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The aim of this study was to develop a unique measurement tool to identify the extent
of secondary school students’ sensitivity to cultural heritage. The study consisted of a
total of 569 students, 341 of whom were included in the first stage and 228 in the
second stage. Expert review was directly sought to determine the content and face
validity of the scale, after which an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were carried out for construct validity. As a result
of EFA, a three-factor structure was obtained to account for 51.42% of the total variance
of the scale. These factors are “showing interest”, “valuing”, and “protection”. The
results obtained from the CFA showed us that the subscales had sufficient fit indices
and the reliability coefficients were within acceptable limits. The results also revealed
that the scale can be regarded as a valid and reliable tool for determining the extent of
students’ sensitivity to cultural heritage.
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Bu arastirmada, ortaokul 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel mirasa duyarliliklarin gegerli ve giivenilir
bigimde belirlemeye yonelik bir 6l¢me araci gelistirmek amaglanmistir. Arastirma 2021-2022
egitim Ogretim yilinda ilk asamada 341 ve ikinci asamada 228 ortaokul 6grencisi olmak
iizere toplam 569 ogrenci ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Olgekteki kapsam ve goriiniis gecerligini
belirlemek amaciyla uzman goriisiine basvurulmus, yap1 gegerligi icin Agimlayic1 Faktor
Analizi (AFA) ve Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. AFA sonucunda 6lgek igin
toplam varyansin %51. 42’sini agiklayan ii¢ faktorlii bir yap1 elde edilmistir. Bu faktorler
“tamima ve anlamaya ¢alisma”, “deger verme” ve “koruma” seklindedir. DFA’dan elde edilen
bulgular ise alt Olgeklerin yeterli uyum indekslerine sahip oldugunu, giivenirlik
katsayilarimin kabul edilebilir sinirlar igerisinde yer aldigini gostermistir. Elde edilen bu
bulgular, 6lgegin 6grencilerin kiiltiirel mirasa duyarhliklarini belirlemek amaciyla gegerli
ve giivenilir bir arag olarak kullanilabilecegini ortaya koymaktadir.
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Dinamik bir yapiya sahip olan ve kapsamu stirekli degisen kiiltiirel miras kavrami (Yesilbursa
ve Uslu, 2014) gelenekler, uygulamalar, yerler, nesneler, sanatsal ifadeler, degerler dahil olmak {izere
bir toplulugun gelistirdigi ve kusaktan kusaga aktardifi yasam bi¢imlerinin ifadesidir (ICOMOS,
2002). Baska bir sdylemle bir toplumun gec¢misiyle ilgili, onu kimliklendiren, yasamsal siireklilikle
birlikte giiniimiize kadar ulasan gerek yerel gerekse evrensel nitelik tasiyan her tiir somut ve somut
olmayan varliklardir (Unal, 2014). UNESCO So6zlesmesi'nde (1972) “kiiltiirel miras” kavrams; tarihsel,
sanatsal, bilimsel, estetik, etnolojik veya antropolojik bir bakis agisindan “olaganiistii evrensel degeri”
olan anitlar, bina gruplar1 ve sitler olarak tamimlanirken bu tanim 2003 yilinda somut olmayan
kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasina iliskin sozlesme ile genisletilmistir (Lopez Fernandez, Medina, Lopez,
ve Garcia Moris, 2021). Genigletilen bu sézlesme ile arkeolojik ve tarihi eserler, yapilar, kitabeler,
resimler, heykeller, anitlar, sitler, binalar ve tarihi yerleri kapsayan somut varliklara (UNESCO, 1972)
dil, dile iliskin gelenekler, gosteri sanatlari, ritiieller, festivaller, el sanatlari, halk bilgisi gibi somut
olmayan varliklar da eklenmistir (UNESCO, 2003). Elbette somut ve somut olmayan varliklardan
olusan kiiltiirel miras: birbirinden bagimsiz ele almak miimkiin olamayacagindan bu varliklarin bir
biitiin olarak degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir (Metin Basat, 2013). Nitekim bu varliklar yalnizca ait
oldugu toplum ve gelecek nesiller i¢in degil, biitiin insanlik i¢in anlam tasiyan bir zenginliktir (Oksiiz
Kuscuoglu ve Tas, 2017). 1nsanhgm ortak cikarlarnin (Francioni, 2011) ve toplumsal refahin bir
parcasi olan kiiltiirel miras (Tweed ve Sutherland, 2007) insanlarin kiiltiirel koklerini, inanglarini,
toplumsal degerlerini anlamalarini saglar ve hem bireysel hem de ulusal kimliginin ana kaynagini
olusturur (Copeland, 2006). Ayni zamanda insanligin yasayan mirasinin ve kiiltiirel gesitliliginin en
onemli aracini temsil eder (Lenzerini, 2011). Oyle ki kiiltiirel mirasin yok olmasi insanligin ortak tarihi
icin bir kay1p niteligindedir (Sokal, 2006). Bu yiizden kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasi ve ihtiya¢ duyulan
duyarliligin olusturabilmesi tiim milletler ve kiiltiirler i¢in oldukga dnemlidir (Ulusoy, 2011). Kiiltiirel
mirasin onemli bir deger olmasi onun gelecege aktarilmasi (Aksoy, 2012) korunmasi ve korunmasi
icin gosterilen ¢abalarin Onemini vurgulamaktadir (Schindler ve Bonebright, 2011). Dolayisiyla
toplumlarin 6ncelikli olarak ele almasi gereken konularin basinda kiiltiirel miras gelmektedir (Bozok,

2018).

Kiiltiirel miras ilk olarak 1907’de uluslararas: hukukta ele alinmis ve 1950’1i yillardan bu yana
UNESCO ve diger hiikiimetler arasi kuruluslar tarafindan gelistirilen uluslararasi anlasma ve
metinlerle korunmustur (Blake, 2000). Hatta Diinya Kiiltiirel ve Dogal Mirasinin Korunmasina Mliskin
UNESCO Sozlesmesi (UNESCO 1972), koruma, tesvik icin eylem alanlar1 olarak egitim
programlarinin (resmi, yaygin ve gayri resmi) Onemini vurgulamis, kiiltiirel miras bilgisinin
arttirilmas: ve kiiltiirel miras egitiminin gelistirilmesinde bir doniim noktas: olmustur (Fontal ve
Martinez, 2020). Ciinkii kiiltiirel mirasa karsi bilinglendirme (Donmez ve Yesilbursa, 2014) ve kiiltiirel

miras duyarliligin kazandirilmas: ancak siirdiiriilebilir bir egitimle miimkiin kilmabilir (Curtis ve
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Seymour, 2004). Kiiltiirel miras egitimi 6grencilerin tarih ve kiiltiire iliskin temel kavram ve ilkeleri
kavramasimi amaglamaktadir (Culha Ozbas, 2009). Bu amacla kiiltiirel miras egitimiyle hedeflenen
temel ve dnemli 6zellik, yasanilan dogal, beseri ¢evrenin tarihine, degerine yonelik ¢ocugun bilgisinin
ve kavrayisinin artirilmasidir (Nostra, 2004). Yine kiiltiirel miras egitimi 6grencilerin yalnizca tarihi
yerler ve nesneler hakkindaki bilgilerini artirmakla kalmaz, tarihi nesneler ve gelenekler tizerinde bir
sahiplenme duygusu olusturarak onlar1 bu mirasin korunmasindan aktif olarak sorumlu tutar (Barghi,
Zakaria, Hamzah ve Hashim, 2017). Ayrica kiiltiirel mirasm 6grenciler tarafindan takdir edilmesini de
saglar (Huhta ve Hankis, 1988). Erken yaslardan itibaren bireyin kendi kiiltiiriine dair bir anlayis
gelistirmesi ve kiiltiirlerarasi anlayigin tohumlarinin ekilmesi énemlidir (Onder, 2015). Ozellikle
kiiltiirel farkindaligin olusmasinda ve kiiltiirel mirasa yonelik egitimin verilmesinde ilkogretim
onemli bir basamaktir (Cengelci, 2012). Bu basamakta kiiltiirel mirasa yonelik egitimi en iyi aktaracak

ve dgrencileri bilgilendirecek derslerden biri, sosyal bilgiler dersidir (Culha Ozbas, 2009).

Sosyal bilgiler ile toplumsal bir {iriin olan ve insanlarin birbirleriyle etkilesimlerinin
neticesinde ortaya ¢ikan kiiltiir arasinda yakin bir iliski mevcuttur (Deveci, 2009). Bu yiizden “sosyal
bilgiler programlart kiiltiir ve kiiltiirel cesitlilik 6grenimine imkan sunan deneyimler icermelidir” (National
Council for the Social Studies [NCSS], 2010, s.14). Boylece sosyal bilgiler, insanligin ytizyillardir
olusturdugu zengin kiiltiirel deneyimi tanima firsatin1 sunarak (Oztiirk ve Otluoglu, 2002) kiiltiirel
mirasin ve degerlerin kusaktan kusaga aktarilip siirdiiriilebilirligini saglar (Sever, 2015). Ayrica
yasadigimiz diinya ve olaylarla iligkiler kurarak sorumluluk almay1 saglayan duyarlilig: ortaya ¢ikarir
(Keskin ve Ogretici, 2013). Kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik degeri sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim programinda
“duyarlilik” degerinin ii¢ alt boyutundan (tarihsel mirasa, dogal ¢evreye ve Kkiiltiirel mirasa karsi
duyarlilik) biri olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Keskin ve Ogretici, 2013). Bu ¢ergeveden kiiltiirel mirasa
duyarlilik degeri ¢ok disiplinli ve disiplinler aras: yapisiyla sosyal bilgiler dersinde bilhassa “kiiltiir ve
miras” dgrenme alanlar1 kapsaminda sekillenmektedir (Culha Ozbas, 2009). Milli Egitim Bakanlig
[MEB, 2018] 2018 y1il1 sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim programi gergevesinde kiiltiir ve miras 6grenme
alani ile “Tiirk kiiltiirtinii olusturan temel dgelerden hareketle kiiltiiriin korunmas: ve gelistirilmesini
saglayacak bir milli bilincin olusturulmasini amaglamaktadir. Boylece “6grenciler kiiltiirel dgelerin, bir
toplumu diger toplumlardan ayiran ézellikler oldugunu kavrayacaktir. Bunun yamnda kiiltiiriimiiziin diinya
kiiltiivel mirasimin renklenmesine ve zenginlesmesine katk: sagladigr kavratilir”. Yine programda “Tiirk
kiiltiiriinii ve tarihini olusturan temel 0ge ve siiregleri kavrayarak milli bilincin olusmasini saglayan kiiltiirel
mirasin korunmasi ve gelistirilmesi gerektigini kabul etmeleri” seklinde ifade edilen dzel amaglar araciligiyla
kiiltiirel mirasa duyarhiligin 6n plana ¢ikarilmas: hedeflenmektedir. Sosyal bilgiler dersinde kiiltiirel
mirasa duyarlilik bir kazanim olarak ifade edilse de bu becerinin degerlendirilmesi, gdzlemlenmesine
yonelik spesifik araglar sunulmamaktadir. Ancak bu becerinin objektif bigimde degerlendirilmesinin
gerektigi durumlar igin nicel 6lgme araclarina ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu konuda gelistirilecek 6lcekler bu

becerinin 6l¢iilmesinde destekleyici araglar olacaktir.
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Kiiltiirel mirasa duyarliigin Ol¢iilmesi icin bazi alt becerilerin belirlenmesi gerekmektedir.
Literatiir incelendiginde kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilikta en énemli boyutlarin merak duyma (Halag, Bayir
ve Kose, 2021) tanima ve anlamaya ¢alisma (Huhta ve Hankins, 1988), deger verme (Halag ve digerleri,
2021; Huhta ve Hankins, 1988; Keskin ve Ogretici, 2013) koruma (Halag ve digerleri 2021; Huhta ve
Hankins, 1988), sorumluluk duyma (Fidan, 2016) olarak ele alindig: tespit edilmistir. Genel olarak
boyutlarin tanima ve anlamaya calisma, deger verme ve koruma (sorumluluk duyma) altinda
toplandig1 ifade edilebilir. Bu nedenle gelistirilen Olgekte kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik bu boyutlar
cercevesinde ele alinmistir. Sorularin yapilandirilmasinda ise kiiltiirel miras unsurlar: somut ve somut
olmayan unsurlar olarak ele alinmis somut unsurlarin altinda yer alan tarihi mekdn, tarihi eser ve tarihi
nesne kavramlarimi kapsayan tarihi varlik ve dogal varlik kavrami kullanilmistir (Tuncel ve Altuntas,
2020). Somut olmayan kiiltiivel miras unsurlar: ise ortaokul diizeyinde sosyal bilgiler dersinde milli
unsurlara olan vurgunun yogun olmasi sebebiyle (Tuncel ve Altuntas, 2020) 6grenciler agisindan

anlasilirhigin artirilmast icin milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan unsurlar olarak ifade edilmistir.

Yapilan literatiir taramasinda kiiltiirel mirasa yonelik birtakim Olgeklerin var oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bu olgekler kiiltiirel mirasa yonelik tutumlarin belirlenmesi i¢in gelistirilen kiiltiirel
miras tutum 06lgegi (Curtis ve Seymour, 2004), somut kiiltiirel miras tutum olgegi (Yesilbursa, 2011),
somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras tutum 6lgegi (Giirel ve Cetin, 2019); kiiltiirleraras: duyarlilik dlgegidir
(Chen ve Starosta, 2000). Goriildiigii gibi gelistirilen Olgeklerde kiiltiirel miras unsurlar1 (somut
kiiltiirel miras, somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras) boliinerek ele alinmistir. Ancak bu calismada bu
unsurlar bir biitiin olarak ele alinmistir. Calismanin da konusu olan kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilig
Ol¢meyi hedefleyen baska bir dlgek Halag ve digerleri (2021) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Ancak ilgili
Olgegin kiiltiir ve miras 6grenme alaninda smirli sayidaki somut ve somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras
ogelerine iliskin sorulardan olusmasi sebebiyle sadece ortaokul Ogrencileri igin degil, 4. siuf
ogrencileri igin de sinurli bir 6l¢gme araci durumundadir. Calismada gelistirilen Slgegin ise ortaokul
diizeyini (5, 6 ve 7. siniflar) kapsamasi amaglanmistir. Bu ifadelerden hareketle arastirmanin amaci,
ortaokul 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel mirasa duyarliliklarini tespit edebilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢me

aracinin gelistirilmesidir.
Yontem
Calisma Grubu

Calisma grubunu, 2021-2022 egitim 6gretim yili giiz doneminde ilk asamada 341 ve ikinci
asamada 228 ortaokul 8grencisi olmak iizere toplam 569 dgrenci olusturmaktadir. ilk asamada, 5. stmif
diizeyinden {i¢ smuf, 6. siif diizeyinden ii¢ siuf, 7. sinif diizeyinden alt1 siniftan veri toplanmustir.
fkinci asamada ise farkli bir ortaokuldan 5. siuf diizeyinden ii¢ smif, 6. siif diizeyinden ii¢ smif, 7.
smif diizeyinden ii¢ smiftan veri toplanmigtir. Tablo 1'de calismaya her siuf diizeyinden katilan

Ogrenci sayilar1 verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. Calisma grubunun AFA ve DFA i¢in dagilimlar:

Sinif diizeyi Cinsiyet Ik Asama (EFA) Ikinci Asama (CFA)
K 45 47

5. Smuf Brkek 35 40

oo . ;

7. 5im Erte 30 2

Toplam 341 228

Olcek Gelistirme Siireci

Kiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik 6lgeginin (KMDO) gelistirilme siirecinde DeVellis (2021)'in 6lgek
gelistirme siireci i¢in ileri stirdiigii ilkeler esas alinmistir. DeVellis (2021)"in 6lgek gelistirme stireci igin

onerdigi ilkeler Sekil 1’de sunulmustur.

A

l 1. Olcmekistenilen yapinacik bir bicimdeifade edilmesi

l 2. Madde havuzunun olusturulmasi

[3. Ol¢mebicimininbelirlenmesi

ecirilmesi
5. Gegerlikmaddelerinin g6z ontinde bulundurulmas:

’! 4. baglangictaki madde havuzunun uzmanlar taratndan gozden

S N N W S SE—

6. Maddelerin 6lcek gelistirme Srneklemine uygulanmasi

7. Maddelerin degerlendirilmesi |

8. Olgek uzunlugunun en uygun hale getirilmesi

Sekil 1. Olgek gelistirme ilkeleri (DeVellis, 2021)

Kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik dlgegi ile sosyal bilgiler dersi kapsaminda kazandirilmasi istenilen
kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik degerinin 6l¢iilmesi amaglanmaktadir. Kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik degerine
yonelik alanyazinda yer alan olgekten (Halag ve digerleri, 2021) ve belirlenen gercevelerden (Blake,
2000; Fidan, 2016; Huhta ve Hankins, 1988; Keskin ve Ogretici, 2013; Tuncel ve Altuntas, 2020)
hareketle, madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olgege “tanima ve anlamaya calisma”, “deger verme” ve
“koruma (sorumluluk duyma)” temalar1 altinda maddeler yazilmistir. Maddelerde kiiltiirel mirasi ifade
etmek icin “tarihi ve dogal varliklar” ile “milli kiiltiiviimiizii yansitan unsurlar” ifadeleri ayr1 ayr
kullanilmistir. Maddelerde okullarin bulundugu sehirdeki tarihi ve dogal varliklar ile milli
kiiltiiriimiizi yansitan unsurlar gereken yerlerde &rneklendirilmistir. Iki unsura ait maddelerin
benzer sayida ve benzer anlamda olmast icin gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Madde havuzuna soru

ekleme sirasinda ii¢ sosyal bilgiler egitimi uzmaninin, iki tarih egitimi uzmaninin ve iig sosyal bilgiler
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Ogretmeninin goriislerine basvurulmustur. Olcekte yer alan ifadeler icin Kesinlikle Katiliyorum (5),
Katiliyorum (4), Kararsizim (3), Katilmiyorum (2) ve Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum (1) seklinde 5li likert tipi bir

derecelendirme kullanilmistir.

KMDO'niin kapsam ve goriiniis gegerligini saglamak igin dort sosyal bilgiler egitimi bir tarih
egitimi, i¢ 6lgme ve degerlendirme olmak {izere toplam sekiz uzman akademisyen ile yedi sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmeninin goriisti almmistir. Uzmanlardan alinan goriisler dogrultusunda Slgek tizerinde
gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Daha sonra hazirlanan maddelerin anlasilirligi, 6grenci seviyesine
uygunlugu ve uygulama siiresi ile ilgili geribildirim almak amaciyla alt1 ortaokul 6grencisi ile biligsel
goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir. Ogrenciler ile yapilan goriismeler sirasinda dgrencilerin dlgekte yer
alan maddeleri sesli okumalar: ve verdikleri cevaplarin nedenlerini agiklamalar1 saglanmistir. Boylece
ifadelerin gercekten dogru bir sekilde anlasilip anlasilmadigi, 6grencilerin seviyelerine uygun olup
olmadig1 belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, birtakim diizenlemeler yapilmustir. Olgegin
uygulanma siiresi Olgegi en uzun ve en kisa cevaplayan oOgrencilerin ortalamas: alinarak
hesaplanmistir. Gerekli diizenlemelerden sonra daha kapsamli bir calisma grubu iizerinde
uygulanmak iizere dlgege son hali verilmistir. Madde havuzunun olusturma siireci ve her asamada

elde edilen madde sayilar: $Sekil 2’de sunulmustur.

Sekil 2. Olgek maddelerinin siireg igindeki degisimi

Yapilan biligsel goriismelerden sonra 29 maddelik oOlgegin uygulamasi, gerekli izinler
alindiktan sonra ilk asamada toplam bir ortaokulun 5, 6 ve 7. smifinda 6grenim goren toplam 341
ogrenci ile yapilmistir. Oncelikle arastirmanin amaci konusunda ogrenciler bilgilendirilmis ve
toplanan verilerin sadece aragtirma kapsaminda kullanilacag: belirtilmigtir. Bununla birlikte,
ogrencilere katilmin zorunlu olmadig: ifade edilerek ¢alisma grubunun goniillii katihmcilardan
olusmasi saglanmistir. Olgegin nasil doldurulacagi hakkinda dgrencilere bilgi verilerek maddelerin
dogru ya da yanlhg bir cevap igermedigi vurgulanmigtir. Ayrica, Ogrencilerin birbirlerini
etkilememeleri konusunda uyar1 yapilmig ve 6lgegi bireysel olarak igtenlikle cevaplamalarmin gegerli
ayni zamanda giivenilir sonuglar elde edilebilmesi i¢in oldukga 6nemli oldugu ifade edilmistir. Veri

toplama siirecinden sonra verilere iliskin istatistiksel analizler gerceklestirilmistir.

KMDO, calisma grubuna uygulandiktan sonra istatistiksel analizler gergeklestirilmistir. ilk
olarak olgegin yap1 gecerligi incelenerek, Ag¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) ve Dogrulayict Faktor
Analizi (DFA) yapilmustir. Schumacker ve Lomax (2010), AFA ve DFA analizi yapilirken farkli bir veri
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seti kullanmanin 6nemli oldugunu ifade etmektedirler. Bu dogrultuda arastirmada, AFA ve DFA
yapilirken farkl iki veri kullanilararak analizler gergeklestirilmistir. Ayrica KMDO'niin glivenirligi
i¢in i¢ tutarlik giivenirlik katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Arastirmada AFA, giivenirlik ve madde analizleri
igcin SPSS 22 paket programindan yararlanilmistir. DFA ile ilgili analizler ise, AMOS programi
kullanilarak yapilmstir. Istatistiksel analizler tamamlandiktan sonra Olgegin uzunluguna karar

verilmigtir.
Arastirmanin Etik izni

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul ad1 = Atatiirk Universitesi, Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Etik Kurulu
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 12.11.2020

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 13/10

Bulgular

Bu béliimde KMDO'niin yap1 gegerligini incelemek amaciyla AFA ve DFA siireci ve sonuglar

aciklanmustir.
Acgimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA)

AFA yapilmadan once veri setinin faktor analizi igin uygunlugunun belirlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Veri setinin uygunlugu icin 6rneklem biiyiikliigii ve maddeler arasindaki iliski olmak
tizere iki 6nemli hususun goz 6niinde bulundurulmas: gerekmektedir (Can, 2017; Pallant, 2005; Secer,
2015). Bu hususlardan érneklem biiyiikliigiiniin ne kadar olmas: gerektigi ile ilgili arastirmacilarin
farkl goriislere sahip oldugu dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Tabachnick ve Fidell (2013) faktor analizi igin en az
300 katilimcinin ¢alisma grubuna dahil edilmesinin gerektigini belirtmektedir. Comrey ve Lee (1992)
ise faktor analizi igin 100 katiimciy:r yetersiz, 200 katilimciyr ortalama, 300 katilimciy: iyi, 500
katilimciy1 ¢ok iyi ve 1000 veya daha fazla katilimciy:r mitkemmel olarak ifade etmektedir. Bununla
birlikte, Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) ve Barlett istatistik teknikleri kullanilarak orneklem
biiytikliigiiniin uygunluguna karar verilebilir (Field, 2009; Kalayci, 2017). KMO istatistigi 0 ile 1
arasinda degismekte ve orneklem biiyiikliigi ile ilgili fikir sunmaktadir (Field, 2009). Hutcheson ve
Sofroniou (2006) KMO degeri i¢in .50 altin1 kabul edilemez, .50 ile .60 arasmni zayif, .60 ile .70 arasini

orta, .70 ile .80 arasmu iyi, .80 ile .90 arasimi ise miikemmel bir deger olarak ifade etmektedir.



Bascit Namly, Z., Karakus Yilmaz, T. & Meral, E.

Tabachnick ve Fidel (2013) ise KMO degerinin .60 {izerinde olmasmin uygun olabilecegini
belirtmektedir. Arastirmada, KMO degeri .90 olarak hesaplanmis, Barlett testinin istatistiksel olarak
anlamli oldugu [x*(120,n=341)=1489.678,p<.00] goriilmiistiir. Bu baglamda arastirma yeterli bir
Ornekleme sahiptir. Faktor analizi i¢in diger énemli bir husus ise maddeler arasindaki iliskinin ortaya
konulmasidir. Bunun i¢in 6l¢gme aracinda yer alan faktorlerin birbiriyle iligkili oldugunun varsayildig:
durumlarda kullamlan egik déndiirme (Oblique rotatin) teknigi kullamilmistir (Seger, 2015). AFA’da
madde faktor yiik degerinin oOlcek gelistirme ve uyarlama calismalarinda en az .30 olmasi
onerilmektedir (Pallant, 2005; Stangor, 2010). AFA i¢in bahsi gecen hususlar dikkate alinarak yapilan
analizlere gore bazi maddeler [3,6,7,8,10,11,12,13,17,18,25,26,27] oOngoriilen faktorlerin altinda
toplanmadig1 veya kuramsal olarak dogru faktor altinda yer almadig: icin 6lgekten ¢ikarilmistir. Bu
maddelerin dlgekten ¢ikarilmasindan sonra tekrarlanan AFA sonucunda elde edilen sonuglar Tablo

2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. KMDO AFA analiz sonuclart

Madde No Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3
(TA) (DV) (KO)

KMD5 .736

KMD1 .619

KMD2 .600

KMD4 .506

KMD9 493

KMD29 .675

KMD14 .628

KMD16 566

KMD19 544

KMD20 508

KMD15 458

KMD28 .735

KMD21 .689

KMD22 .683

KMD23 .536

KMD24 494

Faktorlerde toplanan maddelerin igerikleri ve kuramsal yapiya bagli olarak olgegin birinci
faktorii tanima ve anlama ikinci faktorii deger verme, {iciincii faktorii koruma (sorumluluk duyma)
olarak adlandirilmistir. Tanima ve anlama alt boyutu toplam 5 maddeden olusmakta ve maddelerin
faktor yiikleri .49 ile .73 arasinda degismektedir. Deger verme alt boyutu toplam 6 maddeden
olusmakta ve maddelerin faktor yiikleri .45 ile .67 arasinda degismektedir. Koruma (sorumluluk
duyma) alt boyutu toplam 5 maddeden olusmakta ve maddelerin faktor ytikleri .49 ile .73 arasinda
degismektedir. Sonug olarak, KMDO igin toplam varyansimn %51,42’sini agiklayan iig faktérlii bir yapt

elde edilmistir.
Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi (DFA)

AFA sonucunda olusturulan yapinin yeterli uyum indeksleri gosterip gostermedigini tespit

etmek ve KMDO'niin yap1 gegerliligini desteklemek amaciyla dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA)
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yapilmistir. Uyum indekslerinde dikkate alinmasi gereken kriterlere iliskin kesin bir goriis olmadig1
gibi (Weston ve Gore, 2006), analizlerde hangi uyum indekslerinin degerlendirilecegine yonelik de
kesinlik s6z konusu degildir (Karagoz, 2017). Yapilan ¢alismada DFA igin Ki-Kare Uyum Testi (Chi-
Square Goodness), karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (Comparative Fit Index, CFI), fazlalik uyum indeksi
(Incremental Fit Index, IFI), iyilik uyum indeksi (Goodness of Fit Index, GFI), normlastirilmamis
uyum indeksi (Non-Normed Fit Index, TLI), diizeltilmis iyilik uyum indeksi (Adjustment Goodness of
Fit Index, AGFI), siki1 normlastirilmis uyum indeksi (Parsimony Normed Fit Index, PNFI), siki iyilik
uyum indeksi (Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index, PGFI), standartlastirilmis hata kareleri ortalamasinin
karekokii (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, SRMR), tahmin hatalarinin ortalamasinin
karekokii (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA) uyum indeksleri incelenmistir. Genel
olarak x2 /sd degerinin 2 < x2 /sd < 3 olmasi kabul edilebilir uyum, 0 < x2 /sd < 2 olmasi ise mitkemmel
uyum olarak kabul edilmektedir (Schermelleh Engel ve Moosbrugger, 2003). TLI (NNFI), IFI, GF],
degerleri igin 0.90 iizeri ise kabul edilebilir; 0. 95 ve iizeri ise miitkemmel uyumu gostermektedir
(Schumacker ve Lomax, 2010). AGFI icin .85 degeri kabul edilebilir uyumu ve .90 degeri miikemmel
uyuma isaret etmektedir (Schermelleh Engel ve Moosbrugger, 2003). PNFI ve PGFI degerlerinin
.50'nin iizerinde olmasi kabul edilebilir uyumu (Meyers, Gamst ve Guarino, 2006) ve degerlerin 1’e
yakin olmas1 miikemmel uyumu gostermektedir (Karagoz, 2017). CFI degeri icin 0.95 kabul edilebilir
uyum 0.97 ve {izeri miikemmel uyum olarak kabul edilmektedir (Schermelleh Engel ve Moosbrugger,
2003). SRMR degerinin .05 ile .10 arasinda olmas1 kabul edilebilir uyum, 0 ile .05 arasinda olmasi
miikemmel uyuma isaret etmektedir (Schermelleh Engel ve Moosbrugger, 2003). RMSEA degeri icin
.08 degeri kabul edilebilir uyum ve .05 degeri miikemmel uyum kabul edilmektedir (Browne ve
Cudeck, 1993; Byrne, 2010). Yapilan DFA’da, elde edilen modelin uyum indeksleri incelenmis, x2
degerinin (x>= 167.895, n=228, p=.00) anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Uyum indeksi degerleri ise, x? /sd =
1.622, TLI= .93, GFI= .91, IFI= .94, AGFI= .89, PNFI= .73, PGFI= .68, CFI= .95, SRMR=.047, RMSEA= .054
olarak bulunmustur. Simanan modelin yeterligini ortaya koymak amaciyla incelenen uyum
indekslerine iliskin kabul edilebilir ve miikemmel uyum degerleri bir biitiin olarak Tablo 3’te

sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3. Uyum indekslerine iliskin uyum degerleri ve DFA’dan elde edilen uyum indeksi degerleri

incelenen Miikemmel Kabul Edilebilir Elde Edilen Sonug

Uyum Uyum Olgiitleri Uyum Olgiitleri Uyum

indeksleri indeksleri

X2 /sd 0<x2/sd<2 2<x2/sd<3 1.62 Miikemmel uyum
TLI 95<TLI<1.00 90<TLI<.95 93 Kabul edilebilir uyum
GFI 95 <GFI<1.00 90<GFI<£.95 91 Kabul edilebilir uyum
IFI 95 <TFI1<1.00 90 <TFI<.95 94 Kabul edilebilir uyum
AGFI 90 < AGFI<1.00 .85 < AGFI<£.90 .89 Kabul edilebilir uyum
PNFI .95 <PNFI<1.00 .50 < PNFI £.95 .73 Kabul edilebilir uyum
PGFI .95 <PNFI<1.00 .50 < PNFI < .95 .68 Kabul edilebilir uyum
CFI .97< CFI<£1.00 95 < CF1<.97 .95 Kabul edilebilir uyum
SRMR .00 < SRMR <£.05 .05 <SRMR £.10 .047 Miikemmel uyum
RMSEA .00 < RMSEA < .05 .05 < RMSEA < .08 .054 Kabul edilebilir uyum

Uyum indekslerine iliskin miikemmel ve kabul edilebilir uyum o6l¢titleri dikkate alindiginda
(Tablo 3), DFA’dan elde edilen degerler {i¢ faktorlii modelin uyumlu oldugunu ortaya koymaktadar.
Modele iliskin faktor yiikleri Sekil 3’de sunulmustur. Sekil 3 incelendiginde, faktor yiikleri tanima ve
anlama alt boyutu igin .50 ile .74 arasinda, deger verme alt boyutu igin ise .43 ile .70 arasinda ve

koruma alt boyutu icin .59 ile .70 arasinda degismektedir.
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Sekil 3. KMDQ'ye iliskin DFA ve faktor yiikleri

DFA sonucu elde edilen modele iliskin t testi degerleri Tablo 4’te sunulmustur. Tablo 4
incelendiginde, t testi degerlerinin tanima ve anlama alt boyutunda 8.22 ile 10.00 arasinda; deger verme
alt boyutunda 9.04 ile 10.27 arasinda; koruma alt boyutunda 8.64 ile 9.57 arasinda degistigi
goriilmektedir. Elde edilen t degerlerinin 1.96’dan biiyiik olmasi durumunda .05 diizeyinde anlaml
oldugunu gosterirken; 2.58'den biiyiik olmasi durumunda ise .01 diizeyinde anlamli oldugunu
gostermektedir (Kline, 2016). Bu durumda, DFA sonucunda elde edilen t degerlerinin .01 diizeyinde
anlaml oldugu ifade edilebilir. Elde edilen t degerlerinin anlamli olmamasy, ilgili t degerlerine sahip
maddelerin modelden ¢ikarilmasmin ve katilimci sayisinin faktor analizi igin uygun olmadiginin

gostergesi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Byrne, 2010). DFA sonucunda elde edilen t degerleri katilimci
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sayisinin faktor analizi igin yeterli oldugunu dogrulamakla birlikte modelden c¢ikarilmasi gereken

madde bulunmadigim ortaya koymaktadir.

Tablo 4. KMDOye iliskin DFA’dan elde edilen t testi degerleri

Tanima ve Anlama alt boyutu Deger Verme alt boyutu Koruma alt boyutu
Madde No t degeri Madde No t degeri Madde No t degeri
TA1 8.99* DV1 9.62" K1 8.90™
TA2 8.22 DV2 9.35" K2 9.39"
TA3 9.72" DV3 9.04~ K3 8.90"
TA4 10.00™ DV4 9.67" K4 8.64
TA5 9.25™ DV5 10.27" K5 9.57"
DV6 9.65"
*p<.01
Giivenirlik

KMDO'niin giivenirligi, i¢ tutarhlik giivenirlik yontemi ile hesaplanmustir. Elde edilen veriler
tizerinden hesaplanan i¢ tutarlilik giivenirlik katsayilary, TA alt boyutu i¢in .75, DV alt boyutu igin .75
ve KO alt boyutu icin .77 olarak bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte 6lcegin geneline iliskin giivenirlik
katsayis1 .88 olarak hesaplanmistir. Genel olarak giivenirlik katsayisinin .70 ve iizerinde olmas1 uygun
goriilmektedir (DeVellis, 2016; Pallant, 2005). Bu dogrultuda, KMDO igin i¢ tutarhlik giivenirlik

katsayilarinin kabul edilebilir sinirlar igerisinde oldugu sdylenebilir.
KDMO'niin Puanlarinin Degerlendirilmesi

KMDO'de toplam 16 madde bulunmaktadir. Olgekte “Kesinlikle Katimiyorum” (1),
“Katilmiyorum” (2), “Kararsizim” (3), “Katiliyorum” (4), “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum” (5) olmak iizere 5'likert
tipi bir derecelendirme kullanilmistir. Olgek TA, DV ve KO olmak iizere ii¢ boyutlu bir yapiya
sahiptir. TA alt boyutunda 5 madde bulunmakta ve bu boyuttan alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 25, en
diisiik puan ise 5'dir. DV alt boyutunda 6 madde bulunmakta ve bu boyuttan alinabilecek en yiiksek
puan 30, en diisiik puan ise 6’dir. KO alt boyutunda ise 5 madde bulunmakta ve bu boyuttan
alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 25, en diisiik puan ise 5 dir. Olgek kapsamindaki tiim maddeler olumlu

oldugu icin tersten puanlamay1 gerektirecek bir durum séz konusu degildir.
Sonucg ve Tartisma

Bu arastirmada, ortaokul 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel mirasa duyarliliklarini gegerli ve giivenilir bir
bigimde dl¢gmeye imkan saglayacak bir 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Yapilan gegerlik ve
giivenirlik analizleri kapsaminda ii¢ boyutlu, 16 maddelik, 51i likert tipi bir ©lgme arac
gelistirilmistir. KMDO'niin yap1 gegerligini ortaya koymak amaciyla AFA ve DFA yapilmistir. KMDO
icin toplam varyansin %>51,42’sini acgiklayan ti¢ faktorlii bir yapi elde edilmistir. Bu faktorler “Tanima
ve anlamaya calisma”, “deger verme” ve “koruma”dir. Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 16 iken
en yiiksek puan 80'dir. Olgegin ilk uygulanan maddelerinden on iicii faktdr analizi sonrasinda

elenmistir. Elenen maddelerin ifade olarak uzun ve yeterince somut ifade icermeyen maddeler oldugu
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goriilmektedir. Bu elemeden sonra “tarihi ve dogal wvarliklarmmz” ile “milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan
unsurlar”a iliskin maddelerin homojenliginin azalmasi ¢alisma icin bir simirlilik meydana getirmistir.
Ancak istatistiksel analizlerden elde edilen bulgular, Olcegin Ogrencilerin kiiltiirel mirasa
duyarliklarini belirlemek igin gegerli ve giivenilir bir ara¢ olarak kullanilabilecegini ortaya
koymaktadir. Olgegin kullanim1 sirasinda bazi maddelerde Orneklerin verilmesi sorularin

anlasilirhigini artiracaktir.

Kiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik 4 ve 7. siiflar arasinda tiim sinif diizeyleri i¢in bir¢ok tinitede ifade
edilen bir kazanimdir (Celikkaya ve Kiriimliioglu, 2018). Gelistirilen Olcek “kiiltiirel mirasa
duyarlilik” deger kazaniminin 6l¢iimii icin bir arag sunmaktadir. Ote yandan nitel gozlemler igin de
Olcegin maddelerinden hareketle gozlem araglar1 olusturmak miimkiindiir. Kiiltiirel mirasa duyarlilik
kazanimi bunun disinda goriisme (Keskin ve Ogretici, 2013) ve Ogrencilerin kazanima iligkin
kurduklar1 metaforlarin incelenmesi (Kilcan ve Akbaba, 2013) gibi cesitli yontemlerle incelenmistir.
Ancak tamamen nitel olarak toplanan verilerde 6grencilerin genellikle kiiltiirel miras kavramini genel
olarak somut kiiltiirel miras olarak algiladiklar1 somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras ile dogal varliklar:
gozden kagirdiklar: ifade edilmektedir (Kilcan ve Akbaba, 2013). Bu nedenle kapsamli nicel araglarin
da kullanilmasi gerekmektedir. Bahsi gecen yontemlere ek olarak gelistirilen olgek Ogrencilerin
kendilerini degerlendirmesi ve kazanimin Sl¢iimii i¢in destekleyici olacaktir. Sadece sosyal bilgiler
dersi kapsaminda degil, gorsel sanatlar dersi gibi farkli ders igeriklerinde ayni zamanda yapilacak

miize ve alan ziyaretleri gibi okul dis1 6grenme aktivitelerinde de bir 6lgme araci olarak kullanilabilir.

Son Not
Bu calisma TUBITAK destekli 220K078 numarali proje kapsaminda yiiriitiilmiistiir. Caligma
ile ilgili tiim izinler proje kapsaminda almustir. Gelistirilen 6lgek, yazarlarin yazili izin beyam

alinmaksizin kaynak gosterilerek kullanilabilir.
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Introduction

With its dynamic structure and ever-changing scope, the concept of cultural heritage
(Yesilbursa & Uslu, 2014), can be defined as “the expression of lifestyles, including traditions, practices,
places, objects, artistic expressions and values, developed by a community and transferred from generation to
generation” (ICOMOS, 2002). Cultural heritage refers to all kinds of tangible and intangible assets, both
local and universal, that relate to a society's past, identify the society, and have survived to our
present day with vital continuity (Unal, 2014). The concept of “cultural heritage” in the UNESCO
Convention (1972) was defined as “monuments, groups of buildings and sites of outstanding universal
value from a historical, artistic, scientific, aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological perspective”, yet
this definition was expanded in 2003 as regards “the protection of intangible cultural heritage” (Lopez
Fernandez, Medina, Lopez and Garcia Moris, 2021). With this expanded definition, in addition to
tangible assets (UNESCO, 1972) covering archaeological and historical artefacts, structures,
inscriptions, paintings, sculptures, monuments, sites, buildings, and historical places (UNESCO, 1972),
certain intangible assets such as language, traditions related to language, performing arts, rituals,
festivals, handicrafts, and folklore are also included (UNESCO, 2003). Since it is not possible to handle
cultural heritage consisting of tangible and intangible assets independently from each other, these
assets should be evaluated as a whole (Metin Basat, 2013). As a matter of fact, these assets are richness
with many connotations not only for the society they belong to and future generations, but also for all
humanity (Okstiz Kuscuoglu and Tas, 2017). Considered a common interest of humanity (Francioni,
2011) and part of the social welfare, cultural heritage (Tweed and Sutherland, 2007) enables people to
understand their cultural roots, beliefs and social values as well as constituting the main source of
both individual and national identity (Copeland, 2006). It also represents the most essential
instrument of living heritage and cultural diversity of humanity (Lenzerini, 2011). This representation
is vital to such an extent that the disappearance of cultural heritage is a loss for the common history of
humanity (Sokal, 2006). It is, therefore, of great importance for all nations and cultures to protect their
cultural heritage and create the necessary sensitivity (Ulusoy, 2011). The fact that cultural heritage is a

significant value emphasizes the gravity of efforts to transfer it to the future and preserve it (Schindler
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and Bonebright, 2011). Thus, cultural heritage precedes the issues that societies should deal with as a

priority (Bozok, 2018).

Cultural heritage was first addressed in international law in 1907 and has been protected by
international agreements and texts developed by UNESCO and other intergovernmental
organizations since the 1950s (Blake, 2000). The UNESCO Convention for the Protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO, 1972) highlighted the importance of formal or non-formal
education programs as learning spaces for conservation and promotion and were a turning point in
the enhancement and development of the content of cultural heritage knowledge (Fontal and
Martinez, 2020). It is clear that raising awareness about cultural heritage (Dénmez and Yesilbursa,
2014) and instilling in cultural heritage sensitivity can only be achieved via sustainable education
(Curtis and Seymour, 2004). Cultural heritage education aims to enable students to comprehend the
basic concepts and principles related to history and culture (Culha Ozbas, 2009). With this purpose,
the main and important feature of cultural heritage education is to raise children’s knowledge and

understanding of the history and value of the natural and human environment (Nostra, 2004).

Moreover, cultural heritage education not only raises students” knowledge of historical places
and artefacts but also creates a sense of active responsibility and protection of this heritage (Barghi,
Zakaria, Hamzah and Hashim, 2017). In a way, it also aims to ensure that the cultural heritage is
appreciated by students (Huhta and Hankis, 1988). It is undeniable that individuals must develop a
clear understanding of their own culture starting from an early age so that the seeds of intercultural
understanding can be sown (Onder, 2015). In this respect, primary education appears to be an
important step, especially in forming cultural awareness and providing students with the necessary
education for the sake of cultural heritage (Cengelci, 2012). At this educational stage, the social studies
course is likely to be the best way to teach about cultural heritage and inform the students in this

respect (Culha Ozbas, 2009).

A close relationship exists between social studies and culture, which is a social product and
emerges as a result of people’s interactions with each other (Deveci, 2009). In this regard, it is
necessary that “social studies programs should include experiences that provide for the study of culture and
cultural diversity.” (National Council for the Social Studies [NCSS], 2010, p.14). Thus, social studies
course offers the opportunity to be able to understand the rich cultural experience that human beings
has generated for many centuries (Oztiirk and Otluoglu, 2002), and ensures the sustainability of
cultural heritage and values alike from generation to generation (Sever, 2015). Cultural heritage also
reveals the awareness that leads to taking responsibility by establishing relationships within our
experiences and the world we live in (Keskin and Ogretici, 2013). The value of sensitivity to cultural
heritage appears as one of the three sub-dimensions of the value of “sensitivity” in the social studies
course curriculum (Keskin and Ogretici, 2013). In this connection, the value of sensitivity to cultural

heritage is formed especially within the scope of “culture and heritage” learning areas, in the social
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studies course with its multi-disciplinary and interdisciplinary structure (Culha Ozbas, 2009). The
Ministry of National Education (MoNE, 2018) aims to develop national consciousness in such a way
that will ensure the protection and promotion of the culture based on basic elements that make up the
Turkish culture through the culture and heritage learning area following the framework of the 2018
social studies course curriculum. Hence, “students are likely to comprehend those cultural elements are the
features that distinguish society from other societies. In addition, students are to be taught so that they can
comprehend that our culture contributes to the diversity and enrichment of the world cultural heritage”. The
curriculum also aims to emphasize sensitivity to cultural heritage through the specific targets expressed
as “the understanding of the basic elements and processes that make up Turkish culture and history, and their
acceptance of the need to protect and develop the cultural heritage that enables the formation of national
consciousness”. Although sensitivity to cultural heritage is expressed as an educational acquisition in
the social studies course, there is still a lack of specific tools to assess and observe this skill. However,
quantitative measurement tools are necessary for particular situations where this skill needs to be
evaluated objectively. Scales to be developed in this regard will be supportive tools in measuring this

skill.

It is necessary to determine some sub-skills to measure sensitivity to cultural heritage.
Research shows that the most important dimensions addressed in the relevant literature as regards
sensitivity to cultural heritage include curiosity (Halag, Bayir and Kose, 2021), showing interest (Huhta
and Hankins, 1988), valuing (Halag et. al. 2021; Huhta & Hankins, 1988; Keskin and Ogretici, 2013),
protection (Halag et al. 2021, Huhta and Hankins, 1988), and sense of responsibility (Fidan, 2016).
Generally, the dimensions seem to be gathered under showing interest, valuing and protecting (taking
responsibility). In this regard, sensitivity to cultural heritage has been handled within the framework
of these dimensions in our scale. While constructing the questions, cultural heritage elements were
considered tangible and intangible elements, and the concepts of historical and natural assets, which
included the concepts of historical places, historical monuments and historical artefacts, were used under
the tangible elements (Tuncel and Altuntas, 2020). Since there is intense emphasis on national
elements in the social studies course at the secondary school level, the elements of intangible cultural
heritage (Tuncel and Altuntas, 2020), on the other hand, are regarded as elements manifesting our

national culture in order to ease the comprehensibility of the concepts for students.

The relevant literature review revealed the presence of some cultural heritage-related scales.
These scales include the cultural heritage attitude scale developed to determine attitudes towards
cultural heritage (Curtis & Seymour, 2004), tangible cultural heritage attitude scale (Yesilbursa, 2011),
intangible cultural heritage attitude scale (Gurel & Cetin, 2019), and intercultural sensitivity scale
(Chen & Starosta, 2000). As can be seen, cultural heritage elements (tangible cultural heritage,
intangible cultural heritage) have been divided and handled accordingly in the scales developed. In

this study, however, these elements are considered as a whole. Apart from the scales given above,
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another scale aiming to measure sensitivity to cultural heritage, which is also the subject of the present
study, was developed by Halag, et al. (2021). However, since that scale consisted of questions about a
limited number of tangible and intangible cultural heritage items in the field of culture and heritage
learning, it is still a limited measurement tool not only for secondary school students but also for 4t
graders. However, the scale developed in this study aims to cover the secondary school level (5%, 6t,
and 7% graders). In this connection, the aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable
measurement tool in such a way to determine secondary school students’ sensitivity to cultural

heritage.

Method

Sample Group

The sample group consisted of 569 secondary school students, 341 of whom were included in
the first stage and 228 in the second stage of the study, in the fall semester of the 2021/22 academic
year. In the first stage, data were collected from three 5 grade classes, three 6t grade classes, and six
7t grade classes at a secondary school. In contrast, in the second stage, data were collected from three
5t grade classes, three 6t grade classes, and three 7t grade classes at another secondary school. Table

1 presents the number of students participating in the study from each grade.

Table 1. Distributions of the sample for EFA and CFA

Grade level Gender First stage (EFA) Second stage (CFA)
Grade 5 F;:/In;ie ;Lg ig
Grade 6 Fli/ln;?ele ;L? i?
Grade 7 FE/[H:;e Zé 22
Total 341 78

Scale Development Process

This study was based on the principles put forward by DeVellis (2021) for the scale
development process in order to build the development process of the cultural heritage sensitivity
scale (CHSS). Figure 1 presents the steps developed by DeVellis (2021) principles for the scale

development process.
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A

1. Clarify the construct

3. Select a measurement format

— s A J

[2. Generate an item pool

4. Review ofthe item pool by experts |

5.Include validation items, if appropriate |

6. Administer scale to an initial sample |

7. Evaluate the scale I

8. Optimise the scale

Figure 1. Steps in scale development (DeVellis, 2021)

With the scale of sensitivity to cultural heritage, it is aimed to measure the value of sensitivity
to cultural heritage that is desired to instil in students within the scope of social studies course. In line
with the scale given in the literature (Halag et. al,, 2021) and the determined frameworks for the value
of sensitivity to cultural heritage (Blake, 2000; Fidan, 2016; Huhta and Hankins, 1988; Keskin and
Ogretici, 2013; Tuncel and Altuntas, 2020;), an appropriate item pool was developed. Items were
included under the themes of “showing interest”, “valuing”, and “protection (taking responsibility)”. The
expressions, “historical and natural assets” and “elements manifesting our national culture”, were used
separately in the items in such a way as to denote cultural heritage. In the items, the historical and
natural assets in the town where the schools are located and the elements manifesting our national
culture are exemplified wherever necessary. Other essential arrangements were made to ensure that
the items belonging to the two elements are in similar numbers and with similar meanings. While
adding questions to the item pool, the opinions of three social studies education experts, two history
education experts, and three social studies teachers were consulted. A 5-point Likert type rating was
used in the scale, including Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Undecided (3), Disagree (2) and Strongly Disagree
(1).

With the aim of ensuring the content and face validity of the CHSS, the opinions were taken
from eight expert academicians, four of whom from social studies teaching, one from history teaching,
and three from assessment and evaluation, and seven social sciences teachers. Necessary adjustments
were made on the scale in conformity with the opinions of the experts. Afterwards, cognitive
interviews were conducted with six secondary school students to get relevant feedback on the clarity
of the prepared items, their suitability for the students' cognitive level, and the procedure's length.
During the interviews with the students, it was ensured that the students read aloud the items in the
scale and explained the reasons for their answers so as to be able to determine whether the

expressions were really understood correctly and whether they were suitable for the students’
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cognitive levels. In this sense, some regulations were made as follows: The length of administering the
scale was calculated by taking the average response time of the respondents who answered in the
longest and the shortest time. Following the necessary arrangements, the scale was finalized to be
implemented on a more comprehensive sample group. Figure 2 below shows the process of creating

the item pool and the number of items obtained at each stage.

Firstitem pool- 35 32 items after expert 29 items after The scale consists of
items and teacher opinions cognitive interviews 29 items in total.

Figure 2. Change of scale items throughout the Process

After the cognitive interviews, a total of 341 students studying in the 5%, 6t, and 7t grades of a
secondary school were administered the 29-item scale in the first stage, after the necessary
permissions had been obtained. First of all, the students were informed about the purpose of the
present study and that the data would only be utilised for the purpose of the study. Furthermore, it
was also emphasized that the participation of the students was not compulsory, so the sample group
was made up of voluntary participants. Students were shown how to fill in the scale and informed
that the items did not contain a correct or incorrect answer. In addition, students were reminded that
they should not influence each other and that it was very important for them to answer the scale
individually and sincerely to obtain valid and reliable results. Upon the data collection process, the

available data were analysed statistically.

Statistical analyses were performed after the CHSS was administered to the sample group.
First, the scale's construct validity was examined, after which Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were performed. Schumacker and Lomax (2010) state that it is
important to use a different data set when performing EFA and CFA analysis. In this direction,
analyses were carried out using two different data sets while performing EFA and CFA analysis.
Moreover, the internal consistency reliability coefficient was also calculated to ensure the reliability of
the CHSS. SPSS 22 software was used for EFA, reliability and item analysis in the study. The AMOS
program was used to analyse the CFA. The length of the scale was determined after the statistical

analyses were completed.
Ethical Approval

This study complied with all the rules specified to be followed within the scope of “Higher
Education Institutions Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive”. None of the actions
specified under the title of “General Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics”,

which is the second part of the directive, were executed.
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Results

In this section, EFA and CFA processes and results are explained for the purpose of examining

the construct validity of CHSS.
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Prior to the EFA, the suitability of the data set must be determined for the factor analysis. For
the suitability of the data set, two important issues should be taken into consideration: the sample size
and the precise relationship between the items (Can, 2017; Pallant, 2005; Secer, 2015). It is, however,
noteworthy that researchers have different opinions about how large the sample size should really be.
For example, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) stated that at least 300 participants should be included in a
sample group for factor analysis. Comrey and Lee (1992) stated that 100 participants are poor for
factor analysis, 200 participants are fair, 300 participants are good, 500 participants are very good and
1000 or more participants are excellent. Also, the sample size's appropriateness can be specified using
Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) and Barlett statistical techniques (Field, 2009; Kalayci, 2017). The KMO
statistic varies from 0 to 1 and gives an idea about the sample size (Field, 2009). According to
Hutcheson and Sofroniou (2006), KMO values of less than .50 as unacceptable, values between .50 and
.60 as weak; those between .60 and .70 as mediocre; those between .70 and .80 as good, and those
between .80 and .90 as superb. Tabachnick and Fidel (2013) stated that a KMO value above .60 may be
appropriate. In this study, the KMO value was .90, and the Barlett test was found to be statistically
significant [x2(120, n=341) =1489.678, p<.00], indicating that the study had a sufficient sample. Another
important issue for factor analysis is to reveal the relationship between the items. To do this, we
employed the oblique rotation technique, which is often used when it is assumed that the factors in
the measurement tool are related to each other (Seger, 2015). It is recommended that the item factor
load value in EFA should be at least .30 as suggested in studies focusing on scale development and
adaptation (Pallant, 2005; Stangor, 2010). According to the analyses made considering the issues
mentioned for EFA, some items [3,6,7,8,10,11,12,13,17,18,25,26,27] were excluded from the scale as
they did not gather under the predicted factors or did not fall under the theoretically correct factor.
Table 2 demonstrates the results obtained as a result of repeated EFA after removing these items from

the scale.
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Table 2. CHSS AFA analysis results

Item No Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
(SD) (VA) (PR)

CHS5 .736

CHS 1 .619

CHS 2 .600

CHS 4 .506

CHS9 493

CHS 29 .675

CHS 14 .628

CHS 16 .566

CHS 19 .544

CHS 20 .508

CHS 15 458

CHS 28 .735

CHS 21 .689

CHS 22 .683

CHS 23 536

CHS 24 494

Depending on the content of the items collected in the factors and the theoretical structure, the
first factor of the scale was named as showing interest, the second factor as valuing and the third
factor as protection (taking responsibility). Showing interest, as a sub-dimension, consists of a total of
5 items and the factor loadings of the items vary from .49 to .73. Valuing, as a sub-dimension, consists
of a total of 6 items and the factor loadings of the items vary from .45 to .67. Protection (taking
responsibility), as a sub-dimension, consists of a total of 5 items and the factor loadings of the items
vary from .49 to .73. As a result, a three-factor structure was obtained for the CHSS, which accounted

for 51.42% of the total variance.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to determine whether the structure created
as a result of EFA showed sufficient fit indices and to support the construct validity of the CHSS. No
consensus prevails regarding the criteria to be taken into account in the fit indices (Weston and Gore,
2006), nor is there a certainty about which fit indices are to be evaluated in the analyses (Karagoz,
2017). In the current study, Chi-Square Goodness of Fit Test, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Incremental
Fit Index (IFI), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (TLI), Adjustment Goodness of Fit
Index (AGFI), Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI), Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI),
Standardized Root Mean Square of Residual (SRMR), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) fit indices were examined for the CFA. In general, an X% sd value of 2 < x 2 /sd < 3 is
considered an acceptable fit, whereas 0 < x 2 /sd < 2 is considered a perfect fit (Schermelleh Engel &
Moosbrugger, 2003). For the TLI (NNFI), IFI, and GFI values above 0.90 are regarded acceptable, while
0.95 and above indicate perfect fit (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). For AGFI, a value of .85 indicates
acceptable fit and a value of .90 indicates perfect fit (Schermelleh Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003). The
PNFI and PGFI values above .50 indicate acceptable fit (Meyers, Gamst and Guarino, 2006), while
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values close to 1 indicate perfect fit (Karagoz, 2017). Moreover, for the CFI value, 0.95 is considered as
an acceptable fit, whereas 0.97 and above is considered a perfect fit (Schermelleh Engel and
Moosbrugger, 2003). An SRMR value between .05 and .10 indicates an acceptable fit, while a value
between 0 and .05 indicates a perfect fit (Schermelleh Engel and Moosbrugger, 2003). For the RMSEA,
a value of .08 is considered an acceptable fit, while .05 is a perfect fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993;
Byrne, 2010). In the CFA, the examination of the fit indices of the obtained model shows that the x2
value (x2= 167.895, n=228, p=.00) is statistically significant. The fit index values are X?/sd= 1.622, TLI=
.93, GFI= 91, IFI= .94, AGFI= .89, PNFI= .73, PGFI= .68, CFI= .95, SRMR= .047, RMSEA= .054. Table 3
demonstrates the acceptable and perfect fit values of the fit indices examined in order to demonstrate

the adequacy of the tested model as a whole.

Table 3. Fit values regarding fit indices and fit index values obtained from CFA

Fit Indices Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit Resulting Fit Outcome
Indices

X2 /sd 0<x2/sd<2 2<x2/sd<3 1.62 Perfect
TLI .95 <TLI<1.00 90<TLI<.95 93 Acceptable
GFI .95 <GFI<1.00 90<GFI<.95 91 Acceptable
IFI 95 <TF1<1.00 90<IFI<.95 94 Acceptable
AGFI 90<AGFI<1.00 .85 < AGFI< .90 .89 Acceptable
PNFI .95 <PNFI<1.00 .50 < PNFI < .95 73 Acceptable
PGFI .95 <PNFI<1.00 .50 <PNFI < .95 .68 Acceptable
CFI .97< CFI<1.00 95 <CFI<.97 .95 Acceptable
SRMR .00 <SRMR < .05 .05<SRMR <.10 .047 Perfect
RMSEA 00<RMSEA<.05 .05<RMSEA <.08 054 Acceptable

Given the perfect fit and acceptable fit criteria for fit indices (Table 3), the values taken from
the CFA reveal that the three-factor model is actually fit. The factor loadings of the model are
presented in Figure 3 below. As shown in the figure, factor loadings vary from .50 to .74 for the sub-
dimension, namely, showing interest, from .43 to .70 for the sub-dimension called valuing, and from

.59 to .70 for the sub-dimension named protection.
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Figure 3. CFA and factor loadings for CHSS
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Table 4 demonstrates the t-test values of the model obtained as a result of CFA. As shown in
the table, the t-test values in the sub-dimension of showing interest are between 8.22 and 10.00; between
9.04 and 10.27 in the sub-dimension of valuing; and between 8.64 and 9.57 in the sub-dimension of
protection. The t values greater than 1.96 indicate a statistical significance at the .05 level, while those
greater than 2.58 represent a statistical significance at the .01 level (Kline, 2016). In such a case, it can
be regarded that the resulting t values in the CFA are statistically significant at the .01 level. The
insignificance of the available t values is considered as an indication that the items with the relevant t
values are to be removed from the model, and the number of participants is not suitable for factor
analysis (Byrne, 2010). The t values obtained as a result of CFA confirm that the number of
participants is sufficient for factor analysis, but also reveal that there is no item that should be

excluded from the model.

Table 4. The t-test values from the CFA in relation to the sub-dimensions of the CHSS

Showing interest Valuing Protection
Item No t value Item No t value Item No t value
TA1l 8.99" DV1 9.62" K1 8.90™
TA2 8.22" DV2 9.35™ K2 9.39"
TA3 9.72" DV3 9.04” K3 8.90™
TA4 10.00™ DV4 9.67" K4 8.64™
TA5 9.25" DV5 10.27" K5 9.57"
DVé6 9.65™
Reliability

The reliability of the CHSS was calculated by using the internal consistency reliability method.
The internal consistency reliability coefficients calculated on the available data were .75 for the SI, .75
for the V, and .77 for the P. However, the overall reliability coefficient of the scale was found as .88. In
general, a reliability coefficient of .70 and above is considered appropriate (DeVellis, 2016; Pallant,
2005). In this respect, the internal consistency reliability coefficients for CHSS can be considered as

within acceptable limits.
Evaluation of the Scores of CHSS

The CHSS consists of a total of 16 items A 5-point Likert type rating was used in the scale:
“Strongly Disagree” (1), “Disagree” (2), “Undecided” (3), “Agree” (4), “Strongly Disagree” (5). The scale
has a three-dimensional structure, namely, showing interest (SI), valuing (VA), and protection (PR).
There are 5 items in the SI sub-dimension, and the highest score to be obtained from this dimension is
25, with the lowest score being 5. Six items are included in the V sub-dimension, and the highest score
to be obtained from this dimension is 30, while the lowest score is 6. There are 5 items in the P sub-
dimension, and the highest score to be obtained from this dimension is 25, whereas the lowest is 5.

Since all items in the scale are positive, reverse scoring is not needed.
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Conclusion and Discussion

This study aimed to develop a measurement tool to be able measure the sensitivity of
secondary school students to cultural heritage in a valid and reliable way. Within the framework of
the validity and reliability analyses, a three-dimensional tool, composed of 16 items, was developed in
line with the 5-point Likert-type. EFA and CFA were conducted to demonstrate the construct validity
of the CHSS. A three-factor structure was obtained for the CHSS, explaining 51.42% of the total
variance. These factors are “showing interest”, “valuing”, and “protection”. The lowest score to be
obtained from the scale was 16, while the highest score was 80. Thirteen of the scale items initially
administered were eliminated after factor analysis. It appears that the eliminated items are wordy and
lengthy and do not contain enough concrete statements. After this elimination, the decrease in the
homogeneity of the items related to “our historical and natural assets” and “elements manifesting our
national culture” posed a limitation for the study. However, the results obtained from statistical
analyses revealed that the scale could be used as a valid and reliable tool for the purpose of exploring

students’ sensitivity to cultural heritage. Provision of specific examples of some items during the use

of the scale will definitely increase the clarity of the questions.

Sensitivity to cultural heritage is an academic achievement contained in a number of units of
curriculum for certain educational stages especially between 4t and 7% grades (Celikkaya and
Kiirtimliioglu, 2018). Our measurement scale can act as a tool for measuring the “sensitivity to cultural
heritage” value. By the same token, it is also possible to create observation tools based on the scale's
items for some particular qualitative observations. In addition, a variety of methods such as
interviewing (Keskin and Ogretici, 2013) and examining the metaphors that students have established
regarding the acquisition (Kilcan and Akbaba, 2013) have been employed to examine the acquisition
of the sensitivity to cultural heritage. However, purely qualitative data indicate that students
generally tend to perceive the concept of cultural heritage as tangible cultural heritage, thereby
overlooking intangible cultural heritage and natural assets (Kilcan and Akbaba, 2013). It is, therefore,
necessary to make use of comprehensive quantitative tools as well. In addition to the aforementioned
methods, our scale will help enable students to experience self-assessment and will ensure the
measurement of the relevant acquisition. It can be used as a measurement tool not only within the
scope of social studies course, but also in different course contents such as visual arts, as well as in

out-of-school learning activities such as museum and field visits.
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Kiiltiirel Mirasa Duyarlilik Olgegi

Sevgili 6grenciler, bu dlgek kiiltiirel mirasa duyarliligin degerini 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir. Olgekte 16
madde bulunmaktadir. Her bir maddeyi okuyun ve “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum, Katilmiyorum,
Kararsizim, Katiliyorum, Kesinlikle Katiliyorum”dan uygun segenegi isaretleyin. Liitfen sorulara
diiriist cevaplar verin. Katkilariiz ve katiliminiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Hi¢ katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
Kararsizim
Katiliyorum
Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum

Tanima ve anlamaya ¢aligma

1. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimiz hakkinda yeni bilgiler 6grenmek
isterim.

2. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizi ziyaret edip bilgi edinmeyi
severim.

3. Farkl bir sehre gittigimde tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizi gérmeye
ve tanimaya caligirim.

4. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizi gezip bilgi edinmek sikicidir.

5. Milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan unsurlar1 6grenmek keyif vericidir.

Deger verme

6. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizi 6nem verilmesi gereken unsurlarin
basinda gelir.

7. Milli birligimizin devamu i¢in tarihi ve dogal varliklarimiza
Onem verilmesini isterim.

8.  Milli birligimizin devami i¢in milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan
unsurlara 6nem verilmesini isterim.

9. Basgkalarma yasadigim yeri tanutacaksam 6ncelikle tarihi ve
dogal varliklarimizdan baglarim.

10. Etrafimda milli kiiltiirtimiize uygun yasayan insanlarin olmasi
hosuma gider.

11. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizin tilkemizin gelismesinde 6nemli
oldugunu diistiniirim

Koruma (Sorumluluk Duyma)

12. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizin tanitimi ve korunmasi icin
yapilan ¢alismalar1 Snemserim.

13. Milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan unsurlarin korunmasi ve tanitimi
icin yapilan ¢alismalar1 6nemserim.

14. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizi korumaya ¢alisirim.

15. Milli kiiltiiriimiizii yansitan unsurlar1 korumaya ¢aligirim.

16. Tarihi ve dogal varliklarimizin korunmasi igin kanun ve
kurallar getirilmesini isterim.
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Cultural Heritage Sensitivity Scale

Dear students, this scale aims to measure the value of sensitivity to cultural heritage. There are 16
items in the scale. Read each item and tick the appropriate option from “Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree.” Please give honest answers to the questions. Thank you for your

contribution and participation.

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly agree

Showing Interest

1.I would like to learn more about our historical and natural assets.

2. Ilike to visit and learn more about historical and natural assets.

3.1 try to visit and get to know about our historical and natural assets
whenever I go to another town.

4. Travelling and trying to learn about historical and natural assets is
boring.

5.Learning about the element manifesting our national culture is
enjoyable.

Valuing

6.0ur historical and natural assets should be at the top of our
priorities.

7.1 would like our historical and natural assets to be attached
importance for the sake of the continuation of our natural unity.

8.I would like the elements manifesting our national culture to be
attached importance for the sake of the continuation of our natural
unity.

9.Whenever I want to introduce the place where I live to others, I first
start with our historical and natural assets.

10.I like to have people around me who live in accordance with our
national culture.

11.I believe that our historical and natural assets are important in the
development of our country.

Protection (Taking Responsibility)

12. T appreciate the work done for the promotion and protection of
our historical and natural assets.

13.1 appreciate the work done for the protection and promotion of the
elements manifesting our national culture.

14.1 always try to preserve our historical and natural assets.

15.1 always try to preserve the elements manifesting our national
culture.

16.1 would like laws and rules to be introduced for the protection of
our historical and natural assets.
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