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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the current study was to investigate preservice and in-service
teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes in the Turkish
Republic of North Cyprus (TRNC) in the 2021-2022 academic year. The data were
collected from 4"-year English Language Teaching (ELT) preservice teachers and in-
service teachers who worked and taught in the public secondary and high schools in
the TRNC. Semi-structured interview questions were used to collect the intended data
to be able to develop two main measurement tools with appropriate items. After the
thematic content analysis, two pilot studies were conducted to measure whether the
items worked. Further, the data collected within the scope of this study were analysed
through SPSS (ver.24) and SPSS Amos software (ver.24) programs to create two valid
and reliable measurement tools for the ELT field to determine both preservice and in-
service teachers’ pronunciation teaching perceptions. The two developed scales were
confirmed as a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis and the Confirmatory Factor
Analysis. The first scale, which was used for preservice teachers, consisted of 5 factors
and 19 items. On the other hand, the second scale consisted of 6 factors and 26 items.
Furthermore, all the sub-dimensions and the overall scales proved to be highly reliable
(Scale 1 a=.890, Scale 2 a=.925) and fit to be applied in the identification of ELT
preservice teachers’ and in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching perceptions. With
the two newly developed scales, participants were visited face-to-face and asked to
participate in the study with their consent. 174 preservice and 132 in-service teachers
participated in the study. The data collected through the newly developed scales were
analysed through SPSS (ver.24) and SPSS Amos software (ver.24) programs to

address research questions. The results indicated several significant issues. First, the



35-39 age group in-service teachers were found to have significantly the lowest
pronunciation teaching perceptions scores compared to all other age groups (p<0.05).
Secondly, in-service teachers teaching in English medium programs were found to
have significantly greater desires to teach pronunciation in all sub-dimensions
(p<0.05). Finally, preservice teachers' perceptions of classroom context were
significantly more positive than in-service teachers (p<0.05). Additionally, their
scores for learning style perceptions were significantly higher than the scores of in-
service teachers' teaching style perceptions (p<0.05). Furthermore, more details are
presented in Chapter 4.

Finally, it is hoped that the new scales will help researchers more reliably
investigate perceptions of teaching pronunciation in various contexts, and that the

findings of this current study will provide insights into the field.

Keywords: preservice teachers, in-service teachers, pronunciation, teachers’

perceptions, EFL learners.
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Bu arastirmanin amaci, 2021-2022 egitim 6gretim yilinda Kuzey Kibris Tiirk
Cumbhuriyeti'nde (KKTC) Ingilizce derslerinde telaffuz dgretimine iliskin dgretmen
adaylarinin ve gorevde olan 6gretmenlerin algilarini incelemektir. Veriler, KKTC'deki
devlet ortaokullar1 ve liselerinde gorev yapan hizmet i¢i Ggretmenler ve sekiz
{iniversitenin Ingilizce Ogretmenligi (ELT) 4. simif gretmen adaylarindan toplanmistir.
Uygun maddelerle iki ana 6lgme araci gelistirebilmek ve amaglanan verileri toplamak
icin yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme sorulart kullanilmistir. Tematik icerik analizinden
sonra maddelerin ige yarayip yaramadigini1 6lgmek i¢in iki pilot ¢aligma uygulanmustir.
Ayrica, bu ¢aligma kapsaminda toplanan veriler SPSS (ver.24) ve SPSS Amos yazilimi
(ver.24) programlari araciligiyla analiz edilerek ELT alanindaki 6gretmen adaylar1 ve
gorevde olan 6gretmenlerin telaffuz algilarini belirlemek igin gegerli ve giivenilir iki
Olciim aract gelistirilmistir. Gelistirilen iki Ol¢cek yapilan Acimlayict Faktor ve
uygulanan Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizleri sonucunda dogrulanmistir. Ogretmen adaylari
i¢in kullanilan birinci 6lgek 5 faktor ve 19 maddeden olusmaktadir. Ikinci dlgek ise 6
faktor ve 26 maddeden olusmaktadir. Ayrica, tiim alt boyutlarin ve her iki dlgegin son
derece (Olgek 1 o= .890, Olgek 2 o= .925) giivenilir oldugu saptanmistir. Bdylece,
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Boliimii 6gretmen adaylarinin ve gorevde olan dgretmenlerin
telaffuz Ogretimi algilarinin  belirlenmesinde uygulanmalarinin uygun oldugu
kanitlanmistir. Yeni gelistirilen iki 6lgek ile katilimcilar yiiz yiize goriisiilerek onamlari
ile calismaya katilmalari istenmistir. Arastirmaya 174 6gretmen aday1 ve 132 hizmet
ici Ogretmen katilmistir. Yeni gelistirilen oOlcekler aracilifiyla toplanan veriler,
arastirma sorularini ele almak i¢in SPSS (ver.24) ve SPSS Amos yazilimi (ver.24)

programlar araciligiyla analiz edilmistir. Sonuglarin birka¢ 6nemli konuya isaret ettigi



gdzlemlenmistir. Ilk olarak, 35-39 yas grubundaki hizmet ici gretmenlerin diger tiim
yas gruplarina gore anlamli olarak en diisiik telaffuz 6gretimi algisina sahip olduklari
bulunmustur (p<0.05). ikinci olarak, Ingilizce egitim veren programlarda gorev yapan
hizmet i¢ci 6gretmenlerin tiim alt boyutlarda anlamli olarak daha fazla telaffuz 6gretme
istekleri oldugu bulunmustur (p<0.05). Son olarak, 6gretmen adaylarinin siif
baglamina iliskin algilari, hizmet i¢i 6gretmenlere gore anlamli diizeyde daha olumlu
bulunmustur (p<0.05). Ayrica, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenme bigimi algilari, hizmet
ici Ogretmenlerin Ogretim bicimi algilarindan anlamli olarak daha yiiksek olarak
saptanmistir (p<0.05). Ayrica, Boliim 4'te daha fazla ayrint1 sunulmaktadir.

Son olarak, yeni Ol¢eklerin aragtirmacilarin ¢esitli baglamlarda telaffuz
Ogretimi algilarin1 daha gilivenilir bir sekilde arastirmasina yardimci olacagi ve bu

mevcut ¢alismanin bulgularinin alanda i¢goriiler saglayacagi umulmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 06gretmen adaylari, hizmet i¢i Ogretmenler, telaffuz,

ogretmenlerin algilari, EFL 6grencileri.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

This chapter introduces the background and statement of the problem. Then, it is
followed by the purpose and the significance of the study. Further, it presents a
description of the problem that started the research. Finally, the research questions are

presented.
1.2 Background and Statement of the Problem

Pronunciation teaching has always been a demanding part of teaching EFL or
ESL. However, it is a crucial part of any language teaching program that claims to be
offering high quality of language education. The difficulty posed by pronunciation
stems mainly from little exposure to and interaction with native speakers and the
differences between the phonological systems of English and other languages. Many
language teachers nowadays may not prefer to teach pronunciation in the classroom
due to their preferences, past learning experiences, or language proficiency levels.
Yet, language learners often view pronunciation as being a very challenging task
(Willings, 1988).

Previous studies on this topic have shown that most pronunciation problems
are not only because of physical articulatory problems but also due to L2’s cognitive
causes (Ahmadi, 2011; Baker, & McCarthy, 1981; Fraser, 2001; Jones, 1997; Kendric,

1997).



According to Fraser (2011), the problem behind not being able to produce the
correct sounds is not only because they cannot physically produce the sounds, but also
because they cannot distinguish between the sounds to be able to organize and
manipulate them as required in the L2 sound system. Especially, in adult ESL
programs, language teachers have difficulties in meeting pronunciation learning needs
since they lack teaching skills, confidence, and knowledge about teaching certain
aspects of pronunciation. Hence, these studies have shown that methodology,
curriculum, and techniques need to be improved to attain global standards. On the
other hand, according to Demirezen (2005), learners' L1 is seen as an important
element that causes a deficiency in producing the correct sounds in English when
performing. He also drew attention to the fact that language teachers did not
emphasize pronunciation skills as a vital component.

Regarding methodology, for instance, it is known that the teaching method
affects the way non-native preservice teachers learn the target language pronunciation
system during their education. For example, if a student is studying English as a
foreign language using the Grammar-Translation method (GTM), we cannot expect
her/him to pronounce every word correctly since there is no emphasis on
pronunciation in classes. Jones (2002) states that language teachers who teach the
target language through the Auditory-Linguistic or Direct Method (DM) attach special
importance to pronunciation. Furthermore, in the Auditory-Linguistic method,
"pronunciation is taught from the beginning to get students to distinguish between
members of minimal pairs in language laboratories™ (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 46).
Similarly, according to Larsen-Freeman (2002), students are expected to demonstrate

communicative evidence by using the target language in Communicative Language



Teaching (CLT). They are supposed to speak L2 fluently, however, there is no need
for complete accuracy.

Derwing and Munro (2009) claimed that speaking with a non-native accent
might have significant psychological, social, and communicational consequences in
EFL contexts. This will obviously be affecting preservice and in-service teachers’
beliefs about teaching pronunciation in the following years when they are placed in
their teacher positions in classes. The relevant literature has focused on different
aspects of pronunciation teaching. Some work has been done on computer-assisted
pronunciation teaching (e.g., Levis, 2007). Other research has focused on examining
learners’ attitudes to the target language as an important factor that helps learners
acquire the correct articulation of the sounds and feel motivated (e.g., McKenzie,
2008).

As far as teacher education is concerned, it is important to reveal the
perceptions of preservice teachers about learning and teaching the phonological
aspects of EFL as preservice teachers are those who will be the future language
teachers. Therefore, their perceptions need to be examined and reflected on
systematically. For instance, Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu (2010) investigated 103
English language teachers in North Cyprus context and reported their most frequently
preferred pronunciation teaching perceptions. They revealed that in-service teachers’
pronunciation teaching perceptions consisted of three traditional classroom
techniques as 1-Reading Aloud, 2-Dictionaries, and 3-Dialogues.

Concerning the past 20 years, there have been many studies in the field of
teaching and learning pronunciation to reveal learners’ and teachers’ preferences
(Brown, 1992; Claire, 1993; Fraser, 2000; Yates, 2001; Ocampo-Rodriguez,

Muieton-Agudelo, & Agudelo-Henao; 2019). However, the most recent research has



focused on different areas of L2 pronunciation. In a state-of-the-art article, Demir and
Kartal (2022) aimed at mapping and analyzing L2 pronunciation articles published
between 1977 - 2020 and indexed in the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) in the
Web of Science (WoS) database. As significant results, they revealed the influential
sources, featured documents, and authors in the field. Moreover, they mapped the
most cited references, publications, and authors to help researchers visualize the
intellectual structure of the field of L2 pronunciation by clustering.

More specifically, Suzukida and Saito (2022) examined 40 extemporaneous
speech samples gathered by Japanese learners to reveal segmental and suprasegmental
factors. Subsequently, they presented different levels of global L2 pronunciation
proficiency. Furthermore, in a study conducted by Tsunemoto, Trofimovich, and
Kennedy (2020) on 77 Japanese preservice teachers revealed their beliefs about
pronunciation teaching. Their findings confirmed that preservice teachers could be
categorized into two distinct profiles defined by contributions of their experience. The
first profile consisted of those who were defined as a mixture of language
learning/teaching experience and pronunciation-related instruction teachers. The
second group was defined as those whose beliefs shape teachability of L2
pronunciation and approaches during teaching. Besides, teacher candidates with more
experience were found to be more sceptical regarding learning and teaching L2
pronunciation compared to those with less experience.

In line with these findings, to the best of our knowledge, no research has
developed a pronunciation measurement scale for investigating preservice English
language teachers’ and in-service teachers’ L2 pronunciation teaching perceptions.
Hence, the development of such scales would be a significant contribution to the

existing literature in the field.



1.3 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to investigate the major perceptions of preservice
and in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes
in North Cyprus and their effects on both teachers and learners in their classes.
Various in-service teachers from different state schools in Kyrenia, Nicosia, and
Famagusta, and fourth year preservice teachers from ELT departments from different
universities were observed, interviewed, and evaluated. Based on the findings of the
pilot studies, the researcher intended to design two scales since there was no
appropriate scale to be used directly for this present study. Then, the designed survey
was used for the main Ph.D. dissertation after the exploratory and confirmatory factor
analysis. The study also provided recommendations and implications regarding
pronunciation teaching. It is estimated that the findings of the study will assist

language teachers and provide insights in ELT field.
1.4 Significance of the Study

The present study is considered to be significant in several ways. First of all,
the data were collected from a huge number of preservice (n.174) and in-service
teachers (n.132) who study and teach at different universities and state schools in
TRNC. Secondly, the study enabled the development of 2 new pronunciation scales
to measure preservice and in-service teachers’ perceptions in the field. Moreover, the
study is considered as a pioneer in the field of pronunciation since it revealed several
significant findings. Additionally, it is believed that the study will function as a
reliable reference for other researchers who are willing to conduct studies on
preservice and in-service English Language Teachers.

Moreover, revealing teachers’ and teacher candidates’ pronunciation teaching

perceptions will also be the indicator of making the future language teachers reflect



on their own pronunciation teaching, therefore, other preservice and in-service
teachers will have a chance to analyze their own pronunciation teaching and learning
process. Finally, this may also help improve the quality of the education programs
offered at state schools and universities in TRNC and Turkish contexts.

1.5 Research Questions

The study aimed at answering the following questions:
RQ1- What are in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?
RQ1.1. Which sub-dimension of the in-service teachers has the highest perception
scores?
RQ1.2. Which sub-dimension of in-service teachers has the lowest pronunciation
perception scores?
RQ2- Do in-service teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of Independent Variables?
RQ2.1. Do in-service teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of gender?
RQ2.2. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of age?
RQ2.3. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their mother tongue?
RQ2.4. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of the type of school they work at?
RQ2.5. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their education levels?
RQ2.6. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions

differ in terms of their experience?



RQ2.7. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in an English-speaking country?

RQ2.8. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?

RQ3. What is the relationship between in-service teachers' length of stay in an
English-speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its sub-
dimensions?

RQ4- What is the relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
perception and its sub-dimensions, and the length of stay in a country with a
different culture?

RQ5- Is there a difference in in-service teachers’ pronunciation perceptions
regarding the language instruction of the school they work in?

RQ6- What are preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?
RQ6.1. Which sub-dimension of the preservice teachers has the highest perception
scores?

RQ6.2. Which sub-dimension of preservice teachers has the lowest pronunciation
perception scores?

RQ7- Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of independent variables?

RQ7.1. Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of gender?

RQ7.2. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub- differ in terms
of age?

RQ7.3. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions

differ in terms of nationality?



RQ7.4. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of the type of school they study at?

RQ7.5. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in an English-speaking country?

RQ7.6. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?

RQ8. What is the relationship between preservice teachers’ living time in an
English-speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its sub-
dimensions?

RQ9- What is the relationship between preservice teachers' perception of
pronunciation and its sub-dimensions, and the time they have lived in a country
with a different culture?

RQ10. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers' and in-
service teachers' perceptions of classroom context, learning and teaching styles,
and pronunciation?

RQ11. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and their pronunciation perception?

RQ12. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation

teaching attitudes and classroom context perceptions?



Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Overview

This chapter begins with an overview of teacher education and its importance
in education programs and then proceeds with types of teacher knowledge. Further, it
is followed by teaching pronunciation. Finally, it is concluded with related studies in

the field.
2.2 Teacher Education

By considering the fast development in the area of teacher education, it could
be stated that teacher education programs are expected to provide high-quality
education to be transferred to its learners. In this regard, as Darling-Hammond and
Youngs (2002) emphasized, teachers are seen as the key factor in promoting learning.
On the one hand, although there have been some issues with the teacher training
programs all over the world (Darling-Hammond, 2006), training qualified preservice
and in-service teachers is still considered as the most important component in both
EFL and ESL fields (Cruickshank, Jenkins, & Metcalf, 2009).

On the other hand, the language teaching and learning world of education
started to shift from behavior understanding to constructivism that forced teacher
education programs to be changed and language teacher candidates had to develop
their skills in order to be well-equipped in terms of knowledge (Richards, 2008).
Further, teacher candidates tended to construct knowledge and shape their

understanding of teaching and learning. Moreover, with the increase in technology, the



programs that they were placed intended to be revised to promote learning through
innovative methods and techniques to address learners’ needs (Crandall, 2000).

As Wright (2010) highlighted, the tendency was going toward the direction of
the reflective way of teaching and learning in the field of English language teaching
involving student-teacher practices to prepare them for real classroom teaching
environments which had been viewed as one of the most essential components of
teacher education programs to be offered.

With regards to scholars in the field of language teaching, different theories
and practices have emerged to be implemented and integrated to the education
programs during the academic years that preservice teachers are put in order to develop
their required skills that they would need while teaching (Richards, 2008). This was
followed by many new methodologies, theories, and views that had been offered by
respected applied linguists (Richards, 2008).

However, it was soon to face opposing views about theories and practices by
experts. New discussions and debates have emerged to discuss theories and practices
in teaching programs. As one of the well-known experts in the field, Vygotsky’s
(1978) socio-cultural approach was seen supportive in having well-equipped language
teachers due to social interaction that would take place involving culture, identity, and
different contexts to develop necessary skills (Hawkins & Norton, 2004).

As it was strongly emphasized by Vygotsky (1978), language teacher programs
needed to include social constructivism that would provide preservice teachers with
more opportunities to interact with people in the field to develop new knowledge. In
other words, one needs others to interact to construct his/her knowledge (Jordon,
Carlile & Stack, 2008). Hence, cognitive development can be observed from the

student teachers during their academic processes (Vygotsky, 1978).
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2.3 Types of Teacher Knowledge

Language teachers need to demonstrate and improve a variety of different
knowledge types during their academic years. As stressed by Shulman (1987), teachers
need to have general pedagogical knowledge, content knowledge, pedagogical content
knowledge, curriculum knowledge, knowledge of their personalities and learners, and
knowledge of educational environments. Without having a number of these mentioned
knowledge types, whether they are preservice or in-service teachers, they are expected
to improve their skills through to survive in their academic life (Shulman, 1987).

According to Shulman (1987), the major knowledge type is the content
knowledge (CK). It is the knowledge of theories, frameworks, and concepts that
teachers should be equipped with to be able to display their content knowledge in the
field in any context or content (Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Koehler & Mishra, 2009;
Koehler, Mishra & Cain, 2013). Furthermore, Shulman (1987) stressed that teachers
should gain sufficient level of the content knowledge during their academic studies in
order not to lack any of the qualifications that they need to display during their
instructions. Moreover, he pointed out that they are expected to give explanations to
questions when they are questioned and provide the real reasons behind the facts to
prove that they confirm the rules and structures.

Another well-needed knowledge type is pedagogical knowledge (PK) which
means teachers’ knowledge about practices of methods to teach and learn (Shulman,
1987). It is believed that teachers should have the pedagogical knowledge to know
how to manage a class, direct learners, deal with different classroom situations, and
know how to plan and conduct a lesson during their careers. On the other hand,
according to Shulman (1987), the next major knowledge type is pedagogical content

knowledge (PCK) which refers to what sequences are followed and what procedures
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the teachers are aware of to teach (Baker & Cheng, 2006). In other words, pedagogical
content knowledge can be seen as the combination of the content and pedagogy to
know what and how to teach in a classroom setting (Chick, Baker, Pham, & Cheng,
2006).

The next knowledge that language teachers need to gain is described as the
curriculum knowledge (Shulman, 1987). According to Shulman (1987), teachers are
expected to be aware of the variety of different instructional materials in the field to
be transferred to learners in a certain program and to know learners’ characteristics,
their interests, background, and abilities.

With the increase in technology, the need of technology knowledge (TK) has
become a necessity in education programs. Therefore, language teachers as Koehler
and Mishra (2008) pointed out, are expected to be equipped with the necessary
technological skills in order to implement the advantages of technology during their
instructions. TK includes the knowledge of using different effective tools successfully
to address and meet learners’ needs and keep up changes in technology in educational
settings. For more effective teaching, Wei (2006) proposed the use of computer-
assisted language learning and self-monitoring approaches to emphasize stress,
intonation, and rhythm in language classes, which will help teacher candidates and in-
service teachers cover these components in class.

A teacher who is equipped with information technologies (IT) is expected to
complete a given task successfully and develop different effective ways of
accomplishing given tasks in the field of language teaching (Koehler & Mishra, 2008).
Having technological content knowledge (TCK) is seen as crucial in language teaching
since it requires the ability to integrate technology within given tasks to best teach the

targeted objectives and help language learners become more aware of the phonological
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features in language programs (Koehler & Mishra, 2008). Another knowledge type is
technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) that sees teachers’
educational pedagogy and technology knowledge crucial to implement them together
during their teaching (Shulman, 1987). At this point, teachers equipped with TPACK
would be more effective in giving their students many different pronunciation learning
and teaching tasks in language classes.

Furthermore, as stated by Ball (2000), preservice teachers need to be equipped
with the required pedagogical knowledge (PK) for their future teaching careers in their
early studies. Moreover, pronunciation teaching features are needed to be taught to
teacher candidates to get them to teach the phonological features to their language
learners (Kissling, 2013). Thus, their pronunciation teaching preferences might be
shaped in early years before their practicum.

On the other hand, considering the in-service teachers, MacDonald (2002)
stated that teachers might be reluctant or distrustful in pronunciation teaching in EFL
and ESL classes. However, shaping their pronunciation teaching preferences and
developing their skills can be one of the useful solutions to overcome this challenge.
To achieve this, first, useful training sessions are needed to be designed by well-
equipped and experienced teacher trainers (Burri & Baker, 2019). Then, in-service
teachers should be given some opportunities to implement and experience their gained
and acquired knowledge regarding pronunciation in a pre-made classroom
environment. Thus, they would be able to monitor themselves and reflect on their own

professional development (Saito & Plonsky, 2019).
2.4 Teaching Pronunciation

According to Celce-Murcia, Brinton, & Goodwin (1996) and Chen, Jang, and

Tsai (2007), three essential approaches are being used to teach pronunciation by
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language teachers in the world namely, the analytic-linguistic approach, the intuitive-
imitative approach, and the integrative approach. To start with the integrative
approach, it could be stated that pronunciation teaching is regarded as an integral
component of meaningful interactions. It is not separated from the real teaching
subjects and is seen as a must together with the major instructions. The teachers try to
integrate it in different meaningful task-based activities in order to have the learners
pick up the correct pronunciation skills. Suprasegmental features are stressed on for
the learners to get them to be aware of pronunciation learning. Further, stress, rhythm,
and intonation awareness is given to the learners. Pronunciation is particularly taught
to address their needs to get them to be equipped with the necessary skills (Chen, Jang,
& Tsai, 2007).

As for the intuitive-imitative approach, there is no explicit pronunciation
teaching. The learners’ own abilities play the key role to listen to and imitate the
rhythms and correct sounds in the target language (TL). Generally, the audio-lingual
method (ALM) is assumed to be contributing to the intuitive-imitative approach the
most from the 1960s to 1980s. However, it could still be investigated if it is appropriate
to use in our real times since there are major shifts between old and new times (Carey,
2002).

Finally, as Celce-Murcia, Brinton, & Goodwin (1996) well-explained, in the
analytic-linguistic approach, pronunciation teaching involves developments and
pedagogical aids such as the phonemic chart, pronunciation descriptions, prosody,
practical exercises, pair drills, and rhythmic chants (Carey, 2002). On the other hand,
phonetics and phonology are demonstrated and drawn to support pronunciation
teaching in classroom settings. Thus, the learners are thought to be learning how to

pronounce the words correctly, produce the correct sounds and rhythms explicitly.
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This approach was developed to complement the intuitive-imitative approach rather
than replacing it (Celce-Murcia, Goodwin & Brinton, 1996).

Furthermore, as Bolton (2005) and Jenkins (2006) stated, the English teaching
trends and techniques have been slightly shifting based on different varieties and
approaches of English language teaching. The term English as lingua franca (ELF) has
become popular to be used in English teaching since English learning begins with EFL
or ESL then ends up in social contexts (Seidlhofer, 2004). This is where the English
language is used among its native or non-native speakers and a variety of different
accents may be used. At this point, the world has begun to use the term World
Englishes (WEs) as Bolton (2005) drew attention.

By considering different English-speaking accents, pronunciation teaching has
received a lot of attention to be investigated and improved (Jenkins, 2000; McKay,
2002; Seidlhofer, 2004). Jenkins (2004) reported that being native and non-native (NS-
NNS) teachers play an important role in pronunciation teaching. Moreover, she
pointed out that language teachers nowadays should not forget about sociocultural
perspectives that all different WEs and ELF contexts are involved. Furthermore, she
proposed the English lingua franca core to be implemented into language teaching
without separating pronunciation teaching as component.

With the acceptance of a wide variety of English accents, pronunciation
teaching is being seemed as moving from a traditional way to achieving intelligibility
since people around the world pay less attention to native-speaker pronunciation
(Roach, 2009; Celce-Murcia, Brinton, & Goodwin, 2010). Besides, speakers’
preferences on pronunciation learning and teaching seem to be shifting in ELF contexts
where most of them are non-native speakers (NNSs) since they do not find it necessary

to speak native-like and the main goal of interacting is considered to become
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intelligible speakers (Jenkins 2007; Seidlhofer, 2012). Therefore, as Cruttenden (2014)
also highlighted, there would not be any problems when speakers of English omit any

features of correct pronunciation such as producing the correct ‘4’ sound in the word

three (Deterding, 2010).
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Chapter 3

METHOD

3.1 Overview

This chapter presents a detailed account of how this current study was designed
and conducted. It also provides readers with the steps that are the context, participants,
research design, data collection instruments, semi-structured interviews, audio-video
recording process, main questionnaire, data analysis, and phases of thematic content
analysis. Finally, it is followed and concluded with the compliance with ethical

standards.
3.2 The Context

The present study was carried out in the secondary and high schools of the
Turkish Republic of North Cyprus (TRNC) and English Language Teaching (ELT)
departments of eight universities that have been fully accredited by the Turkish Higher
Education Council (YOK). The schools were located in Kyrenia, Nicosia, and
Famagusta and had their students mainly from Turkey, North Cyprus, Pakistan,
Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Arabic regions. As for the in-service teachers who
work for the secondary and high schools, the majority of them were Turkish Cypriot
and Turkish. Furthermore, female teachers made up the majority of the number with
experience between two and thirty-three years. As for the teaching language, the
medium instruction was English, and teachers taught between six and twelve hours of
classes per week. On the other hand, the preservice teachers in the ELT programs at

the universities were those who had to pass the proficiency examination that had a
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minimum equivalent score to IELTS 5.5 = 60/100 to be able to be placed in the
departments in each university. They received an intensive education with a wide
range of different courses for four years. They were evaluated and tested throughout
the courses and at the end of each semester. Furthermore, they were required to
complete their programs with school experience and practicum to be well-equipped

for their future teaching life. Their ages ranged from 18 to 34.
3.3 Participants

The research sample consisted of one hundred and seventy-four (174)
preservice and one hundred and thirty-two (132) in-service teachers from various
secondary and high schools. The teacher candidates were from eight different ELT
departments in North Cyprus in 2021-2022 academic year. All the departments and
programs were accredited by the Higher Education Council in Turkey. The preservice
teachers were fourth year ELT students chosen based on the stratified sampling
technique (Sharma, 2017). The total population of fourth year teacher candidates were
two hundred and eighty-six (286) in those universities and the number of the preservice
teachers reached was two hundred and twenty (220). Out of the 220 potential
participants, one hundred and seventy-six (176) volunteered to fill in the questionnaire.
However, two (2) questionnaires were excluded as they were not fully completed. In
the end, one hundred and seventy-four (174) qualified as participants in this study.
They were given a consent form (See Appendix 2) to participate in the study. All the
necessary explanations on were provided to them during the study.

As for the in-service teachers, the sample consisted of 132 from the secondary
and high schools in Kyrenia, Nicosia, and Famagusta. They were selected based on
the stratified sampling technique, too (Sharma, 2017). Their work experience ranged

between zero (0) and 30+. In order to be able to investigate the in-service teachers who
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worked for the public schools, an official permission letter was received from the

Ministry of Education (MOE/MEB, See Appendix 7).
3.4 Research Design

As it was pointed out in the recent literature, it would have been more reliable
to use statistical or numerical set of data to present the results of this thesis. Therefore,
the study used quantitative techniques to present the data that were gathered from the
participants. Further, interviews were conducted from the beginning to more reliable
numerical data (Burns, 2000; Watson, 2015).

In order to gather richer data from the participants, address the research
questions, and end up with the most reliable findings, firstly, the researcher conducted
face-to-face meetings with the preservice and in-service teachers. The purpose was to
interview them to collect in-depth qualitative data with open-ended questions (See
Appendix 1).

Secondly, based on the obtained data from face-to-face interviews, two
appropriate questionnaires with appropriate items were attempted to be designed by
conducting thematic content analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). As they suggested in
the literature, six steps were followed. First, the answers were read, re-read,
transcribed, and noted down. Secondly, features were coded and the data were
collocated to each code. Then, the codes were collocated and all data relevant to each
potential theme were gathered. Next, the themes were checked and a thematic map
was generated. Finally, clear names and definitions for each theme were generated and
a report of the analysis as a draft list (See Appendix 12) was prepared to be sent to two
ELT field experts abroad. Furthermore, the contents of the draft surveys were coded

with the help of an expert professor of Educational Sciences. Finally, based on the
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gathered codes, three codes were created: knowledge, skill, and attitude (Nelson-
Jones, Richard 2007; 2012).

After receiving feedback from the experts, the drafted surveys were piloted.
The surveys were distributed to the participants face-to-face in each institution. The
researcher visited all public schools and universities within five months and had them
fill out the survey questionnaires. Part | on the forms asked for background information
such as age, gender, teaching experience teachers, and nationality (See Appendix 12).
Part Il included the drafted items on them (See Appendix 12). After the piloting
process, the data were analyzed through SPSS (ver.24) and SPSS Amos (ver.24)
programs to create two valid and reliable measurement tools for ELT preservice and
in-service teachers. Items with an anti-image value of less than 0.50, which were
distributed across more than one factor according to the pattern matrix, items with an
ensemble inference variance value of less than 0.40, and factors with a difference of
less than .10 were removed both from drafted preservice and in-service teachers’
perception scales. From the drafted preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching scale,
numbers 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 38, 39, 40, 43, 44, 45, 48, 50, 52, 55, 58, 63, 64, 65, and
66 were removed since their anti-image values were found less than 0.50 (See
Appendix 12). On the other hand, item numbers 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 46, 50, 51, 53, 54, 56,
57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 66, 69, and 70 as their anti-image values were found less than
0.50 (See Appendix 12).

As a result of all conducted analysis, two measurement tools (See Appendixes
10 and 11) with new items and significant validity and reliability were obtained to be

used in the main body of this current study.
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3.5 Data Collection Instruments

In order to obtain the most reliable data, the developed measurement tools were
used. First, the preservice teachers were given the Pronunciation Teaching Perception
Scale (PTPS) for Preservice Teachers with 5 factors and 19 items. Then, in-service
teachers were given the Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-
service Teachers with 6 factors and 26 items.

3.5.1 Semi-structured Interviews

The main purpose of the interview questions was to gain insight into in-service
and preservice teachers’ perceptions and design the most reliable items for the main
quantitative questionnaire for this intended thesis. Therefore, a number of open-ended
questions were prepared to be asked to participants. The semi-structured questions
were formed and presented to thesis committee members and the supervisor of the
thesis. Their valuable feedback was received and the questions were revised to be
asked to the preservice and in-service teachers. Throughout the interviews, the
researcher aimed at figuring out what the participants’ teaching and learning
experiences were and how they would express their feelings about pronunciation
teaching and learning in EFL classes. As noted by Merriem and Tisdell (2015),
conducting interviews would help researchers reveal which items can be coded for the
research.

For the first cycle, the researcher asked five semi-structured questions (See
Appendix 1) and the processes were both audio and video-recorded. The majority of
the interviews were conducted face-to-face in an office room with full of silence and
without any problems. The second cycle of the interviews were conducted in the same

conditions with twelve open-ended interview questions (See Appendix 1). Then, each
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answer was analyzed based on Braun and Clarke’s (2006) coding criteria (See
Appendix 12).
3.5.2 Audio-Video Recording Process

To start the interviews, first, each participant was given a consent form to be
signed. A date was given to meet face-to-face with those who volunteered to
participate in the study. The interview processes with each participant were audio and
video-recorded to be analyzed. The researcher interviewed each participant in a quiet
room in a friendly atmosphere. Each interview lasted from seven to sixteen minutes.
The recordings were kept in a secure file on the computer and used for academic
purposes only. Besides, they were then watched and listened to many times and the
utterances of the participants were transcribed.
3.5.3 Main Questionnaire

The main measurement tools were the two developed scales attempted to be
developed from the semi-structured interviews, the thematic content (Braun and
Clarke, 2006), the necessary exploratory, and confirmatory factor analysis (Yaslioglu,
2017). Their main purposes were to measure the preservice and in-service teachers’
pronunciation teaching perceptions regarding EFL classes in public schools and
universities in North Cyprus. They were named as ‘Pronunciation Teaching
Perception Scale (PTPS) for Preservice Teachers’ and ‘Pronunciation Teaching
Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-service Teachers’.
3.6 Data Analysis

First, exploratory factor analysis was applied. The inference method that had

principal component analysis was used in this analysis. Next, the rotation method used
involved Kaiser Normalization and direct oblimin (methods). The most important

reason for using this method was the component correlation matrix.
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Items with an anti-image value of less than 0.50 in both scales, which were
distributed across more than one factor according to the pattern matrix, items with an
ensemble inference variance value of less than 0.40, and factors with a difference of
less than .10 were removed. Based on the obtained parameters, exploratory factor
analysis was repeated 18 times and a 5-factor structure consisting of 19 items was
obtained for the preservice teachers and exploratory factor analysis was repeated 9
times and a 6-factor structure consisting of 26 items was obtained for the in-service
teachers.

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with Amos software program to
confirm the validity of the construct. In the confirmatory factor analysis, model fit
values were tested with the maximum likelihood method, and it was found that the
model fit values were met with the parameters in the literature (Yaslioglu, 2017).

Finally, after performing exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor
analysis and concordance validity, the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency
coefficient was calculated to determine the reliability of the measurement tools. It was
found that all dimensions and the overall scales were significantly reliable. As a result
of the conducted analyses, 2 measurement tools with significant validity and reliability
were obtained.

In order to analyze the data gathered from the developed scales, SPSS (ver.24)
program was used. For the teacher scale and its sub-dimensions, firstly, percentage
and frequency analyses were conducted. Then, descriptive statistical analysis were
conducted. In the descriptive analysis, skewness and kurtosis values were examined
and it was seen that the calculated values met the normal distribution assumption since
they were between -1.5 and +1.5 according to the assumption recommended by

Tabachnick, Fidell, and Ullman (2007).
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In addition, the histogram graph of the teacher pronunciation perception scale
was examined and it was seen that the graph proved the normal distribution of the scale
(See Figure 5). All the hypotheses for teachers were solved by parametric hypothesis
tests, since they carried the assumptions of normality. T-test was used to compare two
independent variables, and one-way analysis of variance ANOVA was used to
compare 3 or more variables. The Pearson correlation was used for the relational
hypotheses within the teachers themselves.

As for the scale of pronunciation perceptions of teacher candidates, firstly,
percentage and frequency analyses were conducted. Then, descriptive statistical
analyses were implemented. As a result of descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis
values were examined and it was observed that the values were the dimensions with
values greater than -1.5 to +1.5. Furthermore, for the preservice teacher’s scale, the
histogram graph of the overall scale was examined and it was observed that there was
a left skewness. Therefore, it was seen that the data shifted positively and the
hypotheses were solved with non-parametric hypothesis tests since the normality
version was not met (See Figure 13). Hypotheses were analyzed with the Mann
Whitney U test in the comparison of paired groups and the Kruskal Wallis-H Test in
the comparison of 3 or more groups. Finally, spearman rho correlation analysis, which
is a non-parametric correlation, was used to solve the relational hypotheses among
preservice teachers.

In the hypotheses in which in-service and preservice teachers were compared, as
the data set of preservice teachers was not normally distributed, a comparison was

made between the two groups using the Mann Whitney U test.
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3.6.1 Phases of Thematic Content Analysis

As Coffey (2014) suggested, the document analysis of each interview from
each participant in terms of the content was conducted to end up with more concrete
items. Since their documents were seen as the most reliable materials (Coffey, 2014),
themes were tried to be figured out from their thoughts based on the interview
questions. Their utterances in the videos were listened to many times, transcribed, and
read. The written documents with the same utterances on them based on Coffey’s
(2014) statement stating that it is almost possible and suitable to undertake a thematic
content analysis of written documents was kept.

According to Braun and Clarke (2006), thematic content analysis was treated
as the mainstream of the qualitative studies that do not depend on a particular theory
and epistemology. However, it may be used in variety of different methods or
approaches as a tool such as conversation analysis, discourse analysis, or
phenomenological analysis. Therefore, it was named as the ‘theoretically flexible
approach’ by Braun and Clarke (2006). Depending on their respected opinions,
thematic content analysis was conducted and drafted items were listed.

Further, the analysis of the obtained data from the participants were analyzed
in accordance with the phases (Braun & Clarke, 2006) as given in Table 1 below. Then,
the item lists were presented to thesis committee members and the supervisor and then
sent to valuable experts of ELT who live and teach in Turkey in the field of foreign
languages to check whether or not they were appropriate to be piloted. Finally, after
receiving their valuable feedback, names were given to factors on both scales to be

used for the main study.
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Table 1: Phases of the Thematic Content Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006).

Phases Description of the Process
1- To familiarize myself with Listening, reading, re-reading, and
the transcribing the data to note down initial
obtained data. ideas.

2- To generate initial codes | Coding features and collating data relevant

to each one.
3- To search for different Collating codes and gathering all data
themes relevant to each potential theme.
4- To review themes Checking themes and generating a thematic
map.

5- To define and name themes | Generating clear names and definitions for

each theme.

6- To produce the report Preparing a report of the analysis as a draft

list.

3.7 Compliance with Ethical Standards

Ethical standards, which were thought to be the most important part of
conducting any type of research, was paid extra attention for the current doctoral
dissertation. Therefore, to address and meet the ethical standards, all the necessary
approval and necessary documents by the Ministry of Education of the Turkish
Republic of North Cyprus (MOE/MEB), the Rector’s Offices of each university, and
EMU’s Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Board of Education

(date:22.04.2021, issue 91) were provided (See Appendixes 3,4,5,6,7,8, and 9).
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This chapter provided a detailed information regarding the research design, the
data collection instruments, the semi-structured interviews, the audio-video recording
process, the main questionnaire, the data analysis, and the phases of thematic content
analysis. It was concluded with the compliance with ethical standards. In the following

chapter, the findings of the study are reported.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS

4.1 Overview
This chapter presents the findings obtained in the current research. It begins
with scale 1 and followed by scale 2 results. Then, it presents the findings of the

research questions. Finally, it presents a summary of the chapter.
4.2 Scale 1

The development of scale 1 is explained in detail below.
4.2.1 Participants

For the development of scale 1, 174 preservice teachers from eight different
ELT departments in North Cyprus in 20212022 academic yearwere worked with. The
teacher candidates were fourth year ELT students. All the departments and programs
were accredited by Higher Education Council in Turkey. Moreover, they were chosen
based on the stratified sampling technique (Sharma, 2017). The total population of
fourth year teacher candidates were two hundred and eighty-six (286) in those
universities and the number of the preservice teachers reached was two hundred and
twenty (220). Out of the 220 potential participants, one hundred and seventy-six (176)
volunteered to participate in the study. However, two (2) questionnaires were excluded
as they were not fully completed. In the end, one hundred and seventy-four (174)

qualified as participants in this study.
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4.2.2 Data Collection Procedure
The procedure followed a mixed-method design which consisted of a
qualitative approach followed by a quantitative approach(Burns, 2000). In order to
collect rich qualitative data to address the research questions more effectively, first,
semi-structured interviews with the preservice teachers were conducted. The
interviewees belonged to eight different universities in Kyrenia, Nicosia, Famagusta,
and Morphou.Secondly, the obtained data were subjected to thematic content analyses.
The resulting 66 items were transcribed, and were placed under 3 codes, namely
attitude, emotion, and motivation based on Braun and Clarke’s (2006) coding phases.
For the validity check, the items were also presented to thesis committee
members and the supervisor and sent to ELT field experts to get their feedback. The
items were revised based on the feedback received and then distributed to a target
population of 220 preservice teachers in ELT departments. One hundred and seventy-
four (174) of the teacher candidates responded. After the quantitative data collection,
the replies were typed in the SPSS (ver.24) software program to check whether the
items on the scale worked or not. Finally, exploratory factor and confirmatory factor
analysis was performed to provide the reliability and validity of the scale.
4.2.3 Data Analysis
In order to analyse the gathered data from the preservice teachers, first,
exploratory factor analysis was applied. Then, the inference method that had the
principal component analysis was used in this analysis. Next, the rotation method used
involved the Kaiser Normalization and direct oblimin (methods). The most important
reason for using this method was the component correlation matrix.
Then, items with an anti-image value of less than 0.50, which were distributed

across more than one factor according to the pattern matrix, items with an ensemble
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inference variance value of less than 0.40, and factors with a difference of less than
.10 were removed. According to the obtained parameters, the exploratory factor
analysis was repeated 18 times and a 5-factor structure consisting of 19 items was
obtained. Further, the confirmatory factor analysis was performed with Amos software
program to confirm the validity of the construct.

In the confirmatory factor analysis, model fit values were tested with the
maximum likelihood method and it was that found the model fit values were met with
the parameters in the literature (Yaslioglu, 2017). Finally, after performing the
exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and concordance validity, the
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated to determine the
reliability of the measurement tool. It was found that all dimensions and the overall
scale were significantly reliable. As a result of the conducted analyses, a measurement
tool with significant validity and reliability was obtained (See Appendix 10). Further,
table 2 presents the Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Tests obtained

for the scale 1 below.

Table 2: Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Tests
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin ~ Measure  of .860

Sampling Adequacy.

2 1474.092
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 171
P .000

The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) tests were performed and the KMO value was

calculated as .860. Moreover, the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was significant
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(¢x2=1474.092, p<0.001). According to Kaiser (1974), the KMO value of .80 and above
is considered good. Based on all these values, it is seen that the number of the samples
collected for the scale met the criteria of factor analysis to be performed.

Figure 1 below presents the cut-off points obtained for scale 1.

Scree Plot
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 a9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Component Number

Figure 1: Scree Plot Chart for Scale 1

As can clearly be seen in the Scree Plot chart above, the red line represents the
point value 1. Furthermore, 5 different cut-off points on the red line are shown, which
means that the developed scale consisted of 5 sub-dimensions.

Table 3 below displays the values obtained for factors, loads, and variances.

Table 3: Distribution of the Scale by Factors, Item Factor Loads and Factor Variances

New Old Communalities Fac.l Fac.2 Fac.3 Fac4 Fach
Item Item extraction
Number Number variance
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1 s62 .600 765

2 s61 678 132

3 s59 632 .689

4 s60 613 .668

5 $53 518 .508

6 s33 .758 851

4 s34 .806 844

8 s36 .730 .852

9 s37 735 165

10 s41 524 .696

11 s35 .600 .641

12 s43 .505 530

13 s46 715 173

14 s49 .668 J71

15 s47 614 720

16 sb6 182 -.836

17 s51 752 -.828

18 s57 776 -.817

19 sb4 .606 -.665

Fac.l Fac.2 Fac.3 Fac4 Fac5

Eigenvalues 6.654 2262 1450 1.166 1.078
Explained variance value % 35.023 11903 7.630 6.139 5.672
Total variance % 66.366
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When the values obtained from this scale were examined, it was seen that the
lowest factor loading value was .508 and the highest factor loading value was .852.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2011), the lowest factor loading value was
supposed to be .32. However, all the values obtained in this study were found higher
than the lower limit of .32.

On the other hand, the total explained variance rate was calculated as 66.36%.
The explained variance rate, which was supposed to be at least 50% (Yaslioglu, 2017),
in this study had a value of 16.36% above the lower limit. Besides, the communalities
extraction variance value, which was supposed to be at least .50 (Yaslioglu, 2017),
was found .508 in this scale and it appeared to be above the lower limit.

As for the factors, the first factor consisted of 5 items and its Eigenvalues value
was 6.654. Further, the lowest factor loading value was .508 and the highest factor
loading value was .765. The second factor consisted of 2 items and its Eigenvalues
value was found 2.262. Moreover, the lowest factor loading value was calculated as
.844 and the highest value was found .851. The third factor consisted of 5 items and
its Eigenvalues value was calculated as 1.450.

On the other hand, the lowest factor loading value was obtained as .530 and
the highest value was calculated as .852. The fourth factor consisted of 3 items and its
Eigenvalues value was found as 1.166. The lowest factor loading value was found .720
and the highest factor loading value was calculated as .773. The last factor consisted
of 4 items and its Eigenvalues value was obtained as 1.078. The lowest factor loading
value was found .665 and the highest factor loading value was calculated as .836.
4.2.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Findings

Table 4 below presents the findings of the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Table 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model Fit Values

Model Fit ELT Preservice Excellent Acceptable
Values Teachers’ Fit Values Fit Values
Scale
x2/df 1.477 <3 <4-5
RMSEA .053 <0.05 0.06-0.08
NFI .865 >0.95 0.94-0.90
TLI 940 >0.95 >0.80
IFI 952 >0.95 0.94-0.90
CFlI 951 >0.95 0.90-0.95
GFI .897 >0.95 0.90-0.95
AGFI .861 >0.90 0.85-0.95
RMR .060 <0.05 0.05-0.10

For the excellent and the acceptable fit values, several claims have been put
forward in the literature. For instance, the y2/df value according to Wheaton et al.
(1977) was supposed to be below 5 while for Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) it was
supposed to be below 2 to satisfy the fit value condition.

The value obtained in this study (¥2/df=1.477) met the value of excellent fit. It
was stated by Yashoglu (2017) that the closer the RMSEA value to 0.1, the worse the
fit, and the closer it is to O, the better the fit.

The RMSEA value in this model, which was among the acceptable reference
values, was calculated as 0.53. On the other hand, the NFI value was found .865, which
this was slightly below the acceptable fit value. According to Mulaik et al. (1989), the

NFI value was accepted as low in the samples studied below 200.
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The sample size (n.174) in this study was less than 200, which affected the NFI
value below 0.90. Since the sample value was low in this study, the TLI value was
supposed to be checked as stated by Yaslioglu (2017). According to Byrne (2011), this
value (0.940) above the threshold value of >0.80, which was slightly below the 0.95
value, was considered excellent value.

The value in this model was calculated as .940, which was slightly below the
.95 value considered to be the perfect value. Therefore, it can be stated that a good
value was achieved based on this model. The IFI value of this scale was calculated as
.952 and it was above the .95 value. Therefore, it was considered excellent (Yaslioglu,
2017). When the CFI value was examined, the value of the model, which had a value
above 0.95 and accepted as an excellent fit according to Bentler and Bonnet (1980),
was found .951. On the other hand, the GFI value of this model was calculated as .897,
which was slightly below the lower limit of .90 and this value was sensitive to the
sample size. Therefore, it was considered that it affected the fact that it was below .90.

In this model, the AGFI value was found .861 and it was above the lower limit
of 0.85, providing the acceptable fit reference value. On the other hand, the RMR value
was found 0.60, and a value between 0.5 and 0.10 indicated that it met the acceptable
parameters.

According to the sources in the literature, it was seen that the model fit values
of this study met the acceptable fit condition and some values met the excellent fit
values (Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007; Byrne,
2011; Yaslhoglu, 2017). Figure 2 below displays the distribution of 5 factors for scale

1 obtained from the confirmatory factor analysis.
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Figure 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Factor Distribution Path Diagram for Scale 1

The path diagram for scale 1 clearly presents the relationship of each factor
with another in percentages. For instance, the relationship between the first factor and
the fourth factor is 68%.

4.2.5 Reliability Findings

Table 5 below displays the Cronbach-Alpha reliability analysis findings of the scale 1.
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Table 5: Cronbach-Alpha Reliability Analysis Findings
Sub N Number of items in Cronbach-Alpha Internal

dimensions . . Consistency Coefficient (o)
sub-dimension

Factor 1 174 5 .806
Factor 2 174 2 .768
Factor 3 174 5 797
Factor 4 174 3 .759
Factor 5 174 4 871
Scale Total 174 19 .890

According to Kilig (2016), a Cronbach-Alpha value above 0.7 was considered
good and 0.9 was excellent. All the values in this model were above 0.70 and therefore
all dimensions and the overall scale (.890) appeared highly reliable.

4.2.6 Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for Preservice English
Language Teachers

Responses to item 2 in classroom context dimension were very positive. The
other items of the classroom context were also found positive. The perception towards
outside the classroom items was positive. The perception for all items of the learning
styles dimension was found positive. The perception of all items of the factor 4 beliefs
about learning English dimension was found very positive. The perception of the items
of factor 5 in-class activities of interest was at a positive level. The item with the

highest perception was “l like learning English because it helps me to improve

37



academically . The item with the lowest perception but at a positive level was “I use
English in public (e.g. restaurants, shopping centers) .
The descriptive statistics of preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching

perceptions scale items are displayed in Table 6 below.

Table 6: The Descriptive Statistics of Preservice Teachers’ Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions Scale Items
New Old X sd
The Pronunciation Teaching Perception

Item Item
Scale (PTPS) for Preservice Teachers
Number Number

Factorl Classroom Context

1 s62  English pronunciation must be taught in English  4.13 .937
classes.
2 s61  English pronunciation skills are important in 4.22 .868

English classes.

3 s59  English pronunciation can be acquired with 4.15 .874

practice in class.

4 s60  English pronunciation can be acquired with 4.05 .875

exposure in class.

5 s53 | feel better when | overcome a pronunciation 4.17 1.000

problem in class.

Factor2 Outside the Classroom

6 s33 I use English in public (e.g. restaurants, 3.51 1.201

shopping centers).

4 s34 I use English outside the classroom. 3.79 1.062

Factor3 Learning Styles
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8 s36 I learn English pronunciation better through 3.71 .948

explanations in class.

9 s37 1 learn English pronunciation better through 3.93 .910

examples in class.

10 s41 | learn English pronunciation better through 3.74 1.041

gestures in class.

11 s35 | learn English pronunciation better through 3.70 .987

demonstrations in class.

12 s43 | like learning English pronunciation at school.  3.83 1.114

Factor4 Beliefs about Learning English

13 s46 | like learning English because it is one of the 4.22 911

most interesting languages.

14 s49 | like learning English as it makes me feel 4.23 .909
proud.
15 s47 | like learning English because it helps me to 4.38 .771

improve academically.

Factor5 In-class Activities of Interest

16 s56 | enjoy communication in English in class. 412 .920
17 s51 1 enjoy speaking English in class. 419 .993
18 s57 | enjoy discussions in English in class. 3.94 1.087
19 s54 1 enjoy acting in English in class. 3.84 1.090

4.2.7 Conclusion
When the development of the overall scale is reconsidered, it is clear that it

met the excellent fit value since according to Kili¢ (2016), a Cronbach-Alpha value
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above 0.7 was considered good and 0.9 was considered excellent. Furthermore, all the
values in this model were obtained above 0.70 and it was seen that all dimensions and
the overall scale were highly reliable to be used in the field of language teaching and
learning. Furthermore, a new pronunciation teaching perception scale was developed
to determine preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching perceptions in the field of
ELT.

Conducted exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that the
scale had five factors as Classroom Context, Outside the Classroom, Learning Styles,
Beliefs about Learning English, and In-class Activities of Interest. As the Cronbach-
Alpha values in the model were above 0.7 (See Table 4) and the y 2 /df value was
1.477, it could be concluded that the developed scale was a highly reliable tool for
revealing preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching perceptions in educational
settings (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Kilig, 2016; Yaslioglu, 2017).

Consequently, the Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for
Preservice Teachers designed for stated purpose proved to be an appropriate and
effective instrument. Finally, the major implication for the ELT field is that the use of
such a scale would help to identify pronunciation teaching perceptions more reliably,
and, therefore, provide evidence on which the appropriate teaching techniques,
methods, and the curriculum will be based.

4.3 Scale 2
The development of scale 2 is explained in detail below.
4.3.1 Participants
For the development of scale 2, 132 in-service teachers from different state

schools in Kyrenia,Nicosia, and Famagusta in North Cyprus in 2021-2022 academic
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year were worked with. The in-service teachers were all the English language teachers
teaching at those state schools. They had the experience between zero and 30+.

They were included in the study on a voluntary basis. They were requested to
participate in the study face-to-face and given a consent form to meet the ethics
standards. Furthermore, each of the in-service teacher was shown and provided with
the approval letter received by the Ministry of Education (MOE/MEB, See Appendix
7). Additionally, they were informed about the whole study in detail. Out of the 180
potential participants, 132 volunteered to participate in the study.

4.3.2 Data Collection Procedure

The procedure followed a mixed-method design which consisted of a
qualitative approach followed by a quantitative approach. In order to collect rich
qualitative data to address the research questions more effectively, first, semi-structured
interviews with the in-service teachers were conducted. The interviewees belonged to
various state schools in Kyrenia, Nicosia, and Famagusta. Secondly, the obtained data
were subjected to thematic content analyses. The resulting 70 items were transcribed,
and were placed under 3 codes, namely attitude, emotion, and motivation based on
Braun and Clarke’s (2006) coding phases.

For the validity check, the items were also presented to thesis committee
members and the supervisor and sent to ELT field experts to get their feedback. The
items were revised based on the feedback received and then distributed to a target
population of 180 in-service teachers at the state schools. One hundred and thirty-two
(132) of the teachers filled out the survey questionnaires. After the quantitative data
collection, the replies were typed in the SPSS (ver.24) software program to check

whether the items on the scale worked or not. Finally, exploratory factor and
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confirmatory factor analysis was performed to provide the reliability and validity of the
scale.
4.3.3 Data Analysis

Within the scope of this study, the collected data were analyzed through SPSS
24 and SPSS Amos programs to create a valid and reliable measurement tool for in-
service teachers. As for the first step, exploratory factor analysis was applied. This was
followed by extraction method in which principal component analysis was used in this
analysis. Then, direct oblimin with Kaiser Normalization method was used as the
rotation method. The reason why this method was used was the component correlation
matrix. Based on the obtained findings, there was a moderate positive relationship
between some factors. Therefore, it was considered that there was a relationship
between dimensions in the background of item writing. Items with anti-image values
below 0.50, communalities extraction variance values below 0.40, and factors with less
than .10 difference between them which were distributed over more than one factor
according to the Pattern Matrix have been removed. Based on the parameters obtained,
the exploratory factor analysis was repeated 9 times and a 6-factor structure consisting
of 26 items was obtained. Next, the confirmatory factor analysis was performed with
Amos software program in order to verify the validity of this structure. Then, in the
confirmatory factor analysis, model fit values were tested with maximum likelihood
method. Furthermore, model fit values were found to be compatible with the parameters
in the literature.

Afterwards, the Pearson correlation analysis was applied to determine the

concordance validity between the factors, and it was determined that there was a high
and moderate relationship between the dimensions, and they were compatible with each

other. Finally, the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated to
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determine the reliability of the measurement tool upon meeting the exploratory factor
analysis, the confirmatory factor analysis, and the concordance validity. Consequently,
it was revealed that all dimensions and the overall scale were well reliable. As a result
of all the analysis, a measurement tool with high validity and reliability was obtained.
Table 7 below presents the values obtained from KMO and Bartlett Sphericity

Tests.

Table 7: Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Tests
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin  Measure of .887

Sampling Adequacy.

x2 1861.249
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 325
P .000

The Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) tests were performed and the KMO value was
calculated as .887. When the values obtained from the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and
Bartlett sphericity tests, which were conducted to determine whether the collected data
met the required number of factor analysis, were examined, it was seen that the
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was found to be statistically significant (y2=1861.249, p
<0.001). According to Kaiser (1974), a value of .80 is considered meritorious. In line
with these results, it was obtained that the sample size and the collected data met the
assumptions of conducting exploratory factor analysis.

Figure 3 below presents the cut-off points obtained for scale 2.
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When the scree graph was examined, it could be seen that the red line belonged

to point number 1. There were 6 different cut-off points on the red line in the graph,

and that meant that the developed scale consisted of 6 sub-dimensions.

Table 8 below presents the values obtained for factors, loads, and variances.

Table 8: Distribution of the Scale by Factors, Item Factor Loads and Factor

Variances
Pattern Matrix
Communalities Fac. Fac. Fac. Fac. Fac. Fac.
New  Old extraction 1 2 3 4 5 6
Item Item variance
No No
1 [q48] 778 734
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2 [q36] 549 715

3 [q49] 672 712

4 [a52] 741 .659

5 [q10] .658 589

6 [455] 792 582

7 [q26] .812 .836

8 [q25] .656 .808

9 [q29] .680 .780

10 [q28] .692 769

11 [q27] 723 746

12 [q31] 530 494

13 [01] .755 .883

14 [q24] 725 .687

15 [04] 644 .656

16 [q17] 522 536

17 [q15] 793 .862

18 [q14] 727 .805

19 [q68] 532 670

20 [q45] 664 .654

21 [q44] .665 621

22 [q47] .646 588

23 [q67] .695 .845

24 [q65] .648 814

25 [q64] .708 .709

26 [q63] .603 .624

Fac.1 Fac.2 Fac. Fac. Fac. Fac.
3 4 5 6
Eigenvalues 9.441 2381 171 154 139 112
8 7 8 6
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Explained variance value % 36.310 9.157 6.60 595 537 433

7 0 7 1

Total variance % 67.733

When the table 8 was examined, the lowest factor load value was .494, while
the highest factor load value was calculated as .845. The lower limit of the lowest
factor loading value that was supposed to be in a scale was .32 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2011). The lowest value obtained in this study was .494 and it was .17 points higher
than the lower limit value. Additionally, the total variance value explained was
67.733% and the minimum accepted value for this value was supposed to be 50%
according to Yaslioglu (2017). The fact that the total variance ratio of the scale was
found 17.73% above the 50% lower limit that provided the condition of being able to
represent the feature to be measured.

According to Yaslioglu (2017), the communalities extracted value was
supposed to be at least 0.50. In this study, the lowest value was obtained as .532 and it
met the lower limit. As for the factor values, the first factor consisted of 6 items and
its eigenvalues were 9.441 with the lowest factor loading of ,582 and the highest factor
loading of ,582. The second factor consisted of 6 items and its eigenvalues were found
2.381, the lowest factor load was found .494 and the highest factor load was calculated
as .836. When factor 3 is examined, it consisted of 4 items and its eigenvalues were
1.718, while the lowest factor loading value was .536, the highest factor loading value
was .883. Further, Factor 4 consisted of two items and its eigenvalues were obtained
as 1.547, and the factor loadings of both items were above .80. When factor 5 was
examined, it consisted of 4 items and its eigenvalues were 1.398, the lowest factor

loading value was calculated as .588 and the highest value was found .670. As for the
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last factor, the eigenvalues were calculated as 1.126 and it consisted of 4 items. Factor
6 lowest factor loading value was found .624 and the highest value was obtained as
.845.

The rate of variance explained by Factor 1 was 36.3%, Factor 2 was 9.1%,
Factor 3 was 6.6%, Factor 4 was 5.95%, Factor 5 was 5.37%, and Factor 6 was 4.3%.
The total explained variance rate was calculated as 67.733% as stated in table 8 above.

Table 9 below presents the Pearson correlation values between factors.

Table 9: Pearson Correlation Analysis of the Fit VValues between Factors
Variable N  Facl Fac2 Fac3 Fac4 Fac5 Fac6 p

Facl 132 1 505 437 316 .625 621 .000
Fac2 132 .505 1 387 394 474 401 .000
Fac3 132 437 387 1 223 445 383 .000
Fac4 132 316 394 223 1 344 152 .000
Fac5 132 .625 474 445 344 1 550 .000
Fac6 132 621 401 .383 152 .550 1 .000

A positive significant relationship was found between all factors (p<0.05).
Factor 1 and Factors 5 and 6 are highly positively correlated, while Factor 1 and
Factors 2, 3 and 4 were moderately correlated (p<0.05). Factor 1 was moderately
positively correlated with two other Factors. Factor 3, on the other hand, had a weak
correlation with Factor 4 but it had a moderately positive correlation with other

Factors. Factor 4 and Factor 6 had a very weak relationship (p<0.05). There was a

47



moderate relationship between Factor 5 and Factor 6. Based on these results, the
significant relationship between the Factors (p<0.05) showed that the scale provided
congruent validity.

4.3.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis Findings

Table 10 below presents the findings of the confirmatory factor analysis.

Table 10: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model Fit VValues

Model Fit English Teachers’ Excellent Acceptable
Values Perception Fit Values Fit Values
Scale
y2/df 1.263 <3 <4-5
RMSEA .045 <0.05 0.06-0.08
NFI 822 >0.95 0.94-0.90
TLI 949 >0.95 >0.80
IFI 957 >0.95 0.94-0.90
CFlI 956 >0.95 0.90-0.95
GFI 837 >0.95 0.90-0.95
AGFI .798 >0.90 0.85-0.95
RMR 077 <0.05 0.05-0.10

Several claims have been put forward for the excellent and the acceptable fit
values in the literature (Wheaton et al., 1977; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For
instance, the y2/df value according to Wheaton et al. (1977) was supposed to be below
5 while for Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) it was supposed to be below 2 to satisfy the

fit value condition.
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It was seen that the value obtained in this study (y2/df=1.263) met the value of
excellent fit. According to Yashoglu (2017), it was stated that the closer the RMSEA
value is 0.1, the worse the fit, and the closer it is to 0, the better the fit. Since the
RMSEA value in this model was 0.45 and below 0.5 as stated in many sources, this
value provided the perfect fit condition. The NFI value was found .822, slightly below
the acceptable fit value. According to Mulaik et al., (1989), the NFI value was low in
the samples studied below 200. It was seen that the sample size in this study was less
than 200, which affected the NFI value below 0.90. Since the sample value was low in
this study, the TLI value was supposed to be checked as stated by Yaslioglu (2017).

According to Byrne (2011) this value above the threshold value of >0.80 met
the acceptable threshold value, and the value in this model was .949, which was
slightly below .95 and considered as perfect value. Therefore, it would be stated that a
good value was achieved in this model. The IFI value of this model was found .957,
which was above the .95 value, was considered excellent (Yaslioglu, 2017).

As for the CFI value, the value of the model scale was found .956 and it was
seen that it had a value above 0.95. Furthermore, it was accepted as a good fit according
to Bentler and Bonnet (1980). The GFI value of this model was found .837 and it was
slightly below the lower limit of .90. Since this value was sensitive to the sample size,
it was considered to affect the fact that it was below .90. In this model, the AGFI value
was .798, slightly below the lower limit of 0.85. The reason for the AGFI to be slightly
lower was considered to be related to the low sample size, similar to the NFI and GFI
values. The RMR value was found 0.77, and this value being between 0.5 and 0.10
indicated that it met the acceptable parameters.

According to the sources in the literature, it was seen that the model fit values

of this study met the fit condition, and some values met the values of perfect fit
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(Schermelleh-Engel, & Moosbrugger, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Byrne, 2011,
Yaslioglu 2017). Figure 4 below displays the distribution of 6 factors obtained for

scale 2 from the confirmatory factor analysis.

ed

€D

Figure 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Factor Distribution Path Diagram for Scale 2
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The path diagram for scale 2 clearly presents the relationship of each factor
with another in percentages. For instance, the relationship between the second factor
and the sixth factor is 47%.

4.3.5 Reliability Findings
Table 11 below displays the Cronbach-Alpha reliability analysis findings of

the scale 2 below.

Table 11: Cronbach-Alpha Reliability Analysis Findings
Sub N Number of items in Cronbach-Alpha Internal

dimensions . . Consistency Coefficient (o)
sub-dimension

Factor 1 132 6 .900
Factor 2 132 6 .884
Factor 3 132 4 137
Factor 4 132 2 747
Factor 5 132 4 175
Factor 6 132 4 821
Scale Total 132 26 925

According to Kili¢ (2016), Cronbach's alpha value above 0.7 was considered
good, while 0.9 was considered excellent. It was seen that the first Factor (a=.90) met
excellent reliability. Since o values of all the Factors between the second Factor and

the 6 Factors had the values between .737 and .884, they seemed to be highly reliable.
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As a result, the Cronbach-Alpha internal consistency coefficient (o) value for the

overall scale was obtained as .925, and the scale had an excellent fit value.

4.3.6 Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-service English
Language Teachers

When the arithmetic averages of the in-service teachers' pronunciation
perception scale sub-dimensions are examined, it was seen that the teachers had a
positive opinion in the first factor, the attitude dimension. Factor 2 showed a positive
attitude in the improvement preference dimension. As for factor 3, it was seen that in
the focal point dimension, they were indecisive, and in the fourth factor, which was
the problem-solving strategies dimension, they showed a moderate opinion that they
were indecisive. It was observed that they showed indecisive views in the dimension
of teaching styles, which was the fifth factor. It has been observed that they had
positive opinions in the classroom context dimension, which was factor 6. When the
arithmetic average of the answers given by the general scale was examined, it was
obtained that teachers had a positive opinion towards the Pronunciation Teaching
Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-service Teachers.

The descriptive statistics of in-service teachers’ pronunciation perceptions

scale items are displayed in table 12 below.

Table 12: The Descriptive Statistics of In-Service Teachers’ Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions Scale Items

New Old The Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale
Item Item (PTPS) for In-service Teachers
No No
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Factorl Attitude X sd

1 [g48] I like interacting with foreign people in English at 3.86 1.047
school.

2 [g36] I use English outside the classroom. 3.54 1.073

3 [g49] I like interacting with others in English in public 3.67 1.089
places.

4 [052] I like being able to express myself in English in 4.05 1.072
class.

5 [g10] I try to encourage my students to speak when 4.15 1.115
teaching in class.

6 [g55] I enjoy speaking English when teaching in class. 3.98 1.098
Factor2 Improvement Preference

7 [g26] I watch films to improve my pronunciation skills.  3.57 1.224

8 [g25] I listen to the radio to improve my pronunciation 3.24 1.211
skills.

9 [g29] I listen to the news to improve my pronunciation 3.52 1.182
skills.

10 [g28] I listen to songs to improve my pronunciation skills.  3.38  1.149

11 [g27] I interact with my English-speaking colleagues to 3.53 1.142
improve my pronunciation skills.

12 [g31] I repeat certain sounds in English to improve my 3.24 1.120
pronunciation skills.

Factor3 Focal Points
13 [g1] I focus on grammar when teaching in class. 3.14 1.110
14 [g24] 1 usually teach grammar in class. 3.18 1131
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15 [04] I focus on structures of English when teaching in 3.44  .975
class.

16 [g17] | repeat the problematic sounds when | have 3.59 1.098
pronunciation problems in class.

Factor4 Problem-Solving Strategies

17 [g15] | check pronunciation dictionaries when | have 3.11 1.154
pronunciation problems in class.

18 [g14] | check websites when | have pronunciation 3.16 1.184
problems in class.

Factor5 Teaching Styles

19 [068] I like to teach English pronunciation individually 3.20 .969
when teaching in class.

20 [g45] | teach English pronunciation better through hand 3.19 1.005
movements when teaching in class.

21 [g44] | teach English pronunciation better through 3.28 1.014
gestures when teaching in class.

22 [g47] I like teaching English pronunciation in class. 3.50 1.015

Factor6 Classroom Context

23 [g67] English pronunciation must be taught in English 3.50 1.169
classes.

24 [g65] English pronunciation skills are important in 3.69 1.092
English classes.

25 [g64] English pronunciation can be acquired with 3.81 1.020

exposure in class.
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26 [063] English pronunciation can be acquired with practice 3.75 1.029

in class.

4.3.7 Conclusion

When the development of the overall scale is reconsidered, it is clear that an
excellent fit value was obtained as the Cronbach-Alpha internal consistency
coefficient (o) value for the overall scale was obtained as .925 (Kilig, 2016).
Furthermore, a new pronunciation teaching perception scale (PTPS) for in-service
language teachers was developed with high reliability values to determine their
perceptions in the field of language teaching and learning. The conducted exploratory
and confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that the scale had six factors as Attitudes,
Improvement Preference, Focal Points, Problem-Solving Strategies, Teaching Styles,
and Classroom Context.

As the Cronbach-Alpha value in this model was .925 (See Table 10), which
indicated that the developed scale met the excellent reliability level to be used as a
measurement tool for revealing in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding
pronunciation teaching (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Kilig, 2016; Yaslioglu, 2017).

As a result, the Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-
service Teachers developed for stated purpose proved to be an appropriate and
effective instrument to be used in ELF field with its high reliability value. Finally, the
major implication for the ELT field is that the use of such a scale would help
researchers to identify pronunciation teaching perceptions more reliably, and,
therefore, provide evidence on which the appropriate teaching techniques, methods,

and the curriculum will be based.
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4.4 Research Questions

The study aimed at answering the following research questions.

RQ1- What are in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?

RQ1.1. Which sub-dimension of the in-service teachers has the highest perception

scores?

RQ1.2. Which sub-dimension of in-service teachers has the lowest pronunciation

perception scores?

RQ2- Do in-service teachers' pronunciation teaching perceptions and
dimensions differ in terms of independent variables?

RQ2.1. Do in-service teachers' pronunciation teaching perceptions and
dimensions differ in terms of gender?

RQ2.2. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of age?

RQ2.3. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of the mother tongue?

RQ2.4. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of the type of school they work at?

RQ2.5. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of their education levels?

RQ2.6. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of their experience?

RQ2.7. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and
dimensions differ in terms of their living in an English-speaking country?
RQ2.8. Do in-service teachers' perceptions of pronunciation teaching and

dimensions differ in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?
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RQ3. What is the relationship between in-teachers' living time in an English-
speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its sub-dimensions?
RQ4- What is the relationship between in-teachers' pronunciation teaching
perception and its sub-dimensions, and the time they have lived in a country with
a different culture?

RQ5- Is there a difference in in-teachers’ pronunciation teaching perceptions
regarding the language instruction of the school they work in?

4.4.1 Data Analysis

Data analysis was done with SPSS (ver.24). For the teacher scale and its sub-
dimensions, firstly, percentage and frequency analyses were conducted. Then,
descriptive statistical analyzes were made. In the descriptive analysis, skewness and
kurtosis values were examined and it was seen that these values met the normal
distribution assumption since they were between -1.5 and +1.5 (Tabachnick, Fidell,
2007). In addition, the histogram graph of the teacher pronunciation perception scale
was examined, and it was seen that the graph showed a normal distribution. All
hypotheses for teachers were solved by parametric hypothesis tests since they carried
the assumptions of normality. t-test was used to compare two independent variables,
and one-way analysis of variance ANOVA was used to compare 3 or more variables.
Pearson correlation was used for the relational hypotheses within the teachers
themselves.

For the scale of pronunciation perceptions of teacher candidates, firstly,
percentage and frequency analyses were conducted. Then, descriptive statistical
analyses were implemented. As a result of descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis
values were examined and it was observed that these values were the dimensions with

values greater than -1.5 to +1.5. In addition, for the pre-service teacher’s scale, the
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histogram graph of the overall scale was examined, and it was observed that there was
a left skewness. For this reason, it was seen that the data shifted positively, and the
hypotheses were solved with non-parametric hypothesis tests since the normality
version was not met. Hypotheses were analyzed with the Mann Whitney U test in the
comparison of paired groups, and the Kruskal Wallis-H Test in the comparison of three
or more groups. Spearman rho correlation analysis, which is a non-parametric
correlation, was used to solve the relational hypotheses among pre-service teachers.
In the hypotheses in which teachers and preservice teachers were compared, as
the data set of preservice teachers was not normally distributed, a comparison was
made between the two groups using the Mann Whitney U test.
4.4.2 In-Service Teachers’ Reports

Table 13 below outlines the individual characteristics of in-service teachers.

Table 13: Individual Characteristics of Teachers

Independent
Group f %
variable
Female 104 78.8
Gender
Male 28 21.2
20-24 4 3.0
25-29 13 9.8
Age 30-34 28 21.2
35-39 25 18.9
40-44 25 18.9
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45-49 20 15.2

50 and over 17 12.9
TRNC 103 78.0
Nationality Turkey 12 9.1
Other 17 12.9
BA 64 48.5
Education Level MA 51 38.6
PhD 17 12.9
Total 132 100

While 78.8% of the teachers participating in the research were female, 21.2%
were male. When the age distribution of teachers is examined, 3% were 20-24 years
old, 9.8% were 25-29 years old, 21.2% were 30-34 years old, 18.9% were 35-39 years
old, 18.9% were 40-44 years old, % 15.2% of them were 45-49 years old and 12.9%
of them were 50 and over. When the nationalities of the teachers are examined, 78%
of them were TRNC, 9.1% were Republic of Turkey, and 12.9% were citizens of other
countries. When the education level of the teachers is examined, 48.5% of them were
undergraduate, 38.6% of them were graduates, and 12.9% of them were Ph.D holders.

Table 14 below outlines the professional characteristics of in-service teachers.
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Table 14: Professional Characteristics of Teachers

Independent variable Group
Public 80 60.6

School Type f %
Private 52 39.4
0-2 14 10.6
3-5 9 6.8

Experience 6-10 26 19.7
11-14 28 21.2
15 and over 55 41.7
Kyrenia 63 47.7
Nicosia 59 44.7

Location of School

Famagusta 10 7.6
Language of Instruction Turkish Medium 37 28.0
English Medium 95 72.0
Total 132 100

60.6% of the teachers participating in the research work for a public school,

and 39.4% work for a private school. As for the professional experience of the
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teachers, 10.6% have taught between 0-2 years, 6.8% have taught between 3-5 years,
19.7% have taught between 6-10 years, 21.2% have taught between 11-14 years, and
41.7% have taught for 15 years and above. When the regional distribution of the
schools where the teachers work is examined, 47.7% of them worked in Kyrenia,
44.7% in Nicosia, and 7.6% in Famagusta. When the language of instruction variable
is examined, 28% was Turkish medium and 72% was English medium.

Table 15 below outlines the language characteristics of in-service teachers.

Table 15: Language Characteristics of Teachers

Independent

Group f (/A
variable

Turkish 111 84.1

English 11 8.3
Native Language

Other 10 7.6

Turkish S 3.8
Other  Language English 94 71.2

Multi 26 19.7

German 4 3.0

French 3 2.3
English Speak Yes 54 409
Country No 78 59.1

none 78 59.1
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English Speak England 42 31.8

Country Name

USA 6 4.5
Multi 2 15
Nigeria 2 1.5
Australia 2 15
0 78 59.1
0-2 25 18.9
English Speak 35 11 8.3
Country Year 6-10 1 3
11-14 5 3.8
15 and over 12 9.1
Total 132 100

The mother tongue of 84.1% of the teachers was Turkish, 8.3% was English
and 7.6% was another language. When the other languages spoken by the teachers are
examined, 3.8% was able to speak Turkish, 71.2% English, 19.7% several different
languages, 3% German and 2.3% French. Further, 40.9% of the teachers have lived in
an English-speaking country for a period, however, 59.1% have not. The most lived
country was England with 31.8%. Years of life in the English-speaking country

between 0 and 2 was, 18.9%, 3 to 5 years was 8.3%, and 15 years or more was 9.1%.
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Table 16 below presents the characteristics of in-service teachers living in

different cultures.

Table 16: The Characteristics of Teachers Living in Different Cultures

Independent variable Group f %
Yes 63 47.7
Different Culture
No 69 52.3
none 69 52.3
Turkey 10 7.6
Cyprus 11 8.3
England 25 18.9
Different Culture Country USA 7 53
Middle East 2 15
Europe 3 2.3
Asia 3 2.3
AUS 2 15
0 69 52.3
0-2 21 15.9
Different Culture Country Year 3-5 26 19.7
6-9 3 2.3
10-14 3 2.3
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15+ 10 7.6

Total 132 100

While 47.7% of the teachers lived in a different culture, 52.3% did not. The
country with the highest number of people living in different cultures was England
with a rate of 18.9%. Cyprus with 8.3%, Turkey with 7.6%, the USA with 5.3%, while
other countries had less than 5%. When the rate of time lived in different cultures is
examined, 19.7% lived between 3 and 5 years, 15.9% between 0 and 2 years, and 7.6%
lived in a different culture for 15 years or more.

RQ1- What are in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?

RQ1.1. Which sub-dimension of the in-service teachers has the highest
perception scores?

RQ1.2. Which sub-dimension of the in-service teachers has the lowest
pronunciation perception scores?

Table 17 below presents values obtained from descriptive and normality

assumption tests.

Table 17: Descriptive statistics and normality assumptions of the pronunciation
perception scale of in-service teachers

Standard Kurt
Sub dimensions X sd Min Mix Skewness

Error 0sis
Factorl Attitude 3.8763  .88399 .07694 1 5 -.760 .228
Factor2
Improvement 3.4129 93183 .08111 1 5 -422 -.331
Preference
Factor3 3.3371  .80787 .07032 1 5 -121 -.469
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Focal Points

Factor4
Problem-Solving 3.1326 1.04454 .09092 1 5 -.262 -.560

Strategies

Factor5
3.3617 .73120 .06364 1.25 5 -.152 -115
Teaching Styles

Factor6 1.25 5
3.6875 .87008 .07573 -.267 -.672
Classroom Context

The Pronunciation
Perception Scale of 3.5102 .64402 .05605 1.62 4.88 -.369 -.613

In-service Teachers

When the arithmetic averages of the in-service teachers' pronunciation
perception scale sub-dimension are examined, it was seen that the teachers had a
positive opinion in the first factor, the attitude dimension. Factor 2 showed a positive
attitude in the improvement preference dimension. As for factor 3, it was obtained that
in the focal point dimension, they were indecisive, and in the fourth factor, which was
the problem-solving strategies dimension, they showed a moderate opinion that they
were indecisive. It was observed that they showed indecisive opinions in the dimension
of teaching styles, which was the fifth factor. It was observed that they had positive
opinions in the classroom context dimension, which was factor 6.

According to the arithmetic average of the answers given by the general scale,
it was found that the teachers had positive views. Furthermore, it was revealed that the
teachers' perception of pronunciation was positive. When the skewness and kurtosis
values of all dimensions and the overall scale are examined, it was obtained that these
values were between -1.5 and +1.5. The skewness and kurtosis values between -1.5

and +1.5 met the normal distribution assumption (Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007). The
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normal distribution of the scale was seen in the histogram graph in Figure 5 below. In
addition, the very low standard deviation values showed that the answers given by the

teachers were not far from each other. This was again an indication of a normal

distribution.
Histogram — Marmal
207 Mean = 3.51
Std. Dev. = 644
M=132

157

107

Frequency

o—

200 3.00 400 5.00
The Pronunciation Perception Scale of In-service
Teachers

Figure 5: The Scale Histogram Graph of Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale
(PTPS) for In-service Teachers

When the histogram graph is examined, it was seen that the data showed a

normal distribution.

Table 18 below presents the values of scale 2.

Table 18: Descriptive Statistical Values of the Pronunciation Perception Scale of In-
Service Teachers Scale Items
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New Old

The Pronunciation Perception Scale of In-

Item Item service Teachers
No No
Factorl Attitude X sd

1 [g48] | like interacting with foreign people in English at 3.86 1.047
school.

2 [g36] I use English outside the classroom. 354 1.073

3 [g49] | like interacting with others in English in public 3.67 1.089
places.

4 [g52] | like being able to express myself in English in  4.05 1.072
class.

5 [g10] I try to encourage my students to speak when 4.15 1.115
teaching in class.

6 [g55] I enjoy speaking English when teaching in class. 3.98 1.098
Factor2 Improvement Preference

7 [g26] I watch films to improve my pronunciation skills.  3.57 1.224

8 [g25] | listen to the radio to improve my pronunciation 3.24 1.211
skills.

9 [g29] | listen to the news to improve my pronunciation 3.52 1.182
skills.

10 [g28] I listen to songs to improve my pronunciation 3.38 1.149
skills.

11 [g27] I interact with my English-speaking colleagues to 3.53 1.142

improve my pronunciation skills.
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12 [g31] I repeat certain sounds in English to improve my 3.24 1.120

pronunciation skills.
Factor3 Focal Points

13 [g1] I focus on grammar when teaching in class. 3.14 1.110

14 [g24] 1 usually teach grammar in class. 3.18 1.131

15 [g4] | focus on structures of English when teaching in 3.44 975
class.

16 [g17] | repeat the problematic sounds when | have 3.59 1.098
pronunciation problems in class.

Factor4 Problem-Solving Strategies

17 [g15] I check pronunciation dictionaries when | have 3.11 1.154
pronunciation problems in class.

18 [g14] I check websites when | have pronunciation 3.16 1.184
problems in class.

Factor5 Teaching Styles

19 [g68] I like to teach English pronunciation individually 3.20 .969
when teaching in class.

20 [g45] | teach English pronunciation better through hand 3.19 1.005
movements when teaching in class.

21 [g44] 1 teach English pronunciation better through 3.28 1.014
gestures when teaching in class.

22 [047] 1 like teaching English pronunciation in class. 3.50 1.015

Factor6 Classroom Context
23 [g67] English pronunciation must be taught in English 3.50 1.169

classes.
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24 [g65] English pronunciation skills are important in 3.69 1.092

English classes.

25 [g64] English pronunciation can be acquired with 3.81 1.020

exposure in class.

26 [g63] English pronunciation can be acquired with 3.75 1.029

practice in class.

When the arithmetic means scores of all the items in the first factor are
examined, it was seen that the teachers exhibit a positive attitude. In the second factor,
improvement preference, in items 8 and 10, opinions were indecisive and moderate,
however, other items demonstrated positive opinions.

In the third factor, focal points, while opinions were moderately indecisive in
13 and 14 items, they were positive in items 15 and 16. In the fourth dimension,
problem-solving strategies, opinions were moderate and indecisive. In the fifth factor,
teaching styles, items 19, 20 and 21 were moderate, the opinions in item 22 were
positive. In the sixth factor, classroom context, teachers' opinions were positive for all
the items.

RQ2- Do Teachers' Pronunciation Perceptions and Sub-Dimensions differ
in terms of Independent Variables?

RQ2.1. Do teachers' Pronunciation Perceptions and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of gender?

Table 19 below presents comparison of in-service teachers' pronunciation

perception scale (PTPS) opinions by gender.
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Table 19: Comparison of the Opinions of the Pronunciation Perception Scale (PTPS)
of In-Service Teachers by Gender (T- Test)

t Test
Factors Groups N X sd Sh

X

Female 104 3.9391 .89920 .08817 1.583 130 .116

Attitude

Male 28 3.6429 .79700 .15062
Improvement Female 104 3.3734 .97473 .09558 -.938 130 .350
Preference Male 28 35595 .74841 14144

Female 104 3.3726 .80502 .07894 .972 130 .333
Focal Points

Male 28 3.2054 .81948  .15487
Problem-Solving Female 104 3.1683 1.04419 .10239 .755 130 451
Strategies Male 28 3.0000 1.05409 .19920

Female 104 3.3990 .75726 .07426 1.131 130 .260
Teaching Styles
Male 28 3.2232 61741 .11668

Female 104 3.7452 .87230 .08554 1.475 130 .143
Classroom Context
Male 28 3.4732 .84256 .15923

Female 104 3.5377 .66525 .06523 .946 130 .346
Scale Total
Male 28 3.4080 .55710 .10528

Based on the obtained results of the independent sample t-test conducted for
the comparison of in-service teachers' pronunciation perception scale opinions by
gender, no significant difference was found in any factor of overall scale (p> 0.05).

RQ2.2. Do teachers’ perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions

differ in terms of age?
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Table 20 below reports in-service teachers’ PTPS comparison scores regarding

age.

Table 20: In-Service Teachers' Pronunciation Perception Scale Comparison of
Teachers' Views by Age

f, X and sd ANOVA
Group N X Ss S. of V. KT df KO F P
20-24 4 4.6250 .43833 Between 12.065 6 2.011 2.783.014
Groups

25-29 13 4.0000 1.28019 Within Groups 90.303 12 .722

5
30-34 28 3.8512 .77292 Total 102.368 13
1
Attitude
35-39 25 3.3400 .91221
40-44 25 3.8800 .89562
45-49 20 4.1083 .60764
50 and over 17 4.1569 .69340
Total 132 3.8763 .88399
20-24 4 3.4583 1.58333 Between 6.513 6 1.086 1.265.278
Groups
25-29 13 3.5513 1.05932 Within Groups 107.235 12 .858
Improvement
5
Preference
30-34 28 3.0952 .95196 Total 113.748 13
1

35-39 25 3.3133 .67241
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40-44 25 3.3600 .93130

45-49 20 3.6917 .91010

50 and over 17 3.7157 .94789

Total 132 3.4129 .93183

20-24 4 3.0625 .51539 Between 2.608 6 .435 .655 .686

Groups

25-29 13 3.5577 .81748 Within Groups 82.890 12 .663
5

30-34 28 3.2679 .66988 Total 85.498 13
1

Focal Points

35-39 25 3.1600 .81611

40-44 25 3.3800 .84508

45-49 20 3.5250 .74295

50 and over 17 3.3235 1.07079

Total 132 3.3371 .80787
20-24 4 3.3750 1.37689 Between 10.407 6 1.734 1.636.143
Groups
25-29 13 3.8462 .77418 Within Groups 132.523 12 1.060
5

Problem-Solving

30-34 28 3.0179 1.00445 Total 142.930 13
Strategies 1

35-39 25 2.8600 .98446

40-44 25 2.9800 1.08474

45-49 20 3.3250 .92160
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50 and over 17 3.1176 1.24410

Total 132 3.1326 1.04454
20-24 4 3.3125 .62500 Between 4922 6 .820 1.575.160
Groups
25-29 13 3.6923 .98506 Within Groups 65.118 12 .521
5
30-34 28 3.2946 .74862 Total 70.039 13
1
Teaching Styles
35-39 25 3.1800 .57969
40-44 25 3.1600 .73909
45-49 20 3.5250 .62776
50 and over 17 3.6029 .72918
Total 132 3.3617 .73120
20-24 4 4.3125 55434 Between 14.129 6 2.355 3.461.003
Groups
25-29 13 3.4808 1.07268 Within Groups 85.043 12 .680
5
30-34 28 3.5446 .79656 Total 99.172 13
Classroom
1
Context
35-39 25 3.3000 .83853
40-44 25 3.7300 .81624
45-49 20 3.7625 .89028
50 and over 17 4.3529 .57322
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Total 132 3.6875 .87008
20-24 4 3.7212 .61408 Between Groups 5.134 6 .856 2.174.050
25-29 13 3.6834 .88784 Within Groups 49.200 12 .394
5
30-34 28 3.3860 .56696 Total 54.334 13
1
Scale Total
35-39 25 3.2231 .61669
40-44 25 3.4708 .65613
45-49 20 3.7038 .59113
50 and over 17 3.7851 .48936
Total 132 3.5102 .64402

There was a significant difference regarding age in attitude dimension,

classroom context dimension and overall scale (p<0.05). No significant difference was

found in the dimensions of Preference, Focal Points, Problem-Solving Strategies and

Teaching Styles (p> 0.05). The difference between the groups regarding age is shown

in table 21 below in the multiple group comparison post hoc LSD test.

Table 21: Comparison of Teacher Opinions by Age Multiple Comparison LSD Test

Multiple Comparisons

LSD
95% Confidence
Mean Interval
Dependent Difference Std. Lower Upper
Variable (1) age (J) age (1-9) Error Sig. Bound Bound
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Attitude

20-24 25-29 .62500 .48598 201 -.3368 1.5868
30-34 77381  .45432 .091 -.1253 1.6730
35-39 1.28500° .45772 .006 3791 2.1909
40-44 74500  .45772 .106 -.1609 1.6509
45-49 51667  .46554 .269 -4047 1.4380
50 and 46814 47234 324 -4667 1.4030
over

25-29 20-24 -62500 .48598 201 -1.5868 .3368
30-34 14881  .28526 .603 -4158 7134
35-39 .66000" .29063 .025 .0848 1.2352
40-44 .12000 .29063 .680 -4552  .6952
45-49 -.10833 .30281 721 -7076 .4910
50 and -15686 .31316 .617 - 7766 .4629
over

30-34 20-24 - 77381 45432 091 -1.6730 .1253
25-29 -14881 .28526 .603 - 7134 4158
35-39 51119" .23388 .031 0483 9741
40-44 -.02881 .23388 .902 -4917 4341
45-49 -25714 24884 .303 - 7496 .2353
50 and -30567 .26134 244 -8229 2115
over

35-39 20-24 -1.28500"  .45772 .006 -2.1909 -.3791
25-29 -.66000° .29063 .025 -1.2352 -.0848
30-34 -51119" .23388 .031 -9741 -.0483
40-44 -54000" .24040 .026 -1.0158 -.0642
45-49 -.76833" .25499 .003 -1.2730 -.2637
50 and -.81686" .26719 .003 -1.3457 -.2881

over
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40-44 20-24 -.74500 .45772 .106 -1.6509 .1609
25-29 -12000 .29063  .680 -6952 4552
30-34 .02881 .23383  .902 -4341 4917
35-39 .54000"  .24040 .026 .0642 1.0158
45-49 -.22833  .25499 372 - 7330 .2763
50 and -27686 26719 302 -8057 .2519
over
45-49 20-24 -51667 .46554 .269 -1.4380 .4047
25-29 10833  .30281 721 -4910 .7076
30-34 25714 24884 .303 -.2353 .7496
35-39 .76833° 25499 003 2637 1.2730
40-44 .22833  .25499 372 -2763 .7330
50 and -.04853 .28039 .863 -.6035 .5064
over
50 and 20-24 -46814 47234 324 -1.4030 .4667
over 25-29 15686  .31316 .617 -4629 7766
30-34 30567 .26134 244 -2115  .8229
35-39 .81686" .26719  .003 2881 1.3457
40-44 27686  .26719 .302 -.2519 .8057
45-49 .04853 .28039  .863 -5064 .6035
Classroom 20-24 25-29 83173 47161 .080 -1017 1.7651
Context 30-34 76786  .44089 .084 -.1047 1.6404
35-39 1.01250" 44418 .024 1334 1.8916
40-44 58250 .44418 192 -.2966 1.4616
45-49 55000 .45178 226 -.3441 1.4441
50 and -.04044 45837 930 -9476 .8667
over
25-29 20-24 -83173 47161 .080 -1.7651 .1017
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30-34 -.06387 .27683 .818 -6117 .4840
35-39 18077  .28204 523 -3774  .7390
40-44 -24923 .28204 379 -.8074 .3090
45-49 -28173  .29386 .340 -.8633 .2998
50 and -.87217"  .30390 .005 -1.4736 -.2707
over

30-34 20-24 - 76786 .44089 .084 -1.6404 .1047
25-29 .06387 .27683 .818 -4840 .6117
35-39 24464 22696 .283 -2045 .6938
40-44 -.18536 .22696 416 -.6345 .2638
45-49 -21786  .24149 .369 -.6958 .2601
50 and -.80830" .25361 .002 -1.3102 -.3064
over

35-39 20-24 -1.01250"  .44418 024 -1.8916 -.1334
25-29 -18077 .28204 523 -7390 .3774
30-34 -.24464 22696 .283 -.6938 .2045
40-44 -43000 .23330 .068 -8917 .0317
45-49 -46250 24745 .064 -9522 .0272
50 and -1.05294"  .25930 .000 -1.5661 -.5398
over

40-44 20-24 -58250 44418 192 -1.4616 .2966
25-29 24923  .28204 379 -3090 .8074
30-34 18536  .22696 416 -.2638 .6345
35-39 43000 .23330 .068 -0317 .8917
45-49 -03250 .24745 .896 -5222 4572
50 and -.62294" 25930 .018 -1.1361 -.1098
over

45-49 20-24 -.55000 .45178 226 -1.4441 3441
25-29 28173 .29386 .340 -2998 .8633
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30-34 21786 .24149 .369 -2601 .6958
35-39 46250 .24745 .064 -0272 .9522
40-44 .03250 .24745 .896 -4572 5222
50 and -59044" 27210 .032 -1.1290 -.0519
over
50 and 20-24 .04044  .45837 .930 -.8667 .9476
over 25-29 87217 .30390 .005 2707 1.4736
30-34 .80830"  .25361 .002 .3064 1.3102
35-39 1.05294° .25930 .000 .5398 1.5661
40-44 .62294" 25930 .018 1098 1.1361
45-49 59044”27210 .032 .0519 1.1290
Scale total 20-24 25-29 .03772 .35871 .916 -6722 7477
30-34 33516 .33534 .320 -.3285 .9989
35-39 49808 .33785 143 -1706 1.1667
40-44 .25038  .33785 460 -4183 .9190
45-49 01731  .34363 .960 -.6628 .6974
50 and -06391 .34864 .855 -7539 .6261
over
25-29 20-24 -03772 .35871 .916 -T477 6722
30-34 29744 21056 .160 -1193 7142
35-39 46036" 21452 .034 .0358 .8849
40-44 21266 .21452 323 -2119 6372
45-49 -02041 22351 927 -4628 4219
50 and -10164 .23115 .661 -5591 .3558
over
30-34 20-24 -33516 .33534 .320 -9989 .3285
25-29 -29744 21056 .160 -7142 1193
35-39 16291 17263 347 -1787 .5046
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40-44 -.08478 17263 624 -4264 2569
45-49 -31786 .18368 .086 -.6814 .0457
50 and -.39908"  .19290 .041 -7808 -.0173
over

35-39 20-24 -49808 .33785 143 -1.1667 .1706
25-29 -46036" .21452 .034 -.8849 -.0358
30-34 -16291 17263 347 -5046 .1787
40-44 -24769 17745 .165 -.5989 .1035
45-49 -.48077° .18821 012 -.8533 -.1083
50 and -56199" .19722 .005 -9523 -.1717
over

40-44 20-24 -25038 .33785 460 -9190 .4183
25-29 -21266  .21452 323 -6372 2119
30-34 .08478  .17263 .624 -2569 4264
35-39 24769 17745 .165 -1035 .5989
45-49 -23308 .18821 218 -6056 .1394
50 and -31430 .19722 114 - 7046 .0760
over

45-49 20-24 -01731 .34363 .960 -6974 .6628
25-29 .02041 .22351 927 -4219 .4628
30-34 31786  .18368 .086 -.0457 .6814
35-39 48077 18821 012 1083 .8533
40-44 .23308 .18821 218 -1394 .6056
50 and -08122 .20696 .695 -4908 .3284
over

50 and 20-24 .06391  .34864 .855 -6261 .7539

over 25-29 10164 .23115 .661 -3558 .5591
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30-34 .39908"  .19290 041 .0173 .7808

35-39 56199 19722 .005 1717 9523
40-44 31430 .19722 114 -0760 .7046
45-49 .08122  .20696 .695 -.3284 4908

*, The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The attitude of the 35-39 age group was found to be significantly lower than
all groups. In the classroom context dimension, the views of the 35-39 age group were
significantly lower than the 20-24 and 50 and over age groups (p<0.05). Classroom
context views of the 50-age group were significantly more positive than all other age
groups except the 20-24 age group. In general, the opinions of the 25-29 age group
were significantly positive compared to the 35-39 age group (p<0.05). The overall
views of the 45-49 age group were significantly more positive than the 35-39 age group
(p<0.05). Opinions of the 50 and over age group were positive compared to the 30-34
and 35-39 age groups (p<0.05).

Figure 6 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’
pronunciation teaching attitudes by age.

The highest pronunciation attitude by age was in the 20-24 age group. The

lowest was in the 35-39 age group.
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Figure 6: Pronunciation Teaching Attitude by Age

Figure 7 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching in classroom context by age
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Figure 7: Classroom Context by Age
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The over 50 and the 20-24 age groups were the two groups with the highest
perception scores of class context, which was higher than other groups. The lowest
perception scores of class context was in the 35-39 age group.

Figure 8 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching perceptions by age.
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Figure 8: Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions by Age

The highest group in general perception was 50 years and more, followed by
the 20-24 age group. The above-mentioned two groups had higher perceptions than all

other groups. The lowest perception belonged to the 35-39 age group.

Table 22 below presents the teachers’ opinions by nationality.

Table 22: Comparison of Teachers' Opinions by Nationality
f, X andsd ANOVA
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Gg’“ N X sd S. of V. KT df KO F P

TRNC 103 3.8236 .90232 Between Groups 1.817 2 .908 1.165 .315

Turke 12 4.2222 51900 Within Groups 100.551 129 .779
Attitude y
Other 17 3.9510 .95337 Total 102.368 131

Total 132 3.8763 .88399

TRNC 103 3.4369 .93151 Between Groups 4.679 2 2.340 2.767 .067

Turke 12 3.7917 .83220 109.069 129 .845
Improvement y
Within Groups
Preference
Other 17 3.0000 .89946 Total 113.748 131

Total 132 3.4129 .93183

TRNC 103 3.3447 .80905 Between Groups 1552 2 .776 1.193 .307

Turke 12 3.5833 .63365 Within Groups 83.946 129 .651
Focal Points y
Other 17 3.1176 .89319 Total 85.498 131

Total 132 3.3371 .80787

TRNC 103 3.1359 1.02468 Between Groups 2.339 2 1.169 1.073 .345

. Turke 12 3.4583 .89082 Within Groups 140.591 129 1.090
Problem-Solving y

Strategies Other 17 2.8824 1.24410 Total 142.930 131

Total 132 3.1326 1.04454

TRNC 103 3.3398 .72411 Between Groups 2.762 2 1.381 2.648 .075

Turke 12 3.7917 .81766 Within Groups 67.277 129 .522
Teaching Styles Y
Other 17 3.1912 .63449 Total 70.039 131

Total 132 3.3617 .73120

TRNC 103 3.6432 .88326 Between Groups .973 2 .487 .639 .529

Turke 12 3.8958 .54833 Within Groups 98.199 129 .761
Classroom y

Context
Other 17 3.8088 .97840 Total 99.172 131

Total 132 3.6875 .87008

TRNC 103 3.4963 .65477 Between Groups 1.734 2 .867 2.126 .124

Turke 12 3.8429 .42781 Within Groups 52.600 129 .408
Scale Total y
Other 17 3.3597 .65469 Total 54.334 131

Total 132 3.5102 .64402
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There was no significant difference between groups regarding nationality in

any dimension (p> 0.05).

RQ2.3. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions differ

in terms of the mother tongue?

Table 23 below presents the scores obtained regarding their mother tongue.

Table 23: Comparison of Teachers' Perceptions of Pronunciation Regarding Their

Mother Tongue

f, X andsd

ANOVA

Gr
ou N

p

X

S.of V.

KT df KO F p

TR 103
NC

Tu 12

rke
Attitude y

ot 17

her

Tot 132
al

3.8236

4.2222

3.9510

3.8763

.90232

.51900

.95337

.88399

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

1817 2 908 1.165 .315

100.551 129 .779

102.368 131

TR 103
NC

Tu 12
rke

y

ot 17
her

Improvement

Preference

Tot 132
al

3.4369

3.7917

3.0000

3.4129

93151

.83220

.89946

.93183

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

4.679 2 2.340 2.767 .067

109.069 129 .845

113.748 131

TR 103
NC

Tu 12

rke
Focal Points y

ot 17

her

Tot 132
al

3.3447

3.5833

3.1176

3.3371

.80905

.63365

.89319

.80787

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total
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TR 103 3.1359 1.02468 Between Groups 2339 2 1.169 1.073 .345

NC
Tu 12 34583 .89082 Within Groups  140.591 129 1.090
Problem-Solving rke
Strategies Ot 17 2.8824 1.24410 Total 142.930 131
her

Tot 132 3.1326 1.04454
al

TR 103 3.3398 .72411 Between Groups 2762 2 1.381 2.648 .075
NC

Tu 12 3.7917 .81766 Within Groups 67.277 129 .522
rke

<

Teaching Styles

Ot 17 3.1912 .63449 Total 70.039 131
her

Tot 132 3.3617 .73120
al

TR 103 3.6432 .88326 Between Groups 973 2 487 .639 .529
NC

Tu 12 3.8958 .54833 Within Groups 98.199 129 .761
rke
Classroom y

Context
Ot 17 3.8088 .97840 Total 99.172 131

her

Tot 132 3.6875 .87008
al

TR 103 3.4963 .65477 Between Groups 1734 2 .867 2.126 .124
NC

Tu 12 3.8429 .42781 Within Groups 52.600 129 .408
rke
Scale Total y
Ot 17 3.3597 .65469 Total 54,334 131
her

Tot 132 3.5102 .64402
al

A significant difference was obtained in the improvement preference size.
Improvement preference perceptions of those whose mother tongue was Turkish were
significantly more positive than those whose mother tongue was English (p<0.05). No

significant difference was found in other dimensions (p> 0.05).
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Figure 9 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching improvement preference by mother tongue.
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Figure 9: Improvement Preference by Mother Tongue

Turkish and other country languages had the highest preference for
pronunciation improvement. The lowest was for those whose mother tongue was
English.

Table 24 below presents the scores found regarding the effects of languages

spoken other than the mother tongue.

Table 24: The Effect of Languages Spoken Other than the Mother Tongue on the
Perception of Pronunciation

f, X andsd ANOVA
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Gro
N X ss S.of V. KT df KO EFE P
up

Tur 5 3.5000 .82496 Between Groups 8.157 4 2.039 2.749 031
kish
Engl 94 3.8191 .92576 Within Groups  94.211 127 .742
ish
Mul 26 4.2949 52558 Total 102.368 131
Attitude fi
Ger 4 3.0833 .99536
man

Fren 3 3.7222 .97658
ch

Tota 132 3.8763 .88399
|

Tur 5 2.4667 .90830 Between Groups 5.547 4 1.387 1.628 .171

kish

Engl 94 3.4539 .91757 Within Groups  108.201 127 .852

ish

Mul 26 3.4936 .92434 Total 113.748 131
Improvement ti
Preference Ger 4 3.0000 .68041

man

Fren 3 3.5556 1.38778

ch

Tota 132 3.4129 .93183

Tur 5 3.3000 .69372 Between Groups 3.009 4 .752 1.158 .332

kish
Focal Points
Engl 94 3.3298 .80172 Within Groups 82.489 127 .650

ish
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Mul 26 3.5192 .86291 Total 85.498 131

ti

Ger 4 2.8125 .65749

man

Fren 3 2.7500 .66144

ch

Tota 132 3.3371 .80787

Tur 5 3.0000 1.27475 Between Groups 1.807 4 .452 .407 .804
kish

Engl 94 3.1809 1.02352 Within Groups  141.123 127 1.111

ish

Mul 26 3.0962 1.20016 Total 142.930 131

Problem-Solving ti

Strategies Ger 4 28750 .47871

man

Fren 3 2.5000 .50000

ch

Tota 132 3.1326 1.04454

Tur 5 3.4000 .37914 Between Groups 2.107 4 .527 .985 .419

kish
Teaching Styles
Engl 94 3.3670 .79540 Within Groups  67.933 127 .535

ish
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Mul 26 3.4712

ti

Ger 4 2.8750

man

Fren 3 2.8333

ch

Tota 132 3.3617

.50163

.25000

1.01036

73120

Total

70.039 131

Classroom Context

Tur 5 3.3500

kish

Engl 94 3.5957
ish

Mul 26 4.1346
ti

Ger 4 3.0625

man

Fren 3 4.0833

ch

Tota 132 3.6875

.67546

.88225

.71844

.80039

87797

.87008

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

8.591

90.581 127 .713

99.172 131

Scale Total

Tur 5 3.1462

kish

Engl 94 3.4988

ish

.65407

.68230

Between Groups

Within Groups

89

3217 4

51.117 127 .402

4 2.148 3.011 .021

.804 1.998 .099



Mul 26 3.7263 .40796 Total 54.334 131

ti

Ger 4 29519 .51733

man

Fren 3 3.3462 .75760

ch

Tota 132 3.5102 .64402

A significant difference was found only in the dimensions of attitude and
classroom context (p<0.05). There was no significant difference in other dimensions
(p> 0.05). The pronunciation perceptions of in-service teachers who spoke several
languages other than their mother tongue were significantly more positive than those
who could speak one language (p<0.05). In the classroom context dimension, the
perceptions of teachers who could speak several different languages other than their
mother tongue were significantly more positive than those who spoke one language
(p<0.05).

RQ2.4. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of the type of school they work at?

Table 25 below displays the scores obtained regarding the effect of teachers'

school type on pronunciation teaching perceptions.

Table 25: The Effect of Teachers' School Type on Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions

t Test
sd Sh

x|

Factors Groups N

X

t df p
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Public 80 3.6708 .85929 .09607 -3.446 130 .001

Attitude

Private 52 4.1923 .83391 .11564
Improvement Public 80 3.4208 .81303 .09090 .121 130 .904
Preference Private 52 3.4006 1.09826 .15230

Public 80 3.2969 .79565 .08896 -.709 130 .480
Focal Points

Private 52 3.3990 .83028 .11514
Problem-Solving Public 80 3.0063 .93961 .10505 -1.737 130 .085
Strategies Private 52 3.3269 1.17108 .16240

Public 80 3.2219 .73883 .08260 -2.796 130 .006
Teaching Styles
Private 52 35769 .67071 .09301

Public 80 3.5063 .85682 .09580 -3.062 130 .003
Classroom Context
Private 52 3.9663 .82252 .11406

Public 80 3.4005 .67087 .07501 -2.475 130 .015
Scale Total
Private 52 3.6790 .56593 .07848

Attitude, teaching styles, classroom context, and depending on these
dimensions, the total scale differed in terms of the type of school the teachers worked
for. The pronunciation perceptions of teachers working in private schools in these
dimensions were significantly more positive than those working in public schools
(p<0.05). Regarding the improvement preference, focal points, and problem-solving
strategies, there was no significant difference found in problem-solving strategies
dimensions in terms of the type of school the teachers work for (p> 0.05).

RQ2.5. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions

differ in terms of their education levels?
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Table 26 below presents in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching

perceptions in terms of their educational levels.

Table 26: Comparison of Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions of Teachers In Terms
of Their Education Levels

f, X and sd ANOVA
Gro
N X sd S. of V. KT df KO F P
p

BA 64 3.8828 .88326 Between Groups 3.894 2 1.947 2.551 .082
MA 51 3.7320 .94697 Within Groups 98.473 129 .763

Attitude

PHD 17 4.2843 .52956 Total 102.368 131

Total 132 3.8763 .88399

BA 64 3.4115 .89677 Between Groups .474 2 .237 .270 .764
Improvement MA 51 3.3660 .97069 Within Groups 113.274 129 .878
Preference PHD 17 3.5588 .98415 Total 113.748 131

Total 132 3.4129 .93183

BA 64 3.4102 .80100 Between Groups 2.876 2 1.438 2.245 .110

MA 51 3.3725 .79902 Within Groups 82.622 129 .640
Focal Points

PHD 17 2.9559 .80154 Total 85.498 131

Total 132 3.3371 .80787

BA 64 3.1875 1.10733Between Groups .523 2 .262 .237 .789

Problem-Solving MA 51 3.1078 .95034 Within Groups 142.407 129 1.104

Strategies PHD 17 3.0000 1.11803Total 142.930 131

Total 132 3.1326 1.04454

Teaching Styles BA 64 3.3594 .71807 Between Groups .136 2 .068 .125 .882
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MA 51 3.3382

PHD 17 3.4412

Total 132 3.3617

.81979 Within Groups

48838 Total

.73120

69.903

70.039

129 542

131

BA 64 3.7227
MA 51 3.4853
Classroom Context

PHD 17 4.1618

Total 132 3.6875

.83347 Between Groups

.91024 Within Groups

.70678 Total

.87008

5.988

93.184

99.172

2 2.994 4145 018

129 722

131

BA 64 35331
MA 51 3.4382
Scale Total

PHD 17 3.6403

Total 132 3.5102

.65357 Between Groups

.70577 Within Groups

34747 Total

.64402

.586

53.748

54.334

2 .293 .703 .497

129 417

131

There was a significant difference between the groups only in the classroom

context dimension regarding the education level of the teachers (p<0.05). Regarding

the classroom context, teachers with the highest pronunciation perception were at Ph.D

level (p<0.05). In other dimensions, there was no difference in terms of education level

(p> 0.05).

Figure 10 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching perceptions in classroom context by education level.
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Figure 10: Comparison of Classroom Context by Education Level

Teachers with doctorates had the highest pronunciation teaching perception in
classroom context.

RQ2.6. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of their experience?

Table 27 below presents the effect of teachers' working year on pronunciation

teaching perceptions.

Table 27: The Effect of Teachers' Working Year on Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions

f, X and sd ANOVA

Group N X SS S.of V. KT df KO F P

0-2 14 4.4643 .51961 Between Groups 19.956 4 4.9897.688.000
3-5 9 3.94441.04416Within Groups 82.412 127 .649
Attitude 6-10 26 3.6474 .99144 Total 102.368131

11-14 28 3.2738 .96034

15and 554.1303.61921
over

94



Total 1323.8763 .88399
0-2 14 3.6071 .98841 Between Groups 6.860 4 1.7152.038.093
3-5 9 3.3148 .99458 Within Groups 106.888127 .842
6-10 26 3.2564 .93242 Total 113.748131
Improvement
11-14 28 3.0774 .86124
Preference
15and 55 3.6242 .90791
over
Total 1323.4129 .93183
0-2 14 3.5357 .75229 Between Groups 8.456 4 2.1143.485.010
3-5 9 3.2500 .81009 Within Groups 77.042 127 .607
6-10 26 3.3365 .64009 Total 85.498 131
Focal Points 11-14 28 2.8839 .69550
15and 55 3.5318 .87275
over
Total 1323.3371 .80787
0-2 14 3.5714 .87392 Between Groups 8.951 4 2.2382.121.082
3-5 9 3.50001.08972Within Groups 133.9791271.055
6-10 26 3.1154 .89786 Total 142.930131
Problem-Solving
11-14 28 2.7143 .96637
Strategies
15and 553.18181.13188
over
Total 1323.13261.04454
Teaching Styles 0-2 14 3.6607 .71795 Between Groups 4.328 4 1.0822.091.086
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3-5 9 3.5278 .63053 Within Groups 65.711 127 .517

6-10 26 3.3173 .87051 Total 70.039 131

11-14 28 3.0625 .75958

15 and over 55 3.4318 .62815

Total 1323.3617 .73120

0-2 14 3.9107 .81811 Between Groups 7.760 4 1.9402.695.034
3-5 9 3.6111.78174 Within Groups 91.412 127 .720

6-10 26 3.5000 .92736 Total 99.172 131

Classroom Context
11-14 28 3.3393 .89550

15 and over 55 3.9091 .80128

Total 1323.6875 .87008

0-2 14 3.8269 .48080 Between Groups 8.293 4 2.0735.719.000
3-5 9 3.5085 .67192 Within Groups 46.041 127 .363

6-10 26 3.3979 .71575 Total 54.334 131

Scale Total
11-14 28 3.0989 .67673

15 and over 55 3.6923 .51373

Total 1323.5102 .64402

When the pronunciation perceptions of the teachers are examined in terms of
the working year, a significant difference was found in the attitude, focal, classroom
context and general perception (p<0.05). No significant difference was found in the
dimensions of improvement preference, problem-solving strategies, and teaching

styles regarding the teacher's working year (p> 0.05). Pronunciation attitudes of
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teachers of 0-2 years and teachers of 15 years and above work experience were
significantly more positive than the other groups (p<0.05). A similar situation was
seen in focal point, classroom context (p<0.05). The group with the highest perception
of scale-wide pronunciation was the teachers who had work experience of 0-2 years’
(p<0.05).

Figure 11 below presents the scree plot data regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching perceptions by experience.
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Figure 11: Pronunciation Teaching Perception by Experience

The highest pronunciation perception was obtained by teachers who had 0-2-

year experience.
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RQ2.7. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions

change regarding their living in an English-speaking country?

Table 28 below displays in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching

perceptions in terms of their living situation in an English-speaking country.

Table 28: Comparison of Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions in Terms of
Their Living Situation in an English-Speaking Country

t Test
Factors Groups N X sd Sh.
t df p

Yes 54 42346 .73368 .09984 4.102 130 .000
Attitude

No 78 3.6282 .89810 .10169
Improvement Yes 54 3.4414 1.02186 .13906 .291 130 .771
Preference No 78 3.3932 .87038 .09855

Yes 54 3.6528 .84454 11493 3.936 130 .000
Focal Points

No 78 3.1186 .70794 .08016
Problem-Solving Yes 54 3.0278 1.14684 .15607 -.959 130 .339
Strategies No 78 3.2051 .96845 .10966

Yes 54 3.5833 .68508 .09323 2.983 130 .003
Teaching Styles
No 78 3.2083 .72682 .08230

Yes 54 39861 .87607 .11922 3.411 130 .001
Classroom Context
No 78 3.4808 .80861 .09156

Yes 54 3.7165 53233 .07244 3.166 130 .002
Scale Total
No 78 3.3674 67828 .07680

Pronunciation attitudes of teachers living in an English-speaking country are
higher in Focal Points, Teaching Styles, Classroom Context dimensions and,
depending on these dimensions, their general pronunciation perceptions are higher

(p<0.05).
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RQ2.8. Do teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?
Table 29 below displays the effect of English teachers' living in different

cultures on their pronunciation teaching perceptions.

Table 29: The Effect of English Teachers' Living in Different Cultures on Their
Pronunciation Teaching Perception

t Test
Factors Groups N X sd Shy
t df p

Yes 63 4.2090 .69944 .08812 4.414 130 .000
Attitude

No 69 3.5725 92905 .11184
Improvement Yes 63 3.5794 91427 11519 1.983 130 .049
Preference No 69 3.2609 .92817 .11174

Yes 63 3.6310 .78527 .09893 4.244 130  .000
Focal Points

No 69 3.0688 .73625 .08863
Problem-Solving Yes 63 3.2619 1.07710 .13570 1.364 130 .175
Strategies No 69 3.0145 1.00722 .12126

Yes 63 3.5317 .68758 .08663 2.608 130 .010
Teaching Styles
No 69 3.2065 .74008 .08909

Yes 63 3.9921 .80943 .10198 4.064 130 .000
Classroom Context
No 69 3.4094 .83465 .10048

Yes 63 3.7479 50761 .06395 4.315 130 .000
Scale Total
No 69 3.2932 .68116 .08200

There was no significant difference only in the dimension of problem-solving
strategies (p> 0.05). In all other dimensions, it was seen that teachers who lived in

different cultures had higher pronunciation perceptions (p<0.05). In the scale, it was
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seen that living in a different culture had a positive effect on the perception of
pronunciation (p<0.05).
RQ3. What is the relationship between teachers' living time in an English-
speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its sub-dimensions?
Table 30 below presents the relationship between teachers' living time in an

English-speaking country and their pronunciation teaching perception.

Table 30: The Relationship between Teachers' Living Time in an English-Speaking

Country and Their Pronunciation Teaching Perception
Problem-

Improvement Focal Solving Teaching Classroom Scale

Year Attitude Preference Points Strategies  Styles Context  Total

Year r 1 .236" -.215" 120 -.148 161 179" .073
p .006 .013 .170 .089 .065 .040 408
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132

As the length of time teachers lived in an English-speaking country increased,
their pronunciation attitudes showed a positive weak increase. Moreover, as teachers
living time increased in an English-speaking country, improvement preference
perceptions decreased (p<0.05). No significant relationship was found between other
dimensions and living time in an English-speaking country (p> 0.05).

RQ4- What is the relationship between teachers' perception of
pronunciation and its sub-dimensions, and the time they have lived in a country

with a different culture?
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Table 31 below presents the scores obtained regarding the relationship between

teachers' living time in different cultures and their pronunciation teaching perception.

Table 31: The Relationship between Teachers' Living Time in Different Cultures
and Their Pronunciation Teaching Perception

Problem-
How Improvement Focal Solving Teaching Classroom Scale

long Attitude Preference Points Strategies  Styles Context  Total

How long r 1 .239" -030 .222" 017 .097 214" 164
p .006 734 .010 .850 .268 .014 .060
N 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132

As the duration of teachers' living in a different culture increased, their
pronunciation attitudes increased (p<0.05). As the length of time teachers lived in a
different culture, their focal points increased (p<0.05). As the duration of teachers'
living in a different culture increased, their perception of classroom context increased
(p<0.05).

RQ5- Is there a difference in teachers’ pronunciation perceptions

regarding the language instruction of the school they work for?
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Table 32 below displays the scores found regarding in-service teachers’

pronunciation teaching perception in terms of the language of instruction.

Table 32: Comparison of Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perception in Terms of
the Language of Instruction

t Test
Factors Groups N X sd Sh,
t df p

Turkish Medium 37 3.0811 .82927 .13633 -7.778 130 .000
Attitude

English Medium 95 4.1860 .69269 .07107
Improvement Turkish Medium 37 29595 .73431 .12072 -3.649 130 .000
Preference English Medium 95 3.5895 .94400 .09685

Turkish Medium 37 2.8851 .61688 .10141 -4.267 130 .000
Focal Points

English Medium 95 3.5132 .80752 .08285
Problem-Solving Turkish Medium 37 2.8243 .62601 .10292 -2.145 130 .034
Strategies English Medium 95 3.2526 1.14825 .11781

Turkish Medium 37 2.9595 .76266 .12538 -4.186 130 .000
Teaching Styles
English Medium 95 3.5184 .65866 .06758

Turkish Medium 37 3.0000 .81650 .13423 -6.495 130 .000
Classroom Context
English Medium 95 3.9553 .73566 .07548

Turkish Medium 37 2.9667 .64039 .10528 -7.101 130 .000
Scale Total
English Medium 95 3.7219 .50934 .05226

Pronunciation perceptions of teachers with language of instruction English
medium were significantly higher in all dimensions (p<0.05).

Table 33 below presents the values obtained regarding their school location.
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Table 33: Comparing Teachers’ Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions by School

Location
f, X and sd ANOVA
Group N X sd S.ofV. KT df KO F P
Kyrenia 63 4.2037 .78656 Between 13.271 2 6.6359.607.000
Groups
_ Nicosia 59 3.5480 .91552 Within  89.097 129 .691
Attitude Groups
Famagusta 10 3.7500 .48591 Total  102.368131
Total 1323.8763 .88399
Kyrenia 63 3.5238 .95736 Between 3.099 2 1.5501.807.168
Groups
Improvement  Nicosia 59 3.2486 .90991 Within 110.649129 .858
Preference Groups
Famagusta 10 3.6833 .80297 Total = 113.748131
Total 1323.4129 .93183
Kyrenia 63 3.5238 .83124 Between 4.708 2 2.3543.759.026
Groups
Nicosia 59 3.1314 .75195 Within  80.790 129 .626
Focal Points
Groups
Famagusta 10 3.3750 .75691 Total 85.498 131
Total 1323.3371 .80787
Kyrenia 63 3.34131.09185Between 6.617 2 3.3093.131.047

Problem-Solving

Groups
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Strategies

Nicosia 59 3.0000 .93311 Within 136.3131291.057

Groups

Famagusta 10 2.60001.14988Total ~ 142.930131

Total 1323.13261.04454

Teaching Styles

Kyrenia 63 3.5238 .63613 Between 4.910 2 2.4554.863.009

Groups

Nicosia 59 3.1483 .80290 Within 65.129 129 .505

Groups

Famagusta 10 3.6000 .54263 Total 70.039 131

Total 1323.3617 .73120

Kyrenia 63 3.9444 78730 Between 8.018 2 4.0095.673.004

Groups

Nicosia 59 3.4407 .86396 Within 91.154 129 .707

Classroom
Context Groups
Famagusta 10 3.52501.02368Total 99.172 131
Total 1323.6875 .87008
Kyrenia 63 3.7167 .56928 Between 5.671 2 2.8367.517.001
Groups
Scale Total Nicosia 59 3.2855 .68065 Within  48.663 129 .377

Groups

Famagusta 10 3.5346 .43456 Total 54.334 131
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Total 1323.5102 .64402

The highest pronunciation attitude belonged to the teachers working in Kyrenia.
The highest perception of focal points was with the teachers in Kyrenia. The highest
perception of problem-solving strategy was in Kyrenia and the lowest was in
Famagusta. The teachers in Famagusta had the highest perception of teaching style. In
the classroom context, the perception of teachers in Kyrenia was the highest. Teachers
in Kyrenia had the highest perception of pronunciation in general (p<0.05). Figure 12
below presents the graph data regarding in-service teachers’ multilayer neural network

analysis.
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Figure 12: The Importance of Independent Variables on Teachers' Perceptions of
Pronunciation Teaching as a Result of Multilayer Neural Network Analysis

The most effective variable on teachers' perception of pronunciation was

language of instruction followed by the length of time living in an English-speaking

country. The third most important variable was age, the fourth most important variable

was nationality, and the fifth most important variable was the languages spoken except

the mother tongue.
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4.4.3 Research Questions

RQ6- What are preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?
RQ6.1. Which sub-dimension of the preservice teachers has the highest perception
scores?

RQ6.2. Which sub-dimension of preservice teachers has the lowest pronunciation
perception scores?

RQ7- Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of independent variables?

RQ7.1. Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions differ
in terms of gender?

RQ7.2. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub- differ in terms
of age?

RQ7.3. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of nationality?

RQ7.4. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of the type of school they study at?

RQ7.5. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in an English-speaking country?

RQ7.6. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?

RQ8. What is the relationship between preservice teachers' living time in an
English-speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its sub-

dimensions?
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RQ9- What is the relationship between preservice teachers' perception of
pronunciation and its sub-dimensions, and the time they have lived in a country
with a different culture?

RQ10. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers' and in-
service teachers' perceptions of classroom context, learning and teaching styles,
and pronunciation?

RQ11. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and their pronunciation perception?

RQ12. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and classroom context perceptions?

4.4.4 Data Analysis

Data analysis was done with SPSS (ver.24). For the teacher scale and its sub-
dimensions, firstly, percentage and frequency analyses were conducted. Then,
descriptive statistical analyzes were made. T-test was used to compare two
independent variables, and one-way analysis of variance ANOVA was used to
compare 3 or more variables. Pearson correlation was used for the relational
hypotheses within the preservice teachers themselves.

For the scale of pronunciation perceptions for teacher candidates, firstly,
percentage and frequency analyses were conducted. Then, descriptive statistical
analyses were implemented. As a result of descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis
values were examined and it was observed that these values were the dimensions with
values greater than -1.5 to +1.5. In addition, for the preservice teacher’s scale, the
histogram graph of the overall scale was examined, and it was observed that there was
a left skewness. For this reason, it was seen that the data shifted positively, and the

hypotheses were solved with non-parametric hypothesis tests since the normality
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version was not met. Hypotheses were analyzed with the Mann Whitney U test in the
comparison of paired groups, and the Kruskal Wallis-H Test in the comparison of three
or more groups. Spearman rho correlation analysis, which is a non-parametric
correlation, was used to solve the relational hypotheses among preservice teachers.

In the hypotheses in which teachers and preservice teachers were compared, as
the data set of preservice teachers was not normally distributed, a comparison was

made between the two groups using the Mann Whitney U test.

4.45 Preservice Teachers’ Reports

Table 34 below presents the individual characteristics of preservice teachers.

Table 34: Distribution of Individual Characteristics of Preservice Teachers

Independent
Group I %
variable
Female 53 30.5
Gender
Male 121 69.5
18-20 40 23.0
21-22 83 47.7
Age
23-25 41 23.6
26-28 9 5.2
29-30 1 6
Independent variable Group I %o

30.5% of teacher candidates were female and 69.5% were male. 23% of the

teacher candidates were between the ages of 18-20, 47.7% between the ages of 21-22,
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23.6% between the ages of 23-25, 5.2% between the ages of 26-2 and 0.6% between
the ages of 29-30. 9.8% of teacher candidates were citizens of TRNC, 74.1% were
citizens of the Republic of Turkey and 16.1% were citizens of other countries. 48.3%
of teacher candidates studied in Kyrenia, 17.8% in Famagusta and 33.9% in Nicosia.
Table 35 below presents the school type and location characteristics of teacher

candidates.

Table 35: School Type and Location Characteristics of Teacher Candidates

Independent variable Group f %
Public 24 13.8
School Type
Private 150 86.2
Kyrenia 84 48.3
Location of School Nicosia 31 17.8
Famagusta 59 33.9
Total 174 100

13.8% of the teacher candidates participated in the research were students from
state universities, and 86.2% were students from private universities. 48.3% of teacher

candidates studied in Kyrenia, 17.8% in Nicosia and 33.9% in Famagusta.

Table 36 below outlines the language characteristics of preservice teachers.
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Table 36: Language Characteristics of Preservice Teachers

Independent
Group f %
variable
Turkish 138 79.3
Native Language English 9 5.2
Other 27 155
Turkish 3 1.7
Other  Language  gqigh 130 747
Multiple 32 18.4
Europe Country 6 3.4
Arabic 3 1.7
English Speak YeS 19 109
Country No 155 89.1
Not specified 157 90.2
Euro 10 5.7
English Speak
America 1 .6
Country Name
Africa 5 2.9
Asia 1 .6
0 155 89.1
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English Speak 0-1 5 2.9

Country Year 95 . 40
6-10 3 1.7
15 and over 4 2.3
0-2 11 6.3
3-5 36 20.7
English Learn 6-10 49 28.2
Year 11-15 59 33.9
16-20 9 5.2
21 and over 10 5.7
Total 174 100

The mother tongue of 79.3% of the teacher candidates was Turkish, 5.2% was
English and 15.5% was other languages. When the second languages spoken by the
preservice teachers are examined, 1.7% could speak Turkish, 74.7% English, 18.4%
could speak many languages, 3.4% could speak an any European countries languages,
1.7% could speak Arabic. While 89.1% of teacher candidates did not live in an
English-speaking country, 10.9% lived. When the distribution of English-speaking
countries lived is examined, 90.2% did not appear, 5.7% lived in one of the European
countries, 0.6% lived in America, 2.9% lived in an African country, 0.6% lived in an
Asian country. When the English education years of the preservice teachers are

examined, 6.3% of them learned in the last two years, 20.7% of them learned from 3
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to 5 years, 28.2% learned from 6 to 10 years, 33.9% learned from 11 to 15 years, 5.2%
learned from 16 to 20 years, 5.7% stated that they learned English for 21 years or
more.

RQ6- What are preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching perception scores?
RQ6.1. Which sub-dimension of the preservice teachers has the highest perception
scores?

RQ6.2. Which sub-dimension of preservice teachers has the lowest pronunciation
perception scores?

Table 37 below presents the PTPS for Preservice English Language Teachers.

Table 37: Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for Preservice English
Language Teachers

Standard
Sub dimensions X sd Min Max Skewness Kurtosis
Error
Factorl
4.1
Classroom .68414 .05186 1 5 -1.370 3.487
460
Context
Factor2 Outside 3.6 1.0214
.07744 1 5 -.399 -422
the Classroom 466 8
Factor3 3.7
.74519 .05649 1 5 -1.138 2.696
Learning Styles 828
Factor4
Beliefs about 4.2
71178 .05396 1 5 -1.160 1.957
Learning 759
English
Factorb
In-class 4.0
.87013 .06596 1 5 -1.345 2.146

Activities of 216

Interest
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3.9 1.08 4.96
Scale Total .56752 .04302 -.966 3.306
745

When the arithmetic mean values are examined, preservice teachers'
perceptions of classroom context dimension were positive. Perceptions towards
outside the classroom were positive. Perceptions about learning styles were at a
positive level. Perceptions about beliefs about learning English were very positive and
the highest perception scores belonged to this dimension. In-class activities of interest,
preservice teachers were at a positive level. It was seen that the teacher candidates'
pronunciation scale perceptions had a positive perception in general. When the
skewness and kurtosis scores were examined, the assumption of normality was not
met as the kurtosis scores were above -1.5 and +1.5.

Figure 13 below outlines the graph data regarding preservice teachers’

histogram graph values
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Figure 13: The Scale Histogram Graph of Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale
(PTPS) for Preservice English Language Teachers

When the histogram graph of the general pronunciation scale scores of the
teacher candidates were examined, it was seen that the graph was stacked to the right
and skewed to the left. Since it was skewed to the left, the assumption of normal
distribution was not met. In addition, the left skew of the histogram indicated that the
pronunciation perceptions of the teacher candidates participating in the research were

positive.
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Table 38 outlines the descriptive statistics of preservice teachers' PTPS.

Table 38: Descriptive Statistics of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions Scale Items
New Old X sd

Item Item Item Description

Number Number

Factorl Classroom Context

1 s62  English pronunciation must be taught in English  4.13 .937
classes.
2 s61  English pronunciation skills are important in 4.22 .868

English classes.

3 s59  English pronunciation can be acquired with 4.15 .874

practice in class.

4 s60  English pronunciation can be acquired with 4.05 .875

exposure in class.

5 s53 | feel better when | overcome a pronunciation 4.17 1.000

problem in class.

Factor2 Outside the Classroom

6 s33 | use English in public (e.g. restaurants, 3.51 1.201

shopping centers).

4 s34 | use English outside the classroom. 3.79 1.062

Factor3 Learning Styles

8 s36 | learn English pronunciation better through 3.71 .948

explanations in class.
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9 s37 I learn English pronunciation better through 3.93 .910
examples in class.

10 s41 | learn English pronunciation better through 3.74 1.041
gestures in class.

11 s35 | learn English pronunciation better through 3.70 .987
demonstrations in class.

12 s43 I like learning English pronunciation at school.  3.83 1.114

Factor4 Beliefs about Learning English

13 s46 | like learning English because it is one of the 4.22 911
most interesting languages.

14 s49 | like learning English as it makes me feel 4.23 .909
proud.

15 s47 | like learning English because it helps me to 4.38 .771
improve academically.

Factor5 In-class Activities of Interest

16 s56 | enjoy communication in English in class. 412 .920

17 s51 | enjoy speaking English in class. 419 .993

18 s57 | enjoy discussions in English in class. 3.94 1.087

19 s54 1 enjoy acting in English in class. 3.84 1.090

Responses to item 2 in classroom context dimension were very positive. Other

items of classroom context were positive. The perception towards outside the

classroom items was positive. The perception for all items of the learning styles

dimension was positive. The perception of all items of the factor 4 beliefs about

learning English dimension was very positive. The perception of the items of factor 5
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in-class activities of interest was at a positive level. The item with the highest
perception was | like learning English because it helps me to improve academically.
The item with the lowest perception but at a positive level was | use English in public
(e.g., restaurants, shopping centers).
RQ7.1. Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-dimensions
differ in terms of gender?

Table 39 presents the scores obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions by gender

Table 39: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching
Perceptions by Gender

Factor Group N Mean Sum of U Z p
Rank Rank

Male 53 81.65 4306.00 2896.500 -1.020 .308
Classroom

Female 121  90.06 10745.00
Context

Total 174

Male 53 92.39 4896.50
Outside the

Female 121  85.36 10328.50 2947500 -.860 .390
Classroom

Total 174

Male 53 81.25 4306.00 2875.000 -1.090 .276
Learning

Female 121 90.24 10919.00
Styles

Total 174
Beliefs about Male 53 76.83 4072.00 2641.000 -1.887 .059
Learning Female 121 92.17 11153.00
English Total 174
In-class Male 53 92.48 4901.50 2942500 -.870 .384
Activities of Female 121  85.32 10323.50
Interest Total 174
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Male 53 84.95 4502.50 3071.500 -.441 .659
Scale Total Female 121  88.62 10722.50

Total 174

According to the Mann-Whitney U test, no significant difference was found
between the students' perceptions of pronunciation in all sub-dimensions and scale
total among all groups in terms of gender (p> 0.05).

RQ7.2. Do Preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-
dimensions differ in terms of age?

Table 40 presents the values obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions by age

Table 40: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions by
Age

N Mean
Factor Group x? df p
Rank
18-20 40 91.73
21-22 83 86.96
Classroom 23-25 41 82.39
1.335 4 .855
Context 26-28 9 93.06
29-30 1 123.00
Total 174
18-20 40 76.49
Outside
21-22 83 88.51
the 10.336 4 .035
23-25 41 87.09
Classroom
26-28 9 133.39
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29-30 1 48.00
Total 174
18-20 40 100.77
21-22 83 80.02
Learning  23-25 41 87.35
6.367 4 173
Styles 26-28 9 91.00
29-30 1 152.00
Total 174
18-20 40 89.84
Beliefs 21-22 83 88.24
about 23-25 41  T77.72
4.822 4 .306
Learning  26-28 9 108.00
English 29-30 1 149.00
Total 174
18-20 40 98.01
21-22 83 79.19
In-class
o 23-25 41 85.39
Activities 9.842 4 .043
26-28 9 118.89
of Interest
29-30 1 161.00
Total 174
18-20 40 91.96
Scale 21-22 83 83.68
4921 4 .296
Total 23-25 41 83.37
26-28 9 116.50
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29-30 1 13450

Total 174

A significant difference was found in the outside the classroom dimension
(p<0.05). The lowest perception belonged to the age group of 29-30, the highest
perception belonged to the age group of 26-28. There was a significant difference in
the in-class activities of interest dimension, and the highest perception belonged to the
29-30 age group and the lowest perception belonged to the 21-22 age group (p<0.05).
There was no difference in terms of age in other dimensions and the overall scale (p>
0.05).

RQ7.3. Do preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation and sub-
dimensions differ in terms of nationality?

Table 41 below presents the scores obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions by nationality.

Table 41: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions by
Nationality

N Mean
Factor Group x? df p
Rank
TRNC 17 96.88
Classroom Turkish 129 88.17
1.482 2 AT7
Context Other 28 78.71
Total 174
TRNC 17  99.71
20.655 2 .000
Turkish 129 78.03
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Outside Other 28 123.73

the Total 174
Classroom
TRNC 17 9341
Learning  Turkish 129 87.02
270 2 .874
Styles Other 28 86.14
Total 174
Beliefs TRNC 17  90.06
about Turkish 129 85.83
.627 2 731
Learning  Other 28 93.64
English Total 174
TRNC 17 99.74
In-class
L Turkish 129 84.37
Activities 2.069 2 .355
Other 28 94.48
of Interest
Total 174
TRNC 17 101.74
Scale Turkish 129 82.47
4976 2 .083
Total Other 28 102.04
Total 174

When the pronunciation perceptions of teacher candidates regarding
nationality were compared, only outside the classroom had a significant difference
and the lowest perception belonged to Turkish students, while the perceptions of

teacher candidates from other countries were higher than both Turkish and TRNC
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students (p<0.05). No significant difference was found between teacher perceptions
regarding nationality in other dimensions and in the scale (p> 0.05).
Table 42 presents the values obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions by school location.

Table 42: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions
in Terms of School Location

N  Mean
Factor Group x? df p
Rank
Kyrenia 84 8234
Classroom Famagusta 31 77.63
5.792 2 .055
Context Nicosia 59 100.03
Total 174
Kyrenia 84 89.12
Outside  the Famagusta 31 84.90
195 2 907
Classroom Nicosia 59 86.56
Total 174
Kyrenia 84 82.18
Learning Famagusta 31 75.27
7.407 2 025
Styles Nicosia 59 101.50
Total 174
Kyrenia 84 89.42
Beliefs about
Famagusta 31 84,52
Learning 273 2 873
Nicosia 59 86.34
English
Total 174
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Kyrenia 84 80.71

In-class
o Famagusta 31 91.76

Activities  of 3.072 2 215
Nicosia 59 9492

Interest
Total 174
Kyrenia 84 83.85
Famagusta 31 80.74

Scale Total 2777 2 .249
Nicosia 59 96.25
Total 174

There was a significant difference only in the dimension of learning styles
regarding the location of the preservice teachers, and the learning style perceptions of
the preservice teachers in Nicosia were significantly more positive than the other
groups (p<0.05). No significant difference was found in other sub-dimensions in terms
of location (p> 0.05).

RQ7.4. Do preservice teachers’ perceptions of pronunciation and sub-
dimensions change in terms of school type they study at?

Table 43 presents the values obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions by school type.
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Table 43: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions in

Terms of School Type

Factor Group N Mean  Sumof Rank U z p
Rank
Public 24 91.10 2186.50 1713.500 -.380 .704
Private 150 86.92 13038.50
Classroom
Context
Total 174
Public 24 110.69 2656.50 1243.500 -2.465 .014
Outside the
Private 150 83.79 12568.50
Classroom
Total 174
Public 24 91.27 2190.50 1709.500 -.397 .691
Learning
Styles
Private 150 86.90 13034.50
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Total 174

Beliefs about Public 24 89.94 2158.50 1741500 -261 .794
Learning Private 150 87.11 13066.50

English Total 174

In-class Public 24 102.46 2459.00 1441.000 -1578 .114

Activities of Private 150 85.11 12766.00

Interest Total 174

Public 24 104.29 2503.00 1397.000 -1.759 .079

Scale Total Private 150 84.81 12722.00

Total 174

There was a significant difference in the outside the classroom dimension
regarding the school type, and the perceptions of the students in the public school
were higher (p<0.05). No significant difference was found in other factors in terms of
the school type (p> 0.05).

Table 44 presents the scores obtained regarding preservice teachers’

pronunciation teaching perceptions by their native language.

Table 44: Comparison of Preservice Teachers’ Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions in
Terms of Their Native Language

N Mean
Factor Group x? df p
Rank
Turkish 138 90.21
Classroom
English 9 63.28 2.866 2 .239
Context
Other 27 8l1.74
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Total 174

Turkish 138 79.53
Outside
English 9 113.44
the 17.312 2 .000
Other 27 119.59
Classroom
Total 174
Turkish 138 89.19
Learning  English 9 6239
2421 2 .298
Styles Other 27 87.24
Total 174
Beliefs Turkish 138 85.91
about English 9 8189
1.363 2 .506
Learning  Other 27 97.48
English Total 174
Turkish 138 86.04
In-class
o English 9 75.00
Activities 2.146 2 .342
Other 27 99.15
of Interest
Total 174
Turkish 138 84.91
Scale English 9 75.89
3.966 2 138
Total Other 27 104.63
Total 174

There was a significant difference only in the outside the classroom dimension

regarding preservice teachers’ native language. The lowest rank was in the Turkish
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group, while the highest perception was in the languages of other countries (p<0.05).
No significant difference was found in other sub-dimensions and in overall scale (p>
0.05).

Table 45 presents the scores obtained regarding preservice teachers’
pronunciation teaching perceptions in terms of the languages they speak other than

their mother tongue.

Table 45: Comparison of Preservice Teachers’ Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions in
Terms of the Languages They Speak Other than Their Mother Tongue

N Mean
Factor Group X2 df p
Rank
Turkish 3 144.00
English 130 88.06
Classroom Multiple 32 82.28
6.605 4 158
Context Europe Country 6  96.50
Arabic 3 4433
Total 174
Turkish 3 112.50
English 130 80.58
Outside
Multiple 32 108.92
the 10.297 4 .036
Europe Country 6 9825
Classroom
Arabic 3 112.50
Total 174
Turkish 3 147.67
Learning
English 130 88.88 9.671 4 .046
Styles
Multiple 32 83.83
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Europe Country 6 79.08
Arabic 3 2350
Total 174
Turkish 3 126.83
Beliefs English 130 85.48
about Multiple 32 93.58
4.041 4 400
Learning  Europe Country 6 95.25
English Arabic 3 5517
Total 174
Turkish 3 123.33
English 130 86.88
In-class
o Multiple 32 89.69
Activities 2.086 4 120
Europe Country 6 79.08
of Interest
Arabic 3 7183
Total 174
Turkish 3 147.00
English 130 84.93
Scale Multiple 32 95.88
6.796 4 147
Total Europe Country 6 85.92
Arabic 3 5333
Total 174

When the pronunciation perceptions of the preservice teachers were examined,

regarding the languages they spoke other than their mother tongue, a significant
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difference was found in the outside the classroom dimension. In the outside the
classroom dimension, the highest perception was of those who spoke Turkish and
Arabic, followed by those who spoke more than one language, while the lowest
perception was of those who spoke English (p<0.05). In the learning styles sub-
dimension, a significant difference was found between the perceptions of the
preservice teachers compared to the language they spoke other than their mother
tongue. In terms of learning styles, Turkish speakers had the highest perception, and
the lowest perception was by Arabic speakers (p<0.05). No significant difference was
found in the other dimensions and in overall scale compared to the language spoken
other than the mother tongue (p> 0.05).

RQ7.5. Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-
dimensions change in terms of their living in an English-speaking country?

Table 46 outlines the scores regarding preservice teachers' pronunciation

teaching perceptions in terms of their living situation in an English-speaking country

Table 46: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions in
Terms of Their Living Situation in an English-Speaking Country
Factor Group N  Mean Sum of U z p

Rank Rank

Yes 19 78.00 1482.00 1292.000 -.876 .381
Classroom

No 155 88.66 13743.00
Context

Total 174

Yes 19 126.50 2403.50 731500 - .000
Outside the 3.629
Classroom No 155 82.72 12821.50

Total 174
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Yes 19 75.61 1436.50  1246.500 - 273
Learning 1.097
Styles No 155 88.96 13788.50

Total 174
Beliefs about Yes 19 94.58 1797.00  1338.000 -.662 .508
Learning No 155 86.63 13428.00
English Total 174
In-class Yes 19 83.53 1587.00  1397.000 -.367 .714
Activities of No 155 87.99 13638.00
Interest Total 174

Yes 19 95.66 1817.50  1317.500 -.748 .454
Scale Total No 155 86.50 13407.50

Total 174

When the pronunciation perceptions of the preservice teachers were compared

in terms of their living in an English-speaking country, a significant difference was

found only in the outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05). Outside the classroom

perceptions of teacher candidates living in an English-speaking country were

significantly higher (p<0.05). No significant difference was found in other dimensions

and in overall scale (p> 0.05).
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RQ7.6. Do preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions and sub-

dimensions change in terms of their living in a country with a different culture?

Table 47 presents the values obtained regarding preservice teachers'

pronunciation teaching perceptions in terms of their living conditions in different

cultures.

Table 47: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions

in Terms of Their Living Conditions in Different Cultures

Factor Group N Mean Sum of U Z p
Rank Rank

Yes 49 85.10 4170.00 2945.000 -.395 .693
Classroom

No 125 88.44 11055.00
Context

Total 174

Yes 49 109.99 5389.50
Outside the No 125 78.68 9835.50 1960.500 - .000
Classroom 3.743

Total 174

Yes 49 86.05 4216.50 2991500 -239 .811
Learning Styles No 125 88.07 11008.50

Total 174

Yes 49 100.17 4908.50 2441500 - .034
Beliefs  about

2.120

Learning

No 125 82.53 10316.50
English

Total 174
In-class Yes 49 96.31 4719.00 2631.000 - .146
Activities of 1.454
Interest No 125 84.05 10506.00
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Total 174

Yes 49 100.91 4944 .50 2405.500 - .028
2.198
Scale Total
No 125 82.24 10280.50
Total 174

Preservice teachers living in different cultures had significantly higher in the
outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05). In beliefs about learning English
dimension and overall scale, preservice teachers living in different cultures had
significantly higher pronunciation perceptions (p<0.05). There was no significant
difference in the dimensions of classroom context, learning styles, and in-class

activities of interest in terms of living in a different culture (p> 0.05).

RQ8. What is the relationship between pre-service teachers' living time
in an English-speaking country and their perception of pronunciation and its
sub-dimensions?

Table 48 presents the values obtained regarding the relationship between

living years in an English-speaking country and the outside the classroom dimension.

Table 48: The Relationship between Living Years in an English-Speaking Country and
the Outside the Classroom Dimension

Spearman'srho  Howlong r 1.000 276"
0 . 000

N 174 174

Outside the r 276" 1.000

Classroom D 000 _

N 174 174

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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As the number of years of living in an English-speaking country increased, the
perception of the outside the classroom dimension slowly increased in a positive
direction (p<0.05).

RQ9- What is the relationship between preservice teachers'
pronunciation perception and its sub-dimensions and the time they have lived in
a country with a different culture?

Table 49 outlines the scores obtained regarding the relationship between
preservice teachers' living time in different cultures and their perception of

pronunciation teaching.

Table 49: The Relationship between Preservice Teachers' Living Time in Different
Cultures and Their Perception of Pronunciation Teaching

: Beliefs
How Outside about Scale
the i
long Learning total
Classroom .
English
Spearman's  How r 1.000 276" 151° 158"
rho long p .000 047 037
N 174 174 174 174

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As life expectancy increased in different cultures, there was a weak positive
relationship in outside the classroom, beliefs about learning English and overall scale.
Pronunciation perception increased as they lived in a different culture (p<0.05).

RQ10. Is there a significant difference between preservice teachers' and

in-teachers’ perceptions of classroom context, learning and teaching styles?
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Table 50 below presents the values obtained regarding preservice teachers

and in-service teachers' perceptions of classroom context, learning and teaching

styles.

Table 50: Comparison of Preservice Teachers' and In-service Teachers' Perceptions
of Classroom Context, Learning and Teaching Styles

Factor Group N Mean Sum of U y4 p
Rank Rank
In  Service 132 12451 16435.00  7657.000 -5.010 .000
Teacher
Classroom
Context Pre-Service 174  175.49 30536.00
Teacher
Total 306
In  Service 132 121.95 16097.50 7319.500 -5.446 .000
Teacher
Teaching and
Learning
Pre-Service 174  177.43
Styles
Teacher
Total 306
In  Service 132 118.63 15659.50 6881.500 -6.004 .000
Teacher
Scale Total
Pre-Service 174  179.95 31311.50
Teacher
Total 306

Preservice teachers' perceptions of classroom context were significantly more

positive than in-service teachers (p<0.05). Teacher candidates' learning style
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perceptions were higher than the in-service teachers' teaching style perceptions
(p<0.05). The pronunciation perceptions of teacher candidates were significantly
more positive than the in-service teachers (p<0.05).

RQL11. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and their pronunciation perception?

Table 51 below presents the obtained values regarding the relationship

between teachers' pronunciation attitudes and pronunciation teaching perceptions.

Table 51: The Relationship between In-service Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching
Attitudes and Pronunciation Teaching Perceptions

Attitude Scale total

Attitude r 1 845™
p .000
N 132 132

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

There was a strong positive correlation between teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and pronunciation perceptions. The teachers' pronunciation attitudes
increased and accordingly their perceptions seemed to be increased (p<0.05).

RQ12. Is there a relationship between in-service teachers' pronunciation
attitudes and classroom context perceptions?

Table 52 below presents the obtained values regarding the relationship

between in-service teachers' pronunciation teaching attitudes and classroom contexts.
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Table 52: The Relationship between In-service Teachers' Pronunciation Teaching
Attitudes and Classroom Contexts

Classroom
context
Attitude
Attitude r 1 621"
p .000
N 132 132

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

There was a strong positive correlation between teachers' pronunciation

attitudes and classroom contexts (p<0.05).
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the discussion of the obtained data and it is followed by
the conclusion drawn from the findings. Then, it provides a brief summary of the
results that were found and calculated for each research question. Moreover, the
obtained findings are discussed in relation with the literature. Finally, the chapter
presents pedagogical implications that will shed light on the future work of the
researchers regarding preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching

perceptions.
5.2 Discussion of Findings

The study that investigated preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation
teaching preferences in EFL classes yielded a number of issues for discussion. First,
a brief discussion of the relevance and potential contribution of this study to the
existing literature is in order here. Some studies have focused on examining segmental
and suprasegmental factors to distinguish different levels of global second language
pronunciation proficiency (Suzukida, & Saito, 2022) and some focused on examining
the overall effect of mobile devices on L2 pronunciation (Tseng, Chen, Wang, Cheng,
Yang, & Gao, 2022). It is believed that the results of this study will help such research
to be redesigned to investigate participants from various contexts by using the sub-

dimensions of the two newly developed scales.
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On the other hand, some have attempted to reveal the pronunciation
improvement of certain English consonantal sounds (Ercan & Kunt, 2019). Further
investigations might be designed to complete pronunciation teaching and learning
studies. A number of studies have looked into preservice teachers’ beliefs and
perspectives regarding pronunciation teaching. For instance, a study conducted by
Tsunemoto, Trofimovich, and Kennedy (2020) on 77 Japanese preservice teachers
revealed their beliefs about pronunciation teaching. Results indicated that educators
should encourage teacher candidates to emphasize on L2 pronunciation teaching. It is
considered that newly developed scales would contribute to different contexts to
investigate both preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching
perceptions such as the Japanese context to reveal more evidence of the perceptions
of preservice teachers and shape targeted dimensions for future teacher candidates.

Parallel to research on perceptions, a study that could be regarded as a close
match to this study in terms of instrumentation, investigated ELT department
students’ deeper understanding of pronunciation problems, and pronunciation
teaching revealed that it was possible to improve pronunciation skills (Yavuz & Keser
2019). Since the study adopted and used 12 Likert scale items by Ducate and Lomicka
(2009), it could be forecasted that richer data could be gathered through our newly
developed scales in such ELT contexts to provide the literature with more specific
findings regarding pronunciation teaching perceptions of preservice and in-service
teachers as they met excellent fit values (Scale 1: y2/df=1.477, Scale 2: y2/df=1.263).

On the other hand, as stated by Derwing and Rossiter (2002), knowledge of
phonology (subject matter knowledge), techniques, and approaches (pedagogical
content knowledge) are great of importance to be gathered by both preservice and in-

service teachers in language education programs. Since the middle age group (35-39)
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in this study showed less interest in pronunciation teaching than the 20-24 and 50+
age groups, it is considered that the middle age group (35-39) lacked the required
pronunciation teaching approaches to be taught during their instructions in classes.
However, the 20-24 and 50+ groups were found to be willing to teach phonological
features in classes. It is speculated that the middle age group had experienced a
burnout period in their careers and there were some environmental deficiencies in
their educational environments. Therefore, they had the lowest desires to teach and
emphasize pronunciation in their classes. Additionally, it is also speculated that their
teaching motivation seemed to be low in general as they had experienced economic
problems in recent years.

Furthermore, Turkish teachers’ awareness of teaching the phonological
features were found to be in line with Chen’s (2016) findings regarding 74 in-service
teachers from Hong Kong and mainland in China. They were found to be paying
attention to the pronunciation teaching strategies in EFL/ESL classes. At this point, it
is estimated that Turkish teachers were aware of the importance of pronunciation since
they were non-native speakers (NNSs) of the English language.

Bearing in mind learners' needs, Demirezen’s study (2009) revealed the
necessity to teach the schwa /o/ sound in EFL classes since language teachers need to
act as models of the English language and demonstrate each sound during their
teaching. This is considered vital since English has some sounds that do not exist in
other languages such as Turkish, Arabic, and Russian. At this point, learners'
pronunciation learning and teaching perceptions need to be identified to better revise
the approaches and methods used in both classes and curricula.

Moreover, the current study pointed to some training sessions on

pronunciation teaching for in-service teachers at private schools to emphasize more
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on pronunciation teaching than teachers who teach at public schools. This finding is
in line with Couper’s (2017) findings in New Zealand who investigated 19 in-service
teachers’ cognition of pronunciation teaching, their concerns and issues. The results also
indicated that teachers needed reflective practice and professional development trainings.

Besides, the study compared preservice teachers’ pronunciation teaching
perceptions in terms of school location and found a significant difference in the learning
styles dimension. Further, it was found that teacher candidates in Nicosia were reported
more positive than the other groups (p<0.05) regarding learning pronunciation.
Additionally, preservice teachers in Kyrenia and Famagusta did not prefer to learn
pronunciation as a component. In their study, Nguyen, Hung, Duong, and Le (2021)
also found that English teachers and students considered pronunciation instruction as
an important component in EFL programs. At this point, it is speculated that
preservice teachers’ affective filter levels were high in Nicosia, however, low in
Kyrenia and Famagusta. Therefore, their pronunciation learning and teaching
perception scores were found lower and it is assumed that the issue was related to their
motivation, self-confidence, and anxiety.

To sum up, the current study had its own focus on developing two effective
tools for identifying both preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching
perceptions in EFL/ESL contexts around the world. Conducted exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that the scale 1 had five factors as Classroom
Context, Outside the Classroom, Learning Styles, Beliefs about Learning English, and
In-class Activities of Interest. As the Cronbach-Alpha values in our model were above
0.7 (See Table 4) and the y2/df value was 1.477, it could be concluded that the
developed scale was a highly reliable tool for revealing preservice teachers’

perceptions regarding pronunciation teaching (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Kilig,

141



2016; Yaslioglu 2017). On the other hand, conducted exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis for scale 2 confirmed the six factors as Attitude, Improvement
Preference, Focal Points, Problem-Solving Strategies, Teaching Styles, and
Classroom Context with 26 items. Furthermore, its y2/df value was 1.263 (See Table
10). Therefore, it could be concluded that scale 2 met highly reliable scores to be used
for revealing in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding pronunciation teaching
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Kilig, 2016; Yaslioglu 2017).

Consequently, the Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scales (PTPS) designed
for the stated purpose proved to be appropriate and effective instruments. Finally, the
major implication for the ELT field is that the use of such scales would help to identify
pronunciation teaching perceptions more reliably, and, therefore, provide evidence on

which the appropriate teaching techniques, methods, and the curriculum will be based.
5.3 Pedagogical Implications

The findings indicate a few points that need attention in the field of ELT.
Above all, the study seemed to be a pioneer in the development of two new scales for
the field; one is to investigate preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation
teaching, and secondly, with regard to in-service teachers, it was found that the middle
age group (35-39) showed less interest in pronunciation teaching than the 20-24 and
50+ age groups. In such cases, effective and necessary trainings or workshops are
required, which must be provided by the principles in order to improve the quality of
the teaching planned in an academic year (Kistow, 2009). On the other hand, when
we examine the development preference sub-dimension of in-service teachers and
teaching pronunciation in EFL classes, it was seen that Turkish instructors are quite
aware of the importance of pronunciation teaching compared to teachers whose

mother tongue is English. Therefore, some responsibilities can be assigned to them to
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plan and design more effective pronunciation tasks and activities to be implemented
in the lessons. In addition, schools may be asked to form committees to check students'
pronunciation learning processes on a semester basis.

Another inference that can be expressed here is the attitudes and classroom
context preferences of in-service teachers. As a significant result was obtained in the
study, it was seen that in-service teachers who speak several languages were more
positive towards teaching pronunciation in the classroom environment than those who
spoke one language. At this point, it is suggested that teachers who speak only one
language may prefer to improve themselves in other languages too in order to better
understand the importance of pronunciation teaching in teacher training departments.
Furthermore, the study also revealed that the in-service teachers at private schools
preferred to emphasize more on pronunciation teaching than teachers who teach at
public schools. Bearing this case in mind, it is recommended that some training
sessions may be organized by the government in which all in-service teachers from
both private and public schools can participate to exchange ideas to better elaborate
on pronunciation teaching.

Regarding in-service teachers’ education level and the classroom context, the
highest pronunciation perceptions were with Ph.D. holders. In this case, it is suggested
that BA or MA degree holders may also apply for a Ph.D. degree to better be equipped
with the pedagogical and content knowledge that are necessary. Moreover, a
significant difference was found in the attitude, focal, classroom context, and general
perception of scale 2 (p<0.05). Pronunciation attitudes of teachers of 0-2 years and
teachers of 15 years and above work experience were significantly more positive than
the other groups (p<0.05). At this point, it is suggested that teachers who had

experience more than 2 and less than 15 years can be invested in and held post
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observation conferences after some direct observations by their peers or principles to
improve their pronunciation teaching skills.

Another implication can be the teachers’ choice of living in an English-
speaking country. Since their pronunciation attitudes were found significantly higher
than those who have not lived in any English-speaking country, it is suggested that
English teachers shall at least spend some time in an English-speaking countries
during holiday times of the year in case of having some opportunities to be exposed
to English more. It is believed that the more they are exposed to English-speaking
places and societies the more positively their attitudes towards pronunciation teaching
may be shaped.

As for living in a country with a different culture, the study revealed that the
in-service teachers who lived in different cultures had higher pronunciation teaching
perceptions in all sub-dimensions except problem-solving (p<0.05). Further, it was
obtained that living in a different culture had a positive effect on the perception of
pronunciation (p<0.05). Bearing this in mind, teachers may prefer to make friends
from different cultures to get to know different cultures to reshape their pronunciation
teaching preferences. On the other side, as the duration of teachers' living in a different
culture increased, their pronunciation attitudes increased (p<0.05). As the length of
time teachers lived in a different culture, their focal points increased (p<0.05). As the
duration of teachers' living in a different culture increased, their perception of
classroom context increased (p<0.05). Therefore, it is strongly recommended to
teacher candidates and in-service teachers to live in the targeted culture and
experience as much as they can.

Regarding the language instruction of the school in-service teachers work for,

their pronunciation perceptions with language of instruction, English medium was
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significantly higher in all dimensions (p<0.05). Considering this result, in-service
teachers whose school instruction was Turkish might be evaluated and reconsidered
in terms of the language instruction to better meet students’ pronunciation learning
needs. As for the highest pronunciation attitude and its location, Kyrenia was found
to have high values. The highest perception of focal points was with the teachers in
Kyrenia. Additionally, the highest perception of problem-solving strategy was in
Kyrenia and the lowest was in Famagusta. Besides, the teachers in Famagusta had the
highest perception of teaching style. In the classroom context, the perception of
teachers in Kyrenia was the highest. Teachers in Kyrenia had the highest perception
of pronunciation in general (p<0.05). At this point, it is suggested that more emphasis
should be placed on examining in-service teachers in Nicosia and reviewing their
pronunciation teaching approaches.

As for preservice teachers in the study, a significant difference was found in
the outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05). The lowest perception belonged to the
age group of 29-30, the highest perception belonged to the age group of 26-28. Here,
it is suggested that educators in ELT departments should draw more attention to
younger students’ pronunciation learning at early stages. In addition, another
significant difference was obtained in the in-class activities of interest dimension, and
the highest perception belonged to the 29-30 age group and the lowest perception
belonged to the 21-22 age group (p<0.05). With these findings in mind, it is
recommended that instructors design more beneficial activities in which
pronunciation is better developed to encourage their students to learn it naturally.
Furthermore, they may also prefer to host and involve native speakers into some
activities to encourage interaction, to increase their students' motivation, and to create

a friendly and natural environment.
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On the other hand, regarding preservice teachers' perceptions of pronunciation
and sub-dimensions in terms of nationality, only outside the classroom dimension had
a significant difference and the lowest perception belonged to Turkish students, while
the perceptions of teacher candidates from other countries were higher than both
Turkish and TRNC students (p<0.05). Bearing this result in mind, Turkish and TRNC
teacher candidates should be encouraged to be exposed to English pronunciation
through useful tasks and activities such as preparing a storytelling video with a native
student including certain pronunciation patterns in it. Thus, all other students and
video producers will have the chance to watch the movie together, evaluate
themselves, and expand their knowledge.

As for comparison of preservice teachers' pronunciation perceptions in terms
of school location, there was a significant difference only in the dimension of learning
styles regarding the location of the preservice teachers, and the learning style
perceptions of the preservice teachers in Nicosia were significantly more positive than
the other groups (p<0.05). It seemed that teacher candidates in both Kyrenia and
Famagusta did not prefer to learn pronunciation in classes. At this point, it is suggested
that educators in those universities should investigate the issues behind this case.
Furthermore, they need to revise their curriculum, reshape teaching approaches, and
design motivating tasks for their students during pronunciation teaching classes.

Moreover, a significant difference was obtained only in the outside the
classroom dimension regarding preservice teachers’ native language. The lowest rank
was in the Turkish group, while the highest perception was in the languages of other
countries (p<0.05). Turkish teacher candidates should be given more interest and
encouragement to reshape their perceptions towards pronunciation learning and

teaching. Turkish preservice teachers should be given more attention and
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encouragement and provided with more opportunities to reshape their perceptions of
learning and teaching pronunciation since they have a common shyness and anxiety
problem. On the other hand, a significant difference was found in the outside the
classroom dimension. The highest perception was of those who spoke Turkish and
Arabic, followed by those who spoke more than one language, while the lowest
perception was of those who spoke English (p<0.05). In this case, it is recommended
that those who spoke English other than their mother tongue should be exposed to
English pronunciation more outside their classroom settings. To do this, educators
may prefer to assign these students some tasks outside their class as a follow-up
activity to increase their awareness regarding pronunciation learning. Moreover, in
the learning styles sub-dimension, a significant difference was found between the
perceptions of the preservice teachers compared to the language they spoke other than
their mother tongue. In terms of learning styles, Turkish speakers had the highest
perception, and the lowest perception was by Arabic speakers (p<0.05). At this point,
Arabic students might be provided with a plenty of different approaches by the
instructors to learn the English pronunciation structures to develop their best learning
strategies in classes.

When the pronunciation perceptions of the preservice teachers were compared
in terms of their living in an English-speaking country, a significant difference was
found only in the outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05). Outside the classroom
perceptions of teacher candidates living in an English-speaking country were
significantly higher (p<0.05). Therefore, it is recommended that it is of great
importance to create environments where the English language can be spoken outside

of the classroom in North Cyprus context.
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On the other hand, preservice teachers living in different cultures had
significantly higher perceptions in the outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05). In
beliefs about learning English dimension and the overall scale, preservice teachers
living in different cultures had significantly higher pronunciation perceptions
(p<0.05). It is suggested that preservice teachers should experience different cultures
during their academic studies in order to expand their content knowledge for their
future teaching skills. As for comparing preservice teachers' and in-service teachers'
perceptions of classroom context, learning and teaching styles, first of all, preservice
teachers' perceptions of classroom context were significantly more positive than in-
service teachers (p<0.05). Secondly, their learning style perceptions were higher than
the in-service teachers' teaching style perceptions (p<0.05). Finally, overall
pronunciation perceptions of teacher candidates were significantly more positive than
in-service teachers (p<0.05). At this point, it should be stated that teacher candidates
were found to be more positive towards pronunciation teaching and learning in their
classes than in-service teachers.

Besides, there was a strong positive correlation between teachers'
pronunciation attitudes and pronunciation perceptions. The teachers' pronunciation
attitudes increased and accordingly their perceptions seemed to be increased (p<0.05).
This could be seen as a great implication from the study to prove that in-service
teachers were positive towards teaching pronunciation in classes in general and their
pronunciation perceptions increased as their attitudes were positive to it. Additionally,
the study found a strong positive correlation between teachers' pronunciation attitudes
and classroom contexts (p<0.05). This means that they had positive attitudes towards

teaching pronunciation in classroom settings. This can be considered as a major
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implication for the TRNC context to know in-service teachers' attitudes towards

teaching pronunciation in EFL classes.
5.4 Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

The purpose of the current thesis was to investigate preservice and in-service
teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes in the Turkish
Republic of North Cyprus (TRNC). First limitation of the study was the participant
size of the preservice teachers who participated (n. 174) in the research. The fact that
only eight universities had ELT departments in North Cyprus when the action research
was conducted and it is believed that this can be expanded in different contexts around
the world. As for the second limitation, no data were collected from Morpho public
schools. All data were collected from three different cities namely Kyrenia, Nicosia,
and Famagusta. Finally, no participants were included to the study from any university

that was not accredited by the Turkish Higher Education Council (YOK).
5.5 Suggestion for Further Research

Based on the obtained findings of the study, further research can be conducted
to investigate preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation teaching preferences
in different contexts all over. First, two significant scales were developed to determine
preservice and in-service teachers’ pronunciation preferences in the field. The one
regarding the preservice teachers was published in a well-known journal namely
Frontiers in Psychology and this scale can be used in different contexts to conduct
more research on preservice teachers. Therefore, further research will provide the field
with more findings regarding ELT candidates. Revealing such research findings in
different school settings will encourage scholars to increasingly conduct their original

work. On the other hand, after the publication of the second scale regarding the in-
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service teachers, it is visualized that the newly developed scale will provide the
researchers with a reliable tool to be used in their studies in the ELT field.

Furthermore, regarding the preservice teachers, as the study found significant
results in the outside the classroom dimension (p<0.05) in terms of age, researchers at
different universities can also use the newly developed scale and investigate ELT
teacher candidates’ pronunciation teaching perceptions in their context. Moreover,
they can choose any sub-dimension from the scale and measure its items in their
research.

Regarding the in-service teachers’ perceptions of pronunciation and sub-
dimensions in terms of their age, the study found significant results about 35-39 age
group. This group was significantly (p<0.05) found lower than all other groups.
Further research can be conducted to see whether the case is the same with the middle-

aged group in different countries.
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Appendix 1: Semi-structured Interview Questions for Participants

Halil ERCAN Ph.D. Candidate

Semi-structured Interview Questions for Participants
The interview consists of three parts as follows:
Part 1. Background Information

Year of study (preservice): . ...ooviiiiiiiiii e e

Year of experience (In-Service): ...ovrvreririn e cans

AR e

Gender: .....cciiiiiiana

Mame ofthe School: ...

Proficiency Level (Only for preservice teachers): ..o i eeaseaenns
Mationality:....ooooviiiiiinn e

Part Il. Warm-up Questions

|. How many students are there in your clags?

2, Is English difficult to learn/teach? Why'why not?

3. When did you stan learning/teaching English?

4. Do you like studying/learning/teaching English? Why/why not?
5. What is the most difficult for you to learn/teach in English?

Part I1IL, Interview Questions

What do you usually do in your English classes?

What do you enjoy most in your English classes?

What do you usually focus on during your English classes?

Do you speak English with other people in or out of class?

What do vou do when you have questions on pronunciation during the lessons? How
about outside class?

Do you ever experience any problems with pronunciation?

What do you think about pronunciation skills?

Do you do any extra work to improve your pronunciation skills? What kinds of work?
Do you like to learn individually, in pairs, in groups or by the help of your teacher?
Why?

10. Do you use English outside your classroom? In which situations?

11. How do you learn'teach pronunciation in English? What strategies do vou use?

12. Is there anything else you'd like to say?
F.411 Gt

H £

b b e

oo
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Appendix 2: Participant Consent Form

Halil ERCAMN Ph.D. Candidate

Participant Consent Form
Dear Participant,

I am a Ph.D. candidate studying English Language Teaching at the Eastern Mediterrancan
University. As a requirement for Ph.D. dissertation, titled as *An evaluation of preservice and
in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes’, | am
conducting a pilot study to gather significant data to design the most efficient questionnaire for
the main research,

I would like to collect my dala by interviewing preservice and in-service teachers at different
institutions. The interviews will be audio-recorded with your permission. The data will only be
used for educational purposes and considered confidential. Only L, the researcher, and the thesis
supervisor, Asst, Prof, Dr. [lkay GILANLIOGLU, will have access to the obtained information.
A consent form will be given to you, indicating that you are free not to participate in or withdraw
from the study at any time,

I would kindly request permission for my data collection,

Sent. Inst. Halil ERCAN Asst, Prof. Dr. [lkay GILANLIOGLLU
Ph.D. Candidate Ph.D. Thesis Supervisor
halil.ercan@final.edu.tr ilkay.gilanliogl@emu.edu.tr

Phone: +90 392 6506666 - 1147 Foreign Language Education Dept.
School of Foreign Languages Faculty of Education

Final International University Eastern Mediterranean University

Consent form

[ have been properly informed about the objectives of the study and | am willing to take part in
it.

NEmE = SUIMBIME: ...cccoviusssiririnnssssssse e sermssnnss renr snsssnssssssasssnnes

Date: .ooeeveee.

—_—,
£
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Appendix 3: Application form Permission from the EMU Ethics

Committee

To: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Javanshir SHIBLIYEV
Head of ELT Department, Faculty of Education

From: Sen. Inst. Halil ERCAN Ph.D. Candidate

Subject: Application for permission from Ethics Committee
Date; §* April, 2021

I am currently a Ph.D. student at the English Language Teaching Department at the Faculty of
Education. | would like to carry out a pilot study for my Ph.D, dissertation under the supervision of my
supervisor, Asst. Prof. Dr. Ilkay GILANLIOGLU. The tittle of the dissertation is 'An evaluation of
preservice and in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes’.  have
revised my application form based on the feedback provided and the revised document is attached. I
have also attached the necessary permission forms that [ have received from the institutions. [ would be
grateful if my application can be forwarded to the ethics committee so that [ can begin my research.

A Z

[ would be pleased if my request can be granted.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sen. Inst. Halil ERCAN ZL}‘{- é‘,
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Appendix 4: Research Ethics Application Form

Slen2t  HE.
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it Eastern Mediterrancan Universiny
‘i"\ /§ Research and Publication Ethics Board
??\\__// havek a emu.cdu.tr

Research Ethics Eligibility Application Form

NAME OF RESEARCH

An cvaluation of presenvice and in-service teachers” perceptions regarding teaching
pronuncistion in EFL classes

NATURE OF RESEARCH:

O Postgraduaie Thesis
Supervisor name-surname and title
Co-supervisor name-surname and titk:

] Ph.D, Disseriation
Supervisor name-surname and titke  : Asst. Prof. Dr. llkay GILANLIOGLU
Co-supervisor name-surname and title:

(O Individual Research Project

03 Other (Please deseribi) v wiioimsiciisiesssiosimssssssis

MAIN RESEARCHER:

Name-Sumame: Halil ERCAN

Title: Senior Instructor

Position: Senior Instructor

Place of duty (Division s/he is working at): Finul International University

Contact Information:

Postal address:

o L SR R A GSM: =90348B5 15158 FaX:ovesnssremssssesseessssses
{ E-mail: halil.ercan(@ final.edu.tr
| OTHER RESEARCHERS: }
| Name-Surmame [ Title | Position | Division Phone/e-mail | Signature
lkay |

Assist. | Faculy

Gilanliogh Prof. Dr. | member mu.edu.tr

|

R ’
FLE ilkay.pilanliogiude | 2@-

|

1
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Summary of the research:

(It showdd mor be less than 500 and mare hape 200 words evelnding “Selecied

Roferences " section. Please explain bricfly and in simpless wayr possible bearing in ming

it will he vead by people wio are not experrs i dhe field. Sufficiens agformation showld

he provided for each heading and none af the spaces should be 1o blank.)

_.frq:i{:: An evaluation of preservice and in-scrvice teachers’ perceptions regardimg
teaching pronunciation in EFL classes

Ohjective: The purpese of the study is 1o investigate preservice and m-service
teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes in Morthern
Cyprus amd comduect a pilol study., Dilleremt preservice teachers from ELT
deparmmenis of different universities and in-service teachers from different state
schools will be interviewed. Based on the findings of the pilot study, the researcher
will design a questionnaire 10 be used for the main Ph.D. disseriztion afler the facior
analysis since there is no appropriate scale 1o be used directly B this prescent study,

Scope: The general scope of this study is the perceptions of pre-senvice and in-service
teachers regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes in the state secondary and
high schooks. [t covers how in-service teachers perceive teaching pronunciation in
their classes and how preservice leachers would prefer to teach pronunciation in their
classes m the future, The study will have participants from state schools and
universities that have ELT depanments in TRMNC.

First of all, in order to gather more guality data from the participants, address the
research guestions, and end up with the mast reliable findings, the researcher
plans to visit all the state schools in Kyrenia, Micosia, Famagusta, Lefke, and
Morphou and universities that have ELT departments to intendiew some
preservice and in-service teachers to coflect in depth qualitative data with open-

ended guestion,

Secondly, based on the obtained data, an appropriate questionnaire with
appropriate items is thought to be designed. Then, some selected classrooms will

be observed to gather more field notes for the future guestionnaire items. As

g-6-21 ME.
_ A —
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indicated in the recent literature, a mixed-method approach including
guantitative and gualitative techniques will be used to triangulate the data.
Therefore, tha researcher believes that the combination of both quantitative and
gualitative methods enables the researchers wo gather insights and more reliable
data from the participants (Burns, 2000). As part of gualitative data collection,
some demographic infermation (age, gender, teaching experience, nationality,

ete.) will be collected.

Finally, the collected gualitative data will be analysed through the qualitative data
analysis software NVivo, Based on the results, a quantitative survey will be
designed to be given to the participants of this Ph.D. dissertation after factor
analysis to address the main research gquestions. After the factor analysis, with the
designed items, the researcher will conduct another pilot study to check the
reliability and to see whether the items would work or not.

Selected References®:
Bums, A. (2000). Acvion research in sccond language teacher educarion. Tie
Cambridge Guide to Second Language Feacher Education, 289-297.

Bums, R. B., & Bursn, B. B, (2000). firrroduction fo research methods, Sage: London.

Carey, K. (2002). Education Funding and Low-Income Children: 4 Review of Cirven
Research.

Celee-Murcia, M., Brimon, D. M., & Goodwin, 1. M. {1996). Teaching pranuncianion
A reference for teachers of English to speakers of other fanguages. Cambridga
University Press.

Chick, H. L., Pham, T., Baker, M., & Cheng, H. (2006}. Probing teachers® pedagogica
content knowledpe: Lessons from the case of the subtraction
algorithm. fdenrifies, Cultnres and Learming Spaces, 139-146.

Claire, 5. (1993), Pronunciation in the NSW odelt migrant English sevvice: Currend
Practice, Furure Directions (Doctoral dissertation, University of Technology,
Swdney). httpswinw sowncedirect . com'stience artiele/ppS 1ETI0SIH EQOOLTRS

Cruntenden, A. (2014), Gimson's pronwinciation of English. Routledge. J

Derwing, T. M. & Munro. M. 1. (2004). Putting accent in its place: Rethinking obsiacle
o communication. Lenguage Teaching, 42(4), 476-490, “
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Deterding, D. (2010). ELF based Pronunciation Teaching in China. Chincse Jouwrnal o}
Applied Linguistics (Foreign Language Teaching & Rescarch Press), 33(6).

Fraser, H. (2000), Coordinating iniprovements in pronunciation teaching for adul,
learners of English as a second language. DETYA (ANTA Innovative project).

Fraser, H.. & Department of Education (2001). Training and Youth Affairs. Teachin,
pronunciation: 4 handbook for teachers and wrainers. Three frameworks for ar
integrated approach. New South Wales: DETYA.

Gilakjani. A, P., & Ahmadi, M. R. (201 1). Why Is Pronunciation So Dilficull 10
Learn? English Language Teaching. #(3), 74-83.

Jenkins, ). (2000). The phonology of English as an international language: New maodels.
new norms, new goals. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Jenkins, J, (2004). 5. research in teaching pronunciation and intonation. Annual Reviers
of Applied Linguisrics. 24, 109,

Jenkins, 1. (2006). English pronunciation and second language speaker identity, The
Sociolinguisties of Identiny, 75-91,

Jenkins, J. (2007). English as a lingua franca: Antitude and idemtity, Oxford University
Press.

Jones. R. H. (1997). Beyond “listen and repeat™: Pronunciation teaching materials and
theones of second language acquisition. Syvsiem, 25(1), 103-112.

Kendrick, H. (1997). Keep them talking! A project for improving studemts' L2
pronunciation. System, 25(4), 345-560. nl

Koehler. M., & Mishra, P. (2009). What s technological pedagogical conte
knowledge (TPACK)Y?. Contemporary [ssues in Technology and Teacher
Education, 9(1), 60-70.

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2000). Technigues and principles in language reaching. Oxforq
University: UKL

Levis, J. (2007). Compuier technology in teaching and researching
pronunciation. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics. 27, 184-202.

Marttheoudakis, M. (2007). Tracking changes in pre-service EFL teacher beliefs irf
Greece: A longitudinal study. Teaching and teacher education, 23(B), 1272-1288

McKay, S. L. (2002). Tcaching English as an international language: Rethinking goal
and perspectives, NY: QUP, 142-146.

McKenzie, K. B.. & Scheurich, J. J. (2008). Teacher resisiance (o improvemem o
schools with diverse students. fnternational Journal of Leadership i
Education, 11(2),117-133.
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Richards, J. C. (2008). Sccond language teacher education today, RELC Jownal, 39%2)
158-177.

Roach, P. (2009). English phonetics and phonology: A practical course (4th ed.)
Cambridge. England: Cambridge University Press.

Seidlhofer. B. (2004). 10. Research perspectives on teaching English as a ling\nJ
franca. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics. 24. 209.

Sexdlhofer, B. (2011). Understanding English as a lingua franca. Oxford. England
Oxford University Press.

Shulman, L. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the new reform. Hamvard
Educational Review, 57(1), 1-23,

Sudrez Florez, S. A, & Basta Basto, E. A, (2017). Identifying prc-service teachers|
belicfs about teaching EFL and their potential changes. Profile Issues in Teachers
Professional Development, 19(2). 167-184.

Willings, D. (1988), The creative mind. Gifted Education International, 3(3). 142-147

Wright, N. (2010). Twirtering in reacher education: Reflecting on practicun
expericnces. Open  Learning: The Journal of Open, Distance and e
Learning, 25(3), 259-265.

Yates. L. (2001). Teaching pronunciation in the AMEP: Current practice and
professional development. AMEP Research Centre.

Possible implications of this study for the field or society (maximum 1
paragraph):

The possible findings that the researcher forecasts to reveal are thought {o provide
insights for the ELT ficld.

(*) Original and Turkish references for the scales 1o be used in the study must be
provided.
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Dwves the research require to provide biased/wrong information, or keep the aim of
the research fully confidential in any way?
O Yes =1 No
1f yes, please explain:

Does the research contain question that may threaten the physical and mental well-
being of the participants?
O Yes =1 Mo

IT yes, please explain:

Are the participanis® personal rights and confidential information protected*?
E Yes O Ne

(%) Important Warning: [t is seen as wnnecessary o fakefrecord the identity
information of the participanis in order 1o establish feicndl vesponses in nany
survevSoale studies working with growps. If vour study possesses this gualfne. the

Voluntary Participation Farm {the form where name sumame and signature is
compulson in order to take informred consens) showld he distributed separavely prior fo
group implementation and made sure thar it s read and signed and collected back:
Suollowing this procedure, volumiary participanis) showld be given the guestionnaire(s)
and asked to fill in anomvmensly. Thus, ence the questionnaire(s) are collected, the
arammin would be enabled: in other words, ir would be ensured thar wihar responses
were given v willich participant from the group world be unknouwn. diso, pseudonines
cait be taken in case af the need fo contact the parficipanis again,

I have read and understood the waming above.
= Yes O Mo

Are under-aged individuals, limited or disabled people participating in the
research?
O Yes El Mo
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Is clear and understandable explanation regarding the nature of the research being
provided for the participants?

Yes, this point is clearly stated in the consent form that they will sign before 1aking part
in the study. Also. spoken ethic rules will be provided to the participants.

‘What Kind of precautions have been taken against the threats that would spoil the
voluntary participation and abuse the participants?

The participants will be informed about the steps involved in the research study. They
will have the opportunity to read the mformed consent form and ask questions. They will
be informed that they can withdraw from the study at any stage.

Are the participation and removal conditions of the volunteers stated clearly?

Yes. it is clearly stated in the forms that the participants will be informed about all the
procedures to take part in the study.

It is compulsory to provide responses for the last three questions above and attach
the Voluntary Participation Form for which a sample is provided on page 7 of the
Form. Child/Teenager Form should be created in addition to the Parent/Guardian
Form for studics where participants arc under the age of 18. Is a Voluntary
Participation Form of this quality attached to the application folder?

B Yes

g-t.2r H.E

_Bab—
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Expected number of participants: 30 (preservice teachers 13 and in-service teachers
15)

Please mark the options that best describe the participants {more than one option
can be marked).

O Pre-School Children

Primary School Children

High School Students
University Students

Children

Adults

Teenagers

Elderly

Men

Women

Employees i an Institution
Unemploved

Mentally Disabled Individuals
Physically Disabled Individuals
Prisoncrs and'or Convicted
Onher (please specify): 1-English teachers ai different schools{ emale-male). 2-ELT
students.

0000080008000

Please mark the practices that would be used in the study.

[z Questionnaire/Scale®

[ Interview

& Obscrvation

O Implementing Lests over compuler seiling
O Video record

E Audio record

O Other (please specifyl:

(*) IMPORTANT WARNING: {f the guestionnaireseale o the imerview form
invalves practices or audio or video stimulants, o sample af each fandio or videos in CD
Sormar} must he added 1o the application folder. ft is compuilsory 1o add also the Fareign
language scales planned o be adapred.

RESEARCH BUDGET:
[ There are no expenses in the research

O There are expenses in the research and they are shown in the able below.

If there are research expenses, please specify how they will be funded:

O They will be funded by the Researcher/Researchers.

'O Project support is/will be taken fFom an Official Institution.

{Please attach the Written Contract Proving that there is no confliet of interest to the
Application Form.)

g-a2t  HE.
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Please describe the Institution Information and scope of support: There will not be any
expenses for the current study,

O Project Support will be taken from Private Sector,
(Please attach the Written Contract Proving that there is no conflict of interest 1o the
Application Form.)

Please deseribe Company/Firm information and scope of support:

Please describe Research Expenses:
Expenditure Items Sum*

None None

Total Budget: | None
*Please attach Pro forma Invoice to the Application Form.

I declare that I have read, understood the Easiern Mediterranean University Research and
Publication Ethics Board Application Guide and information provided above is correct.

Main Researcher's,
Name; Halil
Surname: ERCAN
Date: 08.04.21

Signature:
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Appendix 5: EMU Ethics Committee Approval Form

%%%%5' | Eastern
= 731\_.“_-.;}]}5; | Mediterranean
iEeiis | University

p_—— o b

Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu (BAYEK) / Board of Sclentific Research and Publieatisn Ethics

Reference Moz ETRO0-2021-01 51

Subjeet: Your application for gthical approval,
Re: Halil Ercan (17600109)

Faculy of Bducation.

EMUs Scientilic Research and Publication Ethics Board (BAYER ) s approvad the vevsion ab
Ethics Roard of Education (date: 22.04.2021, iseue: 91 ) eeanting Malil Ercan from the Dovuli o
Education i pursue his PhD thesis titled =An Evaluation of pre-seevice and inseivic teachers’
perceptions regarding teaching pronounciation in ELT classes™ supoivised oy Aee sl e

Dr.llkay Gilanhodlu.
Best Regards

- i
Prof. Dr. Yicel Vural

Chair. Board of Scientific Researchyan. Suidicatie 1 ihies - EMLU
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Appendix 6: Approval Letter by the FIU Ethical Committee

ULUSLARARASI
FiNAL UNIVERSITESI

22.01.2021

ilgili Makama.

Konu: “An evaluiion of preservice and in-servace teachers, porcepd ions regarding teaching
pronunéiziion in EFL classes”™ bashkl aragtirma projesi hakkinda 2021708703 sayily Etik Kuruly
karan

Uluslararas: Final Cniversitesi, d@retim elemam Halil Ercan'in Yard. Dog. Dr. likay Gilanliegla
danigmanhininda viiritecedi, “An evaluation of pressrvice and in-service teachers’ perceplions regarding
teaching pronunciation in EFL classes™ baslikli arastima projesi bagvuru dosyasi ile ilgili belgeler
AraFURMAnm amach, yapisy, sorulan ve arogirma kapsaminda uygulanacag beyan edilen veri

toplama yGntemleri incelenerek aragtirma etifiine uygun olduguna Final Universitesi Eiik Kurulu
Gyeleri oy birligi ile karar vermistir.

Saveilanmla

Prof. Dr. Orhan Gemikonakh

UFLC Insan Aragnrmatan Evik Kunulu Bagkan

Q. 4. 2T

Py
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Appendix 7: Approval Letter by Ministry of Education

: (&)
.l.’ - ﬁh
ERTRY
KUZEY KIBRIS TURK CUMHURIYETI
MILLI EGITIM VE KULTUR BAKANLICG
GENEL ORTAOGRETIM DAIRESI MUDURLUG(

Sayi  :GOO.0.00-174.06-21 E.177 11 Ocak 2021

Konu  :Halil Ercan’ in Anket Basvuru Formu
Savin Halil ERCAN

Tigi @ 11 Ocak 2021 tarihii ve TTD.0.00-174/06-21/E.27 sayih yaziniz.

Talim ve Terbive Dairesi Miidiirliigii'niin ilgi yazisi uyarinca "Hizmet Oncesi ve
Hizmetigi Ogretmenlerin EFL Simflaninda Telaffuz Ogretimi le Iigili Algilanmin
Degerlendirilmesi (An Evaluation Of Preservice and In-Service Teachers Perceptions
Regarding Teaching Pronunciation in EFL Classes)" konulu gahsma sorulanmin gizlilik ve
goniilluliik ilkelerine riayet edilerek uygulanmas: miidiirliflimiizce uygun gariilmiistiir.

Ancak sorulan uygulamadan énce galigmaya katilacak olanlarn bagl bulundugu okul
midirliigiyle istisarede bulunulup, calismamin hangi okulda ne zaman uygulanacag birlikte
saptanmalidir,

Cahsmayr uyguladiktan sonra sonuglarimin Talim ve Terbiye Dairesi Miidiirliijii'ne
ulastinlmas: yasa geregidir.

Bilgilerinize savg ile rica ederim.

g ) é . 2, ? R e-imzahdir
ALl YAMAN

ﬁ r£ ' Daire Miidiirii
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Appendix 8: Official Permission Letters to Each University by the

Rector’s Office

ULUSLARARASI
FiNAL UNIVERSITESI

REKTORLUE

28 Ocak 2021

Bahgegehir Universites] Relktorligia

Alaykidy.
Sayi: 1004 100,/ REK280121.012
Konu: Halil Ercan'in calismas hk.

Universitemiz Yabanm Diller Yikselokulu &gretim goreviilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora HFretimi cergevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers”
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” (Tez Damismean Yrd.
Doc, Dr. flkay Gilanhoglu] konulu gabhgma sorulanm Gniversitenizde uvgulamak
istemektedir, KKTC Milli Egiim ve Kilthr Bakanhgn Genel Ortafigretim Dairesi ve
Oniversitemniz Insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu calismayr wygun bulmugtar, [lgili
caligmamn Oniversitenizde gizlilik gontlldlik ilkelerine risyet ederek uygulamasi
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu saygmlanmla arz/rica ederim.

Frof. Dr. Hiiseyin YARATAN
Rektir

Ekler: - HKEKTC Milli Egitim Bakanlf Genel Ortadfretim Dairesi Middrlti yvans
- UFU Insan Aragtwrmalan Etik Kurulu Onayl
- Sorular
= Omay Formu

NCG/HY

Uluslararas) Final Universiesi
Torosler Caddesi, No:G, Caelalkdy - Gime - KKTC
Tel- 0392 650 86 66 + Faks: 0392 650 86 95 » E-posta; infoffinal edu.tr + Web: www inal edu. e
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ULUSLARARASI
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REETORLUK

28 Ocale 2021

Girne Amerikan Universitesi Relktécligi

Karaoflanoglu.
Say: 100/ 100,/ REK280121 008
Honu: Halil Ercan’n ¢ahsmasi hk.

Universiterniz Yabana Diller Yiksekokulu 6gretim gorevlilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora Gfretimi cergevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers”
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes® [Tez Damsman Yrd.
Dog. Dr. llkay Gillanlhoghs) kenulu cabsma sorulanm Gniversitenizde uygulamak
isternektedir. KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kiltir Bakanhin Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz Insan Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu calismaw uygun bulmustur. lgili
gahsmamn tniversitenizde gizlilik gdnillilik ilkelerine riayet ederek uygulamas:
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu sayglanmla arefrica ederim,

Ekler: - KKTC Milli Egitim Bakanhg Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi Maddrligl vazs
- UFT insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Onag
- Sorular
- Omay Formu

NCG/HY

Lluslararas Finsl Oniversites
Toroslar Caddesi. NoiB, Catalkdy - Girne - KKTC
Tel: 0352 650 6668 « Faks: 0392 650 66 85 + E-posta: mioi@finaladu.ir » Wab; wew final adu.tr
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ULUSLARARASI
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REKTORLUK

28 Ocak 2021

Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi Rektéritigi

Gazimagusa.
Sayu: 100/100/REK280121.005
Konu: Halil Ercanin calismasi hk.

Oniversitemiz Yabanc Diller Yiksekokulu 6gretim gorevlilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora &fretimi cergevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers’
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” [Tez Damgman Yrd.
Dog. Dr. llkay Gilanhoglu) konulu ¢aligma sorulanm Universitenizde uygulamak
istemektedir. KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kiaitar Bakanh@ Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu cahsmay uygun bulmustur. ilgili
cahgmann Gniversitemizde gizlilik génillalik ilkelenine nayet ederek uygulamas
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu saygilanimla arz/nca edenim.

Ekler: - KKTC Milli Egitim Bakanh@ Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi MOdGrlagd vazis,
- UFU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Onay
- Sorular
-  Onay Formu

NCG/HY

Uluslararas) Final Universites)
Toroalsr Caddesi, No:6, Calalkdy - Girne - KKTC
Tel: D392 650 GB 66 = Faka: D192 650 86 95 « E-pasta; mic@final. odu.ir « Wab: wew final adu.ir
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ULUSLARARAS|
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REKTORLUK

28 Ocak 2021

Girne Universitesi Rektorliigi

Girne.

Sayn: 100/100/REK280121.007
Konu: Halil Ercan'in ¢caligmasi hk.

Universitemiz Yabanc: Diller Yiksekokulu ogretim gorevlilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora 6gretimi gercevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers’
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” (Tez Damsman Yrd,
Dog¢. Dr. llkay Gilanhoglu) konulu ¢aligma sorularimi (niversitenizde uygulamak
istemnektedir. KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kaltiir Bakanh@ Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz insan Aragtirmalan Etik Kurulu ¢alismayr uygun bulmustur. ilgili
c¢aligmanin Universitenizde gizlilik gonilllilik ilkelerine riayet ederek uygulamasi
icin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu saygillarimla arz/rica ederim,

Ekler: - KKTC Milli Egitim Bakanh@ Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi MUdirligi yazs:
- UFU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Onayt
- Sorular
- Onay Formu

NCG/HY

Uluslararasi Final Universites|
Toroslar Caddesi, No:6, Calalkdy - Gime - KKTC
Tel: 0392 650 66 66 « Faks: 0392 650 66 95 « E-posta: info@final.edu.tr « Web: www.inal edu.Ir
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ULUSLARARAS|
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REKTORLUK

28 Ocak 2021

Kibris Amerikan {niversitesi Relktorligi

Lefkoga.
Sayu: 100/ 100,/ REK280121.006
Konu: Halil Ercan'in cabgmas: hk.

Universitemiz Yabano Diller Yilksekokulu &gretim gorevlilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora dEretimi ¢ercevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers’
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” (Tez Damismani Yrd.
Dog. Dr. llkay Gilanhoglu] konulu cahsma sorulanm finiversitenizde uygulamak
istemektedir. KKTC Milli E@itim ve Kaltir Bakanhi Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu calismay uygun bulmustur. ilgili
gahgmanin Oniversitenizde gizlilik gonillalik ilkelerine riayet ederck uygulamas
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu saygilanmla arz/rica ederim.

Ekler: - EKKTC Milli Egitima Bakanhp Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi MOdQrlagi vazis
- UFU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Onay
- Sorular
- Onay Formu

NGG/HY

Uluslararas Final Universitesi
Toroslar Caddesi, Noi§, Catalkdy - Gime - KKTC
Tel: 0302 650 66 66 « Faks: 0392 650 66 95 « E-posta: info@final.edu.tr « Wab: www final .adu.ir
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ULUSLARARASI
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REKTORLUK

28 Ocak 2021

Uluslararas: Kibnis Universitesi Rektorliigii

Haspolat.
Sayn: 100/100/REK280121.010
Konu: Halil Ercan'in ¢calismas: hk.

Universitemiz Yabanct Diller Yiliksekokulu ogretim gorevlilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora dgretimi ¢ergevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers’
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” (Tez Damsmani Yrd,
Dog. Dr. llkay Gilanhoglu) konulu calisma sorularim Universitenizde uygulamak
istemektedir. KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kaltir Bakanh@ Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz Insan Arastirmalarnt Etik Kurulu ¢alismay: uygun bulmustur. llgili
c¢aligmamn Universitenizde gizlilik gondllaltik ilkelerine riayet ederek uygulamasi
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu saygilanmlia arz/rica ederim.

Ekler: - KKTC Milli Egitim Bakanlif Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi MOdarligi yazis:
- UFU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu Onay
- Sorular
- Onay Formu

NCG/HY

Uluslararas: Final Universitesi
Torostar Caddesi. No:6, Catalktly - Gleng - KKTC
Tel: 0392 650 66 66 « Faks: 0392 650 66 95 « E-posta: info@final.edu.tr « Web: www.final edu.tr

183



ULUSLARARASI
FINAL UNIVERSITESI

REEKETORLUK

28 Ocak 2021

Lefke Avrupa Universitesi Rektorligi

Lefke.
Sayu: 100/ 100/REK280121.009
Konu: Halil Ercan‘in galigmas: hk.

Universiterniz Yabano Diller Yiksekokulu &gretim  goreviilerinden Halil Ercan
doktora Ggretimi gergevesinde “An evaluation of preservice and in-service teachers'
perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes" (Tez Damgmam Yrd.
Dog. Dr. lkay Gilanhoglu) kenulu galisma sorulanmi finiversitenizde uygulamak
istemektedir. KKTC Milli Egitim ve Kltdr Bakanhf Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi ve
Universitemiz Insan Arastrmalan Etik Kurulu gahsmay uygun bulmustur. [lgili
caligmanin lniversitenizde gizlililk gdnilltlik ilkelerine riayet ederek uygulamas
igin gerekli iznin verilmesi hususunu sayglanmla arz/rica ederim.

Ekler: - KKTC Milki Egitim Bakanhg Genel Ortadgretim Dairesi MOd0rligd yaziss
-  UFU insan Arashrmalan Etik Kurulu Onan
- Sorular
= Onay Formu

NQG/HY
Uluslararasi Final Universitesi
Toroslar Caddesi, Mo, Gatalkiy - Girme - KKTC
Tel: 0392 650 66 66 « Faks: 0392 650 66 95 » E-posta; infoi@final.edu.tr « Wk www final.edu.tr
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Appendix 9: Approval Letters by Universities
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From: GOKMEN DAGLI [mailtogokmen.dagli@kyrenia.edu,tr)

Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2021 6:10 PM

To: rectorate@finaledu.tr

Cc: llkay Salihoglu

subject: Offr.Gor.Halil Ercan'in Doktora Caligmasi H.

Saygdeger Hocam,

Ogr.Gor.Halil Ercan'in doktora galismas: ile ilgili talebi incelenmis olup Rektseligumazee uygun

goriilmiigtir.
Iy1 aligmalar diler, saygilar sunanm.

Prof.Dr.Gikmen Dagh
Rektér Yardimeisi

2 Reply £ Reply All (S Forward
71 Javanshir Shibliyev <javanshir shisliyev@amu.scintr» hald. ercan 2final.edu.tr
izin

o‘f‘nufnmardeﬂ this message on 17.03.2021 15:35,

Sayin Halil Ercan,

17.03.2001

Doktora egitimi gercevesinde Yrd. Dog. Dr. [ikay GILANLIOGLU danigmanliginda yUrGttilgiiniiz "An evaluation of preservice

and in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes” konulu tez ¢alismasi uygun

bulunmugtur,

Dr. Javanshir Shibliyev g‘ L. M1 EM
H-E
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Appendix 10: Developed Scale 1- Pronunciation Teaching Perception

Scale (PTPS) for Preservice English Language Teachers

Instructions:

Thiz survey iz designed to identify preservice English language teachers’
promunciation teaching perceptions. Please read the statements carefully and tick the
responze (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) on the answer sheet that expresses your opinion best about
each statement. There are no right or wrong answers to these statements. Please make
no marks on the items. If you have any questions, please inform the researcher(s)
immediately.

Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for Preservice English

Language Teachers

1: Stromgly
Disagree
2: Disagree
3: Neutral
4: Apree
Item 3: Strongly
No Agree
Factor]l Classroom Context 1{213(4]5

1 Enghsh pronunciztion must be taught i Enghish classes.

2 English pronunciztion skills are important i English classes.

3 Enghsh pronunciztion can be acquired with practics in class.

4 English pronunciztion can be acquired with exposure m class.

3 I fzgl better when I overcome a promumciation problem m class.
Factor2 Out-of-class Context

6 T use English in public (e.g., restaurants, shopping centers).

T use English cutside the clzsstoom.
Factord Learning Styles
I'leam English promumeiztion better through explanations m class.
T'leam English promumeiztion better through examples m class.
10 Ileam English promumnciztion better through gestures m class.
11 Ileam English prommeciation better through demonstrations m class.
12 Tlike leaming English prommeiation at school.
Factord Beliefs about Learning English
13 Ilike leaming English because it 13 one of the most mteresting lansuages.

14 Tlike leaming Englizh as it makes me feel proud.

15 Ilike leaming English because it helps me to improve academmcally.
Factors In-class Activities of Interest

16 Ienjoy communication in English in class.

17 Ienjoy speakang English in class.

18 Ienjoy discussions in English mn class.

19 Tenjoy acting m English in class.
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Appendix 11: Developed Scale 2- Pronunciation Teaching Perception
Scale (PTPS) for In-service English Language Teachers

Instructions:

This survey is designed to identify in-service English language teachers’ pronunciation teaching
perceptions. Please read the statements carefully and tick the response (1, 2, 3. 4 or 5) on the
answer sheet that expresses vour opinion best about each statement. There are no right or wrong
answers to these statements. Please make no marks on the items. If vou have any questions,
please inform the researcher(s) immediately.

Pronunciation Teaching Perception Scale (PTPS) for In-service English

Language Teachers
1: Stromgly
Disagree
2: Disagree
3: Neutral
Item 4: Agree
No 3: Strongly Agree
Factor] Attitude 1|23 (4|5
1 I like mmteracting with foreign people m English at school. |
2 I use English outside the classroom.
3 I like mteracting with others in English in public places.
4 I like being able to express myself n Enghish in class.
3 [ try to encourage noy students to speak when teaching in class.
[ I enjoy speaking English when teaching in class.
Factor] Improvement Preference
7 I watch films to improve my prommeiation skalls.
8 I listen to the radio to mprove my promumnciation shills.

] I listen to the news to mprove my prommciation shklls.

10 Ilisten to songs to improve my promumnciation skalls.
11 Iinteract with my Englsh-speakms colleapues to mprove my prommeiation shlls.
2 Trepeat certain sounds m English to improve my pronunciztion skills.
Factord Focal Points
13 Ifocus on grammar when teaching n class.
14 Tusually teach prammar m class.
15 Ifocus on structures of English when teaching in class.
18 Irepest the problematic soumds when [ have prommneciation problems mn class.
Factor4 Problem-Solving Strategies
17 Icheck prommeiation dicionanes when I have prommeiation problems m class.
18 Icheck websites when I have prommeiation problems m class.
Factor5 Teaching Styles
19 Ilike to teach English pronnciation mdividually when teachmg in class.
20 Iteach English prommeiation better through hand movements when teaching in class.
21 Tteach English prommeiation better through gestures when tezching n class.
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Appendix 12: Pilot Surveys

Dear Participant,

I am a Ph.D. candidate studying English Language Teaching at the Eastern Mediterranean
University. As a requirement for my Ph.D. dissertation, entitled “An evaluation of preservice
and in-service teachers’ perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes™, I am
conducting a pilot study to gather significant data from you. I would like to state that the
necessary official documents have been obtained from all relevant institutions and
organizations. The data will only be used for educational purposes and considered confidential.
Only L, the researcher, and the thesis supervisor, Asst. Prof. Dr. llkay GILANLIOGLU, will
have access to the obtained data. Below a consent form is given to vou, indicating that you are
free not to participate in or withdraw from the study at any time.

I would kindly request permission for my data collection.

Sen. Ins. Halil ERCAN Asst, Prof. Dr. llkay GILANLIOGLU
Ph.D. Candidate Ph.D. Thesis Supervisor
ercan.phonetix(@ gmail.com ilkay.gilanliogluf@emu.edu.tr

Phone: +90 548 851 51 88 Foreign Language Education Dept.
Foreign Language Education Dept. Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education Eastern Mediterranean University

Eastern Mediterranean University

I have been properly informed about the objectives of the study and ...

1. Tam willing to take part init. [_]
2. lam not willing to take part in it. [_]

Directions

This survey is designed for preservice teachers of English as a second or foreign language.
Please read the statements carefully and tick the response (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) on the answer sheet
that expresses your opinion best about each statement. There are no right or wrong answers to
these statements. Please make no marks on the items. If you have any gquestions, let the
researcher know immediately.

. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree
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Example Statement

Statement Strongly Disagree Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
disagree (2) nor disagree (4) agree
(1 (3) (5)
I learn English
pronunciation better ;""“‘: Ir""\. Ir""‘\. Ir""“: L
through hand b et et Tt S~

movements in class.

For the example statement above, fill in the circle . that best describes what you actually do
in regard to English. If you have answered the question above, you have just completed the
example item.

There are two parts in the following survey. Part | is on Background Information and Part 2
consists of the statements. If you do not have any questions, please go to Part 1. After you
complete Part 1, please move to Part 2.

Part 1. Background Information

. Gender: Male - [ ] Female - ]
oo Mationality: oo e
Location of School: ...
. School: Public-[_] Private- []
. School's Language of Instruction: English-medium [] Tuwkish-medium []
o Native Lanmguagels) oo e et a e
. Other language(s) sPoKen: c....oiiiiiiiiii e

How long have you been learming English? ...

. Have you lived in an English-speaking country? If ves, where?

How long? ..o

. Have you lived in a different culture? If yes, where?

How long? ...
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Part 2. Survey

Statements

Strongly
disagree

(1)

Disagree
(2)

Meither
agree nor
disagree

i3)

Agree
4)

Strongly
agree

(5)

When | have

pronunciation problems () 4 - ¢
in class, 1 ask my - o b o o
teacher.

2. Emglish is easy to learn ~ -
in class. [ 5:K i il ) 5:K

N L o N M

1. 1focus on grammar ~ i ~

when learming English. ) i o I {
N LA N L e

4. 1 focus on structures of ~ )
English when learning { { - )
Englizh in class. - — - - —

5. 1 focus on listening __ i B
skills when learning ) f o [ {
English in class. il — - - —

6. 1 focus on pronunciation . -
when learning English (. (. 0 N
in class. - — — - —

7. 1 focus on English for ~ . -
Specific Purposes (ESP) | [ S @ () (
when learning English - - - - -
in class.

8. 1 focus on reading B i
comprehension when 5:'- [ sj'-. - I \:
learning English in - e - - —
class.

9. lusually do the given ) ) i )
task when learning i d - sjz.
English in class. - — - - —

10 1 histen to my teachers .
as much as possible in [ { { [ \:
class. - — — - —

1. 1 usually take nofes on . i _
pronunciation in class. 0 i ) {f.

S LI e, - e

12. I check websites when [ - ) _
have protunciation {0 () i d
problems in class. — - - - —

13. English is difficult to . - -
lears in class. [ { o {

. N L L o
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. L use dictionanes when [

have pronunciation
problems in class.

. 1 try to pronounce the

words by myself when 1
have pronunciation
problems in class.

. I repeat the problematic

sounds when | have
profunciation problems
in class.

. 1 check the International

Phonetic Alphabet
(IPA) when | have
profunciation problems
in class.

. L attend pronunciation

workshops to improve
my pronunciation.

. 1 look for similar

examples when | have
profunciation problems
in class.

20

I imitate others to
IMprove my
pronunciation skills.

21

I attend international
EEIH]ibh classes to
Improve my
pronunciation skills.

22,

Pronunciation develops
gradually.

23.

Pronunciation develops
naturally.

24,

I listen to the radio to
IMprove my
pronunciation skills.

25,

I watch films to improve
my pronunciation skills.

26.

I interact with my
English-speaking
friends to improve my
profiunciation skills.

7.

I listen to the news in
English to improve my
pronunciation skills.

192




28.

| record my own voice
in English and listen to
it to improve my
profunciation skills.

29,

| repeat certain sounds
in English to improve
my pronunciation skills.

3.

I use English with iy
international friends.

IL

I use English at
departmental
conferences.

32

I use English at home.

EEN

I use English in public
(e.g. restaurants,
shopping centers).

34

| use English outside the
classroom.

35.

I learn English
profiunciation better
through demonstrations
in class.

36,

I learn English
profunciation better
through explanations in
class.

I

I learn English
profunciation better
through examples in
class.

38

I learn English
profunciation from
segments to
suprasegmental feamres
i class.

39.

I learn English
profunciation from
suprasegmental feamres
to segments in class.

40,

=

I learn English
profunciation better
through drilling in class.

41.

I learn English
pronunciation better
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through gestures in
class.

42,

I learn English
pronunciation better
through hand
movements in class,

43,

I like learming English
pronunciation at school.

. ke imteracting with

my foreign classmates
in English in class.

45,

I like interacting with
others in English in
public places.

46.

I like learming English
because it is one of the
most interesting
languages.

47.

I like learming English
because it helps me to
improve academically.

45,

1 like being able to
express myself in
English in class.

449,

I like learnming English
as it makes me feel
proid.

5.

=

| enjoy learning English
pronunciation in E
in My courses.

51

1 enjoy speaking
English in class.

52,

I emjoy miving
presentations in English
in class.

53.

| feel better when 1
OVErCOMme a
profunciation problem
in class.

54,

| enjoy acting in English
in class.

35.

| enjoy spontanecis
activities in class.

56.

I enjoy communication
in English in class.
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5L

I enjoy discussions in
English in class.

58,

English pronunciation is
one of the most
imporiant Components
of the English language.

59,

English pronunciation
can be acquired with
practice in class.

ail.

English pronunciation
can be acquired with
exposure in class.

al.

Englizh pronunciation
skills are important in
English classes.

62

English pronunciation
imust be taught in
English classes.

b,

Fronunciation learming
is not important in
language classes.

. 1like to leamn English

pronunciation
individually in class.

h5.

I like to learn English
pronunciation in pairs in
class.

Hb.

I like to learn English
profunciation in groups
in class.
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Dear Participant,

I am a Ph.D. candidate studying English Language Teaching at the Eastern Mediterranean
University. As a requirement for my Ph.D. dissertation, entitled “An evaluation of preservice
and in-service teachers” perceptions regarding teaching pronunciation in EFL classes”™, I am
conducting a pilot study to gather significant data from vou. [ would like to state that the
necessary official documents have been obtained from all relevant institutions and
organizations. The data will only be used for educational purposes and considered confidential.
Only L the researcher, and the thesis supervisor, Asst. Prof. Dr. llkay GILANLIOGLU, will
have access to the obtained data. Below a consent form is given to you, indicating that you are
free not to participate in or withdraw from the study at any time.

I would kindly request permission for my data collection.

Sen. Ins. Halil ERCAN Asst. Prof. Dr. [lkay GILANLIOGLU
Ph.D. Candidate Ph.D. Thesis Supervisor
ercan.phonetix@gmail.com ilkay.gilanliogluf@emu.edu.tr

Phone: +90 548 851 51 8% Foreign Language Education Dept.
Foreign Language Education Dept. Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education Eastern Mediterranean University

Eastern Mediterranean University

[ have been properly informed about the objectives of the study and ...

I. Tam willing to take part init. [_]
2. Tam not willing to take part in it. ]

Directions

This survey is designed for in-service teachers of English as a second or foreign language.
Please read the statements carefully and tick the response (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) on the answer sheet
that expresses your opinion best about each statement. There are no right or wrong answers to
these statements. Please make no marks on the items. If you have any questions, let the
researcher know immediately.

. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither agree nor disagree

4. Agree
5. Strongly agree
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Example Statement

Statement Strongly Disagree Neither agree | Agree | Strongly
disagree (2) nor disagree (4) agree
1 (3} (5)
I learn English
pronunciation better Yy " ' (Y "
through hand et s S o N~

movements in class.

For the example statement above, fill in the circle . that best describes what you actually do
in regard to English. If you have answered the question above, you have just completed the
example item.

There are two parts in the following survey. Part | is on Background Information and Part 2
consists of the statements. If you do not have any questions, please go to Part 1. After you
complete Part 1, please move to Part 2.

Part 1. Background Information

. Gender: Male - [] Female - (]
o Nationallty: oo e

Location of School: ..o e
. Native Language(s): ...
. Other language(s) spoken: ..o

. School: Public - ] Private-[_]

Education level: Bﬁ-: Mﬁu-: Ph.D. Other: o
. Yearofexperience: 02 [ | 2-5 [ | 5-10[ | 10-15 [ | 15+]
. Language of Instruction: English-medium D Turkish-medium I:I

. Have you lived in an English-speaking country? If ves, where? ...
Homw Bomg? Lo e
. Have you lived in a different culture? If yes, where? . ..o,

How long? ..o
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Part 2. Survey
Statements Strongly | Disagree | Meither Agree | Strongly
agree AgTeeE nor agree
disagree
1. English is easy to teach __ __ i __
; Ty TN " Y
in class. - L) () L) .
et S L L o
2. English is difficult to - __ i i
R T, T s P
teach in class. - O £ i i
" - M, e L _/' L% -, L
3. I focus on grammar i ) )
T Fa £ P " £
when teaching in class. ) o) ) { ) { }
o o s o S
4. 1 focus on structures of __ __ - __
English when teaching 0 (0 i i 0
in class. - - — . .
5. 1focus on listening i ) )
- . . ~ ~, - P e
skills when teaching in ) i) i 0 )
e ot L L e
class. § -
6. [ focus on pronunciation )
S N P P F £
when teaching in class. {3} { 0 i 0
\_/ L/ w, -, -,
7. 1 focus on English for __ __ i __
. T T P T
Specific Purposes (ESF) { ) () N i ()
. . e S LA L S
when teaching English -
in class.
8. 1 focus on reading i ) )
= s '\. - --\. P r'--\ - __\.
comprehension when - o) i () )
teaching in class. — — il il —
9. [ encourage leamers to )
- - LY Lt P A T
improve their language ) i) N - { )
h - " A W W A Y, W
skills when teaching in - = -
class.
10. I try to encourage my ) i i i
students to speak when i (0 i i i
. - LA L '\- ! L L
teaching in class. - - il - -
11.1 get students to practice _ _ i _
= e Y — S~ —
language when teaching o [ i iy i
. L L L L L
in class. -
12. T usually teach grammar __ __ i i
5 T, S — T, F =
in class. - L) (N { ) L)
S S N ./ — L
13. T usually write notes on
. Faln P " " P
pronunciation when () () f 3 () ()
L L L L L

teaching in class.
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. I check websites when |

have pronunciation
problems in class.

. I check dictionaries

when T have
pronunciation problems
in class.

16.

[ try to pronounce the
words by myself when |
have pronunciation
problems in class.

. I repeat the problematic

sounds when [ have
pronunciation problems
in class.

. I check the International

Phonetic Alphabet
(IPA) when I have
pronunciation problems
in class.

. I attend pronunciation

workshops to improve
my pronunciation.

. I look for similar

examples when [ have
pronunciation problems
in class.

. I imitate others to

improve my
pronunciation skills.

. I attend international

English conferences to
improve my
pronunciation skills.

. Pronunciation develops

naturally.

. Pronunciation develops

gradually.

. I listen to the radio to

improve my
pronunciation skills.

26.

[ watch films to improve
my pronunciation skills.
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. linteract with my

English-speaking
colleagues to improve
my pronunciation skills.

. Ilisten to songs to

Improve my
pronunciation skills.

. I listen to the news to

improve my
pronunciation skills.

. I record my own voice

in English and listen to
it to improve my
pronunciation skills.

. I repeat certain sounds

in English to improve
my pronunciation skills.

. I use English with my

international colleagues.

. Iuse English at

conferences.

. [use English at home.

. [use English in public

(e.g. restaurants,
shopping centers).

. I use English outside the

classroom.

. I teach English

pronunciation better
through demonstrations
when teaching in class.

. I teach English

pronunciation better
through explanations
when teaching in class.

. I teach English

pronunciation better
through examples when
teaching in class.

40.

I teach English
pronunciation from
segments to
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suprasegmental features
in class.

41

. I teach English

pronunciation from
suprasegmental features
to segments in class.

. I do not teach

pronunciation in English
when teaching in class.

43.

I teach English
pronunciation better
through drilling when
teaching in class.

44.

I teach English
pronunciation better
through gestures when
teaching in class.

. I'teach English

pronunciation better
through hand
movements when
teaching in class.

46,

I usually teach the given
task when teaching in
class.

47.

I like teaching English
pronunciation in class.

48,

I like interacting with
foreign people in
English at school.

49.

I like interacting with
others in English in
public places.

0.

I like teaching English
because it is one of the
most interesting
languages.

5l

Ilike teaching English
because it helps me to
improve academically.

. Ilike being able to

express myself in
English in class.

53.

I like teaching English
as it makes me feel
proud.
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54.

I enjoy teaching English
pronunciation in English
in my courses.

55.

I enjoy speaking
English when teaching
in class.

56.

I enjoy giving
presentations in English
when teaching in class.

57.

I feel better when 1
OVETCOME a
pronunciation problem
in class.

38

I enjoy acting in English
when teaching in class.

59.

I enjoy spontanecus
activities when teaching
in class.

il

I enjoy communication
in English when
teaching in class.

6l

I enjoy discussions in
English when teaching
in class.

. English pronunciation is

one of the most
important components
of the English language.

63

English pronunciation
can be acquired with
practice in class.

64,

English pronunciation
can be acquired with
exposure in class.

635,

English pronunciation
skills are important in
Enghish classes.

B,

Pronunciation teaching
is not important in
language classes.

67.

English pronunciation
must be taught in
English classes.

&,

I like to teach English
pronunciation
individually when
teaching in class.
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69. 1 like to teach English
pronunciation in pairs
when teaching in class.

70. 1 like to teach English
pronunciation in groups
when teaching in class.
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