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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING TURKISH EFL TEACHERS’ ONLINE TEACHING SELF-
EFFICACY DURING COVID-19 PANDEMIA

Cigdem SEKER

Master Thesis, Department of English Language Education
Supervisor: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Giircan DEMIROGLARI
July 2023, 120 Pages

The purpose of this research study is to investigate Turkish EFL teachers’ self-efficacy
levels for online teaching which was implemented during Covid-19 pandemia, in
relation with some of their demographic characteristics (i.e. age, gender, years of
teaching experience, online teaching experience, pre-service and in-service training on
use of educational technologies). The study also examines EFL teachers’ views on their
online teaching self-efficacy in addition to their reflections on the pandemic online
education. A mixed-method research design was implemented through two sequential
data collection phases. The sample size was 160 EFL teachers working at state schools
in Siirt province. The Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online
Teaching Scale (MNESEOTS), which was renamed as “EFL Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS)” in this study’s context, was applied
for quantitative data collection, and a semi-structured interview was administered to
gather qualitative data. Quantative findings showed that participant EFL teachers’
average online teaching self-efficacy was at medium levels, not at desired levels.
Moreover, qualitative findings revealed that the online education process was
challenging for EFL teachers, because they had many problems and limitations, which,
in turn, limited their language teaching activities and caused them to feel inefficient,
exhausted, lonely and so on during online courses. On the other hand, their awareness
and willingness for professional development, and interest in applied trainings about
online teaching were raised. Consequently, it was implied that EFL teachers need to be
supported through professional development opportunities that enable applied in-service
trainings about online teaching and that the online teaching methodology needs to be
incorporated into the pre-service training provided within teacher education
programmes.

Keywords: self-efficacy, teacher self-efficacy, online teaching, online teaching self-
efficacy, distance education, Covid-19 pandemia, Turkish EFL teachers



Vi
0z

COVID-19 PANDEMISIi SIRASINDA TURK INGILIiZCE
OGRETMENLERININ CEVRIMiCi OGRETIM OZYETERLIiKLERINiN
INCELENMESI

Cigdem SEKER

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dal
Damsman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Giircan DEMIROGLARI
Temmuz 2023, 120 Sayfa

Bu arastirma calismasinin amaci, Tiirk Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin Covid-19 pandemisi
sirasinda uygulanan c¢evrimigi 6gretime iliskin 6z-yeterlik diizeylerini, bunun onlarin
bazi demografik ozellikleri ile (yas, cinsiyet, 0gretmenlik deneyimi yili, ¢evrimici
Ogretim deneyimi, egitim teknolojilerinin kullanimina iligkin hizmet 6ncesi ve hizmet
ici egitim) olan baglantisni, ve Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin gevrimici Ogretim
ozyeterlikleri hakkindaki goriisleri ile onlarin pandemik ¢evrimici egitime dair
diistincelerini incelemektir. Calismada birbirini takip eden iki veri toplama asamasindan
olusan karma yéntemli bir arastirma modeli uygulanmustir. Orneklem boyutu, Siirt
ilinde devlet okullarinda gérev yapan 160 Ingilizce 6gretmeni olarak belirlendi. Bu
calismanin kapsamina uyacak sekilde “Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Cevrimigi Ogretim
i¢in Yeterlik Algis1 Olgegi (ETSEOTS)” olarak yeniden adlandirilan Michigan Hemsire
Egitimcilerinin Cevrimici Ogretim igin Yeterlik Algis1 Olcegi (MNESEOTS) nicel veri
toplamak icin uygulandi ve nitel verileri toplamak i¢in yar1 yapilandirilmis réportaj
aracilig ile goriismeler yapildi. Nicel bulgular, katilimei Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
ortalama cevrimici Ogretim Ozyeterliklerinin orta diizeyde oldugunu, yani istenen
diizeyde olmadigini gosterdi. Ayrica, nitel bulgular, online egitim siirecinin pek ¢ok
sorun ve sinirlama barindirdigindan Ingilizce &gretmenleri igin zorlayici oldugunu
gosterdi. Bu da onlarin dil 6gretim aktivitelerini sinirlandirmis ve g¢evrimigi dersler
sirasinda kendilerini yetersiz, tiikenmis, yalniz vb. hissetmelerine neden olmustur. Ote
yandan, cevrimi¢i Ogretim ile ilgili mesleki gelisime yonelik farkindaliklart ve
isteklerinin yani sira uygulamali egitimlere olan ilgilerinin arttig1 goriilmistiir. Sonug
olarak, Ingilizce gretmenlerinin gevrimici dgretime yonelik uygulamali hizmet igi
egitimler saglayan mesleki gelisim firsatlar1 yoluyla desteklenmesi ve online 6gretim
metodolojisinin dgretmen egitimi programlar1 dahilinde verilen hizmet 6ncesi egitime
dahil edilmesi gerektigi kanisina varilmustir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: 6z yeterlik, 6gretmen 6z yeterligi, cevrimici 6gretim, online egitim,
online &gretim 6z yeterligi, uzaktan egitim, Covid-19 pandemisi, Tiirk Ingilizce

Ogretmenleri
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

Teachers possess significant roles in the educational systems because teaching is a
profession endowed with responsibilities which make teachers irreplaceable. In the
teaching process, teachers need to decide for the required learning contents in parallel
with their students’ needs, and they have to deliver the content in appropriate learning
environments through appropriate teaching materials and methods. As stated by Herman
(2019) what “a quality or good teacher” does is not “just planning, making lesson plans
or teaching” (p. 1). In fact, teachers are not only sources of knowledge who deliver
course content for students but they also “counsel” and “inspire” them in order to “help
them utilize the knowledge they receive into their lives so that they can become
valuable members of society” (Herman, 2019, p.1). In this sense, teachers not only help
in conducting the core function of teaching but they also moderate students’ academical
and personal growth. In other words, teachers are “the manager or controller,” “the

9 13

tutor”,

99 13

the prompter”, “the organiser

99 €6

the assessor” and ‘“the role model” for their
students (Herman, 2019, p. 1). Therefore, teachers’ effectiveness in fulfilling such roles
and responsibilities is important and it is influenced significantly by their self-efficacy
beliefs about their teaching capabilities. In other words, the more teachers believe in
themselves and their teaching skills the more successful they are expected to be in their
teaching environments. Nowadays, it is observed that teaching environments for
teachers and learners might vary as a result of developments in educational
technologies, new teaching trends and unexpected extraordinary conditions such as
natural disasters, wars, pandemias, etc. Although a teaching environment is generally a
classroom at schools, sometimes it might be an online platform, where teachers and
students are physically seperated. In fact, regardless of where and how the teaching
environment is, the moderating role of teachers and the influence of their self-efficacy

on their teaching efficiency always maintain.

Research Problem and Justification

Today’s teaching and learning facilities are gaining new dimensions, requiring new
teaching environments and carrying educational practices beyond the walls of
classrooms due to the developing technologies in the 21. century world, and some

unexpected mandatory situations like natural disasters, pandemias and so on. In 2020, a



pandemia called “Covid-19” influenced the whole world drastically in many fields,
including education. The pandemia caused closure of schools all around the world,
which resulted in new situations and sanctions for teachers and learners as for
continuing their educational facilities. Online education suddenly became the new
compulsory way of conducting the interrupted educational process. Therefore, a need
for research about the distance online education that was implemented during the
Covid-19 pandemia emerged. Regarding the novelty of online education for the
majority of Turkish EFL teachers in their professional lives and their lack of familiarity
with online teaching environments, it is crucial to consider and search about whether
they were ready for such a process and how efficacious they regarded themselves for

conducting the online language teaching practices.

1.2. Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study is to investigate Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching
self-efficacy levels during the Covid-19 pandemic distance education, to find out
whether there is a relationship between the functioning of their online teaching self-
efficacy and some of their demographic variables such as age, gender, years of teaching
experience, online teaching experience before pandemia, and participation in an in-
service or pre-service education on how to use educational technologies, and to examine
EFL teachers’ reflections on the pandemic online education process.

The study tries to answer the following research questions:

1. What are the online teaching self-efficacy levels of Turkish EFL teachers during
the Covid-19 pandemia?
2. Does the online teaching self-efficacy of participants differ according to their
personal aspects such as;
a) Age?
b) Gender?
c) Years of teaching experience?
d) Having online teaching experience before the pandemia?
e) Having participated in an in-service or pre-service training on use of
educational technologies?

3. What are Turkish EFL teachers’ reflections on the pandemic online education?



1.3. Significance of the Study

This research study might be considered significant as it handles the online teaching
that was put into action with the Covid-19 pandemic outbreak in recent years. The study
enables to have deep insights into Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy
and searches about whether and how their personal aspects influence their online
teaching self-efficacy levels. Moreover, the study reveals EFL teachers’ reflections on
the pandemic online education regarding both positive and negative aspects of it. As a
whole, the study is expected to contribute to the related literature about teacher self-
efficacy, online teaching self-efficacy and pandemic distance online education. In
addition, it provides implications for enhancement of EFL teachers’ future online
working conditions and professional development opportunities to help them attain
more sustainable online language teaching achievements and better online teaching self-
efficacy levels. Suggestions for further research on the topic are given as well.

1.4. Review of the Literature

This review of literature brings together relevant and comprehensive information
from background theories and conducted studies about the human self, self-efficacy,
teacher self-efficacy, online teaching and online teaching self-efficacy in relation with
one another within the framework of distance online education that was implemented

amid the Covid-19 pandemia.

Social Cognitive Theory

Put forward by Albert Bandura (1986), the Social Cognitive Theory basically focuses
on the construction and various dimensions of the human self. In this theory, Bandura
described humans as “proactive, self-reflective, and self-regulating beings” (as cited in
Mercer and Williams, 2014, p. 7). Maddux and Gosselin (2012) underlined the four
main principles of Social Cognitive Theory regarding the human self in their study.
First, as they assert, human brain provides individuals with strong reflective cognitive
abilities on their experiences. Thus, individuals are able to observe and evaluate their
actions, thoughts and feelings; make future plans and predict the outcomes; evalute their
predictions; and share their opinions and experiences with others. Secondly, three main
factors, which are personal, environmental and behavioral, are reciprocally influential
on humans’ ways of thinking and behaving. The personal factors, which are constitued

of individuals’ cognitive, emotional and biological aspects, are affected by the



environmental and behavioral factors around them (Maddux & Gosselin, 2012). In other
words, as Bandura (1986) emphasized, an individual’s environment, behavior and
personal aspects are in mutual interactions with their cognitive, psychological and
emotional dimensions (as cited in Raoofi et al., 2012). Thirdly, the human self and
identity are not only constructed but also shaped by social interactions (Maddux &
Gosselin, 2012). This, within the educational context, emphasizes the significance of
focusing on individuals’ social relationships in order to have an insight into their inner
self and the reasons behind their behaviours. The fourth and final principle explained by
Maddux and Gosselin (2012) is that humans both possess agency and reflect their self in
their actions, in that, they give reactions to surrounding factors, set targets and regulate
their actions in accordance with the outcomes of their past experiences. As a whole, the
way Social Cognitive Theory handles and explains the reciprocal relationship of the
human self with individuals’ psychological, behavioral and environmental determinents
makes Bandura’s theory an important element of educational psychology (Schunk &
Pajares, 2009).

The Human Self. Humans are not only biological beings but they also have
emotional and cognitive characteristics. The emotional and psychological existence of
individuals is mainly based on their perceptions about themselves as human beings.
These perceptions constitute the basis of the human self, over which individuals first
create self-concepts and then build their identities (Mercer, 2011). Therefore, the human
self is a “complex dynamic” structure made of an individual’s “multiple interrelated
components” and varying attributes (Mercer and Williams, 2014, p. 162). Accordingly,
individuals’ sense of self is shaped by how they are conceptualising themselves; and in
parallel, their self-concepts influence the formation of their self-beliefs and the way they
behave in social contexts. The dynamic system of the self produces self-belief
constructs like self-concepts, self-esteem, self-efficacy and self-confidence, which, as
Valentine and DuBois (2005) stated, are shaped around people’s perceptions about their
qualifications and capabilities as individuals (as cited in Mercer, 2011). In this sense, as
Baumeister (1989) suggested, the self of humans cooperate with their biological being
to make sense in the surrounding cultural system (as cited in Schroeder, 2013). As a
whole, the human self is one and only for “its ability to turn inward and engage in self-
reflection”; for “its identity as an interpersonal being, partner, and group member”’; and
“by its executive function as an agent that makes choices, exerts control, and engages in

self-regulation” for human beings (Baumeister, 1989, as cited in Schroeder, 2013, p. 1).



Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is one of the prominent self-constructs that Bandura explained in the
Social Cognitive Theory. Research on individuals’ self-efficacy has gained significance
in the educational area within the last two decades. According to Bandura (1982), self-
efficacy refers to the amount of confidence humans possess about their capabilities to
perform specific actions. Bandura adds that individuals’ previous successful
accomplishments are the greatest basis for the creation and development of self-efficacy
in them (as cited in Lane et al, 2004). In this sense, Bandura (1997) associated higher
self-efficacy levels with effective organization and fulfillment of a particular task (as
cited in Ucar, 2016). Bandura further explained that efficacy beliefs influence
individuals’ faith in their personal attributes and abilities considerably (as cited in
Mercer, 2011). Accordingly, self-efficacy belief is influential on most of human
behaviour and actions because they are directed by how much capable and efficacious
the individuals perceive themselves as social beings. Similarly, as Pajares (1996) stated,
one’s self-efficacy can affect the interest, persistence, and endeavor they invest in the
action they are performing. As a result, individuals who have greater self-efficacy levels
are expected to invest more effort in their actions to achieve their goals when compared
to less self-efficacious people (Pajares, 2002). In this sense, as Bandura suggested,
one’s amount of self-efficacy can be regarded as an indicator for the success level they
can attain in a task or activity (as cited in Pajares, 1996). In addition, the self-efficacy of
individuals holds a critical impact on their self-motivation, goal setting and self-
evaluation abilities. In this regards, as Senel (2013) indicated, in case of encountering
challenges, people with high self-efficacy has stronger resistance than those with lower
self-efficacy levels. In other saying, self-efficacy is determinant on individuals’
endurance level against impediments in life. In brief, self-efficacy might be regarded as
an indicator of the functioning of human agency in relation with the way individuals
think, feel and behave as social beings (Caglar, 2019), because it makes direct and
indirect influences on humans’ behavior, willpower, aims and expectations (Bandura,
2000). As a whole, self-efficacy is an essential element of the human self and agency
due to its executive role on individuals’ behaviour (Bandura, 1991, 1997, 1999; Wood
& Bandura, 1989).

In the Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura (1997) based the construction of self-
efficacy on four main resources: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social

persuasion, and psychological and emotional states. These four resources are all



influential on the stimulation and improvement of self-efficacy in humans (Raoofi et al.,
2012). The first resource, mastery experience, which is also called enactive self mastery,
is built upon the previous accomplishments of an individual in a particular context.
According to Bandura (1997) mastery experience is the most influential source for the
improvement of self-efficacy, because if the individuals achieve successful results after
a long struggle with challenging situations, they attain a notable efficacy level as for
controlling the events taking place around them. The second source of self-efficacy,
vicarious experience is obtained through an observation on the results of other people’s
actions. In other words, individuals evaluate their own abilities required for performing
a specific action according to the outcomes achieved by other people after performing
the same action (Bandura, 1997). As the third source of self-efficacy, social or verbal
persuasion signifies the influence of successful persuaders on fostering people’s belief
in themselves for managing particular tasks. Accordingly, if an individual receives
positive persuasion in appraisal language for their abilities, this contributes to their self-
efficacy to start an action, try new strategies and put the required effort to become
successful (Bandura, 1997). Conversely, negative persuasion is found to diminish
people’s self-efficacy levels considerably (Pajares, 2002). The fourth source of self-
efficacy, people’s psychological and affective factors like stress, anxiety, and
excitement influence their self-efficacy significantly. Therefore, helping to lower
people’s stress and anxiety factors to transform their undesired feelings to positive ones

holds an improving effect on their self-efficacy levels (Bandura, 1997).

Teacher Self-efficacy

In literature, teachers’ judgements and opinions about their teaching abilities are
called teacher self-efficacy. In the educational area, teacher self-efficacy is among the
main determinants that highly influence teachers, their teaching activities and learners’
success outcomes (Ucar, 2016), because teachers possess an active role in the overall
teaching and learning process. In the Social Cognitive Theory, Bandura (1997)
described teacher self-efficacy as one type of self-efficacy, which he believed needs to
be taken seriously in the framework of educational psychology (as cited in Ucar &
Bozkaya, 2016). He emphasized on a requirement for more research about teacher self-
efficacy, because according to him, “teachers’ efficacy beliefs are generally open to
change... and hence, this construct should be examined deeply” and continually (as
cited in Ucar, 2016, p.16).



Teacher self-efficacy has been studied increasingly in the context of educational
psychology to have insights into teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for their competence in
effective teaching and producing successful student achievements (Ucar & Bozkaya,
2016). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) defined teacher self-efficacy as
teachers’ own beliefs about their skills and abilities to obtain positive student outcomes
by enhancing their motivation and engagement in learning. Teachers being the eminent
factor that has influences on students’ apprehension and goal setting at school (Afsaneh
& Safoura, 2015), teachers’ self-efficacy level is observed to be highly influential on
their students’ success outcomes in those aspects (Chacon, 2005). Besides, teachers’
self-efficacy determines how diligent they are about their classroom goals, instructional
preparations and delivery (Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Moreover,
teacher self efficacy is regarded to be enhancing teachers’ resistance against possible
challenges, readiness for implementing new approaches in their teaching environments
to foster students’ learnings, and so on. Gibson and Dembo (1984) claimed that the
teachers with strong self-efficacy beliefs are more likely to try innovative strategies and
methods in their teaching, particulary when they get unsuccessful student outcomes.
Similarly, Ghaith and Yaghi (1997) reported that instructors who have higher self-
efficacy beliefs regard themselves as more effective teachers. Furthermore, such
teachers believe that use of innovation is inevitable and indispensible in their teaching,
and they find it easier to implement innovative teaching strategies in their instruction. In
other words, as studies have supported, highly efficacious teachers always hold a
pathbreaking perspective and feel more ready to try new methods and approaches in
order to cope with problems they come across (Berman et al., 1977; Guskey, 1988;
Stein & Wang, 1988), because high self-efficacy empowers teachers’ endurance in
times of impediments in their job (Smylie & Denny, 1989). According to Trentham et
al. (1985), individuals who have powerful self-efficacy are more contented with and
committed to their jobs. Similarly, studies have shown that teachers who have powerful
sense of self-efficacy are inclined to be more dedicated to teaching and more
cooperative with school management (Berman et al., 1977; Guskey, 1988; Stein &
Wang, 1988). Consequently, as clarified by Henson (2001), there is a meaningful
relationship between greater teacher self-efficacy and desirable teaching activities,
which, in turn, produce positive student outputs. All in all, teacher self-efficacy might
be regarded as a backbone in the teaching and learning process due to its decisive

influence on teachers’ instructional activity, prolificacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986) and



learner acquisitions. In this study’s ELT / SLA context, EFL teachers’ self-efficacy is
expected to be determinent and influential on their conceptualizations of effective
language teaching (Alemi & Pashmforoosh 2013).

As a multidimensional construct, teacher self-efficacy depends on accomplishments
in varying tasks and situations and it is powered by four resources of self-efficacy that
are postulated by Bandura in the Social Cognitive Theory. According to Dellinger et al.
(2008), the multidimentional nature of teacher self-efficacy adds to its further expansion
in terms of its strength, level and generality. As a result, several measures for assessing
teacher self-efficacy have been developed on the basis of Rand studies. Based on
Bandura’s depiction of self-efficacy in Social Cognitive Theory, Gibson and Dembo’s
(1984) Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) and Ashton & Webb’s (1986) measurement of
teacher self-efficacy are among the frequently utilized measures. The Teacher Efficacy
Beliefs System-Self (TEBS-Self) by Dellinger et al. (2008) is another measurement that
is frequently used to evaluate self-efficacy beliefs of teachers as well as their group-
work collective efficacy. Dellinger et al.’s (2008) instrument is constituted of six
subscales, which are “clarification, management, accommodation, motivation,
regulation of interdisciplinary routines, and higher-order thinking skills” (as cited in
Alemi & Pashmforoosh, 2013, p. 27). Recent studies have further examined and
assessed teacher self-efficacy regarding the ability to implement inclusive strategies in
teaching activities (Romi & Leyser, 2006; Sharma et al., 2012). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy’s (2001) Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSE) was developed with this
purpose in order to go “a step forward in capturing an elusive construct of teacher
efficacy” (as cited in Alemi & Pashmforoosh, 2013, p.27). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy’s (2001) instrument is widely utilized and accepted as a more
comprehensive and superior measure compared with prior teacher self-efficacy
assessment tools, because it enables to assess an extensive range of factors which affect
teachers’ perceptions on their teaching capabilities (Alemi & Pashmforoosh, 2013).

Locus of Control. Locus of control (LOC) is a famous personal attribute described
by Rotter (1966) in the Social Learning Theory regarding individuals’ way of thinking,
behaving and feeling in relation with their perception of the world and the level of
control they have on their life experiences. In this sense, locus of control is among the
basic elements of human psychology that have direct influences on individuals’
behaviour and way of thinking. According to Rotter (1966), individuals either have

internal locus of control or external locus of control as source of impulse in them. These



two locuses of control operate in opposite directions in individuals. People with internal
locus of control possess a self-initiated change orientation, whereas for those who have
external locus of control the change orientation is attributed to a power or source
outside the individual. Hence, individuals with internal LOC believe that they have the
ability to control and influence the outcomes of their actions, because they know that
their own effort and personal efficacy bring about those outcomes for them.
Accordingly, studies have indicated that individuals’ productive aspects and desirable
accomplishments stem from internal locus of control (Toussi, 2012). Moreover, people
who are driven by internal locus of control prefer making choices for their lives by
themselves. Thus, they are inclined to “feel happier, free, and less stressed” (Cascio et
al., 2014, p. 150), because no matter what the result of their choice is, they accept and
appreciate it. Accordingly, individuals whose source of motivation is internal locus of
control are expected to be more successful and pleased with their lives.

On the other hand, an impulse driven by external locus of control diminishes
individuals’ creativity and freedom in their choices, and such people are inclined to link
the outcomes of their actions with factors beyond their control, such as fate, chance or
any person except themselves (Rotter, 1966). For this reason, “they perceive themselves
to have little or no control over their lives” (Cascio et al., 2014, p. 150) and they are
inclined to hold another person or situation accountable for undesired consequences in
their lives (Joe, 1971). Consequently, they are inclined to feel stressful and depressed in
their lives (Cascio et al., 2014).

Regarding the relationship between human psychology and locus of control, the
construct of LOC can be associated with Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy. Even
further links can be observed between locus of control and teacher self-efficacy in the
framework of educational psychology. In his Social Learning Theory, Rotter (1966)
described the impact of teachers’ locus of control on their behavior and self-efficacy
beliefs in the educational context. Accordingly, teacher self-efficacy is dependent on the
extent of control that teachers believe they have over the factors that influence the
teaching and learning practices in and around their teaching environments (Ucar &
Bozkaya, 2016). In other words, teachers are driven by either internal locus of control
or external locus of control in their teaching practices. As for language teaching and
learning, EFL teachers with internal locus of control are expected to base their students’
success or failure results on the language teaching methods and materials they choose

and utilize. On the other hand, EFL teachers with external locus of control are inclined
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to associate the undesired outcomes in their classes with external sources other than
themselves, such as insufficient efforts by students, technical problems, lack of teaching
materials and so on. In this sense, language teachers with inner locus of control might
take more responsibility in their teaching, do their best and try new approaches for
desirable student outcomes, whereas the language teaching facilities of EFL teachers
with external locus of control might be limited. Unfortunately, such EFL teachers may
not be able to come up with innovative solutions in case of impediment in their teaching
environments. Consequently, EFL teachers with external LOC are expected to have
lower self-efficacy than EFL teachers with internal locus of control, because those with
internal locus of control believe more in their teaching abilities to create successful

language learning environments full of opportunities for their students.

The Impact of Covid-19 Pandemia on Education around the World and in Turkey

In December 2019, a novel type of coronavirus which is named as “Covid-19”
appeared in Wuhan, China (Ministry of Health, 2020). Unfortunately, it crossed the
Chinese borders and rapidly spread the world, which led to a worldwide declaration of
pandemia by the World Health Organization (WHO) (WHO, 2020). In order to slow
down the spread of the coronavirus, governmental decisions were made by all countries
for masses of people to stay in quarantine at homes (Zhong, 2020). Negative effects of
the Covid-19 pandemic were observed in many areas that directly affect human life.
According to Telli et al. (2020), following the health sector, education was among of the
most drastically influenced fields by the pandemia due to the pandemic lockdown and
the accompanying closure of schools around the world. According to reports in Miks
and Mcllwaine’s (2020) study, “approximately 1.6 billion children and young people
were affected by the pandemic,” which equals to “more than 91 percent of students
worldwide” (as cited in Bakioglu & Cevik, 2020, p.110). Lockdowns meant a
deprivation of teaching and learning activities for teachers and learners because of the
suspension of face-to-face education at schools, which resulted in an urgent switch to
distance education by educational policies in order to help the continuation of teaching
and learning process (Zhong, 2020). Consequently, distance online education started to
get implemented all around the world at all levels and branches of education, including
English language teaching. In this sense, Covid-19 brought on the agenda of educational
studies a new framework that can be referred to as distance education in pandemic
periods (Hebebci et al., 2020).
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As in the whole world, distance education became essential for all levels of
education in Turkey during the Covid-19 pandemia. For this purpose, various
technological medias both on two-way interactive and on one-way non interactive
teaching platforms started to be utilized within distance education programs so that
lessons could be delivered without time limitations and physical boundaries between
teachers and students (Bates, 1999). Ffor example, the Council of Higher Education
(YOK) transferred authority to universities for conducting the theoretical courses of
formal associate, undergraduate and graduate programs through distance education.
Consequently, lessons started to be taught within distance education channels. Online
live courses began to be conducted at all levels of education on digital applications such
as ZOOM, Skype, etc. Therefore, YOK took decisions on many issues, including a free
6 GB distance education support quota for university students (Karadag & Yucel,
2020). Similarly, the Ministry of National Education (MNE) sustained distance
education programs at primary and secondary school levels through digital technologies
such as television broadcasts and Internet-based platforms. The Educational Information
Network (EBA) and the EBA-TV channel, which is sustained by Turkish Radio and
Television Corporation (TRT), provided courses and supplementary materials in
accordance with the specified curriculum programs of primary, secondary and high
school levels. Actually, the EBA digital education portal was established by MNE in
2011 (Ozer, 2020) and so far it has been in service to provide curriculum-based learning
materials such as videos, tests, e-books and documents for students ranging from pre-
school to high school level. On the EBA portal, more than 5.000 books, hundred
thousands of documentaries and cartoons are available for students, teachers, and even
parents. Additionally, it enables teachers to schedule and give online live courses,
upload assignments, assessment tasks and video-records of their lessons students. The
EBA portal also involves an analysis tool that identifies the academic needs of students
by means of the data gathered from students’ responses to tasks. This enables students
to have access to appropriate learning materials for their individual academic needs
(Ozer, 2020). During the Covid-19 pandemia, the MNE reinforced the EBA portal’s
infrastructure aspects to sustain online live courses (Ozer, 2020). Moreover, agreements
were made with GSM operators to provide up to 8 GB of internet use free of charge
(MEB, 2020) for students in order to ensure continuity in the distance online education.
All in all, YOK and the EBA portal undertook serious roles in the conduction of

distance online education during the Covid-19 pandemia in Turkey.
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Although distance education practices in Turkey during the Covid-19 pandemia
contributed to the continuation of education, there were still deficiencies and problems
resulting from limitations related to scheduling, time and implementation of appropriate
and effective online teaching methods (Hebebci et al., 2020). Accordingly, some
challenging “factors such as lack of infrastructure (software, hardware etc.), economic
reasons, technical staff problem, lack of awareness of the society,” specifially of
students and parents, and “regional differences in the level of utilization of information
technologies” were categorized as obstacles that teachers encountered in application of
distant online education (Gokdas & Kayri, 2005, as cited in Hebebci et al., 2020, p.
268). Unfortunately, all those factors had negative impacts on teachers’ effectiveness in

online teaching incorporated during the pandemic crisis in Turkey.

Distance Education

Alternative channels and platforms for teaching and learning have been produced and
utilized frequently in the history of education in addition to the traditional classrooms of
face-to-face education through the increase in the usage of internet and instructional
technologies (Aydin &Tirkes, 2010). As one of the alternatives, distance education
(DE) has been popularly applied across the world by many universities and other formal
and non-formal educational institutions. In literature, distance education has been
referred to with various terms such as “distant education, distance learning, distance
teaching, open learning, online learning, asynchronous learning, e-learning, etc.”
(Caner, 2016, p.215). Accordingly, different conceptualizations of distant education
have been produced by scholars in regards with differing technologies (Caner, 2016).
Holmberg (1989) conceptualized distance education as a framework that covers
teaching and learning activities in relation with learner’s cognitive and pyschological
aspects and the organization that provides the infrastructure facilities and regulates the
distance education process. Moreover, Bates (2005) defined distant education as
individual learners’ study at their own choice of time and place with no vis-a-vis
communication with the instructor. According to Edvardsson and Oskarsson (2008),
distance education basically provides a different kind of class that is adapted to
unconventional learners who do not join regular classes. Similarly, Mclsaac and
Gunawardena (1996) defined it as a delivery of instruction to people through print or

electronic communications media.
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As a whole, distance education is a planned way of teaching and learning that takes
place at different locations for teachers and learners. Moreover, it requires “special
techniques of course design, instructional techniques, and methods of communication
by electronic and other technology along with organizational and administrative
arrangement” (Moore & Kearsley, 1996, as cited in Caner, 2016, p. 216). Keegan
(1980) proposed that distant education is dependent on six principles, that are,
“separation of teacher and learner; influence of an educational organization...; the use
of technical media to link teacher and learner; the provision of two-way exchange of
communication; learners as individuals rather than groups; and education as an
industrialized form” (as cited in Caner, 2016, p. 215). Similarly, Garrison and Shale
(1987) explained distant education as being dependent on three main points:
“noncontiguous communication, two-way interactive communication, and the use of
technology to mediate the necessary two-way communication” (as cited in Caner, 2016,
p. 215). In this regards, in today’s educational world, distance education requires
incorporating “web-based course content delivery tools, synchronous and asynchronous
communication systems, multimedia and simulations, assessment tools, virtual spaces
for sharing resources, discussion boards, grading systems, chat rooms, assignment
submission components, etc... within a systematic framework of instructional and
design strategies” (Caner, 2016, p. 216). All in all, what makes distance education
attractive is that it brings together the instructors and learners who are at different
locations and time (Ozkul, 2003). Thus, in distance education the teaching and learning
facilities are more flexible in regards with time and place limitations, which enables
learners to have access to information at any time and place (Aydin and Tirkes, 2010).

Background of Distance Education Around the World. The historical background
of distance education, which was formerly defined as correspondance education, goes
back to late 1800s, when correspondence posts were used for the provision of education
to people who could not travel and attend face-to-face classes. Since the early times of
distance education, it has been practiced in many countries in the globe through variable
tools and technologies ranging from the primitive to advanced forms. The very first
example of distance education was an advertisement published in a newspaper in 1833,
which aimed at catching readers’ attention for study purposes. In time, the evolution of
technology enabled usage of radios, televisions and finally the Internet to provide
educational activities for teachers and learners who are at different time and places
(Caner, 2016).
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In literature, Caleb Philips is regarded as the pioneer of distance education in the
world. He gave weekly lessons with the support of the United States postal service. The
earliest example of distance education school was established in 1873 in Boston,
Massachusetts, USA with the name of “the Society to Encourage Studies at Home”. It
was especially for women coming from different “socio-economical” backgrounds and
it provided correspondence instructions for 24 years (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 3). In
fact, research in litearature shows that in early times of distant courses, the majority of
attendants were women (Pregowska et al., 2021).

Distance education in Canada started in 1889 for the purpose of providing equal
degree of opportunities for rural teachers to get degrees (Pregowska et al., 2021).
Similarly, in Australia, distance education was a big necessity due to “huge distances”
between people settling on “large areas” (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 4). For this purpose,
Australian people benefited from the International Correspondence Schools (ICS) in
Pennsylvania, USA since 1890. Later, in 1920 “the Australian branch was officially
registered”, however, the practice of distance education within Australian borders
started in 1910, with the establishment of a Department of Correspondence Studies by
the University of Queensland, which enabled many Australian people with substantial
education within a correspondance-based program (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 4). In
fact, in Australia initially there were “travelling teachers” who visited rural and less
populated districts to give elementary level education until the startle of World War 1.
Afterwards, this practice ended and the Correspondence School in Bridge Street was
established. Furthermore, Australia’s postal service was actively utilized as a tool to
communicate correspondence teaching, and there were also “mail-based” distance
education systems practised till 1967 (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 5).

Practices of distance education were observed in European countries, as well.
Distance education was given great importance in Poland. In 1776, at the Jagiellonian
University in Krakow, Poland, a distance education course was started for artisans, and
physics lessons started to be given in 1779 via correspondence lessons in the University
of Warsaw. One of the world’s most famous scientists, Maria Sktodowska-Curie was
among the participants of the so-called “Flying University” which was founded secretly
in 1886 “under Russian annexation” and contributed to the education of many people in
Poland via correspondance teaching (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 4). In 1990, the
European School of Correspondence Education was founded in Poland and distance

English courses were given within its framework in seven countries in central and
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eastern Europe. Likewise, in 1858 in England, the External Programme at the
University of London was founded as the first regular distance education course. In
1894, the first college dedicated to correspondance education was establised in the
United Kingdom, i.e., Wolsey Hall, Oxford. Moreover, the first distance education
degree program was founded in 1858 at the University of London. British author
Charles Dickens named it as “People’s University”, which was “affordable and suited to
students from less affluent backgrounds” (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 4). In Berlin,
Germany, the earliest example of “correspondence language school” was establised in
1856. According to researches, “the largest distance learning universities in Europe
were established in the United Kingdom (Open University, 1969) and Germany
(FernUniversitdt in Hagen or Distance University of Hagen, 1974)” (Pregowska et al.,
2021, p. 4). In Sweden, correspondance teaching and learning began in 1898 with the
foundation of Liber Hermonds institution by Hans Svensson Hermod. In France,
distance teaching for the public started in 1939 via correspondence courses. In 1944, the
National Centre for Distance Education (Le Centre national d’enseignement a distance)
was established, and later in 1986 it was transformed into a high school that served for
the education of “sick children, ex-prisoners and deportees” (Pregowska et al., 2021, p.
4).

In the continent of Africa, distance education had great significance for the education
of students from rural areas. Many universities around the world conducted distance
teaching facilities for African people until the University of South Africa was founded
in 1946 and took over the distance education activities in the continent. Nowadays, it is
still the largest public institution providing distance teaching facilities in Africa
(Pregowska et al., 2021).

In China, the first examples of distance education were provided via the postal
service beginning from 1979. Later, in the late 19th century, Waseda University
implemented a different system for distance teaching “in the form of reprints of
lecturers’ notes, as there were no native language textbooks”. In fact, in China the
Ministry of Education did not recognize correspondence schools to be allowed with
“award degrees” until 1950, thus, distance education studies in China have been
“covered by a different accreditation system than full-time studies” till present
(Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 5).

In India, distance education began to be applied in 1967 in the framework of five-

year plan after the country’s independence. Later in 1962, distance education through
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post office was initiated at the undergraduate level at the University of Delhi in the field
of the arts via a delegation to the Soviet Union.” In time, distance teaching system in
India expanded to be applied in “directorates or departments of correspondence
education” at top universities (Pregowska et al., 2021, p. 5).

All in all, distance education has been implemented in various forms and degrees in
most countries and continents since its beginning for the provision of education to
people who have no face-to-face training opportunities.

Background of Distance Education in Turkey. In Turkey, the roots of distance
education (DE) can be traced back to ninety years ago (Alkan, 1987). As Alkan (1987)
explained in his study, distance education first came into question during a meeting in
1927 with the purpose of fostering the literacy of the public. However, as Demiray et al.
(2008) reported, DE was not implemented in Turkey at those times due to the
preconception that a teacher and real classroom atmosphere are required for substantial
education. Later on, distance education was put into practice particulary in
undergraduate programs at universities, thus, the actual application of DE in Turkey
started in 1982 (Ruzgar, 2004). When reviewing the literature, the implementations of
distance education in Turkey had been observed more frequently in faculty education
and high school levels than in primary and secondary school levels till a recent time. In
1982, the Council of Higher Education (HEC), which is referred to as YOK in Turkish,
was founded for the purpose of planning, organization, administration, supervising and
regulation of the higher educational institutions in Turkey (Demiray et al., 2008). In the
same year, the Open Education Faculty (OEF) was establieshed within Anadolu
University with the help of its extensive infrastructure facilities. Nowadays, the OEF
provides undergraduate programs to thousands of university students across Turkey,
Cyprus and Europe (Demiray et al., 2008). In 1992, Open High School (OHS)
application was constructed by Ministry of National Education (MNE) with a similar
structure and operation model of OEF in order to provide distance education at
secondary and high school levels. The OHS application utilized the mass
communication means such as radio and television when required in addition to face-to-
face education activities and supportive teaching materials like computer diskette, video
cassette and printed documents (Ulug, 1994). In fact, the initial implementations of
distance education in Turkey covered only supplementary or one-way non-interactive
delivery methods and materials such as textbooks, CDROMs, television and radio

broadcasts (Hismanoglu, 2012). However, in today’s advanced world of information
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technologies and with the increasing use of Internet in education, the applications of
distance education in Turkey have been reshaped (Caner, 2012). Specificially after the
outbreak of Covid-19 pandemia and the accompanying two-way interactive online
education process, distance education facilities in Turkey have now become even more

innovative and flexible for its practitioners.

Online Teaching

Online teaching constituted the major part of distance education facilities conducted
during the Covid-19 pandemia both in Turkey and around the world. Therefore,
extensive research about the underlying tenets, advantages, disadvantages and
impediments of online teaching is of great importance. Online teaching, which is also
called virtual teaching, refers to “the method of content dissemination through the
application of information technology and Internet technology” (Zhou et al., p. 502). It
“includes real-time (synchronous) and anytime, anywhere (asynchronous) interactions”
(Poe & Stassen, n.d., p. 5). In other words, instruction in online education is delievered
not in traditional classrooms at schools but at any place by means of “a computer
network, usually the Internet, without requiring face-to-face meetings of students and
faculty” (Sales, 2009, p.1666). Actually, online teaching was already known and
applied in Turkey even before the pandemia, but in a narrower and less known context.
Previously, online education had been applied specifically by higher education
institutions as a complementary and supportive teaching in addition to face-to-face
education. However, after Covid-19 pandemia started and lockdowns were announced
for all countries around the world, online education was became the only option for
continuation of teaching and learning at all levels and branches of education, including
English language teaching.

As Bigatel et al. (2012) dictated, “effective online teaching includes competencies
such as active course facilitation, instructional design skills, comfort choosing and using
technology, engagement with online students, and communicating expectations” (as
cited in Culp-Roche et al., 2021, p. 2). Similarly, Song et al. (2004) indicated that
“course design, learner motivation, time management, and comfortableness with online
technologies” are the basic elements that affect the achievement of online education. On
the other hand, online teaching environments possess possible challenges such as
“technical problems, a perceived lack in sense of community, time constraints and

difficulty in understanding the objectives of the online courses” (p.59). “The separation
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between teachers and their students” (Moore, 2014), instructors’ “lack of online
teaching experience” (Johnson et al, 2020) and their “difficulties in the application of
information-communication Education and Information Technologies techniques,
problems in sustaining interaction with students, organising online learning resources
and lack of sufficient facilities for students” (Verma et al, 2020) are counted among
other drawbacks of online teaching (as cited in Ma et al, 2021, p. 2). The abrupt shift
from conventional face-to-face education to online teaching during the Covid-19
pandemia brought about similar challenges and drawbacks for most of the teachers who
were not ready for the process. Therefore, some scholars called this transition as a
“crisis online course transition” or emergency remote teaching due to some
circumstances that ordinary “online course development does not have to face:

Those circumstances were (1) a need to rapidly, with little to no preparation,
transition instruction online; (2) execute the transition online and subsequent online
instruction under traumatic conditions of a pandemic; and (3) pursue extended online
teaching with little to no information regarding if this transition to online teaching will
be temporary or more permanent (Cutri et al., 2020, p. 524).

Importance of Computer Self-efficacy in Online Teaching. The evolution and use
of innovative technologies and Internet in distance online education have transformed it
into a mostly computer-based teaching method (Hebebci et al., 2020). Hence, online
teaching requires its practitioners, both teachers and students, to attain computer self-
efficacy so that they can incorporate distance teaching and learning facilities efficiently.
Compeau & Higgins (1995) defined computer self-efficacy as an individual’s perceived
ability to manage a task by using computers. According to Bandura’s perspective in
Social Cognitive Theory, people with powerful computer self-efficacy beliefs feel more
comfortable when using computers and regard themselves as successful computer
technology users (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). Therefore, teachers’ computer self-
efficacy levels are expected to be influential on their use of information and
communication technologies (ICT) in the instructional delivery. In the EFL context,
Chen (2012) explained that the evolvement and increasing utilization of computer and
information technology has contributed to the overall success in teaching of English as a
foreign language. However, she further explained that some EFL teachers do not
incorporate ICT into their language teaching practices sufficiently even if they are at
high-tech schools, and that “teachers prone to computer avoidance face negative

consequences” in their instruction (Chen, 2012, p. 100). Such an avoidance from
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computers might stem from EFL teachers’ computer anxiety and technophobia.
Computer anxiety, which is also called computer phobia, refers to people’s negative
feelings and assumptions about interactions with computers (Cantrell, 1982; Chua et al.,
1999). Computer phobia is also correlated with technophobia, which means a
refrainment from using technology (Brosnan, 1998). Studies have revealed that
computer phobia is negatively associated with computer self-efficacy (Liu &
Kleinsasser, 2015) and that individuals with computer phobia are generally against
using computers and technology (Harrington et al., 1990; Heinssen et al., 1987,
Rachman, 1998; Todman, 2000; Torkzadeh & Angula, 1992; Weil & Rosen, 1995) as
they are not sure how to make use of them successfully. Fortunately, teachers’ computer
self-efficacy has been found to increase with substantial instruction about integration of
tehnology, pedagogy and course content, which may contribute to further development
of their particular competencies and self-efficacy beliefs about online education (Liu &
Kleinsasser, 2015).

As for EFL teachers’ computer self-efficacy, In literature, there has been a general
focus on EFL teachers’ computer self-efficacy in their classroom practices as well as in
the process of online language teaching. In Chen’s (2012) study about Taiwanese EFL
teachers’ computer self-efficacy and computer anxiety, the collected data revealed that
EFL “teachers who frequently used computers showed lower computer phobia; male
teachers perceived themselves as having higher computer self-efficacy, and younger
teachers tended to have a lower level of computer phobia and higher computer self-
efficacy” (p. 100). Similarly, this research study handles Turkish EFL teachers’
computer self-efficacy as part of their overall online teaching self-efficacy to give
implications on how to improve EFL teachers’ computer-based efficiency in the
framework of online language education.

Online Teaching Self-efficacy. Online teaching self-efficacy refers to the levels of
self-confidence that teachers possess about “effectively managing the online classroom,
providing effective teaching, selecting appropriate technology, and building a sense of
community in the online course” (Ali et al., 2017, as cited in Culp-Roche et al., 2021, p.
2). As Hampton et al. (2020) stated, “greater levels of online teacher self-efficacy are
correlated with greater teaching satisfaction” in virtual teaching environments (r = 0.64,
p < 0.001; as cited in Culp-Roche et al., 2021, p. 2). In their empirical study, Zhang et
al. (2014) stated that the effectiveness of online “distance education depends greatly on

teachers’ active participation” (p. 335). In other words, teachers’ self-efficacy and
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devotion in their online teaching abilities and roles are the main determinents on
successful achievements in an online teaching process. As stated by Chiasson et al.
(2015), “effective transitioning of face-to-face course work to a virtual format requires
extensive planning, implementation, and reflection strategies” by teachers (as cited in
Culp-Roche et al., 2021, p. 2 ). In this sense, as suggested by Krish (2008), in online
courses “instructors need to maintain a conducive climate to weave ideas, draw
attention to relevant parts at the appropriate time and provide expert advice when and
where necessary” (p. 125). Therefore, apart from conventional responsibilities teachers
possess, they had to take on new roles in the pandemic online education such as “expert
learners, facilitators, course designers and organizers” (Xu, 2012, p. 3), which signify
the characteristics that teachers shoud develop in order to have high self-efficacy levels
for online teaching.

Unlike the basic concept of teacher self-efficacy in the context of face-to-face
education, the assessment of teachers’ self-efficacy in online teaching is limited to less
numbers of tools developed so far. The most well-known and frequently applicated
assessment tool for teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy is the Michigan Nurse
Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (MNESEOTS), which is
utilized in this study as well in order to assess Turkish EFL teachers’ self-efficacy levels
in online teaching during the Covid-19 pandemia. The MNESEOTS was adapted from
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and
further developed to be used by faculty members in the higher education contexts
(Black, 2019). It was developed by Kristi Robinia (2008) from Northern Michigan
University for the assessment of nurse educators’ online teaching self-efficacy. It is a
valid and reliable scale which explores sub-dimensions of online teaching such as
efficacy in student engagement (adding students to the lesson), efficacy in instructional

strategies, efficacy in classroom management and efficacy in use of computers.
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Related Studies

Many educational disciplines were influenced by lockdowns during the Covid-19
pandemia including English language teaching (Erarslan, 2021). In fact, As Erarslan
(2021) stated, the online language teaching practices of English “is not a new
phenomenon, yet the urgent transition to emergency online language teaching exhibited
certain challenges for EFL teachers and students”, specifially those who did not have
previous online teaching and learning experiences (p. 350). In the EFL context,
considerable number of studies have been conducted on different dimensions of English
language teaching applied during the pandemic online education. The studies mainly
focused on English language teaching practices, online teaching channels, and the
instruction of language skills in addition to the drawbacks and advantages of the
pandemic online teaching period for EFL teachers and learners. Moreover, the studies
give details about EFL teachers’ self-efficacy for online language teaching during the
Covid-19 pandemia and give implications about how they handled the online language
teaching process in many aspects. Bailey and Lee (2020) investigated how online
teaching experience affected EFL teachers’ way of handling problems during the
pandemia in distant online courses at a South Korean university. They reported that
among the participant EFL university instructors those with online teaching experience
had less problems and were able to utilise variant communicative tools and activities
easily in their online courses (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Kitishat et al. (2020) searched
about the impacts of pandemic outbreak and the sudden shift to online teaching on the
English language teaching and learning. They found out that virtual classes enabled
students to get engaged with learning activities in comfortable and systematic teaching
environments if supported by effective language teaching activities (as cited in
Alolaywi, 2021). Similarly, Fansury et al. (2020) found out that online classes equipped
with dijital teaching content helped in motivating and raising interest in students for
online language learning.

On the other hand, some studies have suggested that organising effective online
language teaching activities and delivering them in online environments was not a
comfortable process for EFL teachers and that online teaching during the pandemia had
disadvantages for EFL teachers besides advantages (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021).
Khatoony and Nezhadmehr (2020) examined a group of Iranian EFL teachers and the
problems they encountered in online courses during the Covid-19 pandemia. Results

showed that although Iranian EFL teachers were able to incorporate digital applications
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successfully on virtual platforms for their online courses, they still encountered
challenges resulting from some other factors such as limited materials appropriate for
online teaching, students’ low levels of attention and motivation during online courses,
and insufficient funding for educational institutions. Despite such problems, the major
part of the participants agreed that use of technology in online language teaching is
necessary and has benefits both for teachers and learners in terms of minimizing time
and place constraints (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Yi and Jang (2020) searched about
the online teaching activities of EFL teachers in two schools in South Korea. Their
study revealed that practitioners of the pandemic online teaching, the teachers, students,
parents and administrators all had difficulties in dealing with the period. On the other
hand, their findings showed that the unexpected crisis upon the online teaching urged
EFL teachers to use innovative tools and get more cooperated in their online
instructional activities (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Tamah et al. (2020) examined
language teachers’ online teaching activities during the Covid-19 pandemia in
Indonesia. According to findings of their study, although at the beginning the
participant EFL teachers were facing problems about incorporating effective teaching
materials in their online courses due to lack of technological knowledge, within a short
time they improved much about how to use educational technology in online courses (as
cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Likewise, Lestiyanawati (2020) focused on Indonesian EFL
teachers’ practices and problems in online teaching during the Covid-19 outbreak.
Results of the study indicated that Indonesian EFL teachers encountered problems such
as lack of information about how to access technologies and virtual educational
activities, inability to use and define virtual teaching materials, and student problems
resulting from their lack of access to Internet due to economical disadvantages. Despite
all these problems, the participant EFL teachers agreed that after they got accustomed
and learned enough about how to better conduct online courses, the online teaching and
learning system made things easier for them during the pandemic distant education (as
cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Sepulveda-Escobar and Morrison (2020) wanted to examine
the advantages and disadvantages of online teaching during the pandemia and they
conducted a case study in Chile with twenty-seven EFL teacher candidates. Based on
their research results, they concluded that although in online teaching EFL teachers and
their students experienced less interaction than in face-to-face education, still the online
language teaching facilities would probably add to EFL teachers’ teaching career a lot
(as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). In another study, Abduh (2021) searched about Saudi EFL
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teachers’ opinions about the pandemic online language teaching and the challenges they
encountered about online student assessment. Results indicated that the participant
Saudi EFL teachers mostly had positive perceptions about online teaching and they
were mostly able to utilize technics and methods in virtual teaching environments, but
on the other hand they showed a moderate attitude toward online assessment, which was
challenging for most of them (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). In Pakistan, Mukhtar et al.
(2020) included both EFL teachers and students in their study to explore pros and
disadvantages of pandemic online language teaching. Results of their study indicated
that online courses were advantegous both for teachers and students as they are
comfortable and accessable, but still they were not efficient enough in terms of
fullfilling all the educational goals of language teaching and learning (as cited in
Alolaywi, 2021).

Putri et al. (2020) searched about the limitations of online teaching during the
pandemia based on the perceptions of EFL teachers and parents in Indonesia. The
participant EFL teachers reported they faced the limitations about insufficient virtual
materials to be utilised in online courses and lack of experience about use of
technology, which they believed diminished their efficiency in online teaching (as cited
in Alolaywi, 2021). Likewise, Atmojo and Nugroho (2020) examined Indonesian EFL
teachers’ self-perceptions about their online teaching activities and the challenges they
faced. Results of their study showed that the encountered limitations and problems
originated not only from teachers but also from students, parents and some other factors.
It was concluded that online teaching and learning is inefficient without necessary
planning and preparation by all practitioners of it (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Al-
Khresheh (2021) searched about the impacts of pandemia on Jordanian EFL teachers.
The participant EFL teachers reported that in online teaching they had limited language
teaching facilities due to limited e-content and that in order to organize and sustain a
substantial online language class they had to be equipped with a specialized skill set
categorized with “4 P’s”, that are “presuming, planning, preparing, and performing” (as
cited in Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026). Kundu and Bej (2020) made an exploratory study
with 141 EFL teachers from different countries around the world to search about both
the challenges and positive outcomes of online language teaching for EFL teachers
during the Covid-19 pandemia. Findings in their study showed that most EFL teachers
around the world had challenges with “lack of student and parents’ engagement, need

for training, difficulty in accessing digital equipment, unclear monitoring mechanisms,
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and other systematic obstacles”. Moreover, it was concluded that “both teachers and the
education systems were not fully ready for this shift” from face to face education to
online teaching (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026). Astuti and Solikhah (2021)
conducted a study to examine EFL teachers’ reflections about teaching English online
during the Covid-19 pandemia. The researchers also focused on the responsibilities that
EFL teachers had to take on as for “preparation to teach objectives, teaching materials,
teaching methods and evaluation processes” (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026).
Findings of their study revealed that participant EFL teachers found it challenging to
teach English in virtual classrooms basically due to limited “support systems and quotas
of the internet” (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026). On the other hand, in another
study by Nambiar (2020) it was pointed out that “timely and quality interplay between
students and teachers, availability of technology, structured modules for online class,
and alterations to normalize the execution of practical classes” are some positive aspects
of the pandemic online teaching both for EFL teachers and their students (as cited in
Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026). As a whole, the studies about EFL teachers’ online language
teaching experiences during the Covid-19 pandemia reveal details about both the
positive sides and drawbacks of the pandemic online language teaching for EFL
teachers. In addition, the studies contribute to our understanding of the online teaching
self-efficacy of EFL teachers around the world from different points of view.

This review of literature has revealed detailed information about the underlying
tenets for the concepts of human self, self-efficacy, teacher self-efficacy, distance
education, online teaching and online teaching self-efficacy in addition to related
studies about EFL teachers’ online language teaching practices during the challenging
times pandemic online education. Accordingly, the terms self-efficacy and teacher self-
efficacy are explained embedded in two underlying theories: Bandura’s social cognitive
theory and Rotter’s social learning theory. In addition, historical background of distance
education (DE) both around the world and in Turkey is covered in detail with references
to its applications before and during the Covid-19 pandemia. Moreover, the concepts of
online teaching and online teaching self-efficacy are explained in relation with EFL
teaching. Finally, studies about EFL teachers’ online language teaching practices
around the world and their reflections on the process are examined so as to reveal the
pros and cons of online education for delivery of English language during the Covid-19

pandemia.
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2. METHODOLOGY

This chapter covers detailed information about the methodological process followed
in this study, including its research design, setting, participants, data collection
instruments, and data collection and analysis procedures. All steps in the
methodological process were conducted in accordance with the focus of the study in

order to obtain relevant data that can help answer research questions objectively.

2.1. Research Design of the Study

This study followed a mixed-method research design incorporating both quantitative
and qualitative data collection tools and analysis methods as for gathering rich data and
attaining comprehensive results for a better understanding about the functioning of
Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy during the Covid-19 pandemia. In
order to attain findings that can address research purpose of the study, data collection
procedure was conducted in two sequential phases with two data collection tools. First,
the Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale
(MNESEOTS) was implemented for quantitative data collection with the name of “EFL
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching” (ETSEOTS). Secondly a semi-
structured interview with open-ended questions was conducted for qualitative data
collection. According to Creswell (2014), quantitative data collection method helps to
obtain a sustainable statistical information about the relationship between the variables
that are linked to the research problem of the study. Additionally, qualitative data
collection helps to interpret the quantitative data, find the reasons behind and draw
conclusions on the overall findings. Therefore, the implementation of mixed-method
research design has been emphasized by many scholars. Dornyei (2007) states that
results drawn only from qualitative data can be “overly simplistic, decontextualized and
reductionist”, however, the quantitative data supported by qualitative one might
contribute to the research by adding “depth to the quantitative results and thereby
putting flesh on the bones™ (p. 45). Similarly, Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) supported the
use of mixed-method research design, in that, it makes the relationships between
dependent and independent variables clear by means of a comparison between the
quantitative and qualitative results. For this purpose, the two data collection phases in
this study were done sequentially, qualitative data being gathered following and
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according to the results of quantative data collection in order to help explain the

possible reasons behind them and reach comprehensive findings.

2.2. Research Setting and Participants

The target population of this study are Turkish EFL teachers who actively took part
in the Covid-19 pandemic online education at public primary, secondary and high
schools. Participants of the study were selected regarding convenience and eligibility
issues. In line with purposive sampling, 160 EFL teachers working in Siirt province
took part in the study. The reason for why the participants were selected only from Siirt
province is that the researcher lived in Siirt and could not have access to EFL teachers
from other provinces of Turkey due to the ongoing Covid-19 restrictions and additional
formal permissions required at that time. In other words, easy accessibility to
participants, their availability and willingness to participate were criteria for choice. The
sample size was 160 for quantitative data collection, and 15 for qualitative data
collection. The participating EFL teachers possessed a range of varying demographic
characteristics related to their age, gender, school type, education level, years of
teaching experience, online teaching experience before the pandemia, and having
received in-service or pre-service education on use of educational technologies.
Regardingly, in this research study these characteristics of participants constituted the
dependent variables whereas EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy was the

dependent variable.

2.2.1. Characteristics of Participants
Within this study’s research scope, 160 EFL teachers filled out the “EFL Teachers’
Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale” (ETSEOTS). Table 1 shows demographic

information about the participants.
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Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics of Participant EFL Teachers
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Cumulative
Descriptors Sub-descriptors Frequency Percentage Percentage
Primary School 3l 194 19.4
School Type Secondary School 70 438 63.1
High School 59 36,9 100,0
Male 52 325 325
Gender
Female 108 67,5 100,0
21-25 Years 27 16,9 16,9
26-30 Years 62 38,8 55,6
Age 31-35 Years 53 33,1 88.8
36-40 Years 11 6.9 95.6
41-45 Years 7 4.4 100,0
Bachelor's 145 90,6 90,6
Education Level
Master's 15 9.4 100,0
1-5 Years 84 52,5 52.5
Teaching Experience 6-10 Years 59 36,9 89,4
Period 11-15 Years 13 8,1 97.5
16-20 Years 4 2.5 100,0
Online English Teaching Yes 33 20,6 20,6
Experience No 127 79.4 100,0
In-service Training On Yes 66 41,3 41,3
Educational Technologies No o4 58.8 100,0
Pre-Service Course On Yes 75 46,9 46,9
Educational Technologies No 85 53,1 100,0

Demographic information on table 1 shows that the majority of the participant EFL

teachers (67.5%) are female (N=108) and the rest (32.5%) are male (N=52).

As for their school type, 19.4% of the participant EFL teachers teach in primary

school, 43.8% teach in secondary school and 36.9% teach in high school.

In terms of their ages, 16.9% of the EFL teachers are in the 21-25 age range, 38.8%
in the 26-30 age range, 33.1% in the 31-35 age range, 6.9% in the 36-40 age range and
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4.4% are between the ages of 41-45. That is, in this study the most frequent age-ranges
among the participants are respectively 26-30 and 31-35, while the least frequent ones
are respectively 21-25, 36-40 and 41-45. In other words, the older participants constitute
the lowest size whereas younger and middle-aged ones are in the majority.

The majority of participating EFL teachers (90.6%) have a bachelor’s degree and
only 9.4% have a master’s degree. No participant with a doctoral education level was
found.

The majority (52.5%) of participating EFL teachers have 1-5 years of English
teaching experience whereas 36.9% of them have 6-10 years, 8.1% have 11-15 years
and 2.5% have 16-20 years of experience in teaching. No participant with more than 20
years of teaching experience was found.

Only 20.6% of the participants gave online English lessons before the pandemic
situation while the resting 79.4% did not.

41.3% of the participants received in-service training on use of educational
technologies but the majority (58.82%) did not.

Similarly, while 46.9% of the EFL teachers in the study have taken pre-service
courses on use of educational technologies in university education, the major part
(53.1%) did not.

2.3. Data Collection Procedure of the Study

In order to begin data collection, the researcher first applied for the ethics committee
permission from Cag University. Data collection process began officially after receiving
the committee approval. The process of data gathering was completed in two sequential
phases. Firstly, the researcher implemented the EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for
Online Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS) with 160 EFL teachers for the collection of
quantitative data. The scale was conducted on Google Forms, which is an online survey
preparation and data collection platform. Although the pandemic limitations on personal
contact restricted the collection of quantitative data to be completed only via online
platforms, in fact, the online data collection enabled better organisation, transformation
and analysis of the data on the SPSS program. Later, in the second data collection
phase, the researcher prepared and applied a semi-structured interview, which covered
12 open-ended questions for qualitative data about EFL teachers’ views on their online
teaching self-efficacy as well as their reflections on the pandemic online education

process. The interview was administered to 15 volunteer EFL teachers among the 160



29

participants of the study. Interviews were conducted both via online meetings on the
Zoom application and through face-to-face meetings in line with participants’
preferences within the Covid-19 measurements. A consent form was attached to both
the quantative and qualitative data collection tools so as to ensure that participants are
involved in the study voluntarily. The participants were informed by the researcher that
they can withdraw from the study at any stage they wish. Moreover, EFL teachers were
given participant numbers on the ETSEOTS, and pseudonyms were used on interviews
in order to sustain participants’ anonymity as for the confidentiality of the study. The
gathered quantitative and qualitative data were preserved for the next stage of data

analysis.

2.4. Data Collection Tools

As this study utilized a mixed-method research design, multiple tools for data
collection process were applied. A scale on EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy
was administered to gather quantitative data and a semi-structured interview with open-

ended questions was implemented for qualitative data collection.

2.4.1. The Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale

The Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale
(MNESEOTS), renamed as “EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching
Scale (ETSEOTS)” to address this study’s context, was applied to 160 EFL teachers
working at state schools in Siirt province with the purpose of collecting quantative data
about EFL teachers’ self-efficacy levels in online teaching during the Covid-19
pandemia. Permission to utilize and rename the scale was given by the author Kristi
Robinia. The MNESEOTS was adapted from Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and it was further developed to be
implemented by faculty members in the higher education contexts (Black, 2019). It was
developed by Kiristi Robinia (2008) from Northern Michigan University for
examination of the nurse educators’ online teaching self-efficacy. The scale consisted
one demographic information section and four subscales with a total number of 32
items. See Appendix D for the instrument. The demographic information section
included questions about participants’ age, gender, school type, education level, years of
teaching experience, online teaching experience and pre-service and in-service training

on use of educational technologies. The four subscales, which are entitled as Efficacy in
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Online Student Engagement, Efficacy in Online Instructional Strategies, Efficacy in
Online Classroom Management, and Efficacy in Use of Computers, each contained 8
items that aimed at getting a reflection of participant EFL teachers’ judgements about
their online teaching self-efficacy. Participants were expected to choose the appropriate
rating for their self-efficacy level for each item in the subscales. The levels of items on
the MNESEOTS are arranged in line with 9-point Likert scale design, which ranges
from Nothing to A Great Deal (Nothing = 1, Very Little = 3, Some Influence = 5, Quite
A Bit = 7, and A Great Deal =9). The participants were given participant numbers on
the raw data gathered from the ETSEOTS to sustain anonymity.

2.4.1.1. Reliability Analysis of Scales

The reliability of a research study highly relies on the validity of data collection
instruments implemented. In this sense, the Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of
Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale, which was used in this study with the name “EFL
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale”, is a valid and reliable
instrument that has been applied in many studies so far to explore various dimensions of
teachers’ and university instructors’ online teaching self-efficacy. Reliability of the
MNESEOTS was tested by Kristi Robinia (2008) through Cronbach’s alpha statistics.
According to the statistical results obtained, the overall alpha was .97, the Student
Engagement alpha was .93, the Instructional Strategies alpha was .94, and the
Classroom Management alpha was .93 (Black, 2019). Table 2 shows the Cronbach
alpha values of the MNESEOQOTS calculated by Robinia.

Table 2
Cronbach’s Alpha for the MNESEOTS (Robinia, 2008)

Subscale Cronbach’s Alpha
Student Engagement 0.93
Instructional Strategies 0.94
Classroom Management 0.93

Total Reliability 0.97
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Furthermore, the internal consistency coefficients of the “EFL Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS)” were calculated in this study.
Accordingly, the internal consistency coefficient of the ETSEOTS is Cra = 0.963, the
internal consistency coefficient of the sub-dimension “Efficacy in Student Engagement”
is Cra = 0.885, the internal consistency coefficient of the sub-dimension “Efficacy in
Instructional Strategies” is Cra = 0.879, the internal consistency coefficient of the sub-
dimension “Efficacy in Classroom Engagement” is Cra = 0.903, and the internal
consistency coefficient of the sub-dimension “Efficacy in Computer Use” is Cro =
0.864. According to Ozdamar (2002: 673) if the reliability coefficient is 0.600 < 0.80,
the scale is reliable, and if it is 0.80a < 1.00, the scale is highly reliable. Therefore, the

Cra coefficients obtained for this scale show that it is a highly reliable scale.

2.4.2. The Semi-structured Interview

Apart from the ETSEOTS used for quantitative data collection, the researcher
prepared and conducted a semi-structured interview to gather qualitative data in this
study. The interview included 12 open-ended questions that aimed at learning EFL
teachers’ views on the reasons behind their online teaching self-efficacy scores as well
as their reflections on the pandemic online education process. The interview was
administered to 15 volunteer EFL teachers among the participant group and they were
given pseudonyms in order to anonymize them and sustain confidentiality in the study.
The interviews were conducted both on Zoom application and through face-to-face
meetings regarding the participant’s choice and consent.

In order to sustain reliability of qualitative data, the semi-structured interview was
examined and piloted by three non-participant EFL teachers as well as the researcher’s
advisor from Cag University before it was administered to participants. Required
modifications on the interview questions were done in accordance with the received
feedback. Only after ensuring the appropriateness and clarity of interview questions did

the qualitative data collection procedure get started.

2.5. Data Analysis

The analysis of collected data was done in two seperate sections. The quantitative
data gathered by means of the ETSEOTS was analyzed through descriptive statistics
and inferential statistics on Statistical Packages of Social Sciences (SPSS 22.0).

Descriptive statistics were utilized to describe demographic characteristics of participant
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EFL teachers and their online teaching self-efficacy scores whereas inferential statistics
were used to compare their self-efficacy levels according to their aforementioned
demographic characteristics. Significance level taken as 0.05, Shapiro Wilk test was
applied to check normality distribution of variables on the scale. Table 3 reveals results
of the Shapiro Wilk normality test.

Table 3
Shapiro Wilk Normality Test Results

Sign.
Efficacy in Student Engagement ,008
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies ,036
Efficacy in Classroom Maanagement 017
Efficacy in Use of Computers ,002
EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS) ,008

Since the p values obtained from the Shapiro Wilk normality test were lower than
0.05 significance level, the assumption of normality could not be sustained. Therefore,
nonparametric tests were used in the analyzes. For this purpose, Mann Whitney U test
was applied for analysis of the differences between two groups, and Kruskal Wallis H
test was used for analysis of the differences between 3 or more groups. The obtained
results depicted participant EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels in terms
of student engagement, instructional strategies, classroom management and use of
computers by making comparisons between groups according to participants’ age,
gender, school type, education level, teaching experience, online teaching experience,
and pre-service and in-service education on use of educational technologies. On the
other hand, the qualitative data was analyzed by means of content analysis through
emergent coding and interpretation of the themes gathered from participants’ responses
on interviews. The analysis of qualitative data helped in better understanding the
reasons behind EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy scores on the ETSEOTS. It
also helped to draw conclusions about EFL teachers’ reflections on the pandemic online
teaching process. After an in-depth analysis and control of both quantitative and

qualitative results, the attained findings were revealed objectively.
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3. FINDINGS

3.1. Findings of Quantitative Data

This section covers detailed information related to quantitative findings about EFL
teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels achieved on “the EFL Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale” (ETSEOTS).

3.1.1. Findings on Scale Items

Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics on scale items depicting the highest and
lowest frequencies in average and for each subscale on the EFL Teachers’ Sense of
Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS).

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics on Scale Items
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£ % 13 . 50 L ' 2 250 2 oa
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Efficacy in Use of Computers

25. To what extent can you use knowledge of N 4 g 11 15 20 27 41 22 12
copyright law to provide resources for 5 5 5,
onling students? % 2.5 . 6.9 i‘ 1;. 13 25.6 13 7.5 91
0 .

26. How well can you navigate the technical N 6 1 5 11 29 33 39 18 18 6
infrastructure at your institution to . 6, 18. 20 11 :
successfully create an gnling course? % 3.8 6 3.1 9 1 6 24.4 3 1.3 18
27. How well can you navigate the technical N 5 2 9 6 31 30 47 16 14
infrastructure at your institution to 1 6,
successfully teach an established gnling course? o, 31 | 356 ‘:‘;‘ 149‘ 188 204 l[? gg 11
28. To what extent can you use asynchronous N 12 8 9 19 20 28 31 17 7
discussions to maximize interactions
between students in an gnling course? 5 5,
(Asynchronous means not gnling at the same % 7.5 . 5.6 11 18, 17 19.4 10 4.4 37
time) 0 9 1 -5 6
29. To what extent can you use synchronous N 10 6 15 14 19 41 34 16 5
discussions (e.g. same time chat rooms)

Lt . . 5,
to maximize interaction between students in an o 8, 11, 25 10 46
online course? o 6.3 8 9.4 g o 6 21.3 0 3.1
30. How well can you use computers for word N 2 1 4 6 15 19 30 38 45 7
processing, internet searching and . . 3, 11 23 17
g-mail communication? Yo 1.3 6 2.5 g 9.4 9 18.8 8 28.1

N 1 2 7 9 16 22 43 31 29
31. To what extent does your comfort level with 1 6
computers facilitate participation in R 5. 10, 13 19 '
onling teaching? Yo 6 3 44 Y g g 269 T, 181 77
32. How well can you navigate the internet to 2 6 5 19 18 35
provide links and resources to students N 2 1 35 1 11, 11 B 5 33 6
in an gnling course? % 1.3 . : 3‘ 9 : 3 26.9 “9 20,6 95
3 - .

As seen on table 4, averages of items in the dimension of “Efficacy in Student
Engagement” show that the highest average is 6,54, item “6. How much can you do to
get students to believe that they can do well in an online class?” has the highest average
of 6,54, and item “2. How much can you do to get through to disengaged students in an
online class?” has the lowest average of 5,38.

The averages of items in the “Efficacy in Instructional Strategies” dimension reveal
that item “7. How well can you respond to difficult questions from online students?”” has
the highest average of 7,31; whereas item “18. How much can you do to use a variety of
assessment strategies for an online course?”” has the lowest average of 5.83.

The average values of items in the “Efficacy in Classroom Management” reflect that
item “8. How well can you establish routines?” has the highest average of 6,61 while
item “13. How much can you do to get students to follow the established rules for
assignments and deadlines during an online class?”” has the lowest average of 6,11.

The averages of items in the “Efficacy in Computer Use” dimension show that

item “30. How well can you use computers for word processing, internet searching and
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e-mail communication?” has the highest average of 7,17; whereas item “28. To what
extent can you use asynchronous discussions to maximize interactions between students
in an online course?” has the lowest average of 5,37.

An examination of the scale as a whole shows that item “7. How well can you
answer difficult questions from online students?”” has the highest average of 7,31 while
item “28. To what extent can you use asynchronous discussions to maximize

interactions among students in an online course?” has the lowest average of 5,37.

3.1.2. EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy Levels for Online Teaching
Table 5 reveals EFL teachers’ self-efficacy levels for online teaching during the

Covid-19 pandemia.

Table 5
EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy Levels for Online Teaching

N Mean Standard Min Max

Deviation
Efficacy in Student Engagement 160 5,98 1,35 LS 9
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 160 6,37 1,23 2 9
Efficacy in Classroom Management 160 6,39 1,34 2 9
Efficacy in Use of Computers 160 6,24 1,35 1 9
Total Efficacy 160 6,24 1,22 1,63 9

In nine-point likert scales, the average can be examined in three sections; as 1.00-
3.66 (low), 3.67-6.33 (medium) and above 6.34 (high). Accordingly, the mean scores
achieved on the “EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale” reveal
that the average of participant EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy in totality is
at a medium level of 6.24. Similarly, their efficacy level in taking the students to the
lesson (5.98) and their efficacy level in computer use (6.24) are at medium levels.
Although their level of efficacy in teaching strategies (6.37) and their level of
proficiency in classroom management (6.39) are a bit higher than medium level, these

results do not influence EFL teachers’ average online teaching self-efficacy in totality.
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3.1.3. Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy for Online Teaching According to
Demographic Variables

EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy was analyzed according to different
demographic variables of them both in totality and in the four subscales. The following
tables respectively show their online teaching self-efficacy levels according to the

aforementioned variables.

Table 6
Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Online Teaching Self-efficacy According to School Type

School Type N Median Min Max P
. Primary School 31 6,25 3.5 8.88
E’ﬁﬁza?r’n';‘mst“dem Secondary School 70 606 15 9 0176
ngag High School 59 562 325 8.3
. . Primary School 31 6,87 3,38 9
ggfgcf;f‘ Instructional Secondary School 70 65 2 9 0,608
g High School 59 65 35 875
. Primary School 31 7.12 3,25 9
fﬁff;;c:muégasmom Secondary School 70 662 2 9 0,308
g High School 59 6.25 2,38 8,63
Primary School 31 6.5 2,13 8,75
Efficacy in Use of Computers  Secondary School 70 6,37 1 9 0,689
High School 59 6,25 3,13 8.75
Primary School 31 6,78 3.44 8.75
Total Efficacy Secondary School 70 6,35 1,63 9 0,385
High School 59 6.03 3.16 8,25

p<0,05, Kruskal-Wallis H Test

Table 6 indicates that regardless of the school type EFL teachers work at, their self-
efficacy levels in all the four sub-dimensions are at close values and there is no
significant difference (p=0,176; 0,608; 0,308; 0,689; >0,05). EFL teachers’ self-efficacy
for online teaching in totality does not differ according to the type of school they work
at, either (p=0,385 >0,05). In other words, EFL teachers’ school type is not an

influential variable on their online teaching self-efficacy.
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Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy for Online Teaching According to Education Level

Education n Median Min Max P
Level =
Bachelor's 145 6 1,5 8,88
Efficacy in Student Engagement 0,652
Master's 15 6 3,75 9
_ _ _ Bachelor's 145 6,5 2 9
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 0,629
Master's 15 6,37 4 9
_ Bachelor's 145 6,62 2 9
Efficacy in Classroom Management 0,815
Master's 15 6,5 4,63 9
_ Bachelor's 145 6,37 1 8,75
Efficacy in Use of Computers 0,623
Master's 15 6,87 2,13 9
Bachelor's 145 6,31 1,63 8,75
Total Efficacy 0,967
Master's 15 6,43 3,75 9

p<0,035, Mann Whitney U Test

Table 7 indicates that both the participant EFL teachers with Bachelor’s degree and

those with Master’s degree have scores at close values as for self-efficacy for online

teaching and its all four sub-dimensions. In other words, the participant EFL teachers’

self-efficacy for online teaching does not differ according to their education level

because it is not an influential variable (p=0,967 > 0,05).
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Ago p. Median Min  Max  p Comizfims

21-25 Years 27 625 3,88 7,88

26-30 Years 62 55 1,5 8,13
Efficacy in Student 31-35 Years 53 6 3,25 9 0,003 4 5=2
Engagement 36-40 Years 11 675 325 8 88

41-45 Years 7 7 6,88 7,38

21-25 Years 27 6,62 4,63 7,75
Efficacy in 26-30 Years 62 6,25 2 8,75
Instructional 31-35 Years 53 6,5 3,88 9 0,51
Strategies 36-40 Years 11 7 5,63 9

41-45 Years 7 725 6,88 8,25

21-25 Years 27 7 413 8.63
Efficacy m 26-30 Years 62 593 2 85
Classroom 31-35 Years 33 6.5 238 9 0,051
Management 36-40 Years 11 7 6 9

41-45Years 7 687 688 738

21-25 Years 27 625 3,38 8,75
Efficacy in Use of 26-30 Years 62 625 1 8,75

31-35 Years 53 6,12 3,13 9 0,392
Computers

36-40 Years 11 7 5,38 8,13

41-45 Years 7 6,87 6,5 6,88

21-25 Years 27 634 441 8

26-30 Years 62 6,03 1,63 8,25
Total Efficacy 31-35 Years 53 6,37 3,16 9 0,051

36-40 Years 11 7,12 5,44 8,75

41-45 Years 7 696 6,94 7.47

p=0.05, Kruskal-Wallis H Test
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The scale scores on table 8 show that participant EFL teachers who are between the
ages 21 and 25 have a self-efficacy level of 6,25 in student engagement; those at the 26-
30 age range have a level of 5,5; and the ones between the ages 31 and 35 have a self-
efficacy level of 6; whereas the level of self-efficacy in student engagement for EFL
teachers at the 36-40 age range is 6,75; and this level is 7 for those at the 41-45 age
range. Accordingly, EFL teachers who are between the ages of 36-40 and 41-45 have a
higher level of self-efficacy in terms of adding students to online lessons compared to
younger participants, especially those at the 26-30 age range. This result indicates that
the self-efficacy of participant EFL teachers for adding students to online lessons vary
according to their ages (p=0,003<0,05). On the other hand, other scale scores related to
their average online teaching self-efficacy and the sub-dimensions of instructional
strategies, classroom management and use of computers do not differ according to
participants’ ages (p=0,51; 0,51; 0,392; 0,51>0,05). In other words, older EFL teachers
had higher levels of self-efficacy for student engagement in online courses compared

with younger EFL teachers.

Table 9
Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Sense of Self-efficacy for Online Teaching According to Gender

Gender n Median Min Max )

WA

_ Male 52625 325 9
Efficacy in Student Engagement 0,299
Female 108 587 1,5 85
_ . . Male 52 687 338 9
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 0,058
Female 108 637 2 838
_ Male 52 668 238 9
Efficacy in Classroom Management 0431
Female 108 6.5 2 8,63
_ Male 52 675 313 9
Efficacy in Use of Computers 0,042
Female 108 6,18 1 838
Male 52 665 316 9
Total Efficacy 0,122

Female 108 6,09 1,63 8.4l

p=0,05, Mann Whitney U Test
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Table 9 reveals that male participant EFL teachers’ self-efficacy level for using

computers (6,75) in online lessons is higher than that of female teachers (6.18).

Accordingly, the participant EFL teachers’ self-efficacy levels in the use of computers

vary according to their gender (p=0,042<0,05). However, other scale scores related to

EFL teachers’ self-efficacy in online teaching and its sub-dimensions do not differ
according to the variable of gender (p=0,299; 0, 058; 0,431; 0,122>0,05). Gender is

seen to be influential only on EFL teachers’ ability for computer use in online courses.

Table 10

Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Online Teaching Self-efficacy According to Years of Teaching

Experience

Teaching
Experience n  Median Min Max P
Period
1-5 Years 84 5,62 1,5 8,13
. 6-10 Years 59 6.25 3,63 9
Efficacy in Student Engagement 1115 Years 13 6 325 85 0,081
16-20 Years 4 6,68 6,5 8
1-5 Years 84 6,43 2 8,5
. . . 6-10 Years 59 6.5 3,5 9
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 1115 Years 13 637 45 825 0,256
16-20 Years 4 7,12 6,63 7,75
1-5 Years 84 6.5 2 8,63
. 6-10 Years 59 7 3 9
Efficacy in Classroom Management 1115 Years 13 6.5 45 85 0,306
16-20 Years 4 6.93 6,38 7.13
1-5 Years 84 6.25 1 875
. 6-10 Years 59 6,62 2,13 9
Effi Use of C t ’ ’ 0,367
feacy ti e of LOMpHiers 11-15 Years 13 637 438 813
16-20 Years 4 6,87 6,25 1.5
1-5 Years 84 6,03 1,63 8
6-10 Years 59 6,59 3,75 9
’ ’ 5
Total Efficacy 11-15Years 13 625 434 828 27
16-20 Years 4 7 6,44 741

=005, Kruskal-Wallis H Test

On table 10, the median scores of EFL teachers with 1-5, 6-10, 11-15 and 16-20
years of teaching experience in the sub-dimensions of the scale are at close values
between 5,62 and 7, and there is no significant difference (p=0,081; 0,256; 0,306; 0,367
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> (,05). As a whole, the participant EFL teachers’ self-efficacy levels in online teaching
do not differ according to their teaching experience period (p=0,252 > 0,05). In other
words, years of teaching experience is not an influential variable on EFL teachers’

online teaching self-efficacy.

Table 11
Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy for Online Teaching According to Online Teaching

Experience Before the Covid-19 Pandemia

Online
Teaching n  Median Min Max P
Experience
Yes 33 6,12 325 9

Efficacy in Student Engagement 0,667
No 127 5,87 1.5 9
Yes 33 687 388 9

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 0,889
No 127 6.5 2 9
Yes 33 6,62 2,38 9

Efficacy in Classroom Management 0,670
No 127 6.5 2 9
Yes 33 625 313 9

Efficacy in Use of Computers 0,172
No 127 6.5 1 9
Yes 33 6.5 3,16 9

Total Efficacy 0,516
No 127 625 163 9

p=0,05, Mann Whitney U Test

According to table 11, 33 participant EFL teachers gave online courses before the
pandemic distance education process, whereas other 127 participants did not have
online teaching experience at all before the pandemia. However, the median scores for
online teaching self-efficacy of both groups are at a close range of 5,87 - 6,87; and the
significance levels in the sub-dimensions show that there is no significant difference (p=
> 0,05), which means EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels do not differ

according to whether or not they had online teaching experience before the Covid-19
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pandemia (p=0,516 > 0,05). In other words, their previous online teaching experience

did not have an impact on their self-efficacy for the pandemic online education.

Table 12
Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Self-efficacy for Online Teaching According to In-service Training

on Educational Technologies

In-Service Training

on Educational N Median Min Max P
Technologies
Efficacy in Student Yes 66 6,12 1.5 9
0,299
Engagement No 94 5,68 3.13 8.5
Efficacy in Instructional Yes 66 6,62 2 9
0,349
Strategies No 94 6.37 3,13 875
Efficacy in Classroom Yes 66 6,62 2 9
0,684
Management No 94 6.5 3,13 8,63
Efficacy in Use of Yes 66 6.37 1 9
0,776
Computers No 94 6.5 3 8,75
Yes 66 6,42 1,63 9
Total Efficacy 0,620
No 94 6,09 3,09 841

1=0.05, Mann Whitney U Test

According to the data on table 12, 66 participant EFL teachers took in-service
training on use of educational technologies while 94 did not. However, the median
scores for both groups do not change significantly (p=0,299; 0,349; 0,684; 0,776 > 0,
05) and are at a range with close values of 6,12 and 6,62. In this sense, participant EFL
teachers’ self-efficacy in online teaching does not differ according to having taken in-
service training on educational technologies or not (p=0,620 > 0,05). The in-service
trainings on use of educational technologies taken by EFL teachers did not influence

their self-efficacy for online teaching during the Covid-19 pandemia.
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Analysis of EFL Teachers’ Online Teaching Self-efficacy According to Pre-service Education

on Educational Technologies

Pre-Service

C : .
Ourse ofl n  Median Min Max P
Educational w
Technologies
Yes 75 6 1.5 9
Efficacy in Student Engagement 0,346
No 85 6,12 3,25 9
Yes 75 6,5 2 9
Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 0,427
No 85 6,5 3,38 9
Efficacy in Classroom Yes 75 6,87 2 9
0,803
Management No 85 6,5 3,25 9
Yes 75 6.5 l 9
Efficacy in Use of Computers 0,663
No 85 6,37 3,25 9
Yes 75 6.4 1,63 9
Total Efficacy 0,466
No 85 6,25 344 9

p<0,05, Mann Whitney U Test

As indicated on table 13, 75 participant EFL teachers took pre-service courses on use

of educational technologies during their university education whereas 85 participants

did not. Nevertheless, the median values in the sub-dimensions for those who took

courses and who did not are between close values of 6 and 6,87, and do not show a
significant difference (p=0,346; 0,427; 0,803; 0,663 > 0,05). Accordingly, participant

EFL teachers’ self-efficacy level in online teaching does not differ according to having

taken pre-service education on use of educational technologies (p=0,466 > 0,05). EFL

teachers’ pre-service training taken at university on use of educational technologies

does not have an influence on their online teaching self-efficacy during the Covid-19

pandemia.
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3.2. Findings of Qualitative Data

This section covers the qualitative findings achieved through content analysis of the
semi-structured interviews that were administered with 15 participant EFL teachers who
work at state schools in Siirt province. The interviewees were selected among the
participants of the ETSEOTS from the quantitative data collection phase. There were 12
open-ended questions on interviews that questioned EFL teachers’ views on the possible
reasons for the scale scores of their online teaching self-efficacy levels achieved on
results of the ETSEOTS as well as their reflections on the pandemic online education
process. Related themes, sub-themes and concepts were obtained through content
analysis and coding on the participants’ interview responses, which helped in answering

research questions of the study more comprehensively.

3.2.1. Findings on Reasons for EFL Teachers’ Online Teaching Self-efficacy Levels
during the Covid-19 Pandemic Distance Education

Table 14 reveals the sub-themes and concepts that emerged from the coding process
on EFL teachers’ views about the possible reasons for their undesired online teaching
self-efficacy levels observed on scale scores as well as the reasons for similarity and
differences in their online teaching self-efficacy according to some of their demographic

characteristics.
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EFL Teachers’ Views on Their Online Teaching Self-efficacy Levels

Theme

Sub-themes

Concepts

EFL Teachers® Views omn Their Online Teaching Self-efficacy Levels

Reasons for EFL Teachers’
Undesired Online Teaching
Self-efficacy Levels

Reasons for Similar Self-
efficacy Levels Regardless of
Ounline Teaching Experience

Reasons for Similar Self-
efficacy Levels Regardless of
In-service and Pre-service
Trainings on Educational
Technologies

Reasons for Older EFL
Teachers® Higher Self-
efficacy in Student
Engagement

Reasons for Male EFL
Teachers® Higher Self-
efficacy in Use of Computers

System-related factors
Teacher-related factors
Student-related factors

A new and extraordinary situation
Differences in planning, organization,
scope, purpose, efc.

Lack of devotion

Theoric education rather than applied
training

Passtve participation by EFL teachers
Not feeling relaxed 1n gnline courses
Low student participation

Changing conditions in time

Easy adaptation and familiarity with
technology through daily use

Teaching experience

Ahility in teaching styles and materials
Better classroom management
Familianity with educational
technologies

More cooperation and communication
More self-confidence and authority

Males being more interested in
technology

Social gender roles diminishing females’
technology usage

More opportunities of technology usage
for males




47

Findings on Reasons for EFL Teachers’ Undesired Online Teaching Self-efficacy
Levels

The Covid-19 pandemia was a challenging time for Turkish EFL teachers in terms of
continuing the language teaching and learning process, because it was conducted online,
which differs from face-to-face education in many aspects. The quantitative results of
this study showed that online teaching self-efficacy levels of participant EFL teachers
during the pandemic distance education were at medium degrees, that is, not desirably
high. Therefore, the possible reasons of such a result were among the most curious
points during the qualitative data collection and analysis phase. According to qualitative
findings achieved through participant EFL teachers’ responses on interviews, there are
three main factors that might have influenced their online teaching self-efficacy
negatively during the pandemic online education process. These are system-related
factors, teacher-related factors and student-related factors.

The EFL teachers’ responses on interviews revealed that most of them
experienced “system-related problems”, “could not find efficient solutions” and thus
could not represent high self-efficacy levels in the pandemic online teaching. As
reported on interviews, the system-related factors that affected participant EFL teachers’
online teaching self-efficacy during the pandemia are “poor internet connection” and
“insufficient technological infrastructure and devices” for the users of online teaching,
as declared in the following excerpts:

P5: “Basically the problem is about poor internet connection and we feel bad and it
makes us exhausted... This affects our teaching self-efficacy.”

P9: “The internet in this city, in Siirt is not as efficient as it should be, so it does not
provide the necessary infrastructure for all the users... | can only use the kitchen in my
house for live courses because of the poor connection in other rooms of the house. ”

P8: “There are deficiencies arising from technological reasons, the problems caused
by the technological infrastructure and technological devices such as tablets and
computers.”

P13: “In some houses, there are 3 or 4 students, but there is only one smart device,
so the students had problems... Not all of them had access to the internet, some of them
had devices, some did not. | think, not every teacher had a computer at home, either.
Teachers may have encountered these problems, as well. That is why their self-efficacy

levels are low.”
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The analysis of EFL teachers’ opinions on interviews revealed some “teacher-related
factors” as well, which they believed were influential on their unsatisfactory online
teaching self-efficacy levels during the pandemic online education. Some participants
pointed out “the sudden start with online teaching” and their “lack of prior practical
experience in online teaching” as important teacher-related factors, as stated in the
following excerpts:

P2: “They didr 't have such an experience in their profession before, and because of
the pandemic they suddenly passed to it. At such a duration, I think they did not know
how to do, what to do... practically... | think it is related with lack of experience of the
teachers.”

P11: “The fact that they did not have any background related to online education
before, that they were not included in such an education... That is why these things
happened.”

EFL teachers’ “lack of adaptation to technological tools, innovations and
applications” for ELT in online lessons arose as another teacher-related factor that they
regarded to have a lowering impact on their online teaching self-efficacy levels, as
stated in the following excerpts:

P10: “Many students and teachers are newly getting acquainted with online
education. Computer use is insufficient. Yes, we always had computers in our lives,
especially in recent years computers and our phones are in our lives, but it was difficult
to adapt them to education.”

P13: “The technological materials that were used during online courses... Some of
teachers were familiar with these materials, but some of them were not... So, they first
tried to learn how to use this technology. This, of course, costed loss of a certain
amount of time and efficiency.”

P14: “Being efficient in on-line teaching requires the knowledge and experience of
using the technological devices appropriately, of how to manage and organize online
teaching. In this sense, teachers may not have such qualifications and the abrupt
change of education from face-to-face teaching to online teaching due to Covid-19
pandemic caused the teachers to dive into a world of struggles in which they have to
survive by trial and error to find the correct way.”

According to participant EFL teachers, their “lackings about in-service/pre-service
training and personal development about online teaching” were another teacher-related



49

factor that affected their self-efficacy in online teaching in a negative way, which is
depicted in the following excerpts:

P7: “The main reason for this is the insufficient in-service training. There is not
enough in-service training both in the branch of English language education and in
other branches, and teachers are not informed about this. A second reason is that
teachers do not pay attention to their personal development and do not participate in
any training that enhances their personal development.”

P10: “Not having been trained about online education may be one of the reasons...
If we had received this training from the schools we graduated or from our in-service
training, maybe we could have reached a better level... In other words, we learned
online education by ourselves. So we were only able to get to the medium levels until we
learned it on our own.”

“Lacks of teacher-education programmes” at universities arose as another teacher-
related factor that diminished EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels during
the Covid-19 pandemia. As stated by participants, so far the ongoing teacher education
programmes have focused only on how to implement face-to-face teaching methods and
prospective teachers have not been provided with required education about online
teaching methodology, how to implement it in practice, and computer use. Therefore,
such a crucial deficit in the teacher education system at universities might have resulted
in negative impacts on EFL teachers’ efficiency, motivation and self-efficacy during the
conduction of the pandemic online education, as stated in the following excerpts:

P8: “We did not take any lessons for online education, and there was no practical
application of it in anyway.”

P11: “Frankly, I do not think that any process related to online education is included
in education faculties, neither in theory nor in practice. If it were included, we would
have at least been prepared for such an extraordinary situation as was observed during
the pandemia.”

P6: “While we were training as teachers at the university, | think we needed to be
given better education on computer use. | mean, we were taught like a high school
student whose top computer ability is to prepare a powerpoint presentation... We did
not experience an educational environment where we could get practical training on

more programs, applications, etc.”
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Consequently, some EFL teachers touched on the importance of integrating a
substantial and applied training for online teaching into the teacher education
programmes, as stated in following excerpts:

P7: “In my opinion, online education curriculum should be integrated in teacher
education programmes in the same percentage with face-to-face education. Practical
training should be given for this... Technologically supported education should be given
for a few terms or years.”

P12: “Definitely online education needs to be included in curriculums at universities
now, as soon as possible... A course, a training must be given and it must be applied,
not in theory, not on paper, but strictly in practice.”

P10: “If, from now on, applied training on online education is included in the
university programmes of teacher education, | think such problems will not be
experienced, at least it will have an effect on reducing them.”

P5: “They need to change some processes. Their focus should not just be
improvement of teachers to be in face to face education. They should also prepare them
for online teaching platforms.”

P9: “In the educational system in universities beforehand there was not such a
situation, so they should adapt the system to the new situations or pandemia.”

P3:“We just learned how to teach face to face... This education system should go to
renovations.”

P8: “ELT programs need to be revised, because the current circumstances demand
it.”

During the interviews, in addition to system-related and teacher-related factors, EFL
teachers complained about some “student-related factors”, too, that they believed to
have a negative influence on their online teaching self-efficacy levels. These factors
were “lack of student participation and interaction”, “unwillingness of students”, “lack
of eye contact with students”, and “lack of feedback from students” during the
pandemic online lessons, as stated in the following excerpts:

P12: “It was good at first. When it first started, 30 students for example, let say 25 or
20 students were coming, but it started to decrease day by day. Because not all of them
had internet... or his/her siblings had online classes, too... Gradually the participation
started to decrease... I am sorry about it.”

P1: “Student interaction is less in online education. I think that is the reason... Even

if they do not have technical problems, they do not want to engage in the lesson much.”
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P9: “Nevertheless, even if they have technological tools, some of them do not prefer
it. | have asked the reason and their answer was like that: ‘Teacher, | know | have all
the devices at home and | can participate, but | do not, because I do not like it.””

P3: “No matter how much prepared you are for the lesson, if there are no students in
your lesson, what can you do?”

P8: “As a teacher, you are looking for an interaction during the lesson in order to
see yourself more competent. Since we cannot see this at a desired level on the online
platform, it inevitably affects the self-efficacy levels negatively.”

P9: “Some people like me, they prefer face to face education... Because I am a
teacher and | want to feel it. | want to look at my students’ eyes and understand whether
the learner acquire it or not. | want fo feel it... but there is no interaction as much as
you want between you and your students in online teaching.”

P4: “In my opinion, EFL teachers need to make an eye contact with students... So,
EFL teachers feel less efficient when teaching online, because there is no eye contact.”

P3: “I think the most important thing in the classroom when we teach face to face is
that, we can understand whether the students learn the subjects or not. When we look at
their eyes, we can understand that, but in online lessons, there is not an opportunity like
that... so we don’t feel as comfortable as in face to face education. This affects us.”

PS: “You need to see the results but in online teaching we cannot get the feedbacks.”

P15: “Because they do not have a real classroom environment in online courses,
teachers may have experienced a lack of motivation because they could not get the

feedback they expected from their students.”

Findings on Reasons for Similar Self-efficacy Levels Regardless of Online Teaching
Experience

The quantitative results on the EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching
(ETSEOTS) showed that while some demographic variables of participant EFL teachers
were influential on some of the subdimensions in their online teaching self-efficacy
during the pandemia, some variables did not affect their online teaching self-efficacy
levels at all. For example, it was observed that among the participant EFL teachers
those who had online teaching experience before the pandemia did not show higher self-
efficacy levels during the pandemic online teaching process compared with the ones
who did not have online teaching experience before. Therefore, EFL teachers were

asked on interviews to figure out possible reasons for this result. Some of them stated
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that the pandemic online education process was so “sudden and extraordinary” that it
differed from the pre-pandemia online teaching practices in many ways, which
produced unsatisfactory self-efficacy outcomes for most of them on similar degrees
even if they had online teaching experience before the pandemia, as stated in the
following excerpts:

P2: “It is a new situation. Teachers’ being unprepared for online working and this
transition from conventional system to online system occurred suddenly. And even if you
have the previous fulfiliments in online teaching... I mean the procedure of the new
online teaching was a bit different. ”

P3:“This is a very new thing for all of us. The stiuation is very different from all
kinds of online education... so having experience before does not affect the self efficacy
of teachers so much.”

P13: “This was a very new situation, because | do not think that the online education
method used before this pandemic is compatible with the online education method used
with the pandemic. Since this is a brand new thing, | think everyone is on an equal level
in this process.”

Pl: “The things we know sometimes do not mean anything in extraordinary
situations.”

The qualitative data on interviews revealed more, in that, some EFL teachers
declared the reason why EFL teachers’ pre-pandemic online teaching experience did not
work during the pandemic online education process was that the pre-pandemic online
teaching process was probably much “different from the pandemic one in terms of many
aspects such as planning, organization, scope, purpose, infrastructure, technological
opportunities and student participation”, as stated in the following excerpts:

P5: “Because it was a sudden situation, there’s not enough plan and organization as
much as before the pandemia. That is why their efficacy did not show difference now. ”

P6: “It may not be such a wide-ranging, serious platform for them to provide
training before the pandemia. Maybe students had all the opportunities, maybe they
didn’t have any problems about infrastructure, equipment... and such a comprehensive
(wide-scale) online education has never been given before.”

P12: “Previously given online trainings were more planned and the number of target

’

student group was lower.’
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P7. “The number of lessons was probably lower... Maybe it was given as a
supportive education together with face-to-face training, unlike the pandemic online
education process that all of the country have entered due to this corona.”

P8: “The number of students they addressed, the profile was more limited... but...
this online pandemic process was all over the country. The plan, the programs were
also different, that is, teachers had to explain the whole curriculum in this process. But
the teachers who taught online before, they taught a more limited curriculum... And
willing students and unwilling students are now together. This creates difficulties in
effectively engaging the student in the course.”

P11: “We cannot equate pre-pandemic and post-pandemic online education because
the pre-pandemic education was well-organized. The student was willing, there was
enough student participation, the teacher was consciously trained for this, but since this
pandemic one was an unusual situation, the negative conditions affected everyone in the
same way.”

P7: “The programme or conditions at that time were more planned than today. And
the current applications are different.”

P10: “The critical element is student and no matter how hard the teacher works the
students’ low participation and unwillingness unfortunately limits him and keeps his
efficacy level at minimum.”

P14: “Teachers may have enough qualifications, however they do the teaching with
their students, most of whom are inexperienced and deprived of necessary technological
devices and internet. Also, those students are deprived of the necessary skills to manage
to join the on-line learning at home environment. Those factors affect the teachers’ self-
efficacy... That is, even if they have knowledge and prior practice in online education, it
has no effect now.”

Some participants criticized EFL teachers who had online teaching experience for
their “lack of devotion” and “disregarding the pandemic online education”, which they
believed was another reason for their unsatisfactory self-efficacy levels, as stated in the
following excerpt:

P7: “Instructors who have taught online before may have felt more comfortable
during the pandemic, based on the opinion that ‘I can handle it in any way, I do not
have to show the necessary devotion’. Therefore, I find it perfectly normal for the two

groups to tend to the same levels of self-efficacy. ”
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Findings on Reasons for Similar Self-efficacy Levels Regardless of In-service and
Pre-service Trainings on Educational Technologies

One significant aim of the interviews conducted in this study was to learn about EFL
teachers’ views on the scale results about their online teaching self-efficacy levels
according to some of their demographic characteristics, which contradicted both with
some generalizations in self-efficacy theories and with the participant EFL teachers’
opinions about some of the variables that they thought might be influential on their
online teaching self-efficacy levels. As stated before, most participants stated that EFL
teachers’ lacks of in-service training could be possible reasons for their undesired online
teaching self-efficacy levels during the pandemic distance education. However, the
guantitative scale scores on the ETSEOTS showed that there was not a meaningful
difference between the online teaching self-efficacy levels of participant EFL teachers
who received pre-service and in-service training on use of educational technology and
those who did not. Therefore, on the interviews EFL teachers were asked to figure out
why EFL teachers with different backgrounds about in-service and pre-service
education showed similarly undesired online-teaching self-efficacy levels during the
pandemia. Their responses revealed specific facts that could have been influential. In
this sense, some participants supported the idea that because the pre-service and in-
service educations taken by EFL teachers were probably on “theoretical level”,
“insufficient”, “superficial” and “sloppy” and “lacked practical education.” Thus, the
learning outcomes of those educations could not be transferred to practice in the
pandemic online education, which is stated in the following excerpts:

P11: “I think it remained theoretical. I think that everything that is not put into
practice remains in theory.”

P2: “Learning something in theory and doing something or practicing something in
real life are very different.”

P15: “I attribute it to the fact that the theoretical knowledge is not tied to a
compelling system when it turns into practice. ”

P8: “First of all, how effective was this pre-service or in-service training, was it
given online, and how long did it take?... Or were these trainings in theory or in
practice? These need to be examined.”

P6: “Generally, you know, seminars can be a bit sloppy... There is not a very

i3

practical work going on... This may have had an effect on results.
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Accordingly, the importance of “an applied education rather than a theoric and
superficial one” for teachers was emphasized, as stated in the following excerpt:

P12: “If we are going to get an education on technology, it should be applied. We
observe that an education that remains in theory has no effect in practice.”

On the interviews, it was also reported that EFL teachers’ “passive participation in
in-service trainings” might be another reason for their relatively undesired self-efficacy
levels in online teaching, as stated in the following excerpt:

P7: “In-service trainings may not have exactly the same effect as more teachers
participate as listeners only, as passive participants.”

EFL teachers’ “not feeling relaxed in online courses” because of “the uncertainty of
the online education process” was regarded as another reason behind their
unsatisfactory scale scores even if they got prior education about use of educational
technology, as stated in the following excerpts:

P9: “You are not yourself in online courses because something distresses you, your
students and you are in front of camera... So, nobody is themselves, and they do not feel
relaxed, comfortable, and that is one of the reasons.”

P14: “They encountered with a world of uncertainty with their students who didn’t
have the same opportunities to reach internet connection, technological devices, which
were the heart of on-line teaching. As a result, teachers with the pre-service or in-
service courses had the same problems with the ones who did not have such training,
which meant that such qualifications didn’t work during the online teaching.”

Accordingly, “low degrees of student participation” in online courses was considered
to be another reason by participant EFL teachers for their undesired self-efficacy scores
despite their pre-service or in-service trainings on use of educational technologies,
because they could not perform the outcomes of the educations they received when
there were small numbers of students in online lessons, and thus any education received
by teachers would go in vain if there is no engagement with students, which is depicted
in the following excerpts:

P10: “If the student does not participate, let the teacher receive as much education
as he wants.”

P2: “Maybe some students are unwilling to attend the courses and if you don’t Know
how to make them more eager, you can be unsuccessful.”

P4: “Maybe the reason is... in online courses teachers cannot talk face to face with

)

students as the students are not very willing and they don 't like to participate lessons.’
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Some participants revealed that the “changing conditions” from the times
when the pre-service or in-service education was taken by EFL teachers may have
resulted in inefficiency for most of EFL teachers during the pandemic online education
regardless of whether or not they had any training, as stated in the following excerpts:

P13: “I received in-service training about 13 years ago. The technology used back
then and the technology today are very different. The method used at that time or the
technological application used did not coincide at all with now. Therefore, it is normal
for the results not to show any difference.”

P7. “It may be that the in-service training they receive and the current practices do
not overlap with each other.”

P6: “Maybe... the in-service training they received did not match with the emerging
products offered in the pandemic. ... may be... the content of the in-service training they
receive and the content of the programs used in distance education during the pandemic
do not match.”

The fact that almost “everybody is now familiar with technology in daily life” and
that “technology is easily learned through daily use” was accepted by EFL teachers as
another possible reason for why EFL teachers educated about use of educational
technology could not feel more successful in online teaching than the ones who were
not educated, as stated in the following excerpt:

P5: “Basically, we use technology in our daily life as well, not just on our courses.
So we are familiar with the topic. We use technology, we use laptop, we use mobile
phones, etc. We are all familiar with it. That is why it cannot change that much... You

can learn it easily like in one or two days... and then apply it to the courses.”

Findings on Reasons for Older EFL Teachers’ Higher Self-efficacy in Student
Engagement

According to the guantitative results on the ETSEQOTS, although the average online
teaching self-efficacy of all participant EFL teachers was similarly at a medium level,
some groups of participants with specific variables showed higher levels in some sub-
dimensions of online teaching self-efficacy. For instance, the older EFL teachers at the
41-45 age range showed higher degrees of online teaching self-efficacy in terms of
student engagement compared with the younger participant EFL teachers who are at the
26-30 age range. For this reason, EFL teachers were asked on interviews to figure out

the possible reasons for such a difference between the older and younger EFL teachers’
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student engagement self-efficacy levels in pandemic online courses. Interestingly, all
the respondents agreed on the same consensus that the reason is older EFL teachers’
being “more experienced” about “teaching styles and materials”, ‘“classroom
management”, “use of educational technology”, “having more cooperation and
communication” with their students and parents, thus having “more self-confidence and
authority”, which they believe helped older EFL teachers in better engaging and
including students in online classes during the Covid-19 pandemia, as stated in the
following excerpts:

P6: “Their years of experience may have provided a positive aspect for those
teachers.”

P5: “We can have a simple answer for that. Basically it is the experience in teaching.
For example, | have experience like for two years and the other one has 10 years of
experience. Of course they will have better position in instruction.”

P2: “For me, it is related with experience. The more years you have in your
profession the better you are I think.”

P4: “The only reason is experience... because the older teachers in English language
teaching are capable of teaching styles. And they know how to affect students and they
know how to deal with and react the problems... I am young and I have been teaching
for one and a half years... I don’t know how to react the problems and students’
questions. But the older teachers, I mean the ones at the 40-45 age range, are more
capable of teaching styles and teaching methods, they know the teaching skills.”

P14: “I think, that is the result of experience. Older teachers are more experienced
than younger teachers, and they may have used technological devices more during their
profession, which contributed to their efficacy during the on-line teaching.”

P7: “Normally our young teachers are proficient in using technological tools, it
really surprised me that such a result came out. This may be due to the fact that older
teachers are more experienced in classroom management... At the same time, I think
they use teaching methods and techniques more actively and effectively than young
teachers.”

P13: “I think it’s just about experience and classroom management. They have
motivated the student better in this regard.”

P11: “I think experience is speaking here... We see the role of older teachers in

’

bringing their own classroom management roles to online education.’
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P9: “It may be because they have that experience or maybe they have the classroom
management. They know what zo do and how to do.”

P1: “I think the reason maybe the experience of teaching because they saw a lot of
students, maybe thousands of students, and they know how to react to each student, how

’

to engage them.’

P10: “They can do more interesting work to attract students into the lesson.”

P3: “Maybe because of their experiences... they know better how a teacher should
approach students... They set well the balance of respect with students. And also I think
the students take them more seriously than younger teachers.”

P12: “The only logical answer to this is probably experience... that is, they use that
dominance more effectively because of experience... A teacher at that age is known and
recognized by parents more in Siirt... Parents take him into consideration better. They
have more self-confidence and authority.”

P15: “I think it is experience. And I think it is the self-confidence they have because
of this experience.”

P8: “During their teaching time, they encountered more and more different types of
students. So, they probably solved the crisis management more effectively and efficiently

during pandemic online education... I think they look at potential problems on a

broader scale.”

Findings on Reasons for Male EFL Teachers’ Higher Self-efficacy in Use of
Computers

On the quantitative results of the ETSEOTS, it was observed that among the
participants, male EFL teachers showed higher self-efficacy levels for computer use in
online courses compared to female EFL teachers. Accordingly, participants were asked
on interviews to find reasons for such a result. EFL teachers’ responses revealed that
male EFL teachers’ being “more interested in technology”, and the different “social
gender roles” on males and females determining “different amounts of opportunities”
for them to use technology in daily life might have been influential on such a difference
between male and female EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels for use of
computers, as stated in the following excerpts:

P15: “I think the reason for this is purely interest.”

’

P6: “Male teachers like computers a little more than female teachers.’



59

P14: “I think, that is because the male EFL teachers are more interested in
technological devices and internet applications.”

PO: “As a female teacher, I'm not so good at technological devices and technology
and I believe that male users are more interested in that area. That can be a reason...
Men are more assertive in technological matters.”

P8: “I think it’s probably because of their interests. Of course male participants
were likely to be more productive and more successful, as they spent more time with
technology.”

P4: “I think that men have been inclined to computers since childhood and they have
been playing computer games for many years. Women are not interested in computers
because of some reasons. I mean these reasons can be related to family relations,
environment, bond of friendship, etc. Therefore, men are better than women about
computers.”

P13: “Boys play more games, spend more time on the phone, have always spent
more time in front of the computer since their youth, maybe that’s why.”

P12: “In Siirt, we men usually went to internet cafes a lot. And especially in the
family, boys were the first to be given a cellphone. Because we’re more engaged with
the phone, with technology... That’s why.”

P2: “Generally the males are more interested in the technology or technological
devices, so they are better than women in all kinds of technological devices. And also...
Because at home they don’t have responsibilities like females... they can spend time to
do whatever they want on computer, telephones, etc.”

P1l: “That’s maybe a cultural reason because in Turkish culture you know females
are more engaged with houseworks... Gender roles, that makes the difference... Women
have more responsibilities about the kitchens, about the houses, about the children. ...
The females are of course using computer but only when necessary. But males are more
engaged and more competent in using the computers.”

P5: “To me, the basic reason is women have more responsibilities than men in our
society... Mostly they need to do stuff on house, kids, etc., and they don’t have time even
for themselves. That’s a big problem. But for men, it’s not like this... Patriarchial
society, social gender roles are influential. ”

P11: “We should not ignore that a female EFL teacher is a housewife at home...

While men generally do not deal with household chores at home, women have
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responsibilities such as taking care of children, doing housework and cooking. This
inevitably distracts them from certain things.”

P7: “Our female teachers who are married and have children, they spend more time
on housework, but our male teachers spend more time with technological devices. We
live in a patriarchal society, equality of opportunity is not provided much between men
and women.”

P9: “Responsibilities at home are burdened on females and females cannot spare
time for technology usage, but males are free, they can do whatever they want at home
or outside. They have mobile phones, they play games on mobile phones, they watch TV,
they play computer games in their free times... We females also need spare time for
more use of technology to become more efficient in it. But, unfortunately, there are
some limitations on it.”

P10: “In this pandemic period, a female English teacher takes care of the house,
takes care of her child, takes care of her lessons... The male, on the other hand, was
able to adapt himself to online education in this process... The fact that a female English
teacher is a mother, a teacher, and a woman has caused her to lag behind men in terms

of technology use.”

3.2.2. Findings on EFL Teachers’ Reflections on the Pandemic Online Education
Table 15 shows the sub-themes and concepts that emerged from the coding process
on EFL teachers’ reflections on the pandemic online education, covering the

challenging aspects and positive outcomes of the process for EFL teachers.
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Table 15
EFL Teachers’ Reflections on the Pandemic Online Education

Theme Sub-themes Concepts

- Problems and limited solutions
Challenging Aspects of the - Limited teaching of language
Pandemic Online Education skills and activities
- Negative feelings in online

Ccourses

- Awareness about professional
Positive Outcomes of the development needs
Pandemic Online Education - Willingness for professional
development about online
teaching

- Interest in applied trainings

EFL Teachers’ Reflections on the Pandemic Online Education

Further analysis on qualitative data revealed that EFL teachers mostly had negative
reflections about the challenging aspects of the online teaching process regarding what
problems EFL teachers encountered, whether and how they overcame the challenges, to
what extent they managed to teach English online, and what feelings they had in online
courses. On the other hand, they had some positive reflections regarding how this
process raised their awareness and willingness for professional development about

online teaching while increasing their interest in applied trainings.

Findings on Challenging Aspects of the Pandemic Online Education

EFL teachers’ responses on interviews revealed that all of them had challenges due
to problems about “poor internet connection”, “technicial and technological
limitations™, “student participation and engagement”, “classroom management”, and
“adapting educational technologies, materials and applications to online courses”, for

which they could find “solutions to a limited extent”, as stated in the following excerpts:
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P13: “We had especially connection problems... The application we used sometimes
caused us problems. Until the application started, 6-7 minutes passed. In other words,
the duration of 30 minutes was reduced to 23 minutes, sometimes 20 minutes. We were
waiting for the students, if there were two students, we were waiting a few minutes for
other students to come. In other words, | think that we teach between 15 and 20 minutes
efficiently.”

P10: “The problematic situations were related to internet, computer and internet
use... Students did not have internet access. The absence of a computer, the fact that
families have many students but only one computer, one tablet or one smart phone at
home... Actually, we couldn’t find anything as solution.”

P2: “I think my problems are generally related with lack of technological devices
and technological information... The other problem is participation of students. It is
very low... And it is a big problem. I don’t know what I should do.”

P7: “Especially the shortage of technological tools, the weak infrastructure of
students and teachers were problems. Then, the participation of the students in the
lesson, whether they come prepared or unprepared were big problems.”

P1: “I cannot engage all the students. Sometimes, the student does not have internet
connection. And also sometimes I myself have internet problems... And all the students
cannot open microphone. That’s very important for me but I cannot hear the students...
To increase student participation I pre-anounce the lesson and | send the lesson link on
Whatsapp, so this increases their participation a bit.”

PS: “Student engagement is the main problem... Some students want to attend, but
they have problems with internet connection... We can't find a solution for it. So, the
only solution can be opening schools again.”

P12: “There is a problem of adding the student to the lesson. We have whatsapp
groups, there are some students who do not come even though we inform the lesson time
there. It was personally demoralizing... I contact their parents but students are not
willing. For students who do not have internet access, there are EBA access points in
the city, | direct them there, but it is a problem for them to get there, too.”

P8: “l had a lot of problems in getting the student involved in the lesson. And, of
course, there were problems related to technology and internet. The students cannot use
this application (Zoom) in some cases. | had problems because of the bad infrastructure

and not being able to use it. In general, I couldn’t provide much of a solution. There
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were times when | could not intervene because the reasons such as technology, that is,
the student did not have technological tools, were beyond me.”

P11: “We have difficulties in involving the student in the lesson. They are getting
bored. And the sudden disconnection of the internet. We had communicative problems
due to this. When the internet connection was cut, | tried to re-enter the class many
times. I couldn’t cope. This is against our will.”

P6: “We have great difficulty in getting the students involved in the lesson... We have
a lot of problems with the internet because of geography. We have infrastructure
problems in this region... Sometimes we were having trouble with classroom
management because students were speaking all at once. This was solved after we made
our warning.”

P15: “I experienced technical failures in online classes. Students could not connect
to the lesson. This was also a kind of waste of time. Besides, a remote classroom
management was more difficult than managing a real classroom. As for solutions, I
made parent meetings when necessary and | shared the systemic problems with the
school principal.”

Some of the participants stated that apart from technical, student participation and
classroom management problems, they experienced challenges about “applying
materials, educational technologies and applications in online courses”, which they
learned to deal with to a limited extent, as stated in the following excerpts:

P3: “I didn’t know how | can use the material. It was a problem for me to apply the
educational technologies in my online lessons. It took time. I am now using the
educational technologies in my lessons... I learned by using day by day... by getting
experienced.”

P4: “l had problems about using Zoom application and | learned the general use of
Zoom by watching videos and taking notes for myself... I had problems in using
educational technologies. ”

P14: “At first times, I encountered many problems because... although I knew how to
use computer I didn’t have any experience in online teaching... I overcame those
problems by trial and error and by asking my colleagues.”

P9: “Internet background and educational technologies, we do not have them
enough... | hope that would not be long lasting... I want to have an end
to online education because | miss my classrooms. And actually I don’t want to have

any solution to the problems.”
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EFL teachers added on negative reflections about the pandemic online education, in
that, all such challenges of the process “limited their efficiency in teaching of English
language online”. Their responses revealed that they could not manage to give all
language skills and aspects thoroughly in online classes due to time limitations and
technical problems, as stated in the following excerpts:

P13: “English course is completely audio-visual, that is, the student will see, the
student will hear, the student will speak, the student will read and write. Unfortunately,
we could not include all this into a lesson of half an hour.”

P6: “Lessons at school are 40 minutes, but in distance education it is 30 minutes... It
negatively impacted our curriculum... in explaining grammar issues... We couldn’t do
the activites we did in face-to-face training, some games for example, group work, pair
works require being together, coming together. In this distance education, we couldn’t
do much of this. There was no interaction, speaking.”

P15: “When we teach English, the number of lessons is very important because we
have to give four skills. We have to make students write, read, talk and listen. But
unfortunately, English lessons decreased from 4 hours a week to 2 hours during the
pandemic process... And the lesson time decreased from 40 minutes to 30 minutes.
Unfortunately, we did not have time to do all skills.”

P12: “I believe that I can transfer language education very effectively in face-to-face
education, but I have difficulties in online education.”

P3: “I couldn’t use English very well because there are some online problems with
students. They couldn’t hear me. Sometimes they couldn’t understand... They couldnt
get my voice so well because of disconnection. / couldn 't use English so good for all the
skills... Speaking was the worst | think. In English language teaching, using the target
language is very important. But we could not do it enough... My students couldn’t get
the sentence patterns so well. | think, they learned the vocabulary better. ”

P2:“Ok, I can give grammar, I can give the vocabulary, but some skills,
unfortunately I have to pass.”

P1: “I think speaking is at the background. Beceause when the students don’t see one
another they do not want to have interaction. Anyone doesn’t want to speak to
computer... Students don’t want t0 Write, they take screenshots, new way of writing. In
reading there is no problem, they read. | can apply listening activities. Sometimes they

’

don’t understand, I help them.’
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P8: “Speaking and listening activities were not at the desired level due to sound
problems, some students not having microphones... In the same way, we had problem in
group work activities.”

P4:“Since the sound is not transmitted well to the other party in online training, we
did not listen too much. I tried to do it myself. This bored the students more, I don't
think it was too productive.”

P9: “I don’t know whether there are some teachers who can apply all the skills
via online education, but I can not do it. The only thing I did was grammar mostly,
solving the problems, tests and reading. | tried to do the other skills but I have to admit
that it was failure.”

P11: “I could not do all the activities that I did in face-to-face teaching in online
training. I had to reduce activities to minimum.”

According to reflections of EFL teachers on the interviews, all the challenges they
experienced and the limitations on teaching of Eglish online caused them to have
“negative feelings” such as “inadequacy”, “loneliness”, “helplessness”, ‘“anxiety”,
“exhaustion”, “boredom”, “frustration” and “disappointment” during online courses, as
stated in the following excerpts:

P15: “I felt inadequate to reach my students.”

P2: “The problems affect me badly... because I feel inefficient.”

P10: “I feel restricted, inadequate... I am waiting for the days when we will get rid
of online education.”

P1: “l do not feel sufficient, I do not feel relaxed... Well, sometimes I feel that there
is no one... I am alone... Talking to myself.”

P6: “It is so bad that you feel helpless as you can’t do anything.”

P7: “At first, like all our fellow teachers, we had concerns... We were anxious...
because we did not have a good control on online platform. ”

P4: “Absolutely, being in front of the screen is exhausting. ”

P8: “This online education process was a completely exhausting process.”

PO: “All the time I am the speaker and doer and this is extra tiring... I feel miserable
because the bound between me and my students has been cut by the pandemia... I do
not feel enough for them.”

P11: “When the internet connection went out, I tried to re-enter the lesson many

times. This became a serious source of impatience, boredom and weariness for me. ”
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P13: “I feel very nervous because the time is very short and the break is only 10
minutes. Sometimes we attend classes for 7 hours a day...There is no lunch hour, there
IS no break.” P14: “During the first times of pandemic, due to connection problems,
and inexperience of me and my students in online teaching, | felt frustrated during the
lessons.”

P5: “When I attend the course I feel like ‘Okay, this time it will be different’, but it
does not change. That is why [ feel disappointed. I feel moody, I feel bad.”

P3: “I don’t feel like I'm a teacher because I'm not in the classroom. A teacher
should be in the classroom and wit# his or her students... I didn’t get accustomed to this

’

system.’

Findings on Positive Outcomes of the Pandemic Online Education for EFL Teachers

Although on one hand online teaching was mostly a tough process and had a
diminishing effect on EFL teachers’ overall teacher self-efficacy, EFL teachers had
some positive reflections on the process, in that, according to them the negative
outcomes of online teaching raised their “awareness” and “willingness”  for
“professional development about online education”, and their “interest in applied
trainings” for better implementation of online teaching was increased. It was understood
from their responses that most of them were willing for self-development and interested
in getting professional development support through an applied in-service training about
the methodology of online teaching, as stated in the following excerpts:

P13: “I think that learning never ends in any period of life. Especially for humans...
We saw that the teachers were unprepared and I definitely think we need training in this
regard.”

P3: “We should prepare ourselves for everything as teachers.”

P4: “I would definitely like to learn and adress the learning system of the students in
online education, about how the student can be sufficient in online education, what he
can get, how we can give this, etc.”

P2: “If this situation will continue so, | can be willing for an in-service training to
overcome problems I face in online education.”

P8: “If there is a training that will be productive, practical, efficient, not theoretical,

I would like to participate voluntarily.”
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P10: “We definitely need it. There are tutorials of this that | have participated online
recently... But I don’t think it’s very useful... I think that this should be given on applied
face-to-face education.”

P9: “If I know that there would be online education all the time, | would appreciate
and attend that because whatever | learn will benefit me.”

P7: “I will gladly attend... and I want to make the most of such an in-Service
training.”

P5: “I can attend any courses about online teaching, but I don’t want to attend such
courses online, it should include practical training.”

P6: “Of course, if a high-quality in-service education is given in my city, an
education that does not remain only on paper or theory... If there is an education that
includes us in the practice and positions us directly at the center about solving the
problem, I would gladly attend it... Because just like this pandemic, there may be other
unexpected situations. So we need to prepare ourselves for the possibilities. ”

P12: “I would participate it lovingly. In fact, it can be given to parents or even
students... Education is not one-sided... Collaboration between students, teachers and

parents is required.”
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

4.1. Overview of the Study

This research study aimed at examining Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching self-
efficacy during the Covid-19 pandemia, understanding whether or not there is a
relationship between their online teaching self-efficacy levels and some of their
demographic characteristics (i.e. age, gender, teaching experience, online teaching
experience, pre-service and in-service education on use of educational technologies),
and understanding their reflections on the pandemic online education process.
Accordingly, this section covers a discussion of the quantative and qualitative findings
achieved at the end of data collection and analysis phases in line with the research
questions of the study in order to draw conclusions and make suggestions for further
research based on the implications and limitations of the study.

Research Question 1: “What are the online teaching self-efficacy levels of Turkish
EFL teachers during the Covid-19 pandemia?”

The study first examined what levels of online teaching self-efficacy Turkish EFL
teachers had during the Covid-19 pandemic online education. Quantative results
revealed that the average online teaching self-efficacy of participant EFL teachers was
at a medium level in totality. In other words, the online teaching self-efficacy of EFL
teachers was not deep at the bottom but was not at desirably high levels, either. In fact,
the qualitative findings on interviews showed that such a result originated not only from
EFL teachers’ self-perceptions about their teaching abilities in pandemic online lessons
but it was also caused by the problems and limitations they faced during such a
challenging time. Research on the pandemic online education has showed that the
process was challenging for the majority of its practioners because it had many
drawbacks. According to some research, “the separation between teachers and their
students” (Moore, 2014), instructors’ “lack of online teaching experience” (Johnson et
al, 2020) and their “difficulties in the application of information-communication,
Education and Information Technologies techniques, problems in sustaining interaction
with students, organising online learning resources and lack of sufficient facilities for
students” (Verma et al, 2020) are among the drawbacks of the pandemic online teaching
(as cited in Ma et al, 2021, p. 2). Some studies have suggested that organising effective

online language teaching activities and delivering them in online environments was not



69

a comfortable process for EFL teachers and that online teaching during the pandemia
had disadvantages for them besides advantages (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Khatoony
and Nezhadmehr (2020) examined a group of Iranian EFL teachers and the problems
they encountered in online courses during the Covid-19 pandemia. Results showed that
they encountered challenges such as limited materials appropriate for online teaching,
students’ low levels of attention and motivation during online courses, and insufficient
funding for educational institutions (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Most of the Turkish
participants in this study revealed they experienced similar drawbacks and limitations
on their online teaching practices during the Covid-19 pandemia. As Hampton et al.
(2020) stated, “greater levels of online teacher self-efficacy are correlated with greater
teaching satisfaction” in virtual teaching environments (r = 0.64, p < 0.001; as cited in
Culp-Roche et al., 2021, p. 2). Unfortunately, this was observed visa versa in this study
as Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels were not high due to the
diminishing effect of challenges in the process, and thus they could not achieve as much
job satisfaction and self-efficacy as it should be. In another study, Lestiyanawati (2020)
focused on Indonesian EFL teachers’ practices and problems in online teaching during
the Covid-19 outbreak. Results indicated that Indonesian EFL teachers encountered
problems such as lack of information about how to access technologies and virtual
educational activities, inability to use and define virtual teaching materials, and student-
related problems such as their lack of access to Internet due to economical
disadvantages. Despite all these problems, the participant EFL teachers agreed that after
they got accustomed and learned enough about how to better conduct online courses,
the online teaching and learning system made things easier for them during the
pandemic distant education (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). Unlike the Indonesian EFL
teachers, Turkish EFL teachers in this study could not manage the process successfully
enough as their undesired online teaching self-efficacy levels and the problems of the
process lowered their effectiveness and success in the pandemic online education, their
ability to overcome encountered problems was limited, their language teaching
activities were hindered, they experienced negative feelings during online courses, and
their motivation and willingness for continuing the process was diminished. Such
results of the study might contribute to the literature about the negations and limitations
on EFL teachers amid such a worldwide condition as Covid-19 pandemia, and they can
assist in stressing the significance of refining EFL teachers’ online working conditions

and enhancing EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy beliefs. It also might help
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raise awareness about EFL teachers’ needs for activities, programmes and trainings that
might reinforce them emotionally, psychologically and professionally. Any refinement
on these aspects of EFL teachers might contribute to their teacher self-efficacy and
online teaching self-efficacy levels, help them demonstrate more positive attitudes
towards their teaching practices, achieve more job satisfaction, be more flexible and
open to sudden changes in their profession and changing teaching environments, feel
more efficient and develop more effective strategies to cope with adversities and

challenges on their language teaching path.

Research Question 2: “Does the online teaching self-efficacy of participants differ
according to their personal aspects such as age, gender, years of teaching experience,
having online teaching experience before the pandemia, and having participated in
an in-service or pre-service training on use of educational technologies?”

The study interrogated whether there is a relationship between participant EFL
teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy and their demographic characteristics such as
age, gender, years of teaching experience, online teaching experience, and participation
in in-service and pre-service trainings on use of educational technologies. Findings
showed that Turkish EFL teachers’ average online teaching self-efficacy in totality did
not change according to any of these variables. However, the demographic variable of
age was found to be influential on their online teaching self-efficacy for Student
Engagement sub-dimension and the variable of gender had an impact on their online
teaching self-efficacy for Use of Computers sub-dimension. Apart from the variables of
age and gender, other variables were not influential on any sub-dimension of
participants’ online teaching self-efficacy.

The fact that older EFL teachers regarded themselves more successful and had higher
self-efficacy levels than the younger EFL teachers in terms of adding their students to
online lessons aroused curiosity in the qualitative phase of this study. When asked about
the possible reasons behind such a result, most of the participants considered older EFL
teachers’ overall teaching experience to be influential on their abilities to sustain better
student engagement in pandemic online courses. Accordingly, thanks to their teaching
experience, older EFL teachers were regarded to be more competent about teaching
styles and materials, classroom management, use of educational technology,
cooperation and communication with their students and parents, and thus they had more

self-confidence and authority, which assisted them in better engaging and including
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students in their online classes during the Covid-19 pandemia. In a similar study by
Shresth (2019), it was observed that “teachers of older age groups expressed greater
satisfaction with their work than their younger colleagues” during the online education
process (as cited in Bartosiewicz et al., 2022, p. 14), which is consistent with the results
of this study in terms of older Turkish EFL teachers’ higher self-efficacy levels, because
according to Bartosiewicz et al. (2022) “there is a close relationship between teachers’
level of self- efficacy and job satisfaction” (p. 2). Such results about the positive impact
of older EFL teachers’ teaching experience on their self-efficacy and job satisfaction are
significant, because originally on the scale scores of the ETSEQTS, participants’ years
of teaching experience were not observed to be an influential on their average online
teaching self-efficacy. Furthermore, it is interesting that in this study most of the
participants interpreted older ages as being more experienced in teaching. Although this
might be true to some extents, there might be exceptions like older EFL teachers who
newly started teaching. Even so, their lifelong experiences, either professional or not,
might bring in more flexible crisis management and problem solving abilities for them
compared to younger EFL teachers. On the other hand, this was a surprising result
because the younger EFL teachers are expected to show more successful fulfililment on
a technological teaching platform in many aspects considering the assumption that
young people have more familiarity and engagement with technological tools in their
daily lives. In fact, this was observed in a study on EFL teachers’ self-efficacy, job
satisfaction and professional burnout during the Covid-19 pandemic online education.
According to the study’ findings, “younger teachers and teachers with work experience
from 1 to 5 years showed a higher level of job satisfaction” and self-efficacy
“compared to older people working from 6 to 20 years” (Lisowska, 2017, as cited in
Bartosiewicz et al., 2022, p. 14). Lisowska’s research result is opposite to the findings
of this study about older Turkish EFL teachers’ higher self-efficacy levels in student
engagement. In this sense, the results of this study and Shresth’s (2019) findings about
older EFL teachers’ higher levels of self-efficacy and job satisfaction in online
education provide implications for younger EFL teachers about the importance of
teaching experience. Thus, it can be suggested that they need to improve their online
teaching abilities, develop better student engagement and communication skills in line
with the requirements of virtual teaching platforms so that they can compensate for their
lacks of teaching experience compared to their older colleagues.
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The quantitative result that participant male EFL teachers had higher self-efficacy
levels than female EFL teachers in terms of using computers in online lessons was
another point of questioning on the interviews. In fact, the interview responses by
Turkish EFL teachers in this study revealed that some factors are influential on such a
difference on the results of male and female EFL teachers. First, male EFL teachers are
assumed to be more interested in technology and technological tools, and thus are more
capable for using computers, smart tools and internet. Besides, women’s social gender
roles are lowering their opportunities for technology usage in daily life. In the
partriarchal Turkish society, women are burdened with responsibilities such as house
keeping, child raising and cooking at home. Unfortunately, this does not change even if
the woman is a teacher, doctor, etc. and they have to fulfill their responsibilities at home
together with the workloads in their professional lives. Whereas, men are held exempt
from such responsibilities and thus they are more free in many aspects. They have much
more free time and opportunities both at home and outside for attending social life
activities, following technological developments, playing computer games and so on. In
line with this study’s findings, another study by Ghanbari and Nowroozi (2021)
revealed that “maintaining the work-life balance was a constant challenge especially for
the female teachers” during the pandemic online education process, because “they had
to manage their household chores which overlapped with their online classes” (p.10). In
other words, females’ social gender roles seem to have had diminishing impact on their
online teaching self-efficacy levels not only in Turkey but also in any patriarchal
society. Similarly, in Chen’s (2012) study about Taiwanese EFL teachers’ computer
self-efficacy and computer anxiety, the collected data revealed that “male teachers
perceived themselves as having higher computer self-efficacy” (p. 100). Compeau &
Higgins (1995) defined computer self-efficacy as a person’s perceived ability to manage
a task by using computers. In this regards, ability in use of computers has been related
with computer self-efficacy in literature. According to Bandura’s perspective in Social
Cognitive Theory, people with powerful computer self-efficacy beliefs feel more
comfortable when using computers and regard themselves as successful computer
technology users (Compeau & Higgins, 1995). Therefore, results of this study
regarding male and female Turkish EFL teachers’ different self-efficacy levels for
computer use in online courses should not be attributed to gender only, because research
has shown that teachers’ abilities for computer use might increase with substantial

instruction about integration of technology, pedagogy and course content, which may
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contribute to further development of their particular competencies and self-efficacy
beliefs about online education (Liu & Kleinsasser, 2015). Rather, results of this study
can be interpreted as a natural outcome of different amounts of time, opportunities and
interests put in technology usage by any person, either male or female. As a whole, it is
an important result on behalf of female EFL teachers as it might raise awareness in the
educational community about the negative impacts of the inequalities between men and
women on female EFL teachers’ competency and effectiveness in their teaching
profession. Moreover, it may encourage the decision makers in educational system to
apply positive discrimination for women by setting on activities and workshops that
enable female EFL teachers to improve their technology usage abilities. In this way,
negative impacts of women’s social gender roles on their professional lives can be
mitigated to some extent.

The self-efficacy theories generally point out the idea that if one person has
successful previous fulfillments in an activity, they have a higher level of self-efficacy
in doing that activity compared to those who do not have successful previous
fulfillments in the same activity. However, results in this study showed that online
teaching self-efficacy of the participant EFL teachers was not influenced positively by
their pre-pandemic online teaching experience and that their online teaching self-
efficacy levels did not show significant differences regardless of whether or not they
had online teaching experience before the pandemia. It was suggested through
participants’ views that the pandemic online education process was a new and
extraordinary situation for all EFL teachers and it probably had differences from the
pre-pandemic online teaching activities in terms of planning, organization, scope,
purpose, infrastructure, technological opportunities, and student participation. In fact,
some scholars called the transition to online education during Covid-19 pandemia as a
“crisis online course transition” or emergency remote teaching and suggested that it
involved some circumstances that ordinary “online course development does not have to
face”:

Those circumstances were (1) a need to rapidly, with little to no preparation,
transition instruction online; (2) execute the transition online and subsequent online
instruction under traumatic conditions of a pandemic; and (3) pursue extended online
teaching with little to no information regarding if this transition to online teaching will
be temporary or more permanent (Cutri et al., 2020, p. 524).
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It was also suggested that EFL teachers who had previous online teaching experience
might have disregarded the pandemic online education process by not attaching enough
importance and devotion to it, as they thought it would be similar with their previous
online teaching experiences. As a result, their online teaching self-efficacy levels during
the pandemia were not higher than that of other EFL teachers with no previous online
teaching experiences. However, in an empirical study by Zhang et al. (2014) it was
stated that the effectiveness of online “distance education depends greatly on teachers’
active participation” (p. 335). In other words, teachers’ self-efficacy and devotion in
their online teaching abilities and roles are the main determinents on successful
achievements in an online teaching platform. Bailey and Lee (2020) investigated how
online teaching experience affected EFL teachers’ way of handling problems during the
pandemia in distant online courses at a South Korean university. Unlike this study’s
findings about Turkish EFL teachers, Bailey and Lee reported that among the
participant EFL university instructors those with online teaching experience had less
problems and were able to utilise variant communicative tools and activities easily in
their online courses (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). This might be because the South
Korean EFL teachers had more devotion to the pandemic online education process
compared to Turkish EFL teachers in this study. All such research results are important
in raising EFL teachers’ awareness about their lacks of devotion to the process as well
as self-development and professional development needs for updated online teaching
facilities so that they become more ready and equipped for new situations in their
professional life.

On the interviews, possible reasons for why having received pre-service and in-
service training on use of educational technologies did not influence Turkish EFL
teachers’ pandemic online teaching self-efficacy significantly were also questioned.
Participants reported that perhaps the pre-service and in-service educations taken by
EFL teachers stayed on theoretical level, were superficial and inefficient, and that EFL
teachers probably participated in such educations passively and unwillingly.
Consequently, they could not transfer the learnings of those trainings into practice
during the pandemic online education. Further reasons were revealed on interviews, in
that, even if the received education was sufficient, low student participation in
pandemic online courses might have negated the effective implementation of it in
practice. Participants also suggested that the changing conditions from the times when

pre-service and in-service training was taken by EFL teachers, and the fact that today



75

almost everybody is familiar with technology in daily life and that technology is easily
learned by daily use might have resulted in their inefficiency in pandemic online
lessons. It was also suggested by participants that due to the uncertain conditions of
pandemia and online education process, even if they got efficient prior education about
use of educational technology, they could not feel relaxed enough in online courses to
transfer gainings of their pre-service and in-service trainings into practice. In a
quantitative study, Graziano et al. (2023) examined 51 secondary school teachers’ self-
efficacy to teach online after they participated an online, six-week professional
development training program on the implementation of distance online education.
Findings of their study revealed that participation of teachers in the program impacted
their self-efficacy domains for online teaching in a positive way. In other words, a
quality and applied training on use of educational technologies might provide EFL
teachers with higher self-efficacy levels in online teaching compared to inefficient,
theoretical and superficial trainings. Besides, EFL teachers can benefit such applied
trainings more willingly and put their learning outcomes into practice more easily. Such
research results are significiant to catch the decision makers’ attention about
transforming in-service and pre-service trainings that are filled with theoric information
into more beneficial applied educations for EFL teachers. For this purpose, online
teaching methodology and its practical application needs to be included both in the pre-
service education taken within teacher education programmes and in in-service trainings
administered to EFL teachers for professional development. Especially the pre-service
education provided to prospective teachers at educational faculties of universities needs
to be revised to fulfill the requirements of developments in educational technology and

the new trends of teaching environments in the 21st century.

Research Question 3: “What are Turkish EFL teachers’ reflections on the pandemic
online education?”

Another important purpose of this research study was to understand Turkish EFL
teachers’ reflections on the pandemic online education process. For this purpose, the
semi-structured interview that was administered to 15 participants interrogated EFL
teachers’ views on their problems, limitations, feelings, language teaching activities and
willingness for development during the pandemic online education process. The
responses on interviews revealed that almost all the participant EFL teachers

experienced problems about poor internet connection, insufficient infrastructure and
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lacks of technological tools both for themselves and their students, which all together
caused EFL teachers to have difficulty in sustaining student participation, engagement
and classroom management in their online courses. The interview results also suggested
that due to lack of student participation and their unwillingness to join and speak in
online classes there was considerably less interaction compared with face-to-face
education, and EFL teachers had less opportunities to get eye contact with and attain
feedbacks from their students about their language learning outcomes. This result of the
study is significant as to better understand the superiority of face-to-face education over
online education in terms of providing more substantial language teaching and learning
opportunities for EFL teachers and learners. Moreover, as they asserted, some EFL
teachers could not adapt and incorporate educational technologies, teaching materials
and applications successfully in their online courses, because although they were
accustomed to use them in the pre-pandemic face-to-face education, the online platform
was a new, different and challenging teaching environment where it was hard for them
to accomplish such technological fulfillments. Unfortunately, EFL teachers could find
little or no solution for such problems, because the sources of most problems were
technical and technological deficiencies that were beyond EFL teachers to achieve and
find solutions. In fact, some researches have suggested that organising effective online
language teaching activities and delivering them in online environments was not a
comfortable process for EFL teachers and that online teaching during the pandemia had
disadvantages for EFL teachers besides advantages. Khatoony and Nezhadmehr (2020)
examined a group of Iranian EFL teachers and the problems they encountered in online
courses during the Covid-19 pandemia. Results showed that although Iranian EFL
teachers were able to incorporate digital applications successfully on virtual platforms
for their online courses, they still encountered challenges resulting from some other
factors like limited materials appropriate for online teaching, students’ low levels of
attention and motivation during online courses, and insufficient funding for educational
institutions. Yi and Jang (2020) searched about the online teaching activities of EFL
teachers in two schools in South Korea. Their study revealed that all practitioners of the
pandemic online teaching; teachers, students, parents, and administrators; had
difficulties in dealing with the period. On the other hand, unlike the findings of this
study about Turkish EFL teachers, their findings showed that the unexpected crisis upon
the online teaching urged South Korean EFL teachers to use innovative tools and get

more cooperated in their online instructional activities (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021).
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Similarly, Tamah et al. (2020) examined language teachers’ online teaching activities
during the Covid-19 pandemia in Indonesia. According to findings of their study,
although at the beginning the participants were facing problems about incorporating
effective teaching materials in their online courses due to lack of technological
knowledge, within a short time the Indonesian EFL teachers, improved much about
how to use educational technology in online courses (as cited in Alolaywi, 2021). All
such research results are significant as for raising decision makers’ awareness about the
importance and necessity of eliminating or minimizing possible problems and
limitations in EFL teachers’ future online teaching environments in order to improve
their motivation, job satisfaction and self-efficacy beliefs.

Quialitative data revealed more information about how the aforementioned problems
diminished their language teaching activities and restricted the teaching of English
language skills and aspects for them. Just as any language, the teaching of English
language requires interaction with and among students. Besides, audials and visuals
need to be incorporated in language courses by means of listening and speaking
activities. However, as EFL teachers stated on interviews, due to time limitations and
connection problems in online courses they had to keep their language teaching
activities short and eliminate some time-taking speaking and listening activities.
Moreover, they could not teach some of the grammatical patterns as effectively as in
face-to-face education. Findings of a similar study conducted with 70 Turkish EFL
teachers showed that “EFL teachers do not feel capable of delivering online instruction
effectively since they do not have adequate knowledge and necessary skills to do that”
(Civelek et al., 2021, p. 87). In Pakistan, Mukhtar et al. (2020) included both EFL
teachers and students in their study to explore pros and disadvantages of pandemic
online language teaching. Unlike this study’s findings about Turkish EFLL teachers,
Mukhtar et al.’s study indicated that online courses were advantegous for both teachers
and students as they are comfortable and accessable but still they were not efficient
enough as for fullfilling all the educational goals of language teaching and learning (as
cited in Alolaywi, 2021). In another study by Al-Khresheh (2021) about the impacts of
pandemia on Jordanian EFL teachers, participants reported that in online teaching they
had limited language teaching facilities due to limited e-content, and that in order to
organize and sustain a substantial online language class they had to be equipped with
specialized skills as for its “presuming, planning, preparing, and performing” (as cited

in Alolaywi, 2021, p. 2026). Such research results are in line with this study’s findings
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about the fact that Turkish EFL teachers could not give all the linguistic aspects and
skills of English due to the limitations of the process and their lack of knowledge and
skills about the conduction of online education. Moreover, these are all significant
results in terms of raising awareness about a quick requirement for eliminating the
limitations in EFL teachers’ future online teaching experiences in addition to fostering
their lacking knowledge and skills for better delivery of English language skills and
activities in virtual teaching environments.

All in all, the pandemic online education was a challenging process full of problems
and limitations for EFL teachers which they could not interfere and find sufficient
solutions. Even worse, they could not teach all the aspects and skills about English
language as successfully as in face-to-face education. All these caused them to have
negative feelings during online lessons and diminished their online teaching self-
efficacy. Participant EFL teachers reported on interviews that they felt inadequate and
inefficient, lonely, helpless, anxious, exhausted, bored, disappointed and frustrated
during online courses because of the aforementioned problems and limitations. In line
with this study’s findings, in another study about EFL teachers’ affective barriers and
teaching stress during the assessment of pandemic online courses, participants revealed
that they felt exhausted because “preparing online tests while considering the content,
time, and situation of the students along with maintaining the work-life balance” were
challenging, and that they felt “self-isolated” due to the negative impacts of “national
quarantine order” on their “mental health” (Ghanbari and Nowroozi, 2021, p.9). Such
findings together with this study’s results about Turkish EFL teachers are significant in
terms for providing better understanding and arising attention about EFL teachers’
emotional and psychological needs amid challenging teaching processes such as the
pandemic online education. They might also encourage stakeholders of educational
system to provide professional development support for EFL teachers by means of
activities and trainings that will foster their emotional-regulative skills and crisis
management abilities, which, in turn, might help raise their motivation and overall
teacher self-efficacy beliefs.

Apart from the negative aspects of the pandemic online education, the process had
one positive outcome for Turkish EFL teachers. The only aspect of the pandemic online
education that EFL teachers had positive reflections on was that they understood better
how the challenging online teaching process raised their awareness for their lacking

abilities required for a better conduction and control of language teaching on a virtual
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platform. Participant EFL teachers realized that online language teaching differed in
many aspects from face-to-face education and that it required them to have more
knowledge and practical ability as for how to implement technological devices,
educational technologies and virtual materials in online courses through effective
teaching and delivery strategies. As a result, most of the participants declared their
willingness, interest and need for a substantial and applied in-service training that
provides not only theoretical information but also opportunities for practical
implementation of the online teaching methodology. Similar to this study’s findings, in
a study by Onal et al. (2022) about prospective EFL teachers’ readiness for online
teaching, participants revealed that “they expected their department/faculty to provide
them with a more structured and efficient training in terms of improving their
technology integration skills into their instruction” (p.109). We can consider such
demands of EFL teachers for applied trainings as a call for help from decision makers
and planners in the educational community to provide them professional development
support for achieving more substantial online teaching practices. Therefore, it is crucial
to prepare EFL teachers for unexpected situations that may force them to change or
adapt their teaching activities in parallel with the requirements of new teaching
environments. In this sense, as suggested both by the participants of this study and in
the study of Civelek et al. (2021), “online instruction methodology should be integrated
into teacher training programs and teachers should receive an in-service training about
the related subject” (p. 87). In this way, EFL teachers might feel more confident and
efficacious rather than feeling like a fish out of water when they encounter new

situations about online teaching in their future professional life.

4.2. Implications

Several implications can be drawn upon the findings of this study both for EFL
teachers and the decision makers in the educational community. First of all, regarding
the fact that the effectiveness of EFL teachers’ langauage teaching activities in online
education platforms is highly dependent on the technical infrastructure and facilities
offered to them, it is highly significant that they are supported and provided with
required substantial infrastructure and more opportunities by school institutions and
stakeholders of educational system. They need to focus more on EFL teachers’
emotional, psychological and professional needs and invest more in applied and updated

in-service and pre-service trainings for enhancement of their online language teaching
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abilities so that EFL teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for online teaching are fostered. In
this sense, firstly they should go to renovations in the teacher education system at
universities and update it to a contemporary equivalent system which incorporates
applied education on online teaching in addition to face-to-face education. Moreover,
refinements on EFL teachers’ online working conditions need to be done to raise their
motivation, job satisfaction, competence and self-efficacy levels in online teaching.

Also, female EFL teachers’ needs for in-service trainings such as additional
workshops and activities for them about technology usage and other requirements of
online teaching need to be taken into consideration and provided by the educational
institutions and desicion makers so that female EFL teachers can catch up with male
colleagues in their profession. It is also significant that female EFL teachers take part in
such trainings and activities voluntarily and take advantage of every opportunity that
might contribute to their personal and professional development. In this way, the
negative influences of women’s social gender roles on their professional lives can be
mitigated to a certain degree.

Finally, it is vital that younger EFL teachers are supported both by the system
holders and their experienced colleagues as for improving their abilities in student
engagement, classroom management and instructional strategies in line with the
requirements of both face-to-face education and online teaching platforms in order to
compensate for their lacks of experience compared to their older experienced
colleagues. All such refinements and contributions by decision makers and EFL
teachers in their personal and professional development may reinforce them
emotionally, psychologically and professionally. This might also foster their motivation,
teacher self-efficacy and online teaching self-efficacy beliefs, help them demonstrate
more positive attitudes towards their teaching practices, have more job satisfaction, be
more flexible and open to sudden changes, and develop more effective strategies to
cope with adversities and challenges in changing teaching environments within their

profession.

4.3. Suggestions for Further Research

Several suggestions for further research can be made based on the implications and
limitations of this research study. In this sense, a similar study with a larger scope of
participants from different cities in Turkey might provide more comprehensive data

about different aspects of Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy during the
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Covid-19 pandemia. Moreover, a comparative study between EFL teachers who teach at
state schools and those teaching at private schools might provide a better understanding
of the differences between their online teaching self-efficacy levels regarding the impact
of their students’ different socio-economical backgrounds on the levels of student
participation in online courses. Finally, a future research could be conducted by
investigating both EFL teachers’ and students’ perspectives on the online education
implemented during the Covid-19 pandemia, which would depict a more comprehensive
picture of the process in terms of online English language teaching and learning
facilities of EFL teachers and their learners.

4.4. Limitations of the Study

According to Price and Murnan (2004), the limitations in a research study are based
on its methodological aspects and research design selection, which influence the results
of the study significantly. In this sense, this research has several limitations which might
have impacted the findings of the study. The first limitation is that the study was
conducted with a limited scope of participants because the participants were chosen
among EFL teachers from only one city of Turkey, that is Siirt province, due to lack of
access to a larger scope of participants in other cities. This resulted both from the strict
Covid-19 pandemic measurements applied at that time and the formal permission issues
related with the conduction of the study itself. The study’s limitation about participants
also derives from the fact that it was conducted with only EFL teachers working at state
schools, discluding those who worked at private schools. If the private school EFL
teachers were included in the study, the findings might have shown differences due to
the fact that students at private schools come from higher socio-economical
backgrounds and thus they possess better opportunities for technological tools, etc,
which would have increased student participation in online courses and thus affected
EFL teachers’ online teaching self-efficacy levels positively. For this reason, the
findings might not represent and can not be generalised for all EFL teachers in Turkey.
Therefore, a similar study with a larger scope of participants from different cities in
Turkey involving EFL teachers from state and private schools equally would produce
more comprehensive findings.

Secondly, data collection in this study was done by means of a scale and an
interview, excluding observations due to the lockdowns during the Covid-19 pandemia.

If observations on Turkish EFL teachers’ online teaching practices were done, results



82

could have yielded more detailed information about their online teaching practices and
self-efficacy during the pandemia.

Another limitation of this study is that students were excluded from the research and
only EFL teachers’ views were obtained. If students’ views were included, a more in-
depth understanding of English language teaching and learning during the pandemic
online education process could have been attained.

Despite such limitations, this study is significant for the fact that participant EFL
teachers had variant demographical characteristics about age, gender, teaching
experience, online teaching experience, and in-service/pre-service training on use of
educational technologies. Moreover, multiple data collection tools were utilized to
gather both quantitative and qualitative data. Therefore, findings of this study might
open up new perspectives for researchers about the relationship between the
aforementioned variables of participants and their online teaching self-efficacy, and it
may provide a substantial depiction of Turkish EFL teachers’ reflections on such a
challenging process as pandemic online education. Moreover, the implications of the
study might raise awareness about how to refine EFL teachers’ working conditions and
increase their professional development opportunities for online education so that they
can keep up with the requirements of new trends in education and adapt to changing

teaching environments as highly self-efficacious teachers.
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2022 /2023 GUZ DONEMI KAYDIMI YENILEDIM.

ARASTIRMA/ANKE T/CALISMA TALEBI ILE iLGILI BILGILER

TEZIN KONUSU

Covid-19 Pandemi Surecinde Uzaktan Egitimde Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Cevrimici Ogretim Oz
Yeterlikleri ve Buna Etki Eden Degiskenler

TEZIN AMACI

Bu cahsmanin amaci, Covid-19 pandemi sarecinde uzaktan egitimde ingilizce ogretmenlerinin cevrimici
ogretim oz-yeterliklerini incelemek ve bunun yas, cinsiyet, ogretim deneyim yill, cevrimici ogretim deneyimi,
egditim teknolojileri kullammiyla ilgili hizmet ici egitime kathm ve hizmet oncesi egitim sirasinda egitim
teknolojileri ile ilgili derslerin mevcudiyeti gibi degiskenlerle iliskisini bulmaktir.

TEZIN TURKCE OZETI

Bu calismanin amaci, Covid-19 pandemi sturecinde uzaktan egitimde ingilizce 8gretmenlerinin cevrimici
ogretim oz-yeterliklerini incelemek ve bunun yas, cinsiyet, ogretim deneyim yili, cevrimici ogretim
deneyimi, egitim teknolgjileri kullanimiyla ilgili hizmet ici egitime katihm ve hizmet oncesi egitim sirasinda
editim teknolojileri ile ilgili derslerin mewvcudiyeti gibi dediskenlerle iliskisini bulmaktir. Siirt ilindeki 160
Ingilizce dgretmeninden olusan amach bir drneklemle karma calisma arastirma tasanmi uygulanacaktir.
Siral bir aciklayici model seklinde iki veri toplama araci kullanilacaktir. Michigan Hemsire Egitimcilerinin
Cevrimici Ogretim Icin Yeterlik Duygusu Olgegi (MNESEOTS) nicel veri toplamak icin uygulanirken,
destekleyici ve aciklayicl bilgi olarak kullanilacak nitel verileri toplamak icin MNESEOTS sonuclan
dogrultusunda bir roportaj hazirlanip uygulanacaktr. MNESEOTS olceginin ismi bu calismadaki katiimc
ingilizce ogretmenlerini yanhs yonlendirmemek icin ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Cevrimici Ogretim icin Yeterlik
Duygusu Olcedi (ETSEOTS) olarak degistirilecektir. Nicel verilerin analizi SPSS (Sosyal Bilimler icin
Istatistik Paketleri) tzerinde tanimlayici istatistikler ve cikanmsal istatistikler yoluyla yapilacak, nitel verilerin
icerik analizi kapsaminda katihmocilann ropdrtajlardaki yanitlanndan ortaya cikan temalar kodlanip
yorumlanacaktir. Sonuclar, calismadaki arastirma sorulann yanitlamak icin kullanilacaktir. Bulgular objektif
bir sekilde ifade edilecek ve arastirmac tarafindan tartisilacaktr. Pandemi sirecinde gevrimici egitimde dil
agretim ve ogrenim olanaklarina katki saglamak icin calismanin bulgulan dogrultusunda ingilizce
ogretmenleri icin onerilerde bulunulacaktir.

Anahtar Sozcukler: oz yeterlik, ogretmen oz yeterligi, cevrimici ogretim, cevrimici ogretim oz yveterligi,
uzaktan egitim, Covid-19 pandemi, Tark Ingilizce ogretmenleri

ARASTIRMA YAPILACAK
OLAN

SEKTORLER/
KURUMLARIN ADLARI

Egitim / Siirt Il Milli Egitim Madarlago

iZIN ALINACAK OLAN
KURUMA AIT BILGILER
(KURUMUN ADI. SUBESI/
MUDURLUGU - iLi - ILCESi)

Siirt il Milli Egitim Modarlogo - Merkez / Siirt

YAPILMAK iSTENEN
CALISMANIN iZiN ALINMAK
ISTENEN KURUMUN HANGI
ILCELERINE/ HANGI
KURUMUNA/ HANGI
BOLUMUNDE/ HANGI
ALANINA/ HANGI
KONULARDA/ HANGI
GRUBA/ KIMLERE/ NE
UYGULANACAGI GiBI
AYRINTILI BILGILER

Bu cahsma, Siirt ilinde gorev yapan Ingilizce égretmenlerinin Covid-19 pandemisinde uzaktan egitimde
cevrimici ogretim oz yeterlik duygularnn dicmeye ve bunun yas, cinsiyet, ogretim deneyim yill, cevrimici
agretim deneyimi, editim teknolojileri kullanimu ile ilgili hizmet ici editime katihm ve hizmet oncesi editim
sirasinda egitim teknolaojileri ile ilgili derslerin mevcudiyeti gibi degiskenlerle iliskisini bulmaya yonelik
yvapillacak bir calismadir. Calsmada nicel veri toplamak icin Michigan Hemsire Egitimcilerinin Cewrimici
Ogretim Icin Yeterlik Duygusu Olcedi (MNESEOTS), GOOGLE FORMS ozerinden online clarak
uygulanirken, nitel veri toplamak icin MMNESEOTS sonuclan dogrultusunda bir roportaj hazirlanip Z00M vb.
cevrimici gorisme araclan Gzerinden katiimcilarla cevrimici géorasmeler seklinde uygulanacaktir.
MNESEOTS olgeginin ismi bu calismadaki katihmei Ingilizce ogretmenlerini yanilgiya disirmemek
amaciyla Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Cevrimici Ogretim Oz Yeterlik Duygusu Olcedi (ETSEOTS) olarak
degistirilecektir.

UYGULANACAK OLAN
GALISMAYA AIT
ANKETLERIN/
OLCEKLERIN
BASLIKLARK HANGI
ANKETLERIN -
OLGELERIN
UYGULANACAGI

1- Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale (MNESEOTS) === Bu olgcegin i

EKLER (ANKETLER,
OLCGEKLER, FORMLAR,
... V.B. GiBI EVRAKLARIN
iSIMLERIYLE BIRLIKTE
KAGC ADET/SAYFA
OLDUKLARINA AIT
BILGILER iLE AYRINTILI
YAZILACAKTIR)

1) On (10) sayfa -— Michigan NMurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale
(MNESEOTS) (EK-1) === Bu dlcedin ismi calismada "EFL Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Online
Teaching Scale (ETSEOTS) (ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Cevrimici Ogretim Oz Yeterlik Duygusu Olgcedi)
olarak degdistirilecektir_

2) ki (2) sayfa roportaj gorasme formu === (Bu gorusme formu ETSEOTS olgedginden elde edilecek
wveriler dogrultusunda hazirlanip uygulanacaktir)

OGRENCININ ADI - SOYADI:

OGRENCININ IMZASI: Enstita
Midurliagld’'nde evrak ash islak
imzahdir

TARIH: 21 /0172021

CIGDEM SEKER
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TEZ/ ARAS TIRMA/ANKETIGALISMA TALEBI ILE iLGILi DEGERLENDIRME SONUCU

1. Secilen konu Bilim ve is Diinyasina katki saglayabilecektir.

2. Anilan konu English Language Education faaliyet alani icerisine girmektedir.

2.TEZ DANISMANININ ONAY! | sosyal BIiLiMLER ENSTiTii Sii MUDGRUNGN
1.TEZ DANISMANININ ONAYI (VARSA) ONAYI A.B.D. BASKANININ ONAYI

Adi - Soyadi: Gircan Demiroglar Adi-Sovad: ..................... |Ad - Soyadi Murat Kog Adi - Soyadi: Sehnaz SahinKaraka:

Unvani - Dr_Ogrt. Uyesi Unvani Unvanr Doc Dr. Unvani: Prof Dr.
Imzasi: Enstitd Mudarlagunde asl islak imzalidir. Imzasi:Onay maili enstitd madurugunde sakhidir..|{imzasi:Onay maili enstitd mudurligunde sakiidir ...

Imzast: ...
[ 120.. el 4200 Ll [ — 120..... [...120...
ETiK KURULU ASIL UYELERINE AT BILGILER

Adi - Soyadr ) Ad - Soyadr Deniz
Mustafa BASARAN |Ad - Soyadr. Yiicel ERTEKIN Aynur GULER Adi - Soyadi: Ali Engin OBA Ad - Soyadi: Mustafa Tevfik ODMAN

Unvani : Prof. Dr.  |Unvani : Prof. Dr.

Unvani. Prof. Dr.

Unvani_: Prof. Dr.

Unvani. Prof. Dr.

Imzasi : Onay maili

Imzasi :Onay maili enstitd

Imzasi : Onay maili

Imzasi : Onay maili enstitt modariigunde

Imzasi : Onay maili enstitt modarigunde

enstitd madariginde sakhdr ... enstitl sakldr........... sakldrr.......
midarliginde maddriiginde
sakidr.... .. sakldir.............
vl 20 e 200 vl d 20, el 20 120
Etik Kurulu Jiri Etik Kurulu Jiiri Asil

Bagkani - Asil (ye

Etik Kurulu Jiiri Asil Uyesi

UOyesi

Etik Kurulu Jiri Asil Uyesi

Etik Kurulu Jiiri Asil Uyesi

OY BIRLIGI ILE

X

OY GOKLUGU iLE

Calisma yapilacak olan tez icin uygulayacak oldugu AnketleriFormlari/Olgekleri Cag Universitesi
Etik Kurulu Asil Jiiri Uyelerince incelenmis olup, ...... [
|arasinda uygulanmak lizere gerekli iznin verilmesi taraflanmizca uygundur.

120...... tarihleri

AGIKLAMA: BU FORM OGRENCILER TARAFINDAN HAZIRLANDIKTAN SONRA ENSTITU MUDURUNE ONAYLATILARAK ENSTITU SEKRETERLIGINE TESLIM
EDILECEKTIR. AYRICA YAZININ PUNTOSU iSE 12 (ON iKi) PUNTO OLACAK SEKILDE YAZILARAK GIKTI ALINACAKTIR.
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APPENDIX B: Bilgilendirilmis Onam Formu

Tarih: 21.01.2021

CAG UNIVERSITESI
SOSYAL BILIMLER ENSTITUSU
ETiK KURULU

BILGILENDIRILMI$ ONAM FORMU

Bu formun amaci arastirma ile ilgili olarak sizi bilgilendirmek ve katilmamiz ile ilgili izin almakiir.

Bu kapsamda “Exploring Turkish EFL Teachers' Online Teaching Self-efficacy During Covid-19 Pandemia”
baghkl arastrma "Cigdem SEKER" tarafindan gémiilli katihmalarla yiritilmektedir. Arashirma sirasinda
sizden alinacak bilgiler gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirma amagh kullamlacaktir, Arastirma sirecinde konu ile
ilgili her tirli soru we gorisleriniz igin agagida iletisim bilgisi bulunan arastirmaciyla giriigebilirsiniz. Bu
araghrmaya katlmama haklimiz bulunmaktadir. Aym zamanda gabismaya katildiktan sonra galismadan
cikabilirsiniz. Bu formu onaylamamz, aragtrmaya katilim icin onam verdiginiz anlamina gelecektir.

Aragtirmayla flgili Bilgiler:

Aragtirmanin Amace: Tiirk Ingilizce é&retmenlerinin Covid-19 pandemisi sirasmdaki gevrimigi §gretim dzyeterlik
seviyelerini, bunun baz kigisel degiskenlerle clan baglantisim ve bu 6gretmenlerin pandemik gevrimigi 3retim
siirecine dair yansimalarini irdelemektir,

Arastirmanin Nedeni: Ingilizee Sgretmenlerinin pandemiyle birlikte ani bir sekilde mesleki hayatlarina giren
cevrimigi ogretime hazir olup olmadiklarimn irdelenmek istenmesi ve baylesi bir durumila ilgili arastrmaya

ihtiyag duyulmas,

Arastirmanin Yiritilecegi Yer: SIRT

Calismaya Katilim Onay:

Aragtirmanin amacini, nedenini, yviratilecegiver ile ilgili bilgileri okudum ve génilli olarak Gizerime
diisen sorumluluklar anladim, Aragtirma ile ilgili ayrintih apiklamalar yazil ve sézli olarak tarafima sunuldu. Bu
araghma ile ilgili faydalar ve riskler ile ilgili bilgilendirildim.

Bu arastirmaya kendi istegimle, highir bask: ve zorlama olmaksizin katilmay: kabul ediyorum.

Eatilimeinm (Islak imzasi ile™)

Adi-Soyad:

Inzasi™":

Arastirmacinin
Adi-Soyad: Cigdem SEKER
g-posta:

imzas:

**0nline yapilacak uygulamalarda, 1slak imza yerine, bilgilendirilmis onam formunun anketin ilk sayfasindaki
en list bélimiine yerlestirilerek katilimeilarm kabul ediyorum onay kutusunu isaretlemesinin istenilmesi
gerekmektedir.
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APPENDIX C: Consent Form

CONSENT FORM
CAG UNIVERSITY ELT MA PROGRAMME
RESEARCH TITLE: An Analysis of Turkish EFL Teachers’ Online Teaching Self-efficacy
during Covid-19 Pandemia
RESEARCHER NAME: Cigdem SEKER
TEL:
E-MAIL:
NAME OF THE PARTICIPANT:

Thank you for your approval and interest for participating in this research. The
purpose of this study 1s to examine Turkish EFL teachers” online teaching self-efficacy during
the Covid-19 pandemia. You are asked to participate in this study by answering scale
questions / interview questions about the study. The information provided by you will be used
for research purposes only. It will not be used in a manner which would allow identification
of your individual responses. This consent form will be retained by the researcher. You are
expected to take part in this study voluntarily, therefore, you are allowed to withdraw from the
study at any part you wish. You may ask questions about anything you do not understand or
want to know more about. If you decide that you want to participate, please sign this consent
form.

Participant’s Signature: Date:
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APPENDIX D: Michigan Nurse Educators’ Sense of Efficacy for Online Teaching Scale

Michi ; Edutaters 5 f i far Ouline Teachinz Scal
Revised from: Teachers” Sense of Efficacy Teaching Scale { Tschannen-Moran

and Hoy: 2001 ) by Kristi Robinia.

Directions: Y ou are invited to participate in this study as to reflect on your online teaching efficacy
during the ongoing pandemic distance education.

You meet the parameters of the sample set for this study if vou are indeed teaching online courses as an
EFL teacher in Suirt province in the distance education process dunng the Covid-19 pandemia. This
questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the current self-perceptions EFL
teachers hold regarding their abilities to successfully teach in online environments.

Please indicate your opinion about each of the statements below. Y our answers are confidential.

Cuestions 1-32 are concemed with understanding how EFL teachers judge their

current capabilities for teaching online English language courses. Even if you have little
or no expenience with online teaching, please try to answer each question. A helpful
prefix to cach answer is, “I can do....”

1. Hovar much can you do to help your students think entically in an online class?

Mothing Wery Little Some Ot a Bt A Great Dieal

| 2 3 4 5 & 7 B 9

2. How much can you do to get through to disengaged students in an online class?

(e.g. passive learners who might lurk online, but fail to actively contribute to their own learning. )
Mothing Wery Little Some Chuite a Bit A Great Dieal

| 2 3 4 5 & 7 B 9

3. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior {e.g. disrespectful posting

or fallure to adhere to outline policies for posting) in an online environment?)

Mothing Wery Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Dieal

| 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9

4. Honar much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in online work?
Mothing Wery Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Dieal

| 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9

5. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior in

an online class?
Mothing Wery Little Somc Chunte a Bit A Great Dieal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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6. How much can you do to get students to believe that they can do well in an

online class?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9

7. How well can you respond to difficult questions from online students?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9

8. How well can you establish routines (e.g. facilitate or moderate student participation)

in coursework to keep online activities running smoothly?)

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 : 8 9

9. How much can you do to help online students’ value learning?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9

10. How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught in an

online course?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bt A Great Deal
1 2 < - 5 6 7 8 9

11.  How well can you craft questions or assignments that require students to think by

relating ideas to previous knowledge and experience?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 < 6 7 8 9

12.  How much can you do to foster individual student creativity in an online course?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bt A Great Deal
1 2 < - 5 6 7 8 9

13.  How much can you do to get students to follow the established rules for

assignments and deadlines during an online class?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9

14.  How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is failing

in an online class?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
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1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

15, How much can you do to control students dominating online discussions?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

16.  How well can you establish an online course (e.g. convey expectations; standards:
course rules) with each group of students?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

17. How much can you do to adjust your online lessons for different learning styles?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

18.  How much can you do to use a variety of assessment strategies for an online course?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ¥ ]

19.  How well can you develop an online course that facilitates student responsibility

for online learning?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ¥ ]

20. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students
in an online class seem to be confused?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

21, How well can you respond to defiant students in an online setting?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

22, How well can you structure an online course that facilitates collaborative learning?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]

23, How well can you structure an online course that provides good learning expeniences
for students?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 - 5 B 7 ] ]



24, How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students in an

online environment?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

25.  To what extent can you use knowledge of copyright law to provide resources for

online students?
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

26. How well can you navigate the technical infrastructure at your institution to
successfully create an online course?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

27.  How well can you navigate the technical infrastructure at your institution to
successfully teach an established online course?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

28.  To what extent can you use asynchronous discussions to maximize interactions
between students in an online course? (Asynchronous means not online at the same time)
Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

29.  To what extent can you use synchronous discussions (e.g. same time chat rooms)
to maximize interaction between students in an online course?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

30. How well can you use computers for word processing, internet searching and
e-mail communication?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9

31.  To what extent does your comfort level with computers facilitate participation in
online teaching?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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32, How well can you navigate the internet to provide links and resources to students

in an online course?

Nothing Very Little Some Quite a Bit A Great Deal
l 2 3 - 5 ] 7 B |

Hang in there- you have completed over 50% of the survey! Thank you for your
participation! The next section will ask for demographic information from participants.
All information collected is confidential.
Demographic Information Section
33 What type of institution do you work for?

Primary School

Secondary School

High School

University
34, Please indicate your gender:

Male

Female

35, What was your age on your last birthday?

36.  Please identify the highest degree that you hold:
Bachelor's
Master's
Doctorate

37. How many years of experience do you have teaching English courses?

38, Have you ever taught an English course online before the pandemic situation?

Yes

No

39.  Please feel free to type in any other comments related to your experiences or

perceptions of teaching English courses online.
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40. Please type in a contact email address if you wish to have a copy of the
summarized results from this survey.
Thank you for your participation in this survey!

Directions for Scoring the Educators’ Sense of Online Teaching Efficacy Scale
uestions 1-32

Scoring: Responses vary along a nine-point scale defined by the categories “Nothing”, “Very
little™, “Some Influence”, “Quite A Bit”, and “A Great Deal.” (1 through 9 respectively). The
higher the cumulative score on the scale, the greater sense of efficacy for that aspect of online
teaching. Calculating the means of the subscales and add these means to find an overall
online teaching efficacy score between 4 through 36. Higher scores indicate greater overall
teachers’ sense of efficacy for online teaching.

Subscale Scores: To determine the Efficacy in Online Student Engagement, Efficacy in
Online Instructional Practices, Efficacy in Online Classroom Management, and Efficacy in
Use of Computers subscale scores:

Efficacy in Student Engagement:
Add Score from Items: 1+2+4+6+9+12+14+22=
Total Score divided by 8 to get mean score

Efficacy in Instructional Strategies:
Add Score from Items: 7+ 10+ 11+ 17+ 18 + 20 + 23 + 24=

Total Score divided by 8 to get mean score
Efficacy in Classroom Management:
Add Score from Items: 3+5+8+13+15+16+19+2]=

Total Score divided by 8 to get mean score
Efficacy in Use of Computers:
Add Score from Items: 25 +26 +27 + 28 +29 + 30 + 31 +32=

Total Score divided by 8 to get mean score
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APPENDIX E: Interview Questions

In this interview you will be asked questions about research results obtained from a scale
which was applied te 160 EFL teachers working in 5iirt province. The study aimed at
understanding EFL teachers’ self perceptions about their efficacy in gpling teaching during
the Covid-19 pandemic distance education process and seeing ifs relation with variables such
as the tvpe of school they work at (primary, secondary or high school), their gender, age,
education level (bachelor’s, master’s, doctorate™s) vears of teaching, online teaching
experience before the pandemia, and pre-service education and in-service training on use of
educational technologies. In this sense, the scale included itemns that asked FFL teachers about
their gpling teaching self-efficacy and its sub-dimensions of efficacy in student engagement
(adding students to the lesson), efficacy in instructional strategies, efficacy in classroom

management and efficacy in use of computers.

1. On the research results it was observed that the average gpling teaching self-efficacy
of the participant EFL teachers was at a medium level. So,
a. What could be the reasons for the participant EFL teachers feeling relatively less

efficient when teaching on-line?

2. The results revealed that EFL teachers’ gnling teaching self-efficacy levels did not
change according to most of the variables. For instance, there were not significant
differences in scale scores of participant EFL teachers regardless of whether or not

they got pre-service courses of in-service training on use of educational technologies.

So,

3. How would you explain this situation? Why do you think having taken pre-service

COUrses of in-service training on use of educational technologies did not have a



s

significant effect on participant EFL teachers’ gpling teaching self-efficacy during
the pandemic online education process?

3. The results showed that male EFL teachers’ self-efficacy in use of computers during
onling courses 1s higher than that of female EFL teachers.

3. What do you think about this situation? What do vou think the reason is?

4. The research results indicated that older EFL teachers who are at 36-40 and 41-45 age
ranges have a higher level of self-efficacy in adding students to gpline lessons (student
engagement) compared to younger EFL teachers especially those at the 26-30 age
range.

a. What do you think the reason is for such a difference in the older and younger EFL
teachers” self-efficacy in student engagement during gpline courses?

5. The self-efficacy theories generally point out the idea that if one person has successful
previous fulfillments in an activity, they have a higher level of self-efficacy in doing
that activity compared to those who do not have successful previous fulfillments in the
same activity. However, results in this study showed that gpline teaching self-efficacy
of the participant FFL teachers did not show difference regardless of whether or not
they had online teaching experience before the pandemic distance education process.
In this sense,

a. How would vou explain the reason for the research results about this situation?
Why do vou think having gpling teaching experience before the pandemia did not
have an important impact on participant EFL teachers® online teaching self-
efficacy afer the pandemic online education process started?

6. How do you think vour overall teacher self-efficacy changed during this pandemic on-
line education compared with the times during face-to-face education before the

pandemia? Why?

104
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7. How do /did you generally feel during gnline lessons? Why?

8. Do/did you face any problems during pnling courses? If ves, what are the problems
about (instructional delivery, student engagement, classroom management, use of
computer, internet, educational technologies, etc)? Explain, please.

3. How do/ did vou overcome those problems? What solutions do you find and
apply?
b. How do / did vou think such problems influence your teacher self-efficacy?

9 Which language skills (reading, writing, speaking, listening) do / did you find harder
and which ones easier to teach in vour gpling Fnglish courses? Why?

10. How does / did gpling teaching influence your self-efficacy about English language

teaching? Why?

11. Would vou like to attend an in-service training for gpline education in the next period?
For example, considering the possibility of continuing gnling education, would you
like to adopt and participate in an in-service training to increase your online teaching
proficiency?

12. Do you think there is a relationship between the problems experienced by EFL
teachers in gnline education during the pandemia and the ongoing conventional

teacher education system at universities? If ves, how would vou explain it?
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APPENDIX F: Approval from Cag University

T.C.
CAG UNIVERSITESI

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitist

-

Sayr : E-23867972-044-2100000321 17.01.2021
Konu : Cigdem SEKER'e Ait Tez Anket
Izni Hakkinda
DAGITIM YERLERINE

Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Tezli Yuksek Lisans Programinda 20198031 numarali dgrencimiz
olan Cigdem SEKER, “Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Covid-19 Pandemi Siirecinde
Uzaktan Egitimde Cevrimici Ogretim Oz Yeterlikleri ve Buna Etki Eden
Degiskenler” konulu tez ¢aligmasim Universitemiz Fen-Edebiyat Fakaltesi ogretim
ayesi Prof. Dr. Jillide INOZU damigmanhiginda halen yuratalmektedir. Adi gegen
ogrencinin tez ¢ahigmasi kapsaminda Siirt 11 Milli Egitim Midirliigiine bagh halen
gbrev yapmakta olan Ingilizee dgretmenlerini kapsamak uzere kopyas: Ek'lerde
sunulan bir anket uygulamasini gevrimigi gortgme araglan tzerinden yapmay
planlamaktadir. Universitemiz Etik Kurulunda yer alan oyelerin kurumsal mail
adreslerinden onaylar online olarak alinmig olup, gerekli iznin verilmesini arz edenim.

Prof. Dr. Unal AY
Rektor

Ek : 3 sayfa tez etik kurul izin formu, 13 sayfa Form ve Olgekler, 61 sayfa katithm kabul formu,
dilekge, veri toplama araglan, tez Onenisi, 4 sayfa tez etk kurul izin onay e-postalan.

Dagitim:
Geregi: Bilgi:
SHRT 1L MILLIEGITIM MODURLUGUNE Siirt Valiligine
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APPENDIX G: Approval from Siirt Provincial Directorate of National Education

TC.
SIHRT VALILIGI
1 Ml Egitim Mudariaga
Sayr :E-10861 109-355.01-19508583 22.01.2021
Konu : Orenci Cigdem SEKER
Tez Anket lzin Hakkinda
|
DAGITIM YERLERINE

ligi  :a)Mersin {1 Cag Oniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiis’ nin 17.01.202} tarihti ve 2100000321
saylh yazimz,
b)Valilik Makaminmn 21.01.2021 tarihli ve 19488135 sayih olury

Cag Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitist Ingilizee Dili Egitimi Tezli Yiksek Lisans
Programinda 20198031 numarali rencisi olan Cigdem SEKER' in "Ingilizce
Covid-19 Pandemi Strecinde Uzaktan Egitimde Cevrimich Oretim Oz Yeterlllik ve Buna Etki
!delmuh'kmﬂumwmnwﬂmizdewohﬂMMymhgﬂm
Ww@m%&gﬂnﬁaﬁﬁiwﬂnﬂmwm’mﬁﬁmmw
ekleri ile Valilik Makamunn ilgi (b) izin Olur' u ilisikte sunulmustur, ;

Bilgi ve geregini rica ederim.
Deniz EDIP
Vali a.
[ Mili Egitim Madurg
Eki: fIgi yazlar ve Valilik Oluns
Dagatim:
Geregi; Bilgs;
- 6 lige Kaymakamliging CAG ONIVERSITES]
(Tige Milti Egitim Madarloga) (Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiist) |
Ankhi Karayolu Ozeri Adana-Mersin

-Merkez Resmi ve Ozel lkokul-Ortaokul Otoyolu 33800 '

ve Lise Okul Mudarlaklerine Tarsus/ MERSIN
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TE
SHRT VALILIG
[ Milli Egitim Madiriaga
Sayr :E-10861109-355.01-19488135 - 21.01.2021
Konu : Ogrenci Cigdem SEKER !
Tez Anket lzin Hakkinda i
VALILIK MAKAMINA
SHRT

ligi  : Mersin 1li Cag Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitds' nin 17.01.2021 tarihli ve 2100000321
sayth yazilan,

Cag Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitdsi Ingilizce Dili Egitimi ‘l‘ah Yiksek Lisans
Programinda 20198031 numarali dgrencisi olan Cigdem SEKER' in "ingilizee Ogretmenlerinin
Covid-19 Pandemi Siirecinde Uzaktan Fmarhlg!Opeanz Yeterlilik ve Buna Etki

Makamlanmizca de uygun gorillmesi halinde olurlarmiza arz ederim.

Abmet Mithat SARACOGLU
{1 Milli Egitim Sube Mudara

OLUR
Deniz EDIP
Vali a.
11 Milli Fgitim Modarg



