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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING THE ROLE OF SELF-EFFICACY AND TEACHER AUTONOMY
ON THE DIGITAL COMPETENCE OF THE SECONDARY SCHOOL EFL
TEACHERS

Tugba YALCIN, Master’s Thesis
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Elif BOZYIGIT
Sakarya University, 2024.

Integrating digital tools and utilizing digital resources into classes are a must for today’s
teaching process. Based on the review of the current research on digital competence, it can
be concluded that technological developments in all walks of life are influential in
education as the more digitized the society is, the more demand requires for educators to
keep up with the digital era. Since teachers’ beliefs may have a significant impact on their
teaching, digital competence levels of teachers and self efficacy and teacher autonomy
require to be examined as a whole. In this respect, this study focuses on finding the relation
among digital competence of secondary school EFL teachers and their self-efficacy,
autonomy to identify which one predicts the others to what extent. This study follows a
guantitative research method and a correlational research design, with data collected
through an online questionnaire employing scales from scales of DIGIGLO Tool (Alarcon,
Jimenez and Vicente-Yagiie, 2020), Teacher Efficacy scale (Hoy and Woolfolk, 1993), and
Teacher Autonomy scale (Pearson and Moomaw, 2006). Convenience sampling was
utilized to recruit the participants, and 301 EFL teachers working at secondary schools in
Turkish context made up of the participants. A number of validity and reliability tests was
conducted to assess whether data was suitable for the analysis. Later, Pearson correlation
analysis, and multiple regression analysis were performed for analyzing the collected data.
The findings revealed that there is a moderately positive and statistically significant
relationship between eight factors of digital competence, and self-efficacy. Additionally,
there are low to moderately positive relationships among sub-factors of digital competence
and teacher autonomy, and of self-efficacy and sub-factors of teacher autonomy. All of
these findings were discussed in the study in detail, and implications were provided for
teachers, headmasters and authorities, and researchers.



Keywords: Digital competence, Self-efficacy, Teacher Autonomy, English Language

Teachers



OZET

ORTAOKUL INGILiZCE OGRETMENLERININ DiJITAL YETERLIiKLERI
UZERINDE OGRETMEN OZ-YETERLIK VE OGRETMEN OZERKLIiGININ
ROLUNUN INCELENMESI

Tugba YALCIN, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Danisman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Elif BOZYIGIT
Sakarya Universitesi, 2024.

Dijital araglar1 Ogretime entegre etmek ve derslerde dijital kaynaklar1 kullanmak
giinlimiizdeki 6gretim siireci igin bir gerekliliktir. Dijital yeterlilik {izerine yapilan giincel
aragtirmalarin incelenmesine dayanarak, yasamin her alaninda teknolojik gelismelerin
egitim {lizerinde etkili oldugu sonucuna varilabilir. Toplum ne kadar dijitallesirse,
egitimcilerin dijital ¢aga ayak uydurmasi gerekliligi o kadar artar. Ogretmenlerin
inanglarinin Ogretimleri iizerinde 6nemli bir etkisi olabilecegi goz Oniine alindiginda,
ogretmenlerin dijital yeterlilik diizeyleri ile 6z yeterlikleri ve dgretmen Ozerklikleri bir
biitiin olarak incelenmelidir. Bu baglamda, bu calisma, ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
dijital yeterlilikleri ile 6z yeterlikleri ve Ozerklikleri arasindaki iligkiyi belirlemeye
odaklanmakta ve bu faktorlerden 6z yeterlik ve ozerklik diizeylerinin, dijital yeterlilik
diizeyini ne kadar dngordiigiinii tespit etmeyi amaglamaktadir. Ayrica, ortaokul Ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin dijital yeterlilik diizeyinin cinsiyet, egitim ge¢misi ve dgretim deneyimine
gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini ele almayr hedeflemektedir. Bu calismada, nicel
aragtirma yontemi Ve iligkisel arastirma deseni Kkullanmilmistir ve veriler, Pearson ve
Moomaw (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen Ogretmen Ozerklik Olgegi, Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy ve Hoy (1998) tarafindan gelistirilen Ogretmen Oz Yeterlik Olcegi ve
Alarcon, Jimenez ve Vicente-Yagiie (2020) tarafindan gelistirilen DIGIGLO Araci’ndan
Olcekler iceren bir anket kullanilarak c¢evrimigi toplanmistir. Tiirkiye baglaminda ¢alisan
301 ortaokul Ingilizce dgretmeni katilimeilar1 olusturmustur. Verilerin analize uygun olup
olmadigint degerlendirmek i¢in cesitli gecerlilik ve giivenilirlik testleri yapilmistir. Daha
sonra, toplanan verilerin analizi i¢cin Pearson korelasyon analizi ve ¢oklu regresyon analizi
gergeklestirilmistir. Bulgular, dijital yeterlilik ile 06z-yeterlik arasindaki sekiz faktor
arasinda orta derecede pozitif ve istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iligki oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Ayrica, dijital yeterliligin alt faktorleri ile 6gretmen 6zerkligi, ve 6z-yeterlik ile

Ogretmen Ozerkliginin alt faktorleri arasinda diisiikten orta derecede pozitif iligkiler



bulunmustur. Bu bulgular ¢alismada detayli bir sekilde tartisilmis ve 6gretmenler, okul

miidiirleri, yetkililer ve arastirmacilar i¢in ¢ikarimlar saglanmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dijital yeterlilik, Oz Yeterlik, Ogretmen Ozerkligi, Ingilizce
Ogretmenleri

Vi
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This chapter is allotted to present the rationale behind this current study, to introduce the
purpose and significance of the study, to present sub-problems, assumptions, limitations,

and to overview definitions of the terms.

1.1.  Statement of the problem

Technology has been influential in all walks of life for a couple of decades. The
widespread use of digital technologies, as cited in Redecker (2017), has had a profound
impact on almost every aspect of our lives, including how we work, interact, unwind,
organize our days, and acquire knowledge and information, and it has changed our
emotions and behaviors. Children and young adults are growing up in an atmosphere
where digital devices are ubiquitous (Redecker, 2017). People frequently utilize the
Internet and other digital technologies in digital environments to fulfill personal
requirements by engaging in activities like online and offline gaming, banking, shopping,
and social sharing (Karakus and Kilig, 2022). In a similar vein, According to Ala-Mutka
(2011), the ways in which people work, learn, communicate, access information, and
unwind are all being altered by the growing usage of technology in both society and the

economy.

As the technology itself has an evolving nature, the areas influenced by it have to keep up
with this innovatively. People require more than just the ability to use tools, and they also
need the drive and capability to strategically and creatively utilize these tools in various
work and life situations, for their own advantage as well as the benefit of their society, the
economy, and the environment (Ala-Mutka, 2011). For all 21%-century workers, digital
competency is intimately related to professional development, therefore it will be
necessary for everyone to use digital tools to keep their professional abilities updated
(Karsenti, Poellhuber, Parent, and Michelot, 2020). Also, high levels of digital competence
are now required for an increasing number of jobs, and many new openings are based on

specialized digital abilities (Smagulova, Sarzhanova, Tleuzhanova, and Stanciu, 2021).
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ICT has significantly altered our culture, the environments in which children are raised,
what is taught, and how it is taught (From, 2017). Taking these significant impacts into
account, education is one of those core areas which has been influenced by technology for
numerous reasons such as political, social, and economical. In the framework of the digital
economy, a high level of digital proficiency is required for professional fulfillment of the
personality, and one way to improve these competencies is through education (Kuzminska,
Mazorchuk, Morze, Pavlenko, and Prokhorov, 2019). In addition, Veen (2007) asserts that
the educational system is determined and influenced by three factors, including society,
technology, and economy. Considering that education is one of the most influential factors
determining a country’s citizenship policy, it is also in charge of raising awareness in
citizens about appropriate technology use and information access. In this regard, it is
crucial that people are properly guided and are aware of their duties when carrying out
these digital transactions because participants in digital environments need to be aware of
the actions and responsibilities of the individuals they communicate with, awareness is

crucial to guaranteeing efficient digital communication (Karakus and Kilig, 2022).

It is commonly accepted that students should attend school to develop the fundamental
skills necessary for every citizen, including digital competence (lloméki, Paavola, Lakkala,
and Kantosalo, 2016). For individuals to actively engage in digital societies, teachers must
possess digital competences on both personal and professional level, in addition to their
instructional and pedagogical expertise (Karakus and Kilig, 2022). Considering that
teachers serve as role models for both their pupils and society, they must possess these
competencies in order to take part in society both personally and professionally as citizens
(Gudmundsdottir and Hatlevik, 2018; Karakus and Kilig, 2022; Redecker, 2017). As a
result, as digital technologies become a necessary component of daily work, educators are

being forced to reevaluate and update outdated teaching methods (Pettersson, 2018).

The methods used to teach second languages and foreign languages are drastically
changing today, and technology development has made ICT an essential educational tool
(Girgin, 2011; Malinee and Senthamarai, 2020). In particular, English language education
is one of the many spheres of human life where digital literacy is becoming important
(Iskandar, Sumarni, Dewanti, and Asnur, 2022). To Han and Reinhardt (2022), language
learning takes place in increasingly independent, independent-directed, and creative ways
outside the boundaries of regular schools in today’s ubiquitous digital world. Fadini and

Finardi (2015) also highlight the significance of keeping up with social and technical



advancement, and they ascertain that one must consider the effects of recent changes in
education generally and in English language teaching (ELT) particularly. In addition,
Jordano de la Torre (2019) assumes that pioneers in the classroom usage of technology
have been language instructors, furthermore, the Internet is no longer sufficient as a
resource or a venue for communication. Our students are demanding learning strategies
that are tailored to their requirements because social media and applications for everything
are commonplace in the modern age. Also, by introducing various tools, assignments, and
technological support in an online learning environment, teachers of language should

encourage and support their students’ autonomy and online communication (Scanni, 2022).

Furthermore, various factors influence teachers’ methods in their teaching practice. In this
vein, teachers’ self-efficacy, defined as their confidence in their ability to plan and execute
necessary actions to succeed in specific tasks within particular contexts, plays a crucial role
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Additionally, teachers’ beliefs about their teaching can
significantly impact their integration of digital tools both inside and outside the classroom.
As language learning extends beyond the traditional four-wall classrooms, the use of

technology in English Language Teaching (ELT) is essential in the teaching process.

Another psychological construct, teacher autonomy, is related to teachers’ perceptions of
their ability to influence the workplace (Pearson and Hall, 1993) and the freedom they
have in engaging in the teaching process (Little, 1991). As a consequence, teacher
autonomy can significantly influence teachers’ engagement with digital resources,
including their creation and the effort they put to learn digital technologies. Teacher
autonomy not only fosters innovation in teaching practices but also enhances teachers’
professional development, enabling them to keep up with new technology and meet the

diverse needs of their learners.

As language learning is a collaborative and interactive process, integrating digital tools in
language classes helps promote learners’ language development. Regarding that learners
do not have the same features of the ones in the past, teachers must be willing to
incorporate technology into their lessons if they want to keep up with their students (Ala-
Mutka, 2011; From, 2017; Karsenti, Poellhuber, Parent and Michelot, 2020; Kuzminska,
Mazorchuk, Morze, Pavlenko and Prokhorov, 2019). As more students use Web 2.0 tools
to enhance their learning, teachers who were trained in a more traditional educational
system are being forced to change the way they instruct their classes (Kayar, 2019).

Keeping in mind that integrating digital tools in education enhances the learning process,

3



this study aims to investigate the relationships among digital competence, self-efficacy,

and autonomy of English language teachers.

1.2. Purpose and significance of the study

In teaching, there has been a shift from traditional materials to the integration of digital
tools. As a research topic, digital competence has attracted a lot of interest from
researchers for a couple of decades on its own. In particular, it has gained importance since
the COVID-19 pandemic (Fauzi, 2021; Karakus and Kilig, 2022; Meirovitz, Russak, and
Zur, 2022; Scanni, 2022; Wong and Moorhouse, 2021). In this regard, Bayrak Karsli,
Kiiciik, Kilig, and Albayrak-Unal (2023) suggest that it is now even more crucial to
support educators in building their digital competencies with the COVID-19 pandemic

process.

Many authors have examined the concept of digital competence separately. Digital
competence of teachers may be influenced by their beliefs in their teaching and their
perceptions of how well they teach, in this regard, psychological constructs seem to be
neglected when reviewing the studies on digital competencies of teachers. This current
study is significant in that it seeks to address the relations among digital competence of
teachers and their self-efficacy, autonomy; however, research on the relationships among
aforementioned concepts seems relatively rare in the EFL context. Each concept has been
examined either separately or as a two-term together. For instance, self-efficacy and digital
competence have been dealt with in some research (Arpaci, 2017; Erdin and Uzun, 2022;
Hatlevik, 2017; Hickson, 2016), and teacher autonomy and digital competence have been
investigated in a few studies (Kameshwara, Eryilmaz, Tian, and Sandoval-Hernandez,
2020; Kocak and Karatepe, 2022). Furthermore, teacher autonomy and self-efficacy have
been explored as independent constructs by few authors (Skaalvik and Skaalvik, 2014).
Additionally, there is currently no study that has investigated the digital competence of
secondary school English language teachers, alongside the other constructs considered in
this research. Given the existing gap in the literature and the lack of exploration into the
extent to which the self-efficacy and autonomy of secondary school English language
teachers in the Turkish context influence digital competence, this study aims to address this
gap and make a substantial contribution to the larger area of education research by



focusing on these teachers as the main participants. It is hoped that the research findings
will offer practical perspectives for teachers, school administrators, and authorities,
promoting a more sophisticated comprehension of the intricate relationships among self-

efficacy, autonomy, and digital competency.



1.3. Problem sentence

This study aims to examine the relationships among the digital competence, autonomy, and
self-efficacy levels of English as a foreign language teachers. The participants of the study
were recruited from secondary school English language teachers in Tiirkiye. To this end,
this study seeks to find out the answer of following research question:

1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence be predicted by their teaching

self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?
1.4. Sub-problems

The instrument used to measure the digital competence of the participating teachers

includes

eight factors. In this regard, the study also examines the extent to which teachers’ self-

efficacy
and autonomy levels predict these factors. The sub-problems are listed as follows:

1.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding professional
engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?
1.2 To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital resources
factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

1.3.  To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding teaching and
learning factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

1.4.  To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding assessment factor
be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

1.5. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding empowering
learners factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

1.6. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding facilitating
learners’ digital competence factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their
autonomy levels?

1.7.  To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital
environment factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?
1.8. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding extrinsic digital

engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?



1.5. Assumptions

The participants for this study were recruited from EFL teachers having different
backgrounds, and years of teaching experience. Three different scales, designed to extract
information about digital competence, self-efficacy, and teacher autonomy, were used as
data collection tools through an online questionnaire in English language. As a result, it is
assumed that all the participants participated into the study voluntarily. In addition, they
are assumed to comprehend the questions in the questionnaire as they are English as a
foreign language teachers, and they were expected to give honest answers to state their

ideas and perceptions.

1.6. Limitations

In this study, data were collected through a convenience sampling method. After receiving
permission from the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) of Tiirkiye to collect data, the
web link to the questionnaire was sent to schools via MoNE’s documentation system,
known as DYS (Dokiiman Yonetim Sistemi- Document Management System-), where
teachers typically mark documents as read without further engagement. Consequently, the
questionnaire was not answered by as many participants as anticipated, and the participant

rate might not adequately represent all English language teachers in Tiirkiye.

For further research, it is recommended to include a larger sample size and to conduct a
comparative analysis of the digital competence of teachers at different levels of education.
Additionally, due to the nature of the data collection tool, participants might underestimate
or overestimate their current status while responding to the questionnaire. Future studies
should complement quantitative data with qualitative methods such as classroom

observations and narrative inquiries to explore actual practices.



1.7. Definitions of terms

Digital Competence: The use of ICT with assurance, critical thinking, and creativity to
achieve goals about work, employability, education, leisure, inclusion, and/or social

engagement (Redecker, 2017).

Teacher Efficacy: The confidence a teacher has in his or her ability to plan and carry out
the steps necessary to successfully complete a particular teaching activity in a given
situation (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy. 1998).

Teacher Autonomy: A concept related to the perceptions of teachers regarding their control

on work environment (Pearson and Hall, 1993).



CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is allotted to present how digital competence, self-efficacy, and teacher
autonomy are investigated in the relevant research. The review of the literature reveals key

themes in the studies as follows:

o components of digital competence,
o digital competence in education,
o digital competence studies in ELT (with pre-service teachers; with in-service

teachers; with learners; and with both learners and teachers),

o historical background of teachers’ self-efficacy,

o definitions and domains of self-efficacy,

o scales developed to gauge self-efficacy,

o studies on self-efficacy,

o learner autonomy as a starting point of research on teacher autonomy,
o definitional terms and domains of teacher autonomy,

° teacher autonomy and ELT,

o research on teacher autonomy.

2.1. Components of digital competence

Several concepts have been used to define people’s proficiency in using technology in the
existing literature so far. In this regard, authors used ‘media literacy’, ‘information
literacy’, ‘ICT (Information and Communication Technology) literacy’ (Katz and
Macklin, 2006; Rekenes and Krumsvik, 2016), ‘digital fluency’ (Pinho and Lima, 2013; ),
‘digital literacy ° (Iskandar et al., 2022; Oblinger and Oblinger, 2005) and ‘digital
competence’ (Al Khateeb, 2017; Iloméki, Kantosalo and Lakkala, 2011; Pettersson, 2018;
Rokenes and Krumsvik, 2016) in general. All of these notions reflect the nature of
technology in that they are used ubiquitously and concurrently. According to the review
study conducted by Ilomaki, Paavola, Lakkala and Kantosalo (2016), there were 34
different names related to information and technology knowledge used in total in the

literature, and they were widely distributed. Nevertheless, the most common concepts to



refer to technology use are composed of digital literacy (including digital literacies or
digital literacy skills) (Buckingham, 2016; Garcia-Martin and Garcia-Sdnchez, 2017; Ng,
2012), new literacies (including new literacy skills/practices) and media literacy (including
media literacies or digital literacy skills) (Alvarez, Salavati, Nussbaum, and Milrad, 2013),
multiliteracies (including multiple literacies). Similarly, Iskandar et al. (2022, p. 77)
identify eleven key terms that are associated with digital literacy: information literacy,
media literacy, new literacies, ICT competence, digital literacy, digital skills, technology
literacy, digital competence, ICT skills, multiliteracies, and ICT literacy, and these
essential terms provide clues to the domain of digital literacy. Regarding the concepts
related to technology in learning, digital competence, internet skills, digital skills, ICT
literacy and digital literacy have been found in the research literature (Engen, Giever,
Gudmundsdottir, Hatlevik, Mifsud and Tomte, 2014). Currently, Al (Artificial
Intelligence) has also gained importance in education, and its significance has been
discussed in several research (Liveley, 2022, Kocaman-Karoglu, Bal-Cetinkaya and
Cimsir, 2020; Kong, Korte, Burton, Keskitalo, Turunen, Smith, Wang, Lee and Beaton,
2024). Artificial intelligence refers to programmed machines that exhibit characteristics
associated with the human mind, such as learning and problem-solving; it uses machine
learning to complete tasks by leveraging digital information sources known as big data,
and the use of this technology in educational settings can create personalized learning
environments (Kocaman-Karoglu et al., 2020). Al in education has the potential to bridge
educational gaps and challenges, mitigate urban-rural learning disparities, revitalize
languages and cultures, and address global educational issues (Kong et al., 2024). In
summary, the integration of concepts like digital literacy, new literacies, and Al into
educational settings highlights the evolving role of technology in enhancing learning

environments and addressing global educational challenges.

In particular, the phrase ‘‘media literacy’’ was first popularized in the 1970s and is still
often used today. On the other hand, information literacy studies, a branch of research that
has mostly grown in the field of library science since the 1970s, also contribute to the
reflection on literacy. Gilster (1997, as cited in Calvani, Fini, Ranieri and Picci, 2012) who
coined the phrase ‘‘digital literacy’’ and gave it its original definition, places more
emphasis on critical thinking skills than IT skills. However, the concept of digital

competence is a relatively new concept that lacks a clear definition (Ilomaiki et al., 2016).
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When reviewing the related literature, it is seen that the concepts of digital literacy and
digital competence are general terms, while terms such as ICT skills, information literacy,
and media literacy are components of these two general concepts.
Stating that digital literacy covers the entirety of the knowledge and skills required for
media literacy, information literacy, internet literacy, and ICT literacy is insufficient, hence
the concept of digital literacy also includes other elements (Ferrari, 2012). Further, Calvani
et al. (2012) draw conclusion that digital literacy is a broader term than ICT and includes
all the mentioned concepts in the literature as information literacy, media literacy, and
visual literacy. The scope of digital competence encompasses a number of disciplines,
including technology and computing, media and communication, information science, and
literacy, and it is made up of a variety of skills and abilities (Iloméki et al., 2011). The
concept of ‘‘digital competence’” is an evolving target that includes a broad spectrum of
topics and literacies, constantly adapting as new technologies arise. Digital competence
represents the convergence of various fields. Currently, being digitally competent involves
understanding media (since most media have been or are being digitized), critically finding
and evaluating information (due to the widespread use of the Internet), and interacting with
others through various digital tools and applications (Ferrari, 2012).

In particular, there is controversy about whether the terms ‘‘digital literacy’’ and *‘digital
competency’’ refer to the same thing (McGarr and McDonagh, 2019). The notions of
digital competence and literacy are so interwoven that they are usually used for one
another in the same manner, even in the same papers (Ferrari, 2012; Redecker, 2017;
Rakenes and Krumsvik, 2014). Seeing that both notions are regarded as the same in some
research, Al Khateeb (2017) identifies the distinction between those two by asserting that
digital competency is said to be primarily driven by digital literacy, further, the concept of
competence is thought to be more complicated than literacy because it places a greater
emphasis on knowledge and skill acquisition than on access and usage. In the review study
conducted by Pettersson (2018), who favors the term ‘digital competence,’ it is highlighted
that there remains no clear consensus or shared understanding regarding the definition and
components of digital competence in educational settings, despite analyzing research from
the past decade. Instead, Pettersson (2018) asserts that the definitions of digital competence
and its related terms (such as digital pedagogy, ICT competence, digital literacy, and
pedagogical digital competence) are rarely clear and are frequently used as synonyms to

describe the competencies required of actors engaged in educational settings.
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According to some perspectives, the use of these concepts in the literature varies on some
factors such as linguistic and/ or contextual. To McGarr and McDonagh (2019), the
distinction between the notions of digital literacy and digital competence is essentially a
linguistic matter. Seeing that the term ‘digital competence’ is quite recent in the literature,
they conclude that digital competence is related to educational settings, whereas digital
literacy has a much broader scope of meaning. In a similar vein, Ilomaki et al. (2016) also
remark that digital comptence show up in publications devoted to educational research. As
Rokenes and Krumsvik (2016) unveil, ‘digital competence’ is more frequently used to
refer to the term related to technological skills and knowledge in Norwegian context. Ala-
Mutka (2011) seems to dismiss this debate by asserting that developing distinct definitions
for literacy and competencies inside and outside of the digital realm is becoming pointless
because digital processes and tools are evolving into commonplace mediators for all kinds
of jobs and are becoming an essential component of every skill or ability.

As a result, it is chosen to use digital competence in this manner since this study
specifically focuses on technology use in foreign language education. In this section,

digital competency is covered in more detail.

Digital competence is a relatively new concept that lacks a clear definition (Iloméki et al.,
2016), and it has connections to both technological advancement and the political
aspirations and demands of modern citizenship (Iloméki et al, 2011). It originally emerged
in policy-related publications and papers, and it was not included in more recent policy
documents such as The OECD’s Definition and Selection of Competencies (Ilomaiki et al.,
2016). According to the analysis of the research on digital competence by Pettersson
(2018), digital competence is addressed through four overarching themes within this
domain, namely: policy and guidance documents, organizational structures, strategic
leadership, and educators and their instructional methods. On the contrary, there have been
a wide array of definitions for DC in the literature as well. Though Ala-Mutka (2011)
claims that there is no definition of digital competence found in some prominent English
dictionaries such as Webster13 or Chambers, she argues that those notions are included in
online Chambers 21st Century Dictionary and Thesaurus in an isolated fashion as
‘competence’ and ‘digital’. According to her findings, competence is related to capability,
while digital is related to 1) a set of numbers, 2) a device to process information, 3)

electronics.
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Most of these definitions appear in policy-based and educational papers due to the
aforementioned reasons. As the concept itself has connotations related to citizenship and
learning, the EU has included a lot of papers addressing digital issues since the early
2000s. The Recommendation of the European Parliament and the Council (2006) identified
eight essential competencies for lifelong learning: proficiency in the native language,
fluency in foreign languages, mathematical skills, basic scientific and technological
knowledge, digital literacy, learning adaptability, social and civic awareness,
entrepreneurial skills, and cultural appreciation and expression. (Ala-Mutka, 2011). To this
end, The European Union has acknowledged ‘Digital Competence’ as one of the crucial
competences for lifelong learning according to the 2006 European Recommendation on

Key Competences (Ferrari, 2012).

According to Ferrari (2012), ‘Digital competence’ encompasses the ability to utilize ICT
and digital media for various purposes such as work, recreation, education, and social
interaction. This includes communication, collaboration, problem-solving, content creation
and sharing, information management, as well as effective knowledge building through
critical, creative, independent, flexible, ethical, and reflective means. To illustrate this
definition perceptibly, Ferrari (2012, pp. 30) outlines the following diagram:

Digital competence is the set of

knowledge, skills, attitudes, % Learning domains
strategies, values and awareness

that are required when using ICT

and digital media »  Tools
to perform tasks; solve problems;
communicate; manage
information; collaborate; create $» Competence areas
and share content; and build P
knowledge

$ Modes

for work, leisure, participation, learning, > PUFPDEE

socialising, consuming & empowerment.

Figure 1. Aspects of the digital competence definition

Later on, Redecker (2017, p. 90) simplifies this definition and sumps it up as follows:

‘Digital competence’ involves the assured, analytical, and imaginative use of ICT to
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accomplish goals related to work, labor, learning, leisure, social inclusion, and/or active
participation in society.

When reviewing the related literature, Maiier and Koval (2021) propose a brief definition:
Digital competence is a collection of digital knowledge, skills, and abilities that helps all of
its participants in the teaching and learning process.

The European Digital Competence Framework for Citizens was developed in an attempt to
assess and certify the digital competence of individuals in the 2000s, and it has gained
widespread acceptance as a tool for teacher training and professional development inside
and outside of Europe since then. According to the 2016 revision, this framework, which
consists of six distinct educational domains, contains a total of 22 skills (Redecker, 2017).

Below, the DigCompEdu Competences and their relation to each other are presented in a
graph:

Educators’ professional Educators’ pedagogic Learners
competences (.OVT\})E".E'][E’J LDTTW[.)E[EI?(.EC
DIGITAL TEACHING

RESOURCES AND LEARNING
Q Selectin Q 1g
FACILITATING
I e LEARNERS' DIGITAL
reating r ng danc
n Q COMPETENCE
h ¢ Managing ) o nformatio
Q protecting, sharing 9 Collaborative eaming @ a literacy
> Q Seif-requiated learning Q
ctic P Q L
EMPOWERING
ASSESSMENT
& Digital cPD o o LEARNERS Q
Q Assessment strateg Q bility Q
LT &
Q Feedba la 0 J
gaging

Figure 2. DigCompEdu competences and the link among the competences (Redecker,
2017, pp.16)

The areas 2 through 5 make up the core of the DigCompEdu Framework. These areas
collectively explain educators’ digital pedagogic competence, or the digital skills they

require to provide effective, inclusive, and creative teaching and learning methods
(Redecker, 2017).
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To Karsenti et al.’s study (2020), the Digital Competency Framework is divided into 12
dimensions which are comprised of several components, and three stages of digital
competence include competency, dimensions, and elements. Below, Figure 3 demonstrates

those dimensions:

Technological
skills

Innovation and
creativity

Ethical citizenship

Information

Critical <
literacy

thinking

Problem

solving Collaboration

Personal
and professional
empowerment

Communication

®

Inclusion and Content
diverse needs production

Figure 3. Key components of digital competency framework (Karsenti et al., 2020, pp. 13)

According to the visual representation above, the dimensions are closely interrelated with
each other, and each component has a significant role in developing subskills such as

communication and collaborative skills while accomplishing an educational task.

Likewise, Kozuh, Maksimovi¢ and Osmanovi¢ Zaji¢ (2021) note that the following steps

are necessary for the development of teachers’ digital competences:

1 The educational potential of digital technologies is recognized,

2 teachers are taught to use them,

3. they are aware of when and where to use them,

4 they are trained to do so in accordance with the needs of the subjects they teach.
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Overall, digital competence is a key component of teaching and learning in today’s
learning environment. Further, it helps enhance subskills such as collaboration,
communication, and innovation which constitute the backbone of language learning.
Mohommad, Assam and Saidi (2020) propose that technology advancements and
modifications are significant as long as they help advance the teaching of foreign
languages. Cephe and Balgikanli (2012) support this idea by stating that it is highly
recommended that English language education be reinforced with web technology because
language acquisition extends beyond the confines of the classroom setting. Hence, digital
competence becomes a prerequisite for foreign language teaching.

2.2. Digital competence in education

Addressing the necessity of keeping up with the era, the integration of digital tools into
education is of major importance. Prensky (2005), one of the advocates of use of the digital
tools in education, asserts that even though we are now in the digital age, educators are still
doing a lot of things in an old-fashioned manner. It is time for education leaders to look up

from the daily grind and take in the changing environment.

In general, the teaching profession is faced with ongoing demands and problems that call
for a new, more advanced set of competencies than in the past (Benali, Kaddouri, and
Azzimani, 2018). In a similar vein, Redecker (2017) affirms that that digital technology
can facilitate classroom differentiation and individualized education by tailoring learning
activities to each student’s proficiency level, interests, and learning needs. The rationale
for adapting to the demands of the era is generally based on the fact that the requirements
of individuals vary according to the current conditions. The necessity for citizens to
possess relevant critical and creative skills places new requirements on educators across all
educational levels. To this end, they must not only be fluent in digital tools, but also
cultivate their students’ competency in these tools and harness the power of digital

technologies to enhance and innovate instruction (Ghomi and Redecker, 2019).

Prensky (2001a) introduced the concept of ‘Digital Natives’ to refer to contemporary
students who are fluent in the digital language of computers. Conversely, individuals who
were not raised in the digital era are termed ‘Digital Immigrants’ by Prensky. From a

similar perspective, Veen (2007) refers to modern children as ‘“Homo Zappiens’’ whose
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lives have been profoundly altered by technology. Veen (2007) and Prensky (2001) seem
to regard ‘‘Homo Zappiens’’ or ‘‘digital native’’, the terms they coin respectively to refer
to the generation born into the digital age, favorably and both of them believe that current
education is far from keeping up with the demands of either this generation or the
information society of the future. Because of the amount of digital input that Digital
Natives got as children, Prensky (2001b) hypothesized that their brains are probably
physically different from those of other people, and he argued that engaging digital natives
in their "native tongue" through gaming learning is a desirable strategy. Yet, some of the
authors argue that being born into such a digital age does not necessarily mean that
everyone is adept at utilizing the tools offered in this age. At this juncture, Redecker
(2017) remarks that this does not suggest that individuals inherently possess the skills
required to use digital technology effectively and responsibly. Unlike Prensky, Thompson
(2013) puts forward that the fact that new generation was born into digital age does not
necessarily mean they are adept at adapting digital tools into learning, and findings of his
study indicate that although they are generally regarded as ‘digital natives’, they still need
to be guided by their teachers to exploit the benefits of digital tools in their learning
process. Similar to Thompson, Pascual (2019) puts forward that students today are
typically seen as digital natives who can adapt to technology changes quickly and
successfully, however certain tools and approaches related to information and
communications technology (ICTs) and digital media should be focused on in the
classroom to help students become more digitally proficient.

In a similar vein, Scanni (2022) asserts that being ‘digital native’ does not guarantee using
technologies for educational purposes according to the beliefs of teachers taking part in her
study which focused on the application of distance education during the Covid-19
outbreak. Against the backdrop of the aforementioned discrepancies between those
generations, it is now evident that students today process information and think in
fundamentally distinct ways compared to previous generations due to the pervasive nature
of the digital environment and the extensive level of their engagement with it (Prensky,
2001a). Further, he reminds teachers that they are instructors in the twenty-first century,
that is why this entails supporting student decision-making, involving students in the
creation of instruction, and soliciting feedback from students on the teaching methods they
would use (Prensky, 2005).
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Likewise, while educating students about the digital world, digital technology should be
successfully incorporated into instructional strategies by teachers. In the teachers’ digital
era, individuals need to cultivate awareness, self-assurance, understanding, proficiency,
capability, and ethical frameworks to ensure the efficacy of education (Karakus and Kilig,
2022). Benali et al. (2018) advocate that the strategic value of offering digital education
should be recognized due to extensive utilization of digital tools and programs because
pupils are impacted by teachers’ abilities. In this respect, instructors must be able to utilize

digital abilities and pedagogical skills together in the classroom.

Additionally, mastering the effective utilization of new information and digital
technologies becomes indispensable for a modern teacher within the digitalization context,
and it is vital to highlight that educators are currently focusing on creating own multimedia
instructional tutorials with the goal of accomplishing particular educational goals, in
addition to using the software and technological materials that already exist (Smagulova,

Sarzhanova, Tleuzhanova, and Stanciu, 2021).

The twenty-first century has seen remarkable breakthroughs, and conventional classrooms
with four walls are progressively fading into history, so learning and teaching are
significantly distinct now than they were in the past (Erdin and Uzun, 2022). The pupils we
are teaching right now grew up in an era of digital technologies, communication, and
widespread access to information (Popescu and Cioui, 2011). Jones and Buchanan (2021)
pose questions about what our quickly developing civilizations look like and how we will
educate those future societies regarding the rationale for education and worldwide
competent teachers. Therefore, schools need teachers who are technologically proficient in
order to help students build their digital competence from K-12
(Gudmundsdottir, Hernandez, Colomer, and Hatlevik, 2020).

Lockdowns and distance learning have made it necessary to rethink well-known
technological resources in learning procedures and systems, but, even in the absence of
COVID, these transformations have been simmering in the system and are currently
unquestionably ready to take center stage in education, even after the pandemic (Meirovitz
et al., 2022). The student actively participated in the educational process and collaborated
with the instructor to create the course materials, in addition, learning is facilitated by

cooperation, conversation, and sharing of opinions (Markovi¢, Koch, and Franci¢, 2012).
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To encourage computer-supported teaching and learning, it is also vital to take into account
how crucial it is to prepare foreign language (FL) teachers for the pedagogical use of
digital resources (Pinho and Lima, 2013). Teachers and educators have begun to
incorporate emerging technology into their activities as they gradually but steadily come to
understand their potential, and Web 2.0 tools help foster the interaction and teamwork that
are essential to successfully learning a foreign language (Basal, 2016). Thus, the purpose
of FL instruction in the digital age should be to encourage the development of both
communication and digital fluency, benefiting both students and members of the
Information Society (Pinho and Lima, 2013).

Seeing that education has to evolve from traditional to modern teaching methods, language
teaching is one of the primary fields of teaching, which requires innovation and being in
tune with current movements. As a consequence, language teachers require being far more
updated than anyone else. In this regard, digital competence becomes a prerequisite for

teachers and educators in addition to their required skills to deliver the content for learning.

According to the report published by Turkish MoNE (2014), programs for lifelong learning
underwent a transformation into a more structured framework. Tiirkiye introduced its
National Qualifications Framework (NQF) in 2015, which comprises eight levels
encompassing diverse qualifications and certificates within the Turkish Qualifications
Framework (TQF). The framework was collaboratively developed and is currently
administered by the Vocational Qualifications Authority (VQA), the Ministry of National
Education (MoNE), and the Council of Higher Education (CoHE). According to a report
by the European Training Foundation (2021), the TQF was initially proposed by MoNE in
2005 in response to the first consultation to European Qualifications Framework (EQF)
(ETF, 2021) and it was incorporated into the new curricula in 2018 (MEB, 2018).

Hazar (2019) outlined that Tiirkiye, like Europe, has integrated digital technologies into
education since the 1980s to enhance quality and equip students with skills for the
information economy. In this vein, The TPACK (Technological, Pedagogical, and Content
Knowledge) framework, originally based on Shulman’s construct of PCK (Pedagogical
Content Knowledge), was also introduced in Turkish curriculum, and it aims to improve
the understanding and application of technology-related knowledge in teaching. It focuses
on identifying and describing the specific knowledge that teachers require, integrating
technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge to enhance teaching practices (Koehler
and Mishra, 2009).
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Additionally, Hazar (2019) listed the key initiatives in Turkish educational system as the
following: Computer Assisted Education (1989-1991), the Computer Laboratory Schools
Project (1993-1997), the Basic Education Project (1997-2007), the Secondary Education
Project (2006-2010), and the FATIH Project (2010). Firsatlart Artirma ve Teknolojiyi
Iyilestirme Hareketi (FATIH) -The Movement to Enhance Opportunities and Improve
Technology- Project was launched in 2010 by the Ministry of National Education to ensure
equal opportunities in education, create an information society, and improve the quality of
information technology in the country by making information technologies (IT) beneficial
in education (Dursun, Kirbag and Yiiksel, 2015). In a similar vein, in Tiirkiye the presence
of digital transformation in education is recognized, with various initiatives such as the
“FATIH Project,”” EBA applications, and the ‘Digital Transformation Project in
Universities’” being implemented at the K12 level (MEB, 2020a; Sener and Giindiizalp,
2018 as cited in Kocaman-Karoglu, Bal-Cetinkaya and Cimsir, 2020). In addition, outside
of school, the support for digital transformation in education includes government-
supported initiatives like Deneyap Technology Workshops, Design-Skill Workshops, the
““81 Cyber Heroes in 81 Provinces’ projects, and the globally significant technology
festival, TEKNOFEST, which involves numerous public and private sector institutions
(Kocaman-Karoglu, Bal-Cetinkaya and Cimsir, 2020). Another sub-project of the FATIH
project, the Education Informatics Network (EBA), is perhaps its most important and vital
component, as it is a social platform designed by the General Directorate of Innovation and
Educational Technologies to utilize effective materials through information technologies in
the educational process (Eryillmaz and Uluyol, 2015).

Tirkiye introduced its National Qualifications Framework (NQF) in 2015, which
comprises eight levels encompassing diverse qualifications and certificates within the
Turkish Qualifications Framework (TQF). The framework was collaboratively developed
and is currently administered by the Vocational Qualifications Authority (VQA), the
Ministry of National Education (MoNE), and the Council of Higher Education (CoHE).
According to a report by the European Training Foundation (2021), the TQF was initially
proposed by MoNE in 2005 in response to the first consultation to European Qualifications
Framework (EQF) (ETF, 2021) and it was incorporated into the new curricula in 2018
(MEB, 2018). Additionally, Turkish MoNE incorporated digital competencies as a key
general competence for teachers in the report they published in 2017. According to this

report, in line with global trends, Tiirkiye seeks to develop generations equipped with 21st-
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century skills such as complex problem solving, critical thinking, innovation, effective
communication, cultural respect, high-level cooperation, and international competitiveness,
while also preserving their national identity and awareness, which has prompted a
reevaluation of the role and qualities required of teachers in society (Directorate General

for Teacher Training and Development, 2017).

In 2018, the Ministry of National Education of Tiirkiye identified eight key competencies
in the Turkish Qualifications Framework. Digital competence, one of these eight
competencies, aimed at the safe and critical use of ICTs for work, communication, and
everyday purposes. These eight competencies include the following: ‘“1-Communication in
mother language, 2-Communication in foreign languages, 3-Mathematical competence and
basic competencies in science/technology, 4-Digital competence, 5-Learning to learn, 6-
Social and civic competencies, 7-Sense of initiative and entrepreneurship, 8-Cultural
awareness and expression’’ (MEB, 2018, pp. 4-5).

Recently, The European Council also support several candidate countries, including
Tiirkiye, through the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), with the aim of
improving access to digital technologies and fostering digital skills in these countries
(Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council, 2021). As a consequence, the
Turkish MoNE continues to prioritize the development of digital competence in
educational settings through various innovative projects and initiatives, ensuring that

students and educators are well-equipped for the digital age.

2.3. Digital competence studies in ELT

There has been a plethora of research into the digital competence of various actors in
education. Based on a thorough review of existing studies in the scope of digital
competence in teaching English as a foreign language, it might be concluded that the
studies can be examined according to the target groups of the research. According to the
existing research, most of the studies were conducted with in-service and pre-service
teachers because of their active role in educating learners. The number of studies recruiting
learners as participants in research was fewer. Surprisingly, the least number of studies
belonged to those that examined the digital competence of both teachers and learners. It is

possible to draw the conclusion that investigating two groups requires more time and

21



commitment, as most of these studies examining both groups employed a case study and
had a more longitudinal nature in terms of research. Regarding this, the studies
concentrating on digital competence in EFL teaching are presented according to the target

groups in this section.

2.3.1. Studies with pre-service language teachers

The vast majority of research that include pre-service teachers as participants are
concerned with their perceived and actual level of digital competence, enthusiasm, and
preparedness to utilize digital tools in their future teaching. The other factors examined in
the studies involve age, gender, field of study, and the relation between linguistic skills and
digital competence. In addition, some of the research looked into the impacts of the
pandemic as it led the teaching process to turn into a novel fashion in which learners and

teachers were obliged to accord with the technological tools in education.

Lei (2009) measured the perceptions, readiness, and interest of pre-service teachers by
assuming that they are ‘digital natives’. The data collected through an online survey
revealed that, though pre-service teachers seemed to held positive beliefs about utilizing
digital tools in the classroom, their knowledge about those tools was actually limited to
social networking applications. They did not know how to integrate educational digital
tools and were required to be trained to augment their practical knowledge and provided
with hands-on experiences prior to their future classroom practice. The results suggest that
preservice teachers who used technology growing up are skilled in both foundational and
social-communication technologies. Yet, their technological proficiency is constrained by
the narrow focus and shallow depth of their technological activity. In addition to teaching
advanced, classroom, and assistive technologies, systematic technology preparation is
essential to help students connect technology with teaching and transition from being

digital native students to digital native teachers.

Lei (2009) noted that in some schools, tech-savvy students support their professors’ use of
technology, encourage their teachers to do so, and even take on the role of technology
instructors for their teachers. However, being able to utilize technology does not always

imply doing so critically, prudently, or meaningfully.
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Another study concentrating on perceptions and digital competence of pre-service teachers
was conducted by Engen et al. (2014). They carried out a quantitative study in a
Norwegian context where ICT skills were included in the five basic skills with the 2006
curriculum reform. Freshman pre-service teachers were recruited as participants. The
participants filled out an online questionnaire to outline their perceived and actual digital
competence. Though most of the participants expressed that they were able to use social
networking and search for information, they seemed to spend less time on activities that
require complicated skills or knowledge. At this juncture, they propose that there seems to
be a discrepancy between their actual levels of technology efficiency and their perceived
levels of expertise. Overall, this study demonstrated that the technology skills and usage of

young people are less extensive than anticipated.

Maiier and Koval (2021) conducted a mixed method research to find out whether pre-
service teachers are prepared to use digital resources for foreign language instruction, as
well as what they think about how to improve their digital competence. First, 56
participants were split into two experimental groups, one of which had teachers routinely
check in with them and utilized checklists to evaluate their digital competencies, and the
other of which had only teachers check in. Pre-test and pos-test were applied to gauge the
distinction between two experimental group at the end of the process. The results of the
pre-test showed that the levels of digital competency in both experimental groups were
nearly equal before the experiment began. Following the experimental learning, the first
experimental group’s pre-service teachers’ digital skills greatly outgrew those of the
second experimental group. It was found that the success of the learning process is
influenced by the teacher's professional competence, which includes digital competence.
The findings of the study demonstrate that respondents can utilize digital technology to
organize foreign language learning in various ways: individually (45%), in pairs (10%), in

small groups (15%), and with the entire class (30%).

Similarly, in a case study conducted by Ng (2012), numerous web-based technologies such
as Mahara, Prezi, VoiceThread etc. were introduced to the pre-service teachers during the
project and they were supposed to fulfill some tasks on these tools later. Pre-test and post-
test were administered in an attempt to compare their level of digital literacy. The study
uncovered that the bulk of the participants accomplished the tasks on their own though
they encountered some difficulties, and only one of them asked for help of the tutor. As for

the results of pre- and post-tests, the rates varied significantly. Whereas students stated
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they were familiar with some of the digital technologies, they had never used them for
educational purposes before. As a consequence, the students reported that their digital

literacy level increased thanks to this training and felt more confident in utilizing the tools.

In another case study conducted by Rekenes and Krumsvik (2016), it was aimed to
ascertain how well pre-service teachers were prepared to integrate ICT into their English
language process and what their perceptions of digital competence were like. The study
was carried out for four academic semesters by applying surveys, classroom observations,
and semi-structured interviews. The findings demonstrated that pre-service teachers
demanded to be equipped with the knowledge of integrating digital tools in innovative
ways and using them in authentic contexts for improving foreign language learning.
Although pre-service teachers stated that they did not model either their teacher educators
or mentor teachers, they were observed to make use of ICT tools during their school
practicum in the same way their educators and mentors did in the classes. Overall, it
highlights the significance of hands-on experiences that enable pre-service teachers to be

able to use ICT tools in a pedagogical manner.

Korucu, Yiicel, Giindogdu and Gengtiirk (2015) investigated the digital competence of pre-
service teachers from different departments at a state university in relation to various
factors such as gender, branch of study, and level of mobile device use. They revealed that
gender and educational departments of the participants were not as influential as the level
of mobile device usage. On the other hand, the degree of accessing mobile device or the
Internet affected the digital competence of the participants significantly.

In a similar vein, Garcia-Martin and Garcia-Sénchez (2017) attempted to gauge the digital
literacy levels of pre-service teachers according to their gender, and field of study.
Regarding the first variable, gender, it was concluded that female pre-service teachers
tended to be more familiar with digital tools for personal use, and they required training in
the use of them for pedagogical purposes, whereas male pre-service teachers stated being
more knowledgeable about the use of Web 2.0 tools and being well-trained to utilize them
in education. Concerning the field of teaching, Geography, and History teachers stated
being competent in the functions and usage of tools, and Language and Literature teachers

appeared to be the most enthusiastic to learn and produce web-based content.

Caliskan, Giiney, Sakhieva, Vasbieva, and Zaitseva (2019) also sought to examine the

perceptions of pre-service teachers from various departments on the usability of Web 2.0
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tools in a classroom environment. The findings of their study demonstrated that pre-service
teachers held positive attitudes about the use of Web 2.0 tools in education, as they believe
that these tools encourage pupils to actively participate in content creation, furthermore,
they promote social interaction and creativity according to their beliefs.

Guillén-Gamez, Lugones and Mayorga-Fernandez (2019) carried out a non-experimental
research to ascertain how pre-service teachers in the Department of Foreign Languages use
digital technologies in the classroom and whether age, gender, or motivation have an
impact on how they are used. Digital competence of the participants was determined
through a test, whereas the personal and academic information about them was collected
through a questionnaire. It was determined that pedagogical digital competence of the pre-
service teachers fell below the expected level. Age was thought to have a considerable
impact on how digital technologies are used to deliver courses. In addition, motivation was
regarded as a key component in the level of development of pedagogical digital
competence. Yet, because the participating student-teachers’ viewed of using digital tools
in teaching and their actual teaching practice diverge significantly, it was discovered that
their usage of them was restricted. Also, the component that had the biggest influence on
the growth of pedagogical digital competence was motivation.

Ugar and Yazic1 (2021) carried out a research in which pre-service EFL teachers and ELL
students were recruited as participants with the aim of revealing their tendencies towards
using Web 2.0 tools for academic purposes. The findings presented that students in both
departments held positive attitutes towards using digital technology in their learning
process and applied them not only to improve their receptive skills like enhancing
vocabulary, reading but also to improve their productive skills such as speaking and

writing.

Through a training project with pre-service teachers, Ahern and Lopez-Medina (2021)
revealed that integration of digital tools accelerates the communicative skills of them.
Further, pre-service teachers were provided with hands-on experiences through this project
as they were required to design classes according to the needs of learners, coordinate with
their peers, and ask for guidance when needed. As a result, this project enabled them to
grow their professional development in addition to digital competence and related

competence areas for teaching.
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Regarding the impacts of the pandemic in education, numerous studies were conducted.
Karakus and Kili¢ (2022) have conducted a research examining the relationship among the
digital competencies, fluency and awareness of pre-service teachers in Turkish context.
They have concluded that pre-service teachers hold positive attitudes towards using digital
tools in teaching process and they regard pre-service teachers as the borns in the digital era.
Furthermore, they assert that COVID-19 Pandemic has caused educators all around the
world to be obliged to equip themselves with digital skills as they have used digital tools

actively during that remote learning period.

In a similar vein, Iskandar, et. al. (2022) suggest the idea that digital literacy will be
probably one of the most underpinning component of education in a few years due to and
after the COVID-19 pandemic. In this regard, they assert the following assertion:
Incorporating digital literacy into education is no longer optional. The two-year COVID-19
pandemic has left us with no choice but to extensively utilize ICT technology to drive the

educational process — facilitating teaching and learning.

They assert that digital literacy should be taught as a cross-curricular competency in
English courses to give students plenty of possibilities to develop more authentic and
digital English outcomes and practices. The findings of this study illustrates that digital
literacy is neglected in EFL classrooms are justified by the fact that digital technology is

only employed for pedagogical purposes.

The study by Gegkin (2022) focused on finding how COVID-19 lockdown affected pre-
service teachers’ linguistic competencies and their digital competencies. Gegkin (2022)
compared the correlation between before and after the pandemic regarding the participants’
linguistic, grammatical, communicative and sociolinguistic competencies and their self-
perceptions. Aforementioned study revealed that pre-service teachers evaluated their own

competencies after pandemic.
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2.3.2. Studies with in-service language teachers

A great deal of research was conducted regarding digital competence of teachers. The key
points of these studies were perceptions, actual level of digital competence, their ICT
knowledge and practice, and challenges encountered during remote teaching as a result of
the pandemic in general. The other variables sought in research included age, years of

experience, gender, field of teaching.

One of the studies involved both pre-service and in-service teachers as participants. Luo,
Lee, Muljana and Shah (2022) sought to find out the perceptions of pre-service and in-
service teachers about integration of Web 2.0 tools in literacy classes. All the participating
teachers reported to be in favor of using these tools in education and being aware of their
aid in supporting learning process and making it enjoyable. It was thought that vocabulary
and word recognition were the content areas most amenable to Web 2.0 integration. In this
study, those who considered themselves to be highly capable of using Web 2.0 did it more
for personal uses than for instructional purposes. As for the variable of age of the
participants, the likelihood that teachers will employ Web 2.0 tools in their literacy classes
increases as they get younger since they are more likely to see them favorably. They are

more inclined to integrate Web 2.0 tools into their training the more at ease they feel.

Similarly, Pinho and Lima (2013) conducted a case study for a four-week period in a
Brazilian context by employing a training course for pre-service and in-service teachers
whose educational backgrounds and workplaces varied. The course was held online for
three weeks, and the final session was held face-to-face. Initially, a questionnaire was
administered to the participants to gauge their knowledge and perceptions about digital
technologies. A Web 2.0 tool called Movie Maker was introduced to them, and they were
supposed to utilize it to prepare videos to foster foreign language learning by working
collaboratively with the other participants, and then they were required to upload their
works to YouTube. This study illustrated that using such a digital tool in foreign language
teaching enabled teachers to create their own content, to reflect upon their knowledge and
skills regarding technology usage, and to participate actively in the educational setting.
Furthermore, teachers reported that by working on understanding and oral and written
production, this tool may promote FL communication and motivate language learners by
offering real-world contexts for deep learning. It was concluded that the work of creating

digital content aided when cultivating digital fluency, made it possible to utilize Windows

27



Movie Maker effectively after learning about its resources, and consequently improved the
preparation of contemporary foreign language instructors. By presenting students with the
difficulty of making a decision prior to readings and debates regarding the innovative use
of media, it encouraged independence and creativity in FL education as well. It improved

cooperation by making teamwork benefits more apparent.

Benali et al. (2018) conducted a case study in a Moroccan context in order to look into
English language teachers’ views on their digital proficiency, gender, confidence in digital
teaching, and teaching experience. In this regard, a questionnaire based on DigCompEdu
was administered to 160 teachers. According to the results, more than half of the
participants (55%) declared their confidence in using digital tools in class. As for gender
variable, though they were not represented equally in the study (male participants
outnumbered female counterparts), there was no discernible difference between male and
female participants with regard to their digital competence. However, this study outlined

that teachers’ digital competence increased with years of teaching experience.

A cross-cultural study was employed in various countries Europe, Latin America, and the
Caribbean to assess how teachers perceive the core components of new digital technologies
(Tomczyk, Jauregui, Amato, Mufioz, Arteaga, Oyelere, Akyar and Porta, 2021). The study
made use of a tool that was tailored to the cultural preferences of each pertinent country.
897 teachers from eight different nations completed the questionnaire, which included
questions about the use of technological advances in education, encounters of teachers with
online instruction, and their own assessments of their digital competence. The study’s
findings displayed that the vast majority of the participants held favorable opinions
regarding integration of technology in the classroom. Nonetheless, some Finnish and
Polish teachers seemed hesitant about the use of websites for education. The study is
important in highlighting the differences in perceptions or practice between before and
after the pandemic, according to the researchers, who point out that when the data was
collected, the Covid-19 pandemic had not yet broken out in some countries, particularly in

Europe and Latin America.

Similarly, Laeli, Setiawan and Anam (2020) conducted a case study that aimed to
comprehend the perceptions and practices of English language teachers about reading
digital texts in an Indonesian context. A total of 23 English teachers from senior and junior
high schools took part in the study. Participants were attending in a training course hosted

by the Indonesian Ministry of Education when this study was being conducted. As Covid-
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19 pandemic broke out, the data was collected online. It was discovered that every teacher
seems to had positive attitudes about the practice of digital reading. However, when it
comes to the teachers’ understanding of reading digital texts, they give the impression that
they only consider it a tool for reading online. Also, they stated that they did not use it in
their classes, leading to the conclusion that their ignorance of the technology pedagogical

content may prevent them from applying it correctly.

Kozuh et al. (2021) carried out a descriptive research in an attempt to identify whether
primary and secondary school teachers in a Serbian context utilize digital tools in their
classes, for evaluating their students, whether they are qualified to use them, and whether
they have the knowledge to create and search for digital contents. The results were
discussed according to four factors influencing digital competence of teachers: what
courses they teach, the number of years they have taught, their gender, and their
educational background. The study’s findings indicate that science and technology teachers
are commonly using digital tools and technological products in teaching, whereas teachers
in the field of social studies seem to be less digitally competent in integrating those tools
into their classes. Contrary to the common assumption that younger generation is more
acquainted with digital tools, teachers having more than ten years of experience stated to
use digital tools when evaluating students more frequently than the less experienced
teachers. In terms of the gender of the participants, male teachers were found to use digital
tools for evaluating students more frequently than female teachers. As for professional
development, teachers are eager to stay up to date on technology and are prepared to attend

seminars, workshops and courses in order to improve their digital competence.

In the same vein, Keskin and Yazar (2015) investigated the digital competence of teachers
in an eastern province in Tirkiye in order to determine to what degree such factors as
gender, level of education, branch, and computer courses they took have an impact on their
digital competence. This study revealed that male teachers stated to be more qualified than
female teachers. In terms of education level, usage of digital technologies in education
increased as teachers pursued further education. As for branch of the teachers, teachers of
Information Technology, Science, Maths, and English had the highest digital competence
levels. Lastly, the digital competency of instructors was significantly impacted by prior

computer course completion.

Regarding teachers as the primary actors introducing digital skills to schools and learners,

Al Khateeb (2017) examined the digital competency of in-service teachers of English
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language in a Saudi Arabian context. According to the quantitative data obtained from the
survey, the majority of teachers were determined to possess basic level of digital
competency. Surprisingly, most of the teachers reported to be advanced in using social
networking sites, however, they were found to be less adept at using online banking or
digital tools in education. As a consequence, the teachers in this study turned out to be less
digitally savvy than was expected of them. Teachers should be encouraged to gain

additional digital literacy skills as a component of their ongoing professional growth.

Fostering students’ digital competency is closely linked to the usage of Web 2.0
technologies in the classroom according to a vast body of the literature (Basal, 2016;
Cephe and Balgikanli, 2012; Elmas and Geban, 2012; Kayar, 2019). For this reason, the
studies shedding light on the the use of aforementioned technologies were reviewed in this
study as well. Markovi¢, Koch and Franc¢i¢ (2012) attempted to find out to what extent
teachers utilized Web 2.0 tools in education. The study was conducted in the Republic of
Croatia, and the participants varied in their age, workplace and years of teaching
experience. Most of the teachers reported to use these tools in delivering their content of
teaching several times a week whereas the ones who did not make use of them cited a lack
of digital competence, inadequate equipment in their classrooms, and a lack of enthusiasm

as their reasons.

A threefold training project for English language teachers was implemented. First, teachers
became acquainted with various Web 2.0 tools through an adapted unit from an English
coursebook. Then, they were supposed to design a curriculum and plan a lesson integrating
technology, and they were observed by the researcher in that phase. As for the final phase,
the researcher gathered data through stimulated-recall interviews with the participants. Lim
(2016) proposes that language teachers demand training in how and why English language
teachers incorporate subject matter, instructional techniques, and technological
advancements suitable for their particular ecological, social, and cultural classroom

environment.

Mahapatra (2015) carried out a case study with ESL teachers from various countries
including India, Iran, Dubai and Italy for four weeks. It was revealed that though the
participants showed great interest in learning Web 2.0 tools for their professional
development and using them for educational purposes, not all of the teachers were able to
learn them on their own but they needed guidance about the utilization of them. Though

the participants had a four-week duration to learn the tools, they required far more time
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than was allotted to them to use these tools with their own pupils. However, they stated
that they were not pleased with the duration of the in-service training program, and that

they would prefer to have one task per week rather than four.

To learn more about the educational advantages and difficulties of such tools, Light (2010)
conducted qualitative research over a two-year period with a sample of teachers who were
experimenting with Web 2.0 tools in their classrooms. Though the study did not
demonstrate decisive results, it was crucial in terms of demonstrating the process of using
digital tools in a learning environment. Even though this study found these tools to have a
lot of potential, it also indicated that careful preparation was needed to match instructional
activities with these tools’ capabilities. Teachers needed to create activities where the
communication made possible by Web 2.0 tools was significant and relevant to either the

content that students were learning or to their own lives.

In a similar vein, Kayar (2019) conducted a mixed-method study to investigate the
perceptions of foreign language teachers about Web 2.0 tools in a Turkish context and to
reveal the pros and cons of these tools in the teaching process. The study’s findings
demonstrated that foreign language teachers in high schools actively made use of various
tools in teaching. Further, it was indicated that use of those tools contributed to
development of the students with regard to aspects such as engagement, enthusiasm, and
participation. On the other hand, using those tools led to some problems regarding

technical issues and managing the classroom.

According to the results of the survey conducted by Coutinho and Bottentuit Junior (2008),
educators in universities tended to utilize Web 2.0 tools more for personal reasons than
pedagogical purposes. Though the participants were conscious of the educational potential
of those tools, they seemed reluctant to use them in practice. The most prevalent
justifications for using Web 2.0 tools in education in this study are to encourage
information sharing, acquire knowledge for a globalized world, and foster cooperative

learning.

In another study conducted by Konstantinidis, Theodosiadou, and Pappos (2013), four
Web 2.0 tools that are user-friendly even for those who are not technologically adept were
introduced. In a blended learning course for a group of twenty-four instructors, the tools

made up the curriculum. As a consequence, the four tools were highly regarded by all
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participants, and they could all utilize them with just a little bit of written step-by-step

guidance.

2.3.3. Studies with language learners

Few studies have investigated the digital competence of learners. In terms of the breadth of
their search, it is conceivable to split the research recruiting students as participants into
two categories. One of the main factors studied was how the learning environment
influences the learning process of learners, and the other was for what purposes learners

make use of digital learners in and/or outside the learning environment.

As the first category examined the learning environment, most of the studies were carried
out as case studies. In this respect, Popescu and Cioui (2011) employed an experimental
study with 45 students with the aim of building a social learning environment called
eMUSE that was integrated with Web 2.0 tools. Their study uncovered that most of the
students felt motivated and fortunate to participate in such a process and they stated that
they had the opportunity to monitor their own improvement and to compare themselves

with their peers.

Regarding the implementation of digital tools into EFL classroom, Rahmawanti and Umam
(2019) carried out an action research project where university students were required to
perform specific writing tasks with pseudonyms on Padlet. Pseudonyms allowed students
to write confidently as they were not afraid of making mistakes on their own work. The
study’s findings demonstrated that ICT could be included into EFL classrooms to aid in
learning assessment. Web 2.0 tools, like Padlet in this example, may be used to support
evaluation for learning by taking into account different factors that allowed the students to

evaluate and learn from their works securely.

In her study, Girgin (2010) designed an online classroom setting for the students at a
private school in Turkey where they carried out specific tasks to enhance their language
proficiency. According to the linked study’s findings, the students are eager to integrate
their digital competence into language learning process based on the questionnaire and the
tasks they have completed during the study. She proposes that the use of digital tools
enhance learners’ motivation as they offer the learners opportunities to build their own

settings, to express their preferences and monitor themselves while and after carrying out
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the tasks. Furthermore, online classroom settings are regarded as an environment where
learners have chance to gain autonomy individually and to assess not only their own
learning process but also their peers since they are able to see what the others are carrying

out to complete the tasks.

In a similar vein, Sazalli (2014) employed a training research project with English as a
Second Language learners, and participants were expected to work collaboratively with
their peers to accomplish certain tasks in this study by using social media platforms and
Web 2.0 tools during the training course. Overall, the study illustrated that mobile devices
and technological gadgets could be effective in language learning. Additionally, those tools

enabled learners to maintain the tasks collaboratively and enthusiastically.

Similarly, Rahimi, Berg and Veen (2014) put an emphasis on the students own activity in
technology-based learning as the students have affordance in monitoring their learning
process and regulating themselves, they can become autonomous learners. Teachers may
gain insights into the methods of teaching and learning through their students’ use of web

2.0 tools in conjunction with one another.

Pascual (2019) also implemented a case study to propose a teaching approach that should
be used to strengthen students’ digital and communicative skills in secondary level EFL
classes through a computer-mediated genre such as the travel blog. Initially, a collection of
travel blogs was assembled, and the main linguistic and rhetorical characteristics of the
blogs were determined. Then, various lesson plans were created based on the corpus-based
findings as well as the ideas of task-based learning and communicative language
instruction. To that end, 13 and 14-year-old learners engaged in some reading and writing
tasks on digital travel blogs for three weeks. This study concludes that using digital tools,
learners could advance from receptive to productive skills. Additionally, it asserts that
teachers can assist students in fostering their linguistic and technological skills by selecting

the right genre to cover in earlier classes.

The purposes of using digital technologies in the classroom were another aspect that
research looked into. To this end, several studies were conducted with learners. Muharom,
Nugroho and Putra (2022) have conducted a research in an EFL setting to examine whether
and for what purposes English learners use digital tools outside the classroom. They have
revealed that learners mostly use digital devices for receptive skills in an attempt to expand

their lexical knowledge and to be exposed to more authentic input like videos, songs. In
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line with the findings of the study, they propose the idea that foreign language teachers had
better help learners stimulated in using digital tools as they augment the exposure to the

language input both inside and outside the classroom.

A research conducted by Lee and Lee (2021) in South Korea seeks to scrutinize how
casual digital English learning affects students’ motivation and joy to learn it. 661 students
from different school grades ranging from secondary school to high school participated
into the research. Based on the data analysis obtained through a questionnaire, university
students scored the highest L2 self than the others. Further, it was found that L2 self and
casual digital learning of English predict foreign language enjoyment of all the groups in
the study. All in all, they assert that this way of learning including the activities like
watching YouTube videos, speaking foreigners on the social media seem to facilitate
learners language learning. These findings underpin the importance of integration of digital
tools into teaching and learning as they contribute crucially and favorably to the process.

Virkus and Bamigbola (2011) have also uncovered for what purposes students use Web 2.0
tools, and the purposes varied in communicational, educational, and professional manners.
The study has also revealed that no matter how many Web 2.0 tools there are, the students
tend to use their preferred ones for certain purposes.

A study by Eze (2016) aiming to identify the awareness of students using Web 2.0 tools
was carried out in the Nigerian context as well. According to the data obtained from this
study, students were likely to use Web 2.0 tools more for fun or social reasons than

academic purposes.

To sum up, Web 2.0 techniques are found to be useful tools for fostering students'
creativity and independent use of the second language, according to the results of the study
by Sarigoban and Kurum (2011). Also, English teachers can collaborate globally with their
peers to discuss ideas and successful initiatives. Web 2.0 enables students to use English
outside of the classroom, which is crucial for students learning English as a second
language in particular because foreign language learners typically lack the opportunity to

practice their language outside of the classroom, in contrast to second language learners.
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2.3.4. Studies with both language learners and teachers

The number of research which involve both learners and teachers is extremely small. Del-
Moral-Pérez, Villalustre-Martinez, and Neira-Pificiro (2019) conducted a case study in a
Spanish context with primary education learners and their teachers to examine their
perceptions about digital narrative and gauge its effect on the communicative and digital
competence of the children. The study in which 201 primary school students were required
to collaborate with their teachers to develop a digital story using any digital technology
was fulfilled in seven months. Previously, participating teachers were trained about the
digital tools by the researcher. Even though girls made slightly more progress than boys in
the study, those learners with higher levels showed more growth in both linguistic and
digital competence, as a result there was no discernible gender bias. All of the students
developed an enthusiasm in utilizing digital tools to generate material, and digital

competence was found to be a motivating element of learning.

Another study was conducted at tertiary level in Ukrainian context with the participation of
193 teachers and students. When comparing the level of digital competence of both groups,
students seemed to have higher level of competency of IT usage than teachers. However,

teachers were more likely to use digital tools while performing educational tasks.

As the pandemic made education adopt an online teaching fashion, Fauzi (2021) employed
a case study that attempted to figure out perceptions, motivation, attitude of students
towards online learning. Following the data analysis, perceptions, attitudes, motivation of
students and learning outcomes were found to be significantly correlated. The Covid-19
pandemic may be a godsend for educators who want to improve their digital literacy so
they can use online learning for their pupils. The program that is the easiest and most user-

friendly to deploy should be chosen by those who lack the ability to operate web gadgets.

In their study, Fadini and Finardi (2015) suggested that integrating digital tools into L2
learning and teaching process had a positive effect thanks to the opportunities they provide
the learners in collaboration and creating their own content. In addition, they highlighted
the importance of efficacy and attitudes of teachers in inclusion of digital tools in teaching

process.
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2.4. Historical background of teachers’ self-efficacy

Studies on teachers’ beliefs initially emerged in the 1970s to examine the teacher-related
factors that influence students’ success in an underrepresented community setting in the
USA. Though the data gathered by RAND (Research and Development Corporation)
researchers did not present any evidence about the possibility of increasing teachers' beliefs
through training, they concluded that boosting the motivation and dedication of teachers
might help them deal with problems in the class (Armor, Conroy-Oseguera, Cox, King,
McDonell, Pascal, Pauly, and Zellman, 1976). However, this study did not thoroughly
cover the concept of self-efficacy on its own to introduce it to the literature.

After Rotter’s ground-breaking theory on the construct of locus of control, Bandura’s
social cognitive theory and the idea of self-efficacy, which were first introduced in 1997,
gave rise to a second line of research that developed alongside the first. Efficacy
expectancies and outcome expectancies are the two categories of expectations that social
cognitive theory presents. While outcome expectancies entail an individual’s assessment of
the likely effects of doing a task at their anticipated level of competence, efficacy
expectations relate to an individual’s conviction in their ability to carry out the essential
activities for that task. In terms of behavior prediction, Bandura (1997) distinguishes
between self-efficacy and Rotter’s internal-external locus of control, which focuses more
on beliefs regarding the causal relationship between behaviours and consequences than on
personal efficacy (as cited in Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In addition, the root of the
idea of self-efficacy lies in the social cognitive theory put forth by the American
psychologist, Albert Bandura (as cited in Lopez-Garrido, 2023). As a result, Bandura is
considered the pioneer in field of self-efficacy.
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2.4.1. Definitions and domains of self-efficacy

The concept of self-efficacy, extensively researched across various fields, particularly
dominates in education; however, many people have misused and misunderstood its power
and significance in predicting actions (Chesnut and Burley, 2015). Keeping its cruciality in
education in mind, this current study clarifies its impact specifically on EFL teachers’
digital competency. Regarding this point, Kaygisiz, Anagun and Karahan (2018) assert that
it is crucial to look into English teachers’ efficacies, the language teaching methods they
employ, and how these factors interact to increase the standard of English instruction and

reach the intended level.

A comprehensive definition of self-efficacy as confidence in one’s abilities in a particular
field is provided by Hickson (2016). In their seminal work covering all sources between
1974 and 1997, Tshannen-Moran et al. (1998) come up with the definition of teacher
efficacy as follows: The term ‘teacher efficacy’ describes a teacher’s confidence in their
capacity to effectively plan and execute the required steps to succeed in a specific teaching
task within a given context. They put an emphasis on the situation of teaching since
teachers’ level of efficacy may vary depending on the circumstances they encounter. In
other words, teacher efficacy, as a motivational concept, suggests that the extent of a
teacher’s belief in their abilities influences the effort they put forth in a classroom setting

and their determination to persevere when encountering challenges.

Likewise the definition by Tschannen et al. (1998), Christopherson et al. (2016) put an
emphasis on the context by defining teacher’s self-efficacy as a teacher’s confidence in
their capacity of performing competently in a variety of situations and related disciplines.
Tshannen-Moran and Johnson (2011) also pinpoint the significance of context as the
environment where the efficacy sources are encountered has a vital impact on how teachers

see their own efficacy.

Bandura (1993) outlines three elements that influence academic achievement. In this
regard, learners’ beliefs, teachers’ beliefs, and faculties’ beliefs contribute to school
achievement. To Bandura (1993), the sorts of learning environments teachers design and
the degree of academic progress their students make are both influenced by their own
beliefs in their own ability to inspire and support learning. Bandura (1993) does not take

cognitive processes apart from other psychological constructs. To him, efficacy is related
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to how people conceive, feel, and motivate themselves. As a result, cognitive,

motivational, affective, and selecting processes are all components of self-efficacy.

With respect to domains of self-efficacy, Chan (2008) acknowledges Bandura’s cutting-
edge research in 1997, stating that self-efficacy beliefs are influenced by four main
sources: active proficiency knowledge, virtual knowledge, persuasive communication, and
biological and emotional conditions. Notably, active proficiency knowledge emerges as the
most influential source, since it offers genuine proof of a instructor’s effectiveness in
specific situations. However, each source in Bandura’s model is considered both a

contributor and an influencer factor for one another (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Chan (2008) also provides a comprehensive classification of self-efficacy by delineating
six domains, which encompass the following areas: educating highly capable students,
managing the classroom, guiding and consulting, educating for cultural inclusion, pupil
participation, and educating for enhanced learning.

Regarding the domains in the model offered by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), it reveals
two factors in teacher efficacy measures: the first factor involves evaluating the challenges
and constraints faced during teaching, balanced against available resources for facilitating
learning, while the second factor involves assessing personal teaching competence by
weighing strengths like abilities, knowledge, techniques, and dispositions against their
liabilities or shortcomings in the specific teaching environment. Additionally, the authors
provide a combined theory of teacher efficacy that combines both stated conceptual threads
while also outlining potential new research directions to resolve conceptual ambiguity and

draw from previous research (see Figure 4 below).
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Figure 4. The recurrent pattern of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 228)

To Tschannen-Moral et al. (1998), the cyclical nature of teacher efficacy above is a key
aspect of its power, where improved performance creates new mastery experiences,
shaping future beliefs in efficacy, leading to increased dedication and perseverance,

resulting in superior results, and ultimately reinforcing greater efficacy.

2.4.2. Scales developed to gauge self-efficacy

Since self-efficacy started to be considered as a key determiner of achievement in
education, various scales have been developed to gauge efficacy of teachers. Being a
prominent name in the field of self-efficacy, Bandura is the pioneer in designing a scale for
measuring teacher efficacy. Introducing his Teacher Self-efficacy Scale in 1997, Bandura
emphasized that sense of efficacy of teachers can vary depending on the diverse tasks they
are expected to undertake and the subjects they teach. To address this, he developed a
comprehensive 30-item tool comprising seven sections, including efficacy in influencing
deciding, school resources, instructional practices, discipline, participation of parents, civic
engagement, and fostering a supportive school environment (Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998).
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There are also a few valid and reliable scales in the literature. In 2008, Chan created the
Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES-18) comprising 18 items. This scale was designed to
evaluate the self-efficacy beliefs of Chinese teachers in Hong Kong. It specifically aimed
to gauge the teachers’ efficacy in six different domains of their functioning, aligning with

six primary topics of education reform in Hong Kong.

One of the most influential works in the field was the development of a teacher self-
efficacy scale by Gibson and Dembo in 1984. This scale comprised 30 items and was rated
on a Likert scale from 1 to 6 (Tshannen-Moran et al., 1998). Subsequently, Hoy and
Woolfolk (1993) adopted this scale and created a shorter version, focusing on items that
had the highest factor loadings in the original scale by Gibson and Dembo. The scale
adopted by Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) consisted of 10 items, addressing both personal
teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy. Considering the number and content of the
items, and their coherence with the overall items in the questionnaire, the scale by Hoy and

Woolfolk (1993) was found appropriate to utilize in the current study.

2.4.3. Studies on self-efficacy in the literature

When reviewing the literature, it stands out that the majority of research on teachers’
efficacy centers around the concept itself. Several studies looked into the relation between
efficacy, and digital competence or ICT usage of teachers. Only a limited number of
studies delved into the impact of teacher efficacy on online teaching. Concerning this, it is
possible to examine the studies on teacher efficacy in the literature in three sub-topics as
studies on teachers’ self-efficacy, studies examining the relation between teachers’ efficacy
and digital competence, and studies examining the impact of teacher efficacy on online

teaching in this subheading.

2.4.3.1. Studies on teacher efficacy

Christophersen et al. (2016) revealed that programs for teacher preparation offer settings

where student instructors can hone their instructional techniques in the empirical study
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they conducted in a Norwegian context. The findings of the study can be summarized as
follows: Firstly, problem behavior in the classroom has an adverse impact on student
teacher efficacy. Secondly, students’ confidence in effectively integrating pedagogic
knowledge and practice plays a crucial role in supporting their efficacy beliefs. Thirdly, the
support and guidance provided by supervisors positively influence student teachers’
efficacy beliefs. Lastly, it was observed that student teachers enrolled in university college
programs for primary school teaching demonstrate better teacher efficacy levels in

comparison to students in university programs for secondary school teaching.

Recruiting the same target group as participants, Chan, Maneewan and Koul (2021)
conducted an experimental study with pre-service teachers of EFL to delve into the impact
of cooperative and traditional learning on their content knowledge and self-efficacy in a
Cambodian context. Pre-test and post-test results and self-efficacy scale applied to the
participants reveal that pre-service teachers who experience cooperative learning in the
experimental group score better in grammar and vocabulary tests, in addition, learning

through cooperative tasks facilitate their self-efficacy levels.

A study by Tshannen-Moran and Johnson (2011) aimed to investigate the factors that
influence literacy instruction self-efficacy beliefs and how those factors connect to general
teaching self-efficacy. The researchers examined various aspects, such as pre-service and
in-service training experiences, contextual elements in the classroom, overall teacher self-
efficacy beliefs, and demographic factors. Beginning their careers with solid self-efficacy
views, teachers are more inclined to build on the persistence and drive those beliefs
encourage, which in turn fuels ongoing strong self-efficacy beliefs. Nonetheless, teachers
who initially have poor self-efficacy are prone to act in ways that support their ideas,

allowing them to hold onto them.

Wang, Fang and Elyas (2023) sought to ascertain the rapid shifts in Chinese primary
school English instructors’ pedagogical and epistemological perspectives as well as their
sense of self-efficacy towards their roles in the workplace. They employed a continuing
professional development programme with 42 English language teachers in Beijing. To
this end, focus groups and teachers’ reflective journals were utilized as data collection
tools. Initially participating teachers felt reluctant to take part in the study due to their
workload and private life issues; however, some of them realized the practicality of
teaching materials in the programme especially after receiving positive feedbacks from

their pupils. The results showed that most participants went through a difficult process that
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included resistance, conflict, compromise, and ultimately acceptance. By the end of the
program, most primary school English teachers saw enhancements in their professional
beliefs and confidence levels, though these improvements did not follow a straightforward
path. This was due to discrepancies between the objectives of the CPD program and the
teachers’ existing competencies and expectations, resulting in various gaps and

inconsistencies.

The study by Chan (2008) looked at a sample of Chinese pre-service and in-service
teachers in Hong Kong to determine the association between effective intelligence and
teacher self-efficacy. He employed a self-efficacy scale including six domains designed by
himself and a successful intelligence scale as data collection tools. In-service teachers
demonstrated notably higher classroom management efficacy scores compared to pre-
service teachers. The results show that teachers appeared most confident when instructing
highly gifted students and when advising and counseling students. In contrast, they
appeared least confident when motivating learners to appreciate education and when

handling learner problems in the classroom.

Similarly, Cankaya (2018) conducted a survey-type research on the self-efficacy beliefs of
pre-service and in-service teachers of English in a Turkish context. In this study, the self-
efficacy beliefs of the participants were compared and some factors such as gender, degree,
teaching level and years of experience were also investigated. As a result, there was not a
notable distinction in efficacy levels between male and female participants. However, as
the participants with doctorate degrees stated higher efficacy levels in contrast to the ones
with bachelor’s degrees, participants’ educational background and professional growth
may help to generate high levels of effectiveness. This could imply that a person’s sense of
efficacy belief is influenced by their academic work and professional development
activities. This study surprisingly noted that higher than the average self-efficacy ratings
were given by the participants with the least experience. This could mean that people with
less experience (1-3 years) are more willing to exert themselves because they feel more
driven and have higher levels of self-efficacy. As for the dimensions of self-efficacy
looked at in this study, whereas in-service teachers reported to be the most efficacious
about managing the classroom, pre-service teachers reported to be the most efficacious
about instructional efficacy. In this vein, it is emphasized that the efficacy of classroom

management increases with years of experience.
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Given the importance of self-efficacy in the teaching of English, Kaygisiz, Anagun, and
Karahan (2018) sought to determine whether English teachers’ beliefs about their own
efficacy and the strategies they used to teach the language were related. To this end, two
scales as instruments to measure self-efficacy and language methods teaching were
administered to 367 English language teachers. According to findings, an English teacher’s
propensity to adopt communication-oriented teaching practices in the classroom would

increase with the high level of self-efficacy s/he has.

In the study conducted by Girgin and llgaz (2022), the level of self-efficacy views of
English teachers regarding the teaching of gifted students was evaluated, along with
variations based on age, professional seniority, and gender. To meet this goal, a
questionnaire was applied to 352 English language teachers in a Turkish setting. The
findings revealed that self-efficacy levels of teachers increase in accordance with their age
and professional seniority; however, there was no gender-biased distinction identified.

In order to develop a framework of direction for new or less successful teachers, Nazari,
Zohoorian, and Faravani (2021) attempted to analyze the patterns of classroom
management and teacher empowerment among effective English language teachers.
Initially a questionnaire was employed to 546 English language teachers, then 70 of them
were found to be successful based on the evaluation of this questionnaire. Additionally, 7
of them took part in the semi-structured interview. According to the results, self-efficacy

was determined to be a crucial factor for success and empowerment.

2.4.3.2. Studies examining the relation between teacher efficacy and digital

competence

Few studies have explored any link between self-efficacy of teachers and technology,

despite a wealth of data on both topics (Hickson, 2016).

Gudmundsdottir and Hatlevik (2018) conducted a research in an attempt to describe the
association between pre-service self efficacy of teachers and their professional digital
competence levels. According to the results drawn from the study, approximately half of
the participants had negative attitudes towards implementation of digital tools into class as
they believed it might distract the students. Notwithstanding, this study demonstrated
controversial results with the 80% of the participants holding positive attitudes towards the
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use and integration of ICT. They assert that teachers are aware of both the strengths and
deficits of it. As for the gender variable examined in this study, male respondents assert
that they are more comfortable utilizing ICT than female respondents. Authors report that
males are not always better ICT users, yet this is a common misconception. In a similar

vein, this may suggest that women place higher demands on themselves than do men.

Hatlevik (2017) explored the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy, information
assessment strategies, digital competence, and use of ICT through a cross-sectional study
in a Norwegian context. An online survey was used to elicit self-reported answers of
teachers, and a multiple-choice test was used to determine digital competence of teachers.
66.9% of the participants reported that they used ICT more than six hours a week to
prepare classes. When it comes to self-efficacy, it was found to be predicted by self-
efficacy in basic ICT skills. As a consequence, it was concluded that teachers’ beliefs
regarding their capacity to facilitate online collaborative activities for students are directly
linked to that usage of ICT in the classroom. In addition, this study underpins the
importance of teachers’ ICT self-efficacy in terms of teaching practice and strategies for

evaluating information.

In the same setting, Moltudal, Krumsvik, Jone, Eikeland, and Johnson (2019) conducted
research to demonstrate the interconnection between classroom management, a component
of self-efficacy, and digital competence. In their comprehensive research conducted in a
Norwegian context, teachers and some stakeholders like school owners, school managers
were also involved. Employing a mixed method research design, they used questionnaire,
interviews, focus groups and observation as data collection tools. Overall, it revealed that
teachers who are proficient with technology are more inclined to explain educational goals
and set forth clear expectations for ICT use in various circumstances, while reluctant
teachers tend to rely on rigid guidelines when using digital tools in class. As a result, this
study pinpoints the overlapping association between digital competence and self-efficacy

of teachers.

In the study carried out by Hickson (2016) in a South Georgian context, 64 secondary
school teachers having various ethnic backgrounds and years of experience, fields and
genders involved. Two scales were employed in order to seek whether there was any
connection between self-efficacy of teachers and their use of technology in the classes.
According to the findings, the ability of teachers to incorporate technology and their sense

of efficacy were found to be unrelated. Additionally, the study’s particular technology and
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teacher self-efficacy did not show any statistically significant link. Thus, it came to the
conclusion that there was no link between teacher self-efficacy and the capacity to

integrate smartphones, the internet, text messaging, social media, and email.

Galindo-Dominguez and Bezanilla (2021) examined the relationship among self-efficacy,
time management and digital competence of university students from education faculties in
a Spanish context. Four types of scales were implemented to gauge digital competence,
time management, digital competence, and stress. The findings revealed that while digital
competence did not predict stress, it did predict time management and self-efficacy. The
authors come to the conclusion that stress is a factor that, when it is at average levels,
enables people with high time management skills and self-efficacy to do more. Moreover,
they put forward that learning is not limited to teachers, but students may also be taught to
have higher digital competence, better time management, and improved self efficacy due to
dynamic structure of these constructs.

In a study carried out by Santi, Gorghiu, and Pribeanu (2020), the connection between
teachers’ self-efficacy and their use of mobile technology in education was examined. In
this regard, a questionnaire was distributed to 125 secondary school teachers to obtain their
responses. It came to light that teachers have quite high levels of self-efficacy beliefs
regarding their use of technology for educational purposes; nevertheless, they believe that
their access to it is limited by a number of external variables, such as resources, funding,

equipment, etc.

2.4.3.3. Studies examining the impact of teacher efficacy on online teaching

An increasing amount of research is assessing the self-confidence of teachers and their
adoption of technology in the classroom due to distance learning. In this regard, Prieto-
Ballester, Revuelta-Dominguez and Pedrera-Rodriguez (2021) made a research on self-
perceptions and digital competence of teachers working at secondary school in a Spanish
context regarding the influence of Emergent Remote Teaching due to pandemic. Based on
the research findings, teachers believe they are adept in both knowing and using of digital
tools. This study also looked into the gender factor regarding digital competence and self-
efficacy and it concluded that male teachers believe that they are more competent.
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Kaygisiz and Balgikanli (2021) also conducted a case study with pre-service teachers of
English in a Turkish context. In this study, they address the concerns and pre-service
teachers’ self-efficacy regarding teaching English through one of the distance learning
tools, EBA TV. To meet this goal, participants were asked to keep reflective journals after
watching three lessons designed for primary and secondary school learners on the
aforementioned platform. It concluded that concerns of pre-service teachers surpassed their
apparent self-efficacy beliefs, and they seemed to be worried about distance learning
especially in terms of pedagogical and context-specific variables, and parental

involvement.

In an empirical study by Malykhin, Aristova, and Melikova (2021), pre-service teachers of
English studying at a Ukrainian university were divided into experimental and control
groups in an attempt to find out how blended learning, which was introduced into the
professional preparation of students pursuing a BA in Teaching English as a Second
Language, affected the growth of their overall self-efficacy. A few courses were taught to
these groups through blended learning and face-to-face respectively, and level of self-
efficacy of the participants was gauged before and after the experiment. Overall findings
uncovered that the participants in the experimental group demonstrated siginificantly
higher self-efficacy than the ones in the control group. According to the research, there is a
significant and positive correlation between the introduction of blended learning into
students' professional development while pursuing a BA in Teaching English as a Second
Language and a rise in their general self-efficacy.

Similarly, Konuralp and Topping (2023) investigated the factors influencing online
teaching in an lIranian state university. In this regard, through semi-structured interviews,
eleven EFL instructors employed by the university took part in the research to uncover
their self-efficacy and the benefits and drawbacks of online teaching. Based on the
findings, no proof was provided by the teachers that these benefits improved their self-
efficacy. Additionally, some of the challenges that teachers encountered during online
teaching could be listed as external factors like financial issues and restricted career
opportunities, and internal facotrs like inadequate training, a heavy workload, financial
stress, and communication problems. Nevertheless, teachers reported numerous benefits

making their teaching more comfortable.

Arpaci (2017) looked into the relation between student teachers’ self-efficacy and their use

of digital tools in learning. In his research, he compared prior knowledge of the
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participants about digital tools and their performance after acknowledging relevant tools.
He also examined attitudes of them and ease of use of the tools. This study indicated that
student teachers contend that using tools in online education would be fruitful for their
future teaching. Further, they believe that utilizing these tools would boost their
productivity, raise their efficacy and help them perform better. As a result, this study

suggests that self-efficacy is significantly impacted by perceived ease of use.

2.5. Teacher autonomy

In this section, how teacher autonomy emerged as a concept in the literature, domains of
teacher autonomy, the relation of it to English language teaching, and studies on teacher

autonomy are covered.

2.5.1. Learner autonomy as a starting point of research on teacher autonomy

Autonomy was first introduced as a learning-related concept in the literature (Cirocki,
Anam and Retraningdyah, 2019; Little, 1991), and there has been a plethora of research on
autonomy of learners in the literature (Dang,2012; Fotiadou, Angelaki and Mavroidi, 2017;
Ghassemi, Rahmatian, Safa and Shairi, 2023). However, most of the studies concentrate on
the value of learner autonomy especially in studying English as a second or foreign
language (Cirocki et al., 2019; Malik, Kousar and Rana, 2021; Swatevacharkul and
Boonma, 2020; Tabassam, Azhar and Islam, 2021). In Turkish context, various studies
were conducted to explore the impact of learner autonomy in ELT (Balgikanli, 2010;
Cakici, 2017; Gokgdz, 2008; Ozer and Yiikselir, 2021; Tarhan and Erdozden, 2008).
Nevertheless, the concept of learner autonomy seems to have attracted increasing attention
from the researchers during and after the pandemic as vast literature seeks the relation
between learner autonomy and online language learning (Afacan-Adanir and Giilbahar-
Giiven, 2023; Defiantya and Wilson, 2023; Mohamed Elshaiekh, Maher Khafaga Shehata,
and Elsawy, 2021).

As Benson (2007) illustrates, the research on autonomy of teachers has its roots in seeking

to foster autonomy of learners mostly. Smith and Erdogan (2008) also highlight that the
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research on learner autonomy has made a notable contribution to the field of teacher
training by contending that teacher autonomy is generally included within language learner

autonomy in the literature.

Some authors argue that learner autonomy could be fostered thanks to teacher autonomy.
Regarding this issue, Little (1991) points out that autonomy of the learner grows critically
depending on each decision made by teacher. In a similar vein, Nikolaeva, Zadorozhna,
and Datskiv (2019) pinpoint the importance of developing autonomy of pre-service
teachers since they will support the growth of autonomy of learners in return. The
motivation of students may be increased by autonomous teachers (Kong, 2022).

Little (1995) views both learner autonomy and teacher autonomy as interconnected
concepts by emphasizing personal effort and responsibility in learning and teaching
process. To him, truly effective teachers have always exhibited autonomy, as they possess
a strong feeling of individual responsibility for their teaching, engage in ongoing
evaluation and analysis to maintain the highest level of affective and cognitive control over

the teaching process, and fully leverage the freedom it grants.

2.5.2. Definitional terms and domains of teacher autonomy

The body of current research does not provide a single, explicit definition for the idea of
teacher autonomy (Baradaran, 2016; Han, 2017; Yildirim, 2017). Nevertheless, the
common emphasis about this concept usually centers around freedom (Benson, 2006;
2007; Han, 2017; Khalil, 2018; Kong, 2022; Pearson and Moomaw, 2006; Yildirim, 2017).
To Han (2017), defining teacher autonomy in language learning and teaching is an
immensely challenging task, considered by many as the most difficult question to address,
leading to subjective responses, yet he defines teacher autonomy as the professional quality
exhibited by language instructors, encompassing their independence from external
influence, as well as their capability and willingness to pursue self-directed professional
growth by drawing on the relevant literature. According to Benson (2007), personal
autonomy is a key objective of education systems, aiming to cultivate individuals who can

actively and critically engage in society.

Regarding the descriptions of teacher autonomy, some themes ranging from freedom,
professional development, and job satisfaction, to maintenance in teaching emerge in the
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literature as key points. For instance, Khalil (2018), conducting a comprehensible
investigation of teacher autonomy within the Turkish context, perceives teacher autonomy
as the promotion of teachers taking initiatives, exercising discretion to address students’
needs, fostering collaboration within schools, engaging in making decisions, and assuming
accountability for their professional growth. From a similar perspective, Yildirim (2017)
also highlights that teacher autonomy contributes to enthusiasm and satisfaction with their
jobs, amplifies their efficacy, innovative thinking, and consciousness, and elevates their
self-esteem. Pearson and Moomaw (2006) also conclude that teacher autonomy predicts
work satisfaction and desire to teach.

On the other hand, some authors emphasize independence of teachers in shaping their
teaching processes. In this regard, Little (1995) proposes that the curriculum that a teacher
presents to her or his learners belongs to nobody but solely to the teacher; even if s/he
attempts to adhere closely to a standardized program, s/he can only convey her or his
inherently distinct interpretation of it. According to Pearson and Moomaw’s (2006) point,
meaning of teacher autonomy varies from one teacher to another depending on their
perception of freedom. The authors reiterate their utterance by stating that some may
perceive it as a means of avoiding oversight or supervision, while others may see it as an
opportunity to foster collegial connections and achieve activities that go beyond the

confines of the typical classroom.

Interestingly, certain perspectives seem to associate these views with each other. To Aoki
(2002), teacher autonomy can be understood in two distinct ways: first, as the capacity of
teachers to guide their learners towards autonomy, and second, as the freedom they possess
to apply their professional expertise and judgment in determining what and how to teach in
the most effective manner (Aoki, 2002, as cited in Benson, 2007, p. 741). Similarly,
Yildirim (2017) underlines the significance of autonomy in designing course by suggesting
that teachers must alter their instruction, curriculum, and syllabus to take into account the
specifics of each situation and each student’s requirements and interests, which
necessitates their independence. Additionally, autonomy gives teachers the flexibility to

adapt their teaching methods to their unique students according to her point of view.

Some authors pinpoint the reason why teacher autonomy is required. According to
Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2014), teachers seek an optimal level of autonomy to effectively
and promptly handle unexpected situations. They assert that autonomy not only allows

teachers to select teaching strategies but also holds them accountable for the methods used
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and the outcomes. Therefore, autonomy may be seen by teachers with high mastery
expectations as a chance to teach in accordance with their values and views and to

experiment with different teaching strategies (Skaalvik and Skaalvik, 2014).

Moreover, a broad definition of teacher autonomy has been recently proposed by Kong
(2022), characterizing an autonomous teacher as one who takes personal responsibility for
their teaching by engaging in ongoing periodic reflection and methodological analysis,
while also embracing the freedom to independently choose teaching materials, design the

curriculum, and administer lessons, which is essential for teachers everywhere.

Additionally, Han (2017, p.136) has gathered the various definitions of teacher autonomy
that have been put forth in the literature and presented them in a table format as shown

below.
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Reference

Definitions of TA

Description

Little (1995, p. 179)

McGirath (2000)

Smith (2003, p. 4)

Thavenius (1999, p.
160}

Vieira (2008, p. 200)

Huang & Benson
(2007, p. 35)

Xu (2007, p. 202)

Capacity for autonomous
teaching

Self-divected  professional
development and Freedom
i from control by others)

professional  action  and
professional development

Teacher’s and

willingness

abiliny

teacher-as-learner
autononmy
teacher-as-teacher
autonomy

and

Professtonal anvibute

Aetion  for  autonomous
teaching and Capacity for
self-directed professional
development

Genuinely  successful teachers have always been
autonomous in the sense of having a strong sense of
personal responsibility for their teaching, exercising via
continuous reflection and analysis the highest possible
degree of affective and cognitive control of the teaching
process, and exploiting the freedom that this confers.

Teacher has control over hisher own professional
development. A number of strands come together: the
teacher as researcher, action research, the concept of
reflective practitioner and teacher development.

In relation to professional action, it includes the
dimensions of “Self-directed professional action”,
“Capacity for self-directed professional action” and
“Freedom from control over professional action” In
relation to professional development, it includes the
dimensions of “Self-directed professional development”,
“Capacity for self-directed professional development™ and
“Freedom from control over professional development™.

TA can be defined as teacher’s ability and willingness 1o
help learners take responsibility for their own learning. An
autonomous teacher is a teacher who reflects on her
teacher role and who can change it, who can help leamers
become autenomous, and who 15 independent enough to
let her leamners become independent.

TA includes two parts according to the phases of
development. In  preservice teacher education, the
(student) teacher leams how to teach as a learmer of
teaching, and inservice teacher teaches students how to
learn as a teacher of learning.

The professional attribute, on one hand, involves the
capacity of control over the teaching process. On the other
hand, the professional attribute relates to the capacity for
self-directed professional development.

TA includes: teacher’s freedom from control in the
teaching process, and as language learners, teacher should
have the capacity of autonomous learning.

Figure 5. Definitions of teacher autonomy assembled by Han (2017, p. 136)

Han (2017) concludes that teacher autonomy is characterized by three key aspects after
compiling different perspectives on teacher autonomy comprehensively. First, it involves
language teachers’ freedom and willingness to engage in autonomous teaching,
necessitating an active, vital, and analytical approach to their instruction, being responsible
for the learning process while considering factors that may hinder language learning.
Second, teacher autonomy is seen as the ability of language instructors not only to convey
knowledge and language skills but also to understand theory, methods, and approaches that

foster learner autonomy through guidance and assistance. Lastly, teacher autonomy

51



requires teachers to take action in adapting to and leveraging the teaching environment or

context, which is influenced by political, social, cultural, and educational factors.

Several authors scrutinize the domains of teacher autonomy. In this respect, Smith and
Erdogan (2008, p.84-85) proposed the following figure to identify the distinction between

learner and teacher autonomy.

In relation to professional action:

A. Self-directed professional action

B. Capacity for self-directed professional ac-
tion

C. Freedom from control over professional ac-
tion

i.e. ‘Self-directed teaching’

i.e. “Teacher autonomy (capacity to self-direct
one’s teaching)’

i.e. “Teacher autonomy (freedom to self-direct
one’s teaching)’

In relation to professional development:

D. Self-directed professional development
E. Capacity for self-directed professional
development

F. Freedom from control over professional
development

i.e. ‘Self-directed teacher-learning’

i.e. “Teacher-learner autonomy (capacity to self-
direct one’s learning as a teacher)’

i.e. ‘Teacher-learner autonomy (freedom to self-
direct one’s learning as a teacher)’

Figure 6. Dimensions of teacher autonomy (Smith and Erdogan, 2008, 84-85).

Regarding Figure 6, they note that the term ‘teacher autonomy’ is sometimes utilized
interchangeably with the ‘capacity to foster learner autonomy’ in the field of education.
However, this capacity is not precisely identical to any or all of the dimensions previously

identified.

Pearson and Hall (1993), who are one of the prominent names in the field of teacher
autonomy, assure that teacher autonomy consists of two aspects: general teaching
autonomy and curriculum autonomy as a construct. They propose that the items
contributing to the general autonomy factor were associated with adherence to classroom

conduct standards and individual on-the-job discretion, whereas the items loading on the
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curricular autonomy factor were focused on the choice of activities, resources, and

planning for instruction and organization.

To Khalil (2018), teacher autonomy arises from an intricate interaction between social
structures and individual agency, providing valuable understanding into the dynamics of
the relationship between these elements.

2.5.3. Teacher autonomy and English language teaching

To the best of our knowledge, the Council of Europe's Modern Languages Project, which
aimed to provide people with plenty of possibilities for lifetime foreign language
acquisition, gave rise to autonomy in learning a language in the 1970s (Benson, 2007). The
paper titled ‘‘Autonomy in Foreign Language Learning’’ written by Henri Holec for the
Council of Europe in 1979 serves as the cornerstone for any discussion of autonomy in
language acquisition (Holec, 1981, as cited in Little, 1991). Benson (2006) proposes that
the idea of autonomy, once confined to specialist literature, has now permeated mainstream
language education contexts, leading to its integration and interaction with essential
theories related to the discipline, including teacher development, individual differences and

sociocultural theory, motivation, and self-regulation and learning practices.

Numerous authors perceive teacher and learner autonomy as intertwined concepts in
language learning in essence. English language instruction holds significant importance as
it comprises of two essential components: teachers and learners, both of which have a
profound impact on the instructional process (Baradaran, 2016; Hosseinzadeh and
Baradaran, 2015). In relation to this issue, Benson (2006) also pronounces that teacher
autonomy in language teaching refers to the freedom of teachers in curriculum
implementation unlike broader educational settings. Correspondingly, Little (1995) puts an
emphasis on the interrelation between language learners and teachers by proposing that if
language learners’ classroom experience has fostered independence and flexibility, they
are more inclined to become autonomous users of the target language, similarly, if
language teachers’ own education has nurtured their autonomy, they are more inclined to
effectively promote autonomy in learners. Everhard (2018) also emphasizes that learners
will empower their autonomy, ultimately depending on the enhanced skills of foreign
language teachers.
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On the other hand, some authors concur that language teachers play a pivotal role in
fostering development of their learners. With respect to the role of teachers, Kong (2022)
posits that English language teachers are not only in charge of teaching English, but they
are also responsible for boosting autonomy of their learners. From a similar perspective,
Han (2017) highlights that foreign language teachers must be conscious of their duties and
responsibilities in fostering learner autonomy, specifically, by considering individual
differences when establishing curriculum objectives to nurture communication skills of
language learners and promoting their awareness to aid in growing learner autonomy

during pedagogical practices.

As the foreign language manifests itself, various authors pinpoint the importance of teacher
autonomy in fostering the development of learners’ communicative competence as foreign
language acquisition progresses. Considering this, Han (2017) contends that language
teachers must adapt their roles to facilitate the development of learner autonomy, which
necessitates distinct responsibilities compared to those fulfilled in traditional teaching
settings. The ethical duty of foreign language teachers is to assist students become
competent communicators in their target language, but autonomous development is even
more crucial. In a similar vein, Little (1991) proposes that the communicative effectiveness
within the target language community relies on learners’ ability to independently and
confidently fulfill diverse social, psychological, and discourse roles, emphasizing the

importance of attaining a considerable level of autonomy as language users.

2.5.4. Research on teacher autonomy

Upon reviewing the relevant literature, it becomes evident that most studies center on the
perceptions of pre-service teachers regarding teacher autonomy. This emphasis on pre-
service teachers is due to their crucial role as future educators, as noted earlier (Lei, 2009;
Maiier and Koval, 2021; Rekenes and Krumsvik, 2016). Besides, researchers delved into
investigating the relation between teacher autonomy, and other dimensions including
different teaching methods, work satisfaction, technology, and some researchers made
research to design valid teacher autonomy scales for further research to contribute to the
field. In addition, research in Tiirkiye related to teacher autonomy is of significant interest

since this current study is conducted in a Turkish context; thus research on teacher
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autonomy in Turkish ELT is discussed as well. As a result, the studies on teacher
autonomy are taken into consideration and presented in the subheadings as mentioned

above in this section.

2.5.4.1. Studies concerning future of education

Numerous researchers have examined how future teachers perceive the concept of teacher
autonomy in accomplishing goals of education. For instance, Ok (2016) conducted a
mixed-methods study to investigate how future teachers perceived their instructors’
expectations for them both during class and outside of class in the context of an EFL
teacher training program. To this end, a five-point Likert scale was administered to 170
pre-service teachers initially, and then 10 pre-service teachers answered two open-ended
questions in a written way. Based on the findings, it was concluded that participants agreed

that certain techniques employed by their instructors assisted them in building autonomy.

Recruiting the similar group as participants, Yildirim (2017) conducted a case study in a
state university in a Turkish setting in an attempt to explore administrators’ and EFL
instructors’ perceptions regarding teacher autonomy, and the subordinate factors such as
curriculum, assessment, classroom management fostering or hindering autonomy. To that
end, the researcher applied a two-fold data collection procedure. First, a questionnaire was
administered to both participants to gauge their perceptions about teacher autonomy, next
participants were asked about the qualities of teachers seeking more autonomy during the
semi-structured interviews. According to the findings, most of the instructors relate
autonomy to the concept of freedom in guiding classroom content, in addition, they report
that teacher autonomy facilitates motivation of teachers to maintain their job. The findings
indicated that EFL instructors generally felt they had limited autonomy, yet they expressed
a strong desire for more autonomy in all areas. Additionally, administrators’ perspectives
on teacher autonomy varied across six domains. They were in favor of instructors having
autonomy over professional development and classroom management but were opposed to
granting autonomy in assessment and institutional operations. However, both parties
acknowledge the essential impact of teacher autonomy on teachers and efficient teaching

methods.
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Similarly, Nikolaeva, Zadorozhna, and Datskiv (2019) conducted a study to assess learner
autonomy and the development of English language skills among pre-service foreign
language teachers. The study utilized a blended learning approach and focused on the
course ‘‘Teaching English to learners with special educational needs as a foreign
language.”” The main objective was to determine if there were any changes or dynamics in
the participants’ learner autonomy and English language skills due to the course’s content
and activities. In this regard, two online questionnaires were utilized to collect general
background information about English level of the participants, and their autonomy level.
The results show that pre-service teachers were highly content with the course’s impact on
their professional and language skills, as the hybrid learning approach improved their
learning experience, outcomes, motivation, confidence, and satisfaction, ultimately

fostering greater autonomy.

Moreover, Yildirim (2013) conducted research to determine whether portfolios influence
autonomy of ELT student-teachers and how the utilization of these portfolios enhances
their autonomy in terms of personal and professional growth. For this purpose, she
designed a 14-week research program involving 21 3rd-grade pre-service ELT teachers
studying at a state university in Tiirkiye. The data collection tools included a questionnaire
to measure autonomy, as well as meetings, graded target sheets, reflective papers, and
introduction letters as portfolio evidence, which were used after gathering quantitative
data. Based on the findings, it was deduced that student-teachers’ use of portfolios
contributes to their autonomy growth both for learning and teaching. In addition, it was
discovered that participants took responsibility for planning, organizing, overseeing, and
tracking their own learning thanks to the portfolio process. Furthermore, the participants
reported that they cultivated three distinct forms of consciousness: self-awareness,
awareness of the subject matter, and awareness of the teaching process, all with the help of

the portfolio process.

2.5.4.2. Studies exploring various constructs with teacher autonomy

The factors investigated in the studies vary based on the context, the need of research, and
the interest of the researchers. As a result, it seems difficult to identify the common

constructs examined in addition to teacher autonomy in the research. In an effort to reveal
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the connection between EFL teachers’ neuro-linguistic programming (NLP) and their
autonomy, Hosseinzadeh and Baradaran (2015) conducted a correlational study in an
Iranian setting. 200 EFL teachers, working at various language schools, were involved in
the study, and the Teaching Autonomy Scale, which was developed by Pearson and
Moomaw in 2005, and a scale to measure neuro-linguistic programming by Pishghadam
(2011, as cited in Hosseinzadeh and Baradaran, 2015), were administered to them. Out of
the questionnaires, 129 of them were deemed to be suitable for the analysis of data.
Following data analysis, it was evident that Curriculum autonomy and Total autonomy
showed no significant correlation with Neuro-linguistic Programming, whereas General
autonomy exhibited a favorable and important relationship. Based on the finding of a
favorable and important relationship between General autonomy and Neuro-linguistic
Programming (NLP) in the present study, the authors suggest that fostering teacher
autonomy could have a positive impact on instructional outcomes. Hosseinzadeh and
Baradaran (2015) conclude that, in comparison to several other factors, teachers’ autonomy
has a substantial impact on how well they teach, make decisions, and operate the overall

educational system,.

In the following year, Baradaran (2016) made a research on the relationship between
teacher autonomy and teaching styles in the same setting. However, only female EFL
teachers participated in the study. As the study included two variables, two distinct scales
were administered to the participants as instruments. The researcher utilized Grasha
Teaching Style Inventory Questionnaire (1994, as cited in Baradaran, 2016) regarding
teaching styles, and Teaching Autonomy Scale by Pearson and Moomaw (2005, as cited in
Baradaran, 2016) was used to gauge teacher autonomy level. The findings of this indicated

no significant correlation between teachers’ different teaching styles and their autonomy.

In their study, Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2014) srutinized the impact of teacher autonomy and
self-efficacy on work satisfaction, teacher engagement, and burnout independently. The
findings uncovered that both teacher autonomy and self-efficacy had a favorable impact on
work satisfaction and engagement. In contrast, they had a negative impact on emotional

exhaustion independently.

In a case study conducted in a Chinese context, Kong (2022) sought to understand
teachers’ perceptions regarding the role of teacher autonomy in English teaching and
learning. In spite of the relatively small sample size, the researcher argued that this study

offered significant understandings into the current situation of English language
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classrooms in China. The study also provides evidence indicating a strong desire for both
teacher autonomy and the cultivation of learner autonomy within Chinese schools’ English
language classrooms. Additionally, it outlines four key themes that enhance teacher
autonomy based on data gathered from interviews: participation in in-service training
programs, readiness to navigate systemic constraints, the establishment of personal

professional goals, and a sense of responsibility.

Technology emerges as another construct which is scrutinized in relation to teacher
autonomy in the studies. In this regard, Kogak and Karatepe (2022) sought to address the
connection between 21% century teaching skills and teacher autonomy; additionally, they
looked at the distinction between those variables depending on gender, workplace (state or
private school), seniority of teachers, and type of school. To this end, researchers
employed a questionnaire comprising of two scales developed by Goksun (2016, as cited in
Kogak and Karatepe 2022) and Colak (2016, as cited in Kogak and Karatepe 2022)
respectively to gauge 21% teaching skills and teacher autonomy. Based on the positive
relationship between them, it was deduced that teachers with higher levels of autonomy
tended to exhibit more advanced teaching skills relevant to the 21*' century. Surprisingly,
this study uncovered that there was no notable correlation between 21% century teaching
skills and the subordinate factors searched including gender, workplace, seniority, and type
of school. As for their relation to teacher autonomy, teacher autonomy differs greatly
according to the type of school teachers teach, and it was figured out that high school
teachers experience comparatively restricted opportunities for autonomy in curriculum
development, professional growth, and professional communication in contrast to teachers
in elementary and secondary schools. However, no obvious differences were found based
on their gender, level of seniority, or type of school they worked at. When scrutinizing
answers related to subdimensions on the autonomy scale, teachers ranked autonomy in
teaching process highest, and autonomy in the curriculum, in professional communication,

and in professional development followed it in descending order.

In a similar vein, Kameshwara, Eryilmaz, Tian and Sandoval-Hernandez (2020) conducted
a study in an Italian setting to scrutinize the association between digital skills of 8th-grade
students and teacher autonomy, as well as the influence of two forms of teacher
professional development on this link. The results illustrated that teacher autonomy had a
positive influence on teachers’ pedagogy on its own; however, no significant link was

found between teacher autonomy and students’digital skills. The authors suggest that the
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integration of autonomy and professional development through reciprocal learning may

positively impact students’ computer literacy.

Another correlational study by Andina, Cahyono and Widiati (2020) that attempted to
determine the relationship among EFL students’ writing performance, digital competence
and autonomy level was carried out in an Indonesian educational setting. 320 students at
an Indonesian university’s English department, who were engaged in an intense writing
course, were recruited for this study. Students were required to compose a 200-word essay
on a subject of their choice in order to gather the pertinent data. Then, they completed two
separate online questionnaires emphasizing on autonomy and digital competence. It is
found that writing performance improves along with learner autonomy. It is expected that
pupils who use technology in their writing would produce better writing than those who do

not.

Furthermore, several researchers have undertaken extensive research endeavors with the
purpose of developing robust and valid teacher autonomy scales. These scales are designed
to be useful resources for subsequent research, considerably advancing our understanding
of teacher autonomy. Acknowledged as the prominent names in the field, Pearson and Hall
(1993) conducted a two-fold study in order to develop a valid and reliable tool to gauge
teacher autonomy. In the first phase, they designed a 35-item scale and applied it to a small
sample as a part of a pilot study. They administered the tool including 20 items after
analysis of the pilot study to a larger sample after verifying its reliability and construct
validity, and they scrutinized the relation between teachers’ autonomy and various factors
such as gender, age, teaching experience, level of education, the educational context they
taught in the second phase of the research. The findings revealed that despite not differing
by gender or level of education, teacher autonomy did not increase with age or prior
teaching experience. As for the educational context, it was discovered that secondary
school teachers had higher autonomy compared to the ones teaching at elementary and

high school levels.

Subsequently, Pearson and Moomaw (2006) conducted a cross-cultural study to validate
the pre-existing factor structure derived from prior research (Pearson and Hall, 1993, as
cited in Pearson and Moomaw, 2006). In order to accomplish their objective, curriculum
autonomy was defined by the researchers as the utilization of items that measured activity
and selection of materials, as well as instructional planning, whereas general teaching

autonomy was characterized by items gauging classroom conduct standards and personal
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decision-making during work. After figuring out that the dimensions covered in the scale
were consistent, the Teacher Autonomy Scale was applied to 300 teachers involved in the
study. As this study was designed to assess the items’ consistency in the scale primarily, it
was concluded that the items demonstrate logical consistency with existing literature,

making them potentially useful for future researchers studying the autonomy construct.

2.5.4.3. Studies in Turkish context

Khalil (2018) contends that a paucity of research exists on the idea of teacher autonomy in
Tiirkiye. Nonetheless, the concept of teacher autonomy in the field of teaching English has
piqued the interest of several researchers. In this manner, Kogak (2018) investigated the
teacher autonomy of EFL teachers in a Turkish context and she concluded that the
centralized educational system in Tirkiye may be the main cause of instructors’ lack of
self-awareness when it comes to time management. Due to the strict and intense substance
of the curriculum, one of the major issues impeding teacher autonomy, teachers may feel
less autonomous in their classrooms due to time constraints and a demanding curriculum.
Furthermore, teachers are in charge of educating students according to the curriculum
framed and course books handed out by MoNE in Tiirkiye and of preparing their students
for centralized exams, that is why teachers cannot act independently and fully

autonomously regarding their content of teaching.

Likewise, Khalil (2018) investigated the perceptions of EFL secondary school teachers
about teacher autonomy in a Turkish setting, and she also examined the application of the
concept in regard to four dimensions: curriculum creation, professional development,
teaching and assessment, and school administration. Thus, she applied a mixed-methods
approach to fulfill her research by adopting a questionnaire, class observations, and follow-
up interviews with EFL teachers and school administrators as data collection tools.
According to findings of this study, teacher autonomy held significant importance within
the Turkish educational system. As for sub-factors, most of the participant reported that
they felt free to apply teaching methods and design assessment tools. However, opinions
were generally negative concerning school management, especially regarding financial

issues. For the third sub-factor, the majority of participants said they never had any
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authority in influencing how in-service training was provided on a national level or only
sometimes did they. Regarding the last sub-factor, more than half of the participants
perceived their duty as simply implementing the curriculum set by the national education
authorities. In the interviews, the terms ‘management’, ‘autonomy’, ‘aptitude’, ‘right to
make decisions’, ‘self-esteem’, and ‘negotiation’ (p. 270) emerged as the prevailing
expression to convey the concept of autonomy; however, the emphasis was on the term
‘freedom’ by most of the participants. One of the interviewees among administrators stated
that teachers were provided with ample opportunities to foster their autonomy thanks to
technological facilities in the classroom. Nevertheless, the researcher observed that
teachers were left to handle any technical problems they encountered in the class on their
own and to find another plan to maintain the class during the observations. All in all, it was
concluded that a significant number of the participants possessed teacher autonomy in
adapting teaching methods according to needs of their students and assessing their

learning.

In conclusion, this chapter conducted a thorough exploration of research on digital
competence, self-efficacy, and teacher autonomy within the field of English language
teaching. The initial focus was on clarifying conceptual issues, where various terms such
as ‘media literacy,” ‘information literacy,” ‘ICT literacy,” ‘digital fluency,” ‘digital
literacy,” and ‘digital competence’ emerged in the literature. Given its prevalence in the
educational context, the term ‘digital competence’ was selected for use in the current
study. Subsequently, the chapter highlighted studies on digital competence in education

and in the field of ELT, categorizing them based on the target groups involved.

Moreover, the historical background of self-efficacy was meticulously traced,
incorporating diverse definitions from the literature. The chapter also illuminated the scales
developed to measure self-efficacy and examined studies contributing to a nuanced

understanding of this psychological construct.

The intricate relationship between learner autonomy and teacher autonomy served as a
foundational point for research, emphasizing definitional terms and domains of teacher
autonomy. Additionally, the chapter explored the specific connection between teacher
autonomy and ELT, offering valuable insights into the dynamics of autonomy within the

language teaching context.
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CHAPTER I

METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines design and methodology of the study, including population and
sample of the research group, as well as the data collection process. Subsequently, a
detailed presentation of the data collection tools and analysis is provided to investigate the
relationship among digital competence, self-efficacy, and autonomy of secondary school
EFL teachers. Additionally, the influence of participants’ digital competence, gender, years
of teaching experience, and educational background on their digital competence is

examined.

3.1. Method of the study

This study aimed to examine to what extent the self-efficacy and teacher autonomy of
secondary school EFL teachers in Tiirkiye predicted their digital competence. Moreover, it
sought to address the influence of gender, years of teaching experience and educational
background of the participants on their digital competence levels. To this end, it was
designed as a predictive correlational research design, a quantitative research method, to
find out the relationship among the variables. According to Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun
(2012), quantitative data is acquired when measuring a variable on a scale that reflects the
quantity of the variable present, and predictive correlational research design enables the
researcher to distribute the data tools to a large number of people without modification or
interference. Moreover, Ddrnyei (2007) proposes that it provides a basis for making
predictions and testing hypotheses, aiding in the development and validation of theories. It
also allows for comparisons between different groups and enables the examination of the
impact of various factors on the studied phenomenon. These data are expressed as scores,
where higher scores indicate a larger quantity of the variable compared to lower scores.
Hence, quantitative methods enable the identification of statistical patterns and
relationships among variables, providing a deeper understanding of the phenomena under

investigation (Dornyei, 2007).
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As this study concentrated on three constructs as digital competence, self-efficacy and
teacher autonomy, three instruments which were designed to gauge the aformentioned
constructs were employed in this current study. Therefore, data was collected through the
following instruments: the first scale known as the DIGIGLO tool developed by Alarcon,
Jimenez and Vicente-Yagiie (2020), the second scale developed by Hoy and Woolfolk
(1993), and the final scale designed by Pearson and Moomaw (2006). An e-mail was sent
to each researcher who developed the aforementioned scales to request their permission,

and they are provided in the Appendix 1.

3.2. Participants

The study was carried out during the end of the first term and the beginnings of the second
term of 2023-2024 academic years, and the target group was the secondary school English
language teachers in Turkish context. The universe of the study was Tiirkiye. Regarding
the population of the study, Khalil (2018) states that statistics show that there are 63,619
English teachers employed by Turkish public schools. Additionally, it is found that there
are a total of 102,463 English language teachers in Tirkiye according to the news released
by Anadolu Ajansi (Anadolu Agency- an official news agency of Tiirkiye) lately (2022).
The sample of the study was 301 EFL teachers who teach 5™, 6", 7" and 8" grade learners
at public secondary and imam hatip secondary schools, and private secondary schools. The
participants were selected through convenience sampling since it allows the researcher to
reach out to the sample easily (Nikolopoulou, 2022). The questionnaire was disseminated

to the participants online.

Before proceeding to the analysis of the data in the study, the dataset was checked for
missing and incorrect data using frequency analysis. No missing or incorrect data entries
were found in the dataset. Subsequently, the status of voluntary response to the scale was
examined, and one participant who indicated s/he did not respond voluntarily was excluded
from the analysis. Additionally, a person-fit analysis was conducted before analyzing the
data to identify individuals who provided careless responses to the scale items. Person-fit
analysis is a method used to identify individuals with inconsistent response patterns based
on their answer patterns (Reise, 1990). As a result of the person-fit analysis, the responses
of 76 participants in the dataset were identified as inconsistent and were excluded from the
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analysis. Furthermore, 25 participants who indicated they did not work at a secondary
school were also excluded from the analysis since the study recruited on secondary school
English teachers as participants. After excluding the inconsistent responses, 301 secondary
school EFL teachers made up of the participants of this study. The demographic

distribution of the participants is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Distribution of Demographic Information of Participants

Variables Group N Percent
Gender Female 225 74.75
Male 76 25.25
Years of teaching experience 1-5 41 13.29
6-10 106 35.22
11-15 71 23.59
16-20 51 16.94
20 years and over 33 10.96
Educational Background Bachelor’s 223 74.09
Master of Art 68 22.59
PhD 10 3.32
Total 301 100

According to Table 1, out of the teachers participating in the research, 225 of them are
female (74.75%), while 76 of them are male (25.25%). There are 41 teachers (13.29%)
with 1-5 years of experience, 106 teachers (35.22%) with 6-10 years, 71 teachers
(23.59%) with 11-15 years, 51 teachers (16.94%) with 16-20 years, 33 teachers (10.96%)
with 20 years and more teaching experience. Finally, 223 teachers (74.09%) have
undergraduate (Bachelor’s) degree, 78 of teachers have graduate degree. Specifically, 68

teachers have an MA degree, while 10 teachers have a PhD degree.
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3.3. Data collection process and data collection instruments

3.3.1. Data collection process

As for the data collection process, the researcher initially sought consent by sending e-
mails to the developers of the scales intended for use in the study in order to get their
consent (see Appendix 1). Before conducting the study, the researcher initially sought
approval of the Ethics Committee of Sakarya University. Upon obtaining authorization to
conduct this research (see Appendix 2 for Ethical Permission), an application was then
submitted to the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) through the university for
research permission before initiating data collection (see Appendix 3 for Research
Permission from MoNE). Subsequently, the web link to the online questionnaire was sent
to the school headmasters through the MoNE documentation system known as DY'S once
permission to gather data from secondary school English teachers in Tiirkiye was obtained.
Consequently, it was disseminated among English language teachers, and those who
volunteered to take part in the study completed anonymously. The ‘Microsoft Forms’ tool
was utilized to create the online questionnaire because it allows real-time monitoring of
responses and downloads them in .xIs format, facilitating processing and minimizing
coding errors. In addition, using online tool enables researcher to access data rapidly,
include participants from different settings, and a larger sample size for enhanced

statistical power (Topuzovska-Latkovikj and Borota-Popovska, 2019).

3.3.2. Data collection instruments

Quantitative data was collected using an online questionnaire that comprised four sections:
demographic data (such as gender, years of teaching experience, educational background,
and a verification question to confirm secondary school employment of the participants),
the scale for gauging teachers’ digital competence (DIGIGLO tool- DT), teacher self-
efficacy scale (TES), and teacher autonomy scale (TAS). The questionnaire was applied in
English, in the original language in which the scales were created, to the participants and
the participants were English as a foreign language teachers. Peytcheva (2020) discusses
the impacts of administering surveys in different languages and the author deduces that

cultural norms might influence the comprehension of the respondents. Additionally,
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Peytcheva (2020) asserts that a match between the language used for encoding and the
language used for recall in surveys should result in more accurate responses from bilingual
respondents. In this vein, English language teachers in the current study were trained to
recognize the concepts in English in the questionnaire and they are familiar with the
language in a professional context. Additionally, the items in the questionnaire did not
include any culturally specific information; instead, they were all related to educational

content that the teachers were accustomed to.

The informed consent form for the participants and questions related to demographic
information in the questionnaire were provided in Appendix 4, the following section
presents the scales employed in this study and questionnaire items were provided in
Appendix 5, Appendix 6, and Appendix 7 respectively. The information about the scales

used in the study are illustrated in Table 2 below:

Table 2
The Scales Used in the Study

Name of the scale Number of Items Rating scale

DIGIGLO tool 29 6-point Likert scale
Teachers Efficacy Scale 10 6-point Likert scale
Teacher Autonomy Scale 18 4-point Likert scale

3.3.2.1. DIGIGLO tool

The DIGIGLO tool has been developed by Alarcén et al. (2020) for evaluating the digital
competence of educators. Consisting of 29 items, each rated on a 6-point Likert scale
(ranging from ‘‘Totally disagree’’ to ‘‘Totally agree’’), it addresses eight aspects of digital
competence. The initial six factors align with those outlined in the DigCompEdu
Framework (European Union, 2018 as cited in Alarcén et al., 2020): 1) Professional
engagement (PE) (3 items), 2) Digital resources (DR) (3 items), 3) Teaching and learning
(TL) (4 items), 4) Assessment (A) (3 items), 5) Empowering learners (EL) (3 items), and
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6) Facilitating learners’ digital competence (FLDC) (5 items). The remaining two factors
pertain to the digital tools and opportunities available to educators in their work context: 7)
Digital environment (DE) (5 items) and 8) Extrinsic digital motivation (EDM) (3 items).
The abbreviations of the factors in parentheses are used in the rest of the current study to

refer to the full names of them.

This scale expands upon the The European Framework for the Digital Competence of
Educators (DigCompEdu) by creating and validating an evaluation instrument that
encompasses a total of eight factors (European Union, 2018 as cited in Alarcon et al.,
2020). These factors comprise the six aspects addressed in DigCompEdu, as well as two
novel facets related to external elements influencing educators’ digital competence. These
latter facets are included in the tool regarding the working environment of educators which

could either support or hinder the advancement of their digital skills.

This scale was administered to 509 educators working in Latin America and Spain by the
researchers who designed the scale. The findings show that the DIGIGLO is a valid and
dependable instrument for evaluating teacher educators’ digital competency. The model
suggested by the study, featuring eight primary factors corresponding to questionnaire
areas, received support through confirmatory factor analysis. These factors collectively
loaded onto a single second-order factor representing overall digital competence. High
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was observed across all eight factors (above .90),

and the questionnaire as a whole demonstrated satisfactory consistency (.813).

Drawing on the study results, the investigators deduce that the instrument appears suitable
for evaluating various aspects of educators’ digital competence. It could serve as a self-
assessment tool for educators or as a performance evaluation tool for institutions.
Additionally, they suggest that this assessment could identify areas for improvement and

highlight strengths to be nurtured and utilized.

Since this scale was first created to assess instructors’ digital competency, the
aforementioned scale was sent to two experts at English Language Teaching Department at
a state university to determine its applicability. They concluded that this scale covered
various aspects of digital competence, as a result it was found appropriate to utilize in this

study (see Appendix 8 for experts opinion).

Notably, this scale stands out as the most recent and up-to-date tool in the relevant

research, specifically designed for measuring digital competency in learning environments.
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Taking the aim of the current study into consideration, it is plausible to use as a scale in the
current study. Consequently, this scale was considered suitable for adoption in the current
study due to its relevance, reliability, validity, and coverage of items from the European
Framework, as well as the inclusion of two constructs that are of significant interest to this
study.

Since the structure of the scales was previously determined, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was used to assess construct validity. Prior to performing the CFA, the Mardia test
was conducted to examine the assumption of multivariate normal distribution for each
scale. The results of the Mardia test for each scale are presented under the relevant scale’s
title in Table 3, Table 7, Table 11 respectively. A Mardia value, which is based on kurtosis
and skewness functions, below 3 indicates that the assumption of multivariate normality is
met (Garson, 2012). It was found that the Mardia value for each scale was higher than 3.
Therefore, it can be said that the assumption of multivariate normal distribution was not
met for any of the scales. As a result, the robust maximum likelihood estimation method
was used during the CFA. While performing the CFA, model-data fit was evaluated by
examining fit indices, factor loadings, and error variances. To determine the scale scores,
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated. Additionally, item analyses were
performed using corrected item-total correlations and the item distinctiveness index based

on the upper and lower groups.
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Table 3

Results of Mardia Test for Scale DIGIGLO

Variable Min Max Skew c.I. Kurtosis c.r.
p2_29 1.000 6.000 339 2.404 -.789 -2.794
p2_28 1.000 6.000 294 2.084 -.516 -1.828
p2_27 1.000 6.000 .380 2.689 -.238 -.841
p2_26 1.000 6.000 453 3.208 -.613 -2.172
p2_25 1.000 6.000 429 3.038 -.568 -2.011
p2_24 1.000 6.000 212 1.500 -.668 -2.367
p2_23 1.000 6.000 283 2.001 -.581 -2.056
p2_22 1.000 6.000 315 2.233 -374 -1.325
p2_21 1.000 6.000 .265 1.878 -475 -1.682
p2_20 1.000 6.000 304 2.156 -423 -1.498
p2_19 1.000 6.000 432 3.058 -.455 -1.612
p2_18 1.000 6.000 251 1.781 -.393 -1.392
p2_17 1.000 6.000 204 1.441 -.369 -1.305
p2_14 1.000 6.000 .054 383 -471 -1.667
p2_15 1.000 6.000 -.094 -.669 -.444 -1.573
p2_16 1.000 6.000 -.339 -2.404 -.317 -1.124
p2_11 1.000 6.000 134 950 -.465 -1.647
p2_12 1.000 6.000 .007 .046 -.626 -2.218
p2_13 1.000 6.000 -.205 -1.455 -.683 -2.420
p2_7 1.000 6.000 .005 .037 -.621 -2.198
p2_8 1.000 6.000 -.220 -1.561 -.598 -2.116
p2_9 1.000 6.000 -273 -1.932 -.625 -2.212
p2_10 1.000 6.000 .031 220 -.708 -2.507
p2_4 1.000 6.000 -.250 -1.772 -.489 -1.732
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Variable Min Max Skew C.I. Kurtosis C.I.

p2_5 1.000 6.000 -.281 -1.992 -.467 -1.656
p2_6 1.000 6.000 -.247 -1.753 -.608 -2.154
p2_1 1.000 6.000 .084 593 -.650 -2.302
p2_2 1.000 6.000 -131 -.926 -.355 -1.257
p2_3 1.000 6.000 -.158 -1.118 -.429 -1.520
Multivariate 313.237 64.081

DIGIGLO Tool, which was used in the scope of this study, consists of 29 items and 8
factors. Consequently, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the
scale’s validity using the data set gathered in the research. To assess the model-data fit, fit
indices, factor loading values, and error variances were scrutinized. Table 3 displays fit

indices, factor loading values (max-min), and error variance (max-min) values.
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Table 4

Results of the DIGIGLO Tool’s Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Factor
; Error
Loading .
Variances
Values
NNF  IFI RMSE ma . ma Mi
2 2
X x°lsd p CFI | A w min 0
769 0.00 0.99 09 07 03 0.0
Scale 08 2,20 0 099 0.98 0.063 5 8 9 9
2
Proposed X7/sds 209209209 080 2030 <090

3 0 0 0

When Table 4 is examined, it is observed that the y2/df value is less than 3, indicating that
the model fits the data well. The CFI value is determined to be 0.99, the NNFI value is
0.98, and the IFI value is 0.99. These values, which are above 0.90, indicate an excellent fit
of the model to the data (Siimer, 2000, as cited in Cokluk, Sekercioglu, and Biiyiikoztiirk,
2010). When evaluated in terms of the RMSEA index, it is found that this index is 0.063
for the model, which is below 0.080, indicating a good fit of the model to the data
according to this index. Additionally, the results of the confirmatory factor analysis are
consistent with the original scale’s results, which show eight-factor distribution for the tool
and have factor loadings between .86 and .94 (Alarcon et al.,2020). Overall, when the fit
indices are considered, it can be seen that the eight-factor structure of the DIGIGLO Tool
fits the data well. The factor loading values of all items in the scale are higher than 0.30.

Therefore, it can be interpreted that all items serve their purpose.

Figure 7 illustrates the measurement model that was derived from the analysis results.
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Figure 7. Measurement Model of the DIGIGLO Tool

The DIGIGLO Tool Scale’s item distinctiveness was assessed by sorting scale scores from
highest to lowest, classifying the top 27% as the upper group and the bottom 27% as the
lower group. T-tests were used to examine differences between items in the upper and
lower groups. Correlations between corrected item scores and overall scores were also

computed. Table 5 presents the findings.
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Table 5

Results of the DIGIGLO Tool’s Item Analysis

Upper Group Lower
Corrected Item- Group

Itl\(la(r)n Total Correlation e ss e ss T
1 0.70 5.32 0.79 263 0.68 23.289
PE 2 0.71 5.36 0.68 263 0.73 24.632
3 0.79 5.42 0.63 260 0.72 26.504
4 0.86 5.70 051 254 081 29.780
DR 5 0.89 5.73 0.48 253 0.85 29.487
6 0.86 5.83 0.38 260 0.85 31.240
7 0.74 5.36 0.83 263 0.72 22474
TL 8 0.89 5.67 052 259 0.67 32.618
9 0.85 5.64 0.48 274 0.67 31.731
10 0.76 5.38 0.72 260 0.75 24.043
11 0.80 5.20 0.77 242 0.71 24.033
A 12 0.86 5.35 0.64 242 0.69 28.142
13 0.80 5.52 059 248 0.76 28.335
14 0.83 5.36 0.62 257 0.69 27.138
EL 15 0.88 5.46 053 269 074 27531
16 0.84 5.57 050 264 0.75 29.329
17 0.77 4.83 097 235 0.79 17.803
18 0.83 4.86 0.83 220 0.66 22584
FLDC 19 0.85 4.79 090 189 057 24424
20 0.83 4.85 091 206 0.68 22.140
21 0.83 4.95 0.81 210 0.74 23552
22 0.81 4.73 1.01 185 0.64 21.664
23 0.83 4.91 090 194 0.75 22.932
DE 24 0.76 4.80 094 195 0.79 20.901
25 0.78 4.69 1.00 172 0.66 22.456
26 0.79 4.88 1.04 175 0.66 22.780
27 0.86 4.75 096 188 0.68 22.095
EDE 28 0.90 4.91 0.78 173 0.59 29.330
29 0.82 5.04 0.86 153 0.59 30.249

p<0.05

When Table 5 is examined, it is observed that the corrected item-total score correlation
values for the DIGIGLO Tool are between 0.70 and 0.79 for PE factor; between 0.86 and
0.89 for DR factor; between 0.74 and 0.89 for TL factor; between 0.80 and 0.86 for A
factor; between 0.83 and 0.88 for EL factor; between 0.77 and 0.85 for FLDC factor;
between 0.76 and 0.83 for DE factor; and between 0.82 and 0.90 for EDE factor. Item-total
score correlations of 0.30 and above indicate that the item measures the structure under

consideration (Nunnally, 1978, as cited in Hobart and Cano, 2009). In this respect, the
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item-total score correlations of the DIGIGLO Tool are greater than 0.30, thus it indicates
that the validity of each item is ensured. A t-test between the upper and lower groups
resulted in a significant difference for all items (p <0.05). Accordingly, it can be said that
the items in the DIGIGLO Tool are successful in distinguishing individuals in the lower

group from those in the upper group.

Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha value for the scale is presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Cronbach’s alpha value of the DIGIGLO Tool

The Number of Cronbach’s Alpha

Items Value
PE 3 0.86
DR 3 0.94
TL 4 0.92
A 3 0.91
EL 3 0.93
FLDC 5 0.93
DE 5 0.92
EDE 3 0.93

When examining Table 6 above, The DT sub-factors’ Cronbach’s alpha values were
identified to range from 0.86 to 0.94. Reliability measurements below 0.50 are deemed to
have low reliability, values ranging between 0.50 and 0.80 are considered moderately
reliable, and values exceeding 0.80 are regarded as highly reliable (Salvucci, Walter,
Conley, Fink, and Saba, 1997). Therefore, the measures were proved to have high

reliability because the Cronbach’s alpha values were higher than 0.80 as shown above.

3.3.2.2. Self-efficacy scale

As for the second scale in the questionnaire, teacher efficacy scale was created by Hoy and
Woolfolk (1993) based on the self-efficacy scale by Gimbson and Dembo (1984, as cited
in Tshannen-Moran et al., 1998) with the aim of offering a more precise portrayal of
teachers’ efficacy beliefs in a short form of the original scale. While the original scale
consisted of 30 items, the scale adopted by Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) was reduced to 10
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items. This reduction was achieved through a more in-depth analysis of specific
instructional tasks and contexts, moving beyond a focus solely on the general challenges
commonly encountered by teachers. The researchers included only the items with the
highest factor loadings from the previous study. Consequently, the scale is composed of
the items regarding general and personal teaching efficacy, which comprises a 6-item

Likert scale containing 10 items in total.

Within this scale, items 1 and 2 are related to learners’ efforts in learning, whereas item 5
is related to parental involvement in learners’ learning. The rest of the items, numbered 3,

4,6,7,8,9, and 10 are related to teachers’ contributions to learning process.

The researchers distributed this scale to 179 elementary school teachers employed in
diverse areas and socioeconomic settings across the state of New Jersey. The reliability
alpha coefficients were calculated as .77 for personal teaching efficacy and .72 for general

teaching efficacy.

As this scale was already proven to be valid and reliable to gauge efficacy of teachers in a
number of studies (Celep, 2000; Capa Aydin and Hoy, 2005; Demirkol, 2023; Kazu and
Pullu, 2023; Ozbilen, Canbulat, and Cekig, 2020; Tugtekin, Barut-Tugtekin, and Dursun,
2018), and the developers of this scale claim that it offers a more accurate of representation
teachers’ efficacy beliefs especially in the context of teaching rather than only general
challenges, it was employed in the current study. Furthermore, the number of items and the

statements were also in accordance with the other scales administered in the current study.

Table 7 shows the results of Mardia test for TES below.
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Table 7

The Results of Mardia Test for TES

Variable Min Max Skew c.r. Kurtosis c.r.
p3_1 1.000 6.000 -.720 -5.098 -371 -1.315
p3_2 1.000 6.000 -1.055 -1.474 212 751
p3_3 1.000 6.000 -.650 -4.606 -214 -.157
p3_4 1.000 6.000 - 715 -5.061 -.299 -1.061
p3_ 5 1.000 6.000 -1.374 -9.732 1.126 3.989
p3_6 1.000 6.000 -.922 -6.534 299 1.061
p3_7 1.000 6.000 -.900 -6.371 221 184
p3_8 1.000 6.000 -.896 -6.346 194 .686
p3_9 1.000 6.000 -.582 -4.123 -.313 -1.110
p3_10 1.000 6.000 -.619 -4.384 -.315 -1.115
Multivariate 67.970 38.060

The Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale, which was used within the scope of the research, consists

of 10 items, and a single factor. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine

the validity of the scale’s structure using the dataset collected in the research. In the

confirmatory factor analysis, fit index values, factor loading values, and error variances

were examined to evaluate the model-data fit. Fit indices, factor loading values (max-min),

and error variance (max-min) values are presented in Table 8 below:
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Table 8

Results of the TES Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Factor
; Error
Loading .
Variances
Values
NNF  IFI RMSE ma . ma )
2 2
X x°lsd p CFI | A w Mmin o7 min
127 0.00 0.98 08 06 05 03
Scale 20 3.98 0 098 0.97 0.100 3 5 3 1
2
Proposed e 209200 =0 w0s0 2030 <090

When Table 8 is examined, it can be seen that the y2/df value is between 3 and 5,

indicating that the model moderately fits the data. The CFI value is 0.98, the NNFI value is

0.97, and the IFI value is 0.98. These values being above 0.90 indicate that the model fits
the data very well (Tabachnick, Fidell, and Ullman, 2013). Regarding the RMSEA index,

the value for this index is found to be 0.100 for the model, suggesting that the model

exhibits low fit to the data since this value is between 0.080 and 0.10. Overall, when

evaluated, the fit indices indicate that the single-factor structure of the Teacher Self-

Efficacy Scale fits the data. The factor loading values of all items in the scale are above

0.30. Thus, it can be interpreted that all items serve their purposes.

In addition, Figure 8 illustrates the measurement model that was obtained from the analysis

results.
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Figure 8. Measurement Model of the Teacher Self-efficacy Scale

In order to ascertain the item distinctiveness of the TES, scale scores were sorted from
highest to lowest, with the top 27% categorized as the upper group and the bottom 27% as
the lower group. The differences between items in the lower and upper groups were
examined using a t-test. Additionally, corrected item-total score correlations were

calculated. The results are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9

Results of the TES’ Item Analysis

Corrected Item-Total Upper Group Lower Group
Item No Correlation X sS X ss t

1 0.71 5.46 0.69 2.85 1.17 17.218
2 0.76 5.80 0.49 3.19 1.29 17.142
3 0.73 5.30 0.81 3.05 1.13 14.543
4 0.70 5.59 0.67 3.15 1.16 16.410
5 0.78 5.86 0.38 3.36 1.41 15.467
6 0.81 5.67 0.67 3.22 1.15 16.513
7 0.81 5.59 0.61 3.19 1.03 18.168
8 0.80 551 0.61 3.15 1.05 17.439
9 0.66 5.38 0.77 3.09 1.07 15.649
10 0.67 5.43 0.91 3.11 1.24 13.559

p<0.05

Upon examination of Table 7, it can be observed that the corrected item-total score

correlations for the items in the TES range from 0.66 to 0.81. The calculated item-total

score correlations for the scale being higher than 0.30 indicate the validity of each item.

Significant differences were found for all items between the upper and lower groups
according to the results of the t-test (p < 0.05). Thus, it can be said that the items in the
scale are successful in distinguishing individuals in the lower group from those in the

upper group. Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha value for the scale is presented in Table

10.

Table 10
Cronbach’s alpha value of the TES

Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale

The Number of
Items

Cronbach’s Alpha
Value

10

0.94

Table 10 illustrates that the Cronbach’s alpha values for the Teacher Efficacy Scale scores

are 0.94. Since Cronbach’s alpha values exceed 0.80, it can be said that the measurements

obtained have high reliability.
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3.3.2.3. Teacher autonomy scale

The last scale in the instrument is Teacher Autonomy Scale (TAS) developed by Pearson
and Moomaw (2006) to validate the factor structure established in prior research (Pearson
and Hall, 1993, as cited in Pearson and Moomaw, 2006). This scale, which consists of 18

items and rates them on a 4-point Likert scale.

Within this scale, the first 6 items are related to curriculum autonomy, which revolves
around the autonomy of the teacher in terms of curriculum and instructional decisions
along with their level of influence over the content, goals, objectives, and materials used in
their classes. The items 7 to 18 are associated with general teaching autonomy, which
includes their degree of freedom and control in areas such as teaching creativity, student-
learning activity selection, classroom behavior standards, discretion in decision-making,
time management, use of alternative procedures, following personal guidelines, solving
major problems, classroom space usage, choice of evaluation and assessment activities,

and selection of teaching methods and strategies.

The TAS was administered to 300 teachers, confirming the scale’s consistent factors.
Although focused on item consistency, the study demonstrated the logical alignment of the
items with existing literature, suggesting their potential utility for future researchers
studying autonomy. This scale was employed in several studies (Dilekgi, 2022;
Hosseinzadeh and Baradaran, 2015; Lepine, 2007; Myers, 2021) and it was concluded that
this scale was appropriate to measure teacher autonomy. It is also composed of two factors.
As a consequence, this scale is found appropriate to use within the scope of the current

study.

Table 11 illustrates the results of Mardia test for TAS below.
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Table 11

Results of Mardia Test for TAS

Variable min max skew c.r. Kurtosis C.I.

p4 7 1.000 4.000 -.634 -4.488 1.037 3.671
p4_8 1.000 4.000 -.262 -1.857 .067 237
p4_9 1.000 4.000 -.229 -1.625 489 1.732
p4_10 1.000 4.000 301 2.133 -.521 -1.845
p4_11 1.000 4.000 -.259 -1.832 .001 .005
p4_12 1.000 4.000 303 2.145 -.258 -914
p4_13 1.000 4.000 -.295 -2.089 327 1.157
p4_14 1.000 4.000 .072 513 -.298 -1.056
p4_15 1.000 4.000 247 1.747 -.463 -1.639
p4_16 1.000 4.000 A17 .829 -.602 -2.132
p4_17 1.000 4.000 -.257 -1.821 -.239 -.846
p4_18 1.000 4.000 216 1.530 -416 -1.475
p4_1 1.000 4.000 -.500 -3.542 .688 2.437
p4 2 1.000 4.000 071 .506 -.443 -1.570
p4_3 1.000 4.000 .061 432 -.484 -1.715
p4_4 1.000 4.000 .028 199 -.605 -2.142
p4_5 1.000 4.000 -.456 -3.229 450 1.593
p4d_6 1.000 4.000 -.008 -.054 -522 -1.849
Multivariate 75.137 24.291

As mentioned before, the robust maximum likelyhood estimation was used during the CFA

due to the failure to meet the assumption of multivariate normality.
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The results of confirmatory factor analysis for TAS are illustrated in Table 12 below:

Table 12

Factor Analysis Results of TAS

Factor
Loading E_rror
Variances
Values
NNF IFI  RMSE ma . ma :
2 2
X x“/sd p CFI I A w Mmin o7 min
545 0.00 0.99 08 03 08 0.2
Scale 15 4.16 0 0.92 0.90 ) 0.103 5 5 7 8
2
Proposed x*/sds 20.9 209209 5500 2030 <090

3 0 0 0

As a result of the factor analysis, it is observed that the y*df value is between 3 and 5,
indicating a moderate fit of the model to the data. The CFI value is 0.92, NNFI value is
0.90, and IFI value is determined as 0.92. These values being above 0.90 imply a very
good fit of the model to the data (Tabachnick et al., 2013). Evaluated in terms of the
RMSEA index, it is found that this index is 0.103 for the model, indicating a poor fit to the
data since it falls between 0.080 and 0.10 (Brown, 2006, as cited in Cokluk et al., 2010).
When the fit indices are considered overall, it is seen that the two-factor structure of the
TAS fits the data. The factor loadings of all items on the scale are higher than 0.30.

Therefore, all items are suitable for data analysis.

To determine the item distinctiveness of TAS, scale scores were sorted from highest to
lowest, with the top 27% categorized as the upper group and the bottom 27% as the lower
group. Differences between items in the upper and lower groups were examined using a t-

test. Figure 9 demonstrates it below.
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Figure 9. Measurement Model of the Teacher Autonomy Scale

Subsequently, corrected item-total score correlations have been calculated. The results are

presented in Table 13.



Table 13

TAS’ Item Analysis Results

Upper Group Lower
Corrected Item- Group

I:\el.\(r)n Total Correlation e Ss e Ss t
1 0,64 3.63 049 241 0.67 13.334
2 0,46 3.27 0.73 236 0.62 8.629
Curriculum 3 0,73 3.47 055 194 046 19.278
autonomy 4 0,75 3.53 059 185 0.45 20.285
5 0,59 3.68 047 251 065 13.105
6 0,75 3.51 059 201 051 17.138
7 0,43 3.56 052 272 069 8.690
8 0,47 3.56 050 273 061 9.414
9 0,54 3.57 052 272 062 9.478
10 0,46 3.10 0.78 221 054 8.395
General 11 0,49 3.44 057 252 059 10.122
teaching 12 0,59 3.11 071 191 060 11.656
autonomy 13 0,54 3.51 055 260 063 9.729
14 0,56 3.12 0.66 223 0.62 8.854
15 0,54 3.10 0.80 189 0.61 10.807
16 0,42 3.01 0.86 199 0.72 8.250
17 0,46 3.49 059 254 0.67 9.540
18 0,55 3.21 0.68 209 055 11501

p<0.05

Table 13 displays the corrected item-total score correlation values, and it is indicated that
the corrected item-total score correlation values for the first factor of this scale range
between 0.46 and 0.75, and for the second factor, they range between 0.42 and 0.59.
Calculated item-total score correlations for this scale exceeding 0.30 indicate the validity
of each item (Cokluk et al., 2010). Significant differences were found between the upper
and lower groups for all items according to the t-test results (p < 0.05). Thus, it can be
concluded that the items in the scale are successful in distinguishing individuals in the

lower group from those in the upper group.
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Furthermore, Figure 10 displays the scale’s Cronbach’s alpha value.

The Number of Cronbach’s Alpha

Items Value
Curriculum autonomy 6 0.86
General teaching autonomy 12 0.84

Figure 10. Cronbach’s alpha value of the Teacher Autonomy Scale

Upon examining Figure 10, Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.86 were determined for the first
factor scores of the scale, and 0.84 for the second factor scores. Since the Cronbach’s alpha
values are higher than 0.80 (Salvucci et al., 1997), it can be said that the obtained

measurements have high reliability.

Overall, each of the three scales employed in the study has been found to be reliable based
on reliability coefficients, or Cronbach’s Alpha, and valid based on the confirmatory factor

analysis.

3.4. Data Analysis

Data were collected quantitatively in this study, as a result, numerous statistical analyses
were conducted, and data were performed through Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) 25 and LISREL 8.7. Firstly, validity and reliability of the scales were conducted to
assess whether the data followed a normal distribution before conducting statistical
analysis on the data. To this end, skewness and kurtosis values were examined initially,
and the results are presented in Table 14, Table 15, and Table 16 respectively for each

scale.
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Table 14

Results of the Normality Analysis for DT Scores

N Skewness Kurtosis
Std.
Statistic Statistic Err Statistic Std. Error

or

PE 301 089 '%)4 -333 280
14

DR 301 _264 v 280

TL 301 _078 '%)4 - 739 280

A 301 _021 '%)4 -399 280

DIGIGLO Tool

EL 301 -100 '%)4 462 280
14

FLDC 301 407 v 208 280
14

DE 301 415 v 280
14

EDE 301 453 < 280

When Table 14 is examined, it can be seen that the skewness values for the scale scores of
DT range from -.264 to .453, and the kurtosis values range from -.739 to -.148. When
examining the table for each factor, skewness value is -.089 and kurtosis value is -.333 for
PE factor; skewness value is -.264 and kurtosis value is -.432 for DR factor; skewness
value is -.078 and kurtosis value is -.789 for TL factor; skewness value is -.021 and
kurtosis factor is -.399 for A factor; skewness value is -.100 and kurtosis value is -.462 for
EL factor; skewness value is .407 and kurtosis value is -.208 for FLDC factor; skewness
value is .415 and kurtosis factor is -.148 for DE factor; skewness value is .453 and kurtosis
value is -.335 for EDE factor. Skewness and kurtosis values between -2 and +2 indicate
that the measurements exhibit a normal distribution (George and Mallery, 2010). The
values of skewness and kurtosis for each factor in the scale are between -2 and +2.

Consequently, it can be said that the scale scores exhibit a normal distribution.
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Table 15

Results of the Normality Analysis for TES Scores

N Skewness Kurtosis
.. .. .. Std.
Statistic Statistic  Std. Error Statistic
Error
Teacher Efficacy Scale 301 -1.187 140 1.249 .280

According to Table 15, skewness value is -.1.187 while kurtosis value is 1.249. As
skewness and kurtosis values between -2 and +2 indicate that the measurements exhibit a
normal distribution (George and Mallery, 2010), TES scores illustrate a normal

distribution.

Table 16

Results of the Normality Analysis for TAS Scores

N Skewness Kurtosis
St"f‘t'St Statistic Std. Statistic Std.
ic Error Error

Curriculum Autonomy (CA) 301 .270 140 116 .280
Teacher Autonomy
Scale (TAS) General Teaching Autonomy

(GTA) 301 .924 140  1.667 .280

According to Table 16, skewness value is .270 and kurtosis value is .116 for CA factor,
whereas skewness value is .924 and kurtosis value is 1.667 for GTA factor in TAS scores.
As these values are between -2 and +2 (George and Mallery, 2010), TAS scores

demonstrate a normal distribution.

In the study, the digital competencies of English teachers were measured using the DT,
which has eight sub-factors, resulting in eight different multiple regression analysis
models. For regression analysis, assumptions regarding linear relationships and

multicollinearity among variables were also examined.

Scatterplot diagrams of standardized residuals and standardized predicted values were

analyzed to check whether the relationship between predictor variables and the dependent

87



variable was linear. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were examined to assess

multicollinearity. In Figure 11, scatterplot diagram is illustrated.
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Figure 11. Scatterplot Diagram

The scatterplot diagrams indicated a linear relationship, with points tending to cluster

around a central axis. Since the VIF values were less than 10 (Cokluk et al., 2012), no
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multicollinearity problem was detected. Once the assumptions for regression analysis were

met, the regression analysis was performed.

Table 17 illustrates which test was performed for each question below:

Table 17

Research questions and statistical tests run

Research questions Statistical tests

Ql. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence be Pearson correlation
predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy analysis

levels? Multiple  regression
Q.1.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence analysis

regarding professional engagement factor be predicted by their Regression analysis
teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

Q.1.2. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding digital resources factor be predicted by their teaching

self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

Q.1.3. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding teaching and learning factor be predicted by their

teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

Q.1.4. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding assessment factor be predicted by their teaching self-

efficacy and their autonomy levels? Regression analysis
Q.1.5. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence

regarding empowering learners factor be predicted by their Regression analysis
teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

Q.1.6. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding facilitating learners’ digital competence factor be

predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy

levels?

Q.1.7. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding digital environment factor be predicted by their

teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?
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Q.1.8. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence Regression analysis
regarding extrinsic digital engagement factor be predicted by

their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results are shown in detail in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of quantitative data of the study. The first section
presents the findings regarding the problem that examines the relationship among self-
efficacy, digital comeptence, and teacher autonomy of teachers. The second section
presents the findings related to the sub-problems that explore the relationships among eight

factors within digital competence, self-efficacy, and autonomy levels of teachers.

4.1.  The findings regarding the problem

4.1.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence be predicted by their
teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The first research question aimed to investigate the relationship between digital
competence and the levels of self-efficacy and teacher autonomy among teachers. To this
end, a Pearson correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis were conducted. Table
18 presents the correlation analysis results, and Tables through 19 and 26 present the the

results of multiple regression analysis.
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Table 18

Pearson Correlation Analysis of the Relationship among the Factors in Scales (N=301)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. PE 1
2.DR 627 1

3.TL 637 67 1

4.A 597 627 637 1

5. EL 66~ 627 65 .74 1

6. FLDC AT 447 537 557 657 1

7.DE 377 347 407 517 500 587 1

8. EDE 347 327 397 477 500 57 810 1

9. TES 377 377 397 407 427 367 300 327 1

10. CA 487 197 227 267 267 .37 347 297 247 1

11 GTA 307 267 .29 287 307 407 357 347 25 57 1

"p<0.05; “p<0.01

A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to explore the relationship among digital
competence, teacher self-efficacy and teacher autonomy. An examination of Table 13
reveals that there are moderately positive and statistically significant (p<0.05) relationships
between the scores on the DIGIGLO Tool (DT) factors (PE, DR, TL, A, EL, FLDC, DE,
EDE) and the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) scores (r = 0.37, 0.37, 0.39, 0.40, 0.42, 0.36,
0.30, 0.32, respectively). This indicates that as TES scores increase, DT scores also
increase. In other words, as English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy rise, their levels of

digital competence also increase.

Additionally, there are low to moderate positive and statistically significant (p<0.05)
relationships between the scores on the DT factors and the curriculum autonomy (CA)
subscale of the Teacher Autonomy Scale (TAS) (r = 0.18, 0.19, 0.22, 0.26, 0.26, 0.37,
0.34, 0.29, respectively). This suggests that as the CA scores on the TAS increase, the DT
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scores also increase. In other words, as English teachers’ levels of CA rise, their levels of

digital competence increase.

Similarly, low to moderate positive and statistically significant (p<0.05) relationships were
found between the scores on the DT factors and the general teaching autonomy (GTA)
subscale of the TAS (r = 0.30, 0.26, 0.29, 0.28, 0.30, 0.40, 0.35, 0.34, respectively). This
indicates that as the GTA scores on the TAS increase, the DT scores also increase. In other

words, as English teachers’ levels of GTA rise, their levels of digital competence increase.

Furthermore, low positive and statistically significant (p<0.05) relationships were found
between the TES scores and the CA (r = 0.24) and GTA (r = 0.25) subfactors of the TAS.
This suggests that as the CA and GTA scores on the TAS increase, the TES scores also
increase. In other words, as English teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy and general

teaching autonomy rise, their levels of self-efficacy also increase.

4.2. The findings regarding the sub-problems

4.2.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding professional

engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy
levels?

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which the scores
on the Teacher Efficacy Scale and the Teacher Autonomy Scale predict the scores on the
DIGIGLO Tool Scale. Since the DIGIGLO Tool Scale has eight sub-factors, eight different
multiple regression analysis models were established. The results for each sub-factor are
presented respectively in Tables between 19 and 26.
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Table 19

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor PE of DT

Model B Beta t Sig. R? A;'J'
(Constant) 2.96 2.317 0.021 0.17 0.17
TES 0.10 031 5.636 0.000

Regression CA -0.01 - -172 0.864

Analysis 1 0.01
GTA 0.14 0.22 3.417 0.001

Dependent variable: Professional Engagement; F(3, 297) = 20.951; p=0.000
(Constant) 3.43 2.308 022 0.16 0.15

As for the relationship among digital competence, self-efficacy and teacher autonomy of
the participants, multiple regression analysis was administered as it allows a researcher to
identify a relationship between a dependent variable and the most optimal combination of
two or more independent variables (Fraenkel, et al., 2012). Consequently, multiple
regression analysis was performed to determine the impact of teacher self-efficacy and
teacher autonomy on digital competence. According to the analysis results, the first
regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy, curriculum autonomy,
and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent variable is professional engagement, is
statistically significant (p<0.05). The standardized regression coefficient from the TES
scores to the PE factor scores is 0.31 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates
that a one standard unit increase in teacher efficacy scale scores leads to a 0.31 standard

unit increase in PE factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
professional engagement factor scores is -0.01 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05).
This suggests that teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital

competence in professional engagement.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the PE factor scores is 0.22 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a
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one standard unit increase in general teaching autonomy scores leads to a 0.22 standard

unit increase in PE factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 17% of the variance in the professional engagement variable. In summary,
it can be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy and general teaching
autonomy predict their levels of professional engagement, whereas their levels of

curriculum autonomy do not.

4.2.2. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital
resources

factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and digital resources
factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 20.

Table 20

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor DR of DT

. 2 Adj.
Model B Beta t Sig. R R2
(Constant) 3.43 2.308 .022 0.16 0.15
Teacher Efficacy 0.12 0.34 6.046 .000

Regression Curriculum Autonomy 0.07 0.06 1.007 315

Analysis 2 )
General Teaching 0.07 0.09 1.369 172

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Digital Resources; F(3, 297) = 18.419; p=0.000

It was determined that the second regression model, where the predictor variables are
teacher efficacy, curriculum autonomy, and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent

variable is digital resources, is statistically significant (p<0.05). The standardized
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regression coefficient from the TES scores to the digital resources factor scores is 0.34 and
is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in

teacher efficacy scale scores leads to a 0.34 standard unit increase in DR factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
DR factor scores is 0.06 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This suggests that
teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital competence in digital

resources.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the DR factor scores is 0.09 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This indicates
that teachers’ levels of general teaching autonomy do not predict their digital competence

in digital resources.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 15% of the variance in the digital resources variable. In summary, it can
be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy predict their levels of digital
resources, whereas their levels of curriculum autonomy and general teaching autonomy do

not.

4.2.3. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding teaching and

learning factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and teaching and learning

factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 21.
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Table 21

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor TL of DT

. 2 Adj.
Model B Beta T Sig. R RJ
(Constant) 4.27 2.441 .015 0.18 0.17

Teacher Efficacy 0.15 0.34 6.249 .000

Regression Curriculum Autonomy 0.11 0.08 1.279 .202

Analysis 3 )
General Teaching 0.10 0.11 1.806 072

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Teaching and Learning; F(3, 297) = 21.803; p=0.000

As for the third regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy,
curriculum autonomy, and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent variable is
teaching and learning, is statistically significant (p<0.05). The standardized regression
coefficient from the TES scores to the TL factor scores is 0.34 and is statistically
significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in teacher efficacy
scale scores leads to a 0.34 standard unit increase in teaching and learning factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
TL factor scores is 0.08 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This suggests that
teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital competence in teaching

and learning.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the TL factor scores is 0.11 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This indicates
that teachers’ levels of general teaching autonomy do not predict their digital competence

in teaching and learning.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 17% of the variance in the teaching and learning variable. To sum up, it
can be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy predict their levels of
teaching and learning, whereas their levels of curriculum autonomy and general teaching

autonomy do not.
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4.2.4. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding assessment
factor

be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and assessment factor in

digital competence are illustrated below in Table 22.
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Table 22

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor A of DT

: 2 Adj.
Model B Beta T Sig. R RJ
(Constant) 1.43 1.066 287 020 0.19
Teacher Efficacy 0.12 0.34 6.276 .000

Regression Curriculum Autonomy 0.12 0.11 1761 079

Analysis 4 )
General Teaching 0.09 0.13 2.036 .043

Autonomy

Dependent variable: A; F(3, 297) = 24.635; p=0.000

The dependent variable, assessment, is statistically significant (p<0.05) in the fourth
regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy, curriculum autonomy,
and general teaching autonomy. The standardized regression coefficient from the TES
scores to the assessment factor scores is 0.34 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This
indicates that a one standard unit increase in teacher efficacy scale scores leads to a 0.34

standard unit increase in assessment factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
assessment factor scores is 0.11 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This suggests
that teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital competence in

assessment.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the assessment factor scores is 0.13 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This
indicates that a one standard unit increase in general teaching autonomy scores leads to a

0.13 standard unit increase in assessment factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 19% of the variance in the assessment variable. In short, it can be stated
that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy and general teaching autonomy predict

their levels of assessment, whereas their levels of curriculum autonomy do not.
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4.2.5. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding empowering

learners factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and empowering learners

factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 23.

Table 23

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor EL of DT

, 2 Adj.
Model B Beta T Sig. R R?
(Constant) 1.66 1.297 196 022 0.22
Teacher Efficacy 0.12 0.36 6.788 .000

Regression Curriculum Autonomy 0.09 0.09 1.458 146

Analysis 5 .
General Teaching 0.10 0.15 2511 013

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Empowering Learners; F(3, 297) = 28.396; p=0.000

The fifth regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy, curriculum
autonomy, and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent variable is empowering
learners, was found to be statistically significant (p<0.05). The standardized regression
coefficient from the TES scores to the EL factor scores is 0.36 and is statistically
significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in teacher efficacy

scale scores leads to a 0.36 standard unit increase in EL factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
EL factor scores is 0.09 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This suggests that
teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital competence in

empowering learners.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores

to the empowering learners factor scores is 0.15 and is statistically significant (p<0.05).
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This indicates that a one standard unit increase in general teaching autonomy scores leads

to a 0.15 standard unit increase in empowering learners factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 22% of the variance in the empowering learners variable. In conclusion, it
can be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy and general teaching
autonomy predict their levels of empowering learners, whereas their levels of curriculum

autonomy do not.
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4.2.6. To what extent EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding facilitating
learners’

digital competence factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their
autonomy

levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and facilitating learners’

digital competence factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 24.

Table 24

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor FLDC of DT

: 2 Adj.
Model B Beta t Sig. R R?
(Constant) -2.47 -1.209 228 025 0.24
Teacher Efficacy 0.14 0.26 4.861 .000
R . Curriculum Autonomy 032 0.20 3.242 .001
egression
Analysis 6 General Teaching 0.23 0.22 3.568 .000

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Facilitating Learners’ Digital Competence; F(3, 297) =
32.552; p=0.000

The sixth regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy, curriculum
autonomy, and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent variable is facilitating
learners’ digital competence, was found to be statistically significant (p<0.05). The
standardized regression coefficient from the TES scores to the FLDC factor scores is 0.26
and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in

teacher efficacy scale scores leads to a 0.26 standard unit increase in FLDC factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the

facilitating learners’ digital competence factor scores is 0.20 and is statistically significant
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(p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in curriculum autonomy factor

scores leads to a 0.20 standard unit increase in FLDC factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the FLDC factor scores is 0.22 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates
that a one standard unit increase in general teaching autonomy scores leads to a 0.22

standard unit increase in FLDC factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 24% of the variance in the facilitating learners’ digital competence
variable. To conclude, it can be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy,
curriculum autonomy, and general teaching autonomy predict their levels of facilitating

learners’ digital competence.

4.27. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital
environment

factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and digital environment

factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 25.

Table 25

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor DE of DT

. 2 Adj.
Model B Beta t Sig. R RJ
(Constant) -2.94 -1.294 197 020 0.19
Teacher Efficacy 0.11 0.19 3581 .000
Regression Curriculum Autonomy 0.32 0.18 2.879 .004
Analysis 7 )
General Teaching 0.26 0.22 3.588 .000

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Digital Environment; F(3, 297) = 24.929; p=0.000
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The seventh regression model, where the predictor variables are teacher efficacy,
curriculum autonomy, and general teaching autonomy, and the dependent variable is
digital environment, was found to be statistically significant (p<0.05). The standardized
regression coefficient from the TES scores to the digital environment factor scores is 0.19
and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard unit increase in

TES scores leads to a 0.19 standard unit increase in DE factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the curriculum autonomy factor scores to the
DE factor scores is 0.18 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one
standard unit increase in curriculum autonomy factor scores leads to a 0.18 standard unit

increase in DE factor scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the general teaching autonomy factor scores
to the digital environment factor scores is 0.22 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This
indicates that a one standard unit increase in general teaching autonomy scores leads to a

0.22 standard unit increase in DE factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 19% of the variance in the digital environment variable. In sum, it can be
stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy, curriculum autonomy, and general

teaching autonomy predict their levels of digital environment.

4.2.8. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding extrinsic digital

engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy
levels?

The results of the multiple regression analysis regarding the relationship among teachers’
self-efficacy, curriculum autonomy, general teaching autonomy, and extrinsic digital

engagement factor in digital competence are illustrated below in Table 26.
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Table 26

The Influence of Teacher Self-efficacy and Teacher Autonomy on Factor EDE of DT

: 2 Adj.
Model B Beta @t Sig. R o2
(Constant) -2.22 -1.501 134 0.19 0.18
Teacher Efficacy 0.09 0.24 4.330 .000
. Curriculum Autonomy 0.14 0.12 1.936 .054
Regression
Analysis 8 General Teaching 0.16 022 3.449  .001

Autonomy

Dependent variable: Extrinsic Digital Engagement; F(3, 297) = 22.683;
p=0.000

The eighth regression model was shown to be statistically significant (p<0.05) for the
dependent variable, extrinsic digital engagement (EDE), and the predictor variables,
teacher efficacy, curriculum autonomy (CA), and general teaching (GTA) autonomy. The
standardized regression coefficient from the TES scores to the extrinsic digital engagement
factor scores is 0.24 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one
standard unit increase in TES scores leads to a 0.24 standard unit increase in EDE factor

Scores.

The standardized regression coefficient from the CA factor scores to the EDE factor scores
is 0.12 and is not statistically significant (p>0.05). This suggests that teachers’ levels of
curriculum autonomy do not predict their digital competence in extrinsic digital

engagement.

The standardized regression coefficient from the GTA factor scores to the EDE factor
scores is 0.16 and is statistically significant (p<0.05). This indicates that a one standard

unit increase in GTA scores leads to a 0.16 standard unit increase in EDE factor scores.

When examining the explained variance, the predictor variables in the regression model
together explain 18% of the variance in the extrinsic digital engagement variable. In
summary, it can be stated that English teachers’ levels of teacher efficacy and general
teaching autonomy predict their levels of extrinsic digital engagement, whereas their levels

of curriculum autonomy do not.
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CHAPTER YV

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter discusses the relationship among digital competence, self-efficacy, and
teacher autonomy of secondary school EFL teachers. In addition, it examines to what
extent teachers’ digital competence, according to specific areas identified in digital
competence scale - professional engagement, digital resources, teaching and learning,
assessment, empowering learners, facilitating learners’ digital competence, digital
environment, and extrinsic digital engagement- is predicted by their self-efficacy and
autonomy. Subsequently, this chapter concludes all the results of the study. Finally, it

offers the suggestions for further studies and pedagogical implications.

5.1. Discussion and conclusion

5.1.1. The discussion of the problem and conclusion

5.1.1.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence be predicted by their

teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

To investigate the relationship among digital competence, self-efficacy, and teacher
autonomy of the EFL teachers, the study applied an online questionnaire, and it was made
up of three scales, namely, DIGIGLO Tool (Alarcon et al., 2020), teacher efficacy scale
(Hoy and Woolfolk, 1993), and teacher autonomy scale (Pearson and Moomaw, 2006). In
this regard, a Pearson correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis were
performed. According to Pearson correlation analysis, there are moderately positive and
statistically significant relationships between the scores on the DIGIGLO Tool factors (PE,
DR, TL, A, EL, FLDC, DE, EDE) and the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) scores.
Consequently, as teachers’ efficacy increases, their digital competence increases.
Furthermore, a low to moderate positive relationship is found between DT factors and

curriculum autonomy factor of TAS. Similarly, there is a low to moderate relationship
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between DT factors and general teaching autonomy factor of TAS. In other words, as
curriculum autonomy and general teaching autonomy increase, teachers’ digital
competence increases. In addition, a low positive significant relationship is found among
TES scores and two factors of TAS. Overall, the results demonstrated that there was a
moderate significant relationship among the digital competence, self-efficacy, and
autonomy levels of the participants. The results, in line with the multiple regression

analysis, are discussed in the following.

The relationships among the digital competence, general teaching autonomy, and
curriculum autonomy of the participating teachers were found to be positively correlated.
There is a lack of research investigating these variables together in the relevant literature.
Therefore, studies that examined these variables in pairs are discussed in relation to the
findings of the current study. Kogak and Karatepe (2022) also investigated the relationship
between 21st-century skills and teachers’ autonomy based on the factors such as gender,
years of experience, school type, and educational level taught. In line with the findings of
the current study, they found a positive correlation between teachers’ autonomy and their
21st-century skills. However, other variables examined in the study showed no significant

impact on teachers’ 21st-century skills.

In a similar vein, Kameshwara et al. (2020) examined the impact of teachers’ pedagogical
autonomy on students’ computer literacy in light of recent reforms in the Italian
educational system. This study was conducted in 12 countries, including Italy. The results
showed that teachers’ pedagogical autonomy has a positive, yet not statistically significant,
correlation with students’ digital skills performance. Additionally, Italy was found to have

the lowest score among the participating countries.

Additionally, the study by Andina et al. (2020) investigated the correlation between learner
autonomy, digital competence, and writing achievement among 92 first-year EFL students
enrolled in an intensive course program at a state university in Indonesia. The findings
revealed a strong correlation between learner autonomy and writing achievement, and a
moderate correlation between digital competence and writing achievement. Based on the
findings, it is recommended that EFL writing teachers promote autonomous learning and
integrate technology to enhance students’ writing achievement. All in all, autonomy was
found to have a positive impact on digital competence similar to the findings of the current

study.
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The current study revealed that there was a positively and statistically significant
relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and the eight factors of digital competence. As
a result, it can inferred that as teachers’ self-efficacy increase, their digital competence
levels increase. On the other hand, Hickson (2016) investigated the relationship between
teachers’ self-efficacy and their competence to integrate digital tools in their teaching
practice and he found no significant relationship between two variables in contrast to the

current study.

Few studies have explored the relationship between self-efficacy and digital competence.
Additionally, the majority of the studies involved pre-service teachers, who are not the
focus of the current study (Arpaci, 2017; Galindo-Dominguez and Bezanilla, 2021;
Gudmundsdottir and Hatlevik, 2018; Kaygisiz and Balgikanli, 2021; Malykhin et al.,
2021).

In parallel with the current study’s findings, which reveal that increased teacher self-
efficacy is associated with higher levels of digital competence, the research by Santi et al.
(2020) also highlights a positive relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and their use
of mobile technology in education. Their study, which surveyed 125 secondary school
teachers, found that while teachers generally have high self-efficacy beliefs regarding their
technology use, they perceive their access to technology as constrained by external factors

such as resources, funding, and equipment.

Similarly, the study by Moltudal et al. (2019) indicates that teachers who are proficient
with technology are more likely to articulate educational goals and establish clear
expectations for ICT use in diverse situations. In contrast, teachers who are less confident
with technology often adhere to strict guidelines when integrating digital tools into their

teaching.

In line with the current study, the research conducted by Hatlevik (2017) revealed that self-
efficacy is influenced by confidence in basic ICT skills. Consequently, it was concluded
that teachers’ beliefs in their ability to support online collaborative activities for students

are directly related to their use of ICT in the classroom.
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5.1.2. The discussion of the sub-problems

5.1.2.1. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding professional
engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy

levels?

When reviewing the literature, a lack of research was observed regarding exploring the
interrelation among these constructs, the relevant research findings would be compared in
terms of the relationship between digital competence and self-efficacy, as well as the
relationship between digital competence and teacher autonomy for the first factor in the
relevant scale. Notably, this scale (DT) has not been used in the literature before. Hence,
the results of the current study are discussed based on the similar items or variables on the

relevant research.

The results revealed that teachers used technology to interact with learners and teachers,
exchange materials with their colleagues, and revise their teaching according to the scores
on the first factor (PE). According to the first regression analysis, there is a significant
relation between teacher efficacy and PE. In addition, the relation between general
teaching autonomy (GTA) and PE is statistically significant. However, the relation
between curriculum autonomy (CA) and PE is not significant statistically. As a result,
teachers seem to utilize technology for interaction with both their colleagues and learners,

exchanging materials, and revising their teaching practices.

Similar to the findings of the present study, Erdin (2021) examined the digital competence
levels of EFL teachers in Turkish context employing a single-factor questionnaire that
included items related to self-efficacy. However, the researcher did not discuss the results
in accordance with their self-efficacy and he did not seek the influence of self-efficacy on
digital competence. According to the study by Erdin (2021), teachers reported that they
utilized technology for communicating with other teachers and learners. As a result, the
present study’s finding regarding technology use for interaction in PE factor is in

accordance with the findings by Erdin (2021).

In line with this study, Hatlevik (2017) sought to investigate the link between teachers’
utilization of technology and their self-efficacy. Using a single-factor questionnaire, the
researcher examined how teachers’ self-efficacy in their technological skills related to their

ability to collaborate online. Hatlevik (2017) found a strong relation between teachers’
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digital competence and self-efficacy, affirming that self-efficacy in ICT predicted teachers’
engagement in online collaboration, strategies for evaluating information, and ICT usage.
Consequently, the results of this study are in accordance with the current study in terms of

teachers’ utilization of ICT to collaborate with their learners and colleagues.

There is currently no research that has investigated the variables examined in the current
study by employing three different scales for each variable. However, a recent study
incorporated all these constructs using a single scale, although it had only a limited number
of items addressing self-efficacy and teacher autonomy. In this regard, the results of the
study by Mici¢ and Vracar (2023) were in line with the current study. In their study, Mici¢
and Vracar (2023) compared the digital competence of teachers before and after the Covid-
19 pandemic. The study found a significant growth in pedagogical digital competence
among teachers after the transition to online teaching, in contrast to the other factors.
Notably, teacher self-efficacy was found to be correlated with pedagogical digital
competence but not with the other factors. As for autonomy of teachers, collaboration was
the sole significant correlate of the improvement in pedagogical digital competence. In
parallel with the findings of Mic¢i¢ and Vracar’s study (2023), the present study indicates
that teachers demonstrated a higher level of pedagogical digital competence as their self-
efficacy levels and general teaching autonomy increased; however, their curriculum

autonomy did not predict their digital competence.

Few studies, which have focused more on involving learners rather than teachers as
participants, have addressed the relation between digital competence and self-efficacy
(Arpaci, 2017; Castafio-Munoz, Vuorikari, Costa, Hippe, and Kampylis, 2023; Galindo-
Dominguez and Bezanilla, 2021; Katsarou, 2021; Mieg, Klieme, Barker, Bryan, Gibson,
Rismondo, Rommer-Nossek, Thiem, and Unterpertinger, 2023). As those studies recruited

learners as participants, they are not in line with this study in terms of their scope.

In another study, McGarr and McDonagh (2021) conducted research on the digital
competence and autonomy levels of pre-service teachers. The study found out that the
participants demonstrated low digital competence in educational tasks though they used
digital technologies frequently for everyday purposes. The results of this study were
inconsistent with this current study since participating teachers scored higher regarding the
first factor (PE). Nevertheless, the scale utilized in this current study included items related

to digital competence in education rather than digital competence in daily life.
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5.1.2.2. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital
resources factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy

levels?

The results revealed that teachers used technology to evaluate and choose materials,
adapting them, and managing materials of learners by respecting copyright based on the
scores on the second factor (DR). According to the second regression analysis, there is a
significant relation between teacher efficacy and DR. However, the relation among GTA,
CA and DR is not significant statistically. This suggests that teachers’ digital competence
in selecting materials is significantly influenced by their self-efficacy levels. Teachers who
have a strong belief in their ability to teach effectively are more likely to skillfully select
and adjust digital materials in accordance with copyright laws. They feel confident in their
ability to navigate and utilize digital resources efficiently. However, this competence is not
influenced by their general teaching autonomy or curriculum autonomy. This indicates that
even if teachers have the freedom to make decisions about their teaching methods and
curriculum, it does not necessarily enhance their ability to select and use digital materials
effectively. The key factor appears to be their confidence in their teaching capabilities
rather than the level of autonomy they possess.

Erdin investigated (2021) whether the digital competence of EFL Turkish teachers varied
based on demographic factors. In parallel with the findings of the current study, the study
illustrated that teachers of English reported themselves as proficient in exploring effective
teaching resources. This similarity emphasizes how crucial it is for EFL teachers to be tech

savvy in order to effectively navigate and utilize a variety of instructional resources.

In contrast, the results of study conducted by Hickson (2016) are not in parallel with this
current study since the current study illustrates that as the self-efficacy of teachers increase,
their use of digital resources increases. Yet, Hickson (2016) concluded that there was no
significant relationship between teachers’ integration of technology into classroom and

their self-efficacy.
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5.1.2.3. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding teaching and

learning factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results demonstrated that teachers utilized technology in their classroom practice,
guiding learners, fostering collaboration among learners, and enabling them to interact
with each other based on the scores on the third factor (TL). The third regression analysis
illustrated that a notable relation exists between teacher efficacy and the third factor (TL).
Nonetheless, the relation among GTA, CA, and TL is not statistically significant. In this
vein, this result asserts that teachers extensively utilize technology for fulfilling their
teaching objectives and promoting peers interaction among learners. These findings
suggest that participating teachers are encouraged to use technology widely because they
have confidence in their ability to teach, not because they have complete control over the
curriculum or methods they choose to use. Increased self-efficacy leads to more proactive
and effective use of technology by teachers to meet learning objectives and improve

student peer connections, all of which contribute to a more engaging learning environment.

Few studies scrutinized TL factor regarding digital competence in the literature. For
instance, Mici¢ and Vracar (2023) uncovered that collaboration was the sole significant
correlate of the improvement in pedagogical digital competence as for autonomy of
teachers. In parallel with the findings of Mi¢i¢ and Vracar’s study (2023), the present study
indicates that teachers demonstrated a higher level of pedagogical digital competence as
their self-efficacy levels increased; however, their curriculum autonomy and general

teaching autonomy did not predict their digital competence.

5.1.2.4. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding assessment

factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The results indicated that teachers made use of technology for alternative assessment,
analyzing critically, and providing feedback to learners based on the scores on the forth
factor (A). The forth regression analysis illustrated that a notable relation exists among
teacher efficacy, GTA and the forth factor (A). This means that teachers who have a strong
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belief in their teaching abilities and those who have the freedom to make decisions about
their teaching methods are more likely to effectively use technology for assessment
purposes. These teachers are adept at incorporating digital tools to evaluate student
performance and provide timely feedback, enhancing the overall learning experience.

Nonetheless, the analysis showed that the relationship between Curriculum Autonomy
(CA) and the Assessment factor (A) is not statistically significant. This suggests that the
freedom to make decisions about the curriculum does not significantly influence teachers’

use of technology in assessment and feedback.

In summary, these results indicate that it is primarily the teachers’ self-efficacy and their
autonomy in teaching methods, rather than curriculum design, that drive their use of
technology for assessment. Teachers with higher self-efficacy and greater teaching
autonomy are more likely to integrate digital tools in assessing student progress and

delivering feedback, thereby utilizing technology to enhance their instructional practices.

In line with the current study’s findings, according to Mi¢i¢ and Vracar’s study (2023), the
items related to employing alternative assessment techniques had a higher mean score than
the average. Additionally, teachers were reported to increase their digital competence
regarding assessment after the pandemic. Thus, individuals with a higher level of ICT
proficiency may be better equipped to engage in informed decision-making and critical

thinking processes when assessing information in various contexts.

5.1.2.5. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding empowering

learners factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy levels?

The fifth factor included items regarding considering diverse tools according to various
student profiles, utilizing alternative tools for individualized needs of learners, and
inspiring motivation and fostering creativity of learners. The fifth regression analysis
demonstrated that a notable relation exists among teacher efficacy, GTA and the fifth
factor (EL). Nonetheless, the relation between CA, and EL is not statistically significant. In
other words, this study illustrated that teachers’ self-effifacy and general teaching

autonomy predicted their digital competence whereas curriculum autonomy did not.
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Specifically, Items 14, 15, 16 in this factor are related to enabling students to be involved
in lessons more effectively with the help of digital tools. This suggests that participating
teachers design their teaching strategies by considering the specific needs of their learners
and enrich their pedagogical practices through the integration of technology.

Several studies addressed the use of alternative methods for the learners’ involvement. In
this regard, Mi¢i¢ and Vracar (2023) indicated that teachers improved their general digital

competence in relation to considering needs of learners after the pandemic.

Similarly, Hickson (2017) conducted a research to determine the link between self-efficacy
and digital competence of teachers in the USA. The tool employed in this study was
composed of some items similar to the current study. In this vein, the item that aimed to
measure teachers’ adjusting their teaching based on the proficiency of learners is similar to
the factor EL. However, this study did not find a significant association between these

variables.

5.1.2.6. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding facilitating
learners’ digital competence factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and

their autonomy levels?

The sixth factor in the study included items related to material creation, Creative
Commons, copyright issues, comprehensive digital information, technological problem-
solving skills, technology risk awareness, and digital literacy. The results of the regression
analysis indicated that teacher efficacy, general teaching autonomy, and curriculum
autonomy predicted the digital competence of teachers. In other words, there is a
significant association among TE, GTA, CA, and DC. This suggests a significant

relationship among the variables examined in this study.

This indicates that teachers’ confidence in their teaching abilities and their autonomy in
teaching methods and curriculum design are crucial in effectively fostering digital skills in
students. The results emphasize the importance of teachers’ roles in improving learners’
abilities to create digital materials, understand copyright and Creative Commons, and
manage technology-related risks. There is a need to focus on equipping students with skills
for technological problem-solving and raising awareness about digital risks to better
prepare them for using digital tools critically. This suggests that learners’ digital

competence need to be enhanced more in these issues.
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Based on the results, the study asserts that learners are required to be educated for the
technology-related risks and teachers ought to raise awareness in learners regarding the
issue of digital citizenship. Consequently, there is a clear demand for informing learners
about the essential digital skills needed in the 21% century. In addition, teachers might have
scored the related items low since they are not acquianted with the concepts such as
copyright, Creative Commons, which are part of the items in the sixth factor. In this vein,
this result aligns with McGarr and McDonagh’s observation (2021) that only half of the

participants in their studies knew what the concept of Creative Commons was.

There have been several studies in the literature that explored learners’ digital competence.
Given that the sixth factor examined in the current study pertains to digital competence in

learners, it is relevant to discuss these previous studies.

For instance, Girgin (2010) designed an online classroom for students at a private school in
Tiirkiye, focusing on enhancing their language proficiency through specific tasks. The
findings indicated that students were eager to integrate their digital competence into the
language learning process. Girgin (2010) suggests that digital tools boost motivation by
allowing students to create personalized settings, express preferences, and monitor their
progress. Additionally, online classrooms promote individual autonomy and peer
assessment, underlying the importance of learners’ digital competence in the learning

environment.

In parallel with the findings of the current study, Rahimi, Berg, and Veen (2014) highlight
the significance of students’ active engagement in technology-based learning. They
suggest that by affording students the opportunity to monitor their learning process and

regulate their activities, technology facilitates the development of autonomous learners.

5.1.2.7. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding digital
environment factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their autonomy

levels?

The seventh factor in the study encompassed items pertaining to the facilities, tools, and

organizational strategies employed by institutions to cultivate digital competence. The
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results of the regression analysis indicated that teacher efficacy, general teaching
autonomy, and curriculum autonomy predicted the digital competence of teachers. In other
words, there is a significant association among TE, GTA, CA, and DC. This suggests a
significant relationship among the variables examined in this study.

Items 22 through 26 within this factor examine how institutional support and resources
contribute to teachers’ digital competence. The analysis highlights a gap in the availability
of practical training for teachers. Specifically, there is a notable deficiency in organizing

workshops that offer teachers hands-on experience with digital tools and technologies.

Consequently, it can be inferred that institutions are lack in arranging workshops that offer
teachers hands-on experience. In this vein, this study suggests the need for organizing

more facilities tailored to teachers’ needs to enhance their professional development.

In line with the current study, Mic¢i¢ and Vrac¢ar’s (2023) study included items regarding
factors pertaining to educational setting. This study revealed that digital competence levels
of teachers increased notably after the pandemic. In the light of this result, it can be
concluded that schools provide more necessary digital tools and facilities, particularly in
response to the demand arising from the pandemic. The transition to remote teaching
during and after the pandemic may have facilitated increased utilization of technology for
educational purposes among both teachers and learners.

5.1.2.8. To what extent can EFL teachers’ digital competence regarding extrinsic
digital engagement factor be predicted by their teaching self-efficacy and their

autonomy levels?

The eighth factor in the study included items related to hardware and software updates by
the institutions annually, responsiveness of institutions to staff suggestions, and the
availability of an IT department to support teachers. The results of the regression analysis
indicated that teacher efficacy, general teaching autonomy, predicted the digital
competence of teachers, on the other hand, curriculum autonomy did not demonstrate a
significant association. In other words, there is a significant association among TE, GTA,
and DC, while a notable link is not found between CA and DC.
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Consequently, it can be concluded that institutions do not adequately update their technical
equipment and lack collaboration with stakeholders and staff to address digital
requirements. Additionally, many schools appear to lack IT departments to support
teachers and learners and provide necessary tools.

In parallel with the items of this factor, Mi¢i¢ and Vracar’s study (2023) sought to address
whether school administrators take into account the needs of schools, teachers, and learners
while planning education process and if they consider feedback of teachers regarding
technical supplies. Since the study compared the development of teachers digitally before
and after the pandemic, concluding that remote teaching facilitated technological progress
in schools. Consequently, it is possible to draw a similar conclusion as in the seventh
factor. As schools encounter some constraints such as remote teaching, they are compelled

to improve digitally and administrators may pay more attention to the demands of schools.

A study conducted during the pandemic period by Scanni (2022) also investigated the
constraints encountered in remote teaching process. Most of the participants identified
technical issues as the primary constraint during this period. As a result, one of the biggest
obstacles to digital growth appears to be lack of technical supplies to meet demands of

both teachers and learners.
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5.1.3. Conclusion

Integrating digital tools into education is increasingly crucial to meet the demands of the
21% century. Furthermore, the utilization of digital tools can enhance the motivation and
development of language learners while fostering collaboration among them. Though
digital competence has attracted great interest of the researchers, the influence of the
constructs such as self-efficacy and teacher autonomy on digital competence seems to be
neglected in the relevant field. This study aimed to address this gap. Since teachers’ beliefs
about what they can do, referring to self-efficacy of them in this study, might influence
their degree of digital competence, and integrating digital tools in teaching process might
be related to their autonomy levels, those two constructs were selected as independent

variables in this study.

To sum up the findings of this current study, it was revealed that the digital competence
could be predicted by teachers’ self-efficacy at a moderately positive and statistically
significant level, and by general teaching autonomy and curriculum teaching autnomy
levels at a low to moderately positive and statistically significant level. Similarly, there is a
low to moderately positive and statistically significant relationship among teachers’ self-
efficacy, general teaching autonomy and curriculum autonomy. Specifically, digital
competence factors regarding professional engagement, assessment, empowering learners,
and extrinsic digital engagement are predicted by teachers’ self-efficacy and general
teaching autonomy, while factors regarding digital resources and teaching and learning are
merely predicted by teachers’ self-efficacy. On the other hand, factors regarding
facilitating learners’ digital competence and digital environment are predicted by all the
independent variables, namely self-efficacy, general teaching autonomy, and curriculum

autonomy.

Overall, the current study yielded some useful data for stakeholders, as the participating
teachers indicated that they did not have adequate resources and facilities in their
workplace in terms of the items regarding digital environment. In this context, this study is
notably significant in shedding light on the actual situations and digital needs of English

language teachers, learners, and secondary schools in Turkish context.
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5.2. Implications

5.2.1. Implications based on the study

This study aimed to investigate the relationship among digital competence, self-efficacy,
and teacher autonomy of English teachers, along with factors including their gender, years
of teaching experience, and educational background by collecting quantitative data through
an online questionnaire. It specifically provided insights about the institutions and their
current status. Following implications are provided based on the current study:

o Opportunities for teachers

Based on the results, it can be suggested that institutions should provide teachers with
ample opportunities regarding digital tools and technologies in their workplace. Moreover,
teachers can benefit from hands-on experiences through workshops, conferences, and
courses on the utilization of those tools. Training in the use of Web 2.0 tools can be offered
to the teachers, especially during mid-term breaks and seminar periods of teachers.

o Lack of technical equipments

Teachers’ reports also reveal that some schools lack IT departments and staff. In this
regard, authorities can support more facilities and equipments, and technical support to
schools. Besides, managers of schools and directors of National Education can conduct
action research and administer surveys or assessments to identify the digital needs of
schools, learners and teachers regularly, so that they can implement training programs for
both important actors of education.

o Collaborative learning

Collaborative learning communities among teachers can encourage them to share their
practices, good works, and experiences related to the use of digital tools. As a result, this

can build an ongoing learning culture and collaboration among teachers.
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o Enhancing digital competence of learners

The participating teachers also highlighted concerns about digital competence of their
learners. Consequently, it is essential to encourage learners to use digital tools critically,

and educate them how to be aware of risks associated with digital technologies.

5.2.2. Implications for future research studies

In light of the findings and the study’s context, the following implications for future
research can be suggested:

o Sample size

This study utilized convenience sampling in an attempt to attain a larger sample size.
However, this study could reach 301 participants. Additionally, the questionnaire was
disseminated via DYS, where teachers merely mark documents as read without engaging
further. As a result, the number of the participants in the study was smaller than
anticipated. Time constraints also played a role in the number of the participants, so
allotting more time to collect data would also be reasonable to elicit a broader range of
answers from a larger sample.

o Comparing different levels of teaching

Increasing the sample size and including different groups in terms of workplace would
further enhance the robustness and generalizability of the results, enabling comprehensive
analyses. In this regard, future research can recruit participants who work at primary,
secondary, high schools, and tertiary levels and compare those groups.

o Using different research methods

Furthermore, adopting a qualitative and/or a mixed-design research method could make a
significant and seminal contribution to the existing literature. It would be fruitful to
conduct classroom observations, narrative inquiries and interviews with teachers to gain a
better insight into the situation. The researcher administered an online questionnaire to the
participants in this study, as a result, relying solely on a questionnaire may not portray the
situation in a detailed fashion.

o Inclusion of both teachers and learners

Furthermore, future studies may include both teachers and learners to better understand the

interaction between these significant parties in education. In this regard, classroom
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observations in longitudinal studies could yield fruitful results and contribute to the

existing literature significantly.
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Adres : Atatiirk Bulvan No:98 Milli Egitim Bakanhi 4/A Belge Dogrulama Adresi : https://www.turkiye.gov.tr/meb-ebys
Bakanlikla/ANKARA Bilgi igin: Gozde BERK
Telefon No : 0 (312)413 2738 Unvan : Biiro Personeli
E-Posta: gozde.berk@meb.gov.tr internet Adresi: Faks:3124186401
Kep Adresi : meb@hs01 kep.tr
Bu eviuk giivenli ik imza ile i tps: meb,gov.tr adresinden d894-5cde-35db-891d-d5d3 koduile teyit edilebilit.
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Appendix 4. Informed Consent Form and Questions Regarding Demographic Information

Digital Competence, Self-Efficacy and Teacher Autonomy
of English language teachers

Dear participant,

This survey is designed for 2 thesis praject under the supervision of Assist. Prof. Elif Bozyigit, aiming to investigate the
relationships between digital competence, self-efficacy, and teacher autonomy among English as Foreign Language (EFL)
teachers working at secondary school in Tdrkiye. To this end, you will be asked to answer some guestions about your
background and related constructs.

Your answers will remain anonymous and confidential. If you prefer not to be involved in this survey, you will be free to
withdraw without any consequence.

It takes around ten minutes to complete the survey.
There are no night or wrong answers, but it is highly crucial that you answer the questions sincerely. If you have any
guestions about the study or the instruments, you can contact the researcher Tudba Yalgin

at tugba.yaldn1@ogr.sakarya.edutr

You acknowledge that your voluntary responses to this gquestionnaire may be used anonymously for research by
submitting it.

Thank you for your time and participation.

Tugba Yalgin
Ma student at Sakarya University

Background Information

1. Do you voluntarily take part in this study?

Yes

2. Gender

Female

Male

3. Years of teaching experience
4. Educational background

° Bachelor’s

. Master’s

. PhD
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Appendix 5. Scales Employed in the Study: DIGIGLO Tool
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Appendix 6. Teacher Efficacy Scale
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Appendix 7. Teacher Autonomy Scale
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Appendix 8. Experts Opinion
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