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This meta-summary set out to provide an overarching comprehension of the metaphorical
conceptualizations with regard to Turkish EFL teachers’ roles. Following the searches in a large
number of international and national databases, and the setting of specific criteria for inclusion,
eight research papers remained for investigation. The data analysis followed a theory-driven
deductive approach to thematic analysis, by adopting the framework offered by Saban, Kogbeker
and Saban (2006). After the transformation and standardization of the data sets in the related
studies, it was found out that Turkish EFL teachers are most characterized by knowledge provider,
and then facilitator/scaffolder roles. These are followed by nurturer/cultivator and archetype of
spirit roles. Among the least associated roles with these teachers were superior authority figure,
molder and agent of change. When intergroup differences of the perceptions are examined, the
ELT student teachers and English learners conceptualized Turkish EFL teachers mainly as
knowledge provider followed by facilitator/scaffolder, whereas the teachers tended to assign
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INTRODUCTION

Originating from the Latin word metaphora which means
carrying over, metaphors are a means of understanding and
experiencing one concept in terms of another, and they form
the way we think, experience and act every day (Lakoff &
Johnson, 1980). With this in mind, metaphors are not only a
linguistic tool or a figure of speech. Having theoretical
underpinnings deeply rooted in cognitive linguistics,
metaphor “provides a systematic guide to the cognitive and
affective dimensions of our sense of self” as well as
“...explanatory foundations for conceptual systems and
language in the general study of the brain and the mind”
(Lakoff & Johnson, 2003, p. 270). From this point forth, by
bringing a depth of vocabulary to describing experiences,
metaphors build on the relationship between language and
thought (Munby & Russell, 1990), and bridge between
cognition and communication (Ortony & Fainsilber, 1989).
Through their function of expressing abstract concepts with
more concrete images (Oxford, et al., 1998), metaphors
help us structure our understanding of events (Perry &
Cooper, 2001), people and the world.

Teachers are not an exception for the prevalent use of
metaphor as a cognitive tool (Guerrero & Villamil, 2000).
Metaphors have widely been used in educational research
so as to reveal personal theories and underlying beliefs
of and concerning teachers, elucidate and position their
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teaching practices. Elicitation of the main teaching rolesthis
way leads to potential reflective practices and instructional
changes (Tobin, 1990). In addition, the uncovering of
teachers’ roles through metaphors helps them process the
analysis and planning of teaching, think deeply about
teaching and learning (Martinez, Sauleda & Huber, 2001),
and better understand the contextual dynamics as well as
their students’ expectations from them. More contributions
of metaphors to teaching and teachers are collocated by
Botha (2009), such as helping decision-making for
educational policies, determining the way the learner or
learning process is viewed, promoting the teacher’s
professional growth, and so on. Given all these virtues
available, teachers’ roles through the analysis of metaphors
have been revealed in a plethora of studies with the
inclusion of students, pre-service teachers and teachers
themselves with regard to different subjects (Fleener, 1995;
Saban et al., 2006; Seferoglu, Korkmazgil & Olgii, 2009;
Sumsion, 2003; Hamilton, 2016). Likewise, in foreign
language learning and teaching field too, metaphors have
amply been used to elicit metaphors about EFL learners,
learning and teaching (Simsek, 2014; Erkmen, 2010; Fang,
2015; Coskun, 2015; Celik & Asmali, 2017; Elkilic &
Aybirdi, 2016; Ozcan, Kogyigit & Erdem, 2017), language
learning process (Bas & Gezegin, 2015), foreign language
classroom (Incegay, 2015), ELT coursebooks (Kesen, 2010;
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Simsek & Diindar, 2015), speaking English (Dinger, 2017),
and most commonly about EFL teachers (Wan, Low & Li,
2011; Nikitina & Furuoka, 2008; Akbari, 2013; Oktay &
Osam, 2013; Jitpranee, 2017; Tercan, 2015).

Drawing a local portrait for the present research context,
the studies on metaphorical conceptualizations of Turkish
EFL teachers lack unity in terms of the emergent
metaphorical roles. For example, while in some studies EFL
teachers’ knowledge provider roles were featured
(Kavanoz, 2016; Yal¢in-Arslan & Cinkara, 2016), in some
others, they were mainly identified through their roles as a
guide (Yesilbursa, 2012; Sayar, 2014). Each metaphor, and
by extension, each study of metaphor can communicate
only a part of the complexity of the phenomenon and
classroom realities (Marshall, 1990). For this reason, it is
necessary to carry out collective meta-studies which can
synthesize the research on the same topic in order to help to
make integrative and well-grounded interpretations (Calik
& Sozbilir, 2014). To these ends, this study conducts a
meta-summary of the available research findings on
metaphorical role conceptualizations toward Turkish EFL
teachers as perceived by the teachers themselves, student
teachers and learners. With such a perspective, the
following research questions are investigated:

1 How are Turkish EFL teachers’ roles conceptualized
metaphorically in a cumulative sense?

2. Do EFL teachers, student teachers and learners concep-
tualize the roles of Turkish EFL teachers differently?

RESEARCH DESIGN

This study is a qualitative meta-summary of the related
research findings on metaphorical conceptions concerning
Turkish EFL teachers’ roles and identities. The
methodological underpinning of the present study derives
from Sandelowski and Barroso’s (2007) qualitative research
synthesis specifications that define qualitative meta-
summary as “a quantitatively oriented aggregation of
qualitative research findings that are themselves topical or
thematic summaries or surveys of data” (p. 17). Meta-
summary is optimally performed in cases when the
qualitative findings to be integrated are judged to be
summaries of qualitative data rather than interpretive
synthesis. This methodological approach to synthesizing
qualitative research can include qualitative and quantitative
descriptive findings, and allows for the identification of the
frequency of individual findings (Sandelowski, Barroso &
Voils, 2007). This study adopts qualitative meta-summary
methodology due to the fact that the findings of the studies
in focus are at the topical/thematic level (i.e. metaphors for
English language teachers and their roles) rather than having
an interpretive nature, and therefore, can be better
understood through quantitative tabulations and graphical
representations. This study employs in its different phases
the techniques used in qualitative meta-summaries by
extracting and separating findings from other elements of
the research report, editing and grouping findings in
common topical domains, and calculating descriptive
measures as a quantitative transformation of qualitative data
in an effort to derive more meaning from the data
(Sandelowski et al., 2007).

Procedure for Obtaining the Relevant Studies

The articles for this meta-summary were obtained through
the searches in the following international and national
research databases: Web of Science, Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC), Scopus, EBSCOhost Research
Databases, ProQuest, Directory of Open Access Journals
(DOAJ), Turkish Academic Network and Information
Center (ULAKBIM), Academia Social Science Index
(ASOS), Turkish Education Index, Turkish Higher
Education Council’s thesis database. The keyword-based
searches included terms such as [metaphor(s), education],
[(English) teacher, metaphor(s)], [English, metaphor(s)],
[conceptual metaphor]. The initial search was conducted in
the first two weeks of February 2017. A second
complementary search was run through the same databases
on November 3-4 the same year, for potential newly
emergent publications. The process generated an initial
repository of 32 studies.

Criteria for Study Selection

Firstand foremost, in order to ensure quality standards for the
studies used in this meta-summary, articles in peer-reviewed
journals and post-graduate theses were included whereas
conference abstracts and full papers published in
conference proceedings were removed from the initial
repository. This is because “most qualitative syntheses use
studies from peer-reviewed journals, since these have been
subjected to peer review and thus have at least one layer of
quality control built in” (Major & Savin-Baden, 2010, p.
48-49). After this sifting process, the following criteria
were then applied for inclusion: the research setting needed
to be Turkey even if it sampled Turkish EFL teachers (e.g.
Oktay & Osam (2013) was removed for potential cultural
effects and orientations). In addition, the studies needed to
embody metaphors that focus on Turkish EFL teachers’
educational roles only. Studies on metaphors for teachers in
general (e.g. Seferoglu, Korkmazgil & Olgii; 2009),
learning English (e.g. Coskun, 2015), the English and
English culture (e.g. Sahin, Seger & Erisen, 2016), EFL
learners (e.g. Elkilig & Aybirdi, 2016) and learning
environment (e.g. Incecay, 2015), and ELT coursebooks
(e.g. Simsek & Dundar, 2015) were eliminated. Alongside
these studies, Simsek (2014) was also removed from the
initial repository because it elicited pre- and post-metaphors
following a purposeful course intervention.

Application of the above criteria led to the selection of eight
core studies comprising the final data set. Arising from the
controlling factors and purposeful selection of the studies
which complied with the rationale for this investigation
(Brown & Lan, 2015), this number seems to be optimal in
terms of sufficiency and manageability (Major & Savin-
Baden, 2010).

The Data Set

As Shown in Figure 1 below, all the core studies were
published in the last decade. This leads to the inference that
the study of metaphors concerning Turkish EFL teachers’
roles has gained momentum only recently in the present
research context.
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As can be seen in Table 1, the core studies elicited
metaphors for Turkish EFL teachers from three groups of
participants: EFL teachers themselves, student teachers and
learners. While four of the studies collected data only
through metaphor elicitation tasks (e.g. An English teacher
is like ... because ...), the three other studies reinforced
elicitation tasks with interviews, personal essays and
diaries, and the remaining one made use of an essay only.

Figure 1: The Distribution of the Studies across Years

Table 1. The studies under scrutiny

0

2011 2013 2014 2016

2017

Paper ID  The study

Research sample

Research questions/purposes

Data collection
tool

Yalgm-Arslan
& Cinkara (2016)

102 ELT student
teachers

1 Sayar (2014) 10 EFL teachers &
200 tertiary-level
English language
learners
1l Asmali & 24 EFL teachers
Celik (2017)
v Elkiligc & 65 Translation
Bayrakg1 (2016) and Interpretation
students
\% Kavanoz (2016) 94 ELT student
teachers
VI Ahkemoglu (2011) 50 ELT student
teachers & 50
English language
learners
VIl Kesen (2013) One EFL teacher
Vil Aktekin (2013) 30 EFL teachers

1. What are the metaphors of pre-service EFL
teachers about being a language teacher?

2. What are the lexical categories used in the
host statements of metaphors?

1. What metaphors do EFL teachers use to
represent themselves?

2. What metaphors do EFL teachers’ students
use to represent their teachers?

3. What conceptual categories can be drawn
from these metaphorical images?

4. To what extent do individual metaphorical
accounts of perceptions of EFL teachers’
roles differentiate between teachers and their
students?

5. How do teachers respond to metaphorical
expressions proposed by their students?

How do EFL teachers conceptualize their roles
through metaphors?

1. What are the metaphors used by Turkish
translation and interpretation students in relation
to their English/French language instructors?

2. How many conceptual categories can be
determined in accordance with the metaphors
created by Turkish translation and interpretation
students in relation to their English/French
language instructors?

1. What metaphors do Turkish pre-service
language teachers generate to describe teachers
of English?

2. What differences can be observed in the
metaphors chosen by pre-service EFL teachers
in terms of their year level?

1- What are the conceptual metaphors of ELT
major learners in regard to their

perception of an English language teacher?

2- What are the conceptual metaphors of
non-ELT major learners in regard to

their perception of an English language teacher?
3- What are the similarities and/or discrepancies
between ELT major learners

and non-ELT major learners in their perception
of an English language teacher?

The study aims to elicit the beliefs of a language
teacher at two different periods of time.

‘What are English language teachers’
metaphorical images concerning language
teaching and their roles in the classroom?

Essay (What do
you think about
what a language
teacher is like?)
Semi-structured
interviews (with
the teachers) &
My teacher is like
... because ... (for
the students)

An English
teacher is like ...
because...
English language
instructors are
like ... because
they ...

An EFL teacher is
like...because...

Metaphor
elicitation

sheet (An

English language
teacher is a/
an..., + reasons),
Semi-structured
interviews &
Personal essays

A teacher is

... because ...,
Interviews &
Diaries
Teaching a
language is like
... because ...
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Data Analysis, Transformation and Standardization

The data from the core studies in this meta-summary were
analyzed through a descriptive and deductive approach to
thematic analysis. For, such an analysis is theory-driven,
led by the researcher’s specific thematic interest (Halland,
2007), and draws on some form of template,
developing out the relevant literature so as to code the
data and derive themes from it (Willig, 2013).

With such a perspective, the researcher classified and
transformed the metaphorical categorical data based on the
framework offered by Saban et. al. (2006). Table 2 provides
the initial metaphor categories regarding Turkish EFL
teachers’ roles as classified by the authors themselves
before the data were transformed and standardized.

Table 2. Top emergent categories regarding Turkish EFL teachers’ roles in the related studies (before the standardization)

Paper ID Top emergent categories

Total occurrences Percentage (%)
(total metaphor
occurrences that
represent the related
category-reoccurrences

included)
| Knowledge provider 25 25
Facilitator/scaffolder 23 23
Archetype of spirit 20 20
Nurturer/cultivator 16 16
Molder/craftperson 15 15
Total 99 100
I Guide 30 25
Nurturer 28 23
Expert 27 23
Knowledge provider 21 18
Authority 13 11
Total 119 100
1l Knowledge provider 17 33
Nurturer 12 23
Cooperative leader 11 22
Artist 6 12
Challenger/Agent of change 5 10
Total 51 100
v Source of information or guide 17 32
A significant other 14 27
Caring or shaping 7 14
Monotonous Object/Person 5 9
Animal 5 9
Somebody disliked 5 9
Total 53 100
\% Source and provider of knowledge 32 46
Cooperative leader 11 15
Direction setter 11 15
Facilitator 10 15
Entertainer 6 9
Total 70 100
VI Illuminator 17 39
Source of knowledge 9 20
Provider of communication 7 16
Guide 6 14
Decision maker 5 11
Total 44 100

(Contd...)
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Table 2. (Continued)

Paper ID Top emergent categories Total occurrences Percentage (%0)
(total metaphor
occurrences that
represent the related
category-reoccurrences
included)
Vil Facilitator 8 38
Producer 4 19
Guide 4 19
Leader 3 14
Resource 2 10
Total 21 100
VI Actor/Actress 7 28
Cooperative leader 4 16
Provider of knowledge 2 8
Artist 2 8
Innovator 2 8
Guide 2 8
Nurturer 2 8
Construction engineer 2 8
Guru 2 8
Total 25 100

*The content of the table was reported only based on the categories set by their respective authors.
*The percentages were distributed only among the top five emergent categories in the studies. In cases when there was more than

one fifth ranker, they were allincluded (e.g . study IV and VI11),

*In the listing of the categories in Study VI, those that occurred most frequently within 24-month period of change were included,
*Teacher-generated metaphors in Study 11 were excluded since they were not categorized by the author,

*Study VI collected metaphors from both ELT student teachers and university-level EFL learners, which came up with two different
conceptual categorical data sets. To serve the purpose of the study, the cumulative top five emergent categories were considered: two
from the ELT student teachers, three from the EFL learners. Since lllumination category was available in both, the occurrences were

added up (11+6=17),

*As different from the other studies, in Study IV, two negative conceptual categories emerged (English language instructor as a
monotonous object/person and as somebody disliked). However, given the focus of the study which relates to English language
teachers’ roles, these negative categories were not included in the analyses. In addition, since metaphors under teacher as animal
category were concerned with teachers’ school routines rather than their roles (e.g. An English language instructor is like a migratory
bird because he/she should teach language travelling from one class to another one), they were excluded during standardization

process.

The categorization of the metaphorical
conceptualizations of the studies, as shown above, drew on
several frameworks. While some of them adopted that of
Saban et. al. (2006), some others drew from Oxford et. al.
(1998) or generated their own categorizations. Therefore,
the need arose for a categorical standardization in order to
make possible holistic, systematic and well-grounded
analyses.

To this end, being an extensive and overarching one, the
categories in these studies were standardized and reported
based on the main conceptual themes/categories specified
by Saban et. al. (2006). Table 3 accounts for and justifies
through which criteria the emergent metaphors were
embedded in a particular category in Saban et. al. (2006),
and, by extension, in the categorical standardization
process of the current study.



70

ALLS 9(2):65-76

Table 3. Operational definitions for the conceptual categories (adapted from Saban et al., 2006)

Teacher as knowledge provider

Teacher as molder/craftsperson

Teacher as curer/repairer

Teacher as superior authority figure

Teacher as change agent

Teacher as entertainer
Teacher as archetype of spirit

Teacher as nurturer/cultivator

Teacher as facilitator/scaffolder

Teacher as cooperative/democratic leader

The teacher is the source and the transmitter of
knowledge. Teaching is the act of delivering
knowledge and skills, while learning entails the
accumulation of the teacher’s knowledge.

The student is the raw material, and the teacher is
responsible for bringing up students as socially useful
products and shaping them into a prescribed mold.

The student is in need of intellectual and behavioral
repair. The teacher diagnoses and treats students’
illnesses, flaws, and/or deficiencies.

The teacher has the authority to control classroom
variables and decides on what and how to teach. The
students have to obey their teachers and submit to
authority.

The teacher acts as a social agent and tries to
design a new social culture by changing students’
mindsets.

Learning should be fun and enjoyable for students.

As a role model, the teacher helps students develop
a good character and cares about each student’s
psychological and emotional wellbeing.

The teacher should attend to the individual needs and
interests of the students and support the growth of
each student.

The teacher acts as a guide in the teaching-learning
process and facilitates learning. Students construct
their own knowledge in this process.

The teacher is a cooperative/democratic leader. He/she
works together with the students, not in isolation from
them.

In the light of the operational definitions above, the
categorical transformations made during the standardization
process are provided below:

1- The teacher as guide category which was available in
some of the studies was standardized as Saban et. al.’s
(2006) teacher as facilitator/scaffolder category. This was
because the teacher under this labeling was defined in the
same study as a guide in teaching-learning process.

2- In study VI, teacher as decision maker was replaced by
teacher as superior authority figure due to the fact that “for
the participants creating these metaphors, referee, manager,
judge, policeman, and boss best represent an English
language teacher as they are considered authoritative
figures (Ahkemoglu, 2011, p. 36)”. Moreover, illumination
category emergent in the same study was transformed into
teacher as knowledge provider given the participants’
clarifications that “the language teacher sheds light on them
with his knowledge of the foreign language” (p. 40). In a
similar vein, teacher as expert (n=27) category emergent in
Study 11 was changed to teacher as knowledge provider.
This was because the author defined teacher as expert as the
source of information who knows everything about
language learning and teaching (Sayar, 2014).

3- Teacher as source of knowledge, source of information,
resource categories were changed to teacher as knowledge
provider owing to definitional uniformity.

4- Teacher as significant other in study IV was
categorized as teacher as archetype of spirit given the
definitional uniformity of both categories. Teacher as
somebody caring or shaping (n=7) that emerged in the
same study was divided among teacher as
nurturer/cultivator (n=2), teacher as knowledge
provider (n=3), and teacher as molder/craftsperson
(n=2); while teacher as source of information or guide
(n=17) was distributed to teacher as knowledge
provider (n=11), teacher as facilitator/scaffolder
(n=4),and teacher as superior authority figure (n=2)
categories  following  one-by-one  metaphorical
investigation. Likewise, teacher as producer (n=4) in
Study VII was divided among teacher as change agent
(n=2), teacher as superior authority figure (n=1), and
teacher as entertainer (n=1) categories.

5- Teacher as direction setter in Study V was converted
to teacher as facilitator/scaffolder, since the author
defined the teacher of this category as the person who
leads “students towards their goals and helps them
reach the unknown...” (Kavanoz, 2016, p. 23) with the
metaphors of light house, compass etc. just as in Saban
et. al. (2006) for the same grounds.

6- Other standardization moves included the
transformation of teacher as artist in study Il to teacher as
entertainer; teacher as artist in study VIII to teacher as
molder/craftsperson, teacher as actor/actress to teacher as
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entertainer, teacher as innovator to teacher as change Right after the researcher finished the standardization
agent, teacher as guru to teacher as archetype of spirit, task, as a technique to establish credibility and
and teacher as construction engineer to teacher as trustworthiness (Spall, 1998; Creswell & Poth, 2017),
molder/craftsperson. All the categorical modifications and peer debriefing was applied to the whole
transformations made for the categorical standardization standardization procedure to serve as “an external
were grounded upon the abovementioned operational check on the inquiry process” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985,
definitions as well as metaphor generators’ justifications p. 301). The peer debriefer colleague was trained on
for each metaphor. the conceptual metaphor categories and operational

definitions first, which culminated in her confirmation
of the transformed and standardized categories in the
course of a one-time two-hour-long meeting. Table 4
shows the featured metaphor categories after the
standardization.

RESULTS
Metaphorical Conceptualizations of Turkish EFL Teachers’ Roles

Table 4. Top emergent categories regarding Turkish EFL teachers’ roles in the related studies (after the standardization)

Paper ID Top emergent categories Total occurrences Percentage
(total metaphor occurrences that (%)
represent the related category-
reoccurrences included)

1 Knowledge provider 25 25
Facilitator/scaffolder 23 23
Archetype of spirit 20 20
Nurturer/cultivator 16 16
Molder/craftperson 15 15
Total 99 100
2 Knowledge provider 48 40
Facilitator/scaffolder 30 25
Nurturer/cultivator 28 24
Superior authority figure 13 11
Total 119 100
3 Knowledge provider 17 33
Nurturer/cultivator 12 23
Coop./democratic leader 11 22
Entertainer 6 12
Agent of change 5 10
Total 51 100
4 Knowledge provider 14 37
Archetype of spirit 14 37
Facilitator/scaffolder 4 11
Superior authority figure 2 5
Molder/craftperson 2 5
Nurturer/cultivator 2 5
Total 38 100
5 Knowledge provider 32 46
Facilitator/scaffolder 21 30
Coop./democratic leader 11 16
Entertainer 6 8
Total 70 100
6 Knowledge provider 26 59
Facilitator/scaffolder 13 30
Superior authority figure 5 11

Total 44 100
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Table 4. (Continued)

Paper 1D Top emergent categories Total occurrences (total Percentage (%)
metaphor occurrences that
represent the related
category -reoccurences
included)
7 Facilitator/scaffolder 12 56
Coop./democratic leader 3 14
Knowledge provider 2 10
Agent of change 2 10
Entertainer 1 5
Superior authority figure 1 5
Total 21 100
8 Entertainer 7 28
Coop./democratic leader 4 16
Molder/craftperson 4 16
Knowledge provider 2 8
Agent of change 2 8
Facilitator/scaffolder 2 8
Nurturer/cultivator 2 8
Archetype of spirit 2 8
Total 25 100%

Table 4 takes an eagle’s eye view of the studies one by
one, portraying the top emergent categories in the
studies, total metaphor occurrences representing them,
and categorical percentages within each study. Yet, in the
course of reporting the most commonly occurring
categories, it would be misleading only to consider the
total occurrences or percentages (For, the research
samples of the studies comprise different numbers of
participants which would directly affect the potential
number of emergent metaphors. Moreover, small number
of occurrences could have generated big percentages).

These descriptors might fall short in specifying
prominent categories in a summative manner, and thus in
providing a sound understanding of the teachers’
conceptual roles. For this reason, it was apt to give more
descriptive information regarding the categories
individually. In Table 5, by comparing each conceptual
category against the others emergent in the same study
and those in the other studies, and considering the
(frequencies of) emergence, mean percentages, total
occurrences and ranking of each category within all the
studies in a holistic manner, the following categories are
highlighted, in a descending order, as the most common
conceptual categories that define the roles of EFL
teachers.

Table 5. Descriptive information regarding each emergent category

Conceptual
metaphor category

Emergence Featured
frequency (out rankings
of 8 studies)

Mean Total occurrences
percentage (Percentage (total metaphor
totals of the related occurrences that
category in the studies represent the related
it emerged/emergence Category reoccurrences

frequency) (%) included)
Knowledge provider 8 #1in 6 studies 32 166
#1 in total
occurences
#1 in mean
percentage
Facilitator/scaffolder 7 #1 in 1 study 26 105
#2 in 4 studies
Nurturer/cultivator 5 #2 in 1 study 15 60
#last in 2 studies
Archetype of spirit 3 #1in 1 study 22 36

#last in 1 study

(Contd....)
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Table 5. (Continued)

Conceptual Emergence Featured Mean Total occurrences
metaphor category frequency (out rankings percentage (Percentage (total metaphor
of 8 studies) totals of the related occurrences that
category in the studies represent the related
it emerged/emergence Category-reoccurrences
frequency) (%) included)
Entertainer 4 #1in 1 study 13 20
#last in 2 studies
Cooperative/ 4 #2 in 2 studies 7 29
democratic leader
Molder/craftperson 3 #last in 2 studies 12 21
Superior authority 4 #last in all the 5 21
figure four studies
#last in mean
Percentage
Agent of change 3 #last in 2 9 9
studies
#last in total
occurences

Based on the information shown in Table 5, Figure 2  Figure 2: Emergent categories regarding Turkish EFL teachers’

is provided for a more perceptible portrayal of the roles

emergent categories regarding the teachers’ roles. Just as
in the categorical standardization process, peer debriefing
was provided by the same colleague to arrive at common
understanding of the extent of categorical representations
and illustrations.

As can be inferred from Table 5 and Figure 2, the
teachers are most defined and conceptualized in terms
of  their knowledge provider, and then
facilitator/scaffolder roles. These are followed by
nurturer/cultivator and archetype of spirit role
perceptions. Superior authority figure, molder and
agent of change seem to be the least metaphorically
conceptualized roles that relate to Turkish EFL
teachers.

Conceptualization of Turkish EFL Teachers’ Roles as
Perceived by EFL Teachers, Student Teachers and
Learners

Table 6 demonstrates the metaphorical conceptualizations
of the teachers’ roles as perceived by the EFL teachers,
student teachers and learners. All the emergent categories
in the related studies (based on participant groups) are
listed as well as which categories are common in these

®

studies. In addition, featured rankings, mean percentages
and total occurrences are provided.
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Table 6. Descriptive information about the conceptual categories regarding EFL teachers’ roles from the point of the
teachers, student teachers and learners

All the Common Mean Total occurrences Featured
emergent categories percentage (Percentage (total metaphor rankings
categories emergent in the totals of the related occurrences that
related studies category in the studies represent the related
it emerged/emergence category -reoccurences
frequency) (%) included)
Teachers 1.Coop./democratic 1. Knowledge Facilitator/scaffol. (32) 64 #1in 1 study
(Study 11, leader provider Coop./dem. leader (17) 52 #2 in 2 studies
VII and 2.Molder/craftperson 2. Entertainer Knowled. provider (17) 51 #2 in 1 study
VIIT) 3.Knowledge provider 3.Coop./ Entertainer (15) 45 #1in 1 study
4.Agent of change democratic leader Nurturer/cultivator (16) 31 #1 in 1 study
5.Facilitator/scaffolder 4. Agent of Agent of change (9) 28 -

6.Nurturer/cultivator ~ change
7.Entertainer

8.Archetype of spirit

9.Sup. authority figure

Student 1.Coop./democratic 1. Knowledge Knowled. provider (30) 91 #1 in 3 studies
teachers leader provider Facilitator/scaffol. (27) 53 #2 in 2 studies
(Study I,V 2.Molder/craftperson
and VI) 3.Knowledge provider

4.Facilitator/scaffolder

5.Nurturer/cultivator

6.Entertainer

7.Archetype of spirit

8.Sup. authority figure

Learners 1.Knowledge 1. Knowledge Knowled. provider (29) 87 #1 in 2 studies
(Study I, provider provider Facilitator/scaffol. (16) 49 #1 in 1 study
1V and 2.Facilitator/ 2. Facilitator/ Nurturer/cultivator (15) 29 -
VI) scaffolder scaffolder Sup. authority figure (8) 16 -

3.Sup. authority

figure

4.Nurturer/cultivator
5.Archetype of spirit
6.Molder/craftperson

*The research sample of Study VI includes ELT student teachers and EFL learners, separately.

To ensure better understandability of the data shown
in Table 6, on a holistic and inferential basis, Figure 3
illustrates the teachers’ emerging roles as metaphorically
perceived by the teachers, students and learners.

Figure 3: Conceptual metaphor categories regarding Turkish EFL
teachers’ roles as perceived by the teachers, student teachers and
learners

teachers' perceptions student teacher's learner’'s perceptions
perceptions
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Considering the data presented in Table 6, as
reinforced by Figure 3, it can be inferred that the ELT
student teachers and learners characterize Turkish EFL
teachers with knowledge provider role primarily,
followed by facilitator/ scaffolder role perception. Given
the teachers’ metaphorical conceptualizations, they tend
to portray their roles as that of a facilitator/scaffolder
most. In addition, they seem to assign the roles of
cooperative/democratic leader, knowledge provider and
entertainer for themselves substantially, in a descending
order.

DISCUSSION

Through the meta-summary of metaphorical perceptions
toward Turkish EFL teachers’ roles, this study revealed
the dominant roles associated with them, as well as the
potential differences in these assigned roles as perceived
by the teachers themselves, student teachers and learners.
When the results of this meta-summary are handled in a
holistic manner, Turkish EFL teachers are mostly
identified in terms of knowledge provider, and then
facilitator/scaffolder roles. While knowledge provider
role was often represented with dictionary, book, light
and ocean metaphors, facilitator/scaffolder role category
often included metaphors such as coach, key, life coach,
compass and light house. Other significant associations
for the teachers’ roles are that of a nurturer/ cultivator
and archetype of spirit. Superior authority figure, molder
and agent of change are the roles that are least associated
with these teachers metaphorically.

When the emergent roles are analyzed with respect
to different groups that produced metaphors for
Turkish EFL teachers, it was understood that
knowledge provider is by far the most defined role to
characterize EFL teachers from the perspectives of
student teachers and learners. This is followed by the
role of a facilitator/scaffolder. While these are
representatives of the overall tendency to label Turkish
EFL teachers’ roles, the teachers themselves vary in
terms of the roles they assign to themselves. The
teachers characterize themselves with
facilitator/scaffolder role most, and this is followed by
the roles of a leader, knowledge provider, and
entertainer. This is where the teachers’ metaphorical
role attributions for themselves differ from those of
ELT student teachers and learners. In a narrower sense,
while for ELT students and English learners, their
teachers are mainly knowledge providers, the teachers
view themselves primarily as facilitators/scaffolders in
language learning and teaching process.

Given these findings, it is necessary to distinguish
between the main assigned roles (i.e. knowledge
provider and facilitator/scaffolder) in terms of teacher-
centered and student-centered orientations to teaching
(Kember, 1997). In line with the knowledge provider
role, the behaviorist theory views knowledge as
existing outside of people and independently of them,

and therefore characterizes students as passive recipients
of knowledge, and teachers as sources and transmitters of
knowledge (Scheurman, 1998). On the other hand, a
constructivist view of learning presents a student-centered
framework, which sees knowledge as something created
rather than received, and mediated by discourse rather
than transferred by teacher talk (Holt-Reynolds, 2000).
The latter  notion  conforms  with  teachers’
facilitator/scaffolder roles, assigning them the role of
stimulating the construction of knowledge, while
expecting students to be active in the process of
knowledge construction (Harris & Alexander, 1998).
Given these theoretical considerations for teaching, “it is
noteworthy that constructivist approaches to teaching
require teachers to reconceptualize their roles and develop
new teaching roles to facilitate each student’s way of
perceiving, understanding and constructing  new
knowledge” (Sayar, 2014, p. 16-17).

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

This study sought to provide an overarching understanding
of the metaphorical conceptualizations concerning Turkish
EFL teachers’ roles. In so doing, meta-summary
methodology was adopted by bringing together related
research findings in the face of the inadequacy of
individual metaphors in explaining the whole phenomenon
(Saban, 2008). Similar meta-studies can be performed with
the aim of drawing an inclusive portrait of metaphors for
English language learners, English learning process, and
the teaching of English. Last but not least, metaphor
research needs to go beyond the simplistic “...is
like...because...” elicitation task in data collection stages.
This task should be accompanied by metaphor-eliciting
essays, compositions, narratives and interviews to allow for
the emergence of more detailed and reliable metaphors.
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