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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of the present study was to dadthe beliefs of pre-
service and in-service teachers regarding langaagelanguage learning. Besides
describing these beliefs, the influence of soméabéers such as gender, graduation,

teaching experience, and socioeconomic status uestigned.

The study was carried out with two sample grotips first group included 68
in-service teachers who work in the city centreCainakkale and the second one
included 293 pre-service teachers at Canakkale Kbndéart University, English
Language Teaching Programme. A gquantitative reeathodology was followed
and a descriptive survey study was conducted. r&bearch tool was a self-report
questionnaire which was adapted and developed éyrdkearcher using existing
scales, primarily BALLI (Beliefs about Language bt@ag Inventory).

The data gathered from the participants were aedl\statistically with the
help of SPSS 17.00 (Statistical Package for S@&tadlies) and evaluated in the light
of the research questions. For the analysis, [pse statistics, Independent
Samples T-Tests, Analyses of Variance Tests (ANQVaX)d Post-Hoc Tukey’s

Tests were done.

The results revealed that both pre-service argkmice teachers hold strong
beliefs about language and language learning. Axhdilly, some significant changes
in pre-service teachers’ beliefs were identifiedatations to independent variables,
namely gender, grade, and high school graduatiaohahay indicate that individual
differences, pedagogical and subject area teadmogledge, and personal learning
experiences have an influence on beliefs. Noifstgnt differences were found in
the beliefs of the in-service teacher sample, exgepder. The findings here point
out that the in-service teachers’ beliefs staylstamd become resistant to change

throughout their professional life since they da differ according to the variables



such as teaching experience, faculty graduationsahdol type they currently work
in. When the pre- and in-service language teachmsigfs were compared, the only
significant difference was found in the factor teth to self-efficacy. This may
indicate that teachers’ beliefs evolve mainly dgrpre-service teaching education

and teachers start their career with certain sbebéfs which are resistant to change.



OZET

Bu calgmanin temel amaci géetmen ve aday getmenlerin dil ve dil
Ogretimine yonelik inanclarini ortaya koymaktir. Buancglari betimlemenin yani
sira, cinsiyet, mezuniyet,gtetim deneyimi ve sosyoekonomik statii gibi bazi

degiskenlerin etkisi de agairiimistir.

Calsma iki orneklem grubu Uzerinde yuratulgptilk grup Canakkale il
merkezinde c¢ajmakta olan @retmenleri kapsayip, ikinci grup Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart Universitedingiliz Dili ve Egitimi bolimiinde okuyan gencilerle
olusturulmustur. Calsmada, nicel agdirma yaklgimi takip edilerek betimleyici
tarama (survey) metodu kullanilghr. Veri toplama araci olarak gtamacinin
var olan Olgceklerden faydalanarak gefdigi bir self-report anket tercih

edilmigtir.

Katilimcilardan elde edilen bulgular SPSS 17.0€at{&ical Package for
Social Studies) programi yardimiyla istatistikiralaanaliz edilmi ve aratirma
sorulari giginda dgerlendirilmistir. Analiz icin Betimleyiciistatistik, B&imsiz
Gruplar T-Testleri, Varyans Analizi (ANOVA), Postad Tukey's Testleri

uygulanmgtir.

Bulgular @&retmen ve aday getmenlerin dil ve dil grenmeye yonelik
oldukca gucli inanclara sahip oflinu ortaya koymaktadir. Bunun yani sira,
aday @retmenlerin inanclarinda cinsiyet, sinif ve lisezomayeti gibi bg&msiz
degiskenlere bgh bazi farkhliklar saptanngiir ki bu durum bireysel
farkhliklarin, pedagojik ve alan gbetim bilgisi ve @renmeyle ilgili kkisel
deneyimlerin inanclar Gzerinde etkili olabilgoe gostermektedir. Meslekteki
ogretmenlerin inanclarinda cinsiyetsghda hicbir anlaml fark bulunamagtr.

Ogretmenlerin inanclari, deneyimleri, fakilte mezutigri ve caltiklari okul



tipi gibi degiskenlere bgli olarak de&ismedisi icin, bu konudaki bulgular
O0gretmenlerin inanclarinin mesleki gganlari suresince dugan kaldgini ve
desisime direncli hale geldiklerinesaret etmektedir. Aday ve meslekteki
ogretmenlerin inanclari kenastinildiginda ise, istatistiki olarak tek anlaml
farkhilik 6z-yeterlikle ilgili faktorde ortaya cikmtir. Bu durum @retmen
inanclardaki dongiimin 0Ozellikle @retmen yegtirme programi suresince
gerceklgtigini; oOgretmenlerin dgismesi zor bir takim inanclarla megte

basladiklarini gbstermektedir.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

This chapter begins with some information aboutithekground of the study. Then
the purpose of the study and the research questiendescribed and the significance,
limitations and assumptions of the study are pitesenThe chapter ends with the

organisation of the thesis.

1.1 Background of the study

Beliefs are thought to be one of the most effeciliveicators of individuals’
decisions, choices and behaviours (Fishbein andmj®A75; Pajares 1992; Borg 2001,
Deryakulu 2004). For this reason, many disciplimesch as sociology, social
psychology, anthropology, philosophy, and educali@tiences have showed interest

in beliefs.

Although there are a variety of definitions, theeems to be an expansion of the
term through the years as they centre on similéions. For example, Borg (2001)
states that “a belief is a proposition which is smausly or unconsciously held and
accepted as true by the individual”. According terd (2002) beliefare “judgments
and evaluations that we make about ourselves, abitwrs, and about the world
around us”. Similarly, Richardson (2003) definedidie as “psychologically held
understandings, premises, or propositions about wibed around us”. Another
definition is that a belief is an understandingdngy individual that guides individual’s



intentions for action (Hancock and Gallard 2004)tHis study, beliefs are accepted as
generalizations on events and things which haver tuots in experiences and

knowledge, and guide individuals’ decisions andoast

However, when the related literature is revieweds seen that there is a conceptual
confusion over the terms beliefs, knowledge, atét) facts and dispositions. The
relationship and distinction of these concepts hds@ arguments among the
researchers (Borg 2003). Due to the definitionabf@ms, poor conceptualizations and
differing understandings of the concept (Pajared2),9defining and eliciting beliefs
have been found problematic. The confusion generadintres on the distinction
between ‘belief and ‘knowledge’ (Pajares 1992). ilWlsome experts use these terms
interchangeably (Rokeach 1965; Alexander, SchallerHare 1991; Nisbet and Ross
1991 cited in Deryakulu 2004; Hativa et al. 200l5gn 1990 cited in Richardson
2003) the others emphasize the distinction stroriglyelson 1979 cited in Woods
1996: 72; Richardson 2003; Deryakulu 2004).

With regard to teachers’ belief formation, threejonasources are offered; 1)
experience with schooling and instruction, 2) eigrere with formal knowledge - both
school subjects and pedagogical knowledge and @popal experience (Richardson
2003:5). The first one deals with the fact thatividbals spend thousands of hours
observing their teachers and developing beliefsuablearning and teaching
subconsciously. Thiapprenticeship of observatiothortie 1975 cited in Bailey et al
1996) has been found influential on teachers’ keli€he second source mentioned
above refers to teachers’ personal learning expeg® as they develop several beliefs
about learning and particularly learning the subofeatter they currently teach. The last
one, teachers’ personal experience, consists oérakesources such as teaching
experiences, student feedback, trial and errord, iateraction with the colleagues
which lead them to form and/or reform beliefs cono®y learning and teaching
(Richards et al. 2001; Sato and Kleinsasser 200z 2007).

There are several studies in educational literawineh attempt to find out the
effective variables on teacher beliefs. According Borg (2003) context has
considerable influence on teacher cognition. As tmem of the society, teachers are

inevitably affected by the characteristics of tlomtext in which they have grown up



and/or work. Experience also has been examinedvasiable by various researchers
(Crookes and Arakaki 1999 cited in Borg 2003; WatZ2007; Muchmore 2001;

Richards et al. 2001). For instance, Crookes amdkaki (1999) found that

accumulated teaching experience was the source gitest often by the teachers in
their study. Similarly, the findings of the studgith by Richards et al. (1999) show that
there is a considerable difference between thesfgebf novice and expert teachers.
Individual differences such as gender, self-effjcamultural background, personality,
age and motivation have also been questioned ierdal explain the variation in

beliefs (Fukami 2005; Tercanlioglu 2005; Liab 208&rnat and Lloyd 2007; Cheung
and Wong 2002; Snider and Roehl 2007). Most of géhstudies have reported

significant relationship between participants’ bdiand these variables.

In brief, while interpreting teacher beliefs, teach personal/ cognitive
characteristics, socio-cultural background, expegs with schooling and instruction,
experiences with formal teacher preparation prognam teaching experiences,
knowledge and experiences gained from in-servieeher education programmes
should be taken into consideration.

What makes beliefs so important is their impactindividuals’ decisions and
behaviour. With regard to teacher beliefs, there ar number of reasons for
investigation. First of all, teachers undertake tbsponsibility of planning, practice
and evaluation in teaching process and it is ia&lg for them to be influenced by their
beliefs. It is claimed that teachers’ beliefs, asgtions and knowledge play an
important role in how s/he interprets events relate teaching (Woods 2006).
Furthermore beliefs, understandings and expecttignally determine the classroom
practice as they influence teachers in their cleoafeapproaches, methods, techniques,
activities and materials (Woods 1996; Cohen asbsR2001; Davis 2003; Yero 2002,
Hatipaslu Kavanoz 2006; Bai and Ertmer 2004). It is alkonced that the quality and
guantity of teaching strategies they use in thieissrooms are determined by teachers’
epistemological beliefs (Deryakulu 2004). Moreovbeliefs have effects on pre-
service and in-service teacher development sineg itifluence the acceptance of new
methods, techniques and activities (Chan 1999; 2/Blendon 2002; Donaghue 2003;
Mattheoudakis 2007; Hatighu Kavanoz 2006). To conclude, it is possible tp teat

beliefs have a crucial effect on teachers’ decsiamd practice in all stages of teaching.



Whether beliefs change or not has been anotheg misdebate. Although they are
thought to be deeply-rooted psychological conssrughich are difficult to change
(Pajares 1992), several researchers have repograficant changes in teacher beliefs
owing to various sources, such as pre-service &aetlucation programmes, staff
development courses, seminars, conferences, netgorkcollaboration, new
curriculum, trial and error, student feedback t¢hean 1991; Harrington and Hertel
2000; Bowman et al. 1998; Ackley et al. 1999; Cohad Fass 2001; Peacock 2001;
Rosenfeld and Rosenfeld 2008).

Considering the critical role of teacher beliefslé@rning and teaching process,
establishing the right beliefs is a must in teaatducation. Both pre-service and in-
service teachers should be supported by the syatethey develop reasonable and
evidentiary beliefs. However, it is not possiblepi@vent undesirable teacher beliefs
without understanding the present situation anddb®rs that shape them. This study
might be the first step to investigate languageltees’ cognition.

1.2 Purpose of the study and research questions

This study aims to find out the beliefs of pre-ssgvand in-service teachers of
English concerning language and language learrdgitionally, whether there is a
relationship between these beliefs and variableb ag gender, graduation, experience

and socioeconomic status will be sought.
Therefore, the following research questions willipeler investigation;

RQ 1. What are the beliefs of pre-service teachers relate language and

language learning?

RQ 2: Is there a relationship between the beliefs ofggrvice teachers in regard
to language and language learning and differentiatales such as gender, grade, high

school graduation and socioeconomic background?



RQ 3:What are the beliefs of in-service teachers relatelhinguage and language

learning?

RQ 4:l1s there a relationship between the beliefs ofdn#ge teachers in regard to
language and language learning and different valesbsuch as gender, graduation

and teaching experience and the school type thek i@

RQ 5:lIs there a significant difference between pre-smnand in-service teachers’

beliefs in regard to language and language learffing

1.3 Significance of the study

The studies mentioned in the literature review a¢Vmw effective the beliefs on
teachers’ decision-making process, classroom pagnce, professional development.
However, none of these studies was carried ouinfeestigating the beliefs of pre-

service and in-service English teachers in the iSbrkontext.

Finding out and examining language teachers’ keliefTurkey could be beneficial
for several reasons. First of all, such a studyhinggve clues to teachers’ performance
in language classrooms since there is a link betvbediefs and actions. Furthermore,
some mistaken beliefs, if there are any, could éerdined and worked on both in
pre-service teacher training programmes and inksemeacher development courses.
This study may also shed light on the organizatdnin-service and pre-service
English language teacher education and some comctusould be drawn about their
effectiveness. Finally, the findings of this stuayay serve researchers as a basis for

further research regarding teacher beliefs.

1.4 Limitations of the study

This study has a number of limitations. First df &l was carried out with the

students of English Language Teaching DepartmenCamakkale Onsekiz Mart



University and the teachers of English who workCianakkale city centre. The main
reason for choosing the sample group was theiripiox to the researcher. For the
data collected in the study is limited to the sofethe sample group, the findings

cannot be generalized for all pre and in-servieehers of English.

The second limitation is that the instrument wadiined and reorganised by the
researcher and data was collected once in 2008/2688emic year. Time and the

instrument also limit the study in many ways.

Finally, this study is one of the few studies, @oly the first, in which both pre-
service and in-service foreign language teachesi#ets are compared. For this reason,
the “Literature Review” of this thesis is also lied.

1.5 Assumptions of the study

This study was carried out under a number of astong

First of all, all the pre-service and in-servicadieers who took part in the study are
assumed to participate willingly and respond adl juestions in survey honestly and
frankly.

The instrument used in the study included two patself report questionnaire
which was modified and redesigned by using existitggruments and a small scale
prepared by the researcher which seeks for demloigrapformation of the
participants. Another assumption is related toitlserument that it is valid, reliable and

the best choice for data collection.



1.6 Organisation of the thesis

This thesis has been organised into five chapters.

Chapter One involves the introduction and it stavith the background of the
study, then it presents the purpose of the studlyrasearch questions. Additionally,

significance, assumptions and limitations of thelgtare included.

Chapter Two establishes a theoretical frameworkHerstudy. The first part of this
chapter attempts to define belief as a term inticelato its place in teacher cognition.
The chapter continues with the presentation of iptesbelief sources and their impact
on teachers’ decision-making processes and classrperformance. After the
discussions about the effects of pre-service argkimice teacher education on belief
change, it ends with the revision of the studiesedon teacher beliefs in Turkey and

the world.

Chapter Three presents the methodology of the medse@he design of the study
and research questions are followed by the infaomagbout the pilot study.
Furthermore, the main study is described by refgrio the subjects and setting,
instruments and procedures and data analysis.

In Chapter Four, the findings of the study are ragmbin detail. They are also
discussed according to research questions.

Chapter Five involves the interpretations of thedgt It draws some conclusions
and present significant implications. It ends thests by giving suggestions for further

research.

1.7 Chapter summary

This chapter was an introduction to the thesiseViewed the background of the
study. The purpose of the study and the researdstigns were presented; the
significance, limitations and assumptions of thedgtwere highlighted. Finally, the

organisation of the thesis was outlined.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 Introduction

The following chapter starts with the definitiontbk term “belief” and its place in
teacher cognition. The information about sourcebatiefs is followed by their impact
on teacher decision-making process and classroantipe. After the discussions about
the effects of teacher education and experiencehange in beliefs, the chapter ends

with the studies done in Turkey and the world.

2.1 Teacher cognition and teacher beliefs

Teacher thinking should be under investigation ssitite role of the teacher is a
peripheral component of language teaching. In otdenterpret language teachers’
beliefs about language and language learningnecessary to clarify the ideas about

teacher cognition.

Teacher cognition is a broad concept which inclusiageral mental constructs such
as beliefs, attitudes, assumptions, perspectives thaories. With respect to the
definition of teacher cognition mainstream studmgeal a great diversity. Borg (2003)
uses the term teacher cognition as the unobsercalgi@tive dimensions of teaching-
what teachers know, believe and think. In his neviticle 64 studies published
between 1976 and 2002 were reviewed and discussadny aspects. However, there
seems to be an ambiguity on the terminology. Adogrdo Borg (2003) this could be

the result of the attempts of researchers who desiimilar concepts in different ways.



Defining belief as a term is not easy. Currentditere shows that several concepts
have been used to describe it and there is yebneetisus on the definition. Beliefs
disguise themselves as “attitudes, perceptionsiegaljudgements, axioms, opinions,
ideology, conceptual systems, preconceptions, digpos, implicit and explicit
theories, internal mental processes, action siedegules of practice, practical
principles, perspectives, and repertories of unideding” (Pajares 1992:309) Similarly
they are defined as “suppositions, commitments, &eblogies which can be
interchangeable with terms such as attitudes, op#i ideologies, perceptions,
conceptions, conceptual system, preconceptionsposiisons, implicit theories,

personal theories, and perspectives” (Calderhef@ ¢i®ed in Chan 1999:2).

Richardson (2003) describes beliefs as “psycho#dgicheld understandings,
premises, or propositions about the world arouridYesro (2002) offers a similar one;
beliefs are judgments and evaluations that we nagkeit ourselves, about others, and

about the world around us.

Revising the literature, Borg (2001:186) figures same common features of the
definition; the truth element, the relationshipvbetn beliefs and behaviour, conscious
and unconscious beliefs and beliefs as value comenits. She concludes that “a belief
is a proposition which may be consciously or uncanssly held, is evaluative in that
it is accepted as true by the individual, and isr€fore, imbued with emotive
commitment, further; it serves as a guide to thowgid behaviour” (Borg, 2001:186).
Hancock and Gallard (2004) also underline the impéabeliefs and describe belief as

an understanding held by an individual that guidds/idual’s intentions for action.

When all these definitions are taken into consitl@mait could be concluded that,
belief is a generalization on events and thingsciviiiave its roots in experiences and

knowledge and guide individual’s decisions andandi
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2.1.1 Beliefs and related terms

As mentioned before there are several terms ustdad of beliefs in the literature,
such as knowledge, fact, attitude and dispositdow each term will be studied in

relation to beliefs and their similarities and difnces will be displayed.

Among the others knowledge is the most discusse@man relation to beliefs.
Relationship betweeleliefs and knowledgeappears on Fenstermacher’s definition
(1994 cited in Borg 2001:188) in which knowledge aiscepted as “justified true
beliefs”. This definition shows how these two cqgutseare closely linked to each other
and difficult to identify. However, there is a digaement on the definition and several
contradictory explanations appear on the relatignsbetween ‘belief and

‘knowledge’.

The major distinction between beliefs and knowledgdat knowledge depends on
a truth condition whereas beliefs do not (Richand2003). Basically, knowledge
refers to the facts which have been proved by xiperts and accepted by everyone as
they are provable and observable. They have a tégnee of validity due to their
objectivity. Contrarily, beliefs are personal asyttare based on individual’'s emotions,
evaluations and judgements; they refer to “indiaitkijudgement of the truth or falsity
of a preposition” (Pajares 1992: 316). For thissogathey should be considered as
subjective elements although some of them may adsawith knowledge. In addition,
there is no consensus on beliefs; there might tegnaltive beliefs around the same

issue. Thus, everybody does not have to agreepartiaular belief.

Source of beliefs and knowledge is also differaatduse knowledge is acquired by
establishing relations with the knowledge whicheatty exists whereas beliefs are
shaped by the effects of personal factors such rasigus experiences, cultural
differences, and character (Deryakulu 2004). Beigstems are constructed with

episodic (anecdotal) material and they are basedev@iuation, when beliefs are
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formed, states are considered as being good o(\Wadds 1996: 72). Beliefs differ

from knowledge in their episodic nature. Previopssedes or events function as a
filter which new information passes through befitres acquired whereas knowledge
system information is semantically stored (NespBB87F Goodman 1988 cited in

Pajares 1992).

Another difference is about the strength of bslieé they may vary in degree;
people may hold strong or weak beliefs whereas kedge is unique and is accepted
by almost everyone.

With respect to teachers’ knowledge some reseachaoving from the idea that
teachers’ knowledge is like beliefs since both lednh are subjective, have made no
distinction between these two terms (Alexander,aBett ve Hare 1991; Nisbet ve
Ross 1991 cited in Deryakulu 2004; Rokeach 1969aikal990 cited in Richardson
2003, Hativa et al. 2001). However, some insistlendistinction for several reasons
(Abelson 1979 cited in Woods 1996: 72; Richards@032 Deryakulu 2004). For
example, teachers may have inappropriate or uiheliefs despite the years they have
spent preparing for their profession and this sugpthe idea that knowledge is not
always the source for beliefs. On the other hanid, sometimes difficult to determine
whether the interpretations of the events are basedhat the teacher knows, what the
teacher believes, or what the teacher believesnbev« (Woods 1996:194). It can be
concluded that these two concepts are so entwihad it is almost impossible to

pinpoint where knowledge ends and belief begingafBa 1992).

When the literature is reviewed lots of terms app@ relations to teachers’
knowledge, such as conceptual knowledge / abstriadom and perceptual knowledge
/ practical wisdom (Johnson 1996 cited in Matthedisl 2007: 1273); “declarative
knowledge” and “procedural knowledge” (Woods 198@iderson 1983). Basically
teachers’ knowledge could be classified in two ggyul) declarative knowledge which
consists of the subject matter knowledge and kndgdeabout teaching; it is “the
knowledge of what”, 2) procedural knowledge whidmsists of classroom procedures;
“the knowledge of how things or systems work.” @Pag 1992) Teachers need both
types of knowledge in their profession (Woods 19198t).
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In this particular study, another definition fomtder knowledge is accepted with
reference to teacher beliefs: “teachers’ practicawledge”. It refers to the beliefs and
habits that teachers acquire from experience rathan from empirically based
principles and practices acquired through educadiueh training” (Snieder and Roehl
2007). It is the knowledge of teachers which i$edent from formal knowledge and
has been derived from experiences and reflectidiestermacher 1994) and is
considered as teachers’ general knowledge, belid thinking (Borg 2003).
Teachers’ practical knowledge is thought to be geas contextual, tacit and content
related (Meijer et al. 1999 cited in Agol) and it includes five aspects; knowledge of
self, the milieu of teaching, subject matter, aulim development and instruction
(Elbaz 1983 cited in Fives and Buehl 2008).

There is a correspondence betw&anwledgeandfactssince the term knowledge
is defined as the things which are conventionatiyepted facts (Woods 1996). These
facts should be demonstrable or have been demwtstoafore. Althoughbeliefsand
factsare seen as related concepts, there is a distinbatween them. Basically, some
statements, such as “The Earth is round”, are .fadtere is no doubt about facts as
they are statements that are part of consensusy/re&imilarly, some statements used
in education are facts. For example, everybodyesgtieat motivation is a factor which
affects learning. However, some teachers belieae rtiotivation is the most effective
factor that influences learner achievement whike dthers offer more effective ones
than motivation. In this case the teachers in itts¢ group might spend much time and
energy to motivate their students while the lageyup has different priorities. Thus
beliefs are questionable, personal and subjectateraents and they directly influence

human behaviour.

Another termconceptionis sometimes used instead of beliefs. For exarhata
and Kember (2006), highlight Pratt's definition @B); *“conceptions are specific
meanings attached to phenomena which then mediateresponse to situations
involving those phenomena” and they conclude tbateptions of teaching are beliefs
about teaching because they guide a teacher witeping situations and as a result

shape his/her actions.
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Attitude is another element in teacher cognition which l@some a popular area
for enquiry. Many studies have been carried to mascthe attitudes teachers and
learners hold towards educational issues and thgact on teaching and learning
process (Krashen 1982 cited in Chastain 1988; Bdittmer 2004; Karabenick and
Noda 2004; Kirazlar 2007). Although it has beeriichangeably used with beliefs, the
distinction is obvious that attitude refers to arteed predisposition to respond in a
consistently favourable or unfavourable manner wetpect to a given object whereas
beliefs represent the information he has aboutottject (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).
The information about a particular “object” forntetbeliefs and the set of such beliefs
indicates the attitude towards that object (DeryaR004). As a result of observations
and received information from outside sources derence processes beliefs are
formed about an object, people or an event. Thalitytof these beliefs determines
individual’s attitudes, intentions and behavio&shbein and Ajzen 1975; Deryakulu
2004) Thus in order to measure attitudes reseaydiead to assess beliefs (Fishbein
and Ajzen 1975:131). As Rokeach’s definition sumees “an attitude is a relatively
enduring organization of beliefs about an objectsiuation predisposing one to

respond in some preferential manner” (Rokeach BHH:

Relationship betweebeliefsanddispositionshas also been taken into consideration
by researchers studying the topic. A dispositiom lsa defined as an attribution which
summarises the trend of an individual's action@s€isimilar contexts (Katz and Raths
1986). Likewise, reviewing the related literaturélldgas (2007) offers a similar
definition: “dispositions are tendencies for indivals to act in a particular manner
under particular circumstances, based on theirefs€li She argues the place of
dispositions, particularly the dispositions relatedocial justice, in pre-service teacher
education, and concludes that dispositions showddtdken into account while
determining the goals of public education, the rofethe teachers, teaching and

learning to teach.

As seen above, there have been arguments on hfslkale defined, how they are
related to and also differ from other similar capise this study accepts teacher beliefs
as teachers’ generalizations on the issues abeut phofession; in detail how they
evaluate the language they teach; the languageingaprocess and their roles in

practice.
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2.1.2. Sources of beliefs

Individuals’ belief systems are derived from a nembf different sources such as
their personal experiences and information thegivecthroughout their lives (Fishbein
and Ajzen 1975; Richardson 2003; Lortie 1975 citedailey et al. 1996) Moreover
several factors including personality, gender, agel cultural context are found
influential in the process of belief formation (Cing and Wong 2002; Tercanlioglu
2005; Bernat and Lloyd 2007).

Belief formation can be explained by describinge¢éh phases in the process.
Individuals form “descriptive beliefs” about an ebj as a result of direct observation.
Such beliefs can be considered concrete and vale personal factors do not have an
impact on them. Some beliefs are formed on theslidghe information provided from
outside sources such as books, media, lecturerscasdorkers. These beliefs are
called “informational beliefs” and they usually dedo the formation of descriptive
beliefs. Individuals generally produce inferencdmwt qualities of an object by
corresponding prior descriptive beliefs. In othesrds, descriptive beliefs serve as a
basis for “inferential beliefs” which go beyond elitly observable events (Fisbein and
Ajzen 1975).

With respect to teacher beliefs, three major sauare suggested; 1) experience
with schooling and instruction, 2) experience withmal knowledge - both school

subjects and pedagogical knowledge and 3) persxpalrience (Richardson 2003:5)

From primary school to university graduation, induals spend thousands of hours
observing their teachers. Due to this observatibay develop several beliefs about
teaching including what teaching is, what it cotssef and how teachers behave in the
classroom. When it is considered that today’s laggueacher was a student once, the
influence of this “apprenticeship of observatioh’bftie 1975 cited in Bailey et al.)
becomes evident. In other words, teachers ineyitabternalize their teachers’
behaviour. Learning experiences of teachers agubage learners influence them as

language teachers; their judgements about languegehing process are mostly
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constructed in school years. Therefore, the apigesitip of observation has a
significant influence on the way they teach (Baigyal. 1996).

Besides the influence of past teachers, languaghées’ experiences as language
learners are one of the most significant sourcesghieir present beliefs. By the time
they become teachers, they develop conceptionst dbeucontent of language and
language learning process. They all have experiehosv a language is learnt and
their teaching generally shows correspondences thighbeliefs they have formed

previously.

Teachers not only develop beliefs as learners, dis6 go on forming and
sometimes reforming beliefs in their teaching caries mainly based on the episodic
nature of beliefs. It begins with the initial teaw experiences, particularly university
practicum experience (Sato and Kleinsasser 200d cantinues with the professional
coursework in in-service education (Agwd 2007). Furthermore student feedback, trial
and errors, and collaboration are effective sourmesformation of new beliefs
(Richards et al. 2001).

As mentioned before, beliefs are personal psychcdbgonstructs. For this reason
individual differences have been taken into accamvariables for belief formation.
For instance, some studies have focused on gepéeemnality, self-efficacy, cultural
background, age, and motivation as an explanation \fariation in beliefs
(Tercanlioglu 2005; Liab 2006; Bernat and Lloyd 20@heung and Wong 2002,
Snider and Roehl 2007) and in most cases somefisanti differences have been

found between these variables and beliefs.

Gender especially is assumed to be the most eféectriable but results emerged
from studies show inconsistency. While some studipsrt no difference (Cheung and
Wong 2002; Tercanlioglu 2005; Bernat and Lloyd 208@me revealed significant
differences. For example, in a study (Peacock 1g8$9yorrelation between tested and
self-rated proficiency showed that females werearsiilled and more honest than the
males. Similarly, Siebert (2003 cited in Bernat @0P007) reports gender differences
in learner beliefs. It is reported that the diffeze mainly appears in their assessments

of beliefs related to ability; the male studentsdt¢o rate their abilities higher than the
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females and more strongly believed that they havepecial ability for language
learning and they were more optimistic than the des about the length of time

needed for leaning a language.

Additionally, the social and institutional contexte teachers work in, “culture of
teaching”, has an effect on their goals, values beliefs (Richards and Lockhart
1996). There is an entwined relationship betweaguage teacher’s beliefs concerning
teaching, students and working environment anddiogal / cultural contexts they have
faced as learners and teachers (Fukami 2005). &icoinclusions have been reached
for pre-service teachers’ beliefs. For instancengr#2000) investigated beliefs of
Taiwanese student teachers about language leaamdgeaching and compared the
findings with two other studies (Horwitz 1985 andrK 1995) held in the USA. The
results showed that American and Taiwanese stugathers do not hold similar
beliefs about the same issues, especially diffjcaftthe language, teaching culture,

and error correction.

To summarise, various sources are influential rmédion of beliefs and most of
these sources have been a focus for educatioredrods In this thesis, demographic
information about the participants will also beess®d in relation to Turkish language

teachers’ belief sources.

2.2. Impact of teacher beliefs

It is clear that teacher is one of the fundamentaéducation. Although the content
of the courses are designed by the governmentstitutions, as practitioners, teachers
decide how the learning will take place. In mostesabeliefs influence teacher’s style,
attitudes, decisions and practice both before dtat the classroom. The teaching
process involves teachers’ thought processes (Wd8€6) and teachers’ actions and
their observable effects (Richardson 2002). Teathtought processes include the
educational decisions they make throughout theafessional lives. First of all,
teachers need to decide what to teach both dun@gaurse and in a particular class

and then they need to organize the environmentmiierials and activities in a way
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which they think proper for successful teaching.réwer interaction with the learners
requires developed decision-making skills for temsHor they need to make instant
decisions while managing the classroom or reorgagithe tasks and activities in
order to adopt them to changing needs of the lesrreeachers also reach some
conclusions about what works best by trying outrthlans and taking feedback from
learners. In brief, teachers use their beliefs consly and/or subconsciously in all

aspects of their work as a source.

“When information is not available, teachers wély on beliefs to guide them”
(Shavelson and Stern 1981 cited in Woods 1996), eareh when information is
available the impact of beliefs could be found meffective in teachers’ decisions and
practice. Since “beliefs are far more influentiahnn knowledge in determining how
individuals organize and define tasks and problemd are stronger predictors of
behaviour.” (Nespor 1987 cited in Pajares 1992} itot surprising that teachers with
similar knowledge, the same textbooks, context, &ntke limitation and similar
teaching materials teach in different ways (Er@8% Yero 2002). This could be the
reason why recent studies on teacher thinking gtteonfigure out and interpret the
beliefs held by teachers (Woods 1996; Hativa eRG01; Borg 2001; Cheung and
Wong 2002; Richardson 1994, 2002; Yero 2002; Smiadd Roehl 2007). All these
studies provide evidence for the impact of teatiediefs in several aspects of teaching.
Teacher beliefs might be influential on their ctassn practice, expectations for
success, and even public policy (Snider and Rodll7873). With respect to
curriculum design, powerful effect of beliefs codid seen on how teachers design the
school curriculum, as well as the time and enengy tommit to any curricular reform
(Cheung and Wong 2002). In other words, withoutl@ghing new beliefs, it is
impossible to implement any educational reformsttfraand Coupland 2003).
Moreover, teachers’ beliefs play an important part in teactievelopment as they
influence the acceptance and uptake of new appesadechniques and activities
(Donaghue 2003). About daily routines, teachees aways under the influence of
their beliefs; beliefs strongly affect the matesiand activities they choose for the

classroom (Richards 1994).
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To summarise, beliefs are one of the strongesbifaathich influence teachers’ in
planning and practice processes. For this reasathéer beliefs cannot be ignored

while examining language learning and teaching.

2.2.1. Beliefs, decision-making and classroom prace

Classroom practice of a teacher could illustrate beliefs underlying those
decisions and actions. For that reason, researchendd look beyond the teachers’
behaviour, their classroom practice, to the beli@idden underneath their actions
(Fukami 2005).

Basically, two key aspects of language learning &athing process have been
found to be worth investigating with regard to irapaf beliefs on teachers’ decision;
the planning process of teachers and teacherspiene and interpretations of the

classroom events (Woods 1996).

Teachers in practice need to make various decisabosit their work all through
their profession. These decisions could be examinmedhree groups; pre-active,
interactive and post-active decisions (Richards4).9%eachers’ pre-active decisions
involve the planning process in which they decide goals and content of the class,
the materials and activities to be used. Interactigcisions are the decisions teachers
employ while they teach; as they generally neethéde sudden decisions during the
classes while they are interacting with learnerierAthe class teachers revise the
planning decisions according to the reactions witiazime from learners and reach to
post-active decisions. If “beliefs are the bestigatbrs of the decisions individual
make throughout their lives” (Nespor 1987 cited Rajares 1992) the impact of
teachers’ beliefs on their educational decisionsnoa be ignored. Teachers’ beliefs
concerning learning, teaching, learners and thgestimatter have a vital impact on the
decisions they make in planning lessons, givingrumsions and interacting with
children, knowing and expecting children’s grow@héan 1999).
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Mainstream educational research supports the itaa there is a significant
relationship between language teachers’ beliefstheid classroom practice. Teachers
adopt approaches and methods which are consistbdheir beliefs. Accordingly, the
activities and materials they choose and even tm@sphere of their classrooms are
highly influenced by teachers’ beliefs (Woods 19967ohen and Fass 2001; Davis,
2003; Yero 2002; Hatipiyu Kavanoz 2006; Bai and Ertmer 2004).

The findings of a case study which explored Englatguage teachers’ beliefs,
assumptions and knowledge about learner centeredmeshow they implement it in
their classrooms support the strong effect of Eelien practice. The teachers
performed classes in the way they had defined ézazenteredness and they undertook

the roles they had assigned themselves (Hgitiggavanoz 2006).

The activity choice of teachers also depends oim feceptions of learners they
teach. For instance, since teachers finigh critical-thinking activities to be
inappropriate for low-achieving students they prefet to place such activities into
their lesson plans. As a result of this approaeirddvantage students receive fewer
critical thinking activities which may foster thailevelopment (Warburton and Torff
2005).

Furthermore, in-service teachers’ beliefs abouthey and learning have impact
on their uses of technology in the classroom. Tgechers who have constructivist
beliefs are strong computer users; they use comgp@itequently and powerfully in
their teaching than the teachers who have traditidreliefs about teaching and

learning (Bai and Ertmer 2004).

When the beliefs of language teachers about coresfdgedback are compared with
their classroom practice, it becomes evident thettiridl teaching behaviour exist
teachers’ thoughts and beliefs, and their teachshgnfluenced by these (Mori
2002:64). Teachers’ instructional beliefs deternthrer reactions to the student errors;
purposes for correction and the type of the cowredeedback are always compatible
with their beliefs (Mori 2002).
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Even the atmosphere of the classroom is shapeedapers’ beliefs and values; via
the interaction in the classroom, students recewstive or negative effects about

respect, values, the nature of knowledge, selffwand expectations (Yero 2002).

As seen above, beliefs strongly influence teacheecisions and classroom
practice. However, it should not be overlooked tladthough teachers choose
approaches to teaching which suit their beliefauab®aching, strong contextual factors
such as examination syllabi, can lead to a compuleterce between conceptions and
approaches; in other words they may cause incemsigtonteachers’ beliefs and their
classroom practice (Lam and Kember 2006; Kgagaand Threllfall 2004) Work
setting of the teachers, their teaching goals angration syllabus may influence and

sometimes even force the teachers ignore theiefeeh practice.

2.2.2. Relationship between learner and teacher bels

When teachers and learners come together with skreing beliefs in the learning/
teaching process, the need for an overlap betwesin lteliefs becomes essential. As
learner beliefs indicate their expectations forriegay, they also shape their

expectations for their teachers.

Language learners hold several beliefs about issl@®d to language learning and
these beliefs are assumed to be an influentiabbliby several researchers (Ellis
2002; Mori 1999; McGregor 2006, Lam and Kember 2@#rnat 2006). Furthermore,
a link between these beliefs and other variables been found; for instance it is
informed that beliefs dictate learners’ approachlgarning and choice of specific
learning strategies (Ellis 1994:479). Likewise,tair beliefs affect learner motivation
to learn the target language (Lam and Kember 2006:8

Language learners tend to bring both positive aadative beliefs about the
learning in general, language learning and alsot#inget language. Learners with
positive beliefs about foreign language learnirgy@generally highly motivated to learn

and less anxious; use more strategies and are sooeessful (Bernat 2006; 2007).
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Especially in formal learning contexts, learnergitades towards success in general,
which refers to the totality of their beliefs, agffective in their success in language
learning. In other words, most good language learaee also good at other subjects
(Cook 2001). Most learners think that some peopebarn with a special aptitude for

learning foreign languages and when they belieeg tlo not have such an aptitude, it
may lessen their motivation and result in failufeese kind of beliefs are defined as

“mistaken”, “erroneous”, “uninformed” or “detrimeadt by researchers (Bernat and
Gvozdenko 2005; Peacock 1998). Learners’ detrinhebtdiefs about language
learning affect their success negatively. In a wtudarners proficiency and their
beliefs were compared and results indicated tlzahérs who believed that they should
not say anything in the foreign language until theyuld say it correctly were
significantly less proficient than learners who dit and also the students who agreed
that “Learning a foreign language is mostly a nmratfdearning a lot of grammar rules”
were less proficient than those who disagreed.rerarwith those detrimental beliefs
are expected to avoid practicing language orallgpmnd most of their time studying

grammar rules (Peacock 1999).

Similarly perceptions about the target languagethe culture could determine the
way learner approaches the language learning po€es example beliefs about the
difficulty of the target language influence leasienotivation; when they believe that
it is too difficult to learn they may give up studg it at the very beginning of the
process. Furthermore if they hold negative beledfsut the native speakers of the
target language they may refuse learning it evemgh they are not aware of those

tacit beliefs.

For successful learning outcomes, learner traibegpmes essential; correcting the
misplaced learner beliefs should be implemented lahguage teaching (Peacock
1999). Recognizing and responding to individuafedénces including beliefs is very
important since only the teachers who could se& #®tedents from a variety of
perspectives are able to offer teaching approashiésd to the needs of different types
of learners (Horwitz 2000). Studies on the relalip between teachers’ beliefs and
student achievement in African American urban sthebow that successful teachers
share similar beliefs such as “all students carceet’, “students’ identities should be
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viewed as rich with colour and culture” and “evstydent is successful at something”
(Willis 1995 1998 and Ladson-Billings 1994 citedLiove 2003; Love 2003).

Consequently, it is obvious that overlap betweether and learners’ beliefs is
essential for language teaching, consequentlyubeess of both learners and teachers.
Teachers should be aware of their learners’ expenta needs and beliefs; as Kuntz
(1996) indicates “knowledge of student beliefs nsakgossible for teachers to create
a mode of instruction in which students’ needs gadls are satisfied.” Additionally
when students hold unrealistic beliefs, teach#naesonly source that can assist them in
building correct and proper ones. Both pre-serteacher education and in-service

professional development programmes should pravie@ecessary support for them.

2.3. Belief change

Pre-service teacher education programmes, staflolement courses, seminars,
conferences, networking, collaboration, new culuoy trial and error, student
feedback have been reported as some possible se&sobelief change by several
researchers (Peterman 1991; Richards et al. 20@fg 8nd Kleinsasser 2004;
Mattheoudakis 2007).

However, probability of change in teacher belieds been questioned as they are
thought to be strong psychological constructs wihaieh stable and difficult to change.
There are various studies which attempt to find whether change in beliefs is
possible or not (Harrington 2000; Peacock 2001;nK&B95) and contradictory
conclusions have been reached. It is commonly tegahat beliefs do not change
once they have been formed. As mentioned in theigus chapter, teachers’ personal
experience, both as learners and teachers, forin liediefs about learning and
teaching. People grow comfortable with their bsliednd these beliefs become their
self (Pajares 1992). Thus these beliefs are so-aeepd that it is not easy for anyone
to reform them. In the field of foreign languagedeing the issue becomes more
problematic. Woods (1996) emphasises the compl@fitile nature of beliefs held by
language teacher as follows;
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“People unconsciously internalize beliefs about dgaage
throughout their lives, and so the beliefs abouatanguage is, what
proper language is, and so on, vary from individt@individual and
are often deeply held. .......... Language teachers his@ been
influenced by the many theoretical claims whichenbeen made in
the second language literature about what language what it
consists of and how it works(¥Woods, 1996:186)

In other words, teachers construct strong beliedacerning both the target
language itself and language learning methodoldde former seems to be more
difficult to change as it refers to teachers’ ovamduage learning experiences. It is
noted that “early experiences strongly influencealfijudgements, which become
theories highly resistant to change” (Pajares 1998js factor lessens the impact of
teacher preparation programmes and also in-semd@®glopment courses. It is
assumed that trainees generally do not gain newefbelduring certification
programmes; they tend to focus on their existiniefseto confirm whether they are
true or not. Student teachers’ early experienceseathing practice lead them to
become critical of the instruction they receivet@éacher education programmes and
refuse to change their beliefs. Student teachefiomt of a real class feel insecure of
themselves and they prefer to teach as they hase taeight before; they feel more
comfortable with the methods and techniques whighfamiliar to them from their

own language learning period (Mattheoudakis 2007).

Similarly, changing beliefs is not easy for in-geev teachers (Bullough and
Bauhman 1997). Many of them avoid participating grofessional development
courses such as workshops for various reasonsougdth they claim that they do not
feel any practical need or advantage to attend stamis because such ideas gained
from attending them are not useful in their classre (Sato and Kleinsasser 2004), the
underlying reason could be the feeling of inseguaitd uncertainty which is caused by
the innovations they find unrelated to their faamliroutines (Hatipglu Kavanoz
2006). It could be concluded that meeting new nuthand approaches does not

always provide positive changes in teachers’ commit
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Additionally, another source of change, peer oletéru, is not accessible for many
teachers. Most of them do not have the opportdoitpbserving colleagues to analyze
alternative classroom practices. For that reagay, have to rely on their own beliefs

which have been previously formed both as learaedsteachers.

Although it is assumed that “beliefs cannot be lgamnd quickly modified since
they are formed in a long period” (Mori 1999), sosignificant changes have been
reported from some studies (Peterman 1991; Hammghd Hertel 2000; Bowman et
al. 1998; Ackley et al. 1999; Cohen and Fass 2@83d3cock 2001; Rosenfeld and
Rosenfeld 2008). For example, Bowman et al. (1@3®&mined the changes in Maths
teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning durthe first two years of
implementation of cognitively guided instruction@Q and noted that by the help of
the multi-day workshops, regular team meetingsisouss progress and monthly visits
of university educators, positive change in thailidis concerning CGI was found. It

can be concluded that changing in beliefs requriesg period and intensive care.

Consequently, if “beliefs are developed and learmemt genetically endowed”
(Yang 2000), it is possible to replace erroneous mistaken beliefs with newer ones
although it takes much time and effort. In the di@f language teaching, eliciting
teacher beliefs in Turkey and investigating thedexthat influence language teachers
from the faculty level in which they acquire thecassary formation to the in-service

professional development programmes could be thedfiep to achieve this.

2.3.1. Pre-service teacher education and beliefs

Since beliefs are thought to be a kind of filtemtthndividuals use while
understanding, interpreting and processing the md@armation, finding out what
beliefs student teachers bring to initial teachhaming has been considered to be a
good start for reinforcing the impact of the pragraes. Therefore, beliefs of entering
pre-service teachers have been a focus for edueatiesearch and literature shows
that by the time teacher candidates start pres®ourses, they develop many beliefs

about learning and teaching (Horwitz 1985; Pajat®92; Brookhart and Freeman
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1992; Almarza 1994; Chan 1999; Bailey et al. 19€8j0u 2003; Chan 1999;
Tercanliglu 2005; Joram and Gabriele 1998). These beligfg have their roots in
past experiences as learners. Lortie (1975) defimeperiod students spend watching
their teachers in formal education as ‘apprentigesii observation’. In this long
period individuals construct many beliefs about chélag and learning; they
subconsciously internalize their teachers’ behagiouror teacher candidates it
becomes much more influential because they devdbgs about the characteristics of
a teacher. Teachers become impressive figuresudest teachers’ memories (Chan
1999); good teachers serve as a role model in itggdm other words, by judging their
own teachers, students reach to conclusions alppubpriate qualities and behaviours
teachers need to have. Accordingly, a study redetliat “prior learning experiences
have more impact on what teacher candidates deeirtlassroom than they learned in
their education programmes” (Velez-Rendon 2002 ttnderstandable for thousands
of hours are spent while experiencing learning,eobrg teachers and consequently
building beliefs in formal educational settings.is'is exactly much longer than the
time spent during teacher preparation programmestHis reason, these programmes
should include something more effective if theynstdor preparing future teachers

with high qualities.

In the field of language teaching, studies revkat pre-service language teachers
hold several strong beliefs concerning the naturdanguage learning, teaching
strategies and techniques, child development, efetfacy and expectations. For
example, most pre-service teachers believe th&t @asier for children to learn a
foreign language, and it is necessary to teachtaeuforeign culture, taking part in
the activities help children learn a languagehatlieginning level teachers should not
focus on spelling and grammar, and acquisition &catnen people are exposed to the
language which is little beyond their current legécompetence. They generally have
strong self-efficacy beliefs, and high expectatitorsbecoming good English teachers.
(Chan 1999; Yang 2000; Mattheoudakis 2007; Hatoin@000; Nietfeld and Enders
2003; Sarag- Suzer 2007; Tercaplw2001-2005; Richardson 2003; Cak#no2000;
Angelova 2002)

Additionally the interplay of several biographicpkrsonal, cognitive, educational,

and contextual factors forges pre-service teacheitstion and socialization into the
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foreign language teaching profession (Velez-Ren@002). In all studies which

attempted to illustrate the characteristic of entgeteaching candidates, demographic
information which includes gender, socioeconomatust and high school background
was gathered as variables at least to describsatile. For instance, the grade point
averages, academic background, involvement in @xtrigular activities and

experiences with children (e.g. babysitting, exgreces with handicapped children)
were investigated to indicate their high schoolkigasund. To portray socioeconomic
status of the candidates, educational levels amdipations of parents and their
income were generally surveyed. The reasons far teeisions to enrol in teacher

preparation programmes were also recorded in sdrtteese studies which reveal the
most popular reasons as desire to work with childa@d adolescents; to impart
knowledge; the opportunity to continue one’s owmiadion and service to society.
With regard to student teachers perceptions ofdles and responsibilities of teachers’
pedagogy, subject matter knowledge and concernclaldren were regarded as

essential qualities for effective teachers to have.

Although there is a consensus on the existencenofalistic and inappropriate
beliefs about teaching and learning held by stutkathers, contradictory evidence has
been found about changes in those beliefs duriegcthurse of teacher education
(Brookhart and Freeman 1992). What makes beliehghalifficult is that pre-service
teacher education starts when teacher candidagest dgast 18 years old and accepted
as adults. Early experiences become more powaerfaldult life (Pajares 1992) and
these experiences which form their beliefs genermticate how much they will
benefit from teacher preparation programmes. Onother hand, teacher candidates
should be seen as learners and if previous expesewith schooling and formal
knowledge are influential in belief formation, newexperiences with teacher
preparation programmes could be influential in mef@tion of their beliefs. When the
literature is reviewed it is seen that some reseaschave showed interest in the effect
of formal knowledge on student teacher beliefs. iRstance, a study which measured
student teachers’ beliefs at the beginning andeti@ of the two foreign language
methods courses at different universities reve#had some teacher candidates were
affected by the information and ideas presentetthénclass and significantly changed

beliefs (Harrington and Hertel 2000). In anothee @me-service EFL teachers’ beliefs
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during a 3-year teacher education programme wesstgquned and the results indicated
that during the programme majority of the studeaichers’ beliefs gradually changed
and the change occurred due to the courses in whigp were exposed to recent
research findings and theories regarding the tagchnd learning (Mattheoudakis
2007). As a result, it could be concluded thabmaition of beliefs is possible during
the pre-service education and formal knowledgegmtesl in these programmes is a

source for change.

Field experience could be regarded as another rfdototeacher candidates to
change beliefs. It is proved that field experienbegh reinforce and challenge the
beliefs held by pre-service teachers (Hancock aaliafd 2004). In field experience
courses, candidates are generally required to wbsxperienced teachers for several
hours and teach lessons in real schools. Althohghefffect of prior observations
cannot be ignored, the experience they gain duhisgperiod could be more powerful
since the candidates undertake a different role. fétsire teachers candidates
consciously examine and criticise the teacher tieserve and draw conclusions about
learning and teaching by the help of the theorktiemkground they receive in pre-
service education. Moreover teaching practice fonst as a source for change in
teacher candidates’ beliefs since they take th@oresbility of teaching in real
classroom settings; planning and presenting theofes interacting with the students

and organizing the whole teaching and learninggssc

To summarise, several factors lead belief changarénservice teacher education
such as formal knowledge, observations and pergeaahing experiences. From this
point of view, the necessity of taking beliefs ind@count in pre-service teacher
education becomes essential. There should be ansyst assessment of teacher
candidates’ beliefs (Horwitz 1985) and any mistakamee beliefs should be worked
on because they could influence their teaching taed future students’ learning for
decades (Peacock 2001).
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2.3.2. In-service teacher development and beliefs

As mentioned in previous section (see 2.1.2), teaclgo on forming and
sometimes reforming beliefs in their teaching car8everal studies have showed that
teachers change their beliefs due to the effectsftection, staff-development courses,
seminars, conferences, student feedback, selfswbsgotrial and error, collaboration,
new curriculum, contact with others, research, ¢pdired of doing the same thing,
teaching experience, interaction with colleagued aetworking (Peterman 1991;
Muchmore 2001; Richards et al. 2001; Crookes arak&ki 1999 cited in Borg, 2003;
Sato and Kleinsasser 2004; Kirazlar 2007; Augu86l1d@ted in Kuo 2008).

In recent years, the parallelism between the istareteacher beliefs and reflective
teaching has appeared and it is assumed thattreflenakes teachers challenge their
personal beliefs about teaching (Kirazlar 2007gadhers may benefit from reflecting
on their beliefs (Yero 2002) since it might givepoptunity to the teachers to re-
examine what they think about learning, teachind) @shucational issues and what they
do in practice. Change in beliefs and practiceniy possible when teachers are willing

to criticise themselves and open to new ideas.

Staff development courses could be a way to helphiers reflect upon their beliefs
yet it is undeniable that the effectiveness of ¢hesurses depends on the degree that
participants benefit from them. There is often p batween input, uptake and output
in such courses. The most significant reason fog th that participant teachers
consider many innovations impractical because thaey unrelated to their familiar
routines (Hatipglu Kavanoz 2006). They fail to allow new ideas todssimilated into
their personal theory and to have the creativitg adoptability to transfer new
knowledge into teaching practice (Donaghue 2003)a/starting point for adaptation
professional development should engage teacherslirect exploration of their beliefs
and principles and provide the opportunity for ¢geeaelf-awareness through reflection
and critical questioning (Richards et al. 2001)short, beliefs should not be ignored

while organizing thestaff development courses.
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Nevertheless changing beliefs is not easy. Pete(@@®i) reporting from Guskey
(1986) describes the belief change process; temcliest participate in staff
development, then they change their classroomipea@nd when they see the positive
effects of the innovations on student learning onte, they change their attitudes and
beliefs. Findings of his longitudinal case studgrevalso consistent with Guskey’s
model; the participant teacher’s conceptions anefiseabout teaching was gradually
evolved after she had received the new informatiom staff-development programme
and implemented these new ideas in her classroantige. In other words, change in

her beliefs followed changes in practice.

Besides staff development courses, several sotocéelief change were reported
by in-service language teachers in a study, sucdeasnars and conferences, student
feedback, self-discovery, trial and error, collaimm, new curriculum, contact with
others, research, being tired of doing the sanmgttand teaching journal (Richards et
al. 2001). In seminars and conferences, like stafielopment courses, teachers meet
new ideas and strategies and are encouraged toutrmew teaching methods. Via
student feedback, self-discovery and trial andreteachers decide what works best
and may gradually change their beliefs. AdditiopalVhen there is a change in
curriculum, they are required to make some changéseir practice as new teaching
methods, techniques and materials are offered.dRgds@and teaching journals are also

helpful for teachers who are open-minded and tfedbing the same thing.

Teaching experience is one of the strongest facitnish affect teacher beliefs
(Crookes and Arakaki 1999 cited in Borg 2003). Dgrthe beginning years, teachers
struggle with many issues in their practice suckclassroom management, meeting
learner needs, accommodating preferences of allesta (Watzke 2007). Although
they have received the necessary formation in tlepgpation programmes, they
generally stick to the traditional approaches authmiques as they are under the effect
of their beliefs which take their roots from expeie as learners. Over time their
beliefs and practises evolve from teacher -comdolio learner-centred (Muchmore
2007). During this period teachers should be supporteteims of building correct
beliefs about learning and teaching since the regperience teachers have, the more
reliant on their core principles they have becoamal less conscious they are of doing
so (Richards et al. 2001:2)
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Classroom experience and interaction with colleagsienore influential for novice
teachers. In their beginning year, novice teachend to imitate experienced teachers
(Sato and Kleinsasser 2004). For this reason, imegctultures are thought to be
effective in belief change. Learning-enriched sd¢hawlture offers teachers
opportunities to collaborate with each other, sealg with principles and become
enthusiastic to learn more in order to meet thdesits’ diverse learning needs whereas
in learning-impoverished schools teachers are g@dgeruncertain about their
instruction, isolated from colleagues and stuckroutine practices and procedures
(Rosenholtz 1989 cited in Sato and Kleinsasser R@3kitive belief change occurs in
the former settings. Although individual beliefsdapractices take a backseat to the
community’s culture, the schools culture influendedividual’'s beliefs to a greater
extent. Teachers should be encouraged to takeipataff meetings, collaborative
communities, team teaching, workshops, and casaa@dlsfunctions for professional
collaboration (Aston and Hyle 1997). Teacher dewedent entails not only the
renewal of teachers but also the institutional tgyeent (Sato and Murphey 1998)

In addition to collaboration in school settingstwarking could be named as
another opportunity for professional teacher dgwelent. It provides a platform for
people all around the world to share informatiod aammunicate with others instantly
(August 1995 cited in Kuo 2008). In recent years itternet has become a popular
tool among teachers for exchanging information, emalls, ideas and experiences.
Thousands of sites serve countless ideas and alatemn language learning and
teaching, and teachers from all over the worldusrfice each others’ conceptions and

practice.

It can be concluded that learning is a life-lgmgpcess and teachers continue
learning to teach until they get retired. In theiofessional life they are affected by
several factors and change their practice and @éanfgehaviour proceeds change in
beliefs (Pajares 1992:321).
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2.4. Studies on teacher beliefs

There has been a move in language teaching resttamha focus on the product
of teaching to the process of teaching. Determitiregclassroom processes that lead to
successful language learning has become the uitgdope for educational research
recently. After spending years focusing on langudgeguage acquisition, teaching
methodologies, learner variables, testing and edlatopics, researchers have
recognised that the role of the teacher is not tmfpllow the instructions to teach the
subject matter in language education (Woods 198&5chers do not teach in the same
way although they are obliged to follow a particutrriculum or offered similar
materials or asked to use particular techniquesicelethere is not a formula for
success in teaching. Teachers interpret and omgémeslearning situations and perform
classes in their own way. What creates the vartetiiat teachers are individuals with
their own beliefs, attitudes, assumptions, persoesland values. As indicated in
previous chapters, beliefs have the central roléeathers’ decisions and practice.
Consequently, successful teaching could occur avihen the correct beliefs are
established. For this reason, exploring teacheefsehas been thought to be a good
way to understand and interpret what is happenmdanguage classes and what
precautions should be taken to prevent failurehthpresent chapter, an overview of
recent studies which have been mentioned up to isopresented by giving some

details.

In addition to other individual differences such age, gender, motivations,
learning strategies and styles, beliefs have béstusked as an effective variable in
language learning recently. Learner beliefs hawnlstudied and discussed by several
researchers (Horwitz 1999; Peacock 1999; Ellis 2@¥nat and Gvozdenko 2005;
Bernat 2006; Liab 2006; Huang 2006; Bernat and dl@p07) rather than teacher
beliefs. The potential influence of beliefs on teag has raised interest and some
evidence about the nature and origin of beliefs thet impact on learners have been

sought.

As mentioned before, there is a variation in bslimhd what creates this variation

has been a focus for research. About the effecoofextual settings on beliefs, Bernat
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(2006) compared the result of her study in Ausaralith Siebert’s (2003) from the
USA and found them similar in all categories. A #8maumber of inter-group

differences were interpreted as the results ofviddals’ personal backgrounds which
were affected by several factors. The study shbatsdontextual setting is not the only
source for belief formation, individuals’ complexetacognitive structure, as affected
by a number of social, cultural, affective, andspsial factors, is responsible for their

beliefs.

Additionally, significant differences in beliefs veereported related to gender and
language medium background (Diab 2006). Similadgpther study revealed that
males and females hold similar beliefs except thesabout the relationship between
intelligence and language learning and practiciagglage; females believe that
multilinguals are very intelligent and males enjpsacticing with native speakers
(Bernat and Lloyd 2007). However, a quantitive gtdtbm Turkey explored the
beliefs about learning a foreign language of pmise teachers in a university and in
relations to gender but no significant differencasviound (Tercanligu 2007). Thus,
belief studies related to gender differences haweradictory conclusions.

Horwitz, (1985) who designed a popular researci B®LLI (Beliefs About
Language Learning Inventory), investigated the icbjmd beliefs on language learning
and her study showed that learners may have irctdsadiefs about language learning
and those beliefs generally result in failure. Teeults of Mantle-Bromley’s study
(1995) were similar to those found by Horwitz. 288/enth grade students learning
French and Spanish in Kansas filled out BALLI arukit responses showed
consistency with the university students’ beligisthe former study. The researcher
reached a similar conclusion; “realistic beliefsvdndinks to proficiency” (Huang
2006:64).

Studies on teacher beliefs have been organizedwestigate similar research
guestions; What are the beliefs of teachers reldéibedissues about learning and
teaching? Where do those beliefs come from? And isotheir work influenced by

those beliefs?
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Several issues about education have been questioesides teachers’ beliefs
concerning language learning and teaching. Sontieeof are beliefs about technology
uses (Albion and Ertmer 2002); the role of epistiegical beliefs in learning with
hypermedia (Hartley and Bendixen 2000); teachecaitus’ beliefs (Bai and Ertmer
2004); science teachers’ beliefs about curricul@heung and Ng 2000); curriculum
orientations (Cheung and Wong 2002) and beliefsiabihics (Aksoy 1999).

Some studies have examined teachers’ beliefs negardurricula and they
provided the groundwork for teacher educators aanlicygmakers. For example,
following quantitive methods, Cheung and Ng (208gplored the beliefs of science,
chemistry, physics and biology teachers about culrm design in Hong Kong. Their
SCOI (Science Curriculum Orientation Inventory) waesigned to measure distinct
orientations to curriculum: academic, humanissicgd technological. Moreover, the
relationships between 648 Hong Kong teachers’ cwlrim orientations and
demographic characteristics (gender, subject maiterk setting, and experience)
were investigated by Cheung and Wong (2002). Thentory was designed to
measure five curriculum orientations: academic, ndoge process, social
reconstruction, humanistic and technological. Ngniicant difference was reported
about gender and school type the teachers worlBath primary and secondary
teachers held similar beliefs. English languagehees were found more humanistic

than science teachers. Experienced teachers vileetademic orientation more.

For it is inevitable for teachers to face ethicsdues in their professional life,
teacher beliefs concerning ethics have also be@rctus of recent research. Aksoy
(1999) for example, aimed to understand elemendahpol teachers’ beliefs about
ethical dilemmas in teaching. Reviewing the literaf she points out the agreement
among the investigators and educators that humanastions in teaching should be
guided by some normative principles such as resfmcautonomy of others, fairness
and equity, fidelity and honesty, dignity and doorge’s best.

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs is another issuewdnch the researchers studied.
Simply, self-efficacy is a belief that reflects mduals’ belief in their capabilities to
execute a specific task (Bandura 1997 cited inrBgja992). It has been proved that

there is a significant relationship among episteimitiefs, hope and self-efficacy;
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teachers with high levels of hope have higher el self-efficacy (Nietfeld and
Enders 2003). Additionally teachers with a highssenf self-efficacy have better

academic performance (Bembenutty 2006).

With respect to origin of teacher beliefs contektedtings (YANG 'Fukami 2005);
educational backgrounds of the teachers; climatéhefschool; organization of the
schools in which they teach; the external examomasyllabi (Lam and Kember 2006);
background experiences Chan (1999); demographi@bles such as age and gender
(Snieder and Roehl 2007) have been reported astigddfactors. For instance, Yang
(2000) investigated beliefs of Taiwanese studesthers about language learning and
teaching and compared the findings with two othadies (Horwitz 1985 and Kern
1995) held in the USA. The results showed that Araer and Taiwanese student
teachers do not hold similar beliefs about someeiss especially difficulty of the
language, teaching culture, and error correction. this study proves, contextual

factors have an impact on pre-service teachergfsel

In her case study Argall (2007) discusses how language teachers areeirded by
the background sources. During the data collectibree participant teachers, who
were working in the same university, were observaterviewed and their lessons
were video-taped. Results revealed that the ppatits’ practical knowledge had been
drawn from their language learning experience, rptieaching experience and

professional coursework in pre- and in-service atlan.

In another study, participant language teachepsrted that their beliefs about
teaching were highly influenced by their initiahtding experiences, particularly their
university practicum experience and they also ersigkd the effects of peer-

observation (Sato and Kleinsasser 2004)

Various researchers have showed interest in tbagtelationship between learner
and teacher beliefs (Peacock 1998 a-b; Cohen assl Z201; Davis 2003). Studies
exploring the gap between teacher and learnergfbajenerally focus on three main
guestions; “What are the teachers’ and learnelgfeeabout learning of languages?”,
“Is there a gap between these beliefs?” and “Wimglications do these beliefs have

for language learning?”
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The gap between learner and teachers’ beliefs alamguage learning was
investigated by Davis (2003) in Chinese contextedrktical framework of the study
was constructed on ten dimensions of language ifearwhich were drawn from
Lightbown and Prada (1993).

The results show that teachers and learners shsiretar beliefs about the
following items;
* Languages are learned mainly through imitation.
» Students with high IQs are good language learners.
« The most important factor in second language atopns success is
motivation.
» Teachers should use materials that expose studahtgo those language

structures that have already been thought.

However, inconsistent responses were given forabeof the items. Learners
agreed much more strongly with the following stateis than did teachers;

» Students’ errors should be corrected as soon gsatemade in order to
prevent the formation of bad habits.

* When students are allowed to interact freely, thesrn each other’s
mistakes.

* Teachers should correct students when they makengatical errors.

 The earlier a second language is introduced in adshdhe greater the
likelihood of success in learning that language.

 Most of the mistakes that second language learneake are due to
interference from their first language.

* Teachers should present grammatical rules one tahe with students

practicing examples of each one before going ontheer.

Similarly, Peacock (1999) aimed to consider whethere is a difference between
the beliefs of teachers and learners and if solvenghis gap affects language learning.
The study was held in Hong Kong with the partidpatof 45 EFL teachers and 202
EFL students from a city university. Results of gadf-report questionnaire (BALLI)

indicated that on some aspects of language leathenteachers and learners disagreed,;
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these mismatched beliefs led failure. For instatezners valued good accent much
more than their teachers did. Furthermore moshefi¢éarners believed that learning a
foreign language is a matter of learning a lot @ivrvocabulary whereas only a few of
the teachers agreed with that. In this mannerhtracare not expected to focus on
pronunciation or organise classroom tasks on th&sbaf vocabulary teaching.
Learners also have beliefs about good and bad #megteaching and they define
several roles required of a teacher (Prodromou 1988ch may not overlap the
reality. Peacock reports that this gap betweermd&raand teacher beliefs results in
students’ frustration and dissatisfaction and sstggthat teachers need to care about
their students’ beliefs and try to reduce the migustanding.

In another study, Peacock (1998) explored a gaydmst teachers’ and learners’
beliefs about useful activities for EFL. In thedyu158 university students and 30 EFL
teachers took part and filled out a questionnamectassroom activities and both
groups were interviewed. Findings revealed thatethe a considerable mismatch
between learner and teacher beliefs concerninguimesis of activities; learners
preferred error correction and grammar exercisesreds teachers found pair and
group work more effective. In other words teachesued communicative type
activities while learners rated traditional onestéad (Nunan 1998 cited in Peacock
1998). The researcher suggests that teachers stealde learners’ misunderstanding
and dissatisfaction by explaining them the ratienaéhind the relatively unpopular

activities.

There is a bulk of research in the literature whgdrves as a basis for the
discussion about belief change in terms of pretserteacher education, in-service
teacher development and teaching experience. Thetigeness of teacher education
programmes was argued on teacher beliefs. For dgaisgme detrimental beliefs of
trainee teachers in Peacock’s study (2001) weng sleiv to change despite the 3-year
instruction of TESOL. It is concluded that some nffigant changes on those
detrimental beliefs were observed only when theyeireed an instructional package
and class observations. During the implementatibnthe project trainees were
informed about their incorrect beliefs determinadhe study; they were required to
read the selected readings in which the benefitsoaimunicative approaches were

discussed; small group discussions were held asy Were shown videotapes of
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exemplary ESL (English as a Second Language) dasées study shows that there is
a need for re-examination of pre-service teachaca&tibn programme. Another study

by Onwuegbuzie (2002) investigated the changeudestt teachers’ beliefs over time.

On the first day of the academic year student tactvere administered the WTSEB
(Witcher-Travers Survey of Educational Beliefs) &htPCETS (Pre-Service Teachers’
Perceptions of Characteristics of Effective Teashgurvey). The responses showed
that participants’ tendency toward transmissivisthe ( traditional conservative

approach in which the role of the teacher is togmait the knowledge they have to the
students). However, at the end of the semestasr dfey had taken a course which
included introduction to the concepts, practises igaues of teaching profession, they
tended to hold a more progressive philosophy. Thdysalso underlies the need for a

focus on teacher beliefs in the curriculum of tesi@ducation programmes.

An interesting and effective way to change beligés experienced in Angelova’s
(2002) study. 10 Bulgarian mini-lessons were gitenteacher trainees during a
semester by the researcher, and these lessongd hiegpeees understand language
learning theories, concepts and processes as lieaystlves experienced the foreign
language learning. Using mini-lessons was offesed pedagogical tool for learning to

teach.

The influence of teacher educators’ beliefs on qaesdce teachers’ beliefs was
discussed by Bai and Ertmer (2004) in their stuelpted to technology uses. They
proposed that teachers’ pedagogical beliefs may gaimportant role in the ways in
which technology gets used in classrooms. Kuo (R@0So carried out a study to
explore EFL student teachers’ perceptions abour kkerning experiences, beliefs and
self-efficacy on internet-assisted language legraind teaching in Taiwan. According
to the results of the questionnaire administereddfda collection, most of the senior
student teachers expressed confidence for usiegngtt as an effective source in their
future practice. Their positive attitude towardse thnternet-assisted language
instruction was based on their positive experientey had as language learners.
However, some of the participants were not sure tidrethey could integrate
technology into their teaching practice. These stualies reveal that teacher educators
shoulder the responsibility for educating pre-sexvieachers about technology-using.

The guidance of teacher educators who can assdgrstteachers build positive beliefs
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about technology by constructing rich technologwiemments, providing more
learning opportunities and offering professionathtelogy trainings seems to be

essential.

With regards to in-service teachers’ belief charstiaclies have sought evidence for
the influence of several sources such as semimar€@nferences, published research,
staff development courses and experience. Borg7(200orms about studies from
Everton et al. (2002) and Mc Namara (2002) andstitat teachers acknowledged the
potential positive impact of research and also thigylighted the need for published

educational research to be more accessible anataplel to their work.

Effectiveness of in-service teacher education dépeon the quality of the staff
development courses. Only “mediated, constructivasd collective professional
development courses” have been found successfgefReld and Rosenfeld 2008). In
a study, researchers aimed to sensitise teacherdiwadual differences and record any
differences on their beliefs about “weak studentsdr that reason teachers were
exposed to a professional development course awidilal learner differences. In the
course they learned about themselves and thegagples as learners. The findings of
pre and post test applied to the participants sdaivat there was a significant increase
in interventionist beliefs due to experience of allwrganized staff development
course (Rosenfeld and Rosenfeld 2008).

Long-term effectiveness of in-service teacher trgrcourses for EFL teachers was
argued by Nicolaidis and Mattheudakis (2008) in @reek context. A year after 60
hour courses, teachers’ beliefs and practice wesessed by questionnaire and reached
some important conclusions. According to the rasliting-term change necessitates a
change in teachers’ deep-seated beliefs and itnbesgossible when knowledge is
adapted applied according to context-specific negoents (Nicolaidis and
Mattheudakis 2008:289).

Researchers showed interest in the characterigtidseginning and experienced
teachers. For instance, Richards (1994) comparedriexiced and novice teachers’
planning processes. Both groups were given a tagetform; preparing a plan for a

reading class. While novice teachers focused orinlgeistic content of the text and
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used a modal format studied in a methodology claskjding pre-reading, reading and
post reading activities; the experienced teach&fieyenl a great variety of activities
including prediction, discussions, rewriting. Byethelp of such activities they aimed
to move quickly beyond the text. This study shoWwat tthe way the experienced
teachers think, understand and overcome educatmoblems differ from the novice
teachers. Richards (1994:3) concludes that “th@itwg schemata of experts typically
are more complex, more interconnected, and mordyeascessible than those of

novices”.

Watzke’s longitudinal study (2007) aimed to expldrew pedagogical content
knowledge of beginning high school language teactevelops and changes over time
by using several techniques such as reflectivengduentries, classroom observations
and interviews. The results revealed that as Ioéygnforeign language teachers
gained classroom teaching experience, their foreagguage pedagogical knowledge
gradually changed; their prior knowledge about lege learning which they had

experienced as learners shifted away from themsédvtheir students.

2.5 Chapter summary

This chapter attempted to define beliefs by commga@nd contrasting it with
related concepts, explaining how they are formedxtNthe impact of beliefs on
teachers’ decisions and practice was presentecbnitinued with discussions about
belief change and ended with the revision of theliss done on the issue in Turkey

and the world.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

3.0 Introduction

This chapter focuses on the methodology applietthenstudy. Firstly, the purpose
of the study and the research questions are pegkahen the rationale for the research
design is explained. The description of the pitaty is followed by the description of
the main study which involves the subjects andggtinstruments and procedures;

and finally the procedures for data analysis.

3.1 Purpose of the study and research questions

The purpose of this study is to find out the pré amservice English teachers’
beliefs about language and language learning. Besaxkploring these beliefs, this
study also tries to reach some conclusions abewdhance in these beliefs by finding

answers to the following research questions;

RQ 1. What are the beliefs of pre-service teachers relate language and

language learning?

RQ 2: Is there a relationship between the beliefs ofggrvice teachers in regard
to language and language learning and differentafales such as gender, grade, high

school graduation and socioeconomic background?

RQ 3:What are the beliefs of in-service teachers relatelhinguage and language

learning?
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RQ 4:lIs there a relationship between the beliefs ofdn#ge teachers in regard to
language and language learning and different valesbsuch as gender, graduation

and teaching experience and the school type thek i@

RQ 5:lIs there a significant difference between pre-smnand in-service teachers’

beliefs in regard to language and language learffing

3.2 Rationale for the study

Research is defined as “a systematic process ofulating questions, problems or
hypothesis; collecting data or evidence relevant these questions/ problems/
hypothesis; and analysing or interpreting thesa ffdtinan 1992:3). Research studies
can be categorized in terms of the characterisifcsomponents mentioned in the
definition; in other words the purpose of the stutihe way the data is obtained, and
how the data is analysed or interpreted indicate ditegory to which any research

study belongs.

Traditionally, two broad categories of researchehbeen mentioned; qualitative
and quantitative. A qualitative approach to redeancludes qualitative methods and
techniques in which non-numerical data are coltkcte such studies real, rich and
deep data helps the researcher to understand aocovdr human behaviour but they
are generally found subjective since researcherlase to the data and evaluate the
findings by their own perspective. On the otherdhajuantitative approach to research
can be described as an approach in which numetatal is collected via instruments
such as surveys or questionnaires and generalllysagh statistically (Nunan 1992;
Brown 2004). This approach usually includes thecdpson of the phenomenon as it
specifies, delineates, and describes a naturallguraag phenomenon without
experimental manipulation (Seliger and Shohamy )98Bor surveys and
guestionnaires are typical instruments used in stithies, descriptive research is also
called survey research. From this point of viewisifpossible to say that quantitive

approach is applied in the present study sincastahnon-experimental research design
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and collects numerical (quantitative) data whichamalysed statistically in order to
describe a phenomenon.

When the literature about beliefs is reviewedgsitseen that both qualitative and
guantitative approaches have been followed in etudWhile in some of them
combined gquantitative and qualitative researchst@id procedures have been used
such as diary keeping, metaphor analysis, essdgertions, class video-taping,
stimulus recall procedures, interviews and reifiecjournal entries (Ellis 2002; Mori
2002; Velez-Rendon 2002; Kagge and Threlfall 2004, Warburton and Torff 2005;
Louden and Rohl 2006; Watzke 2007), most of thewelcollected quantitative data
via surveys and questionnaires (Bowman et al. 19&8py 1999; Cheung and Ng
2000; Siwatu 2000; Peacock 2001; Ramanathan 208/ 2002; 2003; Davis 2003;
Mattheudakis 2005; Tercanilm 2005; Bembenutty 2006; Diab 2006; Bernat and
Lloyd 2007; Kuo 2008).

As for this particular study, during the plannintage, several studies were
evaluated and the factors which will be explainetbl led the researcher to choose a

guantitative approach, using the survey methodology

First of all, survey studies focus on a group’sws&e attitudes, opinions, and/or
characteristics (Brown 1995:3). Hence they are geitable for investigating beliefs of

language teachers.

Secondly, for data collection using a self-repar¢gtionnaire as the instrument was
preferred since it was aimed to reach a high nurobegspondents. For a study which
guestions pre and in-service teachers’ beliefs dusexist in Turkish context, the
object of this study is to reach a large numbeteathers to find out the panorama.
Moreover questionnaires are easy to constructemdly versatile, economic, and time
consuming. One can easily collect a large amouimtfofmation in a short time that is
ready to process (Dornyei 2003). Another advantagguestionnaires is that when
anonymity is assured participants tend to sham@nmétion of a sensitive nature more
easily (Seliger and Shohamy 1989: 172).

In conclusion, it was decided to carry out a sumesearch and use a questionnaire

as the research tool. Therefore, a popular setirtepguestionnaire BALLI was
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modified and reconstructed according to the re$eguestions. It was piloted before
the main study. The following sections describeghases of the study; the pilot and

the main studies.

3.3 Pilot study

The pilot study was carried out both with pre-sesvand in-service teachers in
order to avoid difficulties and mistakes that migktfaced in the main study. Since the
instrument was translated into Turkish, one ofréfesons for a pilot study was to find
out whether there were any problems with wordingaay misunderstandings or
ambiguous items. Furthermore, it was beneficialtésting the validity and reliability

of the instrument once more.

3.3.1 Subjects and setting

The data for the pilot study was gathered from Kkale@ and some of its districts.
The in-service teacher version of the questionname administered to 25 in-service
teachers from Gelibolu, Biga, G6k¢ceada and Camictist For the pre-service teacher
version of the questionnaire, 32 pre-service teacfiem English Language Teaching

Department in Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitytipgrated in the pilot study.

3.3.2 Instruments and procedure

To investigate beliefs quantitative research toekgecially questionnaires, have
been widely used. BALLI, which was designed by Wtr in 1988, appears to be the
most popular one. It is a Likert type inventory different belief statements which
consisted response options representing the defragreement. It involves 34 items

in five major areas; the difficulty of language rieiag, aptitude for language learning,
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the nature of language learning process, learnind @mmunication strategies,

motivations and expectations for language learning.

Horwitz (1985 cited in Horwitz, 1999) used this @miory for the first time in order
to elicit the beliefs about language learning af $tedents in a teacher-training course.
In 1987, she conducted another study involving 3 Estudents from different
backgrounds which revealed popular beliefs of laggulearners. Another study of her
(1988) underlines the tension between learner aadher beliefs. Data was gathered
by the means of BALLI again from 241 first semegtarerican university students of
French, German and Spanish. It was followed by itwportant American studies by
Kern and Mantle-Bromley (1995 cited in Peacock 199tz 1996; Huang 2006). As
it is obvious, the questionnaire has been usedfferent settings and with different
samples to describe beliefs about language leariag example, it was used with
learners (Peacock 1999; Diab 2006;); teachers amtkist teachers (Peacock 1999;
Tercanli@glu 2001; Mattheoudakis 2005; ) in several differepttings. (Harrington
and Hertel 2000; Bernat and Lloyd 2007).

BALLI also served as a basis for this study sirtc@dludes general beliefs about
language and language learning and could be regjaaslea good starting point for

studying English language teachers’ beliefs in &yrk

However, BALLI was originally developed for langweatearners and there was a
need for change in some of the items. First, #m@stlisted below were omitted as they
were found irrelevant or completely related to mems (For original version of the

inventory see Appendix A).
Item 5.The language | am trying to learn is structurethensame way as English.
Item 6.1 believe that | will ultimately learn this languagery well.

Item 12.1f | heard someone speaking the language | amgrsoriearn, | would go

up to them so that | could practice speaking thguage.

Item 15. | have a foreign language aptitude.
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Iltem 18.1 feel self-conscious speaking the foreign languagdront of other

people.

Item 23.1f | speak this language very well, | will have nyaspportunities to use it.

Item 27. If | learn to speak this language very well, ililwelp me get a good job.

Item 30.Americans think that it is important to speak gefgn language.

Item 31.1 would like to learn this language so that | gpat to know its speakers
better.

Second, the instrument was translated into Turkisth while forming the teacher
version, two of the items were slightly changedj(ie 1).

Figure 1. Changed versions of items 17 and 33

ITEM ORIGINAL VERSION CHANGED VERSION

If you are allowed to make mistake©grencilerin balangicta hata
17 in the beginning, it will be hard to getyapmasina izin verilirse daha
rid of them later on. sonralari bu hatalardan
kurtulmalan zor olacaktir.

The language | am trying to learn is| Ogretmeye caftigim dil

33 () very difficult ( )difficult | ( )cokzordur () zordur.
() medium difficulty ( ) easy () orta zorluktadir. () kolaydi.
() very easy () cok kolaydir.

Contextual difference between was also taken imasicleration since the study
was held in Turkey; two items shown in Figure 2 @veonverted so that it could fit the

participants’ mother tongue.
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Figure 2. Changed versions of items 13 and 25

ltem Original version Changed version
13 Americans are good at learning Turkler yabanci dil grenme konusunda
foreign languages. iyidirler.

Learning a foreign language is mostlyabanci dil @renmek daha ¢ok

25 a matter of translating from English| Turk¢ceden ceviri yapma meselesidir.

The number of the BALLI items was 25, However, thstrument used in this
study consisted 33 items in total. 8 items wereedduh order to explore teachers’
beliefs in two main areas; self-efficacy beliefsldreliefs related to language teacher

roles.
For self-efficacy beliefs, one of the items wasetakrom a questionnaire which

was developed by Yang (2000) who studied belie@siabeaching children English. It
was slightly changed while translating into Turk{ske Figure 3).

Figure 3. Changed version of item 5

ltem Original version Turkish version
5 I think | can teach (children) Englishingilizceyi cok iyi @Gretebildigime
very well. inantyorum.

Another two items were taken from Gibson and Deml§®984) Teacher Efficacy

Scale and modified as shown in the following figure
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Figure 4. Changed versions of the items 26 and 29

-

Item Original version Modified/ Tukish version
26 My teacher training program and/pOgretmen gitim programim etkin bir
experience has given me the necessagretmen olmam icin gereken becerile
skills to be an effective teacher kazandirmaktadir.
29 If 1 really try hard, | can get through {oDerse az ilgi gosterergtencileri

even the most difficult or unmotivatedyidilemeyi bgarabilirim.

students.

The remained three were about teacher roles inulggteaching, and taken from a

study by Mattheoudakis (2005) who studied pre-servieachers’ beliefs about

language learning in Greek context. When the calltproximity and the similarity of

the sample groups were considered, it was foundflmgal to implement 3 items from

the questionnaire modified by Matheoudakis. Theyewstightly changed again while

translating into Turkish (See Figure 5).

Figure 5. Changed versions of items 11, 17 and 22

Item Original version Turkish version

11 The role of a language teacher is toYabanci dil @retmeninin gorevi

control the students. ogrencileri kontrol etmektir.

. .| Yabanci dil @retmenin gorevi
17 ;r;irzoéi)u%feigs?]%l\j\??oe|(t.;6:ﬁher IS tjdgrencilere nasil grenebileceklerini
' ogretmektir.

The role of a language teacher is tp . C

22 | share his/her knowledge. Yat?‘?‘”c',d" _(g_ref[me_nlr) gorevi
Ingilizce'ye iliskin bilgisini paylamaktir.
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Since the questionnaire was applied to both ELTd&its and in-service teachers,
some changes on wording became inevitable (Figure 5

Figure 6. Pre and in-service teacher versions bétitems 5, 26, 29 and 33

Item For in-service teachers For preesvice teachers

Ingilizceyi ¢cok iyi GGretebildisime

5 inaniyorum Ingilizceyi cok iyi &retebilecgime

inantyorum.

Ogretmen gitim programim ve

deneyimim etkin bir retmen olmam Ogretmen @itim programim etkin bir

26 - oS Ogretmen olmam igin gereken
icin gereken becerileri kazandigr. becerileri kazandirmaktadir.
Derse az ilgi gosterergiencileri
29 Derse az ilgi gosterergiencileri gudulemeyi bgarabilecgime
gudulemeyi bgarabilirim. inantyorum.
Ogretmeye caftigim dil Ogretecgim dil
() cok zordur () zordur. () cok zordur () zordur.
33 () orta zorluktadir. () kolaydir. () orta zorluktadir. () kolaydir.
() cok kolaydir. () cok kolaydir.

As a consequence, the final version of the invgniiocluded 33 items in 6 major

areas as shown below;

Foreign Language Aptitude (items:1, 2, 4, 9, 13,28l 31)

The difficulty of language learning (items: 3, 23, 32, 33)

The nature of language learning (items: 7, 1019524, 25)
Learning and communication strategies (items: 628,16, 18, 20)
Self-efficacy and expectations (items: 5, 14, 25,3D)

Teacher roles (items: 11, 17, 22)

S o

In addition to the main questionnaire, there waghart questionnaire at the end
which was designed to collect demographic infororatibout the participants. The in-
service teachers were asked about their gendehitgpexperience, graduation, the

school type they currently teach, the sources thfegn use and attendance to staff-
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development courses (Appendix B). For pre-servieachers, a similar one was
attached to elicit the information about their gemdyrade, high school graduation and
socioeconomic status. With regard to socioeconmtatus, three main factors were
evaluated; their parents’ occupation, educationatkbround and family income

(Appendix C).

Prior to the pilot study, expert ideas about theteot, wording and face validity of
the questionnaire were taken from the lecturetha@tELT department of Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University and in the light of thetm$ obtained from them, some
changes were made on the instrument (For the fiaedion of the instrument see
Appendix D and E).

The instrument was copied and distributed to thapsa groups; the pre-service
teachers from ELT Department in Canakkale OnsekdztNUniversity and in-service
teachers from Gelibolu, Biga, Gok¢ceada and Carricistof Canakkale. Totally 57
guestionnaires were returned from the participantsentered onto the computer.

3.3.3 Analysis

The findings were assessed statistically by usiR§S 17.00 (Statistical Package
for Social Sciences) for Windows. Frequencies patentages were calculated and

for the reliability of the instrument, the reliabyl coefficient was carried out.

3.3.4 Findings

The data were gained from both pre and in-sengeehers in the pilot study. For
this reason, the findings are analyzed and destrideparately in the following

sections.



50

3.3.4.1 Findings related to in-service teacher san®

17 female, 8 male totally 25 in-service teachefspse characteristics are given in
Table 1, participated in the pilot study. Since thain study includes 68 teachers; it
could be concluded that the pilot sample represeatsly 40% of the main study
which indicates that the findings drawn out of filet study can be taken in reference

to the main study.

Table 1. Profile of the in-service participants the pilot study

CATEGORY f %
Male 8 32
Gender Female 17 68
Less than a year 1 4
1-4 years 4 16
Experience 5-8 years 11 44
P 9-12 years 3 12
13-16 years 2 8
More than 17 years 4 16
ELT 21 84
. English Lang. and
Graduation Literature 3 12
Science 1 4
Primary School 10 40
School Type Vocational High School 2 8
Anatolian High School 13 52
Seminar Yes 15 62.5
No 9 37.5

Among the participants only 1 ( 4 %) was a novieacher and had less than a
year teaching experience. 15 of the participant®rethe 1-8 and 5 of them were in
the 9-16" year of their teaching career. 4 of them repottebdave more than 17 years
of teaching experience.
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The majority of the participants in the study (84 %ere graduated from ELT
department of universities while 3 (12%) reportedhtave graduated from English
Language and Literature Department and only 1 (4%}he participants was a

graduate of science department.

The sample included 13 teachers from Anatolian H8gthools (52%) and 10
teachers from Primary Schools (40%). Only 2 of th@®o) reported to work in
Vocational Schools. More than half of the sampleugr(62.5%) had participated in a
seminar related to their profession in the lase&ry.

3.3.4.2 Findings related to the pre-service teacheample

The pilot study includes 32 pre-service languagehers from ELT department at

Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University whose charadiessre displayed in Table 2.

Table 2. Profile of the pre-service participants in the ptlstudy

CATEGORY f %
Male 9 28.1
Gender Female 23 | 719
Preparatory Class 7 21.9
First Grade 5 15.6
Grade Second Grade 6 18.8
Third Grade 6 18.8
Fourth Grade 8 25
Regular High School 1 3.1
Super High School 18 56.3
Graduation Anatol!an High School_ _ 6 18.8
Anatolian Teacher Training H.S. 5 6.3
Private High School 1 3.1
Other 1 3.1
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8 male24 female pre-service teachers from different ggguieticipated in the pilot
study. Since the English Language Teaching Progwanm Canakkale Onsekiz Mart
University starts with a preparatory class and iomeis 4 years, the sample consisted of
five groups. Additionally, the number of the resdents was almost equal for each

grade as Table 2 displays.

For high school graduation the sample showed warig8 (56.3 %) of the
participants were graduated from Super High Schatblereas 11 (34.4) of them had
finished Anatolian High Schools. It was surprisitigit only 2 of them (6.3 %) were

graduates of Anatolian Teacher Training High School

While analysing the data obtained from the preiserieachers in the pilot study, it
was found difficult to determine the socioeconorstatus of the participants. As
mentioned before, some significant information wsmught in that part of the
guestionnaire. The participants were asked to mfabout their family income, their
parents’ educational background and occupationsd tieree sources were assumed to

give a final judgement; each participant was to ldkeelled as having a “low”,

“medium” or “high” socioeconomic status.

However, it was not easy to classify the data gathand reach some conclusions
as there were no clear-cuts. For that reason,esearcher found more objective and
reliable to ask more teachers to indicate whichupations, graduations and family
incomes belong to each socioeconomic status instedding that herself. As a result,
it was planned to carry out a small scale studgrder to evaluate the findings of the

main study.

After the main study, a scale was developed acogrth the responses given by
pre-service teachers (See Appendix J and K ) asidillited to 24 teachers in two
schools. One of them was an Anatolian High Schodhe city centre and the other
was a primary school in a village near Canakkale 3ocio-economic statuses of the
participant pre-service teachers were determinethénlight of the findings of this

study.
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3.3.4.3 Reliability of the instruments

Carrying out a survey study and using a questioarfar data collection seems to
be the best way to investigate teacher beliefs. évawthe validity and reliability are
the concepts which should be questioned in sudtiestuFor that reason reliability of
the questionnaire formed by the researcher wasysethlbefore the main study by
SPSS 17.00 (Statistical Package for Social ScigricesVindows.

Table 3. Alpha values of the instrument

STANDARDIZED ITEM
ALPHA

ALPHA

.6965 .6382

According toSencan (2005:253) any values between .60 to .8Catel strong
reliability. Although not too highr .64 can be taken as a indicator of reliabilitytio#

guestionnaire.

3.3.5Implications for the main study

The procedures for data collection and analysiseegpced in the pilot study
revealed that the instrument was suitable for coiig the valid and reliable data

concerning language and language learning belfdtsachers.

The only problem in the pilot study was about thetedmination of the
socioeconomic status of pre-service teachers. gse@aution, it was decided to prepare

another mini scale study as mentioned before.
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3.4 Main study

The main study consisted of filling out a questain® which included several
belief statements about language and languageirgaim general by pre-service and
in-service English language teachers. In the lajlthe findings of the pilot study, the
main study was re-organised and carried out in ZI® academic year.

3.4.1Subjects and setting

The main study was conducted with the participatb361 language teachers in
total. 68 of the participants are in-service larggugeachers who work in schools in the
city centre. The remaining 293 are pre-service lagg teachers from different grades,

including the preparatory classes, at CanakkaleeKinsviart University (COMU),
Education Faculty, ELT Department.

3.4.1.1 The in-service teacher sample

The characteristics of the in-service teachers pdrticipated in the study are given
in Table 4.
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Table 4 . Profile of the in-service participants in the maistudy

CATEGORY F %
Gender Male 19 27.9
Female 49 72.1
1-4 years 4 5.9
5-8 years 13 19.1
Experience 9-12 years 27 39.7
13-16 years 7 10.3
More than 17 years 17 25
ELT
English Lang. and Literature 50 73.5
. . 13 19.1
Graduation American Culture and 3 4.4
Literature '
. 2 2.9
Science
Primary High School 24 35.3
School Tvoe Vocational High School 13 19.1
yp Regular High School 9 13.2
Science/ Anatolian H.S. 22 324
Seminar Yes 41 60.3
No 27 39.7

There are 19 male (27.9%) and 49 female (72.1 %giwice teachers from several
school types in the city centre of Canakkale. Tlegonity of the participants currently
teach in Primary ¢ = 24) and Science/ Anatolian High Schools< 22). When the
distribution of the participants in the main studyinterpreted, it could be said that
teaching is considered as a female profession wimehns the study represents the
social reality in the country. Additionally the higpercentage of Primary and Anatolian
High School teachers in the study is the resulnational educational programme

which includes relatively high number of Englishss hours per week.
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Only 4 of the participant teachers have reportechawe less than 5 years of
teaching experience whereas the majority of the®nl(66) are in 5-18 year of their
teaching career which indicates that the sampl@ipgronsists of experienced and

presumably dynamic language teachers.

3.4.1.2 The pre-service teacher sample

Table 5 displays the characteristics of the preiserteacher sample. The majority
of the pre-service teachers in the main study ameafe (81.2 %) and graduates of
Super High School. The second common school typaaolian High School (88%).
Only 22 (7.5%) of the student teachers were gradudtom Anatolian Teacher
Training High Schools. Therefore, the majority bé tpre-service teachers in the ELT
Department had not received any training aboutdagg teaching before they entered
the university. With regard to socioeconomic sté284 pre-service teachers (84.3%)
were accepted as members of the low class, whdread them (15%) belonged to

medium and only 2 of them (.7%) belonged to higtieaconomic class.
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CATEGORY N F %
Gender Male 293 | 55 | 18.8
Female 238 | 81.2
Preparatory Class 45 | 154
First Grade 66 | 22.5
Grade Second Grade 293 | 55 | 18.8
Third Grade 50 | 17.1
Fourth Grade 77 | 26.3
. 6 2
Regular High School
. 173 59
. Super High School
Graduation i iah School 88 30
(N= 291) Anato lan High Schoo o 291 | 22 75
Anatolian Teacher Training H.S,. '
Private High School 2 7
Low 231 | 84.3
Socioeconomic Status | Medium 274 | 41| 15
High 2 v

3.4.2 Instruments and procedures

In this survey study, data was collected by medna questionnaire which was

modified, translated and piloted before applyingh@ main study.

It was carried out with two groups of sample in fimst term of 2008-2009

academic year in Canakkale. The researcher helisélibuted the questionnaire to the
in-service English Language teachers who work img@ry and high schools in the city

centre. The second sample group consists of pweeseteachers who study ELT at

COMU.
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The participants were briefly informed about thgegbves and content of the study
before filling out the questionnaire. They wereoateminded that the honesty was
essential for a valid and reliable study and thgabof the study was to obtain data
related to research questions not to judge thecpnts. Especially for in-service
teachers, the questionnaires were administerecdhwel@es in order to assure the
respondents about the confidentiality.

The return rate was satisfactory for both sampteugs. 68 of the 96 in-service
teachers who work in the city-centre agreed to tz in the study. Likewise, totally
297 filled out questionnaires were returned frone tBLT Department students

although 4 of them were not used as they wereutlgtdompleted.

3.4.3 Procedures for data analysis

The data gathered from the study were entered thr@acomputer and analysed
using SPSS 17.00 (Statistical Package for Sociadi&). Frequencies, percentages,
means and standard deviations were calculatedr&@erecedures, namely descriptive
statistics, Independent Samples T-test, One-Way ¥AOand Crosstabulation
analyses were also carried out to evaluate the data

3.5 Chapter summary

This chapter described the methodology appliedha gtudy. It began with the
purpose of the study and the research questiomsthem the rationale for the study

was given. In the following parts, the pilot andimstudies were presented in detalil.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

4.0 Introduction

This chapter reports the findings of the statistacelysis of the data obtained from

the main study. These findings are also interpreted discussed according to each
research question.

4.1 Findings and discussion of the main study

The purpose of this study is to explore pre-serdicd in-service teachers’ beliefs
with regard to language and language learningsdt aims to find out whether there is
a relationship between these beliefs and somefisigni variables; such as gender,
experience, graduation and socioeconomic statos.this reason, using a quantitative
technique, the data was collected from two grouppaoticipants. Both pre and in-
service teachers were asked to fill out a self4tegoestionnaire which was redesigned
by the researcher in the light of the researchtores

In this part of the thesis, the findings of the matudy is presented in detail and
discussed with reference to the research questions.
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4.1.1 RQ 1: What are the beliefs of pre-service tehers related to language

and language learning?

The main part of the instrument used in this stindjudes 33 items which could be
grouped in 6 main areas. In order to find out tbkelfs of pre-service teachers related
to language and language learning, the respons283ELT students were analysed
and mean values were computed on SPSS 17.00.

Table 6. Mean scores for each factor

FACTOR MEAN SD
Self-efficacy beliefs 4.45 .52
Learning and communication 3.99 48
strategies
Foreign language learning aptitude) 3.90 .52
Teacher roles 3.89 .81
Nature of language learning 3.73 .68
Difficulty of language learning 3.48 .68

As it can be seen in Table 6, the descriptive sttesi results show that the pre-
service teachers’ self- efficacy beliefs formed filaetor with the highest mean (Mean=
4.45; SD= .52). With regard to learning and comroatidon strategies, the mean value
seems to be very high (Mean= 3.99; SD= .48). Hawnewhen the fact that 6 of the 7
items in this factor have a more or less behawstiarstance, the finding here should be
approached tentatively. For instance, the majaityhe participants agreed or totally
agreed with the importance of practicing in theglaege laboratory (f: 269; 91.8%).
Similarly item 6 was highly rated which was abodte tnecessity of perfect

pronunciation.
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Considering the mean values shown in Table 6, it ba concluded that the
participants in the main sample have strong beladsut language and language
learning in varying degrees of strength. In théofeing part of this section, each factor
is examined in terms the frequency and percentafydse related items. The findings
are interpreted and discussed in order to destnéeliefs of the pre-service teachers
in the study.

As mentioned before, the student teachers in thidyshold high self-efficacy
perceptions which confirm the findings of the poas studies (Yang 2000; Siwatu
2006). They believe that they can teach Englisly vell (f: 275; 93.9 %) by using
several teaching methods and techniqie23; 89.8%); they are able to overcome
motivational problemsf(269; 91.8%). Considering that teachers with & lsgnse of
self-efficacy have better academic performance (Bmmtty 2006), the pre-service

teachers in the study are expected to be succéasfijuage teachers in the future.

Another significant point is that a very high numiaé the participants evaluate
their teacher training program satisfactory andkhhat they have necessary skills to
be an effective teachef. 232; 79.2%). Despite these positive self-efficaeliefs,
they are still undecided about the difficulty ca¢hing a language. Although 123 of the
participants consider teaching as an easy job (42%ite high percentage of them (
87; 29.7%) are not sure, moreover 83 of them (23 1Bk that it is not easy to teach
English. As mentioned in the literature review parte of the most effective factors
which shape beliefs is experience (Richardson 20Bi8ce the participant pre-service
teachers in the study have no or very little exgrereé concerning language teaching,
what this finding points out can be found natural.

All'in all, it could be concluded that the pre-geevteachers feel that they are ready
to start their career as language teachers. Talddor the full records of the findings

related to this factor.
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics of self-efficacylibés of pre-service teachers

AGREE / DISAGREE /
TOTALLY NOT SURE TOTALLY
ITEM N AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
5. | believe that | can 275 | 93.9 16 55 2 7
. 293 : : -
teach English very well.
14. It is easy to teach 293 | 123 42 87 29.7 83 28.3

English.

26. My teacher training
program and experience
has given me the 091 | 232 | 79.7| 44 15.1 15 5.2
necessary skills to be an
effective teacher

29. | can motivate 293 269 91.8 21 7.2 3 1
unmotivated students.
30. | can use different 291 263 90.4 25 8.6 3 1

teaching methods

Table 8 displays the responses to the items comgelearning and communication
strategies. There seems to be a consensus on ploetamce of repetition and practice
in language learning:(289; 98.6%). Similarly, the participant teachdrsliefs about
guessing are nearly the same. Almost all of thefie\e that guessing the unknown
word contributes to understandinf 258; 88.1%). However, conflicting responses
appear when it comes to pronunciation; althougly tteenot agree with item 8: “You
shouldn’t say anything in the foreign language lwdu can say it correctly’f( 247,
84.3%); nearly the same number of the participhateve that it is important to speak

a foreign language with an excellent pronunciaffo@57; 87.7%).
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Table 8. Descriptive statistics of pre-service teais’ beliefs regarding learning

and communication strategies

AGREE / DISAGREE /
TOTALLY NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM N AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %

6. It is important to speak
a foreign language with an 292 257 | 81.7 15 5.1 20 6.8
excellent pronunciation.
8. You shouldn’t say
anything in the foreign | ,o, | 17 | 58 | 28 | 96| 247 84.6
language until you can say
it correctly.

12.It's OK to guess if you
don't know awordinthe | 292 | 258 | 88.4| 25| 8.6 9 31
foreign language.

16.1tis importan? to 293 | 289 | 98.6 3 1 1 3
repeat and practice often.

18. If the students are
allowed to make mistakes
in the beginning, it will be | 293 149 | 50.9 63 21.5 81 27.6
hard to get rid of them
later on.

20. It's important to
practice in the language | 292 | 269 | 92.1| 14| 438 9 3.1
laboratory.

The next factor consists of statements about farkEigguage aptitude. It questions
both beliefs about the existence of aptitude amddhalities of the individuals who
possess it (See Table 9). The participant teadhetise study agree that there is a
special ability, called foreign language aptituddiich enables individuals to learn a
language easilyf:(224; 76.5%). Moreover, the superiority of theldten over adults
(f: 282; 96.2%); and women over men 146; 49.8%) were highly rated. However,
they also believe that everyone can learn to spdakeign language (f: 240; 81.9%).

It is also noteworthy that a great number of pgréints (f: 128; 44%) are not sure
whether Turks are good at learning foreign langsalyereover 30 participants totally
disagreed with the same item (10.3 %). The respogisen to item 13 can be seen as a
reflection of a detrimental belief which should Bmcused on during the teacher

training programme.
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Table 9. Descriptive statistics of pre-service teais’ beliefs regarding foreign

language aptitude

AGREE / DISAGREE /
TOTALLY NOT SURE TOTALLY
ITEM N AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
1. Itis easier for children than
adults to learn a foreign 293 | 282 | 96.2 9 3.1 2 7

language.
2. Some people are born with a
special ability which helps them292 224 76.7 39 13.4 29 9.9
to learn a foreign language.
4. Everyone can learn to speal 293 | 240 | 819 33 11.3 20 6.8
a foreign language.
9. Itis easier for someone whqg
already speaks a foreign 289 | 262 | 90.7| 25 8.7 2 7
language to learn another one

13. Turks are good at learning 291 133 45.7 128 44 30 10.1
foreign languages.

21.Women are better than men,g, | 146 50 64 21.9 82 28 1
at learning foreign languages.
28. People who are good at

math and science are notgood 292 | 85 | 29.1 | 81 | 27.7] 126| 431
at learning foreign languages.
31. People who speak more

than one language well are vepy293 | 93 | 31.7| 74 | 253 126 43
intelligent.

With regard to language teacher roles, more thdh dfathe student teachers
disagree with the statement that “the role of aglemge teacher is to control the
students” {; 155; 52.9 %). Item 22 could be regarded as eesemtative of a teacher
centred approach to language teaching in whichiasgonsibility of learning is mostly
undertaken by the teacher who plans, organisefrpes the learning/ teaching task.
Contrastingly, the statement in item 17 representsore modern approach which
focuses on learner. In such an approach teachassigned to teach learner how to
learn. Surprisingly, the participant teachers ia skudy rated these two statements in a
similar range (for item 17 f: 272; 92.8 %, for itedf f: 228; 77.8). This might be due
to the effect of past experiences with schoolingtlo& responses for item 22, and
formal pedagogical knowledge they currently recaivéheir ELT programme for item
17 (See Table 10).
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Table 10. Descriptive statistics of pre-servicedeers’ beliefs regarding language

teacher roles

AGREE / DISAGREE /
TOTALLY NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM N AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %

11. The role of a language
teacher is to control the | 293 76 | 259| 62 21.2 155 52.9
students.

17. The role of a language
teacher is to teach students293 272 92.8 11 3.8 10 3.4
how to learn.

22. The role of a language
teacher is to share his/herl 289 | 228 | 78.9| 42 14.5 19 6.6
knowledge.

The pre-service teachers in the study also hethgtbeliefs about the nature of
language learning (See Table 11). When languageihegnis compared with other
academic subjects, the majority of the participahtsre the same belief; they think that
learning a foreign language is different from otlsehool subjects (f: 278; 94.9%).
With respect to place of grammar in language |egynithere seems to be a
disagreement among the pre-service teachers. Freguef positive and negative
responses to primacy of grammar study in languageing might give clues about
future teachers’ practice; 125 of them (42.7%) witbbably design their lesson plans
including grammatical structures whereas 121 omthvell not (41.3%). However, a
very high percentage of positive responses for iténff: 194; 66.2%) reveal that there
is a common belief among the pre-service teacheas fearning a lot of new
vocabulary words is a must in foreign languagenieg. Translation from the mother
tongue is thought to be the least effective stsat@bich might indicate that future

teachers will tend to use the target languagéedligh their classes.

The remaining two items in this factor are abowt phace of the foreign culture in
language learning. The participants believe tha ketter to learn a foreign language
in the foreign countryf( 281; 95.9%) and it is necessary to know the fareigjture in

order to speak the foreign languade 184; 62.8%). These two beliefs need to be
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worked on since the participants are expected tthéduture teachers of the country
who are going to teach English as a foreign langu#igthey believe that learning a
foreign language is difficult without living in thereign country, they would probably
have difficulties also in teaching English in thewn country. Moreover, teaching
culture has recently been questioned by authorpteRin (2000) for example,
emphasizes thingua francastatus of English and states that much communicai
English involves non-native speaker non-native kpeanteractions. Therefore,, he
claims that there is a need for a rethink of thecelof teaching culture in language
teaching. In this manner, it could be concludeat tive-service teachers’ beliefs could
be seen detrimental and/or uninformed ones andedeedbe changed.

Table 11. Descriptive statistics of pre-servicediears’ beliefs regarding nature of

language learning

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM N
AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %

7. It is necessary to know the
foreign culture in order to speak | 293 184 | 62.8 57 19.5 52 17y
the foreign language.

10. It is better to learn a foreign
language in the foreign country.
15. Learning a foreign language is
mostly a matter of learning a lot of 292 | 194 | 66.4| 37| 127 61} 209
new vocabulary words.
19. Learning a foreign language is
mostly a matter of learning a lot of 293 | 125 | 42.7| 46 | 157 121 418
grammar rules.

24.Learning a foreign language ig
different from learning other schopl292 | 278 | 95.2| 4 141 104 34
subjects.
25. Learning a foreign language is I
mostly a matter of translating from 290 | 34 | 11.7| 40 | 138 216 74.p
Turkish.

091 | 281 | 966 8 | 27| 2 7
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The last set of belief statements which appearkaivie 6 relates to beliefs about
difficulty of language learning. Most of the paipants in the study are able to speak at
least two languages since the new teacher edugatagramme includes compulsory
second language (in this context German) courses EflolT Departments (see
www.yok.gov.tr). In other words, the pre-servicadieers themselves are language
learners. For that reason, the responses givetinéoitems in this factor might reflect
their first-hand experience in foreign languagere® (see Table 12).

Table 12. Descriptive statistics of pre-servicedears’ beliefs regarding difficulty

of language learning

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE TOTALLY
ITEM N
AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
3. Some languages are easier thgn
others. 291 255 87.6 23 7.9 13 4.5

23. It is easier to speak than

) 292 58 19.9 60 20.5 174 59.4
understand a foreign language.

27. It is easier to read and write )
this language than to speak and | 290 183 63.1 47 16.2 60 20.
understand it.

The majority of the participant teachers in thedgtbelieve that some languages
are easier than others (f: 255; 87%) and they den&tnglish as a language of medium
difficulty (f: 40; 58.8%). With respect testimate of time it will take to learn a
language, the distribution of the agreement showsrisistency as it can be seen in
Table 13.
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Table 13. Descriptive statistics of pre-servicedears’ beliefs regarding difficulty
of language learning

YOU CAN'T
LESS 1o 510 LEARN A
THAN A 3-5 YEARS LANGUAGE
ITEM VEAR YEARS YEARS | S HouR A
DAY.
f 1 % | £f] % | f] % /| f[] % f %

32. If someone
spent one hour a
day learning a i
language, how 54 | 18.4| 25| 85| 66 225 113 386 38 1143
long would it take
her/him to become
fluent? (N=291)

ltem very easy easy | medium | gifficult | very difficult
difficulty
f % f % f % f % f %
33. The language | |
is ..... (N=293)

What is interesting about the responses for itemaB& 33 that although the
majority of the participantd:(256; 75.1%) believe that the language they aneggm
teach has at most medium difficulty, only 145 luérh (49.4 %) think that it could be
learnt less than 5 years. This could be the redulie perspective which they looked
from as they filled out the questionnaire. They mibave responded the "$dtem

from the learner perspective while thé®¥8m the teachers.

Moreover, a similarity reveals between items 14 88dthe majority of the pre-
service teachers in this study find both the tatgetjuage and the language teaching

easy (see Tables 14 and 15).
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Table 14 . Pre-service teachers’ beliefs regarduhfficulty of language teaching

ngé'é'; DISAGREE /
ITEM ACREE NOT SURE TOTALLY
N DISAGREE
f % f % f %
14. Itis easy to teach | 293 123 42 87 29.7 83 28.7
English.

Table 15. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs regardinfficulty of the language they

are going to teach

VERY VERY
EASY MEDIUM DIFFICULT | DIFFICUL
ITEM EASY DIFFICULTY .
f 1% | f] % f % f % f %
33. The
language |
am going to| 2 7 | 35| 11.9 183 62.5 70 23.9 3 1
teachis .....
(N=293)
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4.1.2 RQ 2: Is there a relationship between the kefs of pre-service teachers
in regard to language and language learning and geer, grade, high school

graduation and socioeconomic background?

It is true that males and females differ in mangaarand the language learning
literature is full of studies which explore and exae gender differences in relation to
several variables such as academic achievememin(E@09), motivation (Gardner and
Lambert 1972 cited in Ellis 2004), and beliefs @aigzlu 2001; Diab 2005; Bernat
and Lloyd 2007). For this study, it is expectedttti®ere should be some gender
differences in pre-service teachers’ beliefs sigerder is a social variable rather than
biological (Ellis 1994; Ozyurt 1994), like beliefs.

In order to investigate the possible relationshgiween pre-service teachers’

beliefs and gender, Independent Samples T-Testois (see Table 16).

Table 16. Results of Independent Samples T-tesgender differences in regard

to different belief factors

FACTOR GENDER N | MEAN | SD T DF | SIG.
Foreign Language Female 238 3.92 58
: 1.65| 291 .10
Aptitude Male 55| 3.79 | .49
Difficulty of Language | Female 238 3.44 .68
_ -2.17| 291| .03
Learning Male 55 3.66 .65
Nature of Language | Female 238 3.72 .67
. -83 | 291 .40
Learning Male 55| 3.80 | .72
Language and Female 238 3.98 A8
Communication -1.38| 291| .16
Strategies Male 55 4.07 44
Self-efficacy Beliefs Female 238 4.42 54
-1.99| 291| .04
Male 55 4.57 .39
Teacher Roles Female 238 3.86 .88
-1.50| 291 .13
Male 55 | 4.04 72
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A significant change in the male and female paéinis’ beliefs was investigated
in two factors concerning difficulty of languageataing and teaching self-efficacy
beliefs (p < .05). It contradicts with the findingéa study by Tercanlgu (2001) in
which no significant differences were reported widlgard to gender effect on pre-

service language teachers’ beliefs.

As shown in Table 17, for all items except onen(it80) the male pre-service
teachers feel more efficient than the females. &mender is a social variable (Ellis
1994; Ozyurt 1994), the findings might be regardsdepresentative of socio-cultural
effect on pre-service teachers’ self-conceptiohs; males tend to rate their abilities
higher than the females, as it was reported bye8i€B003 cited in Bernat 2006; 2007)

from a study concerning learner beliefs.

Table 17. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concerngadf-efficacy in relation to

gender difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
GENDE | AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM R AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
) 222 93.3 15 6.3 1 A4
5. | believe that | can teachFemale
English very well. 53 | 96.4| 1 1.8 1 1.8
Male
) 94 39.5 72 30.3 72 30.3
14. It is easy to teach Female
English. 29 52.7 15 27.3 11 20
Male
26. My teacher training 185 | 784| 38| 161 13| 55
program and experience Female

has given me the necessary

skills to be an effective 47 85.5 6 10.9 2 3.6
teacher Male
) 216 90.8 19 8 3 1.3
29. | can motivate Female
unmotivated students. 53 96.4 2 3.0 0 0
Male
) 214 90.7 20 8.5 2 .8
30. | can use different Female
teaching methods 49 | 89.1 5 9.1 1 1.8

Male
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Some significant differences were found in all igenmelated to difficulty of
language learning (see Table 18 a-b). First, almfistnale participants believe that
some languages are easier than otHes2( 94.5%) whereas 21 % of the females are
not sure about itf{ 21). The second difference appears about theutgey skills.
Although 60.8 % of the female participants beli¢ivat reading and writing are easier
than speaking the target language, a very high eurab them responded the item
negatively; 53 of them disagreed or totally digmgr (22.4 %). The male participants
supported the same statement more strongly thafethales { 39; 73.6%). Taking
into consideration that speaking needs not onlykiieewledge of the target language
but also some social abilities, the finding heraldondicate the influence of gender on
individuals’ beliefs. That is, oral participatios & kind of risk-taking activity (Chastain
1988) and requires positive self-conception which improved in the social
environment. The finding is also in line with Gasmsd Varonis’ (1986 cited in Ellis
1994) research findings which showed that the masesthe opportunities to interact

to produce more output.

Table 18a. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concemdifficulty of language

learning in relation to gender difference (Items 33 and 27)

TOTALLY DISAGREE/
GEND | AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM ER AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
3. Some languages are easier thanFemale | 203 86 21 8.9 12 5.1
others. vale | 52 | 945| 2 | 36| 1 1.8

23. It is easier to speak than Female| 43 18.1 48 | 203 146 61.6

understand a foreign language. | pale 15 27.3 12 21.8 28 50.9

27. It is easier to read and write | Female| 144 | 60.8 40 | 16.9 53 22.4

this language than to speak and
understand it. Male 39 73.6 7 13.2 7 13.2
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As Table 18b displays, the females are more optiengbout the time needed for
becoming fluent in the target language; a very mgmber of the females report that a
foreign language could be learned in less thanaa (fe47; 19.8%) whereas only 7 of
the males (%13) do. Furthermore, the percentagkeomale participants who believe
that it would take 5-10 years (f: 23; 42.6%) ishHagthan the females (f: 90; 38%).
However, both groups agree on the difficulty of llweguage they are going to teach.

Table 18b. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concerndifficulty of language

learning in relation to gender difference (Items 3thd 33)

YOU CAN'T
LESS LEARN A
1-2 3-5 5-10
THAN A LANGUAGE
ITEM GENDER | 'vear YEARS | YEARS | YEARS | 0 T0000
DAY.
f % f % f % f % f %
32. If someone spent
one hour a day Female 47| 19.8( 18/ 7.6/ 57| 240 90 38 25 105
learning a
language, how long
would it take

her/him to become | Male 7| 13| 7| 13| 9| 167 28 42p 8 144

fluent?(N=291)

medium - e
very eas eas o difficult very difficult
ltem Gender v easy Y| difficulty y
f % f % f % f % f %
Female 1 4 271 11.3] 149 62.6 60 252 1 4

33. The language |
am going to teach

Is.... (N=293) | \1o1e 1| 18| 8| 145 34/ 618 1p 182 2 3.6

Considering the possible influence of pedagogicadl subject area teaching
knowledge on teacher beliefs; while designing thelyy grade was planned to be
guestioned as a variable in pre-service teachezBefb. In order to interpret the

findings, firstly, the mean scores were calculdtsgk Table 16).

When the descriptive statistics results of theigigants are examined, it is seen
that the participants from all grades agreed with items related to self-efficacy

beliefs (see Table 19). On the other hand, it ipresing that the mean scores are
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nearly the same for the responses of the prep (tad5; 4.49%) and the fourth class
students. Moreover, the self-efficacy beliefs o€ thrst, second and third grade
students are relatively low. This could indicatattht the beginning of their teacher
training programme, the pre-service teachers haoigkalistic or uninformed beliefs
about language teaching. When they receive theenbatea teaching knowledge in the
first grade, they start examining their efficacylamguage teaching and at the end of
the programme, they feel that they are ready tohtea they have taken the necessary

courses and developed teaching skills.
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Table 19. Differences in factors in relation to gde

FACTOR GRADE N MEAN SD
Foreign Language Preparatory 45 3.74 51
Aptitude First grade 66 3.99 .52
Second grade 55 3.82 .55
Third grade 50 3.87 43
Fourth grade 77 3.98 .55
Difficulty of Language Preparatory 45 3.47 .69
Learning First grade 66 3.74 .65
Second grade 55 3.40 71
Third grade 50 3.30 .50
Fourth grade 77 3.44 73
Nature of Language Preparatory 45 3.98 57
Learning First grade 66 3.84 73
Second grade 55 3.71 .61
Third grade 50 3.50 71
Fourth grade 77 3.65 .65
Language and Preparatory 45 4.04 44
gtc;gg]gtgiscation First grade 66 411 45
Second grade 55 4.01 44
Third grade 50 3.92 .48
Fourth grade 77 3.89 .52
Self-efficacy Beliefs Preparatory 45 4.49 41
First grade 66 4.41 .60
Second grade 55 4.40 .57
Third grade 50 4.40 51
Fourth grade 77 4.50 A7
Teacher Roles Preparatory 45 3.89 .78
First grade 66 3.88 .79
Second grade 55 4.00 91
Third grade 50 3.97 .78
Fourth grade 77 3.78 .80

In order to investigate possible differences in-ggevice teachers’ beliefs in
relation to grade, the findings were calculated @ae-way ANOVA and some
significant changes were found in three factordficdity and nature of language

learning and learning and communication strate(@eg Table 20).
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Post HOC Tukey HSD analysis was carried out to faadl which beliefs differ
within beliefs. According to the results, with redato the difficulty of language
learning, there is a difference between the filas< students’ beliefs (Mean=3.74) and
second (Mean= 3.40) and third classes (Mean=3A80B)ut the nature of language
learning, the prep class students (Mean=Prep. 8li#@) from the third class students
(Mean= 3.50). Lastly, in the factor related to laage and communication strategies, a
statistical difference was investigated; first slasudents (Mean=4.12) hold stronger
beliefs than fourth class students (Mean=3.85).tupately, the findings here
contradict with the findings of Peacock’s studytlaere were no significant changes in

pre-service ESL teachers’ mistaken beliefs dutivagy preparation programme.

Table 20. One-way ANOVA analysis results accordioggrade

SUM OF MEAN GROUP
FACTOR SQUAR | DF | SQUA F SIG | DIFFERE
ES RE NCES
Difficulty of Between | 6650 4 .1662| 3.73% .006
ifficulty o groups 15t s o0
Language Within | 128185 | 288| .445 15t g
Learning groups
Total 134.834 | 292
N Between| g565 4 1.641| 3.728 .006
ature of groups
Language Within 126.790 | 288 440 Prep>3%'
Learning groups
Total 133.354 | 292
Between| 2197 4 .549 2.466 .041
Language and groups
Communication Within 64.152 | 288 223 1% >4"
Strategies groups

Total 66.349 292

A significant difference can be detected especiallythree items of the factor

concerning difficulty of language learning; there gdems 23, 27 and 33.

The responses given to the®and 27" items reveal that the pre-service teacher
beliefs related to difficulty of speaking graduadlgange from the first grade through
the third (see Table 21a). The first grade studemte strongly believe that it is easier
to speak than understand a langudg@1; 32.3%) than the second gratled( 16.4%)
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and the third grade students 1; 2%). Furthermore, the first grade studentssizar

reading and writing the language easier than spga&nd understanding it: (47;

72.3%). Agreement rates for the same item are 49127) for second grade students
and 58%f( 29) for the third grade students.

Table 21a. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concemdifficulty of language

learning in relation to grade difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
GRADE
ITEM AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
Preparatory 42 93.3 0 0 3 6.7
First grade 59 89.4 5 7.6 2 3
3. Some languages are easier
than others. Second grade | 46 83.6 6 10.9 3 55
(N=291) Third grade 45 90 | 4 8 1 2
Fourth grade 63 84 8 10.7 4 5.3
Preparatory 11 24.4 8 17.8 26 57.8
First grade 21 32.3 16 | 24.6 28 43.1
23. It is easier to speak than
understand a foreign language Second grade 9 16.4 16 | 291 30 54.5
(N=292) Third grade 1 2 8 16 41 82
Fourth grade 16 20.8 12 | 15.6 49 63.6
Preparatory 34 77.3 4 9.1 6 13.6
27. It is easier to read and write First grade 47 23 1 16.9 ! 10.8
this language than to speak andSecond grade | 27 49.1 | 11 20 17 30.9
understand it. ,
(N=290) Third grade 29 58 7 14 14 28

Despite their positive beliefs reported for itengdhd 27, only 6.1 % of the first

grade students think that English is an easy layga 4). They believe that it is a
language of medium difficulty (f: 45; 68.2%) or #fidult language (f: 15; 22.7%).

(see Table 21b)
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YOU CAN'T
LESS LEARN A
1-2 3-5 5-10
ITEM GRADE Tvé\L“RA YEARS | YEARS | YEARS LlﬁlNle:gSFE
A DAY.
f % f % f % f % f %
32. If someone| Preparatory| 14| 31.8| 3 | 6.8 | 11| 25 | 11| 25 5 11.4
spent one hourf—
a day learning Firstgrade | 8 | 12.1| 7 | 10.6| 17| 25.8| 23| 34.8| 11 16.7
alanguage, | Second 7| 13| 3| 56| 1222.2| 24{444| 8 | 148
how long grade
would it take Third grade | 9 18 5 10| 12 24 | 21| 42 3 6
her/him to
Fourth
become grade 16(20.8| 7 | 9.1 | 14| 18.2| 34| 44.2| 6 7.8
fluent?(N=291)
ver . ver
Y easy | medium | gifficult . Y
Item Grade easy difficulty difficult
f % f % f % f % f %
33. The Preparatory| 1 | 2.2 13.329|64.4| 9| 20 0 0
language | am —
going to teach Firstgrade | O 0 4| 6.1| 45 68.2| 15| 22.7| 2 3
IS ... Second 0| 0 | 10/18.2|34|61.8| 10| 18.2| 1 1.8
(N=293) grade
Third grade | O 0 5( 10| 32 64 | 13| 26 0 0
Fourth 1| 1.3| 10| 13 | 43|55.8| 23/29.9| © 0
grade

The analysis of the responses indicates that tlesgmvice teachers in the
preparatory and third classes do not share the $miefs with regard to nature of
language learning. The difference becomes appaspecially in the responses given
to 7", 158", 19" and 24' items. Third class students more strongly beliént knowing
the target culture is necessary for foreign languiegrnersf( 36; 72%). Contrarily,
their beliefs were weaker about the primacy of botary §: 20; 40%); grammarf:(
16; 32%); and translatiori: 3; 6%) than the preparatory class students’ [&dxe 22).
This may indicate that since the preparatory ctigdents have recently prepared for
the university entrance examination which mightehorced them to memorise a great
amount of vocabulary, practice grammar points aadstate into their mother tongue,
they are under the influence of thepersonal language learning experience
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(Richardson 2003) whereas the third class studemtsider language learning as a
whole. Furthermore, avoiding translation and gramareentation could be interpreted
as the effects of the main methodology coursesiwthiey have taken in the third year.
In other words, it could be said that the thirdsslgre-service teachers’ beliefs have
evolved due to theexperience with formal knowledge the faculty level (Richardson
2003). It is also in line with the findings of teudy by Mattheoudakis (2007) in which
a gradual change in pre-service teachers beliefe wwestigated during a 3-year

teacher education programme.

A significant difference between the first and fhuclass students’ beliefs was
investigated in almost all items concerning leagramd communication strategies (See
Table 23). For example, the importance of excell@anunciation decreases while
using the language from the beginning is suppdstedore participants in the fourth

year.
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Table 22. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concernimagure of language learning

in relation to grade difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
FACTOR GRADE AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
Preparatory 24 53.3 10| 22.2 11 24.4
7. Itis necessary to know [ First grade 42 | 636 | 11| 16.7] 13| 197
the foreign culture in order
language. Third grade 36 | 72 9 | 18| 5 10
(N=293)
Fourth grade 56 72.7 7 9.1 14 18.2
Preparatory 45 100 0 0 0 0
10. It is better to learn a| First grade 61 | 953 3| 47 0 0
foreign language in the ["second grade 51 | 927 | 2| 36| 2 36
foreign country. :
(N=291) Third grade 50 100 0 0 0 0
Fourth grade 74 96.1 3 3.9 0 0
. . Preparator 38 84.4 2 4.4 5 111
15. Learning a foreign P y
|anguage is mosﬂy a First grade 45 68.2 8 12.1 13 19.7]
matter of learning a lot ["second grade | 40 | 72.7 | 7 | 127 8| 145
of new vocabulary :
words. Third grade 20 40 8 16 22 44
(N=292) Fourth grade 51 | 67.1| 12| 158 13| 17.
Preparatory 29 64.4 1 2.2 15 33.3
19. Learning a foreign - I"rjrst grade 32 | 485 | 13| 197 21| 318
language is mostly a
of grammar rules. Third grade 16 32 4 8 30 60
(N=293)
Fourth grade 24 31.2 14| 18.2 39 50.6
Preparatory 43 95.6 0 0 2 4.4
24.Learning a foreign |55 grade 64 | 985| 0| 0] 1] 15
language is different
school subjects. Third grade 48 96 1 2 1 2
(N=292)
Fourth grade 73 94.8 1 1.3 3 3.9
Preparatory 9 20 8 17.8 28 62.2
25. Learning a foreign First grade 11 16.9 10| 154 44 67.7
language is mostly a matt@rsecond grade 5 9.3 9 | 167 40| 741
of translating from Turkish
(N=290) Third grade 3 6 7 14 40 80
Fourth grade 6 7.9 6 7.9 64 84.2
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Table 23. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concerniagrning and communication

strategies in relation to grade difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
FACTOR GRADE AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
Preparatory 43 95.6 1 2.2 1 2.2
6. It is important to speak g First grade 61 92.4 1 15 4 6.1
foreign language with an  ["Second grade 48 | 873 | 2| 36| 5 9.1
excellent pronunciation.
(N=292) Third grade 42 84 3 6 5 10
Fourth grade 63 82.9 8 10.5 5 6.6
Preparatory 3 6.7 4 8.9 38 84.4
8. You shouldn't say First grade 8 123 | 8 | 123 49| 754
anything in the foreign
it correctly. Third grade 1 2 3 6 | 46 92
(N=292)
Fourth grade 1 1.3 7 9.1 69 89.6
Preparatory 38 84.4 3 6.7 4 8.9
12.1t's OK to guess if you | First grade 54 | 831 | 11| 169 0O 0
don’t know a word in the
(N=292) Third grade 47 | o4 2 4 1 2
Fourth grade 74 96.1 2 2.6 1 1.3
Preparatory 45 100 0 0 0 0
o First grade 65 98.5 1 15 0 0
16. It is important to repeat
(N=293) Third grade 49 | o8 0 0 1 2
Fourth grade 77 100 0 0 0 0
Preparatory 25 55.6 7 15.6 13 28.9
18. If the students are _
allowed to make mistakes inFirst grade 36 54.5 14| 21.2 16 24.2
the beginning, it willbe  ["Second grade 30 | 545 | 15| 273 10| 182
hard to get rid of them late
on. Third grade 23 46 13 26 14 28
(N=293) Fourth grade 35 | 455 | 14| 182 28| 364
Preparatory 43 95.6 2 4.4 0 0
20. It's important to First grade 65 98.5 1 15 0 0
practice in the language [ Second grade 52 | 945 | 1| 18| 2 3.6
laboratory.
(N=292) Third grade 44 89.8 4 8.2 1 2
Fourth grade 65 84.4 6 7.8 6 7.8
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To investigate the possible differences in prediserteachers’ beliefs according to
the high school programmes that they have gradufted, first the descriptive

statistics analysis was done (See Table 24).

Table 24. Differences in factors in relation to Higschool graduation (N=291)

FACTOR SCHOOL TYPE N MEAN SD
Foreign Language Regular High School 6 3.71 .70
Aptitude Super High School 173 3.90 .54

Anatolian High School 88 3.90 A7
Private High School 2 4.37 17
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 3.94 57
Difficulty of Language Regular High School 6 4.00 1.00
Learning Super High School 173 3.50 .66
Anatolian High School 88 3.43 .70
Private High School 2 4.2 .57
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 3.36 .60
Nature of Language Regular High School 6 4.55 .40
Learning Super High School 173 3.74 .70
Anatolian High School 88 3.68 .66
Private High School 2 4.67 A7
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 3.63 72
Language and Regular High School 6 4.27 .49
Communication Super High School 173 4.01 47
Strategies Anatolian High School 88 3.96 26
Private High School 2 4.17 71
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 3.98 51
Self-efficacy Beliefs Regular High School 6 4.67 .30
Super High School 173 4.43 52
Anatolian High School 88 4.49 A7
Private High School 2 4.60 .00
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 4.36 73
Teacher Roles Regular High School 6 4.33 .84
Super High School 173 3.91 .84
Anatolian High School 88 3.81 .76
Private High School 2 433 94
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 22 394 86
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As shown in the table, the participant studenthees are graduates of different
types of high schools; Regular High School, SupéghHSchool, Anatolian High
School and Anatolian High School. With regard teefgn language aptitude (Mean=
4.37), difficulty of language learning (Mean= 4.2nd nature of language learning
(Mean= 4.67), the participants who have graduatewh forivate high schools reported
stronger beliefs than the others. Consideringttherte are only two private high school
graduates in the sample group, it could be moiakiel if the findings are discussed

excluding them.

The regular high school graduates appear to havditihest mean scores in four
main factors; nature of language learning (Mears5}.language and communication
strategies (Mean= 4.27), self-efficacy beliefs (Med.67) and language teacher roles
(Mean=4.33).

When One-way ANOVA analysis is carried out therensg to be no difference
between the groups related to 5 factors, namesidarlanguage aptitude, difficulty of
language learning, learning and communication egias, self-efficacy beliefs and
teacher roles (p >.05). Of all the factors, foe tne related to nature of language

learning, there found a difference between the ggdp< .05) (see Table 25).

Table 25. One-way ANOVA analysis results accordindigh school graduation

SOUIL\/| MEAN GROUP
FACTOR SQU DF S(FgILEJA F SIG | piEFERENCES
ARES
Between | 6623| 5 | 1.325| 3009 .01%
groups Regular
Nat f H.S.G>
aure o i 126.7 _
Language Within 287 | .442 Anatolian
_ groups 31
Learning H.S.G> Anat.
133.3
Teach. Tra. H.S
Total 292

54
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The pre-service teachers who graduated from reghigh schools have the
strongest mean value about the factor (Mean= AB@reas the Anatolian Teacher
Training High school graduates have the weakest(Me3.63).

The first item of the factor is about the placetio¢ target culture in language
learning (see Table 26). The majority of the reguimh school graduates strongly
believe that it is necessary to know the foreigtiuce in order to speak the foreign
languageft 5; 83.3%) while only 40.9% of the Anatolian teactraining high school
graduates agreed with this statemé&r@)

Another difference that was found between theseggas about the primacy of
grammar in language learning. All of the regulaghhschool graduates believe that
“learning a language is a matter of learning adiogrammar rules” (item 19) while
31.8 % of Anatolian teacher training high schoadyrates disagreé& (7) and 22.7 %

of them are not suré: ().

Similarly, the regular high school graduates’ supfor the belief that “learning a
foreign language is mostly a matter of learningtadf new vocabulary words” (item
15) is stronger than the Anatolian teacher traitiig school graduates (f: 6; 100%; f:
16; 72.7% respectively).

Half of the regular high school graduates suppattiedorimacy of translation (f: 3;
50%) whereas the same belief was shared only 2 &fratolian teacher training high
school graduates (f: 2; 9.1%).

When all these findings are examined, it could bectuded that the pre-service
teachers with different high school origins holdfaetent beliefs about nature of
language learning. In this case, the differencevéen the responses given to each item
mentioned above could be explained when the sowftcdsese beliefs are taken into
consideration. The graduates of Anatolian teachanihg high schools start pre-
service teacher education programme with sevetafdabout language learning and
teaching which have its roots in their personalegigmces with formal pedagogical
knowledge at high school level. Contrastingly, tiegular school graduates’ beliefs
have been shaped under the influence of persongudme learning experiences

without any theoretical information. In other wordbkey probably agreed with the
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statements which reflect their own history of laage learning. This could explain
why the primacy of translation, grammar and vocabuivere highly supported by the
regular high school graduates. This finding alsppsuts the fact that individuals’
belief systems are shaped by their personal legrexperiences and their experience
with formal knowledge (Chan 1999; Matheoudakis 2@i6&hardson 2003).

Table 26. Pre-service teachers’ beliefs concernimajure of language learning

in relation to high school graduation

TOTALLY NOT DISAGREE/
AGREE/ SURE TOTALLY
ITEM SCHOOL TYPE AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
7. It is necessary to know Regular High School 5 83.3 1 16.7 0 0
the foreign culture in Super High School 112 | 647 | 36| 208 25 14.5
i)rde_r tol speak the Anatolian High School 54 | 614 | 15| 170 19 216
oreign language. _ :
(N=293) Private High School 2 100 0 0 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 9 40.9 5 22.7 8 36.4
10. Itis better to learn a | Regular High School 6 100 0 0 0 0
foreign language in the [ Super High School 167 | 965 | 4| 23 2 1.2
foreign Cou?,iiz'zgg Anatolian High School 8 | 977 | 2| 23] 0 0
Private High School 2 100 0 0 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 19 90.5 2 9.5 0 0
15. Learning a foreign Regular High School 6 100 0 0 0 0
language is mostly a Super High School 114 | 663 | 21| 122 37 215
rriatter of Ieabrning a IOtd Anatolian High School 55 | 625 | 13| 148 20 22.7
of new vocabulary words
(N:29y2) Private High School 2 100 0 0 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 16 72.7 3 13.6 3 13.6
19. Learning a foreign Regular High School 6 100 0 0 0 0
language is mostly a Super High School 72 416 | 27| 158 74 42.8
rriatter of Iearnllng alot o High School 36 | 4090 | 13| 148 39| 443
of grammar rules.
9 (N:293) Private High School 1 50 1 50 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 10 45.5 5 22.7 7 31.8
24. Learning a foreign Regular High School 5 83.3 0 0 1 16.7
language is different Super High School 166 | 96.5 2 1.2 4 2.3
];rgr?;cl)?zmtinegc&ther Anatolian High School 82 93.2 2 2.3 4 4.5
u .
J(N:292) Private High School 2 100 0 0 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 21 95.5 0 0 1 4.5
25. Learning a foreign Regular High School 3 50 1 16.7 2 333
language is mostly a Super High School 18 | 105 20| 117 133 778
fp(f‘riie_flj’rfki:‘]”5|at'”g Anatolian High School 10 | 115 14| 161 63 72.4
(N:290) Private High School 1 50 1 50 0 0
Anat. Teacher- Training H.S. 2 9.1 4 18.2 16 72.7
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A parallelism between individuals’ social class #muguage development has been
reported in the literature (Preston 1989 citedllis E994). In this particular study, any
correspondence was sought between the socioeconsia@ios and beliefs about
language and language learning. After distinguighiihree socioeconomic groups,
findings were analysed statistically. As Table 43pthays no significant differences
have been found related to socioeconomic status.

Table 27. One-way ANOVA analysis results accordinghe socioeconomic
status of the pre-service teachers

SUM OF MEAN

FACTOR sQuAREs | PF | square| F 5%
Between .305 2 153 553| .576
Foreign Language grgups
. Within 74.818 271 276
Aptltude groups
Total 75.123 273
Between 1.281 2 .640 1.412  .245
Difficulty of Language grc_)ups
Leam Within 122.867 271 453
earnlng groups
Total 124.148 273
Between 535 2 268 573 565
groups
Nawre ofLanguage [Twithin | 126623 | 271| 467
Learning groups
Total 127.158 273
Between | 3 542E.03 2 1771E-03| .008 .992
Language and groups
Communication Within 62.673 271 231
Strategies groups
Total 62.677 273
Between 1.544 2 772 2.87Q0  .058
groups
Self efficacy Beliefs Within 72.915 271 269
groups
Total 74.459 273
Between 1.684 2 .842 1.274  .281
groups
Teacher Roles Within 179.041 271 661
groups

Total 180.725 273
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4.1.3 RQ 3: What are the beliefs of in-service tehers related to language and

language learning?

Six factors of the instrument are listed in Tab& & cording to the mean scores
obtained from the data collected. As it can berbleseen, self-efficacy beliefs appear
in the first line which indicates that the partmms agreed with the set of the
statements in the factor (Mean= 4.59; SD= .57).

Table 28 . Mean scores for each factor

FACTOR N MEAN SD
Self-efficacy beliefs 68 4.59 57
Learnlpg and communication 63 385 69
strategies
Foreign language learning aptitude 68 3.85 .93
Teacher roles 68 3.80 .64
Nature of language learning 68 3.72 .64
Difficulty of language learning 68 3.30 .68

None of the participant teachers in the study thitllat s/he cannot teach English
well (f: 255; 87%). They have reported to beli¢vat it is easy to teach English (f: 52;
76.5%); and they are able to use different teachiathods (f: 63; 92.6%) and they can
get through to unmotivated students (f: 55; 80.98@ditionally, the findings show
that they think they owe the necessary skills déative teachers to their teacher
training programme and experience (f: 55; 80.9%).

Considering the strong effect of self-efficacy b&dion success (Bikmaz 2004), it
can be said that high self-efficacy beliefs leadcsssful teaching. From this point of
view, the general picture of the in-service teaslaliefs related to self-efficacy seems
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positive (See Table 29). However, it should alwhgsquestioned that whether these
beliefs are realistic or not. Moreover, teacherthwery high self-efficacy beliefs may
give up reading published materials, asking for enoformation, trying out new
techniques or attending staff development courBkesy may ignore student feedback
or collaboration with colleagues. To sum up, wheachers view themselves as perfect
professionals, they may stop trying to develop thelwes. Certainly, there needs to be

more studies in this issue.

Table 29 . Descriptive statistics of self- efficangliefs of in-service teachers

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM N AGREE DISAGREE
F % f % f %
5. | believe that | can teach 63 | 62 91.2 6 8.8 0 0

English very well.

14. It is easy to teach English.68 52 76.5 8 11.8 8 11.8

26. My teacher training
program and experience hag 66 | 55 83.3 5 7.6 6 91
given me the necessary skill
to be an effective teacher.

\"2)

29. | can motivate 6 55 809 | 10 14.7 3 4.4
unmotivated students
30. | can use different 68 63 92.6 4 59 1 15

teaching methods

The second highest mean score is for the itemteteta communication strategies
(see Table 30). All teachers agree that it is irtgrdrto repeat and practice often while
learning a foreign language. Similarly, guessing timknown vocabularyf:( 57;
83.8%) and speaking the target language from tigegnbmg ¢ 48; 70.6) are highly

accepted as useful learning and communicatioresfie.
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Table 30. Descriptive statistics of in-service tears’ beliefs regarding learning

and communication strategies

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
ITEM AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
6. It is important to speak a foreign 52 76.5 3 4.4 13 191

language with an excellent pronunciation.

8. You shouldn’t say anything in the
foreign language until you can say it 11 16.9 6 9.2 48 73.8
correctly. (N=65)

12.1t's OK to guess if you don'tknow a | g7 85.1 6 9 4 6
word in the foreign language. (N=67)

16. It is important to repeat and practice | gg 100 0 0 0 0
often.

18. If the students are allowed to make ]
mistakes in the beginning, it will be hard fo 32 | 47.1| 8 | 11.8| 28| 411
get rid of them later on.

20. It's important to practice in the 53 77.9 6 8.8 9 13.9
language laboratory.

With reference to foreign language aptitude, alnadisbf the participant teachers
support the common belief that “it is easier foildrien than adults to learn a foreign
language” {; 65; 95.6%). They also believe that it is eassgr§omeone who already

speaks a foreign language to learn another 038 85.3%).

Although they agree with the existence of foreignguage aptitude (item £:58;
85.3%), they think that everyone can learn to sgeékeign languagd:(60; 88.2 %)
which may indicate that they are optimistic abdwiit students. The optimism also
reveals in the 13 item which they agreed with the statement thak3ware good at
learning foreign languaget B86; 52.9%).

It is also noteworthy that the participant teacharg uncertain about the
relationship between language learning and inttlig and female superiority over
male. The percentages of agreement and disagreéondatth beliefs are very close to

each other. 27 of 68 participants think that femadee better than men at learning
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foreign languages (39.7 %) whereas 29 do not (4R.@#milarly, 32 in-service
teachers agree with the belief that people wholspeare than one language well are
very intelligent (47.1%) while 24 of them disag(88.3%). Table 31 displays the

findings related to foreign language aptitude.

Table 31. Descriptive statistics of in-service thacs’ beliefs regarding foreign

language aptitude

DISAGREE /
TOTALLY /
NOT SURE TOTALLY

ITEM AGREE

DISAGREE

f % f % f %

1. Itis easier for children than 65 95.6 0 0 3 4.4
adults to learn a foreign language.
2. Some people are born with a
special ability which helps them to| 58 85.3 4 5.9 6 8.8
learn a foreign language.
4. Everyone can learn to speak a 60 88.2 2 29 6 8.8

foreign language.

9. It is easier for someone who
already speaks a foreign language| 5g 87.9 5 7.6 3 45
to learn another one.

(N=66)
13. Turks are good at learning 36 54.5 20 30.3 10 15.9
foreign languages. (N=66)

21.Women are better than men at| o7 39.7 12 17.6 29 42.6
learning foreign languages.

28. People who are good at math
and science are not good at learning 11 16.2 8 11.8 49 72.1
foreign languages.

31. People who speak more than qne 3o 471 12 17.6 24 35.3
language well are very intelligent.

The findings of the factor related to language heacoles reveal that teachers tend
to follow a learner-centred approach instead aftiee-centred one. When Table 32 is
studied, it is seen that the majority of the pgvaat teachers avoid being a controller
(f: 37; 54.4%) and they prefer teaching their stusl@otv to learn (f: 61; 89.7%). What
is interesting here is that they also support thesmission of teacher knowledge to the
students at nearly the same range (f: 53; 77.9%is may indicate that in-service
teachers are still uncertain about the role of tbacher in a foreign language
classroom. This may be because of the traditigmaidaach to teaching due to their past

language learning experiences or that teachingunkély do not challenge them to use
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different methods. From another point of view, gheould be tension between theory
and practice of teachers since the curriculum eesntly changed. The new curriculum
follows a learner-centred approach which contradieachers’ familiar routines
(Hatipaglu Kavanoz 2006) and they probably have difficuttyadaptation to their new

roles in the language classroom.

Table 32. Descriptive statistics of in-service tears’ beliefs regarding language

teacher roles

TOTALLY DISAGREE /

AGREE / NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM

AGREE DISAGREE

f % f % f %
11. The role of a language teachet
is to control the students. 19 29.7 8 12.5 37 57.9
(N=64)

17. The role of a language teachef g1 897 2 29 5 7.4
is to teach students how to learn.
22. The role of a language teacherf 53 77.9 7 10.3 38 11.8
Is to share his/her knowledge.

The next factor consists of a group of items whaddresses the beliefs regarding
nature of language learning (see Table 33). Whenr@hponses to items 15, 19 and 25
are compared, some conclusions can be drawn adachers’ opinions with reference
to beliefs about what language learning is. It t@nseen that in-service language
teachers in the study mostly believe that learrangt of vocabulary is essential for
language learning (f: 50; 73.5%); and again theonitgj of them think that translation
from the mother tongue should be avoided (f: 559%). Yet, there is no consensus on
the place of grammar amongst the participant teachehile 30 of them consider
grammar as the main component in language leadihd.%), 29 disagreed with the
same statement. If beliefs have influence on praqWoods 1996; Cohen and Fass
2001; Davis, 2003; Yero 2002; Hatigla Kavanoz 2006; Bai and Ertmer 2004), all
these findings may indicate that the participamicters in this study spend most of
their time teaching vocabulary; very seldom usekiBlr to explain issues in the

classroom and are not sure whether grammar ruteddhbe taught or not.
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There are some more worrying findings in this factor example, almost all of
the participants strongly believe that it is betterlearn a foreign language in the
foreign country f{ 65; 95.6%). For English is taught as a foreigmglaage in Turkey,
such a belief might represent the language tedcfessbng of desperation. Another
detrimental belief appears on the item relatece&zhing culture. A very high number
of the participants agreed with the statement ‘tthas necessary to know the foreign
culture in order to speak the foreign language4@; 72.1%). As mentioned before
English is a lingua franca and it is spoken alluah the world with several purposes.
In other words, there is not a unique culture totéeght (Alptekin 2000). This

traditional belief of language teachers shouldthdisd on.

Table 33 . Descriptive statistics of in-servicedbars’ beliefs regarding nature of

language learning

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM
AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %

7. It is necessary to know the foreign
culture in order to speak the foreig
language. (N=67)

10. 1t is better to learn a foreign 65 95.6 1 15 2 29
language in the foreign country.
15. Learning a foreign language is
mostly a matter of learning a lot of| 0 73.5 6 8.8 12 17.9
new vocabulary words.

19. Learning a foreign language is
mostly a matter of learning a lot of 30 44.1 9 13.2 29 42.9
grammar rules.

24. Learning a foreign language is

49 73.1 4 6 14 20.9

=]

different from learning other schoo] 62 91.2 3 4.4 3 4.4
subjects.

25. Learning a foreign language is

mostly a matter of translating from| 7.4 8 11.8 55 80.9
Turkish.

The last factor measures various beliefs abouicdlff of language learning. The
in-service teachers in the study consider Englssh language of medium difficulty (f:
40; 58.8%) and the majority of them think that nif lsour a day was spent learning a
language, it would take 1-2 years (f: 22; 36.1%)ess than a year (f: 10; 26.4%) to
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become fluent (see Table 34a). In general, it ssiibe to say that the sample group
holds optimistic beliefs about the difficulty ofetlanguage they teach.

Table 34a. Descriptive statistics of in-servicedkars’ beliefs regarding difficulty

of language learning (items 32 and 33)

YOU CAN'T
LESS 5-10 LEARN A
THAN A 1-2 YEARS | 3-5 YEARS LANGUAGE
ITEM YEAR YEARS IN1HOUR A
DAY.
f % f % f % f % f %

32. If someone
spent one hour a
day learning a
language, how long 10 | 16.4| 22| 36.1 11 18 5 8.2 13 21|13
would it take
her/him to become
fluent? (N=61)

very easy easy medium difficult | very difficult
Item difficulty

f % f % f % f % f %
33. The language |

is.... (N= 68)

Additionally, the findings of the 28and 27 items may indicate that speaking is
considered as the most difficult skill in languagarning by the participants (see Table
34b). They commonly believe that it is difficuti speak than understand a foreign
language (f: 41; 60.3%) and it is easier to readl @rite the language than speak and
understand it (f: 40; 59.7%).
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Table 34b. Descriptive statistics of in-servicedkars’ beliefs regarding difficulty

of language learning (items 3, 23 and 27)

TOTALLY DISAGREE /

AGREE / NOT SURE TOTALLY
ITEM N | AGREE DISAGREE

f % f % f %

3. Some languages are easier than68 61 89.7 2 29 5 7.4
others.
23.Itis easier to speak than 68 19 279 ) 11.8 41 60.3
understand a foreign language.
27. It is easier to read and write
this language than to speak and | 67 40 59.7 8 11.9 19 28.4
understand it.
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4.1.4 RQ 4: Is there a relationship between the kefs of in-service teachers in
regard to language and language learning and gendegraduation and teaching

experience and the school type the participants wkrin?

Some statistical analyses were carried out todimdwhether there is a relationship
between the variables in the research questiorttentleliefs of in-service teachers in
regard to language and language learning. Firallphny possible gender differences
were sought via Independent Samples T-Test (seke T3). The results reveal that
male and female participants’ beliefs differ in twain areas; beliefs about foreign

language aptitude (p > .05) and learning and conncatian strategies (p > .005).

Table 35 . Results of Independent Samples T-tesgender differences in regard

to different belief factors

GENDE MEA GROUP
FACTOR N SD T DF | SIG. | DIFFER
R N ENCES
Foreign Language Female 49 3.90 .6( Females
Aptitude 202 | 66| .047
Male 19| 355( .70 > males
Difficulty of Female 49 3.24| .72
Language Learning -1.29| 66 199
Male 19| 3.48| .53
Nature of Language | Female | 49| 3.80 | .56
Learning 1.70 | 66 .094
Male 19| 351 .79
Language and Female | 49| 400 | .66 Females
Communication 298| 66| .004
Strategies Male 19| 3.47| .64 > males
Self-efficacy Beliefs | Female 49 457 .59
-.622| 66 .536
Male 19| 4.66| .52
Teacher Roles Female 49 3.95 .87
1.42 | 66 .160
Male 19| 3.60| 1.0€

Table 36 displays the gender differences in teatheeliefs regarding foreign
language aptitude. The female teachers more siraugiport the common beliefs that

“some people are born with a special ability whintips them to learn a foreign



96

languages” (f: 44; 89.8%) and “people who are gabohath and science are not good
at learning foreign languages” (f: 10; 20.4%)slniot surprising that the females agree
with item 21 more strongly which addresses womepesarity over men in language
learning (f: 21; 42.9%).

Another significant difference between these twougs appears in the responses
given to the ¥ item. Almost all of the females believe that ‘6t éasier for someone
who already speaks a foreign language to learrhanamne” (f: 43; 91.5%). None of
them disagreed with the statement while the peageniof the same response was
15.8% for the males (f: 3).

The females also more strongly believe that Tumkes good at learning foreign
languages (f: 29; 60.4%) than the males (f: 7; 8.9
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Table 36. In-service teachers’ beliefs concernirggéign language aptitude in
relation to gender difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
GENDE | AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM R AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
1. Itis easier for children 47 95.9 0 0 2 4.1
than adults to learn a Female
foreign language. 18 94.7 0 0 1 5.3
Male
2. Some people are born 44 89.8 2 4.1 3 6.1
with a special ability Female
which helps them to learn 14 73.7 2 10.5 3 15.4
a foreign language. Male
4. Everyone can learn to 43 | 87.8| 2 4.1 4 8.2
- Female
speak a foreign language
17 89.5 0 0 2 10.5
Male
9. Itis easier for someone 43 91.5 4 85 0 0
who already speaks a Female
foreign language to learn 15 78.9 1 53 3 15.9
another one. Male ' ' ’
13. Turks are good at 29 | 60.4| 12 25 7 14.6
learning Female
foreign languages. 7 38.9 8 44.4 3 16.7
Male
21 42.9 9 18.4 19 38.4
21.Women are bettgr thaqumaIe
men at learning foreign 5 316 3 158 0 -
languages. Male . - .
28. People who are good 10 | 204| 5 | 10.2| 34| 694
at math and science are | Female
not good at learning 1 5.3 3 15.8 15 78.9
foreign languages. Male
23 46.9 10 20.4 16 32.]
31. People who speak Female
more than one language
well are very intelligent. 9 | 474 2 105 8 | 42
Male

With regard to learning and communication stratggide female participants
agreed with the belief statements in all items nstrengly than the males, except 16
(see Table 37).
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Table 37. In-service teachers’ beliefs concernirgaining and communication
strategies in relation to gender difference

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
GENDE | AGREE/ NOT SURE | TOTALLY
ITEM R AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %

6. It is important to speak a1 83.7 1 2 7 14.3
a foreign language with | Female
an excellent Male 11 | 579| 2 | 105/ 6| 314
pronunciation.
8. You shouldn't say 9 | 196| 5 | 109| 32| 694
anything in the foreign Female
language until you can Male 2 105 1 5.3 16 84.7

say it correctly.

12. |1t’S OK to guess if you Female 42 87.5 3 6.3 3 6.3
don’t know a word in the

foreign language.

Male 15 78.9 3 15.8 1 5.3
100 100 0 0 0 0
16. It is important to Female
repeat and practice often Male 100 100 0 0 0 0

18. If the students are )
allowed to make mistakes Female 26 | 53.1 6 122 17| 34
in the beginning, it will be

hard to get rid of them Male 6 316 2 105 11 57 d
later on.

20. It's important to Female 41 | 837 3 6.1 5 10.4
practice in the language

laboratory. Male 12 63.2 3 15.8 4 21.1

To investigate the possible effects of faculty gigttbn, teaching experience and
the school type the participants currently worlomtheir beliefs concerning language
and language teaching, first mean scores were latdcuand then ANOVA analysis
was carried out. The findings are presented iregafdr each variable below.
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Table 38. One-way ANOVA analysis results accordingaculty graduation

SUM OF
MEAN
FACTOR SQUSARE DF SQUARE F SIG
Between 122 3 4.06E-02| .094 .963
Foreign Language ng’“PS
_ Within 27.698 64 433
Aptitude groups
Total 27.820 67
Between 2.844 3 .948 2.18( .099
Difficulty of Language ng’“PS
_ Within 27.831 64 435
Learning groups
Total 30.675 67
Between .924 3 .308 744 .530
groups
Nature of Language Within 26.473 64 414
Learning groups
Total 27.397 67
Between .676 3 225 A57 713
Language and groups
Communication Within 31.566 64 493
Strategies groups
Total 32.242 67
Between 439 3 .146 442 124
groups
Self efficacy Beliefs Within 21.159 64 331
groups
Total 21.598 67
Between 2.285 3 762 .867 463
groups
Teacher Roles Within 56.244 64 879
groups
Total 58.529 67
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Table 39 . One-way ANOVA analysis results accordingteaching experience

SUM OF MEAN
FACTOR SQUARES DF SQUARE F SIG
Between 1.618 4 404 972 429
Foreign Language 9“?“!03
_ Within 26.202 63 416
Aptitude groups
Total 27.820 67
Between 2.611 4 .653 1.49 .223
groups 5
Difficulty of Language
groups
Total 30.675 67
Between 2.801 4 .700 1.79 .141
groups 3
Nature of Language
. Within 24.596 63 .390
Learning
groups
Total 27.397 67
Between 1.409 4 352 720 .582
Language and groups
Communication Within 30.833 63 .489
Strategies groups
Total 32.242 67
Between .989 4 247 .758 .558
groups
Self efficacy Beliefs Within 20.609 63 .327
groups
Total 21.598 67
Between 2.825 4 .706 .799 531
groups
Teacher Roles Within 55.704 63 .884
groups
Total 58.529 67
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Table 40 . One-way ANOVA analysis results accordinghe school types the

participants currently work in

SUM OF MEAN
FACTOR SQUARES DF SQUARE F SIG
Between .810 3 .270 .640 .592
Foreign Language ng’“PS
Within 27.010 64 422
Aptitude groups
Total 27.820 67
Between 1.797 3 .599 1.329 273
Difficulty of Language ng’“PS
_ Within 28.878 64 451
Learning groups
Total 30.675 67
Between 499 3 .166 .396 757
groups
Nature of Language Within 26.898 64 420
Learning groups
Total 27.397 67
Between 1.315 3 438 .907 443
Language and groups
Communication Within 30.927 64 483
Strategies groups
Total 32.242 67
Between 274 3 9.138E-| .274 .844
groups 02
Self efficacy Beliefs  ——yymriy 21323 | 64| 333
groups
Total 21.598 67
Between 4.605 3 1.355 1.592 .200
groups
Teacher Roles Within 54.465 64 .851
groups
Total 58.529 67

As it can be clearly seen, no significant differesitvave been found between the

variables and in-service teachers’ beliefs (p >.05)
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4.1.5 RQ 5: Is there a significant difference betwen pre-service and in-
service teachers’ beliefs in regard to learning anthnguage learning?

After teachers’ beliefs about language and languagming were identified via
descriptive statistics, an Independent Samples sk-Was carried out to compare in-
service and pre-service sample groups. As showrable 41, the only difference was
in the factor related to self-efficacy beliefs.

Table 41. Results of Independent Samples T-tespaaservice — in-service

teachers’ belief differences in regard to differebtlief factors

GROUP
FACTOR N MEAN | SD T DF | SIG. | DIFFERE
NCES
Foreign in-service 67 3.80| .65
Language : -14| 35| .16
Aptitude pre-service| 293 | 3.90 | .52
Difficulty of in-service 67 3.31 .68
Language : -1.8 | 36| .07
Learning pre-service| 293 | 3.48 | .68
Nature of in-service 67 3.72 64
Language : -08 | 36| .93
Learning pre-service| 293 | 3.73| .68
Language and in-service 67 3.86 .70
Communication -1.9| 36| .05
Strategies pre-service| 293 | 3.99| .48
Self-efficacy in-service 67 461 | .55 In-service>
Beliefs : 23 | 36| .02 .
pre-service| 293 | 4.45| .52 pre-service
Teacher Roles | in-service 67 3.85| .94
: -4 | 36| .67
pre-service| 293 3.89| .81

As it could be detected in Table 42, the most eaiite difference between the pre-
service and in-service teachers’ self-efficacydiak the one concerning difficulty of
language teaching (item 14). While the majorityregervice teachers believe that it is
easy to teach English (f: 52; 76.5%), only 42 %tloed pre-service teachers do so.

When the percentages of the teachers who repoisadrdement and who stated they
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were not sure are considered, totally 58% of thegervice teachers find English
language teaching difficult. This finding confirrtige idea that experience is influential
in belief formation (Richardson 2003; Crookesandafa 1999 cited in Borg 2003).

Table 42. Teachers’ beliefs concerning self-effigain relation to group
difference (N=361)

TOTALLY DISAGREE /
AGREE / NOT SURE TOTALLY
ITEM AGREE DISAGREE
f % f % f %
_ , _ 62 | 91.2| 6 8.8 0 0
5. | believe that | can teach | in-service
English very well. 275 | 93.9| 16| 55| 2 7
pre-service
_ _ _ 52 | 76.5 8 11.8| 8 11.4
14. It is easy to teach In-service
English. _ 123 | 42 87 | 29.7| 83| 281
pre-service
26. My teacher training in-service | 55 | 80.9| 5 74| 6 8.8

program and experience haS(N= 66)

given me the necessary skills;re_service
to be an effective teacher. S?N: 291) 232 1 792 44 o o >

55 80.9 10 14.7 3 4.4

29. | can motivate in-service

unmotivated students. 269 91.8 21 7.2 3 1
pre-service
_ _ 63 92.6 4 5.9 1 15

30. | can use different in-service

teaching methods. pre-service| 263 | 89.8 25 8.5 3 1
(N=291)

4.2 Chapter summary

In this chapter, findings of the statistical analysvere represented. They were also

interpreted and discussed in terms of researchiques
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

5.0 Introduction

This chapter begins with the conclusions of thelgtand then the methodological
and pedagogical implications are presented resdgti Finally, suggestions for

further research are presented.

5.1 Conclusions

This study aimed to investigate pre-service andseirvice teachers’ beliefs
concerning language and language learning. It @lsstioned the possible differences
in those beliefs in relation to independent vagablThese variables were gender,
grade, high school graduation and socioeconomikdgvaand for pre-service teachers;
and gender, teaching experience, faculty graduadimh school type they currently

work in for in-service teachers.

The study was held with the pre-service teachers stdy ELT at Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University and in-service teachers wiook at primary and high schools
in Canakkale city centre.
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5.1.1 Conclusions for pre-service teachers

The results show that the pre-service teachetsarstudy hold strong beliefs about
language and language learning. Among the othdpriacthe one related to self-

efficacy has the highest mean score (Mean= 4.45).

With regard to the effect of different variables,stiong relationship has been
investigated in pre-service teachers’ beliefs. iRstance, a significant difference has
been detected between the male and female partisipa two factors, namely
difficulty of language learning and self-efficacgliefs (p < .05). The male pre-service
teachers hold higher self-efficacy beliefs than figr@ales (Mean= 4.57; Mean= 4.42
respectively). Similarly, they report stronger b&di about the difficulty of language
learning (Mean= 3.66; Mean= 3.44 respectively).

The pre-service teachers’ beliefs also vary dudht grade differences; some
significant changes have been found in three factAccording to the results, the
beliefs of the first class students related toidifty of language differ from the ones
held by the second and third class students (pbxafd in relation to language and
communication strategies they hold stronger betigdé the fourth class students (p <
.05). The last difference has been found in théofarelated to nature of language
learning. That is, the third class students’ bsliafe weaker than the prep class
students’ (p < .05). The findings could indicatatthre-service teachers’ beliefs evolve
during the preparation programme as they receivdagagical and subject area
teaching knowledge. Although it is not statistigadignificant, another difference is
worth discussing; when the mean scores for theefitfacy beliefs are examined, it is
clearly seen that especially the second and tHasdscstudents have relatively lower
self-efficacy beliefs (Mean= 4.40). This could e tresult of the main methodology

courses they take in those grades.

The findings of the study also reveal that highaol graduation is an effective
variable in pre-service teachers’ beliefs. The laghigh school graduates reported
stronger beliefs regarding nature of language &arthan the Anatolian high school
graduates and Anatolian teacher training high scgomduates (p < .05). When the
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items in this factor are considered it is possiblesay that past learning experiences

play an important role in formation of beliefs.

5.1.2 Conclusions for in-service teachers

When the mean scores for each factor are studiedydliefs related to self-efficacy
appear as the strongest one (Mean= 4.59). This slioa¥ in-service teachers in the
study believe that they have the necessary skilisiwthey need for language teaching.
Although the responses for the items in the faaterreally satisfactory, it should be
bare in mind that high self-efficacy beliefs coudluence the teachers’ motivation to

develop themselves.

Surprisingly, no difference have been found in trefato variables except one
related to gender. The male and female in-sereaehers’ beliefs differ in two factors;
foreign language aptitude (p < .05) and languagenconication strategies (p < .005).
In both factors, the females hold stronger belieés the males.

5.1.3 Conclusions with regard to differences betwaepre- and in-service

teachers’ beliefs

The results show that both pre-service and in-serteachers hold strong beliefs
concerning language and language learning. Theebiginean scores are the ones
about self-efficacy in both groups. Disturbingljhet only statistically significant
difference has been found in the same factor (5 which may be due to the
influence experience in in-service teachers’ bgliéffthe in-service teachers share the
same beliefs with the pre-service teachers whiacle ieeen obsrved in the remaining
five factors, the findings here contradict with titea that teachers go on forming
beliefs all through their professional life (SatedaKleinsasser, 2004; Argal 2007)
and use student feedback, trial and errors, caméese seminars and collaboration as

sources for formation of new beliefs (Richardslef@01).
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The findings also reveal that beliefs of teachersive during the pre-service
teacher education and they start their career sathof beliefs which are stable and

resistant to change (Pajares 1992).

5.2 Implications

The implications of this study are presented in tategories; implications for pre-

service teacher education and implications forerise teacher education.

5.2.1 Implications for pre-service teacher educatio

Teacher educators’ views and definitions of thecpss of learning to teach
generally indicate what will be presented to studeachers to receive during their pre-
service education. However, the focus should bestadent teachers’ beliefs. When
they are given the opportunity to reflect upon thusliefs, the teacher training courses
would become more powerful. Student teachers shioelldeen as learners as they are
learning to teach and teacher educators provide thgportunities to examine their
tacit beliefs about language learning and teacHidgrrington and Hertel 2000).
Additionally, pre-service language teachers’ bsligifiould be assessed systematically
(Horwitz, 1985) so that the falsified beliefs coudé determined and worked on.
Moreover, a set of basic beliefs could be deterthiaed embedded into the teacher

preparation course content.

5.2.2 Implications for in-service teacher education

The results of the findings in this study point that the mistaken or uninformed
beliefs of the in-service teachers do not change time even if they work in different
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types of schools or experience teaching for sewarats. This may indicate that there
is a need for reform in in-service teacher develepmFirst of all, the beliefs of in-
service teachers should be described and any rarstakuninformed beliefs should be
determined. Then “mediated, constructivist andemiVe professional development
courses” (Rosenfeld and Rosenfeld, 2008) shouldrganised and teachers should be
encouraged to take part in seminars and confereAckbtionally, controlled studies
should be held systematically to find out if thesehange in the detrimental beliefs of

in-service teachers.

5.3 Suggestions for further research

This particular study was held with the participatiof 361 pre-service and in-
service teachers in Canakkale. However, therelamasands of language teachers in
the country. Hence, further studies which can rdader number of participants could

provide more evidence about what language teaamdnsrkey believe.

A further research may focus on specific sets tiefse For example, beliefs about

teaching vocabulary or beliefs concerning coopeedgarning might be investigated.

Furthermore, a self-report questionnaire, BALLI,swaodified and used in this
study since there was not a more appropriate im&nd for data collection. The next
step could be the development of a foreign languageher beliefs scale which suits
the Turkish context and serve as a more relialsieareh tool.

5.4 Chapter summary

This chapter involved the interpretations of thedgt It began with the conclusions
and continued with the presentation of some impbosg. Finally, suggestions for

further research were presented.
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APPENDIX A

BELIEFS ABOUT LANGUAGE LEARNING INVENTORY
(Horwitz, 1988)

1. Itis easier for children than adults to learsecond language.

2. Some people are born with a special ability Wwhielps them to learn a foreign
language.

3. Some languages are easier than others.

4. The language | am trying to learn is

A= very difficult B= difficult C= medium difficuly D= easy E= very easy

5. The language | am trying to learn is structurethe same way as English.

6. | believe that | will ultimately learn this langge very well.

7. It is important to speak a foreign language aithexcellent pronunciation.

8. It is necessary to know the foreign culturerider to speak the foreign language.

9. You shouldn’t say anything in the foreign langeantil you can say it correctly.

10. It is easier for someone who already speakseigh language to learn another one.
11. It is better to learn a foreign language infthreign country.

12. If I heard someone speaking the language rgngtto learn, | would go up to them
so that | could practice speaking the language.

13. It's OK to guess if you don’'t know a word iretforeign language.

14. If someone spent one hour a day learning aukeggy how long would it take her/him
to become fluent?

() Lessthan ayear ( )1-2yeary )3-5years ( )5-10years
() You can'tlearn a language in 1 hour a day.

15. | have a foreign language aptitude.

16. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matitéearning a lot of new vocabulary
words.

17. It is important to repeat and practice often.

18. | feel self-conscious speaking the foreign teage in front of other people.

19. If you are allowed to make mistakes in the beigig, it will be hard to get rid of them
later on.

20. Learning a foreign language is mostly a mattéearning a lot of grammar rules.
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22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
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It is important to practice in the languageolabory.

Women are better than men at learning foreagguages.

If | speak this language very well, | will hangny opportunities to use it.

It is easier to speak than understand a folamgguage.

Learning a foreign language is different fragarhing other school subjects.
Learning a foreign language is mostly a mattéranslating from English.

If I learn to speak this language very wellyiit help me get a good job.

It is easier to read and write this languag tio speak and understand it.
People who are good at math and science agondtat learning foreign languages.
Americans think that it is important to spedkr@ign language.

I would like to learn this language so thaah get to know its speakers better.
People who speak more than one language veelleay intelligent.

Americans are good at learning foreign langsage

Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.
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APPENDIX B

Degerli Meslektaimiz,

Bu anket, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi, YabeDiller Egitimi, ingilizce CGsretmenlgi
Yuksek Lisans Programi, Yiksek Lisans Tezinde kultaak Uzere, gretmenlerin yabanci dil ve yabanci dil
ogrenimine ilgkin inanclarini tespit etmek icin hazirlarym.

ifadelerin dgru ya da yany cevabi yoktur. Elde edilen veriler amacsidda kullaniimayacak ve
katilimcilarin kimlgi hi¢bir bicimde ilan edilmeyecektir. Katiliminigin tesekkir ederiz.

Ozlem ERDEM
IngilizceGsretmeni/ozlemerdm@yahoo.com
Lutfen gagidaki ifadeleri dikkatle okuyup size uygun olanilXisaretleyiniz.

tamamen
katiliyorum
kismen
katiliyorum
kararsizim
katiimiyorum
kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

1. Yetkkinlere nazaran yabanci digi@nmek cocuklar icin
daha kolaydir.

2. Bazi insanlar onlarin yabanci dgrénmelerine yardimci
olan Ozel bir yetenekle gar.

3. Bazi diller dgerlerine gore daha kolayggenilir.

4. Herkes yabanci bir dil kognay! Ggrenebilir.

5. Ingilizceyi cok iyi @&retebildigime inaniyorum.

6.Yabanci dili mikemmel bir telaffuzla kogmmak énemlidir.

7. Bir yabanci dili kongmak icin o dilin kiltirind bilmek
gerekir.

8. Dasru bigimde sdyleyene kadar yabanci dilde higeyr
sOylenmemelidir.

9. Bir yabanci dil bilen ki icin bir baskasini @renmek daha
kolaydir.

10. Bir yabanci dili konguldugu Ulkede grenmek daha iyidir.

11. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gorevi grencileri kontrol
etmektir.

12. Yabanci dildeki bir sozgu bilmedginizde tahmin etmeniz
uygundur.

13. Turkler yabanci dilgrenme konusunda iyidirler.

14.Ingilizce Gretmek kolaydir.

15. Yabanci dil grenmek temel olarak ¢ok sayida yeni sdzciik
0grenme meselesidir.
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tamamen
katiliyorum
kismen
katiliyorum
kararsizim
katiimiyorum
kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

16. Dil ¢grenirken ¢ok sayida tekrar ve pratik yapmak
Onemlidir.

17. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gorevi grencilere nasil
ogrenebileceklerini gretmektir.

18. Gerencilerin balangicta hata yapmasina izin verilirse daha
sonralari bu hatalardan kurtulmalari zor olacaktir.

19. Yabanci dil grenmek temel olarak ¢ok sayida dilbilgisi
kuralini &renmektir.

20. Dil laboratuarinda pratik yapmak énemlidir.

21. Dil ggrenme konusunda kizlar erkeklerden daha iyidir.

22. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gérevingilizceye ilskin bilgisini
paylamaktir.

23. Bir dili konsmak anlamaktan daha kolaydir.

24. Yabanci dil grenmek dger dersleri @renmekten farklidir.

25. Yabanci dil grenmek daha ¢ok Turkgeden geviri yapma
meselesidir.

26. Gpretmen gitim programim ve deneyimim etkin bir
ogretmen olmam icin gereken becerileri kazandytmi

27.1ingilizceyi okuyup yazmak kogmak ve anlamaktan daha
kolaydir.

28. Matematik ve fen alanindagbali olanlar dil grenme
konusunda iyi dgillerdir.

29. Derse az ilgi gosteregr@ncileri gudilemeyi baarabilirim.

30. Farkh @retim metotlarini etkin bicimde kullanabilirim.

31. Birden fazla yabanci dil bilenler ¢ok zekidir.

32. Yabanci dil grenmek icin giinde 1 saatini ayiran birinin akicisekilde kongabilmesi ne
kadar zamanini alr?

() Biryildan az ()12wl ( )35yl

( )5-10wil () Guntlesaat cagarak bir yabanci dil grenilmez

33. Geretmeye caltigim dil

() Gok Zordur. ( ) Zordur. ( ) Orta Zoktadir. ( ) Kolaydir. ( ) Cok Kolaydir.
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APPENDIX C

Dear Colleague,

This questionnaire, which is a part of a Mastersiheat Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University,
Department of Foreign Languages, English Languaggehing Programme, has been designed in order to
find out teachers’ beliefs about language and laggulearning Canakkale There are no “RIGHT” or
“WRONG” responses to the statements. The data gathagill be used only for scientific purposes amd n
information identifying the participants will be sdlosed under any circumstances. Thank you for your
participation.

Ozlem ERDEM
Teacher of Englistozlemerdm@yahoo.com

Please read the statements below carefully and tharknost appropriate choice according to you

with (X) sign.

Totally agree
Not sure
Disagree
Totally disagree

Agree

1. Itis easier for children than adults to learioreign
language.

2. Some people are born with a special ability Whielps them
to learn a foreign language.

3. Some languages are easier than others.

4. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.

5. | believe that | can teach English very well.

6. It is important to speak a foreign language witreacellent
pronunciation.

7. It is necessary to know the foreign culture in ortdespeak
the foreign language.

8. You shouldn’t say anything in the foreign languagé! you
can say it correctly.

9. It is easier for someone who already speakseigio
language to learn another one.

10. 1t is better to learn a foreign language in thesign country.

11. The role of a language teacher is to contektadents.

12.1t's OK to guess if you don’t know a word in thedayn
language.

13. Turks are good at learning foreign languages.

14. It is easy to teach English.

15. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteeafiing a
lot of new vocabulary words.
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Totally agree
Agree

Not sure
Disagree
Totally
disagree

16. It is important to repeat and practice often.

17. The role of a language teacher is to teactestachow to
learn.

18. If the students are allowed to make mistakes in the
beginning, it will be hard to get rid of them latar.

19. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteeafiing a
lot of grammar rules.

20. It's important to practice in the language labonato

21. Women are better than men at learning foreigguages.

22. The role of a language teacher is to sharbdrighowledge

23. It is easier to speak than understand a foreigyuiage.

24. Learning a foreign language is different from |eagrother
school subjects.

25. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteéranslating
from Turkish.

26. My teacher training program and experienceghas me
the necessary skills to be an effective teacher.

27. It is easier to read and write this languagea tio speak and
understand it.

28. People who are good at math and science agondtat
learning foreign languages.

29. | can motivate unmotivated students.

30. | can use different teaching methods.

31. People who speak more than one language veelieay
intelligent.

32. 32. If someone spent one hour a day learnlagguage, how long would it take her/him to
become fluent?

( ) Less than a year ( )1-2years ( ) 3-5years

() 5-10 years () Yoan't learn a language in 1 hour a day.

33. The language | am trying to teach is

() verydifficult () difficult ( ) meium difficulty ( )easy ( ) veryeasy
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APPENDIX D

Degerli Ogretmen Adayi,

Bu anket, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi, YabeDiller Egitimi, ingilizce Gsretmenlgi
Yiksek Lisans Programi, Yiksek Lisans Tezinde kultaak tzere, gretmenlerin yabanci dil ve yabanci dil
ogrenimine ilskin inanclarini tespit etmek icin hazirlarytm.

ifadelerin dgru ya da yany cevabi yoktur. Elde edilen veriler amacsidda kullanilmayacak ve
katilimcilarin kimlgi hi¢bir bicimde ilan edilmeyecektir. Katiliminigin tesekkir ederiz.

Ozlem ERDEM
IngilizceGsretmeni/ozlemerdm@yahoo.com
Lutfen gagidaki ifadeleri dikkatle okuyup size uygun olanilXisaretleyiniz.

= S
El Eg |2 2
c > o = [e) o O
gBCBE > X
N o X2 =
SSEZs |£ |§%
S o 2w T 0 ®©
— X X X X X X XX

1. Yetkkinlere nazaran yabanci digi@nmek cocuklar icin daha
kolaydir.
2. Bazi insanlar onlarin yabanci d@rénmelerine yardimci olan
Ozel bir yetenekle diar.

3. Bazi diller dgerlerine gore daha kolatenilir.

4. Herkes yabanci bir dil kogmay! @Grenebilir.

5. Ingilizceyi cok iyi Gretebilecgime inaniyorum.

6. Yabanci dili miikemmel bir telaffuzla kogmaak 6nemlidir.

7. Bir yabanci dili kongmak igin o dilin kiltirind bilmek
gerekir.

8. Dasru bigimde sdyleyene kadar yabanci dilde higeyr
sdylenmemelidir.

9. Bir yabanci dil bilen ki icin bir bagkasini @renmek daha
kolaydir.

10. Bir yabanci dili konguldugu tlkede @renmek daha iyidir.

11. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gorevi grencileri kontrol etmektir.

12. Yabanci dildeki bir sozgu bilmedginizde tahmin etmeniz
uygundur.

13. Turkler yabanci dilgrenme konusunda iyidirler.

14.Ingilizce Gretmek kolaydir.

15. Yabanci dil grenmek temel olarak ¢ok sayida yeni sdzctik
O0grenme meselesidir.
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tamamen
katiliyorum
kismen
katiliyorum
kararsizim
katilmiyorum
kesinlikle
katilmiyorum

16. Dil 6grenirken ¢ok sayida tekrar ve pratik yapmak
onemlidir.

17. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gorevi grencilere nasil
ogrenebileceklerini gretmektir.

18. Gerencilerin balangicta hata yapmasina izin verilirse daha
sonralari bu hatalardan kurtulmalari zor olacaktir.

19. Yabanci dil grenmek temel olarak ¢ok sayida dilbilgisi
kuralini grenmektir.

20. Dil laboratuarinda pratik yapmak dnemlidir.

21. Dil ggrenme konusunda kizlar erkeklerden daha iyidir.

22. Yabanci dil gretmeninin gorevingilizceye iliskin bilgisini
paylasmaktir.

23. Bir dili konsmak anlamaktan daha kolaydir.

24. Yabanci dil grenmek dger dersleri @renmekten farklidir.

25. Yabanci dil grenmek daha ¢ok Turk¢ceden ceviri yapma
meselesidir.

26. Geretmen gitim programim etkin bir gretmen olmam igin
gereken becerileri kazandirmaktadir.

27.1ngilizceyi okuyup yazmak konmak ve anlamaktan daha
kolaydir.

28. Matematik ve fen alanindagbali olanlar dil grenme
konusunda iyi dgllerdir.

29. Derse az ilgi gosteregréncileri gudulemeyi
basarabilecgime inaniyorum.

30. Farkli @retim metotlarini etkin bigimde kullanabilirim.

31. Birden fazla yabanci dil bilenler ¢ok zekidir.

32. Yabanci dil grenmek i¢in ginde 1 saatini ayiran birinin akicisekilde kongabilmesi ne
kadar zamanini alir?

( ) Biryildan az ()12wl ( )35yl

( )5-10yil ( ) Guntlesaat cafarak bir yabanci dil grenilmez.

33. Greteceim dil
() Gok Zordur. ( ) Zordur. ( ) Orta Zoktadir. ( ) Kolaydir. ( ) Cok Kolaydir.




135

APPENDIX E

Dear student,

This questionnaire, which is a part of a Mastersiheat Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University,
Department of Foreign Languages, English Languaggeching Programme, has been designed in order to
find out teachers’ beliefs about language and laggulearning Canakkale There are no “RIGHT” or
“WRONG” responses to the statements. The data gathagill be used only for scientific purposes amd n
information identifying the participants will be sdlosed under any circumstances. Thank you for your
participation.

Ozlem ERDEM
Teacher of Englistozlemerdm@yahoo.com

Please read the statements below carefully and tharknost appropriate choice according to you

with (X) sign.

Totally agree
Agree

Not sure
Disagree
Totally disagree

1. ltis easier for children than adults to learioreign language

2. Some people are born with a special ability Whielps them
to learn a foreign language.

3. Some languages are easier than others.

4. Everyone can learn to speak a foreign language.

5. | believe that | can teach English very well.

6. It is important to speak a foreign language witreacellent
pronunciation.

7. It is necessary to know the foreign culture in ordespeak the
foreign language.

8. You shouldn’t say anything in the foreign languagé! you
can say it correctly.

9. Itis easier for someone who already speakseggio language
to learn another one.

10. 1t is better to learn a foreign language in thesign country.

11. The role of a language teacher is to contektadents.

12.1t's OK to guess if you don’t know a word in thedggn
language.

13. Turks are good at learning foreign languages.

14. It is easy to teach English.

15. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteeafiing a
lot of new vocabulary words.
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Totally agree
Agree

Not sure
Disagree
Totally
disaaree

16. It is important to repeat and practice often.

17. The role of a language teacher is to teactestachow to
learn.

18. If the students are allowed to make mistakes in the
beginning, it will be hard to get rid of them latar.

19. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteeafiing a
lot of grammar rules.

20. It's important to practice in the language labonato

21. Women are better than men at learning foreigguages.

22. The role of a language teacher is to sharbdrighowledge,

23. 1t is easier to speak than understand a foreigyulage.

24. Learning a foreign language is different from |éagrother
school subjects.

25. Learning a foreign language is mostly a matteéranslating
from Turkish.

26. My teacher training program has given me tleessary
skills to be an effective teacher.

27. It is easier to read and write this language tio speak and
understand it.

28. People who are good at math and science agondtat
learning foreign languages.

29. | can motivate unmotivated students.

30. | can use different teaching methods.

31. People who speak more than one language veeliesly
intelligent.

32. 32. If someone spent one hour a day learnlagguage, how long would it take her/him t
become fluent?

( ) Less than a year ( )1-2years ( ) 3-5years

( ) 5-10years () Yoan't learn a language in 1 hour a day.

33. The language | am going to teach is

() verydifficult ( ) difficult ( ) méium difficulty ( )easy ( ) veryeasy
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Deerli Meslektaimiz,

Anketin bu bolimu kisel bilgilerinizle ilgili veri toplama amaciyla kalanmstir. Bu
bilgiler higbir sekilde amaci dinda kullaniimayacak ve katilimcilarin  kili ilan

edilmeyecektir. Katiiminiz icin tekkir ederiz.
Latfen gagidaki ifadeleri dikkatle okuyup size uygun olanilXisaretleyiniz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz:
( ) Bayan ( ) Bay

2. Meslekteki deneyim sireniz:

1-4 yil c()5-8yil

) 1 yildan az b ()
) e ()13-16yil f( 7 ¥l ve Gsti

a (
d ()9-12wl
3. Mezun oldgunuz fakulte:

a ( )ingilizce Geretmenlpi b ( )ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati
¢ () Diger (Lutfen belirtiniz) ........ccovveiiiiiii e

4. Calstiginiz Kurum:

a ( )ilkogretim Okulu b ( ) Genel Lise ¢ ( ) Mdsle And. Meslek Lisesi
d ( ) Fen/Anadolu Lisesi e ()ger (Lutfen belirtiniz) .........................

5. Mesleki gekim baslaminda ve/veya sinif uygulamalarinizi gidimek amaciyla
basvurdusunuz kaynaklari en sik kullariginizdan bglayarak en az kullanginiza dgru (1, 2,
3...seklinde) siralayiniz. Kullanmaginiz varsa bgbirakiniz.

() Internet () Q@rencilerden geribildirim

() Sdreli yayinlar () Konferans/ Seminerler

() Alanla ilgili ¢esitli bagvuru kaynaklart () Hicbiri

() Meslektalarla gorigmeler () Ber (Lutfen belirtiniz) ..................

6. Son 3 yilda herhangi bir seminer, konferanankizgi eitim programina katildiniz mi?
() Evet () Hayir

Adi / gerigi Yili
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APPENDIX G

Dear Colleague,

This part of the questionnaire has beeigded to collect personal information about youe Tatal
gathered will be used only for scientific purposesl no information identifying the participants ik
disclosed under any circumstances. Thank you far participation.

Please read the statements below caredaliymark the most appropriate choice accordingpto
with (X) sign.

1. Gender:
( ) Female () Male

2. Teaching experience:

a ( ) Lessthan ayear b ()1-4years c( )5-8years
d () 9-12years e ()13-16 years f( )Mohan 17 years
3. Faculty Graduation:

a () ELT Department b ( ) English Langeiagd Literature
c () Other (Please Specify) .......ccovvvieiii it

4. The school type you work in:
a () Primary school b ( ) Regular High Schoal( ) Vocational High School

d ( ) Science /Anatolian High School e ( ) Otfielease specify) ..................ooe..e.

5. Please order the sources that you use for siofesl development and/or to improve your
classroom practice starting from the most freqyeamgked. Please ignore the one(s) that you
not use.

=

(0]

() Internet () Student feedback

() Periodicals () Conferences/ Seminars

() Reference books ( ) None

() Interaction with colleagues () Other (Please specify) .......c.ccceveene...

6. Have you attended any seminars, conferencesgarvice training courses for the last thrge
years?

( )Yes ( )No

Title / Content Year
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Deerli Ogretmen Adayi,

Anketin bu bolumua kisel bilgilerinizle ilgili veri toplama amaciyla kalanmstir. Bu
bilgiler hichir sekilde amaci ginda kullaniimayacak ve katilimcilarin kigglilan edilmeyecektir

Katiliminiz igin tgekkir ederiz.
Latfen gagidaki ifadeleri dikkatle okuyup size uygun olanilXisaretleyiniz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz:
( ) Bayan ( ) Bay

2. Devam ettiiniz sinif:

a () Hazirlik sinifi b ()1 sinf c()2 sinif
d ()3.sminif e ()4 sinf

3. Mezun oldgunuz okul tipi:

a () Genel Lise b (UOp8r Lise c ( ) Anadolu Lisesi

d () Anadolu @retmen Lisesi e ( ) Ozel Lise f( )der (Lutfen belirtiniz) ..........

4. Litfen sizin icin d@ru olani saretleyiniz.

Anne Meslgi Baba Meslgi

Ev Hanimi

Ogretmen

Doktor

Avukat

Ciftci

Isci

Issiz

Diger (Belirtiniz)

5. Ailenizin toplam aylik geliri:
( ) 1000 TL'den az ( )1001- 1500 TL ( )15@000 TL
( )2001- 2500 TL ( ) 2500- 3000 TL ( ) 3000 TL Gzeri

6. Lutfen sizin igin d@ru olani saretleyiniz.

Annenin Bgitim Durumu Babanin Eitim Durumu

Okumaz-Yazmaz

Okuryazar

Ilkokul

Ortaokul

Lise

Lisans

Yuksek Lisans

Diger (Belirtiniz)
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Dear student,

This part of the questionnaire has beeigded to collect personal information about youe Tdata|
gathered will be used only for scientific purposesl no information identifying the participants Iwbke
disclosed under any circumstances. Thank you far participation.

Please read the statements below carefotlymark the most appropriate choice accordinygtowith
(X) sign.

1. Gender:
( ) Female () Male
2. Grade:
a () Preparatory Class b () f'Grade c () 2°Grade
d ()3 Grade e ()4 Grade
3. High School Graduation:
a ( ) Regular H.S. b uper H.S. ¢ ( ) Anatolian H.S.
d ( ) Anatolian Teacher Training H. S. e () Private H.S.

f ( ) Other (Please specify) ..........

4. Mark the most appropriate choice according t@. yo

Mother’s occupation Father’s occupation

Housewife

Teacher

Doctor

Lawyer

Farmer

Worker

Unemployed

Other (Please specify)

5. Total family income:
() 1000 TL and below ( )1001- 1500 TL ( )1501- 2000 TL
() 2001- 2500 TL ( ) 2500- 3000 TL 8001 TL and above

6. Mark the most appropriate choice according o yo
Mother’s educational Father’s educational
background background

llliterate

Literate

Primary School graduate
Secondary school graduate
High school graduate
University graduate
Master's degree

Other (Please specify)
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Degerli katilimci, bu envanter Canakkale Onsekiz Méitiversitesi, Yabanci Diller
Egitimi, Ingilizce Geretmenlii Ylksek Lisans Programi, Yiksek Lisans Tezindelgkulmak
uzere hazirlanrgtir. ifadelerin d@ru ya da yani cevabi yoktur. Katihminiz icin §ekkir ederiz.

Ingilizce Geretmeni/ozlemerdm@yahoo.com

Ozlem ERDEM

I- Latfen asagidaki mesleklerisosyal statilerine gdre“list- orta- alt” biciminde siniflandirarak

ilgili situnda X ile saretleyiniz.

Meslek Grubu Ust| Orta Alt Meslek Grubu Ust ta
iktisatcl Emekli laborant
Genel mudir AsCl
Sayman Biro elemani
Hemgire Emekli polis
Emekli Gsretmen Muhasebeci

Cicekgi Insaat ustasi
Berber Turizmci
Pilic yetistiricisi Marangoz

Muhendis Emekli memur
Veteriner Insaat teknikeri
Teknisyen Imam

Postacl Mobilyaci
Nakliyeci Isletme muduri
Avukat Matbaaci
Serbest meslek Isci

Polis Memur

Emekli subay/ astsuba Ogretmen
Sofér Ev Hanimi
Emekli hemgire Ciftci
Muteahhit Esnaf

Doktor Antrenor
Hakim Subay/ Astsubay
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[I- Lutfen asagidaki gelir gruplarinirher birini_sosyal stattilerinegére “lst- orta- alt”
biciminde siniflandirarak tabloyu doldurunuz.

Ust . 1000 TL'den az
. 1001- 1500 TL
. 1501- 2000 TL
Orta . 2001- 2500 TL
. 2500- 3000 TL
e« 3000 TL Gzeri

Alt

[lI- Lutfen asagidaki esitim durumlarininher birini sosyal statiilerine gére “lst- orta- alt
biciminde siniflandirarak tabloyu doldurunuz.

. e Okumaz-yazmaz
Ust
e Okuryazar
o llkokul
¢ Ortaokul
Orta .
e Lise
* Yiksek okul
* Fakilte
Alt . .
¢ Yilksek Lisans
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Dear participant, this inventory has been desigaeed part of a Master thesis at Canakkale Onsekiz
Mart University, Department of Foreign Languagesglish Language Teaching Programme,
“RIGHT” or “WRONG" responses to the statements. fithgou for your participation.
Ozlem ERDEM
Teacher of Englistozlemerdm@yahoo.com

There are no

I- Please mark the occupations below with (x) sig®,“high- medium-low” according to their

social status.

Occupation

High

Medium

Low

Occupation

High

Medium

Low

Economist

Retired laborant

Director general

Cook

Sc?cvoeurgg ﬁp t Office employee
Nurse Retired policeman
Retired teacher Accountant
Florist Builder

Barber Tourism manager

Poultry farmer

Carpenter

Engineer Retired civil servant
Vet. Building technician
Technician Imam

Postman Furnisher

Shipper Operating manager
Lawyer Printer
Self-employed Worker

Policeman Civil servant
Retired army officer Teacher

Driver Housewife

Retired nurse Farmer

Building contractor Tradesman

Doctor Trainer

Judge Army officer
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lI- Please fill in the table with each income rdttelow as classifying them as “high-

medium-low” according to their social status.

High e 1000 TL and below
 1001- 1500 TL
e 1501- 2000 TL
Medium  2001- 2500 TL
e 2500- 3000 TL
e 3001 TL and above

Low

lll- Please fill in the table with each educatiotedel below as classifying them “high-

medium-low” according to their social status.

* llliterate
High _
* Literate
* Primary school
» Secondary school
Medium .
* High school
* Two-year degree
* Faculty
Low
« MA




