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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTORS
REGARDING TEACHER SELF- EFFICACY AND TEACHER STRESS

Duygu DOGAN

Master's Thesis
Program of English Language Teaching
Thesis Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Aysegiil Amanda YESILBURSA
July, 2014; xii + 89 Pages

This study aimed at investigating the level of stress and self efficacy levels of
English instructors who work at the English Preparatory Schools of Universities in
provincial and metropolitan universities. Two scales which consist of a demographic
inventory; Stress Factors Questionnaire for English Language Instructors (Petek,
2008), English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (ETSES) (Chacon, 2005) were used.
This data gathering instrument was implemented on 151 English instructors working at
7 universities in Turkey. Data gathered from 35 English instructors from Biilent Ecevit
University, 10 English instructors from Abant izzet Baysal University .17 English
instructors from Karabiik University; 15 English instructors from Diizce University, 22
English instructors from Ege University, 32 English instructors from Yildiz Technical
University, 20 English instructors from Gazi University. In analyzing the data SPSS.19
was used to find descriptive statistics and frequency, percent, average, and standard
deviation, and inferential statistics. The results of the study revealed no significant
differences in stress and self efficacy levels between instructors working at the English
preparatory schools of Turkish state universities according to their gender, education

level, or whether these universities are in metropolitan or provincial cities.

Keywords: teacher stress, field-specific stress factors, organizational stress factors,
teacher self efficacy, efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies,

efficacy in classroom management.



OZET

INGILiZCE OKUTMANLARININ STRES VE OZ YETERLIKLERI UZERINE
KARSILASTIRMALI BiR ARASTIRMA

Duygu DOGAN

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Yabanci Diller Ana Bilim Dah
Tez Damismani: Dog. Dr. Aysegiil Amanda YESILBURSA
Temmuz, 2014 - xii + 89 Sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amaci metropolitan ve kirsal kesimlerde devlet iiniversitelerinin
Ingilizce Hazirhk Okullarinda calisan Ingilizce okutmanlarinin stres ve o6z yeterlik
diizeylerini aragtirmaktadir. Veri toplamak icin katilimcilarin stres ve 6z yeterlik
diizeylerini belirleyen iki anket; Ingilizce dili okutmanlar igin stres faktorleri (Petek,
2008), Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin 6z yeterlik 6lcegi kullanilmistir (Chaco’n, 2005). Bu
veri toplama araclar1 Tiirkiye'de Universitelerde ¢alisan 151 okutmana uygunlanmistir.
Veriler Biilent Ecevit Universitesinden 35, Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesinden 10,
Karabiik Universitesinden 17; Diizce Universitesinden 15, Ege Universitesinden 22,
Yildiz teknik Universitesinden 32, Gazi Universitesinden 20 Ingilizce okutmanindan
toplanmustir. Veri analizi i¢in betimsel istatistik olarak siklik, ylizde, ortalama ve
standart sapma, cikarimsal istatistik olarak SPSS 19. kullanilmistir. Calismanin sonucu
metropolitan ve kirsal kesimlerde devlet iiniversitelerinin Ingilizce Hazirlik Okullarinda
calisan Ingilizce okutmanlarinin stres ve 6z yeterlilik diizeyleri arasinda cinsiyete,egitim
diizeyine,calistig1 iiniversitenin metropolitan yada kirsal kesime gore onemli bir fark

bulunmadigini ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 6gretmen stresi, alanla ilgili stres sebepleri, kurumla ilgili stres
sebepleri, 6gretmen 0z yeterlik, 6grenci katilimini saglamada 6z yeterlik, 6gretimsel

stratejilerde 0z yeterlik, sinif yonetiminde 6z yeterlik.
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CHAPTER I

1. Introduction

1.1. Background Of The Study

1.1.1.The importance of English as a second language in Turkish education system.

The world is becoming more global where people are communicating among
and between multiple cultures each day and in such a world , English has become a
mean of achieving a state or condition in various aspects of life such as world of
knowledge, commerce, and culture, higher level of education. Hence, there has never
been a greater demand for language classes to learn English as a second language in
both private courses and state schools. Moreover, a staggering majority of higher study
programs are conducted in the English language which gives students access to

academic life.

As Crystal (1997) pointed out, a language becomes an international language
when every country in the world recognizes its special role. This recognition is reflected
in the education policy of a country as the priority given to English as a foreign
language increases. Taking Kachru’s (1992) three circles model into consideration, 21st
century Turkey is in the expanding circle countries where English is used for specific
purposes such as business, tourism, education and communication. In addition, English
has reached a higher significance than ever before and it is currently the medium of
instruction used widely in many Turkish private schools in particular, from early age to

university life (Copur, 2008).



Aktuna (1998) claimed that the most important reason for the rapid spread of
English in Turkey was to keep up with the worldwide technological development and to
be qualified in international communication. Petek (2008) indicated that the growing
number of public and private universities that have been established within the last ten
years has also increased the importance given to English, because these universities give
high importance to the knowledge of English as a foreign language (hereafter, EFL).
There are considerable reasons for this reality. Petek (2008) also stated that English is
the language of international business, the Internet, international commercial aviation,
international maritime activities, the language in which international scientific and
technological reports are written, the leading diplomatic language, and the common
language whenever a group of people from different countries need to communicate.
Similarly, Aktuna (1998) stated that English language was taught and learned in Turkey
to gain international communication skills to interact with mostly non-native English
speakers, for personal and national development. Influenced by this fact, almost all
universities established one-year English language preparatory programs in Turkey. The
importance that English language learning and teaching has gained in recent years has
led to the increased demand for English instructors and thus, has increased

responsibilities that are attributed to English instructors (Copur, 2008; Onkol, 2002).

1.1.2. Being an English teacher in Turkey

Although being a teacher was once a very prestigious job respected by the
community, teachers have never been awarded with substantial salaries or good
working conditions (Broadfoot, 1990). More recently, Esteve (2000) claimed that
teachers were generally judged and valued negatively. All things considered, societal
perceptions of the profession affect teachers’ perceptions of their job and in that case
may influence the teachers’ attitudes towards their job. As for the situation in English
language teaching (hereafter, ELT), although there are some advantages of being an
English language teacher such as feeling pleasure and satisfaction of being with young
people (Mullock, 2009), communicating internationally and multiculturally and the
possibility of creating your own style; being an English language teacher has not always

been seen as a good job. One reason is that English language teachers are paid



inadequately and they are not recognized enough in society (Pennington, 1995).
Furthermore, Wilkerson (2000) reported that by the end of the fifth year of teaching,
English language teachers tended to quit their job mostly due to not being able to

anticipate and adapt themselves to real workplace conditions.

Specific to the context of the current study, English language instructors
working in the preparatory classes in Turkey are aware that there is no opportunity to
get an academic promotion, in contrast to other academic departments. According to the
Higher Education law 2547(1981), there are four groups of academic staff at Turkish
universities: members of the academic staff members (professors, associate professors,
and assistant professors), lecturers, instructors and educational assistants (research
assistants, experts, translators, curriculum and instruction programmers). The Higher
Education Law 2547(1981) defines instructors as follows: “instructors are academic
staff members who instruct or perform common compulsory courses in various training
programs during education”. Thus, the extra workload taken on by instructors apart
from teaching is not appreciated or rewarded with a chance of promotion or extra
income. In turn, the work itself, one of the important intrinsic motivation factor
affecting teacher job satisfaction, may be a source dissatisfaction for the English

language instructors.

Working conditions, teacher-supervision relationships, co-workers, teacher-
student relationships, rewards and the workload of English language teachers working
in Turkish state universities show differences throughout the country (Demircan, 1988).
For example, English language instructors who work in the state universities of smaller
and provincial cities may be affected negatively by insufficient workplace conditions
(Coskuner, 2001). On the other hand, those in metropolitan universities enjoy good
working conditions, comparatively more successful students, and the chances to
develop their content knowledge and teaching ability (Bayraktar, 1996. Cited in
Coskuner, 2001: 3). Similarly, teachers in some provincial areas appeared to face severe
problems with attracting a salary sufficient for their needs, and reported excessive
workloads of up to 30 hours per week (Mullock, 2009). Furthermore, lack of sufficient

linguistic knowledge in the applied literature causes stress and diminishes English



language teachers’ motivation (Kassabgy, Boraie, & Schmidt, 2001). Although this may
be true for English instructors working at preparatory classes, Lal.opa (1997) claimed
that a high and positive attitude towards the job should positively affect job satisfaction
and commitment towards job. This in turn should increase their commitment towards
the university and their classes (Malik, Nawab, Nacem & Danish, 2010), and this as a

result should increase the success of the students and the preparatory programmes.

1.2. The Purpose Of The Study

This study aims to investigate the sources of stress, the level of teacher self-
efficacy beliefs among English instructors who work at the state universities in Turkey.
The universities chosen for data collection are Zonguldak Karaelmas University in
Zonguldak, Abant Izzet Baysal University in Bolu, Karabiik University in Karabiik and
Ege University in Izmir, Yildiz Technical University in Istanbul, Gazi University in

Ankara, and Sel¢uk University in Konya.

1.3. Significance of the Study

By investigating English language instructors’ sense of efficacy in teaching
English and the stress factors in relation to other selected factors, the current study may
contribute to expanding the current state of knowledge in the ELT field in Turkish state
universities. Although many educational researchers have reported the strong impacts of
teachers’ sense of efficacy and the stress levels on various student and teacher aspects in
teaching and learning (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998), only a few
studies have studied it in the ELT field. Moreover, there are only few studies about the
English language instructors’ sense of efficacy and the stress levels in the university
context. In addition, this study provides a general picture of the current status of Turkish

state universities preparatory schools from the instructors’ perspective.



1.4. Research Questions

1. What are the current Teacher Self-Efficacy levels of English language

instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities?

. Is there a gender difference in teacher self-efficacy levels between the

English language instructors working at the preparatory classes at

universities?

. Is there a difference in teacher self-efficacy levels between the English

language instructors who have a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and

Ph.D. degree working at the preparatory classes at universities?

. Is there a difference in self-efficacy levels among English instructors

working at preparatory schools of metropolitan and provincial Turkish

State universities?

. What are the current teacher stress levels of English language instructors

working at the preparatory classes at universities?

. Is there a gender difference in teacher stress levels between the English

language instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities?

. Is there a difference in teacher stress levels between the English language

instructors who have a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and Ph.D.

degree working at the preparatory classes at universities?

. Is there a difference in teacher stress levels among English instructors

working at preparatory schools of metropolitan and provincial Turkish

State universities?

. What are the correlation between teacher stress factors and teacher self-

efficacy?

1.5. Limitations of the Study

1.

Seven universities are being used to measure teacher self-efficacy beliefs

and teacher stress factors which limit the generalizability of this study. This



study could be conducted with a much larger sample size, which would
allow the findings to be more easily generalized to the field at large.

2. This research is limited to the academic year of 2011-2012.

3. This study is limited to data gathered from Stress Factors Questionnaire for
English Language Instructors, English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
and the analysis of the data is limited to the statistical methods used.

4. Further studies should include qualitative tools such as focus group
interviews, think-aloud protocols, and diaries which might help provide
further insight into concept of teacher self-efficacy beliefs and teacher stress

factors.

1.6. Definition Of The Terms

Self —Efficacy: “‘belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses

of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997.p.3).

Teacher Self-Efficacy: “a teacher’s judgment of his or her capabilities to bring
about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those students

who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).

Stress: “a system which orchestrates the responses that brain and body give to

the environment” (De Kloet, 2004).

Teacher Stress: “the experience by a teacher of unpleasant, negative emotions,
such as anger, anxiety, tension, frustration or depression, resulting from some aspect of

their work as a teacher” (Kyriacou, 2001).

Provincial city: “Provincial cities are where the face-to-face relations relatively
are more common, living conditions are shaped by largely traditions and customs, and
technological, economic, social and cultural development is relatively slower therefore

these cities fall behind in development” (TC. Premiership, 1994)



Metropolitan city: “A metropolitan cities which is sometimes referred to as a
metro area or metro, are regions consisting of a densely populated urban core and its
less-populated surrounding territories, sharing industry, infrastructure, and housing”

(Squires, 2002)



CHAPTER1II

2. Literature Review

2.1. What is Self-Efficacy?

The key concept of social learning theory “‘self-efficacy beliefs” was developed
by Albert Bandura (1997) which emphasizes the role of the development and exercise
of human agency that people may have some influence over what they do.
Bandura(1986:391) defined self-efficacy as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to
organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of
performances”. Bandura (1995) and Ormrod (2006) also indicated that these judgments
were affected by former successes and failures as a whole group or individually which
have a significant role in determining people’s choices, goals, effort, and persistence.
Bandura (2006:170) stated that:

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

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

agency. Unless people believe they can produce desired effects by their
actions, they have little incentive to act, or to persevere in the face of
difficulties. Whatever other factors serve as guides and motivators, they are
rooted in the core belief that one has the power to effect changes by one’s

actions.”

Schunk and Meece (2006) maintained that “self-efficacy beliefs are sensitive to
differences in contextual factors (e.g., changing environmental conditions) , personal
factors (e.g., level of motivation, affective states) and influences associated with each of
these social contexts may have profound effects on adolescents’ beliefs about their

capabilities” Bong and Clark (1991) defined “self-efficacy” as individuals’ mental



assessments of their own competence based on a set of requirements they must meet.
Self-efficacy is defined as the people’s perception of their competence rather than the
true proficiency level. This is an important distinction, because people may
underestimate or exaggerate their true capabilities and this unrealistic situation may
affect how they use their talents (Alig, 2008). Dunning and Kruger (1999) also
mentioned that unskilled individuals may suffer from illusory superiority, mistakenly
rating their ability much higher than is accurate and this may be due to the fact that they

don’t know enough detail to realize they are wrong.

2.1.1. Teacher Self-Efficacy

The term “self-efficacy” has gained an important role in both in determining
the level of productiveness and motivation of teacher and learners as well as defining
the theoretical background and the qualification criteria in the field of teaching
(Kiilekgi, 2011).Bandura(1986) believed that what people think, believe, and feel
affects how they behave. A teacher’s sense of efficacy has an impact on teacher’s
emotions and emotions provide the affective component to motivation, positive or
negative (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Chaco’n (2005) also believed the importance of
teacher self-efficacy beliefs resulting increased student and teacher outcomes. The
concept of teacher’s self-efficacy may be defined as teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to
affect students’ learning and success positively (Denzine, Cooney & McKenzie, 2005).
Teacher self-efficacy refers to “individual teachers’ beliefs in their own ability to plan,
organize, and carry out activities those are required to attain given educational goals”
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010:1059). Self-efficacy reflects the individuals’ own
perceptions of their effectiveness rather than their actual level of ability (Woolfolk-
Hoy& Burke-Spero, 2005). Teacher self-efficacy is teachers’ beliefs in their capacity
for producing a desired result or effect even if there are some problematic and
unmotivated students in the class (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfok-Hoy, 2001). Brouwers
and Tomic (2003) pointed out that teacher self-efficacy is related to the teachers’ beliefs
in their effectiveness to affect students’ performance and motivation. Dembo and
Gibson (1985) also pointed out that teachers with high levels of self-efficacy tended to

demonstrate a sincere interest in their professional development. Tschannen-Moran,
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Woolfolk-Hoy (1998:233) conceptualised the term as ‘the teacher’s belief in his or her
capability to organize and execute courses of action required to accomplish a specific
teaching task successfully in a particular context’. Studies have indicated the possible
relationship between teacher turnover and teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in classroom
management as low self-efficacy beliefs can cause teacher burnout (Brouwers & Tomic,

2000; Chwalisz, Altmaier & Russell, 1992; Emmer & Hickman, 1991).

2.1.2. Self-Efficacy and Teaching Effectiveness

In light of so many different definitions of teachers’ self efficacy ,literature
suggested that there is a strong relationship between teacher self efficacy and teachers
teachers' competence and commitment to teaching (Ross ,1998; Goddard et al. ,2000;

Labone ,2004; Wheatley ,2005)

Teachers’ sense of efficacy and student achievement

Teacher self-efficacy has also been related to students’ academic success
(Ashton and Webb, 1986; Caprara, Barbranelli, Gerbinoand Pastorelli, 2006),
motivation (Guskey and Passaro, 1994, Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989) and
student’s self-efficacy (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988). Tschannen-Moran and
Hoy (2007) pointed out that there was a relationship between the teachers’ beliefs about
their capability to impact students’ motivation, which was defined as “teacher self-
efficacy”, and academic success of the students. It was reported that there were
important differences in terms of students’ academic success between the teachers with
high or low efficacy beliefs. Teachers with high efficacy beliefs was found to be more
competent in teaching process compared to teachers with low efficacy beliefs by using
the time efficiently, using innovative techniques and providing gentle correction using

effective strategies towards students’ mistakes (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).
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Teachers’ sense of efficacy and teachers’ commitment

Similarly, the literature supports that teachers’ sense of efficacy beliefs affect
teachers’ commitment to teaching profession (Coladarci, 1992, Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Social cognitive theory indicated that if the teachers do not have
strong beliefs of the possibility of their students’ success then they possibly would not
put effort to overcome that problem even if they have the capability of doing it
(Tschannen-Moran& Hoy, 2007). Studied have supported Bandura’s(1977) theory that
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs has been associated with the effort teachers showed in
teaching context, their ambitions for teaching and their determination to deal with the
problems and their ability to recover from difficulties (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy & Hoy, 1998). Coladarci (1992) indicated a strong relationship between teacher
self-efficacy and teachers’ commitment by highlighting the importance of teachers’
high self-efficacy beliefs’ impact on taking responsibility for students success. Bandura
(1993) also mentioned that teachers with high self-efficacy devote themselves to raise

the standard of education and adjust themselves to the needs and aims of the students.

Teachers’ sense of efficacy and innovation

A growing body of research showed that teachers with a strong sense of
efficacy tend to be innovative and apply new methods to meet the needs of their
students better (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997; Guskey, 1988; Milner,
2002; Stein & Wang, 1988;). Moreover, teachers’ efficacy beliefs have been found to be
related to teachers’ behaviour in the classroom, and have an influence on the level of
teacher stress and burnout and their enthusiasm to be innovative (Tschannen-Moran et
al., 1998). Similarly, Hsiao, Chang, Tu and Chen (2011) suggested that teachers with
strong self efficacy beliefs seem to be more prepared to experiment with and later also
to implement new educational practices, also their study results revealed that teachers
with higher self-efficacy exhibit higher levels of innovative behaviour at their

workplaces.
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Teachers’ sense of efficacy and experience

The studies showed that to increase the teacher self-efficacy, teacher training
programme and teaching supervision at the university are essential (Prieto, Yamokoski,
& Meyers, 2007).Because teacher self-efficacy beliefs are believed to develop at the
early stages of teaching and it is difficult to change these beliefs thereafter (Tschannen-
Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Similarly, Bandura (1997) highlighted the
importance of developing teacher self- efficacy early in the teaching career. Soodak and
Podell (1997) supported that experienced teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs are stable and
difficult to change. Vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal
have been assumed to be more influential on novice teachers as they are not
experienced enough to show teaching performance (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).
Housego (1992) asserted that through experience, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs could

increase, while this period may result in lower self-efficacy beliefs.

Teachers’ sense of efficacy and classroom management

Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, and Pastorelli (2003) maintained that
high self-efficacy have a positive impact on individuals’’social interactions with each
other. Teachers with a high self-efficacy are more likely to be well organized and well
planned (Allinder, 1994). Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) claimed that teachers with high
efficacy were more optimistic towards students and they focused on their capacity to

overcome hardship and controlled the classroom in a less authoritarian way.

2.1.3. Sources of Self-Efficacy

Social cognitive theory has assumed that some possible sources of teachers’
sense of efficacy. Bandura (1986, 1997) maintained four sources for self-efficacy:
“mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological
arousal”, with mastery experiences was claimed to have great influence. Tschannen-
Moran et al. (1998) also used these sources to construct the “Teacher Self-Efficacy

Model”.
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Mastery Experiences

Mastery experience was asserted to be most powerful source of self-efficacy
Bandura (1997). Successes and failures that people experienced during carrying out a
task constituted the self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). The self-perception of the
teachers’ owns teaching performances have a strong impact on their efficacy beliefs
(Tschannen-Moran& Hoy, 2007). In other words, successful teaching experiences
strengthen personal efficacy beliefs; ineffective teaching experiences damage one’s

sense of efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998)

Verbal Persuasion

Bandura (1997) proposed that other peoples’ set of beliefs about one’s
capability also have an impact on people’s self-efficacy, in other words, positive
feedback (Bandura, 1997, Mills, 2011) from people all around has been associated with
strengthening the peoples’ self-efficacy beliefs. In teaching context, evaluative feedback
from teacher supervisors, colleagues, or students is positively related to teacher success,
whereas the opposite may undermine the teaching performance (Tschannen-Moran et

al., 1998, Tschannen-Moran& Hoy, 2007).

Vicarious Experiences

Individuals’ comparing their own performance with others may contribute the
individuals’ self-efficacy (Chacon, 2005). However, the effect of observing and
comparing process on the individual is associated with how much observers relates
themselves to the model (Tschannen-Moran& Hoy, 2007).Many studies have
documented that teachers’ beliefs about language learning and teaching are mostly

affected by their vicarious experiences (Freeman, 1993; Johnson, 1994).



14

Physiological Arousal

Chacon (2005) has indicated that “affective states”, which can be defined as
peoples’ “desires, likes, dislikes, drives, preferences, pleasures, pains, values, ideals,
attitudes, concerns, interests, moods, intentions, etc.,(Ortony,2002)”,have an impact of
people performance.Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) and Mills (2011) suggested that
positive feelings aroused from a successful teaching experience would possibly increase
the level of self-efficacy, whereas feeling of worry, nervousness, or unease during a

teaching experience may diminish teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs.

Labone (2004) summarized the four important sources of self-efficacy as the
following;

“Enactive mastery experience refers to efficacy information gained from an
individual’s performance on a particular task. Vicarious experience refers to
efficacy information gained from observing models perform a particular task
including self-modelling. Verbal persuasion refers to efficacy information
gained from positive talk about an individual’s capability to perform a particular
task. Physiological and affective states refer to efficacy information gained from

physiological and emotive reactions to a particular task (p. 343).”

2.1.4. Measurement of Self-Efficacy Beliefs

The study of measurement of the teacher efficacy has a long history started
with research of RAND organization on student learning and teachers’ characteristics in
1976 (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). “The RAND Corporation is a non-profit institution
that helps improve policy and decision-making through research and analysis” (2012).
RAND researchers developed just two items to measure the teacher self-efficacy, the
items were:

Item 1: “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much
because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home

environment.”
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Item 2: “If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or

unmotivated students.”

These two items guided most researchers in the history of measurement of self-
efficacy beliefs. Some of the most important measurement scales that have been
developed and used in in the study of teacher self-efficacy can be listed as the
following,

1. Rand Studies by RAND organization (1976)

2. Responsibility For Student Achievement Scale by Guskey(1981)

3. Teacher Locus of Control, by Rose and Medway(1981),

4. Web Scale, by Ashton, et al., (1982) (cited in Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998,
p. 205).
Teacher Efficacy Scale by Gibson and Dembo (1984),
Science Teaching Efficacy Belief Instrument by Riggs and Enochs (1990),
Bandura’s Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (2001)

© 2o W

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2001),

9. Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale by Schmitz and Schwarzer (2005).

10. Teachers’ Efficacy Beliefs System—Self Form (TEBS-Self) (Dellinger,
Bobbett, Olivier & Ellett, 2007).

Those scales mentioned above differ in type of rating, number of the items
used in the scales and subscales. Measurement scale-characteristics were summarized in

the Figure 2-1. below.
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Type of Number of Sub-scales
rating scale Items
RAND 5-Point . .
studies(1976) Likert Scale 2 | 1.2 items on teacher self-efficacy
. 1. Responsibility for students’ success
Guskey(1981) 2 choice 30 2. Responsibility for students’ failure
Rose and Forced 28 1. 14 item on students’ success
Medway(1981) choice 2. 14 item on students’ failure
Ashton, et al (1982) Forged 7
choice
Gibson & Dembo 6-Point 30 1. Personal teaching efficacy
(1984) Likert Scale 2. Teaching efficacy
Riggs & Enochs 5-Point 25 1. Personal science teaching efficacy belief
(1990) Likert Scale 2. Science teaching outcome expectancy
1. Efficacy to influence decision making,
2. Efficacy to influence school resources,
3. Instructional efficacy,
9-Point 4. Disciplinary efficacy,
Bandura (2001) . 30 | 5. Efficacy to enlist parental involvement,
Likert Scale . . .
6. Efficacy to enlist community
involvement,
7. Efficacy to create a positive school
climate.
24 items in the 1. Efﬁcacy for §tudent engagement (ESE),
Tschannen-Moran & . 2. Efficacy for instructional strategies
9- Point long form,
Woolfolk Hoy . ; . (EIS),
Likert Scale | 12 items in the .
(2001) short form 3. Efficacy for classroom management
) (ECM).
Schmitz and 4- Point 27
Schwarzer (2005) Likert Scale
1. Communication/clarification,
. . 2. Management/climate,
Dellinger, Bobbett, 4-Point L. .
.. 3. Accommodating individual differences,
Olivier & Ellett Response 30 o
4. Motivation of students,
(2007) Scale . . .
5. Managing learning routines,
6. Higher order thinking skills

Figure 2-1. Teacher self efficacy scales.

2.1.5. Teacher Self-Efficacy Studies in Turkey

There a lot teacher self efficacy studies were conducted in the field of

mathematics and science and social sciences such as Atilboz, 2007; Ercan, 2007;

Sahinkaya, 2008. However, there is very limited number of self-efficacy studies on

English language teachers and most of these studies aimed to investigate the teacher

self efficacy level of pre service English teachers such as Rakicioglu,2005; Kiilekgi,

2011, Topkaya,2010. Moreover there are only a few studies on self efficacy such as Alis

(2008), on English language instructors working at the universities. Some of the studies

from Turkey on teacher self efficacy are presented below;
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Cakiroglu and Isiksal (2009) investigated the effect of gender and grade level
on attitudes and self-efficacy beliefs of pre-service teachers toward mathematics. 358
elementary and middle school mathematics teachers enrolled in an undergraduate
program at two public universities in Ankara participated in the study. The study
revealed there was a significant effect of gender as males scored significantly higher
than females in their mathematics self-efficacy and there was a significant effect of
grade level as senior pre-service teachers had the highest and sophomore had the lowest

mathematics self-efficacy scores.

Gercek, Yilmaz, Koseoglu, Soran (2006) aimed to look into the level of
biology teaching self-efficacy beliefs of the teacher candidates. 159 teacher candidates
from the Division of Biology Education in Hacettepe University Faculty of Education in
2003-2004 academic year participated in the study. The study revealed that biology
teacher candidates had high the self-efficacy beliefs. They also found that there was a
huge difference in the level of belief self-efficacy of teacher candidates between
different classes and by reason of job choose. However, there was no significant
difference in the level of belief self-efficacy of teacher candidates between gender, age,
academic success, the high school graduated, the place of the high school graduated,

and the family monthly income.

Yilmaz and Cokluk-Bokeoglu (2008) aimed to determine efficacy beliefs of
primary school teachers. 250 teachers who work in primary schools in Ankara city
centre took part in the study. They reported that there was no significant difference
between their views on “Teaching Efficacy” according to teachers’ gender, field of
study, educational background, seniority, age and the number of students to per teacher.
As for “Personal Efficacy”, they found a significant difference according to gender,
field of study, educational background, seniority, and age; there was a significant one

according to educational background, and number of students to per teacher.

Sahin-Tagkin and Haciomeroglu (2010) examined elementary pre-service
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs.Data were collected from 122 final year pre-service

teachers in Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Faculty of Education. The study
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discovered that pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy towards teaching profession was not
high. They also found that there were no differences amongst pre-service teachers’ self-

efficacy towards teaching regarding gender and achievement.

Kaner (2010) investigated the self-efficacy beliefs teachers who work with
students with and without special needs in terms of some demographic. 234 teachers
working with students with and without special needs participated in the study .She
found that teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs do not differ according to the type of student

they work with, the teachers’ gender, teaching context and teaching experience as well.

Saracaloglu and Yenice (2009) aimed to identify how the level of the primary
school science and elementary teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs changed in terms of some
variables such as branch, gender, seniority, weekly lesson hours, in-service training,
satisfaction with her/his job, socio-economic level of the school, and satisfaction with
the working environment. 58 science and 74 elementary teachers working in the
primary schools in Aydin participated in the study. The findings of study displayed that
teachers’ perception of self-efficacy does not differentiate in respect to gender,
seniority, number of the lessons they give, having in-service training and being satisfied
with the working conditions; it differentiated in respect to the branches and the job
satisfaction. They found negative and low level relations between the number of the
courses they give, science self-efficacy belief and science teaching outcome expectancy
and they assumed that the more the number of the lessons they give increases, the more

science self-efficacy beliefs decrease.

Azar (2010) compared the levels of pre-service and in-service secondary
science teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs relating to science teaching and to analyse the
change of these beliefs according to their demographic characteristics such as gender,
the graduate school type, teaching experience and major. 50 pre-service secondary
science teachers and 75 secondary science teachers took part in the study. He found that
there was no significant difference between in-service and pre-service secondary
science teachers’ personal self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations about science

teaching. He also found that these self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations did not
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changed relating to their gender, teaching experience, but they changed relating to their

graduate school type and major.

Karakus and Akbulut(2010) analysed effect of secondary school mathematics
teachers’ preparation program on the pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy. 108 freshmen,
junior and senior pre-service teachers enrolled in secondary school mathematics
teachers’ education program at Karadeniz Technical University participated in the
study. The findings of the study indicated that junior pre-service teachers taking only
mathematical content knowledge have higher self-efficacy beliefs than freshmen and
senior pre-service teachers. In addition, there was no significant difference between
freshmen pre-service mathematics teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and senior pre-service

mathematics’ self-efficacy beliefs.

Rakicioglu (2005) investigated the epistemological beliefs, the teacher-efficacy
beliefs and the relationship between these beliefs held by a group of English language
teaching (ELT) trainees at different universities. Four hundred and fifty six English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) pre-service teachers from different universities participated in
her study. The study revealed that EFL pre-service teachers appear to perceive
themselves not ready for teaching profession. The EFL pre-service teachers’ sense of
efficacy and personal epistemology were found to effect their perceptions either

positively or negatively.

Alis (2008) examined the effects of professional experiences and English self-
efficacy beliefs on communicative language teaching attitudes of instructors of Yildiz
Technical University School of Foreign Languages. 48 instructors of Yildiz Technical
University School of Foreign Languages took part in her study. The findings of the
study showed that there is no significant relationship between instructors’ attitudes
towards communicative language teaching and English self-efficacy beliefs and their

professional experiences

Ortactepe (2006) investigated the relationship between English language

teachers’ self-efficacy and their self-reported practice of Communicative Language
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Teaching (CLT) and the impact of an in-service teacher education program aiming at
improving participating teachers’ knowledge and skills in CLT on English language
teacher self-efficacy and their self-reported and actual practice of CLT. 50 English
language teachers working in eight foundations schools in Istanbul took part in the
study. The study indicated no significant relationship between English language
teachers’ self-efficacy and their self-reported practice of CLT but it was found that there
are significant correlations were found with the dimensions of teachers’ self-efficacy

and teachers’ practice of CLT.

Tercanlioglu (2005) examined the relationship between teacher self-efficacy
beliefs in five important areas (language aptitude, the difficulty of language learning,
the nature of language learning, learning and communication strategies, motivations and
expectations) and gender. 118-university pre-service English language teachers
participated in the study. The results of the study showed that there was no significant
relationship between teacher self-efficacy beliefs and gender however there was a

significant relationship between the subscales of the self-efficacy beliefs.

2.2. What Is Stress?

The concept of stress was suggested for the first time by endocrinologist Hans
Selye in the 1930s. Selye (1936) defined stress as “the reaction of the body to adapt
crisis”. According to him, the basis of stress is the strain of an external factor, the
disruption of the balance of the body as it spreads, and as a result, it becomes an internal
factor (AIS, 2012). “Stress” is a term derived from Latin and before it was used to
describe the situations related to human and living creatures, the word “stress” was used
in physics and engineering sciences. (Baltas & Baltas, 1999). By 1955, the concept of
stress was started to be used in many fields of psychology (Baltas &Baltag, 1999).

Although the term “stress” has been commonly used for a long time, an
adequate and single definition of it couldn’t be made (Tarak¢oglu, 2004).The word

“stress” has various meanings and uses, and this might explain the fact that for each
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person stress leads to many kinds of things and signifies several meanings (Balci, 2000).
Nelson and Quick (1994) highlighted that stress was open to several possible meanings
or interpretations; there was no common agreement on its definition. Similarly, Rees
and Redfern (2000) stated that stress does not have a single definition accepted by

everyone.

On the other hand, the term ‘“stress” acquires positive and negative
associations. The positive stress is named as “Eustress” (pleasant stress) and it occurs
when there is a refreshing experience; “Distress” (unpleasant stress) is negative as it
influences the individual in a destructive way by destabilizing and disrupting the
homeostasis — a term that means the state of balance in the body (Selye, 1976:74).
French, Kast, and Rosenzweig (1985:707) have acknowledged the same definition by
stating, “The term stress can be considered neutral with the words distress and eustress

used for designating bad and good effects."

Good stress can inspire a person to achieve a goal, become more confident thus
perform better (Bland, 1999) and “bad” stress cause physiological, cognitive, emotional
and behavioural problems.Stress is usually seen negative or threatening in people’s
lives, however, it may be stimulating at the same time. Because a healthy stress can help
people to improve their performance, on the contraryextreme stress can lead to low

performance and can result in serious health problems (Unal, 1999:365).

The term “stress” is known to be a significant element in an individual’s
behaviour; because it has slowly gained acceptance in human’s living about health and
life (Viner, 1999). Stress is an effort that an individual makes beyond its psychological
limits due to the discordant physical and social conditions that comes from the
environment (Ciiceloglu, 1993:321). When a type of pressure continues for a long time
and rises, it becomes uncontrollable for an individual to overcome the problem, and this
situation is specified as a response syndrome of negative effects for the term “stress”
(Kyriacou, 1978). Stress is generally regarded to be the impact or a reply to a stimulus
(Jenkins & Calhoun 1991). Joseph (2000: 15)stated that stress is “an excess of demand

made upon the adaptive capabilities of the mind and body” and is seen in the form of a
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physical demand, a mental demand or both”.The term “stress” is defined as the
promiscuous or biological reply of the person’s body to any kinds of demands (Giiglii,
2001). It was studied as an impartial physiologic phenomenon and also she stated that it
can be positive or negative and stimulus or danger (Giiclii 2001). Ornelas and Kleiner
(2003) defended that stress is attempting or accomplishing to balance workplace
challenges and family life in the modern world. In another definition stress was
described as the body’s reaction to the situations and events, which impose burden on
the body both physically and spiritually and cause reaction (Losyk, 2006:26). Topper
(2007) asserted that stress was people’s psychological and physiological reactions to the

demands and challenges of life.

In general, stress literature indicates that stress is a feeling, created by
perceptions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). Arnold and Feldman
(1986: 459) defined stress as "the reactions of individuals to new or threatening factors
in their work environment." Williams and Huber (1986: 243) stated that stress was "a
psychological and physical reaction to prolonged internal and/or environmental

conditions in which an individual's adaptive capabilities are overextended."

Gmelch (1993) categorizes ‘“‘stress” in two ways. The first one is short-term
stress. It means the body’s positive reaction against stress. If a danger or threat occurs,
the brain gives the essential signals and precautions to be taken by the body
immediately and then the body does the appropriate things. When the problem goes
away, it becomes normal again. The second one is the long-term stress. It is the
dangerous reply of the body to the prolonged stress. Namely, short-term stress has
served a useful and critical role during emergency situations. On the contrary, long-term
stress, stress causes the body's immune system to work well below its efficiency

(Collingwood, 2007).

2.2.1. Sources of Work Stress

The reason of stress mainly depends on so-called stressors (the causes of stress)

which are physical or psychological demands in the surrounding of the individual.
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Stressors occur when a person feels that he/she cannot find the capacity to cope with

them (Hellriegel& Slocum, 2009).

Davis and Newstrom (1993; 461) defined the typical causes of stress on the job

as the following;

e Work overload

¢ Time pressures

e Poor quality of supervision

¢ Insecure political climate

¢ Inadequate authority to match responsibilities

e Role conflict and ambiguity

¢ Differences between company and employee values

¢ Change of any type, especially when it is major or unusual

e Frustration

Hellriegel et al (1995;241) proposed a similar list of stressors, the common
causes were; “workload, role conflict and ambiguity, conflict between work and other
roles”. Apart from these, it was also mentioned that “career development, interpersonal
relations in the organizations, job conditions” might be sources for work stress. It was
also highlighted that internal factors such as perception, past experience, social support

and individual differences may affect the how much individuals experience stress.

Baltas and Baltag (1999)’s list of stressor at work include; low salary, long
working hours, over workload, gossiping, too much responsibility, security concerns,
physical insecurity at work, hierarchical structures on the work. Kristensen (1999)
maintained that the lack of individuals’ control over their work speed or workplace
design, social support from colleagues, skill developing assignments; long working

days, unfair rewarding and high demands of work causes stress at work.

In addition, Buchanan and Huczynski (2004) have documented some common
causes of stress at work as poor working conditions, repetitive and mechanistic tasks,

poor leadership, poor relationships, uncertain future and poor commitment. Tehrani
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(2002) claimed that unsupportive managers and unfriendly policies, lack of
communication between managers and employees, not involving in decision-making,
unwarranted or invalid criticism, adaptation problems to changes at work, not having
required resources, unclear work definitions, and monotonous nature of the job cause

stress at work.

Kirkcaldy, Trimpoo and Williams (2002) mentioned that the causes of stress
involves lack of guidance and support from administers, inadequate consultation and
communication, lack of encouraging and supportive attitude from superiors, isolation,

discrimination and insufficient training/management development.

Role conflict and ambiguity are accepted as the main causes od-f stress at work
(Ivancebich & Matteson, 1990). Hellriegel et al (1995: 243) defined role conflict as
“different expectations of or demands on person’s role at work”, and role ambiguity as
“employee’s uncertainty about assigned job duties and responsibilities”. The job must
define its expectations well and provide an official model on which the individuals
depend (Davis & Newstrom, 1993). Ivancebich and Matteson (1990) highlighted that
employee should know their rights,advantages they have and the things they must do for

their job, otherwise they feel confused and stressed.

Poor interpersonal relationships are also a common source of stress in
organizations. Arnold and Feldman (1986) documented three types of interpersonal
relationships that can cause people experience stress:

1) too much prolonged contact with other people,
2) too much contact with people from other departments,

3) an unfriendly or hostile organizational climate.

The responsibilities people have for their job may also be source of stress.
Ivancevich and Matteson (1990) contended that there is a distinction between
responsibility for people and for things, if the individual’s’ job requires responsibility
for people, then a high level of stress is expected, on the other hand if the individuals

have responsibilities for thing in his job ,the lower level of stress has been indicated.
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Having too many things to do or not having enough time to complete the task
cause stress (Davis & Newstrom, 1993). Moreover, individual may feel that they are not
capable of completing the given task or the task needs high performance to do it
(Ivancevich & Matteson, 1990). On the other hand, Hellriegel et al (1995) suggested

that having too little work to do also may cause stress as it may make a day boring.

Poor working conditions such as loud noise, temperature extremes, crowd, air
pollution, radiation, dirt, poor equipment, fire, traffic , (Baltas ve Baltag, 1999),too
much lightening, the distance between work and home may also cause stress (Hellriegel
et al.,2009). Ivancevich and Matteson (1990) mentioned that building good relationships
and creating a bond of trust between you and your colleagues let you reduce stress in
your workplace. Moreover, if people cannot get enough help from their superiors and
co-workers and if they have very few authorities on their jobs, it becomes more difficult
for them to overcome stress (Leka, Griffiths & Cox, 2003).Participation (or non-
participation) in decision-making also may be source of stress (Ivancevich &Matteson,
1990). When there is deficiency or uncoordinated things in work arrangement and poor

management, it may also result with stress (Leka, Griffiths & Cox, 2003).

2.2.2. What Is Teacher Stress?

The model of stress that Lazarus and co-workers presented and how Kyriacou
and Sutcliffe adopted it to an educational setting can be accepted as the essence of
“teacher stress” (Dick & Wagner, 2001). Kyriacou (2001:2) defined teacher stress as
“the experience by a teacher of unpleasant, negative emotions, such as anger, anxiety,
tension, frustration or depression, resulting from some aspect of their work as a
teacher”. Teacher stress is chiefly accepted as a negative effect with various
psychological (e.g. job dissatisfaction), physiological (e.g. high blood pressure) and

behavioural (e.g. absenteeism) connections (Van Dick & Wagner 2001).

Some of the studies have demonstrated that teacher stress might lead to negative
results in teachers’ jobs; for instance, they get low performance, their attitude and

character change because of stress (Larchick&Chance, 2004). “Prolonged occupational
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stress” does not affect teachers individually. Because it may affect the way of teaching
and learning substantially at schools, it is really important to take the issue of teacher
stress account and it must be accepted seriously (Murray, 2007). On the contrary,
Corsgrove (2000) proposed that the term teacher stress had a positive meaning like
excitement, challenge and inspiration. Corsgrove (2000) believed that if people were
able to cope with stress, it gives people the energy to throw themselves into something
where they want to make some contribution, and also it makes life worthwhile, and they

could to stand up for his or her rights.

Many of the teachers think that teaching is a very stressful job (Borg, 1990).
When it is compared with other job professions, teachers feel much more stress (Travers
and Cooper, 1993). Wide range of research have documented that when teachers are
placed a burden of work, they feel stress and force. A considerable amount of teachers
suffers from severe stress and exhaustion (Boyle, Borg, Falzon, & Baglioni, 1995;
Capel, 1991; Friesen & Sarros, 1989). It has been presented according to some surveys
done in this field that the work of teaching is regarded as difficult and a low-paid job in
public (Jarvis, 2002). Joseph (2000) stated that teachers are the ones who suffer from
increasing stress besides linguists, social workers and service members at the beginning
of the new millennium. It is supported by the Health, Safety Executive that teaching is
one of the most stressful jobs, and some teachers feel too much stress in their jobs

(Smith, Brice, Collins, Matthews, & McNamara, 2000).

Teaching is regarded as an honourable work especially for parents about their
children’s education and evolution of their character and this situation can also create
stress for teachers (Ravichandran & Rajendran, 2007). According to Hock (1988), the
degree of stress is highly about the attitude of teachers towards the situation including
possible threats like insufficiency to answer the needs of the students and inadequacy to
handle. Workplace stress causes a great anxiety for teachers and its effect in teaching

profession is increasing. (Brown, Davis, & Johnson, 2002; Jarvis, 2002).

In language learning process, it is important for language teachers to consider

their own feelings and state of minds as well as students’ feelings (Horwitz & Young,
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1991). Stress has been mentioned as one of the most essential variable among the
individual affective factors and it has prevailed in English language Teaching. (Jepson
& Forrest, 2006). Medgyes (1992) believed that the teacher is the most important tool
for the learner to achieve his/her goal. It is important for teachers to understand and
learn about teacher stress because it becomes easier for them to overcome the

difficulties not only in their daily lives but also in their jobs (Claxton, 1989).

2.2.3. Sources of Teacher Stress

It is a fact that the resources of stress change everywhere according to the
educational system, teachers’ and schools’ special conditions and also superior beliefs

about schools and teachers in that society (Kyriacou, 2001).

The British Columbia Teachers’ Federation in Canada (cited in Naylor, 2001)
listed the top five causes of teacher stress as:

e unmet needs of students,

class composition,

size of workload,

attitudes of provincial government,

the inclusion of students with special needs (Naylor, 2001, p.3).

Common stressors teachers experience can be listed as:

e [ack of adequate instructional materials and teaching resources (Swick,
1989.Cited in Tural, 1994:7),

e Poor classroom working conditions (small room, many students) (Swick,
1989.Cited in Tural, 1994:7).

e Lack of proper facilities within a school (heating/cooling, lighting, media
facilities, noise, room structure), conflict between amount of time to teach
and curriculum, low salaries (Kyriacou, 2001).

e Job security , decreased job mobility, little opportunity for promotions,
interruptions during teaching time, teachers roles: teacher, mother/father,

coach, counsellor, heavy workload gives teachers no time to relax within a



28

day, teachers bring work home daily — no time to finish at work, high-Stakes
assessment testing, physical and mental abuse by students (Swick &

Hanley,1980).

In addition to some of the sources above, Adams (2001) and Jenkins and
Calhoun (1991) also mentioned that teachers feel stressed if they not provided with idea
whether they are successful or not, if they have poor relationships with colleagues, if
there are students’ behaviour problems, if their families’ needs are not met and the

family members do not enjoy their life together.

Role ambiguity and having too much work to do was seen the most powerful
factors causing stress for teachers (Kyriacou 2001; Austin et al 2005). Time pressures
(Barnes, Agago & Coombs, 1998; Smith et al., 1995; Thompson & Dey, 1998) and
teachers’ low or bad self-expectations also lead to stress (Smith et al., 1995). Ozdemir
(2003) proposed that not having a certain degree of standardization in education system,
not being able to develop and apply intercultural and international communication
practices in crowded classrooms, not being supported and time pressures are among the
sources of teacher stress. Joseph (2000) and Adams (2001) suggested that students’ not
coming to class on time, not doing their homework, disrespectful behaviour, and

absenteeism can also cause stress for teachers.

In English language teacher’s context, main sources of teacher stress were found
be lack of time and not having good and close relations with colleagues (Bress, 2006).
Having to deal with multicultural and multilingual classes, student coming from variety
of socioeconomic status, stuents have a stunning variety of learning styles and learning
abilities, students’ misbehaviours put a burden on teachers and create stress (Forlin,

1998).

Non-native English teachers feel stressed as they may feel that people consider
non-native people not qualified enough to teach English, and this lead teachers to feel
stressed (Horwitz 1996). Besides the occupational responsibilities, non-native teachers

have to carry the burden of operating their classes in a language that is not their own
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(Canessa, 2006). Kim (2004) stated that most non-native English teachers do not feel
confident enough to overcome the language challenges even they are capable of it.
Tudor (1993) also pointed out that methods like communicative language teaching
where topics and ideas that are encoded in linguistic messages are not predictable, may
cause stress for non-native English teachers. Also the use of the target language may
turn out to be a stress factor in the language classrooms where students and teachers
share a common language, resulting in teachers® code-switching between students*
native language (L1) and the target language (L2) (Chang, 2006). Non-native English
Teachers themselves reported that factors such as workload, initiative overload, a target-
driven culture, and pupils’ behaviour and discipline, relate significantly to their desire to

leave the profession (Brown& Rodgers,2002).

2.2.4. Effects of Workplace Stress

Literature on stress supported that stress has a negative effect on employees'
mental and physical health (Myrtek et al., 1999). Stress can cause physical,
psychological, and behavioural problems (Aksoy & Kutluca, 2006). As most of the
people spend their most of time at work, work conditions play an important role on their
health and also health education professionals have presented that job stress has turned
out to be a serious problem at workplace (Sharif, 2000). Similarly, Christo and Pienaar
(2006) suggested that occupational stress significantly affects the physical and
psychological being of an individual, which may be resulted in important health
problems such as heart diseases, hypertension, peptic ulcers, sickness, alcoholism,

depression, suicidal tendencies, anxiety and mental disorders.

Work stress is thought to affect individuals' psychological good or poor mental
health (Smith, Sulsky, & Uggerslev, 2002). For example, LeDoux (1998) claimed that
stress causes brain loss of ability to store memories in long-term and damages the

individuals’ thinking ability.

Many studies documented that there is a correlation between the level of

employee’ stress and job satisfaction (Elangovan, 2001) and ,in the same way, low level
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of job satisfaction may lead to decreased commitment and increased turnover
(Elangovan, 2001; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Chen, Silverthorne and Hung (2006) also

pointed out that there is a strong relationship between stress and job commitment.

High level of stress cause employee burnout and this lead to a rapid decline in
productivity (Eren, 2000) increased work stress and job dissatisfaction may result in
absenteeism, high turnover and workplace accidents rates (Ertekin, 1993; Vecchio,

1995; Eroglu, 2000; South, 2001; Fang, 2001).

Schabracq and Cooper (2000) as well as Murphy (1995) noted that workplace
stress could lead to low motivation, low performance, turnover, sick leave, low job
satisfaction, poor colleague relationships and incompatibility. Christo and Pienaar
(2006) indicated similar findings by adding that these problems could be overcome by

good stress management strategies.

Aksoy and Kutluca (2006) mentioned that employees under extreme stress could
cause serious damages to organizations such as showing poor performance, increased
employee turnover, and increased work-related accidents, absenteeism, turnover,

alienation.

Williams and Huber (1986:246) reported a list included a large scope of the
symptoms of stress:
Constant fatigue, low energy level, recurring headaches, gastrointestinal
disorders, chronically bad breath, sweaty hands or feet, dizziness, high
blood pressure, pounding heart, constant inner tension, inability to sleep,
temper outbursts, hyperventilation, moodiness, irritability and
restlessness, inability to concentrate, increased aggression, compulsive
eating, chronic worrying, anxiety or apprehensiveness, inability to relax,
growing feelings of inadequacy, increase in defensiveness, dependence

on tranquilizers, excessive use of alcohol, and excessive smoking.
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Physiological, cognitive, emotional and behavioural effects of stress can be
summarized under two headings in Figure 2-2. (Braham, 1993; Baltas & Baltas, 1999;
Russell, 2000, Rosch, 2012).

Effects on individuals

1. Aggressive, territorial behaviour.

Burnout

Feeling of insecurity

Reduced memory

Increased errors
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Indigestion and nausea

Eating disorders

Increases in blood pleasure

Muscular-skeletal disorders(such as low back pain and upper limp disorders)
g. g. Palpitations and chest discomfort
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Effects on organisations:

1. Job dissatisfaction

Cynicism about work role

Distrust in peers, supervisors and management

Poor time management

Loss of work motivation

Increased absenteeism or tardiness.

Decreasing commitment to work

Increasing staff turn-over
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Impairing performance and productivity

10. Damaging the organisation’s image both among its workers and externally.

Figure 2-2. Effects of stress on individuals and organisations
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In conclusion, stress, for whatever reason, has adverse effects on the
organization such as; poor performance, job dissatisfaction, low morale and low
productivity (Isikhan, 2001). In teaching context, prolonged stress can lead to burnout in
teachers, and this feeling can result in health problems or quitting the job (Burke,

Greenglass & Schwarzer, 1996).

2.2.5. Relationship between Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy and Teacher Stress

Self efficacy is proven to have strong affect on the way people think, feel, and
act therefore self-efficacy, low self-esteem and pessimism as well as insecurity have
been asserted to have a powerful influence on psychological job stress (Bandura, 1982;
1993; 1997). Coladarci (1992) asserted that teacher self-efficacy affected the level of
teacher commitment. Smylie (1988) also highlighted that there was a relationship
between teacher self —efficacy beliefs and the level of stress experienced in teaching. it
has been assumed that teacher stress is associated with teacher self-efficacy, in other
words, teachers with low self-efficacy beliefs experience more stress than their

colleagues (Betoret, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007).

Researchers in education have documented that teachers’ sense of efficacy and
teacher stress has strong impacts on various aspects of teaching and learning. The
present study, by adopting the notion of teachers’ sense of efficacy and teacher stress as
the theoretical framework, has explored the self efficacy and teacher stress level of
English language instructors working at the universities. Furthermore, their English
teaching efficacy and stress levels have been examined in relation to gender, education

level and the place of the university.



CHAPTER III

3. The Research Methodology

This chapter presents the research methodology of the study. The method,
participants, data collection instruments, data collection procedures, validation research

questions, participants’ demographic information are mentioned in detail, respectively.

3.1. Research Design

This study is based on the survey method, which aims to describe certain
characteristics of a given population by investigating a sample of the group.
Questionnaires are generally the most frequent method of data collection in this method
(Dornyei, 2007). Specifically, the current study is designed to investigate the self-
efficacy levels and stress factors of English language instructors working at preparatory

classes at universities.

3.2. Participants

260 instructors working at the English preparatory schools of metropolitan and
provincial Turkish state universities were asked to participate in the present study. Of
these, 151 questionnaires were returned (58.08% return rate). As a result, 35 English
instructors from Biilent Ecevit University, 10 English instructors from Abant Izzet
Baysal University ,17 English instructors from Karabiik University; 15 English
instructors from Diizce University, 22 English instructors from Ege University, 32
English instructors from Yildiz Technical University, 20 English instructors from Gazi

University formed the sample of the study.
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Table 3-1. .Frequency table of instructors according to universities

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid ~ BEU 35 23.2 23.2 23.2
Bolu 10 6.6 6.6 29.8
KB. 17 11.3 11.3 41.1
DZ 15 9.9 9.9 51.0
YTU 32 21.2 21.2 722
Ege 22 14.6 14.6 86.8
Gazi 20 13.2 13,2 100.0
Total 151 100.0 100.0

Note: Abbreviation for the universities;

Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit University (BEU), Abant Izzet Baysal University (Bolu), Karabiik University
(KB), Diizce University (DZ), Ege University (Ege), Yildiz Technical University (YTU) , Gazi
University (Gazi).

Among the 151 participants, 79.5% (n=120) were females, whereas 20.5%
(n=31) were males. The latest education level of the participants was as the following;
72.2% (n=109) of the English instructors stated that they have bachelor’s degree, 23.8%
(n=36) of them had a master’s degree in the related field. The remaining 4.0% (n=6)
stated that they have doctoral degree.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

In the current study, the findings related to teachers’ stress level and the level of
self-efficacy beliefs have been obtained through questionnaires. Data collection
instruments used in the study were; Stress Factors Questionnaire for English Language
Instructors (Petek, 2008) (See Appendix A), English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(ETSES) (Chacon, 2005)(See Appendix B)

There are 42 items in the Stress Factors Questionnaire for English Language
Instructors. The items were 5-point Likert-type, ranging from ‘‘Strongly Agree’” (5) to
““Strongly Disagree’” (1). The higher the score, the more stressed the teachers feel.
There are two subscales of the questionnaire; Field-Specific Stress Factors (1-21). (i.e.:
item 6. Students‘unwillingness to do research and investigation to improve their

English, item 8. Teaching a language (English) which is not your (as an instructor)
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mother tongue.,Organizational Stress Factors(22-42).(i.e. :item 30; Lack of flexibility in
the institutional practices (attending meetings, ceremonies, deadlines of reports and so

forth, item 40; Too much homework load to read).

Meanwhile there are 12 items in the English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(ETSES). There are three subscales including efficacy for engagement, efficacy for
management, and efficacy for instructional strategies use a 9-point scale, ranging from
(9) A great Deal to (1) Nothing .The higher the score the more self efficacious the
teacher feel about the subject area. The items measuring ‘‘how much an individual can
do’’ in regards to efficacy in student Engagement (ESE): Items 2, 3, 4, 11, (i.e. item 11;
To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? , efficacy in
Instructional Strategies (EIS): Items 5, 9, 10, 12, (i.e. item 10; 10. To what extent can
you provide an alternative explanation or example when your English students are
confused? Efficacy in Classroom Management (ECM): Items 1, 6, 7, 8. (i.e. item 6.
How much can you do to get students follow classroom rules in your English

classroom?

3.4. Data Collection Procedures

The study included 77 participants from 4 provincial universities (Zonguldak
Biilent Ecevit University, Abant Izzet Baysal University, Karabiik University, Diizce
University) and 74 participants from 3 metropolitan universities (Ege University, Yildiz

Technical University, Gazi University).

Institutional permission to conduct the data collection instruments for the
research has been obtained from the administrations. After obtaining the institutional
permission, questionnaires were sent to colleagues who work in Karabiik University
Ege University, Gazi University,Abant Izzet Baysal University, Diizce University. The
completed questionnaires were sent to me in 2 weeks. I distributed the questionnaires in

Zonguldak Biilent Ecevit University and collected the responses in 3 weeks. I distribute
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the questionnaires on my own in Yildiz Technical University in their meeting time and

collect them after 1 hour.

3.5. Validitation of the instruments

3.5.1. Confirmatory factor analysis for Stress Factors Questionnaire for English

Language Instructors

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to determine the construct
validity of the data collection instruments with the current set of data (see, e.g.
DiStefano & Hess, 2005; Ullman, 2007). To start, items 1 — 7, 16 and 17 were excluded
because their communalities were below the acceptable level of .30. An initial CFA
resulted in low fit indices, which could be accounted for by the fact that the model had a
low number of factors with a high number of items. Moreover, modification indices
suggested that there were a number of overlapping items (40-41, 27-41, 20-21, 12-13, 8-
9, 34-35, and 27-35). Hence, it was decided to approach a further CFA using item
parcelling, in which the best representatives of a factor are chosen. From the current
data set, items 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15 and 19 were chosen for the first factor (field-related
stress factors); and items 24, 26, 27, 32, 33, 40 and 41 for the second factor
(organisational stress factors). The fit indices for this model were as follows:
v2(74)=130.90 (p<.001), RMSEA=.07, CFI=.94, TLI=.92, IF1=.94, which suggest good
fit to the data (Byrne, 2001). Cronbach alpha values for the field-related stress factor,
organisational-related stress factor and the whole scale were .86, .84, and .85,

suggesting that the scale had high internal reliability.

3.5.2. Confirmatory factor analysis for English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale

(ETSES)

A CFA was run with the current data set to investigate the construct validity of
the TSES. The fit indices for the 3-factor model were ¥2(51)=95.60, RMSEA=.08,
CFI=.94, TLI=.92, IF1=.94, which suggested a good fit (Byrne, 2001). Cronbach alpha
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for the student engagement factor was .63, for the classroom management factor .87,
and for the instructional strategies factor .72. Because the value .63 is just beyond the
acceptable level, it was decided to investigate whether removal of any of the items
would increase the internal reliability of the scale. As a result, it was found that removal
of item 4 increased the internal reliability of the student engagement factor to .81.
Cronbach alpha for the whole scale minus item 4 was .86. Thus, it was shown that the

scale had high internal reliability.



CHAPTER IV

4. The Results of Data Analysis

This part reports research findings relevant to research questions. First, the
descriptive statistics related to self-efficacy are presented in response to the 1,2,3,4
research questions. Second, the descriptive statistics related to teacher stress are
presented, thus answering the 5,6,7,8 research questions. Then, the results of the
correlative statistics are presented, thereby providing a response to the 9. Research
question finally, a comparative result of the study is presented in response to

10.research question.

4.1. Results related to research question 1.

“What are the current Teacher Self-Efficacy levels of English language

instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities?”

The means of the three subscales in are presented in Table 4-1. The results
indicate that the English language instructors working at preparatory classes at
universities in Turkey rated themselves in the dimensions of Instructional Strategies,
Classroom Management, and Student, Engagement. The instructors rated themselves as
more efficacious in classroom management strategies (M=7.27) than in instructional

strategies and (M = 7.16) and student engagement strategies (M=5.91)
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Table 4-1. Teacher Self Efficacy Levels

N Minimum  Maximum Mean De\szit:£ion Variance

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Student Engagement 150 2.50 9.00 5.91 1.15 1.34
Classroom Manag. 150 3.50 9.00 7.27 1.12 1.27
Instructional Stra. 150 4.75 9.00 7.16 .94 .89

Valid N (listwise) 150

The level of teacher efficacy in this study was defined in three categories;
Efficacy in Student Engagement (ESE), Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (EIS) and
Efficacy in Classroom Management (ECM). The participants had a high level of
efficacy in classroom management strategies (M= 7.27). However, compared with the
high level of efficacy in using classroom management strategies, the participants

reported to feel less capable in student engagement strategies (M=5.91).

4.2. Results related to research question 2.

“Is there a gender difference in teacher self-efficacy levels between the English

language instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities?”

In the current study, it was aimed to explore whether the level of self-efficacy
levels differ according to the instructors' gender. The descriptive statistics revealing the

mean scores of groups and the interpretation of the results are presented in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2. Descriptive statistics for self efficacy levels according to gender.

Efficacy in Student Engagement N Mean SD
Female 119 5.93 1.15
Male 31 5.83 1.171
Total 150 591 1.15
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies

Female 119 7.15 .89
Male 31 7.21 1.13
Total 150 7.16 .94
Efficacy in Classroom Management

Female 119 7.32 1.11
Male 31 7.07 1.16

Total 150 7.27 1.12




40

As can be seen in Table 4-2, the mean score of females related to self-efficacy
level of Student, Engagement is higher (M = 5.93) than males with a standard deviation
of 1.15.) In addition to this, the mean score of females related to self-efficacy level of
Classroom Management, is slightly higher (M = 7.32) with a standard deviation of 1.11.
On the other hand, the mean score of females regarding the self-efficacy level of using
Instructional Strategies is relatively lower than males (M = 7.15) with a standard

deviation of .89.

ANOVA was also conducted (Table 4-3) in order to determine whether the
teachers’ self-self-efficacy levels were statistically different depending on gender.
ANOVA results showed that none of the values in the sig. Column are less than .05, so

there were no significant gender differences among English instructors in the subscales.

Table 4-3. ANOVA results for self-efficacy levels according to gender

Sum of Df Mean

Sig.
squares square
Between groups 227 1 227 .168 .682
Efficacy in Student Engagement Within groups 199.876 148 1.351
Total 200.104 149
] ] Between groups 1.628 1 1.628 1.282  .259
Efficacy in Classroom Within groups ~ 187.891 148 1.270
Management
Total 189.518 149
Between groups .095 1 .095 106 745
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies ~ Within groups 132.842 148 .898
Total 132.937 149

4.3. Results related to research question 3.

“Is there a difference in teacher self-efficacy levels between the English
language instructors who have a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and Ph.D. degree

working at the preparatory classes at universities?”

The descriptive statistics on education level of self-efficacy levels of instructors

working at the preparatory classes at universities are presented in Table 4-4.



41

According to the mean scores of factors under three headings of the
questionnaires in Table 4-4, the English instructors who have master’s degree reported
the highest level of self-efficacy of all the subscales; Efficacy in Student
Engagement(M=6.34 ), Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (M=7.34), Efficacy in

Classroom Management (7.46).

Table 4-4. Descriptive statistics for self-efficacy levels according to level of education

Efficacy in Student Engagement N Mean SD
Bachelor’s Degree 108 5.82 1.10
Master’s Degree 36 6.34 1.26
Ph.D. Degree 6 5.00 52
Total 150 591 1.15
Efficacy In Instructional Strategies

Bachelor’s Degree 108 7.10 91
Master’s Degree 36 7.34 1.01
Ph.D. Degree 6 7.20 1.04
Total 150 7.16 94
Efficacy In Classroom Management

Bachelor’s Degree 108 7.21 1.09
Master’s Degree 36 7.46 1.26
Ph.D. Degree 6 7.16 .88
Total 150 7.27 1.12

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate the relationship
between the self efficacy level and the level of education. The independent variable
included three groups: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and Ph.D. degree. The

ANOVA results were presented in table 4-5.

Table 4-5. ANOVA results for self efficacy levels according to education level

Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
squares square
Between groups 12.688 2 6.344 4976 .008

Efficacy in Student Engagement Within groups 187.416 147 1.275

Total 200.104 149
] ) Between groups 1.701 2 851 .666 515
Efficacy in Classroom Within groups ~ 187.817 147  1.278
Management
Total 189.518 149
Between groups 1.457 2 728 814 445

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies =~ Within groups 132.480 147 .894
Total 132.937 149
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The only significant results was found is for Efficacy in Student Engagement
(p<.01). It was shown in Table 4-5 that the means of Efficacy in Student Engagement
are BA (M= 5.82), MA (M= 6.34), and PhD (M=5.00). A post hoc Scheffe test was
conducted to explore the differences among means to provide specific information on

which means are significantly different from each other.

The results for Efficacy in Student Engagement showed that there is a
borderline significant difference (p=.057) between English instructors who have
Bachelor degree and master’s degree. Since the MA mean is greater, it can be said that
the MA graduates feel more efficacious in student engagement than BA graduates.
There is also a significant difference between English instructors who have MA and
PhD (p<.05), and looking at the means, it would suggest that MA graduates also report

themselves as being more efficacious in student engagement than PhD graduates.

Table 4-6. Post Hoc Scheffe Results of Teacher Self Efficacy Subscales

Dependent . Mean .

. IHD3 (D3 differences  Sd. Error Sig.
Variable (L)

Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree -52546 21730 057
Efficacy in Ph.D. Degree .82176 47360 225
Student Master’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree .52546 21730 057
Engagement Ph.D. Degree 1.34722% 49790 .028
Ph.D. Degree Bachelor’s Degree -.82176 47360 225
o Master’s Degree -1.34722%* 49790 .028
Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree -.24537 21753 531
Efficacy in Ph.D. Degree 29861 47410 994
Classroom Master’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree 24537 21753 531
Management Ph.D. Degree 29861 49843 .836
Ph.D. Degree Bachelor’s Degree -.05324 47410 994
o Master’s Degree -.29861 49843 .836
Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree -.23148 18201 447
Efficacy in Ph.D. Degree -.09954 .39668 .969
Instructional Master’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree 23148 18201 447
Strategics Ph.D. Degree 13194 41703 951
Ph.D. Degree Bachelor’s Degree .09954 .39668 969
T Master’s Degree -.13194 41703 951

4.4. Results related to research question 4.

“Is there a difference in self-efficacy levels among English instructors working

at preparatory schools of metropolitan and provincial Turkish State universities?”
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Descriptive statistics on self-efficacy levels of instructors working at the

preparatory classes at universities in metropolitan and provincial cities are presented in

Table 4-7.

Table 4-7. Descriptive statistics on self-efficacy levels in metropolitan and provincial

cities
N Mean Std.D St
Error
Provincial 77 5.84 1.14 13
Efficacy in Student Engagement Metropolitan 73 5.98 1.18 13
Total 150 5.91 1.15 .09
Provincial 77 7.25 1.08 12
Efficacy in Classroom Management metropolitan 73 7.30 1.17 1.13
Total 150 7.27 1.12 .09
Provincial 77 7.05 .90 10
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies metropolitan 73 7.28 97 A1
Total 150 7.16 94 .07

According to the mean scores of factors under three headings of the
questionnaires in Table 4-7, the English instructors who are working in metropolitan
universities reported slightly higher level of self-efficacy of all the subscales; Efficacy
in Student Engagement(M=5.98 ), Efficacy in Classroom Management (7.30). Efficacy
in Instructional Strategies (M=7.28).

A one-way analysis of variance indicated that since none of the values is less
than .05, there are no significant differences between the sub-scales in terms of working
in metropolitan or provincial universities. In other words, it can be said that instructors
working at provincial universities feel that they are more/less efficacious than those

working at metropolitan universities. ANOVA results were presented in Table 4-8.
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TABLE 4-8. ANOVA results for self-efficacy levels in metropolitan and provincial

universities
Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
squares square
Bt ] q Between groups 194 1 794 590 444
b icacy in Student Within groups 199.310 148 1.347
ngagement
Total 200.104 149
] ] Between groups 113 1 113 .088  .767
Efficacy in Classroom Within groups 189.406 148 1.280
Management
Total 189.518 149
] . . Between groups 1911 1 1911  2.158  .144
Efficacy in Instructional Within groups 131.026 148 885
Strategies
Total 132.937 149

4.5. Results related to research question 5.

“What are the current teacher stress levels of English language instructors

working at the preparatory classes at universities?”

The means of the two subscales in Table 4-9 indicate that the English language
instructors working at preparatory classes at universities in Turkey rated themselves in
the dimensions of field-specific stress factors and organizational stress factors. The
instructors rated themselves as they feel more stressed about organizational factors

(M=2.84) than field-specific factors (M = 2.05).

Table 4-9. Teacher stress levels of English language instructors

N Minimum  Maximum Mean  Std. Deviation  Variance
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Field_mean 151 1.00 4.14 2.05 .70 .50
Org_Mean 151 1.00 4.86 2.84 .88 78
Valid N (listwise) 150

Results show that the participants reported they experienced field-specific stress
factors to a medium degree (M=2.05) and organizational stress factors at a medium

level of 2.84.
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4.6. Results related to research question 6.

“Is there a gender difference in teacher stress levels between the English

language instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities?”

It was aimed to explore whether the level of Teacher stress levels change
according to the instructors gender. Descriptive statistics revealing the mean scores of

groups and the interpretation of the results are presented in Table 4-10.

Table 4-10. Descriptive table of English instructors stres level according to their gender

N Mean Std. Deviation

] o Female 120 2.03 .70

field-specific Male 31 2.11 73
stress factors

Total 151 2.05 .70

o Female 120 2.85 92

organizational Male 31 280 76
stress factors.

Total 151 2.84 .88

As can be seen in Table 4-10, the mean score of females related to field-specific
stress factors is lower (M = 2.03) than males with a standard deviation of .70) In
addition to this, the mean score of females related to organizational stress factors is

slightly higher (M = 2.85) with a standard deviation of .92.

ANOVA was also conducted (Table 4-11) in order to determine whether the
teachers’ stress levels were statistically different depending on gender. ANOVA results
showed that none of the values in the sig. Column are less than .05, so there were no

significant gender differences among English instructors in the subscales.

Table 4-11. ANOVA Results- Gender and stress levels of English Instructors

Sum of Squares Df = Mean Square F Sig.
Field_mean Between Groups 125 1 125 248 .619
Within Groups 75.334 149 .506
Total 75.459 150
Org_Mean Between Groups .082 1 .082 .103 748
Within Groups 118.231 149 793

Total 118.313 150
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4.7. Results related to research question 7.

“Is there a difference in teacher stress levels between the English language
instructors who have a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and Ph.D. degree working at

the preparatory classes at universities?”

Descriptive statistics on education level of stress levels of instructors working at

the preparatory classes at universities are presented in Table 4-12.

Table 4-12. Descriptive table of English instructors according to their education level

N Mean Std. Deviation

bachelors deg 109 2,06 .67

Field mean univ master 36 1.96 78
- ph.d 6 2.28 91
Total 151 2.05 .70

bachelors deg 109 2.88 .89

univ master 36 2.63 .85

Org_Mean ph.d 6 3.42 62
Total 151 2.84 .88

According to the mean scores of factors under two headings of the
questionnaires in Table 4-11. The English instructors who have Ph.Degree reported the
highest level of stress both in field-specific factors(M=2.28) and in organizational

factors(M=3.42)

A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate the relationship
between the perceived level of stress and the level of education. The independent
variable included three groups: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and Ph.Degree. The

ANOVA results were presented in table 4-13.
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Table 4-13. ANOVA Results- Education level and stress levels of English Instructors

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .613 2 .306 .606 547
Field_mean  Within Groups 74.846 148 .506
Total 75.459 150
Between Groups 3.887 2 1.943 2.513 .084
Org_Mean Within Groups 114.426 148 773
Total 118.313 150

Columns are less than .05, so there were no significant gender differences

among English instructors in the subscales.

4.8. Results related to research question 8.

“Is there a difference in teacher stress levels among English instructors working

at preparatory schools of metropolitan and provincial Turkish State universities?”

Descriptive statistics on teacher stress levels of instructors working at the

preparatory classes at universities are presented in Table 4-14.

Table 4-14. Descriptive table of self-efficacy levels of English instructors

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Field 6 Provincial 77 2.08 .66 .075

fle “SPeCliC SUESS  y fetropolitan 74 2.02 75 087
actors

Total 151 2.05 .70 .057

o Provincial 77 2.82 .87 .099

Organizational stress y poi o olitan 74 2.86 90 105
factors.

Total 151 2.84 .88 .072

According to the mean scores of factors under two headings of the

questionnaires in Table 4-14, the English instructors who are working in provincial

universities reported slightly higher level of stress in field-specific factors (M=2.08)

than instructors who are working in metropolitan universities. However, English

instructors who are working in metropolitan universities reported slightly higher level of

stress in organizational stress factors (M=2.86)than instructors who are working in

provincial universities.
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A one-way analysis of variance indicated that since none of the values is less
than .05, there are no significant differences between the sub-scales in terms of working
in metropolitan or provincial universities. In other words, it can be said that instructors
working at provincial universities experience more/less stress than those working at

metropolitan universities. ANOVA results were presented in Table 4-15.

Table 4-15. ANOVA Results- Stress levels of English instructors in provincial and

metropolitan universities.

Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Field_mean Between Groups 137 1 137 272 .603
Within Groups 75.322 149 .506
Total 75.459 150
Org_Mean  Between Groups .053 1 .053 .067 796
Within Groups 118.260 149 794
Total 118.313 150

4.9. Results related to research question 9.

“What are the correlation between teacher stress factors and self-efficacy?”

Pearson correlation coefficient was used to find out if there is any statistical
relationship between all the variables in the current study. The results are given in Table

4-16.

The self-efficacy level of English language instructors in student engagement
showed a statistically high significant correlation of a medium level with self-efficacy
level in classroom management (409, p<.01) and again with self-efficacy levels in
using instructional strategies(.373, p<.01). However, there was a highly significant but
small and negative relation between student engagement and field specific stress factors
(-.215,p<.01), and a significant but small and negative relationship with organizational

stress factors(-.174, p<.05).
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Table 4-16. Correlation between teacher stress factors and self-efficacy

1 2 3 4 5

1 .J409%#* 373%* -215%* -.174%

1.Student engagement .000 .000 .008 .033
150 150 150 150

1 .506%* -.132 -222%%

2.Classroom management .000 107 .006
150 150 150

1 -.071 -222%%

3.Instructional Strategies 391 ,006
150 150

1 .303%*

4.Field specific stress factors 1000
151

5.0rganizational stress factors 1

#p<.05. **p<.01

The self-efficacy levels of English language instructors in classroom
management had a strong positive and highly significant relationship with the level of
self-efficacy in instructional strategies (.506 p<.01); and a small but highly significant
negative relationship with organizational stress factors (-, 222, p<.01), however it did

not have a significant relationship with field specific stress factors (.132).

A highly significant but small and negative correlation was found between the
self-efficacy levels of English language instructors in using instructional strategies and
organizational stress factors (-.222, p<.01). Moreover there was a highly significant
medium and positive relationship between field specific stress factors and

organizational stress factors (.303, p<.01).



CHAPTER V

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This chapter provides an overview of most noticeable or important research
findings spreading out from the research. Previous chapters the results of the
questionnaires were analyzed statistically and now in order to discuss findings for each
of the research questions ,comparison are drawn with previous literature on teacher self
efficacy and teacher stress factors. Finally, some recommendations and implications for
further research studies will be proposed before the delimitations and limitations of the

study are presented.

5.1. Discussion of results related to research question 1.

The results of the present study showed that the participants had a high level of
efficacy in classroom management strategies (M= 7.27). However, compared with the
high level of efficacy in using classroom management strategies, the participants
reported to feel less capable in student engagement strategies (M=5.91). This finding
may indicate that the English language instructors feel more efficacious in establishing
a classroom management system with each group of students through getting the
students follow classroom rules in their classroom and dealing with the behavioral
problems of the students. This may depend upon their old whole education life in which
the teacher is the authority; the English language instructors in this study may therefore
be familiar with the old disciplinary methods. Rakicioglu (2005) also reported a similar
result that EFL pre-service teachers are not so comfortable for their own efficacy since
they depend on authority in their learning process. Another finding revealed that

English language instructors feel less capable in student engagement, this may be
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resulted from that many students may have spent their whole education career being
told what to do all the time, constantly presented with work that has included minimal
elements of choice. Moreover, in communicative approach where the students have a
voice on what to learn and how to learn, the students may have difficulty in adapting
themselves to this approach. Kirkgtz (2009) also suggested that with curriculum reform
in 1997, the changes in Turkish Foreign language education system and the recent
polices created a need to give importance on teacher development opportunities for
practicing teachers so as to raise teaching efficiency, and to ensure that teachers can

adequately implement the curriculum objectives.

5.2. Discussion of results related to research question 2.

The results of the present study indicate that the mean score of females related to
self-efficacy level of Student Engagement is higher (M = 5.93) than males .In addition
to this, the mean score of females related to self-efficacy level of Classroom
Management, is slightly higher (M = 7.32) . However, ANOVA results indicate that
there were no significant gender differences among English instructors. This finding
was in line with Kiilekc¢i (2011). Cakir (2005) also reported that there was no significant
difference between gender and self-efficacy perceptions. Several studies also indicate
that efficacy beliefs do not differential according to gender (Akbas &Celikkaleli, 2006;
Akbulut, 2006) and it also contradicts the findings of some studies (Morgil et al, 2004;
Capri& Celikkaleli, 2008). Although Akkoyulu and Orhan (2003) found no significant
relationship between gender and self efficacy levels, when descriptive statistics were

considered, male students’ self efficacy scores were higher than females.

5.3 Discussion of results related to research question 3.

Descriptive analyses of the study showed that the English instructors who have

master’s degree reported the highest level of self-efficacy of all the subscales (Efficacy

in Student Engagement, Efficacy in Instructional Strategies, Efficacy in Classroom
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Management) and ANOVA results also indicate that MA graduates report themselves as
being more efficacious in student engagement than PhD graduates. However, this result
cannot be generalized because the limited number of participants who have a doctoral

degree.

5.4. Discussion of results related to research question 4.

According to the mean scores of factors under three headings of the
questionnaires, the English instructors who are working in metropolitan universities
reported slightly higher level of self-efficacy of all the subscales; Efficacy in Student
Engagement(M=5.98 ), Efficacy in Classroom Management (7.30). Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies (M=7.28).this may be due to fact that English language
instructors who work at metropolitan universities take the advantage of the good
working conditions and more facilities and they have a chance to develop their content

knowledge and teaching ability.

5.5. Discussion of results related to research question 5.

The instructors rated themselves as they feel more stressed about organizational
factors (M=2.84) than field-specific factors (M = 2.05). The organizational stress factors
can be listed such as long working hours, role conflict, the assessment of written and
oral performance, inadequate services, too much paperwork , inadequate physical
conditions, overcrowded classes which are mostly set up by the institution or

administers and thus are beyond the control of English language teachers.

5.6. Discussion of results related to research question 6.

When the English instructors’ total stress scores and genders were considered,

the mean score of females related to field-specific stress factors is lower than males.
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However, the mean score of females related to organizational stress factors is slightly
higher than males. However, ANOVA results showed that there were no significant
gender differences among English instructors in the subscales. Senyiiz (1999) reported
that there was differences between male and females depending on the job itself. Kumas
(2008) in his study found a significant difference (p< 0.05), females teachers
experienced more stress than males. However, the fact that the number of participants
in each gender group is not evenly distributed in this study made it impossible to make

any generalization.

5.7. Discussion of results related to research question 7.

Descriptive statistics showed that English instructors who have a doctoral degree
reported the highest level of stress both in field-specific factors and in organizational
factors. However ANOVA results indicated no significant differences between
education levels. Other research showed a slightly different pattern. In a study by
Kumas (2008), teachers who have bachelor degree found to have less stress levels than
others, however teachers who have master’s degree showed a higher level of stress than
others. By extension, the English language instructors who have a doctoral degree may
experience more stress as they specialize in their field their expectations also increase so
they feel more stressed compared to other participants. Moreover, this may resulted

from that the instructors who have PhD are most likely engaged in their work

5.8. Discussion of results related to research question 8.

The present study indicates that the English instructors who are working in
provincial universities reported slightly higher level of stress in field-specific factors
(M=2.08) than instructors who are working in metropolitan universities. The English
language instructors may experience more stress caused by field specific factors
because the students at provincial universities generally do not get the responsibility if

their own learning such as lack of systematic study habits, bringing no materials to the
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classroom, the teachers therefore do the learning. However, English instructors who are
working in metropolitan universities reported slightly higher level of stress in
organizational stress factors (M=2.86) than instructors who are working in provincial
universities. This may be because of the universities’ requirements for the instructors

such as seminar, conferences, too much paperwork.

5.9. Discussion of results related to research question 9.

Stress and self efficacy level of teachers have been investigated much but more
separately. In this study regarding the relationship between English instructors ‘stress
levels and self efficacy levels, the analyses only exhibited significant but small and
negative relation between the self efficacy levels in student engagement and field
specific stress factors (-.215,p<.01), and a significant but small and negative
relationship with organizational stress factors (-.174, p<.05) and the self efficacy levels
in student engagement. In a study done by Schwarzer and Hallum (2008) findings
showed that there was a negative relationship between self efficacy of teaching and
stress. Several studies also indicate that self efficacy is related to stress
(Jex&Gudanowski, 1992); Dijk, 2009). Teachers with low self-efficacy beliefs
experience more stress than their colleagues (Betoret, 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik,

2007).

5.11 Conclusion

This research study aimed to understand and examine better teacher self efficacy
and stress levels of ESL instructors who work at the state universities. Another purpose
of this study was to evaluate the influence of some variable such as; gender, education
level on self efficacy and stress, and the differences between teacher self efficacy and

stress levels of ESL instructors who work at the state universities.
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The scales used in the study were; Stress Factors Questionnaire for English
Language Instructors (Petek, 2008), English Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale
(ETSES) (Chacon, 2005). The sample size of the research was 151 English instructors
who at Turkish state universities in Zonguldak, Bolu, Karabiik, [zmir, Istanbul, and

Ankara took part in this study.

In order to analyze quantitative data, SPSS 19.0 (Statistical Package of Social
Sciences) was used. Then the results were presented under three factors; gender,
education level and working in metropolitan or provincial universities .The correlation
between stress level and self efficacy levels of English instructors working at Turkish
state universities and the differences between self efficacy and stress levels in terms of

working in metropolitan or provincial universities were also interpreted and presented.

The results showed that when the current teacher self-efficacy levels of English
language instructors working at the preparatory classes at universities considered, the
instructors rated themselves as more efficacious in classroom management strategies
than in instructional strategies and student engagement strategies Moreover, the study
also revealed that English instructors who have master’s degree had a higher level of
self efficacy in student engagement than who have Bachelor degree. On the other hand,
there were no significant differences either in gender or working in metropolitan or

provincial universities among English instructors in the subscales.

The English language instructors working at preparatory classes at universities
in Turkey rated themselves more stressful about organizational stress factors than field-
specific stress factors. The study showed that there were no significant education level
or gender differences among English instructors in the subscales. In the same way, there
were no significant differences between the sub-scales in terms of working in

metropolitan or provincial universities.

The results of the study also revealed that the instructors who scored higher in
student engagement subscale also scored higher in classroom management and using

instructional strategies subscales. And, it also lowers the stress levels caused by
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organizational factors; however it has no impact on stress level related field specific

factors.

The current study also showed that the instructors who scored higher in
classroom management also scored higher in and using instructional strategies.
Moreover, having higher self-efficacy in classroom management also lowers the stress
levels caused by organizational factors; however it has no impact on stress level related

field specific factors.

The stress levels of English language instructors caused by field specific stress
factors and organizational stress factors reduced as the self efficacy levels of English
language instructors in using instructional strategies increased. Moreover the stress
levels of English language instructors caused by field specific stress factors and

organizational stress factors were affected each other positively.

5.12. Pedagogical Implications

In the light of Bandura’s (1977) theory, this study on self efficacy is important
because teachers’ judgments about their teaching competence influence English
language teachers’ pedagogical success. The relationship between teacher self-efficacy
and English language proficiency highlights the importance of preparing teachers who

are competent across language skills.

As research suggests that TSE beliefs develop early in the teaching career and
are resistant to change thereafter (Tschannen- Moran et al., 1998), the importance of
teaching education programs in universities should be highlighted. Furthermore,
because research suggests that teacher self efficacy increases with ongoing teaching
supervision (Prieto et al., 2007), departments may wish to provide further supervision
beyond the standard required 1 year for the senior students and may lengthen this
compulsory internship. This could provide young teachers with an opportunity to have

teaching experience are worthwhile addition to a teacher education program.
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A highly self-efficacious English instructor is likely to start working with
positive beliefs and possibly will more easily overlook a one-time problem and stay
engaged for a long time. For such reasons, coordinators and faculty may need to place
more focused attention on developing self efficacy beliefs for the English language
teachers by providing psychiatrists or psychologists in the content area. Having
professional people to talk to about how you’re doing and what problems you’re facing
is helpful ,they can also help teachers figure out how to deal with problems that come
up because of stress or low self efficacy level and a professional team work with
teachers to deal with the problems different angles can help teachers. Moreover
exploiting and developing courses for English language teachers, focusing on teachers'

knowledge base may help increase teacher self efficacy levels.

According to the results of this study, some of the major sources of stress for
teachers of English language were similar to those mentioned in the literature for other
groups of teachers, namely issues such as student’s low motivation, students’
misbehavior (Kyriacou 2001; Jenkins & Calhoun 1991; Fimian 1987), unsupportive
parents and competitive atmosphere among colleagues (Wootton 1993). This can also
again highlight the important role of pre-service teacher training courses in identifying
and addressing the issue of stress, and also in preparing special programs to focus on
those areas that are more exclusive to English language teachers. Special counseling and
support can further be given to English language teachers to address those areas that are

of more concern to English language teachers.

In order to cope with stress factors and minimize the results of it, university
departments may organize in-service training programs for the English language
instructors and ensure regular participation in these kinds of activities. Also the
university departments can use the services of professionals like counselors to identify

the symptoms of stress in teachers well in advance.

In order to overcome the stress factors caused from organizational factors, the
administrators should be chosen among more experienced and competent teachers.

Because the administrations play an important role in creating a supportive atmosphere
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among workers and also the supervisors should engage them in group works to maintain
close relationships and open communications and ensure the employees stay connected

this will lead to less level of stress and higher level of self efficacy.

Physical conditions of workplace are a source of stress. Working conditions are
important not only for the employees’ comfort and convenience but also for the good

job performance so administrators may wish to provide good working conditions.

There is need for employees to be involved in decision-making process of their
organization. This will make them feel that they are not only part of the organization,
but their contributions are also vital to organizational success thus English language
teachers will feel less stressed and lower stress levels may increase their self efficacy

levels.

5.13. Directions for future research

As mentioned in the introduction of this dissertation, there are a number of
limitations to the current study, each one of which provides an opportunity for future
studies. First, the sample size of this study was limited to the English Preparatory
Schools of seven universities in Turkey, further studies, involving larger sample sizes
would be more representative about the stress and self efficacy levels of all English
instructors. Second, because this study based on a quantitative method, it is not possible
to make conclusion about an insider perspective. Hence, more qualitative studies may
be needed to sharpen and broaden our knowledge about teacher self-efficacy and stress
factors. Future research should continue deeper examinations of the specifics of teacher
self-efficacy and stress factors in different contexts. Finally, the current study was based
on cross-sectional data: however, the constructs that form the central core of dissertation
are open to change in the course of time. Thus, it would be advisable conduct
longitudinal studies that would trace any changes in the self efficacy and stress factors

among the English instructors who work at the preparatory classes of universities.
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APPENDIX A

Dear Colleague,

My name is Duygu Dogan, I am an English instructor at Zonguldak Karaelmas
University and I'm an M.A student at Bolu Abant izzet Baysal University, Institute Of

Education Sciences English Language Teaching Program.

The purpose of the present Master Thesis is to study, analyse and compare the
current level of teacher efficacy, and teacher stress factors among English language
instructors working at the English preparatory schools in different parts of Turkey. With
this aim, you will be introduced to two questionnaires and a demographic inventory in
this study. It will take approximately 20 minutes to answer the questions in all three
parts. The findings will be used only for the purpose of academic study and will not
be given to third persons. Thank you in advance for your assistance. The success of this
study depends on your sincere responses. If you have any questions or concerns while

completing this survey, please feel free to contact me.

DuyguDogan
0530 327 6526
duyguttnc @hotmail.com
ZonguldakKaraelmas University
Compulsory Foreign Language
Preparatory

School/IncirharmamCampus,Kozlu

0372266 58 85/124
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DEMOGRAPHIC INVENTORY

1. Gender:
a) Female b) Male
2.Youarea...........
a) Native speaker of English b) Nonnative speaker of English

3. Education: (please indicate the final degree you gained)
a) Bachelor's b) University c) Ph.D. Degree

degree Master‘s degree

4. The name of the university you graduated from:

5. Department:

a) English Linguistics d) Translation and Interpreting
b) English Language And e) American Culture And
Literature Literature

c) English Language Teaching

6. Please mark the alternative that applies to you.
a) I‘m currently involved in a Master‘s program.
b) I‘m currently involved in a Ph.D. Program.
¢) I‘m not involved in a postgraduate program.

d) I'm not involved in a postgraduate program, but I‘m planning to in the future.

7. Age:
a) 20-25 d) 36-40 g) 51-60
b) 25-30 e) 41-45

c) 31-35 f) 46-50
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8. Have you ever been in an English-speaking country? How long?
a) Yes,...year/s;month/s,week/s,da b) No
y/s

9. For how many years have you been working as an English instructor?
a) 0-5 years c) 11-15 years e) 21-30 years

b) 6-10 years d) 16-20 years

10. How long have you been working as an English instructor at your present

institution?
a) 0-5 years c) 11-15 years e) 21-30 years
b) 6-10 years d) 16-20 years

11. Your total teaching hours in a week
a) 0-5
b) 6-10
c) 11-15
d) 16-20

e) 21 and above
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STRESS FACTORS QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ENGLISH INSTRUCTORS

The Field-Specific And The Organizational Stress Factors Questionnaire

In this part of the inventory, there are statements about the field-specific and
the organizational stress factors that English instructors may face throughout their
professional lives. Please read each statement and decide how much stress each
statement creates in you. Indicate your response on the scale by putting a tick in

the related column. Please do not leave any blank statements.

Explanation of scale:
1 — None 2 - Little 3 — Average 4 - Much 5 - Very much
1123|415

1 | Students® unattendance problems due to the negative attitude
towards English

2 | Students‘ lack of interest in the lessons due to the negative attitude
towards English

3 | Students‘ reflection of personal problems (problems related to
family, depression, and so forth) to the class

4 | The difficulty of motivating students to learn a foreign language

5 | Students‘ lack of systematic study habits

6 | Students‘ unwillingness to do research and investigation to improve
their English

7 | Students‘ coming to class without the necessary class materials or
not taking the English lesson seriously

8 | Teaching a language (English) which is not your (as an instructor)
mother tongue

9 | Not having been in the country of the target language before (as an
instructor)

10 | Having pronunciation difficulties as a non-native speaker of English
11 | Unexpected questions about vocabulary which are irrelevant to the
lesson or/and which you are not familiar with as the teacher

12 | Unexpected questions about grammar structures which are irrelevant
to the lesson

13 | Unexpected questions about grammar structures which you haven‘t
prepared the lesson for as the teacher

14 | Always having to find meaningful context for vocabulary teaching

15 | Having students in the class who have been in the target culture
before

16 | Students‘ lack of awareness of the importance of learning English
17 | Difficulty to motivate students to speak in English and students*
insistent tendency to speak in Turkish
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18 | Conflict between your beliefs about language teaching and your
practice in the classroom

19 | Always having to prepare authentic and up to date materials in
English

20 | The assessment of written performance

21 | The assessment of oral performance

22 | Role conflict (the conflict between the personality and various roles
in the institution)

23 | Not receiving announcements about related professional
development (national and international seminars, workshops,
courses etc) on time.

24 | Administrators® ignorance of instructors® problems related to
teaching and students.

25 | Too much workload in terms of course hours per week

26 | Inadequate services (photocopying, secretarial, and so forth)

27 | Too much paperwork (marking the exams, filling in the reports)

28 | Inadequate physical conditions (heating, lightning, and so forth)

29 | Overcrowded classes

30 | Lack of flexibility in the institutional practices (attending meetings,
ceremonies, deadlines of reports and so forth)

31 | Varied type of courses to prepare and teach (e.g. reading, writing,
grammar)

32 | Being obliged to attend frequent department meetings

33 | Not being supported enough for personal efforts on professional
development.

34 | Inadequate instructional equipment/materials (technological tools,
board, board marker and so forth)

35 | Insufficient in-service training opportunities

36 | Lack of social and cultural facilities at the university (sports centre,
library, and so forth)

37 | Vague role definitions of instructors

38 | Lack of harmony among colleagues
39 | Lack of adequate salary

40 | Too much homework load to read

41 | The examination assessment overload

42 | Insufficient financial support for attending conferences related to the
profession

If there are any other organizational or field-specific stress factors, which you

believe are not covered in this inventory, please write them in the space provided below.
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In general how stressful do you find being an English instructor? Please tick
the appropriate alternative.
a) None
b) Little
c) Average
d) Much

e) very much
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APPENDIX B

ENGLISH TEACHERS’ SENSE OF EFFICACY SCALE

This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the
kinds of things that create difficulties for teachers in their school activities. Please
indicate your opinion about each of the statements below. Your answers are

confidential.

(1) Nothing (3) Very little (5) Some Influence (7) Quite a bit (9) A great Deal

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2. How much can you do to get the students believe they can do well in English?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

3. How much can you do to help your students[ | value learning English?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

4. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

5. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy in your
English class?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your English class?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when
your English students are confused?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

11. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9



