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This  study  examined  the influence  of early  childhood  teachers’  beliefs  about  teaching  and  self-efficacy
beliefs  on  their  self-reported  fidelity  to  a  mandated  constructivist  curriculum.  The  data  were  collected
from  a  sample  of 308 early  childhood  teachers  from  public  schools  in Turkey.  The results  of hierarchical
regression  analyses  revealed  that  early  childhood  teachers  reported  a considerably  higher  level  of  fidelity
to the  constructivist  curriculum  when  their beliefs  aligned  more  with  the  constructivist  approach  to
teaching  and  had  a higher  sense  of self-efficacy  for student  engagement  and  instructional  strategies.  This
impact  of  teacher  beliefs  on  self-reported  fidelity  to curriculum  implementation  was  valid  regardless  of
teachers’  years  of experience,  teachers’  degree  of education,  class  size,  age  of  the  students,  length  and
onstructivist beliefs
urriculum implementation
onstructivist curriculum
arly childhood education

type of  the  program,  and the  existence/nonexistence  of a teacher  aide  in the  classroom.  Additionally,
early  childhood  teachers’  efficacy  for instructional  strategies  moderated  the  relationship  that  was  found
between  constructivist  beliefs  about  teaching  and  self-reported  fidelity  to learning  process.  Overall,  these
findings  imply  that  early  childhood  teachers’  beliefs  about  teaching  and  their  sense of efficacy  in  teaching
warrant  consideration  to  ensure  fidelity  to policy  documents  in  educational  practice.

©  2015 Elsevier  Inc.  All  rights  reserved.
ntroduction

The study of the mental lives of teachers emerged as a new
pproach to research on teaching in the mid-1950s (Shulman,
986). At the heart of this paradigm was a shift from teacher behav-

ors to teachers’ planning, interactive thoughts, decision-making,
nd also their theories and beliefs (Clark & Peterson, 1986). This
ncreased attention to understanding teachers’ cognition in addi-
ion to their behaviors (Fang, 1996) relied on the core assumption
hat teachers’ thinking affects the way they behave (Clark & Yinger,
977). The present study is a part of this strand of research with its
een interest in teacher beliefs. Especially, we attempted to exam-
ne the influence of early childhood teachers’ beliefs about teaching
nd self-efficacy beliefs for teaching on their self-reported fidelity
o a top-down curriculum innovation in the context of Turkey.

Kagan (1992) stated that teacher beliefs lie at the heart of teach-
ng. The main reason behind this strong argument is that teachers

ct more on the basis of their beliefs than their knowledge to cope
ith the unpredictable nature of the teaching profession (Kagan,

992). Correspondingly, the current discourses about the purposes
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of teacher education programs touch upon guiding teacher can-
didates to form, reflect on, and change their beliefs (Richardson,
2003). While beliefs apparently constitute a critical component
of teachers’ professional identity, the existing literature is consid-
ered limited with regard to their role in early childhood education
(Lee, 2006; McMullen, 2001; Rivalland, 2007). In this respect, it is
expected that the present study expands our current knowledge
about the relationship between early childhood teachers’ beliefs
and classroom practices. By developing an understanding about
the belief system of teachers, this study can potentially contribute
to improvement of professional preparation in teaching and class-
room practices (Pajares, 1992).

Definition of beliefs about teaching and self-efficacy beliefs in
teaching

Teacher beliefs basically refer to how teachers make sense of
their world (Clark & Yinger, 1977). Pajares (1992) recognized that
various meanings are interchangeably used for this construct in the
literature such as attitudes, values, judgments, opinions, concep-

tual systems, personal theories, and repertories of understanding.
Among this diversity, Pajares (1992) posited that beliefs are “an
individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity of a proposition, a judg-
ment that can only be inferred from a collective understanding of

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.07.001
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/08852006
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.07.001&domain=pdf
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hat human beings say, intend, and do” (p. 316). As beliefs mir-
or individual judgments, they are, unlike knowledge, subjective,
valuative, and affective (Nespor, 1987). In fact, these features can
xplain why beliefs that teachers form can greatly influence their
ecisions, cause disagreement, potentially require reconstruction,
nd at the same time, be so resistant to change.

As one ingredient of teachers’ belief systems, beliefs about
eaching are the assertions and claims that teachers and teacher
andidates assume to be true about learning, learners, the learning
nvironment, and the content to be learnt (Kagan, 1992). In this
tudy, they pertain to teachers’ beliefs about the appropriateness of
onstructivist and traditional ways of education in early childhood.
he other component, teacher self-efficacy beliefs, is derived from
he social-cognitive theory of Bandura (1977). Self-efficacy beliefs
or teaching stand for the perceived self-images of pre-service and
n-service teachers in terms of their abilities to perform actions to
ulfill particular teaching tasks (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy,

 Hoy, 1998). Especially, in the current study, they address tea-
hers’ beliefs about their capabilities in the domains of student
ngagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management.

elationship between teacher beliefs and practices in early
hildhood education

The beliefs that teachers hold about teaching and their self-
fficacy beliefs for teaching have a decisive role in the life of

 classroom. To date, literature has revealed that early child-
ood teachers’ classroom practices are consistent with their beliefs
bout teaching (McMullen, 1999; McMullen et al., 2006; Rivalland,
007; Vartuli, 1999). McMullen et al. (2005), for instance, found a
ositive association between developmentally appropriate beliefs
nd practices of early childhood teachers from five different
ountries. Charlesworth et al. (1993) similarly pointed to the
onsistency between teacher beliefs and practices and argued
hat this congruence was stronger especially in the relation-
hip between inappropriate beliefs and inappropriate practices.
eachers’ endorsement of child-initiated learning strategies was
ositively linked with their use of child-initiated practices in early
hildhood classrooms (Wang, Elicker, McMullen, & Mao, 2008).
imilarly, in the study by Stipek and Byler (1997), there was  a nega-
ive correlation between teachers’ child-centered beliefs and their
mplementation of skills-based education. In their recent review,

ilcox-Herzog, Ward, Wong, and McLaren (2015) noticed that
here is at least a moderate level of congruence between what early
hildhood teachers believe to be important and what they practice
n their classrooms. Yet they caution against that this congruence
s especially valid for teachers with higher levels of education,
pecialized training, and for teachers working in settings without
tructural barriers. In the light of these findings, in this study, it was
ypothesized that early childhood teachers would be more likely
o show fidelity to the common principles of the national construc-
ivist curriculum when they espoused constructivist beliefs about
eaching more strongly than they supported traditional views of
ducation.

While studies on the relationship between beliefs about teach-
ng and practices mainly center on the consistency between teacher
eliefs and practices, studies on teacher self-efficacy beliefs probe
he relationship between perceived capabilities of teachers and
ducational effectiveness. Bandura (1993) strongly underlined that
eacher self-efficacy beliefs determine the atmosphere a teacher
reates in his or her classroom and the type of learning that
akes place in a classroom. The positive effect of teacher self-

fficacy on educational practice stems from the fact that teachers
ith high self-efficacy are more likely than those with the low

elf-efficacy to engage in a number of important practices includ-
ng demonstrating a sense of personal accomplishment, holding
d Research Quarterly 33 (2015) 77–86

positive expectations for student behavior and achievements, tak-
ing personal responsibility for student learning, showing a sense of
control, and engaging democratic decision-making (Ashton, 1984).
Especially, in the context of early childhood education, teacher
self-efficacy beliefs predict the implementation of developmen-
tally appropriate practices (McMullen, 1999) and children’s gains
in print awareness (Guo, Piasta, Justice, & Kaderavek, 2010). Also,
teacher self-efficacy beliefs are associated with a positive, cooper-
ative, and supportive climate in school environment (Kim & Kim,
2010), and positive teacher-child and teacher-parent relationships
(Chung, Marvin, & Churchill, 2005). Given its enhancing effect on
teachers and teaching, our hypothesis in this study, consequently,
was that early childhood teachers would report a higher level of
fidelity to the mandated constructivist curriculum when they had
a higher sense of self-efficacy for teaching.

Potential interaction between beliefs about teaching and
self-efficacy beliefs

The independent influences of teachers’ beliefs about teach-
ing and self-efficacy on their actions are well documented in the
literature. To our current knowledge, there seem hardly any stud-
ies investigating their potential interactive effect on educational
practice. Yet, in the present study, based on the proposition that
beliefs compose a system where individual beliefs form intercon-
nections to each other (Rokeach, 1973), it is expected that beliefs
about teaching and self-efficacy beliefs about teaching that com-
prise two  components of teachers’ beliefs system may  be connected
and interact with each other.

Of note is that teacher self-efficacy is considered the most
important aspect of teacher effectiveness (Berman & McLaughlin,
1977). Bandura (1995) firmly states that self-efficacy beliefs are
the most central mechanism of human agency that individuals use
to make intentional actions for their functioning. That is, an indi-
viduals’ performance is profoundly tied to their sense of efficacy
(Bandura, 1993). In support of this stance is the positive relation-
ship that was established between teachers’ level of self-efficacy
and a number of essential aspects of teacher effectiveness such
as teacher persistence, enthusiasm, and commitment (Tschannen-
Moran et al., 1998). Evidently, teacher efficacy beliefs have a
substantial influence on teacher actions. However, the relation-
ship between beliefs about teaching and teacher practices may  be
weak or even absent considering the evidence that teachers do not
necessarily practice what they believe to be important in educa-
tion (Rentzou & Sakellariou, 2010; Wilcox-Herzog, 2002). In their
study where they found a weak and even a non-existing relation-
ship between early childhood teachers’ curriculum beliefs and their
observed behaviors, Wen, Elicker, and McMullen (2011) posited
that “a refined and more important question to ask might be when,
how, for whom, and under what conditions are teachers’ beliefs
and practices consistent?” (p. 962). In this study, in the context of a
mandated curriculum that explicitly depict what teachers need to
believe, it was hypothesized that teacher self-efficacy beliefs would
play the leading role in what teachers do in their classrooms. We
consider that a sense of high self-efficacy may  become the weapon
to trigger teachers to exert higher levels of effort to fulfill their
given roles even if their beliefs about teaching are less or even not
constructivist.

Purpose of the present study

Early childhood education in Turkey underwent a top-down

curriculum transition in 2006. The centralized curriculum for
36- to 72-month-old children is essentially based on the con-
structivist principles of education (Ministry of National Education
[MoNE], 2006). Aligned with this approach, the curriculum that is
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Table 1
The characteristics of participating early childhood teachers and their classes
(N = 308).

Characteristic n %

Gender
Female 308 100

Teachers’ years of experience
1–5 years 66 21.43
6–10  years 54 17.53
11–15 years 56 18.18
16–20 years 57 18.51
21–25 years 39 12.66
26–30 years 33 10.71
31–35 years 3 .97

Teachers’ degree of education
Bachelor of Science Degree 224 72.72
Associate’s Degree 53 17.21
Open University Degree 18 5.84
Master of Science Degree 12 3.90

Area of specialization
Early Childhood Education 181 58.77
Child Development and Education 87 28.25
Other 40 12.99

Age of the students
Younger than 5 year-old 69 22.40
5  and 6 year-old 235 76.30

Class size
5–9 students 2 .65
10–14 students 34 11.04
15–19 students 91 29.55
20–24 students 125 40.58
25–29 students 56 18.18

Type of the school
Elementary school 168 54.55
Independent preprimary school 138 44.81

Length of the program
Half-day program 191 62.01
Full-day program 115 37.34

Existence (nonexistence) of a teacher aide
Yes 212 68.83
No  93 30.19
R. Cobanoglu, Y. Capa-Aydin / Early Ch

mplemented nationwide mainly expects early childhood teachers
o practice child-centered and play-based activities in their class-
ooms. The three characteristics that distinguish the mandated
urriculum are actualization of content-free objectives in all areas
f development, parent involvement, and development of problem-
olving and creative skills in children.

Perhaps due to their perception of teachers as technicians
ather than decision-makers, reformers in Turkey deemed that
arly childhood teachers would unconditionally show fidelity to
his written curriculum and fulfill their roles in teaching as exactly
escribed in the documents. The literature, however, depicts the
ap between intended curriculum and actual curriculum expe-
ienced in preschool classrooms in Turkey (Erden, 2010; Kandır,
zbey, & İnal, 2009; Uzun, 2007). Given the paramount role of

eacher thinking on curriculum implementation (Fullan, 2007),
he present study strives to examine if teacher beliefs account
or such discrepancies. Especially, we attempt to investigate if a
ower level of fidelity to the constructivist curriculum is associated

ith the incongruence between early childhood teachers’ beliefs
bout teaching and beliefs embedded in the mandated curricu-
um, and with early childhood teachers’ low levels of self-efficacy
or teaching. Namely, the main research questions in this study
re as follows: How well do teachers’ beliefs about teaching and
heir self-efficacy beliefs for teaching predict their self-reported
delity to the mandated curriculum after controlling for other rel-
vant teacher characteristics and school-related factors? Do early
hildhood teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs moderate the relationship
etween beliefs about teaching and self-reported fidelity to the
andated curriculum?

ethod

articipants

The participants of this study were 308 early childhood tea-
hers. They were selected through cluster random sampling from
n accessible population of 1445 early childhood teachers that are
mployed in public schools in seven districts of Ankara, Turkey. In
he sample, 76.3% of the early childhood teachers (n = 235) were
roviding service for 5- and 6-year-old children. However, 22.4%
f the participants (n = 69) were teaching children younger than
. The participating teachers were working in preprimary classes
hat are located in elementary schools for 5- and 6-year-old chil-
ren (n = 168, 54.5%) or in independent preprimary schools that are
specially designed for 3- to 6-year-old children (n = 138, 44.81%).
hey often taught in half-day programs (n = 191, 62%) and in the
resence of a teacher aide (n = 212, 68.8%).

The participants were all female teachers congruent with the
ypical makeup of early childhood educators’ population in Turkey
hat is comprised of female teachers by 95% (MoNE, 2010). Their
ears of experience in teaching were on average 14.04 (SD = 8.43),
anging from 1 year to 35 years. The participants’ degree of educa-
ion varied in the sample, including, by majority, early childhood
eachers with a Bachelor of Science Degree that is obtained from
igher education institutions (n = 224, 72.72%). The degrees partic-

pants obtained were predominantly in early childhood education
n = 181, 58.8%) and child development and education (n = 87,
8.2%). The mean size of the classrooms was 20 children (SD = 4.35)
ith a range from 5 to 29 students. Table 1 demonstrates the major

haracteristics of participating early childhood teachers and their
lasses.
easures

The data collection instrument was composed of a personal
nformation form and three subscales, namely the Self-report
Note. Missing values are not demonstrated on the table.

Curriculum Implementation Scale, the Turkish Version of the
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, and the Teacher Beliefs Survey.

The self-report curriculum implementation scale (CIS)
The CIS was developed as a self-report measure to investigate

the extent to which early childhood teachers implement basic
requirements that are proposed in national early childhood cur-
riculum. It is based on a 5-point rating scale ranging from never
(1) to always (5). Having higher scores on this scale indicates that
participating teachers perceive themselves to show a higher level
of fidelity to the key principles of the mandated curriculum in their
classrooms.

In the scale construction process, content validity, probable fac-
tor structure, and wording of the scale were judged by six experts,
including faculty members from the field of early childhood edu-
cation (n = 3), curriculum and instruction (n = 1), measurement and
evaluation (n = 1), and also an early childhood teacher (n = 1). A pilot
study with a sample of 157 early childhood teachers was conducted
to further examine the factor structure and internal consistency.
Although the exploratory factor analysis with this small set of data
did not result in the identification of a meaningful factor structure,
it pointed to probable factors, leading to the improvement of sev-
eral items in terms of language and the exclusion of one item that
was considered being unrelated to the probable factors. One item

was also deleted because of its low correlation (.05) with the over-
all scale. The instrument eventually consisted of 24 items and was
applied to the target sample.
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Table  2
The explanatory factor analysis results for the self-report curriculum implementation scale.

Item Factor loading Communality

Content selection Learning process

Including respect for diversity education in activities .71 −.11 .43
Developing a feeling of autonomy in children .69 −.17 .36
Including empathy education in activities .64 .02 .41
Considering balanced development of children in learning process .58 .11 .40
Including activities to develop problem solving skills of children .55 .10 .38
Supporting creative development of children .54 −.01 .20
Taking advantage of daily experiences of children in activities .52 .06 .31
Enabling children to work in cooperation and collaboration with each other .52 −.00 .27
Supporting children to use critical thinking skills .49 .19 .39
Using content in activities as a means to achieve objectives .47 −.06 .19
Evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum considering its impact on child development .43 .28 .40
Considering prior knowledge level of children before starting activities .39 .01 .16
Including responsibility education in activities .36 .09 .18
Being flexible while implementing the curriculum .34 .05 .14
Supporting children to speak Turkish accurately and well .30 .12 .15
Considering family and environment characteristics while preparing activities .30 .10 .14
Considering individual differences of children in activities -.14 .64 .33
Preparing learning environment consistent with democratic education .07 .49 .28
Involving families effectively into educational practice .14 .45 .29
Implementing activities in a rich and multipurpose learning environment, composed of learning centers .07 .45 .25
Evaluating development of children regularly .18 .45 .33
Offering different choices to children in activities based on their interests and motivations .24 .39 .32
Providing opportunity for the children to learn by trial and doing .23 .32 .24
Eigenvalues 5.84 .80
%  of variance 25.38 3.44
Cronbach’s alpha .85 .73
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ote: Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation method: Direct Oblimin

The second exploratory factor analysis of the 24 items was  con-
ucted based on the responses of 308 early childhood teachers in
he current study. The principal axis factor analysis with direct
blimin rotation was used given that multivariate normality was
iolated in the data set (Mardia’s test, p < .05) and some correla-
ion among the factors (.59) was noted (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
he data met  the assumptions for the Kaiser–Meyer Olkin mea-
ure (>.60) and Bartlett’s test (p < .05) (Field, 2009). A two-factor
tructure was extracted considering Catell’s scree test. One of the
tems with a loading of .29 was excluded from the analysis because
he critical value for factor loading for this sample size was deter-

ined as .298 (Stevens, 2002) and also the item did not fit into the
dentified model.

Table 2 demonstrates factor loadings, communalities, eigen-
alues, and percentages of variance, and reliabilities for the final
ersion of the scale with a two-factor structure including 23 items.
he factors were named content selection and learning process. The
ontent selection dimension, including 16 items, is assumed to
easure early childhood teachers’ self-reported practice in rela-

ion to learning objectives and competencies that they address
n their classes (e.g., I support children to use critical thinking
kills; I try to support creative development of children) and
ey considerations that they take into account in their selection
e.g., I consider prior knowledge level of children before start-
ng activities; I consider balanced development of children in all
reas [psychomotor, social, emotional, language, cognitive, and
elf-care] in the process of education). The learning process dimen-
ion (seven items), on the other side, addresses the self-reported
ractices of early childhood teachers with regard to key pedagogi-
al considerations of the national curriculum in their classes (e.g.,

 consider individual differences of children in class activities; I
rovide opportunities for children to learn by trial-error/doing).

he content selection dimension explained 25.38% of the vari-
nce in the sample of this study, while it was 3.44% for the
earning process. In addition, the dimensions were internally con-
istent given that the Cronbach’s alpha values were .85 for content
selection and .73 for learning process (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 1999).

The Turkish version of the teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TTSES)
The TTSES, originally developed by Tschannen-Moran and

Woolfolk Hoy (2001), was adapted by Ç apa, Ç akıroğlu, and Sarıkaya
(2005) into Turkish. The scale has a long version with 24 items
and a short version with 12 items. The short version was  admin-
istered in this study to reduce the time that was required for
participants to complete the data collection instrument. The scale,
designed on a 9-point rating scale ranging from “none at all” (1) to
“a great deal” (9), attempts to measure teacher self-efficacy in three
domains: efficacy for student engagement (ESE) (e.g., How well can
you motivate students who  show low interest in school work?),
efficacy for instructional strategies (EIS) (e.g., How well can you use
different teaching methods in the class?), and efficacy for class-
room management (ECM) (e.g., How much can you get students to
follow classroom rules?). In this manner, the scale addresses gen-
eral capabilities considered important to good teaching regardless
of contexts, levels, and subjects of teachers (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Having higher scores on this scale reveals
that teachers perceive themselves to be more self-efficacious in
teaching. Capa Aydın, Sungur, and Uzuntiryaki (2009) provided
satisfactory evidence for the construct validity and reliability of
the short version of the scale in their study. In their study, the fit
indices were .99 for Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), .99 for Comparative
Fit Index (CFI), and .07 for Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA). They also found that the coefficient alpha values were .75
for ESE, .75 for EIS, and .81 for ECM.

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed with the data
that were obtained from participating early childhood teachers in
this study. The initial three-factor model of the 12-item TTSES was

found unsatisfactory considering that the chi-square value was sig-
nificant (�2(51, N = 308) = 219.58, p < .05). The RMSEA (.10) also did
not satisfy the acceptable criteria of a good model fit (Byrne, 2010).
The model was  improved by allowing error terms on the same
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actors to covary (for items 1 and 8, 6 and 7, 6 and 8, 5 and 10, 3 and
, and 2 and 3) considering the modification indices. The chi-square
alue of this respecified model (�2(45, N = 308) = 142.14, p < .05)
resented improvement in the model, but was still significant. This
nding was disregarded due to the sensitivity of chi-square value
o sample size (Byrne, 2010). The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) (.93),
he CFI (.94) and the RMSEA (.08), however, provided reasonable
vidence to consider the three-factor model of the TTSES accept-
ble for this sample of early childhood teachers (Byrne, 2010). The
elative chi-square index (3.16) was also less than 5, which meets
he criterion for acceptance (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004).

All parameters in this model were significant, which indicates
he contribution of each item to the confirmed structure. The fac-
or loadings of the items that were between .60 and .68 for ESE;
etween .71 and .80 for EIS; and between .63 and .84 for ECM
evealed that they were a good component of the correspond-
ng factor. Moreover, the factors were highly correlated with each
ther. The correlation between ESE and EIS was .93; between ESE
nd ECM was .93; and between EIS and ECM was .81. The Cronbach’s
lpha values demonstrated a reasonable degree of reliability in the
ample (.76 for ESE, .83 for EIS, and .81 for ECM).

he teacher beliefs survey (TBS)
The TBS was originally developed by Woolley, Benjamin, and

oolley (2004) and adapted by Duru (2006) into Turkish. The sur-
ey includes 17 items on a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from
strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6). In this study, the
ersion, which was revised by Gürbüztürk and Ş ad (2009), was
tilized to gauge early childhood teachers’ beliefs about teaching
n the basis of two dimensions: constructivist teaching (CT; e.g.,
ne of the most effective ways to plan educational and instruc-

ional activities is to get the opinion of the students) and traditional
eaching (TT; e.g., The teacher should make the choices for stu-
ents since they will not know what to learn). Gürbüztürk and

 ̧ ad (2009) offered evidence for the construct validity and reli-
bility of this two-factor structure of the survey in their study.
amely, the results of the exploratory factor analysis that they
arried out with 318 pre-service teachers indicated that the two-
actor structure of the scale was meaningful and explained 35.2% of
he variance in their sample. They also found out that the internal
onsistency coefficients, .77 for CT and .63 for TT, were reasonably
cceptable.

In the present study, the wordings of some items were revised
ithout making any difference in their meaning to improve the

tructural unity and clarity of the survey and make it relevant for
arly childhood education. A confirmatory factor analysis was also
onducted to yield support for its construct validity for the sample
f this study. The initial model was considered to fit well because
t met  the acceptable criteria for the GFI (.92), the RMSEA (.06), and
he relative chi-square (2.06) indices. However, it improved as the
rror terms on the same factor (for items 12 and 14, and 11 and 13)
ere covaried. The respecified model had a better fit because of the
rogress in the GFI (.93), the CFI (.93), the RMSEA (.05), and the rel-
tive chi-square (1.77) values. All items significantly contributed to
he corresponding factor with loadings ranging from .52 to .67 for
raditional teaching and from .44 to .69 for constructivist teaching.
he two factors, constructivist and traditional teaching, were also
oderately correlated (.46) with each other. The survey was rea-

onably internally consistent because the Cronbach’s alpha values
ere .79 for traditional teaching and .82 for constructivist teaching.

rocedures
The ethical permissions from the University Ethics Committee
nd the Ministry of National Education were obtained to collect
ata from early childhood teachers at target public schools. The
d Research Quarterly 33 (2015) 77–86 81

data collection process lasted approximately four weeks during
the spring term of the schools. The data were collected by the
researchers in the school settings.

Data analysis

Descriptive statistics were generated for the dimensions of
teacher self-efficacy beliefs, beliefs about teaching, and self-
reported fidelity to the curriculum. For each of these variables,
one-way within-subject ANOVA was conducted to test if the mean
scores of the participants in the dimensions significantly differ
from each other. As the sphericity assumption was met in each
case, we  used the F-ratios in reporting the results of these analyses
(Field, 2009). Also, hierarchical regression analyses were performed
to examine the relationship between teacher characteristics (i.e.,
teachers’ years of experience and teachers’ degree of education),
school-related factors (i.e., class size, age of the students, school
type, length of the program, and existence/nonexistence of a
teacher aide for the class), beliefs about teaching (i.e., constructivist
beliefs and traditional beliefs), teacher self-efficacy beliefs (efficacy
for student engagement, efficacy for instructional strategies, and
efficacy for classroom management) and the two  dimensions of
the self-reported fidelity to the mandated curriculum (i.e., content
selection and learning process). The order in which the variables
were entered into the analyses was  determined by differentiat-
ing the variables of major importance from nuisance variables
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). Since teacher beliefs including beliefs
about teaching and teacher self-efficacy beliefs constituted the core
of the present study, they were entered into the equation later than
teacher characteristics and school-related factors. Also, interaction
terms between dimensions of beliefs about teaching and teacher
self-efficacy beliefs were included in the analyses in the last step to
test if there was any moderator effect. To this end, product terms
were formed using centered scores of the variables to eliminate
multicollinearity problems (Aiken & West, 1991).

In the interpretation of the results, alpha value was adjusted
to .025 (.05/2) to eliminate Type 1 error because of the pres-
ence of two  dimensions of the curriculum implementation as the
outcome variable. The teachers’ degree of education with four lev-
els required dummy  coding. Three dummy  coded variables were
created using Bachelor of Science Degree as the baseline cate-
gory to make comparisons. As a preliminary step, the data were
screened to assess if they met  the assumptions for hierarchical
regression analyses for each outcome variable. The sample size
formulas for sample adequacy, the normality plot for normality of
residuals, the scatterplot of the residuals for homoscedasticity and
linearity, Durbin–Watson values for independence of errors, Cooks’
distance values for outliers, and tolerance and variance inflation
factor scores for multicollinearity overall provided evidence that
the present data reasonably met  the acceptable criteria to conduct
analyses (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). SPSS software was
used to conduct the statistical analyses.

Results

Early childhood teachers’ perceptions of their self-efficacy, beliefs
about teaching, and fidelity to the curriculum

On average, early childhood teachers in this study reported a
high level of self-efficacy for teaching with all mean scores at the
higher end of the scale. The mean values on a 9-point scale were

7.65 (SD = .86) for efficacy for student engagement, 7.45 (SD = 1.00)
for efficacy for instructional strategies, and 7.31 (SD = .94) for effi-
cacy for classroom management. These values for three dimensions
of teacher self-efficacy were overall statistically different, F (2,
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Table  3
The intercorrelations for the dimensions of the self-report curriculum implementation and predictor variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Content selection .52* .51* .44* .38* .08 .12* .01 −.02 .08 −.04 −.07 .12* .02 −.01
Learning process .50* .49* .40* .32* .10 .21* −.01 .05 .06 .03 −.08 .21* .05 .05

Predictor variables
1.  Efficacy for student engagement –
2.  Efficacy for instructional strategies .70* –
3.  Efficacy for classroom management .69* .68* –
4.  Constructivist beliefs .31* .27* .23* –
5.  Traditional beliefs .06 .08 .10 .38* –
6.  Teachers’ years of experience .15* .11 .12* .10 .13* –
7.  Class size −.12* −.09 −.10 −.02 .04 −.02 –
8.  Class of children younger than 5 vs. class
of  5-6 year-old children

.01 −.05 .01 −.01 −.03 .19* .04 –

9.  Independent preprimary school vs.
elementary school

−.06 .06 −.00 −.04 −.09 −.43* .16* −.41* –

10.  Full-day program vs. half-day program .00 −.06 −.03 −.04 .09 .26* −.10 .29* −.78* –
11.  Existence of a teacher aide vs.
nonexistence of a teacher aide

−.11 −.12* −.01 −.03 .01 .13* .15* .07 −.12* .06 –

12.  Associate’s Degree vs. Bachelor of Science
Degree

.14* .08 .13* −.04 .04 .46* −.00 .02 −.19* .20* .02 –

13.  Open University Degree vs. Bachelor of
Science Degree

−.02 .02 .04 −.02 −.02 −.13* −.04 −.20* .11 −.06 .01 −.11* –

2 − *
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14.  Master’s Degree vs. Bachelor of Science
Degree

.05 −.02 −.01 −.0

* p < .025.

14) = 31.92, p < .05, partial �2 = .09. The follow-up pairwise com-
arisons with Bonferroni correction especially indicated that early
hildhood teachers’ perceptions of their capabilities as teachers
ere significantly higher in the domain of student engagement

ompared to their level of efficacy for instructional strategies
nd classroom management. Moreover, they reported significantly
igher self-efficacy in the domain of instructional strategies than

n the domain of classroom management.
In addition, participating teachers on average showed the ten-

ency to favor both constructivist beliefs (M = 5.08, SD = .59) and
raditional beliefs about teaching (M = 4.24, SD = .88). However, the
ifference in the mean scores of the teachers on constructivist and
raditional beliefs were statistically significant, F (1, 307) = 297.39,

 < .05, partial �2 = .49. This result suggested that early childhood
eachers valued constructivist beliefs significantly more than they
alued traditional teaching.

Considering the early childhood teachers’ self-reported fidelity
o the curriculum, the mean score for implementation of content
election (M = 4.32, SD = .41) was significantly lower than the mean
core for implementation of learning process (M = 4.57, SD = .32),

 (1, 307) = 180.62, p < .05, partial �2 = .37. These findings overall
evealed that participating teachers reported practicing the key
rinciples of the national early childhood curriculum frequently.
et they reported significantly higher fidelity to the mandated cur-
iculum in the domain of learning process than they did in content
election.

he inter-correlations among teacher characteristics,
chool-related factors, teacher beliefs, and self-reported fidelity to
he curriculum

Table 3 shows the inter-correlations between predictor vari-
bles and the two dimensions of the self-reported practice of
he curriculum. The results indicated that all domains of teacher
elf-efficacy beliefs, constructivist beliefs about teaching, teachers’
ears of experience, and having an Associate’s Degree vs. Bachelor

f Science Degree were significantly and positively associated with
arly childhood teachers’ self-reported curriculum implementation
n content selection and learning process. These correlations par-
icularly revealed that there was higher fidelity to the curriculum
.15 −.06 −.09 .03 −.02 −.02 −.10 −.09 −.05 –

when teachers reported a higher level of self-efficacy, supported
constructivism more, were more experienced in teaching, and had
an Associate’s Degree rather than a Bachelor of Science of Degree.

The predictors of self-reported fidelity to the curriculum in content
selection

Table 4 displays the results of regression analyses both for con-
tent selection and learning process based on the self-report of early
childhood teachers. The results of the hierarchical regression analy-
sis for content selection in the first step revealed that school-related
factors did not predict early childhood teachers’ self-reported cur-
riculum implementation with respect to content selection in their
classrooms, F (5, 295) = .58, p > .025. The second step with the addi-
tion of teacher characteristics also did not yield a significant model,
F (9, 291) = 1.542, p > .025. The total variance explained by the model
was .01 in the first step and .05 in the second step.

In the third step, holding the effect of school-related factors and
teacher characteristics constant, beliefs about teaching was a signif-
icant predictor of self-reported fidelity to the curriculum in content
selection (F (11, 289) = 6.23, p < .025), explaining an additional vari-
ance of 15% in the sample. In this model, the contribution of
constructivist beliefs was  considerably significant, uniquely mak-
ing up 14% of the variance. The positive correlation indicated that
early childhood teachers reported a higher level of fidelity to the
national curriculum in relation to content selection when they were
more constructivist in their beliefs about teaching. There was  not,
however, any statistically significant influence of traditional beliefs
in the model.

In the fourth step, the model with the addition of teacher
self-efficacy beliefs was  not only significant, but also a better pre-
dictor, F (14, 286) = 12.84, p < .025. After controlling for the effect
of school-related factors, teacher characteristics, and beliefs about
teaching, teacher self-efficacy beliefs corresponded to an additional
variance of 19%. Efficacy for student engagement and efficacy for
instructional strategies were significant predictors in this model,

each making a unique contribution of 2% to the total variance,
while the influence of efficacy of classroom management was
statistically non-significant. Thus, it was concluded that early child-
hood teachers showed higher fidelity to the curriculum in content
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Table  4
The summary of the hierarchical regression analyses for self-reported practice of content selection and learning process.

Content Selection Learning Process

Variable B SE B  ̌ sr2 R2 �R2 B SE B  ̌ sr2 R2 �R2

Step 1: School-related factors .01 .01 .01 .01
Class  size .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 −.00 .00
Class  of children younger than 5 vs. class of 5-6 year-old children .02 .05 .02 .00 −.03 .06 −.03 .00
Independent preprimary school vs. elementary school .07 .06 .10 .00 .06 .08 .08 .00
Full-day program vs. half-day program .02 .06 .03 .00 .04 .08 .04 .00
Existence of a teacher aide vs. non-existence of a teacher aide −.04 .04 −.06 .00 −.06 .05 −.07 .01

Step  2: Teacher characteristics .05 .04 .11 .10*

Teachers’ years of experience .01 .00 .16 .02 .01 .00 .26* .04
Associate’s Degree vs. Bachelor of Science Degree .07 .06 .08 .00 .16 .07 .14* .00
Open  University Degree vs. Bachelor of Science Degree .05 .08 .04 .00 .14 .10 .08 .00
Master’s Degree vs. Bachelor of Science Degree .02 .10 .04 .00 .16 .12 .08 .01

Step  3: Beliefs about teaching .19 .15* .21 .10*

Constructivist beliefs .22 .03 .41* .14 .23 .04 .33* .09
Traditional beliefs −.03 .02 −.08 .00 −.02 .03 −.03 .00

Step  4: Teacher self-efficacy beliefs .39 .19* .38 .17*

Efficacy for student engagement .09 .03 .24* .02 .13 .04 .26* .03
Efficacy  for instructional strategies .08 .02 .24* .02 .10 .03 .24* .03
Efficacy  for classroom management .02 .02 .05 .00 −.01 .03 −.02 .00

Step  5: Beliefs about teaching × self-efficacy beliefs .41 .02 .42 .04*

Traditional beliefs × efficacy for student engagement −.05 .03 −.12 .00 −.06 .04 −.10 .00
Constructivist beliefs × efficacy for student engagement .08 .06 .10 .00 −.16 .07 .16 .01
Traditional beliefs × efficacy for instructional strategies .02 .03 .05 .00 −.01 .04 −.02 .00
Constructivist beliefs × efficacy for instructional strategies −.07 .05 −.11 .00 −.19 .06 −.25* .02
Traditional beliefs × efficacy for classroom management .05 .05 .08 .00 .15 .07 .17 .01
Constructivist beliefs × efficacy for classroom management −.04 .03 −.11 .00 −.04 .04 −.07 .00
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election if they had a higher sense of efficacy in student engage-
ent and instructional strategies. This model, accounting for 36% of

he adjusted variance in the sample, had a large effect size (Cohen,
988).

In the last step, the product terms between the dimensions
f beliefs about teaching and self-efficacy beliefs in teaching
xplained an additional variance of 2%. This effect did not result in a
tatistically significant improvement in the model, F (6, 280) = 1.83,

 > .025. Thus, it was concluded that the influence of beliefs about
eaching on early childhood teachers’ self-reported fidelity to the
urriculum regarding content selection did not differ with respect
o their level of self-efficacy for teaching.

he predictors of self-reported fidelity to the curriculum in
earning process

The results of the hierarchical regression analysis for learning
rocess dimension demonstrated that the first step (including only
chool-related factors) did not predict early childhood teachers’
elf-reported practice of the curriculum for learning process, F (5,
95) = .63, p > .025. The second step, testing the influence of teacher
haracteristics after controlling for the effect of school-related fac-
ors was, however, significant, F (9, 291) = 4.07, p < .025, explaining
n additional variance of 10% in the sample. In this model, tea-
hers’ years of experience and holding an Associate’s Degree vs.
achelor of Science Degree were significant predictors, uniquely
xplaining 4% and 2% of the total variance, respectively. Specifically,
arly childhood teachers reported higher levels of fidelity to the
urriculum with respect to learning process when they were more
xperienced and had an Associate’s Degree rather than a Bachelor

f Science of Degree.

In the third step, controlling for school-related factors and
eacher characteristics, beliefs about teaching significantly
redicted early childhood teachers’ stated curriculum
implementation in relation to learning process, F(11, 289) = 7.06,
p < .025, accounting for an additional variance of 10% in the data
set. Constructivist beliefs about teaching made a significant con-
tribution to this model by uniquely explaining 9% of the variance;
however, there was not any significant influence of traditional
beliefs on the model. This result indicated that the national cur-
riculum was reported to be practiced in terms of learning process
to a greater extent when early childhood teachers supported
constructivist beliefs more strongly in the education of preschool
children.

In the fourth step, teacher self-efficacy beliefs significantly pre-
dicted stated implementation in the domain of learning process, F
(14, 286) = 12.66, p < .025. Holding all other variables in the equa-
tion constant, self-efficacy beliefs explained an additional variance
of 17% in the model. Efficacy for student engagement and instruc-
tional strategies, but not efficacy for classroom management, were
significant predictors in this model. Each uniquely made a contri-
bution of 3% to the total R squared. This model, which accounted
for 35% of the adjusted variance in the sample, had a large effect
size (Cohen, 1988).

In the last step, the product terms between beliefs about teach-
ing and teacher self-efficacy beliefs significantly improved the
model, explaining an additional variance of 4%, F (6, 280) = 3.20,
p < .25. The interaction between efficacy for instructional strategies
and constructivist beliefs about teaching was the only significant
predictor in this step, uniquely accounting for 2% of the variance
in the model. This finding revealed that early childhood teachers’
level of efficacy in the domain of instructional strategies changed
the nature of the significantly positive relationship that was found
between early childhood teachers’ agreement with constructivist

beliefs and their self-reported fidelity to the curriculum in learn-
ing process dimension. The examination of the 3 × 3 interaction
plot (i.e., high: one standard deviation above the mean, medium:
the mean, low: one standard deviation below the mean) and the
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imple slope values revealed that early childhood teachers with
oth low and medium levels of efficacy for instructional strate-
ies reported significantly higher fidelity to the curriculum in the
omain of learning process when they agreed more strongly with
onstructivist beliefs, whereas the direction of this relationship was
egative and also non-significant in the group of teachers with high

evels of efficacy.

iscussion

The current study showed that early childhood teachers’ beliefs
bout teaching and self-efficacy beliefs considerably influenced
heir self-reported fidelity to the mandated curriculum in Turkey.
arly childhood teachers reported that they often practiced the
urriculum in the way it is intended, but the extent of their
mplementation considerably improved when they agreed with
onstructivist beliefs about teaching more strongly and had a
igher sense of self-efficacy particularly in the domains of student
ngagement and instructional strategies. Furthermore, a consider-
ble interplay was found between constructivist beliefs and efficacy
or instructional strategy with regard to stated implementation of
earning process. Among teacher characteristics, teachers’ years
f experience and their degree of education significantly influ-
nced their self-reported fidelity to the curriculum in the domain
f learning process, but not for content selection. Specifically, early
hildhood teachers who were more experienced in teaching and
ad a two-year Associate’s Degree rather than a four-year formal
ndergraduate degree reported fidelity to the mandated curricu-

um to a higher extent. School-related factors including class size,
ge of the students, school type, length of the program, and exis-
ence/nonexistence of a teacher aide for the class did not have any
ignificant influence on the self-reported fidelity to the early child-
ood curriculum.

First, it is promising that participating early childhood tea-
hers indicated practicing the national curriculum to a great extent
ven though previous studies have addressed several barriers to
ts implementation (Erden, 2010; Kandır et al., 2009). This finding
uggests that children who are taught by this sample of teachers
re likely experiencing developmentally appropriate practice, con-
ruent with the guidelines outlined by the National Association
or the Education of Young Children (2009). However, caution is
arranted because this result reflected what early childhood tea-

hers reported to practice, but not what they indeed did in their
lassrooms.

Perhaps more importantly, the findings underlined the pivotal
ole of teacher beliefs in educational practice. Aligned with a great
ajority of research on the consistency between teachers’ beliefs

bout teaching and their actions (Lewin & Grabbe, 1945; McMullen,
999; Pajares, 1992; Rivalland, 2007; Stipek & Byler, 1997; Vartuli,
999), in the current study, early childhood teachers’ endorsement
ith constructivist beliefs enhanced their self-reported fidelity to

he mandated curriculum which embraces constructivist roots. This
nding might suggest that early childhood teachers who espouse
onstructivism show an increased willingness to develop a sense
f ownership of the mandated curriculum in response they have
n improved engagement in implementing it. If they are expected
o practice a curriculum incongruent with their beliefs about edu-
ation, there might be greater likelihood for teacher resistance
ecause “a new god is introduced who has to fight with the old
od, now regarded as devil” (Lewin & Grabbe, 1945, p. 60). In such
ituations, in contrast to the expectations of educational reform-

rs, teachers may  simply select to be opportunist and not to risk
hemselves to change (House, 1996).

Given that teacher self-efficacy beliefs for instructional strate-
ies moderated the positive relationship that was  found between
d Research Quarterly 33 (2015) 77–86

constructivist beliefs and stated implementation of learning pro-
cess, we additionally conclude that teachers’ agreement with
constructivist beliefs is more critical for the implementation of
a constructivist curriculum especially when teachers do not per-
ceive themselves as highly capable in employing instructional
strategies. As expected, the impact of teachers’ beliefs about teach-
ing on their self-reported fidelity to curriculum in the domain of
learning process appeared to fade out for teachers with a high
level of efficacy. It might be because highly efficacious teachers,
regardless of their beliefs about teaching, are successful in res-
ponding to the demands of a mandated curriculum as they are
more likely to be goal-oriented, committed to achievement, hard-
working, and resilient (Bandura, 1997).

The positive relationship between teacher self-efficacy beliefs
and self-reported fidelity to the curriculum was consistent with
an accumulated body of research that has associated it with
teacher effectiveness (Bandura, 1993; Berman & McLaughlin, 1977;
Gregoire, 2003; Guskey & Passaro, 1994; Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In this study, early childhood teachers with
a high level of self-efficacy were more likely to state that they
implemented the mandated curriculum regardless of their con-
structivist beliefs. “If people believe they have no power to produce
results -the condition of having low self-efficacy-, they will not
attempt to make things happen” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). In this study,
we believe that a higher level of self-efficacy for teaching made
teachers expend more efforts to practice the constructivist cur-
riculum as intended. A lower level of self-efficacy could hamper
a teacher’s coping ability with stress and anxiety to implement
a top-down curriculum. That efficacy for classroom management
did not significantly influence self-reported fidelity to curriculum
implementation reveals that abilities for a teacher to implement a
curriculum are distinct from the abilities to manage a classroom.
This demonstrates that different domains of teacher self-efficacy
may  be related to different sorts of educational outcomes.

That more experienced early childhood teachers stated prac-
ticing the curriculum more frequently particularly concerning
learning process might be meaningful given the positive correla-
tion established between teachers’ years of experience and their
self-efficacy beliefs (Fives & Buehl, 2010; Klassen & Chiu, 2010;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). As teachers with higher
years of experience may  have a greater chance to improve their
sense of efficacy in teaching by means of mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasions (Bandura, 1997),
they might in turn be more able to implement the curriculum.
As the field of education has a strong practical dimension, this
influence of teaching experience may  be more evident in the imple-
mentation of learning process, relying more on teachers’ applied
knowledge compared to the implementation of content selection.

The finding that early childhood teachers who had an Asso-
ciate’s Degree rather than a Bachelor of Science Degree reported
a higher level of fidelity to the curriculum was in contrast with
the expectation that teachers with higher educational degrees
would be of higher quality; therefore, they would be more likely
to implement the constructivist curriculum as intended. One pos-
sible reason of this result might be that there may  not be a strong
relation between teachers’ degree of education and educational
quality (Early et al., 2007; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Wayne &
Youngs, 2003). However, we consider that it may  misleading to
link this finding to teachers’ qualifications because of lack of data
in this domain. Indeed, because early childhood teachers with
Bachelor of Science degrees may  be more qualified, they could
resist any pressures including implementing a top-down curricu-

lum that shifts their roles from being decision makers to being
technicians. In the sample of this study, the most obvious difference
between early childhood teachers with Associate’s and Bachelor
of Science degrees was  their years of experience in teaching. The
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articipating teachers with Associate’s degrees were on average
lmost twice as experienced in teaching compared to teachers
ith Bachelor of Science degrees; maybe therefore, they were
ore likely to practice the curriculum. Also, it can be argued that

eachers spending more time with children in early childhood
lasses improved their efficacy and consequently better aligned
heir practice with the constructivist curriculum.

There was not any significant influence of school-related factors
n early childhood teachers’ self-reported fidelity to the mandated
urriculum in this study. It was especially unexpected that class
ize did not have any impact on stated practice of the national
urriculum although it was considered as an obstacle to educa-
ional practice in Turkey in previous studies (Erden, 2010; Kandır
t al., 2009; Uzun, 2007). This finding underlines that the role
f teachers is much more important than the role of context of
eaching in curriculum implementation. In the present study, it
eems that early childhood teachers who had in general a high
evel of efficacy in teaching were effective in the management and
rrangement of external conditions in accordance with the require-
ents of the constructivist curriculum regardless of the level they

each, and the type of school and program they are employed
n.

mplications

Overall, the results in this study emphasized the key role of
eachers in curriculum implementation. The influence of teacher-
elated factors such as teacher beliefs, years of experience, and
egree of education considerably surpasses the influence of school-
elated factors in the implementation of the national curriculum
n the context of Turkey. Therefore, the current study first and
oremost implies that to actualize the aims of the curriculum as
ntended, early childhood teachers need to be the primary source
f attention and investment. It is now clear that early childhood
eachers would be more likely to fulfill their intended roles as
onstructivist teachers as they support constructivist beliefs more
trongly and have a higher sense of efficacy for teaching. Notice-
bly, understanding the beliefs of pre-service and in-service early
hildhood teachers and helping them construct their beliefs con-
istent with expectations and develop a positive image about their
apabilities would contribute to educational practice. Thus, it can
e recommended that teacher education and professional devel-
pment programs focus on teacher beliefs as much as teacher
nowledge and skills.

Moreover, the differences between early childhood teachers
ith Associate’s and Bachelor of Science degrees in the practice

f the constructivist curriculum should be studied further in future
tudies. Indeed, having a wide range evidence about influence of
wo and four-year teacher training programs on the qualifications
f early childhood teachers can contribute to making better deci-
ions about the present status of teacher education programs. In
ur study, the most obvious difference among these two groups
f teachers was their years of experience. Given the contribu-
ion of experience to early childhood teachers’ sense of efficacy
nd curriculum implementation, early childhood teacher education
rograms could be designed with more and better authentic learn-

ng opportunities for teacher candidates to practice their teaching
kills. It is critically important that early childhood teachers are
rovided with necessary support through effective and continuous
eedback mechanisms to help them maintain and enhance their
ense of efficacy in teaching

This study has several limitations. First, the results are based on

he correlations and do not imply any cause-effect relationships.
lso, the fidelity to curriculum implementation was  measured
ased on the self-report of early childhood teachers in this study.
hus, there is likelihood that participating teachers might have
d Research Quarterly 33 (2015) 77–86 85

felt that they needed to report what is desirable. In other words,
the findings could manifest the “intentions” of teachers, but not
their true behaviors (Wilcox-Herzog & Ward, 2004). The self-report
data about the extent of curriculum implementation need to be
validated in future studies with the use classroom observations.
Moreover, in the measurement of early childhood teachers’ prac-
tices, future studies should consider the quality of early childhood
teachers’ actions in addition to their frequency. How well early
childhood teachers practice the curriculum could explain a larger
variance in educational outcomes than how often they practice it.
Furthermore, our model is limited in explaining the complex rela-
tionships that are likely to occur among teacher education, teacher
experience, beliefs about teaching, self-efficacy beliefs, and cur-
riculum implementation. We  recommend that future studies test
alternative statistical models to explore the sophisticated pathways
through which teacher beliefs exert its influences on the practice
of curriculum.
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and  Science], 30(137), 74–81.

Duru, S. (2006). Pre-service elementary education teachers’ beliefs about teaching and
learning in Turkey. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Retrieved from ProQuest
Dissertations and Theses (ID 1240702791)).

Early, D. M.,  Maxwell, K. L., Burchinal, M.,  Soumya, A., Bender, R. H., Bryant, D., et al.
(2007). Teachers’ education, classroom quality, and young children’s academic
skills: Results from seven studies of preschool programs. Child Development,
78(2),  558–580. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x

Erden, E. (2010). Problems that preschool teachers face in the curriculum implemen-
tation.  Ankara, Turkey: Middle East Technical University (Unpublished master’s
thesis).

Fang, Z. (1996). A review of research on teacher beliefs and practices. Educational

Research, 38(1), 47–65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). London, UK:  Sage.
Fives, H., & Buehl, M.  M.  (2010). Examining the factor structure of the teachers’ sense

of efficacy scale. The Journal of Experimental Education,  78(1), 118–134. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0005
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1177/002248718403500507
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0045
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2006(05)80067-5
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
dx.doi.org/10.1080/1090102050250206
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0060
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
dx.doi.org/10.80/03626784.1977.11076224
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0085
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01014.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0095
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
dx.doi.org/10.1080/0013188960380104
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0885-2006(15)00060-5/sbref0105
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461
dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220970903224461


8 ildhoo

F

G

G

G

G

G

H

H

K

K

K

K

L

L

M

M

M

M

M

M

N

N

Francis.
6 R. Cobanoglu, Y. Capa-Aydin / Early Ch

ullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). New York, NY:
Teachers College.

oldhaber, D. D., & Brewer, D. J. (2000). Does teacher certification matter? High
school teacher certification and student achievement. Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis, 22, 129–145. http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/01623737022002129

regoire, M.  (2003). Is it a challenge or a threat? A dual-process model of teachers’
cognition and appraisal process during conceptual change. Educational Psychol-
ogy  Review, 15(2), 147–179. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1023477131081

uo, Y., Piasta, S. B., Justice, L. M.,  & Kaderavek, J. N. (2010). Relations among
preschool teachers’ self-efficacy, classroom quality, and children’s language and
literacy gains. Teaching and Teacher Education,  26(4), 1094–1103. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.11.005

uskey, T. R., & Passaro, P. D. (1994). Teacher efficacy: A study of construct dimen-
sions. American Educational Research Journal, 31(3), 627–643. http://dx.doi.org/
10.3102/000283120310.03627
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