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Abstract

The study aimed to compare the partial credit model and the rating scale model for the
Classroom Management Self-Efficacy Scale on student teachers. The study tool was the Classroom
Management Self-Efficacy Scale for the student teacher prepared by (Slater, & Main, 2020) and
translated by the researcher. The scale was applied to a sample of (741) students of the college of
Education (third and fourth year students) at Assiut University. The results showed that the items
of the Classroom Management Self-Efficacy Scale fit both the rating scale model, and the partial
credit model. The infit and outfit values were within the acceptable range, ranging between (0.5
and 1.5), and the values of the reliability coefficients were acceptable (all the values of the
reliability coefficients were greater than 0.80). The results also indicated the ascending order of
the threshold values for the difficulty coefficients of the scale items for the rating scale model, and
the partial credit model. The results showed a statistically significant difference at the level of
(0.01) between the two models and in favor of the partial credit model, which indicates that the
partial credit model is the most accurate and appropriate for the Classroom Management Self-
Efficacy Scale.

Keywords: Partial Credit Model; Rating Scale Model; Self-efficacy; Classroom Management;
Student teacher
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3 9 ) 3 3 4 ) 3 3 )

i S G i S S Y
0.01 0.634 11 0.01 0.521 6 0.01 0.678 1
0.01 0.622 12 0.01 0.693 7 0.01 0.685 2
0.01 0.543 13 0.01 0.572 8 0.01 0.711 3
0.01 0.614 14 0.01 0.698 9 0.01 0.688 4
0.01 0.596 10 0.01 0.633 5

0887 = (#L35, WH oLl Jolas
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UL dule iy Jalloda Ol cdnllall ol 550 Ol CSJA.LH &l sl )b paad <Least Squares (DWLS)
ob (e S TN iaall 5 Y1 (8 a1l s lasdl bt OY | ks 5 «(Baghdarnia et al., 2014) 4.5 )|
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. Uad | el . o Uas latdl B
PR g A PR G e A
*10.90 0.050 0.550 8 *17.27 0.036 0.629 1
“23.05 0.031 0.713 9 “28.31 0.027 0.758 2
24,91 0.030 0.749 10 "19.27 0.034 0.661 3
*45.94 0.018 0.849 11 *11.01 0.046 0.502 4
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735.49 0.023 0.826 14 "21.17 0.033 0.696 7
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(Chi square = 212.52, df = 77, chi square/df = 2.76, CFI1 = 0.983, TLI = 0.973, RMSEA = 0.078 (CI 90% = 0.067-0.089
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Chi square = 212.52, df = 77, chi square/ :QL.; | aglall ol S5 (,15 el A ¢ IS ol L}.al.sd\ CS;».’JJ
o o O B2 5 df = 2.76, CFI = 0.983, TLI = 0.973, RMSEA = 0.078 (CI 90% = 0.067-0.089)
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0.55 0.04 0.66- 1.17 1.06 1
0.71 0.04 0.68- 0.83 0.84 2
0.58 0.04 0.05 0.93 0.92 3
0.64 0.04 0.54 1.40 1.30 4
0.72 0.04 0.09 1.21 1.07 5
0.64 0.04 0.03 0.74 0.75 6
0.68 0.04 0.44 1.12 1.15 7
0.72 0.04 1.38 1.37 1.26 8
0.69 0.04 0.06- 0.94 1.01 9
0.71 0.05 1.25- 1.09 1.22 10
0.69 0.04 0.19- 0.84 0.89 11
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CATEGORY PROBABILITIES: MODES - Structure measures at intersections
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0.57 0.04 0.72- 1.17 1.06 1
0.73 0.04 0.72- 0.83 0.84 2
0.57 0.04 0.07 0.93 0.92 3
0.66 0.04 0.55 1.40 1.30 4
0.74 0.04 0.07 121 1.07 5
0.65 0.04 0.04 0.74 0.75 6
0.70 0.04 0.46 1.12 1.15 7
0.72 0.04 1.31 1.37 1.26 8
0.71 0.04 0.06- 0.94 1.01 9
0.64 0.04 1.11- 1.09 1.22 10
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