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Abstract: Teachers have an important role in the achievement progress of students 

with dyslexia. Therefore, measuring teachers’ knowledge and perception of 

dyslexia is important. Given that an instrument that measures both teachers’ 

knowledge and perception of dyslexia is not available, this study aims to develop 

a scale to measure primary school teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia. 

Two hundred and one primary school teachers participated in the study, and 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify the dimensions of the scale 

and to select scale items. Configural, metric and scalar invariance across gender 

groups was supported. This study also examines whether teachers’ knowledge and 

perception of dyslexia differ with regard to their backgrounds. The results showed 

that there was no significant relationship between primary school teachers’ 

teaching experience and their knowledge of dyslexia. Also, their knowledge of 

dyslexia did not differ with regard to other variables of the study. On the other 

hand, there was a positive, but weak relationship between teaching experience and 

teachers’ negative perceptions of dyslexia. Primary school teachers who took a 

course about dyslexia in college had lower negative perceptions of dyslexia than 

teachers who did not do so. Teachers’ perceptions did not differ with regard to 

taking an in-service seminar, reading a book or an article or teaching a student with 

dyslexia. The current study is expected to contribute to dyslexia research in terms 

of providing a scale to measure teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Learning to read is the primary goal for the first years of schooling. Students acquire reading 

skills through a systematic literacy education which mostly depends on language-based 

activities offered by teachers. Teachers are critical figures and play a significant role in teaching 

reading acquisition. General education or special education teachers who are specifically 

trained for effective reading instruction might be among the first to detect learning difficulties 

in students. Furthermore, teachers have a much more important role for students with dyslexia. 

Dyslexia is a language-based learning difficulty that affects word reading, spelling, and writing 

(Proctor et al., 2017; Vellutino et al., 2004).  

It is reported that 80% of students who need special education suffer from dyslexia (National 

Center for Statistics, 2008). Demir (2005) reported that, according to parent surveys, 33% of 

the students in first grade were at risk for dyslexia in Turkey. On the other hand, first grade 
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teachers indicated that 25% of first grade students displayed increased difficulties while 

learning to read and write (Demir, 2005). Research has shown that with the help of a teacher 

who provides appropriate reading instruction, students with dyslexia may have better academic 

success (e.g., Bos et al., 2001; Hornstra et al., 2010; Moats, 2009; Moats & Foorman, 2003; 

Rubin, 2002; Snow et al., 1998). It is also reported that the reading achievement of dyslexic 

students, in particular, is affected by their teachers’ knowledge and capabilities (e.g., Gwernan-

Jones & Burden, 2010; Hellendoorn & Ruijssenaars, 2000; Lane et al., 2009; Mills, 2006; 

Rubin, 2002). These studies proved that literacy acquisition should be done through effective 

and specialized approaches by a well-trained teacher (Brady & Moats, 1997; Rubin, 2002). In 

order to assist students to improve their reading skills and access content curriculum, all 

teachers should be aware of the effective instructional strategies on literacy (Boling & Evans, 

2008; Gwernan-Jones & Burden, 2010). Teachers should have a high level of reading 

instruction knowledge for effectively teaching students because their choice of instructional 

and intervention programing is affected and guided by their knowledge (Foorman & Moats, 

2004; Snow et al., 1998; Spear-Swerling & Brucker, 2004). In other words, more 

knowledgeable teachers are better equipped to facilitate reading achievement in students 

relative to those with less knowledge (Snow et al., 1998; Spear-Swerling & Brucker, 2004). 

Overall, more knowledgeable teachers are more likely to identify students with dyslexia 

compared to less knowledgeable ones (Gwernan-Jones & Burden, 2010; Spear-Swerling, 2009; 

Taylor et al., 2002).  

Besides teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia, how they perceive dyslexia has an important effect 

on students with dyslexia. It is known that in addition to knowledge, teachers’ perception of 

dyslexia also affects the capability of dealing with dyslexia. A teacher who has a negative 

perception of dyslexia would be expected to rate the achievement level of dyslexic students as 

low (Hornstra et al., 2010). This negative perception causes teachers to decrease their 

expectations from dyslexic students. On the contrary, teachers who have a correct 

understanding of dyslexia are more likely to help students overcome challenges posed by their 

disability (Hornstra et al., 2010).  

Teachers play a significant role in identifying and including students with dyslexia, so having 

accurate knowledge of dyslexia is critical. Therefore, it is important to explore what teachers 

really know about dyslexia as well as their perceptions of it. In order to do so, it is necessary to 

evaluate them with a valid and reliable scale. 

1.1. Measuring Teachers’ Knowledge and Perception of Dyslexia 

Teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia have attracted researchers’ attention, and 

several studies have been conducted to measure teachers’ knowledge and perception of 

dyslexia. For example, Ferrer, Bengoa, and Joshi (2016) investigated in-service and pre-service 

teachers’ knowledge and beliefs of developmental dyslexia. They developed the Knowledge 

and Beliefs about Developmental Dyslexia Scale with 36 items. Every item in the scale is a 

statement about dyslexia and teachers are asked to evaluate the statements as true, false, or no 

idea. The scale measures teachers’ knowledge and misconceptions about developmental 

dyslexia in three areas: General information about the nature, causes and outcome of 

developmental dyslexia, symptoms of developmental dyslexia and the treatment of 

developmental dyslexia. Their study indicated that teachers’ knowledge was not correlated with 

their age and gender. A statistically significant correlation was found between pre-service 

teachers’ scale scores and training about dyslexia in their university studies. In-service teachers’ 

scale scores were significantly correlated with their years of teaching experience, postgraduate 

training about dyslexia, and prior exposure to a child with dyslexia. In-service teachers’ 

knowledge of dyslexia was positively correlated to their self-confidence in teaching children 

with dyslexia. Washburn, Mulcahy, Musante and Joshi (2017) used a survey that included items 
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about fluency, word study, vocabulary and comprehension. Besides demographic information, 

teachers were also asked to answer two open-ended questions measuring characteristics of 

reading disability and characteristics of dyslexia. The results showed that certification area, 

certification grade level and exposure to literacy-related content did not predict teachers’ 

knowledge of reading disabilities. 

Research shows that a teacher’s beliefs and perceptions may affect their classroom behavior 

and shape their teaching style (Nijakowska et al., 2018). Some teachers may not openly express 

their perceptions about students with dyslexia. Such teachers may be emotionally loaded, which 

may impact their instructional practices negatively and lead to resistance to change. Nijakowska 

and colleagues (2018) report that there seems to be a two-way interaction between teacher 

perceptions and educational practices. Even though teachers need to have a positive perception 

and sufficient knowledge regarding students with dyslexia, literature shows that many general 

education and special education teachers are not adequately prepared to teach children with 

dyslexia (e.g., Aktan, 2020; Balcı, 2019; Bos et al., 1999; Esen & Çiftçi, 2000; Fırat & Koçak, 

2018; Mather et al., 2001; Moats, 2009; Şahin et al., 2020; Washburn et al., 2011). Teachers 

often may not be aware of their negative perception that may affect their teaching and attitudes 

towards children with dyslexia. When designing a professional training program, it is crucial to 

understand teachers’ level of knowledge about dyslexia and their perception of students with 

dyslexia. Knowing teachers’ perception of dyslexia may help researchers develop and design 

adequate professional training and teaching models.     

In Turkey, although there are studies regarding dyslexia, these studies mainly focus on 

measuring the teachers’ knowledge about dyslexia (Akçay, 2014; Altun et al., 2011; Altuntaş, 

2010; Doğan, 2013; Yurdakal, 2014). Altuntaş (2010) and Doğan (2013) developed 

questionnaires and knowledge tests about dyslexia and used them as data-gathering instruments 

in their studies. Altun et al. (2011) conducted a qualitative study that used semi-structured 

interview techniques in the data collection process. However, these studies only measured 

teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia. Research studies investigating teachers’ knowledge and 

perceptions toward children with dyslexia are rare in Turkey (e.g., Başar & Göncü, 2018; 

Gever, 2017; Şahin et al., 2020). We, therefore, decided to develop a scale that would help us 

obtain information about teachers’ knowledge and perception related to dyslexia.  

In sum, many studies have shown that primary school teachers are not well equipped for 

supporting and educating students with dyslexia. Results of these studies consistently displayed 

that many primary school teachers lacked the accurate knowledge about dyslexia and research-

based skills for teaching students with dyslexia (e.g., Aktan, 2020; Balcı, 2019; Esen & Çiftçi, 

2000; Fırat & Koçak, 2018; Şahin et al., 2020; Washburn et al., 2011).  

1.2. Correlates of Teachers’ Knowledge and Perception of Dyslexia 

Studies emphasized that accurate knowledge and positive perception of dyslexia can help 

teachers to assist, teach and support students with dyslexia (Hornstra et al., 2010). For this 

reason, researchers investigated both teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia as well 

as the factors related to knowledge and perception. Ferrer et al. (2016) reported that in-service 

teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia was related to the factors such as post-training of dyslexia, 

years of teaching experience, prior exposure to a dyslexic student, and high self-esteem. 

Washburn and colleagues (2017) conducted an exploratory study with 271 pre-service and in-

service teachers in order to investigate novice teachers’ knowledge about the characteristics of 

learning disabilities and dyslexia. Their findings showed that teachers had a clear understanding 

of learning disabilities when asked about reading disabilities, whereas they had misconceptions 

of dyslexia when asked about dyslexia. Their knowledge about learning disabilities and 

dyslexia was not dependent on certification type, certification grade level, or exposure to 

reading content. The results indicated that teachers listed more language and literacy-related 
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characteristics with the term learning disability than with the term dyslexia, which showed that 

teachers were confused about the true definition of dyslexia.  

When we examined dyslexia studies conducted in Turkey, for example, Altuntaş (2010) study 

showed that teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia was not related to having a dyslexic student and 

the type of school they work. Teachers generally had insufficient knowledge about dyslexia and 

did not feel well-prepared to teach dyslexic students. Altun et al. (2011) found that every teacher 

faced reading disabilities in their classrooms. Teachers perceived themselves as insufficient in 

the area of reading disabilities and did not feel capable of teaching students who struggled with 

them. Doğan (2013) showed that the reading disability knowledge level of Turkish language 

teachers who teach secondary school level was higher than that of primary school teachers. 

Turkish language teachers were also more successful in identifying students with reading 

disabilities relative to primary school teachers. Another important finding of the study was that 

novice teachers were much more knowledgeable about reading disabilities than experienced 

teachers. Akçay (2014) designed a study to determine elementary school teachers’ awareness 

of dyslexic students from grade one to grade four. The findings revealed that elementary school 

teachers’ awareness level of dyslexia didn’t change according to the gender, teaching 

experience, type of certification, type of faculty, the grade of students they teach, their beliefs 

about their qualifications, taking an in-service training, and the classroom size. On the other 

hand, Yurdakal (2014) reported that primary school teachers’ knowledge level of dyslexia was 

adequate. Last but not least, one of the most recent studies conducted by Şahin et al. (2020) 

examined primary school teachers’ knowledge and attitudes toward dyslexia. The researchers 

reported that even though most teachers had positive attitudes toward students with dyslexia, 

the lack of knowledge and not having effective teaching skills showed the need for education 

and training related to dyslexia among educators. In sum, the studies mentioned here show that 

this topic requires urgent attention among educators and professionals in Turkey.  Therefore, 

researchers should continue to explore this area in order to enhance understanding, knowledge, 

and a positive attitude toward dyslexia. 

1.3. Present Study 

In order to measure primary school teachers’ knowledge and perception levels regarding 

dyslexia, the present study aimed to develop a reliable and valid scale using data from Turkey. 

Through this scale, the study investigated measurement invariance across groups to test the 

comparability of the subgroups. How teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia differ 

based on their background was also examined.  

2. METHOD 

2.1. Participants 

The participants of the study were 201 primary school teachers who volunteered to participate. 

The study included 145 female (72.1 %) and 56 male teachers (27.9 %). Teaching experiences 

of teachers ranged from 1 to 23 years. The mean of the teaching experience was 11.01, the 

median was 10.00, and the standard deviation was 5.67. 19.4% of the teachers stated that they 

had never heard the term dyslexia. 87.1% of the teachers reported not having taken a course on 

dyslexia during their university education. Most of the teachers (93.5%) had not yet taken an 

in-service training of dyslexia. The vast majority of them (75.6%) did not read a book or an 

article on dyslexia. The majority of the teachers (70.1%) did not teach a student with dyslexia, 

and most of them (82.6%) thought that they had inadequate academic knowledge to teach a 

student with dyslexia.  
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2.2. Instrument  

2.2.1. Teachers’ knowledge and perception scale 

The aim of the study was to develop a scale to measure primary school teachers’ knowledge 

and perception of dyslexia. The scale was hypothesized to measure two dimensions: teachers’ 

knowledge of dyslexia and teachers’ perception of dyslexia. Based on a detailed literature 

review, investigation of current dyslexia questionnaires (Akçay, 2014; Yurdakal, 2014), and 

experts' suggestions, a pool of items was developed by the researchers. Fifty-six items were 

developed initially to measure teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and perception of dyslexia. 

Table 1 provides a table of specification of the scale. The scale included 5-point Likert scale 

items. In the scale, teachers were asked to give 1 point to strongly disagree and 5 to strongly 

agree. 

Table 1. Table of Specification. 

Dimensions Item Numbers 

Knowledge of Dyslexia 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 

18, 32, 33, 36, 37, 42, 43, 47, 49, 52, 53, 55 

Perceptions of Dyslexia 10, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 48, 50, 51, 

54, 56 

 

Items related to knowledge of dyslexia are statements that focus on the goals that a dyslexic 

student can achieve and cannot achieve. For example, the items ‘A student with dyslexia 

experiences difficulties in remembering the seasons and months in order’ and ‘A student with 

dyslexia needs to read the same paragraph again and again’ are items related to knowledge of 

dyslexia. Items measuring teachers’ perception of dyslexia are either pedagogical statements or 

statements about the general perception of dyslexia. For example, ‘Dyslexia is a disease’ and 

‘A student with dyslexia should not receive an education with other students’ are exemplar 

items of perception dimension of the scale. 

The questionnaire's demographic part had items related to gender, years of teaching experience, 

education level, and the type of department they graduated from. Additionally, this part of the 

scale aimed to get more data about teachers regarding dyslexia and included seven yes-no 

questions related to dyslexia. Yes or no questions ranged from: “Did you take a course on 

dyslexia during your university education?” to “Have you ever taken an in-service seminar on 

dyslexia?” 

2.3. Data Analysis 

The scale was first administered to 30 teachers in order to control the clarity and the language 

of the statements. All of the teachers were from public schools. The statements were revised 

according to the feedback of these 30 teachers and a researcher group’s suggestions. For 

instance, the question, “Do you think that you have sufficient academic knowledge to teach a 

student with dyslexia?” in the demographic part was included in the final form based on this 

feedback. 

After completing the revisions, the scale was administered to the sample. In order to decide the 

dimensions and related items, exploratory factor analysis using the principal axis factor 

extraction technique with direct oblimin rotation was conducted. Problematic items that had 

0.400 or less item loadings to a primary factor were discarded. Also, if an item was loaded to 

two factors simultaneously (factor loading difference of an item to a primary factor and other 

factor is less than 0.100) that item was also eliminated (Field, 2013). 
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The reliability of the data was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. A reliable scale 

should have 0.70 or above Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Cronbach’s alpha value above 0.70 is 

acceptable, 0.80 is good, and 0.90 and above is excellent. Higher values mean the data has 

higher internal consistency (George & Mallery, 2001)  

To collect further evidence regarding the scale's structure, measurement invariance analysis for 

gender groups was conducted. As the differences between gender groups is a topic of interest 

of many researchers, providing evidence regarding measurement invariance for gender groups 

is required for valid comparisons. Having measurement invariance across gender groups 

implies that the scale scores of males and females can be comparable. To test measurement 

invariance, the fit values obtained in configural, metric and scalar models are compared. In the 

configural model, whether the same factor structure exists across the gender is tested. In the 

metric model, factor loadings of the BTPS were constrained to be equal across the gender 

groups. In the scalar model, item thresholds are constrained to be equal for males and females 

in addition to the factor loadings (Milfont & Fischer, 2010; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). 

Measurement invariance is assessed by comparing ΔCFI and ΔRMSEA values with cutoff 

criteria (ΔCFI ≤.01, ΔRMSEA ≤ .015) suggested by Chen (2007) and Cheung and Rensvold 

(2002).    

After deciding the items related to each dimension, teachers’ knowledge and perception scores 

were calculated. These scores were used to conduct correlational analysis and group 

comparison analysis to achieve the study's second goal. For the correlational analysis, the 

significance, direction, and magnitude of the relationship is evaluated. For the group 

comparisons, independent samples t-test was conducted and effect size (d) was estimated. 

According to Cohen (1988), d value around 0.20 represents a small difference, 0.50 means 

medium difference, and 0.80 implies large differences between the groups. 

3. RESULT / FINDINGS 

3.1. Factor Structure of the Scale 

The exploratory factor analysis was conducted and items that did not belong to any factor were 

eliminated. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin's measure of sampling adequacy value of .840 indicated that 

the underlying factors might cause the proportion of variance in the items. Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity (p < .05) showed that the correlation matrix was different from an identity matrix. 

Therefore, the data was appropriate for conducting the exploratory factor analysis. As a result 

of the exploratory factor analysis procedure, two meaningful factors emerged. These two-

factors explained 51% of the total variance. Table 2 shows factor loadings obtained as a result 

of exploratory factor analysis. Factor one included the items 16, 15, 9, 11, 8, 13, 18, 12, 3 and 

17. All of the ten items were related to primary school teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia as 

hypothesized. Therefore, the first dimension was named as knowledge of dyslexia. Factor two 

had the items 28, 24, 19, 20, 27, and 21. These 6 items were related to primary teachers’ 

negative perception of dyslexia. The second dimension was called as perception of dyslexia.  
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Table 2. Rotated Factor Matrix of Exploratory Factor Analysis. 

  Factor 

Item Number 1 2 

q16 .747  

q15 .736  

q9 .721  

q11 .707  

q8 .703  

q13 .655  

q18 .630  

q12 .613  

q3 .575  

q17 .522  

q28  .753 

q24  .675 

q19  .652 

q20  .649 

q27  .585 

q21  .549 

3.2. Reliability of the Scale 

In order to examine the reliability of the scale, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for 

each dimension (see Table 3). Knowledge and perception dimension’s alpha values indicated 

good internal consistency. Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha value for all items was reported.  

Table 3. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients. 

  Dimensions  

 Knowledge Perception All Items 

Cronbach’s Alpha .89 .81 .78 

Number of items 10 6 16 

3.3. Measurement Invariance across Gender Groups 

Configural, metric and scalar invariance of the scale across gender groups was evaluated (see 

Table 4). Configural invariance results indicated that fit indexes were within acceptable level 

(TLI = .904, CFI = .918, RMSEA = .100). This means that the factor structure of the scale was 

similar for males and females. Metric invariance results showed that the change in the metric 

model's fit values supported the invariance (ΔCFI = .003, ΔRMSEA = -.005). Metric invariance 

means that the factor loadings were equivalent across gender groups. Scalar invariance results 

showed that the fit values' change supported the invariance (ΔCFI = -.007, ΔRMSEA = -.009). 

Scalar invariance means that item thresholds were invariant and the mean score of males and 

females were comparable. 
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Table 4. Measurement Invariance Analysis Results of the Scale. 

 χ² df χ²/df TLI CFI 
RMSEA 

(90% CI) 
ΔCFI ΔRMSEA 

Configural 412.12 206 2.02 .904 .918 
.100 

(.086-.114) 
- - 

Metric  418.30 220 1.90 .914 .921 
.095 

(.081-.108) 
.003 -.005 

Scalar  465.15 266 1.75 .921 .928 
.086 

(.073 -.099) 
.007 -.009 

Note.  χ² = Chi-square, df = degrees of freedom, TLI = Tucker Lewis index, CFI = comparative fit index, 

RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval, ΔCFI = change in values of CFI, 

ΔRMSEA = change in values of RMSEA.   

3.4. Descriptive Statistics of Scale Scores 

The descriptive statistics of scale scores were reported in Table 5. The minimum plausible score 

was 10 and the maximum score was 50 for the knowledge factor. For the perception factor, the 

plausible minimum score was 6 and the maximum score was 30. Skewness and kurtosis values 

and histogram of the distributions indicated that knowledge scores had normal distribution and 

perception scores had right-skewed distribution. 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Dimensions, 

 Knowledge Perception 

Mean 36.98 12.38 

Median 37.00 12.00 

Std. Deviation 7.37 5.35 

Minimum 13.00 6.00 

Maximum 50.00 30.00 

Skewness -0.02 0.76 

Kurtosis -0.35 0.12 

3.5. Knowledge of Dyslexia and Related Demographic Variables 

A high score on knowledge factor indicated a teacher has more knowledge about dyslexia. The 

results of Pearson Product Moment correlation analysis showed that there was no significant 

relationship between teachers’ teaching experience and their knowledge of dyslexia (r = .01, p 

> .05). Teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia did not differ with regard to taking a course (t(196) = 

-.06, p > .05), taking an in-service seminar of dyslexia (t(196) = .59, p > .05), reading a book 

or an article of dyslexia (t(196) = -1.35, p > .05), and teaching a student with dyslexia (t(196) 

= -1.10, p  > .05). 

3.6. Perception of Dyslexia and Related Demographic Variables 

High scores on this factor indicate teachers have negative perceptions regarding dyslexia. The 

correlational analysis results showed a weak positive relationship between primary school 

teachers’ experience and their perception of dyslexia (r = .20 p < .01). This means that 

experienced teachers have more negative perceptions regarding dyslexia. The results of the t-

test indicated that there was a significant difference between teachers’ perception of dyslexia 

concerning taking a course on dyslexia (t(193) = 3.06, p < .05) and the effect size is large; d = 

-.82. Primary school teachers who took a course about dyslexia during university education had 

lower negative perception (M = 9.22, SE = .73) compared to primary school teachers who did 

not take a course about dyslexia during university education (M = 12.78, SE = .41). On the other 

hand, there was no significant difference between teachers’ perception of dyslexia with regard 

to taking an in-service seminar of dyslexia (t (193) = -.81, p > .05), with regard to reading a 
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book or an article on dyslexia (t (193) = 1.05, p > .05) and with regard to teaching a student 

with dyslexia (t (193) = .57, p > .05). 

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

This study aimed to develop and validate a scale on primary school teachers’ knowledge and 

perception regarding students with dyslexia. Evidence regarding the measurement invariance 

across gender groups was provided. This study also examined the factors related to teachers’ 

knowledge and perception of dyslexia. The demographic questions provided an overview of 

teachers’ knowledge and perception regarding dyslexia. 

4.1. Scale Development 

The primary aim of the study was to develop and validate a scale on primary school teachers’ 

knowledge and perception of dyslexia. Compared to other studies, such as Gwernan-Jones & 

Burden’s (2010) study, the main focus of the present study was to design and develop its own 

questionnaire for primary school teachers. It was shown in the current study that the scale 

measures two dimensions which are knowledge and perception of dyslexia. Teachers’ 

Knowledge and Perception of Dyslexia Scale was shown to be a reliable scale with good 

internal consistency. Evidence related to the validity of the scale was also provided. This scale 

fills the gap in measuring teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia in Turkey and could 

be used in other studies to measure teachers’ knowledge and perception of dyslexia. 

Measurement invariance results imply that the scores obtained using this scale could be used to 

compare gender groups. 

4.2. Factors Related to Dyslexia 

In the study, factors related to teacher knowledge and perception regarding students with 

dyslexia were also investigated. The results showed that there was not a significant relationship 

between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and their teaching experience. In other words, 

teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia did not increase based on the years they spent teaching. This 

finding of the study is similar to Akçay (2014). In her study, Akçay (2014) reported that primary 

school teachers’ awareness levels did not change according to their teaching experience. On the 

contrary, Doğan (2013) revealed that novice teachers were much more knowledgeable about 

dyslexia than experienced teachers. Ferrer et al. (2016) reported that long years of teaching 

provided teachers with knowledge of dyslexia. In other words, according to Ferrer et al. (2016), 

experienced teachers are much more knowledgeable about dyslexia. Overall, in Turkey, there 

is a need for in-service training to improve teacher knowledge of dyslexia.  

The current study found a weak positive relationship between primary school teachers’ 

perception of dyslexia and their teaching experience. Similarly, Yurdakal (2014) reported that 

teachers’ perception of educational activities regarding dyslexia differs according to their 

teaching experience and novice teachers have much more positive perceptions. It is shown in 

the current study that experienced teachers are more likely to perceive dyslexia more negatively. 

These results of the study may be due to the fact that a large percentage of the teachers (77.1 

%) who participated in the study did not take a course about dyslexia. Studies have revealed 

that teachers who were trained on dyslexia are more likely to have a positive perception of 

dyslexia (Hornstra et al., 2010). Additionally, primary school teachers who took a course about 

dyslexia during their university education had lower negative perceptions compared to primary 

school teachers who did not do so. In that regard, the current study has similar findings with 

Hornstra et al. (2010). These findings suggest that there is a need to educate experienced 

teachers who have not taken a course related to dyslexia. 

Another finding of the study is related to teaching a student with dyslexia. The results showed 

that there was not a significant difference between teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and 
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teachers’ perception of dyslexia between those who taught a student with dyslexia and those 

who did not. This result is consistent with the results of the study conducted by Altuntaş (2010) 

reporting that teaching a student with dyslexia did not contribute to teachers’ knowledge. On 

the other hand, these findings are inconsistent with the findings of Ferrer et al. (2016). They 

reported that teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia was related to being exposed to a student with 

dyslexia. The experience a teacher had and the support provided the teacher when teaching a 

student with dyslexia might affect the knowledge. 

4.3. Teachers and Dyslexia 

Demographic questions of the study also provided important information regarding to teachers 

and dyslexia. Findings of the study indicated that 19% of the primary school teachers, which is 

not a negligible percentage, did not hear the term dyslexia. This finding is consistent with 

Bingöl (2003), who reported that teachers were not aware of the term dyslexia. When primary 

school teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia was investigated, interestingly enough, teachers 

reported that they had accurate knowledge of dyslexia. On the other hand, the amount of 

teachers (19%) who have misconceptions of dyslexia and do not have accurate knowledge of 

dyslexia should be taken into consideration. This finding indicates that not all of the primary 

school teachers are aware of the term dyslexia and they lack of the necessary knowledge to 

distinguish and support a student with dyslexia. Similarly, Başar and Göncü (2018) reported 

that primary school teachers have a conceptual misunderstanding about learning disabilities. 

Based on the findings of the study, many primary school teachers lacked research-based 

knowledge or had incorrect information about learning disabilities. 

It is evident that primary school teachers play vital roles in the lives of students, especially 

students with dyslexia. Therefore, having an accurate knowledge of dyslexia is critically 

important. In this respect, the study has similar findings with Washburn and colleagues (2011) 

reporting that while some of the teachers have valid knowledge of dyslexia, some teachers have 

misconceptions about it. Some teachers’ lack of knowledge about dyslexia was evident when 

they were asked to describe dyslexia.  

Another interesting finding of the study showed that most teachers (83%) did not think that they 

had sufficient academic knowledge to teach a student with dyslexia. This finding is consistent 

with other studies reporting that the vast majority of the teachers lacked the necessary training 

about dyslexia and did not have sufficient skills when teaching students with dyslexia (Altun et 

al., 2011; Altuntaş, 2010; Bell et al., 2011; Moreau, 2014; Polat et al., 2012). The teacher 

training programs might be responsible for such a response here. Most of the teachers did not 

feel well prepared to teach dyslexic students and did not have adequate and accurate knowledge 

of dyslexia because most of them did not take a course on dyslexia during their university 

education (87.1%). According to Ferrer et al. (2016) the fact that teachers lack accurate 

knowledge of dyslexia is directly related to university coursework, university textbooks, and 

professional development courses. 

In the present study, only a small percentage of the teachers took an in-service seminar on 

dyslexia (6.5%). Also, the findings revealed that there was not a significant difference in 

teachers’ knowledge of dyslexia and teachers’ perception of dyslexia even after having taken 

an in-service seminar. Therefore, these seminars on dyslexia are not reaching teachers and are 

not effective. The results are consistent with Akçay (2014) who argues that elementary teachers’ 

awareness levels did not differ after taking in-service seminars. Teachers reported that they 

needed additional training on dyslexia and that they lacked the support they need to teach 

students with dyslexia (Polat et al., 2012). 

Overall, the results of the present study revealed that primary school teachers in Turkey need 

professional support regarding dyslexia. As in-service teachers are likely to have students with 

special needs, including students with dyslexia in their classrooms, every teaching education 
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program should include courses on dyslexia. (Bos et al., 2001; Hornstra et al., 2010). Studies 

also reported that professional development and teacher qualification has an effect on teachers’ 

perception of dyslexia (Bos et al., 2001; Hornstra et al., 2010; Mather et al., 2001). If teachers 

receive training of dyslexia, they have more positive perception of inclusive education. 

Furthermore, it is reported that teachers who received formal or informal training of dyslexia 

have more positive perceptions of individualized teaching than those teachers who did not 

receive training on dyslexia (Hornstra et al., 2010). 

Based on the results of the studies here, it is clearly seen that teachers should be provided with 

specific, valid and research-based education on dyslexia. It is also shown that they are not 

adequately equipped with the skills to educate students with dyslexia (e.g., Altun et al., 2011; 

Altuntaş, 2010; Bell et al., 2011; Moreau, 2014; Polat et al., 2012; Şahin et al., 2020). Last but 

not least, the need for designing powerful, accurate and engaging workshops or seminars is very 

crucial regarding teacher training on dyslexia. Unfortunately, professional development 

seminars on dyslexia are, many times, poorly designed and not serving to the needs of the 

teachers. Therefore, professional development training programs should be given consistently 

and frequently. Such training programs should (a) be well-designed; (b) include powerful 

instructional strategies and activities on teaching dyslexia; (c) have up-to-date, evidence-based 

information about dyslexia. 

4.4. Limitations 

The present study had an important limitation based on sampling technique. Convenience 

sampling technique was used therefore the results of the study cannot be generalized to entire 

primary school teachers. There is a need to extend the sample and test the factor structure in 

future studies. Another limitation was that the current study focused on elementary school 

teachers. It would add valuable information to the literature to extend the sample by preschool 

teachers or middle school teachers. Testing discriminant validity with other scales might add 

value to the study; therefore, future research might be conducted to test the relationships 

between the current scale and other scales. 
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