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ABSTRACT 

UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL SELF-EFFICACY 

BELIEFS 

 

 

PhD, Department of English Language Teaching 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr.  

 

July 2019, 103 pages 

The purpose of this study is to investigate university prepar

self-efficacy beliefs in teaching English and its interaction with their background 

characteristics, reported proficiency level in English and their perceived use of 

teaching strategies with a specific emphasis to three sub-dimensions of self-efficacy. 

To achieve these aims, the present study employed a mixed methods design which 

consisted of two main stages. In the first stage, a questionnaire consisting of four parts 

were distributed to 374 EFL instructors working at preparatory schools of 8 different 

universities in Turkey. In the second stage, interviews were conducted with 25 

instructors from these universities in order to gain deeper insights regarding the issues 

explored in the questionnaire. The quantitative and qualitative findings of the study 

revealed that instructors have a rather high level of self-efficacy, especially in terms of 

classroom management and instructional strategies. Another important finding of the 

-efficacy 

beliefs and their language proficiency. In addition, it was also found that there was a 

significant relationship between teaching experience and self- efficacy.   

Keywords: Self-Efficacy, English Language Instructors, Language Proficiency, 

Instructional Strategies   
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background  

1.1.1. The Importance of English 

English is the most widely spoken language in the world. Communicative abilities 

in English give us better chances in numerous fields and developing fluency in 

English is vital to achieve success in all fields of life. It is common knowledge that 

an increasing number of individuals are learning English today since it is 

indispensable for science, innovation and business.   

According to Tochon (2009), familiarity with a world language will also have 

syntactic knowledge, language abilities and narrative strategies for reading and 

Bilinguals can surpass monolinguals in meta-linguistic tasks as well as in tasks that 

need a high level of control. Students who are able to talk two languages have more 

linguistics space in their memory (Bialystok, 2001).  

Learning a foreign language can have some other advantages: heritage transfer to 

children, connecting generations, providing communication in the family, building 

global connections, experiencing different cultures, having the capacity to compare 

and becoming biliterate (Marcos, 1998, referred to in Skillet and Square, 2011). 

Moreover, such benefits include building up a more extensive perspective; 
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understanding different traditions, and even strengthening identity and building 

more tolerance to other cultures.   

For all these reasons, we need to know a language other than the native one, most 

ideally English which is known as a worldwide language. Thus, the role of English 

preparatory (prep) schools at undergraduate level in EFL context is significant. The 

prep year is the first year at university where students are taught to reach the required 

level of English. In prep schools, the aim is to teach the standardized form of English 

to the students. Unfortunately, in many EFL contexts, prep schools are assumed to 

have a fundamental part in the education system since language learning success is 

not at the expected level at lower stages and it was the last chance for students to be 

able to communicate in English. In this study, English prep schools were chosen as 

the context of the investigation and the instructors working there were the 

participants of the study.     

1.1.2. The Role of Instructors  

Instructors are of most extreme significance in language teaching practices since 

their characteristics, qualifications and perceptions will affect all the stakeholders. 

It is important to employ qualified instructors to reach the previously defined aims 

of the university prep school. 

English instructors' method for teaching and their procedures to enhance students' 

learning are quite significant in EFL classrooms. In light of the literature, the sort of 

beliefs that instructors have will impact their activities and efficacy in teaching and 

will determine the strategies adopted during the class time (Richards, 1996). Thus, 

instructors' beliefs that shape their teaching in the prep school classroom setting 

should be considered in detail. 

Moreover, Putnam and Borko (2000) suggest that how an individual learns a set of 

knowledge or skills and furthermore the circumstance under which the learning 

takes place will turn into the most essential part of what is learned. From this 

sociocultural viewpoint, it can be claimed t
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influenced by relevant factors through connection with others in or out of the 

classroom. As Freeman (1996) suggests, instructors are continually interpreting 

their universe of teaching such as interpretation of the subject, the classroom and the 

students. Every one of these affects their reasoning procedure and the way they 

teach. Thus, to find out why EFL instructors do what they do in their classrooms, it 

is a prerequisite to be aware of the beliefs that shape and guide their activities and 

check whether any relationship can be found between their belief framework and 

teaching strategies.  Richards (1996) recommended that teachers create objective 

standards in light of their belief system, and those standards work as guidelines that 

connected intently to their belief system, observations, and motivation. Therefore, 

to understand instructors' behavior in the classroom, instructors' belief system 

-efficacy has been 

studied the most in the literature and will be the focus of this study.  

1.1.3.  

Teacher self-efficacy is also called

-efficacy beliefs". Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) 

activities effectively to satisfy the teaching tasks required in their particular teaching 

setting.  

Many studies  have been conducted on self-efficacy as a specific type of belief that 

-

efficacy. Bandura (1997) described self-

somewhat arrange and structure their teaching in the classrooms. Therefore, it could 

be implied that when instructors feel confident in choosing and applying appropriate 

strategies, they attempt to do their best in the classroom.   
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According to Bandura (1997), teachers' self-efficacy can influence the sort of 

environment they establish and different teaching strategies they will employ in their 

classroom. What's more, more efficacious teachers are sure that they can reach even 

the most troublesome students if they put some extra effort; while the less 

efficacious teachers feel desperate when they have to deal with unmotivated and 

problematic students (Gibson and Dembo, 1984). The impact of self-efficacy has 

been broadly discussed in the literature in view of the social cognitive theory; each 

one of those beliefs is the underlying foundations of human agency (Bandura, 2001). 

In literature, there is a common belief that instructors who feel more efficacious use 

instructors who don't trust themselves will simply stick to their traditional strategies.  

-efficacy affects various parts of 

teaching and learning (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-

Moran, Hoy, 1998; Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006). Self-efficacy is identified 

-Moran et 

al., 1998), feeling of efficacy (Anderson, Greene & Loewen, 1988), writing 

performance (Rahimi & Gheitasi, 2010).  Moreover, self-efficacy is also identified 

(Gencer & Cakiroglu, 2007; Shim, 2001), to plan and organize  (Allinder, 1994), 

and to persevere regardless of troubles (Milner & Hoy, 2003), academic motivation 

and performance (Pekkanli, 2009), emotional intelligence (Moafian & Ghanizadeh, 

2009;) and English capability (Chacon, 2005). 

Teachers' self-efficacy in particular subject areas has also been studied (Bleicher, 

2004; Chac -efficacy 

in various settings has been investigated (Bleicher, 2004; Uzun, 2010). However, 

-efficacy in foreign language teaching  are not extensive 

ooper, 2009;   Lee, 2009; Moafian & Ghanizadeh, 2009; Pekkanli, 

2009; Shim, 2001). Rather, the students have been the real focal point of study. It is 

obvious that researching about students' cognitive and affective domains is 

considered as more significant than focusing on issues related to teachers. However, 

teachers are also a basic part of the learning procedure, they can't be ignored and 
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their role is quite significant for progression of teaching and learning of English as 

a second or foreign language.  

Exploring teachers' self-efficacy is necessary to comprehend teaching and learning. 

By considering its solid effect, there is a necessity for further research in this field  

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Exploring Teachers' self-efficacy can 

be quite helpful in the search of ways to make teachers more effective in language 

classes since it mirrors teachers' basic beliefs systems that can shape teacher 

practices in the classroom.   

lish proficiency is one 

of the greatest hindrances to fruitful teaching and learning of English (Nunan, 2003). 

Low English proficiency is causally identified with lack of confidence in teaching 

English. It has been widely believed that one of the most common problems of 

English teachers is that they basically do not have sufficient English proficiency 

levels and they do not have enough confidence to teach in English (Nunan, 2003).  

It is obvious that such a relationship should also be supported by further studies. For 

instance, it is likely that a teacher who does not have high proficiency level can feel 

more confident to teach English to the low-level students, while he will feel less 

confident when teaching high level students. Thus, exploring English teac -

efficacy to teach in their particular setting, considering the effect of their English 

skills on their self-efficacy beliefs and checking whether any relationship exists and 

measuring the quality of this relationship is necessary. This study will investigate 

-efficacy beliefs and its interaction 

with their English proficiency level, teaching strategies and background 

characteristics.  

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

As it has been mentioned before, te

connected with their loss of confidence and thus their unsuccessful teaching (Nunan, 

2003). According to Nunan (2003), the biggest problem is that many English 
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teachers don't have the required capability in English, and as a result they don't have 

and self-confidence. It is necessary to investigate such a relationship. 

relationship of English teachers' proficiency level and self-

2005) studied self-efficacy of the Venezuelan secondary school teachers and found 

a positive correlation between their self-efficacy and language proficiency levels. 

However, Shim (2001) demonstrated that the self-efficacy of the Korean secondary 

and high school English teachers was not altogether related with their English 

proficiency. Lee (2009) searched on Korean primary school English teachers and 

more research is required on the connection between self-efficacy and language 

proficiency, rather than simply considering a causal relationship.  

Shim (2001) suggested that English teachers' self-efficacy must be researched by 

more content specific instruments. For example, there is a specific instrument 

developed for science teaching. However, there is no particular instrument 

accessible for foreign language teaching. There is a need for an instrument designed 

to search on efficacy belief in foreign language education. In this study, a few 

changes have been made to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's (2001) questionnaire on 

self-efficacy to adapt it to the EFL setting. Thus, some different items have been 

added to the questionnaire regarding the setting of university prep school 

classrooms.  

Besides, there may be some other components influencing English teach -

efficacy. Chacon (2005) suggests the teachers' perceived efficacy is a multifaceted 

construct that changes regarding tasks and contexts of teaching. Chacon claimed 

t 

studies employing extra independent variables were suggested to determine 

indicators of self-efficacy of English teachers in different places and contexts.  The 

use of strategies is another independent variable necessary to concentrate on for its 
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impact on self-efficacy of EFL teachers. Based on the literature, it is possible to say 

that self-efficacy belief will affect the choice of strategy and use of strategies will 

demonstrate the level of instructor self-efficacy (Labone,2004). Thus, it can be said 

that there is a corresponding relationship between them.  Although there are several 

studies, it is not possible to find any studies focusing on the consolidated impacts of 

-efficacy. Therefore, 

more research is required here to examine the relationship between the mentioned 

variables to fill the gap appropriately. 

There are some studies exploring teacher self-efficacy belief in different areas such 

as maths and science, but the number of studies carried out outside the US is limited 

(Ladner, 2008; Maguire, 2011; Morris, 2010; Ordonez-Feliciano, 2009;). As 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) suggest, instructor self-efficacy belief 

is not only shaped by their view of individual feelings and knowledge but also the 

effect that culture and society might have on the teacher roles, social relations and 

expectations. Besides, university preparatory school context is usually ignored in 

self-efficacy studies since language teaching is frequently associated with earlier 

to their personal skills in EFL university preparatory school context.   

In brief, this study will focus on the necessities mentioned above and will primarily 

-efficacy in teaching 

English and investigate whether there is a relationship between their self-efficacy 

beliefs and their English proficiency level, their use of strategy in EFL classes and 

their background characteristics.  Considering the recent investigations, it is possible 

to see a relationship between self-efficacy and teaching strategy. In many studies 

about self-efficacy, there is a common belief that good teaching strategy can be an 

-efficacy. However, this belief has not been studied in 

detail, particularly with EFL instructors teaching in the university prep school 

context.  

-efficacy 

beliefs affect their teaching strategy and those who feel more efficacious will 
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subsequently use various strategies.  Conversely, teachers who consider themselves 

less efficacious will use only the strategies required in the classroom. It is possible 

to talk about a two-way relationship between self-efficacy and teaching strategy and 

this study will also investigate if such a relationship can exist. Thus, this study will 

also investigate the interaction between self-efficacy, proficiency level, and teaching 

strategies to check whether any interaction exists among these factors. 

1.3. Purpose of the Study  

self-efficacy in teaching English, their proficiency level, their perceived use of 

teaching strategies and their background characteristics such as gender and 

experience.  

-

efficacy beliefs and their a) background characteristics b) proficiency level and c) 

use of teaching strategies. 

To accomplish these objectives, both quantitative and qualitative methods will be 

used.  Questionnaires will be distributed to instructors working at university prep 

schools and semi structured interview sessions will be conducted with a smaller 

-

efficacy, thus this study can provide a broader picture of self-efficacy with a bigger 

sample of the instructors in different settings and context.   

1.4. Research Questions   

Research questions of the study are as follows:  

1. How do university prep school instructors evaluate  

a. their current level of self-efficacy beliefs? 

b. their English proficiency levels?
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c. the way they use teaching strategies?  

2.  self- efficacy level 

and  

a. their English proficiency levels?  

b. their use of teaching strategies? 

c. their background characteristics? 

1.5. Significance of the Study   

-efficacy has been explored in various settings and subject fields. In 

-efficacy 

belief but they just concentrate on teachers teaching from primary to high school. 

(Maguire, 2011; Morris, 2010). Most studies focus on science and mathematics, or 

they were carried out in ESL settings; however, for this study, university prep school 

context is chosen. Since university preparatory (prep) school context has not been 

examined deeply enough before, investigating i -efficacy at prep 

school is necessary. 

In prep schools, English is taught as an instrument for students to achieve their 

academic aims. Students have to enroll in prep schools if their English proficiency 

level is not at the required level. Students also learn English to achieve international 

exams such as IELTS or TOEFL.  Some others are learning English for individual 

reasons, for example, to be able to be fluent in English, find better jobs or go abroad.   

By looking at prep school instr -efficacy in relation to different factors, 

this study can contribute to the field in several ways.   To begin with, this study 

investigates instructors' self-efficacy beliefs in teaching English at the EFL 

university context. Despite the direc -efficacy 

and their teaching, most studies (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), 

focus on in a broad educational perspective. Some others (Cooper, 2009; Moafian 

& Ghanizadeh, 2009; Pekkanli, 2009;  Rahimi & Gheitasi, 2010; Rastegar & 
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Memarpour, 2009;) have examined it in the TESOL setting and just a couple of 

connection to instructors' specific features such as proficiency in English. This study 

-

efficacy.  

-efficacy in university 

prep school setting. Being aware of the significance of learning English and 

important functions of university prep schools, there is a need for studies on English 

-efficacy so as to figure out the situation. It is hoped that the results 

of this study will provide insight into this issue and trigger other studies.   

Thirdly, this study also focuses on the interaction between instructors' self-efficacy 

and different factors, for example, their background characteristics, proficiency 

level and use of strategies. The interaction between proficiency and self-efficacy 

was searched before (Chacon, 2002, 2005; Lee, 2009; Shim, 2001); however, the 

relation between instructors' self-efficacy and their use of strategies has not been 

explored in previously.  By incorporating this variable, which is frequently 

identified wit

try to provide a broader picture of university prep school instructors' self-efficacy 

by taking into account the possible variables.  

Lastly, this study will give valuable data to researchers in identifying the 

relationship between potential factors which were investigated.  Be that as it may, 

the ramifications of this study won't be restricted to Turkish setting only. In any 

case, it may be extended to a broader setting of all university prep schools where 

English is taught as a foreign language.

1.6. Definition of Terms  

The following terms are frequently used throughout this study.  
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Self-efficacy 

courses of action required to manage prospective situation  

Teacher Efficacy 

and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific 

-Moran et al., 1998, p.223). 

 

EFL Instructors 

just 

 

(Self-Reported) English language proficiency -assessed 

competence in four domains (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing) 

following Butler (2004).
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

2.1. Overview of the Chapter

This chapter presents a review of existing literature on self-efficacy. First, sense of 

Tschannen-

self-efficacy beliefs and its sources are discussed. Lastly, relevant literature on 

teacher efficacy from the foreign and second language setting is provided.    

2.2. Sense of Efficacy and Teaching  

Self-efficacy belief is considered as the foundation of human agency, affecting  

motivation level, efforts, affective states, and accomplishments (Bandura,2006). In 

the literature, it is often suggested that high level of efficacy demands more effort 

and determination, which will lead to much better accomplishments and higher level 

of efficacy in turn. On the other hand, low efficacy beliefs result in fewer attempts 

which lead failure and lower efficacy at the end.  

In the field of education, teacher self-efficacy is often considered as context-specific 

and self-perceptions of teaching competence and beliefs about the requirements of 

a task will determine teacher efficacy (Chacon,2005; Tschannen-Moran&Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2007; Turnage, 2011). Thus, teachers are supposed to judge what is expected 

of them in a specific teaching context, which is explained as the analysis of teaching 
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task by considering factors such as teaching context, student motivation, appropriate 

teaching strategies, and management issues. 

Bandura (1993) suggests that assessing personal teaching competence affect teacher 

skills and strategies are suitable for the required teaching task. While teachers may 

beliefs are influenced by the belief that whether these skills and strategies are fixed 

into the context. In self-efficacy assessment, teachers evaluate their teaching 

competence considering the expected requirements of teaching task. Thus, teachers 

assess their abilities that define their self-perception of teaching competence, while 

the analysis of teaching task is the evaluation regarding the resources and limitations 

in their specific teaching context.  

In order to examine self-efficacy concept in detail, two significant theories which 

are supposed to be infrastructure of self-efficacy are needed to focus on.  

2.3. Bandura Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory is a well-known learning theory that perceives human 

functioning through considering human agency and a dynamic interaction between 

personal, behavioral and social factors in human change (Bandura, 1997).  

According to Pajares (2002), Bandur

behaviorist theories since in social cognitive theory as human change is considered 

Different from behaviorist theories, the change process in human cannot only be 

explained by external stimuli and human thoughts and introspection affects 

different from other behaviorist theories that overestimate the effects of biological 

factors and ignores the significance of social and contextual factors. While Bandura 

(1997) rejects the duality between social structure and human agency, he claims that 

both environmental factors and human agency influences human change equally. 



 

14 

Bandura (2006) asserts that personal agency develops if an active agent interacts 

with the social environment, in others words the context they are in. 

Social cognitive theory argues that human agency operates via a dynamic interaction 

among personal, environmental and behavioral factors instead of operating on its 

own. This notio

model (Figure 1) which is based on a mutual interaction among behavior, personal 

dynamic interplay of personal

2002, p. 1). 

 

Figure 1. Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model (Bandura, 1997, p. 6) 

 2.4. Integrated Model and  Sense of Efficacy Scale by Tschannen-

Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy  

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (1998) claim that there are conceptual 

confusions regarding teacher efficacy in 

In order to address the confusions and provide unity to the meaning and measuring 

-Moran et al. (1998) proposed an 

integrated model. 
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Figure 2. y Beliefs (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998, p. 228) 

When the figure is examined, it can be seen that the model is largely based on 

-efficacy theory in many ways: sources of efficacy information 

cognitive processing, domain-specific nature of self-efficacy beliefs through the 

analysis of the teaching task and cyclical nature of self-efficacy beliefs. However, 

instead of just dwelling on the constraints and common challenges that teachers face 

in forming their self-efficacy perceptions, this model focuses on the analysis of 

-efficacy level is gathered through 

experiences and physiological arousal. Next, obtained information is analyzed and 

processed through analysis of judgements.  Later, these judgments are used by 

teachers to determine their aims, amount of effort necessary to achieve the goals and 

 will provide 

new mastery experiences and future judgements of efficacy. 

Tschannen- Moran et al. (1998) further suggests that in judging self-perceptions of 

teaching competence, the teacher assesses personal abilities such as knowledge, 

skills or strategies against personal weaknesses in particular teaching context. The 

interaction of these two factors results in judgments about self-efficacy for the 

teaching in that specific context.  
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Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk- -efficacy 

action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular 

-Moran et al., 1998, p. 222). They emphasize the context 

specificity of teacher efficacy. Bandura (1997) rejected most of the existing teacher-

efficacy scales since they are in a general form rather than dealing with the domains 

of instructional functioning.  Pajares (2006) also underlined: 

Omnibus tests that aim to assess general self-efficacy provide global scores 
that decontextualize the self-efficacy behavior correspondence and transform 
self-efficacy beliefs into a generalized personality trait rather than the context-

he problem with such 
assessments is that students must generate judgments about their academic 
capabilities without a clear activity or task in mind. As a result, they generate 
the judgments by in some fashion mentally aggregating to related perceptions 
that they hope will be related to imagined tasks (p. 547). 

are assumed to be the attributional analysis and interpretation of the four sources of 

information about efficacy described by Bandura (1986, 1997) - mastery experience, 

-

different teaching situations and teacher efficacy is context specific. While teachers 

may feel more efficacious in teaching particular subject in a particular setting, they 

may feel less efficacious in different settings. Tschannen- Moran et al. (1998) 

exemplifies the situation by stating that

teacher might feel very inefficacious teaching middle school science, or a very 

confident rural sixth grade teacher might shudder at the thought of teaching sixth 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk- -

efficacy scale, which includes a detailed list of teacher capacities in general terms, 

and developed a nine-point Likert-scale consisting of 52 items.  This scale was 

employed in three studies and reduced to 32 and then to 18 items. Finally, two forms 

of scale were formed with 24-item long form and 12-item short form and classroom 

management, student engagement and instructional strategies were determined as 
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three sub-categories (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk- Hoy, 2001). They suggest the 

teaching competence is identified via specific teaching tasks.   

2.5.  

Teacher efficacy has been defined in several ways.  

belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to 

-

e teacher believes he or she has 

Zellman, 1977, p. 137, cited in Tschannen-

belief or conviction that they can influence how well students learn, even those who 

-

Moran, et al, 1998, p. 202).    

Efficacy is a future-oriented belief that is explained through the perceptions of 

competence rather than actual level of competence (Woolfolk-Hoy & Burke-Spero, 

2005).  This is a significant segregation since people have a tendency to 

underestimate or overestimate their real abilities and these estimations may 

influence their efforts and actions. As Bandura states (1

good as its execution. The self-assurance with which people approach and manage 

difficult tasks determines whether they make good or poor use of their capabilities. 

Insidious self- doubts can easily overrule the best of skills  

researchers to social cognitive theory and he explains teacher efficacy as a concept 

determines human agency and triadic reciprocal causation as the factors that 

are capable of making choice and shaping their lives (Bandura, 1982). Nevertheless, 

the mechanism through which human agency works is triadic reciprocal causation, 

a multi-directional model in which behavior, internal personal factors (e.g. 
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cognition, affect, and attitudes), and the environment exert causal influence on each 

other (Bandura, 1997). The interaction between these symbiotic influences brings 

actual behavior and thought to the individual 

2.6. Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Social cognitive theory views self-efficacy belief as the most significant and stable 

mechanism of human agency. According to Bandura (2006), belief of personal 

efficacy is the pervasive and central mechanism of human agency. If people do not 

enthusiasm to act.  

Bandura (1997) specificall - efficacy as their 

beliefs on their capabilities to organize and conduct the courses of action needed to 

composite view of oneself that is presumed to be formed through direct experience 

-efficacy beliefs vary 

in accordance with context, difficulty and domain of teaching activities. Bandura 

(1997) also emphasizes that self-efficacy beliefs are different from self-esteem 

which is considered as whether one likes or dislikes oneself. While self-efficacy 

beliefs are associated with the perception of personal capability in a specific 

teaching context, self-esteem is related to perception of self-

perception of low capacity and performance for a specific context does not 

automatically mean a loss of self-esteem. In addition, opposite to self-esteem which 

influences personal aims and performance, self-efficacy beliefs 

-efficacy is specific to a domain, context and difficulty level. 

Therefore, self-efficacy beliefs are different from self-concept and self-esteem and 

should be investigated.  

According to Bandura (1997), what individuals believe is more effective than what 

is the truth on their motivation level, affective states and actions. Pajares (2002) also 

suggests that how people behave may often be better predicted by their perceptions 
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on their capabilities than what they can do in real and self-efficacy beliefs may 

determine what people do with their skills and knowledge. Pajares (2001) also adds 

nd reality, it is the belief that 

-efficacy belief 

is more effective factor than their knowledge in predicting their attainments. 

Moreover, Bandura (1997) claims that self-efficacy beliefs 

and aspirations, how well they motivate themselves and their perseverance in the 

-efficacy beliefs are supposed to 

influence how opportunities and disadvantages are perceived. Thus, tea

efficacy makes them give up trying when they face challenges.  On the other hand, 

teachers with high efficacy regard disadvantages as achievable through commitment 

and development of necessary competencies.    

2.6.1. Sources of Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

According to Bandura (1997), people develop their self-efficacy beliefs by 

processing information obtained mainly from four sources: enactive mastery 

experience, vicarious learning experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological 

arousal. Bandura (1997) explains information process as follows:  

In processing the information from the four sources, there are two separate 
functions. The first one is the types of information people attend to and use as 
indicators of personal efficacy, and secon
rules and heuristics people use to integrate efficacy information from different 
sources (p. 55). 

Mastery experience which has an important role in strengthening and weakening 

-efficacy beliefs can be the most powerful source of sense of efficacy. 

If teachers feel that they have performed the teaching task successfully, their self-

efficacy beliefs will improve mutually. However, Bandura (1997) warns that 

efficacy beliefs are not enhanced if success is achieved through external help in easy 

and unimportant tasks. Success in challenging tasks with little assistance enhances 

self-efficacy.  
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According to Tschannen-Moran, Woolkfolk-Hoy, & Hoy (1998), among the 

efficacy information sources identified by Bandura, mastery experiences and 

efficacy. Mastery experience is significant since an individual can assess his or her 

capabilities only in an actual teaching situation. Teachers can gather information on 

how their strengths and weaknesses influence their instruction, evaluation and 

management.   

individuals observe and compare themselves with someone else who performs the 

same task. Bandura (1997) states that this observation may either strengthen or 

-

performance is positive in a similar task to theirs, this perception influences their 

self-efficacy beliefs in positive way.  For this reason, Tschannen-Moran et al., 

(1998) suggest that modeling and attentive observation are influential tools in 

teacher education. 

Verbal persuasion is the third source of efficacy beliefs and may be strengthened 

-efficacy beliefs can be strengthened through 

evaluative feedback which includes systematic, realistic and constructive appraisals 

from a significant character in the context. According to Tschannen-Moran et al. 

(1998), verbal persuasion regarding teacher efficacy could be specific or general. In 

addition, specific performance feedback from trainers, colleagues and even students 

strategies meet the requirements of a particular teaching task. For self-efficacy 

beliefs of teachers, specific performance feedback is quite significant since it 

provides a chance of social comparison and outcomes of the teaching performance. 

If the feedback is excessively harsh and global rather than focused and constructive, 

social persuasion lowers the self-perceptions of teaching competence. In this case, 

teachers might have a self-protective attitude that causes failure.  
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anxiety and mood can affect their self-efficacy beliefs. It is often considered that the 

level of emotional and physiological arousal of teachers adds to their self-

perceptions of teaching competence. Regarding teaching context, Tschannen-Moran 

et al. (1998) suggests that arousal may improve performance in focusing attention 

and energy on the task to some extent. Nevertheless, high levels of arousal may 

weaken functioning and best use of skills and capabilities.  

2.7. Studies on Teacher Efficacy on EFL Context 

While there have been a large amount of empirical research on the concept of teacher 

efficacy in general education (Tournaki & Podell, 2005) or special education 

(Henson, 2001), the number of studies investigating teacher efficacy in the field of 

foreign language teaching is limited (Liaw, 2004, Chacon, 2005; Shim, 2001; Kim, 

2002). Moreover, studies on foreign language teaching usually dwell on the 

relationship between teacher efficacy and demographic factors such as experience, 

being native or nonnative. 

Regarding native and non-

perceptions of language teaching, Liaw (2004) conducted a study investigated the 

following topics: (1) advantages and disadvantages of native and nonnative teachers, 

(2) importance of teaching, teacher training programs and methods of motivating 

and helping students, and (3) teaching strategies. He found a positive relationship 

of teacher efficacy. Most of the participants reported themselves efficacious in using 

various instructional strategies, and in engaging students with low motivation level 

in various classroom activities. Nevertheless, native and nonnative foreign language 

teachers were not found to be different in their language-teaching efficacy. 

Similarly, Akbari and Moradkhani (2010) investigated the relationship between 

-efficacy and experience in addition to academic degree with the 

participation of 447 EFL teachers. The results revealed that less experienced 

teachers were reported to have low self-efficacy levels as well as efficacy for 

instructional strategies, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for student 
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engagement. However, no significant correlation was found between academic 

degree and self-efficacy.  

In another study, Ghanizadeh and Moafian (2011) investigated the relationship 

-efficacy beliefs and their success in teaching. In their 

while the other scale, Characteristics of Successful EFL Teachers was filled in by 

their students. The results showed that there was a strong correlation between 

teacher self-efficacy and their success. In other words, teachers having a higher level 

of efficacy are more likely considered to achieve certain teaching tasks from the 

experience and self-efficacy and found that a significant correlation between them.  

In a more detailed study, Shim (2001) investigated the relationship between Korean 

in-

mana

low efficacious teachers. Shim (2001) also found that teachers with higher levels of 

efficacy had higher listening proficiency than low efficacious teachers, on the other 

hand low efficacious teachers had higher speaking skills than high efficacious ones.   

Chacon (2005) conducted another significant study tin Venezuelan context.  She 

engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies; their proficiency 

level in four language skills and strategies they use in teaching English as a foreign 

language. She also examined the relationship between these concepts and 

demographic variables such as experience and studying abroad. Her survey 

-reported English proficiency, (2) 

-reported pedagogical strategies to teach English, and (3) An adapted 

version of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & 
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instructional strategies was found higher than their efficacy for management and 

engagement. It was also found that there was a positive correlation between 

importance of content knowledge. Interestingly, the results revealed that teachers 

tend to employ grammar-oriented strategies more frequently regardless of their 

efficacy level. In addition, no significant relationship was found between teaching 

experience and teacher efficacy for student engagement, instructional strategies, and 

classroom management.  

2.8. Studies on Teacher Efficacy in Turkey 

Although the numbers are limited, it is possible to find studies conducted in Turkey. 

and their self-reported practice of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), and 

the effect of an in-service teacher education program about CLT on Turkish EFL 

-reported and actual practice of CLT. She used pre and 

post-test research design on 50 Turkish EFL teachers working in eight foundation 

of Efficacy Scale (ETSES) (Chacon, 2005), Communicative Orientation of 

nd 

the questionnaire version of COLT were used as data collection tools and 20 EFL 

teachers were observed during the study. The results showed no relationship 

-reported practice of CLT. As 

for effect of the in-service teacher education program on CLT, the results indicated 

that teachers improved their practice of CLT and reported themselves more 

efficacious after the in-service teacher education program.  

There are also some studies which investigated self-efficacy at university context.  

In a four-

preservice education program on pre-

Faculty of Education in Ankara and tried to examine the changes in pre-service 

the study revealed that different phases of the program resulted in various changes 
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at certain levels. It was also found that pre- gement in the 

teaching practicum had significant impact on the development of their beliefs about 

language learning and teaching.  

Yavuz (2005) carried out a study and investigated the level of efficacy perceptions 

of EFL instructors and the variables that have a relationship with teacher efficacy. 

Her study included 226 EFL instructors working at the preparatory schools of 13 

universities in Istanbul and the results showed that EFL instructors working at the 

preparatory schools of 13 universities in Istanbul reported themselves as highly 

efficacious. More specifically, the results indicated that instructors perceived 

themselves to be more efficacious in classroom management and instructional 

strategies than student engagement. Similarly, Solar- ) investigated the 

self-efficacy beliefs of 257 Turkish EFL instructors working at university 

preparatory schools in Ankara to find out whether language proficiency, teaching 

-efficacy beliefs in 

terms of classroom management, student engagement and instructional strategies. 

Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, Self -Reported English Proficiency Scale and 

Language Teaching Methods Scale have been used as data collection tool and results 

revealed that instructors had quite high level of self-efficacy beliefs and they felt 

more efficacious in classroom management. She also found a positive relationship 

between language proficiency, teaching experience and levels of self-efficacy.  

ed the predictors of university preparatory school 

-efficacy regarding factors such as teaching experience, major, 

colleague support and administration support with the participation of 285 English 

language instructors from nine universities in Ankara. Five-section scale including 

Colleague Support Scale, Administration Support Scale, and a demographic 

information section was used as a data collection tool. The results indicated that 

teaching experience, mastery experience, administration support and university type 

-efficacy beliefs.  
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-

examine the extent to which EFL pre-

regarding classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement 

evolve throughout the practice teaching course. The study employed a variety of 

data collection -Moran 

& Woolfolk- Hoy, 2001) and Mentoring for Foreign Language Teaching (MEFLT) 

scale (Hudson, Nguyen &Hudson, 2009), pre-

journals, semi-structured face-to-face interviews and an open-ended survey. The 

beliefs developed significantly after practice teaching. However, sense of efficacy 

beliefs regarding classroom management significantly decreased at the end of the 

practice teaching. It was also found that sense of efficacy beliefs regarding 

classroom management beliefs had a significant relationship with the 

Personal/Professional Attributes of the cooperating teachers.   

In a 

-efficacy beliefs at the tertiary level and to find out the most 

-efficacy beliefs and 

its sub-dimensions. She employed an explanatory mixed methods design consisting 

of two main stages. In the first stage, a questionnaire was applied to 434 Turkish 

interviews were conducted with twenty teachers in the second stage. The results 

indicated that the instructors have a rather high overall level of self-efficacy, 

especially in classroom management and instructional strategies subdimensions. It 

was also found that teaching experience and working environment were important 

-service training 

showed significance when combined with an effective working environment and 

administrative support. 

2.9. Summary of the Chapter  

In brief, this chapter provides information about self-efficacy and two significant 

theories which are frequently mentioned in self-
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cognitive theory and Tschannen-

Next, literature on 

Lastly, the relevant literature on teacher efficacy is presented.  

As it has been mentioned before, the number of self-efficacy studies focusing on 

EFL prep school context is too limited. In addition, these studies usually focus on 

- efficacy level. 

However,  this study focuses on the interaction between instructors' self-efficacy 

and several various factors such as  their background characteristics, proficiency 

level and use of strategies. By incorporating various factors, this study will try to 

provide a broader picture of EFL university prep-school instructors self-efficacy.  
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CHAPTER 3

METHOLODOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

This section will provide information on research design, participant characteristics, 

context, instruments and data collection procedures.  

3.2. Research Design  

This study aimed at exploring university pre -efficacy and 

its interaction with their background, proficiency level and use of strategy and mixed 

methods research design was adopted. Both quantitative and qualitative data 

collection methods are incorporated since quantitative data is not enough to provide 

deeper insights into instructor -efficacy beliefs and semi-structured interviews 

will be used as a qualitative data collection tool in the study. According to Creswell 

(2008), mixed methods design is particularly valuable when researchers pursue a 

quantit

acquired through statistical methods. Furthermore, as Tschannen- Moran et al. 

(1998) points out, it is possible to see different perspectives and there is a great need 

for qualitative data in teacher efficacy research.  

In the first stage of the study  background characteristics such as gender 

and experience will be investigated through the first part of the questionnaire. Then, 

n of their a) self-efficacy level, b) language 

proficiency level and c) use of teaching strategies will be gathered through second, 
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third and fourth part of the questionnaire. Therefore, first research question of How 

do university prep school instructors evaluate their (a) current level of self-efficacy 

beliefs, (b) English proficiency levels and (c) the way they use teaching strategies?

will be answered.  

What is the relationship between prep school 

-efficacy level and their (1) English proficiency levels (2) 

background characteristics will be answered based 

on the data gathered through the second, third and last part of the questionnaire. The 

data will be analyzed through canonical correlation analysis and each relationship 

will be presented in tables and figures. Then, more detailed results will be presented 

through inter-item correlations analysis between three dimensions of self-efficacy 

and sub-categories of language proficiency, teaching strategies and background 

characteristics.  

3.3. Participant Characteristics of Quantitative Stage 

Turkish EFL instructors working at state and private universities in Turkey formed 

the population of this study. In order to include as many instructors as possible and 

to provide better basis for the research, convenience sampling method was selected. 

For more than 400 questionnaires distributed, 374 of them were answered by the 

instructors appropriately and took part in the study. The demographic information 

for the 374 instructors that took part in this study is illustrated through the table 

below.  

Table 1 
 

University  Frequency Percent  
 56 14.9 

 93 24.8 
 18 4.8 

Hacettepe  69 18.4 
 7 1.9 

 28 7,6 
Trakya 12 3.2 

 91 24.4 
TOTAL 374 100.00 
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3.4. Participant Characteristics of Qualitative Stage  

Convenience sampling was also used in qualitative stage. Interviewees were 

selected from the survey respondents based on voluntariness and 25 instructors were 

randomly chosen and interviewed from 5 different universities. As it is presented in 

the table below, interviewees consisted of 14 males and 11 females with different 

background who had an average 5-15 years of experience.   

Table 2 
 

University  Frequency Percent  
 4 16 

 2 8 
 3 12 

Hacettepe  1 4 
 2 8 

 8 32 
Trakya 4 16 

 1 4 
TOTAL 25 100.00 

3.5. Research Context  

The study was conducted at preparatory schools of eight different universities in 

Turkey. While two of them are private universities and six of them are state 

universities. While English prep class is compulsory in six of these universities, 

other two provide English prep class on a volunteer basis. All of the prep schools 

are administered by director and vice director. Students are grouped through a 

placement test given to the students at the beginning of the year and instructors are 

appointed to these classes randomly. Instructors generally teach 16-24 hours a week 

and some of them have other extra duties such as materials development and testing.  

3.6. Data Collection Instruments  

Two data collection instruments were used in this study: questionnaire and semi-

structured interviews.  
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3.6.1. Questionnaire  

The quantitative data were collected through questionnaire which consists of four 

parts. In the first part, participants provided their background information in the 

space given and other three parts are Likert scale.  

Professional Background;  

This part of the ques

personal information: gender, education and experience.   

Table 3 
 Questionnaire Part 1-  

   
 

Education            2. My highest degree earned and specialization: 
B.A. in ________

                                   M.A. in _______ 
                                   Ph.D. in   

 
Experience          3 How long have you been teaching English? 

 
  --------------- Less than 1 year 

                   ---------------- 1-3 years
                   ----------------- 4-6 years 
                   ---------------- 7-10 years 
                 ----------------- More than 10 years 

    Factors Items  

 
 Gender 

 
 1. I am: 

 
male 

  
 female 

     

Part 2.  ;

In this part of the questionnaire, adapted version of Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) developed by Tschannen- Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) was used. Some 

adaptations were made in order to make the instrument more appropriate to EFL 

prep school context.  
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Table 4 
Questionnaire Part 2-  (Tschannen- Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) 

  
Efficacy for            
student 
engagement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Efficacy for 
classroom 
management 
 
 
 
 
 
Efficacy for 
instructional 
strategies 

2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
learning English? 

4. How much can you do to get students believe they can do well in 
English?  

5. How much can you do to help your students value learning English  
11. How much can you assist students in fostering their autonomy in 

English? 
 
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in your English 

class? 
6. How much can you do to get students to follow classroom rules in your 

English class? 
7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy in 

your English class? 
8.How well can you establish a classroom management system with each 

group of students in your English class? 
  
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 
9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your 

English class? 
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative  
explanation for example when your English students are confused?
12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your  English 

classroom?  

Items in this part were Likert scale from one to nine and participants are asked to 

choose the degree for each item. Choosing one means that instructors are able to do 

nothing about the statement and choosing nine indicates that instructor is able to do 

much about the statement.  

Construct validity of TSES was tested by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001) and their test has a uniform and stable structure that assesses most of 

significant functions required for efficacy research.  Efficacy for student 

engagement, efficacy for teaching strategies and efficacy for classroom 

management were identified as three sub-dimensions of self-efficacy in TSES. 

Reliability of the original TSES was .90 and this means that it would be a good 

instrument for instructor self-efficacy. In order to adapt the original scale to the 

and 

 

Changes were made to adapt the original test to EFL 

university prep school context can be seen as italicized and underlined 
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;   

This part of the question -reported proficiency level 

and their beliefs to their effective teaching in prep school EFL classrooms. There 

are 25 items adapted for this research based on the study conducted by Chacon 

(2005). Instructors are supposed to evaluate their own proficiency in a 6-point Likert 

  

Table 5 
Questionnaire Part 3:  -reported Language Proficiency Level  - 
Adapted Version of the Self-Reported English Proficiency (Chacon,,2005; Shim, 
2001) 

Constructs Items 
Listening 1. In face-to-face conversation, I understand a native speaker who is speaking slowly and 

carefully. 
2. On the telephone, I understand a native speaker who is speaking slowly and carefully.  
3.I can understand a message in English on an answering machine.  
4.In face-to-face conversation, I understand a native speaker who is speaking to me as 
quickly as he or she would do to another native speaker.  
5.I understand movies without subtitles 
6. I understand news broadcasts on American television.  
7.I understand two native speakers when they are talking  rapidly with one another.

Speaking                    8. I can give simple biographical information about myself (place of birth, composition of 
family,etc.) 
9.I can talk about my hobbies at some length, using appropriate voc. 
10. I can talk about my present job or other major life activities   accurately and in detail. 
11.I can argue for a position on a controversial topic (e.g. birth control, nuclear safety, 
environmental pollution. )
12. I can express and support my opinions in English when speaking about general topi 
13. In face-to-face interaction with an English-speaker, I do not have any difficulty. 
14. I can give lectures to my students in English without any difficulty 

 
Reading               

 
15.  I can read and understand magazine articles without using dictionary   
16. I can read and understand popular novels, without using dictionary 
 17. I can read highly technical material in a particularacademic or professional field with 
no use or only very infrequent use of a dictionary. 
I can draw inferences/conclusions from what I read in English. 
19. I can figure out the meaning of unknown words in English    from the context. 

 
Writing                 

 
20. I can write official (business) letters, which convey meaning accurately and which 
contain relatively few grammatical errors. 
 Errors in my writing rarely disturb native speakers of English. 
I can fill in different kinds of applications in English (e.g., credit card applications). 
I can write short research papers. 
I can select proper words in writing.
I can write a short essay on a topic of my knowledge. 
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;   

In this part, an adapted version of the scale developed by Moe et al. (2010) on 

teaching strategy and practices was used. They implemented the strategy scale 

through ethnographic method and asked teachers to choose the teaching strategies 

the make use of in the classroom. Then, all the strategies stated by teachers were 

collected, 30 of them selected and teachers stated the frequency of their use each 

strategy on a 5-

correlation was p<.01 and this result revealed that all of the selected strategies were 

representative.  

Table 6 
Questionnaire Part 4- Instru  use of Teaching Strategies  Adapted Version of 
the Self-Reported Strategy Scale (Moe et al., 2001) 

Category Items 
 

 
 
 

 
M 
E 
C 
H 
A 
N 
I 
C 
A 
L 
 

1. Ask students to take notes during the lesson 
2. Dictate some definitions. If needed translate in their mother tongue
3. Draw a graph or outline on the blackboard the topics read in the book or 

explained 
4. Summarize the content of a book orally. If necessary L1 will be used 
9. Ask students to read aloud from the book
12. Draw an outline, graph or table before the lesson 
14. At the end of an explanation, ask students to summarize the main concepts 

orally or in writing 
16. Summarize the concepts taught. Use L1 to clarify the concepts 
17. Ask students to write down key words on the topic described 
23. Summarize previous topics before introducing new ones, in case of 
need will get the help of L1 
26. At the beginning of the lesson, list the topics that are to be taught 
27. Provide a summary chart of the main concepts, written out by yourself 
31. Ask students to point out the main concepts in their books 
35. Give a brief explanation of the key concepts, and then read them in the book 
39. Read the book (teacher or students) and then explain 

 
C 
 

O 
 
 

M 
 
 

M 
 
 

U 
 

N 

5. Invite students to ask questions during an explanation 
6. Introduce the topic covered using a problem-solving strategy, i.e. by asking 

questions 
7. Use a variety of educational games to let the students enjoy and learn 

simultaneously. 
8. Students work together in groups of two or three 
10. Errors are tolerated and will be notified later 
11. Summarize concepts already known on the topic and ask the students to 

discuss their ideas and/or what they know 
13. Use drama or show experiments in the classroom or lab 
15. Communicative situations will be provided to help the interaction among the 

students. 
18. The students discuss what they have learned in the class. 
19. Introduce a new topic using familiar examples 
20. Create links between different topics and subjects 
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Table 6 
(continue) Questionnaire Part 4-
Version of the Self-Reported Strategy Scale (Moe et al., 2001) 

Category Items 
I 
 

C 
 
 

A 
 
 

T 
 
 
I 
 

V 
 

E 

21. Education is most effective when it is experience-centered, when it relates to 
students' real needs. 

22.  
24. Use multimedia, such as DVD, web navigation 
25.  
28. Ask students if they are encountering any difficulties in studying the topic in 

question 
29. Organize working groups during the lessons 
30. Students are invited to talk about how they felt during the lesson. 
32. ir 

mistakes 
33. Use pictures to illustrate a theoretical topic (slides, drawings, charts, and so 

on) 
34. The teacher leads the class in discussing the problem, ending with students 

responding with solutions to the problem 
36. A student makes an error. The teacher and other students ignore it. 
37. Build logical chains using temporal links 
38. Give students a riddle and ask them to solve it in pairs 
42. Discuss study topics during lessons 
43.  
44. Give indications about the content of the following lesson, or ask questions 

about possible developments of a topic
45. The students are invited to talk about the experience they have had that day 

in class 

The strategy scale developed by Moe et al. (2010) was not subject specific and some 

items such a

study.  In the adapted version, instructors are asked to choose on a 5-point Likert 

 

To check reliability, piloting process was applied and no significant difference from 

the previously conducted studies was found and the questionnaire was used in the 

study. Composition of the questionnaire is presented in Table 3.7.   

Table 7 
Composition of Quantitative Data Collection Tool  

QUESTIONNAIRE  MODIFICATIONS  

Part 
1 

Background 
Characteristics  

Developed by the 
Researcher  

 gender, 
 degree 

Part 
2  

Sense of Efficacy  Adapted Version of 
Tschannen- Moran& 
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) 

s
classroo

English, language teaching  
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Table 7 
(continue) Composition of Quantitative Data Collection Tool  

QUESTIONNAIRE  MODIFICATIONS  

Part 
3 

Language 
Proficiency 
Level   

Adapted version of the 
self-reported English 
proficiency Chacon, 
(2002) 

very small changes were made  

 

Part 
4 

Use of Teaching 
Strategies   

Adapted Version of 
Moe et al. (2010) Scale 
on Teaching Strategy 

It was not subject specific. Some items 
 

3.6.2. Interview as a Qualitative Data Collection Tool  

In order to extend the qualitative data, semi-structured interview sessions were 

organized with the instructors. The pur

level of self-efficacy, their making use of teaching strategies, and influence of their 

background, language proficiency and teaching strategies on their self-efficacy 

beliefs. Nunan (2003) states that qualitative methods such as interviews, observation 

and documents can lead to new variables, new paradigms and they help researchers 

to gain deeper insights about the study.   

Nunan (2003) characterizes semi-structured interviews as the interviewer has a 

general thought of where researchers want the interview to go. The advantages of 

semi-structured interviews can be considered as giving the interviewee a level of 

control of the process and providing the interviewer flexibility.  

Twenty-five instructors were interviewed in the qualitative part and interview 

sessions were conducted in Turkish to make instructors feel more relaxed. The 

comprehensibility of interview questions was checked by thesis dissertation 

committee members. In order to provide the participation of instructors from 

different universities, 13 of the interviews were conducted on the phone since they 

were located in different cities. Each interview lasted about 8-10 minutes and the 

interviews were recorded. As mentioned above, the interviews questions were semi-

structured and open ended.   
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Questions asked to the participants are as follows:  

1. How efficacious do you find yourself in teaching English? Would you 

consider yourself to be self- confident?   (Interviewees were asked to 

evaluate themselves on a scale from 1 to 9 and provide their reasons) 

2. In which aspect(s) of language teaching do you feel more confident? Please 

provide your reasons. 

3. In which aspect(s) of language teaching are you more worried about? Please 

provide your reasons 

4. Which strategies make you feel more efficacious in the classroom? 

5. Does your language proficiency level affect your self confidence in the 

classroom? In what way? Please give examples.   

3.7. Validity  

Validity can simply be defined as whether an instrument measures what is supposed 

to measure. As Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) suggest, checking the correctness, 

meaningfulness and usefulness of the instrument will guarantee the validity of the 

instrument. The construct validity of teacher efficacy part of the questionnaire had 

already been provided by Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale by Tschannen-Moran & 

original items were reduced to 24 as long form and 12 to short form.  Tschannen-

Moran and Hoy (2001) found a three-factor solution to teachers which included 

the same factors in a sample of 628 preservice teachers from six different 

universities in Turkey. A necessity to check the instruments of this study again 

emerged since some items were adapted for the context of the study and principal 

component analysis was conducted. The three mentioned factors were found valid 

again and variance was accounted as 60.4 %.  
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Figure 3. Scree Plot Self Efficacy Dimensions 

The Scree Plot above shows the total number of sub-factors. There is a gradual 

decrease after the third component which confirms that data in Table 3.7 which 

revealed that there were total of three sub-factors.  

3.8. Reliability  

& Wallen, 2003). Instrument developed by Tschannen- 

mentioned in the previous part had been checked by using Cronbach alfa and results 

were found quite high. Since the instrument used in this study was an adapted one, 

again reliability was checked through coefficient alfa. Thirty instructors were 

chosen as a pilot group and Cronbach Alfa coefficient was found .929 for the 

 

The same procedure was applied for language proficiency part of the instrument and 

reliability coefficient of each sub-category was calculated as .958.  Finally, the 

Cronbach alpha was calculated .958 for listening, .912 for speaking, .947 for reading 

and .947 for writing. Moreover, the reliability of the whole test was calculated as 

.929 and this is applicable. 
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Table 8 
 Item-Total Statistics of Language Skills

Item-Total Statistics of Listening skills 
 Scale Mean 

if Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if Item 
Deleted

Corrected Item- Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 

Eng.Proficiency1 24.67 78.782 .865 .962 
Eng.Proficiency2 24.67 78.782 .865 .962 
Eng.Proficiency3 25.00 73.655 .883 .954 
Eng.Proficiency4 26.13 63.223 .959 .943 
Eng.Proficiency5 26.73 58.823 .973 .943 
Eng.Proficiency6 26.73 57.168 .965 .946 
Eng.Proficiency7 26.87 58.395 .953 .946 

Item-Total Statistics of Speaking skills 
 Scale Mean 

if Item Deleted
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's alpha 
if tem Deleted 

Eng.Proficiency8 26.60 42.179 .609 .920 
Eng.Proficiency9 26.63 40.930 .802 .911 
Eng.Proficiency10 26.90 39.403 .832 .904 
Eng.Proficiency11 27.80 35.131 .809 .893 
Eng.Proficiency12 27.80 31.407 .872 .882 
Eng.Proficiency13 28.73 26.685 .934 .879 
Eng.Proficiency14 29.13 25.361 .933 .885 

 

Item-Total Statistics of Reading skills
 Scale Mean 

if Item Deleted
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 

Eng.Proficiency15 18.50 17.569 .857 .935 
Eng.Proficiency16 18.50 16.259 .936 .920 
Eng.Proficiency17 19.47 14.120 .905 .934
Eng.Proficiency18 18.17 18.626 .808 .945 
Eng.Proficiency19 18.17 17.592 .842 .938 

Item-Total Statistics of Writing skills 
     Scale Mean 

if Item Deleted
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 
Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 

Eng.Proficiency20 24.83 23.040 .349 .947 
Eng.Proficiency21 24.40 18.731 .922 .864 
Eng.Proficiency22 23.83 21.454 .848 .885 
Eng.Proficiency23 25.17 15.730 .859 .882 
Eng.Proficiency24 24.03 20.378 .906 .874 
Eng. Proficiency 25 24.07 20.064 .830 .880 

 

3.9. Data Collection and Analysis 

In data collection process, 400 questionnaires were distributed to instructors 

working at state and private universities in Turkey. Colleagues from different 

universities helped to the researcher for data collection and 374 of the questionnaires 

could be included to the study approximately in three months process. After data 

collection, SPSS and its canonical analysis feature were used for the statist ical 
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analysis. The Confidence level of .05 (alpha.05) was used to determine statistical 

significance. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the part 2, 3 and 4 of the 

questionnaires. Data analyses involved factor analyses, frequencies, central 

tendency and variability measures. In order to analyze the relationship and 

interaction between different variables, canonical correlational statistics and 

Pearson correlation coefficient (r) were used when appropriate.  

Twenty-five instructors were interviewed in the qualitative part of the study. 

Sessions were conducted in Turkish and comprehensibility of the questions was 

verified by the members of the dissertation committee. Before the interview 

sessions, the term self-efficacy and its dimensions were explained briefly and 

participants were also guided during the sessions. Sample guiding questions used in 

the interviews were as follows:  

1. Why do you evaluate yourself as such? 

2. Which of your teaching characteristics affected this grade? 

3. Does your self-confidence level change in parallel with the strategy you adopted?

4. Which strategies increase your self-efficacy

5. Which strategies affect your self confidence in negative way?  

6. Did your self-confidence change in time? If so, which factors have affected this 

change the most? If you had to put these factors in order, how would you order 

them? 

While some thirteen of the interviews were conducted face to face, twelve of them 

were conducted on the phone. Sessions were recorded after the permission of the 

participant and lasted about 8 -10 minutes. After the process, the transcribed data 

were coded according to emergent themes. The chosen recurring themes were 

examined in relation to the research questions of the study.   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

4.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, data gathered through the questionnaire were presented and analyzed 

by adopting factor analysis and canonical correlation analysis.  

4.2

The questionnaire was applied at eight universities in seven cities and distribution 

of participants can be seen in table below.  

Table 9 
Distribution of Participants 

  Frequency Percent  
University 1  56 14.9 
University 2 93 24.8 
University 3 18 4.8 
University 4 Hacettepe  69 18.4 
University 5 7 1.9 
University 6 28 7,6 
University 7 Trakya 12 3.2 
University 8 91 24.4 
 TOTAL 374 100.00 

As it can be seen in the table, University 2 (U2) and University 8 (U8) have the 

greatest number of participants (24.8% and 24.4%) in this study. U2 is a private 

universities provide compulsory English classes for students. After that, U1 and U4 
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(14.9% and 18.4) are other two universities that have the greatest number of 

participants. Both of them are located in Ankara, and prep class is again compulsory. 

U6 (7.6%) is a state uni

U5 (1.9%) and U7 (3.2) other state universities that are located in the western part 

of the country and prep class is not compulsory.  

4.2.1. Gender 

Table 10 demonstrates the gender distribution of the participants of the study. 

Female instructors (67%) doubled the number of male instructors (33%). It is 

obvious that the number of female instructors is often higher than the number of 

male instructors.   

Table 10 
Participants by Gender

 Frequency Percent  
Male  129 36.6 
Female 245 63.3
 374 100.0 

4.2.2. Experience in Teaching English 

Participants reflected their teacher experience in year; under five groups given to 

them to browse. The most crowded group is 4- 6 years of experience which 

represented 33% of the total. The second highest number is (%23) for the 

participants who had 1-3 years of experience. These two groups represented 

approximately 57% of the total participants in the study.   Instructors with 7-10 years 

teaching experience is the third group with 21% and those who have more than ten 

years made up 23% of the study.  
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Table 11 
Participants by Teaching Experience 

 Frequenc
y

Percen
t 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid Less than 1 year 19 4.8 4.9 4.9 
 1-3 years 86 23.2 23.3 28.2 
 4-6years 123 33.1 33.3 61.5 
 7-10years 79 21.6 21.7 83.2 
 More than 10 years 67 16.6 16.8 100.0 

4.3  

This part introduces the findings regarding partic -efficacy 

beliefs.  Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was performed on 12 questions of 

the self-efficacy questionnaire to decrease them to a smaller set of derived and 

uncorrelated parts which could keep the greatest data in the original set of variables. 

PCA was additionally performed so as to have a correlation between the removed 

factors of this study and the original TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

Afterward, the factors derived were named and the component scores were 

-efficacy in each factor. The 

component scores were used to analyze the correlations with other variables in the 

teaching strategies.   

Mean and standard deviation of the items are demonstrated in Table 12 In light of 

the means, it is obvious that the participants evaluated their self-efficacy quite high. 

While the lowest mean value of the 12 items was 7.02 (items 9 and 12), the highest 

value is 7.66 (item 8), which implied that their self-efficacy level was high. It may 

also be implied that English instructors were less sure about the tasks related to 

English teaching strategies but they are more confident in classroom management. 
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Table 12 
Mean and Standard Deviation of the Self-Efficacy Items 

Self-Efficacy Items                        Mean          SD 
 

 
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in your English class?                7.41    1.501 
2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
learning English? 

 7.20 1.614 

3. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in English?  7.03 1.799 
4. How much can you do to help your students value learning English?    

  7.27 1.584 
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?    

  7.20 1.747 
6. How much can you do to get students to follow classroom rules in your 
English class? 

 7.56 1.600 

7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy in your 
English class? 

 7.54 1.549 

8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each 
group of students in your English class? 

  
7.66 

 
1.548 

9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your English 
class? 

   

  7.02 1.874 
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when 
your English students are confused? 

  
7.18 

 
1.917 

11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in 
learning English? 

 7.34 1.236 

12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your English 
classroom?

 7.02 1.927 

1 = Nothing/not at all, 3 = Very little, 5 = Some influence, 7 = Quite a bit, and 9 = A great 
deal 

Qualitative results are also consistent with the quantitative results above.   

Explanation of one participant who rated her self-efficacy as 9 out of 9 was as 

follows: 

-known 
universities in Turkey. I also have seven years of experience at university 
setting, I took part in many seminars, in-service training sessions and I am still 
doing my MA to improve myself. During the first years of my career, I had a 
problem in speaking fluently in the classroom because I worked at primary 
school for two years without speaking English in the classroom. But now I am 
a fluent speaker and experienced in teaching different levels from elementary 
to intermediate.  

The correlations among the items are presented in Table 13 The matrix revealed that 

the correlation was quite high and many items were correlated with each other. 

Majority of the loadings were higher than .60.
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Table 13 
Correlation Matrix of the Self-Efficacy Items 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 1.000          

2 .787 1.000         

3 .776 .878 1.000        

4 .793 .860 .918 1.000       

5 .750 .846 .894 .836 1.000       

6 .915 .847 .861 .836 .820 1.000       

7 .920 .715 .777 .850 .721 .885 1.000      

8 .746 .725 .877 .802 .766 .812 .771 1.000     

9 .829 .769 .817 .808 .865 .793 .784 .762 1.000    

10 .861 .827 .832 .883 .838 .826 .852 .772 .905 1.000   

11 .681 .806 .834 .840 .775 .716 .655 .707 .690 .763 1.000  

12 .819 .818 .874 .867 .863 .785 .796 .746 .917 .935 .740 1.000 

4.3.1. Level of English Teacher Efficacy Dimensions  

In this part, the average value of each part was calculated to search instructo -

efficacy level (Table 14). The mean score of the individual components was 

calculated by first including the value of items which loaded on the component and 

then dividing the total score by the number of the items.  

Results indicate that participants evaluated their self-efficacy at a very high level in 

the three sub-categories of student engagement, classroom management and 

instructional strategies. While instructors felt increasingly positive about classroom 

management (M = 7.54), they feel less confident in student engagement.  (M = 7.10). 

Table 14 
Means and Standard Deviation of Teacher Efficacy in Teaching English 

 Mean STD 

Student Engagement 7.21 1.558 
Classroom Management 7.54 1.550 
Instructional Strategies 7.10 1.870 

During the interview, participant 8 complained about student engagement as 

follows: 
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I always try to do my best but seeing students just looking at you without any 
interest is really disappointing and frustrating. I try to ignore most of the time 
but what can I do if a class mostly consists of those kinds of students?  

Besides, Cronbach reliability coefficient was.96 for instructional strategies, .95 for 

student engagement and again .95for instructional strategies in this study. These 

scores reveal that reliability of self-efficacy questionnaire was quite high.  

Other than that, inter-item correlation of the self-efficacy items for each sub 

category was also calculated and results show that there is a high correlation in sub 

categories of student engagement.   

Table 15 
 Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Self-Efficacy Dimensions  

Student Engagement 
Self.efficacy.2 Self.efficacy.3 Self.efficacy.4 Self.efficacy.11 

Self.efficacy.2 1.000   
Self.efficacy.3 .878 1.000  
Self.efficacy.4 .860 .918 1.000
Self.efficacy.11 .806 .834 .840 1.000 

 

Classroom management
Self.efficacy.1 Self.efficacy.6 Self.efficacy.7 Self.efficacy.8

Self.efficacy.1 1.000
Self.efficacy.6 .915 1.000   
Self.efficacy.7 .920 .885 1.000  
Self.efficacy.8 .746 .812 .771 1.000 

Instructional strategies 
Self.efficacy.5 Self.efficacy.9 Self.efficacy.10 Self.efficacy.,12 

Self.efficacy.5 1.000    
Self.efficacy.9 .865 1.000   
Self.efficcy10  .838 .905 1.000  
Self.efficcy12   .833 .917 .935 1.000 

 

In the meantime, correlation among three subcategories of instructional strategy, 

classroom management and student engagement was also checked. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient was .956 which can be considered as significant and high (Table 

15).   Thus, it may be suggested that all the three sub-categories of self-efficacy are 

correlated and the whole self-efficacy 

beliefs.  
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Table 16 
Reliability Statistics of Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

Cronbach's Alpha Items Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized 
.956 .960 

Next, all three subcategories of self-efficacy were analyzed and high correlation was 

found among them. The highest correlation was found between self-efficacy and 

instructional strategy dimensions.  

Table 17 
Correlations among Dimensions of Self-Efficacy 

 SE CM IS 
Student Engagement 
Classroom Management 

1
.880** 

 
1 

 

Instructional Strategies .905** .883** 1 
**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

4.3.2. Summary of Instructors of Efficacy in Teaching English 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted on the self-efficacy items to 

make them smaller set of derived components including the maximum information. 

-Moran & Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2001). student engagement, classroom management and teaching strategies  

were extracted as three components. 

With respect to the mentioned three dimensions, PCA results of this study showed 

that TSES factor structure was consistent with other studies which were conducted 

before. Although some small changes were made all of 12 items of the TSES were 

loaded on the 

Lee, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  

Participants in this study evaluated their self-efficacy at quite high level in every 

one of the three sub-categories of student engagement, classroom management and 

instructional strategies. This implied that instructors had a noteworthy effect in these 

three dimensions. While classroom management is the category in which instructors 
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reported themselves more efficacious (M = 7.54), they felt least positive about using 

instructional strategies (M = 7.10) 

4.4. Language Proficiency Level Variables 

examined. Instrument developed by Chacon (2005) was adapted to fit into English 

language teaching context.   

4.4.1. Mean and Standard Deviation of the Language Skills 

In the third part of the questionnaire, the participants evaluated their language 

proficiency levels on a 6-point Likert scale range from "Strongly Agree" (6) to 

proficient in for main language skills. Table 18 presents means and standard 

deviations for the 25 items.   

Table 18 
Mean and Standard Deviation of English Proficiency Items 

English Skills Mean SD 
Listening:   
3. I can understand a message in English on an answering machine. 
2. In face-to-face conversation, I understand a native speaker who is speaking 
to me as ickly as he or she would do to another native speaker. 
3. I understand movies without subtitles. 
4. I understand news broadcasts on American television.  
5. I understand two native speakers when they are talking rapidly with one 
another. 

5.11 
3.97 
 
3.37 
3.38 
3.24 
 

1.02 
1.59 
 
1.85 
1.98 
1.90 
 

Speaking: 
9. I can talk about my favorite hobby at some length, using appropriate 

vocabulary. 
10. I can talk about my present job or other major life activities accurately and 

in detail. 
11. I can argue for a position on a controversial topic (for example, birth 

control, nuclear  safety, environmental pollution). 
12. I can express and support my opinions in English when speaking about 

general  topics. 
13. In face-to-face interaction with an English-speaker, I can practice in a 

conversation at a normal speed. 
14. I can give lectures to my students in English without any difficulty. 

5.63 
 
5.35 
 
4.45 
 
4.43 
 
3.50 
 
3.10 

0.48 
 
0.61 
 
1.02 
 
1.32 
 
1.68 
 
1.81 
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Table 18 
(continue) Mean and Standard Deviation of English Proficiency Items 

  Reading :  
15. I can read and understand magazine articles, such as Time and Newsweek, 

without using a dictionary. 
16. I can read and understand popular novels, without using a dictionary. 
17. I can read highly technical material in a particular academic or 

professional field with no use or only very infrequent use of a dictionary. 
18. I can draw inferences/conclusions from what I read in English.  
19. I can figure out the meaning of unknown words in English from the 

context. 

4.70 
 
4.68 
3.70 
 
5.02 
5.02 

0.99 
 
1.09 
1.41 
 
0.93 
1.03 
 

Writing: 
21. Errors in my writing rarely disturb native speakers of English. 
22.  I can fill in different kinds of applications in English (e.g., credit card 

applications). 
23.  I can write short research papers. 
24.  I can select proper words in writing.
25.  I can write a short essay in English on a topic of my knowledge. 

4.86 
5.44 
 
4.09 
5.22 
5.19 

1.02 
0.76 

 
1.46 
0.84 
0.94 

For reading proficiency, it was reported by the instructors that reading advanced technical 

materials without using dictionary is the most difficult task for them (Mean = 3.70). 

However, guessing meaning of unknown words form the context and making inferences 

from the text were the aspects that instructors feel more confident (Mean = 5.02).  

In writing proficiency, while instructors do not feel efficient in writing short 

research papers (Mean = 4.09), they find themselves very successful in filling out 

forms such as applications etc. (Mean = 5.44.) 

For listening proficiency, instructors feel less proficient to catch up while a native 

speaker is talking (Mean = 3.24), but they feel more confident   in understanding a 

phone message (Mean = 5.11). 

Regarding speaking proficiency, while instructors evaluated themselves less 

proficient in giving lectures fluently (Mean = 3.10), they rarely have problems in 

talking about their hobbies and job (Mean = 5.63). 

Table 19 
Mean and Standard Deviation of English Language Proficiency 

 Range Minimum Maximum Mean Mean/Max Std. Deviation 
Listening Score 22 8 30 19.06 0.63 8.118 
Speaking Score 20 16 36 26.46 0.73 6.408 
Reading Score 17 13 30 23.11 0.77 5.031 
Writing Score 14 16 30 24.80 0.82 4.700 
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Table 19 demonstrates t

= 8.11) which means 

listening proficiency level. However, variety of scores is lower in reading (SD 

=5.03), writing (SD =4.0) and speaking (SD =6.40) and these results indicate that 

instructors are relatively more confident in these skills.  

In light of the Mean/Max value, it can be suggested that instructors have higher 

writing skills (.82) and lower listening skills (.63). These results are also supported 

by qualitative data. Participant 19 complained about her inadequacy in certain skills 

especially in initial years of her career.  

To be honest, especially in my first years, I needed to listen to the texts 
beforehand several times because I had difficulty in understanding fast 
speakers. Some texts were really too fast to catch.  

Besides, participant 2 who has been teaching five years also complained about the 

same problem.  

I am self-confident about my teaching, but I still know that I have two main 
weaknesses. I am not a native speaker of English and there are times I cannot 
speak fluently. In addition, I sometimes have difficulty in catching up certain 
points in listening texts.  

Thus, it may be possible to array participants

the weakest as writing, reading, speaking and listening.  

4.4.2. Correlation Coefficient on Each Language Skill Domain 

In piloting process, Cronbach reliability coefficients of the scales were calculated 

again and results were significant for the four skills (Reading .946, Writing .946, 

listening .973 and speaking .921) which confirms the reliability of language 

proficiency questionnaire.  

Moreover, inter-item correlation of the language proficiency items for four skills 

was also calculated. As table 20 shows, there is high correlation among listening 

skills items (.83). Regarding speaking skill items, all correlations are also high and 
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significant. Correlation among reading proficiency items are all above .65 which 

can be considered as significant. Lastly, correlation matrix of the writing proficiency 

demonstrates that all the correlations are high and significant. 

Table 20 
Inter- Item Correlation Matrix of Language Skills  

Listening 
 Eng. Pro 3 Eng. Pro 4 Eng. Pro 5 Eng. Pro 6 Eng. Pro 7 

Eng.Proficiency3 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency4 .880 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency5 .851 .959 1.000   
Eng.Proficiency6 .830 .931 .973 1.000  
Eng.Proficiency7 .836 .941 .964 .956 1.000 
 

                      Speaking 
 Eng. Pro 9 Eng. Pro 10 Eng. Pro 11 Eng. Pro 12 Eng. Pro 13 Eng. Pro 14 
Eng.Proficiency9 1.000     
Eng.Proficiency10 .686 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency11 .681 .755 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency12 .740 .760 .764 1.000   
Eng.Proficiency13 .727 .791 .786 .857 1.000  
Eng.Proficiency14 .735 .806 .760 .843 .963 1.000

Reading 
Eng. Pro 15 Eng. Pro 16 Eng. Pro 17 Eng. Pro 18 Eng. Pro 19 
Eng.Proficiency15 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency16 .909 1.000
Eng.Proficiency17 .853 .934 1.000   
Eng.Proficiency18 .659 .735 .721 1.000
Eng.Proficiency19 .692 .780 .766 .902 1.000 

 

Writing 
Eng. Pro 21 Eng. Pro 22 Eng. Pro 23 Eng. Pro 24   Eng. Pro    25 
Eng.Proficiency21 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency22 .886 1.000    
Eng.Proficiency23 .865 .821 1.000   
Eng.Proficiency24 .884 .824 .861 1.000  
Eng.Proficiency25 .816 .751 .794 .856 1.000 

 

Apart from that, correlation among four skills was also checked. As Table 27 

presents, The Cronbach alpha coefficient was .96 and all the skills are highly 

correlated. Thus, the whole test is reliable in measuring English language skills.  

Table 21 
Reliability Statistics of English Language Proficiency Skills 

Cronbach's alpha Cronbach's alpha Based on Standardized Items 
      .961                           .978 



51 

Table 22 presents to what extent four skills are correlated and results are significant.  

Table 22 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Language Skills  

  
Listening. 

Score 

 
Speaking. 

Score 

 
Reading 
. Score 

 
Writing. 

Score 
Listening.Score 1.000    
Speaking.Score .925 1.000   
Reading.Score .927 .947 1.000  
Writing.Score .924 .868 .913 1.000 

4.4.3. Summary  Proficiency Variables 

In this part, frequency and percentage of responses for language proficiency items 

were presented in tables. Participants of the study evaluated their reading and 

writing skills proficiency higher than their listening and speaking proficiency. 

Results also indicated that variety of scores of listening skill was higher than any 

other skills which affected range of scores correspondingly. In addition, the 

Cronbach reliability coefficients of the scales were calculated for reading (.94), 

writing (.94) listening (.97), speaking (.92) which was significant and acceptable. 

The reliability coefficient for the whole test as .96 and it proved the reliability of the 

measure.   

4.4.4. Instructional Strategies Related Variables  

 of teaching strategies in 

the classroom through the results of 40 Likert-type items. The questionnaire 

developed by Moe et al. (2010) was adapted by adding some items regarding 

instructional strategies in EFL context. Before the main study, a pilot study was 

conducted to check the reliability and 40 Likert type items were used.   
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4.4.5. Mean and Standard Deviation of Instructional Strategy Items 

 

Table 23 presents means and standard deviations of the items in mechanical category 

of the instructional strategy part. Results show that most of participants have a 

tendency to write down rules and formulas on the blackboard (Mean = 4.53). It is 

surprising that most of the universities where the questionnaires were conducted 

provide smart board in classrooms but traditional board using is still the most 

frequent strategy. On the other hand, listing the topics that must be taught at the 

beginning of the lesson was the least frequent strategy (Mean = 3.48).  

Table 23 
Mechanical Instructional Strategies  

 Mechanical strategies Mean SD. 
3. Draw a graph or outline on the blackboard the topics read in the book or 
explained 

4.09 1.044 

4. Summarize the content of a book orally. If necessary L1 will be used 3.94 .987 
12. Draw an outline, graph or table before the lesson 3.98 1.189 
14. At the end of an explanation, ask students to summarize the main concepts 
orally or in writing 

 
3.65 

 
1.313 

16. Summarize the concepts taught. Use L1 to clarify the concepts                      4.13 .676 

17. Ask students to write down key words on the topic described 3.76 .979 
23. Summarize previous topics before introducing new ones, in case of need will 
get the help of L1 

3.98 .967 

26. At the beginning of the lesson, list the topics that are to be taught 3.48 1.329 
27. Provide a summary chart of the main concepts, written out by yourself 3.74 1.315 
31. Ask students to point out the main concepts in their books 3.67 1.163 
35. Give a brief explanation of the key concepts, and then read them in the book 4.19 .757 
39. Read the book (teacher or students) and then explain 4.23 .715 
40. Note rules, formulas or properties on the blackboard 4.53 .666 
41. Provide summaries of topics to be taught, e.g. outline chart 3.85 1.026 
Total (average) 3.94  1.01 

Results of communicative strategies part reveal that most of participants believe in the 

teaching (Mean= 4.47). They also tend to foster student interaction frequently. (Mean = 

4.38). However, fos

day in class is not preferred by instructors very often (Mean = 3.22).  
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Table 24 
Communicative Instructional Strategies

Communicative strategies Mean SD 
5. Invite students to ask questions during an explanation 3.86 1.260 
 3.65 1.228 
7. Use a variety of educational games to let the students enjoy                                                                     
and learn simultaneously. 
8. Students work together in groups of two or three 4.33 .908 

10. Errors are tolerated and will be notified later 3.29 1.479 
11. Summarize concepts already known on the topic and ask the students to 
discuss their 

  

ideas and/or what they know 3.65 1.369 
13. Use drama or show experiments in the classroom or lab 4.11 1.136 
15. Communicative situations will be provided to help the interaction among the 
students. 

4.08 1.116 

18. The students discuss what they have learned in the class. 3.69 1.414 
19. Introduce a new topic using familiar examples 4.15 .861 
20. Create links between different topics and subjects 4.21 .889 
21. Education is most effective when it is experience-centered, when it relates to 

 real needs.   
4.47 .713 

ng English games 3.58 1.265 
24. Use multimedia, such as DVD, web navigation 4.04 1.239 

3.96 1.307 
28. Ask students if they are encountering any difficulties in studying the topic in 
question 

3.75 1.434 

30. Students are invited to talk about how they felt during the lesson. 3.28 1.315

mistakes 
3.73 1.263 

33. Use pictures to illustrate a theoretical topic (e.g. slides, drawings, charts) 4.34 .855
34. The teacher leads the class in discussing the problem, ending with students 
responding

3.91 1.099 

with solutions to the problem.   
36. A student makes an error. The teacher and other students ignore it. 3.64 1.342 
37. Build logical chains using temporal links 3.64 1.115 
38. Give students a riddle and ask them to solve it in pairs 3.65 1.333 
42. Discuss study topics during lessons 3.64 1.242 

 4.38 .886 
44. Give indications about the content of the following lesson, or ask questions 
about possible developments of a topic 

3.78 .980 

45. The students are invited to talk about the experience they have had that  
day in the class.    

3.22     1.227    

Total ( Average )          3.85     1.16 

Means of communicative and mechanical teaching strategies were compared to each 

other through paired Sample t-test in order to check whether there is any difference 

in the mean frequencies of them.  

  



 

54 

Table 25 
Paired Samples t-Test 

  
Mean 

 
Std. Deviation 

     Std. 
Error 
Mean 

Mean 
Difference 

 
t 

 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Com 3.8470 1.03687 .07582 -.09649   
Mechl 3.9435 .81782 .05980  -3.865 <.001 

Table 25 demonstrates the mean differences of mechanical and communicative 

strategies and the difference is really significant (t = - 3.865; p < .001). When all the 

data examined, the mean of mechanical teaching strategies was (Mean = 3.94) 

higher than communicative teaching strategies (Mean = 3.84) which proves that 

teachers tend to use mechanical strategies more frequently.  

attitudes towards class make instructors use mechanical strategies more frequently 

My institution always forces us to use communicative strategies in classroom. 
There are numerous in-service training sessions, rich sources, interactive 
classrooms etc. We have everything except for students whom I can implement 
these communicative strategies on. 

As it can be implied from the quotation, employing communicative instructional 

strategies may be difficult especially at lower levels. Sometimes instructors insist 

on using these strategies graciously but their efforts turned into disappointment, 

frustration and burnout. Thus, this situation may affect their self-efficacy in negative 

way.  

4.4.6. Correlation Coefficient of Teaching Strategy Items 

Cronbach reliability coefficients of the scales were .954 for mechanical and .988 for 

communicative part. The result was significant and favorable; therefore, 

instructional strategy part of the questionnaire is a reliable measurement.  
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Table 26 
 Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Mechanical Instructional Strategies 

S IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS IS 
3 4 12 14 16 17 23 26 27 31 35 39 40 41 
1             
 
.699 

 
1 

           

 
.859 

 
0.636 

 
1 

    
. 

      

 
.646 

 
0.526 

 
0.792 

 
1 

         

 
.205 

 
0.464 

 
0.364 

 
0.463 

 
1 

        

 
.626 

 
0.685 

 
0.708 

 
0.741 

 
0.494 

 
1 

       

 
.684 

 
0.573 

 
0.729 

 
0.722 

 
0.506 

 
0.699 

 
1

      

 
.811 

 
0.597 

 
0.906 

 
0.734 

 
0.369 

 
0.675 

 
0.761 1 

 
. 

     

 
.87 

 
0.613 

 
0.905 

 
0.791 

 
0.328 

 
0.674 

 
0.79 0.904

 
1 

     

 
.737 

 
0.539 

 
0.848 

 
0.722 

 
0.369 

 
0.719 

 
0.773 0.798

 
0.851 

 
1 

    

 
.626 

 
0.405 

 
0.577 

 
0.375 

 
0.121 

 
0.461 

 
0.549 0.622

 
0.605 

 
0.615 

 
1 

   

.334 0.257 0.485 0.339 0.417 0.456 0.435 0.563 0.423 0.448 0.655 1 
 
.406

 
0.347

 
0.554

 
0.278

 
0.193

 
0.388

 
0.31 0.428

 
0.305

 
0.466

 
0.526

 
0.576

 
1

 

 
.725

 
0.596

 
0.827

 
0.763

 
0.354

 
0.788

 
0.674 0.845

 
0.724

 
0.756

 
0.521

 
0.553

 
0.59

 
1

Apart from that, inter-item correlation of the instructional strategy items for 

mechanical and communicative categories was calculated and presented in Table 26 

Magnitude of correlations ranged from low to high. Magnitude of items 3 and 16 

were .20 and this shows that there is a low correlation; whereas items 12 and 26 

have the highest correlation with the magnitude .90.  

Correlation among all items was also checked. As table 27 shows, the Cronbach 

alpha coefficient was .989 and this proves the reliability of the instrument also.  

Table 27 
Reliability Statistics  

Cronbach's alpha Cronbach's alpha Based on Standardized Items 
 

.989 .989 
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Correlation between the two categories of communicative and mechanical was also 

checked. Cronbach alpha coefficient was .96 which is significant and considered high.  

Table 28 
Correlations between Mechanical and Communicative Teaching Strategies 

 Mechanica
l 

Communicativ
e 

Mechanical 1  
Communicative .960** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

4.4.7. Frequency and Percentage on Each Instructional Strategy Items 

Regarding mechanical strategies, results show that using the board is very crucial 

for 64% of instructors. Subsequent to using board, drawing a graph, outline or table 

on the blackboard based on the reading topics in the book are some of the most 

preferred strategies in the classroom. On the other hand, only 22% of instructors 

asked students to write down the keywords of the described topics. In addition, only 

10% of instructors almost never ask students to summarize main points orally or in 

writing at the end of the explanation and only 11% of the never list the topics that 

should be thought at the beginning of the lesson. 

Table 29 
Frequencies and Percentage on Each Item of Mechanical Instructional Strategies 

 
Qs Almost Never       Only Occasionally Sometimes Very Often Almost Always 

 Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc 
3 0 0.00 18 9.6 40 21.4 37 19.8 92 49.2 
4 6 3.2 6 3.2 43 23.0 71 38.0 61 32.6 
12 0 0.00 38 20.3 19 10.2 38 20.3 92 49.2 
14 19 10.2 20 10.7 31 16.6 55 29.4 62 33.2 
16 0 0.00 0 0.00 32 17.1 99 52.9 56 29.9 
17 6 3.2 12 6.4 45 24.1 82 43.9 42 22.5 
23 0 0.00 13 7.0 50 26.7 52 27.8 72 38.5 
26 20 10.7 25 13.4 44 23.5 42 22.5 56 29.9 
27 13 7.0 25 13.4 38 20.3 32 17.1 79 42.2 
31 6 3.2 27 14.4 50 26.7 44 23.5 60 32.1 
35 0 0.00 0 0.00 39 20.9 74 39.6 74 39.6 
39 0 0.00 0 0.00 31 16.6 82 43.9 74 39.6 
40 0 0.00 0 0.00 18 9.6 51 27.3 118 63.1 
41 6 3.2 13 7.0 39 20.9 74 39.6 55 29.4 
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Results for the communicative strategies are presented in Table 30 and 62% of 

they 

encourage students almost always work together in groups of two or three. However, 

the proportion of teachers who invite students to talk about their own experience is 

only 13% and inviting students to talk about how they felt during the lesson was 

only 17%.  

Table 30 
Frequencies and Percentage on Each Item of Communicative Instructional 
Strategies 

Communicative Instructional Strategies 
           Qs Almost Never    Only Occasionally Sometimes Very Often Almost Always 

 Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc Freq Perc 

5 6 3.2 32 17.1 31 16.6 32 17.1 86 46.0 
7 6 3.2 33 17.6 50 26.7 30 16.0 68 36.4 
8 6 3.2 0 0.00 38 20.3 31 16.6 112 59.9 
10 26 13.9 45 24.1 25 13.4 30 16.0 61 32.6 
11 12 6.4 32 17.1 51 27.3 7 3.7 85 45.5 
13 7 3.7 12 6.4 33 17.6 37 19.8 98 52.4
15 0 0.00 26 13.9 31 16.6 32 17.1 98 52.4
18 18 9.6 26 13.9 38 20.3 19 10.2 86 46.0 
19 0 0.00 0 0.00 57 30.5 45 24.1 85 45.5
20 0 0.00 6 3.2 40 21.4 50 26.7 91 48.7
21 0 0.00 6 3.2 6 3.2 70 37.4 105 56.1
22 6 3.2 46 24.6 31 16.6 42 22.5 62 33.2 
24 12 6.4 14 7.5 25 13.4 39 20.9 97 51.9 
25 12 6.4 20 10.7 31 16.6 25 13.4 99 52.9 
28 18 9.6 33 17.6 13 7.0 36 19.3 87 46.5 
30 31 16.6 19 10.2 34 18.2 73 39.0 30 16.0 
32 6 3.2 33 17.6 45 24.1 24 12.8 79 42.2 
33 0 0.00 7 3.7 26 13.9 50 26.7 104 55.6 
34 0 0.00 32 17.1 25 13.4 57 30.5 73 39.0 
36 13 7.0 39 20.9 18 9.6 49 26.2 68 36.4 
37 0 0.00 39 20.9 45 24.1 48 25.7 55 29.4 
38 13 7.0 31 16.6 38 20.3 31 16.6 74 39.6 
42 12 6.4 20 10.7 57 30.5 32 17.1 66 35.3 
43 0 0.00 6 3.2 33 17.6 32 17.1 116 62.0 
44 0 0.00 19 10.2 58 31.0 56 29.9 54 28.9 
45 25 13.4 25 13.4 45 24.1 68 36.4 24 12.8 
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4.5. 

Level and Their Self-Efficacy Level 

self-efficacy level and its 

relationship with their background and language proficiency. For this part, 

correlation r=.70 or higher will be considered as high, correlation between .50 and 

.69 will be considered as substantial correlation, correlation between .30 and .49 will 

be moderate and correlation from .10 to .29 will be considered as low, .01 to .09 will 

be negligible correlation (based on Lee, 2009).  

 

Figure 4. Canonical Analysis of the Relationship between f-Efficacy 
and Their Language Proficiency and Background 

Canonical analysis was performed in order to see the relationship between 

-efficacy level. The set 

of language proficiency and background involved listening, speaking, reading, 

writing, gender and experience while the self-efficacy set included classroom 
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management, instructional strategies and student engagement.  The results indicated 

that gender had a loading below the cutoff value of.30 which implied that there was 

-efficacy level. 

However, during interview sessions, participant 4 who is an experience female 

instructor claimed that gender influences self-efficacy especially in terms of 

classroom management.  

I think it makes a difference in feeling of self-
towards male and female instructors can be different. They are more controlled 
towards our male colleagues. I think it is not the same for female teachers. 
They approach us more like a mother or older sister and it could be really 
difficult in terms of classroom management.  

On the other hand, all categories of language proficiency and experience accounted 

for a meaningful overlapping variance which meant that they were all significantly 

associated with all three dimensions of self-efficacy. Figure 4 illustrates the loadings 

language proficiency, background and their self-efficacy level. 

Moreover, correlation tests were also conducted to see the detailed inter-

relationships between each sub-category of variables (Table 26). The results 

indicated that among the three sub-categories of self-efficacy, there was a very 

strong relationship between four language skills and student engagement category 

of self-efficacy. Experience also showed a strong correlation with student 

engagement category again and gender did not have any significant relationship 

between any of self-efficacy categories. 

Regarding the relationship between four skills of language proficiency, it is obvious 

that all skills had a quite high correlation with each other and the strongest 

correlation was found between listening and speaking.  
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Table 31 
 Inter-Relationships Among the Variables of the Study  

 
L S R W SE CM TS 

Listening 1.000      
Speaking .945 1.000      
Reading .927 .947 1.000     
Writing .924 .868 .913 1.000                  
Gender    . -243          . -201               . -231 . -298       . -273    . -343           . -486 
Experience                   .865      .881                 .793           .751       .834              .766               .757 
Student Engagement .842 .916 .811 .916 1.000   
Classroom Man. .816 .826 .800 .880 .880 1.000      

Teaching Strategy .798 .779 .815 .898 .905 .883 1.000 
L = Listening, S = Speaking, R = Reading, W = Writing  SE = Student Engagement, CM = 
Classroom Management, TS = Instructional Strategies 

4.6. Relationship Between - 

Efficacy  

In this part, canonical correlation analysis was again performed to investigate the 

relationship between two set of variables including teaching strategies and self-

efficacy.

 

Figure 5. Relationship Between Self-Efficacy and Teaching Strategies 
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The first set of teaching strategies involved mechanical and communicative 

strategies while the second set self- efficacy included its three sub-categories of 

classroom management, student engagement and instructional strategies. The results 

indicated that the correlation between the variates in the first set accounted for a 

meaningful variance, which meant that both communicative and mechanical 

teaching strate -efficacy.  

In addition, inter-relationships between subcategories of each variable were also 

examined in detail. 

Table 32 
Inter-Relationships among the Variables of the Study  

 ME CO SE CM IS 
Mechanical 1.000     
Communicative .960 1.000    
Student Engagement .801 .830 1.000   
Classroom Management .797 .816 .880 1.000  
Instructional Strategy .791 .793 .905 .883 1.000

Results in table 32 demonstrates that the highest correlation was between 

communicative teaching strategies and student engagement sub- category of self-

efficacy. Results for correlation between instructional strategy and both mechanical 

and communicative teaching strategies were nearly same. These results implied that 

both mechanical and communicative teaching strategies influence instructional 

strategy dimension of self-efficacy. Although it was still very high, the weakest 

relationship was between mechanical teaching strategies and instructional strategy. 

This result is understandable since communicative strategies are supposed to be 

more effective in attracting students. In addition, there is a higher relationship 

between dimensions of instructional strategies with student engagement than with 

classroom management and instructional strategy. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

5.1. Introduction  

Findings of quantitative data analysis were reported in the previous chapter. In 

Chapter 5, summaries and discussion of the findings with the integration of 

qualitative data results, implications and recommendations for further research will 

be presented.  

5.2. Summary of the Findings and Discussion 

This study is based on the theoretical framework of Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk 

ted university prep school 

-

background, proficiency level and teaching strategies used in the classrooms were 

also examined in order to investigate how they can influence i -

efficacy beliefs.   

In this part, findings regarding research questions will be provided and discussed 

within theoretical and practical perspective. 
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5.3. Research Question 1  

 How do instructors evaluate themselves on  

a. their current level of self-efficacy beliefs?

b. their English proficiency levels? 

c. the way they use teaching strategies?

5.3  

In addition to self-efficacy scale in the questionnaire, participants were also asked 

to evaluate themselves on a scale from 1 to 9 and provide their reasons in semi-

structured interview sessions. Results show that participants evaluated their self- 

efficacy at a quite high level. They reported themselves to be efficacious in all three 

dimensions of student engagement, instructional strategies and classroom 

management. Results reveal that instructors felt more efficacious in classroom 

management (M = 7.54) than in other dimensions. Although it was still not too low, 

they felt les confident in instructional strategies (M = 7.10) than in the other 

dimensions.  

Qualitative results are also consistent with the quantitative results since almost all 

of the interviewees reported themselves as highly efficacious. Only one participant 

rated herself as 6 out of 9 and all of others rated themselves 7 and higher. Participants 

who rated themselves with a high level of self-efficacy often attributed this 

perception to being experienced, using variety of teaching strategies and having a 

high level of language proficiency. This can be an expected result since instructors 

working at university level are required to have higher level of teaching skills. There 

is a demanding and competitive atmosphere, and instructors are employed after a 

series of challenging exam processes 
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When compared to other studies which used the same scale, self- efficacy levels of 

-efficacy was M = 6.59 for student engagement M = 

7.13 for instructional strategies; M = 7.00 for classroom management. Lee (2009) 

found lower results in correlation with the others. Participants in her study rated 

their self- gement; 

M = 5.70 for classroom management; M = 5.36 for instructional strategies). 

Furthermore, in their non subject specific approach, Tschannen-Moran and 

(2009) studies of self-efficacy beliefs. 

When three dimensions of self-efficacy considered in detail, instructors evaluated 

themselves more efficacious in classroom management whereas they feel less 

t is often 

difficult to make students participate in the lessons and this causes loss of confidence 

for instructors. Findings of classroom management dimension of this study are also 

- (2011) and 

-efficacy level in all three 

dimensions are high but classroom management is the highest. Yavuz (2007) carried 

out a study with 234 instructors working at university prep schools and found low 

values for student engagement dimension of self-

a similar study with 434 participants working at preparatory schools of private and 

state universities of Turkey and also found the same results. She argues that this 

could be the result of tight schedules, standardized test and diverse student levels as 

it was also mentioned in the qualitative part of this study.  

in instructional strategies than classroom management and student engagement. The 

(2005) study was conducted among middle school teachers in Venezuela. However, 

there is still one common point in all the mentioned studies that student engagement 

dimension of self-efficacy ranked the lowest among all three dimensions. This low 

ranking can be explained with the perception that student engagement is a more 
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difficult task for instructors and there is a need to a process in which strategies are 

discovered to improve this skill. 

Interview sessions conducted with the participants could provide some reasons why 

-efficacy. 

During interviews, par

and unwillingness to participate.  

It can be implied that student engagement is problematic because it is the most 

student-based dimension of self- efficacy. Classroom management and instructional 

strategy dimensions are more related to instructors themselves; however, factors 

- efficacy in terms 

student engagement. As Tschannen Moran & Hoy (2007) assert, student 

engagement is a more advanced task for teachers and it develops gradually through 

the discovery of strategies that may improve this skill. 

5.3.2.  Level  

Self-

the strongest to the weakest as writing (.82), reading (.77), speaking (.73) and 

listening (.63).   

Proficiency (CALP) which can be defined as a type of language proficiency 

necessary for participating in a dialogue or debate, responding to writing texts and 

reading textbooks. CALP is based on oral explanation of abstract or 

decontextualized ideas such as textbook reading assignments or classroom lectures.  

In the same way, Chacon (200

were lower in listening and speaking comparatively. Moreover, she found a positive 
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correlation between personal teaching efficacy and speaking and listening which 

meant that teachers with higher level of proficiency skills had also higher sense of 

and reading were higher than productive skills of speaking and writing. In addition, 

found that their receptive skills were higher than their productive skills. 

Qualitative results also concur with the quantitative results since many participants 

complained about their inadequacy especially in listening and speaking skills. 

During interview sessions, participants often reported that reading and writing are 

the skills that they did not have any difficulty in teaching. However, many of them 

denied that they had serious problems in fluency, accuracy and pronunciation. Some 

participants claimed that they have improved these skills in during their classroom 

practices. 

One potential reason for why instructors have lower proficiency level in listening 

intensive courses on listening and speaking during their university education, they 

came to university level with low levels of listening and speaking skills. In spite of 

recent progress in language teaching practices in Turkey, there is still dominance of 

grammar and reading comprehension. It is not an easy task to improve speaking and 

listening skills dramatically after a certain point in language learning journey.  

Furthermore, in EFL setting, both students and instructors have too limited 

opportunities to practice and improve their listening and speaking skills out of the 

classroom.  

5.3.3. s  

After comparing mechanical and communicative teaching strategies, a significant 

difference between both types were found.  While the mean of mechanical strategies 

was 3.94, the mean of communicative strategies was 3.83 which indicated that 

instructors tend to employ mechanical strategies more frequently in their 



67 

classrooms.  On the other hand, when qualitative data results are examined, it is not 

possible to observe such a difference between mechanical and communicative 

strategies. In other words, in quantitative data collection tools, instructors reported 

themselves have a tendency to use mechanical strategies more frequently; whereas 

they did not confirm it in interview sessions and they claimed that they try to use 

communicative strategies as much as possible.The reason behind this could be the 

classrooms. As it was mentioned before, university settings are competitive working 

environments and there may be pressure on instructors. In quantitative part, they 

could feel safer but it might be more difficult and riskier to express their real 

classroom experiences orally. Moreover, most of participants complained about 

classroom and this could 

prevent them from employing communicative strategies in the classroom.   

5.4. Research Question 2  

- efficacy level and

a. their language proficiency level, 

b. their use of teaching strategies, and

c. their background characteristics?  

5.4  Self-Efficacy and Their Language Proficiency Level 

-efficacy 

were highly related to their English proficiency. This result is consistent with the 

literature which sees perceived language proficiency as significant for nonnative 

teachers and it has an important effect on their self-

Kim, 2001; Lee, 2009; Shim, 2001).  

Although all of the relationships are significant, the strongest relationship was found 

between English proficiency level and student engagement dimension of self-
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efficacy. The relationship between proficiency level and classroom management 

dimension was r=.810 to 880 and lowest relationship was between proficiency level 

instructional strategy= .780 to .896. Results indicate that instructors having 

sufficient proficiency level believed they managed to achieve tasks related to student 

engagement more than tasks related to classroom management and instructional 

strategy.  

These findings are understandable for the context of this study since tasks on student 

engagement are language specific as is the case with instructional strategies. 

Qualitative results also showed that in some institutions, prep school instructors are 

strictly warned about not using native language in classrooms and instructors may 

not be able to increase student motivation without using native language or deal with 

disruptive student behaviors.  

In brief, results of the research show significant relationship with previous studies 

on English teacher efficacy and high level of English proficiency is supposed to 

result in high level of teacher efficacy in teaching English. 

5.4.2.  Self-Efficacy and Their Use of Teaching Strategies 

Results of the study showed that there was a significant relationship between three 

sub-dimensions of self-efficacy and two dimensions of teaching strategies. This 

-efficacy theory which claims that 

feeling of self-

behavior and pedagogical actions as well as their sense of the consequences of such 

actions.   

The strongest relationship was found between communicative teaching strategies 

and student engagement (r=.830). Although it was still high, the weakest 

relationship was between mechanical teaching strategies and instructional strategy 

(r=.790). In other words, instructors who are more successful in engaging students 

employed communicative strategies more frequently than mechanical strategies. It 
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is also suggested in the literature that communicative strategies could be more 

efficient in engaging students.  

Moreover, there was a stronger relationship between teaching strategy and student 

engagement dimensions (r=.802, .830) than classroom management (r=.790 to .796) 

and instructional strategy (r=.797 to 816). Qualitative results also show that 

instructors who can apply either mechanical or communicative teaching strategies 

are able to achieve tasks related to student engagement more than instructional 

strategy and classroom management. In brief, there were high correlations between 

the two dimensions of teaching strategies and three dimensions of self-efficacy.   

5.4.3.  Self-Efficacy and Their Background Characteristics  

Quantitative results showed that the relationship between gender and self-efficacy 

is not significant. On the other hand, in interview sessions male instructors reported 

themselves more efficacious in all three categories of self-efficacy and felt more 

confident in classroom management than female instructors.  

correlation between gender and self-effic

conducted in Korean public elementary schools 

in middle schools in Venezuela. Thus, contextual factors may be the reason of this 

difference.  

Teaching experience had also very high and positive relationships with all three 

dimensions of self-efficacy which implied that experienced instructors reported 

themselves to be more confident in student engagement (r = .834, p < .001);in 

applying  instructional strategies  (r = .834, p < .001)  and in classroom management 

(r = .844, p 

(2005) findings were consistent with the results above. Qualitative results also 

confirm that experience is the best teacher for instructors since they may be able to 

learn how to use put their theoretical knowledge into practice though experience. 
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the answer key or coursebook in initial years of their career but they now they have 

a map in their minds which provides them everything necessary to conduct a 

successful class.  

5.5. Implications of the Study 

In this section, the implications based on the findings of the study will be discussed. 

The findings of the study may provide significant insights into the influence of 

-efficacy 

perceptions.  

-

theory of instruction, and C

-efficacy in teaching English in EFL setting 

which asserts teaching strategies and language proficiency have important impact 

-efficacy beliefs. The participants of the study evaluated their self-

efficacy at a very high level. Their perception of efficacy in classroom management 

relatively low confidence in applying teaching tasks regarding instructional 

strategies in an English class shows that instructors should be supported in 

improvement.  

well-known studies in this field such as Tschannen-

TSES (2001).  It may be implied that instructors feel more efficacious in EFL 

university setting. As it was suggested in the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997; 

Pajares, 2002), the beliefs that individuals have in order to achieve a task can 

influence how they perform much better than what they really accomplish. This has 

also been confirmed in the field of education based on the research on teacher self-

-efficacy had strong effect on various 

aspects of language teaching and learning (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Woolfolk 

Hoy et al., 2006).  
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strategies used in the classrooms (mechanical and communicative) have strong 

influence on their self-

teaching English may be improved by improving their language proficiency and by 

helping them to apply various teaching strategies more effectively. This also 

confirms the theoretical framework of this study, which presupposed that teaching 

-

strategies are improved, their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching English may also 

increase.  

Based on all these results on self-efficacy, it is necessary to help instructors to have 

positive beliefs about their ability to teach English in the EFL university prep school 

-efficacy levels in this study is worthy but there may 

still be a need for more improvements. 

5.6. Limitations and Recommendations for Future Studies  

Adopting mixed method design, this study has investigated university prep school 

-efficacy, level of proficiency in English and perceived use of 

self-efficacy with factors including their background characteristics, English 

language proficiency level, and their use of teaching strategies.  

 Some limitations have been identified in this research.  First of all, the participants 

of this study were only instructors working at 8 different universities in 7 cities in 

turkey. A nation-wide study can be conducted to have a broader perspective on 

university prep- -efficacy beliefs. Moreover, this study was 

-reported evaluation on their levels of self-

efficacy, language proficiency and teaching strategies adopted in the classrooms. 

-reported evaluations on their language proficiency was 

taken into consideration and the actual level of their proficiency was not checked. 

Further studies can apply a proficiency exam and measure the real level of teacher 
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proficiency and compare the results. Third, the participants of this study self-

reported the types of strategies they applied in their classrooms. Further studies may 

observe the classes and investigate how and to what extent instructors are employing 

the strategies they reported in their classrooms and check whether any difference 

Besides, conducting a confirmatory factor analysis could be more useful in further 

research since it could not be applied in this study due to the large sample size.  

This study may also give some directions for future research. As it has been 

ef is a multifaceted concept that 

varies in different tasks and contexts of teaching. Further studies need to be 

-efficacy beliefs in different contexts. 

can be conducted to 

find out how self- efficacy beliefs influence their teaching. In-class observations 

-efficacy level and 

its effects on their teaching performance. 

Further research is necessary to find out how teacher self-efficacy belief is formed 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007).  In this study, it was found that 

their self-efficacy level. However, 

self-efficacy has remained unanswered. In future research, mastery experiences, 

vicarious experience, verbal persuasion and physiological may be examined in detail 

as four sources of efficacy beliefs (Labone, 2004).  

Results of the study indicated that participants reported more use of mechanical 

teaching strategies than the communicative ones. This should be considered by prep 

school managements. Participants have tendency to employ mechanical strategies 

mor

attending the prep school is to be equipped with communicative skills in so that they 

can be global citizens. This causes loss of motivation and even quitting school. 

Supervisors and managers should consider this result seriously and try to encourage 
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instructors to employ communicative strategies more and provide suitable 

circumstances for them.  

Further studies are needed to investigate the sense of efficacy of EFL instructors.  

The questionnaires employed in this research were designed to investigate self-

efficacy in EFL teaching for student engagement, classroom management, and 

instructional strategies. New studies using some other variables may determine 

predictors of prep school - efficacy in the EFL context.  

beliefs change across time. It is recommended to follow-up instructors to see 

whether or not and how their efficacy beliefs changes over the years.  
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APPENDICES 

A. INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Part I: Personal and Professional Background 

 

Instruction: This section asks for your personal and professional information. 
Please respond to each question.
 
 
Name of institution you currently work ------------------------------------------- 

Email address (optional) --------------------------------------------------

 

   

Education            2. My highest degree earned and specialization: 
                                     B.A. in ________  
 
                                    M.A. in _______ 
 
                                    Ph.D. in    

 

Experience          3 How long have you been teaching English? 

 
  --------------- Less than 1 year 

                   ---------------- 1-3 years 

                   ----------------- 4-6 years 

                   ---------------- 7-10 years 

                           
                            ----------------- More than 10 years 

 

 
 Gender 

 
 1. I am:

 
male 

 
 female 
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Part 2: Self-efficacy Beliefs 

Instruction: This part contains statements about the kinds of difficulties you may face when 
teaching English in your classrooms. Answer the questions based on your usual way of teaching 
English. Please use the answer key below and circle the number that best expresses your 
opinion about each of the following statements.
 

1       2          3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 How much can you do to control disruptive 
behavior in your English class? 

        

2 How much can you do to motivate students 
who show low interest in learning English?                  

        

3 How much can you do to get students to believe 
they can do well in English? 

        

4 How much can you do to help your students 
value learning English? 

        

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

        

6 How much can you do to get students to follow 
classroom rules in your English class?

        

7 How much can you do to calm a student who is 
disruptive or noisy in your English class?

8 How well can you establish a classroom 
management system with each group of 
students in your English class 

        

9 How much can you use a variety of assessment 
strategies in your English class? 

        

10 To what extent can you provide an alternative 
explanation or example when your English 
students are confused? 

        

11 How much can you assist families in helping 
their children do well in learning English?

        

12 How well can you implement alternative 
strategies in your English classroom?  
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Part 3: Language Proficiency Level

Instruction: In this part you are asked to assess your own proficiency in English (listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing). Please choose the correct number from the following answer key that best 
describes your best judgment about level of proficiency in the following English skills. 
 
1= Strongly Disagree (SD)                  2= Disagree(D)               3= Slightly Disagree(SLD)          
4= Slightly Agree (SLA)                   5= Agree(A) Strongly Agree (SA) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 I can understand a message in English on an the 

phone.  
      

2 In face-to-face conversation, I understand a native 
speaker who is speaking to me as quickly as he or 
she would do to another native speaker.  

      

3 I understand movies without subtitles.       
4 I understand news broadcasts on American 

television. 
      

5 I understand two native speakers when they are 
talking rapidly with one another. 

      

6 I can talk about my favorite hobby at some length, 
using appropriate vocabulary.

      

7 I can talk about my present job or other major life 
activities accurately and in detail.

      

8 I can argue for a position on a controversial topic 
(for example, birth control,  nuclear safety, 
environmental pollution) 

9 I can express and support my opinions in English 
when speaking about general topics.

      

10 In face-to-face interaction with an English-
speaker, I can practice in a conversation at a 
normal speed. 

11 I can give lectures to my students in English 
without any difficulty. 

      

12 I can read and understand magazine articles, such 
as Time and Newsweek, without using a dictionary 

      

13 I can read and understand popular novels, without 
using a dictionary.  

      

14 I can read highly technical material in a particular 
academic or professional field with no use of 
dictionary.   

      

15 I can draw inferences/conclusions from what I 
read in English. 

      

16 I can figure out the meaning of unknown words in 
English from the context

      

17 Errors in my writing rarely disturb native 
speakers of English. 

      

18 I can fill in different kinds of applications in 
English (e.g., credit card applications). 

      

19 I can write short research papers.       
20 I can select proper words in writing.        
21 I can write a short essay in English on a topic of 

my knowledge. 
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Part 4: Use of Instructional Strategies

For of the following statements, please select the correct choice from the  following answer key that best 
indicates the number of times you use these teaching strategies during one term of English language 
teaching. For example, if you use this strategy almost every session, please select 6 from the following 
answer key. If you never use this strategy or practice, please select 1. 
 
1= Almost never    2= Only occasionally    3= Sometimes 4= Very often   5= Almost always  
 

1. Draw a graph or outline on the blackboard the topics read in the book 
or explained 

     

2.  Summarize the content of a book orally. If necessary L1 will be used        
3 Invite students to ask questions during an explanation      
4 Use a variety of educational games to let the students enjoy and learn 

simultaneously. 
     

5 Students work together in groups of two or three      
6 Errors are tolerated and will be notified later      
7 Summarize concepts already known on the topic and ask the students to 

discuss their ideas and/or what they know
     

8 Draw an outline, graph or table before the lesson      
9 Use drama or show experiments in the classroom or lab      
10 At the end of an explanation, ask students to summarize the main 

concepts orally  or in writing 
     

11 Communicative situations will be provided to help the interaction among 
the students 

     

12 Summarize the concepts taught. Use L1 to clarify the concepts      
13 Ask students to write down key words on the topic described      
14 The students discuss what they have learned in the class.      
15 Introduce a new topic using familiar examples      
16 Create links between different topics and subjects      
17 Education  is  most  effective  when  it  is  experience-centered,  when  it  

rel
     

18
19 Summarize previous topics before introducing new ones, in case of need 

will get the help of L1  
20 Use multimedia, such as DVD, web navigation      
21       
22 At the beginning of the lesson, list the topics that are to be taught        
23 Provide a summary chart of the main concepts, written out by yourself      
24 Ask students if they are encountering any difficulties in studying the topic 

in question 
     

25 Students are invited to talk about how they felt during the lesson      
26 Ask students to point out the main concepts in their books      
27 onfidence by not over correcting 

their mistakes 
     

28 Use pictures to illustrate a theoretical topic (slides, drawings, charts, and 
so on) 

     

29 Give a brief explanation of the key concepts, and then read them in the 
book 

     

30 The teacher leads the class in discussing the problem, ending with 
students responding with solutions to the problem.

     

31 A student makes an error. The teacher and other students ignore      
32 Build logical chains using temporal links      
33 Give students a riddle and ask them to solve it in pairs      
34 Read the book (teacher or students) and then explain      
35 Note rules, formulas or properties on the blackboard      
36 Provide summaries of topics to be taught, e.g. outline chart      
37 Discuss study topics during lessons      
38       
39 Give indications about the content of the following lesson, or ask 

questions about possible developments of a topic 
     

40 The students are invited to talk about the experience they have had that 
day in the class. 
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B. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

1. How efficient do you find yourself in teaching English? Would you consider 

yourself to be self- confident?   (Interviewees were asked to evaluate themselves 

on a scale from 1 to 9 and provide their reasons) 

2.  In which aspect(s) of language teaching do you feel more confident? Please 

provide your reasons. 

3. In which aspect(s) of language teaching are you more worried about? Please 

provide your reasons 

4. Which strategies make you feel more self-efficient in the classroom? 

5. Does your language proficiency level affect your self confidence in the 

classroom? In what way? Please give examples.  
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zyolojik durumunu 
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-Moran ve Hoy 

 

 

Cooper,2009; Moafian & 

Ghanizadeh, 2009; Pekkanli, 2009;  Rahimi& Gheitasi, 2010; Rastegar & 

Memarpour, 2009

etkileyen  

kabiliyetine ola Tschannen-

-Moran, et al., 1998, p. 202) 
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Tschannen-

 

inlikleri 

den

ve bireyl

etkilemektedir (Bandura,2006). 

nnen-

Moran ve Woolfolk-
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-Moran ve Woolfolk-Hoy 

 

 

Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk-

52 

-Moran 

ve Woolfolk-Hoy,1998).  

rinin 1) 

daha az deneyimli 
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gibidir:  

1.  

a)  

b) Dil yeterlilik seviyelerini ve  

c)  

2. erlilik 

 

a) Dil yeterlilik seviyeleri,  

b) 

c)  
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rinden sadece biri 

-

Moy & Woolfolk Hoy,2007).  

 

-
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Bununla birlik
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