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ABSTRACT

UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL INSTRUCTORS’ SELF-EFFICACY
BELIEFS

Can, Seg¢kin
PhD, Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Aysegiil Daloglu

July 2019, 103 pages

The purpose of this study is to investigate university preparatory school instructors’
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
study was that there was a significant relationship between instructors’ self-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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UNIVERSITE HAZIRLIK OKULLARINDA CALISAN
OGRETIM ELEMANLARININ OZYETERLILIK INANCLARI

Can, Seg¢kin
Doktora, Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Aysegiil Daloglu

Temmuz 2019, 103 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, iiniversitede Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6greten hazirlik
okullarinda c¢alisan ogretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarini ve bunun
Ogretim elemanlarinin dil yeterligi, 6gretim stratejisi ve kisisel ozellikleriyle
iliskisini incelemektir. Bu amaca ulasmak icin, iki asamadan olusan c¢oklu
arastirma yontemi kullamlmustir. Ik asamada, dort boliimden olusan 374 adet
anket 8 ayr {iniversitede Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak oOgreten ogretim
elemanlarma dagitilmistir. Ikinci asamada, anketteki maddelerle ilgili daha derin
bir bakis acisi elde etmek i¢in 25 6gretim elemaniyla miilakat yapilmistir. Nicel ve
nitel analizlerin sonucuna goére Ogretim elemanlarimin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin
oldukea yiiksek seviyede oldugu, 6zellikle de sinif yonetimi ve dgretim stratejisi
alanlarinda kendilerini oldukg¢a yeterli gordiikleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu ¢alismanin
bir bagka onemli bulgusu ise dgretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglar ile dil
yeterliligi arasinda Onemli iliski olmasidir. Ayrica, Ozyeterlilik ile Ogretim

tecriibesi arasinda 6nemli bir iliski oldugu goriilmustiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ozyeterlilik, Ingilizce Ogretim Elemanlar1, Dil Yeterliligi,

Ogretim Stratejileri
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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
positive effects on mastering the mother tongue. Stewart also suggests “It can grow
syntactic knowledge, language abilities and narrative strategies for reading and
writing, cognitive abilities, metalinguistic abilities and math abilities” (2005, p.19).
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;



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 that instructors’ perceptions are
2



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
shape the activities of the teachers. This means that instructors’ teaching may be
connected intently to their belief system, observations, and motivation. Therefore,
to understand instructors' behavior in the classroom, instructors' belief system
should be examined in detail. Among teachers’ belief system, self-efficacy has been

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

1.1.3. The Effect of Instructor’s Self Efficacy in Learning

Teacher self-efficacy is also called as "teacher efficacy," "teachers’ sense of
efficacy," or “teachers' self-efficacy beliefs". Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001)
have defined it as teachers’ confidence in their capacity to organize and perform the
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
explains the correlation between students’ academic success and teachers’ self-
efficacy. Bandura (1997) described self-efficacy as "beliefs in one’s capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments”
(p.3). Bandura (1997) asserted that teachers’ instructional efficacy beliefs will
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.



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
more and better strategies while teaching to improve students’ performance but

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

It is suggested in the literature that teachers’ self-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
with students’ motivation (Bandura, 1997), student success, (Tschannen-Moran et
al., 1998), feeling of efficacy (Anderson, Greene & Loewen, 1988), writing
performance (Rahimi & Gheitasi, 2010). Moreover, self-efficacy is also identified
with teachers’ motivation to teach (Allinder, 1994), to deal with the classroom
(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; Chacon, 2002, 2005). For instance, in science teaching, teachers' self-efficacy
in various settings has been investigated (Bleicher, 2004; Uzun, 2010). However,
studies in teachers’ self-efficacy in foreign language teaching are not extensive
(Chacon, 2002; Cooper, 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

4



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.

In literature, it is also claimed that teachers’ low level of English proficiency is one
ofthe 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 teachers’ self-
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
the EFL University Prep School instructors’ self-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, teachers’ low English proficiency level has been
connected with their loss of confidence and thus their unsuccessful teaching (Nunan,

2003). According to Nunan (2003), the biggest problem is that many English
5



teachers don't have the required capability in English, and as a result they don't have
the confidence to teach in English (Nunan, 2003). However, Nunan’s argument is
not based on any research about the relationship between teachers’ language skills

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

In literature, there are some studies (Lee 2009, Chacon 2002, Shim 2001) on the
relationship of English teachers' proficiency level and self-efficacy. Chacon (2002,
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
the findings are similar to Chacén’s results. These conflicting outcomes show that
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 teachers’ self-
efficacy. Chacon (2005) suggests the teachers' perceived efficacy is a multifaceted
construct that changes regarding tasks and contexts of teaching. Chacon claimed
that more studies should be done to explore EFL teachers’ sense of efficacy. Recent
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

6



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
both teaching strategies and language skills on teachers’ self-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
stages of education. Thus, there is a need to examine teachers’ ability with respect

to their personal skills in EFL university preparatory school context.

In brief, this study will focus on the necessities mentioned above and will primarily
investigate university preparatory school instructors’ self-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
indicator of teachers’ self-efficacy. However, this belief has not been studied in
detail, particularly with EFL instructors teaching in the university prep school

context.

Based on the previous studies, it may be hypothesized that teachers’ self-efficacy

beliefs affect their teaching strategy and those who feel more efficacious will

7



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

First objective of the study is to search English preparatory school’s instructors’
self-efficacy in teaching English, their proficiency level, their perceived use of
teaching strategies and their background characteristics such as gender and

experience.

Secondly, this study aims to investigate the correlation between instructors’ self-
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
group of instructors. There have been few studies on prep school instructors’ self-
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?



c. the way they use teaching strategies?

2. What is the relationship between prep school instructors’ 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

Teachers’ self-efficacy has been explored in various settings and subject fields. In
science teaching, studies have especially been addressing teachers’ self-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 instructors’ self-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 instructors’ self-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 direct relationship between instructors’ self-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 &



Memarpour, 2009;) have examined it in the TESOL setting and just a couple of
studies (Chacon, 2002, 2005; Lee, 2009; Shim, 2001) have considered it in
connection to instructors' specific features such as proficiency in English. This study
aims at giving information on how languages skills can affect instructors’ self-

efficacy.

Besides, not many studies have dealt with instructors’ self-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
instructors’ self-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 with instructors’ efficacy in literature (Mo¢ et al., 2010), this study will
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 refers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the

courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (Bandura, 1995, p.2).

Teacher Efficacy is defined as “the teacher’s belief in his/her capability to organize
and execute courses of action required to successfully accomplish a specific

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

EFL Instructors refer to “the instructors who are currently working at schools of
foreign languages at universities to teach English as a foreign language™ and is used
interchangeably with the terms “English instructors”, “EFL instructors™, or just

“instructors” (Ulkiimen, 2013, p.6).
(Self-Reported) English language proficiency is defined as teachers’ self-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
efficacy is discussed with respect to Bandura’s social cognitive theory and
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Integrated Model. Second, teachers’
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
many aspects of human functioning, such as one’s choice of tasks, goal setting,
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

ofthem 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
efficacy since it is determined by one’s comparative evaluation of whether their
skills and strategies are suitable for the required teaching task. While teachers may
feel efficacious in one context, they may not feel so in another. Individual’s efficacy
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’s 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), Bandura’s social cognitive theory is different from
behaviorist theories since in social cognitive theory as human change is considered
as the outcome of environmental experiences or external stimuli in person’s life.
Different from behaviorist theories, the change process in human cannot only be
explained by external stimuli and human thoughts and introspection affects
behaviors. Pajares (2002) also states that Bandura’s social cognitive theory is
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.
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In social cognitive theory, “people act as the active agents and they are contributors
to their life circumstances, not just products of them” (Bandura, 2006, p. 164).
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 notion is demonstrated in Bandura’s (1986) triadic reciprocal causation
model (Figure 1) which is based on a mutual interaction among behavior, personal
factors and environment. Thus “human functioning is viewed as the product of a
dynamic interplay of personal, behavioral, and environmental influences” (Pajares,

2002, p. 1).

BEHAVIOR
PERSONAL ENVIRONMENTAL|
FACTORS M FACTORS
(Cognitive, affective,
and biological events)

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

2.4. Integrated Model and Teachers’ 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 Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory.
In order to address the confusions and provide unity to the meaning and measuring
of teachers’ sense of efficacy beliefs, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) proposed an

integrated model.
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Figure 2. The Cyclical Nature of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Beliefs (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998, p. 228)

When the figure is examined, it can be seen that the model is largely based on
Bandura’s self-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
teaching tasks. Information about individual’s self-efficacy level is gathered through
Bandura’s (1997) four sources of mastery experience, verbal persuasion, vicarious
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
their persistence. Teachers’ performance and outcomes of their efforts 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.

15



Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy’s integrated model defines teacher-efficacy
as “the teachers’ belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of
action required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular
context” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 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-
specific judgment Bandura suggests they are... The 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).

In the integrated model of sense of efficacy, “the major influences on efficacy beliefs
are assumed to be the attributional analysis and interpretation of the four sources of
information about efficacy described by Bandura (1986, 1997) - mastery experience,
physiological arousal, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion” (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998, p. 227). However, teachers’ efficacy beliefs may change in
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 “a highly efficacious secondary chemistry
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
graders in the city” (p. 228).

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy benefited from Bandura’s (1997) self-
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
integrated model of teacher efficacy in which individual’s own judgement of

teaching competence is identified via specific teaching tasks.

2.5. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy

Teacher efficacy has been defined in several ways. For instance, “the teacher's
belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to
successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context” (Tschannen-
Moran, et al., 1998, p. 233), “the extent to which the teacher believes he or she has
the capacity to affect student performance” (Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly &
Zellman, 1977, p. 137, cited in Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998, p. 202), or “teachers’
belief or conviction that they can influence how well students learn, even those who
may be difficult or unmotivated” (Guskey & Passaro, 1994, p. 4, cited in Tschannen-
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 (1997) “a capability is only as
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™ (p. 35).

Henson (2001) suggests that these conceptions of teachers’ sense of efficacy leads
researchers to social cognitive theory and he explains teacher efficacy as a concept
that has mainly stemmed from Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory which
determines human agency and triadic reciprocal causation as the factors that
influence one’s efficacy beliefs. The premise of human agency believes that people
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. Teachers’ 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
believe they can produce desired effects through their actions, they don’t have much

enthusiasm to act.

Bandura (1997) specifically describes teachers’ perceived self- efficacy as their
beliefs on their capabilities to organize and conduct the courses of action needed to
produce given attainments from other constructs. He approves in advance that “a
composite view of oneself that is presumed to be formed through direct experience
and evaluations adopted from significant others” (p. 10). Self-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-worth. Thus, teachers’
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 affect teachers’
goals and performance attainments. In other words, Bandura’s conception suggests
that teachers’ self-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
that if there is a mismatch between teachers’ belief and reality, it is the belief that
guides them in engaging course of action. Therefore, teachers’ self-efficacy belief
is more effective factor than their knowledge in predicting their attainments.
Moreover, Bandura (1997) claims that self-efficacy beliefs affect “people’s goals
and aspirations, how well they motivate themselves and their perseverance in the
face of difficulties and adversity” (p. 4). Self-efficacy beliefs are supposed to
influence how opportunities and disadvantages are perceived. Thus, teachers’ low
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 Teachers’ 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 second function is “the combination of
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
teachers’ self-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
emotional reactions related to experiences are more influential on teachers’ sense of
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.

As the second source of teachers’ efficacy beliefs, vicarious experience exists when
individuals observe and compare themselves with someone else who performs the
same task. Bandura (1997) states that this observation may either strengthen or
weaken individuals’ self-efficacy beliefs. If the observers think that the observee’s
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
through verbal assessments on individuals’ performance on certain tasks. Bandura
(1997) asserts that teachers’ self-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
could be a source of information in order to investigate whether teacher’s skills and
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.

20



Finally, individuals’ affective states and physiological rousing such as stress,
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-native foreign language teachers™ efficacy and their
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
between teachers’ perception of their ability in teaching the target language and level
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
teachers’ self-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
between EFL teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their success in teaching. In their
study, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was completed by 89 EFL teachers
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
students’ viewpoints. The study also investigated the relationship between

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-service EFL teachers’ sense of efficacy and certain characteristics such as “school

29 <6

stress”, “teaching satisfaction” and “language proficiency”. The results revealed

that “teaching satisfaction”, “peer relationship”, “school stress” and “classroom
management” were the variables that distinguished high efficacious teachers from
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
investigated EFL teachers’ efficacy with three dimensions of efficacy for student
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
consisted of three parts: (1) Teachers’ self-reported English proficiency, (2)
Teachers’ self-reported pedagogical strategies to teach English, and (3) An adapted
version of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The results showed that teachers’ belief of their competence

to teach has a direct influence on their teaching. In addition, teachers’ efficacy for
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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
teachers’ and their language proficiency, which emphasized the perceived
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.
Ortactepe (2006) explored the relationship between Turkish EFL teachers’ efficacy
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
teachers’ efficacy, their self-reported and actual practice of CLT. She used pre and
post-test research design on 50 Turkish EFL teachers working in eight foundation
schools in Istanbul. Teachers’ Background Questionnaire, English Teachers’ Sense
of Efficacy Scale (ETSES) (Chacon, 2005), Communicative Orientation of
Language Teaching (COLT): Observation Scheme (Spada & Fronlich, 1995), and
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
between Turkish EFL teachers’ efficacy and their self-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-year longitudinal study, Ozmen (2012) investigated the effect of an ELT
preservice education program on pre-service teachers’ beliefs at Gazi University,
Faculty of Education in Ankara and tried to examine the changes in pre-service
teachers’ beliefs’ over the course of the ELT preservice program. The findings of

the study revealed that different phases of the program resulted in various changes
23



at certain levels. It was also found that pre-service teachers’ engagement 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-Sekerci (2011) investigated the
self-efficacy beliefs of 257 Turkish EFL instructors working at university
preparatory schools in Ankara to find out whether language proficiency, teaching
experience, and graduate department influence instructors’ self-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.

Ulkiimen (2013) explored the predictors of university preparatory school
instructors’ self-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
the Turkish version of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, Mastery Experience Scale,
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

were significant predictors of EFL instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs.
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A mixed method case study was conducted by Rakicioglu-Soylemez (2012) to
examine the extent to which EFL pre-service teachers’ sense of efficacy beliefs
regarding classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement
evolve throughout the practice teaching course. The study employed a variety of
data collection tools, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran
& Woolfolk- Hoy, 2001) and Mentoring for Foreign Language Teaching (MEFLT)
scale (Hudson, Nguyen &Hudson, 2009), pre-service teachers’ weekly reflective
journals, semi-structured face-to-face interviews and an open-ended survey. The
results indicated that none of the dimensions of practicing teachers’ sense of efficacy
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 more recent study, Taser (2015) investigated predictors of Turkish EFL
instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs at the tertiary level and to find out the most
influential factors that shape preparatory school instructors’ self-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
EFL instructors working at universities in Ankara, Istanbul, and Izmir and
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
predictors of instructors’ efficacy beliefs. She also added that in-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-efficacy literature: Bandura’s social
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cognitive theory and Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s Integrated Model.
Next, literature on teachers’ sense of efficacy is discussed by providing its sources.

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
one potential variable which influences prep school instructors’ self- 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.

26



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 prep school instructors’ self-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 instructors’ self-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
quantitative research with quantitative one to obtain more detailed data that can’t be
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, participants’ background characteristics such as gender
and experience will be investigated through the first part of the questionnaire. Then,
data on participants’ own evaluation 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.

Next, second research question of “What is the relationship between prep school
instructors’  self-efficacy level and their (1) English proficiency levels (2)
background characteristics (3) use of teaching strategies?” 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

Participants’ Demographic Information in Quantitative Stage
University Frequency Percent
Atilim 56 14.9
Bahgesehir 93 24.8
Canakkale 18 4.8
Hacettepe 69 18.4
Kirklareli 7 1.9
Namik Kemal 28 7,6
Trakya 12 3.2
Uludag 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

Participants’ Demographic Information in Qualitative Stage
University Frequency Percent
Atilim 4 16
Bahgesehir 2 8
Canakkale 3 12
Hacettepe 1 4
Kirklareli 2 8
Namik Kemal 8 32
Trakya 4 16
Uludag 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.

Part 1. Instructors’ Personal and Professional Background;

This part of the questionnaire was developed to obtain information about instructors’

personal information: gender, education and experience.

Table 3
Questionnaire Part 1- Instructors’ Personal Background

Factors Items
Gender 1. ITam: male female
Education 2. My highest degree earned and specialization:
B.A. in
MA. 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

Part 2. Instructors’ Sense of efficacy,

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.

30



Table 4
Questionnaire Part 2- Instructors’ Sense of Efficacy (Tschannen- Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001)

2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interestin

Efficacy for learning English?
student 4. How much can you do to get students believe they can do wellin
engagement 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?
Efficacy for 6. How much can you do to get students to follow classroom rules in your
classroom English class?
management 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?

Efficacy for 9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your
instructional English class?
strategies 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
context of the study, words such as “school work™, “learning”, “classroom”, and
“children” were replaced by more context specific words like “English”, “learning

English”, “in English class”. 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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Part 3. Instructors’ Language Proficiency Level;

This part of the questionnaire focuses on instructors’ self-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

scale ranging from “strongly disagree™ to “strongly agree”.

Table 5

Questionnaire Part 3: Instructors’ Self-reported Language Proficiency Level -
Adapted Version of the Self-Reported English Proficiency (Chacon,,2005; Shim,

2001)

Constructs

Items

Listening

Speaking

Reading

Writing

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.
3.1 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.

5.1 understand movies without subtitles

6. Lunderstand news broadcasts on American television.

7.1 understand two native speakers when they are talking rapidly with one another.

8. I can give simple biographical information about myself (place of birth, composition of
family,etc.)

9.1 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.
11.1 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

15. 1 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.
1 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.

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.

1 can fill in different kinds of applications in English (e.g., credit card applications).

I can write short research papers.

1 can select proper words in writing.

1 can write a short essay on a topic of my knowledge.
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Part 4. Instructors’ Use of Teaching Strategies;

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-point scale ranging from “almost never” to “almost always™. The
correlation was p<.01 and this result revealed that all of the selected strategies were

representative.

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

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
5. Invite students to ask questions during an explanation
6. Introduce the topic covered using a problem-solving strategy, i.e. by asking
questions
(0] 7. Use avariety of educational games to let the students enjoy and learn
simultaneously.
8. Students work together in groups of two or three
M 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
M 13. Use drama or show experiments in the classroom or lab
15. Communicative situations will be provided to help the interaction among the
students.
u 18. The students discuss what they have learned in the class.
19. Introduce a new topic using familiar examples
N 20. Create links between different topics and subjects
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Table 6
(continue) Questionnaire Part 4- Instructors’ use of Teaching Strategies Adapted
Version of the Self-Reported Strategy Scale (Moe et al., 2001)

I 21. Education is most effective when it is experience-centered, when it relates to
students' real needs.
C 22. Activate students’ learning through playing English games

24. Use multimedia, such as DVD, web navigation
25. Play music, songs to motivate the students’ learning

A 28. Ask students if they are encountering any difficulties in studying the topic in
question
29. Organize working groups during the lessons
T 30. Students are invited to talk about how they felt during the lesson.
32. Teacher will try to support students’ confidence by not over correcting their
mistakes
I 33. Use pictures to illustrate a theoretical topic (slides, drawings, charts, and so
on)
v 34. The teacher leads the class in discussing the problem, ending with students
responding with solutions to the problem
E 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. Students’ interaction in their groups is emphasized

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 as ‘using [.1” were added and the scale was adapted for the aims of the
study. In the adapted version, instructors are asked to choose on a 5-point Likert

type scale ranging from “almost never” to “almost always”.

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 Background Developed by the » gender,
1 Characteristics Researcher » degree
Part Sense of Efficacy Adapted Version of ”school work™ , “learning”, “the
2 Tschannen- Moran& classroom”, “children” were replaced

Woolfolk Hoy (2001) “English”, “learning English”, “in

2% ¢

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

QUESTIONNAIRE MODIFICATIONS
Part Language Adapted version of the  very small changes were made
3 Proficiency self-reported English e.g. “replying answering machine” was
Level proficiency Chacon, replaced by “talking on the phone”
(2002)
Part Use of Teaching  Adapted Version of It was not subject specific. Some items
4 Strategies Moe et al. (2010) Scale  such as” using L1” were added.

on Teaching Strategy

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 purpose was to explore instructors’ perceived
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 &
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) and Turkish Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale by Capa,
Cakiroglu et. Al, (2005). The TSES was used in three different studies in which the
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
efficacy for ‘student engagement, ‘instructional strategies’ and ‘classroom
management’. Likewise, in the Turkish version of the scale, Capa et al (2005) found
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

Reliability is simple defined as “the consistency of the obtained results” (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2003). Instrument developed by Tschannen- Moran and Hoy’s (2001)
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

Instructors’ strategy use part and it was still reliable.

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 Scale Variance if Item  Corrected Item- Total ~ Cronbach's
if Item Deleted Deleted Correlation Alpha if Item
Deleted

Eng.Proficiencyl 24.67 78.782 .865 .962
Eng.Proficiency?2 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 Scale Variance if Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's alpha

if Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation if tem Deleted
Eng.Proficiency8  26.60 42.179 .609 .920
Eng. Proficiency9  26.63 40.930 .802 911
Eng.Proficiencyl0  26.90 39.403 .832 .904
Eng.Proficiencyll 27.80 35.131 .809 .893
Eng.Proficiencyl2 27.80 31.407 .872 882
Eng.Proficiencyl3 28.73 26.685 .934 .879
Eng.Proficiencyl4 29.13 25.361 .933 .885
Item-Total Statistics of Reading skills
Scale Mean Scale Variance if ~ Corrected Item-Total ~ Cronbach's
if Item Deleted  Item Deleted Correlation Alpha if Item
Deleted

Eng.Proficiencyl5 18.50 17.569 .857 935
Eng. Proficiencyl6 18.50 16.259 .936 920
Eng.Proficiencyl7 19.47 14.120 .905 .934
Eng.Proficiencyl8 18.17 18.626 808 945
Eng.Proficiencyl9 18.17 17.592 842 .938

Item-Total Statistics of Writing skills
Scale Mean  Scale Variance if ~ Corrected Item-Total ~ Cronbach's

if Item Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Alpha if Item
Deleted
Eng. Proficiency20  24.83 23.040 .349 .947
Eng.Proficiency2l  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 statistical
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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:

Why do you evaluate yourself as such?

Which of your teaching characteristics affected this grade?

Does your self-confidence level change in parallel with the strategy you adopted?
Which strategies increase your self-efficacy

Which strategies affect your self confidence in negative way?

A e

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. Instructors’ Personal and Professional Background

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 | Atilim 56 14.9
University 2 Bahgegehir 93 24.8
University 3 Canakkale 18 4.8
University 4 Hacettepe 69 18.4
University 5 Kirklareli 7 1.9
University 6 Namik Kemal 28 7,6
University 7 Trakya 12 3.2
University 8 Uludag 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
university located in Istanbul and U8 is a state university in Bursa. Both of the

universities provide compulsory English classes for students. After that, Ul 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 university in Tekirdag and prep class is optional. U3 (4.8%),
US (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 Percen Valid Cumulative
y t Percent Percent
Valid Less than 1 year 19 4.8 4.9 4.9
1-3 years 86 23.2 233 28.2
4-6years 123 33.1 333 61.5
7-10years 79 21.6 21.7 83.2
More than 10 years 67 16.6 16.8 100.0

4.3. Instructors’ Sense of Efficacy in Teaching English

This part introduces the findings regarding participants’ current level of self-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
calculated. The scores demonstrated instructors’ self-efficacy in each factor. The
component scores were used to analyze the correlations with other variables in the
research such as instructors’ background characteristics, proficiency level and

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 7.20  1.614
learning English?

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 7.56  1.600
English class?
7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy in your 7.54  1.549
English class?
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 1874
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 7.34 1.236
learning English?
12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your English 7.02  1.927
classroom?

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:

I don’t want to be too modest because I graduated from one of the well-known
universities in Turkey. I also have seven years of experience at university
setting, [ 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 [ 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

i 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 0 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
7
8
9

915 .847 861 .836  .820 1.000
920 715 777 850 721 .885 1.000
746 725 877 802 766 812 771 1.000
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 instructors’ self-
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
elf.efficacy.2 1.000
elf.efficacy.3 .878 1.000
elf.efficacy.4 .860 918 1.000
elf.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.efficcyl2 .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 test is reliable in measuring instructors’ 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 1
Classroom Management .880** 1
Instructional Strategies 905%** 883 #* 1

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

4.3.2. Summary of Instructors’ Sense 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.
Thus, similar to previous studies (Chacon, 2002; Tschannen-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 same factors with previously conducted studies (Chacon, 2002, 2005;
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

In this part, instructors’ own evaluation on their language proficiency level is
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
"Strongly Disagree” (1). If participants rate higher, it means that they would be more
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. 5.11 1.02

2. In face-to-face conversation, [ understand a native speaker who is speaking  3.97 1.59
to me as ickly as he or she would do to another native speaker.

3. I understand movies without subtitles. 3.37 1.85

4. I understand news broadcasts on American television. 3.38 1.98

5. I'understand two native speakers when they are talking rapidly with one 3.24 1.90

another.

Speaking:

9. I can talk about my favorite hobby at some length, using appropriate 5.63 0.48
vocabulary.

10. I can talk about my present job or other major life activities accurately and ~ 5.35 0.61
in detail.

11. I can argue for a position on a controversial topic (for example, birth 4.45 1.02
control, nuclear safety, environmental pollution).

12. T can express and support my opinions in English when speaking about 4.43 1.32
general topics.

13. In face-to-face interaction with an English-speaker, I can practice in a 3.50 1.68
conversation at a normal speed.

14. 1 can give lectures to my students in English without any difficulty. 3.10 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, 4.70 0.99
without using a dictionary.

16. I can read and understand popular novels, without using a dictionary. 4.68 1.09

17. 1 can read highly technical material in a particular academic or 3.70 1.41
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. 5.02 0.93

19. I can figure out the meaning of unknown words in English from the 5.02 1.03
context.

Writing:

21. Errors in my writing rarely disturb native speakers of English. 4.86 1.02

22. I can fill in different kinds of applications in English (e.g., credit card 5.44 0.76
applications).

23. I can write short research papers. 4.09 1.46

24. 1 can select proper words in writing. 5.22 0.84

25. I can write a short essay in English on a topic of my knowledge. 5.19 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 that participants’ score in listening skills is more mixed (SD
= 8.11) which means that there are significant differences between participants’
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. | 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’ language skills from the strongest to

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. Pro3  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.Proficiencyl0 .686 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl 1 081 755 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl?2 .740 .760 .764 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl3 727 791 .786 .857 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl14 .735 .806 .760 .843 .963 1.000
Reading

Eng. Pro 15 Eng. Pro 16 Eng. Pro 17 Eng. Pro 18 Eng. Pro 19

Eng. Proficiencyl5 1.000

Eng. Proficiencyl6 .909 1.000

Eng. Proficiencyl7 .853 .934 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl8 .659 735 721 1.000

Eng.Proficiencyl9 .692 .780 .766 .902 1.000
Writing

Eng. Pro 21 Eng. Pro 22 Eng. Pro23 Eng. Pro24 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
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Table 22 presents to what extent four skills are correlated and results are significant.

Table 22
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Language Skills

Listening. Speaking. Reading Writing.
Score Score . Score 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 of Instructors’ 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

measurc.

4.4.4. Instructional Strategies Related Variables

This part presents what instructors’ report on their usage 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

In this part, instructors evaluated their use of instructional strategies from “Almost
Never” (1) to “Almost Always” (5). Strategies were divided into two categories as

‘communicative strategies’ and ‘mechanical strategies.

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 4.09 1.044
explained
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 1313

16. Summarize the concepts taught. Use L1 to clarify the concepts 413 .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 3.98  .967
get the help of L1
26. At the beginning of the lesson, list the topics that are to be taught 348 1.329
27. Provide a summary chart of the main concepts, written out by yourself 3.74 1315
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
necessity of addressing students’ real needs and basing on experiences for effective
teaching (Mean= 4.47). They also tend to foster student interaction frequently. (Mean =
4.38). However, fostering students’ talking about the experiences they have had that

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 4.08 1.116
students.

18. The students discuss what they have learned in the class. 3.69 1414
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  4.47  .713
students’ real needs.

22. Activate students’ learning through playing English games 3.58 1.265
24. Use multimedia, such as DVD, web navigation 4.04 1.239
25. Play music, songs to motivate the students’ learning 3.96 1.307
28. Ask students if they are encountering any difficulties in studying the topicin  3.75 1.434
question

30. Students are invited to talk about how they felt during the lesson. 328 1.315

32. Teacher will try to support students’ confidence by not over correcting their  3.73  1.263
mistakes

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 ~ 3.91  1.099

responding

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 364 1115
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
43. Students’ interaction in their groups is emphasized. 4.38 .886

44. Give indications about the content of the following lesson, or ask questions ~ 3.78  .980
about possible developments of a topic

45. The students are invited to talk about the experience they have had that 322 1227
day in the class.
Total ( Average ) 385 116

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.
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Table 25
Paired Samples t-Test

Std. Mean
Mean Std. Deviation Error Difference t Sig. (2-
Mean 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.

In interview sessions, participant 11 implied that students’ proficiency level and

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 1S A A A 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

046 0.526 0.792 I

205 0.464 0.364 0.463 I

.026  0.685 0.708 0.741 0.494 1

684 0.573 0.729 0.722 0.506 0.699 I

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 0904 I

737 0.539 0.848 0.722 0.369 0.719 0.773 0.798 0.851 1

.6026  0.405 0.577 0.375 0.121 0.461 0.549 0.622 0.605 0.615 I

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 0428 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 Communicativ
1 g
Mechanical 1
Communicative 9 60* * 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

Mechanical Instructional

Strategies
Os 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 40 214 37 19.8 92 49.2
4 6 3.2 6 3.2 43 23.0 71 38.0 ol 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 55 294 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 44 235 42 225 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 74 396 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




Results for the communicative strategies are presented in Table 30 and 62% of
instructors emphasize students’ interaction and 60% of them reported that 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 32 171 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 38 203 31 16.6 112 59.9
10 26 13.9 45 24.1 25 134 30 16.0 61 32.6
11 12 6.4 32 17.1 51 273 7 3.7 85 45.5
13 7 3.7 12 6.4 33 176 37 19.8 98 524
15 0 0.00 26 13.9 31 16.6 32 171 98 524
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 0 000 6 3.2 40 214 50 26.7 91 48.7
21 0 000 6 3.2 6 3.2 70 374 105 56.1
22 6 3.2 46 24.6 31 16.6 42 225 62 33.2
24 12 6.4 14 7.5 25 134 39 209 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 34 182 73 39.0 30 16.0
32 6 3.2 33 17.6 45 24.1 24 128 79 42.2
33 0 0.00 7 3.7 26 139 50 26.7 104 55.6
34 0 0.00 32 17.1 25 134 57 305 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 38 203 31 16.6 74 39.6
42 12 6.4 20 10.7 57 305 32 17.1 66 35.3
43 0 000 6 3.2 33 176 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 68 364 24 12.8
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4.5. Relationship between Instructors’ Background Language Proficiency

Level and Their Self-Efficacy Level

This part investigates the interaction between instructors’ 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).
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Figure 4. Canonical Analysis of the Relationship between Instructors *Self-Efficacy
and Their Language Proficiency and Background

Canonical analysis was performed in order to see the relationship between
instructors’ language proficiency, background and their self-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
no significant relationship between instructors’ gender and their self-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-efficacy. The students’ attitude
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
and canonical correlations for the first canonical variate pair between instructors’

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

SE CM N

L S R /4
Listening 1.000
Speaking 945 1.000
Reading 927 .947 1.000
Writing .924 .868 913 1.000
Gender . =243 . =201 .=231 . -298
Experience .865 .881 .793 751
Student Engagement .842 916 811 916
Classroom Man. 816 .826 .800 .880
Teaching Strategy .798 779 815 .898

=273 .-343 . -486

.834 .766 757
1.000

.880 1.000
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 Instructors’ Teaching Strategies and Their Self-

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.
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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 strategies influence instructors’ self-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 Cco SE CM 1S
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
Hoy’s (2001) teachers’ sense of efficacy and investigated university prep school
instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching English. Factors such as instructors’
background, proficiency level and teaching strategies used in the classrooms were
also examined in order to investigate how they can influence instructors’ self-

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?

5.3.1. Instructors’ Evaluation on their Current Level of Self Efficacy Beliefs

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
participants of this study were higher. In Chacon’s study (2005), Venezuelan middle
school English teachers’ self-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-efficacy at the “some influence” level (M = 5.53 for student engagement;
M = 5.70 for classroom management; M = 5.36 for instructional strategies).
Furthermore, in their non —subject specific approach, Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2007) have reported similar degrees with Chacon’s (2005) and Lee’s
(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
efficient in students’ engagement. Especially with lower level students, it 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
parallel with previous studies carried out by Taser (2015), Solar-Sekerci (2011) and
Yavuz (2005). They also found that instructors’ self-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-efficacy. Taser (2015) conducted
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.

However, in Chacon’s (2005) study, teachers reported themselves more efficacious
in instructional strategies than classroom management and student engagement. The
reason of this inconsistency could be related to contextual factors since Chacon’s
(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
student engagement is the most problematic dimension of instructors’ self-efficacy.
During interviews, participants often complained about students’ low motivation

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
such as student participation and motivation are more directly related to students’
attitudes and this may be the reason of fragility of instructors’ self- 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. Instructors’ Evaluation on their Proficiency Level

Self-assessment survey was conducted to investigate instructors’ proficiency levels
and results reveal that instructors’ writing proficiency levels were higher
comparatively. Results revealed that instructors’ language skills can be ranged from
the strongest to the weakest as writing (.82), reading (.77), speaking (.73) and
listening (.63).

This outcome is consistent with Cummins’ (1980) Cognitive Academic Language
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 (2002) also found that teachers’ evaluation of themselves

were lower in listening and speaking comparatively. Moreover, she found a positive

65



correlation between personal teaching efficacy and speaking and listening which
meant that teachers with higher level of proficiency skills had also higher sense of
efficacy. On the other hand, when Lee’s (2009) findings are not totally consistent
with it. She found that teachers’ proficiency levels in receptive skills of listening
and reading were higher than productive skills of speaking and writing. In addition,
Park (2006) also investigated Korean secondary English teachers’ proficiency and

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
and speaking skills can be instructors’ educational background. Although they had
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. Instructors’ Evaluation on their Using Teaching Strategies

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
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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
ideal teaching in participants’ minds and the reality that they had to face off in
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
students’ insufficient proficiency level and motivation in classroom and this could

prevent them from employing communicative strategies in the classroom.

5.4. Research Question 2

What is the relationship between prep school instructors’ self- efficacy level and

a. their language proficiency level,
b. their use of teaching strategies, and

c. their background characteristics?

5.4.1. Instructors’ Self-Efficacy and Their Language Proficiency Level

It can be deduced from the results that all dimensions of instructors’ self-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-efficacy (Chacon, 2002, 2005,
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. Instructors’ 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
result is also consistent with Bandura’s self-efficacy theory which claims that
feeling of self-efficacy is correspondingly determined for it influences instructors’
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. Instructors’ 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.

However, Chacon’s (2002) and Lee’s (2009) studies did not found a significant
correlation between gender and self-efficacy. Nevertheless, Lee’s study was
conducted in Korean public elementary schools and Chacon’s study was conducted
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 (» = .834, p < .001);in
applying instructional strategies (r=.834, p <.001) and in classroom management
(r=.844, p <.001). Although Lee did not find any significant relationship, Chacon’s
(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.

Some participants often emphasized that they couldn’t do anything without looking
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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
language proficiency and teaching strategies on instructors’ self-efficacy

perceptions.

First of all, this study presents evidence for Bandura’s self-efticacy theory, Gagne’s
theory of instruction, and Canale and Swain’s Communicative competence theory
and their point of view to teacher’s self-efficacy in teaching English in EFL setting
which asserts teaching strategies and language proficiency have important impact
on teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs. The participants of the study evaluated their self-
efficacy at a very high level. Their perception of efficacy in classroom management
and student engagement was higher than for instructional strategies. Participants’
relatively low confidence in applying teaching tasks regarding instructional
strategies in an English class shows that instructors should be supported in

improvement.

The results also show that instructors’ efficacy levels were higher than the previous
well-known studies in this field such as Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s
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 and it was suggested that teacher’s 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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This study suggests that instructors’ English proficiency level and teaching
strategies used in the classrooms (mechanical and communicative) have strong
influence on their self-efficacy beliefs. Therefore, instructors’ confidence in
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
strategy and language proficiency would have strong influence on instructors’ self-
efficacy beliefs. Thus, if instructors’ language proficiency and use of 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
settings. Instructors’ high self-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
instructors’ self-efficacy, level of proficiency in English and perceived use of
teaching strategies. The study also examined the relationship between instructors’
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-school instructors’ self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover, this study was
mainly based on participants’ self-reported evaluation on their levels of self-
efficacy, language proficiency and teaching strategies adopted in the classrooms.
Thus, only participants’ self-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
exists between instructors’ perceptions and their actual practice in the classrooms.
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
suggested in the literature, teachers’ efficacy belief is a multifaceted concept that
varies in different tasks and contexts of teaching. Further studies need to be
conducted to investigate teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in different contexts.
Besides, additional studies focusing on teachers’ perspectives can be conducted to
find out how self- efficacy beliefs influence their teaching. In-class observations
may be used as another source of data to examine instructors’ self-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
instructors’ language proficiency and teaching strategies significantly influenced
their self-efficacy level. However, how these two dimensions influenced instructors’
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
more frequently than communicative strategies, although students’ main aim for
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 instructors’ self- efficacy in the EFL context.

Longitudinal studies are also recommended to explore whether instructors’ efficacy
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)

Gender 1. ITam: male female
Education 2. My highest degree earned and specialization:
B.A.in
MA. 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
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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

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 canread and understand magazine articles, such
as Time and Newsweek, without using a dictionary

13 | Icanread and understand popular novels, without
using a dictionary.

14 | I canread 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

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
relates to students’ real needs

18 | Activate students’ learning through playing English games

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 | Play music, songs to motivate the students’ learning

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 | Teacher will try to support students’ confidence by not over correcting
their mistakes

28 | Use pictures to illustrate a theoretical topic (slides, drawings, charts, and
soon)

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 | Students’ interaction in their groups is emphasized.

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

. 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)

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

provide your reasons.

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

provide your reasons
. Which strategies make you feel more self-efficient in the classroom?

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

classroom? In what way? Please give examples.
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D. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6gretiminin &nemi her gegen giin gittikge artmaktadir.
Buna paralel olarak, bu dili ©6greten Ogretmenlerin de nitelikli olmasi
beklenmektedir. Konu alan uzmanligi ve 6gretmenlik bilgisinin yam sira, 6z
yeterlilik inanci da Ogretmen niteligini etkileyen faktorlerden biri olarak
goriilmektedir (Pajares, 1996). Bu dogrultuda, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6gretimi

konusunda da 6zyeterlilik arastirmalarin yapilmasi gerektigi agiktur.

Tiirkiye’ de Ingilizcenin yabanci dil olarak o6gretimi ilkdgretim diizeyinde
baslamaktadir fakat bircok Ogrenci Universiteye baslayana kadar uluslararasi
seviyede Ingilizce yeterliligine ulasamamaktadir. Bunun sonucu olarak, tiniversite
hazirlik okullarinin 6nemi daha da artmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de Ingilizce, yabanci dil
olarak 6gretilen bir ortamda olmasindan dolay1, 6grenciler dil 6greniminin biiyiik
cogunlugunu smiflarda  gergeklestirmektedir. Bu baglamda, miifredatin
uygulanmasi, materyallerin uyarlanmasi, uygun yontem ve tekniklerin kullanilmast
icin Universite hazirlik okulu O6gretim elemanlarmin rolii oldukg¢a kritiktir.
Dolayisiyla, bir 6gretim elemaninin etkili bir 6grenme-6gretme ortami yaratabilmesi
i¢in alan bilgisi ve pedagojik bilginin yaninda Ingilizce 6gretimi ile ilgili olumlu

inang ve tutumlara sahip olmasi gerekmektedir (Lee,2006).

Tiim bunlarin sonuncunda, {iniversite Ingilizce 6gretimi alaninda 6gretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterliligini arastirmak olduk¢a 6nemli ve yararli bir arastirma alani
haline gelmistir. Bu alanda yapilan arastirmalar, Ogretmenlerin Ozyeterlilik
inanglarinin etkili 6grenme ortamlar1 yaratmada, 6grenci motivasyonunu artirmada

ve daha bir¢ok alanda 6nemli rolii oldugunu gostermistir.

Ogretmen Ozyeterliligi ve 6grenim siirecindeki rolii son zamanlarda tizerinde ¢ok

durulan konulardan biridir (Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Bu alandaki ¢alismalar, bilissel
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ve sosyokiiltiirel yonelime dayanan yaklasimlar olarak iki ana Kkategoride
degerlendirilebilir: 1) bilissel yonelime dayanan yaklasimlar 2) sosyo-kiiltiirel
yonelime dayanan yaklasimla. Biligsel yonelime dayanan arastirimalar, genellikle
anket ve miilakat yontemlerini kullanarak Ozyeterlilik inancini zihnin igsel ve
bagimsiz bir unsuru olarak ele almistir. Sosyokiiltiirel yonelime dayanan ¢alismalar
ise, durum c¢alismasi, giinliik calismalar1 ve hikayeler gibi nicel arastirma
yontemlerini kullanarak 6zyeterlilik inancinda g¢evrenin ve bireysel faktorlerin

Onemini vurgulamistir (Johnson,2006).

Ogretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik kavramimnin temeli Bandura’nin (1977) Sosyal Ogrenme
Teorisine dayanmaktadir. Bandura (1977), 6zyeterliligi davranislarin olugsmasinda
etkili olan bir olgu olarak tanimlamis ve bireylerin olasi1 zorluklarin tistesinden
gelebilmek icin gerekli eylemleri ne kadar iyi yapabileceklerine iligkin bireysel
inanglarmin 6zyeterlilik seviyelerini yansittigini vurgulamistir. Bandura (1977,)
kisinin kendi deneyimlerini, bagkalarinin deneyimlerine iligkin g&zlemlerini,
bagkalarinin anlatimlar1 temelindeki kavrayiglarini ve fizyolojik durumunu

ozyeterlilik belirtisinin kaynaklar1 olarak belirlemistir.

Ogretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik inanclarma iliskin pek cok arastirma yapilmasina
ragmen, universite hazirlik okullarinda c¢alisan 6gretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik
inanclarin1 arastiran calismalarin sayist sinirhidir. Bunun yani sira, Ogretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ve bunun dil becerisi, 6gretme stratejileri gibi
faktorlerle iligkisini inceleyen ¢aligmalar olduk¢a azdir. Bu iligkiyi incelemek tizere
yapilan c¢alismalar farkli sonuclara ulasmislardir. Ornegin, Shim (2001) Kore’de
ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin katilimiyla yaptig1 arastirmada dil yeterliligi ile
Ozyeterlilik inang¢lar1 arasinda ciddi bir iliski bulamamistir. Fakat Chacon (2002)
tarafindan Veneziiella’daki ortaokul Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin katildig1 bir
arastirmada, katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglarmi incelemis ve dil yeterliligi ile
Ozyeterlilik inanglar1 arasinda pozitif iliski bulmustur. Sonuglardaki bu farkliliklar,

bu alanda yeni arastirmalara ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu gostermektedir.

Shim (2002) Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin dzyeterlilik inanglarmin daha icerik odakli

olcekler vasitastyla arastirilmasi gerektigini vurgulamustir. Ornegin, fen bilgisi
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egitimi alaninda 6gretmen 6zyeterliligini arastirmak i¢in oldukea iyi hazirlanmisg bir
Ol¢ek bulunmaktadir fakat yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin 6zyeterliligini 6lgmek icin
hazirlanmis 6zgiin bir 6lgek yoktur. Bu ¢alismada da, Tschannen-Moran ve Hoy
(2001) tarafindan hazirlanan 6zyeterlilik 6lcegi, belirli eklemelerle Ingilizce

Ogretimine uygun hale getirilmeye c¢alisilmistir

Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarmi etkileyen baska faktorlerden de
s0z etmek miimkiindiir. Chacon (2005) 6gretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin ¢ok
yonlii bir yap1 oldugunu ve baglama gore degisiklik gosterdigini 6ne stirmiistiir. Bu
dogrultuda, Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ozyeterlilik inanglarmi etkileyen farkli
degiskenleri farkli baglamlarda inceleyen ¢alismalara da gerek duyulmaktadir. Bu
degiskenlerden biri de Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin kullandig1 6gretim stratejileridir.
Labonne (2004), Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin 6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ile 6gretim
stratejileri secimi arasinda karsilikli bir iliski oldugunu one stirmiistiir. Farkli
baglamlarda yapilacak arastirmalarla bu hipotezin dogrulugunu arastirmak,
Ingilizce 6gretmenligi 6zyeterlilik alaninda yapilacak diger arastirmalar igin de

onemli bir kaynak olusturacaktir.

Ingilizce 6gretmenlerini 6zyeterlilik inanglari ile ilgili 6gretimin alt kademelerinde
yapilmis arastirmalar bulunmasina ragmen, tiniversite hazirlik okulu 6gretim
elemanlarin1 6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ile ilgili arastirmalarin sayist oldukga azdir.
Universite baglaminda yapilan arastirmalarmn bircogu ise (Cooper,2009; Moafian &
Ghanizadeh, 2009; Pekkanli, 2009; Rahimi& Gheitasi, 2010; Rastegar &
Memarpour, 2009) sadece Ogretim elemanlarinin 6z yeterlik inanglarina
odaklanmis, 6zyeterlilik inancinin etkileyen faktorleri incelemislerdir. Bundan
dolayi, tiniversite hazirlik okulu baglaminda o6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ve bunlari

etkileyen cesitli degiskenleri inceleyen arastirmalarinin yapilmas: gerekmektedir.

Alanyazinda, 6zyeterlilik birka¢ farkli sekilde tanimlanmistir. Bunlardan bazilari
“Ogretmenlerin belirli bir baglamdaki 6gretimi basarili bir sekilde gegeklestirme
kabiliyetine olan inanc1” Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998, s.233), “6gretmenlerin,
Ogrenci performansini etkileme kapasitelerine olan inanc1” (Berman, McLaughlin,

Bass, Pauly & Zellman, 1977, p. 137, alint1 Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998, p. 202)
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ve “ dgretmenlerin, zorlu ve motive olmayan 6grencileri ne kadar olumlu yonde
etkileyebileceklerine olan inanc1” (Guskey & Passaro, 1994, p. 4, cited in
Tschannen-Moran, et al, 1998, p. 202) seklinde 6zetlenebilir. Yiiksek 6zyeterlilik
inancinin daha fazla ¢aba gerektirdigi, yiiksek ¢abanin da basariyla sonu¢landigi ve
bunun daha da yliksek 6zyeterlilik inancina doniistiigii alanyazinda sik¢a islenmistir.
Buna paralel olarak, diisiik 6zyeterlilik inancinin daha az ¢abaya neden oldugu ve

bunun da dzyeterlilik inancin1 daha alt seviyelere ¢ektigi vurgulanmaistir.

Ozyeterlilik olgusunu daha iyi anlayabilmek i¢in, 6zyeterliligin altyapisini olusturan
iki 6nemli teoriyi incelemek gerekmektedir. Bunlardan ilki, Bandura’nin (1977)
Sosyal Ogrenme Teorisidir. Bandura (1977) 6zyeterliligi davramslarin olusmasinda
etkili olan, bireyin belli bir performans1 gosterebilmek icin gerekli olan etkinlikleri
basarili olarak yapma kapasitesi hakkinda kendine olan inanci olarak tanimlamaistir.
Bandura (1977), kisinin 6zyeterlilik inancin1 dort temel kaynagi oldugunu 6ne
stirmiistiir. Bunlar kiginin kendi deneyimleri (mastery experiences), baskalarmnin
deneyimlerine iliskin gézlemleri (vicarious experiences), bagkalarinin anlatimlarina
dayanan kavrayislar1 (verbal persuasion) ve fizyolojik durumdur (physiological
arousal). Ozyeterlilik inanci, sosyal psikoloji temelinde gelistirilmis bir kavramdir
ve bireylerin bir alanla ilgili olarak kendilerinin algilayislariyla ilgilenir.
Ozyeterlilik inanci yiiksek olan bireyler, yaptiklar1 islerde daha basarili olmakta;
Ozyeterlilik inanc1 dusiik olan bireyler ise basarisizlik oranini artirmaktadir. Sonug
olarak, ozyeterlilik inanc1 hedefe ulagma siirecinde gosterilen ¢abada ve sonuca
ulagsmada 6nemli rol oynamakta ve bireylerin karar alma siireclerini 6nemli dl¢tide

etkilemektedir (Bandura,2006).

Ozyeterlilik alanindaki ¢calismalara temel olan ikinci 5nemli calisma ise, Tschannen-
Moran ve Woolfolk-Hoy’un (1998) entegre modelidir. Bu model, Bandura’nin
(1977) sosyal 6grenme teorisini temel almis fakat salt 6gretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik
inan¢larinin olustururken karsilastigi zorluklar ve kisitlamalarin yerine , 6gretim
gorevlerinin analizlerine de odaklanmistir.  Bu model, Bandura’nin (1977)
betimledigi 6zyeterliligin dort temel kaynagi yoluyla kisinin 6zyeterlilik seviyesi
hakkinda bilgileri topladiktan sonra, bu bilgilerin analiz edilmesini 6nerir. Analiz

edilen bu bilgiler, 6gretmenler tarafindan amaglarini belirlemede, hedefe ulasmada
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gosterilecek caba ve uygulanacak yontemleri belirlemede kullanilir. Ogretmenlerin
performans ve ¢iktilarinin onlara yen deneyimler saglamasi ve gelecekle ilgili
Ozyeterlilik yargilari olusturulmasi hedeflenir. Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk-Hoy
(1998) 6gretim yetkinligini yargilamada, 6gretmenlerin belirli baglamlardaki bilgi,
beceri ve Kkisisel zayifliklarina karsi trettigi stratejileri degerlendiklerini 6ne
stirmiislerdir. Bu faktorlerin etkilesimi de o6gretmenlerin belirli baglamlardaki

Ozyeterlilik inanglariyla ilgili yargilarini olusturmaktadir.

Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk-Hoy (1998) Bandura’nin (1997) gelistirdigi ve
genel anlamda detayli 6gretmen yeterliliklerini listeleyen 6lgekten yararlanarak, 52
maddeden olusan dokuzlu likert 6l¢egi gelistirmiglerdir. Bu 6l¢ek daha sonra 32, bir
diger calismada ise 18 maddeye indirilmistir. En sonunda, 6lgek 24 maddeli uzun
form, 12 maddeli kisa form olarak diizenlenmis ve sinif yonetimi, 6grenci katilimini
saglama ve Ggretim stratejileri ti¢ alt baslik olarak belirlenmistir (Tschannen-Moran

ve Woolfolk-Hoy,1998).

Alanyazin incelendiginde, 6gretmen 6zyeterliligi alaninda yapilmis olan ¢esitli
calismalar mevcuttur fakat yabanci dil ogretmenlerinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarini
igeren calismalarin sayis1 kisithdir. Liaw (2004) anadili Ingilizce olan ve anadili
Ingilizce olmayan dgretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik inanglariyla ilgili bir ¢alismay ti¢ ana
baslikta yiirtitmiistiir: anadili Ingilizce olan ve olmayan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin 1)
avantaj ve dezavantajlari, 2) 6grencileri motive etme ve 6grencilere yardime1 olma
becerileri, 3) 6gretim stratejileri. Arastirma sonuglar {i¢ baslikta da anadili Ingilizce
olan ve olmayan ogretmenlerin Ozyeterlilik algilar1 arasinda ciddi farklilik
olmadigin1 gostermistir. Bagka bir caliymada, Akbari ve Moradkhani (2010),
O0gretmenlerinin  ozyeterlilik inanglariyla ~ deneyim ve akademik dereceleri
arasindaki iliskiyi arastirmustir. 447 Ingilizce 6gretmeninin katildig1 bu arastirma,
daha az deneyimli Ingilizce dgretmenlerini dzyeterlilik inanglarmnin, dzyeterliligin
t¢ alt boyutu olan sinif yOnetimi, Ogrenci katilimini saglama ve Ogretim
tekniklerinde de diisiik oldugunu gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, akademik derece ve

Ozyeterlilik arasinda iliski bulunamamagtir.
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Baska bir ¢alismada, Ghanizadeh and Moafian (2011) Ingilizce &gretmenlerinin
Ozyeterlilik inanglariyla 6gretme basarilar1 arasindaki iliskiyi arastrmustir. 89
Ingilizce dgretmenine dzyeterlilik anketi dagitilmis, bu 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerine
ise basarili Ingilizce dgretmenlerini 6zelliklerini listeleyen anketler dagitilip iki
anketin sonuglar1 karsilastirilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda, Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
Ozyeterlilik inanglar1 ile 6gretim basarilar1 arasinda giicli bir iliski oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bunun yani sira, mesleki deneyim ve 6zyeterlilik arasinda da 6nemli
iliski oldugu saptanmustir. Shim (2001) Kore’de Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
Ozyeterlilik inanglar1 ile okul stresi, mesleki doyum, dil yeterliligi gibi kisisel
Ozellikler arasindaki iliskiyi incelemistir. Arastirma sonuclari, sayilan bu
degiskenler ile Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin dzyeterlilik inanglar1 arasinda dogrusal bir
iliski oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Shim (2001) ayrica dzyeterlilik inanci yiiksek
Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin dinleme ve konusma becerilerinin 6zyeterlilik inanci

diistik olanlardan daha iyi oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Chacon (2005) Veneziiella’daki Ingilizce &gretmenlerinin katilimiyla yaptigi
calismada, katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ile dil becerileri ve kullandiklari
Ogretim stratejileri arasindaki iligkiyi incelemistir. Chacon (2005) ayrica
katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglar ile mesleki deneyim ve yurtdisinda egitim alma
gibi demografik 6zelliklerin iliskisini de arastirnustir. Arastirma sonuglari, Ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin 6gretim yetkinligi ile 6zyeterlilik inanglar1 arasinda giiglii bit iliski
oldugunu gostermistir. Ozyeterliligin  6gretim  stratejileri alt boyutunun
katilimcilarda daha yiiksek oldugu ve 6zyeterlilik ile dil yeterliligi arasinda dogrusal
iligki oldugu saptanmistir. Katilimcilarin mekanik beceriler odakli stratejileri,
iletisimsel stratejilere oranla daha ¢ok kullandigi da ¢alismanin bir diger 6nemli
sonucudur. Daha 6nceki ¢aligmalarin aksine, Chacon (2005) mesleki deneyim ile

Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin 6zyeterlilik inanci arasinda 6nemli bir iliski bulamamustir.

Sayilar1 ¢ok fazla olmamasma ragmen, Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce Ogretmenlerini
ozyeterlilik inanglarini inceleyen arastirmalar mevcuttur. Ortactepe (2006) Ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin  Ozyeterlilik inanglar1 ile iletisimsel dil 6gretimi metodunu
kullanimlarini arasindaki iligkiyi katilimeilarin kendi degerlendirmelerini baz alarak

incelemistir. Arastirmaya, istanbul’da bulunan 8 vakif okulunda ¢alisan 50 Ingilizce
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dgretmeni katilmistir ve sonuglar Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin 6zyeterlilik inanglar ile

iletisimsel dil 6gretim metodu kullanimi arasinda bir iliski olmadigini gostermistir.

Ozyeterlilik alaninda tiniversite ortaminda yapilan ¢alasimalar da mevcuttur. Dort
yillik uzun siireli bir calismada, Ozmen (2012) Gazi Universitesi Ingilizce
Ogretmenligi egitim programinin, bu béliimde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarinin
Ozyeterlilik inanglarina etkisi ve katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin dort yillik
stirecteki degisimini incelemistir. Arastirma sonuglari, katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik

inanglarinin, program ilerledikce ylikseldigini gostermistir.

Yavuz (2005) tniversitede ¢alisan 6gretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik algilarinin ve
bunun yor dayicilarini arastirmustir. Istanbul’da bulunan 13 iiniversitenin hazirlik
okullarinda ¢alisan 226 dgretim elemaninin katilimiyla yapilan arastirma, 6gretim
elemanlarinin  6zyeterlilik inanclarinin olduk¢a yiiksek seviyede oldugunu
gostermistir. Buna ilaveten, katilimcilarin siif yonetimi ve 6gretim stratejileri alt
boyutlarindaki inanglarmin, 6glencilerin derse katilimmi saglama alt boyutundan
daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir. Solar-Sekerci (2011) Ankara’daki
tiniversitelerin hazirlik okullarinda g¢alisan 257 6gretim elemaninin katilimiyla
yaptig1 arastirmada, 6gretim elemanlarmin dil yeterliligi, mesleki deneyim ve
mezun olduklar1 boliimlerin 6zyeterlilik inanglarma etkisini incelemistir. Arastirma
sonuclari bahsedilen ii¢ degiskenin de 6gretim elemanlarin 6zyeterlilik inanglar1
tizerinde 6nemli etkisi oldugunu ve katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin oldukga

yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir.

Ankara’da bulundan 9 tiniversitenin hazirlik okullarinda c¢alisan 285 ogretim
elemaninin katildig1 ¢alismasinda, 6gretim elemanlarmin 6zyeterlilik inanglari ile
mesleki deneyim, alan, yonetimsel destek gibi degiskenleri Ulkiimen (2013)
tarafindan incelemistir. Arastirma sonuglari, mesleki deneyim, uzmanlik alani,
yonetimsel destek ve {iniversite tiirlinlin 6gretim elemanlarmin 6zyeterlilik

inang¢larinin 6nemli yordayicilar1 oldugunu gostermistir.

Coklu arastirma yonteminin kullanildigi ¢alismada, Rakicioglu-Séylemez (2012)

Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarmin 6zyeterlilik inanclarinin 6gretmenlik staj uygulamasi
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stiresindeki degisimini aragtirmistir. Sonuglari, 6gretmen adaylarmin dzyeterlilik
inang¢larinin staj uygulamasi sonuncunda 6nemli bir gelisme gostermedigini; aksine,
Ogretmen adaylarinin sinif yonetimi alt boyutundaki 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin staj
uygulamas1 soncunda azaldigmi gostermistir. Ankara, Istanbul ve Izmir’deki
tiniversitelerin hazirlik okullarinda ¢alisan 434 Ogretim elemanmnin katildigi
calismasinda Taser (2015), o6gretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarini ve
yordayicilarii ¢oklu arastirma yontemim kullanarak arastirmistir. Arastirma
sonuglari, katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin 6zellikle sinif yonetimi ve 6gretim
stratejileri alt boyutlarinda oldukega yiiksek oldugunu gostermistir. Arastirma ayrica
mesleki teneyim ve ¢aligma ortaminin gretim elemanlarin 6zyeterlilik algilarinin

Oonemli yordayicilari oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Bu c¢alisma, tniversite hazirlik okullarinda c¢alisan 6gretim elemanlarinin
Ozyeterlilik inan¢larmi, smif yonetimi, ders anlatim stratejileri ve 6grencilerin derse
katilimimi saglama alt boyutlar1 6zelinde incelemektedir. Bunun yani sira, 6gretim
gorevlilerinin cinsiyet ve deneyim gibi kisisel 6zelliklerinin, dil yeterliliklerinin ve
tercih ettikleri O6gretim stratejileri ile Ozyeterlilik inanglar1 arasindaki iliski
incelenmistir. Calismanin cevaplanmasi amaglanan arastirma sorular1 asagidaki

gibidir:

1. Universite Ingilizce hazirlik okulu 6gretim elemanlari

a) Ozyeterlilik inanglarin,

b) Dil yeterlilik seviyelerini ve

c¢) Ogretim stratejilerini kullanma sekillerini nasil degerlendirmektedirler?

2. Universite Ingilizce hazirhik okulu &gretim elemanlarmin 6zyeterlilik
inanglari ile

a) Dil yeterlilik seviyeleri,

b) Ogretim stratejilerini kullanma sekilleri ve

¢) Kisisel 6zellikleri arasindaki iligkiler nelerdir?

Bu amaca ulagsmak i¢in iki asamadan olusan ¢oklu arastirma yontemi kullanilmaistir.
[k asamada, 4 bsliimden olusan anket dagitilmistir. Anketin birinci béliimii 6gretim

gorevlilerinin kisisel 6zellikleriyle ilgilidir. Ikinci bsliimde 6gretim gorevlilerinin
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Ozyeterlilik inanclariyla ilgili bilgi almayr amaglayan ve Tschannen- Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) tarafindan gelistirilen 6gretmenlerin 6zyeterlilik anketi, dil
Ogretimiyle ilgili uyarlamalar yapilarak kullanilmigtir. Anketin ticlincii b6liimiinde
Chacon (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen dil becerileri ile sorular kullanilmigtir. Anketin
dordiincii boliimiinde ise Moe (2001) tarafindan gelistirilen 6gretmenlerin grenme
stratejileri tercihleri anketi, Ingilizce 6gretimi ile ilgili uyarlamalar yapildiktan sonra

kullanilmistir.

Nicel arastirma sonucu elde edilen veriler tek basma yeterli olmayacagindan,
arastirmanin ikinci asamasinda, anketi sonuglarinin desteklemek ve daha derin bakis
acist elde etmek amaciyla, ilk asamadaki katilimeilardan rastgele segilen 25 §gretim
elemaniyla miilakat yapilmistir. Miilakatlarin bir kismu sehir farkliliklarindan dolay:
telefon yoluyla yapilmis ve ortalama 8-10 dakika siiren miilakatlar kayit altina

alinmustir.

Anketin birinci kismi, katilimeilarin cinsiyet ve mesleki deneyim gibi kisisel
ozellikleri hakkinda veri toplamayir amaclamistir. Anketin ikinei, liclincti ve
dordiincti boliimlerinde, katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglari, dil yeterlilikleri ve
Ogretim stratejilerini kullanimlarini ortaya ¢ikaran veri elde edilmesi amaglanmastir.
Bunun sonucunda, ilk arastirma sorusu olan “Universite Ingilizce hazirlik okulu
ogretim elemanlar1 a) Ozyeterlilik inanglarmi, b) Dil yeterlilik seviyelerini ve c)
Ogretim stratejilerini kullanma sekillerini nasil degerlendirmektedirler? “sorusu

cevaplanmaya ¢aligilmistir. .

Daha sonra, ikinci arastirma sorusu “ Universite Ingilizce hazirlik okulu 6gretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanclar1 ile a) Dil yeterlilik seviyeleri, b) Ogretim
stratejilerini kullanma sekilleri ve ¢) Kisisel 6zellikleri arasindaki iligkiler nelerdir?”
sorusu, anketin ikinci, ticlincii ve dordiincii boliimlerden elde edilen verilerin analizi
ve bunlarin miilakatlardan elde edilen verilerle entegrasyonu yapilarak
cevaplandirilmistir. Elde edilen veriler, faktor analizi ve kanonik analiz kullanilarak
karsilastirmali olarak tablolar araciligiyla sunulmustur. Daha sonra, 6zyeterliligin
alt boyutlar1 ve dil yeterliligi, 6gretim stratejileri ve kisisel 6zelliklerin alt boyutlar1

iliskiler detayli olarak incelenmistir.
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Katilimcilar, 6 devlet tiniversitesi, 2 vakif {iniversitesi olmak tizere Tiirkiye’de
bulunan 8 tiniversitenin hazirlik okullarinda g¢alisan 374 6gretim elemanindan
olusmaktadir. Bu iiniversitelerin 6 tanesinde Ingilizce hazirlik egitimi zorunlu, 2
tanesinde ise istege bagli olarak sunulmaktadir. Anket sonuglarinin analizinde
betimleyici istatistik ve kanonik analiz kullanilirken, miilakat sonuc¢larinda igerik

analizi ve kodlama analizi kullanilmistir.

Nice ve nitel analizlerin sonucunda, tiniversite hazirlik okullarinda ¢aligsan 6gretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanclarinin olduk¢a yiiksek oldugu goriilmistiir.
Ozyeterliligin ii¢ alt boyutuna bakildiginda, 6gretim gorevlilerinin sinif yonetimi alt
boyutundaki sonuglarinin diger iki Ogretim stratejileri ve Ogrenci katilimi
boyutlarindan daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmustiir. Nicel sonuglar da bu bulgular1
dogrulayici niteliktedir. Miilakata katilan 6gretim gorevlilerinden sadece biri
kendisini 9 iizerinden 6 puanla degerlendirmis, diger biitiin katilimcilar kendilerine
7 ve lizerinde puan vermislerdir. Katilimeilar bu durumun sebebini mesleki deneyim
ve yiiksek seviyede dil yeterliligi olarak agiklamislardir. Bu arastirmanin sonucu,
daha Once yapilan arastirmalarla karsilastirildiginda, katilimeilarin 6zyeterlilik
algilarinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. (Chacon, 2005; Lee, 2009; Tschannen-
Moy & Woolfolk Hoy,2007).

Katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin alt boyutlar1 detayli olarak incelendiginde,
katilimcilarin siif yonetimi alanindaki 6zyeterlilik inanclarmin daha yiiksek
oldugu, 6grencinin derse katilmini saglama alt boyutunda ise disiik oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Ozellikle diistik dil yeterliligine sahip 6grencilerin derse katilimini
saglamakta zorlandiklar1 ve bunun 6zyeterlilik inang¢larini olumuz yonde etkiledigi
gorlilmistiir. Bu sonug, Solar-Sekerci (2011), Taser (2015), ve Yavuz (2005)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmalarin sonucuyla benzerlik gostermektedir. Chacon’un
(2005) arastirmasinda ise, katilimcilarin Ogretim stratejileri alt boyutundaki
Ozyeterlilik inanglarinin, diger iki alt boyuttan daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.
Baglamsal faktorlerin bu farkligin sebeplerinden biri olabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.
Bununla birlikte, bahsedilen tiim c¢alismalarda, katilimcilarin &zyeterlilik
inanclarinin 6grenci katilimin saglama boyutunda en diisik seviyede oldugu

goriilmistiir. Miilakatlarda katilimcilar siklikla 6grencilerin diisiik motivasyonu ve
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derse katilimdaki isteksizliklerinden bahsetmis, bu durumun da 6gretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin 6zellikle 6grenci katilimi alt boyutunu

olumsuz etkiledigi goriilmiistiir.

Katilimcilarin dil yeterlilikleri incelendiginde, yazma ve okuma becerilerinin
yiiksek seviyede oldugu, konugma ve dinleme becerilerinin ise daha diisiik oldugu
gorlilmistiir. Bu sonug, Chacon (2005) tarafindan yapilan arastirmanin sonuyla
benzerlik gostermektedir. Fakat Lee (2009) 6gretmenlerin dinleme ve okuma
becerilerinin konusma ve yazma becerilerinden daha yiiksek oldugunu saptamistir.
Miilakat sonucu elde edilen veriler de katilimcilarin dinleme ve konusma
becerilerinin daha diisiik oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Miilakatlarda katilimcilarin
birgogu sikca akici konusma ve telaffuz problemleri yasadiklarini ve bu

problemlerin ancak mesleki deneyimleri arttik¢a azaldigini vurgulamislardir.

Katilimcilarin 6gretim stratejileri incelendiginde, 6gretim elemanlarmin mekanik
Ogretim tekniklerini iletisimsel 6gretim tekniklerine oranla daha fazla kullandiklar1
gorlilmiistiir. Diger yandan, miilakatlarda katilimcilar iletisimsel Ogretim
tekniklerini de digeri kadar kullandiklarini 6ne stirmiislerdir. Bu farkliligin
sebebinin, katilimcilarin daha ideal olan iletisimsel 6gretim tekniklerini daha fazla
kullanmak istemeleri fakat 6grencilerin diisiik motivasyonu ve yetersiz dil seviyesi

gibi sebeplerle bunu gerceklestirememeleri oldugu diisiintilmektedir

Aragtirma sonucunda, Ogretim elemanlarmin O6zyeterlilik inanglar1 ile dil
yeterlilikleri arasinda yiiksek bir iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ozyeterliligin alt
boyutlar1 incelendiginde, en yiiksek iliskinin dil yeterliligi ile 6grenci katilimini
saglama alt boyutu arasinda oldugu bulunmustur. Bu sonug, dil yeterliligi yiiksek
olan 6gretim elemanlarinin, 6grenci katilimimi daha yiiksek seviyede basardigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu ¢aligsma ayrica 6zyeterlilik ile 6gretim stratejileri arasinda
onemli bir iliski oldugunu gostermektedir. Tiim alt boyutlar arasindaki korelasyon
yiiksek olmasina ragmen, en yiiksek iliski iletisimsel 6gretim stratejileri ile 6grenci
katilimint saglama arasinda goriilmiistiir. Diger bir deyisle, 6grenci katilimini
saglamada daha basarili olan 6gretim elemanlari, iletisimsel dil 6gretim stratejilerini

daha siklikla kullanmaktadir.
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Arastirma sonucunda, 5gretim gorevlilerinin 6zyeterliligi ile cinsiyetleri arasinda bir
iliski bulunamamustir. Bununla birlikte, deneyim ve 6zyeterlilik arasinda ¢ok giiclii
bir iligki bulundugu hem nicel hem de nitel sonuglarla saptanmistir. Bir¢ok 6gretim
elemani, deneyimin smif yonetimi ve dogru Ogretim stratejilerini kullanmayi1
desteklemesinin yaninda, dil yeterliligini artirmada ve 6grencilerin derse katilimini
saglamakta 6nemli bir faktér oldugunu vurgulamiglardir. Sonuglar, dil yeterliligi ve
ozyeterlilik arasindaki iliskinin de olduk¢a nemli oldugunu gostermistir. Ogretim
gorevlilerinin konusma ve dinleme becerilerinin &gretiminde yasadiklari
problemlerin 6zyeterlilik inanglarini olumsuz yonde etkiledigi agik¢a goriilmiistiir.
Bunun yani sira, 6gretim gorevlilerinin kendilerini en yeterli gordiigli alanlarin
okuma ve yazma bolimleri oldugu da hem nicel hem de nitel sonuglarla

saptanmistir.

Sonu¢ olarak, bu arastirma {niversite hazirlik okullarinda calisan &gretim
elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglarinin oldukca yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
Buna ilaveten, cinsiyet ve 6zyeterlilik arasinda bir iligki bulunmadigi, fakat mesleki
deneyimin ile Ozyeterlilik arasinda c¢ok yiiksek seviyede bir iliski oldugu
saptanmustir. Dil yeterliligi ve ozyeterlilik arasinda 6nemli bir iliski oldugu,
katilimcilarin Ingilizce okuma ve yazma becerilerini yiiksek, dinleme ve konusma
becerilerinin ise diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Mekanik dil 6gretim becerilerinin
iletisimsel becerilere oranla daha sik kullanildig1 nitel yontemlerle saptanmig fakat
miilakatlarda Ogretim  gorevlilerinin iletisimsel yOntemleri daha fazla

kullandiklarimin iddia ettikleri goriilmiistiir.

Bu arastirmanin bazi kisitlamalar vardir. I1k olarak, bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye’ de 7 farkl
ilde 8 tiniversitenin hazirlik okullarinda ¢alisan 6gretim gorevlilerinin 6zyeterlilik
inanclarini incelemistir ve sonuglar Tiirkiye’nin tamamina genellendirilemez. Buna
ilaveten, bu ¢alisma 6gretim gorevlilerinin 6zyeterlilik, dil yeterliligi ve strateji
kullanimlarimda kendileriyle ilgili degerlendirmelerini baz almistir. Bu alanlarda
yapilan  bagimsiz  degerlendirmeler ile O6gretim  go6revlilerinin  kendi

degerlendirmeleri ile farklilik gosterebilir.
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Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari, 6zyeterlilik alanindaki calismalara 1sik tutmaktadir. 1lk
olarak, dil yeterliliginin 6gretim elemanlarmin &zyeterlilik inanglarini 6nemli
Ol¢tide etkiledigi goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla, {iniversitede c¢alisan Ogretim
elemanlarinin yeterli seviyede dil yeterliligine sahip olmasi, etkili bir grenme-
Ogretme ortami olusmasinda temel gereksinimlerden biridir. Buna ek olarak,
arastirmanin nicel ve nitel sonuglari, mesleki deneyimin 6nemli bir faktor oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Bu dogrultuda, kurumlar 6gretim elemanlar1 arasindaki etkilesim
ve paylasimin arttirilmasii amaglamali ve 6gretim elemanlarinin birbirlerinin
tecriibelerinden faydalanmasini saglamalidir. Bu ¢alismanmn  bulgularindan
hareketle, Tiirkiye'nin farkli bolgelerindeki tiniversitelerin hazirlik okullarinda
calisan Ogretim elemanlarinin 6zyeterlilik inanglari incelenebilir. Bu c¢aligma,
katilimcilarin 6zyeterlilik, dil yeterliligi ve strateji kullanimlarmi katilimeilarin 6z
degerlendirmelerini baz alarak incelemistir. Gelecekteki ¢alismalar, 6zyeterlilik
kavramini incelerken bagimsiz degerlendirme sonuglarini kullanabilir, katilimcilara
dil yeterlilik smavi, giinliikk ve sinif i¢i gozlem gibi farkl veri toplama araglarindan
yararlanabilir. Uzun siireli arastrmalarla, 6gretim elemanlarmin 6zyeterlilik
inanglarinin stire¢ icerisinde hangi parametrelerin etkisiyle ne ol¢tide degistigi

arastirilabilir.
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