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Abstract. This study investigated primary school teachers” self-efficacy
beliefs regarding online teaching during the Covid-19 pandemic and
whether it determines any significant differences in self-efficacy levels
based on different demographic data. A quantitative and qualitative
survey method was employed. The data was collected from primary
school teachers in Qatar public schools using a web-based survey that
assessed self-efficacy in three areas: Students Engagement, Classroom
Management, and Instructional Strategies. Four open-ended questions
were included in determining the challenges faced by teachers, coping
strategies, and the support needed and received. A total of 514 teachers
voluntarily completed the survey. The results showed that elementary
school teachers actively reported self-efficacy beliefs in online teaching.
T-test and ANOVA analysis revealed significant differences between
primary school teachers” self-efficacy and years of experience in the three
fields. However, no significant differences were found between self-
efficacy, gender, and age in the area. Results indicated that the more years
of experience teachers have, the more self-efficacy they perceive. The
open-ended questions’ results showed that unmotivated students were
the most frustrating challenge primary teachers faced in online teaching.
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Therefore, contacting parents was highly prioritized by teachers for
coping with this challenge. Besides, professional training was the main
support received, but more practical and interactive workshops are still
needed. This research can provide educators with insights on
implementing technology effectively in their online classrooms and
adapting to challenging times to achieve a smooth and effective learning
process.

Keywords. self-efficacy; online teaching; COVID-19 pandemic;
emergency online teaching; teachers’ self-efficacy

1. Introduction

The 2020 COVID-19 pandemic has exposed teachers to the pressures of potential
uncertainty. Rapid changes in educational delivery techniques have hampered
teachers’ ability to adapt to changing situations (Baloran & Hernan, 2020). Given
that the epidemic is far from over, online learning is seen as the best answer for
the time being since teachers will need to become proficient and adaptable to this
new standard in a pedagogical context. Therefore, educational researchers have
repeatedly stressed the importance of teaching efficacy, as it is the key contributor
to both students” and schools” academic achievement (Hodges et al., 2020).

One essential goal of Qatar’s educational reforms is to improve teaching quality
to ultimately develop student achievement (Al-Thani & Nasser, 2012). Since all
schools aim to offer quality education, it is essential to investigate personal
teaching efficacy regarding emergency online teaching (EOT). Research findings
have demonstrated that teachers’ effectiveness required for EOT is somewhat
different from that demanded by traditional face-to-face instruction (Loeb, 2020).
In EOT, mainly when teaching lower grades, it is much more challenging to
maintain students’ attention, carry out discussions, progress tracking, and
provide student assistance (Hallman, 2020; Hechter & Vermette, 2013).

Qatar’s Government Education system is comprised of four school levels:
preschool levels (aged 3-5); primary levels (age 6-12, grade 1-6); preparatory
(Grade 7-9), and secondary levels (Grade 10-12). The population of teachers in
Qatar’s government schools is nearly 12,500 (Planning and Statistics Authority,
2019). Almost half (52%) of Qatar’s government school teachers are primary
school teachers (Planning and Statistics Authority, 2019). According to the Qatar
Statistical Profile (Planning and Statistics Authority, 2019), there are 6500 primary
teachers in Qatar. 516 are male teachers, constituting just 8 percent of the total
population, while female teachers account for 5,984 of the targeted population or
92 percent. The primary government school teachers are divided across 122
government schools, with 63 boys’ schools and 59 girls” schools (Planning and
Statistics Authority, 2019).

As for the Qatari government schools’ response to COVID- 19, the Ministry of
Education and Higher Education (MOEHE) adapted distance learning to
efficiently prevent the spread of COVID- 19, ensuring that all learners can
continue their education and that their studies are prioritized (MOEHE, 2020).
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Accordingly, teachers had to acquire new skill sets quickly. Additionally, they
had to liaise with other educators to shed some light on the accelerated transition
from face-to-face teaching to distance learning (Loeb, 2020). In this regard, most
existing studies of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have mainly focused on the
traditional face-to-face classroom context. However, little is known about self-
efficacy in emergency online classrooms. This requires research in the online
teaching self-efficacy context. Thus, the research aimed to investigate primary
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs related to full-scale online teaching in the context of
the Covid-19 pandemic. Furthermore, the study aimed to determine if there are
variations in self-efficacy in relation to variables such as gender, age, and teaching
experience.

2. Literature Review

The conceptual framework on which this study is based on Bandura’s theory
(1993) that describes teacher efficacy as a cognitive mechanism in which persons
build perceptions about their ability to succeed at a specified performance level.
In a similar sense, a person’s self-efficacy is confidence in their capability to
complete particular tasks (Goddard et al., 2004). Goddard et al. (2004) asserted
that it is not an evaluative judgment about what has been done; instead, it is a
judgment about what can be done. This study identifies teacher self-efficacy as
primary governmental school teachers’ perceptions about their abilities to
accomplish the professional tasks to facilitate the students’ knowledge
development.

Based on Bandura’s (1977) theory, four factors affect efficacy beliefs. First, the
mastery experiences act as ability indicators. The second factor that affects efficacy
beliefs is vicarious experiences that modify efficacy perceptions by
communicating qualifications and contrasting them with other people’s
achievements (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). A further efficacy impact factor is
verbal persuasion, which influences teachers’ self-efficacy by encouraging and
supporting their abilities (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Finally, the concluding
impact factor is states of physiology, both negative and positive emotions, such as
tension/stress and excitement/happiness, that can influence efficacy (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998).

2.1 Teacher efficacy

As Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy construct began to spread, educators and
researchers observed a significant difference between Rotter’s theory, which
focused on effective behavior, and Bandura’s theory, which focused on efficacy
beliefs. Irrespective of their differences, both approaches are deemed equivalent
(Tschannen-Moran et al.,, 1998). Rotters’ self-efficacy discusses a person’s
perception of the impact of behavior on outcomes, in contrast to the theory of self-
efficacy, where Bandura discusses the assumption that a person’s acquired traits
can achieve such results (Bandura, 1977). Following both approaches, Tschannen-
Moran et al. (1998) conducted a teacher efficacy model. Within the integrated
model, the four critical factors of self-efficacy beliefs are assumed to influence
teacher efficacy. Moreover, it is within the social cognitive process, indicating that
teacher efficacy beliefs are developed within social parameters.
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Regarding the teacher efficacy model, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998)
recommended that the teacher efficacy measurement assess two central
components: analysis of teaching tasks and assessment of personal teaching
competency. Teachers primarily analyze the required tasks and then evaluate
their teaching competency to judge their efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
One of the most powerful features of this model is its cyclical nature, as every
newly mastered experience influences potential expectations regarding self-
efficacy. Higher efficacy expectations lead to better efforts and perseverance,
which ultimately leads to improved outcomes. Hence, it can be concluded that
better short-term effects contribute to higher long-term efficacy expectations
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Several studies have demonstrated the importance of teachers’ self-efficacy as the
main factor of education quality and learning outcomes (Affouneh et al., 2020;
Allinder, 1994; Infurna, 2016; Lin & Zheng, 2015; Riggs & Enochs, 1990;). Teachers’
perception of their self-efficacy can affect students” success (Lin, & Zheng, 2015),
as teachers’ self-efficacy affects their decisions in choosing learning activities
within the classroom (Sahertian & Soetjipto, 2011). The stronger the belief in self-
efficacy, the more successful one’s coping attempts (Bandura & Adams, 1977).
Highly officious teachers tackle disruptive situations with the belief and
confidence that they will exert power to reduce disruption. They tend to put extra
effort into displaying higher organizational and planning skills (Allinder, 1994).

In contrast, a low level of teaching efficacy correlates with teachers’ attitudes
regarding their ability to positively influence their students and improve their
learning skills (Robinia & Anderson, 2010). Less assertive teachers can feel
hopeless, avoid complex tasks, and often give up quickly because they do not
believe in a successful outcome (Riggs, 1995; Lin & Zheng, 2015). As a result, the
lower the teachers’ self-efficacy, the less time they devote to their duties (Wong,
2003).

2.2 Teacher self-efficacy and Online Teaching

Extensive studies have examined teachers’ self-efficacy in the face-to-face
teaching mode (Alhasni, 2017; Mehdinezhad, 2012; Infurna, 2016; Lumpe et al.,
2012; Voris, 2011). Positive results were reported in some studies, such as Voris’
(2011) study carried out on special education teachers in Kentucky, Kim and
Kim’s (2010) survey on early childhood teachers’ self-efficacy in South Korea, and
Chang et al. (2001) survey on university teachers in Taiwan. However, these
studies pose a direct conflict with Wong's (2003) study, which revealed low self-
efficacy levels when undertaking online tasks.

Although numerous studies have explored teachers’ self-efficacy, there has been
little study on self-efficacy in an online setting. However, in Canada, school and
university teachers reported low to intermediate levels of self-efficacy in both
educational methods and student interaction domains (Sokal et al., 2020). while
teachers revealed low self-efficacy levels in undertaking online tasks during the
pandemic in United States (Pressley & Ha, 2021) and Italy (Cataudella et al., 2021)
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Several studies have been conducted to explore the relationship between specific
demographic variables and teacher self-efficacy. Several researchers have
observed a positive relationship between self-efficacy levels and the number of
years in teaching experience. It was discovered that more experienced teachers
perceived themselves as highly efficient in teaching compared to those with less
experience (Alhasni, 2017; Mehdinezhad, 2012; Chang et al., 2011; Infurna, 2016).
In contrast, Lee and Tsai (2010) found a significantly greater self-efficacy among
less experienced teachers than those with more experience.

Several studies indicated no notable correlation between teachers’ age, gender,
and their levels of self-efficacy in the online learning environment (Mehdinezhad,
2012; Wee-Loon’s, 2011; Robinia & Anderson, 2010). On the other hand, some
studies revealed that female teachers displayed higher self-efficacy than males
(Chang etal., 2011), whereas another study found that males exhibited higher self-
efficacy beliefs than females counterparts (Lumpe et al., 2012). In addition, Chang
et al. (2011) reported a significantly greater self-efficacy among younger teachers
than older ones.

Based on what has been discussed so far, although teachers’ self-efficacy is not a

new topic, there are no apparent patterns regarding population demographic

information, gender, age, and years of experience in an EOT setting. This study,

therefore, sought to analyze the burnout levels of teachers in Qatar by

answering the following research questions:

1. How do Qatari primary government school teachers report their level of self-
efficacy in emergency online teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic?

2. How does the level of self-efficacy vary according to gender, age, and years of
experience?

3. Research method

3.1 Participants

Study participants included government primary school teachers in Qatar, which
take up almost half (52%) of Qatar government school teachers (Planning and
Statistics Authority, 2019). Participants in this study were male and female who
were selected randomly. The research had a total of 514 teachers as participants
who responded and completed the questionnaire. The questionnaire survey was
conducted online using Survey Monkey, and the link was emailed to
all governmental primary school teachers.

The total population of primary teachers is 6500 divided across 122 government
schools (92% female, n=5,984; 8% male, n= 516). The primary government schools
are 122, with 63 boys” schools and 59 girls” schools (Planning and Statistics
Authority, 2019). According to the demographic data are shown in table 1, the
response rate was 8%, resulting in a 2.3% sampling error.

Table 1. Demographic Data

Characteristic Levels Frequency Percent

Gender Female 458 89.1%
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Male 56 10.9%
Age 21- 30 112 21.8%
31- 40 226 44.0%
41- above 176 34.2%
Teaching Experience 5-10 Years 135 26.3%
Less than 5 years 94 18.3%
More than 10 years 285 55.4%

3.2 Research design, instrument, and procedures

A quantitative and qualitative survey method was employed to gain insight into
personal teaching efficacy regarding EOT as emergency online classrooms using
a questionnaire. After obtaining permission from the primary researcher, the
Teachers” Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was used as a survey instrument in the
present study. The social cognitive theory of Albert Bandura (1977), which the
current research is based on, was used to direct TSES items. Besides, four open-
ended questions were introduced after the survey within the qualitative part of
this study to allow for further elaboration.

After finalizing the scale, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) tested it in three trials.
Teachers and preservice teachers were polled on three different studies. The scale
was lowered from 52 to 32 items in the first study, then to 18 items in the second
study. Consequently, 18 new items were created and reviewed. Following the
completion of the scale, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed a scale with
24 items and three sections: Student Engagement, Classroom Management, and
Instructional Strategies.

The questionnaire items were graded on a 9-point frequency rating scale ranging
from (1) “nothing” to (9) “a lot.” It was written in English as well as Arabic.
We developed the survey in English and then translated it into Arabic to fit the
Qatari framework since Arabic is the native language of the majority of the
targeted participants. Two expert translators translated the Arabic version back
to English to ensure that ideas and concepts had the same meaning in both
languages.

3.2.1 Validity

Specialists fluent in Arabic and English at the College of Education evaluated
the content validity; two professors were experts in schoolwork; Senior
Professional Development Specialists at the National Center for Educational
Development. Professors and experts were given the survey to evaluate, and they
remarked on the issues regarding clarity in connection to the study’s goals.

Minor changes were made to the questionnaire based on the experts” advice.

Some statements have been changed to make them more relevant to the duties of
teachers in Qatari schools in the online environment (19, 22, 23). Changes were
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also made to the wording of the items to make them more appropriate for use in
an online environment, with an emphasis on altering statements like “in your
classroom” to “in your online class.” Statement (24) has been removed, and other
statements have been reduced to eliminate repetition and make them simpler to
comprehend and apply (2, 3, 7, 13, 14). In addition, statement 17 has been
modified from “How much can you do to adjust your online lessons for various
learning styles?” to “How much can you do to make your online lessons match
learning styles?”

Confirmative Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to ensure construct validity using
AMOS software 26. The factor loadings for all subcategories were significant and
above the recommended cutoff level of 0.5, as shown in Table 2 below for all
factors (F1 online student engagement, F2 online classroom management, and F3
online instructional methods) (Hasan, 2019).

Table 2. Items loading to each factor based on Confirmative factor Analysis using
AMOS program.

Item factor Load

Q1.1 How much can you do to help your students think < F 0.51
critically in an online class? --

Q1.2 How much can you do to get through to students in an < F 0.584
online class? =

Q1.3 How much can you do to motivate students who show <- K 0.724
low interest in online work? —

Q14 How much can you get students to believe that they can  <- F1 0.795
do well in an online class? -

Q1.5 How much can you do to help students” value online <- K 0.775
learning? -

Q1.6 How much can you do to foster individual student <- K 0.698

creativity in an online course? --

Q1.7 How much can you do to improve lower achieversinan  <- F1 0.546
online class?” —

Q1.8 How well can you facilitate collaborative learning <- F1 0.540
online? -
Q2.1 How much can you control disruptive behavior (e.g., <- F2 0.693

disrespectful posting or failure to adhere to outline --
policies for posting online)?

Q2.2 To what extent can you make your expectations clear < PR 0.642
about student behavior in an online class? -

Q2.3 How well can you establish routines (e.g., facilitate or <- P2 0.649
moderate student participation) in coursework to keep --
online activities running smoothly?
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Q25

Q2.6

Q2.7

Q2.8

Q3.1

Q3.2

Q3.3

Q3.4

Q3.5

Q3.6

Q3.7

How much can you get students to follow the
established rules for assignments during an online class?

How much can you do to control students dominating
online discussions?

How well can you organize an online course (e.g.,
convey expectations; standards; course rules) with each
group of students?

How well can you facilitate student responsibility for
online learning?

How well can you respond to defiant students in an
online setting?

How well can you respond to questions from online
students

How much can you do to gauge student comprehension
of what you have taught in an online mode?

How well can you craft questions or assignments that
require students to think by relating ideas to previous
knowledge and experience?

How much can you do to make your online meet
learning styles?

How much can you do to use a variety of assessment
strategies for an online course?

To what extent can you provide an alternative
explanation or example when students in an online class
seem to be confused?

How well can we provide good online learning
experiences for students?

F2

F2

F2

F2

F2

F3

F3

F3

F3

F3

F3

F3

24

0.635

0.731

0.676

0.649

0.565

0.508

0.604

0.685

0.75

0.765

0.671

0.535

3.2.2 Reliability
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), the scale’s developers, reported the following
about the scale’s reliability: Cronbach’s alpha of .94 indicates complete score
dependability. Teachers’ self-efficacy subscale Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
values varied from.87 t0.91, suggesting a good level of internal consistency (see
Table 3). The factor analysis showed three reasonably linked variables,
including Efficacy in instructional methods was 0.91, student management was
0.90, and student engagement and interaction was 0.87.
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Table 3. Internal consistency of the TSES (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s, 2001)

Long Form

Mean sD alpha Mean
TSES 7.1 .94 94 7.1
Engagement 7.3 1.1 B7 7.2
Instruction 7.3 1.1 A1 7.3
Muanagement 6.7 1.1 il 6.7

After the instrument modifications, we have tested the reliability, and Cronbach’s
alpha was .92 for the entire survey, with subscale reliabilities of self-efficacy in
student engagement at .83, efficacy in classroom management at .86, and efficacy
in instructional strategies at .81 (see table 4).

Table 4. Reliability Statistics of the survey.

Self-efficacy domains Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Student Engagement 0.83 8
Classroom management 0.86 8
Instructional Strategies 0.81 7

Whole Survey 0.92 23

3.3 Data Collection

The data for this study were collected using a web-based data collection system.
Primary teachers in Qatari government schools received a survey link via emails
in October 2020. After two weeks, a follow-up message was sent to the non-
respondents to remind them about the importance of their participation. We
contacted primary school principals via emails to receive their permission to
administer the survey to their teachers and encourage them to participate in the
study.

3.4 Data analysis

Descriptive statistics are processed using version 26 of the Social Science Statistics
Package (SPSS). Tables were used to define the data; the mean, standard deviation,
and weighted average of the measured item were reported. Quantitative tests
such as t-test, ANOVA, and post hoc tests (Multiple comparisons based on LSD
tests) were used to discuss relationships between teacher efficacy scores and the
demographic variables. Furthermore, Alpha Cronbach was used for reliability,
and Confirmative factor analysis was used for Constructive validity.

4. Results

The results of the research questions within three aspects of self-efficacy are
recorded in this section: student engagement, classroom management, and
instructional strategies.

http:/ /ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter
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4.1 Quantitative data results

To address question one, we utilized the SPSS software to obtain descriptive
statistics. The scores were divided into five groups, ranging from extremely low
to very high, on a nine-point scale ranging from nothing (1) to a great deal (9).
(Very Low: 1- 2.59, low: 2.60- 4.19, Middle: 4.20- 5.79, High: 5.80- 7.39, and very
High: 7.40 -9).

Table 5 shows the mean (M), standard deviations (SD), and weighted average
(WA) scores for the three domains from participants (N=514). Table 5 shows that
the overall findings in the three categories correlated to the high self-efficacy
category among instructors, with a mean of 6.69 and 74 percent of the total.
Teacher self-efficacy, on the other hand, differed across the three areas.

Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations and Weighted Average of self-efficacy domains

Std. Std. Error ~ Weighted
N Mean/9 Deviation Mean Average
Student Engagement 514 6.78 1.329 0.059 75%
Classroom Management 514 6.46 1.544 0.068 72%
Instructional Strategies 514 6.84 1.314 0.058 76%
Total 514 6.69 1.215 0.054 74%

We used a t-test, ANOVA with post hoc testing to determine any important
differences between demographic variables on self-efficacy levels.

Teacher self-efficacy and Gender

The t-test findings on teachers' self-efficacy beliefs by gender are shown in Table
6. There was no gender difference in any of the three factors studied: student
engagement (t= -0.99, df=512, p=0.3180 >0.05), classroom management (t=-0.96,
df=512, p=0.3340 >0.05), and instructional strategies (t=-1.01, df=512,
p=0.3100 >0.05).

Table 6. Independent Sample T-test results of teacher self-efficacy beliefs by gender
(group samples test)

Sig.
Gender Weighted Std. (2-
Domain N Mean  Average  Deviation t Df  tailed)
Male 56 6.61 9 1.1254 }
Student 73% 512 0318
Engagement Female 458 6.80 76% 1.3519 0.999
Male 56 6.27 9 1.6386 ;
Classroom 70% 512 0.334
Management Female 458 6.49 729 1.5324 0.968
e el 56 6.67 74% 1.3247 } 512 0310
Strategies Female 458 6.86 76% 1.3123 1.016 ’
Male 56 6.51 0 1.1771 -
Overall 72% 512 0.254
self-efficacy  Female 458  6.71 75% 12193 1143
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Teacher self-efficacy and age

Table 7 shows the results of the ANOVA test, which was used to evaluate teachers’
perceptions in relation to the years of age. Age was classified into 21-30 years old,
31-40 years old, and 41- above. The findings of the ANOVA test revealed no
significant differences between the three domains, overall self-efficacy, and years
of age (F=0.133, p=0.875> 0.05). (See table 7)

Table 7. ANOVA test result of teacher self-efficacy believes by age

N Mean Std. Std. Weighted
Age Deviation Error Average F Sig
21-30 110 6.64 1.183 0.113 74%
St 31-40 226 675 1415  009%  75% 1770 0171
Engagement

41- above 176 6.93 1.288 0.097 77 %

Classroom  21-30 110 630 1375 0131  70%
Managemen ~ 31-40 226 654 1532 0102 73% 0874 0418
t 41-above 176 647 1664 0125  72%

_ 21-30 110  6.80 1.202 0.115 76%
Instructiona 37 49 226 684 1364 0091  76% 0133 0875
1 Strategies
41-above 176 6.88 1.319 0.099 76%

21-30 110 6.57 1.055 0.101 73%
31- 40 226  6.70 1.283 0.085 74% 0.133 0.875
41- above 176 6.75 1.223 0.092 75%

Overall
self-efficacy

Teacher self-efficacy and years of teaching experience

Table 8 shows the ANOVA test results for teaching experience, which were used
to examine the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and years
of experience. Years of experience were classified into three categories: Less than
five years, five to ten years, and more than ten years.

The results of the ANOVA test revealed a significant difference in overall self-
efficacy across the three levels of teaching experience (F=8.522, p=0.000 <0.05).
(See table 8). The differences in general self-efficacy across the three levels of
teaching experience were determined using LSD post hoc test (see table 9).
Differences were found between teachers with more than ten years of experience
and those with five to ten years of experience (mean contrast =0.41498,
p=0.001<0.05). A substantial difference existed between instructors with more
than ten years of experience and those less than five years (mean difference
=0.46947, p=0.001<0.05). It may be inferred from this that the longer a teacher has
been teaching, the higher their self-efficacy.

Table 8. ANOFA-test result of teacher self-efficacy beliefs by years of experience.

. Std. Std. Sig
Experience N Mean Deviation Error F (p)
Student Les;et;asn 5 94  6.4548 1.36917 0.14122 7750 0.000

Engagement 5 jgyears 135 65852 134851  0.11606

http:/ /ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter



28

. Std. Std. Si
Experience N Mean Deviation Error (pf);
More than10 285  6.9820 1.27530 0.07554
years
Less than 5 94 6.2354 1.47946 0.15259
years
o 5-10years 135  6.1352 145077 012486 7419 0.001
Management
More than10 285  6.6934 1.57327 0.09319
years
Less than 5 94 65729 1.33954 0.13816
i years
Inssmtlf’“al 5-10years 135 67175 132578 011410 4433 0012
TR Morethan10 285 69895 128341 007602
years
Less than 5 94 64144 1.18721 0.12245
years
Overall 5-10years 135  6.4689 1.18502 0.10199 8522 0.000
More than10 285  6.8839 1.20713 0.07150
years
Table 9. Multiple Comparisons based on LSD Test.
Dependent Years of Years of Mean Std.
Variable Experience Experience  Difference (I-J) Error Sig.
More than 10 Less than5  .52723" 0.15608  0.001
Student
years years
Engagement 5-10 years  .39683" 013710  0.004
More than 10 Less than5  .45805 0.18140  0.012
Classroom
years years
Management 5-10 years  .55824" 0.15934  0.000
Instructional More than 10 Less than5  .41653" 0.15521  0.008
Strategies years years
5-10years  .27201 0.13634  0.047
More than 10 Lessthan5  .46947" 0.14246  0.001
Overall
years years
self-efficacy 5-10years  .41498' 0.12514  0.001

As far as student engagement is concerned, the results of the ANOVA test also
revealed a significant difference in student engagement among teachers based on
their years of experience t (F=7.752, p=0.000<0.05). Less than five years of teaching
experience (M=6.45, SD=1.36), 5-10 years of teaching experience (M=6.58, Sd=1.34),
more than ten years of teaching experience (M=6.98, SD) = 1.27)

According to the LSD test (Table 9), it is found that there is a difference between
teachers with more than ten years of experience and 5-10 years of experience
(average difference=0.39683, p=0.004<0.05). In addition, there are also significant
differences between teachers with more than ten years of experience and those with
less than five years of experience (mean difference=0.52723, p=0.001<0.05).
According to this data, the more years of work, the higher the sense of self-efficacy.
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Based on tables (8 & 9), the classroom management domain differs significantly
across the three levels of teaching experience (F=7.419, p=0.001 <0.05). The
differences were found between teachers with more than ten years of experience
and those with 5-10 years of experience (mean difference =0. 55824, p=0.000<0.05).
There is also a significant difference between teachers with more than ten years of
experience and less than five years of experience (mean difference =0. 45805,
p=0.012<0.05).

In the classroom management domain, teachers with more than ten years of
experience (M=6.45, SD=1.36) had greater levels of self-efficacy than teachers with
five to ten years of experience (M=6.58, SD=1.34) and teachers with fewer than five
years of experience (M= 6.98, SD=1.27).

There are also significant differences among the three years of expertise in teaching
strategies (F=4.433, p=0.012<0.05). The LSD test (Table 9) reveals a distinction
between teachers with more than ten years of experience and those with 5-10 years
of experience (average difference = 0.27201, p=0.047<0.05). There is also a significant
difference between instructors with more than ten years of experience and those
less than five years (average difference=0.41653, p=0.008<0.05).

4.2 Qualitative data Results

As part of the study’s qualitative aspect, four open-ended questions were included
towards the end of the questionnaire to acquire a more elaborated perspective from
the participants involved.

4.2.1 Challenges teachers encountered in online teaching during the pandemic period
Being cognizant of the challenges teachers face in online teaching is essential for
understanding the key factors that affect self-efficacy levels and scoping the future
landscape regarding these challenges. An in-depth examination of the first open-
ended question revealed three significant themes teachers face while
conducting online classes: unmotivated students, uncooperative parents, and
technical issues. (See figure 1).

More than 10 years 5-10 years Less than 5 years

Lack of student motivation and interaction/ no attendance

Parents: unsupported with technology/ no cooperation/ doing 300 41%
HW instead of their kids 33%
. - . 19%
Technological difficulties 23%
24%
. 16%
Workload and lack of time 17%
20%
Lack of students’ readiness and the young age students, 110%:%
especially (EY) 4% °
e . 10%
Difficulty in students’ assessment 15%
18%
Difficult to follow up the learning of students/ Keeping track of 1% 6%
their students’ progress o 10%

Figure 1. Main challenges faced by teachers in online teaching
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Unmotivated students were a recurrent theme in primary teachers’ responses, as
shown in figure 1. The responses of 48% of inexperienced teachers, 47% of expert
teachers, and 52% of teachers with 5 to 10 years of experience were in unison,
suggesting that their students were unmotivated to learn and complete online
tasks.

4.2.2 Strategies teachers used to cope with online teaching challenges during the
pandemic period

m More than 10 years 5- 10 years  miLess than 5 years

Continuous contact with parents in different ways: in IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII}IéI‘IIIIIIIIII 32%
25

Teams/ by phone call/ messages..etc

Motivating students in different ways and treating
good ones

Increasing students and parents awareness about the

e e
IR AR R R I 221 %6
19%

35%
i

I 119

importance of online learning I 6%

7%
6%
IR 8%
7%
3
I
7%
5%
I 9%

Using different sources and tools like video, ppt, SN

electronic board..etc

Attending helpful courses and searching for new SRR

strategies 108

continuous contact with school administration and IT SRR

department about the challenges

Figure 2. Frequently addressed coping strategies with challenges in online teaching

Figure 2 reflects that problem solving was the most considered option, with the
participants strongly affirming that they strive to overcome these challenges in
every way possible. The majority of participants selected contact with parents as
the first option for bridging the distance between teachers and their students
caused by physical barriers. Teachers interact with parents in various ways,
including phone calls and text messages to their students before and after school
hours. Teachers have met with parents for several reasons involving their children.

4.2.3 Support teachers received in online teaching during the pandemic period

m More than 10 years 5- 10 years W Less than 5 years
TR RATEERARE RN~ 5%
Professional training 51%
(U AR TRTRRTETRRERNEARETRIRRTEIRAIGIETEIEAEATEIE - 419
Cooperation from school administration, NIRRT 28%
coordinator and IT department: flexibility/ 22%
encouragement i e
10%
MOEHE support: supervisors’ appreciation / A 10%
lessons/ videos
/ W 6%
TN 10%:
Little support or no support 14%
(NI 15%

Figure 3. Main support teachers received in online teaching
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From figure 3, it is clear that the workshops provided to teachers, and the
cooperation of school faculty members such as administrators, coordinators, and
the IT department, proved to be a critical support system in assisting teachers in
adapting to the new pedagogical life. The school administrators and coordinators
spent time assisting teachers and students to ensure that the system operated
smoothly and that parental expectations were met.

4.2.4 Support teachers need to develop their self-efficacy in distance education

m More than 10 years 5- 10 years Less than 5 years
I - 465
More interactive and practical workshops suitable 49%
strategies with online settings 54%
T 11 %
workshops on how to increase parents and f4%
students' motivation. &%

NI 9%
9%
Reduce teachers’ workload 9%
- 5%

0%

No need for support 11%

Figure 4. The primary support teachers require in online teaching

The survey findings reveal that over 54% of teachers believe that interactive and
practical technological professional development is required to develop self-
efficacy in online teaching and overcome challenges. Participants suggest
providing training workshops to coach teachers on utilizing and practicing online
teaching techniques effectively (See figure 4).

5. Discussion *

This study aimed to investigate primary level teachers” perceptions concerning
self-efficacy in online teaching amidst a pandemic setting within the three
domains: instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom
management. Teachers in primary schools indicated high levels of self-efficacy in
online teaching, with mean scores ranging from 5.80 to 7.39 in the three areas of
student engagement, classroom management, and instructional strategies.
Results also did not report any correlation between self-efficacy and demographic
variables, including age and gender. However, it is noteworthy that a higher self-
efficacy level was more prominent among teachers with more years of experience
than those with much less experience.

5.1 Teacher efficacy

The high self-efficacy beliefs are found in Horvitz et al. (2015) s study of online
instructors from various universities. Other research on face-to-face education,
such as Voris’ (2011) study on special education teachers in Kentucky, Kim and
Kim’'s (2010) study on early childhood teachers” self-efficacy in South Korea, and
Chang et al. (2001) study on university teachers in Taiwan, all reported positive
results. However, Sokal et al. (2020) research on online teachers” self-efficacy in
the COVID-19 pandemic in Canada, Robinia and Anderson’s (2010) study, and
Wong's (2003) study all reported the opposite, low self-efficacy levels.
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Bandura (1977) identified two major factors that had a substantial impact on
teacher efficacy. Vicarious experience, in which teachers observe other
successful teachers. Observing successful people, according to Bandura (1977),
increases the belief in achieving professional success. Teachers responded in the
open-ended questions that they were encouraged by workshops and attending
external training programs outside work hours. This shows that vicarious
experiences and self-efficacy are correlated.

Verbal persuasion is the second factor that influences teachers’ self-efficacy.
Teachers are often convinced of their self-belief in their ability to overcome
obstacles by vocal support from others. Verbal persuasion enhances teachers’ self-
efficacy by encouraging and supporting their skills and providing strategies for
dealing with difficulties (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Numerous teachers
reported getting verbal influence from their school officials, supervisors, and
colleagues in response to the open-ended questions.

The self-efficacy beliefs of primary school teachers were investigated to see any
significant differences between self-efficacy scores and demographic factors.
Surprisingly, the results of this research revealed a statistically significant
correlation between self-efficacy and years of teaching experience. Indicating that
the more years of experience teachers have, the greater their self-efficacy in online
teaching. Experienced teachers had better mean scores, which is not surprising
given that research has shown that experienced teachers are well-versed in
subjects and specialists in creative teaching techniques. As a result, they had a lot
of time to perfect their teaching methods (Dinc, 2019). Furthermore, these findings
corroborate with Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2007) hypothesis that experienced
teachers demonstrate higher self-efficacy than novice teachers due to variations
in teaching techniques.

There was no significant difference between gender and self-efficacy in online
teaching in this research. One possible reason for this result is that, in contrast to
earlier decades, computers are now more widely available and simpler to use for
both men and women (Dinc, 2019). This result is consistent with Mehdinezhad'’s
(2012) research on university teachers’ self-efficacy in Iran, Wee-(2011), Loon’s
research on primary science teachers’ self-efficacy in Singapore, and Robinia &
Anderson’s (2010) Michigan research on nurse educators” self-efficacy in online
teaching in Michigan.

The previous research differs in terms of Gender showed more significant levels
of self-efficacy. Female teachers had greater self-efficacy than male teachers in
specific research (Chang et al., 2011), while men had firmer self-efficacy beliefs
than females in another study (Chang et al. 2011, and Lumpe et al., 2012). This
research also shows no notable link between teachers” age and their levels of self-
efficacy in any of the three areas; all three age groups had high levels of self-
efficacy.

Many of the studies discussed in the literature review did not consider differences
in teachers’ self-efficacy based on their age. Similar results were observed in
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Robinia & Anderson’s (2010) research, and another study found that younger
teachers had substantially higher self-efficacy than older teachers (Chang et al.,
2011).

5.2 Challenges and coping strategies for teacher efficacy online

The qualitative data looked at the challenges that teachers faced while teaching
online during the epidemic. With the changed education structure, primary level
teachers faced tremendous difficulties in the face of the pandemic (Ma et al., 2021).
According to the qualitative results, unmotivated students, reluctant parents, and
technical issues are three of the most important difficulties instructors encounter
in online education during the pandemic. The initial shock of adapting to a new
way of life due to the epidemic may have caused these problems.

However, as compared to teachers with a lot of experience, novice teachers
acknowledged their difficulties in other more areas. Workload, difficulties
in evaluating students, lack of resources, and lack of  creative
teaching methods were all mentioned as problems. When these disparities are
considered, it becomes clear that teachers with fewer years of experience may be
overwhelmed by the stress of concurrently completing online teaching tasks,
overseeing courses, monitoring student conduct, and developing new methods.
Expert teachers can give their full attention to their students’” and parents’
problems because they are armed with a developed skill set that enables them to
adjust rapidly, possibly due to their years of experience (Alhasni, 2017).

Another qualitative finding indicates that teachers with more years of experience
are better adaptable under challenging circumstances. “ A good teacher constantly
strives to overcome difficulties,” they said, and “Patience is the key to relief,”
which all show the impact of their self-efficacy.

Novice instructors, on the other hand, are more likely to exchange ideas and
discuss problems with colleagues to overcome them and improve their methods.
This was apparent in the answers of several instructors who responded to the
open-ended questions by saying, “We helped one other by exchanging ideas and
new methods to teach online successfully.”

Teachers’ coping methods for dealing with difficulties differed in the current
research. Despite this, they persisted in keeping in touch with their parents, even
though it was one of the most challenging tasks. A closer look reveals that the
experienced teachers in the research sample were optimistic about what would
work best, focusing more on increasing students’ excitement and parents’
awareness of the benefits of online learning. In contrast, novice teachers were
receptive to a wide range of solutions to their problems. However, 14% of novice
teachers said they could not effectively handle the difficulties.

This discussion reveals a link to Sahertian and Soetjipto’s (2011) theory that
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs indicate their teaching skills, their choices in
selecting learning activities in the classroom, and how they deal with those
difficulties. The greater one’s self-efficacy, the more effective one’s coping efforts
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are at overcoming challenges (Bandura & Adams, 1977). As a result, some expert
teachers showed their success by vocalizing how they overcome difficulties,
which aligns with Allinder’s (1994) theory that highly effective teachers confront
disruptive circumstances with the confidence to exercise control over the
obstacles.

Teachers” views of the needed and received support were also examined in this
research. According to the qualitative data, although teachers were given
workshops and the school collaboration took an active part in creating a support
system that assisted teachers in adapting to online education, the situation is still
unsatisfactory. Given the present technological era, most participants
recommended offering a practical professional development program led by
professionals who have the skill set to educate teachers in online teaching
methods.

5.3 Limitations of the study and future perspectives

Some limitations in this research have been identified and must be considered. To
begin with, the study’s data is primarily based on a self-reported questionnaire
survey. Therefore, it is recommended to consider qualitative data collection
methods or mixed methods such as interviews to provide an in-depth analysis of
why expert teachers report higher self-efficacy beliefs than novice teachers. In
addition, if the data is gathered from people with different views, such as students
or school administrators, the results might have been varied.

Further, due to the study’s limited scope, which provides an insight into the self-
efficacy degree of primary-level teachers only, a comparison of teachers” self-
efficacy views at all levels of education, including middle and secondary school,
may have contributed to the study’s findings.

Furthermore, exploring more reasons for the impact of teacher self-efficacy, such
as their life background and their health conditions - physical and mental is
significant. This can give a more detailed analysis of why some teachers positively
embrace change while others cannot.

6. Conclusion

To summarize, primary school teachers positively identified their self-efficacy
beliefs in online teaching in the following three domains: instructional methods,
student participation, and classroom management, according to the research
findings. The findings also showed no correlation discovered between self-
efficacy and demographic variables, including gender.

Based on the reported findings, the study imparts suggestions for improving
future online teaching practices of teachers and school leaders. First, teachers
must develop an increased awareness of their online teaching self-efficacy,
particularly in the lower-reported domains, such as classroom management.
Furthermore, teachers should move away from conventional teaching approaches
favoring a more dynamic approach to online teaching, which involves learning
creative and productive techniques that appeal to their students” interests.
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Secondly, school leadership and administration must strengthen their grasp on
these matters and provide support based on quality professional training.
Additionally, school leaders should consider teachers’ challenges and needs,
especially during the pandemic, and inspire the teacher with new ideas and
resources that provide coping strategies and practical tools in online teaching.

Moreover, schools must consider delivering professional development programs
in classroom technology implementation for teachers, especially those with
higher self-efficacy, to improve confidence and technological skills. Consequently,
well-trained teachers can, in turn, support and coach their peers, bringing forth
increased levels of motivation and confidence for other teachers in an online
environment.

All the factors mentioned above can be achieved if there is an adequate focus on
studying how school teachers receive coaching and support in online teaching,
particularly in their first attempts. The findings of this study support research that
sheds light regarding increasing online teaching self-efficacy, which can be used
as a starting point to study the current practices.
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APPENDIX: TEACHER SELF- EFFICACY IN EMERGENCY ONLINE
TEACHING SURVEY
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Instruction: Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions below by
marking any one of the nine responses in the columns, ranging from (1) “None
at all” to (9) “A Great Deal” as each represents a degree on the continuum.
Please respond to each of the questions by considering the combination of your
current ability, resources, and opportunity to do each of the following in your
present position. A helpful prefix to each answer is, “I can do....”.
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fallall dalil)
How much can you do to make
your online meet learning
styles?

Gl alasiny 4l Gl sgall e oS 18
How much can you do to use a

variety of assessment
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strategies for an online
course?

Al Gl Al ia 2all 40 oS 19
Skl vie aey (e aledll A g e
How well can you facilitate
student responsibility for
online learning?

] i WliSay A 50 61 ) 20
O3 Ladie Allall Al Claua g3
Sl i g ) o 3 e
famy e
To what extent can you provide
an alternative explanation
or example when students

in an online class seem to
be confused?

gM\&JJ\&nﬁjﬁdmu.21
fams g el Ay A O )
How well can you respond to
defiant students in an
online setting?

) Clae Jyend e oli 8 o e 22
$ax3 (e Aadlall 5 glacll
How well can you facilitate
collaborative learning
online?

b Asalad et g e ol )3 s L 23
famy 0o
How well can you provide
positive online learning

experiences for students?

llind e lans 3 aal i Saailall 5 53 IS aey e ardeil) 8 Lgtigal 5 ) i) o e 24
What challenges have you encountered in online teaching during the pandemic

period?

Please elaborate three most important ones.

How did you cope with these challenges?
failall 5 558 JMA 22y oo i) Jsa 4388 (2] el 2 L 26

ol olli e Clalad aS 25

What support did you receive in online teaching during the pandemic period?

fary (o aalail) 8 AN ligliS y shail aaliag 52) acall g L 27

What support do you need to develop your self-efficacy in distance education?
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