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Abstract. This study aimed to develop a scale to assess the efficacy of teaching students with
developmental disabilities and test it with a sample of special education teachers (SETs) by
demographic characteristics. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were performed to
determine the scale’s validity and reliability. The exploratory factor analysis revealed that the scale
has two factors. The first factor, “Cooperation and Rights Advocacy,” was explained as 28.09% of the
total variance, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .85. The second factor, “Teaching and
Classroom Management,” was explained as 18.02% of the total variance, with a Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of .79. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the whole scale was calculated as .82. Also,
McDonald’s omega coefficients were calculated as .86 for the first, .79 for the second factors, and .82
for the whole scale. As a result, the scale is a valid and reliable tool for determining SETs’ efficacies.
While the efficacy of SETs did not differ significantly according to the gender and educational level
they teach, it differed significantly according to their educational level, disability group of their
teaching, and professional seniority.

Keywords: Developmental disability, Special education, Teacher efficacy, Scale development.

0z. Bu calisma gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilere yonelik dgretmen yeterligini degerlendirecek bir
Olcek gelistirmeyi ve bu Olcegi 6zel egitim 6gretmenleri 6rneklemi lizerinde demografik degiskenler
acisindan incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Olgegin gecerliligi ve giivenilirligini belirlemek icin agimlayici ve
dogrulayici faktér analizleri yapilmistir. Agimlayici faktoér analizi, 6lgegin iki faktor icerdigini ortaya
koymustur. Birinci faktdér olan "isbirligi ve Hak Savunuculugu", toplam varyansin %28,09'unu
aciklamis ve Cronbach's alpha katsayisi 0,85 olarak bulunmustur. ikinci faktér olan "Ogretim ve Sinif
Yonetimi" ise toplam varyansin %18,02'sini agiklamis ve Cronbach's alpha katsayisi 0,79 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Tim 0lgek icin Cronbach's alpha katsayisi 0,82 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ayrica,
McDonald’s omega katsayilari, birinci faktor icin 0,86, ikinci faktor icin 0,79 ve tiim 6lgek igin 0,82
olarak hesaplanmistir. Sonug olarak bu 6lgek 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin yeterliklerini belirlemek igin
gecerli ve givenilir bir aractir. Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin yeterligi, cinsiyetleri ve 6gretim
dizeylerine gore anlamh bir sekilde farkhlk gostermezken, 6gretim diizeyleri, 6gretmenlik yaptiklari
yetersizlik grubu ve mesleki kidemlerine gére anlamli bir sekilde farklihk gdstermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gelisimsel yetersizlik, Ozel egitim, Ogretmen yeterligi, Olcek gelistirme.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Giris. Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilere 6gretmenlik yapmak diger branslara kiyasla zorlu olabilir
ancak bu 6grencilerin gelisimine katkida bulunmak ve ilerlemelerini gérmek tatmin edicidir. GY olan
O0grencilere o6gretmenlik, farkli 6zel gereksinimleri olan bireylerle, onlarin bireysel farkliliklarini

Sayfa | 852 jivkate alarak etkili iletisim kurmayi, ogretimsel uyarlamalar yapmayi ve sosyal-duygusal
gereksinimlerine duyarh bicimde karsilik vermeyi igerir. GY olan 6grencilerin, 6zel dikkat ve anlayis
gerektiren ¢esitli ihtiyaglar vardir. Bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin sabir, 68rencilerin bilissel, dilsel ve
sosyal-duygusal ozelliklerini dogru degerlendirme, bireysel farkhliklarini dikkate alarak 6gretim
siirecini uyarlama ve kapsayici bir yaklasim sergileme gibi yeterliklere sahip olmalari gerekir. Ozel
egitim 6gretmenleri GY olan 6grencilerin egitimlerini ilgili mifredat ¢cercevesinde tamamlayabilmeleri
ve bagimsiz bir sekilde yasamalari icin gerekli motor ve sosyal becerileri kazanmalarina yardimci
olurlar. Bu siirecte 6zel egitim 6gretmenleri 6grenciler ve velilerin yani sira, 6zel egitim 6gretmenleri,
sinif 6gretmenleri, psikologlar, psikiyatristler ve dil ve konusma terapistleri gibi ¢cok disiplinli ekip
Uyeleriyle is birligi icinde calismak zorundadir. Bu baglamda, 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin iyi iletisim
becerilerine sahip olmalari gerekmektedir. Ayrica, teknolojik becerilere sahip olmak ve yaratici ve
esnek olmak sahip olmalari gereken nitelikler arasinda yer alir. Ogretmen yeterligi, 6gretmenlerin
profesyonel davranislarini ve 6grencilerin  6grenmesini etkileyen bir faktérdir. Yeterlik,
ogretmenlerin dgretim hedeflerini, 6gretmeye isteklerini ve cabalarini etkiler. Ogretmen yeterligi
O0grenci basarisini etkilemekte; dislik 6gretmen yeterligi 6grenci basarisini dislirmektedir. Bu
nedenle 6gretmen vyeterligi egitim arastirmalarinin ilgisini cekmeye devam etmektedir. Ogretmen
yeterliginin kavramsallastirilmasindaki farkhliklar nedeniyle gesitli sorunlar ve belirsizlikler ortaya
cikmistir. Arastirmalar genellikle 6gretmen 6z-yeterligi lzerine odaklanmaktadir. Bu nedenle 6zel
egitim ogretmenlerinin yeterliklerini belirlemek amaciyla giincel arastirmalara ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu
¢alisma GY olan 6grencilere yonelik 6gretmen yeterligini degerlendirecek bir dlgek gelistirmeyi ve bu
dlcegi 6zel egitim dgretmenlerinin demografik dzelliklerine gére incelemeyi amagclamaktadir. ilgili
Olgek literatlirdeki bir boslugu doldurarak katki saglayacaktir.

Yontem. Arastirmada katilimcilar uygun orneklemeye gore segilmistir. Arastirmanin katilimcilarini GY
sahip Ogrencilerle ¢alisan 0©zel egitim 6gretmenleri olusturmaktadir. Alanyazin arastirmasinin
ardindan yirmi maddelik bir taslak form hazirlanmistir. Taslak forma iliskin 6zel egitim programi
doktorasina sahip l¢ akademisyenin gorisi alinmistir. Uzmanlarin dnerileri dogrultusunda iki madde
taslak formdan cikariimistir. Olgek verileri Google Forms araciligiyla online olarak toplanmistir.
Arastirmanin katihmcilarina veri toplama araglarini gontlli bir sekilde yanitlayabilecekleri ve
herhangi bir gerek¢ce sunmadan arastirmadan cekilebilecekleri, ilgili veriler ve arastirmanin sonuglari
hakkinda bilgi alma haklarina sahip oldugu onam formunda sunulmustur. Olcegin faktdr yapisini
belirlemek amaciyla Acimlayici Faktér Analizi (AFA) kullanilmistir. AFA incelenen ¢ok sayidaki
degiskenin daha az sayida faktore indirgeme imkani sunmaktadir. AFA’da degiskenler
kategorilendirilip veriler 6zetlenmekte ve ayni 6zelligi 6lcen bagimsiz degiskenler bir araya gelerek
faktorlesmektedir. Olcegin faktdr yapisini teyit etmek icin ise Dogrulayici Faktdér Analizi (DFA)
kullanilmistir. DFA’da 6nceden tanimlanmis olan model verilerle test edilmektedir. Bu amagla uyum
iyiligi indeksleri hesaplanmakta ve yorumlanmaktadir. Bu indekslerden hangilerinin kullanilmasi ve
yorumlanmasi gerektigi ile ilgili olarak ise ortak bir gortis bulunmamaktadir. Genel olarak ise x2/df
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degerinin 5'ten kiiclik, CFl, TLI, NFI degerlerinin .90’dan blylk, SRMR ve RMSEA degerlerinin ise
.08’den kiicik olmasi 6nerilmektedir. Arastirmada veri analizi IBM SPSS Statistics 25 ve Mplus (8.3
versiyon) programlari ile gergeklestirilmistir.

Bulgular. Arastirmada gerceklestirilen AFA sonucunda Olgegin iki faktorli bir yapida oldugu
belirlenmistir. icermis oldugu maddeler arasindaki anlam iliskisine gére birinci faktér “Ogretim ve
Sinif Yonetimi” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Bu faktor, faktor yik degeri .52 ile .79 arasinda degisen on
maddeden olusmaktadir. Faktor toplam varyansin %28.94’Uni agiklamaktadir. Faktdriin Cronbach
Alfa guvenirlik katsayi ise .89 olarak hesaplanmistir. Faktérden alinabilecek en disik puan 10, en
yiiksek puan 50 seklindedir. ikinci faktor “is birligi ve Hak Savunuculugu” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Bu
faktor, faktor yik degeri .53 ile .81 arasinda degisen sekiz maddeden olusmaktadir. Faktor toplam
varyansin %25.71’ini acgiklamaktadir. Faktériin Cronbach Alfa givenirlik katsayr .87 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Faktérden alinabilecek en diisiik puan 8, en yiiksek puan 40 seklindedir. Olgegin
faktorleri arasinda orta diizeyde, pozitif ve anlamli bir iliski oldugu belirlenmistir. Faktérler bagimsiz
olarak ayri ayri puanlanabilecegi gibi 6lcekten toplam puan da alinabilmektedir. Faktoérlerden veya
Olcegin tamamindan alinacak puanin artmasi ilgili yeterlik dizeyinin arttigini ifade etmektedir. DFA
sonucunda hesaplanan uyum iyiligi indekslerinin kabul edilebilir seviyede oldugu belirlenmis ve
Olcegin iki faktorli yapisi dogrulanmistir. Gelistirilen 6lcek araciligiyla GY sahip olan 6grencilerle
calisan dzel egitim dgretmenlerinin yeterlikleri cesitli demografik 6zelliklere gére incelenmistir. Ozel
egitim ogretmenleri arasinda cinsiyet ve gorev yapilan egitim kademesi agisindan istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farkhlik bulunmamistir. Ozel egitim &gretmenlerinin egitim dizeyi, goérev yapilan
yetersizlik grubu ve kidemleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik belirlenmistir.

Tartisma ve Sonug. Bu ¢alisma 06zel egitim O6gretmenlerinin yeterliklerini 6lgmek icin gelistirilen bir
Olcegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerini icermektedir. Yapilan dogrulayici faktér analizi ve agimlayici
faktér analizi sonuclarina gore odlcek, iki faktérli bir yapiya sahiptir. Bunlar "isbirligi ve Hak
Savunuculugu" ve "Ogretim ve Sinif Yénetimi" seklindedir. Bu faktérler sirasiyla %28,09 ve %18,02
varyans! agiklamaktadir ve her iki faktor de ylksek glivenirlik katsayilarina (Cronbach alpha ve
McDonald’s omega) sahiptir. Calisma ayrica 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin yeterliklerini demografik
degiskenlere gore incelemistir. Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin cinsiyet ve dgretim diizeyi ile yeterlik
diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmazken; egitim seviyesi, 6gretmenlerin 6gretim yaptigi
yetersizlik grubu ve mesleki kidem ile yeterlik arasinda anlamli fark oldugu bulunmustur. Lisansist
egitim dlzeyine sahip 0Ozel egitim 06gretmenlerinin daha yiliksek vyeterlige sahip olduklari,
ogretmenlerin uzmanlik alanindaki egitimlerinin yeterliklerini artirdigina dair alanyazindaki bulgularla
paralellik gostermektedir. Ozellikle, zihinsel yetersizlige sahip ogrencilerle calisan 6zel egitim
ogretmenlerinin daha ylksek yeterlige sahip olduklari, ancak otizm spektrum bozuklugu olan
ogrencilerle calisan 6gretmenlerin yeterliklerinin daha disuk oldugu bulunmustur. Bu durum, otizm
spektrum bozuklugu olan 6grencilerle calismanin getirdigi zorluklarla iliskilidir ve 6gretmenlerin bu
alanda vyeterliklerini artirabilmek icin egitim almalarinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica, 11-15 yil
kidemi olan 6gretmenlerin yeterliklerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmistiir, ancak 10 yildan az kidemi
olan ve 16 yildan fazla kidemi olan 6gretmenlerin yeterlikleri daha disik olabilmektedir. Bu durum
ogretmenlerin deneyim kazandikca yeterliklerinin degisebilecegini ve disik kideme sahip
ogretmenlerin egitimle desteklenmesi gerektigini gostermektedir.
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Introduction

Teaching students with developmental disabilities may be challenging compared to other
branches; however, it is also a rewarding process that contributes to students’ development and
progress (Loreman, 2013). Teaching students with developmental disabilities involves working with
individuals who have diverse and complex needs that require individualized support and
understanding (American Psychiatric Association, 2013; Francés et al.,, 2022). For this reason,
teachers are expected to possess a range of competencies, including patience, acceptance, and the
ability to respond to students’ diverse learning needs (Breyer et al., 2020; Savolainen et al., 2022).
Special education teachers (SETs) support students in acquiring motor, social, and independent living
skills within the framework of the curriculum (Craig et al., 2016). In this process, SETs collaborate
with students, families, and multidisciplinary professionals, and therefore need strong
communication skills (Cardona-Molto et al., 2020). Additionally, being technologically competent,
flexible, and creative are considered essential qualifications for effective teaching in special
education contexts (Kunter et al., 2013). This study aimed to develop a scale to assess the efficacy of
teaching students with developmental disabilities and test it with a sample of SETs by demographic
characteristics. This study aimed to develop a scale to assess the efficacy of teaching students with
developmental disabilities and test it with a sample of SETs by demographic characteristics.

Sayfa | 854

Developmental disability

Developmental disabilities are a group of conditions that begin during development and
cause functional impairment, according to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
(DSM-5) (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). These disabilities result in significant functional
limitations in three or more major life activities of self-care, receptive and expressive language,
learning, mobility, self-direction, economic self-sufficiency, and independent living (State of
Delaware Developmental Disabilities Council, 2007). Individuals with various genetic and
chromosomal disorders such as intellectual disability, autism spectrum disorder, communication
disorder, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, speech and language disorders, specific learning
disability, Down Syndrome, general developmental delay, cerebral palsy, Fragile X Syndrome and
Fetal Alcohol Syndrome are explained under the umbrella of developmental disability. Of these
disabilities, intellectual disability and autism spectrum disorder are expressed as the most prominent
groups (Morris-Rosendahl and Crocq, 2020).

The signs of developmental disabilities include behavior, language, and social communication
deficits that start early in life and cause a child to fall behind their peers (Francés et al., 2022).
Developmental disabilities result in significant functional limitations in three or more major living
activities, including self-care, receptive and expressive language, learning, mobility, self-direction,
economic self-sufficiency, and independent living ability (State of Delaware Developmental
Disabilities Council, 2007). Additionally, children with developmental disabilities frequently
experience communication difficulties. These issues can show up as repetitive body motions and
behavioral patterns, trouble relating to people, things, and events, difficulty using and understanding
language, unfamiliarity with play involving toys and objects, and difficulty adapting to changes in
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routines and familiar environments. It is crucial to remember that these communication issues are
factual observations and should be treated as such (Craig et al., 2016).

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy is one of the factors that teachers can use to increase the caliber and efficacy of
their instruction (Saputro et al., 2020). Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s confidence in using
acquired skills to perform a specific job or behavior (Bandura, 1977). This theory has also been widely
applied in special education research. Several studies indicate that teachers’ levels of self-efficacy
play a crucial role in implementing effective special education practices (Ahsan et al., 2013). Self-
efficacy influences teachers’ instructional decisions and behaviors related to special education and is
also linked to the concepts, actions, and persistence complicated in serving all students succeed
(Cardona-Molto et al., 2020).

Self-efficacy is critical to teachers’ capacity to instruct pupils successfully (Sandaraj and
Hashim, 2022). The conviction that educators can plan and coordinate instruction to meet pre-
established learning objectives is another way to characterize their self-efficacy (Yurtdakal and
Karakas, 2021). The idea held by educators that they can effectively instruct and engage students in
learning activities despite challenges or low motivation to study is known as teacher self-efficacy
(Saputro et al., 2020).

Teacher self-efficacy is derived from the theoretical base of social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1999). Teacher self-efficacy is the extent to which the teacher is confident about their
ability to accomplish teaching tasks and professional duties within specific cultures (Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy, 2007). In implementing special education practices, teachers’ confidence in their
skills, knowledge, and abilities is critical to successful implementation (Loreman, 2013). Furthermore,
teachers with high self-efficacy are more likely to accept students with behavioral issues in regular
classrooms and are prepared to provide differentiated learning services (Weiss et al., 2019). Thus,
teachers’ self-efficacy in special education is considered a critical factor affecting special education
(Soodak and Podell,1993).

Teachers’ self-efficacy contributes to cultivating their special education attitudes and
willingness to implement special education (Savolainen et al., 2022). The research found that
teachers with higher self-efficacy tend to have more constructive attitudes toward special education
and students with developmental disabilities (Ozokgu, 2018). Teachers with high self-efficacy are
ingenious and can use differentiated teaching strategies to support all students, promoting their
development (Breyer et al., 2020).

Teacher efficacy

The primary purpose of education systems is to provide students with the highest quality
education. Teachers are the main actors in education systems as the leading implementers of the
curriculum. One of the criteria for the quality of education teachers offer is students’ learning

Turgut, S. and Ugurlu, M. (2026). Developing efficacy scale for teaching students with developmental
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outcomes (Rodie, 2022). One of the factors affecting students’ learning outcomes and performance is
teacher efficacy. Today, difficulties such as the rapid and continuous renewal of knowledge and
science, the perceptible dominance of technology in all areas, and the multicultural coexistence
(Liakopoulou, 2011) reveal the crucial role of teacher competence in achieving the goals of education
systems. Because teachers prepare students for a constantly changing future with today’s conditions.
Teacher efficacy refers to teachers’ belief in their ability to successfully organize and execute the
actions necessary to implement a teaching task (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teacher efficacy
includes the knowledge and skills of teachers as a result of their work and qualifications (Ingvarson,
1998). The combination of teachers’ qualifications and the knowledge they have acquired
determines the work they do and, therefore, their efficacies (Liakopoulou, 2011). Teacher efficacy
encompasses teachers’ cognitive aspects such as general pedagogical knowledge, beliefs about
learning, motivations, and self-regulatory variables (Kunter et al., 2013).

Teacher efficacy is the belief in one’s ability to influence desirable learning and engagement
outcomes in students, even in the face of challenging or unmotivated learners (Tschannen-Moran
and Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). According to Fackler and Malmberg (2016), teacher efficacy is influenced
by a variety of factors, including the individual characteristics of the teacher (e.g., gender and
experience), the classroom environment (e.g., performance level), and the school and principal’s
background (e.g., the principal’s work experience). The learning experience for students is impacted
by teacher efficacy, which is linked to improved individual teacher performance (Goddard et al.,
2004). Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy indicate higher levels of organization, planning, and
enthusiasm, and they spend more time teaching in areas where they feel more efficacious. In
contrast, teachers who feel less efficacious avoid subjects and topics (Coladarchi, 1992).

The present study

Teacher efficacy is one-factor affecting teachers’ professional behavior and students’
learning (Klassen et al., 2011). Efficacy affects teachers’ teaching goals, willingness, and effort to
teach. Teachers with a high sense of efficacy plan and organize better (Allinder, 1994). It has been
stated that teacher efficacy affects student achievement (Connor et al., 2005; Lee and Lee, 2020;
Rivkin et al., 2005), while deficiencies in teacher efficacy negatively affect student achievement (Lee,
2018). In addition, it has been demonstrated that teacher efficacy is strongly associated with student
outcomes, such as motivation and self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). For this
reason, it continues to attract the attention of educational research.

Due to disagreements in the conceptualization of teacher efficacy, various problems and
uncertainties have emerged in measuring structure (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001). Research
generally focuses on teacher self-efficacy (Klassen et al., 2011). In order to measure the concept,
various tools have been developed, such as responsibility for student achievement (Guskey, 1981),
teacher locus of control (Rose and Medway, 1981), teacher efficacy scale (Gibson and Dembo, 1984),
teacher efficacy scale (Bandura, 1997), Ohio State teacher efficacy scale (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy,
2001). Of these, the Ohio State teacher proficiency scale is widely used. This scale is often used as a
teacher efficacy scale and has been adapted to different cultures (e.g., Capa et al., 2005; Oktaviola
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and Lubis, 2022; Salas-Rodriguez et al., 2021). Most of the research has focused on general education
teachers. Few studies focus on the competence of SETs (e.g., Coladarci and Breton, 1997; Meijer and
Foster, 1988). Therefore, there is a need for up-to-date research to determine the efficacies of SETs.
This study aimed to develop a scale to assess the efficacy of teaching students with developmental
disabilities and test it with a sample of SETs by demographic characteristics. The relevant scale will
contribute by filling a gap in the literature.

Methodology
Participants

Participants were selected using convenience sampling. The study included 251 special
education teachers (SETs) in the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 230 SETs in the confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). All participants were working in schools affiliated with the Ministry of National
Education in Istanbul, Tirkiye.

The demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 1 (EFA sample)
and Table 2 (CFA sample).

Table 1.

Demographic characteristics of participants (EFA sample, N = 251)

Variable Category n %

Gender Female 110 43.8
Male 141 56.2

Professional Seniority 1-5 years 35 13.9
6-10 years 66 26.3
11-15 years 56 22.3
16-20 years 53 21.1
21 years and more 41 16.3

Education Level Bachelor’s degree 224 89.2
Master’s degree 27 10.8

Teaching Level Preschool 19 7.6
Primary school 89 35.5
Secondary school 82 32.7
High school 61 24.3

Turgut, S. and Ugurlu, M. (2026). Developing efficacy scale for teaching students with developmental
disabilities and an analysis by the special education teachers’ sample. Western Anatolia Journal of Educational
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Table 2.
Demographic characteristics of participants (CFA sample, N = 230)
Variable Category n %
Gender Female 103 44.8
Sayfa | 858 Male 127 55.2
Professional Seniority 1-5 years 33 14.3
6-10 years 62 27.0
11-15 years 52 22.6
16-20 years 49 21.3
21 years and more 34 14.8
Education Level Bachelor’s degree 207 90.0
Master’s degree 23 10.0
Teaching Level Preschool 15 6.5
Primary school 82 35.7
Secondary school 77 335
High school 56 243

Draft form and data collection

As a result of literature research (e.g., Coladarci and Breton, 1997; Meijer and Foster, 1988;
Klassen et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2001), a draft form
consisting of twenty items was developed. Three academicians who completed their doctorates in
the special education program provided feedback on the draft form. Based on the experts’
suggestions, two items were removed from the draft scale due to content validity evaluations, as
they were deemed insufficiently representative of the construct and redundant with other items.
Then, the draft form of the scale containing 18 items was transferred to Google Forms, and the data
were collected online. After the EFA step, demographic characteristics were added to the form, and
data were collected again. While collecting data, the consent form indicated that they could
voluntarily answer the data collection tools and withdraw from the study without giving any reason.
They had the right to be informed about the collected data and the study results.

Data analysis

EFA was used to determine the factor structure of the scale. EFA offers the opportunity to
reduce the large number of variables studied to a small number of factors (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2014). In this way, the number and quality of factors are determined (Brown, 2015). In EFA, the data
are summarized by categorizing the variables, and the independent variables measuring the same
feature are combined and factored (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2014). The coefficients of skewness and
kurtosis were utilized to assess normality. It was recommended that the absolute values of skewness
and kurtosis should not exceed 2 (Hair et al., 2010). Z scores were employed to detect possible
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univariate outliers, with cases falling outside the range of -3 < z < +3 regarded as potential outliers
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). Before determining the scale’s factor structure with EFA, the item-total
score correlations for the scale items were calculated. In the present study, an item-total correlation
coefficient of .30 was adopted as the minimum threshold for item retention, in line with
recommendations in the scale development literature (Field, 2013; Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994).
Ebel (1965), however, provides a more nuanced interpretation, suggesting that item-total
correlations between .40 and 1.00 are sufficient; values between .30 and .39 indicate no revision is
necessary; and values between .20 and .29 suggest revision may be needed. Values below .20
indicate that the item should be removed from the scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of
Sampling Adequacy/Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was examined. The KMO value should exceed 0.60
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2014), and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity should be significant (Bartlett,
1950). The Principal Axis Factoring was selected for factor extraction, and Direct Oblimin was
selected for rotation. The eigenvalue that is more significant than 1, the flattening point of the
eigenvalue graph, and the number of factors based on the variance ratio that each component
explains were considered for determining the number of factors. When deciding on the items to be
included in the factor, it was considered that each item’s factor loading value should be .32 or above
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2014). Cronbach’s alpha (a) and McDonald’s omega (w) were calculated for
reliability.

CFA was used to confirm the factor structure of the scale. In CFA, the predefined model is
tested with data (Kline, 2016). For this purpose, the goodness of fit indices are calculated and
interpreted. There is no consensus on which of these indices should be used and interpreted.
Generally, it is recommended that the y2/df value be less than 5, CFI, NFI, TLI values greater than .90,
and SRMR and RMSEA values less than .08 (Byrne, 2016; Kline, 2016). The Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) was calculated as an overall indicator of the convergence among a group of items
representing a latent construct measured reflectively to assess convergent validity. An AVE greater
than .50 indicates that the indicators effectively represent the construct (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).
Composite Reliability (CR) was calculated as a measure of internal consistency reliability. CR values of
.7 or higher denote good reliability (Hair et al., 2009).

Demographic characteristics of SETs were assessed for significant differences using the t-test,
one-way ANOVA analysis, and post hoc comparisons. IBM SPSS Statistics 25 program was used for
EFA and analyses related to demographic characteristics, and Mplus (8.3 version) was used for CFA.

Findings
Findings related to EFA

The skewness coefficients of the items varied between -1.402 and .602, and the kurtosis
coefficients varied between -1.545 and .815. It was therefore assumed that the data follows a normal
distribution. Eighteen participants with cases exceeding the -3 < z < +3 range were considered
potential outliers and were not included in the analysis.

Turgut, S. and Ugurlu, M. (2026). Developing efficacy scale for teaching students with developmental
disabilities and an analysis by the special education teachers’ sample. Western Anatolia Journal of Educational
Sciences, 17(1), 850-875.

DOI. 10.51460/baebd.1628891



Sayfa | 860

DOKUZ EYLUL UNIVERSITESI
EGITIiM BIiLIMLERI ENSTITUSU

o FV"“/(/ V\ﬁ\"ER'/
Bati Anadolu Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, (2026), 17 (1), 850-875. P o
Western Anatolia Journal of Educational Sciences, (2026), 17 (1), 850-875. \ 5 é ‘, j
Arastirma Makalesi / Research Paper ees B zuintioez o2

*DeV

Before determining the scale's factor structure using EFA, the item-total score correlations
for the scale items were calculated and presented in Table 3.

Table 3.
Item-total score correlation values of scale items
Item-total Score Item-total Score Item-total Score
Item Number  Correlation Iltem Number Correlation Iltem Number Correlation
Value Value Value
il .49 i7 .25 i13 .37
i2 44 i8 .38 il4 .56
i3 .52 i9 .53 i15 .38
i4 .50 i10 46 il6 .55
i5 .29 i1l .36 i17 .51
i6 .36 i12 43 i18 47

Table 3 shows that the item-total score correlations ranged from .25 to .56. Although Items 5
(.29) and 7 (.25) exhibited relatively low correlations, these values fall within the range where
revision rather than immediate removal is considered (Ebel, 1965). Therefore, these items were
retained and subjected to further examination in the EFA stage.

Iltem 1 and item 2 were removed from the scale because they had high loadings on both
factors. So, subsequent analyses were continued with sixteen items. The KMO value was calculated
as .87. The Bartlett Test of Sphericity value (¥? = 1122.012, df = 153, p = .000) was significant. The
results show that the scale is suitable for factorization.

While determining the number of factors with EFA, various techniques are used, such as
calculating the eigenvalue, interpreting the eigenvalue graph, and evaluating the variance ratio
explained by the factors. The number of factors can be determined as the eigenvalue calculated for
the correlation matrix is greater than 1. However, since this technique is relative, it should be used
with others when deciding the number of factors. Another option is to decide on the ideal number of
factors according to the point where the eigenvalue graph flattens out. Another option is to
determine the number of factors according to the variance ratio explained by each factor. Factors
can be excluded from the model when the variance does not increase significantly (Finch et al.,
2016). In this study, the techniques mentioned were evaluated together while determining the
number of factors.

The eigenvalue graph of the scale is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 shows that the point where the eigenvalue graph flattens out reveals that the ideal
factor number is two. In addition, the variance remains relatively high after the second factor. Based
on this, it was decided that the factor number of the scale was two. The variance explained by the
first of these factors was 28.09%, and the second was 18.02%, totaling 46.11%.

The item number, rotated factor load value, mean, standard deviation, o, and w values of the

items belonging to the scale are presented in Table 4.

Table 4.
Item number, rotated factor load value, mean, standard deviation, a, and w values of scale items
Item Rotated Standard
Factor Factor Load Mean L. w
Number Deviation
Value
i10 77 3.39 .94
i3 .73 3.56 .78
§ i18 72 3.31 .86
..‘._% !14 .70 3.43 .79 85 36
+ i16 .65 3.52 .83
s i9 64 3.68 77
i4 51 3.81 .87
i17 48 4.04 .52
i7 .61 4,58 .61
o i13 .61 4,61 .62
2 i11 61 4.47 64
L i12 .60 4,42 .66
g i15 58 4.51 62 79 79
bl i6 .57 4.45 .61
< i5 52 4.54 60
i8 40 4,40 .73
Total - - 64.81 6.11 .82 .82
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Table 4 shows that the rotated factor loading values of the items in the scale vary between
.40 and .77. The items were distributed among the factors, as eight items in the first factor and eight
in the second. Cronbach’s a reliability coefficients were calculated as .85 for the first and .79 for the
second factors and .82 for the whole scale. Also, McDonald’s w reliability coefficients were calculated
as .86 for the first, .79 for the second factors, and .82 for the whole scale.
Sayfa | 862
Considering the meaning relationship between the items, the first factor was named

“Collaboration and Rights Advocacy” and the second was named “Teaching and Classroom
Management.”

The correlation coefficients of the factors are presented in Table 5.

Table 5.
Pearson Correlation Coefficients
1. 2. 3
1. Collaboration and Rights Advocacy -
2. Teaching and Classroom Management 217 -
3. Total .85 69" -

“p<.01

Table 5 shows a weak, positive, and significant relationship between the scale factors (r =
.21, p < .01); a very strong, positive, and significant relationship between the first factor and the total

(r = .85, p <.01) and a strong, positive, and significant relationship between the second factor and
the total (r = .69, p <.01).

Findings related to CFA

To confirm the two-factor structure of the scale, a first-level multi-factor CFA model and a
second-level CFA model were used. The skewness coefficients of the items varied between -1.362
and .472, and the kurtosis coefficients varied between -1.523 and .731. It was therefore assumed
that the data follows a normal distribution. Eighteen participants with cases exceeding the -3 <z < +3

range were considered potential outliers and were not included in the analysis. The first-level multi-
factor CFA model is illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. First-level multi-factor CFA model of the scale

As a result of the analysis, fit indices were calculated as y?= 130.73, df = 103, x?/df = 1.26, p <
.001, RMSEA =.036, SRMR = .059, CFl = .97, TLI = .96.

The second level CFA model is illustrated in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Second-level CFA model of the scale
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As a result of the analysis, fit indices were calculated as x? = 129.46, df = 102, x°/df = 1.26, p <
.001, RMSEA =.036, SRMR = .059, CFl = .97, TLI = .96. The AVE value of the first factor was calculated
as .46, and the CR value was calculated as .87. The AVE value of the second factor was calculated as
.27, and the CR value was calculated as .74. The AVE values for the factors were below .50. If the AVE
value is below 0.50, convergence validity can be accepted if composite reliability is satisfied (Fornell
Sayfa | 864 4ng Larcker, 1981). As a result, the convergent validity and construct reliability were ensured.

Findings related to demographic characteristics

The study examined whether the efficacy levels of SETs differ statistically by their gender,
educational level, the disability group they teach, the educational level they teach, and their
professional seniority. Table 6 presents the t-test results for the efficacy of SETs by gender,
educational level and disability group they teach.

Table 6.
T-test results of the SETs by the gender, educational level and disability group they teach
Variable N Mean SD df t p
Female 97 64.95 6.77
Gender Male 115 65.10 5.59 210 -.184 .85
Educational Szdr]:(laor i 191 64.27 >-76
Level Magster’s 210 ->-854 00
21 71.95 5.16
degree
Autism
. 93 60.02 3.23
g'riaub"'ty f:tSD”) cl 210 -15.177 .00
P etectual 19 68.95 4.90
disability

Table 6 shows no statistically significant difference in efficacy scores between the groups by
the gender of SETs (t (2100 = -.184, p > .05). A statistically significant difference in efficiency scores
between the groups by the educational level of SETs (t (210) = -5.854, p < .05). The scores show that
SETs with a master’s degree are more efficacy. A statistically significant difference in efficacy scores
between the groups by the disability group of SETs’ teach (t (210) = -15.177, p < .05). The scores show
that SETs teaching students with intellectual disabilities are more efficacy.

A one-way ANOVA test assessed the efficacy of SETs by the educational level they teach.
Levene’s statistic indicated significance, suggesting unequal variances (p < .05), and the group sizes
were also unequal. Therefore, Welch’s F is recommended to address issues caused by violations of
the homogeneity of variance assumption (Field, 2013). As a result, Welch’s F was employed to
determine whether there was a significant difference between the groups. Accordingly, there was no
significant difference between the groups, F (3, 52.400) = 1.089, p > .05.

There was a significant difference between groups for the efficacy of SETs by their
professional seniority, F (4, 90.603) = 4.047, p < .05. Post hoc comparisons were conducted using the
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Games-Howell test to compare the groups. Table 7 presents the Games-Howell test results for the
efficacy of SETs by professional seniority.

Table 7.
Games-Howell test results by the seniority of SETs
Sayfa | 865 Mean 95% Confidence Interval
(1) Seniority (J) Seniority Differenc  Std. Error p Lower Upper
e (1-)
6-10 years (2) -.887 1.460 .97 -5.052 3.276
11-15 years (3) -4.647" 1.621 .04 -9.219 -.076
1-5years (1) 16-20years (4) -1.628 1.578 .83 -6.089 2.832
21 vyears and .231 1.576 .99 -4.236 4.699
more (5)
1-5 years (1) .887 1.460 .97 -3.276 5.052
11-15vyears (3)  -3.760°  1.167 .01 -7.011 -.508
6-10 years
2) 16-20 years (4) -.740 1.106 .96 -3.821 2.340
21 vyears and 1.119 1.104 .84 -1.984 4222
more (5)
1-5 years (1) 4.647" 1.621 .04 .076 9.219
6-10 years (2) 3.760° 1.167 .01 .508 7.011
11-15 vyears
(3) 16-20 years (4) 3.019* 1.311 .15 -.629 6.668
21 years and 4.879 1.310 .00 1.218 8.540
more (5)
1-5 years (1) 1.628 1.578 .83 -2.832 6.089
16-20 years 6-10 years (2) .740 1.106 .96 -2.340 3.821
(a) 11-15 years (3) -3.019 1.311 .15 -6.668 .629
21 years and 1.859 1.256 .57 -1.654 5.374
more (5)
1-5 years (1) -231 1.576 .99 -4.699 4.236
21 years and  6-10 years (2) -1.119 1.104 .84 -4.222 1.984
more (5) 11-15 years (3) -4.879" 1.310 .00 -8.540 -1.218
16-20 years (4)  -1.859 1.256 57 -5.374 1.654
"p<.05

Table 7 shows a statistically significant difference between the groups (p < .05). The
difference between the first and third groups, the second and third groups, the third and fourth
groups, and the third and fifth groups were statistically significant. The scores show that the efficacy
of the third group is higher than the others.

Discussion and Conclusion

The study’s EFA results showed that the scale had a two-factor structure. Considering the
meaning relationship between the items, the first factor was called “Collaboration and Rights
Advocacy.” This factor consists of eight items with a factor load value between .48 and .77. The
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factor explains 28.09% of the total variance. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the factor
was calculated as .85, and the McDonald’s omega reliability coefficient was calculated as .86. The
lowest score that can be obtained from the factor is 8, and the highest score is 40. The second factor
was called “Teaching and Classroom Management.” This factor consists of eight items with a factor
load value between .40 and .61. The factor explains 18.02% of the total variance. The Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient of the factor was calculated as .79, and the McDonald’s omega reliability
coefficient was calculated as .79. The lowest score that can be obtained from the factor is 8, and the
highest score is 40. The Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega reliability coefficients for the whole
scale were calculated as .82. Thus, while the factors can be interpreted independently, the scale can
also be interpreted as a whole. An increase in the score obtained from the factors or whole indicates
increased related efficacy. CFA results showed that the goodness of fit indices calculated in the study
were acceptable, and the two-factor structure of the scale was confirmed.

Research on teacher efficacy is increasing. However, more research is needed in different
contexts to expand the generalizability and cultural competence of the concept (Ho and Hau, 2004).
While research on the measurement of teacher efficacies initially included broader statements of
efficacy (e.g., Gibson and Dembo, 1984), subsequent research has narrowed the focus to examine
different aspects of efficacy (e.g., Tschannen-Moran et al.,, 1998). Recent studies have examined
teachers’ domain-specific efficacies such as science, mathematics, and reading (Klassen et al., 2011).
Fewer studies have been conducted on the efficacies of SETs (e.g., Coladarci and Breton, 1997).
Therefore, more research is needed, and the scale developed in this study will contribute to the
literature in this context.

Through the developed scale, the efficacies of SETs in teaching students with developmental
disabilities were examined by various demographic characteristics. As a result, there was no
statistically significant difference in SETs’ gender and the educational level of SETs’ teaching. There
was a statistically significant difference in educational level, the disability group SETs’ teaching, and
seniority. According to educational level, SETs with a master’s degree are more efficacy. There are
studies in the literature that support this finding (e.g., Bas, 2022; Moran, 2007; Tomlinson, 2005). The
high level of efficacy of teachers with a master’s degree shows that increasing their level of
education has a positive effect on teachers’ efficacy. Moran (2007) stated that teachers with a
master’s degree are more qualified to teach and assess their students. So, SETs should be
encouraged to get a master’s degree, improve their opportunities for this aim, and increase their
motivation for career development.

The study’s results showed that SETs teaching students with intellectual disabilities are
more efficacy. This result parallels the relevant literature (e.g., Boujut et al., 2017; Zhang et al.,
2017). The higher efficacy of teachers teaching students with intellectual disabilities than teaching
students with ASD suggests that teachers are negatively affected by the difficulties inherent in ASD.
Catalano et al. (2022) stated that the efficacy of teachers teaching children with ASD is poor.
However, they emphasized that teachers who receive pre-service and in-service training can improve
their effectiveness in teaching students with ASD. Catalano et al. (2020) found that the teachers who
need to enhance their teaching effectiveness are those teaching children with ASD. However, they
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stated that teacher efficacy increased when they received training to improve their efficacy. As a
result, it is essential to provide pre-service and in-service training to teachers who work with children
with ASD, and it would be more appropriate for these teachers to teach students with different
disabilities after teaching children with ASD for a while.

The study’s results showed that SETs with 11-15 years of seniority are more efficacy than
both teachers with ten years or less and 16 years or more of seniority. Similarly, the literature has
revealed that teachers with less seniority in the field of special education may have poor efficacy
towards children with developmental disabilities, and teachers who have taught children with
developmental disabilities for a long time may also have lower efficacy (e.g., Catalano et al., 2022;
Wasserman, 2010). Vosough Matin (2023) reported that teachers with low professional seniority had
lower levels of efficacy towards students with developmental disabilities compared to their
colleagues with medium and high professional seniority. Kulberg (2019) stated that teachers with
high professional seniority who teach children with developmental disabilities have poorer efficacy
than teachers with lower professional seniority. So, it can be said that the participation of teachers in
training programs with low professional seniority who teach children with developmental disabilities
may improve their efficacy. However, teachers with high professional seniority may feel burnout, and
support to reduce this feeling may increase teachers’ efficacy.

Realizing valid and reliable measurements of special education teacher efficacy will enable
the theoretical and practical development of the concept. Research findings show that the scale is a
valid and reliable tool. Using the scale in research will contribute to the emergence of its validity,
reliability, and measurement quality.

Implications for practice

Individuals with developmental disabilities are increasing in society. Education plays a crucial
role in integrating them into society. It is a universal approach that these individuals are supported in
the least restrictive environments and receive education with their peers. In this context, teachers
undertake an essential task. Teachers must find the best way to teach to provide each student with
the best learning experience. In order to respond to the constantly changing needs of students
depending on their difficulties, teachers need to update their efficacies according to the necessities
of the time. In this context, the scale developed in this study will allow teachers to determine their
efficacies. It is also a tool that can be applied quickly and used by researchers conducting scientific
studies in this field.
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delivered as an oral presentation at the Xl International Eurasian Educational Research Congress,
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ltem Number
(Madde Numarasi)

Item Expressions
(Madde ifadesi)

Strongly Agree

(Tamamen
Katiliyorum)
Agree
(Katiliyorum)
Undecided
(Kararsizim)
Disagree
(Katilmiyorum)

Strongly Disagree

(Hig Katilmiyorum)

*I can overcome the behavioral problems of students with
developmental disabilities.

(Gelisimsel  yetersizligi olan  6grencilerin
sorunlarinin tstesinden gelebilirim)

davranis

e

I can take precautionary measures against
hazards/accidents that may occur for students with
developmental disabilities.
(Gelisimsel  yetersizligi  olan
olusabilecek tehlike/kazalara karsi
alabilirim)

yonelik
tedbirler

ogrencilere
onleyici

| can collaborate with other teachers, paraprofessionals,
and administrators to improve the quality of education
received by students with developmental disabilities.
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin aldiklari egitimin
kalitesini artirmak igin diger 0Ogretmenler, yardimci
personeller ve yoneticilerle isbirligi yapabilirim)

| can conduct activities to promote the social acceptance
of students with developmental disabilities.

(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin sosyal kabulini
tesvik etmeye yonelik faaliyetler yiritebilirim)

| can communicate by considering the individual
differences of students with developmental disabilities.
(Gelisimsel  yetersizligi olan  Ogrencilerin  bireysel
farkhhklarini dikkate alarak iletisim kurabilirim)

| can encourage/ensure the active participation of
students with developmental disabilities in activities.
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin aktivitelere aktif
katihmini tegvik edebilir / saglayabilirim)

| can prepare/apply IEP (individualized education
program) and ITP (individualized teaching plan) for
students with developmental disabilities to acquire
academic and non-academic skills.

Gelisimsel engelli ogrencilere akademik ve akademik
olmayan becerileri kazandirmak amaciyla
bireysellestirilmis egitim programi (BEP) ve
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bireysellestirilmis Ogretim plani (BOP)
hazirlayabilir/uygulayabilirim.
| can evaluate the development and progress of students
3 W|th-c?evelopmentafl (.ifabllltles:w o o ® ® ) ® o
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin gelisimini ve
Sayfa | 874 ilerlemesini degerlendirebilirim)
| can inform the families of students with developmental
disabilities to protect their children from the risks of
9 negl'ec':t and abuse. e . . . | ® @ ©) @ @
(Gelisimsel vyetersizligi olan 06grencilerin ailelerini,
cocuklarini ihmal ve istismar riskinden korumak icin
bilgilendirebilirim)
| can prepare a family education program for parents of
10 stud.e.nts with deve.lo.pirnental d"isvabilit.ies.. . ® ® ) ® ®
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin ebeveynlerine
yonelik aile egitim programi hazirlayabilirim)
| can develop materials aligned with the learning needs of
11 students with developmental disabilities. ® @ ) ° )

(Gelisimsel vyetersizligi olan 6grencilerin  6grenme
ihtiyacglarina uygun materyaller gelistirebilirim)

| can use various strategies so that students with
developmental disabilities can acquire the learning
outcomes in the curriculum.

12 .. e A . ® O] ©) @ 0]
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin mufredatta yer
alan 0grenme ciktilarini  edinebilmeleri igin gesitli

stratejiler kullanabilirim)

| can organize activities that students with developmental
disabilities will enjoy and have them play games.
(Gelisimsel vyetersizligi olan 6grencilerin hoslanacagi
oyunlar oynatabilir ve etkinlikler diizenleyebilirim)

13

| can inform my stakeholders about institutions,
organizations, foundations, and associations that provide
services and support for students with developmental
14 disapi_lities and thei.rffrnilies. - . . . ® @ ) ° o)
(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilere ve ailelerine
yonelik hizmet veren ve destek saglayan kurum, kurulus,
vakif ve dernekler hakkinda paydaslarimi

bilgilendirebilirim)

| can support students with developmental disabilities in
acquiring their daily life and self-care skills.

15 (Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin gunlik yasam ve | ® @ (©] @ 0]
O0zbakim  becerilerini  gerceklestirmelerine  destek
olabilirim)

| can use different approaches such as phone calls, home
visits, communication books, and parent meetings to
communicate with the families of students with
developmental disabilities.

16
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(Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin aileleri ile iletisim
kurmak amaciyla telefonla gorisme, ev ziyareti, iletisim
defteri, veli toplantisi gibi farkh  uygulamalara
basvurabilirim.)

| can conduct activities to prevent peer bullying that may
Sayfa | 875 arise for students with developmental disabilities.

17 (Gelisimsel yetersizligi olan 6grencilere yonelik ortaya | ® @ ©) @ @
cikabilecek akran zorbaligini 6nlemeye yonelik ¢alismalar
yapabilirim)

| can inform my stakeholders about laws and policies in
special education.

(Ozel egitim alanindaki yasa ve politikalar hakkinda
paydaslarimi bilgilendirebilirim)

18

*items removed from the scale (6lcekten ¢ikarilan maddeler).
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