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The present study aims to explore how non-English-major pre-service elementary school
teachers perceive their efficacy and English teaching competence. 104 pre-service elementa-
ry school teachers including 77 non-English majors (21 science majors, 28 Korean majors,
and 28 math majors) and 27 English majors participated in the study that included two sur-
veys: English Teacher Efficacy Scale (ETES) and Perceived English Teaching Competence
Scale (PETCS). To explore non-English-major pre-service teachers’ English teacher efficacy
(ETE) and their perceived English teaching competence (PETC), their responses were com-
pared with English-major pre-service teachers’. The findings were as follows: First, pre-ser-
vice teachers’ ETE consisted of four factors while PETC consisted of two factors. Second,
there was no significant difference in ETE between the non-English-major pre-service
teachers and English-major pre-service teachers. Third, non-English majors had a signifi-
cantly lower PETC than English majors. Fourth, pre-service teachers’ ETE and PETC were
affected by interactions among gender, English-speaking ability, and major. The findings
suggested that variables such as gender and English-speaking ability should be considered
in exploring ETE and PETC. In addition, related variables should be considered in non-En-
glish-major pre-service teachers’ professional development programs.
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FHA AR =7 PETCSO] thaf A= /g% 23t o
auﬂ/\ QX']O N,q 1;], 1 7:]_14__&20“/‘1 E_——Ol 27H—’]

29l0] 2&¥|glom, 217} ‘Go] S99 AN 2L
2 Aol AH8E A ETES? PETCSE 2184 913 AR ?lo] AR 9 A=K (PETC-F), “gof 3k &
ATt the T 2ok $A JOIARA A4 TS E DA 99 S HeF (PETC-F2) 02 A H gt
TABLE 1
Factor Matrix of English Teacher Efficacy Scale
ETE-F1 ETE-F2 ETE-F3 ETE-F4
ETE 02 Successful learner 0.816
ETE 08 Confidence in using Eng. 0.798
ETE 12 Positive toward teaching Eng. 0.768
ETE 11 Prepared to teach Eng. 0.746
ETE 04 Anxiety 0.733
ETE 10 Satisfied at being a pre-service Eng. Teacher 0.721
ETE 09 Confidence in Eng. 0.624
ETE 06 Confidence in classroom language 0.603
ETE 22 Evaluation form students 0.575
ETE 01 Enjoying learning Eng. 0.568
ETE 29 Evaluation from peer pre-service teachers 0.432
ETE 19 Efforts to develop teaching Eng. 0.697
ETE 23 Motivation 0.690
ETE 15 Consulting with peers about Eng. Teaching 0.690
ETE 05 Efforts to develop Eng. 0.682
ETE 30 Experience from practicum 0.644
ETE 13 Satisfied at Eng. Ability 0.562
ETE 16 Enjoying preparing for teaching Eng. 0.556
ETE 07 Efforts to use Eng. 0.525
ETE 14 Burden from low Eng. Teaching skills 0.791
ETE 28 Being compared with peers 0.701
ETE 18 Searching for opportunities to develop Eng. Teaching skills 0.651
ETE 20 Effectiveness of professional development 0.573
ETE 31 Needing more teaching practice courses 0.522
ETE 24 Can increase students’ achievement 0.819
ETE 25 Can develop students’ communicative competence 0.708
ETE 21 Can create enjoyable atmosphere 0.658
ETE 17 Can develop own teaching strategies 0.515

Note. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with a varimax rotation.
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TABLE 2

Factor Matrix of Perceived English Teaching
Competence Scale

TABLE 3

Factors of En%hsh Teacher Efficacy and Perceived
ish Teaching Competence

PETC-F1 PETC-F2 Category Factor
PETC 14 Confidence and passion 0.828 B (S]S}rfssl:]%lgliSh learner and teacher
PETC 06 Non-verbal contextual 0.808 English teacher - Efforts to develop English teaching ability
clues : efficacy (ETE-F2)
- Pressure to teach English (ETE-F3)

PETC 13 Fye contact, posture, 0.796 - Effectiveness of English teaching (ETE-F4)
movemen

Perceived - English lesson management and classroom
PETC10 Fluent English 0.678 English teaching _ l;{(ligllll:ht(s)kgclzsh(igsg S)-bl}le)ctives of English

competence
PETC 09 Accurate English 0.635 lessons (PETC-F2)
PETC 12 Level of English 0.615
appropriate to students’ proficiency : 2. E} m1t AKX H{ WS ASHHZXIC| A0
PETC 07 Use of appropriate 0.610 A} §_%|7:IF(ETE) H|
teaching aides
ooy, struction and 0.498 A HA) oful it Feke] ETES 48 23 F2L 6

. : 4 Ao ‘18 Wolc o] e 47T} o e

PETC 05 Checking students 0.836 4170101t} S| TAFSS] SolmAF Tk Ayt
comprehension ATt 298| WAF G54+ AR

o 7 OF7} L0 A ZolX = A =
PETC 03 Interaction with students 0.800 02 FAET ¢ ‘_‘]- 2 oA E 1914 B

o] JBAFEL 2 Afol7} gl & 4 ek

PETC 04 Providing appropriate 0.727
feedback :
PETC 02 Organizing activities step 0.664 : e °
by step : Z s
PETC 01 Designing a lesson to 0.627 ﬁ
achieve objectives ’ z°
PETC 15 Control of learning pace 0.566 é ’ . o
PETC 11 Use of appropriate 0.561 i

grouping of students

Note. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with a varimax
rotation.
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FIGURE 1 English Teacher Efficacy by Major
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TABLE 4
One-Way ANOVA for English Teacher Efficacy
Item F )4

ETE 01 Enjoying learning English 5.113 .002

ETE 10 Satisfied at being a pre-service 2811 043
English teacher

ETE 31 Needing more teaching practice 2736 048
courses
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FIGURE 2 Profile Plots: English Teacher Efficacy
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FIGURE 3 Perceived English Teaching Competence by
Major
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TABLE 5
One-way ANOVA for Perceived English Teaching
Competence
Item F )4
PETC 01 Designing a lesson to achieve objectives 11.445 0.000
PETC 02 Organizing activities step by step 9.77  0.000
PETC 03 Interaction with students 4.537 0.005
PETC 04 Providing appropriate feedback 9.182 0.000
PETC 05 Checking students’ comprehension 8.079 0.000
PETC 06 Non-verbal contextual clues 7.984 0.000

PETC 07 Use of appropriate teaching aides 6.408 0.001
PETC 08 Clear instruction and demonstration ~ 5.899 0.001

PETC 09 Accurate English Use 4.942 0.003
PETC 10 Fluent English use 6.018 0.001
PETC 11 Use of appropriate grouping of students 3.752 0.013
PETC 12 Level of English appropriate to 2.870 0.040

students’ proficiency

PETC 13 Eye contact, posture, movement 14.239 0.000
PETC 14 Confidence and passion 7.783  0.000
PETC 15 Control of learning pace 14.533 0.000
PETCS 13.885 0.000
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