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ABSTRACT

In order to contribute to the development of visually, mentally and physically disabled children
who are subjected to inclusive education in our country was to test the validity and reliability of
the Turkish version of “Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards
Children with Disabilities” developed by Block, M. E., Hutzler, Y., Barak, S., & Klavina, A. (2013). In
accordance with this purpose, the scale was applied to a total of 358 Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors, 241 of whom were female (Mage=24,03+5,13) and 117 of whom were male
(Mage=22,95+3,91). The scale was composed of 3 sub-dimensions and a total of 32 items (Physical
Disability, Intellectual Disability and Visual Impairment), with a 5-point Likert type measurement.
In data analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) Before the factor analysis was performed, the
sample size was analyzed with Kaiser Mayer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett sphericity tests to determine
the suitability for factor analysis. In addition, in order to validate the model obtained from the
sample and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were performed regarding construct validity, and
Cronbach Alpha reliability analysis and AVE, DR values were utilized to determine internal
consistency between items [x2/df=2,1, RMSEA=0.9, SRMR=0.06, NFI=0.93, NNFI=0.96, CFI=0.96].
It was determined that the internal consistency coefficients ranged between .93 and .95. As a result
of the findings, it can be said that the Turkish version of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical
Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities possesses the psychometric
properties at the desired level in the literature to measure the self-efficacy of Physical Education
Teacher Education Majors in the physical disability, intellectual disability and visual impairment
sub-dimensions.
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INTRODUCTION

When the process from the 2000s to the present is examined, the efforts to include the students with disabilities
and especially the individual with high special education needs in general education have gained momentum. In
this regard, the efforts to include in general education have become an important issue that both national and
international policies should focus on in the globalizing world. It can be said that this process first started in the
United States of America, spread rapidly to the rest of the world, and turned into an increasingly adopted
education model (Block et al., 2013). The inclusion of individuals with disabilities in general education has put
forth the concept of inclusive education in the education model (Papadopoulou et al., 2004; Rizzo et al., 1991).
The idea of inclusive education is one of the most critical issues in special education and adapted physical
education teaching (Doulkeridou et al., 2011). This concept can be defined as an educational process that
suggests the schools where all students can participate, and each student is treated as a valuable member of the
school (Miles & Singal, 2010; Morina, 2017). The teachers' attitudes in this educational process also play a
significant role in shaping the intention to behave in a certain way. It is also argued that in addition to focusing
on the attitudes of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors and teacher candidates towards inclusive
education (Forlin, Earle, Loreman & Sharma, 2011; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Sharma, Shaukat & Furlonger,
2015), most of the studies conducted in the recent years has attached great importance to physical education

together with inclusive education (Hutzler, Meier, Reuker & Zitomer, 2019; Lautenbach & Antoniewicz, 2018).

In this regard, it can be stated that physical activities support fine motor development (Capio et al., 2014), help
improve the quality of life (Blick, Saad, Goreczny, Roman & Sorensen, 2015) and contribute to the social relations
of the individuals in all types of disabilities, especially in those with intellectual disabilities (Sperstein, 2009). In
addition to this, it has also been observed that physical activities improve the self-efficacy perceptions of the
students (Mazzoni et al., 2009). The self-efficacy of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors also plays an
important role in including the individuals with disabilities in the adapted physical education program. The
concept of self-efficacy can be defined as the decision mechanism for the power to regulate and actualize
behaviours before taking action in the face of any situation, which comes to the forefront in social learning theory
(Bandura, 1986). It is when an individual can perform a task but does not dare to attempt any trials because of
not possessing the self-confidence to do it (Bandura, 1997). Bandura’s self-efficacy theory offers a useful theory
to make sense of self-confidence and measure it (Block et al., 2013). The concept of self-efficacy that Physical
Education Teacher Education Majors should have is the teachers’ belief that they will make their students achieve
their goals in terms of teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Therefore, this belief plays a
significant role in determining the quality of education (Caprara, 2006). Being able to increase students’ desire
and motivation (Midgley et al., 1989) and contribute to their self-confidence (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore
Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992, Anderson, Grene & Loewen, 1988) are of the important actors that develop and
directly affect the competence of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors. For this purpose, the Self-
Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities is thought to

be a measurement tool that can be used in different researches since it can be used in different cultures and has
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a wide range of use for the individuals with visual impairment, intellectual disability and physical disability.
Accordingly, it aimed to test the Turkish version of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities. As a result of this research, it is thought that the research
that is conducted on individuals with visual impairment, intellectual disability, and physical disability will increase

in number. The current research will significantly contribute to the research on individuals with disabilities.

METHOD

In this section, the sample group participating in the research regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical
Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities, the data collection tool used in the
current study to be able to adapt the scale into Turkish language, translation process, data collection process
from the sample group, and data analysis are presented.

Ethics committee approval was obtained from Usak University Ethics Committee with decision number 198-198-

09 in this study.

Sample
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics Regarding the Participants
Groups Variables f %
Gender Female 241 67,4
Male 117 32,6
Whether teaching Physical Education to children with Yes 275 76,9
disabilities No 83 23,1
n=358

As can be seen in Table 1, convenient sampling method, which is one of the improbable sampling methods, was
utilized in the study. The sample of the study was composed of a total of 358 Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors, 241 of whom were female (Mage=24,03+5,13) and 117 of whom were male
(Mage=22,95+3,91). The professional seniority of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors was determined

as (=6,29%3,14).

Data Collection Tools

“Creation and Validation of the Self-Efficacy Instrument for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors Toward
Inclusion” developed by Block, M. E., Hutzler, Y., Barak, S., & Klavina, A. (2013) is a 5-point rating scale composed
of 32 items. The responses of the participants are rated on a scale of 1 (No Confidence) to 5 (Complete
Confidence). Physical Education Teacher Education Majors teaching the individuals with disabilities evaluate

them in 3 sub-dimensions as intellectually disabled, physically disabled and visually impaired.

Translation Process
In order to adapt “Creation and Validation of the Self-Efficacy Instrument for Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors Toward Inclusion” into Turkish, the researchers who brought the validity and reliability study

of the scale into the literature were contacted via e-mail, and the necessary permissions were obtained. The
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translation-back translation method was utilized in the translation of the scale from English, which is the original
language, to Turkish, which is the target language (Behr, 2017). In this regard, the measurement tool was sent to
3 language experts working in the field of language. The experts translated the measurement tool into Turkish
independently of each other. As a result of these translations, those with similar and different meanings were
revealed by using a standard form, and expert view in the field of language was obtained. The experts were 3
faculty members who had scientific publications in the field of sports for the visually impaired, intellectually
disabled and physically disabled. Together with the expert views, the Turkish form of the scale was obtained for
the pilot study. This Turkish form was translated back into English language, and after the original scale form
items were compared, a Turkish scale form was obtained for the pilot study of the research. After the translation-
translation process, the final version of the Turkish form was distributed to the Physical Education Teachers for
the pilot study and the data were collected. Item analysis, item total correlation, 27% lower-upper slice analysis
and Explanatory factor analysis were performed on the data. After all these processes, data were collected again
for the real study in order to validate the model. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the collected

data to validate the model.

FINDINGS

In this section, item analysis, total item correlation, explanatory factor analysis and 27% lower slice-upper slice
and convergent-divergent analyzes were performed on the data collected from the sample for the purpose of

pilot study. In the real study, confirmatory factor analysis was performed to validate the model.

Table 2. Item Analysis Regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors
towards Children with Disabilities

Items of the Scale Mean if Item Scale Variance if Item Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item
Scale Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted
Item1 107,7436 499,779 ,680 ,971
Item?2 107,6325 502,424 ,697 971
Item3 107,5128 499,045 ,709 ,971
ltem4 107,5812 497,073 ,709 ,971
Item5 107,6239 500,081 ,694 ,971
Item6 107,4444 501,766 ,641 ,972
Item7 107,4786 500,338 ,701 ,971
Item8 107,4872 500,114 ,722 ,971
Iltem9 107,6496 499,143 ,653 ,972
Item10 107,5299 502,855 ,658 ,972
Item11 107,4615 493,561 ,765 ,971
Item12 107,6325 499,390 ,690 ,971
Item13 107,6838 499,511 ,685 ,971
Item14 107,5385 494,958 ,778 ,971
Item15 107,4103 498,865 ,721 ,971
Iltem16 107,5641 499,627 ,710 ,971
Item17 107,4017 496,156 ,773 ,971
ltem18 107,5983 494,225 ,761 ,971
Item19 107,4786 496,079 ,768 ,971
Item20 107,6239 493,944 ,769 ,971
Item21 107,5726 493,592 ,796 ,971
Item22 107,4274 498,436 ,787 ,971
Item23 107,4701 497,613 ,762 ,971
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Iltem24 107,6923 494,180 ,710 ,971
Iltem25 107,6325 492,441 ,765 ,971
Iltem26 107,7350 499,059 ,683 ,971
Iltem27 107,7350 498,127 ,662 ,972
Iltem28 107,5128 498,752 ,653 ,972
Item29 107,6154 500,877 ,647 ,972
Item30 107,5641 501,024 ,655 ,972
Iltem31 107,6838 495,218 ,720 ,971
Iltem32 107,6068 496,413 ,706 ,971

As can be seen in Table 2, when the results of the analysis regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education
Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities were examined, it was concluded that there was no
need to remove any items from the scale due to the fact that the items of the scale did not have a value below

.30 (Ugan & Baydur, 2018).

Table 3. Item Total Correlation regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education
Majors towards Children with Disabilities

Items r p

ltem1 ,702%* ,000
Iltem2 ,716%* ,000
Iltem3 ,730** ,000
Iltem4 ,730%* ,000
Item5 ,715%* ,000
ltem6 ,665%* ,000
Iltem?7 ,721%* ,000
ltem8 ,740** ,000
Iltem9 ,679%* ,000
Iltem10 ,680** ,000
ltem11 ,783** ,000
ltem12 ,712%* ,000
ltem13 ,707** ,000
ltem14 ,794%* ,000
ltem15 ,740** ,000
Iltem16 ,729%* ,000
ltem17 ,789%* ,000
ltem18 ,780** ,000
Iltem19 ,785%* ,000
Iltem20 ,787** ,000
ltem21 ,811%* ,000
ltem22 ,802%* ,000
ltem24 ,778** ,000
Iltem25 ,733%* ,000
Iltem26 ,784** ,000
ltem27 ,705%* ,000
Iltem28 ,687** ,000
Iltem29 ,679%* ,000
Iltem30 ,672%* ,000
ltem31 ,678** ,000
ltem32 ,742%* ,000

**p<0,01

As can be seen in Table 3, it was observed that there was no item below a coefficient of .30, and the correlation

values with item analysis were between .811 and .665. When the item scores were examined, it was determined
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that there was consistency between the items and that all the items included in the evaluation were significant

(p<.01).

The construct validity of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children
with Disabilities was provided. The factor loads of the items forming the scale were first determined
(Bliylikoztirk, 2011). Then, exploratory factor analysis was performed on the items of the scale (Glrbiz & Sahin,
2018). Before performing the factor analysis, whether the sample size was appropriate for the factor analysis
was determined by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. Therefore, KMO value was
determined as .927, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity result was determined as x2=3473.328; P=0.000 (p<0.01) for the
32-item scale involved in the analysis. The fact that the KMO is higher than .60 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is
significant (p<0.01) indicates that the sample size is appropriate for factor analysis (Blytkoztiirk, 2011; Koyuncu
& Kilig, 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). As a result of the factor analysis performed, the factor eigenvalues of
the items in the scale were calculated. The values with a factor eigenvalue above 1.00 were deemed significant.
This rule is called “K1” in the literature (Zwick & Velicer, 1986). The first factor analysis results of the Self-Efficacy

Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities are presented in Table

4,
Table 4. Factor Analysis Regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors
towards Children with Disabilities
Factors Factor eigenvalues Explained variance Cumulative variance
1 17,302 25,385 25,385
2,436 21,658 47,043
1,269 18,604 65,647

As can be seen in Table 4, three factors with an eigenvalue above 1.00 explain 65.647% of the total variance of
the scale. In order to be able to decide how many factors the scale would be composed of; it was adjudicated to

examine the scree plot.

Scree Plot

20

Eigenvalue
=

12 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 3 32

Component Number

Figure 1. Scree Plot regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards
Children with Disabilities
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As can be seen in Figure 1, after evaluating the scree plot, it was decided that the scale should have a 3-factor
structure since it was suitable for the desired purpose and as the total variance explained was above the required
level, which is between 40% and 60% (Can, 2014). In the literature, a factor load value of .30 or above for each
item in the measurement tool can be a desired criterion (Bliylkoztirk, 2011; Can, 2014). After the items that did

not meet these desired values were removed from the analysis, factor analysis was performed for the third time.

Table 5. Exploratory Factor Analysis regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education
Majors towards Children with Disabilities

Factors Items of the Scale Factor Loads Factor Explained Variance Factor Reliability

Z1 ,498

Z2 ,532

Z3 ,583

Z3 ,741

4 ,831

Z5 ,608

76 659 25,385 ,93
Intellectual Disability 27 ,671

78 ,536

29 ,494

710 ,583

Z11 ,498

F12 ,675

F13 ,552

F14 ,547

F15 ,616

F16 ,753
Physical F17 ,737
Disability F18 ,758 21,658 95

F19 ,693

F20 ,793

F21 ,672

F22 ,677

F23 ,675

G24 475

G25 ,672

G26 ,737

G27 ,662
Visual Impairment G28 ,791 18,604 ,94

G29 ,754

G30 ,749

G31 ,808

G32 ,779
Total %65,647 0,97
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Scale Validity 0,927
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Chi-square 3473,328
df 496
p 0,000

As can be seen in Table 5, factor loads of the items ranged from.831 to .475. The 32-item Self-Efficacy Scale for
Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities was collected under 3 (three)
factors. It was determined that the total variance explained by the measurement tool was 65.647%. Since the

internal consistency reliability of the factors between the items was above a=0.70, it could be said that the
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reliability of the scale was high. The split-half coefficient value was determined as .94 for part 1 and .95 for part

2, and the correlation coefficient between the two parts was determined as .85.

Table 6. The Analysis of the Item Discrimination According to Lower 27% and Upper 27% Groups Regarding the
Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities

Items t p

Z1 -7,241 ,000**
z2 -8,160 ,000**
Z3 -11,101 ,000**
Z3 -8,967 ,000**
Z4 -8,866 ,000**
Z5 -6,969 ,000**
Z6 -8,201 ,000%*
z7 -9,070 ,000**
Z8 -8,615 ,000%*
Z9 -7,893 ,000**
Z10 -12,409 ,000%*
Z11 -7,227 ,000**
F12 -7,374 ,000**
F13 -10,590 ,000%*
F14 -8,499 ,000**
F15 -7,036 ,000%*
F16 -8,988 ,000**
F17 -8,967 ,000%*
F18 -10,108 ,000%*
F19 -9,601 ,000**
F20 -9,929 ,000%*
F21 -9,341 ,000**
F22 -9,423 ,000%*
F23 -8,903 ,000**
G24 -9,671 ,000**
G25 -6,992 ,000%*
G26 -7,228 ,000**
G27 -8,412 ,000%*
G28 -6,723 ,000**
G29 -7,378 ,000%*
G30 -8,946 ,000%*
G31 -8,642 ,000**
G32 -7,241 ,000%*

As can be seen in Table 6, it was determined that the lower 27% and upper 27% group values used in deciding
the discrimination of the items regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors
towards Children with Disabilities were statistically significant for each item in the scale, with 99% confidence

level for all items (p<.01).
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Figure 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities
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Table 7. The Result of the Measurement Model regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities

Factors Items Standardized Loads t values R?
Z1 ,71 8,65 ,50
Z2 74 9,15 ,55
Z3 ,76 9,44 ,57
Z3 77 9,69 ,59
z4 ,78 9,85 ,61
Z5 ,66 7,83 ,43
6 ,76 9,45 ,57
Intellectual Disability 27 ,77 9,70 ,59
8 ,71 8,62 ,50
Z9 ,72 8,76 ,51
Z10 ,81 10,44 ,66
Z11 74 9,28 ,55
F12 ,69 8,43 ,48
F13 ,79 10,04 ,62
F14 ,76 9,58 ,58
F15 ,76 9,55 ,58
F16 ,83 10,83 ,61
F17 ,84 11,12 ,71
Physical Disability F18 ,79 10,18 ,63
F19 ,88 11,41 ,73
F20 ,85 11,28 ,72
F21 ,83 10,84 ,68
F22 ,69 8,40 ,48
F23 ,79 10,01 ,62
G24 ,86 11,41 ,73
G25 ,74 9,18 ,55
Visual Impairment G26 ,80 10,29 ,64
G27 ,78 9,96 ,61
G28 ,76 9,53 ,58
G29 ,81 10,47 ,66
G30 ,84 11,07 ,70
G31 ,83 10,79 ,68

As can be seen in Table 7, the actual data of the study was created by recollecting data from the participants to
validate the model. As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis performed on a sample group of 298
participants, it was not deemed necessary to remove any of the items from the scale since there were no items
with standardized load values below.30. While conducting the confirmatory factor analysis for the Self-Efficacy
Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities, the sub-dimensions of
the scale were named as intellectual disability, physical disability, and visual impairment, just as being related to
the items. Among the sub-dimensions, it was determined that there was a positive relationship between
intellectual disability and physical disability sub-dimensions with an amount of 38.57, between physical disability
and visual impairment sub-dimensions with an amount of 16.90, and between intellectual disability and visual

impairment with an amount of 15.12, and that all these relationships were significant (p<.01).
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Table 8. Fit Index Values for the Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for
Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities.

Fit Indices Perfect Fit Good Fit Research Finding Conclusion
Xz/df 0-3 3-5 2,1<3 Perfect
RMSEA ,00 < RMSEA £05 ,05 <RMSEA £,10 0,09 Good
CFI ,95<CFl £1,00 ,90 < CFl £,95 0,96 Perfect
NNFI ,95 < NNFI < 1,00 ,90 < NNFI<,95 0,96 Perfect
NFI ,95 < NFI£1,00 ,90 < NFI £,95 0,93 Good
SRMR ,00 < SRMR <£,05 ,05 <SRMR <,08 0,06 Good

Source: Schumacker & Lomax, 1996; Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003; (RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation, SRMR: Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, GFl: Goodness of Fit Index, AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit
Index, CFl: Comparative Fit Index, NFI: Normed Fit Index, NNFI: Non-Normed Fit Index)

As can be seen in Table 8, the fit of the sample collected with the Model was tested. Since the ratio of the Chi-
Square value to the degree of freedom value was determined as 2.1<3, our model could be said to exhibit perfect
fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). RMSEA value was determined as .90, and thus our model could be said to
exhibit good fit (MacCallum et al., 1996; Steiger, 1990). Since CFl value was determined as .96 in our study, it
could be stated that it was between the acceptable value range (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen,
2008). NFl value was developed by Bentler and Bonett (1980) as an alternative to CFl. In the findings of our study,
NFI value was determined as .93, which could be said to indicate good fit. Besides, NNFI value was determined
as .96 according to the findings of our study, which could be said to indicate perfect fit (Bollen, 1989).
Furthermore, SRMR value determined as .06 according to the findings of our study could be said to indicate good

fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis performed on the data collected with the actual study, it was found
that the items of the scale confirmed the relevant factors (p<.01; p=.000), and that the fit indices were in the
range of good fit values and perfect fit values (X2/df=979,93/460<3). Considering these results, it can be said
that the model of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with
Disabilities established has perfect fit and can be used in different samples. Finally, AVE and CR values were

analyzed in order to determine the convergent and divergent values of the scale.

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics, Convergent and Divergent, Cronbach’s Alpha Internal Consistency Coefficients
regarding the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with

Disabilities
Sub-dimensions of the Scale X sd AVE CR o
Intellectual Disability 38,32 8,09 ,51 ,91 ,93
Physical Disability 38,53 8,69 ,63 ,92 ,95
Visual Impairment 34,17 8,29 ,52 ,94 ,94

As can be seen in Table 9, when the convergent and divergent validity values for the sub-dimensions of the Self-
Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities named as
intellectual disability, physical disability and visual impairment sub-dimensions were analyzed; it was determined

that AVE>.50 values were .51 (intellectual), .52 (visual) and .63 (physical), CR>.70 values were .91 (intellectual),
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.92 (physical) and .94 (visual). According to these results, it was concluded that the convergent and divergent

validity of the scale was provided.

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

In this study, the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with
Disabilities was adapted into Turkish language, and validity and reliability analyses were performed in order to
analyze the psychometric properties of the scale. The fit indices of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) performed
for the construct validity of the scale were determined as x2/df=2.1, SRMR=.06, NFI=.93, NNFI=.96, CFI=.96 and
RMSEA=.09. Within the framework of the current research, it can be said based on the findings that the fit values
for the scale are within the perfect fit range (Table 8). It can also be stated that the scale has perfect fit values in
the original (Blok et al., 2013) and the United States version (Baloun et al., 2016). When the item-total correlation
of the scale was examined, it was determined that there was a positive, significant, and strong relationship
between the items involving the physical disability, intellectual disability and visual impairment sub-dimensions
and the item total correlation of the scale in all patterns (Table 3). When the Cronbach’s Alpha internal
consistency coefficients calculated in order to determine the reliability coefficient among the items of the scale
were examined, it was determined that the internal consistency coefficient of intellectual disability sub-
dimension was a=.93, that of physical disability sub-dimension was a= .95, and that of visual impairment was
0a=.94, which could be concluded that the internal consistency coefficients between the items regarding the sub-
dimensions of the scale were within the acceptable range, and that the reliability of the scale was high (Field,
2009). In the original study of the scale (Blok et al., 2013), internal consistency coefficients were determined as
.86, .90, .92, respectively, whereas in the United States version, these values were found as .87, .90, .77,
respectively (Baloun et al., 2016). These determined coefficients show that they are sufficient to measure the
reliability of the internal consistency between the items in the scale. Therefore, it can be stated that the findings
of the current research support the findings of these studies. It was also revealed that the discrimination values
of the scale items were .30 and above, which indicated a high level of discrimination (Blylikoztiirk, 2012). Based
on all the findings obtained, it can be said that the Turkish adaptation form of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical
Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities is a valid and reliable measurement tool
to measure the self-efficacy levels of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards their students with
intellectual disabilities, visual impairments and physical disabilities in their education process. This measurement
tool, which was adapted into Turkish language, measures the attitudes of Physical Education Teacher Education
Majors towards their self-efficacy in providing education to visually impaired, intellectually disabled and
physically disabled individuals. Accordingly, the current research is thought to provide the opportunity to carry
out various studies on the self-efficacy of Physical Education Teacher Education Majors. Therefore, it is
considered that it will play an important role in revealing the self-efficacy of Physical Education Teacher
Education Majors in teaching a physical education program process adapted to individuals with disabilities. In
this regard, it can be said that in case of inadequacies in the attitudes and self-efficacy of Physical Education

Teacher Education Majors towards the individuals with disabilities in an adapted physical education teaching
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process, necessary measures can be taken, and thus it can contribute accordingly. Since the Turkish adaptation
of the scale used in this study was performed for the first time in our country, it is thought that making
confirmatory factor analysis and its application in different samples in future studies will contribute to the validity

and reliability of the scale and the scale invariance rule.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In accordance with the findings obtained as a result of the current study in which the Turkish adaptation of the
Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors towards Children with Disabilities, it can be
stated that the Turkish form (32 items) of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Physical Education Teacher Education Majors
towards Children with Disabilities can be used in different samples as a valid and reliable scale, just as in the USA,
Lithuania and Portugal samples, in order to measure the self-efficacy of Physical Education Teacher Education
Majors students with intellectual disabilities, visual impairments and physical disabilities in terms of education.
It is also considered that applying confirmatory factor analysis in further studies will contribute to the validity

and reliability of the scale.
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BEDEN EGiTiMi OGRETMENLERI iCiN ENGELLI COCUKLARA YONELIK 02
YETERLILIK OLCEGi: GECERLILIK VE GUVENIRLIK CALISMASI?

0z

Ulkemizde kaynastirma egitimine tabi tutulan gérme, zihinsel ve fiziksel engelli ¢ocuklarin
gelisimine katkida bulunmak amaciyla Block, M. E., Hutzler, Y., Barak, S., & Klavina, A. (2013)
tarafindan gelistirilen “Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik
Olgegi” Turkge versiyonun gecerligi ve giivenirliginin test edilmesidir. Bu amag dogrultusunda 6lgek
241 kadin (Myas= 24,03%5,13), 117 (Myas=22,95+3,91) erkek olmak (zere toplam 358 beden
egitimi 6gretmenine uygulanmistir. Olgek 32 madde (Fiziksel Engel, Zihinsel Engel ve Gérme Engeli)
olmak Uzere 3 alt boyuttan olugsmakta ve 5'li derecelendirme ile degerlendiriimektedir. Basit
tesadifi 6rnekleme yonteminin kullanildigi calismada %95 glven araligi %5 hata payi ile verilerin
analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Pilot ¢alisma ve gergek calisma igin 6rneklemden ayri ayri veriler
toplaniimistir. Verilerin analizinde, yapi gegerligine iliskin olarak Aciklayici Faktor Analizi (AFA),
Faktor analizi yapilmadan 6nce 6rneklem buylklGgliniin faktor analizine uygunlugu belirlemek
amaciyla Kaiser Mayer Olkin (KMQ) 0,927 ve Bartlett p<0,000 kiresellik testleri ile analiz edilmistir.
Ayrica 6rneklemden elde edilen modeli dogrulamak amaciyla Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi (DFA) ve
maddeler arasindaki i¢ tutarlik katsayisinin belirlenmesinde ise Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik analizi ile
yakinsak ve iraksak degerleri igin AVE, DR degerleri kullaniimistir. x2/df=2,1, RMSEA = 0.9, SRMR =
0.06, NFI = 0.93, NNFI= 0.96, CFl = 0.96). i¢ tutarlik katsayilarinin ise ,93 ile ,95 arasinda degistigi
belirlenmistir. Bulgular sonucu Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitimi icin Oz
yeterlilik Olgegi’nin Tiirkge uyarlamasinin Beden Egitimi Ogretmenlerinin gérme, zihinsel ve fiziksel
engel alt boyutlarinda 6z-yeterliliklerini 6lgmek amaciyla literatirde istenilen diizeyde psikometrik
ozelliklere sahip oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu ¢alismadan sonra yapilacak ¢alismalarda dogrulayici faktor
analizi ile uygulamasinin yapilmasi o6lcegin gecerlik ve givenirligine énemli katki saglayacagi
disinidlmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kaynastirma, 6z-yeterlik 6lgegi, beden egitimi 6gretmeni.

2 Bu galisma 25-26 Aralik 2021 tarihleri arasinda Uluslararasi Bilimsel Arastirmalar Sempozyumunda (UEBAS’21) 6zet bildiri olarak
sunulmustur
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GiRIS

2000’li yillardan ginimize kadar gelen sireg incelendiginde, engelli 6grencilerin ve o6zellikle 6zel egitim
gereksinimleri ylksek olan bireylerin genel egitime dahil edilme g¢alismalari hiz kazanmaktadir. Bu ¢ergevede
genel egitime dahil edilme cabalari, kiresellesen diinyada gerek ulusal gerekse uluslararasi uygulanan
politikalarin odaklanmasi gereken onemli bir mesele haline gelmistir. Bu sireg ilk olarak Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri’'nde yaygin bir sekilde baslamis, diinyanin geri kalanina hizla yayildigi ve giderek benimsenen bir egitim
modeli haline donustugi soylenebilir (Block et al., 2013). Engelli bireylerin genel egitime dahil edilmesi egitim
modelinde kapsayici egitim kavramini ortaya gikarmistir (Papadopoulou et al., 2004; Rizzo et al., 1991). Kapsayici
egitim disincesi, 6zel egitim ve uyarlanmis bir beden egitimi 6gretimi alanlarinda en énemli konularin basinda
gelmektedir (Doulkeridou et al., 2011). Bu kavram tim o&grencilerin katilabilecegi ve her bir 6grenciye okul
Uyelerinin degerli bir ferdi gibi davranildigi okullari 6neren bir egitim suireci olarak tanimlanabilir (Miles & Singal,
2010; Morina, 2017). Bu egitim sirecinde gbrev yapan o6gretmenlerin tutumlari belirli bir sekilde davranma
niyetini sekillendirme de ¢cok 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Son yillarda yapilan birgcok arastirmada, beden egitimi
O6gretmenlerinin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin kapsayici egitime yonelik tutumlarina odaklaniimasinin yani sira (Forlin,
Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011; MacFarlane & Woolfson, 2013; Sharma, Shaukat, & Furlonger, 2015) kapsayici
egitimle birlikte beden egitimine oldukca 6nem verildigi gorilmektedir (Hutzler, Meier, Reuker, & Zitomer,2019;

Lautenbach & Antoniewicz, 2018).

Bu kapsamda basta zihinsel engelli bireyler olmak lizere tiim engel gesitlerinde fiziksel etkinliklerin ince motor
gelisimlerini destekledigi (Capio et al., 2014), hayat kalitesinin yukseltiimesine yardimci oldugu (Blick, Saad,
Goreczny, Roman & Sorensen, 2015) ve bireylerin sosyal iliskilerine katki sagladig1 séylenebilir (Sperstein, 2009).

Ayrica fiziksel etkinliklerin 6grencilerin 6z-yeterlilik algilarini gelistirdigi gérilmustir (Mazzoni et al., 2009).

Engelli bireylerin uyarlanmis beden egitimi programina dahil edilmesinde beden egitimi 6gretmeninin 6z-
yeterliligi de dnemli rol oynamaktadir. Oz-yeterlilik kavrami sosyal 6grenme teorisinde énce ¢ikan, herhangi bir
durum karsisinda bir eyleme gegmeden dnce davranislari diizenleyip gerceklestirme giiciine yonelik verilen karar
mekanizmasi olarak tanimlanabilir (Bandura 1986). Bireyin bir isi yapabilme kabiliyetine sahip olmasina ragmen
bunu gerceklestirecegine dair 6z gliveni olmadigi icin bu konuda higcbir deneme girisimine cesaret edememesi
durumudur (Bandura, 1997). Banduranin 6z yeterlilik teorisi kendine gliveni anlamlandirmak ve bunu 6lgmek igin
yararl bir kuram sunmaktadir (Block et al., 2013). Beden egitimi 6gretmeninde bulunmasi gereken 6z-yeterlilik
kavrami ise 6gretmenin 6gretme konusundaki hedeflerine 6grencilerini ulastiracagina olan inancidir (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Dolayslyla bu inang egitimin kalitesini de belirleme de 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir
(Caprara, 2006). Ogrencilerin istek ve motivasyonlarini arttirabilme (Midgley et al., 1989) ve 6grencilerin kendine
olan 6z giivenine katki saglayabilmek (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore Esselman,1992; Ross, 1992, Anderson,
Grene & Loewen, 1988) beden egitimi 6gretmeninin 6z-yeterliligini gelistiren ve dogrudan etkileyen 6nemli
aktdrlerdendir. Bu amacla Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi, farkl
kilturlerde kullaniimasi ve gérme engelline sahip, zihinsel engele sahip ve fiziksel engelli olan bireyler icin genis

kullanim alaninin olmasi sebebiyle farkli érneklemdeki arastirmalarda kullanilabilecek bir 6élgme araci oldugu
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disiiniilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, Beden Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitiminde Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik
Olgegi'nin Tirkge formunun gecerlik ve giivenirliginin test edilmesi amaclanmistir. Bu arastirma neticesinde
gorme, zihinsel ve fiziksel engeli olan bireyler Gzerine yapilmasi dislnilen arastirmalarin daha da artacagi ve

engellilere yonelik arastirmalara 6nemli katki saglayacagi distintilmektedir.

YONTEM

Bu béliimde Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olcegine iliskin arastirmaya
katilim saglayan orneklem grup, 6lgegin Tlrkce 'ye uyarlamasini gergeklestirmek amaciyla mevcut ¢alismada

kullanilan veri toplama araci, geviri islemi, 6rneklemden verilerin toplanmasi ve verilerin analizi yer almaktadir.

Bu calismada Usak Universitesi Etik Kurulundan 198-198-09 karar numarali etik kurul onayi alinmistir.

Orneklem
Tablo 10. Katilimcilara iliskin Tanimlayici istatistikler
Gruplar Degiskenler f %
Cinsiyet Kadin 241 67,4
Erkek 117 32,6
Engelli Bireylere Beden Egitimi Evet 275 76,9
Dersi verip vermeme durumu Hayir 83 23,1
n=358

Tablo 1'de goriuldigu gibi, calismada olasilikli olmayan 6rnekleme yéntemlerinden basit tesadifi 6rnekleme
yontemi kullanilmistir. Calismanin érneklemini, 117 erkek (22,95+3,91), 241 kadin (24,03+15,13) olmak (izere
toplam 358 Beden Egitimi Ogretmeninden olusmaktadir. Beden egitimi 6gretmenlerinin meslekteki deneyimleri

(x=6,29+3,14) olarak belirlenmistir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Block, M.E., Hutzler, Y., Barak, S., & Klavina, A. (2013) tarafindan gelistirilen “Oz-Yeterliligin Olusturulmasi ve
Dogrulanmasi Beden Egitimi Ogretmeni icin Enstriiman Kaynastirmaya Yoénelik Egitim Béliimleri” 32 maddeden
olusan 5’li derecelendirme olgegidir. Katimcilar cevaplamalarini 1 (Glivensiz) ile 5 (Tam Guvenli) arasinda
degerlendirilmektedir. Engelli bireyleri egiten beden egitimi 6§retmenleri zihinsel engelli, fiziksel engelli ve gérme

engelli olmak lzere 3 alt boyutta degerlendirmektedir.

Ceviri islemi

Oz-Yeterliligin Olusturulmasi ve Dogrulanmasi Beden Egitimi Ogretmeni icin Enstriiman Kaynastirmaya Yénelik
Egitim Bolimleri 6lgeginin Tiirkce’ ye uyarlamasi amaciyla 6lgegin gecerlik ve glivenirligi calismasini literatiire
kazandiran arastirmacilara elektronik posta araciligiyla iletisime gecilmis ve gerekli izinler alinmistir. Olcegin ceviri
islemi icin kaynak dili olan ingilizceden hedef dil olan Tiirkce’ ye cevirisinde ceviri-geri ceviri ydntemi (Behr, 2017)
kullanilmistir. Bu dogrultuda 6lgme araci dil alaninda ¢alisan 3 dil uzmanina génderilmistir. Uzmanlar geviriyi
birbirinden bagimsiz sekilde Tiirkgeye gevirisi yapilmistir. Bu geviriler neticesinde ortaya ¢ikan benzer ve farkh

anlam iceren ceviriler bir standart form kullanarak yine dil alaninda uzman goériisiine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlar
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gorme, zihinsel ve fiziksel engellilerde spor alaninda bilimsel yayinlari olan 3 6gretim Uyesinden olusmaktadir.
Uzman goruslerinin alinmasiyla birlikte, dlgegin pilot ¢alisma icin Tirkge formu olusturulmustur. Bu Tirkge form
tekrar ingilizce diline ¢evrilmis ve orijinal 8lgek formu maddeleri karsilastiriimasi yapildiktan sonra pilot calisma
icin Tlrkge Olgek formu olusturulmustur. Ceviri-geviri isleminden sonra Tlrkge formun son hali pilot galisma igin
Beden Egitimi Ogretmenlerine dagrtilmis ve veriler toplanmistir. Verilere madde analizi, madde toplam
korelasyonu, %27 alt-Ust dilim analizi ve Agiklayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Tim bu islemlerden sonra modeli
dogrulamak amaciyla tekrar gergek galisma igin veriler toplanmistir. Toplanan verilere modeli dogrulamak

amaciyla dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir.

BULGULAR

Bu bolimde 6rneklemden pilot galisma amaciyla toplanan verilere madde analizi, toplam madde korelasyonu,
aciklayici faktor analizi ve %27 alt dilim-Ust dilim ve yakinsak-iraksak analizleri yapilmistir. Gergek calismaya ise

modeli dogrulamak amaciyla dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir.

Tablo 11. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegine iliskin Madde Analizi

Olgek Scale Mean if Item Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item
Maddeleri Deleted Scale Variance if Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
Maddel 107,7436 499,779 ,680 ,971
Madde2 107,6325 502,424 ,697 ,971
Madde3 107,5128 499,045 ,709 ,971
Madde4 107,5812 497,073 ,709 ,971
Madde5 107,6239 500,081 ,694 ,971
Madde6 107,4444 501,766 ,641 ,972
Madde7 107,4786 500,338 ,701 ,971
Madde8 107,4872 500,114 ,722 ,971
Madde9 107,6496 499,143 ,653 ,972
Maddel0 107,5299 502,855 ,658 ,972
Maddell 107,4615 493,561 ,765 ,971
Maddel2 107,6325 499,390 ,690 ,971
Maddel3 107,6838 499,511 ,685 ,971
Maddel4 107,5385 494,958 ,778 ,971
Maddel5 107,4103 498,865 ,721 ,971
Maddel6 107,5641 499,627 ,710 ,971
Maddel7 107,4017 496,156 ,773 ,971
Maddel8 107,5983 494,225 ,761 ,971
Maddel9 107,4786 496,079 ,768 ,971
Madde20 107,6239 493,944 ,769 ,971
Madde21 107,5726 493,592 ,796 ,971
Madde22 107,4274 498,436 ,787 ,971
Madde23 107,4701 497,613 ,762 ,971
Madde24 107,6923 494,180 ,710 ,971
Madde25 107,6325 492,441 ,765 ,971
Madde26 107,7350 499,059 ,683 ,971
Madde27 107,7350 498,127 ,662 ,972
Madde28 107,5128 498,752 ,653 ,972
Madde29 107,6154 500,877 ,647 ,972
Madde30 107,5641 501,024 ,655 ,972
Madde31 107,6838 495,218 ,720 ,971
Madde32 107,6068 496,413 ,706 ,971

366



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 17, 2022

Tablo 2’de gorildiigi gibi Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri igin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin
analiz sonuglari incelendiginde, 6lgek maddelerinde 0,30’un altinda bir deger olmamasi nedeniyle 6lgekten

madde ¢ikarilmasina gerek olmadigi sonucuna varilmistir (Ugan ve Baydur, 2018).

Tablo 12. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin Toplam Madde
Korelasyonu

Maddeler r p

Maddel ,702%* ,000
Madde2 ,716** ,000
Madde3 ,730%* ,000
Madde4 ,730%* ,000
Madde5 ,715%* ,000
Maddeb ,665%* ,000
Madde?7 ,721%* ,000
Madde8 ,740%* ,000
Madde9 ,679%* ,000
Maddel0 ,680%* ,000
Maddell ,783%* ,000
Maddel2 ,712%* ,000
Maddel3 ,707** ,000
Maddel4 ,794%* ,000
Maddel5 ,740%* ,000
Maddel6 ,729%* ,000
Maddel7 ,789%* ,000
Maddel8 ,780%* ,000
Maddel9 ,785%* ,000
Madde20 ,787** ,000
Madde21 ,811%* ,000
Madde22 ,802%* ,000
Madde24 ,778%* ,000
Madde25 ,733%* ,000
Madde26 ,784%* ,000
Madde27 ,705** ,000
Madde28 ,687** ,000
Madde29 ,679%* ,000
Madde30 ,672%* ,000
Madde31 ,678%* ,000
Madde32 ,742%* ,000

P<0,01

Tablo 3’te gorildigi gibi, 0,30 katsayinin altina madde bulunmamasi, madde analizi ile korelasyon degerlerinin
0,811 ile 0,665 araliginda oldugu gorilmustir. Madde puanlariincelendiginde maddeler arasinda tutarlilik oldugu

ve degerlendirmeye alinan tim maddelerin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (p<0,01).

Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Oz yeterlilik dlceginin yapisal gegerliligini saglanmistir.
Olgegi olusturan maddelerin faktor yiikleri belirlenmistir (Blyiikdztiirk, 2011). Olgek maddelerine kesfedici faktér
analizi yapilmistir (Glrbiiz ve Sahin, 2018). Faktor analizi yapilmadan once 6rneklem bayilklGginin faktor

analizine uygunlugu belirlemek amaciyla Kaiser Mayer Olkin (KMO) ve toplanan verilerin normal dagilima
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uygunlugunu gostermek amaciyla Bartlett kiresellik testleri ile analiz edilmistir. Analize dahil edilen 32
maddeden olusan 6lgek icin KMO degeri 0,927, Bartlett testi sonucu x2= 3473,328; P=0,000 (p<0.01) olarak
belirlenmistir. KMO’nun 0,60’dan yiiksek, Barlett testinin anlamli (p<0,01) ¢ikmasi 6rneklem biyikligiinin faktor
analizi i¢in uygun oldugunu goéstermektedir (Blyilkoztiirk, 2011; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2012; Koyuncu ve Kilig,
2019). Yapilan faktor analizi sonucu 6lgek maddelerinin faktor 6z degerleri hesaplanmistir. Faktor 6z degeri 1'in
Uzerinde olan degerler anlamli olarak adlandiriimislardir. Bu kurala da literatiirde “K1” denilmektedir (Zwick ve
Velicer, 1986). Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitimi icin Oz yeterlilik dlgegine ait birinci

faktor analizi sonuglari Tablo 4’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 13. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin Faktér Analizi

Faktorler Faktor 6z degerleri Aciklanan varyans Kumdlatif varyans
1 17,302 25,385 25,385
2 2,436 21,658 47,043
3 1,269 18,604 65,647

Tablo 4’te gorildugi gibi, 6z degeri 1.00’in lGzerinde yer alan li¢ faktor, 6lgegin toplam varyansin %65,647
aciklamaktadir. Sosyal bilimlerde toplam varyansin %40 ile %60 arasinda agiklanmasi uygundur (Can, 2014).

Olgegin kac faktérden olusacagina karar verebilmek icin yamag birikinti grafiginin incelenmesine karar verilmistir.

Scree Plot

20

Eigenvalue
=

172 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 3 32

Component Number
Sekil 3. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri igin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olcegi iliskin Yamag Birikinti
Grafigi
Sekil 1'de goriildGgi gibi, yamag birikinti grafigi degerlendirdikten sonra galismanin istenilen amaca uygun olmasi

ve toplam varyansin %40 ile %60'Iin (Can, 2014), st aciklanmasi nedeniyle 6lgegin 3 (Ug) faktorli yapida

olmasina karar verilmistir. Literatiirde, 6lcme aracindaki her bir maddenin faktor yik degeri icin 0,30 ya da daha
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yuksek olmasi istenilen bir kriter olabilir (Can, 2014; Buyukoztirk, 2011). Bu istenilen degerleri karsilamayan

maddeler analizden gikarildiktan sonra tglincu kez faktor analizi yapilmistir.

Tablo 14. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin Aciklayici Faktér

Analizi

Faktorler Olgek Maddeleri Faktor Yikleri Faktor Agiklayicilar Faktor Guvenirlikleri

Z1 ,498

Z2 ,532

Z3 ,583

Z3 ,741

4 ,831

Z5 ,608

=6 659 25,385 ,93
Zihinsel Engel 77 ,671

Z8 ,536

Z9 ,494

Z10 ,583

Z11 ,498

F12 ,675

F13 ,552

F14 ,547

F15 ,616

F16 ,753
Fiziksel F17 ,737
Engel F18 ,758 21,658 95

F19 ,693

F20 ,793

F21 ,672

F22 ,677

F23 ,675

G24 ,475

G25 ,672

G26 ,737

. G27 ,662

Gorme G28 791 18,604 94
Engeli

G29 ,754

G30 ,749

G31 ,808

G32 ,779
Toplam %65,647 0,97
Kaiser Meyer Olkin Olcek Gegerliligi 0,927
Bartlett Kiresellik Testi Ki Kare 3473,328
sd 496
p 0,000

Tablo 5'te goruldugl gibi, madde faktor yiklerinin 0,831 ile 0,475 arasinda degismektedir. 32 maddelik Beden
Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitiminde Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi 3 (lig) faktér altinda toplanmistir.
Olgme aracinin %65,647’sini acikladigi tespit edilmistir sosyal bilimlerde %40-60 arasinin uygun oldugunu
gosteren kaynaklar literatlirde mevcuttur. Faktorlerin maddeler arasindaki i¢ tutarhlik glivenirligi a=0.70’in
Ustlinde oldugu igin guvenirligin yiksek oldugunu soylenebilir. Split-half coefficient degeri part 1 igin ,94, part 2

icin ,95 olarak belirlenmis, iki bolim arasindaki korelasyon katsayisi ise ,85 olarak belirlenmistir.
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Tablo 15. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz Yeterlilik Olcegi iliskin Maddelerin Ayirt
Ediciliginin %27’lik Alt ve Ust Gruplara Gore Test Edilmesi

Maddeler t p

Z1 -7,241 ,000**
Z2 -8,160 ,000**
Z3 -11,101 ,000**
Z3 -8,967 ,000%*
4 -8,866 ,000%*
Z5 -6,969 ,000%*
6 -8,201 ,000%*
z7 -9,070 ,000**
z8 -8,615 ,000%*
79 -7,893 ,000**
710 -12,409 ,000%*
711 -7,227 ,000**
F12 -7,374 ,000**
F13 -10,590 ,000**
F14 -8,499 ,000**
F15 -7,036 ,000%*
F16 -8,988 ,000%*
F17 -8,967 ,000%*
F18 -10,108 ,000**
F19 -9,601 ,000**
F20 -9,929 ,000%*
F21 -9,341 ,000**
F22 -9,423 ,000**
F23 -8,903 ,000**
G24 -9,671 ,000**
G25 -6,992 ,000%*
G26 -7,228 ,000%*
G27 -8,412 ,000**
G28 -6,723 ,000**
G29 -7,378 ,000%*
G30 -8,946 ,000%*
G31 -8,642 ,000**
G32 -7,241 ,000**

**p<0,01

Tablo 6'da gériildiigi gibi, Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin
maddelerin ayirt ediciliginin kararinin verilmesinde kullanilan %27’lik alt ve st dilim degerlerinin tim maddeler
icin %99 gliven dizeyinde istatistiksel olarak olgekteki her bir madde igin istatistiksel olarak anlamh oldugu

belirlenmistir (p<0.01).
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Analizi
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Tablo 16. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri igin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi iliskin Olgiim Modeli

Sonucu
Faktorler Maddeler Standartlastiriimig Yiikler t degerleri R?2
71 ,71 8,65 ,50
72 ,74 9,15 ,55
Z3 ,76 9,44 ,57
Z3 ,77 9,69 ,59
4 ,78 9,85 ,61
75 ,66 7,83 ,43
76 ,76 9,45 ,57
Zihinsel Engel 77 ,77 9,70 ,59
Z8 ,71 8,62 ,50
29 ,72 8,76 ,51
Z10 ,81 10,44 ,66
711 ,74 9,28 ,55
F12 ,69 8,43 ,48
F13 ,79 10,04 ,62
F14 ,76 9,58 ,58
F15 ,76 9,55 ,58
F16 ,83 10,83 ,61
F17 ,84 11,12 ,71
Fiziksel Engel F18 ,79 10,18 ,63
F19 ,88 11,41 ,73
F20 ,85 11,28 ,72
F21 ,83 10,84 ,68
F22 ,69 8,40 ,48
F23 ,79 10,01 ,62
G24 ,86 11,41 ,73
G25 ,74 9,18 ,55
Gorme Engelli G26 ,80 10,29 ,64
G27 ,78 9,96 ,61
G28 ,76 9,53 ,58
G29 ,81 10,47 ,66
G30 ,84 11,07 ,70
G31 ,83 10,79 ,68

Tablo 7'de gorildigi gibi, model dogrulamak amaciyla katilimcilardan tekrar veri toplanarak gergek calisma
verileri olusturuldu. Pilot calisma i¢in toplanan 298 6rneklem Gzerine yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda
standardize edilmis ylUk degerleri 0,30’un altinda olan herhangi bir madde olmadigi icin 6lcekten madde
cikariimasina gerek duyulmamistir. Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Oz yeterlilik
Olcegine iliskin dogrulayici faktér analizi yapilirken 6lgegin alt boyutlari zihinsel engel, fiziksel engel ve gérme
engeli olarak maddelerle iliskili isimlendirilmistir. Alt boyutlardan zihinsel engel ile fiziksel engel alt boyutlari
arasindaki iliski miktari 38,57, fiziksel engel ile gorme engeli arasinda 16,90 ve zihinsel engel ile gérme engeli

arasinda ise 15,12 pozitif yonde iliski oldugu ve bu iliskilerin anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (+1,96; p<0,01).
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Tablo 17. Kurulan Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi Dogrulayic
Faktdér Analizi Modeli igin Uyum Kriterlerine Ait Degerler

Uyum Mikkemmel Arastirma
indeksleri Uyum Olgiitii iyi Uyum Olgiitii Bulgusu Sonug
2
/ 0-3 3-5 2,1<3 Mikemmel
sd

RMSEA ,00 < RMSEA £05 ,05 <RMSEA £,10 0,09 iyi
CFI ,95 < CFI £1,00 ,90 < CFl £,95 0,96 Mikemmel
NNFI ,95 < NNFI £1,00 ,90 < NNFI< ,95 0,96 Mikemmel
NFI ,95 < NFI £1,00 ,90 < NFI £,95 0,93 yi
SRMR ,00 < SRMR <,05 ,05 <SRMR <,08 0,06 yi

Kaynak: Schumacker ve Lomax, 1996, Schermelleh-Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003; (RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation, SRMR: Standardized RootMean Square Residual, GFI: Goodness of Fit Index, AGFI: AdjustedGoodness of Fit
Index, CFl: Comparative Fit Index, NFI: Normed Fit Index, NNFI: Non-Normed Fit Index)

Tablo 8'de gorildigi gibi, Model ile toplanan 6rneklemin uyumu test edilmektedir. 1 adet modifikasyon
yapilmasinin temel sebebi Ki-kare/df degerinin dustirilmesinde hatalarin serbest birakilmasi amaciyla yapilmistir.
Ki-Kare degerinin serbestlik degerine orani 2,1<3 olarak belirlendigi icin modelimiz mikemmel uyum
gostermektedir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005). RMSEA degeri 0,90 olarak belirlenmistir ve modelimiz iyi uyum
gostermektedir (MacCallum ve ark., 1996; Steiger, 1990). CFI degeri galismada 0,96 olarak belirlendigi iin kabul
edilebilir degerler araliginda oldugu gorilmistir (Hu ve Bentler, 1998; Hooper, Coughlan ve Mullen, 2008). NFI
degeri CFl'ya alternatif olarak (Bentler ve Bonett, 1980) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. NFI degeri arastirmamizin
bulgularinda 0,93 olarak elde edilmistir ve iyi uyum oldugunu gosterir. Ayrica NNFI degeri ise arastirmamizin
bulgularinda 0,96 olarak bulunmustur ve mikemmel uyum oldugunu gosterir (Bollen, 1989). SRMR degeri

Arastirmamizin bulgularinda belirlenen 0.06’lik deger iyi uyumu gostermektedir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999).

Gergek calisma ile toplanan verilere yapilan dogrulayici faktér analizi sonucunda, 6lgek maddelerin ilgili
faktorlerini dogruladigi (p<0.01; p=0,000), uyum indekslerin iyi uyum degerleri araliginda oldugu ve miikemmel
uyum arahiginda oldugu (X2/df=979,93/460<3) belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglar g6z éniine alindiginda, kurulan Engelli
Cocuklara Yénelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Oz yeterlilik Olgegine iliskin modelin miikemmel uyum
dizeyinde ve farkli 6rneklemlerde de kullanilabilir bir 6lcek oldugu sdylenebilir. Son olarak &lgegin yakinsak ve

iraksak degerlerini belirlemek amaciyla AVE ve CR degerleri analiz edilmistir.

Tablo 18. Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri i¢in Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz Yeterlilik Olgegi Tanimlayici istatistikler,
Yakinsak ve Iraksak, Cronbach’s Alpha i¢ Tutarlik Katsayilari

Olgek Alt Boyutlar X ss AVE CR a
Zihinsel Engel 38,32 8,09 ,51 ,91 ,93
Fiziksel Engel 38,53 8,69 ,63 ,92 ,95
Gorme Engel 34,17 8,29 ,52 ,94 ,94

Tablo 9'da gériildigii gibi, Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Oz yeterlilik Olcegi’ne iliskin
zihinsel, fiziksel ve gérme engel olarak isimlendirilen alt boyutlara iliskin yakinsak ve iraksak gecerlilik degerleri;

AVE>,50 degerleri incelendiginde ,51 (zihinsel), ,52 (gérme) ve ,63 (fiziksel) degerleri araliginda, CR>,70 degerleri
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,91 (zihinsel), ,92 (fiziksel) ve ,94 (gérme) degerleri arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglara gore 6lgegin

birlesim ve ayrisim gegerliginin saglandigi gorilmustur.

TARTISMA, SONUC ve ONERILER

.y

Bu calisma “Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olgegi”nin Tirkce’ye
uyarlamasi yapilmis ve dlgegin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin analize tabi tutulmasi amaciyla gegerlik ve glivenirlik
analizleri yapilmistir. Olgegin yagi gecerligi igin yapilan Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi (DFA) uyum indeksleri x2/sd=2.1,
SRMR=0.06, NFI=0.93, NNFI=0.96, CFI=0.96 ve RMSEA=0.09 degerleri belirlenmistir. Mevcut arastirma
cercevesinde, olgege iliskin uyum degerlerinin mikemmel uyum sinirlari icinde oldugu bulgulara dayanarak
sdylenebilir (Tablo 8). Olcegin orijinalinde (Blok et al., 2013), Amerika Birlesik Devletleri versiyonunda (Baloun et
al., 2016) benzer sekilde mitkemmel uyum degerleri icinde oldugu gériilmektedir. Olgegin madde toplam
korelasyonu incelendiginde fiziksel engel, zihinsel engel ve gérme engel alt boyutlari igeren maddeler ile 6lgek
toplam madde korelasyonu arasinda tim oriintilerde pozitif yonli anlamh ve giicli bir iliski oldugu belirlenmistir
(Tablo 3). Olgegin maddeleri arasindaki giivenirlilik katsayisini tespit etmek igin hesaplanan Cronbach’s Alpha ig
tutarlik katsayilari incelendiginde a=,93 (zihinsel engel), a=,95 (fiziksel engel), a=,94 (gérme engel) degerler
arasinda degismektedir. Bu degerler 6lgegin alt boyutlarina iliskin maddeler arasi i¢ tutarhk katsayilarinin kabul
edilebilir degerler araliginda oldugu, dlgek givenirliginin ise yiksek dizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir (Field, 2009).
Olgegin orijinal calismasinda (Blok et al., 2013), i¢ tutarhlik katsayilari .86, .90, .92 olarak belirlenmistir. Belirlenen
bu katsayilar 6lgekteki maddeler arasindaki i¢ tutarlihktaki giivenirlikleri 6lgme konusunda yeterli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Amerika Birlesik Devletleri versiyonunda (Baloun et al.,, 2016) .87, .90, .77 araliginda
bulunmustur. S6z konusu calismalarla elde edilen bu bulgular ¢alismayi desteklemektedir. Olcek maddelerine
iliskin ayirt edicilik degerlerinin 0.30 ve Uzerinde ylksek diizeyde ayirt edicilige sahip oldugunu gostermektedir
(Buyukoztirk, 2012). Elde edilen tiim bulgulardan hareketle Beden Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitiminde Engelli
Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olcegi Tiirkge uyarlama formunun beden egitimi 6gretmenlerinin zihinsel engel,
fiziksel engel ve gorme engelli bireylere yonelik egitimlerinde 6z yeterliliklerini 6lgmek igin gegerli ve glvenilir bir
olgme araci oldugu sdylenebilir. Tlirkge uyarlamasi yapilan bu 6lgme araci beden egitimi 6gretmenlerinin gérme
engelli, zihinsel engelli ve fiziksel engelli bireylere egitim verilmesi noktasinda 6z-yeterliliklerine yonelik
tutumlarini 6lgmektedir. Bu dogrultuda beden egitimi O6gretmenlerinin 6z-yeterliliklerine yonelik birgok
arastirmanin gergeklestiriimesine imkan sagladigi disiinilmektedir. Dolaysiyla beden egitimi 6gretmenlerinin
engelli bireylere uyarlanmis bir beden egitimi programi 6gretimi siirecinde 6z-yeterliliklerinin ortaya ¢ikmasinda
onemli rol oynayacagl dislnilmektedir. Bu bakimdan beden egitimi 6gretmenlerinin engelli bireylerin
uyarlanmis bir beden egitimi 6gretimi slirecinde tutumlarinda ve 6z-yeterliliklerinde yetersizliklerin gorilmesi

durumunda diizeltici tedbirlerin alinabilecegi ve bu konuda katki saglayacagi séylenebilir.

Beden Egitimi Ogretmenleri icin Engelli Cocuklara Yonelik Oz yeterlilik Olcegi iliskin Tiirkge uyarlamasinin yapildig
bu calismanin neticesinde elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Litvanya ve Portekiz
drneklemlerine benzer bir sekilde “Engelli Cocuklara Yénelik Beden Egitimi Ogretmenligi Egitimi icin Oz yeterlilik

Olcegi’nin” Tiirkce formunun (32 madde) da Beden Egitimi Ogretmenlerinin zihinsel engelli, gdrme engelli ve
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fiziksel engelli cocuklara egitim konusundaki 6z-yeterliliklerini 6lgmek amaci ile gegerli ve giivenilir bigimde farkh
orneklemlerde de kullanilabilecegi sdylenebilir. Bu ¢alismada kullanilan 6lgegin Tirkge uyarlamasi tilkemizde ilk
defa yapildigindan gelecekte yapilmasi planlanan galismalarda dogrulayici faktér analizi ile uygulamasinin farkh
orneklemlerde de yapilmasi 6lgegin gecgerlik ve glvenirligine, 6lcek degismezlik kuralina katki saglayacagi

disinulmektedir.

ONERILER

Calismanin bulgularina uygun onerilerde bulunulmalidir. Ayrica literatlire katki saglayacak, gelecekte

yapilabilecek galismalara ve alandaki uygulamalara yonelik 6nerileri de igermelidir.

Etik Metni

Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina
uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir. Bu ¢alismada Usak

Universitesi Etik Kurulundan 198-198-09 karar numarali etik kurul onayr alinmistir.

Yazar(lar)in Katki Orani Beyani: Bu ¢alismada yazarlar esit katki saglamistir (%50). Yazarlar herhangi bir gikar

catismasi beyan etmemistir.
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