.93
10 —0.17 1.02 0.20 10 —3.07 1.05 0.31





OPS/images/feduc-07-952854-t002.jpg
Empirical close codes Main themes

The teachers were nice. Creating a safe and engaging environment.
The teachers are very supportive.
Learning becomes fun. I was not interested in learning before, but now I have the interest and want to learn.

T have gained more faith that I can handle upper secondary school. Developing an understanding of the requirement for
T have improved my grades in all subjects. effort.
This year I have learned that I am really good at mathematics.

The teachers share their own experiences, which gives me the feeling that I am not alone in my struggles. Nurturing a collective feeling of not being the only one
The teachers encourage us to share our experiences. having difficulties or struggling.
Knowing that you are not the only one struggling gives one a sense of security.

The teachers are very good at adapting to the student’s level. Providing tailored academic support
The teachers push me to work harder and not give up.

The teachers find your good qualities and make them visible to you.

The smaller classes give the teachers more time for students compared to primary school.

The teachers here see me more.

T've been helped to find out what 'm interested in.





OPS/images/cross.jpg
@ Check for updates.





OPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Developing self-efficacy through an extra preparatory school year: Lower secondary students’ perspectives on teacher support



		Introduction



		Theoretical framework



		Methodology



		Empirical context



		Data collection



		Survey



		Interviews



		Quantitative analysis



		Qualitative analysis



		Ethics







		Findings



		Increased self-efficacy



		Creating a safe and engaging school environment



		Developing an understanding of the requirement for effort



		Nurturing a collective sense of not being the only one having difficulties or struggling



		Providing tailored academic support







		Discussion



		Teachers as source facilitators



		Teachers as source performers







		Concluding remarks



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Education

Developing self-efficacy through
an extra preparatory school
year: Lower secondary students’
perspectives on teacher support











OPS/images/feduc-07-952854-g002.jpg
Item83 Items harder 10 endorse

Items 13,53
Item 10.3
g tem33
Item93
R Itemd43 Item 82
% ltem23
g ltems 63,73
S
3
Items 1.2, 5,2
§ Item 10.2 Item8.1
- Item 3.2
S item 9.2
........... Y Ul R e A A
{ Item22
s
3 Items 6.2,7.2
ltems 1.1,5.1
Item 10.1
ltem3.1
item 9.1
Itemd&.l
Item 2.1
Items 6.1,7.1
Items easier o endorse

11

o

Persons with
high GSE

X X
XX
XX XX
XXX
XX

XXX

XXX

XX

Persons with
low GSE

Persons with
high MSE 11
X
X 9
& ¢ 7
X
X
X-%AX S
X
X
XX 3
&) ¢
XX 2
X 1
X
R
-1
XXX
-3
X' a5
X
-7
Persons with
low MSE -9

Items harder 10 endorse
Items £.3,53,63
tems 23,73
Item33
Item83
Item 1.3
........................ Rear9.8- - "°
............. Item42.....1tem103.....
Items S.2,62
Items 2.2, 7.2
Item 3.2
Item 8.2
Item 12
Item 9.2
ltemd4.l
Items S$.1,61 Item10.2
Items 2.1, 7.1
Item 3.1
Items 8.1,1.1
Item9.1
Item 10.1

Items easier 1o endorse

53301 £5 T 15031500 veayy

1301 ST 1 159393 Ve






OPS/images/feduc-07-952854-g001.jpg
Post-survey N = 34

Post-interviews N = 40





OPS/images/logo.jpg
¥ frontiers | Frontiers in Education







