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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHERS' GENERAL SELF
EFFICACY AND SUBJECT AREA COMPETENCY BELIEFS

Nagihan OZLU
Amasya University, Institute of Social Sciences
Department of Foreign Language Education, M.A., August/2022
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Ayfer SU BERGIL

The quality of each element that makes up the educational system, such as
teachers, students, parents, educational programs, and environment have direct impact on
the quality of education. The most crucial factors that affect the product's quality in this
system are the teachers’ stance and their competencies. Teachers' self-perceptions,
perceptions of others, and their reactions to events and situations, are as effective on
students as the learning objectives they set. Teachers with self-efficacy beliefs are very

effective in forming desired student behaviour and for optimal teaching.

This study aimed to determine the relationship between general self-efficacy beliefs
and subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers. Also, it aimed to
examine the level of their general and subject area self-efficacy belief levels regarding some
demographic features such as gender, years of teaching experience, school type, school
level, academic degree and graduated faculty and department. The research sample
consisted of 203 English language teachers working at state and private schools in the
central district of Amasya. The data was collected through two scales: General Self -Efficacy
Scale (GSES) and English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale
(ELTSACS). ELTSACS was designed to assess English language teachers’ subject area
competency beliefs on three bases, efficacy for supporting language skills, efficacy for
evaluation and assessment and efficacy for arranging educational setting.

The study revealed that English language teachers had high general self-efficacy
beliefs and subject area competency beliefs. The years of teaching experience variable was
proven to be an important factor that caused significant differences in English language
teachers’ subject area competency beliefs. Also, the current study concluded that English

language teachers had the highest efficacy belief scores in Supporting Language Skills sub-



dimension. Lastly, a significant positive relationship between English language teachers’

general self-efficacy beliefs and their subject area competency beliefs was found.

Keywords: General self-efficacy belief, Subject area competency, English language

teacher self-efficacy belief



OZET

INGILIZCE OGRETMENLE_RiNiN GENEL OZ YETERLIK VE OZEL ALAN YETERLIK
INANCLARININ INCELENMESI

Nagihan OZLU
Amasya Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Yiksek Lisans, Agustos/2022
Danisman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ayfer SU BERGIL

Kaliteli bir egitim, sistemi olusturan édretmen, égrenci, veli, egitim programi, ¢evre
gibi her bir 6genin niteligiyle dogrudan iligkilidir. Ogretmenin sistem igindeki durusu ve sahip
oldugu yeterlilikler ortaya c¢ikacak drinun niteligini belirleyen en &nemli faktorlerdir.
Ogretmenlerin 6z benliklerini algilayislari, olaylara, durumlara yaklagimlari ve bakis agilari,
sunduklar 6grenim hedefleri kadar 6grenciler Uzerinde etkilidir. Kendine guvenen ve bu
durumu 6grencilerine hissettiren 6gretmenlerin istedikleri bilgiyi ve davranisi égrencilere
kazandirmaktaki etkinlikleri oldukga yuksektir. Bu baglamda, hem genel 6z-yeterlik inancina
hem de 6zel alan yeterliligi inancina sahip 6gretmenlerin varligi egitim sisteminin kalitesini

artiran en etkili unsurdur.

Bu galismanin amaci, cinsiyet, deneyim yili, cahgilan okul tarl, okul duzeyi,
mezuniyet derecesi, mezun olunan fakiilte ve bolimiin ingilizce égretmenlerinin genel ve
mesleki 6z-yeterlik seviyelerini yordama gucind belirlemektir. Calismada, 6gretmenlerin
Ozel alan 6z-yeterlik inanclari, dil becerileri destekleme yeterliligi, 6lcme degerlendirme
yeterligi ve 6grenme 6gretme ortami dizenleme yeterliligi alt boyutlari ile degerlendirilmigtir.
Ayrica Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin genel 6z-yeterlik inanglari ile dzel alan yeterlik inanclari
arasindaki iliskiye bakilmistir. Calismaya Amasya ilinde ilkdgretim ve ortadgretim
okullarinda galisan 203 ingilizce 6gretmeni katilmistir. Calismada veri toplamak amaci ile
Genel Yetkinlik inanci Olgegi ve Iingilizce Ogretmeni Ozel Alan Yeterligi Olcegi
kullaniimistir.

Calismanin sonucunda ingilizce égretmenlerinin hem genel hem de alanlarinda 6z-
yeterlik inanglarinin yiiksek oldugu gérilmistir. incelenen degiskenler iginde sahip olunan
deneyim yilinin istatiksel olarak anlaml farkhliga sebep oldugu, diger degiskenlerin bdyle
bir farkliiga sebep olmadidi anlasilmistir. Ayrica ingilizce égretmenlerinin kendilerini en gok

dil becerilerini destekleme alt boyutunda yetkin gorduikleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Son olarak

\'



ingilizce dgretmenlerin genel 6z-yeterlik inanglari ve 6zel alan yeterlik inanclari arasinda

olumlu bir iligskinin oldugu tespit edilmigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Genel d6z-yeterlik inanci, Ozel alan yeterligi, ingilizce 6gretmeni 6z-

yeterlik inanci
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CHAPTER |

1. INTRODUCTION

This section consists of background, purpose, significance, research questions,
assumptions and limitations of the current study.

1.1. Background of the Study

Human behaviours have always been an important object of interest for researchers
to explain numerous questions in the fields of psychology and education. There are different
theories to shed light on the nature of learning and human behaviours. For example,
Skinner, who is the proponent of Behaviourist Theory, defines learning as a process of
conditioning with the effects of stimulus, reward, and punishment (Brigham, 1980). The
theory says all the behaviours are under the control of the environment and people are
passive recipients of environmental factors. As a counterargument to Skinner's (1953)
Behaviourist Theory, Social Cognitive Theory fills out learning with thinking and reasoning
abilities. Social Cognitive Theory, propounded by Albert Bandura, is one of the epoch-
making theories scrutinizing mechanisms of behaviour formation through a self-system with
the capability to control emotions, thoughts, actions, and motivation. It presents human
behaviours as products of social interactions among others, between self and others, also
self and the environment (Bandura 1989). From this point of view, human behaviours are
defined as triadic, dynamic, and reciprocal. They both affect the personal features and

social environment and are affected by them.

In Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura (1989) emphasizes that people’s way of judging
their own capabilities is the most effective and pervasive factor shaping their lives. Namely,
what people think about their abilities and their efforts is highly effective on their further
behaviours. This is exactly what concept of self-efficacy stands for. Self-efficacy belief refers
to belief in one’s own abilities to regulate and realize the courses of action necessary for a
decision (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). Thus, it is quite apparent that people’s
self-efficacy beliefs are highly influential over their success, motivation, learning and
teaching performances (Schunk & Pajares, 2009). The effects of self-efficacy belief in

learning and teaching have been one of the interests in teacher and education studies.



Teacher self-efficacy basically means teachers’ self-perceptions about their competency to
engage students in learning, manage their classrooms appropriately, and use effective
teaching strategies (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). In that case, a language
teacher’s self-efficacy belief is expected to be a significant determinant to identify the
language teaching effectiveness. No doubt, in a school system, teacher is one of the most
crucial elements and a language teacher should arouse enthusiasm to learn a new
language, set a suitable atmosphere for teaching and learning and use appropriate
techniques and methods to trigger students’ motivation. Despite the beneficial effects of
trainings on teachers' cognition, they mostly ignore teachers’ beliefs in themselves, which
is the primary source of motivation (Borg, 2003). This means that investigation of English
language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs is very important to understand what their
conceptions about teaching and learning are, how efficacious the teacher training programs
are, and what is required to improve English language teaching issues.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is investigating general self-efficacy beliefs and subject area
competency beliefs of English language teachers and the relationship between these two
efficacy beliefs. Searching for the efficacy belief levels of English language teachers, this
study investigates whether gender, years of experience, school type, graduate degree,
graduated faculty and department cause any significant differences in general self-efficacy
and subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers.

1.3. Research Questions

A. What are English language teachers subject area competency belief levels?

i. Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ
regarding their gender?
i. Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ

regarding their teaching experience?

ii. Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ

regarding the school type?

iv. Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ

regarding school level?



Vi,

Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ

regarding their academic degree?

Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels differ

regarding the faculty and department they graduated from?

B. What are English language teachers’ general self-efficacy belief levels?

Vi.

Do English language teachers’ general

regarding their gender?

Do English language teachers’ general

regarding their teaching experience?

Do English language teachers’ general

regarding the school type?

Do English language teachers’ general

regarding school level?

Do English language teachers’ general

regarding their academic degree?

Do English language teachers’ general

self-efficacy belief

self-efficacy belief

self-efficacy belief

self-efficacy belief

self-efficacy belief

self-efficacy belief

regarding the faculty and department they graduated from?

levels

levels

levels

levels

levels

levels

differ

differ

differ

differ

differ

differ

C. Is there a significant relationship between English language teachers’ general self-

efficacy beliefs and their subject area competency beliefs?

D. Do general self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers predict their subject-

area competency beliefs?

1.4. Significance of the Study

Teaching profession can neither be limited to specializing in a subject area nor defined

as providing students with knowledge in a formal classroom setting. It goes far beyond

conveying contextual information to students through teaching materials. Education

consists of extremely complex processes that emotions play crucial roles for both students

and teachers (Oztiirk, 2011). For an effective teaching or learning, the person should be

motivated and the most important source for motivation is the belief he or she has for their

capabilities. Likewise, teaching a foreign language requires higher self-efficacy belief

besides specializing in teaching a foreign language.



The current study is important as it aims to find out how much English language
teachers feel efficacious both as a person and specifically as an English teacher. The main
motive behind this study is research gap in general and subject area competency beliefs of
English language teachers. Based on theoretical framework of Bandura's Social Cognitive
Theory, and subject area competency framework for English course set by Ministry of
National Education (MoNE), this study will examine English language teacher’s self-efficacy
and subject area competency belief levels. To accomplish this objective, the

abovementioned questions will be studied and answered.

1.5. Assumptions and Limitations

It is believed that the current research will significantly support the English language
teachers’ professional developments through both their pre-service and in-service periods
by providing a deep insight into different factors which are aforementioned and suggests

implications for further studies. Yet, there are some certain limitations as follows:

1. ELTSACS which is used to assess the subject area competencies of English
language teachers determined by MoNE (OYEGM,2008) was applied to 203 English
language teachers serving in central district of Amasya. The universe of the study is
352 English language teachers and the sample was calculated as 184. Therefore,
the current study is limited with 203 English language teachers serving at primary,
secondary, and high schools in central district of Amasya. The size of the sampling
is enough for reliable data distribution, accessible, and economical for the current
study but a larger sample size may give way for a more detailed study in the field of
English language teaching.

2. Another limitation is that the study was performed in the 2021-2022 academic year
in Covid-19 pandemic period, so the scales were applied in online format. Although,
the researcher attempted to make a pilot study for an interview session following the
applications of scales, the participants hesitated to make face to face interviews
because of the pandemic. Thus, as the reliability and validity of the study would be
affected negatively, the researcher gave up the idea of interviewing the teachers.

3. The current study is limited to the aspects of General Self-Efficacy Belief Scale and
English Language Teacher Subject Area Competencies Scale. Therefore, it is
subject to the shortcomings of these instruments.

4. The Turkish version of GSES was applied to gather data as it was assumed that the
participants would answer the scale questions more enthusiastically as they would

feel more competent in their mother tongue. The reliability of the scale was



determined by the researchers who adapted the scale and the researcher of the
current study.

For the statistical analysis of the data differentiation, only the variables stated in the
scale were taken into consideration.

The sample of the current study is not limited to just ELT graduates but also
university graduates who have bachelors’ degree from other majors related to

English language.



CHAPTER I

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

A person’s ability to use their personal traits and competencies effectively is not as
simple as learning something new or getting motivated to take new steps. At this point, the
concept of self-efficacy which represents the self-belief in realization of what is in mind
occurs as a vital component to accomplish a goal. It consists of some cognitive, emotional,
social, and behavioral skills. In this part of the study, the theoretical framework of self-
efficacy belief and some studies assessing self-efficacy beliefs of learners and teachers are

presented.

2.1. Social Cognitive Theory

Social Learning Theory is the basis of Social Cognitive Theory, and it was first
introduced to fields of education and psychology by Albert Bandura to emphasize the notion
that learning cannot be limited to a punishment or reward system, which is the tenet of
behaviorist approach (Senemoglu, 1997). Bandura (1989) gave a deeper insight into
learning keynoting on agentic perspective to self-development and adaptation. Thus, he
transformed his theory under the name of Social Cognitive Theory. He asserts that being
an agent means affecting one’s functioning and the environment on intention. From this
viewpoint, it can be deduced that human beings have the features of self-organization,
proactivity, self-regulation, and self-reflection. People are beyond being products of their
lives; in fact, they are the pioneers of the life circumstances around them (Bandura, 2006).
There is a reciprocal determination among behavior, environment, and personal factors
consisting of certain biological, affective, and cognitive variables. Human actions, in light of
Social Cognitive Theory, are the products of the interactions among personal, behavioral,

and environmental factors (Bandura, 2006).

Intentionality is the major component of human agency. Individuals have intentions to
plan their actions and strategies to realize these intentions (Lewis, 2001). The other
important component of the theory is the temporal extension of agency through forethought
which goes beyond organized plans for the future. Every human being sets some goals to

actualize and predicts possible results of further actions to get motivated. As the future is



something corresponded mentally at present and an abstract notion, visualization of future
will serve as a guideline and means of motivation for the desired behavior. Besides,
planning and anticipating agents are the self-regulators of people’s behaviors. Individuals
internalize some standards and evaluate their actions through self-reactive impacts. People
are both decision-makers of their actions and examiners of their functioning. By the
activation of self-awareness, they represent their self-efficacy and realize their actions and
thoughts. In case of necessity, they revise the circumstances and adjust them properly
(Bandura, 1989).

Social system houses the transactions between the personal agency and socio-
structural influences. People constitute some social systems for organizing, guiding and
regulating their actions and the implementation of social systems imposes restrictions or
supports for personal development. Social Cognitive Theory makes sense of this dynamic
bi-directionality and refuses to disembody of personal agency and social structure in terms
of human activities (Bandura, 2010).

Personalfactors

(Values, beliefs, goals,
self-efficacy,
expactations,

attributions etc.)

Environmental
factors

(Reinforcement,instruct
ion, feedback, others
behaviors, conditions
etc.)

Behavior

(Actions, choices,
statements, learning,
achievements etc.)

Figure 1. Bandura’s Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model

Social Cognitive Theory unveils the nature of bidirectional reciprocal influences
referring to five human capabilities; symbolization, forethought, vicarious learning, self-
regulation, and self-reflection. Through these mechanisms, people can give start, regulate
and carry on their behaviors. These capabilities shed light why people react differently in

similar circumstances (En-Chong, 2004).



Symbolizing capability allows people to change, react, and get adapted to the
environment surrounding them. Transformation of immediate visuals into innate cognitive
models guides for further actions. It enables people to attribute meaning, shape, and
duration to their previous experiences. Bandura (1997) expresses that symbols are the
means of thought. In this way, people cumulate knowledge for their future actions. Also,
symbolizing capability enables people to imitate the observed behavior. Human cognition
stores all life experiences, thoughts, and emotions in a systematic way. The actions planned

for future are first realized cognitively in a symbolic way at present.

Bandura (1997) argues that people use their forethought capabilities to regulate their
future behaviors in addition to immediate reactions. Particularly, people set some goals for
the near future, plan the process, and guess the possible consequences of their actions.
Forethought enables individuals to start and pursuit their actions in line with their

estimations.

Vicarious learning is the other capability that guides learning. Bandura (1989)
emphasizes the roles of observation and imitation in the course of learning and states
through vicarious learning capability, people learn by observing to get and collect rules for
initiation and control of different behavioral patterns without taking risks. Vicarious learning
is critical for human performance. When people learn from others’ actions, they may have
the chance to avoid possible undesired consequences. Observed behaviors are
symbolized, coded, and stored in cognition to be used in the future. The process for
vicarious learning consists of attention, retention, production, and motivation processes.
First, individual should pay attention to behavior pattern which is intended to be acquired,

and then it should be coded cognitively (Bandura, 1989).

The self-regulatory capability has a crucial function in Social Cognitive Theory, too.
People do not behave according to others’ expectations. Most of the actions are initiated
and developed by inner mechanisms. Setting specific standards and behaviors incongruent
with these standards operate in self-evaluative reactions. Even if there isn’t any incongruity
between the behavior and self-standards, people may set higher standards and organize
their future actions to fulfill these standards (Bandura, 1989).

Self-reflective capability, in other words, self-reflective consciousness, allows people
to think critically over their experiences and thoughts. People can get information about the
environment and themselves by prompting their personal experiences. They are the agents

of their actions. At the same time, they are the examiners of their functions (Bandura, 1989).



The capabilities mentioned above make up the notion of self-efficacy. Having self-
efficacy belief is the foremost mechanism of cognition to control one’s functioning and the
factors in the environment. It regulates desires and enables the person to get control over
the events. Additionally, self-efficacy belief is crucial for the proper operation of people's
cognitive, motivational, affective, and decision-making mechanisms, which can either
promote or hinder them for further steps. These processes determine to what extent people
get motivated and endure the difficulties, and the way they cope with contretemps or stress
(Bandura, 1989).

2.1.1.Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy stands for individuals’ confidence in their abilities to act by their self-
standards, and it refers to individuals’ cognitive competency to execute a task (Dellinger et
al., 2008). Namely, people who have different behavior standards set different personal
goals and react in different ways towards the challenges and failures they have
experienced. The notion of self-efficacy is the keystone of Social Cognitive Theory and
crucial to perform a behavior. Although a person has the required symbols for the desired
action and encodes it correctly, if they don’t have enough self-efficacy belief, most probably,
they cannot manage to fulfill their goals (Zimmerman, 1995).

Personal motivation, success, and relief all start with self-efficacy belief. Perceived
self-efficacy serves as the mechanism for planning and carrying out the actions which are
necessary to achieve specified goals. (Tschannen-Moran et al.,1998). If people have higher
self-efficacy beliefs to realize their goals, they work more enthusiastically and are not
distracted by the difficulties they face (Capri & Celikkaleli, 2008).

Lunenburg (2011) propounds that self-efficacy can be seen as a task-specific version
of self-esteem. If someone feels competent during a task, the possibility of achievement will
be high or vice versa. Self-efficacy is a means of forecasting. People behave in a way how
they have a perception of their competence (Arseven, 2016). For example, if someone who
has been employed with being the chairperson of a meeting about a specific content feels
competent with his/her management skills and the topic, he or she will accomplish the task
and get symbolic coding of the incident for further experiences. On the other hand, if he/she
has a lower self-efficacy belief in his /her qualifications, stress will arise, and his/her
attempts will fail. This failure may cause a long-term sense of inefficacy and further failures.
While success increases self-efficacy level, stress and sense of failure decrease it. Self-

efficacy belief at a moderate level is the substantial agent for motivation.
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The term of self-efficacy is not a skill people have from birth, but it is how they perceive
themselves in the course of task fulfilment. In this sense, Bandura (1989) differentiates
efficacy expectancy and outcome expectancy. While perceived self-efficacy expectancy
stands for the perception of efficacy during a performance, outcome expectancy stands for
the people’s judgements about the outcomes of this performance. Both of these
expectancies lead the individual to get enthusiastic to start an action and complete a task.
Yet, Bandura (1989) emphasizes that self-efficacy expectancy has a greater impact on the
desired result. People with high self-efficacy expectancy are determined and enthusiastic
to fulfil a duty and get success.

People's thoughts, feelings, motivation, and responses are affected by their self-
efficacy beliefs. High self-efficacy belief brings along success and satisfaction. While people
with high self-efficacy beliefs tend to perform more efficiently to accomplish harder tasks,
people with lower self-efficacy beliefs exaggerate situations and it is harder for them to take
a further step (Schunk, 1989).

The features of individuals with high and low self-efficacy beliefs are listed below
(Bandura, 1997).

People with high self-efficacy beliefs

e persist trying hard when they face with challenging situations. They take them
as a challenge to overcome rather than a threat.

¢ set challenging goals and take action with strong commitment to achieve these
goals.

¢ in the face of failure, do not quickly give up; instead, they intensify their efforts
to battle on.

¢ believe that their lack of knowledge, skills or insufficient effort is the reason for
failure.

e have a viewpoint that everything can be taken under control, even the
threatening situations.

¢ maximize their emotional well-being, boost their personal accomplishments,

and reduce their stress through their perspective.
People with low self-efficacy beliefs

e avoid taking responsibility for difficult tasks as they don't know their capabilities
and abilities well enough.

¢ do not attempt to achieve their goals with enthusiasm.
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e use the barriers or their personal situations as an excuse rather than focusing
to perform successfully when they face challenging tasks.

¢ tend to give up immediately when they face difficulties.

e believe that their perceived shortcomings are the cause of this problem after
failures or setbacks, it takes them a long time to make up for it.

e o into stress very quickly and as a result, negative results occur.

Four primary sources contribute to the development of self-efficacy beliefs. These are
verbal persuasion, mastery performances, vicarious experiences, and psychological and
emotional states (Bandura, 1989).

2.1.2.Sources of Self Efficacy

Experiences are the major influential agents contributing to the self-efficacy belief.
Bandura (1989) identifies the categories of experiences that define efficacy belief in Figure
2. Though all the past experiences influence self-efficacy beliefs in some way, it should be
underlined that the real impact of personal feelings related to experiences has a stronger

effect on developing self-efficacy belief than vicarious ones.

Enactive Mastery
(Performance
outcomes)

Vicarious
Experience (ex.

Self-modeling)
%
Verbal Persuasion
(ex. Verbal
encouragement)

Physiological
Arousal (ex.
Emotional state)

Figure 2. Sources of Self Efficacy in Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura,2006).

2.1.2.1. Mastery Experiences

Successfully completed task experiences are the most important references for a
moderate self-efficacy belief level. This is because mastery experiences provide authentic
personal performance information and more satisfying and reliable judgements about self-
efficacy beliefs. While successful experiences contribute to high self-efficacy beliefs of

people, unsuccessful attempts, especially if they are successive and occur at the very early
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session of the action, may decrease self-efficacy expectancies. Previous experiences
resulting in success will guide and motivate the person for further attempts and increase
their self-efficacy expectancies. Yet, if the source of the success is considered luck or other
people’s supports, self-efficacy may not be strengthened (Bandura, 1989; Pintrich & Groot,
1990).

2.1.2.2. Vicarious Experiences

Even though they are not as effective as mastery experiences, vicarious experiences
are also very influential sources to develop self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1989). The
experiences gained in social contexts through observations can cause the observers to
have low or high self-efficacy belief levels. People get ideas about their self-efficacy by
observing other people’s lives and deducing from their experiences. Witnessing others’
successful attempts and not failing in performances increase the expectations for their own
success if they work and be patient enough. Especially the ones who exhibit similar
characteristics to the observer will be a good source for high level self-efficacy belief through
their experiences. As the unsuccessful attempts of others will cause an adverse effect, the
observed person should be competent enough. Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) state that the
observed model should be seen apparently by the observer for a strong self-efficacy effect.
That is to say, if the person modelling for a task in a social context is far away, their impact

on the self-efficacy of the observer will be weaker.

2.1.2.3. Social Persuasion

Social persuasion is another key source for self-efficacy belief, and it refers to
comments of others on personal performances. The expressions directed by others on
performances encourage or discourage the individual to perform a new behavior (Bandura,
1989). Social persuasion aims to enhance self-efficacy belief through appraisals rather than
increasing the level of ability or skill. For example, if teachers express their expectancy from
their students and state that they can achieve the targeted behavior as they have the
capability to accomplish the task, students will try hard to complete the task. On the contrary,
when teachers hesitate about their students’ abilities and they question their skills, students
will also question their abilities and they will fail. Social persuasion in an educational setting
consists of teachers’ interactions with each other and students and encouraging feedbacks
and motivational talks (Schunk, 1991).
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2.1.2.4. Physiological and Emotional States

Physiological and emotional states play crucial roles to form self-efficacy belief. They
are crucial as emotional activations can be seen as signs of vulnerability and dysfunction.
A person who experiences extreme fear, worry, or stress won't have a moderate level of
self-efficacy belief. Emotional states of people influence how they perceive their
performances. During stressful moments people may misevaluate their performances or

lack performing accurately (Bandura, 2006).

The efficacy belief is an important factor when a person encounter with a problem as
it determines their way of coping with the problem and their persistence in overcoming the
obstacles (Luszczynska et al., 2005). It is the belief about one’s ability to tackle a difficult
situation (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) and is one of the components of cognitive flexibility
which refers to the variety of options an individual alters for different situations (Dennis &
Vander, 2010). Bandura (2010) states that people with high self-efficacy beliefs have
cognitive reasoning and can set flexible strategies and are effective in their environment.
Through a considerable amount of studies (Maddux, 1995; Shwarzwer & Jerusalem, 1995;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Yaman et al., 2013) high self-efficacy belief was associated
with high success, integrating with the other members of the society and state of relief. Chen
et al. (2000) emphasizes the strong and positive relationship between general self-efficacy
and task-specific self-efficacy. In the light of foregoing studies, general self-efficacy has
important effects on professional life and having the key role in schooling process, teachers’
judgmental perceptions, attitudes, and how they behave in different situations affect the
learning process and students’ personal developments. Ashton and Webb (1982) state both
general self-efficacy and teaching self-efficacy of teachers affect how much efficacious they
are. While teaching self-efficacy refers to the ability to influence students’ performances,
their general self-efficacy refers to the teachers’ self-perceptions for their capabilities to
positively affect their students’ learning and development (Ashton & Webb, 1982). Woolfolk
and Hoy (1990) identify teaching self-efficacy as an outstanding component of teachers’
efficacy, and also they underline personal self-efficacy as an additional dimension for
teacher self-efficacy. They are both effective factors that lead students’ success or failure.
Parallel to abovementioned studies, Malinauskas (2017) attributes the teacher competency
to combination of general self-efficacy, social self-efficacy and teacher self-efficacy.
Teacher with high general self-efficacy are courageous enough to take more responsibilities
for challenging situations and tend to have ingenuity, mental resilience and they are skillful
at managing their environment. Similarly Khan et al. (2015) emphasizes the effect of general

self-efficacy on teacher self-efficacy. They assert low self-esteem and low general self-
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efficacy cause low teacher self-efficacy while high self-esteem and high general self-

efficacy lead high teacher self-efficacy.

2.1.3. Teacher Self-Efficacy

The sense of a teacher for himself or herself, particularly in the process of teaching
and facilitating learning, is known as teacher self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Human behaviors are mainly shaped through interactions of self-efficacy and production
expectations. Teacher self-efficacy belief refers to identified individual teacher
performances and it provides opportunities for evaluation and development of teacher
behaviors. Social Cognitive Theory claims that teachers’ decisions about the applications
in classes influence directly how much they feel efficient in the school setting (Bandura,
2006). Upon Bandura’s theory, teachers who feel highly efficient get organized more easily,
have more powerful skills of teaching, enquiring, and explaining (Bandura, 2010). Teachers
with strong efficacy belief in their teaching can provide appropriate learning and teaching
environments easily (Tavil, 2014). Also, they can behave in a more humanistic way when a
trouble occurs. On the other hand, teachers who have low self-efficacy beliefs exhibit stricter
and more aggressive attitudes when it comes to concerns with classroom management.
They feel nervous and under stress when students misbehave and get in trouble while
maintaining students on task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).

Gibson and Dembo (1984) define teacher self-efficacy belief as teachers’ self-
perceptions about their capabilities to motivate all the students to learn, even the ones who
have difficulty in learning and ones who are least eager to learn. This is one of the most
prevailing features of teachers whose students are successful indeed. Teachers who feel
efficient are prone to motivate their students more, increase their enthusiasm and distract
negative feelings in the environment. Teacher self-efficacy belief is a multidimensional
process. Itis related to how teachers socialize their educational backgrounds, their personal
traits, school organization, and their interactions with parents and others (Sisman & Acat,
2003).

Tschannen-Moran et al., (1998) define teacher self-efficacy as an integrated and circular
model. (Figure 3). They state sources of self-efficacy are the same with the sources for
general self-efficacy identified by Bandura (1989) these sources are experience, vicarious
experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
The main component of the model offered by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) is analysing

the teaching task and teaching competence.
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Figure 3. The Cyclical Nature of Teacher Efficacy

In this model, teacher self-efficacy belief goes parallel with Bandura’s four sources for
general efficacy belief, which are mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal
persuasion, and physiological and affective states. Mastery experiences and emotional and
physiological states are the most crucial sources of teacher self-efficacy belief. As the
teachers engage in teaching activities, they gain experiences so-called enactive mastery
experiences. By practicing teaching, they get ideas about their weaknesses and strengths
related to classroom management, teaching techniques, proficiency in the subject area,

student engagement and evaluation.

Emotional and physiological states of teachers affect their self-efficacy beliefs both in
negative and positive ways. Physiological states like quick pulse and trembling hands may
complicate the situation and hinder real performance whereas a heartbeat at a moderate

rate may trigger attention and increase motivation (Tshannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Vicarious experiences give opportunities to teachers about teaching tasks and
contexts by modeling. That is to say, they can observe others’ performances and deduce
from them. Conversations with successful teachers and observing them provide an
appropriate model for a teacher who is in similar circumstances. Yet, if the observer thinks

that he or she is less skillful or less competent with the subject area in a context in which
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the model fails, his or her self-efficacy belief is affected by the model negatively (Tshannen-
Moran et al., 1998).

Verbal persuasion gives teachers feedback for teaching settings, instructional
methods, classroom management strategies, and their teaching performances. The
sources of verbal persuasion are course books, workshops, colleagues, students and
parents (Anderson 2012). Keeping the influential effects of these four information sources
for teachers, Tshannen-Moran et al. (1998) assert the importance of teachers’ cognitive

processing and their interpretation skills cannot be denied or ignored.

Recently, teacher self-efficacy is valued as a key factor in creating a favorable school
setting. A great many studies have shown that teacher self-efficacy belief affect significantly
student performances in different subject areas (Alci & Yulksel, 2012; Fernandez, 2008;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2002). Creating an innovative atmosphere in classroom mostly
depends on teachers’ behaviors and their self-efficacy beliefs. Teachers with high self-
efficacy beliefs promote student autonomy and they are self-confident enough to take
responsibility for students with special needs. (Anderson 2012). Though students and their
feelings, motivations and self-senses are crucial for teaching and learning process,
teachers’ stance also have prominent roles as they enter the classes with their own beliefs,
thoughts, and feelings. They have the responsibility of implementing innovative settings
(Glnes, 2011). Desired teacher qualification depends on certain standards and teacher

competency is the most prevailing factor to ensure these standards.

2.1.4. General Competencies for Teaching Profession

Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in Turkey set the general competencies for
teaching profession and published the first report in 2006. Based on the feedback and the
arising needs, the report was updated and published again in 2017. General Competencies
for Teaching Profession report serves as a framework for teacher training programmers and
for stakeholders of education such as The Council of Higher Education (CoHE), the
Assessment, Selection, and Placement Center (ASPC), universities, and MoNE. It guides

teachers both in their personal and professional lives.

The first meetings for defining the competencies were organized in Ankara in 2004
with the participations of several academicians from different universities, education
program development experts from different countries, and the board members. The
competencies reports of 5 different countries (England, United States of America, the
Seychelles, Australia, and Ireland) were examined by the participants and identified a

common framework for the terminology and the concepts. At the end of this seminar, the
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general competencies of the teaching profession were defined as main competencies,
related competencies for each main competency were defined as sub-competences, and

performance indicators for sub-competencies were identified (MEB, 2008).

The second meeting related to the competencies for teaching profession was hold in
Ankara in 2004 again with a larger participant group. Besides the firs group members, 120
teachers, 25 academicians, 18 primary school supervisors, 6 assessment and evaluation
experts, a group of MONE central organization delegates, education union representatives
attended to this charrette, and defined main competencies, sub-competencies and
performance indicators. For the next step, the General Competencies for Teaching
Profession survey was developed in order to determine whether teacher competencies
were reliable, valid, applicable, and developable on a scientific basis. It was applied to a
large group of teachers, administrators, lecturers, senior students, supervisors, and

education unions’ representatives.

According to the results and need analysis after the application of the survey, the

framework was readjusted, and competencies were set in order to;

o develop in-service teacher training programs
o develop pre-service teacher training programs
o select teachers

o assess teacher performance and success

o support professional personal developments of teachers (MEB, 2008).

Finally, general competences for teaching profession framework were constituted with
6 main competencies, 31 sub-competencies and 233 performance indicators and published
with the approval of Board of Education in Journal of Communiques no. 2590 in 2006.

Identified competencies are common for all subject areas (MEB, 2008).



18

Personal and
professional

values
Currlcul_um and Getting to
subject know the
content
student
knowledge
General

Competencies
for Teaching

Profession
School, family Learning and
and _ teaching
community rocess
relationship P
Monitoring
and assessing
the learning
and

development

Figure 4. General Competencies for Teaching Profession

2.1.4.1. Personal and Professional Values

Teachers recognize students’ identities and value them as individuals. They endeavor
for the optimum teaching and student development paying attention to individual differences
and students’ concerns and attitudes. They become role models for desired behaviors for
their students. They make use of other teachers’ successful experiences. They are open to
interpretations and innovations, and effort for self-assessment and self-development. They
play active roles for development of the institute they work for. They act upon the laws and

regulations.
Sub-competencies:
Al- To value, understand, respect students

A2- To believe that students are able to learn and success
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A3- To pay attention to national and universal values

A4- To do self-evaluation

A5- To increase personal development

A6- To follow and contribute to the professional developments
A7- To contribute to the school culture

A8- To know the professional laws and legislations and act upon them

2.1.4.2. Getting to Know the Students

Teachers know their students’ personal traits, attitudes, concerns, and needs. They
have the information about their families. They have ideas about their socio-cultural

backgrounds and financial situations.

Sub-competencies:
B1- To know the developmental stages
B2- To pay attention to the students’ needs and concerns
B3- To value the students

4B- To guide the students

2.1.4.3. Learning and Teaching Process

Teachers plan, put in practice, and manage learning and teaching processes. They

make their students take part actively in these processes.
Sub-competencies:
C1- To plan the lessons
C2- To develop materials
C3- To arrange educational setting
C4- To organize extracurricular activities
C5-To diversify teaching methods and techniques according to individual differences
C6- To manage time appropriately

C7-To manage behaviors
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2.1.4.4. Monitoring and Assessing the Learning and Development
Teachers evaluate the students' progress and learning. They support their students

to evaluate themselves and other students. They utilize measurement results for further
teachings. They share the results with students, parents, administrators and other teachers.

Sub-competencies:
D1- To determine measurement and evaluation methods and techniques
D2- To measure students' learning using the varied measurement techniques
D3- To analyze and interpret data, and provide feedback

D4- To review teaching-learning process upon the results

2.1.4.5. School, Family, and Community Relationship

Teachers recognize financial, natural and socio-cultural features of the school
environment. They promote the collaboration of families and school in terms of educational

processes.
Sub-competencies:

E1- To get familiar with the environment

E2- To make use of environmental sources

E3- To make the schools cultural centres

E4- To know the families and develop a balanced relationship with them

E5- To promote parental involvement in education and collaborate with them

2.1.4.6. Curriculum and Subject Content Knowledge

Teachers know the fundamental principles and values of Turkish National Education
and have the required subject content knowledge. They apply appropriate methods and

techniques to realize objectives of their fields.
Sub-competencies:

F1- To know the basic principles and aims of Turkish National Education
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F2- To have subject content knowledge and application skills

F3-To follow, assess and develop subject content programs

2.1.5. Studies on Teacher Self-Efficacy Belief and General Competencies for
Teaching Profession

Since the efficacy of teachers is linked to the success of students and educational
initiatives, Bandura's concept of self-efficacy has long been a topic of investigation. Thus,
researchers have investigated and discussed teacher self-efficacy associating it with
various concepts such as teaching experience, classroom management, student
engagement and student achievement, physiological satisfaction, subject area
competency, pedagogical competency, career adaptability, etc. (Ustlinbag, 2020). Also,
they have focused on the link between self-efficacy belief and both teacher and student
achievements. Here are some sample studies searching for the effects of teacher self-
efficacy. The following documents were scanned from 2002 till 2022 gathered through
Council of Higher Education Thesis Center, I1SI-Web of Science, Google Scholar. First,
national studies were presented. Following the national studies international studies took

place in this part.

Savran and Cakiroglu (2003) compared self-efficacy beliefs and classroom
management beliefs of student-teachers studying science teaching at state elementary and
primary schools departments. The sampling group was 412 senior students who studied
science teaching at secondary schools and 234 senior students studying science teaching
at primary schools. Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Scale and Attitudes and Beliefs on
Classroom Control Scale were applied to the sampling group. The results showed that
students studying science teaching at secondary schools had higher self-efficacy beliefs
compared to ones studying science teaching at primary schools. In terms of attitudes and
beliefs on classroom control, no meaningful difference was found between the scores of

two groups.

Morgil et al.,, (2004) examined chemistry student-teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs
regarding gender, attitudes to chemistry, whether it was their choice to study in that
department. 162 students studying at Gazi University participated in this study and two
different scales were applied to them. The first scale was Chemistry Teaching Self-Efficacy
Belief Scale and the second one was Attitude Scale to Chemistry. The research revealed
that gender predicted the attitudes of participants to chemistry and they found a positive

relationship between chemistry teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their attitudes to
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chemistry. Department choice variable made no significant difference in their self-efficacy
beliefs. Male student-teachers had more positive attitudes towards chemistry than female

student-teachers.

Cakiroglu et al., (2005) compared science teaching self-efficacy beliefs of Turkish and
American prospective science teachers. They used a scale consisting of two subscales.
The first subscale examined their personal science teaching efficacy belief and the second
one evaluated their science teaching outcome expectancies. It was found that American
participants had higher science teaching self-efficacy beliefs than Turkish teacher
participants but both groups had high teacher self-efficacy beliefs.

Onen and Oztuna (2005) searched the relationship between years of experience and
self-efficacy beliefs of mathematics and science teachers. The participants were 32 science
teachers and 24 mathematics teachers teaching in Kadikdy in istanbul. They answered 25
itemed Self-Efficacy Belief Scale. It was concluded that teachers who had more teaching
experience had higher self-efficacy beliefs. The participants were efficient in using
techniques and methods, applications of instructional stages, and subject area knowledge.
Yet, teachers attributed students’ success to their success but they related the reasons for
failure to other factors except for their performances. In other words, professional self-

efficacy beliefs of teachers were higher and their general self-efficacy beliefs were lower.

Orhan (2005) studied the self-efficacy beliefs of prospective computer teachers. He
focused on how proficient they were in computer use. Also, he searched for whether there
was a positive relationship between self-efficacy belief levels of prospective teachers and
their willingness to teach after graduation. The participants were given two scales. The first
scale consisted of 32 items and aimed to assess their computer use self-efficacy beliefs
and the second scale with 18 items measured their computer teaching self-efficacy beliefs.
Findings revealed a positive relationship between their self-efficacy beliefs in computer use

and teaching computer.

Uredi and Uredi (2006) studied the self-efficacy beliefs of prospective science
teachers according to gender, grade, and academic degree variables. The study was
carried out with 405 university students studying in Primary School Science Teaching
Department at Marmara University. The participants answered the questions of Primary
School Teaching Self-Efficacy Belief in Science Teaching Scale. The findings revealed that
the self-efficacy beliefs of fourth-grade students were higher than third-grade students. Also,
female students felt more efficacious in teaching science than male students. The
researchers found out that students with high grades in Science Teaching 1 course had

higher self-efficacy belief levels, too.
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Cinkara (2009) carried out a study to search the self-efficacy beliefs of university
students studying at Gaziantep University. The results showed that English language
learners at School of Foreign Languages had high self-efficacy beliefs for learning a foreign
language. Also, he concluded that there was a positive relationship between students’ EFL
self-efficacy beliefs and their course scores. Mastery experiences and social persuasion

made important differences in students’ English learning self-efficacy beliefs.

OzIiik (2010) examined self-efficacy beliefs of Turkish language teachers. In order to
obtain data, the researcher developed 5-point-Likert scale utilizing Subject Content
Competencies Framework set by MoNE and conducted the study with 74 Turkish language
and Literature teachers and 82 Turkish language teachers in Kirikkale. According to the
results of the study, Turkish language teachers had high level self-efficacy beliefs in their
subject area. Gender, academic degree, department graduated and years of teaching

experience didn’'t cause meaningful differences on self-efficacy belief levels of teachers.

Gunes (2011) looked for the self-efficacy beliefs of university students studying
chemistry. He examined the participants’ teacher self-efficacy beliefs based on some
variables such as gender and class level. The study was conducted with 37 4" and 5" grade
chemistry teaching student studying at Gazi University. The researcher constituted
Chemistry Teacher Self-Efficacy Belief Scale utilizing Subject Content Competencies
framework prepared by MoNE. According to the results, it was found that the participants
felt efficacious in teaching chemistry. Gender caused no significant difference in self-
efficacy beliefs of chemistry teachers while 5" grade students had higher self-efficacy

beliefs than 4" grade students. Yet, the difference regarding class level was not significant.

One of the most crucial elements in fostering self-efficacy belief is motivation. Asici
(2016) found a positive relationship between motivation and self-efficacy beliefs of
university students for learning a foreign language. Also, he discovered that female students

had higher levels of motivation to learn English than male students.

One of the most known research studies on efficacy was the one conducted by
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2002). The purpose of the study was to find out the sources of
teacher self-efficacy belief. 255 participants who were students in two universities and
teachers working at elementary and high schools in Ohio attended in this study. They looked
for the sources of self-efficacy beliefs in these two groups and determined whether there
was a statistically significant difference between the levels of self-efficacy beliefs of novice
and experienced teachers. The findings indicated that mastery experiences and verbal

persuasions were the main sources of self-efficacy belief for new teachers.
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In a study conducted in China to examine the self-efficacy beliefs of 273 in-service
and pre-service teachers, experience teachers were found to have higher self-efficacy
beliefs, and the highest self-efficacy score was found for Teaching to Highly Able Learners
sub-dimension and the lowest one was found for Classroom Management sub-dimension
(Chan, 2008).

Another study done with 648 teachers in USA searched the impacts of socio-cultural
factors as elements of social persuasion source. Verbal persuasion and vicarious
experiences were found as the mosst important self-efficacy sources (Tschannen-Moran &
Jhonson, 2011).

Working conditions have been an important subject for researchers to search for
teacher self-efficacy belief. Devos et al.,, (2012) conducted a study with 110 teachers
experiencing their first year in profession in Belgium. They found out that there was a
positive relationship between mastery goals and school climate. Also, there was a positive
relationship between teacher self-efficacy belief and state of relief.

According to Mojavezi and Tamiz (2012), student motivation and achievement are
significantly correlated with teachers' beliefs in their own abilities. Teachers with higher self-
efficacy perceptions said they could design innovative and motivating learning
environments, but those with lower self-efficacy beliefs attributed their inadequacies on the
pupils. These results support Bandura's (1989) hypothesis. Teachers who have high levels
of self-efficacy belief help pupils think more critically and encourage them more

successfully.

The study by Ghasemboland and Hashim (2013) propounded that there was a positive
relationship between native speaker English language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and
four language skills. Also, the students got more motivated when they were taught by

teachers who seemed more content with their language skills.

Knoblauch and Chase (2015) examined whether school setting was an important
factor for teacher self-efficacy belief. They worked with 368 pre-service teachers in USA.
The participants were prospective teachers who had worked at rural, suburban and urban
schools. According to the results of this study, teachers working at urban and rural areas

where they faced challenging situations had lower self-efficacy beliefs levels.

Clark and Newberry (2019) conducted a study on the sources of self-efficacy beliefs
of teachers. They found out that all the sources of self-efficacy beliefs were effective, but
the efficiency of these sources was lower than their expectations. Thus, they put forward

that there were other factors affecting the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers.



25

A recent study to compare teacher self-efficacy belief in two countries was conducted
in Finland and Japan by Yada et al. (2019). This quantitative study was done with a sample
of 261 Japanese and 1123 Finnish teachers. According to the results of the study, the main
source for self-efficacy belief was mastery experiences for both groups. It was found that
there was a difference between two groups in terms of verbal persuasion source. Finnish
teachers chose verbal persuasion as an effective source for their self-efficacy beliefs while

it was not such an important source for Japanese teachers.

2.1.6. Subject Area Competencies

Subject area competencies are defined as all the knowledge, skills and attitudes that
are required for an effective and efficient teaching in specific subject content (MEB, 2008).
Accomplishment of educational objectives is much related to efficacy and competency of
the teacher who is the leading component of this process. When teachers feel efficacious
enough in teaching, they can manage to appeal their students’ motivation and pave way for
further developments. Studies related to subject area competencies got start in 2004 and

competencies for English language teaching were presented officially in 2008.
Competencies for subject area teaching aim the accomplishments of goals below:

o to contribute to the fulfilment of national education objectives

o to realize national cooperation and to share information effectively

o to create a system to enhance the quality by comparing and contrasting teacher
performances

o to hold consistency in social expectations related to teaching profession

o to create a reliable and comprehensible source to support professional
developments of teachers

o to constitute a common terminology to define and discuss teacher efficacies

o to promote teacher profession in the eyes of public by defining teachers’
knowledge, skills, attitudes and values

o to open doors for students to learn more

In the light of purposes mentioned above, there are subject area competency frameworks

specifically designed for fields such as:

= Turkish Language Teaching
= Primary School Teaching

= Preschool Teaching
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] Mathematics Teaching

] Social Studies Teaching

o Music Teaching

] Foreign Language Teaching

] Science and Technology Teaching
] Technology and Design Teaching

= Physical Education Teaching

. Visual Arts Teaching

. Religion and Moral Education Teaching
. Visually Impaired Teaching

] Hearing Impaired Teaching

. Mental Disabled Teaching

. Information Technologies Teaching

Subject area competencies compose of main competencies, sub-competencies and
performance indicators. Main competency covers the combination of skills, themes,
concepts, and values associated to a subject area. Sub-competency is defined as status of
having professional knowledge, skills, and attitudes to fulfil professional tasks and
performance indicators are the observable and assessable behaviours to measure the
targeted objectives ant they are designed in three levels as Al, A2, A3.

Level Al: It includes the performance indicators that cover teacher awareness about

applications and basic knowledge, skills and attitudes related to teaching profession.

Level A2: It includes the performance indicators showing that a teacher can fulfil
programme objectives with his/her professional experiences, diversify the activities
according to students’ expectations and attitudes as well as his/her A1 level awareness and

knowledge.

Level A3: It includes the performance indicators which are required for diversified
practices of applications developed in level A2 by taking different variables of teaching
(MEB,2008).

2.1.7. English Language Teacher Self Efficacy
English language teaching is a crucial part of education and requires more attention
and effort, especially in societies where language learners lack of foreign language

exposure (Saricoban, 2010). It is a multidimensional process and based on different
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domains such as psychology, sociology, and philology and requires teacher qualifications,
especially in classroom management issues, applications of language teaching methods
and techniques, interactions with students, and engaging students in classroom activities,
and so on. Sarigoban (2010) gives a general frame for an effective language teacher listing

the responsibilities. An efficient English language teacher is able to

o motivate and prepare his students to learn

o plan his teaching according to the learners’ physical and cognitive
developments

o guess his students’ conceptual levels and organize enjoyable activities for them

o enhance group and pair works in lessons

o support positive feedback

o pay attention to needs of learners and listen their expectations

o interact with his students efficiently and effectively

o apply various teaching techniques

o provide clear explanations, create a suitable atmosphere for questioning and
discussing.

The social context and education philosophy of the society defines the roles,
expectations and competencies of teachers (Seker et al., 2005). Thus, the expectations
from teachers differ from one country to another. MoONE in Turkey defined subject area
competency of teachers as all domain-specific needs, skills and attitudes of teachers to fulfil
the expectations. From this point of view, it can be deduced that as well as general efficacy
beliefs of teachers, their subject area competency beliefs are also important for effective
teaching (MEB, 2008).

2.1.8. Subject Area Competencies for English Language Teaching

Subject area competencies for English language teachers consist of 5 main

competencies, 26 sub-competencies and 158 performance indicators.

2.1.8.1. Planning and Organizing Process of English Language Teaching
It covers planning of English language teaching and learning process, preparing or

adapting teaching materials, making use of sources.
Sub-competencies:

Al. To plan English language teaching processes properly



28

A2. To set suitable learning environment to teach English

A3. To use suitable materials and resources to teach English

A4. To use suitable methods and techniques to teach English

A5. To use technological resources effectively in English teaching process

2.1.8.2. Developing Language Skills

It covers language learning and teaching theories, and teachers’ competencies to

prepare appropriate activities enhancing learners’ language skills and taking learners’

needs into account through planning.

Sub-competencies:

B1.

B2.

B3.

B4.

BS.

B6.

B7.

To help students develop effective language learning strategies
To support students to use English accurately and fluently

To develop learners’ listening skills

To develop learners’ speaking skills

To develop learners’ reading skills

To develop learners’ writing skills

To support learners with special needs to learn English

2.1.8.3. Monitoring and Assessing Language Development

It covers the applications used to monitor and assess learners’ English language

developments

Sub-competencies:

C1. To identify objectives to assessment applications in English language teaching

C2. To use assessment and evaluation instruments in English language teaching

C3. To interpret the results of assessment and give feedback accordingly

C4. To reflect assessment results into teaching process

2.1.8.4. Cooperation with School Principle, Parents and the Society
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It covers the applications to support English language teaching processes through
cooperation with parents, leadership in society, and enhancing the role of schools as

cultural and conventional centers.
Sub-competencies:
D1. To cooperate with parents to develop learners’ language skills

D2. To cooperate with relevant institutes and organizations to inculcate learners about

the importance of learning English language
D3. To encourage learners to attend celebrations and ceremonies actively
D4. To organize occasions for national days

D5. To cooperate with members of society to make schools cultural and conventional

centers

D6. To lead the society

2.1.8.5. Professional Development in English Language Teaching
It covers the applications of professional development of English language teachers
Sub-competencies:
E1l. To identify professional competencies
E2. To contribute their professional and personal developments

E3. To make use of scientific research methods and techniques to develop their

competencies
E4. To reflect the consequences of their research in professional development

The profession of teaching is a dynamic domain and requires constant and ongoing
updating. Parallel to changes in the society and technology, expectations from teachers are
changed and educational goals and objectives can only be realized through qualified and
competent teachers. They play crucial roles to adapt the classroom and teaching setting
according to innovations in the field. If the teachers have the basic competencies, they let

their students get the success and develop themselves (Capri & Celikkaleli 2008)
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2.1.9. Studies on English Language Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs

To accomplish language teaching objectives, English language teachers' self-efficacy
beliefs and their stance within school context are primary factors. However, it is clear when
the literature on the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers who teach a variety of academic
disciplines scanned, it is seen that few research have attempted to look at the self-efficacy
beliefs of English language teachers. Studies on the self-efficacy beliefsof English language
teachers conducted in Turkey and abroad are chronically presented in this section. Data
were gathered using documents from the Council of Higher Education Thesis Center, ISI-

Web of Science, and Google Scholar.

Guven and Cakir (2005) studied ELT teachers' self-efficacy beliefs in Mersin. The
sample of the study was 266 English language teachers who worked in state schools.
Regarding age, years of experience, and gender variables, no significant differences
between groups’ self-efficacy belief levels were found. However, there were significant
differences in their self-efficacy belief levels depending on the department graduated and

in-service training variables.

BlyUkduman (2006) investigated English language competency levels and teaching
skills of candidate English language teachers. 1182 senior English language teaching
students from 22 universities participated in the study. At the end of this study, it was
discovered that the participants had higher self-efficacy beliefs in Classroom Management,
Teaching Strategies, and Student Engagement sub-scales. Also, it was found that
graduated high school variable didn't cause a significant difference in their self-efficacy

beliefs in teaching English.

Alis (2008) studied the relationship between the perceived self-efficacy beliefs and
communicative language teaching states of preparatory school instructors at Yildiz
Technical University. 48 of the instructors at the preparatory school were the participants of
this qualitative study. He concluded, there were significant differences between reading and
listening; reading, and writing; listening, and speaking; and speaking and writing skills
according to the sub-dimensions of English Self-Efficacy Scale. The instructors had higher
self-efficacy beliefs in reading and speaking while they had lower self-efficacy beliefs in
writing and listening sub-dimensions. Also, it was concluded that there was a positive
correlation between their attitudes towards the communicative language teaching sub-
dimension and their self-efficacy beliefs in reading skills and the nature of peer-teacher

correction sub-dimension.

Er (2009) investigated the predictors of pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in

classroom management, instructional strategies and student engagement sub-scales in
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terms of subject area knowledge, relationship with the guide teacher, attitude toward
teaching, and high school graduation. The study was conducted with 179 senior students
studying English teaching at universities in Ankara. She applied three different scales:
Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale, Relationship with Your Mentor Scale, and Students’
Attitudes towards Teaching Profession Scale. The results of this study showed that teacher
candidates’ perceptions about their efficacy in instructional strategies were higher than their
efficacy perceptions of classroom management. Other predictors of high self-efficacy beliefs
were being content with the subject area and being graduated from teacher training high
schools. Also, it was concluded that the relationship between mentor teacher and teacher

candidate was only significant in student engagement sub-dimension.

Yiksel (2010) conducted a self-efficacy research with 114 English language teachers
working at elementary schools in Turkey and searched for teacher self-efficacy belief in
student engagement, competency in using teaching strategies, and competency in
classroom management sub dimensions. Also, he looked for the effects of seniority and
perceived language efficacy variables in his study. Both qualitative and quantitative
research methods were applied to gather data. The results revealed that English language

teachers had high level self-efficacy beliefs in all dimensions of the scale.

Baykara (2011) studied the relationship between teaching competency beliefs and
metacognitive learning strategies of university students studying English language
teaching. Also, she investigated the effects of gender and class level variables on their self-
efficacy and metacognitive learning strategies. The sample group consisted of 172 students
studying ELT at Mugla University. According to the results, English language teaching
students had higher self-efficacy beliefs. While gender didn’t cause a significant difference
in their self-efficacy scores, class level caused a significant difference. The researcher
found a significant relationship between self-efficacy beliefs of university students at English

language teaching department and their metacognitive learning strategies.

Solar-Sekerci (2011) examined the effects of self-efficacy beliefs of English language
teachers in their classroom management skills, instructional strategies, and student
engagement skills. This sample group of the study consisted of 257 English language
instructors working at preparatory schools of different universities in Turkey. In order to
gather data, the researcher used three scales: Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale, Self-
Reported Proficiency Scale, and Language Teaching Methods Scale. The results revealed
that university instructors had high level teacher self-efficacy beliefs in terms of classroom

management skills. Years of experience also made a significate difference in the results.
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Finally, he determined a positive correlation between participants’ English competency, self-

reported proficiency, and self-efficacy beliefs.

Demirtas et al., (2011) studied pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their
attitudes toward the teaching profession. The participants of the study were 380 university
students studying in different departments in the Faculty of Education at Inonu University.
There was not a significant difference in their attitudes toward teaching profession according
to gender and education program they attended. Students studying in English language
teaching department had low level self-efficacy beliefs in classroom management and

student engagement sub dimensions.

Kulekcl (2011) investigated 353 prospective English language teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs at Dokuz Eylul University. He examined their self-efficacy beliefs regarding gender,
grade, perceived academic achievement, and choice of major variables. According to
research results, participants had high level self-efficacy beliefs. No significant difference
was found between self-efficacy beliefs of participants and their grade and perceived

academic achievement states.

Ucar (2012) conducted a quantitative research study to look for a meaningful
relationship between self-efficacy beliefs of English language teacher candidates and
success orientation, and willingness to participate in online learning. The sample of the
study consisted of 186 university students studying English language teaching in Open
Education Faculty at Anadolu University. The results revealed that the participant had high
teacher self-efficacy beliefs. Besides, there wasn’t a significant relationship between
teacher self-efficacy beliefs and willingness to participate in online learning. On the other
hand, he found a significant relationship between their self-efficacy beliefs and success

orientation.

Ekizler (2013) studied the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and teaching
anxiety of 181 pre-service, and 11 in-service English language teachers. She used Teacher
Self Efficacy Belief Scale and Teaching Anxiety Scale. According to the results, in-service
EFL teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions about student engagement, instructional strategies,
and classroom management were higher than pre-service EFL teachers’. Yet, pre-service
teachers had higher concern levels of teaching than in-service teachers in terms of self-

related, task-related, and impact-related variables.

Tavil (2014) studied with 40 pre-service English language teachers who were in their
practicum periods to investigate the effects of keeping self-reflective e-journals on their self-

efficacy beliefs. The participants were asked for keeping self-reflective e-journals during
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practicum period. At the very beginning of the period and the end of the period, their efficacy
belief levels were measured through Teacher efficacy Scale and the results were compared.
At the end of the study, the results revealed that keeping reflective e-journals in teaching
practice period let them become active decision-makers and more efficacious and confident

teachers.

Uygur and Cakir (2015) searched the self-efficacy beliefs of 222 university students
studying English teaching department at Mersin University regarding some demographic
variables. At the end of the study, it was revealed that the participants had high level self-
efficacy beliefs. While the researcher didn’t find out a significant difference according to
gender, graduate high school, and instructional program variables, he found that there was
a significant difference according to class level variable. The students attending the 4" class

were more efficacious than other groups.

Olmez-Caglar (2019) conducted a study with university students studying English
Language Teaching at Hacettepe University and found that there was a positive relationship
between their emotional and social intelligence. Also, the study showed that there was a
positive relationship between emotional intelligence and teacher self-efficacy belief.

Chacon (2005) investigated the self-efficacy beliefs, English language competencies,
and language teaching strategies of English language teachers working at elementary
schools in Venezuela regarding some demographic variables. The sample consisted of 100
English language teachers and a scale for English language teaching competencies was
applied to get data. It was concluded that, English language teachers felt more efficacious
in classroom management and student engagement sub-dimensions and they felt more
competent in teaching grammar than teaching other language skills. It was seen that they
abstained from using communitive language skills. They felt less efficacious in listening,
speaking skills and teaching cultural values. He found a positive correlation between
classroom management strategies and language competencies. While years of teaching
experience and studying abroad or being abroad didn’'t predict self-efficacy beliefs of
English language teachers, taking part in in-service training programs predicted their
efficacy in using teaching strategies. The teachers took part in in-service training programs

felt more efficacious in Student Engagement sub dimension.

Eslami and Fatahi (2008) carried out a study to search for English language teachers’
competencies and their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching English. They used Teacher Self-
Efficacy Scale and English Language Competency Scale. The participants were 40 high
school English language teachers with 1-5 years of teaching experience. The results of self-

efficacy scale showed that self-efficacy beliefs of teachers in using teaching strategies sub-
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dimension were higher than classroom management and student engagement sub-
dimensions. The results of English language Competency Scale revealed that they felt more
competent in reading and speaking skills than listening and writing skills. It was found that
they used grammar based teaching techniques rather than communicative ones. Also, a
positive correlation was found between their teacher self-efficacy belief and English

language competency belief.

Ah Lee (2009) from Korea studied self-efficacy beliefs of primary school English
language teachers searching their English language competency and attitudes to English
language. He applied both quantitative and qualitative research methods to analyze the
data obtained from the participants. The sample consisted of 1327 teachers who answered
scale questions, 23 teachers being interviewed, 5 teachers whose lessons were observed.
According to the results, English language teachers had moderate level of self-efficacy
beliefs in classroom management, using english language teaching strategies, and student
engagement sub-dimensions. Verbal expression competency was the highlighted language
area that the teacher felt least competent with.

The research by Akbari and Moradkhani (2010) examined the relationship between
English language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their seniority as well as their academic
background. The study was carried out with 447 English teachers. The results of the study
underlined that teacher who had less experience years had lower level self-efficacy beliefs.
Also results confirmed that they are less efficacious in use of instructional strategies,
classroom management and student engagement sub-dimensions. Yet, it was seen that
their academic degree, majors did not make any significant differences in their self-efficacy

beliefs.

Ghanizadeh and Moafian (2011) conducted a study to examine the relationship
between self-efficacy levels of English language teachers and their achievement in their
profession. The participants of the study were 89 English language teachers and their
students in Mashhad, Iran. Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale was applied to English
language teachers and Characteristics of Successful EFL Teachers Scale was applied to
their students. The results showed that there was a strong relationship between the self-
efficacy beliefs of teachers and their success. This study also looked for the relationship
between teachers’ seniority and their self-efficacy beliefs. According to the findings of the

research, more experienced teachers had higher self-efficacy beliefs.

In a study carried out with 64 lecturers and 48 associate professors of English in China
by Huangfu (2012), the predictability of English language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs on

motivational teaching behavior was examined. The participants answered a scale consisting
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of two sections and demographic information part. Teacher self-efficacy beliefs, and
strategies to motivate students were the parts that the participants were expected to
answers. According to scale results, it was seen that participants felt highly efficacious in
classroom management and student engagement sub-dimensions. Also, it was found out
that they used primary motivations as increasing, maintaining and conserving strategies.

Their teacher self-efficacy beliefs predicted how they used motivational strategies.



CHAPTER 11l

3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter covers the research design, sampling, data collection instruments, and

data analysis procedures of the study.

3.1. Research Design

The current study was designed as a quantitative research to examine English
language teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs and special field competency beliefs and
whether some variables such as gender, years of experience, school type, school level,
academic degree, faculty and department graduated would make any significant effects on
their general self-efficacy belief levels and special field competency belief levels. It was
conducted with English language teachers working in central district of Amasya during
2021-2022 academic year and correlational research design, one of the quantitative
research methods was used to process the data. Correlational research design is one of
the survey models, which aims to describe general assumptions and attitudes of the
universe quantitatively according to data gathered from a sampling group and it targets to
identify the change of two or more variables simultaneously. Also, it aims to find out how

the change occurs (Karasar, 2012; Buyukoztirk et al., 2013).

3.2. Universe and Sampling

The universe of the study was composed of 352 English language teachers
(female=242, male=110) working at high, secondary, and primary schools in Amasya during
2021-2022 academic year. Sampling was calculated by simple random sampling technique.
Simple random sampling technique is used when universe is not large and scattered. By

the formula;

N.t2.p.q

N =
d2.(N—1) +t2.p.q
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which is used when number of members in universe is known and when the chance of each
element constituting the cluster and given weight is equal (Arikan,2005), the sampling was
found as 184. 203 (female=143, male=60) English language teachers in total participated
in the study. Blyukozturk et al. (2013) emphasize that the sampling should consist of at
least 35% of the universe. This study was conducted with 57.67% of the universe (female=
59.09%, male= 54.55%). The descriptive statistics on the demographic data of the English

teachers patrticipating in the study are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of English Teachers’ Demographic Features

Variable n %
Gender Female 143 70.4
Male 60 29.6
1-5 years 27 13.3
6-10 years 51 25.1
Years of Teaching Experience 11-15 years 44 217
16-20 years 53 26.1
20 years and more 28 13.8
School Type Pu_blic School 186 91.6
Private School 17 8.4
Primary School 23 113
School Level Secondary School 80 394
High School 100 49.3
Academic Degree Bachelor / Associate Degree 161 79.3
Master of Arts 42 20.7
Faculty of Education 161 79.3
Faculty of Science and Literature 35 17.2

Faculty Gradgied Others (The School of Foreign Languages, Open

Education Faculty) ! 3.4
English Teaching 164 80.8
English Language and Literature 29 143
Department Graduated Others (American Culture and Literature, English
AN 10 4.9
Linguistics)

According to Table 1, out of 203 English language teachers, 143 participants (70.4%)
are female and 60 participants (29.6%) are male teachers. In terms of years of teaching
experience variable, 27 (13.3%) of the participants have 1-5 years of teaching experience,
51 teachers (25.1%) have 6-10 years of teaching experience, 44 teachers (21.7%) have 11-
15 years of teaching experience, 53 teachers (26.1%) have 16-20 years of teaching
experience and 28 teachers (13.8%) have 20 or more years of teaching experience.

When the school type variable examined, it is seen that 186 (91,6%) of the teachers
work at public schools while 17 (8.4%) of them work at private schools. 23 (11.3%) of the
teachers work at primary schools, 80 (39.4%) teachers work at secondary schools and 100
(49.3%) of them work at high schools. When academic degree variable is revised, it can be
seen that while 161 (79.3%) of them have a bachelor and associate degree, 42 (20.7%) of
them have master’s degree. When faculty graduated variable is examined, it is seen that
161 (79.3%) of the participants graduated from Faculty of Education, 35 (17.2%) of them

graduated from Faculty of Science and Literature, and 7 (7.2%) of them graduated from
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other faculties or colleges (The School of Foreign Languages and Open Education Faculty).
According to Department Graduated variable, 164 (80.8%) of them graduated from English
Teaching Department, 29 (14.3%) of them graduated from English Language and Literature
Department and 10 (4.9%) of them graduated from American Culture and Literature

Department and English Linguistics.

3.3. Data Collection Tools

In order to obtain data, the researcher used two scales: General Self-Efficacy Scale
(GSES) (Capri & Celikkaleli, 2008) and English Language Teacher Subject Area
Competency Scale (ELTSACS) (Celik et al., 2018). Having taken the permissions from the
authors of the scales, questionnaires were designated in online format and were delivered

to the participants.

The research form consists of three individual sections. In the first section of the form,
some demographic variables such as gender, years of experience, school type, school
level, academic degree, faculty and department graduated took place in order to examine
if they would cause any significant differences in general self-efficacy beliefs and special
field competency beliefs of English language teachers. The second part of the form consists
of English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale (ETSACS) and General
Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) took part in the third section.

3.3.1.English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale (ELTSACS)

ELTSACS is a 36 itemed scale developed by Celik et al. (2018) to investigate self-
efficacy belief levels of English language teachers in their subject area and it has 3
subscales. Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale consists of 16 items (6%, 7",
gh, 9t 10t 11, 12t 13", 14" 15" 16™, 17™, 18", 19", 20t" 36™ items). Efficacy for
Evaluation and Assessment subscale has 11 items (21s!, 22", 23, 27" 28t", 29" 30™,
31%t, 33, 34" 35 jtems) and Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting consists of 9 items
(18t, 2, 3rd, 4t 5th, 24", 25% 261, 32" items). There are no reverse items. It is a 5-point

Likert scale ranging from Definitely Disagree (1) to Definitely Agree (5).

Celik et al. (2018) found the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient for

Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills (ESLS) sub-dimension as .96, for Efficacy for
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Evaluation and Assessment (EEA) sub-dimension as .90, and for Efficacy for Arranging an
Educational Setting (EAES) sub-dimension as .91.

Table 2. The Reliability of English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale
(ELTSACS) and General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES)

Scale Subscales Cronbach Alpha
ESLS 96
EEA 95
ELTSACS EAES o
Whole Scale 98
GSES Whole Scale .93

Table 2 shows the Cronbach a coefficients for the scales and each sub-dimension of
the current study. Croanbach a coefficient for ESLS subscale is .96, Croanbach a coefficient
for EEA sub-scale is 95, Croanbach o coefficient for EAES subscale is .91 and Croanbach
a coefficient for whole scale is .98. It is known that .70 and above coefficient for scales
shows the reliability and as the value gets closer to 1, the reliability of the scale gets higher.
Therefore, it can be said that English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale

is one of the reliable scales (Buylkozturk, et al., 2013).

3.3.2.General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES)

General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES) developed by Jerusalem and Scharzer (1992)
and adapted into Turkish by Capri and Celikkaleli (2008) who studied its validity and
reliability takes place in the third part of the study. It is a one-dimensional 4-point Likert
scale and composed of 10 items. It ranges in Definitely Not True (1), Sometimes True (2),
Mostly True (3), and Definitely True (4). Capri and Celikkaleli (2008) found the Croanbach
a coefficient for the scale as .87. In another study done with school principals, the

Croanbach a coefficient for General Self-Efficacy Scale was found as .92 (Celikay,2019).

According to the Table 2, upon the data gathered for the current study, Croanbach a

coefficient for the scale was found as .93.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

The most appropriate scales whose reliability and validity were proved by their authors

were chosen for data collection instruments for the current study. Permissions to use the
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scales were taken from the authors. Also, the approval was taken from Amasya University
Social Sciences Ethics Research Centre to ensure the study confirms the principles of the
ethical committee (13.10.2021 dated and 38241 numbered research ethics committee
approval), and the application permissions were taken from Amasya Provincial Directorate
for National Education (16.02.2021 dated and E-47613789-44-43651713 numbered

approval).

As data were collected in Covid-19 pandemic period, a research form was adapted
into Google forms and was delivered to English language teachers with a detailed
description via the internet. The participants were informed that the study was based on
voluntariness, and they could withdraw from the study. Also, they were guaranteed that their

answers would be kept confidential and used just for the current study.

3.5. Data Analysis

To analyse the data collected in the Google Forms account, they were transformed
into Microsoft Office Excel programme. After encoding process, they were transformed to
SPSS Statistics 22.0 programme and analysed through this programme. Frequency and
percentile from descriptive statistical techniques were used in order to determine the
demographic information distribution of the participants.

Table 3. Normality Distribution of Data

Scales and Subscales n  Min Max sd X Skewness Kurtosis  p

ESLS Subscale 203 225 5.00 .57 4.2645 -0.67 0.63  0.00
EEA Subscale 203 191 5.00 .61 4.2212 -0.42 0.04 0.00
EAES Subscale 203 211 5.00 .62 4.1533 -0.42 -0.05 0.00
ELTSACS Total score 203 2.14 5.00 .56 4.2235 -0.52 0.35 0.00
GSES Total score 203 1.70 4.00 .55 3.0251 0.07 -0.37 0.00

In order to check the normality of the data distribution, Shapiro-Wilk test was applied.
One data breaking the normality distribution was eliminated. The Shapiro- Wilk test results
were reported to be p<.05 for the total and, Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills
subscale, and Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment subscale, Efficacy for Arranging an
Educational Setting subscales of English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency
Scale and General Self-Efficacy Belief Scale.
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When Skewness-Kurtosis values for the total score of English Language Teacher
Subject Area Competency Scale (-516, .346), Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills
subscale (-.666, .634), Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment subscale (-.422, .040),
Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting subscale (-.420, -.053) and General Self-Efficacy
Scale (.073, -.368) were examined, they were reported to be between -1,00 and +1,00.
Skewness-Kurtosis values between -1.00 and +1.00 indicate the normal distribution of data
(Heir et al.,, 2013). Recognizing the normality distribution of the data, application of
parametric tests was approved. Independent-Samples T-Test was used to compare the
English language teachers’ gender, school type and academic degree scores and One-Way
ANOVA was used to compare years of teaching experience, school level, faculty and
department graduated variable scores. Post-Hoc-Gabriel Test was used to determine the
source of the variance in English Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale and
Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale, Efficacy For Evaluation and Assessment
subscale, Efficacy for Arranging An Educational Setting subscales and General Self-
Efficacy Scale total scores so as to get a homogeneous distribution of variances. Pearson
correlation test was used to determine the relationship between English language teachers’
subject area competency beliefs and general self-efficacy beliefs. Lastly, Linear Regression
analysis was used for analysing the total scores of General Self Efficacy Scale and English
Language Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale in order to determine whether general
self-efficacy beliefs and subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers were

predictive.

Table 4. Data Analysis Procedures

Data Analysis Procedures Methodological Data Collection Data Analysis
Approaches Tools

Research Questions
RQA1l: Do English language teachers’ ELTSACS-GSES Independent
subject area competency belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online P

; . Samples T-test
regarding their gender? Adapted)
RQA2: Do English language teachers’ ELTSACS-GSES One-Wa
subject area competency belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online y

; . ) ) ANOVA
regarding their teaching experience? Adapted)
RQA3:Do English language teachers’ ELTSACS-GSES Independent
subject area competency belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online Sam Fljes T-test
regarding the school type? Adapted) P
RQA4: Do English language teachers’ ELTSACSS-GSES One-Wa
subject area competency belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online Y

. ANOVA
regarding school level? Adapted)
RQA5: Do English language teachers’ ELTSACS-GSES Independent
subject area competency belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online Sam ?es T-test
regarding their academic degree? Adapted) P
RQAG: Do English Iangugge teach_ers ELTSACS-GSES
subject area competency belief levels differ L . One-Way

. Quantitative Surveys (Online
regarding graduated faculty and ANOVA

Adapted)

department?
RQB1l: Do English language teachers’ ELTSACS-GSES Independent
general self-efficacy belief levels differ Quantitative Surveys (Online P

regarding their gender?

Adapted)

Samples T-test
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RQB2: Do English language teachers’
general self-efficacy belief levels differ
regarding their teaching experience?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

One-Way
ANOVA

RQB3: Do English language teachers’
general self-efficacy belief levels differ
regarding the school type?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

Independent
Samples T-test

RQB4: Do English language teachers’
general self-efficacy belief levels differ
regarding school level?

Quantitative

ELTSACSS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

One-Way
ANOVA

RQB5: Do English language teachers’
general self-efficacy belief levels differ
regarding their academic degree?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

Independent
Samples T-test

RQB6: Do English language teachers’
general self-efficacy belief levels differ
regarding the faculty and department they
graduated from?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

One-Way
ANOVA

RQC: Is there a significant relationship
between English language teachers’ general
self-efficacy beliefs and their subject area
competency beliefs?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

Pearson
correlation

RQD: Do general self-efficacy beliefs of
English language teachers’ predict their
subject-area competency beliefs?

Quantitative

ELTSACS-GSES
Surveys (Online
Adapted)

Regression




CHAPTER IV

4. FINDINGS

This section contains statistical analysis of collected data regarding the research
guestions.

4.1. Do English language teachers’ subject area competency belief levels and general
self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding their gender?

The changes in ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores according to gender
variable were analysed with Independent Sample T-Test and results were presented in
Table 5.

Table 5. T-Test Results of GSES and ELTSACS Scores According To Gender Variable

Scale Subscale/Total Score Gender n X ss t sd p
Female 143 4.30 0.54
ESLS Subscale Viale 60 419 062 1.205 201 0.23
F | 14 4.2 .
AES Subscale emale 143 426 056 .y 201 015
Male 60 4.13 0.70
ELTSACS
EAES Subscale Female 143 419 060 .o 501 021
Male 60 4.07 0.66 ' '
Female 143 4.26 0.53
ELTSACS Total Score Vale 60 214 063 1.356 201 0.18
Female 143 3.01 0.52
GSES GSES Total Score Vale 60 306 060 -0.589 201 0.56

p<.05

As seen in Table 6, gender variable didn’t cause statistically a significant difference
in ELTSACS total score (toos201=1.356; X remaie=4.26, X wae=4.14), in Efficacy For
Supporting Language Skills subscale score (toos:201=1.205; X remale=4.30, YMa|e=4.19),
Efficacy For Evaluation And Assessment subscale score (t0.05:201=1.430; Ypema|e=4.26, X
vale=4.13) and Efficacy For Arranging Educational Setting subscale score (i0.05:201=1.262; X
Female=4.19, YMa|e=4.07). Similarly, it didn’t effect significantly the general self-efficacy

beliefs of English language teachers. (to.05:201=-0.589; X remaie=3.01, X yae=3.06 (p>0.05).
As the results of Independent Samples T-Test didn’t have significant differences, Cohen’s

d was not calculated.
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4.2. Findings of RQA2 and RQB2: Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding the
years of teaching experience?

Descriptive statistics results for ELTSACS and GSES total scores and subscale
scores of English language teachers related to years of teaching experience were given in

Table 6.a. and One-Way ANOVA results were given in Table 6.b.

Table 6.a. Descriptive Statistics of ELTSACS and GSES Total and Subscale Scores

According to Years of Teaching Experience Variable
Years of Teaching Experience

1-5years  6-10 years ilialrg i/gazrg 21 yri%rrsé and Total
Scale/ Subscale (n=27) (n=51) (n=44) (n=53) (n=28) (n=203)
X ss X ss X ss X ss X ss X ss
ESLS Subscale 463 038 425 051 4.08 0.71 419 050 4.39 0.53 4.26 0.57
EEA Subscale 448 048 429 055 4.07 072 414 058 424 0.61 4.22 0.61
EAES Subscale 454 043 412 051 400 0.75 4.08 0.62 4.22 0.62 4.15 0.62
ELTSACS To'd 456 039 423 049 406 071 415 052 430 055 422 056

GSES Total Score 305 060 298 048 3.09 056 293 054 318 057 3.038 0.55

ELTSACS total score of teachers who had 1-5 years of teaching experience was 4.56,
it was 4.23 for teachers with 6-10 years of experience, 4.06 for teachers with 11-15 years
of teaching experience, 4.15 for teachers with 16-20 years of teaching experience, and 4.30
for teachers with 21 years and more experience. Teachers who had 1-5 years of teaching
experience had the highest ELTSACS total score. There was a significant difference
between ELTSACS total score of English language teachers with 1-5 years of teaching

experience (Y=4.56) and others who had 6-10 years of teaching experience (Y=4.23), 11-

15 years of teaching experience (X =4.06) and 16-20 years of teaching experience (X
=4.15),

ELTSACS Efficacy for Supporting English Language Skills subscale score of English
language teachers who had 1-5 years of teaching experience was 4.63, it was 4.25 for
teachers who had 6-10 years of teaching experience, 4.08 for teachers who had 11-15
years of teaching experience, 4.19 for teachers who had 16-20 years of teaching experience
and 4.39 for teachers who had 21 years or more teaching experience. Teachers with 1-5
years of teaching experience had the highest ESLS score. There was statistically a
significant difference between the ESLS subscale scores of teachers who had 1-5 years (
Y=4.63), 6-10 years (Y=4.25), 11-15 years (Y=4.08), and 16-20 years (Y:4.19) of

teaching experience.
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ELTSACS Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting subscale score of English
language teachers who had 1-5 years of teaching experience was 4.54, it was 4.12 for
teachers who had 6-10 years of teaching experience, 4.00 for teachers who had 11-15
years of teaching experience, 4.08 for teachers who had 16-20 years of teaching experience
and it was 4.22 for the ones who had 21 years or more teaching experience. Teachers with
1-5 years of teaching experience had the highest EAE subscale score. There was

statistically a significant difference between the EAE subscale scores of teachers with 1-5 (
Y=4.54) years of teaching experience and teachers with 6-10 (Y=4.12), 11-15 (Y:4.00)

and 16-20 (Y=4.08) years of teaching experience.

Table 6.b. One-Way ANOVA Results of ELTSACS and GSES Total and Subscale Scores
According To Years of Teaching Experience Variable

Source of Sum of Mean Difference
Scale/ Subscale . S p
Variance Squares Square between groups
Between Groups 5.733 4 1.433 1-5 years>6-10
- years
ESLS Subscale Within Groups 59.048 198 0.298 1-5 years>11-15
4.806 0.00
years
Total 64.782 202 1-5 years>16-20
years
Between Groups 3.385 4 0.846
EEA Subscale Within Groups 71242 198 0.360 2.352 0.06 No Difference
Total 74.627 202
Between Groups 5.473 4 1.368 1-5 years>6-10
- years
Within Groups 72.277 198 0.365
EAES Subscale 3748 001 Lloyears>1l-IS
years
Total 77.751 202 1-5 years>16-20
years
Between Groups 4.716 4 1.179 1-5 years>11-15
- years
ELTSACS Total Score  Within Groups 59.521 198 0.301 3.922 0.00 1-5 years>16-20
Total 64.237 202 years
Between Groups 1.488 4 0.372
GSES Total Score Within Groups 58.594 198 0.296 1.257 0.29 No Difference
Total 60.082 202

When ELTSACS total and subscale scores were compared according to years of
teaching experience variable, the results showed that years of teaching experience variable
caused statistically a significant difference in ELTSACS total score (Fs-202=3.922; p=0.00),
Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale score (F4-20=4.806; p=0.00), Efficacy For
Evaluation and Assessment subscale score (Fs.20,=4.806; p=986.00 and Efficacy for

Arranging Educational Setting subscale score (Fa.202=3.748; p=0.01) (p<0.05).

Years of teaching experience didn’t make statistically any significant difference in
English language teachers’ Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment subscale scores (Fa-
202=2.352; p=0.06). (p>0.05).



46

When GSES total scores were compared, it was seen that years of teaching

experience didn’t cause any significant differences (Fi.20,=0.219; p=0.00) (p>0.05).

4.3. Findings of RQA3 and RQB3:. Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding the
school type the teachers work at?

The changes in ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores according to school
type variable were analysed with independent sample T-test and results were presented in
Table 7.

Table 7. T-Test Results of ELTSACS and GSES Scores According to School Type Variable
Scale Subscale/ Total Score  School Type n X SS t sd p

Public School 186 4.24 0.57
Bl Private School 17 4.48 04 1630 201 0.1

Public School 186 4.22 0.60
EEA Subscale Private School 17  4.28 0.66 -0.440 201 0.66

ELTSACS

Public School 186 4.13 0.63
B "' Private School 17 4.39 044 1666 201 0.10

Public School 186 4.21 0.57
ELTSACS Total Score Private School 17 4.40 049 -1.379 201 0.19

Public School 186 3.02 0.52
GSES GSES Total Score Private School 17 3.06 0.77 -0.266 201 0.85

p<0.05

According to Table 7, school type variable didn’t affect the subject area competency
beliefs of English language teachers (to.0s:201=1.379; X pubiic schoo=4.21, X private schoo=4.140).
Also it didn’t cause statistically a meaningful difference in Efficacy for Supporting Language
Skills subscale scores (to.os:201=1.630; YPubnc schooi=4.24, X private schooi=4.48), Efficacy for
Evaluation and Assessment subscale scores (t.05:201=0.440; X pusiic schoo=4.22, X private School
=4.28) and Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting subscale scores (to.0s5:201=1.666; X
public Schooi=4.39, X private schooi=4.21). Similarly, school type variable didn’'t affect English

language teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs. (to.0s:200=-0.266; X pubiic schoot =3.02, X private
school =3.06 (p>0.05). As the results of Independent Samples T-Test did not have significant

differences, Cohen’s d was not calculated.

Descriptive statistics results for ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores of
English language teachers regarding school level were given in Table 8.a. and One-Way

ANOVA results were given in Table 8.b.
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4.4. Findings of RQA4 and RQB4:. Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding the
school level the teacher work at?

Table 8.a. Descriptive Statistics of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language
Teachers According to School Level Variable

School Level
Primary School Secondary School High School Total

Scale/Subscale (n=23) (n=80) (n=100) (n=203)

X ss X ss X ss X ss
ESLS Subscale 4.08 0.68 4.20 0.61 436 049 4.26 0.57
EEA Subscale 4.13 0.63 4.14 0.65 430 057 422 0.61
EAES Subscale 3.99 0.67 4.11 0.64 422 059 415 0.62
ELTSACS Total Score  4.07 0.63 4.16 0.60 431 051 422 0.56
GSES Total Score 2.96 0.47 2.95 0.55 3.10 056 3.03 0.55

Table 8.b. One-Way ANOVA ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language Teachers
According to School Level

Differences
Scale/Subscale Source of Variance SS um of sd Mean F p among
quares Square
groups
Bgtween Groups 2.030 2 1.015 Primary
ESLS Subscale Within Groups 62.752 200 0.314 3.234 0.04 School<High
Total 64782 202 School
Between Groups 1.342 2 0.671
EEA Subscale Within Groups 73.285 200 0.366 1.831 0.16 _No
Difference
Total 74.627 202
Between Groups 1.259 2 0.630
Within Groups No
EAES Subscale p 76.491 200 0.382 1646 020 .o
Total 77.751 202
Between Groups 1.564 2 0.782
ELTSACS Total Score Within Groups 62.672 200 0.313 2.496 0.08  No
Difference
Total 64.237 202
Between Groups 1.231 2 0.615
GSES Total Score Within Groups 58.851 200 0.294 2.091 0.13  No
Difference
Total 60.082 202

When ELTSACS total and subscale scores of English language teachers were compared
regarding school levels they work at, statistically no significant difference was found in
scale’s total score (F»-202=2.496; p=0.08), Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment subscale
score (F2-20.=1.831; p=0.16), and Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting subscale score
(F2-200=1.646; p=0.20) (p>0.05). Yet, school level variable caused statistically a meaningful

difference in Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale score (F2-20.=3.234; p=0.04)
(p<0.05). The difference was found in favour of teachers working at high school (Y=4.36)

compared to primary schools (Y=4.08). The ESLS score of English language teachers

working at primary schools was 4.08, the ESLS score of teachers working at secondary
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schools was 4.20 and it was 4.36 for teachers working at high schools. It was seen that

English language teachers working at high schools had the highest ESLS score.

School level variable didn’t cause any meaningful differences in GSES scores of the
participants (F2-200=2.091; p=0.13) (p>0.05).

4.5. Findings of RQA5 and RQB5: Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding their
academic degree?

The changes in ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores regarding academic
degree variable were analysed with independent sample T-test and results were presented
in Table 9.

Table 9. T-test Results of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language Teachers
According to Academic Degree Variable

Scale Subscale/Total Score Academic degree n X ss t sd p

Bachelor's_Associate’s 161 4.31 0.51

ESLS Subscale Master's 42 411 074 1.628 201 0.11

EEA Subscale Bachelor s_As,somate s 161 4.25 0.56 1124 201 027
Master’s 42 411 0.77
ELTSACS Bachelor's_Associate’s 161 4.18 0.57

EAE I - ' ' .822 201 0.42

S Subscale Master’s 42 4.07 0.79 0.8 010

Bachelor's_Associate’s 161 4.26 0.51

ELTSACS Total Score Master's 42 410 074 1.306 201 0.20
Bachelor's_Associate’s 161 3.05 0.51

GSES GSES Total Score Master's 42 203 065 1.128 201 0.26

According to Table 9, academic degree variable didn't yield statistically any
meaningful differences in ELTSACS total scores (to.05:201=1.306; X sachelors-associates=4.26, X
masters=4.10), in Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale scores (i0.05:201=1.124; X
Bachelors-Associate’s =431, X Masters =4.11),in Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment subscale
scores (to.05:2001=0.822; X gachelors-Associate's =4.25, X masters =4.11) and in Efficacy for Arranging

Educational Setting subscale scores (t0.05201=1.128; X sachelors-Associate's =4.18, X Master's

=4.07). Similarly, academic degree variable didn’t significantly affect English language

teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs. (to.05:201=-0.266; X Bachelors-Associate's =3.05, X Mastor's
=2.93 (p>0.05). As the results of Independent Samples T-Test did not have significant

differences, Cohen’s d value was not calculated.
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4.6. Findings of RQA6 and RQB6: Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding
faculty they graduated from?

Descriptive statistics results for ELTSACS and GSES total scores and subscale
scores of English language teachers related to faculty graduated variable were given in
Table 10.a- and One-Way ANOVA results were given in Table 10.b.

Table 10.a. Descriptive Statistics of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language

Teachers According to Faculty Graduated Variable
Faculty Graduated

Faculty_ of Faculty pf Science and Others Total
Education Literature _ _
Scale/Subscale (n=161) (n=35) (n=7) (n=203)
X ss X ss X ss X ss

ESLS Subscale 4.27 0.59 4.28 0.46 4.18 0.63 4.26 0.57
EEA Subscale 4.25 0.62 4.12 0.53 403 061 422 0.61
EAES Subscale 4.16 0.65 4.15 0.48 4.08 0.69 4.15 0.62
bl 4.23 0.59 4.20 0.45 411 063 422 056
GSES Total Score 3.05 0.56 2.91 0.50 3.10 0.48 3.03 0.55

Table 10.b. One-Way ANOVA Results of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language
Teachers According to Faculty Graduated Variable

Source of Sum of Mean Difference
Scale/ Subscale : p Among
Variance Squares Square
Groups
Between Groups 0.056 2 0.028
Within Groups No
ESLS Subscale p 64726 200 0324 0086 0.92 oo o
Total 64.782 202
Between Groups 0.804 2 0.402
EEA Subscale Within Groups 73.822 200 0.369 1.090 0.34 _No
Difference
Total 74.627 202
Between Groups 0.040 2 0.020
EAES Subscale Within Groups 77.710 200 0.389 0.052 0.95 _No
Difference
Total 77.751 202
Between Groups 0.141 2 0.070
ELTSACS Total Score Within Groups 64.096 200 0.320 0.219 0.80 _No
Difference
Total 64.237 202
Between Groups 0.593 2 0.297
GSES Total Score Within Groups 59489 200 0.297 0997 0.37 . No
ifference
Total 60.082 202

ELTSACS total and subscale scores regarding faculty graduated variable were found
as (F2202=0.219; p=0.80) for scale’s total score, as (F220.=0.086; p=0.92) for Efficacy for
Supporting Language Skills subscale, (F2-200=1.090; p=0.34) for Efficacy for Evaluation and
Assessment subscale score, (F2.20=0.052; p=0.95) for Efficacy for Arranging Educational

Setting subscale. There were no statistically meaningful differences in the scores (p>0.05).
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When GSES scores of English language teachers were compared regarding faculty
graduated variable, it was found that there was no statistically meaningful difference (F.-
202=0.0997; p=0.37) (p>0.05).

4.7. Findings of RQA6 and RQB6: Do English language teachers’ subject area
competency belief levels and general self-efficacy belief levels differ regarding the
department they graduated from?

Descriptive statistics results for ELTSACS and GSES total scores and subscale
scores of English language teachers regarding department graduated variable were given
in Table 11.a- and One-Way ANOVA results were given in Table 11.b.

Table 11.a. Descriptive Statistics of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language

Teachers According to Department Graduated Variable
Department Graduated

English Language English Language and Other Total
Teaching Literature - _
Scale/ Subscale (n=164) (n=29) (n=10) (n=203)
X ss X ss X ss X ss
ESLS Subscale 4.28 0.55 4.24 0.57 4.08 0.86 4.26 0.57
EEA Subscale 4.26 0.59 4.09 0.65 3.99 080 4.22 0.61
EAES Subscale 4.16 0.62 4.13 0.58 4.09 078 4.15 0.62
ELTSACS Total Score 4.24 0.55 4.17 0.58 405 0.79 4.22 0.56
GSES Total Score 3.05 0.55 2.94 0.50 2.80 056 3.03 0.55

Table 11.b. One Way ANOVA Results of ELTSACS and GSES Scores of English Language
Teachers According to Department Graduated Variable

Source of Sum of Mean Difference
Scale/ Subscale . p Among
Variance Squares Square G
roups
Between Groups 0.425 2 0.212
ESLS Subscale Within Groups 64.357 200 0.322 0.660 0.52 _No
Difference
Total 64.782 202
Between Groups 1.218 2 0.609
EEA Subscale Within Groups 73.408 200 0.367 1.660 0.19 _No
Difference
Total 74.627 202
Between Groups 0.075 2 0.037
EAES Subscale Within Groups 77.676 200 0.388 0.096 0.91 _No
Difference
Total 77.751 202
Between Groups 0.458 2 0229
ELTSACS Total Score Within Groups 63.779 200 0.319 0.718 0.49 _No
Difference
Total 64.237 202
Between Groups 0.822 2 0.411
GSES Total Score Within Groups 50.260 200 0.296 1.387 0.25 _No
Difference
Total 60.082 202

ELTSACS scores regarding department graduated variable were calculated as (F».
202=0.718; p=0.49) for total score, (F2-200=0.660; p=0.52) for ESLS subscale score, (F2-
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202=1.660; p=0.19) for EEA subscale, (F2-20.=0.096; p=0.91) for EAES subscale. There was

not statistically a meaningful difference in the scores (p>0.05).

When GSES scores of English language teachers were compared regarding
department graduated variable, there wasn't statistically a meaningful difference in total
scale score (F2-202=1.387; p=0.25) (p>0.05).

4.8. Findings of RQC: Is There A Significant Relationship Between English Language
Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Their Subject-Area Competency Beliefs?

Statistics related to the relationships between ELTSACS and GSES total and
subscale scores of English language teachers were given in Table 12.

Table 12. Pearson Correlation Analysis of ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores
of English language teachers

ESLS EEA EAES  ELTSACS  GSES

Total Total
r 1 0.876" 0.841" 0.966" 0.457"
ESLS p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
n 203 203 203 203 203
r 0.876" 1 0.842™ 0.952™ 0.493"
EEA p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
n 203 203 203 203 203
r 0.841" 0.842" 1 0.928" 0.481"
EAES p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
n 203 203 203 203 203
r 0.966" 0.952" 0.928™ 1 0.499™
ELTSACS Total p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
n 203 203 203 203 203
r 0.457" 0.493" 0.481" 0.499™ 1
GSES Total p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
n 203 203 203 203 203

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

A correlation coefficient of +1 indicates a perfectly positive relationship; -1 indicates a
perfectly negative relationship, and .00 is interpreted as no relationship. However, the
ranges calculated in the interpretation of the correlation coefficient in terms of magnitude
may differ from one researcher to another. Blyukdztirk (2013) defines an absolute value
of .70-1.00 as high, absolute value of.70-.30 as moderate and absolute value of .00-.30 as
low relation. According to Pearson’s correlation analysis that shows the relationship
between ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale scores, there is a highly positive and
meaningful relationship between ESLS sub-scale score and, EEA, EAES subscale

ELTSACS total scores. There is moderately a positive and meaningful relationship between
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ESLS sub-scale and GSES total scores (reea=0.876, reags =0.841, rectsacs = 0.966 and reses
=0.457; p<.01). There is highly a meaningful relationship between EEA sub- scale score
and EAES sub-scale and ELTSACS total scores. There is moderately a positive and
meaningful relationship between EEA sub-scale and GSES total scores (reaes= 0.842,
rectsacs=0.952 and reses=0.493; p<.01). There is highly a meaningful relationship between
EAES sub-scale score and ELTSACS total score. There is moderately a positive and
meaningful relationship between EAES sub-scale and GSES total scores (rectsacs=0.928
and reses=0.481; p<.01). Considering the coefficients of determination (r?eea=.77, r’eaes
=.71, r’eirsacs = .93 and r’gses =.21) total variance of ESLS can be said to be originated 77%
of EEA, 71% of EAES, 93% of ELTSACS, and 21% of GSES.

4.9. Findings of RQD: Do General Self-Efficacy Beliefs of English Language Teachers’
Predict Their Subject-Area Competency Beliefs?

Table 13.a. Cook's Distance coefficient for regression analysis
Residuals Statistics a
N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Residual 203 -2,656 2.313 .000 .998
Cook's Distance 203 .000 .077  .005 .008
a. Dependent Variable: GSES Total

When the residual values were reviewed, it was determined that the data was
between Min=-2.656 and Max=2.313 and it can be accepted as a normal value as Standard

Residual value is accepted as Min=-3; Max=+3. There is a no outlier value.

In addition, according to histogram and Normal P-P plot glyphs, errors were normally

dispersed, and when Scatterplot was examined, variables were co-variance.

Table 13.b. Durbin-Watson coefficient for regression analysis
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson
1 4994 .249 .245 47387 2.098
a. Predictors: (Constant), ELTSACS total

b. Dependent Variable: GSES Total

Finally, when the Durbin-Watson coefficient was examined, the errors were

determined to be independent of each other and regression analysis was applied.

Tablo 13.c. Regression coefficients in regression analysis

B Standard error B t p
GSES .988 .252 3.921 .000
ELTSACS 482 .059 499 8.158 .000

According to the regression analysis results, 0.25% of the variance in total score of

GSES (R?=.249) was predicted by ELTSACS total score. Thus, a meaningful regression
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model occurred (F, 201 = 66.559, p<0.05). It was found that English language teachers’
subject area competency beliefs determined their general self-efficacy beliefs in a positive
and meaningful way (p=.482 t(201)=8.16, p<0.05).

According to the regression equation and estimation generated, a unit increase in the

independent exchange corresponds to a 0.482-unit increase in the dependent variable.



CHAPTER V

5. DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the findings will be interpreted in consideration of the literature and
discussed according to the research questions. This study aimed to examine the general
self-efficacy and subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers and
whether their self-efficacy belief levels differ due to some demographic variables. Also, the
study investigated whether there was a relationship between English language teachers’
general self-efficacy beliefs and their subject area competency beliefs. The study's
limitations and some recommendations for further research will be discussed at the end of
the section.

The current study showed that English language teachers had high general and
subject area competency self-efficacy belief levels. GSES mean score was determined as
3.02 out of 4.00 and ELTSACS score was determined as 4.22 out of 5. Considering
subscale scores, English language teachers had high scores in all sub-scales but they had
the highest score in Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale (ESLS) and the least
score in Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting subscale (EAES). These results show
similarity with the studies done by Esen (2012), Dogan (2009), Dolgun (2016) and Kaygisiz
(2018). Esen (2012) found that English language teachers had high level general and
professional sense of self-efficacy and there was a positive and meaningful relationship
between general self-efficacy and professional self-efficacy beliefs of English language
teachers. Likewise, Dogan (2009) examined the English language teachers’ professional
self-efficacy perceptions and the issues they come across in teaching English. He
discovered that English language teachers had high self-efficacy beliefs in their subject area
but the most challenging situation for them was cooperating with parents. Dolgun (2016)
conducted a study to look into the self-efficacy beliefs of pre-service and in-service ELF
teachers in terms of their abilities to manage their classrooms, use effective instructional
practices, and engage student into activities. At the end of the study, she discovered that
English language teachers held strong beliefs in their self- efficacy. She found that in-
service teachers felt more efficacious in student engagement while there were no

meaningful differences between self-efficacy scores of groups in term of classroom



55

management. The predictability of English language teachers' self-efficacy beliefs for the
language teaching methods was explored by Kaygisiz (2018). The findings indicated that
English language teachers had high level confidence in their ability to teach a foreign
language. The teachers taking part in the study were mostly felt efficacious in assessment
and material adaptation. He also found that English language teachers were tend to use
activities based on communicative approach, but not grammar based activities. He
determined that English language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs were the predictor of the

methods they used in their classrooms.

As there is a bidirectional relationship between self-efficacy belief and proficiency in
practice, teachers with high level self-efficacy belief are very important for an ideal learning
environment. That means that teachers with self-efficacy beliefs will perform at their best
and cope with difficulties arising in classroom and transform compelling tasks into
opportunities for further teachings. However, of course, these results can be seen as
speculative as there have been some studies asserting the differences between teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs and their observed performances (Jacob & McGovern, 2015). It can be
explained by illusion of efficacy which means exaggerated self-efficacy beliefs that do not
reflect reality or the answers can serve social acceptability which leads the participants to
give different answers than what they really feel because of the need for approval (Jacob &
McGovern, 2015). Therefore, researchers should keep this possibility in their mind.

Research questions sought to find out the level of general self-efficacy beliefs and
subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers in Amasya regarding some
variables such as gender, years of experience, school type, school level, academic degree,
faculty and department which the participants graduated from. Discussion will be carried

out according to these variables.

5.1. Discussion of English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject
Area Competency Beliefs Regarding Gender

Reviewing the effects of demographic features on subject-area competency beliefs
and general self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers, gender variable results
revealed that female teachers scored higher for subject-area competency belief than male
teachers, but there was no statistically significant difference between the scores of groups.
Also, there was a modest difference in favor of female English language teachers for each
of the three sub dimensions of the ELTSACS. Studies done by Aydogdu (2007), Eslami and
Fatahi (2008), Cantekin (2009), Dogan (2009), Tung-Yuksel (2010), Esen (2012), Karaca
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(2020), Sari (2019), Temizel-Zengin (2019), Turan (2018) and Yildirim (2019), Akbas and
Celikkaleli (2006), Ustlner, et al. (2009), Sarikaya et al. (2005) supported the findings of
the current study related to effect of gender on ELT teachers’ subject area self-efficacy
beliefs. These studies demonstrated that gender didn’t have statistically significant effect
on teacher self-efficacy beliefs. Aydogdu (2007) investigated the teaching English
competencies of English language teachers using a scale which he developed based upon
the competencies framework presented by MoNE. 150 English language teachers from
Edirne working at primary, secondary, and high schools made up the study's sample. He
examined the competencies of teachers according to educational background, type of
school, experience years, gender, and type of contract. He concluded that gender variable
didn’t cause a significant difference in participants’ English competencies scores. Eslami
and Fatahi (2008) investigated self-efficacy beliefs and perceived English language
proficiency levels of nonnative speakers of English teachers in Iran. To assess teachers'
effectiveness in classroom management, engaging students, and implementing
instructional practices, they employed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001). They found that gender, grade level which the participants taught, and
general self-efficacy levels of the participants didn’t cause any significant differences in both
total and sub-dimensional scores of the participants. Cantekin (2009) identified perceived
self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers concerning their professional and
communication competencies regarding some certain variables. 163 English language
teachers working at high schools in Ankara made up the study's sample. The results
revealed that English language teachers had high self-efficacy beliefs in their subject-area
competencies but they had lower self-efficacy beliefs in their communicative skills. Gender
variable caused statistically no meaningful differences in their two scale scores. Tung-
Yuksel (2010) aimed in her study to assess the perceived self-efficacy belief levels of
English language teachers working at state primary schools. The sample consisted of 144
English language teachers. The scale had three sub-dimensions. According to results of
the scale sores, gender didn’t make any significant differences in total and sub-scale scores.
Esen (2012) investigated the self-efficacy profiles of primary school English language
instructors in Mersin concerning gender, school type, years of experience, department
graduated, and academic level. She developed English Language Teachers’ Sense of Self—
Efficacy Scale on English language teaching competencies framework presented by MoNE
and applied the scale to 345 English language teachers working in Mersin. The scale
consisted of three sub-dimensions. The findings showed that English language teachers
had high scores in Observing and Evaluating Language Development, Collaborating with

School Staff, Colleagues, Family, and Society, Organizing Suitable Methods and
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Techniques for a Suitable Classroom Environment, and Professional Development sub-
dimensions. The gender variable did not significantly affect the participants' general self-
efficacy or subscale scores. Dogan (2009) aimed to study the perceived self-efficacy belief
levels of English language teachers working at elementary and secondary schools in
Istanbul. 201 English language teachers from various parts of the city participated in the
study. The researcher looked into the teachers' self-efficacy perceptions and the challenges
they encounter when teaching English. He discovered that participants' opinions about their
subject area proficiency were not significantly influenced by their gender. Turan (2018)
examined the self-efficacy beliefs and preferred language teaching techniques of English
teachers. There were 212 English language teachers who worked in Adiyaman in the
sample group of the study. The Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale was employed by the
researcher to gauge the English teachers' self-efficacy beliefs. While school type, seniority,
weekly course load made significant differences in participants’ self-efficacy belief scores,
gender, graduated high school, faculty and in-service training participation didn’t cause any
significant differences in their scores. The classroom management techniques and
professional self-efficacy beliefs of English language instructors employed in secondary and
high schools were examined by Yildirim (2019). She looked at how factors including gender,
years of experience, graduated faculty, and academic stage affected the level of self-
efficacy beliefs. According to the aforementioned variables, she did not come across any
statistically significant variations in self-efficacy scores of English language teachers.
Temizel-Zengin's (2019) research sought to ascertain the communicative and professional
proficiency levels of English language teachers working at elementary and secondary
schools in Istanbul. She studied with104 English language teachers. She found statistically
no meaningful differences in the general and sub-dimensional scores of the scale between
males and females. Sari (2019), in her study related to English language teachers’
competencies for teaching English to young learners, examined the effects of some
variables on self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers. The sample of the study
consisted of 80 English language teachers in Kutahya. She applied Foreign Language
Teaching Proficiency Scale for Children. Gender didn’t cause a significant difference in the
total score of the scale between groups. The self-efficacy perceptions of in-service English
language teachers working at Turkish public elementary, secondary, and high schools were
examined by Karaca (2020). She utilized the Turkish translation of the Teachers' Sense of
Efficacy Scale adapted in Turkish by Capa et al. (2005). The scale had three sub-
dimensions: Instructional Methodologies, Classroom Management, and Student
Engagement. In terms of the scale's overall score as well as the scores for its sub-

dimensions, gender had no significant effect. Akbas and Celikkaleli (2006) investigated
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science teaching self-efficacy beliefs of pre-service elementary teachers according to
gender. The sample consisted of 491 pre-service science teachers from Dokuz Eylul,
Balikesir, Cumhuriyet, Mersin, Ankara, and Van Ylzuncli Yil Universities. The results
showed that pre-service elementary teachers’ science teaching self-efficacy beliefs and
outcome expectancies didn’t change owing to gender variable. The study by Ustiiner, et al.
(2009) aimed to determine self-efficacy beliefs of secondary school teachers teaching
different subject matters. They studied according to some variables such as gender, years
of experience, school type, academic degree and pedagogical formation. The participants
were 292 teachers working in Malatya. They found that self-efficacy beliefs of secondary
school teachers didn’t differ according to gender. Sarikaya et al. (2005) examined
preservice elementary teachers’ science teaching self-efficacy beliefs and their classroom
management beliefs according to their gender and grade level. The study was conducted
with 584 third year and fourth year university students. The results revealed that pre-service

teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs didn’t differ according to gender variable.

On the other hand, Bilican (2016), Cankaya (2018), Eslami and Fatahi (2008), ilgor
(2019), Kaygisiz (2018), Odabas-Kararmaz (2013), Sen (2021) and Yoldas (2019) found
out that there was statistically a meaningful difference between the subject area
competency belief scores of participants in favor of female teachers, which is incompatible
with the current study. Odabas-Kararmaz (2013) looked at several demographic factors with
respect to how subject-area competencies of English language teachers in primary schools
were perceived. A total of 195 English language teachers who work in Zonguldak composed
the study's sample. While seniority and participation in in-service training programs had no
statistically significant impact on the scale's overall and sub-scale scores, gender made
statistically a significant difference in favor of female teachers in Language Skill
Development and Cooperation with School, Family, and Society sub-scale scores. Bilican
(2016) aimed to explore the effectiveness and professional competencies of English
language teaching department graduates in their first five years after graduation. He looked
at the effects of factors like experience years, educational attainment, involvement in in-
service training programs, and gender. 251 novice English language teachers from Ankara,
izmir, Manisa, Canakkale, and Burdur participated in the study. Other than gender, none of
the aforementioned factors significantly affected participants' scores. Compared to male
graduates, female ELT graduates reported having higher levels of self-efficacy beliefs for
English language proficiency. The self-efficacy perceptions of in-service English instructors
and student teachers were studied by Cankaya (2018). The study involved 35 in-service

teachers and 17 student teachers from three universities. Although the analysis revealed
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no statistically meaningful differences in self-efficacy beliefs between student-teachers and
in-service teachers in terms of university any teaching experience variables; female
participants were found more self-efficacious in teaching English. Kaygisiz (2018)
investigated whether the self-efficacy of English language instructors predicted their
pedagogical approaches. The study was done with English teachers employed at public
schools. The results revealed that female English language teachers were more efficacious
than male teachers in teaching English. The relationship between English language
teachers' perceptions of their professional competence and their beliefs in their self-efficacy
was examined by ilgér (2019) regarding gender, age, marital status, graduated faculty,
school type, and seniority. The study involved 209 English language teachers from public
elementary, secondary, and high schools in Erzurum. She utilized Teachers' Self-Efficacy
Scale in her research. The findings revealed that the participants had high self-efficacy
belief scores in both scale’s total and sub-dimensional scores. Gender, graduated faculty,
and seniority variables caused statistically meaningful differences in participants’ scores in
favor of female teachers. Yoldas (2019) investigated self-efficacy beliefs of both novice and
experienced English language teachers teaching to young learners. She looked into their
self-efficacy perceptions in instructional techniques, student engagement, and classroom
management. 158 ELT instructors who taught English to young learners made up the
sample of the study. She concluded that gender variable yielded statistically a significant
difference in the scale's total and Student Engagement sub-scale score. Sen (2021)
examined the relationship between language teachers’ lifelong learning tendencies with
professional competencies and technological self-efficacies. The sample was composed of
561 English language teachers working at state and private primary, elementary, and high
school in Turkey. In her study, Sen (2021) concluded that while male English language
teachers were statistically more efficacious in integrating technology in their teaching
strategies, female teachers had higher tendencies in lifelong learning and higher self-

efficacy beliefs in their subject area competencies.

There are some studies incompatible with the current study, which found that male
teachers had statistically higher subject area competency beliefs than female teachers.
Aslan (2019) focused on English language teachers' perceptions about their professional
senses of self-efficacy. The sub dimensions of the scale were Observing and Evaluating
Language Development, Interacting with Society, Family,and Coworkers, and Developing
Appropriate Methods and Strategies for a Desirable Classroom Environment. Gender,
school type, years of experience, department graduated, academic degree, and work

position were determined as the demographic variables. Male teachers’ scores were higher
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in Supporting Professional Development sub dimension and total score of the scale. English
language teachers' self-efficacy perceptions about the teaching process and how they apply
their efficacy skills in the classroom were examined by Yenen (2018).The participants were
406 English language teachers working in Elazi§. He used Self-Efficacy Scale developed
by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). According to the results of the study, male English
language teachers felt more effective concerning Classroom Management and Student
Engagement, but female teachers felt more efficacious in Teaching Techniques. In their
study, Demirtas et al. (2011) explored the relationship between pre-service teachers' views
to teaching profession and their teacher self-efficacy beliefs. 380 university students
from Inonu University participated in the study. The findings showed that department and
gender variables caused statistically significant differences in favor of male participants.

There aren’t so many studies searching general self-efficacy beliefs of English
language teachers. Esen’s (2012) and Atmaca’s (2016) studies are the most remarkable
ones searching general self-efficacy beliefs and subject area competency beliefs of English
language teachers and they looked for the relationship between self-efficacy belief types.
In Esen’s (2012) research the relationship between gender and general self-efficacy beliefs
of English language teachers was studied and scores were tabulated with t-tests results
and it was found that there was not a statistically significant relationship between gender
and general self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers. Yet, it was seen that there
was a slight difference in favor of male teachers. Atmaca was the other researcher seeking
for the general self-efficacy and subject area competency beliefs of English language
teachers. She also concluded that gender made no difference in general self-efficacy beliefs
between groups. The current study showed consistency in terms of the effect of gender on
general self-efficacy beliefs of people working in different fields. In studies done by Endler,
Johnson & Flett (2001) Milner and Woolfolk-Hoy (2003), Yildirrm and llhan (2010), Altun
(2019), and Ustiiner et al. (2009) gender didn’t cause a significant difference in teachers’
general self-efficacy beliefs. On the other hand, studies done by Rimm and Jerusalem
(1999), Schwarzer and Scholes (2000), Aypay (2010), Aydiner (2011), Yegin (2020) found
statistically a meaningful difference in general self-efficacy beliefs in favor of male
participants. Conversely, Goller (2015) found that females had higher self-efficacy belief

scores in Maintenance Effort sub dimension.
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5.2. Discussion English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject Area
Competency Beliefs Regarding Years of Teaching Experience

Years of teaching experience was another demographic factor whose effects on
English language teachers' general self-efficacy and subject-area self-efficacy beliefs were
examined in this study. The findings of this study showed that the total ELTSACS score
differed statistically significantly depending on years of teaching experience. Also, Efficacy
for Supporting Language Skills and Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting sub-scale
scores changed statistically in a meaningful way in favor of teachers with 1-5 years of
teaching experience. Yet, it didn’t cause a meaningful difference in Efficacy for Evaluation
and Assessment subscale scores. Unexpectedly, teachers with 1-5 years of experience
had the highest levels of general self-efficacy and subject area competency beliefs,
whereas those with 11-15 years of experience had the lowest levels of self-efficacy in
ELTSACS. Here are some studies with similar results related to effects of years of teaching
experience on self-efficacy beliefs. Cankaya (2018) investigated the self-efficacy beliefs of
both in-service English language teachers and pre-service English language teachers. The
participants were 35 practicing and 17 student teachers. In her study, she discovered that
the participants with the least experience felt most efficacious. Likewise, Shaukat and Igbal
(2012) expressed in their article titled Teacher Self-Efficacy as a Function of Student
Engagement, Instructional Strategies and Classroom Management that younger teachers
are more likely to engage students in activities and maintain classroom discipline than older
teachers. Regarding instructional strategies, there were no statistically significant
differences between younger and more experienced teachers’ scores. In addition, Esen
(2012) found that there was an inverse relationship between the number of years of
experience and teachers' sense of self-efficacy in her master's thesis on the general self-
efficacy and professional self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers. Teachers with
more experience felt less effective in teaching English. The teachers with 1-5 years of
experience had the highest level of subject area self-efficacy beliefs. Additionally, they
scored highly in Observing and Evaluating Language Development, Cooperating with the
School, Staff, Coworkers, Family, And Society, And Organizing Appropriate Methods and
Techniques for a Supportive Classroom Environment sub-scales. The lowest results

belonged to teachers with 16 years or more experience.

However, there are certain studies that show inconsistency with the current study.
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) Thompson (2016), Yildiz- Narinalp (2018),
Yoldas (2019) found that teachers with longest experience years had the highest self-
efficacy belief scores. Serin (2019) investigated if there was a significant difference between

self-efficacy beliefs of native and nonnative English language teachers according to years
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of teaching experience variable. She concluded that experienced teachers had higher self-
efficacy scores in both total and subscales scores than novice teachers. Ulker (2020)
studied professional competencies of English language teachers in her MA thesis and found
that years of experience didn’t cause significant differences in Making Learning Easier,
Varying Teaching, Professional Collaboration, Creating Socioemotional Environment,
Appealing Intercultural Awareness, And Professional Development subscale scores. Yet,
teachers with 21 years and more teaching experiences felt most efficacious concerning

teaching language skills.

On the other hand, there are some Aslan (2019) found in her study that years of
teaching experience didn't cause any significant differences in self-efficacy beliefs of
participants. Their scores related to Assessing and Evaluating Language Skills of Students,
Collaborating with Collogues, School, Family and the Society, Material Choosing and
Applying Suitable Teaching Methods, Supporting Professional Development sub-scale
scores also didn’t change according to years of teaching experience variable. Bilican (2016)
concluded that years of teaching experience didn’t cause any significant differences in
effectiveness and professional competencies of English language teachers. He studied with
teachers with 1 year of teaching experience and 5 years of teaching experiences. He
concluded that there was not a significant difference in competency levels of two groups.
Also, similar to abovementioned studies, Cantekin (2009), Guiven and Cakir (2012), Hines
(2013), Odabas-Korkmaz (2013) Yahsi (2020) found that years of teaching experience did

not cause a meaningful difference in self-efficacy scores of English language teachers.

It should be reworded that teachers with 1- 5 years of teaching experience had the
highest levels of general self-efficacy belief, while those with 6-10 years of experience had
the lowest levels. Esen (2012), similarly, found the highest self-efficacy score with teachers
who had 1-5 years teaching experience and she found that the lowest general self-efficacy
scores belonged to the teachers with 16 years and more teaching experience. In her study,
Gungo6rdl (2021) found that computer teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs didn’t differ according
to seniority. Likewise, Korkmaz et al. (2019) concluded that years of teaching experiences
didn’t cause any significant effects on teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs. Giler (2021)
studied the self-efficacy beliefs and burnout levels of teachers in special education schools
and found that years of teaching experience didn’t cause any significant differences in

teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs.
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5.3. Discussion of English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject
Area Competency Beliefs Regarding the School Type

The effect of the school type variable on self-efficacy beliefs of English language
teachers was examined in current study. It was found whether teachers worked at state
schools or private schools did not cause a significant difference in teachers’ general self-
efficacy and subject area competency belief scores. Teachers working at state schools and
private schools had very close self-efficacy scores. A study conducted by Pekbay (2021)
on self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers found that the school type variable did
not cause an important effect. Likewise, Odabag-Kararmaz (2013) found that the type of
school the teachers working at didn’t cause any significant differences in total score of Self-
Efficacy Belief Scale and its Planning and Arranging English Teaching Processes,
Assessing and Evaluating Development Of Language Skills, Collaborating with School,
Colleagues, Families, and Society sub-scale scores. Yet, a significant difference in favor of
teachers working at private schools was found in Developing Language Skills sub-scale
scores. Yahsi (2020) investigated the effects of the teaching English to Young Learners
course on perceived efficacy beliefs of primary school English language teachers regarding
some demographic variables. The study conducted with 108 teachers from different cities.
She concluded that working at state or private schools didn't make any significant

differences in participants’ subject area competency beliefs.

On the other hand, Ulker (2021) found that English language teachers who worked at
private schools had higher self-efficacy belief levels than the ones working at state schools.
She attributed this significant difference between the scores of teachers working at state
schools and private schools to the more opportunities that were supported by private school
administrates. She declared that it should be taken into account that the financial and
physical opportunities offered by private schools affect many factors from the methods,
techniques and materials used in the lesson to the indoor-outdoor areas where the lesson
is taught. She affirmed, the idea of lifelong learning is fostered by supporting teachers with
more opportunities. Continual and well-planned professional development and cooperation
activities are directly related to efficacy beliefs in private schools. Furthermore, due to the
commercial competitiveness of these schools as a private sector institution, the personal
qualities and professional competencies expected from the teachers push them to both
demonstrate all their existing competencies in practice and engage in continuous

professional development activities in order to respond to this demand (Ulker, 2021).

The current study found that the school type variable didn’t cause any significant

differences in English language teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs. In a similar way
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Goksu (2020) studied the relationship between general self-efficacy perceptions and job
satisfactions of pre-school teachers and found that general self-efficacy beliefs of pre-
school teachers working at state schools are higher than pre-school teachers working at
private schools. Esen (2012) found that English language teachers working at private

schools felt more efficacious in general.

5.4. Discussion of English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject
Area Competency Beliefs Regarding School Level

School level variable caused no meaningful differences in total scores of both General
Self Efficacy Scale and Subject Area Competency Scale. Yet, Efficacy for Supporting
Language Skills subscale scores showed that school levels that the teachers served at had
impact on their teacher self-efficacy beliefs. In this sub-scale, high school teachers had the
highest efficacy scores. Thompson (2016), Kaygisiz (2018), Turan (2018) found that high
school English language teachers had higher self-efficacy belief levels than the teachers
working at secondary or primary schools. Similarly, Karaca (2020) investigated the self-
efficacy beliefs of English language teachers who were employed at elementary, secondary,
and high schools. In order to explore the self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers,
she looked for the years of experience effect and school level. She concluded that there
was statistically a significant difference in favor of high school teachers’ Classroom
Management sub scale scores but school level variable didn’t cause any significant
differences in Self-Efficacy Scale’s total score and Student Engagement and Instructional
Strategies sub-scale scores. Ulker (2021) stated in her study, according to the school level
variable, there was no difference in total self-efficacy belief scores of English language
teachers; however, some slight differences were found in three sub dimensions. Teachers
working at secondary and high schools felt most efficacious in teaching language skills;
teachers working at primary schools felt most efficacious in creating a socioemotional
environment. Ulker (2021) proposed several reasons why primary school teachers find
themselves less competent in skill teaching competency than their colleagues working in
other school levels. She stated the main goal of English language teachers working at
primary schools is to make students love English using games, songs and activities and to
avoid stress and anxiety causing barriers to language learning. They not only focus on the
communicational function of foreign language teaching but also joyful nature of learning a
new language. Thus, they may not need to develop their four basic language skills at the
same rate, they may have underestimated the teaching competencies of reading and writing

skills they use less and scored accordingly, or they may have weakened these
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competencies that they use less. Tilfarlioglu and Ulusoy (2012) studied secondary and high
school English language teachers’ self-efficacy for classroom management in target
language and their handling misbehaviors in terms of classroom management. They
concluded that there was no a significant difference between the self-efficacy scores of
teachers working at high schools and secondary school related to classroom management

self-efficacy beliefs.

5.5. Discussion of on English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject
Area Competency Beliefs Regarding Academic Degree

Academic degree was another variable whose effects on general self-efficacy and
subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers were revised in this study. It
did not make any significant differences in general self-efficacy beliefs of English language
teachers and their subject area competency beliefs. Also, it did not cause a meaningful
difference in Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills subscale scores, Efficacy for
Evaluation and Assessment subscale scores and Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting
subscale scores. Unlike the current study, Esen (2012) found that the teachers’ professional
sense of self-efficacy levels differed according to their academic degree. She analyzed
teachers’ academic degrees and found statistically a meaningful difference in favor of
teachers with master’s degree in both total and sub dimension scores such as Observing
and Assessing the Language Development, Cooperating with the School Personnel,
Colleagues, Families and Society, Organizing Appropriate Methods and Techniques for a
Suitable Classroom Atmosphere and Professional Development. Teachers with bachelor’s
degree had lower self-efficacy belief level in total and four sub-scales scores. Also, she
found that general self-efficacy beliefs of the participants differed according to academic
degree variable. Once more, it was seen that teachers with master's degrees believed in
their own abilities more than those with bachelor's degrees. In parallel with Esen’s (2012)
study, Cankaya (2018) Sen (2021), and Yahsi (2020) found that academic degree caused
a significant difference in English language teachers’ professional sense of self-efficacy in
favor of teachers with master’s degree. Yenen (2018) stated that academic degree made a
significant difference in favor of teachers with master’s degree, especially in their classroom
management sub-scale and teacher self-efficacy total scores. He mentioned that academic
degree variable didn’t cause a significant difference in Student Engagement and Teaching

Strategies sub-scale scores.

General self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers didn’t change according to

their academic degree. Yet, Esen (2012) found that academic education level caused
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statistically a significant difference in self-efficacy beliefs of teachers in favour of teachers

with master’s degree.

5.6. Discussion of English Language Teachers’ General Self-Efficacy and Subject
Area Competency Beliefs Regarding Graduated Faculty and Department

General self-efficacy and subject area competency beliefs of English language
teachers were examined according to department and faculty they graduated from. The
findings revealed that graduated faculty and department variable did not cause statistically
an important effect on English language teachers’ ELTSACS and GSES total and subscale
scores. Teachers graduated from English Language Teaching departments and English
Language and Literature departments had high general self-efficacy and subject area
competency belief levels. Similarly the faculty they graduated from didn't make any
significant differences in their general self-efficacy scale scores and subject area
competency sub-scale and total scores. The English language teachers graduated from
faculties of Education and Science and Literature had high self-efficacy belief scores. This
result is in line with the studies of Odabas-Karamaz (2013), and Temizel-Zengin (2019).
Odabas-Kararmaz (2013) found that graduated department variable caused statistically no
meaningful differences in teacher self-efficacy scale total and Supporting Language Skills,
Collaborating with School, Family, and Society sub-scale scores. She only found a
meaningful difference in English language teachers’ Assessing and Evaluating Language
Skills sub-scale scores according to graduated faculty variable. ELT graduates had higher
self-efficacy scores in Assessing and Evaluating Language Skills sub-scale. Temizel-
Zengin (2019) stated in her study that graduated department didn’t cause any significant
differences in English language teachers’ teaching English competencies total scores. On
the other hand, the current study does not overlap with the studies of Aslan (2019), iigér
(2019), and Kaygisiz (2018).They concluded that teachers who graduated from the
education faculty (ELT department) had higher self-efficacy beliefs. Aslan (2019) found that
graduated faculty variable cause statistically meaningful differences in Special Field
Competency Scale’s total and Assessing And Evaluating Language Development sub-scale
scores. According to ilgér (2019) ELT teachers who graduated from Faculty of Education
showed higher self-efficacy beliefs than those who graduated from Faculty of Science and
Literature. Kaygisiz (2018) found statistically a meaningful difference in self-efficacy scores
of English language teachers in regard to graduated faculty variable. He mentioned that
teachers who graduated from ELT departments had higher self-efficacy belief levels than

English Language and Literature graduates. Considering the current study, it can be



67

deduced that the teaching formation after graduating from faculties of Science and
Literature is of high quality and teachers graduated from this faculty feel competent enough.
Demir and Kogyigit (2014) found that there was no statistically a meaningful difference in
English proficiency, pedagogical knowledge, and social-emotional skills of English
instructors working at universities according to faculty and department they graduated from.
Yet, Celik and Arikan (2012) found that Science and Literature graduates thought

pedagogical formation applications were not enough and practical.

The current study found that general self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers
didn’t differ according to department and faculty variables. In the study conducted by Esen
(2012) general self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers graduated from English

Language Teaching departments were just like their subject area competency beliefs.

5.7. The Correlation between General Self-Efficacy and Subject Area Competency
Beliefs of English Language Teachers

In the current study searching for the relationship between general self-efficacy and
subject area competency beliefs of English language teachers, Efficacy For Supporting
Language Skills and Efficacy For Evaluation and Assessment subscale scores, as well as
Efficacy for Arranging Educational Setting and Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment
subscale scores, have a highly positive and significant relationship according to Pearson's
correlation analysis. Also, there is moderately positive and meaningful relationship between
Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills sub-scale and General Self-Efficacy Scale.
Likewise, Esen (2012) found a positive and significant correlation between each of the

dimensions of teachers’ professional sense of self-efficacy and general self-efficacy.

5.8. The Regression between General Self-Efficacy and Subject Area Competency
Beliefs of English Language Teachers

The regression analysis was used to investigate whether general self-efficacy beliefs of
English language teachers would predict their subject area competency beliefs. It was found
that English language teachers' general self-efficacy beliefs predicted their subject area
competency beliefs. This outcome overlaps with that of the Esen's regression analysis
(2012). Esen (2012) deduced that General Self-Efficacy Scale score of English language
teachers predicted Professional Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale subscale scores (Professional
Development, Observing and Evaluating Language Development, Cooperating with School

Staff, Colleagues, Family, and Society, Organizing Appropriate Methods and Techniques
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For A Classroom Environment, and Cooperating with School Personnel) The highest
regression result in her study was associated with Professional Development sub

dimension.



CHAPTER VI

6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This part of the study presents the summary of the study with conclusion remarks and

suggestions for further studies.

Schools are the places where students both learn about official curriculum and are
exposed to hidden curriculum, which refers to unwritten and unofficial lessons, values,
perspectives, and norms conveyed in the classroom and social environments (Posner,
2004). Considering that the hidden curriculum covers the educational opportunities, all of
the hidden or deep messages conveyed, it shapes every individual in the environment, from
school principal to employees, from teachers to students. In short, every stakeholder that
affects and is affected by the environment forms an important part of the corporate culture.
Teachers are active participants of this corporate culture and interact with students most
frequently and closely in educational contexts. Their stance as both individuals and
professionals has an important role to form desired student behaviours. Cunningsworth
(1995) argues that textbooks, social interactions among students or between student and
teacher convey social and cultural beliefs to the students and develop an understanding of
self and others through these interactions. As one of the prevailing components in schooling
process, teacher stance play the most important role in the hidden curriculum and school
settings (Freeman & McElhinny,1996).

The present study was focused on two basic aims; (1) to find out English language
teachers’ general self-efficacy and subject area competency beliefs regarding five variables
(gender, years of teaching experience, school type, school level, academic degree
graduated faculty and department), (2) to show if the level of English language teachers’
general self-efficacy beliefs predict their subject area competency beliefs. It was conducted
with 203 English language teachers working at secondary and high schools in Amasya. In
order to get data about general self-efficacy beliefs of teachers, the researcher used
General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES) (Capri & Celikkaleli, 2008) and English Language
Teacher Subject Area Competency Scale (ELTSACS) (Celik et al., 2018) for getting data

about self-efficacy belief levels in their subject area. ELTSACS consists of three subscales:
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Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills, Efficacy for Evaluation and Assessment, Efficacy

for Arranging Educational Setting.

The data collected through the google forms account was converted to the Microsoft
Office Excel software and it was processed by SPSS version 20.0. Also means,
percentages and frequencies, standard deviations, were calculated through SPSS version
20.0. First, self-efficacy beliefs and subject area competency beliefs of English language
teachers were analyzed by descriptive statistics tools of the SPSS software package and
then, Pearson correlation test was used to investigate the relationship between general self-

efficacy and subject area competency beliefs of teachers.

The study's findings showed that English language teachers had high levels of
general self-efficacy beliefs and subject area competency beliefs. Revising the subscales
of ELTSACS, the highest mean was calculated for Efficacy for Supporting Language Skills
Subscale (ESLS). Also, it was found that school type, school level, academic degree,
faculty, and department which the participants graduated from didn’t affect general self-
efficacy and subject area competency belief levels of English language teachers, but years
of teaching experience was a significant indicator for both general self-efficacy and subject

area competency beliefs of English language teachers.

Human behaviours are constructed upon beliefs that people assume as true rather
than the truth itself. Therefore, in order to evaluate human behaviours in an adequate way,
understanding of mental process of the behaviours should be taken into consideration
carefully. For last two decades, educational studies have shifted from a behaviourist view
to cognitive one. Accordingly, the scope of academic studies shifted cognitive processes
and underlying reasons of a behaviour. While the relationship between teachers’ behaviours
and students’ behaviours was examined in a linear way and rated below in the past; today,
it has gained a wider perspective with the contributions of cognitive processes of both
teacher and student behaviours. It has been suggested in many studies that teacher
behaviours are effective mechanisms on students’ thinking and decision-making processes
(Doyle,1986; Ashton & Webb, 1986).

Having a high self-efficacy belief, feeling competent in teaching a language and
appreciating own problem-solving abilities are very important characteristics of a language
teacher. It is very substantial for teachers to have a humanistic understanding in their
classes. With all these traits, they will be able to let the students to make choices, cooperate
with their friends and take responsibilities of their actions. Also, self-efficacy belief is crucial

as it affects decision making processes of a teacher related to classroom management,
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teaching, and guiding issues. Teachers who feel efficacious personally and in their
profession tend to motivate their students to learn new concept more, be courageous to
utilize new teaching techniques and strategies, and be less interfering in terms of classroom

management issues by generating self-regulation mechanisms of students.

There are four substantial features that an effective language teacher should have,
socio-affective competency, pedagogical competency, field competency and positive
personality traits (Shishavan & Sadeghi, 2009). A good language teacher is one who has
proficiency in target language, is qualified pedagogically, and is able to utilize different
teaching strategies and methods. Every teacher should be enthusiastic to keep pace with
developments and innovations in their professional lives. Especially English language
teachers should have a wider perspective as they are expected to teach a new language
and also a new culture. They should be an inspiring model for the students with an

efficacious stance.

Celik and Arikan (2012) found that only 8% of English teachers working at primary
schools stated that they felt competent in teaching English to young learners because they
thought that English language teaching programmes were not effective in this area. They
also concluded that most of the participants figured English Language Teaching
programmes at universities as insufficient. The underlying reason behind the situation was
explained as mostly theoretical teachings instead of practical applications. The solution to
this problem may be dividing ELT departments into different programmes as primary School
English Teaching Department and High School English Teaching Department just like
Mathematics Teaching Programme.

To sum up, self-efficacy is a significant factor for creating an effective teaching
atmosphere. It is highly depended on an English language teacher’s general self-efficacy
beliefs and subject area competency beliefs to engage the students in educational context
and activate their language skills. The most important way to enable teachers get higher
level self-efficacy belief is to let them improve their mastery experiences through some
opportunities. Therefore, it can be expected from universities and Ministry of Education to
support candidate teachers with more realistic and useful implications in terms of mastery
experiences. Also, it is known that vicarious experiences are important sources to develop
self-efficacy belief. Therefore, school administrates may prepare suitable settings to provide
the teachers with their colleagues’ supports. They can observe their teaching and ways of

dealing with classroom management issues or debate on these issues on certain intervals.


https://tureng.com/tr/turkce-ingilizce/efficacious
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6.1. Implications for English Language Teacher Education (ELTE)
In the light of the current study, implications related to English language teachers’
general self-efficacy beliefs and subject area competency beliefs are listed below:

1. According to the research results, it can be clearly seen that English language
teachers feel least efficacious in Arranging Educational Setting sub-scale.
Therefore, teachers should be provided with some seminars or in service training
opportunities to develop their efficacy related to create a suitable atmosphere to
teach English and also they should be provided with classroom management
competencies.

2. The techniques and strategies used by English language teachers with high
professional efficacy levels can be examined and compared to the ones who have
lower self-efficacy belief levels. Therefore, some suggestions for developing
professional competencies of English language teachers who felt least efficacious
may be taken into in-service training programs by MoNE. Although there are similar
studies done abroad, there are so few studies examining the relationship between
them in Turkey.

3. Developing general self-efficacy is such an important concept that every individual
should be considered as a unigue being and they should be provided with
opportunities to have high self-efficacy belief from the very beginning of their
academic lives. Supporting them with sportive and artistic activities to explain their
inner world will provide areas to build higher efficacy beliefs. General self-efficacy is
a key factor for success for each human being. Therefore, The Council of Higher
Education should take developing self-efficacy beliefs of university students into
consideration in academic content development procedures. Also, prospective
teachers should get education in line with general and subject area competences
set by MoNE in order to get ready and feel efficacious before engaging in real
classroom settings.

4. Workshops may be effective for English language teachers to develop their
proficiency in target language, assessment and evaluation skills and classroom
management skills. With the collaborations of universities and Ministry of Education,
some workshops specific to English language teaching may be prepared and
applied periodically. By the way, in-service training should be prepared according to
real needs of teachers and developed and instructed by experts. Otherwise, they

are assumed as formal procedures to be followed compulsorily or work overload for
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teachers. Rather, in-service trainings or workshops should be valued and seen
opportunities for professional developments.

In light of research findings, it was concluded that teachers with least experience
years feel most efficacious themselves in both general and special field competency
areas. This situation is something pleasing but at the same time, it is a bit
disappointing. It is pleasing because it shows that new beginner English teachers
are enthusiastic and feel efficient in their professions and a teacher with a high self-
efficacy stance is the prevailing factor for an effective teaching. Yet, what causes
declining in self-efficacy belief should be studied in detail because the present study
has showed that teachers with more experience years feel less efficacious in their
professions. The inverse correlation between self-efficacy beliefs and years of
teaching experience could be explained with Bandura’s (2010) assumption about
advancing age confliction. He says that self-efficacy beliefs may decline or be placed
with misappraisals with advancing age. Resistance to change and having difficulty
to be adapted to new technological developments after many years may also cause
this decline. Also, this case might be resulted from burnout feelings, challenging
tasks, too many expectations, unsatisfying income of teachers with longer teaching
experience years. In spite of expectations endorsing positive relationship between
years of teaching experience and subject area competency belief, this study showed
novice teachers were enthusiastic, productive and they got high self-efficacy beliefs
and professional satisfaction. This might be the result of a growing desire to get
proficient in using English language among young people with the effect of social
media and globalized world.

University students studying teaching different subject areas should receive
education supporting general and subject matter teaching competencies set by
MoNE in order to get well prepared before real class environments and increase
their perceived self-efficacy.

The primary school teachers have the lowest scores in Efficacy for Arranging
Educational Setting subscale. Further studies for the reasons for this situation are
recommended to understand primary school English language teachers’ challenges
in classroom management and setting suitable educational environment.

The positive correlation between English teachers’ general-self efficacy beliefs and
subject-area competency beliefs highlighted the transferability of self-efficacy, which
can increase as a consequence of a positive experience in one area but it may result

in decrease in case of negative experiences. It is recommended to school principals
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to pay attention to support teachers’ general self-efficacy beliefs to enhance more

enthusiastic teaching performances in classes.

6.2. Recommendations for Further Studies
Based on the aforementioned limitations of the current study, recommendations for
further studies are as follows:

1. 203 English language teachers serving in Amasya constituted the sampling of the
current study. The same study can be conducted with more English language
teachers in different contexts to get a more general result. Also, current study
intended to determine the levels of English language teachers’ general self-efficacy
beliefs and subject area competency beliefs regarding some demographic variables
and the relationship between two self-efficacy belief types. Yet, the underpinned
reasons for efficacy beliefs were not studied. Further studies may search for the
factors affecting and contributing to general self-efficacy and subject area
competency beliefs. Researchers interested in self-efficacy beliefs of English
language teachers may make use of interviews in order to get qualitative data and
observe the lessons to develop a deeper perspective about teachers’ stances in the
classroom as well.

2. As the data gathered for the current study is limited to a sample group of 203 English
language teachers, implementing the study with a larger sampling group would
provide a more detailed scope for efficacy studies in the field of English language
teaching.

3. As the data gathering process of the current study took place in Covid-19 pandemic
period, unfortunately; an interview session following the applications of scales
couldn’t be possible. For a deeper insight about general self-efficacy and subject
area competency beliefs of English language teachers, researchers may interview
with English language teachers.

4. The researchers interested in general self-efficacy and subject area competency
beliefs of English language teachers may use English versions of the scales to
gather data as the targeted sample consists of teachers teaching English.

5. For the statistical analysis of the data differentiation, other variables besides the

ones stated in the scale may be taken into consideration.
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APPENDIX 4. Data Collection Instrument(s)

Degerli Ogretmenim,

Bu odlgek ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ézel alan yeterliklerini belirlemek igin hazirlanmistir.
Olgek iki béluimden olusmaktadir. Birinci béliimde size ait bazi bilgilerle ilgili sorular
bulunmaktadir. ikinci bélimde ise Ingilizce Ogretmeni Ozel Alan Yeterlikleri ile ilgili ifadeler
yer almaktadir. Sizden beklenen, asagidaki ifadeleri okumaniz, kendinizi ve gevrenizde
ingilizce 6gretmeni olarak gérev yapan 6gretmenleri dustinerek bu ifadelerde kesinlikle
katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, kismen katiiyorum, katiiyorum ve kesinlikle katiliyorum
seceneklerinden uygun gérdugunuzi isaretlemenizdir.

Elde edilen veriler bir bilimsel arastirmada kullanilacaktir. Baska herhangi bir amacla
kullaniimayacaktir. Arastirmanin guvenirligi bakimindan géruslerinizi dodru bicimde
belirleyebilmemiz 6énemlidir. Bu nedenle o6lcege adinizi yazmayiniz. Katiliminiz igin
tesekkir ederiz.

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ayfer Su BERGIL Nagihan OZLU

Amasya Universitesi Ogretim Uyesi ingilizce Ogretmeni

Cinsiyetiniz nedir?

() Kadin () Erkek

Meslekteki deneyiminiz kag yildir?

( )15y ()e10yil ( )11-15yl
( )16-20yil ()21 yil ve Usti
Calistiginiz okul hangisidir?

() Resmi (kamu) okul () Ozel okul
Gorev yaptiginiz kademe hangisidir?

( ) Illkokul () Ortaokul

( )Lise ( ) Universite

Egitim duzeyiniz nedir?

( )Lisans () Lisansustu

Mezun oldugunuz fakulte hangisidir?

() Egitim Fakultesi () Diger (belirtiniz).............cccoovviviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeens



INGILiZCE OGRETMENi OZEL ALAN YETERLIKLERi OLGEGI

94

£
5 : 5
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4 4 X X 4
Ingilizce 6gretmenleri;
1 Ogrencilerin  dil  becerilerini  gelistirecek ~ 6grenci
seviyesine uygun égretim etkinliklerini planlayabilir.
2 Ogretim ortaminin sahip olmasi gereken o6zellikleri
belirleyebilir.
3 Ogretim ortaminda bulunmasi gereken uyaranlari
(gorsel, isitsel materyaller gibi) olusturabilir.
4 intiyac oldugunda ders kitabi disinda 6grenci seviyesine
uygun materyal tasarlayabilir.
5 Materyallerle 6grencilerinin ilgisini canli tutabilir.
Ogrencinin  kendisine uygun bir &grenme stratejisi
6 (tekrar, dikkat, anlamlandirma vb. stratejiler)
belirlemesine katki sagdlayabilir.
7 Ogrencinin kendi 6grenme stili (gérsel, isitsel, bedensel)
hakkinda farkindaliginin olusmasina katki saglayabilir.
8 Ogrencilerinin ~ dinleme  becerilerini  gelistirecek
kazanimlara uygun metinler bulabilir.
Ogrencilerinin  dinleme  becerilerini  gelistirecek
9 kazanimlara uygun kisa konugsmalar ve video kayitlari
bulabilir.
Ogrencilerinin  konugma  becerilerini  gelistirecek
10 : e
kazanimlara uygun diyaloglari baslatabilir.
1 Ogrencilerinin dinlediklerinden anladiklarini
belirleyebilecek 5N1K sorulari sorabilir.
Ogrencilerinin  konusma  becerilerini  geligtirecek
12 | kazanimlara uygun hazirlikli  konusma gorevleri
verebilir.
Ogrencilerinin ~ konusma  becerilerini  gelistirecek
13 | kazanimlara uygun hazirliksiz konusma gorevleri
verebilir.
Ogrencilerinin ~ konugmasi  sirasinda  konusmayi
14 : . .
yonlendirecek sorular sorabilir.
15 Ogrencilerinin ~ okuma becerilerini  gelistirecek
kazanimlara uygun metinler bulabilir.
16 Ogrencilerinin okuduklarindan anladiklarini
belirleyebilecek 5N1K sorulari sorabilir.
17 Ogrencilerinin okuduklaryla ilgili gorselleri
eslestirmesine olanak yaratabilir.
18 Gorsellerden yolan cikarak 6grencilerinin  tahminleri
ortaya koymalarini saglayabilir.
19 Ogrencilerinin ~ yazma becerilerini gelistirecek
kazanimlara uygun yazma gérevleri verebilir.
20 Ogrencilerinin hazirikl ya da hazirliksiz yazmalarini

saglayacak gorevler verebilir.
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21 | Ogrencilerinin zorluk gektigi dil becerilerini belirleyebilir.
22 Ogrencilerin dinleme-izleme becerilerini gelistirmelerine
yardimci olabilir.
23 Ogrencilerinin  hazirliksiz  konusma  yapmalarina
yardimci olabilir.
24 | Dilde etkilesimci yaklasimi etkin sekilde kullanabilir.
25 Ogrencilerin Ingilizceyi dogru, anlasilir bir sekilde
kullanmalarini saglayabilir.
Farkli 6grenme giliciine sahip o&grencilerinin  dil
26 G TR R
becerilerini gelistirebilir.
Kazanimlar olgebilecek 6Olgme yoéntem, teknik ve
27 S
yaklasimlarini kullanabilir.
28 Kazanimlari 6lgmeye déniik 6lcme yontem
Teknik ve yaklasimlarini planlayabilir.
29 | Kazanimlari 6lgmeye dénik sorular hazirlayabilir.
Farkli soru tiplerinde (dogru-yanlis, agik uclu,
30 | tamamlama, kisa cevapli, coktan se¢meli gibi)
kazanima uygun soru yazabilir.
Alternatif olgme ve degerlendirme (6grenci Uriin
31 | dosyasi, performans gorevi, proje, ginlikler vb.) yontem
ve yaklagimlarini kullanabilir.
32 Farkli 6grenme giicline sahip dgrencilerine uygun soru
hazirlayabilir.
33 | Olgme sonuglarni etkili bir bicimde yorumlayabilir.
34 | Olgme sonuglarina gére dgrencilerine déniit verebilir.
Olgme ve dederlendirme islemi sonuglarindan égretimi
35 0% ; i
gelistirecek sekilde yararlanabilir.
36 Mesleki gelisimi saglayacak etkinlikler dizenleyebilmek

amaciyla zimresini harekete gegirebilir.
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GENEL YETKINLIK iNANCI OLGEGI

Olgegin Puanlanmasi: 10 maddeden olusan Likert tipi 6lgedin maddeleri orijinal formda 1 ile 4
arasinda puanlanmaktadir. Olgekten alinabilecek en dustk puan 10, en yiksek puan ise 40'tir.
Olgegin Yorumlanmasi: Kisilerin aldiklari puanlarin yukselmesi 6z yeterlik/genel yetkinlik inanci
dizeylerinin de yukseldigi biciminde yorumlanmaktadir.

Lutfen, asagidaki ifadelerden her birini okuduktan sonra, bu ifadelerin GENEL
OLARAK sizin i¢cin ne dlcide dogru oldugunu veya dogru olmadigini liste
Uzerinde yer alan ifadenin yanindaki kutulardan size en uygun olanin igine (X)
isareti koyunuz. Her bir ifadeyi okuduktan sonra tizerinde uzun sire diisiinmeden,
akliniza ilk geleni isaretleyiniz. Ltfen isaretsiz ifade birakmayiniz.

Bazen Dogru

Hig Dogru Degil
Cogunlukla Dogru
Tamamen Dogru

1 | Yeni bir durumla karsilastigimda ne yapmam gerektigini bilirim.

2 | Beklenmedik bir durumda nasil davranmam gerektigini bilirim.

3 | Bana karsi ¢ikildiginda kendimi kabul ettirecek ¢are ve yollari bulurum

4 | Ne olursa olsun Ustesinden gelirim.

5 | Gug sorunlarin ¢ézUmuni eger gayret edersem her zaman basarabilirim

6 | Planlarimi gergeklestirmek ve hedeflerime ulagsmak bana gli¢ gelmez.

7 | Bir sorunla karsilastigimda onu ¢ézebilmeye yénelik birgok fikrim vardir

8 | Yeteneklerime giivendigim igin, zorluklari sogukkanlilikla kargilarim.

9 | Aniden gelisen olaylarin tGstesinden gelecegimi saniyorum.

10 | Her sorun igin bir ¢6zUmum vardir.
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