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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG SELF-ASSESSED ORAL COMPETENCIES,
TEACHING STYLES AND TEACHING APPROACHES OF NON-NATIVE EFL
TEACHERS AT A STATE UNIVERSITY IN TURKIYE
Fatma Ozcan
MA in Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit
August 2023

This case study investigated self-assessed oral competencies including oral
comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction, teaching styles, and approaches
in terms of student and teacher-centeredness of non-native EFL teachers at a state
university in Tlrkiye. It also explored the possible relationships between their self-
assessed oral competencies and teaching styles and teaching approaches. Data from
the questionnaire responded by 90 teachers and interviews with 11 participating
teachers were analyzed. The results revealed that these teachers assessed oral
competencies are high, they prefer Personal Model, Facilitator and Expert teaching
styles and that their approach to teaching is the Conceptual Change Student-Focused
(CCSF). It was also found that teachers’ self-assessed oral competency is affected by
factors like the area of their BA degrees and whether they speak other languages.
Age and years of teaching experience have been identified as the factors which have
an impact on their preferred teaching styles and approaches. Finally, oral interaction
has been found to have a weak relationship with almost all the teaching styles and
the teacher-centered approach, and a moderate relationship with CCSF. Moreover,
Personal Model and CCSF showed weak to moderate relationships with all the oral

competency areas.

Keywords: EFL teachers’ language proficiency, self-assessed oral competencies,

teaching styles, teaching approaches in terms of student and teacher-centeredness



OZET

Tiirkiye’deki bir Devlet Universitesinde Ana Dili Ingilizce olmayan Ogretmenlerin
Oz-degerlendirdikleri Sézel Yeterlikleri, Ogretim Stilleri ve Ogretim Yaklagimlari
Arasindaki iliski
Fatma Ozcan
Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Yiiksek Lisans Programi
Tez Danigsmani: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Tijen Aksit
Agustos 2023

Bu vaka ¢alismasi, Tiirkiye'deki bir devlet iiniversitesinde Ingilizceyi yabanci dil
olarak dgreten ve ana dili Ingilizce olmayan dgretim gorevlilerinin, sozIi anlama,
sOzlii iiretme ve sozlii etkilesimi kapsayan 6z degerlendirdikleri sozel yeterliklerinin,
ogretim stilleri ve 6grenci merkezli ve 6gretmen merkezli olmas1 yoniindeki 6gretim
yaklasimlarini incelemistir. Ayrica 6gretim gorevlilerinin 6z degerlendirdikleri sozli
yeterliklerinin, 6gretim stilleri ve 6gretim yaklagimlari ile arasindaki olast iligkiler
arastirtlmistir. 90 6gretim gorevlisinden alinan anket verileri ve 11 6gretim
gorevlisinden alinan miilakat verileri analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, 6gretim
gorevlilerinin 6z degerlendirdikleri yeterliklerinin yiiksek oldugunu, tercih ettikleri
ogretme stillerinin Rol Model, Kolaylastirict ve Uzmanlik stillerini ile 6gretme
yaklagimlarinin Kavramsal Degisim Ogrenci Odakli (CCSF) oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Ayrica, sozlii yeterliklerin 6z degerlendirmesinde lisans mezuniyet alani
ve bagka yabanci dil bilmelerinin; 6gretim stilleri ve yaklagimlarinda da yas ve
ogretmenlik deneyimleri gibi faktorlerin etkili oldugu tespit edilmistir. Son olarak,
s0zlu etkilesimdeki yeterligin neredeyse tiim 6gretim stilleri ve 6gretmen-merkezli
yaklasimlarla zayif iliskilere ve CCSF ile orta derecede iliskiye sahip oldugu
belirlenmistir. Dahasi, Kisisel Model ve CCSF'nin tiim yeterlik alanlartyla zayif ila
orta derecede iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ingilizce gretmenlerinin dil yeterlilikleri, sozel yeterliliklerin 6z
degerlendirmeleri, 6gretim stilleri, 6grenci ve 6gretmen odaklilik yoniinden 6gretme

yaklagimlari
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The urge to survive in a globalized world and the desire to explore other
cultures force people from different parts of the world to learn the lingua franca in
order to communicate in different contexts (Crystal, 1997). Hence, the greater
interest in learning English, by giving rise to the number of its learners, calls for a
proliferation in the number of non-native teachers (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008) teaching
English as a foreign language (EFL). Thus, an efficient language education for those
students with qualified teachers to achieve the development of students’
communication capacities (Sekerci, 2011) has been of the utmost importance in
different parts of the world at varying levels of education.

The focus of efficient language instruction has undergone a shift through the
years and the importance has been placed on teaching students how to communicate
(Chambless, 2012). In order to achieve this goal, ample exposure to meaningful
language and sufficient chances to produce meanings in the language should be
provided to students (Chambless, 2012). The greater attention on the ability to
communicate has brought teachers’ English proficiency levels and their teaching
skills under scrutiny (Butler, 2004) for some reasons. Firstly, language teachers
themselves are expected to attain a high-level of proficiency in the first place
(Chambless, 2012) to improve students’ communication skills. Secondly, the
teaching styles of teachers influencing their decisions and behaviours in the
classroom (Grasha, 2002), and their teaching approaches in terms of student and
teacher-centeredness should be adjusted to accommodate students’ needs for

exposure and for creating meanings in the language.



A possible relationship between teachers’ English language proficiency and their
teaching style is worth studying because the subject knowledge of teachers has been
reported to have an impact on the classroom decisions of teachers (Richards et al.,
2013). In addition, language proficiency has been listed among the possible
determinants of teaching styles along with teachers’ personalities, cultures, and
backgrounds in teaching (Korthagen, 2004). Similarly, teachers’ lack of competency
in language might result in the prevention of unpredictability in the classroom, which
is generally brought in by student-centered teaching approaches (Littlewood, 2012).

Therefore, the main focus of this study is on the teaching styles, teaching
approaches, and self-assessed oral competency of non-native English language
teachers at a state university in Turkiye. It aims to explore how the teachers assess
themselves in those areas, and to investigate any possible relationship between their
self-assessed oral competency and their teaching styles and approaches.

Background

Attempts to improve the quality of English language teaching (ELT) have
placed greater importance on the language proficiency of English teachers because
by affecting language teaching and learning, target language proficiency plays an
important role in the professional expertise of language teachers (Andrews, 2007;
Butler, 2004; Richards, 2015). Murdoch (1994) characterizes the high proficiency of
language teachers as the most valuable component of non-native teachers’ teaching
competence. Shin (2008) also depicts good command of language as one of the most
essential features of exceptional teachers. Hence, a good level of target language

proficiency is a sine qua non for a teacher aspiring to achieve their teaching goals.



Language proficiency is defined as a composition of a wide range of abilities
which should be presented in a continuous manner for the definition to be
meaningful (Hadley, 2001). Bachman (1990) specifies language proficiency as
competency in the use and knowledge of a language. For research and assessment
purposes, language proficiency can be seen as language competence related to four
skills in addition to language knowledge enabling competencies in those skills
(Butler, 2004). The definition for language proficiency offered by the Common
European Framework accommodates the knowledge of language systems, and
suitable language use in particular social occasions and with particular people
(Council of Europe, 2001). The framework specifies language proficiency by
bringing together different competencies in the form of language acts listed for
different skills which are all further classified according to reference levels. The
main grouping consists of reception, production, interaction, and mediation (Council
of Europe, 2020). These are divided into different skills like for production, there are
two categories: oral production and written production. Then, under these skills,
language acts are recorded for different levels of competency. For example, for oral
production, one of the language acts at the B2 level is “I can present clear, detailed
descriptions on a wide range of subjects related to my field of interest” (Council of
Europe, 2020, p.178). Since the framework offers a clear and detailed account of
abilities in language, it was found to be favorable for the purposes of this study. As
the focus of education is on promoting oral competencies, only the skills related to
oral competency as a part of language proficiency, which are oral comprehension,
oral production, and oral interaction, were selected as the focus of the study.

The influences of competencies in the target language on teaching have been

explored in terms of different aspects. For instance, the language input needed for



communicative competence development is limited when the teacher does not have a
good command of English because, as the main provider of language input (Kim &
Elder, 2008), teachers cannot use the language confidently and accurately (Richards
et al., 2013). In addition, English language proficiency has an impact on teachers’
ability to reach language resources, the competency in adapting the coursebook
according to students’ needs, and confidence in using authentic materials (Farrell &
Richards, 2007). Teachers with lower levels of language proficiency prefer a more
prescriptive type of teaching (Tsui, 2003). Hence, it is undeniable that teachers’ level
of competency in the target language has many implications for their classroom
practices.

Developing a sufficient level of English is crucial for EFL teachers and self-
assessment of their proficiency can be beneficial for their improvement because this
kind of assessment has been associated with autonomy (McMillan & Hearn, 2008).
Self-assessment is a self-managed and governed activity in which assessment is
carried out internally (Oscarson, 1989). In addition to the benefits to the self-
assessors like higher levels of motivation for self-improvement (Butler, 2004), self-
assessment presents itself as a good data collection tool for academic studies for
several reasons. Firstly, self-assessment has been reported not only as effective and
easy but also less time-consuming to conduct (Ross, 2006). Secondly, the results
from self-assessment tools demonstrate an acceptably significant statistical
correlation with the results from objective assessment tools (Finnie & Meng, 2005).
As a result, the data collection tools used in this study are certain parts of the CEFR’s
self-assessment grid and inventories where teachers provide self-reports on their

competency and teaching.



Teachers’ oral competencies have come into focus even more because of high
number of learners aspiring to master their oral competencies in order to
communicate in English. Consequently, the teachers have had to satisfy the
requirement of having high levels of oral competencies. Also, in order to face the
current demand of the students, teachers have been forced to address the need to
adopt their teaching style and approaches. Teaching style has been defined as a
collection of decisions made by teachers when managing the classroom and selecting
teaching goals and learning tasks (Grasha, 2002). A teaching style is the sum of the
ideology, beliefs and actions of a teacher and the style involves the implementation
of all those components (Jarvis, 2004). A well-known framework for teaching styles
is offered by Grasha which proposes five categories: “Expert, Formal Authority,
Personal Model, Facilitator, and Delegator” (2002, p.154). Expert Style is concerned
with transmitting knowledge to the students. Formal Authority Style regards
themselves as a part of the school with recognized knowledge. The style is mainly
associated with providing feedback and constructing rules. Personal Model Type
perceives themselves as an idol for students and students are expected to copy the
teacher’s actions and approaches. Facilitator Style values teacher-student interaction
and questions which aim to guide students to informed decisions. Delegator Style is
depicted as an intelligent and capable person who is ready to help if needed. A
teacher might show evidence of various styles to different degrees, although one
style is generally more dominant. The style performed by the teacher will depend on
many things including teachers’ subject knowledge (Grasha, 1994).

Teaching approaches are also parts of teaching styles and the development of
communication skills as the main aim of education require necessary changes in

both. Teaching approach is defined broadly as the combination of teachers” motives



and actions (Trigwell & Prosser, 1996). One very common approach practiced in
language classrooms is the Communicative approach or Communicative Language
Teaching (CLT) which was introduced to language classrooms in the 1980°s (Miller
& Aldred, 2000) and has been used to improve the communication skills of students
ever since. CLT encourages teaching language in its authentic contexts which will
contribute to learners” communicative competence (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).
Communicative competence, placed at the heart of CLT, is defined as knowing
linguistic rules and structures, correct use of language in various contexts, the
relationship between utterances in speech, and language strategies by Hymes (1972).
The attempts to improve the communicative competence of students affected the
positions of teachers in the teaching process by bringing students and their
experiences into focus. Students have taken a more active role in their learning
process whereas teachers try to organize the classes to provide more opportunities for
students to experience using the language (Richards & Rodgers, 2014).

There has been suggested one main and common categorization of teaching
approaches which is student or teacher-centered teaching. Teacher-centered teaching
emphasizes teachers’ authority and less place in the decision-making processes about
the classroom, whereas in student-centered teaching approach, students are
associated with active participants of the classroom practices (Jarvis, 2004). One of
the frameworks used for teachers in higher education is the Approaches to Teaching
framework, which entails two main distinctions to teaching: the Information
Transmission/Teacher-Focused (ITTF) and the Conceptual Change/ Student-Focused
(CCSF) (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). The teachers’ level of capability in language can

become a factor in their choices regarding their teaching approaches as teachers with



lower proficiency generally implement more predictive activities where the focus is
on teachers rather than learners (Tsui, 2003).

Chambless (2012) states that much of the collected knowledge about foreign
language learning depends on our principles, approaches, and actions instead of
empirical data. For example, although language proficiency levels of teachers shape
the achievement of language learning outcomes in the classroom (Kim & Elder,
2008), it is not clear how teachers’ language affects what teachers do and how they
use the language in the classroom (Canh & Renandya, 2017). Furthermore, what
contributes to teachers’ continuous improvement in terms of language proficiency
and the deterioration of experienced teachers’ language proficiency over time have
not received much attention (Chambless, 2012).

Problem

Some foreign language teachers learn English as their additional or foreign
language themselves and their main goal is to improve the proficiency of their
students in the target language. However, teachers might struggle in their own quest
to possess higher levels of English, which is stated as necessary if they wish to
promote their students’ language development (Sullivan, 2011). Some studies have
investigated language teachers’ self-assessed language proficiency at the elementary
level in Japan, Taiwan and Korea (Butler, 2004); at the secondary level in China
(Tang, 2007). Also, in Turkiye, Koksal and Ulum (2019) studied pre-service EFL
teachers' conceptions of their language proficiency. Chambless (2012) points out the
lack of knowledge about experienced teachers’ language proficiency and the need for
discovering the changes that the proficiency levels of language teachers undergo
after graduation. Hence, it is still worth investigating language teachers’ self-

assessed oral competency as part of their language proficiency.



Language teachers’ language competency has been found to have a
relationship with different aspects of learning and teaching. There are studies
elaborating on the effectiveness of teaching and teachers’ general language
proficiency (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Tsang, 2017; Valmori & De Costa, 2016; Yusuf
& Novita, 2020); self-assessed language proficiency and the experience of burnout of
teachers (Nayernia & Babayan, 2019); language proficiency of language teachers
and their language use in the classroom (Canh & Renandya, 2017). In Turkiye,
Sekerci (2011) studied self-assessed proficiency in relation to the self-efficacy
beliefs of teachers at the tertiary level and Yilmaz (2011) investigated language
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and self-perceived language proficiency at the primary
and high school levels. More empirical data on the relationship between target
language proficiency, only by focusing on oral competency, and teaching can further
support the understanding of the complex relationship between the EFL teachers’
proficiency and the nature of teaching.

Teaching style refers to decisions made by teachers in the teaching process
including teachers’ choice of teaching practices. Teaching style has been studied in
relation to personality types of preservice language teachers (Cooper, 2001), the
epistemological beliefs of teachers (Soleimani, 2020) and their levels of creativity
and burnout (Ghanizadeh & Jahedizadeh, 2016). The relationship of the target
language proficiency of teachers with their teaching has also been discovered in
previous research. Teachers’ form-oriented and communication-oriented teaching
practices have been explained in relation to their perceived language proficiency
(Zhang, 2019); teachers’ teaching practices and language proficiency are studied by
Richards et al. (2013). In Turkiye, teaching methods used by teachers at different

levels (Okmen & Kilic, 2016) and teachers’ preferences when presenting grammar at
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the secondary school level are explored (Cakir & Kafa, 2013). Also, Karabuga
(2015) delved into the match between teachers’ teaching style and their students’
learning styles in language classrooms at a preparatory school in Turkiye. However,
teachers’ practices in the classroom in terms of teaching styles and approaches
should be further studied at the tertiary level in Tlrkiye because according to the
report conducted by the British Council on language education of universities in
Turkiye, English in language education is treated as a subject rather than a language
of communication (West et al., 2015). According to the report, the treatment of
English as a subject reduces teachers’ tendencies to design more communicative
classes integrating students’ activity and interaction with their peers. Because
teachers with low levels of language are found to be using more grammar-focused
practices (Chacdn, 2003), it is important to investigate the relationship of teachers’
language competencies with their teaching style and approaches to improve the
quality of teaching in language education in Turkiye.

In relation to student and teacher-centeredness of teaching, Gibbs and Coffey
(2004) discovered the change in the orientation of teaching as part of a teacher
development program. Opdenakker and Van Damme (2006) inquired Dutch speaking
teachers’ teaching styles in terms of teacher, student, and content-centeredness.
Lueddeke (2003) discovered teaching approaches that academics prefer based on the
dichotomy of student and teacher-centeredness in the UK. In Turkiye, Altinyelken
(2011) looked at primary school teachers’ understanding, perception, and teaching
practices related to student-centered pedagogy. Also, at tertiary level, academics
teaching approaches at education faculty of universities in Tlrkiye were studied.
Regarding teaching approaches in terms of student and teacher-centeredness in

Turkiye, adaptation of a culturally sensitive pedagogy instead of disregarding the



student-centered pedagogy was suggested by Altinyelken (2011). For a change to
start in teaching, realization, and evaluation of teaching should be achieved by
investigating it with further studies (Heimlich & Norland, 2002). Hence, it is
important to shed light on the teaching approaches at the tertiary level so that the
required change in the focus of the language lessons (West et al., 2015) at
universities can be encouraged with the awareness of their preferred approaches.
Purpose
The main focus of this study is the EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral
competencies in English, their teaching styles, teaching approaches, and the
relationship of oral competency with teaching styles and teaching approaches in
terms of student and teacher-centeredness.
Research Questions
This study aims to address the following questions:
1. What are non-native EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral competencies in
relation to oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction?
1.1. Do their oral competencies differ based on gender,
e age,
e years of teaching experience,
o field of the undergraduate degree,
e field of the graduate degree
e whether other foreign languages are spoken?
2. What teaching styles do these teachers adopt?
2.1. Do their teaching styles differ based on:
e gender,

e age,

11
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e years of teaching experience,
o field of undergraduate degree,
o field of the graduate degree,
e whether other foreign languages are spoken?
3. What teaching approaches do they adopt in terms of student and teacher-
centeredness?
3.1. Do their teaching approaches differ based on:
e gender,
e age,
e years of teaching experience,
e field of the undergraduate degree,
o field of the graduate degree,
e whether other foreign languages are spoken?
4. s there a relationship between
e their self-assessed oral competency in English and their teaching
styles?
o their self-assessed oral competency in English and their teaching
approaches?
Significance
With further investigation of the relationship among teaching styles,
approaches, and self-assessed oral competency of teachers, this study can contribute
to the relevant empirical data on language teaching and learning. A possible
relationship might explain the impact of teachers’ oral competency on teachers’
teaching and the results might inspire the relevant settings to invest in professional

development practices for in-service teachers to improve their oral competency and
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teaching. Moreover, the teachers’ comments about their oral competency might
benefit others, especially novice teachers, who might struggle with oral competency
as teachers.

Definition of Key Terms
Language Proficiency: is the knowledge of language systems and suitable language
use in particular social occasions and with particular people (Council of Europe,
2001).
Oral Competency: is a part of language proficiency accommodating oral
comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction (Council of Europe, 2020).
Teaching Style: is perpetual patterns of teachers’ act and performance (Grasha,
2002).
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT): is approach to teaching which sets its
goal as to improve communicative competence (Richards, 2006).
Teaching Approach: is the mixture of one’s intentions and actions (Trigwell &

Prosser, 1996)
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter offers a review of the literature related to the present study that
explores non-native EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral competency, their teaching
styles, and teaching approaches. The chapter starts with explanations of the current
events and trends in English language teaching in the world and in Turkiye. Later on,
definitions and information about teaching styles, teaching approaches, language
proficiency, and oral competency are provided. Lastly, an account of the relevant
empirical studies on self-assessed oral competency of English teachers, teaching
styles and teaching practices is included.

English Language Teaching (ELT) in the World

Globalization prompted an increasing need to communicate with people from
different parts of the world and English as a lingua franca made international
communication possible to achieve different purposes like business and travel
(McKay, 2018). English is favored as a foreign language (Sekerci, 2011) and the
population of its speakers is growing exponentially comprising almost 1.5 billion
people which is around a quarter of the worldwide population (Szmigiera, 2021). The
increasing need to attain sufficient communication capabilities in English has
resulted in an enormous demand for English teaching globally (Richards, 2006)
because millions of people desire to accomplish an excellent command of English.
The rapid escalation in the need to learn the English language has also increased the
number of non-native English-speaking teachers (NNEST) (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008).

Many countries like New Zealand (Richards et al., 2013), China (Tang,
2007), Taiwan, Korea, and Japan (Butler, 2004) have adopted changes in their

educational policies to accommodate the need for communication in English. One of
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the decisions has been to include English at earlier levels of education to enable
more exposure to the students, which is needed for language development
(Chambless, 2012). Moreover, educational policies in the world both in contexts
where English is taught as a second language and as a foreign language have
transformed the methods used in classrooms into more communication-focused
methods since the 1990s (Littlewood, 2007). Although the field has been introduced
to different approaches, one whose effectiveness many agreed has been the
overarching communicative approach (Swan, 2018). The transformation in the focus
of language classrooms implies a shift in teaching styles since the teacher’s role in
the classroom changes into being the counsellor and the manager of group work
(Richards & Rodgers, 2014), and the teaching practices are designed with a more
learner-cantered approach which posits that the ownership of learning should be
assigned to the students (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2011).

All these changes call for qualified English teachers who can answer to the
needs and alterations in classroom teaching. The constant alterations in the focus of
language education necessitate adjustments in the notion of a good and qualified
English teacher although one unchanging expectation from language teachers is
being proficient in the language they teach (Ayar, 2019). Another desirable trait of
good teachers is practicing the modern and current approaches and methods in ELT
(Ayar, 2019). Due to the belief that if the aim of language teaching is
communication, then the teaching method should also reflect this aim (Alnajami,
2019), qualified language teachers have been expected to implement more
communication-focused practices in their classrooms since the 1980s (Miller &

Aldred, 2000).
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Since language started to be seen as an actual rather than an abstract system
long ago (Thornbury, 2017), language teachers have been using more
communication-focused activities which can be grouped under Communicative
Language Teaching (CLT) (Cakir & Kafa, 2013), instead of teaching practices where
the focus is on explicit grammar teaching like in Grammar Translation Method
(GTM). With CLT, the focus and orientation of the language classes, hence teaching
approaches to language, have undergone a significant shift.

CLT, first introduced in the 1970s, has its premise on the theory of language
as a functional and communicative tool and it has been accepted by curriculum
developers, teaching specialists, and governments since its entrance to the field of
language education (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). It promotes teaching practices in
authentic contexts which improve communicative competence (Larsen-Freeman,
2000). Communicative competence defined by Hymes (1972) refers to knowing
linguistic rules and structures, the correct use of language in various contexts, the
relationship between utterances in speech and language strategies. One of the
dimensions of CLT is its quality of learner and experience-centeredness and teachers
are encouraged to design curriculums so that students can experience the language in
line with their unique needs, goals, and profiles (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson,
2011).

Even though CLT was developed more than four decades ago, its effects have
surpassed its own era by influencing more recent teaching approaches like Content
and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), Text-Based Instruction (TBI), and Task-
Based Language Teaching (TBLT) (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). Moreover, although
today the tendency is principled eclecticism which suggests using multiple methods

tailored to the culture and the teaching context, CLT provides support to numerous
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teaching practices. For example, with the responsibility given to the students and the
adjustments of teaching to the students’ profile, CLT supports the autonomy
movement suggesting an active involvement of students. There are paradigm shifts
marked by CLT which are commonplace in most teaching contexts. Firstly, students
are given choice and responsibility over their own learning while teachers are
perceived as co-learners who try to find the best teaching experience for learners.
Secondly, the need for alternative assessment is underlined because language is seen
much more than structures, a more comprehensive account of competency in the
language is needed. Also, the integration of English into other subjects in educational
curriculums has been highlighted. Thirdly, language is learned to develop students’
thinking skills in certain contexts to express themselves. Moreover, language is seen
as a social construct and the meaning-making process of language use is emphasized.
Lastly, the diversity and uniqueness of students have been acknowledged and
received more attention (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). One thing that all these
changes have in common is the focus on the learners with special emphasis on their
experiences and needs.

Despite the popularity of CLT and accordingly student-centered classrooms,
some factors have been listed as the reasons why teachers fail to implement the
required changes in their teaching. Most English as a Foreign Language teachers
have received training where the classes are student-centered and the focus on
communication, however, in some cases, the actions of those teachers have been
limited because of their teaching culture (Ahmad & Rao, 2012; Dogancay-Aktuna,
2006). New approaches are developed by Western countries, and they better correspond
to the Western culture so they might not resonate with other cultures where teachers are
expected to be the mere authority figures providing the knowledge. Student-centeredness

as related to CLT, TBLT, or self-directed language learning, has been reported as
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challenging in East Asia (Hu, 2002). In Tlrkiye, for example, it has been reported that
universities tend to teach English as a subject rather than a tool of communication (West
et al., 2015) and English classes lack communicative language teaching practices where
students’ active participation is highlighted.

ELT in Turkiye

As in other countries, the need for internationalization also prompted a
considerable focus on ELT in Tlrkiye (Aydogan & Akbarov, 2014). In Turkiye,
English was recognized as a requirement for a distinguished career long ago and
families put great efforts into their children’s acquisition of the language (Ahmad,
1993) In 1997, the Turkish Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in partnership
with the Turkish Higher Education Council, agreed to make a profound change in the
country’s ELT policy. As a result of the change, English was decided to be
introduced at a younger age to enable longer exposure to the language (Kirkgoz,
2007). The adaptations in 1997 are also significant in that it marks the introduction
of the communicative approach into the national curriculum of ELT in Turkiye. The
goal of ELT shifted to the improvement of learners’ communicative capacity, and the
teacher role transformed into being a facilitator while the instruction became more
learner-focused (Kirkgoz, 2007).

The teacher education programs have also faced alterations to cater to the
needs and the changes in ELT to enhance the quality of teachers in Tlrkiye
(Kirkgoz, 2007). To this end, the input on teaching methods was enhanced while
extra time for teaching practice in primary and secondary schools for trainee teachers
was added. Moreover, to make up for the deficiency in the number of ELT teachers,
distance teacher education program was initiated via a protocol signed between

MoNE and the Open Education Faculty of Anadolu University in 2000.
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In spite of all the improvements and changes in ELT and teacher education,
Kirkgoz (2007) states that the findings of her study show communicative language
teaching introduced by MoNE did not seem to have engendered the desired outcome
in terms of teachers’ classroom actions because teaching practices are mainly carried
out in traditional teaching methods. As the primary and secondary education
continued to be mainly teacher-centered and memorization-focused, Turkish students
naturally expect a similar education at university where they are the receiver of
information (Ozkan & Kesen, 2008).

The instruction at the tertiary level seems to have failed to adjust to the
contemporary changes in ELT in Turkiye (West et al., 2015). Students were reported
to arrive at the tertiary level of education where classroom practices represent the
teachers transferring the information in the syllabus and students are expected to
digest the input (Aydogan & Akbarov, 2014). Language education at universities
fails to allow much freedom for questioning and criticism, and a more deductive
approach to teaching language is being used to provide rules and related examples
which are followed by practice. Teachers were reported to fail to implement
communicative language teaching which enables interaction between students (West
et al., 2015). Hence, the need for training on how to promote interaction among
students and foster speaking integration during the lesson is needed so that teachers’
capability and competence to design interactive lessons can be improved.

Teaching Style

There is a legion of definitions of what teaching style is in the literature.
Dunn and Dunn (1977) conceptualize teaching styles as a composite of eight main
factors, which include teaching planning and methods, the grouping of the students,

design of classrooms, the environment of teaching, the techniques used for
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evaluation, the philosophy of teaching and the characteristic features of the
instruction. The teaching style is also defined as a teacher’s common perception of
and interaction with learners, which can show similarities with various methods of
teaching (Fisher & Fisher, 1979). Grasha (2002) describes teaching styles as
perpetual patterns of teachers’ actions and performances. They are representations of
teachers’ habits and inclinations in learning and pedagogy, which can be revealed
differently in specific contexts (Soleimani, 2020). As an umbrella term including
teachers’ beliefs, standards, principles, and performance, teaching style blends the
application of the teacher’s philosophy and justification of those principles about the
elements of learning (Jarvis, 2004). In other words, teaching style is a combination of
teachers’ pedagogical background and their real practice.

Just as there are many definitions suggested, there are many classifications of
different teaching styles offered. Fisher and Fisher (1979) list six categories of
teaching styles which are student-centered, subject-centered, learning-centered, task-
oriented, emotionally calm, and collaborative planner. Ornstein and Miller (1980)
proposed two categories for teaching styles, one is expressive style whereas the other
is instrumental style. Teachers who perform expressive style are described as
mentors who show and utilize emotions when managing the classroom while
teachers with instrumental style are more task-oriented and concerned about the
students’ ability to meet some standards.

Henson and Borthwick (1984) suggest a six-point model representing (1)
task-oriented teaching style, which is based on classes organized around tasks (2)
cooperative planner, which supports teaching practices decided by students and
teachers although teachers are mainly in charge (3) child-centered style, which

suggests task designed by the teacher while which task to choose is up to the students
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(4) subject-centered style, which places the focus on the instruction and accepts no
contribution from the students in the decision making (5) learning-cantered which
pays equal attention onto subject and learners, and (6) emotionally exciting style in
which the teacher is mainly concerned about teaching stimulating classes. Jarvis
(1985) utilized three categories for the teaching styles which are (1) controlled
didactic style, giving lectures, (2) Socratic style, using question-answer sequences,
and (3) facilitator style, giving more responsibility to the learners.

Grasha (2002) constructed one of the most commonly used frameworks with
five classes of teaching styles which are “(1) Expert, (2) Formal Authority, (3)
Personal Model, (4) Facilitator, and (5) Delegator” (p.154). Expert Style is
distinguished by expertise and knowledge. Formal Authority Style is characterized
by firm expectations and rules. Personal Model Style suggests teachers acknowledge
themselves as an ideal example for students. Facilitator Style is associated with
teachers acting as a provider of guidance to students. Delegator Style is defined as a
capable and intelligent person who is ready to help in case he is needed.

The teaching style of teachers can have qualities of more than one style and
different styles in combination can be adopted by a teacher, which is referred to as
clusters by Grasha (2002); however, one style is likely to be more dominant. Each
style has its own strengths, so no style is favored over another although
overemphasis on some characteristics of different styles might result in undesired
consequences. For example, teachers with Expert Style provide fruitful knowledge
but overemphasis on the knowledge might be intimidating for students (Grasha,
1996). While teachers with Formal Authority Style set rules and expectations, over
attention to the rules might lead their classes to suffer from rigid and strict classroom

management. Teachers with the Personal Model Style want to be observed for their
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good qualities which are ideally expected to be taken up by students later. However,
these teachers might struggle with the feeling of disappointment if their students fail
to learn from and copy the teacher as their role model. Teachers with Facilitator
Style support students in their process of making knowledgeable decisions, yet their
classes might lead to excessive openness in the classroom which some students
might find disturbing. Finally, teachers with Delegator Style mainly promote
autonomy, however, these teachers might cause a highly demanding learning
experience for some students who are not ready or trained to become autonomous.

Depending on the definitions made, it is pointed out that teaching styles have
close relationships with many factors. The teaching style can be influenced by
teachers’ character (Korthagen, 2004; Rachman et al., 2021), their thinking and
cognitive styles (Zhang, 2008), their principles (Korthagen, 2004), pedagogical
beliefs (Dunn & Dunn, 1977; Korthagen, 2004; Rachman et al., 2021) and needs
(Rachman et al., 2021), subject matter (Korthagen, 2004), teaching goals and
methods (Bota & Tulbure, 2015; Dunn & Dunn, 1977), teaching planning (Dunn&
Dunn, 1977), evaluation techniques (Dunn & Dunn, 1977); the environment of
teaching (Dunn & Dunn, 1977), the culture and social factors in their contexts
(Korthagen, 2004). Teaching styles, in turn, influence teachers’ material use,
classroom management, relationship with students, and style of observation of
students (Grasha, 1994). They can determine the quality of the teaching environment
(Dewaele, 2019; Mak, 2011) and affect the students’ state of cognitive abilities and
psychology (Kang, 2005).

Some aspects of the base of teachers’ beliefs, which are the reasons for
teachers’ choices and actions, might be unknown to teachers and Bem (1970) calls

them zero-order beliefs. Uncovering those foundations can offer opportunities to
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understand, evaluate and even change them (Zinn, 1991). Realization of those beliefs
can firstly lead to a sensitivity to what and why teachers do. Secondly, it can promote
an expanded vision and enable them to consider other alternatives that they can
apply. Furthermore, knowledge about one’s teaching philosophy can help with the
resolution of the inconsistency between educational and total life philosophy. Lastly,
it can offer more critical thinking about beliefs, principles, and actions. Information
about teaching styles can be used as a starting point for their changes and adaptation,
which can eventually improve instruction (Heimlich & Norland, 2002). The ability to
adapt teaching styles can benefit teachers to match their teaching to the needs and
learning styles of their students, which can lead higher grades and positive learner
attitudes.
Teaching Approaches

The style performed might affect the methods and activities chosen in the
classroom because teaching style as a concept includes both theoretical beliefs and
teaching practices (Jarvis, 2004). Teacher-centeredness and learner-centeredness
which are also addressed in the description of teaching style (Soleimani, 2020)
attracted more attention in language classrooms after CLT. The former suggests
teachers’ authority in the class and the inactive role of the students (Jarvis, 2004),
whereas the latter attributes a more active role to students by contributing to the
classroom practices (Grasha, 2002; Jarvis, 2004). In the teacher-centered approach,
teachers transmit knowledge via lectures to student listeners who receive the
information passively (Andersen & Andersen, 2017; Crowder, 2015; Peters, 2010;
Singh & Garg, 2015). Teachers being the source of knowledge are attributed to
greater responsibilities and authority over how teaching is carried out and what

knowledge is provided (Singh & Garg, 2015). In contrast, more individualized and
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competency-based teaching is performed with student-centered methods (Lee et al.,
2016). The decisions in student-centered methods are shaped by students and the
responsibility encourages their independence and level of autonomy (Singh & Garg,
2015). The key to student-centered classes is that students make use of real tools
with authentic and real-life materials (Tondeur et al., 2017). The benefits of the
student-centered approach to teaching have been reported by empirical studies
(Ayta¢c & Kula, 2020; Biggs & Tang, 2011; Cornelius-White, 2007; Michael 2006).
In brief, the orientation of classes in terms of student and teacher-
centeredness shapes other factors. The impact of teaching approaches and practices
on learning outcomes can be summarized in three steps (Martin et al., 2002). Firstly,
the teaching objectives with or without students in the center will affect the way
students are taught. Secondly, following the decision about the objectives, teachers’
attention, or lack of attention to what students’ learning styles are will alter the
teaching style. Finally, teachers’ beliefs about how students are best motivated to
learn will suggest adjustments to the orientation of the class. In essence, as the
teaching approach can have a crucial impact on teaching, learning about it can
contribute to the knowledge about teaching and learning and how to improve both.
In order to serve the aim of learning about teaching approaches, the
Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) was produced (Trigwell & Prosser, 1996),
tested with teachers in higher education, and updated to its current form (Trigwell et
al., 2005). The inventory was developed based on five approaches to teaching
proposed by Prosser et al. (1994): (1) teacher-focused approach accompanied by
information transmission, (2) teacher-focused approach enabling concept acquisition
of students, (3) teacher-student interaction approach allowing concept acquisition of

students, (4) student-focused approach marked by students’ development of their
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conception, and (5) student-focused approach distinguished with change in students’
conceptions. With its foundation on this five-approach structure, the Approaches to
Teaching (AT) framework is composed of two main distinctions to teaching: the
information transmission/teacher-focused, ITTF, and the conceptual change/ student-
focused (CCSF) (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004). Although many more aspects of
teaching approaches have been discovered, the dichotomy of teacher and student-
centeredness prevails in research because of its effectiveness in describing the roles
of teachers and students (Harshman & Stains, 2017).

When it comes to language education, with the focus on promoting
communication skills, the participation of learners in interaction has been highlighted
by many studies (Gass & Selinker, 2008; Long, 1996; Savignon, 2005; Swain, 1985;
Swan, 2018). The belief that language knowledge is built via the active participation
of learners (Benson, 2012), requires students to take active roles in more student-
centered classes (Crumly, 2014; Nunan, 2013). The new expectation of
communication-oriented classrooms has placed demands on teachers to adjust their
attitude and approach. Firstly, how teachers perceive their role in the classroom
should transform from the disseminator of knowledge into a multi-tasker facilitating
learning experiences, managing group work, providing a good model of
communication, and analyzing needs. Secondly, how teachers identify language
learning should shift from acquiring knowledge to developing competence (Wang,
2007). These adjustments manifested themselves in the roles taken on by the teachers
because while students adopt a more active role, teachers become the facilitator of
their learning (Drotar, 2019). Moreover, one of the requirements of such classrooms
is the teachers’ competency in the language. When students are decision makers,

students’ unpredictive actions in communication require higher language skills of



26

teachers, who might have little experience in participating in communication
themselves (Littlewood, 2012).
Language Proficiency and Competency

Formal linguists and sociolinguists have different stances when it comes to
language proficiency. The former conceives competence in a simplistic way by
emphasizing the rule-governed structures under the name of linguistic competence
(Chomsky, 1965) whereas the latter includes both knowledge of the language and the
ability to use it in their definition of communicative competence (Hymes, 1972).
Canale and Swain (1980) expand the notion of communicative competence by
accounting for sociolinguistic, strategic, and discourse competencies. Bachman and
Palmer (1996) define language proficiency under six interdependent categories
comprising organizational, grammatical, textual, pragmatic, functional, and
sociolinguistic knowledge.

Attempts for objective measurement have been found difficult as reaching a
common definition of proficiency is challenging because of its complex nature (Faez
et al., 2021). Sometimes for assessment purposes, language proficiency was viewed
as language competence in four skills and related language knowledge in terms of
vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation in speech (Butler, 2004). Today, the idea of
foreign language proficiency has been influenced by the Common European
Framework, which offers not only different competency areas to define language
proficiency but also actions to be carried out by learners with specific levels of
competency (Council of Europe, 2020). The framework defines competency as a
mixture of abilities, knowledge, and features individuals employ and make use of to
perform communication acts. Communicative competency is divided into

competencies in building blocks of the language, appropriate language use in
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different social units, and language use appropriate to specific social interactions
(Council of Europe, 2001).
The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) is a
unifying scheme originally created for the shareholders in education in Europe who
take part in language learning and teaching processes. It elaborates in detail on things
to be learned to effectively act, perform, and communicate in a language by
specifying the skills and knowledge to be attained as well as accounting for the
cultural factors affecting the language to be used (Council of Europe, 2001). One of
its main aims is to enable clarity, consistency, and integrity of education programs
and of teaching and assessment practices, in addition to consistency among different
educational contexts (Council of Europe, 2020).

Thanks to the definitions of competencies at various levels, the framework
helps classify language proficiency into categories and define what language
proficiency entails in specific sections, which qualifies the framework as a common
calibrating tool with standardized marking points to evaluate achievement related to
specific areas. Thus, the framework not only provides opportunities for educators to
design a standard format of evaluation but also serves as a scale for life-long learners
to measure their progress when learning a language. With the breakdown of
competencies, the descriptors under various sections also help educators to manage
complex tasks such as generating objectives of courses for different learner profiles
and learning contexts (Council of Europe, 2001).

Its approach is defined as being action-oriented in that learners are seen as
active social agents who employ skills, strategies, and competencies both related and

unrelated to language to perform in a given context and under context-specific
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requirements effectively. Competency is defined as the body of skills, knowledge,
and traits individuals draw on to carry out actions. As a sub-category, communicative
competency refers to the individual’s capacity to achieve acts of communication by
making use of linguistic resources and its components comprise linguistic,
sociolinguistic, and pragmatic competencies. Linguistic competence includes the
extent and characteristics of knowledge related to language systems, their cognitive
organization, and accessibility to individuals. Sociolinguistic competence involves
limits of social conventions in which language is used as a means whereas pragmatic
competence is related to the acts of certain linguistic components in specific
interactions (Council of Europe, 2001).

The classification of language proficiency has three main levels A, B, and C
which correspond to the basic user, independent user, and proficient user
respectively and each level have two subcategories. Level Al is named as
“Breakthrough Level” which is considered to be the lowest level and Level A2 is
identified as the “Waystage Level” which defines a more competent learner than the
previous level. The independent user category has Level B1 “Threshold Level” and
B2 “Vantage Level”. Level C, the highest level, includes two sub-groups: Level C1
“Effective Operational Proficiency Level” and Level C2 “Mastery Level” (Council
of Europe, 2001).

The framework has affected teaching and assessment practices both in
Europe (Barni, 2015; Figueras, 2012) and around the world (Byram & Parmenter,
2012). In addition to being translated into 40 languages (Figueras, 2012), the
framework has been used to align the outcomes and assessment even of language
programs other than English (Tono, 2019). Trkiye is one of the countries which

implemented the framework in the curriculum design of mainstream education both
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at primary (Arikan, 2015) and secondary level (Zorba & Arikan, 2016). Following its
membership to the Council of Europe in 1949, Tirkiye has been attempting to adopt
the regulations of the European Union which also involve policies related to foreign
language education (Celik, 2013; Mirici, 2008; MoNE, 2005). With an intention to
pilot the European Language Portfolio (ELP), which is offered as an alternative
assessment by the framework, and the curriculum based on the CEFR, 20 schools
located in two cities were chosen during the academic year of 2001-2002
(Hismanoglu, 2013). The teachers in those schools were offered training to get
familiarized with the CEFR and ELP. After receiving the approval of the Validation
Committee of the Council of Europe and after piloting the curriculum and ELP in
many more schools, MoNE decided to implement the curriculum throughout the
country in the academic year of 2006-2007 (Demirel, 2005; Sahinkarakas et al.,
2009). At the tertiary level, however, the adaptation process has not been so smooth.
Some of the findings of the related studies show the limited number of state
universities with the CEFR based curricula and point out the need for in-service
training for teachers to design their classes in congruence with the CEFR (Cagatay &
Gurocak, 2016).

Although the framework has been adopted in numerous institutions around
the world, there have been some criticisms on how it is used by the institutions
without considering the features of specific contexts (Barni, 2015), on how it lacks a
theoretical foundation (Hulstijn, 2007) and how the creation of the descriptors lacks
scientific scrutiny (Alderson, 2007; Fulcher, 2004). Focus on native speakerism
(Barni, 2015; McNamara, 2014) and the lack of attention on multilingualism
(Krumm, 2007) are other areas which received criticisms. Some changes have been

applied to the first published version of the framework with the aim of addressing
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some of the criticisms and keeping up with the evolving nature of communication
because of modern improvements in technology and the internet (Deygers, 2021).
More detailed categorization of the levels, the restatement of some descriptors, and
additional competencies were offered with the additional volumes. One of the most
significant updates to the original version is a new competency area offered under
the name of “mediation” which is created with an attempt to include communication
acts which cannot be covered by reception or production. “In fact, it (mediation)
integrates and goes further than the co-construction of meaning by underlining the
constant link between the social and individual dimensions in language use and
language learning.” (North & Piccardo, 2016, p.4).

Following the changes, the self-assessment grid was updated to include
mediation as one of the competency areas. The grid offers opportunities for self-
directed learning and self-assessment. Thus, a learner outside formal education with
an aim to reach a level can design his own learning by choosing the descriptors of the
level as outcomes for his learning and self-assess his progress. Moreover, with the
self-assessment scale provided by the framework, not only students in a class can
evaluate their progress, but also teachers can self-assess the success of their course
and their teaching by investigating the point their students have achieved to reach on
the scale (Council of Europe, 2001, 2020).

Self-assessment

Self-assessments, self-reports, or self-estimates are self-conceptions of ability
and perceptions about capabilities (Yan & Brown, 2016). They correspond to one of
the two fundamental lines of testing, which are assessment via self-report and

assessment via examinations (Yan & Carless, 2021). They have gained more
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popularity in recent years (Ifenthaler et al., 2022) since the introduction of autonomy
in teaching (Patri, 2002), the ELP via the CEFR.

There are some reasons acknowledged why this type of assessment is being
implemented. Firstly, assessment in the form of self-report or self-assessment is an
internal process and self-directed, which is why a connection to autonomy has been
constructed (McMillan & Hearn, 2008). Thus, one can reflect on their performance
and the realization of their current level can promote opportunities to take necessary
actions to improve the weaknesses (Butler, 2004). Also, recognition and appreciation
of the achievements can improve the perception of the capabilities and efficacy
(Zimmerman, 2000). Secondly, self-assessments have been reported to be effective
and less time-consuming in addition to being easy to conduct (Ross, 2006). Lastly,
this kind of assessment shows reliable and consistent results with objective
measurements (Finnie & Meng, 2005; Gomes et al., 2019) despite contradicting
results by some studies (Runnels, 2013). As a result, it represents itself as a
reasonable choice for researchers, teachers, and students.

In addition to the use of self-assessment by language learners, this type of
assessment has also been included in teacher evaluation policies. One of the many
reasons why many frameworks for the purposes of self-assessed teacher evaluation
have been created is that teachers can recognize their competency and identify
necessary steps to take for further development (Borg & Edmett, 2018). However,
regarding providing accurate results from teacher self-assessment, Borg and Edmett
(2018) refer to some issues. Firstly, there is a high potential for teachers’ self-
assessment not to represent the real self. In some cases, teachers have inflated self-
conception because they might see incompetency as a threat to their profession. In

some other cases, they might assess their performance poorly because of their high
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expectations of themselves (Tichenor & Tichenor, 2005). Secondly, untrusting
environments where the purpose of self-assessment is summative and judgmental
and lacking a clear focus on development can create unreliable results.

Drawing on self-assessment practices with students and teachers, there are
suggestions made to raise the accuracy of self-assessment results. Firstly, the
assessors should be trained to raise their capacity to gauge their achievements
(Council of Europe, 2001). Secondly, clearly stated descriptors which are based on
specific experiences improve the reliability of the results (Council of Europe, 2001).
Brown et al., (2014) point out that “can-do” statements produce more accurate results
than items stating more abstract constructs. Thirdly, the anonymity of the assessors’
identities (Borg & Edmett, 2018), and a focus on development (Ross, 2006) can help
create safe environments to enable reliable assessment.

EFL Teachers’ Language

Freeman et al. (2015) suggest teacher language be categorized not as a
general language proficiency but as a specialized subcategory including the skills
needed for teaching and preparing lessons. Richards et al. (2013) count language
knowledge as part of teachers’ subject knowledge. Richards (2015) enumerates
competencies comprising teachers’ language proficiency as the ability to present
appropriate language models, provide English use during the class, including
explanations on grammar structures and lexical items by giving examples, utilize
authentic materials, give corrective feedback to students, choose the proper level of
input, practice spontaneous and creative teaching, choose the proper level of input,
practice self-correction and self-monitor of teachers’ own language for accuracy.

As a part of teachers’ subject knowledge, language competency is the most

valuable component of non-native teachers’ teaching competency (Murdoch, 1994)
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since a good command of English is required for target language modeling in terms
of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation (Faez & Karas, 2019; Naserdeen, 2001).
Farrell and Richards (2007) state that a poor level of language results in teachers’
failure in accessing language resources. Those teachers are more likely to have
prescriptive language knowledge (Tsui, 2003) and prefer following the coursebooks
closely, and are less likely to use CLT in their classrooms where there is plenty of
room for interaction and students’ experience and oral work (Richards et al., 2013).
Similarly, Richards (2017) points out that low level of language knowledge may
suffice for teaching at presentation or practice stages of lessons, however, teachers
might struggle with the free production stage where improvisational factors of
spontaneous speech become prominent. During the lessons, teachers with low levels
of competency are generally too busy with their own language weaknesses to let
students experience the language and communicate (Farrell & Richards, 2007).

On the other hand, great command of language enables teachers to adjust
materials by evaluating their usefulness for classroom needs (McNamara, 1991) and
implement authentic materials (Farrell & Richards, 2007). Those teachers are not
only better at providing feedback that is meaningful and adjusted to students’ levels
by making use of many strategies but also, they are better at spotting students’ errors
(Scrivener, 2005). These teachers can be more spontaneous and exploit the teaching
moments that emerge in the classroom (Kim & Elder, 2008). Teachers' improved
language knowledge can elevate their job performance and boost their self-
confidence in their work (Eslami & Harper, 2018).

Related Studies
Some studies investigated language teachers’ self-assessed language

proficiency at the elementary level in Japan, Taiwan, and Korea (Butler, 2004) and at
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the secondary level in China (Tang, 2007) and they found that teachers in general
assess their language proficiency being low or slightly above average. The impact of
teachers’ general language proficiency on teachers and teaching was elaborated on in
some studies from the point of teaching effectiveness (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Tsang,
2017; Valmori & De Costa, 2016; Yusuf & Novita, 2020). The studies concluded
that teachers’ higher perceptions of general language proficiency have correlations
with their beliefs about their ability to teach effectively. There are other studies that
looked into teachers’ language proficiency in relation to the language use of teachers
in classrooms (Canh & Renandya, 2017) and they concluded that while general
language proficiency is important for effective teaching, classroom proficiency is
almost as crucial for teachers. In addition, according to a study about teachers’
language proficiency and their burnout experiences (Nayernia & Babayan, 2019),
low levels of language proficiency could result in high levels of burnout. In Tirkiye,
Koksal and Ulum (2019) examined pre-service EFL teachers' conceptions of their
language proficiency, and they found that the pre-service ELT teachers perceived
their language proficiency to be inadequate. Also, Arikan (2011) studied prospective
teachers’ perspectives about their language proficiency and target culture and the
study concluded that while the participants found themselves capable in the target
language, they felt that they are less knowledgeable about the target culture.
Moreover, Yilmaz (2011) explored language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and self-
perceived language proficiency at the primary and high school levels. Sekerci (2011)
looked into self-assessed proficiency in relation to the self-efficacy beliefs of
teachers at the tertiary level. The results of both studies were in line with others
conducted around the world as they also found a relationship between high

perception of language proficiency and teaching efficacy.
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As for teaching styles, some studies mention the effects of teaching styles on
student anxiety levels (LaBillois & Lagacé-Séguin, 2007) and the study suggested
that different teaching styles could result in differing anxiety levels depending on the
students’ profiles. Rahimi and Asadollahi (2012) investigated differences in teaching
styles across different groups with varying qualities and they concluded that EFL
teachers use a variety of teaching styles. Furthermore, teaching style was studied in
relation to the personality types of preservice language teachers (Cooper, 2001) and
the study found that the teaching styles and teachers’ personality types matched.
Also, the relationship between the epistemological beliefs of teachers and their
teaching styles (Soleimani, 2020) was studied in Iran and the study found that the
Facilitator Style was the most popular style preferred by the EFL teachers and their
epistemological beliefs informed their choice of teaching styles. In addition, in Iran,
the connection among teachers’ teaching styles, their level of creativity and burnout
(Ghanizadeh & Jahedizadeh, 2016) were studied, and it was finalized that the choice
of teaching styles has relationships with teachers’ creativity and burnout levels. In
Turkiye, Karabuga (2015) explored the consistency of teaching styles of EFL
teachers with learning styles of their students at a preparatory school of a university
and the study suggested that teachers employ many teaching styles to accommodate
different learning styles in classroom.

With regard to student and teacher-centeredness of teaching, Gibbs and
Coffey (2004) examined the change in teaching practices of teachers who
participated in a teacher development program and the participants underwent
positive changes towards a more student-centered teaching. Opdenakker and Van
Damme (2006) looked into the teaching styles of Dutch-speaking teachers under

three categories: teacher, student, and content-centered teaching and according to the
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results, effective teaching could be explained by good classroom management skills
and a more learner-centered approach. Lueddeke (2003) explored different scholars’
teaching approaches in terms of student and teacher-centeredness in the UK and
according to the findings of the study, the academic disciplines, teaching
qualifications and years of teaching experiences have an influence on teachers’
teaching approach. In Turkiye, Altinyelken (2011) investigated primary school
teachers’ understanding, perception, and teaching practices of student-centered
pedagogy and the study suggested that teachers in Tirkiye should improve ways to
adopt a student-centered approach that would suit the cultural context. Moreover,
Aksoy et al., (2018) studied the teaching approaches regarding teacher and student-
centeredness adopted by academics of education faculties in Turkiye and they
concluded that the class size and the level of classes being taught informed the
choices of teaching approaches the academics made.

Moreover, the relationship among the target language proficiency of teachers,
their teaching methods and teaching practices was explored in previous research. For
instance, teaching practices and EFL teachers’ language proficiency were studied by
Richards et al. (2013) and they found that teachers’ language proficiency has an
impact on their classroom management skills. Also, EFL teachers’ choices of form-
oriented and communication-oriented teaching practices were questioned in relation
to their perceived language proficiency by Zhang (2019) and the study suggested that
language proficiency affected teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, which in turn influenced
their choice of communication-oriented practices in classroom. In Tirkiye, teaching
styles were found to be one of the factors determining the teaching success of
geography teachers by Artvinli (2010) and according to the findings, the geography

teachers adopt a more teacher-centered approach. Moreover, teachers’ choices in
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terms of teaching methods when presenting grammar at the secondary school level
(Cakir & Kafa, 2013) and their study suggested that the participants used traditional
teaching methods like Grammar Translation and Total Physical Response which are
more teacher centered. Finally, teaching methods preferred by teachers at different
levels (Okmen & Kilic, 2016) were explored and they created a teaching methods

scale with five subscales.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

This chapter presents the methodology of this study, which includes research

design, setting and participants, method of data collection, and method of data

analysis.

The study aims to find out EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral competency,

teaching styles and approaches and the relationship between their oral competency

and their teaching styles and teaching approaches. In this respect, the following

questions are attempted to be answered in this study:

1. What are non-native EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral competencies in relation

to oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction?

1.1. Do their oral competencies differ based on:

gender,

age,

years of teaching experience,
field of the undergraduate degree,
field of the graduate degree

whether other foreign languages are spoken?

2. What teaching styles do these teachers adopt?

2.1. Do their teaching styles differ based on:

gender,
age,
years of teaching experience,

field of undergraduate degree,
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o field of the graduate degree
e whether other foreign languages are spoken?
3. What teaching approaches do they adopt in terms of student and teacher-
centeredness?
3.1. Do their teaching approaches differ based on:

e gender,

e age,

e years of teaching experience,

o field of the undergraduate degree,

o field of the graduate degree,

o whether other foreign languages are spoken?

4. s there a relationship between
o their self-assessed oral competency in English and their teaching styles?
o their self-assessed oral competency in English and their teaching
approaches?
Research Design

The focus of this exploratory case study is non-native English-speaking EFL
teachers’ self-assessed oral competency in terms of comprehension, production, and
interaction in English, their teaching style, and teaching approach in terms of student
and teacher-centeredness. The study aims to discover the relationship of their oral
competency in English with their teaching styles and with their teaching approaches.
The group of EFL teachers as participants are currently teaching at one of the oldest
and largest state universities of Turkiye located in Eskisehir. For the purposes of the
study, a case study method was used because case study as a research method offers

a better understanding of ideas by studying people in real situations instead of
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representing people according to abstract theories and principles (Yin, 2009). Case
studies are implemented when situations do not give themselves only to numerical
analysis and when they require more than one tool and many sources of data and
evidence (Cohen et al., 2017). In light of its characteristics, the case study method
answers the needs of this study for numerous reasons. Firstly, self-assessment and
self-perception of the teachers about their oral competency and aspects of their
teaching, which is inquired via a questionnaire in this study, are to be better
explained with the combination of both qualitative and quantitative data as advised
when more reliable results from self-assessment tools are intended (Peterson, 2006).
Another reason is the complex nature of language proficiency which is the sum of
various competencies. The fact that it is hard to assess proficiency either with tests or
self-assessment tools (Butler, 2004) highlights the need for it and its components to
be studied in its own context by accounting for different factors when understanding
it. Lastly, aspects of teaching are dependent on a mixture of various factors since
teachers’ choices might rely on consideration of different variables (Mladenovici et
al., 2021) which cannot give themselves to mere numerical data analysis. Hence, the
listed complexities of the focus areas of this research and the resulting need for
support from diverse data tools called for a case study method as the method is
described as a portrait of the richness of a context or situation (Hitchcock & Hughes,
1995).

Since the study necessitates the investigation of the relationship among
variables, correlational research design was also utilized. As it is the research design
that is generally preferred to examine the connection between constants and in some
cases extrapolate possible outcomes from the collected data (Fraenkel & Wallen,

2006). For this study, the correlational research design was used to delve into the
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relationship between the variables, namely the relationship of teachers’ oral
competency (the independent variable) with their teaching styles (one of the
dependent variables) and with their teaching approaches (the other dependent
variable).
Setting and Participants

For the selection of the context, purposeful sampling where researchers
choose their case according to a criterion for the purpose of the study (Johnson &
Christen, 2014) was preferred. The criterion for this study was to choose a language
school of a university in Tirkiye that can represent the other English language
preparatory schools of other universities in the country including their educational
system, the profile of their teachers, and students. Thus, this state university was
specifically chosen for this study because of the variety in the demographics of the
teachers and the students. Those students and teachers come from different cities and
different educational backgrounds and the fact that it is a state university promotes
its inclusiveness of students from different families in terms of their socioeconomic
status. Its reputation and its physical conditions (offices for teachers, technological
equipment in the classrooms, a refectory, so on and so forth), academic opportunities
(open education faculty, international exchange programs, so on and so forth) appeal
to many teachers, which can as well be the reason for the attention from the students.
The variety resulting from the aforementioned factors presents the school as a model
with a high potential of representativeness of its many counterparts in Turkiye.

This tertiary educational context is one of the oldest and largest state
universities in Tlrkiye. The university’s official language of education is Turkish.
However, at some of its faculties, the instruction is carried a hundred percent in

English, at some faculties it is thirty, and yet in others, it is fully in Turkish. The
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students, to study at fully English-mediated faculties, are obliged to pass an English
language proficiency exam and if they fail, they are to be accepted to the English
language preparatory school. The students, to study at other faculties, can voluntarily
enroll in the school. The school employs approximately 180 English language
teachers and every year nearly 2000 students for its English education program are
accepted.

According to the education and exams regulations document presented on the
school’s website, general English is taught with an integrated program including four
skills (speaking, writing, listening, and reading) and language areas (grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation). At the beginning of the school year, students are
placed into their levels in English and the levels range from starter (Al in the CEFR
terms) to intermediate (B2). At the end of the school year, students are expected to
pass a final exam, the scores of which determine their level of success in completing
the language program in addition to the scores of the midterm exam, the quizzes, the
tasks, and class participation. Following the final exams, students who have
successfully completed the program are obliged to take a proficiency test. The
decision about whether students can continue studying at their departments is made
depending on two factors: their results from the proficiency test and their collected
scores from the midterm and final exams, quizzes, tasks, and classroom participation.
The passing score is reported on the school’s website to be 60, which is again
reported to be equivalent to a 72 total score from TOEFL IBT. 72 total score is
announced by ETS (English Testing Service) as the lowest score for B2 in the CEFR
terms (Papageorgiou et al., 2015). All the students including the ones studying at the
preparatory program voluntarily and the ones whose faculty courses taught fully in

English are supposed to reach the same level of B2 to pass the proficiency exam.
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Currently, Turkish national teachers to be recruited to the positions at
universities are expected to obtain exam results from YDS (a national standardized
language exam) which tests language knowledge and reading comprehension of the
test takers; as well as ALES (a national standardized test) which assesses the
knowledge of Turkish language and basic mathematics skills of the test takers. Both
tests are designed for people who either wish to enroll in universities for their
master’s and Ph.D. studies or want to work as teachers at universities in Tlrkiye. In
addition to exam results, teachers’ GPAs are taken into consideration when
applicants are listed for the teaching position. Moreover, a face-to-face interview or a
written exam is also a requirement. Their performance in these exams is another
factor in the recruitment decision (T. C. Cumhurbaskanhgi, 2018). With the new
regulations imposed in 2018, one other requirement is to hold at least a master’s
degree with a thesis in a relevant area.

The sampling of the participants for this study was on a voluntary basis. All
teachers in the school were approached and 90 teachers voluntarily answered the
questionnaire. Their personal information is categorized and summarized in Table 1.
Table 1

Personal Information

Characteristics n %

Gender

Male 28 31.1

Female 62 68.9
Age

26-30 2 2.2

31-35 24 26.7

36-40 23 25.6

41-45 23 25.6

46-50 12 13.3

51+ 6 6.7
Years of Experience

6-10 years 12 13.3

11-15 years 17 18.9
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Characteristics n %

16-20 years 31 34.4

21+ years 30 33.3
Undergraduate Fields of Study

Teaching English as a Foreign Language 67 74.4

English Language and Literature 9 10.0

American Culture and Literature 7 7.8

English Translation and Interpreting 4 4.4

English Linguistics 3 3.3
Master’s Degree

Teaching English as a Foreign Language 35 38.9

Other fields 38 42.2

None 17 18.9
Ph.D. Degree

Teaching English as a Foreign Language 1 1.1

Other fields 11 12.2

None 78 86.7
At least one other language spoken

Elementary and higher level 27 30.0

Others 63 70.0

As can be observed in the table, the participants vary in terms of gender, age,

years of teaching experience, the undergraduate field of study. They also differ in

terms of whether they hold a graduate degree and whether they speak any other

foreign languages at the elementary or higher level.

Following the questionnaire, 11 teachers participated in one-to-one

interviews voluntarily. Their personal information is demonstrated in Table 2.

Table 2

Personal Information

Characteristics n %

Gender

Male 5 45.5

Female 6 54.5
Age

26-30 1 9.1

31-35 6 54.5

36-40 1 9.1

41-45 3 27.3
Years of Experience

6-10 years 5 455

11-15 years 2 18.2

16-20 years 3 27.3
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Characteristics n %

21+ years 1 9.1
Undergraduate Fields of Study

Teaching English as a Foreign Language 9 81.8

English Language and Literature 1 9.1

American Culture and Literature 1 9.1
Master’s Degree

Teaching English as a Foreign Language 3 27.3

Other fields 2 18.2

None 6 54.5
Ph.D. Degree

Teaching English as a Foreign Language - -

Other fields 1 9.1

None 10 90.9
At least one other language spoken

Elementary and higher level 5 45.5

Others 6 54.5

As can be observed in the tables above, the participants of the interview
varied in terms of gender, years of teaching experience, and other languages spoken.
However, the majority falls in the age range of 31-35, graduated from ELT
departments holding no Ph.D. degree.

Method of Data Collection

To collect data, a questionnaire with different parts, a self-report data
collection tool as suggested by Johnson and Christensen (2014), was utilized for the
non-native English-speaking teachers to reflect on their oral competency in English,
teaching styles, and approaches. A questionnaire is selected as the data collection
tool for the purpose of learning about the characteristics of a group (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2006), so it was used for a similar purpose in this study.

Following the questionnaire, the interview protocol was conducted with some
of those teachers who volunteered to provide the researcher with better insights into
their oral competency, teaching styles, and teaching approaches. Qualitative
interviews, which are often preferred by quantitative researchers to support their data

with more in-depth insights, help investigate beliefs, thoughts, knowledge,
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motivation, and so on and so forth (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). Also, as
interviews enable access to the inner world, they have the potential to offer
invaluable information about complex constructs like competency and teaching.

Both the questionnaire and the interview protocol were conducted on a
voluntary basis and the data collection process started after receiving the approval of
Bilkent University’s ethics committee and of the institution where the research was
carried out. Following the approvals, the principal of the preparatory school was
contacted to send an invitation and the link for the questionnaire to the teachers via
an e-mail. The invitation e-mail briefly explained the purpose of the study, gave
information about the researcher, and included a google forms link to the
questionnaire.

The google forms document led to a message to the participants from the
researcher (Appendix A). It informed the participants about the research by
providing details about the research institution, the researcher, and the aim of the
study. It also notified them about the number of questions and the time to be spent on
the questionnaire. Moreover, the informed consent form communicated the
confidentiality measures taken by the researcher. The participants were assured of
the anonymity of their identity and their institution, the fact that the data would be
kept on a computer under a password, and that the data would be shared only for
scientific purposes at related conventions. They were also informed that their rights
at the workplace would not be affected by the collected data, they could leave
anytime and if they were interested in learning about the results, they would be
contacted.

An invitation for the interview protocols to be conducted following the

questionnaire was attached at the end of the questionnaire. Similar to the
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questionnaire, the informed consent of the interviewees was sought at the beginning
of the interview protocol, information about the goal of the study was reminded to
the teachers, and the anonymity of their identity and their institution was assured.
The Questionnaire

The questionnaire (Appendix B) consisted of two parts. The first part was
about the demographics of the teachers, the second part was a combination of sets of
questions. Part 2.1 (Appendix C) was created based on the CEFR self-assessment
grid to delve into teachers’ oral competency accompanying oral comprehension, oral
production, and oral interaction in relation to research question 1. Part 2.2 (Appendix
D) was an inventory developed by Grasha (2002) and used in this study to learn
about teachers’ teaching styles to answer research question 2. Part 2.3 (Appendix E)
was an inventory created by (Trigwell et al., 2005) to investigate the approaches to
teaching at tertiary level education, which was used for research question 3. The
focus of the questions asked in the questionnaire can be seen in Table 3.
Table 3

Focus of the Questions

Sections n
Personal information 8
Oral competency 24
Teaching Styles 40
Teaching Approaches 22
Total 94

As can be seen in Table 3, there were 94 items in total in the questionnaire
and it took roughly 20-30 minutes to answer. None of its parts was translated into the
participants’ first language because translation requires a lot of resources to be spent
on the process and even though the process is managed conscientiously, the risk of
meaning losses is difficult to avoid (Do6rnyei & Taguchi, 2009). In addition, because

the participants were teachers of English and had been recruited on the basis of their
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proficiency in English in the first place, the items of the questionnaire were assumed
to be comprehended with ease by the teachers. Hence, instead of translation, the
questionnaire was piloted to check if the items perform the job that they were created
for as advised by Dérnyei and Taguchi (2009).

The first part of the questionnaire was designed to learn some personal
information about the participants and consisted of 8 items. The information
collected in this part was about the teachers’ gender, age, years of teaching
experience, the undergraduate field of study, and whether they hold a postgraduate
degree. In addition, if they speak other languages and their perceived level of
proficiency in that language were inquired. All the questions are multiple-choice
questions, and some have “other” option in case there are options not included in the
list of options, which can lower the quality of the questionnaire (Anderson &
Arsenault, 1998).

Section 2.1 of the questionnaire (Appendix C) was created by the researcher
based on the self-assessment grid provided by the Council of Europe as part of the
Common European Framework (Council of Europe, 2020). The updated version of
the self-assessment grid includes reception, production, interaction, and mediation
sections. Under reception, oral comprehension, reading comprehension; under
production, oral and written production; under interaction, oral interaction, written
and online interaction; under mediation, mediating a text, concepts and
communication are listed. For the purposes of this study, the language-related acts
about oral competency including oral comprehension, oral production, and oral
interaction sections were included in the questionnaire. The choice of including only
the oral competency areas and using the self-assessment grid of the CEFR was made

to improve the reliability of the tool in line with suggestions made by the literature.
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Firstly, because the focus of self-assessment should be constrained to a more limited
area questioned with can-do statements (Council of Europe, 2001; Brown et al.,
2014) instead of focusing on the whole language proficiency only the parts related to
oral competency were included and the can-do statements of the CEFR’s self-
assessment grid were used. Also, the CEFR self-assessment grid was chosen because
the teachers in this study are familiar with it, which is important as being unfamiliar
with the tool can result in less reliable outcomes (Council of Europe, 2001). Lastly,
the identity of the participants was kept confidential so that they could feel relaxed
and not threatened or judged about their answers to the questions as suggested by
Borg and Edmett (2018). This information was explicitly shared with the participants
in the consent form before their participation in the study.

The grid has statements for six levels which range from Al (Breakthrough
Level, the lowest level) to C2 (Mastery Level, the highest level) and for this study
the statements at B2, C1, and C2 levels were included. The reason for including only
these levels is that the teachers are expected to get at least 85 from the national
language exam (YDS) (T. C. Cumhurbaskanligi, 2018). According to the equivalents
table announced by OSYM (Center for assessment, selection and placement), 85 in
YDS corresponds to 102 in TOEFL IBT, which corresponds to C1 in the CEFR.
However, while TOEFL tests four skills (reading, speaking, writing, listening), YDS
is only paper-based and mainly assesses competency in receptive skills, more
specifically in reading rather than language production (Ogrenci Se¢gme ve
Yerlestirme Merkezi, 2021). The questions in YDS examine the knowledge of
vocabulary or grammatical structures, the skills related to translation, reading
comprehension, detecting odd-one-out structures, dialogue completion, and

restatement. Hence, for the purposes of this study and more specifically for the self-
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assessment of oral competency, the B2 level was found to be a better fit as the
starting point.

The can-do statements provided by the self-assessment grid were itemized
and checked with an expert who has a good understating of the CEFR as she had
been trained by the CEFR experts who had written the CEFR and its companion
volume. At first, the statements were broken into sentences with only one focus on a
single construct, as it is advised to have one complete thought in the items of Likert-
type scales (Anderson & Arsenault, 1998). For example, the following item under
the oral interaction category for the C1 level was broken into two items. “I can use
language flexibly and effectively for social and professional purposes.” was turned
into “T can use language flexibly and effectively for social purposes.” and “I can use
language flexibly and effectively for professional purposes.”. At the end of the
process of listing items, the questionnaire consisted of 13 items for oral
comprehension, 12 items for oral production, and 20 items for oral interaction, which
in total adds up to 46 items.

After the revision and review by the expert in the fields of education and the
CEFR, the number of items was reduced to 24 in total by merging some items
together or grouping some under the same sentence stem. For example, the following
two items from the self-assessment grid under the oral comprehension category for
B2 level were merged into one: “I can understand most TV news.” and “I can
understand most current affairs programmes.”. The first reason for the action is TV
news and current affairs programmes are very similar in content and the language to
be comprehended can be very similar. Also, too much reading easily discourages the
respondents (Fraenkel et al., 2012), so to reduce the reading load, the items with very

closely related content were merged into one as “I can understand most TV news and



51

current affairs programmes.”. In addition, some items were grouped under the same
stem to raise the quality of reading for the respondents because it is important that
the items are not too time-consuming but easy to read (Fraenkel et al., 2012). For
example, the previously mentioned items “I can use language flexibly and effectively
for social purposes.” and “I can use language flexibly and effectively for professional
purposes.” use the same sentence stem so they are grouped together as follows:

“I can use language flexibly and effectively

a) for social purposes

b) for professional purposes”

Also, some items were found to be ambiguous, and the ambiguity was
eliminated by either adding up some words or when impossible to make them
clearer, some items were deleted. For example, one item under oral interaction for
C1 Level which is “I can relate my contribution skillfully to others.” was found to be
ambiguous, which needs to be avoided to improve the reliability of the items
(Dornyei & Taguchi, 2009). The revised item was “I can relate my contribution
during a conversation skillfully and meaningfully to others’ contribution.” Lastly, the
item for interaction in C2 Level which is “If I do have a problem, I can backtrack
smoothly that other people are hardly aware of it” was eliminated for two reasons.
Firstly, the word choice could create problems for the respondents since “backtrack”
could be too technical, which reduces the quality of the items (Dérnyei & Taguchi,
2009). Secondly, the reason why it was eliminated rather than made clearer is that
the next item “If I do have a problem, I can restructure around the difficulty so
smoothly that other people are hardly aware of it.” in a way serves the same purpose

as the deleted item did.
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At the end of the revision, the number of items was reduced to 24. For oral
comprehension, there are 6 items: 3 for B2 Level, 2 for C1 Level, and 1 for C2
Level. There are 7 items for oral production but 4 of them have two subcategories
and 1 has 3. 2 items are for B2 Level, 2 items are for B1 Level and 3 items are for C2
Level. For oral interaction, there are 11 items but two of the questions have two
subcategories. 2 items are for B2 Level, 4 items for C1 and 5 for C2 Level. The
distribution of the items is presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Distribution of Items for Oral Competency

Oral Competency Oral Oral Production Oral Interaction
Comprehension
Level B2 Cl1 C2 B2 Cl1 C2 B2 Cl1 (2
n 3 2 1 2 2 3 2 4 5
Total 6 7 11

As can be seen in the table, the questionnaire had 24 items with three
subscales. Five-point Likert scale was preferred which ranges as follows: 1 (never), 2
(seldom), 3 (about half the time), 4 (usually), 5 (always).

Section 2.2 of the questionnaire (Appendix D) is the Teaching Style
Inventory (TSI) developed by Grasha (2002). It is a forty-item questionnaire with a
five-point Likert scale which ranges as follows: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (somewhat
disagree), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), and 5 (strongly agree).
The teaching styles are grouped under five main classes: (1) Expert, (2) Formal
Authority, (3) Personal Model, (4) Facilitator, and (5) Delegator. Each teaching style
has eight items related to teachers’ teaching preferences and the number of items for

each teaching style is shown in Table 5.
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Table 5

Item Numbers of Teaching Style Inventory

Teaching Style Item Numbers
Expert Style 1,6, 11, 16, 21, 26, 31, 36
Formal Authority Style 2,7,12,17, 22,27, 32, 37
Personal Model Style 3, 8,13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38
Facilitator Style 4,9, 14,19, 24, 29, 34, 39
Delegator Style 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40

The reliability coefficient value is reported to be .75 for Expert, 0.80 for
Formal Authority, .66 for Personal Model, 0.84 for Facilitator, .70 for Delegator and
.85 for the whole scale (Grasha, 2002). The scale was previously translated into
Turkish and the reliability coefficient score for the inventory has been reported as .87
and the internal consistency coefficient as .91 (Siiral & Saritas, 2010).

Some of the inventory’s items were adapted to the context of this study as the
inventory was originally created for the use of the teaching of any subject, not
necessarily English. For example, item 3 for Personal Model Style, “What I say and
do models appropriate ways for students to think about issues in the content.” was
rewritten as “What I say and do models appropriate ways for students to think about
learning English.” Since language classes are not delivered in the form of lectures,
the word ‘content’ was specified for reasons of transparency in meaning as ‘learning
English’ which is the overarching content area for language classes. Also, some
items were found difficult to understand by the participants in the pilot study, so
some words were replaced to make the items much clearer. For instance, item 29 for
Facilitator Style, “I solicit student advice about how and what to teach in this
course.” was changed into “I ask for student advice about how and what to teach in
my classes.”

The last section, 2.3 is the Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) (Trigwell

& Prosser, 1996) (Appendix E). The recent version of the inventory (ATI-R)
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(Trigwell et al., 2005) has 22 items with two-factor structures which are Concept
Change/ Student-Focused (CCSF) and Information Transmission/ Teacher-Focused
(ITTF). Itis a five-point Likert-type scale with answers as follows: 1 (only rarely
true for me), 2 (sometimes true for me), 3 (about half the time true for me), 4
(frequently true for me), 5 (almost always true for me). 11 of the items are formed to
measure teacher-oriented approach and the other 11 are for student-oriented
approach (Trigwell et al., 2005). The number of items for each sub-construct is
shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Item Numbers of Approaches to Teaching Inventory

Approach to Teaching Item Numbers
Concept Change/ Student-Focused (CCSF) 3,5,7,8,13, 14,15, 17, 18, 20, 21
Information Transmission/ Teacher-Focused 1,2,4,6,9, 10,11, 12, 16, 19, 22

(ITTF)

The scale has been tested in universities in the UK, the USA, Hong Kong,
and Scandinavia with teachers teaching a range of subjects (Cassidy & Ahmad,
2021). The reported Cronbach’s alpha values for CCSF are .86 and for ITTF, .83
(Trigwell et al., 2005). For Turkiye, the overall Cronbach’s alpha coefficient value is
reported as .81, for ITTF as .93, and for CCSF as .87 (Tezci, 2016).

Since the Approaches to Teaching Inventory was created for the use of
tertiary level education in general, some items are generic so that they can be
inclusive of any tertiary level classes regardless of the field. Thus, some of those
items were adapted for the context of the study. For example, in item 7 for CCSF “I
encourage students to restructure their existing knowledge in terms of the new way
of thinking about the subject that they will develop.”, the word ‘subject’ was
replaced with ‘the language’ since it is what students are trying to develop in

language classes.
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For each sub-section of section 2, Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated
since the value reflects the internal reliability of the items (Gardner, 1995). The
calculation can produce valuable information about the items as internal reliability of
the items shows whether a set of items which are generated for the measurement of
the same outcome are able to produce similar results in the context of the study
(Taber, 2017). The results for three constructs of the study are presented in Table 7.
Table 7

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients of the Questionnaire

Construct Cronbach’s Alpha Values
Oral Competency .97
Oral Comprehension .86
Oral Production .95
Oral Interaction .92
Teaching Styles .92
Expert .69
Formal Authority 74
Personal Model .80
Facilitator .76
Delegator .70
Teaching Approaches .87
ITTF .82
CCSF .84

As can be seen in the table, the results are closer to one which is the highest
value to be obtained in the analysis. Although multiple studies in varying fields
accept different ranges as desirable according to Taber’s analysis (2017), a value
higher than .50 is mostly seen as an acceptable result. Hence, the high values showed
the scales of the questionnaire have internal reliability, which means the items
measuring the same construct agreed with each other in producing similar results in
the context of this study.

The Interviews
The semi-structured interviews (Appendix G) with volunteering teachers

followed the questionnaire to further explore teachers’ oral competency, teaching
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styles, and teaching approaches. Semi-structured interviews, in which the topics have
a less tight format, were used because they allow customization with the
individualized probes following the questions (Roulston & Choi, 2018). The purpose
is to collect insightful data which can help interpret the quantitative data collected
from the questionnaires and semi-structured interviews can enable a more
individualized inquiry and hence more individualized data in the end.

The interview questions were piloted to check their ability to produce
meaningful answers to the research questions as recommended (Roulston & Choi,
2018). After the pilot study, follow-up questions were added to questions 6 and 8
which are about the teaching styles and approaches. The follow-up questions were
about the factors affecting their choice of the regarded areas and changes in their way
of teaching depending on the teaching content. Those follow-up questions were
added because they were mentioned by both participants in the pilot study and
because they produced insightful details about the matter.

Interviews were conducted face-to-face in English and before the interview,
their consent was sought after necessary information about the interview was
provided to the participants in the consent letter (Appendix F). Although the
interview was conducted in English, as it is advised, to provide participants with a
means of articulation that they feel comfortable with (Roulston & Choi, 2018), they
were allowed to code-switch between languages.

11 teachers participated in the interview protocol. Each interview roughly
lasted 30-40 minutes on average. The sessions were recorded and transcribed later on

and the transcriptions produced 73.625 words in total.
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The Pilot Study

Before implementing the questionnaire and conducting the interview, the
questions were piloted as they offer opportunities to remedy any problems related to
the questions and the procedure (Fraenkel et al., 2012). 30 teachers working at
similar state universities in Turkiye answered the questions in the questionnaire and
provided feedback regarding the clarity of the items and the time spent answering. At
the end of the study, it was understood that answering the questionnaire took at least
15 minutes. Also, some items were fine-tuned for clarity according to the
participants’ feedback.

Two teachers who work at a state university in Turkiye participated in the
piloting process of the interviews. Both interviews took between 30-40 minutes. The
questions were mostly found to be clear enough. At the end of the pilot, some
follow-up questions were added to some of the original interview questions. Minor
changes to the questions in the questionnaire and the interview were done as
discussed in the previous section.

Method of Data Analysis
The Questionnaire

After the data from the questionnaires were collected, Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS 22.0) was used for the analysis of the data. Before analyzing
the data from the questionnaires, firstly, Cronbach’s alpha value was calculated for
the questionnaire to see the consistency of scores in the context of the study.
Secondly, to understand the oral competency of teachers, their teaching styles, and
teaching approaches, in other words, to answer research questions 1, 2, and 3,

descriptive statistics procedures were adopted.
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In addition, the personal information of the participants was used as
categories to present more meaningful data regarding the first three research
questions. Hence, the teachers’ self-assessed oral competency, teaching styles, and
teaching approaches were further analyzed to identify possible significant differences
between or among different groups of categorical variables such as (i) gender, (ii)
age, (iii) years of teaching experience, (iv) field of the undergraduate degree, (v)
field of the graduate degree, (vi) whether other foreign languages are spoken. For
five of the categorical variables, independent samples t-tests and Mann Whitney U
tests were conducted for each. However, only for the years of teaching experience,
One-way ANOVA and Kruskal Wallis tests were used because the answers about the
years of teaching experience category produced three main groups for the
classification of the participants. In other words, there were three levels in the
categorical variable of years of teaching experience.

Thirdly, to examine the statistical relationship between the self-assessed oral
competency and the teaching styles; and the teaching approaches in relation to
research question 4, Multiple Pearson Correlation analysis was utilized. The self-
assessed oral competency operated as the dependent variable whereas the teaching
style and teaching approach performed as two separate independent variables.

Underlying assumptions were checked before choosing the right tool to use
for the analysis since the cases where assumptions are violated cause a negative
effect on Type | and Type Il errors (Osborne & Waters, 2002). Firstly, for most of
the statistical procedures, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of
variances are required to be checked (Hayes & Cai, 2007). One way of checking
normality is running descriptive statistics to check kurtosis and skewness (Garson,

2012). Based on descriptive analysis of Kurtosis and skewness, and Shapiro-Wilk
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test of normality, which is among the best tests to use when checking the normality

(Aslam, 2021), the researcher decided which parametric and non-parametric tests to

use as shown in Table 8.
Table 8

Tests Used for Dependent Variables

Dependent variables

Tests used

Oral Competency
Oral Comprehension
Oral Production

Oral Interaction

Expert Style

Formal Authority Style
Personal Model Style
Facilitator Style

Delegator Style

ITTF (Information Transmission Teacher-

Non-parametric tests (Mann
Whitney U & Kruskal Wallis)
Non-parametric tests (Mann
Whitney U & Kruskal Wallis)
Non-parametric tests (Mann
Whitney U & Kruskal Wallis)
Non-parametric tests (Mann
Whitney U & Kruskal Wallis)

Parametric tests (One-sample T-
test & ANOVA)

Parametric tests (One-sample T-
test & ANOVA)
Non-parametric tests (Mann
Whitney U & Kruskal Wallis)
Parametric tests (One-sample T-
test & ANOVA)

Parametric tests (One-sample T-
test & ANOVA)

Parametric tests (One-sample T-

Focused) test & ANOVA)
CCSF (Conceptual Change Student-Focused) Parametric tests (One-sample T-
test & ANOVA)

As presented in the table, for five of the dependent variables, non-parametric

tests were used because the assumption of normality was not met according to results

obtained from the Shapiro-Wilk test. For years of teaching experience categorical

variable because that category had three groups while Kruskal Wallis test was used,

for the remaining categorical variables because those categories had two groups,

Mann Whitney test was used.
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As to check homogeneity of variances, the most popular test used is Levene’s
test (Garson, 2012). When the test produces a p-value higher than .05, it is assumed
that the variances have homogeneity. In this study, before the t-test and ANOVA
analyses, Levene’s test results were checked, and p values were mostly observed to
be higher than .05. There were few cases in t-tests where the value was lower than
.05, then the second row, which shows the values to be used in such cases, was used.
For ANOVA analyses, all the tests which required a post-hoc test met the assumption
of equal variances, hence Tukey’s post-hoc test was chosen because it can work
better when there are equal variances (Ruxton & Beauchamp, 2008).

For Pearson correlation analysis the assumptions to be met are (1) data from a
random or representative sample, (2) continuous and normally distributed variables
with linear relationship, (3) no relevant outliers (Schober, Boer & Schwarte, 2018).
In this study, before the analysis was conducted, normality was checked with
Skewness and Kurtosis values. Scatterplots can be used to check non-linearity
between variables (Garson, 2012), so they were used to establish linearity between
the variables in this study. For outliers, boxplots were used to check outliers because
they can work well to detect outliers in data (Sim, Gan & Chang, 2005). At the end
of the examinations, it was found that all the assumptions were met to be able to do a
Pearson correlation analysis. The analyses used and the assumptions checked are
demonstrated in Table 9.

Table 9

Statistical Analyses and Assumptions

Research Question Analyses Assumptions
RQ1, 23 Descriptive Statistics
RQ1.1,21,31 Independent Samples T- Normality, Equality of
test, One-way ANOVA Variances
RQ4.1,4.ii Multiple Pearson Normality, Linearity,

Correlation Analysis Outliers
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As the table shows, both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to
analyze data. Before applying any tests, the necessary assumptions were checked to
assure the conditions were met to use them.

The Interviews

For the data collected from the interviews, after the recordings of the sessions
were transcribed, content analysis was applied to analyze the data. The data was
collected through the questions which are based on a self-assessment grid and
inventories. Hence, a deductive approach when analyzing the content was adopted
since it is used when there is a theory or model, and its focus starts from general and
shifts to specific (Elo & Kyngés, 2008).

The analysis of the qualitative data was conducted in line with the sequential
process suggested by Dey (1993). The process starts with data collected from the
participants and then continues by describing the context-dependent meanings that
guide the later steps of the process. To illustrate, in the context of this study, the
CEFR being one of the frameworks of the study and the participants who work as
EFL teachers led the way when making sense of the concepts. Oral competency,
hence, referred to EFL teachers’ overall capabilities in comprehending oral input,
producing oral outcomes, and interacting with others orally in English. Once the
meanings are made clear, the classification stage where data would be navigated
through the meaning blocks takes place. Table 10 shows a map of concepts provided
by the framework which were used as categories in the classification stage.

Table 10

Priori List for Oral Competency

Main Categories of Sub-category One Sub-category Two
Oral Competency
1. Oral 1.1.General Comments -

Comprehension 1.2.Announcements -
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Main Categories of
Oral Competency

Sub-category One

Sub-category Two

1.3.Media 1.3.1. Live Events
1.3.2. Recorded Content
1.33. TV
1.3.4. Movie
1.3.5. Radio
1.3.6. Music
1.3.7. Theatre Plays
1.4.Listening for Different 1.4.1. Gist
Purposes 1.4.2. Details
1.4.3. Specific
Information
1.4.4. Implications
1.5.Lectures & Meetings -
1.6.0verheard & Informal Talks -
2. Oral 2.1.General Comments -
Production 2.2.Addressing Audiences 2.2.1. Announcements
2.2.2. Lectures
2.2.3. Meetings
2.2.4. Presentations
2.3.Experience Sharing -
2.4.Putting a Case c
2.5.Entertainment -
2.6.After Rehearsals & -
Preparation
2.7.Spontaneous -
3. Oral 3.1.General Comments -
Interaction 3.2.Formal Conversations 3.2.1. Negotiation
3.2.2. Interviews
3.2.3. Debates
3.3.Informal & Casual Talks -
3.4.Co-planning -
3.5.Transaction of Goods -
3.6.Different Interlocutors 3.6.1. Students
3.6.2. Native Speakers
3.6.3. Non-native
Speakers

As can be seen in the table, the framework of oral competency had already

suggested (1) oral comprehension, (2) oral production, and (3) oral interaction as the

main categories. In addition, there were further sub-categories produced from the

framework, for example, (1) ‘oral comprehension’ is the main category and (1.3)

‘media’ is one sub-category which emphasizes the ability to make sense of oral input

in the form of media. ‘Media’, then, is further divided into (1.3.1) ‘live events’,



(1.3.2) ‘recorded content’, (1.3.3) ‘TV’, (1.3.4) ‘movie’, (1.3.5) ‘radio’, (1.3.6)
‘music’, and (1.3.7) ‘theatre plays’. The first round of analysis was carried out with
the priori list in Table 10 once codes were assigned to each category and sub-
category to ease the data analysis process. A sample of analysis of the responses
about oral comprehension with the priori list 1s shown in Table 11.

Table 11

Sample of Analysis with the Priori List of Oral Comprehension

Responses Codes

myself as a very competent listener when it comes to oral comprehension.

public announcements... even if I do not understand everything, ...

... when I listen for the main idea or for the details, info, etc.

... for lectures, I can say because I was familiar with the content ...

Movies can be sometimes, uh, problematic, especially if I'm not familiar ...

Iy

if it's an overheard conversation, I don't know, it's something less formal ..

Note. G=General, ANN=Announcements, L. D PURP DTL=Listening for Different
Purposes (Details), LCTR=Lecture, MED MVIE=Media (Movie), OVRH=
Overheard Conversations.

As shown 1in the table, the list worked well when classifying data with the
codes assigned for each category and subcategory suggested by the framework. For
example, (1.4) ‘listening for different purposes’ is a subcategory of (1) oral
comprehension and (1.4.2) listening for details was a subcategory of listening for
different purposes. Hence, the code assigned, which was ‘.. D PURP DTL’, made
reference to those subcategories.

Once the first round of analysis was completed, the researcher stated to
mnterpret data and go into detail as suggested (Patton, 2002). When attempting at a

more detailed analysis, two main sources directed the process. Firstly, research
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questions proposed another criterion added to the categories since research questions
should always serve as a compass when analyzing (Maxwell, 2013). Hence, to show
participants’ perception of their competency, subcategories were added which were:
high, challenged, varies, improved, and worsening. The new subcategories were
applied to all responses about oral comprehension, oral production, and oral
interaction to answer the research questions. Hence, the second round of analysis was
carried out in reference to the research questions.

In addition, the data necessitated further analysis as layers of content are
likely to be added to the data derived from the specific context of the study
depending on the researcher’s interpretation (Babbie, 2010; Kibiswa, 2019). As a
result, new subcategories emerged, and they were added depending on the patterns
observed in the participants’ answers since their answers mentioned reasons,
conditions, evidence and study skills and strategies in relation to their perceived oral
competencies. Thus, the third round of analysis was carried out with the new
addition to the list of subcategories. The emerging categories after the second and
third rounds of analysis are shown in Table 12.

Table 12

Emerging List of Categories for Oral Competency

Round of Analysis Emerging Categories Used
Second Round of Analysis Perception of Their Oral Competency
High
Challenged
Varies
Improved
Worsening

Third Round of Analysis Reason
Condition
Evidence
Study Skills & Strategies
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As given in the table, the second round of analysis was carried out with
subcategory of ‘the perception of their oral competency’ and the third round of
analysis was completed with a list of subcategories which included ‘reason’,
‘condition’, ‘evidence’ and ‘study skills & strategies’. All these subcategories were
applied when analyzing the answers related to oral comprehension, oral production,
and oral interaction.

Then, the list used in the third round of analysis was further enhanced based
on the commonalities in the participants’ answers and the interpretations by the
researcher. In other words, there were frequent answers that were given in relation to
the following subcategories: ‘reason’, ‘condition’, ‘evidence’ and ‘study skills &
strategies’. For example, ‘unfamiliar accent” was repeatedly shown as a reason for
challenges faced in oral comprehension. Hence, with these further additions, another
round of analysis, the fourth round, was completed according to the emerging
patterns in the answers.

In the end, all the further sub-categories, each with an assigned code, were
applied to all the answers related to oral competencies. One example of the list
shows the reasons given for the movie sub-category in Table 13.

Table 13

Emerging Categories and Codes for the Sub-category ‘Movie’ (Sample)

Codes in Third Round Categories in Fourth Round  Codes in Fourth Round
MED_MVIE_H_REA Possible to rewind RWND
MED_MVIE_H_REA Familiarity with the plot FMLR_PLOT
MED_MVIE_H_REA Contextual Clues CNTX_CL
MED_MVIE_CHL_REA Unfamiliar Content UNF_CN
MED MVIE CHL REA Unfamiliar Accent UNF ACC

Note. MED=Media, MVIE=Movie, H=High, CHL=Challenged, REA=Reason
As can be seen in the table, there were some reasons for high competency in

oral comprehension in relation to media in the form of movies as well as challenges
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faced. One example of coding the data about oral comprehension is given in Table
14.
Table 14
Sample of Analysis with Emerging Categories for Oral Comprehension
Yes, actually changes, so | have some reasons for that actually, for example,
if you remember, the guy, I watched the TV series “Afterlife” and I couldn't
understand anything without subtitles, not even a sentence, but for that | have my
reasons ... for example, their accent was very different, so I couldn't understand it.

there was a lot of black humor and I'm not familiar with that... but it changes...

Last week | watched 2 movies, for example, The Truman Show and Forrest Gump
and everything was great, | didn't need any subtitles, I just watched, and |

understood everything.

Codes in Third Round Categories in Fourth Round  Codes in Fourth Round
1. MED_TV_CHLNG_EVI
2. MED_TV_CHLNG_COND Accent & No Subtitles ACCNT & N_SUBT
3. MED_TV_CHLNG_COND  Unfamiliar Content & No UNF_CN & N_SBT
Subtitles

4. MED MVIE H EVI
Note. MED=Media, MVIE=Movie, H=High, CHL=Challenged, EVI=Evidence,

COND=Condition

As can be observed in the table, both the categories derived from the
framework and emerged from the research questions as well as the researcher’s
interpretations were used for the analysis. A similar procedure was followed for the
data about teaching styles and teaching approaches inventories. The first round of
analysis was done with the priori lists for teaching style (Appendix H) and teaching
approaches (Appendix 1) provided by the frameworks. Further rounds were

conducted with the categories emerged from the data (Appendix J).
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Participants were also asked about the relationship between their oral
competency and teaching styles, and between their oral competency and teaching
approaches. For the data analysis related to this question, a different approach was
adopted since there was no framework for the relationships. Hence, there were only
categories emerging from the participants’ answers, which are shown in Table 15.
Table 15

List of Categories Emerged from the Data for the Relationship

Level of Categories Categories Emerged
Main category Oral Competency & Teaching Styles
Oral Competency & Teaching Approaches
Sub-categories in First Round Relationship
No relationship
Not sure
Sub-categories in Second Round Reason
Evidence

As the table suggests, first the teachers’ answers were categorized according
to their thoughts about the relationship. Then, reasons or evidence they provide were
categorized accordingly. Also, further sub-categories were added depending on the
details they give about the relationship.

The final step of data analysis requires measures taken to ensure the
trustworthiness of the analysis. Hence, the analysis was peer-checked later on to
improve its reliability of the analysis as suggested by Johnson and Christensen
(2014). The first meeting was held after the first round of analysis was completed
according to the categories and codes suggested by the frameworks. At the end of the
meeting, a possible list of additional categories for the second and third round of
analyses was agreed on. The second meeting was held after the second and third

rounds of analyses were carried out. In order to eliminate discrepancies in the
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analyses, some confusing comments were classified together. In the end, it was made

sure the codes and categories assigned to the comments matched.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the data analysis are provided with reference to
the research questions by accounting for both quantitative and qualitative data. The
questionnaire was used to learn about oral competency, teaching style, and teaching
approach, and the data collected were analyzed under those sections. In addition, the
interview data was used for further investigation of the three constructs, and the
results collected from the interviews are shared in the following sections after the
presentation of the data from the questionnaire. Lastly, the analysis of the
relationship between constructs is explained with the findings from the statistical
analysis and from the interviews.

Self-Assessed Oral Competency

The first research question delves into the EFL teachers’ self-assessed oral
competencies in relation to oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction.
To answer this question, the teachers’ answers to the questionnaire were analyzed
along with the interview data collected from the participants. The numerical data
collected from the questionnaire was further investigated to pinpoint any significant
differences among the teachers regarding the following categories: (i) gender, (ii)
age, (iii) years of teaching experience, (iv) field of the undergraduate degree, (v)
field of the graduate degree, (vi) whether other foreign languages are spoken.
Findings from the Questionnaire

For oral competency, the can-do descriptions from the CEFR self-assessment

grid were itemized. The range of answers for each item in this section is as follows: 5
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(always), 4 (usually), 3 (about half the time), 2 (seldom), and 1 (never). There are 24
items for the overall oral competency which include 6 items for oral comprehension,
7 items for oral production, and 11 items for oral interaction subscales. Descriptive
statistics was used to analyze the mean and standard deviation scores for the items.
Firstly, the mean and standard deviation scores were calculated for the overall oral
competency and then they were calculated for the items of the three subscales which
are oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction. The results are
presented in Table 16.

Table 16

Descriptive Statistics for Oral Competency (N=90)

Construct M SD

Oral Competency 4.35 0.44
Oral Comprehension 4.38 0.49
Oral Production 4.37 0.48
Oral Interaction 4.30 0.47

The results of the descriptive analysis indicated that overall teachers perceive
their oral competence to be high with a mean of 4.35 (SD =0.44) out of 5. The low
score of standard deviation demonstrated there was an agreement among the teachers
in terms of their self-assessment of oral competence. From the subscales of oral
competency, the oral comprehension subscale had the highest mean of 4.38 (SD =
0.49), whereas oral production was a close second with a mean of 4.37 (SD =0.48).
The oral interaction subscale received the lowest mean score of 4.30 (SD =0.47). The
results represented that when it comes to understanding and producing utterances, the
participants assessed their performance to be better than their performance during
their engagement in a reciprocal action either as a speaker or listener.

The results were further analysed to see if there is a statistically significant

difference among different groups of participants. For this purpose, as the normality
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assumption for oral competency was not met, non-parametric tests were used to see
possible significant differences among groups. The Mann Whitney U test results are
presented in Table 17.

Table 17

Mann Whitney U Test Results for Oral Competency

Groups n Mean Sum of Ranks U p
Rank

Gender

Male 28 52.29 1464.00

Female 62 42.44 2631.00 078000 .09
Age

26-40 49 45.88 2248.00

986.000 .881

41+ 41 45.05 1847.00
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 42.19 2826.50

548.500 .040

Others 23 55.15 1268.50
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 32.59 1140.50

None 38 41.07 156050  °10.500 .088
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 54.26 1465.00

Others 63 4175 263000 04000 037

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As presented in the table, the results showed significant differences in the
groups of two categorical variables which are undergraduate field of study and
whether at least another foreign language is spoken at elementary or higher levels.
The teacher who graduated from the ELT department (M =4.30, SD =0.45) rated
their oral competency significantly lower than the ones graduated from other
departments (M =4.52, SD =0.36); (U =678.000, p =.040). In addition, the teachers
who know at least another foreign language at elementary or higher levels (M =4.49,

SD =0.45) rated their oral competency higher than the ones who do not speak another
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foreign language at least at elementary level (M =4.29, SD =0.43); (U =614.000, p
=.037).

A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to check if there are any significant
differences among three groups of the years of teaching experience. The results,
however, suggested the three different experience groups did not rate their oral
competency significantly different from each other (x?(2) =.839, p =.657).

The first subscale of oral competency was the oral comprehension subscale
with six items that describe three levels of competency based on the CEFR. The first
three items were listed at B2 Level, the next two items were at C1 Level, and the last
item was at C2 Level. For each item, the mean and standard deviation scores are
presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Oral Comprehension Subscale of Oral Competency (N=90)

Item Description M SD
1. I can understand extended talk and lectures and follow even complex 4.60 0.54
lines of argument provided the topic is reasonably familiar. (B2)
2. | can understand most TV news and current affairs programs. (B2) 444 0.62
3. | can understand the majority of films in standard language. (B2) 458 0.60
4. | can understand extended talk even when it is not clearly structured 417 0.69
and when relationships are only implied and not signalled explicitly. (C1)
5. I can understand television programmes and films without too much 439 0.65
effort. (C1)
6. | have no difficulty in understanding any kind of oral language liveor  4.11 0.69

broadcast even when delivered at fast natural speed, provided time to get
familiar with the accent. (C2)

The mean scores displayed in the table ranged from 4.11 (SD =0.69) to 4.60

(SD =0.54) out of 5, which suggested that the teachers assessed their comprehension
to be more than average. For the items in B2 level, the teachers assessed their level

of comprehension as higher when they are to understand complex arguments related
to familiar topics (M =4.60, SD =0.54), films when they are in the standard language

(M =4.58, SD =0.60), TV shows, and current affairs programs in general (M =4.44,
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SD =0.62). For the items in C1 Level, the mean scores were lower. However, the
answers to the first question in C1 Level demonstrated that the teachers could
understand the films and programmes without too much struggle (M =4.39, SD
=0.65), which showed higher results than when they are to understand less structured
talks with the ideas lacking clear relationships (M =4.17, SD =0.69). The scores for
the last item generated for C2 Level suggested that teachers perceived their
comprehension level to be comparatively lower when the content is delivered at a
faster speed with an accent that requires time to get used to (M =4.11, SD =0.69).
Further analysis was conducted to see the differences among the groups. As
the normality of the data was not met, Mann Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests
were used. The Mann Whitney U test results are shown in Table 19.
Table 19

Mann Whitney U Test Results for Oral Comprehension

Groups n Mean Sum of U p
Rank Ranks

Gender

Male 28 53.48 1494.50

Female 62 4244 59750 004000 .049
Age

26-40 49 47.96 2350.00

41+ 41 42.56 1745.00 864.000 324
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 42.72 2862.50

Others 23 5359 123250 284500 .035
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 32.03 1121.00

None 38 4158 1580.00 491000 052
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 54.74 1478.00

Others 63 41.54 2617.00 601.000 027

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.
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As can be seen in the table, age, gender, or field of master’s degree did not
play a role when it comes to oral comprehension. However, the teachers with a BA
degree in ELT (M =4.33, SD =0.50) showed significantly lower scores in the
comprehension subscale than the ones who graduated from other departments (M
=4.54, SD =0.41); (U =584.500, p =.035). This might mean that the teachers with BA
degrees related to teaching found themselves less competent in making sense of oral
input. Also, the ones who spoke at least another foreign language at elementary or
higher levels (M =4.55, SD =0.43) showed a significant difference from the others,
which meant the former had significantly higher scores than the latter (M =4.31, SD
=0.49) in comprehension subscale (U =601.000, p =.027). This showed that the
teachers who can speak another language at a certain level perceived their
performance in oral comprehension better than the one who do not speak other
languages.

For the other categorical variable, namely years of experience, a Kruskal-
Wallis test was conducted. The results, however, suggested no statistically
significant difference among the means of the groups (x2(2) =.983, p =.612).

The second subscale of the oral competency was oral production with seven
items but five of the items had sub-categories giving details about the conditions
related to the actions. The first two items were iterated for B2 Level, the third item
with three sub-categories was for C1 Level, and the last four items were for C2
Level. For each item, the mean and standard deviation scores are displayed in Table

20.
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Table 20

Oral Production Subscale of Oral Competency (N=90)

Item Description M SD

7. 1 can present clear and detailed descriptions on a wide range of subjects  4.50 0.55
related to my field of interest. (B2)

8. | can explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and 456 0.58
disadvantages of various opinions. (B2)

9. I can present clear descriptions of complex subjects... (C1)

a) integrating sub-themes. 430 0.61

b) developing particular points. 4.24 0.66

c) rounding off with an appropriate conclusion. 433 0.67
10. I can present a clear argument... (C2)

a) in astyle appropriate to the context. 4.24 0.69

b) with an effective logical structure that helps the recipient notice and 4.39 0.67
remember significant points.
11. I can present a smoothly flowing argument... (C2)
a) in astyle appropriate to the context. 4.24 0.68
b) with an effective logical structure that helps the recipient notice and 4.43 0.60
remember significant points.
12. | can present a clear description... (C2)
a) in astyle appropriate to the context. 4.40 0.60
b) with an effective logical structure that helps the recipient notice and 4.43 0.58
remember significant points.
13. | can present a smoothly flowing description... (C2)
a) in astyle appropriate to the context. 4.36 0.59
b) with an effective logical structure that helps the recipient notice and 4.41 0.60
remember significant points.

As the findings suggested, teachers scored their oral production higher than
average in all three levels. The highest mean scores fell into the group of items stated
for B2 Level. The answers indicated that teachers could produce speech related to
their interest (M =4.50, SD =0.55) by explaining the advantages and disadvantages
related to the subject, which had the highest mean score (M =4.56, SD =0.58). The
results mean that teachers feel most competent when talking about familiar topics
and when they have to expand on the negative and positive sides of subjects. The
item in C1 Level about presenting their opinions clearly about difficult subjects with
supporting ideas received the lowest score with a mean of 4.24 (SD =0.66), which

showed teachers struggle more when they need to support their ideas about complex
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subjects with clarity. The other lowest scores landed on two items in C2 Level with
the same mean of 4.24, which are about giving clear (SD =0.69) and smoothly
flowing arguments (SD =0.68) both in an appropriate style. This result showed that
teachers felt their performance is poorer when defending their stance about a topic in
a way that is accurate to the context.

The results were investigated across different categories of the participants to
see if there was any statistically significant difference among the participants’ oral
production scores. T-test analysis was used to calculate the difference as shown in
Table 21.

Table 21

Mann Whitney U Test Results for Oral Production

Groups n Mean Sum of U p
Rank Ranks

Gender

Male 28 52.79 1478.00

Female 62 4221 261700 004000 .074
Age

26-40 49 43.96 2155.00

41+ 41 47.32 1940.00 930.000 544
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 42.11 2821.50

Others 23 55.37 1273.50 543500 035
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 33.86 1185.00

None 38 3989 151600 02000 222
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 52.74 1424.00

Others 63 42.40 2671.00 655.000 .084

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be seen in the table, gender or age categories did not result in
significant statistical differences and the variable categories related to language and

master’s degree did not show any difference, either. However, oral production mean
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scores showed a statistically significant difference between the two groups related to
the undergraduate field of study (U =543.500, p =.035). The ones who had BA
degrees in ELT (M =4.31, SD =0.50) seem to perceive their ability to produce oral
output lower than the ones who have BA degrees in other departments (M =4.56, SD
=0.39).

For the years of experience category, a Kruskal-Wallis test was used to
identify any possible differences among the groups when it comes to oral production.
According to the results, no statistically significant difference was observed in oral
production among the groups related to years of experience (x?(2) =.357, p =.836).

The last sub-scale of oral competency was oral interaction with 11 items. The
first two items were specified for B2 Level but one of them had two sub-categories
defining some details about the conditions. The next four items were listed for C1
Level with one of them including two sub-categories. The last five items were
described for C2 Level. The mean and standard deviation scores for each item are
provided in Table 22.

Table 22

Oral Interaction Subscale of Oral Competency (N=90)

Item Description M SD

14. 1 can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes 4.24 0.66
regular interaction with users of the target language quite possible. (B2)
15. I can take an active part in discussion in familiar contexts... (B2)

a) accounting for my views. 4.44 0.62

b) sustaining my views. 4.24 0.69
16. | can express myself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious  4.34 0.58
searching for expressions. (C1)
17. 1 can use language flexibly and effectively... (C1)

a) for social purposes. 452 0.59

b) for professional purposes. 442 0.65
18. | can formulate ideas and opinions with precision. (C1) 429 0.64
19. I can relate my contribution during a conversation skilfully and 441 0.60
meaningfully to others’ contributions. (C1)
20. | can take part effortlessly in any conversation and any discussion. (C2) 4.11 0.71
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Item Description M SD

21. | have a good familiarity with idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms.  3.91 0.83
(C2)

22. | can express myself fluently. (C2) 440 0.63
23. | can express small/subtle differences in meaning between similar words 4.22 0.65
or phrases precisely. (C2)

24. If 1 do have a problem expressing myself in a conversation, | can 436 0.61
restructure sentences causing me difficulty smoothly without people

realizing. (C2)

Overall, all the items received scores higher than the average. The mean
scores of the answers ranged from 3.91(SD= 0.83) to 4.52 (SD= 0.59). Contrary to
expectations, the items in C1 Level received higher mean scores than B2. The
highest mean score belonged to an item in C1 Level about interacting in English for
social purposes with a mean of 4.52 (SD =0.58), which meant in social context
teachers felt more comfortable interacting with people in English. The items in C2
Level in general received comparatively lower scores. The item about idiomatic
expressions had the lowest mean of 3.91 (SD =0.83), which indicated low levels of
familiarity with idioms and colloquial expressions. The next two lowest mean scores
were about teachers’ effortless aims to participate in any kind of conversation and
discussion (M =4.11, SD =0.71), and their precision in capturing the changes in
meaning (M =4.22, SD =0.65). These results show that teachers felt the kind of
conversations differed their competence in interactions and they did not have
excellence at articulating subtle differences in meanings when interacting with
others.

Inferential statistics was used for further analysis of the mean differences
according to categorical variables. T-test was used for some categorical variables.

The results are presented in Table 23.
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Mann Whitney U Test Results for Oral Interaction
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Groups n Mean Sum of U p
Rank Ranks

Gender

Male 28 51.04 1429.00

Female 62 43.00 2666.00 (13000 176
Age

26-40 49 44.83 2196.50

41+ 41 46.30 1898.50 971500 789
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 42.90 2874.00

Others 23 53.09 1221.00 596.000 106
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 33.93 1187.50

None 38 39.83 1513.50 S57.500 234
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 53.06 1432.50

Others 63 42.26 2662.05 646.500 .072

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As revealed in the table, the differences in the mean scores of oral production

did not show any statistically significant results in the related categories. To

investigate the role of years of experience, a Kruskal Wallis test analysis was used.

The results did not show a significant difference among the groups (x%(2) =.569, p

=.752). This means years of experience did not seem to make a significant difference

between any of the groups in their perceived oral interaction competency.

Findings from the Interviews

11 participants who volunteered to participate in the interviews following

their contribution to the questionnaire were first asked to comment on whether they

realized anything about their oral competency, teaching style, and teaching

approaches while answering the questionnaire. Three participants said that they

realized inconsistencies between their beliefs and their teaching practice. Participant



80

7 said, “... in terms of teaching style I see that my teaching style doesn't reflect what
| want, so | teach in a way that | normally do not like or do not prefer.” In addition,
two talked about a possible change they would consider making in their teaching
after answering the questionnaire. Participant 10 commented that “I haven't thought
about giving opportunities to my students to maybe teach something in the class or
design something in the class. So, maybe in the future, I can try them.”

In addition, three participants touched upon their realization about their oral
competency. Participants 7 and 11 became more aware of the challenges they have
regarding oral competency whereas Participant 2 realized he obtained a quite high
level of oral competency. Moreover, two participants talked about the relationship
between themselves as non-native speakers of English and how they teach speaking
in their classroom. Participant 2 said:

| definitely thought about the strategies | use. How much importance | give to

speaking parts, and also my own speaking like my own speaking skills and

my own oral competency. ‘Am | a good model for my students?
Oral Comprehension

For the oral comprehension subscale, the participants were asked about their
competency in understanding various types of listening texts and sources in diverse
contexts. The number of comments that focused on the main areas covered and how
competent the participants found themselves in these areas are listed in Table 24.
Table 24

Number of Comments about Oral Comprehension

Construct Total High  Challenged Varies Worsening
n % n % n % n % n %
General Comments 34 224 18 118 13 86 2 13 1 0.7

Media 60 395 25 165 35 230 - - - -
Announcements 27 178 11 72 16 105 - - - -
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Construct Total High  Challenged Varies Worsening
n % n % n % n % n %
Listening for 22 145 17 112 5 33 - - - -

Different Purposes
Lectures & Meetings 7 46 7 46 - - - - - -

Overheard & Informal 2 13 - - 2 1.3 - - - -
Talks
Total Number 152 100 78 513 71 46.7 2 13 1 0.7

As can be seen in the table, the majority of the comments showed high
competency in regard to oral comprehension. Participant 8 said, ... the songs |
listen to are in English, the media, any kind of media or radio or TV that | watch or
listen to is in English, so it's an everyday thing for me ...” Similarly, Participant 3
said, “T would see myself quite good at comprehending oral input because I usually
watch things in English in my private life or listen to English programs or podcasts
all the time. ...”

In addition to participants’ ideas about their performance, some mentioned
conditions that result in high or poor competency. Participant 6 said, ... if it is
spoken in a standard way that I'm used to... the accents that I've heard while | was
learning the language or maybe from course books that I'm teaching ... then I have
no problem.” Aside from the accent, Participant 10 commented on unfamiliar content
and vocabulary hindering comprehension, “... sometimes | can't understand some
types of accents, ... if I'm watching something about a specific job, if I don't know
the jargon of the things that they are talking about, | may have problems about
understanding them.” Participant 1 separated the media into two according to the
conditions affecting his performance, “... | can divide into two; live that you can't
actually stop... (and) if it is recorded and you have the chance to pause it. You can

maybe read the transcript ... that's easier for you to understand.”
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The media as an overarching category had seven sub-categories which were
live, recorded, TV, movie, radio, music, and theatre plays. As for the media in the
form of radio, most of the comments indicated challenges. Nine comments out of 11
about radio indicated the challenges experienced when listening to the radio. As
Participant 5 said, “... when | don't see anything, when I only hear, when it's on the
radio, it takes more attention for me...”, most comments pointed out reasons for the
difficulty to understand the radio programmes. The most common reasons were
fewer contextual clues, cultural content or colloquial language used in radio shows,
inability to rewind them, and multitasking when listening. Similarly, theatre plays
were found challenging as 12 comments out of 19 about theatre plays addressed
difficulties when in the live audience of such plays. Participant 9 said, ... when |
was in London, we went to watch some plays at the theatre, and well, it was in Old
English, so | know the story and everything, but I didn't understand most of what
they were saying.” As reasons for their challenge, participants mentioned
unfamiliarity with the language and cultural content in the plays, lack of exposure to
the experience, and inability to replay live shows.

In the case of announcements, although they have similarities to media, the
comments regarding announcements were categorized as different from the media
because the decision when to listen to them is not made by the listeners. Most of the
comments in the regarding category stated challenges when understanding
announcements. For example, Participant 6 said, “... if I'm not familiar with place
names, ... some people’s names, if I'm not familiar with these names, then | don't
feel very confident, so I might probably miss (some information).” Two participants
mentioned negative emotions impeding their comprehension of announcements like

Participant 1 said “... my anxiety level goes higher, and | get just shaky a bit. | have
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to understand everything...” Participant 5 mentioned adult life deterring
comprehension of announcements:

... we are all adults ... if it takes my attention if I am going to use it in my

daily life, ... if this person is my boss or something, | hear the announcement

easily in five seconds... when there is cognitive load, when | am overloaded
and when | am tired,... angry with my son or something, then it's hard to
concentrate on what is said...

The participants’ comments about formal contexts such as meetings or
lectures indicated high competency. As for the reasons, they touched upon
familiarity with such contexts and formal language used in such occurrences.
Participant 11, for example, talked about her competency in listening to lectures
about various topics provided that she has enough details:

... at university, we had lectures in English, and everything was OK. | want

to talk about the duration, so you listen to different lectures about different

subjects, psychology, etc., ...you don't know anything about the topic, but in
time with those examples, details, etc., things become clear to me.

All in all, no matter if they experience challenges, the participants believed
they show a good understanding of the tasks at hand when listening. 16 answers
commented on strategies used for better comprehension, for example, about listening
for different purposes, Participant 3 said,

... if I'm listening for specific information, I'm looking for this word that, ... |

pay special attention to this word ... But if it's for the main idea, ...l try to

make a global sense of all the things ... but for specific information, I listen

deliberately for some pieces of information.
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Oral Production

For the oral production subscale, the participants were asked questions about
their performance when it comes to oral production. They were also given prompts to
consider their performance in different contexts and for various purposes in the cases
where they have time to get prepared before speaking or they have to make a
spontaneous speech. Their answers categorized according to varied conditions are
presented in Table 25.
Table 25

Number of Comments about Oral Production

Construct N-E(r)rtgler High  Challenged Varies Worsening Improved
n % n % n % n % n % n %
General 26 193 12 89 13 96 1 07 - - - -
Comments
Addressing 44 326 30 222 13 96 1 07 - - - -
Audiences
Experience 18 133 10 74 5 37 - - 2 15 1 07
Sharing
Putting a case 20 148 10 74 10 74 - - - - - -
For 2 15 1 07 1 07 - - - - - -
Entertainment
After 14 104 11 8.2 2 15 1 07 - - - -
Preparation &
Rehearsals

Spontaneous 11 82 6 44 3 22 2 15 - - - -
Total Number 135 100 81 60.0 47 348 5 37 2 15 1 0.7

As can be seen from the total number of comments in the ‘high’ column, the
participants perceived their capacity in oral production as high in general no matter
what the functions or the settings of their act are. However, when first asked about
their perceived weaknesses and strengths in oral production, participants mentioned
some challenges they face. The most addressed obstacles were negative emotions
and the need to speak spontaneously. Participant 4 said, “...if | had to do that

spontaneously, it would be a little difficult in terms of finding the exact words to
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convey the exact meaning...because I'm not a native speaker and, of course, there are
stress factors as well...” Speaking of strengths, participants commonly showed
practice as the reason for their high performance in special settings and for particular
purposes. Participant 3 said, “I am much better at classroom language because this is
what I produce most, right? So, like giving instructions to the students in English...
or speaking with my students in the English teaching context.”

The ‘addressing audiences’ category had four subcategories depending on
different characteristics of the audiences, which are announcements, lectures,
meetings, and presentations. Although most of the participants commented on
speaking to a group of people in general, some specifically brought up the
subcategories as they indicate different contexts. For the general category of
addressing audiences, participants listed some reasons resulting in good or poor
performance: familiarity with the content and the audience, the number of people in
the audience, negative emotions, and whether they can get prepared before the act.
Participant 1 said, ... the bigger the crowd, the higher the stress. ... That's why you
plan, but not always you can plan if it's something urgent and just unprompted.”
Also, participant 11 talked about the familiarity of the audience, “I'm an instructor,
so if I'm in the classroom with my own students, it's OK. I feel comfortable ... if I
don't know the people very well or at all, then | can get nervous, and it affects my
performance.” From the subcategories, announcements received the greatest number
of comments. 18 answers mentioned announcements and 11 of them reported high
performance in the related act. Participant 10 said, “I'm more comfortable about this
one because generally, these announcements are more formal, so you have some

structure that you can use.”
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Participants also talked about their oral production when sharing personal
experiences and most of their remarks signaled a high level of performance in the
related area. Participant 7 said, “...if I'm talking about personal experiences, yes, I
feel more relaxed and more fluent because I'm just focusing on the message that I'm
trying to give ...not the target language.” Participant 4 brought up the type of
experience as a factor affecting her performance: “...when it's about a cultural thing
or let's say about Turkish politics or if it's a joke ..., I really have difficulty
explaining myself. ... I would definitely tell it better in Turkish.” In addition,
Participant 6 pointed out the negative change in his ability over time:

I’m not good at this ...because I've stopped reading books. ... in the past |

was to use a variety of adjectives may be verbs to describe (experiences). ...

as a teacher of English, I've been constrained by the language that I'm

teaching, so | tend to use the language that I'm teaching... | would say that

my production is similar to that of a B1 plus level student.

Another area that attracted a high number of answers was about putting a
case. Participants’ answers fell into two equal parts which are high and challenged.
They discussed content, personality, interpersonal relationships, anxiety, and time to
get prepared as affecting factors. Participant 2 said,

| think that depends on many factors, the familiarity of the topic, the person

you're discussing with... it can be your superior, like your boss or a student.

Your attitude is going to change. It can be something difficult to talk about

like a sensitive matter like politics maybe or I don't know, human rights,

women's rights... but all in all, I again feel pretty confident.
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Moreover, Participant 7 referred to her personal preferences affecting her
performance: ““... not so good, but I think it's not just about the language so in (my)
mother tongue, as well... I don't feel so comfortable to tell something in a debate...”
Finally, in 18 of the comments about high performance in oral production,
participants acknowledged some strategies they use when dealing with the task at
hand. For example, Participant 5 talked about how to manage the task of giving
presentations at international conferences:
... I feel comfortable, I always make some jokes before I start, and | ask if
people know about Turkiye... I have eye contact with people, and |
understand, they ask me questions... | suddenly stop and talk about
something else, something about private life or something that makes them
laugh...
Oral Interaction
Oral interaction as an act encompasses oral comprehension and oral
production, so some of the answers had similarities with the ones given earlier.
However, oral interaction had interpersonal exchanges at heart and questions were
asked about different conversational acts, contexts, and interlocutors. The number of
comments made in the related categories is presented in Table 26.
Table 26

Number of Comments about Oral Interaction

Construct Total High  Challenged Varies Improved
Number
n % n % n % n % n %
General Comments 29 168 18 104 7 41 4 23 - -
Formal Contexts 41 237 17 98 23 133 1 06 - -
Informal/Casual 19 110 9 52 8 46 2 12 - -
Contexts
Co-planning 17 98 6 35 9 52 2 12 - -
Transaction of 20 116 11 64 7 41 - - 2 1.2

Goods
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Construct Total High Challenged Varies Improved
Number
n % n % n % n % n %
With Different 47 272 26 150 21 288 - - - -
Interlocutors
Total Number 173 100 87 503 75 434 9 52 2 1.2

As can be seen in the table, the answers indicating high performance in oral
interaction outweigh the answers in the challenged section. In general, the other
person’s contribution to the conversation stood out as the reason for high
competency in oral interaction. Participant 6 said, “I could be better at oral
interaction because you have a chance to negotiate meaning here, so you have a
chance to ask further questions... to think about what you're going to say when you
are listening ...” However, the participants also raised the issue of different partners
changing their performance, as Participant 11 said, ““...when we have interaction, it's
sometimes easier, but of course, it depends on who | talk to, so sometimes it's
difficult to understand because of their pace, maybe accent, country, etc.” Other
factors mentioned included mood and the topic of the conversations as Participant 4
pointed out, “...if I'm too tired and if I'm stressed, and if the topic suddenly becomes
something irrelevant to what was decided to be discussed beforehand, I might feel a
little challenged...”

Formal contexts including negotiation, interview, and debate as conversation
acts attracted the highest number of comments. One reason highlighted by multiple
participants was the familiarity with the subject of the formal conversations as
Participant 10 said, “... generally, in formal conversations you are talking about your
profession, so | feel more comfortable about talking...” Moreover, the predictability
of the language used in formal contexts was also mentioned by the participants as
Participant 4 said, “In a formal case, it's still fine because it is kind of rehearsed, you

know what to expect. You know what questions they might pose and what questions
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you might have to answer.” Speaking of the challenges mentioned, the participants
listed the interlocutor, the subject of the talk, and negative feelings. Participant 2
said,

... the person is affecting your life, can affect your happiness in your job...

So, you have to be more careful, your manners matter, your attitude matters,

your words, you have to choose them more carefully.... For me, so | can say

if the others are nine out of 10, formal conversation, |1 would say 7 out of 10.

On the other hand, casual talks were found to be easier for the same reasons:
the partner, the topic of conversation, and the carefree state of mind. For example,
Participant 11 said, “I'm better because you can express yourself as you wish... you
don't have to use some specific words, ... you are surrounded by the people you
know...” However, several comments brought up some difficulties embedded in
casual or informal conversations like unfamiliarity with the partner, the number of
people in the group, and the cultural elements in the conversations. Participant 3 said,
“Casual conversations, sometimes, surprisingly, more difficult... if the topic is
politics or culture or humor...” Participant 6 emphasized the size of the group
causing difficulty in relation to his personal preferences: “... if there are more than
three or four people, ... this is also related to personality, it gets difficult for me to
interrupt or maybe take the floor and say something about the topic for an extended
period of time.”

As for different interlocutors, there were three groups which included
students, native speakers, and non-native speakers. Out of 13 comments about the
students, 11 of them stated high competency in interacting with them while only two
mentioned challenges because of the responsibility brought by their teacher status.

For example, Participant 2 said, “This is our job, interacting with students. I feel
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relaxed... but as a teacher, it is your responsibility to be very precise when you're
giving information... in a way that your student really understands...” When
participants compared their performance in interaction with native and non-native
speakers, the language being used was shown as the common factor altering their
performance with both types of interlocutors. For example, Participant 7 said,
“Sometimes, I really have difficulty understanding them (native speakers) because of
their accents.” Similarly, Participant 5 pointed out the cultural elements affecting the
conversation with native speakers saying: ... if they use idioms or slang words... |
don't understand... they make jokes, and | don't get it... even if | laugh, they are not
satisfied because | didn't laugh at the right time, so sometimes it's hard...” Similarly,
cultural elements of the language being used were also shown as the determinant of
the poor conversation with non-native speakers, as Participant 8 said ... these
people, nonnative speakers, are from other countries, they could totally have a
different cultural understanding of the whole thing... so I try to watch what I'm
saying.”

All in all, no matter if they found their performance as high or challenged,
participants specified strategies to be used when carrying out different conversations.
One of the 16 comments about strategies was mentioned by Participant 3 about the
conversations with the purpose of co-planning: “I would try to use probably the
negotiation expressions. My manners, of course, would change, | would try to be
more negotiable. I'm focusing on this goal or plan, what we're trying to do.”
Comparison of the Data from the Questionnaire and the Interview

The questionnaire findings produced a high mean score for oral competency
(M =4.35, SD =0.44), which showed that participants found their oral performance

high (Table 16). In the questionnaire, there were 460 comments about oral
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competency encompassing oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction.
In line with the results from the questionnaire, there were relatively more comments
in the interviews mentioning high performance (240) than the ones specifying
challenges (193) (Table 24, Table 25, Table 26).
Oral Comprehension

Among the subscales, the highest mean score belonged to the oral
comprehension subscale with a mean of 4.48 (SD =0.49) (Table 16, Table 18).
Similar to the questionnaire findings, most of the comments in the interviews
displayed high competency (78), however, they were also almost equal number of
comments made mentioning challenges (71) (Table 24).
Oral Production

Oral production as a subscale received a high mean score of 4.37 (SD =0.48)
according to the questionnaire results showing that participants perceived their
capacity in oral production to be good (Table 16, Table 20). A similar result was
observed in the analysis of the data coming from the interview as out of 135 remarks
81 indicated high performance while 47 acknowledged challenges (Table 25).
Oral Interaction

Oral interaction as a subscale received a high mean score of 4.30 (SD =0.47)
suggesting participants assessing their own competency in oral interaction to be
relatively good (Table 16, Table 22). Similar results were obtained in the findings of
the interview as 87 out of 173 comments in total about oral interaction indicated high
performance (Table 26). On the other hand, although oral interaction subscale
received the lowest mean score in the questionnaire compared to the other sub-
scales, in the interviews, oral interaction had the highest number of comments

indicating high performance.
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Teaching Styles

The second research question in this study was about the teaching styles that
the participants prefer. To answer this research question, quantitative data from the
questionnaire and qualitative data from the interviews were used. Inferential statistics
was also used to check differences in different categorical variables which were (i)
gender, (ii) age, (iii) years of teaching experience, (iv) field of the undergraduate
degree, (v) field of the graduate degree, (vi) whether other foreign languages are
spoken. It should be noted that some of the items reflected decisions that cannot be
made by the teachers themselves but the institution, which was pointed out by the
participants of the questionnaire via e-mails sent to the researcher and the teachers
who participated in the interviews.
Findings from the Questionnaire

For teaching styles, Grasha’s Teaching Style Inventory was used (2002) to
collect data. The range of answers for each item was as follows: 5 (strongly agree), 4
(somewhat agree), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 2 (somewhat disagree), and 1
(strongly disagree). There were 40 items in the inventory and five subscales which
were Expert, Formal Authority, Personal Model, Facilitator, and Delegator. For each
subscale, there were eight items. The descriptive statistics were utilized to calculate
the means and standard deviations of each subscale and summarized in Table 27.
Table 27

Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Styles Subscales (N=90)

Construct M SD
Expert Style 3.73 0.49
Formal Authority Style 3.60 0.53
Personal Model Style 4.01 0.46
Facilitator Style 3.91 0.49

Delegator Style 3.57 0.50
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The findings of the descriptive statics showed that the teaching style which
received the highest mean is the Personal Model Style (M =4.01, SD =0.46)
suggesting that most of the teachers share their perspective on learning English with
their students and advise them to do accordingly. The second highest score belonged
to the Facilitator Style (M =3.91, SD =0.49) which indicated that most teachers
reinforce students’ ability to behave responsibly according to their own goals. The
Expert Style had a mean score of 3.73 (SD =0.49) which indicated that teachers also
saw themselves as the source of knowledge and valued the transmission of their
knowledge to some extent. The teaching styles which had the lowest two mean
scores were the Formal Authority Style (M =3.60, SD =0.53) which typifies teachers
setting high standards for students and ensuring students achieve them, and the
Delegator Style (M =3.57, SD =0.50) which represents teachers giving high levels of
freedom to the students in the classroom.

The first subscale of teaching style was Expert Style with eight items. The
mean and standard deviation scores are summarized in Table 28.

Table 28

Expert Style Subscale of Teaching Styles (N=90)

Item Description M SD

1. Facts, concepts, and principles are the most important things that 3.52 0.81
students should acquire.
6. Sharing my knowledge and expertise with students is very important ~ 4.51 0.69
to me.,
11. What | have to say about a topic is important for students to acquire ~ 4.02 0.75
a broader perspective on learning languages.

16. I want students to end the semester well prepared for their future 453 0.66
studies.

21. Lecturing is a significant part of how I teach each of the class 322 114
sessions.

26. My expertise is typically used to resolve disagreements about content 3.60 0.82
issues.
31. Students might describe me as “storehouse of knowledge” who 3.31 0.84
dispenses the facts, principles and concepts they need.
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Item Description M SD

36. There is more material in this semester than | have time available to 3.12 1.22
cover it.

According to the findings, most of the teachers stated that they wish to
prepare their students for their future studies (M =4.53, SD =0.66) and they also
valued the practice of sharing their knowledge with their students (M =4.51, SD
=69). However, the mean score was lower when it comes to lecturing being a
significant part of the teachers’ teaching style (M =3.22, SD =1.14). The lowest mean
score was received for the item related to teachers’ feelings about having less time
for the course materials to be covered (M =3.12, SD =1.22), which meant they found
the time they had for the course delivery enough. It should also be pointed out that
these two items had higher standard deviation scores indicating that teachers had less
agreement on their answers regarding the items.

The results were further analyzed across different groups to see the
significant mean differences. The results are presented in Table 29.

Table 29

T-test Results for Expert Style

Groups n M SD 8) p  Cohen's
d

Gender

Male 28 3.80 0.43
Age

26-40 49 3.55 0.46

41+ 41 3.95 0.45 -4.089 <.001 0.053
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 3.72 0.49

Others 23 3.75 051 -0.218 .828 0.053

Field of master’s degree
ELT 35 3.69 0.51

None 38 280 o049 0940 350 0220
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Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s

Other languages spoken
At least 12 27 3.67 041
Others 63 376 o053 0802 4% 0184

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be observed in the table, the only variable that showed difference
among its groups was age (t =-4.089, p <.001). The group of teachers aged 40 and
more (M =3.94, SD =0.45) resulted in higher mean scores when it comes to Expert
Style than the younger group (M =3.55, SD =0.46), which meant the older teachers
preferred to be the storehouse of information more than the younger group.

Further analysis was carried out for the grouping variable related to years of
experience. The ANOVA analysis results are shown in Table 30.

Table 30

ANOVA Results for Expert Style

Sgaince " M D F(287) 7
0-15 29 358 0.42
16-20 31 366 0.52 9.436%** 178
21+ 30 401 0.41
*** < 001,

As the results suggested, a significant statistical difference was found at least
between two groups (F2g7 = 9.44, p <.001, ? = .178). To find out more about the
difference among the groups, Tukey HSD as a post-hoc test was conducted. The

results of the post-hoc test are demonstrated in Table 31.
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Table 31

Tukey HSD Results for Expert Style

Dependent Years of Years of Mean Standard p
Variable Experience  Experience  Difference Error

Expert 0-15 16-20 -0.140 0.117 458
Style 21+ -0.495 0.118 <.001
0-15 0.140 0.117 458

16-20 21+ 0355 0116  .008
21+ 0-15 0.495 0.118 <.001

16-20 0.355 0.116 .008

As revealed in the table, the group with the most teaching experience (M
=4.01, SD =0.41) showed a difference from the other two groups with 0-15 years of
teaching experience (M =3.58, SD =0.42), and the group with 16-20 years of
teaching experience (M =3.66, SD =0.52). However, the group with the least
teaching experience did not show a significant difference from the group with 16-20
years of teaching experience. The results suggested that the teachers who have taught
more than 21 years preferred to share their knowledge in their classes more than the
other with fewer years of experience.

The second subscale of teaching style was the Formal Authority Style with
eight items. The mean and standard deviation scores are provided in Table 32.
Table 32

Formal Authority Style Subscale of Teaching Styles (N=90)

Item Description M SD
2. | set high standards for students in my classes. 3.52 0.97
7. 1 give students negative feedback when their performance is 2.82 1.08
unsatisfactory.
12. Students would describe my standards and expectations as somewhat 3.04 1.08
strict and rigid.
17. It is my responsibility to define what students must learn and how they 342 0.95
should learn it.
22. | provide very clear guidelines for how | want tasks completed in my 4.37 0.68
classes.
27. My classes have very specific goals and objectives that | want to 3.86 0.84

accomplish.
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Item Description M SD

32. My expectations for what | want students to do in this class are clearly 416 0.73
defined at the beginning of the semester.

37. My standards and expectations help students develop the discipline they  3.60 0.78
need to learn.

As the findings suggested, the majority of the teachers demonstrated that they
provide clear instructions for the classroom tasks with the highest mean score of 4.27
(SD =0.64) and as the lowest standard deviation score suggested, there was a high
level of agreement among the teachers related to the item. This result shows that
teachers felt strongly about giving clear guidelines to their students. Also, the item
about teachers sharing their expectations with their students received a high mean
score of 4.16 (SD =0.73), which indicates that teachers preferred communicating
their expectations to their students. The lowest mean score and the highest standard
deviation score belonged to item 7 regarding providing negative feedback to the
students (M =2.82, SD =1.08), which means teachers do not often share their
negative opinions about students’ performances. The next lowest score belonged to
the item about if their students would describe their teaching as strict and rigid (M
=3.04, SD =1.08), and it showed that teachers think their students do not often
perceive the teaching of the lesson to be strict, which might mean that teachers are
willing to be flexible in their teaching.

Further analysis was carried out to see the differences among the groups
regarding Formal Authority Style. The t-test results are shared in Table 33.

Table 33

T-test Results for Formal Authority Style

Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d

Gender
Male 28 3.71 0.52

Female &5 355 ooq L1281 204 0292
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Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d

Age

26-40 49 3.44 0.51

41+ a1 378 051 -3.158 .002 0.138
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 3.62 0.54

Others 23 354 054 0°73 568 0138
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 3.54 0.43

None 38 360 061 0.474  .637 0.111
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 3.52 0.44

Others 63 363 057 088 382 0202

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be seen in the table, the only categorical variable that resulted in a

significant difference is the age variable. The teachers who are 26-40 had lower

mean scores (M =3.44, SD =0.51) than the ones who are older (M =3. 3.78, SD

=0.50) (t =-3,158, p =.002). This shows that older teachers prefer teaching according

to expected standards more than the younger teachers.

ANOVA analysis was then conducted for the years of experience categorical

variable. The results are demonstrated in Table 34.

Table 34

ANOVA Results for Formal Authority Style

Years of Experience n M SD F(2,87) i
0-15 29 3.44 0.50
16-20 31 3.56 0.54 3.524*** 184
21+ 30 3.79 0.51
***n < 001,

The results showed a significant difference between at least two of the groups

(F287=3.52, p = .034, ?> = .184). Hence, further analysis was required to pinpoint
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the difference between two specific groups. The results of the post hoc test are
presented in Table 35.
Table 35

Tukey HSD Results for Formal Authority Style

Dependent  Years of Years of Mean Standard
Variable  Experience  Experience  Difference Error

Formal 0-15 16-20 -0.121 0.134 .641
Authority 21+ -0.352 0.135 .029
Style 16-20 0-15 0.121 0.134 641
21+ -0.231 0.133 196
21+ 0-15 0.352 0.135 .029
16-20 0.231 0.133 196

As the table shows, a significant difference was found between the group
with the least years of experience (M =3.44, SD =0.50) and the ones with the most
years of experience (M =3.79, SD =0.51), which suggests that the teachers who have
more than 21 years of experience adopted a teaching model which agrees with the
standards more often than the newest teachers in the participant group.

The third subscale was the Personal Model Style with eight items. The mean
and standard deviation scores of each item are presented in Table 36.

Table 36

Personal Model Style Subscale of Teaching Styles (N=90)

Item Description M SD
3. What | say and do models appropriate ways for students to think about 436 0.55
learning English.
8. Students are encouraged to imitate the example | provide. 4.00 0.70
13. I typically show students how and what to do in order to master course 416 0.65
content.
18. Examples from my personal experiences often are used to illustrate points 4.14 0.76
about the material.
23. | often show students how they can use various principles and concepts. 4.02 0.64
28. Students receive frequent verbal and/or written comments on their 431 0.74
performance.
33. Eventually, many students begin to think like me about learning English. ~ 3.19 0.92
38. Students might describe me as a “coach” who works closely with 3.93 0.68

someone to correct problems in how they think and behave.
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As the findings suggest, the highest mean score belonged to item 3 regarding
teachers providing a model for learning English with what they say and do (M =4.36,
SD =0.55). The teachers also indicated they provide their students with feedback on
their performance (M =4.31, SD =0.74). However, item 33 with the lowest mean of
3.19 (SD =0.92) showed that the teachers agree less on the fact that the students will
start thinking like them about learning English. Also, their mean scores were
relatively lower when it comes to teachers acting on the problems in the way students
act and think (M =3.93, SD =0.68). The results showed that although teachers
thought that setting an example for the students was important, they felt reluctant to
impose their ways of thinking on the students.

Further analysis was carried out for the categorical variables to find the mean
differences among the groups. The Mann Whitney U test results for the Personal
Model Style are presented in Table 37.

Table 37

Mann Whitney U Test Results for Personal Model Style

Groups n Mean Rank Sum of U p
Ranks

Gender

Male 28 46.70 1307.50

Female 62 44.96 078750 9949500 748
Age

26-40 49 41.06 2012.00

41+ 41 50.80 2083.00 787.000 053
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 46.51 3116.00

Others 23 4257 97900  °%6:000 106
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 37.06 1297.00 663.000 982

None 38 36.95 1404.00
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Groups n Mean Rank Sum of U p
Ranks

Other languages spoken
At least 12 27 41.17 1111.50
Others 63 47.36 208350 (33500 .258

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be observed in the table, the categorical variables did not result in
change in terms of how frequently different groups choose to adopt a Personal Model
teaching style. The teachers’ answers were further analyzed to see possible
difference in three groups of teaching experience. To determine if there are
significant differences, a Kruskal-Wallis test was used. The results are shown in
Table 38.

Table 38

Kruskal Wallis Test Results for Personal Model Style

) Mean 2
Years of Experience n Rank X4(2) p
0-15 29 32.95
16-20 31 46.02 12.729 .002
21+ 30 57.10

According to the results, there was a significant difference between at least
two of the groups (%= 12.729, p <.001). Hence, a post hoc test was conducted (Table
39).

Table 39

Pairwise Comparison for Personal Model Style

Dependent Years of Years of Mean Standard p
Variable Experience Experience Difference Error
Personal 0-15 16-20 -0.207 6.721 156
Model 21+ -0.436 6.774  <.001
Style 16-20 0-15 0.207 6.721 156
21+ -0.229 6.662 289
21+ 0-15 0.436 6.774  <.001

16-20 0.229 6.662 289
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As can be seen in the pairwise comparison of the data, there was a significant
difference between the groups with the most years of experience (M =4.23, SD
=0.47) and the group with the least years of experience (M =3.80, SD =0.42). The
results showed that the teachers who have been in the profession for more than 21
years preferred being a role model for students more than the ones with up to 15
years of teaching experience.

The fourth subscale was the Facilitator Style with eight items. The mean and
standard deviation scores are listed in Table 40.

Table 40

Facilitator Style Subscale of Teaching Styles (N=90)

Item Description M SD
4. My teaching goals and methods address a variety of student learning 4.08 0.71
styles.
9. I spend time consulting with students on how to improve their work on 418 0.71
individual and/or group tasks.
14. Small group discussions are employed to help students develop their 431 0.77
ability to think critically.
19. T guide students’ work on course projects by asking questions, exploring 4.21 0.59
options, and suggesting alternative ways to do things.
24. Course activities encourage students to take initiative and responsibility  3.97 0.85
for their learning.
29. | ask for student advice about how and what to teach in my classes. 3.28 0.98
34. Students can make choices among activities in order to complete course  3.02 0.98
requirements.
39. | give students a lot of personal support and encouragement to do well in  4.23 0.67

my classes.

According to the results, item 39 about teachers providing assistance and
incentives to the students had the highest mean score (M =4.23, SD =0.67). Also,
most teachers agreed on the fact that they utilize small group discussions to promote
critical thinking (M =4.31, SD =0.77). However, their answers on giving choices to
the students regarding activities had the lowest mean of 3.02 (SD =0.98). Similarly,

they stated they mostly do not seek advice from their students in class-related
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decisions (M =3.28, SD =0.98). The results suggest that although teachers start a
conversation about the class content and let students be active, they do not provide
much freedom to make choices about the classroom activities.

Further analyses were conducted to spot the differences among groups. For
this purpose, a t-test analysis was conducted (Table 41).
Table 41

T-test Results for Facilitator Style

Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d

Gender

Male 28 3.94 0.506

Female 62 390 0482 0362 718 0082
Age

26-40 49 3.79 0.44

a1+ a1 4.06 051 -2.734 .008 0.246
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 3.94 0.46

Others 23 382 osp V6 812 0246
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 3.81 0.45

None 38 396 053 L9 189 0310
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 3.82 0.52

Others 63 395 047 9B 2r7 0251

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at
elementary or higher levels.

As can be seen in the table, the age category showed a significant difference.
The younger group (M =3.79, SD =0.44) had significantly lower mean scores than
the older group (M =4.06, SD =0.50) (t =-2.734, p =.008). The result suggests that
the older teachers prefer guiding students when they become more independent in
class more than the younger ones.

ANOVA analysis was utilized for the grouping variable of years of teaching

experience. The results are summarized in Table 42.
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Table 42

ANOVA Results for Facilitator Style

Years of
Experience n M SD F(2.87) U
0-15 29 3.75 0.44
16-20 31 3.92 0.45 3.196*** .068
21+ 30 4.06 0.53
***p < .001.

According to the results, a significant difference was detected between at
least two of the groups (F,,g7=3.20, p = .046, %> = .068). Hence, a further post hoc
test was used to investigate the differences among the groups (Table 43).

Table 43

Tukey HSD Results for Facilitator Style

Dependent Years of Years of Mean Standard
Variable Experience Experience Difference Error

Facilitator 0-15 16-20 -0.173 0.123  .338
Style 21+ -0.313 0.124  .035
0-15 0.174 0.123  .338
16-20 21+ -0.139 0.122 492
21+ 0-15 0.313 0.124  .035
16-20 0.139 0.122 492

As can be seen in the table, there was found to be a significant difference
between the groups with the least years of teaching experience (M =3.75, SD =0.44)
and the most years of teaching experience (M =4.06, SD =0.53). This suggest that the
most experienced teachers preferred promoting independence by giving freedom to
students more than the ones who have relatively fewer years of teaching experience.

The last subscale of teaching style was the Delegator Style with eight items.

The mean and standard deviation scores are summarized in Table 44.
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Table 44

Delegator Style Subscale of Teaching Styles (N=90)

Item Description M SD

5. Students typically work on course tasks alone with little supervision from 2.93 0.97
me.

10. Activities in my classes encourage students to develop their own ideas 421 0.70
about content issues.

15. Students design one of more self-directed learning experiences. 3.38 0.87
20. Developing the ability of students to think and work independently isan  4.58 0.69
important goal.

25. Students take responsibility for teaching part of the class sessions. 286 1.13
30. Students set their own pace for completing independent and/or group 3.28 0.98
tasks.

35. My approach to teaching is similar to a manager of a work group who 3.22 0.90
delegates tasks and responsibilities to subordinates.

40. 1 assume the role of a resource person who is available to students 4.08 0.69

whenever they need help.

According to the findings, the majority of the teachers agreed on the
importance of improving the skills related to working and thinking independently (M
=4.58, SD =0.69). Moreover, teachers’ answers showed that they reinforce their
students’ attempts to create their own ideas (M =4.21, SD =0.70). However, items
regarding teachers not interfering with students’ work had fewer mean scores. For
example, item 5 suggesting limited supervision from the teacher had a mean score of
2.93 (SD =0.97), and item 25 stating students taking part in the teaching process had
the lowest mean of 2.86 (SD =1.13). Hence, although teachers felt positive about
encouraging students to act and think independently, they were not as willing to
letting students become more dominant than the teachers.

For a more detailed description of the group, the differences in teaching
styles among categories were calculated using the T-test and ANOVA. The t-test

results for the Delegator Style are presented in Table 45.
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Table 45

T-test Results for Delegator Style

Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s d
Gender

Male 28 3.58 0.45

Female 62 356 053 Olr3 8630039
Age

26-40 49 3.46 0.43

41+ 41 3.70 0.56 -2.222  .029 0.033
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 3.57 0.51

Others 23 355 o050 0136 892 0033
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 3.50 0.56

None 38 356 0.50 0.478 .634 0.112
Other languages spoken

At least 12 27 3.53 0.44

Others 63 358 053 0480 633 0110

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be seen in the table the only category that resulted in a significant
change between its groups is age. According to the table, the older group had
significantly higher mean scores than the younger ones (M =3.46, SD =0.42) (t =-
2.222, p =.029), which meant the older teachers felt more comfortable when students
taking more control of their own learning than the younger ones.

Further analysis was conducted to spot the differences that might be observed
among the groups with different years of teaching experience. However, there was
no statistically significant difference observed in the groups with different years of
teaching experience (F2g7=2.51, p = .087, ?> = .055). Hence, further post-hoc tests

were not used for this data group.
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Findings from the Interviews

Interview participants’ answers to the questions regarding their teaching
styles varied in terms of the style they adopt, and some made links to the focus of the
lesson in relation to the style adopted. The number of comments made about each
teaching style is presented in Table 46. Their preferred teaching styles when teaching
receptive skills (i.e., listening and reading), productive skills (i.e., speaking and
writing), and language systems (i.e., grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation) are
also specified in the table.
Table 46

Number of Comments about Teaching Styles

Total Receptive Productive Language
ConsTRge Number Skills Skills Systems
n % n % n % n %
Expert 26 18.3 2 1.4 1 0.7 7 4.9
Formal 14 9.9 1 0.7 - - 3 2.1
Authority
Personal Model 21 14.8 - - 5 3.5 - -
Facilitator 48  33.8 4 2.8 11 7.8 4 2.8
Delegator 17 12.0 2 1.4 2 1.4 - -
Eclectic 16 11.3 1 0.7 1 0.7 - -
Total Number 142 100 10 7.0 20 14.1 14 9.9

The comments about Facilitator Style received the greatest number of
comments. Most participants stated that they adopt this style while some mentioned
they would have wanted to adopt it but could not due to various reasons. Participant
3 was among the ones who chose this style,

Facilitator, yes, this is what | want to be. This is what I'm trying to be in a

class. I want them to act independently. | show them a lot of sites that they

can go and work on their own. | can give them a lot of clues about what they

can do when they are alone independently to learn English. Uhm, like today,
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for example, | made them prepare their own speaking questions from the

book for the to prepare for the speaking exam.
Similarly, Participant 4 expressed his joy when teaching in Facilitator Style, “I like
making things more interesting. | like people to be involved in learning. | believe
they can learn well if they collaborate or if they interact with each other... so I will
call myself more of a facilitator.” The choice of Facilitator Style also stood out when
teaching productive skills like speaking and writing. Participant 7 mentioned a shift
in her teaching from Expert of Formal Authority Style to Facilitator when teaching
those skills, “For receptive skills, maybe, same, an Expert and a Formal Authority...I
would like them to produce something for writing... or for speaking, a Facilitator
type or a Delegator Style maybe. I will change my style from time to time.” In
addition, Participant 1 stated that he believes he should be a facilitator but sometimes
he acts against his beliefs, “I know that students should be more in the front, in the
lesson. They should use the language. They should be given more freedom to
practice, to produce... but I don't do that sometimes.” Similarly, Participant 9 talked
about decisions taken by the school affecting her teaching style, “As long as the
school practices allow, I try to do my best to provide my students with some
opportunities to choose from...”

Another style with a high number of comments was Expert. Participant 6
explained his reasons for the choice as follows:

I like to show that I possess the expertise and knowledge... they like to see

the teacher that looks confident and that shows that he or she knows things

and ready to transmit this information... in my experience, things go

smoothly, once the students establish this trust relationship with their teachers

and things get easier... in terms of classroom management as well.
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Although teachers adopt Expert Style, four out of 27 comments also pointed out their
dissatisfaction about this choice as Participant 10 said, “Expert style because | have
to be... it's always my dream that I will give some materials... They will see the
rules... have their practice part. They don't need me... but they always look at me to
find the answer.” Furthermore, Expert Style was the most popular for teaching
language systems, like grammar and vocabulary. Participant 4 stated that when
teaching grammar, her teaching style shifts to Expert Style although she generally
prefers Facilitator Style, “... only with grammar [ would say it changes a little bit
because students still have this embedded habit or thoughts about grammar, learning,
and teaching... only with grammar, they like being given the input and then
producing something.” As can be observed in the comments, for Expert Style, there
were two common factors determining their choice: students’ expectations and level.
According to participants’ answers, all the styles took part in their teaching to
some extent, which can be observed both from the number of comments that fell into
the ‘Eclectic’ category and from the distribution of comments among different styles.
As participant 11 said: “I can't say that I have a specific teaching style... I'm the
expert in the classroom. | just give the rules and help them and sometimes I just
observe the students and sometimes I'm the guide.” Eclectic Style was also
associated with being a good teacher, as Participant 1 said, “It's a combination...
because a good teacher should be able to switch between the styles... this student
needs more guidance... so I should be approaching this student with this style... one
needs more guidance or more freedom. You adapt yourself.” In general, the main
categories raised for the cause of the choices were students, teachers themselves, the
institution, and the focus of the class. For example, Participant 2 said, ... level of

the student, level of the class, characteristics of the students, yeah, every classroom
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has a different aura... even my mood that day affects the style of teaching.” Also,
among the characteristics of the teachers affecting the teaching style, teaching
experience was mentioned several times, as Participant 5 said, “... in my first years I
was young... | was a very stiff teacher. I wasn't listening (to students) ... sometimes
| wouldn't be understanding... in years, I become like a soft, nice and understanding
teacher.”

Lastly, teachers also commented on some practices which were not included
in the items of the questionnaire like using Turkish when teaching English. Four
participants, for example, mentioned they now see using students’ first language as
beneficial to use when teaching. Based on their experience and observations over the
years, the teachers seem to believe students need Turkish input or instructions at
times. Participant 2, for example, said “I tend to use more Turkish when I'm teaching
grammar... in my first years of teaching, I never used Turkish in classroom... I
always saw that some students never said anything, even if they didn't understand
what | was explaining.”

Comparison of the Data from the Questionnaire and the Interview

According to the data from the questionnaire, the styles with the highest
mean scores were Personal Model (M =4.01, SD =0.46), Facilitator (M =3.91, SD
=0.49), and Expert (M =3.73, SD =0.49) (Table 27). The answers from the interview
were in line with the findings of the questionnaire as Facilitator (48), Expert (26),
and Personal Model (21) were found to be popular although in a different order
(Table 46).

Teaching Approaches
The third research question of this study investigated the teaching approaches

adopted by teachers in terms of the focus of the class sessions. The data collected
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from the questionnaire and the interviews served as the source of information. The
answers of the questionnaire were further analyzed to spot differences in different
categories based on (i) gender, (ii) age, (iii) years of teaching experience, (iv) field of
the undergraduate degree, (V) field of the graduate degree, (vi) whether other foreign
languages are spoken. It should be noted that as was the case for Teaching Styles,
some of the items regarding teaching approaches were related to the practices
imposed by the decisions at the institution, which was highlighted in the comments
in the interviews and also in the e-mails received from the participants of the
guestionnaire.
Findings of the Questionnaire

With regard to teaching approaches, the Approaches to Teaching Inventory
(Trigwell et al., 2005) was applied. The items are the 5-point-Likert style with the
following answers: 1 (only rarely true for me), 2 (sometimes true for me), 3 (about
half the time true for me), 4 (frequently true for me), 5 (almost always true for me).
There were 22 items in the inventory and two subscales that are conceptual
change/student-focused (CCSF) and information transmission/teacher-focused
(ITTF). For each subscale, there were 11 items. The descriptive statistics was used to
calculate the means and standard deviations of each subscale and summarized in
Table 47.
Table 47

Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Approaches Subscales (N=90)

Construct M SD
CCSF 3.79 0.56
ITTF 3.65 0.53

As the table suggested, the mean scores for both subscales were over the

average. While the Information Transmission/ Teacher-Focused approach had the
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lowest mean score of 3.79 (SD =0.56), the highest mean score belonged to the
Conceptual Change/Student-Focused approach with a mean of 3.79 (SD =0.56). The
results indicated that a high number of teachers value students’ agency over their
learning by bringing them into the focus of the classroom whereas comparatively
fewer teachers attach high values to their own actions and delivery of knowledge.
The first subscale of approaches to teaching was Conceptual Change/Student-
Focused (CCSF). The mean scores and standard deviation scores for each item are
presented in Table 48.
Table 48

CCSF Subscale of Teaching Approaches (N=90)

Item Description M SD
3. In my interactions with students in my classes, | try to develop a 3.76 0.90
conversation with them about the topics we are studying.
5. | set aside some teaching time so that the students can discuss, among 3.98 0.75

themselves, key concepts and ideas in my classes.

7. | encourage students to restructure their existing knowledge in terms of 3.92 0.80
the new way of thinking about the language that they will develop.

8. In teaching sessions for my classes, | deliberately provoke debate and 3.92 0.80
discussion.

13. I make available opportunities for students in my classes to discuss their  3.26 0.96
changing understanding of the language.

14. It is better for students in my classes to generate their own notes rather ~ 3.56 0.96
than copy mine.

15. A lot of teaching time in my classes should be used to question 3.58 1.07
students’ ideas.

17. 1 see teaching as helping students develop new ways of thinkinginmy  3.78 0.98
classes.

18. In teaching language, it is important for me to monitor students’ 3.92 0.77
changed understanding of the language.

20. Teaching in my classes should help students question their own 3.74 1.03
understanding of the language.

21. Teaching language should include helping students find their own 427 0.75

learning resources.

According to the findings, teachers’ answers to item 21 with the highest mean
score of 4.27 (SD =0.57) indicated that the majority of the teachers guide their

students when finding their own learning materials. The second highest mean of 3.98
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(SD =0.75) belonged to item 5 suggesting that teachers mostly spare some classroom
time for discussion about the classroom content. However, their mean scores were
lower for the items 14 and 15, which means fewer teachers think students should
generate their own notes rather than copying the teachers’ (M =3.56, SD =0.96) and
that a great deal of time should be spent to challenge students’ opinions (M =3.58,
SD =1.07). Lastly, the lowest mean score belonged to the item regarding the
necessity of making opportunities to discuss students’ changing understanding of the
language (M =3.26, SD =0.96). The results suggest that although teachers give
importance to helping students find their own study materials and share their ideas
about the content, they pay less attention on students’ changing concepts and
freedom when preparing their own notes.

Further analysis was conducted to understand the mean differences among
various groups. T-test and ANOVA were used for different categories after ensuring
that the assumptions were met. The test results are presented in Table 49.

Table 49

T-test Results for CCSF Teaching Approach

Groups n M SD ) p  Cohen’s
d

Gender

Male 28 380 0.58

Female 62 379 o055 012 911 0026
Age

26-40 49 369 056

41+ 41 3.90 0.53 -1.833 .070 0.044
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 380 0.55

Others 23 377 osg Ol 8570044
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 384 050
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Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d
Other languages spoken
At least 12 27 3.64 0.63
Others 63 385 o051 724 088 0397

2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

elementary or higher levels.

As can be seen in the table, no categories showed any significant difference
when it comes to the Conceptual Change/Student-Focused teaching approach.
Further analysis was conducted using ANOVA, however, according to the results,
there was no significant difference between any of the groups.

The second subscale of approaches to teaching was Information
Transmission/Teacher-Focused (ITTF). The mean and standard deviation scores of
the relevant items are listed in Table 50.

Table 50

ITTF Subscale of Teaching Approaches (N=90)

Item Description M  SD

1. In my classes, students should focus their study on what | provide them.  3.70 0.85
2. It is important that my classes should be completely described in terms of 3.68 0.83
specific objectives that relate to formal assessment items.

4. It is important to present a lot of facts to students so that they know what 3.62 0.91
they have to learn for my classes.

6. In my classes | concentrate on covering the information that might be 3.86 0.77
available from key texts and readings.

9. I structure my teaching to help students to pass the formal assessment 3.58 0.87
items.

10. | think an important reason for running teaching sessions in my classes  3.10 1.10
is to give students a good set of notes.

11. In my classes, | provide students with the information they will needto  4.00 0.79
pass the formal assessments.

12. I should know the answers to any questions that students may puttome 3.62 1.01
during my classes.

16. In my classes my teaching focuses on the good presentation of 356 1.01
information to students.
19. My teaching language focuses on delivering what | know to students. 3.53 0.93

22. | present material to enable students to build up an information base in ~ 3.86 0.86
the language.
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According to the findings, the mean score was the highest regarding
provision of information in the classroom that will be needed to pass the formal
exams (M =4.00, SD =0.79). The following two highest mean scores indicated
teachers focus on the information given in key texts and readings (M =3.86, SD
=0.77), and them bringing in materials for students to develop a knowledge base in
the language (M =3.86, SD =0.86). However, the mean score was the lowest for the
item suggesting one of the purposes of teaching as giving students a set of notes (M
=3.10, SD =1.10). The findings suggest that teachers try to promote development of a
knowledge base by often focusing on input coming from reading texts in order to
prepare students for formal assessment. However, they do not see providing students
with a set of study notes as one of the approaches they employ.

The mean scores were further analyzed to investigate the significant
differences among groups. T-test results are shown in Table 51.

Table 51

T-test Results for ITTF Teaching Approach

Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d

Gender

Male 28 3.65 0.54

Female 62 364 054 0046 93 00l
Age

26-40 49 3.45 0.49

41+ 41 388 050 -4.150 <.001 0.013
Undergraduate Field of
Study

ELT 67 3.65 0.55

Others 23 364 050 0.053 958 0.013
Field of master’s degree

ELT 35 3.62 0.57

None 38 266 oa4g 0388 721 0084
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Groups n M SD t(88) p Cohen’s
d

Other languages spoken
At least 12 27 3.59 0.43
Others 63  3.67 0.57
2The category reflects teachers who speak at least one other foreign language at

0.613 542 0.141

elementary or higher levels.

As the results suggest that the only variable that showed a significant
difference is age. The younger group (M =3.45, SD =0.48) had significantly lower
mean scores compared to the older group (M =3.88, SD =0.50) (t =-4.150, p < .001),
which means that the older teachers prefer a teaching approach where they share
their expertise and knowledge with students more than the younger ones.

Further analysis was conducted to see the difference in the groups with
different years of teaching experience using ANOVA. The results are presented in
Table 52.

Table 52

ANOVA Results for ITTF Teaching Approach

Years of Experience n M SD F(2,87) 7
0-15 29 3.51 0.39
16-20 31 3.53 0.60 5.514%*** 113
21+ 30 3.90 0.50
***p < .001.

As the results suggest, there was found to be a significant mean difference
between at least two of the groups (F2¢7=5.51, p = .006, > = .113). Hence, a post-
hoc test was conducted to see the specific groups with significant differences (Table

53).
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Table 53

Tukey HSD Results for ITTF Teaching Approach

Dependent Years of Years of Mean Standard
Variable Experience  Experience  Difference Error

ITTF 0-15 16-20 -0.023 0.131 983
Teaching 21+ -0.389 0.132 012
Approach 16-20 0-15 0.023 0.131 .983
21+ -0.366 0.130 017
21+ 0-15 0.389 0.132 012
16-20 0.366 0.130 017

As can be observed in the table, the group with 0-15 years of teaching
experience (M =3.51, SD =0.39) had significantly lower scores than the group with
21 and more years of teaching experience (M =3.90, SD =0.50). Similarly, the group
with 16-20 years of teaching experience (M =3.53, SD =0.60 had significantly lower
mean scores than the group with 21 or more years of teaching experience (M =3.90,
SD =0.50). The results showed that the teachers with less than 21 years of teaching
experience do not prefer being the transmitter of knowledge as much as the ones with
more than 21 years of teaching experience.

Findings from the Interviews

After their contribution to the questionnaire, 11 participants answered
questions about their approaches to teaching. The number of comments given about
the approaches is presented in Table 58. The approaches they adopt when teaching
receptive skills (i.e., reading and listening), productive skills (i.e., speaking and
writing), and language systems (i.e., grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation) are

also specified in Table 54.
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Table 54

Number of Comments about Teaching Approaches

Construct Total Receptive  Productive Language
Number Skills Skills Systems
n % n % n % n %

CCSF (Conceptual Change Student- 25 391 4 63 6 94 1 16
Focused)

ITTF (Information Transmission 26 40.6 1 16 1 16 5 7.8
Teacher-Focused)

Combination 13  20.3 1 16 1 16 2 31
Total Number 64 100 6 94 8 125 8 125

As can be seen in the table, Conceptual Change Student-Focused and
Information Transmission Teacher-Focused approaches had almost equal number of
comments. Even when participants talked about the approach they adopt, they
commented that the other one also has a place in their teaching. For example,
Participant 6 said, “I feel closer to student-focused conceptual change, but I cannot
discard the other one...It's also part of my teaching approach... 75 to 80% student-
focused and 20,25% teacher-focused.” Participant 9 expressed that she had both of
them equally because of the responsibilities brought by the teaching context:

I'm again between two because we have a syllabus to follow... we have to

follow schools’ practices... [ want to spend more time on an activity as | see

my students are involved in it... | know there will be a quiz to be
administered on the last day of that week, | just stop them... so in that sense,
we have great competence in planning which is about information
transmission teacher focused. But... | am trying to do it, conceptual change
student-focused way...
In addition, as the table indicates, CCSF was more popular when it comes to teaching
skills including receptive and productive ones. Participant 11 talked about how she

tries to challenge her students when teaching receptive skills: “I do that, for example,
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let's say we have a reading text in our book... they just focus on the questions in the
book... instead, | ask them other questions, then they have to focus on the text
better...” Participant 7 said even though she prefers ITTF most of the time, she
changes her approach when she teaches skills: ... the student-focused one with the
skills... we have lots of debates so I just ask them which topic to discuss...no
limitation, they can share their ideas how they like... no formal rules... no grading...
the message is important...”

On the other hand, ITTF was more popular when it comes to teaching
language systems even for the ones who generally prefer CCSF. Participant 2
explained the reasons for the change: “90% student focused. Grammar wise, | tend to
just transmit the information. With grammar when students don't understand, they
avoid asking questions for some reason.” Four of the comments pointed out that
although they adopt a more teacher-focused approach, they do not feel satisfied with
their choice as Participant 5 said, “Our teaching approaches have to be,
unfortunately, one way directed teaching because we have a syllabus to complete... a
book that doesn't let us be free... I am not happy with my teaching approach because
that is not me.”

Speaking of the reasons affecting their choice, participants referred to the
characteristics of students and teachers as well as the nature of lessons and
authorities in the educational context. Participant 6 summarized the determinants as

... the level of students, the motivation level of students, the expectations of

students. Sometimes the topic, like the grammar topics... sometimes it takes

like half an hour to transmit, to teach students a grammatical structure if | try
to do it in a student-focused way. But if | switch to the teacher-focused

approach for just five minutes, then things are going to be easier...
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Participants also brought up the features of teachers affecting their approach. Among
those features, teachers’ character was mentioned by some participants for different
choices. While Participant 4 said, “More students focused... the other one is just the
presenter mode... I'm not that kind of person. My character is not suitable for that”
while Participant 7 said, “... teacher focused... it's also about my personality because
in my private life as well...I just want to control anything, so | just want to be
responsible for everything.” Finally, participants also stated that the choice was made
by the decision makers as Participant 5 said, ““...somebody out there is affecting, and
that is called authority... I don't want to know who, but that person affects me so
badly that I feel unhappy.”
Comparison of the Data from the Questionnaire and the Interview

The questionnaire revealed that the Conceptual Change Student-Focused
approach with a mean score of 3.79 (SD =0.56) and Information Transmission
Teacher-Focused approach (M =3.65, SD =0.53) had mean scores very close to each
other (Table 47). Similar results were obtained from the analysis of the interviews as
26 of the comments were about ITTF and 25 of them were about CCSF. However, it
should also be noted that four of the comments about ITTF specified participants’

dissatisfaction with the approach they were forced to adopt (Table 54).

The Relationship between Oral Competency and Teaching Styles; and Teaching
Approaches
The fourth question of this study was about the relationship between oral
competency and teaching styles as well as between oral competency and teaching
approaches. For the investigation of the relationships, both quantitative data from the

questionnaire and the qualitative data from the interviews were used.
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The findings from the questionnaire

In order to find out about the relationships, Pearson Correlation analysis was
conducted. The results are interpreted according to the labels in the literature
(Dancey & Reidy, 2007; Schober, Boer & Schwarte, 2018). For example, the range
values up to +/- 0.39 is labelled as weak by researchers in social sciences. The range
of +/- 0.4 to +/- 0.7 is interpreted as moderate or strong, so the results in that range
were defined accordingly. The results are demonstrated in Table 55.
Table 55

Correlation Matrix for Oral Competency and Teaching Styles (N =90)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Oral Competency 4.35 0.44 - - - -
2. Oral Comprehension 4.38 0.49 - - - -
3. Oral Production 4.37 0.48 - - - -
4. Oral Interaction 4.30 0.47 - - - -
5. Expert 3.73 0.49 .01 .02 .09 17
6. Formal Authority 3.60 053 .20 07 217 287
7. Personal Model 4.01 046 .34 267 .32 367
8. Facilitator 3.91 049 217 14 .20 25"
9. Delegator 3.57 0.50 24" .09 267 .32

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

As indicated in the table, although there were some significant relationships
between oral competency including its components and the teaching styles, they have
weak to moderate positive correlations. However, Expert Style was the only teaching
style that failed to show a correlation with any of the variables; with oral competency
(r(88) =.01, p =.353), with oral comprehension (r(88) =.02, p =.877), with oral
production (r(88) =.01, p =.398), with oral interaction (r(88) =.17, p =.108). This
result show that when oral competency level went up or down, the probability of the
choice of Expert Style of teaching did not show any difference. On the other hand,
the Personal Model Style showed weak positive correlations with oral competency

(r(88) =.34, p =.001), oral comprehension (r(88) =.26, p =.015), oral production
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(r(88) =.32, p =.002), and oral interaction (r(88) =.36, p <.001). This finding
suggests that when teachers have high competency in oral competency and its
subscales, the tendency to choose a Personal Model Style of teaching also increases.
Additionally, when their oral competency decreases, their tendency to prefer
Personal Model Style also declines. According to the table, among the subscales of
oral competency, oral interaction is the one which shows correlations with the
teaching styles the most. It has weak positive correlations with Personal Model Style
(r(88) =.36, p <.001) and Delegator Style (r(88) =32, p =.002), while it shows
weaker positive correlations with Formal Authority Style (r(88) =.28, p =.007) and
Facilitator Style (r(88) =.25, p =.017). On the contrary, as stated before, oral
interaction does not have a correlation with Expert Style (r(88) =.17, p =108). The
results suggest that when the teachers’ competency in oral interaction increases, they
show weak inclinations to choose Personal Style and Delegator Style while they
show weaker inclinations to adopt Formal Authority and Facilitator Style. The
opposite direction is also correct for their level of oral interaction and their tendency
of choices, which means if they have low level of competency in interaction, they
also chose the four teaching styles less often. However, their choice of Expert Style
does not show any difference according to low levels or high proficiency levels in
oral interaction.

Pearson Correlation was also carried out to investigate the relationship
between oral competency and teaching approaches. The results are shown in Table
56.

Table 56

Correlation Matrix for Oral Competency and Teaching Approaches (N =90)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Oral Competency 4.35 0.44 - - - -
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Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
2. Oral Comprehension 4.38 0.49 - - - -
3. Oral Production 4.37 0.48 - - - -
4. Oral Interaction 4.30 0.47 - - - -
5.1TTF 3.79 0.56 .18 02 210 .27
6. CCSF 3.65 0.53 347 220 317 437

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

As can be seen in the table, although correlations between the variables were
observed, they were in the range of weak to moderate. However, the relationship
between CCSF and oral competency along with its constructs stood out since it
showed positive correlations with all of them. CCSF had a moderate positive
correlation with oral interaction (r(88) =.43, p <.001), and weak positive
correlations with oral competency (r(88) =.34, p <.001), oral production (r(88) =.31,
p =.003), and oral comprehension (r(88) =.22, p =.036). The results suggest that the
teachers who adopt a student-focused teaching approach also have high levels of oral
competency. Also, when they adopt a student-focused approach, the likelihood for
them to have high competency levels is the strongest in the case of oral interaction,
less strong in the case of oral competency and oral production and the least strong in
the case of oral comprehension. The opposite combination is also applicable, which
means when they have lower levels of oral competencies, they also have less
tendency to adopt a student-focused approach. On the other hand, ITTF shows weak
positive correlations with oral production (r(88) =.21, p =.044) and oral interaction
(r(88) =.27, p =.011). The results suggest that when teachers have higher levels of
competency in oral production and oral interaction, there is a likelihood that they
adopt a teacher-focused teaching approach. In addition, when they have lower
performance in oral production and interaction, they also have less tendency to adopt

a teacher-focused approach.
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Findings from the Interviews

In addition to participants’ comments about their oral competency, teaching
styles, and approaches, they were also asked to comment on their opinions about any
possible relationship between their oral competency and their teaching styles; and
their teaching approaches. The number of comments received is presented in Table
57.
Table 57

Number of Comments about the Relationship

Construct ol Yes No Unsure
Number
n % n % n % n %
Between Oral Competency and 13 542 10 417 1 42 2 83
Teaching Styles
Between Oral Competency and 11 458 7 292 3 125 1 42
Teaching Approaches
Total Number 24 100 17 708 4 167 3 125

As can be seen in the table in terms of the relationship between oral
competency and teaching styles, more comments addressed a possible relationship.
Four participants stated that high levels of competency in the language enable them
to be more confident and hence more capable in teaching the way they choose to
teach. For example, Participant 8 who chooses Facilitator as his dominant teaching
style said, “I think oral competency is a milestone in teaching... it's also a very
crucial requirement. If you're not orally competent, you wouldn't exert self-
confidence in the class... students need to believe that you are really good at what
you're teaching...” However, these comments did not make a link between their level
of oral competency and the type of teaching style they choose. Two of the
participants stated how they managed to develop a high level of oral competency as
non-native speakers of English affects their decisions about how to teach their

students. Although teachers do not mention it directly, their personal experiences
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having an impact on their teaching are among the prominent qualities of Personal
Model Style. For example, Participant 3 said, “... since I'm a very independent
learner myself, maybe it affects my teaching style. I also want them to be
independent and learn for themselves. This can also affect it.” Only one participant
(Participant 6) referred to the relationship between the oral interaction subscale and
his choice of teaching style:

... oral interaction is something that I prefer... maybe that's why I could

choose a Personal Model or a Facilitator type model... I feel more confident

in that role... I'm not really great in giving presentations... the Expert Style
also is something that I use, but I wouldn't prefer...

Speaking of the relationship between oral competency and teaching
approaches, there were fewer answers about a possible relationship. Although the
comments were vague in terms of addressing a clear relationship between the
constructs, there were again three mentions of the effect of their capability in
language on their teaching performance in line with how they choose to teach. For
example, Participant 4 who prefers a student-focused approach said. “I am orally
competent, so I could easily get students to understand whatever | asked them to do.
No matter what their level of English might be, | could communicate well my
messages to even absolute beginners.” Similarly, Participant 8 mentioned how his
oral competency promotes his ability to start a conversation with students, which is
one of the characteristics of the student-focused approach: “... I'm good enough in
English... I always try to be the silly teacher with funny jokes... so that they can
relax... my oral competency would be to not just teach in the class, but also to make
students’ day...” In addition, Participant 6 again made direct links between his

competency in interaction and his choice of the student-focused approach: “...
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because I like interaction and I don't like being at the center... I want to hear ideas...
help students find out what they need... or what they can do, or and maybe
understand the structure by themselves...” However, there were also three
participants stating that there is no relationship because their choices are dependent
on personal preferences and students, as Participant 2 pointed out, “I think there is no
relation here... it's you. You just choose one method. If you're good at it (teaching),
you'll be good at it in both of them, if you're bad, you'll be bad in both of them.”
Comparison of the Data from the Pearson Correlation Analysis and the
Interviews

According to the questionnaire results, the only teaching style which showed
relationship with all the competency areas was Personal Model Style. It showed
weak positive relationships with oral competency, oral comprehension, oral
production, and oral interaction (Table 55). In the interviews, however, only two
participants talked about high oral competency in general and their teaching practices
which indicated Personal Model Style (Table 57). Although the number of comments
was low, they stood out since they were the only comments addressing a relationship
between a teaching style they choose and their oral competency. Also, Facilitator
Style had a weak correlation with the oral interaction subscale according to statistical
analysis (Table 55), which was mentioned by a participant who talked about how his
high performance in interaction turns Facilitator Style into the right choice for him
(Table 57).

According to Pearson Correlation Analysis of the relationship between oral
competency and teaching approaches, CCSF was the only approach which had a
relationship with all the oral competency areas. It showed a moderate positive

correlation with oral interaction, weak positive correlations with oral competency,
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with oral production, and with oral comprehension (Table 56). In the interviews,
three comments mentioned a link between their oral competency and their choice of
CCSF (Table 57). Also, the only pair among all the constructs in the study that
showed a moderate positive relationship was oral interaction and CCSF (Table 56).
In the interviews, there was one comment which made a direct connection between

the choice of CCSF and high competency in oral interaction (Table 57).



128

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

This study explored the oral competency, teaching styles, and teaching
approaches of non-native EFL teachers working at a state university in Turkiye. It
further investigated the relationship between their oral competency and their teaching
styles and teaching approaches. In this regard, this chapter starts with the discussion
of the major findings in comparison to the related literature. It proceeds with
implications for practice and further research. Finally, the chapter concludes with the
limitations of the study.

Discussion of Major Findings

The current study intended to identify the teachers’ self-assessed oral
competency, and their choices regarding teaching styles and teaching approaches.
The first construct of the study, the oral competency of EFL teachers, as the main
focus has not been investigated by many studies in the same way as in this study.
However, there have been some studies that focused on EFL teachers’ language
proficiency in general, the results of which will be used in comparison to the findings
of this study. In contrast, teaching styles, as the second construct, have been the topic
of focus in many studies locally and globally by implementing the same inventory,
the Teaching Style Inventory (Grasha, 2002) although the teachers participating in
those studies varied in the subject they teach and the educational level they work at.
Hence, the findings of the current research will be explained with reference to the
previous research by also clarifying any differences in their contexts. Similar to
teaching styles, teaching approaches as the third construct has been studied by
previous research utilizing the same tool of data collection, Approaches to Teaching

Inventory (Trigwell et al., 2005). Although most of those studies focused on tertiary
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level education, there were fewer which accommodated EFL teachers as their
participants. Thus, the results of the previous studies were looked at closely in order
to help navigate the findings of this study in the related literature. Finally, the main
emphasis was given to the relationship between oral competencies and teaching style
as well as between oral competencies and teaching approaches in the current study.
Although these relationships were not elaborated on in studies before in the exact
same way as in this study, many called attention to the relationship between EFL
teachers’ language proficiency and their teaching, which lead the way when making
sense of the findings of this study in relation to the previous knowledge.
EFL Teachers’ Self-assessed Oral Competencies

The EFL teachers who participated in this study perceived themselves as
most capable of understanding oral input, followed by producing oral output, and
finally engaging in oral interaction in a social context. Moreover, the teachers with a
BA degree in the ELT department found their performance in overall oral
competency and more specifically in oral comprehension and oral production to be
less satisfactory. Also, the teachers who speak other languages found their ability in
overall oral competency and more specifically in oral comprehension to be higher.
These results both contradict and agree with some of the findings of the previous
research. However, it should be noted that while the current study focused on only
oral competencies of teachers, the other relevant studies in the literature focused on
overall language proficiency. As the previous studies also included parts related to
oral competency as part of the overall language proficiency, the related results have
been used to compare the findings.

To begin with, the teachers in this study found their performance in making

sense of oral input, producing output, and interacting in English unlike some teachers
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in various parts of the world teaching at different levels of education (Butler, 2004;
Tang, 2007). The difference between the EFL teachers in the current study and the
other conducted in Japan, Korea, Taiwan (Butler, 2004), and China (Tang, 2007)
could be related to different teaching contexts. To illustrate, while the teachers in the
current study worked at the tertiary level, the others worked at elementary and
secondary schools. The language the participants in this study teach might be more
challenging and require more command of English from the teachers, hence, they
might feel more competent in the language.

Moreover, the requirements expected from the participants of this study could
be another determining factor in beliefs of high oral competencies. For instance, a
study in Hong Kong (Tsang, 2017) showed that despite being secondary school
teachers, EFL teachers perceive their language proficiency to be high because of the
expectations of high proficiency from the teachers to be recruited for their teaching
jobs at secondary schools in Hong Kong. Similarly, since the teachers in Turkiye to
work at universities need to prove their competence in the language with written
exams and interviews, it might be expected that the ones recruited were already
found to be competent in English. In fact, a similar study conducted with EFL
teachers at universities in Tirkiye (Sekerci, 2011) showed that those teachers also
rated their competencies to be high. Hence, employment in a position after proving
good performance in English could result in the high perception of oral competencies
in both studies.

A closer examination of the results for the oral competencies showed that the
participants of the current study rated their performance to be highest in oral
comprehension and almost as high in oral production. Previous research produced

differing results regarding EFL teachers’ strengths in oral comprehension and
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production. Some found that teachers feel stronger in receptive skills (Butler, 2004)
and in listening (Tang, 2007), which could be because those teachers teach at
elementary and secondary schools. When compared to the context of the current
study conducted with EFL teachers at universities, elementary and secondary schools
might not require teachers to carry out lessons in English. On the other hand, some
studies showed that EFL teachers at high schools in Iran (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008) and
teachers at primary and high schools in Turkiye perceive their performance to be
higher in speaking than listening. The difference between those studies and the
current study could result from comparatively less emphasis given to listening
practices in the class at primary and high schools. In comparison, classes at
universities might spend more time on speaking and listening since mastery of those
skills is required to pass the exams in many preparatory schools. Hence, teachers in
this study are inclined to expose their students and themselves to listening and
speaking practices so that students can pass the exams, which might result in more
developed skills in oral comprehension and production.

A closer review of oral competency areas also revealed both similarities and
differences to previous research. For instance, Iranian teachers in Eslami and
Fatahi’s study (2008) feel their listening skills to be the least proficient when they
watched the news or movies without subtitles. On the other hand, the participants in
this study rated their related competency higher in comprehending media sources in
general. However, it should be noted that the results from the interviews and the
questionnaire drew attention to speed and accents as identifying factors of their
performance in this study. Thus, on the condition that the input includes fast speech
and different accents, it might be deduced that comprehending such texts without

subtitles could cause unsatisfactory results for the participants of this study, too.
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Regarding oral interaction at which the participants of the current study found
themselves to be least competent, similar results were observed in previous research.
For instance, Eslami and Fatahi’s study (2008) showed that Iranian teachers assessed
their performance as the poorest when using strategies to keep a conversation going.
Although their research did not have a subscale of oral interaction, the statement may
be considered as part of competency in oral interaction. Hence, it might be said that
the result received for that item resonates with the results of the current study
because the participants in this study perceived their performance to be the poorest in
oral interaction. However, it should be noted that one item will hardly suffice for 11
items that belonged to the oral interaction subscale in this study. One other area
included as part of competence in oral interaction is idiomatic expressions and
colloquialisms. In line with previous studies in Iran (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008) and in
Turkiye (Yilmaz, 2011), the teachers in this study perceived their oral interaction
competency as the poorest in relation to colloquialisms and idiomatic expressions.
Possible reasons why teachers in both studies and the current study struggle to
understand language heavy in idiomatic expressions could be the inability to use the
language to communicate with foreigners. Limited exposure to oral interaction with
natives and non-natives which is likely to bring up unknown cultural content and
expressions could cause low levels of competency since the teachers in both contexts
resided in countries where languages other than English were spoken as the first
language.

Finally, in the current study, a BA degree in the department of ELT was a
factor for lower level in oral competency, oral comprehension, and oral production.
This could be resulting from limited chance to learn about the target culture in the

ELT departments, which was previously highlighted in another study with
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prospective teachers about their perception of target language and culture (Arikan,
2011). In comparison to students studying in the departments such as English
Language and Literature and American Culture and Literature, the ELT department
students have less exposure to literary texts that are high in cultural elements but
rather the focus in these departments is more on pedagogical knowledge, which
could result in ELT graduates’ low perceptions of oral comprehension. Placing less
emphasis on cultural input in the ELT department might be the reason why those
teachers perceive themselves as less capable in oral competency in English as well as
oral comprehension and production. Another reason could be less importance given
to enhancing learners’ knowledge of the language in the ELT department. Glingor
(2020) points out that the department’s failure to promote ELT prospective teachers’
speaking abilities in spite of its success in improving their pedagogical skills in
teaching. Because of over emphasis on pedagogical knowledge, the students in the
ELT departments could find themselves focusing on how to develop oral
competencies of students before they could find chances to improve themselves in
the related areas. Unless teachers find opportunities to improve their skills in English
later in their careers, their beliefs about their abilities in their oral competency when
they were students in their departments could prevail when they become a teacher.
On the other hand, the teachers with a BA degree in ELT are likely to have higher
awareness of advanced levels of English that can be achieved by language learners,
and they may have higher expectations for their own performances as they
themselves are highly experienced language learners. Hence, excessive focus on
achieving the desired levels of English could result in harsh judgements about their

own oral competency abilities.
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One other factor in different levels of oral competency and oral
comprehension was whether additional languages were spoken by the teachers at
least at the elementary level. The reason why they perceive their oral performance as
higher specifically when understanding oral input could be because of the improved
language awareness resulting from learning other languages (Milambiling, 2011).
This language awareness when coupled with teachers’ knowledge of how languages
work could bestow an improved perception of their oral performance on them.

EFL Teachers’ Teaching Styles

As for the findings from the questionnaire about the teaching styles, the most
frequently preferred styles were respectively Personal Model, Facilitator, and Expert.
In the interviews, although a different order was observed, these three styles were
again among the styles which received the highest number of comments in the
following order: Facilitator, Expert, and Personal Model. The resulting difference
between the findings of the questionnaire and the interviews could be the outcome of
the contradiction between the teachers’ beliefs and their practices. Also, the groups
of age and years of teaching experience differed significantly in their choice of most
of the teaching styles.

Teachers of the current study preferred to be a facilitator enabling effective
learning experiences similar to other EFL teachers in different contexts (Ghanizadeh
& Jahedizadeh, 2016; Soleimani, 2020). The reason why teachers in different
contexts preferred Facilitator Style could be related to the nature of language
teaching. As the outcome of language teaching has been seen as students’ production
(Chambless, 2012), more teachers might believe teachers should be in the role of
facilitator. In fact, such logic was observed in the number of comments in the

interviews about teachers’ choice when teaching productive skills because even the
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teachers who preferred other styles said they would choose a Facilitator Style when
teaching productive skills.

The participants also preferred to be an expert sharing their knowledge with
the students very similar to the teachers in Soleimani’s study (2020) in Iran and in
Karabuga’s study (2015) in Turkiye. The reason why being in an expert role is
preferable to all those teachers could result from the culture. In some Eastern
cultures, it is still expected teachers to be a figure who would deliver their expertise
to students (Ahmad & Rao, 2012; Dogancay-Aktuna, 2006), which could prompt the
teachers’ choices accordingly.

Interestingly, despite cultural similarities, Personal Model Style was the latest
on the most preferred list of the teachers in Soleimani’s study in Iran (2008) whereas
it was one of the most popular styles in the current study and in Karabuga’s study in
Turkiye (2015). The reason why being a teacher who shares personal experiences as
a role model for the students is preferred in the current context could be related to the
need to motivate students. In fact, in the interviews, motivation levels of students
were shown as a factor in teachers’ choices while the study in Iran depicted students
who studied at private institutions as highly motivated. Hence, the teachers in this
study might choose to adopt a teaching style like Personal Model Style which
highlights personal similarities between themselves and the students to motivate
students’ attempts to become as good learners of the language as their teacher.

The teaching context and its aspects can be shown as a reason why one of the
least preferred styles in this study is Delegator Style which gives high levels of
freedom and responsibilities to students. As the comments in the interviews
suggested, the educational context in the current study was constrained by the

decisions and rules of the regulations of the school and the university. Hence, even
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though the teachers wanted to let students have more freedom and responsibility,
they themselves might have lacked the freedom to make changes in the decisions
about their lessons. In comparison, teachers at private institutions in Iran
(Ghanizadeh & Jahedizadeh, 2016) were able to adopt Delegator Style as they were
less restricted by authorities’ decisions. Also, the resulting less formal relationship
between teachers and students was mentioned among the reasons why those teachers
were better at sharing their responsibilities with their students, unlike the current
study. In the current study, participants in the interviews highlighted institutions’
choices shaping their teaching in classrooms. Hence, having to meet the expectations
placed by the authorities, the teachers in the current study might feel the need to
refrain from adopting Delegator Style regardless of their preferences.

Another style which was among the least favored ones by the participants in
the current study was Formal Authority Style which emphasizes the importance of
teaching according to the standards and principles. However, Karabuga’s study
(2015) showed that it was one of the most popular for the EFL teachers in her study
in TUrkiye. More interestingly, in that study, Facilitator Style was not preferred by
many teachers, unlike the findings of other research (Ghanizadeh & Jahedizadeh,
2016; Soleimani, 2020). Karabuga established a link between students’ prior
experiences as well as their resultant expectations from teachers and teachers’
choices of teaching. In contrast to Karabuga’s study, most of the teachers in the
current study preferred Facilitator Style and the difference in the findings could be
because of the change in the needs, experiences, and expectations of the students in
time. Also, in the same year as Karabuga’s study, a report about language education
in Turkiye was published (West et al., 2015) and both studies agree on the traditional

way language was taught at universities. The studies, reports and the changing needs
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of students to use the language for communication might have caused awareness of a
change in the way language should be taught and, hence, the inclusion of Facilitator
as a teaching style in Turkiye and in the current study. However, it should be noted
that teachers in the current study also adopt Expert Style in their classrooms and all
the comments about the reasons for their choices showed students and educational
context as the factors. Thus, it might be deduced that although educational context
and students were subject to change, some qualities remained unchanged.

Lastly, similar to the findings of this study about age and experience, there
are others who also found that age and years of teaching experience were factors in
the teaching style of EFL teachers (Rahimi & Asadollahi, 2012). As expected, in the
current study, age and experience indicated more frequent use of all the teaching
styles. One of the reasons for the more frequent use of almost all the styles by the old
and experienced teachers in this study could be their knowledge base leading to
confidence in making proper decisions for different teaching contexts (Hagger &
Mclntyre, 2000). In addition, teachers with more experience have improved
classroom management skills including ability to overcome emotional complexities
of classes, which not only enables them to have more time to achieve the lesson
outcomes but also leads to positive attitudes towards teaching and students (Dewaele,
Gkonou & Mercer, 2018). Hence, the experienced teachers are likely to listen to their
students and have enough time to adopt the proper teaching styles accordingly
considering they waste less time on classroom management issues.

Teaching Approaches

As for the results in relation to teaching approaches, the Conceptual

Change/Student-Focused approach was more frequently preferred by the teachers in

this study than Information Transmission/Teacher-Focused approach while the
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findings from the questionnaire and the interviews showed that although it was less
popular, ITTF was also used by the teachers. Also, it was found that ITTF is
preferred by old and experienced teachers more than the young ones.

A student-focused approach is found more popular among the participants of
the current study, which is expected from teachers in soft disciplines. According to
Lueddeke’s study (2003) with academics in UK, teachers teaching in so-called hard
disciplines like medicine or engineering apply a more teacher-focused approach
whereas teachers performing in soft disciplines adopt a more student-focused
approach in their teaching. Since teaching languages falls into the softer domains, the
result of the current study supports the suggestion by Lueddeke.

On the other hand, the current study had somewhat contradicting findings
with another study conducted with academics with different titles working at the
education faculty of different universities in Turkiye (Aksoy et al., 2018). They
concluded that the academics teaching undergraduate level classes preferred a more
teacher-centered approach whereas they chose a more student-centered approach in
graduate level classes. The reason for their tendency to use a more teacher-centered
approach in undergraduate classes was explained in relation to students’
expectations, their low levels of self-regulation and teachers’ limited freedom when
making choices about the classes. However, in the current study, teachers who taught
at the undergraduate level preferred a more student-centered approach although the
two approaches were very close to each other. Nevertheless, it should be
acknowledged that all the teachers in the current study taught in the undergraduate
level classes, so if there had been teachers working with graduate level students, they
could have produced differences in the choice of teaching approaches. In addition,

teachers in this study who chose a teacher-centered approach commented on the



139

students and decisions made by authorities affecting their choices, which was in line
with the suggestions about teachers’ freedom made by Aksoy et al. (2018).

Another finding of previous research showed that teachers choose a teacher-
centered approach less frequently in smaller classrooms with one to 20 students
(Aksoy et al., 2018), which is in line with the findings of the current research as the
classrooms of the teachers taught in smaller classes at the preparatory school. The
reason could be because the small-sized classes might enable teachers to adopt a
more student-centered approach while high numbers of students might impede
teachers’ attempts to focus on individual students considering the limited time in the
class. In fact, in the current study, the comments in the interviews showed time as a
determinant of their choice of approach in teaching.

One other finding of Aksoy et al.’s study demonstrated that seniority plays a
role in the tendency of choosing a more student-centered approach. One of the
reasons suggested for this finding was higher numbers of graduate level classes
taught by academics with higher order academic titles and their wide repertoire of
pedagogical methods. However, in the current study, teachers with the highest years
of experience preferred a teacher-centered approach more than the groups with less
than 21 years of teaching experience. As the teachers all taught undergraduate
students, differing levels of freedom resulting from the graduate or undergraduate
level classes were not a factor in the current study. As for the lack of pedagogical
techniques at less experienced teachers’ disposal, which might cause them to resort
to a teacher-centered approach, the participants of the study might present a different
conclusion for two reasons. First, almost 75 percent of the teachers graduated from
the ELT department and almost 39 percent held a master’s degree in EFL, so it is

likely that a majority of teachers were taught the contemporary pedagogical methods
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and techniques of their time. Second, even the teachers with the fewest years of
experience (six to fifteen years) in this study seem to have had enough years to put
teaching theory into practice. Hence, because the teachers in this study did not differ
in the freedom they had in the decision-making process for their classes and because
even the most inexperienced ones possibly obtained theoretical and practical
knowledge of pedagogy, less seniority did not lead to choices of a more teacher-
centered approach.

Lastly, while CCSF was preferred by both experienced and less experienced
teachers, the results of the current study showed that ITTF was adopted by
experienced and old teachers significantly more than the younger and less
experienced teachers. Not surprisingly, age and years of teaching experience were
found among factors resulting in significant differences among teachers in their
choices of teaching approaches. The reason could be because more learner-centered
approaches which are a relatively new trend require adaptation to teaching materials
and methods (Griffith & Lim, 2010). Hence, despite more experienced teachers’
pedagogical prowess, the more experienced teachers might choose a teacher-focused
approach simply because they have more experience and knowledge about how to
teach that way. In fact, those teachers’ experience might have equipped them with
strategies to use a more teacher-centered approach effectively for the benefit of the
classroom.

Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Oral Competency and Their Teaching
Styles

As for the relationship between non-native EFL teachers’ oral competencies
in English and their teaching styles, some relationships were suggested in the
analysis despite being weak. The results demonstrated that Personal Model,

Facilitator, and Delegator were the only teaching styles which had a relationship with
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oral competency. In addition, the oral interaction subscale was the one which showed
a relationship with the most teaching styles including Formal Authority, Personal
Model, Facilitator, and Delegator. Also, Personal Model was the only style which
had a relationship not only with oral competency but also with all its subscales: oral
comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction. However, Expert was the only
style which did not show any relationship with oral competency and its subscales.
Butler (2004) highlighted sociolinguistic aspects of teachers’ language
proficiency that determine the effectiveness of communication in the classroom. He
stated that the inability to use the language properly by using conversational
strategies might not only harm the quality of language as input but also cause
conversation breakdowns between the teacher and students. Mastery of
sociolinguistic aspects of language could be regarded as part of high competency in
oral interaction, which might explain why oral interaction was the only competency
that had a relationship to four of the teaching styles in the current study. Similarly,
the reason why Expert Style did not show any relation to oral interaction could be
because of the emphasis in that style which is placed on the transmission of
knowledge and expertise rather than the reciprocal contribution of teachers and
students to the lessons. Butler also pointed out various effects of teachers’ high
command of language on their performances including their confidence, their
application of pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of the lesson content, etc. Hence,
as part of language proficiency, high oral competency might enable teachers to
choose proper teaching styles like Facilitator and Delegator as a result of their
pedagogical knowledge. In other words, since language teaching requires students’
active use of the language (Richards et al., 2013) and a corresponding teaching style

which enables students’ active participation like Facilitator and Delegator, the
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relationship between high oral competency and the tendency to choose Facilitator
and Delegator is expected. Hence, the relationship between oral competency and
Facilitator and Delegator found in this study was in line with the suggestions made
by Butler.

Tsui (2003) stated that teachers with limited knowledge of the language had a
tendency to use more prescriptive ways of teaching and they took less initiative to
adjust language resources depending on their appropriateness to the lesson context.
Prescriptive teaching shows similarity to Expert and Formal Authority styles as the
extent of the knowledge area and its transmission in Expert Style decide and
prescribe what and how to teach whereas external standards lead the actions and
expectations of the teachers in Formal Authority. In the light of the connection made
by Tsui and its representation in the constructs of this study, the current study’s
findings on the lack of relationship between oral competency and Expert and Formal
Authority styles have roots in the literature.

As for the relationship between Personal Model and all the competency areas,
the results of the current study can also be explained in reference to the literature.
Richards (2015) and Scrivener (2005) both suggested that teachers with high
command of the language they teach are able to provide more effective feedback to
the learners’ performances. Since one of the features standing out in Personal Model
Style is giving corrective feedback, the findings about the relationship between oral
competencies (including oral comprehension, oral production, and oral interaction)
and Personal Model Style were in line with the suggestions made previously by the
researchers. Another main feature of Personal Model Style is presenting a model to
students that they can imitate to master their skills. Related to this point, Naserdeen

(2001) stated that teachers with high competency in the language manage to present
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better examples in language use including grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation.
Hence, teachers who believe they have high oral competencies can also trust they can
present good models to students and choose Personal Model Style, which might
explain the relationship between high oral competencies and the choice of Personal
Model suggested by the current study.
Relationship between EFL Teachers’ Oral Competency and Their Teaching
Approaches

According to the analysis of the data about the relationship between the
participants’ oral competencies and their choice of teaching approaches, there found
to be weak to moderate relationships between some constructs. Conceptual
Change/Student-Focused approach had weak relationships with oral competency and
its two subscales: oral comprehension and oral production while it had a moderate
relationship with oral interaction. In contrast, Information Transmission/Teacher-
Focused approach had weak relationships with oral production and oral interaction.

Farrell and Richards (2007) suggested that the teachers who perceive
weaknesses in their language use and knowledge are generally so concerned about
their own incompetency that they rarely have enough time to spend on students’
actions. This could result in a possible relationship between high competency and the
choice of a teacher-centered approach suggested by the findings of the current
research since those teachers who believed to have high competency could spare
enough attention to focus on students’ engagement and involvement in the
classroom.

McNamara (1991) pointed out that language teachers with high proficiency
are more adept at adjusting the classroom materials according to the needs of the

students. Emphasizing students’ needs and addressing them require teachers’
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placement of students in the center, which might lend itself to a more student-
centered approach. As the teachers in this study who assessed their performance in
oral competencies as high also showed a desire to adopt a more student-centered
approach, it might be said that the relationship specified by McNamara was also
justified by the finding of the current research. However, the comments in the
interviews showed that teachers made the choice of their teaching approach
according to students’ needs no matter which approach they adopted. Thus, it might
be suggested that the fact that students were placed in the center could require
teachers to adopt a more teacher-centered approach depending on students’ profile.
Kim and Elder (2008) highlighted teachers’ ability to be spontaneous and
utilize the emergent teaching moments when they hold a high level of language
proficiency. When the classrooms’ vibrant nature which is inclusive of diverse
qualities of students is taken into account, the ability to act on what is unexpected
necessitates teachers’ attention to students as the sharcholders of the lesson rather
than themselves or their lesson plans. The inclusion of what students bring can be
possible when they are given a share of attention, which is one of the characteristics
of a student-centered approach. Hence, the findings of the current research that
suggested teachers who had a high level of language proficiency were likely to adopt
a more student-centered approach could hold ties to what was suggested by Kim and

Elder.

Implications for Practice
As the questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews offered opportunities
for teachers to reflect on their teaching styles and teaching approaches, they can
better acknowledge their zero beliefs which are defined as underlying reasons for

practice unknown to teachers (Bem, 1970). Professional development activities
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promoting similar realizations by encouraging self-reflection can take place in the
institution since there will always be expectations from teachers with regard to
keeping up with current developments of ELT (Ayar, 2019).

Depending on teachers’ realizations, the institutions can design professional
activities for the promotion of change and alterations related to teachers’ needs. To
this end, guidance can be offered by the supervisors for the teachers attempting to
find ways to improve themselves in their teaching. Moreover, as it is found that some
institution related issues have an impact on teaching styles and practices, institutions
can also implement some changes in related decisions. In addition, as years of
teaching experience works as a factor in different teaching styles and approaches, the
professional development practices could be designed as sensitive to the needs and
expectations of teachers with different years of experience.

Similar to teaching practices, the teachers having become more familiar with
their competencies can be guided to pursue development regarding their oral
competency. Since many benefits of a good command of the language in teaching
skills are stated by the previous research (Farrell & Richards, 2007; Kim & Elder,
2008; McNamara, 1991; Scrivener, 2005), the institution can invest in the
development of oral competencies of teachers by offering teachers incentives,
guidance, and support in their improvement process.

Implications for Further Research

As the current study is only conducted in one institution, other studies can be
conducted to shed light on the oral competency, teaching styles, and teaching
approaches of EFL teachers. Future studies to be carried out with other groups of
teachers who may teach at different levels of education and vary in terms of years of

teaching experience, the type of institution they work for, and the profile of students
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they teach can offer further insights regarding the constructs of the study. In addition,
the inclusion of EFL teachers with first languages other than Turkish can help attain
a better outlook on the teachers’ oral competencies and teaching preferences in terms
of teaching styles and approaches.

Furthermore, to examine the relationship between teachers’ oral competency
and teaching preferences, teachers’ real teaching practices can be observed and
analyzed. Similarly, for the assessment of the oral competencies of teachers, some
standardized test results acknowledged as reliable can be used to assess teachers’ oral
competencies so that their results can reflect on their performance in relation to the
domains of oral competency.

In addition, other shareholders’ perceptions can be included in future studies
as they will contribute to the current description of oral competency, teaching styles,
and teaching approaches of EFL teachers. As all the questions required teachers’
perceptions and their self-assessment, involving the perceptions of the students, the
other teachers, and the administrators on individual teachers can increase the richness
of the data and improve the reliability by enabling cross-checking of the findings.

Moreover, teaching styles and teaching approaches can be studied in relation
to other constructs since there are different determinants influencing the teachers’
choices regarding their practice. While teaching styles and preferences are affected
by other competencies related to the language skills of teachers, the effect of oral
competency of teachers can also be observed in teachers’ performance related to
material design, summative or formative assessment of students, and technology use.
Thus, both oral competency and teaching styles and approaches can be studied in

connection to other aspects.
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Limitations

This case study was inherently restrained by some boundaries. To start with,
it only investigated one teaching context and the non-native EFL teachers who are
employed in that context. Also, the data collected only came from non-native EFL
teachers working mostly with young adults at a state university in Tlrkiye. Hence,
the scope of this study had to be constrained by the specific context and the
participants there since the characteristics of the setting and participants were found
to be representative of other educational contexts in Turkiye.

There are other limitations regarding the data collection tools of the current
study. First of all, a self-assessment tool was implemented to find out about the oral
competency of teachers. Since the teachers self-reported their abilities by answering
action-based items of the questionnaire, their self-reflected answers may result in
producing a picture different from the real description of their competency.
Similarly, the inventories of teaching and teaching approaches providing self-reports
of the teachers about their practice may lead to results that may not reflect their real
practices objectively.

Moreover, teachers’ performances hold intertwined relationships with the
performance of other shareholders, all of which were not able to be included in the
study. Students, co-workers, and administrators have their own place affecting and
getting affected by the teaching practice that occurs in the classroom. Hence, other
shareholders present in the teaching context could have contributed to the
understanding of teachers’ oral competencies, teaching styles and approaches. Yet, in
this study, only the teachers’ perceptions and their accounts regarding focus areas
were disclosed by bringing the significant differences among the participants in data

to light.
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Appendix A

Informed Consent Form for the Questionnaire

Dear participant,

This questionnaire was prepared for my thesis within the scope of Thsan Dogramaci
Bilkent University, Teaching English as a Foreign Language Master’s Program,
under the supervision of Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit, with the purpose of investigating
EFL teachers’ oral competency in relation the CEFR self-assessment grid (Council
of Europe, 2020), their teaching style with reference to Grasha’s (2002) Teaching
Style Inventory, and their teaching approaches in regards to Teaching Approaches
Inventory (Trigwell et al., 2005) at a English language preparatory program in
Turkiye. Additionally, this study aims to explore the relationship between the oral
competency of teachers’ and their teaching style and between their oral competency
and their teaching approach. Your help by completing this questionnaire would be
greatly appreciated. This questionnaire should take approximately 20-30 minutes to
compete. In terms of this questionnaire;

* Your identification will never be disclosed.

* Your institution will not be disclosed to anyone.

* Your data will only be accessed by the researcher, will be kept on a password
protected laptop, and will only be used for this thesis and possible related conference
presentations, and journal publication purposes.

* Your answers will not be shared with your university and will not affect your
working rights.

* You can leave the questionnaire at any time you want.
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* The results of this study will be shared with you upon your request. In this case,
you can contact me via the e-mail address stated below.

Please check the box below if you meet the criteria and agree to participate.
Criteria:

* [ am over 18 years old.

* [ have read and understood the information about this study above.

* [ understand that I can withdraw from the study without any consequences at any
time.

* [ understand who would have access to identifying information provided and what
will happen to

the data at the end of the study.

* [ understand that this study has been reviewed by and received ethical clearance

through the Bilkent University Ethics Committee.

| meet the criteria and agree to participate.

Thank you very much for your contribution.
Fatma Ozcan
Bilkent University, MA in TEFL

|
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit
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Questionnaire Part 1

Part 1. Personal Information

1.

f)
9)

b)

Gender

Female

Male

| prefer not to mention.

Age

21-25

26-30

31-35

36-40

41-45

46-50

51+

Years of English language teaching experience
Less than 1 year

1-5 year(s)

6-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

21+

Undergraduate field of study
Teaching English as a Foreign Language

English Language and Literature
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American Culture and Literature

English Translation and Interpreting

English Linguistics

Other (Please specify):

If you have any postgraduate degrees, please choose from the following
that apply to you.

MA/ MSc Degree

Teaching English as a Foreign Language
English Language and Literature
American Culture and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
English Linguistics
Other (Please specify):
b) PhD
Teaching English as a Foreign Language
English Language and Literature
American Culture and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
English Linguistics
Other (Please specify):

c) 1do not hold a postgraduate degree.

If you speak other languages, choose from the following that apply to

you. For the languages you speak, please specify your proficiency level.

a) German

i. Starter
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ii.  Elementary
iii.  Lower Intermediate
iv. Intermediate
v.  Upper Intermediate
vi.  Advanced
b) French
i.  Starter
ii.  Elementary
iii.  Lower Intermediate
iv.  Intermediate
v.  Upper Intermediate
vi.  Advanced
c) Russian
I.  Starter
ii.  Elementary
iii.  Lower Intermediate
iv. Intermediate
v.  Upper Intermediate
vi.  Advanced
d) Italian
i.  Starter
ii.  Elementary
iii.  Lower Intermediate
iv.  Intermediate

v.  Upper Intermediate



vi.  Advanced
e) Spanish
I.  Starter

ii.  Elementary

iii.  Lower Intermediate
iv. Intermediate

v.  Upper Intermediate
vi.  Advanced

f) Japanese

Vi.

Starter

Elementary

Lower Intermediate
Intermediate

Upper Intermediate

Advanced

g) Other (Please Specify)
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Part 2. This questionnaire is to learn about your self-assessed oral competency,

Appendix C

Questionnaire Part 2.1

177

teaching style and teaching approach. Please do not spend too much time answering

each item. The best answer is probably your first reaction to the item.

teachers. Please read select the frequency to indicate your answer.

1- never 2- seldom 3- about half the time 4- usually 5- always

2.1. This sub-section is to learn about your self-assessed oral competency. of EFL

ltems

1

2

3

| can understand extended talk and lectures and
follow even complex lines of argument provided
the topic is reasonably familiar.

I can understand most TV news and current affairs
programs.

I can understand the majority of films in standard
language.

| can understand extended talk even when it is not
clearly structured and when relationships are only
implied and not signalled explicitly.

I can understand television programmes and films
without too much effort.

I have no difficulty in understanding any kind of
oral language live or broadcast even when
delivered at fast natural speed, provided time to get
familiar with the accent.

I can present clear and detailed descriptions on a
wide range of subjects related to my field of
interest.

| can explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving
the advantages and disadvantages of various
opinions.

I can present clear descriptions of complex subjects

a) integrating sub-themes.

b) developing particular points.

c¢) rounding off with an appropriate conclusion.

10.

| can present a clear argument




178

a) ina style appropriate to the context

b) with an effective logical structure that helps the
recipient notice and remember significant

points.
11. | I can present a smoothly flowing argument

a) inastyle appropriate to the context.

b) with an effective logical structure that helps the
recipient notice and remember significant
points.

12. | | can present a clear description

a) ina style appropriate to the context

b) with an effective logical structure that helps the
recipient notice and remember significant
points.

13. | I can present a smoothly flowing description

a) inastyle appropriate to the context.

b) with an effective logical structure that helps the
recipient notice and remember significant
points.

14. | I can interact with a degree of fluency and

spontaneity that makes regular interaction with
users of the target language quite possible.

15. | I can take an active part in discussion in familiar contexts
a) accounting for my views.
b) sustaining my views.

16. | I can express myself fluently and spontaneously

without much obvious searching for expressions.

17. | I can use language flexibly and effectively
a) for social purposes.
b) for professional purposes
18. | I can formulate ideas and opinions with precision.
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19.

| can relate my contribution during a conversation
skilfully and meaningfully to others’ contributions.

20.

| can take part effortlessly in any conversation and
any discussion.

21.

| have a good familiarity with idiomatic
expressions and colloquialisms.

22,

I can express myself fluently.

23.

I can express small/subtle differences in meaning
between similar words or phrases precisely.

24,

If I do have a problem expressing myself in a
conversation, | can restructure sentences causing
me difficulty smoothly without people realizing.
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Questionnaire Part 2.2
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2.2. This sub-section aims to find out about your teaching style. Please choose the
number to indicate your teaching style.

1- strongly disagree 2-somewhat disagree 3-neither agree or disagree

4- somewhat agree 5- strongly agree

ltems

1

2

3

1.

Facts, concepts, and principles are the most important
things that students should acquire.

2. | set high standards for students in this class.

3. What I say and do models appropriate ways for students
to think about learning English.

4. My teaching goals and methods address a variety of
student learning styles.

5. Students typically work on course tasks alone with little
supervision from me.

6. Sharing my knowledge and expertise with students is
very important to me.

7. | give students negative feedback when their
performance is unsatisfactory.

8. Students are encouraged to imitate the example |
provide.

9. I spend time consulting with students on how to improve
their work on individual and/or group tasks.

10. Activities in this class encourage students to develop
their own ideas about content issues.

11. What | have to say about a topic is important for
students to acquire a broader perspective on learning
languages.

12. Students would describe my standards and expectations
as somewhat strict and rigid.

13. | typically show students how and what to do in order to
master course content.

14. Small group discussions are employed to help students
develop their ability to think critically.

15. Students design one of more self-directed learning
experiences.

16. | want students to leave the semester well prepared for

their future studies.
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17.

It is my responsibility to define what students must learn
and how they should learn it.

18.

Examples from my personal experiences often are used
to illustrate points about the material.

19.

I guide students’ work on course projects by asking
questions, exploring options, and suggesting alternative
ways to do things.

20.

Developing the ability of students to think and work
independently is an important goal.

21.

Lecturing is a significant part of how | teach each of the
class sessions.

22,

| provide very clear guidelines for how | want tasks
completed in this course.

23.

| often show students how they can use various
principles and concepts.

24.

Course activities encourage students to take initiative
and responsibility for their learning.

25.

Students take responsibility for teaching part of the class
sessions.

26.

My expertise is typically used to resolve disagreements
about content issues.

217.

This course has very specific goals and objectives that |
want to accomplish.

28.

Students receive frequent verbal and/or written
comments on their performance.

29.

| ask for student advice about how and what to teach in
this course.

30.

Students set their own pace for completing independent
and/or group tasks.

31.

Students might describe me as “storehouse of
knowledge” who dispenses the facts, principles and
concepts they need.

32.

My expectations for what | want students to do in this
class are clearly defined at the beginning of the
semester.

33.

Eventually, many students begin to think like me about
learning English.

34,

Students can make choices among activities in order to
complete course requirements.

35.

My approach to teaching is similar to a manager of a
work group who delegates tasks and responsibilities to
subordinates.
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36.

There is more material in this course than | have time
available to cover it.

37.

My standards and expectations help students develop the
discipline they need to learn.

38.

Students might describe me as a “coach” who works
closely with someone to correct problems in how they
think and behave.

39.

| give students a lot of personal support and
encouragement to do well in my classes.

40.

| assume the role of a resource person who is available
to students whenever they need help.
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Questionnaire Part 2.3
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2.3. This sub-section aims to learn about your teaching approach. Please choose

the number that is true about your teaching.
1- only rarely true for me 2- sometimes true for me 3- about half the time true for

me 4- frequently true for me 5- almost always true for me

Items

1

2

3

4

5

In my classes, students should focus their study on
what | provide them.

It is important that my classes should be
completely described in terms of specific
objectives that relate to formal assessment items.

In my interactions with students in my classes, |
try to develop a conversation with them about the
topics we are studying.

It is important to present a lot of facts to students
so that they know what they have to learn for my
classes.

| set aside some teaching time so that the students
can discuss, among themselves, key concepts and
ideas in my classes.

In my classes, | concentrate on covering the
information that might be available from key texts
and readings.

I encourage students to restructure their existing
knowledge in terms of the new way of thinking
about the language that they will develop.

In teaching sessions for my classes, | deliberately
provoke debate and discussion.

| structure my teaching to help students to pass the
formal assessment items.

10.

I think an important reason for running teaching
sessions in my classes is to give students a good
set of notes.

11.

In my classes, | provide students with the
information they will need to pass the formal
assessments.

12.

I should know the answers to any questions that
students may put to me during my classes.

13.

I make available opportunities for students in my
classes to discuss their changing understanding of
the language.

14.

14. It is better for students in my classes to
generate their own notes rather than copy mine.

15.

A lot of teaching time in my classes should be
used to question students’ ideas.
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16. | In my classes, my teaching focuses on the good
presentation of information to students.

17. | I see teaching as helping students develop new
ways of thinking in my classes.

18. | In teaching language, it is important for me to
monitor students’ changed understanding of the
language.

19. | My teaching language focuses on delivering what |
know to students.

20. | Teaching in my classes should help students
question their own understanding of the language.

21. | Teaching language should include helping students
find their own learning resources.

22. | | present material to enable students to build up an

information base in the language.
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Appendix F

Informed Consent Form for the Interview

This research study is designed to study EFL teachers’ oral competencies in relation
to oral comprehension, oral production and oral interaction, their teaching styles and
teaching approaches. It is also aimed to find out about the relationship between oral
competency and teaching style, and teaching approach. The data will be collected by
questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The interview will be conducted face
to face.

Confidentiality: Your responses to interview questions will be kept confidential. At
no time will your actual identity be revealed. You will be assigned a random
numerical code. The recording will be erased as soon as it has been transcribed. The
transcript, without your name, will be kept until the research is complete with a
password that only the researcher will have an access. Your response will not be
shared with third parties and will have no effect on your relations with your
university.

Agreement:
[0 The nature and purpose of this research have been sufficiently explained and |

agree to participate in this study. I understand that | am free to withdraw at any time
without incurring any penalty.

Date:

Name:
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Appendix G

Interview Questions

The Semi-structured Interview Protocol
1. While answering the questions in the questionnaire, have you noticed anything
about your oral competency, teaching style or teaching approaches that you had not
noticed before? If yes, can you give details?
2. Oral comprehension is defined as a receptive language activity as part of
communicative competence. This kind of language activity comes into play in the
attempts of understanding the contents of public announcements, media, live
performances, or overheard conversations (Council of Europe, 2001).
What do you think about your strengths and weaknesses in oral comprehension?
i. What can you tell about your competency in oral comprehension when
public announcements include information, instruction or warning related to a
content area that you are not familiar with? Why? Can you give examples?
ii. What can you tell about your competency in oral comprehension when
media is in the form of radio or TV/online programs, a recorded extract, or
movies? Why? Can you give examples?
iii. What can you tell about your competency in oral comprehension when
you are in a live audience of a theatre play, a public meeting or lecture, or an
entertainment show? Why? Can you give examples?
iv. What can you tell about your competency in oral comprehension when
you listen for gist, for specific information, for detailed information or for
implications? Why? Can you give examples?
3. Oral production is defined as a productive language activity as part of

communicative competence. This kind of language activity comes into play in the
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events of addressing the public to give instructions or information or addressing
audiences in meetings, lectures, presentations, entertainment arrangements (Council
of Europe, 2001).
What do you think about your strengths and weaknesses in oral production?
i. What can you tell about your competency in oral production for occasions
when you need to describe an experience? Why? Can you give examples?
ii. What can you tell about your competency in oral production for occasions
when you need to put a case for example in a debate or discussion? Why?
Can you give examples?
iii. What can you tell about your competency in oral production for occasions
when you need to make a public announcement? Why? Can you give
examples?
iv. What can you tell about your competency in oral production for occasions
when you need to address audiences? Why? Can you give examples?
v. What can you tell about your competency in oral production for occasions
when you speak after rehearsals, from written notes or visual aids, or
spontaneously? Why? Can you give examples?
4. Oral interaction is defined as language activity as part of communicative
competence, which embodies the other productive and receptive language acts. This
kind of language activity comes into play when the language user as a speaker and
listener interacts with one or more interlocuters to construct and negotiate meaning
(Council of Europe, 2001).
What do you think about your strengths and weakness in oral interaction?
i. What can you tell about your competency in oral interaction when you are

involved in transaction of goods and services? Why? Can you give examples?



188

ii. What can you tell about your competency in oral interaction when you are
involved in a casual, informal, or formal conversations? Why? Can you give
examples?
iii. What can you tell about your competency in oral interaction when you are
involved in a debate, negotiation, or interview (as an interviewee or
interviewer)? Why? Can you give examples?
iv. What can you tell about your competency in oral interaction when there is
co-planning and goal-oriented co-operation? Why? Can you give examples?
v. What can you tell about your competency in oral interaction when you are
interacting with students, non-native speakers of English or native speakers
of English? Why? Can you give examples?
5. Teaching style represents a pattern of behaviors, needs and beliefs that teachers
display in their classrooms. It affects how people present information, how they
mentor students and interact with them, how they supervise the course work and
manage tasks (Grasha, 1994).
In the light of this information, how would you define your teaching style? Why?
Can you give examples from your teaching experience?
6. There are five teaching styles defined by Grasha (1994). An Expert Style teacher
possesses expertise and knowledge. For them, it is important to transmit information
and to ensure students are well-prepared. A Formal Authority Style teacher possesses
status because of his/her knowledge and membership to the academia. For them, it is
important to prepare students according to acceptable, correct, and standard ways of
doing things. A personal model type teacher believes in teaching by personal
example. For them, it is important to establish a prototype for how students should

behave and think. A facilitator type teacher tries to develop students’ capacity to act
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independently and responsibly. For them, it is important to provide support and
encouragement while teachers work with students in tasks or projects. A Delegator
Style teacher tries to develop students’ capacity to act autonomously. For them, it is
important to be present as a resource person if students request help.
Which style or styles do you think you perform in your classes? Can you give
examples?

i. What factors do you think affect your teaching style?

ii. How do you think it changes when you are teaching different skills?

iii. How do you think it changes when you are teaching vocabulary, grammar,

or pronunciation?
7. What do you think about the relationship between your oral competency regarding
oral comprehension, oral production and oral interaction and your teaching style?
8. There are two approaches to teaching defined by Trigwell et al., (2005) One is
conceptual change/student-focused (CCSF) and the other is information
transmission/teacher-focused (ITTF). CCSF aims to change students’ ways of
thinking about the subject matter. Teachers assume students construct their own
knowledge so teacher’s role is to challenge students’ perceptions, understanding and
activity. In ITTF, the focus is on teachers and their actions. Teachers’ role is to
transmit knowledge and teachers have great competency in planning, management
skills and transmitting knowledge.
In line with this information, how would you describe your teaching approach?
Why? Can you give examples?

i. What factors do you think affect your teaching style?

ii. How do you think it changes when you are teaching different skills?
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iii. How do you think it changes when you are teaching vocabulary, grammar,
or pronunciation?
9. What do you think about the relationship between your oral competency regarding
oral comprehension, oral production and oral interaction and your teaching

approach?
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Appendix H
Priori List for Teaching Styles
Main category Sub-category
1. Expert 1.1. Sharing Knowledge

1.2. Dispending Facts
1.3. Preparation for the Future Studies
1.4. Sharing Expertise

2. Formal Authority 2.1. Focus on Expectations
2.2. Giving Clear Guidelines

2.3. Decisions about What and How to Learn
2.4. Focus on Standards

3. Personal Model 3.1. Constructive Feedback
3.2. Coaching

3.3. Setting an Example
3.4. Giving Personal Examples

4. Facilitator 4.1. Providing Consultation & Guidance
4.2. Accommodating Students’ Needs and Styles

4.3. Providing Freedom & Chance for Self-
expression
4.4. Giving Responsibility

5. Delegator 5.1. Providing Less Guidance
5.2. Giving Teaching Responsibility
5.3. High Levels of Autonomy
5.4. Providing More Freedom
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Appendix |
Priori List for Teaching Approaches

Main Category Sub-category
1. ITTF (Information Transmission-Teacher- 1.1. Presenting information
Focused)

1.2. Preparation for formal assessment
1.3. Focus on specific objectives relating to
formal assessment

2. CCSF (Conceptual Change-Student- 2.1. Discussion & Monitoring
Focused)
2.2. Finding one’s own learning resources

2.3. Reconstructing present knowledge
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Appendix J

Emerging Categories for Teaching Styles and Teaching Approaches

Level of Analysis

Categories

Second Level Analysis

Third Level Analysis

Eclectic & Combination
Dominant

Forced

Unsatisfied

Desired

Attempted

Determinant

When Teaching Language Systems (Grammar, VVocabulary, Pronunciation)
When Teaching Productive Skills (Speaking, Writing)

When Teaching Receptive Skills (Reading, Listening)

Evidence






