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ABSTRACT 

 

PREDICTORS OF UNIVERSITY EFL INSTRUCTORS‟  

SELF EFFICACY BELIEFS IN TURKEY 

TAġER, DUYGU 

PhD, Department of English Language Teaching 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Hüsnü Enginarlar 

July 2015, 171 pages 

 

The purpose of this study is to explore the predictors of Turkish EFL instructors‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs at the tertiary level. The aim is to discover the most influential 

factors that shape preparatory school instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs and its sub-

dimensions in relation to classroom management, instructional strategies, and 

student engagement. Ultimately, the study seeks to develop a deeper understanding 

of how and why these factors may impact teachers‟ sense of efficacy in the field of 

English language teaching. To achieve these aims, the present study employed an 

explanatory mixed methods design which consisted of two main stages. In the first 

stage, a questionnaire was distributed to 434 Turkish EFL instructors working at 

universities in Ankara, Ġstanbul, and Ġzmir. In the second stage, interviews were 

conducted with twenty teachers who volunteered to participate in the study for the 

purpose of gaining deeper insight concerning the issues stated in the questionnaire. 

The quantitative and qualitative findings from this study revealed that the instructors 

have a rather high overall level of self-efficacy, especially in terms of classroom 

management and instructional strategies. Another important finding of this research 

was that teaching experience and the working environment were significant 

predictors of instructors‟ efficacy beliefs. In addition, it was found that in-service 

training showed significance when combined with an effective working environment 

and administrative support, so a combination of these factors may help to enhance 

instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

Keywords: school culture, self efficacy beliefs, in-service training, tertiary level, 

English language instructors 
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ÖZ 

 

   TÜRKĠYE‟DE ĠNGĠLĠZCEYĠ YABANCI DĠL OLARAK ÖĞRETEN 

OKUTMANLARIN ÖZYETERLĠK ĠNANÇLARININ YORDAYICILARI 

TAġER, DUYGU 

Doktora: Ġngiliz Dili Öğretimi 

TezYöneticisi: Prof. Dr. HüsnüEnginarlar 

Temmuz 2015, 171 sayfa 

 

Bu çalıĢmanın amacı yüksek öğretimde Ġngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğreten okutmanların 

özyeterlik inançlarının olası yordayıcılarını araĢtırmaktır. Okutmanların özyeterlik 

inançlarını etkileyen en önemli faktörleri bulmak amacıyla özyeterlik kavramı ve onun üç alt 

boyutu incelenmiĢtir: sınıf yönetimi, öğrencilerin derse katılımını sağlama ve öğretim 

stratejileri. Bu faktörlerin okutmanların Ġngilizce öğretmenliğindeki özyeterlik inançlarını 

nasıl etkilediği ve neden etkilediğini anlamak için bu araĢtırma yapılmıĢtır. Bu amaca 

ulaĢmak için iki aĢamadan oluĢan açıklayıcı çoklu araĢtırma yöntemi kullanılmıĢtır.  

 

Ġlk aĢamada Ankara, Ġstanbul ve Ġzmir‟deki üniversitelerde Ġngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak 

öğreten okutmanlara 434 tane anket dağıtılmıĢtır. Ġkinci aĢamada anket bulgularını 

desteklemek amacıyla ve daha derin bir bakıĢ açısı elde etmek için 20 okutmanla mülakat 

yapılmıĢtır. 

 

Nicel ve nitel analizlerin sonucunda okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarının oldukça yüksek 

seviyede olduğu, özellikle de sınıf yönetimi ve ders anlatım stratejileri alanlarında 

kendilerini oldukça yeterli gördükleri bulunmuĢtur. Bu çalıĢmamın bir baĢka önemli bulgusu 

ise tecrübe ve iĢ ortamının  okutmanların özyeterliklerinin belirleyici yordayıcıları olarak 

görülmesidir. Ayrıca, hizmet içi eğitiminin iĢ ortamı ve yönetim desteği ile beraber 

alındığında özyeterlik inançları Ģekillendirmede etkili olduğu sonucuna varılmıĢtır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: okul kültürü, özyeterlik inançları, hizmet içi eğitim, yüksek öğretim 

seviyesi, Ġngilizce öğretmenleri 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.0 Overview of the Chapter 

 

This chapter consists of five sections. In the first section, the background of the study 

is described. In the second and third sections, the purpose of the study and the 

research questions are provided. In the fourth section, the significance of the study is 

discussed. Finally, in the fifth section, key terms in the study are defined. 

 

1.1 Background of the Study 

 

Globalization along with the rapid developments in science and technology have had 

a profound effect on educational policies around the world. The demand for a 

globally educated person has made English language learning and teaching an 

indispensible part of foreign language education since English has gained the status 

of a lingua franca (an international language). Accordingly, governments around the 

world, including the Turkish government, have decided to invest a great deal of 

money and time on improving foreign language education to respond to the new 

demands of a globalized society. English language learning and teaching play a key 

role in this process of change and reform since English has become a tool for 

international communication as well as a means for finding educational and 

employment opportunities. In fact, the Turkish Ministry of Education points to the 

importance of English language teaching in this era of globalization (MONE: 2006, 

p.16) by providing the following explanation: 
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In our modern world, multilingualism and plurilingualism are highly 

encouraged because countries need people who are equipped with at least one 

foreign language to better their international relations socially, politically and 

economically. The teaching and learning of English is highly encouraged as it 

has become the lingua franca, in other words, the means of communication 

among people with different native languages.These facts increase the 

general educational value of English, and make it an indispensible part of the 

school curriculum. 

 

 

Another reason for the growing demand in the field of English language teaching 

(ELT) is closely related to Turkey‟s aim of joining the European Union. In order to 

reach the European educational standards in language education, Turkey has to adapt 

its existing system to new educational norms by implementing a number of 

educational reforms (Kavanoz, 2006). One of the most important reforms in language 

education was the Ministry of Education‟s decision to introduce English courses in 

the fourth and fifth grades as part of the curriculum reform in 1997. The purpose of 

this reform was to provide longer exposure to the target language and develop 

learners‟ communicative ability. A continuation of this reform was made in 2012 by 

which the age level of learning English at school was lowered even further to the 

second grade on the grounds that Turkish foreign language learners needed to reach 

the level of other nations in English proficiency (UNESCO, 2012). With the 

introduction of these reforms, a more communicative approach to language teaching 

was  adopted to meet the needs of young learners. In addition, a more constructivist 

approach was established in elementary education for the improvement of 

pedagogical skills and the creation of learner-centered environments (Kavanoz, 

2006). These types of educational reforms on the part of the Turkish government 

indicate the continuing prominence of English in Turkey‟s language education 

policies (Kırkgöz, 2009). Thus, teaching English effectively has become a major 

concern for English teachers, researchers, and policy makers alike in Turkey. 
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1.1.1 Challenges in English Language Teaching 

 

The Turkish government has introduced a number of reforms to improve the 

educational standards in schools, but most of these reforms have fallen short of 

resolving the real difficulties that students face during their language education. In 

theory,  the Ministry of National Education‟s (MONE) decision to increase 

compulsory education from five years to eight continuous years in 1997 and then 

raise this period from eight years to twelve years in 2012 allowed for flexibility 

between different levels and a chance for students to stay in school for a longer 

period of time, because the new compulsory system consisted of four years of 

primary, middle and secondary school (4+4+4), and students could choose their field 

of study during any of these stages. However, it also created tensions since it has 

been perceived by critics as an anti-secular move by the government and a means of 

encouraging attendance in religious schools. Moreover,  the new compulsory system 

did not solve the greater problems in language education such as the crowded 

classrooms, unqualified teachers, or the inconsistency in quality and quantity of 

instruction among regions. As Dogançay-Aktuna and Kiziltepe (2005) point out, 

students across state and private schools receive very different types of instruction, 

and this difference is even more visible in rural areas where students receive poor 

quality instruction compared to their counterparts. In most cases, the national 

resources for language education are limited so education through English is only 

available to the middle and upper classes of the society (McKay, 2002).  In other 

words, due to a lack of economic support and qualified teachers, there are fewer 

educational opportunities for the lower socioeconomic groups in Turkey, which 

means that in the long run those students who know very little English are not given 

the opportunity to advance in their education or their career (Doğançay-Aktuna, 

1998). Thus, it can be argued that there are numerous challenges facing Turkey‟s 

language education policy which need to be addressed on several different levels. 

In state primary schools, English language teaching starts with a few hours a week in 

the second grade, and gradually increases in number in grades five and six 
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(UNESCO, 2012). However, this situation is quite different in private schools where 

learners may be exposed to the target language at an even younger age and for a 

longer amount of time. In addition to the discrepancy in the number of hours 

allocated for English, the materials and the methods used to teach English also vary 

greatly. In state elementary and high schools, students learn English in crowded 

classrooms using locally written textbooks. Moreover, in these schools, students do 

not have the opportunity to access modern language facilities that enable effective 

language learning to take place, nor the chance to practice authentic communication 

with teachers who are native speakers, which is a real challenge for language 

education (Doğançay-Aktuna, 2005). 

 

In secondary education, there are further challenges in relation to the great divide 

between private and state schools. State schools, particularly state high schools and 

vocational schools that don‟t have preparatory English classes, allocate 

approximately three periods a week of instruction to English (UNESCO, 2012), 

whereas the great majority of expensive private high schools are English 

medium,with several others teaching through German or French. While private 

schools offer education in foreign languages because they can afford to employ 

better qualified native and non-native teachers, state schools which lack the resources 

provide fewer class hours in English. As a result, there is a wide gap between the 

quality of education that is received in state and private schools, which has serious 

long-term effects on the education of students (Kırkgöz, 2005). 

At the level of higher education, English-medium universities (EME) have become 

very common in Turkey. This increase in number is due to the advantages that EME 

education offers higher education institutions such as the opportunity to attract 

international students and teaching staff so as to increase their academic prestige. 

Moreover, it allows institutions to apply for international research funds, and 

increase their graduates‟ chances of finding jobs in the international market. 

Considering these advantages, the increase in demand for English-medium higher 
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education, and the number of universities offering English-medium programs in 

Turkey are not surprising (Arkın, 2013). 

 

The purpose of English-medium education (EME) is to enable students to access 

scientific and technological information published in English in different disciplines. 

Middle East Technical University (METU) is one of these universities that was 

established in 1956 and was based on the American model of education. Once the 

Higher Education Law was passed in 1980, it was possible for a greater number of 

private universities offering English medium education (EME) to be established 

(Higher Education Council, 2001). With the establishment of 19 private universities 

between 1983 and 1999, the number of English-medium institutions have greatly 

increased in number (Higher Education Council, 2001). The government‟s current 

policy in higher education is to increase the educational opportunities for an even 

larger number of students by increasing the overall number of universities in Turkey.  

 

In spite of the increase in EME universities, the quality and efficiency of the current 

EME has been criticized on the grounds that large numbers of students remain unable 

to cope with the academic demands in their education. The students who study at 

these universities need to have a sound knowledge of English if they want to be 

successful in their classes, but the reality is very different. In addition, English 

language medium universities have also been criticized because the target language 

constitutes an obstacle to the acquisition of professional knowledge that can be better 

understood in the native language (Kırkgöz, 2009).  

 

1.1.2  The Role of the EFL Teacher in Educational Reform 

 

In Turkey, where the language of instruction in schools is mostly Turkish, and 

English is taught as a foreign language, a great demand is put on the language 

teacher since learners receive most of their input in the classroom. Moreover, the 

teacher has the critical role of implementing the curriculum, adapting the materials, 
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and monitoring students‟ success in the foreign language. Therefore, he/she is highly 

influential in determining students‟ motivation and progress in the target language. A 

qualified English language teacher not only needs to be well informed by the theory 

of language learning and teaching in terms of subject matter knowledge and 

pedagogical knowledge but also have positive beliefs or attitudes about teaching for 

effective learning to occur (Park & Lee, 2006). Accordingly, for educational reform 

to take place,  it needs to start with the teacher. As pointed out by Opdenakker and 

Damme (2006, p.3): 

 

With respect to the improvement of education in general and teacher 

education and in-service training in particular it is important to know how 

good classroom practices can be enhanced and which characteristics of 

teachers are related to effective classroom practices. 

 

Hence, examining teachers‟ sense of efficacy or confidence in teaching English is 

particularly relevant and useful in the Turkish context, as researchers have pointed 

out that teachers‟self-efficacy beliefs have a critical role in ensuring an effective 

learning environment, raising student motivation and interest, and re-developing 

teacher education programs, all of which are essential in implementing successful 

reforms in all levels of the Turkish education system 

 

1.1.3 Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Teacher Effectiveness 

 

As discussed in the previous section, teacher and learner effectiveness have been 

strongly associated with teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs. The concept of self-efficacy 

itself is grounded in Bandura‟s theoretical framework, known as social cognitive 

theory, which claims that human achievement depends on interactions between one‟s 

behavior, personal factors (e.g., thoughts, beliefs), and environmental conditions 

(Schunk & Pajares, 2002). Bandura (1995, p.2) defines self-efficacy as “beliefs in 

one‟s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to manage 

prospective situations.” Self-efficacy is a key predictor of intentions and choice, as 
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well as of the persistence to complete a task (Weber, Sleeper, & Schneider, 2004). 

The sense of self-efficacy not only affects expectations of success or failure, but also 

influences motivation through goal setting. If we have a high sense of efficacy in any 

given area, we tend to set higher goals, be less afraid of failure, and persist longer 

when we encounter difficulties. If our sense of efficacy is low, however, we may 

avoid a task altogether or give up easily when problems arise (Woolfolk, 1998).  

 

Teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs are very important in terms of decisions regarding 

classroom management, organizing courses, teaching, motivating the students for 

learning, and communicating with the students effectively (Ross, 1994). 

Furthermore, teachers‟ sense of efficacy is especially relevant with respect to teacher 

education since these programs shape teachers‟ initial beliefs (Tschannen-Moran 

et.al., 2007). If novices are able to observe good teaching practices, interact with 

other teachers, and feel supported by the school administration, their self-efficacy 

levels can rise significantly. As Bandura (1977) points out, teachers‟ initial successes 

increase their self-efficacy but their failures may lead them to feel isolated and 

eventually leave the profession. Finally, the school environment may also influence 

teachers‟ efficacy beliefs in a positive or negative way depending on the level of 

support they receive from their colleagues, administrators, and trainers. High levels 

of self-efficacy have been discovered among teachers who perceive a positive school 

atmosphere and sense of community in the school (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1993). Thus, 

these studies reveal that investigating teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs may have 

important implications for teachers‟ professional development, teacher education 

programs, and overall educational quality.  

 

1.1.4 Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Contextual Variables 

 

A review of literature shows that teacher efficacy is also related to some contextual 

factors, the most important of which is school  culture. School culture, defined as 

“the guiding beliefs, assumptions, and expectations that are evident in the way the 
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school operates”, is by nature a complex and multidimensional construct (Fullan & 

Hargreaves, 1996, p. 8). It has a significant influence on the efficacy beliefs of 

teachers, as this system of meaning has the ability to shape people‟s thoughts and 

actions. Moreover, it has been found that healthy and sound school cultures correlate 

with increased student achievement and motivation as well as teacher satisfaction 

and productivity (Fyans & Maehr, 1990). 

 

Newmann, Rutter, and Smith (1989) conducted a study to find out whether the 

school environment affects teachers‟ efficacy. The researchers gathered data from a 

very large sample consisting of 10370 teachers from 353 high schools. They gathered 

data by using High School and Beyond Administrator/Teacher Survey and an 

Efficacy Scale they developed. Results revealed that teachers‟ efficacy in school 

were affected by orderly behavior of students, encouragement of innovation, 

teachers‟ knowledge of one another‟s courses, administrators‟ responsiveness, and 

teachers‟ helping one another. 

 

Raudenbush et al. (1992), who viewed teacher efficacy as contextually situated, 

rather than global, investigated within teacher differences in relation to teacher 

efficacy. The researchers aimed to find out whether teacher efficacy was affected by 

aspects of the class and school environment such as characteristics of classroom 

settings, collaboration among the staff, support from administrators, and control over 

organizational policies. A questionnaire was administered to a sample of 315 

academic teachers working in 16 urban and suburban schools in California and 

Michigan. They reported their perceptions of self-efficacy for each of the classes 

they taught, the organizational setting of the school, various characteristics of these 

classes and their personal and professional backgrounds. The results of the study 

revealed that teacher efficacy was not stable across different classes they were 

assigned. Therefore, the researchers concluded that instead of classifying teachers 

into “high” and “low” efficacy groups, the intra-teacher differences were needed to 

be studied to advance the understanding of teacher efficacy. 
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Moore and Esselman (1992 as cited in Moore and Esselman, 1994)‟s study displayed 

consistent findings with  Raudenbush et al.(1992). The data collected by means of 

Gibson and Dembo Scale confirmed that teachers who participated in the decision 

making processes related with their own classroom practices in their schools 

displayed greater general teaching efficacy. Furthermore, teachers who reported that 

they had influence on school-based decision making in addition to their influence on 

their classroom practices were found to have stronger general teaching efficacy and 

personal teaching efficacy than teachers who perceived themselves only a part of 

decision making proceses related only with classroom procedures. Paralell to this 

finding, teachers with high efficacy perceived the school atmosphere more positively 

than teachers with lower efficacy perceptions. 

 

Another study about the effects of school environment on teachers‟ efficacy was 

conducted by Woolfolk and Hoy (1993). The researchers aimed to explore the 

relationship between Personal Teaching Efficacy (PTE), General Teaching Efficacy 

(GTE) and aspects of healthy school climate by analyzing variables like “institutional 

integrity”, “principal influence”, “consideration”, “resource support”, “morale” and 

“academic emphasis”. Their sample consisted of 179 teachers from 37 elementary 

schools and data was collected by using the short version of Gibson and Dembo 

teacher efficacy scale and Organizational Health Inventory. The results of the study 

demonstrated that a healthy school climate with principal influence and strong 

academic emphasis was significantly related to Personal Teaching Efficacy. The 

findings also suggested that Personal Teaching Efficacy was enhanced when teachers 

perceived their colleagues “set high but achievable goals”, “created an orderly and 

serious environment”, and “respected academic excellence” (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993, 

p.365). Finally, the educational level of teachers was found to be the only personal 

variable that promoted Personal Teaching Efficacy in this study since teachers who 

had a graduate degree were likely to have higher Personal Teaching Efficacy. 
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Studies conducted in the Turkish EFL setting have also explored the concept of self-

efficacy with respect to various factors. Solar-ġekerci (2011) examined the beliefs of 

Turkish EFL instructors working at university preparatory schools, and found a 

positive relationship between such variables as experience, English competency, self-

reported proficiency and levels of self-efficacy. In another study, Özmen (2012) 

concluded that student teachers‟ beliefs changed over the course of a four year pre-

service English teacher education program, which revealed the dynamic nature of 

beliefs and the impact of the teacher practicum on student teachers‟ beliefs. Ülkümen 

(2013), in a more recent study,found  that mastery experience, years of teaching 

experience, administration support, and university type were the statistically 

significant predictors of teacher efficacy of EFL instructors. 

 

Briefly, all the studies disscussed in this part highlight the significance of teachers‟ 

efficacy beliefs in enhancing educational outcomes and the need for diagnosing the 

factors that affect teacher efficacy in order to improve the teaching and learning 

environment. 

 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to explore the sources of Turkish EFL instructors‟ self-

efficacy beliefs at the tertiary level in order to discover the most influential factors 

that shape instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs and its sub-dimensions in relation to 

classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement. Ultimately, 

the study sought to develop a deeper understanding of the  predictors of self-efficacy 

by examining a wide range of  variables such as the working environment, 

administrative support, and in-service training to see whether these factors impact 

teachers‟sense of efficacy in the field of English language teaching and if so, how 

and why. 
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1.3 Research Questions 

 

The following research questions have guided this study: 

 

A.The Quantitative Phase of the Research 

 

1.What are the overall levels of self-efficacy for teaching English among Turkish 

EFL instructors working in the university setting? 

1.1 What are the levels of self-efficacy for these instructors regarding classroom 

management, student engagement, and instructional strategies? 

 

2.To what extent do gender, univesity type, undergraduate/graduate degree, 

department type, total years of experience, and school culture (working environment, 

administrative support, in-service training program) predict instructors‟ overall self-

efficacy and its subdimensions? 

 

Part B: The Qualitative Phase of the Research 

 

1.2 How do instructors evaluate their overall self-efficacy in English language 

teaching? Why do they consider themselves  at that specific level regarding their 

self-efficacy and its subdimensions? 

 

2. 1 What factors might influence instructors‟ overall self-efficacy and its 

subdimensions throughout their teaching career?  

 

2.2  How might gender, university type, undergraduate/graduate degree, department 

type, total years of experience, and school culture (working environment, 

administrative support, in-service training program) contribute to self-efficacy and its 

subdimensions? 
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2.3 What would be the ideal characteristics of an in-service training program that 

could foster the self-efficacy levels of English language instructors? 

 

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

 

 

Studies that deal with teachers‟ beliefs are especially significant in the field of 

education as they impact the way teachers approach and implement their everyday 

classroom instruction. Teacher efficacy, defined as teachers‟ beliefs about their own 

effectiveness, has a significant role in determining teachers‟ instructional decisions. 

Consequently, these decisions shape students‟ positive or negative educational 

experiences in the future (Soodak & Podell, 1997). Bandura (1997) claims that 

teachers‟ sense of efficacy affects both the type of environment that they create as 

well as their decisions regarding the different tasks introduced in the classroom. In 

fact,  several studies have indicated that  teacher self-efficacy has a considerable 

impact on teachers‟ classroom management (Shim, 2001; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990), 

planning and organization (Allinder, 1994;Milner, 2001), enthusiasm for teaching 

(Allinder, 1994; Hall, Burley, Villeme, & Brockermeier, 1992), and on their adoption 

of instructional  innovation (Ghaith &Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988). Thus, research 

concerning teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs may provide valuable insight into the 

nature of  teaching practices since it has been found that both teachers‟ instructional 

practices and classroom behavior are directly influenced by their beliefs about 

teaching (Johnson, 1992; Wilson & Wineberg, 1988). 

 

Although a growing number of studies have investigated teacher efficacy in different 

subject matters (e.g., mathematics and science), relatively little research has been 

conducted to explore the self-efficacy beliefs of English language instructors in the 

university setting, particularly in the Turkish context. Some of the prominent studies 

in this area include  Solar-ġekerci‟s (2011) research, which examined the beliefs of 

Turkish EFL instructors working at university preparatory schools and Özmen 
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(2012), who examined student teachers‟ beliefs over the course of a four year pre-

service English teacher education program. Ülkümen (2013), in a more recent 

study,explored the  predictors of teacher efficacy for EFL university preparatory 

school instructors employing  quantitative methods for data collection. However, 

there is still a need  to examine teachers‟ beliefs more thoroughly by means of 

qualitative methods such as interviews, classroom observations, or journal entries. 

The significance of this particular study was that it used a mixed methods design to 

examine the predictors of instructors‟self-efficacy with respect to teaching English as 

a Foreign Language (EFL). Furthermore, the  potential impact of in-service training 

on university teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs has not been thoroughly explored in the 

field of English language teaching (ELT) so far. Therefore, the present study 

attempted to examine the in-service training program in addition to other contextual 

variables using surveys and interviews to see whether these constructs are influential 

in predicting EFL instructors‟ sense of efficacy. 

 

1.5 Definitions of Terms 

The following terms are used throughout this dissertation: 

Social Cognitive Theory is a view of human functioning which emphasizes human 

agency and a dynamic interaction between personal, behavioral, and social factors in 

human change and adaptation (Bandura, 2001, 2006). 

 

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). 
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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” (Ülkümen, 2013, p.6). 

 

School Culture is defined as “the guiding beliefs, assumptions, and expectations that 

are evident in the way the school operates” (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996, p. 8). In this 

study, school culture is a term used to include the teachers‟ views of the working 

environment, administrative support, and in-service training program at their school. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

2.0 Overview of the Chapter 

 

In this chapter, the existing literature most relevant to the purpose of this study is 

presented under four main headings: 1) Bandura‟s social cognitive theory,  2) 

literature on teachers‟ sense of efficacy and its measurement, 3) teacher efficacy 

research in the second/foreign language setting, and 4) teacher efficacy research in 

the Turkish context as regards foreign language teaching. First, Bandura‟s social 

cognitive theory and self-efficacy beliefs are discussed with respect to the conception 

of human agency and the triadic reciprocation causation model. Second, the literature 

on teachers‟ sense of efficacy is discussed by providing information about its 

conception and measurement, specifically highlighting the context specificity and the 

cyclical nature of teacher eficacy. Thirdly, the relevant literature on teacher efficacy 

from the foreign and second language setting is provided. Finally, studies on teacher 

efficacy in the Turkish context are reviewed and summarized. 

2.1  Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory 

 

Social cognitive theory is a view of human functioning which emphasizes human 

agency (Bandura, 2001, 2006) and a dynamic interaction between personal, 

behavioral, and social factors in human change and adaptation (Bandura, 1997, 

2004). In social cognitive theory, people act as active agents  and “are contributors to 

their life circumstances, not just products of them” (Bandura, 2006, p.164). 
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According to Pajares (2002), Bandura‟s social cognitive theory differs from earlier 

behaviorist theories which explain human behavior merely as observable acts that are 

governed by stimilus-response sequences. Moreover, Bandura‟s social cognitive 

theory is  unique in the sense that it doesn‟t overemphasize the influence of 

biological factors while disregarding the effect of social and contextual factors on 

human behavior. To summarize, social cognitive theory takes both environmental 

and behavioral variables into consideration when conceptualizing human change and 

adaptation (Bandura, 1997).  

 

Bandura (2001,2006) suggests that there are four main components of human agency 

that need to be considered as part of his theoretical framework: intentionality, 

forethought, self-reactiveness, and self-reflectiveness. Intentionality is the most 

central property in human agency, as indicated in Bandura‟s (1997, p.3) statement: 

“Agency refers to acts done intentionally”. Forethought, which involves “the 

temporal extension of agency” (Bandura, 2006, p.164), enables people to “set 

themselves goals and anticipate likely outcomes of prospective actions to guide and 

motivate their efforts” (p.164). Self-reactiveness refers to “the ability to construct 

appropriate courses of action and to motivate and regulate their execution” (p.165). 

Self-reflectiveness refers to a “metacognitive capability to reflect upon oneself and 

adequacy of one‟s thoughts and actions” (p.165). In relation to self-reflective 

capacity, Bandura (1997) points out that the self is both agent and object. As he puts 

it: 

 

Social cognitive theory rejects the dualistic view of the self. Reflecting on 

one‟s own functioning entails shifting the perspective of the same agent 

rather than converting the self from agent to object or reifying different 

internal agents or selves that regulate one another. … The shift in perspective 

does not transform the person from an agent to an object, as the dualist view 

of the self would lead one to believe. … In social cognitive theory, the self is 

not split into object and agent; rather, in self-reflection and self-influence, 

individuals are simultaneously agent and object. (p.5) 
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It is important to note that in social cognitive theory  human agency does not operate 

autonomously. Instead, it operates through a dynamic interplay among personal, 

behavioral, and environmental factors. This conception is reflected in Bandura‟s 

(1986) triadic reciprocal causation model (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

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

 

In this multi-directional model, as shown in the figure above, personal factors, 

behavior, and environment reciprocally interact with each other. Here, “human 

functioning is viewed as the product of a dynamic interplay of personal, behavioral, 

and environmental influences” (Pajares, 2002, p. 1).The first segment is concerned 

with the interactions between internal personal factors and behavior. In this model, it 

can be observed that the internal personal factors in the form of cognitive, affective, 

and biological events give shape to behavior. In other words, “what people think, 

believe, and feel, affects how they behave.” (Bandura, 1989, p. 3). In the same vein, 

the effects of their behavior can determine their thought patterns and emotional 

reactions. Since the biological properties of the organism are also included as a part 

of internal personal factors, physical structure and sensory and neural systems may 

affect behavior while behavioral experiences may influence sensory systems and 
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brain structures (Greenough, Black & Wallace, 1987). The second segment is about 

the interactions between behavior and external environment. It represents a two-way 

influence between behavior and environment, which means that people are both 

products and producers of their environment. In other words, behavior may change 

environmental conditions in the same way that environmental conditions may alter 

behavior. Rausch (1965) gives the example of  aggressive people who continually 

produce hostile environments in every type of setting compared to friendly people 

who create pleasant environments to show the two-way influence of behavior and 

environment. The third segment deals with the dynamic interplay between the 

external environment and internal personal factors. People may evoke different social 

reactions from others based on their internal personal characteristics. Bandura (1989) 

illustrates this point by providing the example of two children who have discordant 

personalities. The child who has a reputation of being tough and aggressive may 

elicit completely different reactions from his peers compared to the other one who is 

considered to be unassertive. Thus, people can affect their environment by their 

internal personal characteristics without actually saying or doing anything. In 

contrast, the social reactions elicited by others may strengthen or change their 

personal characteristics (Snyder,1981). 

 

2.2 Teachers’ Sense of  Self- Efficacy  

 

Self-efficacy beliefs are conceived as the foundation of human agency, influencing 

many aspects of human functioning, such as one‟s choice of tasks, goal setting, 

motivation level, efforts , affective states, and accomplishments. In relation to this, 

Bandura (2006, p.170) states:  

 

Among the mechanisms of human agency, none is more central or pervasive 

than the belief of personal efficacy. This core belief is the foundation of 

human agency. Unless people believe they can produce desired effects by 

their actions, they have little incentive to act, or to persevere in the face of 

difficulties. Whatever other factors serve as guides and motivators, they are 
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rooted in the core belief that one has the power to effect changes by one‟s 

actions. 

 

Bandura distinguishes self-efficacy from other constructs such as self-concept and 

self-esteem by defining perceived self-efficacy as “beliefs in one‟s capabilities to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” 

(Bandura, 1997,p.3). First, he states that self-concept refers to “a composite view of 

oneself that is presumed to be formed through direct experience and evaluations 

adopted from significant others” (p. 10); thus, it is mostly concerned with general 

self-images. Unlike self-concept, self-efficacy beliefs vary according to the range of 

activities, the levels of difficulty, and the specific context. For example, a person 

who has low efficacy beliefs in  teaching math may have high efficacy beliefs in 

teaching English. Self-efficacy beliefs are also different from the construct of self-

esteem, which refers to “whether one likes or dislikes oneself” (Bandura, 1997, 

p.11). Bandura (1997) states that self-efficacy beliefs are concerned with judgment of 

personal capability while self-esteem is concerned with judgment of self-worth. 

Therefore, one‟s judgment of his own capacity to perform a certain activity as quite 

low does not necessarily include a loss of self-esteem. For example, one‟s judgment 

about his capability to teach math is least likely to impact his self-esteem as an 

English teacher, unless he invests his self-worth in that activity. Also, self-efficacy 

beliefs predict “the goals people set for themselves and their performance 

attainments, whereas self-esteem affects neither personal goals nor performance” 

(p.11). In brief, in Bandura‟s conception, self-efficacy is specific to a domain, the 

level of difficulty within the same domain, and the context. These aspects make self-

efficacy beliefs different from other global constructs of self-concept and self-

esteem. The importance of self-efficacy beliefs in human functioning is summarized 

in Bandura‟s (1997) statement that “people‟s level of motivation, affective states, and 

actions are more based on what they believe than what is objectively true” (Bandura, 

1997, p. 2). As Pajares (2002) correctly points out, “how people behave can often be 

better predicted by the beliefs they hold about their capabilities than by what they are 

actually capable of accomplishing, for these self-efficacy perceptions help determine 
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what individuals do with the knowledge and skills they have” (p.4). While a 

mismatch between belief and reality is very common, belief often guides when one 

engages in a course of action Therefore, “people‟s attainments are generally better 

predicted by their self-efficacy beliefs than by their previous attainments, knowledge, 

or skills”. (Pajares, 2002, p.5).  In terms of how self-efficacy beliefs influence human 

functioning, Bandura (2006 ,p.171) argues that they influence “people‟s goals and 

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

difficulties and adversity”. Also, self-efficacy beliefs “shape people‟s outcome 

expectations” and determine how opportunities and impediments are viewed” 

(p.171). For example, a person of high efficacy may be more resilient in the face of 

adverse situations while a person of low efficacy may easily give up trying. 

 

Teacher efficacy, defined as “teachers‟ beliefs about their own effectiveness”, is 

central to making instructional decisions that ultimately shape students‟ educational 

experiences (Soodak & Podell, 1997, p.214). Bandura (1997) maintains that 

teachers‟ sense of efficacy influences both the kind of environment that they create 

as well as their judgments regarding the different tasks introduced in the classroom in 

order to bring about student learning. Thus, teacher efficacy appears to have a direct 

influence on teaching practices and student outcomes.  

 

It has been found that teachers whose self-efficacy beliefs are high are more capable 

of using instructional strategies effectively, more capable of ensuring student 

participation, and are more successful in classroom management skills (Caprara, 

Barbaranelli, Steca & Malone 2006; Babadoğan & Korkut, 2010). For instance, in a 

recent study conducted with a group of 401 classroom teachers working in public 

elementary schools, Babadoğan & Korkut (2010) found a meaningful correlation 

between the level of classroom teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs and classroom 

management ability perceptions in all dimensions. Moreover, studies have shown 

strong correlations between teachers with high self-efficacy beliefs (TSEB) and their 

desire to be open to new ideas and develop positive teaching attitudes (Gibson 
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&Dembo, 1984; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998) as well as their wish to take more 

responsibility in teaching (Coladarci,1992). Teaching commitment was found to be 

primarily affected by both personal and general efficacy together with such factors as 

teacher-student ratio, school climate, and gender in Coladarci‟s (1992) study. Thus, 

this study, comprising of 170 teachers, once again revealed the significant role of 

efficacy beliefs in teachers‟ professional lives.   

 

2.2.1  Sources of Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

 

When it comes to how self-efficacy beliefs are created, Bandura (1997) states that 

individuals develop their self-efficacy beliefs by processing information obtained 

mainly from four sources: enactive mastery experience, vicarious learning 

experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal. In processing information 

from the four sources, the individual first chooses “the types of information he/she 

intends to use as indicators of personal efficacy” (Labone, 2004, p.343), and second, 

“weighs and integrates efficacy information in forming personal efficacy beliefs” 

(p.343). As Labone (2004, p.343) summarizes: 

 

Enactive mastery experience refers to efficacy information gained from an 

individual‟s performance on a particular task. Vicarious experience refers to 

efficacy information gained from observing models perform a particular task 

including self-modeling. Verbal persuasion refers to efficacy information 

gained from positive talk about an individual‟s capability to perform a 

particular task. Physiological and affective states refer to efficacy information 

gained from physiological and emotive reactions to a particular task. 

 

 

As the most powerful source of efficacy, mastery experiences have a strong influence 

on strengthening or weakening one‟s self-efficacy beliefs. When a person believes 

that he/she has successfully performed a certain task, the experience is most likely to 

develop her self-efficacy beliefs, which encourages him/her to expect success in the 

future. However, efficacy beliefs are not developed when success is achieved with 

substantial external assistance or in easy and unimportant tasks (Bandura, 1997). 
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According to Tschannen-Moran et al.(1998, p.19), teachers‟ sense of efficacy is most 

directly influenced by enactive mastery experiences and the emotional reactions 

associated with the experiences, among the efficacy information sources identified 

by Bandura. This is because “only in a situation of actual teaching can an individual 

assess the capabilities she or he brings to the task and experience the consequence of 

those capabilities”. When an individual observes someone else modeling a similar 

task to his vicarious experience, he compares himself with the performer and may 

enhance (or weaken) his own self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). As the observer 

perceives that the performer carries out a task similar to his and demonstrates a 

competence level which he considers attainable, and the context is similar to his, 

modeling tends to enhance the observer‟s self-efficacy beliefs. When it comes to 

teachers‟ sense of efficacy, modeling is conceived as a powerful tool in pre-service 

teacher education (Labone, 2004; Tschannen- Moran et al., 1998). 

 

One‟s self-efficacy beliefs may also be enhanced when others provide verbal 

judgments about his/her capabilities to perform certain tasks (verbal persuasion). 

One‟s self-efficacy beliefs tend to be enhanced when significant others offer realistic 

appraisals based on “evaluative feedback” (Bandura, 1997, p.101) with respect to 

his/her attainments. In the context of teachers‟ sense of efficacy, Tschannen-Moran 

et al. (1998, p.219) state, “verbal persuasion can be general or specific: it can provide 

information about the nature of teaching, give encouragement and strategies for 

overcoming situational obstacles, and provide specific feedback about a teacher‟s 

performance”. Lastly, one‟s affective states, including mood, stress, anxiety, and 

subjective threats, may influence his/her self-efficacy beliefs (physiological arousal). 

When it comes to the context of teaching, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998, p.219) 

state, “high levels of arousal can impair functioning and interfere with making the 

best use of one‟s skills and capabilities,” while “moderate levels of arousal can 

improve performance by focusing attention and energy on the task”.  
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2.2.2 The Measurement of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

 

Although the current conceptions of teachers‟ sense of efficacy are mostly based on 

Bandura‟s social cognitive theory, earlier studies in teacher efficacy were grounded 

in a different theory - Rotter‟s social learning theory or theory of locus of control. 

The construct of teacher efficacy was first measured by two items used in the Rand 

studies (1976, cited in Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). These items were created 

based on Rotter‟s (1966, p.2) article, “Generalized expectancies for internal versus 

external control reinforcement.” The first item stated, “When it comes right down to 

it a teacher really can‟t do much because most of the students‟ motivation and 

performance depends on his or her home environment.” When a teacher strongly 

agreed with this statement, it indicated that external factors were more important than 

what he/she could do. Teachers‟ beliefs about the power of external factors were 

named as general teaching efficacy (GTE). The second item asked about teachers‟ 

ability to overcome adverse factors by the statement: “If I really try hard, I can get 

through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students.” When a teacher agreed 

with this statement, it was understood that he/she was confident “in their abilities as 

teachers to overcome factors that could make learning difficult for a student” 

(Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998, p.204). This aspect of teachers‟ beliefs was named 

as personal teaching efficacy (PTE). As a total score of the two items, teacher 

efficacy was conceptualized as “teachers‟ beliefs that factors under their control 

ultimately have greater impact on the results of teaching than factors in the 

environment or in the student – factors beyond the influence of teachers” 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p.205). Researchers expanded and refined the teacher 

efficacy measures even further (e.g., Teacher Locus of Control, by Rose and 

Medway, 1981; Web Scale, by Ashton, et al., 1982). Studies adopting measures 

developed in Rotter‟s strand found that teacher efficacy is related to “student 

achievement, teachers‟ willingness to implement innovations, teacher stress, less 

negative affect in teaching, and teachers‟ willingness to stay in the field” (Tschannen 

Moran et al., 1998, p. 206). 



 

24 
 

 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed the 30-item Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) by 

“building on the formulations of the Rand studies, but bringing to bear the 

conceptual underpinnings of Bandura as well” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001, p.788). They found two factors and called one personal teaching efficacy and 

the other general teaching efficacy. They assumed that the latter reflected Bandura‟s 

outcome expectancy and the former self-efficacy, as they put it:  

 

If we apply Bandura‟s theory to the construct of teacher efficacy, outcome 

expectancy would essentially reflect the degree to which teachers believed 

that environment could be controlled, that is, the extent to which students can 

be taught given such factors as family background, IQ, and school conditions. 

Self-efficacy beliefs would be teachers‟ evaluation of their abilities to bring 

about positive student change. (p.570) 

 

 

After a factor analysis, 16 items (PTE, 9 items; GTE, 7 items) were kept out of the 

30 items, and Gibson and Dembo (1984) recommended that future research use 

the16-item Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES). The TES became the instrument which has 

been most widely used to measure teacher efficacy. It has been used across different 

cultures (e.g., Gorrell & Hwang, 1995 with Korean pre-service teachers; Lin & 

Gorrell, 1998 with Taiwanese preservice teachers). Research using TES has showed 

strong correlations of teacher efficacy with the level of professional commitment, 

willingness to work with difficult students, student achievements, “teachers‟ 

classroom behavior, their openness to new ideas, and their attitudes toward teaching” 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In 

addition, the TES served as “a launching point for the development of other similar 

instruments” (Henson, 2002,p.139), and researchers have made subject matter 

modifications to it. These modifications have reflected the domain and context 

specific nature of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). As discussed earlier, Bandura 

(1997) stated that self-efficacy beliefs should be distinguished from self-concept, 

self-worth, or self-esteem, in that self-efficacy beliefs are domain and context 
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specific. In teacher efficacy research, however, there is little agreement regarding the 

appropriate level of specificity (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; 

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Some researchers have found the 

appropriate specificity level in academic subject domains. For example, in the 

science education field, Riggs and Enochs (1990) developed the Science Teaching 

Efficacy Belief Instrument (STEBI) based on Gibson and Dembo‟s TES. Riggs and 

Enochs found two factors consistent with Gibson and Dembo: personal science 

teaching efficacy (PSTE) and general science teaching efficacy (GSTE). In addition, 

the TES has been modified to measure teacher efficacy in other specific areas, 

including classroom management (e.g., Emmer, 1990), special education (e.g., 

Coladarci & Breton, 1997), and EFL teaching (e.g., Chacón, 2002). 

 

Although the TES has been correlated with various aspects of teaching and learning, 

suggesting strong impacts of teacher efficacy, more and more researchers have found 

problems with the scale as they explain the construct of teacher efficacy. For 

example, Gusky and Passaro (1994) reworded the personal efficacy items created by 

Gibson and Dembo so that half began with “I can,” suggesting an internal 

orientation, and half began with “teachers can‟t,” suggesting an external orientation. 

They found that the findings were closer to the internal-external dimensions rather 

than the personal-general dimensions. The internal and external dimensions were 

considered as representing independent factors questioning the nature of teacher 

efficacy and triggering a need to re-examine the theoretical formulations and develop 

a new way to measure efficacy (Henson, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001). 

 

 In relation to the problems of the TES, Henson (2002) states that the problems 

stemmed from the conceptual confusion in the TES. In other words, the TES was 

first developed based on the Rand items (thus Rotter‟s locus of control theory), but 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) later connected the two factors found to Bandura‟s self-

efficacy and outcome expectancy, respectively.  
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Similarly, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) questioned Gibson and 

Dembo‟s interpretation of outcome expectancy. According to them, since with 

Bandura‟s construct of outcome expectancy “the outcome a person expects stems 

from that person‟s assessment of his or her own capabilities and expected level of 

performance, not from what it would be possible for others to accomplish under 

similar circumstances” (p. 792), the items asking about “potential impact of teachers 

in general in the face of external impediments (GTE) cannot be considered an 

outcome expectancy” (p. 792). 

 

 As such, while researchers have generally agreed with the personal teaching efficacy 

factor, the general teaching efficacy factor has been in question. Some researchers in 

fact have doubted whether GTE measures teacher efficacy (e.g., Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and posed a need for a new instrument. 

 

 

2.2.3 Integrated Model and Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) 

 

The construct of teacher efficacy suffered from the conceptual confusions of Rotter‟s 

locus of control theory and Bandura‟s social cognitive theory, as indicated in Gibson 

and Dembo (1984). For the purpose of addressing the confusions and bringing 

coherence to the meaning and measure of teacher efficacy, Tschannen-Moran et al. 

(1998) proposed a new integrated model. 

 



 

27 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: The Cyclical Nature of Teachers‟ Sense of Efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et 

al.,1998, p. 228) 

 

 

 

As shown in Figure 2, the model is based largely on Bandura‟s self-efficacy theory in 

terms of sources of efficacy information, cognitive processing, the domain specific 

nature of self-efficacy beliefs, consequences of teacher efficacy, and most notably, 

the cyclical nature of self-efficacy beliefs. In addition, this model points to an 

analysis of teaching tasks and does not just focus on the constraints facing teachers in 

general (as conceived in the GTE) in conceptualizing teacher efficacy. Thus, in this 

model, “in making judgments of self-efficacy, teachers weigh their self-perceptions 

of personal teaching competence in light of the assumed requirements of the 

anticipated teaching task” (p.220). Teacher efficacy, in this model, is defined 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” 
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(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 222). In this conception, what is particularly 

pointed to is the nature of domain and context specificity of teacher efficacy. In 

relation to this, Bandura (1997) rejected most of the existing teacher efficacy scales, 

because they “are, in the most part, still cast in a general form rather than being 

tailored to domains of instructional functioning” (p.243). Pajares (1996) also noted:  

 

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). 

 

 

Bearing these points in mind, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) 

developed the Teachers‟ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) based on the integrated 

model of teacher efficacy proposed by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998). Starting from 

Bandura‟s (1997) teacher efficacy scale, with an expanded list of teacher capabilities, 

Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and eight graduate students developed a 52-item, 

nine-point scale. This scale was examined by three studies. In the first two studies, 

the original 52 items were reduced to 32 and then to 18 items. In the third study, 18 

additional items were developed and tested, resulting in two forms of the scale: 24-

item and 12-item scales. The three studies consistently produced three factors: 

classroom management, instructional strategies, and student engagement 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

 

In a comprehensive review of literature on teachers‟ sense of efficacy, Tschannen-

Moran et al (1998) proposed a new integrated model of teacher efficacy in which 

one‟s judgment of personal teaching competence is identified through specific 

teaching tasks. In this conception of teacher efficacy, the domain and context 

specificity and the cyclical nature of teacher efficacy are highlighted. This model has 
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been acknowledged as an advancement in teacher efficacy research (Henson, 2002; 

Labone, 2004). In accordance with this, the current study modifies the TSES to fit 

the specific teaching context in question, that is, the university English class setting 

in Turkey. In the next section, studies on English teachers‟ sense of efficacy in the 

second/foreign language setting is discussed. 

 

2.3  Studies on English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy in the Foreign/Second 

Language Setting 

 

 

Parallel to the growth of teacher efficacy research, teachers‟ sense of efficacy has 

been investigated in different contexts and subject matters. Researchers in the 

science education field, in particular, have been actively inquiring into teacher 

efficacy (Bleicher, 2004; Riggs & Enochs, 1990; Roberts & Henson, 2000). 

However, in the second/foreign language setting, research on teachers‟ sense of 

efficacy is relatively scarce (Liaw, 2004, Chacon, 2002; Shim, 2001; Kim, 2002). In 

these studies, usually language teachers‟ belief systems and complex relationships 

between these beliefs and various educational issues have been investigated. 

 

Research studies conducted in the area of teachers‟ beliefs have used diverse 

research methodologies to explore this concept. Studies have examined various 

aspects of beliefs and employed theories from multiple disciplines. Based on their 

theoretical standpoint, these studies have used both qualitative and quantitative 

research methodologies and have used different research instruments such as 

questionnaires, interviews, diary/journal entries, field notes, classroom observation, 

video recordings, etc. to gain insight into this construct (Gabillon, 2013). 

 

According to Gabillon (2013), teacher belief research in the foreign/second language 

field may be divided into two main groups in terms of the methodologies and 

approaches these studies have used: a) approaches based on cognitive orientations; 
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and b) approaches based on sociocultural orientations (Alanen, 2003; Johnson 2006, 

2009). 

 

Studies that have employed the mainstream cognitive approaches as research 

orientations considered the belief construct as an internal independent component of 

the mind, and perceived teachers‟ conscious beliefs  as a  way to understand  the 

types of beliefs the teachers hold. Many of these studies used questionnaires and 

interviews as research instruments. (Gabillon, 2013). In contrast, teacher belief 

studies that  employed sociocultural orientations emphasized the importance of the 

context and individual differences, which led to more qualitative research approaches 

that included case studies, narratives, diary studies, life stories, and action research 

studies (Johnson, 2006, 2009). 

 

 

2.3.1 Studies on the Relationships between Teacher Beliefs and their Classroom 

Practices 

 

The relationships between L2 teachers‟ beliefs and their classroom practices have 

been one of the most commonly examined teacher belief inquiries. Research done in 

various contexts has attempted to understand what beliefs guide L2 teachers‟ 

classroom practices (Johnson, 1994; Tercanlioglu, 2005). The majority of the L2 

teacher belief studies that have looked at relationships between teachers‟ beliefs and 

their actual classroom practices aimed at finding out possible connections between 

teacher beliefs and classroom practices. Such studies have been mainly concerned 

with how theoretical recommendations are interpreted and reflected in teachers‟ 

classroom practice (Borg,1999). Many studies have revealed that there are very 

complex relationships between teacher beliefs and classroom practices and that there 

could be inconsistencies between teachers‟ stated beliefs and their actual classroom 

practices. These discordances between teachers‟ stated beliefs and their practices 

were especially prevalent as regards focus-on-form practices, error correction, and 



 

31 
 

teaching principles (Basturkmen et al., 2004; Kennedy & Kennedy, 1996; Breen et 

al., 2001). However, in terms of self-efficacy beliefs, there have been many studies 

that have revealed the opposite to be true, since researchers were able to find direct 

correlations between teachers‟ stated beliefs and their classroom practices 

(Coladarci, 1992). 

 

One of the researchers expanding the self-efficacy belief research to the field of 

English as a foreign language (EFL) was Chacon (2005). She explored EFL teachers‟ 

efficacy for student engagement, classroom management, and instructional 

strategies; their English proficiency level in four skills and culture knowledge, and 

the pedagogical strategies they use to teach EFL. Also, the correlations among these 

constructs and demographic variables such as years of English experience, 

experience studying/ traveling abroad, and staff development were investigated. Data 

were collected through a survey administered to 100 EFL teachers working in middle 

schools in Venezuela . In order to assess teachers‟ perceived efficacy for engaging 

students in learning EFL, for managing EFL classes, and for implementing 

instructional strategies to teach EFL the researcher developed English Teachers‟ 

Sense of Efficacy Scale (ETSES) comprising of the following subscales; (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 of the study revealed that teachers‟ perceived competence to teach has a 

direct impact on their teaching practices. It was also found that teachers‟ efficacy for 

instructional strategies was higher than their efficacy for management and 

engagement; and teachers‟ efficacy was positively correlated with self-reported 

English proficiency of the teachers, which highlighted the perceived importance of 

content knowledge. Another interesting finding of this study was that teachers, 

regardless of their efficacy level, had a tendency towards grammar-oriented 

strategies (accuracy) rather than strategies conducive to communication (meaning). 
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In other words, teacher efficacy, in this study did not seem to have a significant 

relationship with the methods (either CLT or the grammar-translation method) 

teachers applied in the classroom. Moreover, no correlation was found between years 

of English teaching experience and teacher efficacy for engagement, instructional 

strategies, and management. Finally, staff development was correlated with efficacy 

for engagement and instructional strategies but not for management; in other words, 

the more in-service training the teachers reported having, the higher was their 

efficacy to design instructional strategies and to engage students in learning English.  

Thus, Chacon concluded that EFL teachers‟ perceived competence in English leads 

them to build a strong sense of self-efficacy about their teaching practice. 

 

2.3.2 Studies on Teacher Beliefs as a Source of Teacher Awareness and 

Professional Growth 

 

The importance of studying teacher beliefs is not only limited to classroom practices. 

It also has a significant effect on teacher‟ professional growth. Many researchers 

have viewed teacher beliefs as resources for self-reflection and self-development 

(Borg,1998, 2006). The idea that teachers‟ beliefs could be used as a source for 

teacher reflection in teacher development practices have led to a number of studies in 

this area. 

 

Bailey et.al. (1996) sought to understand the role of previous language learning 

histories in shaping teachers‟ current teaching philosophies and practices through the 

use of autobiographical writing and reflection. The results of the study involving 

seven MA candidates and a teacher educator showed that there were five main 

factors that affected their positive language experiences as students: 1) teacher 

personality and style was more important than methodology 2) teachers had certain 

personality traits like being caring and committed, and had clear expectations of their 

students 3) teachers respected, and were respected by the students 4) student 

motivation to learn was important in overcoming inadequacies in teaching and 5) a 
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positive classroom environment supported learning. As the writers of this study 

explored their learning experiences, they also became aware of their own theories of 

teaching as well as the sources of these theories. 

 

Borg‟s (1998) study, data-based teacher development, perceived teacher reflection as 

a major source for professional growth and based his methodological assumptions on 

this principle. In this research, Borg aimed to help the teachers uncover their own 

beliefs using research activities. He used authentic teaching data as part of a teacher 

development course to encourage teachers to become aware of the role their beliefs 

played in their teaching and to help them discover how their own practices were 

shaped by their beliefs. He named this teacher development activity „data-based 

teacher development‟ and claimed that this activity provided them with the 

opportunity for self-reflection and professional growth.  

 

In a more recent study, Borg (2005) examined six trainees‟ beliefs, experiences and 

reflections in a four week CELTA course through interviews, observations, 

questionnaires, and research journals. He found that the in-service program had a 

considerable impact on teacher beliefs, but could have a more substanial effect if 

teacher engagement was enhanced during the program. 

 

2.3.3 Studies on the Relationship between Teacher Beliefs and Teacher 

Education 

 

Many teacher belief research studies that have sought to understand the types of 

beliefs language teachers hold have used Horwitz‟s (1988,1989) Beliefs about 

Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) (e.g.Peacock, 2001; Mattheoudakis, 2007). 

The majority of these studies investigated pre-service L2 teacher beliefs to find out 

what types of beliefs pre-service L2 teachers hold and whether teacher education 

programs have any influence on these beliefs (e.g. Peacock, 2001;  Mattheoudakis, 
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2007; Borg, 2011). Borg‟s (2011) study, however,  has a slightly different focus 

because it explores the impact of an in-service training program on  teachers‟ beliefs. 

 

Peacock‟s (2001) longitudinal study sought to understand whether pre-service L2 

teachers‟ beliefs about L2 learning would change  over their 3-year teacher education 

program. The study based its assumption on the idea that teachers‟ initial “mistaken 

ideas” could change through the course of teacher education programs as they 

studied TESL methodology. Peacock (2001) proposed that it is important to work on 

mistaken trainee beliefs from the very beginning because they could affect teachers‟ 

teaching and their future students‟ language learning. As part of the data collection 

process, he used Horwitz‟s Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) to 

elicit first-year trainee beliefs about langauge learning.The results of this longitudianl 

study provided some evidence of the stability of beleifs. In this study, Peacock 

(2001) discovered that the trainees had three main beliefs about language learning 

that were different from experienced ESL teachers‟ beliefs and these beliefs changed 

very little over their three years of training. He observed that even in their third year 

there were many trainees that still believed in the importance of learning a great deal 

of vocabulary and grammar rules to learn a second langauge. Moreover, at the end of 

their training, these trainees believed that people who speak more than one language 

well are very intelligent.  

 

Mattheoudakis‟s (2007) longitudinal study attempted to explore pre-service Greek 

EFL teacher beliefs about learning and teaching. The research looked into the effect 

of the 3-year teacher education program and the teaching practice on the student 

teachers‟ beliefs. The results suggested that there is a slow but steady development in 

the student teachers‟ beliefs during their education. However, the results indicated 

low impact of the teaching practice on the student teachers‟ beliefs. 

 

Borg (2011), in a more recent study, examined the impact of an eight week in-service 

teacher education program (the DELTA course) in the UK on the beliefs of six 
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English language teachers. The study employed qualitative data collection methods 

such as semi-structured interviews, coursework, and tutor feedback to gain insight 

into teachers‟ beliefs. The results of the research indicated that the program had a 

considerable impact on  the teachers‟ beliefs but could have engaged teachers in a 

more productive examination of them. 

 

2.4  Research on Teacher Beliefs in the Turkish Context 

The relevent literature in the previous parts reveals that many teacher efficacy studies 

have been conducted in relation to teachers‟ classroom practices, professional 

growth, and teacher education experiences. Studies on teacher beliefs in Turkey have 

also been  growing in number. Some of the prominent studies in the Turkish EFL 

context are summarized in this section. 

 

Yavuz‟s (2005) study  explored the level of efficacy perceptions of EFL teachers and 

the variables that have a relationship with teacher efficacy. Her sample consisted of 

226 EFL teachers working at the preparatory schools of 13 universities in Istanbul. 

Data were gathered through three questionnaires; the teacher background 

questionnaire developed by the researcher, the long version of OSTES (Tschannen-

Moran and Hoy‟s, 2001) only one item excluded since the item is related to parental 

cooperation, and Fisher and Fraser‟s (1990) School Level Environment 

Questionnaire. The results revealed that EFL teachers working at the preparatory 

schools of 13 universities in Istanbul viewed themselves as higly efficacious. More 

specifically, it was found that teachers perceived themselves more efficacious in 

classroom management and instructional strategies than student engagement. In 

addition, the results revealed that a cooperative and respectful student profile and 

encouragement of innovation at the university were found to cause variations on the 

efficacy perceptions of EFL teachers. Solar- ġekerci (2011) examined the beliefs of 

257 Turkish EFL instructors working at university preparatory schools in Ankarato 

examine whether years of teaching experience, English competency, self reported 

proficiency and graduate department were able to predict instructors‟ overall self 
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efficacy beliefs and their efficacy beliefs in student engagement, instructional 

strategies and classroom management.The data were collected through the Teacher 

Sense of Efficacy Scale, Self Reported English Proficiency Scale and Language 

Teaching Methods Scale. The results indicated that the instructors had rather high 

levels of self-efficacy beliefs, and that they felt more efficacious in classroom 

management than instructional strategies while they felt least efficacious in student 

engagement. Solar-ġekerci (2011) also found a positive relationship between such 

variables as experience, English competency, self-reported proficiency and levels of 

self-efficacy. In another study, Özmen (2012) explored the impact of an ELT pre-

service education program on student teachers‟ beliefs  at Gazi University, Gazi 

Faculty of Education in Ankara. This four-year longitudinal study attempted to 

examine the changes in the student teachers‟ beliefs over the course of this ELT pre-

service program. As part of the data collection process, interviews were conducted 

with 49 student teachers for four years, and data were processed through a mixed-

method design. The results of the study indicated that different phases of the program 

resulted in various changes at certain levels. It was also found that student 

teachers‟engagement in the teaching practicum had a higher impact on the 

development of their beliefs about language learning and teaching.  Ülkümen (2013), 

in a more recent study,investigated the predictors of university preparatory school 

instructors‟ self-efficacy by examining such factors as university type, years of 

teaching experience, mastery experience, undergraduate major, colleague support, 

and administration support. A total of 285 English language instructors from nine 

universities in Ankara took part in the study. The data were collected through a five-

section scale, consisting of the Turkish version of Teachers‟ Sense of Efficacy Scale, 

Mastery Experience Scale, Colleague Support Scale, Administration Support Scale, 

and a demographic information section. Ülkümen (2013) found  that mastery 

experience, years of teaching experience, administration support, and university type 

were the statistically significant predictors EFL instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs.The 

results also revealed that the  mastery experience of the instructors was, by far, the 

most significant indicator of their self-efficacy levels, while their undergraduate 



 

37 
 

majors and the support of their colleagues were not significantly correlated with their 

sense of efficacy. 

2.5 Summary 

In brief, this literature review provides information about Bandura‟s social cognitive 

theory, teachers‟ sense of efficacy and its measurement, teacher efficacy research in 

the EFL setting, and research conducted in the Turkish context. 

First, Bandura‟s social cognitive theory and self-efficacy beliefs are discussed with 

respect to the conception of human agency and the triadic reciprocal causation 

model. Then, the notion of self-efficacy beliefs as the foundation of human agency is 

underlined. In addition, it is pointed out that self-efficacy beliefs are domain-specific 

and thus vary according to the domain of activities, the levels of difficulty, and the 

specific context. The four sources of self-efficacy, which are enactive mastery 

experiences, vicarious learning experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological 

arousal are discussed in detail. 

Second, the literature on teachers‟ sense of efficacy is discussed by providing 

information about its conception and measurement. Two major dimensions of 

teachers‟ perceived efficacy are defined – Personal Teaching Efficacy (PTE) and 

General Teaching Efficacy (GTE). In this part, it is also pointed out that the 

integrated model of Tschannen-Moran et.al (1998) has been accepted as an 

advancement in teacher efficacy research because it addresses the conceptual 

confusion by highlighting the domain and context specificity and the cyclical nature 

of teacher efficacy. 

Third, the relevant literature on teacher efficacy in the EFL setting is reviewed by 

providing examples from the world. It was found that the literature in the field is 

growing in number, but there is still a need to further explore teachers‟ efficacy in 

teaching English as a foreign language, bearing in mind the powerful influence of 

this construct on various aspects of teaching and learning. 
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Finally, studies on teacher efficacy in the Turkish context are reviewed. It was found 

that studies examining EFL teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs in Turkey are steadily 

growing in number.  

 

Some of the prominent studies reviewed in this section are summarized with respect 

to the aim, context, methods, and findings in Table 1: 

 

Table 1  

A Summary of Some of the Prominent Studies on Teacher Beliefs and Language  

Teaching in the Turkish EFL Context 

 
Researcher Focus Context Methods Findings 

ġekerci 

(2011) 

The predictors of 

Turkish EFL 

instructors‟ self-

efficacy beliefs 

257 preparatory 

school 

instructors from 

universities in 

Ankara  

Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy Scale, 

Self Reported 

English 

Proficiency Scale 

and Language 

Teaching 

Methods Scale 

 

Instructors‟ overall self 

efficacy beliefs were 

significantly predicted by 

experience, English 

competency and self reported 

proficiency. 

Özmen 

(2012) 

49 student 

teachers‟ beliefs 

over the course of 

an English teacher 

education pre-

service program 

The ELT pre-

service 

education 

program at Gazi 

University in 

Ankara 

Semi-structured 

interviews and 

surveys 

A teacher education program 

based on a constructivist view 

of education might have a 

significant impact on the 

belief development of the pre-

service STs. 

Ülkümen 

(2013) 

The predictors of 

Turkish EFL 

instructors‟ self-

efficacy beliefs 

285 English 

language 

instructors from 

nine universities 

in Ankara 

The Turkish 

version of 

Teachers‟ Sense 

of Efficacy Scale, 

Mastery 

Experience Scale, 

Colleague 

Support Scale, 

Administration 

Support Scale 

 

Mastery experience, years of 

teaching experience, 

administration support, and 

university type were the 

statistically significant 

predictors of teacher efficacy 

of EFL instructors. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHOD 

 

 

 

3.0 Overview 

This chapter presents the research methods used in this study. In the first section, a 

description of the research design is provided. In the second part, the participants of 

the study are introduced, and in the final section, data collection procedures and 

analyses are explained. 

 

3.1 Research Design 

The present study is designed as an explanatory mixed methods research study 

through which the teacher-researcher investigates the nature of self-efficacy beliefs 

and its predictors. The study incorporates both quantitative and qualitative data 

collection methods. Since quantitative data by itself can only give a general idea 

about the nature of self-efficacy,  qualitative data in the form of interviews have also 

been used to provide deeper insight into teachers‟ beliefs. As Creswell (2005, p.510) 

points out, the mixed methods design is especially useful when researchers “want to 

follow up a quantitative study with a qualitative one to obtain more detailed specific 

information that cannot be gained from the results of statistical tests". It has also 

been argued that quantitative data represented with numbers or scores on instruments 

may merely produce general pictures about the research questions being examined, 

whereas qualitative data obtained from open-ended interviews, for example, can 

“offer many different perspectives on the topic of study and provide a complex 

picture of the situation” (p.510). Moreover, as Tschannen- Moran et al. (1998, p.242) 

have pointed out, there is a great need for qualitative data in teacher efficacy research 

because it can “provide a thick, rich description of the growth of teacher self-
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efficacy.” Bearing these points in mind, this study sought to answer the research 

questions for the quantitative and qualitative phase by employing a mixed methods 

research design as illustrated in Table 2. 

 

 

Table 2 Research Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Research Questions for 

the Quantitative Phase 

Data Tools Research Questions for the Qualitative Phase Data Tools 

1. What are the overall 

levels of self-efficacy for 

teaching English among 

Turkish EFL instructors 

working in the university 

setting? 

 

1.1 What are the levels 

of self efficacy for these 

instructors regarding the 

classroom management, 

student engagement, and 

instructional strategies? 

 

 

Section 3 of 

the Survey: 

Items 1-20 

concerning 

instructors‟ 

self-efficacy 

levels 

1.2 How do instructors evaluate their overall 

self-efficacy in English language teaching? Why 

do they consider themselves  at that specific 

level regarding their self-efficacy and its 

subdimensions? 

 

Interview 

Question 1 

2. To what extent do  

gender, university 

type,undergrad/grad. 

degree, department type, 

total years of experience, 

school culture (working 

environment,administrati

ve support, in-service 

training program) 

predict instructors‟ 

overall sense of efficacy 

and its subdimensions? 

 

All items 

comprising 

the three 

sections of 

the survey: 

background 

information, 

school 

culture, and 

self-efficacy 

levels of 

instructors 

2. 1 What factors might influence instructors‟ 

overall self-efficacy and its sub dimensions 

throughout their teaching career? 

 

2.2 How might  gender, university type, 

undergraduate/graduate degree, department 

type, total years of experience, school culture 

(working environment, administrative support,  

in-service training program) contribute to self-

efficacy and its subdimensions? 

 

 

2.3 What would be the ideal characteristics of 

an in-service training program that could foster 

the self-efficacy levels of English language 

instructors? 

 

Interview 

Questions 

2 and  5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interview 

Questions 

3 and 4 
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3.2 Participant Characteristics of the Quantitative Phase 

 

The research population consisted of Turkish EFL instructors working at state and 

private universities in Ankara, Ġstanbul, and Ġzmir. The participants of the 

quantitative part of the study were selected by means of convenience sampling. This 

sampling method is a kind of non-probability or non-random sampling in which 

members of the target population are chosen according to certain practical criteria 

such as location, time, accessibility, and willingness. It is one of the most common 

types of sampling methods in language studies where the only criterion is the 

convenience of the researcher (Dörnyei, 2007). Using this sampling method, the 

researcher distributed the surveys to teachers working at both state and private 

universities. A total of 434 Turkish EFL instructors working at the preparatory 

schools of 17 universities took part in this study. 

 

The demographic information for the 434 instructors that took part in this survey is 

illustrated through the tables and figures below. 

 

Table 3 Demographic Information about the Participants 

Characteristics N % 

   

 

Gender 

    Female 

    Male 

    Missing     

 

University Type 

     Private 

     State 

 

 

 

367 

63 

4 

 

 

297 

137 

 

 

 

84.6 

14.5 

0.4 

 

 

68.4 

31.6 
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Undergrad/Grad. Degree 

      BA 

 

 

 

 

226 

 

 

 

 

52.1 

      MA   184 42.4 

      PhD 

      Missing 

17 

                       7 

3.9 

1.6 

 

Department  Type 

  

    FLE 

    Other             

    Missing  

 

Total  Experience 

Less than 5 years 

5-9 years 

10-14 years 

More than 15 years 

Missing 

 

201 

225 

8 

 

 

97 

137 

77 

116 

7 

46.3 

51.8 

1.9 

 

 

22.4 

31.6 

17.7 

26.7 

1.6 
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As can be understood from Table 3, most of the participants in the sample held a BA 

(52.1%) and a MA (42.4%), while a few held a PhD (3.9%). 46.3 % of the 

participants were Foreign Language Education (FLE) graduates while 51.8 %  were 

graduates of other departments.  

 

From these 434 participants, a great majority (318 instructors) said they had an in-

service training program at their institution while 112 replied that there was no 

institutional in-service training at their university as shown in Table 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 Distribution of  Teachers According to the Availability of In-Service-

Training at their Institution 

 

 

 

The majority of the participants replied that they had attended the in-service training 

at their institution (68.4%) while 30.6% said they didn‟t participate in the in-service 

training at their institution, which is illustrated in Table 5. 

 

Is there in-service 

training at your 

institution? 

Frequency  Percentage 

Yes 318 73.3 

No 112 25.8 

Missing 4 0.9 

Total 434 100 
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Table 5 Distribution of  Teachers Based on their Participation in In-Service Training 

at their Institution 
 

 

 

 Finally, Table 6 shows that from the universities that have in-service training, 290 

teachers have attended this training. From these 290 instructors who attended in-

service training, the researcher examined their responses to the first section of the 

survey related to the type of training program, competencies gained on completion of 

training as well as the sub-section entitled In-service Training Program 

Characteristics and Trainer Characteristics under the general heading School Culture. 

 

Table 6 Participation in In-Service Training 

 

 

 

 

3.2.1 Information about Instructors who have Attended In-service Training at 

their Institution 

 

The tables and graphs below illustrate the responses of 290 instructors who have 

participated in in-service training and who have answered the items about in-service 

training program type and competencies gained on completion of the in-service 

Did you attend the in-

service training at 

your institution? 

Frequency  Percentage 

Yes 297 68.4 

No 133 30.6 

Missing 4 0.9 

Total 434 100 

                     Attended Not Attended  Total 

Yes               290 28 318 

No                  7 105 112 

Total             297 133 430 
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training in the first section of the survey (Demographic Information). Because 

instructors have the option of selecting more than one choice when they respond to 

the items, the tables and graphs were prepared based on frequencies rather than 

percentages. 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Distribution of Instructors According to the Type of Program Provided 

by In-Service Training 

 

 

 

In Figure 3, the numbers indicate the frequency of participants‟ responses to multiple 

items in the same question. According to the figure, most of the participants who 

attended training at their institution took part in the certificate – diploma programs 

(129 instructors out of 290) and seminars (124 instructors). A large number of the 

participants also took part in conferences (102 instructors) Very few took part in 

other types of training (29 instructors out of 290). 
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Figure 4 Distribution of Instructors According to the Acquired Competencies on 

Completion of the In-Service Training 
 

Figure 4 indicates that the majority of the participants (239 out of 290) replied that 

their training improved their language competencies. The second most important 

competency that was developed by teachers was materials development and 

educational technologies. Testing and evaluation and other competencies were seen 

as the lesser developed competencies on completion of training. 

 

3.2.2Participant Characteristics of the Qualitative Phase 

 

The qualitative phase of the study also adopted a convenience sampling method. The 

interviewees were selected from among the survey respondents who volunteered to 

be interviewed. Four to five interviewees were chosen from each university to 

provide an even distribution among the participants. 

Table 7 presents the interview participants‟ personal and professional profiles. The 

interviewees consisted of 6 males and 14 females in various stages of their teaching 
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careers. The majority of the participants was foreign language education majors and 

was in their 40s (60%).  These teachers had on average 15-19 years of teaching 

experience. 

 

Regarding their in-service training experiences, all of the interview participants had 

attended an in-service training program in English teaching as shown in Table 7. 

Thus, all of the interview participants were exposed to different types of in-service 

training programs and were able to describe their experiences in detail. 

 

Table 7 Interview Participants’ Background Information  

 

 

Background                                                                                             Number of  Participants 

                                                               (%) 

 

Gender              Male 

                          Female 

 

 

6  (30) 

                                   14 (70) 

Age                    20s 

                           30s 

          40s 

                                    4  (20) 

                                   4 (20) 

                                  12 (60) 

 

Highest              B.A. 

Degree               M.A. 

 4  (20) 

                                  16 (80) 

Teaching            Under 5 

Experience         5-9 

(years)               10-14 

                          15-19 

 2 (10) 

                                  2 (10) 

                                  4 (20) 

                                 12 (60) 

Major 

Foreign Lang.     Yes 

Education            No 

In-Service           Yes                                    

Training              No 

  

                                  14 (70) 

                                    6  (30) 

                                  20  (100) 

                                   0   (0) 
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3.3 Data Collection Instruments 

 

In this study, there were two main data collection instruments: a questionnaire 

followed by semi-structured interviews. The quantitative data were collected by 

means of a questionnaire (see Appendix A). The questionnaire included questions 

that aimed to obtain demographic information about the participants and their views 

on such factors as the working environment,administrative support, and in-service 

training (i.e. the school culture) as well as their level of efficacy. 

 

Qualitative data were gathered in the form of semi-structured interviews conducted 

by the researcher to gain in-depth information about the factors that influence 

instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs  (see Appendix C). 

 

3.3.1 Instructor Questionnaire 

 

The questionnaire consisted of the following instruments: 1) Teachers‟ Background 

Questionnaire developed by the researcher and used to obtain demographic 

information about the participants as well as their previous in-service training 

experiences, 2) The adapted version of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 

(Tschannen- Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) adapted by Çapa, Çakıroğlu & Sarıkaya 

(2005) as the Turkish Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (TTSES) and modified further to 

make it more context specific to the English as a foreign language teaching 

environment. In other words, the items on the original TTSE scale were modified so 

that they would be more suitable for the English language teaching environment in 

the Turkish university setting. Therefore, the most significant changes were made to 

the classroom management items to include challenges that could specifically be 

faced by university EFL teachers: (Item 2: “How well can you manage students‟ 

irrelevant digressions in the EFL classroom?” or Item 3:“How well can you establish 

routines to keep English language learning activities running smoothly?”) instead of 

questions specific to primary school teachers‟ experiences with their students 
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(i.e.“How much can you assist families in helping their children do well?”). 

Moreover, items were modified specifically to address issues related to the English 

language teaching classroom (Item 8: “To what extent can you use English 

effectively so as to encourage your students to speak English?”). In this section of the 

questionnaire, a nine point scale was used to measure instructors‟ levels of self-

efficacy in teaching English:1-2 Not at all,  3-4  Very Little, 5-6 Some Degree, 7-8 

Quite a Bit, 9 A Great Deal. 

 

The third instrument used by the researcher was the School Culture scale designed to 

elicit instructors‟ views on the following issues: working environment, 

administrative support, and the in-service training program. Some of the items that 

form the school culture scale were adapted from Flores‟s (2001) study entitled 

“Person and Context in Becoming a Teacher”. In this study, the researcher used a 

questionnaire to examine the interaction between biographical and contextual factors 

in new teachers‟ professional development. Three items under school culture were 

adopted from this study: 1) “In general, there is a supportive climate in my school”, 

2) “There are effective working relationships among staff”, 3) “Staff are informed 

about school policies, events, and practices on a regular basis”. These items went 

under the section of the working environment. 

 

The instructor questionnaire consisted of three main sections. Section 1 included nine 

items about teachers‟ background information. In this section, the participants 

answered questions about their personal and professional background including 

detailed questions about their in-service training experience at their institution if 

applicable. Section 2  was comprised of 20 items under the heading school culture 

and included 5 items under each of the 4 sub-sections of the scale, namely working 

environment, administrative support, in-service training program, and in-service 

trainer qualities. The school culture instrument aimed to elicit the views of the 

participants on their school environment (working environment, administrative 

support, and in-service training) by asking respondents to evaluate items on a 5 point 
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Likert scale ranging from 1- “Strongly Disagree” to 5-“Strongly Agree”. The third 

and final section of the survey contained 20 items measuring the level of English 

teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs on a 9 point Likert scale ranging from 1- “Not at All” 

to 9- “A Great Deal”. 

All of the questionnaire items in the second section were first written in English and 

then translated into Turkish in order to minimize the respondents‟ misunderstandings 

due to the medium language (See Appendix A for the English version, and Appendix 

B for the Turkish version). Furthermore, back translation was performed so as to 

avoid any inconsistencies between the original and translated questionnaires that may 

disrupt the accuracy and truthfulness of the final results. Two English-Turkish 

bilingual colleagues in the Department of Basic English verified the accuracy of the 

translations. The verification was conducted by performing back translations of the 

Turkish translation to English and then comparing it with the original English 

version. Section 2 of the Questionnaire (School Culture), which consisted of 20 

items, was found to be 90% consistent with the English version. Two items were 

discovered to be slightly different in terms of the wording that was used to express 

the intended meaning and therefore needed to be revised accordingly into Turkish. 

Item 5 needed clarification and was translated into Turkish to include the word 

“academic” activities to distinguish them from other general activities. Item 10 was 

also modified to include the phrase “all issues specifically related to the staff” instead 

of general issues. With these modifications, the items were better suited for the 

academic environment and more comprehensible (Item 5: “There is an informative 

atmosphere in my institution regarding academic activities”, and Item 10: “The 

administration involves staff in the decision-making process concerning all issues 

that are specifically related to them.” 
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3.3.2 Validity 

Validity is concerned with whether or not the instrument measures what it is 

supposed to measure. It is defined as “the degree of appropriateness, correctness, 

meaningfulness, and usefulness of the specific inferences researchers make based on 

the data they collect” (Fraenkel and Wallen, 2003, p.158). The construct validity of 

some of the instruments in the present study was partially established by the 

instruments on which the current instruments drew (e.g. Teacher Sense of Efficacy 

Scale by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001 and the Turkish Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy Scale by Çapa, Çakıroğlu et.al, 2005).The TSES was tested in three 

different studies in which the original 52 items were reduced to two forms of the 

measure: a 24-item long form and a 12-item short form. In their analyses, 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) found a three-factor solution for the practicing 

teachers which comprised of efficacy for student engagement, classroom 

management, and instructional strategies. Similarly, in the Turkish version of the 

scale, the same three factors were found for a different sample consisting of 628 

preservice teachers from six different universities located in Turkey. The present 

study was also conducted with Turkish instructors in the university setting, but as 

some items were modified and some were newly added for the present study, there 

was a need to reinvestigate the validity of the instruments. To provide evidence for 

the construct validity of the three-factor subscale scores, principal component 

analysis was conducted. The three factors were found to be valid in the current study 

and accounted for 60.26% of the variance as illustrated in Table 8: 
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Table 8 Total Variance Explained 

 

Component Initial Eigen values Extraction Sums 

of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 9.154 45.768 45.768 9.154 45.768 4.795 23.975 23.975 

2 1.549 7.744 53.512 1.549 7.744 3.936 19.682 43.657 

3 1.349 6.744 60.257 1.349 6.744 3.320 16.600 60.257 

4 0.918 4.588 64.845      

5 0.853 4.267 69.112      

6 0.694 3.471 72.583      

7 0.624 3.122 75.705      

8 0.556 2.778 78.483      

9 0.522 2.610 81.093      

10 0.487 2.434 83.527      

11 0.442 2.212 85.740      

12 0.414 2.070 87.810      

13 0.380 1.898 89.707      

14 0.362 1.809 91.516      

15 0.337 1.685 93.201      

16 0.317 1.587 94.789      

17 0.312 1.559 96.348      

18 0.263 1.315 97.663      

19 0.243 1.215 98.878      

20 0.224 1.122 100.000      

 

 

From the table above, it can be understood that factor 1 accounts for 45.768 % of 

instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs; factor 2 explains 7.744% of instructors‟ self-

efficacy, and factor 3 accounts for 6.744% of instructors‟ self-efficacy.  In other 

words, the results of the factor analysis reveal that these three factors account for 

60.257% of instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs. The Scree Plot illustrated in Figure 5 

also supports the three factor subscale for teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs. 
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Figure 5: The Scree Plot 

 

Figure 5 above illustrates the total number of sub-factors. In the component number 

axis, there is a gradual decrease after the third component, which supports the data in 

the previous table which indicated that there were a total of three sub- factors. 

 

Since factor analysis may not be suitable for all types of data, the data presented in 

the table below were also tested for its suitability in factor analysis using the Kaiser-

Meyer Olkin (KMO) coefficient and the Barlett sphericity test. The KMO coefficient 

provides information about whether the data were suitable for factor analysis and the 

extraction of factors. For factorability, the KMO value is expected to be higher than 
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0. 60. In the light of this information, the KMO value in this study is 0.939, which 

means that this data lends itself very well to factorability. The Bartlett test examined 

whether there were relationships between variables on the basis of partial 

correlations. In this study, the Bartlett test revealed that the test was meaningful and 

that there were relationships between the variables as can be seen in Table 9. 

 

 

 

Table 9KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 10 below shows the number of factors but does not inform us about which item 

belongs to which factor. Rotated Component Matrix was used to group the items 

under each component. Table 10 indicates the items that have the highest values 

under certain factors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                    Approx. Chi  

Square 

Df              

Sig 

 

 

Bartlett‟s  Test of          4662.845                                

Sphericity         

 

190           0.0 

 

 

 

KMO Sampling  

Adequacy                     0.939    
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Table 10  Rotated Component Matrix 

 

 

 Component 

1 2 3 

classroom management  item 1 0.546 0.300 0.253 

classroom management  item 2 0.730 0.199 0.116 

classroom management  item 3 0,698 0.311 0.138 

classroom management  item 4 0.720 0.284 0.111 

student engagement        item 5 0.404 0.660 0.053 

student engagement        item 6 0.262 0.707 0.137 

student engagement        item 7   0.1766 0.786 0.187 

student engagement        item 8 0.297 0.679 0.226 

student engagement        item 9 0.207 0.741 0.315 

student engagement       item 10 0.277 0.755 0.207 

student engagement       item 11 0.205 0.695 0.267 

student engagement       item 12 0.196 0.659 0.367 

instructional strategies   item 13 0.241 0.183 0.702 

instructional strategies   item 14 0.166 0.124 0.854 

instructional strategies   item 15 0.316 0.239 0.737 

instructional strategies   item 16 0.255 0.375 0.646 

instructional strategies   item 17 0.185 0.335 0.665 

instructional strategies   item 18 0.213 0.483 0.487 

instructional strategies   item 19 0.277 0.412 0.437 

instructional strategies   item 20 0.174 0.229 0.637 

 

 

 

When each of the items and their consecutive values are examined using the 

principal component analysis, items 1, 2, 3, and 4 may be listed under classroom 

management, items 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 may be grouped under student 

engagement, and items 13, 14, 15, 16,17,18, 19, and 20 can be categorized under 

instructional strategies, which provides further verification for the three factor 

subscale of the Teacher Efficacy Scale used in this study. 
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3.3.3 Reliability 

Reliability refers to “the consistency of scores obtained” (Fraenkel& Wallen, 2003, 

p.165). In the original study reported in Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), the 

following reliability coefficients were found for the long form: Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (0.94), student engagement (0.87), instructional strategies (0.91), and 

classroom management (0.90).The alpha coefficients (Cronbach alpha) that were 

used to measure the internal consistency of the instrument for the Turkish Teacher 

Sense of Efficacy Scale (TTSES) were also found to be considerably high in the 

Turkish version developed by Çapa et.al. (2005). The coefficient alpha values for the 

Turkish pre-service teachers were 0.82 for student engagement, 0.86 for instructional 

strategies, and 0.84 for classroom management. For the whole scale, the reliability of 

efficacy scores was 0.93. The current study adapted some of the items in both scales 

so as to fit the context of Turkish EFL instructors in the university setting. The 

reliability coefficients of these factors are as follows: 0.85 for classroom 

management, 0.91 for student engagement, and 0.85 for instructional strategies. 

These values appear to be highly reliable indices. The reliability score of the entire 

survey measured using Cronbach‟s Alpha value is 0.938, which indicates that the 

overall reliability is quite high. After analyzing the reliability coefficients for the rest 

of the sections and sub-sections that constitute the survey, the Cronbach Alpha 

values can be summarized as follows:  working environment (0.829), administrative 

support (0.904), in-service training program characteristics (0.937), in-service 

training program trainer qualities (0.968), and English instructors‟ self-efficacy 

beliefs (0.939) In brief, when the reliability coefficients are examined as a whole , 

the results  indicate that  the  entire questionnaire and its sub-sections have very high 

levels of reliability as illustrated in Table 11. 
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Table 11 Reliability Scores for the Survey 

 

 

3.4 Data Collection Procedures 

 

The data collection process included two stages: the quantitative and the qualitative 

stage. In the quantitative stage, the researcher selected a total of 17 universities from 

Ankara, Istanbul, and Izmir to conduct the research. In order to collect the data, the 

researcher applied to universities for formal consent. Subsequently, written 

permissions were obtained from the directors of the School of Foreign Languages in 

the spring semester of 2013. In addition, the researcher applied for the Ethics 

Committee approval in May, 2013 and received permission to continue with the 

study in June, 2013. After obtaining the necessary permissions, a pilot study was 

conducted with 89 EFL instructors from four different universities. The overall 

reliability of the pilot study was r=0.940. The reliability score for the sub-sections 

were as follows: working environment (r= 0.831), administrative support (r= 0.925), 

in-service training program characteristics (r= 0.935), in-service trainer 

characteristics (r= 0.975, and EFL instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs (r= 0.941). The 

reliability scores of the pilot study suggested that the instruments used were highly 

reliable, so the researcher continued with the study. 

 

Data collection was conducted over a year long period. The quantitative data were 

collected over a four month period, from July through September, 2013 and the 

qualitative data were gathered from August- October 2014. A total of 434 survey 

 

Overall 

Reliability of 

the Survey 

 

Self-Efficacy 

Beliefs 

 

Classroom 

Management 

 

Student 

Engagement 

 

Instructional Strategies 

 

 

0.938 

 

0.939 

 

0.85 

 

0.91 

 

0.85 
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responses were gathered in the quantitative phase, and 20 teachers were interviewed 

in the qualitative phase. The interview sessions were conducted in Turkish, since this 

was the native language of the instructors and it was believed to be easier for them to 

respond to questions in their mother tongue. The comprehensibility of the questions 

in Turkish was verified by two other bilingual EFL teachers before administering 

them. These English language instructors had 10 years of teaching experience at their 

institution and were in the process of completing their doctoral degree in the field of 

English language teaching, so they were considered appropriate candidates for this 

task. The questions were prepared based on their feedback and the relevant literature 

on teacher efficacy (Appendix C). Moreover, during the interview, a more familiar 

term like “self-confidence” was chosen to elicit instructors‟ views on their efficacy 

levels in teaching English. Since the concept of self-efficacy is an elusive concept in 

itself and needs to be explained in detail, it was assumed that explaining the precise 

term of self-efficacy as “beliefs in one‟s capabilities to organize and execute the 

courses of action required to produce given attainments” would be harder than using 

a simple yet comprehensible term such as “self-confidence” (Bandura, 1997:3). In 

this way, the researcher could get more reliable answers from the participants, since 

they recognized and used this word in their daily language. 

 

Some of the interviews were conducted face-to-face whereas others were conducted 

on the phone due to the fact that the respondents were located in different cities. 

Before each interview, the interviewee‟s willingness to participate in the interview 

was reconfirmed. Each teacher was informed that he/she could stop the interview at 

any time for any reason. The teachers were further assured that confidentiality would 

be maintained by keeping their names and the school names anonymous. The 

researcher also asked for permission to record the interviews. There were no teachers 

who dropped out of the interview session or who were opposed to the recording. 

Thus, each interview session was recorded and lasted about 10-15 minutes.  
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The interview was a semi-structured, open-ended type in which “the interviewer has 

a general idea of where he or she wants the interview to go, and what should come 

out of it, but does not enter the interview with a list of predetermined questions” 

(Nunan,1992, p.149). By not limiting the interview to an exchange of the fixed 

questions, it provided an emic view and in-depth understanding about the issues 

being covered. Thus, this interview method was highly useful in gaining deeper 

insights and additional information about the teachers‟ views concerning their 

efficacy in teaching English and how these efficacy beliefs are formed. 

 

Given this, the researcher did not have fixed questions beforehand but had general 

guiding questions which were in accordance with the themes in the questionnaire. 

 

The guiding questions were as follows: 

 

1) If you were to evaluate yourself in the teaching profession, would you consider 

yourself to be self-confident? 

a. How would you evaluate yourself as a teacher on a scale from 1-9? Why would 

you evaluate yourself as such? 

 

2) How did your self-confidence in your profession develop? In which kinds of 

environments do you think self-confidence may develop? 

 

3) Did you feel more self-confident after completing the in-service training program? 

If so, why did you feel that way? If not, why didn‟t you feel that way? 

 

4) Considering your in-service training experience, what type of in-service training 

do you think may develop your self-confidence? What types of characteristics should 

it have? (How should it be in terms of content, length, and format?) 
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5) 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? 

 

Table 12 presents a brief overview of the quantitative and qualitative data collection 

and analysis methods for the present study.  

 

 

Table 12 An Overview of the Quantitative and Qualitative Data Collection and 

Analysis 

 

Q 

U    Semi-Structured    Convenience       Audio                 Aug.-Sept.,             *Pattern coding                        
      Interviews               Sampling            recordings               2014 

         (N=20)                      

A 

L 

 

 

 

 

3.5 Data Analysis Procedures 

 

Data were analyzed in two sequential stages. In the quantitative stage, descriptive 

statistics, exploratory factor analysis, and hierarchical multiple regression analysis 

 Data Collection  

 

 

Sampling          Data Source                             

Method 

(Number of 

Participants) 

Time Period            Data Analysis 

                                Methods 

 

 

 

 

Q 

U  Questionnaire               

A  Survey 

N 

 

Convenience       

Questionnaire 

Sampling            responses 

(N=434)                      

                              SPSS 15.0 

                            *Descriptive 

                              Statistics 

                            *Exploratory 

Jun.-Oct.,              Factor Analysis 
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                              Hierarchical 

                              Regression 
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were conducted to examine the questionnaire data. In the qualitative stage, the 

interviews were transcribed and coded to find patterns in the data. As Creswell 

(2008, p.148) points out, “data analysis in qualitative research consists of preparing 

and organizing the data (i.e. text data as in transcripts) for analysis, then reducing 

data into themes through a process of coding and condensing the codes, and finally 

representing the data in figures, tables, or a discussion.” These are the general data 

strategies that Creswell mentions for qualitative data analysis although there may be 

some variations depending on the approach that is adopted. The three approaches he 

refers to are Madison‟s (2005) critical ethnographic perspective, Miles and 

Huberman‟s (1994) systematic approach to analysis, and Wolcott‟s (1994) 

ethnography and case study analysis. However, Creswell (2008) asserts that even 

though these three authors represent different perspectives, all three approaches share 

the same core principles of qualitative data analysis. 

 

3.5.1 Quantitative Data 

 

The survey data were entered and analyzed using the SPSS version 15.0. The data 

from the questionnaires were entered and the data entry process was completed in 

August, 2014. A preliminary data analysis was conducted in December, 2013 with 

the pilot group to obtain an overview of the data. Descriptive statistics was used to 

calculate frequencies, means, and standard deviations for the three main sections of 

the survey, namely, background information of teachers, school culture, and teacher 

self-efficacy. A more comprehensive data analysis was conducted after finding weak 

correlations between the dependent variables and teacher self-efficacy. According to 

the preliminary results of the pilot study, the relationship coefficients for instructors‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs as a whole were not at the expected level; in other words, the 

relationships were weak. Therefore, instead of using the averages of instructors‟ self-

efficacy beliefs, the sub-dimensions of instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs were 

examined using exploratory factor analysis. In addition, descriptive analysis was 

used to answer the first research question: “What are the levels of self-efficacy for 
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teaching English among Turkish EFL instructors working in the university setting? 

The subdimensions of the scale were analyzed using descriptive statistics and the 

items were analyzed one by one. 

 

In order to answer the second research question in the quantitative part of this study, 

“To what extent do the variables predict instructors‟ overall sense of efficacy levels 

and its sub-dimensions?”, the researcher used the multiple regression data analysis 

method. This method was appropriate in this research because it aims to explore the 

relationship between one continuous dependent variable and a number of 

independent variables or predictors. In other words, this analysis was chosen to 

explore  how well a set of variables (in this case demographic variables as well as 

variables related to school culture) are able to predict the sub-scales of instructors‟ 

self-efficacy. In hierarchical regression analysis, which is a sub-category of multiple 

regression, a set of variables are controlled to determine the extent to which 

independent variables are able to predict the dependent variable in a specific order. 

 

3.5.2 Qualitative Data 

 

The face-to-face semi-structured interviews employed in this study were audio 

recorded and transcribed verbatim. Six of the interviews, which were conducted on 

the phone due to the long distance, were audio recorded and also transcribed. There 

were about 5 total hours of recording, which generated approximately 40 pages of 

transcription. Because the data were collected through open-ended questions for the 

purpose of obtaining the teachers‟ deeper insights, the transcribed data were analyzed 

according to “grounded categories” as opposed to “a priori categories” (Lincoln 

&Guba, 1985; Ryan & Bernard, 2000). In other words, the data were coded 

according to emergent themes. The identified recurring themes were examined in 

conjunction with the research questions of the present study for the purpose of 

contextualizing the survey data. 
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Furthermore, for the purpose of validation and verification of the data analysis, an 

independent researcher was asked to analyze the interview data to cross-check the 

coding of responses and categorizations. The co-rater was an English language 

instructor with ten years of teaching experience who was working at a university in 

Ankara. She was provided with the raw data and the set of codes to select for the 

analysis. To answer interview questions 2 and 5, the descriptive codes were assigned 

to seven main categories: experience, working environment, administrative support, 

in-service training, gender, department type, university type, and 

undergraduate/graduate degree, and the rater had to select one or more codes from 

these categories. For questions related to the in-service training program, recurrent 

themes were found in the raw data and compared with the codes of the co-rater. For 

instance, “ practical”, “long-term”, and “appropriate for the school culture” were 

repeatedly coded by the co-rater.  Consensus was achieved after discussing the 

differences in the wording of the themes. This cross-checking process enhanced the 

reliability of the data analysis. 

 

3.6 Limitations of the Study 

 

Two main limitations of the quantitative phase of the study must be acknowledged. 

Firstly, from a methodological standpoint, this study was conducted with Turkish 

EFL instructors working at universities in Ankara, Ġstanbul, and Ġzmir, so the results 

cannot be generalized to other populations or regions in Turkey. Moreover, the study 

focuses on university instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs in English language teaching, 

so the results may vary according to the level and subject matter which is taught. 

Secondly, the findings of this study are based on perceived efficacy. The participants 

of the study may have overestimated their levels of teacher efficacy for reasons of 

social desirability, and thus this may have biased the data. As for the limitations of 

the qualitative data, the interviewer may have unknowingly given out signals that 

guide the interviewees to give the expected or desirable answers, which may affect 
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the reliability of the data. Moreover, the personal nature of interviews may make 

findings difficult to generalize. 

 

 

3.7 Summary 

 

As discussed in this chapter, the present study employed an explanatory mixed 

methods design. The participants of both the quantitative and qualitative data 

collection phases were selected using the convenience sampling method. The data 

collection period was from late June, 2013 through October, 2014. The survey was 

conducted with Turkish EFL instructors working at universities in Ankara, Istanbul, 

and Izmir; 434 responses were gathered, with a response rate of 48.2%. Twenty 

interviewees were selected among the 54 teachers who volunteered to be 

interviewed. 

 

Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed separately from each other, and later 

the qualitative data were used to triangulate and contextualize the quantitative data in 

accordance with the research questions. Quantitative data analysis was conducted 

using SPSS Version 15, adopting various statistical methods (e.g., descriptive 

statistics, confirmatory factor analysis, and multiple hierarchical regression). As for 

the qualitative data analysis, open-ended, semi-structured interview data were 

recorded, transcribed, and analyzed according to the recurring patterns (or themes). 

Finally, the results were verified by cross-checking the data with an independent co-

rater. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

 

 

 

4.0  Overview 

 
The main purpose of the present study was to examine preparatory school instructors‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs and the possible factors influencing them. The participants of the 

study were English instructors at universities in Ankara, Istanbul, and Izmir. They were 

given a survey which comprised of three parts. The first part asked for demographic 

information. The second part examined instructors‟ views on their school culture, which 

consisted of the working environment, administrative support, and in-service training 

program. The third part aimed at measuring teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs through the 

use of three sub-scales: self-efficacy beliefs for student engagement, instructional 

strategy and classroom management. In the qualitative phase of the research study, semi-

structured interviews were conducted with twenty instructors to gain deeper insight into 

the nature of self-efficacy and its development. 

 

This chapter reports the findings of these analyses. Firstly, the self-efficacy levels of the 

instructors are reported and explained based on the quantitative and qualitative results 

related to each of the research questions. 

 

 

4.1  The Self-Efficacy Levels of Preparatory School Instructors 

 

The first research question of the quantitative phase was: 

 

 

1. What are the overall levels of self-efficacy for teaching English among Turkish 

EFL instructors working in the university setting? 
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In order to answer this question, descriptive analyses were utilized. First, the overall 

self-efficacy beliefs of the instructors and then the three sub-dimensions were 

analyzed separately. The mean and total item scores were calculated for these 

participants. Each sub-dimension included a different set of items. Items 1-4 dealt 

with instructors‟ classroom manangement efficacy. Items 5-12 were about student 

engagement efficacy and items 13-20 were related to instructors‟ efficacy in terms of 

instructional strategies, making a total of 20 items. The maximum score for each item 

was 9 (the most efficacious) and the minimum score was 1 (the least efficacious). 

The results of the descriptive analysis revealed that the mean  score for overall self-

efficacy beliefs was 7.35 out of 9, and the standard deviation was 0.78 for  the 

English instructors. 

 

In connection with the first research question, the first sub-research question of the 

quantitative phase was: 

1.1 What are the levels of self-efficacy for these instructors regarding the following 

sub-dimensions? 

 a) classroom management 

 b) student engagement 

 c) instructional strategies 

 

For these three sub-dimensions, the analyses were carried out separately. Regarding 

classroom management, the raw scores ranged from 5.14 to 9 with a mean score of 

7.73 out of 9 and a standard deviation of 0.97. For the second sub-dimension on the 

scale, the scores for student engagement ranged from 2.75 to 9 with a mean score of 

7.07 out of 9 and a standard deviation of 0.73. Finally, the instructional strategies 

scores ranged from 1.00 to 9 with a mean score of 7.24 out of 9 and a standard 

deviation of 1.04. The results are summarized in Table 13. 
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Table 13 Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Self-Efficacy 

 

 

4.2  Qualitative Data Regarding Instructors’ Overall Rating of Self-Efficacy 

Beliefs and their Explanations 

 

In the present study, the purpose of the interview data was to explore further the 

reliability and validity of the quantitative results. The first interview question aimed 

to find out instructors‟ overall self-efficacy levels and their reasons behind it. The 

qualitative data appears to support the survey results with regard to the  relatively 

high evaluation of instructors‟ self-efficacy levels: 

 

Interview Question 1: If you were to evaluate yourself in the teaching profession, 

would you consider yourself to be self-confident? 

 

a. How would you evaluate yourself as a teacher on a scale from 1-9? Why would 

you evaluate yourself as such? 

All of the teachers considered themselves to be self-confident. Their scores ranged 

from 7-9 and none of them rated themselves lower than 7. They gave various reasons 

for the high evaluations of their self-efficacy: 

Interviewer: Why did you rate your self-efficacy as 8? In what areas do you 

feel self-confident?  

  

 

 

  n                 Min          Max                                             M             SD 

Self-Efficacy 434             3.95           9.00          7.35          0.78 

Classroom Management 434             5.14           9.00          7.73          0.97 

Student Engagement 434             2.75           9.00          7.07          0.73 

Instructional Strategies 434             1.00           9.00          7.24          1.04 
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Teacher K:  I definitely feel self-confident about my teaching. I would give  

           myself a score of 8 because I have a sound theoretical background. Besides 

 being an ELT graduate, I took part in several different seminars and 

          workshops, and tried to develop myself professionally. Afterwards, I  

 continued my graduate education. Constantly interacting with native speakers   

 at my institution is another fact that has affected my self-confidence. When I 

 first graduated from university and started working as a teacher, I thought I  

 couldn‟t speak so fluently. More than anything else, I now have many years 

 of  experience. Maybe eight years don‟t seem to be much but considering that 

 every two months I teach a different level and have to deal with different 

 students and prepare for that level, it has really provided me with experience. 

 

Another teacher referred to her experience at dealing with various challenges as the 

reason for her high level of self-efficacy: 

Interviewer: Why did you give yourself 9 for your self-efficacy? 

Teacher T: Because of my experience at dealing with all types of challenges 

like materials, tests, classroom management, etc. I have come across so many 

things that I believe I can easily deal with any type of crisis that arises and I 

have the experience to find solutions in the long-term and/or short-term. 

A few teachers who felt less confident in certain areas pointed out their weaknesses 

in the following way: 

Teacher G: I am self-confident about my teaching, but I also know I have two 

main weaknesses. Firstly, I‟m a non-native speaker of the language so there 

are times when I can‟t give definite answers when students approach me with 

alternative questions. In these situations, I provide them with answers that 

I‟m sure of and ask them to use the expressions that I came up with. 

Secondly, bearing in mind that knowledge makes us stronger and therefore 

builds our self-confidence, I know that there is still a lot that I need to know 

and that my self-confidence will develop in time. 

Teacher D claimed that her self-confidence grew in time and was enhanced by her 

experiences: 

Teacher D: In my first years of teaching, right after I graduated, I was very 

confident about my knowledge of grammar, but I was very insecure about my 

knowledge of vocabulary and my speaking ability due to the fact that I am a 

non-native speaker of English. In retrospect, I taught a lot of things without 

really knowing what I was teaching and if it was actually correct, but with the 

help of my colleagues, my own research, and experiences I came to 
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understand how to teach. My in-service training experience taught me a lot 

about teacher talking time, how to use the board, and plan lessons, which had 

a positive influence on my self-confidence. 

 

Overall, teachers who rated themselves at a high level of self-confidence attributed 

their self-confidence to being an ELT graduate, attending professional development 

activities such as seminars, conferences, and workshops, getting positive feedback 

from students about their lessons, years of experience, and working at various 

institutions with different student profiles. One of the instructors said that working 

with different student profiles was especially important and gave these reasons: 

 

Teacher S: The most important factor that has affected by self-confidence is 

my ten year experience in this profession. In these ten years, I have worked in 

four different institutions- two private and two state universities. I have 

learned to adapt to each new school‟s culture. I think that knowing the inner 

dynamics of a school and the student profile is crucial in developing one‟s 

self-confidence in teaching English because I believe that a self-confident 

teacher needs to know how to teach to all groups of students at any given 

level and place. 

 

4.3 Predictors of Instructors’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

 

In the quantitative part of the study, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was 

employed to investigate which variables predict instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs in 

terms of the three sub-dimensions on the scale: a) classroom management b) student 

engagement c) instructional strategies. 

 

The dependent variables in the hierarchical multiple regression analyses were overall 

self-efficacy beliefs of instructors, classroom management self-efficacy, student 

engagement self-efficacy, and instructional strategies self-efficacy. For each 

dependent variable, a separate hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. The 
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independent  variables were gender, total years of experience, university type, 

department type, undergraduate/graduate degree, and school culture (working 

environment, administrative support, in-service training program). 

 

4.4 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

 

A hierarchical regression analysis, in which the researcher had the chance of 

selecting and prioritizing the predictors, was employed to find out the predictors of 

instructors‟ overall self-efficacy beliefs. In order to check this, the following research 

question was asked: 

 

2. To what extent do the following variables predict instructors‟ overall sense of 

efficacy and its sub-dimensions? 

a) gender 

b) university type 

c) undergraduate/graduate degree 

d) department type 

e) total years of experience 

f) school culture (working environment, administrative support, in-service training 

program) 

 

The dependent variable was the mean of instructors‟ overall self- efficacy beliefs. As 

for the independent variables, Model 1 comprised of gender, university type (private 

or state), attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, 

undergraduate/graduate degree, and department. The independent variables in Model 

2 were working environment, administrative support, and in-service training program 

(school culture). Table 14 displays the unstandardized regression coefficients (B) and 

intercept, the standardized regression coefficients (β), F changes, R², and ΔR², and 

significance values.   
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Table 14 Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Overall Self-Efficacy Scores 

 

 

 

 

According to Table 14, Model 1 was not statistically significant and therefore unable 

to predict instructors‟ overall self-efficacy scores (p>.05). The R²=.031 indicated that 

3.1% of the variability in overall self-efficacy scores appeared to be predicted by 

gender, university type, attendance in training, total experience, university degree, 

and department type. In this model, the total years of experience variable uniquely 

                       B     SEB      β        sr²                                     R          R         R       R²    ΔR²    ΔF               p           

 

Model 1 

 

                                   .127  .031  .031   2.126                         .520 

 

Gender           -.007   .112    -.020   

 

Univ. 

Type               -.020   .087  - .052                                               

 

Attendance 

InTraining      -.021  .086    -.022          

 

-.006                                                                                       .947 

 

 

-.024                                                                                       .814 

 

 

. 000                                                                                        .807 

 

 

Total 

Experience     -.001   .000   .107 

 

University 

 Degree          -.136    .069   -.101 

 

Depart. 

Type             -.068    .077     .049             

 

. 012                                                                                        .005 

 

 

-.196                                                                                        .049 

 

 

.002                                                                                        .380   

 

 

 

Model 2                                                                            .278     .077     .050     5.235       

 

Working              .188    .077    .178    .014 

Environment 

 

Administrative     .061  .055      .079    .003 

Support 

 

In-Service 

Training              .061   .056    .134     .003 

 

.000 

 

.015 

 

 

.267 

 

 

 

.282 
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accounted for 1.2% (sr²=.012) of the variation. Nevertheless, since the model as a 

whole was not statistically significant, the sub dimensions could not account for the 

variability in instructors‟ overall self-efficacy scores. 

 

Regarding Model 2, to which were added working environment, administrative 

support, and in-service training program, it was found that this model was 

significantly better at predicting total self-efficacy ( p<.05)  with  R²=.077. The 

R²=.077 indicated that 7.7 % of the variance in overall self-efficacy scores was 

predicted by the working environment, administrative support, and in-service 

training. The working environment uniquely accounted for 1.4% (sr²=. 014) of the 

variability while administrative support and in-service training had an equal but 

small contribution to the variation (sr²=.003), but were not statistically significant 

(p=.267, p=.287 respectively) 

 

4.4.1 Self-efficacy for Classroom Management 

 

The second hierarchical regression analysis was utilized to find out whether the same 

independent variables had an effect on the sub-dimensions of the self-efficacy scale. In 

this case, the dependent variable was efficacy for classroom management. In the first 

model, the independent variables consisted of gender, university type (working at a 

private or state university), attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, 

undergraduate/graduate degree, and department type. The independent variables in the 

second model were working environment, administrative support, and in-service training 

program (school culture). The results of the analyses are reported in Table 14.1. 
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Table 14.1 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Classroom Management Efficacy 

Scores 

 

The results of the analyses indicated that according to Table 14.1, Model 

1significantly predicts the classroom management efficacy scores of instructors 

(p<.05). The R²=.046 showed that 4.6% of the variability in instructors‟ classroom 

management self-efficacy beliefs were predicted by a combination of factors such as 

gender, university type, attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, 

undergraduate/graduate degree, and department type, which contributed to the 

 B      SEB      β       sr²                                 R          R²       ΔR²        ΔF                                   p       

 

Model 1 

 

                 . 215    .046     .046        3.158                               .006                 

 

 

 

Gender         -.021    .103   -.010   

 

University 

Type             .000      .080  .000                                               

 

Attendance 

In Training   .068   .080     .044  

-0.020                                                                                      .840 

 

 

0.000                                                                                       .998 

  

 

0. 002                                                                                       .392 

 

 

Total 

Experience   .002     .000   .199 

 

University 

Degree        - .056    .064    -.044 

 

Depart.         .068     .071     .048             

 

0. 036                                                                                      .000 

 

 

-0.086                                                                                      .381  

 

0.020                                                                                       .336 

 

 

Model 2                                                                           .334     .111     .065     7.053                

 

Working                      .142      .071       .144           .009                                                                                                                                       

Environment 

 

Administrative           .070      .051       .098           .004                                                                                                                          

Support 

 

In-Service Training    .074      .052        .177          .005                                                                           

Program Characteristics     

 

In-Service Training   -.024     .042       -.060        -.054 

Trainer Characteristics                                                                              

 

 .000 

 

 .048 

 

 

 .166 

 

 

 .154 

 

 

.569 
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overall significance value of Model 1. In this model, total experience and department 

type uniquely accounted for the variability in classroom management efficacy scores. 

Total experience accounted for 3.6% (sr²=.036) of the variation while the department 

type had a slightly less effect on the variation (sr²=.02) According to the standardized 

coefficients (β), there seemed to be a positive relationship between efficacy for 

classroom management efficacy scores and a combination of variables such as 

attendance in training (β= .044) and department type (β= .048), but these variables by 

themselves were not statistically significant. Total years of experience (β=.199) was 

positively correlated with classroom management efficacy and was statistically 

significant. 

 

Model 2 was significantly better at predicting instructors‟ classroom management 

efficacy scores, ΔF = 7.053, p<.05 with R²=.111. The R²=.111 showed that 11.1% of 

the variance in instructors‟ efficacy scores for classroom management was predicted 

by the working environment, administrative support, and in-service training program 

and trainer characteristics. It can be understood from the table that the working 

environment had the highest contribution to the variation in classroom management 

efficacy (sr²=.009) and was a statistically significant variable, followed by in-service 

program characteristics (sr²=.005), and administrative support (sr²=.004), which were 

not statistically significant in predicting the efficacy scores of instructors but 

contributed to the overall significance value of Model 2. 

 

4.4.2 Self-Efficacy for Student Engagement  

 

The third hierarchical regression analysis was utilized to find out whether the same 

independent variables have an effect on the other sub-dimensions of the self-efficacy 

scale. In this case, the dependent variable was efficacy for student engagement. In 

the first model, the independent variables consisted of gender, university type 

(private or state), attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, 

undergraduate/graduate degree, and department type. The independent variables in 
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the second model were working environment, administrative support, and in-service 

training program (school culture). The results of the analyses are reported in Table 

14.2. 

 

Table 14.2 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Student Engagement Efficacy 

Scores 

 

 

 

The results of the analysis indicated that Model 1 did not significantly predict student 

engagement efficacy scores for instructors, F (6.390) = 1.813, p>.05 with R²= .027. 

                   B        SEB      β          sr²         R      R²      ΔR²       ΔF                     p       

 

Model 1 

 

                              .165   .027   .027     1.813                   .095 

 

 

 

Gender           -.055   .140     -.020   

 

University  

Type            -.108     .108    - .052                                               

 

Attendance 

In Training   -.045    .108      -.022                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

-0.04                                                                                  . 694 

 

 

-0.100                                                                                 .319 

 

 

-0. 042                                                                                .674 

 

 

Total 

 Experience    -.001    .001     .107 

 

University  

Degree          -.171    .086     -.101 

 

Department    -.094   .096      .049             

 

0. 010                                                                                  .042 

 

 

-0.198                                                                                  .047  

 

0.020                                                                                  .327 

 

 

Model 2                                                                                   .278     .077     .050     5.235                

 

Working           .219      .098       .166       .012                                                                                                                                       

Environment 

 

Administrative  .062    .069       .064       .002                                                                                                                          

Support 

 

In-Service        .047      .071       .083      .001                                                                           

Program Chrs. 

 

In-Service         -.022    .057      -.042   - .038                                                                              

Trainer Chrs 

 

.001 

 

.026 

 

 

.372 

 

 

 .514 

 

 

 .697 
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In this model, the total experience variable uniquely accounted for 1% (sr²=.010) of 

the variation. However, since the significance value of Model 1 was p=.095 (p>.05), 

the variables under Model 1 were also not statistically significant and could not 

account for the variability in student engagement scores. 

 

The working environment, administrative support, in-service training program 

characteristics, and in-service trainer characteristics were added to Model 2. It was 

seen that Model 2 was significantly better at predicting student engagement efficacy 

scores for instructors, p<.05 with R²= .077, which means that 7.7 % of the variance 

in instructors‟ student engagement self-efficacy beliefs was predicted by working 

environment, administrative support, in-service training program characteristics, and 

in-service trainer characteristics. In addition, the working environment uniquely 

accounted for 1.2% (sr²=.012) of the variation while in-service program 

characteristics accounted for only 0.1% (sr²=.001) of the variation, but wasn‟t 

statistically significant. There was also a negative correlation between in-service 

trainer characteristics and student engagement efficacy scores (β= -.038), but these 

values were again not statistically significant, so on their own they aren‟t significant 

but together with the working environment and administrative support they 

contribute to the overall significance value of Model 2. 

 

4.4.3 Self-Efficacy for Instructional Strategies  

 

The fourth hierarchical regression analysis was utilized to find out whether the same 

independent variables have an effect on the other sub-dimensions of the self-efficacy 

scale. In this case, the dependent variable was efficacy for instructional strategies. In 

the first model, the independent variables consisted of gender, university type 

(private or state), and attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, 

university degree, and department type. The independent variables in the second 

model were working environment, administrative support, and in-service training 

program (school culture). The results of the analyses are reported in Table 14.3 
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Table 14.3 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for Instructional Strategies 

Efficacy Scores 

 

      B        SEB       β         sr²           R       R²     ΔR²    ΔF                              p       

 

Model 1 

 

                           .142   .020  .020     1.34                             .238 

 

 

 

Gender        .120        .149     .041 

 

University  

Type           .117      .116      .053 

 

Attendance 

In Training  .112     .115       .050 

002                                                                                         .421 

 

  

.003                                                                                        .311 

 

 

. 002                                                                                        .331 

 

 

Total  

Experience     .001     .001     .090 

 

University 

 Degree       - .159    .092      -.088 

 

Department 

Type           -.033   .103      - .016 

 

. 007                                                                                        .090 

 

 

-.174                                                                                        .084 

 

 

-.032                                                                                        .750 

 

  

 

Model 2                                                                                    .339     .115     .095     10.311 

 

Working        .361      .102       .257           .029 

Environment 

 

Admin.          .030      .072       .029           .000 

Support 

 

In-Service    .035      .074       .059          .001 

Program Chrs 

 

 In-Service     .055     .060        .097          .002 

Trainer Chr.s 

 

.000 

 

.000 

 

 

.679 

 

 

 

.637 

 

 

 

.357 
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The results of the analyses indicated that Model 1 didn‟t significantly predict the 

instructional strategies efficacy scores of instructors, ΔF = 1.340, p>.05 with 

R²=.020. In this model, total experience and university type uniquely accounted for 

the variability in instructional strategies efficacy scores. Total experience accounted 

for 0.7% (sr²=.007) of the variation while the university type had a slightly less effect 

on the variation (sr²=.003) or 0.3%. According to the standardized coefficients (β), 

there was a positive relationship between efficacy for student engagement efficacy 

scores and attendance in training (β= .050), university type (β= .053), gender (β= 

.041), and total years of experience (β=.090). However, all the variables under Model 

1 were not statistically significant since the model as a whole was not statistically 

meaningful. 

 

Model 2 was significantly better at predicting instructors‟ instructional strategies 

efficacy scores, ΔF = 10.311, p<.05 with R²=.115. The R²=.111 showed that 11.5% 

of the variability in instructors‟ efficacy scores for instructional strategies was 

predicted by the working environment, administrative support, and in-service 

training program and trainer characteristics. It can be understood from Table 13.1 

that the working environment had the highest contribution to the variation in 

instructional strategies efficacy (sr²=.029), followed by in-service trainer 

characteristics (sr²=.002), in-service program characteristics (sr²=.001), and 

administrative support (sr²=.000). Nevertheless, apart from the working environment, 

the other variables under Model 2 were not statistically significant. 

 

4.4.4 Qualitative Data Regarding the Predictors of Instructors’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

 

In the previous sections, the results of the quantitative data analysis were provided 

through the use of hierarchical multiple regression analysis. It was revealed that total 

experience was a statistically significant variable that had an influence on the sub 

dimensions of instructors‟ efficacy. In fact, it accounted for 3.6% of the variability in 
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classroom management efficacy scores and 1% of the variability in student engagement 

scores. It was also found that the working environment accounted for both the variability 

in instructors‟ overall self-efficacy scores and their sub dimensions. The working 

environment uniquely accounted for 1.4% of teachers „overall self-efficacy scores. As 

for the subdimensions of self-efficacy, the working environment explained 0.9 % of the 

variability in classroom management, 1.2% of the variability in student engagement, and 

2.9% of the variability in instructional strategies. Although in-service training and 

administrative support variables were not statistically significant on their own, a 

combination of these variables together with the working environment contributed to the 

variability in teachers‟ overall sense of efficacy. 

 

The qualitative data analysis in this section also supported these findings since the 

instructors repeatedly referred to total experience and the working environment as 

important factors that shaped their efficacy beliefs in the interviews. The following 

interview question was asked to elicit teachers‟ remarks on the factors that shape their 

self-efficacy: 

 

Interview Question 2:  How did your self-confidence in your profession develop? In 

which kinds of environments do you think self-confidence may develop?  

In this question, the interviewees mentioned a variety of factors that developed their 

self-confidence including the variables mentioned in the questionnaire such as 

gender, university type (private or state university), graduate degree, department 

type, total years of experience, and school culture (working environment, 

administrative support, in-service training program) 

 

4.4.5 Gender as a Predictor 

 

According to the quantitative results, gender was not a statistically significant 

variable that accounted for instructors‟ self-efficacy as Table 14 displays. Similarly, 

when asked about the possible influence of gender on teachers‟ self-confidence, most 
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of the interviewees replied that they thought gender was an insignificant factor and 

did not contribute to one‟s self-efficacy, which is in accordance with the quantitative 

results. Teacher B said that it isn‟t gender but personality that may have an effect on 

self-confidence. 

 

Interviewer: Do you think gender, being male or female, may have an effect 

on your self-confidence as a teacher?  

 

Teacher B: There are a very low percentage of male teachers in the field of 

English language teaching but I don‟t think we can make such a distinction. I 

think the source of this difference is the reflection of people‟s personalities 

into the teaching profession. The source of the difference is the reflection of 

people‟s personalities, not whether they are male or female because there is a 

very strong claim made by some people that you are born a teacher you can‟t 

become one. I agree with this idea to a certain extent. Your personal qualities 

need to be suitable for teaching. For example, if you are extremely impatient 

and expect students to learn everything at once, if you have such a character, 

and you are rash, this is reflected onto the student very differently and very 

badly. That‟s why you need to have a very agreeable personality to be a 

teacher. 

However, a few teachers claimed that gender may be a factor that specifically 

influences self-confidence in classroom management. 

I: Do you think being male or female affects your self-confidence in 

teaching? 

P: I think it does. The way students treat male teachers and female teachers 

are different. I think students approach male teachers in a more controlled 

manner, but not so much towards a female teacher. They approach female 

teachers more like a mother or older sister. Because of this type of approach, 

the management of the class can be more difficult but I think male teachers 

are more comfortable regarding this issue. 

 

4.4.6 University Type as a Predictor 

 

University type was not a statistically significant variable according to the 

quantitative results. Similarly, most teachers said that university type wasn‟t 
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important. Only a few of the teachers (2 out of 20) remarked that university type was 

an influential factor in the development of self-confidence for the following reasons: 

Teacher B:  I think it makes a slight difference in both a good and bad way. 

At a private university, there is a very controlling environment almost like 

“big brother is watching you”. It was this type of environment for me. In this 

kind of environment you can‟t express yourself. You can‟t really reflect your 

personal background. You are a little reserved in that respect. On the other 

hand, if you can manage to deal with the difficulties in this type of 

environment, then your self-confidence rises. Actually, in that type of 

environment, you are dealing with a more difficult student profile so 

classroom management is also very difficult. If you see that you can be 

successful in this type of environment, then you self-confidence level actually 

becomes higher than if you work at a state university. However, since state 

universities allow more space for people to express their personal qualities 

and are not bad in the sense that they are not so controlling, I would still 

prefer to work in a state university.  

Teacher T further added to this comment by comparing her own experiences in a 

private with a state university. 

Teacher T: Naturally, when you are working at a private university, they 

always expect more from you. I worked at a private university for ten years. 

It was never enough. There was always room for improvement. That is, you 

always have to develop yourself, so they didn‟t appreciate the areas that you 

actually developed yourself in. However, I really benefited from the 

experiences that I gained after working in a state university. It made my 

working life much easier. That‟s why, working at a state university made me 

feel more confident. 

 

4.4.7 Graduate Degree as a Predictor 

Based on the quantitative results, graduate degree was not a statistically significant 

predictor which could account for teachers‟ sense of efficacy. However, when the 

interviewees were asked about the possible influence of a graduate degree on their 

self confidence in the profession, seventeen out of the twenty teachers agreed that 

holding a graduate degree was important in the development of their self-confidence. 

Teacher B explained her thoughts about why she thought a graduate degree may be 

important in raising self-confidence. 
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Teacher B: I would feel more self-confident if I completed a graduate 

degree…It doesn‟t have to be in the field of ELT, but I would have liked to 

do a masters in a different area because I think that the personal development 

of the teacher is reflected to a great extent in the classroom. I think this is 

very important especially for English teachers. That is, the more you know 

about the target culture the more you can bring this into the classroom. This is 

what I think. 

Teacher G was indecisive about the influence of this factor and said it depends on the 

type of graduate degree you hold and how you benefit from it in practice. 

I: Do you think having a masters or doctorate affects a teacher‟s self-

confidence? 

G: It depends on the topic you are studying. 

I: Would it influence your teaching at your workplace? 

G: Of course it would be influential in the curriculum department or when 

you are teaching, but for more important positions there needs to be people 

who are experts in the field. It doesn‟t work when you say this is how it is in 

my class, or with my experience it should be this way. Yes, teaching is linked 

to experience but people who have a master‟s or a doctorate need to have a 

say in how we are going to proceed scientifically. It raises self-confidence. 

Those teachers who said it didn‟t make a difference pointed out the following 

reasons: 

Teacher B: I definitely don‟t think it makes a difference because most of the 

things you learn in theory can‟t be applied here. Classroom dynamics is a 

very different thing. As I said before, the human factor is more important than 

anything else and we don‟t know for sure how much classroom experience 

the theorists actually have, so I don‟t think such a factor is influential. 

Secondly, teaching is something that is determined by your character. 

Therefore, anyone who speaks good English and has good people skills can 

train oneself to be a good teacher. 

Another teacher, Teacher P, agreed with these remarks and also stated that a graduate 

degree did not have such a great influence on her self-confidence in the profession. 

I: Did completing a graduate degree have an effect on your self-confidence? 

Do you think holding a graduate degree is important in terms of your self-

confidence? 
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P: I don‟t think it is so influential. It might help you to develop a vision about 

your profession but I don‟t think it has a direct effect on your lessons. What 

has a direct effect on your lessons is the experience you gain throughout the 

years. 

Teacher T said that having a master‟s degree may be more beneficial if you are able 

to use what you learn in the classroom. 

I: Did having a master‟s degree make a difference in your self-confidence? 

T: Having a master‟s degree made a difference. Of course completing my 

master‟s while working was very important. That is, I had the opportunity to 

apply what I learned in my master‟s in the classroom and observe the effects 

of it. If I was doing my master‟s without experiencing the classroom 

environment, it wouldn‟t have provided me with the self-confidence I needed.  

 

4.4.8 Department Type as a Predictor 

The quantitative results indicated that department type was not a statistically 

significant variable. Similarly, only one of the teachers in the interview, Teacher B, 

said that being an English language teaching graduate was influential in the 

development of her self-confidence: 

I: Do you think being an ELT graduate influenced your self-confidence as a 

teacher? 

B: Of course, since we receive four years of education in this field, and in the 

last year we have practicum courses where we practice teaching. I found that 

taking different courses as part of my undergraduate degree such as testing 

and evaluation and educational psychology were very important in terms of 

raising my self-confidence as a teacher. 

However, the rest of the teachers claimed that being an ELT graduate did not make a 

significant difference in their self-confidence and gave the following reasons: 

I: Do you think being an ELT graduate has made a difference in terms of your 

self-confidence? 

A:  I don‟t think so because in the ELT field most of what you learn is not 

applicable in the classroom. I think experience is much more important. 
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Teacher C said: 

C: I don‟t think so. No. I think this is a personal thing. Even if a person is not 

an ELT graduate, if he/she improves his/her self and is committed to the 

profession, I actually don‟t think he/she will feel less confident. 

Teacher G commented in a similar vein, and explained that experience and in-service 

training were more important than the department in building one‟s self-confidence: 

G: I think it has the opposite effect. I didn‟t know how to turn so many 

theories into practice. The first few years were very difficult. I first started 

teaching at a language school. I learned a lot of things from the in-service 

training there. That‟s why it was easier for me to work here. Also, at the time, 

they placed the novice teachers in the same staffroom as the experienced 

teachers, so I learned a lot of things in that staffroom. 

Thus, the qualitative results supported the quantitative results since the interviews 

indicated that department was not a significant variable in shaping teachers‟ sense of 

efficacy and that experience was a more influential variable. 

4.4.9 Experience as a Predictor 

The quantitative results showed that experience was a statistically significant 

variable that accounted for 3.6% of the variability in classroom management efficacy 

scores and 1% of the variability in student engagement scores. Likewise, all of the 

interviewees pointed out that experience was a major factor that influenced their self-

confidence as an English teacher and gave several reasons to explain their answer: 

P: When I first started the profession, I remember very clearly that I was 

always in panic. I couldn‟t do anything without looking at the answer key, the 

teacher‟s book, or my notes. Now, I can write down everything intuitively. I 

design my lesson plans intuitively. I know which activities are appropriate, 

what I need to do and not do. I‟m really at ease about this issue now. The 

students also sense this. The reason for this is the years of experience.  

Teacher S spoke in a similar vein: 

S: During the first years of teaching you need to suppress your feeling of 

anxiety. You can‟t show that you are nervous in any type of challenging 
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situation where you don‟t know what to do. I learned how to manage any type 

of crisis by actually living through it and experiencing it. For me teaching 

was something I learned through experience. 

Teacher N commented on the importance of experience: 

N: It is my twelfth year in this profession. I believe I have developed myself 

professionally to a great extent and therefore my self-confidence has also 

grown.  I can say that experience is the most important factor that has 

influenced my self-confidence. I learned how important it is to transfer what I 

learned in theory into practice. I also learned that it can be very difficult to try 

something new in class even if you are highly knowledgeable about that 

topic.  

Teacher G was more explicit about what she gained through experience: 

G: My self-confidence in the profession has developed in time just like most 

teachers. In time, I realized which classroom practices have worked and 

which have failed. My communication with my students has developed. I am 

aware of how I should treat my students and as a result of this I have 

developed a teaching style of my own. I now know how to act in challenging 

situations, because I have experienced so many different things.  

 

 

4.5 School Culture as a Predictor 

 

The school culture variable included the working environment, in-service training, 

and administrative support. According to the quantitative results, the working 

environment was a statistically significant factor that accounted for 1.4 % of the 

instructors‟ overall self-efficacy scores. The other independent variables, namely, the 

administrative support, and in-service training did not have a significant influence on 

their own, but together they contributed to the variability in instructors‟ self-efficacy 

beliefs. The qualitative results showed a similar pattern. When asked about the kinds 

of environments in which self-confidence grows, teachers repeatedly mentioned the 

significance of a working environment that treats its teachers equally, creates a sense 

of belonging to the institution, supports professional development activities, and has 

an administration that supports their professional needs. For example, Teacher S 
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said, “a school that supports teachers‟ professional development activities is 

important because it gives me the chance to attend conferences and seminars which 

builds my self-confidence.” 

 

Another example that Teacher F gave was the following: 

F: Self-confidence grows in environments where your knowledge and 

experiences are appreciated by that institution. Staff should be treated equally 

and fairly in this type of environment. In addition, there needs to be 

supportive colleagues, a good administration, and a sense of belonging within 

the school. 

Teacher K and Teacher B also commented on the importance of the working 

environment: 

K: The working environment is important because even if you are not friends 

with the people you work with you are still in the same social environment. 

You don‟t have to be friends with the people you share a staffroom with but 

you need colleagues who are friendly, positive people who share information 

with you or the materials they have gathered over the years. You need 

colleagues you can consult when you are not sure about your classroom 

practices. It‟s also very important to have people whose opinions you can 

trust in your environment. It‟s important to have people who can be critical 

but not hurtful at the same time. 

I: What about the administrative support? 

K: Of course, that‟s also important. It‟s not beneficial to have an 

administration that always intervenes in your work or puts pressure on you, 

but it is also not that great when the same administration always sets you free 

and doesn‟t support your personal development. I think there needs to be a 

balance, so yes, I think the administrative support is important. 

 

Teacher B also emphasized the negative impact of administrative pressure and the 

positive influence of a supportive administration on their self-confidence: 

I: Was the working environment important in terms of the development of 

your self-confidence? 
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B: Yes, definitely. If there is an encouraging environment, you feel more self-

confident. Of course, the administration plays a great role in this 

development. If you don‟t feel too much pressure from the administration and 

feel free in the classroom, your self-confidence grows. 

 

Finally, Teacher C also stated that a positive working environment was very 

influential on their self-confidence, since the opposite situation can lead to 

demotivation and a decline in one‟s self-confidence as a teacher: 

I: Do you think the working environment is important in terms of self-

confidence? For instance, does a positive working environment or colleague 

support make a difference in your self-confidence?  

C: Yes, of course. What especially comes to my mind is mobbing. I think that 

it would be very difficult to work in such an environment and I don‟t think 

you would feel self-confident in this type of environment. 

As for the role of in-service training in the development of self-confidence, the 

interviewees were asked an additional question that allowed them to describe their 

in-service training experiences in detail in the third interview question. 

4.6 Qualitative Data Regarding the In-Service Training Experiences of 

Instructors  

 This section deals with the interview responses of instructors regarding their in-

service training experiences and whether or not these experiences had an impact on 

their levels of self-efficacy. In order to answer this question, the researcher asked the 

following interview question: Did you feel more self-confident after completing the 

in-service training program? If so, why did you feel that way? If not, why didn‟t you 

feel that way? 

Regarding this question, the interviewees who responded “yes” to this question listed 

a few reasons: training that lasted for a few days increased self-confidence and 

encouraged teachers to apply what they learned in their classrooms. In addition, it 

taught them about the school culture, the different materials and techniques that 
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could be used while teaching. On the other hand, the interviewees who responded 

“no” mostly said that a few hours of training where teachers did not get the chance to 

contribute to the discussions or ask questions were not meaningful. Moreover, 

training that did not give any practical information about how to use the theories in 

the classroom were not meaningful. In fact, some of the training programs that 

teachers attended did not add anything to their previous knowledge of teaching. 

Teacher B and C mentioned the benefits of the training program: 

I: Do you think attending an in-service training program contributed to the 

development of your self-confidence? 

B: Yes, it did. My undergraduate degree is not in ELT, so I didn‟t know 

anything about teaching. 

I: How did it contribute to your self-confidence in terms of classroom 

management, instructional strategies? 

B:  In all aspects because I didn‟t have a notion about teaching. I think 

classroom management is an important thing that I learned, but most of all it 

helped me to understand how all the different skills can be integrated and 

taught together, how to prepare lesson plans, how to finish activities in a 

certain amount of time. It was really beneficial in that sense, so I think 

training is necessary. 

Teacher C stated that the workshops were really helpful in developing his self-

confidence: 

I: What did you like most about these workshops? 

C: What I really liked about them was the discussions between the person 

who conducted the workshop and the participants. The fact that it was 

interactive and that we could put ourselves in the position of the students and 

try to understand their perspective made it successful. These types of 

activities naturally raise both your self-confidence and your understanding of 

the teaching profession. I think it is important in that sense. 

However, a few of the teachers pointed out the weaknesses of the training program 

and thought that it didn‟t have a significant effect on the development of their self-

confidence. 
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Teacher G said that the workshops she attended did not improve her self-confidence 

at all, but the more comprehensive training she received had a significant impact on 

her self-confidence: 

G: I‟m not going to say yes because the theoretical knowledge that I gained 

during these seminars was no different than the knowledge that I had already 

acquired during my undergraduate years. As for the practical information, it 

was limited to a few activities that could be accessed on the Internet in our 

daily lives. Of course, we can‟t speak of too little or too much information, so 

it may have reflected on my self-confidence, but not that much. However, the 

ICELT training that I received was much more comprehensive and effective 

than the seminars I attended and naturally developed my self-confidence.  

Teacher A claimed that the training he received was not useful and that his self-

confidence developed more through the experience he gained over the years: 

A: I don‟t think it was useful at all. A person learns how to teach by actually 

doing it and experiencing the act. It would have been much better if the 

training provided teachers with the opportunity to share their experiences and 

talk about the worst case scenarios in their classrooms so that they can learn 

how to deal with different student profiles. It could be like a case study. The 

student doesn‟t engage in the classroom activities. What would you do in this 

situation? What is the right way to approach this problem? This would be 

more helpful because most people know the literature, the methods, and the 

approaches of teaching in theory. That‟s why I think it would be more 

beneficial for teachers if the training provided more specific examples from 

the classroom. 

4.7 Qualitative Data Regarding the Ideal In-service Training Program  

This section deals with the interview responses of instructors regarding their views 

on the ideal characteristics of an in-service training program. In order to answer this 

question, the researcher asked the following interview question:Considering your in-

service training experience, what type of in-service training do you think may 

develop your self-confidence? What types of characteristics should it have in terms 

of content, length, and format? 

Concerning the in-service training characteristics, the interviewees mentioned a 

number of qualities with respect to the content, length, and format of the training 
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program. Firstly, one of the teachers said that the content and duration of the training 

should be adapted to suit the inner dynamics of that particular school, that is, the 

school culture should be considered. Secondly, the content should include ways to 

increase student motivation and should not be so intense. As for the duration, it 

should not last a few hours, but should be more comprehensive. The format should 

be such that professional teacher trainers or native speakers should provide the 

training, but trainers should try to provide constructive feedback so that the trainees 

don‟t feel intimidated most of the time. 

Some teachers expressed their ideas about the content of the training in more detail: 

D: The training programs should be shaped according to the needs of 

instructors. The needs of instructors can be determined through interviews 

and surveys. The program should not only be about training new instructors 

but should also include all instructors in that institution. It should be a 

continuous training. It shouldn‟t end in the first year. It should provide 

instructors with practical information and should be based on the concept of 

sharing ideas.  

Teacher B was more explicit about how the ideal training program should be: 

I: Considering your in-service training experience, what type of in-service 

training do you think may develop your self-confidence? What types of 

characteristics should it have in terms of content, length, and format? 

B: I think it needs to be personalized according to the needs of the individual. 

Everybody shouldn‟t go through the same type of training because the 

teachers‟ needs are also different just like the student. It should include some 

variety, similar to the variety in the classroom.   

Teacher K stated that the teacher training program could be better if the teachers 

were informed about the inner dynamics of the school: 

K: I wish I was better informed about the inner workings of the school as well 

as the school culture. It was really difficult when we had to start teaching 

because we didn‟t know how things worked in our institution. We learned 

most of the inner dynamics of the school from our friends not the training 

program. We learned these things by chance, but we shouldn‟t leave these 

sorts of things to chance. I think it is necessary to inform novice teachers 
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about the inner workings of the school and provide an orientation program as 

part of the training program. 

Teacher G argued that the ideal training program should include practical knowledge 

about how to raise student motivation: 

G:  First and foremost the training program should focus on realistic 

situations and problems we might face in our daily life. It should definitely 

include information about how to raise the motivational levels of our 

students, because a teacher can‟t feel confident when he/she encounters a 

student who is unmotivated.  

 

Finally, Teacher N pointed out that a needs analysis has to be carried out to find out 

the ideal characteristics of an in-service training program: 

N: First of all, it has to meet the needs of the individuals, so in the preparation 

stage, a needs analysis needs to be carried out. After determining the areas 

that need to be developed, an expert in the field can help in determining the 

aim, content and duration of the program. It should have a theoretical base, 

but there should be lots of opportunities for practice. Practice is very 

important. It‟s essential that the participants have the chance to try out and 

experience what they learn during their training. 

Regarding the ideal characteristics of teacher trainers, one teacher said: 

O: The attitude of trainers is very important. They shouldn‟t only be focused 

on the negative aspects of our teaching. They should also provide positive 

feedback so that we don‟t lose our self-confidence. The training that I 

received in my first year was quite hard because the content was too loaded 

(observations, action research, pre- and post-sessions) and there was always 

the fear that if we failed we couldn‟t continue teaching the next year. We also 

had our regular teaching load, which could sometimes be too much, so I think 

trainers should be able to empathize with the trainees by giving them 

emotional and professional support when necessary. 

Teacher B made a similar remark: 

B:  The people who receive the in-service training are usually novice 

teachers. Therefore, the trainers shouldn‟t put too much pressure on these 

teachers and the new teachers shouldn‟t feel that much pressure in their initial 

years of teaching. Of course they should be given assignments but it 

shouldn‟t be taken to the extreme because these teachers also have to 

complete their regular workload besides their training. They shouldn‟t be 
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given so many assignments that they experience burnout. Trainers should 

have a more flexible outlook. 

 

4.8 Qualitative Data Regarding the Predictors of Instructors’ Self-Efficacy 

Beliefs 

This section deals with the interview responses of instructors about the factors which 

have influenced the development of their self-efficacy beliefs. The following 

interview question was asked to the participants: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? 

In answering this question, all of the interviewees said “yes” but gave different 

reasons for this and ordered them differently. Some of the reasons for their 

improvement in self -confidence were connected to their students‟ positive 

feedback/evaluations about their lessons, their growing teaching experience, 

interacting with other colleagues/native speakers, completing their master‟s degree, 

and their participation in various professional development activities 

One teacher described his journey from a novice teacher to an experienced one and 

how this affected his self-confidence: 

K: My self-confidence as a teacher naturally changed over the years. When I 

completed my undergraduate degree, I knew all I had to know about the 

theories of language learning and teaching and my self- confidence was very 

high. However, when I saw that the theories I learned at university alone did 

not work in the classroom my self-confidence plummeted and I decided to 

attend a training program. The fact that the training program was in England 

and of high quality raised my level of motivation. After finishing the training, 

I started working as a university instructor at a private university. The 

satisfaction I got from applying the information I learned in my classroom 

and my students‟ end of the year performance made me realize that I was on 

the right path. Then, I started my master‟s degree and interacted with other 

native speaker teachers which made me feel even more self-confident. 
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Another teacher, Teacher A, made the following comment about the development in 

his self-confidence: 

A: At the beginning of my teaching career, I wasn‟t sure of what I was doing 

and whether what I was doing was right, but now I don‟t feel that uncertainty 

so much. If I try to do something and it fails in the classroom, I can easily 

find the source of the problem. I wasn‟t aware of this before, but now I am 

more aware of how to deal with challenging situations. This is the result of 

the experiences I have gained throughout the years. 

 

To summarize, instructors‟ rating of their self confidence levels was observed to be 

quite high, which was similar to the quantitative results. According to the interview 

results, their confidence levels developed over time with experience, interaction with 

other colleagues/native speakers, participation in professional development activities 

including teacher education programs, working at different institutions with diverse 

student profiles, and their students‟ positive feedback/achievement. The conditions in 

which the instructors‟ self-confidence grew were environments in which everyone 

was treated equally and felt part of the school. Therefore, in both the quantitative and 

qualitative results, it was found that the working environment had a significant role 

in the development of teachers‟ self-efficacy levels. Unlike the quantitative results, 

the interview results revealed that in-service training may have a positive effect on 

instructors‟ self-confidence if it meets certain requirements. For example, for in-

service training to be more effective the duration needs to be longer (at least a few 

days), the content shouldn‟t be too loaded with theoretical information or with too 

much practice, and the format should be such that it caters for the individual needs of 

the teachers. It should be based on the sharing of ideas and the provision of 

constructive feedback so that teachers don‟t lose their sense of efficacy completely. 

Table 15 shows the quantitative and qualitative results as well as the predominant 

themes. 

Table 15Quantitative / Qualitative Results and the Predominant Themes 
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  Research Questions      Quantitative/Qualitative 

     Results 

 

 

 

Question 1: If you were to evaluate yourself in the 

teaching profession, would you consider yourself 

to be self-confident? 

 

a. How would you evaluate yourself as a teacher 

on a scale from 1-9?  

 

 

 

 

Why would you evaluate yourself as such? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quantitative  results: The mean score of 

instructors‟ efficacy beliefs was 7.35 

 

Qualitative results: All of the interviewees 

considered themselves self-confident. Their 

scores ranged from 7-9 on the scale, and most 

instructors (n=17) rated themselves as 8 out of 

9. 

 

Qualitative results: 

Reasons instructors gave for their high 

evaluation of  their self-confidence: 

 Years of experience 

 Being an ELT graduate 

 Professional development activities 

 Receiving positive student feedback on 

their lessons 

 Working in various institutions with 

different  student profiles 

 

Reasons they gave for their lower evaluation of 

themselves: 

 Being a non-native speaker  

 The ineffectiveness of a few hours of  

training 

 

Research Question 2: How did your self-

confidence in your profession develop? In which 

kinds of environments do you think self-

confidence may develop?  

 

 

 Quantitative Results: 

 

 *Total experience was a statistically significant 

variable that accounted for 3.6% of the 

variability in classroom management efficacy 

scores and 1% of the variability in student 

engagement scores.  

 

 *The working environment accounted for 1.4% 

of teachers‟ overall self-efficacy scores, 0.9 % 

of the variability in classroom management, 

1.2% of the variability in student engagement, 

and 2.9% of the variability in instructional 

strategies. 

 

Qualitative Results: 

*The working environment and experience 

were both significant factors that shaped 

teachers‟ self-confidence. 

 

Other factors mentioned in the interviews: 

 *Administrative support 
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 *Positive student feedback 

 *Student achievement 

 *Interaction with native speakers/ colleagues/ 

teacher trainers 

Question 3: Did you feel more self-confident after 

completing the in-service training program? If so, 

why did you feel that way? If not, why didn‟t you 

feel that way? 

 

 Qualitative Results: 

 

Yes 

*Training that  lasted for  a few days increased 

instructors‟ self-confidence and encouraged 

them to apply what they learned in their lessons 

* It taught them about the school culture, the 

materials that could be used, and different 

techniques to use while teaching 

No 
*A few hours of training where  teachers did 

not get the chance to contribute to the 

discussion or ask questions was not meaningful 

 

 *Training that did not give any practical 

information about how to use the theories in the 

classroom was not meaningful. 

 

 

Question 4: Considering your in-service training 

experience, what type of in-service training do 

you think may develop your self-confidence? 

What type of characteristics should it have? (How 

should it be in terms of content, length, and 

format?) 

 

  

 Qualitative results: 

  

 *The content and duration of training should  

be adapted to suit the  inner dynamics of that 

particular school (school culture should be 

considered) 

 *Training should not last a few hours. 

 *Professional teacher trainers or native 

speakers should  provide the training 

 *The content should include ways to increase 

student motivation 

 *Teacher trainers should provide constructive 

feedback 

 *Training should not be so intense content wise 

 *Training should not be intimidating for the 

trainees 

Question 5:  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? 

 

 Qualitative results: 

 

*More  teaching experience 

 *Professional development activities 

 *Increase in content knowledge 

 *In-service training 

 *Students‟ positive feedback 
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Thus, in  Table 15, it can be observed that the instructors‟ experiences and their 

working environment were significant factors that shaped their self-efficacy beliefs 

according to both the quantitative and qualitative results. In addition, the 
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administrative support and in-service training  gained significance when combined 

with the working environment, so these two factors were also influential in shaping 

teachers‟ efficacy beliefs. Finally, based on the qualitative results, it can be said that 

in-service training may have a positive effect on instructors‟ self-confidence if it 

meets certain criteria described in the table above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
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5.0 Overview 

 

This chapter presents a summary and discussion of the study‟s findings, implications 

of the present study, and directions for future studies. The present study aimed to 

examine the self-efficacy levels of tertiary level instructors, the predictors of 

instructors‟ self efficacy beliefs, and how some of these predictors may influence the 

nature and development of self-efficacy beliefs. Quantitative and qualitative data 

were utilized together to answer the research questions. The qualitative data in the 

form of interviews served as a complementary data source to explain, extend, and 

contextualize the survey results. 

 

5.1 Discussion 

 

The present study, by adopting the notion of teachers‟ sense of efficacy (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Çapa et al., 2005) as the theoretical framework, has 

explored Turkish EFL instructors‟ efficacy levels in teaching English, the predictors 

of  their self-efficacy beliefs, and  how certain variables may influence the nature and 

development of these beliefs. 

 

In this part, summaries of the findings related to the research questions are presented. 

In addition, views and comments are presented to review the results within a broader 

perspective on both theoretical and practical levels. Each summary and ensuing 

discussion is organized according to the research questions. 

 

 

 

5.1.1  Discussion on the Levels of Instructors’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
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This section discusses the findings concerning the levels of instructors‟ self-efficacy 

beliefs. The  following research question was asked in the quantitative phase:“What 

are the overall levels of self-efficacy for teaching English among Turkish EFL 

instructors working in the university setting and the levels of self-efficacy for these 

instructors regarding the following sub-dimensions: classroom management, student 

engagement, and instructional strategies? 

 

In the current study, it was found that the instructors have a rather high overall level 

of self-efficacy beliefs, which indicates that they feel efficacious about teaching and 

believe that they have a positive influence over student engagement in addition to 

having effective instructional strategies and classroom management skills. These are 

not surprising results for instructors working at the tertiary level, since they are 

generally expected to have high levels of self-efficacy in English language teaching 

to be admitted as EFL instructors into these higher educational institutions, where 

there is a highly competetive atmosphere and candidates are selected on the basis of 

their efficacy in teaching English. 

 

The qualitative results concur with the quantitative results since all twnety of the 

interviewees  rated themselves as highly efficacious. Their scores ranged from 7-9 

and none of them rated themselves lower than 7. They gave various reasons for the 

high evaluations of their self-efficacy. Instructors who rated themselves with a high 

level of self-confidence attributed their self-confidence to being an ELT graduate, 

attending professional development activities such as seminars, conferences, and 

workshops, getting positive feedback from students about their lessons, years of 

experience, and working at various institutions with different student profiles.  

 

As for the instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs regarding student engagement, 

instructional strategies, and classroom management, the results of the statistical 

analysis indicated that instructors feel more efficacious in classroom management 

than using instructional strategies while they feel least efficacious in terms of student 
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engagement.The results of the interviews also point out that teachers have difficulties 

with this aspect of teaching compared to the other sub-dimensions. One of the 

interviewees explained why student engagment was particularly challenging: 

 

 

Teacher S: It is not one-sided. There needs to be a group of students who 

actually show the effort to actively participate in the lessons. Of course I will 

try to do my best to ensure this, but as a teacher I‟m not always able to 

establish rapport with all the students in the classroom. It really depends on 

the student profile.  

 

As can be understood from the above example, the instructor doesn‟t feel very 

confident about engaging students in the classroom because he doesn‟t feel he can 

communicate with every individual in the classroom and cater to his/her needs. 

Yavuz (2007), who conducted a similar study with 234 EFL teachers working at the 

preparatory schools of private and public universities in Ġstanbul, also found 

relatively low values for teachers‟ efficacy in student engagement. He argues that 

this outcome may be related to the imposition of the curricula, standardized tests, and 

tight schedules on teachers‟ ability to engage students in interactive activities, the 

complicated process of motivating each and every student, and finally, as mentioned 

in the interviews, the diverse student profiles that teachers come across in each 

classroom. 

 

The findings related to classroom management efficacy are also consistent with those 

of previous studies conducted by Yavuz  (2005) and Solar- ġekerci (2011), who 

found that classroom management efficacy levels were higher than the other 

subdimensions on the scale. Chacon‟s (2005) study, on the other hand, revealed that 

teachers perceived themselves more efficacious in terms of instructional strategies 

than for management and engagement, which is a different ordering of efficacy 
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levels. This discrepancy in findings may be attributed to contextual factors. Chacon 

(2005) explored the self-efficacy beliefs of 100 EFL middle school teachers in 

Venezuela whereas the present study comprised of university instructors in the 

Turkish EFL context. Therefore, the context might have influenced the 

subjects‟efficacy levels differently. Nevertheless, one common point that can be 

observed in all of these studies, including the present study, is that student 

engagement efficacy ranked the lowest among all three subdimensions. Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy (2007) attribute this low ranking to the fact that student engagment is 

a more advanced task for teachers and that it develops gradually through the 

discovery of strategies that may improve this skill (as cited in Solar- ġekerci, 2011).  

 

5.1.2 Discussion on the Predictors of Instructors’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

 

This section discusses the findings concerning the predictors of instructors‟ self-

efficacy beliefs. The  following research question was asked in the quantitative 

phase:“To what extent do  gender, university type (private or state), attendance in 

training, total years of teaching experience, university degree and department predict 

instructors‟ overall self-efficacy beliefs and their subdimensions?” 

 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to answer the second 

research question regarding the predictors of instructors‟ overall self-efficacy beliefs 

and its subdimensions (efficacy in classroom management, student engagement, and 

instuctional strategies). 

 

According to the results of the first hierarchical regression analysis which was 

utilized to find out to what extent gender, university type (private or state), 

attendance in training, total years of teaching experience, university degree and 

department could predict instructors‟ overall self-efficacy beliefs, Model 1 was 

unable to account for the variability in instructors‟ overall self-efficacy beliefs since 
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it was not statistically significant (p=0.520, p>.05). In contrast, the review of 

literature suggests that there is a strong relationship between years of teaching 

experience (Campbell,1996; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007) and teachers‟ self-

efficacy beliefs. Campbell (1996), for instance, argued that older teachers tend to feel 

more efficacious. Similarly, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2007) discovered higher 

efficacy levels among career teachers than among novices. 

 

The second model, which included the school culture (the working environment, 

administrative support, and in-service training program) was significantly better at 

predicting total self-efficacy, since 7.7 % of the variance in overall self-efficacy 

scores was predicted by this model. The working envionment uniquely accounted for 

1.4% of the variation while the administrative support and in-service training had an 

equal but small contribution to the variation although the latter two were not found 

statistically significant. The interview results also agree with the above results since 

most of the interviewees mentioned the working environment, administrative 

support, and in-service training as important factors of instructors‟ self-efficacy 

beliefs.Finally, these results are consistent with Woolfolk & Hoy‟s (1993) study, 

which also demonstrated that teachers who perceive a positive school atmosphere 

and sense of community in the school have higher levels of self-efficacy. 

 

 

5.1.3 The Predictors of Instructors’ Classroom Management Efficacy 

 

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses indicated that Model 1 (gender, 

university type, attendance in training, total experience, university degree, and 

department) predicted the classroom management efficacy scores of instructors. That 

is, the variability in instructors‟ classroom management scores was predicted by the 

variables in Model 1 because the model itself was significant. Total experience was a 

statistically significant variable that accounted for 3.6% of the variability in classroom 

management efficacy scores. These results concur with Tschannen-Moran & Hoy‟s 
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(2007) study, which found that experienced teachers in their sample had higher self-

efficacy beliefs than the novice teachers in classroom management efficacy. In 

addition, Solar-ġekerci (2011) and Ülkümen (2013)  also found that teaching 

experience was a significant predictor of  instructors‟ classroom management 

efficacy. In Ülkümen‟s (2013) study, mastery experiences was also found to be a 

significant factor that contributed to the variation in  university instructors‟ 

classroom management efficcy beliefs. 

 

Model 2 was significantly better at predicting instructors‟ classroom management 

efficacy scores. 11.1% of the variance in instructors‟ efficacy scores for classroom 

management was predicted by the working environment, administrative support, and 

in-service training program and trainer characteristics. In this model, the working 

environment had the highest contribution to the variation in classroom management 

efficacy, followed by in-service program characteristics, and administrative support, 

which were not significant on their own, but gained significance when combined 

with the other factors. The fact that in-service training was not statistically significant 

in accounting for instructors‟efficacy beliefs is not surprising according to Uysal 

(2012, p.16), who refers to several studies that point to the weaknesses of in-service 

training programs undertaken and implemented by the Ministry of National 

Education in Turkey: 

 

INSETS in general in Turkey have been reported to suffer from a lot of 

problems such as  insufficient number of these courses 

(Küçüksüleymanoğlu, 2006), top-down structure of the courses imposing 

topics and content selected by others (Bayrakçı, 2009; OdabaĢı-Çimer, 

et.al, 2010; Özer, 2004); presentation of the programs in forms of short 

one-shot courses (Daloğlu, 2004); implementation of transmission methods 

without allowing teachers to reflect on their experiences, participate in 

learning, and collaborate with peers (Bayrakçı, 2004; Özer, 2004); and lack 

of follow-up support and evaluation mechanisms (Bayrakçı, 2009). 
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Although these studies provide insights about government-initiated INSETS in 

Turkey, the interview data in this present study surprisingly point out quite similar 

concerns of teachers working at the preparatory schools of universities in Turkey. 

The interviewees have also emphasized that the in-service training program should 

be collaborative, participatory, and not in the form of a one-shot course. Moreover, 

the results of the present study have revealed that the training program needs to be 

considered in conjunction with an effective working environment and administrative 

support to be successful. 

 

5.1.4 The Predictors of Instructors’ Student Engagement Efficacy 

 

The results of the hierachical regression analysis showed that Model 1 predicted 

student engagement scores for instructors. In this model, the total experience variable 

uniquely accounted for 1 % of the variationin instructors‟ student engagement scores. 

 

As for Model 2 , which includes, the working environment, administrative support, 

in-service training program and trainer characteristics, it was better at predicting 

student engagement efficacy scores for instructors. 7.7% of the variance in 

instructors‟ student engagement efficacy beliefs was predicted by Model 2. What‟s 

more, the working environment uniquely accounted for 1.2% (sr²=.012) of the 

variation. However, the in-service training and administrative support subdimensions 

were observed to be statistically insignificant on their own. This finding is 

inconsistent with Chacon‟s (2005) study, which found that the more in-service 

training the teachers reported having, the higher was their efficacy to engage students 

in learning English.This discrepancy in findings can be attributed to the setting and 

the participants in the two studies. Chacon‟s study comprised of 100 EFL middle 

school teachers from 51 high schools within one urban district in the western part of 

Venezuela, whereas the present study was conducted with 434 Turkish EFL 

university instructors from three major cities in Turkey. These contextual differences 

may have had a significant effect on the results. 
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5.1.5 The Predictors of Instructors’ Instructional Strategies Efficacy 

 

The results of the analysis indicated that Model 1 did not significantly predict the 

instructional  strategies efficacy scores of instructors (p=.232, p>.05). The R²= .020 

showed that only 2.0% of the variance in instructors‟ instructional strategies self-

efficacy beliefs was predicted by gender, university type, attendance in training, total 

years of experience, university degree, and department, but since this model was 

statistically insignificant, the subdimensions were also statistically insignificant. 

 

As for Model 2, which comprised of the working environment, administrative 

support, and in-service training program characteristics, it was significantly better at 

predicting instructors‟ instructional strategies efficacy scores. 11.5% of the variance 

in instructors‟ efficacy scores for instructional strategies was predicted by this model. 

It was revealed that the working environment had the highest contribution to the 

variation in instructional strategies efficacy, followed by in-service trainer 

characteristics, and in-service program characteristics, which were not statistically 

significant on their own, but contributed to the overall significance of the model 

together with the other dimensions. This finding is in stark contrast to Chacon‟ 

(2005) study, which  found that the more in-service training teachers reported 

having, the higher their efficacy was to design instructional strategies. In the Turkish 

context, these results concur with the literature, since it has been reported that 

government-initiated INSET programs in Turkey suffer from a lot of problems in 

terms of its top-down implementation and lack of support and evaluation after the 

program (Bayrakçı, 2009; Özer, 2004). 

 

 

 

5.2 Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses Results 
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To summarize, from the results of the hierarchical regression analyses, it can be 

concluded that there is a statistically significant relationship between instructors‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs and their school culture, but this relationship is a relatively weak 

one because Model 2, which included the working environment, administrative 

support and in-service training program and trainer characteristics could only 

account for  20% of the total variability in instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs. 

Similarly, Model 1, which included the demographic variables of instructors, was 

statistically significant, but could only account for a total of 5% of the variability in 

instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs. Thus, these results indicate that the quantitative 

models employed in this study do not have such a strong impact in explaining 

instructors‟ self-efficacy beliefs at the tertiary level, but  are able to complement or 

reinforce the previous finding in the field, since a great percentage of the variability 

remains unaccounted for. This is an area for further research with different variables 

such as proficiency in English, attitudes towards the target language or language 

skills as well as different instruments  like classroom observations, diaries, journals, 

case studies, or narratives. 

As for in-service training, it had a slight contribution to the variance in instructors‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs, but was not statistically significant on its own. It gained 

significance when combined with the working environment and administrative 

support, and contributed to the overall significance of the model in conjunction with 

the other factors. A possible reason why in-service training is not so influential in 

shaping teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs may be because these programs are generally 

short-term courses that are mainly top-down and transmission-based, so they usually 

do not have a deep impact on teachers‟ sense of efficacy. In addition, there are 

usually no systematic after-course evaluation studies, so problems that arise during 

these training sessions are never discussed and solved (Uysal, 2012). Uysal (2012, 

p.24-25) argues that the most important weakness of the one-week INSET training 

program that was offered by the Turkish Ministry of Education was that it was not 

context-sensitive: 
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…the most important problem was that the course content was not based on 

the contextual needs of teachers and the teachers were not involved in the 

planning and the execution phases of the course. This lack of connection 

between the teachers‟ own realities and the INSET resulted in low sustained 

impact especially on the classroom practices of teachers… 

 

 

Thus, as Uysal (2012) points out, there is an urgent need to reform the current in-

service programs in a way that can enhance teachers‟ English teaching efficacy. 

 

5.3 Discussion of the Qualitative Data Results 

 

This section provides a discussion of the qualitative data results in relation to the 

quantitative results by comparing and contrasting the findings. 

 

Like the quantitative results, the interview results revealed that experience was a 

significant factor in teachers‟ development of self-efficacy beliefs. This finding is 

parallel to previous studies which found a positive relationship between teachers‟ 

self-efficacy beliefs and years of experience (Alijanian, 2012; Campbell, 1996). 

According to the interview results, the conditions in which the instructors‟ self-

confidence grew most were environments in which everyone was treated equally and 

felt part of the school community. Therefore, in both the quantitative and qualitative 

results, it was found that the working environment had a significant role in the 

development of teachers‟ self-efficacy as in previous studies that revealed the 

importance of a positive school atmosphere (Moore & Esselman, 1992; Webb & 

Ashton, 1987).  

 

Different from the quantitative results, the interview results revealed that in-service 

training may have a positive effect on instructors‟ self-confidence if it meets certain 

requirements. For example, for in-service training to be effective the duration needs 

to be longer than a few hours or a few days. Studies on short-term in-service training 



 

108 
 

programs also confirm this finding since they reveal that trainee‟s beliefs were 

impervious to short-term training programs such as the CELTA course (Borg, 2002; 

Hobbs, 2007; Erkmen, 2010). 

 

Another important finding from the interviews in this study was that the in-service 

training needs to cater for the individual needs of the teachers. It should be based on 

the sharing of ideas and the provision of constructive feedback throughout the 

training period. These findings concur with Uysal‟s (2012, p.26) views on how in-

service training programs need to be implemented in Turkey: 

  

Teachers should also be allowed to participate and reflect on what they 

learn, they should be introduced with various new techniques and methods 

through different models, they should be provided with rich resources and 

materials, and they should be valued and additionally supported and 

monitored in their own contexts so that they will develop a sense of 

ownership of the change process, which is likely to result in changes in 

teacher beliefs and behaviors. 

 

  

 

Thus, it can be concluded that in-service training programs need to be context-

sensitive and engage teachers in a collaborative environment where they may discuss 

their own classroom experiences. Once teachers develop a sense of ownership of the 

course, the in-service training will then be able to have a greater impact on their self-

efficacy beliefs. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4 Implications for Practice 
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The findings of this study have several implications for EFL practice. Firstly, it was 

found that the working environment has a crucial role in the development of 

teachers‟ self-efficacy beliefs. Although administrative support was not statistically 

significant on its own, it gained importance with the working environment. 

Therefore, it is essential that a cooperative and friendly working environment be 

established and maintained in universities in conjunction with administrative support 

to ensure the healthy development of these beliefs.  

Secondly, the quantitative and qualitative results revealed that experience has a 

critical influence on teachers‟ sense of efficacy. Accordingly, institutions should 

provide opportunities for novice teachers to interact with other colleagues and share 

what they know to get better oriented into the new school culture. This could be in 

the form of mentors who provide guidance and support in the staffroom or the 

classroom context. In addition, teachers need practice dealing with real life 

challenges in the classroom such as how to raise student motivation or manage the 

classroom. In order to achieve this,  future research may be concerned with how 

mentors or trainers may help new teachers deal with these problems. Future studies 

may look into the role of mentors in enhancing teachers‟ self-efficacy by including 

teachers from different age groups and/or years of experience. 

 

Finally, concerning the in-service training program characteristics, the interviewees 

mentioned a number of qualities that an ideal training program needs to have. The 

teachers said that the content and duration of the training should be such that it suits 

the inner dynamics of that particular school. That is, the school culture should be 

taken into account during the design and implementation of the program. This was an 

important area of concern for the teachers because most of the programs they 

attended weren‟t able to orient the teachers into the new school. Therefore, this point 

needs to be dealt with in future training programs. Secondly, the participants said that 

the training should not last for a few hours, but should be more comprehensive to 
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have a significant impact on their beliefs. Thus, teacher educations programs need to 

be more comprehensive and longer to have a positive influence on teachers‟ self-

efficacy beliefs. As for the ideal trainer characteristics, teachers pointed out that 

trainers should try to empathize with the trainees and provide constructive feedback 

so that they don‟t feel insecure in their initial years of teaching. In order for teachers 

to develop a sense of ownership about the course, they need to feel valued and 

supported during their training experience. Hence, future studies may employ diary 

or journal entries to gain deeper insight into the intricate relationships between 

trainers and trainees and how this may affect in-service teachers‟ sense of efficacy in 

the long-run. 

 

5.5 Implications for Further Research 

 

Teacher efficacy is a multi-faceted concept that varies across tasks and situations. 

Therefore, future studies should be conducted in different contexts to examine the 

influence of various factors on this construct. 

 

Firstly, in this study, the participants were university instructors working in three 

major cities in Turkey: Ankara, Ġstanbul, and Ġzmir. Future research can focus on 

other regions in Turkey such as the east or the south to determine whether self-

efficacy levels of instructors are affected by regional differences or the school culture 

in these areas. Cross-cultural comparisons between Turkey and other countries in 

terms of the levels of teachers‟ self-efficacy can be made to see whether this concept 

changes according to  the country or the specific culture. In addition, there needs to 

be more longitudinal studies that explore the role of in-service teacher education on 

EFL teachers‟ sense of efficacy across different countries. 

 

Secondly, it may  be worth exploring other variables that may explain the variation in 

teachers‟ self-efficacy such as instructors‟ mastery experiences, since this variable 
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has been found to be a significant predictor of self-efficacy beliefs in previous 

studies (Bandura, 1997; Ülkümen, 2013). 

 

Thirdly, in the present study, the researcher employed a mixed methods research 

design incorporating questionnaires and interviews as the main data collection 

instruments to explore the self-efficacy construct. Future studies may use other 

qualitative data collection instruments such as classroom observations, verbal 

protocols, and diary entries to gain deeper insight into this construct.  

 

Finally, future research may examine teachers‟ sense of efficacy during different 

stages of the teacher education process. In order to gain deeper insight into the nature 

of self-efficacy, studies tracing changes in teachers‟ efficacy levels at the beginning, 

middle, and end of the program may be necessary to understand the underlying 

factors that may influence the development of this construct. Researching this area 

further may make  significant contributions to the field 
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Dear Colleagues, 

The purpose of this study is to examineEFLinstructors‟ views on school culture (the 

working environment, administrative support, and in-service training) and their self-

efficacy beliefs about teaching English.  

The survey consists of three parts: 

- The first part is about your personal and professional background 

- The second part is about your opinions on school culture 

- The third part is about your level of self-efficacy in teaching English. 

The findings from this study may have important contributions to teachers‟ 

professional development in the university setting. Please be assured that all of the 

information collected from this survey will be completely confidential. 

****The second part of this research comprises of 15-20 minute interviews with 

instructors. Would you like to volunteer for the second part of this study? If you do, 

please write down your e-mail and I will contact you for the interview sessions. 

a. Yes                               b. No 

E-mail: 

Thank you for your valuable time. 

Instructor, Duygu TaĢer/ Academic Advisor: Prof.Dr. Hüsnü Enginarlar 

Department of Basic English, METU 

Contact Information: 

Tel: 0536 292 79 78 

E-Mail: dtaser@metu.edu.tr 

 

 

 

PART 1: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. Sex:  (  )  Male         (  )   Female  

mailto:dtaser@metu.edu.tr
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2. Name of the university you work at:________________ 

3.  Total Teaching Experience:____________ years/______months 

4. Experience at your Current Institution:___________years/______months 

5.  Please mark (X) next to the highest degree completed and specialization: 

Degree: ( ) Bachelor‟s   (   ) Master‟s     (  ) Doctorate 

Department: (   )  ELT     (  ) Other _______ (Please specify) 

6. Have you attended an English training program at your institution? 

If yes, please answer questions 7, 8, and 9. 

7. Did you attend the attend the in-service training program at your institution? 

(   )  Yes                (   )  No 

When answering questions 8-9, please consider the program with the longest 

duration if you have attended multiple programs and put an (X) next to the 

items. 

8. Which of the following describes the in-service training that you have attended 

and completed at your institution? Please mark the program and write the duration. 

Certificate/Diploma program______________ ; duration _____________ 

Action Research__________________; duration _________________ 

Seminar___________________; duration_______________ 

Conference_______________; duration__________________ 

Workshop _______________; duration_______________ 

Other__________________; duration________________ 

 

9. What type of teaching competence did this in-service training develop? (If it 

developed multiple competencies, mark each of the items) 

(  )  Teaching language competencies (reading, listening, writing, speaking) using 

different methods and techniques 

(  ) Using testing and assessment tools and methods 
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(  ) Materials development and/or preparing your own materials 

(   ) Using educational Technologies to meet learners‟ needs 

(  ) Other__________ (Please specify). 

 

PART 2 :  SCHOOL CULTURE 

Directions: Please circle the number that best expresses your opinion about the 

institution in which you work. 

(1)  Strongly Disagree    (2)  Disagree      (3) Undecided       (4) Agree     (5) Strongly 

Agree 

WORKING ENVIRONMENT Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. I  generally feel like I‟m an important 

part of my institution 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. My colleagues provide help and 

advice when I need it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Both new teachers and experienced 

teachers are able to work together 

effectively. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. In my institution, there is a positive 

interaction between teachers that is based 

on mutual respect. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.There is an informative atmosphere in 

my institution regarding academic 

activities . 

     

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

6. The administration  helps staff  to 

solve their Professional problems 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. The administration encourages staff in 

their professional development 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. The administration makes use of 

school resources to help provide 

financial support for their staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. The administration treats all staff 

equally  

1 2 3 4 5 

10. The administration involves staff in 

the decision-making processconcerning 

all issues that are specifically related to 

them.  

1 2 3 4 5 

IN-SERVICE TRAINING Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Program Characteristics      
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11. The training program I received was 

useful in terms of  its content. 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. The training program motivatedme to 

become a good teacher. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. The training program prepared me to 

cope with the daily problems of the 

school and the classroom. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14.I continue to use the knowledge and 

competencies I learned from the training 

program in my classroom practice. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. I feel more confident as an English 

teacher after the training that I received. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Trainer Characteristics      

16. My trainer was able to emphathize 

with me when I faced challenges in my 

teaching  and provide emotional support 

when necessary. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. My trainer helped me to find my own 

solutions when I faced problems in 

teaching. 

1 2 3 4 5 

18.My trainer was able to find practical 

solutions when I came across challenges. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. My trainer was able to provide 

academic support when I faced problems 

in my teaching. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. My trainer was able to communicate 

with me effectively throughout the 

training program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

PART 2: ENGLISH INSTRUCTORS’ SELF- EFFICACY BELIEFS 

Directions: Please circle the number that best expresses your opinion about your  

level of efficacy in the classroom  

1-2Not at all    3-4  Very Little5-6Some Degree7-8Quite a Bit9A Great Deal 

 

Questions Not at all Very Little Some 
Degree 

Quite a Bit A Great 
Deal 

1. To what extent can you establish an orderly 
system that provides an effective learning 
environment in the classroom? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2. How well can you managestudents’  
irrelevant digressions in the classroom? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3. How well can you establish routines to keep 
English language learning activities running 
smoothly? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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4. To what extent can you make your 
expectations clear about student behavior in 
your English classes? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5. How much can you do to get students to 
believe that they can do well in English classes? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. How much can you do to improve the 
understanding of a student who is falling 
behind in the English class? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8. To what extent can you use English 
effectively so as to encourage your students to 
speak English? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10. How much can you do to help your 
students value learning English? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

11. How much can you do to help your 
students think critically in English? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12. How much can you do to foster student 
creativity in language learning? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

13. To what extent can you prepare questions 
that enable a good assessment of your 
students? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

14. How much can you use a variety of 
language assessment strategies in your English 
classes? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

15. How much can you do to adjust your 
English lessons to the proper level for 
individual students? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16. How much can you assess student 
comprehension of what you have taught? 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

17. To what extent can you provide an 
alternative explanation or example when 
students are confused? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

18. How well can you implement alternative 
English language teaching strategies in your 
classrooms? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

19. How well can you provide an appropriate 
learning environment for very capable English 
language learners? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

20. How well can you respond to difficult 
questions from your students related to 
English? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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B. INSTRUCTOR QUESTIONNAIRE (TURKISH) 

 

 

 

Sevgili MeslektaĢlarım, 
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Bu çalıĢmanın amacı, Ġngilizce okutmanlarının okul kültürü (meslektaĢ desteği, 

yönetim desteği, hizmetiçi eğitim) ile özyeterlik inançlarını incelemektir. 

 

Anket üç bölümden oluĢur: 

- Birinci bölüm profesyonel özgeçmiĢiniz ile ilgilidir.  

- Ġkinci bölüm okul kültürü hakkındaki düĢüncelerinizi konu alır.  

- Üçüncü bölüm sınıf içi özyeterlik inançlarınızı inceler. 

 

Katılacağınız bu araĢtırmanın sonuçlarının, üniversitede çalıĢan okutmanların 

geliĢimlerine önemli katkılar sağlaması beklenmektedir.Anketten toplanan tüm 

bilgilerin tamamen gizli tutulacağından emin olabilirsiniz. 

 

***Okul Kültürü ve Özyeterlik İnançları’na yönelik gerçekleştirilen bu çalışma, 15-

20 dakikalık kısa derinlemesine görüşmelerle devam edecektir. Çalışmanın bu ikinci 

safhasına gönüllü olarak katılmak ister misiniz?İstiyorsanız yanıtınız hemen altına 

mail adresinizi eklemeniz halinde sizinle iletişime geçeceğim. 

 

a. Evet  b. Hayır 

 

E-posta adresiniz:  

 

Değerli vaktinizi ayırdığınız için teĢekkür ederim. 

 

Öğr. Görevlisi Duygu TaĢer / Akademik DanıĢmanım: Prof.Dr. Hüsnü Enginarlar 

ODTÜ Yabancı Diller Yüksek Okulu 

ĠletiĢim Bilgileri: 

Cep: 0536 292 79 78 

E-posta: dtaser@metu.edu.tr 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

BĠRĠNCĠ BÖLÜM: GENEL BĠLGĠLER 

 

01. Cinsiyetiniz: ( ) Kadın ( ) Erkek 

 

02. ÇalıĢtığınız üniversitenin ismi: _____________ 

03. Toplam Öğretmenlik Tecrübeniz:_________ yıl /_______ay 
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04. Kurumdaki Öğretmenlik Tecrübeniz: _______yıl/________ay 

 

05. En son bitirdiğiniz derecenizi ve bölümünüzü (X) ile iĢaretleyiniz 

Dereceniz:  (  ) Lisans (  ) Yüksek Lisans  (  ) Doktora 

Bölümünüz: (  ) ELT   (  ) Diğer_________(lütfen belirtiniz) 

 

06.Kurumunuzdahizmetiçi eğitim programı var mı?  

(  ) Evet  (  ) Hayır 

 

EVET ise lütfen 7, 8, 9 numaralı soruları cevaplayınız. 

 

07. Kurumunuzunbu hizmetiçi eğitim programına katıldınız mı? 

(  ) Evet  (  ) Hayır 

 

8. ve 9. soruları cevaplarken, birden fazla programa katıldıysanız, en uzun süreli olanını 

düşünüp (X) koyarak işaretleyiniz 

 

08.Kurumunuzda katılıp bitirdiğiniz bu hizmetiçi eğitim programı aĢağıdakilerden 

hangisidir? Programı iĢaretleyip yanına süresini lütfen yazınız. 

 

Sertifika/Diploma programı_____________; süresi__________ 

Eylem (Sınıfiçi Etkinlik) AraĢtırması______; süresi__________ 

Seminer____________________________; süresi__________ 

Konferans__________________________; süresi__________ 

ÇalıĢtay____________________________; süresi__________ 

Diğer______________________________; süresi__________ 

 

09.Kurumunuzdakatılıp bitirdiğiniz bu hizmetiçi eğitim programı hangi öğretmenlik 

becerilerinizi geliĢtirmeye yönelikti? (Birden fazla beceriye hitap ettiğini düĢünüyorsanız 

birden fazla iĢaretleyiniz) 

 

( ) Dil becerilerini (okuma, dinleme, yazma, konuĢma) farklı yöntem ve tekniklerle 

öğretebilme 

( ) Ölçme ve değerlendirme araç ve yöntemlerini kullanabilme 

( ) Materyal geliĢtirme ve/veya özgün materyal hazırlayabilme 

( ) Eğitim teknolojilerini öğrencilerin ihtiyaçları doğrultusunda kullanabilme 

( ) Diğer____________(lütfen belirtiniz) 

 

ĠKĠNCĠ BÖLÜM : OKUL KÜLTÜRÜ– DüĢüncenizi en iyi ifade eden sayıyı yuvarlak 

içine alınız. 

 

ÇALIġMA ORTAMI 
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01. ÇalıĢırken kendimi kurumumun önemli bir parçası olarak 

hissederim. 
1 2 3 4 5 

02. MeslektaĢlarım gerektiği zaman bana mesleki yardımda veya 

önerilerde bulunur. 
1 2 3 4 5 

03. Kurumumda tecrübeli ve tecrübesiz öğretmenler birlikte verimli bir 

Ģekilde çalıĢabilirler. 
1 2 3 4 5 

04. Kurumumda öğretmenler arasında karĢılıklı saygıya dayanan 

olumlu bir etkileĢim vardır. 
1 2 3 4 5 

05. Kurumumda akademik etkinlikler veya çalıĢmalar hakkında etkin 

bir bilgilendirme ortamı mevcuttur. 
1 2 3 4 5 

YÖNETĠMĠN DESTEĞĠ      

06. Yönetim çalıĢanlarının iĢle ilgili sorunlarını çözmelerine destek 

olur. 
1 2 3 4 5 

07. Yönetim çalıĢanlarının profesyonel geliĢimini destekler. 1 2 3 4 5 

08. Yönetim okul kaynaklarını kullanarak çalıĢanlarına maddi destek 

sağlar. 
1 2 3 4 5 

09. Yönetim tüm çalıĢanlarına eĢit davranır. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Yönetim çalıĢanlarını karar verme sürecine onları ilgilendiren bütün 

konularda dahil eder. 
1 2 3 4 5 

HĠZMETĠÇĠ EĞĠTĠM PROGRAMI 
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Program Özellikleri      

11. Aldığım hizmetiçi eğitim içerik olarak faydalıydı. 1 2 3 4 5 

12.Aldığım hizmetiçi eğitim beni iyi bir Ġngilizce öğretmeni olmam 

için teĢvik etti. 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Aldığım hizmetiçi eğitim öğrenciyle etkileĢimim konusunda, 

okuldaki veya sınıftaki günlük problemlerle baĢetmemde yardımcı 

oldu. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. Aldığım hizmetiçi eğitimde öğrendiğim bilgi ve becerileri kendi 

sınıfımda uygulamaya devam ediyorum. 
1 2 3 4 5 

15. Aldığım hizmetiçi eğitimden sonra kendime Ġngilizce öğretmeni 

olarak daha çok güveniyorum. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Eğitmen Özellikleri      

16. Eğitmenim öğretmenlikte zorluklarla karĢılaĢtığımda, gerektiği 

zaman benimle empati kurarak, bana duygusal destekte bulunabildi. 
1 2 3 4 5 

17.Eğitmenim sorunlarla karĢılaĢtığımda kendi çözümlerimi bulmamda 

beni yönlendirdi. 
1 2 3 4 5 

18. Eğitmenim problemler karĢısında pratik çözümler üretebildi. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Eğitmenim öğretmenlikte zorluklarla karĢılaĢtığımda bana 

akademik destekte bulunabildi. 
1 2 3 4 5 

20.Eğitmenim program boyunca benimle kolay iletiĢim kurabildi. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

ÜÇÜNCÜ BÖLÜM:  ĠNGĠLĠZCE ÖĞRETMENLERĠN ÖZYETERLĠK ĠNANÇLARI 
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Sınıf içi özyeterlilik derecenizi en iyi ifade eden sayıyı yuvarlak içine alınız. 
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01. Sınıfta, etkin bir öğretim ortamı 

sağlayacak düzgün iĢleyen bir sistemi ne 

kadar kurabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

02. Sınıfta, öğrencilerin öğretim ortamını 

bozacak konu dıĢı söylemleriyle ne kadar 

baĢedebilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

03. Sınıfta, Ġngilizce etkinliklerin düzenli 

yürümesini ne kadar sağlayabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

04. Sınıfta, öğrencilerin Ġngilizce derslerinde 

nasıl davranmaları gerektiğine iliĢkin 

beklentilerinizi ne kadar ortaya 

koyabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

05. Öğrencileri Ġngilizce derslerinde baĢarılı 

olabileceklerine ne kadar inandırabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

06. BaĢarısız bir öğrencinin Ġngilizce dersini 

daha iyi anlamasını ne kadar 

sağlayabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

07. Ġngilizce derslerine az ilgi gösteren 

öğrencileri ne kadar motive edebilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

08. Ġngilizce'yi etkin bir Ģekilde kullanarak, 

öğrencilerinizde Ġngilizce konuĢma isteğini ne 

kadar sağlayabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

09. ÇalıĢması zor öğrencilere ulaĢmayı ne 

kadar baĢarabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10. Öğrencilerin Ġngilizce öğrenmeye değer 

vermelerini ne kadar sağlayabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

11. Öğrencilerin Ġngilizcede eleĢtirel 

düĢünmelerini ne kadar sağlayabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12. Öğrencilerin dil öğrenme sürecinde 

yaratıcılıklarının geliĢmesine ne kadar 

yardımcı olabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

13. Öğrencilerin iyi bir Ģekilde 

değerlendirilmesine olanak sağlayacak 

soruları ne ölçüde hazırlayabiliyorsunuz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

14. Ġngilizce derslerinde farklı değerlendirme 

yöntemlerini ne kadar kullanabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

15. Ġngilizce derslerinin her öğrencinin 

seviyesine uygun olmasını ne kadar 

sağlayabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16. Öğrettiklerinizin öğrenciler tarafından 

kavranıp kavranmadığını ne kadar 

değerlendirebilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

17. Öğrencilerin kafası karıĢtığında ne kadar 

alternatif açıklama ya da örnek 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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sağlayabilirsiniz? 

18. Sınıfta Ġngilizcedeki farklı öğretim 

yöntemlerini ne kadar uygulayabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

19. Ġngilizce öğrenen çok yetenekli 

öğrencilere uygun öğrenme ortamını ne kadar 

sağlayabilirsiniz? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

20. Öğrencilerin Ġngilizce ile ilgili zor 

sorularını ne kadar yanıtlayabilirsiniz? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (English) 

 

 

1) If you were to evaluate yourself in the teaching profession, would you consider 

yourself to be self-confident? 
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a. How would you evaluate yourself as a teacher on a scale from 0-10? Why would 

you evaluate yourself as such? 

2)  How did your self-confidence in your profession develop? In which kinds of 

environments do you think self-confidence may develop? 

3) Did you feel more self-confident after completing the in-service training program? 

If so, why did you feel that way? If not, why didn‟t you feel that way? 

4) Considering your in-service training experience, what type of in-service training 

do you think may develop your self-confidence? What type of characteristics should 

it have? (How should it be in terms of content, length, and format?) 

5) 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? 
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D. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (Turkish) 

 

 

1. Kendinizi mesleki açıdan değerlendirecek olsanız kendinize güven duyuyor 

musunuz? 

a. 0-10 arasında kendinizi değerlendirecek olsanız öğretmenlikte kendinize 

güvene kaç verirsiniz? Neden böyle değerlendiriyorsunuz? 

2. Sizin meslekteki kendinize güveniniz nasıl oluĢtu? Sizce hangi ortamlarda 

kendine güven oluĢur? 

3. Hizmetiçi eğitim sonrasında kendinizi daha güvenli hissettiniz mi? Evet ise, 

neden öyle hissetiniz? Hayır ise, neden öyle hissetmediniz? 

4. Hizmetiçi eğitim program tecrübenize bakarak ve genel bir değerlendirme 

yaparak, nasıl bir hizmetiçi eğitim programı sizin ve okutmanların kendine 

güvenini arttırabilir? Özellikleri nasıl olmalı? (Ġçerik, süre veya format olarak 

nasıl olmalıdır?) 

5. Kendinize güveniniz zamanla değiĢti mi? DeğiĢtiyse bu süreci en çok 

etkileyen faktörler nelerdir? Bunları sıraya koysanız nasıl bir sıralama olur? 
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E. SAMPLE INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS

 

TRANSCRIPT 1:  

Teacher M 

(Original Transcript)                                            

I:Öğretmenlikte genel olarak kendine 

güven duyar mısın? 

M:Evet 

I:Peki1-9 arasında kendini değerlendirecek 

olsan kaç verirdin, öğretmenlikte kendine 

güven konusunda? 

M:9 verirdim 

I:Neden böyle değerlendirirsin? 

M:Tecrübeleime geri dönüp baktığımda 

…geliĢimime. O seviyeye yükselebildiğimi 

görüyorum. 

I:Peki sence kendine güveniniz nasıl 

oluĢtu?Deneyim dediniz. Mesela özel 

üniversitede çalıĢtınız mı? Mesela özel 

veya devlette çalıĢmak sence etkiliyor mu 

kendine güvenini? 

M:Hayır. Onun bir etkisi yok.Tecrübeyle 

alakası var. 

I:Peki bölümle alakası var mı? Mesela 

lisans‟da ELT ya da edebiyat ya da baĢka 

bir Ģey çalıĢmak? ELT‟de olsa kendine 

daha çok mu güvenin olurdu? 

 

M: Bu neyi istediğinle doğrudan iliĢkili. 

Dolayısıyla temel Ġngilizceyi öğretmeği 

isteyerek seçtim. Ġsteseydim kendi eğitim 

aldığım kurumdan devam edebilirdim. 

 

 

 

 

(English version) 

I:Do you generally feel confident in the 

teaching profession? 

M: Yes 

I: How would you  evaluate yourself in 

terms of your self-confidence in teaching 

on a scale from 1-9? 

M: I would give myself a 9 

 

I: Why do you evaluate yourself as such? 

M:When I look back at my 

experience…my development. I see that I 

can rise to that level. 

I: So, how do you think your self-

confidence developed? You mentioned 

experience. Did you work at a private 

university for example? Do you think 

working at a private or state university 

affects self-confidence? 

M: No. It doesn‟t have an effect. It‟s 

related to experience. 

I: Is it related to the department? For 

instance, studying literature or ELT in your 

undergraduate degree? Would you feel 

more self-confident if your undergraduate 

degree was in ELT? 

M:This is directly related to what you want 

to do, so I chose to work at the department 

of basic English and teach English. If I 

wanted to do, I could stay at the institution 

where I received my education
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I:Peki sizce yüksek lisans veya doktora 

yapmak etkiler mi öğretmenlikte kendine 

güvenini? 

M:Yaptığın çalıĢmaya bağlı.Kendi alanınla 

ilgili yaparsan etkiler, diğeri mutlaka 

etkiler ama yaptığın iĢe ilgili deneyim 

sahibi olmaya devam ediyorsan doktorada 

o zaman daha çok etkili olacağını 

düĢünüyorum ama bazı insanlarla 

gördüğüm kadarıyla yapan baĢka alanlarda 

eğitim yapanlarla derslerine ne kadar etkili 

olduğunu hani çok fazla kullanıp 

kullanmamaları ile alakalı. 

I:Peki iĢ ortamı önemli mi sizce kendine 

güven konusunda? 

M: Mutlaka. 

I:Mesela olumlu bir iĢ ortamı varsa ya da 

böyle..? 

M: Daha huzurlu, daha iyi hissedersin. 

I:Peki yönetimin yaklaĢımı önemli mi 

özgüvende? 

M:Tabii ki. Destek çıkıyor olması, 

yönlendirici olması gayet önemli. 

I:Peki cinsiyet fark ettiriyor mu kendine 

güvende öğretmenlikte? Yani kadın veya 

erkek olmak fark eder mi sizce? 

M: Bir zaman geliyor ki öyle bir ayrım 

fark etmiyor.Belki bayan olmanın dah a 

yumuĢak yaklaĢım Ģuydu buydu o ruh 

halinden anlamak etkisi olabilir öğrenciye 

karĢı ama çok fazla bir etkisi olacağını 

düĢünmüyorum.  

I:Peki hizmetiçi eğitime katılım sence 

etkiliyor mu kendine güvene? 

 

I: Do you think doing a graduate or 

doctorate degree affects your self-

confidence in teaching? 

M: It depends on what you work on. If it is 

related to your own field, then it affects 

your self-confidence, the other must have 

an effect, but if you continue to gain 

experience in your work then doing a 

doctorate has a much greater impact but 

what I have seen in most people is that 

they do their degree in a different area. It 

depends on the extent to which they use 

this in their lessons. 

I: Do you think the working environment 

is important in terms of self-confidence? 

M: Absolutely. 

I: For example, if there is a positive 

working environment or…? 

M: You feel more at ease and better 

I: Is the administration‟s approach 

important in terms of self-confidence? 

M: Of course. It‟s important for the 

administration to be supportive and show 

guidance.  

I:Does gender have an influence over self-

confidence? That is, does it make a 

difference if you are female or male? 

M: There comes a time when there is no 

such distinction. Maybe when you are a 

female you have a softer approach.. you 

understand that student‟s state of mind but 

I don‟t think it makes such a big 

difference. 

 

I: Do you think attendance in in-service 

training makes a difference in terms of 

self-confidence? 
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M:Yani çok aĢırı kendime güvenimi 

etkilediği için değil ama alıĢmamı 

sağladığı için daha uygundu. 

I:Peki sizce hizmetiçi eğitim programı 

nasıl olmalı? Ġdeali içerik, süre veya 

format olarak. Mesela buradaki hizmetiçi 

eğitime bakarak ne söylersiniz? Ġyi 

tarafları neydi, kötü tarafları neydi?  

 

M: Zaten belirli bir süre tecrübeli olan 

eğitmenlik yapmıĢ olan insan için çok fazla 

sürmesinin gereği olduğunu 

zannetmiyorum. 

 

I: Peki içerik olarak Ģöyle olmalı ya da 

format olarak Ģöyle olmalı dediğiniz bir 

Ģey var mı hizmetiçi eğitimde? 

M:Yeni baĢlayanlar için bir sene olması 

uygundur ama zaten öğretmenlik yapıyor 

olanlar için hali hazırda çok zorlayıcı 

koĢulların olmamasının gereği olduğunu 

düĢünüyorum.Yönlendirici olmalı.Bir 

dersin nasıl iĢleneceği konusunda 

aydınlatıcı olmalı çünkü ben COTE 

programını tamamladım. O çok 

faydalıydı.. 

I:Ne vardı mesela orda faydalı olan? 

M:M: Nasıl öğretmen olunacağını orda 

öğrendim.Mentorın fikirleri, yaratıcılık 

anlamında, verdiği bilgiler falan çok 

bilgilendiriciydi. 

I:O zaman kendinize güveninizi etkileyen 

faktörleri sıraya koysanız nasıl olurdu? 

M:Deneyim . Hizmetiçi eğitim.. mesleğe 

ısınmak biraz daha olaylara hakim olmak 

adına tabii ki gözümüzü açtı ama en birinci 

sırada deneyim var. 

 

 

M: Well, I don‟t think it was because it 

affected my self-confidence so much but it 

was suitable because it helped me to adapt. 

I: So, how do you think the ideal in-service 

training should be? The ideal in terms of 

the content, duration, and format. For 

example, what would you say about the 

training you had here? What were the good 

and bad sides? 

M: I don‟t think the training should last 

so long for a teacher who has already 

had a certain amount of experience and 

training.  

I: So, is there anything about the content or 

format of the in-service training program 

that you think  needs to change? 

M: One year is enough for novice 

teachers but if they are already 

teaching the conditions should not be 

so demanding. The program should 

guide them. It should shed light on 

how to conduct their lessons because I 

completed the COTE program. It was 

really useful. 

 

I: What was useful about that program? 

 

M:I learned how to become a teacher 

there.The mentor‟s ideas, in terms of 

creativity, the ideas she shared were very 

informative. 

I: Then, how would you order the most 

important factors that have influenced your 

self-confidence? 

M:Experience…In-service training.. 

Warming up to the profession.. Having 

more control over events opened up our 

eyes but experience ranks first. 
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TRANSCRIPT2 

Teacher P 

(Original Transcript)                                                

I:Meslekte kendine güven duyarmısın? 

 

P:Evet, tabii ki ama mesleğe ilk baĢladığım 

yıllarda çok paniktim.onu çok net 

hatırlıyorum. cevap anahtarlarına 

bakmadan, kitaba deftere bakmadan asla 

bir Ģey yapamazdım Ģimdi kendi kafamdan 

her Ģeyi yazabiliyorum., tabii ki ders 

programımızı kafada oluĢturuyoruz 

artık.hangi aktiviteler uygun, ne yapmam 

gerekiyor, ne yapmamam gerekiyor..Ģu 

anda çok rahatım o konuda.bunu öğrencide 

hissediyor tabii. Yıllarla gelen bir tecrübe 

 

I:O zaman 1-9 arasında kendini 

değerlendirecek olsan kaç verirdin, 

kendine güven açısından? 

P:8 veriridim. 

I:Niye öyle verirdin? 

P: 7-8 verirdim. Hala da öğrenmem 

gereken Ģeyler var, bence geliĢtirmem 

gereken alanlar da var.9 dan çok emin 

değilim. 

I:Sınıf yönetimini sağlama açısından 1-9 

arasında kaç verirdin? 

 

P:Classroom management da da 7-8 

verirdim.Çok süperim diyemem ama 

elimden geleni yaptığımı düĢünüyorum. 

I:Öğrencilerin derse katılımı sağlamada? 

 

 

 

 

 

(English Version) 

I: Do you feel self-confident in the 

profession? 

 

P:Yes, of course, but when I first started 

the profession I was in panic a lot. I 

remember that very clearly. I couldn‟t do 

anything without looking at the answer 

key, the coursebook, or my notebook. Now 

I can write everything in my mind. Of 

course we also create the lesson plans in 

our minds now… which activities are 

appropriate , what I need to do…I‟m really 

at ease now about these points. Years of 

experience. 

I: Then, if you had to rate yourself on a 

scale from 1-9, what would you give 

yourself? 

P: I would give myself an 8. 

I: Why would you rate yourself as such? 

P: I would give myself 7-8. I stil have 

some things to learn. I think I also have 

areas that I need to improve. I‟m not ure 

about 9. 

I:How would you rate yourself in terms of  

maintaining classroom management on a 

scale from 1-9? 

P:I would say 7-8 for classroom 

management. I can‟t say I‟m super at it but 

I try to do my best. 

I: What about getting students to engage in 

the lessons? 
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P:Derse katılımını kesinlikle sağladığımı 

düĢünüyorum çünkü kullandığım 

yöntemlerde mecburen katılmak 

zorundalar çünkü birbirinizi seçin, sen bir 

kurban seç falan diyorum. Birbirlerini 

seçtiriyorum o zaman sen sorumlu da 

olmuyorsun seçtiği için.Birbirlerini 

seçtikleri için mecburen katılıyorlar ama 

yine encourage ettiğim oluyor. 

 

 

 

I:Öğretme stratejileri, metod kullanma, 

orda da kendine güveniyor musun? 

P:Evet. Speakinge çok yer ayırılmasını 

düĢünüyorum programda.Programda 

olmasa bile ben mutlaka aktiviteler, kitapta 

olmasa bile kendim aktiviteler üreterek, 

mutlaka questionlar hazırlayarak, speaking 

questionları düĢündürecek Ģeyler 

hazırlayarak onların hayatına uygun Ģeyler 

hazırlyarak konuĢturtmaya çalıĢıyorum. 

Bunlarda kendime güveniyorum ama 

bunların hepsi yıllarla gelen tecrübeler. Ġlk 

baĢlarda kesinlikle böyle Ģeyler yoktu. 

I:Nasıl geliĢti? Hangi ortmalarda geliĢti? 

Mesela tecrübeyle geliĢti diyorsun? 

P:Kesinlikle tecrübeyle geliĢti ama yıllar 

içerisinde geliĢen Ģey o. Kullandığımız 

kitaplar falan da, ne kadar yardımcı oluyor 

hocaya. Kullanılan malzeme de önemli. 

Yıllar içerisinde malzeme de birikiyor. O 

biriken malzemelerle de hangi derste neye 

ihtiyacın olduğunu bildiğin için daha 

kendinize güvenli giriyorsunuz sınıfta. 

Yani bu konuda elimde Ģu malzemeler var 

diyebiliyorsunuz ama ilk baĢlarda o 

malzemeler yoksa ki genelde yoktu o 

zamanlar çok zorlanıyorduk.Büyük 

hocalardan yardım alıyorduk o zamanlar.  

P:I definitely think I can engage students 

in the lessons because they have to 

participate with the methods I use because 

they choose their partners. Because they do 

this, they have to participate but there are 

still times when I encourage them.I ask 

them to choose a partner, a “victim”. I ask 

them to choose their own partners. That 

way you are not responsible 

 

I: What about instructional strategies, use 

of methods, do you feel self-confident in 

these areas? 

P:Yes. I think it is necessary to allocate a 

lot of time to speaking in the program. 

Even if it isn‟t in the program, I always use 

activities, even if it isn‟t in the book I 

create my own activities and questions. I 

try to make them speak by creating 

speaking questions that make them think 

and that are related to their daily life. I feel 

self-confident in these areas but these are 

things that come with years of experience. 

There wasn‟t anything like this at the 

beginning.  

I: How did it evolve? In what types of 

environments did it develop? For example, 

you say that it developed with experience? 

P: It definitely developed with experience 

but it is something which develops with 

time. The books that we use, how useful it 

is for the teacher.The materials used are 

also important. The materials pile up along 

the years. With those piled up materials 

you know what you need for that lesson 

you feel more self-confident in the lessons. 

That is, you can say I have these types of 

materials about this topic but at the start  if 

you don‟t have those materials, and you 

usually didn‟t have those materials then it 

was very difficult. We tried to get help 

from the senior teachers then. 
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I:Yüksek lisans yapmıĢ olman kendine 

güvenini etkiledi mi?  Sence akademik 

derece önemli midir kendine güven 

konusunda?  

P: Bende çok etkili olduğunu 

düĢünmüyorum.O bir vizyon katabiliyor 

meslekle ilgili ama derse birebir etkisi 

olduğunu  zannetmiyorum.Derse birebir 

etkisi olan Ģey yıllar içerisinde 

kazandığınız tecrübe. 

I:Ġngilizce öğretmenliği bölümü mezunu 

olmak özgüvenini artırdı mı? 

P:Ġngilizce öğretmeni  mezunu olmak tabii 

ki artırdı. BaĢka bir bölümden olsaydım bu 

kadar olmayabilirdi. Yani öğretmenlik 

mezunu olmak bence o anlamda katkıda 

bulunmuĢ olabilir. 

 

I:Peki kadın erkek olmak fark ediyor mu 

özgüvenini? 

P:Bence kendine güvenini fark 

ettiriyor.Ben bunu eĢime de 

söylemiĢtim.Erkek hocaya tavırlarıyla 

bayan hocalara olan tavırları fark 

olabiliyor öğrencilerin.Erkek hocaya biraz 

daha.. aa.yani erkek hocaya yaklaĢırken 

çocuklar biraz daha kontrollüler, bayan 

hocaya karĢı o kadar değiller.Daha anne 

abla vari yaklaĢıyorlar.Böylece biraz daha 

Ģey gidyor.. yaklaĢımları böyle olduğu için 

managementda biraz daha zor olabiliyor 

ama erkek hocalar bence daha rahat 

olabiliyorlar bu konuda. 

 

 

 

 

 

I:Did having a graduate degree affect your 

self-confidence? Do you think an academic 

degree is more important in terms of self-

confidence? 

P: I don‟t think it had such a great impact 

on me.It can develop your vision regarding 

your profession but I don‟t think it has a 

direct impact on the lessons. What has a 

direct impact is the experience you gain 

throughout the years. 

I:Did being an ELT graduate increase your 

levels of self-confidence?  

P: Being an ELT graduate naturally raised 

my level of self-confidence. I don‟t think I 

would be so confident if I had graduated 

from a different department. That is, I 

think having an undergraduate degree in 

teaching contributed to my self-confidence 

in that way. 

I: Do you think being male or female 

makes a difference in one‟s self-

confidence?  

P: I think it makes a difference in the 

teacher‟s self-confidence. I told my 

husband the same thing. The students‟ 

treatment of male and female teachers can 

be different. When students approach male 

teachers..uhh. they are more controlled, it‟s 

not the same degree toward female 

teachers. They approach female teachers 

more like a mother or older sister. That‟s 

why it moves along more like.. Because 

this is the way students approach female 

teachers it can be more difficult in terms of 

classroom management but I think male 

teachers can be more at ease regarding this 

issue. 
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I:Peki özel veya devlet olması çalıĢtığın 

yerin özgüveni etkiliyor mu? 

P:Evet ben özelde de çalıĢtım. O zaman 

okul yönetimi arkanızda olmadığını 

hissettiğiniz zaman güveniniz 

kesinlikle yok oluyor, azalıyor yok 

oluyor demeyelim. Çok azalıyor ama 

devlette bir aile gibi hissetiğiniz zaman 

siz de tabii ki sınıf içi management 

dahil ders anlatımdan  her anlamda 

arkanızda bir aile olduğunuz için daha 

çok kendinize güveniyorsunuz. 

 

I:Onu sorucaktım. ĠĢ ortamı? 

P.ĠĢ ortamı kesinlikle. Güzel pozitif bir 

ortam varsa kesinlikle bu da sizin 

özgüveninize katkıda bulunacaktır. 

I:Yönetimin desteği? 

P: Kesinlikle. Özelde bu yoktu. Daha 

doğrusu hissetmedik. O yüzden 

kendime güvenim bu kadar kesinlkile 

zaten yoktu. Bir de özel öğrenci 

olmasından kaynaklanan sıkıntılar 

vardı. 

I:Peki hizmetiçi eğitimin var mı, 

kendinize güveninize olan etkisi? 

P:Evet. Var ama çok olduğunu                         

söyleyemiyceğim. Var ama çok büyük 

bir katkısı yok. 

 

I: Does it make a difference whether 

the place you work at is a private or 

state institution? 

P: Yes, I worked at a private university 

too. When you feel that you don‟t have 

the support of the administration your 

self-confidence definitely disappears. It 

really decreases but when you feel like 

a family in the state  university you feel 

more self-confident in every aspect of 

teaching from classroom management 

to the way you conduct your lessons 

because you feel like you have the 

support of your family. 

I: I was going to ask you about that. 

The working environment? 

P: The working environment definitely. 

If there is a nice, positive environment, 

this will definitely contribute to your 

self-confidence. 

I: Administrative support? 

P: Absolutely. There was no support in 

the private university. That‟s why my 

self-confidence was not so great then. 

Also, there were also some diffiulties 

related to the fact that there were 

private students. 

I: What about in-service training? Does 

it have an effect on your self-

confidence? 

P: Yes, it does but I can‟t say that it is a 

lot. It has an effect but it isn‟t so great. 
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I: Neden? 

P:Çünkü birebir.. ben onun teorik 

gittiğini düĢünüyorum. Teorik olduğu 

için ders içerisinde birebir direkt 

katkısı olduğunu düĢünmüyorum. 

KeĢke daha pratiğe yönelik olsa.  O 

zaman bütün herkesin bütün yeni 

hocaların özellikle özgüvenlerin daha 

çok artıcağını düĢünüyorum. Teoriden 

çok daha çok practice olmalı. 

I: Ġçerik, süre, format olarak nasıl 

olmalı hizmetiçi eğitim? 

P: Kesinlikle okulun yani o kurumun 

ders sistemi okul sistemi curriculum 

sitemi neyse sınıfta uygulanan Ģeyler 

neyse birebir onlarla ilgili olması 

gerektiğini düĢünüyorum. Teori 

verilmeli tabii ki. Teorik input olması 

gerekiyor ama bunu derse nasıl 

yansıyacağı gösterilmediği sürece, çok 

iyi anlatılmadığı sürece hoca çok fazla 

sıkıntı yaĢıyor. Etrafındakilerden 

yardım alıyor ama çok uzun sürüyor 

tabii. 

I:Biraz katkısı oldu dedin? 

P:Çok olduğunu söyleyemeyeceğim. 

Biraz kurum kültürünü tanımakta 

yardımcı olmuĢtur ama çok fazla değil. 

Onu asıl büyük hocalardan tecrübeli 

hocalarımızdan öğrendik. Benim en 

çok özgüvenimi arttıran Ģeyler 

meslektaĢlarımdam aldığım destek, 

tecrübe, teorik bilgiden daha çok  

 

I: Why? 

P: Because one on one… I think it is 

more theoretical. Because it is 

theoretical, I don‟t think it has a one on 

one direct contribution. I wish it could 

be more practical. Then, it would 

greatly increase everybody‟s self-

confidence including the novice 

teachers‟. There should be more 

practice rather than theory. 

I:How should the in-service training be 

in terms of content, duration, and 

format? 

P: I think it needs to be directly related 

to the system of that school or 

institution, to the courses or the 

curriculum that is implemented in that 

school. Of course, teachers should be 

given some theory. There needs to be 

theoretical input but if  teachers are not 

trained about how this theory can be be 

reflected into the lessons, the teacher 

faces a lot of difficulties. He/she gets  

help from the people in his/her 

environment but of course that takes up 

a lot of time. 

I: You said it made some contribution? 

P: I can‟t say it was a lot. It helped me 

to familiarize with the school culture 

but not that much. We actually learned 

that from the senior teachers. What 

contributed most to my self-confidence 

was the support I received from my 

colleagues, experience, more than 

theoretical knowledge. 
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TRANSCRIPT 3 

Teacher C 

(Original Transcript)   

  

I:Ġlk sorum Ģu olacak: kendinizi mesleki 

açıdan değerlendirecek olsanız kendinize 

güven duyuyor musunuz?  Evet veya hayır 

olarak cevaplarsanız? 

 

C:Evet kendime güven duyarım. 

 

I:1-9 arasında kendinizi değerlendirecek 

olsanız öğretmenlikte kendinize kaç 

verirdiniz kendinize güven açısından? 

C: 8 verirdim. 

I: Peki neden 8 derdiniz?                         

C: 9 demek çok kibirli gibi geldi. Mutlaka 

eksik bir taraflar vardır. O yüzden 8 daha 

uygun gibi geldi. 

I:Peki ikinci soruda Ģunu soracaktım, sizin 

meslekteki kendine güveniniz nasıl oluĢtu? 

Yani hangi ortamlarda kendine güven 

oluĢur sizce? 

C: Yani tecrübeyle oluĢtu benim için. 

Deneyimle. Uzun yıllar boyunca aynı iĢi 

yapmıĢ olmanın bir güveni oluyor. 

Tecrübeyle alakalı olduğunu 

düĢünüyorum. 

I: Peki özel veya devlette çalıĢmak fark 

ettirir mi kendinize güveninizi?  

C:Hayır.Ben özelde de çalıĢtım. Özel 

üniversitede değil ama özel dil kurslarında 

çalıĢtım, yani çok fazla farklı olduğunu 

zannetmiyorum. 

 

(English Version) 

I: My first question is this: If you had to 

evaluate yourself in terms of your 

profession, would you consider yourself 

self-confident? If you had to answer yes or 

no? 

C: Yes, I would consider myself self-

confident. 

I: How would you rate yourself in terms of 

your self-confidence in the profession on a 

scale from 1-9? 

C: I would give myself an 8. 

I: Why would you say 8? 

C: 9 sounds very arrogant. There are 

always some weaknesses, so 8 sounds 

more appropriate. 

I: So, my second question is how did your 

self-confidence in the profession develop? 

That is, in what type of environments does 

self-confidence develop? 

C:I mean it developed with experience. 

Experience. You gain self-confidence by 

doing the same job over the years. I think it 

is related to experience. 

I: So, do you think working at a private or 

state university makes a difference in your 

self-confidence? 

C: No. I also worked at a private 

institution. Not a private university, but a 

private language school, I mean I don‟t 

think it is that different. 
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I: Peki bölüm fark ettirir mi?Yani 

ELTmezunu olmak ya da olmamak 

özgüveni fark ettirir mi? 

 

C:Zannetmiyorum. Yok.Bence bu kiĢisel 

bir Ģey. ELT mezunu olmasa da insan 

kendini geliĢtirdiyse ve bu mesleğe kendini 

adadıysa öyle bir sorun yaĢayacağını 

düĢünmüyorum açıkçası. 

 

I:Peki yüksek lisans veya doktora yapmak 

sizce kendinize güveninizi etkiler mi 

meslekte? 

C:Güven olarak mutlaka tabii ki bir Ģeyler 

etkiliyordur. Yani ondan eminim. 

I:Peki iĢ ortamı? Mesela iĢ ortamının 

olumlu ya da olumsuz olması? Bu önemli 

midir özgüven için? 

C:Elbette. Özellikle mesela aklıma ilk 

gelen Ģey mobbing.Öyle bir ortamda 

çalıĢmak hem yıpratıcı olur hem de güven 

açısından bence insan güven duymaz diye 

düĢünüyorum açıkçası. 

I:Peki yönetim desteği sizce önemli midir? 

 

C: Elbette yani yönetimin öğretmenlere      

olan yaklaĢımı, desteklemesi veya teĢvik 

edici davranıĢları mutlaka güven artırmada 

etkili faktördür diye düĢünüyorum. 

I:Erkek veya kadın fark ettiriyor mu 

özgüven açısından? 

C: Çok belirleyici bir faktör olduğunu 

düĢünmüyorum.Ġnsanın kiĢiliği ile alakalı 

olduğunu daha çok düĢünüyorum. 

I:Peki son olarak Ģunu sormak istiyorum. 

Sizce bu hizmetiçi eğitimine katılım 

kendinizi daha güvende hissettirdi mi?  

I: What about the department? Does being 

an ELT graduate or not being one make a 

difference in one‟s self-confidence? 

C: I don‟t think so. No. I think it is 

something personal. Even if  a person is 

not an ELT graduate,  I honestly don‟t 

think that person will experience such a 

problem if he improves himself and 

dedicates himself to this profession. 

I: Do you think doing a graduate or 

doctorate degree affects your self-

confidence in the profession? 

C: I‟m sure that it influences your self-

confidence to some degree. I‟m sure about 

that. 

I: What about the working environment? 

For example, a positive or negative 

working environment? Is this important for 

self-confidence? 

C: Of course. The first thing that especially 

comes to my mind is mobbing. I think 

working in that type of environment would 

be wearing and I honestly think that a 

person can‟t feel self-confident.  

I: Do you think administrative support is 

important? 

C: Of course, that is, the administration‟s 

approach to the teachers, its support or 

encouraging behavior are definitely 

important factors that raise one‟s self-

confidence. 

I: Does being a male or female make a 

difference in self-confidence? 

C: I don‟t think it such a defining factor. I 

think it is more about that person‟s 

character. 

I:So, the last thing I would like to ask you 

about is whether attending an in-service 

training program made you feel more self-

confident?  
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C: Hizmetiçi eğitim mi? 

I:Evet. 

C:Tabii ki. Hizmetiçi eğitimin yoğunluğu, 

içeriği bunlar çok önemli. Bütün 

öğretmenlerin hizmetiçi eğitimlere 

workshoplara katılmaları gerektiğini 

düĢünüyorum. 

I:Peki o zaman hizmetiçi eğitim sonrasında 

kendinizi daha güvende hissettiniz. 

 

C:Tabii ki. Evet daha güvende hissetim.  

I:Peki bunun sebebi ne sizce? Bu 

workshoplarda ya da seminerlerde 

özellikle hoĢunuza giden ya da olumlu 

bulduğunuz bir Ģey var mıydı? 

C:Yani benim özellikle hoĢuma giden 

karĢılıklı iletiĢim olması yani semineri veya 

workshopu yapan kiĢiyle., interaktif oluĢu, 

kendimizi öğrenci yerine koyup bir de o 

açıdan bakmamız.Bunlar tabii ki hem güveni 

arttırıyor hem de yaptığınız iĢi daha iyi 

anlamımızı sağlıyor. O açıdan önemli 

olduğunu düĢünüyorum. 

I: Hizmetiçi eğitim programının daha iyi 

olması için ya da içerik, süre veya format 

olarak nasıl düĢünürdünüz?  

C: Yani bunun için çok Ģey sıralanabilir. 

Süre olarak bilemiyorum 

 

I: Yani 1 sene gibi mi olmalı? 

COTE/DOTE programı mı gibi yoksa daha 

kısa süreli olabilir mi? Hangisi daha 

faydalıdır sizce? 

 

 

C: In-service training? 

I: Yes. 

C: Of course. The intensity of the in-

service training program, the content are 

very important. I think it is necessary for 

all teachers to attend in-service training 

programs and workshops. 

I: So, you felt more self-confident after the 

in-service training. 

C: Of course. Yes, I felt more self-

confident. 

I: What do you think the reason for this is? Was 

there anything you liked or found positive in 

these workshop sor seminars? 

C: What I especially liked was the 

communication between members that is the 

communication between the presenter of the 

seminar and the audience… the fact that it 

was interactive. We could put ourselves in 

the position of the student and look at things 

from their perspective. These things both 

raise our levels of self-confidence and helps 

us understand our job better. I think it is 

important in that respect. 

I:What do you think are the ideal 

characteristics of an in-service training 

program in terms of content, duration, and 

format?  

C: There are a lot of things that can be said. I 

don‟t know about the duration. 

I: Should it be like a year? COTE/DOTE 

program or shorter? Which one do you 

think is more useful? 
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C:Bence 1 yıl boyunca olmalı diye 

düĢünüyorum ben ama içerik olarak da 

daha …Mesela bazı workshoplarda çok 

ütopik Ģeyler konuĢuluyor yani bu öğrenci 

profiline uygun olmayan iĢte bir takım 

eğitim yöntemleri konuĢuluyor. Bunu 

yaparsanız iyi olur. Öğrenciden reaksiyon 

gelir gibi fakat uygulanabilirliği olmuyor 

birçok Ģeyin bazı workshoplarda. O açıdan 

bir kısmının vakit kaybı olduğunu 

düĢünüyorum açıkçası.Ġçeriğin çok iyi 

belirlenmesi gerektiğini düĢünüyorum. 

Öğrenci profilinin çok iyi analiz edilmesi 

gerektiğini düĢünüyorum çünkü aynı 

ülkede yaĢıyor olsak da üniversiteden 

üniversiteye bile öğrenci profili çok 

değiĢebiliyor. Mesela X üniversitesine 

yaptığınız bir dersle aynı dersi Y 

üniversitede bir gruba anlattığınız zaman 

çok farklı tepkiler reaksiyonlar 

alabiliyorsunuz. Dolayısıyla bu workshop 

hangi üniversitede yapılacaksa o üniversite 

profilinin birazcık ya da iĢte o 

üniversitedeki eğitim sisteminin çok iyi 

bilinmesi gerektiğini, analiz edilmesi 

gerektiğini düĢünüyorum açıkçası çünkü 

çok dediğim gibi sınıf içinde 

uygulayamayacağımız workshoplar yapıldı 

bize yıllarca. Deniyorsunuz, güzel bir fikir 

gibi geliyor ama sınıf içerisinde mümkün 

değil, gitmiyor. Workshopların benim için 

en büyük problemlerinden bir tanesi budur. 

Ġçeriktir. Tecrübeli hocalar için de yani 

belki diploma tarzında değil ama daha sık 

ama hani uygulanabilirliği olan 

workshoplar olsa daha faydalı olur diye 

düĢünüyorum. 

I:O zaman son sorumu sorayım. O zaman 

kendinize güveniniz zamanla değiĢti mi? 

Bunu en çok etkileyen tecrübe oldu. Sıraya 

koyarsanız tecrübe, workshoplar. 

 

 

I: Evet 

C: I think it should be a year long program, 

but in terms of content it should be more.. 

For example, some utopic things are 

discussed in some workshops. I mean 

certain educational methods which are not 

appropriate for this student profile are 

being discussed. It would be best if you did 

these things.  They say that students will 

respond to these things but they cannot be 

implemented. That‟s why I honestly think 

some of these workshops  are a waste of 

time.  I think the content should be 

determined very well. The student profile 

should be analyzed very well because even 

if we live in the same country the student 

profile can vary even from university to 

university. For example, the class you 

teach at university X receives a very 

different reaction from students at this 

university compared to  the one in 

university Y. That‟s why it‟s important to 

understand and analyze the student profile 

and educational system at that university 

before giving that workshop because there 

have been a lot of workshops which didn‟t 

help us with the in-class activities. You try 

it out, you think it is a good idea but in 

class it‟s impossible for it to work. For me, 

the most important problem of workshops 

is this. Content. For experienced teachers it 

would be more useful to have frequent 

workshops that are more practical and 

provide useful ideas about classroom 

activities instead of a diploma program. 

 

I: Ok, then let me ask my last question. 

Did your self-confidence change in time? 

The most important factor you mentioned 

was experience. If you had to put it into 

order you would say experience, 

workshops. 

I: Yes. 
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I:Tecrübe nasıl etkiledi mesela kendinize 

güveninizi yıllar boyunca mesela ilk baĢta 

öğretmenliğe baĢladığınızda nasıldı? 

 

C:Ġlk öğretmenliğe baĢladığımda bir 

çekingenlik vardı. Ne kadar anlattığınız 

hakim de olsanız yine de topluluk önünde 

bir Ģey sunuyor olmanın verdiği gerginlik 

oluyor.Bir çekingenlik oluyor.Bir de yaĢın 

küçük olmasın da bir etken olduğunu 

düĢünüyorum açıkçası. Yeni mezun olmuĢ 

oluyorsunuz. Dolayısıyla tecrübesizlik. 

Grup önünde bir Ģey sunma, konuĢma. 

Bunlar benim için zordu ilk baĢta. Fakat 

tabii bir süre sonra alıĢılıyor. Daha yetkin 

olmaya baĢlıyorsunuz. Farklı öğretim 

teknikleri deniyorsunuz. Hangisi iĢe 

yarıyor hangisi iĢe yaramıyor. Ona göre 

dersinizi planlıyorsunuz. 

I:Mesela sınıf yönetimi açısında, derse 

katılımı sağlama açısından, metod 

kullanımı açısından çok geliĢtiğinizi 

hissediyor musunuz? 

C: Evet. Kesinlikle. Sınıf yönetimi 

özellikle ilk baĢlarda benim zorlandığım 

bir konuydu.  Ders iĢleyiĢi de aynı Ģekilde. 

Zamanlama mesela. Bunların hepsi 

tecrübeyle çok daha iyi oldu. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For example, how did experience affect 

your self-confidence throughout the years? 

For example, how were you at the 

beginning of the teaching profession? 

C: I was reserved when ı first started 

teaching. No matter how much subject 

matter knowledge you have, you feel 

nervous presenting something in public. 

You feel reserved. I also think that being at 

a young age is an important factor. You 

have just graduated. Therefore, you are 

inexperienced. Presenting and speaking in 

front of the public. These things were 

difficult for me at the beginning. However, 

after a while you get used to it. You 

become more competent. You try out new 

educational techniques which ones work 

which don‟t work. You plan your lesson 

accordingly. 

I: For example, do you feel you have 

developed in terms of maintaining student 

engagement, classroom management, and 

instructional strategies? 

C: Yes, definitely. Classroom management 

was an especially difficult point for me at 

the beginning. Conducting lessons was 

also hard. Timing for example. All of these 

points became better with experience. 
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 G. TURKISH SUMMARY 

 

 

Yabancı dil orak Ġngilizce öğretimi, hem ülkemizde hem küresel köy haline gelen 

dünyada gittikçe yaygınlaĢmaktadır. Ġnsanlar arası etkileĢimde en çok 

kullanılmakta olan dillerin baĢında Ġngilizce gelmektedir. Bu dilin öğrenilmesi bir 

ihtiyaç olarak ortaya çıkarken dili öğreten öğretemenlerin de donanımlı olması 

aranan bir  özellik haline gelmektedir. Öğretmen nitelikleri arasında konu alanı 

uzmanlığı ve öğretmenlik bilgisinin yanı sıra, öz yeterlik inancı da öğretmen 

niteliğini etkilyen bir etken olarak görülmektedir (Coladaracı,1992; Pajares,1996). 

Bu yüzden  dünyada olduğu kadar ülkemizde de yabancı dil olarak Ġngilizce 

konusunda araĢtırma yapılmasına gereksinim olduğu düĢünülmektedir. Milli 

Eğitim Bakanlığı da küreselleĢme ile birlikte Ġngilizce dil öğretiminin önemini 

vurgulamıĢtır: “Günümüzde çokdilliliğin teĢvik edilmesinin nedeni sosyal, politik 

ve ekonomik açıdan uluslararası iliĢkileri iyileĢtirebilmek için ülkelerin en az bir 

yabancı dil bilen insanlarla donanımlı duruma gelmesi gerekmektedir (MEB, 

2006, s.16). Bunu yapabilmek için de dil eğitiminde reforma gidilmesi gerekiyor. 

Ġnglizceyi ilk okul dört ve beĢinci sınıflarında öğretmeye baĢlamak bu 

reformlardan bir tanesidir. Bununla birlikte öğrencilerin hedef dile daha uzun süre 

maruz kalmaları ve iletiĢim becerilerinin geliĢmeleri hedeflenmektedir. Ancak, 

Türkiye‟de Ġngilizce dil eğitiminde farklı seviyelerde oldukça fazla zorluklar 

ortaya çıkıyor.  

 

Ġlk öğretim seviyesinde, devlet okulunda verilen Ġngilizce dil eğitimi ile özel 

üniversitelerde verilen eğitim karĢılaĢtırıldığında büyük farklılıar ortaya çıkıyor. 

Bu farklılıklar ders saati, eğitim kalitesi, kullanılan materyaller, sınıfın kalabalığı 

ve öğretmenlerin kalitesi gibi birçok etkenden kaynaklanmaktadır ( Doğançay-

Aktuna, 2005). 

 

Orta öğretim seviyesinde de bu farklılıklar görülmektedir. Birçok devlet lisesinde 

Ġngilizce hazırlık bölümü yoktur  veya çok az saat Ġngilizce görülmektedir ama 

bazı özel okullarda tamamen Ġngilizce eğitim yapılmakta ve  ikinci dil olarak 
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Fransızca ya da Almanca verilmektedir. Bu eğitimdeki fark çoğunlukla devlet 

okullarının yeterince kaynağa sahip olmamasından dolayıdır. Eğitim kalitesindeki 

bu fark daha sonra öğrencinin akademik hayatını ve iĢ hayatını da maalesef uzun 

vadede etkilemektedir (Kırkgöz, 2005). 

 

Yüksek öğretimde ise tamamıyla Ġngilizce eğitim veren üniversiteler oldukça 

yaygınlaĢmıĢtır. Bu yükseliĢin nedeni bu kuruluĢların uluslararası öğrenci ve 

akademik personel alanında sağladığı avantajlar ve dolayısıyla akademik prestijin 

artmasıdır. Ayrıca, bu üniversitelerden mezun olanların uluslar arası alanda iĢ 

bulma imkanı olması da öğrencilerin tercih nedenlerinden biridir. Bu avantajlar 

dikkate alındığında, yüksek öğretimde tamamıyla Ġngilizce eğitim veren bir 

sisteme artan talep ve bu üniversitelerin sayılarının giderek artması ĢaĢırtıcı 

değildir (Arkın, 2013). 

 

Ġngilizce eğitim veren üniversitelerin amacı öğrencilerin Ġngilizce olarak 

yayınlanmıĢ bilimsel ve teknolojik bilgiye ulaĢmasını sağlamaktır. 1980‟deki 

YÖK yasası ile birlikte birçok özel üniversite de Ġngilizce eğitim vermeye 

baĢlamıĢtır ve bu sayı giderek artmaktadır (YÖK, 2001). Bu artıĢa rağmen, bu 

kurumlarda verilen eğitimin kalitesi ve etkinliği de eleĢtiri kaynağı olmuĢtur. 

Birçok öğrenci aldığı eğitimin akademik taleplerini karĢılamakta zorlanmaktadır. 

Buna ek olarak ana dilde daha rahat anlaĢabilecekken hedef dildeki eğitimin bir 

engel olduğu konusunda da çeĢitli eleĢtiriler görülmektedir (Kırkgöz, 2009).Bu da 

yüksek öğretime gelindiğinde öğrencinin Ġngilizce altyapısının olması 

gerektiğinden daha az olmasından kaynaklanmaktadır çünkü ilk okul, orta okul ve 

lisede gördükleri dil eğitiminin yetersiz olması üniversiteyi tamamıyla Ġngilizce 

okumayı gerektirdiğinde çok büyük zorluklarla karĢılaĢmaktadır. 

 

Türkiye‟de, Ġngilizce‟nin daha çok yabancıl dil olarak öğretilen bir ortamda 

olmasından, Ġngilizce öğretmenine daha büyük bir rol düĢüyor çünkü öğrenciler 

dil öğreniminin büyük çoğunluğunu sınıfta alıyor. Ayrıca, öğretmenin müfredatı 

uygulama, materyalleri uyarlama, öğrencilerin ilerlemesini izleme gibi kritik bir 
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rolü oluyor. Dolayısıyla, Ġngilizce öğretmeni öğrencinin hedef dildeki 

motivasyonunu ve ilerlemesini belirlemede oldukça etkili oluyor. Bu bağlamda, 

nitelikli bir Ġngilizce öğretmeni sadece dil eğitimi konusunda teorik bilgiye, 

pedagojik bilgiye ya da alan bilgisine sahip olmakla kalmamalı aynı zamanda 

öğretmenlikle ilgili de olumlu inançları ya da tutumlara sahip olmalı ki etkili bir 

öğrenme-öğretme ortamı yaratılabilsin ( Park & Lee, 2006). Buna göre, eğitim 

reformunun meydana gelmesi için öğretmenle baĢlamalıdır:  

 

Genel olarak eğitimde  ilerleme sağlanabilmesi için ve özel olarak da 

öğretmen eğitimi ve öğretmen eğitiminin iyileĢtirilebilmesi için etkili 

sınıfiçi uygularımın nasıl geliĢtirilebileceği ve hangi öğretmen özelliklerin  

etkili sınıf uygulamalarıyla iliĢkili olduğu konusunu bilmek gerekir 

(Opdenakker & Damme, 2006, s.3). 

 

Dolayısıyla, Ġngilizce dil eğitimi alanında öğretmenlerin özyeterliğini ya da 

kendine güvenini araĢtırmak oldukça yararlı ve önemli bir araĢtırma alanı haline 

gelmiĢtir. AraĢtırmacılar, öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarının etkili öğrenme 

ortamı yaratmada, öğrenci motivasyonu ve ilgisini çekmede, öğretmen eğitimini 

tekrar geliĢtirmede kritik bir rolü olduğunu belirtmiĢlerdir. Bunların hepsi 

Türkiye‟deki eğitim sisteminin her seveiyesinde baĢarılı reformlar 

gerçekleĢtirmenin önemli unsurları olarak görülmektedir. 

  

Öğretmenlerin özyeterliği, son yıllarda üzerinde çok durulan ve tartıĢılan 

konulardan biridir. Özellikle özyeterliğin öğretme ve öğrenmedeki rolü 

araĢtırmacıların ve uygulayıcıların ilgisini çeken bir konu olmuĢtur (Woolfolk 

Hoy, 2001). Özyeterlik araĢtımaları yöntem ve yaklaĢım olarak iki ana kategoriye 

ayrılabilir: 1) biliĢsel yönelime dayanan yaklaĢımlar 2) sosyo-külterel yönelime 

dayanan yaklaĢımlar (Alanen; 2003; Johnson 2006, 2009).  Öğretmenlerin dil 

öğretimdeki özyeterlik inançları ile ilgili çalıĢmaların çoğu  araĢtırma  yönelimi 

olarak biliĢsel yaklaĢımı  kullanmıĢtır.  Bu çalıĢmalar inanç olgusunu zihnin içsel 

ve bağımsız bir unsuru olarak ele almıĢtır. Öğretmenlerin ne tür inançlara sahip 

olduğunu anlamak için bu çalıĢmalar daha çok öğretmenlerin bilinçli inançlarını 

incelemeyi tercih etmiĢtir.Bu tür çalıĢmalar araĢtırma yöntemleri olarak daha çok 
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anket ve mülakat kullanmıĢtır. Sosyokültürel yönelimi benimseyen çalıĢmalar ise 

çevrenin ve bireysel farklılıkların önemini vurgulamıĢtır. Bu yeni bakıĢ açısı dah 

çok nicel araĢtırma yaklaĢımlarına doğru bir yöneliĢe yol açmıĢtır (Johnson, 

2009). Dolayısıyla, durum çalıĢması, günlük çalıĢmaları, hikayeler, eylem 

çalıĢması gibi nicel araĢtırma yönelimleri, öğretmenlerin düĢüncelerini ve 

yaĢadıkları çevreyi anlamak için daha uygun bulunmuĢtur (Johnson, 2006). Bu iki 

farklı araĢtırma yöntemi ve yaklaĢımı, öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları ile ilgili 

araĢtırmalarda önem kazanmıĢtır. 

 

Öğretmenlerin özyeterliği, öğretmenlerin belirli bir bağlamda öğretme görevini 

baĢarılı bir Ģekilde yerine getirebilmesi ve öğrenci davranıĢlarını değiĢtirebilmesi 

için gerekli olan davranıĢları gösterebilmesi konusundaki inanıĢları olarak 

tanımlanmaktadır (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy ve Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-

Moran ve Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  

 

Öğretmen yeterliği araĢtırmalarında öğretmenlerin yeterlik inançları ile öğretme 

davranıĢları ve öğrencilerin baĢarı düzeyleri (Gibson ve Dembo, 1984; Allinder, 

1994;); sınıf ve zaman yönetimi stratejileri (Gibson ve Dembo, 1984); 

öğrencilerin motivasyonları (Woolfolk ve Hoy,1990; Tschannen-Moran ve 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2007) gibi değiĢkenlerin iliĢkili olduğu bulunmuĢtur. Yeterlik 

inancı olumlu olan öğretmenlerin, öğrencilerle daha yakından ilgilendikleri, etkili 

öğretim için faklı yaklaĢımlar kullandıkları, öğrencilerin öğrenmeleri için daha 

fazla çaba ve zaman harcadıkları, daha fazla sorumluluk hissettikleri ve 

yükledikleri görülmektedir. Buna göre öğretmenlerin öz-yeterlik inançları ile 

öğretim sürecini planlama ve sınıf içi uygulamalar arasında iliĢki bulunduğu 

söylenebilir (Pajares, 1996). Alanyazına bakıldığında,öğretmenlerin özyeterlik 

inançlarının okul kültürü ile ilĢkili olduğu bulunmuĢtur. Okul kültürü “okulun 

iĢleyiĢi ile ilgili yol gösteren inançlar, varsayımlar ve beklentiler” olarak 

tanımlanmaktadır (Fullan ve Hargreaves, 1996, s.8). Bu etken öğretmenlerin 

özyeterlik inançlarına oldukça önemli etkisi vardır çünkü insnalarn düĢüncelerini 

ve davranıĢlarını Ģekillendirmede önemli rol oynamaktadır. Ayrıca, sağlıklı bir 
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okul kültürünün öğrenci baĢarısı ve motivasyonu ile iliĢkilendirildiği gibi 

öğretmen memnuniyeti ve üretkenliği ile de korelasyonu bulunmaktadır (Fyans ve 

Maehr, 1990). Newmann, Rutter ve Smith (1989)‟un yaptığı çalıĢma okul 

ortamının öğrertmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarına olan olası etkilerini 

incelemektedir. AraĢtırmacılar çok büyük bir örneklemi kapsayan 353 farklı lisede 

çalıĢan 10370 öğretmenden data topladılar. Datayı toplamak için Lise ve Ötesi 

Yönetim/ Öğretmen anketi ile Özyeterlik ölçeğini kullandılar. Bu araĢtımanın 

sonuçlarına göre okuldaki öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları öğrencilerin düzenli 

davranıĢları, yeniliğin teĢvik edilmesi, öğretmenlerin birbirlerinin kurslarından 

haberdar olmaları, yönetimin yaklaĢımı ve öğretmenlerin birbirlerine yardım 

etmeleri gibi unsurlardan etkilenmiĢtir. Benzer bir çalıĢmada Rausch ve diğ. 

(1992) öğretmen özyeterliğini çevresel bağlamda düĢünerek öğretmen özyeterliğin 

öğretmen farklıları  bakımından incelemiĢtir. AraĢtırmanın amacı öğretmen 

özyeterliğin sınıf ve okul çevresi gibi unsurlardan etkilenip etkilenmediğini 

analmaktı. Buna göre sınıf  ortamı, öğretmenler arasındaki iĢbirliği ve yönetimin 

desteği  gibi etkenlere bakılmıĢtır.  California ve Michigan‟da 16 farklı okulda 

çalıĢan 315 öğretmene anket dağıtılmıĢtır. Öğretmenler özyeterlik algılarını 

öğrettikleri derslere, okulun düzenine, sınıfın çeĢitli özelliklerine ve 

kiĢisel/profesyonel geçmiĢlerine göre değerlendirdiler. ÇalıĢmanın bulgularına 

göre öğretmen özyeterliği öğrettikleri sınıflara göre farklılık göztermektedir. 

Dolayısıyla, araĢtırmacılar öğretmenleri “yüksek” veya “düĢük” özyeterlik 

gruplarına ayırmaktansa öğretmenler arasındaki farklılıkları incelemenin 

öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarını daha iyi sağlayacağını savunmaktadır. Moore  

ve Esselman (1992) ise Raudenbush ve diğ. (1992) çalıĢmasının sonuçlarıyla 

benzerlik göstermektedir. Gibson ve Dembo ölçeği yoluyla toplanan datadan 

okullarında dersle ile uygulamalarda karar verme sürecinde yer alan öğretmenlerin 

daha yüksek özyeterlik seviyelerine sahip olduğu görülmüĢtür. Ayrıca hem 

okuldaki karar verme mekanizmalarında hem sınıfta karar alma mekanizmalarında 

etkili olan öğretmenlerin genel ve özel öğretmenlik özyeterliği daha güçlü 

çıkmıĢtır. Aynı Ģekilde, yüksek özyeterlik inançlarına sahip öğretmenlerin okul 

atmosferini düĢük özyeterliği sahip öğretmenlere göre daha olumlu algıladıkları 
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bulunmuĢtur. Okul çevresinin öğretmenlerin özyeterliğine olan etkisini inceleyen 

bir baĢka çalıĢma ise Woolfolk ve Hoy (1993) tarafından yürütüldü. 

AraĢtırmacılar kiĢisel öğretmenlik özyeterliği (Personal Teaching Efficacy), genel 

öğretmenlik özyeterliği (General Teaching Efficacy) ve sağlıklı bir okul 

çevresinin unsurlarını bulmayı amçlamıĢtır. Sağlıklı bir okul çevresi birçok 

değiĢkenden oluĢmaktadır: “ kurumsal dürüstlük”, “kaynak destaği” ve “moral” 

gibi birçok etkenden oluĢmaktadır. Örneklem 37 ilkokulda çalıĢan 179 

öğretmenden oluĢmaktadır. Gibson ve Dembo‟nun kısa öğretmen özyeterliği ile 

okul çevresinin verimliliğini inceleyen bir ölçek kullanılmıĢtır. AraĢtımanın 

sonuçlarına göre, Woolfolk ve Hoy (1993, s.365), kiĢisel öğretmen özyeterliği, 

öğretmenlerin meslektaĢlarını belirli bir Ģekilde algıladıkları zaman geliĢtiğini 

bulmuĢtur (ör. MeslektaĢları “yüksek ve ulaĢılabilir hedefler koymuĢtur”, “düzenli 

ve ciddi bir ortam yaratmıĢtır”, “akademik mükemmeliğe saygı duymuĢtur”). 

Ayrıca, öğretmenlerin kiĢisel özyeterliğini etkileyen tek unsur öğretmenlerin 

eğitim seviyesi olarak görülmüĢtür. Buna göre, lisans derecesine sahip 

öğretmenlerin, kiĢisel öğretmenlik özyeterliğinin daha yüksek olma olasılığı 

oldukça yüksektir. 

 

Kısacası,  okul çevresi ile ilgili yapılan tüm çalıĢmalardan öğretmenlerin 

özyeterlik inançlarının eğitim sürecini çok önemli bir Ģekilde etkilediğini 

göstermiĢtir. Dolayısıyla, öğretme ve öğrenme ortamını iyileĢtirmek için 

öğretmenlerin özyeterliğini etkileyen faktörlerin teĢhis edilmesi gerektiğini 

vurgulamaktadır. 

 

Öz yeterlik inancının çıkıĢ noktası sosyal psikoloji alanıdır. Ancak Bandura 

tarafından 1977‟de ortaya atıldığından beri bu alanda pek çok araĢtırma 

yapılmaktadır.Öz yeterlik inancı sağlıktan politakaya,eğitimden psikolojiye, 

birçok farklı alanın ilgisini çekmiĢtir. Bu alanda yapılan araĢtırmaların çokluğu 

özyeterlik inancının davranıĢlar açısından belirleyici olduğunun bir gostergesidir 

(Bandura,1989).Öz-yeterlik, benlik sisteminin pasif bir özelligi ya da belirleyicisi 

degildir. Bireyin sahip oldugu kapasitesinin, yaptığı iĢlerdeki baĢarılarının, 
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güdülerinin ve öz-düzenleme mekanizmaları gibi benlik sistemini oluĢturan diğer 

öğelerin bileĢkesinden oluĢan dinamik bir yönüdür (Vardarlı, 2005). Bireyde öz-

yeterlik eksikse, birey ne yapacagını bilmesine ragmen etkisiz davranıĢlar 

gösterebilir çünkü insan, eylemlerinin istedigi sonuçları doğuracağına inanmazsa 

hayattaki güçlüklere karĢı durabilme ve tepki göstermede isteksiz olur (Akbulut, 

2006). Öz-yeterlik inancının geçmiĢ deneyimler (baĢarı veya baĢarısızlık), 

gözleme dayalı deneyimler (baĢkalarının baĢarı ve baĢarısızlıklarına tanık olma), 

iknâ süreci (aile, arkadaĢ grubu, meslektaĢlar tarafından), duyuĢsal deneyim 

(heyecan, korku vb. yoğun duygular yaĢama) gibi faktörler tarafından belirlendigi 

belirtilmektedir (Akkoyunlu ve Orhan, 2003). Zimmerman‟a (2007) göre ise 

özyeterlik; düzeyi, genelliği ve gücü bakımından ayrı ayrı değerlendirilebilir. Öz-

yeterlik düzeyi, çalıĢmanın zorluk derecesi; öz- yeterlik genelliği, öz-yeterlik 

inançlarının farklı etkinliklere transfer edilebilmesi; özyeterlik gücü ise kiĢinin 

verilen bir çalısmadaki baĢarısına olan inancındaki kararlılığını gösterir. 

 

 

Öğretmenlerin yeterliği kavramının temeli Bandura‟nın (1977) Sosyal Öğrenme 

Teorisi‟ne ve öz-yeterlik kavramına dayanmaktadır. Bandura‟ya (1977) göre öz-

yeterlik, davranıĢların oluĢmasında etkili olan bir niteliktir. Bireyin belli bir 

performansı göstermek için gerekli etkinlikleri organize etmesi ve baĢarılı olarak 

yapma kapasitesi hakkında kendine iliĢkin yargısıdır. Öz-yeterlik kavramı, 

bireylerin olası durumlar ile baĢa çıkabilmek için gerekli olan eylemleri ne kadar 

iyi yapabildiklerine iliĢkin bireysel yargıları olarak tanımlanabilmektedir 

(Bandura, 1989). 

 

Bandura‟ya göre (1977) herhangi bir durumdaki yeterlik beklentisinin dört temel 

kaynağı vardır. Bunlar kiĢinin kendi deneyimleri (mastery experiences), 

baĢkalarının deneyimlerine iliĢkin gözlemleri (vicarious experiences), 

baĢkalarının anlatımları temelindeki kavrayıĢları (verbal persuasion) ve fizyolojik 

durumdur (physiological arousal). Öz-yeterlik, herhangi bir iĢ ya da görevi 

etkileyen bireysel yeterlikle ilgili inançları kapsamaktadır.  Öz-yeterlik inancı 
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genellikle, bireylerin belli bir konu ile ilgili olarak kendilerini nasıl algıladıkları 

ile ilgilidir. Sosyal psikoloji alanında geliĢtirilmiĢ bir kavram olan öz-yeterliğin 

pek çok alana uyarlandığı ve farklı disiplinlerde kullanıldığı görülmektedir. Öz-

yeterlik inancı olumlu olan bireyler, iĢlerinde daha baĢarılı olmakta, karĢılaĢtıkları 

durumlarla ilgili olarak yapılacak eylemleri baĢarılı bir Ģekilde organize 

etmektedir. Bu inancın olumsuz olması ise, baĢarısızlık oranını artırmakta ve 

benzer Ģekilde baĢarısızlık kaygısını yükseltmektedir. Bu anlamda yeterlik inancı, 

sonuç beklentilerinde ve hedefe ulaĢmaya çalıĢma sürecindegüdülenmenin kendi 

kendine düzenlenmesi için merkezi bir rol oynamakta (Bandura, 2001) ve 

bireylerin biliĢsel, güdüsel, duygusal ve karar süreçlerini düzenlemektedir 

(Bandura, 2006). 

 

Ögretmen öz-yeterliginin anlamı, kapsamı ve ölçülmesine iliskin pek çok 

araĢtırma yapılmasına rağmen kavramın tanım ve boyutlarına iliskin tartıĢmalar 

devam etmektedir (Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Guskey, 

1988;  Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Öz-yeterlik kavramı 

öğretmen açısından degerlendirildiginde, ögretmenligin gerektirdigi görev ve 

sorumlulukları yerine getirebilmek için sahip olunması gereken bilgi, beceri ve 

tutumlar vurgulanır. Ögretmen öz-yeterligi, ögretmen etkililigi ya dabasarılı 

ögretim ile iliskili bir kavramdır. Ancak ögretmen öz yeterliginin, ögretmen 

etkililigi ya da basarılıögretim ile aynı anlama geldigini söylemek yanlıs olacaktır 

(Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).Tschannen-Moran ve Woolfolk Hoy (2001) ögretmen öz-

yeterligini; “bir ögretmenin sahip oldugubecerilerle, ögrencide baglılık ve 

ögrenme gibi istenen sonuçları olusturup olusturamayacagına iliksinyargısı”olarak 

tanımlamaktadır. Bir diğer ifadeyle ögretmen öz yeterligi bir ögretmenin 

“görevlerimi yerinegetirmek için gerekli düsünceleri ve eylemleri planlayıp 

uygulayabilir miyim?” sorusuna verdigi cevaptır(Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). 

 

 

Öz yeterlik kavramı özellikle eğitim ile ilgili süreçlerde, öğretmen ve öğrencilerin 

stresle mücadelesi için, ögretmenlerin ögretmenlik görev ve sorumlulukları ile 
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ilgili davranıĢlarını tahmin etmek ve egitim alanında öğretmen etkinliklerindeki 

bireysel farklılıkları açıklamak amacıyla kullanılmaktadır. Bu nedenle öz yeterlik, 

özellikle ögretmen egitimi alanında çalısan uzmanların önemli çalıĢma 

alanlarından biri olmustur. Bu bağlamda gerek hizmet içi, gerekse hizmet öncesi 

dönemde farklı branĢ ve kademelerdeki ögretmenlerin kendilerine iliĢkin öz 

yeterlik algıları, egitim bilimlerinde üzerinde önemle durulan ve tartıĢılan bir 

konu haline gelmistir (örn. Hamurcu, 2006; Özçelik ve Kurt, 2007; Çakır, Kan ve 

Sünbül, 2006; Vardarlı, 2005; Küçükyılmaz ve Duban, 2006) 

 

Öz-yeterlik ile ilgili yapılan araĢtırmaların sonuçları, öğretmen öz-yeterliği ile 

bazı öğretmen davranıĢları ve öğrencilerde ortaya çıkan bazı ögrenme ürünleri 

arasında iliĢki oldugunu göstermektedir. Örneğin bazı araĢtırma sonuçları 

ögretmen öz-yeterligi ile ögrenci baĢarısının (Caprara ve dig. 2006; Gibson ve 

Dembo, 1984; Ross, 1996) ve motivasyonunun (Woolfolk ve dig., 1990) iliĢkili 

olduğunu göstermektedir. Benzer biçimde ögretmenlerin öz-yeterlik algısı ile 

ögretimsel yenilikleri uygulamaya çalıĢma, öğretime daha fazla zaman ayırma 

(Guskey, 1988), sınıfta istenmeyen ögrenci davranıslarını önleme, sınıf yönetimi 

becerilerine sahip olma (Henson, 2002; Woolfolk ve Hoy, 1990), mesleki bağlılık 

(Coladarci, 1992; Caprara ve dig., 2006) gibi etkili öğretmen özelliklerinin iliĢkili 

olduğunu gösteren pek çok çalıĢma bulunmaktadır. Öz yeterliği yüksek ve düĢük 

olan öğretmenler arasında sınıf düzeni, yeni yöntemler kullanma, öğrenme 

zorluğu çeken ögrencilere dönütler verme gibi konularda davranıĢ farklılıklarının 

olduğu ve bunun da ögrenci motivasyonu ve baĢarısını etkiledigi ortaya çıkmıĢtır 

(Yılmaz ve dig. 2004). Olumlu öz yeterlik beklentisinin motivasyonu artırdıgı, 

yeni ve zor görevlerle baĢa çıkabilmeyi sağladığı ve çaba harcamaya istekli 

kıldıgı; olumsuz öz yeterlik beklentisinin ise kiĢinin kendi inisiyatifi ile 

davranamamasına ya da yapılan bir iĢi sonuçlandırmadan bırakmasına neden 

olduğu bildirilmektedir (Yılmaz ve dig. 2004). Teorik ve deneysel çalısmalar da 

duyguların öz yeterlik hissini etkilediğini ve bunun karĢılıklı oldugunu kanıtlar 

yöndedir. Olumsuz duygular, ögrenci kendisini yetersiz hissettiginde ortaya 

çıkmaktadır ve bu da endisenin artmasına yol açmakta ve depresyona kadar 
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gitmektedir. Yukarıda deginilen kuramsal bilgilerden hareketle, yüksek öğretim 

ögretmenlerinin de öz yeterlik algılarının belirlenmesi arastırılmaya deger 

bulunmustur. 

 

Bu alanyazın ıĢığında, Türkiye‟de ve dünyada öğretmen özyeterliği kavramı 

üzerinde durulmaya baĢlandığı söylenebilir. Ancak, branĢlara yönelik 

çalıĢmalarda Ġngilizce öğretmenlerle ilgili çalıĢmaların tatminkâr olmadığı 

görülmektedir. Alanyazında, Chacon (2005) Venezuela‟da ilköğretim Ġngilizce 

öğretmenlerini incelemiĢtir. Horwitz (1985)‟in BALLI anketini kullanmıĢtır. Elde 

edilen bulgular, öğretmen adaylarının özyetkinliklerinin aldıklarıeğitime paralel 

olarak özellikle ders anlatım stratejileri boyutunda oldukça yükseldiği 

görülmüĢtür. Woolfolk ve Hoy (1990) ise özyetkinlik düzeyi yüksek olan 

öğretmen adaylarının, öğretme sürecinde daha insancıl ve yapıcı bir tutum 

sergilediklerini ortaya çıkarmıĢtır. Bu çalıĢmalar genellikle yurtdıĢında yapılmıĢ 

olan çalıĢmalardır.  

 

Türkiye‟de doğrudan öğretmen yeterliği adı altında yapılmıĢ bazı araĢtırmalar 

(Çakıroğlu & Boone, 2005; Savran-Gencer & Çakıroğlu, 2007; Sarıkaya, 2004) 

olsa da bunlar genellikle fen bilimlerinde olup üniversite ortamında Ġngilizce 

öğretmenlerinin özyeterlik inançlarını incelememektedir. Dolayısıyla, Türkiye‟de 

Ġngilizce öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları ile ilgili az sayıda çalıĢma vardır. 

Bunlardan birisi Altan (2012)‟nin 217 Ġngilizce öğretmeni adayı ile yaptığı bir 

çalıĢmadır. Katılımcıların 142 tanesi kadın ve 25 tanesi erkek olup Türkiye‟de 

yedi farklı devlet üniversitesinde lisans eğitimini almaktadır. Horwitz‟in BALLI 

(Beliefs about language learning inventory) ölçeği özyeterlik inançları ile ilgili 

data toplamada kullanılmıĢtır. Data analizinden sonra Ġngilizce öğretmen 

adaylarının telafuz, hata düzeltme ve yabancı dilde akıcı konuĢabilme süresi 

olarak çeĢitli konularda endiĢeli inançları olduğu bulunmuĢtur. Dolayısıyla, bu 

bulgu önceki araĢtırmalarla paralel olarak öğretmenlerin inançlarının sınıfiçindeki 

uygulamaları etkilediğini göstermiĢtir (Breen et.al, 2001; Peacock, 2001). Ayrıca, 

bu çalıĢmanın bulguları öğretmen adaylarının inançlarının öğrenme-öğretme 
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sürecine katkıda bulunabileceği ve daha etkili bir öğrenme- öğretme ortamı 

yaratabileceğini de göstermiĢtir. Türkiye‟de Ġngilizce öğretmenlerle yapılan bir 

baĢka çalıĢma ise Yavuz (2005)‟in 226 Ġngilizce öğretmeni üzerinde yaptığı bir 

araĢtırmadır. Bu çalıĢmadaki katılımcılar Ġstanbul‟daki 13 farklı üniversitede 

çalıĢan Ġngilizce okutmanlardır. Data toplama aracı olarak üç farklı anket 

kullanılmıĢtır: ilk olarak öğretmenlerin kiĢisel ve profesyonel bilgilerini almak 

için araĢtırmacı tarafından oluĢturulan bir anket; ikincisi, Tschannen-Moran ve 

Hoy (2001) tarafından  oluĢturulan Öğretmen Özyeterlik Ġnançları Ölçeği; 

üçüncüsü ise Fisher ve Fraser (1990)‟ın “School Level Environment” anketi. 

AraĢtırmanın sonuçlarına göre Ġstanbul‟daki 13 üniversitenin hazırlık birimlerinde 

çalıĢan okutmanlar kendilerini oldukça yeterli görmektedir. Ayrıca, okutmanlar 

kendilerini öğrenci katılımını sağlamaktansa sınıf yönetimi ve ders anlatım 

stratejileri konusunda daha yeterli görmektedir. Buna ek olarak Ġngilizce 

öğretmenlerinin özyeterlik inançlarını değiĢtiren faktörler bakımından uyumlu ve 

saygılı bir öğrenci profili ile yeniliği destekleyen bir ortamın önemli olduğu 

bulunmuĢtur. Babaoğlan ve Korkut (2010), baĢka bir çalıĢmada, öğretmenlerin 

özyeterlik seviyelerini ve sınıf yönetimi algıları arasındaki korelasyonu 

incelemiĢtir. ÇalıĢma grubu devlet okulların ilkokul bölümünde çalıĢan 401 sınıf 

öğretmeninden oluĢmaktadır. Data toplamada “Öğretmen Özyeterlik Ġnançları 

Ölçeği” ve “Sınıf Yönetimi Becerisi Ölçeği” kullanılmıĢtır. Data analizi için 

ortalama, standart sapma ve korelasyon gibi istatistiksel teknikler kullanılmıĢtır. 

AraĢtırma sonuçları sınıf öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarının oldukça yüksek 

seviyede olduğunu göstermiĢtir. Öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları ile sınıf 

yönetimi algılarının tüm boyutları arasında da anlamlı bir iliĢki bulunmuĢtur. 

Tercanlıoğlu (2005)‟in çalıĢması ise Ġngilizce öğretmeni adayların Ġngilizce 

öğretimi ile ilgili inançlarını anlamayı amaçlamaktadır. Horwitz‟in (1985) BALLI 

ölçeği data toplama aĢamasında kullanılmıĢtır. Data analizi ise ortalama, standart 

sapma, korelasyon, ANOVA gibi istatistiksel yöntemlerle toplanmıĢtır. Ġlk olarak 

Ġngilizce öğretmen adayları “motivasyon ve beklentilerin” Ġngilizceyi ikinci dil 

olarak öğrenmekte etkili olduğunu belirtmiĢtir. Ġkincisi,  inanç etkenlerin 

birbirleriyle ilgili olduğu bulunmuĢtur. Üçüncüsü, cinsiyet ve inanç etkenleri 
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arasında istatistiksel olarak bir fark bulunmamıĢtır. Ancak bu çalıĢmanın bir 

kısıtlaması vardı. Öncellikle, örnek nüfus bir Türk üniversitesinden seçilmiĢti. 

Dolayısıyla, sonuçlar bu öğrenci nüfusunun dıĢında genellendirilmemelidir. Son 

olarak, benzer bir çalıĢmada, öğretmen özyeterlik inançları ile yansıtmacı 

düĢünmeyi ve hizmet içi eğitiminin öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları ve 

yansıtmacı düĢünmesini nasıl etkilediğine bakılmıĢtır (Özçallı, 2007). Data  beĢ 

farklı özel okulda hizmet içi eğitim alan 25 öğretmenden anket yoluyla 

toplanmıĢtır. Chacon (2005)‟in Ġngilizce Öğretmenlerin Özyeterlik Ġnançları 

Ölçeği ile öğretmenlerin kiĢisel ve profesyonel bilgilerini toplamak amacıyla 

geliĢtirilen genel bir ölçek yardımıyla data toplanmıĢtır. Ayrıca data toplama 

aĢamasında mülakat ve öğretmen günlüğü de kullanılmıĢtır. AraĢtırmanın 

sonuçlarına göre öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançları ile yansıtmacı düĢünce 

arasında bir iliĢki bulunmamaktadır. Hizmet içi eğitim de öğretmenlerin özyeterlik 

inançlarına olumlu katkısı olmuĢtur. Ancak, hizmet içi eğitim sayesinde 

öğretmenlerin yansıtmacı düĢünmesinde bir ilerleme olsa da bu istatistiksel olarak 

anlamlı bir sonuç değildir. Buna rağmen mülakat sonuçları günlük tutmanın 

öğretmenlerin kendi deneyimleri hakkında düĢünmelerini sağladığı ve teori ile 

pratik arasındaki bağlantıları düĢünmede katkıda bulunmuĢtur. Dolayısıyla, 

öğretmenlikteki güçlü ve zayıf taraflarını da düĢünmelerini sağlamıĢtır. 

 

Hizmetiçi eğitiminin yüksek öğretimdeki öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarına 

olası etkileri de Ġngilizce öğretmenliği alanında yeterince çalıĢılmamaktadır. Bu 

konuda da çok az sayıda çalıĢma yer almaktadır. Peacock (2001) 146 Ġngilizce 

öğretmen adayının eğitim sırasında inançlarındaki değiĢikliğine bakmıĢtır. 

ÇalıĢmanın sonuncunda üç yıllık eğitim alan öğretmenlerin inançlarında çok az 

bir değiĢiklik görmüĢtür. Mattheoudakis (2007) Yunan Ġngilizce öğretmenleri ile 

yaptığı uzun vadedeki çalıĢmada da eğitiminin çok az bir etkisi olduğunu 

bulmuĢtur. Ancak Borg (2005)‟in  dört haftalık CELTA kursunda 6 Ġngilizce 

öğretmeni ile yaptığı çalıĢmada hizmet içi eğitiminin öğretmenlerin inançlarına 

oldukça önemli bir etkisi olduğunu bulmuĢtur ve bu etkinin de  eğitim sırasında 

öğretmen katılımının arttırılmasıyla da daha çok iyileĢebileceğini 
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belirtmiĢtir.Borg‟un çalıĢmasında diğer sözü edilen çalıĢmalardan farklı olarak 

mülakatlar, gözlemler, araĢtırma günlükleri ve anket kullanılmıĢtır. Ayrcıca, 

Borg‟un çalıĢması Ġngiltere‟deki CELTA kursunun etkisine baktığı için farklı 

sonuçlar ortaya çıkmıĢ olabilir. Hizmet içi eğitim programlarının özyeterlik 

inançları üzerinde farklı etkileri olduğu alan yazında belirtilmiĢtir.  Dolayısıyla, 

Türkiye‟de yüksek öğretimde hizmet içi eğitim programının Ġngilizce 

okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarına olan etkisini incelemek de bu bakımdan 

önemlidir. Bu araĢtırma iĢ ortamı, hizmetiçi eğitim ve yönetim desteği gibi birçok 

farklı etkenin yüksek öğretimdeki Ġngilizce öğretmenlerinin özyeterlik inançlarını 

ne derece etkilediği ve nasıl etkilediğini araĢtırmayı amaçlamaktadır. Bir baĢka 

değiĢle, bu araĢtırmanın amacı Ġngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğreten okutmanların 

özyeterlik inançlarının olası yordayıcılarını araĢtırmaktır.  

 

Okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarını etkileyen en önemli faktörleri bulmak 

amacıyla özyeterlik kavramı ve onun üç alt boyutu incelenmektedir: sınıf 

yönetimi, öğrencilerin derse katılımını sağlama ve ders anlatım stratejileri. Bu 

faktörlerin okutmanların Ġngilizce öğretmenliğindeki özyeterlik inançlarını nasıl 

etkilediği ve neden etkilediğini anlamak için bu araĢtırma yapılmaktadır. Bu 

amaca ulaĢmak için iki aĢamadan oluĢan açıklayıcı çoklu araĢtırma yöntemi 

kullanılmıĢtır.  

 

Ġlk aĢamada Ankara, Ġstanbul ve Ġzmir‟deki üniversitelerde Ġngilizceyi yabancı dil 

olarak öğreten okutmanlara 434 tane anket dağıtılmıĢtır. 17 üniversiteyi kapsayan 

bu çalıĢmada, katılımcıların % 52.1 lisans, % 42.4 mastır ve %3.9 doktora 

derecesine sahiptir. Bu katılımcıların %46.3 Yabancı Diller Eğitimi mezunu olup 

%51.8 diğer bölümlerden mezun olmuĢlardır. Ayrıca katılımcıların %68.4 özel 

üniversitede çalıĢmakta olup çoğunluğu (%31.6) 5 ile 9 yıl arasında öğretmenlik 

tecrübesine sahiptir. 434 okutmandan 290‟ı  kendi kurumunda  bir  hizmetiçi 

eğitim programına katılmıĢtır. Büyük çoğunluğu sertifika-diploma programı (129 

okutman), seminer (124 okutman) ya da konferans (102) Ģeklinde bir hizmet içi 

programına katılmıĢtır. Bu hizmet içi eğitim programından en çok dil becerilerine 
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(239 kiĢi) yönelik yetenekler kazanmıĢlardır. Ġkinci olarak materyal geliĢtime, 

eğitim teknolojileri ve son olarak ölçme-değerlendirme becerileri geliĢmiĢtir. 

 

434 okutmana verilen anket üç bölümden oluĢmaktadır. Birinci bölüm dokuz 

sorudan oluĢup, okutmanların kiĢisel ve profesyonel bilgileriyle ilgilidir. Ġkinci 

bölümde Okul Kültürü Ölçeği, iĢ ortamı, yönetim desteği ve hizmetiçi eğitimi gibi 

alanlarda okutmanların görüĢlerini almayı amaçlamaktadır. Okul Kültürü Ölçeğini 

oluĢturan bazı maddeler Flores (2001)‟in  “Person and Context in Becoming a 

Teacher” adlı çalıĢmasından uyarlanmıĢtır: 1) “Genelde, okulumda destekleyici 

bir ortam vardır” 2) “ÇalıĢanlar arasında etkili iĢ iliĢkileri vardır” 3) “ÇalıĢanlar 

okul etkinlikleri ve uygulamaları hakkında düzenli olarak bilgilendirilmektedir”. 

Bu maddeler ankette  iĢ ortamı bölümü altında yer almaktadır. 5 dereceli Likert 

ölçeği kullanarak okutmanların okul kültürü ile ilgili görüĢlerine de 

baĢvurulmuĢtur: Okutmanalr 1-5 arasında bir skalada maddeler ne derece 

katıldıklarını belirtmektedir.. Üçüncü bölümdeTcshannen–Moran ve Woolfolk–

Hoy (2001) tarafından öğretmen adaylarının özyeterlikinançlarına yönelik olarak 

geliĢtirilen “Öğretmen Özyeterlik Ölçeği”(Teachers‟ SelfEfficacy Scale) 

kullanılmıĢtır. 24 maddelik bu ölçeğin güvenirlik katsayısı 0.94 

olarakhesaplanmıĢtır. Bu ölçek Çapa ve diğerleri (2005) tarafından Türkçe‟ye 

uyarlanmıĢtır.Ölçeğin uyarlama sürecinde faktör analizi, geçerlik ve güvenirlik 

çalıĢmaları yenidenyapılmıĢtır. Böylelikle, bileĢenler arasındaki korelasyon 

katsayısı Öğrenci Katılımı .75,Öğretim Stratejileri .74 ve Sınıf Yönetimi .66 

olarak hesaplanmıĢ ve (.01 anlamlılıkdüzeyi dikkate alındığında) anlamlı olduğu 

görülmüĢtür.Ölçeğin bütünü dikkate alındığında ise güvenirlik katsayısı.93 

bulunmuĢtur. Bu çalıĢmada ölçek 434 Ġngilizce öğretmenine uygulanmıĢ ve 

güvenirlik katsayısı .938 bulunmuĢtur. Güvenirlik katsayıları ölçeğin alt boyutları 

için de oldukça yüksektir: sınıf yönetimi için .85, öğrenci katılımı için .91 ve ders 

anlatım stratejileri için .85. Çapa ve Çakıroğlu (2005) tarafından uyarlanmıĢ olan 

Türk Öğretmenlerin Özyeterlik Ġnançları Ölçeği, üniversitede çalıĢan Ġngilizce 

öğretmenlerine uyarlanıp birkaç maddesi değiĢtirilmiĢtir.En önemli değiĢiklikler 

ise sınıf yönetimi ile ilgili maddelerde olmuĢtur. Bu maddelerin değiĢmesinin 
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nedeni ilkokul öğretmenlerin öğrencileriyle karĢılaĢabilecekleri sorunlarıyla ilgili 

olması yerine daha çok Ġngilizce öğretmenlerin yüksek öğretimde 

karĢılaĢabilecekleri sorunlara yönelik olması gerektiğidir. Orijinal ölçek ilkokul 

seviyesindeki sınıf yönetimi ile ilgili çok sayıda soru içermektedir: (ör. “Dersi 

olumsuz yönde etkileyen ya da derste gürültü yapan öğrencileri ne kadar 

yatıĢtırabilirsiniz?”, “Birkaç problemli öğrencinin derse zarar vermesini ne kadar 

iyi engelleyebiliyorsunuz?”, “Sizi hiçe sayan davranıĢlar gösteren öğrencilerle ne 

kadar iyi baĢ edebiliyorsunuz?”). Ayrıca, bazı maddeler özellikle Ġngilizce 

sınıflarında çıkabilecek sorunlara uyarlanarak değiĢtirilmiĢtir (ör.Öğrencilerinizn 

Ġngilizce konuĢabilmesini teĢvik etmek için Ġngilizceyi ne derecede etkili 

kullanabiliyorsunuz?).  

 

Okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarını değerlendirmek için 9‟lu Likert ölçeği 

kullanılmıĢtır. Bu ölçeğe göre öğretmenler özyeterliğini 1-Hiç kendime 

güvenmiyorum ve 9- Çok kendime güveniyorum arasında bir sayıyla kendilerini 

değerlendirmeleri istenmiĢtir. Çeviriden kaynaklı belirsizlikleri önlemek içi 

anketteki tüm sorular önce Ġngilizce yazılp Türkçeye çevirilmiĢtir. Daha sonra da 

soruların güvenirliğini arttırmak için Türkçeden Ġngilizceye tekrar çevirilmiĢtir. 

Ġngilizce ve Türkçe çevirilerin doğruluğunu tespit etmek için Temel Ġngilizce 

bölümünden iki okutman  gönüllü olmuĢtur.  Ġki maddenin farklılık gösterdiği 

anlaĢılmıĢtır ve düzeltilmiĢtir: Madde 5- “ Akademik etkinlikler konusunda 

okulumda bilgilendirici bir ortam bulunmaktadır”, Madde 10- “Yönetim 

kendilerini ilgilendiren tüm konularda çalıĢanlarını karar alma sürecinde dahil 

eder”. 

 

ÇalıĢmanın geçerliliğini ölçmek için doğrulayıcı faktör analizi de ayrıca 

yapılmıĢtır. Faktör analizine göre önceki çalıĢmalarda olduğu gibi özyeterliğin üç 

boyutu bulunmuĢtur (öğrenci katılımı, sınıf yönetimi ve ders anlatım stratejileri) 

ve bu da varyansın %60.26‟ını açıklamaktadır. 
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AraĢtırmanın ikinci aĢamasında anketi desteklemek amacıyla ve daha derin bir 

bakıĢ açısı elde etmek için 20 okutmanla mülakat yapılmıĢtır. Mülakatlar yaklaĢık 

10-15 dakika sürüp Türkçe olarak yapılmıĢtır. Türkçe yapılmasını nedeni 

katılımıcıların ana dilinin Türkçe olmasıdır ve sorulara daha rahat cevap verme 

olasılığıdır. Ayrıca, özyeterlik terimi yerine katılımcıların daha iyi anlayabileceği 

ve gündelik hayatta kullanabileceği bir terim olan “kendine güven” kullanılmıĢtır 

(Bandura, 1997,s.3). “Kendine güven” kelimesini günlük hayatta tanıdıkları ve 

kullandıkları için araĢtırmacı katılımcılardan daha güvenilir cevaplar 

alabilmektedir. 

 

Mülakatların bir kısmı tüzyüze bir kısmı ise uzaklıktan dolayı telefonda 

yapılmıĢtır. Mülakata kayıt altına alabilmek için araĢtırmacı önceden 

katılımcılardan izin aldı ve mülakat yaklaĢık 10-15 dakika sürdü.Mülakata katılan 

deneklerin 14 tanesi kadın ve 6 tanesi erkektir. Çoğunluğu yabancı diller eğitimi 

bölümünden mezun olup 15-19 yıl arasında öğretmenlik tecrübesine sahiptir. Tüm 

katılımcılar bir hizmetiçi eğitim programını tamamlamıĢtır. 

 

Nicel sonuçların analizinde betimleyici istatistik ve çoklu regresyon analizi 

kullanılırken nitel analizler için içerik analizi veya kodlama analizi kullanılmıĢtır. 

Nicel ve nitel analizlerin sonucunda okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarının oldukça 

yüksek olduğu saptanmıĢtır (M= 7.35/9, SD=0.78). Alt boyutlarına bakıldığında 

okutmanlar kendilerini öğrenci katılımını sağlamada (M= 7.07/9), ders anlatım 

konusunda (M=7.24/9) ve sınıf yönetimini sağlamada (M=7.73/9) oldukça yeterli 

görmektedir. Nicel sonuçlar da bu bulguları doğrulayıcı nitelikte çünkü mülakata 

katılan tüm okutmanlar (N=20) kendilerini oldukça yeterli bulup 7 den aĢağıya bir 

seviyede görmemektedir. Katılımcılar bunun çeĢitli nedenlerini mülakatta 

belirtmiĢlerdir. Ġngilizce öğretmenliği mezunu olmak,  seminer veya konferans 

gibi profesyonel geliĢim etkinliklerine katılmak, öğrencilerden dersle ilgili olumlu 

geri dönüt almak, tecrübe ve farklı ünversitelerde farklı öğrenci profilleri ile 

çalıĢmak katılımcıların söz ettikleri nedenlerden birkaç tanesidir. 
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Nicel sonuçlara göre tecrübe ve iĢ ortamının okutmanların özyeterliklerinin 

belirleyici yordayıları olarak saptanmıĢtır. Çoklu regresyon analizlerine göre 

öğretmenlikteki tecrübe okutmanların özyeterliklerini etkileyen önemli bir faktör 

olarak bulunmuĢtur. Sınıf yönetimini sağlamadaki yeterliklerini %3.6 oranında, 

derse katılımı sağlamada ise %1‟ini açıklamaktadır. Okutmanların özyeterlik 

seviyelerini belirleyen bir baĢka önemli faktör ise iĢ ortamıdır ve genel 

özyeterliklerini %1.4 oranında açıklamaktadır. ĠĢ ortamının öğretmenlerin 

özyeterlik inançlarını etkilemedeki önemi Woolfolk & Hoy (2003) tarfından da 

daha önce belirtilmiĢtir. Bu araĢtımacılara göre olumlu bir okul atmosferi ve 

topluluk algısını hisseden öğretmenlerin genelde daha yüksek özyeterlik 

değerlerine sahip olduğu bulunmuĢtur. Hizmetiçi eğitim programı ise 

okutmanların özyeterlik inançlarını açıklamada biraz katkısı olmasına rağmen tek 

baĢına istatistiksel olarak anlamlı bir faktör değildir. Ancak iĢ ortamı ve yönetim 

desteği ile beraber önem kazanmaktadır. Hizmetiçi eğitiminin okutmanların 

özyeterlik inançları üzerinde çok etkili olmamasının sebebi bu programların 

genelde kısa vadeli olmalı, tepeden dayatılan, bilgiyi tek taraflı aktaran yapıda 

olmalarından kaynaklanmaktadır.Ayrıca, eğitim sonrasında sistematik bir 

değerlendirme olmadığından, hizmetiçi eğitim sırasında ortaya çıkan problemler 

hiçbir zaman tartıĢılıp çözülememektedir (Uysal, 2012). Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı 

tarafından yürütülen bu kısa süreli hizmetiçi eğitim progrmlarının sorunlarına 

birçok araĢtırmacı değinmiĢtir. Örneğin,  Küçüksüleymanoğlu (2006) bu kursların 

yeterince sayıda olmamaından dolayı sorunlu bulmuĢtur. Bayrakçı (2006), 

OdabaĢı-Çimer ve diğ (2010) ve Özer (2004) bakanlık tarafından yürütülen 

eğitimlerin daha çok tepeden inme olmaları, konu ve içeriğin baĢkaları tarafından 

belirlenmiĢ olması bu tür programlar için sorun teĢkil ettiğini belirtmiĢtir. Daloğlu 

(2004) hizmet içi eğitim programlarının kısa süreli, genelde bir kerelik kurslar 

Ģekilde verilmesinden dolayı problemli olduğunu ifade etmiĢtir. Bayrakçı (2004) 

ve Özer (2004) uygulamadaki sıkıntılardan bahsetmiĢtir. Öğretmenlerin kendi 

deneyimleri hakkında düĢünmelerine genelde izin verilmemektedir. Öğrenme 

sürecine katılmaya ya da meslektaĢlarıyla iĢbirliğinde olmaya teĢvik etmediğinden 

bu tür programların eksikleri olduğunu söylemiĢlerdir. Son olarak da Bayrakçı 
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(2009) hizmet içi eğitim sonrasında destek veya değerlendirme sistemlerinin 

olmamasının bakanlık tarafından yürütülen eğitim programlarının en büyük 

eksikliği olduğunu söylemiĢtir. 

 

Bu çalıĢmamın sonucuna göre de, ideal bir hizmet içi eğitimi programı, 

öğretmenlerin kendi düĢüncelerini ve deneyimlerini akatarabildiği, eğitmenlerden 

gelen yapıcı geri dönütün olduğu ve kursun gerçekten benimsendiği bir ortam 

olması gerektiği düĢüncesidir. 

 

 Bu araĢtırmanın iki tane kısıtlaması vardır. Brincisi, yöntem bakımından, bu 

çalıĢma Ankara, Ġstanbul ve Ġzmir‟de yükseköğretimde çalıĢan Ġngilizce 

okutmanların özyterlik inançlarını incelemiĢtir. Dolayısıyla, sonuçlar 

Türkiye‟deki diğer bölgelere genellendirelemez. Ayrıca, bu çalıĢma üniversitedeki 

okutmanların Ġngilizce‟deki özyeterlik inançlarına bakmaktadır. Buna göre, 

özyeterlik inançları çalıĢma alanı ve seviyeye göre farklılık göstermektedir. Son 

olarak, bu çalıĢma okutmanların özyeterliklerini algılama biçimine 

dayanmaktadır.Bundan dolayı katılımcılar özyeterlik seviyelerini daha yüksek 

göstermiĢ olabilirler. 

 

Yine de bu araĢtırmanın bulguları Ġngilizce öğretmenliği alanındaki 

uygulamalarda ıĢık tutmaktadır. Birincisi, iĢ ortamının öğretmenlerin özyeterlik 

inançlarını önemli bir derecede etkilendiği bulunmuĢtur.Dolayısıyla, özyeterlik 

inançlarının sağlıklı bir Ģekilde geliĢmesi için yüksek öğretimde ortak çalıĢmaya 

odaklı ve uyumlu bir iĢ ortamının sağlanması gerekir. Yönetiminin de desteğinin 

hissedilmesi okutmanların özyeterlik inançları açısından önemlidir. Ġkincisi, nicel 

ve nitel sonuçlar, öğretmenlikteki tecrübenin de önemli olduğunu göstermiĢtir. 

Buna göre, kurumlar yeni öğretmenlerin, meslektaĢları ile etkileĢim halinde 

olmalarını teĢvik etmeli ve bildiklerini paylaĢtıkları bir ortam yaratmaları gerekir. 

Böylece, yeni öğretmenler farklı olan okul kültürüne daha kolay uyum 

sağlayacaktır. Sınıfta yardım ve destek verebilecek bir danıĢman (mentor) olursa, 

yeni okul kültürüne daha rahat uyum sağlayabilir ve özyeterlik inançları ilk baĢta 
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arzu edilen seviyede korunabilir. Bunlara ek olarak, sınıfta ortaya çıkabilecek 

gerçek sorunlarla baĢ edebilecek pratik bilgilere ihtiyaç duymaktadır. Bunlar 

öğrenci motivasyonunu arttırmak ya da sınıf yönetimini sağlamak gibi konularda 

genellikle oluyor.Bunu sağlamak için gelecekteki çalıĢmalar, danıĢmanların ya da 

eğitmenlerin yeni öğretmenlerin sınıfiçi sorunlarıyla baĢ etme konusunda nasıl 

yardım edebileceklerini araĢtırmalıdır. Gelecekteki çalıĢmalar danıĢmanların 

(mentorların), öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarını geliĢtirmede nasıl bir rol 

oynadıkları konusuna bakabilir.Son olarak, Ġngilizce öğretmenliği alanında olası 

uygulamalar açısından, hizmet içi eğitim programının da önemi vardır. Bu 

çalıĢmanın nicel sonuçlarına göre, ideal hizmet içi eğitim programının bazı 

özelliklere sahip olması gerekir. Öncellikle, hizmet içi eğitim programı okulun iç 

dinamiklerine uygun olması gerekir. Bir baĢka deyiĢle, hizmetiçi eğitim 

programını planlarken ve uygularken okul kültürünü de göz önünde bulundurmak 

gerekir. Okutmanlar için bu önemli bir noktaydı çünkü katıldıkları programların 

çoğu yeni okula uyum sağlamalarına katkıda bulunmadı. Dolayısıyla, bu noktalar 

gelecekte yapılacak olan hizmetiçi eğitim programları için dikkate alınmalıdır. 

Ġkincisi, bu çalıĢmadaki katılımcılar hzimetiçi eğitim programının öğretmenlerin 

özyeterlik inançlarına olumlu bie etkisi olması için daha kapsamlı ve daha uzun 

süreli olması gerektiğini belirttiler. Ġdeal eğitmen özelliklerine gelince, 

katılımcılar eğitmenlerin öğretmenlerle empati kurmaları ve yapıcı eleĢtiride 

bulunmaları gerektiğini söylediler.Böylece, okulda yeni olan öğretmenler 

öğretmenliklerin ilk yıllarında kendine güvensiz hissetmezler. Öğretmenlerin 

hizmetiçi eğitim programlarını benimsemeleri için, eğitim sırasında kendini 

değerli ve güvende hissetmeliler. Dolayısıyla, gelecekteki çalıĢmalar eğitimen ve 

öğretmen arasındaki karıĢık iliĢkileri ıĢık tutmak için günlük gibi data toplama 

araçları yardımıyla inceleyebilir ve bu iliĢkilerin  hizmetiçi eğitim alan 

öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarını uzun vadede nasıl etkilediğini araĢtırabilir. 

 

ÇalıĢmanın bulgularından hareketle, gelecekteki araĢtırmalar Türkiye‟nin farklı 

bölgelerinde çalıĢan Ġngilizce öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarını inceleyebilir ve 

okul kültürünün özyeterliğe olan olası etkisine bakabilir. Ayrıca, gelecekteki 
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çalıĢmalar Türkiye ve diğer ülkelerdeki özyeterlik seviyelerine bakarak 

karĢılaĢtırmalı bir araĢtırma yürütebilir. Buna ek olarak farklı ülkelerdeki Ġngilizce 

öğretmenlerin özyeterlik inançlarının hizmet içi eğitim etkeninden etkilenip 

etkilenmediğini uzun vadeli çalıĢmalar Ģeklinde incelenebilinir. Bu çalıĢmada 

çoklu yöntem araĢtırma tekniği kullanılarak anket ve mülakat araçlarıyla data 

toplanmıĢtır. Gelecekteki çalıĢmalar, özyeterlik kavramını incelerken sınıf içi 

gözlem ve günlük gibi farklı data araçlarından faydalanabilir. Son olarak 

özyeterlik kavramını hizmet içi eğitim sürecinin farklı aĢamalarında incelemek 

faydalı olacaktır. Özyeterlik konusunda daha derin bir bakıĢ açısı elde etmek için 

programın baĢında, ortasında ve sonunda özyeterlik seviyelerine bakılmalıdır ve 

bu seviyerlerin hangi faktörlerden etkilendiği araĢtırılmalıdır. Bu konuyu daha 

derin bir Ģekilde araĢtırmak alanyazına oldukça önemli katkılar sağlayacaktır. 
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