ML

ISTANBUL MEDENIYET UNIVERSITY
INSTITUE OF GRADUATE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION

ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION

An Investigation into EFL Instructors” Technology
Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Foreign Language
Teaching Anxiety

Master’s Thesis

Zerrin Giirkaya Dindar

May 2023



ML

ISTANBUL MEDENIYET UNIVERSITY

INSTITUE OF GRADUATE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EDUCATION

ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION

An Investigation into EFL Instructors” Technology
Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Foreign Language
Teaching Anxiety

Master’s Thesis

Zerrin Giirkaya Dindar

Supervisor

Asst. Prof. Ferdane Denkci Akkas

May 2023



THESIS JURY APPROVAL

This Master thesis titled “An Investigation into EFL Instructors” Technology
Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety”
written by Zerrin Giirkaya Dindar at the Department of Foreign Language

Education was accepted by our jury.

JURY MEMBERS SIGNATURE

Supervisor:

Asst. Prof. Ferdane Denkci Akkas
Istanbul Medeniyet University

Other Jury Members:
Prof. Dr. Selami Aydin

Istanbul Medeniyet University

Asst. Prof. Tuba Arabaci Atlamaz
Abdullah Giil University

Date of Defense: 23 / 05 / 2023



STATEMENTS

Style and Reference Manual Statement

Having reviewed this thesis written under my supervision, I confirm that it
has been written in accordance with the APA (7th Edition) Manual of Style
and used its [footnote/in text] reference format consistently throughout the

entire text.

Signature

Asst. Prof. Ferdane Denkci Akkas

Declaration of Originality

I hereby declare that all information in this dissertation has been obtained
and presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. I also
declare that, as required by these rules and conducts, I have fully cited and

referenced all material and results that are not original to this work.

Signature

Zerrin Giirkaya Dindar



GENIS OZET

Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogreten Ogretmenlerin Teknoloji
Entegrasyonu Oz Yeterlilik inanglar1 ve Yabanci Dil Ogretme Kaygilari

Uzerine Bir Arastirma
Gtirkaya Dindar, Zerrin
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dal1
Danigman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ferdane Denkci Akkas

Mayis 2023

Yirmi birinci yiizyillda 6gretmenler icin kritik bir yetkinligin, bilgi ve iletisim
teknolojilerini 6gretme ve 6grenme faaliyetlerine basarili bir sekilde entegre etme
becerisi oldugu yaygin olarak kabul edilmektedir. Bunun bir nedeni, teknolojinin
uygun 6gretim teknikleriyle birlikte kullanildiginda 6gretme ve 6grenme stireglerini
zenginlestirip gelistirebilmesidir. Dolayisiyla, egitimde teknoloji entegrasyonu,
istenen 6grenme ciktilarina ulasmak icin egitim teknolojilerinin etkin kullanimi
olarak tanimlanabilir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin 6nceden belirlenmis hedefler
dogrultusunda teknolojiyi basarili bir sekilde uygulamak igin gerekli beceri ve
yeteneklerle donatilmasi elzemdir. Ayni sekilde yeni teknolojiler ortaya c¢iktikca,
ogretmenlerden de teknolojiyi derslerine entegre etme stratejilerini yeniden
degerlendirmeleri ve gelistirmeleri beklenmektedir. Teknolojik Pedagojik Alan
Bilgisi (TPAB) cercevesi, temel 6gretmen bilgisi ttirlerini vurgulamas: yontiinden bu
konuda ©6ne c¢ikmaktadir. Buna gore, iyi bir 6gretimin 6nkosulu icerik bilgisi,
pedagojik bilgi ve teknolojik bilgiye sahip olmaktir. Bununla birlikte, her bir bilgiye
ayri ayrt sahip olmak ve degerlendirmekten ziyade, bu bilgiler arasindaki
etkilesimler daha kritik ve 6nemlidir. Ogretmenler ancak yiiksek diizeyde teknolojik
pedagojik alan bilgisine sahip olduklarinda, uygun teknolojileri kendi alanlarindaki
ders igerigine ve 6gretim metodolojilerine uyumlu olarak entegre edebileceklerdir.
Ogretmen bilgisi ve baglamsal faktorlerin yam sira, 6gretmenlerin dgretme ve
ogrenme hakkindaki inanglari, kendilerine olan giivenleri ve teknolojinin 6gretme

ve Ogrenme stirecine algilanan katkisi, 6gretmenlerin smif ortaminda teknoloji



kullanimini 6nemli 6l¢iide etkilemektedir. Cegitli inanglarin insan davraniglari
tizerinde etkili oldugu bilinse de kisinin belirli hedeflere ulasmak igin gerekli
eylemleri planlama ve gerceklestirme yetenegine olan inancimin sergiledigi
performansin temel unsuru oldugu o6ne stirtilmiustiir. Bu bakis agisma gore, bir
ogretmen derslerine teknolojiyi entegre etmenin degerine giiclii bir sekilde inansa
bile, bu degisikligi gerceklestirmek icin diisiik 6z yeterlilige sahipse yeni seyler
denemekten ve degisiklikten kacinabilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, ogretmenlerin
ogrenme ortamin gelistirmek amaciyla teknolojiyi etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmeleri
icin teknoloji entegrasyonuna yonelik giiclii bir 6z yeterlilik duygusuna sahip
olmalar gerekir. Oz yeterlilik kavramy, bir kisinin belirli gorevleri yerine getirme ve
belirli hedeflere ulasma ile ilgili olarak algiladig: yeterliligi ifade eder. Buna gore,
teknoloji entegrasyonuna yonelik 6z yeterlilik, 6gretmenlerin teknolojiyi etkin ve
verimli bir sekilde kullanma becerilerine duyduklar1 giiven olarak tanimlanabilir ve
bu yeterlilik inancinin simiflarda teknoloji kullanim aligkanliklar: tizerinde énemli
bir etkiye sahip oldugu kabul edilmektedir. Teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik
inanclarmin  6gretmenlerin smuftaki fiili uygulamalarinin  yani1 sira  sifta
kargilastiklar1 dis zorluklarin tistesinden gelmelerine yardimei oldugu, teknoloji
kullanimin artmasma olanak sagladigi ve 6gretmenlerin teknoloji yeterliklerini
belirlemede kilit bir faktér olusturdugu bilinmektedir. Bu sebeple, teknoloji
entegrasyonu Oz-yeterlilik inanclar1 son yillarda egitim arastirmalarinda dikkat

cekmektedir.

Teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglarma ek olarak, kayg: da ogretmenlerin
performansimi 6nemli dlctide etkileyen bir diger unsurdur. Kaygi, otonom sinir
sisteminin uyarilmasi sonucu yasanan gerginlik, endise ve huzursuzluk gibi 6znel
deneyim ve duygular olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu kavrami tanimlamak ve acikliga
kavusturmak amaciyla durumluk ve siirekli kaygi kavramlar: ortaya atilmustir.
Stirekli kaygr genellikle bir kisinin kisilik 6zelliklerinin bir parcas: olarak kaygiya
olan uzun vadeli egilimi ile ilgilidir. Ote yandan, durumluk kaygi gecici bir
duygusal durumla baglantihidir. Stirekli kaygmimn kalici oldugu bilinirken,
durumluk kaygi gecicidir. Insanlarin yasamlar: tizerinde 6nemli bir etkiye sahip
olan kaygi, dil 6grenimi ve 6gretiminde de dikkate deger bir duygusal durum
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Duruma 6zgii bir kayg tiirti olarak kabul edilen yabanci

dil kaygisi, dil 6grenenler tarafindan deneyimlenen yaygimn bir durumdur. Yabanci



dil kaygis1 6grenme stireclerini sekteye ugrattig icin oldukga ilgi ¢ekmis ve cesitli
arastirmacilar tarafindan bu kayginin kaynaklar1 ve etkileri arastirilmistir. Bununla
birlikte, yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisi, alanda dikkatleri tizerine yakin zamanda ¢eken
ve farkli degiskenlerle iliskili olarak derinlemesine arastirilmasi gereken tnemli bir
kavramdir. Yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisi, baslangicta ogretmenlerin yetersiz dil
yetkinligi algilariyla iliskilendirilmistir. Bu durumun da hedef dilin 6gretmenler
tarafindan 6grenme ortaminda daha az kullanilmasina, hedef dilin aktif ve kamusal
olarak kullanilmasin1 gerektiren egitim stratejilerinden kacimilmasina neden
olabilecegine dikkat cekilmistir. Ancak, yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisi, 6gretmenlerin
algiladiklar dil yeterlilik diizeyiyle smirlandirilamayacak kadar genis bir kavramdir
ve dil 6gretimi uygulamasiyla iligkili duyussal, bilissel, sosyokiiltiirel ve cevresel
faktorlerden kaynaklanabilen duruma 6zgti bir sif kaygis ttirtidiir. Yabanci dil
ogretme kaygisim1 onemli kilan sey bu kaygmin daha az etkili dil 6gretimine,
yenilik¢i 6gretim uygulamalarini denemekten kaginmaya, daha diisiik 6zgtiven, is
tatmini ve zihinsel iyi olusa sebebiyet vermesidir. Ogretmenlik mesleginin
baglamsal ve cevresel faktorler ile kendilerinden beklenen siirekli degisim ve
gelisim talebi dikkate alinmadan dahi zorlu oldugu aciktir. Buna ek olarak,
glntimiiziin rekabetci teknoloji ortami1 da dil 6gretmenlerinin omuzlarina ekstra bir
yiik bindirebilir. Bu nedenle, teknoloji ortamindaki bu stirekli degisimin
ogretmenlerin yabanci dil 6gretimi kayg1 diizeyleri tizerindeki etkilerini anlamak
i¢in, bu galisma teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanc1 ve yabanci dil 6gretimi
kaygis1 kavramlarini arastirmayi ve varsa iki kavram arasindaki iliskiyi ortaya

koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu calisma disaridan herhangi bir miidahale olmaksizin meydana gelen iki olgu
hakkinda bilgi edinmeyi ve iki degisken arasindaki iliskinin derecesini arastirmay1
amagladigindan, nicel veri toplama tekniklerinin kullanildig: iliskisel tarama
modelinde betimsel bir arastirma olarak planlanmustir. Katilimcilarin teknoloji 6z
yeterlilik inanglarin1 6lgmek amaciyla Wang, Ertmer ve Newby (2004) tarafindan
gelistirilen “Teknoloji Entegrasyonu Oz Yeterlilik Olgegi”, yabanc dil 63retme
kayg1 diizeylerini ortaya koymak amaciyla Ipek (2006) tarafindan gelistirilmis, Eren
(2020) tarafindan Ingilizce “ye uyarlanmig “Yabanct Dil Ogretme Kaygisi Olgegi”
kullanilmistir. Bu iki kavramin cesitli degiskenlerle olasi iliskilerini incelemek igin

bir arka plan anketi olusturulmustur. COVID-19 pandemisinin hentiz tam olarak



bitmemis olmasina bagli olarak yiiz yiize veri toplamanin ve Istanbul’da farkl
bolgelerde gorev yapmakta olan Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlilerine ulasmanin zor
olmasi sebebiyle, ilgili veri toplama araglar1 Google Formlar araciligiyla internet
tizerinden paylasilmistir. Sonug olarak, calismaya Istanbul’daki yliksek 6gretim
kurumlarinda calisan gonilli 226 6gretim gorevlisi veri toplama araclarma
verdikleri cevaplar ile katimislardir. Elde edilen veriler SPSS programina
aktarilarak Spearman korelasyon testi, bagimsiz orneklem t testi, tek yonli

ANOVA, Mann-Whitney U Testi, Kruskal Wallis Testi yardimiyla analiz edilmistir.

Calismanin sonuglarina gore, tiniversite diizeyinde Ingilizce egitimi veren Ingilizce
ogretmenleri giiglii teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglarma sahiptir. Ote
yandan katilimcilarin 6lcegin alt boyutlarindan bilgisayar teknolojisi ve yetenekleri
konusunda kendilerine daha ok giivendikleri gozlenmistir. Katilmeilar yiiksek
diizeyde 6z yeterlilige sahip olsalar da teknoloji kullaniminin dis etkileri konusunda
daha nispeten daha az giiven duymaktadirlar. Diger bir deyisle, tgretmenler
teknoloji  araglarini  derslerinde  etkili bir gsekilde kullanabileceklerine
inanmaktadirlar; ancak teknoloji kullanimi1 konusunda baskalarina yardimci olma,
onlar1 gozlemleme ve motive etme konusunda kendilerine o kadar giivenmedikleri
aciga ctkmustir. Yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisi ile ilgili sonuclar dikkate alindiginda,
ogretmenlerin bu kaygidan diisiik seviyede muzdarip olduklar: gortilmiistiir ve ana
dil kullanimi, hata yapma, diger oOgretmenlerle kiyaslanma alt boyutlarinda
kaygilar1 daha ytiksekken, hedef dil performansi ve belirli bir dil becerisini 6gretme
kaygilarmin daha diistik seviyede oldugu bulunmustur. Bu bulgulara ek olarak,
Istanbul’daki iiniversitelerde calisan Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin  teknoloji
entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik algilar1 ile yabanci dil 6gretme kaygilar: arasinda anlaml
ve negatif bir iliski oldugu ortaya konmustur. Teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik
inanclar1 ile yabanci dil o6gretme kaygisinin alt boyutlar1 arasindaki iligki
incelendiginde, teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglar: ile en giiglii negatif
iliskiye sahip olan alt boyutun belirli bir dil becerisini 6gretme kaygisi oldugu ve bu
alt boyutun hata yapma, hedef dil performans: ve diger 6gretmenlerle kiyaslanma
kaygisinin takip ettigi gortilmiistiir. Ote yandan, katilimcilarin yabanci dil 6gretme
kaygisinin teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglar1 dlgeginin alt boyutlar ile
olan iligkisine bakildiginda, teknoloji kullaniminin dis etkileri alt boyutunun

bilgisayar teknolojisi ve yetenekleri alt boyutuna gore daha giicli negatif iliskiye



sahip oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, yas, 6gretmenlik deneyimi, haftalik ders saati,
kurum tirti, teknoloji entegrasyonu egitimi, egitimin etkililigi, isyerinde
benimsenen sistem ve isyerindeki olanaklar gibi faktorlerin 6gretmenlerin teknoloji
entegrasyonu 0z yeterlilik inanglarin1 anlamli bir sekilde etkiledigi bulunmustur.
Son olarak, katilimc1 6gretmenlerin yabanci dil 6gretme kaygilarmin yas, 6gretim
yil1 deneyimi, en son tamamlanan egitim derecesi, teknoloji entegrasyonu
egitiminin etkililigi, 6gretim elemanlarnin ders verdigi yeterlik diizeylerinin

cesitliligi gibi bazi faktorlere gore anlamli bir sekilde degistirdigi ortaya konmustur.

Bu galismanin sonuclar1 alan yazindaki mevcut calismalar 1s1§inda incelendiginde
benzerliklerin yani sira, bazi farliliklar da gozlemlenmistir. Ornegin benzer
calismalarda da 6gretmenlerin giiclii teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglarma
sahip olduklar1 gortilmiistiir. Demografik degiskenler acisindan benzerliklerle
birlikte (6rn. yas, cinsiyet, haftalik ders saatleri) farkliliklara da (6rn. 6gretmenlik
deneyimi) rastlanmistir. Mevcut galisma, {iniversite diizeyinde egitim verip bu
calismaya katilan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisinin diistik
oldugunu tespit etmistir. Alan yazinda benzer sonuglari bulan c¢alismalarin
olmasmin yani sira, dgretmenlerin yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisindan orta derecede
muzdarip oldugunu ortaya cikaran galismalar da vardir. Yabanci dil 6gretme
kaygisinin demografik degiskenlerle olan iliskisine bakildiginda, alan yazindaki
diger calismalarla benzerliklerin (6rn. yas, 6gretmenlik deneyimi) yaninda, farkl
sonuglara da (6rn. cinsiyet, egitim diizeyi, mezuniyet programi) ulasildig1
gortilmiistir. Ek olarak, bu calisma Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin teknoloji
entegrasyonu 0z yeterlilik inanclar1 ile yabanci dil 6gretme kaygilarmin alan
yazinda daha 6nce incelenmemis demografik degiskenler ile olan olas: iligkisini de
arastirmistir. Ayrica, alan yazinda daha once teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik
inanclar1 ile yabanci dil 6gretme kaygisi arasindaki olasi iligkiyi arastiran bir
calismaya rastlanmamistir. Bu acilardan, calismanin alan yazma katki sagladigi

diistintilmektedir.

Mevcut calismanin sonuglar1 1s1ginda, Ogretmenlere, karar vericilere ve
aragtirmacilara bazi tavsiyelerde bulunulmustur. Ogretmenlere teknolojiyi dil
smiflarina entegre etmenin farkli yollarina odaklanan {ticretsiz web seminerlerinden
yararlanmalari, ogrencileri icin faydali olacagmi distindiikleri teknolojileri

denemek icin zaman ayirmalari, arastirmalar1 sirasinda cesitli egitim videolar: ile



uzmanlardan veya daha deneyimli meslektaglarindan yardim almalari, isyerlerinde
veya sehirlerindeki diger okullarda teknoloji konusunda sunulan hizmet ici egitim
firsatlarini takip etmeleri, eger isyerlerinde boyle bir olanak yoksa, dgretmenlerin
teknolojiyi kullanirken yasadiklar: ortak sorunlar hakkinda farkindalik yaratmalari
ve okul yonetimlerinden seminer ya da calistay talep etmeleri tavsiye edilmistir. Ote
yandan yiiksekogretim kurumlarimin hizmet dncesi Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin TPAB
ve teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglarini gelistirmek igin sadece teorik
degil uygulamali dersler de sunmasi, simiflardaki alt yap1 sorunlarmin ¢oztilmesi
Onerilmistir. Benzer sekilde, okul yoneticileri ve kurumlarin mesleki gelisim
birimlerinin, hizmet ici Ingilizce ©gretmenlerini kendi yerel baglamlarinda
kullanilan teknolojiler konusunda desteklemek ve egitmek icin uygulamali mesleki
gelisim etkinlikleri diizenlemeleri ve bu etkinliklerin ardindan ihtiya¢ duyulmasi
halinde 6gretmenlerin bir uzmana danisabilmek ve yardim alabilmek icin gerekli
olanaklar1 saglamalar1 onerilmistir. Ek olarak, genc 6gretmenlerin kayg: diizeyini
azaltmak igin hizmet dncesi Ingilizce 6gretmenlerine egitimleri esnasinda gercek
smiflarda ders vermek icin daha fazla firsat sunulmasy; ikinci olarak meslege yeni
baslayan ya da daha az deneyimli 6gretmenler icin 6gretmenlige ilk basladiklarinda
isyerlerinde ©zel oryantasyon programlari tasarlanmasi, kendilerine rehberlik
edecek birer danismanin atanmasi 6nerilmistir. Gelecekte teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z
yeterlilik inanglar1 ve yabanci dil Ogretme kaygisi konularini irdeleyecek
arastirmacilarin benzer bir calismay1 farkli okul tiirlerinde ytirtitmeleri ve okul
tirtinin bu kavramlar {izerindeki etkisini arastirmalari, incelenen iki kavramin
gilincel kaynaklar1 ve etkilerinin daha iyi anlasilabilmesi adina karma yontemde
calismalar yiirtitmeleri 6nerisi getirilmistir. Alan yazinda daha 6nce dgretmenlerin
teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglar1 ve yabanci dil 6gretme kaygilar
arasindaki iliskiyi inceleyen baska bir calismaya rastlanmadigindan ve ek olarak
cinsiyet ve mezun olunan program gibi bazi demografik degiskenlerin
ogretmenlerin teknoloji entegrasyonu 6z yeterlilik inanglar1 ve yabanci dil 6gretme
kaygis1 tizerindeki rolii hakkinda kesin sonuglara varilabilmesi icin benzer
calismalarin yiiriitilebilecegi on goriilmiistiir. Son olarak anadili Ingilizce olan
Ingilizce 6gretmenleri ile ana dili Ingilizce olmayan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
yabanct dil ogretme kaygisinin  karsilastirildigr  calismalarin  ytirtitiilmesi

Onerilmistir.
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ABSTRACT

An Investigation into EFL Instructors” Technology Integration Self-
Efficacy Beliefs and Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety

Gtirkaya Dindar, Zerrin
Master’s Thesis, Department of Foreign Language Education
Asst. Prof. Ferdane Denkci Akkas

May 2023

This study aims to examine technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and
foreign language teaching anxiety of tertiary-level EFL instructors employed
at universities in Istanbul province in addition to revealing any possible
relationships between the two constructs. As it employs quantitative data
collection tools, this study can be described as a descriptive study with a
correlational survey design. The data of the study were collected from 226
EFL instructors working at higher education institutions in Istanbul via a
background questionnaire and two different scales. The findings of the study
revealed that the participants had strong technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs and experienced foreign language teaching anxiety to some extent.
Moreover, a low level significant negative correlation existed between
technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and foreign language teaching
anxiety of EFL instructors, meaning if they had higher self-efficacy for
technology integration, they suffered less from foreign language teaching
anxiety. Furthermore, factors such as age, years of teaching experience,
teaching hours per week, institution type, training on technology integration,
the effectiveness of training, adopted system at the workplace, and facilities
at the workplace were found to affect technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs of teachers significantly. Finally, some factors such as age, years of

teaching experience, last degree completed, the effectiveness of training on



technology integration, and the variety of proficiency levels instructors teach
had a significant impact on participant teachers’ foreign language teaching

anxiety.

Keywords: Technology integration, Self-efficacy, Technology integration

self-efficacy beliefs, Anxiety, Foreign language teaching anxiety
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1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to determine EFL instructors’ perceived
technology integration self-efficacy (TISE) and foreign language teaching anxiety
(FLTA) as well as reveal any possible relationship between these constructs. In
addition, it aims to investigate EFL instructors’ technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs and foreign language teaching anxiety in relation to certain demographic
variables. Accordingly, this chapter provides an overview of the study. First, the
constructs of technology integration self-efficacy and foreign language teaching
anxiety are introduced in relation to the previous literature. Next, the problem is
explained, and the purpose and the research questions addressed in the study are

presented. Following that, the limitations of the study are provided.

1.1 Background of the Study

It is commonly accepted that one critical capability for teachers in the twenty-
first century is the ability to successfully integrate ICTs into teaching and learning
activities. One reason is that technology may enrich and improve the teaching and
learning processes when used in conjunction with appropriate teaching techniques
(Onalan & Kurt, 2020). Thus, technology integration in education could be defined
as the effective use of educational technology to achieve desired learning outcomes
(Davies & West, 2014). From a broad perspective, “any tool, piece of equipment, or
device- electronic or mechanical- that can be used to help students accomplish
specified learning goals” comprise educational technology (Davies & West, 2014, p.

843).

Teachers should possess the knowledge and abilities needed to successfully
implement technology in line with the predetermined objectives. As new
technologies emerge, teachers must reevaluate and improve their integration
strategies (Otto, 2017). Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK)
framework becomes prominent in these concerns since it highlights fundamental
types of teacher knowledge. Accordingly, content knowledge, pedagogical
knowledge, and technological knowledge are a prerequisite for good teaching.

Nevertheless, the interactions among the before-mentioned knowledge are critical



26

and more important rather than possessing and evaluating knowledge individually
(Koehler & Mishra, 2006). TPACK framework suggests that each piece of
knowledge constitutes a significant part of teacher knowledge, and good teaching
only occurs when teachers are capable of teaching their subject matter with
appropriate approaches and tools (Koehler & Mishra, 2006; Schmidt et al., 2009). In
other words, when teachers have high levels of technological pedagogical content
knowledge, they can integrate the appropriate technology into their teaching
methodologies in the related content area of their fields (Schmidt et al., 2009).

Furthermore, teachers should have access to certain technologies and support
in their teaching context whenever needed considering the nature of technology tools
and resources which is constantly changing. Individual efforts should not be
frequently limited or constrained by the context in which teachers work (Ertmer &
Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). Besides teacher knowledge and contextual factors,
teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning, their confidence, and perceived
contribution of technology to the teaching and learning process significantly impact
their technology uses in classrooms (Ertmer et al., 2012). Although a wide range of
beliefs may have an effect on human behavior in any particular situation, Bandura
(1997) claimed that the fundamental element of human agency is the belief in one's
ability to plan and implement the actions necessary to achieve specific goals.
According to this perspective, even if a teacher strongly believes in the value of
integrating technology, they may be discouraged from trying it if they have low self-
efficacy to carry out a change (Albion & Ertmer, 2002). Therefore, teachers should
have a strong sense of TISE in order to utilize technology to provide enhanced

learning opportunities in language classrooms (Abbitt, 2011; Heath, 2017).

The notion of self-efficacy refers to a person’s perceived competence in
relation to fulfilling specific tasks and achieving certain goals (Gallagher, 2012;
Heslin & Klehe, 2007; Pajares, 1996). Accordingly, technology integration self-
efficacy can be described as teachers’ confidence in their ability to use technology
efficiently and productively, and it is accepted to have a remarkable impact on their
habits of technology use in classrooms (Wang et al., 2004). This is mainly because
having a direct impact on teachers’ intentions and actual practices regarding

technology use, beliefs, and attitudes toward technology use help them overcome
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external difficulties they face in the classroom (Dikmen & Demirer, 2022; Ertmer et
al., 2012; Inan & Lowther, 2010). It is assumed that intentions and high self-efficacy
may lead to increased technology use (Han et al., 2017). Furthermore, teachers’
perceived self-efficacy constitutes a key factor in determining their technology
competency (Abbitt, 2011; Birisci & Kul, 2019; Dikmen & Demirer, 2022; Dinger,
2020; Keser et al., 2015; Yildiz Durak, 2021). As discussed earlier, teachers should
possess the necessary knowledge and experience to implement technology
effectively. Furthermore, self-efficacious learners appear to be more goal-driven,
effort-regulated, persistent, and committed to learning and undertaking tasks, which
leads to accomplishments and competence (Bandura, 1992). In line with Bandura’s
self-efficacy theory, it can be asserted that teachers’ TISE may have a powerful
impact on their acquirement of information and computer technology competencies
(Zhang et al., 2023). Therefore, technology integration self-efficacy beliefs have

drawn remarkable attention in educational research in the last few years.

In addition to technology integration self-efficacy beliefs, anxiety is another
element that notably affects a teacher's performance. Anxiety is described as the
subjective experience and sense of tension, worry, apprehension, and uneasiness as a
result of arousal of the autonomic nervous system (Horwitz et al., 1986; Spielberger,
1972). In an attempt to define and clarify the notion, Spielberger (1972) introduces
state and trait anxiety. Trait anxiety generally relates to a person's long-term
propensity to anxiety as part of their personality attribute. State anxiety, on the other
hand, is connected to a transient emotional condition. Trait anxiety is known to be
permanent, whereas state anxiety is transient. Furthermore, Alpert and Haber (1960)
divide anxiety into two as debilitating and facilitating anxiety. While facilitating
anxiety may inspire people to overcome challenges and perform better, debilitating
anxiety is unpleasant since it disrupts the task at hand and causes avoidance behavior
(Scovel, 1978). Therefore, anxiety, which has a considerable impact on people's
lives, is also recognized as a remarkable emotional state in educational settings and

in language learning and teaching as well.

Acknowledged as situation-specific anxiety in second and foreign language
contexts (Aydmn & Ustuk, 2020a) foreign language anxiety is a common situation

experienced by language learners. Maclntyre and Gardner (1994) identify language
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anxiety with feelings of discomfort and apprehension in reference to second language
learning and language skills, specifically listening and speaking. Since foreign
language anxiety disrupts the learning processes, it has drawn a considerable amount
of attention, and the sources and impacts of this anxiety have been investigated by
various researchers. However, the notion of foreign language teaching anxiety is a
promising concept that still needs to be investigated in relation to different variables

as it has only recently attracted the interest of scholars in the field.

Foreign language teaching anxiety was initially associated with teachers’
perceptions of inadequate language competence which in turn may result in using the
target language less in class, avoiding educational strategies which require the use of
the target language actively and publicly (Horwitz, 1996). However, FLTA is a broad
concept that cannot be restricted to teachers’ perceived level of language
competency; it is a specific type of classroom anxiety associated with language
teaching practice (Eren, 2020; Ipek, 2006). Previously, several attempts were made
to fill in a gap in the literature, understand the nature of this specific anxiety, and
define it (Aydin, 2016; Ipek, 2006). Accordingly, FLTA is a situation-specific
anxiety which could be experienced by language teachers “before, during, and after
teaching” related activities due to “personal, perceptional, motivational, and

technical concerns” (Aydin, 2016, p. 639; Eren, 2020; ipek, 2016).

Being a significant phenomenon affecting both teaching and learning
processes, the sources and effects of FLTA have been one of the dimensions studied
relatively more by researchers in the last decade. Accordingly, foreign language
teaching anxiety may result in less effective language instruction, refraining from
experimenting with innovative teaching practices, lower levels of confidence, job
satisfaction, and mental well-being (Eren, 2020; Horwitz, 1996; ipek, 2016; Kim &
Kim, 2004; Numrich, 1996; Williams, 1991). On the other hand, perceived level of
English proficiency, classroom and time management, fear of being evaluated
negatively by practice teachers and students, being assessed by the teachers, crowded
classrooms, lack of experience, and difficulty in applying theoretical knowledge into
practice are some of the factors provoking anxiety among prospective language
teachers (Alrashidi, 2022; Aydin, 2016; Kazazoglu, 2020; Han & Takkac¢-Tulgar,

2019; Tiirkmen, 2019). When in-service teachers are considered, making mistakes,
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teaching a skill in which teachers do not feel proficient enough, using the native
language, teaching students at particular language proficiency levels, fear of negative
evaluation, being compared to fellow teachers, immediate questions and judgmental
attitudes of learners, knowledge of target culture, misuse of technology by students,
lack of interest among students, being unprepared for class, difficulty in retrieving
information, failing in motivating students could be mentioned as sources of anxiety
among in-service teachers (Aydin & Ustuk, 2020b; Disli, 2020; ipek, 2006; Oztiirk,
2016; Tirkmen, 2019).

It is obvious that the teaching profession is already demanding without
considering the perpetual claims which might stem from contextual or environmental
factors and expected from them either by students or school management. In
addition, today’s competitive technology environment may place an extra burden on
language teachers’ shoulders since they are expected to embrace “whatever new
technology comes their way” (Henderson & Corry, 2021, p. 574). Thus, to
understand the effects of this constant change in the technology environment on
FLTA levels of teachers, this study investigates the notions of technology integration

self-efficacy beliefs and foreign language teaching anxiety.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Technology is anticipated to be widely utilized in language education in
today's digital world due to its various educational benefits. Enriching the learning
environment by presenting a good variety of sources and appealing to different
learning styles are two of the major benefits (Avisteva, 2019; Kilickaya & Seferoglu,
2013). In addition, technology is accepted to provide plenty of authentic
environments for language learning and foster interaction among learners more
compared to traditional teaching materials (Ozer, 2018). Accordingly, teachers are
considered as key actors in revealing the possible uses of technology to enhance
classroom materials and activities in accordance with students' needs and involve
learners in a more meaningful learning environment. The current situation
necessitates language teachers to be more qualified to be able to employ technology
in their lessons effectively (Asik et al., 2020). In addition, they are expected to adapt

to new technologies and circumstances very quickly. Considering the nature of
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technology which is constantly changing, evolving, and improving, what is expected
from teachers is not easy and requires fulfilling certain responsibilities as
practitioners (Birisci & Kul, 2019). However, as mentioned previously, to
successfully integrate technology into classrooms, teachers should believe in their
capabilities to utilize technology and should have a high level of TISE (Abbitt, 2011;
Bandura, 1997; Heath, 2017; Inan & Lowther, 2010; Li et al., 2015; Zhang et al.,
2023).

Besides technology’s indispensable place in education, the emergence of
COVID-19 also enforced the implementation of technology into teaching and
learning processes and distance education all over the world during the very first
years of the pandemic (Gomez et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2023). Immediately,
teachers had to conduct their lessons on online platforms, which necessitated an
adaptation of their teaching materials and techniques to distance education (Mitchell,
2021) as well as teacher beliefs and attitudes regarding technology integration. This
was a huge change and challenge to accept and adapt to for both EFL teachers and
learners in a very short time. In the upcoming years after the pandemic outbreak,
schools of foreign languages in Turkey adopted their systems in line with the Council
of Higher Education regulations. Accordingly, while some institutions started face-
to-face education in the academic year 2021- 2022, some others employed a hybrid
system to deliver classes. Moreover, several institutions employed a combination of
both face-to-face and online education. While increased use of technology was
already a necessity for language teachers before the pandemic, these new regulations
and changing circumstances also increased the workload of EFL instructors. They
were expected to conduct their lessons in various forms as well as monitor their
learners’ adaptation and learning processes under these new conditions. However, as
emphasized before, a teacher’s ability to utilize technological tools effectively in
his/her lessons is closely related to his/her TISE beliefs (Abbitt, 2011; Heath, 2017,
Inan & Lowther, 2010; Li et al., 2015), how qualified the teacher is and the
technological opportunities and support s/he has. Therefore, it is suggested that

teaching and learning processes may have been affected by teachers’ TISE as well.

Unfortunately, most EFL teachers had to deal with technology-related

problems alone and even did not have a chance to get training regarding technology
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integration. These new regulations and problems may have caused EFL instructors to
feel less self-efficacious regarding technology integration. It is believed that this
situation may have led EFL instructors to suffer from foreign language teaching
anxiety more. Even though foreign language anxiety has been studied abundantly,
research on FLTA among EFL teachers in Turkey is still limited and needs further
investigation. As mentioned previously, FLTA is situation-specific anxiety
experienced by language teachers. As teaching circumstances of teachers alter, new
sources of anxiety may be born, and they may cause an increase in teachers’ FLTA.
In his review article on teaching anxiety covering various fields, Aydin (2021)
concluded that technology use was a predictor of teaching anxiety and asserted that
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs were closely related to the subject. However, no
studies have been encountered investigating TISE and FLTA in relation to each other
in the related literature. Accordingly, considering the technology’s place in
educational settings, the importance of TISE in the implementation of technology as
well as the importance and the possible results of FLTA on learning outcomes, it is
of utmost importance to investigate both of these essential notions in relation to each

other.

1.3 Purpose of the Study
In line with the problem stated above, the current study aims to determine
EFL instructors’ levels of TISE and FLTA along with revealing any possible
relationship between these constructs. Additionally, it is also aimed at finding out
whether EFL teachers’ TISE and FLTA significantly differ by certain demographic

variables.

1.4 Research Questions
With the aim of the study in mind, the current study has been designed to

address the following questions:

1. What are tertiary-level EFL teachers' technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs?
2. What is the foreign language teaching anxiety level of tertiary-level EFL

teachers?
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Is there a statistically significant relationship between tertiary-level EFL

teachers’ technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and foreign language

teaching anxiety?

Do perceived technology integration self-efficacy beliefs among tertiary-level

EFL teachers significantly differ by:
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the adopted system at their current institutions,
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effectiveness of the training they got,
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facilities of language classrooms?
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l. effectiveness of the training they got,
m. facilities at their institution,

n. facilities of language classrooms?

1.5 Significance of the Study

This study is significant in several ways. To start with, even though plenty of
studies focus on evaluating TISE of pre-service teachers in various fields, TISE of
in-service teachers has drawn the attention of researchers only in the last decade.
Therefore, there is a limited number of studies which have been undertaken to
measure in-service teachers' TISE both in the Turkish context and global contexts
(Gomez et al.,, 2021; Hall & Trespalacios, 2019; Lailiyah & Cahyono, 2017;
Mitchell, 2021; Rigi, 2015; Sen & Yildiz Durak, 2022; Yeni Palabiyik, 2013; Yildiz
Durak, 2021). Additionally, besides the limited number of studies with EFL teachers
in the Turkish context, there is only one study investigating TISE among EFL
instructors in tertiary settings (Dinger, 2020). Second, studies investigating TISE in
relation to certain demographic variables are scarce; hence, this study may also
address this gap in the literature. Next, most studies concerning FLTA focus on
underlying factors of this anxiety among pre-service teachers and their coping
mechanisms. There are a few studies examining FLTA among in-service teachers
(Aydin & Ustuk, 2020b; Baltact, 2017; Ipek, 2006; Disli, 2020; Eren, 2020; Kesen &
Aydin, 2014; Kobul & Saracoglu, 2020; Oztiirk, 2016; Tiirkmen, 2019); thus, it is
assumed that the current study contributes to the related literature. Furthermore, by
investigating FLTA in relation to specific variables such as teaching experience, age,
and graduation programs, the current study supports previous literature by giving a
chance to compare different results. Finally, when the related literature was
examined, four studies were noticed that investigated EFL teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs and FLTA (Eren, 2020; Gilingér & Yayli, 2012; Merg, 2015; Rani, Samad &
Ali, 2022). Yet, the related literature has met no studies investigating the relationship
between EFL teachers’ perceived TISE and FLTA in Turkish or global contexts. In
this regard, it is believed that this research, which is based on two crucial topics in

foreign language teaching, will address a significant gap in the literature.
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1.6 Limitations of the Study

The current study has several limitations. First, it is limited to the data
collected from 226 EFL instructors working at state or private universities in
Istanbul. Second, the study is limited to the data collected via Technology Integration
Self-Efficacy Scale (TISES) and Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale
(FLTAS). Third, the findings represent the participant EFL instructors’ perceptions
rather than actual practices of them and it is accepted that the participant teachers
comprehended and replied to the questions on the scales correctly. Finally, since this
study is a descriptive one with a correlational survey design, the findings of the study
reflect the answers the participants provided for the scales and the background

questionnaire.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This section consists of two main parts. First, theoretical frameworks
concerning TISE beliefs and FLTA are provided. In addition, definitions, sources,
and effects of the main concepts are presented. The second part presents the literature

review in regard to TISE and FLTA.

2.1 Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs among EFL Teachers

This section aims to present the theoretical framework concerning technology
integration self-efficacy beliefs. First, a brief history of CALL and technology
integration in language teaching is presented. Second, the TPACK framework and
first and second-order barriers concerning technology integration are explained.
Later, definitions for self-efficacy beliefs and technology integration self-efficacy

beliefs are presented along with their effects on language teaching.

2.1.1 A Brief History of CALL and Technology Integration in Language
Teaching

Education is one of the most prominent areas shaped by the technological
transformation of our digital age. Even though a board marker or a pen is also

accepted as a form of educational technology, computers and the Internet are the
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most recent and significant technological tools of our era. Computers and/or
Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) have been used in language teaching
and learning since the 1960s (Aydin, 2013; Bax, 2003; Lee, 2000). In the United
States, CALL projects started to flourish in the 1960s and early 1970s, some of
which include the Programmed Logic for Automated Teaching Operations (PLATO),
the Tutorial Russian project, and the Time-shared Interactive Computer Controlled
Information Television (TICCIT) (Beatty, 2010; Davies et al., 2013; Otto, 2017).
They were groundbreaking in that they enabled learners to reach automated media-
enriched interactive practice, provided feedback, and kept records of student scores
as well as their progress in the lesson (Otto, 2017). Bax (2003) identifies this early
period as ‘Restricted CALL’ and suggests that this phase lasted until about the
1980s. CALL was restricted as available software and devices allowed only for
uncontextualized grammar practice, closed drills, and translations (Bax, 2003; Otto,
2017). These types of exercises required minimal interaction with other learners and
the teacher was there to monitor learners. Even though there was great emphasis on
communication through interaction within the scope of new language teaching
methods and second language acquisition theories, until the 1980s, “CALL continued

to fulfill its established role as drillmaster and tutor” (Otto, 2017, p. 14).

Later, with the introduction of microcomputers, individuals and school
managers had personal access to computers, and as a result, CALL software projects
began to flourish in the United States, Canada, and Europe (Beatty, 2010; Otto,
2017). Bax (2003) termed this period ‘Open CALL’ as it relatively allowed limited
interaction between students and computers along with other students. The focus was
no longer just on drills or grammar; language teachers could use computer-based
strategies for listening comprehension practice. It was possible via developments in
the integration of interactive audio and videos in the available software (Otto, 2017).
During this phase, simulations and games gained popularity. With an emphasis on
communication skills, some of the programs of the period allowed learners to enter
some language inputs, and they had the capacity to recognize and understand
students (Beatty, 2010; Davies et al., 2013). During that era, the importance of
authentic language grew (Davies et al., 2013), and videotape materials for language

learning became widespread. Moreover, educators started to benefit from authentic
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language corpora and concordances to provide examples of certain words and forms

in context to their learners (Davies et al., 2013; Otto, 2017).

In the 1990s, there was a great emphasis on intercultural skills and social and
political dimensions of language learning besides communication. In this period,
delivering media in digital form (CD, DVD), microphones, and software recognizing
speech became possible and widespread (Beatty, 2010; Otto, 2017). With the
networking of computers, internet services such as email and the World Wide Web
became available for language educators and learners as well. The Web began to
transform the way information was delivered and varied how communication took
place with its “vast digital multilingual repository of authentic media-text, images,
video, and audio” (Otto, 2017, p. 17). According to Bax’s approach (2003), Open
CALL lasted up until the time he wrote his article, and he defended the idea that the
end goal for CALL should be the true integration of CALL into language classrooms,
teachers’ practice, and students’ learning process. Technological innovation must
become so normalized that it becomes “invisible” and “we hardly even recognize

them as technologies” (Bax, 2003, p. 23).

With the turn of the 21% century, language instruction started to evolve since
language learners started to be seen as social beings. In line with the sociocultural
theory, a language learner's cognitive and linguistic development became possible via
social interaction mediated by language. Thus, a change was also necessary in
language instruction as well as in CALL. Since then, educational models have become
more student-centered, while active and collaborative learning environments have

been favored (Otto, 2017).

Multimedia and the Web still continue to grow notably today to support
language learners, and new developments allow them to be active creators of “digital
texts and media and (co-)constructor of knowledge, both in and out of the classroom”
thanks to mobile devices (Otto, 2017, p. 19). Technology today creates opportunities
for plenty of communicative, creative, and collaborative language learning
experiences thanks to streaming media resources, social apps, games, course
management systems, interactive versions of textbooks, public forums, and social

media sites among many others (Beatty, 2010; Otto, 2017). In conclusion, it can be
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claimed that CALL evolved from being a source of localized content and medium of
delivery to a tool for authentic language learning experiences which can be reached
anywhere and anytime thanks to networked digital means (Otto, 2017). It may now be
claimed that computer-assisted language learning has matured and that we are
approaching a phase of CALL that is completely integrated and naturalized (Davies et
al., 2013).

However, technology is merely a tool, so its inclusion in lessons doesn’t
necessarily improve teachers' and students' teaching or learning experiences (Nelson &
Hawk, 2020). Language teachers need to be knowledgeable about and capable of
integrating technology into their lessons in line with their learners’ needs and aims of
the lesson. As new technology materializes, teachers are required to assess and
improve their justifications and implementation strategies (Otto, 2017). Technological
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework developed by Koehler and
Mishra (2006) is one of the significant approaches drawing attention to these concerns.
It is believed that TPACK is a necessity for the successful integration of technology

into classrooms.
2.1.2 TPACK Framework

As stated by Koehler and Mishra (2006), the TPACK framework is based on
Shulman’s (1986, 1987) pedagogical and content knowledge model, supporting the
idea that both pedagogical and content knowledge is essential to make the content
available and comprehensible to the learners. TPACK can be accepted as an extension
of PCK with the integration of technological knowledge. At the heart of TPACK, there
are three different but equally fundamental types of teachers’ knowledge: content
knowledge (CK), pedagogical knowledge (PK), and technology knowledge (TK). As
Koehler and Mishra (2006) emphasize, they are all central to good teaching, but rather

than investigating them separately; their interactions should be considered.
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Figure 1. The TPACK framework and its knowledge components, Koehler & Mishra (2009,
p. 63)

As seen in Figure 1, the interactions between CK, PK, and TK give way to
other types of knowledge: technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK),
technological content knowledge (TCK), pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), and
technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK). As also stated in Yangin-
Ersanli (2016), the TPACK framework does not aim at placing technology in the
center of either teaching or learning. Instead, it requires an intuitive knowledge of
teaching subjects with suitable pedagogical approaches and tools (Schmidt et al.,

2009). The seven components of the TPACK framework can be defined as below:

1. Technology knowledge is about various technologies, including low-tech
tools (e.g., books, a pencil, blackboard) and digital technologies such as the
Internet, smart boards, or software programs (Schmidt et al., 2009). Since
technology is constantly changing, learning and adapting to new technologies
is a required skill for 21%-century teachers (Koehler & Mishra, 2006).

2. Content knowledge is “about the actual subject matter that is to be learned or
taught,” and the content varies from field to field; therefore, it is required of
teachers to be knowledgeable about the subjects they are teaching, including

key terms, ideas, theories, and practices (Koehler & Mishra, 2006, p. 1026).
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3. Pedagogical knowledge refers to teachers’ understanding of the procedures,
techniques, or approaches to teaching and learning (Koehler & Mishra, 2009).
It necessitates having a solid understanding of assessment, lesson planning,
classroom management, and student learning (Schmidt et al., 2009).

4. Pedagogical content knowledge includes knowing what teaching strategies
work with the material; and similarly, knowing how the subject’s components
might be structured for better teaching and learning (Koehler & Mishra,
2006).

5. Technological content knowledge is about understanding how technology can
make a difference in the presentation and/or practice of specific content
(Schmidt et al., 2009).

6. Technological pedagogical knowledge refers to being aware of how teaching
could change as a result of adopting specific technology (Koehler & Mishra,
2006).

7. Knowledge of technology, pedagogy, and content are all combined in
technological pedagogical content knowledge (Oz, 2015). Teachers are
expected to integrate the appropriate technology into their teaching
methodologies in the related content area of their fields (Schmidt et al.,
2009).

As Clifford (1987, p. 10) states “students today are more computer literate
and sophisticated than they were a decade ago. Unfortunately, that means they also
expect more”. Since then, nothing has changed, but learners' needs, and expectations
have increased with the demands of the 21% century; technology is an inseparable
part of our lives and education. From a sociocultural perspective, integrating
technology into lessons gives learners a chance to develop intercultural competence,
especially for EFL learners (Chapelle, 2009; Liu et al., 2014). Resulting from little
exposure to the target language in EFL contexts, EFL learners largely rely on
technology to be exposed to authentic English, notably speaking and listening (Liu et
al., 2014). Furthermore, technology is thought to enhance learning since it can
transform the content into a variety of forms that appeal to students with diverse
learning preferences (Angeli & Valanides, 2009). However, despite being a powerful

tool, technology itself is not a transformative mechanism that will create the desired
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change in the classroom by just being introduced. Instead, it is the teacher who will
transform it into a useful mechanism (Angeli & Valanides, 2009). Therefore,
teachers should be capable of deciding on the best technological means to teach
specific content for their specific groups of learners. Teachers are expected to gain
new skills born out of the integration of technology into education, in which both

pre-service and in-service training play a great role.

However, TPACK is not the only concern in the successful integration of
technology in classrooms as it is a multifaceted subject area. Early theories of
educational transformation suggested that classroom integration would occur if
teachers had access to enough resources and training (Ertmer, 1999). However, new
innovations in computer technology are not effortlessly transferred into educators’
existing routines. On the contrary, it requires “change along multiple dimensions of
practice (e.g., personal, organizational, pedagogical)” (Ertmer, 1999, p. 73). Even
though teachers are willing to integrate technology into their classrooms and are
aware of its significance, they might face certain barriers ranging from personal
fears, logistical and technical concerns, and organizational and pedagogical
considerations that might interfere with meaningful classroom appliances (Ertmer,

1999).

2.1.3 First and Second-Order Barriers in Meaningful Technology Integration

Even though teachers are aware of its efficiency, they may be reluctant to
incorporate technological tools into their classrooms for different reasons ranging
from inadequate knowledge regarding new technologies, low levels of self-efficacy,
teacher’s existing beliefs, contextual obstacles and/or limitations (Ertmer &
Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). In an effort to identify and suggest ways to overcome
them, Ertmer (1999) highlights first-order and second-order barriers in technology
integration. First-order barriers correspond to obstacles that are extrinsic to teachers
such as missing or inadequate technical equipment, training, and support in teaching
and learning environments. Second-order barriers, on the other hand, may not be so
easy to notice even by a teacher himself/herself as these barriers are related to
teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching, views on technology, established

teaching practices, and resistance to change. Since they are more personal and deeply



41

rooted, second-order barriers may give way to more difficulties in regard to

technology integration and may interfere with fundamental change.

Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich (2010, p. 260) compare being knowledgeable
about technology to “asking teachers to hit a moving target” since technological tools
constantly change and evolve. It won’t be wrong to claim that teachers are
constant/eternal new beginners in the technology integration process (Ertmer &
Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). In line with that, teachers require more than necessary
equipment, knowledge, support, and training. In addition, it is important for teachers
to feel competent and confident in utilizing technology to promote meaningful

learning, which refers to self-efficacy beliefs for technology integration.
2.1.4 Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs

It is undeniable that students of the 21% century require new skills and
knowledge to keep up with the developments of our age in every field. Even though
educational systems support and ask teachers to benefit from the new ICTs greatly,
the adaptation process of teachers to the new challenges might be highly personal
(Govender & Govender, 2009). One of the prominent factors affecting teachers’

technology integration is their TISE beliefs.

Initially coined by Albert Bandura, self-efficacy refers to a person’s belief in
his/her abilities to successfully fulfill a task (Heslin & Klehe, 2007). It is a notion
that is task-specific; therefore, people may have relatively high self-efficacy beliefs
for some tasks while possessing low efficacy for others. For instance, one might feel
capable of giving efficient oral presentations, whereas s/he might feel less confident
in writing academic essays. Self-efficacy beliefs are an evaluation of perceived
competence in response to certain settings or goals rather than a consistent

personality attribute (Gallagher, 2012; Pajares, 1996).

According to Bandura (1997, 2007), there are four primary sources of self-
efficacy beliefs: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious learning experiences,
verbal persuasion, and physiological reactions. One’s interpretations of their actual
performances are believed to provide the most reliable information for evaluating

self-efficacy as the individual is directly involved in the process, and it is possible to
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see authentic evidence of success or failure (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares,
2009). As Bandura (1997) puts it, enactive mastery experiences, especially
successes, help one develop a strong sense of self-efficacy. While performances
perceived as successful enhance self-efficacy, those reputed as failures decrease it
(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). On the other hand, individuals who observe similar
others performing and succeeding in a task get knowledgeable about their own
capabilities and feel motivated to try the task themselves. They are inclined to
presume that if others perform a task, they can do it as well; hence, vicarious
experiences are another source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016). Although not as effective and long-lasting as mastery and
vicarious experiences, self-efficacy beliefs can also be promoted as a consequence of
social persuasions (e.g., “I know you are able to manage this”) received from
credible and believable others. Persuaders should be realistic while fostering the
belief that success is feasible (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).
Physiological and affective states, such as anxiety and stress, are other factors that
may alter one’s perceived self-efficacy. Powerful emotional responses to a task may
generate further stress, curtail self-efficacy, and eventually may lead to feared
dysfunctions and inadequate performances (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & DiBenedetto,
2016). Enhancing one's physical and emotional well-being and lowering negative

emotional states are two ways to increase self-efficacy.

What makes self-efficacy a significant term is its impact on individuals’
actions. People are inclined to choose practices and tasks in which they feel self-
sufficient while they refrain from tasks that they feel insecure about (Pajares, 1996;
Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). When individuals do not believe that their actions
will yield the desired outcomes, they have little motivation to carry out those
behaviors. In addition, self-efficacy may also affect how much effort people will put
in and how long they will endure when confronted with difficulties (Heslin & Klehe,
2007; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). On the other hand, people with high perceived
efficacy set goals for themselves, believe that they will succeed, overcome obstacles,
and manage threats (Bandura, 2007). Therefore, self-efficacy is a significant

determinant of human behavior.
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With regard to the definition and description of self-efficacy in psychology,
teachers’ self-efficacy can be defined as their beliefs in their capability to perform
certain tasks related to student learning and teaching in their specific context, to
fulfill their responsibilities in their profession and to manage and control
circumstances surrounding them. It is a measurement of a teacher's confidence in his
or her ability to achieve the appropriate levels of student engagement and learning

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).

As emphasized by Zee and Koomen (2016), studies imply that what makes
teacher self-efficacy (TSE) such a significant notion lies in its outcomes observable
in the quality of classrooms, students’ achievements, teachers’ effort in engaging
learners through meaningful tasks, and in their classroom management skills.
Bandura (1997) suggests that ensuring learning environments that support the
development of cognitive competencies highly depends on teachers' abilities and
self-efficacy beliefs, which in turn partly determines learners’ evaluation of their

intellectual capabilities.

TISE beliefs are crucial for a variety of reasons. A teacher's concerns and
actions to design learning environments that effectively employ technology in the
classroom are influenced by their self-efficacy beliefs toward computer use and
technology (Abbitt, 2011; Heath, 2017). In line with TSE, TISE can be defined as
teachers' confidence in their ability to use technology efficiently and productively,
and it is acknowledged as a prominent factor in determining habits of technology use
in classrooms (Wang et al., 2004). In their study, Inan and Lowther (2010) found that
teacher beliefs regarding technology and their perceived readiness to implement
technology directly impact teachers’ practices. Similarly, self-efficacy and perceived
technology skills were found to correlate with participants’ use of technology by Li
et al. (2015). In addition, TISE beliefs are known to help teachers overcome
difficulties regarding technology integration (Heath, 2017). As stated earlier,
teachers with a high sense of efficacy are known to be more open to changes and
enthusiastic to try out new methods (Hoy & Spero, 2005). On the other hand,
teachers with a sense of lower efficacy may find technology integration too
challenging and perform avoidance behavior as it requires taking risks and

experimenting with new materials and tools. Therefore, besides TPACK,
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technological infrastructure, new innovations to keep up with, and technical support,
self-efficacy beliefs toward technology hinder or promote teachers’ technology
integration into lessons. Though improved self-efficacy beliefs may not always result
in the actual integration of technology among educators, they are a prerequisite for

technology integration (Wang et al., 2004).
2.2 Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety in EFL Contexts

This section provides the theoretical framework in regard to FLTA. First, the
definitions of anxiety, FLA, and FLTA are presented. In addition, the effects of FLA

are briefly discussed. Lastly, the sources and effects of FLTA are underlined.
2.2.1 Anxiety

Apart from self-efficacy beliefs, anxiety is another factor that influences a
teacher’s performance. Anxiety is defined as the subjective experience and sense of
tension, worry, apprehension, and uneasiness as a result of arousal of the autonomic
nervous system (Horwitz et al., 1986; Spielberger, 1972) which usually presents
itself in unpleasant situations. For instance, it may distract a person from a particular
task, and instead cause him/her self-evaluate excessively and worry about the
opinions of others and failure. In other words, when a person feels anxious, attention
is divided between task-related and self-related cognition, which in turn may result in

less efficient cognitive performance (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989).

Attempting to clarify the phenomenon of anxiety, psychologist Spielberger
(1972) differentiates between state and trait anxiety. State anxiety is associated with
a transitory emotional state, but trait anxiety mostly corresponds to an individual's
long-term predisposition to anxiety as part of their personality trait. Even though
state anxiety is temporary, trait anxiety is recognized as being persistent. The notion
of anxiety has also been addressed from a different perspective by Alpert and Haber
(1960) which are debilitating and facilitating anxiety. Debilitating anxiety is
undesirable as it interferes with the task at hand and drives a student to avoid a new
learning activity, while facilitating anxiety may motivate and help individuals

overcome difficulties and perform better (Scovel, 1978). Playing an important part in
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individuals’ lives, anxiety is also distinguished as an important affective state in

educational contexts.
2.2.2 Foreign Language Anxiety (FLA)

Anxiety has been accepted as one of the affective factors playing a role in the
field of teaching and learning foreign languages. Maclntyre and Gardner (1994)
define language anxiety as a specific type referring to feelings of discomfort and
apprehension related to second language learning and language skills -especially

listening and speaking.

Mostly accepted as situation-specific anxiety in a second language context
(Aydin & Ustuk, 2020a), FLA is known to be a significant factor disrupting the
learning process. Anxious language learners may display avoidance behavior such as
skipping class and delaying assigned homework. In addition, learners may
experience worry and fear of making mistakes, concentration problems when in class
or they may forget previous knowledge (Horwitz et al., 1986). Language anxiety has
been most prominently associated with second language performance or success
(Horwitz et al., 1986; Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989), apart from its impact on
language learning processes at different phases and communication. For instance, it
may intervene with test results. Even though the learner knows the answer to a
specific question, s/he forgets it or may make careless mistakes during an exam
(Horwitz et al., 1986). Predominantly, problems caused by anxiety are accepted to
affect two skills: speaking and listening (Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner,
1989). Anxious learners may freeze during a speaking activity requiring production
or may not be able to differentiate sounds and structures in the target language

(Horwitz et al., 1986).

FLA is associated with three other performance-related anxieties: test
anxiety, fear of negative evaluation, and communication apprehension (Horwitz et
al., 1986; Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989). Since tests and quizzes are common in
foreign language classes and even the most hardworking students frequently make
mistakes, students who are test-anxious will likely have a tough time. A person who
normally suffers from speaking in public or in groups will feel more anxious

speaking in the target language when his/her performance is constantly observed
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(Horwitz et al., 1986). Fear of being evaluated by the teacher or peers may deter the

individual from actively participating in activities in language classrooms.

Horwitz et al. (1986) assert that FLA is unique, complex anxiety rather than a
combination of the above-mentioned fears. It results from a combination of an
individual’s beliefs, self-perceptions, behaviors, and feelings regarding the process of

language learning in a classroom environment (Horwitz et al., 1986).
2.2.3 Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety (FLTA)

Even though FLA has been addressed from learners’ perspectives frequently,
FLTA has caught the attention in the field quite recently. Undoubtedly, it is a topic as
significant as learner anxiety since language teachers play an undeniable part in
language education. Therefore, the sources and effects of FLTA have drawn the

attention of researchers.

Regardless of the subject teachers teach, teaching anxiety is an important
issue for the ones performing the profession. The profession of teaching is both
cognitively and emotionally demanding (Horwitz, 1996). Therefore, it is likely that
teachers may experience a certain amount of stress and anxiety related to their
occupation. Spielberger describes teaching anxiety as a transient state which makes it
different from general anxiety (1966, as cited in Williams, 1991). Further, Buitink
and Kemme (1986, p. 77) call it “a momentary situational characteristic of teaching”
and define the concept as “an emotional constitution that may change in intensity and
may disappear with increasing experience”. It is asserted by scholars that teaching
anxiety is associated with everything linked to the actions of a teacher in the
classroom as well as other school-related responsibilities of teachers (Buitink &

Kemme, 1986).

At first, FLTA “was not seen apart from anxiety in the foreign language-
learning context conventionally” (Aydin & Ustuk, 2020a, p. 45). In an attempt to
highlight and identify it, Horwitz (1996) acknowledged that FLTA stems from
teachers’ perception of inadequate language competence. According to this
perspective, Horwitz (1996) states that teachers experiencing higher levels of FLA

will be inclined to use target language less in class and employ educational strategies
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requiring little use of target language actively and publicly. Target language
avoidance on the part of the instructor, in turn, would have major consequences for
foreign language learning: students would experience less spontaneous target
language usage in their lessons (Horwitz, 1996). However, the notion of FLTA is a
multifaceted concept that cannot be explained by teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for
language competency. Rather, it is acknowledged as a particular type of classroom
anxiety related to language teaching practice (Eren, 2020; 1pek, 2016). Further,
Aydin (2016, p. 639) defines it “as an emotional and affective state that a teacher
feels tension due to personal, perceptional, motivational, and technical concerns
before, during, and after teaching activities”. In summary, there is not a certain
definition of FLTA that all researchers agree with. However, each description offers
helpful defining characteristics. In line with what has been outlined previously,
FLTA is a situation-specific anxiety which could be experienced by language
teachers “before, during, and after teaching” related activities due to “personal,
perceptional, motivational, and technical concerns” (Aydin, 2016, p. 639; Eren,

2020; ipek, 2016).

Although available studies on FLTA mostly focus on its sources, there are
various reasons that make FLTA an important issue in the field. Studies reveal that
teaching anxiety affects levels of confidence, satisfaction, and the performance of
especially novice teachers and it may finally lead to less effective language
instruction (Williams, 1991). As anxiety affects their instructional decisions, teachers
may present avoidance behavior (Numrich, 1996) and refrain from trying more
innovative teaching practices (Horwitz, 1996). Last but not least, FLTA might have a
detrimental impact on teachers’ job satisfaction and mental well-being (Horwitz,
1996). Therefore, regarding foreign language teaching, teacher anxiety is a crucial
factor to consider since it may destructively affect language education and its

essential components — teachers and learners- (Kim & Kim, 2004).

A substantial body of previous research has focused on the sources of FLTA.
Among several sources of it, having to speak in the target language, worry about
target language performance, grading procedures, fear of making mistakes, teaching
a specific language skill, teaching students at a certain proficiency level,

inexperience in the profession, holding a perfectionist attitude toward target
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language, lack of pedagogical knowledge, using the native language during a class,
being compared to other teachers, negative student behavior, teaching grammar,
commonly trigger anxiety among language teachers (Horwitz, 1996; Ipek, 2006; Kim
& Kim; 2004; Kunt & Tiim, 2010; Numrich, 1996; Oztiirk, 2016). Furthermore, Kim
and Kim (2004) emphasize that different skills, qualities, and techniques expected
from and needed by language teachers may result in higher levels of FLTA. As stated
earlier, teaching is already a demanding profession; however, the requirements and
responsibilities evolving every day may also place a burden on language teachers.
Without having TPACK, experimenting with new technologies, educational and
technical support from workplace, teachers may feel overwhelmed with what the 21
century has provided and even imposed. Therefore, low self-efficacy for technology
integration may alleviate foreign language teaching anxiety. To this end, this study

aims to investigate the relationship between two concepts.
2.3 Literature Review

This chapter presents a review of the related literature on technology
integration self-efficacy and foreign language teaching anxiety. First, it presents a
summary of studies focusing on TISE in relation to various variables among pre-
service and in-service teachers. Next, it reviews studies on FLTA with different

variables such as factors leading to this anxiety and the coping strategies of teachers.
2.3.1 Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs

When the related studies are reviewed, it is observed that there are numerous
studies investigating TISE among all subject areas. While some studies mainly
explore TISE levels of teachers, it is also explored in relation to TPACK,
professional development, language proficiency, and various interventions such as
vicarious experiences, teaching practice, and courses studied at the tertiary level
education in other studies. Most of the research in this section utilized TISES by

Wang et al. (2004) as a data collection instrument.

Some studies mainly investigate TISE levels of teachers. Some of them also
explore TISE in terms of demographic variables such as age, gender, experience, and

subject area. Accepting self-efficacy for technology integration as a vital issue, Caner
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and Aydin (2021) aimed to explore the self-efficacy beliefs of 439 prospective
teachers registered in teacher education programs at a state university in their non-
experimental quantitative research. The participant pre-service teachers were
registered at English language, Primary school, Turkish language, and Science
teacher education programs. The study revealed that although TISE of prospective
teachers was high in general, self-efficacy of students enrolled in the Science teacher
education program was higher than other students. In terms of grade, senior students
showed greater self-efficacy beliefs when compared to other grades. However,
regarding gender, no significant difference was realized. In a similar vein, Rigi
(2015) carried out research to investigate Iranian in-service EFL teachers’ TISE and
factors affecting their technology integration practices. Data collection tools
consisted of two scales and semi-structured interviews with 12 participants.
However, quantitative data were collected from 30 teachers employed at high
schools. Although participants had high levels of self-efficacy, their self-perception
of English proficiency was higher. Furthermore, the EFL teachers felt less confident
in addressing student needs regarding technology when compared to their self-
efficacy regarding implementing technology into their instruction. No information
was provided regarding the relationship between participants’ TISE and perceived
language proficiency. The researcher highlighted perceived student attitudes,
teachers’ previous knowledge on how to use technological tools, intensive course
load, environmental obstacles such as lack of Internet access or inefficacy of students
in using technology, and teachers’ personal attitudes toward the use of instructional
technology as factors that have an impact on teachers’ practices. Lastly, interview
data revealed that although teachers had high levels of self-efficacy, their actual
practices were very limited. In another paper, emphasizing that there is a gap in the
studies regarding TISE in the Indonesian EFL context, Lailiyah and Cahyono (2017)
did a case study with the participation of 23 EFL teachers. Data collection tools
included a scale and interviews. Analysis of the quantitative data revealed that
participants mostly had a high level of TISE. Teachers’ self-efficacy did not show a
significant difference in relation to gender and graduation degrees (bachelor’s or
master’s). However, there was a notable difference in self-efficacy levels in relation

to participants’ age and teaching experience. Teachers who were 31-50 had higher
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levels of self-efficacy when compared to teachers who were 50+. In line with this,
teachers having a teaching experience of less or twenty years had higher levels of
TISE than participants who had been teaching for more than twenty years.
Furthermore, Gomez, Trespalacios, and Yang (2021) conducted a descriptive study
with the participation of 327 teachers with the aim of examining TISE beliefs,
technology use, and integration efforts of teachers who work in urban K-12
classroom settings in Southern California. The researchers utilized a scale that was
developed by the first researcher in line with the 2017 ISTE (International Society
for Technology in Education) Standards. The analysis of the data indicated that the
participants had fair/medium levels of confidence in using technology and
incorporating technology into their teaching practices. The researchers finalized their
paper by emphasizing the necessity of professional development programs which
address teachers’ TISE and competency. To summarize, it can be stated that gender
and graduation degrees did not create a significant change in these specific studies.
However, age and teaching experience were important factors in deciding

participants’ TISE. Generally, participants had medium to high levels of TISE.

A substantial amount of research was conducted to examine TISE in relation
to various interventions such as vicarious experiences, teaching practicum, and
courses delivered at teacher education departments to observe any change in TISE or
any possible relationships between different constructs. For instance, in their study,
Wang et al. (2004) investigated the impact of vicarious learning experiences and goal
setting on pre-service teachers” TISE. While a group of prospective teachers was
exposed to the technology integration practices of six K-12 teachers via VisionQuest,
other teachers did not observe them. At the end of their study, the researchers found a
greater increase in the perceived self-efficacy of preservice teachers who were
exposed to vicarious experiences regarding the successful integration of technology
compared to prospective teachers who did not have a chance to observe these

experiences.

In a similar vein, several studies were conducted to explore the impact of
teaching practicum on pre-service teachers’ TISE. To exemplify, Al-Awidi and
Alghazo (2012) carried out a mixed-method study to investigate the impact of

teaching experience on prospective teachers’ TISE and the sources of their beliefs
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about technology integration in the UAE context. Sixty-two female prospective
teachers participated in the study and completed a pre-and post-test survey during the
first and last week of their teaching experience. To explore sources of TISE, semi-
structured interviews were made with 16 of the participants with high survey scores.
A significant increase in per-service teachers’ TISE was found when pre and post-
tests were compared. Sources of self-efficacy included participating in projects
regarding technology integration in previous courses, experimenting with new ideas
in these courses, observing cooperating teachers and peers implementing technology,
discussions with peers and experts, and receiving positive feedback and
encouragement from supervisors and cooperating teachers. On the other hand, some
participants mentioned lack of technical support and Internet connection, the need for
more time and effort to successfully integrate technology, and fear of technical
problems as demotivating factors. Similarly, Unal et al. (2017) did a study to
investigate the effects of the teaching practice on pre-service elementary teachers’
TISE levels and sources of technology integration self-efficacy. In their mixed
method study, 43 prospective teachers took part and they filled in the TISE survey
before and after their practicum. Furthermore, the researchers carried out semi-
structured interviews with 13 participants. There was a considerable increase in
prospective teachers’ self-efficacy level following the teaching practice course. It
was revealed that while all sources of self-efficacy were effective on pre-service
teachers’ TISE levels, mastery experiences of teachers had the highest impact on
their TISE development. Furthermore, believing in the necessity to prepare pre-
service teachers to make use of technology in their classes, Han et al. (2017) also
conducted a study to investigate the effect of teaching experiences on prospective
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs regarding technology integration, their TISE, and their
intention to use technology. To this end, 55 prospective teachers from different
subject areas filled in a pre-and post-survey. In terms of their technology integration
pedagogical beliefs, researchers divided the participants into two as traditional and
constructivists. As a result of the analysis, it was found that technology-centered
teaching practices advanced the self-efficacy levels of participant teachers regardless

of teacher beliefs. In brief, studies in the literature agree that teaching practice helps
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prospective teachers improve their technology integration skills, and as a result, their

TISE increase as well.

As mentioned previously, some studies particularly focused on the impact of
specific courses or activities delivered or implemented at participants’ departments to
investigate their effect on prospective teachers’ TISE beliefs. For instance, Lee and
Lee (2014) conducted a study with 136 pre-service teachers to find out how to
improve prospective teachers’ self-efficacy through course activities such as lesson
planning practice, instructional media development, and lecture on technology
integration. Additionally, the researchers aimed to investigate direct and indirect
influences of computer use, teachers’ attitudes towards computers, and changes in
their attitude toward their TISE. The prospective teachers were registered in a
technology integration course during the data collection process. The data of the
study were compiled through two scales (employed as a pre-test and post-test),
lesson plans, and test results of the course. As a result of the analysis, Lee and Lee
(2014) concluded that the prospective teachers who were more competent at lesson
planning and had more positive attitudes toward computers displayed better TISE. In
another study, Kayaduman and Delialioglu (2017) examined 24 pre-service English
teachers’ TISE beliefs who were treated by “Learning Technology by Design
(LBD)” activities. All students were enrolled in the course “Instructional Principles
and Methods” and the activities students engaged were aligned with the course
objectives while Web 2.0 tools were used. After the analysis of their data, the
researchers found a significant increase in prospective teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs
for technology integration. Furthermore, the analysis of interview data indicated that
participant teachers felt confident to employ Web 2.0 tools in their classes, evaluate
their learners by using Web 2.0 tools, and help them use Web 2.0 tools. Similarly,
Bakac (2018) conducted a mixed-method study with 131 prospective teachers to
investigate the impact of self-directed learning tendencies on TISE beliefs. The pre-
service teachers were registered in the course “Instructional Technologies and
Material Design” and they filled in a pre-test and post-test before and after the
course. The data collection tools included two scales and focus group interviews. The
analysis of the data revealed that prospective teachers’ self-directed learning attitudes

had a significant impact on their TISE at a low level at pre-test and a high level of
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post-test grades. Likewise, Aljohani (2022) carried out a study to measure
prospective teachers’ TISE before and after using a web 2.0 tool -Wikispaces
Classroom-, their perceptions of employing web 2.0, and factors affecting their self-
efficacy. In his mixed method study, the researcher employed TISES, group
interviews, and an open-ended questionnaire to gather data. Forty-four participants
answered the TISES as a pre-test and post-test, and 11 had interviews with the
researcher. The study’s quantitative findings indicated that teachers’ TISE increased
after four months of using Wikispaces Classroom. The qualitative data analysis
revealed that teachers found the use of interactive website facilitated their teaching
and students’ learning process. It enhanced teaching and learning methods and
improved the efficacy of both teachers and learners. Regarding the factors affecting
teachers’ perceptions of TISE, the researcher categorized them as internal and
external. Low-level academic qualifications, willingness to accept and embrace
change, students’ beliefs and behaviors regarding the use of interactive website
technology, inadequate training, experience, mastery, and accessibility of resources
can be mentioned as some of the significant findings. Lastly, Zhang et al. (2023)
investigated the relationship between 204 prospective teachers’ TISE, their actual
acquisition of ICT competencies, and their perceived use of online self-regulated
learning (SRL) strategies. Participants were registered in an introductory educational
technology course at the time of the study. During the last week of the semester, pre-
service teachers were sent a survey to fill in. The data collection tools included this
survey and pre-service teachers’ course performance records for ICT competencies.
Data analysis revealed that TISE beliefs of pre-service teachers did not directly have
an influence on participants’ use of and achievement in ICT. However, TISE directly
affected five subcategories of SRL strategies, namely goal setting, help-seeking, task
strategies, environmental structuring, and time management. Lastly, goal-setting
strategies were found to be a significant mediator between self-efficacy beliefs and

ICT competencies.

To highlight some points, studies in the literature reveal that TISE beliefs
have started to be investigated from different perspectives such as self-directed
learning tendencies and self-regulated learning strategies in the last years.

Furthermore, lectures and/or providing a chance to implement new technologies
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appear as various interventions in technology integration self-efficacy research. In
short, studies in the literature present that courses delivered at teacher education
programs and specific activities designed in relation to the implementation of a
specific technology may have a positive impact on pre-service teachers’ TISE
beliefs. Teachers who have a chance to experiment with new technologies feel more
confident after the process (Kayaduman & Delialioglu, 2017) and exhibit more
positive attitudes toward technology integration (Lee & Lee, 2014) as they find it
enhancing the teaching and learning practices (Aljohani, 2022).

Next, there are numerous studies that address TISE beliefs and the TPACK
framework. While the majority of these studies were conducted with the participation
of prospective teachers, there are studies conducted with in-service teachers as well.
Aiming to investigate the relationship between TPACK and TISE, Abbitt (2011)
conducted a study with 45 pre-service teachers registered in a teacher preparation
program in early childhood education. The teacher candidates were enrolled in a
course on technology integration at the time. As a result of this pre-test-post-test
design study, the researcher found a meaningful positive correlation between
TPACK and TISE beliefs. Moreover, Abbitt (2011) came up with a higher positive
correlation between the constructs when pre and post-test results were compared. In a
similar vein, Keser et al. (2015) carried out research to examine TPACK
competencies and self-efficacy beliefs of 713 freshmen and senior students enrolled
in different departments at the faculty of education. As a result of their quantitative
study, the researchers concluded that there was a high-level positive correlation
between TPACK competencies and TISE. Furthermore, there was not a statistically
meaningful difference in TISE based on gender. However, in terms of grade, senior
students had higher levels of self-efficacy than freshmen. In another study, Simsek
and Yazar (2019) compared TPACK-ISTE self-efficacy scores of 3553 pre-service
teachers enrolled in different subject areas and investigated correlations between
some variables that influence their training to integrate technology. The research data
were compiled via two scales, one on TPACK-ISTE and the other including
variables about implementing technology into classroom instruction. As a result of
the analysis, the researchers concluded that prospective Foreign Language teachers

had the highest scores of TPACK-ISTE, whereas teachers in Mathematics and
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Turkish language had lower scores when compared to other subjects included. In
addition, in terms of variables regarding the training of teacher candidates, “teacher
educators as role models” and “access to technology resources” had the lowest mean
scores, which means that participant teachers did not see teacher educators as their
role models in terms of technology integration and they did not find accessing
technological resources easily. As the last study carried out with pre-service teachers
in this literature review, Birisci and Kul’s (2019) is worth mentioning. Believing that
TISE is an essential factor in the successful implementation of technology into
educational settings, the researchers conducted a correlational study to examine the
prediction levels of the techno-pedagogical education competency for TISE beliefs
of 174 pre-service teachers. The researchers observed that pre-service teachers had
high levels of TISE. Additionally, the analysis revealed that there was a positive and
high-level relationship between the TPACK competency levels and TISE beliefs.

When the related literature is reviewed, there are studies investigating TISE
in relation to TPACK among in-service teachers. For instance, Dinger (2020)
investigated EFL teachers’ TPACK levels, TISE beliefs, and the predictive
relationship between the two constructs. One hundred and one in-service EFL
teachers working at tertiary level participated in this quantitative study. The
researcher found that in-service EFL instructors had high TPACK and technology
integration self-efficacy beliefs. Although participant teachers had high levels of self-
efficacy regarding the successful implementation of technology into their instruction,
they felt less confident in skills requiring technical expertise such as dealing with
system constraints and helping others who experience difficulty with technology.
Furthermore, analyses revealed a meaningful predictive relationship between
participant teachers’ TPACK level and TISE beliefs. In a different study, Yildiz
Durak (2021) investigated the relationship between 401 in-service teachers” TPACK
and their TISE, usage objective of social networks, and their technology literacy. As
a result of her relational screening model study, TISE was found to be the most
significant predictor of TPACK levels of teachers. No direct and meaningful
relationship was encountered between TPACK, social media usage, and technology
literacy scores. Believing in the significance of the TPACK framework and variables

such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations, interest, and intentions regarding
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technology integration, Dikmen and Demirer (2022) aimed to examine the
relationships between the above-mentioned variables. In this study which adopted a
structural equation modeling, 850 in-service teachers took part voluntarily and
answered a questionnaire. The results demonstrated that technological knowledge of
participants had the most direct impact on their TISE, and the highest impact on their
interest to use educational technologies. In addition, the researchers found that TPK
and TCK directly affected teachers’ TISE. Furthermore, the research results revealed
that TISE indirectly affected participant teachers’ intentions to use educational

technologies.

As the literature review suggests, TPACK and TISE have been studied
among both in-service and pre-service teachers frequently, and it is possible to
suggest that both constructs have started to be investigated in relation to different
variables such as social media usage, outcome expectations, and intention to use
technology as well. In brief, correlational studies examining TPACK and TISE
beliefs prove that there is a significant positive and predictive relationship between

the two constructs.

In recent years, technology integration self-efficacy beliefs have been studied
in relation to lifelong learning tendencies and professional development opportunities
among in-service teachers. For instance, Sen and Yildiz Durak (2022) carried out a
study to investigate the relationship between lifelong learning inclinations, TISE, and
professional competencies of in-service teachers. Five hundred and sixty one English
teachers affiliated with the Ministry of National Education voluntarily took part in
this descriptive study and they answered a survey. As a result of the analysis of the
compiled data, male teachers had a higher level of TISE than their female colleagues.
In terms of age and type of institution, teachers between 20-30 and participants who
worked at private institutions were found to have higher levels of TISE. Furthermore,
the self-efficacy score of English teachers in implementing technology and
professional competencies positively correlated with participant teachers’ lifelong
learning tendencies. Furthermore, believing in the importance of personalized
learning in the successful integration of technology, Hall and Trespalacios (2019)
carried out a longitudinal study with the participation of 418 in-service teachers.

However, only 247 teachers answered both pre-and post-program surveys. The
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personalized professional learning (PPL) programs comprised obligatory and elective
courses, which teachers completed at their own pace in face-to-face or online
environments over two months. Additionally, the participants implemented their plan
the following school year under the guidance of educational technology trainers as a
part of their PPL. While the participants filled in the pre-survey before the program,
they answered the post-survey after the first term of the educational year. The
analysis of the survey data presented a considerable increase in both teachers’
technology skills scores and TISE. Lastly, emphasizing the role of professional
development and learning opportunities in TISE of educators, Mitchell (2021)
conducted a mixed-method case study. Seventy-nine elementary school teachers
participated in her study. As the researcher explained, the participant teachers had
access to numerous types of professional development opportunities on technology at
their workplaces. The data of the study were collected through TISES, personal
interviews, and focus group discussions. As a result of quantitative data analysis, the
participant teachers were divided into three levels: low, medium, and high
technology self-efficacy. While 26.9% of the participants fell in the band “low”,
26.9% of the respondents scored in the high range. 46.2% of the participants which
constitute the largest proportion scored in the medium technology self-efficacy
range. Furthermore, teachers with the least amount of experience had low levels of
self-efficacy, whereas teachers with a teaching experience of 11-15 years had high
levels of self-efficacy. Teachers with experience of 16-20 and 21+ years, mostly fell
into medium level range. The qualitative data of the research shed light upon the
factors which affected teachers’ level of TISE. Accordingly, the participants
mentioned work-related factors such as peers as support and barrier, technology
coach as support, lack of knowledge and time as barriers. Personal factors comprised
support from family members and social media usage. Peer support, technology
coach assistance, and lack of time were commonly mentioned as factors affecting
technology integration by teachers from all levels. Both during the interviews and
group discussions teachers highlighted that professional development opportunities
regarding technology integration should be more targeted, and specialized, and there

should be follow-up activities; they should help them increase their knowledge and
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access to technology resources and instructional tools, and they should encourage

collaboration among staff.

To highlight some points, the literature sheds light upon a relatively new
inclination in TISE research. In brief, Sen and Yildiz Durak (2022) found a
meaningful positive relationship between participants’ lifelong learning tendencies
and TISE. In a similar vein, the study by Hall and Trespalacios (2019) revealed a
significant increase in participants’ self-efficacy beliefs and technology skills scores
after a personalized professional learning intervention. The study by Mitchell (2021),
on the other hand, emphasizes factors affecting in-service teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs and their expectations from professional development opportunities offered at
workplaces. Furthermore, while one of the studies revealed teachers who are 20-30
years old had the highest level of TISE, another study concluded that teachers with
an experience of 11-15 years had the highest self-efficacy scores. Although no
relevant information was provided in other studies, one of them informed that male

teachers had higher levels of TISE than their female colleagues.

Lastly, TISE was investigated in relation to language proficiency in a Turkish
EFL setting. Yeni Palabiyik (2013) conducted a study to examine in-service EFL
teachers’ TISE and their perceived English language proficiency. Furthermore, she
also enquired about factors affecting technology implementation and actual practices
of teachers regarding technology integration. One hundred and fourteen in-service
EFL teachers took part in this mixed-method study. Additionally, 14 volunteer
teachers were interviewed, while three of them were also observed in the classroom
environment. The analysis of the data revealed that participant teachers’ TISE and
level of English proficiency were high. There was a meaningful positive correlation
between the two constructs. Concerning demographic variables, it was observed that
as teachers’ computer use in years increased, they showed higher TISE. Regarding
gender, female teachers had slightly higher levels of self-efficacy beliefs. Finally,
regarding classroom observations, the researcher thought there was a mismatch

between actual classroom practices and teachers’ TISE.
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2.3.2 Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety

Several studies in the literature focus on foreign language teaching anxiety
among English language teachers. Most of these studies include pre-service teachers
as participants, and they investigate anxiety-provoking factors among prospective
teachers and their coping mechanisms. On the other hand, studies including in-
service teachers are limited, and they are either descriptive or mixed-method studies
investigating the sources of FLTA. Additionally, FLTA is investigated in relation to
certain variables such as teaching experience, gender, age and so forth. Moreover, it
is observed that there are a few studies comparing FLTA of pre-service and in-
service teachers. Finally, FLTA is explored in relation to self-efficacy beliefs among

pre-service and in-service teachers in the literature.

First, several studies have focused on sources of FLTA and practices of pre-
service teachers to cope with this anxiety. For instance, Han and Takkac-Tulgar
(2019) conducted a qualitative study to investigate the FLTA of 32 pre-service
teachers before, while, and after experiencing teaching English as part of their
practicum teaching in the elementary school setting(s). The data collection tools
included a background questionnaire, peer-observation field notes, self-report forms
in the form of open-ended questions, diaries, and interviews with the participants.
After analyzing and coding the data, it was revealed that participant teachers suffered
from anxiety before, while, and after their teaching practices. Fear of making
mistakes, time management, classroom management, building a good rapport with
students, and lack of teaching experience were decided to be factors causing teaching
anxiety before their practice. Getting advice from their mentor or cooperating
teachers, practicing beforehand, chatting with friends, and preparing many different
materials were among their coping strategies. On the other hand, during their
teaching time, they suffered from teaching anxiety resulting from teaching in
English, classroom management, time management, mentor observation, fear of
making mistakes, and voice control. Their coping strategies included not thinking
about being observed, activating students, following lesson plans, switching to
Turkish, and getting help from body language. Lastly, the prospective teachers’

anxiety after teaching mainly resulted from being evaluated and graded as well as
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having a good impact on their mentors and students. In a similar vein, Aydin (2016)
conducted a study with 60 prospective EFL teachers and explored the sources of
FLTA. The participant teachers took the courses Teaching Language Skills 1 and 2
during the fall and spring semesters of the educational year 2013- 2014. Besides the
lecture sessions, participant teachers also practiced teaching in a simulated classroom
environment within the scope of the course. The study's data were collected through
a background questionnaire, reflections as essay papers, and interviews. The
researcher concluded that pre-service teachers experienced FLTA before and after
teaching as well as during their teaching. Other findings of the study pointed out that
teachers’ personalities, perceived level of English proficiency and content
knowledge, fear of negative evaluation, technical concerns, lack of learners’
motivation, lack of experience in teaching, and teaching demotivation were the
factors leading to FLTA. Furthermore, Kazazoglu (2020) carried out a case study to
investigate senior English Language Literature students’ FLTA and coping strategies
who were registered in a teaching certificate program at a Turkish state university.
Fifty senior students and nine mentors took part in the research. Both pre-service
teachers and mentors were encouraged to depict factors leading to anxiety and
reducing strategies. Data collection tools included student diaries, micro-teaching
videos, and interviews with open-ended questions. Accordingly, Kazazoglu (2020)
grouped the prospective teachers’ sources of anxiety as classroom management, fear
of negative evaluation by the mentors, public speaking anxiety, being observed by
the students, and lack of experience. Common coping strategies included making eye
contact with the mentor to get encouragement and seek support, switching to the
mother tongue, avoiding eye/physical contact with students, changing the subject,
and sitting at the teacher’s desk. Recently, Alrashidi (2022) conducted another
qualitative study to better understand and investigate the sources of FLTA among
pre-service English teachers in the Saudi Arabian context. Fourteen pre-service male
participants took part in the study. They were teaching English as part of their
practicum under the supervision of educators from their university and cooperating
teachers from the practicum school. The data of the study were collected via semi-
structured interviews. The thematic analysis of the data revealed six themes: fear of

making mistakes, fear of negative evaluation (by students, supervisors, and
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cooperating teachers), teaching unfamiliar topics, lack of preparation, and crowded

classrooms.

As the studies referred above highlight, FLTA is a common experience
among prospective teachers. It can be concluded that perceived level of English
proficiency, classroom and time management, fear of being negatively evaluated by
practice teachers and students, being assessed by the teachers, crowded classrooms,
and lack of experience in teaching are some of the factors that might provoke anxiety
among prospective teachers. Two of the studies above (Han & Takkag-Tulgar, 2019;
Kazazoglu, 2020) also investigated the coping strategies of prospective teachers.
Switching to mother tongue and seeking help/ encouragement from mentors or

cooperating teachers can be mentioned as common practices of pre-service teachers.

Next, there are various studies that investigate FLTA among in-service
teachers. For instance, emphasizing that FLTA is a different construct from foreign
language anxiety and in an attempt to develop a valid scale to measure it, ipek (2006)
conducted a study. First, the researcher collected data via diaries and semi-structured
interviews from 32 in-service EFL instructors employed at a state university.
Seventeen of the teachers wrote diaries for nine weeks, while 11 of them wrote
diaries and had interviews for five weeks. Four of the participants, on the other hand,
were interviewed for nine weeks. As a result of content analysis, teaching a specific
language skill, making mistakes, teaching students at certain language proficiency
levels, fear of failure, using the native language, and being compared to fellow
teachers were acknowledged as anxiety-provoking factors. With the guidance of
what previous research suggested as well as the findings of her study, the researcher
constructed the FLTAS. Furthermore, Kesen and Aydin (2014) carried out a
descriptive study with the participation of 30 teachers who were employed at a
private university. According to the results, there was a considerable difference
between novice and more experienced teachers. The analysis revealed that novice
teachers were more anxious. No meaningful difference was observed in anxiety
levels in relation to gender. Similarly, Oztiirk (2016) explored FLTA among 103
non-native English teachers working in tertiary-level teaching contexts in his mixed-
method study. The researcher employed the scale developed by Ipek (2006) for the

quantitative part of the study and had interviews with 10 participants to identify
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factors leading to FLTA. The data analysis revealed that instructors had a moderate
level of anxiety, and using Turkish in the classroom and teaching a specific skill in
which they did not feel competent enough made teachers anxious the most.
Regarding demographic variables, there was not a significant difference between
male and female participants. Furthermore, the educational background of the
participants (holding a BA or MA degree) did not create a meaningful difference as
well. However, more experienced teachers suffered from less FLTA when compared
to teachers with 4-6 and 7-9 years of experience. Analysis of the qualitative data
indicated that knowledge of the target language -namely advanced vocabulary items,
pronunciation, and listening comprehension-, student-related factors such as
immediate questions and judgmental manners of learners, and knowledge of target

culture were found to be the main factors leading to FLTA.

With the aim of investigating in-service EFL teachers’ FLTA, Disli (2020)
conducted a mixed-method study with the participation of 151 teachers employed at
18 different high schools. While all participants replied to a questionnaire, 20 of
them also had interviews with the researcher. The findings of the descriptive analysis
revealed that teachers experienced a moderate level of anxiety while teaching
English. In terms of gender, no significant difference was observed in FLTA values.
On the other hand, FLTA showed a difference with regard to teaching experience.
While teachers who had an experience of 14-24 years suffered from FLTA the least,
teachers with an experience of 1-5 years had the highest level of anxiety. In terms of
graduation programs, graduates of English Language and Literature were found to be
the most anxious group among graduates of ELT, American Culture and Literature,
Translation and Interpreting, and Linguistics. Analysis of the qualitative data
revealed six different groups which were factors related to teaching at a particular
language school, teaching students at a certain level, using native language, learners’
attitudes, making mistakes, and misuse of technology by the learners, which was new
to the literature. Lastly, with an aim of giving a cross-cultural understanding of
FLTA, Aydin and Ustuk (2020b) conducted a descriptive study with 156 teachers
from different countries where English is taught as a foreign language. The
participant teachers’ teaching contexts (primary, secondary, high schools, higher

education institutes) and school types they were employed at (public schools and
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private institutions) also showed variance. Analysis of the data revealed that
participant teachers had a low level of FLTA overall. They suffered from a moderate
level of anxiety stemming from a lack of interest among learners, fear of negative
evaluation by mentors, and being unprepared for classes. Additionally, they had a
low level of teaching anxiety mainly due to their perceived English proficiency, time
management problems, and negative evaluations by students. Regarding
demographic variables, participants’ degrees of graduation did not create a
meaningful difference in FLTA levels. On the other hand, male teachers were more
worried than female teachers. Younger teachers experienced more anxiety than older
participants in relation to their language proficiency and making mistakes. Regarding
school levels, teachers employed at high schools were more anxious about making
mistakes. Participants employed at public schools suffered from a higher level of
anxiety regarding use of English in class, being unprepared for class, and time
management, whereas less-experienced teachers had higher levels of anxiety
regarding fear of negative evaluation, making mistakes, English proficiency, and

teaching inexperience.

As the reviewed literature suggests, FLTA among in-service teachers has
been studied in relation to various demographic variables such as gender, teaching
experience, educational background, and graduation programs in general.
Additionally, they aim to determine the anxiety levels of in-service teachers.
Accordingly, in-service EFL teachers suffer from varying degrees of FLTA.
However, the results of the studies reveal that teachers with a teaching experience of
1-5 years have higher anxiety levels than more experienced teachers. While studies
found no meaningful difference in FLTA levels in terms of gender, male teachers
were more anxious in Aydin and Ustuk’s (2020b) study. There was no significant

difference in participant teachers’ FLTA levels regarding educational background.

Third, another group of studies in the literature aimed at comparing FLTA
experienced by pre-service and in-service teachers. For instance, Baltact (2017)
carried out a descriptive study with the participation of 30 in-service and 30 pre-
service teachers. In-service teachers were employed at a private university as
language instructors, whereas pre-service teachers were senior students of an ELT

program at a state university. The results indicated that although both groups suffered
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from FLTA to some degree, pre-service teachers were more anxious. They had less
self-confidence, were more worried about negative evaluations, and experienced
more communication apprehension. In the same vein, Emphasizing the importance of
FLTA and the scarcity of studies in the field, Kobul and Saracoglu (2020) examined
the FLTA of both pre-service and in-service teachers in their descriptive study. There
was not a meaningful difference between in-service and pre-service teachers
regarding FLTA. Similarly, FLTA levels of participant teachers did not significantly
differ in terms of gender; however, female participants were found to have slightly
higher levels of anxiety. With regard to the departments participants attending or
graduated from, FLTA did not differ between departments of ELT and ELL. Still,
graduates and students of ELT had slightly higher levels of FLTA. On the other
hand, in-service teachers graduating from ELT programs had significantly lower
levels of anxiety than pre-service ELT and ELL students. Department differences did
not lead to a significant change in FLTA levels of in-service teachers. Further, the
results of the study also revealed a negative and meaningful correlation between

participants’ age, years of teaching experience, and FLTA.

Tiirkmen (2019) started research with two purposes in mind. First, she aimed
to create a taxonomy of FLA and FLTA. In line with this, the researcher divided
anxiety-provoking factors and coping strategies into cognitive, affective, and socio-
cultural categories. Second, the researcher conducted a qualitative case study on
FLTA with the participation of 35 pre-service and 30 in-service teachers. The
prospective teachers were senior students studying at a state university, while in-
service teachers were employed at schools directed by the Ministry of National
Education. The researcher employed semi-structured interviews, open-ended
questions in written form, and focus group interviews to collect data. With a careful
process of content analysis, the researcher came up with situations that provoke
anxiety and the coping mechanisms of teachers. The analysis highlighted that both
in-service and pre-service teachers suffered from anxiety due to fear of making
mistakes and problems related to classroom management. While both pre-service and
in-service teachers suffered from anxiety mostly due to difficulty applying
theoretical knowledge into practice, in-service teachers also experienced anxiety

resulting from difficulty retrieving information. Furthermore, pre-service teachers
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experienced anxiety as a result of a lack of self-confidence, losing students’ interest,
being a novice teacher in the eyes of students, difficulty in organizing classroom
activities, and student disciplinary issues. On the other hand, in-service teachers
experienced FLTA due to being unable to teach effectively, fear of being an
ineffective teacher, and failing to motivate students, being a novice teacher in the

view of parents.

In short, the related literature reveals that there are two descriptive and one
qualitative case study investigating FLTA of both in-service and pre-service teachers.
The two descriptive studies contradicted in terms of the FLTA levels of prospective
teachers and in-service teachers. While one of the studies did not find a meaningful
difference in FLTA levels, prospective teachers were found to be more anxious in the
other study. Similar to the findings in previously reviewed studies, a significant
negative correlation was found between FLTA and years of teaching experience. On
the other hand, the qualitative case study reveals that both prospective and in-service
teachers may suffer from FLTA from fear of making mistakes, classroom
management problems, and difficulty in applying theoretical knowledge into

practice.

Lastly, FLTA has been studied in relation to teacher self-efficacy beliefs
among pre-service and in-service teachers in a few studies. For instance, Giingor and
Yayli (2012) carried out a study to determine pre-service EFL teachers’ TSE and
FLTA and to evaluate the relationship between the two constructs. In their
correlational study, 77 prospective EFL teachers from three different state
universities took part after they completed their practicum. The researchers found
that pre-service teachers had a high level of perceived self-efficacy and a moderate
level of FLTA. There was a low-level negative correlation between TSE and FLTA.
Gender did not create a statistically meaningful change in self-efficacy beliefs and
anxiety overall. However, male teachers were less worried about their target
language proficiency and teaching listening. Furthermore, participants with overseas
experience and having attended professional development programs were found to
have lower anxiety levels regarding their English and teaching in English. In a
similar vein, Mer¢ (2015) conducted a mixed-method study with 117 prospective

teachers who completed their teaching practicum. Data collection tools comprised
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two scales and semi-structured interviews. The descriptive analysis highlighted that
prospective teachers experienced a low level of anxiety and had a high level of self-
efficacy. A moderate negative correlation was found between TSE and FLTA.
Female teachers were more anxious; however, no significant difference was found
regarding self-efficacy between female and male teachers. Furthermore, prospective
teachers teaching in high schools were more anxious about managing the class than
participants teaching at primary schools. Qualitative findings of the research suggest
that pre-service teachers felt themselves efficient when they experienced less anxiety

whereas they suffered from anxiety more when they felt inefficient.

Likewise, one descriptive and one mixed-method study was conducted with
in-service teachers. Believing that there was a gap regarding FLTA experienced by
in-service teachers, Eren (2020) conducted a descriptive study. One hundred and
eighty non-native and 53 native EFL teachers working at the tertiary level
participated in Eren’s (2020) research. The results of the descriptive study displayed
that participants had a high TSE level and experienced low FLTA levels. A small to
medium negative correlation was found between TSE and FLTA. Both native and
non-native female teachers had higher levels of FLTA. A significant mean difference
was observed in foreign language teaching anxiety scores of different age groups.
Non-native instructors who were 25-34 had higher levels of anxiety than instructors
who were 35-44 and 45-54. Additionally, graduates of ELT programs had higher
scores of FLTA than teachers who graduated from other English language
departments. No significant difference between B.A., M.A., and Ph.D. was found in
terms of last completed degree. A statistically significant difference was found
between the groups regarding years of experience. According to the analysis,
instructors having 6-10 years of experience had higher levels of FLTA than
participants with 21+ years of experience. In terms of proficiency levels taught, the
results displayed no meaningful differences in the FLTA scores. In a similar vein,
Rani et al. (2022) conducted a mixed-method study to investigate FLTA and TSE of
ESL teachers in Pakistan. The researchers employed questionnaires and semi-
structured interviews to collect the data for the study. Twenty participants from four
colleges completed the questionnaires, and eight also had interviews with the

researchers. Overall, the teachers had a low level of FLTA and a high level of TSE.
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While self-perception of English proficiency and concerns related to time
management caused a low level of anxiety, fear of negative evaluation and lack of

students’ interest led to moderate anxiety.

In brief, the findings of the related literature highlight that both prospective
and in-service teachers have high levels of TSE and experience low to moderate
levels of FLTA. Moreover, a low to moderate level of negative correlation was found
between FLTA and TSE. Additionally, studies investigated the constructs in relation
to some demographic variables. Accordingly, results approving the findings of the
previously reviewed literature were observed. Gender did not create a significant
difference in Glingdr and Yayli’s (2012) study, whereas female teachers had higher
levels of anxiety in Mer¢ (2015) and Eren’s (2020) studies. Similarly, teachers with

less teaching experience felt more anxious.

All in all, the reviewed studies address teachers’ technology integration self-
efficacy beliefs as well as English teachers’ foreign language teaching anxiety.
However, no study was found exploring EFL instructors’ TISE in relation to their

FLTA.

3. METHOD

This chapter provides detailed information about the research methodology
adopted in the current study. The first section depicts the research design. The second
section introduces the participants based on the data compiled via the background
questionnaire of the study. Next, the data collection tools and procedures are
explained. The last section gives detailed information about the data analysis

processes employed in the study.

3.1 Research Design
This study mainly aims to determine technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs and foreign language teaching anxiety of tertiary level EFL instructors in
Istanbul. Furthermore, the study intends to reveal relations between these variables if
there is any. Since the research aspires to gain insights into two occurring
phenomena without any outside interferences and investigate the degree of

relationship between the two variables, a descriptive study with a correlational
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survey design was implemented (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2015; Seliger & Shohamy,
1989). From a broader perspective, the descriptive approach is known to provide an
opportunity to obtain a picture of “the characteristics of a sample at one point in
time” in the way it exists (Mertens, 2014, p. 242). In a descriptive correlational
study, the degree of association among naturally occurring variables is measured via
statistical procedures, and this degree of association formulated as a number
illustrates to what extent the variables are related and the extent to which they can
predict one another (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2015). Thus, quantitative data
collection procedures were employed in the study to collect data from the sample,
and a questionnaire was administered. Quantitative inquiry offers a systematic,
focused, and controlled investigation of concepts as it involves exact measurement
and it produces reliable and replicable data (Dornyei, 2007). Therefore, a survey
design is preferred in the study to gather a “numeric description of trends, attitudes,
or opinions” of the participants regarding their TISE beliefs and FLTA (Creswell,
2009, p. 145).

3.2 Participants

The data were collected from 226 EFL teachers working at tertiary level
education at the state and private universities in Istanbul starting from 11.04.2022 till

01.07.2022. Table 1 presents detailed background information about the participants.

Table 1. Background Information about the Participant Teachers

Groups n % Groups n %
Female 166 735 20-29 45 199
Gender Male 59  26.1 Age 30-39 95 420
Not prefer to | 04 40-49 52 23.0
mention ' 50+ 34 150
English Lapguage 130 575 Bachelor’s R4 372
BA Teaching degree
program Last degree
Language Related 83 36.7 completed Master’s 124 549

Programs degree
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Doctor of
Other 13 5.8 Philosophy 18 8.0
State University 102 45,1  [nstitution Yes 116 51.3
Currently provides
working at training on
h
“ Private University 124 54.9 :Zie;rzlgf‘; No 110 48.7
0-12 hours 50 221 Notbeneficial =7 40
. How beneficial
Z’eachmg is the training Quite
"”rsg‘” 13-20 hours 129 57.1  on technology beneficial 52 449
wee integration?
21+ hours 47 20.8 v
ey 16 138
beneficial
Personal .
computer and/or 116 51.3 (s:ﬁ:;teljoz;gh 62 276
Facilities tablet Facilities in
at
S Only common classrooms
titut
tmstiution computers/tablets o1 403 Classes
No personal or without 163 724
public 19 8.4 smartboard
computers/tablets
0-4 years 31 13.7 Face-to-face 50 221
5-9 years 44 19.5 Online 30 133
10-14 years 59  26.1 Current Hybrid 15 6.6
Teaching .
. teachin Face-to-face
experience 15-19 ycars 28 12.4 conditiofs and online 117 51.8
20-24 years 30 133 F;rfgﬁ(})/bfifie 522
Face-to-face,
25+ years 34 15.0 online and 9 4.0
hybrid
1 level 75 332 h;[;s‘:‘elﬁr 70 31.0
Variety o,
o S ) different levels 60 26.5 Yearly 89  39.4
, System adopted program
instructors at work place
feach 3 Gifferentlevels 47  20.8
Term-based 67 296
syllabus
4+ different levels 44 19.5
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As can be seen in Table 1, 73.5% of the participants were female (n= 166),
whereas 26.1 % of them were male (n= 59), and one of the participants (0.4%) chose
the option “I prefer not to mention” for the gender question. The ages of the
participants ranged from 23 to 75, and the mean age of this specific group was 38.6.
Different age ranges can be seen in Table 1 as well. Participants between 20- 29
years old constituted 19.9% of the whole group, while participants between 30-39
years old comprised the highest proportion (42%). In addition, 52 participants (23%)
were 40-49 years old, and 34 participants (15%) were above 50. Regarding their
undergraduate backgrounds, 130 of them (57.5) were graduates of the English
Language Teaching department, 83 of them (36.7%) had a degree in other language-
related departments such as Literature /Linguistics/ Translation and Interpreting, and
13 of them (5.8%) stated that they graduated from other departments (International
Relations, Industrial Engineering, Museum Education, Medical Science, History,
Law and Modern Foreign Languages, Commerce, Sociology, Business Studies,
Gender and Women Studies, Tourism Management, Modern Foreign Languages). As
for their academic level, 84 (37.2%) had a bachelor’s degree, 124 (54.9%) had a
master’s degree, and 18 (8%) held a Ph.D.

The participants showed variety in terms of their working conditions. One
hundred two of the participants (45.1%) were employed at state universities, and 124
of them (54.9%) worked at private universities. Fifty of the teachers (22.1%) taught
0-12 hours per week, while 129 participants (57.1%) taught 13-20 hours. Forty-seven
of the teachers (20.8%) taught 21+ hours on a weekly basis. When the participants
were asked whether their current institution provided training on technology
integration, 116 of them (51.3%) replied ‘Yes’ and 110 of them (48.7%) said ‘No’.
Among the teachers who got training on technology integration, 7 of them (6.0%) did
not find it beneficial whereas 52 of them (44.9%) thought it was ‘quite beneficial’.
Forty-one of the participants (35.3%) evaluated the training as ‘mostly beneficial’
and 16 (13.8%) of them found it ‘very beneficial’. As for the facilities at their
workplaces, 116 of them (51.3%) had a personal computer/tablet which was provided
by their institution. While 91 of the participant teachers (40.3%) had access to only
common computers/tablets in the teachers’ room or computer lab, 19 of them (8.4%)

had no access to any computers/tablets at their workplaces. In addition, 62 teachers
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(27.6%) stated that classrooms had smartboards, and 163 of them (72.4%) did not
have smartboards in their classrooms. One of the participants did not answer this

question as he/she only delivered online classes.

As Table 1 presents, the participants also differed in terms of their teaching
experience. Thirty-one participants (13.7%) had an experience of 0-4 years, and 44
(19.5%) had 5-9 years of experience. Fifty-nine participants (26.1%) had been
teaching English for 10-14 years, whereas 28 (12.4%) had been teaching for 15-19
years. Thirty of them (13.3%) had an experience of 20-24 years, and 34 of them
(15.0%) had 25+ years of teaching experience. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
teachers have been performing their jobs under different circumstances. Fifty
participants (22.1%) taught face-to-face, while 30 teachers (13.3%) conducted online
lessons. Fifteen of the participant teachers (6.6%) had been teaching hybrid lessons
in which some students and the teacher were in the classroom while others joined the
lesson online. 117 of the participants comprising the highest proportion (51.8%)
taught both face-to-face and online lessons. Five teachers (2.2%) taught both face-to-
face and hybrid lessons, whereas 9 of them taught face-to-face, online, and hybrid
lessons. The schools the participants worked at adopted different systems as well.
Seventy participants (31.0%) worked according to a modular system. Within a
modular system, teachers may teach different classes and levels throughout the year
as students’ classes change as a result of module exams. Eighty-nine participants
(39.4%) taught according to a yearly program, and 67 (29.6%) followed a term-based
syllabus. Lastly, Table 1 gives information about how many different levels
participants taught. 75 of them (33.2%) stated that they taught one level only, while
60 participants (26.5%) taught two different levels. Forty-seven of them (20.8%)
stated that they taught three different levels, and 44 (19.5%) participants expressed

teaching 4+ different levels.

3.3 Data Collection Tools

To gather data a survey consisting of three sections was utilized. The
demographic information about the participants was collected via a background
questionnaire. Information regarding participants’ technology integration self-

efficacy beliefs and foreign language anxiety were gathered via Technology
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Integration Self-Efficacy Scale (TISES) and Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety
Scale (FLTAS). The consent for the application of the TISES (See Appendix A) and
the FLTAS (See Appendix B) was taken from the researchers. Each data collection
tool is described briefly below.

3.3.1 Background Questionnaire

The researcher prepared a questionnaire form (See Appendix C) to gather
data on demographic factors such as teaching experience, gender, age, undergraduate
programs, and educational status. In addition, after reviewing relevant literature,
possible variables which may affect TISE and their FLTA were decided. At this
point, three instructors and two professors revised the questionnaire, and the
researcher finalized it. As a result, participants were also asked questions about their
jobs and workplaces such as institution type, current teaching conditions (e.g., face-
to-face, online, hybrid), teaching hours per week, proficiency levels participants
teach, the adopted system at their institutions (e.g., modular, term-based, yearly
program), whether their institution provides any training on technology integration, if
yes how beneficial /effective they find these training and technological facilities at
their institution and in language classrooms. The participants replied to 14 questions

in total.
3.3.2 Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Scale (TISES)

The TISES was employed to determine teachers’ self-efficacy for technology
integration. TISES was originally developed by Wang et al. (2004) to measure the
TISE beliefs of 280 pre-service teachers. It is a 5-point Likert scale with 21 items,
and it consists of two factors which are: 1) computer technology capabilities and
strategies (16 items), 2) external influences of computer technology uses (35 items).
The participants are asked to rate statements pertaining to their self-efficacy on the
incorporation of technologies on a scale ranging from one to five (/- strongly
disagree, 2- disagree, 3- neither agree nor disagree, 4- agree, 5- strongly agree).
Cronbach alpha coefficient was calculated as .94 (for pre-survey) and .96 (for post-
survey). This value for Factor 1 is .94 (pre-survey), .96 (post-survey) and .75 (for
pre-survey) for Factor 2. There is no post-survey value for factor 2 in the original

study. In the current study, Cronbach alpha coefficient was calculated as .95. This
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value for factor is 95 and .78 for factor 2. To adapt today’s technological
circumstances and developments, the word “computer” in items ‘1, 2, 6, 7, and 18’
was replaced with the phrase “technological tools” and with the word “technology”

in item ‘5°.
3.3.3 Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale (FLTAS)

Originally developed by ipek (2006) in Turkish and translated into English by
Eren (2020), Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale was utilized to measure
participants’ anxiety levels while teaching English. The FLTAS is a 5-point Likert
scale, and it consists of 26 items and five factors: 1) anxiety in teaching a particular
language skill (7 items), 2) worry about target language performance (8 items), 3)
making mistakes (6 items), 4) being compared to fellow teachers (2 items), and 5)
using the native language (3 ifems). Participants are required to choose the options
that reflect their feelings the best. The items are assessed on a scale ranging from 1 to
5 (I- never, 2- rarely, 3- sometimes, 4- often, 5- always). The Cronbach Alpha value
of the scale found by Eren (2020) is .92. The values for the factors of the scale were
.88, .81, .82, .81, and .75 respectively. On the other hand, Cronbach alpha coefficient
was calculated as .93 in the current study. The values for the five factors of the scale

were .83, .87.,.89., .84., and .69 respectively.
3.4 Data Collection Procedure

The ethics committee approval (See Appendix D) was obtained from Istanbul
Medeniyet University Faculty of Educational Sciences Ethical Committee to start the
data collection process. The background questionnaire, the TISES, and the FLTAS
were transferred to Google Forms upon getting the necessary permission. To inform
the participants about the content of the study and to get their consent, a brief
introductory paragraph and a check box were added to the online survey. In addition,
it was also ensured that the participants’ identities would never be disclosed and their
answers will not be shared. After the online form was finalized, the link for the
online survey was shared with EFL teachers working at the tertiary level in Istanbul
province via emails and WhatsApp messages. In addition, the researcher applied to
universities’ schools of foreign languages with the ethics committee report and asked

school management to share the survey with their employees. The participant
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teachers were also encouraged to share the survey link with their colleagues. The link
was active between 11.04.2022 and 01.07.2022, and the data of the study were

collected approximately in three months.

3.5 Data Analysis

IBM SPSS Statistics 21.0 software was used to conduct the data analysis.
First, the quantitative data compiled through the survey were coded and transferred
to the software. Next, the data were tested for normality and homogeneity to
determine appropriate analysis techniques which are parametric and non-parametric
tests. As normal data distribution is a prerequisite to running parametric tests
(Mackey & Gass, 2005; Martin & Bridgmon, 2012), Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was

conducted first. Table 2 presents the results of the normality test.
Table 2. The results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for TISES and FLTAS

Values TISES TISES1 TISES2 FLTAS FLTAS1 FLTAS2 FLTAS3 FLTAS4 FLTASS

N 226 226 226 226 226 226 226 226 226

X 39418 39582 3.8894 1.7075 1.6121 1.4491 1.8245 1.8097 2.3333

Normal
Parameters
sd 59419 .62857 58997 53232 57518 51764 .76055 1.00403 .84795
Kolmogorov-
811 1.150 1.410 1.933 2.159  2.898 2.167 3.296 2.129
Smirnov Z
P 52% 14* .03 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
*p>.05

As can be seen in Table 2, the data show normal distribution for the TISES
(p=.52) and the first factor of TISES (p=.14). Besides the normality test, the data
were to be tested for their homogeneity as it is another requirement to apply
parametric tests (Martin & Bridgmon, 2012; Pallant, 2011). Therefore, the
homogeneity of the data regarding TISES and TISES Factor 1 was tested for each of
the variables via one-way ANOVA and the results were considered significant at the

level of p>.05. Regarding TISES, the requirement for a homogeneous distribution
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was met for gender (p=.43), current teaching conditions (p=.50), variety of levels
instructors teach (p=.38), BA program (p=.46), and last degree completed (p=.66).
On the other hand, test results proved that the data did not distribute homogeneously
for the following variables: age (p=.00), institution type (p=.00), teaching experience
(p=.03), teaching hours per week (p=.00), adopted system at their workplace (p=.00),
whether their current institution provides training on technology integration (p=.00),
if yes how beneficial they find the training (p=.01), facilities at their institution
(p=01), facilities in classrooms (p=.02). When the results concerning TISES Factor 1
were investigated, it was realized that homogeneity was met for gender (p=.38),
current teaching conditions (p=.53), variety of levels instructors teach (p=.29), BA
program (p=.51), and last degree completed (p=.71). However, test results proved
that the data did not distribute homogeneously for the following variables: age
(p=.00), institution type (p=.00), teaching experience (p=.00), teaching hours per
week (p=.00), adopted system at their workplace (p=.00), whether their current
institution provides training on technology integration (p=.00), if yes how beneficial
they find the training (p=.01), facilities at their institution (p=00), facilities in
classrooms (p=.04). As a result, parametric testing was conducted for gender, current
teaching conditions, variety of levels instructors teach, BA program, and last degree
completed whereas non-parametric tests were employed for the other demographic
variables to investigate their relation to TISES and TISES Factor 1. As the data did
not show normal distribution for TISES Factor 2, FLTAS, and its five factors (see

Table 2), non-parametric testing techniques were utilized for them.

Second, minimum and maximum values, means, and standard deviations
were computed in order to determine EFL instructors’ TISE beliefs and FLTA levels.
Next, the Spearman Correlation test was conducted in order to evaluate the
relationship between participants’ TISE and FLTA. Since the data for FLTAS did not
distribute normally and homogeneously, a non-parametric test, the Spearman

Correlation test was utilized.

Later, to investigate whether participants’ technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs and foreign language teaching anxiety differ by age, gender, institution type,

teaching experience, current teaching conditions, teaching hours per week, variety of
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levels instructors teach, adopted system at their current institution, graduate
programs, last degree completed, whether their current institution provides training
on technology integration, how beneficial they find these training, facilities of their
institution and facilities of language classrooms, several tests were conducted. Since
the data showed normal and homogeneous distribution, the Independent Samples t-
test was exploited to investigate whether the participants’ technology integration
self-efficacy beliefs (TISES Overall) and computer technology capabilities and
strategies (TISES Factor 1) varied in their gender. In addition, the one-way ANOVA
test was implemented so as to determine whether these constructs varied in terms of
current teaching conditions, variety of levels instructors teach, graduate programs,

and last degree completed.

On the other hand, for the data which did not prove to be normal and/or
homogeneous (TISES Factor 2, FLTAS and its five factors), non-parametric tests
were utilized to determine whether participants’ perceptions of external influences of
computer technology use (TISES Factor 2), foreign language teaching anxiety
overall (FLTAS Overall), anxiety regarding teaching a particular language skill
(FLTAS Factor 1), target language performance (FLTAS Factor 2), making mistakes
(FLTAS Factor 3), being compared to fellow teachers (FLTAS Factor 4), and using
native language (FLTAS Factor 5) differed in terms of demographic variables of the
study. With this purpose in mind, Mann-Whitney U Test was carried out with the
following variables: gender, institution type, whether their current institution
provides training on technology integration and facilities of language classrooms.
Finally, Kruskal Wallis Test was exploited with the following variables: age,
teaching experience, current teaching conditions, teaching hours per week, variety of
proficiency levels instructors teach, adopted system at their institution, BA program,
last degree completed, how beneficial they find the training their institution provides,

and facilities at their institution.

4. RESULTS

This chapter displays the findings of the statistical analysis carried out with
the data collected through the TISES, FLTAS, and the background questionnaire in
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accordance with the research questions. The results are presented in tables along with

their descriptions for each research question.

4.1 Findings for the First Research Question

The first question of the study inquires about EFL instructors’ level of
technology integration self-efficacy beliefs. To answer the question, descriptive
statistics were used, and the means and standard deviations for the TISES were

calculated. Table 3 demonstrates the findings. Separate mean values of the items can

be seen in Appendix E.
Table 3. Means for the TISES
Scale < sd
TISES Overall 3.94 .59
Factor 1: Computer Technology Capabilities and Strategies 3.95 .62
Factor 2: External Influences of Computer Technology Uses 3.88 .58

As is shown in Table 3, the mean score (X) for the TISES was 3.94 which
demonstrates that participants of the study had a high level of TISE. Furthermore, the
mean scores (X) for computer technology capabilities and strategies and external
influences of computer technology uses which constitute the two factors of TISES
were calculated as 3.95 and 3.88 respectively. Regarding the first factor, findings
indicate that EFL instructors felt confident the most about their skills to utilize
technology in their instruction (X = 4.28), and they trusted their ability to make use of
technological tools appropriately in line with the related content of the lesson (X =
4.26). Although the participants still had high levels of self-efficacy, EFL instructors
felt less confident about mentoring students (X = 3.68), monitoring their use of
technology for project development in class (X = 3.73), and helping them when they
experienced a problem related to technology (X = 3.74). In other words, teachers
believed they could effectively use technology tools within their lessons; however,
they did not feel as confident in assisting, observing, and motivating others (X =

3.78) about their technology use. Although the mean value was not as high as factor
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one, participants still had very positive feelings about external factors related to
technology use (X = 3.88). They believed that they would be comfortable employing
technology in their instruction (X = 4.23) and more responsive to their learners’ needs
(X = 4.16) as time went by. Nevertheless, participant teachers were not that sure they
could come up with effective solutions and still teach with technology when
confronted with system constraints (X = 3.52). However, as emphasized above,
participants of the study possessed a high level of technology integration self-

efficacy beliefs as the mean scores of the descriptive analysis also suggest.
4.2 Findings for the Second Research Question

The second question seeks to find out the level of foreign language teaching
anxiety among the participant teachers. To this end, descriptive statistics were used,
and the means and standard deviations for the FLTAS were calculated. Table 4
demonstrates the findings for the FLTAS and its factors as well. Detailed mean

values of the items can be seen in Appendix F.

Table 4. Means for the FLTAS

Scale

X sd
FLTAS Overall 1.70 53
Factor 1: Anxiety in Teaching a Particular Language Skill 1.61 57
Factor 2: Worry about Target Language Performance 1.44 Sl
Factor 3: Making Mistakes 1.82 .76
Factor 4: Being Compared to Fellow Teachers 1.80 1.00
Factor 5: Using the Native Language 2.33 .84

As Table 4 suggests, the mean score (X) for the FLTAS was 1.70 which
demonstrates that participants had a very low level of FLTA overall. EFL instructors
mostly felt comfortable when teaching English and did not worry about their
language performance, teaching a specific skill, failures, and being compared to

other teachers. When Table 4 is investigated thoroughly, it can be observed that
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participant teachers felt anxious about using the native language (X = 2.33) the most.
It can be inferred that EFL instructors possessed a moderate level of anxiety
regarding using Turkish in class (X = 3.03), and they regretted having used Turkish
during the lesson as well (x = 2.12) when they thought about it afterward. Related to
the second highest factor, it is understood that teachers had a low level of anxiety
about making mistakes (X = 1.82). They were afraid of making grammar (X = 2.17)
and spelling (X = 2.08) mistakes in class. However, they had a lower level of anxiety
regarding being criticized by the students (X = 1.49). Being compared to fellow
teachers (X = 1.80) is another factor constituting the FLTAS. Teachers may have felt
uneasy when their way of instruction and knowledge of English was compared to
other teachers (X = 1.82). When it comes to feaching a particular skill, teachers had a
low level of anxiety (X = 1.61). However, participant teachers may have experienced
little anxiety when teaching a skill in which they did not feel proficient enough (X =
1.93) such as speaking (x = 1.70), listening (X = 1.64), grammar (1.58), writing (X =
1.56), and reading (X = 1.36). Being worried about the target language performance
had the lowest mean score (X =1.44) among other factors. Participant teachers may
have experienced a low level of anxiety (X = 1.67) and uneasiness (X =1.65) when
they taught students with a high proficiency level. However, EFL instructors suffered
from a relatively lower level of anxiety about speaking in English in class (x =1.19)

and giving instructions in English (X = 1.30).
4.3 Findings for the Third Research Question

The third question aims to reveal whether there is a statistically significant
relationship between EFL instructors’ technology integration self-efficacy beliefs
and foreign language teaching anxiety. The results of the Spearman Correlation test
conducted to affirm any possible correlation between the two concepts are given in

Table 5.
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Table 5. Results of the Spearman Correlation Test for TISES and FLTAS

Computer External
P Influences of
Technology
TISES Overall g Computer
Capabilities
; Technology
and Strategies
Uses
n r p r p r p
FLTAS Overall 226 -.26 .00* -.26 .00* -.28 .00*
Anxiety in Teaching a i % ) % i %
Particular Language Skill 226 27 00 23 00 31 00
Worry about Target 226 -24  00%  -23  00%  -25 .00
Language Performance
Making Mistakes 226 -.26 .00* =27 .00* -24 .00*
Being Compared o Fellow 5y 15 o1+ .16 .01% -16 .0I*
Teachers
Using the Native Language 226 -.02 .69 -.01 .79 -.06 .30
*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 5, there was a low-level negative correlation between
the EFL teachers’ technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and foreign language
teaching anxiety (p=.00, r= -.26). This implies that as the teachers’ TISE decreased,
their FLTA increased. To state differently, when EFL teachers had lower levels of
self-efficacy beliefs for technology integration, they experienced more anxiety in
teaching English. Except for the fifth factor of FLTAS (using the native language),
similar results were obtained for the relations between the subdimensions of the
scales and the main constructs. Regarding the first factor of FLTAS, the more the
teachers had worries over teaching a particular skill, the less they felt competent and
confident about overcoming difficulties stemming from external factors related to
technology use in class (p=.00, r= -.31). The third factor of the FLTAS showed the
highest correlation value with the first factor of TISES. The participants with a lower

sense of efficacy for their computer technology capabilities and strategies felt more
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anxious about making a mistake while they teach English (p=.00, r= -.27). The
lowest meaningful correlation (p=.01, r= -.16) was found for being compared to
fellow teachers and TISES overall as well as its two factors. The participant teachers
may have been more concerned about being compared to other teachers in terms of
their teaching methods and English proficiency if they possessed lower levels of
TISE beliefs. On the other hand, using the native language did not correlate with
TISES (p=.69) or its factors (p=.79, p=30).

4.4 Findings for the Fourth Research Question

The fourth question of the study aims to find out whether EFL teachers’
perceived technology integration self-efficacy beliefs significantly differ by age,
gender, institution type, teaching experience, current teaching conditions, teaching
hours per week, variety of levels instructors teach, the adopted system at their
current institution, graduate programs, last degree completed, whether their current
institution provides training on technology integration, how beneficial they find the

training, facilities of their institution, and facilities of language classrooms.

First, the independent samples t-test was conducted to uncover any variations
in TISES overall and Factor 1 regarding gender. The results of the analysis are

presented in Table 6 below.

Table 6. Results of Independent Samples t-test for TISES Overall and Factor 1

Regarding Gender
t-test
Scale Groups n X sd
t df p
Female 166 3.91 .597
TISES Overall -1.300 223 .19
Male 59 4.02 .587
Computer Technology Female 166 3.92 .633
Capabilities and -1.358 223 17
Strategies Male 59 4.05 .614

*p<.05
Since one of the participants did not prefer to mention his/her gender, 225
participants were included in the analysis. As can be inferred from Table 6, the

participant instructors’ gender did not create any significant difference in their TISE
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(p=.19) or computer technology capabilities and strategies (p=.17). Although there
was not a statistically significant difference, it can be suggested that male teachers

seemed to have a higher sense of TISE when the mean scores are considered

()_(fema_]e=3 .9 1 . )_(male=4.02).

Second, the data for the second factor of TISES required non-parametric
testing, so the Mann-Whitney U Test was conducted to reveal any difference in
Factor 2 regarding gender. The results of this analysis are displayed in Table 7

below.

Table 7. Results of Mann-Whitney U Test for Factor 2 Regarding Gender

. Mean Sum of
Scale Variable Groups n Rank Ranks U p
External ]nﬂuences Female 166 109.79 18225.50
of Computer Gender 4364.500 .21
Technology Uses Male 59  122.03  7199.50
*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 7, EFL teachers’ confidence in overcoming and
managing external influences of technology integration did not differ significantly in
terms of gender (p=.21). Still, male participants (x=122.03) seemed to have higher

levels of self-efficacy than female instructors (x=109.79).

Third, the Mann-Whitney U Test was conducted to reveal any variations in
TISES overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2 in terms of institution type, facilities of
language classrooms, and whether participant teachers’ current institution provides
training on technology integration. The results are shown in Table 8.
Table 8. Results of Mann-Whitney U Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2

Regarding Institution Type, Facilities of Language Classrooms, and Training on
Technology Integration

. Mean  Sum of
Scale Variable  Groups n Rank Ranks U p

oL State 102 94.75 9665.00
Institution

4412.000 .00*
Type

TISES Overall Private 124 128.92 15986.00

Facilities of .. 62 12636  7834.50 4224.500 .05
Language
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Classrooms Smartboard
Without
Smartboard 163 107.92 17590.50
Training on Yes 116 132.09 15322.00
Technology 4224.000 .00*
Integration No 110  93.90 10329.00
o State 102 9536  9726.50
Institution
Type . 4473.000 .00*
Private 124 128.42 15924.50
Computer With
Technology Facilities of Smartboard 62 125.45 7778.000
Capabilities and Language
. ; 4281.000 .07
Strategies Classrooms = Without (3150 76 17647.00
Smartboard
Training on Yes 116 131.94 15304.50
Technology 4241500 .00*
Integration No 110 94.06 10346.50
o State 102 98.78 10076.00
Institution
Type ; 4823.000 .00*
Private 124 125.60 15575.00
. With o 12994 8056.50
External Influences ~ Facilities of Smartboard ’ ’
C ¢ Language
of Computer Classrooms  Without 4002.500 .01%*
Technology Uses 163 106.56 17368.50
Smartboard
Training on Yes 116 127.56 14797.50
Technology 4748.500 .00*
Integration No 110 98.67 10853.50

*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 8, the EFL teachers’ TISE differed significantly in

terms of their workplace for the overall scale (p=.00) as well as for Factor 1 (p=.00)

and Factor 2 (p=.00). To elaborate, EFL instructors employed at private universities

had higher levels of technology integration self-efficacy beliefs (x=128.92). They felt

more confident about their abilities and strategies to employ technology in their

instruction (x=128.42) and more secure about handling external difficulties regarding

technology integration such as a budget cut (x=125.60).
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To learn about classroom facilities, the participant teachers were asked if they
had access to smartboards in their classrooms. While 62 of them had access to
smartboards, 163 stated that they did not have smartboards in their classrooms. One
of the participants did not answer that question as he/she delivered online classes. As
Table 8 suggests, having a smart board in use did not create a significant difference
in their TISE (p=.05) and their perceived computer technology capabilities and
strategies (p=.07). However, there was a statistically significant difference in
participant teachers’ beliefs when the second factor was considered (p=.01).
Teachers who had access to a smartboard in class seemed to have a higher sense of
self-efficacy in terms of external influences in relation to technology implementation
such as curricular goals, system constraints, skeptical colleagues, and course of time
(x=129.94). Even though there was not a statistically significant difference in terms
of TISES Overall (x=126.36) and Factor 1 (x=125.45), teachers using smartboards

had higher TISE and trusted their abilities and strategies more.

When the participant teachers were asked whether their current workplace
provided any training on technology integration, 116 teachers replied, ‘Yes’ while
110 of them said ‘No’. As Table 8 displays, EFL teachers replying “Yes’ had higher
levels of TISE (x=132.09, p=.00). When Factor 1 and Factor 2 were investigated, the
analysis presented similar results. Therefore, EFL teachers’ technology integration
self-efficacy beliefs significantly differed for Factor 1 (x= 131.94, p=.00) and Factor
2 (x=127.56, p=.00) according to whether their institution offered training on

technology integration into their lessons in favor of the ones who replied “Yes”.

Fourth, in the background questionnaire, the participant teachers were asked
to evaluate their training by choosing one option: not beneficial/effective at all, quite
beneficial/effective, mostly beneficial/effective, very beneficial/effective. The results
of the Kruskal Wallis test which was used to uncover any variations in TISES
Overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2 by teachers’ perception of the training can be seen in

Table 9.
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Table 9. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2
Regarding Effectiveness of Training on Technology Integration

Scale Variable Groups n X X2 df p
Not beneficial/effective atall 7  31.21
TISES Effectiveness __ Quite beneficial/effective 52 63.74
. - - 11.119 3 .01%*
Overall of Training ~ Mostly beneficial/effective 41  50.77
Very beneficial/effective 16 73.22
Computer Not beneficial/effective atall 7  32.71
Technology ; uite beneficial/effective 52 62.96
Capabilities Electiveness __Q : , 9.899 3 .01*
and of Training ~ Mostly beneficial/effective 41  51.50
Strategies Very beneficial/effective 16 73.22
Not beneficial/effective atall 7  38.14
External
Influences : Quite beneficial/effective 52 63.63
1fl Effectiveness 10837 3 01*

of Computer  of Training Mostly beneficial/effective 41  49.15
Technology - -
Uses Very beneficial/effective 16 74.69

*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 9, the EFL teachers’ TISE differed
significantly in terms of their perceptions of the training on technology integration
provided by their workplace (p=.01). Additionally, the analysis conducted with the
factors of TISES presented similar results (p=.01, p=.01). Below are given the

posthoc test results to understand which groups create these significant differences.

Table 10. Results of LSD for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding
Effectiveness of Training on Technology

TISES Overall Factor 1 Factor 2
el N N
o o (@-J) Error P (@3 Error P (@3 Error P
Quite ~401 192 .04* -416 200 .04* -353 199 .07
beneficial
Not beneficial Mostly
at all bonoficla] 189 19533 =215 203 202 -105 202 .60

Very beneficial -563 .216 .01* -581 .225 .01* -507 .224 .02*

Not beneficial 401  .192  .04* 416 .200 .04* 353 .199 .07

Quite Mostly
beneficial beneficial

Very beneficial -.162 .136 .23 -165 .142 24 -153 .141 28

211 100  .03* 200 .104 .05 247 103 .01%

Not beneficial .189 .195 33 215 203 .29 105 .202 .60

Mostly

beneficial Quite 2211 100 .03* -200 .104 .05 -247 .103 .01%
beneficial
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Very beneficial -374 .141 .00* -365 .146 .01* -401 .146 .00*

Not beneficial .563 216 .01* 581 225 .01* .507 .224  .02*

very Quite 16 136 23 165 .42 24 153 141 28
beneficial beneficial
Mostly

) 374 141 .00* 365 146 .01* 401 .146 .00*
beneficial

*p<.05

Based on the LSD results, the significant difference in TISES Overall in
relation to EFL instructors’ opinions of the effectiveness of the technology
integration training stemmed from different combinations of the answers. First, it is
possible to highlight the difference between the participants who answered the
question by saying ‘not beneficial at all’ (X=3.77), and the ones who found the
training ‘very beneficial’ (x=4.33), and ‘quite beneficial’ (x=4.17). Second, there
was a meaningful difference between the participants who thought the training is
‘mostly beneficial’ (X=3.96) and the ones who believed it was ‘quite beneficial’
(Xx=4.17), and ‘not beneficial’ (x=3.77). In addition, when the participants who
answered ‘very beneficial’ (x=4.33) were compared with instructors who said ‘not
beneficial’ (X=3.77) and ‘mostly beneficial’ (X=3.96), a meaningful difference was
realized as well. In summary, the teachers who thought that the training was not
beneficial had the lowest level of TISE (x=3.77), while participant teachers believing
that the training was very effective (X=4.33) had the highest levels and they were
followed by the group choosing the option ‘quite beneficial’ (x=4.17).

Similar results were observed for the LSD test conducted with TISES Factor
1. There was a meaningful difference between participants thinking that the training
was ‘not beneficial at all’ (X=3.78) and instructors believing it was ‘quite beneficial’
(x=4.20) and ‘very beneficial’ (Xx=4.36). Additionally, participants choosing the
option ‘mostly beneficial’ (x=4.00) and ‘very beneficial’ (X=4.36) created a
significant difference. To elaborate, the participant teachers who believed that the
training was ‘not beneficial at all’ (X=3.78) believed in their technology integration
capabilities and strategies the least whereas teachers thinking the training was ‘very

beneficial’ had the highest self-efficacy (Xx=4.36).

When it comes to TISES Factor 2, a significant difference was realized

between participants answering the questions by saying ‘not beneficial’ (Xx=3.74) and
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‘very beneficial’ (Xx=4.25). Another meaningful difference was between the
participants choosing the option ‘quite beneficial’ (X=4.09) and ‘mostly beneficial’
(X=3.84). Furthermore, there was a significant difference between the mean scores of
participants thinking that the training was ‘mostly beneficial’ (x=3.84) and ‘very
beneficial’ (x=4.25). To summarize, similar to TISES Overall and Factor 1, EFL
teachers believing that the training on technology integration was ‘not beneficial’
(Xx=3.74) had the lowest level of self-efficacy in terms of external influences in
relation to technology integration and they were followed by the teachers thinking it
was ‘mostly beneficial’ (x=3.84). On the other hand, EFL instructors who believed
that the training they got was ‘very beneficial’ (X=4.25) possessed the highest level

of self-efficacy regarding external influences of technology integration.

Fifth, one-way ANOVA was implemented to reveal any differences in TISES
overall and Factor 1 regarding current teaching conditions. The results of the analysis

are displayed in Table 11 below.

Table 11. Results of One-Way ANOVA for TISES Overall and Factor 1 Regarding
Current Teaching Conditions

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E.Mean F p
face-to-face 50 396 .59 .084
online 30 3.94 .65 119
hybrid 15 385 .54 .140
TISES face-to-face and online 117 3.91 .60  .055  .869 .50
Overall
face-to-face and hybrid 5 3.88 .30 136
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9 432 .38 128
Total 226 3.94 .59 .039
face-to-face 50 397 .63 .089
c online 30 395 .67 123
omputer .
Technology hybrid 15 3.86 .59 154
Capabilities face-to-face and online 117 393 .64 .059 819 .53
and i face-to-face and hybrid 5 3.87 .29 131
Strategies
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  4.35 .42 .140
Total 226 3.95 .62 .041
*p<.05

As can be observed in Table 11, the participants’ technology integration self-

efficacy beliefs (p=.50) and computer technology capabilities and strategies (p=.53)
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did not differ significantly in relation to their current teaching conditions. However,
when the mean scores were considered, it was observed that the EFL instructors
delivering face-to-face, online as well as hybrid lessons had higher self-efficacy
(Xx=4.32) and felt more confident about their technology capabilities and strategies

(x=4.35).

In addition, with the non-parametric data of Factor 2, Kruskal Wallis Test
was conducted to evaluate whether participant teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of
external influences of technology integration varied significantly by current teaching

conditions. The results are displayed in Table 12.

Table 12. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for Factor 2 Regarding Current Teaching

Conditions
Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p
face-to-face 50 117.41
External online 30 116.42
Influences Current :
of k hybrid 15 10537
Teaching - 4807 5 .44
Computer Conditions face-to-face and online 117 108.67
ﬁceﬁ”‘)logy face-to-face and hybrid 5 119.90
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  154.83
Total 226
*p<.05

As Table 12 presents, similar results were obtained. Although there was not a
statistically meaningful difference among the groups, the mean values suggest that
the participants teaching face-to-face, online, as well as hybrid classes (X=154.83)
had the highest level of self-efficacy to overcome external influences related to

technology integration.

Sixth, a one-way ANOVA test was used to uncover any variations in TISES
overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2 by variety of levels instructors teach. The results of the
analysis are given in Table 13 below.

Table 13. Results of One-Way ANOVA for Variety of Levels Instructors Teach, TISES
Overall and Factor 1

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E.Mean F p

TISES 1 level 75 3.85 .58 .067
Overall 2 different levels 60 3.96 .62 .080

1.02 .38




&9

3 different levels 47 4.03 .60 .088
4+ different levels 44 396 .54 .082
Total 226 394 .59 .039
c 1 level 75 3.80 .64 .074
omputer ;
Technology 2 different levels 60 397 .65 .084 123 29
Capabilities 3 different levels 47 4.08 .6l .089
and ) 4+ different levels 44 396 .58 .087
Strategies
Total 226 395 .62 .041
*p<.05

As Table 13 suggests, there was no statistically significant difference in EFL
instructors’ TISE beliefs (p=.38) and their perceived computer technology
capabilities and strategies (p=.29) in terms of the number of proficiency levels they
taught. The highest value was observed for participants who had been teaching at 3
different levels for both TISES Overall (x=4.03) and Factor 1 (x=4.08) while the
lowest mean values were found for participants teaching 1 level (XTises overali=3.85,
Xractor 1=3.86). In addition, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to reveal
variations in Factor 2 regarding the variety of levels instructors taught. The results

are shown in Table 14.

Table 14. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for Factor 2 Regarding Variety of Levels
Instructors Teach

Scale Variable Groups n X X df p
External 1 level 75 108.31
Influences of Variety of 2 different levels 60 11648
Computer Levels - 948 3 81
Technology 3 different levels 47  112.65
Uses 4+ different levels 44  119.18
*p<.05

Similar to TISES Overall and Factor 1, there was not a statistically significant
difference in Factor 2 regarding the variety of levels instructors taught. While the
lowest mean value was calculated for participants teaching one level (x=108.31), the
highest value was found for instructors who had been teaching four and more

different proficiency levels (x=119.18).
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Seventh, the Kruskal Wallis test was used to uncover any variations in TISES
overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2 by teaching hours per week. The results of the analysis

are given in Table 15 below.

Table 15. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2
Regarding Teaching Hours per Week

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p
Teaching 0-12 hours 50  130.54
TISES Overall Hours per 13-20 hours 129  100.03 12.777 2 .00*
Week 21+ hours 47 13233
?on;lpzazr Teaching 0-12 hours 50  132.02
Cennorogy Hours per 13-20 hours 129 100.19 12.494 2 .00*
Capabilities and Week
Strategies ee 21+ hours 47 130.33
) 0-12 hours 50 125.86
External Teaching
Influences of Hours per 13-20 hours 129 101.76 10059 2 .00*
Computer Week
Technology Uses 21+ hours 47 132.57
*p<.05

As Table 15 suggests, the EFL teachers’ TISE differed significantly in terms
of their weekly workload (p=.00). Additionally, the analysis conducted with the
factors of TISES presents similar results for Factor 1 (p=.00) and Factor 2 (p=.00).
Below are given the posthoc test results to understand which groups created this

significant difference.

Table 16. Results of Tukey HSD for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding

Teaching Hours per Week
TISES Overall Factor 1 Factor 2
Teaching Teaching X Std. X Std. x(I- Std.

Hours (I) Hours (J) I-J) Error P (I-J) Error P J)  Error

13-20 279 0 .096 .01* 294 102 .01* .232 .096 .04*

0-12
hours 21+ -016 117 98 -006 .124 .99 -047 .117 .91

_ - %k _ % _ *
1320 0-12 279 096 .01* -294 .102 .01* -232 .096 .04
hours 21+ -296 .098 .00% -301 .104 .01* -279 .098 .01*
I 0-12 016 117 98 006 .124 99 047 .117 91
hours

13-20 296 .098 .00* 301 .104 .01* 279 .098 .01*

*p<.05
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As can be understood from Table 16, the significant difference in TISES
Overall in relation to participant teachers’ weekly teaching hours stemmed from the
participants who taught between 0-12 hours and 13-20 hours (p=.01) as well as ones
teaching 13-20 hours and 21+ hours (p=.00). To elaborate, teachers who taught 13-
20 hours (x=3.81) had a lower level of self-efficacy for technology integration than
the ones who had been teaching 0-12 hours (Xx=4.09) and 21+ hours (Xx=4.11).

Similar results were observed for Tukey HSD conducted with TISES Factor
1. Accordingly, there was a significant difference between the participants who
worked 13-20 hours and the ones teaching 0-12 hours (p=.01) and 21+ hours (p=.01).
In other words, the participants who taught 13-20 hours (X=3.83) felt less confident
about their technology integration capabilities and strategies than the ones who

worked 0-12 hours (x=4.12) and 21+ hours (x=4.13).

There was also a significant difference in TISES Factor 2 in relation to
participant teachers’ workload. This resulted from the difference between the
participants who taught 13-20 hours and the ones teaching 0-12 hours (p=.04) as well
as 21+ hours (p=.01). Similar to TISES Overall and Factor 1, EFL teachers who
taught 21+ hours had the highest self-efficacy in terms of external influences of
technology integration (Xx=4.05), and they were followed by EFL instructors who
taught 0-12 hours (x=4.01). On the other hand, participants who taught 13-20 hours
(x=3.77) did not feel as secure as other teachers in handling external difficulties

regarding technology integration.

Eighth, the Kruskal Wallis test was used to uncover any variations in TISES
overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2 by the adopted system at school. The results of the

analysis are given in Table 17 below.

Table 17. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2
Regarding Adopted System at Workplace

Scale Variable Groups n X X2 df p

Modular System 70 140.82
Yearly Program 89 94.88 19.689 2 .00%*
Term-based Syllabus 67 109.69

Adopted

TISES Overall
System

Computer Adopted Modular System 70 139.57
Technology System Yearly Program 89  95.15

18.304 2 .00*
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Capabz{ztles and Term-based Syllabus 67 110.64

Strategies

External Modular System 70 139.03

Influences of Adopted

Computer « 057 e Yearly Program 89 99.48 15958 2 .00*
ystem

Technol.

Uicesno o8y Term-based Syllabus 67  105.46

*p<.05

Table 17 indicates that there was a meaningful difference in participant
teachers’ technology integration self-efficacy beliefs in the overall scale (p=.00) as
well as for Factor 1 (p=.00) and Factor 2 (p=.00) in relation to the adopted system at
their workplace. While some institutions follow a yearly program and EFL
instructors teach the same classes throughout the year in Turkey, some others may
teach according to a term-based syllabus. On the other hand, some institutions adopt
a modular system and the classes instructors teach may change in line with module
exams throughout the semester. Tukey HSD was conducted to investigate which
group led to this significant difference, and the results are given in Table 18.

Table 18. Results of Tukey HSD for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding
Adopted System at Workplace

TISES Overall Factor 1 Factor 2
Adopted Adopted X  Std. X Std. X Std.
System (I) System(J) (-J) Error P (@) Error P (1J) Error
Yearly 397 .091 .00* 409 .097 .00* .358 .091 .00*
Modular
Term-based  .288 .097 .01* 281 .103 .02* .310 .097 .00*
Yearl Modular 397 .091 .00* -409 .097 .00* -358 .091 .00*
ear
4 Term-based -.109 .092 46 -128 .098 .39 -.047 .092 .86
Modular S -288 .097 .01* -281 .103 .02* -310 .097 .00*
Term-based
Yearly 109 092 46 128 098 .39 .047 .092 .86
*p<.05

In accordance with Tukey HSD results, the significant variation in TISES
Overall regarding the adopted system stemmed from the difference between
participants who worked at institutions following a modular system and the ones
following a yearly plan (p=.00) as well as a term-based system (p=.01). To clarify,

participants teaching in line with a modular system had a higher level of self-efficacy
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(Xx=4.18) than the EFL instructors following a yearly program (x=3.78) and a term-
based syllabus (x=3.89).

In line with the results of TISES Overall, the meaningful difference in Factor
I in terms of the adopted system resulted from participants following a modular
system and the ones teaching according to a yearly program (p=.00) as well as a
term-based syllabus (p=.02). EFL instructors following a modular system felt more
confident about their technology integration capabilities and strategies (Xx=4.20) than
the ones teaching according to a term-based syllabus (x=3.92) and a yearly program

(x=3.79).

Similar to TISES Overall and Factor 1, the significant difference in TISES
Factor 2 in relation to the adopted system stemmed from the participants following a
modular system and the ones teaching according to a yearly program (p=.00) as well
as a term-based syllabus (p=.00). Participants who followed a yearly program
(X=3.76) felt less confident about their capabilities to overcome difficulties related to
technology integration stemming from external factors when compared to teachers
who taught according to a term-based syllabus (x=3.81) and followed a modular
system (Xx=4.12). Consequently, when TISES Overall values and its subdimensions
are considered, it is possible to conclude that teachers engaged in a modular system

had higher levels of TISE.

Ninth, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to uncover any variations in
TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 regarding the participant teachers’ age. The
results of the analysis are given in Table 19 below.

Table 19. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1 and Factor 2
Regarding Age

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p

20-29 years old 45  133.68
30-39 years old 95 117.72

TISES Overall Age 11.769 3 .00*
40-49 years old 52 107.15

50+ years old 34 87.72

Computer 2029 yearsold 45  131.49
Technology .
Capabilities and Age 30-39 yearsold 95 11826 11200 3 .01

Strategies 40-49 years old 52 108.60
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50+ years old 34 83.88

20-29 years old 45  133.40

External

Influences of y 30-39 years old 95  115.86 9.800 -
e . )

Computer & 40-49 years old 52 108.51

Technology Uses
50+ years old 34 88.19

*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 19, the EFL teachers’ TISE beliefs differed
significantly in terms of their age (p=.00). Additionally, the analyses conducted with
the factors of TISES present similar results for Factor 1 (p=.01) and Factor 2 (p=.02).
Below are given the posthoc test results to understand which groups created the

significant differences.

Table 20. Results of Tukey HSD for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding
Age

TISES Overall Factor 1 Factor 2

Age Age X Std. X Std. X Std.
()] J) (I-J) Error P (I-J) Error P (I-J) Error

30-39 124 104 .63 112 110 .73 162 104 40
20-29 40-49 246 117 15 243 124 .20 254 117 13
50+ S13 0 130 .00 522 138 .00* 483 130  .00*

20-29  -124 104 .63 112 110 J3 0 -162 104 40
30-39  40-49 121  .099 .61 131 105 .60 091  .099 79
50+ 388 115 .00* 409 122 .00* 320 .114  .02*

20-29  -246 117 A5 0 -243 0 124 20 -254 117 13
40-49 30-39 -121 .099 .61 -131  .105 .60  -.091 .099 79
50+ 267 127 15 278 134 .16 228 126 27

20-29 -513 130 .00* -522 138 .00* -483 130 .00*
50+ 30-39 -388 115 .00* -409 122 .00* -320 .114 .02*
40-49 -267 127 A5 =278 0 134 d6 0 -228 126 27

*p<.05

Based on the Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in TISES Overall
in relation to participant teachers’ age stemmed from the participants who were 50+
years old and the ones who were 20-29 and 30-39 (p=.00). To elaborate, teachers
who were 20-29 years old (Xx=4.12), and 30-39 years old (x=4.00), had higher levels
of TISE than participant teachers who were 50+ years old (X=3.61). In addition, it
was seen that teachers who were between 40-49 also had lower self-efficacy
(X=3.88) when compared to younger age groups, even though this difference was not

statistically meaningful.



95

Similar results were observed for Tukey HSD conducted with TISES Factor
1. Participants who were between 20-29, 30-39, and 50+ years old created a
significant difference (p=.00). Participants between 20-29 (Xx=4.14), and 30-39
(x=4.02), seemed to feel more confident about implementing technology into their
lessons appropriately, and they felt more convinced about their skills and capabilities

when compared to EFL teachers who were 50+ years old (Xx=3.61).

As can be understood from Table 20, the significant difference in TISES
Factor 2 in relation to participant teachers’ age stemmed from the participants who
were 50+ years old and the ones who were 20-29 (p=.00), and 30-39 (p=.02).
Participants who were 50+ years old felt less confident about their capabilities to
overcome difficulties related to technology integration stemming from external
factors (Xx=3.60) when compared to teachers who were 20—29-years old (x=4.08) and
30-39-years old (x=3.92). EFL teachers between 40-49 (x=3.83) also felt less
confident than younger groups; however, this difference was not statistically
meaningful. Therefore, when TISES Overall values as well as its subdimensions are
considered, it is possible to conclude that younger teachers had higher levels of self-

efficacy beliefs about technology integration.

Tenth, the Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to uncover any variations in
TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 regarding participant EFL instructors’

teaching experience. The results of the analysis are given in Table 21 below.

Table 21. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2
Regarding Teaching Experience

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p
0-4 years 31 133.13
5-9 years 44 127.16
; 10-14 years 59 112.16
TISES Overall 1 ¢4ching Y 12005 5 .03

Experience 15-19 years 28 102.63
20-24 years 30 117.97

25+ years 34 85.26

-4 1 132.
Computer 0-4 years 3 32.79
Technology Teaching 5-9 years 44 12427

%
Capabilities and  Experience 10-14 years 59 113.67 11.129 5 .04

Strategies 15-19 years 28 105.43
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20-24 years 30 117.77

25+ years 34 84.56
0-4 years 31 124.65
External 5-9 years 44 132.39
?ﬂ;ﬁij ! Teaching __ 10-1dyears 59 11042 . 000 o0 )
Technology Experience 15-19 years 28 96.68
Uses 20-24 years 30 126.27
25+ years 34 86.84
*p<.05

As Table 21 illustrates, EFL teachers’ TISE differed significantly in terms of
their teaching experience (p=.03). Furthermore, the analyses conducted with Factor 1
(p=.04) and Factor 2 (p=.01) present similar results. Below are given the posthoc test

results to understand which groups created the significant difference for each factor.

Table 22. Results of Tukey HSD for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding
Teaching Experience

TISES Overall Factor 1 Factor 2

Teaching  Teaching 5

Experience Experience Std. X Std. X Std.
p(l) P o (1-J) Error P (@J) Error P (1-J) Error

5-9 053 135 99 074 143 99 -011 .135 1.00
10-14 A72 127 75 173 135 .79 170 127 .76

yz;s 15-19 280 150 42 277 159 .50 288 150 .39
20-24 35 147 94 161 156 .90 .052 147 .99
25+ 535 143 .00* 569 151 .00* 426 .143 .03*
0-4 -053 135 99 -074 .143 99 011 135 1.00
10- 14 118 114 90 .099 121 96 182 114 .60
yz;is 15-19 226 139 58 203 147 74 300 139 .26
20-24 081 136 99 .087 .144 99 063 136 .99
25+ 481 131 .00* 495 139 .00* 438 131 .01*
0-4 -172 127 75 -173 135 79 -170 127 .76
5-9 -118 114 90 -099 121 96 -182 114 .60
)1/2;;’ 15-19 107 0 132 96 104 140 .97 117 132 94
20-24 -037 129 1.00 -.011 .136 1.00 -118 129 .94
25+ 362 124 .04* 396 131 .03* 256 .124 31
0-4 -280 150 42 -277 159 .50 -288 150 .39
5-9 -226 139 58 -203 147 74 -300 139 .26
)I/z;j 10-14 -107 132 96 -104 .140 97 -117 132 94

20-24 -144 151 93 -116 .160 .97 -236 .151 .62
25+ 255 147 51 291 155 42 138 147 .93

20-24 0-4 -135 147 94 -161 156 90 -052 147 .99
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years 5-9 -081 136 .99 -.087 .144 99 -063 136 .99
10-14 037 129 1.00 .011 .136 1.00 .118 129 .94
15-19 144 151 93 116 160 .97 236 151 .62
25+ 400 144 06 407 152 .08 374 144 .10

0-4 -535  .143 .00* -569 .151 .00* -426 .143 .03*
254 5-9 -481 131 .00* -495 139 .00* -438 .131 .01*
years 10-14 -362 124 .04* -396 .131 .03* -256 .124 .31
15-19  -255 147 51 -291 155 42 -138 147 93
20-24 -400 .144 .06 -407 .152 .08 -374 .144 .10

*p<.05

Based on the Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in TISES Overall
in relation to participant teachers’ years of teaching experience stemmed from the
participants who had been teaching for 25+ years and the ones with experiences for
0-4 years (p=.00), 5-9 years (p=.00), and 10-14 years (p=.04). To clarify, technology
integration self-efficacy beliefs of teachers with 25+ years of experience (X=3.59)
were lower than teachers with 0-4 years (x=4.13), 5-9 years (x=4.07), and 10-14
years (X=3.95) of teaching experience. The mean value for teachers who had been
teaching English for 20-24 years was 3.99, which was higher than the mean values
for 10-14 years (x=3.95), 15-19 years (Xx=3.85) and 25+ years of experience

(X=3.59). However, this difference was not statistically meaningful.

Similar results were observed for Tukey HSD conducted with TISES Factor
1. As Table 22 suggests, a significant difference was observed between the
participants teaching for 25+ years and the ones teaching for 0-4 years (p=.00), 5-9
years (p=.00), and 10-14 years (p=.03). To elaborate, teachers with 0-4 years of
experience (X=4.15), 5-9 years of experience (X=4.08), and 10-14 years of experience
(x=3.99) felt more confident about implementing technology into their lessons
appropriately and more convinced about their skills and capabilities when compared
to EFL teachers with an experience of 25+ years (X=4.15). The mean value for
teachers who had been teaching English for 20-24 years was 3.99, which was slightly
higher than the mean values for 10-14 years (Xx=3.98), 15-19 years (x=3.88), and 25+

years (Xx=3.59). However, this difference was not statistically meaningful.

As can be inferred from Table 22, the significant difference in TISES Factor
2 in relation to participant teachers’ teaching experience stemmed from the

participants who had been teaching for 25+ years and the ones teaching for 0-4 years
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(p=.03), and 5-9 years (p=.01). Participants who had 25+ years of experience felt less
confident about their capabilities to overcome difficulties related to technology
integration stemming from external factors (X=3.61) when compared to teachers with
0-4 years of experience (x=4.03) and 5-9 years of experience (X=4.05). Therefore,
when TISES Overall values as well as its subdimensions are considered, it is possible
to conclude that teachers engaged in teaching as a profession for more than 25 years

in this specific group had the lowest levels of TISE.

Eleventh, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to uncover any variations
in TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 regarding the facilities at participant

teachers’ institutions. The results of the analysis are given below.

Table 23. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for TISES Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2
Regarding Facilities of Institution

Scale Variable Groups n X X2 df p
personal computers 116 124.06
Facilities
TISES at only common computers 91 10592 7.777 2 .02%*
Overall o
nstitution

no personal or public computers 19 85.34

Computer personal computers 116 124.65

Technology  Facilities

Capabilities at only common computers 91 105.12 8.346 2 .01*
and institution

Strategies no personal or public computers 19  85.58

External personal computers 116 120.57

Influences of Facilities

Computer at only common computers 91 10935 4.180 2 .12
Technol institution

Uice Sno o8y no personal or public computers 19 90.21

*p<.05

As Table 23 illustrates, there was not a statistically significant difference in
Factor 2 regarding the facilities of instructors’ workplace (p=.12). However, EFL
teachers’ TISE (p=.02) and their computer technology capabilities and strategies
(p=.01) differed significantly in relation to the facilities of their workplace. Below
are given the posthoc test results to understand which groups created the significant

difference.
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Table 24. Results of Tukey HSD for TISES Overall and Factor 1 Regarding Facilities of

Institution
TISES Overall Factor 1
Facilities at Facilities at X Std. X Std.
Institution (I) Institution (J) (I-J) Error P (I-J) Error

Only Common
Personal Computers
Computers No Personal or
Common Computers

Personal Computers -.176  .081 .08 -.194 .086 .06

d76 081 .08  .194 .08 .06

372 144 .02* 413 152 .02*

Only Common
Computers No Personal or
Common Computers

Personal Computers -.372 .144 .02* -413  .152  .02*

195 147 38 219 155 33

No Personal or

Common Computers  Only Common 155 147 3¢ 519 155 33
Computers

*p<.05

Based on Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in TISES Overall and
Factor 1 in relation to facilities of participant teachers’ institutions stemmed from the
participants who owned a personal computer or laptop provided by the institution
and the ones with no access to a personal and/or common computers at their
workplace (p=.02). Participants who were provided with a personal computer/laptop
had self-efficacy (X=4.04) and they felt more confident about their technology
integration strategies and capabilities (x=4.07) than the other groups. That is, EFL
teachers who had an access to neither personal nor common computers/laptops at
their workplace possessed the lowest level of TISE (X=3.67) and felt less confident
about their technology implementation strategies (Xx=3.65). The mean values for
teachers who only had access to common computers/laptops in common areas were
3.86 for TISES Overall and 3.87 for Factor 1; however, this group did not create a

statistically significant difference in either variable.

Next, one-way ANOVA was implemented to reveal any variations in TISES
Overall, and Factor 1 regarding graduate programs. The results of the analyses are

given below in Table 25.



Table 25. Results of One-Way ANOVA for TISES Overall, and Factor 1 Regarding
Graduate Programs

Variables Groups n X Sd. St. E.Mean F p
English Language Teaching 130 3.95 .57 .050
TISES Other Language Departments 83  3.95 .63 .069
768 .46
Overall Other 13 374 52 144
Total 226 394 .59 .039
Computer English Language Teaching 130 3.96 .61 .053
Technology Other Language Departments 83  3.97 .66 072
Capabilities .657 .51
and Other 13 376 .56 155
Strategies Total 226 3.95 .62 .041
*p<.05

It can be understood from Table 25 that the graduate programs of the
participant teachers did not create a significant change in their TISE beliefs (p=.46)
and their perceived computer technology capabilities and strategies (p=.51). When
the mean scores were considered, it was observed that graduates of non-language
related departments had the lowest TISE both for the total scale (X=3.74), and the
first factor (x=3.76). As for Factor 2, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to
reveal any variations regarding graduate programs. The results of the analyses are

given below in Table 26.

Table 26. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for Factor 2 Regarding Graduate Programs

Scale Variable Groups n X X2 df p
External English Language Teaching 130 114.52
Influences of
Computer }G):ggf;,:; Other Language Departments 83 114.10 .645 2 .72
Technology
Uses Other 13 99.46
*p<.05

In line with test results of Factor 2, the graduate programs of the participant
teachers did not create a significant change in their self-efficacy regarding external
influences of technology integration (p=.72). Yet, it is seen that graduates of non-
language related departments (X=99.46) had the lowest level of self-efficacy.
Moreover, participants who studied at the Department of English Language Teaching
(x=114.52) and other language departments (Xx=114.10) had a similar level of self-
efficacy.
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Lastly, one-way ANOVA was implemented to investigate any variations in

TISES Overall, and Factor 1 regarding the last degree completed. The results of the

analyses are given in Table 27 below.

Table 27. Results of One-Way ANOVA for TISES Overall and Factor 1 Regarding Last

Degree Completed

Variables Groups n X Sd. St.E.Mean F p
Bachelor’s degree 84 3.89 .59 .064
Master’s degree 124 397 .60 .054
TISES Overall - 409 .66
Doctor of Philosophy 18 395 .50 119
Total 226 394 .59 .039
Bachelor’s degree 84 391 .63 .068
Computer
Technology Master’s degree 124 398 .64 .058 135 71
Capabilities Doctor of Philosophy 18 3.97 .50 117 ' '
and Strategies Total 226 395 62 041
*p<.05
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Table 27 shows that there was not a statistically significant difference in

participant EFL teachers’ TISE (p=.66) and their perceived computer technology

capabilities and strategies (p=.71) in relation to their level of education. When the

mean values were taken into consideration, graduates of a master’s program (XTises

overal=3.97, Xractor 1=3.98) had the highest level of self-efficacy beliefs, and they were

followed by graduates of doctor of philosophy (Xtiss overali=3.95, XFactor 1=3.97). In a

similar vein, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to investigate any variations in

TISES Factor 2 regarding the last degree completed. The results of the analyses are

given in Table 28 below.
Table 28. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for Factor 2 Regarding Last Degree
Completed
Scale Variable Groups n df p
External Bachelor’s degree 84 105.20
Influences of [ 46t De
gree ,
gon;lpmler Completed Master’s degree 124 119.52 2465 2 .29
s & Doctor of Philosophy 18 110.78
ses
*p<.05

Similar to previous findings, participants’ level of education did not create a

significant difference in their self-efficacy for external influences of technology
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integration (p=.29). Yet, it is seen that the ones with a master’s degree had the
highest level of self-efficacy (x=119.52) followed by graduates of doctor of
philosophy (x=110.78).

4.5 Findings for the Fifth Research Question

The fifth question of the study aims to find out whether EFL teachers’ foreign
language teaching anxiety significantly differs by age, gender, institution type,
teaching experience, current teaching conditions, teaching hours per week, variety of
levels instructors teach, the adopted system at their current institution, graduate
programs, last degree completed, whether their current institution provides training
on technology integration, how beneficial they find the training, facilities of their

institution, and facilities of language classrooms.

First, the Mann-Whitney U Test was conducted to uncover any variations in
FLTAS as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding gender. The results of the

analysis are presented in Table 29 below.

Table 29. Results of Mann-Whitney U Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2,
Factor 3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Gender

. Mean Sum of
Scale Variable Groups n Rank Ranks U p

Female 166 115.73 19211.00
FLTAS Overall Gender 4444.000 .29
Male 59 10532  6214.00

Teaching a Particular Female 196 112.30 18641.00
Gender

Language Skill Male 59 11498  6784.00

4780.000 .73

Female 166 113.92 18910.00

Target Language Gender 4745.000 .71
Performance Male 59 11042 6515.00

Female 166 118.05 19595.50
Making Mistakes Gender 4059.500 .05
Male 59  98.81 5829.50

Female 166 118.12 19608.00

Being Comparedto . 4. 4047.000 .03*
Fellow Teachers Male 59 9859  5817.00
Usine Native Female 166 114.13 18945.50

g Gender 4709.500 .65
Language Male 59  109.82  6479.50

*p<.05
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Since one of the participants did not prefer to mention his/her gender, 225
participants were included in the analysis. As can be observed from Table 29, the
participant instructors’ gender did not create a meaningful difference in their foreign
language teaching anxiety (p=.29). Additionally, when the subdimensions of the
FLTAS are considered, there was not a significant difference in participant teachers’
anxiety of teaching a particular language skill (p=.73), target language performance
(p=.71), making mistakes (p=.05), and using native language (p=. 65) in terms of
gender. The only significant difference was observed in participant teachers’ anxiety
about being compared to fellow teachers (p=.03). It can be suggested that female
EFL instructors (Xx=118.12) felt more anxious than male instructors (X=98.59) about
being compared to other teachers in terms of their teaching methods and English

proficiency.

Second, the Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to reveal any variations in
FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding participant
teachers’ workplaces, facilities of language classrooms, and whether their institutions
provide any training on technology integration. The results of the analysis are
displayed in Table 30 below.

Table 30. Results of Mann-Whitney U Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2,

Factor 3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Institution Type, Facilities of Language
Classrooms, and Training on Technology Integration

. Mean  Sum of
Scale Variable Groups n Rank Ranks U p

State 102 109.05 11123.50
Institution Type 5870.500 .35
Private 124 117.16 14527.50

With
Facilities of  Smartboard 62 12481 7738.50
FLTAS Overall Language 4320.500 .09
Classrooms Without
Smartboard 163 108.51 17686.50
Training on Yes 116 108.75 12615.50
Technology 5829.500 .26
Integration No 110 118.50 13035.50
Teaching a o State 102 11422 11650.00
Particular Institution Type 6251.000 .88

Language Skill Private 124 11291 14001.00
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With
Facilities of  Smartboard 62 12336 7648.50
Language 4410.500 .13
Classrooms Without
Smartboard 163  109.06 17776.50
Training on Yes 116 109.70 12725.00
Technology 5939.000 .36
Integration No 110 117.51 12926.00
State 102 111.70 11393.00
Institution Type 6140.000 .70
Private 124 11498 14258.00
With 6 12206 756750
Target Facilities of Smartboard : :
Language Language . 4491.500 .19
Performance Classrooms Without 163 109.56 17857.50
Smartboard ' )
Training on Yes 116 109.56 12709.00
Technology 5923.000 .34
Integration No 110 117.65 12942.00
State 102 105.75 10787.00
Institution Type 5534.000 .10
Private 124 119.87 14864.00
With 6> 12474 773400
) Facilities of Smartboard : :
Making
. Language 4325.000 .09
Mistales Classrooms  Without 3150 53 17691.00
Smartboard ' ’
Training on Yes 116 109.72 12727.50
Technology 5941.500 .37
Integration No 110 117.49 12923.50
State 102 115.67 11798.00
Institution Type 6103.000 .63
Private 124 111.72 13853.00
. With
gfmg d o Facilities of  Smartboard 02 113:09 713550
ompare Language 4923.500 .75
rellow Classrooms  Without 65415 51 19989 50
Teachers Smartboard ' ’
Training on Yes 116 108.54 12591.00
Technology 5805.000 .22
Integration No 110 118.73 13060.00
Usine Nati State 102 105.53 10764.00
. SHIE VARVE  nstitution Type 5511.000 .09
anguage Private 124 120.06 14887.00
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With
Facilities of Smartboard 118.40 7341.00
Language 4718.000 .43
Classrooms Without
Smartboard 163 110.94 18084.00
Training on Yes 116 112.19 13014.50
Technology 6228.500 .75
Integration No 110 114.88 12636.50

*p<.05

To start with, as Table 30 suggests, the participants’ workplaces did not
create a significant change in their FLTA (p=.35) as well as in each anxiety type
constituting the subdimensions of the FLTAS with a p-value ranging from .09 to .88.
Even though the difference was not statistically meaningful, EFL instructors
employed at private universities seemed to have higher levels of anxiety about target
language performance (X=114.98), making mistakes (X=119.87), using native
language (x=120.06), and in FLTAS Overall (x=117.16). Teachers working at state
universities, on the other hand, seemed to be more worried about teaching a
particular language skill (X=114.22) and being compared to fellow teachers

(x=115.67).

In addition, one of the participant teachers did not answer the question
regarding classroom facilities since she/he only taught online lessons. Therefore, 225
answers were included in this analysis. As can be seen in Table 30, the facilities of
the language classrooms did not create a significant difference in EFL teachers’
FLTA (p=.09). Furthermore, when the subdimensions of the FLTAS were
considered, there was not a significant difference in participant teachers’ anxiety of
teaching a particular language skill (p=.13), target language performance (p=.19),
making mistakes (p=.09), being compared to fellow teachers (p=.75), and using
native language (p=. 43) in terms of facilities of language classrooms at their
workplaces. Although there was not a statistically significant difference, teachers
who had access to a smartboard had a higher level of FLTA (x=124.81).
Additionally, they seemed to have higher levels of anxiety about teaching a particular
language skill (x=123.36), target language performance (x=122.06), making mistakes
(x=124.74), being compared to fellow teachers (Xx=115.09), and using native

language (X=118.40).



Finally, when the participant teachers were asked whether their current
institution provided any training on technology integration, 116 teachers replied
“Yes’ while 110 of them said ‘No’. As Table 30 presents, training on technology
integration provided by the participant teachers’ institutions did not lead to a
meaningful difference in teachers’” FLTA (p=.26) as well as in each one of the
subdimensions with a p-value ranging from .22 to .75. However, when the mean
scores of FLTAS Overall (x=118.50), anxiety about teaching a particular language
skill (x=117.51), target language performance (X=117.65), making mistakes
(x=117.49), being compared to fellow teachers (Xx=118.73), and using native
language (Xx=114.88) were considered, teachers who replied ‘No’ experienced higher

levels of anxiety.

Third, the Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to reveal any variations in
FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding the effectiveness

of training on technology integration. The results are shown in Table 31.

Table 31. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Effectiveness of Training on Technology

Integration
Scale Variable Groups n X X2 df p
Not beneficial at all 7 83.14
FLTAS Effectiveness Quite beneficial 52 62.11 9197 3 02*
Overall of Training Mostly beneficial 41 56.85 ’
Very beneficial 16 40.22
Teaching a Not beneficial at all 7 85.29
Particular  Effectiveness Quite beneficial 52 62.61 11,519 00*
Language of Training Mostly beneficial 41 56.73 ’ ’
Skill Very beneficial 16 37.97
Not beneficial at all 7 88.29
LTZ;gthage Eﬁ’ectiv.eﬁess Quite beneﬁci?ll 52 62.13 11213 o1*
Performance of Training Mostly beneﬁ(flal 41  55.60
Very beneficial 16 41.09
Not beneficial at all 7 71.86
Making Effectiveness Quite beneficial 52 6l.11 5767 12
Mistakes of Training Mostly beneficial 41 57.61 '
Very beneficial 16 43.84
Being Not beneficial at all 7  84.71
Compared  Effectiveness Quite beneficial 52 62.79 11.681 00*
to Fellow of Training Mostly beneficial 41  56.00 ’ ’
Teachers Very beneficial 16 39.50
Using Effectiveness Not beneficial at all 7 53.00 1.038 79
Native of Training Quite beneficial 52 61.84 '
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Language Mostly beneficial 41 55.61
Very beneficial 16 5747

*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 31, there was not a statistically significant
difference in Factor 3 (p=.12) and Factor 5 (p=.79) regarding the effectiveness of the
training they got at their workplace. However, EFL teachers’ FLTA differed
significantly in terms of their perceptions of the training on technology integration
provided by their workplace (p=.02). Additionally, the analyses conducted with the
factors of FLTAS, namely teaching a particular language skill (p=.00), target
language performance (p=.01), and being compared to fellow teachers (p=.00)
presents similar results. Below are given the posthoc test results to understand which
groups created these differences.

Table 32. Results of Tukey HSD for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 4
Regarding Effectiveness of Training on Technology Integration

How How [FLTAS Overall Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 4
Effective Effective —— C _ _
I J X X X X
) ) an SE P gy SE P g5 SE P gy SE p

Quite 329 195 33 260 208 .59 382 .186 .17 .767 365 .15

Mostly 470 .198 .09 380 .211 .28 491 .189 .05 1.069 .370 .02*
Very  .672 220 .01* .644 234 .03* .643 209 .01* 1.424 410 .00*

Notatall -329 .195 .33 -260 .208 .59 -382 .18 .17 -767 .365 .158
Quite  Mostly .140 .101 .51 .119 .108 .68 .109 .096 .67 .301 .189 .38
Very 342 .139 .07 383 .148 .05 261 .132 .20 .656 .259 .06

Notatall -470 .198 .09 -380 .211 .28 -491 .186 .05 -1.069 .370 .02*

Mostly ~ Quite -.140 .101 .51 -.119 .108 .68 -109 .096 .67 -301 .189 .38
Very 202 .143 49 263 .152 31 .152 .136 .68 354 .267 .54

Notatall -.672 .220 .01* -644 .234 .03* -643 .209 .01* -1.424 410 .00*

Very Quite -342 139 .07 -383 .148 .05 -261 .132 20 -.656 .259 .06

Mostly -202 .143 49 -263 .152 31 -152 .136 .68 -354 267 .54

Not
at all

*p<.05

Based on the Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in FLTA relation
to participant teachers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of training on technology
integration stemmed from the teachers who found the training ‘not beneficial at all’

and the ones who believed that the training was ‘very beneficial’ (p=.01). While EFL
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instructors believing that the training was not effective had the highest level of
foreign language teaching anxiety (x=2.07), the participants perceiving the training

as very effective had the lowest foreign language teaching anxiety (x=1.39).

As can be seen in Table 32, similar results were found for Factor 1, namely
anxiety of teaching a particular language skill (p=.03), and Factor 2, namely anxiety
regarding target language performance (p=.03). EFL instructors believing that the
training was not effective were more worried about teaching a particular language
skill (Xx=1.90) and regarding English language performance (Xx=1.83) than other

groups.

Furthermore, as Table 32 suggests, the meaningful difference in anxiety
about being compared to fellow teachers regarding the effectiveness of training on
technology integration stemmed from participants replying to the question by saying
‘not beneficial at all’ and the ones who said ‘mostly beneficial’ (p=.02) and ‘very
beneficial’ (p=.00). To elaborate, teachers believing that the training they got was
very beneficial (X=1.21) had the lowest level of anxiety followed by the participants
who thought the training was ‘mostly beneficial’ (x=1.57) whereas the instructors
defining the training they got as ‘not beneficial at all’ (x=2.64) were the most
concerned group. To conclude, EFL instructors who stated that they did not benefit
from the training on technology integration provided by their workplace were more
worried about foreign language teaching, whereas teachers who thought that the

training was very beneficial felt less anxious.

Fourth, the Kruskal Wallis test was used to uncover any variations in FLTAS
Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions by EFL teachers’ current teaching

conditions. The results of the analysis are given in Table 33 below.

Table 33. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Current Teaching Conditions

Scale Variable Groups n X X* df p
face-to-face 50 118.64
online 30 93.93
FLTAS Teaching hybrid 15 8167 §721 5 12

Overall Conditions face-to-face and online 117 121.24

face-to-face and hybrid 5 120.60




109

face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  98.67

face-to-face 50 115.78
Teaching a onlir.le 30 98.37
Particular Teaching hybrid 15 98.67
.. - 3223 5 .66
Language  Conditions face-to-face and online 117 117.95
Skill face-to-face and hybrid 5 125.70
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9 111.33
face-to-face 50 113.36
online 30 91.38
Target ; hybrid 15 93.70
Language CTea;éz.ng or " ' 7.753 5 .17
Performance onditions face-to-face and online 117 122.02
face-to-face and hybrid 5 130.70
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  100.67
face-to-face 50 122.54
online 30 98.35
Making Teaching hybrid 15 80.77 9297 5 09
Mistakes  Conditions face-to-face and online 117 119.57 '
face-to-face and hybrid 5 122.50
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  84.44
face-to-face 50 115.59
Being onlir.le 30 103.92
Compared Teaching hybrid 15 79.90 8164 5 14
to Fellow  Conditions face-to-face and online 117 119.69 '
Teachers face-to-face and hybrid 5 141.40
y
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  93.83
face-to-face 50 117.10
online 30 109.60
Using : hybrid 15 81.53
Native CT e";.’g’;fs D 224804 5 44
Language ondi face-to-face and online 117 117.86
face-to-face and hybrid 5 96.30
face-to-face, online, and hybrid 9  112.67
*p<.05

As can be observed in Table 33, the participants’ FLTA (p=.12), worry about
teaching a particular skill (p=.66), target language performance (p=.17), making
mistakes (p=.09), being compared to fellow teachers (p=.14), and using native
language (p=.44) did not differ significantly in relation to their current teaching
conditions. However, when the mean scores were considered, it was observed that
teachers engaged in face-to-face and hybrid lessons were more concerned about

teaching a particular language skill (Xx=125.70), target language performance



(x=130.70), and being compared to fellow teachers (x=141.40). On the other hand,
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EFL instructors teaching face-to-face as well as online lessons held higher levels of

FLTAS Overall (x=121.24) and anxiety about using their native language

(x=117.86).

Fifth, the Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in

FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding the variety of

levels EFL instructors teach. The results are presented in Table 34 below.

Table 34. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Variety of Levels Instructors Teach

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p
1 level 75 100.87
Variety of __ 2 differentlevels 60  117.24 .
FLTAS Overall ~y 0)s” ™ 3 different levels 47 10668 0200 3 .02
4+ different levels 44 137.22
1 level 75 102.40
Teaching a : 2 diffi level 60 116.89
: Variety of ifterent levels .
Particular . Levels 3 different levels 47 110.85 3313 3B
Language Skill
4+ different levels 44 130.63
T , 1 level 75 97.81
arge . ;
Language Variety of __2 d}fferent levels 60 116.47 0838 3 o
Performance Levels 3 different levels 47 113.99
4+ different levels 44 135.67
1 level 75 108.75
: ; 2 different levels 60 112.27
Making Variety of =1 8439 3 .03
Mistakes Levels 3 different levels 47 100.11
4+ different levels 44 137.58
1 level 75 102.44
Being ; 2 different level 60 118.65
Variety of ifferent levels . .
Compared to Levels 3 different levels 47 10470 o207 3 03
Fellow Teachers
4+ different levels 44 134.73
1 level 75 103.36
Using Native Variety of __ 2 differentlevels 60  127.61 5109 3 16
Language Levels 3 different levels 47  108.39 ' '
4+ different levels 44 117.00
*p<.05

As Table 34 illustrates, EFL teachers” FLTA differed significantly in terms of

the variety of levels they taught (p=.02). Furthermore, the analyses conducted with

Factor 2 (p=.02), Factor 3 (p=.03), Factor 4 (p=.03) present similar results whereas
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no significant variations were observed for Factor 1 (p=.13) and Factor 5 (p=.16).
Below are given the posthoc test results to check which groups created the significant

difference for each group.

Table 35. Results of Tukey HSD for FLTAS Overall, Factor 2, and Factor 4 and
Results of LSD for Factor 3 Regarding Variety of Levels Instructors Teach

Variety Variety FLTAS Overall Factor 2 Factor 4 Factor 3
of Levels of Levels —— - - -
M ) (1-’.‘1) SE p (1-)51) SE p (I_f‘]) SE p (1-’3) SE p
2 -.144 090 38 -130 .087 .44 -191 .171 .68 -.041 .130 .75
I Level 3 -086 .097 .81 -159 .094 33 -111 .184 93 .033 .140 .81
4+ -315 .099 .00* -358 .095 .00* -525 .188 .02* -345 .143 .01%*
1 144 090 38 .130 .087 .44 191 .171 .68 .041 .130 .75

2 Levels 3 058 102 94 -029 .098 99 .080 .193 .97 .074 .146 .61
4+ -171 .103 .35 -228 .100 .10 -334 .197 .32 -304 .149 .04*
1 086 .097 .81 .159 .094 33 .111 .184 93 -.033 .140 .81
3 Levels 2 -.058 .102 94 .029 .098 .99 -080 .193 .97 -074 .146 .61
4+ -229 .109 .15 -199 .106 .23 -414 208 .19 -378 .157 .01%
315 .099 .00* .358 .095 .00* .525 .188 .02* 345 .143 .01*
4+Levels 2 171 .103 .35 228 100 .10 .334 197 32 304 .149 .04*
3 229 .109 .15 199 106 .23 414 208 .19 378 .157 .01%

[

*p<.05

As can be observed in Table 35, the significant difference in FLTAS in
relation to how many different levels EFL instructors taught stemmed from the
participants who taught 4+ different levels and the ones teaching students from the
same proficiency level (p=.00). To elaborate, teachers teaching 4+ different levels
had higher foreign language anxiety (x=1.90) when compared to the other group
(x=1.58).

Similar results were found for Factor 2 and Factor 4 which are anxiety of
target language performance (p=.00) and anxiety of being compared to fellow
teachers (p=.02). EFL instructors teaching 4+ different levels experienced higher
level of anxiety for target language performance (X=1.67) and being compared to
other English teachers (x=2.15) than the ones teaching the same level (Xfactor2=1.31,

Xfactora=1 63)



When it comes to Factor 3, which is the anxiety of making mistakes, the
significant difference stemmed from participants who taught 4+ levels and the ones
who taught 1 level (p=01), 2 levels (p=0.4), and 3 different levels (p=.01). EFL
instructors teaching 4+ different levels (Xx=2.09) were the most concerned group
about making mistakes while teaching English whereas participants who taught 3

levels (x=1.71) were the least concerned group among the participant teachers.

Sixth, Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in FLTAS
Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding participant teachers’

weekly teaching hours. The results are shown in Table 36.

Table 36. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2,

Factor 3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Teaching Hours per Week

XZ

Scale Variable Groups n X df p
Teaching 0-12 hours 50  103.69
FLTAS Overall ~ Hours per 13-20 hours 129 114.37 1.861 2 .39
Week 21+ hours 47 121.54
Teaching a Teaching 0-12 hours 50  107.25
Particular Hours per 13-20 hours 129 117.12 .987 2 .6l
Language Skill Week 21+ hours 47 110.22
Target Teaching 0-12 hours 50  96.10
Language Hours per 13-20 hours 129 11795  4.736 2 .09
Performance Week 21+ hours 47 119.80
Teaching 0-12 hours 50  103.87
Making
; Hours per 13-20 hours 129 11344  2.297 2 31
Mistakes
Week 21+ hours 47 123.90
Being Teaching 0-12 hours 50  101.81
Compared to Hours per 13-20 hours 129 11737 2292 2 31
Fellow Teachers Week 21+ hours 47 115.32
) ) Teaching 0-12 hours 50  131.33
Using Native — po o per  13-20hours 129 10436 6777 2 .03*
Language
Week 21+ hours 47 119.61
*p<.05

As shown in Table 36, there was not a statistically significant difference in
participant teachers’ FLTA by teaching hours per week (p=.39). Similar results were
observed for anxiety of teaching a particular language skill (p=.61), target language
performance (p=.09), making mistakes (p=.31), and being compared to fellow

teachers (p.=31). The only significant difference was observed in Factor 5, the
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anxiety of using the native language (p=.03). Below are given the posthoc test results

to understand which groups created this significant difference.

Table 37. Results of LSD for Factor 5 Regarding Teaching Hours per Week

Factor 5
Teaching Hours per Week (I) Teaching Hours per Week (J) x(I-J)) SE p
_ %
0-12 hours 123 110 :ﬁé 1147‘8 '?420
- N *
13-20 hours 3115 i% :ijg '?221
21+ Hours 103_.1220 11;‘92 }471(3) g(l)

*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 37, the meaningful difference in the participant

teachers’ anxiety of using native language in relation to their weekly teaching loads

stemmed from the ones who taught 0-12 hours and 13-20 hours weekly (p=.02). That

is, EFL instructors whose weekly teaching load was 13-20 hours (x=2.22) held a

lower level of anxiety regarding using Turkish than the ones who taught 0-12 hours

per week (Xx=2.54).

Seventh, Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in

FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding the adopted system

at participant teachers’ workplaces. The results are presented in Table 38 below.

Table 38. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Adopted System at Workplace

XZ

Scale Groups n X df p
Modular 70 115.09
FLTAS Overall Yearly 89  113.05 0.63 2 .96
Term-based 67 112.44
Teaching a Modular 70 110.33
Particular Yearly 89 111.78 730 2 .69
Language Skill Term-based 67 119.10
Modular 70 116.36
Target
Language Yearly &9 113.89 .343 2 84
Performance Term-based s 67  109.99
_ Modular 70 122.89
%f;’;’}(ge ’ Yearly 89 11046 2177 2 33
Term-based 67 107.74
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Being Modular 70 109.33

Compared o Adopted Yearly 89 12009 1639 2 .44
System
Fellow Teachers Term-based 67  109.10
Usine Naii Adonied Modular 70 110.90
SIng vattve opte Yearly 89 11613 269 2 .87
Language System
Term-based 67 112.72
*p<.05

While some institutions in Turkey follow a yearly program and EFL
instructors teach same classes throughout the year, some others may teach according
to a term-based syllabus. On the other hand, some institutions adopt a modular
system and the classes instructors teach may change in line with module exams
throughout the semester. As shown in Table 38, there was not a statistically
significant difference in participant teachers’ FLTA by adopted system at institutions
participant teachers were employed at (p=.96). Similar results were observed for
anxiety of teaching a particular language skill (p=.69), target language performance
(p=.84), making mistakes (p=.33), being compared to fellow teachers (p.=44), and
using native language (p=.87). Though not statistically significant, it is seen that
instructors working in a modular system (X=115.09) had the highest anxiety for
FLTAS overall whereas teachers working according to a yearly program felt anxious
the most about being compared to fellow teachers (Xx=120.09) and using the native
language (Xx=116.13). While instructors working in a modular system had the highest
level of anxiety about making mistakes (x=122.89), teachers employed in a term-
based program felt anxious the most about teaching a particular language skill

(x=119.10).

Eighth, the Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in
FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions by participant teachers’ ages.

The results are given in Table 39 below.

Table 39. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Age

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p
20-29 45 135.26
FLTAS 30-39 95 122.48 *
Overall Age 40-49 52 o127 o402 300
50+ 34 78.31

Teaching a Age 20-29 45 129.08  12.828 3 .00*
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Particular 30-39 95 122.84
Language 40-49 52 101.39
Skill 50+ 34 85.29
Target 20-29 45 127.78
30-39 95 126.47 N
Pé,f]lgﬁzszce Age 4049 57 93 06 17.283 .00
50+ 34 81.97
20-29 45 143.74
Making 30-39 95 117.75 «
Mistakes Age 40-49 52 10308 22440 00
50+ 34 76.16
Being 20-29 45 130.92
Compared 30-39 95 116.03
to Fellow Age 40-49 52 10519 2% 06
Teachers 50+ 34 96.07
Using 20-29 45 120.78
] 30-39 95 116.69
LCZl\’/qat;\;e . Age 40-49 5 10833 2.048 .56
guasg 50+ 34 10287
*p<.05

As Table 39 illustrates, EFL teachers” FLTA differed significantly in terms of

their age (p=.00). Furthermore, the analyses conducted with Factor 1 (p=.00), Factor

2 (p=.00), and Factor 3 (p=.00) present similar results. However, there was not a

statistically significant difference in Factor 4 (p=.06) and Factor 5 (p=.56) regarding

age. Below are given the posthoc test results to understand which groups created the

significant difference for each factor.

Table 40. Results of Tukey HSD for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding

Age
FLTAS Overall Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Age Age X X X X
O an SE P oay SE P oy SE P gy SEop
30-39 148 092 38 .069 .101 .90 .053 .090 .93 354 .131 .03*
20-29 40-49 324 104 .01* 266 .114 .09 249 .102 .07 492 .148 .00*
50+ 470 116 .00* 400 .127 .01* 380 .114 .00* .777 .165 .00*
20-29 -148 .092 .38 -069 .101 .90 -053 .090 .93 -354 .131 .03*
30-39 40-49 .175 .088 .19 .196 .096 .18 .196 .086 .11 .137 125 .69
50+ 322 102 .01* 330 .112 .01* 327 .100 .00* .422 .145 .02*
20-29 -324 104 .01* -266 .114 .09 -249 .102 .07 -492 .148 .00*
40-49 30-39 -.175 .088 .19 -196 .096 .18 -196 .086 .11 -.137 .125 .69
50+ 146 .113 .56 .134 123 70 .130 .110 .64 .285 .160 .28
20-29 -470 .116 .00* -400 .127 .01* -380 .114 .00* -777 .165 .00*
50+ 30-39 -322 .102 .01* -330 .112 .01* -327 .100 .00* -.422 .145 .02*
40-49 -146 .113 56 -.134 123 70 -.130 .110 .64 -285 .160 .28

*p<.05



Based on the Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in FLTAS Overall
in relation to participant teachers’ age stemmed from two main groups of instructors.
First, there was a statistically meaningful difference between the participants who
were 20-29 and the ones who were 40-49 years old (p=.01) and 50+ years old
(p=.00). In addition, participants who were 30-39 and 50+ years old created a
significant difference (p=.01). The youngest group of teachers (20-29 years old) had
the highest foreign language teaching anxiety (x=1.91) and teachers who were 30-39
years old followed them (x=1.76). While the mean score for teachers between 40-49
was 1.59, it was 1.44 for participants who were 50+. That is, the older the teachers

got, the less they experienced FLTA.

Similar results were observed for Tukey HSD conducted with FLTAS Factor
1, Factor 2, and Factor 3. First, it is understood that the participants who were 50+
years old felt less anxious about teaching a particular language skill (x=1.36) than the
ones aged 20-29 (x=1.76) and 30-39 (x=1.69) and this difference was statistically
significant (p=.01). That is, as teachers got old, their anxiety regarding teaching
language skills decreased. Likewise, the oldest group felt less worried about their
target language performances (X=1.20) than the teachers who were 20-29 (Xx=1.58)
and 30-39 (Xx=1.53) which was again statistically significant (p=.00). Similarly, the
youngest teachers (x=2.20) were the most anxious group about making mistakes and
created the significant difference when compared to other groups. In addition, there
was a significant difference between teachers who were 30-39 years old (x=1.84) and
participants who were 50 and above (x=1.42). On the other hand, EFL instructors
who were 50+ (Xx=1.42) felt the least worried about making mistakes while teaching
English. In sum, when FLTAS Overall values as well as the above-mentioned
subdimensions are considered, it is possible to conclude that younger teachers had

higher levels of foreign language teaching anxiety.

Ninth, Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in FLTAS
Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions by participants’ teaching experience.

The results are shown in Table 41 below.
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Table 41. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Teaching Experience

XZ

Scale Variable Groups n X df p
0-4 years 31 137.19
5-9 years 44 131.89
FLTAS Teaching 10-14 years 59 117.02 1988 5  .00*
Overall Experience 15-19 years 28 115.73 ' '
20-24 years 30 82.52
25+ years 34 87.50
0-4 years 31 120.89
Teaching a 5-9 years 44 139.40
Particular Teaching 10-14 years 59 119.38 17846 5 00*
Language Experience 15-19 years 28 108.20 ' '
Skill 20-24 years 30 82.28
25+ years 34 94.96
0-4 years 31 120.74
Target 5-9 years 44 133.10
Teaching 10-14 years 59 124.26 «
Péz%%;iiece Experience 15-19 years 28 103.84 147955 .01
20-24 years 30 88.98
25+ years 34 92.44
0-4 years 31 153.77
5-9 years 44 126.18
Making Teaching 10-14 years 59 111.52 25913 5 00*
Mistakes Experience 15-19 years 28 118.02 ' '
20-24 years 30 85.03
25+ years 34 85.21
0-4 years 31 129.82
Being 5-9 years 44 127.19
Compared to  Teaching 10-14 years 59 107.29 7744 5 17
Fellow Experience 15-19 years 28 116.41 ’ ’
Teachers 20-24 years 30 97.62
25+ years 34 103.29
0-4 years 31 121.34
5-9 years 44 114.31
Using Native  Teaching 10-14 years 59 112.98 2326 5 13
Language Experience 15-19 years 28 137.70 ’ '
20-24 years 30 91.53
25+ years 34 105.66
*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 41, there was not a statistically significant difference
in Factor 4 (p=.17) and Factor 5 (p=.13) in relation to years of teaching experience.
However, EFL teachers’” FLTA differed significantly in terms of their teaching
experience (p=.00). Furthermore, the analyses conducted with Factor 1 (p=.00),

Factor 2 (p=.01), Factor 3 (p=.00) present similar results. Below are given the
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posthoc test results to understand which groups created the significant difference for

each factor.

Table 42. Results of Tukey HSD for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 3
Regarding Teaching Experience

Teaching Teaching FLTAS Overall Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Exp. Exp. - - - -
I J X X X X
OO SEp oy SEP oy SE P gy SE p

5-9 038 .121 1.0 -150 .131 .86 -.090 .119 .97 306 .171 .47
10-14 193 .114 .53 .027 .124 1.0 .000 .112 1.0 .525 .161 .01*

yZ;It”s 15-19 152 .134 86 .105 .146 .97 .114 .132 95 392 .190 31
2024 445 132 01* 327 143 20 257 130 35 768 .186 .00*
25+ 364 .128 .05 241 .139 50 206 .126 .57 715 .181 .00*
0-4  -038 .121 1.0 .150 .131 .86 .090 .119 97 -306 .171 47
10-14 155 .102 .65 .177 .11 .60 .093 .101 94 219 .145 .65
yjj;s 15-19 114 124 94 255 135 41 204 123 55 086 .176 .99
2024 407 122 01* 477 132 .00% 348 .120 .04* 462 .172 .08
25+ 326 117 06 392 127 .02* 297 .116 .11 409 .166 .14
0-4 -193 114 53 -027 .124 1.0 -003 .112 10 -525 .161 .01*
590 -155 102 .65 -177 111 .60 -093 .101 .94 -219 .145 .65
;Z;frj 15-19 -041 .118 99 077 .128 .99 111 .116 93 -132 .167 .96
2024 252 115 25 299 125 .16 254 114 22 243 .163 67
25+ 170 111 .64 214 .120 48 203 .109 43 .190 .157 .83
0-4 -152 .134 86 -105 .146 97 -114 .132 95 -392 .190 .31
50 -114 .124 94 -255 135 41 -204 .123 55 -086 .176 .99
;zalrf 10-14 041 .118 99 -077 .128 .99 -111 .116 93 .132 .167 .96
2024 293 135 25 221 147 66 .143 133 89 375 .191 36
25+ 211 131 59 136 .142 93 092 .129 98 323 .186 .5
0-4  -445 132 01* -327 143 20 -257 .130 35 -768 .186 .00*
50 -407 122 01* -477 .132 .00% -348 .120 .04* -462 .172 .08
izazrj 10-14 -252 115 25 -299 .125 .16 -254 114 22 -243 163 .67
15-19 -293 135 25 -221 .147 .66 -143 .133 89 -375 .191 .36
25+  -081 .129 98 -085 .140 .99 -050 .127 99 -052 .182 1.0
0-4  -364 128 05 -241 139 .50 -206 .126 57 -715 .181 .00*
50 -326 117 .06 -392 .127 .02* -297 .116 .11 -409 .166 .14
yzef;s 10-14 -170 111 .64 -214 .120 .48 -203 .109 43 -190 .157 .83

15-19 -211 .131 .59 -136 .142 93 -.092 .129 98 -323 .186 .51
20-24 081 .129 98 .085 .140 .99 .050 .127 .99 .052 .182 1.0
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*p<.05

Based on the Tukey HSD results, the significant difference in FLTAS Overall
in relation to participant teachers’ teaching experience stemmed from the participants
who had been teaching for 20-24 years and the ones teaching English for 0-4 years
(p=.01) and 5-9 years (p=.01). To clarify, FLTA of teachers with 20-24 years of
experience (X=1.45) was lower than participants with 0-4 years (x=1.89) and 5-9
years (X=1.86) of teaching experience. It was also lower than the mean values for
teachers who had been teaching for 25+ years (x=1.53), 15-19 years (x=1.74), and

10-14 years (x=1.70). However, this difference was not statistically meaningful.

Regarding FLTAS Factor 1, anxiety about teaching a particular language
skill, the meaningful difference stemmed from the participants who had been
teaching for 5-9 years when they were compared to the ones teaching for 20-24
(p=.00) and 25+ years (p=.02). The least anxious group was teachers who had been
working for 20-24 years (Xx=1.35) and they were followed by teachers with 25+ years
of experience (X=1.44). EFL instructors who had been teaching for 5-9 years
(x=1.83), however, were the most worried group about teaching a particular language

skill among the others.

Furthermore, in terms of Factor 2, which is target language performance, the
significant difference stemmed from participants who had been teaching for 5-9
years and 20-24 years (p=.04). The participants who had been teaching for 20-24
years (x=1.25) had a lower level of anxiety in terms of target language performance

than the ones with an experience of 5-9 years (X=1.60).

Finally, in terms of Factor 3, which is anxiety of making mistakes, the
meaningful difference stemmed from the instructors with an experience of 0-4 years
and the ones teaching for 10-14 years (p=.01), 20-24 years (p=.00), and 25+ years
(p=.00). While participants who had been teaching for 0-4 years (X=2.27) were the
most concerned group about making mistakes related to English and teaching,
participants teaching for 20-24 years (X=1.51) were the least concerned group, and
teachers with an experience of 25+ years (x=1.56) followed them. In addition, the
mean score for teachers who had been teaching for 10-14 years was 1.75. To

conclude, while teachers with an experience of 0-4 or 5-9 years were the most
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worried about teaching English as a foreign language, teachers with an experience of

20-24 years were the least worried group and followed by the ones who had been

teaching for 25+ years.

Tenth, Kruskal Wallis test was conducted to reveal any variations in FLTAS

Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions by facilities of institutions at which

participant EFL instructors are employed. The results are given in Table 43.

Table 43. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor

3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Facilities of Institution

Scale Variable Groups n X X? df p

FLTAS Facilities personal computers 116 114.48

Overall at only common computers 91 11225 .059 2 .97
Institution , sersonal or common computers 19 113.47

T eac.hing 4 Facilities personal computers 116 110.43

fZZZZZZZ at only common computers 91 114.13 1389 2 .49

Skill Institution 1, sersonal or common computers 19 129.24

Target Facilities personal computers 116 111.30

Language at only common computers 91 112.26 1.896 2 .38

Performance Institution 1, nersonal or common computers 19 132.87

Making Facilities personal computers 116 116.16

Mistakes at only common computers 91 111.01 409 2 .81
Institution , sersonal or common computers 19 109.24

Being Facilities personal computers 116 115.19

Compared

10 Fellow at only common computers 91 112.83 340 2 .84

Teachers Institution , sersonal or common computers 19 106.42

Using Facilities personal computers 116 117.91

Native at only common computers 91 11396 4388 2 .11

Language — Institution y, sersonal or common computers 19 84.37

*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 43, there was not a statistically significant difference
in participant EFL teachers’ FLTA in relation to facilities at their institution (p=.97).
Similar results were found for Factor 1 (p=.49), Factor 2 (p=.38), Factor 3 (p=.81),

Factor 4 (p=.84), and Factor 5 (p=.11) as well.

Next, Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to reveal any variations in

FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding the graduate

programs. The results are shown in Table 44.
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Table 44. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Graduate Programs

Scale Variable Groups n X X* df p

English Language Teaching 130 113.32
FLTAS — Graduate =g 1o ovage Departments 83 112.31 297 2 86
Overall Programs

Other 13 122.88

Teaching a English Language Teaching 130 111.08
Particular Graduate Other Language Departments 83  112.17 3.516 2 .17

Language  Programs

Skill Other 13 146.15

Target Graduat English Language Teaching 130 114.68
Language P:oa ;Z;lni Other Language Departments 83 11096 .235 2 .88

Performance & Other 13 11792

English Language Teaching 130  115.59
Other Language Departments 83  111.54 423 2 .80
Other 13 105.15

Making Graduate
Mistakes ~ Programs

Being English Language Teaching 130 111.22

Compared  Graduate
116.
to Fellow  Programs Other Language Departments 83 6.96 430 2 .80

Teachers Other 13 114.19
Using Graduate English Language Teaching 130 118.43
Native Programs Other Language Departments 83  109.45 2.787 2 .24
Language Other 13 90.04
*p<.05

It can be understood from Table 44 that the graduate programs of the
participant teachers did not create a significant change in their FLTA (p=.86),
anxiety about teaching a particular language skill (p=.17), target language
performance (p=. 88), making mistakes (p=.80), being compared to fellow teachers
(p=.80), and using native language (p=. 24). Although there was not a significant
difference, graduates of other departments had the highest FLTA overall (x=122.88)
as well as anxiety for teaching a particular language skill (x=146.15) and target
language performance (x=117.92). While graduates of English Language Teaching
Department were the most anxious group about making mistakes (x=115.59) and
using their native language (x=118.43), graduates of other language departments

were worried about being compared to fellow teachers the most (x=116.96).

Lastly, Kruskal Wallis test was implemented to reveal any variations in
FLTAS Overall as well as in all the five subdimensions regarding last degree the

participant teachers completed. The results are shown in Table 45 below.
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Table 45. Results of Kruskal Wallis Test for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, Factor 2, Factor
3, Factor 4, and Factor 5 Regarding Last Degree Completed

Scale

Variable

X2

Groups n X df p
Bachelor’s degree 84  128.74
gﬁ;’g[ Lg;fn 1; fge Z,e Master’s degree 124 10731 9.101 2 .01*
Doctor of Philosophy 18 85.00
Teaching a Bachelor’s degree 84  125.24
IZ"” icular  Last Degree Master’s degree 124 10949 6402 2 .04*
anguage Completed
Skill Doctor of Philosophy 18 86.31
Target Last Degree Bachelor’s degree 84  124.92
Language Completed Master’s degree 124  111.02  8.559 2 .01%*
Performance Doctor of Philosophy 18 77.28
. Bachelor’s degree 84  125.77
AZZ?ZZi Lg;fn 1; €766 T Master's degree 124 108.58 _ 6.024 2 .05
Doctor of Philosophy 18 90.11
Being Bachelor’s degree 84  121.07
el o riSrey _ Master'sdegree 124 109.63 2063 2 35
Teachers Doctor of Philosophy 18 104.83
Using Last Degree Bachelor’s degree 84 12430
Native Completed Master’s degree 124 106.65 3.769 2 .15
Language Doctor of Philosophy 18 110.33
*p<.05

As can be understood from Table 45, the EFL teachers’ FLTA differed
significantly in terms of their level of education (p=.01). Additionally, the analyses
conducted with the factors of FLTAS, namely teaching a particular language skill
(p=.04) and target language performance (p=.01) present similar results. However,
there was not a statistically significant difference in Factor 3 (p=.05), Factor 4
(p=.35) and Factor 5 (p=.15) regarding last degree completed. Below are given the
posthoc test results to understand which groups created the significant difference.

Table 46. Results of Tukey HSD for FLTAS Overall, Factor 1, and Factor 2 Regarding
Last Degree Completed

Last Degree Last FLTAS Overall Factor 1 Factor 2
® ey % %
0)] 1-J) SE P 0 SE P 0 SE p

Bachelor’s MD 154 074 .09 138 .080 .20 .085 .072 46
Degree PhD 336 .136 .03* 355 .147 .04* 350 .132 .02%*
Master’s BD -154 074 .09 -138 .080 .20 -.085 .072 .46
Degree PhD 181 132 35 216 .143 .28 264 .129 .10
Doctor of BD -336 .136 .03* -355 .147 .04* -350 .132 .02%*




Philosophy ™MD  -.181 .132 35 -216 .143 28 -264 .129 .10
*p<.05

As can be seen in Table 46, the Tukey HSD results show that the difference
between BA graduates and PhD graduates was the source of the significant variation
in FLTAS Overall (p=.03), Factor 1 (p=.04), and Factor 2 (p=.02) in relation to the
last degree the teachers completed. To elaborate, FLTA of participants holding a
bachelor’s degree (x=1.81) was higher than participants who had a Ph.D. (x=1.48).
Likewise, EFL instructors with a bachelor’s degree (x=1.71) were more anxious
about teaching a particular language skill than the ones who held a Ph.D. (x=1.36). In
the same vein, teachers who held a bachelor’s degree (x=1.52) were more worried

about their target language performance than the ones with a Ph.D. (x=1.17).

5. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Discussion

This chapter displays the findings of the current study in comparison to
available studies in the literature on technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and
foreign language teaching anxiety among EFL instructors. First, the findings
regarding the level of teachers’ TISE are discussed. Next, to what extent certain
demographic variables affect teachers’ TISE is explained. Third, the results
concerning the FLTA experienced by EFL instructors are reviewed. Following that,
to what extent demographic variables determined for the current study influence EFL
teachers' FLTA levels is discussed. Finally, the relationship between TISE beliefs
and FLTA is explained.

5.1.1 TISE among EFL Instructors
The descriptive analyses showed that EFL instructors participating in the

current study had high levels of technology integration self-efficacy. Similar results

were observed in previous studies by Rigi (2015), Lailiyah and Cahyono (2017),
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Birisci and Kul (2019), Dinger (2020), Yeni Palabiyik (2013), Caner and Aydin
(2021), Keser et al. (2015), and Sen and Yildiz Durak (2022). On the other hand, a
few studies found that teachers had medium levels of TISE (Gomez et al., 2021;
Mitchell, 2021; Yildiz Durak, 2021). The analysis of the factors of TISES further
proved that EFL teachers believed in their capabilities and strategies to implement
technology more when compared to overcoming external problems related to
technology uses. They felt confident the most about utilizing technology in their
lessons in line with the content of the lesson while they did not feel as confident in
helping and motivating others and overcoming system constraints. Likewise, this
finding was consistent with some studies in the related literature which concluded
that although teachers felt competent to integrate technology into their teaching, they
may have still felt hesitant to help others with technological tools as they felt less
confident in self-efficacy skills requiring technical expertise (Caner & Aydin, 2021;
Dinger, 2020; Rigi, 2015). This finding could be defined as understandable as

assisting others requires more than interest or experience in technology integration.

5.1.2 TISE and Demographic Variables

This study also aimed at uncovering any possible relationships between TISE
and various demographic variables. Accordingly, analysis of the descriptive statistics
highlighted that TISE of EFL teachers did not significantly vary in terms of gender.
However, male teachers had slightly higher levels of self-efficacy than their female
colleagues in subscales and the total scores of TISES. This finding was in agreement
with Caner and Aydin’s study (2021). Several studies only discussed the overall
scores of teachers’ technology integration self-efficacy. In line with the findings of
the current study, studies by Lailiyah and Cahyono (2017), Keser et al. (2015), Sen
and Y1ldiz Durak (2022) pointed out that male teachers had higher TISE than female
teachers. The findings of Yeni Palabryik (2013), on the other hand, contradicted the
other studies. Accordingly, female teachers scored slightly higher than their male
colleagues in her study. These results suggested that relevant studies in the literature

could not reach a common conclusion, which necessitates further studies in the field.

Considering participant teachers’ ages, a variation was observed in their TISE

beliefs. Teachers who were 20-29 years old scored the highest in computer



technology capabilities and strategies as well as external influences of computer
technology uses. As the participants got older, their TISE beliefs decreased among
the participants of the current study. The meaningful difference in teachers’ TISE
levels stemmed from participants who were 50 and more years old. In accordance
with the findings of this study, Lailiyah and Cahyono (2017) as well as Sen and
Yildiz Durak (2022) came up with similar findings in their previous studies. As
teachers who were 20-29 years old were mostly new graduates or novice teachers, it
might have been easier for them to retrieve information regarding technology
implementation from their undergraduate studies. More importantly, they might have
had more opportunities to experiment with the most up-to-date technologies
regarding education since the successful implementation of technology is accepted as
an indispensable component of teacher education programs nowadays. Due to the
above-mentioned reasons and requirements of the era we live in, instructors who
were 20-29 years old could be called digital natives. On the other hand, teachers who
were 50 and 50+ years old might have had fewer chances to keep up with new
developments when compared to their younger colleagues as they were digital
immigrants. Therefore, it is natural for them having felt less confident in their skills

regarding the successful implementation of technology into their lessons.

TISE of EFL instructors also showed variance in terms of their teaching
experience. Teachers with 25 and more years of experience were the group who had
the lowest levels of TISE beliefs overall as well as scores in computer technology
capabilities and strategies and external influences of computer technology uses.
Conversely, participants who have been engaged in the profession for 0-4 years were
the most confident group in terms of technology integration self-efficacy beliefs, and
computer technology capabilities and strategies. Regarding external factors in
technology integration, teachers with 5-9 years of experience were the most
confident group. In line with the findings regarding age, although teachers gained
more experience in teaching as years passed by, their self-efficacy tended to
decrease. A similar tendency was realized in a few studies in the literature (Lailiyah
& Cahyono, 2017; Sen & Yildiz Durak, 2022). In Lailiyah and Cahyono’s research
(2017) participants with experiences of 10 and 11-20 years scored higher when

compared to teachers with more than 20 years of experience whereas in Sen and
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Yildiz Durak (2022) teachers with an experience of 6-10 years had the highest scores
and teachers with an experience of 25 years or more scored the lowest. This may
have resulted from the fact that teachers with less experience in teaching tended to
benefit from technology in their classes more as they were natural technology users.
Teachers with experiences of 25 and more years may have developed their own
strategies and techniques over the years, so they may not be eager to experiment with
new tools or may not feel confident enough to implement technology due to their
lack of knowledge and expertise. Despite the similarities in the previous literature,
two studies contradicted the current study. While Yeni Palabiyik found that years of
experience did not create a meaningful difference in teachers’ TISE, Mitchell (2021)
concluded that teachers with an experience of 1-4 years had the lowest levels of self-
efficacy. In addition, participants who had more than 21 years of experience mostly
had medium levels of self-efficacy rather than low. Therefore, it may be concluded

that more studies need to be conducted to reach a consensus.

Next, the institution type, weekly teaching hours, and adopted system at their
current institution played a crucial role in EFL teachers’ TISE whereas current
teaching conditions did not create a significant difference. First, EFL teachers
employed at private universities had higher self-efficacy beliefs than their colleagues
working at state universities. Likewise, Sen and Yildiz Durak’s study (2022)
concluded that when compared to teachers at public schools, English teachers
employed at private institutions affiliated with the Ministry of National Education
felt more confident about their abilities and strategies to employ technology in their
instruction and felt more secure about overcoming external difficulties regarding
technology integration such as helping the others with technology use and system
constraints. Private institutions have been known to be better equipped with
technological tools in Turkey. Additionally, teachers employed at private schools
have been expected to actively benefit from them during their instruction as they
have had access to technological tools and applications easily. Furthermore, most
private institutions provide in-service training on several topics including
technological tools and ask teachers to employ them in their classes. Therefore,
thanks to these opportunities or requirements, teachers employed in private

institutions may have developed better technology integration capabilities and
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strategies and this may have been reflected in their answers. Next, this study also
concluded that EFL teachers’ TISE varied in terms of their teaching hours per week.
EFL instructors teaching 13-20 hours were the group who felt less secure about their
technology integration capabilities and strategies as well as external difficulties
regarding technology integration compared to their colleagues teaching 0-12 and 21
and more hours. Although teachers with a weekly workload of 0-12 and 21 and more
hours had relatively similar or close levels of TISE, EFL instructors teaching 13-20
hours did not feel as much competent to integrate technology into their lessons.
Instructors who were engaged in teaching 0-12 hours per week might have had more
time to prepare their lessons and had less workload. On the other hand, teachers who
taught 21 and more hours weekly might have had a higher sense of achievement at
the end of the week as well as more chances of trying out new technologies and
mastering them. This may have led to a higher sense of TISE. In contrast, EFL
instructors engaged in teaching 13-20 hours a week might have felt less certain about
their capabilities regarding technology integration and coping with technology-
related problems. Similar results were found in Sen and Yildiz Durak’s study (2022).
The researchers concluded that EFL teachers who worked 31 and more hours were
the most confident group about technology integration whereas participants who had
to teach 16-30 hours had the lowest self-efficacy beliefs. It is possible to suggest that
having a heavier workload may have encouraged English teachers to employ
technology more (Sen & Yildiz Durak, 2022) and hence resulted in a higher sense of
self-efficacy. Third, this study has revealed that EFL instructors’ TISE varied in
relation to the adopted system at their workplace. As a common procedure at schools
of foreign languages in Turkey, institutions adopt a modular system or follow a
yearly program or term-based syllabus to deliver lessons. While the classes
instructors teach may change in line with module exams within a modular system,
teachers following a yearly or term-based program may teach the same classes
throughout the year or semester. Accordingly, this study concluded that EFL
instructors following a modular system felt the most confident about their technology
integration capabilities and strategies as well as their capabilities to overcome
external difficulties regarding technology integration. In contrast, instructors who

taught English in line with a yearly program had the lowest level of TISE. Although
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no previous study investigated TISE in relation to the adopted system at institutions,
it is possible to comment that the findings of the current study might have stemmed
from the differences between the previously mentioned adopted systems. EFL
instructors might have better adapted to constantly changing teaching environments
and their requirements in a modular system as each different class brought varieties
and obligatory changes with them. As a result of this, EFL instructors may have
developed a better sense of achievement and self-efficacy about technology
integration as well since employed technologies may show variance in each level and
class. Moreover, modular system is generally employed at private universities and
participants of the current study who were employed at private universities had
higher self-efficacy beliefs than their colleagues employed at state universities. This
finding may partially explain why teachers working according to a modular system
scored higher as well. Fourth, the study investigated whether the TISE of EFL
instructors showed variance in relation to their current teaching conditions. No
previous study has investigated this issue. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, different
ways of delivering lessons were adopted by various institutions during the 2021-2022
academic year. While some universities turned back to face-to-face education, some
adopted a hybrid system as a precaution. Others followed new regulations and
delivered the lessons both on online platforms and face-to-face whereas some
schools preferred 100% online education. Accordingly, EFL instructors’ TISE beliefs
did not change in relation to the adopted system at EFL instructors’ workplaces.
However, it was observed that instructors engaged in three different types of
delivering lessons- face-to-face, online, and hybrid- in the same semester were the
most confident group of teachers about their technology integration competencies.
This may have resulted from the requirement to adapt to different teaching
environments all of which necessitate successful integration of technology. This
obligation might have led to higher self-efficacy beliefs regarding technology

integration among this specific group.

It has also been aimed at uncovering any possible relationships between TISE
and the number of different levels EFL instructors had to teach, facilities in
classrooms as well as facilities at their current workplaces. The study has shown that

the number of different proficiency levels the instructors were responsible for
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teaching did not lead to a difference in EFL teachers’ TISE levels. However, the
participants who were teaching only one level had the lowest TISE values. In terms
of classroom facilities, participants were asked to answer whether they had access to
smart boards in their classrooms. While no difference was found in EFL teachers’
perceived computer technology capabilities and strategies in relation to classroom
equipment, having a smart board led to an important difference in teachers’
perceived competencies about overcoming external difficulties in technology
integration such as system constraints, skeptical colleagues, and curricular goals
when compared to teachers who did not have a chance to benefit from smart boards
in their teaching. This may have stemmed from the fact that using a smart board
provides good practice and requires problem-solution skills, understanding of and
familiarity with the technology required to run smart boards when encountering a
problem during use. Therefore, these capabilities may have been reflected in EFL
teachers’ replies. Regarding facilities at their workplaces, EFL instructors were asked
whether they owned a personal computer or laptop provided by the institution or if
they had access to public computers in common areas at school. The mean scores
indicated that not having access to any personal or common computers at their
workplace created an important difference in EFL teachers’ computer technology
capabilities and strategies and TISE overall. While the group owning a personal
computer which was provided by their workplace had the highest perceived self-
efficacy beliefs for technology integration, participants with no access to any
computers at their workplace did not feel as much confident about their technology
integration skills. Having personal or at least common computers at the workplace
helps teachers to experiment with the newest technologies while preparing their
lessons. It provides time and space for teachers to try out and decide on technologies
to integrate into their lessons. On the other hand, having no access to any
technological device in the teachers’ room or in EFL teachers’ offices may have
discouraged teachers from benefiting from technology in their lessons or may have
hindered their potential, which in turn might have affected their perceived self-
efficacy beliefs. Since the existing literature did not investigate TISE in relation to

the above-mentioned variables, it was not possible to make comparisons.
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As for graduate programs and the highest educational attainments of EFL
instructors, it was seen that being a graduate of ELT, other language-related
departments, or non-language-related programs as well as holding a bachelor’s,
master’s degree or doctorate did not create a statistically significant change in EFL
teachers’ perceived TISE. Yet, it would be worth mentioning that graduates of non-
language-related programs were the group feeling the least confident about their
computer technology capabilities and strategies as well as external influences of
computer technology uses. Likewise, EFL teachers’ educational level did not lead to
a meaningful difference in their TISE level as the findings of the current study
suggested. Lailiyah and Cahyono (2017) came up with similar results. Even though
the difference is not significant, participants of the current study holding a bachelor’s
degree felt less confident about their computer technology capabilities and strategies
besides external influences of computer technology use compared to EFL instructors
holding a master’s degree or doctor of philosophy. Although there are a few studies
on this issue, similar results were found by Sen and Yildiz Durak (2022). Sen and
Yildiz Durak (2022) concluded that teachers with post-graduate degrees felt more
confident about their TISE than teachers with a graduate degree. Teachers with a
postgraduate degree might have had more chances to improve their knowledge in the
field, follow new innovations, and combine their knowledge with teaching
experiences compared to teachers with a graduate degree. Therefore, they might have

been found to be more confident about technology integration.

Lastly, EFL instructors were asked whether they had any training on
technology integration at their workplaces as well as their opinions about the
efficiency of the training. The findings of the study presented that EFL teachers who
had a chance to get training on technology integration felt more confident about their
skills and capabilities to implement technology and more secure about overcoming
external difficulties and helping learners about technology compared to teachers who
did not get any training. When EFL instructors were asked to grade the training they
got at their workplace, they chose between the options “not beneficial/effective at
all”, “quite beneficial/effective”, “mostly beneficial/effective”, and “very beneficial/
effective”. The findings showed that while teachers who marked the training as

ineffective were the least confident group about technology integration, the
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participants stating that the training was very effective constituted the most confident
group of teachers. Surprisingly, participants who defined the training quite beneficial
had higher self-efficacy than EFL instructors who found the training mostly
beneficial. This might have stemmed from a misconstruction of the phrases “quite”
and “mostly”. Still, the study concluded that getting a(n) beneficial/effective training
on technology integration helped EFL instructors feel significantly more confident
about their technology integration skills and capabilities. There has been no
descriptive study on this issue in the related literature; however, findings from
previous studies have highlighted some common issues regarding technology
integration in the field. Prior knowledge on how to use technological tools (Rigi,
2015; Yeni Palabiyik, 2013) was mentioned as one of the factors which positively
affect teachers’ technology integration whereas lack of knowledge and time to learn
and practice innovations (Mitchell, 2021) and inadequate training (Aljohani, 2022)
were marked as barriers to incorporate technology into their lessons by teachers.
Regarding professional development circumstances of technology integration,
participant teachers in Mitchell’s study (2021) emphasized that the training should be
more targeted, specialized, and there should be follow-up activities as well. In line
with that, teachers taking part in Yeni Palabiyik’s study (2013) highlighted the
importance of creating opportunities to try out new technologies or tools and sparing
more time on practical issues rather than focusing on theory in such training. Again,
teachers mentioned their need of an expert or a technology coach to consult to and
get help with technological issues when needed (Mitchell, 2021; Yeni Palabiyik,
2013). It is of utmost importance that educators are supported by their workplaces as
integrating technology into classes requires more than equipping classes with the
necessary devices. While some of the teachers are digital natives already engaged in
technology and trained at higher education institutions accordingly, it should be
taken into consideration that most teachers do not feel much comfortable about
making use of technology in class and need guidance and expert help to internalize it.
Moreover, the needs of teachers regarding technology integration are constantly
changing and evolving. Therefore, it is essential to organize professional
development programs or pieces of training addressing teachers’ TISE and

technology competency (Gomez et al., 2021).



5.1.3 FLTA among EFL Instructors

The descriptive analyses showed that EFL instructors participating in the
current study experienced a low level of FLTA. It was revealed that EFL instructors
were concerned about using Turkish in the classroom the most whereas they were
worried about their performance of English the least. This finding also agreed with
Eren’s study (2020). The participants did not feel comfortable when they used
Turkish in class besides regretting having used Turkish during the lesson afterward.
This was also consistent with Oztiirk’s study (2016). However, making mistakes,
fear of being compared to fellow teachers, teaching a particular language, and target
language performance did not make EFL instructors worried as much. Likewise,
similar conclusions were drawn from earlier studies. In the light of previous studies,
it was determined that English teachers experienced from low (Aydin & Ustuk,
2020b; Eren, 2020; Kobul & Saragoglu, 2020; Merg, 2015; Rani et al., 2022) to
moderate (Disli, 2020; Giingdr & Yayl, 2012; Kesen & Aydin, 2014; Oztiirk, 2016)
levels of FLTA.

5.1.4 FLTA and Demographic Variables

The current study also aimed at highlighting any possible relationships
between FLTA and certain demographic variables. Accordingly, a meaningful
difference was observed between female and male EFL instructors in fear of being
compared to fellow teachers. Female teachers were more concerned about being
compared to other teachers in terms of their teaching methods and English
proficiency. On the other hand, gender did not lead to a meaningful difference in
FLTA overall, teaching a particular language skill, target language performance, fear
of making mistakes, or using students’ L1. Although there was not a significant
difference, female participants were slightly more anxious except for teaching a
specific language skill. In accordance with this study, Eren (2020) concluded that
female teachers experienced a significantly higher level of FLTA than male EFL
instructors. However, this finding was inconsistent with studies by Giingdr and Yaylh
(2012), Kesen and Aydin (2014), Oztiirk (2016), Disli (2020), Kobul and Saragoglu
(2020) which concluded that there was not a remarkable difference in FLTA levels
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between male and female participants. Additionally, Aydin and Ustuk’s study
(2020b) contradicted other studies and concluded that male teachers were more
worried than fellow female teachers in terms of their perceptions of target language
proficiency, time management, fear of negative evaluation, and inexperience.
Furthermore, in Merg¢’s study (2015), female prospective teachers were found to be
more anxious overall, about their language proficiency, fear of what others think,
pupils, and learner management. As also discussed in the literature review, FLTA is
a relatively new but important issue investigated by researchers among prospective
and in-service language teachers via descriptive, qualitative, or mixed-method
studies. These studies prove that the sources of anxiety for pre-service and in-service
teachers might be different. Similarly, the differing findings in FLTA levels in
relation to gender within the related literature are quite expected as the studies are
conducted with different tools, with the participation of both pre-service and in-
service teachers. Therefore, it is essential to investigate FLTA further to gain a

deeper understanding of the notion.

Second, this study showed that EFL instructors’ age and years of teaching
experience led to a difference in their FLTA overall and their concerns related to
teaching a specific language skill, making mistakes, and target language
performance. Teachers between 20-29 were the most worried group, whereas EFL
instructors who were 50 and above experienced FLTA the least. Teachers between
20-29 were concerned about making mistakes the most, specifically grammar and
spelling mistakes. Aydin and Ustuk (2020b) also came up with similar results and
concluded that younger teachers felt more worried than older teachers regarding their
English proficiency and fear of making mistakes. This study also displayed that
although there was not a significant difference between instructors who were 20-29
and 30-39, the anxiety about teaching a particular language skill and target language
performance decreased as EFL instructors of the current study got older. The
findings of the study were consistent with other studies in the literature concluding
that as teachers got older, they experienced less anxiety (Eren, 2020; Kobul &
Saracoglu, 2020). Likewise, EFL instructors with a teaching experience of 0-4 years
experienced FLTA the most, and they were more concerned about making mistakes

when compared to other groups. Teachers with an experience of 5-9 years, on the
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other hand, were confirmed to have the highest level of anxiety about teaching a
particular language skill and their English performance. It is possible to relate this
difference to the awareness EFL instructors gained after teaching for a certain period
of time. As years passed by with a teaching experience of 5-9 years, EFL instructors
may have had more chances to teach different skills separately or in an integrated
way and might have gained an awareness of how difficult to teach and improve some
language skills. Similarly, after teaching students at certain proficiency levels with
differing needs, they might have questioned their capabilities as well as their
language and linguistic competencies. EFL instructors with 20-24 years of
experience had the lowest anxiety levels regarding teaching a particular language
skill, target language performance, making mistakes, being compared to fellow
teachers, and using their native language as well as FLTA overall. It was seen that
this group was followed by teachers with an experience of 25 years and more. Even
though it was not statistically meaningful, a small increase was observed in the
anxiety levels of teachers with an experience of 25 or more years. However, it was
possible to conclude that novice teachers were more anxious than more experienced
teachers overall. Similar results were reached in the related literature (Disli, 2020;

Eren, 2020; Kesen & Aydin, 2014; Kobul & Saragoglu, 2020; Oztiirk, 2016).

As for graduate programs of EFL instructors and the highest educational
attainments, it was seen that being a graduate of ELT, other language-related
departments, or non-language-related programs did not lead to a meaningful
difference in EFL teachers’” FLTA. However, it was observed that the last degree
participants completed created a significant change. To clarify, it was seen that
holding a doctorate created a statistically significant change in EFL teachers’ foreign
language teaching anxiety. Graduates of a Ph.D. were the group suffering from
FLTA the least as well as anxiety regarding teaching a particular language skill,
target language performance, and making mistakes, whereas instructors with a
bachelor’s degree had the highest level of FLTA. However, this finding was
inconsistent with Eren’s (2020) and Aydin and Ustuk’s studies (2020b) which
concluded FLTA did not differ in relation to graduation degrees, namely BA, MA,
and Ph.D. Oztiirk (2016) also compared teachers with a BA and MA degree and

found no difference between the groups. The findings of the current study regarding



the last degree completed could be related to age and years of experience as well.
Naturally, EFL teachers do their PhDs after their BA and MA degrees while they
also continue to teach English concurrently. As highlighted before, FLTA decreases
as EFL instructors get older and gain experience in teaching. Therefore, the relevant
findings could be partly attributed to other demographic variables as well as
knowledge and experience gained via post-graduate education programs. As for
graduate programs of EFL instructors, FLTA did not vary significantly. Still,
graduates of non-language-related programs experienced a higher FLTA overall and
were the most anxious group about teaching a particular language skill, and target
language performance. These participants might have felt insecure about their skills
and capabilities in teaching English from time to time since they had expertise in
different departments. On the other hand, graduates of ELT were the most worried
group about making mistakes and using Turkish in class. Graduates of ELT
departments might be more sensitive to and alert about what is happening in
classrooms as a result of their comprehensive education at their faculties. Hence, this
might have been reflected in this study as well. Lastly, graduates of other language
departments suffered from anxiety in relation to being compared to other teachers the
most. Previous studies in the literature did not include a category for non-language
programs, but Eren (2020) compared graduates of ELT and other English language
departments. Accordingly, the findings of the study confirmed that ELT graduates
suffered from significantly higher levels of FLTA. The findings of Disli (2020)
contradicted these results and she concluded that graduates of English Language and
Literature program were significantly the most anxious group among other language
departments. Furthermore, Kobul and Saragoglu (2020) found no significant
difference between ELT graduates and ELL graduates in terms of FLTA. Therefore,
it is possible to infer that available studies could not reach a common judgment

regarding EFL teachers’ graduation programs and FLTA.

This study has also indicated that the level of FLTA EFL instructors
experienced did not differ in terms of the institution type they were employed at.
Teachers working at private universities seemed to be more worried about their
English performance, making mistakes, using Turkish in class, and FLTAS overall

whereas teachers working at state universities had higher levels of anxiety regarding
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teaching a particular language skill and being compared to fellow teachers. No
previous study investigated FLTA in relation to university types participant teachers
are employed at; however, Disli (2020) investigated FLTA among EFL teachers
working at different types of high schools, whereas Aydin and Ustuk (2020b)
compared FLTA of teachers employed at public and state schools as well as teachers
teaching different grades such as primary, secondary, high school, university. Disli
(2020) concluded that Qualified Anatolian High School EFL teachers were the most
worried group whereas Religious Vocational High School teachers were the least
anxious group. Likewise, Aydin and Ustuk (2020b) found that high school teachers
were the most worried group in terms of fear of making mistakes, and teachers
employed at public schools felt more anxious than the participants working at private
schools about the use of target language in class, perceived unpreparedness for class,
and time management issues. Apparently, more studies are needed to investigate

FLTA at different school types to further understand the issue.

Next, this study concluded that the FLTA of EFL instructors did not change
in relation to the current teaching conditions of the participants and the adopted
system at their workplace. Even though there was not a meaningful difference,
teachers conducting both face-to-face and hybrid lessons separately were found to be
more concerned about teaching a particular language skill, target language
performance, and being compared to fellow teachers, which was calculated as the
highest mean score overall. During the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic,
everything was quite chaotic including organizing and managing education.
Therefore, there was a lot of pressure on teachers to adapt and successfully manage
these new conditions, which might partially explain why EFL instructors suffered
from fear of being compared to fellow teachers. Furthermore, it was also seen that
EFL instructors teaching face-to-face and online lessons had higher foreign language
teaching anxiety overall and were worried about using Turkish in class. Since the
existing literature did not investigate FLTA in relation to different teaching
conditions, it was not possible to make comparisons. In terms of the adopted system
at their workplace, EFL teachers’ FLTA did not vary. It was seen that EFL
instructors teaching in line with a modular system experienced higher levels of

FLTA overall, fear of target language performance, and making mistakes, whereas



137

instructors teaching according to a yearly program had higher levels of anxiety
regarding being compared to fellow teachers and using Turkish in class. Lastly,
participants following a term-based program were the most anxious group about
teaching a particular language skill. The previous studies in the field did not

investigate FLTA in relation to the variable of adopted systems at institutions.

It has also been aimed at uncovering any possible relationships between
FLTA and the number of different levels EFL instructors had to teach and teaching
hours per week. First, it was concluded that the variety of levels EFL teachers had to
teach played a crucial role in EFL teachers” FLTA. Participants who were teaching 4
and more different levels suffered from FLTA the most and had higher levels of
anxiety about target language performance, being compared to other English
teachers, and making mistakes. EFL instructors teaching students with the same
proficiency level were the least worried teachers. It is possible to relate this
difference to the need to adapt to several different teaching environments, alter the
language used accordingly, and plan level-appropriate lessons, which in turn may
cause cognitive load and stress for EFL teachers. In addition, as it requires a lot of
effort and time to prepare for different groups, teachers will have less time to relax,
rest, and socialize which may increase their anxiety levels. The amount of prior
research on this topic is quite small. Eren (2020) investigated FLTA in relation to
proficiency levels; however, the researcher grouped participants as instructors
teaching lower levels, higher levels, and all levels. Accordingly, Eren (2020) found
that there was not a meaningful difference among the participants. On the other hand,
in Disli’s (2020) mixed method study, teaching low-level learners was mentioned as
one of the anxiety-provoking factors by some participants. Hence, more studies on
the issue may help comprehend the issue further and better. With respect to teaching
hours per week, there was a meaningful difference only in the anxiety of using the
native language. Accordingly, EFL instructors teaching 0-12 hours weekly had a
significantly higher level of anxiety regarding using Turkish in class than instructors
engaged in teaching 13-20 hours per week. It may have stemmed from the lack of
exposure to and use of the target language as those teachers had fewer opportunities
to teach and speak English. This may have led them to switch to Turkish from time

to time, which might have triggered their anxiety regarding using the native
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language. Although not significant, EFL instructors having a teaching load of 21 and
more were found to experience the highest FLTA overall, fear of target language
performance, and making mistakes. There were not any studies investigating FLTA

and its relation to weekly workload; hence, it was not possible to draw conclusions.

Apart from the variables mentioned above, this study has also indicated that
the level of FLTA EFL instructors experienced did not differ in terms of the facilities
at their workplaces and the facilities of language classrooms. Even though there was
no significant difference, EFL instructors who did not have access to personal or
common computers at their workplaces had higher anxiety levels regarding teaching
a particular language skill and target language performance compared to teachers
who had access to personal or common computers at their institutions. Next, EFL
teachers were asked if they had smartboards in their language classrooms at schools.
Accordingly, it was found that although there was not a significant difference, EFL
instructors who had access to smartboards in the class had higher FLTA overall and
relatively higher levels of concern about teaching a particular language skill, English
performance, and making mistakes. This might have resulted from the difficulty EFL
instructors may have faced while using and managing smartboards. Not every
teacher has a chance to experiment with smartboards and gain experience as not all
classrooms include one. Therefore, in addition to the anxiety and stress of teaching,
controlling smartboard technology may have put an extra burden on teachers’

shoulders and may have increased their anxiety.

Lastly, FLTA was investigated in relation to any training EFL instructors got
on technology integration at their workplaces. Accordingly, the findings of the study
demonstrated that EFL teachers who did not have a chance to get training on
technology integration felt slightly more anxious about teaching a particular
language skill, target language performance, making mistakes, being compared to
fellow teachers, and using Turkish as well as having a higher level of FLTA.
However, these differences were not statistically meaningful. Further, EFL
instructors were asked how they would evaluate the training they got on technology
integration. Foreign language teaching anxiety of EFL instructors significantly varied
in relation to the participants’ opinions about the effectiveness of the training. While

teachers who thought the training was not effective at all had the highest level of
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FLTA and were the most concerned group about teaching a particular language skill,
English performance and being compared to fellow teachers, participants believing
that the training they got was very effective were found to be the least concerned
group. The data of the study were compiled during the spring semester of the 2021-
2022 academic year when EFL instructors had to conduct their lessons online, both
online and face-to-face or hybrid, which required expertise in some platforms to
deliver lessons and observe and manage learning activities on them. As not every
teacher was comfortable with these new regulations and was not confident with the
use of technology, the training provided by the institutions was of great importance
to support the instructors. Additionally, taking part in projects requiring use of
technology, experimenting with new ideas from these projects, and having a chance
to discuss with peers are mentioned as important sources of TISE by teachers (Al-
Awidi & Alghazo, 2012), whereas inadequate training was found as one of the
factors having an impact on teachers’ perceptions of TISE (Aljohani, 2022).
Therefore, this finding could be related to the success and failure of training provided

by the workplaces of participants.

5.1.5 TISE and FLTA

This study also aimed at uncovering any relationship between TISE and
FLTA experienced by participant EFL instructors. The findings of the data revealed
that there was a low-level negative relationship between EFL instructors’ technology
integration self-efficacy beliefs and foreign language teaching anxiety. If teachers
had lower levels of TISE, they suffered from FLTA more. To state differently, EFL
instructors who experienced lower levels of FLTA were found to have higher levels
of perceived TISE. Similar relationships were observed between subdimensions of
the scales except for using the native language. The findings revealed that the lower
self-efficacy levels instructors had about overcoming external difficulties related to
technology use, the more anxious they felt about teaching a particular language skill,
especially about which they felt incompetent. Similarly, when teachers felt insecure
about their computer technology capabilities and strategies, they felt more worried
about making mistakes and their language performance. Although the correlation

value was low, EFL instructors who had a low level of perceived TISE felt more
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anxious about being compared to other teachers. However, using the native language
did not vary according to EFL teachers’ TISE. No previous studies in the related
literature investigated the relationship between TISE and FLTA before. Yet, a few
studies were conducted about TSE and FLTA, and it was concluded that there was a
small to medium negative correlation between the concepts (Eren, 2020; Glingdér &
Yayli, 2012; Merg, 2015). Bandura (1997) also highlighted that self-efficacy and
anxiety were negatively correlated. Additionally, he emphasized that since
technologies evolve rapidly, it requires specific types of teacher efficacy; therefore; it
is of utmost importance to upgrade teachers’ knowledge and skills (Bandura, 1997).
We call what Bandura (1997) mentioned technology integration self-efficacy beliefs
years ago. Even though teachers may aspire to adapt to new technologies, it may
require more than effort such as more time to experiment with new technologies,
support from experts, and focused training on specific technologies. Heslin and
Klehe (2007) also point out that when a person feels inefficient and incompetent to
overcome a difficulty, the anxiety level increases. In line with these, the participants
of the current study may have felt insecure about their capabilities and strategies to
integrate technology or teach online as well as overcoming external difficulties
regarding the use of technology, which may have led them to feel more anxious
about teaching a particular language skill, making mistakes, being compared to other
teachers, and their English performance. Furthermore, as they felt overwhelmed by
anxiety they experienced, their TISE might have been curtailed to some extent
(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). The participants of the current study had to adapt to
different teaching environments and make use of various applications and
technologies to conduct their lessons and observe and assess their learners as a result
of the pandemic. Apart from that, employing technology in language classrooms is
an indispensable part of education to provide a more learner-centered classroom
environment regardless of the pandemic. Therefore, it is also possible to comment
that problems resulting from the struggle for successful implementation of
technology in classrooms might be a relatively new source of FLTA for EFL
teachers. Technical concerns were mentioned as one of the factors leading
prospective teachers to anxiety (Aydin, 2016). Similarly, another study listed fear of

technical concerns as one of the demotivating factors deterring EFL teachers from
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utilizing technology in class (Al-Awidi & Alghazo, 2012). Additionally, the misuse
of technology by students was revealed as one of the factors affecting FLTA (Disli,
2020). In light of the findings of the current study and what related literature
suggests, the use of technology in language classrooms may be investigated in

relation to foreign language teaching anxiety further.

5.2 Conclusion

This study aimed to determine EFL instructors’ perceived technology
integration self-efficacy and foreign language teaching anxiety as well as revealing
any possible relation between these variables. The findings allow for the following
inferences. First, EFL instructors had a high level of TISE and experienced a low
level of FLTA. Second, participant EFL instructors’ TISE beliefs and FLTA were
negatively correlated at a low level, meaning they suffered less from foreign
language teaching anxiety when they had higher self-efficacy for technology
integration. Next, several factors contributed to EFL instructors’ TISE: institution
type, training on technology integration, the effectiveness of training, teaching hours
per week, adopted system at the workplace, age, teaching experience, and facilities at
the workplace. Finally, there were factors affecting EFL instructors’ FLTA: the
effectiveness of training on technology integration, the variety of levels instructors

teach, age, teaching experience, and last degree completed.

5.3 Practical Recommendations

Considering the current study’s findings and related literature, some practical

recommendations can be made for teachers, policymakers, and further research.

5.3.1 Recommendations for Teachers

First, some practical recommendations are made for teachers. The findings of
the study highlighted that when teachers had lower TISE, they suffered from FLTA
more. Therefore, it is essential to build higher self-efficacy for technology integration
to avoid foreign language teaching anxiety problems related to technology. With
reference to that, teachers can be recommended to benefit from free webinars

focusing on different ways of integrating technology into classrooms. Second, they



can spare some time to experiment with technologies they think would be beneficial
to their students. While investigating certain technological tools, teachers can be
advised to get help from videos or tutorials shot by educators or experts to
familiarize teachers and students with these technologies. Next, they can pursue in-
service training opportunities on technology offered at their workplace or at other
schools in their city. If there are no such opportunities at their workplaces, teachers
can be recommended to raise awareness about common problems experienced by
teachers regarding employing technology and request seminars or workshops from
their school management. Furthermore, EFL instructors can be advised to benefit
from the experiences of their colleagues who have some practice with technological
tools and feel confident about helping others as well. Moreover, teachers can be
advised to organize workshops or presentations on certain tools to support their

colleagues with a practical perspective.

5.3.2 Recommendations for Policy Makers

Based on the above-mentioned results, it is advised that initial teacher
education programs should offer not only theoretical but also practical courses to
prospective EFL teachers to improve their TPACK and TISE. As studies in the
previous literature also revealed, pre-service teachers need to observe role models
and have opportunities to practice. Furthermore, difficulty in accessing resources
might be a deterrent for pre-service teachers (Simsek & Yazar, 2019). Therefore, it is
crucial that institutions should have the necessary infrastructure and student teachers
should be given chances to try out certain educational technologies in their courses,
collaborate with their classmates, and improve their problem-solving skills regarding

technology integration.

Besides higher education institutions, each school management can also take
action to minimize the effect of problems related to technology integration.
Interviews conducted with in-service teachers highlighted the importance of targeted
and specialized professional development activities regarding technology integration
and follow-up activities (Mitchell, 2021). School administrators and teacher
development units of institutions should organize practical professional development

events to support and train in-service EFL teachers on technologies employed in their

142



143

local contexts. Additionally, teachers should be able to consult and get help from an
expert afterward when needed. As mentioned in the discussion section, younger EFL
instructors have higher TISE beliefs than their older colleagues. Therefore, it is
suggested that school administrators create a school environment supporting
collegiality (Mitchell, 2021) and encourage younger teachers to organize workshops
and share their knowledge and experience with their colleagues on certain
technologies. Furthermore, school management should provide the necessary
technology infrastructure so that EFL teachers have the tools to prepare their lessons
to integrate technology properly and successfully. Besides, it is also of utmost
importance that school management enables teachers to take part in professional

development activities by organizing their schedules accordingly.

As the findings of the current study and studies in the previous literature
show, younger teachers or teachers with limited experience tend to suffer from FLTA
more. To decrease the anxiety level of younger teachers, initial teacher education
programs should offer more occasions to teach in real classrooms. One
recommendation could be to assign teaching practicum in the third year of initial

teacher education program rather than the fourth year.

School management could also take action to avoid problems stemming from
foreign language teaching anxiety. Special orientation programs could be designed
for novice or less experienced teachers at their workplaces when they first start
teaching. Orientation programs might be great opportunities to work collaboratively
with supervisors and other colleagues and adjust to the teaching environment as well
as organizational culture. Each EFL teacher can be assigned supervisors who
observes their lessons, give feedback on teacher’s practices, and support them when
needed. Furthermore, administrators should also pay extra attention to the variety of
different proficiency levels or courses instructors have to teach to decrease the
anxiety levels of in-service teachers while they prepare schedules. Workload should
be distributed fairly among teachers to avoid circumstances that may cause anxiety.
Rotation among EFL teachers could be another solution during the preparation of

schedules and level assignments.
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5.3.3 Recommendations for Further Research

This study has focused on technology integration self-efficacy beliefs and
foreign language teaching anxiety among EFL instructors working at tertiary level
institutions in Istanbul province. New studies with more EFL instructors can be
conducted. Moreover, studies conducted with EFL teachers employed at K-12
schools might present important results. The impact of school type on TISE and
FLTA can be investigated and school types can be compared in relation to TISE
beliefs and FLTA. In addition, this study was quantitative in nature; hence, mixed-
method studies might bring a deeper insight into the recent sources and impacts of
both TISE and FLTA. Furthermore, when a mixed-method study is conducted, the
participant teachers may have a chance to express their points of view better, from
which again new research topics may flourish. Next, to make certain conclusions
about the role of certain demographic variables, such as gender and graduation
programs, in TISE and FLTA, further research is necessary to clarify those
contributing factors. During the data collection process of the current study, native
EFL instructors were also invited to participate in the study; however, the study did
not compare native and non-native teachers’ perceived FLTA. Another study can be
conducted to compare these two groups. Furthermore, the employed scale was
designed for Turkish EFL teachers in the first place. As the sources of anxiety might
be different for native teachers, a qualitative study can be conducted with an aim of

forming a scale to measure the FLTA of native EFL teachers working in Turkey.



145

References

Abbitt, J. T. (2011). An investigation of the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs
about technology integration and technological pedagogical content
knowledge (TPACK) among preservice teachers. Journal of Digital Learning
in Teacher Education, 27(4), 134-143.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21532974.2011.10784670

Al-Awidi, H. M., & Alghazo, I. M. (2012). The effect of student teaching experience
on preservice elementary teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for technology
integration in the UAE. Education Tech Research Dev, 60(2012), 923-941.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-012-9239-4

Albion, P. R., & Ertmer, P. A. (2002). Beyond the foundations: The role of vision
and belief in teachers’ preparation for integration of technology. TechTrends,

46, 34-38. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02818306

Aljohani, N.J. (2022). Teacher self-efficacy beliefs and the integration of interactive
website wikispaces classroom. International Journal of Web-based Learning
and Teaching Technologies (LJWLTT), 17(1), 1-17.
http://doi.org/10.4018/IJWLTT.313192

Alpert, R., & Haber, R. N. (1960). Anxiety in academic achievement situations. 7The
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 61(2), 207- 215.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0045464

Alrashidi, O. (2022). Sources of foreign language teaching anxiety among Saudi
preservice English teachers: A qualitative inquiry. SAGE Open, 12(3), 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221119486

Angeli, C. & Valanides, N. (2009). Epistemological and methodological issues for
the conceptualization, development, and assessment of ICT-TPCK: advances
in technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPCK). Computers &
Education, 52, 154-168. https://doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2008.07.006




146

Asik, A., Kose, S., Yangin Eksi, G., Seferoglu, G., Pereira, R., & Ekiert, M. (2020).
ICT integration in English language teacher education: insights from Turkey,

Portugal and Poland. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 33(7), 708-731.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1588744

Avisteva, R. T. (2019). Teachers’ perspectives on the implementation of information
and communication technology in language teaching. Advances in Social

Science, Education and Humanities Research, 424, 19-23.

Aydin, S. (2013). Teachers’ perceptions about the use of computers in EFL teaching
and learning: The case of Turkey. Computer Assisted Language Learning,

26(3), 214-233. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2012.654495

Aydin, S. (2016). A qualitative research on foreign language teaching anxiety. The
Qualitative  Report,  21(4), 629-642.  https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-
3715/2016.2232

Aydin, S. (2021). A systematic review of research on teaching anxiety. International

Online Journal of Education and Teaching (IOJET), 8(2), 730-761.

Aydin, S., & Ustuk, O. (2020a). The foreign language teaching anxiety scale:
Preliminary tests of validity and reliability. Journal of Language and
Education, 6(2), 44-55. https://doi.org/10.17323/j1e.2020.10083

Aydin, S., & Ustuk, O. (2020b). A descriptive study on foreign language teaching
anxiety. International Online Journal of Education and Teaching (IOJET),
7(3), 860-876.

Bakac, E. (2018). The impact on technology integration self-efficacy beliefs of
prospective teachers’ self-directed learning trends with technology. European
Journal of Education Studies, 4(12), 72-87.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1341050

Baltaci, H.S. (2017, Sep. 22-23). Foreign language teaching anxiety of language
teachers pre-service vs. in-service [Conference session]. 1% International
Black Sea Conference on Language and Language Education, On Dokuz

Mayis University, Samsun, Turkey.



147

Bandura, A. (1992). Exercise of personal agency through the self-efficacy
mechanism. In R. Schwarzer (Ed.), Self-efficacy: Thought control of
action (1% ed., pp. 3-38). Hemisphere Publishing Corp.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control (1st Ed.). W.H. Freeman

and Company.

Bandura, A. (2007). Social cognitive theory. In Rogelberg, S.G. (Ed.), Encyclopedia
of industrial and organizational psychology (1% ed., pp. 729-733). Sage

Publications.

Bax, S. (2003). CALL- Past, present and future. System, 31(1), 13-28.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(02)00071-4

Beatty, K. (2010). Teaching and researching computer-assisted language learning.
(C.N. Candlin & D. R. Hall, Eds.) (2" ed.). Pearson Education Limited.

Birisci, S., & Kul, U. (2019). Predictors of technology integration self-efficacy
beliefs of preservice teachers. Contemporary Educational Technology, 10(1),
75-93. https://doi.org/10.30935/cet.512537

Buitink, J., & Kemme, S. (1986). Changes in student-teacher thinking. European
Journal of Teacher Education, 9(1), 75-84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0261976860090109

Caner, M., & Aydin, S. (2021). Self-efficacy beliefs of pre-service teachers on
technology integration. Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education, 22(3),
79-94. https://doi.org/10.17718/tojde.961820

Chapelle, C. A. (2009). The relationship between second language acquisition theory
and computer-assisted language learning. The Modern Language Journal,

93,741-753.

Clifford, R. (1987). The status of computer-assisted language instruction. CALICO
Journal, 4(4), 9-16.

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches (3™ ed). SAGE Publications, Inc.



148

Davies, G., Otto, S.E.K., & Riischoff, B. (2013). Historical perspectives on CALL.
In Thomas, M., Reinders, H., & Warschauer, M. (Eds). Contemporary
computer-assisted language learning (1% ed., pp. 19-38). Bloomsburry.

Davies, R. S., & West, R. E. (2014). Technology integration in schools. In Spector,
M., Merrill, M.D., Elen, J., & Bishop, M.J. (Eds.) Handbook of research on
educational communications and technology (4th ed., pp. 841-853). Springer.

Dikmen, C. H., & Demirer, V. (2022). The role of technological pedagogical content
knowledge and social cognitive variables in teachers’ technology integration
behaviors.  Participatory  Educational  Research,  9(2), 398-415.
http://dx.doi.org/10.17275/per.22.46.9.2

Dinger, R. (2020). Exploring predictive power of in-service EFL instructors’
technology integration self-efficacy beliefs on their TPACK levels
(Unpublished master thesis). Bahgesehir University, Istanbul.

Digli, A. (2020). A mixed approach towards EFL teachers’ teaching anxiety
(Unpublished master thesis). Cag University, Mersin.

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative,

qualitative, and mixed methodologies. Oxford University Press.

Eren, G. (2020). Foreign language teaching anxiety and self-efficacy perceptions of
native and non-native EFL instructors at tertiary level institutions

(Unpublished master thesis). Ihsan Dogramaci Bilkent University, Ankara.

Ertmer, P. A. (1999). Addressing first- and second-order barriers to change:
Strategies for technology integration. Educational Technology Research and

Development, 47, 47-61. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02299597

Ertmer, P. A., & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T. (2010). Teacher technology change:
How knowledge, confidence, beliefs, and culture intersect. JRTE, 42(3), 255-
284. https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2010.10782551

Ertmer, P.A., Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T., Sadik, O., Sendurur, E., & Sendurur, P.
(2012). Teacher beliefs and technology integration practices: A critical



149

relationship. Computers& Education, 59(2), 423-435.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.02.001

Gallagher, M. W. (2012). Self- Efficacy. In Ramachandran, V. S. (Ed.in chief),
Encyclopedia of human behavior Volume 3 (2" ed., pp. 314-320). Academic

Press.

Gomez Jr, F. C., Trespalacios, J., Hsu, Y., &Yang, D. (2021). Exploring teachers’
technology integration self-efficacy through the 2017 ISTE standards.
TechTrends, 66(2022), 159-171. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-021-00639-z

Govender, D., & Govender, Dr. 1. (2009). The relationship between information and
communications technology (ICT) integration and teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs about ICT. Education as Change, 13(1), 153-165.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/16823200902943346

Glingér, F., & Yayl, D. (2012). Self-efficacy and anxiety perceptions of pre-service
EFL teachers. In Akbarov, A., & Cook, V. (Eds.), Approaches and Methods
in Second and Foreign Language Teaching (pp. 227-236). Sarajevo IBU

Publications.

Hall, A. B., & Trespalacios, J. (2019). Personalized professional learning and teacher
self-efficacy for integrating technology in K-12 classrooms. Journal of
Digital  Learning  in Teacher  Education, 35(4),  221-235.
https://doi.org/10.1080/21532974.2019.1647579

Han, 1., Shin, W. S., & Ko, Y. (2017). The effect of student teaching experience and
teacher beliefs on pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy and intention to use

technology in teaching. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 23(7),
829- 842. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2017.1322057

Han, T., & Takkag-Tulgar, A. (2019). An analysis of the pre-service teachers’
teaching anxiety and coping strategies: A Turkish elementary school context.

Gist Education and Learning Research Journal, 2019(19), 49-83.

Heath, M. K. (2017). Teacher-initiated one-to-one technology initiatives: How

teacher self-efficacy and beliefs help overcome barrier thresholds to



150

implementation.  Computers in  the  Schools, 34(1-2), 88-106.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07380569.2017.1305879

Henderson, J., & Corry, M. (2021). Teacher anxiety and technology change: a review
of the literature. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 30(4), 573-587.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2021.1931426

Heslin, P. A., & Klehe, U. C. (2007). Self-Efficacy. In Rogelberg, S.G. (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of industrial and organizational psychology (1% ed., pp. 705-
707). Sage Publications.

Horwitz, E. K., Horwitz, M. B., & Cope, J. (1986). Foreign language classroom
anxiety. The Modern Language Journal, 70(2), 125-132.

Horwitz, E. K. (1996). Even teachers get the blues: recognizing and alleviating
language teachers’ feelings of foreign language anxiety. Foreign Language

Annals, 29(3), 365-372.

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early
years of teaching: A comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher

Education, 21, 343-356. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.01.007

Inan, F. A., & Lowther, D. L. (2010). Factors affecting technology integration in K-
12 classrooms: A path model. Educational Technology Research and

Development, 58, 137-154. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-009-9132-y

Ipek, H. (2006). Foreign language teaching anxiety (Unpublished doctoral

dissertation). Anadolu University, Eskisehir.

Ipek, H. (2016). A qualitative study on foreign language teaching anxiety. Egitimde
Nitel Arastirmalar Dergisi - Journal of Qualitative Research in Education,

4(3), 92-105. https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-2624.1.4c3s5m

Kayaduman, H. & Delialioglu, O. (2017). Effect of learning technology by design
(LBD) activities on technology integration self-efficacy beliefs of pre-service
English teachers. In J. Johnston (Ed.), Proceedings of EdMedia 2017 (pp.
843-849). Washington, DC: Association for the Advancement of Computing



151

in Education (AACE). Retrieved November 7, 2022
from https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/178393/.

Kazazoglu, S (2020). What if an English philologist becomes a teacher? A case study
on foreign language teaching anxiety (FLTA). RumeliDE Dil ve Edebiyat
Arastirmalari Dergisi, 19, 701-712.
https://doi.org/10.29000/rumelide.752773

Kesen, A., & Aydin, Z. (2014). Anxiety levels of novice and experienced EFL
instructors: Istanbul Aydin University case. Procedia- Social and Behavioral

Sciences, 116(2014), 880-883.

Keser, H., Karaoglan Yilmaz, F.G., & Yilmaz, R. (2015). TPACK competencies and
technology integration self-efficacy perceptions of pre-service teachers.
Elementary Education Online, 14(4), 1193-1207.
https://doi.org/10.17051/i0.2015.65067

Kiligkaya, F., & Seferoglu, G. (2013). The impact of CALL instruction on English
language teachers’ use of technology in language teaching. Journal of Second

and Multiple Language Acquisition, 1(1), 20-38.

Kim, S., & Kim, J. (2004). When the learner becomes a teacher: Foreign language
anxiety as an occupational hazard. English Teaching, 59(1), 165- 185.

Kobul, M. K., & Saracoglu, I. N. (2020). Foreign language teaching anxiety of non-
native pre-service and in-service EFL teachers. Journal of History and Art

Research, 9(3), 350-365. https://doi.org/10.7596/taksad.v9i3.2143

Koehler, M.J. & Mishra, P. (2006). Technological pedagogical content knowledge: A
framework for teacher knowledge. Teachers College Record, 108(6), 1017-
1054.

Koehler, M. J., & Mishra, P. (2009). What is technological pedagogical content
knowledge? Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education,
9(1), 60-70.



152

Kunt, N., & Tiim, D. O. (2010). Non-native student teachers’ feelings of foreign
language anxiety. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2(2), 4672-4676.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.748

Lailiyah, M., & Cahyono, B.Y. (2017). Indonesian EFL teachers’ self-efficacy
towards technology integration (SETI) and their use of technology in EFL
teaching. Studies in English Language Teaching, 5(2), 344- 357. URL:
http://dx.doi.org/10.22158/selt.vSn2p344

Lee, K. W. (2000). English teachers’ barriers to the use of computer-assisted
language learning. The Internet TESL Journal, 6(12), 1-8.

Lee, Y., & Lee, J. (2014). Enhancing pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for
technology integration through lesson practice. Computers & Education,

73(2014), 121-128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.01.001

Li, L., Worch, E., Zhou, Y., & Aguiton, R. (2015). How and why digital generation
teachers use technology in the classroom: An explanatory sequential mixed

methods study. International Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning, 9(2), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.20429/ijso0tl.2015.090209

Liu, S., Liu, H,, Yu, Y., Li, Y. &Wen, T. (2014). TPACK: a new dimension to EFL
teachers’ PCK. Journal of Educational Sciences, 3(2), 681-693.

Maclntyre, P. D., & Gardner, R. C. (1989). Anxiety and second-language learning:
Toward a theoretical clarification. Language Learning, 39(2), 251-275.

Maclntyre, P. D., & Gardner, R. C. (1994). The subtle effects of language anxiety on
cognitive processing in the second language. Language Learning, 44(2), 283-

305.

Mackey, A., & Gas, S. M. (2005). Second language research methodology and

design (1% ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associations, Inc.

Martin, W. E., & Bridgmon, K. D. (2012). Quantitative and statistical research

methods: From hypothesis to results (1% ed.). Jossey-Bass.



153

Merg, A. (2015). Foreign language teaching anxiety and self-efficacy beliefs of
Turkish pre-service EFL teachers. Educational Research Association The

International Journal of Research in Teacher Education, 6(3), 40-58.

Mertens, D. M. (2014). Research and evaluation in education and psychology (4™

ed.). Sage Publications, Inc.

Mitchell, P. (2021). Teacher technology self-efficacy and its impact on instructional
technology integration (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Gardner- Webb
University, Boiling Springs, North Carolina.

Nelson, M. J., & Hawk, N. A. (2020). The impact of field experiences on prospective
preservice teachers’ technology integration beliefs and intentions. Teaching

and Teacher Education 89, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.103006

Numrich, C. (1996). On becoming a language teacher: Insights from diary studies.
TESOL Quarterly, 30(1), 131-153. https://doi.org/10.2307/3587610

Otto, S. E. K., (2017). From past to present: A hundred years of technology for L2
learning. In Chapelle, C. A., & Sauro, C. (Eds.), The Handbook of
Technology and Second Language Teaching and Learning, (1%. ed., pp 10-
25). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Onalan, O., & Kurt, G. (2020). Exploring Turkish EFL teachers’ perceptions of the
factors affecting technology integration: A case study. Journal of Language

and Linguistic Studies, 16(2), 626-646. https://doi.org/10.17263/j11s.759264

Oz, H. (2015). Assessing pre-service English as a foreign language teachers’
technological pedagogical content knowledge. International Education Studies,

8(5), 119-130. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ies.v8n5p119

Ozer, Z. (2018). An investigation of prospective ELT teachers’ attitudes towards
using computer technologies in foreign language teaching. Journal of

Language and Linguistic Studies, 14(1), 328-341.

Oztiirk, G. (2016). Foreign language teaching anxiety among non-native teachers of
English: A sample from Turkey. Sakarya University Journal of Education,
6(3), 54-70. http://dx.doi.org/10.19126/suje.220180




154

Pajares, F. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of Educational
Research, 66(4), 543-578. https://doi.org/10.2307/1170653

Pallant, J. (2011). SPSS survival: A step by step guide to data analysis using SPSS
(4" ed.). Allen & Unwin.

Plano Clark, V. L., & Creswell, J. W. (2015). Understanding research: A consumer’s
guide (2" ed.). Pearson.

Rani, U., Samad, A., & Ali, M. (2022). An investigation of English language
teaching anxiety of Pakistani ESL teachers and their self-efficacy beliefs at
college level. Bilingual Research Journal Jahan-E-Tahgeeq, 5(1),185-203.

Rigi, A. (2015). Enhancing Iranian EFL in-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for
technology integration. International Journal of Language and Linguistics,

3(5), 307-312. https://doi.org/10.11648/1.ij11.20150305.15

Schmidt, D. A., Baran, E., Thompson, A. D., Mishra, P., Koehler, M. J., & Shin, T.S.
(2009). Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK): The
development and validation of an assessment instrument for pre-service

teachers. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 42(2), 123-149.

Schunk, D. H., & DiBenedetto, M. K. (2016). Self-efficacy theory in education. In
Wentzel, K. R., & Miele, D. B. (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at School,
(2", ed., pp 34-54). Routledge Taylor & Francis Group.

Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2009). Self-efficacy theory. In Wentzel, K. R., &
Wigfield, A. (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at School, (1%. ed., pp 35-53).
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group.

Scovel, T. (1978). The effect of affect on foreign language learning: A review of the
anxiety research. Language Learning, 28(1), 129-142.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.1978.tb00309.x

Seliger, H. W. & Shohamy, E. (1989). Second language research methods. Oxford

University Press.



155

Spielberger, C. D. (1972). Anxiety as an emotional state. In Spielberger, C. D., (Ed.),
Anxiety: Current Trends in Theory and Research, (1%. ed., pp 23- 49).

Academic Press, Inc.

Sen, N., & Yildiz Durak, H. (2022). Examining the relationships between English
teachers’ lifelong learning tendencies with professional competencies and

technology integrating self-efficacy.  Education and  Information

Technologies, 27, 5953-5988. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10867-8

Simsek, O., & Yazar, T. (2019). Examining the self-efficacy of prospective teachers
in technology integration according to their subject areas: The case of
Turkey. Contemporary  Educational — Technology, 10(3), 289-308.
https://doi.org/10.30935/cet.590105

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783-805.

Tiirkmen, S. (2019). 4 taxonomic study of foreign language teaching anxiety among
pre-service and in-service teachers of English (Unpublished master thesis).

Balikesir University, Balikesir.

Unal, E., Yamag, A., & Uzun, A. M. (2017). The effect of the teaching practice
course on pre-service elementary teachers’ technology integration self-

efficacy. Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology, 5(3), 39- 53.

Yangin-Ersanli, C. (2016). Improving technological pedagogical content knowledge
(TPACK) of pre-service English language teachers. International Education
Studies, 9(5), 18-27. http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ies.vOn5p18

Yeni Palabiyik, P. (2013). In-service EFL teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for
technology integration: Insights from Fatih project (Unpublished master
thesis). Abant Izzet Baysal University, Bolu.

Yildiz Durak, H. (2021). Modeling of the relations between K-12 teachers’ TPACK
levels and their technology integration self-efficacy, technology literacy

levels, attitudes toward technology and usage objectives of social networks.



156

Interactive Learning Environments, 29(7), 1136-1162.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1619591

Wang, L., Ertmer, P. A., & Newby, T. J. (2004). Increasing preservice teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs for technology integration. Journal of Research on
Technology Education, 36(3), 231-250.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2004.10782414

Williams, L. S. (1991). The effects of a comprehensive teaching assistant training
program on teaching anxiety and effectiveness. Research in Higher Education,

32(5), 585- 598. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00992630

Zee, M., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2016). Teacher self-efficacy and its effects on
classroom processes, student academic adjustment, and teacher well-being: A
synthesis of 40 years of research. Review of Educational Research, 86 (4),
981- 1015. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315626801

Zhang, Z., Maeda, Y., Newby, T., Cheng, Z., & Xu, Q. (2023). The effect of
preservice teachers’ ICT integration self-efficacy beliefs on their ICT
competencies: The mediating role of online self-regulated learning strategies.
Computers & Education, 193(2023) 104673, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2022.104673




157

Appendices

Appendix A — Consent Form for TISES

From: ZERRIN GURKAYA DINDAR « o >
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2022 9:08 AM

To: Ling Wang < >

Subject: Permission to use Self-efficacy for Technology Integration Scale

NSU Security WARNING: This is an external email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe.

Dear Professor Wang,

I'm an MA student in English Language Education department of Istanbul Medeniyet University. I'd kindly ask for your permission to use the scale you developed with
Peggy A. Ertmer and Timothy J. Newby (Computer Technology Integration Survey) in my master thesis.

Thanks in advance.

Kind Regards,

Inst. Zerrin GURKAYA DINDAR

ISTANBUL UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES

€ LingWang < "~ 17$ub202219:28 ¢ € H
Alici: ben «

Xp ingilizce v > Tiirkge v iletiyi gevir ingilizce igin kapat x
Zerrin,

Yes, you may use the survey in your Master's thesis.
All the best,

Ling

Ling Wang

Professor

College of Computing and Engineering
Office (954) 262-2020

NSU Florida

A ¥ AR A8 QO QO
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Appendix B — Consent form for FLTAS

Ynt: Permission to use Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale (FLTAS)

Harici) Medeniyet Universitesi-ELT x

4 Hiilya iPEK < > 17 $ub 2022 Per 17:35
Alici: ben ¥
Xp ingilizce v > Tirkge v iletiyi gevir ingili

Dear Colleague Zerrin GURKAYA DINDAR,
I am glad you are interested in foreign language teaching anxiety and grant you the permission to use the FLTAS.
Best Regards,

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Hiilya Ipek
Anadolu Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi

Ingilizce Ogretmenligi

Asst. Prof. Dr. Hulya Ipek

Anadolu University

Education Faculty

English Language Teaching Department

< Gamze EREN <, - 17$ub2022Per19:21 ¢ €
Alici: ben ~
Xp ingilizce v > Tiirkge v iletiyi gevir ingilizce igin kapat

Dear Colleague,
| wish you the best with your MA studies. You may surely use the scale for your thesis.

Best regards,
Gamze Eren

ZERRIN GURKAYA DINDAR < > sunlari yazdi (17 Sub 2022 17:36):

Dear colleague,

I'm an English Instructor at Istanbul University. Currently, I'm working on my master thesis which is about technology integration self-efficacy beliefs
and foreign language teaching anxiety. May | employ the adapted version of FLTAS (Ipek,2006) you developed during your MA studies in my study with
your permission? | have also requested Dr.ipek's permission.

Thanks in advance.

Kind Regards,

Ins. Zerrin GURKAYA DINDAR




159

Appendix C — Background Questionnaire

An Investigation into EFL Instructors’ Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Beliefs and
Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety

(Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce Ogreten Ogretmenlerin Teknoloji Entegrasyonu Oz Yeterlilik
inanglari ve Yabanci Dil Ogretme Kaygilari Uzerine Bir Arastirma)

Dear participant,

I’m conducting a study for my master thesis under the consultancy of Dr. Ferdane Denkci
Akkas in the English Language Education MA Program at the Institute of Graduate Studies
of Istanbul Medeniyet University.

Within the scope of this study, EFL Instructors’ technology integration self-efficacy beliefs
and foreign language teaching anxiety levels will be examined, and the relationships
between the two variables, if any, will be uncovered.

You are kindly invited to participate in this research and complete the following survey. You
are not expected to share any information revealing your identity. The answers you provide
will remain anonymous and will be used for the aims of this research and for publication
only. Your participation in this study is voluntary, and you have the right to stop at any time
while completing the survey.

The survey consists of a Background Questionnaire, Technology Integration Self-Efficacy
Scale, and Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale. It is of utmost importance that you
answer each question sincerely. It is estimated that completing the survey will take 10-15
minutes.

Thank you in advance for your participation. Your answers are precious for the present
research. In case of any questions or concerns, you may contact the researcher at

et

|:| | accept that I’'m participating in this research voluntarily.

Section 1: Background Questionnaire

Please answer the questions below by choosing the most suitable option or writing short
answers.

1. Age:

2. Gender:
[ ] Male [ ]1 prefer not to mention.

[ ] Female

3. Currently working at a:
|:| state university
|:| private university

4. How long have you been working as an English teacher? : (If possible,
please state in years)



5. Current teaching conditions:

[ ] 'm teaching face-to-face (The teacher and students are in their regular classroom at
school).

|:| I’'m teaching online (The teacher and students attend the class online).

|:| I’'m teaching hybrid lessons (While some students connect to the class online, the
teacher and other students attend the lesson in their regular classroom at school).

[ ] m teaching both face-to-face and online.

|:| I’'m teaching both face-to-face and hybrid lessons.

[ ] 'm teaching both online and hybrid lessons.

|:| I’'m teaching face-to-face, online and also hybrid lessons.

6. Teaching hours per week:

7. Which proficiency level have you taught predominantly in the last academic year? (If
you teach different levels for equal hours, you may check more than one box.)

|:| Beginner

[ ] Elementary

[ ] Pre-intermediate

[ ] Intermediate

|:| Upper-intermediate

[ ] Advanced

8. Which system is adopted at your institution?

[ ] We adopt a modular system (We might teach different levels and classes throughout the
educational year as students’ classes change as a result of module exams).

|:| Our system is based on a yearly program/calendar (We teach the same classes and
students throughout the educational year according to a yearly syllabus).

[ ] 1teach according to a term-based syllabus. The lessons | deliver change each semester.

|:| Other:

9. | hold a bachelor’s degree in
|:| English Language Teaching
|:| Literature /Linguistics / Translation and Interpreting

[ ] other:

10. Last degree completed:
[ ]Bachelor’s degree

[ ] Master’s degree

|:| Doctor of Philosophy

11. Does your current institution provide any training on technology integration?

[ ]ves
[ ]No

12. If your answer to the previous question is yes, state how beneficial/effective you find
that training.

[ ] Not beneficial/effective at all

[ ] Quite beneficial /effective
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[ ] Mostly beneficial /effective
[ ] Very beneficial /effective

13. Facilities of your current institution:

|:| | have a personal computer and/or tablet provided by the institution.

[ ] The institution provides common desktop computers/ laptop computers/ tablets for all
teachers to use in common areas (e.g., teachers’ room, computer lab, etc.)

|:| The institution doesn’t provide any technological device (e.g., laptop computer, desktop
computer, tablet) which teachers can use to prepare their lessons.

14. Facilities of the language classrooms at your current institution (You can check more
than one box):

|:| internet connection

[ ]smart board

|:| desktop computer / laptop computer

|:| projector

[ ]loud speakers

[ ] afixed camera system

Other:
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Appendix D — Ethics Committee Approval

L

ISTANBUL MEDENIYET

T.C.

ISTANBUL MEDENIYET UNIVERSITESI

Kaygilar1 Uzerine Bir Aragtirma

UnivensiTEs: EGITiM BILIMLERI ETIK KURULU KARARI
Tarihi ’ Sayis1
04/04/2022 2022/04-05
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ARASTIRMA BASLIGI Entegrasyonu Oz Yeterlilik Inanglar1 ve Yabanci Dil Ogretme

ARASTIRMANIN TURU Nicel

ARASTIRMACKLAR) Zerrin Gurkaya Dindar
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Uye Prof. Dr. Ahmet AKIN |
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Appendix E — Detailed Mean Values of TISES

Technology Integration Self-Efficacy Scale Descriptive Statistics

It Mean
ems Values
1. I feel confident that I understand capabilities of technological tools well 420
enough to maximize them in my classroom. )
2.1 feel confident that I have the skills necessary to use technological tools for 498
instruction. i
3.1 feel confident that I can successfully teach relevant subject content with 496
appropriate use of technology. )
4.1 feel confident in my ability to evaluate software for teaching and learning. 3.97
5.1 feel confident that I can use correct technology terminology when directing
, 3.96
students’ technology use.
6. 1 feel confident I can help students when they have difficulty with
. 3.74
technological tools.
7. 1 feel confident I can effectively monitor students’ use of technological tools 373
for project development in my classroom. '
8. I feel confident I can motivate my students to participate in technology- 378
based projects. )
9. 1 feel confident I can mentor students in appropriate uses of technology. 3.68
10. I feel confident I can consistently use educational technology in effective 3.92
ways. )
11. I feel confident I can provide individual feedback to students during 393
technology use. )
12. 1 feel confident I can regularly incorporate technology into my lessons,
. g 4.16
when appropriate to student learning.
13. 1 feel confident about selecting appropriate technology for instruction based 3.96
on curriculum standards. '
14. 1 feel confident about assigning and grading technology-based projects. 3.91
15. I feel confident about keeping curricular goals and technology uses in mind
. . . 3.82
when selecting an ideal way to assess student learning.
16. I feel confident about using technology resources (such as spreadsheets,
electronic portfolios, etc.) to collect and analyze data from student tests and 3.87
products to improve instructional practices.
17. 1 feel confident that I will be comfortable using technology in my teaching. 4.23
18. I feel confident I can be responsive to students’ needs during the use of
. 3.92
technological tools.
19. 1 feel confident that, as time goes by, my ability to address my students’
. . . 4.16
technology needs will continue to improve.
20. I feel confident that I can develop creative ways to cope with system
constraints (such as budget cut on technology facilities) and continue to teach 3.52
with technology.
21.1 feel confident that I can carry out technology-based projects even when I 3.69

am opposed by skeptical colleagues.
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Appendix F — Detailed Mean Values of FLTAS

Foreign Language Teaching Anxiety Scale Descriptive Statistics

Items Mean
Values
1. I feel uncomfortable when I use Turkish in the class. 3.03
2. The thought of making a grammar mistake worries me. 2.17
3. I feel anxious about my students testing my knowledge of English. 1.84
4. The thought of making a spelling mistake on the board disturbs me. 2.08
5.1 get so nervous when I am teaching English that I forget the things that I 165
know. '
16. I {eel nervous when teaching English to students with an average proficiency 1.54
evel.
7.1 feel tense when I am giving instructions in English. 1.30
8. I feel uncomfortable when my English knowledge is compared to that of other 179
teachers. )
9.1 feel my knowledge of English is not good enough to teach in English. 1.21
10. I worry about not being able to teach grammar effectively. 1.58
11. I feel uncomfortable when teaching a skill in which I feel I am not proficient 193
enough. ’
12. I worry about not being able to teach listening effectively. 1.64
13. I worry about not being able to give clear instructions in English. 1.49
14. I feel nervous when speaking English in class. 1.19
115. Il feel nervous when teaching English to students with a high proficiency 167
evel.
16. I worry about not being able to teach speaking effectively. 1.70
17. 1 feel uncomfortable when I think about having used Turkish during the )12
lesson. )
18. Teaching English to students with a high level of language proficiency 165
makes me feel uneasy. '
19. I feel uneasy when my English teaching methods are compared to that of 1.82
other teachers. '
20. I feel uneasy when I am teaching speaking topics. 1.50
21. I am afraid of my students criticizing my knowledge of English. 1.49
22. 1 worry about not being able to teach reading effectively. 1.36
23. I feel uneasy when I am teaching listening topics. 1.43
24. 1 worry about not being able to teach writing effectively. 1.56
25. I feel anxious about making a mistake while teaching English. 1.69
26. I feel uneasy thinking that I might have to use Turkish during the class. 1.83
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