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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to develop a measurement tool that can assess the social
entrepreneurial leadership skills of academic administrators in higher education
institutions, based on the perspectives of students. The study was conducted at a
university in Central Anatolia, involving two different participant groups. The first
group consisted of 254 associate degree students studying at Vocational Schools, who
were selected through convenience sampling. The second group included 305
undergraduate students from various faculties of the same university, who were
recruited using the same method. The initial data for the research were collected using
a 50-item draft scale prepared by the researchers from a pool of questions based on
the literature. Expert opinions were sought, and a pilot study was conducted with the
draft scale. As a result of these procedures, the scale was revised accordingly. The
data collected from the main sample were analyzed using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis techniques. For reliability analysis, Cronbach's Alpha
and McDonald’s Omega methods were preferred. The findings revealed a four-factor
and 24-item scale structure that can measure the social entrepreneurial leadership
skills of administrators. The results were discussed in light of relevant literature, and
some recommendations for the use of the scale were provided based on the research
findings.
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Validity and Reliability Study of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale (SGLO)

Introduction

The inadequacy of government policies in addressing issues such as preventing environmental
disasters, combating poverty, and fulfilling social demands highlights the concept of social
entrepreneurship as a complementary role. Social entrepreneurship, which gained recognition as a
new type of entrepreneurship in academic circles with the establishment of the Ashoka Foundation
by Bill Drayton in 1980, has also been the subject of numerous research studies.

Conceptually, social entrepreneurship involves two dimensions: "social mission” and
"entrepreneurship” (Martin & Osberg, 2007; Tishler, 2018). The social mission dimension
encompasses all segments of society and social issues, while the entrepreneurship dimension
involves creativity, innovation, risk-taking, and pursuing opportunities (Aldawood, 2020; Kargin et
al., 2018). The definition of social entrepreneurship, when considering these two dimensions
together, revolves around exhibiting entrepreneurial behaviors to find solutions for social problems
and/or creating social value in response to these problems (Abu-Saifan, 2012).

Social entrepreneurship is also defined as bringing together social and economic aspects to generate
solutions for social problems, characterized by following opportunities, and finding creative,
innovative, and sustainable solutions (Ojeda, 2021). According to Denizalp (2009), social
entrepreneurs are visionary leaders who can perceive social problems before others, and
demonstrate creativity, courage, realism, and the ability to take risks. Such activities can be
frequently observed in social, cultural, economic, health, sports, political, environmental,
technological, and public domains.

According to Kirilmaz (2012), individuals who encourage people with different interests and
expectations to achieve a specific goal can also be considered social entrepreneurial leaders. Social
entrepreneurial leaders are expected to create resources in the face of any problem (Kili¢ Kirilmaz,
2013), recognize opportunities (Besler, 2010), and take risks (Brinckerhoff, 2000). They are also
expected to remove obstacles to social harmony with a beneficial stance (Kiimbiil Giiler, 2008).

Social entrepreneurship activities undoubtedly encompass the concept of social entrepreneurial
leadership. Social entrepreneurial leaders, like other leaders, can be strategic, visionary, innovative,
transformative, or change-oriented. However, their paths and roles, especially in solving social
problems, distinguish them from other leaders. This situation presents social entrepreneurial
leadership as a group phenomenon involving the process of influencing and mobilizing people who
come together with the purpose of creating social value. According to Boulding (1956), the goals,
values, and outcomes that lead to social entrepreneurial leadership are also a process of creating
social impact. Prabhu (1999) regards social entrepreneurial leaders as individuals who initiate and
manage initiatives for social change and development.

Social entrepreneurship has been the subject of numerous research studies both globally and in our
country, with many studies conducted (Leadbeater, 1997; Johnson, 2003; Drayton, 2006; Duncan,
2007; Adeagbo, 2008; Giiler, 2010; C)Zdevecioglu & Cingoz, 2015; Baloglu, 2017; Tas & Semsek, 2017;
Zorlu & Tetik, 2018; Titrek, 2019; Bodolica et al., 2021; Grilo & Moreira, 2022; Hein, 2022; Klarin &
Suseno, 2023). However, a literature review indicates that a measurement tool for assessing social
entrepreneurial leadership has not yet been developed. Therefore, this study aims to contribute to
filling this gap in the literature.

Higher education institutions hold significant importance in the cultivation of social entrepreneurial
leaders. This is because higher education institutions should serve as exemplary and leading units
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both within their own environments and the regions they belong to. According to Kerr (2020), as
society progresses, higher education institutions progress, and vice versa. From this perspective,
social entrepreneurial leadership emerges as an important tool for mutually developing both society
and higher education. This study focuses on the development of a measurement tool that aims to
assess the social entrepreneurial leadership skills of academic administrators in higher education
institutions.

Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this study is to develop a measurement tool that can demonstrate academic
administrators’ social entrepreneurial leadership skills through student feedback in higher
education institutions.

Method

Research Model

The research design of this study is descriptive in nature, utilizing a scanning model. According to
Karasar (2012), scanning models are research approaches that aim to describe a current or existing
situation as it is, either in the past or present.

Participants

The participants of the study consist of students who were enrolled in a university in Central
Anatolia during the 2021-2022 academic year and were included in the study through convenience
sampling, which allows anyone interested to be included in the sample (Ural & Kilig, 2011: 43).

For the scale development study, 254 students voluntarily participated from vocational schools
within the university where the research was conducted. Among the participants, 150 (59.1%) were
female students, and 104 (40.9%) were male students. Additionally, 174 (68.5%) of the participants
were in their first year of studies, while 80 (31.5%) were in their second year. Regarding the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), the sample size for this analysis was determined based on
Comrey & Lee's (1992) classification. According to their categorization, a sample size of 50
participants is very weak, 100 is weak, 200 is moderate, 300 is good, 500 is very good, and 1000 is
excellent. According to Tabachnick & Fidell (2013), a sample size of 150 participants is considered
sufficient for EFA. Exploratory factor analysis is used to determine if the data provides a sufficient
foundation for a hypothesis and to identify the number of factors. It is often considered a technique
that generates theories rather than merely testing them (Stevens, 2002). Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) and reliability analyses were performed on 305 students from various faculties
affiliated with the same university (including the faculties of education, economics and
administrative sciences, arts and sciences, architecture and engineering, medicine, theology, and
health sciences). Among the participants, 185 (60.6%) were female, and 120 (39.4%) were male
students. Additionally, 78 (25.5%) students were in their first year of studies, 93 (30.5%) in their
second year, 102 (33.5%) in their third year, and 32 (10.5%) in their fourth year. Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) is more about testing a model rather than generating a theory (Stevens, 2002). Before
conducting the analysis, the researcher establishes a hypothesis or model that specifies the
relationships between variables and their dimensions. This way, the model is based on a theoretical
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or experimental foundation (Stevens, 2002). A previous study by Dogan et al. (2017) suggests that
dividing datasets with sample sizes of less than 500 into two parts for EFA and CFA analyses can
lead to biased results. Consequently, it is recommended not to use this approach, especially with
smaller samples. Therefore, in this study, the students within the sample were considered as two
separate groups (populations) - undergraduate and graduate students. EFA and CFA procedures
were conducted on these two separate groups.

Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale (SGLO) Development Process

According to Bala (2018), the fundamental stages of scale development studies generally include
creating an item pool, obtaining expert opinions, conducting a pilot study, and calculating the
validity and reliability of the draft scale items.

In this study, the scale development process began with a comprehensive literature review. Studies
related to Social Entrepreneurship conducted by Kirilmaz (2012), Konakli & Gogiis (2013), Nga &
Shamuganathan (2010), Giil (2019), and Kiimbiil Giiler (2008) were particularly examined. All the
findings obtained from the literature were integrated to form an item pool, from which 59 items
were selected to create a draft scale. The draft scale was presented to five experts in the fields of
educational management, business management, measurement and evaluation, and social
psychology. The experts were asked to review the items in terms of content validity and

nn

comprehensibility. Each item in the form was rated as "appropriate," "partially appropriate,” or "not
appropriate” based on the degree to which it measures social entrepreneurial leadership. A separate
section was provided on the form to gather their comments and suggestions about the items. In this
stage of scale development, 9 items were removed from the draft scale, and some items were
modified, resulting in a 50-item trial scale. The trial scale was also reviewed by a Turkish language
expert using the same approach. The 50-item draft scale was then subjected to a pilot application on
40 faculty students who were not included in the sample. As a result of the pilot study, it was found
that two items presented problems in terms of comprehensibility. Necessary corrections were made,

and the 50-item draft application scale was obtained.
Analysis of Data

The 50-item application scale prepared within the scope of the research was first subjected to
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The EFA study was conducted on 254 undergraduate students
who voluntarily participated in the research. The number of participant students was considered
sufficient by taking into account Tavsancil's (2005) suggestion that "a sample size of 5-10 times the
number of items on the scale is required for factor analysis."

In the initial stage of Exploratory Factor Analysis, it was checked whether the assumptions of EFA
(sample size, normality, linearity, multicollinearity, and outliers) were met with the collected data.
In this context, the presence of missing data, outliers, and multicollinearity was examined. It was
found that there were no missing data in the dataset, and no outliers were identified using the
"Outliers Labeling" method. To examine multicollinearity, rxy < 0.90 was taken as the reference, and it
was determined that no variable was so similar to another variable that it could replace it. Linearity
was examined using a “scatter diagram matrix”, followed by assessing the skewness and kurtosis
values to determine whether the assumption of univariate normality of the scale was met. To test
the normality assumption the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was preferred. Next, the suitability of the
sample size for factorization was determined using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. During the
analysis, the eigenvalues, results of principal axis factor analysis, and scree plot were evaluated
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together to determine the factor structure. Factor loading values of 0.32 were accepted as the
criterion. Additionally, items with factor loading values higher than 0.32 but showing substantial
overlap and having differences less than 0.1 among multiple components were considered as
indicating convergence. These items were removed one by one, and the analysis was repeated using
the Promax oblique rotation method since there were relationships between the factors, and the
analysis results would be used in the future. During this stage, the recommendations of
Biiytiikoztiirk (2002) regarding the basic concepts and use of analysis in scale development were
followed. As a result of these analyses, a 24-item, 4-dimensional structure capable of measuring
Social Entrepreneurial Leadership was obtained.

Following the EFA process, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to test whether the
developed scale can measure the desired structure. The analysis was conducted using LISREL 8.80
package programs. The CFA study included 305 students who voluntarily participated in the
research and were enrolled in faculties affiliated with the same university. The analysis results
indicated that the sample size was sufficient for conducting CFA. Before starting the analysis, it was
determined that there were no missing data, and the assumptions of normality were met. This
process was carried out using maximum likelihood estimation.

To assess the reliability of the 50-item application scale, Cronbach's alpha coefficient and
McDonald's Omega (w) coefficient analysis were preferred. During this stage, strict adherence to
scientific ethical rules was ensured.

Ethics Committee Approval

This study obtained ethical approval from the Kirsehir Ahi Evran University, Social and Human
Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee, under decision number 2021/06,
dated 29.07.2021.

Findings
Findings Regarding the Validity of the Scale

Validity, as a concept, refers to how accurately a scale or test measures the intended property. The
validity of measurement tools encompasses dimensions such as predictive validity, concurrent
validity, content validity, structural validity, and face validity (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2008). In this study,
the focus was on the structural, content, and face validity of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership
Scale.

Structural validity

To ensure the structural validity of the scale exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted
initially, followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate the factor structure in another
sample group.

Findings on exploratory factor analysis

In order to determine the structural validity of the draft scale, the assumptions of Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) were examined, including sample size, normality, linearity, multicollinearity, and
outliers. Skewness and kurtosis values were inspected to assess the assumption of univariate
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normality. Skewness and kurtosis values within the range of -2 and +2 indicate that the assumption
of univariate normality is met (George & Mallery, 2010). In this study, the skewness and kurtosis
values were measured between -.583 and -1.134. The z-scores, obtained by dividing the skewness
and kurtosis values by their standard error coefficients, were found to be -138 and -274. These z-
scores falling between +1.96 and -1.96 within the 95% confidence interval (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2008)
indicate that the data meet the assumption of normal distribution. Additionally, the Kolmogorov-
Simirnov test results having p>0.00 suggest that the assumption of univariate normality for scale
items is met. The assumption of multivariate normality was examined using the Barlett's test for
sphericity. The significant result of the test (3503.45, p<.01) indicates that both the linearity and the
assumption of multivariate normality are met (Cokluk et al., 2018). Next, the suitability of the sample
size for factorization was determined using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test, resulting in a KMO
value of 0.89. KMO values between 0.80 and 0.90 are considered "good" according to Cokluk et al.
(2018), so the data set is considered suitable for factor analysis.

To assess the structural validity of the scale the principal axis analysis was preferred in this study.
The purpose of principal axis analysis is to reveal the underlying structure among factors
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The initial 50-item draft scale obtained in this study was subjected to
principal axis analysis. Although there were 11 factors with eigenvalues above 1, the analysis results
suggested that a four-factor structure would be the most appropriate. Due to the interrelatedness
between dimensions in this four-factor structure and the potential future use of the analysis results,
the Promax oblique rotation method was used to reanalyze the data, confirming the decision to
retain four factors. Another method used to determine the number of factors is the scree plot. The
scree plot of the 50-item draft scale is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1.
Scree Plot of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
B

~—

1T 3 5 7 9 1113 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 30 41 43

Factor Number

Figure 1 shows that the eigenvalues of the scale items decrease from the 4th factor onwards, follow
a horizontal trend, and their contributions to the variance become closer to each other. Additionally,
when examining the rotated factor matrix analysis results, it can be observed that the highest factor
loadings are present in the first four factors. According to Cokluk et al. (2018), the number of factors
that best explains the structure can be determined through trial and error. Considering the rotated
factor matrix, eigenvalues, and scree plot together, it is evident that this scale is suitable for a four-
factor structure. According to Tabachnick & Fidell (2013), for an item to belong to a factor, its loading
should be at least 0.32 within that factor. In this study, a factor loading value of 0.32 was considered
as the criterion. Moreover, if an item has a loading value higher than 0.32, and the difference between
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loading values is less than 1, and it loads on multiple factors, then it is considered to exhibit cross-
loading and should be removed from the scale. In this study, the 43rd, 46th, 25th, 21st, 29th, 45th,
10th, 28th, 35th, 49th, 47th, 26th, 27th, 42nd, 40th, 18th, 44th, 5th, 38th, 12th, 13th, 7th, 20th, 15th, 19th
and 33rd items were found to have cross-loadings, and therefore, they were removed from the scale.
The analysis was then re-run using the Promax oblique rotation method. The results obtained are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Eigenvalues of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale and the Rate of Variance Explained by the Factors
. Sums of Initial Eigenvalues Total Factor Loads Rotated Sums of Factor Loads
g Total Variance Cumulative Total Variance Cumulative Total Variance Cumulati
= % % % % % ve
%
1 9.885  41.188 41.188 9.885 41.188 41.188 9.885  41.188 41.188
2 1928 8.035 49.223 1.928 8.035 49.223 1.928 8.035 49.223
3 1342 5.593 54.816 1.342 5.593 54.816 1.342 5.593 54.816
4 1.298 5.408 60.224 1.298 5.408 60.224 1.298 5.408 60.224
5 1.104 4.600 64.824
6 .894 3.724 68.548
7 812 3.383 71.930
8 731 3.046 74.977
9 716 2.983 77.960
10 .647 2.695 80.655
11 .600 2.499 83.154
12 541 2.253 85.407
13 456 1.900 87.307
14 416 1.732 89.039
15 .39%4 1.643 90.683
16 .348 1.450 92.132
17 .320 1.332 93.464
18 .288 1.202 94.665
19 282 1.175 95.841
20 259 1.079 96.920
21 207 .863 97.783
22 194 810 98.593
23 174 723 99.317
24 164 683 100.00

In Table 1, information regarding the eigenvalues and the explained variance ratio for the four
factors that determine the factor structure of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale (SGLO) is
presented. It can be observed that these four factors account for approximately 60.224% of the total
variance of the scale. In other words, the four factors collectively contribute to about 60% of the total
variance. The first factor explains 41.1% of the total variance, the second factor explains 8.0%, the
third factor explains 5.5%, and the fourth factor explains 5.4% of the total variance. According to
Scherer et al. (1988), a variance ratio ranging between 40% and 60% is considered ideal in factor
analysis. From this perspective, the obtained total variance ratio in this analysis can be considered
sufficient. The rotated component matrix results for the four-factor structure and the factors to which
the items are loaded are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale Rotated Components Matrix After Factor Analysis
Factors
2
e § g £
: g 5 3
Items & Z B =
£ ¢
A
I1- Cares about social values 993
I2- Supports social solidarity .846
I9- Has a sense of social responsibility .641
I3- Strives to solve social problems 597
I8- Performs works that will bring social benefit .584
I6- Sensitive to social problems 537
I31- Likes to take risks 911
I23- Has creative thinking skills 783
I24- Is eager to learn .638
I30- Breaks the mold 621
I32- Acts predictive 615
122- Supports innovation .598
I36- Tries new solutions 544
I39- Creates a sense of ownership 769
I37- Creates an environment of trust 714
I34- Dedicated to his/her work 703
I141- Evaluates feedback 551
I148- Motivates your audience 481
I4- Is successful in social relations .854
I16- Makes its audience benefit from opportunities .819
I17- Provides continuity in meeting social needs 767
I14- Always in search of solutions to social problems .760
I11- Integrates your audience .602
I50- Manages change 591

According to this, the final version of the scale was named with the dimensions as follows. The items
I1, 12, 19, I3, I8, and 16 were grouped under the dimension of "Social Responsibility" in the first factor.
The items 131, 123, 124, 130, 132, 122, and 136 were grouped under the dimension of "Innovation" in the
second factor. The items 139, 137, 134, 141, and 148 were grouped under the dimension of "Influence"
in the third factor. Lastly, the items 14, 116, 117, 114, I11, and I50 were grouped under the dimension
of "Sustainability" in the fourth factor.

Findings on confirmatory factor analysis

To determine the structural validity of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale (SGLO)
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used. According to Ozdamar (2002), CFA is employed to
assess whether the variable groups obtained in Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) are adequately
represented by these factors. In this study, after the EFA resulted in a four-factor structure, the 24-
item scale was subjected to CFA with 305 participants. The analyses were conducted using the
LISREL 8.80 package program, and as a result of the analysis, modifications were suggested between
items 30-31, 50-16 and 01-02. The proposed modifications should contribute to the goodness-of-fit
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index (Cokluk et al., 2018). Therefore, the suggested modifications were tested in sequence, and it
was observed that the proposed modifications significantly contributed, especially to the X?/df
goodness-of-fit index. The diagram of the scale obtained through CFA, along with the goodness-of-
tit index values, is presented in Figure 2 and Table 3, respectively.

Figure 2.
Path Diagram
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Chi- Square = 434.65, df=243, P-value=0.00, RMSEA =0.06
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Table 3
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices of Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale
Fit Measure Values Related to Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit
Analysis
X2 434.65
Sd 243
P value 0.00
X2/sd 1.78 0<X?/sd<2 2<X?/sd<3
RMSEA 0.06 0<RMSEA <£0.05 0.05<RMSEA <£0.08
RMR 0.03 0<RMR<0.05 0.05<RMR<0.08
SRMR 0.03 0<SRMR <0.05 0.05<SRMR <0.10
NFI 0.98 0.95<NFI<1.00 0.90<NFI<0.95
NNFI 0.99 0.97 <NNFI<1.00 0.95<NNFI<0.97
CFI 0.99 0.97< CFI< 1.00 0.90 <CFI £0.95
RFI 0.98 0.97 < RFI< 1.00 0.90 <RFI £0.95
IFI 0.99 0.95<IFI<1.00 090<IFI<0.95
GFI 0.83 0.95<GFI<1.00 0.90 < GFI<0.95
AGFI 0.78 0.90 < GFI<1.00 0.85<GFI<0.90

Source: Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003); Stimer (2000)

When examining Table 3, it can be observed that the chi-square value (X2 = 434.65) has 243 degrees
of freedom (df) with a significance level of p<.01, resulting in a X?/df ratio of 1.78. The fact that the
chi-square value falls between 0 and 2 in relation to its degrees of freedom indicates an excellent fit
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), which is the case in this study. Regarding the goodness-of-fit indices,
The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value, which measures the average error
of approximation, being 0.06 is considered to indicate an acceptable fit (Hooper et al., 2008; Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993; Stimer, 2000). The Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) and the Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) values being below 0.05 are evaluated as excellent fit (Brown, 2006;
Byrne, 1994), and in this analysis, both RMR and SRMR have values of 0.03, indicating excellent fit.
The Normed Fit Index (NFI) and the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) values being greater than 0.95
indicate excellent fit (Stimer, 2000). In this study, NFI is 0.98, and NNFI is 0.99. The Goodness-of-Fit
Index (GFI) and the Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) values range from 0 to 1, with values
closer to 1 indicating a better fit (Hooper et al., 2008; Siimer, 2000). In this analysis, GFI is 0.83, and
AGFTis 0.78. The Incremental Fit Index (IFI) and Relative Fit Index (RFI) values being 0.95 and above
and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) being 0.97 and above indicate excellent fit (Cokluk et al., 2018;
Stimer, 2000). In this study, IFI is 0.99, RFI is 0.98, and CFI is 0.99.

In conclusion, considering both factor analyses, the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale has a
final version consisting of 24 items, representing the dimensions of Social Responsibility, Innovation,
Influence, and Sustainability (Appendix-1). The goodness-of-fit indices show that the scale has a
satisfactory and valid factor structure.

Findings on content and face validity

Balc1 (2018) states that face validity is determined based on expert opinions. In the present study, a
draft scale of 59 items was created by selecting items from the item pool, which was developed
considering the theoretical foundations of social entrepreneurial leadership. This draft scale was
then presented to a total of five experts from relevant fields, as specified in the methodology section.
The content validity was determined by examining the average scores given by the experts for the
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items in the draft scale and the item-content validity coefficients (Veneziano & Hooper, 1997).
According to Turner & Carlson (2003), for content validity, the average score given by experts for
an item should be 0.75 or higher, and the content validity coefficient should be at least 0.70. In this
research, the expert evaluations for the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Draft Scale resulted in an
average score of 0.90, and the content validity coefficient was calculated as 0.87. These values
indicate a high level of agreement among the experts, supporting the content validity of the scale.

Findings on reliability analysis

The analysis results to determine the reliability level of the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale
were conducted using the techniques of Cronbach's Alpha, McDonald's Omega (w) coefficient, and
split-half reliability, and the findings are presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Reliability Analysis Results
Dimensions Number of items Cronbach’s Alfa Omega (w)
Social Responsibility 6 0.95 0.96
Innovation 7 0.91 0.91
Influence 5 0.94 0.95
Sustainability 6 0.94 0.94
Total 24 0.97 0.97

According to Table 4, the Cronbach's Alpha values for the subscales of the scale are as follows: 0.95
for the dimension of Social Responsibility, 0.91 for Innovation, 0.94 for Influence, and 0.94 for
Sustainability. The total Cronbach's Alpha value for the scale is calculated as 0.97. According to
Ozdamar (2002), a Cronbach's Alpha value between 0.90 and 1.00 indicates a high level of reliability
for a scale. Therefore, based on the statistical results obtained in this study, it can be seen that the
Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale has a high level of reliability for all its dimensions.
Furthermore, the Omega (w) coefficients for the scale's dimensions are as follows: 0.96 for Social
Responsibility, 0.91 for Innovation, 0.95 for Influence, and 0.94 for Sustainability. The total Omega
(w) value for the scale is calculated as 0.97. These results further confirm the high-reliability level of
the Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale for all its dimensions, as per the statistical findings
obtained in this research.

Conclusion, Discussion, and Recommendations

This study aimed to develop a scale (SGLO) to assess academic administrators' social
entrepreneurial leadership skills in higher education institutions based on students' perceptions. To
test the construct validity of the scale exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was initially conducted,
followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with a different sample group. The EFA results
revealed that the SGLO consists of four factors, namely "Social Responsibility," "Innovation,"
"Influence," and "Sustainability,” with a total of 24 items. The CFA results from a different sample
group confirmed that the scale formed a highly coherent model with significantly high fit indices.

To gather participants' opinions in the scale development process, a scale with response options
"Not at all (1)," "Little (2)," "Moderate (3)," "Much (4)," and "Completely (5)" was prepared using an
equidistant scale. Higher scores on the scale indicate higher levels of participation, while lower
scores suggest lower levels of participation. Overall, the analysis results indicate that the developed
scale is valid and reliable.
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The dimensions of social entrepreneurship have been studied in various research. Weerawardena
and Mort (2006) identified environmental dynamics, proactiveness, risk management, sustainability,
innovation, social mission, and opportunity recognition as the dimensions of social
entrepreneurship in a study conducted with social entrepreneurs in Austria. Similarly, Kilig
Kirilmaz (2013) identified the dimensions of social entrepreneurship as having a social mission and
vision, creating social value, recognizing opportunities, creating resources, being innovative,
ensuring the sustainability of social entrepreneurship, and utilizing social networks in their research.
Konakli & Gogiis (2013) aimed to develop a scale to determine teacher candidates' social
entrepreneurship characteristics and developed a 21-item scale with dimensions of risk-taking, self-
confidence, and creativity. Helm (2007) developed a nine-item scale with dimensions of risk-taking,
proactiveness, and innovation in their research. In this study, the dimensions of social
entrepreneurial leadership were identified as social responsibility, innovation, influence, and
sustainability, which generally demonstrate similarity with the dimensions found in the
aforementioned studies. Additionally, this study included the social value creation mission (Dees,
2009; Gandy, 2012; Shane, 2003) and the concept of social responsibility, seen as a part of sustainable
development, as the most important indicators of social entrepreneurship, among the dimensions of
social entrepreneurial leadership.

This research is limited to the process of scale development. Based on the validity and reliability
analysis results obtained in the study, it can be said that the scale can be used as a valid and reliable
measurement tool to determine the level of social entrepreneurial leadership. Therefore, other
researchers can use this scale to assess students' perceptions of social entrepreneurial leadership at
different educational levels by retesting the validity and reliability values. Furthermore, it is
recommended to conduct research investigating the relationship between social entrepreneurial
leadership capacity and different variables using this scale.

Ethics Committee Approval: Ethical permission was obtained for this research with the decision no. 2021/06
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MAKALE BILGISI

Bu calismanin amaci, yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda gorevli akademik yoneticilerin
sosyal girisimsel liderlik becerilerini 6grenci goriisleriyle ortaya koyabilecek bir 6lgme
aract gelistirmektir. Calisma Orta Anadolu’da bulunan bir {iniversitenin iki farklh
katilimar grubu iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistiir. Birinci grupta Meslek Yiiksekokullarinda
O0grenim gormekte olan ve kolayda drnekleme yontemiyle 6rnekleme dahil edilen 254 6n
lisans dgrencisi yer almustir. Tkinci grupta ise aym {iniversitenin farkli fakiiltelerinde
O0grenim gormekte olan ve ayn1 yontemle calismaya katilan 305 lisans Ogrencisi yer
almistir. Arastirmanin ilk verileri arastirmacilar tarafindan literatiir temelli hazirlanan
madde havuzundaki sorulardan segilen 50 maddelik bir taslak olgek yardimiyla
toplanmistir. Taslak Olcek hakkinda uzman goriisleri alinmis ve pilot uygulama
yapimistir. Bu islemler sonucunda Olgek gerekli diizeltmelerden gegirilmistir. Ana
kiitleden toplanan veriler agimlayici ve dogrulayic faktor analizi teknikleri yardimi ile
¢oziimlenmistir. Giivenirlik analizi i¢in Cronbach Alfa ve McDonald’s Omega yontemi
tercih edilmistir. Sonuglar yoneticilerdeki sosyal girisimsel liderlik becerisini 6lgebilecek
dort faktorlii ve 24 maddeli bir 6lgek yapisimnin uygunluguna iliskin bulgular ortaya
koymustur. Bulgular, ilgili literatiir temelinde tartisilmis ve arastirma sonuglarina gore
Olcegin kullanimina iliskin bazi 6neriler de sunulmustur.
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Giris

Cevre felaketlerini 6nleme, yoksullukla miicadele etme ve sosyal talepleri geregini yerine getirme
gibi sorunlar karsisinda devlet politikalariin yetersiz kalmas1 tamamlayic1 bir rol olarak sosyal
girisimcilik kavrammi 6n plana g¢ikarmaktadir. Bill Drayton tarafindan 1980 yilinda Ashoka
Vakfinin kurulmasiyla birlikte akademik gevrelerde yeni bir girisimcilik tiirii olarak iin kazanan
sosyal girisimcilik pek ¢ok arastirmaya da konu olmustur.

Kavramsal olarak sosyal girisimciligin bir yoniinde “sosyal misyon” diger yoniinde ise
“girisimcilik” kavrami bulunmaktadir (Martin ve Osberg, 2007; Tishler, 2018). Sosyal misyon
boyutunda toplumun tiim kesimi ve toplumsal konular yer alirken, girisimcilik boyutunda
yaraticilik, yenilikgilik, risk alma ve firsatlar: takip etme yer almaktadir (Aldawood, 2020; Kargin ve
digerleri, 2018). Bu iki boyutun birlikte degerlendirilmesi ile yapilan sosyal girisimcilik tanima,
toplumsal sorunlara yonelik girisimci davraniglar sergileyerek ¢oziimler bulmak ve/veya sorunun
¢Oziimiine yonelik sosyal bir deger ortaya koymak (Abu-Saifan, 2012) seklinde ele alinmaktadr.

Sosyal girisimcilik sosyal ve ekonomik boyutlar1 bir araya getirerek sosyal sorunlara ¢oziim tiretecek
sekilde firsatlar1 takip etme, yaratici, yenilik¢i ve siirdiiriilebilir ¢oziimler bulma seklinde de
tanimlanmaktadir (Ojeda, 2021). Denizalp’e (2009) gore sosyal girisimciler sosyal sorunlari
herkesten 6nce fark edebilen, yaratici, cesur, realist ve risk almasimni da bilen lider kisilerdir. Bu tiir
faaliyetlere sosyal, kiiltiirel, ekonomik, saglik, spor, politika, ¢cevre, teknoloji ve kamusal alanlarda
sik¢a rastlamak miimkiindiir.

Kirilmaz’a (2012) gore farkl ilgi ve beklentilere sahip insanlar1 belli bir amaca ulasma noktasinda
cesaretlendiren kisiler de sosyal girisimci liderler olarak ele alinabilir. Herhangi bir sorun karsisinda
sosyal girisimci liderlerden kaynak yaratmalar1 (Kili¢ Kirilmaz, 2013), firsatlar1 gorebilmeleri (Besler,
2010) ve riskleri goze alabilmeleri (Brinckerhoff, 2000) beklenir. Bu tiir liderlerden yararl bir durusla
toplumsal ahengin 6niindeki engelleri ortadan kaldirmalar1 da istenmektedir (Kiimbiil Giiler, 2008).

Sosyal girisimcilik faaliyetleri kuskusuz bir sosyal girisim liderligi kavramini da igermektedir.
Sosyal girisimsel liderler de diger tiim liderler gibi stratejik, vizyoner, yenilik¢i, degisimci veya
dontisiimctii olabilmektedirler. Fakat 6zellikle toplumsal sorunlarin ¢éziimii noktasinda izledikleri
yollar ve oynadiklari roller onlar1 diger liderlerden farklilastirmaktadir. Bu durum sosyal girisimsel
liderlik uygulamasimi bir grup fenomeni olarak sosyal deger yaratma amaciyla bir araya gelen
insanlar1 etkileme ve onlar1 bu yonde harekete gecirme siireci olarak karsimiza gikarmaktadir.
Boulding’e (1956) gore sosyal girisimsel liderligi ortaya ¢ikaran hedefler, degerler ve sonuglar ayn:
zamanda sosyal bir etki olusturma stirecidir. Prabhu (1999) sosyal girisimci liderleri sosyal degisim
ve gelisim i¢in girisimi yaratan ve bu tiir organizasyonlar1 yoneten kisiler olarak ele almaktadir.

Sosyal girisimcilik iizerine diinyada ve tilkemizde pek ¢ok arastirmanin yapildig: (Leadbeater, 1997;
Johnson, 2003; Drayton, 2006; Duncan, 2007; Adeagbo, 2008; Giiler, 2010; Ozdevecioglu ve Cingoz,
2015; Baloglu, 2017; Tas ve Semsek, 2017; Zorlu ve Tetik, 2018; Titrek, 2019; Bodolica ve digerleri,
2021; Grilo ve Moreira, 2022; Hein, 2022; Klarin ve Suseno, 2023) goriilmektedir. Ancak yapilan
literatiir taramasi sosyal girisimsel liderligi Olgen bir 6l¢me aracinin hentiz gelistirilmedigini
gostermektedir. O nedenle bu calismada alanyazindaki bu boslugun doldurulmasina katk:
saglamak amaglanmaktadir.

Sosyal girisimsel liderlerin yetistirilmesi icin yiiksekogretim kurumlar1 ayr1 bir 5nem arz etmektedir.
Clinkii ytiksekogretim kurumlar: hem kendi igerisinde hem de bulundugu bolgeye 6rnek ve énder
olmasi gereken birimlerdir. Kerr'e (2020) gore, toplum ilerledikge yiiksekdgretim kurumlar:
ilerlemekte ve yiiksekdgretim kurumlar ilerledikge de toplum ilerlemektedir. Bu bakis agisiyla
sosyal girisimsel liderlik hem toplumu hem de yiiksekdgretimi karsilikli olarak gelistirebilmenin
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Onemli bir araci olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu calismada yiiksekogretim kurumlarindaki
akademik yoneticilerinin sosyal girisimsel liderlik becerilerini dl¢gmeyi iceren bir dl¢gme aracinin
gelistirilmesi tizerinde durulmaktadir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismanin amaci yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda gorevli akademik yoneticilerin sosyal girisimsel
liderlik becerilerini 6grenci goriisleriyle ortaya koyabilecek bir dlgme araci gelistirmektir.

Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

Aragtirma tarama modelinde betimsel bir ¢alismadir. Karasar'a gore (2012) tarama modelleri,
gecmiste ya da halen var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekilde betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirma
yaklagimlaridir.

Katilimcilar

Arastirmanin katilmcilarini Orta Anadolu’da bir tiniversitede 2021-2022 6gretim yilinda 6grenime
devam etmekte olan ve kolayda ornekleme yontemi ile olasiliksiz olarak ¢alisma kapsamina dahil
edilen 6grencilerden olusmaktadir. Bu yontemde amag, isteyen herkesin orneklem igerisine ve
ornekleme dahil edilmesidir (Ural ve Kilig, 2011: 43).

Olgek gelistirme calismasi kapsaminda yapilan A¢gimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) icin aragtirmanin
yapildig1 iiniversitedeki meslek yiiksekokullarinda 6grenim gormekte olan 254 6grenci ¢alismaya
goniillii olarak katilmistir. Katilimcilarm 150’si (%59.1) kadin, 104’14 (% 40.9) erkek ogrencidir.
Katilimcailarin 174’4 (% 68.5) birinci smifta 6grenim goriirken 80'i (% 31.5) ikinci smifta 6grenim
gormektedir. AFA icin 6rneklem biiyiikliigii Comrey ve Lee (1992) tarafindan gruplanmistir. Buna
gore 50 katihimcinin ¢ok zayif, 100'tin zayif, 200’iin orta, 300"iin iyi, 500"iin ¢ok iyi ve 1000’in de
miikemmel oldugu belirtilmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidell’e (2013) gore AFA igin 150 katilimc sayisi
yeterli goriilmektedir. Agimlayici faktor analizi, verinin temelini olusturan faktoriin bir hipotez i¢in
yeterli olup olmadigina ve faktorlerin sayisinu tespit etmede kullamilmaktadir. AFA ¢ogunlukla
teorileri test etmekten daha ziyade teori iireten bir teknik olarak diistiniilmektedir (Stevens, 2002).
Dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) ve giivenirlik analizleri de yine ayni tiniversiteye bagl fakiiltelerde
(egitim fakiiltesi, iktisadi ve idari bilimler fakiiltesi, fen edebiyat fakiiltesi, mimarlik ve miihendislik
fakiiltesi, tip fakiiltesi, ilahiyat fakiiltesi ve saglik bilimleri fakiiltesi) 6grenim goren 305 6grenci
iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistiir. Katilimcilarin 1851 (% 60.6) kadin, 120’si (% 39.4) erkektir. Fakiiltelerde
ogrenim goren Ogrencilerin 78’1 (%25.5) birinci simifta, 931 (%30.5) ikinci simifta, 102'si (%33.5)
dglincli siifta ve 32’si (10.5) dordiincii smifta 6grenim gormektedir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi
(DFA) teori tireten bir modelden ¢ok teori test eden bir modeldir (Stevens, 2002). Dogrulayici faktor
analizinde arastirmaci analizden once bir hipotez kurmaktadir. Bu hipotez ya da modelin, hangi
degiskenlerin hangi boyutlarla ve hangi boyutlarin birbirleriyle iligkili oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Boylece model kuramsal ya da deneysel bir temele dayandirilmis olmaktadir (Stevens,
2002). Dogan ve digerleri (2017) tarafindan yapilan bir ¢alismanin sonuglarma gore orneklem
biiytikliigii 500’den az olan verileri ikiye bolerek AFA ve DFA analizleri yapmanin yanli sonuglara
neden olacagy dile getirilmekte ve Ozellikle daha kiiciik sayidaki 6rneklemlerde bu yontemin
kullanilmamas: 6nerilmektedir. O nedenle bu ¢alismada orneklem kapsamindaki dgrenciler 6n
lisans ve lisans 6grencileri seklinde iki ayr1 grup (evren) olarak ele alinmistir. AFA ve DFA islemleri
bu iki ayr1 grup tlizerinden yiriitilmiistiir.
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Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olcegini (SGLO) Gelistirme Siireci

Balci'ya (2018) gore genel olarak oOlgek gelistirme calismalarmin temel asamalarimi madde
havuzunun olusturulmasi, uzman goriislerinin alinmasi, pilot uygulamanin yapilmas: ve taslak
Olcek maddeleri ile ilgili gegerlik ve gilivenirligin hesaplanmasi islemlerinin yapilmasi
olusturmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismada 6lgek gelistirilme siirecine kapsamli bir literatiir taramasi ile baglanmistir. Bu asamada
Kirilmaz (2012), Konakh ve Gogiis (2013), Nga ve Shamuganathan (2010), Giil (2019) ve Kiimbiil
Giiler (2008) tarafindan Sosyal Girisim konusunda yapilmis olan ¢alismalar 6zellikle incelenmis ve
elde edilen tiim literatiir bulgular: biitiinlestirilerek bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Madde
havuzundan segilen 59 madde ile bir taslak olgek hazirlanmistir. Taslak Olcek egitim yOnetimi
alaninda iki, isletme yonetimi alaninda bir, 6l¢me ve degerlendirme alaninda bir ve sosyal psikolojisi
alaninda bir olmak iizere bes uzmanin goriisiine sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan bu maddeleri kapsam
gegcerliligi ve anlasilirhik bakimmdan incelemeleri istenmistir. Formda yer alan her bir maddeyi
sosyal girisimsel liderligi 6lgebilme derecesine gore “uygun”, “kismen uygun” veya “uygun degil”
seceneklerinden birini kullanarak goriislerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Maddeler hakkindaki yorum
ve Onerilerini alabilmek i¢in form tizerinde ayri boliim olusturulmustur. Olgek gelistirmenin bu
asamasinda 9 madde taslak Olgekten ¢ikarilmis ve bazi maddeler de diizenlenerek 50 maddelik bir
deneme 6lcegi elde edilmistir. Deneme 6lcegi hakkinda Tiirk dili uzmaninin goriisii de ayn1 yolla
alinmigtir. Elli maddelik taslak 6lgek 6rneklem grubuna girmeyen 40 fakiilte 6grencisi tizerinde pilot
uygulamaya tabi tutulmustur. Pilot uygulama sonucunda iki maddenin anlasilirhk bakimindan
problem olusturdugu tespit edilmis ve gerekli diizeltmeler yapilarak 50 maddelik taslak uygulama
Olcegi elde edilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirma kapsaminda hazirlanan 50 maddelik uygulama 6lgegi ilk olarak AFA’ya tabi tutulmustur.
AFA calismasi arastirmaya goniilliilitk esasma gore katilan 254 On lisans Ogrencisi tizerinde
yuriitiilmistiir. Katillmer 6grenci sayisinin belirlenmesinde Tavsancil (2005) tarafindan “faktor
analizi yapabilmek igin Olgekteki madde sayismin 5-10 kati kadar bir orneklem biiytikliigiine
ulagilmasi gerekir” onerisi dikkate aliarak yeterli goriilmiistiir.

Agimlayici Faktor Analizine ilk olarak toplanan verilerin AFA varsayimlarini (6rneklem biiytikliigii,
normallik, dogrusallik, ¢oklu baglanti ile u¢ degerler) yerine getirip getirmedigine bakarak
baslanmistir. Bu kapsamda ilk olarak kay1p verilerin, ug degerlerin ve ¢oklu baglantilik durumunun
var olup olmadigina bakilmigtir. Veri setinde kayip verilerin olmadig goriilmiistiir. Ug¢ degerler
“Outliers Labeling” yontemi ile belirlenmis ve veri setinde ug degerlere rastlanilmamistir. Coklu
baglantililik durumunu incelemek tizere rx<0.90 referans olarak alinmis ve bir degiskenin baska bir
degisken yerine gecebilecek kadar benzer olmadigina karar verilmistir. Dogrusallik i¢in “sagilma
diyagrami matrisinden” yararlanilmistir. Bunu Olgegin tek degiskenli normallik varsayimini
karsilanip karsilanmadigini tespit etmek amaciyla yapilan carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin
belirlenmesi izlemistir. Normallik varsayiminin karsilanip karsilanmadigini kontrol etmek amaciyla
Barlett Kiiresellik Testi tercih edilmistir. Daha sonra KMO testi kullanilarak Orneklem
biiyiikliigiiniin faktorlestirmeye uygunlugu belirlenmistir. Yapilan analiz sirasinda 6zdegerler,
temel eksenler analizi (principle axis) sonucu ve yamag birikinti grafigi birlikte degerlendirilerek
faktor yapisi belirlenmistir. Faktor yiik degerleri olarak 0.32 dlgiit olarak kabul edilmistir. Bunun
yaninda 0.32’den yiiksek faktor yiik degerine sahip ancak birden fazla bilesen altinda toplanan ve
aralarinda .1’den az bir fark olan maddeler binisiklik gosterdigi diisiiniilerek tespit edilen bu
maddeler sirasiyla analizden ¢ikarilmis ve analiz her defasinda faktorler arasinda iliski s6z konusu

603



Hamza Oz ® Nuri Baloglu

oldugu i¢in ve analiz sonuglarinin gelecekte de kullanilacagi diisiiniildiigiinden promax egik
dondiirme yontemi kullanilarak tekrarlanmistir. Bu asamada analizle ilgili temel kavramlara ve
analizin Olgek gelistirmede kullanimina iliskin olarak Biiyiikoztiirk (2002) tarafindan sunulan
oneriler izlenmistir. Yapilan bu analizler sonucunda Sosyal Girisimsel Liderligi 6l¢ebilecek nitelikte
24 maddeli ve 4 boyutlu bir yap1 elde edilmistir.

AFA islemleri sonucunda gelistirilen Olgegin istenen yapiy1 Olglip Olgemeyecegini test etmek
amaciyla Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizine (DFA) bagvurulmustur. Analiz LISREL 8.80 paket
programlar1 yardimiyla yapilmistir. DFA ¢alismasina da yine aynu {iniversiteye bagl fakiiltelerde
ogrenim goren 305 Ogrenci ¢alismaya gonilliilitk kapsaminda dahil edilmistir. Analiz sonuglar:
orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin DFA yapmak igin yeterli oldugunu gostermistir. Analize baglamadan 6nce
kayip verilerin olmadigi ve normallik varsayimlarin saglandigi tespit edilmistir. Bu islem
maksimum olabilirlik kestirimi kullanilarak yapilmaistir.

Elli maddelik uygulama Olceginin giivenirlik testi icin Cronbach’s alfa katsayis1 ve McDonald's
Omega (w) katsayis1 analizi tercih edilmistir. Bu asamada bilimsel etik kurallarina da titizlikle
uyulmustur.

Etik Kurul Onay1

Bu calisma icin Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin
Etik Kurulunun 29.07.2021 tarih ve 2021/06 nolu karari ile etik kurul onay1 almmustir.

Bulgular

Olcegin Gegerligine Tliskin Bulgular

Gegerlik, bir olgegin veya testin Olgiilmek istenen 6zelligi ne sekilde dogru Olgtiigiine iliskin bir
kavram olarak goriilmektedir. Ol¢me araclarmm gecerligi yordama, uyum, kapsam, yap1 ve
gortiniis gegerligi gibi boyutlar1 icermektedir (Biiytikoztiirk, 2008). Bu ¢alismada Sosyal Girisimsel
Liderlik Olgegi'nin yapi, kapsam ve goriiniis gecerligi iizerinde durulmustur.

Yap1 gecerligi

Olgegin yap1 gecerligini saglamak iizere 6ncelikle agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmis ardindan
faktor yapisi baska bir 6rneklem grubunda dogrulanmak iizere dogrulayic faktor analizine (DFA)
basvurulmustur.

Agimlayici faktor analizine iliskin bulgular

Taslak 6lgegin yapi gegerligini belirlemek icin ilk olarak toplanan verilerin A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi
(AFA)'nin varsayimlarimi (6rneklem biiytiikliigii, normallik, dogrusallik, ¢coklu baglant: ve tekillik
ile uc degerler) saglayip saglamadigina bakilmistir. Olgegin tek degiskenli normallik varsayimini
kargilanip kargilanmadiini tespit etmek amaciyla carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerine bakilmustir.
Carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin -2 ve +2 araliginda olmas tek degiskenli normallik varsayimin
karsilandigini gostermektedir (George ve Mallery, 2010). Arastirmada verilerin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik
degerleri -.583 ve -1.134 arasinda Olciilmiistiir. Carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin standart hata
katsayilarina boliimiinde ise z degerleri -138 ve -274 olarak bulunmustur. Bu degerlerin +1.96 ile -
1.96 ve %95 giiven araliginda olmasi (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2008) verilerin normal dagilim varsayiminin
kargilandigimi gostermektedir. Ayrica Kolmogorov-Simirnov testi analiz sonuclarmin da p>0.00
olmas1 nedeniyle olgek maddelerinin tek degiskenli normallik varsayimmin karsilandig:
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anlasilmistir. Barlett kiiresellik testi sonuglar1 kullanilarak da ¢ok degiskenli normallik varsayiminin
karsilanip karsilanmadigina bakilmistir. Teste ait sonuglarin anlamli ¢ikmasi (3503.45, p<.01)
dogrusallik varsayimi ile ¢ok degiskenli normallik varsayiminin da karsilandigini gostermektedir
(Cokluk ve digerleri, 2018). Daha sonra KMO testi kullanilarak orneklem biiytikligiiniin
faktorlestirmeye uygunlugu tespit edilmek istenmis ve yapilan analiz neticesinde KMO degeri 0.89
olarak bulunmustur. Cokluk ve digerlerine (2018) gore 0.80 ve 0.90 arasindaki KMO degerleri “iyi”
diizey olarak belirtiimektedir. Buna gore veri setinin faktor analizine de uygun oldugu
anlasilmaktadir.

Aragtirmada Olgegin yap1 gecerligini tespit etmek igin temel eksenler analizi (principle axis)
uygulamasi tercih edilmistir. Temel eksenler analizinin amaci faktorler arasinda yer alan gizli yapiy:
ortaya koymaktir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Calisma kapsaminda elde edilen 50 maddelik taslak
dlgek temel eksenler analizine tabi tutulmustur. Ozdegeri 1'in iizerinde 11 faktdr bulunsa da analiz
sonuglar1 en fazla dort faktorli bir yapinin uygun olacagina isaret etmistir. Bu dort faktorlii yapi
iizerinde boyutlar arasinda iliski s6z konusu oldugu igin ve analiz sonuglarinin gelecekte de
kullanilacagr distiniildiigiinden promax egik dondiirme yonteminden yararlanilarak analiz
tekrarlandiginda faktdr sayisinin dort olmasma karar verilmistir.  Olgegin faktdr sayisini
belirlemede kullanilan diger bir yontem olan yamag birikinti grafigi sonucuna da bakilmistir. 50
maddelik taslak 6lgegin yamac birikinti grafigi Sekil 1'de verilmistir.

Sekil 1.
Sosyal Girigimsel Liderlik Olgegine Ait Yamac Birikinti Grafigi

‘Yamag Birikinti Grafigi

20

Ozdeger
=

~—

13 5 7 9 1113 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 30 41 43

Faktér Numarasi

Sekil 1’e gore Olgegin maddelerinin 6zdegerleri arasindaki farkin 4’tincii faktorden itibaren azaldigs,
yatay bir seyir izledigi ve varyansa olan katkilarinin birbirlerine dogru yaklastigi goriilmektedir.
Buna ek olarak dondiiriilmiis faktor matrisi analiz sonuglarina bakildiginda ise en yiiksek faktor
ytiklerinin ilk dort faktorde olustugu gozlenmektedir. Faktor sayisi belirlenirken Cokluk ve digerleri
(2018) tarafindan yap1y1 en iyi sekilde agiklayacak olan sayinin, deneme ile elde edilmesinin tercih
edilebilecegi belirtilmektedir. Dondiirtilmiis faktor matrisi, 6zdegerler ve yamag birikinti grafigi
(Scree Plot) birlikte incelendiginde bu Olgegin dort faktorlii yapiya uygun olacagr anlasilmistir.
Tabachnick ve Fidell’e (2013) gore bir maddenin ait oldugu faktor igerisindeki yiikiiniin en az 0.32
olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu aragtirmada faktor yiik degerleri olarak 0.32 6lciit olarak kabul edilmistir.
Bununla birlikte bir maddenin yiik degeri 0.32’den yiiksek ise, bu degerler arasinda 1’den daha az
bir fark varsa ve birden fazla faktor altinda toplanmakta ise 0 maddenin binisiklik sergiledigi kabul
edilmektedir ve Olgekten ¢ikarilmas: gerektigi belirtilmektedir. Bu arastirmada bu durumda olan
43'tincl, 46'nc1, 25’inci, 21’inci, 29'uncu, 45’inci, 10uncu, 28’inci, 35'inci, 49’uncu, 47'nci, 26'nc,
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27'nci, 42'nci, 40'1nc1, 18'inci, 44’tiincd, 5'inci, 38'inci, 12'nci, 13’tincd, 7'nci, 20'nci, 15’inci, 19"uncu ve
33’tincli maddeler sirasiyla Olgekten ¢ikarilip Promax egik dondiirme yonteminden yararlanilarak
analizler yenilenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1
Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olcegine Ait Ozdegerler ve Faktorlerin Agikladiklar: Varyans Oran
"y Baslangic Ozdegerleri Toplam Faktor Yiikleri Faktor Yiiklerinin Dondiiriilmiis
:ié Toplamlar1 Toplamlar1
E Toplam Varyans Kiimiilatif Toplam Varyans Kiimiilatif Toplam Varyans Kiimiilatif
% % % % % %
1 9.885 41.188 41.188 9.885 41.188 41.188 9.885 41.188 41.188
2 1.928 8.035 49.223 1.928 8.035 49.223 1.928 8.035 49.223
3 1.342 5.593 54.816 1.342 5.593 54.816 1.342 5.593 54.816
4 1.298 5.408 60.224 1.298 5.408 60.224 1.298 5.408 60.224
5 1.104 4.600 64.824
6 894 3.724 68.548
7 812 3.383 71.930
8 731 3.046 74.977
9 716 2.983 77.960
10 647 2.695 80.655
11 .600 2.499 83.154
12 541 2.253 85.407
13 456 1.900 87.307
14 416 1.732 89.039
15 394 1.643 90.683
16 348 1.450 92.132
17 .320 1.332 93.464
18 288 1.202 94.665
19 282 1.175 95.841
20 259 1.079 96.920
21 207 863 97.783
22 194 .810 98.593
23 174 723 99.317
24 164 683 100.00

Tablo 1 incelendiginde Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olgegi (SGLO) nin faktor yapisini belirleyen dort
faktore ait 6zdegerler ve agikladiklar1 varyans oranina ait bilgiler yer almaktadir. Bu durumda dort
faktoriin olgege ait bulunan varyanslarin toplami %60.224'tinii agikladig: goriilmektedir. Bagka bir
ifade ile bu dort faktoriin toplam varyansa olan katkisi yaklasik %60tir. Birinci faktor toplam
varyansa %41.1, ikinci faktor toplam varyansa %8.0, ticlincii faktor toplam varyansa %5.5 ve
dordiincii faktor ise toplam varyansa %>5.4 oraninda katki saglamaktadirlar. Scherer ve digerlerine
(1988) gore bir faktor analizinde %40- %60 arasinda degisen bir varyans orani ideal bir durum kabul
edilmektedir. Bu acidan bakildiginda bu analiz sonucunda elde edilen toplam varyans oraninin
yeterli seviyededir denilebilir. Dort faktorlii yapinin dondiiriilmiis bilesenler matrisi sonuglar ile
maddelerin toplandig: faktorler Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

606



Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olgegi (SGLO) Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Calismast

Tablo 2

Sosyal Girigimsel Liderlik Olgegi Faktor Analizi Sonrasi Dondiiriilmiis Bilesenler Matrisi
Faktorler

Maddeler

Yenilikgilik
Etkileme

Sosyal Sorumluluk
Stirdurulebilirlik

M1-Sosyal degerleri onemser .993

M2- Sosyal dayanismay1 destekler .846

M9-Sosyal sorumluluk bilincine sahiptir .641

MB3- Sosyal sorunlarin ¢dziimii i¢in ¢aba gosterir .597

MB8- Sosyal fayda ortaya koyacak isler yapar .584

M6- Sosyal sorunlara duyarlidir 537

M31-Risk almay1 sever 911

M23-Yaratic1 diisiinme becerisine sahiptir 783

M24-Ogrenmeye heveslidir .638

M30-Kaliplar: kirar .621

M32-Ongporiilii davramr 615

M22-Yeniikleri destekler .598

M36-Yeni ¢oziim yollarini dener 544

M39-Sahiplenme duygusu yaratir .769

M37-Giiven ortami olusturur 714

M34-Yaptig ise kendini adar 703

M41-Geribildirimleri degerlendirir .551

M48-izleyenlerini motive eder 481

MO04-Sosyal iligkilerinde basarilidir .854

M16-izleyenlerini firsatlardan yararlandirir .819

M17-Sosyal ihtiyaglarin karsilanmasinda devamlilik saglar .767

M14- Sosyal sorunlarin ¢6ziimdii i¢in daima arayis igerisindedir .760

M11-izleyenlerini biitiinlegtirir .602

M50- Degisimi yonetir 591
Buna gore birinci faktorde toplanan M01, M02, M09, M03, M08 ve M06 Sosyal Sorumluluk, ikinci
faktorde toplanan M31, M23, M24, M30, M32, M22 ve M36 Yenilikgilik, Ugﬁncﬁ faktorde toplanan

M39, M37, M34, M41 ve M48 Etkileme ve dordiincii faktérde toplanan M04, M16, M17, M14, M11
ve M50 Siirdiiriilebilirlik boyutu seklinde isimlendirilerek 6lgege son sekli verilmistir.

Dogrulayici faktor analizine iliskin bulgular

Sosyal girisimsel liderlik 6lgegi (SGLO)'nin yap1 gegerligini belirlemek i¢in Dogrulayici Faktor
Analizine (DFA) bagvurulmustur. DFA, Ozdamar’a (2002) gére agimlayici faktdr analizi sonucunda
elde edilen degisken gruplariin bu faktorlerce yeterince temsil edilip edilmediginin belirlenmesi
amactyla kullanilmaktadir. Bu calismada yapilan acimlayici faktor analizi neticesinde belirlenen
dort faktorlii yapinin dogrulanmasi adina 24 maddeden olusan 6l¢ek 305 katilimci tizerinde DFA’ya
tabi tutulmustur. Analizler LISREL8.80 paket programi araciligiyla yapilmis ve analiz neticesinde
30-31, 50-16 ve 01-02 maddeleri arasinda modifikasyonlar Onerisinin olustugu gortilmiistiir.
Onerilen modifikasyonlarin uyum indeksine katki saglamasi gerekmektedir (Cokluk ve digerleri,
2018). Bu nedenle 6nerilen modifikasyonlar sirasi ile sitnanmig ve Onerilen modifikasyonlarin
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ozellikle X?/sd uyum indeksine onemli katki sagladigi gozlenmistir. Yapilan modifikasyonlarla
birlikte 6lgegin DFA sonucunda elde edilen diyagram Sekil 2’de uyum indeks degerleri de Tablo
3’de sunulmustur.

Sekil 2.
Yol Diyagrami
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Tablo 3
Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olceginin Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi Uyum Indeksleri
Uyum Olgiisii ~ Analize Iliskin Degerler Miikemmel Uyum Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
X2 434.65
Sd 243
P degeri 0.00
X2/sd 1.78 0<X?/sd<2 2<X?/sd<3
RMSEA 0.06 0 <RMSEA <0.05 0.05 < RMSEA <0.08
RMR 0.03 0<RMR<0.05 0.05<RMR <0.08
SRMR 0.03 0<SRMR <0.05 0.05<SRMR £0.10
NFI 0.98 0.95<NFI<1.00 0.90<NFI<0.95
NNFI 0.99 0.97 <NNFI<1.00 0.95<NNFI<0.97
CFI 0.99 0.97 < CFI< 1.00 0.90 <CFI £0.95
RFI 0.98 0.97 < RFI< 1.00 0.90 <RFI <0.95
IFI 0.99 0.95<IFI<1.00 0.90<IFI<0.95
GFI 0.83 0.95<GFI<1.00 0.90 < GFI<0.95
AGFI 0.78 0.90 < GFI<1.00 0.85<GFI<0.90

Kaynak: Schermelleh-Engel ve digerleri (2003); Stimer (2000)

Tablo 3 incelendiginde ki-kare (X2 = 434.65); (sd=243, p<.01), (X¥/sd) =1.78 olarak belirlenmistir. Ki-
kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine oraninin 0 ve 2 degerleri arasinda bulunmasi miikemmel
uyuma isaret etmektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Bu arastirma da bu oran miikemmel uyum
araliginda bir degere sahiptir. RMSEA; hata karelerinin ortalamasini karekokii olup, bu degerin 0.08
veya daha diisiik olmasi iyi uyuma isaret etmektedir (Hooper ve digerleri, 2008; Joreskog ve
Sorbom, 1993; Stimer, 2000). Bu degerinin 0.06 olmasi kabul edilebilir uyuma isaret etmektedir. RMR
(ortalama hatalarin karekokii) ve SRMR (standartlastirilmis ortalama hatalarin karekokii)
degerlerinin 0.05ten diisiik olmasit mitkemmel uyum olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Brown, 2006;
Byrne, 1994). Bu analizde RMR degeri 0.03; SRMR degeri 0.03 olarak bulunmus olup miikemmel
uyuma isaret etmektedir. NFI ve NNFI degerlerinin 0.95 ten biiyiik bir deger almasi miikemmel
uyuma igaret etmekte olup (Stimer, 2000) bu analizde NFI degeri 0.98, NNFI degeri 0.99 olarak
bulunmustur. GFI ve AGFI degerleri 1 ile 0 arasinda deger almakta olup 1’e yaklagtikca uyum degeri
artmaktadir (Hooper ve digerleri, 2008; Stimer, 2000). Bu analizde GFI degeri 0.83, AGFI degeri 0.78
olarak hesaplanmustir. IFI, RFI degerlerinin 0.95 ve iizerinde olmasi CFI degerinin 0.97 ve {izerinde
bulunmasi miikemmel uyuma isaret etmekte olup (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2018; Siimer, 2000) bu
arastirmada IFI degeri 0.99, RFI degeri 0.98 ve CFI degeri ise 0.99 olarak bulunmustur.

Sonug olarak yapilan her iki faktor analizleri birlikte degerlendirildiginde sosyal girisimsel liderlik
Olgeginin; Sosyal Sorumluluk, Yenilikg¢ilik, Etkileme ve Siirdiiriilebilirlik boyutlarindan olusan 24
maddelik nihai sonucu (EK-1) elde edilmistir.

Kapsam ve goriiniis gecerligine iliskin bulgular

Balc1 (2018) goriiniis gegerliginin uzman goriislerine dayali olarak belirlenecegini belirtmektedir.
Sosyal girisimsel liderligin teorik temelleri dikkate alinarak olusturulan madde havuzundan
secilerek olusturulan 59 maddelik taslak 6lgek ¢alismanin yontem boliimiinde uzmanlik alanlar:
belirtildigi {izere toplam bes uzmanin goriislerine sunulmustur. Kapsam gegerligi, uzmanlarin
taslak olgekte yer alan maddeler hakkinda yaptig1 puan ortalamas: ve madde ile hedef arasindaki
uyum katsayilarina bakilarak belirlenmistir (Veneziano ve Hooper, 1997). Turner ve Carlson’a
(2003) gore kapsam gegerligi i¢in bir madde hakkindaki uzman goriisleri ortalamasinin 0.75 olmasi
ile hedef uyum katsayisinin en az 0.70 diizeyinde olmasi gerekmektedir. Arastirma kapsaminda
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hazirlanan Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Taslak Olgeginin uzmanlarca yapilmis olan degerlendirme
puan ortalamalar1 0.90 ve hedef uyum katsayis: da 0.87 olarak hesaplanmuistir.

Giivenirlik analizine iliskin bulgular

Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olgeginin giivenirlik diizeyini belirlemek icin 6lgegin Cronbach’s Alfa ig
tutarlik katsayis;, McDonald's Omega (w) katsayist ve test yarilama katsayilari teknikleri
kullanilmistir. Bu amagla yapilan analiz sonuglar: Tablo 4’de verilmistir.

Tablo 4
Giivenirlik Analizi Sonuclar
Boyutlar Madde Sayis1 Cronbach’s Alfa Omega (w)
Sosyal Sorumluluk 6 0.95 0.96
Yenilikgilik 7 0.91 0.91
Etkileme 5 0.94 0.95
Stirdurtilebilirlik 6 0.94 0.94
Toplam 24 0.97 0.97

Tablo 4’e gore Olcegin alt boyutlarmin Cronbach’s Alfa degerleri; Sosyal Sorumluluk boyutunda
0.95; Yenilikgilik boyutunda 0.91; Etkileme boyutunda 0.94; Stirdiiriilebilirlik boyutunda 0.94 olarak
bulunmustur. Olgegin toplam Cronbach’s Alfa degeri ise 0.97 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ozdamar’a
(2002) gore bir olgegin Cronbach’s Alfa degerinin 0.90 ile 1.00 arasinda olmas: yiiksek diizeyde
giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Olgegin Omega (w) katsaysi ise Sosyal Sorumluluk boyutunda
0.96; Yenilikgilik boyutunda 0.91; Etkileme boyutunda 0.95; Siirdiirtiilebilirlik boyutunda 0.94 olarak
bulunmustur. Olgegin toplam Omega (w) degeri ise 0.97 olarak hesaplanmistir. Arastirma
kapsaminda elde edilen bu istatistiksel duruma gore Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olgegi'nin tiim
boyutlar igin giivenirlik diizeyinin yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu calisma ile yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda gorevli akademik yoneticilerin sosyal girisimsel liderlik
becerilerini 0grenci goriisleri ile belirleyebilecek bir 6lgek (SGLO) gelistirilmeye calisilmistir.
Olgegin yap1 gecerligini test etmek icin oncelikle agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmis ve
ardindan da farkli bir 6rneklem grubunda dogrulayici faktor analizine (DFA) basvurulmustur.
Yapilan AFA sonuglar1 SGLOnin “sosyal sorumluluk”, “yenilik¢ilik”, “etkileme” ve “siirdiiriilebilirlik”
olmak tizere dort faktor altinda toplanan ve 24 maddeden olusan bir yapida oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. AFA ile tespit edilen bu dort faktorlii yapmin dogrulugunu test etmek amaciyla farklh
bir drneklem grubunda yapilan DFA sonuglar ise 6lgegin uyum indekslerinin oldukga yiiksek olan
bir model olusturdugu ortaya koymustur.

Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgekte katilimc1 goriislerini alabilmek icin deger araliklar1 “Hig
(1)”, “Az (2)”, “Orta (3)”, “Cok (4)” ve “Tam (5)” segeneklerinden olusan esit aralikli bir skala
seklinde hazirlanmigtir. Olgekten alman yiiksek puanlar, dgrencilerin yiiksek diizeyde katihim
gosterdiklerini diisiik puanlar diisiik diizeyde katihm gosterdiklerini isaret etmektedir. Analiz
sonuglar bir biitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde aragstirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgegin gecerli ve
guvenilir oldugunu gostermektedir.

Sosyal girisimciligin boyutlar1t Weerawardena ve Mort (2006) tarafindan Avusturya’da bulunan
sosyal girisimcilerle yapilan bir arastirmada cevresel dinamikler, proaktiflik, risk yonetimi,
stirdiiriilebilirlik, yenilikgilik, sosyal misyon ve firsatlar1 gorme olarak belirlenmistir. Benzer sekilde
Kili¢ Kirilmaz (2013) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmada sosyal girisimciligin boyutlar1 sosyal misyon
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ve vizyon sahibi olma, sosyal deger yaratma, firsatlar1 gorme, kaynak yaratma, yenilik¢i olma ve
sosyal girisimciligin stirdiiriilebilirligini saglama ve sosyal aglardan yararlanma olarak
belirlenmistir. Konakli ve Gogiis (2013) tarafindan yapilan 6gretmen adaylarinin sosyal girisimcilik
ozelliklerini belirlemeye yoOnelik bir Olgek gelistirmeyi amagladiklar1 c¢alismalarinda sosyal
girisimcilikle ilgili olarak risk alma, 6zgiiven ve yaraticilik boyutlarindan olusan 21 maddelik bir
Olcek gelistirdikleri goriilmektedir. Helm (2007) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ise risk alma,
proaktiflik ve inovasyon boyutlarindan olusan dokuz maddelik bir 6lgek gelistirilmistir. Bu
arastirmada ise sosyal girisimsel liderligin boyutlar: olarak sosyal sorumluluk, yenilikgilik, etkileme
ve siirdiiriilebilirlik olarak belirlenmis ve 24 maddeden olusan bir Sosyal Girisimsel Liderlik Olgegi
(SGLO) gelistirilmistir. Yapilan bu arastirma ile gelistirilen sosyal girisimsel liderlik 6lgeginin
boyutlari ile Weerawardena ve Mort (2006), Helm (2007) ve Kili¢ Kirilmaz (2013) tarafindan yapilan
aragtirmanin sonucunda belirlenen sosyal girisimcili§in boyutlarinin genel olarak benzerlik
gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Yine bu ¢alismada, sosyal girisimciligin en 6nemli gostergesi olarak
degerlendirilen sosyal deger yaratma misyonu (Dees, 2009; Gandy, 2012; Shane, 2003) ve
surdiiriilebilir kalkinmanm bir pargasi olarak goriilen sosyal sorumluluk kavrami (Safa ve
Oumelbanine, 2022) sosyal girisimsel liderligin boyutlar1 arasinda yer almstir.

Bu aragtirma bir 6lgek gelistirme islemi ile smirhdir. Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen gegerlik ve
guvenirlik analizleri sonuglarina dayali olarak oOlgegin sosyal girisimsel liderlik diizeyinin
belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilacak ¢alismalarda kullanilabilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme arac
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu kapsamda, baska arastirmacilar gegerlik ve giivenirlik degerlerini yeniden
test etmek suretiyle farkli egitim kademelerinde 6grenim gormekte olan Ogrencilerin sosyal
girisimsel liderlik algilarin1 bu 6lgek yardimu ile belirleyebilirler. Ayrica sosyal girisimsel liderlik
kapasitesinin farkli degiskenlerle olan iliskisinin incelenmesine yonelik arastirmalarinda yapilmasi
onerilebilir.

Etik Kurul Onay1: Bu arastirma igin 29.07.2021 tarih ve 2021/06 sayili karar no ile etik izni alinmastir.
Arastirmacilarin Katki Orani: Bu ¢alismada yazarlarin esit oranda katkilari séz konusudur.

Catisma Beyani: Yazarlarin hicbir kisi veya kurulusla ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmamaktadir.
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Appendix
Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale
Dimension Items
Sosyal Sorumluluk Sosyal degerleri 6nemser

Sosyal dayanismay: destekler
Sosyal sorumluluk bilincine sahiptir
Sosyal sorunlarin ¢6ziimii i¢in ¢aba gosterir
Sosyal fayda ortaya koyacak isler yapar
Sosyal sorunlara duyarhdir
Yenilik¢ilik Risk almay1 sever
Yaratici diisiinme becerisine sahiptir
Ogrenmeye heveslidir
Kaliplar: kirar
Ongoriilii davramr
Yenilikleri destekler
Yeni ¢6zlim yollarini dener
Etkileme Sahiplenme duygusu yaratir

Giliven ortami olusturur
Yaptigi ise kendini adar
Geribildirimleri degerlendirir
[zleyenlerini motive eder

Strdirilebilirlik Sosyal iligkilerinde basarilidir
[zleyenlerini firsatlardan yararlandirir
Sosyal ihtiyaglarin karsilanmasinda devamlilik saglar
Sosyal sorunlarin ¢dziimii i¢in daima arayis igerisindedir
Izleyenlerini biitiinlestirir
Degisimi yonetir

Note: The Social Entrepreneurial Leadership Scale is a four-dimensional, 5-point Likert-type scale
consisting of "social responsibility (items 1-6)", "innovation (items 7-13)", "influence (items 14-18)", and
"sustainability (items 19-24)". The scale was designed to gather participants' opinions using equal interval
scale with response options "Not at all (1)", "Little (2)", "Moderate (3)", "Much (4)", and "Completely (5)".
Higher scores on the scale indicate high levels of student engagement, while lower scores indicate low

levels of engagement. There is no reverse item in the scale.
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