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ABSTRACT

SELF-EFFICACY LEVELS OF PREP-SCHOOL INSTRUCTORS ANC5
PREDICTORS

SOLAR SEKERCI, AYSEGUL
M.S., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ahmet Ok

July 2010, 151 pages.

The present study aimed to investigate teachirfgeffedacy beliefs of instructors
working at university prep-schools and to examitnethier years of teaching
experience, English competency, self reported @iricy and graduate department
predicted instructors’ self efficacy beliefs andithefficacy beliefs in student
engagement, instructional strategies and classroanagement. Two-hundred-fifty-
seven prep-school instructors from universitieAmkara participated in the study. The
data were collected through Teacher Sense of Effi€&zale, Self Reported English

Proficiency Scale and Language Teaching Methodke SBath descriptive and
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inferential statistics, correlation and hierarchiegression analysis, were utilized by

PASW 18.

The results of the study indicated that the instnschave quite higher overall self
efficacy beliefs. The instructors feel more efficars in classroom management than
using instructional strategies while they feel tesiicacious in student engagement.
Moreover, instructors’ overall self efficacy beBekere significantly predicted by
experience, English competency and self reportefigeency. Student engagement
efficacy was not predicted by experience whileaswgignificantly predicted by English
competency and self reported proficiency. Instoamel strategy efficacy beliefs were
significantly predicted by experience, English cetency and self reported proficiency.
Classroom management efficacy was predicted byretqme and self reported
proficiency while English competency was not a Bigant predictor. Being a graduate
of Faculties of Education was not a significantdictor in any regression models.
Lastly, there was a significant relationship betw#e instructors’ use of

communicative method and their overall self efficheliefs and its three sub-scales.

Keywords: Teacher efficacy, English language irdtts, years of experience, English

competency, language teaching methods



Oz

HAZIRLIK OKULU OKUTMANLARININ OZ YETERL iLIK SEVIYELERI VE
YORDAYICILARI

SOLAR SEKERCI, AYSEGUL
Yuksek Lisans, Eitim Bilimleri Bolumu

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Ahmet Ok

Temmuz 2011, 151 sayfa.

Bu calsmada Universitelerin hazirlik okullarinda gahingilizce okutmanlarinin 6z
yeterlilik seviyelerinin belirlenmesi vegtetmenlik deneyim siiresiniimgilizce
seviyelerinin, rapor edilen dil yeterliliklerinirevmezun olduklari fakiltenin 6z yeterlilik
seviyelerini yordama giiciiniin tespit edilmesi amamlgtir. Ogretmen 6z yeterlifii
ogrencilerin derse katilimini §eama, ders anlatim stratejileri ve sinif yonetinmak
Uzere Ug alt bdukta incelenmgtir. Calismaya Ankara’da ki tniversitelerde gan iki

ylz elli yediingilizce okutmani katilngtir. Veriler Gsretmen Ozyeterlik Olge,

Ingilizce Dil Yeterliligi Olcegi ve Dil Ogretim Yontemleri Olggi ile toplanmgtir. Veri
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analizi PASW 18.0 istatistik programi kullanilarategtirmanin bulgulari korelasyon ve

coklu hiyeragik regresyon yontemleri ile incelengtir.

Calismanin bulgularina goréngilizce okutmanlarinin 6zyeterlik toplam puanlamin
yuksek oldgu saptanngtir. Okutmanlarin sinif yonetimi boyutunda dersadunh
stratejileri boyutuna gore daha yuksek 6zyeterfahip oldgu ve en diik 6zyeterlik
oranini @rencilerin derse katilimini g@ma boyutunda aldiklari bulungtur. Ayrica
okutmanlarin gretmenlik deneyim siiredingilizce seviyeleri ve rapor edilen dil
yeterlilikleri 6gretmenlik toplam 6zyeterlik puanini yordamakta@®grencilerin derse
katilimini sglama boyutunu okutmanlaringilizce seviyeleri ve rapor edilen dil
yeterlilikleri basariyla yordarken; gretmenlik deneyim siresi bu boyutu
yordayamangtir. Ders anlatim stratejileri boyutunu okutmamaigretmenlik tecriibe
siresiIngilizce seviyeleri, rapor edilen dil yeterlilikiedtegiskenleri yordamtir.
Ogretmenlik tecriibe suresi ve rapor edilen dil ydtkieri sinif yonetimi 6zyeterlik
inancini baariyla yordarkeningilizce seviyesi bu alt boyutu yordayamamaktadir.
Katilimcilarin Egitim Fakultesi mezunu olmalarinin hi¢bir modelddaam bir
yordayicl olmadil saptanngtir. Son olarak, ileimsel dil &Gretim yontemi ile

Ogretmenlerin 6zyeterlik inancglari arasinda anlanlillski saptanmytir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: @etmen 6zyeteri, ingilizce okutmanlari, gretmenlik deneyim

siresi,ingilizce yeterlilik seviyesi, dil gretim yontemleri
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

The greater demands of internationalization madeyngaung people from different
nations to learn English, the most widely used comigation instrument in Europe, the
USA, Canada and Australia. Indeed, to some, tHedaknowledge of English is seen
as ‘linguistic deprivation’ because, due to iterak the language of the world, “any
literate, educated person on the face of the gbbea very real sense deprived if he
does not know English” (Burchfield, 1986, p.283¢{dending on this demand for a
globally educated person, the spread of Englisibkas indispensible. The global
spread of English has been the most successfubtdseguage spread in history, as
attested by its official in 25 countries and coké# status in 17 countries respectively
(Wardhaugh, 1987). English is now the preferre@ifpr language or the language of
wider communication in the world, and the numbeit®fisers is increasing to beyond

one billion (Crystal, 1987). This growth leadsatoeed for qualified English language



teaching which will be attained by qualified laage teachers and instructors. When
this growth of English all around the world is calesed, Turkey is undeniably under
the influence of it. With 1997 curriculum changeTiarkey, English was introduced for
elementary students, thus shifting the introductbBFL (English as foreign language)
from middle school to primary schools in order toypde a longer exposure to the
foreign language. The basic goal of the policytédexl as the development of learners’
communicative capacity to prepare them to useditget language for communication
in classroom activities. Starting from the primachool to post-graduate levels many
state or private institutions provide English laage teaching service. Moreover, in
some private and foundation schools, English lessoa given starting from nursery
schools. However, this change led to a negatiemgh in Anatolian High Schools, that
is, one year English preparatory school was abetismstead, thedgrade students
have 10 hours of English courses out of 37 houesvirrek (MONE, 2011). At the T
11" and 1¥ years, 4 hours of English is included into thegpam. However, as Kefeli
(2008) found out in her study the students stdtedmeaknesses of the current system as
not learning language properly, lack of strong leage establishment in elementary
school, inadequate lessons hours, insufficieniaum, and lack of motivation. Hence,
the ones who cannot pass the proficiency examsdiyainiversity preparatory schools
have to study one-year prep-school program. Thiddd¢o an increase in both the
number of students studying at prep-schools anduh&er of instructors employed in

these institutions. Moreover, according to a surs@yducted by Aktuna (2011), out of



773 job openings, 426 (55.1%) sought knowledgefofeign language in the
candidates, while 44.9% did not. It seems thatthgrity of jobs (about 68%),
especially those dealing with import and exportadaalysis, product management,
sales, and secretarial tasks, all require Englisguage proficiency and advertise that
candidates need to have a knowledge of Englishgood level of English language
proficiency (Aktuna, 2011). Due to this demand frladmor market, many universities
started to have the responsibility of teaching Ehgbroficiently besides field oriented
bachelor courses. Many of them have aimed to peoaithnguage education year which
will be ended by proficiency scores from standaeditests such as TOEFL (Test of
English as Foreign Language), IELTS (Internatidiradlish Language Testing System)
or KPDS (Kamu Personeli Dil Sinavi (Language Preficy Exam for Officials) so that
their graduates will be able to prove their langupgpficiency after graduation. These
high expectancies have also increased the burd&mglish teachers’ shoulders. They
are expected to provide a language learning enwieon that will enhance the learners’
language skills. As stated by Akté2005), there are some constructs which make
language teaching in Turkey difficult. These are effficacy of language teachers,
student interest and motivation, instructional roe#) learning environment and

learning materials (Akta 2005).

One of these constructs teachers’ sense of effiedsy referred as teacher efficacy,

teachers self efficacy, or teachers self-efficaelelfs, is defined as “the teacher’s belief



in his or her capability to organize and executerses of action required to successfully
accomplish a specific teaching task in a particatartext” (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.223). Thus, teachers’ serfsefiicacy can be understood as self
perceived beliefs about their ability to succedgfaarry out their teaching tasks in their
specific teaching contexts. These particular teagtasks are classified as instructional
strategy, classroom management and student engagemieacher Self Efficacy Scale
by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (Tschannen-Mog&aNVoolfolk Hoy, 2001). In
teaching, these three dimensions are crucially mapa Initially, student engagement
with school and the intellectual work of learnisgain important goal for education
(Elmore, 1990). Engagement in the classroom leadshievement and contributes to
students' social and cognitive development (Fi®®31 Newmann, 1992). Students who
are engaged with school are more likely to learriind the experience rewarding, to
graduate, and to pursue higher education. Enhastutaggnt engagement persists as a
challenge to educators (Marks, 2000). Secondigsscoom management encompasses
both establishing and maintaining order, desigeifigctive instruction, dealing with
students as a group, responding to the needs iefdndl students, and effectively
handling the discipline and adjustment of individstadents (Jones , 1996). Lastly, as
stated by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001)he*teacher’s belief in his or her
capability to organize and execute courses of acequired to successfully accomplish
a specific teaching task in a particular conteXghannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,

2001, p.223), the instructional strategies teacharploy help shape learning



environments and signify professional conceptidriearning and of the learner. Thus,
studying teacher efficacy beliefs regarding thésea domains would embody valuable

information about language instructors in Turkey.

To sum up, teacher’s efficacy beliefs on teachiggicantly influence the teaching
environment they create. Thus, the research retatde variables influencing such an
important construct and predicting it gained impode for improving the quality of
English language teaching environments at uniyepsiéparatory schools. It would also
have an influence on the recruitment process, @ndce teacher education and in-
service teacher training activities. All in alletissues to be dealt with in this present
study were the ones related to those mentionedealloat is, instructors’ efficacy

beliefs and factors influencing them.

1.2 Purposeof the study

The purpose of the study was to determine uniwepsép-school instructors’ self
efficacy beliefs and the factors influencing thé@rhe study was conducted with
university prep-school instructors in Ankara. Trefficacy beliefs regarding student
engagement, instructional strategies and classranagement were explored. It also
aimed at finding out to what extent years of téaglexperience , graduate department ,
English competency scores and self reported Enghsficiency will predict instructors’

self efficacy beliefs. Finally, it investigated thedationships of their self efficacy beliefs,



efficacy beliefs for engagement, classroom managearal instructional strategies with

choice of language teaching methods.

1.3 Research Questions

1. What is the level of the university prep-schootiinstors’ self efficacy beliefs?

1.1 What is the level of the university prep-schimskructors’ self efficacy
beliefs for student engagement, instructionatstiies and classroom

management?

2. What is the level of instructors’ self-reported fe@ncy in four skills;

listening, reading, writing and speaking?

3. To what extent years of teaching experience, Engi@npetency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief composite scores?

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experienceli&imcompetency scores,
self reported English proficiency and graduate depent predict
instructors’ self efficacy belief for student engagent, instructional

strategies and classroom management?

4. What is the relationship between instructors’ séfitacy beliefs and their use

of language teaching methods?



4.1 What is the relationship between instructors’ uskalmguage teaching
methods, instructors’ self efficacy belief for stud engagement, instructional

strategies and classroom management?

1.4 Significance of the study

According to Bandura (1993, 1997), teachers’ bglieftheir instructional efficacy
influence the kind of learning environment theyatesto orchestrate learning. In this
respect, self efficacy beliefs of teachers playngportant role in effective teaching.
Moreover, researchers in teacher self efficacyebelEmmer & Hickman, 1990;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-dgrWoolfolk Hoy, & Hoy,
1998; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) stated in their worleather efficacy is a
multidimensional one and should be studied as stiatter specific. When the role of
English in Turkish higher education institutione aonsidered as well, this study might
contribute to the field by providing valuable infioation about self efficacy levels of
instructors for student engagement, instructiotrategies and classroom management

which contributes to establishing better learningimnments and facilitates learning.

Teachers’ self efficacy beliefs might be influendsdvarious factors. In this study, four
possible predictors were studied to observe to wkiEnt they predict perceived self-

efficacy levels of instructors. One of them is rastors’ graduate department. Research



conducted over the past three decades has founsethafficacy beliefs are affected by

teachers’ personal characteristics such as gegdete level taught and experience

(Ghaith & Shaaban, 1999; Ross, Cousins, & Gadd886). When the language
teaching environment in Turkey is considered anadleenographic variable that
influences the view of teaching and the performangeectation of teacher candidates
can be added into personal characteristics dimermdiefficacy. This dimension is the
graduate department since the graduates of Scamnteiterature departments can work
as English language instructors if they get twoesster teaching certificate programs
given by Faculty of Education from 45 universit{&etrieved in April, 18, 2011 from

http://www.yok.gov.tr/content/view/895 According a study conducted by Acat and

Yenilmez (n.d) among Faculty of Education studethis,students are highly motivated
towards teaching. Therefore, the graduates fromlgacf Education are expected to
have higher self-efficacy beliefs compared to tachers from other faculties. By the
help of this study, to what extent graduate depantron instructors’ self efficacy

beliefs predict was explored and the results wauddcate whether it displayed a change
or not. Hence, determining these factors influegaelf efficacy and finding out their
predictive roles as suggested by the present stadyd help pre-service education
institutions to reconsider their teacher educapimgrams and it would also help prep-

schools to review their recruitment and in-sentregning programs.



Moreover, the results of this study would providdéuable information about the factors
influencing this construct, which were experiennd language competency. Novice
teachers who gave higher ratings to the adequasypgort they had received at the end
of their first year evidenced stronger self-effigdeliefs (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke-
Spero, 2005). In contrast to this, experiencedneacgenerally saw a decrease in their
sense of efficacy in their initial year of teachinghat context (Chester & Beaudin,
1996). Hence, it can be said that experience ichiag is a factor, which influences
teachers’ self efficacy beliefs. Competency istheosource of self efficacy for
teachers (Mujis & Reynolds, 2001). Based on tlseaech discussed above while
focusing on English language instructors’ selfatty beliefs, studying self reported
proficiency in four skills and language competenmuld provide information about the
influence of mastery experiences, that is a soofcelf efficacy belief. Moreover, since
official KPDS does not test speaking and writisglf reported proficiency scale would
provide a data about these two, and rather thamsfng only competency scores
focusing on both would provide more detailed infatimn about instructors’ capability

in four skills.

Teachers’ sense of efficacy is reciprocally detegdisince it affects teachers’ behavior
and pedagogical actions as well as their perceptibthe consequences of such actions
(Chacdn, 2005). This reciprocal relationship ingggmhical actions determines the way

of instruction the teachers apply in their clasameoThis study included a



methodological point which would be contributive &specially in-service training
process for language instructors since it wouldi$oan the relationship between self
efficacy beliefs and language teaching methodeceSihe study provided information
about instructors’ self-reported proficiency leaeld choice of instructional strategies
and to what extent years of experience in teactitnglish competency, self reported
English proficiency and graduate department pratiiparticipants’ self efficacy
beliefs, it would attribute novel characteristicses the previous literature in Turkey by

Goker (2006), by Ak (2008), by Kdyalan (2004) and by Unver (2004)dssidered.

Considering the participants of the study whichewemniversity prep-school instructors,
the study would also be a valuable source of in&tiom for universities in terms of

recruitment and in-service teacher training progréimey develop for their instructors.

All'in all, Turkey is, experiencing a period of etgee and innovation in ELT (English
Language Teaching) systems to achieve its aimatohimg up with the European
system of language education and adapting itsiegisystem to new educational norms
in the ELT curriculum and its assessment. Henstyu@dy done among this important
group of language teaching would provide descriptnformation because English
instructors’ efficacy beliefs in teaching, theitfseported English proficiency in four

skills and their methodologies in language teackingld be highlighted by this study.
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1.4 Definition of Terms

Self-efficacy: Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as one’s lh@hidis/her capacity to

perform a specific task successfully.

Teacher efficacy: In the present study, teacher efficacy refefthe teacher’s belief in
his or her capability to organize and execute asits action required to successfully
accomplish a specific teaching task in a particatartext” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,

1998, p.223).

Self-Reported (English) language proficiency: In the present study, self reported
(English) language proficiency is defined as teeghself-assessed competence in four

domains (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, anidivg) following Butler (2004).

English (language) competency: In the present study, English competency refers t
instructors’ language competency scores taken offitial exams such as KPDS,

TOEFL and IELTS.

Communicative approach: It is a method to teach second and foreign langutge
emphasizes interaction as both the means and #i®@fQlearning a language (Nunan,

1995).
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Grammar trandation method: A foreign language teaching method that requires
students to translate the texts into native languag memorize grammatical rules and

exceptions as well as vocabulary lists (Nunan, 1995

Instructorsof English: They are the instructors who are working in prafmay classes
or schools of foreign languages of universities tathing English as a foreign
language. In this study, this term is interchangeabed as instructors or English

instructors.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, the existing research literatuosimelevant to the purpose of this
study is summarized. First of all, social cognitiieory and self efficacy beliefs are
discussed. Then, teachers’ sense of efficacyridlbd in line with the factors
influencing teacher efficacy beliefs and its measwnt. Among these factors, years
of experience, language competency, self repomeficgency and graduate
department are explained in a detailed way asdhiahles of the study through
conducted studies in other teaching settings amgigbfnlanguage teaching
separately. As an integrated part of the literatavgew, relevant research studies

from abroad and Turkey are presented.

2.1 Social cognitive theory and self efficacy belis

Social cognitive theory is a view of human functrapwhich emphasizes human
agency (Bandura, 2001, 2006) and a dynamic intgfpéween personal, behavioral,
and social factors in human change and adaptaBandura, 1997, 2004). In social

cognitive theory, people as active agents “arerdmutors to their life circumstances,

13



not just products of them (Bandura, 2006, p.184kording to Bandura (2006),
personal agency is socially developed. In otherdwoa baby is born without any
personal agency, but she develops a sense of agsrst)e interacts with her
environment. However, it is important to note timesocial cognitive theory, the
human agency does not operate autonomously. Instegukrates through a
dynamic interplay among personal, behavioral, andrenmental factors (Jeeongah,

2009).

Self-efficacy beliefs are conceived as the mostraéand pervasive mechanism of

human agency in social cognitive theory. In relatio this, Bandura (2006) states:

Among the mechanisms of human agency, none is ogorteal or pervasive
than belief of personal efficacy. This core beisethe foundation of human
agency. Unless people believe they can produceedesifects by their
actions, they have little incentive to act, or ewgevere in the face of
difficulties (p.170).

As cited in Jeeongah’s dissertation (2009) the mamue of self-efficacy beliefs in
human functioning is summarized in Bandura’s (198@&)ement that “people’s level
of motivation, affective states, and actions areéar@msed on what they believe than
what is objectively true” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2)sé\| self-efficacy beliefs “shape
people’s outcome expectations” and determine hguodpnities and impediments
are viewed” (p.171). As Pajares (2002) points thayw people behave can often be
better predicted by the beliefs they hold abour ttegoabilities than by what they are
actually capable of accomplishing, for these skit&cy perceptions help determine

what individuals do with the knowledge and skiiey have” (p.4).When it comes to
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how self-efficacy beliefs are formed, Bandura (1)2§@tes that individuals develop
their self-efficacy beliefs by processing inforneatiobtained mainly from four
sources: enactive mastery experience, vicariousilgaexperiences, verbal

persuasion, and physiological arousal. These ssaeesummarized as below:

2.1.1 Enactive mastery experiences

Efficacy beliefs are generated from successedailules when performing a task
(Bandura, 1997). Success tends to strengthen datieine’s efficacy whereas
failures tend to weaken them. When one believesstimhas successfully performed
a certain task, the experience is most likely toagce her self-efficacy beliefs,
which enable her to anticipate success in the éufline extent to which people will
alter their perceived efficacy through performaagperiences depends upon their
preconceptions of their capabilities, the perceidiiiculty of the tasks, the amount
of effort they expend, the amount of external aeltreceive, the circumstances
under which they perform, the pattern of their &sses and failures, and the way

these enactive experiences are cognitively orgdranel constructed (Poulou, 2007).

To boost self-efficacy, people need repeated takitad experiences, the so-called
enactive mastery experience, which is the most powwsource of efficacy (Kim,
2005). In Kim’s study (2005) conducted with 94 rilichois university students, the
researcher focused on the relationship betweertieaawastery experiences (with
computers, the Internet, training, online courses, hybrid course experiences) and

online course self-efficacy (OCSE). Pearson’salation and multiple regression
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analyses were employed. Among the experiences,amilye course experiences
were found to be significantly and positively reldto OCSEtE2.593*, =287*,
p=.011). As for the teaching setting, achieving regséxperiences is an important
source of self efficacy. In their studies, StravéitMalone, 1986; West, Watson,
Thomson, & Parke, 1993 found out that achievingtergexperiences of science
teaching was an important source of self-efficamytiie elementary science teachers
(Wallace & Mulholland, 2001). In the case studydwocted by Wallace &

Mulholland (2001), the researchers found out thatiés the teacher in the case
study, appeared to find the experience of teackimence a powerful influence on
her confidence and perception of competence. Whastiary experiences occurred in
the form of successful lessons, they seemed anrtariasource of science teaching

efficacy belief (Wallace & Mulholland, 2001).

In the context of English as a second languageseo@hing (2002) found that
students with high self-efficacy beliefs were cdefit about what they could
achieve; set themselves challenges and were coethtittachieving them; worked
harder to avoid failure; were highly resilient dimked failure with insufficient

effort or deficient knowledge and skills which theslieved they were capable of
acquiring. In their study conducted with 100 Chaé=arners, Henderson & Huang
(2009) found out that collaborative language atstii an immersive virtual world
improved students’ self-efficacy beliefs about tlugipacity to use Chinese language
in a variety of real-life contexts. This study fees on one of the lessons conducted

in Second Life which engaged students in a collatbor activity to identify and
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order food in Mandarin in a Chinese restaurantrggetfhe results indicated
significant improvements between students’ pre@ost self-efficacy ratings. In
addition, it is proposed that the change in sdltafy ratings can be explained by
the degree of relevance of enactive mastery expegge(Henderson & Huang,
2009). Thus, it can be said that enactive massergnsidered to be the most

influential experience in shaping efficacy beli@®ntrich & Schunk, 2002)

2.1.2 Vicarious learning experiences

Observing others perform a task helps people etalnderms of observation their
abilities to perform the same task. Bandura (1§®&jted that while observing
others’ attainments, individuals compare themsehgegerformers in the same
situation. Thus, modeling serves as an effectieéftr promoting a sense of
personal efficacy. People can learn new skills falserving others (Rosenthal &
Bandura, 1978; Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978), aedtief that one has acquired
skills can raise self-efficacy (Schunk, 1984). Maagalso is a form of social
comparison. Individuals who observe others perfartask are apt to believe that
they can as well (Bandura, 1981), because modgtiplicitly conveys to observers
that they possess the necessary capabilities tesddSchunk, 1984). Surpassing
associates or competitors raises self-perceptibefficacy in observers, whereas

performing worse lowers them (Poulou, 2007).

In their study, Schunk and Henderson (1984) focusethe influence of peer

models on students’ self efficacy beliefs and thelievement. The sample included
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72 children drawn from eight classes in two scho@tges ranged from eight years
six months to 10 years 10 months (M = 10.1 yedisg. 36 girls and 36 boys were
predominantly middle class. These children had entwed some difficulties
learning regrouping operations in their classesttmey were not receiving remedial
instruction. Following the pretest, children weamadomly assigned within gender
and school (except as noted below) to one of gpepmental conditions (n = 12):
male mastery model, male coping model, female mastedel, female coping
model, teacher model, no model. All children ia flve model conditions received
two 45-minute treatment sessions on consecutiveadays, during which they
viewed two videotapes that presented the follovgmigtraction operations in 15-min
blocks. Self-efficacy-for-learning scores were sgbgd to an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) using pretest self-efficacy as the covaialhe six treatment conditions
constituted the treatment factor. The ANCOVA yieldesignificant treatment effect.
Post hoc comparisons using the Scheffé method shtvat the four peer model
conditions (male mastery, male coping, female nmgstemale coping) did not
differ, but that subjects in each condition judgetf-efficacy higher than subjects in
the teacher model and the no-model conditions.rébelts of this research study
supported the idea that modeling is an importdiieénce on children's self-efficacy

during cognitive skill acquisition (Schunk &Hendens 1984)
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2.1.3 Verbal persuasion

When people receive realistic appraisals fronrtsignificant others, i.e.,
‘evaluative feedback” (Bandura, 1997, p. 101)he form of verbal persuasion,
regarding their attainments, individuals seem tergjthen their beliefs on the
capabilities they have to achieve what they wafdrbal persuasion alone may be
limited in creating lasting efficacy beliefs, btican reinforce self-change if the

positive appraisal is based on realistic terms Igu2007). Beyond direct

persuasion, other social factors can be equallyprtapt. For teachers, for example,
the responses of their students could consistfafna of social persuasion
(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001). Thus, types of so@atsuasion such as verbal
feedback, encouragement, praise, norms of persetand achievement can induce
a supportive social environment, whereas lack edifimck and criticism from
colleagues and students can create an unsuppenwwenment (Milner & Hoy,

2003).

According to Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (1998), teachsesise of efficacy is most
directly influenced by enactive mastery experieraras the emotional reactions
associated with the experiences, among the effitdoymation sources identified

by Bandura. This is because “only in a situatioaatfial teaching can an individual
assess the capabilities she or he brings to tkeatat experience the consequence of

those capabilities” (p. 19).In their study conddictéth 255 novice and experienced
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teacher, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007), the relseex examined the influence
of mastery experiences and verbal persuasion |faéffieacy beliefs and their
influence on teachers with the aim of examiningdlaémed influence of mastery
experiences over other three sources; modelingavpersuasion and physiological
arousal. In the study, the participants were astgdte the quality of the support
they had received in four areas: interpersonal sugpovided by the administration
of their school, interpersonal support providedblfeagues, parental support and
involvement in their classrooms, and community supprovided for their
classrooms. To assess the teachers judgmentsthbauccess they had achieved in
teaching recently, participants were asked totrade level of satisfaction with their
own professional performance. The results wereyaedlby focusing on the
correlations, and regression analyses were dongegtoal factors such as the
teaching resources and interpersonal support éaweere found to be much more
salient in the self-efficacy beliefs of novice teacs. Among experienced teachers,
for whom an abundance of mastery experiences waiitable, contextual factors
played far less important a role in their selfdfty beliefs (Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy, 2007). The results indicated that verbal pasgon became more important

construct for novice teachers’ efficacy beliefheatthan their mastery experiences.

2.1.4 Physiological arousal

Affective states influence people’s beliefs of safficacy. Physiological arousal in

the form of mood, stress, and subjective thredextsf people performance (Chacon,
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2005). The information conveyed by physiologicahfiective states is not a
predictor of personal efficacy by itself. Ratharcls information affects efficacy
beliefs through the mediation of cognitive proces$®oulou, 2007). Therefore, in
forming their efficacy judgments, people have taldeth different sources of
efficacy-relevant information, and at the same tthrey have to integrate efficacy
information and convey it to a number of cognitiwetivational, affective, or
decisional processes (Milner & Hoy, 200B).a study conducted by Smith (1989)
the researcher assessed the effects of cogniraviioral coping skills training on
generalized expectancies concerning self-efficacllacus of control in test-anxious
college students. Compared with the control grol trained subjects exhibited
significant decreases on trait and state meastitestaanxiety and a higher level of
academic performance on classroom tests, as wellaagyes in specific self-efficacy
expectancies relating to test-anxiety managemahtaademic performance (Smith,
1989). The coping skills group also displayed daeses in general trait anxiety and
increased scores on a trait measure of generagééfficacy (Smith, 1989). Thus,
it was noticed that coping strategies eliminategspiogical arousal and increases

self efficacy.

2.2  Teachers’ sense of efficacy

The basic idea that shapes the research on teefticacy or teachers’ sense of
efficacy is that “teachers’ beliefs about their ogapacities as teachers somehow

matter” (Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 1998, p.223). Teacefficacy has been defined
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in different terms: “the extent to which the teachelieves he or she has the capacity
to affect student performance” (Berman, et al.,7197137, cited in Tschannen-
Moran, & Hoy, 1998, p.202), “teachers’ belief ongation that they can influence
how well students learn, even those who may bé&diffor unmotivated” (Guskey

& Passaro, 1994, p.169), or “the teacher’s betidfis or her capability to organize
and execute courses of action required to sucdgsaficomplish a specific teaching

task in a particular context” (Tschannen-Moran &&olk Hoy, 2001, p. 203).

Teachers' sense of efficacy can potentially infageboth the kind of environment
that they create as well as the various instruatipractices introduced in the

classroom (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) pointed o

“teachers who believe strongly in their abilitydmomote learning create
mastery experiences for their students, but thesettby self-doubts about
their instructional efficacy construct classroomviesnments that are likely to
undermine students’ judgments of their abilitied #reir cognitive
development (p. 241)".

Furthermore, teachers with a high sense of selfafy are confident that even the
most difficult students can be reached if they eartra effort; teachers with lower
self-efficacy, on the other hand, feel a senseefiflassness when it comes to dealing
with difficult and unmotivated students (Gibson &imbo, 1984). In addition to this,
teachers’ self-efficacy affects student achievenaaat motivation (Gibson &

Dembo, 1984), teachers’ adoption of innovation (@h& Yaghi, 1997; Guskey,
1988), commitment to teaching (Coladarci, 1992c¢kers’ classroom management

and control strategies (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Wank & Hoy, 1990). The
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literature widely documents the pervasive influeateelf-efficacy beliefs and
confirms social cognitive theory that places theskefs at the roots of human
agency (Bandura, 2001). As it influences the teaghind learning environment,

teacher efficacy beliefs are also influenced byesaifactors.

2.2.1 Factors influencing teacher self efficadyeliefs

Self efficacy beliefs of teachers are influenced/agious factors. There are some
contextual factors ( Akbari & Moradkhani, 2010)lated to teaching context such as
school climate , teaching resources, student cterstics such as motivation,
achievement, and efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & H®@8), positive guidance from
colleagues supervision (Chester & Beudin, 1996a@aici & Breton, 1997),
mentoring, or interdisciplinary teams (Warren & Byft997), and also as some
studies showed student teachers’ efficacy betisdsaffected by both their culture

and fields of study (Cakigtu, Cakir@lu, & Boone, 2005; Lin & Gorrell, 2001).

Teacher self efficacy was also influenced by factetated to student characteristics.
Tchannen-Moran and Hoy (2002) found out that techiee more likely to be
efficacious when they teach younger students. M@edocusing on students’

social class Hoy and Spero (2005) concluded tlaahiers feel more efficacious
while teaching students who come from the highassmmmnomic levels of the society.
For example, teacher self-efficacy was found ielationship with student
achievement (Ross, 1992), planning and organizatioeaching (Freidman & Kass,

2002), enthusiasm for teaching (Guskey, 1984),rae€ting needs of students
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(Guskey, 1988) and grade level (Capa, 2005). Tansarize, the context that the
teacher is working in influences his self efficdmliefs. The other category of
factors compromises of demographic characterisfitsachers such as graduate
department, experience, gender, age and compeitettoy field. In terms of gender,
existing research indicates that male and femalehtrs do not differ in their
perception of self-efficacy (Gencer & Cakiroglu,0ZQ Herman, 2000; Hoy &
Woolfolk, 1993). Teachers’ age is another invesédavariable in relation to self-

efficacy (Akbari & Moradkhani, 2010).

Among these variables, experience is the one whiechfocused more. While
Campbell (1996) claimed that older teachers feakenefficacious, Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy (2002) could not find any relatiompsbéetween them since as for
them experience is the key factor to be considérechannen-Moran and Hoy
(2002, 2007) tended to find the difference betwiberefficacies of novice and
experienced practicing teachers. They found thpéeenced teachers had
significantly higher efficacy than their novice cderparts. Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2007) based this difference on the sourcedffafacy. Furthermore, they
concluded that verbal persuasion significantly mted novice teachers’ sense of
efficacy because “teachers who are struggling éir gmarly years in their careers tend
to lean more heavily on the support of their caless” (p.953). Experienced
teachers, in contrast, were more likely to takeaatlvge of the strongest source of
efficacy; mastery experience, since they have plasseugh time in the career to

experience success in their professional lives éiik& Moradkhani, 2010).
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According to Gist and Mitchell (1992) a person naggess, in depth, the task
demands, the environmental constraints and supgadthis or her own attributes
and feelings when forming self-efficacy if his erpace with the task increases.
However, there are some researchers who conclhdetetacher self-efficacy
decreased by increasing year in teaching experi@wabo & Gibson, 1985; Ghaith
& Yaghi, 1997). Karaca (2008) reported that teagherceptions of efficacy toward
measurement and evaluation practices do not diffgnificantly by the change in
years of teaching. Cakan (2004) found a similanlte¢kat experienced teachers’
perceptions toward their qualification levels aot different than the novice
teachers’ perceptions (Ceylagd2009). When these contradictory results related t
experience are considered, studying teaching expegias a factor predicting self-

efficacy level in the present study would contrétd the literature.

In addition to the experience, teacher’'s competémdiyeir field is another focus of
study in the literature. Bandura (1977, 1997) stétat individuals construct their
self-efficacy from four sources of information: etime mastery experiences,
vicarious learning experiences (modeling), verlbpasion and physiological
arousal. The first source, enactive mastery egpees, is related to performance
accomplishment. Efficacy beliefs are generated fsoctesses and failures when
performing a task (Bandura, 1997). Success tendsdagthen beliefs in one’s
efficacy whereas failures tend to weaken themte@shers get higher academic
degrees or go to graduate schools for further dtuaheir sense of efficacy

improves (Campbell, 1996; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993).rRanguage teachers this
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source is related to their performances while uileganguage itself. Similarly,
Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) report that 72%tloéir nonnative speaking
graduate student subjects admitted that their ficgerit language proficiency
impeded their teaching.Moreover, affective stafab®teachers influence their self-
efficacy beliefs as well. In studies related taeafive states it was found that
attitudes and anxieties about the teaching donvaes{erback, 1982); personal
teaching efficacy and outcome expectancy beliefh{dn, 1984; Ashton & Webb,
1986; Ashton, 1984; Dembo & Gibson, 1985); teagneparation (Goodlad, 1990)
and professional development (Guskey, 1986; 1988)iafluenced teacher’s

efficacy beliefs.

2.2.2 The measurement of teacher self efficacylisds

Recent studies related to teacher sense of effagcipased on the theory of self
efficacy by Bandura (1991). Many tools to measeteefficacy beliefs were
developed to investigate teacher’s self efficadiebee Though the current
conceptions of teachers’ sense of efficacy subsptdraw on Bandura’s social
cognitive theory, earlier studies in teacher efficavere grounded in different theory
- Rotter’s social learning theory or theory of leaf control (Leejeongah, 2009).
The construct of teacher sense of efficacy was ureddy two items. These items

were created based on Rotter’'s (1966) article. & tems were:
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First Item: When it comes right down to it a teacher really’tdo much because
most of the students’ motivation and performangeedes on his or her home

environment.

Second Itemtf | really try hard, | can get through to eve tmost difficult or

unmotivated students.

When a teacher strongly agreed with this statenitengicated that for this teacher
external factors overwhelmed what s/he does aachée. Unlike the first item, the
second item asked about teachers’ ability to ovaecadverse factors by the
statement. When a teacher agreed with this stateiheras taken that he/she was
confident “in their abilities as teachers to oveneofactors that could make learning
difficult for a student” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,98 p. 204). This aspect of
teachers’ beliefs was named as personal teachiicg@f (PTE). Studies adopting
measures developed in Rotter’s strand found tlaahir efficacy is correlated with
“student achievement, teachers’ willingness to enmnt innovations, teacher stress,
less negative effect in teaching, and teacherdingiess to stay in the field”

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998, p. 206).

Shortly after the first Rand study was publishedsk&y developed a 30-item
instrument measuring responsibility for studenti@sdment (RSA), (Guskey, 1981).
For each item, participants were asked to disteild@0 percentage points between

two alternatives, one stating that the event wasea by the teacher and the other
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stating that the event occurred because of facisisde the teacher’'s immediate
control (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).Aralithe same time Guskey
developed that 30-item instrument, Rose and Med4881) proposed a 28-item
measure called the teacher locus of control (TLEY.LC, teachers were asked to
assign responsibility for student successes aurtzsl by choosing between two
competing explanations for the situations describedhis scale 14 of the items
were describing student failure (I-) and the oth&(I+) were describing student
success. For each items describing student suanddsilures one explanation
attributed the situation internally to the teached the second explanation attributed
the situation to external factors, generally toghelent (Tschannen-Moran &

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Two sample items from this lecare as below:

First Sample Item (about student failuréuppose you are teaching a student a
particular concept in arithmetic or math and theleht has trouble learning it.

Would this happen

a. because the student wasn’t able to understaod it

b. because you couldn’t explain it very well?”

Second Sample Iltem (about student success): “Btidents in your class perform

better than they usually do on a test, would thisgen

a. because the students studied a lot for theaest,
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b. because you did a good job of teaching the stipjea?” (Tschannen-Moran &

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.786)

While RSA and TLC were being developed, Ashton &)9&ere trying to develop
another scale, Webb scale, by expanding the RANiEaely questions. They
developed seven items with, a forced-choice fommitt items matched for social
desirability. In this scale participants must det@e if they agree most strongly
with the first or the second statement. The re$emscaimed to reduce the problem
of social desirability bias (Tschannen-Moran & Wot! Hoy, 2001). However as
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001) stated inittaaticle this scale did not

meet with a wide acceptance and it was not sebe tesed in any published article.

All'in all this strand of research grounded in [RO# theories while a second strand
developed out of Bandura’s social cognitive theammgl his construct of self efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). This strand inchittee Ashton Vignettes
(Ashton, Buhr, & Crocker, 1984), in which a serdwignettes describing situations
a teacher might encounter were developed and siedaeachers to make
judgments as to their effectiveness in handlingsiheation. It also includes Gibson
and Dembo’s 30-item Teacher Efficacy Scale (TESB#). Gibson and Dembo
(1984) developed this scale by “building on therfalations of the Rand studies, but
bringing to bear the conceptual underpinnings aidéma as well” (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.788). They found tiaxctors and called one

personal teaching efficacy and the other geneaaghieg efficacy. Moreover, there
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are subject-matter specific modifications of Gibsowl Dembo’s instrument such as
Riggs and Enochs’ (1990) the Science Teaching &ffiBelief Instrument (STEBI),
Emmer (1990) adapted the instrument for classro@magement efficacy, Coladarci
and Breton (1997) used a 30-item instrument madliiiem Gibson and Dembo
(1984) for special education. Lastly, Bandura @ied) also developed a self-
efficacy scale (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). dama (1997) recommended
including various task demands rather than focusmgvo single aspects as seen in
Rotter's Locus of Control. Bandura’'s measure tt@@rovide a multifaceted picture
of self efficacy beliefs without becoming too nawror detailed (Tschannen-Moran
& Hoy, 1998). However, reliability and validity iofmation about the measure were

not available (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001

As Eslami (2008) stated in his research, Guske8gLand Ghaith and Yaghi's
(1997a) studies examined, among other things, lkashiers' efficacy beliefs affect
their attitudes toward implementing instructiomai@vation. The results of the study
showed that teachers who regarded instructionahiation practices (mastery of
learning strategies) as congruent with their pretsaching practices rated them as

easier to implement.

Using the 16-item version of the Gibson and Deni®84) teacher efficacy scale,
Soodak and Poodell (1997) looked at how teachipgeance influenced teacher
efficacy among 626 elementary and secondary preeseand practicing teachers in

the greater New York metropolitan area. The maidifig from this study was that
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for the elementary teachers, personal teachingaef§iwas initially high during the
pre-service teaching years but in the first yeaeathing, this sense of personal

efficacy fell dramatically (Soodak, 1997).

As cited in Eslami and Fatahi (2008), Ghaith anda®an (1999) investigated how
teaching experience, gender, and grade level taughalate with personal and
general teacher efficacy among 292 Lebanese teafrben different school
backgrounds. Gibson and Dembo's (1984) 16-itenhiegefficacy scale was
adopted. Specifically, the study's results shovaed teaching experience and
personal efficacy were negatively correlated; thathe lower their years in teaching
and the more confidence they had in their persabidity to provide effective
teaching. On the other hand, gender, grade leughtaand general efficacy were
not found to be related to the teachers' perceptwdany of the categories of

teaching concerns.

These studies briefly demonstrate basic concersslin-efficacy studies; however,
there are innumerable studies conducted in dis@pecific as cited by Ceylarida
(2009) such as computer use and self efficacy Hgdbet & Kinzie, 1993;
Khorrami-Arani, 2001; Torkzadeh & Van Dyke, 2002kang & Espinoza, 1998,
science teacher’s self efficacy by Enochs and RI@$9, math teachers’ efficacy
beliefs by Fullan, 1991; Guskey, 1988 and so os.fok the self efficacy research in
Turkey, Yilmaz, Koseglu, Gercek and Soran (2004) developed a self effisaale

on coping and reformist behavior, Bikmaz (2004 )paekh the Science Teaching
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Efficacy Belief Instrument (STEBI) developed by Bsgand Enochs, Erdem and
Demirel (2007) developed pre-service teachers:efiifacy beliefs toward teaching
, Akkoyunlu, Umay and Orhan (2005) developed aheanself-efficacy scale for
computer teachers, and Karadeniz (2005) develagsedher efficacy in teaching
geography. However, the literature related to Efglanguage teaching and self
efficacy beliefs seems to be limited in comparismthe ones conducted in other

disciplines.

Lastly, Capa and her colleagues (2005) affirmetlahalid measure for efficacy
beliefs of teachers has not been developed in Jutkeghat sense, Capa Aydin,
Cakiraglu, Sarikaya (2005) adapted the Teachers’ Seng#io&cy Scale (TSES)
which was developed by Tschannen-Moran and WooHidk in 2001. The purpose
of the study was to adapt TSES in Turkish, exametfiability values for subscales
and the whole scale, and provide construct reletgdence for the adapted version
of TSES (Ceylandg 2009). Capa, Cakigtu, and Sarikaya (2005) ran Confirmatory
Factor and Rasch analyses to examine the factaitste and to report reliability
coefficients of the factors. Capa Aydin, Cakiro@arikaya (2005) confirmed the
three-dimensional structure of the Turkish TeacHgesse of Efficacy Scale

(TTSES) using the data of 628 Turkish pre-serveaehers.

The TTSES consists of 24 items including eight gdor each of the three subscales:
efficacy for engagement, efficacy for managememd, efficacy for instructional

strategies. The reported reliability of this instent is .82 for engagement, .86 for

32



instructional strategies, .84 for management aBda®the whole scale. This scale
was used to measure instructors’ self efficacyeielnd their efficacy beliefs in
student engagement, instructional strategies as$iom management in the

present study.

2.2.3 Teacher efficacy research in ELT

To begin with, the literature review shows thaeash on teachers’ sense of
efficacy in the TEFL (Teaching English as Foreiginguage) field is limited. Given
its strong relationships with various aspects atkéng and learning (Labone, 2004;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-dgr& Hoy, 1998;
Woolfolk Hoy,, 2006), teacher efficacy is worthyrabre attention in the TEFL field

in general.

When the related literature is reviewed, it is senat the relationship between
teachers’ perceived proficiency and their selfogfly beliefs has been the main
concern. However, the conducted studies show atintaay results to each other.
Shim mentioned in his 2001 unpublished doctoraetigtion that there was no
significant relationship between the two (JeeondZd99). Shim (2001) reported
that “the canonical correlation analysis revealet tanguage proficiency variables
... accounted some variance [20%] in teacher effitatiefs” (p.243). While
acknowledging the influence of language proficiennyteachers’ sense of efficacy,
he also cautioned that the finding indicates thesald be other factors related to

teachers’ sense of efficacy (JeeongAh, 2009).
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On the other hand, Chacdn (2005) looked at salfasfy of a group of 100 EFL
middle school teachers in Venezuela and how effitetiefs are related to their
self-reported English proficiency. Using the shaatsion of the Teacher Sense of
Efficacy Scale based on Tschannen-Moran & Woolfbdly (2001), and two other
subscales (self-reported proficiency and pedagbgicategies), Chacéon (2005)
found that teachers' efficacy was positively cated with self-reported English
proficiency. Eslami and Fatahi (2008) , meanwhitmducted the same study by
Chacén among 50 Iranian high school English teachied they found that positive
correlations between the Iranian EFL teachers'gpezd self-efficacy beliefs for
students' engagement, instructional strategiesckssroom management and their
self-reported English proficiency in listening, afing, reading, and writing skills.
In their survey of 216 native and nonnative EFLchess in different countries,
Reves and Medgyes found that 84 % of the NNES (Native English Speakers)
subjects acknowledged having problems with vocaluad fluency aspects of the
language; other areas of difficulty included spegkpronunciation, listening
comprehension, and writing (Reves, 1994). Thisugriced their efficacy in
teaching. In her unpublished Master of ScienceighHes(2009) also focused on the
predictive power of English competency, graduatgti kchool; that is Anatolian
Teacher High schools or others, and the relatignsith the mentor teacher. The
participants of the study were 136 pre-service Bhdanguage teachers. The
researcher conducted the study by using TeacheESielhcy Scale developed by

Capa Aydin, Gencer and Sarikaya (2005). The datea armalyzed by using
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hierarchical regression analysis. The results atdit that the competency of the
participants in English and their relationship witite mentor teacher had a
significant predictive power on their self efficaogliefs whereas the high school
type did not significantly predict pre-service tears’ self efficacy beliefs. In
addition to the competency factor, experience @laar one which was focused by
researchers. In their study conducted with 447 iBhdghnguage teachers, Akbari and
Moradkhani (2010) focused on possible relationshigtsveen experience/academic
degree and teacher efficacy among EFL teachers.dets of two-way ANOVAS
were conducted. In each of them, teachers’ acaddegee and experience were
considered as the independent variables both aftwid two levels; teachers were
divided into relevant and irrelevant groups basedheir academic degree and also
into novice and experienced categories based antdaehing experience. In the
first two-way ANOVA, teachers’ global sense of eficy was considered as the

dependent variable.

The results of data analysis showed that experieteachers (with more than three
years of teaching experience) had a significantiirér level of global efficacy,
efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for adlessn management, and efficacy
for instructional strategies compared to their nexdounterparts. In contrast,
teachers who had English-related academic degréestienjoy significantly higher
levels of efficacy except in the subcomponent oflsht engagement (Akbari &

Moradkhani, 2010). When these studies are coreigéne nature of present study
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which focuses on both the predictive power of coimpey and graduate department

of the teachers on their self efficacy beliefs vdogdin more significance.

In addition to the competency, graduate field axygkeience, there are other factors
which were studied in teacher self efficacy litarat Goker (2006) studied the
impact of peer coaching on self-efficacy and inginnal skills of EFL pre-service
teachers in Northern Cyprus. Using Bandura's (1@5)eral Self-Efficacy Scale, he

found that peer coaching improved pre-service te@telf-efficacy. Among the

studies related to English instructors’ self effigéhere are two graduate studies
done by Kdyalan (2004) from Dokuz Eylul University doctoral thesis titled as
English Instructors’ Teaching Efficacy and Dealwgh Misbehavior in Classroom
and Als’s master thesis dhe Relationship between Instructors’ English laage
Efficacy and Communicative Approaate the two noticeable studies reported to
Higher Education Council. Kdyalan used Gibson Bethbo’s (1984) teacher
efficacy scale to measure teaching efficacy anelfadsveloped classroom

management scale for the study.

The results of the study showed that the instrgdbave high levels of self efficacy
and they can handle serious classroom managenabieprs. Since this study
covered only descriptive information about the skmpo comparative or
correlational analyses are done. In the secorty ¢ty Alis (2005), the study group

consisted of the 48 instructors of Yildiz Technidalversity School of Foreign
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Languages, Department of Basic Languages (EngtispaPatory School) in the

summer term of 2006-2007 academic year.

For the purpose of determining instructors’ attésidowards communicative
language teaching, Communicative Language Teadkiitgde Scale developed by
Eveyik (1999) and for the purpose of determiningrtienglish self-efficacy beliefs
“Capability for Using English as a Foreign Languageveloped by Buyikduman
(2006) were used. Professional experiences ofuctstrs’ were obtained from the
questionnaires answered by the instructors. Thee @atained were analyzed using
one way ANOVA, repeated measures ANOVA and Pearsomlation coefficient.
The findings showed that instructors’ attitudesdode communicative language
teaching and English self-efficacy beliefs did aeénge significantly according to
the professional experiences of instructors. Alsere was a significant difference
between only the reading self efficacy beliefs #ranature of peer/teacher
correction as a part of communicative languagehiegc but there was not any
significant difference between other variables.rafoentioned studies focused on
English Language efficacy or general teaching affycproposed by Gibson (1984)
rather than focusing on teacher efficacy beliefgrmposed three dimensions as
engagement, instructional, and management. Hetnca ibe said that this proposed
study will carry novel characteristics for TurkiSEFL setting although there might

be unmentioned literature in TEFL field.
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2.3 Summary

Briefly, this literature review provided the infoation about self efficacy beliefs and
its sources, the importance of teachers’ self affycbeliefs in teaching, the studies
conducted in TEFL setting and the research metlogitsd utilized in self efficacy

research.

Firstly, Bandura’s social cognitive theory and safficacy beliefs are discussed,
focusing on the conception of human agency andriddic reciprocal causation
model. Then, the notion of self-efficacy beliefdlas foundation of human agency is
pointed out. Self-efficacy beliefs are domain-sfieand thus vary according to the
domain of activities, the levels of difficulty, atide specific context. Four sources of
self efficacy which are enactive mastery experienmarious learning experiences,

verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal aseudised in detail.

Secondly, the literature on teachers’ sense afaffi is briefly discussed by
providing information about its conception and meament and the factors
associated with teachers’ sense of efficacy. Twagndimensions of teachers'

perceived efficacy which are Personal Teachingckély (PTE) and General

Teaching Efficacy (GTE) are defined. In the rel@J#erature given in this part the
correlations with various aspects of teaching aadring (e.g., student achievement,
classroom management, student motivation, and comant to teaching) are also

given. The integrated model of Tschannen-Moradd (1998) appears to deal
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with the theoretical confusion by highlighting tiemain and context specificity and
the cyclical nature of teacher efficacy. This mdus$ thus been recognized as

progress in teacher efficacy research.

Thirdly, the relevant literature in language teaatféicacy is discussed by providing
research examples in the world and Turkey. Thealitee on the field is limited.

This showed there is a need to inquire into teastedficacy in teaching English as
second or foreign language field, given the powenfipacts of a teacher’s sense of
efficacy on various aspects of teaching and legrr@f particular interest for the
present study, the literature showed that theiogiships between teacher efficacy
and self-reported English language proficiency wereconsistent across the studies

(Chacdn, 2002; Shim, 2001, 2003).

When the studies conducted on self efficacy bebéteachers are analyzed, it is
seen that that the researchers basically focusédediactors influencing this
variable such as years of teaching experience @rsen-Moran & Hoy ,1998;
Chacon, 2002; Shim,2001; Eslami, 2008), competantye field of teaching
discipline (Reves, 1994; Er,2009), modeling anideegue support (Goker, 2006;
Woolfolk & Hoy, 2007) , and academic degree (Akl&ivioradkhani, 2010). While
analyzing these factors, the researchers basioafigerned with the relationship
between these factors and self efficacy beliefaddition to correlational designs to
check out the relationship, some utilized ANOVAIEARO07; Akbari &

Moradkhani, 2010) to analyze the variance andotsces. Lastly, in order to find
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out how the typical value of self efficacy beliéfanges when any one of these
factors is varied, some researchers (Er, 2009; Wiaas. Hoy, 2007) utilized
hierarchical regression analysis. Under the liglihese research methodologies
utilized in self efficacy research, in the pressmntdy, since the aim was to find out to
what extent years of experience, language compgtself reported proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ self afficbeliefs, hierarchical regression
analysis was utilized in addition to checking dwé telationship between self

efficacy beliefs and language teaching strategies.

Depending on this information it was obviously sé®at studying English language
instructors’ self efficacy beliefs in relation toeir use of language teaching methods
would significantly contribute to both relatedeliature and Turkish English
language teaching stakeholders by highlightingctise in Turkey. Moreover,
predictions of self efficacy from years of teachagerience, English competency,
self reported English proficiency and graduate depent of participants would
enable the researchers to make projections fdrdustudies in addition to providing

descriptive information.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

In this chapter the method used while conductirgstiudy is presented. It includes
overall design of the study, participants, datdection instruments, data collection
procedure, data analysis procedure, and assumtiwhbmitations of the study

respectively.

3.1  Overall design of the study

The major goal of this study was to investigaterthationships between instructors’
self efficacy beliefs for student engagementrutdional strategies and classroom
management and choice of instructional strategidg@inspect to what extent
experience year, graduate department , English etanpy scores and self reported

English proficiency would predict instructors’ sefficacy beliefs.

In this study, survey and correlation researchgiesias used. In the first two
problem statements the major goal was to desdnéeharacteristics of instructors
in terms of self-reported English proficiency, wdéanguage teaching methods and
self-efficacy levels in classroom management, utstonal strategies and student

engagement.
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This part of the research had a survey design afhwinajor purpose is to describe
the characteristics of a population (Frankel & \Wa)I2006). It is not uncommon for
researchers to examine the relationship of resjgaiesene question in a survey to
another based on one set of survey questions (&lr&Wallen, 2006). In such
instances the techniques of correlational resgaremployed. This type of research
looks for the relationships between a set of véegmhnd it is carried out either to
help explain important human behavior or to preliketly outcomes (Frankel &
Wallen, 2006). In this study a correlational desigas employed since it is designed
to explore the relationship between instructoritaty beliefs for student
engagement, instructional strategies and classmanmagement and their use of
language teaching methods to teach English, andefigut whether years of
experience in teaching, English competency, s@énted English proficiency, and
graduate department can predict self efficacy feebéinstructors. There were 5
variables in hierarchical regression part of treeagch; one criterion and 4
predictors; 1 dichotomous and 3 continuous. Thedéent/criterion variable was
instructors’ overall efficacy beliefs and theirfsgfficacy beliefs for student
engagement, instructional strategies and classrmanmagement. Predictors were
graduate department which is a dichotomous varigaeulty of Education/Others);
years of experience in teaching, self reportedigeicy and English competency

scores which were continuous variables.

Instruments that were used in the research wergechafter reviewing the relevant

literature on English language teaching and teaséléefficacy. This selection was
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completed upon the examination of databases, badk®ther studies related to the
issue. Previously existing instruments, which anekish Teacher Self Efficacy
Scale by Capa Aydin, Gencer, Sarikaya (2005),Sshiorted Proficiency Scale by
Chacon (2005) and Language Teaching Methods Sgdislami and Fatahi (2008),
preferred since developing an instrument has its preblems; requiring time and
expertise and considerable amount of work. Theeefeelecting already developed

instruments when appropriate is preferred (Fra&k@lallen, 2006).

Since the study was covering English languageunogirs, the participants of the
study compromised of university preparatory schiostructors working in both
public and private universities in Ankara; MiddladE Technical University,
Hacettepe University, Gazi University, Ankara Unisity, Bilkent University,

TOBB Unversity of Economics and TechnologysBant University, Atilim
University and Ufuk University. The data collectimstrument was administered to
257 participants who were present at the instihstiat the time of data collection and
volunteered. The data obtained were analyzed thrdegcriptive statistics and
inferential statistics by using PASW 18.0. Desdvipttatistics were computed for
every item. Multiple regression analyses, whicbrie of the correlational techniques
that enables researchers determine a correlatiorebe a criterion variable and the
best combination of two or more predictor varialffegankel & Wallen, 2006), was
carried out to find out to what extent experienearg in teaching, English
competency, self reported proficiency and graddefeartment type predict

instructors’ self efficacy beliefs. Pearson’s prodmoment-correlation coefficient
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was computed to find out the relationship betweestructors’ efficacy beliefs for
student engagement, instructional strategies, rdassmanagement and their use of

language teaching methods to teach English.

3.1.1 Research Questions

1. What is the level of the university prep-schootinstors’ self efficacy

beliefs?

1.1 What is the level of the university prep-schimstructors’ self efficacy
beliefs for student engagement, instructionatstries and classroom

management?

2. What is the level of instructors’ self-reported foec@ncy in four skills;

listening, reading, writing and speaking?

3. To what extent years of teaching experience, Emgisnpetency scores,
self reported English proficiency and graduate depent predict

instructors’ self efficacy belief composite scores?

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experienceglifimcompetency
scores, self reported English proficiency and gaselulepartment
predict instructors’ self efficacy belief for studeengagement,

instructional strategies and classroom management?

4. What is the relationship between instructors’ séfitacy beliefs and their

use of language teaching methods?
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4.1 What is the relationship between instructors’ uskarmguage teaching
methods, instructors’ self efficacy belief for stidl engagement,

instructional strategies and classroom management?

3.2  Participants

The population of the study covered all univergitgparatory school instructors
working in both public and private universitiesAnkara. There were 795 instructors
in Ankara totally. The distribution of the instrocs$ for each university was

summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Freguency Table of the Instructorsin Ankara for Institution

Institution n %
METU 130 16.35
Gazi University 50 6.29
Hacettepe University 90 11.32
Baskent University 100 12.58
Bilkent University 180 22.64
TOBB ETU 40 5.03
Cankaya University 30 3.77
Ufuk University 12 1.50
Ankara University 83 10.44
Atilim University 80 10.06
Total 795 100

These institutions chosen had a well structureduage teaching policy in
preparatory classes as well as being convenidstmms of location. All the
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institutions carried certain similar qualities @rms of English teaching policy, such
as, having placement exam as an initial step, laggteaching for various levels
from beginner to advanced levels, having proficieecam at the end of the
program, repeating the preparatory year in casailofe and certain disciplinary

penalties towards high rate of absenteeism.

There were 442 (55.6 %) instructors working fovate and 353 (44.4%) for public
universities out of 795. Among this target popuat?57 of the instructors
participated in this study. Although it was plantedeach the whole population of
instructors, due to some official problems relate@orking hours, instructors’
official duties throughout the study and also thsick of participants to participate in
study has influenced the number of participantsiddethey were not included into
statistical analysis. Due to these limitationsamts of participants, the data
collection instrument was administered to instrietgho were present at the

institutions at the time of data collection.

Among these 257 participants, 52.1 % (34) of them were working for a state
university while 47.9%r(=123) for a private university. In relation to ithgender,

the obtained data revealed that 87.2 % of theqiaaiits were femalen(= 224,)

while 12.8 % of them were male € 33). Table 3.2 presents the instructors’
distribution according to institutions and gend&hen the Table 3.2 was analyzed, it
could be seen that the number of female instruetasshighly above the male
participants. Since the participants’ age was betwtbe 22 and 67 while their year

of experience changed between two months and 3%, \thase variable.
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Table 3.2

Freguency Table of the Participants for Gender and Institution

Institution Female Male n %
METU 53 9 62 24.1
Gazi 33 8 41 16
Hacettepe 26 5 31 12.1
Baskent 38 6 44 17.1
Bilkent 35 2 37 14.4
TOBB 16 3 19 7.3
Cankaya 10 3 13 5.1
Ufuk 10 0 10 3.9

Total 224 33 257 100

The range of teaching experience years was divitteceight categories to provide
descriptive information, but as for inferentialtstics years of experience is taken as
a continuous variable. Table 3.3 displays the ustrrs’ distribution according to the

range of experience year.

Table 3.3

Distribution of the Participants by Years of Experience in Teaching

Experience n %
2 months-5 years 74 28.8
6-10 years 72 28
11-15 years 59 23
16-20 years 23 8.9
21-25 years 15 5.8
26-30 years 11 4.3
31-35 years 1 4
36-40 years 2 .8
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When the graduated university and the departmdrteaonstructors were analyzed,
89.5 % (=230) of them graduated from universities in Ankatale 3.5 % (9) from
Istanbul. 2.6%r{=7) of them graduated from Anadolu University, &nel remaining

4.4% p=12) from other universities.

Table 3.4

Distribution of the Participants by Graduate Universities and Departments

Graduate University Graduate Department n %
METU English Language Teaching 71 95.9
Psychology 3 4.1
Hacettepe Uni. English Language Teaching 22 23.7
English Literature 33 35.5
American Literature 14 15.1
Translation 8 8.6
Linguistics 16 17.2
Gazi University English Language Teaching 25 100.0
Ankara University English Literature 24 85.7
American Literature 4 14.3
Bilkent University English Language Teaching 1 11.1
English Literature 5 55.6
American Literature 2 22.2
Translation 1 11.1
Istanbul University English Language Teaching 1 33.3
English Literature 2 66.7
Bosporus University  English Language Teaching 2 33.3
English Literature 1 16.7
American Literature 1 16.7
Translation 2 33.3
Anadolu University  English Language Teaching 6 85.7
English Literature 1 14.3
Other(Selcuk.KTU.  English Language Teaching 7 58.3
Baskent.Cukurova.l English Literature 3 25.0
eiden University) American Literature 1 8.3
Linguistics 1 8.3

In terms of graduated departments, 52, 5%135) of the instructors graduated from
English Language Teaching departments of FaculBuoofcation while 47.5 Y¢
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122) from Faculty of Science and Literature. Tehkedisplays the instructors’
distribution according to their graduate univeesitand departments. The
participants can be graduates of English langueaehing department, English
Literature, American Literature and Culture, Traisin, Linguistics, and there
might be instructors coming from other social scendepartments. Table 3.5
presents the information whether participants tegertificate of pedagogical

formation or not.

Table 3.5

Freguency table of the participants for pedagogical formation

Pedagogical Formation n %
Exists 242 94.20
Does not exist 15 5.8

The instructors were also involved in post gradsaidies. When graduate degree
and the areas of the study are analyzed, 38.4=98¢) of them have an MA or MSc.
degree, 59.9 %nE 154) of them were not involved in any graduatelgt Table 3.6

presents the information related to instructorgldyiate study and their areas.

Table 3.6

Freguency table of the participants for graduate degree and study field

Graduate Degree Field of Sudy n %
Bachelor No degree 154 59.9
MA Educational Sciences 70 27.2
Science and Literature 28 10.9
PhD Educational Sciences 4 1.6
Science and Literature 1 3
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Among 257 participants, 249 of them responded eatém related to their English
competency measured by standard exams such as KRIEFL, IELTS or an
equivalent one. 94.77%%236) of them reported their KPDS exam scores,%.03
(n=10) reported their TOEFL IBT scores and 1.2%43) reported their IELTS

scores.

Regarding English competency scores of the ingiracKPDS exam scores are
taken as a reference and the others were convattethe same scale based on the
conversion table suggested by The Council of Higtdarcation since 94.77 % of the
participants reported KPDS results. The range ofexcis between 67 and 100. The
scores are recoded into 4 categories; the scoteede 48 and 69 are codednas
competent enough, 70 and 79 aa bit competent, 80 and 89 asompetent and 90 and
100 ashighly competent. In this case 73.9%1£190) of the instructors got scores
between 90 and 100 points as codimghly competent, 22.6 % (=58) of them got

between 80 and 89 asmpetent and .4 (=1) got 67 points from KPDS exam.

These competency scores were grouped using tleei@suggested by OSYM as
these points represented the examinee’s Englisipetancy level. This
categorization was done for reporting descriptiatistics; however, for regression
analysis English competency variable was usedcasitnuous one. Moreover, 3.1%
(n=8) patrticipants did not report their KPDS examrec@élthough missing case
analysis was utilized for them, it was observed tha results did not change. Hence,

the data related these missing participants werénluded in inferential statistics
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analysis. Table 3.7 presents the information rdl&tenstructors’ competency scores

from KPDS exam.

Table 3.7

Distribution of the participants by competency scores from KPDS

Competency Level (Scorerange) n %
Not competent enough (-69) 1 4
A bit competent(70-79) 0 0
Competent(80-89) 58 22.6
Highly Competent(90-100) 190 73.9
Missing 8 3,1

3.3 Data collection instruments

The data were collected through (1) Teacher Seing#ioacy Scale (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) , (2) Self reported Histp proficiency Scale (Chacon
,2005), (3) Language teaching methods Scale (EdadhiFatahi, 2008). In addition,
there was a personal information sheet to gatheratademographic characteristics
such as institutions that instructors work in, ganage, experience, graduate
university, graduate department, pedagogical imgingraduate degree earned, and
English competency. The characteristics and gesldf these data collection tools

were explained in the following sections.
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3.3.1 Teachers’ sense of self efficacy scale

As stated by Gibson and Dembo (1984) the constriuetacher efficacy went
through theoretical confusions of Rotter’s locusaotrol theory and Bandura’s
social cognitive theory. In order to deal with ttenfusions and convey coherence to
the meaning and measure of teacher efficacy, TeemMoran & Hoy (1998)
proposed a new integrated model. Teacher effigadjpis model, is defined as “the
teachers’ belief in his or her capability to organand execute courses of action
required to accomplish a specific teaching task rarticular context successfully”
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 222). In thiscepn of teacher efficacy what is
particularly pointed was the organization of teaghiasks based on the specific
teaching context, which means a teacher may hayelével of self efficacy in one
specific group but later a lower level of it withaher group. Hence, the teaching
task and the context of teaching should be consitiehile dealing with teachers’
efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1997) also rejected nodshe existing teacher efficacy
scales, because they “are, in the most partcssil in a general form rather than

being tailored to domains of instructional functiggi (p.243)

Taking the above summarized main points, Tschahhaman and Woolfolk Hoy
(2001) developed the Teachers’ Sense of EfficaayeSd@ SES), which is sometimes
called as Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTE&)ed on the integrated model
of teacher efficacy proposed by Tschannen-Mora. €1998). Depending on

Bandura’s (1997) teacher efficacy scale, with goeexied list of teacher capabilities,
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Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and eight gradutteents developed a 52-item,
nine-point scale. This scale was tested in thnediess. In the first two studies, the
original 52 items were reduced to 32 and then tael8s. In the third study, 18
additional items were developed and tested, resuiii two forms of scale: 24-item
and 12-item scales ( Leejeongah, 2009). The thuekes consistently produced
three factors: classroom management, instructistnaegies, and student

engagement (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

As pointed by the researchers themselves the dawelot of TSES is “a step
forward in capturing what has been an elusive caostlt is superior to previous
measures of teacher efficacy in that it has a ehiéind stable factor structure and
assesses a broad range of capabilities that tesachesider important to good
teaching, without being so specific as to rendaséless for comparisons of teachers
across contexts, levels, and subjects” (Tschanneraivi& Woolfolk Hoy, p.802,
2001). Hence, in this study like other studies mglish language teaching field (
Chacon,2005; Leejeongah,2009; Eslami, 2008) TS&Sused to measure English
language instructors’ self efficacy beliefs. Sitive study was conducted among
Turkish language instructors, the Turkish translated adapted version of the scale
by Capa Aydin, Cakifgu.et al. as Turkish Teacher Self Efficacy ScalEES)

was used.
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3.3.1.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Capa Aydin, Cakiroglu et al. proposed a threesfastructure for TTSES based on
the original scale developed by Tschannen-Moran &2001). These factors were
student engagement, instructional strategies assi@om management efficacy.
The TTSES consists of 24 items including eight gdor each of the three subscales:
efficacy for engagement, efficacy for managememd, efficacy for instructional
strategies. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) wakzed with Analysis Moments

of Structures (AMOS) program to provide validat®ndence of the scale. Before
conducting CFA, multivariate normality assumptioasichecked. However, both
Mardia’s test and Omnibus test of normality wegngicant. Hence, the assumption

was violated.

When sample sizes are small, in the event of nariate normality, chi square
values are somewhat inflated (Byrne, 2001). Funtioee, Byrne (2001) cited that as
sample size decreases ,and non-normality incregesesgrchers are faced with a
growing proportion of analyses that fail to conwergr that result in an improper
solution ( Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Boomsma, )9&iven that, in practice,
most data fail to meet the assumption of multivarrrormality, West et al. (1995).
Box plots were also examined to determine whethenetwas any univariate outlier.
It was seen that there were no serious outlienjndd the cases. These results

showed that it is possible to continue factor asialy
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CFA resulted in significant chi-square value (=&4CFI value of .87, and GFI
value of .83; RMSEA value was close to .075 (=&&]) this indicated poor fit
(MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). Hence, tloglification indices (i.e.,
error covariance) of errors were checked, and ttes avith high values, i.e., most
striking values among all were detected (Arbuck®99). The pairs with high error
covariances were3- g4, ¢4-€18,£10-¢11,e11-¢13,e12-¢22,¢15-¢16, £15-¢16,
€18-¢19 ande20-¢21. The items related to these errors were examimeams of
belonging to the same factor. The items 3-4 loamethe same factor, student
engagement efficacy. Items 10-11, 11-13, 15-16ddawh instructional strategies
efficacy ,and items 18-19, 20-21 loaded on clagsramnagement efficacy.
Although two of the item pairs, 12-22 and 4-18, dad load on the same factors,
these items measured similar tasks related toeeffibeliefs which focuses on
engaging students with different abilities, prowiglrelevant instructional strategies
and managing them. In that sense, related erros pare connected in the model
and analysis was run again. After this change, RM&&lue decreased to .057 and
this value indicated mediocre fit (MacCallum, Brayi& Sugawara 1996).
However, GFI (.88) and CFI (.93) values not beirghlr than .95 did not support a
good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Moreover, dguare statistics resulted in a
significant value of 464.3&.00). Although these indicated that the CFA model
unlikely representing a good fit, the researchersiered the result which is proved

by RMSEA.
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Table 3.8

Regression weights of self efficacy beliefs scale

Item Factor Esimate C.R S p
ST8 <--- STEFFICACY 1 45

ST7 <--- STEFFICACY .94 6.83 .76 ok
ST6 <--- STEFFICACY .75 6.29 .60 ok
ST5 <--- STEFFICACY .78 6.45 .65 ok
ST4 <--- STEFFICACY .59 5.72 .50 ok
ST3 <--- STEFFICACY .85 6.39 .63 ok
IN8  <--- INSEFFICACY 1 .62

IN7  <--- INSEFFICACY 1 .59 ok
IN6  <--- INSEFFICACY .94 8.91 .67 ok
ST2 <--- STEFFICACY .97 6.78 .75 ok
STl <--- STEFFICACY .63 5.75 .51 ok
IN5  <--- INSEFFICACY 1 8.43 .62 ok
INA  <--- INSEFFICACY 11 9.04 .68 ok
IN3  <--- INSEFFICACY .69 6.16 43 ok
IN2  <--- INSEFFICACY 74 7.75 .56 ok
IN1I  <--- INSEFFICACY .96 9.04 .69 ok
CM8 <--- CMEFFICACY 1 .76

CM7 <--- CMEFFICACY .90 12.06 74 el
CM6 <--- CMEFFICACY .98 11.53 .70 el
CM5 <--- CMEFFICACY 1.05 13.13 .80 ok
CM4 <--- CMEFFICACY .86 11.22 .70 el
CM3 <--- CMEFFICACY 75 10.42 .65 el
CM2 <--- CMEFFICACY .65 8.50 .53 bl
CM1 <--- CMEFFICACY .90 11.62 71 el

Because chi-square statistic is sensitive to sasipieand RMSEA indices are took
into consideration in the case of significant afpirgre result (Byrne, 2001).

Moreover, standardized regression weights displélyatithe items have significant
correlations with the factors they were associatieh. Table 3.8 displays
standardized regression weights. Although the teselated to CFA for TTSES
indicated a mediocre model fit, the researcherdietto use it as it was suggested by

56



the developers of the scale due to two reasorgllpj these results in CFA might
change with a higher sample size. MacCallum €1299) suggest that increasing the
sample size is one means of overcoming these pnsbl€hey argue that, as the
sample size increases, sampling error is reduaethrfanalysis solutions become
more stable and more reliably produce the factstraicture of the population
(MacCallum et al 1999). Secondly, this scale waslusy several studies conducted
in the field of self efficacy beliefs of teachemnsTiurkey such as Er (2009), Kafkas
(2010), Sarikaya (2004), Telef (2009), Taskin (30$@nler (2010) and many others

unmentioned. In all these studies the instrumedthigh reliability rate.

The reported reliability coefficient of this instnent is .82 for engagement, .86 for
instructional strategies, .84 for management aBda®the whole scale. When the
reliability coefficient of the instrument in thegeent study was analyzed, reliability
coefficient of this instrument is .89 for engagemtnedy for instructional strategies,
.80 for management and .93 for the whole scaleinAdll, the common use of the
scale in the literature and higher reliability dasént rates for the overall scale and

subscales led researcher to use the scale as it is.

Figure 3.1 shows the confirmatory factor analystiet for self efficacy scale with

standardized estimates between .45 and .77.
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Figure 3.1

Three-factor CFA model of TTSES
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3.3.2 Self reported English proficiency scale

As stated before among the self-perceived chadetigat non-native English
language teachers face are the lack of teacheidemak, biased attitudes of students
and other teachers because of their nonnativessiasuvell as English language
needs (Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999 ). Hence, feimg on self reported English
proficiency gains importance while studying thectears’ efficacy beliefs as well.
After reviewing the relevant literature in the @ielt was seen that Butler (2004),
Chacon (2005), Eslami and Fatahi (2008) focusethemelationship between Self-
reported English proficiency and teachers’ selicaffy beliefs. Therefore, an
adapted version of Chacon’s (2005) scale was selext an appropriate tool for the
research since the main focus of self reportedqenicy scale was reading,

listening, speaking and writing skills.

In this scale fifteen items based on the profesdilierature and the researcher’s
experience constituted the measure of self-repdetex of English proficiency. The
items were ranked on 6-points, ranging from “StlgnAgree” (6) to “Strongly
Disagree” (1). The factors of the scale were mmieficy in reading, writing,

listening, speaking, and culture knowledge in EstgliEach factor includes 3 items.
The reported reliability coefficient of the instrent is .92 (Chacon, 2005). However,
Chacon (2005) does not report the reliability coedht for each factor in her
research paper. However, in this study since tha foaus is the teacher’s

competency in language skills, the items relatecuttural knowledge would not be
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used in Turkish version of the scale as it was doreslami and Fatahi’s (2008)
study which reported .85 as the reliability coeéfit of overall instrument. Sample

items from the scale are as follows:

a) | can understand a message in English on an amgywaachine (listening)

b) In face-to face interaction with an English speakean participate in a

conversation at normal speed (speaking)
c) | can draw inferences/conclusions from what | riealnglish (reading)

d) I can write a short essay in English on a topimgfknowledge (writing)

For this study self reported English proficiencglsovas translated into Turkish.
The rationale was to assure the participants' wtaleding of the items in the scale.
The translation procedure was as follows: ThrediBmgnstructors working at a
university were asked to translate the items irkiBla: It was seen that the translated
items were almost translated similarly so thereewsr meaning changes or
misinterpretations initially. In order to examitie translation’s felicity,

intelligibility, reliability and authenticity of th translated items, linguistic
parallelism was checked by independent back traoslay three different
instructors. Moreover, an English-Turkish tranglatioecked the translated items and
selected the most appropriate items by doing nghanges in some. The results
were examined by the help of supervisor and foatidfging as the translated items
were quite like the originals in terms of meaniA§er making minor changes in

wording the instrument was tested. The pilot stwdg conducted among 100
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participants from Atihm UniversitynE42), TOBB ETU (=21) and Ankara
University (1=37). The items of scale were subjected to faatalyais using PASW
18. Prior to performing, the suitability of factanalysis was assessed. Inspection of
the correlational matrix revealed that the presericaany correlation coefficients of
.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (Pallant, 20&2ue was .90, exceeding the
recommended value of .6 and the Barlett's TestpbieHcity (Pallant, 2002). These
values had statistical significance supportingffutorability of the correlation
matrix. In order to decide the number of factorsatiate, the factor number
suggested by the scale developer, the scree plaharEigenvalues- greater-than-
one criteria were used. The interpretability of plagtern matrix was used to finalize
the decision. Maximum likelihood analysis revedleel presence of three
components with Eigen values greater than 1, exipigi40.16%, 13.29 %, and

10.57 % of the variance respectively (See Tablg 3.9

Table 3.9

Eigen Values for the Dimensions in Self Reported Proficiency Scale

Rotation

Sums of

Extraction Sums of Squared Squared

Factors Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cum.

Total Variance Cum. % Total % of Variance % Total

Reading 4.82  40.16 40.16 4.33 36.04 36.04 3.46

Writing  1.59 13.29 53.44 1.20 10.03 46.07 2.38

Lis.&Sp. 1.27 10.57 64.01 .81 6.78 52.85  3.03
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The scree plot showed a break after the fourth corapt ( See Figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2

Secree Plot for the Dimensions in Self Reported Proficiency Scale

Although it was suggested by the scale developar&factor scale, the initial factor
analysis steps revealed it as a 3-factor scalecéjen order to aid the interpretation
of the factor loadings, Direct Oblimin rotation waerformed and factor loads on
pattern matrix are summarized on Table 3.10. Whadnel3.10 is examined, it is
seen that the items related to listening and spgakie loaded in Factor 1, the items
related to writing in Factor 2, and the items metiato reading are loaded in Factor 3.
In order to check the results of this factor analgece the original scale was
reported to be a 4-factor one, maximum likelihoodlgsis with Direct-Oblimin
rotation was also conducted for four factors setdwance. However, the factor
loadings on pattern matrix were difficult to anayw form a meaningful
relationship. Hence, for the main study listening apeaking skills proficiency were

analyzed under one factor.
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Table 3.10

The Results of Factor Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation for Self Reported

Proficiency Scale
The Items Factor

1 2 3
In face-to-face interaction with an English-speakean .82z .09¢ -.007
participate in a conversation at a normal spequegling 1)
| can understand a message in English on an amgyveachine  .74€ -.124 -108
(Listening 3)
| can express and support my opinions in Engliserwgpeakine .70t -.02z -.006
about general topics. (Speaking 2)
| understand English films without subtitles. (leising 2) .63¢  .04C .046
| can understand when two English-speakers tadkrairmal .58z -.067 .103
speed. (Listening 1)
| understand the meaning of common idiomatic e)goes user .54t -.02¢  .056
by English-speakers. (Speaking 3)
| can write business and personal letters in Englighout error  _g7¢ .g89: 025
that interfere the meaning | want to convey. (\Wgtil)
| can write a short essay in English on a topimgtknowledge.  gg¢ .73¢ 033
(Writing 2)
| can fill in different kinds of applications in Bhsh (e.g.. credi  20: _.347 107
card applications). (Writing 3)
| can understand magazines newspapers and pojawialsn 034 .02 859
when | read them in English. (Reading 1)
| can draw inferences/conclusions from what | rigalinglish. 014 -01C 812
(Reading 2)
| can figure out the meaning of unknown words i from 081 -117 618

the context. (Reading 3)
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As for the reliability coefficient of the instrumerit was found to be high with a
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .86, which showsdbt&le has high internal
consistency. In terms of sub-scales, reading saleseliability coefficient is .75,
writing subscale reliability coefficient is .72 ahstening-speaking subscale

reliability coefficient is .82.

3.3.2.1 Confirmatory factor analysis

Exploratory factor analysis done in the pilot stuplsoposed a three-factor structure
for self reported proficiency scale in contrastdor factor model suggested in the
adapted model. Hence, in order to confirm modedffihe three-factor structure
suggested by the results of the present study @Blomnducted for this scale. These
factors were listening/speaking, writing and regdi€FA resulted in significant chi-
square value (=89.9), CFI value of .97, and GRuealf .95; RMSEA value was .05.
Because chi-square statistic is sensitive to sasipée CFI, GFl and RMSEA
indices are took into consideration in the casg@fificant chi-square result (Byrne,
2001). In addition, resulting GFI (.95) and CEI7) values supported good fitting
model due to being higher than .95 (Hu & Bentl®&99). Moreover, standardized
regression weights displayed that the items haymfgiant correlations with the
factors they were associated with. Table 3.11 dispstandardized regression

weights.
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Table 3.11

Regression weights of self reported proficiency scale

Item Factor Estimate C.R. E p

S1 <---LS 1 .76

S2 <---LS 1.05 11.26 .73 Frx
S3 <--1S 1.05 9.07 .59 ok
L1 <---LS .82 10.83 .70 Frx
L2 <---LS .94 9.63 .63 Frx
L3 <---LS 1.02 11.05 .71 Frx
Wl <--W 1 .79

W2  <---W 1.09 12 .79 ok
W3  <---W .60 8.71 .57 Fkk
R1 <---R 1 .76

R2 <---R .97 12.67 .82 ok
R3 <---R 1.20 12.01 .77 ok

Figure 3.3 represents the final CFA model with deadized estimates ranged from

.57 to .82.
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Figure 3.3

Three-factor CFA model of self-reported proficiency scale
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3.3.3 Language teaching methods scale

Language teaching methods included teaching rajtprecedures, tasks, and
materials regularly used to facilitate studentnéay in the English class. As Kirkg6z
(2007) stated in his article language teachingoglewnas divided into two: the period
before 1997 in which grammar translation methozbimmonly used and the period
after 1997 since which introduces the 1997 edueatform and communicative
language teaching method, and has had a greattmop&d_T at all levels of
education, along with other policy changes. Duthi® overwhelming use of two
methods in language teaching, studying the relahignbetween teachers’ self
efficacy beliefs and the use of language teachiathods became another

considerable point to be seen in this research.

In order to assess the language teaching methadimsieeir classrooms, the survey
developed by Eslami and Fatahi (2008) was usedstements based on the
professional literature (Brown, 1994; Freeman, 1®%8&an, 1995; Savignon, 1983;
Spratt, 1999) were developed to assess languagfg@riganethods to teach English
by Eslami and Fatahi (2008) in their studies. Huis/ey was used in this study. The
reported reliability coefficient of the instrumeast.50. Although the reported
reliability coefficient displayed a low magnitudljs might be due to the participant
number in the study that is 48 elementary schaalhers in Iran. In order to test the
reliability for this study a pilot study was conded. In this scale the participants

were asked to rate their response from 5 to 1 swake ranging from “always” (5)
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to “never” (1). Like self reported proficiency scale, language heag methods
scale was also translated into Turkish. The rateonas to assure the participants'

understanding of the survey items. The translgtimtedure was as follows:

Three English instructors working at a universitgrevasked to translate the items in
Turkish. It was seen that the translated items \@br®st translated similarly so

there were no meaning deviations regarding the mdaim of the item. In order to
examine the felicity, intelligibility, reliabilityand authenticity of the translated items,
linguistic parallelism was checked by independekiiranslation by three different
instructors. Moreover, an English-Turkish translatioecked the translated items and
selected the most appropriate items by doing nehanges in some. The results
were examined by the help of supervisor and foatidfging as the translated items
were quite like the originals in terms of meaniA§er making minor revisions in

wording the instrument was prepared for pilot testi

Similar to Reported Language Proficiency Scala]a ptudy was conducted among
100 patrticipants from Atilim Universityn€42) , TOBB ETU (=21) and Ankara
University (1=37). The items of scale were subjected to the mai likelihood
factor analysis using PASW 18. Inspection of thealational matrix revealed that
the presence of many coefficients of .3 and abodkie.Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (Pallant,
2002) value was .71, exceeding the recommende@ w6 and the Barlett's Test
of Sphericity (Pallant, 2002) reached statisticgsh$icance, supporting the

factorability of the correlation matrix. Maximunkélihood analysis displayed the
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presence of three components with Eigenvalueseyrdadn 1, explaining 23.48%,

22.10 %, and 10.92 % of the variance respectivede(Table 3.12).

Table 3.12

Eigen Values for the Dimensions in Language Teaching Methods Scale

Rotation Sums
Extraction Sums of Squared  of Squared

Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
Factors % of % of Cum.
Total Variance Cum.% Total Variance % Total
1 2.35 23.48 23.4¢ 1.7¢ 17.36  17.3¢ 1.57
2 2.21 22.10 45.5¢ 1.65 16.47  33.8: 1.63
3 1.09 10.92 56.5( b5E 548 39.31 1.30

However, since the literature of the scale sugge&tdactor, in order to aid the
interpretation of the factor loadings Direct Oblimmbtation was performed and
factor loads on pattern matrix are summarized dsiela.12. When the Table 3.13
is analyzed the items related to communicativedagg teaching methods were
loaded in factor 1 while the items related to graantnanslation method were loaded
in factor 2 as it was also suggested by scale dpees. In terms of the reliability
coefficient of the overall scale, it displayed &at@ely low reliability coefficient as
with a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .57. Howe@ostina (1993) states the value
of a depends on the number of items on the scale. &s tre only 10 items on the
scale, this relatively lower reliability coefficiedegree might be the result of number
of items in the scale. As for the sub-scalesais w7 for grammar translation

methods and .65 for communicative methods sub-scale
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Table 3.13

The Results of Factor Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation for Language Teaching
Methods Scale

The Items Factor
1 2
| present students with real-life situations arkitaem to come up with 81C -052
responses or answers in English that are appregoahese situations.
(Communicative Method (Com.Met. Item 5)
| play audio tapes that feature native English kpesa conversation exchang: ,561  -,005

and ask students to answer questions related wotheersation. (Com.Meth.
Item 2)

| ask students to converse with one another iniEimgind encourage them tc .55z  -,104
find opportunities to speak English outside thassiaom. (Com.Meth. Item 4

| give students the opportunity to get into groaps discuss answers to
problem-solving activities. (Com. Met. Item1) 517 -,028

| play English films and videos in class and askights to engage in ,502 ,110
discussions about the films or videos. (Com. M&tm 3)

As a classroom exercise, | ask students to transiagle sentences in the -,22¢ ,568
English text into their native language. (GrammeanElation Method (GRT)
Item 3)

| ask students to memorize new vocabulary or pkrasgiout showing them -,07z2 ,509
how to use the words in context. (GRT Item 2)

| use students' native language rather than Englistplain terms or concep  -,28¢ 491
that are difficult to understand. (GRT Item 1)

| pay more attention to whether students can preduammatically correct ,167 ,490
sentences than whether they can speak Englishflwéhcy. (GRT Item 5)

| use grammatical rules to explain complex Engéishtences to students. ,20¢ 313
(GRT lItem 4)
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Moreover, when the scree plot was analyzed, it gadosvbreak after the third item

(Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4

Secree Plot for the Dimensions in Language Teaching Methods Scale

3.4  Data collection procedures

As for administering the instruments, the firsipsteas to take necessary permissions
from the Applied Ethics Research Center (AERC)de the instruments and also to
administer them for data collection at universifiesn which the data would be
collected. After the necessary permissions werertdfom selected universities —
METU, TOBB ETU, Bilkent, Gazi, Hacettepe, Ankara)lAn, Cankaya

Universities, the researcher got in touch withhbad of English Preparatory
Schools and the instructors to get information alloel instructors’ schedules to set
up an appropriate time schedule to administerrteguments. The administering of

the instruments started in October, fall seme€@022011, and ended on March the
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8", All the participants were informed about the ms® of the survey, the
importance of their responses and the informatibeted to researcher. The data
were collected by directly administering surveys$he participants. It took
approximately 15-20 minutes to complete the insemiior each participant.
Although the researcher took as many instrumentiseasumber of instructors to the
institutions, the instrument was submitted to 2@&ipipants. Fifteen of them did not
answer the questions related to demographic infoomaso these were not used for
data analysis. All the information provided by tbjects remained confidential and

anonymous.

3.5. Data analysis procedures

All collected data which includes demographic infation of participants, self
efficacy belief, self reported proficiency and laage teaching methods survey
responses transferred to computer environment PRASW data file. The data
obtained from the study were analyzed in two stepsely descriptive analysis and

inferential statistics by using PASW 18.0 software.

To begin with appropriate descriptive statisticswanducted. As for the inferential
statistics, Pearson’s product moment-correlatioeffament was computed to find
out the relationship between instructors’ efficdmliefs for student engagement,
instructional strategies and classroom managemadt their use of language
teaching methods. As this was a correlational statyducted with 4 independent

variables, multiple regression analyses, that @sahiesearchers determine a
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correlation between a criterion variable and thet m®mbination of two or more
predicting variables (Freankel & Wallen, 2006), wearied out to answer the
research questions. The predictors are suppodael $elected based on past research
but if the researcher adds new predictors, theyldhbe added based on their
theoretical importance; and the predictors inclyded the way in which they are
entered into the regression model have deterntnistes on the method selection
(Field, 2005). Among three methods of multiple esgions, that is hierarchical,
forced entry and stepwise, hierarchical regressias utilized since in this type the
predictors are selected based on past work ancesiearcher decides in which order

to enter the predictors into the model (Field, 2005

For Tabachnick and Fidell (2001, p.117), “adequaraple size for multiple
regression is N > 50 + 8m (m: numbers of predietorables)”. Therefore, data
collected from 257 participants with 4 predictorsrevconsidered to be sufficient for
the present study. In the study, hierarchical egjom analysis was done in two
blocks for four predictor variables. In Block 1,ntmuous variables; English
competency scores, self reported English profigiear experience years were
entered into regression and in Block two; the dichmus variable graduate
department type was entered into the regressiomgidduate department type was
reduced into two as graduates of Education facuétred graduates of other
departments and dummy cod&drthermore, the assumptions of multiple regression

analyses (normality, linearity, independence abmes;rmulticollinearity, and
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homoscedasticity) were checked. None of the assangpivere violated, and they

were reported on results chapter in detail.

Table 3.14

Order and name of the variables entered into regression

Variables entered

Blocks Number of Name of these
variables variables
1 3 English competency
score, self reported
proficiency,

experience year

2 1 Graduate department
type

3.6 Limitations of the Study

The present study has two limitations. Initiallpnsidering the research sample, the
study was conducted only among the prep-schoalictstrs in universities in
Ankara. Hence, the results can only be generatzéide instructors working in
Ankara. Besides, the data were collected by selbted questionnaire. The self-

reported tools are likely to be affected by instioug’ own view of themselves.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The primary purpose of the present study was tone&the university prep-school
instructors’ self efficacy beliefs and the factorBuencing them. The participants of the
study were prep-school instructors at universitiednkara. They were administered an
instrument which was compromised of four partst thaone of which is asking for
demographic information. The second part was aiatedeasuring teacher self efficacy
beliefs with three subscales- self efficacy belfefsstudent engagement, instructional
strategy and classroom management. The third @ertanmed to measure instructors’
self reported language proficiency in readingehatg, writing and speaking skills.
Lastly, language teaching methods scale aimedteyrmdae instructors’ use of grammar
translation and communicative language teachindgpoust In this chapter, the analyses
and findings of these analyses were reported., Sttt efficacy levels of prep-school
instructors were presented. Second, self reporgiitigncy levels of instructors were
analyzed. Following these, the results of regresaimalyses, which were conducted to

check whether years of teaching experience, Engbstpetency and self reported
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proficiency and graduate department predict instnst self efficacy beliefs, were
reported. This analysis was carried out 249 paditis since eight of them did not
report their competency scores. Lastly, the refatiop between language teaching
strategies and self efficacy beliefs were analyzadireported. The participants of this
study were 257 prep-school instructors (224 fen&8anale), who are teaching English
to young adults at university level. Participamtsmographic characteristics are shown

in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristics n %
Gender
Male 224 87.20
Female 33 12.80
Universities
METU 62 24.10
Gazi 41 16.00
Hacettepe 31 12.10
Baskent 44 17.10
Bilkent 37 8.40
TOBB 19 7.30
Cankaya 13 5.10
Ufuk 10 3.90
Graduate Faculty
Faculty of Education 135 52.50
Faculty of Science and Literature 122 47.50
Graduate Degree
Bachelor 154 59.92
Master 98 38.18
Doctorate 5 1.90

76



Table 4.1 (cont.)

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristics n %
Pedagogical Formation
Exists 242 94.20
Does not exist 15 5.80
Exam
KPDS 236 94.77
TOEFL 10 4.03
IELTS 3 1.20

The scope of the study was three state universitidgive private universities in

Ankara. 52.1 %r{= 134) of the participants were working for a statéversity while
47.9% (=123) for a private university (See Table 4.1). Axgahese instructors, 52.5%
(n=135) of them were graduates of Faculty of EducaibT department whereas 47.5
% (n=122) of them were graduates of departments im8eiand Literature Faculty. In
terms of pedagogical formation, 94.28%6242) of the participants have pedagogical
formation while 5.8%r{=15) of them do not have it (See Table 4.1). Tistructors

have also been involved in post graduate studiégerithe post graduate degree and the
field of the instructors are analyzed, 59.92r%4 {54) of them do not have any post-
graduate degree, 38.18 #=(98) of them have an MA degree, and 1.9084b] of

them have a doctorate degree (See Table 4.1).
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Among 257 participants, 249 of them responded edtém related to their competency
in English, which is measured by standard examk asd&PDS, TOEFL, IELTS or an
equivalent one. Although this leads to mortality séated in the third chapter design of
the study part, the number of participants doegprmient regression analysis. 94.77%
(n=236) of them reported their KPDS exam scores,%.08-10) reported their TOEFL
IBT scores and 1.2%¢3) reported their IELTS scores. Regarding Engiigimpetency
scores of the instructors, KPDS exam scores atlgzathin inferential statistics
because the scores related to this exam were egpoidre, and this exam is frequently
used one throughout the recruitment process. @tten scores are converted into
KPDS equivalent scores based on the conversioa safgjgested by The Council Higher
Education. The reported exam scores is relativigly lranging between 67 and 100<

91.90,3D= 4.57).

4.1 Self-efficacy levels of prep-school instruats

The first research question of this study was:

1. What is the level of the university prep-sdhaosetructors’ self efficacy beliefs?

In order to answer this question, descriptive asegywere utilized. For that purpose,
first, the overall self efficacy belief, and thdmetthree subscales were analyzed

separately. The mean and total item scores aralatdd for each participant. Each
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subscale included 8 items with the total of 24 geffhe maximum score for each item
was 9 (the most efficacious) and minimum score Wéhe least efficacious), which
makes up a total of maximum 72 (the most efficagj@nd minimum 8 (the least
efficacious). The results of the descriptive analgésplayed that the overall self
efficacy beliefs mean score was 7.20 out of 9,thedstandard deviation was 0.79 for
the English instructors.
In connection to the first research question, it $ub-research question of the study
was:

1.1 What is the level of the universite-school instructors’ self efficacy beliefs

for student engagement, instructional strategimesclassroom

management?

For these three subscales, the analyses were dpamtely. For the student engagement
subscale the raw scores ranged between 3.38 aBavBl6a mean score 6.82 and the
standard deviation of 0.88. For the second subsmainstructional strategy scores
ranged between 3.88 and 9 with a mean score ofah@@& standard deviation 0.84.
Lastly, for classroom management subscale scongedabetween 4 and 9 with a mean

score 7.45 and a standard deviation 0.90. Thetsestd summarized on Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2

Descriptive Satistics for Teacher Self-Efficacy

n Min Max M D
Self Efficacy 257  3.75 8.79 7.20 0.79
Student Engagement 257  3.38 8.63 6.82 0.88
Instructional Strategies 257  3.88 9.00 7.36 0.84
Classroom Management 257  4.00 9.00 7.45 0.90

The response to this scale nominally ranged betwetring (1) to a great deal (9) since
the participants were asked “How much” and “To wéxent” type questions. Since

the number 3 on the response scale stands for doameampetent, the weighted mean
was calculated for each item. Hence, the resparfdbe participants were re-coded as
negative for the responses between 1 and 2.67,natedeor the ones between 2.68 and
5.34 and positive for the responses between 5.8®afhe results were analyzed for
three subscales. As for the student engagementaelasf TSES, the participants had
higher student engagement efficacy beliefs and #iécacy was positiveM= 6.82;

D= 0.88). The results of descriptive analyses wepented on Table 4.3 for student
engagement subscale. When the items related tcaelme analyzed one by one, it
was seen that 82.89 %n=213) of the participants believed that they cayétithrough

the most difficult students while 85.6%=220) of instructors had higher efficacy beliefs

in helping their students to think critically.
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Table 4.3

Student Engagement Subscale of TSES

- Negative Moderate Positive

Item description

% % % M D
1. How much can you do to get 0 17.11 82.89 6.78
through to the most difficult student 1.19
2. How much can you do to help 0 14.4 85.6 6.87 1.24
your students think critically?
4. How much can you do to motiva 0 14.4 85.6 6.83 1.30
students who show low interest in
school work?
6. How much can you do to get 0 5.4 94.6 742 1.13
students to believe they can do we
in school work?
9. How much can you do to help 0 8.6 91.4 7.08 1.14
your students value learning?
12. How much can you do to fostel 0 11.3 88.7 6.96 1.18
student creativity?
14. How much can you do to 0 9.3 90.7 7.02 1.18
improve the understanding of a
student who is failing?
22. How much can you assist 10.9 34.6 54.5 5.62 2.16

families in helping their children do
well in school?
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As for motivating students who show low intereste85 (=220) of the participants
reported higher efficacy beliefs. 94.6 #%&243) of them believed that they could get
students to believe they can do well at school ed®eB1.4 %n=235) had higher
efficacy beliefs in helping their students valuarfeng. In terms of fostering student
creativity, 88.7%1§=228) of the participants reported higher efficheliefs. While

90.7% (=233) of them stated that they could improve th@emstanding of a student
who is failing, 54.5 %r{=140) of them claimed they could assist familiekétping

their children do well at school. The mean scordtie responses to this item were
relatively low since at universities the instrustgenerally do not have direct interaction

with the families.

In the second subscale about instructional strasetye participants reported higher
efficacy beliefs 1= 7.36;SD= 0.84). 96.5 %r(=248) of the participants stated that they
could respond to difficult questions from theirdsats while 97.3 %n&250) of them

had higher efficacy beliefs in gauging student caghpnsion of what they had taught.
92.2% 0=237) of the participants reported higher efficheliefs in crafting good
guestions for their students. 86 #221) of them believed that they could adjust their
lessons to the proper level for individual studenitereas 87.5 %n€225) had higher
efficacy beliefs in using a variety of assessmaategies. In terms of providing an
alternative explanation or example when studemsanfused, 96.1 %0£247) of the
participants reported higher efficacy beliefs. WHlL.8% =236) of them stated that
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they could implement alternative strategies inrthisissrooms, 89.1 %£229) of
them claimed that they could provide appropriat@lehges for very capable students.
The results of descriptive analyses for instruclmtrategies subscale were reported on

Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Instructional Strategies Subscale of TSES

Item description Negative Moderate  Positive M D
% % %

7. How well can you respond to 0 3.5 96.5 7,80 1,09

difficult questions from your

students?

10. How much can you measure 0 2.7 97.3 7,63 1,03

student comprehension of what y
have taught?

11. To what extent can you craft 4 7.4 92.2 7,32 1,25
good questions for your students

17. How much can you do to adjt 0 14 86 6,82 1,31
your lessons to the proper level f
individual students?
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Table 4.4 (cont.)

Instructional Strategies Subscale of TSES

Item description Negative = Moderate  Positive M D
% % %
18. How much can you use a 4 12.1 87.5 7,03 1,27

variety of assessment strategies”

20. To what extent can you provi 0 3.9 96.1 7,86 1,10
an alternative explanation or
example when students are

confused?

23. How well can you implement .8 7.4 91.8 723 1,35
alternative strategies in your

classroom?

24. How well can you provide 0 10.9 89.1 7,18 1,27

appropriate challenges for very
capable students?

Self efficacy for classroom management was thevdrieh got the highest scores
among these three dimensions with a mean scorgbfout of 9 and standard deviation
0.90. 93 % 1=239) of the participants believed that they dardntrol disruptive
behavior in the classroom while 96.5%6-248) of them had higher efficacy beliefs in
making their expectations clear about student hehaks for establishing routines to
keep activities running smoothly, 95.7%R46) of the participants reported higher

efficacy beliefs. 87.9%nE226) of them believed that they could get childi@follow
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classroom rules whereas % 93»240) had higher efficacy beliefs in calming studen
who is noisy and disruptive. In terms of estalitigha classroom management system
with each group of students, 87.986226) of the participants reported higher efficac
beliefs. While 93.8 %n=241) of them stated that they could keep a fesblpm
students from ruining an entire lesson, 94.2n%242) of them claimed that they could
respond to defiant students. The results of detbeei analyses for classroom

management subscale were reported on Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Classroom Management Subscale of TSES

Item description Negative Moderate  Positive M D
% % %

3. How much can you do to 0 7 93 7.36 1.20

control disruptive behavior in th

classroom?

5. To what extent can you make 0 3.5 96.5 7.93 1.15

your expectations clear about
student behavior?

8. How well can you establish 0 4.3 95.7 7.54 1.10
routines to keep activities runnil
smoothly?
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Table 4.5 (cont.)

Classroom Management Subscale of TSES

Item description Negative Moderate  Positive M D
% % %

13. How much can you do to ge 4 11.7 87.9 7.55 1.17

children to follow classroom

rules?

15. How much can you do to 0 6.6 93.4 7.44 1.24

calm a student who is disruptive

or noisy?

16. How well can you establish 4 11.7 87.9 7.01 1.31

classroom management systen
with each group of students?

19. How well can you keep a fe 0 6.2 93.8 7.31 1.15
problem students form ruining
entire lesson?

21. How well can you respond t 0 5.8 94.2 7.44 1.25
defiant students?

4.2  Self-reported proficiency levels of instruors

The second research question was:
2. What is the level of instructors’ self-reported fec@ncy in four skills; listening,

reading, writing and speaking?
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Since language competency is one of the factorssgmt on the present study, in
addition to the language competency scores of éinicgpants from the standardized test
KPDS, the participants were also given a 12-iteliareported proficiency scale. Since
official KPDS exam focuses on grammar, vocabulay @eading, this scale provided
the opportunity of getting self-reported data dmeotskills which are listening, speaking
and writing. In this scale, 12 items constitutied measure of self-reported level of
English proficiency. The items were ranked on aB¥pscale, ranging from “Strongly
Agree” (6) to “Strongly Disagree” (1). The faate of the scale were proficiency in
reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Eachdamcludes three items. The minimum
score for each subscale was 3 (not competent)renchéximum score was 18 (highly
competent). When the scores are analyzed, theciparis reported relatively high
proficiency in readingNl= 5.77,9D=0.43) in comparison to writind= 5.64,

SD=0.52), listening 1= 5.55,9D=0.52) and speaking\{= 5.37,9D=0.58) skills. The

mean scores are summarized on Table 4.6.

Table 4.6

Descriptive Statistics for Salf-Reported Proficiency

ills .
n Min Max. M D
Reading 257 2.67 6.00 5.77 43
Writing 257 2.67 6.00 5.64 .52
Listening 257 2.33 6.00 5.55 .52
Speaking 257 2.67 6.00 5.37 .58
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4.3 Predictors of instructors’ self efficacy beéfs

Hierarchical regression analyses were utilizethtestigate to what extent years of
teaching experience, English competency scords,egairted English proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ self afficbeliefs and their self efficacy
beliefs for three subscales: (1) student engager(@nnstructional strategies and (3)
classroom management. In order to achieve thisgserthe following two research

guestions were asked:

3. To what extent years of teaching experience, Emgiisnpetency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief composite scores?

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experieBoglish competency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self
efficacy beliefs for student engagement, instruclstrategies and classroom

management?

The dependent variables in hierarchical analysiewaverall self efficacy beliefs of
instructors, student engagement self efficacyrussibnal strategies efficacy, and lastly
it was classroom management efficacy. For eaclabigria separate hierarchical

regression analysis was run. The independent, gicedvariables were years of
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teaching experience, English competency scords,eserted English proficiency and

graduate department. Table 4.7 describes the moadlgled in hierarchical regression

analyses.

Table 4.7

Description of models included in hierarchical regression analysis

Variables entered

Model Dependent Blocks Number of Predictor
variables variables
variables
1 1 3 English
competency
Instructors’ score, self
self efficacy reported
beliefs proficiency,
years of
teaching
experience
2 2 1 Graduate
department type
1 1 3 English
competency
Instructors’ score, self
self efficacy reported
beliefs in proficiency,
student years of
engagement teaching
experience
2 2 1 Graduate
department type
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Table 4.7 (cont.)

Description of models included in hierarchical regression analyses

Variables entered

Model Dependent Blocks Number of Predictor
variables _ variables
variables
1 1 3 English
competency
Instruc.tors score, self
self efficacy reported
pehefs in proficiency,
instructional years of
strategies teaching
experience
2 2 1 Graduate
department
type
1 1 3 English
competency
Instruc.tors score, self
self efficacy reported
beliefs in proficiency,
classroom years of
management teaching
experience
2 2 1 Graduate
department
type
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4.3.1 Testing assumptions of hierarchical regress analysis

Before conducting hierarchical regression analybis assumptions to conduct the
analysis were checked. Field (2005) listed eightiagtions to be checked which are (1)
variable types (the need for either continuous petielent variables or dichotomous
ones that are dummy coded and continuous and tptargidependent variable); (2)
non-zero variance; (3) no perfect multicollineari@) linearity; (5) homoscedasticity;

(6) independent errors; (7) normally disturbed exr¢8) independent observations

(p.169-170).

In terms of variable types, the dependent varialae self efficacy beliefs of instructors
which were continuous and quantitative ones. Tbfdbke predictor variables which are
English competency scores, self reported profigiegpears of teaching experience were
all continuous as well. The only dichotomous vadeagraduate department was dummy
coded and entered into the analysis with its duroaded version. For the second
assumption both the criterion and predictor vadaltiold variances, which are
obviously seen in Table 4.1. In order to diagnos#ticollinearity, correlations among
predictors were checked from the correlation mgffable 4.8). The correlations

between predictors do not exceed the critical |itBid (Stevens, 2002)
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Table 4.8

Bivariate Correlations for Total Self-efficacy Scores and Predictor Variables

Salf- Experience  English Reported Graduate
Efficacy
Compt. Prof. Dept.
Self-efficacy 1.000
Experienc 162 1.000
English compt -.107 -.082 1.000
Reported pro 197 -114 . 217 1.000
Graduate Der 039 261 098 -.047 1.00¢

Figure 4.1 displays the histogram of the standadiiesiduals and the normal

probability plot.
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Figure 4.1

The histogram of the standardized residuals and the normal probability plot
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According to the shapes of the histogram and Pei3 pthe normality assumption which
focuses on normally distributed errors was met.ddethe normality assumption was
not violated. As for the homoscedasticity assunmptibe scatter plot did not show a

significant pattern. Figure 4.2 displays the seaitet of predicted value and residuals.

Regression Standardized Residual
0
o

Value

Figure 4.2

Residuals scatter plot

The Durbin-Watson coefficient test for independembrs was utilized. The test value
was 2.07 which was appropriate for the criteriob@hg between 1.5 and 2.5 to
indicate independent observation. Furthermorey#nance inflation factor (VIF) values
in the correlation was 1.08, which did not exced#idld, 2005) and tolerance value
was 0.92, which was higher than 0.20 (Field, 20@5ihally, since the participants fill
out the data collection instruments on their owerabeing provided by the necessary

instructions from the researcher, independent @atiens assumption was met as well.
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4.3.2 Results of hierarchical regression analysis

A hierarchical regression analysis, in which theeegcher had the chance of selecting
and prioritizing the predictors (Field, 2005) wasized to find out whether years of
teaching experience, English competency scords;egmirted English proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ self afficbelief composite scores. In order to

check this, following research question was asked:

3. To what extent years of teaching experience, Emgiisnpetency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief composite scores?

The dependent variable was the mean of instructmex’all self efficacy beliefs. As for
the independent variables, the first block compeaaiiof continuous variables which
are years of teaching experience, English compgtecares and self reported English
proficiency. The independent variable in the sedolodk was graduate department,
which was a dichotomous variable. Because it wdisf@tomous variable, it was
dummy coded by taking graduates of Faculty of Etlonas reference point (0). Table
4.9 displays the unstandardized regression coeffiisiB) and intercept, the

standardized regression coeeficiefls £ changesR? and4R2
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Table 4.9

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Self Efficacy Composite Scores

B SEB p s’ R RF 4R 4AF p

Model 1 306 .094 .094 8.439 .000
Experience 019 006 .179 0.031 .004
English -025 .011 -.147 0.021 .020
compt.

Reported 469 118 .249 0.06 .000
prof.

Model 2 319 .102 .008 2.259 .134
Experience 021 ,007 ,203 0.038 .002
English -027 ,011 -154 0.022 .015
compt.

Reported 468 ,118 ,249 0.058 .000
prof.

Graduate -150 ,100 -,095 0.008 134
Dept.

According to Table 4.9, Model 1 significantly pretid self efficacy composite scores,

F (3,245) = 8.439<. 05 withR?=.094, and 95% confidence limits from 4.587 to 8.858
TheR? =.094 indicated that 9.4% of the variance in s#ltacy composite scores was
predicted by experience, English competency arfdeggbrted proficiency. In this

model, years of teaching experience variable umjgaecounted for 3%st?=.031) of
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the variation having significant contribution teegiction equation (245) = 2.913,p<.
05. While English competency variable uniquelyaatted for 2%€?=.021) of the
variation having significant contribution to pretion equatiort (245) = -2.347,p<. 05.,
self reported proficiency variable uniquely accaahtor 6% ¢r?=.06) of the variation

having significant contribution to prediction eqoatt (245) = 3.975,p<. 05.

According to standardized coefficieny,(there is a positive relationship between
experience and self efficacy composite scgrel(79 while a negative one between
English competency scores and self efficacy conpasioresf=-.147). Lastly, there is
a positive correlation between self reported preficy and self efficacy composite
scores £=.249, and this variable has more impact on self efficamyposite scores

than other two variables, which are years of taagkeXperience and competency.

When Model 2, to which graduate department varialale added, was analyzed, it was
seen that Model 2 did not significantly predictlatelf efficacyF (1,244) = 2.259p>

.05.

4.3.3 Self efficacy for student engagement

The second hierarchical regression analysis wézadtito find out the exteryears of
teaching experience, English competency scords,esrted English proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ studegagament self efficacy belief. For

that purpose following research question was aderes
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3.1 To what extent years of teaching experieBoglish competency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief for student engagement?

A hierarchical regression analysis was utilizednswer the research questions. The
dependent variable was the mean of instructorslestiengagement self efficacy belief.
As for the independent variables, the first blooknpromised of continuous variables
which are years of teaching experience, Englishpsdency scores and self reported
English proficiency. The independent variable ia second block was graduate
department, which was a dichotomous variable. Bez#uwas a dichotomous variable,

it was dummy coded by taking graduates of Faculgducation as reference point (0).

The results of the analysis indicated that accortinTable 4.10, Model 1 significantly
predicted student engagement efficacy scores tiigters,F (3, 245) = 4.273p<. 05
with R?=.050, and 95% confidence limits from 4.670 to 8.5A2R* =.050 indicated
that 5% of the variance in instructors’ studentagement self efficacy belief was
predicted by experience, English competency arfdeggbrted proficiency. In this
model, years of teaching experience variable utyggid not have a significant
contribution to prediction equatidr{245) = 1.420,p>. 05. While English competency
variable uniquely accounted for 1%4%.01) of the variation having significant
contribution to prediction equatidr{245) =-2.253, p<. 05., self reported proficiency
variable uniquely accounted for 3%&4%.03) of the variation having significant
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contribution to prediction equatidr{245) = 2.287,p<. 05 (See Table 4.11). According
to standardized coefficientg)( there is a positive relationship between expeeeand
student engagement efficacy scgfe (089 while a negative one between English
competency scores and student engagement effiacyld4. Lastly, there is a

positive correlation between self reported proficieand student engagement efficacy

(5= .189.

Table 4.10

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Sudent Engagement Efficacy Scores

B SEB p s’ R R 4R* 4F p

Model 1 223 050 050 4.27: .00¢
Experienc o010 007 .08¢ 0.C0S 157
English -028 .01z -.14¢ 0.01 .02t
compt.

Reportec 388 A34 188 03 .00
prof.

Model 2 245 060 010 3.902 .10z
Experienc .01z .007 .11¢ 0.01 .07¢
English -.02¢ .01z -15z 0.0Z .01¢
compt.

Reportec 386 134 18t 0.0¢ .00
prof.

Graduate -187v .11£ -10€ 0.01 .10z
Dept.

98



When Model 2, to which graduate department varialale added, was analyzed, it was
seen that Model 2 did not significantly predictdgat engagement self efficaEy

(4,244) = 3.902p> .05.
4.3.4 Self efficacy for instructional strategies

The third hierarchical regression analysis waszetl to find out the extent years of
teaching experience, English competency scordsiegarted English proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ self afficbelief for instructional strategies.

For that reason following research question wasdaisk

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experiencglifincompetency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief for instructional strategies?

A hierarchical regression analysis was utilizedrtewer the research questions. The
dependent variable was the mean of instructorgafy beliefs for instructional
strategies. As for the independent variables,itkelflock compromised of continuous
variables which are years of teaching experienngligh competency scores and self
reported English proficiency. The independent \dean the second block was graduate
department, which was a dichotomous variable. Bez#uwas a dichotomous variable,

it was dummy coded by taking graduates of Faculfyducation as reference point (0).
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The results of the analysis indicated that Accagdmmtable 4.11, Model 1 significantly
predicted instructional efficac¥, (3,245) = 9.042p<. 05 withR?=.100, and 95%
confidence limits from 4.148 to 8.671. TRé=.100 indicated that 10% of the variance
in instructional strategies efficacy were predidbgcexperience, English competency
and self reported proficiency. In this model, yeafrseaching experience variable
uniquely had a significant contribution to predictiequatior (245) = 1.969,p=. 05. It
uniquely accounted for only 0.8% of the variatioWhile English competency variable
uniquely accounted for 2%rf=.020) of the variation having significant contriimn to
prediction equation(245) =-2.474, p<. 05., self reported proficiency variable uniquely
accounted for 8%st?=.082) of the variation having significant contriton to

prediction equatioh (245) = 4.743,p<. 05.

According to standardized coefficieny,(there is a positive relationship between
experience and instructional strategies efficaoyes@= .120 while a negative one
between English competency scores and instructgiretiegies efficacype -147).
Lastly, there is a positive correlation betweerh segorted proficiency and instructional
strategies efficacypE .296, and this variable seems to have more effect stnuctional
strategies efficacy than the other variables, whighyears of teaching experience and
English competencyWhen Model 2, to which graduate department varialde added,
was analyzed, it was seen that Model 2 did notifsegmtly instructional strategies self

efficacyF (4,244) = 7.282p> .05.
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Table 4.11

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Instructional Strategies Efficacy Scores

B SEB g sr? R R? AR AF p

Model 1 316 100 100 9.04z .00C
Experienc 013 007 .12C 0.00¢ .05C
English -o27 011 -14¢ 0.0z .01¢
compt.

Reportec 592 .12t 29€ 008 .00C
prof.

Model 2 327 107 .007 .28z .16¢
Experienc 016 .007 14z 0.0z .02t
English -.02¢ .01z -15¢ 0.0z .01<
compt.

Reportec 59z 12F .29¢€ 0.0¢ .00C
prof.

Graduate -.14€¢ .10€ -.087 0.00¢ .16¢
Dept.

4.3.5 Self efficacy for classroom management

The fourth hierarchical analysis was utilized tadfiout the extent years of teaching

experience, English competency scores; self rep&bglish proficiency and graduate
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department predict instructors’ self efficacy befa classroom management. For that

reason following research question was asked:

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experiencglifincompetency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departmpesdict instructors’ self

efficacy belief for classroom management?

A hierarchical analysis was utilized to answerrsearch question. The dependent
variable was the mean of instructors’ self efficaejief for classroom management. As
for the independent variables, the first block coonpised of continuous variables
which are years of teaching experience, Englishpsaency scores and self reported
English proficiency. The independent variable ia second block was graduate
department, which was a dichotomous variable. Bee#&uwas a dichotomous variable,

it was dummy coded by taking graduates of Faculfyducation as reference point (0).

The results of the analysis indicated that AccagdmTable 4.12, Model 1 significantly
predicted classroom management efficacy scét€3,245) = 9.496, p<. 05 witR?
=.094, and 95% confidence limits from 4.008 to 8.8A# R’ =.104 indicated that
10.4% of the variance in classroom managementaeffisvas predicted by years of
teaching experience, English competency and satirted proficiency. In this model,
years of teaching experience variable uniquely actaml for 6.3%%°=.06) of the

variation having significant contribution to pretion equatiort (245) = 4.157,p<. 05.
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While English competency variable uniquely did have a significant contribution to
prediction equatioh (245) = -1681,p>. 05., self reported proficiency variable uniquely
accounted for 4%st?=.04) of the variation having significant contrilmt to prediction
equationt (245) = 3.484,p<. 05. According to standardized coefficienty there is a
positive relationship between experience and aassmanagement efficacy scope (
.253 while a negative one between English competencyes@nd classroom
management efficacy€ -.104. Lastly, there is a positive correlation betweerh sel
reported proficiency and classroom managementeeffi¢y= .217). Experience variable
has more impact on classroom management efficargsthan other two variables,

which are English competency and self reportedigesfcy.

When Model 2, to which graduate department varialale added, was analyzed, it was
seen that Model 2 did not significantly predictsseoom management self efficdey

(4,244) = 7.74,p> .05.
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Table 4.12

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Classroom Management Efficacy Scores

B SEB B s’ R R AP UAF p
Model 1 323 104 104 9-49¢ .00C
Experienc 030 007 .25¢ 0.0¢ .00C
Englishcompt  _gpq .01z -.10¢ 0.01 .09<
Reported pro 465 13T 217 Qo4 .001
Model Z 336 113 009 7.741 127
Experienc .03z .007 .27¢ 0.07 .00C
English compt. -02z .01z -11z 0.01 .07:
Reported pro 468 .13: 217 0.04 .001
Graduate Def =17 .11: -.09¢ 0.00¢ 127

4.4 The relationship between self efficacy belefind language teaching methods

The fourth research question focused on whethee ke relationship between
instructors’ self efficacy beliefs and their usdafguage teaching methodologies. To

find out this, the research question below was @iske

4. What is the relationship between instructors’ séfitacy beliefs and their use of

language teaching methodologies?
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Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis wéigedito find out whether there is a
relationship between instructors’ self efficacyiéksl and their use of language teaching
methodologies. Table 4.13 displays the descrigtaéstics for self efficacy, grammar

translation method and communicative language tegch

Table 4.13

Descriptive Satistics for Self-efficacy Beliefs and Language Teaching Methodologies

n M D
Overall Self Efficacy 249 7.19 794
Grammar Translation 249 2.59 .594
Communicative 249 3.94 .648

The response to this scale nominally ranged betweear (1) to always (5) since the

participants were given statements related to tssrof language teaching methods.

When the scores are analyzed, the participantead@snmar translation approach
relatively lower levelsNI= 2.59,5D=0.594) in comparison to communicative approach

(M= 3.94,SD=0.648).

The results of the correlation analysis displayed there is only a significant
relationship between the instructors use of compativie method and their self efficacy

beliefs (=.27,p<.001). Table 4.14 displays the correlation matrix.
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Table 4.14

Correlation Matrix for Saf-efficacy Beliefs and Language Teaching Methodologies

Salf-Efficacy Grammar Communicative
Trandation Method

Selt-efficacy - -05 27
Grammar Translatic -05 - -.11
Communicative Metho Y 11 -
**p<.001

Although there is a significant relationship betwéestructors’ self efficacy beliefs and
their use of communicative language teaching methred27 still indicates a lower
degree of relationship. As a sub-research questitime fourth one, the study also
focused on the relationship between language tegchethodologies and three
dimensions of self efficacy; student engagemestructional strategies, and classroom

management. To examine this, the following reseguastion was asked:

4.1 What is the relationship between instructas® of language teaching
methodologies, instructors’ self efficacy belief &ludent engagement,

instructional strategies and classroom management?

When the relationship between instructors’ studegagement efficacy, instructional

strategies efficacy, classroom management effieacythe instructors’ use of language
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teaching methods is analyzed, there is a samifirelationship between the
instructorsuse of communicative method and therexnt engagement efficacy level
(r=.31,p (two tailed)<.001), instructional strategies sdffcacy beliefs (=.29,p (two
tailed)<.001), and classroom management efficatigfbdr=.15,p (two tailed)<.05)
whereas there is no significant relationship betwthe instructors’ use of grammar
translation method and self efficacy beliefs irdsint engagement, instructional
strategies and classroom management. The resulie obrrelational analysis are

summarized on Table 4.15.

Table 4.15

Correlation Matrix for Saf-efficacy Beliefs Sub-Scales and Language Teaching
Methodologies

Sudent Instructional Classroom
Engagement Strategies Management
Efficacy Efficacy Efficacy
Grammar Translatic -04 -05 -.0z
Communicative Metho R DQr 15+

**p< 001, *p<.05

All'in all, the findings of the present study indied that instructors held higher level of
self efficacy beliefs in teaching. They felt thetwes highly efficacious in engaging
students, using instructional strategies and dassmmanagement. Moreover,

hierarchical regression analyses indicated thatua®rs’ overall self efficacy beliefs
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were predicted by their years of teaching expegaenompetency and self reported
proficiency. As for efficacy in student engagemamd instructional strategies, years
ofteaching experience, competency and self repquteficiency predicted instructors’
self efficacy beliefs; however, only years of tdaghexperience and self reported
proficiency predicted self efficacy beliefs for gs@oom management. Lastly, the results
indicated that high self efficacy beliefs of instiors’ were related to their use of

communicative teaching methods rather than granomanted methods.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter the results were discussed and ithelications for practice and further
study were presented. This present study aimegami@e the self-efficacy levels of
instructors, to what extent years of teaching g@epee, language competency, self
reported proficiency and graduate department prawtructors’ self efficacy beliefs,
and lastly the relationship between instructeedf efficacy beliefs and their use of
language teaching approaches. The conclusionsearshilts of the present study are
presented including the discussions and the imjpdica in line with the relevant
literature. The findings are also analyzed to esgtbe parallel and contrary aspects of
the study compared with the other studies on theedasue; and the reasons for the

current results are discussed.

5.1 Discussion

This part presents the discussions on findings withaelight of relevant literature. The

results and the probable reasons behind thosenfiadvere discussed by comparing
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them with the other studies on the same subje@.di$tussion was provided under
three main headings: The self-efficacy levels structors, the predictors of instructors’
self efficacy beliefs, and the relationship betweetructors’ self efficacy beliefs and

their use of language teaching approaches.

5.1.1 The self-efficacy levels of instructors

One of the major aims of the present study wasuestigate instructors’ self efficacy
beliefs. The study was conducted with 257 participdrom both private and public
universities in Ankara. The age range of the pigiats was between 22 and 67.
Furthermore, 80% of them were working as teachelefs than 16 years. 87.2 % of
them were female and around 74% of them got abOwau®of 100 from KPDS exam.

Moreover, 52.5% of them were graduates of Facul&ducation.

In the current study, it was found out that theruingors’ have high self efficacy beliefs
composite scores which indicate they feel efficasiabout teaching and believe that
they have a positive influence over student engageifv1=6.82,SD=0.88) in classroom
activities in addition to having effective instrigstal strategiesM=7.3,39=0.84) and
classroom managemem€7.45,90=0.90). The participants of the current study were
all working for a reputable university in Ankaraaddition to being graduates of
reputable universities which accept students wkaaademically successful according

to University Entrance Exam. 93.6 % of the paracifs were graduated from a
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university either in Istanbul or Ankara. Moreoveearly 40% of the participants
completed at least master’s degree in the fiel@athing It is known that success tends
to strengthen beliefs in one’s efficacy wherealifas tend to weaken them
(Bandura,1997). Moreover, Murshidi (2006) fouhdtttypes of teacher education
program were also significant predictor for ovesahse of efficacy and student
engagement efficacy. Hence, this high level ofringbrs’ self efficacy beliefs can be
traced back to their successful academic backgeowmich were proved by the

graduated university and graduate studies of thicpants.

As for the instructors’ self efficacy beliefs rederg student engagement, instructional
strategy and classroom management, the resulte giresent study indicate that the
instructors feel more efficacious in classroom nggmaent K1=7.45,3D=0.90) than
using instructional strategies€7.3,90=0.84) while they feel least efficacious in
terms of engaging studentd£6.82,5D=0.88). Similarly, in his study with 226
instructors at universities in Istanbul, Yavuz (3D@bund that teachers perceived
themselves more efficacious in classroom manageamghinstructional strategies than
student engagement. The results of the study dastieby Gencer and Cakiroglu
(2005) also showed that teachers’ levels of sdi¢aty beliefs considerably affect their
classroom management styles. Henson (2001) proplossieself-efficacy levels of
teachers increase a result of experience gainadiove. The results of this study by

Henson (2001) support the results of present dbedgpuse in the present study 71 % of
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the instructors have teaching experience of mam five years (See Table 3.2). Hence,
their relatively higher level of efficacy in terro§ classroom management might be the
result of their high level of experience. Moreouwbe students at prep-schools of
university are young adults and they have a higigipline oriented background of
primary and elementary education. Hence, it issgdeimanage a class at a university
prep-school in comparison to elementary and higosls. Efficacy level in student
engagement is the lowest one among all three. &c@tis (2005) work participants
judged themselves more efficacious for instructictr@tegies1= 7.13) than for

managementM=7.00) and engagememil€6.59).

In the study done by Eslami and Fatahi (2008) BRE teachers in Iran rated
themselves as more efficacious in instructionategies {1 = 4.26) than in managing
the classNl = 4.17) and engaging students interactivly=4.02). Hence, in both
Chacon’s (2005) and Eslami and Fatahi’s study oglifimteachers’ self efficacy
beliefs, the results indicated that student engagemifficacy ranked at relatively lower
levels among all three as the present study sugygeswell. As cited in Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy ‘s (2007) paper, the reabehind this relatively lower level
of student engagement efficacy might be traced baektending to student
engagement’ being a more developmentally advarasddfor teachers (Meister &

Melnick, 2003; Pigge & Marso, 1997). That is, tiedd of teaching is highly engaged in
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developing strategies to develop student engageimeourse and school work

(Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).

5.1.2 The predictors of instructors’ self efficacypeliefs

The results for predictors of self efficacy beliedad self efficacy for student
engagement, instructional strategies, classroonagenent were obtained by four
separate hierarchical multiple regression analj$isse analyses investigated to what
extent years of teaching experience, English coemagtscores, self reported English
proficiency and graduate department predict insbrnstself efficacy beliefs and their
self efficacy belief for three subscales: (1) shidengagement, (2) instructional

strategies and (3) classroom management (See Fabhle

According to the results of the first regressioalgsis which was utilized to find out to
what extent years of teaching experience, Englishpetency scores, self reported
English proficiency and graduate department predsttuctors’ self efficacy beliefs,
Model 1, including years of teaching experiencegglish competency scores, self
reported English proficiency as predictor varial{fese Table 4.10) significantly
predicted self-efficacy composite scores. Accaydmthe results of the first
hierarchical regression analysis, 9.4% of the vaean self efficacy composite scores
was predicted by years of teaching experience,ifingbmpetency and self reported

proficiency in Model 1. When the relevant literauegarding teacher efficacy is
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analyzed, many researchers found out that thexestiong relationship between years of
teaching experience (Campbell ,1996; Chacdn,2@@bhpetency in subject matter
(Mujis & Raynolds,2001; Er,2010;Eslami & Fatahi,80@kbari & Moradkhani,2010)
and teachers’ self efficacy beliefs. The resoitthe present study support the same
results suggested by literature. Hence, it casdithat the variance between
instructors’ self efficacy beliefs might be explkaihby years of teaching experience,

English competency and self reported proficientlyalgh this variance is only 9.4%.

When the unique contribution of predictor varialiesdlodel 1 was analyzed, it was
seen that years of teaching experience variableuated for 3% of the variation in self-
efficacy composite scores. In the present, stltthpagh years of teaching experience
was a significant predictor, it is not a strong aneomparison to the other predictors in
the model. A number of studies were conductedno diut the relationship between
experience of teachers and their self efficacyelfeli Campbell (1996) claimed that
older teachers feel more efficacious. In examiniregself-efficacy beliefs of novice
teachers compared to experienced teachers, Tsaidoran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007)
found somewhat lower mean self-efficacy beliefs agithe novices than among the
career teachers. However, there is a gap in liezah terms of studying whether years
of teaching experience predict teachers’ self affjclevels. In the present study 71 %
of the instructors have teaching experience of rtiwaa five years. These results related

to overwhelmingly experienced instructors in thegent study also indicate that there is
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a relationship between years of teaching experiandanstructors’ self efficacy beliefs.
However, there is still a need for conducting agtwith a more heterogonous group of

instructors who have various years of teaching e&pee.

Other predictor variables focused in Model 1 wasitistructors’ competency in English
and their self reported proficiency which can dieccalled as competency in subject
matter. Mujis and Raynolds (2001) stated thatesttbpatter knowledge is one of the
sources of self efficacy for teachers. In this gfude instructors’ competency in the
field is measured by their competency in standadliest KPDS in addition to their self
reported proficiency. Since official KPDS exam me&as only competency in grammar
and reading, the participants were given a selfted proficiency scale which includes
4 skills, reading, listening, speaking and writingghile English language competency
(KPDS) variable uniquely accounted for 2% of theasace in self- efficacy composite
scores, the self reported proficiency variable ualg accounted for 6% of the variation
in self efficacy composite scores. In her studshvaire-service instructors, Er (2009)
found out that 4% of the variance in self effic@oynposite scores is predicted by
English competency in KPDS. When these resultsuaatyzed, KPDS scores are not a
strong predictor for self efficacy composite scoréfthough competency scores was
not a strong predictor for self efficacy composgesres, the mean of competency score
is analyzed, it was 92 out of 100 and self efficaman was 7.19 out of 9. These mean

scores indicated a higher competency and selfagffic In this Model, self reported
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proficiency (6% of the variance) is a better pcéali of self efficacy beliefs than
English competency (2% of the variance). Since &%e non-native English teachers
were found to have problems with vocabulary andrflty aspects of the language
including speaking, pronunciation, listening confyanesion, and writing (Reves, 1994),
which influenced their efficacy in teaching, thiference in the variance might be
traced back to the nature of the self reportedigisofcy scale that included writing,
speaking and listening skills; which are fluencignted ones, in contrast to

competency exam (KPDS) which focused only on gramand reading.

The second model in first hierarchical analysis &adther predictor variable, which is
graduate department, in addition to the varialig®d in Model 1 (See Table 4.8) .This
variable was intentionally chosen to see whethergoa graduate of Faculty of
Education has an influence on self efficacy beli&fee findings of the study indicated
that Model 2 did not predict instructors’ self eHficy beliefs. That is, the department the
instructors graduated from had no significant iafloe on instructors’ overall self
efficacy beliefs. Although these results might gade that being a graduate of Faculty of
Education does not make any contribution to eitaffy beliefs of instructors, when the
participants of the present study were conside&8d 6f the Science and Literature
Department graduates already hold a teaching icatef Hence, in order to verify these

conclusions a study with a more heterogeneous grogpt be needed.
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5.1.2.1 The predictors of instructors’ student egagement efficacy

In order to determine how years of teaching expegeEnglish competency scores, self
reported English proficiency and graduate departrmpesdict instructors’ student
engagement efficacy hierarchical regression arailyas conducted. Model 1, including
years of teaching experience, English competenasescself reported English
proficiency and (See Table 4.11) significantly pceetl instructors’ student engagement
efficacy. According to the results of hierar@licegression analysis, 5 % of the
variance of student engagement efficacy beliefasifuctors was predicted by years of
teaching experience, English competency and getirted proficiency. As stated before
attaining to student engagement is a more develofaiye advanced task for teachers
(Meister & Melnick, 2003; Pigge & Marso, 1997). i$tow amount of variance in
student engagement efficacy also indicates tha¢ timéght be other factors such as
student achievement (Ross, 1992), planning anch@afon in teaching (Freidman &
Kass, 2002), enthusiasm for teaching (Guskey, 138%) meeting needs of students
(Guskey, 1988) and attitudes and anxieties abeutetiiching domain (Westerback,
1982) to be considered in addition to years afhe®y experience, English competency

and self reported proficiency that influence instous’ student engagement efficacy.

When each of the predictor variables in Model lensmalyzed, the results of the study

indicated that years of teaching experience vagiabiquely did not have a significant
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contribution while English competency variable@aated for 1% and self reported
proficiency accounted for 3% of the variation iiestructors self efficacy beliefs in
student engagement. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk(B@07) found that there were
no differences between novice and experienced ¢éesuoh efficacy for student
engagement. Rather than experience, they concthdéderbal persuasion

significantly predicted novice teachers’ senseffi€acy because “teachers who are
struggling in their early years in their careersdtéo lean more heavily on the support of
their colleagues” (p.953). The results of the pnéséudy also indicated that years of

teaching experience is not a significant prediofstudent engagement efficacy.

Other predictor variables in the model were thglege competency and self reported
proficiency. Although these two variables sigrafitly predicted student engagement
efficacy, they predict student engagement effictdpwer levels. English competency
variable accounted for 1% while self reported mieficy accounted for 3% of the
variation in student engagement efficacy. In ledyg with pre-service instructors, Er
(2009) found out that English competency did ngh#icantly predict student
engagement efficacy. In contrast to the Englishpetency, Chacon (2005) found
positive correlations between Venezuelan EFL teatelf-reported and their sense of
efficacy for engagement. Depending on these estitan be said that although subject

matter competency and proficiency is an importamistruct while studying self efficacy
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beliefs, as for student engagement there mighther @ariables to be considered in

terms of engaging students.

In addition to these results related to Modellg results related to Model 2, which had
another predictor variable, graduate departmeraddition to the variables stated in
Model 1 (See Table 4.8), indicated that graduagadment did not predict instructors’
student engagement self efficacy. In a qualitagively conducted by Yuksel (2010) in
his MSc. thesis titled as Teacher Efficacy Bel@f3 urkish EFL Teachers, interview
results indicated that there appears to be thresilple reasons for the relatively low
efficacy for student engagement as reported by t€kthers. The first possibility was
identified as curricula, standardized tests, ardl@iermined teaching methods affect
teachers in a negative way while trying to engdgdents in the learning process. The
second possibility could be the uncooperative scboaronment. The final possibility
might be studentsprofile these teachers work with. Hence, by comsind) these reasons
suggested by this study in literature, the resafithe present study also indicated that
rather than years of teaching experience, Engbshpetency, self reported proficiency,
graduate department, there might be other factopg tconsidered for predicting

instructors’ student engagement efficacy.
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5.1.2.2 The predictors of instructors’ instructonal strategies efficacy

A hierarchical regression analysis was conductdohtbout to what extent years of
teaching experience, English competency scords,esrted English proficiency and
graduate department predict instructors’ instrualstrategies efficacy. According to
the results of the study, in Model 1, 10 % of tlaeiance in instructional strategy
efficacy of instructors was predicted by yearseaithing experience, English
competency scores, and self reported English peoity (See Table 4.12). In her study,
Chacon (2005) found out positive correlations betwiastructional strategies self
efficacy beliefs and language proficiency, yet elationship between experience and
instructional strategies self efficacy beliefs. &ktlthe unique contribution of each
predictor has been analyzed in the present stugyseen that although years of
teaching experience variable uniquely had a sicgnifi contribution to prediction
equation, it uniquely accounted for only 0.8% d tfariation. While 8% of the
variance in instructional strategies efficacy wesdpcted by self reported proficiency,
English competency variable uniquely accounted®®rof the variation. In addition to
Chacon’s finding, Er (2009) found out that 12%lod variance in pre-service
instructors’ self efficacy for instructional strgiewas predicted by competency scores.
Rather than years of teaching experience, thereavgagnificant relationship between
teachers’ sense of efficacy or confidence in teaghinglish and English language

proficiency (Chacon, 2002, 2005; Kim, 2001; Shif032). Hence, it might be said that
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the teachers with high competency believe that #reyefficacious in instructional
strategies. They believe that they can respondfioudt questions, craft good questions,
provide alternative explanations and gauge themmprehension of what they are taught.
Moreover, achieving all these in their non-natieduage, English, requires proficiency
and competency in that language. That is probahly competency and proficiency in
English predicted instructional strategies selicatfy beliefs of instructors rather than

years of teaching experience.

In contrast to the predictor variables in Modeltlie results related to Model 2, which
had another predictor variable, graduate departi(@=® Table 4.8), indicated that
graduate department did not predict instructorstructional strategies self efficacy

beliefs.

5.1.2.3 The predictors of instructors’ classram management efficacy

The last hierarchical regression analysis was ccteduo find out to what extent years
of teaching experience, English competency scemtreported English proficiency
and graduate department predict instructors’ atesarmanagement efficacy. According
to the results of the study, in Model 1, 10.4 %haf variance in classroom management
efficacy of instructors was predicted by yearseaithing experience, English
competency scores, and self reported English peoity (See Table 4.13). These

results in Model 1 indicated that the variancelassroom management efficacy is
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influenced by years of teaching experience, Engl@hpetency and self reported

proficiency.

However, when the unique contribution of each mtedito the model was analyzed, it
was seen that English competency variable didigatfeeantly predict classroom
management efficacy while years of teaching expee predicted 6.3 % of the
variance in classroom management efficacy andegtfrted proficiency predicted 4%
of it. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) foluthat experienced teachers in
their sample had higher self-efficacy beliefs thamnovice teachers in classroom
management efficacy. Moreover, in their study Aklbad Moradkhani (2010) found

out that the more experienced the teacher, the gfbocacious he feels himself in
managing classroom. These results suggested Wyettature also support the results of
the present study. Thus, it can be said that y&aesaching experience in teaching is a
significant factor influencing teachers’ beliefthreir abilities to manage a classroom;
that is, to control disruptive behavior in the sla®m, to make expectations clear about
student behavior, to keep activities running smigotb get children to follow

classroom rules, to calm a student who is disrepivnoisy, to establish a classroom
management system with each group of studentgdp & few problem students form
ruining an entire lesson, and to respond to degardents. On the other hand, Er (2009)
found out that English competency, KPDS, did nedjot pre-service teachers’

classroom management efficacy. This result highppsrts the result obtained in the
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present study. In terms of self reported proficigrstudies done by Chacon (2005) and
Eslami and Fatahi (2008) found positive correlaibetween self reported proficiency
and classroom management efficacy. As for thersplirted proficiency in English, the
results of the present study indicate that teatpesficiency in using the target
language in classroom might have a strong relatipnsith their efficacy in classroom
management. This is also supported by the coroelalegree between self-reported
proficiency and classroom management efficacy feefie.17,p<.001 ). Similarly, in
the interviews conducted with English teachers,salk2010) found out that all the
teachers participating in interviews reported thatr English proficiency affects their
efficacy in managing the classroom. It might alscshid that the more capable
instructors feel themselves in using English, tleeerefficacious they are in handling

the misbehaviors.

Lastly, in contrast to the predictor variables indél 1, the results related to Model 2,
which had another predictor variable, graduate deynt (See Table 4.8), indicated
that graduate department did not predict instrgttdassroom management self

efficacy beliefs.
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5.1.3  The relationship between instructors’ $ieefficacy beliefs and their use of

language teaching methods

In order to analyze the relationship between irtstrs’ self efficacy beliefs and their
use of language teaching methods Pearson Produnektacorrelation analysis was
utilized. As for the self efficacy composite scoraishough there was a significant
relationship between instructors’ self efficacyiéksl and their use of communicative
language teaching methods, 27 still indicates a low degree of relationshmreover,
there was a significant relationship between tis¢ructors use of communicative
method and their student engagement efficacy lgwed1,p <.001), instructional
strategies self efficacy beliefsx(29,p <.001) and classroom management efficacy
beliefs ¢=.15,p <.05) whereas there was no significant relatigndletween the
instructors’ use of grammar translation method seltiefficacy beliefs in student
engagement, instructional strategies and classroanagement. Similarly, Eslami and
Fatahi (2008) found out that the more efficacidwesteachers felt, the more inclined
they were to use communicative-based strategiasce¢he literature supported the
results of the present study. Since communicatinaegies are more students centered
ones in comparison to grammar oriented stratethiesncrease in instructors’ self
efficacy beliefs would naturally orchestrate thé\aites they conduct in class (Gibson

& Dembo, 1984).
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5.2 Implications for further research

Implications for further research are put forwardhis part.

1. The participants of this study were only instrustaorking at universities in
Ankara. A nation-wide study can be conducted tcerambroader perspective on

instructors’ self efficacy beliefs.

2. Effects of similar variables and other variableshsas in service training
programs, grade level, and teacher’s motivatioratda teaching can be

examined in another study.

3. The study might be conducted with language teackieosare working for high

schools, elementary schools starting from gradeddupward.

4. In the present study, correlational design waszetilto study on instructors’ use
of language teaching methods and their self effi¢eatiefs by a self reported
survey. In order to eliminate the problems reldtedelf reported data, classroom
observations might be done or the survey mightdveldped with open-ended
cases in terms of using language teaching metimoaddition to quantitative

research methods.

5. In addition to using teacher efficacy scale, s#itacy beliefs for teaching
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English might be explored by developing a disciplapecific instrument that
measures efficacy for teaching reading, listenapgaking, writing, grammar

and lexis.

6. Efficacy for language teaching skills might be expt by only using a more

comprehensive measurer instrument like TOEFL.

5.3 Implications for practice

In this section, some implications for practice gvput forward in the light of research

results.

According to Bandura (1993, 1997), teachers’ bglieftheir instructional efficacy
influence the kind of learning environment theyateeto orchestrate learning. (Gibson
& Dembo, 1984). In this respect, self efficacy biiof teachers play an important role
in effective teaching. Research conducted ovep#st three decades has found that
engaging students into learning and reaching avelifficult and unmotivated students
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984), instructional practicesadtced in the classroom (Bandura,
1997), teachers’ classroom management and comtadégies (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990;
Woolfolk , 1990); and it is affected by teachgystsonal characteristics such as
competency (Campbell, 1996; Cantrell , 2003; How&olfolk, 1993), and experience

(Ghaith & Shaaban, 1999; Ross, Cousins, & Gad&@)L Due to this obvious

126



importance of this construct in the field of teanjithe institutions where instructors
work and their training programs should evaluaagrtéfficacy levels and find strategies
to both enhance and maintain efficacy beliefs sfrirctors. This study has the

following implications:

1. Years of experience in teaching significantly pegetil self efficacy beliefs of
instructors, especially in classroom managemeitaefy beliefs. Hence, both
training programs and institutions should createaofunities to instructors to
develop their experience in teaching. The instigimay provide in-service
training programs so that the novice teachers wbaie the opportunity of

practice more and developing their teaching andaga@ment perspectives.

2. Although competency scores (KPDS) significantlydiceed self efficacy
composite scores, self reported proficiency in f&kills had predicted both self
efficacy composite scores and self efficacy beliefstudent engagement,
instructional strategies and classroom managemerg.rience, in addition to
KPDS exam results which are the only criteria f@tiuctor recruitment in terms
of language competency, the institutions should aésse oral and written
proficiency exam. KPDS exam does not include algkills that show language
competency; in addition, it measures only subjeatt@n competency rather than

the knowledge of teaching English.
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3. The relationship between instructors’ self effichejiefs and their use of
communicative language teaching methods indicatevthen self efficacy
beliefs of instructors are promoted, this will leflected in their choice of
approach to teaching English or in broader termshimg language.
Communicative language teaching method is the tha¢ involve learners in
using the language for communicative rather thapldy purposes, that focus on
fluency rather than accuracy and which involveress in pair or group work as
a setting for that communication (Spratt,1999). §/lromoting self efficacy
beliefs of instructors will also promote the useaghethod that upholds language

fluency.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

OGRETMEN OZYETERL iK OLCE Gi

Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olcegi
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1.Calsmasi zor @rencilere ulgmayi ne kadar 9 7 5 3 1
basarabilirsiniz?
2. Ggrencilerin elatirel distinmelerini ne kadar 9 7 5 3 1
sglayabilirsiniz?
3. Sinifta dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen dawlani 9 7 5 3 1
kontrol etmeyi ne kadar glyabilirsiniz?
4. Derslere az ilgi gosteregr@ncileri motive etmeyi | 9 7 5 3 1
ne kadar sglayabilirsiniz?
5. Gerenci davrangariyla ilgili beklentilerinizi ne 9 7 5 3 1
kadar acik ortaya koyabilirsiniz?
6. Qzrencileri okulda bgarili olabileceklerine 9 7 5 3 1
inandirmayi ne kadar gayabilirsiniz?
7. Gerencilerin zor sorularina ne kadar iyi cevap 9 7 5 3 1
verebilirsiniz?
8. Sinifta yapilan etkinliklerin duizenli yurimesire 9 7 5 3 1
kadar iyi sglayabilirsiniz?
9. Gerencilerin @&renmeye dger vermelerini ne kadar 9 7 5 3 1
saslayabilirsiniz?
10. Gprettiklerinizin Ggrenciler tarafindan kavranip | 9 7 5 3 1

kavranmadiini ne kadar iyi dgerlendirebilirsiniz?
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9 7 5 3 1

11. Gerencilerinizi iyi bir sekilde

degerlendirmesine olanak gayacak sorulari ne

Olciide hazirlayabilirsiniz?

12. Gerencilerin yaraticiginin gelsmesine ne 9 7 5 3 1

kadar yardimci olabilirsiniz?

13. Ggrencilerin sinif kurallarina uymalarini ne | 9 7 5 3 1

kadar sglayabilirsiniz?

14. Baarisiz bir @rencinin dersi daha iyi 9 7 5 3 1

anlamasini ne kadardayabilirsiniz?

15. Dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen ya da derst¢ 9 7 5 3 1

gurultd yapan grencileri ne kadar

yatstirabilirsiniz?

16. Farkli @renci gruplarina uygun sinif yénetim 9 7 5 3 1

sistemi ne kadar iyi olturabilirsiniz?

17. Derslerin her birgrencinin seviyesine uygur] 9 7 5 3 1

olmasini ne kadar gtayabilirsiniz?

18. Farkli dgerlendirme yontemlerini ne kadar | 9 7 5 3 1

kullanabilirsiniz?

19. Birkag problemli grencinin derse zarar 9 7 5 3 1

vermesini ne kadar iyi engelleyebilirsiniz?

20. Qorencilerin kafasi kagtiginda ne kadar 9 7 5 3 1

alternatif aciklama ya da 6rnekgtayabilirsiniz?

21. Sizi hice sayan davratar gosteren 9 7 5 3 1

Ogrencilerle ne kadar iyi keedebilirsiniz?

22. Cocuklarinin okulda karili olmalarina 9 7 5 3 1

yardimci olmalari igin ailelere ne kadar destek

olabilirsiniz?

23. Sinifta farkli @retim yontemlerini ne kadar | 9 7 5 3 1

iyi uygulayabilirsiniz?

24. Cok yetenekli grencilere uygun grenme 9 7 5 3 1

ortamini ne kadar gkayabilirsiniz?

145




TEACHER SELF EFFICACY SCALE

Teacher Self Efficacy Scale

a great deal
quite a bit

©
oo
~
(o2}

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

2. How much can you do to help your students think9 | 8| 7| 6
critically?

3. How much can you do to control disruptive 98| 7| 6
behavior in the classroom?

4. How much can you do to motivate studentswho| 9 | 8| 7| 6
show low interest in school work?

5. To what extent can you make your expectations| 9 | 8| 7| 6
clear about student behavior?

6. How much can you do to get students to believe] 9 | 8| 7| 6
they can do well in school work?

7. How well can you respond to difficult questions | 9 | 8| 7| 6
from your students?

8. How well can you establish routines to keep 98| 7| 6
activities running smoothly?

9. How much can you do to help your students value9 | 8| 7| 6
learning?

10. How much can you measure student 98| 7| 6
comprehension of what you have taught?

11. To what extent can you craft good questions for
your students?

12. How much can you do to foster student creg@vit 9 | 8| 7| 6
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very little
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13. How much can you do to get children to follow | 9 7 5 3 1
classroom rules?
14. How much can you do to improve the 9 7 5 3 1
understanding of a student who is failing?
15. How much can you do to calm a student who i 9 7 5 3 1
disruptive or noisy?
16. How well can you establish a classroom 9 7 5 3 1
management system with each group of
students?
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons tq 9 7 5 3 1
the proper level for individual students?
18. How much can you use a variety of assessmerit 9 7 5 3 1
strategies?
19. How well can you keep a few problem students 9 7 5 3 1
form ruining an entire lesson?
20. To what extent can you provide an alternative | 9 7 5 3 1
explanation or example when
students are confused?
21. How well can you respond to defiant students?| 9 7 5 3 1
9 7 5 3 1
22. How much can you assist families in helpingrthe
children do well in school?
23. How well can you implement alternative stragsgi 9 7 5 3 1
in your classroom?
24. How well can you provide appropriate challenge<9 7 5 3 1

for very capable students?
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APPENDIX B

DIL YETERL iLiK OLCE Gi
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Ingilizce dergi, gazete ve popiler
romanlari okudgumda 6 5 4 3 2 1
anlayabilirim.
Ingilizce okudgum
metinlerden/okuduklarimdan 6 5 4 3 2 1
cikarimlar yapabilirim.
Ingilizce bir metinden bilinmeyen
kelimelerin anlamini bdamdan 6 5 4 3 2 1
cikarabilirim.
Aktarmak istediim anlami
engelleyecek hatalar yapmaksizin
Ingilizce § mektuplari ve kiisel 6 5 4 3 2 1
mektuplar yazabilirim.
Bildigim bir konu hakkinda kisa
bir Iingilizce makale yazabilirim. 6 5 4 3 2 1
Farkl tirdeki bavuru formlarini
(6r. Kredi karti bavurusu) 6 5 4 3 2 1
Ingilizce doldurabilirim.
N_ormal_bw hlzdai_r_\glllzce kongan 6 5 4 3 5 1
iki kisiyi anlayabilirim.
Ingilizce filmleri alt yazisiz
anlarim. 6 5 4 3 2 !
Telesekretere birakilgingilizce
bir mesaji anlayabilirim. 6 5 4 3 2 1
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10 | Ingilizce kongan biriyle yuz ylze
iletisim esnasinda kogmaya
normal bir hizda katilabilirim. 5 4 3 2 1
11 | Genel konular hakkinda
konwurken, diglncelerimi
Ingilizce ifade edebilir ve 6 5 4 3 2 1
destekleyebilirim.
12 | ingilizce kongan insanlar
tarafindan yaygin olarak kullanila 6 5 4 3 5 1

deyimlerin anlamlarini
anlayabilirim.




SELF REPORTED PROFICIENCY SCALE
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| can understand magazines,
newspapers, and popular novels 6 5 4 3
when | read them in English.
| can draw inferences/conclusions
. . 6 5 4 3
from what | read in English.
| can figure out the meaning of
unknown words in English from the 6 5 4 3
context.
| can write business and personal
letters in English without errors that 6 5 4 3
interfere the meaning | want to
convey.
| can write a short essay in English 6 5 4 3
on a topic of my knowledge.
| can fill in different kinds of
applications in English (e.g., credit 6 5 4 3
card applications).
| can understand when two Englisht 6 5 4 3
speakers talk at a normal speed.
| understand English films without
. g 6 5 | 4| 3
subtitles.
| can understand a message in
English on an answering machine.
6 5 4 3
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In face-to-face interaction with an
English-speaker, | can participate ina 6 5 4 3
conversation at a normal speed.
11
| can express and support my
opinions in English when speaking 6 5 4
about general topics.
12 | | understand the meaning of
common idiomatic expressions used 6 5 4

by English-speakers.




APPENDIX C

DiL OGRETIM YONTEM i OLCEGI
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1 | Anlasilmasi zor olan terim ve kavramlari agiklamak ifpigilizce
L o o 5| 4 3 211
yerine @rencilerin ana dilini kullanirim.
2 | Ogrencilerden yeni sozciik ya da s6zcik 6beklering@aginde
i S 5| 4 3 211
kullanimini géstermeden ezberlemesini isterim.
3 | Ders igi etkinlik olarak grencilerdeningilizce bir metindeki
) . . S . L 5| 4 3 211
cumleleri kendi ana dillerine ¢evirmelerini isterim
4 | Ogrencilerime problem ¢6zme (problem solution) etkigkinin
.. 3 5| 4 3 211
cevaplarini tartmalari igin olanak gdarim.
5 | Ogrencilere ana dilingilizce olan kongmacilarin kongmalarini
dinletirim ve onlardan bu kogmalarla ilgili sorulari 5| 4 3 2| 1
cevaplamalarini isterim.
6 | Yapi olarak cok yonliingilizce cumleleri agiklamak icin sadece 5 | 4 3 2| 1
dilbilgisi kurallarindan faydalanirim.
7 | Firsatim oldgunda siniftdngilizce film ve videolar izletirim ve
ogrencilerden bu film ve videolarla ilgili tagmmalara 5| 4 3 2| 1
katilmalarini isterim.
8 | Ogrencileriningilizce’yi akici kongabilmelerinden cok
dilbilgisine uygun, dgru ctimleler kurabilmelerine dikkat 5| 4 3 2| 1
ederim.
9 | Ogrencilerin sinif ici iletsimlerindeingilizce kullanmalarini ister 5| 4 3 o1 1
ve onlari sinif dunda daingilizce kongmaya tevik ederim.
10 | Ogrencilere gercek hayatla ilgili durumlar(érneklegnar
onlardan bu durumlara uygun ¢6zim ve yanitlar Ueétrmi
isterim 5| 4 3 21 1
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LANGUAGE TEACHING METHODS SCALE
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1 | I use students' native language rather than Englisiplain
e 5 4 3 2 1
terms or concepts that are difficult to understand.
2 | | ask students to memorize new vocabulary or pkraggout
. . 5 4 3 2 1
showing them how to use the words in context.
3 | As a classroom exercise, | ask students to transiagle 5 4 3 5 1
sentences in the English text into their nativgleage.
4 | | give students the opportunity to get into groapd discuss 5 4 3 5 1
answers to problem-solving activities.
5 | | play audio tapes that feature native Englistakpes'
conversation exchanges and ask students to answstians 5 4 3 2 1
related to the conversation.
6 | | use grammatical rules to explain complex Engéishtences | 5 4 3 2 1
to students.
7 | | play English films and videos in class and askishts to 5 4 3 5 1
engage in discussions about the films or videos.
8 | | pay more attention to whether students can preduc
grammatically correct sentences than whether thayspeak 5 4 3 2 1
English with fluency.
9 | | ask students to converse with one another inigimgind
encourage them to find opportunities to speak Ehgutside | 5 4 3 2 1
the classroom.
10 | | present students with real-life situations arkithem to
come up with responses or answers in English tieat a
appropriate to these situations. 5 4 | 3| 2] 1
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