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The main objective of this study was to compare pre-service English teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs with the instructors’ views of the teaching competence of
these pre-service teachers. Thirty-nine student teachers (13 males and 26 females)
and five female instructors participated in the study. For data collection, student
teacher and instructor versions of the same scale were used. The results of the
research indicated that the student teachers’ self-efficacy judgments were higher
than the instructors’ judgments for the student teachers’ teaching competence.
Interviews with the instructors indicated that enactive experiences and verbal
persuasion seem to be important factors which affect the personal efficacy beliefs
of the prospective teachers in the current study.

Keywords: ELT student teachers; practice teaching; self-efficacy; teaching
competence

Introduction

The meaning of teacher efficacy

Teacher efficacy has been a concern of researchers for about three decades because
teachers’ sense of efficacy has been proved to be a powerful construct related to
student outcomes such as achievement, motivation, and sense of efficacy. It is also
related to positive teaching behaviors such as persistence, enthusiasm, commitment,
and instructional behavior in the classroom (Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001;
Shaughnessy, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In this respect, teachers with high teacher efficacy
beliefs tend to implement new teaching ideas and techniques (Ross, 1992), and
they are more humanistic in their pupil control ideology (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).
Teachers with a sense of high efficacy are more enthusiastic in their teaching
(Allinder, 1994; Bandura, 1993), are open to new ideas, and are more willing to try
new methods to meet the needs of their students (Guskey, 1988; Stein & Wang, 1988).
Moreover, teachers with strong self-efficacy beliefs are successful in goal-setting and
their commitment to these goals is firmer than that of teachers with weak self-efficacy
beliefs (Gibbs, 2002).

Bandura (1982, p. 122) defines perceived self-efficacy as the judgment of how
well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations.
Once self-efficacy beliefs are constructed, they are somewhat resistant to change
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(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Woolfolk
Hoy, 2000). As Woolfolk Hoy and Burke Spero (2005, p. 344) state, ‘Bandura’s
theory of self efficacy suggests that efficacy may be most malleable early in learning,
thus the first years of teaching could be critical to long-term development of teacher
efficacy’. Some of the most powerful influences on the development of teachers’
sense of personal efficacy are student teaching experiences (Mulholland & Wallace,
2001; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero, 2005). These experiences can be considered as
the most critical component of the teacher training programs. For this reason, it is
important for programs to promote self-efficacy beliefs in prospective teachers.

Bandura (1977, p. 191) argued that ‘expectations of personal efficacy are derived
from four principal sources of information: performance accomplishments, vicarious
experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological states’.

Performance accomplishments, also called mastery experiences or enactive expe-
riences, provide the most salient source of efficacy information because they are based
on personal mastery experiences. Successes in performance accomplishments raise
efficacy beliefs whereas failures lower them. Alterations for perceived efficacy
through performance accomplishments depend upon factors such as perceived diffi-
culty of tasks, amount of effort spent, amount of external aid received, circumstances
under which the experience is performed and lastly the organization and construction
of these experiences in practitioners’ cognition (Bandura, 1977; Gibbs, 2002; Poulou,
2007; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).

Vicarious experiences are those in which the skill in question is modeled by some-
one else. Modeling serves as an effective tool for promoting a sense of personal effi-
cacy (Bandura, 1977; Gibbs, 2002; Poulou, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000, 2005).
‘People compare themselves to particular associates in similar situations. Surpassing
associates or competitors raises self-perceptions of efficacy in observers, whereas
performing worse lowers them’ (Poulou, 2007, p. 193). Just like Poulou (2003, 2007),
Gibss (2002) points to the fact that mentors serve as vicarious models for student
teachers and therefore the matching of student teachers with associate teachers for
student teaching deserves particular attention. Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and
Hoy (1998) liken the difference between a vicarious experience and an enactive expe-
rience to the difference between enjoying a well-told joke and then trying to retell it:
‘One may enjoy the skill and ease with which the joke was told but then feel self-
conscious and fumble when trying to retell it. A pre-service teacher may admire the
skill of a well-taught lesson given by an experienced teacher but fail in trying to
present a similar lesson’ (p. 235).

Verbal persuasion, also called social persuasion, denotes the verbal activities of
the persuader to make people believe that they possess the capabilities which are
needed to achieve something. The degree of persuasion depends on the credibility,
trustworthiness, and expertise of the persuader (Bandura, 1977; Poulou, 2003, 2007;
Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Mulholland and Wallace (2001) also consider other social
factors beyond direct persuasion, such as the responses of the students to their teach-
ers. Milner and Hoy (2003) state that lack of feedback and criticism from colleagues
and students can create an unsupportive environment, whereas verbal feedback,
encouragement, praise, norms of persistence, and achievement can provide a support-
ive social environment. Verbal persuasion is especially critical for the self-efficacy
beliefs of inexperienced teachers. For example, findings by Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2002) indicate that verbal persuasion is an important construct of self-
efficacy only for novice teachers, but not for experienced teachers.
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The final source of efficacy information is the physiological state. ‘People rely
partly on information from their physiological state in judging their capabilities. In
activities involving strength and stamina, people read their fatigue, aches and pains as
indicants of physical inefficacy’ (Bandura, 1982, p. 127).

Although the research literature provides strong evidence for mastery experiences
being the first and the most important indicator of the personal teaching efficacy of
the prospective teachers, much other research provides evidence for the fact that the
power of this source increases when it is supported by vicarious experiences, verbal
persuasion, and physiological states.

The longitudinal case study of Mulholland and Wallace (2001) revealed that
mastery experience and verbal and other forms of social persuasion were the major
sources of influence for increasing science teaching efficacy belief. The case study
also pointed to the positive effects of vicarious experience on teaching self-efficacy
generally, whereas the information from vicarious experience and affective and phys-
iological states was, on the whole, negative as far as science teaching was concerned.

Poulou (2003, 2007) investigated the factors that precede student teachers’ beliefs
of teaching efficacy. She found that self-perceptions of teaching competence, personal
characteristics, and motivation for teaching were contributory factors to teaching effi-
cacy. As to social/verbal persuasion, the study revealed that pupils’ enthusiasm during
students’ teaching sessions strongly influenced perceptions of teaching efficacy.

The findings of the Woolfolk Hoy (2005) survey study also contribute to the iden-
tification of sources of efficacy information for student teachers. Highly efficacious
student teachers in their sample tended to have less teaching experience, but a more
positive relationship with their mentors and more teaching support. Higher-efficacy
student teachers tended to believe they had a positive relationship with their mentors,
received support from the environment beyond their mentor, and had less teaching
experience. In the study, both the supports from environment and from mentors were
significant predictors of efficacy information of student teachers. In sum, Woolfolk
Hoy’s study provided evidence for the influence of social/verbal persuasion on
personal efficacy beliefs.

Findings of various self-efficacy researches provide empirical evidence for
Bandura’s (1997) abovementioned predictors of personal efficacy. Some of these
studies provide evidence for the influence of enactive experience on perceived self-
efficacy. In this respect, Hoy and Woolfolk’s (1990) study indicated that the student
teachers’ sense of personal teaching efficacy became significantly greater as a result
of student teaching. The authors concluded that student teaching influences the orien-
tation of prospective teachers by making them more custodial in pupil-control orien-
tation, more controlling in their social problem-solving, less confident in the power of
schools to overcome students’ background and ability deficits, but more confident in
their personal efficacy. Furthermore, when mastery experiences occurred in the form
of successful lessons, they seemed an important source of teaching efficacy belief
(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001).

In her longitudinal investigation that assessed the efficacy of prospective and
novice teachers at the beginning of their preparation program, at the end of student
teaching, and after their first year of employment as a teacher, Woolfolk Hoy (2000)
reported that personal efficacy rose during teacher preparation, but fell with actual
experience as a teacher. She related the reasons for the decline of personal efficacy
beliefs of the participants to the sample’s having more support and buffering during
their student teaching experience. When this support was withdrawn, efficacy fell.
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Poulou, Spinthourakis, and Papoulia-Tzelepi’s (2002) study attempted to investi-
gate prospective teachers’ perceptions in relation to their teaching efficacy and the
way in which they change during the course of student teaching practice. Their find-
ings revealed that the prospective teachers began their teaching practice with faith in
their teaching efficacy, which decreased during the third and fourth teaching sessions,
to increase again during the fifth and sixth sessions. However, the differences were not
found to be statistically significant.

Since teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching is an important characteristic often corre-
lated with positive student and teacher outcomes, there is a vast amount of literature
related to self-efficacy beliefs of both pre-service and in-service teachers. In this vein,
teacher self-efficacy beliefs have been examined both by long-term and short-term
studies. Although these studies have considered diverse aspects and most of the corre-
lates of self-efficacy, there are still unanswered questions. Self-efficacy is a future-
oriented judgment of individuals which reflects their perceptions of competence rather
than their actual level of competence and these judgments may often overestimate or
underestimate the actual abilities of individuals (Woolfolk Hoy & Burke Spero,
2005). The degree of these overestimations or underestimations of the individuals’
self-efficacy is determined by the conditions in which the tasks are performed.
Considering the fact that pre-service teachers may develop unrealistically positive or
negative self-efficacy beliefs in the practice teaching process (Mulholland & Wallace,
2001), the current study aimed to investigate the differences between student teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs and their instructors’ judgments of the teaching competencies of
these student teachers. Thus, the following research question was addressed in the
study: Is there a difference between pre-service teachers of English self-efficacy
beliefs and the instructors’ assessment of these pre-service teachers’ professional
competence?

Background to the study

The competencies required for efficient and effective language teachers are widely
discussed in English Language Teaching (ELT) literature. Saville-Troike (1976,
pp. 138–142) asserts that the needed competencies for a language teacher are language
proficiency, knowledge of linguistics, culture, and curriculum and instruction.
According to her, a language teacher must demonstrate proficiency in language in
order to control a standard variety of English in her instruction. She further empha-
sizes that knowledge of linguistics is essential for a language teacher as she/he cannot
organize the curriculum, plan lessons, evaluate textbooks, and teach effectively with-
out detailed knowledge of English and the nature of language and language learning.
Saville-Troike concludes that the expected competencies for a language teacher are
knowledge of content and methodology, classroom management, lesson planning and
organization, utilization of media aids and learning resources, assessment of student
achievement, and effectiveness of materials and teaching approaches.

Risager (2006) emphasizes the importance of the relationship between language
and culture in EFL and ESL conditions. For her, ‘foreign and second language teach-
ing is a highly complex linguistic and cultural reality in the sense that there is always
more than one language involved, and that is always a question of a number of cultural
perspectives that relate to differences in national, ethnic and social history etc.’ (p. 6).
For this reason, when the target language is not the teacher’s native language, his/her
task becomes more difficult. As Luk (2005) discusses the relationship between
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language and culture with respect to Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) meth-
odology, she claims that language teaching curriculum can be made more sociocultur-
ally sensitive and appropriate, and the teachers can ensure this by proper mediation.
Ellis (1996) also takes the position that the ideal language teacher is the one who can
act as a cultural mediator and demonstrate an awareness of other cultural identities.

Thomas (1987) points to linguistic and pedagogic aspects of language teaching
competence. For him, language competence is a prerequisite for a foreign language
teacher. In explaining language and pedagogic competencies, he understands
language competence to mean that the teacher must be aware of formal rules and the
conceptual well-formedness of the language. Moreover, the teacher must know func-
tional, stylistic, and informational components of the language. The components of
language competence are skill-oriented in that they represent listening, speaking, read-
ing, and writing. In short, a language teacher should be competent in all these
language skills. As to pedagogic competence, a language teacher should be skilled in
management, teaching, preparation, and assessment.

In contrast, the teacher competencies that are defined by the Turkish Ministry of
National Education (MNE, 2002) are not categorized according to academic discipline
or the level of teaching. These competencies are: (1) competencies about teaching –
(1.1) knowledge of students, (1.2) planning the instruction, (1.3) materials develop-
ment, (1.4) instructional skills, (1.5) management, (1.6) evaluation and measurement,
(1.7) providing guidance, (1.8) developing basic skills, (1.9) serving students with
special needs, (1.10) educating adults, (1.11) doing activities outside the class, (1.12)
self-development, (1.13) improving the school, (1.14) developing community rela-
tions in and around the school; (2) general knowledge and skills; and (3) skills and
knowledge about the subject area. These competencies are traditionally grouped into
three main categories: (1) competence in subject matter; (2) professional (pedagogic)
competence; and (3) cultural competence (Alkan, 2000; Demirel, 1989).

The late 1990s was a period of great change in the Turkish education system. The
Faculties of Education were restructured in order to improve the teacher training
system. With the collaboration of MNE and the Turkish Higher Education Council
(YÖK), teacher training programs were standardized in 1997. In the 1997 standard
ELT program, the courses offered to the students aimed to develop both the above-
mentioned specific competencies of language teachers and MNE teacher competen-
cies (YÖK, 1998).

Prior to practice teaching, ELT Methodology I and ELT Methodology II courses
help the students develop particular teaching experience via micro-teaching tech-
niques. As a requirement of the aforementioned courses, the student teachers practice
the teaching of basic language skills such as listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
The students are also provided with the opportunities to practice the teaching of
language areas such as pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar.

The student teachers go to schools for 14 weeks per semester (three hours per
week) to cover the following tasks required by ‘School Experience I’ and ‘School
Experience II’ courses: observing a day of a teacher and a student at school; observing
how a teacher plans a class, conducts the teaching–learning process, manages the
class, ends the lesson; observing how a teacher assesses student works; observing the
organizational structure of the school; observing the duties of the principal and how
she/he performs these duties; observing the relationship between the school and the
school environment; preparing a student portfolio for the abovementioned observa-
tions. As can be seen, School Experience I and School Experience II courses help the
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students become familiar with the school atmosphere. They do not actively participate
in the activities in the school, but only make observations. These courses constitute
the means by which students develop their particular relationship with the school.

On the other hand, the Practice Teaching course requires fourth-year student
teachers to perform student teaching for 14 weeks (five hours per week). Practice
Teaching involves the preparation of daily lesson plans for specific classes; imple-
mentation of these plans; and evaluation of these practice teaching sessions by the
student teacher, the mentor, and the supervisor. Depending on the feedback given by
the mentor and the supervisor, the student teacher revises the plan and re-teaches. At
the end of the term, the student teachers are expected to prepare a portfolio of practice
teaching.

ELT students are elected via a nationwide university entrance examination. In
Mersin University, Faculty of Education, Department of ELT, the students who attend
the program are obliged to enter the English Proficiency Examination. This is a special
diagnostic test to determine the students’ level of English. The students who are
successful in the proficiency test continue the standard ELT program, while the
students who are not successful attend the prep class.

Method

Participants

In the current study, participants include 39 student teachers (13 males and 26
females) and five female instructors. All of the participants were speakers of Turkish.
The student teachers were eighth-semester, fourth-year students of a university,
Faculty of Education, Department of ELT in Turkey. They had successfully
completed their teaching practice in both public and private lycees. The instructors
had been working at the same department for at least five years and all of them had
MA degrees in ELT. These instructors were chosen to participate in the research
because they had been teaching the student teachers for five years including the prep
class. One of the instructors was the advisor of the students during their four-year
university education. Since the classes were not crowded, these instructors had close
relationships with the students; they met them outside the class and gave continuous
feedback. For this reason, they had the chance to know the students very well during
the five-year educational program.

Data collection

There are frequently used standard measures of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Gibson
& Dembo, 1984; Guskey & Passaro, 1994). However, measurement problems still
persist because most of the self-efficacy scales are not capable of reflecting the
context-specific and culture-specific dimensions of the teaching.

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) point to the fact that self-efficacy
scales do ‘not accurately reflect the kinds of tasks that typically make up a teacher’s
work life’ (p. 795). As to the cultural dimension of teaching efficacy, Lin and Gorell
(2001) suggest that the concept of teacher efficacy may be culturally oriented and thus
needs to be carefully examined when applied in different cultures.

Taking the abovementioned factors into consideration, for our study we decided to
use the self-efficacy scale developed by Güven (2005). This scale made it possible for
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us to handle both specific teaching contexts peculiar to English language teaching and
the cultural dimensions of teaching.

The Scale of Teacher’s Perception of Professional Competence (Güven, 2005) is
a five-point likert type scale which consists of four subscales and 34 items. The scores
which can be obtained from the scale range from 0.00 to 136.00. Reliability coeffi-
cients (Cronbach’s α) are 0.96 for the full scale; 0.96 for the first subscale (referred to
as ‘Teacher’s Perception of Competence in Subject Matter’, containing 15 items);
0.89 for the second subscale (referred to as ‘Teachers’ Perception of Competence in
the Management of Teaching-Learning Process’, containing 11 items); 0.85 for the
third subscale (referred to as ‘Teachers’ Perception of Competence in Materials
Development’, containing four items); and 0.83 for the fourth subscale (referred to as
‘Teachers’ Perception of Competence in Planning’, containing four items).

An instructor version of the original scale was constructed by the researchers for
the assessment of the student teachers. In this version, the subjects of the items in the
original scale were slightly modified. While the subjects of the items were in the form
of first-person singular (i.e., ‘I’) in the original scale (see Table 5), the subjects of the
items were given in the form of third-person singular (i.e., ‘He/She’) in the instruc-
tors’ version (see Table 6). The original scale was used by the student teachers for
their self-efficacy beliefs and the instructor version of the scale was given to the
instructors for their assessment of the professional competence of the student teachers.
Reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s α) is 0.98 for the instructor version of the original
scale. The reliability coefficients for the subscales of the instructor version were 0.96
for the first and second subscales, 0.87 for the third subscale and 0.93 for the fourth
subscale.

To provide qualitative support (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; Mulholland & Wallace,
2001; Shaughnessy, 2004; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005) for the quantitative data,
unstructured interviews with the lecturers of the department were also conducted.

Process

The study was conducted in the 2006–07 academic year. As the first step of the
research, the Scale of Teacher’s Perception of Professional Competence was given to
the teacher candidates during a class hour. At the next step, five instructors were asked
to form a commission to assess the teacher candidates’ professional competencies via
the instructor version of the scale for each teacher candidate. The commission rated
each item in the instrument by consensus. We obtained ratings by the commission for
34 items for each student. As a result, two kinds of data were collected for each
teacher candidate: (1) the teacher candidate’s perception of the self; and (2) the
commission’s assessment of the teacher candidate.

Findings and discussion

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used for the normality of the distribution of the
data. The results of the analyses indicated that the distribution of the data were normal
both for the teacher candidate’s perception of the self (K – S39 = 0.133, p > 0.05) and
the commission’s assessment of the teacher candidate (K – S39 = 0.124, p > 0.05).

In order to test whether or not there was a difference between English pre-service
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and the instructors’ assessment of these pre-service
teachers’ professional competence, various analyses have been conducted.
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The first group of analyses were related to the distribution of the scale scores. For
this, we primarily analyzed the difference between the scores obtained from the Scale
of Teacher’s Perception of Professional Competence and the instructor version of the
scale. Considering the fact that the highest total score to be obtained from both
versions of the scale was 136.00, both the instructors’ ratings (  = 94.79, Std. dev. =
19.93) and the teacher candidates’ ratings (  = 108.74, Std. dev. = 13.11) are high.
That is to say, the instructors think that the teacher candidates are competent enough
and the teacher candidates perceive themselves professionally competent. However,
when the teacher candidates’ and the instructors’ views for the teacher candidates’
professional competence are compared, independent samples t-test results reveal that
teacher candidates perceive themselves more positively (t76 = 3.651; p < 0.05).

The correlation between the scores obtained from the Scale of Teacher’s Perception
of Professional Competence and the instructor version of the scale was also analyzed.
The analysis revealed that the pearson correlation coefficient is low (0.424) but signif-
icant (α = 0.05).

The scale used in the study had four subscales. Since independent samples t-test
results indicated a significant difference between the scores of the two groups
(teacher candidates and instructors), we further analyzed the data in terms of the
subscales to test the source of the difference. Independent samples t-test results are
given in Table 1.

Table 1 indicates that for all subscales, the teacher candidates’ self-efficacy scores
are higher than the instructors’ scores for the teacher candidates’ professional compe-
tence (α = 0.05). In other words, the teacher candidates perceived themselves more
efficious for the abovementioned four subcategories of professional competence than
did the instructors’ views for the teacher candidates’ professional competence.

In order to seek information regarding the reasons for these differences, an
unstructured interview was conducted with the ELT methodology instructor. She was
one of the instructors who participated in the study as the rater. When she was asked
the question: ‘What can be the reasons for the students’ higher scores for themselves
when they are compared to the instructors’ scores for the students?’ she replied as
follows: 

When this situation (outcome) is considered from the student teachers’ perspective, the
reasons for their higher perception of teaching self-efficacy can be attributed to factors
such as the positive feedback they receive both from the students and the mentors during
the practice teaching; their being motivated as the result of the successful practice teach-
ing implementations; the support they are provided by the instructors of the department

X
X

Table 1. Independent samples t-test results of the subscale scores.

Subscale Rater N Std. dev. fd t p

Competence in subject matter Teacher Candidates 39 47.23 5.73 76 3.596 0.001
Instructors 39 41.48 8.16

Competence in the management 
of teaching-learning process

Teacher Candidates
Instructors

39
39

34.80
29.69

5.55
7.25

76 3.491 0.001

Competence in materials 
development

Teacher Candidates
Instructors

39
39

13.18
11.44

3.12
2.94

76 2.538 0.013

Teachers’ perception of 
competence in planning

Teacher Candidates
Instructors

39
39

13.54
12.18

2.05
2.86

76 2.415 0.018

X
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during their education and the advisory system of the department. Moreover, all of these
students are over-average students. There are only a few students who have classess to
repeat. The rest are all successful.

She continued: 

On the other hand, our expectations of them are greater. During their five-year education,
we try to do our best for them. We watch them closely. We know each students’ individ-
ual capacities, strengths, and weaknesses. We even give suggestions for the solutions of
their personal problems. In sum, we take great pains with them. Therefore we have high
expectations and concerns.

Taking the views of the instructor into consideration, it can be suggested that the
student teachers made higher efficacy judgments for themselves than did the instruc-
tors because the support they were provided during their practice teaching made them
perceive their teaching competence higher than it really was.

A second group of analyses were conducted to provide more detailed information
for the distribution of the scale scores. For this, we tested whether there was a differ-
ence between each teacher candidate’s self-efficacy scores and the instructors’ scores
for the same teacher candidate. Independent samples t-test results are given in Tables
2, 3, and 4.

Table 2 indicates that for teacher candidates 2, 4, 7, 11, 13, 24, 27, 29, 36, 37, 38,
and 39, there is no significant difference between the teacher candidates’ efficacy
scores for themselves and the instructors’ scores.

On the other hand, Table 3 reveals that for teacher candidates 1, 3, 5, 6, 10, 12, 14,
15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 25, 26, 30, 32, 33, and 34, their efficacy scores for themselves
are higher than the instructors’ scores.

Finally, it can be stated that for teacher candidates 16, 22, 23, 28, 31, and 35, their
efficacy scores for themselves are lower than the instructors’ scores.

Thus, according to Tables 2, 3, and 4, the teacher candidates’ self-efficacy beliefs
can be categorized into three groups: the ones whose views run parallel the instruc-
tors’ views, ‘realists’; the ones who consider themselves more efficacious, ‘optimists’
and; the ones who consider themselves less efficacious, ‘pessimists’.

In order to understand the reasons for these results, the ELT methodology instructor
was again interviewed. We informed her that the teacher candidates’ self-efficacy
beliefs were categorized under three groups. Nevertheless, in order to provide the objec-
tivity of the instructor, we didn’t mention the categories. We only listed the names of
the students and requested her to talk about the students. Upon hearing the names of
the first group of students, she replied as follows: 

These students are realistic students. They know who they are and what they can do.
They always behave objectively.

When she heard the names of the students who were included in the optimist
group, she replied as follows: 

These students are satisfied with the progress they have made but we are not satisfied
with the progress they have made. We expect more from them.

As she gave information about the student teachers who were pessimists, we
observed that she got excited. With respect to them she replied as follows: 
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These students are very ambitious ones. They are never satisfied with their achieve-
ments. They always try to perform better.

A second group of analyses were conducted in order to assess the distribution of
the item scores of the scale. In this respect, the distribution of the teacher candi-
dates’ responses for each item of the scale was analyzed and the findings are given
in Table 5. To test whether there were parallels between the teacher candidates’
responses and the instructors’ responses, we also analyzed the distribution of the
instructors’ ratings of the teacher candidates for each item of the scale and the find-
ings are given in Table 6.

The table indicates that item 12 (It is not difficult for me to understand confer-
ences, radio and television talks in English) has the lowest mean (2.74) and item 6
(I have no difficulty in understanding the written materials about English Language
Teaching) has the highest mean (3.64). When we consider the fact that item scores
ranged between 0 and 4 as the lowest and the highest, it can be concluded that the
teacher candidates have a high perception of self since the observed lowest mean is
2.74 and the highest mean is 3.64 among the items of the scale.

Table 2. Independent samples t-test results revealing ‘no significant difference’.

Teacher candidate 
number Rater Std. dev. t* p

2 Teacher candidate 2 3.68 0.47 0.238 0.813
Instructors 3.65 0.54

4 Teacher candidate 4 2.91 0.57 −0.423 0.674
Instructors 2.97 0.58

7 Teacher candidate 7 3.50 0.56 1.044 0.300
Instructors 3.35 0.60

11 Teacher candidate 11 2.91 0.73 0.422 0.675
Instructors 3.15 0.36

13 Teacher candidate 13 2.94 0.42 1.180 0.242
Instructors 2.79 0.59

24 Teacher candidate 24 2.79 0.86 −0.644 0.522
Instructors 2.91 0.71

27 Teacher candidate 27 2.97 0.97 −1.270 0.209
Instructors 3.21 0.48

29 Teacher candidate 29 2.68 0.88 0.469 0.640
Instructors 2.59 0.66

36 Teacher candidate 36 2.82 0.76 0.959 0.341
Instructors 2.68 0.45

37 Teacher candidate 37 2.94 0.78 1.561 0.123
Instructors 2.66 0.36

38 Teacher candidate 38 2.41 0.82 0.855 0.396
Instructors 2.27 0.70

39 Teacher candidate 39 2.23 1.26 0.368 0.714
Instructors 2.15 0.47

Note: * fd = 66 for all comparisons.

X
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Table 3. Independent samples t-test results revealing significant difference in favor of teacher
candidates.

Teacher candidate 
number Rater Std. dev. t* p

1 Teacher candidate 1 3.56 0.50 9.293 0.000

Instructors 2.32 0.59

3 Teacher candidate 3 3.59 0.50 2.923 0.005

Instructors 3.24 0.50

5 Teacher candidate 5 3.62 0.85 3.124 0.003

Instructors 3.06 0.60

6 Teacher candidate 6 2.79 0.41 2.961 0.004

Instructors 2.44 0.56

10 Teacher candidate 10 2.94 0.78 4.281 0.000

Instructors 2.27 0.45

12 Teacher candidate 12 3.65 0.44 8.727 0.000

Instructors 3.00 0.25

14 Teacher candidate 14 2.91 0. 57 2.943 0.004

Instructors 2.47 0.66

15 Teacher candidate 15 3.65 0.49 6.378 0.000

Instructors 2.82 0.58

17 Teacher candidate 17 3.15 0.70 7.060 0.000

Instructors 2.18 0.39

18 Teacher candidate 18 3.06 1.01 4.743 0.000

Instructors 2.18 0.39

19 Teacher candidate 19 3.41 0.66 6.511 0.000

Instructors 2.41 0.61

20 Teacher candidate 20 3.40 0.66 3.643 0.001

Instructors 2.88 0.48

21 Teacher candidate 21 3.47 0.71 3.352 0.001

Instructors 3.03 0.30

25 Teacher candidate 25 3.18 0.52 4.894 0.000

Instructors 2.50 0.62

26 Teacher candidate 26 2.85 1.02 2.112 0.038

Instructors 2.44 0.50

30 Teacher candidate 30 3.20 0.48 10.179 0.000

Instructors 1.85 0.61

32 Teacher candidate 32 3.00 0.35 7.645 0.000

Instructors 1.91 0.75

33 Teacher candidate 33 3.32 0.59 9.493 0.000

Instructors 2.18 0.39

34 Teacher candidate 34 3.59 0.50 13.654 0.000

Instructors 2.15 0.36

Note: * fd = 66 for all comparisons.

X
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Table 4. Independent samples t-test results revealing significant difference in favor of the
instructors.

Teacher candidate 
number Rater Std. dev. t* p

16 Teacher candidate 16 3.65 0.60 −3.037 0.003
Instructors 3.97 0.17

22 Teacher candidate 22 2.97 0.83 −3.704 0.000
Instructors 3.59 0.50

23 Teacher candidate 23 2.91 0.45 −3.639 0.001
Instructors 3.38 0.60

28 Teacher candidate 28 3.68 0.53 13.323 0.000
Instructors 2.15 0.36

31 Teacher candidate 31 3.71 0.46 −3.708 0.000
Instructors 4.00 0.00

35 Teacher candidate 35 3.65 0.49 −2.736 0.008
Instructors 3.91 0.29

Note: * fd = 66 for all comparisons.

X

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the teacher candidates’ responses for each item.

Items Std. Dev.

1. I know the phonology of English. 3.18 0.72
2. I know the morphology of English. 3.33 0.58
3. I have a good knowledge of English syntax. 3.36 0.58
4. I have a vast knowledge of English grammar. 3.36 0.63
5. I have a deep knowledge of English semantics. 3.13 0.70
6. I have no difficulty in understanding the written materials about 

English Language Teaching.
3.64 0.58

7. I have no difficulty in comparing and contrasting Turkish and English 
languages.

3.47 0.60

8. I can read and understand popular novels and story books in English 
with no use or only little use of a dictionary.

3.10 0.75

9. I can speak English quite fluently when communicating. 2.82 0.94
10. I know the language acquisition theories. 3.43 0.75
11. I have a wide knowledge of vocabulary. 2.87 0.73
12. It is not difficult for me to understand conferences. radio and 

television talks in English.
2.74 0.72

13. I have a good command of written English. 2.97 0.67
14. I have no difficulty in pronouncing the English words correctly. 2.97 0.67
15. I have no difficulty in speaking English accurately especially in my 

language classes.
3.00 0.76

16. I can use incentives and rewards for the students to promote 
excellence.

3.18 0.82

17. It is not hard for me to identify the methods of the assessment. 2.95 0.83
18. I can easily determine the purposes and objectives of the assessment. 3.18 0.79
19. I can easily choose child-centered and authentic activities. 3.42 0.54
20. I can give clear and focused instructions. 3.31 0.69

X
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The results in Table 6 reveal that the items for which the teacher candidates
perceive themselves as the most efficious and the least efficious differ from the
items for which the instructors rate the teacher candidates as being the most and the
least competent. For the instructors, the teacher candidates are the most competent
for the item 13 (He/She has a good command of written English;  = 2.46) and
the least competent for the item 32 (He/She knows how to analyze the coursebook;

 = 3.58).
For the differences which were observed for each item in both versions of the

scale (Tables 5 and 6) independent samples t-test was conducted. The t-test results
indicate that there is no significant difference between the teacher candidates’
responses and the instructors’ judgments for items 8, 9, 12, 15, 19, 23, 25, 28, 29,
and 32. Therefore, for the abovementioned items, the teacher candidates perceive
their competencies realistically. For the rest of the items, the difference is significant.
While the teacher candidates are pessimistic for their competency indicated in item
14, for the rest of the items, they are optimistic. The items and t-test results are given
in Table 7.

The ELT methodology instructor was also interviewed concerning the findings
presented in Table 7. She was informed that there were differences between the views
of the teacher candidates and the views of the instructors when the responses they

X

X

Table 5. (Continued).

Items Std. Dev.

21. It is not difficult for me to use a theme-based approach where 
necessary.

3.00 0.76

22. I can teach function words which carry grammatical meaning through 
repeated use in contexts (e.g. articles, prepositions)

3.31 0.61

23. I can arrange the physical environment of the classroom to support the 
learning activities and prevent undesirable student behaviors.

3.05 0.94

24. I can integrate all language skills when assessing the students. 3.20 0.73
25. I can detect the impact of the assessment on pupils’ motivation. 3.20 0.77
26. I know the learning strategies of my students. 3.08 0.77
27. I can easily involve pupils in creating materials in order to make 

learning more meaningful (e.g. children’s making clocks, paper 
animals, puppets).

3.23 0.87

28. I have no difficulty in making materials such as puppets, class 
mascots, cards, transparencies in order to support communicative 
activities.

3.15 1.11

29. It is not hard for me to keep a record of materials which I have 
collected, adapted or developed for various purposes.

3.18 1.10

30. When the coursebook seems inappropriate, I can develop written 
materials such as worksheets and handouts.

3.61 0.63

31. Planning the timing for the different parts of the lesson is not difficult 
for me.

3.13 0.73

32. I know how to analyze the coursebook. 3.49 0.56
33. It is not difficult for me to design the homework or follow-up 

activities when planning.
3.54 0.60

34. I am capable of evaluating the lesson to check whether the intended 
learning has taken place.

3.38 0.63

X
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics of the instructors’ ratings of the teacher candidates for each
item.

Items Std. dev.

1. He/She knows the phonology of English. 2.62 0.85
2. He/She knows the morphology of English. 2.62 0.71
3. He/She has a good knowledge of English syntax. 2.72 0.83
4. He/She has a vast knowledge of English grammar. 2.79 0.61
5. He/She has a deep knowledge of English semantics. 2.77 0.58
6. He/She has no difficulty in understanding the written materials about 

English Language Teaching.
2.82 0.60

7. He/She has no difficulty in comparing and contrasting Turkish and 
English languages.

2.59 0.68

8. He/She can read and understand popular novels and story books in 
English with no use or only little use of a dictionary.

3.15 0.43

9. He/She can speak English quite fluently when communicating. 2.72 0.69
10. He/She knows the language acquisition theories. 2.59 0.68
11. He/She has a wide knowledge of vocabulary. 2.51 0.64
12. It is not difficult for him/her to understand conferences, radio and 

television talks in English.
2.69 0.69

13. He/She has a good command of written English. 2.46 0.64
14. He/She has no difficulty in pronouncing the English words correctly. 3.54 0.60
15. He/She has no difficulty in speaking English accurately especially in 

my language classes.
2.90 0.75

16. He/She can use incentives and rewards for the students to promote 
excellence.

2.67 0.70

17. It is not hard for him/her to identify the methods of the assessment. 2.49 0.68
18. He/She can easily determine the purposes and objectives of the 

assessment.
2.51 0.68

19. He/She can easily choose child-centered and authentic activities. 3.20 0.88
20. He/She can give clear and focused instructions. 2.79 0.73
21. It is not difficult for him/her to use a theme-based approach where 

necessary.
2.49 0.68

22. He/She can teach function words which carry grammatical meaning 
through repeated use in contexts (e.g. articles, prepositions)

2.56 0.72

23. He/She can arrange the physical environment of the classroom to 
support the learning activities and prevent undesirable student 
behaviors.

2.90 0.75

24. He/She can integrate all language skills when assessing the students. 2.79 0.73
25. He/She can detect the impact of the assessment on pupils’ motivation. 2.95 0.65
26. He/She knows the learning strategies of my students. 2.67 0.74
27. He/She can easily involve pupils in creating materials in order to 

make learning more meaningful (e.g. children’s making clocks, paper 
animals, puppets).

2.79 0.77

28. He/She has no difficulty in making materials such as puppets, class 
mascots, cards, transparencies in order to support communicative 
activities.

2.79 0.77

29. It is not hard for him/her to keep a record of materials which I have 
collected, adapted or developed for various purposes.

2.79 0.77

30. When the coursebook seems inappropriate, he/she can develop 
written materials such as worksheets and handouts.

3.13 1.00

X
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gave for each item of the scale were analyzed. We read item 14 both from Tables 5
and 6, and told her that the teacher candidates were pessimistic about their efficacy
indicated in this item. When she was asked the reason for this, she replied: 

They want to be Lady Diana or Prince Charles. We don’t expect from them native
speaker like pronunciation. We know that this is something very difficult and even not
necessary as long as the listener understands you. But they still dream of speaking as
English or American people and for this reason they consider themselves inefficient. On
the other hand, we think that they have efficient pronunciation to be understood by native
speakers of English.

Finally, the interviewee was informed about the items in Table 7 for which the
teacher candidates were optimistic. With respect to this, her interpretation was as
follows: 

In fact, all of these students are successful ones. Most of them do not have repeat classes.
Therefore, they have a tendency to perceive themselves efficient in teaching competen-
cies. Furthermore, they are fourth-year students and they go to schools for practice teach-
ing. During this time, they become self-motivated when they complete a practice
teaching session successfully and when they get positive feedback both from the English
classes teachers and the students. In other words, practice teaching helps them to become
aware of their strengths. On the contrary, our expectations with regard to the teaching
profession from them are high. We think that they accomplish the musts, they make
correct decisions, but they are not very innovative and creative.

In sum, our findings indicated that the participants have strong self-efficacy beliefs
for the 23 items in the scale when all the items are considered, and this can be attrib-
uted to their positive teaching experiences during practice teaching, which served as
a tool for their enactive experiences. The support for this argument came from the
supervising teachers of the participants. When they were interviewed for the practice
teaching atmosphere of the student teachers, they replied as follows: 

Since they teach only two or three times during the practice teaching period, they go to
their classes well-prepared. They try to do their best to provide student interest and
enthusiasm. They develop interesting and effective materials to achieve the objectives
of the class. For this reason we observed that they really achieved student participation
and student management. Moreover, they are theoretically well-prepared for the teach-
ing profession. They know the methods, techniques, and principles of EFL teaching.
Therefore, we observed that they could give correct decisions for their own teaching.
As a result they think that they teach well and become confident.

Table 6. (Continued).

Items Std. dev.

31. Planning the timing for the different parts of the lesson is not difficult 
for him/her.

2.87 0.73

32. He/She knows how to analyze the coursebook. 3.58 0.75
33. It is not difficult for him/her to design the homework or follow-up 

activities when planning.
2.87 0.73

34. He/She is capable of evaluating the lesson to check whether the 
intended learning has taken place.

2.95 0.76

X
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Similarly, we also suggest that the reason why the pre-service teachers in the
current study have a strong sense of self-efficacy can be due to their receiving a great
deal of social support both from mentors and students. The interviews with the super-
visors gave insights for this argumentation. We asked the supervisors the following
questions: (1) How was the students’ enthusiasm in participating in the student teach-
ers’ practice teaching classes? and (2) What can you say about the relationship

Table 7. T-test results of the items for both versions of the scale.*

Item Group t p Item Scale version t p

1 Teacher candidates** 3.168 0.002 18 Teacher candidates 3.985 0.000
Instructors*** Instructors

2 Teacher candidates 4.894 0.000 19 Teacher candidates 1.331 0.187
Instructors Instructors

3 Teacher candidates 3.958 0.000 20 Teacher candidates 3.175 0.002
Instructors Instructors

4 Teacher candidates 4.010 0.000 21 Teacher candidates 3.132 0.002
Instructors Instructors

5 Teacher candidates 2.471 0.016 22 Teacher candidates 4.917 0.000
Instructors Instructors

6 Teacher candidates 6.111 0.000 23 Teacher candidates 0.795 0.429
Instructors Instructors

7 Teacher candidates 6.120 0.000 24 Teacher candidates 2.475 0.016
Instructors Instructors

8 Teacher candidates −0.369 0.713 25 Teacher candidates 1.596 0.115
Instructors Instructors

9 Teacher candidates 0.549 0.584 26 Teacher candidates 2.396 0.019
Instructors Instructors

10 Teacher candidates 5.214 0.000 27 Teacher candidates 2.343 0.022
Instructors Instructors

11 Teacher candidates 2.300 0.024 28 Teacher candidates 1.658 0.101
Instructors Instructors

12 Teacher candidates 0.321 0.749 29 Teacher candidates 1.794 0.077
Instructors Instructors

13 Teacher candidates 3.454 0.001 30 Teacher candidates 2.545 0.013
Instructors Instructors

14 Teacher candidates −3.921 0.000 31 Teacher candidates 1.547 0.126
Instructors Instructors

15 Teacher candidates 0.598 0.552 32 Teacher candidates −0.615 0.540
Instructors Instructors

16 Teacher candidates 2.962 0.004 33 Teacher candidates 4.398 0.000
Instructors Instructors

17 Teacher candidates 2.690 0.009 34 Teacher candidates 2.754 0.007
Instructors Instructors

Notes: * fd = 66 for all comparisons; ** The items and item statistics of the Teacher Candidate Version of
the scale are given in Table 5; *** The items and item statistics of the Instructor Version of the scale are
given in Table 6.
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between (i) the mentors and the student teachers, and (ii) the students and the student
teachers during the practice? They replied as follows: 

We observed that the students participated in the student teachers’ practice teaching
sessions very actively. There were many reasons for the students’ enthusiasm. Firstly,
they were aware of the fact that the student teachers would be graded and they wanted
the student teachers to be successful. In a way, the students showed empathy with the
candidate teachers. Moreover, since the student teachers had enough time to develop
interesting materials, they became successful in attracting the students’ attention. The
students enjoyed joining the activities voluntarily. Apart from these, we observed that
the mentor teachers themselves praised the practice teachers’ classes. We often
witnessed the school teachers’ appraisals such as ‘what an interesting material this is, I
would not have thought like that if I were you, do you prepare all these things without
getting any help’, and so on. The mentors requested some of the student teachers to give
them the materials they used. And finally, the student teachers change the routine of the
classes: a new face, a new voice, new and interesting materials …

Therefore, verbal persuasion seems to be an important factor that affects the
personal efficacy beliefs of the prospective teachers in the current study. When the
social support in the school environment is high, self-efficacy beliefs are also high.

Conclusion

The purpose of the current study was to compare English pre-service teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs with the instructors’ assessment of these pre-service teachers’ profes-
sional competence employing the student teachers’ and instructors’ responses to the
versions of the same scale. The results of the study indicated that both the instructors’
ratings for the teacher candidates teaching competencies and the teacher candidates’
ratings of perception of self-efficacy were high. One reason for teacher candidates’
high self-efficacy beliefs can be related to both vicarious experiences and social/
verbal persuasion constructs.

This finding is consistent with the findings of the previous research in that practice
teaching increases student teachers’ personal teaching efficacy (Gibbs, 2002; Lin and
Gorrell, 2001; Poulou, 2003, 2007; Savran & Çakıro[gbreve] lu, 2003; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000;
Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). However, the current research was not designed as a longi-
tudinal study enabling the researchers to make observations related to any changes in
prospective teachers’ personal efficacy beliefs during their practice. The scales were
implemented only once, at the end of the academic year, and this sets limits for
making interpretations related to any changes in the student teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs.

Prior to their own practice teaching, our sample group observed mentors’
language-teaching classes. This observation process might have served for the self-
efficacy appraisals of student teachers through modeled attaintments since modeling
serves as an effective tool for promoting a sense of personal efficacy. The interviews
with the supervisors revealed that the student teachers could match themselves with
the mentors as they observed the mentor’s teaching and compared his/her teaching
capabilities with their own performance.

Although the teacher candidates’ self-efficacy ratings were high, further analysis
demonstrated three groups of students in terms of their self-efficacy beliefs: optimists
(19 participants), realists (12 participants), and pessimists (six participants). Why the
number of the optimists is high within the whole group of participants can be attributed

ğ
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to enactive experiences. As we mentioned for the enactive experiences, the students
joined the student teachers’ practice teaching classes enthusiastically. Therefore, the
practice teachers tended to perceive themselves as being more competent than they
really were, unable to realize the fact that they were teaching in a manipulative envi-
ronment. Just like Mulholland and Wallace’s (2001) Katie example, our pre-service
teachers had unrealistic beliefs about their language teaching efficacy in the practice
teaching situation as a result of the influence of verbal persuasion on vicarious expe-
riences construct. Therefore, it may be concluded that the differences between the
assessments of the student teachers and the instructors are due to the difference
between the perception of the teaching conditions: realistic versus unrealistic. The
instructors were aware of the fact that real teaching conditions are not the same as the
conditions in which the student teachers teach.

The results of the Woolfolk Hoy (2000, 2005) studies suggest the importance of
the social support during the first years of teaching. Moreover, more support and feed-
back from mentors and university supervisors would be valuable sources of informa-
tion for student teachers. She concludes that to protect the self-efficacy beliefs of the
novice teachers, social support should not be withdrawn. The findings of the present
study also indicated the importance of social support as an important construct of self-
efficacy. The student teachers in this study have strong self-efficacy beliefs due to
the verbal support of the mentors and the students in the classroom during practice
teaching.

When the practice teaching process is considered in general, it affects student
teachers’ personal self-efficacy beliefs positively. On the other hand, the results of
the longitudinal studies indicate that the self-efficacy beliefs of prospective teachers
vary during the practice. It has been reported that there is an apparent decrease in
the sense of efficacy among later pre-service teachers. As opposed to the high self-
efficacy beliefs of the student teachers for their initial practice teaching, the decrease
in their self-efficacy beliefs can be interpreted as a sign of greater understanding of
the complexity of the real teaching procedure (Lin & Gorrell, 2001; Poulou,
Spinthourakis, & Papoulia-Tzelepi, 2002; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Therefore, for the
effective assessment of teacher training curricula in Turkey, it is suggested that self-
efficacy constructs should be handled through longitudinal research designs.

In the introduction of the book Reclaiming the local in language policy and
practice, Canagarajah (2005) discusses the shift from a hierarchical approach in
professional structuring to a more leveled approach in new pedogocigal practices of
ELT. He states that there is a need to relate language norms differently in professional
discourse and structure. In this respect, there is a tendency for giving up ‘native
English as the norm’ and adopt ‘Global English as a plural system’. When the instruc-
tor’s interpretation related to item 14 is considered, the practice teachers are still
conservative on ‘native or nativized English’. On the contrary, the instructor’s take the
second position and do not expect their students to have nativized accents. As a
conclusion, the instructors can share their views with the teacher candidates related to
new pedagogical practices in ELT and make them aware of the differences between
the hierarchical approach and the leveled approach.

The findings of the present research may give various insights about the teacher
education programs in Turkey. As mentioned previously, realistic versus unrealistic
conditions act as an important determinant of the self-efficacy beliefs of the student
teachers. Therefore, in Turkey, it is important to organize the practice teaching period
of the teacher candidates considering the realistic teaching conditions. For example, a
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novice English teacher teaches approximately 20 hours per week. On the other hand,
the teacher candidates spend five hours in schools per week. Even the teaching hours
in practice teaching conditions do not reflect the real situation. It is suggested that the
teacher education curriculum in Turkey should be revised to provide the students with
more practice teaching hours at schools.

Gibbs (2002) lays a special emphasis on self-efficacy beliefs of student teachers
in that ‘a focus of professional guidance during student teaching ought to be on the
centrality of student teachers’ beliefs, and in particular on self efficacy in exercising
control of their thinking’ (p. 7). As Gibbs suggests, teacher education programs
should be capable of recognizing that teachers have the cognitive capacities to self-
reflect, self-motivate, and self-regulate. Harnessing the self-efficacy beliefs of the
student teachers will contribute their developing competence in exercising control of
their thinking, behavior, and emotions. Considering the importance of the abovemen-
tioned facts during teacher education, consciousness raising efforts should be made
for the instructors regarding the importance of the assessment of self-efficacy beliefs
of teacher candidates in Turkey. During the practice teaching period, the advisors
only assess the candidate teachers’ success from their own perspective. On the other
hand, the findings of this research give insights on how student teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs are important for the objective assessment of the teacher candidates since what
the instructors think about the students and what the students think about themselves
may be different from each other. This kind of a multiple assessment provides the
instructors with valuable information for both formative and summative assessment
of their practice teaching students. Moreover, the supervisors can get feedback related
to their supervision during the practice teaching. In this sense, longitudinal assess-
ment of self-efficacy beliefs (week by week developmental dynamics) of student
teachers during practice teaching should also be considered as an important part of
the teacher preparation programs. For this, different self-efficacy scales can be
developed for specific teaching areas (math, science, preschool teaching, etc.) since
each teaching area has its own characteristics. Finally, the results of these multiple
assessments can be shared with the teacher candidates regularly during seminar
discussions.

Unfortunately, there is not a regular follow-up system of the education faculties for
the graduate teachers in Turkey in their first years of teaching at schools in general.
And it seems that it is not possible to construct this kind of a system immediately in
the near future. On the other hand, the findings of this study indicated the importance
of verbal support for the self-efficacy beliefs of the teacher candidates. Considering
this fact and in collaboration with National Ministry of Education, education faculties
can give in-service training both to school principles and to inspectors for the value of
verbal support in the first years of teaching for the novice teachers.

To indicate once more, perceived self-efficacy of the individuals is determined by
the conditions in which the tasks are performed. In this study, the teacher candidates’
ratings for their own teaching competence were based on the unrealistic conditions of
the practice teaching tasks. On the other hand, the instructors’ ratings were based on
the realistic conditions which the teacher candidates will confront with as they begin
teaching profession. This difference between the ‘self-efficacy constructs’ of the two
groups sets the first limitation for the research when we consider the present condi-
tions of practice teaching in Turkey. It is hypothesized that the more the practice
teaching conditions match the real teaching conditions, the less the difference will be
between the self-efficacy constructs of the teacher candidates and the instructors.
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The second limitation of the study stems from the collective ratings of five instruc-
tors for each teacher candidate. The instructors preferred to rate the scale collectively
because of the difficulties they have encountered during their individual ratings. They
were asked to respond the scale individually and they tried it. However, they did not
want to continue in this way since they thought that they were not consistent in their
decisions for some of the items of the scale for some teacher candidates. As a result,
they indicated that they have consensus in rating each student for each item of the
scale. This kind of data collection for the instructor version of the scale limited the
statistical analysis of the data. If the instructors had been able to rate the scale individ-
ually, it would have been possible to analyze interrater agreement as well.

Finally, the results of the present study are limited both by the sample size and the
fact that participants were from only one teacher training program (ELT). Therefore,
results need to be replicated with larger samples and other teacher training programs
in Turkey.
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