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Abstract 
The  population  of  the  present  study  which  was  designed  to  develop 

"Teachers’ Efficacy Scale in Student Recognition” (TESSR), consists of teachers 
who teach in public elementary schools in different branches. The sample of the 
study is 139 participants determined randomly and participating voluntarily. After 
testing the appropriateness of the data analysis, the scale showed, four-dimensional 
structure consisting of 28 items as result exploratory factor analysis. According to 
these values, among these factors first factor explain %35,906%, second factor 
8.366%, third factor 6,862% and fourth factor 5.842% of the total variance of the 
scale. The total variance explained by these four factors together is 56.976%. The 
factors forming the scale were named by looking at teachers' behavior of student 
recognition that items include. Suitability of the obtained model was tested with 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Accordingly, for RMSEA 0.000, for CFI 1.00, for 
GFI 0.69, for RMR 0.073 and for the AGFI 0.64 fit indexes were calculated. As a 
result of reliability analysis carried out on the scale, the Cronbach alpha internal 
consistency coefficient was calculated as 0,869 for the first factor, 0.858 for the sec- 
ond factor, 0.860 for the third factor and 0.823 for the fourth factor. The internal 
consistency coefficient (Cronbach alfa) calculated for all items of TESSR was found 
as 0,928. According to these values, the development of "Teachers' Efficacy Scale in 
Student Recognition" which is valid, reliable and suitable for use in the field has 
been completed. 
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Extended Abstract 
 

To fulfill the responsibilities well waited from a teacher is 
mostly related to the professional competence of teacher (Hoy and 
Woolfolk, 1993). Thus, it is expected that teachers communicate with 
their students and other sharers of education as well as having well- 
qualified content knowledge, teaching the knowledge to the students 
and having proficiencies such as to conduct and to organize the educa- 
tion processes (Hoy and Woolfolk, 1990; Hoy and Woolfolk, 1993). 
Consequently, knowing students is a precondition of a correct dialog 
(Dökmen, 2003). With various aspects, students are to be known by 
teachers (Miller, 2008; Özgüven, 2005; Karayon, 1994). That the re- 
sponsibilities taken on by teachers during the education process are 
carried by them according to their tasks is possible by their profes- 
sional relation with the students (Ashton and webb, 1986; Smylie, 
1988). It is possible teachers know their students well and that is 
mixed the education process so that their dialogs can be correct 
(Parkay, Greenwood, Olejnik and Proller, 1988). Within the frame of 
this importance, that teachers know their students is regarded as an 
essentiality. So, it is important that “The Student Recognition Qualifi- 
cations Questionnaire” (SRQQ) will be developed. 

 
 
 

The Study Universe and The Study Group 
The universe of the study consists of teachers at public elemen- 

tary schools under Ministry of Education. 139 voluntary teachers from 
the universe and at Van Service Training Institute form the study 
group. 

 
Process and Data Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis for the construct validity of SRQQ 
(Tezbaşaran, 1997) and confirmatory factor analysis to test the accu- 
racy of the construct factor obtained have been determined as a meth- 
od. The Cronbach alpha value whose aim is to obtain the internal con- 
sistency coefficient, for the reliability of sub-dimensions of the scale 
is evaluated as a standard (Büyüköztürk, 2002). The convenience of 
the data fort he factor analysis was testes by Kraiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) and Barlett Test (Büyüköztürk, 2007). 
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Findings 
KMO value of the data set is 0.853 at an appropriate level and 

the value regarding Barlett Sphericity Test is meaningful 
(χ²=1993,122; p> 0,001). Normal distribution regarding the total score 
obtained from the scale was tested by Kolmogorov-Smirnov. It was 
observed that according to Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test, (Z=1,106; p ≥ 
0.05), the total score’s variances are normal. The scale consists of four 
factors. The factor eigenvalues of the scale was calculated as 10,054 
for the first factor; as 2,342 for the second factor; as 1,921 the third 
factor and as 1,636 for the fourth factor. According to these values, 
the first among important factors explains 35,906 % regarding the to- 
tal variance; the second factor explains 8,366 % ; the third factor ex- 
plains 6,862 % and the  fourth  explains  5,842  %.  It  was  determined 
that four factors explaining the variance together is 56,976 %. Factors 
forming the scale were performed according to the  items  which  in- 
volve item statements revealing teachers’ behaviors towards knowing 
students. According to that, the first factor was called “Knowing stu- 
dents’ developmental characteristics”; the second factor was called 
“To care the interests and needs of students”; the third factor was 
called “To value students” and the fourth factor was called “To guide 
students”. 

 
As a result of reliability analyzes were carried out on the scale, 

the internal consistency coefficient was calculated for the first factor 
0,869; for the second factor 0,858; for the third factor 0,860 and for 
the fourth factor 0,823. When the internal consistency coefficient cal- 
culated for all items; the result was 0,928 for SRQQ. The score will be 
between 28 and 140 for SRQQ. According to the results of the explor- 
atory factor analysis of 28 items of the four-dimensional factor struc- 
ture was tested by confirmatory factor analysis. Suitability of the ob- 
tained model has been tested with RMSEA, CFI, GFI, AGFI and 
RMR adaptation measures. As a result of the analysis, the calculated 
values for the RMSEA, when regarded the suitability of the model 
compliance, is 0.000; for the CFI is 1,00; for the GFI is 0.69; for the 
RMR is 0,073 and for the AGFI is 0.64. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, it can be said that according to obtained results, 
it is a valid and reliable scale and it is suitable for use in developed 
areas. However, in today’s world information and technology chang- 
ing so fast and the feature of teachers’ efficacy to now their students 
will change in the process, also. For this reason, it would be appropri- 
ate to study on re-construct validity and reliability of the Student 
Recognition Qualifications Questionnaire in the process. When all cri- 
teria are considered, as a result of confirmatory analysis, four-factor 
structure can be considered as a defensible model. 

 
*** 
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