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The aim of this study was to explore if there is a significant difference between
preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions and their gender, fields of
study in high school and departments at their university. The study was carried out
through descriptive survey model, one of quantitative research models. The sample
of the study consisted of 653 freshmen preservice teachers in the Faculty of
Education at Gazi University. Convenience sampling method was used in the study.
Percentage, frequency, arithmetic mean, standard deviation, Kruskal-Wallis and t
test were used in the analysis of the data collected via “Academic Self-Efficacy
Scale”. Findings reveal that there is no significant difference between preservice
teachers’ academic self-efficacy levels and their gender, fields of study in high school
and departments at their university. Findings also indicate that preservice teachers’
academic self-efficacy levels are in “partly sufficient” range.
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Introduction

One of the most important criteria of social development is the increase of knowledge and handing down
this knowledge to future generations. In this sense, under today’s circumstances where changes and
developments in science and technology are rapid, the importance of education system is becoming more and
more prominent in raising individuals who can adapt to these circumstances. The most significant component
that determines the process of education system and the quality of service provided is the teacher. Thus, the
quality of education also refers to quality of teachers. So, taking all the components of education into
consideration, it is thought that the process of teacher training is of vital importance.

In teacher training, particularly in the early years of teacher education, it is mentioned that preservice
teachers should be made aware of the fact that teaching is a job that requires expertise in this field (Simsek,
2005); it is also mentioned that preservice teachers should be endeared to the job of teaching since it would
not be right to expect loving teaching to happen naturally after starting this job (Yilman, 1987). Studies (Basbay,
Unver & Biimen, 2009; Duman & Yakar, 2017; Gomleksiz & Kan, 2012; Otluoglu, 2002) reveal that preservice
teachers, particularly during their preservice training, need to gain positive affective qualities toward teaching
in addition to the required knowledge and skills. Among the positive affective qualities toward teaching as a job
are being open to developments and innovations, loving human beings-students, being patient, being reliable,
having high self-efficacy (Celikten, Sanal & Yeni; 2005; Ozkan & Arslantas, 2013) and many others.

Self-efficacy, which is one of the important components of affective qualities, is a concept frequently dealt
with in educational research. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) maintain that teachers’ self-efficacy
perceptions affect students’ success, motivation and development of their self-efficacy perceptions. Likewise,
Pajares (1996) emphasizes that one of the leading perceptions which influence teachers’ vocational success
and productivity is self-efficacy perception. On the other hand, Azar (2010) puts forth that preservice teachers’
self-efficacy perceptions start in the preservice training process and develop and are shaped in line with their
experiences in the teaching process.

The origin of the concept “self-efficacy’” goes back to Bandura’s (1977) Social Learning Theory (Social
Cognitive Theory) and this concept is defined as “one’s belief in his/her own capacity in order to enhance
his/her knowledge and skills to the targeted level”. Schunk (1991) defines self-efficacy as the most important
precursor of individual’s behaviors. It is also pointed out that individual’s self-efficacy is desired to be high and
that those with high self-efficacy beliefs, be them learners or teachers, do not fear of being unsuccessful and
are determined to cope with obstacles (Gliven & Baltaoglu, 2017). Teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions that are
reflected in classroom activities have a very important influence on providing quality teaching (Ashton, 1984;
Lortie, 1975; Tobin, Tippin & Gallard 1994; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Wolfolk & Hoy, 1990). As
Brousseau, Book and Byers (1988) explain, it is necessary to bear in mind that teachers’ and preservice
teachers’ vocational self-efficacy perceptions and ideas that are formed throughout their educational lives are
influenced by teacher training institutions. The concept “self-efficacy” is usually referred to in different
dimensions such as “general self-efficacy”, “teacher self-efficacy”, “emotional self-efficacy”, “social self-
efficacy” while the concept “academic self-efficacy” is regarded as a different dimension of self-efficacy, which
is prevalent at all levels of academic life (Bandura, 1997; Ekici, 2012).

Schunk (1991) defines academic self-efficacy as individuals’ beliefs in being able to perform the assigned
academic tasks successfully at certain levels. Similarly, academic self-efficacy is defined by Zimmerman (1995)
as student’s belief in his/her ability to accomplish an academic task. In many studies in literature, academic
self-efficacy is also defined as student’s self-confidence in the learning process, his/her being more persistent
in the time of studying, ability to use different learning strategies, capacity to organize his/her performance
effectively (Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001; Joo, Bong & Choi, 2000). Bandura (1993) maintains that students with
high academic self-efficacy do not see the problems as a threat but as difficulties to cope with and master.
Bandura (1993) also states that students with high academic self-efficacy set goals to cope with difficulties and
they stick to their academic goals. It is stated that students with high self-efficacy are more successful in exams,
show higher performance and resistance to cope with problems, set higher goals while students with low
academic self-efficacy make less effort to solve problems (Lent, Broun & Larkin, 1984). It is known that
academic self-efficacy not only affects learning and learning performance, but it also expresses students’
various abilities such as self-assessment and self-control (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1998). Studies
emphasize that affective factors as well as cognitive factors are influential in students’ academic success and
that academic self-efficacy has a significant place in affective factors (Alsop & Watts, 2000; Duit & Treagust,
2003; Thompon & Mintzes, 2002).
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Therefore, it is suggested that taking self-efficacy levels into consideration when organizing educational and
teaching activities and applying the programs is of great significance in qualified teacher training in order for
preservice teachers to maintain a quality pre-service training process (Aydin, 2010; Chemers, Hu & Garcia,
2001;). Academic self-efficacy can be regarded as one of the most important factors that will lead the
preservice teachers to vocational success because it is very hard for an individual who has low self-efficacy
perception to be successful. In this respect, it could be maintained that doing research on preservice teachers’
views of their academic self-efficacy is important not only for themselves but also for their students since these
preservice teachers will be involved in the future education system (Terzi & Tezci, 2007; Unlii, 2011). There is a
need for further research in order for preservice teachers to have a more positive attitude towards teaching as
a job, to feel more sufficient in their jobs, and for their academic self-efficacy levels to be defined and
improved. Although there seems to be quite many studies on self-efficacy in the faculty of education (Akbulut,
2006; Cakir, 2005; Cakir, Kan & Siimbiil, 2006; Capri & Celikkaleli, 2008; Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001; Ekici,
2008; Morgil, Secken & Yiicel, 2004; Oguz & Topkaya, 2008; Ozdemir, 2008; Pajares, 1996; Phan 2012), it is
noteworthy that the number of studies on academic self-efficacy is low. For example, Aktas (2017) conducted a
research on the relationship between theology students’ academic motivation levels and their academic self-
efficacy. In another study, academic motivations and academic self-efficacy levels of preservice teachers of
physical education were examined in terms of some variables (Alemdag, Oncii & Yilmaz, 2014). Reading
anxieties and academic self-efficacy beliefs of secondary school students were examined in terms of different
variables in another study (Arslan, 2017). Therefore, it is suggested that the results of this study will contribute
to evaluation of the efficiency of teacher training institutions.

Aim of the Study

The aim of this study is to examine preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of
variables such as gender, field of study in high school and department at the university. In line with this aim,
answers were sought for the following questions:

1. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of
gender?

2. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of
field of study in high school?

3. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of
their departments at the university?

Method
Model of the Study

This study was carried out through survey model in which data were collected in order to find out certain
characteristics of a group and the collected data are described within their own conditions (Karasar, 2005).

Population and Sample

Population of the study consisted of 1272 freshmen students from six departments of Gazi Faculty of
Education in Gazi University in spring semester of 2017-2018 academic year. Convenience sampling method
was applied in the study. Convenience sampling removes the restrictions in time, money and work force; it
enables to reach the sampling easily and perform an application (Buyikoztirk, Kilig-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz
& Demirel, 2016). The reason for the researcher to choose this sampling type is that she teaches professional
teaching knowledge in the faculty where she works at the same time. Thus, data were collected from the
departments of Fine Arts Education, Maths and Science Education, Turkish Language and Social Sciences
Education, Primary Education, Special Education and Foreign Languages Education. A total of 637 freshmen
preservice teachers from these departments were conducted a questionnaire. 47 questionnaires were
excluded from the study because of various reasons (blank items, missing information in personal details, etc.).
297 of 1272 freshmen students need to be taken as the sample of the study regarding £ 5.00% margin of error
(Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). So, 653 participants of the study would well represent the population of the study.
Demographic details of the preservice teachers in the sample of the study are given in Table 1.
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Table 1.

Demographic Details of the Preservice Teachers.

Variable f %

Gender Female 498 76.30
Male 155 23.70
Total 653 100

Field of Study in Turkish Language-Maths 162 24.80

High School Science-Maths 228 34.90
Social Sciences 263 40.30
Total 653 100

Department at Fine Arts Education 72 11.00

University Maths and Science Education 179 27.40
Turkish Language and Social Sciences Education 114 17.50
Primary Education 119 18.20
Special Education 83 12.70
Foreign Languages Education 86 13.20
Total 653 100.00

Of the preservice teachers participating in this study 498 (76.30%) were female, 155 (23.70%) were male;
162 (24.80%) studied Turkish Language and Maths, 228 (34.90%) Science and Maths, 263 (40.30%) Social
Sciences in High School. 72 (11,00%) now study Fine Arts Education, 179 (27.40%) Maths and Science
Education, 114 (17.50%) Turkish Language and Social Sciences Education, 119 (18.20%) Primary Education, 83
(12.70%) Special Education and 86 (13.20%) Foreign Languages Education at their university.

Data Collection Tools

The data collection tool used in this study had two parts. In the first part preservice teachers were asked
about their personal details. The second part included “Academic Self-Efficacy Scale” developed by Owen and
Froman (1988) and adapted into Turkish by Ekici (2012). Adaptation of the scale into Turkish was done with the
students of Faculty of Education. Therefore, it was found acceptable for the scale to be applied to the students
studying in the Faculty of Education. Five point Likert scale consisted of 33 items and three sub-dimensions.
The items in the scale were classified depending on the degree of agreement, 1 being “Very little”, 2 “Little”, 3
“Partly agree”, 4 “Agree”, 5 “Strongly agree”. Limits between the items are as follows:

1 Very little 1.00-1.80
2 Little 1.81-2.60
3 Partly agree 2.61-3.40
4 Agree 3.41-4.20
5 Strongly agree 4.21-5.00

The minimum point to be taken form the scale is 33 whereas the highest is 165. In the adaptation study
made by Ekici (2012), in the context of validity study of the original scale, confirmatory factor analysis and
varimax technique has been used. At the end of the varimax rotation a total of three factors the eigen value of
which were 6,951,3,478 and 1,280 has come out. After the analysis a 33 item scale which explained the 45.8%
of the total variance. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for the whole scale was determined as .86
(Ekici, 2012).

Analysis of the Data

In the process of analyzing the collected data, firstly, whether the data had normal distribution or not was
tested. To this end, central distribution, coefficient and kurtosis values were examined on the distribution of
total number that was taken for the factors forming the scale. Also, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used. Thus, it
was found that the score of the academic self-efficacy scale had normal distribution. In addition, homogeneity
of variances of the measurements was examined through Levene F test. In the analysis of the data depending
on the sub-problem, percentages, frequencies, arithmetic means, standard deviation, Kruskal Wallis and t test
analyzes were employed. While comparisons regarding the total score of academic self-efficacy scale in terms
of gender were made via t test, comparisons regarding the total score of academic self-efficacy scale in terms
of the variables of field of study in high school and department at university were made via Kruskall Wallis H
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test, which is the nonparametric counterpart of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). In testing the
significance of the differences, the level of significance was accepted as .05.

Results
Findings Regarding Preservice Teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Gender

In order to compare preservice teachers’ self-efficacy in terms of gender, normality of the distributions was
tested first, and according to Kolmogorov Smirnov test results the distributions were found normal (K-
Sfemale=.04; p=.06>.05; K-Smale=.05; p=.20>.05). Moreover, homogeneity of the variances of the
measurements were examined via Levene test, and it was found that the requirement of homogeneity of the
variances was met (F= 2.344, p<005). Accordingly, t test for independent samples, which is a parametric test,
was applied in order to compare the total score means of teacher trainers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions
in terms of gender. The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2.
Preservice teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Gender.

Gender N X S sd t P
Female 498 3.22 .57 651 -1.10 .27
Male 155 3.28 51

The results revealed that there is no significant difference between score means in terms of gender (t (651)
= -1.10, p>.05). It was observed that score means of female and male preservice teachers’ academic self-
efficacy perceptions are very close to each other (3.22 and 3.28) and they are in “partly agree” range. In other
words, it could be maintained that preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions do not differ in
terms of gender.

Findings Regarding Preservice Teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Their Fields of Study
in High School

Normality of the distributions was tested in order to compare total score means in the scale for preservice
teachers’ academic self-efficacy in terms of their fields of study in high school. Kolmogorov Smirnov test results
revealed that the distributions were normal (K-STM=.06; p=.20>.05; K-SSM=.05; p=.20>.05; K-S SocialSci=.04;
p=.20>.05). Kruskal Wallis H. test was applied (p<.05) since variances were not homogeneous (degree of
freedom of Levene test value: 2-650) although normality of distributions was provided according to the results
of analysis. The data are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Preservice teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Their Fields of Study in High School.

Field of Study N Mean Rank sd x> P
Turkish-Maths 162 323.93 2 .34 .84
Science-Maths 228 332.90

Social Sciences 263 323.78

Results of the analysis reveal that there is no statistically significant difference between the total scores of
preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of their fields of study in high school (p>.05). In
other words, it could be stated that fields of study in high school do not influence teacher trainers’ academic
self-efficacy perceptions.

Table 4 shows that there is no statistically significant difference between total scores of teacher trainers’
academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of their departments ("x" A"2" =9.49; p>.05). In other words, it
might be suggested that preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions are similar in terms of their
departments at university. When median values of the departments were examined, it was found out as: M
(Fine Arts Education) = 3.40; M (Maths and Science Education) = 3.27; M (Turkish Language and Social Sciences
Education) = 3,22; M (Primary Education) = 2.27; M (Special Education) = 3.18; M (Foreign Languages
Education) = 3,24. When median values of preservice teachers were examined, it was seen that the scores
were very close to each other and they were in “partly agree” range.
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Findings regarding Preservice Teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Their Departments

In order to compare total score means in the scale for teacher trainers’ academic self-efficacy in terms of
their departments, first the normality of the distributions was tested. Kolmogorov Smirnov test results
revealed that distributions were normal (K-Sginearts=-09; p=.20>.05; K-Spaths-science £du.=-05; p=.20>.05); K-Strkish-
SocialSci Edu.=-07; P=20>05); K'SPrimaryEducationz'07; P=20>05), K'SSpeciaIEducationz-OG; p=20>05): K'SForeignLang.Eduz-OG;

p=.20>.05).

Table 4.

Preservice teachers’ Academic Self-Efficacy Perceptions in terms of Their Departments.

Departments N Mean Rank sd X2 p
Fine Arts Education 72 376.01 5 9.49 .09
Maths and Science Education 179 340.03

Turkish Language and Social Sciences Education 114 309.76

Primary Education 119 320.76

Special Education 83 293.31

Foreign Languages Education 86 322.84

Table 4 shows that there is no statistically significant difference between total scores of teacher trainers’
academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of their departments ("x" A"2" =9.49; p>.05). In other words, it
might be suggested that teacher candidates’ academic self-efficacy perceptions are similar in terms of their
departments at university. When median values of the departments were examined, it was found out as: M
(Fine Arts Education) = 3.40; M (Maths and Science Education) = 3.27; M (Turkish Language and Social Sciences
Education) = 3.22; M (Primary Education) = 2.27; M (Special Education) = 3.18; M (Foreign Languages
Education) = 3.24. When median values of teacher candidates were examined, it was seen that the scores were
very close to each other and they were in “partly agree” range.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

In this study it was found that there is no significant difference between preservice teachers’ academic self-
efficacy perceptions and gender variable. Most studies in literature support this finding (Aktas, 2017; Alemdag,
2015; Alemdag, Oncii & Yilmaz, 2014; Altungekic, Yaman & Koray, 2005; Arslan, 2017; Choi, 2005; Cevik, 2011;
Demirtas, Coémert & Ozer, 2011; Donmus, Akpinar & Eroglu, 2017; Ekici, 2008; Friedman & Kass, 2002;
Friedman, 2003; Gengtirk & Memis, 2010; Guldl, 2015; Glveng, 2011; Girol, Altunbas & Karaaslan, 2011;
Giizel, 2017; Kahyaoglu & Yangin, 2007; Oguz, 2012; Saracaloglu, Yenice & Ozden, 2013; Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfok Hoy, 2007). For example, in their study which was carried out with students studying Computer and
Educational Technologies; Cuhadar, Glindiiz and Tanyeri (2013) found that there was no significant difference
between students’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of gender variable. Likewise, the results of
Eroglu, Yildirrm and Sahan’s study (2017) revealed that there was no significant difference between students’
academic self-efficacy levels in terms of gender variable. Tunca and Alkin-Sahin’s study (2014) revealed that
female and male preservice teachers regarded themselves to be at the same level in terms of their academic
self-efficacy beliefs.

There are studies which support the findings of this research is available (Biricik, 2015; Gliven & Baltaoglu,
2017; Pekdemir, 2015; Satici, 2013; Yagci & Aksoy, 2015; Yilmaz, Yilmaz & Turk, 2010; Usher and Pajares, 2008).
Some studies reveal that female preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions were at higher degrees
than those of male preservice teachers (Aktas, 2017; Aydin, Omiir & Argon, 2014; Cevik, 2011; Ko¢ & Arslan,
2017) while some other studies revealed that male preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions
were at higher degrees than those of female preservice teachers (Bleicher, 2004; Demirtas, Comert & Ozer,
2011; Durdukoca, 2010; Morgil, Secken & Yicel, 2004). The result which reveals that there is no significant
difference between teacher trainers in terms of gender variable could be regarded as a positive one when the
fact that academic self-efficacy belief needs to be gained by both genders alike is taken into consideration.

Results of the study revealed that preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions did not differ in
terms of their fields of study in high school. In literature, there are some studies that found no significant
differences between preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy perceptions in terms of their fields of study in
high school (Altuncekic, Yaman & Koray, 2005; Saracaloglu, Yenice & Ozden, 2013). One of these studies is on
general self-efficacy, the other is on self-efficacy in Science teaching. On the other hand, there are many
studies which do not support the results of this study (Alemdag et al., 2014; Altungekig, Yaman & Koray, 2005;
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Biricik, 2015; Cakir, Kan & Siinbiil, 2006; Demir, 2008; Demirtas, Cémert & Ozer, 2011; Girbiiztiirk & Sad, 2009;
Koger, 2014; Oguz, 2012; Pekel, 2016; Yagci & Aksoy, 2015). This finding of the study is similar to that of
another study carried out in 2013 (Saracoglu, Yenice & Ozden. However, that study is on general self-efficacy
perception. On the other hand, Altungeki¢, Yaman and Koray (2005) carried out their study on self-efficacy
belief in Science teaching. Yet, this study is on academic self-efficacy. So, it could be suggested that their
findings do not overlap with this study.

A study conducted in 2011 revealed that preservice teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions differed significantly
in terms of their fields of study in high school (Giirol, Altunbas & Karaaslan, 2011). The study also highlighted
that the difference was in favor of preservice teachers who studied social sciences in high school while it was to
the detriment of those who studied science. Similarly, Cakir, Kan and Stinbil’s study (2006) showed that self-
efficacy perceptions of preservice teachers who studied social sciences in high school were higher than those
who studied science and maths.

In this study, when preservice teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions were examined in terms of their
departments it was found out that there was no statistically significant difference. Thus, it could be stated that
the department variable does not influence academic self-efficacy belief. There are studies the results of which
overlap with this study (Cubukcu & Girmen, 2007; Demir, 2013; Elkatmis, Demirbas & Ertugrul, 2013; Eroglu,
Yildirnm & Sahan, 2017; Glven & Baltaoglu,2017; Kavrayici & Bayrak, 2016; Oguz, 2009; Saracaloglu, Yenice &
Ozden, 2013; Uysal & Késemen, 2013). Eroglu, Yildirim and Sahan (2017) found in their study that there was no
significant difference between the self-efficacy levels of students studying in the Faculty of Physical Education
in terms of department variable. Likewise, Saracoglu, Yenice and Ozden’s study (2013) revealed that there was
no statistically significant difference between the self-efficacy perceptions sub-dimension and total scores of
preservice teachers studying Science Education, Social Sciences Education and Primary Education in terms of
their departments.

Looking at the results of this study, it could be stated that the variable of field of study in high school does
not influence academic self-efficacy belief. One reason for this could be that participants are yet freshmen in
the Faculty of Education. Besides, it could be suggested that experiences and outcomes gained by preservice
teachers throughout their undergraduate years may well contribute positively to their academic self-efficacy.
Another reason why there was no difference between the two variables could be that participants preferred
teaching as an occupation regardless of their fields of study in high school.

In this study, when preservice teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions were examined in terms of their
departments, it was found out that there was no statistically significant difference. Thus, it could be maintained
that the department variable does not influence academic self-efficacy beliefs. There are studies the results of
which overlap with this study (Cubuk¢u & Girmen, 2007; Demir, 2013; Elkatmis, Demirbas & Ertugrul, 2013;
Eroglu, Yildirnm & Sahan, 2017; Gliven & Baltaoglu,2017; Kavrayici & Bayrak, 2016; Oguz, 2009; Saracaloglu,
Yenice & Ozden, 2013; Uysal & K&semen, 2013). Eroglu, Yildirim and Sahan (2017) found in their study that
there was no significant difference between the self-efficacy levels of students studying in the Faculty of
Physical Education in terms of department variable. Likewise, Saracoglu, Yenice and Ozden’s study (2013)
revealed that there was no statistically significant difference between the self-efficacy perceptions sub-
dimension and total scores of preservice teachers studying Science Education, Social Sciences Education and
Primary Education in terms of their departments.

Literature review of relevant studies indicate that there are quite a lot of studies in which researchers found
significant difference between preservice teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions in terms of their departments as
variables (Altungekic, Yaman & Koray, 2005; Aydin, Omiir & Argon, 2014; Biricik, 2015; Gengtiirk & Memis,
2010; Demirtas, Comert & Ozer, 2011; Donmus, Akpinar & Eroglu 2017; Giirol, Altunbas & Karaaslan, 2011;
Giveng, 2011; Tabancali & Celik, 2013). Ozgiil and Diker’s study (2017) revealed that there were significant
differences between preservice teachers’ social status scores, sub-dimension of academic self-efficacy, and
their departments. This difference was indicated to be between the departments of Physical Education and
Sports Management. In their study carried out in all departments of Faculty of Education at indnii University,
Demirtas, Comert and Ozer (2011) stated that self-efficacy perceptions differed significantly in terms of
departments. Their study also revealed that students studying Turkish Language, Art and Computer Education
had the highest mean rank in “Participation” sub-dimension; students studying Music, Art and Social Sciences
Education had the highest mean rank in “Management” sub-dimension; in “Total” scores, on the other hand,
students studying Turkish Language, Social Sciences, Music and Art Education had the highest mean rank. It
could be inferred from the literature review that the difference between the findings of the studies which
revealed significant difference in terms of department variable and those of this study may result from the
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difference between students’ departments. For example, Ozgiil and Diker (2017) carried out their study with
students doing their Master’s in Physical Education and Sports program at the Institute of Health Sciences.
Another reason could be the differences in class levels. Participants of Ozgiil and Diker’s study (2017) were
postgraduate candidates and participants of Demirtas, Cémert and Ozer’ study (2011) were senior students at
the Faculty of Education. On the other hand, sample of this study includes freshmen students at the Faculty of
Education. Thus, this might be the cause of differences between the findings of relevant studies and those of
this study.

It was found out in this study that preservice teachers’ academic self-efficacy levels are in “partly sufficient”

range. In other words, the study revealed that preservice teachers have academic self-efficacy at a medium
level. However, academic self-efficacy levels of preservice teachers, who are volunteered to become teachers,
are expected to be higher (Akbay & Gizir, 2010; Haycock, McCarthy & Skay, 1998; Klassen, Krawchuk & Rajani,
2007). In literature there are studies which support this finding (Gliven & Baltaoglu, 2017; Giivenc, 2011; Gizel,
2017; Uysal & Késemen, 2013) as well those which do not (Ozdemir, 2008, Yesilyurt, 2013). The fact that this
study was carried out with freshmen students in the Faculty of Education could be a reason for academic self-
efficacy levels not being within the expected range yet. Hence, Orhan and Akkoyunlu (2003) found in their
study that as high school students’ ages increase, their self-efficacy perceptions get higher.
In addition, unfavorable experiences that preservice teachers have throughout their studies may well have an
adverse effect on their self-efficacy perceptions. Relevant studies in literature revealed that academic self-
efficacy levels were usually high. Oguz (2012) found in his study that academic self-efficacy perceptions of
primary school preservice teachers were at high levels. Similarly, Yilmaz, Gircay and Ekici’s study (2007)
revealed that academic self-efficacy levels of university students were at high levels. Still another study carried
out by Yalmanci and Aydin (2014) showed that self-efficacy levels of science preservice teachers were at high
levels.

In conclusion, findings of the studies indicate that there is no significant difference between self-efficacy
levels of students studying at the Faculty of Education in terms of gender, their fields of study in high school
and their departments at university. Findings also show that self-efficacy levels of these students are partly
sufficient. Hidden curriculum could be applied to preservice teachers in order to enhance the development of
their self-efficacy. Besides, it is maintained that more practice could be included in preservice teachers’
specialized field courses and pedagogical courses hand in hand with theory in order to support the
development of their self-efficacy. Teaching with such well-balanced curriculum throughout the process of
education is believed to be effective. Studies aiming to identify lecturers’ self-efficacy could be planned and
carried out. Qualitative research could be carried out in order to thoroughly examine the finding that
preservice teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions are in “partly sufficient” range. In addition, longitudinal studies
could be conducted in order to monitor preservice teachers throughout their university lives.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

Toplumsal gelismenin en 6nemli kriterlerinden biri, bilgi birikiminin artmasi ve bu birikimin gelecek nesillere
kazandirilmasidir. Bilim ve teknolojideki degisim ve gelismelerin oldukga hizli ilerledigi giinimiz kosullarinda,
bu duruma uyum saglayacak bireylerin yetistirilebilmesi icin egitim sisteminin 6nemi giderek artmaktadir.
Egitim sisteminin isleyisini ve verilen hizmetin niteligini belirleyen en 6nemli 6ge ise 6gretmendir. Dolayisiyla
egitim kalitesi denildiginde 6gretmen kalitesi akla gelmektedir. Bu nedenle egitimin butln bilesenleri dikkate
alindiginda 6gretmen yetistirme siirecinin hayati bir 5neme sahip oldugu distiniilmektedir.

Ogretmenligin profesyonel bir meslek oldugu bilincinin kazandirilmasi (Simsek, 2005) ve meslek sevgisinin
asllanmasinin hizmet 6ncesi egitim siirecinin ilk yillarindan itibaren baslamasi gerektigi, zira bu gelisimlerin
sonradan olusacagini beklemenin ciddi bir yanilgi oldugu Yilman (1987) tarafindan dile getiriimektedir.
Ogretmen adaylarina egitim siireci icinde dgretmenlige ydnelik sadece bilgi ve beceri degil ayni zamanda
duyussal ézelliklerin kazandirilmasi gerektigi bircok ¢alismada (Basbay, Unver & Biimen, 2009; Duman & Yakar,
2017; Gémleksiz & Kan, 2012; Otluoglu, 2002) vurgulanmaktadir. Ogretmenlik meslegine yénelik duyussal
ozellik olarak; gelisme ve yeniliklere agik olmak, insani-6grenciyi sevmek, sabirl olmak, giivenilir olmak, 6z
yeterligi yiksek olmak (Celikten, Sanal & Yeni; 2005; Ozkan & Arslantas, 2013) gibi daha pek cok &zelligi
siralamak mimkdndr.

“Oz yeterlik” kavrami egitim arastirmalarinda sikca ele alinmakta ve duyussal dzelligin dnemli dgelerinden
biri olarak gorilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki basarilari ve verimliligini artirmada 6z yeterlik algilarinin
o6nemli oldugu (Pajares, 1996), ne kadar yiksek 6z yeterlik algisina sahip ise; onlarin yetistirecegi 6grencilerin
basarisi, giidiilenmesi ve 6z yeterlik algilarinin gelismesinin de o kadar etkili olacagi, Tschannen-Moran ve
Hoy’'un (2001) savundugu goérusler arasinda yer almaktadir. Azar (2010) 6gretmen adaylarinin 6z yeterlik
algilarinin, hizmet 6ncesi egitim strecinde baslayip 6gretim sireci igerisinde yasadigi deneyimlerle gelistigini ve
sekillendigini vurgulamaktadir.

Oz yeterlik kavrami Bandura’nin (1977) “Sosyal Ogrenme Kuram!” teorisine dayanmakta; “kisinin bilgisini ve
becerilerini hedefledigi dlizeye ulastirmak icin kendi 06grenebilme yetenegine olan inanc’” seklinde
tanimlanmaktadir. Schunk (1991) 06z vyeterliligi bireyin davranislarinin en 6nemli yordayicisi olarak
adlandirmaktadir. Ogretmen veya &gretmen adaylarinin yiiksek 6z vyeterlik algisina sahip olmasi, onlarin
basarisizliktan korkmadiklarini ve karsilasabilecekleri zorluklarla bas etmede kararli davrandiklarini
gostermektedir (Guven & Baltaoglu, 2017). Nitelikli bir 6grenme-6gretme ortaminin yaratilmasinda en énemli
etki 6gretmenin 6z yeterlik algisidir (Ashton, 1984; Lortie, 1975; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Wolfolk & Hoy,
1990; Tobin, Tippin & Gallard, 1994). Egitimcilerin meslekleri ile ilgili 6z yeterlik algilarini gelistirme konusunda
egitim gordikleri kurumlardan etkilendikleri yapilan arastirmalarda kanitlanmistir (Brousseau, Book & Byers,
1988). Oz yeterlik kavrami, “genel 6z yeterlik”, “6gretmen 6z vyeterligi”, “duygusal 6z yeterlik”, “sosyal 6z
yeterlik” gibi farkli boyutlarda ele alinmakla birlikte bireyin egitim hayatinin her boyutunda (bilgi, beceri ve
tutum gibi) etkili oldugu belirlenen “akademik 6z yeterlik” kavrami da 6z yeterligin farkh bir boyutu olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Bandura, 1997; Ekici, 2012).

Schunk (1991) akademik 06z yeterlik kavramini, bireylerin belirlenen akademik gorevleri belirlenmis
seviyelerde basariyla uygulayabilmelerine iliskin inanclari olarak ifade edilmistir. Benzer bir tanim ise
Zimmerman (1995) tarafindan “6grencinin akademik bir isi basariyla tamamlayabilmesine iliskin inanc1” olarak
yapilmistir. Alan yazinda yapilan birgok ¢alismada akademik 6z yeterlik 6grencinin 6grenme sirecinde kendine
glivenmesi, 6grenebilmek igin calisma siiresinde daha israrli olmasi, farkli 6grenme stratejilerini kullanabilmesi
ve kendi performansini diizenleme kapasitesi olarak da tanimlanmaktadir (Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001; Joo,
Bong & Choi, 2000). Bandura (1993) yiiksek akademik 6z yeterlilige sahip 6grencilerin sorunlari tehdit gibi degil,
ustalasmasi gereken zorluklar olarak gordiklerini ve zorluklarla basa c¢ikmak icin hedefler koyduklarini,
belirledikleri akademik hedeflere bagli olduklarini ifade etmektedir. Yiiksek akademik 6z yeterlik inancina sahip
ogrencilerin sinavlarda daha basarili olduklari, problemlerle bas edebilmek icin daha yiksek performans ve
diren¢ gosterdikleri, daha ylksek hedef belirledikleri ancak dusik akademik 6z yeterlik algisina sahip
ogrencilerin ise sorun ¢dzmek icin daha az gaba sergiledikleri belirtilmektedir (Lent, Broun & Larkin, 1984).
Akademik 6z yeterliligin sadece 6grenmeyi ve 6grenme performansini etkilemekle kalmadigi, 6grencilerin kendi
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kendini denetleme, 6z degerlendirme gibi gesitli yeteneklerini de ifade ettigi bilinmektedir (Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1988).

Arastirmalar 6grencilerin akademik agidan basarili olabilmelerinde bilissel faktorlerle birlikte duyussal
faktorlerin de etkili oldugunu; akademik 6z yeterliligin ise duyussal faktorler arasinda 6nemli bir yere sahip
oldugunu (Alsop & Watts, 2000; Duit & Treagust, 2003; Thompon & Mintzes, 2002) vurgulamaktadir.
Dolayisiyla 6gretmen adaylarinin hizmet oncesi egitim slrecini nitelikli stirdlirebilmeleri icin egitim-6gretim
etkinlikleri planlanirken ve uygulanirken akademik 6z yeterligin bilinmesinin nitelikli 6gretmen yetistirmede
oldukg¢a 6nemli oldugu (Aydin, 2010; Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001) dislnilmektedir. Meslek yasaminda
o6gretmen adayini basariya tasiyabilecek etkili 6geler arasinda akademik 6z yeterlikten s6z etmek mimkindiir.
Clnkl kendi akademik 6z yeterlik algisi disik olan bireyin basariya ulasmasi oldukga zordur. Bu noktadan
hareketle gelecegin 6gretmenlerinin akademik 6z yeterliklerine iliskin gérislerinin belirlenmesi sadece kendileri
icin degil, yetistirecekleri 6grenciler icin de oldukca 6nemli oldugu distnitlmektedir. Alan yazinda, 6zellikle
egitim fakiltelerinde 6z yeterlikle ilgili pek ¢ok arastirmanin bulunmasina ragmen (Akbulut, 2006; Cakir, 2005;
Chemers, Hu & Garcia, 2001; Capri & Celikkaleli, 2008; Ekici, 2008; Morgil, Secken & Yicel, 2004; Oguz &
Topkaya, 2008; Ozdemir, 2008; Pajares, 1996; Phan, 2012) akademik 6z yeterlilige ydnelik arastirmalarin az
oldugu gériilmektedir. Ornegin Aktas (2017)ilahiyat fakiltesi 6grencilerinin akademik giidiilenme diizeyleri ile
akademik 6z yeterlik iligkisini arastirmistir. Bir baska calismada ise Beden Egitimi 6gretmen adaylarinin
akademik motivasyonlari ve akademik 6z yeterlikleri bazi degiskenler dikkate alinarak incelenmistir (Alemdag,
Oncii & Yilmaz, 2014). Ortaokul dgrencilerinin okuma kaygilari ve akademik 6z yeterlik inanclarinin gesitli
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi bir baska g¢alisma (Arslan, 2017) olarak alan yazinda yer almaktadir. Bu
arastirma sonuglarinin 6gretmen vyetistiren egitim fakiiltelerinin etkililigini degerlendirme boyutunda katki
saglayabilecegi diisiintilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada; 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilari cinsiyet, mezun olduklari alan ve 6grenim
gordikleri bolimler arasinda anlamli fark olup olmadigi belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Bu amag ¢ergevesinde su
sorulara yanit aranmigtir:

1. Ogretmen adaylarinin cinsiyetlerine gére akademik 6z yeterlik algilari arasinda anlamli bir fark var midir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin mezun olduklari lise alan tiiriine gére akademik 6z yeterlik algilari arasinda anlamli bir
fark var midir?

3. Ogretmen adaylarinin 8grenim gérdiikleri béliimlere gére akademik 6z yeterlik algilar arasinda anlamli bir
fark var midir?

Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu arastirmada O6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilar ile bazi degiskenler arasindaki iliskiyi
saptamak icin tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Tarama modeli bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle ortaya koymayi
saglayan bir arastirma yontemidir. Arastirmaya konu olan birey, konu, nesne vb. kendi kosullari iginde ve
oldugu gibi tanimlanmaya calisilir (Karasar, 2015).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini 2017-2018 6gretim yili bahar déneminde, Gazi Universitesi, Gazi Egitim Fakiltesi’nin
6 boliminde ve birinci sinifinda okuyan 1272 &grenci olusturmaktadir. Orneklemi belirlemede uygun
ornekleme yénteminden faydalanilmistir. Uygun 6rnekleme yontemi zaman, para ve isglici agisindan var olan
sinirliliklar ortadan kaldirip, érnekleme kolay ulasma ve uygulama yapma firsati saglamaktadir (Blytkoéztirk,
Kilig-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2016). Bu calismada arastirmacinin bu 6rnekleme tiriini segmesinin
nedeni gorev yaptig fakiltede ayni zamanda 6gretmenlik bilgisi derslerini yiritiyor olmasidir. Buna gore Glizel
Sanatlar Egitimi Bolim{, Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolum, Tirkge ve Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bolumd,
Temel Egitim Bolimii, Ozel Egitim Bolimii ve Yabanci Dil Egitimi Bélimiinde veriler toplanmistir. Bu béliimlerde
6grenim goéren toplam 650 birinci sinif 6gretmen adayina anket uygulanmis, 47 anket cesitli sebeplerle (bos
madde, kisisel bilgilerdeki eksiklikler vb.) calisma kapsami disinda birakilmistir. Bu dogrultuda 653 6gretmen
adayil bu ¢alismanin 6rneklemini olusturmustur. Yukarida belirtilen toplam 1272 birinci sinif 6grencisinin + % 5
hata payina gore 297’sininérnekleme alinmasi gerekmektedir (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). Dolayisiyla arastirmaya
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katilan 653 kisi arastirma evrenini temsil edebilecek orandadir. Orneklemde yer alan &gretmen adaylarinin
demografik 6zellikleri Tablo 1'de gérilmektedir.

Tablo 1.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Demografik Ozellikleri.

Degisken f %
Cinsiyet Kadin 498 76,30
Erkek 155 23,70
Toplam 653 100
Mezun Olduklari Alan Tari  Tirkce-Matematik 162 24,80
Fen- Matematik 228 34,90
Sosyal 263 40,30
Toplam 653 100
Ogrenim Gordiikleri Glizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bolimi 72 11,00
Bolumler Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolumu 179 27,40
Tirkge ve Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bolim 114 17,50
Temel Egitim BOlimi 119 18,20
Ozel Egitim BOlUmi 83 12,70
Yabanci Dil Egitimi Bolima 86 13,20
Toplam 653 100

Bu arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin 498’i (%76.30) kadin, 155’i (%23.70) erkektir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin 162’si (%24.80) Tirkce-Matematik, 228'i (%34.90) Fen-Matematik ve 263’0 (%40.30) sosyal
alanlardan mezun 6grencilerdir. Ogretmen adaylarinin 72’si (%11.00) Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bélimi, 179’u
(%27.40) Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolimi, 114’0 (%17.50) Tirkge ve Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bolima,
119'u (%18.20) Temel Egitim B&limi, 83l (%12.70) Ozel Egitim Bdlimii ve 86’si (%13.20) Yabanci Dil Egitimi
Bolimiinde 6grenim gérmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Calismada kullanilan veri toplama araci iki bélimden olusmaktadir. ilk bélimde &gretmen adaylarina ait
kisisel bilgiler sorulmustur. ikinci béliimde Ekici’nin (2012) Tirkgeye uyarladigi, Owen ve Froman’a (1988) ait
“Akademik Oz yeterlik Olgegi” yer almistir. Olgegin Tiirkceye uyarlama calismasi egitim fakiiltesi 6grencileri ile
yapiimistir. Bu nedenle 8lgegin yine egitim fakiiltesi égrencilerine uygulanmasi uygun gérilmistir. Olgekte 33
madde olusmaktadir. Olcekteki maddelere dgretmen adaylarinin katilma dereceleri 1 “oldukca az”, 2 “az”, 3
“kismen fazla”, 4 “fazla”, 5 “oldukc¢a fazla” seklinde siniflandirilmistir. Maddeler arasindaki sinir asagidaki gibi
belirlenmistir.

1 Oldukega az 1,00-1,80
2 Az 1,81-2,60
3 Kismen fazla 2,61-3,40
4 Fazla 3,41-4,20
5 Oldukca fazla 4,21 -5,00

Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 33, en yiiksek puan ise 165'tir. Ekici (2012) tarafindan yapilan uyarlama
calismasinda, orijinal Olgegin gecerlik calismalari kapsaminda dogrulayici faktér analizi ve dik dondirme
(varimax) teknigi kullanilmistir. Varimax déndiirme islemi sonucunda eigen degeri 6,951,3,478 ve 1.280 olan
toplam (g faktor ortaya ¢ikmistir. Analiz sonucunda toplam varyansin % 45.80’ini agiklayan 33 maddelik 6lgek
elde edilmistir. Olgegin bitiiniine yénelik Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayisi. 86 olarak tespit edilmistir (Ekici,
2012).

Verilerin Coziimlenmesi

Arastirmada elde edilen verilerin ¢6ziimlenmesi sirecinde, 6ncelikle verilerin normal dagihm gosterip
gostermedigi test edilmistir. Bu temelde; 6lcegi olusturan faktorler icin alinan toplam puanin dagilimi tizerinde
merkezi dagilim, carpiklik ve basiklik degerleri incelenmis, ayrica Kolmogorov-Smirnov Testinden
yararlanilmistir. Buna gore akademik 6z yeterlik dlgegi puaninin normal dagilim goésterdigi gérilmistir. Ayrica
olciimlerin varyanslari homojenligi de Levene F testi ile incelenmistir. Alt problemlere bagh olarak verilerin
¢6zimlenmesinde ylzde, frekans, aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma, Kruskal-Wallis ve t testi analizi
uygulanmistir. Cinsiyet degiskenine gére Akademik Oz yeterlik Olcegi toplam puanina iliskin karsilastirmalar t
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testi ile yapilirken, mezun olunan alan ve égrenim goérdiikleri bdlim degiskenine gére Akademik Oz yeterlik
Olgegi toplam puanlarina iliskin karsilastirmalar tek yénlii varyans analizinin (ANOVA) parametrik olmayan
karsilig Kruskall Wallis H Testi ile yapilmistir. Farkhliklarin anlamlihginin test edilmesinde anlamhlik diizeyi. 05
olarak kabul edilmistir.

Bulgular
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Cinsiyetlerine Gére Akademik Oz Yeterlik Algilarina iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin cinsiyete gére akademik 6z yeterliklerinin karsilastirilmasi icin dncelikle dagilimlarin
normalligi test edilmis, Kolmogorov Smirnov testi sonuglarina gére dagilimlarin normal oldugu belirlenmistir (K-
S kadin=.04; p=.06>.05; K-S erkek=.05; p=.20>.05). Ayrica Ol¢limlerin varyanslari homojenligi de levene testi ile
incelenmis ve varyanslarin homojenligi kosulunun saglandigi belirlenmistir (F= 2.344. p<.05). Buna gore
o6gretmen adaylarinin cinsiyetlerine gore akademik 6z yeterlik algilari toplam puan ortalamalarini karsilastirmak
amaciyla parametrik bir test olan bagimsiz 6rneklemler icin t testi yapilmis ve elde edilen sonug¢ Tablo 2’'de
gosterilmigtir.

Tablo 2.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Cinsiyetlerine gére Akademik Oz Yeterlik Algilari.

Cinsiyet N X S sd t p
Kadin 498 3.22 .57 651 -1.10 .27
Erkek 155 3.28 .51

Elde edilen bulguya goére cinsiyet acisindan puan ortalamalari arasinda anlamli farkliik olmadigi
belirlenmistir(t(651)= -1.10. p>.05). Kadin ve erkek 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algi puan
ortalamalari birbirine oldukga yakin (3.22 ve 3.28) ve kismen fazla araliginda oldugu gorilmektedir. Baska bir
deyisle 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilarinin cinsiyete gore degismedigi sdylenebilir.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Mezun Olduklari Alan Tiiriine Gére Akademik Oz- Yeterlik Algilarina iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin ortadgretim mezuniyet alanlarina gére akademik &z yeterlik 6lcegi toplam puan
ortalamalarini karsilastirmak amaciyla dagilimlarin normalligi test edilmistir. Kolmogorov Smirnov testi
sonuglarina gére dagilimlarin normal oldugu belirlenmistir (K-STM=.06; p=.20>.05; K-SFM=.05; p=.20>.05; K-S
Sosyal=.04; p=.20>.05). Analiz sonuglarina gore dagilim normalligi saglanmasina ragmen varyanslar homojen
olmadigi i¢in (Levene testi degeri serbestlik derecesi 2-650) Kruskal-Wallis H. Testi uygulanmistir (p<.05). Elde
edilen veriler Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3.
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Mezun Olduklari Alan Tiiriine Gére Akademik Oz Yeterlik Algilari.

Mezun Olunan Alan N Sira Ortalamasi sd x2 p
Tirkge-Matematik 162 323.93 2 .34 .84
Fen-Matematik 228 332.90

Sosyal 263 323.78

Analiz sonuglari, 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilarinin toplam puanlari ile mezun olunan
alan tirl degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik olmadigini géstermektedir (p>.05). Baska bir
deyisle, mezun olunan lise alan tirinin 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilarini etkilemedigi
soylenebilir.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Béliimlerine Gére Akademik Oz yeterlik Algilarina iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin béliimlerine gére akademik 6z yeterlik 6lgegi toplam puan ortalamalarini karsilastirmak
amaciyla oncelikle dagihmlarin normalligi test edilmistir. Kolmogorov Smirnov testi sonuglarina gore
dagihmlarin normal oldugu belirlenmistir (K-S Glizel Sanatlar=.09; p=.20>.05; K-S Matematik-Fen Bil.=.05;
p=.20>.05); K-S Tiirkge-Sosyal Bil.=.07; p=.20>.05); K-S Temel Egitim=.07; p=.20>.05); K-S Ozel Egitim=.06;
p=.20>.05); K-S Yabanci Dil=.06; p=.20>.05). Ancak yapilan Levene testi sonuglarina goére varyanslar homojen
¢tkmadigi icin (F=2.018 p<.05) parametrik test kullanma kosulu saglanamamis ve verilerin Kruskall Wallis testi
ile cozimlenmesine karar verilmistir. Elde edilen veriler Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 4.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Béliimlerine Gére Akademik Oz yeterlik Algilari

Bolimler N Sira Ortalamasi sd X2 P
Glizel Sanatlar Egitimi Bolima 72 376.01 5 9.49 .09
Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolumu 179 340.03

Tirkge ve Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Bolimdi 114 309.76

Temel Egitim BolUm 119 320.76

Ozel Egitim BOIUm 83 293.31

Yabanci Dil Egitimi Bolimu 86 322.84

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algisi toplam puanlarinin 6grenim
gordikleri bolime gore istatistiksel olarak anlamh bicimde farklilasmadigi gorilmektedir ("x" A"2" =9.49;
p>.05). Diger bir deyisle, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenim gordikleri béliimlere goére akademik 6z yeterlik
algilarinin benzer 6zellikler gosterdigi soylenebilir. Bolimlerin medyan degerleri incelendiginde: M (Glizel
Sanatlar Egitimi Bolimi)=3.40; M (Matematik ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Bolimi)=3.27; M (Tirkce ve Sosyal
Bilimler Egitimi Bélimii)=3.22; M (Temel Egitim B6limii)=2.27; M (Ozel Egitim B6limii)=3.18; M (Yabanci Dil
Egitimi B8limii)=3.24 oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin medyan deger puanlari incelendiginde;
puanlarin birbirine oldukga yakin oldugu ve “kismen fazla” araliginda yer aldigi gériilmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmada, 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilari ile cinsiyet degiskeni agisindan anlamh
bir farkliigin olmadigi saptanmistir. Alan yazindaki aragtirmalarin gogunun bu bulguyu destekler nitelikte
oldugu gorilmektedir (Aktas, 2017; Alemdag, 2015; Alemdag, Oncii & Yilmaz, 2014; Altungekic, Yaman & Koray,
2005; Arslan, 2017; Choi, 2005; Cevik, 2011; Demirtas, Cdmert & Ozer, 2011; Donmus, Akpinar & Eroglu 2017;
Ekici, 2008; Friedman & Kass, 2002; Friedman, 2003; Gengtilirk & Memis, 2010; Guldi, 2015; Giveng, 2011;
Gurol, Altunbas & Karaaslan, 2011; Guzel, 2017; Kahyaoglu & Yangin, 2007; Oguz, 2012; Saracaloglu, Yenice &
Ozden, 2013; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfok Hoy, 2007). Ornegin, Cuhadar, Giindiiz ve Tanyeri’'nin (2013) egitim
fakiltesinin bir bolimindeki 6grenciler ile yaptigl calismada 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilar
ile cinsiyet degiskeni arasinda 6ge farklilik olmadigi sonucuna ulasmislardir. Eroglu, Yildirnm ve Sahan’in (2017)
spor bilimleri fakiiltesindeki 6grenciler ile yaptigl arastirma sonucu da bu bulguyu destekler niteliktedir. Tunca
ve Alkin-Sahin’in (2014) arastirmasinda da kadin 6gretmen adaylari ile erkek 6gretmen adaylarinin kendilerini
akademik 6z yeterlik inanci agisindan ayni yeterlikte degerlendirdikleri ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Alan yazinda bu arastirmanin sonucunu desteklemeyen arastirmalar da bulunmaktadir. Biricik, 2015; Gliven
& Baltaoglu, 2017; Pekdemir, 2015; Satici, 2013; Yagcl & Aksoy, 2015; Yilmaz, Yilmaz & Tirk, 2010; Usher &
Pajares, 2008). Arastirmalarin bir kisminda kadin 6gretmen adaylarinin erkek 6gretmen adaylarindan daha
yiiksek akademik 6z yeterlik algisina sahip oldugu belirlenirken (Aktas, 2017; Aydin, Omiir & Argon, 2014; Cevik,
2011; Kog & Arslan, 2017), bir kisim arastirmada da erkek 6gretmen adaylarinin kadin 6gretmen adaylarindan
daha yiiksek akademik 6z yeterlik algisina sahip oldugu (Bleicher, 2004; Demirtas, Comert & Ozer, 2011;
Durdukoca, 2010; Morgil, Secken & Yiicel, 2004) goriilmektedir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylari arasinda
cinsiyet degiskeni acisindan farkhhk ¢tkmamasi her iki cinsiyet icin akademik 6z yeterlik inancinin benzer sekilde
kazandirilmasi gerektigi distiniildigiinde olumlu bir sonug olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilari ile mezun olduklari alan tiri degiskenine
gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farkhlik olmadigi belirlenmistir. Alan yazin incelendiginde, 6gretmen
adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilarinin mezun olduklari alan tiirtine gore farklilik géstermedigini belirleyen
calismalar (Altungekic, Yaman & Koray, 2005; Saracaloglu, Yenice & Ozden, 2013) olmakla birlikte ki bu
arastirmalardan biri genel 6z yeterlik, digeri de fen 6gretiminde 6z yeterlik ile ilgili yapilmis arastirmalardir,
cogunlukla desteklemeyen arastirmalarin (Alemdag et al., 2014; Altuncekic, Yaman & Koray, 2005; Biricik, 2015;
Cakir, Kan & Siinbiil, 2006; Demir, 2008; Demirtas, Cdmert & Ozer, 2011; Gurbiiztiirk & Sad, 2009; Koger, 2014;
Oguz, 2012; Pekel, 2016; Yagci & Aksoy, 2015;) oldugu gorilmektedir. Arastirmanin bu bulgusu ile 2013 yilinda
(Saracaloglu, Yenice ve Ozden) yapmis olan bir arastirma bulgusu benzer &zellikler géstermektedir. Ancak bu
arastirma bulgusu genel 6z yeterlik algisi Gzerinde yapilmis bir arastirmadir. Altungekig, Yaman ve Koray’'in
(2005) arastirmasinda ise fen 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik inanci Uzerinde galisiimistir. Oysa bu arastirma
akademik 06z yeterlik Uzerine yapilmistir. Dolayisiyla bu arastirma bulgusu ile ortlismedigini séylemek
mimkindir.
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2011 yilinda yapilan bir arastirmada, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6z yeterlik algilari ile mezun olduklari bolim
degiskeni arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu ve bu farkliligin sosyal alan mezunu 6gretmen adaylari lehine, fen
alanindan mezun olan 6gretmen adaylarin ise aleyhine oldugu belirlenmistir (Glrol, Altunbas & Karaaslan,
2011). Ayni sekilde Cakir, Kan ve Siinbil ‘Gn (2006) “Ogretmenlik meslek bilgisi ve tezsiz yiiksek lisans
programlarinin tutum ve 6z yeterlik agisindan degerlendirilmesi” baslikli ¢calismalarinda da benzer sonuglarin
elde edildigi goriilmektedir.

Bu arastirma sonuglarina gére mezun olunan alan degiskeninin akademik 6z yeterlik inanci Uzerinde etkili
olmadigl séylenebilir. Bunun bir sebebi; katilimcilarin heniiz fakiilte birinci sinif 6grencisi olmalari; bir baska
nedeni ise hangi alandan mezun olurlarsa olsunlar 6gretmenlik meslegini tercih etmis olmalari olabilir. Dort
yillik lisans egitimleri surecinde edinecekleri deneyimler ve kazanimlarla akademik 6z yeterliklerinin olumlu
yonde gelisebilecegi distinulmektedir.

Arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenim gordikleri bolimler ile akademik 6z yeterlik algilari arasindaki
farkhlik incelendiginde, istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir farklihk tespit edilmemistir. Bu durumda bolim
degiskeninin akademik 6z yeterlik algisi Gizerinde etkili olmadigi séylenebilir. Bu arastirma bulgusu ile paralellik
gosteren arastirmalar (Cubukgu & Girmen, 2007; Demir, 2013; Elkatmis, Demirbas & Ertugrul, 2013; Eroglu,
Yildirnm & Sahan, 2017;Gliven & Baltaoglu,2017; Kavrayici & Bayrak, 2016; Oguz, 2009; Saracaloglu, Yenice &
Ozden, 2013; Uysal & Késemen, 2013) bulunmaktadir. Eroglu, Yildirnm ve Sahan (2017), arastirmalarinda spor
bilimleri fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin akademik 6z yeterlik dizeylerinin bélim degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farkliik gostermedigini tespit etmislerdir. Yani sira Saracaloglu, Yenice, Ozden (2013)
arastirmalarinda g farkh bolim arasinda akademik 6z yeterlik algisi agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farkhlik olmadigi sonucuna ulasmislardir.

ilgili alan yazin incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaylarinin &z yeterlik algilarinin 6grenim gérdikleri bdlim
degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik gésterdigine iliskin arastirmalarin oldukga fazla oldugu (Altungekig, Yaman
& Koray 2005; Aydin, Omiir & Argon, 2014; Biricik, 2015; Gengtiirk & Memis, 2010; Demirtas, Cémert & Ozer,
2011; Donmus, Akpinar & Eroglu 2017; Giirol, Altunbas & Karaaslan, 2011; Gliveng, 2011; Tabancal & Celik,
2013) goriilmektedir. Ozgiil ve Diker'in (2017) arastirmasinda akademik 6z yeterlik alt boyutlarindan sosyal
statl alt boyut puanlari ile mezun olduklari bélimler arasinda anlamli farkliliklar oldugu, bu farkliligin beden
egitimi 6gretmenligi ve spor yoneticiligi arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Demirtas, Cémert ve Ozer (2011) inénii
Universitesi egitim fakiiltesinin tim bélimlerinde gerceklestirdikleri arastirmada, 6z yeterliligin bolimlere gére
anlamli farklilik gosterdigini belirlemislerdir. Ayrica 6z yeterligin bazi alt boyutlarinda (katilim, yénetim gibi) ve
toplam boyutta bazi bolimler arasinda farkhlik oldugu bulgusuna ulasmislardir. Bélim degiskenine gére anlamli
bir farklilik gosteren arastirma bulgulari ile bu g¢alisma bulgularinin farklilik géstermesinin 6rnekleme alinan
dgrenci gruplarinin alan farkindan kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ornegin; Ozgiil ve Diker (2017) Saglk
Bilimleri Enstitlisii, Beden Egitimi ve Spor Yiksek Lisans programi oOgrencileri ile arastirmayi
gerceklestirmislerdir.

Bir baska neden ise sinif diizeyi farkhliklari olabilir. Yine Ozgiil ve Diker’in (2017) arastirma grubu lisansiistii
egitim dgrencileri, Demirtas, Comert ve Ozer’in (2011)arastirma grubunun egitim fakiiltesi son sinif 6grencileri
olmasi, bu arastirmada ise egitim fakiiltesi birinci sinif 6grencilerinin 6érnekleme alinmis olmasi bu farkhhgin
nedeni olabilir.

Arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik diizeylerinin “kismen yeterli” oldugu ortaya
cikmistir. Baska bir degisle 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 06z vyeterliklerinin orta dlizeyde oldugu
gorilmektedir. Oysa 6gretmenlik meslegini tercih eden adaylarin akademik 6z yeterliklerinin daha yliksek
dizeyde olmasi beklenmektedir (Akbay & Gizir, 2010; Haycock, McCarthy & Skay, 1998; Klassen, Krawchuk &
Rajani, 2007). Alan yazinda bu bulguyu destekleyen arastirmalarin yaninda (Glven & Baltaoglu, 2017; Glveng,
2011; Giizel, 2017; Uysal & Kdsemen, 2013), desteklemeyenler de yer almaktadir (Ozdemir, 2008, Yesilyurt,
2013). Bu arastirmanin egitim fakiltesi birinci sinif 6grencileri ile yapilmis olmasi akademik 6z yeterligin
istenilen diizeyde heniiz olmamasinin bir sebebi olabilir. Nitekim Orhan ve Akkoyunlu (2003) lise 6grencilerinin
yaslari ilerledikce akademik 6z yeterlik algilarinin ylkseldigini bulmuslardir.

Ayrica, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimleri boyunca karsilasabilecekleri olumsuz deneyimler de akademik 6z
yeterlik algilarini negatif yonde etkileyebilir. Yapilan alan yazin taramasinda 6grencilerin akademik 6z yeterlik
algi diizeyinin genellikle yiiksek bulundugu gériilmiistiir. Ornegin, 2012 yilinda Oguz tarafindan yapilan
arastirma sonuglari 6gretmen adaylarinin akademik 06z vyeterlik algilarinin yiiksek seviyede oldugunu
gostermektedir. Yilmaz, Gurgay ve Ekici (2007) ile Yalmanci ve Aydin (2014) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismalarda da
benzer sonuca ulagiimistir.
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Sonug olarak ¢alismadan elde edilen bulgular, egitim fakultesi 6grencilerinin akademik 6z yeterlik diizeyleri
cinsiyet, mezun olunan alan turi ve 6grenim gordikleri bolim degiskeni agisindan anlamh bir farklilik
olmadigini ve kismen yeterli oldugunu gostermektedir. Ogretmen adaylarina akademik &z yeterliklerinin
gelisimini desteklemek amaciyla értiik program uygulanabilir. Ortiik program cercevesinde sosyal sorumluluk
projeleri gibi akran etkisinin saglanacagi etkinlikler akademik 06z yeterlikleri artirabilir. Ayrica 6gretmen
adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterliklerinin gelistirilebilmesi icin 6gretim etkinlikleri siirecinde kuram-uygulama
baglantisinin etkili olacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Ogretim elemanlarinin akademik &z yeterliklerinin belirlenmesine
yonelik arastirmalar planlanip yiiriitiilebilir. Ogretmen adaylarinin akademik 6z yeterlik algilarinin kismen yeterli
¢ikmasina iliskin derinlemesine incelemelerin yapilabilecegi nitel desenli arastirmalar yirGtilebilir. Bunun
yaninda 6gretmen adaylarinin hizmet 6ncesi egitimleri sirecinde ve bu konular dogrultusunda arastirmalara
yer verilebilir.
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