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ABSTRACT 

The decision of using English as medium of instruction for mathematics and 

science subjects in public sector schools of the Punjab province of Pakistan invokes 

serious issues regarding its potential impacts on teacher effectiveness and student 

achievement. So far as the teachers are concerned, perhaps one of the best 

documented attributes of effective teachers is a strong sense of efficacy (Henson, 

Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001). 

The study at hand was designed to explore the self-efficacy beliefs of school 

teachers make a comparison on the basis of medium of instruction. For comparison 

purpose, the sample consisted of teachers who taught mathematics and/or science any 

of the classes that had been declared to be English medium by the government. These 

classes generally include class 1,2, and 6. In some schools where this innovation had 

been introduced earlier, however, class 3 and 7 were also English medium.  

Present study, intended for comparison, is descriptive in nature and the 

method used was a survey research. Multistage stratified random sampling 

technique was used to draw sample from the population of school teachers from all 

public-sector primary, middle, and secondary schools of the Punjab province. 

Sample size was 1761 with 880 male teachers and 881 female teachers, 861 Urban 

and 900 rural teachers, 923 English medium and 838 Urdu medium teachers 

selected from 419 randomly selected primary, middle and high schools of the nine 

districts selected from nine administrative divisions of the Punjab province 

randomly.  

Data were collected through Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 

developed by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk (2001). Long form of this 
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questionnaire having 24 items on three different sub scales was used. The 

statements were translated into Urdu through translation-back-translation method 

with the help and guidance of a panel of experts. The bilingual version of the 

questionnaire was used to collect data. The collected data were analyzed using 

independent samples t-test, two way analysis of variance, and multivariate analysis 

of variance.  

The study revealed that Urdu medium school teachers had a higher level of 

self-efficacy as compared to English medium teachers on overall TSES scores as well 

as on the three sub-scales of the instrument. Gender was not found significant for 

efficacy difference. School level, school local, designation and teaching experience 

wise difference reached the level of significance. The findings of the study invite for a 

deeper probing into the matter and rethinking over the recently taken decision of 

transforming school education system form Urdu to English medium. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

In a bilingual or multilingual society, debate on medium of instruction is very 

complex in nature. Generally people are in favour of using mother tongue as language 

of teaching and learning. Globalization, on the other hand, has a pressing demand to 

use English instead which is a global language. It is also used as the language of 

education, science and technology, internet, and business affairs (Nunan, 2003). 

Both these points of view are there among the stakeholders of the education 

system in Pakistan where the situation is even more complex. Urdu has the status of 

the national language whereas English has become the official language of Pakistan. 

Other significant languages spoken in Pakistan include Punjabi, Pashto, Sindhi, 

Saraiki and Balochi, which are used by teachers while teaching in respective areas. 

Using English as language of teaching and learning for the subjects of 

mathematics and science is relatively a new concept in Pakistan. Directorate of Staff 

Development (2010) states that: 

“Under the Education Sector Reforms of the Government of the Punjab, the 

School Education Department has declared 588 schools in phase I and another 

1764 in phase II as English medium. It has been decided from 1st April 2009, the 

subjects of science and mathematics will be taught in English from class 6, in 

some of the selected high/higher secondary schools. The selected high schools 

with primary portion will introduce this system from the classes of nursery, 1 and 

2 as well. The remaining classes from 7th
 to 10th

 may be kept in Urdu medium. 

Gradually these schools will be introduced to English medium. Where ever 

possible, Social studies/ Pak studies will also be taught in English. However, for 

Urdu, Islamiyat, Arabic, and optional subjects, Urdu medium books printed by 

Punjab text book board will be used to ensure a strong Urdu language basis as 

well. All schools of the most populous districts (cities) i.e., Lahore, Faisalabad, 

Sialkot, Sargodha and Multan will be converted to English Medium with 

immediate effect. Education department has also declared and planned to start the 

English Medium in all the public sector schools of Punjab by the next academic 

year” (p. 2). 
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This hasty change in the medium of instruction may have many implications 

such as the attitude of students and teachers toward English as medium of instruction, 

teachers’ capability of subject matter and pedagogical command, school climate, 

teachers’ behavior, motivation, and self efficacy. Jones and Norman (1997) argue that 

the teaching quality depends heavily on teachers’ language proficiency and expert use 

of language when teaching is done through foreign language. The teachers serve as 

models of academic as well as social language for the students. 

 Franklin (1990) opines that teaching a subject using a second language 

medium may cause problems. The teacher whose language is the same as his or her 

pupils may easily be tempted to break into mother tongue while teaching in order to 

effectively manage the class. The possible reasons for this code switching are: nature 

of class (students’ number and ability), students’ reaction (behaviour), teachers’ lack 

of confidence in using second language, and some other factors outside the class 

(department culture)  

This problem becomes even more complex by the fact that teachers in public 

schools have to work with students having different socio-domestic and schooling 

background, varying proficiency in English, and dissimilar degrees of competence in 

science and mathematics (Ovando & Collier, 1985). In such circumstances, teachers 

have to work against the odds, i.e. to develop linguistic proficiency and ensure 

academic achievement. According to Met (1994):  

“Enabling students to develop content knowledge and concepts when they are 

being educated in a language in which they have limited proficiency is not 

easy. Teachers must perform a variety of tasks and roles to ensure that 

students acquire the skills and knowledge in the school’s curriculum at a level 

that commensurate with those students who are learning it in their native 

language” (p.167).  

 



3 

 

This sort of high demanding task creates anxiety amongst the teachers. 

Though it is not a rule that anxiety always puts negative effects on a person, a high 

level of anxiety is likely to hamper teaching effectiveness. This may cause 

deterioration in student learning. Such type of language anxiety should be recognized, 

taken into consideration and dealt with, so that teachers’ abilities be realized and 

assured in actual (The Ohio State University, 2002)..   

Some of the teachers who are already weak in English may find teaching 

difficult whereas for those who are good at English, teaching Science and 

Mathematics in English is interesting. So this change may directly affect teachers’ 

effectiveness. This effectiveness may have many attributes but the best documented 

attribute of effective teachers is a high sense of efficacy (Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-

Haase, 2001). This sense of efficacy serves as the basis for motivation, interest, 

progress and personal achievement; and is termed as self efficacy belief by Bandura 

(1977). If people have firm belief that their actions are capable of producing the 

desired results, they have high enticement to perform or to persist while facing 

difficulties. If on the other hand, this belief is somewhat weak or vague, they are 

likely to quit in face of hardships. Berman, at el., (1977) reported that the most 

important trait of teachers in determining the effectiveness of projects which involve 

change, is their sense of efficacy.  

The newly taken step of switching over the medium of instruction needs some 

empirical evidence to determine its effectiveness. Research in this field is very much 

needed in Pakistan. English is not a language which can be mastered merely after a 

few weeks of teachers’ training. Teachers having low proficiency in English may not 

use it effectively while teaching. On the other hand Science, Mathematics and English 

are difficult subjects for many students especially in the rural areas (Alwis, 2005). 
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 To resolve these concerns and determine whether or not this change in the 

medium of instruction is fruitful, the present study was proposed. The researcher 

intended to compare self-efficacy beliefs of school teachers (teaching classes 1-

8) using English and Urdu as medium of instruction and determine whether the 

English medium school teachers feel themselves more efficacious or those who 

are teaching using Urdu as medium of instruction.  

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

The government’s decision to convert medium of instruction for mathematics 

and science teaching from Urdu to English may affect the Science and Mathematics 

teachers generally. For more than sixty years, teachers have largely used Urdu as a 

medium of instruction. They may feel it difficult to change their mindsets for teaching 

in English. They may have doubts about their own abilities and these doubts about 

their own abilities and skills in delivering the subject matter in English can make them 

reluctant to accept the change. Realizing the need to see how much willing and 

confident they are for teaching Science and Mathematics in English, the study at hand 

was conducted to explore the teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching mathematics 

and science at elementary level and to compare English and Urdu medium 

elementary school teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs.  

1.2 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives set for the current study were to; 

1. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs.  

2. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on gender basis.  
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3. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on locale basis.  

4. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of school level (primary, middle, 

secondary). 

5. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of their job designation i.e. PST, EST, SST, 

or other. 

6. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of service length. 

1.3 Research Questions 

  The study sought to answer these research questions: 

1. Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ on their mean self-

efficacy scores? 

2. Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ in terms of mean scores 

on the three sub scales (Student engagement, Instructional strategies, & 

Classroom management) of ‘Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)’? 

3. Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of gender? 

4. Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of locale?  

5. Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of school level i.e. Primary, Middle, and 

Secondary? 
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6. Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of designation i.e. PST, EST, SST, or 

other? 

7. Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of service length? 

1.4 Significance of the study 

The present study may give timely and proper feedback to the policy makers 

on the newly taken step and explore self-efficacy beliefs of elementary school 

teachers of English and Urdu medium of instruction. The comparison between self-

efficacy beliefs of teachers of both media of instruction may determine the 

appropriateness of the new plan.  

The study may also highlight issues pertaining to the implementation of the 

new policy and uncover problematic areas that may need to be improved. Such areas 

may include, for example, teacher training, school environment, classroom 

management, teachers’ academic and professional qualification, etc. 

Teacher training institutes can also benefit from the study in that the results 

may provide guidelines regarding duration and quality of the training programs, 

especially with the focus on English language proficiency, communication skills, and 

a better understanding of the subject matter in the target language.  

The results of the study may also be helpful to school administration in 

determining the number of Science and Mathematics periods per week, proper 

adjustment of these subjects within the timetable, and total amount of time specified 

for these subjects. 

Teachers play a key role in the curricular change. The performance of the 

students is largely dependent on them. It is important that they are not only equipped 



7 

 

with knowledge, skills and the right attitude towards teaching and learning but also 

positive self-efficacy to teach well. The present study may help teachers find out their 

self-efficacy level and thus improve their teaching skills. 

1.5 Delimitations 

The study was delimited to: 

i. Public sector primary, middle, and high schools of the Punjab province 

ii.Teachers teaching Science or Mathematics or both subjects to elementary 

classes viz class 1-8. 

1.6 Limitations  

 During the course of study certain limitations occurred which are as follows; 

i. The number of proposed sample schools was 432. However, data were 

collected from 419 schools only. The reason for this dropout in sample was 

that in some districts, the number of English medium schools was too small 

to meet the proposed stratum wise school sample, whereas in some other 

districts, most of the schools had been converted to English medium leaving 

less number of Urdu medium schools to reach the proposed number of 

sample schools. 

ii. The teachers teaching science, mathematics, or both subjects to class 1,2,3,6, 

and 7  in the sample schools were respondents of the study. During data 

collection, some of the respondents were on leave. So data were obtained 

only from those teachers who were present on the visit days.   
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1.7 Operational definitions  

Self-efficacy beliefs 

Beliefs of a person in his/her capabilities in organizing and executing the 

ways of action which are required to produce given outcomes.  

Medium of instruction 

The language used by teachers and students during teaching learning process 

as well as for the content being taught.  

Elementary school teachers 

Teachers teaching classes 1-8 in public sector primary, middle and 

high schools.   
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CHAPTER 2 

Review of Related Literature 

Human thought and behavior are almost impossible to understand unless taken 

into account the social settings in which they operate (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Teachers 

are no exception in this regard. At the most simplest, teachers are to impart 

knowledge to students with varying learning styles, abilities, behaviors, levels of 

motivation and their backgrounds. During this endeavor; teachers develop beliefs and 

perceptions about their capabilities and skills to cultivate the desired outcomes 

amongst the students. These beliefs and perceptions not only reflect individual 

experiences of teachers but also provide baseline and feedback for the whole 

education system and the school social environment which comprises other teachers, 

students, and all the stakeholders.  

Referred to as efficacy, these beliefs are context specific and are likely to 

change as the classroom settings and student population is changed (Tschannen-

Moran, Woolfolk, & Hoy, 1998). Efficacy may also vary on other contextual 

issues such as locale, medium of instruction; subjects taught etc. Therefore, the 

current study is aimed at measuring teachers’ beliefs of self-efficacy to find out 

how efficacious they are for teaching using English as a medium of instruction.  

Since the introduction of the construct of teacher efficacy about three decades 

ago, several studies have been conducted in different contexts. These context include, 

for example, school climate, principal behavior, classroom management, decision 

making processes, and special education (Coladarci & Breton, 1997; Emmer & 

Hickman, 1990; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Moore & Esselman, 1992; Raudenbush, 

Rowen, & Cheong, 1992).  



10 

 

Factors like team work, student traits, principal leadership etc. have been 

found related to teacher efficacy-beliefs by researchers (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Lee, 

Dedrick, & Smith, 1991; Raudenbush, Rowan, & Cheong, 1992). Very little research, 

however, has been done to explore teacher efficacy in the transition context of 

switching over the medium of instruction. The studies conducted in this area differ 

with one another in terms of contextual and background situations, heterogeneity of 

the subjects, academic setups of different countries and so many other factors. Other 

possible reasons for this inconsistency in literature and results lie with the guiding 

theoretical frameworks, discrepancies in defining teacher efficacy, and the 

measurement of the teacher efficacy construct.  

This section reflects how the study at hand improves upon the prevailing 

inconsistencies, taking guidelines from social cognition theory, a conceptual timeline 

of the development of teacher efficacy construct,  the different measures used to 

assess this construct and the change in medium of instruction that has been 

investigated to have any relationship with teacher efficacy.   

2.1 Conceptual Framework 

Social cognition theory by Bandura (1977) holds that human actions occur in 

different social settings. These actions are in fact interactions among individuals’ 

personal traits, their behavior and their environment. This structure he names as 

interdependent causal structure also termed as “triadic reciprocal causation” (Bandura, 

1986, 1989). In this model, people are products as well as producers of their 

surroundings at the same time (Bandura, 1997). Their viewpoints and actions are 

shaped by their feelings and thoughts, which in turn affect their environments. Human 

beings have the capability of self-reflection which enables them to evaluate their own 

abilities and skills, their surroundings, and the future actions they are likely to take.  
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In his paper, ‘Social Cognitive Theory of Self-Regulation’, Bandura (1991) 

says: 

“People possess self-reflective and self-reactive capabilities 

that enable them exercise some control over their thoughts, 

feelings, motivations and actions. In the exercise of self-

directedness, people adopt certain standards of behavior that 

serve as guides and motivators and regulate their actions 

anticipatorily through self-reactive influence. Human 

functioning is, therefore, regulated by an interplay of self-

generated and external sources of influence.”  

 (p. 249) 

 

2.1.1 Self Efficacy 

Central to social cognitive theory is the concept of self-efficacy which enables 

individuals to engage in self regulation referred above.  Self-efficacy is defined by 

Bandura (1997) as, “Beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses 

of action required to manage prospective situations.” ( p. 2). The idea is that people 

decide how to behave or act on the basis of beliefs in their own capabilities of 

accomplishing a task rather than in their knowledge or skills regarding that particular 

task (Pajares, 2002). Self-efficacy is not as simple a concept as believing in oneself 

and being successful. Besides this belief, sound knowledge, certain skills and vast 

experiences are also required for success. Nevertheless, self-efficacy has importance 

in many respects; it helps us make choices in our life, it gives inspiration and courage 

to deal with difficulties, setbacks, and failures in life (Bandura, 1994). People’s self-

efficacy and their skills, proficiencies or abilities do not necessarily match or combine 

in productive ways. One may have enough skills and knowledge and still may have 

low self-efficacy, thus being unable to accomplish bigger tasks. This phenomenon of 

having unequal levels of self-efficacy among individuals can help explain why two 

individuals with similar skills and knowledge exhibit entirely different behaviours.  
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Perceived self-efficacy has a crucial role in the causal structure of social 

cognitive theory not only because efficacy beliefs affect adjustment and change in 

their own right, but also have a great impact on other determinants (Bandura 1997, 

Maddux 1995; Schwarzer 1992). Such beliefs determine whether people are optimists 

or pessimists and whether their attitudes are self-enhancing or self-hindering. Efficacy 

beliefs provide the foundation for human agency. People have little tendency to act 

and show perseverance in the face of difficulties unless they believe they can produce 

desired outcomes and preclude undesired ones by their actions. Whatever other 

factors operating for guidance and motivation, they are grounded in the core belief 

that one is powerful enough to produce the desired results. Several meta-analyses 

confirm the significant role played by efficacy beliefs in human performance (Holden 

1991, Holden et al 1990, Multon et al 1991, Stajkovic & Luthans 1998). 

Efficacy beliefs play their part in the self-control of motivation through goal 

challenges and outcome expectations. They help people choose what challenges to 

accept, how much effort to put forth for the endeavor, what degree of perseverance in 

the face of hurdles and difficulties, and to what extent keep going on against hardship. 

The likelihood that people will carry on their strife for achieving the expected 

outcomes and prospective performances depends on their beliefs about whether or not 

they can produce those outcomes and performances.  A strong sense of efficacy 

lessens vulnerability to stress and depression in strenuous situations and strengthens 

resiliency to hardship. It also has the tendency to shape the courses of life by 

influencing people’s choice of activities and environments they want to get into. This 

is because the social influences working in the selected environments continuously 

promote certain competencies, values and interests even if the initial effect of the 

decisional determinant has vanished (Bandura, 2001).  
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Self-efficacy is a construct having several dimensions, varying levels, and 

strengths (Bandura, 1997). For individuals these beliefs may be based upon tasks in a 

certain domain that fall on a continuum from simple to moderate to difficult. An 

individual may feel highly efficacious in a number of activities or only in particular 

domains. These efficacy beliefs may be strong, weak or somewhere in between. 

Furthermore, efficacy beliefs are not fixed traits of the individuals. Instead, these may 

fluctuate according to an individual’s judgment of his/her performances and 

achievements in a certain field and at a given point in time. The relationship between 

one’s past experiences, sense of efficacy, and future performances is determined by 

the interpretation of one’s performance and not by the actual performance itself. 

Hence, people’s perceived self-efficacy is not an estimation of their skills and 

abilities, rather it is a belief about what they can or cannot do under different 

circumstances, given the skills they do have. In other words, self-efficacy beliefs act 

as an arbitrator between individuals’ knowledge of their skills and their future actions. 

For this reason, efficacious individuals are less likely to surrender to challenges as 

compared to the persons having low efficacy. They are more likely to withstand trials 

and taxing situations, put forth more effort, and persist longer in the face of hardships 

(Bandura, 1986). Writing on how self-efficacy can help people cope with difficulties, 

Bandura (1999) quotes a proverb, “You cannot prevent the birds of worry and care 

from flying over your head. But you can stop them from building a nest in your hair.” 

2.1.2 Sources of Efficacy Expectations 

 Efficacy beliefs of a person are not static in nature. These beliefs may change 

or fluctuate between high and low on being influenced by different factors such as a 

change in task assigned, a varying environment, a novel situation, task difficulty and 

many more. As a result, individuals constantly reevaluate their perceptions of self 



14 

 

efficacy. For this purpose, they have to process cognitively on sources of information. 

These sources, as postulated by Bandura (1986, 1997), include mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal. 

Out of these four, the most powerful way of acquiring a strong sense of 

efficacy is through mastery experiences. These experiences provide the most reliable 

evidence of whether one is capable of doing all what is needed for success (Bandura, 

1982; Biran & Wilson, 1981; Gist, 1987). They come from actual accomplishments 

(Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura (1997),  

“Successes build a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy. Failures undermine 

it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established. 

Developing a sense of efficacy through mastery experiences is not a matter of 

adopting ready-made habits. Rather, it involves acquiring the cognitive, 

behavioral, and self-regulatory tools for creating and executing appropriate 

courses of action to manage ever-changing life circumstances.” (p. 3) 

 

Level of self efficacy raises or lowers in accordance with individuals’ 

perceptions of their performance as success or failure.  In case of experiencing easy 

successes, people become more optimistic and expect immediate results. 

Consequently failures easily discourage them. If on the other hand, obstacles are 

overcome through hard and continuous effort, the sense of efficacy acquired is 

durable. In this case, people are more likely to persevere in the face of difficulty and 

have a tendency to recover from setbacks.  

The second source of efficacy beliefs is through the vicarious experiences 

which are provided by social models. It means to see someone else as model doing the 

target activity or task. This modeling provides with an effective way of judging one’s 

capabilities in a certain domain or range of tasks. Individuals compare themselves to 

these models. Observing akin models succeed on a particular task can enhance the 

observers’ self-efficacy and inspire them to do the task themselves (Bandura, 1986; 
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Schunk, 1987). In the same way, observing other people similar to them fail in spite 

of high effort can lower observers’ self efficacy and their level of motivation (Brown 

& Inouye, 1978). This increase or decrease in self-efficacy beliefs of observers 

depends on models’ similarity to the observers. The greater the similarity, the higher 

the influence of models’ successes and failures is. Same is true for less similarity. If 

one sees very different models’ achievement and failure, he or she is not much 

influenced.  

Modeling is not simply a matter of providing a social standard to judge 

observers’ own capabilities against. It implies transmission of knowledge and 

teaching of effective skills and techniques by the competent models. In this way 

observers acquire better means to cope the situation and their perceived self-efficacy 

rises. Impervious behavior and attitude shown by successful models in the face of 

obstacles can be more enabling to observers than the particular skills of the models 

(Bandura, 1997).   

The third source of efficacy information is verbal persuasion which consists of 

verbal interactions about one’s performance from others around. Information gained 

by verbal persuasion from others about one’s performance or capabilities can also 

augment or thwart self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1982). Especially 

when in a state of uncertainty about their faculties in a given domain, praise and 

feedback from others can increase the chances that individuals develop a belief that 

they can perform better in a particular context. Verbal persuasion is more effective 

when the source of persuasion is competent in doing the task or activity under 

discussion.  

The fourth and final source for efficacy information is physiological arousal-

individuals’ judgment of their physical and emotional state of body. These states of 
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body are partly relied on by people to judge their capabilities. They take stress and 

tension as signs of liability to meager performance. People judge their tiredness, 

aches, and pains as signs of physical impediment in activities which involve vigor and 

resilience (Ewar, 1992). Mood is another factor which affects people’s assessment of 

their personal efficacy. Happy and positive mood boosts perceived self-efficacy while 

pessimistic and unhappy mood lessens it (Kavanagh & Bower, 1985). The more an 

individual feels him/herself bodily strong, the higer self efficacy he/she is likely to 

have. On the other hand, feeling of tiredness or fatigue may result in possession of 

low self efficacy.   

2.1.3 Teacher Efficacy 

Within the surroundings of the classrooms, teachers have to work for the 

attainment of positive and desired student outcomes. They assess their ability to 

accomplish this task against the two-fold criterion—the required skills they possess 

and the atmosphere in which they have to operate. Self-efficacy theory suggests that 

teachers formulate efficacy beliefs through a cognitive process which is a result of 

their personal accomplishments regarding students’ learning, their direct observation 

of fellow teachers succeeding or failing, verbal encouragement and comments from 

others about their task performance, and the physiological states of body and mind. 

Remaining in line with this formulation of efficacy beliefs, Hoy (2000) defines 

teacher efficacy as ‘teachers’ confidence in their ability to promote students’ learn-

ing’. 

The construct of teacher efficacy did not evolve from Bandura’s (1977) work 

on social cognition as is generally quoted. The first traces of teacher efficacy 

construct are found in the studies carried out by the RAND Corporation. Its early 

concept has an influence of Rotter’s (1966) social learning theory (Armor et al., 
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1976). This theory having its centre upon internal versus external locus of control 

defines teacher efficacy as to which extent teachers think whether they have a control 

over shaping students’ outcomes (internal locus of control) or it is out of their control 

(external locus of control). Therefore, teachers having high efficacy would hold the 

beliefs that they themselves could affect students’ performance rather than any other 

factor. Teachers with low efficacy, on the other hand, would hold that the 

environment has greater impact on students’ learning and that reinforcement on part 

of students regarding their teaching efforts is an external matter and out of their 

control.  

Self efficacy and locus of control are two distinct concepts though the 

difference might be slight. The locus of control is concerned with a person’s beliefs 

whether student results or outcomes are controlled internally or externally. There is a 

possibility of an individual having belief that a task performance is dependent more 

on his/her own actions than the external forces, but still feel himself/herself unable to 

perform successfully. In this case, that person is showing an internal locus of control 

and a low sense of efficacy. Applied to the teaching context, a teacher can have a 

belief that ensuring student outcomes is within a teacher’s control, but at the same 

time may feel that he/she personally has insufficient skills to do so effectively.  In the 

literature on teacher efficacy, the researchers have generally intermingled Bandura’s 

(1977) theory with Rotter’s (1966), thus creating confusion and imprecision not only 

in conceptualization but also measurement of the construct of teacher efficacy. 

Guskey’s (1981, 1988), Rose and Medway’s (1981) studies are the examples of such 

studies in which teachers’ sense of efficacy and their locus of control are seen as 

synonymous.  



18 

 

Empirical research on assessing teacher efficacy began with the development 

of a two item scale by the RAND researchers (Armor et al., 1976; Berman et al., 

1977). These items were:  

“1). When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much—most of a 

student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment,  

2). If I try really hard, I can get through to the most difficult or unmotivated 

students.”  

The first item if responded in agreement meant that environmental factors 

were more powerful than the efforts of the respondent in the class. These beliefs of 

teachers about external factors were labeled as general teaching efficacy (GTE). The 

second item if agreed with indicated that teachers were confident in their abilities to 

overpower factors that were likely to hinder students’ learning. These teachers were 

considered having confidence that they have adequate training and experience to 

execute actions necessary to overcome the obstacles in the way of students’ learning. 

Labeled as personal teaching efficacy (PTE), this aspect of teacher efficacy is more 

specific and personal than a general belief (Ashton, Olejnik, Crocker & McAuliffe, 

1982).  

Following the RAND strand, a number of teacher efficacy measures were 

developed during the 80s. These measures include Teacher Locus of Control (TLC) 

by Rose and Medway (1981), Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA) by 

Guskey (1981), and the Webb Efficacy Scale (Ashton et al., 1982). Incited by the 

success the RAND studies gained, many researchers tried to expand and elaborate the 

concept of teacher efficacy. These researchers used Rotter’s theory to explain 

teachers’ efficacy beliefs about whether control of reinforcement lied within or 

beyond teachers’ capacity. The studies from this perspective focused on factors like 
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students’ achievement (Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Berman et al., 

1977), teachers’ readiness to welcome innovations (Guskey, 1984; Smylie, 1988), 

teacher retention (Glickman & Tamashiro, 1982), and teacher stress (Greewood, 

Olejnid, & Parkay, 1990; Parkay et al., 1988).  

Mixing Rotter’s theory with Bandura’s, Gibson and Dembo (1984) tried to 

develop a more reliable teacher efficacy scale. The constructed Teacher Efficacy 

Scale (TES) having sixteen (16) items. They argued that the RAND items were 

synonymous to Bandura’s outcome expectations and efficacy beliefs. The first RAND 

item was considered to be equivalent to outcome expectancy and the second item 

reflected self-efficacy. They labeled the two factors as teaching efficacy or general 

teaching efficacy (GTE) and personal teaching efficacy (PTE). By this interpretation, 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) asserted that if teacher efficacy construct was looked upon 

in the light of Bandura’s theory “outcome expectancies would essentially reflect the 

degree to which teachers believed the environment could be controlled, that is, the 

extent to which students can be taught given such factors as family background, IQ, 

and school conditions” (p. 570).   

 This interpretation has been challenged by Guskey and Passaro (1994) who 

reported that both GTE and PTE factors did not correspond to efficacy beliefs and 

outcome expectancies; rather they reflected internal and external loci of control. 

Henson (2001) also warned researchers to “remember that the TES was originally 

developed from the two RAND items which were based on locus of control theory. 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) later interpreted the items as reflecting self-efficacy theory. 

Accordingly, the TES appears to have “both the theoretical orientations captured in its 

items” (p. 139).  
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2.2 A Recent Model of Teacher Efficacy 

Tschennen-Moran, woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) made an attempt to explore 

the meaning and measure of teacher efficacy. They proposed a model which brings 

together both the concurrent conceptual strands prevailing previous research on 

teacher efficacy and gives a more understandable and compact view of the 

relationship of self-efficacy beliefs with teachers. This model suggests that on facing 

a task, a teacher analyses that task and assesses his/her personal teaching capability. 

Teacher efficacy is in fact a reflection of this analysis. As a consequence, sources of 

efficacy information (mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, 

and physiological states) are cognitively processed and fed into teachers’ estimation 

of these combined functions which in turn determines their efficacy level. 

This concept of teacher efficacy emerges from Bandura’s (1986) assertion that 

self-efficacy is a kind of mediator between people’s awareness of their skills and their 

future actions. Tshannen-Moran model stipulates that teachers first think of what the 

task at hand involves and how they feel themselves capable of doing that task within 

the current circumstances having the knowledge of their skills. If they think after 

reflecting on the task details that they are able to affect student performance, they are 

considered efficacious.  This notion of teacher efficacy depicting interdependence of 

efficacy beliefs, behavior and the environment is in agreement with Bandura’s (1986) 

social cognitive theory. The additional element—analysis of task and assessment—of 

the new model highlights the specific nature of teacher efficacy construct because in 

this view, teachers’ self-assessments rely specifically on a particular task. Researchers 

(Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996) suggest that self-efficacy is task, domain, and context 

specific, and not a global type of construct. Beliefs about one’s self-efficacy can 

predict more accurately one’s behavior when measured with respect to specific tasks.  



21 

 

Bandura (1997) suggests that since efficacy beliefs are specific in nature, 

measures of this construct should be according to the particular activity domains and 

various task demands of those domains. Consequently, Teacher Sense of Efficacy 

Scale (TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001) was used for 

the current study. This scale assessed teachers’ sense of efficacy in three different 

teaching domains: student engagement, instructional strategy, and classroom 

management. The beliefs of teachers teaching in Urdu medium of instruction and 

English medium of instruction about their capabilities in the three domains were 

compared on the basis of gender, locale, school level, designation, and years of 

teaching experience.   

2.3 Research on Teacher Efficacy 

Despite the confusion in conceptualization and difference in measurement in 

the past research, teacher efficacy has emerged as a powerful construct in the 

literature. Over the past twenty years of research, findings indicate that teacher 

efficacy serves as an indicator of teaching commitment (Coladarci, 1992), helps in 

reducing stress and burnout (Van Dick & Wagner, 2001), and affects students’ 

achievement and motivation (Moore & Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1998). Teachers’ 

efficacy has also positive effect on teachers’ orientations and behaviors regarding 

control, their discourse and interaction with students, their attitude toward innovation 

in pedagogy, their dealing with the difficult students, their job stress, and job 

satisfaction (Guskey, 1988a; Pajares, 1997; Smylie,1988). 

There are various factors which may influence teacher efficacy, but all these 

can be grouped under two broad categories; contextual and demographic factors. As 

teacher self-efficacy is a context-specific concept which is dependent on a specific 

environment (Dellinger et al., 2008; Friedman & Kass, 2002), it is influenced by  
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many factors such as leadership and school climate (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007), 

supervision and assistance of colleagues (Deemer, 2004): students’ characteristics 

(Herman, 2000), school level, physical environment, and so on. It can be inferred that 

teachers’ working context can affect their self-efficacy beliefs to a great extent. These 

contextual factors may have a significant effect on teacher efficacy. The factors like 

gender, age, designation, experience, academic degree, marital status, etc. fall in the 

category of demographic factors.  

The huge bulk of research showing link of teacher efficacy to teachers’ 

behaviors and learning outcomes, demands for diagnosis of the factors that may 

predict change in teachers’ efficacy beliefs or perceptions. The reason for this demand 

is that such an inquiry may provide further guidelines to attempts that may result in 

improvement of teacher efficacy and learning outcomes (Alijanian, 2012; Conger & 

Kanungo, 1988; Fuller, Wood, Rapoport, & Dornbusch, 1982; Henson, 2001; 

Khurshid, Qasmi, & Ashraf, 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Lee, Dedrick, & Smith, 

1991;Smylie, 1988; Pajares, 1996; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). 

Based on the teacher efficacy research under the broad categorization of 

contextual and demographic factors, this section focuses on findings of research on 

teachers’ sense of efficacy in relation to gender, locale, school level, designation, and 

teaching experience followed by the review of studies conducted to examine teacher 

efficacy in the phase of transition of medium of instruction from mother/national 

language to the foreign language. 

 

 

 

 



23 

 

2.3.1 Teacher Efficacy and Gender 

Several studies have been conducted to determine the predictors of teacher 

efficacy. Some of such studies examined relationship of teacher efficacy with gender. 

Possible reason for keen interest in this factor may be that diversity among the teacher 

population is inevitable and gender is considered a basic diversity dimension. It is 

supposed to influence organizational behavior partially because male and female have 

different socialization, and partially because men’s and women’s brains usually differ 

on relevant dimensions (Baron-Cohen, 2003).  

Several research studies have been conducted with the findings that female 

teachers possess higher self-efficacy as compared to male teachers. Karimvand (2011) 

attempted to investigate effect of teaching experience and gender on Iranian EFL 

teachers’ self efficacy with a sample of 180 EFL teachers. Applying regression 

analysis, the researcher found that female teachers had significantly greater self-

efficacy than male teachers. Ross (1998) also found that teacher efficacy was higher 

in females than in males. Teacher efficacy level of female teachers was significantly 

high in all the three areas (student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom 

management) and a very large effect size was calculated by Rubie-Davies, Flint, and 

McDonald (2012) in a study conducted on 1739 New Zealand teachers. Similar 

results were reported by Lee, Buck, and Midgley (1992). Sridhar and Badiei (2008), 

in their study to investigate self-efficacy beliefs of Iranian and Indian higher primary 

school teachers, reported a non-significant difference between male and female 

general teaching efficacy sores in overall as well as in country wise data. However, 

they found significant difference on personal teaching efficacy scores on gender basis 

with female teachers having higher efficacy.  
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There is another stream of research that found the reverse results. Klassen and 

Chiu (2010), for instance, found that female teachers had lower “classroom 

management self-efficacy” (a sub factor of teacher efficacy) than their male 

counterparts whereas for the other two sub-factors of teacher efficacy (instructional 

strategies and student engagement) there was no gender effect. In another study 

conducted by ÇAKIROĞLU and IŞIKSAL (2009) to determine the effect of gender 

on self-efficacy beliefs of 358 pre-service Turkish teachers, significant gender effect 

was found on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs about mathematics. It was males in this 

study who had higher level of self-efficacy than females. Some other researches in the 

literature also have reported alike with males having significantly higher mathematics 

self-efficacy scores (Hackett & Betz, 1989; Pajares & Miller, 1994). 

The third and probably the most dominant trend in research on teacher 

efficacy includes the studies finding no significant difference regarding gender. For 

example, Tejeda-Delgado (2009) underwent a study with a sample of 167 elementary 

teachers of special education in Texas. The researcher concluded on the basis of 

ANOVA results that the teacher efficacy level did not differ significantly regarding 

teacher gender. Al-Watban (2012) also conducted a study on teacher efficacy beliefs 

with a sample of 458 teachers and concluded that there were no significant differences 

between male and female teachers’ self-efficacy in instruction, discipline, and 

cooperation with other teachers and parents. Similar results were obtained by 

Senemoglu, Demlrel, Yagci and Ustundag (2009) who in their study contended that 

difference of teachers' self-efficacy mean scores on gender basis was not significant. 

Another study was conducted by Mir (2003) in the Pakistani context. He explored 

teachers’ perception of efficacy as function of subject major, experience and gender. 

The sample consisted of 227 secondary school teachers and there was no effect of 
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gender on efficacy scores. Tajeddin and Khodaverdi (2011) in an exploration of 

efficacy beliefs of 59 Iranian English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers with 

respect to gender and experience, found that there was a non-significant effect of 

gender on teacher efficacy. In a study performed by Celik (2013), effect of gender 

along with other variables on teachers’ sense of efficacy was explored for a sample of 

252 prospective teachers. The author used relational screening using non-parametric 

tests for comparisons of means. The results were non-significant for the gender 

variable.  

2.3.2 Teacher Efficacy and Locale 

School location along with school management and culture are the factors that 

determine smooth and even functioning of school ensuring a facilitative atmosphere 

for the students to groom their talents in an effective way. Hughes (2006) emphasized 

that teacher efficacy varies from one place to the other commenting that locale plays a 

certain role in changing teacher efficacy. School location is the demographic factor 

related to school that has an effect on teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy varies with 

respect to school location i.e. whether school is located in an urban area, suburban 

area or a rural area. In a study on 49 beginner teachers, school locale was found to 

have a positive relationship with teacher efficacy (Sisk, 1989). Another study was 

conducted by Cotton (1996) to investigate the factors which accounted for teacher 

efficacy differences. He concluded that locality is one of the factors that have a strong 

relation to efficacy of teachers. In a study on 52 teachers of 52 schools in a large 

district comprising 6 different geographic regions, efficacy on individual as well as 

organizational level was estimated. The results showed that teacher efficacy became 

stable with the passage of time and it was concluded that over time, teacher efficacy 

becomes less vulnerable to variables that are school related (Loup, 1994).  
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 On the other hand, there are a number of researches that show no effect of 

locale on teacher efficacy. For instance, Mishra and Achcarya (2011) conducted a 

study to determine the efficacy of senior secondary school teachers in connection with 

school locale and school climate. The sample size was 400 teachers from Udisha 

state. The results showed that urban and rural teachers had no difference on teacher 

efficacy. In a study of teacher efficacy and work orientation, Padala (2012) also found 

no significant different between urban and rural teachers’ self-efficacy. In another 

study conducted by Murshidi (2005) on beginner teachers in Malaysia, no effect of 

school location was found on efficacy of teachers.   

2.3.3 Teacher Efficacy and School Level 

Teacher self-efficacy is a context-specific construct (Dellinger et al., 2008) 

which is dependant of a specific environment (Friedman & Kass, 2002). It is 

influenced by a number of factors such as principal leadership and school conditions 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). The school conditions include school level, school 

repute and facilities available at the school, etc. Teachers who have access to more 

facilities, work in the supervision of a constructive minded principal, and have a 

chance to get help and assistance of the senior colleagues, are more likely to have a 

stronger sense of efficacy (Deemer, 2004). Apparently, all the above stated three 

conditions vary across the schools on the basis of the terminal levels of schools—

primary, middle, and high. Especially in Pakistan, most of the primary schools are in a 

lack of facilities and there are only two or three teachers in a school, one of them 

being the head teacher. In this case, teachers have a little chance to seek guidance 

from leadership and the colleagues. They don’t have even enough facilities at their 

work place. Middle schools, as compared to primary schools, are somewhat better. 

There is a senior teacher working as head teacher, number of staff is comparatively 



27 

 

large, and the facilities better up to some extent. Whereas in high schools, number of 

staff is fairly large, the head is an experienced and high grade officer, and other work 

place related facilities are also handsomely enough.  

Keeping in view these ground realities, it can be hypothesized that the factor 

of school level is likely to affect self-efficacy beliefs of teachers, especially in 

Pakistani context. The research regarding this factor is very small. Only a few studies 

have been conducted to explore the relationship between teacher efficacy and school 

level. One such study was conducted by Wolters and Daugherty (2007). They 

reported that elementary school teachers had higher levels of self-efficacy for student 

engagement (one of the three sub-scales of teachers’ sense of efficacy) than teachers 

in junior high or high schools. Shaukat and Iqbal (2012) found no difference in 

elementary and secondary teachers’ self efficacy for Student Engagement and 

Instructional Strategies subscales, but there was a significant difference between 

elementary and secondary teachers in their efficacy in classroom management—

elementary teachers having greater self efficacy.   

 In another study carried out by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2007) 

to find the effects of mastery experiences and contextual factors on self-efficacy 

beliefs of novice and experienced teachers, the authors found on the basis of 

correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis that there was no significant 

relationship between school level and teachers’ sense of efficacy for both novice and 

experienced teachers.  

2.3.4 Teacher Efficacy and Designation 

Teachers’ designation or the grade level they are to teach falls in the domain 

of variables relating to teaching context. It is surprising that research on influence of 

teaching context on teacher efficacy is little. There is evidence that teachers teaching 
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in low grade levels (having lower designation) reported higher self-efficacy than 

teachers teaching in high grade levels (having higher designation). This reciprocal 

relationship between self-efficacy and teaching level was markedly vivid for primary 

and elementary level school teachers (Wolters, & Daugherty, 2007). Similar results 

were obtained in a study by Klassen and Chiu (2010) who using item response model 

and structural equations to explore efficacy beliefs of 1430 Canadian teachers, found 

that teachers’ working context had a link with their level of self-efficacy. The teachers 

teaching in lower grades (Kindergarten and elementary grades) showed greater 

efficacy in the sub-factors of student engagement as well as classroom management. 

Several factors relating to school context having an influence on teacher 

efficacy were identified during teacher interviews. Along with other factors status of 

teachers also emerged as a factor that might hinder the nurturing of a strong sense of 

efficacy (Webb, & Ashton, 1987).  

Parkay, Olejnik, and Proller (1986) opine that the literature provides evidence 

that teacher efficacy development is linked with the context variables of school such 

as academic climate, guidance from colleagues, and teaching to distinct grade levels 

(In Pakistani context, teaching grade levels may be termed as teacher designation). 

Teaching context was also found to be a contributor to difference in efficacy 

perceptions among experienced teachers (Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla, 1996). Soodak 

and Podell (1996) also concluded that beliefs about bringing positive learning 

outcomes were stronger for low grade teachers than for high grade teachers.  

Egger (2006) concluded that being a teacher at low grade level accounts for a 

greater variance in teacher efficacy commenting that teachers dealing with younger 

students can more easily assess their impact on students than those working with 

comparatively older students. Some other researchers also reported that teachers of 
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elementary (low grade) levels had greater self-efficacy than the teachers of secondary 

(high grade) levels (Fives & Buehl, 2010; Fives & Looney, 2009). Wright (2010) 

found that the three most significant demographic variables that contribute to teacher 

efficacy were: teacher age, students’ grade level, and religious orientation.   

2.3.5 Teacher Efficacy and Teaching Experience 

Many studies have been carried out to explore the effect of teaching 

experience on teacher efficacy. Dembo and Gibson (1985), for example, conducted a 

study with a sample of pre-service and in-service teachers. They found that pre-

service teachers had relatively high teaching efficacy. They also concluded that 

teaching efficacy decreased slightly as the experience increased. In another study by 

Hoy and Woolfolk (1993), teachers’ teaching efficacy declined somewhat as they got 

more experience, whereas personal teaching efficacy of teachers increase with 

experience. Campbell (1996) reported that teachers’ beliefs of efficacy became higher 

after gaining experience.  

Soodak and Podell (1996) examined development of pre-service and 

experienced teachers’ perceptions of their capabilities with the passage of time. They 

found that teachers underwent a sudden decline in their personal efficacy with the 

start of their first year of teaching. It means pre-service teachers, while doing field 

work and student teaching, had high personal teaching efficacy (PTE), but it dropped 

gradually during their first year of regular teaching. The findings of this study suggest 

that beliefs of personal efficacy are more resistant to change in case of experienced 

teachers.  

In a study conducted to find out relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy 

beliefs and demographic variables of Venezuelan EFL teachers, Chacón (2005) 

concluded that there was no correlation between perceived self efficacy and years of 
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teaching experience implying that teachers tend to be stable in their efficacy beliefs as 

their experience grows. There are some other researchers (Guskey, 1988b; Pajares, 

1992) who found no effect of teaching experience on teachers’ self efficacy and 

asserted that these beliefs remain stable for the experienced teachers.  

Other attempts (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2007; Chan, 2008) were made to find the 

efficacy difference between prospective and experienced teachers with the result that 

experienced teachers’ efficacy score was significantly higher than novice teachers. 

This difference was explained by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) on the basis of 

efficacy sources. Verbal persuasion, according to them predicted prospective 

teachers’ sense of efficacy significantly because “teachers who are struggling in their 

early years in their careers tend to lean more heavily on the support of their 

colleagues” (p.953). On the other hand, experienced teachers possibly took advantage 

of mastery experience—the strongest source of efficacy—since they have relatively 

long career with the experience of success in their professional lives. Nabeel and 

Zafar (2011) also found that experienced Pakistani teachers had greater self-efficacy 

beliefs than inexperienced teachers. 

2.4 Transaction of Medium of Instruction  

Today’s is a bilingual and even multilingual society. There has been a long 

debate on medium of instruction. This debate is becoming more complex in nature 

with every day passing. Most of the people favour the use of mother or local language 

as the language of teaching-learning process. However, the fact that world is turning 

into a global village day by day puts a sheer demand for utilization of English as the  

language of instruction as it has become a global language and its use in business, 

science, higher education, technology, and internet is now widespread (Nunan, 2003). 
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Responding to the amplifying demand for using English, governments of non-

English countries all over the world have undergone many measures to enhance their 

citizen’s English proficiency and benefit more from this changing scenario. Some of 

these measures include introduction of English as compulsory subject right from early 

education, provision of teacher education and training to language teachers, and 

changing the medium of instruction from native languages to English in schools (Wu, 

2006). Consequently, several governments including Pakistan have taken the step to 

introduce English as the language of teaching and instruction. 

This step of changing the medium of instruction calls for a deeper thought. In 

the first place, this innovation might pose certain stress on input. All the 

stakeholders—students, teachers, and parents—will need a better command on 

English. Extra effort will also be needed from teachers and students. Secondly, side 

effects of using a foreign language as medium of instruction may affect teaching-

learning process. Switch over from native language to foreign language may result in 

modification of teachers’ performance thus affecting student activities. And finally, 

the very output of the process i.e. students’ achievement may also be affected. If, in 

anyway, other factors like teacher input, student effort, or student ability remain 

constant, the achievement of students’ learning outcomes will be insufficient because 

of using an alien language (Vinke, 1994). 

Franklin (1990) reported that teaching a subject through foreign language may 

pose some problems. The teacher having same mother tongue with his or her pupils is 

strongly tempted at times to break into that language in order to manage the classroom 

affairs. Reasons given by teachers for not maintaining the use of the target language 

may be classified into four broad categories, such as: the nature of the class (number 

of pupils, ability of students etc), the reaction of the class (behaviour), the teacher’s 
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confidence in using the target language and external factors (department/school 

culture). Moreover, English is not a language which can be mastered merely after a 

few weeks of teachers’ training. Teachers having low proficiency in English may not 

use it effectively while teaching. On the other hand Science, Mathematics and English 

are difficult subjects for many students especially in the rural areas (Alwis, 2005). 

The change in medium of instruction may possess many implications such as 

the attitude of students and teachers toward English as medium of instruction, 

teachers’ capability of subject matter and pedagogical command, school climate, 

teachers’ behavior, motivation, and self efficacy. Some of the teachers who are 

already weak in English may find teaching difficult whereas for those who are good at 

English, teaching Science and Mathematics in English is interesting. So this change 

may directly affect teachers’ effectiveness. According to Henson, Kogan, and Vacha-

Haase (2001), perhaps one of the best documented attributes of effective teachers is a 

strong sense of efficacy. 

Research on teacher efficacy provides ample evidence that teachers having 

high efficacy welcome new ideas. They are willingly ready for implementing 

innovations in instruction and making novel experiments to better fulfill the needs of 

their students (Berman, et al. 1977; Guskey, 1988a; Stein & Wang, 1988; Tschannen-

Moran & Hoy, 2001). Teacher efficacy impacts the implementation of new 

educational techniques and methods (Bandura, 1997). Teachers having high efficacy 

create an effective learning atmosphere and adopt innovations more easily and eagerly 

as compared to teachers having low efficacy (Yost, 2002). Ghaith and Yaghi (1997) 

also confirmed that strong personal teaching efficacy is a predictor of teachers’ 

implementation of teaching and instructional innovations.  
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The teachers having the ability of practicing focused reflection show a higher 

level of efficacy. These teachers direct their endeavors for new instructional methods 

and innovations keeping a specific target in mind. In this way they can identify and 

realize required betterment and innovative practices using their abilities of reflection 

(Kruse, 1997). According to Cousins and Walker (2000), teachers expressing high 

self-efficacy normally have a tendency to value instructional innovations. A more 

detailed description of this notion is found in Guskey’s (1988a) study. Guskey asserts 

that teachers having greater efficacy take new methods and practices as part of their 

routine work, crucial for better student learning, and easy to implement as compared 

to teachers having low efficacy.  

Meijer and Foster (1988) found a positive relation between teaching efficacy 

and willingness toward experimentation of new strategies and new curricula. Teachers 

having high self-efficacy adopt teaching innovations easily in the classroom as 

compared to those teachers who are low in efficacy (Rohrbach, Graham, & Hensen, 

1993). Research findings indicate that efficacy can predict in the best way, “the 

percentage of goal achieved, amount of teacher change, improved student 

performance, and continuation of both project methods and material” (Dembo & 

Gibson, 1985: p. 173). 

  In Hong Kong, a study conducted to reveal teachers’ opinions about teaching 

school subjects using Chinese and English medium of instruction showed that some of 

the teachers found it more convenient to perform teaching tasks using English than 

through the use of Chinese. Some others felt difficulty using English as medium and 

preferred Chinese medium of instruction, especially in teaching at lower grade level. 

Still some others thought that they will feel more efficacious when allowed for code-

mixing, i.e. using a mixture of both these languages (Tung, Lam, & Tsang, 1997). 
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This code-switching was found to be a common practice with Hong Kong teachers 

while teaching non-language subjects (Johnson, 1983). Traces of this code-switching 

can also be found at university level. In two studies conducted in Hong Kong to reveal 

teachers’ general beliefs and attitudes, the results showed that lecturers of local 

universities seemed to have problems in applying English medium instruction. It was 

reported that university lecturers used a fair degree of Chinese language with Chinese 

speaking pupils while the official medium of instruction was English in the university. 

The researchers concluded that university teachers thought the Chinese language 

important to be used in the class (Flowerdew, et al., 1998; Flowerdew, et al., 2000). 

Self-efficacy beliefs of teachers in a Malaysian state were investigated by 

How, 2008. These teachers were the in-service teachers who taught mathematics and 

science in primary schools and had taught both or any of the two subjects in English 

for at least six months. The researcher contended that these teachers had high levels of 

efficacy indicating their capacity of affecting the performance of students positively. 

These teachers seemed to have the belief that they could do well in teaching and 

external factors could not affect them. According to Czerniak, (1990), teachers having 

a high level of self-efficacy generally go for teaching strategies that are student-

centered in nature, whereas less efficacious teachers prefer using teacher-centered 

strategies like full length lectures, textbook reading, and rote memorizing, etc. This 

situation in the classroom is obviously a hindrance in achieving objectives of a 

foreign language medium of instruction policy.  

In Hong Kong, during the phase of change in medium of instruction, Tse, 

Shum, Ki, and Wong (2001) conducted a study that involved teachers as well as 

school heads. Data were collected through questionnaires and interviews along with 

the detailed study of some cases. They found that the majority of the teachers had a 
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belief that the native language medium of instruction instills students with motivation 

to learn, encourages them to carry on with their studies up to higher education, and 

education quality is also raised. The negative effects of English medium instruction 

are shown in many research findings. In the Singaporean context, most of the English 

medium secondary school students were reported to have low level grammatical 

competence and vocabulary, and their ability of reading and understanding subject 

matter content in English was very poor (Cheung, 1984). 

 There is an unending debate across the globe about what should be the 

language of teaching and instruction. Whether the local or national language suits the 

educational demands of a country and ensures achievement of educational goals of the 

nation, or English, being a global language and the language of modern knowledge 

reservoir, best fits the needs of the nation? Pakistan is no exception in any respect. 

Like other countries of the world, the decision of adopting English as the language of 

classroom mechanism, text books, and assessment is a perplex issue in Pakistan. The 

situation becomes even more complex because of diversity in mother tongue in 

various areas of the country. English is the official language whereas Urdu holds the 

status of country’s national language. A host of regional languages—Punjabi, Sariki, 

Sindhi, Pashto, Kashmiri, Balochi, Hindo, etc—are also there to make the problem 

more complicated.  

 The government’s decision to provide mathematics and science education 

using English as the language of instruction and text books in all public sector 

primary, elementary, and secondary schools (Directorate of Staff Development, 2010) 

is an innovative step for Pakistan. Though the world literature on the medium of 

instruction issue is vast, little research in this area in the Pakistani context is available. 

This newly taken step needs some empirical evidence to determine its effectiveness. 
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Keeping in view this need, the present study was planned and conducted to determine 

the comparative effectiveness of this innovation.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Methods and Procedures 

This chapter deals with the description and explanation of the procedures and 

methods employed to gather and analyze the data. These procedures include nature of 

the study, rationale for the research design and methods, description of the subjects 

and sampling scheme, the instruments and procedures for data collection, and the 

statistics applied to analyze the data.  

3.1 Research Design 

The design used for this study was descriptive-survey research. 

Descriptive-survey research is “research that asks questions about the nature, 

incidence, or distribution of variables; it involves describing but not manipulating 

variables” (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002, p.558). According to Polit & Hungler 

(1999), survey research gains information regarding activities, beliefs and attitudes of 

people through direct questioning. Burns and Grove (1999) propose that a descriptive 

design may be used to develop theories, identifying problems with current practice, 

and making judgments of what is being practiced in parallel circumstances. Its 

purpose is to portray the true picture of situations as they naturally exist.  

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs are well documented in the international 

literature. A number of research studies on this topic have been conducted using 

survey design. Since the researcher intends to find out and compare the self-efficacy 

beliefs of English and Urdu medium school teachers, a descriptive survey design was 

adopted to conduct the study. 

 

 



38 

 

3.2 Population of the Study 

As the study intended to compare self-efficacy beliefs of Urdu and English 

medium school teachers teaching class one to class eight regardless of their 

designation, all the teachers of public sector primary, middle and secondary 

schools falling in this category within the jurisdiction of the Punjab province were 

the target population of the study. And since only two subjects-Mathematics and 

Science are declared to be taught using English as medium of instruction, all the 

teachers teaching any of these subjects or both at elementary level i.e. from class 

one to class eight in nine randomly selected districts from nine administrative 

divisions of the Punjab, comprised the accessible population of the study.   

3.3 Sample of the Study  

Multistage stratified random sampling technique was used to draw sample 

from the population of school teachers from all public-sector primary, middle, and 

secondary schools of the Punjab province. 

Procedure for sample selection consisted of the following steps.  

i. The Punjab province has been divided into nine administrative 

divisions. These divisions are Lahore, Rawalpindi, Gujranwala, 

Sargodha, Faisalabad, Sahiwal, Multan, Bahawalpur, and Dera 

Ghazi Khan.  

ii. One district from each division was randomly selected excluding 

Lahore, Faisalabad, Sialkot, Sargodha and Multan as these five 

districts were converted to English medium in 2010 by the 

government of the Punjab and comparison in these districts was not 

possible (Directorate of Staff Development, 2010). 
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iii. The districts selected thus were Dera Ghazi.Khan, Bahawal 

Nagar, Vehari, Attock, Khushab, Okara, Sheikhupura, 

Hafizabad, and Toba Tek Singh of the Dera Khazi Khan, 

Bahawlapur, Multan, Rawalpindi, Sargodha, Sahiwal, Lahore, 

Gujranwala, and Faisalabad divisions respectively. 

iv. All public sector schools from each district were distributed into 

three strata that are primary, middle, and secondary schools. 

v. Each stratum was further divided into two sub-strata on locale 

basis that are urban schools and rural schools. 

vi. Each sub-stratum was split into boys and girls schools. 

vii. Two English medium and two Urdu medium schools were 

selected randomly both from boys and girls schools. 

Table 3.1 shows the randomly selected nine districts from nine administrative 

divisions of the Punjab. 

Table 3.1 

Nine Randomly Selected Districts of Punjab on the Basis of Administrative Divisions  

Sr. No Division District 

1 Lahore  Sheikhupura  

2 Rawalpindi Attock 

3 Gujranwala Hafizabad 

4 Sargodha Khushab 

5 Faisalabad Toba Tek Singh 

6 Sahiwal Okara 

7 Multan Vehari 

8 Bahawalpur Bahawal Nagar 

9 Dera Ghazi Khan Dera Ghazi.Khan 

 

Since it has been decided by the government to offer English medium instruction 

for the subjects of Science and mathematics, all the teachers of selected schools 

teaching Science or Mathematics or both to class 1-8 comprised the sample of the 
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study.  Table 3.2 provides the summary of selected schools. 

Table 3.2 

Summary of the Selected Schools 

District School Level 
Urban Rural Total 

Schools Male Female Male Female 

 Sheikhupura  

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Attock 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Hafizabad 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Khushab 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Toba Tek 

Singh 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Okara 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Vehari 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Bahawal 

Nagar 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Dera 

Ghazi.Khan 

Primary 4 4 4 4 16 

Middle 4 4 4 4 16 

High 4 4 4 4 16 

Total Schools 108 108 108 108 432 

 

Out of 4 male and 4 female schools, 2 were Urdu medium and 2 were English 

medium for each gender. The number of actual sample schools was 419. Out of 

missing 13 schools, 5 were high schools ( 1 Boys H/S (EM) and 2 Girls H/S (EM) 

from Khushab, 2 Girls H/S (UM) from Hafizabad; 7 Middle Schools ( 1 Boys E/S 

(EM) from Khushab, 4 Boys E/S (UM) from Hafizabad, 2 Girls E/S (EM) from D.G. 

Khan); and 1 Boys Primary school (UM) from Okara. In Khushab and D.G. Khan, the 
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number of English medium schools was too small to meet the proposed stratum wise 

school sample, whereas in Okara and Hafizabad districts, most of the schools had 

been converted to English medium leaving less number of Urdu medium schools to 

reach the proposed number of sample schools.   

All the teachers of the selected 419 schools who taught Mathematics or 

Science to class 1,2,3,6, and 7 (At the time of data collection, these classes had been 

introduced to English medium instruction), were the respondents of the study. In this 

way, a sample of 1761 respondents was achieved. Table 3.3 shows the demographic 

distribution of the achieved sample. 

Table 3.3 

Summary of the Sample 

District Gender 
Urban Rural Total 

Respondents EM UM EM UM 

Sheikhupura 
Male 18 20 19 34 91 

Female 10 26 31 36 103 

Attock 
Male 25 18 19 18 80 

Female 30 33 27 30 120 

Hafizabad 
Male 13 13 27 22 75 

Female 24 4 26 22 76 

Khushab 
Male 28 14 20 34 96 

Female 16 22 30 23 91 

Toba Tek 

Singh 

Male 25 22 24 28 99 

Female 23 23 25 19 90 

Okara 
Male 36 27 6 58 127 

Female 27 25 35 13 100 

Vehari 
Male 37 22 33 19 111 

Female 41 21 32 17 111 

Bahawal 

Nagar 

Male 32 24 22 24 102 

Female 35 21 25 21 102 

Dera 

Ghazi.Khan 

Male 30 25 23 21 99 

Female 30 21 19 18 88 

Total  480 381 443 457 1761 
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3.4 Instrument of the Study 

Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TSES). 

To find out self-efficacy beliefs, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 

was used. This instrument was developed by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 

(2001). It consists of 24 items which are assessed on a 9-points continuum with 

anchors at 1—Nothing, 3—Very Little, 5—Some Influence, 7—Quite a Bit, and 

9—A Great Deal. The scale includes three 8-item subscales; Efficacy for 

instructional strategies, Efficacy for classroom management, and Efficacy for 

student engagement. Efficacy in Student Engagement factor contains items 1, 2, 4, 6, 

9, 12, 14, 22. Efficacy in Instructional Strategies factor contains items 7, 10, 11, 17, 

18, 20, 23, 24 and Efficacy in Classroom Management factor contains items 3, 5, 8, 

13, 15, 16, 19, 21. Reliability for the scale is reported to be .94 for long form (24 

items) and .93 for short form (12 items). Table 3.4 shows sub scale wise reliability 

of the original instrument. 

Table 3.4 

Descriptive Information for each Sub Scale of TSES 

Scale Name Scale Description Reliability Coefficient 

Engagement 

Measures teachers’ self 

efficacy regarding student 

engagement during the class. 
.87 

Instruction 

Evaluates teachers’ self 

efficacy in using appropriate 

instructional techniques and 

strategies.  

.91 

Management 

Assesses teachers’ self 

efficacy in classroom 

management skill. 
.90 

Overall  
Determines teachers’ sense of 

efficacy .94 

Source: Tschannen-Moran, M., &Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2007). The differential 

antecedents of self-efficacy beliefs of novice and experienced teachers. 

Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 944-956. 
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3.5 Validation and Pilot testing 

Long form TSES (24 items) was translated into Urdu for the purpose of this 

study. Experts’ opinion was sought for validation of the instrument (TSES) which was 

bilingual i.e. in Urdu and English languages. These five experts were professors and PhD 

scholars having a qualification of M.A. Urdu or M.A. English. Two of them were PhD in 

Education, one was an M. Phil in Education, one had a masters’ degree in English and 

Urdu, whereas one was an M.A. in English and TEFL. (Appendix A). All the five experts 

were requested to review the bilingual instrument to check their face and content validity. 

They also judged the difficulty level and suitability with respect to local environment. 

They also judged whether English and Urdu sentences communicate the same meanings. 

 After incorporating suggestions of these experts, the scale was pilot tested. The 

questionnaire was administered to 200 respondents (100 male and 100 female) other than 

those included in the sample for the purpose of pilot testing. The data acquired were 

analyzed to find out reliability coefficient Chronbach alpha. Its value was 0.96 which is 

acceptable according to guidelines given by Law (2004), “it will be rated excellent if the 

coefficient is greater than 0.80, adequate if it is from 0.60 to 0.79 and poor if it is less 

than 0.60.” Detailed description and factor-wise reliability of the instrument is given in 

table 3.5.  

Table 3.5 

Sub-Scale Wise Reliability of the Piloted Instrument 

Sr. 

No. Factor/ Sub Scale 

No. of 

Items 

Items numbers 

included in the 

factor 

Chronbach Alpha 

1 Efficacy in Student 

Engagement 

8 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 12, 

14, 22 
.90 

2 Efficacy in Instructional 

Strategies  

8 7, 10, 11, 17, 18, 

20, 23, 24 
.85 

3 Efficacy in Classroom 

Management 

8 3, 5, 8, 13, 15, 16, 

19, 21 
.91 
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In this study, reliability of the sub-scales as mentioned in table 3.5 is less 

than that of the overall scale. The three sub-scales consist 8 items each whereas 

the number of items in full instrument is 24. Pallant (2011) states that Cronbach 

alpha values depend upon the number of items in a scale. When there is small 

number of items, Chronbach alpha value is also small. With an increase in number 

of items, this value also increases. According to Schmitt (1996), Chronbach alpha 

increases with increase in length of the scale.  

 A bilingual version of this instrument (English and Urdu) was used to 

collect data. 

3.6 Data Collection Procedure 

Data was collected through personal visits of the researcher to the schools 

where teachers filled the questionnaires in their free periods. The teachers were prior 

contacted through telephonic conversation so that their availability was ensured 

during the planned visits. In this way researcher collected data from 1761 teachers.  

3.7 Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed with the help of computer software named as 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Following statistical techniques 

were used for analyzing and interpreting the data. 

i. Independent Sample t-test was applied to find out the difference in 

mean self-efficacy scores of the teachers using English and Urdu 

medium of instruction.  

ii. Two Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to find out the 

difference in mean self-efficacy scores of elementary school teachers 

using English and Urdu medium of instruction on the basis of gender, 

locality, school level, teacher designation, and length of service.   
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iii. Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to find out 

simultaneous difference in mean scores on the three sub scales of 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES). 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

Analysis and Interpretation of Data 

 
Data analysis procedure and interpretation of the results have been described 

in this chapter. The purpose of the study was to compare the self-Efficacy beliefs of 

English and Urdu Medium School teachers. Data were obtained through questionnaire 

i.e. “Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)” from sample of the study and were 

analyzed using Computer software Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 

version 18. Data analysis is reported into two sections i.e. Descriptive Statistics and 

Inferential Statistics. Description of sample of the study and demographic variables of 

the participants are reported in the section of the descriptive statistics whereas 

hypotheses testing and interpretation of the results are placed in the inferential 

statistics portion.  

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

In Table 4.1, gender-wise, locale-wise, school level wise and medium of 

Instruction wise sample distribution is reported.  Table revealed that sample was 

comprised of 880 (50%) male teachers and 881 (50 %) female teachers. Among the 

selected teachers 861 (48.9 %) were serving in Urban schools whereas 900 (51.1%) 

were rural teachers. Number of teachers taken from high schools was 747 (42.4 %) 

teachers, from middle schools 646 (36.7 %) and from primary schools 368 (20.9 %). 

Teachers using English as medium of instruction were 923 (52.4 %) whereas 838 

(47.6 %) teachers were using Urdu as medium of instruction. 
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Table 4.1  

Distribution of Sample by Gender, Locale, School Level, and Medium of Instruction 

 Respondents  N  Percentage  

Gender 
Male   880  50.0 

Female   881  50 .0 

Locale 
Urban   861   48.9 

Rural   900   51.1 

School Level 

High    747  42.4 

Middle 646   36.7 

Primary  368 20.9 

Medium of Instruction 
English   923 52.4 

Urdu   838  47.6 

 

  

 
 

Fig 4.1 Gender-wise, locale-wise, school level-wise & medium of instruction-wise 

distribution of the sample  
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4.2 Inferential Statistics 

 

Research Question No. 01 

Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ on their mean self-efficacy 

scores? 

Table 4.2 showed that t-value (11.618) is significant at α=0.05 because 

p=0.000 < α=0.05. Hence it is concluded that there is significant difference 

between mean self-efficacy scores of English and Urdu medium school teachers. 

Table 4.2 

Comparison of Self-efficacy beliefs between English and Urdu medium school 

teachers 

Medium of Instruction 

in Schools 

N Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Mean 

Difference 

t-

value 

p-value 

Urdu Medium 838 142.73 28.955 
15.87 11.618 0.000* 

English Medium 923 126.86 28.250 

*p<0.05  

Furthermore mean score, standard deviation and mean difference score are 

reported in table 4.2. Significant mean difference score shows that Urdu medium 

school teachers are more Self-Efficacious than English medium school teachers.  
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Research Question No. 02 

Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ in terms of mean scores 

on the three sub scales of ‘Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)’? 

In table 4.3, MANOVA results showed that F-value (F (3, 1757) =45.34, 

p=.000<0.01, Wilk‟s Lambda=.928) is significant. Hence it is concluded that English 

and Urdu medium school teachers differ significantly in terms of mean scores on the 

three sub scales of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES).  

Table 4.3  

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for the differences between English and Urdu 

medium school teachers on three sub scales of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES)  

Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

Wilks Lambda F-value Hypothesis df Error df Significance 

0.928 45.34 3 1757 0.000* 

*p<0.05 

The F-value for each sub-scale of TSES for medium of Instruction differences 

is reported in table 4.4. The values of mean difference for medium of instruction in 

table 4.4 revealed that all the three sub-scales of TSES viz. Efficacy in Student 

Engagement (F=122.09, p=0.000<0.01), Efficacy in Instructional Strategies 

(F=118.56, p=0.000<0.01), and Efficacy in classroom management (F=127.08, 

p=0.000<0.01) differ significantly in English and Urdu medium school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs. Urdu medium school teachers’ Efficacy in Student Engagement 

(M=46.67, S.D. =9.81), Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (M=48.27, S.D. =10.00), 

and Efficacy in classroom management (M=47.79, S.D. =10.31) is higher than that 

of English medium school teachers.  
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Table 4.4  

Uni-variate Analysis of Variance for the differences between English and Urdu 

medium school teachers on three sub scales of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) 

Univariate Analysis of Variance 

 

Scales 

Medium 

of 

Instruction 

in Schools 

N 
Mean 

Score 

Standard 

Deviation 

Mean 

Difference 

(UM-EM) 

F-

Value 
Significance 

Efficacy in 

Student 

Engagement 

Urdu 

Medium 
838 46.67 9.81 

5.02 122.09 0.000* 
English 

Medium 
923 41.54 9.66 

Efficacy in 

Instructional 

Strategies 

Urdu 

Medium 
838 48.27 10.00 

5.42 118.56 0.000* 
English 

Medium 
923 42.85 10.83 

Efficacy in 

classroom 

management 

Urdu 

Medium 
838 47.79 10.31 

5.41 127.08 0.000* 
English 

Medium 
923 42.48 9.46 

*p<0.05 
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Research Question No. 03 

Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ regarding gender on their 

mean self-efficacy scores? 

Table 4.5 

Descriptive statistic of English and Urdu medium school teachers on gender basis 

  N Mean SD 

Male 
English Medium 437 126.92 27.94 

Urdu Medium 443 145.18 27.58 

Female 
English Medium 486 126.81 28.56 

Urdu Medium 395 139.99 30.22 

 

Table 4.6 

ANOVA table for medium of instruction and gender for self-efficacy beliefs of 

teachers 

Sources Sum of 

Square 

Df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

Gender 3074.994 1 3074.994 3.773 .052 

Medium of Instruction 108144.596 1 108144.596 132.696 .000* 

Gender * Medium of 

Instruction 

2816.594 1 2816.594 3.456 .063 

Error 1431921.6 1757 814.981   

*p<0.05 

As depicted in table 4.6, self-efficacy beliefs scores of teachers were subjected 

to a two-way analysis of variance having two levels of gender (urban, rural) and two 

levels of medium of instruction (English, Urdu). 

The main effect of gender yielded an F ratio of F (1, 1757) =3.773, p < .05, 

indicating that the mean self efficacy score was non-significant, i.e. self-efficacy 

beliefs do not differ significantly for gender.   

The main effect of medium of instruction yielded an F ratio of F (1, 1757) 

=132.696, p < .001, indicating that the mean self efficacy score was significantly 

higher for the Urdu medium teachers (Male M = 145.18, SD = 27.58,  Female M = 
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139.99, SD = 30.22) than for the English medium teachers (Male M = 126.92, SD = 

27.94, Female M = 126.81, SD = 28.56). The interaction effect was non-significant, F 

(1, 1757) = 3.456, p > .05. 

Research Question No. 04 

Do English and Urdu medium school teachers differ regarding locale on their 

mean self-efficacy scores?  

Table 4.7 

Descriptive statistics of English and Urdu medium school teachers on locale basis 

  N Mean SD 

Urban 
English Medium 480 125.06 24.435 

Urdu Medium 381 139.45 27.803 

Rural 
English Medium 443 128.81 31.786 

Urdu Medium 457 145.47 29.635 

 

Table 4.8 

ANOVA table for Medium of Instruction and Locale for self-efficacy beliefs of 

teachers 

Sources Sum of 

Square 

Df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

Locale 10427.497 1 10427.497 12.841 .000* 

Medium of Instruction 105241.762 1 105241.762 129.600 .000* 

Locale * Medium of 

Instruction 

562.514 1 562.514 .693 .405 

Error 1426771.861 1757 812.050   

*p<0.05 

As shown in table 4.8, self-efficacy beliefs scores were subjected to a two-way 

analysis of variance having two levels of locale (urban, rural) and two levels of 

medium of instruction (English, Urdu). All effects were statistically significant at the 

.001 significance level. 

The main effect of locale yielded an F ratio of F(1, 1757) = 12.84, p < .001, 

indicating that the mean self efficacy score was significantly greater for rural teachers 
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(English medium M = 128.81, SD = 31.79, Urdu medium M = 145.47, SD = 29.64) 

than for urban teachers (English medium M = 125.06, SD = 24.44, Urdu medium M = 

139.45, SD = 27.80).  

The main effect of medium of instruction yielded an F ratio of F(1, 1757) = 

129.6, p < .001, indicating that the mean self efficacy score was significantly higher 

for the Urdu medium teachers (urban M = 139.45, SD = 27.80,  rural M = 145.47, SD 

= 29.64) than for the English medium teachers (urban M = 125.06, SD = 24.44, rural 

M = 128.81, SD = 31.79). The interaction effect was non-significant, F(1, 1757) = 

.693, p > .05. 

Research Question No. 05 

Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of school level i.e. Primary, Middle, and 

Secondary? 

 Table 4.9 

Descriptive statistics of English and Urdu medium school teachers on school level 

basis 

  N Mean 
Mean Difference 

UM – EM 
SD 

Primary 
English Medium 214 124.41 

32.21 
25.879 

Urdu Medium 154 156.62 26.733 

Middle English Medium 326 125.04 
16.32 

24.731 

Urdu Medium 320 141.36 27.835 

High 
English Medium 383 129.79 

8.28 
31.900 

Urdu Medium 364 138.07 29.082 
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Table 4.10 

ANOVA table for Medium of Instruction and School Level for self-efficacy beliefs of 

teachers 

Sources Sum of 

Square 

Df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

School Level 13849.20 2 6924.710 8.720 .000* 

Medium of Instruction 142017.681 1 142017.681 178.839 .000* 

School Level * Medium 

of Instruction 

34664.790 2 17332.395 21.826 .000* 

Error 1393662.862 1755 794.110   

*p<0.05 

A two-way ANOVA was conducted that examined the effect of teacher’s 

medium of instruction and their school level on self efficacy. The two-factor analysis 

of variance showed significant main effect for the school level, F(2, 1755) = 8.72, p < 

.05, indicating higher level of self efficacy for primary school teachers; significant 

main effect for the medium of instruction, F(1, 1755) =178.83, p < .05, indicating 

Urdu medium school teacher had higher self efficacy. Since the interaction between 

school level and medium of instruction was also significant, F(2, 1755) = 21.82, p <. 

05, a post hoc analysis with Tukey’s HSD was run. The results of post hoc seen in 

connection with descriptive statistic revealed that teachers who taught in primary 

schools and were using Urdu medium of instruction, had higher level of self efficacy 

than those teaching in middle or high schools irrespective of medium of instruction. 

They had also higher self efficacy level than teachers teaching in English medium 

primary schools. Table 4.11 shows the post hoc results.  
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Table 4.11 

Tukey HSD Comparison for Teachers' Self Efficacy 

(I) School 

level of 

respondent 

(J) School 

level of 

respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

High 
Middle .70 1.514 .888 -2.85 4.25 

Primary -4.07 1.795 .061 -8.28 .14 

Middle 
High -.70 1.514 .888 -4.25 2.85 

Primary -4.77
*
 1.840 .026 -9.08 -.45 

Primary 
High 4.07 1.795 .061 -.14 8.28 

Middle 4.77
*
 1.840 .026 .45 9.08 

* p < 0.05 

 

These results can also be understood well with the profile plot given below. 

 
 

Fig. 4.2 Comparison of Self-efficacy beliefs of school teachers on the basis of medium 

of instruction and school level
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Research Question No. 06 

Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ mean 

self-efficacy scores on the basis of designation i.e. PST, EST, SST, or other? 

Table 4.12 

Descriptive statistics of English and Urdu medium school teachers on designation 

basis 

  N Mean 
Mean Difference 

UM – EM 
SD 

PST 
English Medium 494 122.39 

17.44 
26.19 

Urdu Medium 465 139.83 28.84 

EST English Medium 408 130.14 
14.86 

28.74 

Urdu Medium 341 145.00 28.88 

SST 
English Medium 21 168.43 

- 7.71 
23.18 

Urdu Medium 32 160.72 25.36 

 

Table 4.13 

ANOVA table for Medium of Instruction and Designation for self-efficacy beliefs of 

teachers 

Sources Sum of 

Square 

df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

Designation 63719.220 2 31859.610 40.784 .000*
 

Medium of Instruction 6836.356 1 6836.356 8.751 .003*
 

Designation * Medium 

of Instruction 

7804.337 2 3902.169 4.995 .007*
 

Error 1370953.035 1755 781.170   

*p<0.05 

Table 4.13 shows the results for two-way ANOVA that was conducted to 

examine the effect of teacher’s medium of instruction and their job designation on self 

efficacy. The two-factor analysis of variance showed significant main effect for the 

job designation,  F(2, 1755) = 40.78, p < .05, indicating higher level of self efficacy of 

SSTs; significant main effect for the medium of instruction, F(1, 1755) = 8.75, p < .05, 

indicating Urdu medium school teachers’ higher self efficacy.  
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The interaction between teacher designation and medium of instruction being 

significant, F (2, 1755) = 4.99, p <. 05, post hoc analysis with Tukey’s HSD was also 

run (Table 4.14). The results of post hoc seen in combination with descriptive statistic 

revealed that teachers using Urdu medium of instruction have higher level of self 

efficacy irrespective of their job designation on the whole. A variation was seen, 

however, in case of SSTs where English medium SST’s (M = 168.43) had greater level 

of self efficacy than those teaching in Urdu medium schools (M = 160.72).  

Table: 4.14 

Tukey HSD Comparison for Teachers' Self Efficacy 

(I) 

Designation 

of 

respondent 

(J) 

Designation 

of 

respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

PST EST -6.06
*
 1.363 .000* -9.26 -2.87 

SST -32.93
*
 3.944 .000* -42.18 -23.68 

EST PST 6.06
*
 1.363 .000* 2.87 9.26 

SST -26.87
*
 3.973 .000* -36.18 -17.55 

SST PST 32.93
*
 3.944 .000* 23.68 42.18 

EST 26.87
*
 3.973 .000* 17.55 36.18 

* p < 0.05 
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Figure 4.3 gives the graphical illustration of the post hoc results. 

 
Figure 4.3 Comparison of school teachers’ self efficacy level on the basis of medium 

of instruction and designation  
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Research Question No. 07 

Is there any difference between English and Urdu medium school teachers’ 

mean self-efficacy scores on the basis of service length? 

Table 4.15 

Descriptive statistics of English and Urdu medium school teachers on the basis of 

service length in years 

  N Mean 
Mean Difference 

UM – EM 
SD 

0-5  
English Medium 87 132.84 

12.88 
25.672 

Urdu Medium 116 145.72 24.056 

6-10  
English Medium 103 134.17 

9.64 
25.604 

Urdu Medium 104 143.81 27.130 

11-15  
English Medium 166 128.08 

13.24 
29.308 

Urdu Medium 165 141.32 28.503 

16-20  
English Medium 209 126.67 

18.79 
27.800 

Urdu Medium 149 145.46 31.513 

21-25  
English Medium 316 121.25 

18.7 
27.272 

Urdu Medium 280 139.95 30.627 

Above 25  
English Medium 42 134.98 

13.9 
36.263 

Urdu Medium 24 148.88 22.640 

 

Table 4.16 

ANOVA table for Medium of Instruction and length of service for self-efficacy beliefs 

of teachers 

Sources Sum of 

Square 

df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

Length of service 21740.742 5 4348.148 5.392 .000* 

Medium of Instruction 56157.785 1 56157.785 69.644 .000* 

Length of service * 

Medium of Instruction 

5009.403 5 1001.881 1.242 .287 

Error 1410307.868 1749 806.351   

*p<0.05 

A two-way ANOVA, as reported in table 4.16, was conducted that examined 

the effect of teacher’s medium of instruction and their service length on self efficacy. 

The two-factor analysis of variance showed significant main effect for the service 
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length, F(5, 1749) = 5.39, p < .001, indicating higher level of self efficacy for school 

teachers whose service length is more than 25 years; significant main effect for the 

medium of instruction, F(1, 1749) = 69.64 < .001, indicating Urdu medium school 

teachers having higher self efficacy. The interaction effect for service length and 

medium of instruction was non-significant, F(5, 1749) = 1.24, p > .05.   
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CHAPTER 5 

Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Discussion and 

Recommendations  

5.1 Summary 

This section describes the summary, findings, conclusions, discussion, and 

recommendations made on the basis of data analysis. 

The purpose of the study was to compare self-efficacy beliefs of school 

teachers who were teaching mathematics and/or science (classes 1-8) using English 

and Urdu as medium of instruction and determine whether the English medium school 

teachers feel themselves more efficacious or those who are teaching using Urdu as 

medium of instruction. 

The objectives set for the current study were to; 

1. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs.  

2. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on gender basis.  

3. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on locale basis.  

4. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of school level (primary, middle, 

secondary). 

5. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of their job designation i.e. PST, EST, SST, 

or other. 
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6. compare English and Urdu medium elementary school teachers’ self-

efficacy beliefs on the basis of service length. 

 The study deals with seven research questions. The data were collected by 

using a bilingual version (English and Urdu) of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk (2001). The instrument was 

administered during personal visits of the researcher to the schools where teachers 

filled the questionnaires in their free periods. The teachers were prior contacted 

through telephonic conversation so that their availability was ensured during the 

planned visits. In this way researcher collected data from 1761 teachers. 

The collected data were analyzed through computer software named Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version17. According to the nature of the data 

and to address the research questions, statistical techniques such as descriptive 

statistics, independent samples t-test, Two Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) were used. 

5.2 Findings 

On the basis of data analysis with the use of above mentioned statistical tests, 

main findings of the study were:  

1. There is significant difference between mean self-efficacy scores of 

English and Urdu medium school teachers. Significant mean difference score 

shows that Urdu medium school teachers (M= 142.73, SD=28.955) are more 

Self-Efficacious than English medium school teachers (M= 126.86, 

SD=28.250); t= 11.618, p= 0.05 (table 4.2). 

2. MANOVA results showed that F-value F (3, 1757) =45.34, p=.000<0.05, 

Wilk‟s Lambda=0.928) is significant. It concludes that English and Urdu 
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medium school teachers differ significantly in terms of mean scores on the 

three sub scales of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (table 4.3). The 

values of mean difference for medium of instruction revealed that all the three 

sub-scales of TSES viz. Efficacy in Student Engagement (F=122.09, 

p=0.000<0.05), Efficacy in Instructional Strategies (F=118.56, p=0.000<0.05), 

and Efficacy in classroom management (F=127.08, p=0.000<0.05) differ 

significantly in English and Urdu medium school teachers’ self-efficacy 

beliefs. Furthermore, Urdu medium school teachers’ Efficacy was higher than 

English medium school teachers in Student Engagement (Urdu medium 

M=46.67, SD = 9.81, English medium M=41.54, SD=9.66), Instructional 

Strategies (Urdu medium M=48.27, SD =10.00, English medium M=42.85, 

SD=10.83), and classroom management (Urdu medium M=47.79, SD =10.31, 

English medium M=42.48, SD=9.46) (table 4.4). 

3. The two way ANOVA results showed that main effect for gender with an F 

value of F (1, 1757) =3.773, p < .05, was non-significant, i.e. self-efficacy 

beliefs do not differ significantly for gender. However, the main effect for 

medium of instruction produced an F value of F (1, 1757) =132.696, p < .05, 

indicating that the mean self efficacy score was significantly higher for the 

Urdu medium teachers (Male M = 145.18, SD = 27.58,  Female M = 139.99, 

SD = 30.22) than for the English medium teachers (Male M = 126.92, SD = 

27.94, Female M = 126.81, SD = 28.56). The interaction effect was non-

significant, F (1, 1757) = 3.456, p > .05 (table 4.6). 

4. The results of two way ANOVA showed that the main effect of locale with an 

F value F (1, 1757) = 12.84, p < .05, was significant. The mean scores and 

standard deviation indicated that rural teachers (English medium M = 128.81, 
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SD = 31.79, Urdu medium M = 145.47, SD = 29.64) had higher self-efficacy 

than urban teachers (English medium M = 125.06, SD = 24.44, Urdu medium 

M = 139.45, SD = 27.80). The main effect of medium of instruction was also 

significant at F value of F (1, 1757) = 129.6, p < .05, indicating that the mean 

self efficacy score was significantly higher for the Urdu medium teachers 

(urban M = 139.45, SD = 27.80, rural M = 145.47, SD = 29.64) than for the 

English medium teachers (urban M = 125.06, SD = 24.44, rural M = 128.81, 

SD = 31.79). The interaction effect was non-significant, F (1, 1757) = .693, p 

> .05 (table 4.8). 

5. Analysis of variance revealed that there was a significant main effect for the 

school level, F(2, 1755) = 8.72, p < .05, indicating higher level of self efficacy 

for primary school teachers. Main effect for medium of instruction was also 

significant, F(1, 1755) =178.83, p < .05, indicating Urdu medium school 

teachers had higher self efficacy (table 4.10). Interaction between school level 

and medium of instruction also being significant, F (2, 1755) = 21.82, p <. 05, 

further analysis was done. The results seen combined with descriptive 

statistics showed that teachers teaching in primary schools and using Urdu 

medium of instruction, had higher level of self efficacy than those teaching in 

middle or high schools irrespective of medium of instruction. They had higher 

self efficacy level than teachers teaching in English medium primary schools 

also (table 4.11).  

6. Significant main effect for job designation was found in a two factor analysis 

of variance, F (2, 1755) = 40.78, p < .05, which indicates higher level of self 

efficacy of SSTs. Main effect for medium of instruction was also found 

significant, F(1, 1755) = 8.75, p < .05, indicating Urdu medium school 
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teachers’ higher self efficacy (table 4.13). The interaction effect between 

teacher designation and medium of instruction was also significant, F (2, 

1755) = 4.99, p <. 05. Post hoc comparisons with Tukey’s HSD in connection 

with descriptive statistics revealed that teachers using Urdu medium of 

instruction had higher level of self efficacy irrespective of their job 

designation on the whole. A variation was seen, however, in case of SSTs 

where English medium SST’s (M = 168.43) had greater level of self efficacy 

than those teaching in Urdu medium schools (M = 160.72) (table 4.14). 

7. The effect of teachers’ medium of instruction and their service length was 

examined by conducting a two way analysis of variance which showed 

significant main effect for the service length, F(5, 1749) = 5.39, p < .05, 

indicating higher level of self efficacy for school teachers whose service 

length is more than 25 years. Main effect for medium of instruction was also 

significant F(1, 1749) = 69.64 < .05, indicating Urdu medium school teachers 

having higher self efficacy. The interaction effect for service length and 

medium of instruction was non-significant, F (5, 1749) = 1.24, p > .05 (table 

4.16).   

5.3 Conclusions 

 The conclusions of the study drawn on the basis of the findings are as 

follows: 

1. Teacher teaching in the Urdu mode of instruction have a higher level of 

self-efficacy than the teachers working with English medium instruction. It 

means that Urdu medium school teachers perceive themselves more 
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capable of performing their duties regarding teaching and achieving the 

desired outcomes than those who are teaching using English as medium of 

their instruction.  

2. Both Urdu and English medium teachers have different self-efficacy levels on 

the three sub-factors of teacher efficacy. Urdu medium teachers have higher 

levels of self-efficacy on all the three sub-factors viz. student engagement, 

instructional strategies, and classroom management. In other words, the 

teachers who use Urdu while teaching mathematics or science, feel more 

comfortable and at ease ensuring student involvement in the lesson, using 

appropriate strategies that may enhance student learning, and dealing 

effectively and wisely with different classroom situations to manage the 

process of teaching and learning smoothly than their counterparts i.e. teachers 

serving in an EMI (English as medium of instruction) environment.  

3. No difference is there between male and female teachers on their self-efficacy 

scores meaning that their self-efficacy levels are almost the same. However, 

medium of instruction is found to be a differentiating factor. Urdu medium 

teachers whether they are male or female have greater level of efficacy than 

those whose language of teaching is English.  

4. Teachers who are doing their job in rural areas have higher efficacy level than 

those teaching in urban areas irrespective of what medium of instruction they 

are teaching in. Moreover, Urdu medium teacher, no matter which 

demographic area their schools are located in, have greater levels of self-

efficacy.  

5. School level variable has a significant effect of teacher efficacy. Teachers 

teaching in primary schools are more self efficacious than those teaching in 
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middle and high schools. Medium of instruction also has an impact on 

teachers’ self-efficacy with Urdu medium teachers having higher level of self-

efficacy. It means that teachers of Urdu medium of instruction feel they can 

more effectively impart knowledge and ensure achievement of students’ 

learning outcomes than English medium teachers. The results further suggest 

that teachers teaching in primary schools and using Urdu medium of 

instruction, had higher level of self efficacy than those teaching in middle or 

high schools irrespective of medium of instruction. They had higher self 

efficacy level than teachers teaching in English medium primary schools also.  

6. Job designation is a strong predictor of teacher efficacy. SSTs possess a higher 

level of efficacy than the PSTs and ESTs. Regardless of their designation, 

Urdu medium school teachers have greater self-efficacy on the whole. 

However, a reciprocal phenomenon is there in case of SSTs i.e. English 

medium SSTs have higher efficacy level than Urdu medium SSTs. Apparently 

this result seems contradictory to the conclusion 5 where the teachers teaching 

in primary schools are found to be more efficacious. The reason for this 

discrepancy is that the number of SSTs in the sample is very small (53) as 

compared to PSTs (959). These PSTs are not from primary schools only, 

rather from primary portion of middle and high schools also. Besides being in 

small number, SSTs’ mean score is greater than PSTs and ESTs. Mean is 

sensitive to extreme values/outliers, especially when the sample size is small 

(Dawson, & Trapp, 2004). It may be confusing to use it in measuring central 

tendency for skewed distribution (Swinscow, & Campbell, 2003).  

7. Teachers’ length of service has an effect on their self efficacy. Teachers 

having more than 25 years of teaching experience have higher level of self-
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efficacy than those with less than 25 years’ service length. Whereas Urdu 

medium teachers possess high efficacy than English medium teachers 

whatever their length of service is.  

5.4 Discussion 

 The study at hand explores the self-efficacy beliefs of school teachers teaching 

mathematics and science to class 1-8. A comparison of efficacy beliefs of teachers 

using English as medium of instruction is made with efficacy beliefs of those teachers 

who teach these two subjects with Urdu as their language of teaching and 

communication in the classroom. The purpose of the study is to determine the 

effectiveness of English medium instruction and come to the conclusion whether 

teachers feel themselves comfortable and capable of achieving teaching targets using 

this new medium for their instruction. After the implementation of EMI policy in 

Pakistan in the near past, especially in the Punjab province, little empirical research 

has been done on this innovation. The present study is the first one of its kind in the 

Pakistani context. The findings of different research questions are discussed below.   

 Research question 1 

 The analysis regarding research question 1 reveals that Urdu medium school 

teachers have a higher level of self-efficacy as compared to English medium teachers, 

meaning that the teachers who teach using Urdu as language of instruction perceive 

themselves more capable of bringing desired teaching-learning outcomes than the 

teachers who use English as medium of instruction. This result is in line with the 

study conducted in Hong Kong during the phase of change in medium of instruction 

(Tse, Shum, Ki, & Wong, 2001) where most of the teachers believed that the native 
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language medium of instruction was easy to use for the teachers than a foreign 

language of instruction. It instilled students with motivation to learn, encouraged them 

to carry on with their studies up to higher education, and education quality also 

increased. Same results were found in the university context by Flowerdew, et al. 

(2000) who contended that the lecturers of Hong Kong universities felt problems in 

applying English medium of instruction. They thought the local language—Chinese in 

this case—was necessary to use in the class.  

Quite different findings were obtained by How (2008) who in an investigation 

of efficacy beliefs of teachers in a Malaysian state with a sample of teachers who had 

been teaching mathematics or science in primary schools reported that these teachers 

had high levels of efficacy expressing the beliefs that they could do well in teaching 

using a foreign language (English) without being affected by any external factor. 

Another study conducted in Hong Kong by Tung, Lam, and Tsang (1997), however, 

gained the mixed results. The respondents (teachers) were split in their beliefs about 

medium of instruction. Some of them perceived using English medium of instruction 

more convenient, some felt difficulty regarding English as medium and preferred 

Chinese (local language of Hong Kong) medium of instruction especially at lower 

grade levels, some others opined that they would feel more efficacious if they use a 

mixture of both these languages. 

One possible reason for this discrepancy possibly lies in context variations 

across the societies. Pakistanis are a multilingual society. A host of regional languages 

along with national language (Urdu) are spoken in different areas of the country. 

English being an important language and Arabic being the language of religion have 

also their importance. In this context, code-switching and frequent use of local 

language is a common practice with Pakistani teachers. It is not surprising that they 
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feel themselves more efficacious while using Urdu as their language of instruction 

than in an English medium instructional setup.  

 Research question 2 

The finding regarding research question 2 of this study is that Urdu medium 

teachers have higher levels of self-efficacy on all the three sub-factors viz. efficacy 

for student engagement, efficacy for instructional strategies, and efficacy for 

classroom management, i.e. they feel more confident they can ensure student 

involvement in the lesson, can efficiently use appropriate strategies that may enhance 

student learning, and can cope effectively and wisely with different classroom 

situations to manage the process of teaching and learning smoothly than their 

counterparts i.e. teachers serving in an EMI (English as medium of instruction) 

environment.  

The researcher could find no study on teacher efficacy in terms of the three 

sub scales of TSES in connection to the medium of instruction, though some 

researchers have studied these sub scales in relation to other factors like school level 

(Wolters, & Daugherty, 2007; Shaukat, & Iqbal, 2012), and gender (Klassen, & Chiu, 

2010; Rubie-Davies, Flint, & McDonald, 2012). 

Research question 3 

No difference is found regarding gender on teachers’ self-efficacy scores. It 

means that both male and female teachers are on the same level regarding their beliefs 

about how much they are capable of doing for better achievement of learning 

outcomes. Medium of instruction, however, is the differentiating factor regardless of 

the gender variable. In general Urdu medium teachers have high self-efficacy than 

English medium teachers. Because research regarding medium of instruction variable 

is almost non-existent in the literature, this finding can be claimed to have partial 
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congruence with the previous research. Several researches done on teacher efficacy in 

different countries of the world have reported the same results finding no effect of 

gender on teachers’ self-efficacy (Al-Watban, 2012; Celik, 2013; Mir, 2003; 

Senemoglu, Demlrel, Yagci, & Ustundag, 2009; Tajeddin, & Khodaverdi, 2011; 

Tejeda-Delgado, 2009). 

Some other studies have reported contrary findings. Karimvand’s (2011) study 

in the Iranian context, for example came with finding that female teachers possess 

higher level of self-efficacy than male teachers. A number of other studies (Lee, 

Buck, & Midgley, 1992; Rubie-Davies, Flint, & McDonald, 2012;Sridhar, & Badiei, 

2008) in different contexts also reported female teachers having a higher level of 

efficacy than males. Possible reason for this deviation is that in many countries 

mostly, if not only, female teachers are appointed to teach at lower grade levels. The 

number of male teachers in lower grade classes is very small. In this situation, it is not 

unlikely that female teachers, being the dominant gender in teaching, feel themselves 

more confident in producing desired outcomes than male teachers. 

Another phenomenon is casually found in the literature on teacher efficacy 

though not generally, i.e. male teachers showing greater self-efficacy than female 

teachers. Klassen and Chiu (2010), for instance, found that female teachers had lower 

“classroom management self-efficacy” (a sub factor of teacher efficacy) than their 

male counterparts. There are some other studies (ÇAKIROĞLU and IŞIKSAL, 2009; 

Hackett & Betz, 1989; Pajares & Miller, 1994) who found the same results with males 

being more self-efficacious. Such studies are usually conducted on mathematics 

teachers’ efficacy beliefs. The fact that males are better performers on mathematics 

than females may be the possible reason for this discrepancy.   
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 Research question 4 

The study reveals that teachers teaching in schools located in the rural areas 

have higher self-efficacy level than those teaching in urban area schools irrespective 

of their medium of instruction. Moreover, Urdu medium teachers, no matter which 

demographic area their schools are located in, have greater levels of self-efficacy. 

Putting aside the medium of instruction due to non-availability of research on this 

variable, the finding of this study is consistent with the previous research in that some 

researchers (Cotton, 1996; Loup, 1994; Sisk, 1996) found positive relationship of 

school locale with teacher efficacy. Though these researches did not report what 

locale, urban or rural, accounted for higher teacher efficacy. There are some studies 

(Mishra, & Acharya, 2011; Murshidi, 2005; Padala, 2012), however, that show no 

effect of school locale on teacher efficacy.  

On surface looking, this finding of the study seems strange. The conventional 

wisdom may suggest that urban teachers generally have better facilities, better 

chances of training and professional development, and so many other advantages. 

Consequently, they should hold a stronger sense of efficacy. And if not, they should at 

least be equal to rural teachers on efficacy level. One possible reason for this strange 

looking finding may be rural teachers’ carelessness or high enthusiastic responses 

without understanding the statements fully. The other reason may be that during the 

last five or six years, only teachers with a science degree (F. Sc. or B.Sc.) have been 

inducted to the teaching workforce. Majority of these teachers are appointed in rural 

areas where the posts were lying vacant. Obviously teachers having science 

background may have higher self-efficacy as compared to teachers having a 

humanities degree.   
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 Research question 5 

The finding regarding research questions 5 is that teachers teaching in primary 

schools have stronger sense of self-efficacy than those teachers who are teaching in 

middle or high schools. Medium of instruction has also an important role in shaping 

self-efficacy beliefs of teachers in that the Urdu medium teachers have higher self-

efficacy levels than English medium teachers, expressing their capability of 

transferring knowledge to and ensuring the required learning outcomes of students in 

a better way than English medium teachers. Especially those Urdu medium teachers 

who teach in primary schools have higher levels of self-efficacy than middle or high 

school teachers, and primary school English medium teachers also. It means that 

along with medium of instruction, school level is an important predictor of teacher 

efficacy. These results are generally consistent with Wolters and Daugherty’s (2007) 

study who found that elementary teachers had higher self-efficacy for student 

engagement than teachers of junior high or high schools. Shaukat and Iqbal (2012) 

also found that elementary teachers had greater efficacy level than high school 

teachers. Another study (Tschannen-Moran, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007), however found 

no relationship between school level and teachers’ sense of efficacy.  

 A probable justification for primary school level teachers’ high self-efficacy 

is that in Pakistan, especially in the Punjab province, the posts of PSTs in primary, 

middle and high schools located in areas that are considered privileged in some 

respect,  are generally occupied by old teachers having some political influence in 

school education department. These teachers are mostly those who joined the 

profession one or two decades ago and they have generally low qualification. When 

the government declared to convert some selected schools to be English medium 

schools, all these schools were included in the list. Consequently, posts for new 
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appointments that were made on the basis of candidates’ science degree were vacant 

in the rest of the schools. Since majority of these schools have primary status and 

remain Urdu medium as well, the results could be so. 

 Research question 6 

The study finds that Job designation predicts teacher efficacy strongly. SSTs 

have a stronger sense of efficacy than PSTs and ESTs, whereas Urdu medium PSTs 

and ESTs are better than English medium PSTs and ESTs on self-efficacy scores. 

However, SSTs of English medium schools have higher level of self-efficacy than 

Urdu medium SSTs. Higher grade level teachers (SSTs in this case) having higher 

level of efficacy than lower grade level teachers (PSTs and ESTs in this study) is a 

result found in this study which is totally inconsistent with the previous research 

(Egger, 2006; Fives & Buehl, 2010; Fives & Looney, 2009; Klassen, & Chiu, 2010; 

Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla, 1996; Soodak, & Podell, 1996; Wolters, & Daugherty, 

2007). 

Reason for this inconsistence lies in the difference of culture and situation. 

Above cited studies belong to those countries where teachers are appointed to teacher 

a specific grade level and they only teach to those levels. Whereas in Pakistan, it is a 

common practice that due to one or the other reason, teachers of high designations 

may be given some periods at lower grade level which is not in their job description 

and vice versa. The present study was conducted on teachers who teach mathematics 

and/or science to students who are in grades ranging from one to eight. Secondary 

School Teachers (SSTs), as the very name suggests, are appointed to teach at grade 

nine and ten level. They are required higher academic as well professional 

qualifications. A total of 53 SSTs were found in this study teaching mathematics 
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and/or science to grade sex, seven or eight. It can be understood that such teachers 

may express higher levels of efficacy.   

 Research question 7 

Analysis regarding this research question reveals that Urdu medium teachers 

whether they are more or less experienced, possess higher levels of self-efficacy. 

Teachers’ length of service counts for  their self efficacy in that the teachers having 

more than 25 years of teaching experience have higher level of self-efficacy than 

those with less than 25 years’ service length. The other sub-groups on teaching 

experience in years (0-5, 5-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25) expressed almost the same lower 

teacher efficacy.  

This finding is congruent with the previous research conducted in different 

countries of the world (Chan, 2008; Hoy, & Woolfolk, 1993; Nabeel, & Zafar, 2011; 

Soodak, & Podell, 1996; Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2007). Tshannen-Moran and Hoy 

(2007) relate this increased efficacy of more experienced teachers to efficacy sources. 

To them, verbal persuasion is a better predictor of less experienced teachers’ self-

efficacy because “teachers who are struggling in their early years in their careers tend 

to lean more heavily on the support of their colleagues” (p.953). Whereas more 

experienced teachers generally take the advantage of their mastery experience—the 

strongest source of efficacy—since they have relatively long career with the 

experience of successes in their professional lives.  

5.5 Recommendations 

 Based on the findings of the study, the following steps have been 

recommended to be taken by the concerned authorities. 

1. The findings of this study in consistence with the previous research indicate 
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that teaching through a native, local, or national language is a better predictor 

of teachers’ confidence in their abilities as compared to teaching through a 

foreign language in that both the teachers and students having low proficiency 

in the foreign language, may feel it difficult to cater the desired outcomes. The 

government should rethink over and revise the decision of implementing 

English medium instruction from beginning. It is recommended that a deep 

probe in the matter be made and Urdu medium of instruction, at least from 

grade one to grade eight, be reinstated. 

2. If, however, the decision is to be kept unaltered, mathematics and science 

should be taught by SSTs of science background at grade six to grade eight as 

in Pakistani context, they have expressed strong confidence in their abilities. 

Additionally, because they have studied both or one of these subjects in 

English medium at graduation level and are likely to have greater ability to 

foster students’ better achievement. 

3. English medium teachers, having lower self-efficacy, need to be trained 

regarding language proficiency, content matter, instructional strategies, 

students’ engagement, and classroom management. The training period should 

be fairly long because short period training is likely to end with no actual 

benefits. 

4. Teachers with more experience are reported to be more efficacious. So it 

would be beneficial to provide less experienced teachers with opportunities to 

observe their seniors. The observation can be in any form like team teaching, 

mentoring, or non-participant observations. 
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5. Without adequate proficiency in English, the teachers are unable to put their 

best efforts to realize the achievement of student learning outcomes. It is, 

therefore suggested that language skills of English medium teachers be 

developed through relatively long term workshops, refresher courses on 

communication skills, seminars on vocabulary and grammatical structures, 

mentoring, and modeling so that they may be able to manage their duties in a 

meaningful, effective, and easy way. 

6. Because mathematics and science are the subjects that require deeper level 

thinking as compared to other subjects, it is recommended that teaching of 

these subjects be assisted with multimedia projectors. Multimedia adds 

valuable visual aspect to learning and it is hoped that its use  in the classroom 

might increase students’ learning and decrease teachers’ stress and burdon. 

5.6 Directions for further research 

Keeping in view the potential benefit of teacher efficacy construct and certain 

constraints that may have impeded its thorough understanding, following directions 

for future research have been suggested. 

1. The construct of teacher efficacy has been investigated for having any 

relationship with many students as well as teachers’ characteristics like student 

achievement, student motivation, teacher motivation, teacher burnout, 

teachers’ reaction to change and innovation, etc. Majority of these studies has 

been of comparative or correlational nature. Further research should focus the 

process through which efficacy affects human behavior. 
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2. As the study at hand intended to compare teachers’ efficacy beliefs with 

respect to medium of instruction, only a small proportion of the population 

was included in the sample. A large proportion may have been neglected due 

to the fact that the researcher had to take as sample only those teachers who 

were teaching to grade levels (grade 1,2,3,6, and 7) that had been converted to 

English medium at the time of data collection. This limitation may have 

swayed the results. Therefore, future research should consider more 

representative sample  

3. Findings of the study regarding teacher characteristics provide ample grounds 

for future research to investigate more closely the teacher characteristics for 

relationship with school and teacher factors. The essence of teaching lies not 

only in the academic aspect of the classroom but also in the socio-emotional 

atmosphere created by the teachers (Babad, 2009). These social interactions 

and relationships depend heavily on teachers’ attributes; hence research 

exploring deeply the qualities of teachers that enhance students’ academic and 

social outcomes is needed.  

4. Teachers vary in their backgrounds, abilities, demographic characteristics, 

teaching context, skills, and son many other factors. Large or medium scale 

studies may not be able to address all the issues and it is possible that some 

certain unique variables are left unfolded. It is therefore recommended that 

small scale studies especially action research be conducted for further and 

better understanding of the construct of teachers’ self-efficacy. 
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