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This research aims to adapt the Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale (TABS, Fives & Buehl,
2008, 2013) used for determining the teaching ability beliefs of individuals into Turkish
language and culture in addition to testing the validity and reliability of the Turkish
version of the scale. Briefly, this research seeks for a scale to question the teaching
ability from the perspective of ‘nature versus nurture’. The research was carried out
using the data obtained from 270 teachers and 274 pre-service teachers. After the
translation of the items in the scale and testing the translation validity, language and
meaning validity, construct validity (exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses) and
internal consistency have been examined. The results obtained indicated that the scale
has three factors as (i) innate, (ii) learned, and (iii) hybrid and that the scale was valid
and reliable for the Turkish culture. Two factors of the original scale which are requires
polish and either resulted in the hybrid factor of the adapted scale. As a result, it can
be inferred that the findings have evidential value for TABS to be used in identifying
the teaching ability beliefs of teachers and pre-service teachers.
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Bu ¢alismanin amaci, bireylerin 6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin inanglarini 6lgen
Ogretmenlik Yetenegi inanci Olgegi’nin [Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale] (OYiO, Fives ve
Buehl, 2008, 2013) Turk dili ve kalturine uyarlanarak, Tirkce olgegin gegerlik ve
guvenirligini sinamaktir. Kisaca bu ¢alismada, 6gretmenlik yetenegini dogustan gelen-
sonradan kazanilan bakis agisindan ele alacak bir 6lgme araci gelistirilmesi
amaglanmistir. 270 Ogretmen ve 274 ogretmen adayi Uzerinde gergeklestirilen
calismada oncelikle, olcek maddeleri Tirkgeye cevrilerek ceviri gegerligi incelendi;
ardindan dil ve anlam gegerligi, yapi gegerligi (agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizi)
ve ig tutarliklari arastirildi. Elde edilen bulgular 6lgegin (i) dogustan gelen, (ii) sonradan
6grenilen ve (iii) hibrit olmak Gzere Ug faktorll bir yapi sergiledigini ve Tark kaltara igin
gecerli ve guvenilir oldugunu gosterdi. Orijinal 6lgekteki herhangi birisi ve gelistirilmesi
gereken seklindeki iki faktor uyarlama galismasinda hibrit faktériinde birlikte yer
almistir. Sonug olarak calisma bulgularinin, OYiO’niin 6gretmenlerin ve &gretmen
adaylarinin 6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin inanglarinin 6lgtilmesine yoénelik olarak
kullanilmasi igin bir kanit niteliginde oldugu soylenebilir.
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Introduction

It can be said that affective components such as attitude, value and belief are determinants of the
actions of individuals. As a matter of fact, people move towards the field of interest and follow their
beliefs. In learning environments, students’ motivations and beliefs towards the content make them pay
attention to the lessons and thus affect their learning. It is observed that the beliefs adopted by the
teachers, who are the most important component of the teaching- learning process, shape their
behaviors in their learning environments. In this regard, it can be said that the determination of
teachers 'and preservice teachers’ beliefs about teaching ability is important in terms of influencing their
thoughts about developing themselves in teaching profession and their actions in this direction.

Despite the fact that research interest in teachers’ beliefs has been growing over the past few
decades (Bai, & Ertmer, 2008; Beswick, 2007; Boulton, 2014; de Vries, van de Grift, & Jansen, 2014;
Johnson, 2012; Mansfield, & Volet, 2014; Reilly, Dhingra, & Boduszek, 2014), there is no agreed
definition of the belief concept (MclLeod, & McLeod, 2002). Since the researchers assume that the
reader generally knows what is meant, the concept of belief is not explicitly defined in many studies
(Thompson, 1992). The researches which give the definition of belief adopt mostly two definitions: (i)
‘individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity of a proposition, a judgment that can only be inferred from
a collective understanding of what human beings say, intend, and do’ (Pajares, 1992, p. 316), and (ii)
‘beliefs are thought of as psychologically held understandings, premises, or propositions about the
world that are felt to be true’ (Richardson, 1996, p.103).

Through the review of publications related to beliefs as a whole (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992), four
common features associated with beliefs can be suggested. Firstly, the characteristic of existential
presumption signifies beliefs being formed by chance, an intense experience or successions of events;
being deeply personal rather than universal, and resistant to persuasion. Secondly, the characteristic of
alternatively means that individuals being able to create an ideal or alternative situation based on their
beliefs that are different from reality. Thirdly, the characteristic of affective and evaluative loading
indicates that beliefs operate independently of the cognition associated with objective knowledge.
Finally, the characteristic episodic structure of beliefs denotes that they are developed and influenced
by guiding images or events from the past (Pajares, 1992).

Apart from those definitions and properties of beliefs, Haney, Lumpe and Czerniak (2003) defined
beliefs as “one’s convictions, philosophy, tenets, or opinions about teaching and learning” (p. 367) for
the educational settings. Epistemological beliefs and self-efficacy beliefs form the fundamentals of the
belief studies in educational sciences (Boulton, 2014; de Vries, van de Grift, & Jansen, 2014). Hashweh
(2005) states that pedagogical content knowledge which he uses the term pedagogical constructions are
largely the result of the interaction between different teacher knowledge and beliefs categories (p. 279).
Furthermore, teachers’ instructional practices which are a result of their pedagogical content knowledge
are believed to be shaped by their conceptions about teaching and learning which are driven by their
beliefs (Chan & Elliot, 2004; Cooney, 2001; Fang, 1996; Kagan, 1992; Kupari, 2003; Kuzborska, 2011).
That is to say, teachers’ beliefs influence their goals, procedures, materials, classroom interaction
patterns, their roles, their students, and even the schools they work in (Boulton, 2014; Mansfield, &
Volet, 2014; Reilly, Dhingra, & Boduszek, 2014). Conceptions of teaching and learning reflect
pedagogical beliefs and are categorized into (i) knowledge transmission and (ii) knowledge construction.
While teachers with teacher-centered and content-oriented perspectives and also adopting knowledge
transmission tend to embrace didactic teaching practices, teachers with student-centered and learning-
oriented perspectives and also adopting knowledge construction tend to embrace constructivist
teaching practices (Chai & Khine, 2008). From these points of view, it can be said that influencing
teachers beliefs may be essential to changing teachers’ classroom practices (Stipek, Givvin, Salmon &
MacGyvers, 2001).

Johnson (2012a) states that teachers bring their ideas about teaching and learning the first time that
they set foot in classroom in the role of teacher that they started to formulate (subconsciously) as
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children. As a reflection of this fact, such kind of ideas teachers have in their minds may be deep-seated,
difficult to change and have a significant effect on their teaching practices. Within this scope beliefs
teachers hold also impact training the universities deliver to teachers. Thereby, teachers interpret and
respond innovations and changes only in the ways which relate to their existing beliefs and practices
(Kuzborska, 2011). On the other hand, it can also be said that a person’s beliefs as far as teaching beliefs
are concerned are related to how that person was taught and his/her previous teachers (Johnson,
2012a). There is growing evidence suggesting that it is important to consider pre-service teachers’
beliefs in teacher education since such beliefs will influence performance in the classroom (de van
Laren, & Moore-Russo, 2014; Gebril, & Brown, 2014; Thomas, 2014). Pre-service teachers’ beliefs about
teaching, learning, content and instruction may be strong, at times misguided and difficult to change.
Even sometimes, the strong beliefs of pre-service teachers may be seen as stumbling blocks for the
educational reforms (Richardson, 2003). Hence, it can be said that examination of pre-service teachers’
beliefs may be helpful for organizing the classroom settings and teacher training. Additionally, it should
be taken into consideration that teachers’ beliefs can be a strong predictor of teachers’ behavior
(Pajares, 1992).

In the light of the research results related to the teacher beliefs in the literature, teachers’ beliefs
could provide a window for understanding their instructional practices (Chi-Kin Lee, Zhang, Song &
Huang, 2013; Fives & Buehl, 2012; Muijs & Reynolds, 2002; Pajares, 1992). In this context, it is important
to identify how teachers think of teaching ability through their beliefs. At the present time, especially
Fives and Buehl (2008, 2013) focused on teachers’ beliefs about the source of teaching ability, and
whether this ability was learned or innate in their studies related to ability beliefs of teachers and pre-
service teachers about teaching. As a result of this, they came up with four factors for teaching ability: (i)
innate, (ii) learned, (iii) either, and (iv) requires polish. They claim that the people with an innate
perspective could argue for development through education and less likely to recognize the importance
of teacher education, while people with a learned perspective would indicate a belief that teachers must
experience some form of professional preparation and that teacher education is necessary to develop
their skills. Furthermore, Fives and Buehl (2013) also hold that teachers’ beliefs about teaching ability
may serve different functions (i.e., filter, frame, or guide). That is, teachers’ beliefs about teaching ability
may frame the problem space and provide a framework for them to make decisions about their practice
as teachers. Beliefs about the source of teaching ability may also work as filters. For instance, teachers’
beliefs about the source of teaching ability may influence what they attend to in learning opportunities.
Serving either function, it can be said that teachers’ beliefs about teaching ability are a key part of their
self-concept as teacher (Fives ve Buehl, 2012, 2013). Hence, teaching ability beliefs are likely to
influence teachers’ values in relation to their practice.

Taking into account that research into teachers’ beliefs has been hindered due to some problems
such as definition, conceptualization and differing understanding teachers’ beliefs (Johnson, 2012), it is
important to be able to examine how teachers’ beliefs about the teaching ability should be brought into
view effectively and how they differ from one another through a valid and reliable instrument. In this
context, when the studies related to teacher properties in Turkey (e.g. Basaran & Baysal, 2016; Kiziltepe,
2002; Simsek & Tuzluca, 2015) are examined, it can be seen that those studies are confined to be
qualitative and there are no studies related to directly teaching ability beliefs and measuring tool.
Hence, a valid and reliable scale is needed to be developed to assess the teaching ability beliefs of
teachers and pre-service teachers in Turkish context.

In this regard, this research aims to adapt the Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale developed by Fives and
Buehl (2008, 2013) into Turkish language and culture in order to assign the teaching ability beliefs of
teachers and pre-service teachers in addition to determining the validity and reliability of the Turkish
version. Specifically, this study sought to answer the following research question:

Does the Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale adapted in this study yield an appropriate level of reliability
and validity?
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Method
Design

A cross-sectional non-experimental design using a survey questionnaire has been employed in this
study. Cross-sectional design is a type of observational study to analyze the data obtained at a specific
point in time. The aim is to describe a population or a subgroup within the population with respect to an
outcome (Levin, 2006). This kind of design was chosen in this study, since we want to describe the
teachers and preservice teachers in terms of their teaching ability beliefs and to develop a scale.

Participants

This research carried out with the participation of primary and secondary school teachers and third
and fourth grade pre-service teachers in central Anatolia. Since both exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses have been conducted within the study, preservice teachers were chosen as the target
group in addition to the teachers with the aim of increasing the number of participants. In this context,
the research included 283 teachers and 277 pre-service teachers who participated voluntarily. Surveys
of 13 teachers and 3 pre-service teachers —the ones that include the items all having the same score and
that is thought to be scored reluctantly- are eliminated before the analysis for they may affect the
reliability of the research negatively. Accordingly, the data obtained from 544 participants, 270 of which
are teachers and 274 of which are pre-service teachers, were used for the analysis within the research.
The data obtained from teachers were used for the exploratory factor analysis of Teaching Ability Belief
Scale [TABS] as they were thought to describe the structure better. Demographic characteristics of
teacher participants are shown in Table 1. Most of the teachers were female and classroom teachers
compared to males and other branches.

Table 1.
The Demographic Characteristics of Teacher Subsample.

TABS (n=270)

n %
Female 152 56.3
Sex Male 107 39.6
Total 259 95.9
Classroom Teacher 104 38.5
English 21 7.8
Mathematics 22 8.1
Turkish 24 8.9
Counselling 10 3.7
Branch Social Sciences 14 5.1
Special Education 11 4.1
Science and Technology 12 4.5
Religious Culture and Morality 8 3.0
Information Technology 9 3.3
Other 19 7.0
Total 254 94.1
Undergraduate 221 81.9
Educational Level Graduate 36 13.3
Total 257 95.2

The data obtained from pre-service teachers were for the confirmatory factor analysis of TABS.
Demographic characteristics of pre-service teacher participants are given in Table 2. Most of the pre-
service teachers were female compared to the male ones. Also, the number of participants across
different departments seems to be more or less same.
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Table 2.
The Demographic Characteristics of Pre-service Teacher Subsample.

TABS (n=274)

n %
Female 179 65.3
Sex Male 94 34.3
Total 273 99.6
Classroom Teaching 34 12.4
Counselling 48 17.5

Primary Mathematics 21 7.7
Department Computer and Instruction Technologies 63 23.0
Science and Technology 44 16.1
Religious Culture and Morality 41 15.0

English 23 8.4
Total 274 100
Third Grade 182 66.4
Grade Level Fourth Grade 86 314
Total 268 97.8

Instrument

Teaching Ability Belief Scale [TABS]

The scale included 28 items with a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7
(Strongly Agree). The items developed through the qualitative study of Fives and Buehl (2008, 2013).
Generally, items comprises the views that teaching ability was (1) innate; (2) innate but requires
polish/training; (3) innate for some, but can be learned by others; (4) learned; (5) a calling or a gift. The
researchers conducted principal component analysis and used parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) to
determine the numbers of the factors from the data obtained from 335 participants. According to the
results of the factor analysis through the study with pre-service teachers, four factors regarding the
ability to teach came forward (All the factor loadings were higher than |.40]): Teaching ability as (i)
innate, (ii) learned, (iii) innate for some, learned for others, and (iv) innate but requiring polish.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the data associated with the factors were found to be 87, .84, .75 and
.70 respectively. All the factors but Innate and Learned were correlated significantly among themselves
(Fives & Buehl, 2008, 2013).

Data Collection Procedure

The data used within the research gathered through conducting the scale to the teachers and pre-
service teachers. The participants first answered the questions related to their demographic
characteristics in the first part of the scale and later scored the degree of agreement for the remaining
items on the scale. Responding to the items on the scale were optional and the permission needed is
obtained from the teachers themselves and school administrators for teacher subsample and from the
undergraduate students themselves and their departments for pre-service teacher subsample. Within
the research, (i) correlation and dependent samples t-test for bilingual study; (ii) exploratory factor
analysis using the data obtained from the teacher subsample and confirmatory factor analysis using the
data obtained from the teacher and pre-service teacher subsamples for the factor analysis study, (iii)
Cronbach Alpha for internal consistency reliability; and (iv) correlation analysis for inter-factor
relationships of the scale were used. The SPSS (version 21) and LISREL (version 8.51) software packages
have been used for the analyses.

The data obtained from subsample 1 of teachers (n = 270) were not normal (Kolmogorov-Smirnov z =
1.69-3.89, p<.01), hence 12 surveys identified to be outliers using z-scores were eliminated from the
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research and data obtained from 258 teachers were analyzed. When the data obtained from pre-service
teachers (n = 274) were examined, the data were found to be non-normal (Kolmogorov-Smirnov z =
1.64-3.33, p<.01) and the data obtained from 271 pre-service teachers were used for the analyses after
removing the outliers according to z-scores.

Result
Translation Validity

TABS items were translated into Turkish independently by two people who are educated in English
beginning from secondary school. Afterwards, two experts (academic members in English teaching)
came together to compare the translations and prepared the Turkish translation form using just one
statement for every item on the scale. The translations of the items were controlled by an expert who
has studied in teacher education. Degree of Convenience for Translation Validity Form was created by
putting the original English items on the left, Turkish translation items on the right and 11-point Likert
scale between the items on the same line (Baloglu & Karadag, 2008). Five English language experts were
asked to read first the English version of each item and then the Turkish version of that item to rate the
degree of convenience of Turkish items for original English items from 0 to 10. The ratings from the
experts for the degree of convenience of Turkish translation were between 8.42 and 10.0 for each item.
Considering the translation was applicable, the Turkish items were translated back into English by
someone who is not familiar with the educational psychology. The back translation was controlled by
the researchers and an English lecturer and final form of the scale has been obtained.

The Bilingual Study

Bilingual study was conducted to have the equal information flow in both Turkish and English forms
of TABS. Although bilingual studies provide valuable information, the result of the study is not always
certain. Because, there can be a number of explanations for the difference between the two scales. One
of the reasons for different test results is simply that the two forms are not equal and maybe the
translation process may have caused the items to have different meanings. The second probable reason
is that the participants of the research are not fluent in both languages. As a consequence, the items in
the language that the participants have less fluency may have been interpreted in the wrong way. The
third reason is the possibility that the language of the scale creates a cultural environment and the
participants may respond the items in accordance with that culture. If cultural environments are
idiosyncratic enough, the response patterns will be different. In this case, different response patterns
are expected to change in the same way for all the participants. Finally, the differences in the use of
languages may stem from cultural diversities. The results of the researches show that the individuals
express themselves in different ways in separate languages (see also, Guilgéz, 2005; Schrauf, 2000).
Having no difference between the two separate language studies will show the equivalence of both
forms and will support that the beliefs towards the teaching ability are free from the cultural context as
well as they are consistent in themselves.

The participants were 28 faculty members between 25-51 years old in an English medium school.
The requirement for participation was to be able to read and understand very well in both languages.
Participation was voluntary and secrecy was taken into consideration. The native language of all
participants was Turkish. Participants took the Turkish and English forms of TABS in two weeks.
Correlation analysis was conducted for the data obtained from the bilingual participants. The Pearson
Product-Moment correlation coefficients between the scores taken from Turkish and English forms of
TABS were generally high for almost all items (r=.71-.92, p<.01). The other type of analysis was
conducted for comparing the Turkish and English forms of TABS. Before the analyses, the effect of taking
test in a language primarily was investigated using paired samples t-test. According to the result of this
analysis, taking the test in a language primarily had no effect on the results (t= -.38 ile .31, p>.05). This
finding shows that the Turkish and English forms of TABS have similar results.
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Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses

The sample was divided into two groups to carry out the exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses to identify the factor structure of the scale. The data have been obtained from both groups to
increase the limited number of participants. Since the pre-service teachers were chosen from third and
fourth grades, the two subsamples can be thought of equivalent for the main variable of the study.

Nonetheless, both groups have been compared for each scale item statistically using t-test to test
the homogeneity of the groups. Findings showed no difference between these two groups for each of
the scale items (t=-1.63-.57; p>.05). Accordingly, the exploratory factor analysis was carried out on first
subsample of teachers while confirmatory factor analysis was carried out on second subsample of pre-
service teachers.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis of TABS was carried out using the data obtained from teachers in six
steps: (i) Surveys that include the items all having the same score and that is thought to be scored
reluctantly were eliminated; the data entered by mistake were identified by frequency analysis and
changed as missing data; missing values replaced by mean series to get a complete data set. (ii) The
normality of data was checked out and outliers were removed after determining them by z-scores. Z-
score for each item was examined and the data having z-scores greater than |3.29|were removed from
the data set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013, p. 73). (iii) Principal component analysis and Horn’s parallel
analysis were used together to identify the number of factors to extract (Horn, 1965). The use of parallel
analysis is suggested to get a better factor solution for the data (Cicek, Turanli, & Sapanci, 2017; Pallant,
2016). (iv) Exploratory factors analysis was conducted using principal axis factoring with oblimin
rotation. The oblimin rotation was used because it is assumed that different belief factors may be
related to each other. (v) Factor loadings were examined to assign the items to the factors and
theoretical consistency was taken into consideration. Concordantly, the items whose factor loadings are
less than |.35|or more than |.35|on at least two factors were eliminated. (vi) Cronbach’s Alpha
reliability coefficients for each factor were computed.

Use of principal components analysis and parallel analysis together suggested three factors solution
which explains 53.54% of the variance in the data. When EFA was conducted using principal axis
factoring, 17 items out of 28 had factor loadings greater than |.35| on only one of the four factors. The
4 items (ITEM13, 21, 22, 25) which were eliminated had factor loadings less than |.35|, while the other
7 items (ITEM2, 10, 12, 15, 18, 23, 27) which were also eliminated had factor loadings greater than
|.35|on at least two factors (see also, Table 3).

Table 3.

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of TABS.

Factors Innate Learned Hybrid

Iltem Number Factor Loads Factor Loads Factor Loads
Iltem 28 .86 - -

Iltem 26 .86 - -

Iltem 24 .82 - -

Item 20 77 - -

Iltem 17 .68 - -

Item 19 .65 - -

Iltem 9 - .84 -
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Iltem 5 - .80 -
Iltem 14 - 48 -
Iltem 6 - 48 -
Iltem 11 - - .76
Iltem 4 - - .66
Iltem 8 - - .65
Iltem 1 - - .63
Iltem 3 - - .59
Iltem 16 - - .58
Iltem 7 - - 49
Eigenvalue 6.32 2.36 1.73
Variance Explained 34.73 11.13 7.66

As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, three factors emerged for the TABS after eliminating 11
items out of 28 with 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree) related
to the source of teaching ability. The resulting factors for 17 remaining items were as follows: Teaching
ability is; (i) Innate (6 items; a=.91), (ii) learned (4 items; a=.73), (iii) hybrid represents either innate for
some individuals or learned for others or innate but needs to be polished through experience and
education (7 items; a=.85). The content of the factors can be stated as follows:

(i) Innate: High score gotten from this factor indicates that participants assert that teaching
ability is innate rather than being learned later on. The sample items regarding this factor are as
follows:

(1) Teachers naturally know how to teach and assess learning.
(2) Teaching is “in the genes.”

(ii) Learned: High score gotten from this factor indicates that participants assert that teaching
ability is learned through education rather than being innate. The sample items regarding this
factor are as follows:

(1) The skills needed to become a teacher are learned.
(2) Teaching is a talent that is improved with training.

(iii) Hybrid: High score gotten from this factor indicates that participants assert that teaching
ability is either innate for some individuals while learned for others or innate but needs to be
polished/ improved through education. The sample items regarding this factor are as follows:

(1) For some people, teaching is a learned skill; for other people, teaching is an innate
talent.

(2) Teaching ability comes from tendencies teachers are born with and from the education
they receive.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The confirmatory factor analysis on the factors extracted from exploratory factor analysis was
carried out using the version 8.51 of LISREL structural equation software for the data obtained from
subsample 2. The same procedure as EFA was followed before conducting CFA. The tree steps are as
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follow: (i) the surveys thought to be nonperforming was eliminated and missing values replaced by
mean series. (ii) The normality was checked out on the complete data set and the outliers were removed
soon after examining the z-scores of each remaining item after EFA. (iii) The fit statistics were
investigated using the maximum likelihood estimation for CFA. Furthermore, the CFAs were conducted
to the full sample of teachers and pre-service teachers after being conducted to the subsample 2 of pre-
service teachers.

The CFA for determining the construct validity of the scale was conducted in two steps: (i) the factors
extracted as a result of the EFA have been examined whether they exceed the predicted theoretical
limits or not. According to the result obtained, the value not exceeding the theoretical limits has been
established. The fit parameters, the chi-square (xz) value and statistical significance levels related to the
CFA were determined [x2=327.20, df=116, p<.01]. The low chi-square ()(2) value dependent to the
degree of freedom supported that the suggested model fits the data gathered. Furthermore, the other
goodness of fit parameters [GFI=.88, AGFI=.84, PGFI=.86, RMSEA=.08, CFI=.86] related to the model
have shown that the suggested model for the scale was convenient. When the other results obtained for
the research model were examined, the determined factor structure was confirmed within the scope of
fit parameters. (ii) Afterwards, the fit parameters, the chi-square (xz) value and statistical significance
levels related to the CFA were identified [x2=463.43, df=116, p<.01] using the data obtained from the
full sample of teachers and pre-service teachers (n = 529). The low chi-square ()(2) value dependent to
the degree of freedom supported that the suggested model fits the data gathered. In addition to this
result, the other goodness of fit parameters [GFI=.91, AGFI=.88, PGFI=.89, RMSEA=.08, CFI=.90] related
to the models have shown that the suggested model for the scale was convenient (See also, Table 4).
When the results obtained for the research model were examined, the determined factor structure was
confirmed within the scope of standard fit parameters.

Table 4.
The Fit Parameters of TABS related to the CFA Model.

Pre-service Teachers Teachers + Pre-service Teachers

Fit Parameters n=271 n=529
Coefficient Coefficient

GFI .88 91

AGFI .84 .88

PGFI .86 .89

CFI .86 .90
RMSEA .08 .08

Df 116 116

X 327.2 464.4
X'/df 2.8 3.9

The standardized coefficients showing the relationships between the factors and the items have
been found to be between .40 and .83 (see also, Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Path Diagram for CFA

The Reliability Analyses

Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for each factor obtained were figured out after determining
the factor structure of the scale. The reliability of the scale was searched into using the internal
consistency method after EFA and CFA analyses were conducted. The Cronbach Alpha internal
consistency coefficients of the scale changed between .84 and .92 while the correlations between the
factors were found to change between .12 and .57 (see also Table 5).

Table 5.

Number of Items, Mean and Standard Deviation Values together with the Correlations between
Factors and Internal Consistency Coefficients for TABS Factors.

Factors Number of Items X SD Alpha 1 2 3
1-Innate 6 5.00 1.82 .92 -

2-Learned 4 6.59 1.27 .84 .05 -
3-Hybrid 7 6.35 1.52 .88  .57* .12* -

n=529, *p<.01

Discussion & Conclusion

This research aimed to adapt the Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale developed by Fives and Buehl (2008,
2013) into Turkish language and culture using the data obtained from 270 teaches and 247 pre-service
teachers and determine the validity and reliability of the Turkish version. For that purpose, the research
was carried out in six steps: (i) translation validity from English to Turkish, (i) bilingual study, (iii)
exploratory factor analysis, (iv) confirmatory factor analysis, (v) internal consistency, and (vi)
correlations between the factors.

The findings related to the translation validity of the scale, indicated a consistency between the
original English items and their translated counterparts. The agreement of the items changed between
8.42 and 10.0 and the mean of the agreement values of all the items was found to be 9.54. This result
shows that the Turkish translation of the items corresponds to the original English ones. Bilingual study
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was carried out to determine the linguistic equivalence of items in the scale using correlation analysis
and dependent sample t-test. High correlation values and non-significant difference were found
between the data obtained from the Turkish and English forms of the scale. These findings obtained as a
result of translation validity and bilingual study point out that the scale can be used through Turkish
culture. However, Turkish form of the scale should be examined for psychometric properties. Detailed
examination of the psychometric properties of a scale is subject matter of another study all by itself
(Baloglu, 2005).

In the third stage of the research, the factor structure of the TABS was examined and three (3)
factors were extracted for TABS. The resulting factors are as; teaching ability is innate (6 items), learned
(4 items), and either innate for some individuals and learned for others or innate but needs to be
polished through experience and education (7 items). The first two factors indicate that teaching ability
is either innate or learned while the third factor is a mixed view of those two. The third factor represents
the view that teaching ability is innate for some while it is learned for the others together with the view
that teaching ability is innate but also requires education.

Fives and Buehl (2008, 2013) found that the original scale consisted of 4 factors, 2 of which are the
same with the ones found in the present research. The third factor found in the present research splits
in half in the research of Fives and Buehl (2008, 2013). To put it another way, the other 2 factors of the
original research come together and correspond to the third factor of the present research. The ones
who have the view of teaching ability is innate may assert that education is not necessary to be able to
teach, while the ones who have the view of teaching ability is learned may claim that education is
necessary to be able to teach and that teacher education is important. The teachers who have the mixed
views of the previous two may argue that teacher education is necessary for some while it is not for the
others or the ability to teach is innate but needs to be improved through education. When the
researches related the teaching ability beliefs are examined, it can be seen that the two factors (innate,
learned) extracted within the present research have also been suggested in the previous researches
(Combs 2003; Hallam & Ireson 2003; Durik, Vida & Eccles, 2006; Duncan, Pilitsis & Piegaro, 2010; Fives &
Buehl 2008; Gatling 2010; Reinhard, Dickhauser, Marksteiner & Sporer, 2011). This situation supports
that the present research has parallels with the literature. As a consequence, it can be claimed that the
teaching ability beliefs consist of two factors as innate or learned and a third factor which is a mix of
those first two factors. This view is also supported since no significant relationship was found between
the innate and learned factors as a result of the correlation analysis.

Statistical significance levels and chi-square (x2) value relevant to the constructed model have been
established through the confirmatory factor analysis [x2=463.43, df=116, p<.01]. In spite of the
expectation of non-significant chi-square value through the confirmatory factor analysis, chi-square
value was significant for the present research due to the sample size probably. On the other hand, the
value obtained from dividing the chi-square value by the degree of freedom for the model fit indicated
that the model suggested had a good fit for the data gathered (J6reskog & Sérbom, 1982; Gerbin &
Anderson, 1984; Schumacher & Lomax, 1996). Furthermore, the other goodness of fit indices [GFI=.91,
AGFI=.88, PGFI=.89, RMSEA=.08, CFI=.90] related to the model have also indicated that the model
suggested has a good fit. The standard measures for those indices as follow: the goodness of fit index
[GFI], adjusted goodness-of-fit index [AGFI], parsimony goodness of fit index [PGFI], comparative fit
index [CFI] which have the values between 0 and 1. The coefficient obtained above .85 has been
recognized to be a good fit while there is no agreement in the literature (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988;
Cole, 1987; Marsh, Balla & McDonald, 1988). The values obtained from the RMSEA which stands for root
mean square error of approximation also change between 0 and 1. The value obtained from RMSEA
which represents the error margin between the observed and generated matrices should be close to 0
for a good fit on the contrary to the values obtained from GFI, AGFI, PGFI or CFl. The values below the
.05 for RMSEA are thought to be enough for the good fit. On the other hand, the value of x2/df indicates
the good fit if it is between 2-5 and perfect fit if it is below 2 (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999; Joreskog &
Sérbom, 2001). Additionally, the goodness of fit index is statistically significant if t-value is above 2.
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When those adopted goodness of fit indices are taken into consideration, the goodness of fit indices of
the scale are considered to be agreeable for the suggested model (Schumacher & Lomax, 1996). In
addition, the standardized coefficients showing the relationship between the factors extracted through
the exploratory factor analysis and the items in the scale change between .40 and .83. The standardized
coefficients obtained as a result of confirmatory factor analysis are also thought to be satisfactory.

As a consequence of reliability analysis for each of the TABS factors, the reliability coefficients are
found to be high in both teacher subsample (.91, .73 and .85) and full sample (.92, .84 and .88). It can be
inferred that those values are evidence for TABS to be used in identifying the teaching ability beliefs of
teachers and pre-service teachers (Brown, 2002; Field, 2005; Trivedi, 2008).

Consequently, the generated theoretical model can be used for pre-service teachers as much as for
teachers, since the TABS factors extracted from the data obtained from teachers were confirmed by the
data obtained from pre-service teachers, which indicates that the present scale can be used for both
subsamples.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Tutum, deger, inang gibi duyugsal bilesenlerin bireylerin eylemlerinin belirleyicileri oldugu
soylenebilir. Nitekim insanlar, ilgi duyduklari alana ydnelmekte ve inanglarini takip etmektedirler.
Ogrenme ortamlarinda da &grencilerin igerige yonelik motivasyona sahip olmasi ve icerigin &nemli
olduguna inanmasi, derse dikkat etmelerini saglamakta, dolayisiyla da 6grenmelerini etkilemektedir.
Ogrenme-6gretme siirecinin en énemli bileseni olan &gretmenlerin benimsedikleri inanglarin da onlarin
o6grenme ortamlarindaki davranislarini sekillendirdigi gorilmektedir. Bu bakimdan, 6gretmenlerin ve
O0gretmen adaylarinin  6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin inanglarinin belirlenmesinin, 6gretmenlik
mesleginde kendilerini gelistirmeye yonelik dislincelerini ve bu dogrultudaki eylemlerini etkilemesi
acisindan 6nemli oldugu soylenebilir.

Ogretmen inanglarina iliskin yapilan arastirmalarin son vyillarda arttigi gériilmesine karsin (Bai ve
Ertmer, 2008; Beswick, 2007; Boulton, 2014; de Vries, van de Grift ve Jansen, 2014; Johnson, 2012;
Mansfield ve Volet, 2014; Reilly, Dhingra ve Boduszek, 2014), inang kavrami tizerinde halen uzlasilmis bir
tanim bulunmamaktadir (McLeod ve MclLeod, 2002). Arastirmacilar, inan¢ kavraminin okuyucular
tarafindan genellikle ne kastedildiginin anlasildigi disinildigiinden dolayr da, bircok arastirmada agik
bir tanim verilmemektedir (Thompson, 1992). inan¢ kavraminin taniminin verildigi arastirmalar
¢ogunlukla iki tanim Gzerinde yogunlasmaktadir: (i) ‘sadece insanlarin soylediklerinin, niyet ettiklerinin
ve yaptiklarinin bitlincil olarak anlasiimasiyla gikarilabilecek olan; bireylerin bir ifadenin dogrulugu veya
yanlishgr hakkindaki distinceleri’ (Pajares, 1992, s. 316) ve (ii) ‘inanglar, diinya hakkinda dogru oldugu
hissedilen ve psikolojik olarak sahip olunan ifadeler, dnermeler ve anlayislar’ (Richardson, 1996, s. 103).

inan¢ hakkindaki arastirmalar (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992) bir biitiin olarak irdelendiginde
inanclarla ilgili olarak dért ortak 6zellik bulunmaktadir. ilk olarak, varolussal varsayim, inanglarin sans
eseri olarak yogun deneyimlemeler ve ardisik olaylar sonucu olustugunu; evrenselden ziyade son derece
kisisel ve degisime kargi direncli oldugunu ifade eder. ikinci olarak, alternatiflik bireylerin inanglarina
dayanarak ve gergeklikten farkli olarak ideal ve alternatif bir durum olusturabilmelerini ifade etmektedir.
Uciincii olarak, duyussal ve degerlendirici yiikleme 6zelligi inanglarin nesnel bilgiyle iliskili olan bilisten
bagimsiz olarak isledigi anlamina gelir. Son olarak ise, inanglarin siireksiz yapi 6zelligi gegcmisten gelen
olaylarla ve gorintulerle gelistirildigini ve bunlardan etkilendigini gostermektedir (Pajares, 1992).

Bu tanimlardan ve o6zelliklerden farkli olarak Haney, Lumpe ve Czerniak (2003), pedagojik acidan
inanci ‘bireyin 6grenme ve 068retme hakkindaki goérisu, felsefesi, ilkesi veya fikri’ (s. 367) seklinde
tanimlamaktadir. Egitim alanindaki inang calismalarinin temelini epistemolojik inanglar, 6z-yeterlilik
inanglar olusturmaktadir (Boulton, 2014; de Vries, van de Grift ve Jansen, 2014). Hashweh (2005)
pedagojik alan bilgisi yerine kullandigl pedagojik yapilarin farkl 6gretmen bilgisi ve inanci kategorilerinin
etkilesiminin bir sonucu oldugunu ifade etmektedir (s. 279). Ayrica, 6gretmenlerin pedagojik alan
bilgilerinin bir sonucu olan 6gretimsel pratiklerinin de onlarin inanglarinin bir sonucu olan 6grenme ve
o6gretme hakkindaki distnceleri tarafindan sekillendirildigi belirtilmektedir (Chan ve Elliot, 2004;
Cooney, 2001; Fang, 1996; Kagan, 1992; Kupari, 2003; Kuzborska, 2011). Yani, 6gretmenlerin inanglari,
amaglarini, islemlerini, materyallerini, sinif ici etkilesimlerini, rollerini, 6grencilerini ve hatta galistiklar
okullar etkilemektedir (Boulton, 2014; Mansfield ve Volet, 2014; Reilly, Dhingra ve Boduszek, 2014).
Ogrenme ve 6gretme hakkindaki diisiinceler pedagojik inanclari yansitmakta, (i) bilgi aktarimi ve (ii) bilgi
insasi seklinde iki kategoriye ayrilmaktadir. Bilgi aktarimi inancina sahip yani 6gretmen merkezli ve konu
odakh 6gretmenler didaktik 6gretim uygulamalarini benimserken, bilgi insasi inancina sahip, yani 6grenci
merkezli ve 06grenme odakh goriise sahip olanlar ise vyapilandirmaci 6gretim uygulamalarini
benimsemektedir (Chai ve Khine, 2008). Biitin bunlara dayali olarak, 6gretmenlerin inanglarini
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etkilemenin 6gretmenlerin sinif-ici uygulamalarini degistirmek icin 6nemli oldugu soylenebilir (Stipek,
Givvin, Salmon,ve MacGyvers, 2001).

Johnson (2012), 6gretmenlerin bilingaltinda kigtiklikten itbaren olusturmaya basladiklari 6grenme-
o0gretme hakkindaki dislincelerini, 6gretmen olarak sinifa adim attiklarinda sinif ortamina yansittiklarini
belirtmektedir. Ogretmenlerin sahip olduklar diisiinceler derinlemesine islemesine ve degistirilmesi zor
olmasina ragmen, bu dislncelerin 6gretmenlerin 6gretimleri tizerinde olduk¢a 6nemli bir etkisi vardir.
Bu kapsamda inanglar, ayrica Universiteler tarafindan verilen egitimleri de etkilemektedir. Dolayisiyla,
ogretmenler yenilikleri ve degisimleri sahip olduklari inanglarla ve kendi uygulamalariyla iliskili olarak
yorumlamakta ve bu degisimlere inanglarina paralel bir sekilde tepkide bulunmaktadir (Kuzborska,
2011). Diger yandan, 6gretmenlik inanglar diisiinildigiinde kisinin inanglarinin o kisiye nasil bir 6gretim
yapildigiyla ve 6gretmenleriyle de iliskilidir (Johnson, 2012). Hizmet éncesi 6gretmenlerin inanglarinin
sinif-ici  performanslarini etkileyecegi dusiincesinden hareketle, Ogretmen egitiminde 06gretmen
adaylarinin  bu inanglarinin géz o6ninde bulundurulmasi gerektigi cesitli arastirmalarda dile
getirilmektedir (de van Laren ve Moore-Russo, 2014; Gebril ve Brown, 2014; Thomas, 2014). Ogretmen
adaylarinin 6gretme, 6grenme, icerik ve 6gretim ile ilgili inanclari gigll, bazen yanlis yonlendirilmis ve
degistirilmesi zor olabilir. Hatta 6gretmen adaylarinin bu giigli inanglari egitimsel reformlar icin 6nemli
bir engel bile teskil edebilir (Richardson, 2003). Bu bakimdan, 6gretmen adaylarinin inanglarinin
incelenmesinin egitim ortamlarini diizenlemede ve 6gretmen egitiminde yardimci olacagi sdylenebilir. Ek
olarak, 6gretmenlerin inanglarinin 6gretmen davraniglarinin dnemli bir yordayicisi oldugu da géz 6niinde
bulundurulmalidir (Pajares, 1992).

Ogretmenlik inanglariyla ilgili literatiir (Chi-Kin Lee, Zhang, Song ve Huang, 2013; Fives & Buehl, 2012;
Muijs & Reynolds, 2002; Pajares, 1992) temelinde, 6gretmen inanglarinin 6gretimsel uygulamalari
anlamada bir bakis acisi saglayabilecegi soylenebilir. Bu baglamda da, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik
yetenegine iliskin duslincelerinin inanglari araciliglyla belirlenmesi 6nem tasimaktadir. Gunimuzde
oOzellikle Fives ve Buehl (2008, 2013) 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yeteneginin kaynagina ve bu yetenegin
dogustan mi yoksa sonradan mi kazanildigina iliskin inanglari izerine odaklanmistir. Bunun sonucunda
ogretmenlik inancinin; (i) dogustan, (ii) 6grenilen, (iii) herhangi birisi ve (iv) gelistiriimesi gereken olmak
lizere dért boyuttan olustugunu bulmuslardir. Ogretmenlik yeteneginin dogustan oldugu inancina sahip
olan 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik icin verilen egitimi elestirdikleri ve 6gretmen egitimine yeterince 6nem
vermedikleri; 6gretmenlik yeteneginin 6grenildigi inancina sahip olanlarin ise 6gretmenligin mesleki
hazirlk gerektirdigini ve 6gretmenlik becerilerinin gelisimi icin 6gretmen egitiminin gerekli oldugunu
dusundukleri sdylenebilir. Ayrica, Fives ve Buehl (2013), 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yetenegi hakkinda
sahip olduklari inanglarin farkli islevleri (6rnegin; filtreleme, ¢erceve, rehber gibi) yerine getirdigini
belirtmektedir. Yani, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yetenegi hakkindaki inanglari problem dizlemini
sekillendirir ve Ogretmenler olarak 6gretmenlik uygulamalari icin kararlar almalarinda bir cerceve
saglayabilir. Ogretmenlik yetenegi hakkindaki inancglar ayrica filtre islevi de gorebilir. Ornegin,
ogretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yetenegi inancglari 6grenme firsatlari sunmada nelere dikkat ettiklerini ve
nelerle ilgilendiklerini etkileyebilir. Hangi islev olursa olsun, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yetenegine iligkin
inanglarinin 6gretmen olarak onlarin benlik kavramlarinin (Fives ve Buehl, 2012, 2013) 6nemli bir
bolimint olusturmaktadir. Boylelikle, 6gretmenlik yetenegi inanglari 6gretmenlerin uygulamalariyla
iliskili olan degerlerini etkilemektedir.

Ogretmen inanglarina iliskin arastirmalarin inanci tanimlama, kavramsallastirma ve 6gretmen
inanglari hakkindaki farkli anlayislar gibi problemlerden dolayi bir sekilde zorlastigl veya engellendigi
(Johnson, 2012) g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yetenegi inanclarinin etkili
bir sekilde ortaya gikarilmasi ve incelenmesinin yaninda 6gretmen inanglarinin birbirlerinden nasil
farkhlastiginin gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araclyla ortaya koyulmasi 6nemlidir. Bu kapsamda
Tirkiye’deki 6gretmenlik zellikleri Gizerine yapilan calismalar (Orn. Basaran ve Baysal, 2016; Kiziltepe,
2002; Simsek ve Tuzluca, 2015) incelendiginde, genellikle nitel arastirmalarla sinirli oldugu gorilmus ve
dogrudan o6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin bir calismaya veya bir 6lgme aracina rastlanmamistir. Bu
bakimdan, Tirkiye baglaminda 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin
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inancglarini degerlendirmek amaciyla gecerli ve givenilir bir 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesine gerek
duyulmaktadir.

Bu baglamda, calismada 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin, 6gretmenlik yeteneginin kaynagina
iliskin inanclarinin saptanmasi icin Fives ve Buehl (2008, 2013) tarafindan gelistirilen Ogretmenlik
Yetenegi inanci Olgegi’nin Tirk dili ve kiiltiiriine uyarlanarak, Tiirkce dlcegin gegerlik ve giivenirliginin
belirlenmesi amaglanmustir. Ozel olarak arastirma asagidaki arastirma sorusuna cevap aramaktadir:

Bu calismada uyarlanan Ogretmenlik Yetenegi inanci Olgegi kabul edilebilir gegerlik ve giivenilirlik
seviyesine sahip midir?

Yontem
Desen

Calismada enlemsel tarama deseni kullaniimistir. Enlemsel desen, belirli bir zamanda toplanilan
verilerin analiz edilmesine dayanmaktadir. Bu desendeki amag, bir evrenin veya 6rneklemin belirli bir
degiskene gore tanimlanmasi ya da betimlenmesidir (Levin, 2006). Bu calismada, 6gretmenlerin ve
o6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik yetenegi inanci degiskenine gore betimlenerek bir dlgek gelistirilmesi
amaglandigindan bu desen tercih edilmistir.

Katilimcilar

Bu galisma orta Anadolu’da bulunan bir il merkezinde gérev yapan ilk ve ortaokul 6gretmenleri ve o
ildeki egitim fakultesindeki 3 ve 4. Sinif 6gretmen adaylan (zerinde gergeklestirildi. Calismada hem
dogrulayici hem de agimlayic faktor analizi yapildigindan kisith olan katilimci sayisini arttirmak
ogretmenler katilimcilarin disinda 6gretmen adaylari ¢alisma kapsamina alindi. Bu kapsamda calisma
gonallalik esasina goére secilen 283 6gretmen ve 277 6gretmen adaylyla gergeklestirildi. Calismanin
givenirligini olumsuz etkileyecegi disinilen -bitin maddelere ayni puani veren ve samimi
doldurmadigi tahmin edilen- 13 6gretmen ve 3 0Ogretmen adayindan elde edilen veriler analize
baslanmadan 6nce gikarildi. Dolayisiyla ¢alismada, 270 6gretmen ve 274 6gretmen adayl olmak Uzere
toplam 544 katihmcidan elde edilen veriler kullanildi. Ogretmenlerden elde edilen veriler, incelenen
yaplyi daha iyi ortaya koyacagi disiinildiigiinden dolayr Ogretmenlik Yetenegi inanci Olgegi'nin [0Yi0]
agimlayici faktér analizinde kullanildi. Ogretmen katilimcilarin demografik ézellikleri Tablo 1’de sunuldu.
Ogretmenlerin cogu erkeklere kiyasla kadin ve diger branslara kiyasla sinif 8gretmenidir.

Tablo 1.
Ogretmen grubunun demografik verileri.
0Yio
(n=270)
n %
Kadin 152 56.3
Cinsiyet Erkek 107 39.6
Toplam 259 95.9
Sinif Ogretmeni 104 38.5
ingilizce 21 7.8
Matematik 22 8.1
Tirkce 24 8.9
Rehberlik 10 3.7
Brans Sosyal Bilgiler 14 5.1
Ozel Egitim 11 4.1
Fen ve Teknoloji 12 4.5
Din Kaltliri Ahlak Bilgisi 8 3.0
Bilgi Teknolojisi 9 33
Diger 19 7.0
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Toplam 254 94.1
Lisans 221 81.9
Egitim Dilzeyi LisansUistu 36 13.3
Toplam 257 95.2

Ogretmen adaylarindan elde edilen veriler OYi0’niin dogrulayici faktér analizinde kullanildi.
Ogretmen adayi katilimcilarin demografik &zellikleri Tablo 2’de sunuldu. Katihmcilarin ¢ogu kadin olup
farkh bolimlerdeki katilimci sayisi asagi yukari esittir.

Tablo 2.
Ogretmen adayi grubunun demografik verileri.
OYiO (n=274)
n %
Kadin 179 65.3
Cinsiyet Erkek 94 34.3
Toplam 273 99.6
Sinif Ogretmenligi 34 12.4
Rehberlik 48 17.5
ilkdgretim Matematik 21 7.7
B&lim Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri 63 23.0
Fen ve Teknoloji 44 16.1
Din Kiltiiri ve Ahlak Bilgisi 41 15.0
ingilizce 23 8.4
Toplam 274 100
3.Sinif 182 66.4
Sinif Dlzeyi 4.Sinif 86 314
Toplam 268 97.8

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari
Ogretmenlik Yetenedi inanci Olgedi [OYIO] [Teaching Ability Beliefs Scale]

Olgek 1’den (Hi¢ Katilmiyorum) 7’ye (Tamamen Katiliyorum) kadar derecelendirilmis 7’li Likert
seklinde 28 maddeden olusmaktadir. Maddeler Fives ve Buehl (2008, 2013) tarafindan yapilan nitel
¢alisma sonucunda elde edilmistir. Genel olarak maddeler 6gretmenlik yeteneginin (1) dogustan; (2)
dogustan ama egitim gerektiren; (3) bazilari igin dogustan, bazilari igin sonradan 6grenilen; (4) 6grenilen;
(5) bir bahsedilme oldugu seklindedir. Arastirmacilar, 335 katiimcidan elde edilen verilerden hareketle
faktér sayisini belirlemek icin temel bilesenler analizini ve paralel analizi (Horn, 1965) birlikte
kullanmiglardir. Fives ve Buehl (2008, 2013) tarafindan 6gretmen adaylariyla yapilan calismada faktor
analizi sonucunda 6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin olarak maddelerin faktor yiklerinin |.40|’tan buyuk
oldugu 4 faktorla bir ¢oziime ulasildigl ortaya ¢ikmustir: 6gretmenligin; (/) dogustan gelen, (ii) 6grenilen,
(iii) bazilari icin dogustan, digerleri icin sonradan 6grenilen ve (iv)dogustan gelen ama egitim gerektiren
bir yetenek oldugudur. Alt 6lgeklerin Cronbach Alpha ig tutarlilik katsayilar sirasiyla .87, .84, .75 ve .70
olarak bulunmustur. Dogustan gelen ve Ogrenilmis faktérleri haricinde tiim alt boyutlar kendi aralarinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskiye sahiptir.

Veri Analizi

Calismada veriler, Olgegin 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarina uygulanmasiyla elde edildi. Katilimcilar
oncelikle anketin demografik bilgi sorularindan olusan ilk kismini doldurduktan sonra, olcekteki
maddelere katilma derecelerini isaretlediler. Olcegin doldurulmasi istege bagli olup, &lcegin
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uygulamasinda 6gretmenler igin kendilerinden ve okul yoneticilerinden; 6gretmen adaylari iginse
kendilerinden ve fakiltelerinden izin alindi. Calismada 6lgegin; (i) Dil gegerligi calismasinda korelasyon
ve bagimli grup t-testi; (ii) faktor analizi ¢alismasinda 6gretmenlerden elde edilen veriler kullanilarak
acimlayici faktér analizi, 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarindan elde edilen veriler kullanilarak dogrulayici
faktér analizi, (iii) i¢ tutarhlik calismasinda ise Cronbach Alpha ile (iv) olgek faktorleri arasindaki iliskilerde
ise korelasyon analizi kullanildi. Analizlerde SPSS (versiyon 21) ve LISREL (versiyon 8.51) paket yazilimlari
kullantimstir.

Birinci katilimci grubundaki 6gretmenlerden (n = 270) elde edilen verilerin normal olmadigi gorilerek
(Kolmogorov-Smirnov z = 1.69-3.89, p<.01), z-puani kullaniimasi sonucu ug deger oldugu belirlenen 12
veri analizlerden gikarildi ve veri analizi 258 6gretmenden elde edilen veriler kullanilarak gergeklestirildi.
Ogretmen adaylarindan (n = 274) elde edilen veriler incelendiginde normal olmadigi (Kolmogorov-
Smirnov z = 1.64-3.33, p<.01) goriuldi ve z-puani kullanilarak u¢ deger oldugu belirlenen 3 veri
analizlerden gikarilarak, analizlerde 6gretmen adaylarinin 271’inden elde edilen veriler kullanildi.

Sonuglar
Ceviri Gegerligi

OYIO Turkgesi icin maddelerin gevirisi ortaokuldan baslayarak ingilizce egitim almis iki kisi tarafindan,
birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak yapildi. Daha sonra iki uzman (ingilizce 6gretimi alaninda dgretim Gyeleri)
bir araya gelerek, her bir maddeyi karsilastirarak ve her bir madde igin yalnizca bir ifade kullanarak
Tirkge ceviri formu olusturuldu. Maddelerin cevirisi 6gretmen egitimi alaninda calismalari olan bir
uzman tarafindan kontrol edildi. Daha sonra ceviri gecerligi ¢alismasi icin ingilizce orijinal maddeler sol
tarafa Tlrkge ceviri maddeleri ise sag tarafa ve ayni satira gelmek Gzere ve orta kisma ise Ceviri Gegerligi
Uygunluk Derecesi belirtmek tizere 11 dereceli olmak tzere bir 6lgek yerlestirildi (Baloglu ve Karadag,
2008). Bes ingilizce dil uzmanlarindan éncelikle dlgegin ingilizce orijinal maddesini, daha sonra ise Tiirkce
geviri maddesi okumalari istenerek Tiirkge gevirinin, ingilizce orijinal maddeyi anlam ve icerik yéniinden
ne kadar karsiladigini 0 ile 10 araliginda degerlendirmeleri istendi. ingilizce dil uzmanlarinin
degerlendirmeleri sonucu, &lgegin her bir maddesinin Tiirkge cevirisinin Iingilizce orijinaliyle olan
uygunluk dereceleri, 8.42 ile 10.0 arasinda degisti. Cevirinin yeterli olduguna kanaat getirildiginde, 6lcek
maddeleri egitim psikolojisine asina olmayan cok dilli biri tarafindan tekrar ingilizceye cevrildi. Ceviri
daha sonra arastirmacilar ve bir ingilizce Egitimcisi tarafindan kontrol edilerek élgege son hali verildi.

Dil Gegerligi

OYiO’niin Tiirkce ve ingilizce formlarinda esit bilgi akisi saglamak iki dil bilme calismasi yapildi. iki dil
bilme calismalari degerli bilgiler saglamalarina ragmen, ¢alismanin sonucu kesin degildir. Clink{ iki form
arasindaki fark icin bircok aciklama bulunmaktadir. Test sonugclarinin farkh olabilme nedenlerinden bir
tanesi, her iki formun esit olmamalarindan kaynaklanan sebeptendir ki ceviri sireci, test maddelerini
farkl yénlere kaydirmis olabilir. ikinci olasi sebep de arastirmanin iki dil kullanan katilimcilarinin, her iki
lisanda esit olarak akici olmadigidir ve sonug olarak katilimcilarin yanitlari, daha az akici olduklari lisanda
maddelerin hatali yorumu ile etkilenebilir. Ugiincii neden ise testin dilinin bir kiltiirel cerceve yaratmasi
ve katiimcilarin o kiiltiriin beklentileriyle tepki vermesi olasiligidir. Eger kiltlrel gerceveler yeterince
kendilerine 6zgl ise, tepki orintileri de farkli olacaktir. Bu durumda, farkli tepki orintilerinin bitin
katilimcilar igin tek yonde degismesi beklenmektedir. Son olarak, dil kullanimindaki farkhliklar kilttrel
farkliiklardan kaynaklanabilir. Zamanla arastirmalardan ¢ikan sonuglar, bireyin farkh dillerde kendini
farkl ifade ettigini ortaya koymaktadir (Bkz. Giilgdz, 2005; Schrauf, 2000). iki ayri dildeki sonuglarin
arasinda bir farkin olmamasi, her iki formun denkligini ve 6gretmenlige yonelik inanglarin ve verilen
onemin kiltirel baglamdan bagimsiz ve kendi iginde tutarli oldugunu destekleyecektir.

Katilimcilar, ingilizce egitim veren bir lniversitedeki yaslari 25 ila 51 arasinda degisen 28 6gretim
elamanidir. Katilim igin gereklilik, her iki dilde de esit derecede rahat olmakti. Katihm gonulluliik esasina
dayandi ve gizlilik korundu. Katilimcilarin tamamin ana dilleri Tiirkgedir. Katimcilara OYiQ’niin Tiirke ve
ingilizce formlari iki haftalik siireyle verildi. iki dil bilen katiimcilardan elde edilen veri (zerinde
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korelasyon analizi yapildi. Olcegin Tiirkce ve ingilizce formlarindaki puanlar arasinda incelenen Pearson
Momentler Carpimi korelasyon katsayilarinin, hemen hemen biitiin maddelerde genel olarak giiclii ve
yiiksek oldugu gérildi (r=.71-.92, p<.01). Diger analiz grubu ise, Tirkce ve ingilizce formlarinin
karsilastirilmasiyla ilgiliydi. Analizlerden 6nce, testi bir dilde digerinden 6nce almanin etkisi bagimh
orneklem t-testi kullanilarak arastirildi ve bunun herhangi bir faktor Gzerinde etkisine rastlanmadi (t= -
.38 ile .31, p>.05). Bu sonuglar Tiirkce ve ingilizce formlarin benzer sonuglar dogurdugunu
gostermektedir.

Agimlayici ve Dogrulayici Faktér Analizleri

Olgegin faktdr yapisini belirlemek izere éncelikle, katiimci grubu agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktér
analizlerinin yapilmasi igin iki farkli gruba boliinda. Galismanin kisith olan katilimci sayisini arttirmak igin
veriler dgretmen ve dgretmen adaylarindan elde edildi. Ogretmen adaylan iciincii ve dérdinci sinif
dizeylerinden secildigi icin iki 6rneklem grubunun arastirma degiskeni icin benzer 6zellikler tasidig
soylenebilir. Yine de, bu gruplarin homojenligini test etmek icin bu iki grup her bir 6lgek maddesi
baglaminda t-testi ile istatistiksel olarak karsilastirildi. Bulgular; maddeler 6lgcek maddeleri baglaminda
o6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylari arasinda fark olmadigi gosterdi (t=-1.63-.57; p>.05). Bu sonuglara dayali
olarak agimlayici faktér analizi igin birinci katihmcr grubu olan 6gretmenler, dogrulayici faktér analizi
icinse ikinci katilimci grubu olan 6gretmen adaylari kullanild.

A¢imlayici Faktér Analizi

OYiO’niin acimlayici faktér analizleri 6gretmenlerden elde edilen veriler kullanilarak alti asamada
ylrataldad. Bunlar: (i) Batin maddelere ayni puan verilen ve igtenlikle doldurulmadigi disiintlen olgekler
arastirma kapsamindan cikarildi; frekans analizi sonucu yanhs girildigi belirlenen veriler kayip veri olarak
islenmis ve kayip verilere seri ortalamalari atanarak eksiksiz bir veri seti olusturuldu. (ii) Verilerin normal
olup olmadigi kontrol edildikten sonra ug degerler z-puanlari kullanilarak ¢ikarildi. Her maddenin z-puani
incelenerek, z-puani |3.29|’dan biiyiuk olan veriler analiz kapsamina alinmadi (Tabachnick ve Fidell,
2013, s. 73). (iii) Elde edilecek olan faktor sayisini belirlemek igin temel bilesenler analizi ve Horn’un
paralel analizi birlikte kullanildi (Horn, 1965). Veriler i¢in daha iyi bir faktor yapisinin elde edilmesi
amaciyla paralel analiz onerilmektedir (Cicek, Turanh, & Sapanci, 2017; Pallant, 2016). (iv) Oblimin
dondiirme ile temel eksen faktor analizi kullanilarak agimlayici faktér analizi yapildi. Oblimin déndirme
kullanilmasinin gerekgesi ise, farkh inang¢ faktorlerinin iliskili olabilecegi varsayimidir. (v) Maddeleri
faktorlere atamak igin faktor yikleri incelendi ve teorik olarak uygunluk gbz 6niinde bulunduruldu. Buna
paralel olarak, faktor yiikleri |.35]’in altinda olan veya faktor yikd en az iki faktor igin |.35]’in Ustinde
olan maddeler faktorlere atanmadi. (vi) Elde edilen her faktor icin Cronbach Alpha glivenirlik katsayilari
hesaplandi.

Temel bilesenler analizi ve paralel analiz sonucunda 6lgek icin varyansin %53.54’tn{ agiklayan g (3)
faktorli bir yapi oOnerildigi gorildd. Oblimin temel eksen dondirme ile agimlayici faktor analizi
yapildiginda ise, 28 maddeden 17 tanesinin |.35|’in Gzerinde sadece bir faktorde yiklendigi belirlendi.
Cikartilan maddelerden, 4’4 (MADDE 13, 21, 22, 25) |.35|’in altinda faktor ylkine sahipken, 7’si ise
(MADDE 2, 10, 12, 15, 18, 23, 27) birden fazla faktorde |.35|’in Ustlinde faktor yikiine sahiptir (Bkz.
Tablo 3).

Tablo 3.

Ogretmenlik Yetenedi inanci Olgedi’nin Acimlayici Faktér Analizi Sonuglari.

Faktérler Dogustan Sonradan
Gelen Ogrenilen Hibrit
Madde No Faktor Yikii Faktor Yiika _ Fakeor
Yika
Madde 28 .86 - -
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Madde 26 .86 - -
Madde 24 .82 - -
Madde 20 77 - -
Madde 17 .68 - -
Madde 19 .65 - -
Madde 9 - .84 -
Madde 5 - .80 -
Madde 14 - 48 R
Madde 6 - 48 -
Madde 11 - - .76
Madde 4 - - .66
Madde 8 - - .65
Madde 1 - - .63
Madde 3 - - .59
Madde 16 - - .58
Madde 7 - - .49
Ozdeger 6.32 2.36 1.73
Aciklanan Varyans 34.73 11.13 7.66

Yapilan agimlayici faktér analizi sonucunda 6gretmenlik yeteneginin kaynagina iliskin gorislerden
olusan OYIO icin, Hic Katilmiyorum (1) ile Tamamen Katiliyorum (7) arasindaki cevaplama skalasi olmak
tzere 7’li Likert tipi toplam 28 madde icerisinden 11 maddenin ¢ikarilmasi sonucu kalan 17 madde igin
ortaya cikan 3 faktor ise su sekildedir: Ogretmenlik yetenegi; (/) dogustan gelen (6 madde; a=.91), (ii)
sonradan Ggrenilen (4 madde; a=.73) ve (iii) bazilar igin dogustan gelen, digerleri igcinse sonradan
Ogrenilen veya dogustan gelen ancak egitim gerektireni ifade eden hibrit (7 madde; a=.85) bir
yetenektir. Bu faktorlerin icerigi asagidaki gibi aciklanabilir:

(iv) Dogustan Gelen Bir Yetenek: Bu faktorden alinan yliksek puan, katilimcilarin 6gretmenlik
yeteneginin sonradan kazanilan bir yetenekten ziyade, dogustan gelen bir yetenek oldugunu
savunduklarinin bir gdstergesidir. Bu faktore iliskin drnek maddeler asagidaki gibidir:

(3) Ogretmenler  nasil  6gretmenlik  yapilacagini  ve  6grenmenin  nasll
degerlendirilecegini dogustan bilir.
(4) Ogretmenlik insanin “genlerindedir”.

(v) Sonradan Ogrenilen Bir Yetenek: Bu faktdrden alinan yiiksek puan, katilimcilarin
o6gretmenlik yeteneginin dogustan gelen bir yetenekten ziyade, sonradan kazanilan bir yetenek
oldugunu savunduklarinin bir gostergesidir. Bu faktére iliskin 6rnek maddeler asagidaki gibidir:

(1) Ogretmen olmak icin gerekli olan beceriler 6grenilerek kazanilir.
(2) Ogretmenlik, egitimle gelistirilen bir yetenektir.

(vi) Hibrit: Bu faktérden alinan yiksek puan, katilimcilarin 6gretmenlik yeteneginin bazilari igin
sonradan kazanilan bir yetenekken, digerleri icin dogustan gelen bir yetenek oldugunu veya
dogustan gelen ancak ayni zamanda egitimle gelistirilebilen bir yetenek oldugunu savunduklarinin
bir gbstergesidir. Bu faktore iliskin 6rnek maddeler asagidaki gibidir:
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(1) Bazi insanlar igin 6gretmenlik sonradan Ogrenilen bir beceri iken, bazilar igin
dogustan gelen bir yetenektir.

(2) Ogretme yetenegi, 6gretmenlerin dogustan sahip olduklar egilimlerden ve
sonradan aldiklari egitimden olusur.

Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi

AFA sonucunda elde edilen faktorlere dayah olarak ikinci katiimci grubundan elde edilen verilerle
dogrulayici faktér analizi yapmak icin LISREL 8.51 programi kullanildi. Dogrulayici faktor analizi
yapilmadan o6nce agimlayici faktér analizindekine benzer islemler yiriitilmis olup G¢ (3) asamada
gerceklestirildi. Bunlar: (/) islerligi olmadigi diisiintilen veriler atildiktan sonra, kayip verilere seri atamasi
yapildi. (ii) Elde edilen eksiksiz veri setinde normallik kontrol edilerek, agimlayici faktor analizinden sonra
kalan her madde igin z-puani incelenmis ve belirlenen ug¢ degerler veri setinden cikarimistir. (iii)
Dogrulayici faktor analizi icin maksimum olabilirlik yéntemi kullanilarak uyum istatistikleri incelendi.
Dogrulayici faktor analizleri, 6gretmen adayi grubunda uygulandiktan sonra, 6gretmen adayl ve
o6gretmenden olusan tiim veri setine de uygulandi.

Olgegin yapi gecerliginin saptanmasi icin yiritilen dogrulayici faktér analizi galismasi, iki asamada
gerceklestirildi: (i) Olcege iliskin olarak agimlayici faktér analizi sonucunda elde edilen faktérlerin,
dogrulayici faktor analizi 6ncesi tahmin edilen degerlerin teorik limitleri asip asmadigi belirlendi. Elde
edilen sonuca gore teorik limitleri agsmayan deger tespit edildi. Dogrulayici faktér analizine iliskin Ki-kare
(x2) degeri ve istatistiki anlamlilik diizeyleri saptandi [x2=327.20, sd=116, p<.01]. Serbestlik derecesine
baglh olarak distik Ki-kare (x2) degeri, 6nerilen modelin toplanan veriye uygun oldugunu gosterdi. Ayrica
modellere ait diger uyum iyiligi parametreleri de [GFI=.88, AGFI=.84, PGFI=.86, RMSEA=.08, CFl=.86]
Olgek igin Onerilen modelin uygun oldugunu goésterdi. Elde edilen uyum parametreleri kapsaminda,
¢alisma modeline iliskin elde edilen degerler incelendiginde modellenen faktor yapisini dogruladigini
gorildu. (i) Daha sonra ise 6gretmen adaylarindan ve 6gretmenden olusan bitiin katihmcilar (n = 529)
Uzerinde uygulanan dogrulayici faktor analizine iliskin Ki-kare (x2) degeri ve istatistiki anlamlilik diizeyleri
saptandi [x2=463.43, sd=116, p<.01]. Serbestlik derecesine bagh olarak dusik Ki-kare (x2) degeri,
onerilen modelin toplanan veriye uygun oldugunu gosterdi. Ayrica modellere ait diger uyum iyiligi
parametreleri de [GFI=.91, AGFI=.88, PGFI=.89, RMSEA=.08, CFI=.90] o6lcek i¢in onerilen modelin uygun
oldugunu gosterdi (Bkz. Tablo 4). Elde edilen bu sonuca gére standart uyum degerleri kapsaminda,
¢alisma modeline iliskin elde edilen degerler incelendiginde modellenen faktor yapisini dogruladigini
gorulda.

Tablo 4.
Ogretmenlik Yetenedi inanci Olgedinin Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi Modeline iliskin Uyum Parametreleri.

Ogretmen Adayr  Ogretmen + Ogretmen Adayi

Uyum Parametresi n=271 n=>529
Katsayi Katsayi

GFI .88 91

AGFI .84 .88

PGFI .86 .89

CFI .86 .90

RMSEA .08 .08

Df 116 116

X 327.2 464.4

X'/sd 2.8 3.9
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Dogrulayici faktér analizinde elde edilen ve faktorlerin maddelerle olan iliskisini gosteren
standartlastiriimis katsayilar 0.40 ile 0.83 arasindadir (bkz. Sekil 1).
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MNot. Batin degerler standart katsayilar olup p<.05 dizeyinde anlamidir. Parantezin disindaki degerler, 6gretmen adayi
grubuna uygulanmis olan dogrulayici faktor analizimodel sonuclandir (n = 271). Parantezin disindak degerler, 8gretmen
ve dgretmen adaylan gruplanna uygulanmis olan dogrulayici fakior analizi model sonuclandir (7 = 529).

Sekil 1.
Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi Path Diyagrami

Giivenirlik Analizleri

Olgegin faktdr yapisi belirlendikten sonra elde edilen her faktér icin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik
katsayilari hesaplandi. Agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktér analizi sonrasinda 6lgegin glvenirligi, i¢ tutarlilik
yontemiyle incelendi. Olgegin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .84 ile .92 arasinda iken dlgegin
faktorleri arasindaki korelasyon katsayilari .12 ile .57 arasinda saptandi (bkz. Tablo 5).

Tablo 5.

OYiO’nin Madde Sayilari, Ortalama ve Standart Sapma Puanlari ile Faktérler Arasindaki Korelasyon
ve i¢ Tutarlilik Katsayilari.

Faktorler Madde Sayisi X SS Alpha 1 2 3
1-Dogustan Gelen 6 5.00 1.82 .92 -

2-Sonradan Ogrenilen 4 6.59 1.27 .84 .05 -
3-Hibrit 7 6.35 1.52 .88 S57* 0 12% -

n=529, *p<.01

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calismada; 270 68retmen ve 247 6gretmen adayi lzerinde Fives ve Buehl (2008, 2013) tarafindan
gelistirilen Ogretmenlik Yetenegi inanci Olcegi'nin Tirk dili ve kiltiiriine uyarlanarak, Tiirkce dlcegin
gecerlik ve glvenirliginin saptanmasi amaclandi. Bu amagla planlanan ¢alisma alti asamada yaratalda: (i)
ingilizce-Tiirkce ceviri gecerligi, (ii) cift dil bilme calismasi, (iii) agimlayici faktér analizi, (iv) dogrulayic
faktor analizi, (v) i¢ tutarlilik ve (vi) faktorler arasindaki korelasyonlar.

Olgegin ceviri gegerligi bulgulari, ceviri maddelerin ingilizce orijinalleri ile uyum gésterdi. Olgek
maddelerinin uyumlari madde bazinda 8.42 ile 10.0 arasinda olup maddelerin tamaminin ortalamasi ise
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9.54’tlir. Bu sonuglarin da gosterdigi Uzere, bitiin 6lcek maddelerinin Tiirkge cevirisinin ingilizce
orijinaliyle értiismektedir. Olcek maddelerinin dilsel esdegerliklerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilan gift
dil bilme calismasinda korelasyon analizi ve bagimh grup t-testi sonucunda Olgekte bulunan tim
maddelerin ingilizce ve Tirkce formlarina verilen cevaplar arasinda yiiksek korelasyon katsayisi
saptanirken, ortalamalari arasinda anlaml bir fark saptanmadi. Bu durum OYiO’nin geviri ve dil gecerligi
calismasi sonucunda elde edilen bulgular sonucunda; 6lgcegin Turk kiltlrt Gzerinde kullanilabilecegini
gostermektedir. Ancak, Tirkce Olcek formunun psikometrik o6zellikler agisindan incelenmesi
gerekmektedir. Olcegin psikometrik ézellikler agisindan detayli bir sekilde incelenmesi ise basli basina bir
¢alisma konusudur (Baloglu, 2005).

Calismanin tglincii asamasinda, OYiO’niin faktér yapisi incelenmis olup OYiO igin (¢ (3) faktérden
olustugu saptandi. OYiO icin olusturulan faktérler, 6gretmenlik yeteneginin dogustan gelen (6 madde);
sonradan Ogrenilen (4 madde); bazilari igin dogustan gelen, digerleri icinse sonradan 6grenilen veya
dogustan gelen ancak egitim gerektiren (7 madde) bir yetenek oldugu seklindedir. ilk iki faktor
ogretmenlik yetenegi icin dogustan gelen veya sonradan kazanilan olarak iki farkli gorisi belirtirken,
Gglincl faktdr bu ikisinin birlesimi olarak ele alinabilir. Uglincii faktdér, bazilari icin 6gretmenlik
yeteneginin dogustan geldigini, ancak digerleri icin sonradan kazanildigini belirtirken; dogustan geldigini
ancak egitim de gerektirdigini de belirten gorusleri de kapsamaktadir.

Olgegin orijinalini olusturan Fives ve Buehl'in (2008, 2013) yaptigi calismada, 6gretmenlik
yeteneginin kaynagina iliskin olarak 4 faktor saptanmis olup, ilk ikisi bu ¢alismada ortaya ¢ikan
faktorlerle paraleldir. Bu ¢alismada ortaya ¢ikan Gglincli faktor ise, Fives ve Buehl’in (2008, 2013)
calismasinda iki farkl faktér olarak gériilmektedir. Ogretmenlik yeteneginin dogustan geldigi goriisiini
savunanlar, 0©gretmenlik mesleginin vyapilabilmesi igin bir egitim gerekmedigini distnirken;
o6gretmenligin sonradan 6grenilen bir yetenek oldugu goriisiinde olanlar ise 6gretmenlik icin bir egitim
gerektigini disiinmekte ve 6gretmen egitimine 6nem vermektedirler. Bu ikisinin karisimindan olusan
liciinct faktordeki gorisii savunan 6gretmenler ise, bazilari igin 6gretmenlik egitimi gerektigini, digerleri
icin gerekmedigini veya herkesin temelde dogustan 6gretmenlik icin bir yetenegi olmasina ragmen bu
yetenegin egitimle gelistirilmesi gerektigini savunmakta olabilirler. Ogretmenlik yetenegi inanglari
kapsaminda yapilan calismalar incelendiginde, bu calismada da saptanan iki faktorin (dogustan,
sonradan 6grenilen) diger calismalarda da elde edildigi gorilmistir (Combs 2003; Hallam ve Ireson
2003; Durik, Vida ve Eccles, 2006; Duncan, Pilitsis ve Piegaro, 2010; Fives ve Buehl 2008; Gatling, 2010;
Reinhard, Dickhauser, Marksteiner ve Sporer, 2011). Bu durum elde edilen bulgularin literatlrle
paralellik gosterdigini ve 6gretmenlik yetenegi inanglari temelde dogustan ve sonradan 6grenilen olmak
lizere iki faktorden ve bu ikisinin karmasi olan Uglinci bir faktorden olustugu séylenebilir. Calismada
faktorler arasindaki korelasyonlar incelendigi zaman dogustan gelen ile sonradan 6grenilen faktorleri
arasinda iliski saptanmamasi bu durumun bir diger kanitidir.

Olgegin yapilan dogrulayici faktér analizinde [x2=463.43, df=116, p<.01] olusturulan modele uygun
Ki-kare (x2) degeri ve istatistiki anlamlilik dizeyleri saptandi. Dogrulayici faktér analizinde ki-kare
degerinin anlamli ¢gikmamasi beklenmesine karsin galismada 6rneklem buyikliglinden dolayi ki-kare
degerinin anlamh ¢iktig1 soylenebilir. Bu durumdan dolayi model uyumu igin ki-kare (x2) degerinin
serbestlik derecesine bolinmesiyle bulunan disik deger, onerilen modelin toplanan veriye uygun
oldugunu gostermektedir (Gerbin ve Anderson, 1984; Jéreskog ve Sérbom, 1982; Schumacher ve Lomax,
1996). Ayrica modele ait diger uyum iyiligi indeksleri de [GFI=.91, AGFI=.88, PGFI=.89, RMSEA=.08,
CFI=.90] 6nerilen modelin uygun oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu indekslerin standart uyum 6l¢t degerleri
ise sunlardir: uyum iyiligi indeksini ifade eden GFl, diizeltiimis uyum iyiligi indeksi AGF|, basitlik uyum
indeksi PGFl ve karsilastirmali uyum indeksi CFlI'de elde edilen katsayisi O ile 1 degerleri arasinda
degismektedir. Literatlirde tam bir uyusma olmamakla birlikte elde edilen katsayinin 85’in Uzerinde
olmasi iyi bir uyum olarak kabul edilmektedir (Anderson ve Gerbing, 1988; Cole, 1987; Marsh, Balla ve
McDonald, 1988). Ortalama hata karekdk yaklasimini ifade eden RMSEA’dan elde edilen deger O ile 1
arasinda degismektedir. Gozlenen ve (liretilen matrisler arasindan hata payini ifade eden RMSEA’da, GFl,
AGFI, PGFI ve CFl deki durumun tersine elde edilen degerin 0’a yakin olmasi uyumluluk igin gereklidir.
RMSEA’da elde edilen 0.05 ve daha kiciik degerler uyumluluk icin yeterlidir. x2/sd’nin oraninin ise 2-5
arasindaki olmasi iyi uyumu, 2’den kiiclik degerler ise miikemmel uyumu ifade etmektedir (Arbuckle ve
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Wothke, 1999; Joreskog ve Sérbom, 2001). t degeri ise 2’den daha biylk ise uyum iyiligi indeksi
istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir. Bu uyum indeksleri dikkate alindiginda, elde edilen degerler 6nerilen
model i¢in uygun oldugunu goéstermektedir (Schumacher ve Lomax, 1996). Ayrica dogrulayici faktor
analizinde edile edilen faktorlerin maddelerle olan iliskisini gosteren standartlastiriimig katsayilari .40 ile
.83 arasindadir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen standartlastirilmis katsayilar istenilen
diizeydedir.

OYiO’niin faktérlerinin her biri icin yapilan giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda, giivenirlik katsayilarinin
hem 6gretmen grubunda (.91, .73 ve .85) hem de karma grupta (.92, .84 ve .88) oldugu gorildi. Bu
degerlerin, OYiO’niin 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik yetenegine iliskin inanglarinin
degerlendirilmesine yonelik olarak kullaniimasi igin bir kanit niteliginde oldugu sdylenebilir (Brown,
2002; Field, 2005; Trivedi, 2008).

Sonug olarak OYiO icin 6gretmenlerden elde edilen verilerle olusturulan faktérlerin, gretmen
adaylarindan elde edilen verilerle dogrulanmis olmasinin, olusturulan teorik yapinin 6gretmenlerde
oldugu gibi 6gretmen adaylarinda da gecerli olduguna, dolayisiyla bu 6lcegin her iki grup icin de
kullanilabilmesine isaret ettigi sdylenebilir.
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Appendix
Ogretmenlik Yetenegi inanci Olcegi

No Maddeler

1 Bazi insanlar icin 6gretmenlik sonradan 6grenilen bir beceri iken, bazilari igin dogustan gelen bir
yetenektir.

3 Ogretme yetenegi, 6gretmenlerin dogustan sahip olduklari egilimlerden ve sonradan aldiklari
egitimden olusur.
Bazi insanlar 6gretmen olmak igin yaratilmislardir.
Ogretmen olmak icin gerekli olan beceriler grenilerek kazanilir.

6 Bazi insanlar 6gretmenlik yetenegine dogustan sahip olmalarina ragmen, herkes egitim yoluyla nasil
ogretmenlik yapilacagini sonradan 6grenebilir.

7 Ogretmenlik kimilerinde olan, kimilerinde olmayan bir yetenektir.

8 Ogretmenlik dogustan gelen bir yetenektir ve pedagojik formasyon gerektirir.

9 Ogretmenlik, 6grenilen bir beceridir.

11 Bazi insanlar nasil 6gretmenlik yapilacagini 6grenmek zorundadir; bazilari da 6gretme yetenegiyle
dogarlar.

14 Ogretmenlik, egitimle gelistirilen bir yetenektir.

16  Ogretmenlik bazi bireyler icin dogustan gelir, digerleri icinse 6grenilen bir seydir.

17  Ogretmenlik bahsedilmis bir gérevdir.

19  Ogretmenlik dogal iggiidiiye dayanir.

20  Ogretmenler 6gretmek icin yaratilr.

24 Ogretmenler nasil 6gretmenlik yapilacagini ve 6grenmenin nasil degerlendirilecegini dogustan bilir.

26 Ogretmenlik Allah [Tanri] vergisidir.

28  Ogretmenlik insanin “genlerindedir”.
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