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Abstract

In this study, it was aimed to determine the relationship between the organizational vulnerability and
the self-confidence levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in Ankara. The study
employed the relational survey model, one of the survey models and causal comparative model. The
population of the study consisted of 16171 teachers working in nine central districts of Ankara, and the
sample consisted of 377 teachers determined by using the stratified sampling method. Research data
were collected with the Organizational Vulnerability Scale and the Self-Confidence Scale. In the
analysis of the data, the statistics such as percentage, frequency and arithmetic mean were used to
describe the situations related to the variables. In order to test whether the teachers’ organizational
vulnerability and the self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on the independent variables,
t-test and one-way analysis of variance were used. The degree and the direction of the relationship
between organizational vulnerability and self-confidence were determined by using the Pearson
correlation coefficient, and whether self-confidence predicted organizational vulnerability was
determined through multiple regression analysis. According to the analysis results, the teachers’ level
of defenselessness was relatively higher than their levels of sadness, incompetence and intolerance. The
teachers’ organizational vulnerability was found to not vary significantly depending on the variables of
gender, school type, professional experience and union membership. However, their levels of
defenselessness, sadness and general vulnerability were found to vary significantly depending on their
education level and their level of incompetence was found to vary significantly depending on their
branch. The teachers’ level of self-confidence was found to not vary significantly depending on the
variables of gender, union membership, education level and school type; however, their levels of
intrinsic and general self-confidence were found to vary significantly depending on their branch and
their levels of extrinsic self-confidence and general self-confidence were found to vary significantly
depending on the variable of professional experience. There was low and negative correlation between
the level of incompetence and the levels of intrinsic and extrinsic self-confidence. Self-confidence does
not significantly predict organizational vulnerability.

Keywords: Vulnerability, Organizational Vulnerability, Intrinsic Self-Confidence, Extrinsic Self-
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Introduction

Teachers bear significant responsibility for ensuring that the social, economic, political, and individual
development that are expected of education is fulfilled. They play a pivotal role in the efficacy of
education and the development of pupils academically and morally. In the case of students’ failure,
teachers are often declared as one of the parties having the greatest responsibility. In addition, rapid
changes and developments in technology and knowledge production make it necessary for teachers to
constantly improve themselves professionally. In fact, in an environment such as the internet where
access to information is open to everyone, the authority of the teacher arising from being the only source
of information is shaken. Especially the transformation of education into a competitive, exam-based
system increases the pressure on teachers. With all these developments, the expectations of students,
administrators and society from teachers can cause teachers to feel under threat, inadequate and
vulnerable. This situation is addressed as vulnerability in the literature.

Vulnerability

The word “vulnerability” comes from the Latin root “vulnerare” meaning “to be injured” and generally
means “‘susceptibility to danger or attack™ or “susceptibility to injury” (Brown, 2012; Lasky, 2004). In
everyday language, the concept of vulnerability is commonly used to describe someone as more
sensitive or fragile than others. It is commonly used to describe people who have little or no capacity to
protect themselves, are likely to be exposed to risk and are susceptible to harm (Sellman, 2005).
However, vulnerability is an inborn characteristic of human beings and it exists throughout every
individual’s entire life and in all social conditions. All individuals, and even organizations and
governments, are continuously and universally vulnerable; they are sensitive to all changes related to
their physical and social well-being, whether these changes are positive or negative (Fineman, 2018). In
this context, vulnerability refers to the state where an individual, society, organization, or government
feels open to attacks or potential harm. Vulnerability can be considered in a wide variety of contexts.
Physical vulnerability as seen in extreme sports, financial vulnerability resulting from irrational financial
choices, or technical vulnerability referring to the susceptibility of computers to hacker attacks can be
given as examples (Hamilton and Pinnegar, 2015). Based on the discussions above, vulnerability can
be defined as the state of being open to risks and dangers, feeling incompetent, powerless, or defenseless,
whether it applies to an individual, group, organization, or system. In short, vulnerability is the state of
being susceptible to harm and defenseless.

Organizational vulnerability

Like all employees, managers/employers are also vulnerable, but they are not equally or similarly
vulnerable. Although vulnerabilities may differ, they are intertwined within the organization because
both employees and employers are part of complex work relationships. Both groups suffer if business
relationships fail (Fineman, 2018). According to Bunker (1997), vulnerability emerges when the
changing environment threatens an individual's expectations regarding his/her job and career within
organizational life. Organizational vulnerability refers to the inability to create and coordinate flexible
responses to expectations and the inability to take advantage of opportunities in the social environment.
Organizational vulnerability hinders effective adaptation in various contexts as it restricts the
individual’s ability to proactively respond to new stimuli and be flexible in his/her reactions (Bennett,
1998).

Teachers’ organizational vulnerability

The questioning of a teacher’s professional identity and moral integrity by principals, parents and
others, as well as the loss of control over the tasks and processes he/she feels responsible for, constitute
the foundation of a teacher’s organizational vulnerability (Kelchtermans, 1996). In general, teacher
vulnerability results from criticism and attacks from others. The expectations, demands and behaviors
of both school administrators and families are extremely important in teacher vulnerability. In addition
to these, inspectors, school boards and legal regulations are also factors that affect teacher vulnerability
(Blase, 1988).

According to Gao (2008), the professional vulnerability of the teacher is related to the experiences in
which the teacher feels threatened. Teachers don't just feel positive emotions such as pride, curiosity
and enthusiasm. Teaching also includes emotions such as disappointment, powerlessness,
disillusionment, fear and anger (Kelchtermans, 1996). According to Gao (2008), teacher vulnerability
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is related to teacher experiences as well as emotions. Teachers' experiences of organizational
vulnerability are generally mediated by the socio-cultural context they are in. Teachers feel insecure and
threatened in particular because of low wages, reforming initiatives for the commercialization of
education, and changing educational environments. Valuable cultural traditions, the main source of
power for the teacher, are rapidly disappearing. As a result, the professional authority of the teacher is
damaged and the ability of the teacher to influence the beliefs, attitudes and behaviors of his/her students
decreases. In addition, the culture of respect for the teacher creates high expectations upon the teacher
in countries with Asian cultures such as China and it can undermine his/her authority. This leads to the
professional vulnerability of the teacher (Gao, 2008). On the other hand, increasing social pressure on
teachers is not only in Asian countries, but also in the whole world. Most teachers feel that they live in
an aquarium because they are constantly watched by others and school stakeholders, especially parents
who might react very strongly even to insignificant events. Teachers state that their actions are mostly
misunderstood, and their personal and professional information is interpreted differently and even
distorted by the society and the school (Blase, 1988).

Self-confidence

The concept of self-confidence is the belief that one has in one’s own abilities to make the right decision
and take appropriate steps in situations no matter how difficult or easy they are (Richards, 2016).
Similarly, Hambly (1997) states that self-confidence is expressed through concepts of courage and
bravery but should be defined as “absolute belief in one's own abilities”. Bakircioglu (2012, 665) defines
self-confidence with a similar perspective as “the belief and trust of an individual in his/her own strength
and abilities; self-assurance”. According to Perry (2011), self-confidence is the measure of an
individual’s self-perception related to his/her belief in his/her own abilities on the basis of his/her past
experiences and environment.

Based on the explanations above, it is possible to define self-confidence as the feeling and belief of
being sure of one’s own power, decisions and abilities. Indeed, the belief that individuals hold within
themselves also manifests in their behaviors during interactions with other people. As indicated by
Hambly (1997) and Tyler (2016), these internal and external aspects of self-confidence are described by
Lindenfield (1997) as “intrinsic Self-confidence” and “extrinsic self-confidence”.

Intrinsic self-confidence refers to an individual’s belief that he/she is at peace with himself/herself and
satisfied with who he/she is and expressing what he/she feels about this. Extrinsic self-confidence, on
the other hand, refers to the appearance and attitudes and behaviours of the person indicating his/her
self-confidence to other people. In fact, intrinsic self-confidence and extrinsic self-confidence
complement each other, even if they have some shortcomings, and when they come together, they form
a strong whole (Lindenfield, 1997).

Teacher self-confidence

Teachers are faced with students who try to understand and look at them with curiosity from the very
first day of their professional lives. Whether a teacher is just starting his/her teaching career or trying to
teach a subject he/she is not very familiar with, he/she must always be confident for his/her students to
believe in him/her (Hesmondhalgh, 2011). Teachers with high level of self-confidence are more likely
to create an effective classroom environment. Teachers with low level of self-confidence are expected
to exhibit a perfectionist and unforgiving authoritarian attitude in the classroom, while teachers with
high level of self-confidence are expected to approach their students with kindness, appreciate their
achievements and refrain from blaming them for their failures (Koyuncu-Sahin, 2015). In fact, one of
the important factors in teachers’ preference for different teaching approaches is self-confidence.
Teachers’ self-confidence levels are low, especially in a new environment and when they think that they
do not have enough knowledge about the subject. In such a situation, teachers tend to prefer teacher-
centered approaches instead of student-centered ones, leading to a lack of interaction with students and
an inability to foster active student engagement (Sadler, 2013). Indeed, the teacher also influences
student self-confidence through informal processes outside the formal educational context of the school.
For example, students who interact with their teachers outside the formal educational environment of
the school are emotionally and intellectually more confident (Maclellan, 2014).
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As a result, teachers are one of the most important factors that play a role in both training self-confident
students and in their academic and moral development. As stated by Kelchtermans (1996), in order to
truly understand teachers, it is necessary to understand their vulnerabilities. When the relevant literature
is reviewed, it is seen that there has not been any research in the national literature about teachers’
organizational vulnerability. It is also seen that there are limited number of studies on this subject in the
international literature (Blase, 1988; Bullough, 2005; Gao, 2008; Kelchtermans, 1996; Lasky, 2004;
Song, 2016). In these studies, it was tried to reveal the vulnerability experiences of teachers by using a
qualitative research design. No quantitative study has been found to determine the level of organizational
vulnerability in both the national and international literature. It is clear that there is a gap in the literature
on determining teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels. Similarly, the studies on self-confidence in
Turkey mostly focus on students (Celik, 2014; Ezmeci, 2012; Otacioglu, 2008; Ozcan, 1996; Yalcin and
Ozgen, 2017), and there are limited research on teachers’ self-confidence (Cengiz, Arslan and Sahin,
2014; Koyuncu-Sahin, 2015). Therefore, this study is expected to contribute significantly to the relevant
literature on teachers’ organizational vulnerability and self-confidence. Moreover, identifying teachers’
current vulnerability and self-confidence levels can be beneficial in increasing their awareness in these
areas, leading to positive developments in the attitudes and behaviors of administrators, parents and
policymakers towards teachers. It can also be effective for policymakers for developing policies and
practices that support these issues. Thus, the main problem of the current study is worded as “What is
the relationship between teachers’ organizational vulnerability and self-confidence?” To this end,
answers to the following questions are sought:

1. What are the organizational vulnerability levels of teachers working in public secondary schools
in the city of Ankara; a) in the whole scale, b) in the defenselessness sub-dimension, c) in the
sadness sub-dimension, d) in the incompetence sub-dimension and e) in the intolerance sub-
dimension?

2. Do the organizational vulnerability levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in
the city of Ankara in the whole scale and in the sub-dimensions of defenselessness, sadness,
incompetence and intolerance vary significantly depending on the variables of; a) gender, b)
professional experience, ¢) school type, d) branch and €) union membership?

3. What are the self-confidence levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in the city
of Ankara; a) in the whole scale, b) in the intrinsic self-confidence sub-dimension and in the
extrinsic self-confidence sub-dimension?

4. Do the self-confidence levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in the city of
Ankara in the whole scale and in the sub-dimensions of intrinsic self-confidence and extrinsic
self-confidence vary significantly depending on the variables of; a) gender, b) professional
experience, ¢) school type, d) branch and €) union membership?

5. Is there a significant correlation between the organizational vulnerability and self-confidence
levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in the city of Ankara?

6. Do the self-confidence levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in the city of
Ankara significantly predict their organizational vulnerability levels?

Method
In this section, the information about the research model, population, sampling and study group,
development of data collection tools, data collection and analysis was given.

Research Model

This study, which aimed to reveal the relationship between the organizational vulnerability and the self-
confidence levels of teachers working in public secondary schools in the city of Ankara, was designed
using the relational survey and causal comparative models. Survey or descriptive designs are used to
systematically define the characteristics and realities (conditions) related to the researched phenomenon
or the relationships between phenomena and events, focusing on quantitative data (Merriam, 2009). In
survey studies, the relevant situation, event, individual or object is described as it exists in its own
conditions. In relational survey studies, it is tried to determine the existence, direction and magnitude of
the co-variance of two or more variables (Karasar, 2009). Causal comparison, on the other hand, is a
model that is used in social and educational research, which is relatively similar to experimental
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research, and reveals the reason for the difference as a result of the comparison of those who have a
characteristic with those who do not (Balci, 2015).

Population and Sample

The population of the study consisted of the teachers working in the public secondary schools in nine
central districts of the city of Ankara. The population of the study consisted of 16171 teachers working
in the public secondary schools. The sample size that can represent this population should be at least
375 according to Cohran’s (1962 as cited in Balci, 2015) sample size calculation formula, based on a =
.05 significance and 5% margin of error. Considering that data loss might occur due to missing data and
outliers, the sample size was determined to be 400. And, after missing data and outlier analyses, the
required statistical analyses were conducted on a data set of 377 people.

In order to ensure that the population was represented thoroughly in the sample, the “stratified sampling”
technique was used. In stratified sampling, the population was divided into related sub-strata and each
stratum was included in the sample proportional to its ratio in the population (Balci, 2015; Karasar,
2009). In this connection, first, the population was divided into nine strata representing the districts and
the number of teachers to be included in the sample from each district was determined. Then, each
district was stratified according to school types and the number of teachers to be included in the sample
was calculated for each school type. Teachers who would participate in the study were randomly
determined. The distribution and percentages of the teachers participating in the study in relation to
different variables were shown in Table 1.

Table 1.
Distribution and Percentages of the Participating Teachers in Relation to Different Variables

Variable Group n %
Altindag 40 10.7

Cankaya 76 20.2

Etimesgut 34 9.0

Golbast 15 3.9

— Kegidren 52 13.8
District Mamak 43 11.4
Pursaklar 12 3.2

Sincan 39 10.3

Yenimahalle 66 17.5

Total 377 100.00

Anatolian High School 148 39.3

School Type Vocational High School 180 47.7
Imam Hatip High School 49 13.0

Total 377 100.0

Mathematics 63 16.7

Literature 55 14.6

Foreign Language 38 10.1

Branch Scie_nce _ 55 14.6
Social Sciences 72 19.1

Vocational Courses 59 15.6

Sports and Arts 35 9.3

Total 377 100.0

Female 266 70.6

Gender Male 111 29.4
Total 377 100.0

Undergraduate 272 721

Education Level Graduate 105 27.9
Total 377 100.0

1-9 years 53 141

10-19 years 123 32.6

Professional Experience 20-29 years 158 419
30 years and more 43 114

Total 377 100.0

Member 199 52.8

Union Membership Not Member 178 47.2
Total 377 100.0
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As seen in Table 1, 10.7% of the teachers work in schools located in the Altindag district, 20.2% in the
Cankaya district, 9.0% in the Etimesgut district, 3.9% in the Gdélbasi district, 13.8% in the Kegioren
district, 11.4% in the Mamak district, 3.2% in the Pursaklar district, 10.3% in the Sincan district and
17.5% in the Yenimabhalle district.

Data Collection Tools

In order to determine the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels, The Organizational Vulnerability
Scale was developed by the researchers. In addition, the Self-Confidence Scale developed by Akin
(2007) was administered after conducting its validity and reliability studies again to determine the
teachers’ self-confidence levels.

Organizational Vulnerability Scale: The Organizational Vulnerability Scale consists of 4 sub-
dimensions and 25 items. The sub-dimensions are defencelessness, incompetence, sadness and
intolerance. In order to test the construct validity of the scale, the results of the exploratory factor
analysis and reliability analysis performed with the data set of 230 teachers are given in Table 2.

Table 2.
Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis for the Organizational Vulnerability
Scale

Number of Variance Cronbach’s Factor Loading Item Total
Factor . Alpha .
Items Explained - Values Correlation
Coefficient
Defencelessness 8 14.32% .82 48-.74 .35-.59
Incompetence 6 13.19% .79 53-.77 .35-51
Sadness 5 11.84% .82 A42-77 .45-.64
Intolerance 6 15.34% .88 .68-.80 .53-.67
Whole Scale 25 54.70% 91 .42-.80 .35-.67
KMO = .88 Barlett’s Test of Sphericity = p=.001<.05

As can be seen from Table 2, the factor loading values of the scale items, item-total correlations,
Cronbach’s Alpha values and the total explained variance value were sufficient (Biiytikoztiirk, 2014;
Kline, 1994; Pallant; 2001; Tavsancil, 2010).

The validity of the four-factor Organizational Vulnerability Scale, which was formed as a result of the
exploratory factor analysis, was tested with a confirmatory factor analysis. The main fit indices used in
a confirmatory factor analysis and various evaluation criteria for these indices and the values obtained
as a result of the analysis are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Values of Acceptance for Fit Indices in the Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model

Fit Indices Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit Values Obtained in

the Study
x? Isd 0<y%2/sd<2.00 2.00<y%2/sd<3.00 1.83
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA < .05 .05 <RMSEA < .08 .06
SRMR 0< SRMR <.05 .05<SRMR <.10 .06
NFI .95 <NFI<1.00 .90 < NFI <.95 .93
NNFI .97 <NNFI < 1.00 .95 <NNFI<.97 .96
GFI 95 <GFI<1.00 .90 <GFI < .95 .85
AGFI 90 < AGFI<1.00 .85 <AGFI<.90 .82
CFI .95 <CFI1<1.00 .90 < CFI< .95 .96

Source: Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003, 52.

As can be seen in Table 3, the x/sd (1.97) and CFI (.96) values obtained in this study indicated a perfect
fit. RMSEA (.06), SRMR (.06), NFI (.93), NNFI (.96) values were within the acceptable range.
Although the GFI (.85), AGFI (.82) values were outside the acceptable limits, they were quite close to
the limit. In addition, as stated by their authors, the threshold values in Table 3 indicated a rather strict
classification (Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003). The GFI value is very sensitive to the
sample size, as the sample size increases, the GFI value also increases. For this reason, it is
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recommended that the limit value for fit indices be flexible and this value should be .80 in partially small
samples of around 200 and in models with 24 or more items (Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar and Dillon,
2005). The AGFI index, on the other hand, is the corrected version of the GFI, and the commonly used
limit value for this index is .80 (Sharma, 1996). Therefore, the GFl and AGFI values are also acceptable.
As aresult, it is understood that the model is confirmed when all the indices are taken into account.

Self-Confidence Scale: The Self-Confidence Scale developed by Akin (2007) was used to determine
the teachers’ self-confidence levels. The Self-Confidence Scale was created as a result of a scale
development study conducted on 796 high school students. The scale consists of 33 items and two sub-
dimensions, “intrinsic self-confidence” and “extrinsic self-confidence”. The Cronbach’ Alpha
coefficient is .91 for the whole scale, .83 for the sub-dimension of intrinsic self-confidence, and .85 for
the sub-dimension of extrinsic self-confidence. In the current study, to test whether the scale was a valid
and reliable scale for teachers, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were performed, item-total
correlation and Cronbach’s Alpa coefficients were calculated. As a result of the exploratory factor
analysis, 13 items were removed from the scale and a 21-item Self-Confidence Scale was obtained. The
results of the exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis are shown in Table 4.

Table 4.
Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis for the Self-Confidence Scale
. Cronbach’s Factor
Factor Number of Expl_alned Alpha Loading Item To_tal
Items Variance - Correlation
Coefficient Values
Intrinsic Self-confidence 9 % 27.91 .84 44-.79 .36-.68
Extrinsic Self-confidence 12 % 20.12 .90 51-74 46-.73
Whole Scale 21 % 48.03 .92 A44-79 .36-.73
KMO = .93 Barlett’s Test of Sphericity = p=.001<.05

As shown in Table 4, the factor loading values of the scale items, item-total correlations, Cronbach’s
Alpha values and the total explained variance value were sufficient (Bliyiikoztiirk, 2014; Kline, 1994;
Pallant; 2001; Tavsancil, 2010).

The validity of the two-factor Self-Confidence Scale, which was formed as a result of the exploratory
factor analysis, was tested with a confirmatory factor analysis. The main fit indices and evaluation
criteria for a confirmatory factor analysis and the index values obtained in this study are shown in Table
5.

Table 5.
Values of Acceptance for Fit Indices in the Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model

Fit Indices Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit Values Obtained in

the Study
x? Isd 0<y2/sd<2.00 2.00<y2/sd <3.00 1.72
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA <.05 .05 <RMSEA < .08 .06
SRMR 0< SRMR <.05 .05<SRMR <.10 .05
NFI .95 <NFI<1.00 .90 < NFI <.95 .95
NNFI .97 <NNFI < 1.00 .95 <NNFI<.97 97
GFlI .95 <GFI<1.00 .90 < GFI <.95 .87
AGFI .90 < AGFI<1.00 .85 < AGFI <.90 .84
CFI .95 <CFI<1.00 .90 < CFI< .95 .98

Source: Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003, 52.

As can be seen in Table 5, the x%/sd (1.72), NFI (.95), NNFI (.97) and CFI (.96) values obtained in this
study indicated a perfect fit. RMSEA (.06) and SRMR (.05) values were within the acceptable fit range.
Although the values of GFI (.87), AGFI (.84) were outside the acceptable limits, they were quite close
to the limit. Moreover, the threshold values presented in Table 5 were deemed to represent a rather strict
classification (Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003), and as previously discussed, in relatively
small samples, the threshold value could be .80 (Sharma, 1996; Sharma et al., 2005). Therefore, these
GFI and AGFI values are also considered acceptable.
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Data Collection

Permission was obtained from the Ankara Provincial Directorate of National Education and approval
was obtained from the Ankara University Ethics Committee to administer the scales to the teachers
working in public secondary schools in Ankara province. Then, the Organizational Vulnerability Scale
and the Self-Confidence Scale were administered to 400 teachers. The scales were administered face to
face to 186 of the teachers and due to the ongoing pandemic, data were collected from 214 teachers
online. In this context, first, personal information and scale items were transferred to the online
environment via Google Forms, and the form including the Organizational Vulnerability Scale and Self-
Confidence Scale and the link for the participants to complete in this form were created. In order to
reach the teachers, the schools in the central districts in the sample were called one by one, and the
school administrators were informed about the research request. The administrators accepting this
request gave their personal phone numbers or e-mail addresses to the researcher. Thus, the permission
document obtained from the Ankara Provincial Directorate of National Education and the link to the
form were shared with school administrators by the researcher. The administrators, in turn, shared them
with teacher groups via WhatsApp or email.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the data collected in the quantitative part of the study, SPSS (Statistical Package
Program for Social Sciences) was used. Before starting the analysis, missing data and outlier analyses
were conducted on the data set. In this context, the scores were converted to z scores and the observation
units remaining outside the +3 and -3 critical values (Stevens, 2009) were removed from the data set.
Since the missing data were less than 5% and random, they were filled in by assigning the mean value
of the relevant series (Cokluk et al., 2014). As a result, analyses were started with the data set of 377
people and the following statistical analyses were made:

1. Percentage and frequency calculations were made in the description of the personal information
(gender, branch, professional experience, education level, union membership, school type) of
the teachers participating in the study.

2. Inorder to determine the organizational vulnerability and self-confidence levels of the teachers,
arithmetic mean and standard deviation values were calculated. The following evaluation
intervals were used for the arithmetic mean scores of the answers given by the teachers to the
scale items: “1.00-1.79=Never”, “1.80-2.59=Rarely”, “2.60-3.39=Sometimes, “3.40-
4.19=Frequently”, “4.20-5.00=Always”.

3. T-test was used to determine whether the teachers’ levels of organizational vulnerability and
self-confidence vary significantly depending on the variables of gender, education level and
union membership and one-way analysis of variance (f-test) was conducted to determine
whether the teachers’ levels of organizational vulnerability and self-confidence varied
significantly depending on the variables of professional experience, branch and school type.

4. Pearson correlation coefficient (Simple correlation) was calculated in order to determine
whether there was a significant correlation between the teachers’ levels of organizational
vulnerability and self-confidence.

5. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine whether the teachers’ self-confidence
levels significantly predicted their organizational vulnerability levels.

Findings
In this section, the findings obtained by analyzing the data collected from the teachers working in public
secondary schools in the city of Ankara in relation to the concepts of organizational vulnerability and
self-confidence were given.

Findings Related to Organizational Vulnerability

This section presented the results of the study on the organizational vulnerability levels of the
participating teachers and whether the variables of gender, professional experience, branch, type of
school, education level, and union membership had a significant impact on those levels.

Findings about the organizational vulnerability level. The arithmetic mean and standard deviation
values were calculated to determine the organizational vulnerability levels of the participating teachers
for the whole scale and its sub-dimensions. The results obtained in this context are presented in Table
6.
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Table 6.
Arithmetic Means and Standard Deviations Regarding the Teachers’ Level of Organizational
Vulnerability

Order
_ of
No Item X sd Import
ance
4 ;Car\}rgoﬁoncerned about legal regulations not aligning with the realities of the 316 1.22 1
1 1 am concerned about the changes in the curriculum. 3.10 1.06 2
| feel uncomfortable with the evaluation of my professional competence based
7 . 3.04 1.28 3
. on non-educational factors.
é 2 | feel restricted by the obligation to comply with the curriculum during the 290 105 4
a educational process. ' '
Q 6 | do not feel confident when implementing a new teaching method. 242 1.03 5
= | feel disappointed when | compare the status | hoped to have in my profession
L 23 . 241 1.28 6
2 with my current status.
9 ergés\slulnerable in the face of authoritarian attitudes during the inspection 240 115 7
| feel uneasy when students complain about negative situations at school/in
10 Y A 235 1.15 8
class to parents, administration, or relevant institutions.
Mean of the Sub-dimension 2.72 .80
3 | feel uneasy about the expectation of being a role model as a teacher. 1.85 .99 1
19 | feel incompetent when using new educational technologies 183 .83 2
° 20 | feel concerned about which values | should impart to students. 162 .78 3
e I have difficulty communicating with my students due to the generation gap
g 18 b 154 77 4
< etween us.
g— 17 | feel incompetent in imparting the behaviours specified in the curriculum to 148 79 5
8 my students. ' '
c - - - -
= I feel uneasy when students ask questions about a subject in which I am 143 61 6
inadequate.
Mean of the Sub-dimension 163 .54
25 Not receiving appreciation from my superiors when | do good work hurts me. 2.60 1.30 1
12 It saddens me when my colleagues gossip about me. 259 134 2
a2 | feel worthless when my administrators do not involve me in decision-making
g 15 rocesses. 248 1.25 3
& 22 The inadequate socialization environment at school saddens me. 230 1.13 4
16 | feel sad when my colleagues ignore me. 219 121 5
Mean of the Sub-dimension 243 .94
11 Parents’ interference in instructional activities annoys me. 298 1.23 1
13 I cgn_npt tolerate unfair criticisms from my colleagues about my instructional 237 1.4 2
activities.
§ 5 I 'am uncomfortable with my administrators constantly monitoring me. 236 1.18 3
[ t makes me angry when my administrators assign too many administrative
I k h dmini i dministrati
o 8 tasks 230 1.20 4
S .
S 1 I feel uncomfortable with my administrators questioning my professional 219 121 5
competence
24 Parents’ requests to change my behaviour towards students make me angry. 213 1.15 6
Mean of the Sub-dimension 2.39 .87
Mean of the Scale 2.32 .66

As seen in Table 6, the teachers’ level of defencelessness (X=2.72) was higher than their levels of sadness
(X=2.43), incompetence (X=1.43) and intolerance (X=2.39). While the teachers’ levels of intolerance
(X=2.39) and sadness (X=2.43) were close to each other, their level of incompetence is relatively lower
(X=1.43). In addition, when the criteria for evaluation the mean value are taken into consideration, it is
understood that the teachers adopted the expressions in the defenselessness sub-dimension “sometimes”,
the expressions in the incompetence sub-dimension “never”, and the expressions in the intolerance and
sadness sub-dimensions “rarely”.
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When the whole Organizational Vulnerability Scale is considered, the teachers agreed the most with the
item “I am concerned about legal regulations not aligning with the realities of the school." (X=3.16) and
agree the least with the item “I feel uneasy when students ask questions about a subject in which I am
inadequate.” (X=1.43).

Findings about whether organizational vulnerability levels vary significantly depending on
different variables. T-test was used to determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability
levels varied significantly depending on the variables of gender, education level and union membership
and one-way analysis of variance was used to determine whether the teachers’ organizational
vulnerability levels varied significantly depending on the variables of branch, professional experience
and school type and the findings are presented under the relevant headings.

Findings regarding the effect of gender on organizational vulnerability. T-test was used to determine
whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels varied significantly depending on gender and
the results of the analysis are presented in Table 7.

Table 7.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Organizational Vulnerability
Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Gender

. _ Significant
Variable Group N X sd t df p Difference
Defencelessness Female 266 21.84 6.65 A2 375 .90 -
Male 111 21.75 5.92
Sadness Female 266 12.16 4.82 -.16 375 .86 -
Male 111 12.25 4,52
Incompetence Female 266 9.77 3.33 -.08 375 .93 -
Male 111 9.80 3.09
Intolerance Female 266 14.11 5.36 -1.46 375 14 -
Male 111 14.98 4.86
General Female 266 57.89 17.37 -47 375 .63 -
Organizational Male 111 58.79 14.95
Vulnerability

As can be seen in Table 7, the vulnerability levels of the female teachers (X=21.84) and the male teachers
(X=21.75) were quite close to each other, and there was no significant difference in vulnerability levels
based on gender (t@rs) = 12; p>.05). Similarly, there was no significant difference between the mean
scores of the female and the male teachers taken from the sub-dimensions of sadness (tars) = -.16; p >
.05), incompetence (t@7s) = -.08; p > .05) and intolerance (tars) = -1.46; p > .05). When the mean scores
taken from the whole scale were examined, it is seen that the male teachers (X=58.79) had higher levels
of organizational vulnerability compared to the female teachers (X=57.89), but this difference was not
statistically significant.

Findings regarding the effect of education level on organizational vulnerability. T-test was used to
determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels varied significantly depending on
education level and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 8.

As seen in Table 8, the mean scores taken from the sub-dimension of defenselessness varied significantly
depending on their education level (tsrs) =-3.27 12; p<.05). The mean score taken from this sub-
dimension by the teachers having graduate education (X=23.54) was significantly higher than that of the
teachers having undergraduate education (X=21.14). Similarly, mean score taken from the sub-
dimension of sadness by the teachers having graduate education (X=13.01) was significantly higher than
that of the teachers having undergraduate education (X=11.86) (ts7s) =-2.12; p<.05). The mean scores
taken from the sub-dimension of the incompetence by the teachers having undergraduate education
(X=9.77) and the teachers having graduate education (X=9.67) were highly close to each other and the
difference between them was not significant (tzrs) =.28; p>.05). Similarly, the mean scores taken from
the sub-dimension of intolerance by the teachers having undergraduate education (X=14.39) and by the
teachers having graduate education (X=14.83) were not significantly different from each other (t(s7s) =-
2.12; p>.05). When the teachers’ general organizational vulnerability levels were examined, it is seen
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that the mean score of the teachers having graduate education (X=61.20) was significantly higher (ts)
=-2.02; p<.05) than that of the teachers having undergraduate education (X=56.98).

Table 8.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Organizational Vulnerability
Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Education Level

Variable Group N X sd t df SD'ﬁ,?ellcnaCnet
Defencelessness Undergraduate 272 21.14 6.40 -3.27 375 .001 Yes
Graduate 105 2354 6.22
Sadness Undergraduate 272 11.86 4.75 -2.12 375 .03 Yes
Graduate 105 13.01 4.58
Incompetence Undergraduate 272 9.77 3.26 .28 374 T7 -
Graduate 104 9.67 3.01
Intolerance Undergraduate 272 14.19 5.39 -1.07 375 .28 -
Graduate 105 14.83 4.78
General Undergraduate 272 56.98 17.03 -2.20 375 .02 Yes
Organizational
Vulnerability Graduate 105 61.20 15.40

Findings regarding the effect of union membership on organizational vulnerability. T-test was used to
determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels varied significantly depending on
union membership and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 9.

Table 9.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Organizational Vulnerability
Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Union Membership

. _ Significance

Variable Group N X sd t df Di?‘ference

Defencelessness Union Member 199 21.21 6.27 -1.93 375 .053 -
Not Union Member 178 22.49 6.57

Sadness Union Member 199 11.89 452 -1.27 375 .20 -
Not Union Member 178 1251 4.94

Incompetence Union Member 199 9.68 3.15 -23 373 381 -
Not Union Member 176 9.75 3.14

Intolerance Union Member 199 14.18 5.21 -71 375 .47 -
Not Union Member 178 1457 5.25

General Union Member 199 56.97 16.45 -1.45 375 .14 -

Organizational Not Union Member 178 59.48 16.88

Vulnerability

As seen in Table 9, the mean score of the teachers who are not union members (X=22.49) is higher than
that of the teachers who are union members (X=21.21) but this difference is not statistically significant
(ters) =-2.12; p>.05). Similarly, the mean scores taken by the teachers from the sub-dimensions of
sadness (tars) =-1.27; p>.05), incompetence (t@s73) =-.23; p>.05) and intolerance (t@rs) =-.71; p>.05) did
not vary significantly depending on union membership. While the mean score taken by the teachers who
are not union members from the whole scale (X=59.48) is higher than that of the teachers who are union
members (X=56.97), this difference is not statistically significant (ts7s) =-1.45; p>.05). As being a union
member is expected to create a significant difference at least in the sub-dimension of defenselessness,
the finding that it did not create a significant difference can be considered as a surprising finding.

Findings regarding the effect of branch on organizational vulnerability. One-way analysis of variance
was conducted to determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels varied significantly
depending on branch and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10.
Results of the One-Way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’

Organizational Vulnerability Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Branch

Source of
Branch N X sd the Sum of df Mean F p S.
. Squares Square D.
Variance
1.Mathematics 63 22.61 6.40 Between- 470.19 6 7836 193 .07
" Groups i
é 2.Literature 55 23.08 6.11 Within- 14770.15 364 40.57
Q Groups
B 3.Foreign Language 38 20.56 7.11 Total 15240.34 370
S 4.Science 49 2101 6.31
g 5.Social Sciences 72 2142 5.96
6.\Vocational Courses 59 22.46  6.52
7.Spors and Arts 35 1931 6.47
1.Mathematics 63 12.34 4.45 Between- 168.52 6 28.08 126 .27
Groups i
2.Literature 55 11.94 425 Within- 8164.38 367 22.24
g Groups
S 3.Foreign Language 38 1131 4.73 Total 833291 373
& 4.Science 52 1142 493
5.Social Sciences 72 1213 4.25
6.Vocational Courses 59 13.49 5.38
7.Spors and Arts 35 1182 5.19
1.Mathematics 63 9.71 290 Between- 196.41 6 32.73 3.68 .001 1.7
Groups
§ 2.Literature 55 10.68 3.00 Within- 3225.23 363 8.88 94
2 Groups
S8  3.Foreign Language 37 959 3.40 Total 3421.64 369 2-7
§ 4.Science 52 8.8 217 5-7
£ 5.Social Sciences 72 10.09 3.65
6.Vocational Courses 59 9.55 2.89
7.Spors and Arts 32 803 197
1.Mathematics 63 14.45 493 Between- 98.76 6 1646 .62 .70
Groups )
o 2.Literature 54 1412 4.42 Within- 9587.71 365 26.26
= Groups
o 3.Foreign Language 38 14.28 5.69 Total 9686.47 371
2 _4.Science 52 13.32 550
— 5.Social Sciences 72 1455 510
6.Vocational Courses 59 14.93 512
7.Spors and Arts 34 1354 5.26
1.Mathematics 63 59.13 15.75 Between- 2524.45 6 420.74 157 .15
= Groups i
'§E 2.Literature 55 60.13 14.56 Within- 97568.49 364  268.04
=z Groups
%g 3.Foreign Language 38 56.11 19.28 Total 100092.94 370
© £ 4.Science 49 5317 1566
g > 5.Social Sciences 72 58.20 15.61
& _6.Vocational Courses 59 60.44 17.36
7.Spors and Arts 35 53.89 17.48

Note: When determining the source of the significant difference between the groups in the sub-dimension of
incompetence, the Dunnett’s C test was used as a relevant post hoc test due to the non-homogeneous distribution
of variances (p = 0.001 < 0.05) as indicated by the Levene test. Dunnett’s C test was preferred because it is one
of the frequently used post hoc tests in cases where variances and group sizes are not equal (Biiytikoztiirk, 2014;
Kayri, 2009).
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As seen in Table 10, the mean scores taken by the teachers from the sub-dimensions of defenselessness
(Fee, 364==1.93; p>.05), sadness (F, 367=1.26; p>.05), intolerance (F, 365= .62; p>.05) and the whole
scale (F, 364y=1.57; p>.05) did not vary significantly depending on their branches. On the other hand,
the mean scores taken from the sub-dimension of incompetence vary significantly depending on branch
(Fs. 363)=3.68; P<.05). According to the results of the Dunnetts’C post hoc test, the mean score taken by
the mathematics teachers from the sub-dimension of incompetence (X=9.71) is higher than the mean
score taken by the sports and arts teachers (X=8.03). The mean score taken by the literature teachers
from the sub-dimension of incompetence (X=10.68) is significantly higher than those of the science
(X=8.78) and sports and arts teachers (X=8.03). Similarly, the mean score taken by the social sciences
teachers (X=10.09) is significantly higher than that of the sports and arts teachers (X=8.03).

Findings regarding the effect of school type on organizational vulnerability. One-way analysis of
variance was conducted to determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels varied
significantly depending on school type and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 11.

Table 11.
Results of the One-Way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’
Organizational Vulnerability Levels Vary Significantly Depending on School Type

Source of
School Type N X sd the Sum of df Mean F p S.
. Squares Square D.
Variance
i 1. Anatolian 148 21.53 6.08 Between- 22.78 2 1139 27 76 -
8 High School Groups
2 2. Vocational 180 21.92 6.61 Within- 15569.82 374 41.63
) Hi_gh School Groups
S 3.Imam 49 2224 6.89 Total 15592.60 376
E Hatip High
School
1. Anatolian 148 12.00 431 Between- 8.97 2 448 20 81 -
High School Groups
g 2. Vocational 180 12.27 5.01 Within- 8408.65 374 22.48
5 High School Groups
& 3.imam 49 1242 491 Total 8417.62 376
Hatip High
School
1. Anatolian 148 9.91 3.42 Between- 14.69 2 734 76 46 -
5] High School Groups
g 2.Vocational 177 958  2.88 Within- 3581.63 371 9.65
g High School Groups
S 3.Imam 49  9.36 2.84 Total 3596.32 373
IS Hatip High
School
1. Anatolian 148 14.6 5.22 Between- 27.87 2 1393 50 .60 -
© High School Groups
§ 2. Vocational 180 14.08 5.15 Within- 10274.21 374 27.47
& High School Groups
= 3.Imam 49 14.60 5.58 Total 10302.08 376
- Hatip High
School
1. Anatolian 148 58.10 16.01 Between- 12.983 2 649 .02 .97 -
‘S > High School Groups
-%3 2. Vocational 180 58.07 17.30 Within- 104622.79 374  279.74
& £ High School Groups
§§ 3.Imam 49 5864 16.65 Total 104635.77 376
S > Hatip High
School
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As seen in Table 11, the mean scores taken from the sub-dimensions of defencelessness (F, 374=.27;
p>.05), sadness (F, 374=.20; p>.05), incompetence (F, 374=.76; p>.05), intolerance (F, 374=.50; p>.05)

and from the whole scale (F, 374=.02; p>.05) did not vary significantly depending on school type.

Findings regarding the effect of professional experience on organizational vulnerability. One-way
analysis of variance was conducted to determine whether the teachers’ organizational vulnerability
levels varied significantly depending on professional experience and the results of the analysis are

presented in Table 12.
Table 12.

Results of the One-Way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’
Organizational Vulnerability Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Professional Experience

_ Source of the Sum of Mean
Prof. Ex. N x sd Variance Squares Square F P
1-9 years 53 20.40 6.46 Between- 150.02 3 50.00 120 .30
a Groups
@ 10-19 years 123 22.02 5.99 Within- 1544257 373  41.40
= Groups
% 20-29 years 158 22.25 6.74 Total 15592.60 376
‘@ 30yearsand 43 21.34 6.44
O more
1-9 years 53 11.60 4.86 Between- 70.46 3 2348 105 .37
Groups
10-19 years 123 11.89 4.27 Within- 8347.16 373  22.37
" Groups
¢ 20-29years 158 1236 490 Total 8417.62 376
E 30yearsand 43 13.11 5.14
9 more
1-9 years 51  9.17 2.77 Between- 31.93 3 10.64 117 .32
® Groups
e 10-19years 123  9.84 2.97 Within- 3337.86 367 9.09
2 Groups
& 20-29years 156 9.74 3.24 Total 3369.79 370
S 30yearsand 41  9.04 2.47
= more
1-9 years 53 14.01 6.03 Between- 50.12 3 1670 .60 .61
Groups
o 10-19years 123 14.00 4.38  Within- 10251.96 373  27.48
§ Groups
ko 20-29 years 158 14.78 5.62 Total 10302.08 376
g 30yearsand 43 14.34 4.98
- more
1-9 years 53 55.61 17.58 Between- 563.48 3 18782 67 .56
Groups
= 10-19 years 123 57.77 14.62 W.ithin- 104072.2 373 279.01
52 Groups 9
© g 20-29years 158 59.28  17.93 Total 104635.7 376
©= 30yearsand 43 58.27 16.49
O > more

As seen in Table 12, the mean scores taken by the teachers from the sub-dimensions of defencelessness
(Fe, 373=1.20; p>.05), sadness (F, 373=1.05; p>.05), incompetence (F, 373=1.17; p>.05), intolerance
(F, 373=.60; p>.05) and from the whole scale (F, 373=.67; p>.05) do not vary significantly depending
on professional experience.
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Findings Related to Self-Confidence

Under this heading, there are findings about the self-confidence levels of the participating teachers and
whether their self-confidence levels vary significantly depending on the variables of gender,
professional experience, branch, school type, education level and union membership.

Findings about self-confidence level: The arithmetic mean and standard deviation values were
calculated to determine the self-confidence levels of the participating teachers for the whole scale and
its sub-dimensions. The results obtained in this context are presented in Table 13.

Table 13.
Arithmetic Means and Standard Deviation for the Teachers’ Self-Confidence Levels

Dimension  No Item X sd Order of
Importance
° 5 I believe that | can overcome my problems. 424 70 1
2 3 I can cope with difficulties in life. 422 75 2
_§ 10 I love myself. 419 .79 3
S 7 I believe that I am self-sufficient. 417 81 4
},_> 17 I believe that | am a valuable person. 413 .82 5
3 1 I see myself as a successful person. 3.85 .80 6
o 2 I am not dependent on others in my choices. 3.77 97 7
= 21 There is no insurmountable problem for me. 3.63 .90 8
= 19 | can decide easily. 359 .91 9
B Mean of the Sub-dimension 3.98 .62
4 I respect the opinions of others. 442 .69 1
8 I can ask others questions about things that |1 do not 434 79 5
understand.
3 13 I accept myself and others as | am/they are. 420 .77 3
§ 16 I can easily communicate with other people. 4.08 .82 4
= 12 I can express myself easily. 4.06 .87 5
8 9 | adapt to new environments. 405 .81 6
% 11 I stand up for my rights when necessary. 4.04 .89 7
< 14 I can accept criticism from others with understanding. 392 81 8
2 18 I express my thoughts without hesitation when 389 87 9
k= communicating with others. ' '
i 20 I believe that | am a social person. 3.87 .87 10
6 I do not hesitate to participate in social events. 381 .94 11
15 I'm not afraid to stand out. 3.63 .95 12
Mean of the Sub-dimension 4.03 .62
Mean of the Scale 400 .59

When Table 13 is examined, it is seen that the teachers’ extrinsic self-confidence level (X=4.03) is
relatively higher than their intrinsic self-confidence level (X=3.98). In addition, from the mean values,
it is understood that teachers “frequently” agree with the items in the sub-dimensions of intrinsic self-
confidence and extrinsic self-confidence.

When the Self-Confidence Scale is generally evaluated, it is seen that the item the teachers agree with
the most is “I believe that | can overcome my problems.” (X=4.24) while the item they agree the least is
“T can decide easily.” (X=3.59).

Findings about whether self-confidence levels vary significantly depending on different variables.
It was tested whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on the variables
of gender, education level, union membership, branch, professional experience and school type and the
results are presented under the relevant headings.

Findings regarding the effect of gender on self-confidence. T-test was used to determine whether the
teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on gender and the results of the analysis
are presented in Table 14.
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As seen in Table 14, the mean scores taken from the sub-dimensions of intrinsic self-confidence (s
=.16 p>.05) and extrinsic self-confidence (ts7s) =.40; p>.05) did not vary significantly depending on
gender. While the mean score taken from the whole scale by the female teachers (X=84.32) is higher
than that of the male teachers (X=83.88), this difference is not statistically significant.

Table 14.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-Confidence Levels Vary
Significantly Depending on Gender

Variable Group N ___ x sd t df b Sig Dif
Confidence Mle i1t w76 s ® I & :
Confidence - Mle. i1t as1s qas 0 T8 88 :
Contidence - Male i1t gses  Dar 0I5 T :

Findings regarding the effect of education level on self-confidence. T-test was used to determine
whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on education level and the
results of the analysis are presented in Table 15.

Table 15.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-Confidence Levels Vary
Significantly Depending on Education Level

Variable Group N x sd t df p Sig. Dif.
Intrinsic Self- Undergraduate 272  35.94 5.67 62 375 53 i
Confidence Graduate 105 35.54 5.37 ' '

Extrinsic Self- Undergraduate 272  48.75 7.41

Confidence Graduate 105 47.35 7.54 163 375 10 i
General Self- Undergraduate 272  84.70 12.58

Confidence Graduate 105 82.89 12.37 1.25 375 21

As seen in Table 15, the mean scores taken from the sub-dimension of intrinsic self-confidence by the
teachers having undergraduate education (X=35.94) and the teachers having graduate education
(X=35.54) were close to each other and there was no significant difference between their levels of self-
confidence based on education level (tars) =.62; p>.05) in this sub-dimension. There was no significant
difference (ts5=1.63; p>.05) between the mean score taken by the teachers having undergraduate
education from the sub-dimension of extrinsic self-confidence (X=48.75) and that of the teachers having
graduate education (X=48.35). Moreover, the teachers’ general self-confidence levels also did not vary
significantly depending on education level (tz75=.21; p>.05).

Findings regarding the effect of union membership on self-confidence. T-test was used to determine
whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on union membership and
the results of the analysis are presented in Table 16.

Table 16.
Results of the T-test Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-Confidence Levels Vary
Significantly Depending on Education Level

. _ Significant
Variable Group N X sd t df Difference
Intrinsic Self- Union Member 199 35.44 5.84
Confidence Not Union Member 178 36.26 5.27 -1.43 375 15 i
Extrinsic  Self- Union Member 199 47.88 7.86 132 375 18 i
Confidence Not Union Member 178 48.90 6.97 ' '
General Self- Union Member 199 83.33 13.36 142 375 15 i
Confidence Not Union Member 178 85.17 11.49 ' '

As seen in Table 16, there was no significant difference (t@s7s) =-1.43; p>.05) between the intrinsic self-
confidence levels of the teachers who are union members (X=35.44) and the teachers who are not union
members (X=36.26). There was also no significant difference (ta7s) =-1.32; p>.05) between the extrinsic
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self-confidence levels of the teachers who are union members (X=47.88) and the teachers who are not
union members (X=48.90). Similarly, there was no significant difference between the general self-
confidence levels of the teachers based on union membership (t@a7s) =-1.42; p>.05).

Findings regarding the effect of branch on self-confidence. One-way analysis of variance was used to
determine whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on branch and the
results of the analysis are presented in Table 17.

Table 17.
Results of the One-way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-
Confidence Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Branch

5.Social Sciences 72 34.69 5.38
6.Vocational C. 59 37.28 5.02
7.Sportsand Arts 35 36.54 6.34
1.Mathematics 62 46.03 6.01 Between- 1426.61 6 237.76 4.68 .000

_ Source of Sum of Mean Sig.
Branch N X sd the Squares df Square F P Dif
Variance
» Ll.Mathematics 63 34.81 5.00 Between- 321.82 6 5363 173 .11 i
e Groups
8 2.Literature 55 36.01 5.62 Within- 11422.85 370 30.87
< Groups
g 3.Foreign 38 3631 592 Total 11744.67 376
g Language
o _4.Science 55 36.03 6.03
2
E

Groups 1-3
% Q 2.Literature 55 48,58 7.24 Within- 18415.22 363 50.73 1-6
v ¢ Groups
2 2 3.Foreign L. 32 5347 434 Total 19841.83 369 2-3
£ §_4.Science 55 4772 8.72 3-4
5 © 5.Social Sciences 72 4759  7.19 5-3
6.Vocational C. 59 50.03 6.14
7.Sportsand Arts 35 49.40 9.101
1.Mathematics 63 80.96 10.50 Between- 3150.75 6 525.12 3.63 .002 13
Groups
2.Literature 55 84.60 12.49 Within- 52733.79 365 144.47 1-6
Groups
3.Foreign L. 33 91.06 8.20 Total 55884.54 371 3-5

4.Science 55 83.76 14.13

5.Social Sciences 72 82.23 11.99

6.Vocational C. 59 87.31 10.60

7.Sportsand Arts 35 85.94 15.12

When determining the source of the significant difference between the groups in the sub-dimension of extrinsic
self-confidence, the Dunnett’s C test was used as a relevant post hoc test due to the non-homogeneous
distribution of variances (p = 0.001 < 0.05) as indicated by the Levene test. Similarly, Dunnetts'C test was
used in general self-confidence analyses since variance homogeneity could not be achieved (p=.001<.05).

General Self-
Confidence

As seen in Table 17, the teachers’ intrinsic self-confidence levels did not vary significantly depending
on branch (Fe, 370=1.73; p>.05). On the other hand, the teachers’ extrinsic self-confidence levels (F,
363=4.68; p<.05) and general self-confidence levels (F, 365=3.63; p<.05) varied significantly depending
on their branch. As a result of the Dunnetts’C test, it was found that the extrinsic self-confidence level
of the foreign language teachers (X=53.47) is significantly higher than those of the mathematics teachers
(X=46.03), literature teachers (X=48.58), science teachers (X=47.72) and social sciences teachers
(X=47.59). The extrinsic self-confidence level of the mathematics teachers (X=46.03) is significantly
lower than that of the teachers teaching vocational courses (X=50.03). The general self-confidence level
of the foreign language teachers (X=91.06) is significantly higher than those of the mathematics teachers
(X=80.96) and social sciences teachers (X=82.23). The general self-confidence level of the mathematics

111



e-Kafkas Journal of Educational Research

teachers (X=80.96) is significantly lower than those of the foreign language teachers (X=91.06) and
social sciences teachers (X=82.23).

Findings regarding the effect of school type on self-confidence. One-way analysis of variance was used
to determine whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly depending on school type
and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 18.

Table 18.
Results of the One-way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-
Confidence Levels Vary Significantly Depending on School Type

= Source of the Sum of Mean Sig.
Var School Type N . sd Variance Squares of Square F P Di%.
. 1. Anatolian 148 35.89 5.53  Between- 34.37 2 1718 54 57 -
E @ High School Groups
o5 2. Vocational 180 35.99 5.57  Within- 1171030 374 3131
22 High School Groups
£3 3Imam Hatip 49 3506 586 Total 11744.67 376
- High School
1. Anatolian 148 48.16 7.33  Between- 66.13 2 33.06 .59 .55 -
g High School Groups
L 2. Vocational 180 48.75 7.22  Within- 2090451 374 55.89
£ , 2 _High School Groups
2 E § 3Imam Hatip 49 4755 871 Total 20970.65 376
High School
, 1. Anatolian 148 84.05 12.28 Between- 180.79 2 90.39 .57 .56
E 3 High School Groups )
-5 2. Vocational 180 84.74 12.33  Within- 58891.50 374 157.46
= High School Groups
é § 3imam Hatip 49 8261  14.05 Total 59072.30 376
High School

As seen in Table 18, the intrinsic self-confidence level (F, 374=.54; p>.05) and extrinsic self-confidence
level (F(, 374=.59; p>.05) of the teachers do not vary significantly depending on school type. Moreover,
the teachers’ general self-confidence levels were also found to not vary depending on school type (F,
374=.57; p>.05).

Findings regarding the effect of professional experience on self-confidence. One-way analysis of
variance was used to determine whether the teachers’ self-confidence levels varied significantly
depending on professional experience and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 19.

Table 19.
Results of the One-way Analysis of Variance Conducted to Determine Whether the Teachers’ Self-
Confidence Levels Vary Significantly Depending on Professional Experience

Source of Sum of Mean Sig
Var. Professional Experience N x sd the df F p =

Variance Squares Square Dif.
o« 1)1-9 years 52 3626 496 ocoween- 321.88 3 10729 374 01 24
2 g Groups
o5 ) Within-
3 302: 2)10-19 years 123 35.01 5.33 Groups 10581.15 369 28.67
é S 3)20-29 years 158 36.08 5.66 Total 10903.04 372
=0 4)30 years and more 40 38.22 451

Between-
. 1)1-9 years 52 49.36 7.11 Groups 137.16 3 45.72 .85 46

2 § _ Within-
é - 2)10-19 years 121 47.90 7.05 Groups 19845.45 370 53.63
25 € 3)20-29 years 158  48.39 7.45  Total 19982.62 373
W & C7430 years and more 43 4961 7.80
] Between-
= 1)1-9 years 53 84.98 12.18 G 1302.91 3 43430 296 .03 2-4
33 roups
3 2)10-19 years 123 8261 1216 \C’;Vr'ézg‘s' 5406215 369 14651
=
& &  3)20-29 years 157 84.69 12.38  Total 55365.06 372
© O 4)30 years and more 40 89.10 10.57

Note: While determining the source of the significant difference between the groups in General Self-Confidence, Scheffe test, one of the
related post hoc tests, was used as the homogeneity of variances was ensured (p=.77>.05 in Levene test). The Scheffe test was preferred
because it is a strict test that gives reliable results even when the number of groups is not equal (Kayri, 2009). Since p=.15>.05 in the Levene
test of internal self-confidence, Scheffe test was used.
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Findings on the Relationship between Organizational Vulnerability and Self-Confidence

In order to determine whether there was a significant correlation between the teachers’ organizational
vulnerability and self-confidence levels, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated both on the
basis of the sub-dimensions and on the basis of the whole scales. Results of the Pearson correlation
analysis are given in Table 20.

Table 20.

Results of the Pearson Correlation Analysis regarding the Relationship between Organizational

Vulnerability and Self-Confidence

Variables Defencelessness  Sadness Incompetence Intolerance Intrinsic Self- Extrinsic Self-
Confidence  Confidence

Defencelessness 1

Sadness 65" 1

Incompetence 49™ 39" 1

Intolerance 747 75" 44 1

Intrinsic .04 .08 -23" .06 1
Self-Confidence

Extrinsic .01 .03 =24 .02 .82 1

Self-Confidence
** denotes a significant correlation at the level of p<.01.

As seen in Table 20, there is a high, positive and significant correlation between the sub-dimensions of
intolerance and defencelessness (r =.74, p<.01), between the sub-dimensions of intolerance and sadness
(r=.75, p<.01) and between the sub-dimensions of defenselessness and sadness (r=.65, p<.01). There is
a medium, positive and significant correlation between the sub-dimensions of incompetence and
defencelessness (r=.49, p<.01), between the sub-dimensions of incompetence and sadness (r=.39, p<.01)
and between the sub-dimensions of incompetence and intolerance (r=.44, p<.01).

There is a high, positive and significant correlation between the sub-dimensions of extrinsic self-
confidence and intrinsic self-confidence (r=.82, p<.01). When the correlations between the sub-
dimensions of organizational vulnerability and self-confidence are examined, it is seen that there are
low and insignificant correlations between intrinsic self-confidence and defenselessness (r=.04, p>.01),
between intrinsic self-confidence and sadness (r=.08, p>.01) and between intrinsic self-confidence and
intolerance (r=.06, p>.01). Similarly, there are no significant correlations between extrinsic self-
confidence and defenselessness (r=.01, p>.01), sadness (r=.03, p>.01) and intolerance (r=.02, p>.01).
On the other hand, there is a negative, low and significant correlation between intrinsic self-confidence
and incompetence (r=-.23, p<.01) and between extrinsic self-confidence and incompetence (r=-.24,
p<.01).

Findings on the Prediction of Organizational Vulnerability by Self-Confidence

Multiple regression analyses was conducted to determine whether self-confidence predicted
organizational vulnerability. Before conducting the multiple regression analysis, the assumptions of
normal distribution, linearity, homogeneity of variances and the assumption of absence of
autocorrelation and multicollinearity were tested. In order to avoid multicollinearity, the correlation
between the independent variables should be less than .90 and VIF should be <10, tolerance value should
be >0.10 and CI should be <30 (Cokluk et al., 2014; Field, 2013). Since r=.82<.90, VIF=3.41/3.41<10,
CI=14/28<30 in the current study, there is no multicollinearity problem. Durbin Watson value must be
1<d>3 to avoid autocorrelation (Field, 2013). Since d=1.67 in the current study, it was decided that there
was no autocorrelation between the independent variables. In order to meet the assumptions of
multivariate normality, linearity and homogeneity, standardized estimated values drawn for the predictor
and predicted variables, pp-plot and scatter plots for standardized error values, and mahalanobis and
cook values were examined (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2014). Since the PP plot was linear, the scatter plot was
elliptical, and the mahalanobis values (.013-12.96) sd=2 were less than the critical value of 13.82 at the
.001 significance level, and Cook values (.00-.027) were less than 1, multivariate normality, linearity
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and homogeneity assumptions were also met. The results of the multiple regression analysis conducted
to test whether self-confidence predicts organizational vulnerability are shown in Table 21.

Table 21.
Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis Regarding Organizational Vulnerability and Self-
Confidence

Variable B Standard ; t 0 Binary Partial
Error r r

Constant 59.13 6.26 9.44 .00

Intrinsic Self-Confidence .39 .29 A2 1.36 A7 .07 .07

Extrinsic Self-Confidence -31 21 -13 -1.43 A5 -.08 -,08

R=08 R?=.01 F(, 36=1.08 p=.34

As seen in Table 21, there is a low and insignificant correlation between intrinsic self-confidence and
extrinsic self-confidence and organizational vulnerability (R = 08, p = .34). Intrinsic self-confidence
explains only 1% of the total variance in organizational vulnerability. When the standardized regression
coefficients was examined, it was seen that extrinsic self-confidence (f=.13) had a larger effect than
intrinsic self-confidence (B=.12) on organizational vulnerability. However, when the t-test results
regarding the regression coefficients were examined, it was understood that both intrinsic self-
confidence (p=.17<.01) and extrinsic self-confidence (p=.15>.01) were not significant predictors of
organizational vulnerability. For these variables, the regression equation is as follows:

ORGANIZATIONAL VULNERABILITY =59.13+0.39 INTRINSIC SELF-CONFIDENCE-0.31EXTRINSIC
SELF-CONFIDENCE

Discussion and Results

The results of the current study related to organizational vulnerability and self-confidence and the
discussions on these results are presented under the relevant headings.

Results and Discussion on Organizational Vulnerability

According to the current study, the teachers’ level of defenselessness is relatively higher than their levels
of sadness, incompetence and intolerance. In the sub-dimension of defencelessness, the fact that the
legal regulations and the realities of the school do not match, the changes in the curriculum and the
evaluation of professional competence according to non-educational factors are among the issues that
teachers are most concerned about. Supporting these results, Blase (1988) also reveals that teachers are
vulnerable to legal regulations because teachers think that the arrangements made especially on the
curriculum, assessment and examination systems are useless and do not produce solutions to the real
problems of the school (Blase, 1988). The fact that the legal regulations do not match the school realities
and the concern about this may be due to the fact that teachers are not included in the decision-making
processes while these regulations are being made.

It is a known fact that educational paradigms have changed with the changes in science and technology,
and as a result, frequent changes have been made in education programs. Therefore, it is understandable
that the changes made in education programs make teachers concerned. Assimilating the changes in the
education program or trying to implement a new program is an important situation that can create
vulnerability for the teacher (Lemelin, 2018). In fact, many studies in the literature (Dagli and Han,
2017; Demir and Ar1, 2013; Mellegard and Pettersen, 2016) emphasize teachers’ discomfort and anxiety
about changes in the education program.

The vulnerability created by the evaluation of teachers’ professional competences according to non-
educational factors was also expressed by Blase (1988). In this context, especially the administrators
have a tendency to directly or indirectly control and evaluate teachers in matters such as hair style,
clothing, speaking style or non-governmental organizations of which they are members (Blase, 1988).

According to the results of the current study, in the sub-dimension of incompetence, teachers are most
worried about the expectation of being a role-model and feel incompetent when using new educational
technologies. In the organizational vulnerability literature, the expectation of the teacher to be a role-
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model has been widely addressed and is seen as a means of putting great pressure on teachers. Teachers
question their own professional identities and experience incompetence in terms of contributing to the
academic and personality development of students while trying to fulfill the expectation of being a good
role model to their students. Teachers fall into self-doubt and put the responsibility on themselves, even
if the inadequacies of students in terms of academic and personality development are caused by their
families or students themselves (Blase, 1988; Gao, 2008; Kelchtermans, 1996).

According to the results of the current study, in the sub-dimension of sadness, teachers are most
vulnerable to not being appreciated by the administrators when they do good work and to the gossip of
their colleagues. Supporting this result, the organizational vulnerability literature argues that teachers
experience sadness and vulnerability when they are not appreciated by their administrators when they
deserve it (Blase, 1988). Being appreciated is one of the main factors that foster the teacher’s self-
respect. Since teachers know that the government, society and media will not be aware of what they are
doing and their efforts within the school, they expect to be appreciated by their administrators with
whom they interact more one-on-one (Hargreaves, Cunningham, Hansen, Mclintyre and Oliver, 2018).
In addition, colleague gossip persists widely in educational organizations and causes vulnerability
among teachers (Blase, 1987, 1988; Kelchtermans, 1996) and harms collaborative school culture
(Hargreaves, 2002).

In the study, it was determined that in the sub-dimension of intolerance, the teachers are most disturbed
by the parents’ intervention in the educational and instructional activities and the unfair criticism of their
colleagues about their teaching activities. According to the studies conducted by Blase (1988) and
Kelchtermans (1996), parents’ intervention in teaching activities is perceived as a criticism of teachers’
professional identities and causes vulnerability. On the other hand, unfair criticism of colleagues is
among the issues that teachers are very uncomfortable with and causes teachers’ relationships with their
colleagues to weaken (Hargreaves, 2002).

According to the results of the current study, the teachers’ levels of vulnerability, sadness, incompetence
and intolerance and general organizational vulnerability levels do not vary significantly depending on
gender. When the literature is reviewed, it is seen that there is no study using any organizational
vulnerability scale; thus, the results of the current study cannot be compared with any study in the
literature. However, one of the dimensions of the Job Insecurity Scale used in research on employee
recruitment is vulnerability, referring to vulnerability to unfair, threatening, oppressive and authoritarian
attitudes (Vives et al., 2013) Therefore, it is possible to compare this dimension with the sub-dimension
of defencelessness in the current study. In this context, in the study of Daly, Schenker Ronda-Perez, and
Reid (2020), women’s defencelessness level was found to be higher than that of men, contradicting the
findings of the current study.

The sub-dimension of incompetence in the Organizational Vulnerability Scale reflects the teacher’s
feeling of incompetence regarding his/her profession and instructional activities. Although there is no
direct study on teacher incompetence in the literature, it is possible to indirectly associate the sub-
dimension of incompetence with teacher self-efficacy. In the current study, it was determined that there
is no significant gender based difference in the sub-dimension of incompetence. Similarly, studies have
also identified that the perceived self-efficacy of teachers towards their profession does not vary
significantly by gender (Aydin, 2020; Benzer, 2011; Taskin and Haciomeroglu, 2010). However, there
are also studies indicating that teacher self-efficacy varies significantly depending on gender in favor of
male teachers (Demirtas, Comert and Ozer, 2011; Klassen and Chiu, 2010) or in favour of female
teachers (Girbiiztiirk and Sad 2009; Subas, 2018). As can be seen, there is no consistency in the
literature on whether the perception of incompetence varies significantly depending on gender.

As stated before, no scales have been found in the literature that will directly compare the Organizational
Vulnerability Scale or its sub-dimensions. However, there are measurement tools developed to measure
teacher emotions in recent years, and although they do not fully correspond to the dimensions of the
Organizational Vulnerability Scale, they allow a comparison. For example, Teacher Emotions Scale
developed by Frenzel et al. (2016) measures teachers’ anxiety, anger and pleasure in instructional
activities. The Teacher Emotion Inventory, developed by Chen (2016), consists of subscales of pleasure,
love, anger, fear and sadness. While the teachers’ intolerance levels were found to not vary significantly
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depending on gender in the current study, it was also seen that teachers’ anger levels did not vary
significantly depending on gender in the studies conducted by Kose (2019) and Adams (2020). On the
other hand, while the level of sadness was found to not vary depending on gender in the current study,
Kirmiz1 and Saricoban (2020) stated that female teachers tend to experience more sadness than male
teachers.

According to the results of the current study, it is remarkable that both the general level of vulnerability
and defenselessness and sadness levels of the teachers having graduate education are higher than those
of the teachers with undergraduate education. This might indicate that as the level of education increases,
teachers’ organizational vulnerability also increases due to the increase in their awareness of and
sensitivity towards the negativities in their profession and working conditions. The result that the level
of incompetence does not vary significantly depending on education level is in line with the findings of
many studies on teacher competence in the literature. For example, Parlak (2011) and Ozata (2007)
found that teachers’ perceived competence does not vary significantly depending on education level.

According to the results of the current study, the organizational vulnerability of teachers teaching
mathematics, literature and social sciences in the sub-dimension of incompetence is higher than those
teaching sports and arts, which may be related to the centrally administered university entrance exam.
As it is known, in this exam, most of the questions are asked in the fields of mathematics, literature and
social sciences and thus these teachers are indirectly held responsible for the success or failure of
students, and thus the expectation of the society from these teachers is naturally high. This may cause
the teacher to feel under pressure and incompetent. On the other hand, the absence of questions in the
field of sports and arts in this central exam and the fact that these courses are more practical due to their
nature may be effective in the perception of relatively low level of incompetence of the teachers working
in this field. Similarly, in the studies conducted by Demirtas et al. (2011) and Giirbiiztiirk and Sad
(2009), it was determined that the self-efficacy perceptions of pre-service mathematics teachers are
relatively low. In addition, the finding that intolerance levels do not vary significantly depending on
branch concurs with the studies conducted by Adams (2020) and Kése (2019) in which they found that
anger levels do not vary significantly depending on branch.

In the current study, it was found that the teachers’ level of incompetence did not vary significantly
depending on school type. However, when the literature on teaching competence is examined, it is seen
that there are conflicting studies as well as studies supporting this finding. For example, Benzer (2011)
found that teacher competence does not vary significantly depending on school type. However,
according to the research conducted by Ustiiner, Demirtas, Cémert and Ozer (2009), teachers working
in Anatolian high schools consider themselves more competent than teachers working in other types of
high schools. On the other hand, the finding that the level of intolerance does not vary significantly
depending on school type is parallel to Kose’s (2019) finding that the level of anger does not vary
significantly depending on school type.

In the study of Aydin (2020) and Ustiiner et al. (2009), it was determined that the level of teacher
competence does not vary significantly depending on professional experience, which supports the
conclusion of the current study that the level of incompetence of the teachers does not vary significantly
depending on professional experience. On the other hand, Klassen and Chiu (2010) found a nonlinear
correlation between competence and professional experience. They concluded that with increasing
professional experience up to 23 years, the level of competence also increases but with increasing
professional experience after 23 years, the level of competence decreases. On the other hand, the finding
that the level of intolerance does not vary significantly depending on professional experience is in line
with Adams’ (2020) finding that the level of anger does not vary significantly depending on professional
experience.

In the current study, it was found that the teachers’ organizational vulnerability levels do not vary
significantly depending on union membership. This finding is surprising because at least in the sub-
dimension of defenselessness, the level of the teachers who are union members is expected to be higher
than that of the teachers who are not union members. This might be because the teachers believe that
unions are political structures and that they do not do their job well enough; thus, they may not trust
unions enough (Berkant and Giil, 2017; Gok and Bozbayindir, 2020; Tasdan, 2012).
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Discussion and Results on Self-Confidence

According to the findings of the current study, the teachers’ extrinsic self-confidence level is relatively
higher than their intrinsic self-confidence level. In the sub-dimension of intrinsic self-confidence, items
such as making easy decisions, no problems that cannot be overcome and not being dependent on others
in choices are the items the least agreed with by the teachers. In particular, not being dependent on others
and being able to make easy decisions are the items reflecting doing something on one’s own will. The
fact that the level of agreement with these items is relatively low may indicate that teachers have
difficulties in making choices and decisions. Similar to the findings, Koyuncu-Sahin (2015) found in
their study investigating the self-confidence levels of preschool teachers that the items “There is no
insurmountable problem for me” and "I can make a decision easily” had with the lowest mean score in
the scale. In the extrinsic self-confidence sub-dimension, the items “not being afraid to stand out” and
“not hesitating to participate in social activities” are the items the least agreed with. This might indicate
that teachers have deficiencies in social skills. Similarly, in the study by Koyuncu-Sahin (2015), the
item “I am afraid of standing out” is among the items least agreed with by the teachers.

According to the findings of the current study, the teachers’ intrinsic self-confidence, extrinsic self-
confidence and general self-confidence levels did not vary significantly depending on gender. Many
studies in the literature support this finding. For example, Coknaz, Yildiz, Erbil and Altintag (2018)
found that general self-confidence, intrinsic self-confidence and extrinsic self-confidence did not vary
significantly depending on gender. Okyay (2012) conducted a study on administrators and concluded
that intrinsic self-confidence and extrinsic self-confidence did not vary significantly depending on
gender. Similarly, Calikusu (2020) conducted a study on high school students and Yalgin and Ozgen
(2017) on pre-service teachers and they found that there was no significant correlation between gender
and self-confidence. On the other hand, Toktas (2017) conducted a study on students participating in
sports competitions and found that extrinsic self-confidence did not vary significantly depending on
gender; however, it was determined that the intrinsic self-confidence level of the male students was
found to be higher than that of the female students. Similarly, Kalaian and Freeman (1994) found that
the male pre-service teachers in a training program were more self-confident than the female pre-service
teachers.

According to the findings of the current study, the teachers’ self-confidence did not vary significantly
depending on their education level. In fact, it was expected that graduate education would improve
teachers’ communication, self-expression and socialization skills, and therefore there would be a
difference between the self-confidence levels of the teachers having graduate education and the teachers
having undergraduate education. In the literature, there are studies also reporting that education level
does not have a significant effect on self-confidence. For example, Giil and Hergiiner (2019) in their
study on school administrators revealed that the levels of intrinsic self-confidence and extrinsic self-
confidence and general self-confidence did not vary significantly depending on education level.
Similarly, Levent (2011) revealed that self-confidence, which is considered as a sub-dimension of
personality traits, does not vary significantly depending on education level.

According to the findings of the current study, the teachers’ extrinsic self-confidence and general self-
confidence levels varied significantly depending on branch. While the foreign language teachers have
the highest level of self-confidence, the mathematics teachers have the lowest level of self-confidence.
Although there is no study in the literature that evaluates teachers’ self-confidence in relation to their
branch, Giil and Hergiiner (2019) found that school administrators’ self-confidence levels did not vary
significantly depending on their branches. Dureja and Singh (2011) determined that the self-confidence
level of physical education students was higher than that of psychology students in their study among
pre-service teachers.

The findings of the current study revealed that the teachers’ self-confidence levels did not vary
significantly depending on school type. There is no study in the literature examining teacher self-
confidence in relation to the school type variable. However, there are studies that examine the change
in the self-confidence of students and administrators depending on school type. For example, Toktas
(2017) determined that both intrinsic and extrinsic self-confidence levels of vocational high school
students participating in sports competitions are higher than students in other types of high schools.
Toktas attributes this situation to the sports success of the vocational high schools and states that as a
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result, the students’ self-confidence can be high. Giil and Hergliner (2019), on the other hand, classified
the types of schools as primary, middle and high schools and found that extrinsic self-confidence does
not vary depending on school type; however, primary school administrators’ intrinsic self-confidence
levels were found to be higher than those in high schools.

The findings of the current study revealed that the teachers’ intrinsic self-confidence and general self-
confidence levels vary significantly depending on their professional experience. The self-confidence
level of the teachers with30 or more years of professional experience is relatively higher. The relatively
higher self-confidence of the teachers with 30 or more years of professional experience may be due to
the fact that these teachers get to know and accept themselves better and reflect themselves better in
their environment, as their professional and life experiences increase. In many studies in the literature,
it has been found that self-confidence levels did not vary significantly depending on professional
experience. For example, Koyuncu-Sahin (2015) and Coknaz et al. (2018) concluded that teachers’ self-
confidence did not vary significantly depending on their professional experience. Similarly, Giil and
Hergiiner (2018) found that administrators’ self-confidence levels did not vary significantly depending
on professional experience.

Discussion and Results about the Relationship between Organizational Vulnerability and Self-
Confidence and whether Self-Confidence Predicts Organizational Vulnerability

In the current study, no significant correlation was found between extrinsic self-confidence and intrinsic
self-confidence and the sub-dimensions of defenselessness, sadness and intolerance of organizational
vulnerability. There is a low and significant correlation between intrinsic self-confidence and
incompetence and between extrinsic self-confidence and incompetence. Thus, as teachers’ intrinsic self-
confidence and extrinsic self-confidence increase, their organizational vulnerability in the sub-
dimension of incompetence decreases. This relationship is an expected result because people who see
themselves competent in an area naturally have high self-confidence in this area (Ekinci, 2013). On the
other hand, the sub-dimensions of self-confidence do not significantly predict organizational
vulnerability.

Suggestions
In light of the results of the study, the following suggestions can be made:

e In order to reduce the vulnerability caused by discrepancies between legal regulations and the
realities of schools, as well as changes in the education program, it is necessary to involve
teachers in the decision-making processes both in the revision of legislation related to education
and teaching, and in the structuring of the programs.

e In order to alleviate the vulnerability resulting from the lack of appreciation when teachers
perform well and thus enhance their self-esteem, school administrators, in particular, should
fairly and promptly reward the efforts of teachers.

e Training sessions should be organized to raise awareness among teachers about the
vulnerabilities caused by gossip and unfair criticism from colleagues, as well as the potential
negative school climate that may occur as a result.

e Activities focused on social skills should be increased with the aim of enhancing teachers’
extrinsic self-confidence in terms of standing out and participating in social events.

e Qualitative research should be conducted to identify the underlying causes of teachers’
organizational vulnerabilities, taking into account factors such as professional experience,
educational background and branch as well as the potential variations in self-confidence based
on professional experience and branch.

e Although the current study revealed a low-level significant relationship between extrinsic
confidence and intrinsic confidence and the sub-dimension of incompetence, further studies
should be conducted to fully comprehend this relationship.
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