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The Effect of Using McCarthy Model in Improving
Reflective Thinking and Science Achievement for Grade
6" Basic Female Students

Eman Alhadaybeh, The Ministry of Education, Sultanate of Oman.
Abdullah Ambusaedy, Curriculum and Teaching Science Department,
College of Education, Sultan Qaboos University, Oman.

Abstract: This study aimed to investigate the effect of using
McCarthy Model in development reflective thinking and science
achievement among grade 6" female students. The sample of study
consisted of (55) female students, which were selected from two
schools in Dakhiliyah Governorate. The experimental group (N=31)
was taught the science content by McCarthy Model and control group
(N=24) was taught the by the conventional method of teaching. To
achieve the study’s aims, three research instruments were designed: a
teacher guide based on McCarthy Model, a reflective thinking skills
test and a science achievement test. The results revealed that there
were statically significant differences at (0=0.05) between the means
of the experimental group and the control group in the whole
reflective thinking skills and in the whole science achievement test in
favor of the experimental group.

Keywords: McCarthy Model, Reflective Thinking, Science
Achievement.
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Effectiveness of Employment Internet Technologies in
Educational Supervision in Private Schools in Amman

Heba Abu Aeadeh, Directorate of Special Education, Amman.
Saleh Ababneh, Educational Administration and Foundation
Department, University of Jordan, Amman, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed at identifying the degree of effectiveness
of employment Internet technologies in educational supervision in
private schools in Amman. To achieve study purposes a (58) items
questionnaire was developed and distributed to study sample which
consisted of (535) teachers and educational supervisors in the
academic year 2014/2015. After statistical analysis of the data, the
results of the study indicated that the level of the degree of
effectiveness of employment Internet technologies in educational
supervision in private schools in Amman was high for the tool and it
is domains. The results also indicated that there aren't significant
statistical differences at (a < 0.05) refer to sex and type of Internet
technique variables, but there were significant statistical differences to
other variables in some study domains. The study recommended that
remainder private schools to transition to electronic supervision, and
further studies were suggested.

Keywords: Internet Technologies, Educational Supervision, Private
Schools, Education in Jordan.
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Cognitive Dissonance and Social Responsibility among
The Hashemite University Students in the Light of the
Variables of Gender and College

Thuraya Salameh, Ministry of Education- Department of Private
Education, Jordan.

Thaer Ghbari, Department of Educational Psychology, the Hashemite
University, Zarqa, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed at identifying the cognitive dissonance
level and its relationship with social responsibility among the
Hashemite University students according to the variables of the
gender and the college. The sample consisted of (362) students which
were selected by stratified random method. The students completed
two scales: Cognitive Dissonance Scale, and the Social Responsibility
Scale. The results showed that the levels of the cognitive dissonance
and the social responsibility were moderate. And there were no
statistical significant differences on the cognitive dissonance and the
social responsibility due to the variables of the gender and the college.
The results also showed that there were negative -correlation
coefficient between the total score of the cognitive dissonance and the
total score of the the social responsibility. In the light of the results
there were some recommendations.

Keywords: Cognitive dissonance, Social responsibility, Hashemite
University Students.
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The Effect of Using the Writing Processes Approach in
Enhancing the Writing Skills of Essay and Thought among
Female Class Teacher Students at Yarmouk University

Raed Khodair, Faculty of Education, Yarmouk University, Irbid,
Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed at investigating the effect of using the
writing processes approach in enhancing the writing skills among the
Female Class Teacher students at Yarmouk University. The subjects
of the study consisted of (56) female students enrolled in "Expressive
Writing Applications for First Grades" Course in the second semester
of the academic year of 2013-2014, were selected by available
method. In the beginning of the semester the students were pretested
in writing essay and thought. Participants students were trained
through group writing workshops on the writing processes approach,
which entailed five stages namely: pre-writing, first draft writing,
revision, editing, and publishing. The writing topics, which students
received training on, were diverse and included essays, thoughts, short
stories, and personal letters. The training went on for eight weeks with
two sessions per week where each session was carried on for one hour
at least. The posttest analysis results of the students' writings
displayed overt qualitative and substantial improvement in their
writing skills. Moreover, there were statistically significant difference
in the writing skills of essay and thought due to the type of writing in
the favor of the thought.

Keywords: Writing Processes Approach, Class Teacher.
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the Effectiveness of two Counseling Programs in Reducing
the Symptoms of Social Phobia Disorder among Freshmen
Students at Yarmouk University

Ahmad Gazo, Department of Educational Psychology, Faculty of
Educational Sciences, Hashemite University , Zarqa , Jordan.

Qassim Samour, Department of Counseling and Educational
Psychology, Yarmouk University, Irbid, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to measure the effectiveness of two
counseling programs in reducing the symptoms of social phobia
disorder among freshmen students at Yarmouk University. Population
of the study consisted of all enrolled freshmen at the first semester of
the academic year 2013\2014 students totaling (9510) freshmen (5346
female and 4164 male). To achieve the objective of the study, the
researcher used Lipbowitz Social Phobia Scale consisting of (18)
items. Based on the means scores of a convenient sample (523) (318
females and 205 males) selected from the population and their
willingness to participate in the study, the final sample of the study
consisting of (36) students (22 female and 14 male) was selected and
randomly assigned into three study groups, each consisting of (12)
students. The first study group was given a social skills training
program, the second experimental group was given a gradual
sensitivity reduction training program, while the third program
represented the control group. Results of the study indicated that both
training programs (social skills training program and gradual
sensitivity reduction) were more effective at significance level (o= 0,

05) in reducing social phobia among the sampled students. No
significant differences were found in the effectiveness of both training
programs due to the interaction between gender and experimental
group. Three weeks after the programs follow up data indicated that
the sampled students in the experimental group retained their gains
due to the participation in the counseling programs.

Keywords: Social phobia, Social skills training, Gradual sensitivity
reduction, Freshmen.
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The Ability of Item Parameters as Predictors of Item Fit
Index According to Item Response Theory (IRT)

Rana Momani, Measurement & Evaluation Department, Qassim
University, KSA.

Abstract: This study aimed at inspecting the ability of item parameters
difficulty, discrimination, and guessing as predictors of item fit index

2 . . .
(¢ ) according to item response theory (IRT). To achieve the goals

of study the researcher used an achievement test in statistics consist of
(29) four multiple choice items applied to sample consists 0f)507
(female students from Faculty of Education. SPSS package used to
verify assumptions of IRT models, then BILOG-MG used to extract
item parameters and item fit index for three parameters model, and
identify fitting items, then extract correlation coefficients for item
parameters and item fit index, finally estimate the regression line for
them. Results showed that the number of fitted items varied according
to number of ability intervals and was the best in case of six intervals,
also item discrimination had a significant relationship with item fit
index, the regression model predicted item fit index using transformed
discrimination and difficulty parameters with superiority for six
intervals case. Finally results discussed in light of literature review
and it was recommended to study item fit for different sample sizes,
fit indices, statistical models and item types.

Keywords: item response theory, item difficulty, item discrimination,
item guess ability, item fit index.
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Perceived Social Support among Breast Cancer Patients in
the light of some Variabels

Hanan Al-shagran, Yarmouk University,Irbid- Jordan.
Yasmin Al-karaki, Jordan University Hospital, Amman- Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to reveal the level of the perceived social
support of breast cancer patients. The sample of the study consisted of
(220) patients who attend antenatal clinics and who participate in
psychological support program and under treatment at King Hussein
Cancer Center in the capital Amman. To achieve the objectives of the
study the researchers prepared a scale of perceived social support. The
results of the study showed that statistically significant difference
between the means of the perceived social support due to all of the
following variables (marital status, duration of the disease) and level
of perceived social support on the overall scale was high. Wheras,
there were no statistical difference attributed to:(age, education level,
and stage of therapy).

Keywords: Perceived social support, Breast cancer.
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Council of Accreditation for teachers (NCATE) in the
Faculty of Education at Taif University
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Abstract: The current study aimed to identify the degree of practicing
the NCATE Standards at the Faculty of Education at Al-Taif
University. To achieve the objectives of the study a questionnaire was
developed which included (48) items distributed into the six NCATE
Standards: Program Offered", "Evaluation and Assessment",
"Deanship and Resources", "Experiences", "Professional Development
of faculty members" and the "Availability". After confirming validity
and reliability, the researchers distributed the questionnaire on a
sample of (155) faculty members in the Faculty of Education at Taif
University out of the population (175). The study found that the
degree of identify degree of practicing the NCATE standards at the
Faculty of Education at Al-Taif University was medium. And that the
degree of implementation of NCATE standards do not differ
according to gender, academic rank, experience and all standards
except the standard of "development of faculty members" it was in
favor of males.
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genders. This result is consistent with other studies (e.g.,
Gomez & Gomez, 2013). In this regard, Gomez and
Gomez (2013) mentioned that the gender of the child
does not affect the QOL of parents (p. 51).

Finally, the children’s type of disability was not
affecting parents’ QOL as results of this study showed
no statistically significant difference were found in
parents’ QOL based on this variable. This result is
consistent with results achieved by Davis and Gavidia-
Payne (2009) and contradicts the result achieved by
Haimour and Abu-Wawwash (2012). Although no
significant differences between the types of children’s
disability were included in this study, looking at mean
scores of parents’ QOL (see Table 2) one can notice that
parents of children with Autism had the lower mean
scores among other groups followed by parents of
children’s with Intellectual Disabilities. On the other
hand, parents of children with Sensory impairments and
Physical and Health impairments had the highest mean
scores. These differences might document what has
been noted in the literature, that the severity of a child’s
disability affects parents’ QOL and that the parents of
children with autism had been documented to be the
lower in QOL when it was compared with other groups
(e.g., Dardas & Ahmad, 2014a; Dardas, 2014; Dardas &
Ahmad, 2013a; Gardiner & larocci, 2012; Wang et al.,
2004).

Conclusions and Limitations

The purpose of this study was to investigate
parents of children with disabilities QOL in the State of
Kuwait using the Arabic translated version of
WHOQOL-BREF. Results of the study showed that
parents’ perceptions of their QOL were ranked in the
medium level. In addition, results revealed no
statistically significant difference in parents QOL could
be attributed due to their characteristics or their
children’s characteristics.

It is necessary to mention that results of this study
need to be considered in light of the study limitations.
One of these limitations is the absence of a comparison
group (e.g., children without disabilities). Another
limitation is the absence of an outside measure (e.g.,
professional and social support, coping strategies, level
of stress and anxiety, religious belief, employment
status, child’s severity, and type of educational services)
as these measures were concluded in the literature to be
associated with parents QOL

A third limitation is that parents participated in this
study voluntarily expressed their intention to participate
in the study. This could limit the results to those parents
only especially when information related to the type of
educational services provided were missing in the
current study and that might reflect their satisfaction
with these services and affect their QOL. Finally, the
unequal distribution of numbers among the various
variables included in this study might impact the results
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especially in testing for any significant differences
among these variables.

Overall, results of this study are important and,
warrant for future investigations. Service providers and
counselors working with parents of children with
disabilities in the State of Kuwait might benefit from
these results by considering parents QOL in measuring
their intervention functionality and/or in determining
their intervention priorities. Having a child with a
disability represents a burden as documented in the
literature. This burden might affect the psychological
needs of of parents and that by itself needs more
investigation and consideration in providing support or
services. Measuring the concept of QOL in parents of
children with disabilities represents a new direction in
research in the Arab world. The number and type of
studies investigating this concept in the region are
limited. This study can add to this literature. This by
itself empowers the importance of this study regardless
of its limitations or overall results.
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With respect to other variables, mothers and fathers
scored similarly in all domains with nearly high scores
on the social relations domain in fathers and the
psychological health domain in mothers. On the other
hand, the physical health domain was the lowest among
other domains for both mothers and fathers. Looking at
mean scores based on type of disability variable, results
also indicated similar mean scores among the four
groups included in the study. However, looking at mean
scores for each domain across groups, it could be
concluded that parents of children in the Autism group
appear to have the lowest mean score in comparison
with other groups, followed by Intellectual Disabilities
group. On the other hand, parents of children with
sensory impairments and physical and health
impairments appeared to have higher mean scores,
respectively.

Furthermore, to test for any statistically significant
differences among participants in their QOL mean
scores for each domain, results of independent sample .
test (see Table 2) revealed no statistically significant
differences in the mean QOL score for each of the four
domains and parents’ gender (mothers vs. fathers),
#(138) = -.984, p =.327; 1(138) =.387, p =.699; #(138) =
1.684, p =.094; #(138) = -.183, p =.855, respectively. In
addition, results revealed no statistically significant
differences in the mean QOL score for each of the four
domains and marital status (married vs. single), #(138) =
1.076, p =.284; #(138) =766, p =.445; #(138) = 1.748, p
=.083; #138) = 1.044, p =298, respectively. Finally,
results also revealed no statistically significant
differences in the mean QOL score for each of the four
domains and gender of children (males vs. females),
#(138) = -.085, p =.954; «(138) =.582, p =.561; #(138)
=741, p =.460; #(138) =.128, p =.898, respectively.

Consequently, results of One-Way ANOVA, in
addition, revealed no statistically significant differences
that could be attributed to parents’ age (p =.945; p
=.227; p =.546; p =.410), for each domain respectively;
as well as parents’ level of education (p =.267; p =.274;
p =.276; p =.265); parents’ SES (p =.639; p =.165; p
=.224; p =.740); children’s type of disability (p =.089; p
=.094; p =.160; p =.229); and age of children (p =.107,;
p =.323; p=.933; p =.893), for each domain respectively
(see Table 2 for details).

Finally, results of the first question “(How would
you rate your quality of life?) indicated that 85% (n
=120) of participants described that their quality of life
was as either good or very good. For the second
question (How satisfied are you with your health?), the
results indicated that 70% (n = 98) of participants were
either satisfied or very satisfied with their health.

Discussion

The purpose of the current study, was to investigate
the QOL of parents of children with disabilities in the
state of Kuwait. It is worth mentioning that the main
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aim of this study was to explore parents’ perceptions of
their QOL; it was not our intention to either compare
these perceptions to other group of parents (e.g., parents
of children without disabilities), or associate them with
other measures (e.g., social support or professional
support). In line with that, results of the study showed
almost similar perceptions of QOL between fathers and
mothers participated in the study with ratings ranged
around the medium-high level of QOL (see table 1).
Results of ¢. test revealed no statistically significant
difference between mothers and fathers in their
perception of QOL. This result is consistent with other
studies (e.g., Dardas & Ahmad, 2014a; Dardas, 2014;
Dardas & Ahmad, 2013a; Gomez & Gomez, 2013;
Meral, Cavkaytar, Turnbull, & Wang, 2013; Malhotra,
Khan, & Bhatia, 2012; Werner et al., 2009; Wang et al.,
2006) and was not unusual in QOL studies (Brown et
al., 2003; Wang et al., 2006).

In terms of parents’ socioeconomic status,
education level, and marital status; results of this study
revealed no statistically significant differences were
presented among these variables and parents’ QOL.
This result is consistent with other studies (e.g., Dardas
& Ahmad, 2014a; Dardas, 2014; Dardas & Ahmad,
2013a; Meral, Cavkaytar, Turnbull, & Wang, 2013) and
inconsistent with other studies (e.g., Gomez & Gomez,
2013; Davis & Gavidia-Payne, 2009; Wang et al.,
2004). Results of the current study warrant further
investigations regarding the significant of these results.
However, a possible explanation might be a cultural
one, in which a holistic sense of happiness in life might
not relatively be formulated by better education or
higher income; rather, it might be related to the sense of
believing in God’s will and accepting what God has
planned for everyone (AL Jabery & Arabiat, 2014). This
result might also be explained by understanding the
collective family orientation, in which the extended
family is the key feature of family orientation in
Kuwait. This family orientation could be considered a
great source of help and support for families and their
efforts to overcome the impact of their children
disability (AL Jabery & Arabiat, 2014).

It is worth mentioning that in the State of Kuwait,
parents of children with disabilities (especially the
mothers) are provided with monthly allowance from the
General Authority for the Disabled Affairs alongside
with other supports provided from the government such
as caregiver retirement pension of 100%, reduced
working hours, and a full salary special leave
(www.e.gov.kw). These provided services could, up to
some degree, explain the absence of differences in QOL
perceptions between parents based on their SES; since
all Kuwaiti parents of children with disabilities are
subject to these services.

In addition, results of the study showed no
significant differences in parents’ QOL perceptions due
to their ages as well as due to their children’s ages and
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Table 2 Means, Standard Deviations, results of t. test, and One-Way ANOVA of WHOQOL-BREF Domains Based on

Participants’ Variables

Physical Health Psychological-al Social Relations ~ Environmental

Variable M (SD) Health M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Parents

Mother 13.94 (2.10) 14.74(2.30) 14.55 (2.86) 13.96 (2.30)
Fathers 13.57 (1.98) 14.90 (2.53) 15.53 (1.94) 13.88 (2.64)
T -.984 .387 1.684 -.183
P 327 .699 .094 .855
Age

Below 30 13.84 (1.79) 14.78 (2.57) 14.53 (2.68) 13.77 (2.35)
31-44 13.77 (2.26) 14.55 (2.34) 14.86 (2.88) 13.85(2.41)
Above 45 13.94 (2.07) 15.54 (1.90) 15.25 (1.44) 14.54 (2.54)
F .057 1.499 .607 .899
P .945 227 .546 410
Marital Status

Married 13.95 (2.16) 14.89 (2.22) 15.06 (2.52) 14.07 (2.37)
Single Parent 13.54 (1.80) 14.56 (2.70) 14.22 (2.78) 13.61 (2.50)
T 1.076 766 1.748 1.044
P 284 445 .083 .298
Educational Level

High school and below 13.10 (2.05) 13.86 (2.39) 13.79 (2.20) 13.28 (2.64)
Bachelor degree 14.22 (2.01) 15.24 (2.18) 15.31 (2.69) 14.22 (2.19)
Graduate degree 14.86 (.40) 17.07 (1.53) 17.07 (1.73) 16.00 (1.17)
F 5.678 8.629 7.985 4.544
P 267 274 276 265
Socioeconomic Status*

Lower class 13.49 (2.00) 14.31 (3.00) 14.49 (3.26) 13.87 (2.80)
Middle class 13.93 (2.11) 14.65 (2.27) 14.64 (2.62) 13.85(2.38)
Upper class 13.63 (1.99) 15.52 (2.25) 15.57 (2.14) 14.25 (2.33)
F 450 1.828 1.510 .301

P .639 165 224 .740
Disability Type

Intellectual Disabilities-IDD 13.49 (1.68) 14.23 (2.25) 14.15 (2.62) 13.53 (2.40)
Autism Spectrum Disorders-ASD 12.35 (2.42) 14.10 (2.53) 14.29 (2.63) 13.50 (2.36)
Sensory  (hearing or  visual) 14.84 (2.21) 15.63 (2.56) 15.44 (2.75) 14.70 (2.24)
Impairments

Physical and Other Health 13.30 (1.48) 15.39 (1.70) 15.64 (2.22) 13.86 (2.67)
Impairments

F 2.807 2.171 1.750 1.459

P .089 .094 .160 229
Gender of Children

Male 13.82 (2.08) 14.89 (2.28) 14.95 (2.65) 13.96 (2.24)
Female 13.84 (2.06) 14.66 (2.49) 14.62 (2.58) 13.90 (2.63)
T -.085 .582 741 128

P 954 .561 460 .898
Age of Children

Below 5 14.32 (2.55) 15.18 (1.89) 14.98 (2.13) 14.03 (2.25)
6-12 13.92 (1.91) 14.87 (2.38) 14.81 (2.63) 13.96 (2.49)
Above 13 13.04 (2.19) 14.14 (2.60) 14.67 (2.98) 13.72 (2.23)
F 2.275 1.139 .069 113

P 107 323 .933 .893

*classification made based on parents’ judgments. * P < 0.05

As shown in Table 2, mean scores related to the
four domains (including participants’ responses on the
24 questions) were almost similar. In general, the
physical health domain had the lowest mean score
among other domains and cross-variables, while the
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social relations domain had the highest mean score
among other domains and cross-variables. The
psychological health and environmental domains were
in-between of the other two variables respectively and
cross-variables.
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Table 1: Participants Demographics (n = 140)

Variable N (%)
Parents

Mothers 95 (67.9)
Fathers 45 (32.1)
Age

Below 30 49 (35)
31-44 68 (48.6)
Above 45 23 (16.4)
Marital Status

Married 98 (70)
Single Parent 42 (30)
Educational Level

High school and below 52 (37.1)
Bachelor degree 83 (59.3)
Graduate degree 5(3.6)
Socioeconomic Status*

Lower class 15 (10.7)
Middle class 97 (69.3)
Upper class 28 (20)
Disability Type

Intellectual Disabilities-IDD 44 (31.4)
Autism Spectrum Disorders-ASD 39 (27.9)
Sensory (hearing or visual) Impairments 35 (25)
Physical and Other Health Impairments 22 (15.7)
Gender of Children

Male 79 (56.4)
Female 61 (43.6)
Age of Children

Below 5 17 (12.1)
6-12 100 (71.4)
Above 13 23 (16.4)

*classification made based on parents’ judgments.
Research Instrument

The Arabic translated version of World Health
Organization Quality of Life Brief (WHOQOL-BREF)
was used in this study to measure families QOL (see
appendix 1). The WHOQOL-BREF is an abbreviated
version of the WHOQOL-100 scale and includes 26-self
administered questions. It, firstly, begins with two major
questions (How would you rate your quality of life? and
How satisfied are you with your health?) and continues
measuring the concept of QOL through 24 questions
distributed into four domains; physical health,
psychological health, social relations, and environment.
The range of score for each question ranges between 1
and 5, with higher scores indicating higher QOL levels
(WHOQOL Group, 1996, 1998).
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Computing scores on the WHOQOL-BREF
requests calculating raw scores for each domain and,
then, converting them to transformed scores on an either
(4-20) or (0-100) scale using the tables presented on the
scale instructional manual. The WHOQOL-BREF has
strong reliability and validity indicators and it has been
validated on several cultural groups (see WHOQOL
Group, 1998 for more details). Moreover, the scale has
been translated into the Arabic language and it has been
validated on Arabic speaking populations (e.g., Dardas
& Ahmad, 2014a; Dardas & Ahmad, 2013a; Ohaeri &
Awadalla, 2009).

In this study, the Arabic translation of the
WHOQOL-BREF was obtained from the WHO
permission and licensing center via direct contact. The
reliability indicators for the scale using Cronbach’s
Alpha in the current study were: (0.684) for the Physical
Health domain, (0.793) for the Psychological Health
domain, (0.612) for the Social Relations domain,
(0.785) for the Environment domain; and (0.894) for the
entire scale, respectively.

Procedures

To recruit the participants, a direct visit to all
special education centers and institutions in the City of
Kuwait was conducted. Then, permissions from families
to participate in the study were obtained. A 160-copy of
the WHOQOL-BREF Arabic version was sent to
families and collected after a period of five weeks. A
total of 153 copies were retrieved, hence, resulting in a
response rate of 95%. A total of 140 responses were
used in this study, after the elimination of 13 responses
for missing more than 20% of their data (as
recommended by the WHOQOL- BREF instruction
manual).

Results

Data of the current study were analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-16.0).
The statistical testing included: (1) computing
descriptive statistics (e.g., means and standard
deviations), and (2) applying one-way ANOVA and
independent samples ¢. test to test for any statistically
significant differences between participants’
demographic variables and their QOL with a p-value of
(0.05). Table 2 presents calculations of means and
standard deviations as well as results of 7. test and One-
way ANOVA for each of the four domains distributed
based on participants demographical variables.
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Regardless of differences among these studies
(e.g., type of FQOL measure, origin of population, and
purpose of the study), almost all of these studies
mentioned lower scores of FQOL in domains related to:
(1) receiving social, emotional, and professional support
(e.g., support provided from neighbors, extended family
members, and service providers); and (2) attaining
financial, informational, health, and family counseling
services. Results, in addition, indicated that variables
related to type of disability, number of disabled
children, age and gender of children, severity level of
children’s disability, household income, poverty, and
socioeconomic status were potential, but controversial,
predictors of FQOL (see Meral, Cavkaytar, Turnbull, &
Wang, 2013 for more details).

Statement of the Problem:

The international attention toward studying the
concept of QOL has influenced researchers in the Arab
World to contribute in this endeavor. However, the
number of these studies is quite limited. The purpose of
these studies could be categorized under two main
categories: (1) studies that aimed at obtaining a
culturally valid and appropriate measure of QOL (e.g.,
Dardas & Ahmad, 2014a; Arabiat, Elliott, Draper, & AL
Jabery, 2011), and (2) studies aimed at measuring the
individual or family QOL (Dardas & Ahmad, 2014a;
Dardas & Ahmad, 2013a; Arabiat & AL Jabery, 2013;
Arabiat, AL Jabery, Abed-alqader, & Mahadeen, 2013;
Ohaeri & Awadalla, 2009; Haimour & Abu-Wawwash,
2012; Al-Krenawi,, Graham,, & Al Gharaibeh, 2011).

Results of the first research category have provided
culturally adapted and appropriate measures (e.g.,
WHOQOL-100; PedQOL; WHOQOL-BREF) of QOL.
In addition, results of the second category indicated
similar results as do the international research studies, in
which parenting a child with disability impacts the
family’s overall QOL and that impact is varied
depending on the type of child’s disability, type of
coping strategies, level of provided support, and the
overall cultural context. Based on the above, the current
study aimed at investigating the QOL perceptions of
parents of children with disabilities in the State of
Kuwait.

Aim of the Study

The main aim of the present study was to measure
parents of children with disabilities perceptions of their
Quality of Life (QOL) in the State of Kuwait by using
the Arabic translated version of WHOQOL-BREF.

Research Questions
The present study tried to answer the following
questions:

1) What are the perceptions of Kuwaiti parents’ of
children with disabilities on the WHOQOL-BREF
and its domains?

129

2) Do the perceptions of QOL among parents
significantly differ according to their variables
and/or their children’s variables?

Significance of the Study

The current study contributes to the current
regional and international literature in several ways.
First, it is the first study that targets families of children
with disabilities QOL in Kuwait. Second it provides a
valid, adapted, and culturally appropriate measure of
families QOL that is appropriate to the culture of
Kuwait. Third, it investigates the association between
QOL perceptions and their characteristics as well as
their children’s characteristics to either concur or
contradict the results of other studies.

Definitions of Concepts

Quality of Life (QOL) is defined as the
individual’s perceptions of their position in life in the
context of the culture and value systems in which they
live and in relation to their goals, expectations,
standards, and concerns (WHOQOL Group, 1996, p. 4).

Family Quality of Life (FQOL) is defined as the
extents to which (1) the families’ needs are met, (2)
family members enjoy their life together, and (3) family
members have a chance to do the things that are
important to them (Turnbull, Turnbull, Wehmeyer, &
Shogren, 2013, p. 84).

The World Health Organization Quality of Life
Brief (WHOQOL-BREF) is defined as an abbreviated
version of the WHOQOL-100 scale that includes 26-self
administered questions distributed into four domains;
physical health, psychological health, social relations,
and environment.

Method
Participants

A convenient sample of 140 parents of children
with disabilities participated in the study. 32.1% (n =
45; mean age = 38 years, SD = 11.47; range 22-75
years) were fathers and 67.9% (n = 95; mean age = 33
years; SD = 7.93; range 21-54 years) were mothers. The
overall mean of age was 35.2 years (SD = 9.38; range
21-75 years) for the entire sample. The vast majority of
them were married (70%; n = 98), had a bachelor degree
(59.3%; n = 83), ranked themselves as the middle class
in their socioeconomic status (69.3 %; n = 97) (see

Table 1).

In term of children’s characteristics, 65.4 % (n =
79) were males and 43.6 % (n = 61) were females. The
overall mean was 9 years (SD = 3.19; range 5-16 years)
old. In addition, 31.4% (n = 44) were diagnosed with
Intellectual Disabilities-IDD; 27.9% (n = 39) with
Autism Spectrum Disorders-ASD; 25% (n = 35) with
Sensory (hearing or visual) Impairments; and 15.7% (n
= 22) with Physical and Other Health Impairments.
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From this perspective, studies have investigated the
positive and negative impact of the disability on the
Individuals’ Quality of Life (/QOL) and Families’
Quality of Life (FQOL). However, recently, the
direction in studying the impact of disability has shifted
from focusing exclusively on the individual quality of
life into a broadened examination of perceptions held by
the entire family (Gardiner & larocci, 2012). According
to Gardiner and Iarocci, the cause of this shift in
attention toward family was due to the emergence of
theoretical knowledge about family system (as dynamic,
interconnected, and self-regulating system), the
deinstitutionalization movement, and the medical
advancements that led to a longer life for individuals
with disabilities (p. 2179). Accordingly, the concept of
Family Quality of Life (FQOL) has been introduced in
the field as a crucial measurement of service outcomes,
an important predictor of family’s satisfaction, and a
method for enhancing family’s abilities to cope and
adjust with their children’s disabilities (Samuel, Rillotta,
& Brown, 2012; Giné, Gracia, Vilaseca, & Balcells,
2010; Zuna, Turnbull, & Summers, 2009; Werner et al.,
2009; Poston et al., 2003).

The concept of FQOL refers to “the extents to
which (1) the families’ needs are met, (2) family
members enjoy their life together, and (3) family
members have a chance to do the things that are
important to them” (Turnbull, Turnbull, Wehmeyer, &
Shogren, 2013, p. 84). Closely to this definition, is the
definition provided by Zuna, Summers, Turnbull,
Xiaoyi, and Xu, in which FQOL is defined as “a
dynamic sense of well-being of the family, collectively
and subjectively defined and informed by its members,
in which individual and family-level needs interact.”
This proposed definition was based on a literature
review of 24 studies and led to the identification of three
common themes related to the FQOL definition and its
measurement. These themes included: (1) satisfaction,
(2) meeting individual family needs, and (3) considering
family as a unit instead of describing and assessing the
satisfaction of its individual members (Zuna et al.,
2010).

Measuring FQOL

As the shift was directed in the field toward
studying the impact of having a child with disability in
the family, researchers varied in their view about what
domains should be included to measure the concept of
FQOL. In line with that, two major projects have set the
foundation for the conceptualization and measurement
of the term FQOL. The first was a project initiated at the
University of Kansas by the Beach Center on Disability
(Park et al., 2003; Poston et al., 2003; Summers et al.,
2005; Hoffman, Marquis, Poston, Summers, &
Turnbull, 2006), and the other one is the International
Family Quality of Life Project (Isaacs et al., 2007,
Brown, Anand, Fung, Isaacs, & Baum, 2003; Brown,
Isaacs, McCormack, Baum, & Renwick, 2004; Neikrug,
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Judes, Roth, & Krauss, 2004). Both of these projects
have provided a conceptual framework of what the term
FQOL means and how it could be measured (Werner et
al., 2009).

As a result of the above mentioned projects, two
measures of FQOL with convenient psychometric
properties were developed. The first one was the Beach
Center FQOL Scale (Park et al., 2003). This scale
measures family quality of life through five sub-scales
including: family interaction, parenting, emotional well-
being, physical/material, and disability-related support
(Turnbull, Turnbull, Wehmeyer, & Shogren, 2010;
Wang et al.,, 2006). The other one was the Family
Quality of Life Survey (FQoL-2000 and the updated
version the FQoL-2006). In the updated version (FQoL-
2006), nine areas of family life were the focus and
included: health, finances, family relationships, support
from other people, support from disability-related
services, influence of values, careers and planning for

careers, leisure and recreation, and community
interaction (Werner et al., 2009, p. 177).
Additionally, two rigorous and widely used

measures of QOL have also been utilized in studies
targeting FQOL. These two measures were: (1) The
World Health Quality of Life-100 Scale (WHOQOL-
100) and (2) The Abbreviated Version of The World
Health  Organization Quality of Life- BREF
(WHOQOL-BREF) (WHOQOL Group, 1996, 1998).
The WHOQOL-100 is a QOL assessment that was
developed by the WHOQOL Group with fifteen
international field centers in attempt to develop a QOL
measure that would be applicably used cross culturally
(WHOQOL Group, 1996, p. 4). On the other hand, the
WHOQOL-BREF is an abbreviated version of the
WHOQOL-100 with a 24-item that covers four major
domains; physical health, psychological health, social
relations, and environment (WHOQOL Group, 1996,
1998).

The availability of the above mentioned measures
have supported the endeavor of measuring FQOL.
Hence, several international studies have initiated to
measure the QOL of families of children with
disabilities. These studies have used: (1) the Beach
Center FQOL Scale (e.g., Meral, Cavkaytar, Turnbull,
& Wang, 2013; Hoffman, Marquis, Poston, Summers, &
Turnbull, 2006), (2) the Family Quality of Life- Survey
-FQoL Survey (e.g., Brown et al., 2003), and (3) the
WHOQOL - 100 and WHOQOL BREF (e.g., Gomez &
Gomez, 2013; Malhotra, Khan, & Bhatia, 2012) in its
original form. However, other studies have either
adapted to the above mentioned measures for cultural,
or developed their own culturally appropriate measures
using qualitative or/and quantitative methodologies
(e.g., Schippers & van Boheemen, 2009; Werner,
Edwards, & Baum, 2009; Dunst, Trivette, Hamby, &
Bruder, 2006).



Jordan Journal of Educational Sciences Vol. 12, No. 1, pp 127-135

Measuring Quality of Life (QOL) of Parents of Children with
Disabilities in the State of Kuwait:
An Exploratory Study of Parents’ Perceptions

Tagreed Al Refaie and Naser Al Mowaizri*

Received Date: 11/8/2015

Abstract: A great recognition is recently devoted to the
importance of measuring (QOL) of children with disabilities
Quality of Life (QOL). This recognition is considered
essential in the Arab world. The purpose of the current study
was to measure the concept of QOL of parents of children
with disabilities in the State of Kuwait. A convenient sample
of 140 parents participated in the study. Their perceptions of
QOL were measured using the Arabic translated version of
World Health Organization Quality of Life Brief (WHOQOL-
BREF). Results of the study revealed that parents’ perceptions
or evaluations of their QOL levels for each of the four
domains and the total score of the WHOQOL-BREF were in
the range of medium to high levels. Results of independent
sample t. test and One-way ANOVA revealed no statistically
significant differences were found and attributed to any
variable related to parents’ variables or children’s variables.
Although, parents of children with Autism and parents of
children with Intellectual Disabilities had the lower mean
scores of QOL in comparison with parents’ of children with
Sensory and Physical and Health impairments; however, these
differences in means were not significant. Results of the study
warrant for future investigations by other research studies.
Further explanations and recommendations are presented in
the study.

Keywords: QOL, Parents of children with disabilities,
WHOQOL-BREF, measuring of QOL.

Introduction

A great recognition is recently devoted to the
importance of extending services and support to not
only to focus on children with disabilities, but also to
include the entire family in the process (Samuel,
Rillotta, & Brown, 2012). As a matter of fact, we
understand that disability impacts the entire family
(Summers et al., 2005). Families of children with
disabilities are confronted with ongoing challenges that
impact various aspects of their lives (Davis & Gavidia-
Payne, 2009, p. 153). Further, Studies in the field have
documented both negative (e.g., depression) and
positive effects (e.g., empowerment and problem
solving) of disability on family functioning (Meadan,
Halle, & Ebata, 2010; Bayat, 2007).
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The concept of Quality of Life (QOL) became a
notion in the field during the 1960s and 1970s, and
influenced the field of intellectual and developmental
disabilities in the 1980s (Schalock, Keith, Verdugo, &
Gomez, 2010, p. 20). According to the World Health
Organization-Quality of Life (WHOQOL) Group, the
concept of QOL is defined as “individual’s perceptions
of their position in life in the context of the culture and
value systems in which they live and in relation to their
goals, expectations, standards, and concerns”
(WHOQOL Group, 1996, p. 4).
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confirms that self-efficacy is a multidimensional
construct rather than a global trait. Thus, this
finding suggests that future research on self-
efficacy should avoid measuring and analyzing
self-efficacy based on a total score (global
construct), but rather that self-efficacy should be
measured and analyzed based on the score on each
specific domain of knowledge.

Male special education teachers expressed higher
self-efficacy than female special education teachers
in all domains with the exception of knowledge in
policy and procedures in teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive classrooms. Further
exploration of the role of Arab culture in the
variance of perceived self-efficacy between males
and females is highly recommended.
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Table 6. Pairwise comparisons of mean scores on each domain of the self-efficacy scale

Domain Domain Mean Difference Std. Error Prob.
() ) d-J)
Classroom Accommodation & 0.299 0.020 .000
Management (CM) Modification (AM)
Collaboration (CO) 0.225 0.019 .000
Informal Assessment (IASS) 0.350 0.024 .000
Formal Assessment (FASS) 0.707 0.029 .000
Policy & Procedures (PP) 0.350 0.024 .000
Accommodation & Collaboration (CO) -0.074 0.022 .001
Modification (AM) Informal Assessment (IASS) 0.051 0.020 .012
Formal Assessment (FASS) 0.408 0.026 .000
Policy & Procedures (PP) 0.051 0.024 .036
Collaboration (CO) Informal Assessment (IASS) 0.126 0.021 .000
Formal Assessment (FASS) 0.482 0.027 .000
Policy & Procedures (PP) 0.126 0.022 .000
Informal Assessment (IASS) Formal Assessment (FASS) 0.365 0.023 .000
Policy & Procedures (PP) 0.000 0.021 .996
Formal Assessment (FASS) Policy & Procedures (PP) -0.357 0.027 .000

The findings presented in Table 6 revealed that the
perceptions of special education teachers of their self-
efficacy varied significantly according to the domain of
knowledge and skills. The levels of self-efficacy of
special education teachers on the six domains as ordered
from the highest to lowest are as follows: classroom
management, collaboration, accommodations and
modifications, policy and procedures, informal
assessment, and formal assessment. All pair-wise
comparisons between mean scores were found to be
significant (p < 0.05) with the exception of special
education teachers’ perceived self-efficacy in the policy
and procedures domain when compared with the
informal assessment domain. The findings of this study
confirmed previous literature (Bandura, 2006; Herbert
et al, 1997, Haj Hussien & Alqaryouti, 20015;
Zimmerman, 2000) that the level of self-efficacy varied
significantly according to the domain of knowledge and
skills. This finding confirms that self-efficacy is a
multidimensional construct rather than a global trait.

Conclusion and Recommendations:

The findings of this study have implications for
researchers, educators and policy makers in Oman and
the UAE. The conclusions and recommendations of the
current study are the following:

1-  The current study highlights the importance of
teachers’ perceived self-efficacy on their choices,
efforts, perseverance as well as the learning
process and the students’ educational outcomes.
Therefore, teachers’ perceived self-efficacy should
be monitored and interventions provided as needed
to increase their self-efficacy.

2-  The current study provides additional evidence that
supports the validity and reliability of the Special
Education Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale.
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This scale may be used by researchers and
practitioners in Oman and the UAE to explore
various aspects of special education teachers’ self
efficacy in teaching students with disabilities in
inclusive classrooms.

Significant numbers of special education teachers
in Oman and the UAE perceived their self-efficacy
in teaching students with disabilities in inclusive
classrooms as inefficient or partially efficient.
Moreover, the levels of self-efficacy of special
education teachers on the six domains of the self-
efficacy scale as ordered from highest to lowest are
as follows: classroom management, collaboration,
accommodations and modifications, policy and
procedures, informal assessment, and formal
assessment. These findings suggest the need to
develop in-service training plans for special
education teachers in teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive classrooms. The focus of
in-service training programs should be on the
knowledge and skills in formal assessment,
informal assessment, policy and procedures,
accommodations and modifications, collaboration,
and classroom  management, respectively.
Additionally, universities and colleges for pre-
service teachers in Oman and the UAE should meet
the challenge of the significant change in
responsibilities of special education teachers in
teaching students with disabilities in inclusive
educational settings (general education classroom)
rather than separate educational settings (e.g.,
special  education  school, self contained
classroom).

The findings provided evidence that special
education teachers’ levels of self-efficacy varied
with the domains of knowledge. This finding
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Criterion Variable Predictor Statistic
(Domain)
Reg. Coeff. S.E Critical Prob.
(b) Ratio (C.R.)

Formal Assessment (FASS) Gender =221 .084 -2.630 .008
Country .169 .063 2.682 .007
School Level -.006 .059 -.101 922
Experience .000 .006 -.000 .994

Policy & Procedures (PP) Gender -.102 .066 -1.545 122
Country .295 .049 6.020 .000
School Level -.077 .046 -1.673 .098
Experience .009 .004 2.250 .054

The findings showed that special education basic education cycle in accommodation and

teachers from the UAE reported significantly higher
levels of self-efficacy in all domains than special
education teachers from the Sultanate of Oman (p <.01),
with the exception of their self-efficacy in the domain of
accommodation and modification which didn’t reflect a
significant self-efficacy mean score difference between
the two countries. The higher levels of perceived self-
efficacy of special education teachers in the UAE in
comparison with perceived self-efficacy of special
education teachers in the Sultanate of Oman may be due
to the differences in the availability of resources,
support, and training programs in the two countries.
Several researchers (e.g., Ahsan, Sharma, & Deppeler,
2012; Bowlin, 2012; Das, Kuyini, & Desai, 2013;
Loreman, Sharma, & Forlin, 2013) documented that
teachers’ self-efficacy improved through participation in
training programs in teaching in inclusive classrooms.

The findings also showed that male special
education teachers reported significantly higher levels
of self-efficacy in all domains than female teachers (p
<.01), with the exception of their self-efficacy in the
domain of policy and procedures, which didn’t reflect a
significant mean score difference between the two
genders. The findings of the current study are consistent
with the findings of Ahsan, Sharma and Deppeler
(2012); and Haj Hussien and Alqaryouti (2015), but
contradict the findings of Barco (2007); Hashim, Ghani,
Ibrahim, and Zain (2014); Hofman and Kilimo (2014);
Loreman, Sharma, and Forlin (2013); and Tejeda-
Delgado (2009). The gender differences may be
attributed to the impact of gender roles in the Arab
culture.

Moreover, the findings demonstrated that the
school level taught variable had a significant negative
relationship with the teachers’ self-efficacy in
accommodation and  modification (p  <.05),
collaboration (p <.05), and informal assessment (p
<.01), while the relationships between school level
taught and the teachers’ self-efficacy in classroom
management, formal assessment, and policy and
procedures were not significant. These findings indicate
that special education teachers who teach in the first
cycle of basic education reported higher levels of self-
efficacy followed by their counterpart in the second
cycle of basic education and those who teach in the post
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modification, collaboration, and informal assessment.
The current findings are consistent with the findings of
Haj Hussien and Alqaryouti (2015); Bowlin (2012) and
Emam and Mohamed (2011), while they contradict the
findings of Ahsan, Sharma, and Deppeler (2012). The
reason for the decrease of self-efficacy of special
education teachers with the increase of the school level
taught may be attributed to the increased demands for
more accommodations and modifications, more
informal assessments, and an increased need for more
collaboration with the increase of school levels.
However, self-efficacy of special education teachers in
classroom management, policy and procedures, as well
as formal assessments does not change significantly
with school levels because the knowledge and skills
represented in these domains are the same in all school
levels.

Furthermore, the results showed that special
education teachers’ teaching experience had a
significant positive relationship (p <.05) with their self-
efficacy in the domain of accommodations and
modifications only (the more years of teaching the
higher the level of self-efficacy), while the relationships
between special education teachers’ teaching experience
and their self efficacy in the rest of the domains were
not significant. The insignificant impact of teaching
experience on special education teachers’ self efficacy
in classroom management, collaboration, policy and
procedures, informal assessment, and formal assessment
may be due to the fact that the knowledge and skills
represented in these domains are highly specialized and
require formal training to master. However, the
knowledge and  skills  represented in  the
accommodations and modifications domain do not
require formal training and can be improved and
mastered by experience.

Question 3: Does the level of self-efficacy of special
education teachers vary according to the domain of
knowledge and skills?

The variation in perceptions of special education
teachers to their level of self-efficacy according to the
domain of knowledge and skills was examined. Pair-
wise comparisons were performed on the six domains of
self-efficacy and the results are summarized in Table 6.
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Table 4 shows that the special education teachers’
mean scores on the domains were 2.42 for
accommodations and modifications, 2.72 for classroom
management, 2.49 for collaboration, 2.01 for formal
assessment, 2.37 for informal assessment, and 2.37 for
policy and procedures. These results suggest that the
special education teachers perceived themselves at an
efficient level in accommodations and modifications,
classroom  management, collaboration, informal
assessment, policy and procedures, and partially
efficient in formal assessment only.

Despite the fact that special education teachers
obtained mean scores reflecting an efficient level of
self-efficacy, further analysis based on the percentages
of special education teachers according to their level of
self-efficacy (inefficient, partially efficient, and
efficient) revealed that a significant percentage of
special education teachers perceived themselves as
being inefficient or partially efficient in teaching
students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms. The
findings indicate that 74.9%, 45.7%, 45.3%, 40.3%,
35.4%, 19% of special education teachers reported an
inefficient or partially efficient level in the formal
assessment, policy and procedures, informal assessment,
accommodations and modification, collaboration, and
classroom management domains respectively.

The results presented in Table 4 indicate that
1.20%, 17.80%, and 81.00% of special education
teachers in the full sample reported that they are at an
inefficient, partially efficient, and efficient level of self-
efficacy respectively in the classroom management
domain. 10.40%, 29.90%, and 59.70% of special
education teachers reported that they are at an
inefficient, partially efficient, and efficient level of self-
efficacy respectively in the accommodation and

modification domain. 9.40%, 26.00%, and 64.60% of
special education teachers reported that they are at an
inefficient, partially efficient, and efficient level of self-
efficacy respectively in the collaboration domain.
11.50%, 33.80%, 54.70% of special education teachers
reported that they are at an inefficient, partially
efficient, efficient level of self-efficacy respectively in
the informal assessment domain. 37.20%, 37.70%, and
25.10% of special education teachers reported that they
are at an inefficient, partially efficient, and efficient
level of self-efficacy respectively in the formal
assessment domain. 9.60%, 36.10%, and 54.30% of
special education teachers reported that they are at an
inefficient, partially efficient, and efficient level of self-
efficacy respectively in the policy and procedures
domain.

Question 2: What is the relationship between the level
of self-efficacy of special education teachers and
the variables of gender, country, school level
taught, and teaching experience?

The correlations between the level of self-efficacy
of special education teachers and the variables of
gender, country, school level taught, and teaching
experience were examined. A series of multiple linear
regression analyses were performed using gender (male
=0, female =1), country (Oman = 0, UAE = 1), school
level taught (basic education cycle one = 0, basic
education cycle two = 1, and post basic education = 2),
and teaching experience (number of years of teaching)
as independent variables (predictors), and teachers’ self-
efficacy for each specific domain as the dependent
variable (criterion). The results of the six analyses are
summarized in Table 5.

Table S. Results of the multiple regression analyses when regressing each domain (criterion) of the self-efficacy scale
on the four predictors (gender, country, school level taught, and teaching experience)

Criterion Variable Predictor Statistic
(Domain)
Reg. Coeff. S.E Critical Prob.
(b) Ratio (C.R.)

Classroom Management (CM) Gender -.137 .050 -2.740 .007
Country 114 .038 3.000 .002
School Level -.041 .036 -1.138 250
Experience .005 .003 1.667 122

Accommodation & Modification (AM) Gender -.297 .073 -4.068 .000
Country .044 .055 .800 416
School Level -.108 .052 -2.076 .037
Experience .010 .005 2.000 .046

Collaboration (CO) Gender -.294 .065 -4.523 .000
Country 152 .049 3.102 .002
School Level -.110 .046 -2.391 .016
Experience .000 .004 .000 939

Informal Assessment (IASS) Gender -.263 .073 -3.602 .000
Country 175 .055 3.181 .001
School Level -.135 .052 -2.596 .009
Experience .002 .005 400 741
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Table 3. Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Variance (MSV), and Average Shared

Variance (ASV)
Factor Statistic

CR AVE MSV ASV
Classroom Management (CM) 0.932 0.578 0.441 0.295
Accommodation & Modification (AM) 0.913 0.679 0.549 0.412
Collaboration (CO) 0.899 0.597 0.480 0.404
Informal Assessment (IASS) 0.915 0.683 0.549 0.452
Formal Assessment (FASS) 0.906 0.765 0.473 0.289
Policy & Procedures (PP) 0.819 0.534 0.513 0.366

All values of the composite reliability (CR) for the
six factors presented in Table 3 were higher than 0.81,
which exceed the recommended cutoff value of 0.70 as
suggested by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010).
Furthermore, all values of the average variance
extracted (AVE) for the six factors also exceed the
recommended cutoff value of 0.50, which indicate
adequate convergent validity (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2010). Finally, all values of maximum shared
variance (MSV), and average shared variance (ASV)
were less than the values of the average variance
extracted for the six factors, which indicate adequate
discriminatory validity (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2010).

Findings and Discussion:

This study focused on the level of self-efficacy of
special education teachers in teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive classrooms. The data was
analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS), and the Analysis of Moment
Structures program (AMOS) to provide answers to the
questions of the study. Below are the findings of each
question and its related discussion.

Question 1: What is the level of self-efficacy of special
education teachers in teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive classrooms?

To establish the level of self-efficacy of special
education teachers in teaching students with disabilities
in inclusive classrooms, the percentages as well as the
mean scores and standard deviations of the teachers’
responses on each domain of the self-efficacy scale
were calculated and presented in Table 4. The total
score for each domain was computed by adding the
mastery level ratings of teachers for each knowledge
and skill represented in each item and then dividing the
total by the number of items in that domain. The
following criterion was used to classify the teachers’
level of perceived self-efficacy; a mean score (on a 3-
point Likert scale) above 2.33 reflects efficient level; a
mean score between 1.67 and 2.3 reflects partially
efficient level; and a mean score below 1.67 reflects
inefficient level. The criterion was derived through
calculating the increment value by dividing the
difference between the highest possible rating (3), and
the lowest possible rating (1) on the total number of
scale points (3), and then using the increment (0.67) to
calculate the bounds of the three intervals.

Table 4. Percentages, means, and standard deviations of self-efficacy level of teachers for each domain in each country

Domain Country % Level of Self-Efficacy Statistic
Inefficient Partially Efficient N M SD
Efficient
CM Oman 2.60 23.60 73.80 222 2.64 0.45
UAE 0.00 13.30 86.70 248 2.79 0.32
Total 1.20 17.80 81.00 470 2.72 0.39
AM Oman 15.80 27.00 57.20 222 2.35 0.62
UAE 6.20 32.10 61.70 248 2.48 0.50
Total 10.40 29.90 59.70 470 242 0.56
CO Oman 14.10 32.10 53.80 222 2.38 0.55
UAE 5.70 21.10 73.20 248 2.59 0.45
Total 9.40 26.00 64.60 470 2.49 0.51
IASS Oman 16.10 41.50 42.40 222 2.24 0.58
UAE 7.90 27.60 64.50 248 2.48 0.53
Total 11.50 33.80 54.70 470 2.37 0.57
FASS Oman 47.10 30.80 22.10 222 1.91 0.67
UAE 28.50 43.80 27.70 248 2.10 0.62
Total 37.20 37.70 25.10 470 2.01 0.65
PP Oman 16.50 48.20 35.30 222 2.18 0.57
UAE 4.00 26.40 69.60 248 2.54 0.43
Total 9.60 36.10 54.30 470 2.37 0.53
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Table 2. Factor loadings based on a principal component analysis with Varimax rotation method for 33 items of the Special
Education Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (N=470)

Factor Label Item Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6

Classroom Management (CM) CM9 .827 207 112

CM27 .788 170 211

CM21 .788 254 180 .109

CM15 750 .187 232

CM10 742 181 250 A11 114

CM6 J15 137 .165 196 139

CM19 J15 227 .248

CM3 708 243 .109

CM8 592 .379 231 125 147 136

CM33 557 410 227 212 .140
Accommodation & Modification (AM) AM32 290 747 154 234 .182 153

AM16 175 746 206 201 215 .108

AM20 274 746 181 .269 .108 181

AM14 315 .690 176 .187 256

AM1 .342 .649 265 .198 141 218
Collaboration (CO) CO31 171 164 755 266 264

C025 239 192 753 257 141

CO4 183 168 724 325 225

Co13 322 696 334 123

CO2 257 274 .636 183 121 237

CO5 373 237 567 238 .106 114
Factor Label Item Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6

Informal Assessment (IASS) IASS30 .149 271 .198 734 221 254

[IASS24 141 .337 203 709 214 271

IASS18 .168 317 224 .640 330 214

[IASS12 124 232 .269 .616 330 263

IASS7 .168 325 228 456 411 .307
Formal Assessment (FASS) FASS29 .186 .165 221 .849 202

FASS23 169 168 263 .843  .194

FASS17 202 324 134 201 .692 152
Policy & Procedures (PP) PP28 .198 A11 .168 181 153 798

PP22 151 .163 .240 126 137 737

PP16 277 .149 315 .160 .655

PP11 237 243 161 .163 580
Table 2 shows that the first factor consisted of ten Furthermore, convergent and discriminatory

items reflecting the knowledge and skills in classroom validity, as well as reliability for the Special Education
management; the second factor consisted of five items Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale were

reflecting the knowledge and skills in accommodations
and modifications; the third factor consisted of six items
reflecting the knowledge and skills in collaboration; the
fourth factor consisted of five items reflecting the
knowledge and skills in informal assessment; the fifth
factor consisted of three items reflecting the knowledge
and skills in formal assessment; and the sixth factor
consisted of four items reflecting the knowledge and
skills in policy and procedures. The 33 items loaded
significantly in the six factors they were intended to
measure. All values of the item loadings were higher
than 0.45 as shown in Table 2, which exceeds the
recommended cutoff value 0.30 which is suggested by
Costello and Osborne (2005), and Russell (2012).
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reexamined in the current study through calculating the
composite reliability, average variance extracted, and
maximum shared variance. Composite reliability (CR)
is an alternative measure of the traditional reliability
measures (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) when the scale is
multidimensional. Average variance extracted (AVE) is
a measure used to evaluate the convergent validity of
the latent construct indicators when the scale is
multidimensional. Maximum shared variance (MSV),
and average shared variance (ASV) are measures used
to evaluate the discriminatory validity of the latent
construct indicators when the scale is multidimensional.
The six factors demonstrated adequate validity and
reliability as shown in Table 3.
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knowledge and skills?

Participants:

The target population of the current study consisted
of six hundred special education teachers who teach in
all grade levels in all public schools that provide
educational services for students with disabilities in the
Sultanate of Oman and UAE. The population involved
240 special education teachers from the Sultanate of
Oman and 360 special teachers from the UAE. The
questionnaires were sent to the administrators of the
selected schools in both countries. Five hundred and
thirteen special education teachers volunteered to
complete the questionnaires with a response rate of
85.5% in both countries. The sample involved 225
special education teachers from the Sultanate of Oman
(36 males & 189 females) and 288 special education
teachers from UAE (64 males & 224 females).

Instrument:

The Special Education Teachers’ Perceived Self-
Efficacy Scale, as developed by Haj Hussien (2014),
was used to collect data in this study. The 33 scale items
were developed to measure the special education
teacher’s self-appraisal of his/her ability for the

knowledge and tasks necessary to teach students with
disabilities based on the theoretical framework of
Bandura’s social cognitive theory, teachers’ perceived
self-efficacy literature, and the literature relevant to the
knowledge and skills considered necessary for special
education teachers to possess to teach students with
disabilities effectively. The teacher perceived self-
efficacy in mastering the knowledge and skills
represented in each item was rated on a 3- point Likert
scale (1 not at all, 2 partially, and 3 completely).

For the purpose of the current study, the construct
of the Special Education Teachers’ Perceived Self-
Efficacy Scale validity was reexamined by examining
the factor structure of the scale utilizing the principal
component analysis (PCA) and Varimax orthogonal
rotation method. A final sample size of 470 cases were
subjected to analysis (using listwise deletion), providing
a ratio of over 14 cases per variable. Six factors with
initial eigen values greater than one according to Kaiser
criterion have been extracted. The six rotated factors
explained (70.755%) of the total variance as shown in
Table 1. The factor loading matrix for this final solution
is presented in Table 2.

Table 1. Initial eigen values and accounted variance of the extracted factors after rotation

Factor  Initial Eigen Value % accounted variance % cumulative accounted variance
1 14.739 19.288 19.288
2 3.363 12.373 31.661
3 1.729 11.810 43.470
4 1.335 9.354 52.824
5 1.175 9.139 61.963
6 1.008 8.793 70.755
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findings of previous studies were inconsistent. Ahsan,
Sharma, and Deppeler (2012); and Haj Hussien and
Alqgaryouti (2015) found that male teachers reported
significantly higher levels of self-efficacy than female
teachers. In contrast, Barco (2007) reported that female
teachers expressed a higher level of self-efficacy in
teaching inclusive classrooms than male teachers.
However, Hashim, Ghani, Ibrahim, and Zain (2014);
Hofman and Kilimo (2014); Loreman, Sharma, and
Forlin (2013); and Tejeda-Delgado (2009) reported that
the teachers’ gender had no significant impact on
perceived self-efficacy in teaching inclusive classrooms.

Similarly, the findings of previous studies were
inconsistent with regard to the impact of teachers’
school level taught on their self-efficacy in teaching
students with disabilities. Haj Hussien and Alqgaryouti
(2015) reported that teachers’ school level taught had a
significant negative relationship with their self-efficacy
in special education and classroom management, while
the relationships were not significant with their self-
efficacy in assessment and collaboration. Bowlin (2012)
found that primary school teachers expressed higher
levels of self-efficacy in teaching in inclusive
classrooms than secondary school teachers. Emam and
Mohamed (2011) found that preschool teachers
expressed higher level of self-efficacy in teaching in
inclusive classrooms than primary school teachers.
However, Ahsan, Sharma, and Deppeler (2012) found
that secondary school teachers expressed higher levels
of self-efficacy in teaching in inclusive classrooms than
primary school teachers.

With regard to the impact of the teachers’ teaching
experience on general education teachers’ self-efficacy,
Haj Hussien and Algaryouti (2015) found that teachers’
teaching experience had a significant positive
relationship with their self-efficacy in classroom
management only, while the relationships were not
significant with their self-efficacy in special education,
assessment, and collaboration. Hashim, Ghani, Ibrahim
and Zain (2014) also reported that teachers’ teaching
experience had no significant impact on perceived self-
efficacy.

Furthermore, the findings of the previous research
consistently indicated that general education teachers’
level of self-efficacy varied significantly according to
the domain of knowledge and skills (Bandura, 2006;
Herbert et al., 1997; Haj Hussien & Algaryouti, 2015;
Zimmerman, 2000). Self-efficacy is not a global trait
but rather a multidimensional one that varies according
to the domain of functioning.

Finally, several researchers expressed concerns
with regards to the validity and reliability of the
instruments used to measure the teachers’ self-efficacy
(Haj Hussien, 2014; Henson, 2001; Pajares, 1997,
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk- Hoy, & Hoy, 1998;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk -Hoy, 2001).
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In summary, the previous literature provides strong
evidence that teachers’ perceived self-efficacy
significantly = impacts  their  choices, efforts,
perseverance, and attitudes toward inclusion, as well as
the learning process and the students’ educational
outcomes. In addition, the previous literature review
indicates that there is a lack of research regarding
special education teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching
students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms. Many
researchers also examined the relationship between the
level of self-efficacy of special education teachers and
their gender, school level taught, and teaching
experience. However, findings of these studies were
inconsistent and further exploration is still needed.
Moreover, the previous literature suggests that the level
of self-efficacy vary significantly according to the
domain of knowledge and skills. Examining the validity
of this theoretical postulation in the field of inclusive
education is meaningful. Finally, several researchers
expressed concerns with regards to the validity and
reliability of the instruments used to measure the
teachers’ self-efficacy.

Problem and Purpose of the Study:

Recently, the Sultanate of Oman and the United
Arab Emirates (UAE) have been in the process of
implementing inclusive education for all students.
Consequently, the number of students with disabilities is
increasing steadily in the public schools in both
countries. This increase will require an additional
number of special education teachers who possess both
the knowledge and the skills necessary to teach and
meet the needs of students with disabilities. Therefore,
examining the level of self-efficacy of special education
teachers in both countries who teach in inclusive
classrooms is important.

The primary purpose of the current study is to
identify the level of self-efficacy of special education
teachers who teach students with disabilities in public
schools in the Sultanate of Oman and UAE.
Furthermore, the study examines the relationship
between the level of self-efficacy of special education
teachers and these selected variables: country, gender,
school level, and teaching experience. Moreover, the
present researchers attempt to explore whether the
levels of self-efficacy of special education teachers vary
according to the domain of knowledge and skills. More
specifically, the present researchers attempt to answer
the following questions:

1- What is the level of self-efficacy of special education
teachers in teaching students with disabilities in
inclusive classrooms?

2- What is the relationship between the level of self-
efficacy of special education teachers and their
gender, country, school level taught, and teaching
experience?

3- Does the level of self-efficacy of special education
teachers vary according to the domain of
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Abstract: The purpose of the current study was to investigate
the level of self-efficacy of special education teachers in
teaching students with disabilities in inclusive classrooms. The
relationship between the level of self-efficacy and these
selected variables: gender, country, teaching experience, and
school level taught were examined. Also, the variation of the
level of self-efficacy according to the domain of knowledge
and skills was examined. Five hundred and thirteen special
education teachers from Oman and the UAE participated in
the study. The Special Education Teachers’ Perceived Self-
Efficacy Scale was used to collect data for this study after
verifying the construct validity. The findings showed that the
teachers perceived their self-efficacy as being efficient in all
scale domains except the formal assessment domain. The
findings also showed special education teachers’ country,
gender, and school level taught significantly correlated with
their self-efficacy in particular domains of knowledge and
skills. Finally, the findings indicated that the level of self-
efficacy of special education teachers varies according to the
domain of knowledge and skills.
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Special Education

Introduction

Over the course of three decades, a large number of
studies addressed general education teachers’ self-
efficacy in teaching typically developing children.
However, less is known about the general or special
education teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching students
with disabilities (Hsien, 2007; Kaner, 2010; Sharma,
Loreman, & Forlin, 2012).

Self-efficacy evolved from Bandura’s social
cognitive theory. Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy
as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute
the courses of action required to produce given
attainments” (p. 3). Self-efficacy influences the person’s
choices, efforts, and perseverance (Bandura, 20006).
Additionally, it impacts the way a person thinks, feels,
and behaves (Bandura 1993). Self-efficacy also plays a
major role in the learning process (Ramdas &
Zimmerman, 2008; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy,
& Hoy, 1998).
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The impact of teachers’ self-efficacy on the
educational outcomes has been widely researched since
1977. Previous research consistently demonstrated that
teachers’ self-efficacy is associated with students’
academic achievement (Akbari & Allvar, 2010;
Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca & Malone, 2006; Moore &
Esselman, 1992; Ross, 1992), students’ motivation
(Bandura, 1977), and students’ self-efficacy (Anderson,
Greene, & Loewen, 1988).

In addition, the literature suggested that teachers’
self-efficacy in teaching students with disabilities
associated positively with their attitudes toward
inclusion (Ahsan, Sharma, & Deppeler, 2012;
Avramidis, Balyliss, & Burden, 2000; Avramidis &
Norwich, 2002; Barco, 2007; Emam & Mohamed, 2011;
Loreman, Sharma, & Forlin, 2013; Sari, Celikoz, &
Secer, 2009; Sokal & Sharma, 2014; Wright, 2013).

The literature also suggested that teachers’ gender,
school level taught, and teaching experience impact
self-efficacy. With regards to teachers’ gender, the
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