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ABSTRACT

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PREPARATORY SCHOOL INSTRUCTORS’ SENSE
OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR STUDENTS’ SUCCESS AND FAILURE

Bozu, Dilek
Msc., Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Supervisor  : Prof. Dr. Ahmet Ok

March 2016, 126 pages

This present study aimed to investigate English language preparatory school
instructors’ sense of responsibility for their students’ success and failure, and the
relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and their sense of
responsibility and examine to what extent years of teaching experience, English
proficiency scores, teacher self-efficacy and teacher motivation predict instructors’
sense of responsibility for their students’ success and failure. The participants were
207 English instructors working in preparatory schools. Data were collected from
foundation and public universities in Ankara. Data collection instruments were
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale
and Teacher Motivation Scale. To analyze the data, descriptive, correlation and
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted. The results showed instructors

had a moderate level of responsibility for their students’ success and failure.
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Besides, they showed more responsibility for their students’ success than failure.
The results of correlation analysis showed there was a significant and positive
relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and their sense of
responsibility for students’ success while there is no relationship between
instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and their sense of responsibility for students’
failure. Findings of hierarchical regression analysis indicated instructors’ overall
sense of responsibility for their students’ success and failure was uniquely
predicted by teacher motivation variable. In terms of sense of responsibility for
students’ success, the results of the study indicated only teacher self-efficacy
variable uniquely had a significant contribution to prediction equation. As for the
sense of responsibility for students’ failure, the findings showed that none of the

variables significantly predicted it.

Keywords: Teacher responsibility, Teacher self-efficacy, Teacher motivation,
English language preparatory school instructors, English proficiency.
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INGILIZCE HAZIRLIK OKULU OKUTMANLARININ OGRENCi BASARI VE
BASARISIZLIGINDAN SORUMLULUK ALGISI

Bozu, Dilek
Master, Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Boliimii

Tez Y Oneticisi : Prof. Dr. Ahmet Ok

Mart 2016, 126 sayfa

Bu ¢alismada, Ingilizce hazirlik okulu okutmanlarinin dgrencilerinin basari
ve basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisinin, okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 ve
sorumluluk algis1 arasindaki iliskinin ve 6gretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik
puanlari, 6gretmen 6z yeterligi ve motivasyonun, okutmanlarin &grencilerinin
basar1 ve basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisini ne derece yordadiginin incelenmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Katilimeilar, hazirhik okullarinda ¢alisan 207  Ingilizce
okutmanidir. Veri, Ankara’daki vakif ve devlet tniversitelerinden toplanmistir.
Veri toplama araglari, Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi, Ogrenci Basarisindan
Sorumluluk Olgegi, ve Ogretmen Motivasyonu Olgegi® dir. Veri analizi igin,
betimsel, korelasyon ve hiyerarsik ¢coklu regresyon analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir.
Sonuglar, okutmanlarin &grencilerinin bagar1 ve basarisizligi i¢in orta seviyede

genel sorumluluk algisina sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, okutmanlar
Vi



ogrencilerinin basarisi i¢in, basarisizliga gore daha yiiksek sorumluluk algisina
sahiptirler. Korelasyon analizi, 6gretmenlerin &zyeterlilik inaglar1 ile 6grenci
basarisindan sorumluluk alma algis1 arasinda olumlu ve anlamli bir iliski oldugunu
diger yandan Ogretmenlerin Ozyeterlilik inaclari ile 6grenci basarisizligindan
sorumluluk alma algis1 arasinda bir iliski olmadigin1 gostermistir. Hiyerarsik ¢oklu
regresyon analizi, okutmanlarin 6grencilerinin bagsar1 ve basarisizligl i¢in genel
sorumluluk algisinin sadece Ogretmen motivasyonu tarafindan yordandigini
gostermektedir. Okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisi agisindan,
calismanin  sonuglari, sadece Ogretmen Ozyeterlik degiskeninin yordama
denklemine &nemli bir katkisi oldugunu gostermektedir. Ogrenci basarisizligindan
sorumluluk algisina gelince ise, sonuglar, hi¢cbir degiskenin bu algiy1

yordamadigini gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretmen sorumlulugu, Ogretmen dzyeterligi, Ogretmen

motivasyonu, ingilizce hazirlik okulu okutmanlari, Ingilizce yeterligi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

In today’s world, English is the chief communication language in social and
business environment (Yang, Chuang, Li, & Tseng, 2013) and the most popular
language in the internet (Internet World Statistics, 2013). Also, Kuppens (2013)
states that the internationalization of culture and media has brought the global
spread of English inevitably and Crystal (2000) suggests that almost 25% of the
world population use English. Therefore, many people from all over the world
spend lots of time, effort and money to learn English as a vital need to survive in
today’s global life. Therefore, teaching of such a valid language has become an
important item in scholars’ agenda. Besides, English language teachers and
instructors with good qualifications are required to provide students an optimum
environment for instruction, to promote education and to meet the needs of the
students.

Turkey has been affected by the global prevalence of English, too. With the
current transition to new 4+4+4 model, the English language teaching program was
redesigned. Within this new structure, English language teaching begins from 2"
grade instead of 4™ grade of elementary school, which will make students receive
English language instruction at the age of almost 8 or 8.5. As a result, the new
program has provided an earlier start for learning a foreign language. The most
important aim of the language policy in Turkey is to develop learner’s
communicative competency to enable them to use the target language effectively
(MEB Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu Baskanligi, 2013). Both state and private
institutions provide English language education from elementary school level to

post graduate levels, even it begins at nursery level in some private schools. In



addition to language preparatory school programs, many universities offer English
courses for different purposes and different skills to ensure their graduates’ English
language competency after graduation. Especially as of 1982, there has been an
important increase in the number of universities and students in Turkey (Cetinsaya,
2014). Considering the profile shortly mentioned above, this great increase in
student number and the importance of English in both academic and business life,
much more burden has fallen on English instructors, which results in high
expectancy and more responsibility for teaching English than it was assumed
before.

However, despite the early exposure to English and ongoing revisions and
efforts, a huge number of students cannot use English effectively in an English-
language medium environment after they graduate from high school (MEB Talim
ve Terbiye Kurulu Bagkanligi, 2013). Consequently, when students come to
university levels, either they have difficulties with succeeding in must English
courses or they cannot pass the exemption exams applied by university preparatory
schools and have to study one year English preparatory program. In addition to
that, in spite of the continuity of English language education at university level, the
lack of communication skills and low proficiency level seem to continue. For
example, in English First English Proficiency Index (2014), Turkey has a very low
proficiency level with a rank of 47 among 63 countries in terms of adult learners’
English proficiency levels. Additionally, in 2013, the average total Test of English
as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) score of Turkish people was 76 out of 120, which
is the least score in Europe (Test and Score Data, 2013). These numbers show that
in our country, there seems to be a problem with the success of teaching foreign
language.

It is accepted that schools exist to educate students and to prepare positive
learning environments, but the reality might be a bit different as stated above.
Then, “What affects the students’ achievement?”. It is one of the most prominent
but complex research topics since there may be various reasons behind the failure
and success. Communication, learning facilities, proper guidance, family and stress
are some of the factors that have an effect on the students’ achievement levels

(Mushtaq & Khan, 2012). Additionally, age, parental social economic status, daily



study hours have a profound impact on the success of graduate students (Ali,
Haider, Munir, Khan, & Ahmed, 2013). Besides, factors related to education
system also influence the students’ success (Kurt, 2013a).

More specifically, various factors might influence the foreign language
achievement level in Turkish context. Memory, oral skills and task utility are some
of the significant variables affecting the success in learning a foreign language
(Deniz, Giilden, & Apaydm Sen, 2013). Anxiety is another variable; Oner and
Gediklioglu (2007) and Dogan (2012) reached the conclusion that the concern felt
while learning a foreign language influenced the success of the students in
secondary schools. Vatanartiran, Dalgi¢ and Karadeniz (2014) found that gender,
parents’ education level, the socioeconomic status of the family, the income level,
attitude towards learning a language and activities outside the school are some of
the predictors of foreign language achievement level in Turkey. Additionally, the
lack of contemporary teaching methods, materials, equipment are other elements
that influence students’ success (Gokdemir, 2010; Giinday, 2007).

On the other hand, there are different groups who have great power in
education setting: Ministry of Education, politicians, administrators, teachers,
students, parents are some of them and each party naturally has responsibility for
students’ success and failure to some extent; however, there is little or no
consensus on who or what has the most responsibility for students’ achievement.
James and Pollard (2006) stated that:

Promoting the learning and achievement of pupils is a main aim of school
education. Teaching is the main way of achieving this. Teaching and learning
are what ultimately make a difference in the mind of the learner, and thus affect
knowledge, skills, attitudes and the capacity of young people to contribute to
contemporary societies (p. 4).

In the same way, Coleman (1968) suggested that in the last decades,
responsibility for students’ success passed from students and parents to instructors
and success was educational institutions’ responsibility, not the students’. Besides,
Ekici (2013) proposes that since teachers have the responsibility for instruction
within the classroom, their role in students’ success and failure cannot be denied.
Schalock (1998) also suggests that responsibility mostly depends on teachers since

they are directly responsible for learning in the classroom. However, Broadfoot,



Osborn, Gilly and Paillet (1987) suggested that English teachers usually consider
that a student’s progress in school is not basically the responsibility of the teacher.

Teachers’ behaviors, expectations, perceptions influence their behaviors and
their interaction with the students (Georgiou, Christou, Stavrinides, & Panaoura,
2002) and responsibility perception is one of these constructs that affect teacher
behavior. Lauermann (2013) suggests that responsibility can be seen as both a
personality feature and situation-dependent construct and teachers’ responsibility
perceptions possibly affect their teaching practices, psychological situation and
their students’ achievement levels. The construct of teacher responsibility has also
been associated with positive thoughts about teaching (Guskey, 1984) and teachers’
eagerness to use new instructional techniques (Guskey, 1988). Instead of using
external awards and sanctions, explaining teachers’ internal responsibility
perception can help to reach the desired results and developments (Lauermann,
2013). Teachers’ eagerness to take responsibility for students’ outcomes also
affects their interaction with the students on the expression of the value and
expectations. This teacher act affects students’ perceptions, which in turn
influences students’ performance, classroom behaviors and their welfare in a way
(LoGerfo, 2004). Teacher responsibility can be linked to pursuing ethical norms
and educational rules, having a sense of necessity to supply the students with the
optimum instruction, assessing the preferred teaching methods and its educational
results and caring for students’ needs (Lauermann, 2013).

According to Guskey (1981), teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs and
responsibility perceptions for students’ achievement are closely related. Studies
have shown that teachers who are good at promoting their students learning
generally have some common characteristics one of which is having a high level of
teacher self-efficacy (Guskey, 1988). Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy and Hoy
(1998) also state that teacher self-efficacy has impact on teachers’ attempts for
teaching, determining goals and their motivation to teach and student achievement.
Besides, teachers with high self efficacy are self regulated teachers who reflect on
their behaviors and do necessary changes in their instructional choices when the
learning results are not good (White & DiBenedetto, 2015). Teachers self regulate

their behaviours through three steps: “forethought, performance control and self-



reflection” (Capa-Aydm, Sungur, Uzuntiryaki, 2009, p.g. 346). Self-regulation
enables students to feel responsible for their own learning (Capa-Aydin et al.,
2009). In the same way, it may help teachers take responsibility for their
instruction. Similarly, having high self-regulatory skills has been found to be
positively linked to locus of control and intrinsic motivation in the job. English
teachers with high self-regulatory skills were found to have an inclination to
attribute failing of their students to internal elements and have genuine interest in
teaching (Toussi & Ghanizadeh, 2012). Self regulation was also found to be an
important sign of teacher success and teachers having self-regulatory abilities were
found to be more effective in terms of using metacognitive skills to reach the
instructional aims (Toussi, Ghanizadeh, & Boori, 2011).

Guskey (1981) stated that whatever the origin of the responsibility is,
responsibility for students’ success is among the important teacher characteristics
influencing the student learning. Results showed that students perform better when
teachers take collective responsibility for students’ achievement rather than putting
the blame on students (Lee & Smith, 1996). Additionally, Smith (1994) stated that
teachers should show commitment to advocating the efforts of students to enable
students succeed; however, commitment is not enough on its own, the teachers
should also believe in themselves for helping students be successful and take
responsibility for students’ achievement.

Teacher attribution of student failure has great concern since it also affects a
teacher’s behavior against the unsuccessful student. To illustrate, teachers feel less
angry when they think the reason behind the failure is the students’ ability.
However, teachers become angry when they think the students fail because they do
not make enough effort. Besides, when teachers accept responsibility for students’
failure, they tend to continue to try helping their students succeed (Georgiou et al.,
2002).

Considering the university teachers, the situation is not so different.
University teachers are generally expected to have professional competence
including field knowledge and good research skills. However, the expectancies are
not limited to only theoretical and empirical specialization. Additionally, it is

required that teachers have some characteristic features, motivation and ambition to



continue their self development. Besides, they are also expected to have
responsibility for the things they can affect through their efforts considering their
students and society’s needs (Sembradov & Hubackova, 2014).

Regarding the points mentioned above, teachers’ responsibility perceptions
require attention in education context since this kind of perception is influential in
shaping the teacher and student behaviors, classroom energy and the instruction.
Besides, there is a growing emphasis on educational responsibility especially in
Europe, so more insight into when teachers tend to have more responsibility for
their students and instruction is necessary. Moreover, the results of personal
responsibility for teacher motivation, senses, psychological wellbeing and
instructional activities should be focused further (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2014).
However, there has been not enough attention to the assessment of teacher
responsibility and there is limited proof that how teachers sense their
responsibilities and in what conditions they accept or reject responsibility
(Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013). Moreover, though there are varied studies
related to self-efficacy beliefs of teachers, studies on responsibility for students’
achievement are very limited in English language teaching contexts, in addition to
that, whether the English teachers take responsibility for their students’
achievement in learning English is a significant question that has not had an answer
yet in Turkish context.

Considering all of these points, the current study aimed to satisfy the need
asserted above and specifically focused on the responsibility level of English
language preparatory school instructors for their students’ success and failure. The
research about the variables influencing the responsibility construct and predicting
it has much importance for increasing the quality of language teaching at university
preparatory schools.

1.2 Purpose and Problem Statement

The main purpose of this study was to investigate English language
preparatory school instructors’ sense of responsibility for their students’ success
and failure, and the factors that influence it. The study also aimed to investigate

relationship between instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and



failure and self-efficacy beliefs. Lastly, it aimed to find out to what extent

instructors’ years of teaching experience, instructors’ English proficiency scores,

instructors’  self-efficacy beliefs and instructors” motivation level predict

instructors’ sense Of responsibility for students’ success and failure. For this study,

research questions are formulated as following:

1.

2.

3.

What is instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and

failure?

1.1 What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?

1.2 What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure?

What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and

overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure?

2.1 What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and

sense of responsibility for students’ success?

2.2 What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and
sense of responsibility for students’ failure?

To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores,
self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict instructors’

overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure?

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency
scores, self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict

instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?

3.2 To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency
scores, self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict

instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure?
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1.3 Significance of the Study

Since English is a global language, to be able to speak English may have a
favorable impact on developing both economical and individual relations with
other countries and the innovation capacity of Turkey. In addition to being an
international trade language, English is also the main language for world
communication, tourism sector and labour market (British Council & Tepav, 2014).
Besides, in Turkey, more than 30 percent of job vacancies require the knowledge of
English (British Council & Tepav, 2014). According to the report on the state of
English in higher education in Turkey by British Council (2015), “the lack of
English” is an important element that impacts the quality of education in higher
education because it results in reaching limited international academic sources and
less exchange opportunities for academic staff and students. By taking these
possible contributions of using English effectively, teaching that language has
become an indispensable part of Turkey’s education system beginning from
elementary level to higher education level.

British Council report (2015) revealed that students come to English
language preparatory schools with lack of motivation and an Al or Al+ (Basic
user) English proficiency level according to Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) scale. Considering the education system in
Turkey, higher education is the last step in formal education system, so it can be
said that it is the last chance for any student at this education level to acquire
necessary English skills before they get a start in business or academic life.
Therefore, as a higher education institution, universities are expected to have an
effective role in providing a qualified language instruction. At this point, the
responsibility also falls on the English instructors working in universities since they
provide the language education in classes.

In concern with the English instructors working in universities, the British
Council report (2015) reveals that considering European and international
standards, English instructors working at English language preparatory schools in
Turkey generally have a good level of English proficiency, and almost two-thirds
of them have an MA or Msc degree. Besides, in the same report, most of English

language preparatory school classrooms are found to have enough equipment in



terms of teaching materials, technology and resources. Additionally, the English
language preparatory schools in both foundation and state universities have the
privilidge to choose their own teaching materials and prepare their own exams.
Considering the potential and the sources the language preparatory schools have, it
is reasonable to expect that the English instructors can help their students achieve
great things when they feel more responsible at this point.

Having a high level of teaching efficacy perception and taking
responsibility for students’ achievement can be seen among the important
characteristics of a qualified teacher. In this sense, first of all, it is expected that to
study these two important teacher characteristics together will provide insights into
in-service training programs and may contribute to further development of pre-
service teacher education since it is an important time period in which student
teachers develop a professional identity.

Secondly, as mentioned before, though there have been some studies on
responsibility for students’ achievement, they were done among student teachers or
teachers at elementary or secondary school levels and there are not many studies
which examine English teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and
failure. Therefore, research on English instructors will contribute to the research
literature related to teacher responsibility issue. Moreover, considering the
importance and prevalence of the instruction of English in Turkey, this study will
indirectly contribute to the students’ success in English by increasing the
instructors’ awareness about their perceptions regarding their motivation and self-
efficacy levels and meeting professional teaching standards such as having
responsibility for their students’ success and failure. In addition to that, teacher
responsibility is a significant research field since it has implications for teacher
motivation and it has an important place in the formation of education policies that
emphasize the responsibility of teachers for students’ success and failure
(Lauermann, 2013).

Thirdly, teachers’ responsibility can be affected by different factors. In this
study, four possible predictors are studied to investigate to what extent they predict
the responsibility sense of instructors for students’ success and failure. Teacher

self-efficacy is one of these predictors because self-efficacy beliefs of teachers



have a significant impact on teachers’ beliefs, perceptions, instructional choices
and teaching practices (Chacon, 2005). Teaching experience is another variable
investigated in this study because it is among significant elements affecting teacher
standards (Hinz, 2010). The experience of teachers is in a close relationship with
efficacy and their tendency to take responsibility for students’ performance
(LoGerfo, 2004).

Teachers are important cornerstones of the education system and they have
the key role in providing quality education to the students. However, this is
possible if the teachers are motivated enough to do that (Rasheed, Aslam, &
Sarwar, 2010). Since teacher motivation is an important component of instructional
effectiveness, it still requires much attention. Additionally, though teacher
responsibility is studied in relation to different issues, teachers’ personal features
such as their motivation levels have not been focused so much. Considering those,
the motivation level of instructors was studied as the third predictor in this study.

English proficiency score has been studied generally with teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs in the past studies. However, examining to what extent it predicts
teachers’ responsibility perceptions will bring novel contributions to the teacher
responsibility literature. Besides, together with the other variables, the study will be
a good descriptive source of English instructors working at English language
preparatory schools in Ankara.

Last but not the least, as Lauermann and Karabenick (2011) asserted, the
study of teacher responsibility has a clarifying role in the educational policy
discussion and provides implications for instruction, teacher motivation, and

students’ learning results.

1.4 Definition of Terms

Definitions of the variables and some key words in this study are presented
below:
English (Language) Proficiency: In the present study, English proficiency refers
to instructors’ language scores taken from official exams such as YDS, TOEFL and

IELTS.
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English Language Preparatory School Instructors: English language
preparatory school instructors are the instructors who are currently working at
schools of foreign languages at universities to teach English as a foreign language.

In this study, the terms teacher and instructor are used interchangeably.

Teacher Responsibility: Responsibility is an attribution reference that is reflective
and directed toward the past. It is a teacher's belief that "I made this
happen.”(Guskey, 1987).

Teacher Self-Efficacy: “The teacher’s belief in his or her capability to organize
and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific

teaching task in a particular context” (Tschannen-Moran et al.,1998, p.223).

Motivation: “The dynamically changing cumulative arousal in a person that
initiates, directs, coordinates, amplifies, terminates, and evaluates the cognitive and
motor processes whereby initial wishes and desires are selected, prioritized,
operationalized, and (successfully or unsuccessfully) acted out” (Dornyei & Otto,
1998, p.64).

Teacher Motivation: Dérnyei and Ushioda (2011) defined teacher motivation as

teachers’ eagerness and devotion to teaching a language.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In this chapter, the relevant literature regarding the purpose of this study is
summarized. Firstly, teacher responsibility is discussed. Secondly, teacher
responsibility is dealt with considering the factors that affect it. Among these
factors, instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and instructors’ motivation level are

explained. Lastly, relevant studies from Turkey and abroad are summarized.

2.1. Teachers’ Sense of Responsibility

Responsibility subject has been investigated in different fields including
psychology, philosophy and sociology through various viewpoints which yield
distinctive conceptualizations and meanings of it. According to Lauermann and
Karabenick (2013), the concept of responsibility can be understood from two
perspectives: either it is a construct that some people are expected to have more
than others, or it is a construct that shows differences considering the result of an
action. Lauermann and Karabenick (2011) also suggested that responsibility is goal
oriented, which is either to reach an outcome or to hinder an undesired outcome.
Additionally, Lauermann (2013) added that perceptions of internal control on
external results and beliefs in the ability to reach pre-determined results tend to
increase the readiness to take responsibility. This kind of acceptance is possible
because first of all, one thinks that s/he is able to discharge the responsibility and
secondly since there is less worry over failure, this decreases the tendency to
withdraw or deny the responsibility to deter away from blaming oneself.

It is undoubted that sense of responsibility is essential for both social and
professional contexts including both formal and informal relationships. Teaching is

a profession that has some professional standards and teachers are naturally
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responsible for satisfying these professional standards as well. To whom and to
what does a teacher have responsibility? This is a debated topic. However, it cannot
be denied that teachers are foremost responsible to their learners. They must satisfy
their students’ different needs, support their students’ professional and
psychological development, and ensure the quality of instruction. Secondly,
teachers are responsible to their students’ parents and they need to work in
collaboration with them (Maphosa, Mutekwe, Machingambi, Wadesango, &
Ndofirepi, 2012). Thirdly, teachers are responsible to the government through
Ministry of Education as an employer in Turkey (MEB Mevzuat, 1973).

Likewise, in education field, there is no common ground considering the
definition and judgement of teacher responsibility. In past studies, responsibility
has been operationally defined considering five orientations, which are “internal
versus external attributions of causality and control, single-item measures of
responsibility, responsibility for specific outcomes such as education about
multiculturalism and diversity, generic measures of responsibility used with
teachers, and measures of collective teacher responsibility” (Lauermann &
Karabenick, 2013, p. 14). However, each approach has its own weaknesses and
strengths in itself.

The first approach “Responsibility as a locus of control” can be seen in
Guskey’s (1981) and Rose and Medway’s assessment of teacher responsibility
(Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013). In this perspective, teacher responsibility is to
what degree teachers see themselves as the reason of positive or negative
classroom results against external elements which they cannot control. Therefore,
responsibility is defined by attributing to internal and controllable causes like
teacher’s behavior and positively related to teacher self-efficacy (Lauermann &
Karabenick, 2013). Rose and Medway (1981b) grouped teachers’ sense of reason
for student performance into two: group one includes internal factors which are
related to the teacher such as teaching ability and effort while group two consists of
external factors such as student ability and student enthusiasm. Rose and Medway
(1981a) also stated that teachers’ locus of control affects their behaviors against
their students and suggested that teachers with higher internal locus of control tend

to assume more responsibility.
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In the second perspective, single items are used to measure responsibility
and teachers are asked to assess their responsibility perceptions for a student’s
success. However, single items are not enough to measure responsibility which is a
multi-dimensional construct on the grounds that either the focus is on a single event
or a single situation. In the third approach, teacher responsibility is measured for
specific educational situations such as responsibility to provide education about
cultural issues and diversity, or responsibility for the training of students with
special needs. In this approach, teachers’ responsibility is assessed as the eagerness
to acknowledge students’ unpleasant acts and deal with them with or without
technical assistance. However, in these studies, the culture construct may not be
effectively defined. Therefore, its relationship with responsibility is still unclear. In
the fourth perspective, which is generic measure of responsibility, responsibility
refers to overall sense of responsibility which is not connected to any result and the
overall degree of responsibility is assessed with no reference to specific outcomes.
Lastly, in collective teacher responsibility (responsibility shared among teachers),
instead of personal responsibility, responsibility is evaluated considering teachers’
sense of how many of their colleagues take responsibility for various instructional
results (Lauermann and Karabenick, 2013). Lee and Smith (1996) proposed that
students’ success levels significantly differ when teachers show collective
responsibility for their students’ achievement levels and do not accuse them of their
failures.

In addition to these five perspectives towards teacher responsibility, based
on their own framework, the definifiton of responsibility for Lauermann and
Karabenick (2011) is “A sense of internal obligation and commitment to produce
or prevent designated outcomes or that these outcomes should have been produced
or prevented” (p. 135). That means the meaning of responsibility differs from
person to person. It can be either approach vs. avoidance oriented or future oriented
vs. retrospective (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011). They also grouped the
elements influencing personal responsibility perceptions into two: contextual and
personal factors. The first group consists of “job autonomy, position in
organizational hierarchy, availability and distribution of sources and role

ambiguity, conflict, overload” (p. 136). The second group includes “perceived

14



organizational support, proactive personality, internal locus of control, self-
efficacy, trust and work ethic” (p.136). They claimed that the sense of internal
control over results and one’s ideas of his/her own ability to reach a performance
increase the wish to accept responsibility. Additionally, they differentiated internal
responsibility from imposed responsibility and stated that imposed responsibility
does not ensure personal commitment.

LoGerfo (2004) stated that teacher responsibility, teacher self-efficacy and
teacher locus of control are three factors that can be confused. Similarly, Ross
(1995) utilized these three concepts to define teachers with high self-efficacy, the

(13

one who “.... take responsibility for the outcomes of their actions, attributing
success and failure to their own efforts rather than to factors beyond their control”
(p.228). Considering the uncertainity in the meaning of responsibility, it is
significant to differentiate responsibility from other concepts. LoGerfo (2004)
distinguished teacher responsibility from teacher self-efficacy and teacher locus of
control. She stated that different from self-efficacy beliefs of teachers,
responsibility is not teachers’ judgement of their instructional efficiency. Besides,
different from locus of control, responsibility is not only attribution of a cause to an
internal or external factor. Responsibility shows a teacher’s eagerness to enable his
students learn and this eagerness is shaped through a process. Teachers think about
the expected outcomes, realize what affects these results, judge the possibility of
being successful, and consider the pros and cons of taking responsibility for these
results.

Guskey (1987) also differentiated efficacy from teacher responsibility with
the following definitions, “Efficacy typically refers to projected potency in a
particular situation. It is an expectation that is generally present or future directed.
It is a teacher's belief that 1 can make this happen. Responsibility, on the other
hand, is an attribution reference that is reflective and directed toward the past. It is
a teacher's belief that | made this happen” (p. 41). In support with the distinction,
Lauermann and Karabenick (2013) also suggested that a thought that someone can
do something does not ensure that person takes responsibility to act in this way, so

it is important to differentiate responsibility from efficacy.
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In this study, the first approach “Responsibility as a locus of control” which
was seen in Guskey’s (1981) perspective was adopted. Actually, Guskey’s
responsibility concept is based on attribution theory. This is a theory about how
individuals comment on the events and how this is related to their thoughts and
actions. That is, attribution theorists are mostly concerned with causality
perceptions, which are the perceived reasons for the happening of a specific event.
Based on this theory, Weiner and his colleagues proposed some factors behind
causal perceptions and attributions (Weiner, 1976) and suggested the attribution of
responsibility to different factors affects the next behavior (Weiner, 1972). In a
success-related event, there are four reasons to be used to comment on the results
of that particular event. These four causes are ability, effort, task difficulty, and
luck. That is, to be able to interpret the result of a future or past event as success or
failure, the estimation of the performer’s level of ability, the effort spent, the
difficulty of task, and the amount of luck should be taken into consideration
(Weiner, 1976). In attribution theory, attributions are classified along three causal
dimensions: locus of control, stability and intentionality. In the first dimension,
causal elements are classified in terms of their internality and externality which is
similar to Rotter’s locus of control concept. Rotter’s internal-external locus of
control relates to whether individuals think that they can control the events or not.
According to Rotter (1966), people with internal locus of control believe they have
a control over their life while people with external locus of control believe that
their life is controlled by external factors. In attributions continuum, ability and
effort fall into internal part while luck and task difficulty fall into external part. The
second dimension in Weiner’s model is concerned whether the attributions changes
over time or not, which categories the factors as stable or unstable. Two
dimensions together comprise four general categories of causes, which are ability
(internal/stable), effort (internal/unstable), the difficulty of the task
(external/stable), and/or good or bad luck (external/unstable) (Weiner, 1976).
Cooper and Burger (1980) offered “personal efficacy,” as another dimension.
However, most of the studies focused on Weiner’s first two dimensions and four

elements (Guskey, 1982).
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Attribution conceptions were found to be useful to account for classroom
manners. Weiner (1972) proposed that causal attributions have an effect on
showing achievement-related behaviors, the amount of work and the amount of
persistence in the case of failure. Additionally, they can increase the academic
achievement of the students (Bar-Tal, 1978). Furthermore, attributions of
responsibility have an effect on the quality and the quantity of the reinforcement
given by the teachers (Meyer, 1979; Weiner, 1972).

Weiner (1979) proposed that teachers' perceptions of responsibility might
mediate the relationship between teachers' sense of efficacy and their behaviors.
Besides, Brophy (1982) suggested that effective teachers "accept the responsibility
for teaching their students” (p.527). This responsibility brings higher commitment
to guarantee the learning of their students. When a teacher sees that a positive
learning outcome is the result of his effort, this results in increase in the personal
responsibility for the outcome and confidence for future tasks (Guskey, 1984).

Guskey (1980) asserted that there were many studies for students’ ideas
related to their own control of reinforcements in academic and school related
situations, but there was no specific responsibility scale in regards to academic
performance. Considering this need, he constructed a Responsibility for Student
Achievement scale. Depending on this scale, Guskey (1981) suggested that
teachers who had a high sense of efficacy took more responsibility for students'
both success and failure, while teachers who had a low sense of efficacy put the
blame on external factors for students’ failure. Guskey (1981) found low
relationship between teacher responsibility for students’ success and teacher

responsibility for students’ failure.

2.2. Teacher Self-Efficacy

Social cognitive theory, which focuses on the role of the human agency,
proposes that people have some beliefs about their capabilities (efficacy beliefs) to
make something happen via their own behaviors (Ng & Lucianetti, 2015). This
theory explains the origins, processes, influences of efficacy beliefs and helps to
develop and increase them (Bandura, 1995). The definition of perceived self-

efficacy is “people's beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated levels of
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performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandura,
1994, p.1). The self-efficacy beliefs affect the way that people feel, think, act and
motivate through cognitive, motivational, affective and selection processes
(Bandura, 1994). As Pajares (1992) points out, “how people behave can often be
better predicted by the beliefs they hold about their capabilities than by what they
are actually capable of accomplishing, for these self-efficacy perceptions help
determine what individuals do with the knowledge and skills they have” (p.4).
According to Bandura (1995), efficacy beliefs come from four major
sources: “enactive mastery experiences, vicarious learning experiences, verbal
persuasion and physiological arousal” (p.3-4). Enactive mastery experiences refer
to the success and failure in performing an action on your own. While success
increases one’s personal belief, failure may decrease it. Having self-efficacy
beliefs through mastery experiences includes cognitive, behavioral and self-
regulatory processes. The second effective way to develop efficacy beliefs is
vicarious learning experiences which come from observing other people’s
behaviors. The success and failure of the model while performing a task influence
the observers’ belief in their own capabilities and motivation to master similar
activities. The impact of the modeling depends on how much the observer
perceives himself similar to the model. The third source is verbal persuasion. When
people are verbally encouraged to complete a task, they tend to put more effort in it
and sustain it. Lastly, people depend on their physiological and emotional states
while evaluating their abilities. Mood also affects people’s judgments. Whereas
positive mood increases the perception of self-efficacy, negative mood decreases it.
Over the last century, teacher self-efficacy has been considered as an
important variable in instructional effectiveness and studied by many researchers
(Guskey & Passaro, 1994). In accordance with the general description of self-
efficacy beliefs, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) defined teacher self-
efficacy as “the teacher’s belief in his or her capability to organize and execute
courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a
particular context” (p. 203). Guskey and Passaro (1994) proposed the following

definition for teacher self-efficacy, “teachers’ belief or conviction that they can
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influence how well students learn, even those who may be difficult or
unmotivated” (p.169).

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) proposed teacher self-efficacy had its
historical roots in two theories: Rotter’s locus of control and Bandura’s Social
Cognitive Theory. In their model, they offered that teacher self-efficacy has a
cyclical nature. When teachers have great efficacy, they present more effort and
persistence which result in better performance, which results in improvement in
efficacy. However, if they have less efficacy, then they show less effort which may
result in poor instructional results, which decreases the efficacy level. They also
reported that teachers who have high level of efficacy can control and influence
their students’ motivation and success. They asserted that teachers with high
efficacy level reported trust into their capabilities to instruct students who are not
motivated and have more internal locus of control for their students’ both success
and failure.

In the literature, teacher self-efficacy has been studied with different
instructional concepts in various contexts. Lee and Smith (1996) stated that items
that measure teacher self-efficacy, locus of control and responsibility created one
construct, which promotes that these factors are both conceptually and
experimentally interconnected.

Bandura (1978) suggested a theory about the mutual relation between
teacher self-efficacy and teacher act. According to this theory, teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs influence their classroom behaviors and the results of these
behaviors affect the self-efficacy beliefs of the teachers in turn. Guskey (1984) also
proposed a similar idea. He contended that increase in teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs were related to the positive changes in the responsibility perceptions for
students’ success and failure, which results in a positive impact on teaching.
Guskey (1988) also asserted that teachers with a high level of teaching efficacy are
sure of their teaching abilities and these teachers seem to accept the
implementation of new instructional practices related to mastery learning while the
ones with lower level of teaching efficacy do not tend to accept this

implementation easily.

19



Clark (1999) suggested that teacher self-efficacy and teachers' causal
attributions for student learning outcomes influence teachers' perceptions of
responsibility for the problem and their attitudes towards students. In Clark’s study,
the results showed that special education teachers asserted that the success of the
students with disabilities is under their control while the regular education teachers
told achievement level of the students having inabilities depend on the learning
disabilities that they could not control. In Clark’s another study (1997), it was
found that teachers attributed the low achievement level of students with
disabilities to their abilities while attributing the low achievement level of students
without disabilities to their own effort.

Hall, Villeme and Burley (1989) stressed that when teachers have high level
of teacher self-efficacy, they see themselves responsible for their students’ learning
results no matter what the result is; it can be either failure or success and they also
stated that the reason might be the fact that these teachers perceive these
unsuccessful students as a challenge rather than a threat.

Silverman (2010) asserted that in research of self-efficacy, the motivation
factor which directs the decision to do or not to do an action has been the missing
part obviously. Notably missing from studies of self-efficacy, a motivational
component guides decisions about whether to engage in actions or not. According
to him, this motivator is the sense of responsibility. He stated that responsibility
perception could be a strong predictor of opinions about results and efficacy
because when someone’s responsibility perception is high, that person may act in a
specific way even without confidence in his own ability to reach the desired results
efficiently. Additionally, responsibility can be a motivating factor behind deciding

to take an action for which someone feels capable.

2.3. Motivation

Many researchers think that there is a huge variety in the definitions of what
motivation is and what is not and it seems a bit inconclusive since each researcher
sees motivation from various perspectives. Motivation is a construct to describe
why we behave in a certain way, or why we think in a distinct way. The word

motivation comes from motive, which derives from the Latin word “movere”,
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which means to move. Motivation is the total of what moves a person to action
(Mclean, 2003). Pintrich and Schunk (1996) stated that motivation is a dynamic
process during which goal-directed activity is maintained.

In parallel with the variety of definitions of motivation, there are various
motivation theories in the literature as well: Self Determination Theory (SDT),
Behavior Reinforcement Theory, Need Theory, Achievement Goal Theory,
Gardner’s Motivation Theory, Expectancy Value Theory (Fidan, 2014). Each
motivation theory relies on some hypothesis about the nature of the people and the
driving elements behind taking any action (Deci & Ryan, 1985).

A possibly helpful theory to discover teacher motivation is Deci and Ryan
(1985)’s the Self-Determination Theory (Fidan, 2014). According to Deci and
Ryan (1985), self determination is a characteristic of human being that requires the
experience of choice. In other words, “Self determination is the capacity to choose
and to have those choices, rather than reinforcement contingencies, drives, or any
other forces, or pressures, be the determinants’ of one’s action” (p. 38). SDT
emphasizes both goal-directed behaviors and psychological development of a
human. Deci and Ryan (2000b) highlighted the psychological needs rather than
physiological needs and similar to Murray tradition (1938), they defined needs as
“innate psychological nutriments that are essential for ongoing psychological
growth, integrity, and well-being” (Deci & Ryan, 2000b, p.229). SDT focuses on
three psychological needs: competence, relatedness and autonomy to find out what
(content) and why (process) of following an objective and proposes the
requirement of satisfying these needs for the well being of any human being in any
culture (Deci & Ryan, 2000b).

In SDT, Deci and Ryan (2000a) differentiated the types of motivation
considering the impetus of the action. The most fundamental types of motivation
are “intrinsic motivation, which refers to doing something because it is inherently
interesting or enjoyable and extrinsic motivation, which refers to doing something
because it leads to a separable outcome” (p.55). According to Deci and Ryan
(1985), intrinsic motivation is related to engaging in an activity since it gives

enjoyment and satisfaction. Actions based on extrinsic motivation are the ones
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done for achieving an instrumental aim, such as receiving a reward. However, this
kind of motivation does not bring a lack of self-determination in the actions.

According to Koestner and McClelland (1990), studies on intrinsic
motivation revealed that intrinsic motivation will be very high when the situation
leads to challenge, competence, and self-determination emotions. By contrast,
events that lead to feelings of incompetence are likely to destroy intrinsic
motivation (Nakanishi, 2002).

On the other hand, extrinsic motivation refers to “performing a behavior as
a means to some separable end, such as receiving an extrinsic reward (e.g. good
grades) or avoiding punishment” (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011, p.23). Therefore,
extrinsic motivation contradicts with intrinsic motivation since it refers to doing a
task because of the instrumental value not because of liking the task itself (Deci &
Ryan, 2000a). Extrinsic motivation is divided into four types by Deci and Ryan
(2000a): external, introjected, identified, and integrated forms of regulation.
Extrinsic motivation types differ from each other depending on how much they
propose self-determination. Internalization and integration are two basic processes
through which extrinsically motivated actions get more self-determined. There is
also a third type of motivation which is amotivation which refers to not having any
kind of motivation. If a person is amotivated, his actions do not have any

intentionality or a sense of personal causation.

2.3.1. Teacher Motivation

Regarding the teacher motivation, much attention has not been given to it in
both educational psychology and second language education literature. Generally
speaking, most of the research in teacher education investigated the influence of
teacher education on student motivation and success (Mifsud, 2011). Considering
the literature on teacher motivation, there are three outstanding research topics:
choosing teaching as a career, problems during teaching, what influences the
development of teachers and students. In fact, to be able to understand teacher
motivation, not much great effort is necessary since teaching is also a human action

and general theories of motivation can be applied while describing and explaining
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teacher motivation and SDT is among the most suitable motivation theories that
can be utilized in the context of teacher motivation (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011).

Regarding the literature, there are different factors that have an impact on
teacher’s motivation. According to Pelletier, Levesque, and Legault (2002), there
are three types of pressure that affect teachers’ self-determined motivation:

Being responsible for students’ behavior and students performing up to
standards.

Being forced to follow colleagues’ teaching methods or involvement in
school activities.

Having limited freedom in determining the course’s curriculum or following
a certain curriculum decided by the school’s administration (p.193).

When we consider the psychological needs -autonomy, relatedness,
competence- offered by SDT regarding the intrinsic motivation, teaching satisfies
autonomy and relatedness in some ways since teachers have autonomy in class to
some extent while dealing with the student and the school environment provides
profound human relationship with staff and students. However, the third
component competence is important and it refers to teachers’ both teaching
efficacy and self-efficacy beliefs (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011). According to
Dornyei and Ushioda (2011), the intrinsic component of teacher motivation
includes the joy of having a meaningful activity in an area that you are interested,
having autonomy while pursuing this activity in a community which consists of
members with equal responsibilities, teaching efficacy, getting feedback regarding
performance and goals. Personal challenge, personal growths, service to society,
delivering knowledge are among some other intrinsic motivation elements for
English teachers as well (Yau, 2010).

When it comes to the extrinsic component of teacher motivation, Erkaya
(2013) explained the extrinsic factors that motivate English teachers who work at
Turkish universities as physical working environment, colleagues, classrooms,
salary, management, and students. Some other important extrinsic motivation
factors are workload, social status, career prospects, job security, support from
administration, relationships with other teachers and students (Yau, 2010).

Dinham and Scott (as cited in Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2011, p.163-164) offered

micro and macro level factors that influence the teacher motivation:
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School-based extrinsic factors (micro-level) exert a varied impact, ranging
between satisfying and dissatisfying, primarily as a function of the school
leadership;

Systemic/societal-level factors (macro-level) such as the status and image of
teachers or imposed educational changes, over which teachers and school have
little control, function primarily as dissatisfiers.

Additionally, Doérnyei and Ushioda (2011) referred to two other aspects of
teacher motivation: temporal dimension and negative influences. Teacher
motivation is not just to have motivation to teach but it is also related to continuing
teaching as a lifelong profession. Current achievements should lead to further steps
in career, in this way, the career path will be open and both external and internal
motives are very important in this process. Pennington (1995) presented a ‘sample

career ladder’ to create possible paths in language education. The steps are:

* the increased variety of courses taught;

* contribution to curriculum development;

* monitoring role with new faculty;

* being in charge of developing new courses/programs;

+ making conference presentations and/or preparing professional publications;

* serving as teaching consultant within and/or outside the institution;

» conducting teacher-training workshops (in-service programs);

* developing materials for use in the home institutions and elsewhere (p.209-
210).

Negative influences are some de-motivating factors that decrease teacher’s
motivation level. These factors are listed by Dérnyei and Ushioda (2011) as
following:

* the particularly stressful nature of most teaching jobs;

« the inhibition of teacher autonomy by set curricula, standardized tests, imposed
teaching methods, government mandated policies and other institutional
constraints;

« insufficient self-efficacy on most teachers’ part due to inappropriate training;

* content repetitiveness and limited potential for intellectual development;

« inadequate career structures (p. 168).

Lauermann and Karabenick (2014) stated that personal responsibility is
related to a person’s pscyhological wellness, performance, in this way, his
emotions and motivation. According to Lauermann (2013), responsibility studies

complete the studies regarding teacher motivation in a way since it focuses on an
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important source of motivation which has not taken much attention in the literature,
which is the perception of internal obligation and duty.

In Job characteristics model by Hackman and Oldham (1976), responsibility
IS seen as a mediator between the features of the job setting and some results such
as work performance and work satisfaction. Besides, responsibility perceptions
were found to be a mediator in the relationship between work autonomy, work
motivation, and work performance (Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007)
Additionally, with an adapted version of Job Diagnostic Survey, Winter, Brenner,
and Petrosko (2006) found that teacher autonomy, experienced responsibility for
the job, knowledge of the outcomes from the job and experienced meaningfulness
of the job explained the 46% of the variance in teacher job satisfaction. However,
Aliakbari and Kafshgar (2013) found no significant relationship between teachers’
sense of responsibility and job satisfaction.

Guskey (1980) proposed that responsibility may be among the motivational
factors that impact on teachers’ performance in the class. When a student has a
sense of responsibility for his success and failure, he may show more effort and
persistence when faced with a difficulty while pursuing a reward, in the same way,
a teacher who has a responsibility for his students’ success and failure shows more
attempts for his students’ success and more effort to deal with the problems of the
classroom. Besides, Guskey (1981) proposed that belief in self-responsibility might
create a motivation for the classroom performance of teachers. Teachers with high
responsibility for success and failure might show great effort for dealing with
students and struggling with their problems. Helker and Wosnitza (2014) also
proposed that responsibility perceptions have important motivational insights for a
person’s behaviors since a person who is responsible for an act probably see
himself as self-determined and so show more effort for a particular work. Lastly,
Lauermann (2014) stated that teachers reported that responsibility had important
motivational results regarding effort investment, persistence, and commitment to
students, but that might also result in hard work, lack of sleep, and less family time.

Overall, though there have been some links between teacher responsibility
and teacher motivation in the literarure, there has not been enough explanation in

the literature concerning responsibility’s influence on teacher motivation, affection
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and attitudes (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011), so the link needs to be made

stronger with more studies on these constructs.

2.4. Research on Teachers’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success and
Failure

First of all, the review of literature shows that studies on teacher
responsibility in Teaching English as Foreign Language (TEFL) field is limited.
Considering its importance, teacher responsibility needs more attention in TEFL
context. The relevant literature shows that some importance has been given to the
relationship between self-efficacy beliefs of teachers and their responsibility
perceptions for students’ achievement. Besides, the studies about responsibility
perceptions for students’ achievement included different variables and yielded
different results.

To start with, in one study conducted in eight elementary schools, six of
which had improvement in student success while two of which had decrease in
student success, the aim was to identify the factors that influence students’
achievement level. The data were collected through questionnaires and interviews.
The results showed that teachers in improving schools took more responsibility for
student learning than teachers in the declining schools. They put the responsibility
on the parents and students. Besides, surprisingly, teachers in the declining schools
were more satisfied and had higher morale than the teachers in the improving
schools (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979). Similarly, Collins (2010) compared two
different groups of teachers (national board certified teachers vs non-national board
certified teachers) in terms of their sense of responsibility for student achievement
with respect to engagement, expectations, feedback, motivation and teaching
methods. 100 teachers for each group were randomly selected considering the
criterion that they had at least 3 years of experience. The data collection instrument
was Teachers Perceived Responsibility for Student Achievement Survey, a revised
form of Guskey (1981)’s Responsibility for Student Achievement Survey. T test
results showed that two groups’ sense of responsibility for student achievement
significantly differed in terms of expectations, feedback, motivation and teaching

methods but not engagement. Besides, Guskey (1982) compared elementary and
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secondary school teachers and investigated how teachers’ perceptions of their
control on success and failure change in regards to overall efficacy, grade level
taught, gender and experience. The study was conducted with 184 teachers. The
results showed that considering the success, teachers attributed the success to their
own abilities and effort while they attributed failure to students and external
factors; mostly to the task difficulty. Besides, secondary school teachers’
attribution to success and failure showed significant difference from elementary
school teachers’ attributions. In terms of teachers’ attribution of success and
failure, in Matteucci’s study (2007) with 119 high school teachers, results again
showed that teachers attributed significantly more responsibility to unsuccessful
students in case of lack of effort than they did in case of poor ability. Besides,
teachers did not take any personal responsibility for students’ failure in any cases.
Similarly, 62 teacher participants stated that they had more roles in their students’
success than failure. On the other side, in the studies of Ross, Bierbrauer and Polly
(1974), Ames (1975), and Beckman (1973), teachers felt more responsible for their
students’ failure rather than success.

As the developer of Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale, Guskey
conducted many other studies among elementary and secondary school teachers.
Firstly, Guskey (1981) conducted a study with 215 teachers working in elementary
and secondary level schools by using Responsibility for Student Achievement
Scale. Three-way ANOVA was run to find out if there existed any interactive
effect between the gender, experience and grade level taught. He concluded that
female teachers showed more responsibility for positive learning results than male
teachers. Besides, responsibility scores did not differ significantly by experience
and grade level taught. He concluded when performance outcome was negative,
teachers felt less responsible for one student than a group of students. Similarly, in
LoGerfo’s study (2004), no relationship was found between first grade teachers’
years of experience and their responsibility perceptions for their students’ well
being. LoGerfo (2004) also concluded that teacher responsibility and job
satisfaction were significantly and positively related. However, Brady and

Woolfson stated that (2008) teachers with 15 or more years of teaching experience
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tended to attribute students’ learning troubles to causes concerning students when
compared with less experienced counterparts.

In another study, Guskey (1987) examined the variables influencing
assesment of teacher self-efficacy. Data were collected from 114 experienced
teachers working in elementary and secondary schools through a revised version of
Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale (RSA) by Guskey (1981), an
adapted version of Self-Observational Scales by Katzenmeyer and Stenner (1974)
and Self-Concept Scale developed by the researcher. Results showed that teachers
took significantly less responsibility for single unsuccessful student than a group of
students. In his another experimental study with 52 secondary school teachers,
MANOVA results showed using mastery learning caused positive change in
teachers’ instructional effectiveness and when the teachers became more effective
in their teaching, they showed more responsibility for students’ learning outcomes
(Guskey, 1984).

In addition to investigating teachers’ sense of responsibility in relation to
gender, teacher efficacy, experience, grade level taught, some other researchers
tried to find out the relationship between teachers’ sense of responsibility and some
other variables such as teachers’ perceived empowerment, teachers’ expectations
and teachers' transformational leadership style. Regarding teachers’ perceived
empowerment, Jackson-Crossland (2000) conducted a study with 271 teachers in
twelve different schools. The results showed that teacher empowerment was
significantly related to responsibility for student success but not related to
responsibility for students’ failure. In terms of student achievement, no significant
relationship was found between teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’
success and students’ success in achievement test. Concerning teachers’
expectations, the results showed that except one school, teachers’ perception of
responsibility for student learning was higher when they thought their students had
more learning sources while their responsibility perceptions were less when teacher
thought their students did not possess motivation and varied skills (Diamond,
Randolph, & Spillane, 2004). However, Scott and Teddlie (1987) found that
teacher expectation is not a significant predictor of teacher attributions of

responsibility. As for teachers' transformational leadership style, in Khany and
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Ghoreishi (2014)’ s study with 183 Iranian teachers, the data were collected
through Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio, Bass & Jung, 1995) and
Teachers' Responsibility Scale (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013). Spearman
correlation and linear regression analysis results showed that Iranian EFL teachers'
transformational leadership type is significantly related to their responsibility
perceptions. Besides, transformational leadership style positively predicted the
sense of responsibility.

When it comes to the studies conducted in Turkey, most of the studies were
prevelant among pre-service teachers and Biology teachers. To begin with, Giiveng
(2011) conducted a study with 144 student teachers in Canakkale to investigate the
pre-service teachers’ responsibility perceptions for student achievement in terms of
gender and department. The data collection instrument was Responsibility for
Student Achievement (developed by the researcher). It was found teacher
candidates’ perceptions of responsibility for students’ success and failure showed
significant difference in terms of department but not gender. Similarly, EKici
(2013) conducted another study with 337 student teachers from different
departments at Gazi University to analyze teacher candidates’ responsibility
perceptions regarding various variables. Data collection instruments were
Responsibility Perception Scale of Teachers’ for Student Achievement, the Scale of
Teacher Sense of Efficacy, the Scale of Attitudes towards Teaching Profession and
the Scale of Academic Self-Efficacy. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), t-
test for independent groups, Pearson Correlation Coefficient and Tukey HSD test
to define the source of variation were conducted for the data analysis. The results
showed that teacher candidates’ responsibility senses for students’ success and
failure significantly differed in terms of gender, grade level and overall academic
success while there was not a significant difference in regards to self-efficacy of
teaching, attitude towards teaching and academic self-efficacy. Besides, it was
found that there was a positive and low relationship between teacher candidates’
responsibility perceptions of student success and academic self-efficacy
perceptions, attitudes towards teaching profession, classrooms, overall academic
success levels. Regarding the relationship between student teachers’ self-efficacy

perceptions, self-efficacy perceptions regarding teaching process and responsibility
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perception for student achievement, Kurt, Giingér and Ekici (2014) conducted
another study with the following instruments: Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), The Scale of Self-efficacy Beliefs of Student
Teachers regarding Teaching Process scale (Ozdemir, 2008), and The Scale of
Responsibility Perception for Student Achievement (Guskey, 1981). The
participants were 246 student teachers from different departments of Gazi
university. Independent samples t-test and Pearson correlation analyses revealed
that gender had an effect on teacher candidates’ responsibility perceptions of
students’ success and failure, and there was a positive and medium correlation
between responsibility perceptions of student success and their self-efficacy
perceptions.

In some other studies among student teachers, the effect of some pre-service
education courses on teacher candidates’ responsibility perceptions for students’
achievement was investigated. Kurt and Ekici (2013) investigated the effect of
classroom management course on teacher candidates’ responsibility perception for
students’ achievement. The data were collected from 215 student teachers through
Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale (RSA) by Guskey (1981), Academic
Self-Efficacy Scale adapeted by Yilmaz, Giirgay and Ekici (2007), Attitudes
toward Classroom Management Course (Ekici, 2008) and interviews. A pre and
post test design was preferred in the study. To analyze the data, independent t-test,
effect size, correlation coefficient, dependent t-test and one-way variance of
analysis (ANOVA) were conducted. The results showed that classroom
management course did not affect the teacher candidates’ responsibility perception
for students’ achievement. Besides, the results showed no significant differences
regarding students’ academic achievement, the high schools students graduated
from, academic self-efficacy perceptions, students’ attitudes towards classroom
management course. However, in the interview, the student teachers stated that the
responsibility for students’ success and failure initially should belong to the
teachers. Besides, Ekici (2014) conducted a qualitative study with 46 pre-service
teachers of Biology about their opinions of teachers’ responsibility for students’
success and failure. Content analysis results showed that student teachers think that

teachers are responsible for both success and failure. They also stated that
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pedagogical courses especially “School Experience” and “Internship” courses were
effective in the development of sense of responsibility for student success and
failure.

Lastly, Eren (2014) looked at student teachers’ personal responsibility,
academic optimism, hope, and emotions about teaching. Data were collected from
455 students through teacher responsibility scale developed by Lauermann and
Karabenick, (2013) and three other scales for academic optimism, hope, and
emotions about teaching. Results showed that there was a significant positive
relationship between responsibility for student achievement, hope and student
teachers’ emotions about teaching.

When it comes to the studies among experienced teachers, first of all, EKici
(2012b) investigated the effect of gender and seniority on teachers’ responsibility
perceptions of student achievement. The study was conducted with 86 biology
teachers working in different secondary schools in Ankara. Data were analyzed
through Independent samples t-test and Pearson correlation coefficient.
Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale (RSA) by Guskey (1981) was the
data collection instrument. The results showed that gender did not have a
significant effect on teachers’ responsibility perceptions. However, seniority had a
significant effect on teachers’ overall responsibility perceptions, responsibility
perceptions for students’ success and responsibility perceptions for students’
failure. In another study with 82 biology teachers in Ankara, Aktas, Aksu, Ekici
and Kurt (2013) tried to find out to what extent gender and experience predict
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding education and responsibility senses for
students’ achievement. Pearson Correlation Coefficient and linear regression
analysis were conducted. The results showed that 11.4% of the variance in
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding education and 9.1% of the total variance in
sense of responsibility was accounted for by gender. On the other hand, 13.6% of
the variance in teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding education and 8.7% of the
total variance in sense of responsibility was accounted for by experience.

Kurt (2013a) also conducted a study with 117 biology teachers in Ankara to
investigate teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure

considering several variables. Data were analyzed through one-way variance
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analysis, independent groups t-test, Pearson Correlation and content analysis. The
results showed that teachers felt more responsible for their students’ success than
failure. Besides, there was not a significant difference in overall responsibility
perceptions of teachers, responsibility perceptions for success and failure
separately in terms of gender, self-efficacy beliefs in teaching profession and
attitutes toward teaching profession. On the other hand, experience significantly
affected teachers’ overall responsibility perceptions while class size had a
significant effect on teachers’ responsibility perceptions for success. Kurt’s study
(2013a) indicated that teachers who taught crowded classes took significantly more
responsibility for students’ success than failure. Additionally, the results showed
that there was a significant relationship between experience and overall sense of
responsibility while there was no significant relationship between experience and
sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure separately. Besides, it was
found that there was a positive and significant relationship between teachers’
overall responsibility perceptions and class size, attitudes toward teaching
profession and self-efficacy beliefs in teaching profession.

Lastly, Kurt 2013(b) analyzed biology teachers’ responsibility perceptions
for student achievement in terms of classroom management profiles. 117 Biology
teachers participated into the study. The data were collected through Responsibility
for Student Achievement Scale (RSA) by Guskey (1981), Classroom Management
Profile Scale adapted by Ekici (2004) and Pearson Correlation Coefficient was
computed for the analysis. The results showed that biology teachers’ responsibility
perceptions for student achievement are significantly related to their classroom

management profiles.

2.5. Summary
Shortly, the literature review part provided theoretical information about
teacher responsibility, teacher self-efficacy, teacher motivation and the studies
concerning teacher responsibility, which were conducted in different contexts.
Firstly, the concept of teacher responsibility is tried to be clarified by giving

varied definitions. The conception of responsibility is explained by focusing on
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attribution theory. In addition to that, the notion of teachers' causal attributions for
students’ performance is pointed out as well.

Secondly, teaching efficacy is dealt with. Some different definitions of this
concept are provided. Bandura’s social cognitive theory and self-efficacy beliefs
are discussed to some extent and the possible relationship between teacher
responsibility and teaching efficacy is tried to be made clear since these terms are
sometimes used interchangeably in the literature. Thirdly, motivation and teacher
motivation are discussed. In the light of Self-Determination theory, intrinsic and
extrinsic motivational factors are explained. It is seen that not much attention has
been given to the relationship between teacher motivation and teacher
responsibility. Instead, these constructs have been studied separately in the
literature.

Last but not the least, the literature on teacher responsibility is discussed by
giving different research examples in the chronological order. The literature on
teacher responsibility in teaching English as second or foreign language field
setting is limited. Regarding the profound effect of teachers’ perceptions on
teaching and learning environment, it is needed to study the three important
perceptions of teachers - responsibility, teaching efficacy and motivation- together
in TEFL setting.

Considering the participants in these studies, it can be said that participants
were from varied educational levels: some of them are elementary or secondary
school teachers (Akbaba-Altun, 2009; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Guskey, 1981,
1982, 1984, 1987) and high school teachers (Matteucci, 2007). Additionally, some
other studies are prevalent among pre-service teachers especially in Turkish
settings (Ekici, 2013; Ekici, 2014; Eren, 2014; Giiveng, 2011; Kurt & Ekici, 2013;
Kurt, Giingér, & Ekici (2014); Sherman & Giles, 1981). It can be said that teacher
responsibility studies have not been common among English instructors working at
universities’ language preparatory schools.

In a set of studies published between 1979 and 2014, teachers’ sense of
responsibility for achievement were studied in terms of different variables such as
gender (Aktas et al.,2013; Ekici, 2012b ; Guskey, 1981;), experience (Aktas et
al.,2013; Ekici, 2012b; Guskey,1981; Kurt, 2013a; Sherman& Giles, 1981), grade
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level (Guskey, 1981), teaching efficacy (Guskey, 1982), teachers’ classroom
management profiles (Kurt,2013b), teachers’ transformational leadership styles
(Khany & Ghoreishi ,2014), teacher empowerment (Jackson-Crossland, 2000) and
teacher expectations (Collins, 2010; Diamond, Randolph, & Spillane, 2004; Scott
& Teddlie, 1987).

In the analysis of these factors, mostly the relationship between these
variables and teachers’ perceptions of responsibilty was concerned. Therefore, the
most common research design was correlational design (Eren 2014; Guskey, 1981;
Jackson-Crossland, 2000; Khany & Ghoreishi, 2014; Kurt, 2013b; Kurt, Glingér &
Ekici, 2014; LaGerfo, 2004). Experimental design was also preferred in some
studies (Ekici,2013; Guskey, 1981,1984; Kurt, 2013a; Kurt & Ekici, 2013). Based
on the chosen research designs, the common data analysis method was computing
Pearson correlation coefficient to find the relationship between teacher
responsbility and another construct. In addition to those, Aktas et al. (2013) utilized
linear regression to find out to what extent gender and experience predict teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs regarding education and responsibility senses for students’
achievement. Besides, Khany and Ghoreishi (2014) used linear regression to find
out to what extent transformational leadership style predicts the sense of
responsibility. Additionally, some researchers used ANOVA (Guskey, 1981; Kurt,
2013a) and MANOVA (Guskey, 1984) to analyze the variance and its sources.

In these studies, mostly quantitative data were collected to answer the
research questions. In a limited number of studies, interviews were conducted in
addition to administering the questionnaires (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Kurt
,2013a; Kurt & Ekici, 2013). Regarding the instruments utilized in these studies, to
assess teachers’ responsibility perceptions for students’ success and failure, the
following instruments were commonly used in the studies mentioned above:
Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (1966), Responsibility for
Student Achievement Scale (Guskey,1981), Responsibility for Student
Achievement Scale (Giiveng, 2011), and Teachers' Responsibility Scale
(Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013).

Taking the information presented so far into consideration, it is clearly seen

that studying teachers’ responsibility perceptions in regards to teacher self-efficacy,
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teacher motivation, teaching experience and English proficiency will significantly
contribute to the concerned literature and TEFL field since it will provide an

insight into the current situation in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

In this chapter, the method of the study is presented. The chapter includes
the design of the study, research questions, participants, data collection
instruments, data collection procedure, data analysis procedure, and limitations of

the study respectively.

3.1. Design of the Study

The main purpose of the study was to investigate English language
preparatory school instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and
failure, the relationship between instructors’ responsibility perceptions for students’
success and failure and self-efficacy beliefs, and to what extent instructors’ sense
of responsibility for students’ success and failure is predicted by the years of
teaching experience, English proficiency scores, self-efficacy beliefs of instructors
and their motivation level. To reach this aim, correlation research design was
chosen. Correlation design was used because in this type of research design, the
aim is “to describe the degree to which two or more quantitative variables are
related” (Frankel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2011, p.331). In this study, the relationship
between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure was investigated and it was tried to find out to what extent the
years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, self-efficacy beliefs of
instructors and their motivation level predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ success and failure. This part of the study comprised the correlation
design. In this study, there are one criterion variable and four predictor variables:
the criterion variable is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and

failure and predictor variables are years of teaching experience, English proficiency
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scores, self-efficacy beliefs of instructors and their motivation level, which are
continuous variables.

Instruments utilized in this study were selected after the relevant literature
review on English language teaching, teacher responsibility, teacher self-efficacy
and teacher motivation. Previously existing instruments, Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy Scale by Capa, Cakiroglu, and Sarikaya (2005), Responsibility for Student
Achievement Scale by Ekici (2012a) and an adapted version of Teacher Motivation
Scale by Tanriverdi (2007) were utilized. Existing instruments were used because
creating a new instrument requires a great deal of knowledge and expertise
(Fraenkel et al., 2011).

Because the study consisted of English language instructors, the participants
were university preparatory school instructors working in both public and
foundation universities in Ankara. These universities are Middle East Technical
University, Hacettepe University, Gazi University, Ankara University, Bilkent
University, TOBB Unversity of Economics and Technology, Baskent University,
Atllim University and Ufuk University. The data collection instrument was
administered to participants who were present at the institutions at the time of data
collection and volunteered. Moreover, the online version of the instrument was
provided to instructors who would like to complete it online.

The results were analyzed and interpreted using descriptive and inferential
techniques. Data analysis was done through SPSS 22.0 software. Firstly,
descriptive statistics were computed. Then, regarding the inferential statistics,
Pearson’s product moment-correlation coefficient was computed and multiple

regressions were conducted.

3.2. Research Questions
This study aimed to find out English language preparatory school
instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure and the factors

that influence it. Specifically, the following research questions were formulated:

1. What is instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and

failure?

37



2.

3.

1.1 What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?

1.2 What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure?

What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and

overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure?

2.1 What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and

sense of responsibility for students’ success?

2.2 What is the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and

sense of responsibility for students’ failure?

To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores,
self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict instructors’

overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure?

3.1 To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency
scores, self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict

instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?

3.2 To what extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores,
self-efficacy beliefs and motivation of instructors predict instructors’

sense of responsibility for students’ failure?

3.3. Participants

The entire population for this study was all English language instructors

working in both public and foundation universities’ language preparatory schools
in Ankara. According to the information collected from web sites, there were
approximately 965 university preparatory school instructors working in both public
and foundation universities in Ankara. The distribution of the instructors according

to universities is presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1

Distribution of the English Instructors in Ankara by Universities

University n %
METU 147 15.23
Gazi University 95 9.85
Hacettepe University 96 9.95
Bagkent University 155 16.06
Bilkent University 180 18.65
TOBB ETU 75 7.77
Ufuk University 22 2.28
Ankara University 105 10.88
Atilim University 90 9.33

The universities were selected based on some criteria. Firstly, the
institutions should have at least ten years of history in English language teaching.
Secondly, the institutions should have an established policy for language teaching
such as having exemption, placement and proficiency exams, offering different
programs to students at different English language levels, having regulations for
disciplinary issues and having pre-determined conditions for successfully
completing the preparatory class or repeating it. Thirdly, the institutions should
have a common recruitment process which ensures that instructors have at least a
bachelor degree in English Language teaching or related fields such as English
Language and Literature, American Culture and Literature, English Linguistics,
Translation and Interpretation. Lastly, practicality and accessibility were also taken
into consideration. The following universities satisfied the criteria mentioned
above: Middle East Technical University, Hacettepe University, Gazi University,
Ankara University, Bilkent University, TOBB University of Economics and
Technology, Baskent University, Atilim University, and Ufuk University.
Therefore, participants of the study were the instructors who were working in these
institutions which satisfied the conditions mentioned above. The data were

collected from the instructors who were present at the time of data collection and
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volunteered to respond to questionnaires, so that means convenience sampling was
used. Frankel et al., (2011) defines convenience sampling as: “A convenience
sample is a group of individuals who (conveniently) are available for study” (p.g.
99). Besides, many times, it is very difficult and almost impossible to choose a
random sample because of time, money, or the lack of other resources necessary to
obtain a random sample (Frankel et al., 2011). Field (2013) also states: “We never
have access to the entire population”. Convenience sampling was preferred because
the population is large and it is difficult to reach each and every individual in the
population, so accessibility is an important issue. Besides, it can be difficult to
reach every instructor in the institution due to their teaching schedule or they may
have some official duties or they may not volunteer to participate into the study.
There are 522 (54.09 %) instructors working for foundation and 443 (45.91
%) for public universities out of 965. Among this target population, 235 of the
instructors participated in this study. Though it was planned to reach the whole
population of instructors, because of some official constricts such as working
hours, instructors’ official duties, and the condition of volunteer participation
influenced the participation level. Owing to these limitations in terms of sampling,
the data collection instrument was administered to 235 participants. On the other
hand, of all participants, there were 28 participants who did not complete the scale
fully. Therefore, they were not included into statistical analysis. Out of 207
participants, 70 of them completed the online version of the scale because of either
their institutions’ or their own preferences. Considering the low participation rate, a
chi-square goodness-of-fit test was conducted to check whether the the sample
distribution is close enough to the population distribution by university type so that
it can be considered representative of it. The assumptions were checked before the
analysis to ensure a valid result: “indenpendent observations and the expected
frequencies should be greater than 5” (Field, 2013, p. 692). First of all,
independence of observations was ensured since there was not a relationship
between the participants. Secondly, there were at least 5 frequencies in each group
of the categorical data. The results showed that the sample distribution is not
statistically different from the population distribution by university type, ¥2 (1,

n=207) = 3.25, p > .05. It was decided to continue with further analyses.
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Among these 207 participants, 39.61 % (n=82) of them were working for a
state university while 60.39 % (n=125) for a foundation university. As it was stated
in Table 3.2, 6.3 % (n=13) of them were from Ankara University, 9.2 % (n=19) of
them were from Gazi University, 14 % (n=29) of them were from Bagkent
University, 17.9 % (n=37) of them were from Hacettepe University, 6.3 % (n=13)
of them were from METU, 4.3 % (n=9) of them were from Bilkent University, 9.2
% (n=19) of them were from Atilim University and 5.3 % (n=11) of them were
from Ufuk University and 27.5 % (n=57) of them were from TOBB ETU.
Considering their gender, the data showed that 83.1 % of the participants were
female (n = 172) while 16.9 % of them were male (n = 35). When these numbers
are considered, it can be said that there are much more female instructors than male
ones, which is the common trend in many universities in Turkey considering the

English language preparatory schools.

Table 3.2

Distribution of the Participants by Universities

University N %
Ankara University 13 6.3
Gazi University 19 9.2
Baskent University 29 14.0
Hacettepe University 37 17.9
METU 13 6.3
Bilkent University 9 4.3
Atilim University 19 9.2
Ufuk University 11 5.3
TOBBETU 57 27.5

The participants’ age was between 22 and 60 and their teaching experience
is between 1 year and 38 years. Year of teaching experience variable, which is a
continuous one, was recoded into 5 categories to provide clear descriptive

information; however, for inferential statistics, this variable was taken as a
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continuous variable. As it was shown in Table 3.3 below, 39.6 % (n=82) of the
participants have been teaching for 1-5 years. 22.7 % (n=47) of the participants
have been teaching for 6- 10 years while 14.0 % (n=29) of them have been
teaching for 11-15 years. It can be said that around 76.3 % of the participants have
been teaching for 15 years or below. Lastly, 12.1 % (n=25) of the participants have
been teaching for 16-20 years while 11.6 % (n=24) of the participants have been

teaching for 21 years or above.

Table 3.3
Distribution of the Participants by Years of Teaching Experience

Teaching Experience n %
1 year-5 years 82 39.6
6-10 years 47 22.7
11-15 years 29 14.0
16-20 years 25 12.1
21 years or higher 24 11.6

In terms of graduated university, 27.1 % (n=56) of them graduated from
METU, 38.2 % (n=79) of them graduated from Hacettepe University, 7.7 % (n=16)
of them graduated from Gazi University, 8.2 % (n=17) of them graduated from
Ankara University, 2.4 % (n=5) of them graduated from Bilkent University, 2.9 %
(n=6) of them graduated from Baskent University, 3.4 % (n=7) of them graduated
from Istanbul University. The remaining 10.1 % (n=21) graduated from other
universities such as Anadolu, Marmara, Cukurova, Kocaeli, Yeditepe, Akdeniz and

Bosporus Universities. The data is displayed in Table 3.4 below.
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Table 3.4
Distribution of the Participants by Graduated University

Graduated University n %
Ankara University 17 8.2
Bilkent University 5 2.4
Baskent University 6 2.9
Gazi University 16 7.7
Hacettepe University 79 38.2
Istanbul University 7 3.4
METU 56 27.1
Others 21 10.1

When graduated departments are analyzed, 54.1% (n= 112) of the
instructors graduated from English Language Teaching departments of Faculty of
Education while 45.4 % (n= 94) of them graduated from Faculty of Science and
Literature. The data analysis also showed that 88.4 % (n=183) of the instructors
have a teaching certificate while 11.6 % (n=24) of them do not have a teaching
certificate. Table 3.5 displays the instructors’ distribution according to the
departments they graduated from.

Table 3.5

Distribution of the Participants by Graduated Departments

Graduated Department n %
English Language Teaching 112 54.1
English Literature 49 23.7
American Literature 19 9.2
Translation 9 4.3
Linguistics 17 8.2
Other 1 5
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With regards to graduate degree studies, the data analysis showed that 56.0
% (n= 116) of the instructors have an MA or MSc. degree while 8.2 % (n= 17) of
them have a doctorate degree. Moreover, 35.7 % (n=74) of them do not have any
graduate degrees. Table 3.6 shows the information concerning the instructors’

graduate degree studies.

Table 3.6
Distribution of the Participants by Graduate Degree

Graduate Degree n %
No Graduate Degree 74 35.7
MA or MSc 116 56.0
PhD 17 8.2

Of all participants, 203 of them responded to the items concerning the
English proficiency scores measured by YDS, TOEFL IBT, IELTS or another
standardized test. 94.09% (n=191) of them reported their YDS exam scores while
5.91% (n=12) of them reported their TOEFL IBT scores. Since most of the
participants answered this item with their YDS scores, they were utilized in the
data analysis. The scores of TOEFL IBT were converted into YDS equivalent
scores based on the conversion table suggested by The Council of Higher
Education.

The range of scores is between 62.5 and 100. To be able interpret the scores
clearly; the scores were recoded into 6 variables considering the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) criteria suggested by
OSYM (2013). The scores between 0 and 30 are coded as “Al1”, 31 and 45 as
“A2”, 46 and 60 as “B1”, 61 and 75 as “B2”, 76 and 95 as “C1”, 96 and 100 as
“C2”. The obtained data showed that 63.8 % (n=132) of the instructors got scores
between 76 and 95 points as coded “Cl1”, 33.3 % (n=69) of them got scores
between 96 and 100 as “C2” and 1.0% (n=2) of them got scores between 61 and 75
as “B2”. Moreover, 1.9 % (n=4) of the participants did not report their YDS exam
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scores. Table 3.7 shows the information related to instructors’ proficiency scores

from YDS exam.

Table 3.7

Distribution of the Participants by English Proficiency Scores from YDS

CEFR Level (YDS Score Range) n %
B2 (61-75) 2 1.0
C1 (76-95) 132 63.8
C2 (96-100) 69 33.3
Missing 4 1.9

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

The instruments have been decided after the literature review. The data was
collected through three scales: Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (See Appendix
A), Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale (See Appendix B) and Teacher
Motivation Scale (See Appendix C). The permission was taken from the developers
of each scale (See Appendix E). Besides, to collect information about the
demographic features of the participants, a personal information sheet that includes
items such as institution in which they work, gender, age, overall teaching
experience, graduate degree earned, teaching certificate and English proficiency
scores (YDS, IELTS, TOEFL IBT etc.) was distributed to the participants.
Concerning English proficiency scores of the instructors, YDS exam scores were
accepted as the reference point and the other exam scores were converted by using
the conversion table suggested by The Council of Higher Education.

3.4.1. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

This instrument was originally developed by Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) to measure teachers’ self-efficacy levels. The scale was
based on the integrated model of teacher self-efficacy introduced by Tschannen-
Moran et al. (1998). The scale is sometimes called as Ohio State Teacher Efficacy

Scale (OSTES). The development of the scale was completed with three studies.
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Initially, there were 52 items in the scale and 20 items were eliminated in the first
study. In the second study, 14 items were extracted from the scale and 18 items
were left. In the third study, another 18 items were added and retested. In the end,
the researchers reached two forms of the instrument: short form with 12 items and
long form with 24 items. Items on the scale are the examples of common teaching
activities that exemplify three factors: efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for
classroom management, efficacy for instructional strategies. The reliability
coefficient values of the original instrument (long version) are .90 for classroom
management, .87 for student engagement, .91 for instructional strategies and .94
for the whole scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001).In this study, the
Turkish adapted and translated version by Capa et al. (2005) was used. The
Turkish adapted version also includes 24 items with eight items for each subscale:
“efficacy for engagement, efficacy for management and efficacy for instructional
strategies”. The items are ranked on 9-points, ranging from ‘‘A great deal (9) to
Nothing (1)”. The reported reliability coefficient of this instrument is “.82 for
engagement, .86 for instructional strategies, .84 for management and .93 for the
whole scale” (Capa et al., 2005, p.77).
Sample items from the scale are:
How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students? (Item 1

from efficacy in student engagement dimension)

How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? (Item 18 from
efficacy in instructional strategies dimension)

How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
(Item 3 from efficacy in classroom management dimension)

3.4.1.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted through AMOS 24.0
(Analysis Moment of Structure) to check the three factor structure suggested by
Capa et al. (2005) for the Turkish adapted version of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy
Scale. Before the analysis, the confirmatory factor analysis assumptions were
checked. Firtsly, the number of participants was more than the five times of item
numbers in the scale (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, 2009). Secondly, there were

no missing data. Thirdly, scores of each item were standardized and there were no

46



values exceeding 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Then, Mahalanobis Distance
for each case was computed and there were four cases exceeding the critical value
of 51.179 (df =24, p=.001). These cases were reviewed, and there were no problem
regarding data entry. These cases were not deleted since decrease in sample size
limits the generalizability (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Kolmogorov-Smirnov and
Shapiro-Wilk results were significant; however, these tests are conservative and
affected by sample size (Field, 2013). Lastly, histograms and Q-Q plot did not
show a serious evidence for non-normality in the data. Therefore, it was decided to
continue with further analysis. The Confirmatory factor analysis yielded a
significant chi-square value of 547.56. Because chi-square is mostly affected by
sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), other fit values were also checked to
evaluate the model. The analysis revealed CFI value of .85, NNFI value of .75, GFI
value of .83 and the RMSEA value of .07, which indicated poor fit. Modification
indices were examined and there existed some high error covariances among the
following items: e20-e22, el7-e18, el2-el4, ell-el2, ell-el6, el0-eel2, e6-€8,
e3-e8, e2-e7. Since these items were loaded in the same factor, they were allowed
to covary and CFA was run once more. The chi-square value decreased to 404.55;
however, it was still significant. The RMSEA value of .05 indicated an acceptable
fit by Browne and Cudeck (1993). CFI=.91 and NNFI=.80 were not satisfactory for
a good model fit. However, .90 was a border value between adequate and
inadequate model fit and a .91 CFI value can be accepted as a moderate fit when
the sample size is large (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). Though there were problems
with some fit values, the researcher accepted the three factor structure as an
acceptable fit for the data collected in this study considering the RMSEA value and
CFI value. Additionally, factor loading of each item was significant. The loadings
were from .35 to .74 for efficacy for student engagement, from .47 to .70 for
efficacy for instructional strategies and from .48 to .84 for efficacy for classroom
management (Table 3.8). Moreover, many reserachers used this scale to measure
English teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and in these studies, it had high reliability
coefficient (Solar Sekerci, 2010). Additionally, in this study, the reliability
coefficient of this instrument was found as .73 for student engagement, .82 for

instructional strategies and .87 for classroom management. Considering the
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common usage of the scale in the literature and high reliability of subscales, it was
decided to keep the scale as it is. Figure 3.1 shows three factor CFA model for

teacher self-efficacy scale.

Table 3.8
Results of CFA regarding Factor Loadings of Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale

Dimension Item Standardized Estimates
Efficacy for student engagement Item 22 .35
Item 14 74
Item 12 52
Item 9 .55
Item 6 57
Item 4 .56
Item 2 48
Item 1 .58
Efficacy for instructional strategies Item 24 .63
Item 23 .70
Item 20 .64
Item 18 .63
Item 17 57
Item 11 47
Item 10 57
Item 7 54
Efficacy for classroom management Item 21 .61
Item 19 .70
Item 16 73
Item 15 .84
Item 13 .70
Item 8 48
Item 5 .55
Item 3 12
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Figure 3.1. Three factor CFA model for teacher self-efficacy scale
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3.4.2. Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale

The scale includes 30 items and aims to measure teachers’ responsibility for
student achievement. Guskey (1980) developed the Responsibility for Student
Achievement Questionnaire (RSA) in order to find out responsibility perceptions of
elementary and secondary school teachers regarding their students' academic
success and failure. For each item, there are two choices. The first choice states that
the teacher is the reason behind the event while the second choice states that the
external factors which are out of the teacher’s control event cause the event. 100
percentage points should be distributed to these two alternatives for each pair in the
items. There are two sub-scales: responsibility for students’ success (R+) and
responsibility for students’ failure (R-). When 40 points are given to the R+ event
described in the first alternative, 60 points go to R- event described in the second
alternative. General responsibility value is measured with the average of R+ and R-
events. For the reliability of the instrument, test-retest was done and results showed
that the correlation value for total R, between test and retest results is .74, for R+
.79 and for R- .88 (Ekici, 2012a).

Sample items for the scale are:
If a student does well in your class, would it probably be
_____a. because that student had the natural ability to do well, or
____b. because of the encouragement you offered? (Item 1 for responsibility

for student success domain)

When your class if having trouble understanding something you have taught, is
it usually

____a. because you did not explain it very clearly, or

____b. because your students are just slow in understanding difficult

concepts? (Item 2 from responsibility for student failure domain)

In this study, the Turkish adapted and translated version by Ekici (2012a)
was utilized. The Cronbach alpha coefficient was calculated for reliability and it

was found that the internal reliability coefficient for the full measure was .85 while
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for R+ .84 and for R- .82. The Turkish version has been used by different
researchers such as Aktas et al. (2013), Ekici (2013), Giiveng (2011), Kurt (2013a)
and Kurt et al. (2014) in Turkish context. In this study, two items were eliminated
since they were irrelevant to the context of English instructors working at
preparatory schools, so 28 questionnaire items were left. The removed items are:

15. When parents commend you on your work as a teacher, is it usually
____a. because you have made a special effort with their child, or

__b. because their child is generally a good student?

29. If a parent is critical of you as a teacher, is it likely to be
___a. because you have difficulty getting that parent’s child to do the work you
require, or
___b. because that parent’s child is developmentally not ready to do well in your

class?

The reliability coefficient of this instrument was found as following in this
study: .80 for R+, .88 for R-and .83 for the whole scale. Considering the common
usage of the scale in the literature and higher reliability coefficient results for the

whole scale and subscales, it was decided to keep the scale as it is.

3.4.3. Teacher Motivation Scale

The literature was reviewed to find a suitable scale to measure instructors’
motivation levels. However, when the current scales were reviewed, it was seen
that most of the scales were developed for measuring job satisfaction level of
teachers working either in elementary or secondary level schools and also there
were limited proof ensuring the construct validity, content validity and reliability of
the scales. Considering the context where the study was conducted and the
participants’ profile, it was decided to adapt a current Job Motivation scale to the
TEFL context to ensure that English instructors working preparatory schools
understand the items well and the scale is compatible with the conditions of the

instructors. Job Motivation Scale by Aksoy (2007) was utilized for adaptation
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process. The scale was developed to measure the job motivation level of workers in
an institution. The original 5 point scale includes 18 items and had a reliability
coefficient of .79. The rating for answers ranges from 1 “I am not pleased at all” to
5 “I am really pleased”. This scale was used by different researchers in school
context to measure teacher’s motivation level and vyielded high reliability
coefficient results. Tanriverdi (2007), Giindiiz (2009), Kiristi (2009), Yilmaz
(2009), used this scale in school context. Tanriverdi (2007) reported the scale’s
reliability coefficient as .90 while Giindiiz (2009) reported it as .88. Yilmaz (2009)
made a reliability and validity study of the scale before using it. The results showed
that the scale had four factors: team harmony, integration with job, commitment to
a job and personal development. The reliability coefficient of the scale was found
as .82 in this study.

Initially, the literature was reviewed, and additional items were included in
this scale. The generated items are: Item 2 “Workload”, Item 6 “Job guarantee in
the institution”, Item 11 “Promotion opportunities in the institution”, Item 16
“Teaching English”, Item 19 “Difficulty level of my job”, Item 20 “Opportunity to
get involved in decisions made in the institution”, Item 23 “Opportunity to reach
the equipment I need”. These statements were taken and adapted from different
scales used to investigate the motivation level of teachers in the past studies
(Bernaus, Wilson, & Gardner, 2009; Celik, 2013; Kassabgy, Boraie, & Schmidt,
2001; Ololube, 2006; Pennington, 1997; Tsutsumi, 2014; Yau, 2010; Yildirim,
2006).

Additionally, some modifications were made on some of the original items.
The original items: “Being appreciated and the success feeling that I have” and
“Harmony and cooperation among teachers” were split into separate items.
Original items “The income from the institution” and “Additional payment system”
were combined as following: “The income from the institution (salary, additional
payment system)”. The original item “The status of making your own decisions and
using your own methods” were rewritten as two separate items “The status of
making my own decisions” and “For being able to choose the instructional methods
to use in courses”. The original item “Training and professional development

opportunities” was changed as “My eagerness to develop professionally”. Lastly,
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the original item “The opportunity to use my creativity” was rewritten as “For
being able to use my creativity”.

The adapted version of the scale included 25 items on both intrinsic
motivation and extrinsic motivation. The answers were again based on a rating
scale from 1 “I am not pleased at all” to 5 “I am really pleased”. The draft scale
was evaluated by two experts from educational sciences department of Middle East
Technical University and two other experts from Hacettepe University. They
reviewed the wording, format, content covered to measure the teacher motivation
construct. They contributed to the revision of the items to make them more clear
and comprehensible. Through the experts’ opinions, validity of the instrument in
terms of content, comprehensiveness and format were ensured and necessary
modifications on the items were done upon the experts’ advices. Then, the
instrument was pilot tested with instructors at Hacettepe University (n=34), Tiirk
Hava Kurumu University (n=26) and Yildirim Beyazit University (n=16).

The maximum likelihood factor analysis was done using SPSS 22 for each
item on the scale for construct validity. Before conducting the analysis, the
suitability of factor analysis was assessed. All of the variables in the analysis were
continuous ones. However, multivariate normality assumption was violated
because Mardia’s test showed a significant value (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).
Correlation matrix was checked for correlations above .30 (Field, 2013) and it
showed that the correlation coefficients for seven items were far below .30, so
these items were eliminated from the scale. The removed items are: Item 1 “The
success feeling that I have”, Item 2 “Workload”, Item 3 “The income from the
institution”, Item 6 “Job guarantee in the institution”, Item 9 “Social events”, Item
14 “The respect that I get from the society as a teacher”, Item 16 “Teaching
English”.

After the elimination, it was reanalyzed. The results showed that the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin value was .85, which shows a satisfactory value as stated by
Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999) and it showed that the number of the participants
was enough to continue with exploratory factor analysis. The Barlett’s Test of
Sphericity was significant (p <.05) and it shows that there are correlations in the

data set which are suitable for factor analysis. Both of these figures supported the
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factorability of the correlation matrix. All in all, the findings showed the
assumptions were met to number and interpret factor structure of the scale
developed.

To find the number of factors in the scale, principal axis factoring was
selected as an extraction technique since multivariate normality assumption was
violated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). To decide the number of factors to rotate, the
factor number suggested by the scale developer, the scree plot and its inflection
point and the Eigenvalue- greater-than-one criteria were used (Field, 2013). The
interpretability of the pattern matrix was used to finalize the decision. The initial
factor analysis showed that there are four factor loadings. However, it was not
appropriate to name four subscales. To help the interpretations of the factor
loadings, Direct Oblimin rotation was conducted for 2 factors set. The analysis
revealed the presence of two components with Eigenvalues greater than 1. Table
3.9 displays the results on Eigen values and total variance explained by these two

factors.

Table 3.9
Eigen Values for the Factors in Teacher Motivation Scale

Rotation
Sums of

Extraction Sums of Squared  Squared

Factors Initial Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
% of Cum. %of  Cum.
Total Variance % Total Variance % Total
1(External 7.92 4401 44.01 7.46 4141 41.41 6.568
Motivation)
2(Internal  1.97 10.93  54.94 155 8.62 50.04 4.93
Motivation)

54.94% of the variance was explained by these two factors. Moreover,

when the total variances are analyzed, it was seen that factor one is explaining the
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44.01 % of the variance whereas the second factor is explaining 10.93 %. This
indicated that for the first factor there would be more items loaded than the second
one. In addition to that, to interpret factor structure, scree plot and its inflexion
point was checked as well. The scree plot showed a point of inflection on the third
factor. This indicates that maximum factors to be extracted in this scale are two
(See Figure 3.2)

Scree Plot
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Factor Number

Figure 3.2. Secree plot for the factors in teacher motivation scale

After finding the number of factors in the scale, the factors were interpreted
based on the results of factor correlations, factor rotations, pattern matrix and factor
loadings in factor plot were analyzed. Based on the results and the related literature
covered while developing the scale, the factors were named. It was found that the
items 2,4,6,7,9,10,11,13,14,15,16,17,18 (See Appendix C) were loaded in the first
factor explaining external motivation level of teachers while the items 1,3,5,8,12
(See Appendix C) were loaded in the second factor explaining internal motivation

level of teachers. The factor loadings on pattern matrix are shown in Table 3.10.
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Table 3.10

Pattern Matrix of Teacher Motivation Scale

Factor

The Items 1
Harmony among teachers (Item 10) .88
Cooperation among teachers (Item 11) .84
Harmony with the administrators (Item 18) .80
Performance evaluation method in the institution

(Item 4) 7
Physical environment in my school (Item 14) .67
Opportunity to get involved in decisions made in the
institution (Item 13) 00
Importance given to teamwork (Item 17) .58
For working in that institution (Item 15) .55
The degree of being under control (Item 7) .52
Being appreciated (Item 9) 49
Vacation and leave periods (easiness in exercising w0
employee personal rights) (Item 2)

Promotion opportunities in the institution (Item 6) 41
Opportunity to reach the equipment I need (Item 16) .32

For being able to choose the instructional methods to
use in courses (Item 1)

For being able to use my creativity (Item 8)

The status of making my own decisions (Item 3)
Difficulty level of my job (Iltem 12)

My eagerness to develop professionally (Item 5)

.88

.78
.68
42
34

As it was presented in Table 3.10, items concerning external motivation

are loaded in Factor 1 while items concerning internal motivation were loaded in

Factor 2. Moreover, Item 16 “Opportunity to reach the equipment | need” loaded in

two factors, but considering the content, it was included in factor 1. As for the
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reliability of the instrument, it was found to be high with a Cronbach alpha
coefficient of .92 for the whole scale, which shows the scale has high internal
consistency. Besides, Cronbach alpha coefficients of each subscale were found as

.85 for external motivation and .73 for internal motivation.

3.5. Data Collection Procedures

Before starting the data collection, the necessary permission was taken from
METU Applied Ethics Research Center to guarantee the conformity to the ethical
principles (See Appendix D). Then, the universities were officially informed about
the permission of AERC (Applied Ethics Research Center) and their official
permission was asked, too. Then, the researcher contacted herself the
administrators of English Preparatory Schools to get the necessary permission and
learn about instructors’ weekly schedule. The administering of the instrument
started in May and finished in July. The researcher visited the preparation schools
and collected the data individually. The surveys were administered to the
instructors directly. It took roughly 30 minutes to complete the scales. However,
because of the administrators’ preferences at Bilkent and Baskent Universities, the
data were collected through an online link. The teachers were informed about the
aim of the study; therefore, deception was not a matter of concern. For the
confidentiality issue, the names of the participants in the study were hidden and
data collected were held in confidence on a computer which is password protected.
Informed consent forms were given to participants before they began responding to

the data collection instruments.

3.6. Data Analysis

All of the gathered data (demographic information of participants,
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale responses, Responsibility for Student
Achievement Scale responses and Teacher Motivation Scale responses) were
transferred to computer environment in a SPSS data file. The collected data were
analyzed through descriptive analysis and inferential statistics by using SPSS 22.0

software.
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Before combining the data collected through online tool and traditional
way, a one-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed to
ensure the data collection method did not result in differences in the collected data.
The data collection method with two levels (online, paper-pencil) was the
independent variable. Instructors’ sense of responsibility, motivation levels and
self-efficacy levels were the dependent variables. Conducting MANOVA was
chosen instead of three separate factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to
control Type I error. The assumptions of MANOVA are “interval scale of
measurement on the dependent variables, independent observations, multivariate
normality, homogeneity of covariance matrices” (Field, 2013, p.g. 603) and all of
these were checked before the analysis.

Instructors’ sense of responsibility, motivation levels and self-efficacy
levels were all measured at interval scale of measurement. The participants
completed the data collection instruments on their own, so independent
observations assumption was met. The scores of each item were standardized and
there were no values exceeding 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Then,
Mahalanobis Distance for each case was computed and there were only one case
exceeding the critical value of 16.27 (df=3, p=.001). This case was not deleted
since decrease in sample size limits the generalizability (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). VIF and Tolerance values were checked for the absence of multicollinearity.
There were no tolerance values less than .20 (ranging between .96 and .98) and VIF
values were less than 4 (ranging 1.01 to 1.04) (Field, 2013, p.221). Univarite
normality was checked through Kolmogorov-Smirnov and ShapiroWilk’s statistical
tests, skewness and kurtosis values. Kolmogorov-Smirnov and ShapiroWilk’s
statistical tests were not significant except for motivation scores. The values of
Skewness and Kurtosis were in the boundaries of -3 and +3, which was another
proof for normality. Additionally, histograms and Q-Q plots were examined and
there was no problem based on them. Furthermore, for multivariate normality
assumption, Mardia’s test was run and it was significant (b2p = 53.18, p < .001),
indicating non-normality. Later, for homogenity of covariance matrices
assumption, Box’s M test results were checked and for homogeneity of variance for

the univariate tests, Levene’s test results were checked. Box’s M test was not
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significant (4.82, p >.001), which indicates covariance matrices didn’t significantly
differ (Field, 2013). Levene’s test results also yielded non-significant results so
homogeneity of variances assumption was not violated (Field, 2013). To examine
the significance of the model, Wilk’s statistics was used. MANOVA yielded non-
significant results, F (3, 203) = 2.47 p > .05. It was decided to continue with further
analysis by combining the data.

After that, the data were combined and relevant descriptive statistics (mean,
median, standard deviation, standard error and range) were conducted. When it
comes to inferential statistics, Pearson’s product moment-correlation coefficient
was computed to find out the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs
and sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure. Additionally, this
study is a prediction study with 4 variables; therefore, multiple regression was
conducted as it is suggested by Frankel et al. (2011) for determining a correlation
between a criterion variable and the best combination of two or more predictor
variables. Among the three types of multiple regressions, the hierarchical
regression was chosen because it gives the researcher a chance of entering the
predictors within desired order and predictors are chosen considering previous
studies (Field, 2013). Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) stated: “Some simple rules of
thumb are N > 50 + 8m (where m is the number of 1Vs) for testing the multiple
correlation and N > 104 + m for testing individual predictors” (p.123). This study
included 4 predictor variables. Considering the formula given by Tabachnick and
Fidell (2013), the data which were collected from 207 participants seemed to be
adequate to be able to conduct multiple regression to test these individual
predictors.

Before the analysis, the assumptions of multiple regression analysis:
normality, homoscedasticity, linearity, independence of errors and multicollinearity
were checked and reported. The hierarchical regression analyses were conducted in
two blocks for four predictor variables. The order of the variables was decided by
the researcher considering theoretical importance of the variables, past research
studies and the importance of predictors in predicting the outcome (Field, 2013). In
Block 1, continuous variables; teaching experience and English proficiency scores

were entered into regression and in Block two; continuous variables; teacher self-
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efficacy scores and motivation scores were entered into the regression. Table 3.11

displays the models of hierarchical regression analyses.

Table 3.11
Description of Models of Hierarchical Regression Analyses

Model Dependent Blocks Number of Predictor Variables
Variable Variables
Entered
1 Instructors’ overall 1 2 Teaching Experience
sense of English Proficiency Scores

responsibility

2 for students’ 2 2 Self-efficacy Belief Scores
success and failure Motivation Scores

1 Instructors’ sense 1 2 Teaching Experience
of responsibility English Proficiency Scores

for students’
2 success 2 2 Self-efficacy Belief Scores

Motivation Scores

1 Instructors’ sense 1 2 Teaching Experience
of responsibility English Proficiency Scores
for students’
2 failure 2 2 Self-efficacy Belief Scores
Motivation Scores

3.7. Limitations of the Study

The current study has some limitations. Firstly, the response rate is low and
the participants are limited to a group of preparatory school instructors in Ankara.
Unfortunately, this is a common situation in the survey literature and there has
been a decrease in respondent cooperation with the researchers (Rindfuss, Choe,

Tsuya, Bumpass, & Tamaki, 2015). Considering the sample size issue, there is no
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single answer for that. For correlational study, there should be minimum 50
participants to form a relationship and for descriptive studies, there should be at
least 100 participants (Frankel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2011). The data were collected
between May and July. This was the end of the spring semester and the instructors
had hectic schedules. The working hours, instructors’ official duties, and the
condition of volunteer participation influenced the participation level for the
current study as well. Considering the low response rate and convenience sampling
preferred in this study, the results cannot be generalized to all preparatory school
instructors who work in Ankara and different cities of Turkey. Secondly, self-
reported data were collected to investigate responsibility perceptions and people

might be influenced by social desirability, which is not controlled in this study.

61



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This study aimed to investigate English language preparatory school
instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure and the factors
that influence it. The participants were English language preparatory school
instructors at universities in Ankara. These participants were administered an
instrument which had four parts. The first part asked for demographic information.
The second part aimed to measure instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure. The third part aimed to measure instructors’ self-efficacy
beliefs and the last part aimed to measure instructors’ motivation level.

This chapter reveals the information about the analyses and the findings of
these analyses. Firstly, instructor’s sense of responsibility for students’ success and
failure were presented. Secondly, self-efficacy belief of the instructors and its
relationship with the sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure was
analyzed. After that, the results of the regression analyses, which were executed to
find the predictive power of teacher self-efficacy, motivation, experience and
English proficiency scores on instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure were reported. This analysis was done with 203 participants
since 4 of them did not report their proficiency scores.

207 instructors (172 female, 35 male) who are teaching English at
preparatory schools participated into the study. Their age is between 22 and 60
(M= 33.21, SD=8.16), and their range of experience is between 1 year to 38 years
(M= 10.16, SD=7.75). The reported proficiency scores seem to be high ranging
between 62.5 and 100 (M= 93.83, SD= 4.74). The motivation level of the
instructors is medium ranging between 1.67 and 4.94 (M=3.38, SD=.62).
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4.1. Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success and Failure

The first research question of this study was: “What is instructors’ overall
sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure? To answer this question,
the participants’ answers were analyzed through descriptive statistics. The mean
and standard deviation scores were computed for each participant. The analyses
were done separately on each dimension: responsibility for success and
responsibility for failure. Each subscale consists of 14 items with the total of 28
items. The maximum score for each item was 100 (feels highly responsible) and
minimum score was 0 (does not feel any responsibility) which makes up a total of
maximum 100 and minimum 0. The results of the descriptive analysis showed that
instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure is 48.10
(SD=8.25).

The first research question of the study had two sub-research questions:
“What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?” and “What is
instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure?”. The analyses were done
separately for each one of these dimensions. For the sense of responsibility for
students’ success, the scores ranged between 25 and 90 with the mean score of
57.59 (SD= 9.58). For the sense of responsibility for students’ failure, the scores
were between 0 and 77.14 with the mean score of 38.61 (SD= 12.96). The
descriptive statistics analysis results showed that instructors have a moderate level
of overall responsibility perception considering the maximum score that can be
taken from this instrument, which is 100 points and the minimum score which is 0.
Additionally, they take more responsibility for students’ success than failure. The

findings regarding the first research question are summarized in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success

and Failure

Min Max M SD
Overall Responsibility 1250 7214 48.10 8.25
Responsibility for Success 25.00 90.00 57.59 9.58
Responsibility for Failure 207 O 77.14 38.61 12.96

The findings concerning items for instructors’ sense of responsibility for

students’ success (R+) and failure (R-) are summarized in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for Items for Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for

Students’ Success and Failure

N Min Max M SD
R1B+ 207 0 100.00 42.63 15.59
R2A- 207 0 100.00 43.63 20.65
R3B+ 207 0 100.00 59.87 16.68
R4A- 207 0 90.00 28.46 19.88
R5A+ 207 5.00 100.00 69.01 19.26
R6A+ 207 0 90.00 50.56 17.39
R7A+ 207 0 100.00 49.98 15.74
R8B- 207 0 100.00 43.31 19.44
R9B- 207 0 90.00 31.12 20.09
R10B+ 207 0 100.00 50.13 17.22
R11B- 207 0 90.00 41.64 20.09
R12A- 207 0 95.00 30.66 19.12
R13A+ 207 0 100.00 60.85 17.44
R14B- 207 0 90.00 30.58 19.83
R15B- 207 0 100.00 33.08 20.33
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Table 4.2 (continued)

Descriptive Statistics for Items for Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’

Success and Failure

N Min Max M SD
R16A- 207 0 100.00 40.31 22.71
R17A+ 207 0 100.00 64.25 20.41
R18B+ 207 0 100.00 53.12 18.30
R19A- 207 0 100.00 52.08 21.77
R20A+ 207 0 100.00 63.45 20.41
R21B+ 207 0 100.00 57.27 19.17
R22A+ 207 0 100.00 58.30 16.60
R23A- 207 0 90.00 40.03 21.30
R24B- 207 0 100.00 47.54 24.46
R25B+ 207 0 100.00 58.70 18.71
R26B+ 207 0 100.00 68.12 18.80
R27B- 207 0 90.00 36.07 19.89
R28B- 207 0 100.00 42.07 21.76

When we look at the items regarding sense of responsibility for students’
success, Items 3, 5, 13, 17, 20, 22, 25 and 26 (See Appendix B) have the mean
scores higher than the overall mean score of responsibility for success (M=57.59).
When these items are considered, it can be said that instructors have higher sense
of responsibility for their students’ success either because they motivate their
students or they review the subject frequently or they give feedback or they express
their expectations or they make learning interesting or they can get most students to
participate and involved in the lesson. However, Item 1 (See Appendix B) has the
lowest mean score (M=42.63, SD=15.59) among all items for sense of
responsibility for students’ success. It shows that encouragement that the
instructors offered to students is seen as the weakest reason behind sense of
responsibility for the students’ success. On the other hand, when we look at the

items regarding sense of responsibility for students’ failure, the mean scores for
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most of the items are below 40 and Items 2, 8, 16, 19, 23, 24, 28 (See Appendix B)
have mean scores higher than the overall mean score of responsibility for failure
(M=38.61). When these items are considered, it can be said that instructors have
higher sense of responsibility for their students’ failure either because they do not
explain something clearly, or they do not have enough time to plan well, or they
cannot give their students enough attention, or they cannot motivate their students
to work hard. Item 19 (See Appendix B) has the highest mean score which is 52.08
(SD= 21.77). Regarding Item 19, it can be said that instructors have the highest
sense of responsibility for their students’ failure when they think they cannot
explain something at their students’ level. Lastly, Item 4 (See Appendix B) has the
lowest mean score (M=28.46, SD=19.88) among all items for sense of
responsibility for students’ failure. It shows that stressing the point strong enough
is seen as the weakest reason behind sense of responsibility for the students’

failure.

4.2. The Relationship between Self-Efficacy Levels of Instructors and Sense of
Responsibility

The second research question was: “Is there a relationship between
instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and overall sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure?”. The sub-research questions were: “Is there a relationship
between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and sense of responsibility for students’
success?” and “Is there a relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and
sense of responsibility for students’ failure?”.

Firstly, descriptive statistics regarding the self-efficacy levels of English
language preparatory school instructors were computed. The scale included 24
items. The maximum score for each item was 9 (the most efficacious) and
minimum score was 1 (the least efficacious) with the maximum score of 72 and
minimum score of 8 in total. The results showed that the mean score for the overall
self-efficacy level of the instructors was 7.14 (SD=.70), which shows a rather high
level of self-efficacy considering that possible maximum score was 9.

In addition to descriptive statistics analysis, to answer the second research

question and related sub-research questions, the Pearson Product-Moment
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Coefficient of correlation was computed. The results showed there was no
significant relationship between instructors’ overall self-efficacy levels and their
overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure. In the same way,
the results showed that there was no significant correlation between instructors’
overall self-efficacy levels and their sense of responsibility for students’ failure. On
the other hand, the results showed that instructors’ overall self-efficacy levels was
positively correlated with their sense of responsibility for students’ success, r=+.29,
n=207, p <.01, two tailed. Cohen (1988) suggests that this is medium effect. Table
4.3 presents the correlation matrix for instructors’ overall self-efficacy levels and

their sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure.

Table 4.3
Correlation Matrix for Instructors’ Overall Self-efficacy Levels and Sense of

Responsibility for Success and Failure

Instructors’ Overall Self-efficacy

Levels
Overall Responsibility A1
Responsibility for Success 297
Responsibility for Failure -.08

*p<.01

4.3. Predictors of Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success
and Failure

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to investigate to what
extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, self-efficacy
beliefs and motivation of instructors predict instructors’ overall sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure, their sense of responsibility for
students’ success and their sense of responsibility for students’ failure.

The independent variables, predictors, in hierarchical analyses were: years
of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, overall self-efficacy levels and

motivation level of instructors. For the first hierarchical multiple regression
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analysis, the dependent variable was instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for
students’ success and failure, for the second hierarchical multiple regression
analysis, the dependent variable was instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ success, and the dependent variable for the last hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure. In
Block 1, continuous variables; teaching experience and English proficiency scores
were entered into regression and in Block 2; continuous variables; self-efficacy

belief scores and motivation scores were entered into the regression.

4.3.1. Testing Assumptions of Hierarchical Regression Analyses

Before conducting hierarchical regression analysis, the assumptions to
conduct the analysis were checked. Field (2013) listed eight assumptions to be
checked which are (1) variable types (the need for either continuous independent
variables or dichotomous ones that are dummy coded and continuous and
guantitative dependent variable); (2) non-zero variance; (3) no perfect
multicollinearity; (4) linearity; (5) homoscedasticity; (6) independent errors; (7)
normally disturbed errors; (8) independent observations (p.220-221).

In terms of variable types, the dependent variable was responsibility
perceptions of instructors which were continuous and quantitative ones. All of the
predictor variables which were English proficiency scores, years of experience,
motivations scores, teacher self-efficacy belief scores were all continuous
variables, too.

Firstly, the existence of extreme cases was checked. Critical leverage value
was calculated according to the recommendation of Stevens “three times the
average (3(k + 1)/n)” (as cited in Field, 2013, p.307). The calculation yielded the
value of .07. With the examination of the data, it was found that the leverage values
for participants with ID numbers of 8, 22, 114 were above the specified value.
Therefore, they were accepted as possible outliers. Then, Cook’s D values were
examined and the maximum value for Cook’s D was .20., which was not above 1
(Field, 2013). As a further check for outliers, DF Beta values were examined and

there were no values greater than 1 (Field, 2013).
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Lastly, Mahalonobis distance values were checked. Before that, the critical
value was calculated depending on the chi-square table (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). With 4 predictors and alpha level of .001., the critical distance value was
18.47. It was found that 114", 22™ 8" participants with their Mahalonobis values
of 45.26, 19.64, and 19.00 respectively were possible outliers. In spite of these
matching findings on the 114" 22™ 8™ participants, considering “Bartnett and
Lewis (1978) table of critical values and the suggestion of eliminating cases when
the values were above 25 for a 500 participant with 5 predictor data set” (Field,
2013, p. 307), it was decided to exclude only 114™ participant since she had a
proficiency score of 62.5 which is very lower than the average English proficiency
score (M=93.83).

In regression analysis, “multicollinearity exists if two or more independent
variables are too highly correlated with each other” (Huck, 2012, p.400). To meet
the assumption of no perfect multicollinearity, firstly, correlation matrix was
checked for the analysis of the relationship among predictor variables (Table 4.4).
The correlations among the independent variables were not above .80. That showed

the non-existence of multicollinearity.

Table 4.4

Bivariate Correlations for Overall Responsibility Scores and Predictor Variables

Teacher
Proficiency self-
Responsibility  Experience Score Motivation efficacy
Responsibility 1.00
Experience .07 1.00
Proficiency
A1 -.01 1.00
Scores
Motivation 18 A1 -.02 1.00
Teacher
12 12 .00 A1 1.00

self-efficacy
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VIF and Tolerance values were also checked. All tolerance values were above
.10 and no VIF values were above 10 (Huck, 2012). Results of collinearity

statistics were shown in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5

Collinearity Statistics on Predictor Variables

Model Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant)
Experience 1.00 1.00
Proficiency Scores 1.00 1.00
2 (Constant)
Experience .98 1.02
Proficiency Scores 1.00 1.00
Teacher self-efficacy .98 1.02
Motivation .98 1.02

Normality assumption means that the errors are normally distributed in the
regression model. To check normality and linearity assumption, histogram and
normal probability plot were examined. The curve of the histogram proved a proper
shape and the dots were close enough to the diagonal line. Therefore, the normality
assumption was met. Figure 4.1 displays the histogram for normality and Figure

4.2 displays normal p-p plot for standardized residual.

Dependent Variable: mean_responsibility

Mean = 1 37E-15
50— Std. Dev.'= 0,990
N="203

Frequency

=
1

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 4.1. Histogram for normality
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Dependent Variable: mean_responsibility
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Figure 4.2. Normal p-p plot for standardized residual

When it comes to the homoscedasticity assumption, the scatter plot did not
show a significant pattern. Figure 4.3 displays the scatter plot of predicted value
and residuals.

Dependent Variable: mean_responsibility

Regression Standardized Residual
&
@
5}
@
0

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Figure 4.3. Scatterplot for residuals in outcome variable

For independence of errors, Durbin-Watson test statistics was concerned.
Field (2013) suggested that this value should be close to 2. In this study, this value
was 1.87, so this assumption was not violated, too. Lastly, the participants
completed the data collection instruments on their own after they were given
necessary information by the researcher, so independent observations assumption
was met, too. To sum up, the data gathered had only one threat of outliers. It did
not have the problem of multicollinearity; and the majority of the assumptions were
met to go on with the interpretation of the results.
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4.3.2. Predictors of Overall Sense of Responsibility for Students’
Success and Failure

The hierarchical regression that gives the researcher a chance of entering
the predictors within the desired order (Field, 2013) was used to find out if years of
teaching experience, English proficiency scores, motivation scores and self-
efficacy belief scores of instructors predict instructors’ overall sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure. The dependent variable was the
mean of instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and
failure. Regarding the independent variables, the first block included teaching
experience, English proficiency scores. The independent variables in the second
block were motivation scores and self-efficacy belief scores of instructors. Table

4.6 presents the results.

Table 4.6

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Overall Sense of Responsibility

B SE B B t sr’ R’ AF

Model 1 .02 2.31
Experience .08 .08 .08 1.08 .01

Proficiency Scores .26 14 13 191 .02

Model 2 .06 3.91*
Experience .05 .08 05 .66 .00

Proficiency Scores 27 14 14 1.95 .02

Teacher self-efficacy  1.09 .82 09 133 .01

Motivation 2.15 .93 16 2.32* .03

*p<.05.

According to Table 4.6, it was seen that Model 1 did not significantly
predict overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure, F (2,199) =
2.31, p> .05. When we looked at the Model 2, to which teacher self-efficacy and
motivation variables were added, Model 2 significantly predicted instructors’

overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure, F (2,197) = 3.91,
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p<. 05 with R* =.06. This model explained 6% of the variance in instructors’
overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure. In Model 2, after
years of teaching experience variable and English proficiency scores variable were
controlled, teacher self-efficacy variable did not have a unique contribution to
results, t (197) = 1.33, p>. 05 while motivation variable individually explained 3%
(sr’=.03) of the variation, t (197) = 2.32, p<. 05. It can be concluded that
instructors’ motivation scores were positively related to their overall sense of

responsibility for students’ success and failure ($=.16).

4.3.3. Predictors of Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success

The second hierarchical regression analysis was used to find out to what
extent teaching experience, English proficiency scores, motivation scores and self-
efficacy belief scores of instructors predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ success. The dependent variable was instructors’ sense of responsibility
for students’ success. Regarding the independent variables, the first block included
teaching experience, English proficiency scores. The independent variables in the
second block were motivation scores and teacher self-efficacy scores. Table 4.7

shows the results.

Table 4.7
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Sense of Responsibility for Success

B SEB I t sr° R? AF
Model 1 .00 32
Experience .04 .09 .04 50 .00
Proficiency Scores .09 14 05 .64 .00
Model 2 A1 11.83*
Experience -.02 .08 -01 -.18 -.00
Proficiency Scores .09 14 .05 .68 .00
Teacher self-efficacy  3.98 .92 30 435 .09
Motivation 1.82 1.04 A2 175 .01

*p<.05.
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According to Table 4.7, it was seen that Model 1 did not significantly
predict sense of responsibility for student success, F (2,200) = .32, p> .05. When
we looked at the Model 2, to which teacher self-efficacy and motivation variables
were added, Model 2 significantly predicted instructors’ sense of responsibility for
student success, F (2,198) = 11.83 p<. 05 with R =.11. This model explained 11%
of the variance in instructors’ sense of responsibility for success.

In Model 2, after years of teaching experience variable and English
proficiency scores variable were controlled, motivation variable did not have a
unique contribution to results, t (198) = 1.75, p>. 05 while teacher self-efficacy
variable individually explained 9% (sr’=.09) of the variation, t (198) = 4.35, p<.
05. It can be concluded that instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs were positively

correlated to their sense of responsibility for student success (5=.30).

4.3.4. Predictors of Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Failure

The third hierarchical regression analysis was used to find out to what
extent years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, self-efficacy
beliefs and motivation of instructors predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ failure. The dependent variable was instructors’ sense of responsibility
for students’ failure. Regarding the independent variables, the first block included
teaching experience, English proficiency scores. The independent variables in the
second block were motivation scores and teacher self-efficacy scores. Table 4.8
presents the results.

Table 4.8
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Sense of Responsibility for Failure

B SEB B t sr’ R? AF
Model 1 .02 1.53
Experience .10 12 06 .87 .00
Proficiency Scores .30 19 11 1.53 .01
Model 2 .04 2.28
Experience 10 12 .06 .84 .00
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“Table 4.8 (continued)

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Sense of Responsibility for Failure

B SEB B t sr R® AF
Proficiency Scores .30 19 11 157 .01
Teacher self-efficacy -1.86 1.30 -10 -143 -01
Motivation 255 148 A2 172 .01

According to Table 4.8, it was seen that Model 1 did not significantly
predict sense of responsibility for student failure, F (2,200) = 1.53, p> .05. When
we looked at the Model 2, to which teacher self-efficacy and motivation variables
were added, Model 2 also did not significantly predict sense of responsibility for
student failure, F (2,198) = 2.28, p> .05.

4.4. Summary of the Research Results

First of all, descriptive statistics results showed that instructors felt more
responsible for their students’ success than failure. Besides, their sense of
responsibility for students’ success was also higher than their overall sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure. Secondly, the results showed that
the instructors had a high level of teacher self-efficacy. However, the results also
indicated that there was no significant relationship between instructors’ overall
self-efficacy scores and their overall sense of responsibility for students’ success
and failure. Besides, the results showed that there was no significant relationship
between instructors’ overall self-efficacy scores and their sense of responsibility
for students’ failure. On the other hand, the results showed that there was a
significant and positive relationship between instructors’ overall self-efficacy
scores and their sense of responsibility for students’ success.

According to regression analyses, years of teaching experience and English
proficiency scores variables did not predict sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure. When the contributions of these two variables were controlled,
the results indicated that instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for their

students’ success and failure was uniquely predicted by teacher motivation
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variable. In terms of sense of responsibility for students’ success, the results of the
study indicated only teacher self-efficacy variable uniquely had a significant
contribution to prediction equation. As for the sense of responsibility for students’

failure, the findings showed that none of the variables significantly predicted it.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study aimed to investigate English language preparatory school
instructors’ sense of responsibility for their students’ success and failure, the
relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and their sense of
responsibility for their students’ success and failure and lastly the extent to which
years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, teacher self-efficacy and
motivation predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for their students’ success
and failure. In this chapter, the conclusions on the findings of this study are
presented together with discussions regarding the literature and the implications for

further studies and practice will be revealed.

5.1. Discussion

This part presents discussions on the results considering the relevant
literature. The results and possible reasons for them were discussed in connection
with the relevant previous studies. The discussion will be presented for each
research question under three main headings: instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ success and failure, the relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy
beliefs and their sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure and lastly
the predictors of instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and

failure.

5.1.1. Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’ Success and
Failure
The first research question of this study was: “What is instructors’ overall

sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure? and two sub-research
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questions were: “What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success?”
and “What is instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ failure?”” The results
of the descriptive analysis showed that instructors feel more responsible for their
students’ success than failure. Besides, their sense of responsibility for their
students’ success is also higher than their overall sense of responsibility for their
students’ success and failure.

When we consider most of the relevant previous studies, the results of this
study were in parallel to them. In these studies, teachers had a moderate level of
overall responsibility for their students’ success and failure while their sense of
responsibility for students’ success was higher than their sense of responsibility for
students’ failure (Matteucci, 2007; Guskey, 1981; Ekici, 2012b; Ekici, 2013;
Guskey 1987; Kurt, 2013a; Aktas et al.,2013; Kurt & Ekici, 2013). However, in the
studies of Ross, Bierbrauer and Polly (1974), Ames (1975), and Beckman (1973),
teachers put the blame on themselves for their students’ failure but attributed the
success to their students. Ames (1982) suggested teachers’ value of responsibility
may have resulted in inconsistencies in responsibility studies. Additionally, in one
study, the results showed that student teachers have higher sense of responsibility
for their students’ failure than success (Kurt, Giingér & Ekici, 2014). However, in
that study, the participants were student teachers so with no real classroom
environment experience, they could only imagine what happens in a real class.
Considering the discrepancy between the participants of these studies in terms of
having teaching experience, the contradictions in the results can be quite expected.

When the descriptive statistics results of this study were concerned, it can
be said that the outcome of the student performance might be effective on
instructors’ responsibility perceptions. Instructors tend to take more responsibility
for their students’ success than failure. The reason behind that low responsibility
for failure can be the locus of control factor. External and internal people behave
differently in the face of failure and external ones tend to blame outer sources
rather than the personal factors in failure situation and they give less value to this
failure experience. As a result, external ones avoid negative emotions that arise
from failure by refusing individual responsibility (Stebbings & Stone, 1977).

Considering that, it can be said that most of the instructors may have a tendency to
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have an external locus of control. In addition to that, %39.6 of the participants in
this study have a teaching experience between 1 and 5 years, so they can be
accepted as novice teacher. Lack of experience can be a powerful reason for
assuming less responsibility for students’ failure. Moreover, most of the instructors
are at beginning of their career, so they have not reached a professional maturity
yet and they may not have finalized their education philosophies and teaching
pedagogies; therefore, those factors may also result in assuming less responsibility
in failure situation. Students’ characteristics may also influence to what degree
instructors feel responsible for success or failure. For example, instructors may see
some students with high ability while others with low ability. At this point, they
may feel different levels of responsibility for students with different abilities. If
they assume that most of their students lack some abilities, they may put the blame
on the students in the face of failure. Furthermore, 54.1% (n= 112) of the
participants graduated from English Language Teaching departments of Faculty of
Education while 45.4 % (n= 94) of them graduated from Faculty of Science and
Literature, so that creates an important difference in terms of professional
background among the participants, which possibly influences the results of the
study. Lastly, since these students at English language preparatory schools are 18-
20 years old, English instructors might think that these students are mature enough
to take responsibility for their own education process and their job is just to guide
them at this level and the responsibility of failure rests upon the students not them.
Regarding the descriptive statistics results for each item, it can be said that
the instructors have responsibility for their students’ success mostly when they
motivate their students, review the subject frequently, give feedback, express their
expectations, make learning interesting, can get most students to participate and
involved in the lesson. The weakest reason behind the responsibility for success is
encouragement that the instructors offered to students. In that case, it can be said
that instructors attribute the success to their own teaching and instructional skills
rather than the students’ ability and effort. Similarly, Guskey (1982) found that
considering the success, teachers attributed the success to their own abilities and
effort. On the other hand, the instructors have responsibility for their students’

failure mostly when they do not explain something clearly, do not have enough

79



time to plan well, cannot give their students enough attention, cannot motivate their
students to work hard. Additionally, the instructors have the least responsibility for
their students’ failure when they think they stress the point strong enough. It can be
said that when teachers see themselves weak in terms of instruction, effort and time

management, they feel more responsible for their students’ failure.

5.1.2. The Relationship between Self-Efficacy Levels of Instructors and
Sense of Responsibility

The second research question was: “Is there a relationship between
instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and overall sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure?”. The sub-research questions were: “Is there a relationship
between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and sense of responsibility for students’
success?” and “Is there a relationship between instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs and
sense of responsibility for students’ failure?”. The results showed that the
instructors’ self-efficacy levels are high, but considering the second research
question and sub-research questions, the findings showed that there is no
correlation between instructors’ overall self-efficacy scores and their overall sense
of responsibility for students’ success and failure. In the same way, the results
showed that there is no significant relationship between instructors’ overall self-
efficacy scores and their sense of responsibility for students’ failure. On the other
hand, the results showed that there is a significant and positive relationship
between instructors’ overall self-efficacy scores and their sense of responsibility
for students’ success. It can be concluded that as instructors’ self-efficacy levels
increase, they tend to assume more responsibility for their students’ success.

In the literature, it was stated that there is a close relationship between
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their responsibility perceptions for students’
success and failure (Guskey, 1981) and responsibility is positively related to
teacher self-efficacy (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013). However, though this is
true and an expected relationship in theory, the practice may yield different results
in different contexts. In some studies, the researchers reached the conclusion that
there is a significant and positive relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy

beliefs and their overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure
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(Ekici, 2013; Kurt, 2013a; Kurt, Giingér & Ekici, 2014). However, in parallel with
the results of this study, Kurt, Glingor and Ekici (2014) also found that there is no
significant relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their sense of
responsibility for students’ failure. When we take the results of this study and the
previous studies into consideration, it can be concluded that the results proved
some inconsistency.

For the current study, it is very surprising that although instructors have a
high level of self-efficacy, this does not bring higher responsibility for the failure.
This shows that there may be some other variables that moderate the relationship
between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their responsibility perceptions for
students’ failure. Besides, there should be some specific reasons behind having less
responsibility for failure although the instructors have higher level of confidence in
their capability to increase their students’ learning.

First of all, instructors’ educational philosophies, pedagogical opinions
about students, teaching, instruction, school system may explain their low tendency
to take responsibility for failure. Additionally, instructors’ characteristic features,
some personal skills such as communication, critical thinking, problem solving,
reflective thinking, and people’s general inclination to deny failure to preserve their
self images may result in their acceptance of success but not failure (Tetlock,
1980). Additionally, Lauermann and Karabenick (2013) suggested that there may
be some moderating elements affecting teacher self-efficacy such as positive
organizational environment, the difficulty of affecting older students’ habits, less
parental impact. According to Guskey (1980), there can be a close relationship
between teacher expectations and their sense of responsibility for students’ success
and failure. Considering that, the instructors might set some low expectations for
their students and have less responsibility for failure. Having different degree of
responsibility for one student vs one class, the availability of sources, help,
cooperation in the organization may have a moderating effect on the results as well
(Guskey, 1988). A teacher might think that he has a potential control on students’
failure but might give different degree of importance to this particular result, so this
may also cause varied levels of responsibility. Besides, teachers’ earlier

experiences, the school context, their social roles, their perceptions might affect

81



their felt responsibility (Lauerman, 2013). Moreover, if a teacher has higher level
of collective responsibility, he may think that the responsibility for failure does not
rest upon on him, but all the related agents (Lauerman, 2013). In addition to those
factors mentioned above, instructors’ approaches to teaching English, working in a
public or foundation school, school size (in bigger schools, it might be hard to
know students well and have close relationship with the students), cooperation with
the colleagues may affect teachers’ willingness to accept responsibility for
students’ failure (LoGerfo, 2004). Last but not the least, the motivation can be a
source of instructors’ low responsibility levels for the failure and in this study, it
was found that the motivation level of the instructors is medium (M=3.38, SD=.62);
possible maximum score was 5, so it can be said that the instructors do not have a
high level of motivation. Therefore, despite instructors’ high level of self-efficacy,
their indecisive level of motivation may lower their enthusiasm towards teaching
English and commitment to the school where they work.

When it comes to the inconsistencies in the results of different studies, it
may drive from the fact that in these previous studies, the participants were either
biology teachers or student teachers. On the other hand, in this study, the
participants were English instructors. Biology and English are two separate subject
matters. Therefore, each discipline requires using different instructional techniques
and teaching methods. Biology and English teachers may have different
expectations from their students considering the requirements of the discipline.
Responsibility on students’ side may differ in different branches as well. Since the
previous responsibility studies in Turkey were prevalent among Biology teachers
and student teachers, reaching different results through conducting a responsibility
study among a totally different group of teachers can be expected. In addition to
that, these studies were conducted in different settings such as high schools and
education faculties; therefore, working place and the grade level taught might also
have an effect on the varied results of the studies. Lastly, as Lauermann and
Karabenick (2013) suggested, feeling that you can do something (self-efficacy)
does not necessarily mean that you feel responsible to do the same thing. Having a
control over the results of events or having the capability to affect a result do not

have to result in a sense of responsibility (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013;
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Lauermann, 2014). Considering that, it can be said although instructors have a high
level of self-efficacy, it does not guarantee that they feel responsible for their

students’ achievement and especially failure as it is in this study.

5.1.3. Predictors of Instructors’ Sense of Responsibility for Students’
Success and Failure

Three separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to
reach the results for predictors of instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure. The analyses examined to what extent years of teaching
experience, English proficiency scores, teacher self-efficacy and motivation predict
instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure, sense
of responsibility for students’ success and sense of responsibility for students’
failure (See Table 3.11).

The results of the first regression analysis showed that the variables in
Model 1, which were years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores did
not significantly predict overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and
failure (See Table 4.6). However, Model 2 to which teacher self-efficacy and
motivation variables were added significantly predicted instructors’ overall sense
of responsibility for students’ success and failure (See Table 4.6). When the four
variables were separately considered for their contribution to prediction equation,
only teacher motivation variable uniquely predicted instructors’ overall sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure (See Table 4.6). Although teacher
motivation was found to be a significant predictor of instructors’ overall sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure, it cannot be said to be a strong
predictor.

When the literature was considered, it can be said that most of the studies
related to responsibility issue included experience, gender and teacher self-efficacy
as variables. As for teacher motivation, Lauermann and Karabenick (2014) stated
that personal responsibility is related to a person’s emotions and motivation and
Guskey (1981) proposed that responsibility perception may create a motivation
basis for the acts of teaching. Considering the possible relationship between

motivation and teacher responsibility perception the relevant literature, results of
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this study proved consistency. It can be said that variance in the instructors’ overall
sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure might be explained by
instructors’ motivation level and more motivated instructors might have higher
overall sense of responsibility for their students’ success and failure. Therefore,
motivation can be a source of teacher responsibility.

On the other hand, in the literature, the results regarding the variables of
experience and instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs were inconsistent. Clark (1999)
stated that teacher self-efficacy and teachers' causal attributions for student learning
outcomes affect teachers' perceptions of responsibility. In one study with 82
Biology teachers in Ankara, Aktas et al. (2013) found that teaching experience
accounted for 8.7% of the total variance in the overall perception of responsibility.
In addition to that, the results showed that there is a positive and significant
relationship between experience and overall responsibility perception for students’
success and failure. Kurt (2013a) also found that experience has a significant effect
on teachers’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure.
Besides, Kurt (2013a) reached the conclusion that there is a significant relationship
between experience and overall sense of responsibiltiy for students’ success and
failure and there is a significant relationship between self-efficacy perceptions and
overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure. EKici (2012b) also
found that experience had a significant effect on teachers’ overall responsibility
perceptions for students’ success and failure, responsibility perceptions for
students’ success and responsibility perceptions for students’ failure. However, in
some studies (Guskey 1981, 1982), it was found that teachers’ sense of
responsibility showed no significant difference in terms of experience. Moreover,
LoGerfo (2004) found that there is no relationship between first grade teachers’
years of experience and their responsibility perceptions for students’ well being. In
the current study, experience and overall self-efficacy beliefs of instructors had also
no predictive power in regards to instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for
students’ success and failure. Including the results of this study, it can be said that
the responsibility studies have contraditory results, so more studies should be
conducted with homogenous groups including experience, teacher self-efficacy and

motivation as variables.
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Considering the results of the second regression analysis conducted to test
the extent to which years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores,
teacher self-efficacy and motivation predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ success, the results showed that the variables in Model 1 which were
years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores did not significantly
predict sense of responsibility for students’ success (See Table 4.7). However,
Model 2 to which teacher self-efficacy and motivation variables were added
significantly predicted instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success (See
Table 4.7). When the four variables were separately considered for their
contribution to prediction equation, only teacher self-efficacy variable uniquely
predicted instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ success (See Table 4.7).
Considering these results, it can be said that variance in instructors’ sense of
responsibility for students’ success can be explained by instructors’ self-efficacy
beliefs and as instructors’ scores of self-efficacy increase, their sense of
responsibility for students’ success may increase.

When the literature was analyzed, Ekici (2013) found that there is a positive
and low relationship between teacher candidates’ responsibility perceptions of
student success and academic self-efficacy perceptions. However, Kurt (2013a)
found that there is not a significant relationship between perceptions of self-
efficacy in teaching profession and sense of responsibilty for students’ success.
Taking these results into consideration, the results in the literature showed
inconsistency in itself. As for experience, Aktas et al. (2013) found that there is a
positive and significant relationship between experience and responsibility
perception for students’ succcess. Ekici (2012b) also found that experience had a
significant effect on teachers’ responsibility perceptions for students’ success. On
the other hand, Kurt (2013a) found that experience does not have a significant
effect on teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’ success and there is no
significant relationship between experience and sense of responsibilty for students’
success. Guskey (1981, 1982) also found no relationship between experience and
sense of responsibility for success. In Logerfo’s study (2004), no relationship was
found between first grade teachers’ years of experience and their responsibility

perception for students’ well being. Considering the results of these studies, again,
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conflicting results in the literature regarding the predictive power of experience on
teachers’ responsibility perception for students’ success can be easily seen.

Considering the results of the third regression analysis conducted to test the
extent to which years of teaching experience, English proficiency scores, teacher
self-efficacy and motivation predict instructors’ sense of responsibility for
students’ failure, the results showed that the variables in Model 1 which were years
of teaching experience, English proficiency scores did not significantly predict
sense of responsibility for students’ failure (See Table 4.8). Besides, Model 2 to
which teacher self-efficacy and motivation variables were added did not
significantly predict sense of responsibility for students’ failure (See Table 4.8).

When the previous studies were taken into consideration, the results showed
that there is a positive and significant relationship between experience and
responsibility perception for students’ failure (Aktas et al., 2013) while Kurt
(2013a) and Guskey (1981, 1982) stated that there is no significant relationship
between experience and sense of responsibility for students’ failure. On the other
hand, Ekici (2012b) found that experience had a significant effect on teachers’
responsibility perceptions for students’ failure while Kurt (2013a) found that
experience does not have a significant effect on teachers’ sense of responsibility for
students’ failure. In this study, none of the independent variables (teacher self-
efficacy, motivation, experience, English proficiency scores) predicted instructors’
sense of responsibility for students’ failure.

The different results of regression analyses for instructors’ sense of
responsibility for students’ success and failure separately shows that the result of
the students’ performance- whether its’ being success or failure- may influence the
instructors’ sense of responsibility. Moreover, English Proficiency scores did not
predict instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure
or sense of responsibility for students’ success or sense of responsibility for
students’ failure. The reason might be YDS scores were accepted as the reference
point for English proficiency and this exam tests only reading, grammar and
vocabulary aspects of English language, and the other skills in English- listening,
writing and speaking- are not tested. This limitation of the study might have an

impact on the predictive power of English proficiency scores on instructors’ sense
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of responsibility for students’ success and failure. Lastly, experience does not have
any predictive power on instructors’ overall sense of responsibility for students’
success and failure or sense of responsibility for students’ success or sense of

responsibility for students’ failure.

5.2. Implications for Practice

Teachers’ sense of responsibility is an important construct that affects
teachers’ behavior towards students (Georgiou et al., 2002), students’ performance
(Lee & Smith, 1996), teachers’ effort and persistence (Guskey, 1980; Lauermann,
2014; Helker & Wosnitza, 2014) and self-efficacy beliefs (Guskey, 1981). It is also
related to positive thoughts about teaching (Guskey, 1984) and teachers’ eagerness
to use new instructional techniques (Guskey, 1988). Considering the importance of
sense of responsibility and low level of responsibility for students’ failure,
institutions may provide professional development sessions to improve the
instructors’ sense of responsibility for students’ achievement. The sessions should
also focus on helping instructors internalize the meaning of responsibility and
realizing the value and importance of responsibility perception for students’
learning. Another focus in these sessions can be to increase the awareness of
instructors on having more internal locus of control rather than blaming outside
sources for undesired outcomes.

Structures that provide personal development chances increase teachers’
optimistic anticipations and that may affect their evaluation of responsibility in the
face of failure, so administrators should develop more optimistic environment and
enhance the professional development opportunities for the instructors
(Lauermann, 2013). Besides, awareness regarding responsibility perception can be
raised in pre-service education years since these years are important in shaping
teacher candidates’ attitudes and ideas related to teaching profession. Especially,
responsibility subject can be dealt with in teaching certification courses.
Administrators may develop new educational policies to enable their instructors
take more responsibility for their students’ failure because instructors’ taking more
responsibility for their students’ failure may indirectly result in increase in the

students’ performance and it may influence a teacher’s behavior against an
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unsuccessful student. In addition to that, when teachers accept responsibility for
students’ failure, they tend to continue to try helping their students succeed
(Georgiou et al., 2002). Lastly, responsibility system in education can be negotiated
and teachers’ role in this system can be made clearer by the stakeholders.

In this study, teacher self-efficacy had a predictive power on instructors’
sense of responsibility for students’ success, so institutions can help instructors
increase their self-efficacy levels through mentoring, workshops, projects, action
research, training opportunities and engaging teachers in decision-making process.
In addition to that, teacher motivation had a predictive power on instructors’
overall sense of responsibility for students’ success and failure. Considering that, to
keep their instructors’ motivation level high, institutions may improve the
conditions under which the instructors work, offer some incentives, give them their
space, respect their opinions and values and have an open and honest relationship
with them. Higher levels of motivation on teachers’ side will probably result in

more commitment to teaching and higher responsibility for students’ failure.

5.3. Implications for Further Research

In this study, sense of responsibility was investigated in terms of
experience, English proficiency scores, teacher self-efficacy and teacher
motivation. However, responsibility perception may derive from many other
factors such as job autonomy, position in the organization, support from the
organization, interpersonal relationships within the school, internal locus of
control, trust, business ethics, professional development, personal integrity,
persistence, self control, expertise in subject matter, teachers’ outside life (health,
personal difficulties), role ambiguity and overload (Lauermann, 2013). Considering
the conflicting results in the literature, so these variables should be studied more in
further studies. What factors or sources are behind teacher’s responsibility
perceptions should be examined further. Additionally, some other variables such as
gender, grade level taught, subject matter, school size, students’ socioeconomic
background, willingness to continue professional development, organizational
aspects, teachers’ enthusiasm for teaching English and their commitment to their

schools can be examined in relation to teachers’ sense of responsibility. Moreover,
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instructors tend to deny responsibility for students’ failure, so the reasons behind
this denial should be investigated more considering the potential impact of felt
responsibility on students’ achievement levels.

The participants in this study were limited to instructors in Ankara. To
increase the generalizability of the results, this study can be replicated in other
universities in different cities. Besides, English teachers working at different grade
levels can be included in the studies and these teachers can be compared regarding
their responsibility perceptions. Additionally, responsibility issue can be explored
in different countries, so cross cultural factors related to responsibility perceptions
can be compared and discussed in further studies.

The sense of responsibility was examined from teachers’ point of view in
this study. Further studies can be conducted regarding the students’ perspective on
taking responsibility for their own success and failure. Besides, parents’ and
stakeholders’ opinions can be asked to get a detailed overview on the responsibility
issue.

This study had correlation design and quantitative data was collected to
answer the research questions, so the data were just self reported data. To provide
data triangulation, some interviews can be done with the instructors or a survey
including cases concerning teacher responsibility can be developed. Moreover, to
develop a concise understanding of responsibility issue in education context,
teachers’ opinions regarding the value of responsibility can be examined through
interviews or focus groups. Besides, the items in the responsibility questionnaire
utilized in this study are related to both one student and a group of students. Since
teachers’ responsibility perceptions for one single student or the whole class may
differ, another questionnaire including cases either for a single student or a group
of students can be preferred in future responsibility studies and the findings can be
compared. Lastly, along with language proficiency, subject matter knowledge can
be an important variable so it can be tested as a variable in further prediction

studies.
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APPENDICES

A: OGRETMEN OZYETERLIK OLCEGI
(TEACHERS’ SENSE OF EFFICACY SCALE)

Bu béliimde, 6z yeterlilik ile ilgili yirmi dért ifade bulunmaktadir. Ogretmen 6z
yeterliligine yonelik cevaplart  “Cok yeterli (9)” den “Yetersiz (1)’ e uzanan
dokuzlu degerlendirme 6l¢egi lizerinde, size en uygun olani segerek belirtiniz.

Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi

:

) =
= k] = S
= > I °
8 s g < N
> = g < -
‘BERERE R
O S o] O >

1.Calismas1 zor Ogrencilere ulasmayt ne |9 (8 |7 |6 |5 |4 |3 |2 |1

kadar basarabilirsiniz?

2.0grencilerin elestirel diisinmelerini ne
kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

3.Smifta dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen
davraniglar1  kontrol etmeyi ne kadar
saglayabilirsiniz?

4.Derslere az ilgi gosteren Ogrencileri (9 |8 |7 |6 |5 (4 |3 (2 |1
motive etmeyi ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?
5.0grenci davranislariyla ilgili |9 |8 |7 |6 |5 |43 |21
beklentilerinizi ne kadar acik ortaya
koyabilirsiniz?
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6.0grencileri okulda bagarili |9 |8 |7 |6 |5 (4 |3 |2 |1
olabileceklerine inandirmay1r ne kadar
saglayabilirsiniz?

7.0grencilerin zor sorularina ne kadar iyi [9 |8 |7 |6 |5 [4 |3 |2 |1
cevap verebilirsiniz?
8.Smifta yapilan etkinliklerin diizenli |9 |8 |7 |6 |5 |4 |3 |2 |1
yiirlimesini ne kadar iyi saglayabilirsiniz?
9.0grencilerin ogrenmeye deger |9 |8 |7 |6 |5 (4 (3|2 |1
vermelerini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?
10.Ogrettiklerinizin dgrenciler tarafindan (9 |8 |7 |6 |5 [4 |3 |2 |1
kavranip kavranmadigimi ne kadar iyi
degerlendirebilirsiniz?
11.0grencilerinizi  iyi  bir  sekilde |9 |8 |7 |6 |5 |4 |3 [2 |1
degerlendirmesine  olanak  saglayacak
sorulari ne 6l¢iide hazirlayabilirsiniz?
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12.0grencilerin yaraticihiginin gelismesine
ne kadar yardimei olabilirsiniz?

13.0grencilerin sinif kurallarina
uymalarini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

14.Basarisiz bir dgrencinin dersi daha iyi
anlamasini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

15. Dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen ya da
derste giiriltii yapan 6grencileri ne kadar
yatigtirabilirsiniz?

16.Farkli 6grenci gruplarina uygun smnif
yonetim  sistemi ne  kadar @ iyi
olusturabilirsiniz?

17.Derslerin her bir 6grencinin seviyesine
uygun olmasini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz?

18.Farkli degerlendirme yontemlerini ne
kadar kullanabilirsiniz?

19.Birkag problemli 6grencinin derse zarar
vermesini ne kadar iyi engelleyebilirsiniz?

20.0grencilerin  kafas1 karistiginda ne
kadar alternatif agiklama ya da Ornek
saglayabilirsiniz?

21.Sizi hi¢e sayan davranislar gdsteren
ogrencilerle ne kadar iyi bas edebilirsiniz?

22. Cocuklarinin okulda basarili
olmalarina yardimei olmalari igin ailelere
ne kadar destek olabilirsiniz?

23. Sinifta farkli 6gretim yontemlerini ne
kadar iyi uygulayabilirsiniz?

24. Cok yetenekli 6grencilere uygun
O0grenme ortamini ne kadar
saglayabilirsiniz?
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APPENDIX B: OGRENCI BASARISINDAN SORUMLULUK ALGI
OLCEGI
(RESPONSIBILITY FOR STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT SCALE)

Asagidaki ifadeleri her birisi icin tercihinize gore her iki secenege toplan 100
puam gecmeyecek sekilde puan veriniz.

Ornek: Aileler sizi bir 6gretmen olarak yaptigimiz isten dolay1 éviiyorsa, bunun
sebebi genellikle,

__75 a.onlarin ¢ocugu i¢in 6zel bir ¢aba sarf etmeniz, ya da

25 b.onlarin ¢ocugunun genel olarak iyi bir 6grenci olmasindandir

1. Eger bir 6grenci sinifinizda basariliysa, bunun sebebi muhtemelen

____a.bu dgrencinin basarili olmasi i¢in dogal yeteneginin olmasi, ya da

____b. sizin ona verdiginiz cesarettir.

2. Smifimiz Ogrettiginiz bir seyi anlamakta zorluk cekiyorsa, bunun sebebi
muhtemelen

a. onu yeterince iyi anlatmamaniz, ya da

___b. dgrencilerinizin zor kavramlar1 anlamada geri kalmasindandir.

3. Ogrencilerinizin gogu bir siavda basarili oldugunda, bunun sebebi daha ¢ok
____a.smavin kolay olmasi, ya da

___b. onlardan ne beklediginizi 6grenmelerine izin vermenizdir.

4. Smifimizdaki 6grencilerden birisi daha birkag¢ saniye Once anlattiginiz bir seyi

hatirlayamadiginda, bunun sebebi genellikle,

a. onemli noktay1 yeterince giiglii vurgulamamaniz, ya da

b. baz1 6grencilerin yeterince dikkat etmemelerindendir.

5. Farz edin ki yoneticiniz ¢ok iyi bir i cikardiginizi sdyledi. Bunun sebebi
muhtemelen,

____a. 0grencilerinizin ¢oguyla birlikte basarili olmaniz, ya da

____b. yoneticilerin boyle seyleri 6gretmenleri motive etmek i¢in

sOylemelerindendir.

105



6. Farz edin ki 6zellikle bir sinifta ¢ok basarilisiniz. Bunun sebebi muhtemelen,
___a. onlarin 6grenme zorluklarinin {istesinden gelmelerine yardime1 olmanizdan,
ya da

____b. bu dgrencilerin genel olarak okulda iyi olmalarindandir.

7. Ogrenciler bir diisiinceyi ¢abuk 6greniyorlarsa, bunun sebebi,

____a. 0grenme cabalarini tesvik etmedeki basarinizdan, ya da

____b. 6grencilerinizin genel olarak zeki olmasindandir.

8. Eger yoneticiniz siniftaki bazi hareketlerinizi degistirmenizi Oneriyorsa, bunun
sebebi muhtemelen,

____a.onun 0gretim metotlar1 hakkindaki kisisel fikirleri, ya da

____b. 6grencilerinizin basarisizligidir.

9. Ogrencilerinizin biiyiik bir kismi basarisiz oluyorsa, bu muhtemelen

___a. daha onceden de basarisiz olmalar1 ve ger¢ekten cabalamamalarindan, ya
da

b. hepsinin ihtiyaci olan yardimi onlara verecek vaktinizin olmamasindandir.

10. Ogrencileriniz bir seyi cabuk &greniyor gibi goziikiiyorsa, bunun sebebi
muhtemelen,

___a. zaten o konuyla ilgili olmalari, ya da

__b. kavramlar1 organize etmekte onlara yardimci olmanizdandir.

11. Smifimzdaki Ogrenciler dnceden anlattiginiz bir seyleri unutuyorsa, bunun
sebebi muhtemelen,

____a. bir¢ok dgrencinin yeni kavramlar1 ¢ok ¢abuk unutmasi, ya da

b. kavramlar1 6grenmede 6grencilerinizi aktif bir role koyamamamzdir.

12. Belirli 6grencilere ders anlatirken zorlaniyorsaniz, bunun sebebi muhtemelen,

a. onceki derslerde 6grenmeleri igin ¢aba gostermemeniz, ya da

____b. onlarin anlama ve 6grenmedeki yavashgidir.

13.Farz edin ki 6grencilerinize yeni bir fikir sundunuz ve 6grencilerin ¢ogu bunu
hatirliyor. Bunun sebebi muhtemelen,

____a. zor boliimlerini gdzden gegirmeniz ve tekrar anlatmaniz, ya da

____b. siz anlatmadan 6nce de o konuya ilgi duymalaridir.
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14. Ogrencileriniz bir sinavda ¢ok basarisiz olursa, bunun sebebi,

____a. basarili olmay1 beklemedikleri, ya da

____b. yeterince hazirlanmalar1 konusunda israr etmemenizdir.

15. Bir ¢ocuk dersinizde basarili olamiyorsa, bunun sebebi muhtemelen,
___a.¢ok caligmamasidir, ya da

b. onun i¢in dogru motivasyonu saglamamanizdir.

16. Farz edin ki belirli bir smifinizla her zaman oldugunuz kadar basarili
olamiyorsunuz. Bunun sebebi muhtemelen,

____a.normalde oldugu kadar dikkatli plan yapmamaniz, ya da

____b. bu dgrencilerin diger 6grencilerden daha az kabiliyetli olmasidir.

17. Eger Ogrencilerinizden bir tanesi “Siz de biliyorsunuz ki ¢ok iyi bir
Ogretmensiniz.” derse, muhtemelen bunun sebebi,

___a. budgrenci igin 6grenmeyi daha cazip kilmaniz, ya da

____b. dgrencilerin genellikle 6gretmenlerin géziine girmeye ¢aligsmalaridir.

18. Farz edin ki 6grenciler sizin sinifinizda olmak i¢in can atiyor. Bunun sebebi
muhtemelen,

___a.cogu dgrencinin sizin iyi bir kisilige sahip oldugunuzu diisiinmesi, ya da
___b. dgrencilerinizin ¢ogunu daha iyi 6§renmesi i¢in cesaretlendirmenizdir.

19. Farz edin ki bir 6grenciye belirli bir problemi ¢ézmesi konusunda yardim
etmeye calistyorsunuz ama 6grenci bu problem konusunda ¢ok zorlaniyor. Bunun
sebebi,

___a.onun seviyesinde anlatamamis olmaniz, ya da

___b. onun yetigkinler tarafindan yardim edilmeye aliskin olmamasidir.

20. Bir dersi siifa anlatmayi kolay buldugunuzda, bunun sebebi,

____a.tiim Ogrencilerin derse katilimini saglayabilmeniz, ya da

____b. dersin 6gretim agisindan kolay olusudur.

21. Eger smifinizdaki bir 6grenci haftalar once anlattigimiz bir seyi hatirliyorsa,
bunun sebebi,

____a. baz1 6grencilerin bir seyleri hatirlama konusunda potansiyele sahip olmasi,
ya da

___b. anlattiginiz seyi bu 6grenci i¢in ilging hale getirmenizdir.
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22. Eger bir kavrami hatirlayamayan bir 6grenciyle ¢alisiyorsaniz ve aniden bu
kavram aklina gelirse, bunun sebebi muhtemelen,

____a.ona her 6grenme asamasinda diizenli geri doniitler vermeniz, ya da

____b. onun genellikle bir seyi kavrayana kadar ¢aligmasidir.

23. Ogrencilerinizin ilgisini derse cekme konusunda zorlanryorsaniz, bunun sebebi
genellikle,

____a.sunumu giizelce planlamak igin vaktinizin olmamasi, ya da

____b. 6grencilerinizin zor motive olmasindandir.

24. Ogrencilerinizden birisi “Siz ¢ok kotii bir &gretmensiniz.” derse, sebebi
muhtemelen,

____a. 0grencilerinizin bircogunun 6grenme konusunda problemleri olmasi, ya da

____b. bu 6grenciye bireysel olarak yeterince dikkat edememenizdir.

25. Ogrencileriniz dersinize en bagindan bu yana ilgili goziikiiyorlarsa, sebebi,
___a. konunun &grencilerin genellikle ilging bulduklarindan bir tanesi olmasi, ya
da

____b. 6grencilerin ¢ogunun ilgisini konuya ¢ekebilmenizdir.

26. Ogrencilerinizin ¢ogunun smifta basarili oldugunu fark ederseniz, bunun
sebebi,

__a. ailelerin okulun ¢abalarin1 desteklemesi, ya da

____b. 6grencileri daha ¢ok ¢aligmalari i¢cin motive edebilmenizdir.

27. Ogrencileriniz bir seyi 6grenirken zorluk yastyorlarsa, bunun sebebi genellikle,
____a. konu iizerinde ¢alismakta isteksiz olmalari, ya da

____b. konuyu onlar i¢in ilging hale getirmemenizdir.

28. Ogretmekten keyif alamadiginiz giinlerde, bunun sebebi,
____a. O0grencilerinizin bircogu i¢in 6grenmenin zor bir aktivite olmasi, ya da

___b. 6grencileri gerektigi kadar ¢alismasi konusunda motive edememenizdir.
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APPENDIX C: OGRETMEN MOTIiVASYONU OLCEGI
(TEACHER MOTIVATION SCALE)

Bu boliimde, motivasyon ile ilgili on sekiz ifade bulunmaktadir. Ogretmen
motivasyonuna yonelik cevaplart  “Cok memnunum (5)” dan “Hi¢ memnun
degilim (1)” e uzanan besli degerlendirme Olgcegi lizerinde, size en uygun olani
secerek belirtiniz.

Cok
Memnunum(5)

Is Motivasyonumu etkilemesi
acisindan;

Memnunum(4)
ne memnun
degilim(3)
Memnun
Degilim(2)
Hi¢c Memnun
Degilim(1)

Ne memnunum

1. Derste kullanacagim 6gretim
yontemlerini belirleyebildigim i¢in

2. Tatil ve izin siirelerinden (Ozliik
haklarimi kullanma rahatligindan)

3. Kendi kararlarimi alma durumumdan

4. Kurumumdaki performans
degerlendirme yonteminden

5. Mesleki olarak geligsebilme istegimden

6. Kurumdaki terfi ve yiikselme
imkanlarindan

7. Denetim altinda tutulma derecemden

8. Yaraticiligimi kullanabildigim i¢in

9. Taktir edilmemden

10. Ogretmenler aras1 uyumdan

11. Ogretmenler aras1 isbirliginden

12. Isimin zorluk derecesinden

13. Kurumda alinan kararlara katilma
imkanlarindan

14. Okulumdaki fiziksel ¢alisma
ortamindan

15. Bu kurumda ¢alisiyor olmaktan

16. Thtiyag duydugum arag ve gereclere
ulagma imkanlarindan

17. Ekip calismasina verilen 6nemden

18. Yoneticilerle aramdaki uyumdan
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APPENDIX E: PERMISSION FROM INSTRUMENT DEVELOPERS

Re: IS MOTiVASYONU OLCEGI

Fatih YILMAZ

Yanitla
Kime:
Dilek VURAL <dilekvural@windowslive.com>;

21.4.2015 (Sal) 17:41
Olcegi kaynak gostermek suretiyle kullanabilirsiniz. iyi calismar dilerim

Re: IS MOTiVASYONU OLCEGI

Selin Tanriverdi

Yanitla
Kime:
Dilek VURAL <dilekvural@windowslive.com>;

12.6.2015 (Cum) 14:30
Tabiki Dilek hanim, kaynak gdstermek sartiyla kullanabilirsiniz.

Saygilar ve iyi ¢alismalar.

Selin Erzin

Subject: Re: Olgek

To: Dilek VURAL

Date: 20/05/15 22:44

From: Yesim Capa

Kullanabilirsin Dilek. Izin yazisina ihtiyacin var mi?
Y.

Sent from my iPhone
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Re: Ogretmenlerin Ogrenci Basarisindan Sorumluluk Algi Olcegi

To: Dilek VURAL , as@metu.edu.tr

Date: 28/02/15 18:44

From: Gulay Ekici

Mrh Dilek hanim,

Evet diin Ahmet hocamizla telefonda goriismiistiik dlgek konusunda. Olgegi tez
calismanizda kullanabilirsiniz. Ayrica ekte bu konuda benim ve ¢alisma
arkadaslarimla ortak hazirladigimiz ¢alismalarin listesini génderiyorum. bu
calismalarada ulasarak tezinizde kullanabilirsiniz.

Calismanizin sonuglarini bende merakla bekliyorum. Umarim orijinal-giizel
sonuglar elde edebilirsiniz.
Basarilar dilerim. lyi ¢alismalar

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Giilay Ekici

Gazi University

Gazi Education Faculty

Department of Educational Sciences

06500 Besevler-Teknikokullar Ankara, Turkiye
E-mail:

gulayekici@yahoo.com & gekici@gazi.edu.tr
Fax:+90 312-2120059

Telephone:+90 312-2128504
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APPENDIX F: TURKISH SUMMARY

GIRIS

Globallesen diinyada, ingilizce hem sosyal hem is baglaminda énemli bir
iletisim arac1 haline gelmistir (Yang, Chuang, Li, & Tseng, 2013). Bu yiizden, tim
diinyada pek ¢ok insan bugiiniin kiiresellesen diinyasinda var olabilmek i¢in dnemli
bir gereklilik olan Ingilizce dilini 6grenmek icin cok fazla vakit ve para
harcamaktadir. Tiirkiye de Ingilizcenin yaygmlasmasindan etkilenmistir. 4+4+4
modeline gegisle beraber, Ingilizce dgretimi ilkogretimde 4. siif yerine 2. smiftan
itibaren baglamaktadir. Hem devlet kurumlar1 hem de 6zel kurumlar, ilkgretimden
lisansiistii egitim seviyesine kadar Ingilizce egitimi sunmaktadirlar. Hazirlik
egitimi programlarma ek olarak, pek c¢ok {iiniversite, mezuniyetten sonra
ogrencilerinin Ingilizce yeterliligi saglamak igin Ingilizce dersleri sunmaktadir.
Fakat, Ingilizce 6grenmeye baslanan erken yasa ve devam eden diizenlemelere,
cabalara ragmen, hala dgrencilerin ¢ogu, dili ingilizce olan bir ortamda etkili bir
sekilde konusma becerisine sahip olmadan, lise 6grenimini tamamlamaktadirlar
(MEB Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu Bagkanligi, 2013).

Egitim ortaminda etkisi olan ¢ok fazla grup vardir: Milli Egitim Bakanligi,
politikacilar, yoneticiler, 6gretmenler, 6grenciler ve aileler onlardan bazilaridir ve
bu gruplarin her biri, 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizliginda bir yere kadar sorumluk
sahibidirler. Ogretmenler, smif icindeki egitimden sorumlu olduklar1 igin,
Ogrencilerin basar1 ve basarisizligindaki rolleri inkar edilemez (Ekici, 2013).
Schalock (1998) ayrica, O0gretmenlerin siniftaki 6grenmeden sorumlu olmalari
sebebiyle, yiikiimliiliigiin cogunlukla 6gretmende oldugununu ileri stirmiistiir.

Sorumluluk algis1 Ogretmenlerin  davraniglarinm1  etkileyen faktorlerden
birisidir. Lauermann (2013) dgretmenlerin sorumluluk algisinin, onlarin 6gretme

eylemlerini, psikolojik durumlarini ve &grencilerinin basarisini etkiledigini ileri

113



siirmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin sorumluluk algis1, dgretmenlikle ilgili pozitif diisiinceyle
(Guskey, 1984) ve yeni egitici teknikleri kullanma istegi ile iliskilendirilmistir
(Guskey,1988).

Guskey (1981)’ e gore, 6gretmenlerin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 ve 6grenci basari
ve basarisizligr ile ilgili sorumluluk algilart arasinda yakin bir iligki vardir. Ayrica,
sorumlulugun kokeni ne olursa olsun, O0gretmenin Ogrencisinin basarisindan
sorumluluk algisi, 68renci basarisini etkileyen dnemli bir 6gretmenlik niteligidir
(Guskey, 1981). Universitede calisan dgretmenler diisiiniildiigiinde, durum ¢ok da
farkli degildir. Universite calisan dgretmenlerden beklenilenler sadece teorik ve
deneysel alanda uzmanlikla sinirli degildir, ayrica motivasyon, mesleki gelisime
devam etmek icin istekli olma ve cabalariyla degistirebilecekleri seyler icin
sorumluluk sahibi olma gibi niteliklere sahip olmalari da beklenmektedir
(Sembradov & Hubackova, 2014). Ogretmenlerin sorumluluk algisi, egitim
alanindaki ¢aligmalarda dikkate deger bir konudur ¢iinkii bu algi 6gretmenlerin
davraniglarini, yaklagimlarini, 6grenci davraniglarini, siif dinamiklerini ve egitimi
etkilemektedir. Fakat, 6gretmenlerin sorumluluk algisi konusuna c¢aligmalarda
yeteri kadar énem verilmemistir (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2014). Ilgili literatiir
incelendiginde, Tiirkiye’ de galisan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin sorumluluk algisi ile

ilgili de ¢ok fazla ¢calisma bulunmamaktadir.

Caliymanmin Amaci: Bu ¢calismada, asagidaki arastirma sorulari cevaplanmaya
calisilmistir.
1. Okutmanlarinin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk algi
diizeyi nedir?

1.1 Okutmanlarinin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algi diizeyi nedir?

1.2 Okutmanlarimin 6grenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk algi diizeyi nedir?

2. Okutmanlarin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk algisi ile

Ozyeterlik inanglar1 arasindaki iligski nedir?
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2.1 Okutmanlarinin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algist ile 6zyeterlik

inanclar1 arasindaki iliski nedir?

2.2 Okutmanlarinin  6grenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk algist ile

Ozyeterlik inanglar1 arasindaki iligki nedir?

3. Ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlari, dgretmen 6z yeterligi ve
motivasyonu, okutmanlarin &grenci basari ve basarisizligindan genel

sorumluluk algisi ne derece yordamaktadir?

3.1 Ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlari, 6gretmen &z
yeterligi ve motivasyonu, okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk

algisini ne derece yordamaktadir?

3.2 Ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlar;, 6gretmen &z
yeterligi ve motivasyonu, okutmanlarin Ogrenci basarisizligindan

sorumluluk algisini ne derece yordamaktadir?

LITERATUR TARAMASI

Ogretmenlerin Sorumluluk Algisi: Sorumluluk konusu psikoloji, felsefe ve
sosyolojiyl igeren pek cok alanda, degisik anlam ve kavramlastirmalar1 ortaya
¢ikaran pek c¢ok bakis agisiyla incelenmistir. Lauermann ve Karabenick (2011)
sorumluluk kavramini sdyle tanimlamislardir, “ Belirlenmis sonuglar1 iiretmek ya
da engellemek icin duyulan igsel bir zorunluluk ve kendini adama algisidir”
(p.127). Lauermann (2013), sorumluluk kavraminin is 6zerkligi, kurumdaki gorev
yeri, kurumdan alinan destek, i¢sel kontrol odagi, 6zyeterlik inanci, giiven, is etigi,
mesleki gelisim gibi pek ¢ok faktdrden etkilendigini ileri slirmiistiir ve dissal
sonuglar lizerindeki i¢sel kontrol algisinin ve dnceden belirlenmis sonuglara ulagsma
yetenegine inancin sorumluluk almak i¢in hazir olma durumunu arttirdigini ifade

etmistir. Egitim alaninda, 6gretmen sorumlulugunun tanim ve degerlendirilmesine
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iliskin ortak bir dayanak yoktur. Ogretmenlerin sorumluluk algis1 ile ilgili
caligmalar incelendiginde, sorumluluk kavrami bes farkli acidan islevsel olarak
tanimlanmistir: “nedenselligin ve kontroliin ig¢sel ve dissal olarak yiiklenmesi,
sorumluluk kavramimin tekli maddelerle 6l¢iimii, ¢ok kiiltiirliiliik, gesitlilikle ilgili
egitim gibi belirli sonuglar i¢in sorumluluk, 6gretmenlikte kullanilan sorumlulugun
kapsamli1 6l¢timii ve 6gretmenlerin kolektif sorumlulugun 6l¢iimii” (Lauermann &
Karabenick, 2013, s. 14). Bu c¢alismada, ilk yaklasim olan ‘“nedenselligin ve
kontroliin i¢sel ve digsal olarak yiliklenmesi” ve Guskey’in (1981) caligmalarinda
da goriilen “kontrol odagi olarak sorumluluk™ yaklagimi benimsenmistir. Aslinda
Guskey’in, sorumluluk kavrami, insanlarin olaylar1 nasil yorumladiklari ve bunu
diisiince ve davranislarina nasil iligskilendirdikleri ile ilgilenen yilikleme teorisine
dayalhdir. Yiikleme teoristleri, genellikle belli bir olaymn olmasi i¢in algilanan
sebepler olan nedensellik algilari ile ilgilenmislerdir. Basar ile ilgili bir olayda, o
olayin sonucuna yorum yapmak i¢in kullanilabilecek 4 sebep vardir: yetenek, caba,
isin zorlugu ve sans (Weiner, 1976). Weiner (1979) 6gretmenlerin sorumluluk
algisinin, 6gretmenlerin davraniglari ve 6zyeterlik inanclar1 arasinda dolayl iligkiye
sebep olabilecegini ileri siirmiistiir. Ayrica, yiiksek seviyede 6zyeterlige sahip olan
Ogretmenler, 6grencilerinin hem basarisindan hem de basarisizligindan sorumluluk
duymaktadirlar ve diisik seviyede Ozyeterlige sahip olan Ogretmenler,

ogrencilerinin basarisizligini digsal sebeplere baglamaktadirlar (Guskey, 1981).

Ogretmen Ozyeterligi: Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk Hoy (2001), &gretmen
ozyeterligini soyle tanimlamislardir: “belirli bir ortamda belli bir 6gretme gorevini
basarmak icin gerekli eylemleri gerceklestirmek ve organize etmek igin bir
ogretmenin kendi yetenegine olan inanc1” (p. 203). Clark (1999), 6gretmen
Ozyeterliginin ve Ogretmenlerin d6grencilerinin 6grenme sonuglari i¢in nedensellik
yiiklemelerinin, 6gretmenlerin problemle ilgili sorumluluk algisin1 ve 6grencilere
kars1 davraniglarini etkiledigini ileri siirmiistiir. Silverman (2010) 06zyeterlik
arastirmalarinda, bir eylemi yapmak ve yapmamak i¢in alinan kararin arkasindaki
motivasyon faktoriiniin eksik par¢a oldugunu ileri siirmiistiir ve ona gore, bu
motivasyon faktorii, sorumluluk algisidir. Sorumluluk algisi, sonuglar ve 6zyeterlik

ile ilgili fikirlerin gii¢lii bir yordayicis1 olabilir ¢iinkii birisinin sorumluluk algist
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yiiksek ise, o kisi istenilen sonuca ulagsmada kendi yetenegine olan inanci olmasa

bile belirli bir sekilde davranabilir.

Ogretmen Motivasyonu: Ogretmen egitimi alamindaki arastirmalarin cogu,
Ogretmen egitimin Ggrencinin motivasyonu ve basarist iizerinde olan etkisini
arastirmistir  (Mifsud, 2011). Ogretmen motivasyonu iizerine olan literatiir
diistintildiigiinde, 6ne ¢ikan 3 arastirma konusu vardir: 6gretmenligi kariyer olarak
segme, Ogretirken karsilagilan sorunlar, 6gretmenlerin ve Ogrencilerin gelisimini
etkileyen seyler (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011). Ogretmen motivasyonu sadece
ogretmek i¢in motivasyona sahip olmak degildir, ayrica 6gretmenlik meslegini
Oomiir boyu bir meslek olarak devam ettirmek ile ilgilidir (D6érnyei & Ushioda,
2011). Lauermann ve Karabenick (2014), kisisel sorumlulugun bir kiginin
psikolojik olarak iyilik hali, performansi ve bu sekilde duygular1 ve motivasyonu
ile iligkili oldugunu ileri siirmiiglerdir. Lauermann (2013)’ a gore, sorumluluk
caligmalari, 6gretmen motivasyonu ile ilgili ¢alismalari tamamlamaktadir, ¢iinki
literatlirde c¢ok fazla dikkat ¢ekmeyen Onemli bir motivasyon kaynagina vurgu
yapilmaktadir, ki bu da igsel zorunluluk ve gorev algisidir. Guskey (1980)
sorumluluk algisinin 6gretmenin siniftaki performansini etkileyen motivasyonla
ilgili faktorler arasinda olabilecegini ileri stirmiistiir. Nasil bir 6grenci, basar1 ya da
basarisizligr i¢in sorumluluk hissettiginde, bir o6diill kovalarken bir zorlukla
karsilagtiginda daha fazla caba ve sebat gosteriyorsa, Ogrencilerinin basar1 ve
basarisizligi icin sorumluluk hisseden bir 6gretmen, 6grencilerinin basarisi i¢in ve
siiftaki problemleri ¢ézmek icin daha fazla caba gostermektedir. Ogretmenler,
sorumlulugun ¢aba sarf etme, azim, Ogrencilere kendini adama ile ilgili
motivasyonla ilgili sonuglar1 oldugunu ama bunun ayrica daha fazla is, daha az
uyku ve aileleriyle daha az vakit gecirmeyle sonuglandigini bildirmislerdir

(Lauermann, 2014).

Ogretmenlerin Sorumluluk Algis1 ile ilgili Cahsmalar: Ogretmenlerin
sorumluluk algis1 ile ilgili calismalar incelendiginde, katilimcilarin farkli egitim
basamaklarinda calistiklar1 sdylenebilir: bazilar1 ilkokul, ortaokul §gretmenleridir

(Akbaba-Altun, 2009; Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Guskey, 1981, 1982, 1984,
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1987), bazilar1 da lise 6gretmenleridir (Matteucci, 2007). Ayrica, Tiirkiye’deki bazi
caligmalar, Ozellikle hizmet Oncesi O0gretmenler arasinda yaygindir (Ekici, 2013;
Ekici, 2014; Eren, 2014; Giiveng, 2011; Kurt & Ekici, 2013; Kurt, Giingor, &
Ekici, 2014). Ogretmenlerin sorumluluk algisi ile ilgili calismalarin hazirlik
okullarinda g¢alisan okutmanlar arasinda yaygin olmadigi soylenebilir. 1979 ve
2014 yillar1 arasinda yapilan ¢alismalarda 6gretmenlerin sorumluluk algisi farkl
degiskenler acisindan incelenmistir: cinsiyet (Aktas et al.,2013; Ekici, 2012b;
Guskey, 1981), tecriibe (Aktas et al.,2013; Ekici 2012b; Guskey,1981; Kurt, 2013a;
Sherman& Giles, 1981), okutulan sinif seviyesi (Guskey, 1981), Ogretmen
ozyeterligi (Guskey, 1982), 6gretmenlerin sinif yonetimi profilleri (Kurt, 2013b),
ogretmen yetkisi (Jackson-Crossland, 2000) ve oOgretmen beklentileri (Collins,
2010; Diamond, Randolph, & Spillane, 2004; Scott & Teddlie, 1987). Bu
calismalarda kullanilan en yaygin arastirma deseni korelasyondur. Ayrica deneysel
aragtirma yontemi de kullanilmistir. Calismalarda genel olarak nicel veri

toplanmustir.

YONTEM

Cahsmanmin Plami: Bu ¢alismanin asil amaci, Ingilizce hazirlik okulunda galisan
okutmanlarin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisinin farkh
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesidir. Calisma, Ankara’da calisan Ingilizce
okutmanlari ile birlikte yiiriitiilmiistiir. Calisma ayrica, Ingilizce okutmanlarinin
ogrenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan sorumluluk algis1 ile okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik
inanglar1 arasindaki iligkiyi incelemeyi hedeflemektedir. Son olarak da,
ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlari, dgretmen &z yeterligi ve
motivasyonun okutmanlarin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisini
yordama giiciinii tespit edilmesi amacglanmaktadir. Bu amaglara ulasmak igcin,
korelasyon arastirma yontemi kullanilmistir. Calismada 1 adet bagimli degisken
vardir: okutmanlarin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizlifindan genel sorumluluk algisi, ve

4 tane de yordayici (bagimsiz) degisken vardir: Ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce
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yeterlilik puanlari, 6gretmen 0z yeterligi ve motivasyon puanlari. Degiskenlerin
hepsi siirekli sayisal verilerdir. Katilimcilar 207 tane Ingilizce hazirhik okulu
okutmanidir. Veri, Hacettepe Universitesi, Gazi Universitesi, Bilkent Universitesi,
TOBB Ekonomi ve Teknoloji Universitesi, Baskent Universitesi, Atilim
Universitesi ve Ufuk Universitesi’nden toplanmustir. Veri analizi igin, betimsel,
korelasyon ve hiyerarsik ¢oklu regresyon analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir.
Hiyerarsik coklu regresyon analizleri, iki blok seklinde yapilmistir. Degiskenlerin
sirasi, arastirmaci tarafindan, degiskenlerin teorik 6nemleri, gegmis calismalar ve

sonuctaki yordama giiciiniin 6nemine gore karar verilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclari: Veri toplama araclari, Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi (Capa
Aydmn et al., 2005), Ogrenci Bagarisindan Sorumluluk Olgegi (Ekici, 2012a) ve
Ogretmen Motivasyonu Olgegi’ nin (Aksoy,2007; Tanriverdi, 2007) adapte edilmis
versiyonudur. Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgegi, 24 maddeden olusmaktadir ve “‘Cok
Yeterli’> (9)” den ‘“Yetersiz (1)’ e uzanan Likert tipi 6lcek seklindedir. Ogrenci
Basarisindan Sorumluluk Olcegi, 28 maddeden olusmaktadir, her bir madde icin iki
alternatif bulunmaktadir. Katilimcilarin 100 puani bu iki alternatife esit olarak
dagitmalar1  beklenmektedir. Ogretmen Motivasyonu o&lgegi, 18 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Maddeler, Cok Memnunum (5)’dan, Hic Memnun Degilim (1)’ e
uzanan 5°li Likert tipi dlgek seklindedir. Ogretmen Motivasyonu dlgegi igin gerekli
gecerlilik ve glivenirlik calismalart yapilmistir. Literatiir incelenmesinden sonra,
Olcege yeni maddeler eklenmis, uzman goriisii alinmis ve gerekli degisiklikler
yapilmistir. Daha sonra, pilot g¢alisma igin, 76 adet Ingilizce okutmanina
uygulanmistir, giivenirlik ¢aligmasinda Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayist .92

olarak bulunmustur ve 6lgek yliksek giivenirlik derecesine sahiptir.

Veri Analizi Yontemleri: Toplanan veriler bilgisayar ortamina aktarilmistir ve
SPSS 22.0 istatistik paketiyle analiz edilmistir. Oncelikle, betimsel istatistik analiz
yontemi kullanilmistir. Cikarimsal istatistik sonuglari i¢in, korelasyon ve hiyerarsik
coklu regresyon analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013,
p.123) regresyon analizi i¢in gerekli katilimci sayisim1 su sekilde ifade etmistir:

coklu korelasyonu test etmek i¢in, N > 50 + 8m (m: bagimsiz degisken sayisi) ve
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yordayiciyi test etmek i¢in, N > 104 + m (m: bagimsiz degisken sayis1) olmalidir.
Bu formiile gore, 207 kisiden toplanan verinin, regresyon analizi i¢in uygun
olduguna karar verilmistir. Regresyon analizinden Once, bu analiz tipi igin
varsayimlar kontrol edilmistir. Bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler siirekli
degiskenlerdir ve kategorik degisken degillerdir. Bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda
coklubaginti  goériilmemelidir. Bunun i¢in bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki
korelasyon katsayisinin .30 dan az olup olmadig1 ve VIF ve Tolerans degerleri
kontrol edilmistir. Normallik ve dogrusallik varsayimlarini ihlal eden u¢ deger olup
olmadigini kontrol etmek i¢in, grafikler ve Mahalanobis Cook’ D ve Leverage, Df
Beta uzaklik degerleri kontrol edilmistir. Durbin ve Watson degerlerinin de 1.5 ve
2.5 arasinda olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir ve 1.87 olarak bulunmustur.
(Tabachnick &Fidell, 2013, p.128). Biitiin bu degerler ve grafikler incelendikten
sonra, 114 numarali katilimcinin aykirilik gosterdigine karar verilmistir ve
regresyon analizine katilmamistir. Ayrica Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlarmi
belirtmeyen 4 katilimci da regresyon analizine dahil edilmemistir. Regresyon
analizinde, 1. Blokta oOgretmenlik tecriibesi ve Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlari

girilmistir, 2. Blokta ise 6gretmen 6zyeterlik ve motivasyon puanlari girilmistir.

BULGULAR

Calismaya 207 tane Ingilizce okutmani (172 kadin, 35 erkek) katilmistir.
Katilimcilarin yaslart 22 ve 60 arasindadir (Ort= 33.21, SS=8.16). Ogretmenlik
tecriibeleri ise 1 yil ve 38 yil arasinda degiskenlik gostermektedir (Ort= 10.16,
§S=7.75). Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlar1 ise, 62.5 ve 100 arasinda degiskenlik
gostermektedir (Ort=93.83, SS=4.74). Okutmanlarin motivasyon seviyeleri, 1.67 ve
4.94 arasinda degiskenlik gostermektedir (Ort= 3.38, SS= .62). Bu bdliimde,
yapilan analizlerin sonuglar1 her bir arastirma sorusu i¢in ayr1 bagliklar altinda

acgiklanacaktir.
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Okutmanlarin Ogrenci Basar1 ve Basarisizhgindan Sorumluluk Algisi: Birinci
arastirma sorusunun cevabi, betimsel analiz yontemi kullanilarak cevaplanmistir.
Analiz sonuclar gdstermistir ki, okutmanlarin genel olarak 6grencilerin basar1 ve
basarisizligindan sorumluluk algis1 48.10 (SS=8.25)’dur. Alt arastirma sorular1 i¢in
yapilan betimsel analizler gostermistir ki, okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan
sorumluluk algis1 57.59 (SS=9.58)’dur. Diger yandan, okutmanlarin 6grenci
basarisizligindan sorumluluk algis1 38.61 (SS= 12.96)’dir. Betimsel analiz
sonuglar1 gostermistir ki, okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algis1 hem
genel sorumluluk algilarindan hem de Ogrenci basarisizligindan duyduklar

sorumluluk algisindan ytiksektir.

Okutmanlarin Ozyeterlik inanclar: ile Sorumluluk Algis1 Arasindaki iliski:
Ikinci arastirma sorusu ve alt arastirma sorularini cevaplamak icin yapilan
korelasyon analizi sonuglart gostermistir ki, okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 ve
Ogrencilerinin basar1 ve basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk algilar1 arasinda
anlamli ve 6nemli bir iligski yoktur. Ayn1 sekilde, okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inancglar
ve Ogrenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk algilar1 arasinda anlamli ve onemli bir
iligki yoktur. Fakat, okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanclar1 ve Ogrenci basarisindan
sorumluluk algilar1 arasinda anlamli ve 6nemli bir iligki vardir, r=+.29, n=207, p

<.01, ¢ift kuyruklu.

Okutmanlarin Ogrenci Basar1 ve Basarisizhgindan Sorumluluk Algisinin
Yordayicilari: Okutmanlarin 68renci basari ve basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk
algilarinin, okutmanlarin 6grenci basarindan sorumluluk algilarinin, okutmanlarin
ogrenci basarisiziigindan sorumluluk algilarinm, dgretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce
yeterlilik puanlari, 6gretmen 6z yeterligi ve motivasyon tarafindan ne derece
yordandigini incelemek i¢in 3 adet hiyerarsik coklu regresyon analiz yapilmistir.
Birinci regresyon analiz sonuglarma gore, ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce
yeterlilik puanlar1 (Model 1) okutmanlarin 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan genel
sorumluluk algisin1 yordama giicline sahip degildir. Fakat Model 2’ye 6gretmen
ozyeterlik ve motivasyon degiskenleri eklendiginde, bu modelin okutmanlarin

ogrenci basar1 ve basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk algisini yordama giiciine sahip
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oldugu bulunmustur, F (2,197) = 3.91, p<. 05, R* =.06. Model 2 deki her bir
degisken ayr1 ayr1 incelendiginde, sadece motivasyon degiskeni, okutmanlarin
genel sorumluluk algisimi yordamistir, t (197) = 2.32, p<. 05. Ikinci regresyon
analiz sonuglarina gére, 6gretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik puanlar1 (Model
1) okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisini yordama giiciine sahip
degildir. Fakat Model 2’ye Ogretmen oOzyeterlik ve motivasyon degiskenleri
eklendiginde, okutmanlarin Ogrenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisini yordama
giiciine sahip oldugu bulunmustur, F (2,198) = 11.83 p<. 05, R =.11. Model 2 deki
her bir degisken ayri1 ayri incelendiginde, sadece 6gretmen Ozyeterlik degiskeni,
okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisini1 yordamustir, t (198) = 4.35,
p<. 05. Ugiincii analiz sonuglarma gére, 6gretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik
puanlart (Model 1) okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisini
yordama giicline sahip degildir. Model 2’ye dgretmen Ozyeterlik ve motivasyon
degiskenleri eklendiginde, yine okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk

algisin1 yordama giiciine sahip olmadigi bulunmustur.

SONUC ve TARTISMA

Ik arastirma sorusu igin yapilan analizler gdstermistir ki, okutmanlarin
Ogrenci basarisindan sorumluluk algist hem 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligl icin
genel sorumluluk algilarindan, hem de Ogrenci basarisizligindan duyduklari
sorumluluk algisindan yiiksektir. Literatiir incelendiginde, okutmanlarin 6grenci
basar1 ve basarisizligi icin genel olarak orta seviyede sorumluluk sahibi olduklar
ve Ogrenci basarisi i¢in Ogrenci basarisizhigina goére daha fazla sorumluluk
hissettikleri goriilmiistiir. Bu agidan, bu ¢alismanin sonuglar1 gegmis arastirmalarin
sonugclari ile paraleldir (Aktas et al.,2013; Ekici, 2012b; Ekici, 2013; Guskey, 1981,
1987; Kurt, 2013a; Kurt & Ekici, 2013; Matteucci, 2007). Bu sonuglar diisiinerek,
O0grenci performansinin —basart ya da basarisizhi§in- 6gretmenlerin sorumluluk

algisini etkileyen bir faktor olabilecegi sdylenebilir.
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Ikinci arastirma sorusu igin yapilan korelasyon analiz sonucuna gore,
okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 ve Ogrenci basar1i ve basarisizligindan genel
sorumluluk algilar1 arasinda anlamli ve 6nemli bir iliski yoktur. Aym sekilde,
okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 ve 6grenci basarisizligindan sorumluluk algilar
arasinda anlamli ve Onemli bir iligki yoktur. Fakat, okutmanlarin O6zyeterlik
inanglar1 ve 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algilar arasinda anlamli ve 6nemli bir
iliski vardir. Ilgili literatiir incelendiginde, bu ¢alismanin aksine, bazi ¢alismalarda,
ogretmenlerin Ozyeterlik inanglar1 ve Ogrenci basari ve basarisizligindan genel
sorumluluk algilart arasinda pozitif ve anlamli iligki bulunmustur (Ekici, 2013;
Kurt, 2013a; Kurt, Giingér & Ekici, 2014). Sonuglardaki tutarsizlik, Onceki
caligmalardaki katilimcilarin ya Biyoloji 6gretmeni ya da hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmeni
olmalarindan kaynaklanabilir. Bu ¢alismadaki katilimcilar ise, hazirlik okullarinda
calisan Ingilizce okutmanlaridir. Bu okutmanlar, gercek 6gretmenlik tecriibesine
sahiptirler ve diger taraftan Ingilizce ve Biyoloji birbirinden ¢ok farkli iki branstir.
Bu durum sonuglardaki farkliliga sebep olmus olabilir. Ayrica ¢aligmalarin lise,
hazirlik okulu, egitim fakiiltesi gibi farkli egitim ortamlarinda yapilmis olmasi da
sonugclari etkilemis olabilir.

Ucgiincii arastirma sorusu i¢in 3 adet ¢oklu regresyon analizi yapilmustir.
Birinci regresyon analiz sonuglarina gore, Ogretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce
yeterlilik puanlart  (Model 1) okutmanlarin G8renci basarisindan  ve
basarisizligindan genel sorumluluk algisin1 yordama giiciine sahip degildir. Fakat
Model 2’ye Ogretmen Ozyeterlik ve motivasyon degiskenleri eklendiginde, bu
modelin okutmanlarin dgrenci basarisindan ve basarisizlifindan genel sorumluluk
algisin1 yordama giicline sahip oldugu bulunmustur (Tablo 4.6’ ya bakiniz). Model
2 deki her bir degisken ayr1 ayr incelendiginde, sadece motivasyon degiskent,
okutmanlarin genel sorumluluk algisim1 yordamistir (Tablo 4.6 ya bakiniz). Bu
calismanin sonuglari, motivasyonun o&gretmen sorumlulugunda bir kaynak
olabilecegini gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, Lauermann ve Karabenick (2014),
kisisel sorumluluk duygusunun, kisilerin duygu ve motivasyonu ile iliskili
oldugunu ifade ederlerken, Guskey (1981) de sorumluluk algisinin 6gretmenlikle
ilgili motivasyon i¢in bir temel olusturabilecegini 6ne slirmiistiir. Fakat, literatiirde,

tecriibe ve ozyeterlik degiskeni ile ilgili sonuglar birbirinden farklilik gostermistir.
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Ikinci regresyon analiz sonuglarma gére, dgretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce
yeterlilik puanlar1 (Model 1) okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisini
yordama giicline sahip degildir. Fakat Model 2’ye Ogretmen Ozyeterlik ve
motivasyon degiskenleri eklendiginde, okutmanlarin O6grenci basarisindan
sorumluluk algisin1 yordama giiciine sahip oldugu bulunmustur (Tablo 4.7° ye
bakiniz). Model 2 deki her bir degisken ayr1 ayr1 incelendiginde, sadece ogretmen
Ozyeterlik degiskeni, okutmanlarin Ogrenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisini
yordamistir (Tablo 4.7° ye bakiniz). Ayrica, Kurt (2013a), ¢alismasinda 6grenci
basarisindan sorumluluk algis1 ve okutmanlarin 6zyeterlik inanglar1 arasinda
anlamli bir iligki bulmustur, fakat tecriilbenin 6gretmenlerin 6grenci basarisindan
sorumluluk algisina 6nemli bir etkisi olmadigini bulmustur. Guskey (1981, 1982)
de calismalarinda, tecrilbe ve 6grenci basarisindan sorumluluk algisi arasinda
anlaml bir iliski olmadigini bulmustur.

Ucgiincii analiz sonuglarma gore, dgretmenlik tecriibesi, Ingilizce yeterlilik
puanlart (Model 1) okutmanlarin 6grenci basarisizlifindan sorumluluk algisini
yordama giicline sahip degildir. (Tablo 4.8’ e bakiniz). Model 2’ye 6gretmen
ozyeterlik ve motivasyon degiskenleri eklendiginde, yine okutmanlarin 6grenci
basarisizligindan sorumluluk algisini yordama giiciine sahip olmadig1 bulunmustur
(Tablo 4.8 e bakiniz).

Son olarak, yapilan analizlerde, 6gretmenlerin yeterlilik puaninin ne genel
sorumluluk algisin1 ne de 6grenci basar1 ve basarisizligi i¢in ayr1 ayr1 sorumluluk
algisin1 yordama giiciine sahip olmadigi bulunmustur. Bunun sebebi Ingilizce
yeterlilik i¢in sadece, dilbilgisi, kelime ve okuma becerilerini 6lcen YDS sinav

sonuglarinin dayanak noktasi olarak alinmasi olabilir.

Arastirma ve Uygulama I¢in Oneriler: Sorumluluk algisinin  Snemi
diistintildiiglinde, kurumlar 6gretmenlerin hem 6grenci bagaris1 hem de basarisizlig
icin  sorumluluk algilarin1  arttirmak i¢in  mesleki gelisim  oturumlar
diizenleyebilirler. Ayrica yoneticiler, 6gretmenlerin 6grenci basarisizligindan daha
fazla sorumluluk hissetmeleri i¢in egitimle ilgili yeni tedbirler alabilirler ki bu da

dolayli olarak G6grencilerin basarisinda bir artisa sebep olabilir. Ayrica, egitimde
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sorumluluk sistemi tartigilabilir ve dgretmenlerin rolii ilgili taraflarca daha agik
hale getirilebilir.

Literatiirdeki celiskili sonuglar diisiiniildiigiinde, 6gretmenlerin sorumluluk
algisim etkileyen faktorler daha fazla ¢alisilabilir. Ilerideki 6gretmen sorumlulugu
ile ilgili ¢alismalarda su degiskenler lizerinde arastirmalar yapilabilir: cinsiyet,
okutulan smif seviyesi, brans, okulun biiyiikliigii, 6grencilerin sosyo-ekonomik
gecmisi, 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisime devam etme istegi, kurumsal 6zellikler.
Ayrica, 6grencilerin kendi basar1 ve basarisizliklar ile ilgili sorumluluk algilari
caligilabilir. Son olarak, daha genellenebilir sonuglara ulasabilmek igin, 6gretmen
sorumlulugu c¢alismalari, Tirkiye’deki farkli illerdeki {iniversitelerin hazirlik

okullarinda calisan Ingilizce okutmanlariyla tekrar yapilabilir.
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APPENDIX G: TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyadi: Bozu
Adi : Dilek
Bolumi: Curriculum and Instruction

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): ENGLISH LANGUAGE PREPARATORY
SCHOOL INSTRUCTORS’ SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR
STUDENTS’ SUCCESS AND FAILURE

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans | X Doktora

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

. Tezimden bir (1) y1l siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIiHi:

126




