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Abstract 

Teachers‘ inner qualities have recently attracted researchers in the area of teacher education. By 

analyzing teachers‘ characteristics, researchers look for finding means through which they can 

improve both teachers‘ professional conditions in particular and the educational states of affair in 

general. One of these means is different types of identity teachers may develop in their 

profession. 

Identity, as a general term, is believed to be an inseparable component of teachers‘ profession 

(Husu & Tirri, 2007). In fact, efficient teachers are believed to be those who have developed the 

right sense of identity with regard to their profession. Among various variables affecting 

teachers‘ professional identity is the institutions they serve; the institutions that make them 

develop a special type of teacher identity named ‗institutional identity‘. This is a significant type 

of identity in teacher education because it raises key questions like: do teachers display different 

identities in different institutions? This question constitutes the focal point of discussion in this 

study. 

Meanwhile, one is reminded that institutions differ in a variety of dimensions including their 

social status. The question is how different social status of institutions, say low and high social 

status, affect a teacher‘s perception and realization of his/her professional identity. To this 

question gender should be added as well, since gender can always be a determining variable in 

humanities. This study is an attempt to fill the research gap by answering the question of the 

effects of social status and gender on teachers‘ institutional identity in three different institutions 

where English teaching is prevalent, i.e. high schools, language institutes, and universities. 

In so doing, ethnography as a robust approach within the qualitative paradigm of research 

was selected as the design. 12 male and female English teachers teaching at different high 

schools, language institutes, and universities with different social status were selected for data 

collection. Following the directions of this type of research design in relevant literature (e.g. 

Dörnyei, 2007; Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009), three major instruments, namely semi-standard 

interviews, focus group technique, and (non-)participant observation were implemented. The 

recorded data were then transcribed and merged with the notes taken. Then, making use of 

‗content analysis‘ (e.g. Mack, Woodsong, Macqueen, Guest, & Namey, 2005), patterns were 

extracted which served as the materials to define and describe the institutional identity of 

teachers in these three institutions. 

The patterns extracted revealed the similarities and differences among the institutional 

identities of teachers regarding their related institutions. Description of each type of institutional 

identity in details, statement of the extracted similarities and differences, and explanations of the 

motives and consequences are among the outcomes of this study. The institutional identity 

questionnaire developed based on the data is another significant result of this study. According to 

findings, the three institutions differ in terms of the nine institutional identity factors. Also, male 

and female teachers in each institution type displayed different institutional identity states. 

Moreover, high and low status institutions found to hold diverse institutional identity qualities. 

The outcomes provide researchers in the realm of teacher education with a qualitative picture of 

teachers in various institutions where language is taught. Moreover, curriculum developers can 

benefit from knowing how a teacher should and/or would feel in certain educational institutions 

and why. 

Keywords: Institutional Identity; English Teachers; Social Status; Gender; High Schools; 

Language Institutes
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1.1. Introduction 

Teachers and students are inseparable elements of any educational system. These systems may 

survive without fulfilling required standards in many of their parts including physical facilities, 

such as buildings and materials; nevertheless, they are indisputably paralyzed if educators and 

learners are taken away from them. As a matter of fact, philosophically speaking, one of the 

major reasons why human beings have survived is the simple relationship of a tutor educating 

younger generations (Rury, 2005). 

The importance of teachers‘ and students‘ roles necessitates carrying out special research on 

them and their features. Studying cognitive, emotional, and relational variables of students 

provides substantial knowledge on how they learn and react in the process of education. These 

types of knowledge have always been interesting areas of investigation among researchers of our 

field (Jiménez, 2000; McQuillan, 2005; Robinson, 2001, among others), and the process is still 

on.  

However, literature is not so much rich when it comes to research on teachers. Although 

many of teachers‘ variables have been investigated in different branches, the range and the extent 

of the studies are still inadequate. This study intends to explore one of the many variables of the 

teachers. 

 

1.1.1. What is the focus of this study? 

Research on teachers and variables pertaining to them does not have as long a history as that of 

students. Teachers were seen mostly as mediators in education, as means to help students make 

progress, as observed in Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) (Swan, 2005; Sheehan, 2005). 

Although research on teachers started much earlier in 1970s, the first big wave of research 

started probably in early 1990s and it flourished even more after Kumaravadivelu‘s the post 

method condition (1994). From then on, researchers began to notice and study characteristics of 

teachers as seriously as other variables related to education (Cohen, 2010; Johnston & Ahtee, 

2006). 

As early as 1970s, researchers began exploring and explaining teachers‘ ―outer‖ 

characteristics including the techniques they use in classes (e.g., Mackey, Polio, McDonough, 

2004) and the impact they leave on students (e.g., Day, et al., 2003). Meanwhile, however, 


