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國立政治大學英國語文學系碩士在職專班 

碩士論文提要 

 

論文名稱: 教師自我效能感研究--以桃園縣本地國小英語教師為例 

指導教授: 余明忠 博士 

研究生: 黃曉君 

論文提要內容: 

    本研究旨在調查桃園地區英語教師之教學效能感，且探究英語教師本身

英語能力、面對的環境、學校、學生等因素對其教學效能感和英語教學策略

的影響。 

    本研究以問卷調查法進行，對象為桃園縣 188所公立小學的 542名英語

教師為主。依層級抽樣法，正式問卷發出 460份，收回有效問卷 384份，收

回率達 83.5%。問卷回收後資料以統計軟體 SPSS 18.0進行敘述性統計、多

元迴歸、皮爾生相關係數分析、獨立樣本 t考驗、單因子變異數分析及薛費

事後法分析，獲得結果簡述如下： 

1.桃園縣英語教師之教學效能感普遍呈現中上趨勢。 

2.英語教師之英語能力以英語閱讀能力最好，口說與聽的能力較弱。 

3.教學上，教師偏向溝通式教學法。 

4.所有影響教師效能感的因素中，教師過去的成功經驗最具正面影響力。 

5.負面的情緒(例如:過多的壓力、有違意願的課堂安排)有損教師效能感。 

6.教師教學效能、英語教學法運用因本身英語能力的影響，呈現正向的關係。 

根據問卷調查結果，本研究最後提供教學上相關建議以供參考。 
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Abstract 

 

This study aims to explore self-efficacy, English language proficiency, the 

proclivity of their pedagogical strategies and their relationships among the elementary 

school EFL teachers in Taoyuan.  The questionnaire survey method has been 

employed, and based on stratified sampling method, there were 384 teachers involved 

in this research (response rate 83.5%). 

The results show: 

1. The EFL teachers rated their self-efficacy in teaching English at a moderate level, 

their teachers’ self-reported language proficiency best in receptive skill—reading, 

proclivity of pedagogical strategy in language class toward CLT approach. 

2. Among the 13 antecedents checked, Master experience was found to be the most 

powerful factor to influence teachers’ efficacy formation. Students’ learning 

motivation plays a significantly reciprocal impact on teachers’ efficacy beliefs in 

general, efficacy for student engagement, and teachers’ aptitude to employ CLT 

approach in their classroom.  

3. Finally, the higher proficient the teachers rated themselves the more efficacious 

they felt in teaching English and in employing communicative language teaching 

approach.  

The suggestions were provided in the end of the study with an aim to help the 

teachers understand better about their self-efficacy beliefs and the concerned trainers 

design more suitable teacher training programs for the elementary EFL teachers.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Motivation 

Elusive as the phenomenon of second language acquisition (SLA) may still be 

(Brown, 2007), in a second language classroom two main domains cannot do 

without; that is, the teacher and the leaner. The quality of education is the reflection 

of teachers’ qualification; lack of qualified teachers results in poor quality of 

education. The standard of teachers’ quality should be advanced over time so that 

education could also be improved accordingly. In addition, much research also 

found that teachers shoulder the key to the success of education reforms. In this light, 

it is crucial to understand teachers’ perceptions and beliefs because teachers not only 

are deeply involved in daily teaching and learning processes but serve as 

practitioners of educational principles, theories and policies (Jia, Eslami & Burlbaw, 

2006).  

Every day teachers, based on their beliefs, make tons of decisions pertaining 

what is needed or what would work best for their students. Discoveries from past 

research and beliefs showed that these perceptions and beliefs not only impact 

considerably on teachers’ instructional practices and classroom behaviors but also 

are associated with their students’ performance (Grossman, Reynolds, Ringstaff & 

Sykes, 1985; Hollon, Anderson & Roth, 1991; Johnson, 1992; to name just a few). 

Therefore, knowing the perceptions and beliefs of teachers enables one to make 

predictions about teaching practices and to assess the outcomes of those practices in 
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classrooms.  

Derived from social learning theory (Bandura, 1997), teachers’ self-efficacy, 

indicating teachers’ beliefs about their own effectiveness, “holds up many important 

instructional decisions, including classroom management, student engagement, and 

instructional skills, which ultimately influence students’ learning experiences” 

(Soodak & Podell, 1997, p. 214) and even shape up their self-efficacy. Several 

studies (Chang, 2010; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; 2001; 2007) have shown that 

teachers’ self-efficacy as an incentive would directly affect how much labor and time 

teachers are willing to put into preparation and delivery of instruction, what 

objectives they set, how much they are willing to adopt creative methods to help 

students to learn, and how persistent and resilient they are when dealing with 

predicaments. When a teacher has higher self-efficacy, he/she carries greater 

enthusiasm and commitment toward his/her job and he/she will stay longer in the 

field of education. However, not enough research had been done in the settings of 

teaching English as a foreign language (EFL). 

Since the advent of conceptual notion of self-efficacy from social learning 

theory, some research has been done to inspect teachers’ self-efficacy in other 

subjects and academic disciplines such as math (Chan, 2007), science (Narayan, 

2010), physical education (Huang, 2008; Marcelo et al., 2010), nursery and special 

education (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). For the first few decades, efforts had 

been put to figure out the definition of self-efficacy theory and to develop the 

measure of self-efficacy. Then, responding to the context-bound and subject-specific 

feature of Bandura’s (1996) self-efficacy theory, some researchers had explored the 

potent antecedents and contextual factors affecting teachers’ self-efficacy, and 

investigated the consequences of teachers’ self-efficacy. However, few data can be 



3 
 

found on language teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, let alone the context of teaching 

English as a foreign language in Taiwanese primary schools where English 

education was just implemented not long ago. Given the powerful impact of 

self-efficacy on teaching practices and student learning, it is crucial to pursuit the 

inquiry in this line of the field. 

After looking further into the studies on the effect of antecedents and 

subsequences of teachers’ self-efficacy, the researcher found that quite a few of them 

centered the targets on pre-service, novice or experienced teachers in middle and 

vocational schools (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Chang, 2010). Not enough research was 

done on getting the picture of teachers’ perceived self-efficacy at the primary school 

level. Because the educational system and the requirements of teachers between 

primary and vocational schools are quite different, it is not appropriate to generalize 

the findings derived from the previous research to primary school settings. Therefore, 

the researcher is motivated to conduct this current study in order to discover primary 

EFL teachers’ perceptions toward their capability to teach EFL classes.  

Furthermore, due to the implementation of English education at earlier age, the 

number of nonnative English speaking teachers (NNESTs) has increased 

considerably over the last decades. Unavoidably, NNETs also become an important 

issue of research and pedagogical interest in applied linguistics. Consequently, their 

English language proficiency increasingly catches attention (Butler, 2004; 

Eslami-Rasekh, 2005; Nunan, 2003). Earlier research (Chang, 2010; Samimy & 

Brutt-Griffler, 1999) showed English language proficiency not only forms a factor of 

EFL teachers’ self-efficacy but is also related to teacher confidence and pedagogic 

choice in instructing students. Butler’s (2004) survey revealed the primary EFL 

teachers’ self-evaluated oral language proficiency in Korea, Taiwan and Japan was 
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not good enough to implement mandated communicative language approach. Yet, 

little research can be found in Taiwan concerning this issue. Although language 

proficiency is often listed as an area of interest in many papers (Medgyes, 1994; 

Reves & Medgyes, 1994; to name just a few), there are still not enough data 

exploring NNETs English proficiency and its relationship with their EFL 

pedagogical strategies in Taiwanese EFL classroom settings. Since EFL teachers’ 

language proficiency directly influences their teaching practices and pedagogical 

preference, it is worthwhile to conduct this research to supplement the research gap. 

Purposes of the Study 

In light of the abovementioned discussion and concerns, this study aims to (a) 

find out what the current primary EFL teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, self-reported 

language proficiency and their pedagogic strategies are in English as a foreign 

language (EFL) classes; (b) display the effect of the antecedents on teachers’ 

perceived self-efficacy and pedagogical choice; (c) present the relationships among 

the research variables, namely teachers’ self-efficacy, their language proficiency and 

pedagogical strategies. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Self-efficacy beliefs can be categorized under the umbrella of beliefs in general, 

so this chapter goes through the related literature on the following four bodies: 1) 

teacher beliefs and conceptual roots of self efficacy beliefs, 2) measurement of 

teachers’ sense of efficacy, 3) previous research related to teachers’ sense of efficacy, 

and 4) English education in Taiwan. In the end, the research hypotheses and 

questions are presented accordingly. 

Conceptual Framework 

Just as current decides boat’s direction, so human beings’ behaviors are guided 

by their beliefs. So, it is very important to throw light on what beliefs stand for, 

where self-efficacy stems from, how self-efficacy influences teachers’ practices, and 

how it can be put to use in education field. 

Nature and Definition of Beliefs 

Beliefs are connected to human behaviors and learning. They are one of the 

vital issues of all fields in education (Ajzen, 1988; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Since 

the development of cognitive psychology, study of beliefs has received its mass 

popularity in various fields as well as in education. Teachers’ beliefs are regarded as 

one of the essential factors to teaching effectiveness (William & Burden, 1997). 

Furthermore, teachers’ knowledge and beliefs provide the underlying framework or 

strategy which guides the teachers’ classroom action (Richards & Lockhart, 1996). 

Kagan (1992) concluded that beliefs may be “the clearest measure of a teacher’s 
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professional growth” and that studying them is “instrumental in determining the 

quality of interaction one finds among teachers in a given school” (p.85). Therefore, 

the agreement in general education studies is that teaching is a cognitive activity and 

that teachers’ beliefs strongly influence their instructional decision in the classroom 

(e.g., Shavelson & Stern, 1981; Tillema, 2000). 

Teacher beliefs are not easy to define because they are not directly observable. 

Based on Oxford Advanced Learner Dictionary (Wehmeier & Ashby, 2000), belief is 

defined as (1) a strong feeling that something is true or somebody does exist; 

confidence that something or somebody is good, right or wrong, (2) an idea about 

something that you are certain is true, especially involving religion or politics. In 

another word, belief means that one firmly believes in certain things or propositions 

and accepts them without precondition. Kagan (1992) inferred that teacher beliefs 

were composed of tacitly held assumptions and perceptions about teaching and 

learning. Hampton (1994) further pointed out that teacher beliefs are stable in 

general and mirror the nature of the instruction a teacher provides to students. 

Johnson (1994) proposed three common assumptions that educational research on 

teachers’ beliefs share: (1) Teachers’ beliefs affect perception and judgment. (2) 

Teachers’ beliefs play a part in how knowledge on teaching is turned into classroom 

practices. (3) In order to improve teaching behaviors and teacher education 

programs, it is very crucial to understand teachers’ beliefs (p. 439). Other 

researchers (Al-Sharafi, 1998; Puchta, 1999) who tried to pinpoint the development 

of beliefs indicated that beliefs were developed through the culture we lived in, 

through the repetitive experiences and interactions in daily life, and through the 

modeling of significant others as children did. Once set, beliefs became a kind of 

evaluation and judgment toward the outside world. 
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Definition of Sense of Self-Efficacy 

Sense of self-efficacy is a sub-scale of teacher beliefs and regarded as “a 

cognitive process in which people construct beliefs about their capacity to perform 

at a given level of attainment” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998, 

p.203). Grounded on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), people’s judgments 

about their abilities to successfully perform a specific task take shape through 

dynamic, continuous and reciprocal interactions between personal, behavioral and 

environmental factors, which is depicted in Figure 2-1. These judgments highly 

“influence how much efforts people put forth, how long they are willing to persist in 

the face of obstacles, how resilient they are in coping with failures and how much 

stress or anxiety they experience in dealing with demanding situations” 

(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998, p.203). According to Bandura 

(1997), unless people believe they can produce desired effects by their actions, they 

have little incentives to act. 

Bandura stated that self-efficacy is different from other constructs such as 

self-concept and self-esteem. Unlike self-concept, which is regarded as “a composite 

view of oneself that is presumed to be formed through direct experience and 

evaluations adopted from significant others” (Bandura, 1997, p. 10), self-efficacy 

beliefs vary according to the domain of activities, the levels of difficulty, and the 

specific context. For example, one who has high efficacy beliefs in field sports may 

have low efficacy in biking, but such kind of domain specificity does not necessarily 

work on the global nature of self-concept. Also, self-efficacy beliefs predict “the 

goals people set for themselves and their performance attainments, whereas 

self-esteem affects neither personal goals nor performance” (p. 11). All these 

domain- and context- specificity features make self-efficacy different from other 
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global constructs of self-concept and self-esteem.  

 

Application of Self-Efficacy in Education 

Perceived self-efficacy has significant influence on different aspects of teaching 

and learning process (Pajares & Urdan, 2006). Many studies have shown that sense 

of self-efficacy, as “a strong predictor of behaviors” (Bandura, 1997, p.2), would 

influence the whole educational system throughout the process of development and 

implementation of different policies of teaching (Goddard & Goddard, 2001; 

Friedman & Kass, 2002). Different definitions of teachers’ self-efficacy given by 

various researchers can be summarized as the combination of teacher’s perceived 

abilities to successfully play specific tasks of a teacher in a particular context and to 

effectively instill desired behaviors, skills and competencies in students 

(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998).  

In a classroom context, whatever subject it might be, no one would deny that a 

teacher’s goal was to have students acquire successfully desired knowledge, skills, 

capabilities with approved behaviors and pleasant attitudes. To reach this ideal, 

many factors, involving learning and teaching, had to be examined. However, this 

current research just focused on the teacher’s side, exploring teachers’ self-efficacy, 

the antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy and EFL teachers’ subject competences, 
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namely language proficiency and EFL pedagogic strategies in this case. 

Before more related studies are reviewed, the very first two conceptual strands 

of theory and research that first constructed teachers’ self-efficacy and inspired so 

much entailed research should be looked into, that is, Rotter’s social learning theory 

and Bandura’s social cognitive theory. 

Two Root Conceptual Theories of Teachers’ self-efficacy 

RAND researchers (Armor, et al., 1976) motivated by Rotter’s (1996) article 

entitled “Generalized Expectancies for Internal Versus External Control 

Reinforcement” adopted its social learning theory as its theoretical foundation. By 

conducting a simple measurement consisting only two items, Rand researchers 

depicted teacher efficacy as “ the extent to which teachers believed that they could 

control the reinforcement of the actions whether control of reinforcement lay within 

them or in the environment” (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001, p.784). In this light, 

teachers with a belief of external control consider that environment overpowers a 

teacher’s ability to affect students’ learning and performance. On the other hand, 

teachers with internal control have great confidence in teaching and believe their 

own competence can influence students’ learning and even reach to those students 

with learning difficulty and low motivation (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In 

another word, teachers hold the key of reinforcement of teaching efforts. The two 

items on the questionnaire survey sheets to be rated by participants’ level of 

agreement are as follows: 

Rand item 1. “When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much 

because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home 

environment.” 

Rand item 2. “If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or 
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unmotivated students.” 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory, on the other hand, formed the second 

conceptual strand of teacher efficacy. Delineated in Bandura’s 1997 article, entitled 

“Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change”, teacher efficacy was 

regarded as a type of self-efficacy. As stated in length in previous section of 

definition, self-efficacy beliefs claimed by Bandura (1986, 1993, and 1997) would 

exert influence on one’s drive, thinking patterns, and affective aspects by which 

people decide how much labor they would devote to the pursuit of goal, how long 

they would persist in face of difficulty and how much achievement they could 

realize. 

Together with efficacy expectation mentioned above, outcome expectancy is 

also disclosed in Bandura’s social theory. The former emphasizes individual’s belief 

about the level of capacity a person has when conducting and getting a specific task 

done at a desired level, the latter focuses on individual’s belief about “ the likely 

consequences of performing the task at the expected level of competence” ( Bandura, 

1986, as cited in Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001, p.787). Bandura (1997) further 

clarified that efficacy expectation proceeds usually before outcome expectancy and 

impacts to form outcome expectancy in some ways. Efficacy expectation dwells on 

teachers’ beliefs about “whether behaviors can be performed” (Dellinger et al., 2008, 

p.753), whereas outcome expectation centers on beliefs in “whether certain 

behaviors lead to certain outcomes” (Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753). Bandura (1986) 

also claimed that outcome expectancy carried little predictive function of efficacy 

measures. Figure 2-2 depicts the relationship of these two factors. Since the purpose 

of the present study was to understand the relationship between Taoyuan county’s 

primary EFL teachers’ perceived self-efficacy and their actual teaching practices, the 
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research focus was limited to the exploration of self-efficacy beliefs rather than 

outcome expectancies. 

 

 

 

 

The two abovementioned conceptual theories of teacher efficacy are different in 

terms of the construct definition. According to Bandura (1997), perceived 

self-efficacy focuses on teachers’ beliefs in their abilities to carry out certain tasks. 

On the other hand, internal-external teacher efficacy basically centers on “teachers’ 

beliefs in their abilities to affect student performance” (Dellinger et al., 2008, p.753). 

That is, self-efficacy deals with the issue of teachers’ individual efficacy but teacher 

efficacy mainly dwells on “causal beliefs about the relationship between actions and 

outcomes” (Tschannen-Moran, 1998, p.211). For instance, a teacher who believes he 

holds the power over the outcomes of students’ performance, i.e. internally 

controlled, may still have little confidence in his ability to perform certain actions in 

a given context (Tschannen-Moran, 1998). From this light, perceived self-efficacy is 

claimed to have stronger predictive power of behaviors in comparison with Rotter’s 

teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, 1998).  

Dellinger et al. (2008) further clarified the discrepancies between teacher 

efficacy and teachers’ self-efficacy by stating that teacher efficacy limits the crucial 

role of teachers’ beliefs to only the capability to successfully influence students’ 

performance, a production stemming from teaching behaviors and learners’ 

behaviors. Teachers’ self-efficacy is a judgment about teachers’ competence to 

       PERSON            BEHAVIOR   OUTCOME 
 
 
 
 

Figure2-2. The conditional relationships between efficacy beliefs and outcome 
expectancies (Adopted from Bandura, 1997, p.22) 

 

EFFICACY 
BELIEFS 

 

OUTCOME 
EXPECTANCIES 
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complete the various tasks required in teaching contexts. Since the notion of 

Bandura’s self-efficacy meets the current research focus, the efficacy construct and 

measurement developed in this study adopted Bandura’s conceptual theory and term 

about teachers’ self-efficacy. 

Measurement of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

A complete measurement of teachers’ self-efficacy should include outer 

contextual elements, inner personal competences, and visible consequent outcomes 

so as to find out their causal relations and to bring out constructive suggestions. 

Concept of Cyclical Formation of Teacher Efficacy Beliefs 

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) made a great contribution to clear up the 

conceptual confusion of teacher efficacy by presenting the cyclic model (Figure 2-3) 

that organized the conceptual strands of theory in more systematic way. The 

significant value about this model is its framework for related research in teacher 

efficacy field. Thereupon, teachers’ self-efficacy serves as a mediator. After that, 

more and broader studies could be conducted, such as the relationship between 

antecedents of efficacy beliefs and teacher efficacy and the relationship between 

teacher efficacy and teacher’s their reflected teaching behaviors in classroom (Ross, 

1998). The research scope even reached to the domains of mental and psychological 

states, such as their perseverance, emotional responses, as well as job burnout.  
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The components displayed in this model are closely related and are intertwined. 

Hence, the cyclic nature of teacher efficacy is formed. The formation of teacher 

efficacy beliefs proposed by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) is mainly built upon two 

aspects. They are the analysis of a particular teaching task with the resources and 

limitations in a certain teaching context taken into account, and the teacher’s 

assessment of personal teaching competence. In this light, a well-constructed 

instrument of teacher efficacy should contain these two parts. The latest research in 

Tschannen-Moran et al. (2007) stated that the assessment of the teaching task 

requirements should include the resources available, student factors such as their 

perceived ability, motivation, and socioeconomic status, and contextual factors such 

as school leadership, administrative support, and the availability of resources. 

Bandura’s Four Sources of Teachers’ self-efficacy Beliefs 

After Bandura’s (1997) assertion that teachers’ self-efficacy is subject-specific 

and context-oriented, there have been plethora of research concentrating on 

measuring teacher efficacy in specific subjects and under different contexts related 

to teachers’ self-efficacy (Bayraktar, 2011; Betoret, 2009; Chong et al., 2010; Palmer, 
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2006; Siwatu, 2011; to name but a few). Many of them based on Bandura’s (1986, 

1997) claim that four sources have influence on people’s beliefs about their 

efficacy—enactive mastery experiences, verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences 

and physiological arousal. When handling information from the four sources, one 

first selects “the types of information he/she attends to and uses as indicators of 

personal efficacy” (Labone, 2004, p. 343), and second, “weight and integrate 

efficacy information in forming personal efficacy beliefs” (p. 343). The four sources 

are elaborated as follows. 

Mastery experiences, the extent of a teacher’s satisfaction with his or her past 

professional performance, have been claimed to be the strongest source of 

self-efficacy judgments for teachers (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

It is claimed that success builds a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy and that 

failure undermines it. Therefore, teachers who perceive their past performance a 

success tend to have stronger self-efficacy beliefs. On the other hand, teachers carry 

lower self-efficacy beliefs if they regard their past performance a fail. In 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) study, it is found that teachers’ interpretations 

of their past experiences were moderately associated with teachers’ perceived 

self-efficacy for both novice and experienced teachers. Gorrell and Capron (1990) 

has shown that experiences during student teaching influence the development of 

teachers’ efficacy and that the student teacher’s mentor and cooperating teachers’ 

role in their supervision also play a significant part in the development of teachers’ 

efficacy.   

Verbal persuasion is interpreted as “verbal interactions that a teacher receives 

about his or her performance and prospects for success from important others in the 

teaching context, such as administrators, colleagues, parents and members of the 
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community at large” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007, p.945). Whether the feedback 

is given formally or informally, both have been claimed to have impacts on teachers’ 

self-efficacy and the subsequent performance to some degree. In Tschannen-Moran 

and Hoy’s study (2007), they explored how various forms of verbal persuasion, such 

as interpersonal support from administrators, colleagues, parents and the community, 

influenced novice and experienced teachers’ self-efficacy. The results revealed that 

none of the verbal persuasion variables contributed to experienced teachers’ 

self-efficacy; only the support from colleagues and the community was linked to 

novice teachers’ self-efficacy. However, it is worth noting that the power of verbal 

persuasion for teachers’ judgment of their capacities may differ in some ways due to 

“the credibility, trustworthiness and expertise” (Bandura, 1986, as cited in 

Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p.230) the persuader reveals during the interaction. 

The third source is through vicarious experiences provided by social models. 

Vicarious experiences refer to the experience of observing other teachers modeling a 

target activity. Bandura (1997) stated that observing people succeed in task by 

sustained effort increases observers’ beliefs that they can also command the 

capabilities to achieve similar activities. The effect of the modeled performances on 

observers’ self-efficacy beliefs is determined by “the degree to which the observer 

identified with the model” (Bandura, 1997, as cited in Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 

2007, p.945). In another word, the more closely identified the model is to the 

observer in terms of gender, training and professional experience, the stronger 

impact there is on teacher’s efficacy beliefs. Otherwise, there is little impact on 

teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs if the model should be considered relatively different 

from the observer in many ways. In empirical studies, modeling is detected as a 

powerful tool in forming pre-service teachers’ sense of self-efficacy (Labone, 2003; 
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Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).  

And finally, Bandura’s fourth source of teachers’ self-efficacy is physiological 

arousal, the self-beliefs of efficacy to reduce people’s stress reactions and to alter 

their negative emotional inclination and interpretations of their physical states. 

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) state, “high levels of arousal can impair functioning 

and interfere with making the best use of one’s skills and capabilities,” while 

“moderate levels of arousal can improve performance by focusing attention and 

energy on the task” (p. 219).That is, pleasure or depression teachers experience 

during their teaching is claimed to have an influence on teachers’ perception of their 

individual competence. The happier and more satisfied a teacher feel about his or 

her teaching, the more his or her positive judgment of capabilities will be boosted. In 

contrast, a sense of anxiety and depression will undermine teachers’ self-efficacy 

beliefs.  

Three of the abovementioned sources were used as the criteria of the 

antecedents in the research after the features of the participants in this study were 

taken into account. They are mastery experiences, verbal persuasion and 

physiological arousal. Only vicarious experiences were not included due to the rare 

chance of happening and the participants’ tight instruction schedule in the EFL 

primary settings. 

Previous Studies on Teachers’ Self-efficacy and EFL Domains 

A teacher is not an isolated organ in the society. On the contrary, teachers are 

living human beings who not only actively interact with the outside environments 

but change their behaviors and perceptions, if necessary, to respond to the contexts. 

Based on social cognitive theory, personal factors (including self-efficacy beliefs) 

and behaviors interact with the environments to influence one another through a 
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reciprocal process. Thus, it would be instructive to examine reciprocal relationships 

between school contexts and teachers’ self-efficacy with personal backgrounds taken 

into consideration. The following reviewed literature displayed how different factors 

increased or decreased teacher’s self-efficacy. 

Contextual Factors and Background Variables  

Some contextual factors weaken teachers’ self-efficacy. Webb and Ashton 

(1987) in a teacher interview found a number of factors that seemed to diminish 

teachers’ sense of efficacy. These included excessive role demands, poor collective 

morale, low status, inadequate salaries, and lack of identity recognition. Furthermore, 

in-field professional isolation, job uncertainty and relationship alienation also tended 

to weaken teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Other studies (Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla, 

1996) found that teachers working with students of different ages tend to perceive 

varied levels of self-efficacy as well. 

In school settings, the leadership of the principal would also change teachers’ 

self-efficacy. The better a principal can inspire a common sense of purpose among 

teachers and keep students’ disorder to a minimum level, the higher the teachers 

perceive self-efficacy. In addition, principals who utilize their leadership to supply 

resources to teachers and help teachers with disruptive factors but allow teachers’ 

flexibility over classroom affairs would create such a school atmosphere that permits 

strong teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs to grow. Finally, teachers’ self-efficacy tends to 

be higher when the principal of a school can model proper behaviors and provide 

rewards depending on teachers’ performance (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995; Lee et al., 

1991). 

Teachers’ self-efficacy is influenced by school atmosphere as well. The fact that 

whether a teacher can participate in the decision-making which concerns his/her 
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work lives or not would affect his/her sense of efficacy. The greater freedom 

teachers have in terms of decision-making of their own classroom, the higher their 

sense of efficacy grows. Teachers who judge that they have greater say in 

school-based decision making and who sense fewer impediments to teaching would 

have a stronger sense of efficacy (Moore & Esselman, 1992). In addition, teachers 

tend to be more satisfied when they perceive other people in their work environment 

as trustworthy, benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open (Forsyth et al., 

2011; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).  

When it comes to the relationship between years of teaching and teachers’ 

self-efficacy level, the research results are inconsistent. That is, teachers with varied 

years of teaching perceive different levels of self-efficacy under diverse schools and 

subject contexts. Novice teachers who received more support at the end of the first 

year evidenced stronger self-efficacy beliefs (Burley, Hall, Villeme, & Brockmeier, 

1991; Hall, Burley, Villeme, & Brockmeir, 1992; to name but a few). However, 

Chester and Beaudin’s study (1996) in an urban district revealed that experienced 

teachers’ self-efficacy declined in the first year of teaching under that context. 

Another factor that caused efficacy discrepancies among novice teachers and 

experienced teachers is the availabilities of resources. Novice teachers placed 

heavier emphasis on teaching resources, while experienced teachers’ judgments of 

their ability to help students’ learning were not significantly related to the 

availability of resources in the teaching context (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). 

Again, the discrepancy among the studies ascertains the importance of varied school 

settings.  

As for school location, it would be common to think that urban school settings 

are more challenging than suburban or rural teaching environments; subsequently, 
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teachers in urban settings would be expected to have lower self-efficacy. However, 

in some study (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), the efficacy beliefs of urban 

teachers do not differ from those of teachers in other contexts.  

Teaching level (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), which means teaching at 

different educational institutes, bears different weight to teachers’ self-efficacy 

among novice and experienced teachers as well. The experienced teachers, who 

perceived higher self-efficacy, are those who taught the youngest children; however, 

different ages’ students taught at the same school made no difference to novice 

teachers. In the same study, the support of parents and the community was related to 

career teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, but these variables did not make a significant 

contribution to explaining teachers’ sense of efficacy. On comparison, the support of 

colleagues and of the community contributed more significantly to explaining 

variance in novice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs than in experienced teachers’. It 

seems that experienced teachers have adapted to the typical isolation of their work 

lives and have learned to base their efficacy judgments on other sources. 

In the same research (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), demographic variables 

such as race and gender were not found to be systematically related to the 

self-efficacy beliefs of either novice or career teachers. Demographic variables have 

typically not been strong predictors of the efficacy beliefs of teachers. These 

variables were included as controls so as to rule out their suspect to influence 

teachers’ self-efficacy. 

More research into the important sources of efficacy information would be of 

great value as we attempt to learn how to better train and equip teachers for their 

complex tasks. In this light, this study focused on the EFL domain, where not 

enough research has been made, to explore what factors affected EFL primary 
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teachers’ self-efficacy. More important, the abovementioned literatures were mainly 

studies concerning native speakers’ research; the studies under the context of 

non-native EFL teachers like the current one were still very scarce. That was one of 

the incentives that propelled the researcher to do this study. 

EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency 

Language proficiency is regarded as one nexus component of EFL teachers’ 

competence in teaching English. No wonder it forms a factor to teachers’ 

self-efficacy. Due to the context-bound and subject-specific feature of Bandura’s 

(1997) self-efficacy theory, there have been increasing studies exploring the 

relationship between EFL teachers’ language proficiency and their perceived 

self-efficacy in language teaching. Some researchers have demonstrated the impact 

of EFL teachers’ perceived language proficiency on their profession self-esteem and 

confidence (Brinton, 2004; Brady & Gulikers, 2004; Kamhi-Stein & Mahboob, 2005; 

Lee, 2004; Pasternak & Bailey, 2004); nevertheless, there were not enough studies 

that explored the relationship between EFL teachers’ language proficiency and their 

perceived self-efficacy.  

Here is some related research. In Reves and Medgyes (1994) survey, 84% of 

the non-native English (NNE) student teachers admitted having difficulties in 

vocabulary and English fluency; other areas of difficulty included speaking, 

pronunciation, listening comprehension and writing. Likewise, Samimy and 

Brutt-Griffler (1999) revealed that 72% of their NNE graduate student subjects were 

frustrated by their insufficient language proficiency during their teaching. Chacón’s 

(2005) research explored the effect of teacher’s language proficiency on teachers’ 

perceived self-efficacy among a group of EFL middle schools teachers in Venezuela. 

Positive correlations were identified between EFL teachers’ self-perceived English 
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proficiency consisting of four skills and efficacy for student engagement and 

efficacy for instructional strategies. In Iran, Eslami & Fatahi (2008) also conducted a 

study among forty Iranian EFL teachers, 21 females and 19 males, with one to five 

years of English teaching experience at different high schools to investigate the 

effect of these participants’ self-reported language proficiency on their perceived 

self-efficacy. The results showed that teachers with higher perceived spoken 

proficiency withheld a sense of higher self-efficacy for classroom management. In 

Taiwan, Chang (2010) also conducted a research among 112 teachers teaching 

English in colleges or universities to explore the relationships between antecedents 

and teachers’ self-efficacy and between perceived teachers’ efficacy and their use of 

motivational strategies in language classrooms. The results showed teachers’ 

language proficiency in listening, speaking and writing was significantly correlated 

with their self-efficacy for instructional strategies in EFL classroom (Chang, 2010). 

Another qualitative study that Chang (2010) conducted in Yun-lin County revealed 

that 68% of uncertified EFL teachers were unwilling to teach English classes due to 

their poor English proficiency. Among all the challenges those uncertified EFL 

teachers faced in Yun-lin County, insufficient English oral proficiency, immature 

English teaching skills and lack of English pedagogical knowledge frustrated them 

the most. The findings about the impacts from poor oral English proficiency 

matched Lee’s study (2009) on Korean primary EFL teachers’ confidence in 

teaching English.  

Nunan (2003) in his investigation of the blow of English as a global language 

on education policies and practices in several Asian countries found that in Taiwan 

not only the teachers’ training programs were insufficient but in-service teachers’ 

English skills and pedagogical knowledge, especially concerning teaching younger 
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learners, were unable to meet the goals of English curriculum set by the Ministry of 

Education. The following year, Butler (2004) focused his study on EFL teachers’ 

language proficiency in the same region, i.e., South Korea, Taiwan and Japan. The 

findings pointed out that the teachers’ self-evaluated language abilities did not 

consist with the proficiency they regarded would empower them to have better 

teaching effectiveness in primary school settings. 

After the implementation of English education in primary school in 2001, all 

counties have suffered from the shortage of qualified EFL teachers. In a large scale 

nationwide survey led by Chang (2009) revealed that using the criteria of language 

proficiency and professional pedagogic knowledge to gauge public primary and 

junior schools’ EFL teachers, only 51.7% of them were above the certified standard. 

Ho and Wu (2007) revealed that almost 70% of parents in Taiwan had little 

confidence in public English education. From EFL teachers’ language proficiency to 

English education outcomes, there is a missing link here. Further inquiry into this 

line is required. 

Based on the literature reviewed above, there is an urgent need to build up the 

data by examining NNETs’ perceptions of their self-efficacy in terms of personal 

capabilities to teach English as a Foreign Language (EFL) and how their perceived 

English language proficiency level impacts on their EFL pedagogic strategies. Thus, 

this study is to explore self-efficacy beliefs among primary school EFL teachers in 

Taoyuan County, considering that both language proficiency and the teachers’ 

assessment of their capabilities form part of their efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran, 

Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). 

Teachers’ Practices versus Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs differentiate teachers in many ways from their 
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behaviors, practices in the classroom, to their mental states. In general, efficacious 

teachers were more able to take on challenges, to cope effectively with stress factors, 

such as conflicts with colleagues and students or setbacks in teaching, and to quickly 

get over the sense of failures. By contrast, less efficacious teachers tended to shy 

away from difficulties, quickly lost their confidence in face of hindrances, and more 

likely became preoccupied with their own personal deficiency (Bandura, 1995; 

1980). 

Several research has also shown the close relationship between teachers’ 

perceived self-efficacy and classroom management in various ways. Gibson and 

Dembo (1984) stated that the more efficacious teachers are, the more likely group 

discussion as instructional strategy is used in class instead of whole-class lecturing. 

In addition, efficacious teachers tended to commit to teaching more (Coladaric, 

1992). Furthermore, these teachers would spend more time working with the 

students in difficulties and guiding them to find the correct answers instead of 

showing the answer directly or calling on another student. 

Some study (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) also pointed out that practicing teachers’ 

perception of instructional ability was correlated to how they controlled students. 

The more efficacious teachers are, the less custodial they were when managing 

students, which confirms the findings of Woolfolk and Hoy’s (1990) study that 

prospective teachers with higher self-efficacy tended to be more humanistic in terms 

of dealing with students, emphasizing on cooperation, interaction and student 

autonomy more. Emmer and Hickman (1991) also revealed that teachers with higher 

self-efficacy preferred to use positive management strategies such as reasoning with 

students rather than using reductive strategies like warnings. Saklofske et al.’s (1988) 

study indicated that student teachers with higher personal teaching efficacy (PTE) 
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reflected more positive behaviors in terms of lesson presentation, classroom 

management and questioning behaviors. Finally, Soodak and Podell (1993) found 

that teachers with higher self-efficacy on PTE would yield the idea of placing 

students with learning or behavioral problems in a regular classroom more than of 

placing them in the classroom of special education by comparison with the less 

efficacious teachers. 

Teachers’ self-efficacy has impacts on teaching quality as well. Some 

researchers (Adedoyin, 2010; Bayraktar, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2001) pointed out that teachers’ self-efficacy highly affects teachers’ motivation and 

preparation to teach, making teachers vary in their choice of teaching materials, 

degree of enthusiastic attitudes and adoption of innovative instruction. Some studies 

(Adedoyin, 2010; Chan, Tan & Khoo, 2007; Ho & Hau, 2004) also corroborated that 

self-efficacy has significant impacts on teacher’s behaviors and performances in the 

process of delivering instructions, such as considering students’ needs, applying 

various student-centered and innovative teaching methods, making more efforts to 

teach difficult and unmotivated students and considering students’ mistakes as a 

normal part of learning process. The research results also confirmed that teacher’s 

self-efficacy has a positive and consistent relationship with teaching behaviors and 

the learners’ outcomes (Tschannen-Moran,Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998) and it is 

also related to teachers’ commitment to teaching and classroom management skills 

(Coladarci, 1992).  

In addition, teachers’ self-efficacy would also influence the way how teachers 

interact with their students and colleagues, especially in the case of encountering 

conflicts (Adedoyin, 2010). Efficacious teachers employ less teacher-directed but 

more student-centered instruction (Ashton and Webb, 1986) and adopt a more 
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humanistic- and less dominated-orientation to teaching (Woolfolk and Hoy, 1990). 

Emmer and Hickman (1991) found that prospective teachers’ efficacy scores were 

positively correlated with their tendencies for positive management strategies. For 

example, they would listen more tentatively to and talk more considerately with a 

student. In addition, when necessary, they would revise the assignments to suit 

students’ level. In the same light, Gibson and Dembo’s discovery (1984) found that 

teachers with higher sense of efficacy were less likely to criticize the students after 

incorrect responses and more likely to persist with the struggling students. Before 

and during the process of delivering instructions, teacher’s self-efficacy would 

enhance teacher’s tendency and ability to assess their own instructional performance. 

When students failed, teacher’s self-efficacy would only strengthen their 

commitment to teaching profession (Coladarci, 1992). 

Students’ Achievements versus Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

Any influence is seldom unilateral. Teachers may hold greater power in the 

domain of SLA due to their knowledge and capabilities. Nevertheless, students’ 

attitude holds up an important factor to teachers’ self-efficacy as well. To take one 

step further, it has been found that teachers’ high self-efficacy would improve 

students’ motivation, self-efficacy, learning and achievement (Adedoyin, 2010; 

Chang, 2010; Hollon, Anderson & Roth, 1991; Johnson, 1992; Wilson & Wineburg, 

1988; to name but a few). The rationale behind the finding is that teachers with 

higher self-efficacy are more likely to be successful in providing an effective 

learning environment and developing students’ knowledge and skills. 

More interestingly, this kind of impact is not one-way route. According to 

Bayraktar’s (2011) study, teachers’ and students’ efficacy are mutually related. The 

previous finding has also corroborated that teacher’s self-efficacy affects and is 
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affected by students’ efficacy (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). That 

is, “ low teacher efficacy leads to low student efficacy and low academic 

achievement, which in turn leads to further decline in teacher efficacy” 

(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998, p. 222). 

Phenomena of English Education in Taiwan 

Incorrect policy and wrong implemented timing will cause a lot of problems. 

The following discussion is about some phenomena of English education in Taiwan. 

English Education Policy and Principles 

English education was first mandated into primary school curriculum in 2001 

for grade 5 and 6. However, at that time some rich counties such as Taipei had 

outrun far earlier and begun it younger to grade 1 already. Later on, English 

education was extended to grade 3 officially in 2006. Taoyuan made it a step 

forward by designing a period every week integrating English and culture learning, 

called “Knowing the world” in name, into the curriculum of grade 1 and 2 in 2009, 

which became a mandated subject in 2011. 

The principles of the curriculum were set out by the Ministry of Education 

(MOE, 2000) as follows. 

The objective of the elementary/junior high school curriculum should be to instill a basic 

communicative ability to prepare students to take a global perspective, and to give individuals 

confidence in communicating in the global area. Elementary and middle schools should provide a 

natural and enjoyable language learning environment. (p. 2) 

 In 2009, MOE stressed again the design of English teaching activities should 

follow the principles of helping students acquire basic communicative skills, learn 

different cultures, and develop students’ learning interest and strategies. It is not 

difficult to see communication, culture and interest are the key components of 



27 
 

English education. 

Responding to the policy, Taoyuan Government took the following movements: 

the resources were invested to build up bilingual environments in primary schools; 

three English villages (first in the country) were set up for students to immerse in 

pure English contexts; teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) programs 

were designed by universities for in-service teachers to improve their teaching 

efficacy; finally, teaching materials and resources were integrated online for teachers 

to use. 

Channels of Recruitment of Primary EFL Teachers 

To meet the demand for more EFL teachers in primary English education, MOE 

took the following three ways: 

1. Held language proficiency tests to recruit qualified persons with at least 

B.A. degree. Once these persons finished teacher trainings, they were 

deployed to teach. 

2. The local governments were authorized to recruit the in-service teachers 

with willingness and gave them TEFL trainings. 

3. Encourage teacher training institutes to set up English related departments 

to train EFL primary teachers for the future in the long run. 

However, the reality was that not many people in the first group were able to 

finish the teacher training courses so as to teach English in primary schools. So, a lot 

of them dropped out in the middle of the programs. And, the teachers recruited in the 

second group were mostly those with poor language abilities. As for the third group, 

it took too long to meet the urgent demand and the amount is not sufficient either. It 

is not strange that many schools still suffer from the problems of not having enough 

qualified EFL teachers, especially in remote rural areas (Chang, 2009). 
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Difficulties in the Language Classroom of Primary Schools 

The approach of communicative language teaching (CLT) is encouraged by 

MOE and it is also integrated in the contents of many textbooks or teaching 

materials. EFL teachers were supposed to have such professional pedagogical 

knowledge and language abilities to carry out the practices. However, what really 

happened in the language classrooms of Taoyuan was not clear yet so this research 

aims to shed light on the area to fill up the research gap.  

Some of the survey results may be able to provide a picture of how the 

Taiwanese language classroom looked like. The first three of the most frequently 

mentioned predicaments (Chang et al., 2009) in primary language classroom were 

1)instruction time is too short, 2)levels of students in a class are too different, and 

3)teaching effectiveness is questioned. The gap of language abilities among different 

levels’ students is getting wider and wider due to many reasons, but it has caused 

classroom management problem, instructional strategy failure, and teaching 

resources waste. In addition, some studies (Nunan, 2003; Yang, 2012; Yu, 2008) 

even pointed out that due to the cultural differences, the CLT approach might not be 

the best or most effective way in Taiwanese language classroom. 

Based on the foregoing descriptions about the features of current English 

education phenomena, there exists quite a few controversial issues in Taiwanese 

EFL settings and EFL teachers encounter a lot of difficulties and come under 

enormous pressure. Wertheim and Leyser’s study (2002) revealed that the teachers 

with higher sense of PTE would more likely use a variety of instructional strategies 

to meet different students’ learning needs. Other research also confirmed the 

findings in which the higher self-efficacy a teacher perceived, the more efforts 

would be put into individualized instruction and in modifying teaching practices 
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(Saklofske et al, 1988; Minke et al., 1996). However, little domestic study has been 

done to reveal the information on the levels of Taiwanese EFL teachers’ self-efficacy 

with their language proficiency and EFL pedagogic strategies taken into account, let 

alone their relationships.  

A Missing Link to Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 

Research has long concluded that language proficiency made up the foundation 

of the professional confidence of non-native English teachers, which influence their 

self-esteem and professional status (Berry, 1990; Chang, 2010; Doff, 1987; Lee, 

2009). Poor language proficiency results in low self-confidence, and such state of 

mind might hamper simple teaching procedure and prevent teachers from fulfilling 

some pedagogical requirements such as more communicative approach to teaching 

English. 

However, as stated earlier, most of the literature was done under the contexts of 

native speakers; few explored how language proficiency affects EFL teachers’ 

self-efficacy and pedagogic strategies. Clearly, there exists a missing link to the 

relationships among non-native EFL teachers’ self-efficacy, language proficiency 

and their EFL pedagogic strategies. Little literature can be found in Taiwan stating 

what the relationships of these three domains are in primary EFL settings. Hence, 

the current study is motivated to find it out. 

Based on the abovementioned literature review, it can be concluded that 

contextual and background factors, first, form the antecedents to the formation of 

teachers’ self-efficacy; then, subject-related competence, namely language 

proficiency in this study, poses strength to influence teachers’ efficacy perception 

levels. Different levels of teachers’ self-efficacy will have impacts on teachers’ 

pedagogic strategies, their adaptabilities to change and flexibilities in language 
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classroom. Therefore, the hypotheses were made and a hypothesized causal model is 

established in Figure 2-4.  

 

Research Hypotheses 

1. Contextual and personal factors would form the factors to the formations of 

self-efficacy. 

2. Teachers’ self-efficacy would hold an important key to their pedagogic 

choice. 
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Based on the purposes of the study and the hypotheses above, the following 

research questions are drawn.  

Research Questions: 

(1) What are the levels of primary EFL teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, 

language proficiency and their pedagogic strategies in Taoyuan County? 

(2) What are the effects of the antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy and their 

pedagogic strategies? 

(3) What are the relationships among teachers’ self-efficacy, language 

proficiency and pedagogic strategies? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The current study aims to explore EFL teachers’ self-efficacy, language 

proficiency, pedagogic strategies and the factors that influenced their self-efficacy 

and pedagogical proclivity. Therefore, this chapter intended to present the 

rationales for the research design and procedures for data collection and subsequent 

statistical analyses. It was divided into the following sections: research structure, 

participants, instruments, data analysis, and research procedure.   

Research Structure 

Based on the notions of teachers’ self-efficacy by Bandura (1986, 1997) and the 

cyclical nature of teacher efficacy by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001, 

2007), the current research set up the research structure as Figure 3-1. Teachers’ 

self-efficacy serves as a mediator whose formation factors are from contextual 

factors and personal background variables. Teaching practices are the results of 

teachers’ self-efficacy. Therefore, the components of research variables are evolved 

around it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources of efficacy: 

1. School factors 

2. Background factors 

3. Language proficiency 

Teachers’ self-efficacy: 

1. Classroom 

management 

2. Student engagement 

3. Instructional strategies 

Teaching practices: 

1. Diversity 

2. Pedagogical strategies 

3. Flexibility 

Figure 3-1 Research Structure 
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Participants 

All nonnative EFL public primary school teachers in Taoyuan County were 

included in the research as participants. Private elementary schools were excluded 

because they varied in many ways from public schools, such as school settings, 

faculty, curriculum design, students’ backgrounds and so on.  

Taoyuan County was chosen due to its special features in many ways. 

Positioning itself as the gate of Taiwan, Taoyuan is to be transformed into Taoyuan 

Aerotropolis. In order to carry out the plan, tremendous funds and resources were 

put in to advance English education and to enrich English language environments.  

The local government’s policy is to make Taoyuan so internationalized as to 

make it the culture ambassador for Taiwan. The English education was officially 

extended to first grade from 2011, forerunning many other cities and counties in 

Taiwan. To meet the demand for more English teachers, the government not only 

recruited overseas volunteers and hired qualified substitute teachers but also held 

20-credit TEFL training programs every summer for in-service teachers. Yet, little 

research was made to explore whether there would be any discrepancies between 

teachers’ need and the availabilities of resources, which drove the researcher to do 

this study focusing on this county. 

According to the Ministry of Education (MOE, 2012), for the academic year 

2012, there were a total of 188 public primary schools with 542 English teachers in 

Taoyuan County. Stratified random sampling method was employed. Out of total 

460 samples, 384 teachers responded. Among them, 339 teachers were female, 

reaching 88.3％. More than fifty percent of the participated teachers took on 

multiple job postings, which made the pure subject teachers less than half. All of 

the participants were B.A. holders or above but up to 62 percent of them did not 
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major in English. When the data was collected, there were still more than one fifth 

of the participated teachers attending TEFL-related trainings with less than 10 

credits and 16.4 percent of participated teachers were appointed to teach English 

against their will. With 12 years’ official English education implemented in Taiwan, 

only 16.4 percent of the participated teachers had more than ten years’ EFL 

teaching experience. Table 3-1 displays the summary of descriptive statistics of 

participants’ background information of this study. 

Table3-1. Summary of Descriptive Statistics of Background Information of 
Participants in the Formal Study 

Indicators Frequency Percent 
Gender                    Male 

Female 
45 
339 

11.7 
88.3 

Job Position Subject teacher 
Homeroom teacher 
Administrative staff 

189 
55 
140 

49.2 
14.3 
36.5 

Highest Educational Attainment B.A. 
M.A. 
Ph.D. 

223 
160 
1 

58.1  
41.7 
0.2 

University Major English 
Other than English 

148 
236 

35.8 
61.5 

TEFL Training Above 10 credits 
Below 10 credits 

300 
84 

78.1 
21.9 

Willingness to Teach English Volunteer 
Against the will 

321 
63 

83.6 
16.4 

Year(s) of Teaching Experience 0~3 years 
3~10 years 
Above 10 years 

160 
161 
63 

41.7 
41.9 
16.4 

Instrument 

 To answer the research questions, the current study adapted the long version 

of the Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (OSTES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) 

that is constructed under the cyclical formation of teacher efficacy beliefs and has 
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also been frequently applied to educational research (e.g.,Chacón, 2005; Chang, 

2010; Lee, 2009; Shore, 2004). The items in the OSTES cover a broad range of 

significant teaching tasks, such as “assessment, adjusting the lesson to individual 

student needs, dealing with learning difficulties, repairing student misconceptions 

and motivating student engagement and interest” (Tschannen-Moran, 2001, p.796). 

The construct of teachers’ self-efficacy was devised to measure three dimensions, 

i.e. efficacy for instructional skills, efficacy for classroom management and 

efficacy for student engagement. That is considered complete enough to cover the 

core of an effective teaching and learning.  

In terms of the assessment of multifaceted teaching dimensions and selections 

of representative teaching activities and tasks, a great leap had been made by the 

OSTES with proved reliability and validity. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) 

pointed out that unlike other instruments that limit the focus of efficacy measure on 

“coping with student difficulties and disruptions as well as overcoming the 

impediments posed by an unsupportive environment” (p.801), the OSTES 

integrated more core items from the employment of instructional strategies, diverse 

teaching assessments to the cultivation of students’ creativity and critical thinking. 

Considering the advantages and coincidence of items of the OSTES, the long 

version of the instrument was thus used in this present study. 

The questionnaire of the present research consisted of the following four parts: 

1) EFL teachers’ background information and measure of antecedents of teachers’ 

self-efficacy, 2) teachers’ self-reported English proficiency, 3) teachers’ sense of 

efficacy in teaching English, and 4) teachers’ EFL pedagogic strategies. All of the 

questionnaire items were written in English first and then translated into Chinese in 

order to minimize the respondents’ misunderstandings due to the medium language 
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(See Appendix A & B for the English version, and Appendix C & D for the Chinese 

version). The advisor and senior EFL teachers were invited, using back translation, 

to improve and to ensure the quality of translation. Teaching cognitions were used 

as the title of the questionnaire instead of teachers’ self-efficacy in order to avoid 

influencing the participants’ judgement. 

The design of questionnaire format was a six-point Likert-type scale, except on 

the measurement of teachers’ pedagogic strategies, in order to reflect the 

participants’ responses from “Doing this without any confidence” to “Doing this 

with great confidence” on a scale of one to six. The 4-point scale was used on the 

measurement of teachers’ pedagogic strategies due to the features of items’ 

description. In addition, the selection of 4-point or 6-point scale rather than the 

5-point scale was to avoid the neutral answer, allowing the participants to reflect 

their real thoughts on each item with more consideration. Barcelos (2003) also 

recommended the benefits of the Likert-type questions, especially in the context of 

belief studies regarding L2 acquisition. Considering the objectives of discovering 

varied levels of teachers’ self-efficacy, self-reported language proficiency, 

orientation of pedagogic strategies and antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy on a 

large scale, a 6-point and 4-point Likert-type formats were therefore used to collect 

quantitative data, and to observe the strength of the participants’ agreement 

regarding each item. In total, there were 67 questions constructed. Table 3-2 

illustrates the distribution of the items. The instrument for each part of the 

questionnaire is delineated below.  
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Table 3-2. Distribution of the Items in the Questionnaire 
Part Researched Construct/Measure Number of Items 
Ⅰ Background Information of Participants 

Variables Related to Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
7 
7 

Ⅱ Self-Reported Language Proficiency 
Listening 
Speaking 
Reading 
Writing  

 
4 
4 
4 
4 
 
8 
8 
8 

Ⅲ Perceptions of EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Efficacy for Classroom management 
Efficacy for Student Engagement 
Efficacy for Instructional Skills 

Ⅳ Teachers’ Self-Reported Pedagogical Strategies 12 

 

PartⅠ: EFL Teachers’ Background Information  

The first part of the questionnaire in the pilot study, consisting of 21 items, 

aimed to collect background information and data of factors that might affect the 

perceptions of the teachers’ self-efficacy. Table 3-3 portrays the summary of the 

items in part Ⅰ. Most of the items display in multiple choices. For items from 15 

to 21, they involved different level’s statement so 6-point likert scale was used 

from 1=very low to 6=very high.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



39 
 

Table3-3. Summary of Background Information and Measure of Variables of 
Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in the Pilot Study 

Background Information 
Indicators Item Number Item Format 
Gender Item 1 Multiple choice 
Job Position Item 2 Multiple choice 
Highest Educational Attainment Item 3 Multiple choice 
University Major Item 4 Multiple choice 
TEFL Training Item 8 Multiple choice 
Year(s) of Teaching Experience Item 9 Multiple choice 
Size of School Item 10 Multiple choice 
Grade Level taught Item 11 Multiple choice 
School Location Item 12 Multiple choice 
Factors Related to Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
Factors Item Number Item Format 
Willingness to Teach English Items 5,6,7 Multiple choice 
School Climate Item 13 Multiple choice 
Principal Leadership Item 14 Multiple choice 
Sense of Community in a school(low->high) Item 15 6-point scale 
Teachers’ Autonomy Level Items 16,17 6-point scale 
Teaching Resources/Supports Item 18 6-point scale 
Experienced Pressure Item 19 6-point scale 
Satisfaction of Past Teaching Experience Item 20 6-point scale 
Students’ Learning Motivation Item 21 6-point scale 

 

In the formal study, the first part downsized to 14 items in total. The 

modification was made according to the responses from the pilot study. Items 6 and 

7, reasons to teach or unwilling to teach English class, were taken out because they 

were irrelevant to the research questions. As for items 10 and 12, since the research 

participants were all located in the same county, they were taken out as well. Due 

to the features of primary school setting, the concept of items13, 14 and 15 were 

too general and indirect to English teaching so they were deleted as well. 

Suggested by the experts and experienced teachers, numbers of weekly teaching 
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periods caused more pressure on EFL teachers so the content of item 19, 

self-evaluated pressure level, was modified accordingly. Therefore, from item 9 to 

item 14, they are the antecedents that might affect teachers’ self-efficacy and 

pedagogic strategies.  

The descriptive statistic results of formal study showed the self-evaluated 

pressure from weekly English periods for EFL teachers in Taoyuan was medium. 

The autonomy given to the EFL teachers to develop their own teaching and to 

participate in concerned school affairs was medium high. The EFL teachers were 

moderately satisfied with their past teaching experiences. In the meantime, 

students’ English learning motivation was above the medium level. The data 

showed EFL teachers in Taoyuan enjoyed quite rich teaching resources and 

supports within school contexts from software, equipments, administrative staff, to 

colleagues. Only the resources and supports from parents and community were 

below the medium levels, which somehow reflected the cultural phenomenon of 

our society. Table 3-4 shows the summary of descriptive statistics of the antecedent 

variables from the participants. 
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Table 3-4 Summaries of Descriptive Statistics of Antecedent Variables of Participants 
No. Item Mean(3.5) SD 
9. Self-evaluated stress according to weekly English 

periods taught(1=very little  6=very high) 
3.51 1.235 

10. Flexibility provided to Teachers to Develop Their 
Own Teaching(1=very low  6=very high) 

4.93 .966 

11. Opportunities given to Teachers to Participate 
School Affairs(1=very low  6=very high) 

4.24 1.201 

12. Teachers’ Satisfaction with their Past Teaching 
Experience(1=very dissatisfied  6=very satisfied) 

4.29 .809 

13. Students’ English Learning Motivation (1=very low  
6=very high) 

3.90 .858 

14. Teaching Resources/Supports (1=without any 
resources  6=with rich resources) 

  

(1) Software(teaching materials, teaching aids): 4.66 .873 
(2) Hardware (teaching equipment, computer laboratory) 4.34 1.216 
(3) Resources/supports from administration: 4.24 1.118 
(4) Resources/supports from colleagues: 4.38 1.048 
(5) Resources/supports from parents: 3.43 1.221 
(6) Resources/supports from community: 3.07 1.237 

PartⅡ: Measure of EFL teachers’ Language Proficiency  

To investigate the teachers’ perceived language proficiency (Appendix A, Part 

Ⅱ), the Eslami and Fatahi’s (2008) survey provided the framework and the 

modifications were made according to the context in Taiwan. The instrument 

contains 12 items with descriptions of various contexts and aspects involving 

different language competences, namely four skills. Participants were asked to 

self-assess the language proficiency accordingly on a six-point Likert scale from 

“Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (6). The higher the score, the more 

proficient teachers self-reported themselves in reading, writing, listening and 

speaking. After these 12 items, participants were required to self-evaluate their 

general English proficiency in four skills---listening, speaking, reading and writing, 
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on a four-point Likert scale. Self-evaluation was used to measure language 

proficiency in this study because it is reliable and reveals satisfying correlations with 

other target measures (Blanche & Merino, 1989). Furthermore, teachers’ perceptions 

of their own language proficiency, instead of the actual language proficiency 

(Kamhi-Stein & Mahboob, 2005), would be more likely to impact their perceived 

self-efficacy.  

Cronbach’s Alpha was run on the responses from the pilot study to check the 

measure’s reliability. The results showed .934 for reading, .912 for writing, .897 for 

speaking and .929 for listening respectively, revealing fairly high. Correlations were 

also employed to check the items between language proficiency instrument and 

self-reported proficiency measure. The Pearson correlation exhibited they were 

highly correlated ranging from r=.667 in listening, r=.771 in speaking, r=.632 in 

reading and r=.626 in writing. 

PartⅢ: Measure of EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy  

The measure of teachers’ self-efficacy(Appendix A, Part Ⅲ) consisted of three 

dimensions of efficacy—efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for classroom 

management, and efficacy for instructional strategies, with 8 items for each all on 

6-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (6). The 

higher the score, the more efficacious teachers evaluated themselves in engaging 

students, managing class and utilizing instructional strategies.  

Cronbach’s Alpha was also run on the responses from the pilot study to check 

the measure’s reliability. The results showed .906 for student engagement 

efficacy, .901 for classroom management efficacy, .912 for instructional strategy 

efficacy respectively, indicating highly reliable. Table3-5 gives the detailed 

information about item distribution in teachers’ self-efficacy measure.  



43 
 

Table 3-5 Summary of the EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Measure  
Latent 
Variables 

Indicators Number 
of Items 

Item Number Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

EFL 
Teachers’ 
Self-Efficacy 

Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 

8 1,5,6,9,15,19,20,23 .906 

Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management  

8 2,7,10,11,13,16,21,24 .901 

Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 

8 3,4,8,12,14,17,18,22 .912 

PartⅣ: Measure of EFL Teachers’ Pedagogic Strategies  

The fourth part of this instrument aimed to find out what pedagogic strategies 

EFL teachers used in their classes (Appendix A, PartⅣ). The survey was adapted 

from Eslami and Fatahi’s (2008) research. Modifications were made based on the 

1-9th Grade Curriculum Guidelines by the Ministry of Education in Taiwan (2007), 

the principles of Communicative Language Teaching (Brown, 2007) and the 

suggestions and advice from in-service teachers and experts.  

The constructs of the measure showed EFL teachers’ orientations toward or 

away from the approach of communicative language teaching (CLT). First, the term 

CLT has to be defined. According to Spratt (1999), communication activities are 

“those that involve learners in using the language for communication rather than 

displaying purposes, that focus on fluency rather than accuracy and that involve 

learners in pair or group work as a setting for that communication” (p. 148). Brown 

(2007) gives his definition of CLT as “an approach to language teaching 

methodology that emphasizes authenticity, interaction, student-centered learning, 

task based activities, and communication for the real world, meaningful purposes” 

(Brown, p.378). His four interconnected characteristics of CLT stated that the 
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language goals are not confined to grammatical or linguistic competence, “language 

techniques are designed to engage learners in the pragmatic, authentic and functional 

use of language for meaningful purposes” and “students ultimately have to use the 

language, productively and receptively, in unrehearsed contexts” (p. 241). In 

addition, Canale and Swain (1980) pointed out that communicative competence is 

comprised of four parts, namely sociocultural, strategic, discourse, and grammatical 

competence. 

To sum up, the instrument assessing EFL teachers’ proclivity of pedagogic 

strategies contains 12 items on a 4-point Likert scale from” almost never” (1) to 

“almost always” (4). The item constructions describe the phenomena existing in the 

current EFL classroom settings. There are seven items moving toward CLT approach 

and five items away from it. Table 3-6 shows the distribution of items of 

instructional strategies in this instrument. 

Table 3-6 Distribution of the Items in Teachers’ Pedagogic strategies Measure 

Pedagogic strategies 
Item Number Item Format 

Communicative Language Teaching Approach Item 4, 5, 7, 9, 
10, 11, 12, 13 

 
4-point Likert 
scale Non-CLT Approach Item 1, 2, 3, 6, 8 

Pilot study 

The purposes of the pilot study were to discover any problem before the main 

study and to improve the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. According to 

van Teijlingen et al. (2001), the advantages of conducting a pilot study were that it 

might give advance warning about where the main research project could fail, where 

research protocols might not be followed, or whether proposed methods or 

instruments were inappropriate or too complicated.  
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Questionnaires distributed to the participants were in the participants’ native 

language, Chinese, to avoid any misunderstanding or language barriers. Wordings 

and descriptions of the items in the questionnaire were checked to achieve expert 

validity first. Two professors and three experienced elementary school teachers were 

invited to offer suggestions for clearer wording. After the questionnaires were 

retrieved from pilot study, Cronbach α was run on the collected data with Statistical 

Package for the Social Science 18.0 (SPSS 18.0) to check the consistency of the 

instrument. The coefficients of the instruments were 0.906, 0.897 and 0.893 for 

Teachers’ self-efficacy, Teachers’ language proficiency and Orientation of 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) respectively, which were in the 

acceptable range of reliability. 

Data analysis 

Statistical Package for the Social Science 18.0 (SPSS 18.0) was used to 

quantitatively analyze the data collected from this study, which aimed to answer the 

research questions presented earlier. The data analysis procedure mainly went 

through three phases. First, the analyses of reliability and validity of the three 

measures, teachers’ language proficiency, teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ 

pedagogic strategies, were performed using Cronbach’s alpha to test the internal 

consistency of the three measures.  

Secondly, to answer research question 1, descriptive statistics were used to see 

the general tendency of each item. The mean scores (M) were calculated to explore 

teachers’ agreement level on the statements of teachers’ self-efficacy, language 

proficiency, and pedagogic strategies. Also, standard deviation (SD) was calculated 

to check the distribution of the data. In addition, the percentage of each item was 

calculated to reveal the frequency and tendency of the participants’ responses. 
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To answer research question 2, multiple regression analyses were conducted to 

examine how the antecedents, 13 background variables as independent variables, 

impacted teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and pedagogic strategies. After that, 

independent sample t-test or ANOVA were applied to explore the differential impact 

of the picked-out sources on self-efficacy and pedagogic strategies so as to 

understand how well those antecedents explained teachers’ perceived self-efficacy 

and pedagogic strategies. When the significant value met the standard (p <.05), the 

post hoc test, Scheffe or LSD, was performed to take a further examination on the 

difference between groups. 

As for research question 3, correlation analyses were conducted to explore how 

teachers’ perceived language proficiency, teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ 

pedagogic strategies influenced one another.  

Research Procedure 

The researcher identified the target population and adapted the questionnaire 

for the present study before the academic year 2012. After the adaption, two 

professors with TESOL background and three elementary school teachers with more 

than 10 years of teaching experience were invited to offer suggestions on the first 

draft to construct expert validity. After revisions were made, based on their 

suggestions, the researcher conducted the pilot study and made modifications 

according to participants’ opinions about the questionnaire. The collected data from 

the pilot study was then run on Cronbach’s Alpha with SPSS 18.0 to check its 

validity and reliability. After the researcher deleted low quality questions and 

rearranged the retained items, based on the advisor’s advice, formal questionnaires 

were ready to apply on the formal participants.  

In the formal study, using stratified sampling, the researcher sent out 460 copies 
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of questionnaire. There were 384 responding the study with a return rate of 83.5%. 

Then, statistical tool (SPSS18.0) was used to analyze the collected data, based on the 

research questions. Finally, reports and discussion were made accordingly. The 

framework of the procedures was illustrated in the Figure 3-2.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analyses conducted to answer 

the research questions. They can be classified into the following three categories. 

First, the results of descriptive statistics in teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ language 

proficiency, and teachers’ pedagogic strategies were given. Then, the effects of 

antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy and on teachers’ pedagogic strategies were 

portrayed through multiple regression analyses. Finally, Pearson correlation 

coefficients were presented to explore the relationships among the research variables, 

i.e., teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ language proficiency, and teachers’ pedagogic 

strategies.  

 

Research Question 1 What are the levels of primary EFL teachers’ self-efficacy, 

self-reported language proficiency and pedagogic strategies? 

To answer this research question, the descriptive statistics for each category 

were presented respectively. A 4-point Likert-scale was used on the measures of 

self-reported language abilities and pedagogic strategies, revealing participants’ 

capabilities or tendencies from very low (1 point) to very high (4 point). A 6-point 

Likert scale was used on the instruments of language proficiency and self-efficacy, 

indicating participants’ attitudes from “doing this without any confidence” (1 point) 

to “doing this with great confidence” (6 points).  

Level of English Teaching-Specific Teacher Efficacy 
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To measure teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching English, the measurement in this 

study was mainly adapted from Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). It 

involves three dimensions, namely Instructional Strategies, Classroom Management, 

and Student Engagement, with 8 items for each on a scale from 1(with no 

confidence) to 6 (with great confidence).  

The mean score of each component was calculated in order to examine the 

level of teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching English. The teachers rated their 

self-efficacy in teaching English at the moderate level in the dimensions of 

Instructional Strategies, Classroom Management, and Student Engagement (Table 

4-1-1). In other words, they believed that they could have some influence in the 

three dimensions. The teachers responded that they felt more confident in classroom 

management (M = 4.769) but that was only slightly above the dimension of 

instructional strategies (M = 4.768). The teachers performed weaker in student 

engagement (M = 4.384). The data disclosed that the teachers were good at setting 

up rules to run a class and utilizing creative strategies to meet students’ needs. 

However, the data also told that they were weaker in motivating students and 

inspiring students’ creativity. 

Based on the descriptive statistic results, the data showed that the teachers 

would express clearly their expectations about students’ behaviors and enabled the 

students to follow classroom rules. When unexpected or disruptive behaviors 

aroused, the teachers were able to deal with the responsible students and to keep the 

instructional activities run smoothly. When it comes to teachers’ efficacy for 

instructional strategies, the teachers were knowledgeable enough to answer any 

questions from students, flexible enough to employ all kinds of approaches and to 

adjust the lessons in order to meet the needs of varied students, and creative enough 
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to come up with alternative explanations, challenges and assessment strategies to 

help and to gauge different students. However, the data also showed that the teachers 

were not so good at bringing up the unmotivated students’ interest, cultivating 

students’ critical and creative thinking, getting the students’ parents to help their kids, 

and improving the comprehension of the students who are failing. Tables 4-1-1, 

4-1-2, 4-1-3, and 4-1-4 display the descriptive statistics of teachers’ self-efficacy in 

its three sub-scales and its detailed descriptions of items in each domain. 

 
 
 
Table 4-1-1 Descriptive Statistics of English Teaching-Specific Teachers’ 

Self-Efficacy 
Dimension Mean (3.5) SD 

Classroom Management 4.769 .718 

Instructional Strategies 4.768 .743 

Student Engagement 4.384 .839 

 
 
 
Table 4-1-2 Descriptive Statistics of English Teaching-Specific Teacher Efficacy for 

Classroom Management 
Items Mean(3.5) SD 

Control disruptive behavior in the classroom. 4.81 .716 
Establish a classroom management system with each 
group of students. 

4.46 .810 

Make your expectation clear about student behavior. 4.91 .676 
Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy. 4.72 .699 
Establish routines to keep activities running smoothly. 4.86 .711 
Respond to defiant students. 4.77 .692 
Keep a few problem students from ruining an entire 
lesson. 

4.73 .758 

Get children to follow classroom rules. 4.89 .683 
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Table 4-1-3 Descriptive Statistics of English Teaching-Specific Teacher Efficacy for 

Instructional Strategies 
Items Mean(3.5) SD 
Implement alternative teaching approaches in my 
classroom. 

4.78 .749 

Provide an alternative explanation or example when 
students are confused. 

4.82 .692 

Craft good questions for my students. 4.63 .774 
Provide appropriate challenges for very capable students. 4.64 .809 
Gauge student comprehension of what I have taught. 4.88 .688 
Adjust my lessons to the proper level for individual 
students. 

4.59 .800 

Respond to difficult questions from my students. 5.01 .686 
Use a variety of assessment strategies. 4.79 .748 

 
Table 4-1-4 Descriptive Statistics of English Teaching-Specific Teacher Efficacy for 
          Student Engagement 

Items Mean(3.5) SD 

Get students to believe they can do well in schoolwork. 4.52 .768 
Get through to the most difficult students. 4.53 .795 
Motivate students who show low interest in schoolwork. 4.26 .885 
Improve the understanding of a student who is failing. 4.39 .800 
Help my student think critically. 4.26 .899 
Help my students to value learning. 4.63 .767 
Foster student creativity. 4.28 .887 
Assist families in helping their children do well in school. 4.21 .907 

Level of Teachers’ Self-reported Language Proficiency 

The measurement involves four domains (listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing) with three items for each to assess teachers’ language proficiency. The 

participants were asked to rate their current levels of English proficiency by judging 

how confident they were when facing different scenarios using a scale from 1 to 6. 

Then, teachers were asked to rate their four skills in general on a 4-point-Likert 

scale from need “improving” (1 point) to “excellent” (4 point). 
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The data showed that teachers’ self-evaluated language abilities were proficient 

enough and the mean score (4.06) was above the average mean (3.5) with speaking 

at 4.157 (mean), listening at 3.6 (mean), reading at 4.417 (mean), and writing at 

4.077 (mean). This indicates that the EFL teachers in Taoyuan possessed enough 

self-confidence in their own English proficiency. However, when the differences 

among four language skills were compared, it is apparent that reading surpassed the 

other abilities. That is, teachers regarded their reading to be the best among the four 

skills. The results signified teachers’ teaching practices in the classroom would 

possibly focus more on reading activities, such as translation and grammar 

explanation.  

However, with listening, there was an undecided status between teachers’ 

confidence in action and self-reported ratings. The figures showed listening in 

general was only slightly above the mean score at 3.6, which made listening rank in 

the bottom among the four skills. In the measurement of teachers’ self-reported 

language abilities, listening came on the second above speaking and writing. Such 

inconsistency denoted teachers felt their listening was well enough to cope with the 

language classroom but teachers were less confident when dealing with those listed 

situations, especially when they faced the scenario of item 5, which scored 3.4 

below the average mean. Notably, item three involving English spoken in class 

ranked first on the scale, which indicated that teachers were very confident using 

English to instruct the subject. 

Tables 4-1-5, 4-1-6, 4-1-7, 4-1-8, 4-1-9 and 4-1-10 portray the descriptive 

statistics of teachers’ language proficiency and self-reported language abilities by 

rank from top to down in the sequence of reading, listening, speaking and writing. 
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Table 4-1-5 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
No.  Item  Mean(3.5) SD Rank 

1 Listening 3.60 1.20 4 
2 Speaking 4.157 1.161 2 
3 Reading 4.417 1.02 1 
4 Writing 4.077 1.165 3 

 
 
Table 4-1-6 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ English Reading Proficiency 
No.  Item  Mean(3.5) SD Rank 

9 I can figure out the meaning of unknown words 
in English from context. 

4.53 .908 2 

7 I can understand English magazines, 
newspapers, and popular novels. 

4.36 1.08 3 

8 I can draw inferences/conclusions from what I 
read in English. 

4.36 1.075 3 

 

 
Table 4-1-7 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ English Listening Proficiency 
No.  Item  Mean(3.5) SD Rank 

6 I can understand when two native English 
speakers talk at a normal speed. 

3.87 1.214 10 

4 I can watch English news (for example, CNN) 
and/or English films without subtitles. 

3.53 1.207 11 

5 I understand the meaning of common idiomatic 
expressions used by English speakers. 

3.40 1.189 12 

 
 
Table 4-1-8 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ English Speaking Proficiency 
No.  Item  Mean(3.5) SD Rank 

3 I feel comfortable using English as the 
language of instruction in my English class. 

4.56 .971 1 

1 In face-to-face interaction with an English 
speaker, I can participate in a conversation at a 
normal speed. 

4.03 1.233 
7 

2 I know the necessary strategies to help 
maintain a conversation with an English 
speaker. 

3.88 1.280 
9 
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Table 4-1-9 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ English Writing Proficiency 
No.  Item  Mean(3.5) SD Rank 

11 I can fill in different kinds of application forms in 
English such as a bank account application. 

4.16 1.164 5 

10 I can easily write business and personal letters in 
English and can always find the right words to 
convey what I want to say. 

4.15 1.101 
6 

12 I can write a short essay in English on a topic of 
my knowledge. 

3.92 1.230 8 

 
Table 4-1-10 Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Self-reported Language Abilities 
No.  Item  Mean(2.5) SD Rank 

1 Listening 2.50 .870 2 
2 Speaking 2.40 .815 3 
3 Reading 2.76 .762 1 
4 Writing 2.37 .784 4 

Orientation of English Teacher Pedagogic Strategies 

To explore whether the teachers adopted the spirits of CLT approach in their 

language class, the instrument in this study was constructed based on the definitions 

of CLT by Brown (2007) and adapted from Chacón’s (2005) survey together with 

some of the most commonly used strategies in current primary school settings. 

Therefore, it was categorized into two components, namely strategies toward CLT, 

and strategies away from CLT, with 7 items for the former and 5 items for the latter 

on a scale from 1(very disagree) to 4 (very agree).  

The mean score of each item was calculated in order to examine the teachers’ 

proclivity of pedagogic strategies in teaching English. In addition, the respective 

mean scores of the two orientations were calculated to find out what methods EFL 

teachers in Taoyuan mainly used in the language classroom. The teachers rated their 

pedagogic strategies in teaching English toward CLT approach at the moderate level 

and scored slightly lower on the strategies away from CLT approach (Table 4-1-11). 
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In other words, the EFL teachers in Taoyuan responded that they agreed with CLT 

approach and integrated its spirits into their language classrooms (M = 3.094). In 

their language class, they would engage students in pair discussion or group 

activities. The authentic materials were used to teach English so that English could 

be used in students’ real life situations. When it comes to festival teaching, apart 

from interesting activities, the origins and comparisons of different cultures were 

also supplemented to enrich the teaching. In addition, EFL teachers tried to shy 

away from those strategies against CLT approach such as form-focused activities 

and word memorization. However, there is one point worth mentioning. Among 

those strategies away from CLT, items 1, 3, and 6 were rated above the medium 

level, which indicates the teachers still used quite a few activities to practice 

language forms, such as translation and grammar analyses. Chinese was used quite 

often in the English class as well. Tables 4-1-11, 4-1-12, and 4-1-13 reveal the 

descriptive statistics of teachers’ tendency in pedagogic strategies. 

 
Table 4-1-11 Descriptive Statistics of Orientations of Pedagogic strategies 
Dimension Mean(2.5) SD 

Toward CLT Approach 3.094 .654 

Away from CLT Approach 2.522 .705 

 



57 
 

 
Table 4-1-12 Descriptive Statistics of Pedagogic Strategies toward CLT 
No.  Item  Mean(2.5) SD Rank 

5 I would use songs and chants in class and ask 
students to sing or to proceed some activities. 

3.34 .638 1 

11 I supplement cultural aspects to festival 
teaching together with activities. 

3.28 .574 2 

9 I ask students to converse with one another in 
English and encourage them to find 
opportunities to speak English outside the 
classroom. 

3.13 .639 
4 

10 I present students with real-life situations and 
ask them to come up with responses or 
answers in English that are appropriate to 
these situations. 

3.09 .615 
5 

4 I give students the opportunity to get into 
groups and discuss answers to 
problem-solving activities. 

3.01 .687 
6 

12 I provide students English use about domestic 
culture and encourage them to introduce our 
cultures to the foreigners. 

2.99 .708 
7 

7 I play English films and videos in class and 
ask students to engage in discussions about 
the films or videos and to do role-play. 

2.82 .719 
8 

 
 
 
Table 4-1-13 Descriptive Statistics of Pedagogic Strategies away from CLT 
No.  Item  Mean(2.5) SD Rank 

1 I use students’ native language rather than 
English to explain terms or concepts that are 
difficult to understand. 

3.26 .633 
3 

3 As a classroom exercise, I ask students to 
translate single sentences in the English text 
into their native language. 

2.77 .747 
9 

6 I use grammatical rules to explain complex 
English sentences to students. 

2.70 .789 10 

8 I pay more attention to whether students can 
produce grammatically correct sentences than 
whether they can speak English with fluency. 

2.03 .733 
11 

2 I ask students to memorize new vocabulary or 
phrases without showing them how to use the 
words in context. 

1.85 .621 
12 
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Research Question 2 What are the effects of background variables and 

antecedents on EFL teachers’ self-efficacy and pedagogic strategies? 

To answer this research question, multiple regression analyses were conducted 

to discover the impacts of antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy and their pedagogic 

strategies. Accordingly, six models were set up. They are efficacy as a whole (Model 

1: TSE), its three subscales, i.e., efficacy for student engagement (Model 2: EFSE), 

efficacy for classroom management (Model 3: EFCM) and efficacy for instructional 

strategies (Model 4: EFIS), CLT approach (Model 5: CLT) and non-CLT approach 

(Model 6: NCLT), as summarized in Table 4-2-1. 

To sum up, multiple regression analyses manifested that antecedents 

significantly contributed to the prediction of teachers’ self-efficacy, the prediction of 

its subscales, and the prediction of teachers’ pedagogic orientation toward CLT. 

However, the antecedents in this study failed to explain teachers’ pedagogic 

orientation away from CLT. In addition, not all of the antecedents have significant 

effects on teachers’ self-efficacy. Their predictive effects are conditional upon the 

components of self-efficacy. Among the 13 antecedents, teachers’ satisfaction of 

their past teaching experience exerted the strongest influence on teachers’ 

self-efficacy. 

In Model 1, using teachers’ self-efficacy as dependent variable and the 13 

antecedents as independent variables, a multiple regression analysis was employed. 

The result revealed that the 13 antecedents significantly contributed to the prediction 

of teachers’ self-efficacy (F=8.821, p<0.001) and explained 30.6% (R2=.306) of the 

total variance to teachers’ self-efficacy. That is, these 13 factors can predict teachers’ 

self-efficacy to some degree. In addition, a further comparison among these 13 

antecedents displayed that teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience (β
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=.344, p<0.001) and students’ motivation of learning English (β=.114, p<0.05) 

demonstrated significant positive effects on teachers’ self-efficacy. That is to say, 

teachers who regarded their past teaching experience as a success would usually 

have higher self-efficacy, which means they believe they would have greater 

influence in classroom management, student engagement and instructional strategies. 

In addition, the teachers would also show stronger self-efficacy in a class where the 

students’ learning motivation was high.  

Although the other remaining antecedents did not demonstrate a statistically 

significant impact on teachers’ self-efficacy, it is worth mentioning that whether the 

teachers had English class out of free will or not (β=-.081, p=0.104) and teachers’ 

self-evaluated pressure from weekly English periods (β=-.082, p=0.073) may more 

or less cause a negative influence on teachers’ self-efficacy. The data demonstrated 

that teachers’ self-efficacy was lessened when they brooded negative emotions over 

their teaching conditions. 

In Model 2, using teachers’ efficacy for student engagement as dependent 

variable and the 13 antecedents as independent variables, another multiple 

regression analysis was executed to explore the effects of antecedents on this 

subscale (EFSE). The result exhibited that the 13 antecedents significantly foretold 

teachers’ efficacy for student engagement (F=8.502, p<0.001) and successfully 

answered 29.8% (R2=.298) of the variance to teachers’ efficacy for student 

engagement. The result showed that these 13 factors can predict teachers’ efficacy 

for student engagement to some degree. Furthermore, among these 13 antecedents, 

teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience (β=.330, p<0.001) and 

students’ motivation of learning English (β=.138, p<0.05) demonstrated significant 

positive effects on teachers’ efficacy for student engagement. The findings clearly 



60 
 

exhibited that teachers gained confidence from their past successful teaching 

experience and students’ positive feedback, which both helped to boost their efficacy 

to motivate and inspire students. 

In Model 3, using teachers’ efficacy for classroom management as dependent 

variable and the 13 antecedents as independent variables, another multiple 

regression analysis was executed to explore the effects of antecedents on this 

subscale (EFCM). The result displayed that the 13 antecedents significantly 

predicted teachers’ efficacy for classroom management (F=6.262, p<0.001) and 

successfully answered 23.7% (R2=.237) of the variance to teachers’ efficacy for 

classroom management. The result showed that these 13 factors have predictive 

power over teachers’ efficacy for classroom management to some degree. With 

further observation among these 13 antecedents, teachers’ satisfaction of their past 

teaching experience (β=.297, p<0.001) posed a significant predictive power over 

teachers’ efficacy for classroom management. Another background factor that also 

reached the significant level to predict teachers’ efficacy for classroom management 

is job position (β=.105, p<0.05). In the context of this research, job position 

consisted of three types—administrative staff, homeroom teacher, and pure subject 

teacher. This kind of job arrangement significantly helped the teachers to improve 

their competence in classroom management. In addition, even though students’ 

motivation of learning English(β=.096, p=0.075) did not show significant positive 

effects on teachers’ efficacy for classroom management, the impact was still 

positively strong. One thing worth noticing is that teachers’ self-evaluated pressure 

from weekly English periods (β=-.130, p<0.01) put forth a significant negative 

effect on teachers’ efficacy for classroom management, which illustrated the stress 

teachers sensed has already damaged their competence in running a class effectively 
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and would probably make it difficult for them to deal with the disruptive behaviors 

in class. 

In Model 4, using teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies as dependent 

variable and the 13 antecedents as independent variables, another multiple 

regression analysis was executed to explore the effects of antecedents on this 

subscale (EFIS). The result displayed that the 13 antecedents significantly predicted 

teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies (F=8.473, p<0.001) and successfully 

answered 29.6% (R2=.296) of the variance to teachers’ efficacy for instructional 

strategies. The data showed that these 13 factors can predict teachers’ efficacy for 

instructional strategies to some degree. With further contrast among these 13 

antecedents, teachers’ satisfaction of their past teaching experience (β=.304, 

p<0.001) succeeded in acting a significant positive effect on teachers’ efficacy for 

instructional strategies. Again, the successful occurrences in the past helped to 

increase one’s self-confidence, which encouraged one to refine the original methods 

or to adopt new strategies and, understandably, led to higher efficacy. Another 

background factor that helped to advance teachers’ efficacy for instructional 

strategies and reached its significant level is years of English teaching experience 

(β=.127, p<0.05). Under the context of this research, the results meant that those 

teachers with longer English teaching years were survivors from earlier harsh 

teaching conditions and had developed more excellent skills in conjuring up creative 

ideas to instruct a language class. One thing worth paying attention to is 

“willingness to teach English class” (β=-.132, p<0.01) that put forth a significant 

negative effect on teachers’ efficacy for instructional strategies. That is to say, the 

unhappiness EFL teachers felt about English periods arranged against their will had 

worn down teachers’ flexibility and made their teaching rigid. 
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In Model 5, using teachers’ pedagogic orientation toward CLT as dependent 

variable and the 13 antecedents as independent variables, another multiple 

regression analysis was executed to explore the effects of antecedents on teachers’ 

pedagogic orientation toward CLT (CLT). The results displayed that the 13 

antecedents significantly predicted teachers’ pedagogic orientation toward CLT 

(F=3.6, p<0.001) and successfully answered 15.1% (R2=.151) of the variance to 

teachers’ pedagogic orientation toward CLT. The result showed that these 13 factors 

can predict teachers’ proclivity toward their use of CLT approach to some level. 

With further weighing among these 13 antecedents, students’ motivation of learning 

English (β=.121, p<0.05) and participants’ gender (β=.142, p<0.01) succeeded in 

acting a significant positive effect on teachers’ pedagogic choice toward CLT. The 

result showed that teachers were more willing to use CLT approach when students 

responded to this method enthusiastically and teachers’ gender was a decisive power 

over teachers’ employment of CLT approach. One thing worth paying attention to is 

whether teachers had English class out of their free will or not (β=-.180, p<0.001) 

exerted a significant negative effect on teachers’ pedagogic proclivity toward CLT. 

This finding signified that the teachers would rather adopt other methods than CLT 

approach if teaching English was not their choice in the first place.   

In Model 6, in order to reveal how the antecedents influenced teachers’ 

pedagogic inclination away from CLT, another multiple regression analysis was 

executed to explore the effects of antecedents on teachers’ pedagogic propensity 

away from CLT (NCLT), using teachers’ pedagogic strategies that are against CLT 

as dependent variable and the 13 antecedents as independent variables. The results 

displayed that the 13 antecedents did not have significant effects (F=1.91, p=0.014) 

on teachers’ pedagogic orientation away from CLT and only accounted for 8.7% 



63 
 

(R2=.087) of the variance to teachers’ pedagogic orientation against CLT. Since the 

results of this model could not fully explain the effects of the antecedents on 

teachers’ pedagogic orientation away from CLT, they were not displayed in Table 

4-2-1. 
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Table 4-2-1 Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses of the Effect of Antecedents 

on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Pedagogic Strategies toward CLT 

Antecedents Model 1 
TSE 

Model 2 
EFSE 

Model 3 
EFCM 

Model 4 
EFIS 

Model 5 
CLT 

Gender .059 .033 .052 .081 .142** 
Job Position .066 .073 .105* .004 -.029 

Highest Education Attainment .053 .054 .038 .049 .043 

Major at University .002 -.019 .046 -.032 .021 

TESOL Trainings -.010 .035 -.028 -.038 -.023 
Willingness to Teach 
English Class 

-.081 -.077 -.018 -.132** -.180** 

English Teaching Years .080 .055 .046 .127* .042 
Self-evaluated Stress -.082 -.027 -.130** -.065 .017 
Teaching Freedom .064 .016 .090 .055 .000 
Participation -.033 -.036 .006 -.050 .022 
Satisfaction of Past 
Teaching 

.344*** .330*** .297*** .304*** .080 

Students’ Learning Motivation .114* .138** .096 .077 .121* 
Software .062 .031 .085 .060 -.048 
Hardware -.037 -.046 -.020 -.028 .011 
Administrative Supports .015 .030 .006 .013 .012 
Colleagues’ Supports .100 .080 .103 .104 .085 
Parents’ Supports -.030 .048 -.126 -.033 .129 
Supports from Community .050 .085 .041 .013 -.082 

F 8.821*** 8.502*** 6.262*** 8.473*** 3.6*** 
R2 .306 .298 .237 .296 .151 

Note. *P<.05  ** P<.01    ***P<.001 

TSE refers to “teachers’ self-efficacy.” 

EFSE refers to “efficacy for student engagement”. 

EFCM refers to “efficacy for classroom management”. 

EFIS refers to “efficacy for instructional strategies”. 

CLT refers to “communicative language teaching”. 
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Background Variables’ Impacts on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and CLT Orientation  

To further examine how participants’ gender, willingness, and years of teaching 

experience had affected teachers’ self-efficacy and CLT aptitude, independent 

sample T-tests were employed to compare the differences among male and female 

teachers and voluntary and involuntary teachers. In addition, one-way ANOVA was 

run among the three groups by their years of teaching experience to investigate the 

impacts on teachers’ self-efficacy and CLT orientation. After that, Scheffe or LSD 

post hoc tests were utilized to explore the discrepancies among them. 

Independent sample T-test was run between male and female teachers on all 

research variables, including teachers’ self-efficacy, its three subscales, and 

pedagogic orientations. Table 4-2-2 only showed the results of independent sample 

T-test that reached significant difference between male and female teachers upon the 

research variables, that is, CLT orientation. There are significant differences between 

male and female teachers (t=20.44, P<.01). And, the mean score of female teachers 

is higher than that of male teachers. The figures exhibited that in a language 

classroom female teachers were more inclined to adopt CLT approach than male 

teachers. 

 
Table 4-2-2 The Independent Sample T-test Results for the Comparison between 
Male and Female Teachers’ Orientation toward CLT 

ID N Mean SD SD 
Error 

p 

Male 45 20.44 3.50 .523 .003** 
Female 339 21.83 2.89 .157  

Note. *P<.05  ** P<.01    ***P<.001 
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Another independent sample T-test was run between voluntary and involuntary 

teachers on the research variables, including teachers’ self-efficacy, its three 

subscales, and pedagogic orientations. Table 4-2-3 showed the results of 

independent sample T-test that reached significant difference between these two 

groups upon the research variables. Apart from non-CLT orientation, there are 

significant differences between voluntary and involuntary teachers on all research 

variables, i.e., self-efficacy as a whole (t=4.337, P<.001), efficacy for student 

engagement (t=4.138, P<.001), efficacy for classroom management (t=2.882, P<.05), 

efficacy for instructional strategies (t=5.433, P<.001), and CLT orientation (t=5.086, 

P<.001). And, the mean scores from voluntary teachers are all higher than those 

from involuntary teachers. This data implied voluntary teachers showed stronger 

confidence in and could have more control over all the research variables. That is to 

say, voluntary teachers felt more able to cope with disruptive incidents in class, to 

gauge students’ comprehension, to invent creative methods, to get the English 

teaching tasks done, and to inspire and motivate students. When it comes to 

pedagogic strategies, they also revealed stronger interest in using CLT approach than 

involuntary teachers. 
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Table 4-2-3 The Independent Sample T-test Results for the Comparison between 

Voluntary (G1) and Involuntary (G2) Teachers on Research Variables 

 Research 
Variables 

ID N Mean SD SD 
Error 

p 

Self-Efficacy G1 318 112.68 12.52 .702  
G2 63 104.38 14.13 1.78 .000*** 

Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 

G1 318 35.54 4.91 .275 .000*** 
G2 63 32.69 5.35 .674  

Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management 

G1 321 38.45 4.43 .247 .000*** 
G2 63 36.65 5.01 .632  

Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 

G1 321 38.72 4.35 .243  
G2 63 35.03 5.03 .634 .000*** 

CLT Orientation G1 321 22.01 2.84 .158 .000*** 
G2 63 19.97 3.23 .407  

Note. *P<.05  ** P<.01    ***P<.001 

 

One-way ANOVA was run among three groups by teachers’ years of English 

teaching experience on the research variables, namely self-efficacy and pedagogic 

strategies. Based on the previous research (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), the 

teachers in this study were divided into three groups by their years of English 

teaching experience from group 1 with 0 to 3 years’ experience, group 2 with above 

3 to 10 years’ experience, and group 3 with more than 10 years’ experience. Table 

4-2-4 portrayed the results of one-way ANOVA being run among these three groups 

together with the results from Scheffe and LSD post hoc tests. Apart from non-CLT 

orientation, there are significant differences between these three groups’ teachers on 

all research variables, i.e., self-efficacy as a whole (F=11.032, P<.001), efficacy for 

student engagement (F=8.064, P<.001), efficacy for classroom management 
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(F=4.435, P<.05), efficacy for instructional strategies (F=18.723, P<.001), and CLT 

orientation (F=3.632, P<.05). Post-hoc tests indicated that for teachers’ self-efficacy 

group one differs significantly from group two and group three with the latter two 

groups showing stronger efficacy than group one. In terms of efficacy for student 

engagement, Post-hoc tests also show group one differs significantly from group two 

and group three and group two and three perform better in student engagement than 

group one. As for the efficacy for classroom management, Post-hoc tests present 

group one differs significantly from group three with group three performing better 

in classroom management. Regarding efficacy for instructional strategies, Post-hoc 

tests signify that group one differs significantly from group two and group three with 

the latter two groups showing stronger efficacy for instructional strategies than 

group one. When it comes to the use of CLT approach, Post-hoc tests also show that 

group one differs significantly from group two and group three with the latter two 

groups showing stronger inclination toward CLT approach than group one. In 

general, the results suggested that the more years the teacher had in teaching English, 

the more efficacious he/she became and the more he/she would apply CLT approach 

in language class. 
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Table 4-2-4 The One-way ANOVA Results for the Comparison among G1 (0~3 

years’ experience), G2 (3~10 years’ experience), and G3 (above 10 years’ 

experience) on Research Variables 

 Group N  ANOVA Analysis Post 
Hoc  SS df Sig. F 

Overall 
Self-Efficacy 

       

1. 0~3 yrs 
2. 3~10 yrs 
3. 10~yrs 

160 

161 

63 

Between Group 

Within Group 

Total 

3625.3 

62106.1 

65731.4 

2 

378 

380 

 

.000 

 

11.032*** 

1<2 
1<3 
2>1 
3>1 

Efficacy for 
Student 
Engagement 

       

1. 0~3 yrs 
2. 3~10 yrs 
3. 10~yrs 

160 

161 

63 

Between Group 

Within Group 

Total 

3625.3 

62106.1 

65731.4 

2 

378 

380 

 

.000 

 

8.064*** 

1<2 
1<3 
2>1 

Efficacy for 
Classroom 
Management 

       

1. 0~3 yrs 
2. 3~10 yrs 
3. 10~yrs 

160 

161 

63 

Between Group 

Within Group 

Total 

3625.3 

62106.1 

65731.4 

2 

378 

380 

 

.012 

 

4.435* 

1<3 
3>1 

Efficacy for 
Instructional 
Strategies 

       

1. 0~3 yrs 
2. 3~10 yrs 
3. 10~yrs 

160 

161 

63 

Between Group 

Within Group 

Total 

3625.3 

62106.1 

65731.4 

2 

378 

380 

 

.000 

 

18.723*** 

1<2 
1<3 
2>1 
3>1 

CLT 
Orientation 

       

1. 0~3 yrs 
2. 3~10 yrs 
3. 10~yrs 

160 

161 

63 

Between Group 

Within Group 

Total 

3625.3 

62106.1 

65731.4 

2 

378 

380 

 

.027 

 

3.632* 

1<2 
1<3 
2>1 
3>1 

Note. *P<.05  ** P<.01    ***P<.001 
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Research Question 3 What are the relationships among EFL teachers’ 

self-efficacy, language proficiency and pedagogic strategies? 

To answer this research question, Pearson correlation analyses were conducted 

to discover the movements among the research variables, i.e., teachers’ self-efficacy, 

language proficiency and their pedagogic strategies. Davis’s (1971) criteria were 

used to describe the magnitude of correlations. According to the criteria, r = .70 or 

higher meant very high; .50 to .69, substantial; .30 to .49, moderate; .10 to .29, low; 

and .01 to .09, negligible. 

Overall, the results showed that all research variables formed substantial or 

moderate positive correlations with one another, ranging from .575 to .221, and 

reached significant levels (P<.001), except on teachers’ pedagogic strategies away 

from CLT orientations. That is to say, the higher language proficiency a teacher 

self-perceived, the more efficacious a teacher was and the more confident a teacher 

felt in engaging students, managing the class, utilizing effective or innovative 

instructional strategies, and adopting CLT approach in English class. However, the 

language proficiency and self-efficacy of the participants showed little connection to 

teachers’ adoption in form-focused approach or avoidance of CLT approach. 

Therefore, the results were not displayed in the table. 

Among all the significant correlations, the strongest relationship was found 

between instructional strategies and English proficiency (r = .575). Among the four 

skills, all the correlations of language skills reached substantial levels with efficacy 

for instructional strategies, except for listening skills which only moderately 

correlated with efficacy for instructional strategies. In another word, the data means 

teachers’ proficient language skills could increase their capabilities in instructional 

strategies that included employing versatile methods to meet the individual needs of 
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students, facilitating students’ comprehension, providing suitable challenges for 

different students, and designing multifaceted assessments. Among the sub-scales of 

efficacy domains, efficacy for classroom management formed lower correlations 

with teachers’ language proficiency and their four skills. The results indicate 

classroom management demanded not so much language abilities from teachers in 

their English class as student engagement and instructional strategies did. The 

weakest correlation was between classroom management and listening proficiency (r 

= .221). The results exhibited during the listening activities, classroom management 

skill was less required.  

Compared to classroom management (r = .290 to .221) and student engagement 

(r = .465 to .406), instructional strategy dimension was found to have a stronger 

relationship with teachers’ English proficiency (r = .575 to .490). The meaning of 

the data was that English proficiency across four skills helped a teacher to perform 

better in instructional strategies, which included orchestrating various teaching 

approaches to meet different students’ needs, utilizing a variety of assessment more 

effectively, and answering students’ questions and doubts more satisfyingly, than in 

other efficacy dimensions, such as dealing with disruptive behaviors in a class and 

motivating students’ learning. When further compared with the correlation 

coefficients among four language skills and the subscales of teachers’ self-efficacy, 

speaking formed stronger relationships with the research variables than any other 

language skills. This finding revealed teachers’ oral proficiency played a more 

important role in building up teachers’ efficacy for student engagement, for 

classroom management, and for instructional strategies than other language skills 

did. 

Language proficiency in general formed moderate relationships (r = .438) with 
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teachers’ tendency to CLT approach, so did four skills respectively (from r = .401 

to .410). All the correlations reached significant level. The data pointed out that 

teachers’ language proficiency formed a decisive factor to use CLT approach in their 

language class. The more proficient a teacher was in four skills, the better he/she 

would employ the spirits of CLT approach in language class. When the discrepancies 

among the four skills were further compared, the difference of their correlation 

coefficients was not very distinctive. This phenomenon indicated CLT approach 

demanded all four skills from teachers to instruct a language class. 

As for the relationships among CLT approach and teachers’ self-efficacy, the 

correlation coefficients all proved to be moderate and statistically significant (from r 

= .487 to .344). The results signified teachers’ self-efficacy helped their employment 

of CLT approach. Among its three domains, teachers’ efficacy for instructional 

strategies weighed more in deciding their pedagogical choice, CLT approach, than 

efficacy for student engagement and classroom management. This finding expressed 

when teachers possessed stronger confidence in their instructional strategies they 

would be more able to integrate the spirits of CLT approach into their teaching. 

Refer Appendix E for the detailed description of statistical correlation coefficients. 

Table 4-3-1 summarized the results of Pearson correlation analyses among research 

variables. 
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Table 4-3-1 Summary of Pearson Correlation Analyses of Research Variables 

 Self-efficacy EFSE EFCM EFIS CLT 
Language 
Proficiency 

.485** .456** .290** .575** .438** 

Speaking .477** .460** .294** .556** .401** 
Listening .407** .406** .221** .490** .407** 
Reading .452** .403** .288** .554** .404** 
Writing .459** .451** .275** .534** .410** 
CLT .469** .450** .344** .487** ------ 

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

TSE refers to “teachers’ self-efficacy.” 

EFSE refers to “efficacy for student engagement”. 

EFCM refers to “efficacy for classroom management”. 

EFIS refers to “efficacy for instructional strategies”. 

CLT refers to “communicative language teaching”. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The previous chapter addresses the answers to the three research questions of 

the present study statistically. In this chapter, further ratiocination was done to work 

on the possible reasons to the results of statistical analyses presented in chapter four. 

The phenomena exposed were given possible explanations in the sequence of 

research questions. First, a portrayal of the statistical descriptive analyses of 

teachers’ self-efficacy, teachers’ language proficiency, and pedagogic strategies are 

given. Second, the phenomena of the causal relationship between antecedents and 

teachers’ perceived self-efficacy are delineated. Finally, a further depiction of the 

relationships among teachers’ self-efficacy, language proficiency, and pedagogic 

strategies is portrayed. 

Levels of Non-Native EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in Taoyuan 

Based on Bandura’s (1997) theory, teachers’ self-efficacy refers to teachers’ 

beliefs in their capabilities of achieving specific tasks concerning effective teaching 

and learning. The 24-item Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy in Teaching English Scale 

was modified from Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) survey to reflect 

specific tasks related to teaching elementary school English in Taoyuan, which 

involved three dimensions: Student Engagement, Classroom management, and 

Instructional Strategies. 

Overall, the self-efficacy in teaching English of NNETs in Taoyuan was at a 

moderately high level since its mean score is above the average. That is to say, the 
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teachers felt confident in instructing an English class and believed they could have 

some influences in classroom management, student engagement and instructional 

strategies. Comparatively, the teachers felt more certain about classroom 

management and instructional strategies. The results imply teachers were good at 

establishing a system of rules well enough to cope with students’ disruptive 

behaviors and to keep activities running effectively. In addition, they had confidence 

in orchestrating differential approaches to meet students’ various needs and in 

coming up with assorted assessments to gauge students’ performance. Meanwhile, 

the teachers were less satisfied with student engagement, which means they were 

less competent to stir students’ learning motivation, to get through the students who 

were failing and to cultivate students’ critical thinking and creativities.  

The results of the current study are inconsistent with the ones of previous 

studies that showed the EFL teachers who either taught at middle school or at 

college expressed stronger competence in instructional strategies than the other 

domains (Chacón, 2005; Chang, 2010; Eslami & Fatahi, 2008). Other research (Lee, 

2009; Yavuz, 2007) done in the EFL primary settings of Korea and Turkey 

corresponded with the current research showing that the EFL teachers presented 

higher efficacy in classroom management than the other domains. These findings, 

more or less, indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy changed due to the various 

climates among different teaching levels, which was in accord with previous studies 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Students’ behaviors and mentality change with 

age. Education focus shifts with various education institutes. The discrepancies 

among the studies only ascertain the context-bound feature of teachers’ self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997). 

In accord with the previous research (Chacón, 2005; Chang, 2010; Eslami & 
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Fatahi, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), the efficacy in student engagement 

appeared weaker than the other domains. If interpreted into the Taiwanese milieu, 

these findings somehow reflected the phenomena of many current language 

classrooms in primary schools. Many EFL teachers stated in the previous research 

(Liu, 2008; Chang, 2010) that the gaps of different levels’ students in a class were 

getting bigger and bigger due to students’ varied family backgrounds, which made it 

difficult for teachers to engage students and caused students’ inertia in learning. As 

revealed in Bayraktar’s (2011) research, teacher’s self-efficacy and student’s 

motivation exhibit a reciprocal relationship of strength. Many studies (Adedoyin, 

2010; Chang, 2010, to name just a few) also pointed out that teachers’ high 

self-efficacy would shoot up students’ self-efficacy and motivation, which results in 

the improvement of students’ learning and achievement. Therefore, some proper 

arrangement should be done urgently to deal with the plight that teachers faced, such 

as classifying students into varied classes by their levels. Otherwise, the teachers 

would lose most of the students’ interest in class, which would backfire with the 

consequence of teachers’ self-efficacy decrease. More pedagogical seminars and 

teaching trainings should also be designed and held to help teachers to cope with 

such predicaments in language class. 

The differing degrees of confidence level among teachers reveal the domain- 

and task-specific features of the teachers’ self-efficacy, proposed by Bandura (1997) 

that one’s self-efficacy beliefs are specific to the domain, the level of difficulty 

within the domain, and the context. The result of current study agreed with the 

research (Chacón, 2002, 2005; Chang, 2010; Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Lee, 2009) that 

found participants’ levels of efficacy varied across tasks. According to the 

research(Liu, 2008), many other complex factors were interfering teachers’ beliefs 
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about their competence in carrying out English teaching tasks, such as student 

characteristics, difficult teaching moments, and social expectation. Therefore, it is 

dangerous and misleading to classify teachers in the extremes with a high or low 

sense of efficacy because their levels of self-efficacy might vary across different 

tasks and under various contexts. 

Levels of Non-Native EFL Teachers’ Language Proficiency in Taoyuan 

The proficiency levels of different language skills rated by the participants in 

the present study were at moderate high, ranking in the order of reading, speaking, 

writing, and listening. The measure in the present study employed self-assessed 

method to explore the teachers’ current levels of English proficiency and their 

language abilities on four skills, as recommended by other researchers (Blanche & 

Merino, 1989).  

Earlier studies (Butler, 2004; Chang, 2010; Lee, 2009; Nunan, 2003) have 

shown NNETs in Asian countries performed better in reading (receptive) than in 

speaking (productive). The phenomena can be found in other EFL countries like Iran 

and Venezuela as well (Chacón, 2005; Eslami & Fatahi, 2008). In the current survey 

of self-reported language abilities, teachers’ proficiency levels of receptive skills 

(i.e., Listening and Reading) are higher than productive skills (i.e., Speaking and 

Writing), which substantiated Butler’s (2004) survey in Asian region. More precisely, 

the EFL teachers felt they can master the receptive skills but, in the mean time, they 

were not so confident of their own productive skills.  

A possible reason for their lower proficiency in productive skills might have to 

do with the English education those teachers received as students. Before the 

English curricular reform in late 1990s, English education in Taiwan focused mainly 

on grammar and reading comprehension, not on the development of communicative 
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ability (Chang, 2009). Due to the washback effect of assessment, the focuses of 

English education in higher level institutes were still in reading and writing (Chang, 

2009). Therefore, the EFL teachers’ language proficiency probably reflected the 

outcomes of their own English education. 

Another possible cause might be that there lacked the language environments. 

In a context where English is not used as a main or second language as in Taiwan, 

teachers and learners have few opportunities to speak or to write English for 

communicative purposes—English is not used in everyday life. However, they can 

easily obtain listening and reading materials. Given these contexts, it seems 

unsurprising that the teachers had stronger confidence in receptive skills than in 

productive skills. Previous research (Freed, 1995) also pointed out that in the 

development of second language acquisition receptive skills developed faster than 

productive skills. 

However, there are some points worth further consideration. The highest rank 

of item three in the measurement that assessed how comfortable non-native English 

teachers felt when using English to instruct a language class signaled that the 

participated teachers’ strong confidence in using spoken English in their language 

class. The possible explanation might be that the teachers’ language use in the 

concerned context was simple and that high oral language proficiency was not 

required for teaching elementary English. This scenario coincided with the EFL 

teachers in Eslami & Fatahi’s (2008) study where they showed strong confidence in 

academic English but less faith in the real life conversations. Nevertheless, that 

raises another concern which required further inquiry. Are the listening inputs 

provided by the teachers adequate or good enough for the learners to have the 

proximal effect (Brown, 2007)? The survey about uncertified EFL teachers in 
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Yun-lin (Chang, 2010) pointed out several witnesses of incorrect classroom English 

usage that had caused confusion or negative impacts on pupils. 

Teachers’ thought and teaching practices would shape up students’ learning 

experiences (Grossman, Reynolds, Ringstaff & Sykes, 1985). So, another point 

worth paying attention to is teachers’ listening proficiency that scored not very high 

but just slightly above the mean score. Among the three items of the measurement, 

item five pertaining to the use of slangs scored even below the average mean score, 

which indicates a gap existing in terms of foreign culture understanding. Lack of 

capability and knowledge would undermine teachers’ efficacy to instruct a class in 

the concerned domain. In addition, with listening being mandated into the official 

component of assessment of junior and senior high from year 2013, it is necessary to 

enhance EFL teachers’ abilities in this domain in terms of language proficiency as 

well as teaching effectiveness. 

Orientations of Non-Native EFL Teachers’ Pedagogic Strategy in Taoyuan 

To explore the non-native EFL teachers’ pedagogical tendency in their language 

classroom of Taoyuan, a 12-item scale consisting mainly of two categories, 

grammatically-oriented and communicatively-oriented strategies, adapted from 

Eslami and Fatahi’s survey was used. The results showed that the 

communicatively-oriented strategies dominated over the use of 

grammatically-oriented strategies in the English class of Taoyuan. More specifically, 

the EFL teachers in Taoyuan like to use authentic materials in class; they would 

enrich the festival activities with cultural aspects and introduce local cultures in 

English. In addition, they inclined to carry out the instruction activities through pair- 

or group-work.  

The result of the survey goes along with Eslami & Fatahi’s (2008) study that 
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efficacious teachers inclined to use communicative-based strategies more but the 

finding is different from Chacón’s (2005) study where the middle school teachers in 

Venezuela tended to adopt grammar-translation strategies in spite of the official 

policy in promoting CLT approach. Improvement was also displayed by the EFL 

teachers in the endeavors to put CLT approach into effect since Nunan’s (2003) 

survey where he stated the EFL teachers in Taiwan were reluctant to employ CLT 

approach due to their poor oral proficiency and lack of concerned TEFL training. 

It seemed the NNETs in Taoyuan were following the mandatory policy to 

instruct young language learners through Communicative Language Teaching 

approach. However, extra attention needs to be paid to the three items of 

grammatically-oriented strategies due to their high scores of mean.  

The first is item one, the frequent use of L1 in the L2 language classroom, 

ranked quite high in the measure. Even though the role of L1 in EFL context is still 

controversial, many of the teachers here relied on L1 a lot to explain complicate or 

difficult concepts, according to its high score of mean. Compared to the statement 

showing teachers’ strong confidence in using English to instruct in class, such 

occurrence was contradicting. There are two probable reasons to explain this 

phenomenon. One is teachers’ habit to use L1 and L2 interchangeably in class with 

the intention to enhance the students’ comprehension in a limit of time; the other is 

the reality that prohibits the teachers from using target language only in class since 

the level gaps among students are so big. In this light, there are more reasons to deal 

with this issue of students’ differing language levels in a class in order to improve 

teaching effectiveness and students’ performance. 

Items 3 and 6 are about teachers’ strong concern over grammar, both of which 

scored above mean. By the approach of communicative language teaching, it does 
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not mean forms or rules should be cast away completely but how they are integrated 

in the instruction and in what way they are practiced (Brown, 2007). The reason why 

the teachers still weighed so much on grammar translation and grammar-rule 

explanations might have to do with their own language learning experience and 

teacher training programs (Ellis, 2006). As stated earlier, CLT approach started to 

catch attention when English was mandated to be a subject in primary school over a 

decade ago when not many teacher training institutes had the abilities to provide the 

needed programs (Nunan, 2003). According to research (Chang, 2009), reading and 

writing instruction were still the mainstream methods in junior and senior English 

education.  

Effects of Antecedents on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Pedagogical Strategies 

In this section, the discussion focuses on the distribution of the effects of the 

antecedents on teachers’ self-efficacy, including its three subscales, as well as their 

pedagogical tendency in the language classroom. And, then further elaboration goes 

onto the influences of some key sources to the formation of teachers’ self-efficacy 

and their orientation of pedagogic strategies.  

The results of multiple regression analyses from this study showed that the 13 

antecedents significantly contributed to the prediction of teachers’ self-efficacy and 

successfully consisted of 30.6% of the variance to teachers’ self-efficacy. That is, 

these 13 antecedents not only play a potent part in determining teachers’ 

self-efficacy but the results imply that there remain a lot of undisclosed important 

sources and antecedents that form critical factors to decide teachers’ self-efficacy.  

The results also revealed that the 13 antecedents had significant effects on its 

three subscales and teachers’ pedagogical tendency toward CLT. Among the 

dependent variables, the 13 antecedents were also found to be able to significantly 
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predict teachers’ self-efficacy for student engagement and for instructional strategies 

more, compared to the other two variables, teachers’ efficacy for classroom 

management and pedagogical orientation toward CLT. That is to say, these 13 

antecedents posed stronger predictive impacts on teachers’ efficacy for student 

engagement and for instructional strategies. The phenomena of the results could 

possibly be explained by the nature of the antecedents and the essence of the 

dependent variables since most of the antecedents were either about personal 

background variables, or school-related factors. Postulated by social cognitive 

theory, personal variables and behaviors interact with the environments to impact 

one another through a reciprocal process (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). 

Thus, it is of great value to understand what kinds of context variables linked to 

higher self-efficacy (Labone, 2004) and what outcomes it might cause under 

different contextual factors. In the following sections, some of the key factors were 

further dwelt on. 

First of all, teachers’ satisfaction with their past teaching, mastery experiences 

by Bandura’s (1986) definition, proved from the results to be the strongest predictor 

of teachers’ perception of efficacy judgment, including its three subscales. That is to 

say, how teachers made out their past teaching performance as a success or a failure 

would have great influence on their efficacy level building. The findings were 

manifested by the results of previous related studies (Bandura, 1997; Chang, 2010; 

Tschannen-Moran et al.’s, 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The occurrence 

suggested that how teachers interpreted their past performance would have a 

decisive impact on their self-efficacy formation and that ultimately leads to future 

performance. Therefore, some studies (Bosma, Hessels & Resing, 2012; Karimvand, 

2011; Klassen & Chiu, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2006) also began to 
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punctuate the importance of helping the novice teachers to gain successful 

experience in the beginning of their teaching career since teachers’ positive or 

negative evaluation about their past performance would boost or damage their 

efficacy beliefs and hence directly linked to their expectation of future performance 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).  

Years of English teaching experience had a significant influence on teachers’ 

efficacy for instructional strategies. Regarding this, one-way ANOVA was employed 

to check the participants’ discrepancies in their efficacy perceptions and pedagogical 

orientations among three groups according to their years of English teaching 

experience. The results all showed statistical significance across teachers’ 

perceptions of efficacy, including efficacy for student engagement, efficacy for 

classroom management and efficacy for instructional strategies, and teachers’ 

pedagogical tendency toward CLT. The data showed that years of teaching 

experience played a decisive role in teachers’ self-efficacy levels and pedagogical 

choice. Furthermore, the post tests revealed that the more years of English teaching 

experience a teacher has the more efficacious he/she perceived him/herself in 

carrying out English instruction tasks and the more likely he/she would use CLT 

approach to instruct the language class.  

The previous research about how the year of teaching experience affected 

teacher’s self-efficacy remains undecided. In Lee’s (2009) study, the years of 

English teaching experience among Korean EFL primary teachers was negatively 

related to pedagogic strategies and had very little proportions shared with teacher 

efficacy dimensions. However, the finding that novice teachers, teacher with less 

teaching experience, perceived that they were less capable of teaching English was 

agreed by many studies (Karimvand, 2011; Lee, 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
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2006). This lower judgment of their teaching abilities is not implausible given the 

relative inexperience of these teachers, which means they don’t have mastery 

experience to rely on like experienced teachers (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Contrary to 

the observation (Guskey, 1984; Pajares, 1992; Soodak & Podell, 1997) that 

experienced teachers are more resistant to change in their beliefs of personal 

efficacy than teachers with less experience, the data of current study revealed that 

the experienced teachers not only expressed higher efficacy than novice teachers but 

advanced their capabilities over time. 

Considering the effects of vicarious experience (modeling) proposed by 

Bandura (1986, 1997), the authorities should make good use of these experienced 

teachers’ knowledge and skills to improve the level of teachers’ qualifications in this 

field with a wish for better uplifting teaching effectiveness in Taoyuan. 

Many contextual factors or personal background variables would change 

efficacy level under various milieus. In the current study, the contextual factors like 

“support from administrative staff, parent and community”, and “sources 

availability” showed independent of teachers’ self-efficacy or even damaged 

teachers’ confidence in teaching English. Previous studies (Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy, 2007) showed that experienced teachers perceived higher self-efficacy than 

novice teachers in general. However, under other settings, experienced teachers and 

novice teachers would yield varied fluctuation of efficacy levels. For example, 

compliments from the administrative staff and the parents would boost the novice 

teachers’ self-efficacy (Egel, 2009); experienced teachers’ self-efficacy declined due 

to job exhaustion (Houtte, 2012). The experienced teachers had higher self-efficacy 

when they taught younger kids; in addition, contextual support and sources 

availability wouldn’t help to lift experienced teachers’ self-efficacy as they did on 
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novice teachers (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).  

Another factor worth discussing was students’ learning motivation that posed 

significantly strong effects on teachers’ perception of efficacy judgment in general, 

including its three sub-scales, and on teachers’ tendency toward CLT instructional 

strategies. The data meant students’ attitudes would greatly influence teachers’ 

efficacy perceptions and their pedagogical choice in a language class. The findings 

meet with the previous research (Bagheri, 2011) stating that student’s self-efficacy 

helped to increase teachers’ efficacy. The results corroborate the previous studies 

(Adedoyin, 2010; Bayraktar, 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; 

Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998) that there existed a reciprocal 

relationship among teachers’ efficacy, students’ efficacy and their learning 

motivation. That is, the more efficacious a teacher is the more likely he/she would 

provide an effective learning environment to help developing students’ knowledge 

and skills, which led to the improvement in students’ motivation, self-efficacy, and 

learning achievement. On the contrary, “Low teacher efficacy leads to low student 

efficacy and low academic achievement, which in turn leads to further decline in 

teacher efficacy” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998, p. 222).  

Job arrangement had a lot to say in the formation of teachers’ self-efficacy. 

Having more than one type of job postings in the context of elementary schools is 

very common. In the current study, only half of the EFL teachers were purely subject 

teachers; the other half consisted of homeroom teachers and teachers with 

administrative work. The combinations of job position caused significant impact on 

EFL teachers’ efficacy for classroom management but negative effect on teachers’ 

tendency toward CLT approach. Given the same conditions and qualifications of the 

teachers, the possible reason might be that the EFL teachers had to design a set of 
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rules to keep the class and lesson running effectively and smoothly in order to reach 

the teaching goals under the pressure of time. Interestingly, this job position 

phenomenon had negative impacts; even though not significantly, on teachers’ 

tendency toward applying CLT approach in their language class. However, this 

occurrence is also plausible. Since employing CLT approach usually causes more 

disturbances and requires more time to calm students down afterwards, it is not 

strange to find teachers sticking more to drill and structure practices under such 

circumstances. One thing the researcher has to state is that the research didn’t use 

formulas to cross examine the effects of multiple factors on the same variables. It is 

very likely that other factors such as teachers’ lack of professional knowledge or low 

language proficiency were influencing the results at the same time. Further research 

needs to be done. 

Contradicting to the previous studies (Houtte,2012; Lee, 2009; Yavuz, 2007), in 

which different job postings helped increasing teachers’ efficacy in instructional 

strategies due to wider working aspects and availability of abundant resources, the 

results of current study showed such arrangement prevented teachers from mandated 

pedagogic strategies, namely CLT approach. The possible explanation to the 

discrepancy is that strong rejection and resentment was fraught with this kind of job 

arrangement since most of the time it was not done out of teachers’ free will. Based 

on Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) , “high levels of arousal can impair functioning 

and interfere with making the best use of one’s skills and capabilities,” while 

“moderate levels of arousal can improve performance by focusing attention and 

energy on the task” (p. 219).  

Another two physiological arousal-related antecedents are worth further 

exploration. First, the pressure perceived formed negative effects on all the 
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formation of teachers’ self-efficacy, including its three sub-scales, and reached 

significant level on efficacy for classroom management. The findings indicated that 

the pressure perceived would sabotage teachers’ confidence in intriguing students’ 

learning interest, inspiring students’ learning motivation, advancing students’ 

understanding, and keeping the class under control. Previous studies (Brouwer & 

Tomic, 1999; Maddux, 1995; Maslach, 1993) had discovered that too much pressure 

would increase one’s anxiety and that would weaken his/her judgments of 

competence of oneself; job frustration and burnout ensued. The pressure surveyed 

here was only about teachers’ weekly instruction period. Further research can be 

done to delve into the causes of pressure and to explore the causal relationship 

between perceived pressure level and teachers’ efficacy perceptions. 

Voluntariness can always inspire teachers more than involuntariness. Another 

context-related antecedent also pertaining to physiological arousal is teachers’ 

willingness to teach English class. In order to meet the demand for more EFL 

teachers, many qualified in-service teachers were asked or were arranged some 

lessons to teach English class against their will. In this present study, these 

unfortunate EFL teachers reached to 16.4% high. The results from multiple 

regression revealed that such period arrangement against teachers’ will performed 

negative effects on all the formation of teachers’ self-efficacy, including its three 

sub-scales, and even teachers’ tendency to use CLT approach, which was manifested 

by Lee’s (2009) research among Korean EFL teachers. The findings above 

demonstrated how negative emotions that teachers carried while teaching could 

enfeeble their intuition, innovation, efforts and persistence in fulfilling the required 

teaching tasks, just as previous studies pointed out (Tschannen-Moran et al. ,1998). 

Consequently, the students’ efficacy, motivation and learning performance would be 



89 
 

affected (Morine-Dershimer, 1983; Prawat & Anderson, 1988; to name but a few). 

Last but not least, an unexpected background variable, gender, was found to 

have significant influence on teachers’ proclivity toward CLT approach. An 

Independent Sample Test was run to reveal the significant differences between male 

and female teachers. The results showed when it comes to the inclination toward 

employing CLT approach in a language class, the female teachers in the present 

study performed more eagerly than the male teachers, which coincided with 

Cheung’s (2006) and Yavuz’s (2007) research but contradicted Imants and De 

Brabander’s (1996) study where male primary teachers appeared to have higher 

efficacy for pupil-oriented tasks.  

The possible explanation of the results would be, first, female teachers were 

either mothers themselves or had the maternity instinct so they knew better how to 

communicate with young kids. Secondly, female teachers portrayed the mother 

figure to elementary school students so students were more willing to follow their 

instruction. Besides, the stereotype exists among people’s notion that female is good 

at art and language (Bussey & Bandura, 1999). On the other hand, male is better at 

science and math, not to mention the fact that female teachers dominates primary 

school settings. This kind of reciprocal interaction between female teachers and 

students could certainly further boost the flow of the lesson. Again, other 

background factors such as years of teaching experience and education attainment 

might have influence on the research results, which this research failed to find out. 

More research should be made to find out why male teachers shy away from CLT 

approach or if they need any assistance in any way in a language class. 

Different from the previous studies (Chang, 2010; Hoover-Dempsey et al.’s, 

1987; Lee, 2009; Woolfolk, 1993; Yavuz, 2007), the research result showed that 
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teachers’ highest education attainment did not help to predict EFL teachers’ efficacy 

perceptions. These results might have to do with the facts that the majors or MA 

degrees that EFL teachers held were not necessarily TEFL-related or English-related 

since that was not a required qualification to be an EFL teacher. Secondly, it is 

presumed that primary English education is so elementary that every bachelor can 

handle it.  

Professional TEFL training executed negative effects upon teachers’ efficacy 

beliefs and CLT inclination, which indicated that the teacher seemed to be less 

efficacious in managing class and instructing students and less confident in using 

CLT approach after having TEFL training. The findings are against common notions 

and many research (Chacón, 2005; Yavuz, 2007; Guskey, 1988; Smylie, 1988), 

however, the results are in accord with Lee’s (2009) study where Korean teachers’ 

participation in the in-service training programs was not only independent of 

self-efficacy but it even damaged teachers’ confidence in teaching English. The 

possible reasons might be that the EFL teachers’ language proficiency was not high 

enough to find those TEFL trainings helpful and that the professional TEFL training 

provided by the authority did not meet the teachers’ need. Hence, the concerned 

authority, the scholars, the education institutes, and the research should look into 

what sort of courses the in-service EFL teachers really require in order to improve 

their professional knowledge, language proficiency, and instructional skills.  

Regarding resources and supports from different parties, which can be 

categorized into verbal persuasion by Bandura’s (1986, 1997) definition, hardware 

equipment was found not enough to enhance teachers’ efficacy beliefs, judging from 

the results of multiple regression and the participants responses, even though 

numerous finance and resources were claimed to be invested in building up language 
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environments and helping to get the elementary English education ready. Previous 

studies pointed out that availability of resources (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 

2006) and support from colleagues (Houtte, 2012) weighed more on novice teachers 

than experienced teachers, which appeared independent of teachers’ self-efficacy in 

this study. The unrealistic expectation, which caused negative arousal 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), from the parents toward students’ performance and 

the impacts from private institutes after school, called Busiban, posed negative 

effects on the formation of teachers’ efficacy perceptions. The finding confirmed 

that teacher is not immune to the society and would be affected by social interaction 

(Bandura, 1996; Houtte, 2012). Lastly, even though the mean scores of flexibility for 

EFL teachers to develop their own teaching and to take part in school-affair 

discussion were moderately high, it did not help to form EFL teachers’ efficacy 

formation, as suggested by previous research (Tschannen-Moran et al., 2001 & 

2006), but damage it. It might be because the main schedule of school extra 

activities were set already by the administrative. What were left for discussion were 

the execution details, which cannot be regarded as real teacher autonomy. 

To sum up, among all the 13 antecedents listed, Mastery experiences remained 

the strongest factor to EFL teachers’ efficacy perceptions. Students’ learning 

motivation played a decisive reciprocal role in EFL teachers’ efficacy beliefs, 

efficacy for student engagement and their proclivity toward CLT approach. Attention 

should be paid to ameliorate the conditions that aroused teachers’ negative emotions 

so as to avoid efficacy decrease which would lead to the decrease of students’ 

learning motivation. 
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Relationships among EFL Teachers’ Self-Efficacy, Language Proficiency, 

 and Pedagogical Strategies 

This section gives the elaboration on the relationships among the research 

variables. Positive correlations were found among EFL teachers’ language 

proficiency, including four skills, their self-efficacy, including its three subscales, 

and their pedagogical strategies.  

Relationship between Self-Efficacy and Language Proficiency 

Language proficiency and efficacy for instructional strategies forge the 

strongest correlations among all. This data indicated that the variance on teachers’ 

self-perceived English proficiency levels shared more variance of instructional 

strategies than those of classroom management and student engagement. The 

phenomena seem reasonable, provided that student engagement and classroom 

management might not be as English language specific as instructional strategies. 

That is, in terms of involving different English proficiencies, instructional strategies 

demand more such capabilities than classroom management and student engagement 

do. For example, the teacher could depend on his or her native language (i.e., 

Madarine) more easily and probably more effectively with the aim to redirecting 

students’ disruptive behaviors or catching students’ attention to or interest in an 

instructional activity unless the teacher uses English-only in his or her language 

classroom. 

The results of this current study met with the previous research (Chang, 2010; 

Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Lee, 2009) that all four language skills formed positive 

relationships with teacher’s self-efficacy and its subscales. However, in Chacón’s 

(2005) research, no relationships could be found among writing proficiency and 
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teachers’ efficacy perceptions. Coincided with Lee’s (2009) study, the correlation 

coefficients of this current study’s variables all reached statistically significant. The 

results meant EFL teachers depend on four language skills heavily to instruct a 

language well and effectively. In addition, both studies found the strongest 

relationship was between instructional strategies and speaking. The data signified 

EFL teachers’ oral proficiency is deeply related to their efficacy for instructional 

skills. However, unlike some research, the lowest was not between student 

engagement and speaking (Lee, 2009) or writing (Eslami & Fatahi, 2008) but 

between classroom management and listening. The dissimilarities not only 

strengthen the context-bound feature of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) but also reveal 

the facts that teaching tasks and focus shift across different teaching levels and 

cultural settings. 

High language proficiency helps to lift teacher’s self-confidence, which leads to 

higher self-efficacy. Therefore, the meaning of stronger correlations among language 

proficiency, efficacy for student engagement and efficacy for instructional strategies 

is that the more proficient in the language skills the teachers evaluated themselves, 

the better they can intrigue students’ interest, cultivate students’ critical thinking, and 

orchestrate assorted instructional strategies to meet students’ various needs. That is 

to say, when language proficiency advances, perceived efficacy for motivating 

students and for designing creative instructional strategies seems to expand. This 

notion was supported by previous studies (Chang, 2010; Lee, 2009) that teachers 

with better language proficiency were willing to put more efforts in inciting students 

and innovating differential approaches and assessments to help students’ 

comprehension and performance. 

Relationship between Self-Efficacy and Pedagogical Strategies 
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The relationships between teachers’ self-efficacy and pedagogic strategies were 

found to be positively bound. Communication-oriented strategies moderately and 

significantly correlated with self-efficacy and it subscales. The results showed that 

the more efficacious teachers perceived themselves in teaching English, the more 

likely they were to use CLT approach. In addition, when teachers’ efficacy for 

instructional strategies and student engagement increase, their teaching would focus 

more on meaning than accuracy.  

The results correspond with Eslami & Fatahi’s (2008) study but with some 

slight difference. That is, the correlation coefficients of this study all reached 

significant levels but in Eslami & Fatahi’s (2008) study reading did not show 

significantly correlated with classroom management. Other dissimilarity is that only 

low or negligible correlations were found among non-communication-oriented 

strategies and teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions, instead of negative ones in Eslami 

& Fatahi’s (2008) study. With the mean score of CLT approach posing higher than 

the one of non-CLT approach; it was clear that the EFL teachers in Taoyuan were 

confident of employing communicative language teaching strategies in their 

language classroom.  

This finding did not go along with the other studies conducted in EFL contexts 

where a number of teachers adhered to grammar-translated method in spite of the 

positive correlations between teachers’ self-efficacy and CLT approach (Chacón, 

2005; Li, 1998) and it also showed the improvement from EFL teachers’ part in the 

pedagogical strategies after Nunan’s (2003) survey on some Asian countries. 

However, this improvement might have to do with materials design as well. 

Formulaic language what elementary school students mainly learn was integrated 

into most of the textbooks, which would also help CLT approach to be put into 
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practice more easily. The results in the meantime also echoed the claim from a large 

scale survey (Chang, 2009) that the disparities of pedagogic strategies existed 

among elementary, junior and senior high schools. In it, the discrepancy was put 

down to one of the reasons that lowered students’ motivation in English learning. So, 

attention is demanded with the hope that efforts should not only focus on the 

improvement of pedagogic strategies but also on the consistency of curricula design 

through k1 to k12. 

Relationship between Language Proficiency and Pedagogical Strategies 

Positive relationship was found between teachers’ language proficiency and 

pedagogic strategies. Communicative language teaching strategies moderately 

correlated with teachers’ language proficiency and four skills but only negligible 

correlations were found among non-communication-oriented strategies and teachers’ 

language proficiency, including four skills. The finding indicated teachers’ language 

proficiency played a decisive part in teachers’ adoption of CLT approach. The better 

teachers were in four skills, the more they were close to the spirits of CLT. The 

discrepancies among the correlations of four skills with CLT approach are not very 

clear, which indicates when using CLT approach EFL teachers have to exert four 

skills with the same weight. Nevertheless, among them, the correlations appeared 

higher in listening and in writing. Compared with teachers’ self-rated higher 

proficiency in reading and lower proficiency in listening, this result is interesting. 

Again, the teaching materials might be the factor to this phenomenon since all the 

formulaic conversations were recorded into CD accompanied with related written 

workbook to practice. More research should be done here. 

The results conform to Eslami & Fatahi’s (2008) study that teachers’ language 

competence was positively correlated with the use of CLT approach. However, the 
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results contradicted with the previous research (Chacón, 2005; Li, 1998) that 

teachers preferred to apply grammar translation methods even though their language 

proficiency was found positively correlated to CLT strategies. It seems other factors 

would also affect teachers’ pedagogical choice such as different teaching levels and 

various EFL settings or cultures. 

A research proof was hence established to fill up the literature gap in the 

relationship between language proficiency and pedagogic strategies under 

Taiwanese English-teaching contexts. The findings suggested that the more 

advanced teachers’ language proficiency was the more likely they were to use CLT 

approach. However, language proficiency posed no influence on teachers’ choice to 

adopt non-CLT approach. This phenomenon is plausible since non-CLT approach 

focused more on forms and structures and required more mechanical practices, 

which engaged less integrated language skills from teachers. On the other hand, CLT 

approach takes up such language skills from teachers that more advanced and 

various TEFL courses as well as constant language enhancement trainings for 

teachers should be held.  

In sum, the results of current study correspond with the previous studies 

(Chacón, 2005; Eslami & Fatahi, 2008; Chang, 2010) that EFL teachers’ language 

proficiency across four skills developed significant positive correlations with their 

perceptions of efficacy especially for instructional strategies and with their 

orientations toward CLT approach in their language classrooms. Therefore, EFL 

teachers’ English proficiency formed a predictive factor to teachers’ self-efficacy 

and their language teaching pedagogic strategies. That is to say, the more advanced 

an EFL teacher perceived his/her language proficiency, the more efficacious he/she 

evaluated him/herself and the more likely he/she would use CLT in a language 
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classroom. Teachers’ language proficiency formed a decisive factor to EFL teachers’ 

competence in running a language class well and to their pedagogical choice in CLT 

approach. Taken into account the effects of contextual and background factors on the 

formation of teachers’ self-efficacy, the research hypotheses were hence confirmed. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

Summary of Major Findings 

  The present study, by adopting the notion of teachers’ sense of efficacy 

(Bandura, 1986, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) as the theoretical 

framework, has explored the elementary school EFL teachers’ efficacy perceptions 

in Taoyuan. In order to better understand the intertwining relationships among all the 

research variables, teachers’ self-efficacy, their language proficiency and 

pedagogical proclivity, and the predictive factors to the formation of teachers’ 

efficacy beliefs were examined respectively through quantitative methods. The 

major findings of the study are listed as follows: 

1. The primary school EFL teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching English was at a 

moderate level. The teachers’ self-reported language proficiency revealed at 

moderate high levels across four skills. Reading is the best among all. And, the 

teachers showed eager intention to use CLT approach in language class. 

2. Master experience was found to be the most powerful factor to influence 

teachers’ efficacy formation. In addition, students’ learning motivation played a 

significantly reciprocal impact on teachers’ efficacy beliefs and teachers’ 

aptitude to employ CLT approach. Teachers’ self-efficacy would be hampered by 

the pressure from weekly periods and job arrangement against their wills. EFL 

teachers’ years of English teaching experience could help to increase teachers’ 

self-efficacy and inclination to use CLT approach. Female teachers tended to use 
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CLT approach more eagerly than male teachers. 

3. When teachers’ language proficiency is higher, so increase their self-efficacy and 

tendency in employing CLT approach.  

Theoretical Implications 

“Teachers’ self-efficacy is a little idea with big impact” (Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy, 2006. P. 337). The findings of this study lead to a number of theoretical 

implications. First of all, this present study supplements the exploration into the 

antecedents of teachers’ self-efficacy, especially in the field of elementary EFL 

contexts in Taiwan. More research into important sources of efficacy information 

would be valuable so as to learn how to better prepare and equip teachers for their 

teaching tasks. Secondly, the research proof was given to the relationships between 

teachers’ language proficiency and their pedagogical proclivity in their language 

classroom. Before this study, little research on the concerned issue could be found. 

In another word, the findings could be used to provide specific evidence to support 

the general belief that there is a causal relationship between teachers’ English 

proficiency and their reflected teaching behaviors. Finally, with the research 

framework of current study, the findings strengthen the notion that teachers “are not 

social isolates immune to the influence of those around them” (Bandura 1997, 

p.469). With the constant changes of our society, it is reasonable to think that 

various factors would weigh differently over time so the future study should pay 

attention to such variance as well. 

Pedagogical Implications 

Teachers’ judgments about their teaching capabilities influence EFL teachers’ 

practice in terms of efforts put in, challenges and goals set up for themselves and for 

their students. Growing evidence also showed that language learning beliefs play a 
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key role in affecting learners’ learning experiences and future achievements (Brown, 

2009; Horwitz, 1999). The EFL teachers not only are language learners themselves 

but also help to shape up their students’ learning experience and achievement. The 

present findings located teachers’ efficacy level in instructing English class, 

explored its predictive factors to their efficacy beliefs, discovered teachers’ language 

proficiency level across four skills and portrayed the relationships among different 

research variables in the hope of improving teachers’ self-efficacy so as to gear up 

the reciprocal circular relation to positive direction, several suggestions are 

provided: 

To begin with, that English language skills were positively correlated with 

teachers’ sense of efficacy and proclivity of CLT approach indicated that the higher 

the teachers’ perceived proficiency in four skills, the higher their sense of efficacy to 

plan instructional strategies and to motivate students. Therefore, it is crucial for EFL 

teachers to master all four skills so that they can build a stronger sense of confidence 

to use the language and to involve students in learning English. So, constant and 

tailor-made language improvement programs should be provided to enhance and to 

maintain EFL teachers’ English ability.  

Secondly, in terms of context-bound and background-related factors to 

teachers’ efficacy formation, several suggestions are made as follows. First, the 

powerful effect of master experience discloses to education scholars and school 

administrators that it is important to help the novice teachers to gain successful 

experience in the beginning of their career. Second, another way to improve 

teachers’ efficacy is through vicarious experiences. The current study showed that 

the experienced teachers possessed higher efficacy perceptions and they tend to use 

CLT approach more. The authority should make use of such valuable resources to 
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enhance the overall quality of EFL teachers in Taoyuan. Third, to diminish the 

negative effect of physiological arousal on teachers’ efficacy beliefs, the authority 

and school administrators should find out the most suitable weekly instruction 

periods for EFL teachers so as to have not so high or moderate pressure from it. In 

addition, the authority and school administrators should also try to avoid arranging 

English periods against teachers’ wills.        

Thirdly, more than a decade has passed since English education and CLT 

approach were first introduced into elementary school education in Taiwan. The 

conditions involved have changed over time. There is a strong call from in-service 

teachers’ part for more useful and up to date professional TEFL programs to serve 

their needs in their language class. Moreover, the education scholars and teacher 

training institutes should work on the field to find out what methods would suit 

Taiwanese language learners better or how to adapt the spirits of CLT approach to 

benefit Asian language learners the most. 

Limitations of the Study 

Attention should be paid to the limitations of the study before the findings are 

generalized to the whole population. First of all, the findings in this study are based 

on self-reported data collected only from Taoyuan area, which has some built-in 

limitations. When the findings are generalized to whole population of Taiwan, the 

validity is likely to be threatened. In addition, teaching practices are thought to be 

different according to various contexts, not to mention the diversity of different 

areas in Taiwan. The findings of the present study should be treated with more 

caution.  

Another limitation concerns the implementation of data collection used in this 

study. The study variables were chosen through reviewing previous studies and 
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theoretical frameworks, but other unlisted variables may explain additional variance 

in predicting teachers’ efficacy and practicing aptitudes. Moreover, participants 

interested in the topic of the current study might have been over-represented. 

Therefore, qualitative data should have been incorporated into the study as ancillary 

explanations, such as interviews or classroom observation. 

Suggestions for Future Studies 

Further research should locate more various factors that contribute to teachers’ 

sense of efficacy such as school- related variance and English education policies. 

Second, interviews or observational studies can be included as research 

methodologies to complement the results of the study concerning the discrepancies 

of actual instructional practices done by the EFL teachers with various efficacy 

beliefs.  

Third, longitudinal studies can be done to follow teachers to reveal the changes 

of their efficacy perceptions throughout their teaching career in order to pinpoint the 

effects of any specific personal or environmental factors. 

Finally, a comparative analysis of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in different 

counties is needed to discern how different factors might interact with teachers’ 

sense of self-efficacy in different settings.  
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Appendix A: The Formal Questionnaire (English Version)  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Part Ⅰ：Demographic Information 

1. Gender □Male  □Female    

2. Job Position □English Subject(including 

part-time) 

□Homeroom and 

English subject 

□Administrative and 

English subject 

3. Highest Education Attainment □B. A. □M. A. □PhD degree 

4. Major at University □English □Others   

5. Have Attended TESOL trainings  □Yes(More than 10 credits) □No(Less than 10 credits) 

6. Willingness to teach 

English class 

□volunteer  □non-volunteer  

7. English teaching years □0~3 □3~10 □Above 10 years 

8. Grade level taught(Multiple) □1-2 □3-4 □5-6 

Dear English teachers, 
 This questionnaire is to understand English teachers’ teaching cognition and 
behaviors. Please fill out this questionnaire based on the EFL classes should you 
also teach other subjects at the same time. The questionnaire is only for academic 
purposes. Your response data is absolutely confidential, so please feel free to 
complete it. 
 The questionnaire consists of three parts. Please read the instruction carefully 
before you fill out each section and make sure that each question is answered 
afterwards. Thank you for your help and participation. If you have any questions 
toward the questionnaire or you are interested in the results of the study, you are 
welcome to send me an email. 
 Please send the questionnaire back before September 25th. Thank you very 
much. 
 Best regards, 
  National Chengchi University 
  Graduate Institute of English 
  Hsiao-Chun Huang 
  Email:murielhuang@yahoo.com 
  August 25th , 2012 

 



116 
 

9. Self-evaluated stress according to weekly English 

periods taught(1=very little  6=very high) 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6 

10. Flexibility provided to Teachers to Develop Their 

Own Teaching(1=very low  6=very high) 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6 

11. Opportunities given to Teachers to Participate 

School Affairs(1=very low  6=very high) 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6 

12. Teachers’ Satisfaction with their Past Teaching 

Experience(1=very dissatisfied  6=very satisfied) 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6 

13. Students’ English Learning Motivation (1=very low  

6=very high) 

 

1   2   3   4   5   6 

14. Teaching Resources/Supports (1=without any resources  6=with rich 

resources) 

(1) Software(teaching materials, teaching aids): 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(2) Hardware (teaching equipment, computer laboratory) 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(3) Resources/supports from administration: 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(4) Resources/supports from colleagues: 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(5) Resources/supports from parents: 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(6) Resources/supports from community: 1   2   3   4   5   6 

(Please turn to next page to continue. Thank you!) 
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PartⅡ：Measure of Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
Item  Doing this 

without any 
confidence 

Doing this 
without no 
confidence 

Doing this 
with very 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with a little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with great 
confidence 

1. In face-to-face interaction with an English 
speaker, I can participate in a conversation 
at a normal speed. 

      

2 I know the necessary strategies to help 
maintain a conversation with an English 
speaker. 

      

3 I feel comfortable using English as the 
language of instruction in my English 
class. 

      

4 I can watch English news (for example, 
CNN) and/or English films without 
subtitles. 

      

5 I understand the meaning of common 
idiomatic expressions used by English 
speakers. 

      

6 I can understand when two native English 
speakers talk at a normal speed. 

      

7 I can understand English magazines, 
newspapers, and popular novels. 

      

8 I can draw inferences/conclusions from 
what I read in English. 

      

9 I can figure out the meaning of unknown 
words in English from context. 

      

10 I can easily write business and personal 
letters in English and can always find the 
right words to convey what I want to say. 

      

11 I can fill in different kinds of application 
forms in English such as a bank account 
application. 

      

12 I can write a short essay in English on a 
topic of my knowledge. 

      

Self-Reported Language Proficiency 

Item  Need 
improving 

Fair Good Excellent 

1 Listening     

2 Speaking     

3 Reading     

4 Writing     
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Part Ⅲ：Self-evaluated Teachers’ Efficacy 
題

號 
 Doing this 

without any 
confidence 

Doing this 
without no 
confidence 

Doing this 
with very 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with a 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with great 
confidence 

1. Get students to believe they can do well in 
schoolwork. 

      

2 Control disruptive behavior in the classroom.       

3 Implement alternative teaching approaches in 
my classroom. 

      

4 Provide an alternative explanation or example 
when students are confused. 

      

5 Get through to the most difficult students.       

6 Motivate students who show low interest in 
schoolwork. 

      

7 Establish a classroom management system 
with each group of students. 

      

8 Craft good questions for my students.       

9 Improve the understanding of a student who 
is failing. 

      

10 Make your expectation clear about student 
behavior. 

      

11 Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy.       

12 Provide appropriate challenges for very 
capable students. 

      

13 Establish routines to keep activities running 
smoothly. 

      

14 Gauge student comprehension of what I have 
taught. 

      

15 Help my student think critically.       

16 Respond to defiant students.       

17 Adjust my lessons to the proper level for 
individual students. 

      

18 Respond to difficult questions from my 
students. 

      

19 Help my students’ value learning.       

20 Foster student creativity.       

21 Keep a few problem students from ruining an 
entire lesson. 

      

22 Use a variety of assessment strategies.       

23 Assist families in helping their children do 
well in school. 

      

24 Get children to follow classroom rules.       
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Part Ⅳ：English Version of the Measure of EFL Teachers’ Use of Pedagogical 
Strategies 
題

號 
 Very 

disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Very agree 

1. I use students’ native language rather than English to explain terms or 
concepts that are difficult to understand. 

    

2 I ask students to memorize new vocabulary or phrases without 
showing them how to use the words in context. 

    

3 As a classroom exercise, I ask students to translate single sentences 
in the English text into their native language. 

    

4 I give students the opportunity to get into groups and discuss answers 
to problem-solving activities. 

    

5 I would use songs and chants in class and ask students to sing or to 
proceed some activities. 

    

6 I use grammatical rules to explain complex English sentences to 
students. 

    

7 I play English films and videos in class and ask students to engage in 
discussions about the films or videos and to do role-play. 

    

8 I pay more attention to whether students can produce grammatically 
correct sentences than whether they can speak English with fluency. 

    

9 I ask students to converse with one another in English and encourage 
them to find opportunities to speak English outside the classroom. 

    

10 I present students with real-life situations and ask them to come up 
with responses or answers in English that are appropriate to these 
situations. 

    

11 I supplement cultural aspects to festival teaching together with 
activities. 

    

12 I provide students English use about domestic culture and encourage 
them to introduce our cultures to the foreigners. 

    

 (This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank you very much for your help.) 
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Appendix B: The Pilot Questionnaire (English Version)  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

Part Ⅰ：Demographic Information 

1. Gender □Male  □Female    

2. Job Position □English Subject(including 
part-time) 

□Homeroom and 
English subject 

□Administrative and 
English subject 

3. Highest Education 
Attainment 

□Bachelor degree □Master degree □PhD degree 

4. Major at Uni. □English □Others   

5. Willingness to 

teach English class 
□volunteer(answer item 6) □non-volunteer(answer item 7) 

6. Reasons to teach English class voluntarily (multiple choice) 

 □English teaching is important 
□Capable of primary English teaching 
□Hope to improve personal English 
proficiency 
□Advance students’ learning outcomes 

□Interested in learning English 
□Interested in English teaching 
□English teaching is easy 
□Others                          

7. Reasons of reluctant to teach English class (multiple choice) 

 □Poor English proficiency 
□Poor English pronunciation 
□Poor EFL pedagogic knowledge 
□M phenomenon in levels of students 

□Parents’ untrustworthiness 
□English subject teachers do better 
□Over workload 
□Others                           

Dear English teachers, 
 This questionnaire is to understand English teachers’ teaching cognition and behaviors. 
Please fill out this questionnaire based on the EFL classes should you also teach other 
subjects at the same time. The questionnaire is only for academic purposes. Your response 
data is absolutely confidential, so please feel free to complete it. 
 The questionnaire consists of three parts. Please read the instruction carefully before 
you fill out each section and make sure that each question is answered afterwards. Thank you 
for your help and participation. If you have any questions toward the questionnaire or you are 
interested in the results of the study, you are welcome to send me an email. 
 Please send the questionnaire back before September 25th. Thank you very much. 
 Best regards, 

  National Chengchi University 
  Graduate Institute of English 

  Hsiao-Chun Huang 
  Email:murielhuang@yahoo.com 

  August 25th , 2012 
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8. Have Attended Professional trainings □Yes □No 

9. English 
teaching years 

□0~3 □4~8 □9~12 □13~   

10. No. of classes 

in your school 

□1~15 □16~30 □31~45 □46~60 □61~ 

11. Grade level 
taught 

□1-2 □3-4 □5-6    

12. School location □Urban □Rural □Remote area   
13. School climate □Reserved □Open     
14. Principal leadership □Controlled □Free     
15. Sense of Community in a school(1=very 

low  4=very high) 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

16. Flexibility provided to Teachers to Develop Their 

Own Teaching(1=very low  4=very high) 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

17. Opportunities given to Teachers to Participate School 

Affairs(1=very low  4=very high) 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

18. Teaching Resources/Supports (1=without any resources  6=with rich 
resources) 

(1) Software(teaching materials, teaching aids): 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(2) Hardware (teaching equipment, computer laboratory) 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(3) Resources/supports from administration: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(4) Resources/supports from colleagues: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(5) Resources/supports from parents: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(6) Resources/supports from community: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
19. Self-evaluated stress (1=very little  6=very high)  
(1) Stress between colleagues: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(2) Stress from teaching assessment: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(3) Stress from administration work: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
(4) Stress from classroom management: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
20. Teachers’ Satisfaction with their Past Teaching 

Experience(1=very dissatisfied  6=very satisfied) 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

21. Students’ English Learning Motivation (1=very low  
6=very high) 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

(Please turn to next page to continue. Thank you!) 



122 
 

PartⅡ：Measure of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
A. Self-evaluated Teachers’ Efficacy 
題

號 
 Doing this 

without any 
confidence 

Doing this 
without no 
confidence 

Doing this 
with very 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with a little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with great 
confidence 

1. Get students to believe they can 
do well in schoolwork.       

2 Control disruptive behavior in 
the classroom.       

3 Implement alternative teaching 
approaches in my classroom.       

4 Provide an alternative 
explanation or example when 
students are confused. 

      

5 Get through to the most difficult 
students.       

6 Motivate students who show low 
interest in schoolwork.       

7 Establish a classroom 
management system with each 
group of students. 

      

8 Craft good questions for my 
students.       

9 Improve the understanding of a 
student who is failing.       

10 Make your expectation clear 
about student behavior.       

11 Calm a student who is disruptive 
or noisy.       

12 Provide appropriate challenges 
for very capable students.       

13 Establish routines to keep 
activities running smoothly.       

14 Gauge student comprehension of 
what I have taught.       

15 Help my student think critically.       

16 Respond to defiant students.       

17 Adjust my lessons to the proper 
level for individual students.       

18 Respond to difficult questions 
from my students.       

19 Help my students’ value 
learning.       

20 Foster student creativity.       

21 Keep a few problem students 
from ruining an entire lesson.       

22 Use a variety of assessment 
strategies.       

23 Assist families in helping their 
children do well in school.       

24 Get children to follow classroom 
rules.       
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B. Measure of Teachers’ Language Proficiency 
題

號 
 Doing this 

without 
any 
confidence 

Doing this 
without no 
confidence 

Doing this 
with very 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with a 
little 
confidence 

Doing this 
with great 
confidence 

1. In face-to-face interaction 
with an English speaker, I 
can participate in a 
conversation at a normal 
speed. 

      

2 I know the necessary 
strategies to help maintain a 
conversation with an English 
speaker. 

      

3 I feel comfortable using 
English as the language of 
instruction in my English 
class. 

      

4 I can watch English news 
(for example, CNN) and/or 
English films without 
subtitles. 

      

5 I understand the meaning of 
common idiomatic 
expressions used by English 
speakers. 

      

6 I can understand when two 
native English speakers talk 
at a normal speed. 

      

7 I can understand English 
magazines, newspapers, and 
popular novels. 

      

8 I can draw 
inferences/conclusions from 
what I read in English. 

      

9 I can figure out the meaning 
of unknown words in 
English from context. 

      

10 I can easily write business 
and personal letters in 
English and can always find 
the right words to convey 
what I want to say. 

      

11 I can fill in different kinds of 
application forms in English 
such as a bank account 
application. 

      

12 I can write a short essay in 
English on a topic of my 
knowledge. 
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Part Ⅲ： Measure of EFL Teachers’ Use of Pedagogical Strategies 
題

號 
 Very 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Slightly 
agree 

Very agree 

1. I use students’ native language rather than English to explain terms or 
concepts that are difficult to understand. 

    

2 I ask students to memorize new vocabulary or phrases without 
showing them how to use the words in context. 

    

3 As a classroom exercise, I ask students to translate single sentences 
in the English text into their native language. 

    

4 I give students the opportunity to get into groups and discuss answers 
to problem-solving activities. 

    

5 I would use songs and chants in class and ask students to sing or to 
proceed some activities. 

    

6 I use grammatical rules to explain complex English sentences to 
students. 

    

7 I play English films and videos in class and ask students to engage in 
discussions about the films or videos and to do role-play. 

    

8 I pay more attention to whether students can produce grammatically 
correct sentences than whether they can speak English with fluency. 

    

9 I ask students to converse with one another in English and encourage 
them to find opportunities to speak English outside the classroom. 

    

10 I present students with real-life situations and ask them to come up 
with responses or answers in English that are appropriate to these 
situations. 

    

11 I supplement cultural aspects to festival teaching together with 
activities. 

    

12 I provide students English use about domestic culture and encourage 
them to introduce our cultures to the foreigners. 

    

 Strategy subscales     

13 □Student-centered □Teacher-centered 
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Appendix C: The Formal Questionnaire (Chinese Version) 

桃園縣國小英語教師教學認知與教學行為問卷調查(正式) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

第一部分：基本資料 

請您依實際情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格中打勾或做記號。 

1. 性別 □男性  □女性    

2. 擔任職務 □英語專任(含鐘點教師) □導師兼任英語 □行政兼任英語 

3. 最高學歷 □大學 □碩士 □博士 

4. 大學修習系所 □英語系 □非英語系   

5. 專業研習 □修過英語教學 10 學分(含)以上 □英語教學專業學分研習不足 10 學分 

6. 擔任英語教學自願性 □出於自願 □非自願性 

7. 英語教學年資 □ 0~3 年 □ 3~10 年 □ 10~年以上  

8. 主要任教年段(可複選) □低(1-2 年級) □中(3-4 年級) □高(5-6 年級) 

9. 對於每週英語教學時數自評的壓力 

(1=非常低 6=非常高) 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

10. 學校賦予英語老師教學自主發揮空間(1=非常低 6=非常高) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

11. 學校賦予英語老師參與討論校務空間(1=非常低 6=非常高) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

各位英語先進老師您好： 

 非常感謝您在百忙之中抽空填寫這份問卷。本問卷的目的在了解桃園縣國小英

語老師的教學認知與教學行為。若您同時教授英語之外的其他科目，請您依英語課

課堂實際情況來填答此份問卷。問卷內容僅供學術研究之用，您的個人資料將完全

保密，請放心填寫。 

 本分問卷共分五個部分，請您先仔細閱讀各部分說明再填寫，並於作答完成後

檢查是否有遺漏之處。感謝您的協助與參與。 

 填答完畢，懇請將此份問卷交還給貴校英語領域召集人或傳達此分問卷的人，

以便其於一百零一年十月二十五日前放入回郵信封中寄回，再次誠摯地謝謝您的協

助!  敬祝     教學愉快 

國立政治大學英語教學研究所 

研究生  黃曉君  敬上  101.10.05 

電子信箱:murielhuang@yahoo.com 
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12. 過去教學滿意度自評(1=非常不滿意 6=非常滿意) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

13. 學生英語學習動機(1=非常低  6=非常高) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(請翻頁 P.2 繼續作答，謝謝!) 

14. 英語教學資源/支持 (1=完全沒有  6=非常充足) 

(1) 軟體(教材、教具): 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(2) 硬體(學校教學設備、專任教室、視聽室): 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(3) 校長、學校行政資源/支持: 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(4) 同事資源/支持: 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(5) 家長資源/支持: 1  2  3  4  5  6 

(6) 社區資源/支持: 1  2  3  4  5  6 
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第二部分：英語教師自我英語能力評估。 

請您依所列情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格中打勾(V)。 

題

號 
 非

常

沒

把

握 

沒

把

握 

有

點

沒

把

握 

有

點

把

握 

有

把

握 

非

常

有

把

握 

1. 與英語系國家的人面談時，能用正常的速度說話。       

2 與英語系國家的人面談時，能運用技巧使對話進行不墜。       

3 課堂上，能自在的用英語教授教材。       

4 不需要字幕就能看懂英語新聞(如:CNN)或電影。       

5 能了解英語系國家通用的俚語的意義。       

6 能了解英語系國家的人用正常速度交談時的內容。       

7 能讀英語雜誌、報紙和小說。       

8 能說出一篇英文文章的大意或總結結論。       

9 能從情境中猜出英文生字的字義。       

10 在不同的情境下，能輕鬆的用英語寫出自己的想法或要

求。 

      

11 能沒有困難的填寫各種英文表格，如:銀行開戶申請表。       

12 能用英語寫出與自己專業相關的文章。       

 

 

教師自我英語能力(聽、說、讀、寫)評估，在適當的空格內打勾()。 

題號  待加強 尚可 不錯 非常滿意 

1 聽     

2 說     

3 讀     

4 寫     
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第三部分：英語教師教學認知問卷調查 
英語教師教學認知自我評估。請您依據在英語課堂上實際情況回答下列所有問

題，並於適當的空格中打勾(V)。 
題

號 
 非

常

沒

把

握 

沒

把

握 

有

點

沒

把

握 

有

點

把

握 

有

把

握 

非

常

有

把

握 

1. 能讓學生相信他們在英語課業上會有很好的表現。       

2 能控制學生在課堂上不守規矩的行為。       

3 能在課堂上運用不同種類的英語教學方法。       

4 能適時提供適切的解釋或舉例來解答學生的疑惑。       

5 能夠妥適處理在學習上有問題的學生。       

6 能激發對英語學習不感興趣的學生學習。       

7 能建立適用於不同類型學生的班級管理系統。       

8 能提出問題來幫助學生思考和學習。       

9 能增進學習成效不佳的學生對英語課程的理解。       

10 能讓學生清楚的了解老師對他們行為和態度的要求和期待。       

11 能安撫不守規矩、吵鬧的學生。       

12 能提供英語學習能力佳的學生適切的挑戰。       

13 能建立一套常規讓所有教學活動順利運作。       

14 能評量學生對已教過內容的理解程度。       

15 能幫助學生進行批判性思考。       

16 能對違抗紀律的學生給予一些回應。       

17 能針對個別學生的程度調整教學的內容和進度。       

18 能回答學生提出的課業問題。       

19 能讓學生重視他們的英語學習。       

20 能培養學生的創造力。       

21 能阻止一些問題學生破壞整堂課的教學。       

22 能運用不同的評量方式去評量學生的學習。       

23 能協助家長了解如何幫助他們的小孩在學校的學習。       
24 能讓學生遵守課堂上的規定。       
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第四部分：英語教師教學策略認知問卷調查 
請您依照在英語課堂上使用的實際情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格中

打勾(V)。 
題

號 
 非

常

不

同

意 

有

點

不

同

意 

有

點

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

1. 我用國語而非英語解釋專有名詞或難懂的概念。     

2 我在教學生背單字或片語時，不會搭配情境使用。     

3 課堂練習時，我會要求學生翻譯句子。     

4 課堂上，我會給學生作小組討論或問題解決的活動。     

5 我會運用英語系國家的韻文和歌曲，並要求學生唸唱或

進行活動。 
    

6 我會用文法的規則解釋複雜的英語句子。     

7 我會在課堂上播放英語的影片，並要求學生討論內容或

角色扮演。 
    

8 學生是否說出文法正確的英語句子比流暢地說出英語更

重要。 
    

9 課堂上要求學生相互用英語對話，並鼓勵他們在課堂外

多使用英語。 
    

10 使用真實情境來演示內容，並要求學生用英語回應或回

答相關狀況。 
    

11 節慶教學時，除了進行活動外，也會介紹其中的文化內

涵。 
    

12 會介紹我國文化或地方特色的英語用法，並鼓勵學生向

外國人介紹。 
    

問卷填答到此結束，再次誠摯的感謝您的協助! 請交還給傳達此份

問卷的教育先進，以便其利用回郵信封寄回。敬祝您  平安喜樂! 
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Appendix D: The Pilot Questionnaire (Chinese Version) 

桃園縣國小英語教師教學認知與教學行為問卷調查(預試) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

第一部分：基本資料 

請您依實際情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格中打勾或做記號。 

1. 性別 □男性  □女性    

2. 擔任職務 □英語專任(含鐘點教師) □導師兼任英語 □行政兼任英語 

3. 最高學歷 □大學 □碩士 □博士 

4. 大學修習系所 □英語系 □非英語系   

5. 擔任英語教學自願性 □出於自願(接第 6 題) □非自願性(接第 7 題) 

6. 願意擔任英語教學之原因(可複選)  

 □覺得英語教學很重要 
□可勝任國小英語教學工作 
□想精進個人英語能力 
□可提升學生學習成效 

□對學習英語有興趣 
□對英語教學有興趣 
□認為上英語課很輕鬆 
□其他                           

7. 不願意擔任英語教學之原因(可複選)  

 □個人英語能力不足 
□個人發音不好 
□英語教學相關知識不足 
□英語雙峰現象 

□家長的質疑 
□英語專長教師更稱職 
□增加工作負擔 
□其他                           

各位英語先進老師您好： 

 非常感謝您在百忙之中抽空填寫這份問卷。本問卷的目的在了解桃園縣國小英語

老師的教學認知與教學行為。若您同時教授英語之外的其他科目，請您依英語課課堂

實際情況來填答此份問卷。問卷內容僅供學術研究之用，您的個人資料將完全保密，

請放心填寫。 

 本分問卷共分三個部分，請您先仔細閱讀各部分說明再填寫，並於作答完成後檢

查是否有遺漏之處。再次感謝您的協助與參與。如您對此問卷有任何問題或對研究結

果有興趣，歡迎您來信指教。 

 填答完畢，請將此份問卷交還給傳達這份問卷的教育研究先進，謝謝! 

   敬祝     教學愉快 

國立政治大學英語教學研究所 

研究生  黃曉君  敬上  101.8.28 

電子信箱:murielhuang@yahoo.com 
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8. 專業研習 □修習過英語教學 10 學分以上 □沒有修過英語教學專業學分 

9. 英語教學年資 □1~5 □6~10 □11~    

10. 學校班級數 □1~12 □13~24 □25~36 □37~  

11. 主要任教年段 □低(1-2 年級) □中(3-4 年級) □高(5-6 年級) 

12. 學校所在地 □縣轄市區 □鄉、鎮地區   

13. 學校氛圍 □保守 □開放     

14. 校長作風 □控制 □自由     

15. 學校向心力(1=非常低 6=非常高) 1    2    3    4    5    6 

16. 學校賦予老師教學自主發揮空間 (1=非常低 6=非常高) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

17. 學校賦予老師參與討論校務空間 (1=非常低 6=非常高) 1  2  3  4  5  6 

18. 各項教學資源/支持 (1=完全沒有  6=非常充足) 

(1) 軟體(教材、教具): 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(2) 硬體(學校教學設備、專任教室、視聽室): 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(3) 學校行政資源/支持: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(4) 同事資源/支持: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(5) 家長資源/支持: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(6) 社區資源/支持: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

19. 各項壓力自評 (1=壓力非常小  6=壓力非常大)  

(1) 同事之間的壓力: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(2) 教學評鑑的壓力: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(3) 行政服務的壓力: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

(4) 班級管理的壓力: 1    2    3    4    5    6 

20. 過去教學滿意度自評(1=非常不滿意 6=非常滿意) 1  2   3   4   5   6 

21. 學生英語學習動機(1=非常低  6=非常高) 1  2   3   4   5   6 
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第二部分：英語教師教學認知問卷調查 
A. 英語教師教學認知自我評估。請您依據在英語課堂上實際情況回答下列所有

問題，並於適當的空格中打勾(V)。 
題

號 
 非

常

沒

把

握 

沒

把

握 

有

點

沒

把

握 

有

點

把

握 

有

把

握 

非

常

有

把

握 

1. 能讓學生相信他們在英語課業上會有很好的

表現。 

      

2 能控制學生在課堂上不守規矩的行為。       

3 能在課堂上運用不同種類的英語教學方法。       

4 能適時提供適切的解釋或舉例來解答學生的

疑惑。 

      

5 能夠妥適處理在學習上有問題的學生。       

6 能激發對英語學習不感興趣的學生學習。       

7 能建立適用於不同類型學生的班級管理系統。       

8 能提出問題來幫助學生思考和學習。       

9 能增進學習成效不佳的學生對英語課程的理

解。 

      

10 能讓學生清楚的了解老師對他們行為和態度

的要求和期待。 

      

11 能安撫不守規矩、吵鬧的學生。       

12 能提供英語學習能力佳的學生適切的挑戰。       

13 能建立一套常規讓所有教學活動順利運作。       

14 能評量學生對已教過內容的理解程度。       

15 能幫助學生進行批判性思考。       

16 能對違抗紀律的學生給予一些回應。       

17 能針對個別學生的程度調整教學的內容和進

度。 

      

18 能回答學生提出的課業問題。       

19 能讓學生重視他們的英語學習。       

20 能培養學生的創造力。       

21 能阻止一些問題學生破壞整堂課的教學。       

22 能運用不同的評量方式去評量學生的學習。       

23 能協助家長了解如何幫助他們的小孩在學校

的學習。 

      

24 能讓學生遵守課堂上的規定。       
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(請翻頁 P.4 繼續作答，謝謝!) 

B. 英語教師自我英語能力評估。請您依所列情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當

的空格中打勾(V)。 
題

號 
 非

常

沒

把

握 

沒

把

握 

有

點

沒

把

握 

有

點

把

握 

有

把

握 

非

常

有

把

握 

1. 與英語系國家的人面談時，能用正常的速度說

話。 

      

2 與英語系國家的人面談時，能運用技巧使對話

進行不墜。 

      

3 課堂上，能自在的用英語教授教材。       

4 不需要字幕就能看懂英語新聞(如:CNN)或電

影。 

      

5 能了解英語系國家通用的俚語的意義。       

6 能了解英語系國家的人用正常速度交談時的

內容。 

      

7 能讀英語雜誌、報紙和小說。       

8 能說出一篇英文文章的大意或總結結論。       

9 能從情境中猜出英文生字的字義。       

10 在不同的情境下，能輕鬆的用英語寫出自己的

想法或要求。 

      

11 能沒有困難的填寫各種英文表格，如:銀行開

戶申請表。 

      

12 能用英語寫出與自己專業相關的文章。       

 

教師自我英語能力(聽、說、讀、寫)評估，在適當的空格內打勾()。 

題號  待加強 尚可 不錯 非常滿意 

1 聽     

2 說     

3 讀     

4 寫     

(請翻頁 P. 5 繼續作答，謝謝!) 
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第三部分：英語教師教學認知問卷調查 
請您依照在英語課堂上使用的實際情況回答下列所有問題，並於適當的空格中

打勾(V)。 
題

號 
 非

常

不

同

意 

有

點

不

同

意 

有

點

同

意 

非

常

同

意 

1. 我用國語而非英語解釋專有名詞或難懂的概念。     

2 我在教學生背單字或片語時，不會搭配情境使用。     

3 課堂練習時，我會要求學生翻譯句子。     

4 課堂上，我會給學生作小組討論或問題解決的活動。     

5 我會運用英語系國家的韻文和歌曲，並要求學生唸唱或

進行活動。 
    

6 我會用文法的規則解釋複雜的英語句子。     

7 我會在課堂上播放英語的影片，並要求學生討論內容或

角色扮演。 
    

8 學生是否說出文法正確的英語句子比流暢地說出英語更

重要。 
    

9 課堂上要求學生相互用英語對話，並鼓勵他們在課堂外

多使用英語。 
    

10 使用真實情境來演示內容，並要求學生用英語回應或回

答相關狀況。 
    

11 節慶教學時，除了進行活動外，也會介紹其中的文化內

涵。 
    

12 會介紹我國文化或地方特色的英語用法，並鼓勵學生向

外國人介紹。 
    

13 您在課堂上的英語教學策略較偏向於(勾選一種型態並選

擇程度) 
 

 □以學生為中心的教學     

 □以老師為中心的教學     

 □綜合型態的教學     

 

問卷填答到此結束，再次誠摯的感謝您的協助! 

 



135 
 

Appendix E: Correlations between English Abilities and Efficacy Perceptions. 

  ENGability Efficacy Speaking Listening Reading Writing SE CM IS 

ENGability 1 .485** .907** .940** .911** .938** .465** .290** .575** 

Efficacy .485** 1 .477** .407** .452** .459** .930** .896** .920** 

Speaking .907** .477** 1 .826** .739** .781** .460** .294** .556** 

Listening .940** .407** .826** 1 .800** .836** .406** .221** .490** 

Reading .911** .452** .739** .800** 1 .849** .403** .288** .554** 

Writing .938** .459** .781** .836** .849** 1 .451** .275** .534** 

Student Engagement .465** .930** .460** .406** .403** .451** 1 .741** .799** 

Classroom Management .290** .896** .294** .221** .288** .275** .741** 1 .732** 

Instructional Strategies .575** .920** .556** .490** .554** .534** .799** .732** 1 

    **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations between English Abilities and Pedagogical Proclivity. 

 ENGability ALM CLT Speaking Listening Reading Writing 

ENGability 1 .064 .438** .907** .940** .911** .938** 

ALM .064 1 .086 .030 .072 .055 .077 

CLT .438** .086 1 .401** .407** .404** .410** 

Speaking .907** .030 .401** 1 .826** .739** .781** 

Listening .940** .072 .407** .826** 1 .800** .836** 

Reading .911** .055 .404** .739** .800** 1 .849** 

Writing .938** .077 .410** .781** .836** .849** 1 
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