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ability, such as McDonald’s omega, which is a more general
procedure that would help fit more situations than Cronbach
alpha. It also produces a more accurate reliability estimate and
yields a reliability estimate comparable to Cronbach alpha.
Based on the data, I conducted the omega coefficient and the
Cronbach alpha test. The results showed that the omega test
assisted in estimating the composite reliability of a multi-item
teachers’ efficacy scale, which measures a single latent con-
struct.

In addition, the scale focused only on the teachers’ per-
ceptions of DHH students, while other school members’ per-
ceptions were not solicited, such as administrators and supervi-
sors; therefore, it cannot be supposed that other school mem-
bers would have perceptions like those of the study sample. For
future researchers, however, the researcher suggests replicating
this scale with a larger sample size. Also, it is recommended
to use the scale with multiple groups. Finally, further research
on this scale and its application in different contexts can yield
valuable insights for the ongoing improvement of deaf educa-
tion programs worldwide.

Conclusion

This study aimed to develop reliable and valid scales
to measure teachers’ self-efficacy for DHH students in Saudi
Arabia. The study gathered data from 214 teachers of DHH
students in Saudi Arabia. Based on the findings of the analy-
sis, the teachers’ efficacy scales obtained good reliability scores
for all five sub-factors. I also measured this scale’s validity. In
sum, the findings presented in this study offer empirical evi-
dence and support for the validity and reliability of the TSEDE
scale; hence, it 1s valuable for research in the field of deaf edu-
cation.
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Based on the findings of the analyses, the teachers’ effi-
cacy scales obtained good reliability scores for all five sub-fac-
tors. Also, the fit indices of the scale model demonstrated that
the proposed 5-factor model is acceptable and compatible with
the data. This indicates that the proposed 5-factor theoretical
structure of the teachers’ efficacy skills scale was confirmed.
By examining its various dimensions, we can gain insight into
the factors contributing to teacher efficacy in deaf education
and its importance in the learning and achievement of DHH
students. This understanding can guide the training of teach-
ers and the development of their professional skills, leading to
improved teaching practices and, eventually, enhanced DHH
student outcomes. Consequently, the result provides research-
ers with adequate evidence to implement this scale in different
fields of deaf education studies.

Despite the benefits of using confirmatory factor anal-
ysis to obtain a more accurate teacher efficacy scale, the re-
searcher was likely to face several problems when conducting
this type of analysis for the purpose of his study. For exam-
ple, the researcher could not get a large sample size in order
to obtain a stable parameter estimate (Chan, Yung, & Bentler,
1995; Currant, West, & Finch, 1996). More specifically, 72%
of respondents in the survey were male, while only 28% were
female teachers. Having an equal number of female teachers
to male teachers is important because each group teaches in
separate schools’ environments and each may have different
perceptions about teacher self-efficacy; hence, it is necessary
to consider that.

Also, there was a difference between the Cronbach al-
pha score and the omega coefficient score. This discrepancy
occurred because the data needed to meet the Cronbach alpha
requirements, such as having a larger sample size. For this rea-
son, I have to consider alternative approaches to assessing reli-
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The results from Table 2 show that the score of reliability for
subscales using Cronbach alpha was as follows: communica-
tion self-efficacy score =0.703, teaching and curriculum self-
efficacy score =0.851, class behavior management self-efficacy
score =0.875, assessment self-efficacy score =0.755, and col-
laboration self-efficacy score =0.814. To improve reliability,
researchers deleted some items with a lower correlation, which
could have been more helpful; hence, I conducted omega co-
efficient testing. The findings showed that teachers’ efficacy
scales obtained using the omega coefficient had higher reliabil-
ity scores for sub-factors as follows: communication self-effi-
cacy score =0.707, teaching and curriculum self-efficacy score
=0.854, class behavior management self-efficacy score =0.877,
assessment self-efficacy score =0.801, and collaboration self-
efficacy score =0.814 compared to Cronbach alpha. Finally,
I calculated all the scale’s a and ® values separately. I found
that the a was 0.942 and the ® was 0.948 for the entire scale. In
short, the TSEDE is highly reliable.

Discussion

Research indicates that teachers’ self-efficacy has a cru-
cial role in their commitment, perseverance, and the quality of
their education (Holzberger et al., 2013; Zakariya, 2020). De-
spite a substantial body of research that has provided evidence
regarding the significant impact of teachers’ self-efficacy on
students (e.g., Ajmal et al., 2020; Hildebrandt, 2017; Zakariya,
2020), a limited amount of research has been conducted to in-
vestigate the accuracy and reliability of teachers’ self-efficacy
scales across various groups of deaf education teachers in Saudi
Arabia. Therefore, the present study aimed to develop reliable
and valid scales to measure teachers’ self-efficacy for DHH stu-
dents in Saudi Arabia.
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SRMR = 0.029; IFI = 0.885; and TLI = 0.864. In addition,
items that exhibited correlated error variances that were related
to each other were under the same factors and had similar char-
acteristics. Hence, I added error covariance between items that
contributed significantly to 2 and subsequently conducted a
repeated CFA. These goodness-of-fit values also demonstrated
that the proposed 5-factor model is acceptable and compatible
with the data. These results confirmed the proposed 5-factor
theoretical structure of the teachers’ efficacy skills scale. In
sum, CFA supported the final version of the TSEDE with five
factors and 26 items in total.

Reliability. In regard to internal consistency, two types
of reliability testing (Cronbach Alpha and Omega Coefficient)
were performed through SPSS as well as Mplus for a total of
26 items measuring the five constructs in the research model:
communication self-efficacy subscale [4 items: M1, M2, M4,
M6], teaching and curriculum self-efficacy subscale [10 items:
T1,T2,T3,T5,T8,T9,T10,T11, T12, T13], behavior manage-
ment self-efficacy subscale [5 items: B1, B2, B3, B4, B5], as-
sessment self-efficacy subscale [4 items: A1, A2, A3, A4], and
collaboration self-efficacy subscale [3 items: L1, L2, L3].

Table 2: Reliability (Omega Coefficient vs. Cronbach Alpha
Coefficient)

Factor Total Item No. Coefficient ® Coefficient a
Communication 4 0.707 0.705
Teaching& 10 0.854 0.851
Curriculum
Assessment 4 0.801 0.755
Behavior 5 0.877 0.875
management
Collaboration 3 0.814 0.814
Total 26 0.948 0.942
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

In order to answer the study’s main questions, a confir-
matory factor analysis (CFA) was also performed to examine
the model fit of teachers’ efficacy scales. CFA assesses whether
a hypothetical model of factors fits into the data. CFA is now
a widely reliable method for assessing and confirming dimen-
sionality (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Therefore, CFA was con-
ducted to support the structure, and It called goodness of fit in-
dices determined model-data conformity, including chi-square
goodness of fit (¥2), goodness of fit index (GFI), comparative
fit index (CFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), non-
normed fit index (NNFI), normed fit index (NFI), standardized
root mean square residuals (SRMR), and root mean square er-
ror of approximation (RMSEA). If the y2/df rate is three or be-
low and the CFI, NNFI, NFI, GFI, and AGFI values are all over
0.90, the factor structure is considered to have excellent confor-
mity in standard CFA results. A structure is also considered to
have good conformity if the CFI, NNFI, NFI, GFI, and AGFI
values fall within the range of 0.80 to 0.90 and the SRMR value
1s between 0.05 and 0.1 (Corral & Calvete, 2000; Hoe, 2008;
Kline, 2011; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). If the RMSEA
score is less than 0.05, it indicates a high level of conformity.
Similarly, if the value falls within the range of 0.05 and 0.08, it
1s acceptable conformity. If the value falls within the range of
0.08 and 0.10, it indicates mediocre conformity (Hoe, 2008).
Alternative research indicates that GFI and AGFI may not be
the most optimal indicators of fit and, as a result, should not be
solely relied upon when assessing fit (Netemeyer et al., 2003).

In this current study, a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was also performed to examine the model fit of teachers’
self-efficacy scales. The CFA of the SATEDE scales revealed
the following results: y2 = 722, df = 121, p < 0.001; RMSEA
= 0.06; NFI = 0.83; CFI = 0.882; GFI = 0.84; AGFI = 0.80;
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Table 2: EFA Results

Factor 1 Factor 5
Item Teaching Factor. 2 Facto.r 3 ) Factor 4 Assessment
&Curriculum Behavior Communication Collaboration
Tl .696
T2 .624
T3 .621
TS .615
T8 .610
T9 .605
T10 .584
TI11 .558
T12 .520
T13 513
BS 786
B4 11
B3 707
Bl 704
B2 .696
M2 763
Ml .662
M4 .584
M6 557
L2 .896
L1 783
L3 71
A2 .837
A3 .830
A4 622
Al 710
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did not function as expected for the five-factor scale. Hence,
these items were removed from further analysis.

The author repeated the EFA without including these
items. The results of this new analysis confirmed the five— di-
mensional structure theoretically defined in the research (see
Table 2). The Kaiser — Meyer — Olkin MSA was 0.861. The five
dimensions explained a total of 58.106 percent of the variance
among the items in the study, with Component 1 contributing
32.46%, and component 2 contributing 7.85, component 3 con-
tributing 6.73%, component 4 contributing 5.39%, component
5 contributing 5.11%. The Bartlett’s Test of sphericity proved
to be significant , and all communalities were over the required
value of 0.500. The five factors identified as part of this EFA
aligned with the theoretical proposition in this research.

Finally, factor 1 includes items T1, T2, T3, T5, T8, T9,
T10, T11, T12 &TI13, referring to teaching and curriculum
self-efficacy subscale. Factor 2 gathers items B, B2, B3, B4,
& B5, which represents to behavior management self-efficacy
subscale. Factor 3 includes items M1, M2, M3, M4, & M6, re-
ferring to teacher communication self-efficacy subscale. Factor
4 gathers items L1, L2, L3, which represents to collaboration
self-efficacy subscale. Finally, factor 5 includes items A, A2,
A3, A4, referring to assessment self-efficacy subscale. Factor
Loadings are presented in table 2.
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Therefore, o and o represent the proportion of the overall
variance of a scale that can be attributed to a common source,
i.e., the actual score of the latent construct being measured
(Netemeyer et al., 2003). Indeed, reliability estimators based
on confirmatory factor analysis may be efficiently used for all
situations in which violation of the assumptions for alpha is
suspected (Raykov, 1997).

Results
Characteristics of respondents

The characteristics of the respondents is presented in Table
1. A total of 214 teachers for DHH students participated in the
study. Of the participants, 72 % were male and 28% % were
female.

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample (N =214)

Variable Number and Percentage
Gender (N = 214)

Male 154 (72%)

Female 60 (28%)

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

EFA using the principal analysis (PF) method was
conducted. The minimum factor loading criteria was set to 0.50.
The results were significant, which indicates its suitability for
factor analysis. The Kaiser — Meyer — Olkin measure of

sampling adequacy (MSA), above 0.858 are considered appro-
priate for factor analysis. Nonetheless, in this initial EFA, some
items (i.e. "the teaching& curriculum: T4, T6, T7,", "the

communication: M5", "the collaboration: L4, L5, L6, L7", "the
assessment: A5, A6, A7, A8")
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analysis (CFA).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA). EFA was used. Prior
to conduct EFA, the suitability of the data for factor analysis
was evaluated. The correction matrix was examined, and
many coefficients with values of.3 and above were detected.
The Kaiser Meyer-Olkin value of.099, which surpasses the
acceptable threshold of.6 as suggested by Kaiser (1970, 1974),
demonstrates statistical significance. This finding provides
evidence for the correlation matrixys factorability.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA was also
performed to examine the model fit of teachers’ efficacy scales
(i.e., to assess how the items measured the corresponding
construct) by using the Mplus software (Muthen & Muthen,
2012). It allows for exploring relationships between variables
in the process of validating and fitting the measurement model.
It is considered a more powerful statistical process because it
considers measurement error and multiple latent independent
variables that may be measured by various indicators (Kline,
2016). In addition, Mplus software was used to analyze the
data (i.e., to assess how the items measured the corresponding
construct).

Reliability. The o and o coefficients measure the degree
of interrelation between a set of items that are intended to
measure a single construct. It also indicates the common
variance between these items. Therefore, o and o represent
the proportion of the overall variance of a scale that can be
attributed to a common source, i.e., the actual score of the
latent construct being measured (Netemeyer et al., 2003). The
scale»s reliability was determined using Cronbach Alpha (a)and
Omega Coefficient (w), which can estimate reliability. The a
and o coefficients measure the degree of interrelation between
a set of items that are intended to measure a single construct.
It also indicates the common variance between these items.
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Validity.

In psychometrics, validity is concerned with the extent
to which a particular scale measures what its developer intends
it to measure (Furr & Bacharach, 2014). This study measured
the content validity and construct validity of the TSEDE scale.

Content validity

In order to verify the precision of the survey before it is
distributed,a team of four experts at the Department of Special
Education at Taif University rated the appropriateness of each
item based on four criteria (ambiguity, relevance, simplicity,
and clarity) on a 4-point scale (e.g., 1 =not relevant/clear/
simple or doubtful, 2 = relevant/clear/simple or no doubt but
needs minor revision, 3 = item needs some revision, 4 = very
relevant/clear/simple or meaning is clear). This is to evaluate
the scale’s validity, an estimate of the instrument’s ease of use,
clarity, and readability, to assess teacher efficacy in the field
of deaf education. Each item was given four different ratings.
The item content validity was calculated by determining the
proportion of experts who approved the item and assigned it
a score of 3 or 4. I analyzed the results and selected only the
items that scored higher than 0.75% for each criterion (Martuza,
1977). Any remaining items that did not meet this threshold
were excluded, resulting in a scale consisting of 38 items.

Construct Validity.

According to Grimm and Widaman (2012) and Smith (2005),
construct validity is how well one scale fits with other scales
in line with hypotheses that were derived from theory about
the things that are being measured. Factor analysis of the
data obtained from the scale in question is often used as a
preferred method in construct validation (Antonak & Livneh,
1988). Consequently, the TSEDE scale was subjected to
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
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Data collection

After obtaining ethical approval No. 45-214 from the
Scientific Research Ethics Committee (SREC) at Taif University
to conduct the study, the researcher contacted all departments
of deaf education and schools, asking them to distribute the
online scale for this study. After receiving their agreement to
participate in the study, the online scale was electronically
delivered to schools and teachers of DHH students across
the country. Also, the electronic scale link was briefed on the
purpose of this study, and they were made aware that the data
would be used only for research and their rights not to participate
in this study. They were also informed that their participation in
the study was completely voluntary and that their identification
would not be recognized in the final data analysis. They had the
option of declining participation by not completing the scale.
Two weeks after distributing the scale, each department and
school administrator received a phone call from the researcher
to remind and encourage teachers to complete the surveys.
Three weeks later, the researcher collected all the completed
online surveys.

Data analysis

I analyzed the data using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS version) program (Pallant, 2013) and the Mplus
software (Muthen & Muthen, 2012). Descriptive statistics for
teachers’ self-efficacy towards teaching DHH students in an
inclusion setting were calculated using a 4-point Likert scale (1
= do not use to 4 = always). Furthermore, content validity and
construct validity were implemented to ensure that the TSEDE
scale measured what I intended to measure in this study. Finally,
reliability analysis was used.
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efficacy in behavior management, and efficacy in collaboration.
Therefore, the researcher developed the teacher efficacy scale to
evaluate teachers’ efficacy in teaching DHH students. This scale
was named Teachers Self-Efficacy in Deaf Education (TSEDE).
Most of the TSEDE items (n = 31) were adopted from other
scales developed and used by other researchers (i.e., Antonak
& Larrivee, 1995; Malinen., Savolainen & Xu, 2012; Saloviita,
2015; Sharma & Jacobs, 2016; Fu, 2017) and were changed to
suit the context of this study. However, some items (n = 15)
were developed by the researcher on the basis of a review of the
literature in special education, particularly deaf education (i.e.,
Angelides & Aravi, 2006/2007; Borders et al., 2010; Davila,
2004; Donne & Zigmond, 2008; Eleweke et al., 2008; Ericks-
Brophy et al., 2006; Luckner & Muir, 2001; Vermeulen et al.,
2012; Woolsey et al., 2004). It comprised questions relating
to participants’ demographic information, such as gender. In
addition, 40 items measuring the five constructs in the research
model were presented: communication self-efficacy subscale,
teaching self-efficacy subscale, curriculum self-efficacy
subscale, assessment self-efficacy subscale, class management
self-efficacy subscale, and collaboration self-efficacy subscale.
Finally, this TSEDE scale was used to measure the constructs
given below.

The TSEDE scale was first tested in a pilot study, and
some items were modified and reworded. All items were
measured using a four-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (do
not use) to 4 (always). Literature shows that the Likert scale is
a popular method used by researchers to measure teachers’ self-
efficacy (Maurer & Pierce, 1998). Therefore, the researcher
chose a Likert scale to measure the items used in the current
study.
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that operate in the school setting under which teachers respond
to and engage in teaching and learning for their DHH students.
The study will examine five constructs: communication effi-
cacy, teaching and curriculum efficacy, assessment efficacy,
behavioral management efficacy, and collaboration efficacy. In
terms of investigation, the following is the research question:
Is the newly developed scale valid and reliable to assess the ef-
ficiency of teachers’ self-efficacy skills for DHH students?

Methods
Participants

The participants have been chosen using convenience
sampling. Participants were Saudi teachers for DHH students
from across Saudi Arabia. To determine the appropriate sample
size, most SEM experts recommend a minimum sample size of
approximately 200 or more (Kline, 2016; Little et al., 1999).
Accordingly, at least 200 teachers of DHH students were
needed in this current study. All teachers responded through an
electronic survey that was made available via the Docs-Gmail
website. Teachers were recruited from schools and social media
sites such as Twitter and Facebook. Two hundred and twenty-
one surveys were collected. Seven surveys were eliminated
during the analysis because many responses were incomplete.
Then, surveys from two hundred and fourteen teachers of DHH
students were analyzed.

Measures

Because the purpose of the current study was to define
and then adequately capture the domains that best represent
teacher efficacy for inclusion in the field of deaf education, the
relevant literature on inclusive education suggests that teachers
of DHH students need to be qualified in five areas in order to
teach effectively. These areas were efficacy in communication,
efficacy in teaching and curriculum, efficacy in assessment,
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ulum. Teachers will want to use a variety of assessments to de-
termine students’ proficiency levels and enter into a continuous
cycle of obtaining proof of student learning, giving them feed-
back about their learning, and utilizing assessment results to
modify instruction (Alvarez et al., 2014). Therefore, teachers of
DHH students have to demonstrate the ability to utilize assess-
ment data to determine eligibility, program selection, and place-
ment decisions for individuals with exceptionalities, particular-
ly those from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds
(Cannon & Luckner, 2016; CED, 2015). Moreover, teachers
working with DHH students should be aware of the knowledge
and skills needed by teachers to effectively educate a varied
population of DHH students (Luckner & Ayantoye, 2013).

Although the efficacy of teacher scales has acceptable
reliability and validity, they do not cover all the efficacy ar-
eas required by deaf education teachers, such as communica-
tion skills, curriculum adaptation, assessment, and diagnosis of
DHH students’ levels, which are considered essential require-
ments for professional licensing and professional preparation
of deaf education teachers (CED, 2015; Council on Exceptional
Children, CEC, 2015; Luckner & Ayantoye, 2013). Given the
measurement limitations identified in the scales used to assess
teacher self-efficacy in deaf education, there is a need to de-
velop a scale to measure the level of self-efficacy of teachers of
DHH students. The purpose of the current study was to develop
a valid scale that may be used to assess teachers’ self-efficacy to
teach DHH students in public school settings that focuses more
on the teaching practice called the Deaf Self-Efficacy Scale
for Teachers (DSEST). Specifically, the researcher sought to
measure the number of dimensions, internal consistency (reli-
ability), and validity of scores obtained from the DSEST in a
sample of deaf education teachers. This study may add to the
body of knowledge already existing in the field of deaf educa-
tion. The findings of this study would inform us of the factors
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Some researchers (i.e., Romi & Leyser, 2006; Weisel &
Dror, 2006) who have investigated teacher efficacy in inclusive
education have frequently used general teacher efficacy mea-
sures, like the Teacher Efficacy Scale-TES (Gibson & Dembo,
1984), which consists of three fundamental dimensions: 1)
managing behavior, 2) inclusive instruction, and 3) collabora-
tion. This scale has been applied in many studies in the field
of special education to measure the effectiveness of special
education teachers in teaching students with special needs in
inclusive schools (i.e., Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Ruble et al.,
2010; Ruble et al., 2011; Ruble et al., 2013). This scale has
been translated into languages other than the original language
of the measures, English. For instance, the scale was translated
and standardized for special education teachers in the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia and used (i.e., Alhuzimi, 2022; Alnahdi, 2019;
Alnahdi, 2020).

Notably, previous studies demonstrate how complex
teachers) thinking about the inclusion of special needs students
is and suggest that many factors need to be considered in ana-
lyzing teachers» efficacy in the field of deaf education (Council
on Education of the Deaf, CED, 2015). For instance, many deaf
and hard of hearing (DHH) students begin their formal school-
ing with limited proficiency in their written and native sign lan-
guage (see Pizzo, 2016). The efficacy of teachers for DHH stu-
dents has to address the needs of DHH students in a variety of
settings across communication modalities (i.e., sign language,
spoken language, bilingual/bicultural) (Cannon & Luckner,
2016; CED, 2015; Gallaudet Research Institute, 2013). Teach-
ers of students who are DHH have to demonstrate the ability to
develop and choose educational materials, resources and ap-
proaches that address cultural and linguistic differences among
DHH students (Cannon & Luckner, 2016; CED, 2015). Further-
more, teachers working with DHH students should understand
that assessment is necessary for planning instruction and curric-
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area of functioning being studied, as they can differ across dif-
ferent tasks and activities. According to Bandura (2006), the ef-
ficacy belief system is a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked
to distinct realms of functioning, not a universal characteristic.

Therefore, teacher self-efficacy scales should be cus-
tomized to the specific area of instructional functioning (Usher
& Pajares, 2008). This may enable researchers to choose the
scales most relevant to the research they would like to con-
duct. In this respect, Bandura (2006) points out two advantages
of using specific teacher self-efficacy scales (TSES). Firstly, it
acknowledges the difficulties instructors encounter in certain
areas. Conversely, it enhances the ability to predict how teacher
self-efficacy contributes to other constructs, such as students)
academic achievements and teacher behavior. Hence, it is es-
sential to develop a measure of teacher self-efficacy.

Furthermore, the Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoyds
(2001) Teachers> Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) is widely
used in education to assess teacher self-efficacy. In contrast to
prior broad assessments such as Gibson and Demboys (1984)
study, the TSES consists of three specific subscales that mea-
sure teachersy self-efficacy beliefs in three unique areas of in-
structional performance: classroom management, instructional
strategies, and student engagement. Although initially designed
for in-service teachers, several research studies have utilized
this scale to assess the teachers) self-efficacy beliefs (Inel Ekici,
2018; Pendergast et al., 2011). The Norwegian Teacher Self-Ef-
ficacy Scale (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007) illustrates a specific
teachens self-efficacy for evaluating their beliefs. This scale
consists of the following six subscales: discipline management,
instruction, student motivation, adjusting education to meet the
requirements of individual students, working with families and
coworkers, and adjusting to changes and obstacles.
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For example, teachers who have a strong belief in their abili-
ties to teach and positively impact student outcomes effectively
are more likely to create a positive learning environment, fos-
ter student engagement, and achieve higher levels of academic
success (Ajmal et al., 2020; Dellinger et al., 2008). Also, teach-
ers who strongly believe in their ability to effectively instruct
students dedicate more time and effort to supporting those who
face learning challenges, ultimately promoting their success
(Bandura, 1997; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Therefore, studies
indicate that teachers) self-efficacy has been found to play a
significant role in influencing student learning outcomes (Del-
linger et al., 2008; Hildebrandt, 2017; Skaalvik & Skaalvik,
2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).

A way to investigate teachersy efficacy of competence
is by examining their self-efficacy beliefs (Tschan-nen-Mo-
ran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Woolfolk Hoy et al., 2009; Wy-
att, 2014). There is a substantial correlation between teachers)
self-efficacy and their behavior, as well as their willingness to
accept new practices and innovations in the classroom (Ban-
dura, 1997; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001). Teacher beliefs include judgments about compe-
tence to teach special needs students and attitudes about special
needs students) abilities. Furthermore, teacher self-efficacy has
been assessed using various scales and instruments (Skaalvik
& Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). However,
there is a lack of agreement regarding the adequate construc-
tion of teacher self-efficacy scales (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).
Some researchers have developed general teacher self-efficacy
assessments that are more comprehensive and not limited to
certain behaviors or circumstances (i.e., Gibson & Dembo,
1984; Sherer et al., 1982). Other researchers critique general
measures for their lack of predictions and explanations (Pajar-
es, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Bandura (2006) asserts that
self-efficacy scales (SES) should be customized to the specific
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Introduction

Teachers worldwide encounter challenges from
increasing workloads, shifting policies and expectations, and
societal changes. Studies indicate that teachers’ self-efficacy
is critical to their persistence, commitment, and quality of
education (Holzberger et al., 2013; Zakariya, 2020). Teachers’
self-efficacy (TSE), which refers to teachers’ beliefs in their
ability to confront these challenges, significantly impacts
student learning (Tschan-nen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2001). The self-efficacy scale is a tool that can be used in
educational research and practice to measure teachers’ beliefs
in their ability to effectively perform various teaching tasks
and responsibilities (Sherer et al., 1982). While considerable
studies have demonstrated the significant impact of TSE on
both teachers and students (Ajmal et al., 2020; Dellinger et
al.,, 2008; Hildebrandt, 2017; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007;
Zakariya, 2020), a limited number of research studies have
investigated the accuracy and reliability of TSE across various
groups of deaf education teachers in Saudi Arabia. Therefore,
this study aims to develop and validate a scale for evaluating
deaf education teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching deaf and hard
of hearing (DHH) students in Saudi Arabia.

Literature Review

Over the last two decades, the concept of self-efficacy
has been expanded to focus on the field of education, particu-
larly teachers’ feelings of confidence across different teaching
areas. Teacher self-efficacy is defined as teachers’ beliefs in
their own ability to manages the tasks and challenges associ-
ated to their daily professional activities (Bandura, 2006). It is
widely understood to mean teachersy percpetions and belief that
they may impact the students) learning, despite these students
could have less motivation (Guskey & Passaro, 1994). Teacher
beliefs are essential in teaching and learning (Graham, 2020).
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Abstract. The present study aimed to develop the Teacher Self-
Efficacy Scale for students who are deaf and hard of hearing
(TSEDE) and test its psychometrics. In a sample of Saudi teachers
of DHH students in Saudi Arabia (N = 214; 72% male), the TSEDE
scale was implemented. The study revealed that the self -efficacy
scale for teachers of DHH students, developed by the researcher,
has high validity in terms of content validity, exploratory validity,
and confirmatory validity. The results demonstrated high levels of
reliability, as indicated by both the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(0.942) and the Omega coefficient was, for the overall scale, as well
as the the Omega coefficient ( = 0.707) for communication self-
efficacy, = 0.854 for teaching and curriculum self-efficacy, = 0.801
for assessment self-efficacy, = 0.877 for behavior management self-
efficacy, and = 0.814 for collaboration self-efficacy. These values
suggest that the scale has good internal consistency. To conclude,
these results provide evidence that the TSEDE scale is reliable,
valid, and, thus, valuable for research in the field of deaf education.
Based on these results, the researcher presents suggestions for future
research and its application for the continuous development of deaf
education programs.

Keywords: teacher, deaf and hard of hearing, self-efficacy, deaf

education
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