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Oz
Giris: Ozel egitimde iyi uygulama drneklerinden biri olarak kabul edilen is birligi ile calisma, yetersizligi olan
dgrencilere hizmet sunmada yararli bir arag olarak goriilmektedir. Ozel egitim hizmeti sunan 6gretmenlerin is
birligi iligkisinin, smiflarindaki 6gretim uygulamalarini basariyla gergeklestirebilmelerini ve giivene dayali bir

ekip modeli olusturmalarini tesvik edecegi belirtilmektedir. Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6zel egitim hizmeti sunan
dgretmenlerin is birligi ile aligmalarmi degerlendirebilecek “Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi” gelistirmektir.

Yontem: Arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda sistemli bir siireg yiiriitiilmiis, arastirmacilar tarafindan “Ogretmen
Is Becerileri Olgegi” hazirlanmistir. Hazirlanan 6lgek toplam 513 dgretmene uygulanmistir. On uygulamada, 6zel
egitim okullarinda birlikte ¢alisan 62 6gretmenden olugan gruba ulagilmigtir. Taslak dlgegin pilotlama asamasinda
Tirkiye’nin 21 ilinden 6zel egitim uygulama okullar1 ve smniflarinda birlikte ¢alisan 157 dgretmene ulasilarak
acimlayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Son olarak diizenlemeler yapilarak ¢evrimigi erisim izni ile hazirlanan dlgek
Tirkiye’nin 41 ilinden 294 6gretmen tarafindan doldurulmus, elde edilen verilere dogrulayict faktor analizi
yapilmigtir.

Bulgular: Maddeler arasi iligkiyi test edebilmek, faktorleri ve bunlarin altinda toplanan maddeleri belirleyebilmek
icin yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) sonucunda 4 faktorlii 22 maddeden olusan bir yapr tanimlanmustir.
Dogrulayici faktdr analizi ile test edilen yap1 yiiksek diizeyde model-veri uyumu gostermistir. Olgegin Cronbach
Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayist ile hesaplanan giivenirligi ise .97 bulunmustur.

Tartigma: Sonugta gelistirilen dlgegin, 6gretmen is birligi becerilerinin 6l¢iilmesinde gegerli ve giivenilir sonuglar
elde etmeye uygun bir 6l¢ek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Gelistirilen bu dlgegin Tiirkiye’de 6zel egitim alanindaki
ogretmenlerin is birligi ile ¢aligma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilabilecegi, degerlendirme sonuglarina
gore dgretmenlerin is birligi ile ¢aligma becerilerinin desteklenmesine yonelik gelistirilecek miidahalelere yol
gosterici olacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Ogretmenler arasi is birligi, 6zel egitimde is birligi, is birligi ile calisma becerileri, 6lcek
gelistirme, gegerlik calismasi, giivenirlik ¢alismasi.

Aunf'icin: Basik, R., & Dayz, E. (2024). Ogretmen is birligi becerileri olgegi: Gelistirilmesi, gegerlik ve giivenirlik
calismasi. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, Erken Goriiniim.
https://doi.org/10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi.1416522

“Bu makale Reyhan Bastk’mn Gazi Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisi’'nde Dog. Dr. Eylem Day1 danismanliginda
hazirladig1 doktora tezinden iiretilmis olup, 25-27 Ekim 2023 tarihlerinde gerceklesen 33. Ulusal Ozel Egitim Kongresinde
s6zlii bildiri olarak sunulmustur. )

1Sorumlu Yazar: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, Harran Universitesi, E-posta: reyhanbasik@harran.edu.tr, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-
6874

2Dog. Dr., Gazi Universitesi, E-posta: eylemd@gazi.edu.tr, https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846

Basik & Day1 ERKEN GORUNUM


https://doi.org/10.21565/ozelegitimdergisi.1416522
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846

OGRETMEN [$ BIRLIGI BECERILERI OLCEGI: GELISTIRILMESI, GECERLIK VE GUVENIRLIK CALISMASI 2
Giris

Bugiin egitimcilerin kars1 karsiya oldugu karmagik gorevlerin yaninda zorlayici olan bir durum da 6zel
egitim hizmeti verilen okullarda ig birligi kiiltiirii yaratmaktir. Aragtirmalar egitimcilerin diger tiim ¢alismalarinin
basarili olmasini saglayan faktoriin bu tiirden derin bir mesleki temelle iligkili oldugunu ve bu okullarda gorev
alan herkesin is birligi yapma egilimine, bilgisine ve becerisine sahip olmasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir (Friend,
2022). Genel egitim okullarinda daha genis bir sorumluluk yelpazesi iistlenmeleri istenen egitimciler i¢in dnemli
bir strateji olarak is birligine yapilan vurgu artmaktadir (Gable vd., 2004). Is birligi kelimesinin kokeni, birlikte
caligmak anlamina gelen “ortak galisma” teriminden gelmektedir (Welch, 1998). Is birligi “belirli bir 6grenci igin
egitim programini planlama, uygulama ve degerlendirmede yogun ortak ¢alisma” olarak tanimlanmistir (O’ Toole
& Kirkpatrick, 2007). Friend ve Cook (2010) is birligini “ortak bir hedefe dogru ¢alisirken goniillii olarak ortak
karar verme siirecine katilan en az iki ortak taraf arasinda dogrudan etkilesim tarzi” olarak tanimlamaktadir. Tiirk
Dil Kurumu (TDK) ise i birligini “ama¢ ve c¢ikarlar1 bir olanlarin olusturduklari ¢alisma ortakligi” olarak
tanimlamigtir. Ortaklik kavrami zaman zaman is birligi ile es anlamli olarak kullanilmaktadir. Bireyler, gruplar,
aileler, meslekler, kuruluglar, yonetim sistemleri ve iilkeler bu ortaklar arasinda yer alabilmektedir. “Kim kiminle,
ne zaman, nerede, nasil ve neden is birligi yapmali? Is birligi ne igerir? Gereksinimleri ve olasiliklari nelerdir?”
gibi sorular is birliginin temellerini olusturmaktadir (Lawson, 2004).

Ozel egitimde iyi uygulama drneklerinden biri olarak kabul edilen is birligi ile calisma, gretmenlerin ve
diger uzmanlarin yetersizligi olan 6grencilere hizmet sunmalari i¢in yararl bir arag olarak goriilmektedir (Barnes
& Turner, 2001; Cross vd., 2004; Friend & Cook, 2010). Ozel egitim alaminda hizmet sunan &gretmenlerin is
birligi iliskisi, esnek olan, mizah duygusuna sahip, etkili bir sekilde iletisim kuran, belirsizliklere karsi tolerans
gosterebilen baskalarinin bilgilerine saygi duyan ve kendi profesyonel becerilerinin farkinda olan ve ekibin diger
iiyeleri ile biitiinlesmis olan kisiler i¢in daha kolay oldugu ifade edilmektedir. Bu iligkinin, 6gretmenlerin sorumlu
olduklar1 smif igerisindeki 6gretim uygulamalarimi basariyla gergeklestirebilmelerini saglayacagi, bu tip bir
atmosferin 6gretmenleri planlama, hizmet saglama, problem ¢dzme ve program yonetiminde giivene dayali bir
ekip modeli olusturmalari i¢in tesvik edecegi belirtilmektedir (Brownell vd., 2006; Day1 & Basik, 2021). Basarili
bir uygulama i¢in bu siireg, disipline 6zgii bilgi ve becerilerin aktarilmasini gerektirmektedir. Bunun gergeklesmesi
icin tim paydaslar arasinda esitlik, karsilikli giiven ve sayginin yani sira acik iletisim kurulmasindan
bahsedilmektedir (Rainforth & England, 1997). Prelock ve digerleri (1995) yaptiklari ¢alismada disiplinler arasi
bir yaklagim olusturma, is birligine dayali ¢alismanin anlagilmasi ve is birligine dayali hizmet igi egitim saglama
dahil olmak iizere 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklara hizmet sunmak igin is birligine dayali ortakliklar kurmanimn temel
gereksinimlerini agiklamigtir. Caligma, basarili bir hizmet entegrasyonu seviyesine ulagsmak igin is birligine dayalt
katilimda yer alan personelin bir egitim siirecinden ge¢mesi ihtiyacini da vurgulamistir. Bu arastirmanin
bulgularina ek olarak, 21. yiizyilda okul islevlerine iligskin yeni anlayista okullar grenme alanlar1 ve 6gretmenlerin
mesleki birlikleri olarak goriilmektedir (Imants, 2002; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010). Bu anlayis dgretmenlerin
mesleki gelisimleri anlaminda siklikla kullanilmakta, okullarin 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimlerini destekleyecek
ve yonlendirecek firsatlar sunan yerler olmalari gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir. Bunun igin 6gretmenlerin
meslektaslar ile sosyal, mesleki ve kurumsal konularda is birligi i¢cinde olmalarinin saglanmasi gerektigi ifade
edilmektedir (Imants, 2002; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010; Vanderberghe, 2002).

21. ylizy1l 6gretmenleri agisindan beklentileri inceledigimizde, meslektaslari ile is birligi iginde ¢alisma,
Ogretimi uyarlama, tiim &grencilerin 6grenme siirecine katilimindan sorumlu kisiler olarak gériilmektedir (De
Backer vd., 2021; {1gan, 2020; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010). Diger yandan bu gereklilik Tiirkiye’de Milli Egitim
Bakanligi Ogretmenlik Meslegi Genel Yeterlilikleri El Kitabi'nda (2017) da yer almaktadir. Ozel egitim
ogretmenlerinin okul, aile ve diger meslek alanlart ile is birligi yapma, 6gretimi uyarlama, kisisel ve mesleki
gelisiminin 6gretmen yeterliligi olarak ele alindig1 goriilmektedir. Bunun yaninda 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilere
hizmet sunarken bircok 6gretim modelin uygulama siireci de is birligini gerektirmektedir (Friend vd., 2010).
Ancak egitimcilerin ig birligi i¢cin goniillii olmas1 ve katilmak istemeyenlere zorla verilen bir gorev olmamasi
gerektigi de belirtilmektedir. Uyum saglayamayan ogretim ekiplerin daha az is birligi yaptigi ve 6gretimi
gerceklestirme siireclerindeki farkliliklarda uzlagsma yerine ¢atigsmalar yasandigt anlasilmaktadir. Basarili is birligi
ekiplerinin 6gretim sirasinda uzmanlik alanlarini paylastiklarini ve 6grencilerini motive etmenin yollarimi
bulduklar ifade edilmektedir (Scruggs vd., 2007).

Egitim alaninda yiiksek nitelikli bir is birlik¢i hizmet sunulabilmesi igin is birliginin neyi igerdiginin
acikca belirtilmesinin 6nemine vurgu yapilmaktadir. Woodland ve digerleri (2013) 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiiniin
diyalog, karar verme, uygulama, degerlendirme (Dialogue, Decision Making, Action, Evaluation [DDAE])'nin
dért asamada incelenmesinden olustugunu belirtmistir. Is birligi ile ¢alisilan bir simfta egitimciler, hangi
uygulamalarin yapilmasi gerektigine karar vermek, ardindan uygulamalar iizerinde diisiinmek ve tiim dgrencilerin
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ihtiyaglarinin nasil karsilanacagini belirlemek icin is birligi yaparlar. Is birligine iliskin; diyalog (dialogue), karar
verme (decision making), eylem (action) ve degerlendirme (evaluation) kavramlari ilk olarak Bentzen (1974) (akt.,
Woodland vd., 2013) tarafindan okul degisikligi ¢calismasi sirasinda tanimlanmistir. Gajda ve Koliba (2007)’de is
birligi kavramlarma iliskin bu ¢alismay1 6gretmen is birligiyle uygulamistir. Ardindan gelistirdikleri Ogretmen Is
Birligini Gelistirme Cercevesini (Teacher Collaboration Improvement Framework [TCIF]) kullanarak ortaggretim
ogretmen ekiplerindeki is birliginin kalitesini degerlendiren onceki caligmalarini genisletmislerdir (Gajda &
Koliba, 2008).

Woodland ve digerleri (2013) ise 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiiniin dort alanini 6lgmek ve okullardaki
miidahale ekipleri ve Ogretmenler arasindaki is birligi durumunu belirlemek icin Ogretmen Is Birligi
Degerlendirme Anketi'ni (Teacher Collaboration Assessment Survey [TCAS]) gelistirmis ve gegerlik giivenirlik
calismasini yapmislardir. Arastirmacilara gore TCAS'tan toplanan veriler, 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiinde yer alan
diyalog (dialogue), karar verme (decision making), eylem (action) ve degerlendirme (evaluation) kavramlarini
6lgmek ve degerlendirmek igin kullanilabilmektedir. Ogretmen is birliginin islevsel hale getirilmesi ve etkili
ogretmen ekibi, Ogrencilerin Ogretim hedeflerine ulasmalarini, bunlar1 eylem halinde gdzlemleme ve
etkililiklerinin nedenleri {izerinde tartigma firsatlarini gelistirmeye odaklanan siirekli bir 6gretmen is birligini
gerektirmektedir. Daha acik bir ifadeyle, nitelikli 6gretmen is birligi, 6gretmenlerin giin boyunca meslektaglariyla
yakin bir sekilde ¢alisarak 6grenci ¢iktilarini incelemesini, 6gretim uygulamalarinda olumlu degisiklikler yapma
ve 6grenci kapasitesini gelistirmelerini siirekli bir diyalog, karar verme, eylem ve degerlendirmesini igermektedir.
Woodland ve digerleri (2013) ¢alismalarinda nitelikli dgretmen is birligi yapisinda bulunan diyalog, karar verme,
eylem ve degerlendirmeden olusan dort temel 6zelligi de agiklamiglardir.

Diyalog, dgretmen is birligi dongiisiiniin ilk adimidir. Ogretmen ekipleri, diyalog yoluyla dgrencilerin
o0grenmesi, Ogretimin dgrenci basarisi tizerindeki etkileri, her cocuga uygun diizeyde destegin nasil saglanacagi
hakkinda bir tartismaya dahil olmalidir (Woodland vd., 2013). Diyalogun saglanabilmesi i¢in ayni sinif ortaminda
gorev alan Ogretmenlerin veya okullardaki ekiplerin ortak planlama zamanma sahip olmasi zorunludur.
Ogretmenler bu asamada 6gretim modellerinden hangisini kullanmak istediklerini, derse tiim dgrencileri dahil
edebilmek i¢in 6gretimi nasil farklilastiracaklarini ve 6grencilerin 6grenme motivasyonunu saglamak igin 6gretimi
nasil uygulayacaklarini tartigmalidir (Turner, 2017). Karar verme, 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiindeki ikinci adimdir.
Karar mekanizmasi isletilerek 6gretmenler birlikte ¢aligmali, 6gretim kalitesinde goreceli farkliliklari ortaya
¢ikarmali ve uygulamayr gelistirmek i¢in kararlar almalidir. Okullardaki yoneticiler de ortak hareket etme
konusunda kararlar almalidir. Ogretmenlerin gereksinimlerini dikkate almali ve dgrenci basarisini artirmak igin
kimin birlikte ¢aligsmasi gerektigini bilmelidir. Alinan kararlar, 6gretimde planlama, is birligi, yeterli zamam
saglama kararlarina yonelik olarak oOgretmenleri de kapsamalidir. Yoneticiler, disiplin ve smif giivenligi
prosediirleri ddhilinde 6gretmenleri desteklemelidir (Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017; Woodland vd., 2013).

Uygulama, 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiiniin {i¢lincii adimidir. Uygulamaya gecmek, 6gretmen takimi
dongiisiiniin kritik bir 6gesidir (Woodland vd., 2013). Uygulama, uygulamanin iyilestirilmesiyle dogrudan ilgili
olmali ve bir dereceye kadar karmagiklik igermelidir. Yardime1 6gretmenler, kanita dayali yontemlerden, 6grenci
basarisinin gézlemlenmesinden veya ogrencilerin gereksinimlerinin nasil karsilanacagindan etkilenirler fakat
sinifta harekete gegmelerinin bir nedeni olmalidir. Ogrencilerin gereksinimlerini karsilarken yapilan is birligi igin,
yoneticiler, O6gretmenler ortak planlamanin gergeklesmesi amaciyla programlart degistirebilir ve yardimct
ogretmenleri desteklemek igin profesyonel gelisim saglayabilir, iyi uygulama 6rneklerini kullanabilir. Ancak,
uygulamanin degerlendirilmesi yapilmadan uygulamalar gerekgelendirilemez (Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017
Woodland vd., 2013).

Uygulamanin degerlendirilmesi ise 6gretmen is birligi dongiisiindeki son adimdir. Woodland ve digerleri
(2013) uygulamanin degerlendirilmesinin tamamen geligmis bir 6gretmen ekibi dongiisiiniin dnemli bir bileseni
oldugunu belirtmistir. Ayrica, nitelikli bir dgretmen ig birligi, 6grencilerin 6grenmesi ve dgretim kalitesi hakkinda
verilerin (hem niteliksel hem de niceliksel) toplanmasin1 ve analizini gerektirir. Ogretimden sonra yardimei
ogretmenler, 6gretimin nasil gittigini yansitmak, her iki 6gretmenin gozlemlerini yansitmak, neyin ise yarayip
neyin ise yaramadigina dair notlar almak ve uygunsa, bigimlendirici ve 6zetleyici degerlendirmelerdeki puanlar
gbzden gecirmek icin yeterli zamana sahip olmalidir. Yoneticiler ayrica uygulamay1 degerlendirmeli ve yardimci
ogretmenlere de geri bildirim vermelidir. Bu is birligi sayesinde, 6gretmenler daha sonra karsilikli iletigim
olusturabilir, karar vererek ve uygulamaya gecerek ekibin dgretmen is birligi dongiisiinde yeniden dongii yapabilir
ve ardindan degisikliklerin 6grenci basarisin1 ve dgretmen egitimini nasil etkiledigini yeniden degerlendirebilir
(Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017; Woodland vd, 2013). McLaughlin ve Talbert (2006) ¢alismalarinda 6gretmen ekibi
olusturma, 6gretmenlerin kendi uygulamalar1 {izerinde diisiinmek i¢in is birligi i¢cinde ¢aligmasini, uygulama ile
ogrenci ¢iktilart arasindaki iligkiye iliskin kanitlari incelemesini ve siniflarindaki bazi 6grenciler i¢in dgretimde
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uyarlamalar yapmasini gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Is birligi ile calisma modeli {izerine yapilan g¢ogu
aragtirmanin, &grenci bagarist ve Ogretmenlerin is birligi becerileri tizerindeki etkisini gostermek yerine
ogretmenlerin rollerine, iliskilerine veya tutumlarma odaklandig1 belirtilmektedir. is birligi ile ¢aligma modeli
tizerine tanimlama ve tavsiyeden ziyade basarili uygulama drneklerine ihtiya¢ oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Austin,
2001; Friend vd., 2010; Mowbray vd., 2003; Rivera vd., 2014).

Ritzman ve digerleri (2006), etkili is birliginin temel ilkesinin okuldaki profesyonellerin uzmanliklarini
bir araya getirerck 6zel gereksinimli 6grenciler i¢in ¢ok sayida se¢enck yaratmak oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu anlayis,
ortak iliskilerin gelistirilmesinde algilanan mesleki yeterlilik ve giivenin roliinii tanimlayan bir dizi aragtirmacinin
bakis agisi ile biitiinlesmistir (Butera, 2005; Brownell vd., 2006; Damore & Murray, 2009; Hantzidiamantis, 2011;
Harn vd., 1999; Miller, 2009). Brownell ve digerleri (2006) ise iki ayri ilkokulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin is
birligi ile birbirlerinden 6grendikleri bilgileri nasil kabul ettiklerini ve kendi 6gretim repertuvarlarina ne sekilde
entegre ettiklerini incelemistir. Arastirma bulgulari, is birligine dayali mesleki gelisimi benimseyen ve dgrenilen
stratejileri kullanmaya en yatkin olan dgretmenlerin bunu yapmayan 6gretmenlerden 6nemli sekillerde farkli
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Giiclii bir bilgi tabanina sahip olan, sinifindaki 6grencilerin bireysel farkliliklarini
g0z oniinde bulunduran ve is birligine yatkin olan 6gretmenlerin, miifredat ve egitim hakkinda daha fazla bilgiye,
Ogrenci davranisina ve bunun nasil yonetilecegine dair daha fazla kavrayisa ve beceriye sahip oldugu da
bulunmustur. Ayrica profesyonel giiven ve agik fikirliligin, 6zel egitimciler arasinda is birligine dayali iligkilerin
gelistirilmesinde rol oynadigi sonucuna varmislardir.

Ogretim kalitesinin iyilestirilmesi ve 6grenci basarisinin arttirilmasi igin dgretmen is birliginin dnemi
birgok egitim reformu galigmasi tarafindan vurgulanmakta ve diinya genelinde egitim politikasi yapicilart
tarafindan benimsenmektedir (Moolenaar vd., 2012; Woodland, 2016). Ogretmenlerin niteligi yiiksek bir is birligi
yapmasinin 6gretimin kalitesi, 6grenci 6grenmesi, 6gretmen bilgi ve becerilerindeki artislarla iligkili oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Garet vd., 2001). Bunun yaninda &gretmen is birligi kavraminin anlagilmasinda zaman zaman
karigiklik yasanmakta ve “is birligi” terimi, kisiler arasindaki hemen hemen her tiirlii iligkiyi ifade etmek i¢in
kullanilmaktadir. Genellikle de kisiler arasi iletisimle baglantili olarak agiklanmaktadir. Uluslararasi alan yazin ve
mevzuat (Her Ogrenci Basarir Yasasi [Every Student Succeeds Act; ESSA], 2015; Engelli Bireyler Egitim Yasas1
[The Indivuduals Education Act; IDEA], 2004) ve Tirkiye’de yiiriitiilen 6zel egitim hizmetleri ve kaynastirma
uygulamalarini inceledigimizde; 6zel egitim hizmetlerinin Kanun Hilkmiinde Kararname, (Milli Egitim Bakanlig
[MEB], 1997) temelli olarak hazirlanan Ozel Egitim Hizmetleri Yonetmeligi dogrultusunda yiiriitiildiigii
bilinmekte, 6zel egitim hizmeti sunan 6gretmenlerin meslektaglari, diger alan uzmanlari, yoneticiler ve aileler ile
i birligi i¢inde ¢aligmasina dair maddeler oldugu bilinmektedir.

Yasal mevzuatta yer almasma ragmen Ogretmen is birliginin neye benzedigi ve nasil hissettirdigi,
ogretmenler arasindaki yapisal, prosediirel ve meslekler arasi iligkilerin gii¢lii olup olmadiginin nasil belirlenecegi,
bunlarin nasil daha iyi hale getirilecegi net olarak cok az arastirmaci tarafindan tartisilmaktadir. Ogretmen is birligi
stirecini ve etkilerini degerlendirmekle ilgilenen aragtirmacilarin ig birliginin yapisini islevsel hale getirmeleri
onemli eylemlerden biri olarak goriilmektedir. Bu yapiy1 iglevsel hale getirmek ve dgretmen is birliginin
niteliklerine iliskin net bir anlayis gelistirmek, bunu degerlendirmeye yonelik araglarin tasarlanmasi i¢in de temel
bir kosuldur (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006; Woodland vd., 2013; Woodland, 2016). Ulusal alanyazinda is
birliginin farkli yonlerine odaklanan 6l¢gme araglarina rastlanmistir. Yilmaz ve Celik (2020) mesleki is birligine
yonelik tek boyutlu 13 maddeden olusan bir tutum 6lgegi gelistirmistir. Yine bir tutum 6lgegi olan Sveiby ve
Simons (2002) tarafindan gelistirilen 20 madde ve 4 alt boyutlu isbirlik¢i iklim 6lgegi, Limon ve Durali (2017)
tarafindan Tiirkgeye uyarlanmistir. Olgegin drgiit kiiltiirii, is birligine yonelik yonetici tutumu, is birligine yénelik
O0gretmen tutumu, ziimre igi is birligi gibi alt boyutlardan olustugu goériilmiistiir.

Baska bir arastirmada Clark (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen ekip ¢aligmasi 6l¢eginin Celebi ve digerleri
(2016) tarafindan Tiirkiye uyarlamast yapilmigtir. Ziimre dgretmenlerinin ig birligi diizeyini belirleyebilmek
amacityla yapilan uyarlama ¢aligmasindan elde edilen veriler analiz edilmistir. Analizler sonucunda 19 madde ve
3 alt boyuttan (grup olusturma, erken gelisim ve kural koyma, ekip olma) olusan dlgekte yalnizca ziimre
ogretmenlere odaklanildigr goriilmiistiir. Bunun yaninda Tiirkiye’de 6zel egitim alaninda hizmet veren ve ayni
smifin sorumlulugunu paylasan meslek elemanlarinin is birligi ile ¢aliyma diizeyini belirlemeye iligkin bir
degerlendirme aracina rastlanamamaktadir. Alanyazinda belirtilen ihtiyaglar dogrultusunda 6gretmen is birligi
becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinin ve uluslararasi aragtirmalarda belirtilen gostergeler dogrultusunda bir 6lgme
aracinin gelistirilmesinin gerekli oldugu séylenebilir. Bu kapsamda gelistirilecek dlcegin 6zel egitim alaninda
hizmet sunan Ogretmenlerin is birligi ile ¢aligma Olciitlerini hangi diizeyde karsiladiklarini belirleyebilme,
okullarda is birligi kiiltiirii olusturma konusunda meslek elemanlarmma ve yoneticilere yol gosterecegi
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diisiiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda bu arastirmanimn amaci, 6zel egitim hizmeti sunan meslek elemanlarinin is birligi
ile caligma becerilerini degerlendirebilecek, gecerlik ve giivenirligi saglanmis bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir.

Yontem
Arastirma Yontemi

Bu arastirma 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilere hizmet sunan &gretmenlerin egitim uygulamalarinda ve
smiflarinda birlikte gorev yaptiklart meslektaslari ile is birligi durumlarmi degerlendirmek amaciyla “Ogretmen
Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi nin gelistirilmesi ve gegerlik giivenirlik analizlerinin tamamlanmasini igeren tarama
modeli niteliginde betimsel bir arastirmadir. Betimsel arastirmalar bir durumu olabildigince tam ve dikkatli bir
sekilde tanimlar. Egitim alanindaki en yaygin betimsel yontem tarama caligmasidir. Ciinkii aragtirmacilar
bireylerin, gruplarin ya da fiziksel ortamlarin 6zelliklerini 6zetleyerek cesitli 6grencilerin, egitimcilerin ve

yoneticilerin becerisi, ilgisi, yetenegi, davraniglart veya tutumlarini tanimlayabilir (Biiyiikoztiirk vd., 2013).
Cahisma Grubu

Aragtirma ii¢ calisma grubu ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. On asamada 62 6gretmenin bulundugu birinci grubun
%22,58’1 (n = 14) ile yiiz yiize goriisme yapilmistir. 157 katilimcinin oldugu ikinci gruptan toplanan verilerle
acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA), ticiincii grupta yer alan 294 katilimecidan toplanan veriler ile dogrulayici faktor
analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. 2021-2022 egitim 6gretim yilinda siirdiiriilen ¢alismaya simiflarinda ikili 6gretmen
uygulamasinin oldugu MEB’e bagli 6zel egitim anaokullari, 6zel egitim okullari ve 6zel egitim siniflarinda gérev
yapan 6gretmenler dahil edilmistir. Olgek toplamda 513 dgretmene uygulanmustir fakat analizler ikinci gruptaki
157 katilimci ve {iglincii gruptaki 294 katilimcidan elde edilen verilerle yapilmustir.

On agamada birinci grupta, taslak olarak hazirlanan Slgek yonergenin ve maddelerin anlagilirligia,
Olcegin doldurma siiresine iligkin bilgi alabilmek amaciyla Ankara ve Sanlwrfa ilindeki 6zel egitim uygulama
okullarmin miidiirleri bilgilendirilmistir. Olgegin amaci, 6nemi ve uygulama siireci bu okullarn miidiirleri
tarafindan Ogretmenlere agiklanmigtir. Bu asamada sinifinda bir 6gretmenle birlikte ¢alisgan 62 6gretmene
ulagilmigtir. On gruptaki 6gretmenlerin %40.2’si kadin (n = 25), %59.8°1 (n = 37) erkektir. Bu grupta 6zel egitim
okullar1 ve siniflarinda gorev yapan toplam 62 katilimcinin %64.52’si (n = 40) 6zel egitim 6gretmeni, %22.58’1
(n = 14) brans 6gretmeni, %12.90 (n = 8) okul dncesi 6gretmenidir.

Ikinci gruptaki dgretmenlerden elde edilen veriler AFA ile analiz edilmistir. Olgegin pilot uygulama
formu 157 &gretmene uygulanmistir. Tkinci gruptaki 6gretmenlerin %61.8’si kadin (n = 97), %38.2’si (n = 60)
erkektir. Ozel egitim okullar1 ve siniflarinda gorev yapan 157 dgretmenin %76.43’ii (n = 120) 6zel egitim
Ogretmeni, % 15.29 (n = 24) okul 6ncesi, % 8.28 (n = 13) ise brans 6gretmenidir.

Ugiincii grupta DFA, farkl1 bir grup ile dlgegin AFA ile belirlenen dért boyutlu yapisinin uygunlugunu
incelemek amaciyla 294 6gretmene uygulanmistir. Bu gruptaki 6gretmenlerin %60.2’si kadin (n = 177), %39.8’i
(n = 117) erkektir. Ozel egitim okullar1 ve siniflarinda gérev yapan 294 dgretmenin %83.67’si (n = 246) 6zel
egitim dgretmeni, %9.18’1 (n = 27) okul 6ncesi, %7.14 (n = 21) ise brang 6gretmenidir.

Veri Toplama Araclar
Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olceginin Gelistirilmesi Siireci

Olgegin gelistirme siirecinde ilk olarak, alan yazinda is birligi ile 6gretimi ve 6gretmenlerin is birligi ile
¢alisma becerilerini konu alan kitaplar ve arastirmalar incelenmis, ¢alisma ilkeleri ve beceri dongiisii belirlenmistir
(Austin, 2001; Dieker, 2001; Friend & Cook, 2010; Kayhan, 2016; Turner, 2017; Scott, 2021; Woodland, 2016).
Yapilan incelemeler sonucunda, Woodland ve digerleri (2013) ve Woodland (2016) tarafindan tanimlanan
Ogretmen Is Birligi Déngiisiiniin (karsilikl iletisim, karar verme, uygulama ve degerlendirme) dért alan1 temel
almmigtir.

Aragtirma kapsaminda gelistirilmesi planlanan 6lgekte is birligi ile calisma dongiisiinii (karsilikli iletigim,
karar verme, uygulama, degerlendirme) temel alinarak olusturulan maddeler 6zel egitim alanindan ii¢ 6gretim
iiyesi tarafindan incelenmistir. Uzman goriisiine sunmak iizere gerekli diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Olgegin amaci,
onemi ve gelistirme siirecine iliskin agiklamalara yer verilmis madde havuzunun degerlendirebilecegi “Ogretmen
Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi Uzman Goériisii Formu” hazirlannstir. Uzman goriisii i¢in Tiirkiye'deki farkli devlet
iniversitelerinde goérev yapan, doktora egitimini tamamlamis olan ii¢ 6zel egitim, iki 6l¢me degerlendirme ve Tiirk
Dili ve Edebiyati alanindan bir 6gretim iiyesine gonderilmistir. Goriis alman 6zel egitim alan1 6gretim iiyelerinin
bilimsel ¢aligma alanlar1 arasinda is birligine dayali 6grenme, 68retmen egitimi gibi konular olmasma dikkat
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edilmistir. Uzman gortsleri ile maddeleri gilincellenen dl¢egin 25 madde ile besli Likert tipi kullanilarak 5 (Her
zaman) ile 1 (Higbir zaman) puan arasinda derecelendirilmis ve deneme formu hazirlanmistir. Calisilan okul tiirii
ve kademesi, mezun olunan boliim, brans vb. demografik bilgiler ve sorularin nasil yanitlanacagma iliskin
yonergenin yer aldigi form katilimcilarin ¢evrimigi ortamda yanitlamasina uygun olarak diizenlenmistir. Bu
stiregte Olgek formunda bilgilendirilmis onam1 okuyup onay veren katilimcilarin tek yanita izin verecek bigimde
yanitlamasina yonelik bir diizenleme yapilmistir. Caligmayn yiiriitebilmek i¢in Gazi Universitesi Etik Kurulundan
izin alinmistir (28.02.2022-E.300500).

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

Veriler ¢evrimigi anket formu araciligryla 6n uygulama agamasinda Ankara ve Sanliurfa’da gérev yapan
ogretmenlerden toplanmistir. 62 6gretmenin goniillii olarak yer aldig1 bu gruptaki 6gretmenlerin 14’1 ile yiiz yiize
bireysel gériisme yapilmistir. Olgek maddelerinin ve ydnergenin anlagilirigi, 6lgegin doldurma siiresi ile sorular
sorulmusg, bu goriismelerden sonra dlgegin li¢ maddesinde ve yonerge kisminda ek diizenlemeler yapilmistir.
Katilimer biiyiikliigiiniin belirlenmesinde alan yazinda kabul edilen dl¢ekteki madde sayisinin 5-10 kat1 kadar
olmasi gerektigi (Pett vd., 2003; Tavsancil, 2005) bilgisinden hareketle madde sayisinin 5 kat1 kadar 6rnekleme
ulasilmast hedeflenmistir. Ikinci ve {igiincii grubun veri toplama asamasinda 6zel egitim okullarinda gorev yapan
ve sinifinda bir 6gretmenle ile birlikte ¢alisan 6gretmenlere il-ilge milli egitim miidiirliikleri, okul yoneticileri,
ilgili sivil toplum kuruluslart ve sosyal medya sayfalar1 araciligi ile ulasilmis gilincellenen o6lgek linki
paylasilmigtir.

Bu agamada Tiirkiye’nin 16 ilinde bulunan 6lgek ¢alismasina goniillii olarak katilan 157 6gretmenden
veri toplanmistir. Daha sonra ¢evrimic¢i uygulamada yeniden diizenlenen 6lgek linki ile madde sayisinin 10 kati
kadar (Pett vd., 2003; Tavsancil, 2005) drnekleme ulagilmasi hedeflenmistir. Tiirkiye nin 41 ilinde bulunan 6zel
egitim anaokullari, 6zel egitim uygulama okullar1 ve 6zel siniflarinda birlikte caligan 294 6gretmen; %60.20’si
(n=177) kadin, %39.80’1 (n = 117) erkek goniillii olarak 6l¢ek ¢alismasina katilmistir. Yaklasik bir egitim-6gretim
donemi boyunca il-ilge milli egitim miidiirliikleri, okul yoneticileri, ilgili sivil toplum kuruluslar1 ve sosyal medya
sayfalarinda 6lcek linki paylasilarak ulagilan 513 katilimerya ait tiim verilerin eksiksiz oldugu goriilmiistiir. Birinci
ve ikinci grubun verileri R programina aktarilarak veri seti olusturulmustur. Maddeler arasi iliskiyi test edebilmek,
faktorleri ve bunlarin altinda toplanan maddeleri belirleyebilmek i¢in 157 katilimcidan elde edilen veriler ile bir
Olcegin yap1 gecerliginin sinanmasinda en sik kullanilan yontemlerden olan agimlayict faktér analizi (AFA)
yapilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). Dogrulayict faktér analizi (DFA) asamasinda da R programinda veri seti
olusturulmustur. Ayrica 6lgegin i¢ tutarlilik giivenirligi incelenmis, 6l¢egin tamami ve dlgegi olusturan her bir
faktor icin Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 hesaplanmustir.

Bulgular
Acimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Olgekten elde edilen verilere, maddeler arast iliskiyi test edebilmek, faktdrleri ve bunlari altinda toplanan
maddeleri belirleyebilmek icin bir Slgegin yap1 gegerliliginin sinanmasinda en sik kullanilan yontemlerden
acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002).

Elde edilen verilere ait alfa giivenirlik katsayist (Alfa: 0.97) milkemmel diizeyde bulunmus, Sirali En
Kiigiik Kareler (OLS) kullanan minimum artiklar (minres) yontemi, faktorler arasi iligkiler dikkate alinarak egik
dondiirme yapilmustir. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) degerinin (0.929) verinin faktorlenmesi igin uygun yapida
oldugu, Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonucunda da (ki kare degerinin 0.01) diizeyinde anlamli oldugu dolayisiyla verinin
¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan geldigi goriilmiistiir. Agimlayici faktor analizinde faktorler arasi iliskiler dikkate
aliarak egik dondiirme yontemi yapilmustir.

Degiskenlerin faktor yiikleri (.30 altinda) ve birden fazla faktérde yiik olusturan maddeler dikkate
alindiginda 4. 7. ve 14. maddelerin 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmasina karar verilmis, maddeler 6l¢ekten sirayla ¢ikarildiktan
sonra analiz tekrar yiiriitiilmiistiir. Daha sonra sira numaralar1 giincellenen 6l¢ek maddelerinin faktor analizi ile
faktor sayisini karar vermede Kaiser (1961) kriteri, yamag-birikinti grafigi ve Horn’nun (1965) paralel analizi
dikkate alinarak faktor sayisinin 4 olmasina karar verilmistir. Analizler sonucunda 4 faktorlii 22 maddeden olusan
bir yap1 tanimlanmigtir (Tablo 1). Bu faktorler, karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme, toplantilar ve katilim, uygulama
ve degerlendirme olarak kavramsallagtirilmistir. Faktorlere ait 6z degerlerin (F1:11.73; F2:1.66; F3:1.43; F4:0.96)
ve agikladigi varyans oranlar1 (F1:0.25; F2:0.16;- F3:0.16;- F4:0.9) ile 4 faktoriin ortak varyansin %66'sin1
acikladigi goriilmiistiir. Yamag-birikinti grafigi Sekil 1°de sunulmustur.
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Sekil 1
Yamag-Birikinti Grafigi

Eigenvalues

e e SIS
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Sekil 1 incelendiginde besinci noktadan sonra noktalar arasindaki gizgilerin egimlerinin benzer oldugu
ve diizlesme basladigi goriilmektedir. Besinci noktadan sonraki her bir maddenin toplam varyansa katkilarimin
kiiglik diizeyde kaldig1 gézlenmektedir. Ardisik her iki nokta arasindaki araliklarin birer faktor olduguna gore 22
maddelik dlgegin dort faktorlii bir yapidan meydana geldigine karar verilmigstir. Maddelerin dort faktor altinda
gostermis olduklar faktor yiikleri Tablo 1°de belirtildigi gibidir.

Tablo 1
Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegine Iliskin AFA Sonuglar
Maddeler Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3 Faktor 4
Madde 1 472
Madde 4 .790
Madde 5 467
Madde 2 .635
Madde 3 792
Madde 12 .506
Madde 19 .703
Madde 20 162
Madde 6 .394
Madde 7 344
Madde 10 739
Madde 11 547
Madde 13 485
Madde 14 176
Madde 8 .642
Madde 9 .842
Madde 15 .869
Madde 16 741
Madde 17 770
Madde 18 AT7
Madde 21 486

Madde 22 .669
Ozdeger 1.43 1.66 0.96 11.73

Aciklanan varyans %16 %16 %9 %25
Agciklanan toplam varyans %66

Tablo 1 incelendiginde maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin .34 ile .86 arasinda degiskenlik gosterdigi, dort
faktoriin ise toplam varyansin %66°sin1 agikladig1 goriilmektedir. Alanyazinda AFA sonucunda agiklanan toplam
varyansin %50 ve lizerini agiklayan bir analizin gegerli oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Tavsancil, 2005).
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Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi (DFA)

Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi’nin yap1 gecerligini dogrulamak icin AFA sonuglar1 ve uzman
gortigleri dogrultusunda madde sayisinin 10 kati kadar katilimciya ulagilmigtir. 294 6gretmenden elde edilen
verilerle dlgegin yapr gegerliligine dair kanit elde etmek i¢in dogrulayici faktdr analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Olgek
gelistirme ¢alismalarinda AFA yapilan veri setinden farkli bir veri kullanilarak DFA yapilmasi 6nerildiginden bu
yol izlenmistir (Organ, 2018). Analiz sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan bulgular Tablo 2 ve Sekil 2°de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 2
Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Ol¢egi DFA Sonuglart

Alt boyutlar Madde numarasi Standartlagtirilmis deger z degeri

Madde 1 .64 11.472

Karsilikl1 iletisim ve karar verme Madde 4 .83 16.541
Madde 5 .90 19.547

Madde 2 73 13.854

Madde 3 .81 16.326

Toplantilar ve katilim Madde 12 .76 14.759
Madde 19 .75 14.683

Madde 20 .78 15.399

Madde 6 .80 16.414

Madde 7 .87 18.700

Madde 10 .86 18.496

Uygulama Madde 11 .84 17.525
Madde 13 .89 19.298

Madde 14 76 15.199

Madde 8 .68 13.066

Madde 9 .78 15.837

Madde 15 .84 17.773

Degerlendirme Madde 16 .88 18.954
Madde 17 .85 18.030

Madde 18 .80 16.393

Madde 21 .85 17.839

Madde 22 .80 16.348

Tablo 2 incelendiginde Slgekteki maddelerin iligkili oldugu boyutlar: anlamli dizeyde temsil ettigi
goriilmektedir. Bu durumda “Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi’nin bir model olarak dogrulandigi sdylenebilir.
Model ayni zamanda Sekil 2’de path diyagraminda gosterilmektedir.

Dogrulayict faktor analizi sonuglart incelendiginde faktorlere ait tiim gostergelerin standartlastiriimis yol
katsayilarinin 0.01 diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Faktor ve gostergeler arasinda yol
katsayilarinin mimimum biiytikligi .64 oldugu goriilmiistiir, bu durum herhangi bir gdstergeye ait varyansin
minimum %49'unun bagli oldugu faktor tarafindan agiklandigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Verinin dort faktorlii
yapiya olan uyumu incelendiginde; ki kare degerinin (x% 752 p < 0.01) istatistiksel olarak anlamli, ki
kare/serbestlik derecesi: x?/ sd: 752 / 220 = 3.41, Comparative Fit Index (CFI): 0.92 ve Tucker Lewis Index (TLI):
0.91 kabul edilebilir uyum diizeyinde oldugu, artiklarin standart hatalarinin ortalamasinin karekokiit SRMR: 0.05
iyl uyum diizeyinde oldugu gorilmiistiir. Bunun disinda gosterge hatalart M2~~M22, M24~~M25, M3~~M23,
M10~~M11 arasinda kovaryans baglar1 kurulmustur. Bu durumda bu maddelerin agiklanmadan kalan artiklariin
varyanslarini ortak olarak agiklayan ekstra yapilar oldugu ancak bu yapilar yeni bir alt boyut olusturmak i¢in
yetersizdir ve 6l¢iilmesi hedeflenen yapidan ilgisiz bir boyutta olabilecegi seklinde yorumlanmistir (Organ, 2018).

Olgegin giivenirligine iliskin her bir boyuttan ve genelden elde edilen alfa giivenirlik katsayilar ise,
karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme .82; toplantilar ve katilim .90; uygulama, .93; degerlendirme, .94 ve 6l¢ek geneli,
.97 olarak elde edilmistir. Degerler miikemmel diizeydedir. Bu durum 06l¢ek maddelerinin birbiri ile yiiksek
diizeyde tutarli ve aym 6zelligi yoklayan maddeler oldugu seklinde yorumlanabilir.
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Sekil 2
Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi 'nin Dért Faktorlii Yapist

Not: D = degerlendirme; KIK = karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme; TK = toplantilar ve katilim; UYG = uygulama.

=99

Yapilan analizlerde “Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi nin dort faktorlii yapisi test edilmis ve uygun
oldugu gériilmiistiir. Bu sonuclar dogrultusunda Ogretmen Is Birligi Becerileri Olgegi’nin dgretmen is birliginin
Olciilmesinde; karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme, toplantilar ve katilim, uygulama, degerlendirme boyutlarinda
dogru érmeklem seciminde gecerli ve giivenilir sonuglar elde etmeye uygun bir dlgek oldugu sdylenebilir. Olgekten
aliabilecek en diisiik puan 22 en yiiksek puan ise 110’dur.

Tartisma

Bu aragtirma, 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklara hizmet sunan 6gretmenlerin is birligi ile ¢alisma becerilerini
degerlendirebilecek bir 6lgme araci gelistirmek amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda planlanan
aragtirmaya 0zel egitim anaokullari, 6zel egitim uygulama okullar1 ve 6zel egitim siniflarinda gérev yapan toplam
513 dgretmen katilmustir. {1k asamada, 6lgegin amaci ve konusuna uygun olan alanyazin taranmistir. Alanyazin
incelemesi ve uzman goriisleri sonucunda 6l¢ege iliskin madde havuzu hazirlanmistir. 25 maddeden olugan Likert
tipi 6lgek, faktor analizi sonucunda 6z degeri birden biiylik dort faktdrden olugsmustur. Analiz sonucunda birinci
faktor tic madde, ikinci faktér bes madde, tgilincii faktor alti madde, dordiincii faktor ise sekiz maddeden
olugmustur. Maddelerin 6zellikleri ve kapsami dikkate alindiginda; karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme, toplantilar
ve katilim, uygulama ve degerlendirme olarak adlandirilmistir. Alanyazinda yiiksek nitelikteki 6gretmen is birligi
icin gerekli adimlar incelendiginde, basariyla sonuglanan is birligi ¢aligmalarinin kargilikli iletisim, karar verme,
eylem, uygulama, uyarlama, degerlendirme gibi asamalar1 igerdigi goriilmektedir (Friend, 2022; Kayhan, 2016;
Scott, 2021; Turner, 2019; Woodland vd., 2013, Woodland, 2016)

Incelenen uluslararasi arastirmalarda kaynastirma simiflarinda 6gretmen is birligini inceleyen calismalara
gereksinim duyuldugu ifade edilmistir (Brendle vd., 2017; Rahmawati vd., 2015; Yopp vd., 2014). Scott (2021) is
birligi dongiisti (diyalog, karar verme, eylem, degerlendirme) araciligiyla kaynastirma sinifindaki yardimei
ogretmenlerle gerceklestirdigi  arastirmanin  bulgularinda, &gretmenlerin  aldig1  stratejik  desteklerin
giiclendirilmesinin is birligi ile ¢alisma becerilerini ve 6grenci gelisimini artirdigini ifade etmistir. Tiirkiye’de ise
ozel egitim anaokullari, 6zel egitim uygulama okullar1 ve 6zel egitim siiflarinda 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilere
nitelikli egitim sunmak iizere sinifta iki 6gretmen uygulamasi devam etmektedir (MEB, 2019). Bu siniflarda gérev
alan 6gretmenlerin de is birligi ile ¢alisma kapsaminda karsilikli iletisim kurma, sinifta yapilacak olan ¢alismalar
icin karar verme ve degerlendirme konularinda destek gereksinimleri oldugu belirtilmektedir (King-Sears vd.,
2020; Kog, 2021).

Alanyazindaki c¢alismalar baglaminda bu arastirmada gelistirilen dlgegin alt boyutlarinin 6gretmen is
birligi becerilerini degerlendirmede nitelik 6lgiitlerini karsiladigi soylenebilir. Degiskenlerin boyutlara iligkin
dagilimi incelendiginde karsilikli iletisim ve karar verme boyutunda li¢ madde, toplantilar ve katilim boyutunda
bes madde, uygulama boyutunda alti madde, degerlendirme boyutunda ise sekiz maddenin oldugu goriilmektedir.
Olgegin giivenirlik katsayis1 .97 dir. Bu deger istatistiksel olarak miikemmel diizeydedir (Bilyiikdztiirk, 2002). Bu
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durumda 6l¢ek maddelerinin birbiri ile yiiksek diizeyde tutarli ve ayni 6zelligi yoklayan maddeler oldugu seklinde
yorumlanabilir.

Tiirkiye’de 6grenim caginda olan 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerden 105.935°1 6zel egitim okulu ve
smiflarinda egitim hizmetlerinden yararlanmaktadir. Farkli yetersizlik gruplarina her kademede 6zel egitim
hizmeti saglayan 1.517 tane 6zel egitim okulu ve sinifi bulunmaktadir. Bu okullarda 6zel egitim hizmeti sunan
16.671 dgretmenin oldugu bilinmektedir (MEB, 2022). Tiirkiye’de Milli Egitim Bakanligi Ogretmenlik Meslegi
Genel Yeterlilikleri El Kitabi’'nda (2017) dzel egitim 6gretmenlerinin okul, aile ve diger meslek alanlari ile is
birligi yapma, 6gretimi uyarlama, kisisel ve mesleki gelisiminin 6gretmen yeterliligi olarak ele alindigi
goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte 6zel egitim dgretmenlerinin meslek dncesi egitimde diger bir degisle 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinda is birligi ile ¢caligma becerilerine yonelik teorik veya uygulamali dersler okutulmadigi
dikkat cekmektedir. Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin dgretmen adaylari i¢in alandaki meslektaslar1 ve diger
uzmanlarla is birligi yaparak calisabilecek becerileri kazandirmasi hem mesleki gelisimleri hem de &grenci
O0grenmesi agisindan énem kazanmaktadir (Kayhan & Isikdogan-Ugurlu, 2022). Ulusal alanyazinda genel egitim
okullarindaki meslek elemanlarinin mesleki is birligine yonelik tutumlarmi (Limon & Durali, 2017; Yilmaz &
Celik, 2016) veya ziimre 6gretmenler arasindaki ekip ¢aligmasini degerlendiren (Celebi vd., 2016) 6lgme araglari
oldugu goriilmektedir. Fakat 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerin siif i¢indeki egitim 6gretim siire¢lerinde ayni sinifin
sorumlulugunu paylasan 6gretmenler arasindaki is birligini degerlendiren bir 6lgme aracina rastlanamamistir.
Gelistirilen bu olgekten elde edilen bulgulara biitiinsel bakildiginda &zel egitim alaninda hizmet veren
Ogretmenlerin is birliginin degerlendirilmesinde gegerli ve giivenilir bir ara¢ olarak kullanilabilecegi
diisiiniilmektedir. Olgekten alinacak yiiksek puan ayni okullarda 6gretmen is birliginin nitelikli bir bigimde
stirdiiriildiigii, alinacak diisiik puanin is birligi ile caligma siirecinde eksiklikler oldugu konusuna 1s1k tutabilecektir.

Gelistirilen bu 6lcegin Tiirkiye’de 6zel egitim hizmeti sunulan okullarda 6gretmen is birliginin ¢ok
boyutlu olarak degerlendirilmesi amaciyla kullanilabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore
yapilacak uygulamalarda ve is birligine iliskin bilimsel ¢alismalarda hem 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimine hem
de is birligi ile calisma becerisi kazanmalarina destek saglayabilecektir. Bunun yaninda bu okullara devam eden
ogrencilere kaliteli egitim sunmada katki saglayacagi da umulmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, bu g¢alisma bir Olgek gelistirme g¢aligmasidir. Yasal mevzuat ve g¢aligmanin amaci
dogrultusunda 6zel egitim okullar1 ve &zel egitim simiflarinda bir 6gretmenle birlikte gérev yapan 6gretmenlerle
calistimugtir. Is birligi ile calisma yaklasiminin benimsenmesi ve okullarda is birligi kiiltiirii olusturmanin bir siireg
oldugu, is birligi dongiisiiniin bilesenleri dikkate alindiginda Olgegin farkli ihtiyaglari karsilayabilecegi
diisiiniilmektedir. Bunun yaninda bu ¢alisma bir 6l¢ek ¢aligmasi oldugu igin farkli okul tiirleri ve 6gretmenlerin
deneyim siireleri arasindaki farkliliklar incelenmemistir. Bu nedenle gelecekteki arastirmalarda mezun olunan
boliim, okul tiirii ve diizeyi, deneyim siiresine iligkin farkli degiskenlerin iligkileri incelenebilir; farkli degiskenler
belirlenerek ¢aligma genigletilebilir. Bu 6l¢ek yalnizca 6gretmenlerin yanitlarina dayali olarak sonuglandirilmastir.
Olgekten almacak yiiksek puanlarin 6gretmen is birliginin belirlenen niteliklerde olmasi belli diizeyde yeterlidir.
Bu nedenle okullarda gozlemler, nitel goriigmeler yapilabilir, dgretmen tutanaklari; dgretmenlerin kararlara
katilimlarint gdsteren resmi belgeler, toplanti tutanaklari, 6grenci ¢iktilar1 vb. dosyalar incelenerek ¢aligmanin
kapsamu genisletilebilir. Olcegin veri toplama siirecinde ulasilan katilime1 sayisi1 analizler icin yeterli goriinse de
ileriki aragtirmalarda 6l¢egin farkli katitlimeilar ile gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢aligmasi tekrar test edilebilir. Dahast
ileriki arastirmalarda, Ggretmen yetistirme siirecinde Ozel egitim Ogretmenlerinin 6gretmenlik uygulamasi
doneminde sinifindaki sorumlu 6gretmen ve grup arkadaslari ile is birligi durumu incelenebilir. Elde edilen
sonuglara uygun olarak hem meslek Oncesi siireg hem de mesleki siireglerine iliskin ig birligi konularinda
politikalar gelistirilebilir.
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Abstract

Introduction: Collaborative working, one of the good practice examples in special education, is regarded as a
beneficial tool for students with disabilities. The collaborative relationship of teachers providing special education
services can encourage them to successfully carry out instructional practices in their classrooms and to create a
trust-based team model. This study aims to develop the ‘Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale’ (TCSS) to assess
teachers' collaborative work providing special education services.

Method: The TCSS prepared in line with the study’s purpose was applied to 513 teachers. First, 62 teachers
working together in special education schools were reached. In the pilot implementation phase, 157 teachers from
21 provinces of Tiirkiye attended, and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted. Finally, after revisions,
the scale, prepared with online access permission, was completed by 294 teachers from 41 provinces, and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed on the data.

Findings: EFA was conducted to test the relationship between items and to determine factors and the items
collected under them. As a result, a structure consisting of 22 items with 4 factors was defined. The structure tested
with CFA showed a high level of model-data fit. The scale’s reliability calculated by Cronbach’s alpha internal
consistency coefficient was .97.

Discussion: This scale is a valid and reliable tool for measuring teacher collaboration skills. It can be used to
evaluate teachers’ collaborative working skills in special education in Tiirkiye and will guide the interventions to
be developed.
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To cite: Basik, R., & Day1, E. (2024). The development, validity, and reliability study of teacher collaboration
skills scale. Ankara University Faculty of Educational Sciences Journal of Special Education, Advance
Online Publication. https://doi.org/10.21565/0zelegitimderqisi.1416522

*This article was produced from the doctoral thesis prepared by Reyhan Basik under the supervision of Associate Professor
Eylem Day1 at Gazi University Institute of Educational Sciences and was presented as an oral presentation at the 33rd National
Special Education Congress held on 25-27 October 2023.

!Corresponding Author: Assist. Prof., Harran University, E-mail: reyhanbasik@harran.edu.tr, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
0032-6874

2Assist. Prof., Gazi University, E-mail: eylemd@gazi.edu.tr, https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846

Basik & Day1 ONLINE FIRST


https://doi.org/10.21565/ozelegitimdergisi.1416522
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0032-6874
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1020-5846

THE DEVELOPMENT, VALIDITY, AND RELIABILITY STUDY OF TEACHER COLLABORATION SKILLS SCALE 2

Introduction

In addition to the complex tasks that educators face today, one challenge is creating a collaborative culture
in special education schools. Research emphasizes that this kind of deep professional background enables
educators to succeed in all their other endeavors and that everyone working in these schools must have the
disposition, knowledge, and skills to collaborate (Friend, 2022). There is an increasing emphasis on collaboration
as a significant strategy for educators who are asked to take on a broader range of responsibilities in general
education schools (Gable et al., 2004). The origin of the word collaboration is the term “colabre”, meaning working
together (Welch, 1998). Collaboration is "intensive joint work in planning, implementing, and evaluating an
educational program for a particular student" (O'Toole & Kirkpatrick, 2007). Friend and Cook (2010) define it as
"a style of direct interaction between at least two partners who voluntarily engage in joint decision-making while
working towards a common goal”. The Turkish Language Association, on the other hand, expresses it as "a
working partnership formed by those whose aims and interests are the same". The concept of partnership is
sometimes used synonymously with cooperation. Individuals, groups, families, professions, organizations,
management systems, and countries can be among these partners. The following questions form the basis of
collaboration: "Who should collaborate with whom, when, where, how, and why? What does it involve? What are
its requirements and possibilities?" (Lawson, 2004).

Collaborative working, as one of the examples of good practice in special education, is a useful tool for
teachers and other specialists to provide services to students with disabilities (Barnes & Turner, 2001; Cross et al.,
2004; Friend & Cook, 2010). The collaborative relationship of teachers providing services in the field of special
education is more straightforward for those who are flexible, have a sense of humor, communicate effectively,
tolerate ambiguity, respect others’ knowledge, and are aware of their own professional skills and integrated with
other members of the team This relationship will enable teachers to successfully carry out the instructional
practices in the classroom for which they are responsible and that such an atmosphere will encourage teachers to
create a team model based on trust in planning, service provision, problem-solving, and program management
(Brownell et al., 2006; Day1 & Basik, 2021). For successful implementation, this process requires the transfer of
discipline-specific knowledge and skills. In order for this to happen, there should be equality, mutual trust, respect,
as well as open communication among all stakeholders (Rainforth & England, 1997). Prelock et al. (1995)
described the basic requirements for establishing collaborative partnerships to provide services to children with
special needs, including creating an interdisciplinary approach, understanding collaborative working, and
providing collaborative in-service training. The study also emphasized the need for staff involved in collaborative
engagement to undergo a training process to achieve a successful level of service integration. In the new
understanding of school functions in the 21st century, schools are viewed as learning spaces and teachers'
professional associations (Imants, 2002; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010). This understanding is frequently applied to
teachers’ professional development, emphasizing that schools should offer opportunities to support and guide
teachers’ growth. For this purpose, it is suggested that teachers should collaborate with their colleagues on social,
professional, and institutional issues (Imants, 2002; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010; Vanderberghe, 2002).

According to the expectations from 21st-century teachers, they are responsible for working in
collaboration with their colleagues, adapting teaching, and involving all students in the learning process (De
Backer et al., 2021; {13an, 2020; Tutkun & Aksoyalp, 2010). On the other hand, the Handbook of the Ministry of
National Education of Tiirkiye General Competencies for Teaching Profession (2017) involves these requirements.
Special education teachers' cooperation with the school, families, and other educational stakeholders, adapting
teaching, and their personal and professional development are considered teacher competencies. In addition, while
providing services to students with special needs, the intervention process of many teaching models also requires
collaboration (Friend et al., 2010). However, educators should volunteer to collaborate, and it should not be a task
forced upon those who do not want to participate. Teaching teams that fail to adapt engage in less collaboration
and experience conflicts rather than compromise on differences in the teaching processes. Successful collaborative
teams are reported to share their areas of expertise during teaching and find ways to motivate their students
(Scruggs et al., 2007).

In order to provide a high-quality collaborative service in the field of education, the importance of clearly
defining what collaboration involves is emphasized. Woodland et al. (2013) stated that the teacher collaboration
cycle consists of the four stages of Dialogue, Decision Making, Action, and Evaluation (DDAE). In a collaborative
classroom, educators collaborate to decide which practices should be implemented, then reflect on the practices
and determine how to meet the needs of all students. The concepts of dialogue, decision making, action, and
evaluation were first defined by Bentzen (1974) (as cited in Woodland et al., 2013) during a study on school
change. Gajda and Koliba (2007) also applied this study on collaboration concepts to teacher collaboration. They
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then extended their previous work assessing the quality of collaboration in secondary teacher teams using the
Teacher Collaboration Improvement Framework (TCIF) (Gajda & Koliba, 2008).

Woodland et al. (2013) developed the Teacher Collaboration Assessment Survey (TCAS) to measure the
four domains of the teacher collaboration cycle and to determine the state of collaboration between teachers and
intervention teams in schools and conducted a validity and reliability study. According to the researchers, the data
collected from TCAS can be used to measure and evaluate the concepts of dialogue, decision making, action, and
evaluation in the teacher collaboration cycle. The operationalization of teacher collaboration and the effective
teacher team requires sustained teacher collaboration that focuses on developing opportunities to observe students'
achievement of instructional goals, observe them in action, and discuss the reasons for their effectiveness. More
specifically, effective teacher collaboration involves ongoing dialogue, decision-making, action, and evaluation
whereby teachers work closely with colleagues throughout the day to examine student outcomes, make positive
changes to instructional practices, and build student capacity. In their study, Woodland et al. (2013) also explained
the four key features of the quality teacher collaboration construct: dialog, decision-making, action, and evaluation.

Dialogue is the first step in the teacher collaboration cycle. Through dialogue, teacher teams should
engage in a discussion about student learning, the effects of instruction on student achievement, and how to provide
the appropriate level of support for each child (Woodland et al., 2013). For dialogue to take place, it is imperative
that teachers working in the same classroom or teams in schools have common planning time. At this stage,
teachers should discuss which instructional models they want to use, how to differentiate instruction to engage all
students in the lesson, and how to implement instructional practices to keep students motivated to learn (Turner,
2017). Decision-making is the second step in the teacher collaboration cycle. Through decision-making, teachers
should work together, identify relative differences in teaching quality, and make decisions to improve practice.
Administrators in schools should also make decisions about joint action. They should consider the needs of
teachers and know who needs to work together to improve student achievement. Decisions should involve teachers
in planning, collaborating, and providing adequate time for teaching. Administrators should support teachers
regarding discipline and classroom safety procedures (Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017; Woodland et al., 2013).

Action is the third step in the teacher collaboration cycle. Action taking is a critical element of the teacher
team cycle (Woodland et al., 2013). It should directly address improving practice and involve some degree of
complexity. Co-teachers are influenced by evidence-based methods, observation of student achievement, or how
to meet students' needs, but there must be a reason for their actions in the classroom. For collaboration in meeting
students' needs, administrators and teachers can modify programs to enable joint planning to take place, provide
professional development to support co-teachers, and use examples of good practice. However, practices cannot
be justified without evaluation of the action (Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017; Woodland et al., 2013).

Evaluation is the final step in the teacher collaboration cycle. Woodland et al. (2013) argue that evaluation
of practice is a crucial component of a fully developed teacher team cycle. Moreover, high-quality teacher
collaboration requires the collection and analysis of data (both qualitative and quantitative) about student learning
and the quality of instruction. After instruction, co-teachers should have sufficient time to reflect on their teaching
process and both teachers' observations, take notes on what worked and what did not, and, if appropriate, review
scores on formative and summative assessments. Administrators should also evaluate the implementation and give
feedback to the instructional assistants. Through this collaboration, teachers can redevelop the teacher team cycle
by building mutual communication, making decisions, and taking action, and then reevaluating how these changes
affect student achievement and teacher education (Scott, 2021; Turner, 2017; Woodland et al., 2013). In their
study, McLaughlin and Talbert (2006) emphasized that the teacher team entails teachers to work collaboratively
to reflect on their practice, examine evidence of the relationship between practice and student outcomes, and make
changes in instructional practices for some students in their classrooms. Most research on the collaborative model
focuses on teachers' roles, relationships, or attitudes rather than demonstrating its impact on student achievement
and teachers' collaborative skills. Thus, there is a need for examples of successful implementation rather than
definitions and recommendations (Austin, 2001; Friend et al., 2010; Mowbray et al., 2003; Rivera et al., 2014).

Ritzman et al. (2006) declared that the basic principle of effective collaboration is bringing together the
expertise of professionals in the school to create multiple options for students with special needs, which is
consistent with the perspectives of a number of researchers describing the role of perceived professional
competence and trust in the development of collaborative relationships (Butera, 2005; Brownell et al., 2006;
Damore & Murray, 2009; Hantzidiamantis, 2011; Harn et al., 1999; Miller, 2009). Brownell et al. (2006) examined
how teachers in two different elementary schools accepted and integrated what they learned from each other
through collaboration into their teaching repertoire. The findings revealed that teachers who embraced
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collaborative professional development and were most likely to use learned strategies differed in significant ways
from teachers who did not. It was also found that teachers who had a solid knowledge base, considered the
individual differences of students in their classrooms, and were collaborative had more knowledge about
curriculum and instruction as well as more insight and skills regarding student behavior and how to manage it.
They also concluded that professional trust and open-mindedness play a crucial role in developing collaborative
relationships among special educators.

The importance of teacher collaboration for improving teaching quality and increasing student
achievement has been accentuated by several educational reform practices and embraced by education
policymakers around the world (Moolenaar et al., 2012; Woodland, 2016). High-quality teacher collaboration is
associated with the quality of instruction, student learning, and increases in teacher knowledge and skills (Garet et
al., 2001). However, there is occasionally misunderstanding about the concept of teacher collaboration, and the
term ‘collaboration’ is used to refer to almost any kind of relationship among people. Thus, it is frequently
explained in relation to interpersonal communication. When we examine the international literature and
legislations -Every Student Succeeds Act (2015), The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004)- and
special education services and inclusion practices in Tiirkiye, special education practices are carried out in
accordance with the Regulation on Special Education Services prepared based on the Decree Law (Ministry of
National Education [MoNE], 1997). Further, there are articles concerning the cooperation of teachers providing
special education services with their colleagues, other field experts, administrators, and families.

Despite its presence in legal regulations, few researchers have explicitly discussed what teacher
collaboration looks and feels like, how to determine whether the structural, procedural, and interprofessional
relationships among teachers are strong, and how to improve them. For researchers interested in evaluating the
process of teacher collaboration and its effects, operationalizing the structure of collaboration is regarded as one
of the essential actions. Operationalizing this construct and developing a clear understanding of the qualities of
teacher collaboration is a fundamental condition for designing instruments to evaluate it (McLaughlin & Talbert,
2006; Woodland et al., 2013; Woodland, 2016). In the national literature, there are measurement tools focusing on
different aspects of collaboration. Yilmaz and Celik (2020) developed a one-factor 13-item attitude scale towards
professional collaboration. Moreover, the 20-item and 4-factor collaborative climate scale developed by Sveiby
and Simons (2002), which is also an attitude scale, was adapted into Turkish by Limon and Durnali (2017). This
scale consists of subscales such as organizational culture, administrator attitude towards collaboration, teacher
attitude towards collaboration, and colleague collaboration.

In another study, the teamwork scale developed by Clark (2004) was adapted to Turkish by Celebi et al.
(2016). The data obtained from the adaptation study was analyzed to determine the level of collaboration among
subject teachers. As a result of the analysis, the scale, consisting of 19 items and three subscales (group formation,
early development and prescription, and team building), focused only on subject teachers. In addition, in Tiirkiye,
no measurement instrument exists to identify the level of collaboration among professionals who work in the field
of special education and share the responsibility of the same class. It is imperative to evaluate teacher collaborative
skills in line with the needs specified in the literature and to develop a measurement instrument in accordance with
the indicators specified in international research. The scale to be developed in this context will guide professionals
and administrators in determining to what extent teachers in special education meet the criteria for working
collaboratively and creating a culture of collaboration in schools. In this respect, the aim of this research is to
develop a valid and reliable measurement instrument that can evaluate the collaborative working skills of
professionals providing special education services.

Method
Research Methodology

This study is descriptive research in the form of a survey model aiming to develop the “Teacher
Collaboration Skills Scale” and conduct its validity and reliability analyses to evaluate the collaboration of teachers
serving students with special needs with their colleagues in educational practices and classrooms. Descriptive
research describes a situation as thoroughly and carefully as possible. The most common descriptive method in
the field of education is survey research since researchers can describe the skills, interests, abilities, behaviors, or
attitudes of various students, educators, and administrators by summarizing the characteristics of individuals,
groups, or physical environments (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2013).
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Study Group

The research was conducted with three study groups. At the preliminary stage, face-to-face interviews
were conducted with 22.58% (n = 14) of the first group of 62 teachers. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was
conducted with the data collected from the second group of 157 participants, and a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was conducted with the data collected from 294 participants in the third group. Teachers working in special
education kindergartens, special education schools, and special education classrooms affiliated with the Ministry
of National Education, where the co-teaching practice is implemented, were included in the study conducted in
the 2021-2022 academic year. The scale was administered to 513 teachers in total, but the analysis was conducted
with the data obtained from 157 participants in the second group and 294 participants in the third group.

At the preliminary stage, for the first group, the principals of special education practice schools in Ankara
and Sanliurfa provinces were informed to obtain data about the comprehensibility of the draft scale’s instructions
and items and its total completion time. These principals clarified the scale’s purpose, significance, and application
process to the teachers. At this phase, 62 teachers working with a co-teacher were reached. In the preliminary
group, 40.2% of the teachers were female (n = 25), and 59.8% (n = 37) were male. Of the 62 participants, 64.52%
(n=40) were special education teachers, 22.58% (n = 14) were branch teachers, and 12.90% (n = 8) were preschool
teachers.

The data obtained from the teachers in the second group were analyzed with EFA. The pilot application
form of the scale was applied to 157 teachers, of whom 61.8% (n = 97) were female, and 38.2% (n = 60) were
male. Of the 157 teachers working in special education schools and classrooms, 76.43% (n = 120) were special
education teachers, 15.29% (n = 24) were preschool teachers, and 8.28% (n = 13) were branch teachers.

In the third group, CFA was applied to 294 teachers in order to examine the appropriateness of the four-
factor structure of the scale determined by EFA with a different group. In this group, 60.2% of the teachers were
female (n = 177), and 39.8% (n = 117) were male. Of the 294 teachers working in special education schools and
classrooms, 83.67% (n = 246) were special education teachers, 9.18% (n = 27) were preschool teachers, and 7.14%
(n = 21) were branch teachers.

Data Collection Tools
Development Process of Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale

In the process of developing the scale, firstly, the books and studies in the literature on collaborative
teaching and teachers' collaborative skills were explored, and the working principles and skill cycle were
determined (Austin, 2001; Dieker, 2001; Friend & Cook, 2010; Kayhan, 2016; Turner, 2017; Scott, 2021;
Woodland, 2016). As the result of this review, the four domains of the Teacher Collaboration Cycle (dialogue,
decision making, action, and evaluation) defined by Woodland et al. (2013) and Woodland (2016) were taken as
a basis.

In the scale planned to be developed within the scope of the research, three faculty members from the
field of special education examined the items created based on the cycle of working with collaboration (dialogue,
decision making, action, evaluation). Necessary revisions were made for expert opinion. “Teacher Collaboration
Skills Scale Expert Opinion Form” was prepared to evaluate the item pool, which included explanations about the
purpose, importance, and development process of the scale. The questionnaire was sent to three faculty members
from the fields of special education, two from measurement and evaluation, and one from Turkish Language and
Literature who have completed their doctoral education and work in different state universities in Tiirkiye. It was
paid attention to consult the special education faculty members whose research areas include collaborative learning
and teacher education. The scale, revised based on expert opinions, consisted of 25 items graded on a five-point
Likert scale (5 = Always, 1 = Never), and a pilot implementation form was prepared. The form, which included
demographic information such as the school type and level, department they graduated from, subject, and
instructions on how to answer the questions, was organized for participants to respond online. In this process, an
arrangement was also made for the participants who read and approved the informed consent in the scale to respond
only once. In order to conduct the study, permission was obtained from Gazi University Ethics Committee
(28.02.2022-E.300500).

Data Collection and Analysis

Data were collected from teachers working in Ankara and Sanhurfa through an online questionnaire at
the preliminary phase. 62 teachers volunteered to participate in this group, and 14 of them were interviewed
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individually face-to-face. Questions were asked about the comprehensibility of the scale items and instructions, as
well as the completion time of the scale. After these interviews, additional revisions were made for three scale
items and in the instructions. In determining the sample size, it was aimed to reach a sample of 5 times the number
of items, based on the information in the literature that the sample size should be 5-10 times the number of items
in the scale (Pett et al., 2003; Tavsancil, 2005). In the data collection phase of the second and third groups, teachers
working in special education schools with a co-teacher in the classroom were reached through provincial-district
national education directorates, school administrators, relevant non-governmental organizations, and social media
pages, and the updated scale link was shared.

At this stage, data were collected from 157 teachers who voluntarily participated in the scale study in 16
provinces of Tiirkiye. Then, with the updated scale link in the online application, it was aimed to reach a sample
10 times the number of items (Pett et al., 2003; Tavsancil, 2005). 294 teachers working together in special
education kindergartens, special education practice schools and special classes in 41 provinces of Turkey; 60,20%
(n=177) female, 39,80% (n = 117) male voluntarily participated in this study. It was found that all data belonging
to 513 participants, who were reached by sharing the scale link in provincial-district national education
directorates, school administrators, relevant non-governmental organizations, and social media pages for
approximately one academic year, were complete. The data of the first and second groups were transferred to the
R program, and a dataset was created. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which is one of the most frequently used
methods in testing the construct validity of a scale, was conducted with the data obtained from 157 participants in
order to test the relationship among the items and to determine the factors and the items collected under them
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2002). In the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) phase, a dataset was also created in the R program.
In addition, the internal consistency reliability of the scale was examined, and Cronbach's Alpha reliability
coefficient was calculated for the total scale and each factor that constitutes the scale.

Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), one of the most frequently used methods for testing the construct
validity of a scale, was applied to the data obtained from the scale in order to test the relationship among the items
and to identify the factors and the items collected under them (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002).

The alpha reliability coefficient (Alpha = 0.97) of the data gathered was found to be at an excellent level,
and the minimum residuals (minres) method using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) and oblique rotation were
performed by considering the relationships between factors. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value (0.929) was found
to be appropriate for factoring the data, and Bartlett's test of sphericity showed that the chi-squared value was
significant at the level of 0.01, so the data came from a multivariate normal distribution. In the exploratory factor
analysis, the oblique rotation method was applied by considering the relationships between factors.

Considering the factor loadings of the variables (below .30) and the items that loaded on more than one
factor, it was decided to remove the 4th, 7th, and 14th items from the scale, and the analysis was conducted again
after the items were removed from the scale, respectively. Then, factor analysis was conducted on the updated
scale items with revised item numbers to determine the number of factors, which was decided to be 4 by taking
into consideration Kaiser (1961) criterion, Scree plot graph, and Horn's (1965) parallel analysis. As a result of the
analyses, a structure consisting of 22 items with 4 factors was defined (Table 1). These factors were conceptualized
as dialogue and decision making, meetings and participation, action, and evaluation. The eigenvalues (F1:11.73;
F2:1.66; F3:1.43; F4:0.96) and variance explained by the factors (F1:0.25; F2:0.16; F3:0.16; F4:0.9) showed that
the four factors explained 66% of the common variance. The Scree plot is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows that after the fifth component, the curves between the components are similar, and they
begin to flatten. It is observed that the contribution of each item after the fifth component to the total variance
remains a very small proportion. Since the intervals between two consecutive components indicate a factor, the
22-item scale was decided to consist of a four-factor structure. The factor loadings of the items under four factors
are shown in Table 1.
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Figure 1
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Table 1 depicts that the factor loadings of the items vary between .34 and .86, and the four factors explain
66% of the total variance. An analysis that explains 50% or more of the total variance explained as a result of EFA
is valid (Tavsancil, 2005).

Table 1
EFA Results of the Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Item 1 472
Item 4 .790
Item 5 467
Item 2 .635
Item 3 792
Item 12 .506
Item 19 .703
Item 20 762
Item 6 394
Item 7 344
Item 10 739
Item 11 547
Item 13 .485
Item 14 776
Item 8 .642
Item 9 .842
Item 15 .869
Item 16 741
Item 17 770
Item 18 AT7
Item 21 .486
Item 22 .669
Eigenvalue 1,43 1,66 0,96 11,73
Variance explained 16% 16% 9% 25%
Total variance explained 66%

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

In order to verify the construct validity of the Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale, 10 times the number of
participants was reached in line with the EFA results and expert opinions. With the data obtained from 294
teachers, CFA was conducted to obtain evidence for the construct validity of the scale. Since it is recommended
to conduct CFA using a different dataset from the EFA dataset in scale development studies, this method was
followed (Organ, 2018). Table 2 and Figure 2 show the confirmatory factor analysis results.
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Table 2
CFA Results of the Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale

Sub-dimensions Item number Standardized value z value

Item 1 .64 11.472

Dialogue and decision making Item 4 .83 16.541
Item 5 .90 19.547

Item 2 73 13.854

Item 3 .81 16.326

Meetings and participation Item 12 .76 14.759
Item 19 .75 14.683

Item 20 .78 15.399

Item 6 .80 16.414

Item 7 .87 18.700

Action Item 10 .86 18.496
Item 11 .84 17.525

Item 13 .89 19.298

Item 14 .76 15.199

Item 8 .68 13.066

Item 9 .78 15.837

Item 15 .84 17.773

Evaluation Item 16 .88 18.954
Item 17 .85 18.030

Item 18 .80 16.393

Item 21 .85 17.839

Item 22 .80 16.348

Table 2 demonstrates that the items in the scale represent the dimensions they are related to at a significant
level. In this case, it can be declared that the TCSS was validated as a model. The model is also shown in the path
diagram in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Four-Factor Structure of the Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale
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Note: D = evaluation; KIK = dialogue and decision making; TK = meetings and participation; UYG = action.

The results of CFA demonstrated that the standardized path coefficients of all items belonging to the
factors were statistically significant at the 0.01 level. The minimum magnitude of the path coefficients between
factors and items was found to be .64, which can be interpreted as the fact that at least 49% of the variance of any
item is explained by the factor to which it is connected. The fit indices of the four-factor structure showed that the
chi-square value (x%: 752 p < 0.01) is statistically significant with chi-square/degrees of freedom (x2/ sd: 752 / 220
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=3.41). The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is 0.92, and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) is 0.91, both indicating acceptable
fit. Additionally, the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) is 0.05, indicating a good fit. In addition,
covariances were established between item errors 12~~~122, 124~~~125, 13~~~123, and 110~~~111. In this regard,
it was interpreted that there are extra structures that jointly explain the variances of the unexplained residuals of
these items, but these structures are insufficient to create a new sub-dimension and may be in a dimension unrelated
to the construct targeted to be measured (Organ, 2018).

The alpha reliability coefficients for each factor and the entire scale were calculated as follows: dialogue
and decision-making, .82; meetings and participation, .90; action, .93; evaluation, .94; and the total scale, .97. The
values are at an excellent level, which can be interpreted as the scale items are highly consistent with each other
and assess the same dimensions.

The four-factor structure of the TCSS was tested and found to be appropriate. In line with these results,
the Teacher Collaboration Skills Scale is found to be suitable for obtaining valid and reliable results with the
appropriate sample selection to measure teacher collaboration in the dimensions of dialogue and decision making,
meetings and participation, action, and evaluation. The lowest score that can be obtained from the scale is 22, and
the highest score is 110.

Discussion

This study aimed to develop a measurement tool to assess the collaborative working skills of teachers
serving children with special needs. A total of 513 teachers working in special education kindergartens, special
education practice schools, and special education classrooms participated in the study. In the first stage, the
literature relevant to the purpose and subject of the scale was reviewed. Following the literature review and expert
opinions, an item pool for the scale was prepared. The 25-item Likert-type scale consisted of four factors with
eigenvalues greater than one as a result of factor analysis. As a result of the analysis, the first factor consisted of
three items, the second factor five items, the third factor six items, and the fourth factor included eight items.
Considering the characteristics and scope of the items, they were named as dialogue and decision making, meetings
and participation, action, and evaluation. When the essential steps for high-quality teacher collaboration are probed
in the literature, it is noticed that successful collaboration studies include stages such as dialogue, decision making,
action, adaptation, and evaluation (Friend, 2022; Kayhan, 2016; Scott, 2021; Turner, 2019; Woodland et al., 2013;
Woodland, 2016).

Previous studies highlighted the need for research on teacher collaboration in inclusive classrooms
(Brendle et al., 2017; Rahmawati et al., 2015; Yopp et al., 2014). Scott (2021) conducted a study with co-teachers
in inclusive classrooms through the cycle of collaboration (dialogue, decision making, action, evaluation) and
found that strengthening the strategic support received by teachers increased their ability to work collaboratively
and student development. In Tiirkiye, the practice of two teachers in the classrooms persists in special education
kindergartens, special education practice schools, and special education classrooms to provide quality education
to students with special needs (MoNE, 2019). It is stated that teachers working in these classrooms also need
support in communicating with each other within the scope of collaborative work, decision making, and evaluation
for the work to be done in the classroom (King-Sears et al., 2020; Kog, 2021).

The subscales developed in this study meet the qualification criteria for evaluating teacher collaboration
skills. When the distribution of the variables related to the dimensions is examined, there are three items in the
dialogue and decision-making, five in the meetings and participation, six in the action, and eight in the evaluation.
The reliability coefficient of the scale is .97, which is statistically significant (Biiylikdztiirk, 2002). Hence, it can
be interpreted that the scale items are significantly consistent with each other and assess the same dimensions.

In Tiirkiye, 105,935 school-age students with special needs benefit from educational services in special
education schools and classrooms. There are 1,517 special education schools and classrooms at all levels for
different disability groups, and16,671 teachers provide special education services in these schools (MoNE, 2022).
According to the Ministry of National Education's Handbook of General Competencies for the Teaching Profession
(2017) special education teachers' cooperation with the school, family, and other stakeholders, adaptation of
teaching, personal and professional development are considered as teacher competencies. Nonetheless, it is
noteworthy to mention that special education teachers are not taught theoretical or practical courses on
collaborative work skills in pre-service education, in other words, in teacher training programs. It is paramount for
teacher training programs to provide pre-service teachers with the skills to work collaboratively with colleagues
and other field experts in terms of both professional development and student learning (Kayhan & Isikdogan
Ugurlu, 2022). The national literature contains measurement tools evaluating the attitudes of professional staff in

Basik & Day1 ONLINE FIRST



THE DEVELOPMENT, VALIDITY, AND RELIABILITY STUDY OF TEACHER COLLABORATION SKILLS SCALE 10

general education schools towards professional cooperation (Limon & Durali, 2017; Yilmaz & Celik, 2016) or the
teamwork among teachers (Celebi et al., 2016). However, no measurement instrument assesses the collaboration
among teachers who share the responsibility of the same class in the education and training processes of students
with special needs. When the findings obtained from this scale are considered holistically, it is thought that it can
be utilized as a valid and reliable tool in evaluating the collaboration of teachers in special education. A high score
taken on the scale may illustrate that teacher collaboration is being maintained effectively in the same schools,
while a low score may shed light on the fact that there are deficiencies in the process of collaborative working.

For the multidimensional evaluation of teacher collaboration in schools providing special education
services in Tirkiye, researchers can apply this scale. It will support both the professional development of teachers
and their ability to work collaboratively for the interventions and scientific studies. Further, it is hoped that it will
contribute to providing quality education to the students attending these schools.

In conclusion, the current research is a scale development study. In line with the legal regulations and the
purpose of the study, teachers working together with a co-teacher in special education schools and special
education classrooms were studied. It is assumed that adopting a collaborative working approach and creating a
culture of collaboration in schools is a process and that the developed scale can meet different needs when the
components of the collaboration cycle are taken into consideration. In addition, since this is a scale development
study, the differences between distinct school types and teachers' years of experience were not examined.
Therefore, in future studies, the relationships of different variables related to the department teachers graduated
from, school type and level, and years of experience can be explored, and the study may also be expanded by
determining different variables. This scale was developed based only on teachers' responses. The high scores to
be obtained from the scale are sufficient at a certain level for teacher collaboration to have the specified qualities.
Thus, observations and qualitative interviews can be conducted in schools, and teacher logs, official documents
showing teachers' participation in decisions, meeting logs, and files for student outcomes can be analyzed, and the
scope of the study can be extended. Although the number of participants reached during the data collection process
of the scale seems sufficient for the analysis, the validity and reliability of the scale can be assessed again with
different participants in future studies. Moreover, in future research, the collaboration of pre-service special
education teachers with the teacher in charge and groupmates in their classroom can be examined during their
teaching practice period. In accordance with the results obtained, policies can also be developed regarding both
pre-service and in-service collaboration.
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