Turkish version of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TTSES)
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1. Calismasi zor 6grencilere ulasmay1 ne kadar basarabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
2. Ogrencilerin elestirel diisiinmelerini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 9
3. Sinifta dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen davranislar1 kontrol etmeyi ne
N I 1 3 5 6 7 9
kadar saglayabilirsiniz?
Derslere az ilgi gosteren 6grencileri motive etmeyi ne kadar
4. 9 Lo 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
Ogrenci davranislariyla ilgili beklentilerinizi ne kadar agik ortaya
5. S 1 3 5 6 7 9
koyabilirsiniz?
Ogrencileri okulda basarili olabileceklerine inandirmay1 ne kadar
6. > o 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
7. Ogrencilerin zor sorularina ne kadar iyi cevap verebilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
Sinifta yapilan etkinliklerin diizenli ylirimesini ne kadar iyi
8. N e 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
9.  Ogrencilerin 6grenmeye deger vermelerini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
10. Ogrettiklerinizin 6grenciler tarafindan kavranip kavranmadigini ne kadar
iyi degerlendirebilirsiniz? 3 5.6 7 9
11. Ogrencilerinizi iyi bir sekilde degerlendirmesine olanak saglayacak
sorulari ne dl¢iide hazirlayabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 67 9
12. Ogrencilerin yaraticihigmin gelismesine ne kadar yardimer olabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
13. Ogrencilerin siif kurallarina uymalarini ne kadar saglayabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
14. Bavsarlslz~ blr.ogrencmm dersi daha iyi anlamasini ne kadar 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
15. Dersi olumsuz yonde etkileyen ya da derste giiriiltii yapan 6grencileri ne
kadar yatistirabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 67 9
Farkli 6grenci gruplarina uygun sinif yonetim sistemi ne kadar iyi
16. e S 1 3 5 6 7 9
olusturabilirsiniz?
17. Devrslerm. l.ler' b}r Ogrencinin seviyesine uygun olmasini ne kadar 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
18. Farkli degerlendirme yontemlerini ne kadar kullanabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
Birkag problemli 6grencinin derse zarar vermesini ne kadar iyi
19. e 1 3 5 6 7 9
engelleyebilirsiniz?
Ogrencilerin kafas karistiginda ne kadar alternatif agiklama ya da 6rnek
20. °%2 o 1 3 5 6 7 9
saglayabilirsiniz?
21. Sizi hige sayan davraniglar gosteren dgrencilerle ne kadar iyi bas
edebilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
22. Cocuklarmin okulda basarili olmalarina yardimei olmalari igin ailelere
ne kadar destek olabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
23. Sinifta farkli 6gretim yontemlerini ne kadar iyi uygulayabilirsiniz? 1 3 5 6 7 9
24 Cok yetenekli 6grencilere uygun 6grenme ortamini ne kadar 1 3 5 6 7 9

sagliyabilirsiniz?
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Construct Validity:

One of the aim was to to provide evidence for the construct validity of the three-factor subscale scores
through the use of confirmatory factor analysis and Rasch measurement. The participants in this study
were 628 preservice teachers from six different universities located in four major cities in Turkey.

Based on Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

CFA based on efficacy data for 628 preservice teachers was conducted to model a three factor solution,
as suggested by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). Three subscales of the instrument (Efficacy
Student Engagement - SE, Efficacy for Instructional Strategies - IS, and Efficacy for Classroom
Management - CM) were allowed to correlate to each other. The AMOS output provided a number of
goodness of fit statistics to evaluate the fit between the hypothesized model and the data.

The TLI and CFI of .99 indicated a perfect fit of the oblique three-factor model to the efficacy data, as
values higher than .95 indicate a good fit (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999). Browne and Cudeck (1993)
reported that the RMSEA of about .05 indicates a close fit of the model and of .08 represents
reasonable error of approximation. With our sample, RMSEA was found to be .065 with a 90%
confidence interval of .061-.070, indicating a mediocre fit. It must be noted that all parameters were
found to be significant, indicating a significant contribution of each item to the corresponding subscale.
These findings provided a single piece of evidence for the construct validity of the TTSES scores with
this sample of Turkish preservice teachers.

Based on Rasch Analysis

The Rasch rating scale model (Wright & Masters, 1982) was used to provide estimates of person and
item scores for the used efficacy scale. This analysis was performed via Facets program (Linacre, 1999).
Person reliability indices were .82 for SE, .84 for IS, and .84 for CM, which are very close to the
Cronbach alpha estimates. The person reliability indices were .99, .98, .98 for SE, IS, and CM
respectively, indicating that the student teacher efficacy estimates were well dispersed. Overall, Rasch
analysis with acceptable model fit, high reliability estimates, and the presence of few unexpected
responses helped verify that the items in each subscale are working together to define a recognizable
and meaningful variable.

Reliability:

The coefficient alpha values for the Turkish preservice teachers were .82 for SE, .86 for IS, and .84 for
CM. For the whole scale, the reliability of efficacy scores was .93. All items were contributing to the
reliability with high item-total correlations.



