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Giris: Egitim ortamlarinda, okul ve sinif kurallarina uymamakla iligkili pek ¢ok davranisi kapsayan problem
davranislar, 6grencilerin gilivenligini tehdit eden, dgrenciler arasindaki sosyal etkilesimi olumsuz etkileyen,
O0gretmeni ve Ogrencileri akademik etkinliklerden uzaklastiran davranislar olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Egitim
ortamint olumsuz etkileyen problem davranislarin belirlenmesi, bu davranislarin kontrol edilmesi ve azaltilmast
acisindan énemlidir.

Yontem: Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin gézlemlerine ve algilarina dayali olarak ogrencilerin problem
davranislarini degerlendirme amacina hizmet edecek Problem Davramslari Degerlendirme Olgeginin (PDDO)
klasik test kurami ve madde tepki kuramma gore gecerlik ve giivenirlik kanitlarmi incelemektir. Olcegin
gelistirilmesi slirecinde 6ncelikle alanyazin taramasi yapilarak 6lgekte yer alacak maddeler hazirlanmig, ardindan
uzman goriislerinden yararlanilarak Slgege uygulama 6ncesi son hali verilmistir. Olgegin gecerlik giivenirlik
kanitlarint incelemek amaciyla yapilan ¢aligmaya 590 6gretmen katilmistir. Toplanan veriler iizerinde agiklayici
faktor analizi, dogrulayici faktor analizi ve madde tepki kuramina gore madde karakteristik egrileri, madde bilgi
fonksiyonlari, madde ayirt edicilikleri incelenmistir. Olgegin giivenirlik kanitlari ise Cronbach Alpha McDonald’s
Omega ve marjinal giivenirlik katsayilariyla belirlenmistir.

Bulgular: Yapilan analizlerin sonucunda PDDO’niin 18 madde ve iki faktorlii gegerli bir dlgek oldugu
belirlenmistir. PDDO'niin giivenirligi klasik test kuramina goére Cronbach Alpha ve McDonald's Omega
katsayilar;, madde tepki kuramina gore ise marjinal giivenirlik katsayis1 ile belirlenmistir. Sonuclar PDDO'niin
yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyinde oldugunu gostermistir. Analiz sonucunda birinci faktoér 10, ikinci faktor sekiz
maddeden olusmustur.

Tartisma: PDDO’niin 18 madde ve iki faktorlii yapisi ile karmagik olmayan, kolay yanitlanabilir kullanigh bir
dlgek oldugu sdylenebilir. Olgek, Tiirkiye’de ilkokullarda dgretmenlerin gozlem ve algilarma dayali olarak
ogrencilerin problem davranislarinin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla kullanilabilecek ve problem davranislara iligkin
yiriitiilecek bilimsel caligmalara destek saglayabilecektir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Problem davranis, 6l¢ek gelistirme, gecerlik ve giivenirlik klasik test kurami, madde tepki
kurami, 6zel egitim.

Atif igin: Dayi, E., Toraman, C., Giiner, N., Doganay-Bilgi, A., & Kose, H. (2025). Problem davranislari
degerlendirme 6l¢eginin klasik test kurami ve madde tepki kurami gegerlik ve gilivenirlik kanitlari. Ankara
Universitesi ~ Egitim  Bilimleri ~ Fakiiltesi ~ Ozel — Egitim  Dergisi,  26(4),  557-577.
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Giris

Egitim ortamlarinda, okul ve sinif kurallarma uymamakla iligkili pek ¢ok davranisi kapsayan problem
davranislar (Robinson & Ricord-Griesemer, 2006), 6grencilerin giivenligini tehdit eden, 6grenciler arasindaki
sosyal etkilesimi olumsuz etkileyen, dgretmeni ve dgrencileri akademik etkinliklerden uzaklastiran davranislar
olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Nash vd., 2016; Sucuoglu & Kargin, 2010). Ogrencilerin biiyiik bir kismi genellikle
uygun davraniglar sergilese de farkli yillarda ve farkli egitim ortamlarinda yapilan arastirmalar dgrencilerin
yaklasik %20’sinin orta diizeyde, yaklasik %6’sinin ise ciddi problem davranislar sergiledigini ortaya koymustur
(Lewis vd., 2006; Pas vd., 2015). Egitim ortamlarinda siklikla sergilenen problem davranislar arasinda ders
etkinliklerine katilmamak, simifta dolagmak, izinsiz konusmak, diger 6grencileri rahatsiz etmek, ders dis1 is ve

nesnelerle ilgilenmek gibi davranislar bulunurken siklig1 nispeten az da olsa 6fke, saldirganlik ya da zorbalik gibi
davraniglarla da karsilasiimaktadir (Robinson & Ricord-Griesemer, 2006).

Ogrencilerin problem davranislarinin 6gretmenler, dgrenciler ve egitim ortami iizerinde olumsuz etkileri
bulunmaktadir. Ornegin 6gretmenler problem davranislarla bas etmek igin ¢ok fazla zaman ve enerji harcamak
zorunda kalmakta (Clunies-Ross vd., 2008; Simonsen vd., 2008), bu da 6gretmenlerin 6z yetkinlik algilarinda ve
iyilik hallerinde diisiise ve tilkenmislik yasamalarina yol acabilmektedir (Ford vd., 2019). Ogretmenlik mesleginin
en zor boyutlarindan birinin 6grencilerin problem davranislariyla bas etmek oldugu alanyazinda vurgulanmaktadir
(Aloe vd., 2014). Problem davranislar egitim ortami ve 6grencilerle ilgili de nemli sonuglar ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir.
Problem davranislarin yiiksek diizeyde sergilendigi egitim ortamlar1 6grencilerin kendini giivende hissetmedigi,
sosyal gelisimin olumsuz etkilendigi ve akademik etkinliklere katilimin ve basarinin diisiik oldugu ortamlar olarak
gosterilmektedir (Charles, 2011; @degard & Solberg, 2024). Siirekli ve ciddi problem davranig sergileyen
ogrencilerin akademik olarak basarisiz 6grenciler olduklari (Kremer vd., 2016; Ross vd., 2023) ve gelecekte suga
karigma olasiliklarinin da yiiksek oldugu bilinmektedir (Lewis vd., 2006). Sonug olarak 6gretmenleri ve 6grencileri
akademik etkinliklerden uzaklagtiran ve egitim ortamini olumsuz etkileyen problem davranislarin kontrol edilmesi
ve azaltilmasi i¢in bu davranislarin belirlenmesi egitimin hedeflerine ulagilabilmesi agisindan son derece
onemlidir. Ciinkii problem davranislarin belirlenmesi, bu davranislar icin uygun sagaltim programlarinin
hazirlanmasinin baslangi¢ noktasini olusturmaktadir.

Alanyazinda egitim ortamlarinda meydana gelen problem davranislarin belirlenmesine yonelik olgek,
kontrol listesi ve uyarlama caligmalarina rastlanmaktadir. Bunlardan biri Kellam ve digerleri (1975) tarafindan
gelistirilen sinifa uyum becerilerinin &gretmen gozlemlerine gore degerlendirildigi Smifa Uyum Ogretmen
Gozlemi (Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation [TOCA]) formudur. Bu 6l¢gme aracinda 6gretmenler
tarafindan gorildiigli ve tanimlandigi sekliyle birinci simif O6grencilerinin sinifa uyum davraniglarinin
degerlendirilmesi amaglanmistir. Degerlendirme siireci egitimli personel tarafindan yapilandirilmis gériismelerle
yuriitiilmiistiir. TOCA, Baltimore, Maryland'deki biiyiik bir miidahale ¢alismasinda kullanilmak tizere Johns
Hopkins Onleme ve Erken Miidahale Merkezi (Johns Hopkins Center for Prevention and Early Intervention)
tarafindan biiyiik bir revizyona tabi tutulmustur (Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation—Revised [TOCA-
R]-Werthamer-Larsson vd., 1991). Bu versiyon biiyiik 6l¢ekli aragtirmalarda kullanilmistir (6r. Kellam vd., 1998).
Ancak TOCA’nin biiylik dlgekli aragtirmalarda yapilandirilmig goriismelerle uygulanmasi zaman ve maliyet
acisindan smirliliklara neden oldugundan kontrol listesine dayali yeni versiyonu gelistirilmistir (Teacher
Observation of Classroom Adaptation—Checklist [TOCA-C]- Leaf vd., 2002). Koth ve digerleri (2009) tarafindan
gecerlik ve faktor yapist incelenen TOCA-C’nin okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarmdan toplanan verilerle Tiirk¢e’ye
uyarlamasi yapilmistir (Aydos vd., 2014).

Alanyazinda rastlanilan baska bir dlgek olan Cocuk Davranist Degerlendirme Olgegi (Child Behavior
Checklist [CBCL] Achenbach, 1978; Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1979), ebeveynlerin, 6gretmenlerin ve ¢ocukla
ilgili diger kisilerin ¢ocuklarin davranigsal ve duygusal sorunlarini tanimlamak igin doldurdugu standart bir
formdur. CBCL'nin 2 ve 3 yas arasi versiyonu (CBCL/2'den 3'e) ve 4 ila 18 yas arasi versiyonu (CBCL/4 ila 18)
bulunmaktadir (Achenbach & Ruffle, 2000). Bu 6l¢ek Tiirkge’ye gevrilerek birgok calismada tipik gelisim
gosteren ¢ocuklar i¢in kullanilmistir (Akkok vd., 1986; Erol vd.,1995; Erol & Simsek, 1998; Kanay & Girli, 2008).
Bir diger 6l¢cek olan Dogrudan Davranis Derecelendirmesi (Direct Behavior Rating [DBR]) ise sistematik
dogrudan goézleme dayali degerlendirici tarafindan algilandig: sekliyle derecelendirme yoluyla verileri kaydetmeyi
icermektedir (Chafouleas vd., 2009). DBR kategorisinde psikometrik kanitlarin olusturuldugu Dogrudan Davranig
Derecelendirmesi - Tek Maddeli Olgek (DBR Single-Item Scales [DBR-SIS]) (Chafouleas vd., 2007; Chafouleas
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vd., 2010) ve Dogrudan Davranis Derecelendirmesi - Cok Maddeli Olgek (DBR Multi-Item Scales [DBRMIS])
(Briesch vd., 2016; Daniels vd., 2021; Volpe & Briesch, 2012, 2015, 2016) versiyonlar1 gelistirilmistir.

Tiirkge uyarlamasi yapilan bir 6lgek de Davranig Problemleri Kontrol Listesi’nin (Revised Problem
Behavior Checklist) gézden gegirilmis formudur (Quay & Peterson, 1996). Bu ¢alismada Kaner ve Cigekgi (2000)
yetersizligi olmayan 7-18 yas araligindaki 6grencilerin 6gretmenleri tarafindan degerlendirilmeleri ile elde edilen
verilerle aracin Tiirk¢e formunun psikometrik 6zelliklerini incelemislerdir. Kaner ve digerleri (2011) bir baska
calismada, Conners ve digerlerinin 1960’11 yillarda gelistirip 1997 yilinda gilincelledikleri Dikkat
Eksikligi/Hiperaktivite Bozuklugunun (DEHB) tanilanmasinda kullanilan Conners Ogretmen Dereceleme
Olgegini (Conners' Teacher Rating Scale-Revised/Long [CTRS-R/L]) Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlayarak dlgegin
arastirmalarda ve tanilama yapan kliniklerde kullanilabilecek giivenilir ve gegerli bir dlgek oldugunu gostermistir.
Diger bir ¢alismada ise Sucuoglu (2003) zihin yetersizligi olan ergen ve yetiskinlere uygulanan ilag tedavisi ya da
diger miidahalelerin etkilerini belirlemek i¢in gelistirilen Sorun Davraniglar Kontrol Listesini (Aberrant Behavior
Checklist [ABC], Aman vd., 1985a, 1985b) Tiirk¢e’ye cevirerek psikometrik 6zelliklerini incelemis ve araci
kullanarak yas, cinsiyet ve yerlestirildikleri kurum gibi degiskenlerin zihin yetersizligi olan bireylerin problem
davraniglari lizerindeki etkilerini belirlemistir.

Bir diger calismada ise Okul Sosyal Davramis Olgeklerinin (School Social Behavior Scales [SSBC],
Merell, 1993) Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlama ¢aligmasi yapilmistir (Yukay-Yiiksel, 2009). Son olarak okul dncesi ve ilkokul
donemindeki dgrencilerin sosyal becerilerini belirlemek icin Sosyal Yeterlilik ve Olumsuz Sosyal Davranislar alt
formlarindan olusan Okul Sosyal Davrams Olgekleri (OSDO) gelistirilmistir. Bunlardan “Sosyal Yeterlilik
Olgegi”, Kisiler Arasi Iliskiler, Oz Denetim Becerisi ve Akademik Beceriler igeren ii¢ alt dlgekten olusmaktadir.
“Olumsuz Sosyal Davranislar Olgegi” de Saldirgan-Sinirli, Antisosyal-Agresif ve Yikici-Talepkar olmak iizere
problem davranislar1 da kapsayan ii¢ alt 6lgekten olugsmaktadir.

Ozetle alanyazinda Tiirkge’ye cevrilerek uyarlamasi yapilan ya da dogrudan gelistirilen 6lgekler
incelendiginde bu 6lgeklerin ya sadece tipik gelisim gosteren ya da 6zel gereksinimli 6grenciler i¢in gelistirilmis
Olcekler oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bununla birlikte bazi uyarlama ¢alismalarinin da sadece okul dncesi donem
cocuklar ile yapildig1 goriilmektedir. Oysa ilkokul kademesi sayisal olarak biiyiik bir 6grenci grubunun bulundugu
(MEB, 2023) ve ayn1 zamanda &grencilerin 6nemli bir bdliimiiniin sosyal ve akademik becerileri kazanmak i¢in
ilk kez egitim ortamlarina katildig1 egitim kademesidir. Bu nedenle ilkokulda 6grenciler okul ve siif kurallarini
ogrenme ve okula uyum saglama siirecinde ¢esitli problem davranislar sergileyebilmektedir. Ayrica ilkokul
siiflar1 6grenci 6zellikleri agisindan da biiyiik bir ¢esitliligi barindirmaktadir. Hemen her sinifta, farkli bireysel
ozellik ve gereksinimlere sahip tipik gelisen 6grencilerle birlikte akademik ve davranigsal risk altinda olan ya da
ozel gereksinimleri bulunan 6grenciler de bulunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla ilkokul kademesinde dogrudan hem tipik
gelisen hem risk altindaki hem de 6zel gereksinimli Ggrencilerin problem davranislarini 6gretmen gézlem ve
algisina gore degerlendiren Olgme araglariin gelistirilmesi ve alanyazina kazandirilmasma ihtiyag oldugu
diistintilmektedir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci, sinif 6gretmenlerinin okul ve sinif ortamlarindaki gézlemlerine ve algilarina
dayali olarak 6grencilerin problem davranislarini degerlendirme amacina hizmet edecek Problem Davranislari
Degerlendirme Olgeginin (PDDO-Problem Behavior Evaluation Scale [PBES]) klasik test kuram1 (KTT-Classical
Test Theory [CTT]) ve madde tepki kuramina (MTK-Item Response Theory [IRT]) gore gecerlik ve giivenirlik
kanitlarini incelemektir.

Yontem
Arastirma Yontemi

Bu betimsel arastirma kapsaminda sinif dgretmenlerinin okul ve sinif ortamlarindaki gézlemlerine ve
algilarma dayali olarak Ggrencilerin problem davranislarini degerlendirme amacina hizmet edecek Problem
Davramiglar1 Degerlendirme Olgeginin gelistirilmesi amaglanmgtir. Bu arastirmada PDDO’niin gecerlik kanitlari
klasik test kuramina gore agiklayici faktdr analizi ve madde tepki kuramina gére madde karakteristik egrileri,
madde bilgi fonksiyonlari, madde ayirt edicilikleri ile incelenmistir. Giivenirlik kanitlar1 ise klasik test kuramina
gore Cronbach Alpha ve McDonald's Omega katsayilari, madde tepki kuramina gore ise marjinal giivenirlik
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katsayist ile belirlenmistir. Belirlenen bu 6zellikler PDDO’niin gelecekte baska arastirmalarda kullamilabilirligi
acisindan 6nemlidir.

Cahisma Grubu

Bu aragtirmada caligma grubunun belirlenmesinde amacgli dérnekleme yontemlerinden 6l¢iit drnekleme
kullanilmstir. Olgiit 6rnekleme, arastirmacilarin aragtirma amagclar1 dogrultusunda dnceden belirledikleri dnemli
olgiitleri karsilayan birimleri 6rnekleme se¢mesi yoluyla uygulanir (Miles vd., 2014; Toraman & Ozdemir, 2023).
Olgiit 6rnekleme uygulanirken belirlenen dlciitlere uyan ve zengin bilgi verebilecek durumlar ¢alismaya almir
(Toraman & Ozdemir, 2023). Buna uygun olarak bu arastirmada a) ilkokulda gorev yapma, b) aragtirmaya katilima
gonillii olma, c) ulasilabilir olma olgiitlerini karsilayan 590 smif dgretmeninden veri toplanmigtir. Katilimei
ogretmenler icin belirlenen &lgiitlerle birlikte “Istatistiki Bolge Birimleri Simiflandirmasindaki-iBBS”
("Nomenclature d'Unités Territoriales Statistiques-NUTS 12 farkli bolgede (Bakanlar Kurulu Karari, 2002) yer
alan illerden (Istanbul, Ankara, Sanliurfa, Hatay, Eskisehir, Kars, Bolu vb.) katilimcilara ulasiimaya ¢alistlmstir.
Katilimer 590 smif 6gretmeninin demografik bilgileri Tablo 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1
Arastirma Ornekleminde Bulunan Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Demografik Bilgileri
Degisken n (%)
Cinsiyet Kadin 146(24.7)
Erkek 444(75.3)
20-30 yas 130(22)
Yas 31-40 yas 199(33.7)
41-50 yas 162(27.5)
51 yas ve tstii 99(16.8)
0-5 yil 115(19.5)
6-10 yil 100(16.9)
Kidem 11-20 yil 181(30.7)
21 Y1l ve iistii 194(32.9)
1. simif 128(21.7)
Ogretmenin halihazirda 2. simf 216(36.6)
okuttugu sif diizeyi 3. siif 147(24.9)
4. siif 99(16.8)
0-3 ay 28(4.7)
) o 4-6 ay 85(14.4)
Ogretmenin halihazirda sinifi 7-9ay 100(16.9)
okutma siiresi 10-12 ay 16(27)
13 ay ve iistii 361(61.2)
Toplam 590(100)

Veri Toplama Araclari

PDDO’niin  gelistirilmesindeki motivasyon kaynagi ilkokul ogrencilerinin problem davranislarinin
degerlendirilmesidir. Bu amaca hizmet edecek uygun bir dl¢ek olup olmadigi alanyazindan incelenmistir. Problem
davranislarla ilgili ulusal ve uluslararasi kitaplar incelenmis, DergiPark, Web of Science, Google Akademik ve
PubMed veri tabanlari lizerinden Tiirk¢e “problem davranislar”, “yikici davranis, istenmeyen davranig”, “zorlayict
davranig”, “uygun olmayan davranig”, “problem davraniglari degerlendirme”, “problem davranislari

RPN 2 N

degerlendirme 6lgegi” ve Ingilizce olarak “problem behaviors”, “disruptive behavior”, "undesirable behavior",
“challenging behavior”,“inappropriate behavior”, “assessing problem behaviors”, “scales for assessing problem
behaviors” anahtar kelimeleri ile taramalar yapilmistir. Ayrica ayni anahtar kelimelerle Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC), Education Full Text, PsycINFO ve Dissertations and Theses Full Text databases veri
tabanlar1 kullanilarak taramalar genisletilmistir. Bu taramalar sonucunda alanyazinda problem davranislarla ilgili
bilgi verebilecek bazi 6lgme araglar1 oldugu belirlenmistir (6r. Bradshaw & Kush, 2020; Daniels vd., 2021; Kaner
& Cigekei, 2000; Sucuoglu, 2003). Bu dlgeklerin ilkokul 6grencilerinin problem davranislarini 6gretmenlerin okul
ve siif ortamlarindaki gozlemlerine ve algilarina dayali olarak degerlendirmek i¢in tam anlamiyla uygun olmadig1
tespit edilmistir. Bu nedenle PDDO arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmistir.

PDDO’niin gelistirilmesinde alanyazinin énerdigi 6lgme araci gelistirme adimlari izlenmistir (Cohen &
Swerdlik, 2013; DeVellis, 2014; Seker & Geng¢dogan, 2014). Bu adimlar sunlardir: 1) dlgegin amacini belirleme,
2) 6l¢ekte yer alacak madde tiirline karar verme (Likert tipi derecelenmis madde tiirii kullanilmistir), 3) alanyazin

Day1 vd. 2025, 26(4)



PROBLEM DAVRANISLARI DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGININ KLASIK TEST KURAMI VE 561
MADDE TEPKI KURAMI GECERLIK VE GUVENIRLIK KANITLARI

taramast, hedef kitle goriigmeleri, agik uclu soru uygulamalarindan madde yazma ve madde havuzu olusturma, 4)
madde havuzundaki aday maddeler i¢in uzman goriisii alma, 5) Tiirk¢e dil redaksiyonu yapma ve 6) deneme
uygulamasi yapma, gecerlik ve giivenirlik kanitlar1 saglamadir.

Madde havuzu olusturulmasi asamasinda iki stratejiden yararlanilmistir. Bunlardan ilki ilgili
alanyazindan yararlanmadir. Alanyazin taramasinda fikir verebilecek 6lgme araglari ile problem davraniglara ait
genis alanyazinin sagladig1 bilgilerden aday maddeler olusturulmustur. Ikinci strateji olarak hedef kitleye “acik
uclu soru uygulamasi1” yapilmistir. Arastirmacilar tarafindan hedef kitleye (ilkokul 6gretmenleri) sorulmak iizere
“Smiflarda 6grencilerin sergiledigi problem davranislar nelerdir?” sorusu hazirlanmistir. Google Forms iizerinden
yapilan acik uglu soru uygulamasma 171 6gretmen katilmistir. Alinan yanitlar analiz edilmis ve aday o6lgek
maddeleri olusturulmustur. Hem ilgili alanyazin hem de 6gretmenlerden elde edilen veriler ile 37 maddeden olusan
bir taslak 6lgek elde edilmistir.

37 maddelik bu taslak 6lgek formuna uzman goriisii alabilmek i¢in 6zel egitim alaninda uzman bes
akademisyen, 6lcme ve degerlendirme alaninda uzman ii¢ akademisyen, sinif 6gretmenligi alaninda uzman bir
akademisyen ve program gelistirme alaninda uzman bir akademisyenden olugan 10 kisilik bir uzman grubu
olusturulmustur. Uzman grubundan goriis almak i¢in bir form hazirlanmigtir. Forma her madde yazilmis ve
maddenin karsisina “madde uygun ve dlgekte yer almali”, “madde uygun degil, 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmali” ve “madde
diizenlenmek sartiyla Olgekte yer alabilir” segenekleri konulmus ve uzmanlarin her maddeye iliskin
degerlendirmelerini sunmalari istenmistir. Ek olarak uzmanlardan varsa her madde i¢in diizenleme Onerilerini de
yazmalari istenmistir. Bu form araciligiyla alinan uzman goriisleri ile gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmadan 6nce alinan
uzman goriislerindeki tutarlilik incelenmistir. Bu inceleme Krippendorff Alpha katsayis1 hesaplanarak yapilmistir
(Krippendorff, 2004). Hesaplanan tutarlilik degeri .897 olarak belirlenmistir. Hesaplanan deger uzman goriisleri
arasinda tutarlilik gosterdigi igin alinan uzman goriislerine gére maddelerde diizenleme yapilmis ve maddelere son
hali verilmistir. Ayrica alinan uzman goriislerine Lawshe teknigi kullanilarak yapilan analiz ile maddelerin her biri
i¢in kapsam gegerligi oran1 hesaplanmistir (Lawshe, 1975). Kapsam gegerligi orani diisiik olan alti madde 6l¢ekten
¢ikarilmis ve deneme uygulamasina ¢ikarilacak taslak formda 28 madde kalmistir.

Deneme uygulamasina ¢ikacak 28 maddeden olusan taslak 6lgek formu aciklik, anlasilirlik, yalinlik vb.
bakimlardan degerlendirilmesi i¢in Tiirk Dili alaninda uzman bir akademisyenin goriisiine sunulmustur. Dil

redaksiyonundan gecen maddeler “hicbir zaman”, “nadiren”, “siklikla” ve “her zaman” seklinde dort dereceli
Likert forma dontistiiriillmiistiir.

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

590 6gretmene “Sinifinizda oldukga ¢ok, ortalama diizeyde ve ¢ok az problem davranis yaratan ii¢ farkl
dgrencinizi diisiiniin ve bu {i¢ dgrenci i¢in PDDO’yii ayr ayr1 doldurun” ydnergesi verilmistir. Bu nedenle 590
o0gretmenden 1770 6grenciye dair veri elde edilmistir. 1770 6grencinin problem davraniglarini 6gretmen algisini
yansitan veri dosyasi 6l¢ek gelistirme alanyazinina uygun olarak (Hair vd., 2014) rastgele yontemle iki ayr1 veri
dosyasina boliinmiistiir. Bu islem agiklayici faktor analizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) igin iki farkli
zamanda veri toplama isleminin yiiriitilmesi yerine tek seferde yiiriitiilmesi i¢in gerceklestirilmistir.

Yapilan rastgele bolme islemi sonucunda AFA veri dosyasinda 915 6grencinin, DFA veri dosyasinda 855
dgrencinin verisi yer almistir. AFA dosyasinda bulunan verilerle PDDO’niin yap1 gecerligini kesfetmeye yonelik
analizler gergeklestirildigi gibi gilivenirlik kanitlar1 da bu dosyadaki veri araciligtyla hesaplanmistir. DFA
dosyasinda bulunan verilerle yapisi kesfedilen PDDO’niin yapis1 dogrulanmaya c¢alisiimis ve bu dogrultuda
analizler gergeklestirilmistir. Ek olarak bdliinmemis, dgrencilere ait 6gretmenlerin problem davranig algisini
gosteren tiim verilerle (1770) MTK dogrultusunda analizler gergeklestirilmistir. Tiim veri dosyasi, AFA ve DFA
icin rastgele bolme yontemiyle olusturulan veri dosyalarindaki verilerin tanimlayici istatistikleri Tablo 2’de
gosterilmistir.

Tim veri dosyasinda 6grenci yas ortalamasi 8.42, standart sapma 1.85°tir. AFA dosyasinda 6grenci yas
ortalamasi 8.37, standart sapma 1.49°dur. DFA dosyasinda ise 6grenci yas ortalamasi 8.34 standart sapma ise 1.
34°tir.

Aragtirmada elde edilen veriler asagidaki asamalardan gecilerek analiz edilmistir:

1. Arastirmada PDDO aracihigtyla 590 sinif gretmeninden 1770 6grenciye dair problem davranis algisini
gosteren veri elde edilmistir.
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Tablo 2
Ogrencilere Ait Bazi Degiskenlerin Dagilimi
Tiim veri AFA veri DFA veri
Degisken dosyasi dosyasi dosyasi
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Ogrencinin cinsiyet Erkek 1027(58) 531(58) 481(56.3)
Kiz 743(42) 384(42) 374(43.7)
Srencinin wrugu TC 1563(88.3) 807(88.2) 758(88.7)
& yrug Diger 207(11.7) 108(11.8) 97(11.3)
Ogrencinin ailesinin sosyoekonomik diizeyi Alt SED 365(20.6) 186(20.3) 169(19.8)
(SED) Orta SED 1275(72) 664(72.6) 623(72.9)
Ust SED 130(7.3) 65(7.1) 63(7.4)
Ogrencinin resmi tanis1 var nm? Hayr 1636(92.4) 844(92.2) 790(92.4)
: Evet 134(7.6) 71(7.8) 65(7.6)
) Az 790(44.6) 417(45.6) 414(48.4)
Ogrencinin problem davranig sergileme diizeyi ~ Orta 638(36) 328(35.8) 304(35.6)
Cok 342(19.3) 170(18.6) 137(16)
Toplam 1770(100) 915(100) 855(100)
Not: TC = Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti.

2. Elde edilen verilerde yanit verilmemis madde olmadig tespit edilmistir.

3. Veriler toplam veri (1770 6grenciye ait), rastgele bélme yontemiyle AFA verisi (915 6grenciye ait veri)
ve DFA verisi (855 6grenciye ait veri) olmak iizere li¢ dosya halinde kaydedilmistir.

4. Veriler JAMOVI ve R istatistiksel yazilimlarina aktariimistir.

5. Her ii¢ veri dosyasinda bulunan veri setinin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigi
incelenmisgtir. Bu inceleme R Paket Programi, “mvn” scripti (Korkmaz vd., 2014) ile gergeklestirilmistir.

6. AFA dosyasinda Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin testi (KMO) gergeklestirilmistir. KMO, hesaplanan korelasyon
katsayilarinin biiyiikliiklerini kismi korelasyon katsayilarinin biiyiikliikkleriyle karsilastirir, bu yolla
orneklem yeterliligi hakkinda bilgi sunar (Pett vd., 2003). KMO degerinin yorumlanmasinda .90 iistii
“miikemmel”, .80-.90 “iyi”, .70-.80 “kabul edilebilir, .60-.70 “orta diizeyde”, .50-.60 “diisiik diizey” ve
.50 alt1 “kabul edilemez” dlgiitleri kullanilmistir (Kaiser & Rice, 1974).

7. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity araciligtyla veri setinin birim matrisi (identity matrix) (kdsegenleri 1, diger
elemanlar1 0 olan matris) 6zelligi gosterip gdstermedigi incelenmistir. Birim matris 6zelligi gosteren bir
korelasyon matrisi, faktor analizinde tercih edilmemektedir. Birim matriste maddeler arasinda karsiliklt
iliski bulunmaz. Bartlett test sonucunun anlamli olmasi veri setinin birim matris olmadigim
gostermektedir ve faktor analizi igin istenen durum budur (Field, 2018; Pett vd., 2003).

8. Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) yontemiyle faktor analizi (AFA) gerceklestirilmistir. Sosyal ve davranis
bilimleri aragtirma raporlarinda (makalelerinde) daha ¢ok kullanilan PAF, bir dizi X Ol¢iimiindeki
paylasilan varyanst modellemektedir (Warner, 2013).

9. Faktor sayisim belirlemek icin “6z deger (Eigenvalue)” incelemesi yapilmistir. Oz deger referansi olarak
“1” degeri almmustir. Oz degerleri 1°den biiyiik olan faktorler birer faktor adayr olarak anlamli kabul
edilmektedir. Degisken sayisi (madde sayisi) 20 ile 50 arasinda oldugunda referans olarak 6z degerin
kullanilmast oldukga giivenilirdir.

10. Agiklanan toplam varyans miktar1 incelenmistir. Her Olgekte bir ozellik Olgililmek istenmektedir.
PDDO’de ise oOgretmenlerin algisindan &grencilerinin  problem davranis diizeyleri  6lgiilmek
istenmektedir. PDDO bu &zelligi dlgerken problem davramislardaki varyansin (degiskenligin) en az ne
kadar1 hakkinda bilgi vermektedir? Agiklanan varyans diizeyi bu sorunun cevabidir. Hair ve digerlerine
(2014) gore bilginin genellikle daha az kesin oldugu sosyal bilimlerde, toplam varyansin %60’ 11 (ve bazi
durumlarda daha da azini) karsilayan bir ¢6ziim tatmin edicidir. Warner’a (2013) gore yeterli olarak kabul
edilebilir smirlar %40 ile %70 arasindadir.

11. Faktorler altinda gruplanan maddelerin elde ettikleri yiik degerleri (korelasyon degerleri) incelenmistir.
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ile £ .40 araligidir. £ .50 6nemli kabul edilmesi gereken bir faktdr yiik degeridir. + .70 ve {izeri ise iyi
tanimlanmis bir yapinin gostergesi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Hair vd., 2014).

12. DFA analizinde, kurulan modelin uygunluk derecesi incelenmistir. DFA icin belirlenen uyum
indekslerinde (fit-index) alanyazina gore referans degerler olarak RMSEA i¢in 0.05 < RMSEA < 0.08
kabul edilebilir, 0 > RMSEA < 0.05 miikemmel, TLI ve CFI i¢in .95 ve iizeri miikemmel, X?/sd i¢in 2 <
X?%/sd <5 kabul edilebilir, 0 > X?/sd < 2 miikemmel aralik olarak alinmistir (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984;
Bentler, 1990; Hooper vd., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005; Marsh vd., 1988; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013; Vieira, 2011).

13. Olgegin giivenirlik diizeyi belirlenmistir. Giivenirlik diizeyi, Cronbach Alpha, McDonald Omega ve
Marjinal Giivenirlik katsayisi ile hesaplanmistir. Nunnally ve Bernstein'a (1994) gore yeterli giivenirlik
en az .70 ve iizerinde olmalidir.

14. MTK ile gegerlik ve giivenirlik incelemeleri yapilmistir. {1k olarak tek boyutluluk (unidimensionality) ve
yerel bagimsizlik (local independence) varsayimlari incelenmistir (Zhao, 2008). Tek boyutluluk
bireylerin 6lgme aracindaki performansini etkileyen bir 6zelligin (6l¢gme aracinin ilgili maddelerinin
yalnizca bir 6zellige yonelik) olmasini gerektirmektedir (Hambleton vd.,1991). Tek boyutluluk AFA ile
degerlendirilmistir. Yerel bagimsizlik varsayimi Q3 istatistigi (Yen, 1993) kullanilarak test edilmis ve
MTK kalibrasyonlar1 R v.4.1.2 programi i¢inde yer alan “Mirt v.1.30” (Chalmers, 2012) paket programi
ile yapilmustir.

15. Madde ayirt edicilik ve giigliik diizeyleri incelenmistir. MTK’da ideal bir 6l¢ek maddesinin ayirt edicilik
degeri (yani “a” parametresi) .5 ile 2 arasinda olmalidir. Alanyazinda bu parametrenin .75 ile 2.50
araliginda olmasi kabul edilir aralikta oldugunu gosterir (Flannery vd., 1995). Madde giigliik diizeyleri
(yani “b” parametresi) i¢in ideal (orta gii¢liik diizeyi) sinirlar-1.00 ile 1.00 arasinda kabul edilmektedir
(Hambleton, 1994). Yetenck ya da basari testlerinde giigliik diizeyi-1.00’den diisiik maddeler kolay,
1.00°dan biiyiik maddeler ise zor olarak nitelendirilmektedir.

16. Madde bilgi fonksiyonlar1 ve madde karakteristik egrileri incelenmistir.
Bulgular

PDDO’niin KTT Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Kamitlari

915 dgrenciye ait AFA verisinin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimi incelenmis ve veri setinin ¢ok degiskenli
normal dagilim gostermedigi belirlenmistir. KMO degeri .970 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu durumda veri dosyasinin
kismi1 korelasyonlar baglamindaki incelemesinin faktor analizi i¢in uygun oldugu sdylenebilir. Bartlett test sonucu
15671 olarak ve test sonucu anlamli (p < .05) belirlenmistir. Bu sonu¢ veri matrisinin birim matris olmadigini
gostermektedir ve faktor analizi i¢in uygun bir matris yapist s6z konusudur.

Veri analizi boliimiinde agiklandigi lizere faktor belirleme yontemi olarak PAF yontemi tercih edilmistir.
Analize PDDO taslak formunda bulunan 28 madde ile girilmistir. Bazt maddeler analizde alanyazinin énerdigi
faktor korelasyon yiik degerlerine ulasamamistir. Bu maddeler; 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 16, 18, 26 ve 27 numarali
maddelerdir. Olgekten dislanan bu maddelerden sonra 6lgekte 18 madde kalmistir. Kalan 18 madde iki faktor
altinda toplanmistir. Faktorlesmeyi netlestirmek, faktorler altinda yer alan maddeleri tespit edebilmek igin 6z
deger, yamac grafigi (scree plot) incelemesi ve oblimin dondiirme yonteminden yararlanilmigtir. Oblimin
dondiirme yontemi olusan iki faktoriin birbiri ile yliksek iliskili olmasindan dolay: secilmigtir. AFA kapsaminda
yapilan analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 3’°te gdsterilmistir.
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Tablo 3
AFA Analiz Sonuclart
Faktorler - g Agiklanan Tersten . Almabilecek
Maddeler F1 F2 (E?Zeﬁsifse) varyans Faktor ad1 kodlanan eﬁlé?iagﬁecsgn en yliksek
FLVR ITC  FLVR ITC g diizeyi maddeler Sukp puan
128  Arkadaslarina zorbalik yapar. 978 .852
114  Arkadaslariyla kavga eder. .878 877
18 Arkadaslartyla alay eder. .863 .809
119  Arkadaslarina zarar verir. .850 .854 Sunif iklimini
124 Haksiz suglamalarda bulunur. 817 817 ;Itllillte éﬁnm
125  Kiifiirlii/argo sozclikler kullanir. .806 .817 6.72 37.3 problgm Yok 10 40
121 Arllzadasiarml sﬁrek%i §i1<1ﬁyet gdﬁzr. 744 .766 davramglar
11 Arkadas armin dersi dinlemesini 623 826
engelleyici davraniglarda bulunur.
112 Ders sirasinda sinifta gezinir. .528 .709
122 Dersten ¢ikmak igin bahaneler iiretir. 492 741
120 Ev 6devlerini yapmaz. .938 792
Smif i¢inde verilen gorevleri yerine
17 getirmez. .851 .848 y
12 Ders arag-gereglerini yaninda getirmez. .837 .783 K;grelnmesini
19 Grup etkinliklerine katilmaz. .785 .790 .
117 Dersi dinlemez. 765 843 559 81 etkileyen Yok 8 32
Ders arag-gereglerini dersin amaglarina problem
123 g 765 820 davranislar
uygun olarak kullanmaz.
113 Grup etkinliklerinin kurallarina uymaz. .606 817
115  Gereksinim duysa da yardim istemez. 522 .555
Not: F1 = faktor 1; F2 = faktor 2; FLVR = doniisiim sonrasi faktor yiik degeri; ITC = madde toplam korelasyonu.
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Faktor 1’deki maddeler anlamsal olarak okundugunda maddelerin, smif iklimini etkileyen problem
davranislarla ilgili oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu faktdrde 10 madde yer almistir. Tersten kodlanan (puanlanan) madde
bulunmamaktadir. Faktor altindaki maddeler .492 ile .978 arasi korelasyon yiikii, .709 ile .877 madde toplam
korelasyonu gostermistir. Bu faktdr 6.72 6z degere sahip ve tek basina 6grenci problem davranislarindaki
varyansin %37’sini agitklamaktadir.

Faktor 2’deki maddeler anlamsal olarak okundugunda maddelerin, &grencinin kendi 6grenmesini
etkileyen problem davranislariyla ilgili oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu faktorde 8 madde yer almigtir. Tersten kodlanan
(puanlanan) madde bulunmamaktadir. Faktor altindaki maddeler .522 ile .938 aras1 korelasyon yiikii, .555 ile .848
madde toplam korelasyonu gostermistir. Bu faktér 5.59 6z degere sahip ve tek bagina 6grenci problem
davramslarindaki varyansin %31’ini agiklamaktadir. PDDO giivenirlik diizeyi CTT ye gére Cronbach Alpha ve
McDonald’s Omega giivenirlik analizleri ile 6l¢cek genel toplam puanlar ve 6lgek faktorleri i¢in incelenmistir.
Tablo 4’te giivenirlik analizi sonuglar1 verilmistir.

Tablo 4
PDDO Giivenirlik Analizi Sonuclar:
Olgek Cronbach Alpha McDonald’s Omega
F1 sinif iklimini etkileyen problem davranislar .956 .956
F2 kendi 6grenmesini etkileyen problem davranislar .938 .939
PDDO toplam puanlari .966 .967

Not: F1 = faktor I,F2= faktor 2, PDDO = problem davranislar1 degerlendirme dlcegi.
PDDO ve faktorleri i¢in hesaplanan giivenirlik degerleri .900 iizerindedir. Veri analizi bdliimiinde

aciklandig iizere .700 ve iizeri giivenirlik degeri yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Olcek ve
faktorleri igin yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyi elde edilmistir.

CTT kapsaminda uygulanan AFA sonucunda PDDO’niin 18 madde ve iki faktérden olusan yapisi
kesfedilmistir. Kesfedilen bu yapi1 genel veri dosyasindan rastgele bélme yontemi ile olusturulmus 855 6grenciye
ait DFA veri dosyasinda dogrulanmistir. Gergeklestirilen DFA modellemesi sonucu olusan diyagram Sekil 1°de
gosterilmistir.

Sekil 1
PDDO Dogrulayict Faktér Analizi Diyagrami ve Standartlastiriimis Korelasyon Degerleri

85

"7 120 12
2.2 2.1 2.2
36

DFA’da elde edilen uyum indeksleri (fit-indexes); CFl = .953, TLI = .945, RMSEA = .079, X?/df =4.218
olarak hesaplanmistir. DFA analizinde elde edilen bu uyum indeksleri alanyazina gore kabul edilebilir sinirlar
icerisindedir. Bu sonuglara gére PDDO’nin iki faktdrlii yapisiin dogrulandig: sonucuna ulasilmistir.

PDDO’niin MTK Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Kanitlar

590 smif 6gretmeni araciligiyla 1770 6grenciye dair toplanan veriler gergeklestirilen MTK analizlerinde
veri seti olarak kullanilmistir. CTT kanitlarina gére PDDO iki faktorden olusmustur. Her iki faktor bagimsiz faktor
olarak kabul edilmis ve IRT analizleri gerceklestirilmistir. Faktor 1 yani Simf iklimini Etkileyen Problem
Davranislar olarak isimlendirilebilecek faktdr icin yerel bagimsizlik test edilmistir ve yerel bagimsizlig1 bozan
herhangi bir madde tespit edilememistirr MTK’de madde kalibrasyonlar1 Generalized Partial Credit Model

Day1 vd. 2025, 26(4)



PROBLEM DAVRANISLARI DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGININ KLASIK TEST KURAMI VE 566
MADDE TEPKI KURAMI GECERLIK VE GUVENIRLIK KANITLARI

(GPCM) ile gergeklestirilmistir. GPCM’ye gore Faktor 1°de yer alan maddelere dair hesaplanan istatistikler Tablo
5’te verilmigtir.

Tablo 5
PDDO Faktor 1 (Sunif Iklimini Etkileyen Problem Davranislar) I¢in Madde Uyum Indeksleri (Fit-Indexes)
GPCM
Madde S 42 df RMSEA

18 83.707 39 0.025
111 83.823 42 0.024
112 73.596 53 0.015
114 54.639 32 0.020
119 29.409 31 0.000
121 66.909 45 0.017
122 107.189 50 0.025
124 59.274 39 0.017
125 76.360 38 0.024
128 36.914 33 0.008

MTK kapsaminda madde uyumuna goésteren RMSEA degerlerinin incelenmesi olduk¢a &nemlidir.
RMSEA i¢in uyum gésteren dlgiit diizey .080 ve altidir (Stout, 1990). PDDO Faktor 1 icinde yer alan 10 madde
icin RMSEA degerleri .025 ve altindadir. Maddelere iligkin gerekli uyum diizeyi elde edilmistir. Faktor 1°deki 10
madde i¢in “a” (madde ayirt edicilik) ve “b” (madde gii¢liigii) parametreleri ile standart hatalar1 (standart error)
belirlenmistir. Sonuglar Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6
PDDO Faktér 1 (Sinif Iklimini Etkileyen Problem Davramslar) Icin Madde Parametreleri
Madde a(SE) b1(SE) b2(SE) b3(SE)

18 3.113 (0.156) -0.023 (0.035) 0.937 (0.041) 1.669 (0.061)
111 2.993 (0.148) -0.208 (0.037) 0.575 (0.037) 1.433 (0.052)
112 1.828 (0.092) 0.126 (0.045) 0.975 (0.053) 1.809 (0.084)
114 5.174 (0.278) -0.320 (0.033) 0.613 (0.032) 1.416 (0.044)
129 5.278 (0.302) 0.071 (0.031) 0.860 (0.034) 1.652 (0.053)
121 2.381 (0.114) -0.618 (0.042) 0.598 (0.040) 1572 (0.061)
122 1.934 (0.098) 0.268 (0.044) 0.976 (0.051) 2.116 (0.098)
124 3.201 (0.160) -0.041 (0.035) 0.876 (0.039) 1.775 (0.064)
125 3.450 (0.181) 0.147 (0.034) 0.915 (0.039) 1.608 (0.057)
128 4.821 (0.273) 0.132 (0.031) 0.899 (0.036) 1.564 (0.051)

Not: Iteration = 163; LogLikelihood: - 13840.758; p < .05.

Olgek maddelerinde her bir madde igin ideal ayirt edicilik .5 ile 2 arasinda kabul edilmekle birlikte “a”
parametresi i¢in .75 ile 2.50 aralig1 da kabul edilir degerlerdir. PDDO aktor 1 altinda yer alan 10 madde icinde
112, 121 ve 122 ideal ayurt edicilik diizeyini yakalamistir. GPCM’ye gore yapilan kestirimlere (LogLikelihood, p <
.05) gére madde uyumu saglanmistir. Madde karakteristik egrileri Sekil 2°de gosterilmistir.

Madde karakteristik egrileri Faktor 1 altinda yer alan 10 maddenin hemen hemen tamaminin yanit
setindeki secenekleriyle birlikte iyi ¢alistigint gostermektedir. Madde bilgi fonksiyonlari1 Sekil 3’te gosterilmistir.
Madde bilgi fonksiyonu maddenin 6l¢gme aracini alan bireyleri en iyi ayirt ettigi 6zellik (6lgekte dlgiilmeye
calisilan 6zellik) araligini gosteren bir grafiksel gosterimdir (Edelen & Reeve, 2007). Madde bilgi fonksiyonunda
egrinin tepe noktas1 ne kadar yiikselirse madde o kadar ¢ok bilgi vermektedir anlami ¢ikarilir. PDDO Faktér 1
maddelerinin, madde bilgi fonksiyonlarina bakildiginda en ¢ok bilgi elde edilen maddeler 14, 19, 25 ve 28’dir. 12,
21 ve 22. maddeler diger maddelere gore daha az bilgi elde edilen maddelerdir.
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Sekil 2
PDDO Faktor 1 Maddelerine Ait Madde Karakteristik Egrileri
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Faktor 2 yani Kendi Ogrenmesini Etkileyen Problem Davraniglar olarak isimlendirilebilecek faktdr igin
yerel bagimsizlik test edilmistir. Bu test sonucunda yerel bagimsizligi bozan herhangi bir madde tespit
edilememistir. Faktor 2°de yer alan maddelere dair hesaplanan istatistikler Tablo 7°de verilmistir.
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Tablo 7
PDDO Faktor 2 (Kendi Ogrenmesini Etkileyen Problem Davranislar) icin Madde Uyum Indeksleri (Fit-Indexes)
GPCM
Madde S 42 df RMSEA

12 45.495 31 .016
17 40.743 26 .018
19 62.533 29 .026
113 41.415 28 .016
115 96.480 43 .027
117 48.369 27 .021
120 76.344 32 .028
123 52.812 28 .022

PDDO faktor 2 iginde yer alan sekiz madde i¢in RMSEA degerleri .028 ve altindadir. Maddelere iliskin
gerekli uyum diizeyi elde edilmistir. Faktor 2°deki sekiz madde i¢in “a” (madde ayirt edicilik) ve “b” (madde
glicliigli) parametreleri ile standart hatalar1 (standart error) belirlenmistir. Sonuglar Tablo 8’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 8
PDDO Faktér 2 (Kendi Ogrenmesini Etkileyen Problem Davranislar) i¢in Madde Parametreleri
Madde a(SE) b1(SE) b2(SE) b3(SE)

12 2.733 (0.135) -.370 (0.038) .902 (0.042) 1.789 (0.069)
17 4.233 (0.229) -.151 (0.033) .725 (0.035) 1.609 (0.053)
19 3.091 (0.162) .025 (0.035) 1.047 (0.043) 1.743 (0.066)
113 3.504 (0.185) -.069 (0.034) .728 (0.037) 1.680 (0.059)
115 1.169 (0.063) -.598 (0.059) 1.387 (0.079) 2.227 (0.133)
117 4.109 (0.216) -.432 (0.035) .600 (0.034) 1.448 (0.048)
120 2.699 (0.134) -.224 (0.037) .890 (0.042) 1.647 (0.063)
123 3.572 (0.189) -.033 (0.034) .840 (0.038) 1.743 (0.061)

Not: Iteration = 124; LogL ikelihood = - 11707.660; p < .05.

PDDO faktér 2 altinda yer alan sekiz madde iginde M2, M15 ve M20 ideal ayirt edicilik diizeyini
yakalamistir. GPCM’ye gore yapilan kestirimlere (LogLikelihood, p < .05) gére madde uyumu saglanmistir.
Madde karakteristik egrileri Sekil 4’te gdsterilmistir.

Madde karakteristik egrileri faktor 2 altinda yer alan sekiz maddenin hemen hemen tamaminin yanit
setindeki secenekleriyle birlikte iyi ¢alistigint gostermektedir. Madde bilgi fonksiyonlar1 Sekil 5°te gosterilmistir.
PDDO Faktér 2 maddelerinin, madde bilgi fonksiyonlarina bakildiginda en ¢ok bilgi veren maddeler 2, 7, 9, 13,
17, 20 ve 23’tiir. 15. madde diger maddelere gore daha az bilgi vermektedir. Hesaplanan marjinal giivenirlik
katsay1 Faktor 1 i¢in 893, Faktor 2 igin .887°dir. Veri analizi boliimiinde agiklandig: {izere, alanyazina gére bu
deger yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyi gostergesidir.
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Sekil 4
PDDO Faktor 2 Maddelerine Ait Madde Karakteristik Egrileri

Madde Karakteristik Egrileri
6 4 2 0 2 4 & 6 4 2 0 2 4 6

Pl -
2 Py ——
Fod P3
10 - ™
08 -
06 /\ -
04 L
02 4 -
00 - \ -
L] L LJ L] T L) T L] L] T Ll L Ll L] L) ] Ll L T L] LJ T L] T L) L) Ll LJ
4 4 2 0 4 6 4 4 2 0 4 6
8
Sekil 5
PDDO Faktor 2 Maddelerine Ait Madde Bilgi Fonksiyonlar
Madde Bilgi Fonksiyonlari
4 4 2 0 2 4 & 4 4 2 0 2 4 &
i -5
-4 - 4
4 =
. - 2
R -1
— - —/\ - 0
=
=
5 L
44 -
3 L
2 - -
14 =
0+ b
L3 3 v LS L s T LS LS s L] Ll L3 v L3 L] LS Ll v LS L3 v v LJ Ls L3 s v
4 4 2 0 2 4 & 4 4 2 0 2 4 &
L]
Tartisma

Bu calisma, dgretmenlerin okul ve sinif ortamlarindaki gozlemlerine ve algilarma dayali olarak
ogrencilerin problem davraniglarini degerlendirme amacina hizmet edecek Problem Davranislari Degerlendirme
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Olgeginin klasik test kurami ve madde tepki kuramina gore gegerlik ve giivenirlik kanitlarin1 incelemek amaciyla
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda planlanan aragtirmaya ilkokullarda gérev yapan toplam 590 sif
ogretmeni katilmistir. ilk asamada, 6lgegin amaci1 ve konusuna uygun olarak alanyazin taramasi yapilmistir.
Alanyazin taramasi ve uzman goriisleri sonucunda dlgege iliskin madde havuzu olusturulmustur. PDDO'niin
gegerlik kanitlar1 klasik test kuramma gore aciklayici faktér analizi ve madde tepki kuramina gbére madde
karakteristik egrileri, madde bilgi fonksiyonlar1, madde ayurt edicilikleri ile incelenmistir. Sonug olarak PDDO’niin
18 madde ve iki faktorlii gecerli bir 6lgek oldugu belirlenmistir. PDDO'niin giivenirligi klasik test kuramima gére
Cronbach Alpha ve McDonald's Omega katsayilari, madde tepki kuramina gore ise marjinal giivenirlik katsayisi
ile belirlenmistir. Sonuclar PDDO niin yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyinde oldugunu géstermistir. PDDO niin 18 madde
ve iki faktorlii yapisi ile karmasik olmayan, kolay yanitlanabilir ve kullanigh bir 6l¢ek oldugu sdylenebilir. Analiz
sonucunda birinci faktor 10, ikinci faktor sekiz maddeden olusmustur.

Maddelerin &zellikleri ve kapsamina uygun olarak birinci faktdr “smif iklimini etkileyen problem
davranislar” ve ikinci faktor “kendi 6grenmesini etkileyen problem davraniglar” olarak adlandirilmistir. Alanyazin
incelendiginde gelistirilen ya da uyarlamasi yapilan 6lgeklerde farkli maddelerin fakli faktdr sayisi ve isimleriyle
yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Ornegin, 6gretmenlerinin gdzlemlerine dayali olarak &grencilerin smifa uyum
davranislarinin degerlendirilmesini amaglayan ve Werthamer-Larsson ve digerleri (1991) tarafindan gelistirilen
TOCA-R, 43 maddelik ii¢ faktérden (konsantrasyon problemleri [concentration problems], yikici/saldirgan
davranis [disruptive/aggressive behavior] ve utanga¢ davranis [shy behavior]) olusmaktadir. Leaf ve digerleri
(2002) tarafindan gelistirilip Koth ve digerleri (2009) tarafindan gegerlik ve faktor yapist incelenen TOCA-C 25
maddelik ti¢ faktdrden (konsantrasyon problemleri [concentration problems], yikici davranig [disruptive behavior]
ve olumlu sosyal davranis [prosocial behavior]) olusmaktadir. TOCA-C’nin okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarindan
elde edilen verilerle Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlamasi ise TOCA-C ile ayni1 faktdrlere sahip toplam 21 maddeden olusmaktadir
(Aydos vd., 2014). Alanyazin incelendiginde gelistirilen ya da uyarlamasi yapilan 6lgeklerin genellikle dogrudan
ogrencilerin sinifa uyum davraniglarini (uygun ve uygun olmayan davraniglar) 6l¢tiigii gériilmekte ve dolayisiyla
figiincii bir faktér olan olumlu sosyal davranislar ya da benzeri adli bir faktdr bulunmaktadir. Ancak PDDO
dogrudan problem davraniglar1 degerlendirmeyi amagladigindan faktorler arasinda olumlu sosyal davraniglar yer
almamaktadir. Bu arastirmada gelistirilen PDDO bu yoniiyle daha once gelistirilmis 6lceklerden farklilik
gostermektedir. Diger yandan Quay ve Peterson, (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Kaner ve Cicekei, (2000)
tarafindan Tiirk¢e formunun psikometrik 6zellikleri incelenen Gézden Gegirilmis Davranis Problemleri Kontrol
Listesi (Revised Problem Behavior Checklist) her ne kadar dogrudan problem davranislari 6lgmeyi amaglasa da
madde say1s1 uygulamada giigliikler yaratacak miktardadir. Olgekler incelendiginde asil dlgekte 89 maddelik alt1
faktor (Davranim Bozuklugu, Toplumsallagsmis Saldirganlik, Dikkat Problemleri-Toyluk, Kaygi- Gerigekilme,
Psikotik Davranig, Motor Gerilim) yer alirken Tiirkge uyarlamasinda 56 maddelik ii¢ faktoriin (Davranim
Bozuklugu-Hiperaktivite ve Impulsivite, Depresyon - Dikkat Eksikligi ve Toplumsallagmis Saldirganlik) yer aldig
goriilmektedir. Bu bakimdan PDDO’niin 18 maddelik iki faktorlii yapistyla kullanimi nispeten kolay bir 6lgek
oldugu sdylenebilir. Bunun yaninda &gretmenlerin siniftaki problem davraniglart belirlemede ek bir
degerlendirmeciye gereksinim duymadan kullanabilecekleri bir 61¢ek olmasi agisindan da uygulama ortamlari i¢in
PDDO’niin oldukea kullanisli bir 6lgek oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Alanyazinda bir davranis degerlendirme yéntemi
olarak dogrudan gozlemin olumlu yanlariyla birlikte ek is giici ve zaman gerektirmesi agisindan kullanim
zorluklar1 vurgulanirken o6gretmenlerin kolayca kullanabilecekleri davranig degerlendirme Olgeklerinin ise
verimlilikle iliskilendirildigi gériilmektedir (Chafouleas vd., 2009). Bu agilardan PDDO’niin uygulama
ortamlarinda 6grencilerin problem davraniglarini belirlemede kullanilabilecek pratik ve kullanisl bir 6lgek oldugu
diistintilmektedir.

Mevcut arastirmada gelistirilen PDDO’niin iki faktoriinden birisi “Smif Iklimini Etkileyen Problem
Davraniglar” olarak adlandirilmistir. Bu faktor isminde gegen sinif iklimi ifadesi, alanyazinda sinif atmosferi, sinif
ortami, 6grenme ¢evresi gibi farkli adlandirmalarla kullanilabilmektedir (Adelman & Taylor, 2005). Sinif iklimi,
siiftaki 6gretmen-6grenci ile 6grenci-0grenci arasindaki iliskiler, sinif kurallari, siifin fiziksel yapisinin sinifta
yarattig1 psikolojik, sosyal ve fiziksel etkiler seklinde tanimlamaktadir (A¢ikgdz, 1998). Uluslararas: ve ulusal
alanyazinda dogrudan smif iklimini degerlendirmeyi amaglayan farkli okul kademeleri i¢in hazirlanmis gesitli
dlgek ve dlgek uyarlama galismalar1 bulunmaktadir (6r. Cengel & Tiirkoglu, 2015; Dwyer vd., 2004; Ozbay &
Sahin, 2000; Sagkal vd., 2015). Alanyazin incelendiginde genellikle 6gretmenin sinif yonetimi ve dgretim stili ile
ogretmen-ogrenci etkilesimini kapsayan boyutlarin siif iklimini olusturdugu goriilmektedir. (Evans vd., 2009).
Yapilan arastirmalarda smif iklimi, derse katilim ve motivasyon (Ryan & Patrick, 2001), ders bagarisi (Pierce,
1994), su¢ isleme durumu (Sprott, 2004), derse iliskin tutum ve 6zsaygi (Chionh & Fraser, 2009), kisinin akil
saglig1 (Somersalo vd., 2002) gibi degiskenlerle iliskilendirilmektedir. Bu arastirmada gelistirilen PDDO’niin
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“Sinif Tklimini Etkileyen Problem Davranislar” faktoriinii olusturan maddeler de alanyazinda belirtilen igerigi
desteklemektedir.

PDDO’nin ikinci faktdrii 6grencilerin kendi dgrenmelerini olumsuz etkileyen problem davramislariyla

ilgilidir. Bu faktorde yer alan maddeler incelendiginde 6grencilerin bagarili olmalar igin gerekli derse katilim ve
gorevi yerine getirme davraniglara iligkin problem davraniglarin yer aldigir goriilmektedir. Alanyazinda
ogrencilerin okulda ogrendiklerinin ders etkinliklerine katilmalarinin diizeyiyle dogrudan iliskili oldugu
vurgulanmaktadir (Brophy,1979; Greenwood vd., 2002). Ayni zamanda arastirmalar yiiksek diizeyde katilimin
basariyla, diisiik diizeyde katilimin ise problem davranislarla iligkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Baker vd.,
2008; Noltemeyer vd., 2015). Ders etkinliklerine diisiik diizeyde katilim sadece 6grencinin kendisi igin degil,
smiftaki diger 6grenciler ve d6gretmen igin de ¢esitli zorluklar ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Alter vd., 2013). Ek olarak
diisiik diizeyde derse katilim 6grencilerin uzun donemli basarilari agisindan da 6nemli bir gdsterge olarak kabul
edilmektedir (Skinner vd., 1998). Ogretmen ve 6grenciler agisindan olumsuz sonuglara yol acan bu davranislar
PDDO’niin ikinci faktoriiyle dlciilebilecektir. Sonug olarak PDDO niin iki faktorii ile simif iklimini, 6gretmen
etkililigini ve 6grencilerin yakin ve uzak vadeli basarilarin1 dogrudan etkileyebilecek problem davranislarin dogru
ve pratik bir sekilde degerlendirilebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.
Gelistirilen bu o6lgek Tiirkiye’de ilkokullarda 6gretmenlerin gozlem ve algilarina dayali olarak 6grencilerin
problem davranislarinin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla kullanilabilecektir. Olgegin problem davranislara iliskin
yiiriitiilecek bilimsel calismalara destek saglayabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bunun yaninda PDDO’niin ilkokula
devam eden &grencilerin problem davranislarinin hizli bir sekilde belirlenerek gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmasina
katki saglayacagi da umulmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, bu arastirmada bir Ol¢ek gelistirme c¢aligmast yapilmistir. Arastirmanin  amact
dogrultusunda ilkokullarda gérev yapan sinif 6gretmenleri ile ¢caligilmistir. Farkli okul tiirleri ve kademelerinde,
brang 6gretmenleri ve 6zel egitim O0gretmenleri ile ¢alisma genisletilebilir. Bu dlgek yalnizca 6gretmenlerin
yanitlarina dayali olarak sonuglandirilmistir. Okullarda goézlemler, nitel goriismeler yapilabilir, 6gretmen
tutanaklar1, 6grenci ¢iktilar1 vb. incelenerek ¢alismanin kapsami genisletilebilir. Olcegin veri toplama siirecinde
ulasilan katilimer sayisi analizler i¢in yeterli goriinse de ileriki arastirmalarda 6l¢egin farkli katilimcilar ile gegerlik
ve glivenirlik caligmasi tekrar test edilebilir.
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Abstract

Introduction: In educational environments, problem behaviors, including many related to non-cooperation with
school and classroom rules, are defined as those that threaten students' safety, negatively affect their social
interaction, and distract teachers and students from academic activities. Identifying problem behaviors that
negatively affect the educational environment is important in controlling and reducing these behaviors.

Method: This study aims to examine the validity and reliability of the Problem Behavior Evaluation Scale (PBES)
evidence, which will evaluate students' problem behaviors based on teachers' observations and perceptions,
according to classical test theory and item response theory. We prepared the scale items by conducting a literature
review and finalizing them by assessing expert opinions. A total of 590 teachers participated in the study to
examine the scale's reliability and validity. Based on the collected data, we examined exploratory factor analysis,
confirmatory factor analysis, item characteristic curves, item information functions, and item discriminations
according to item response theory. We determined the scale's reliability evidence with Cronbach's Alpha,
McDonald's Omega, and marginal reliability coefficients.

Findings: As a result of the analyses, we determined that the PCES is a valid scale with 18 items and two factors.
We determined the reliability of PBES by Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's Omega coefficients according to
classical test theory and the marginal reliability coefficient according to item response theory. The results showed
that the PBES had a high level of reliability. As a result of the analysis, the first factor consisted of 10 items, and
the second factor consisted of eight items.

Discussion: With its 18-item and two-factor structure, the PBES is a proper, simple, easy-to-respond scale. The
scale can be used in primary schools in Tiirkiye to assess students' problem behaviors based on teachers'
observations and perceptions. It can also provide support for scientific studies on problem behaviors.

Keywords: Problem behavior, scale development, validity and reliability, classical test theory, item response
theory, special education.
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Introduction

In educational environments, problem behaviors, including many related to non-cooperation with school
and classroom rules (Robinson & Ricord-Griesemer, 2006), are defined as those that threaten students' safety,
negatively affect social interaction, and distract teachers and students from academic activities (Nash et al., 2016;
Sucuoglu & Kargin, 2010). Although most students generally exhibit appropriate behaviors, studies conducted in
different years and educational settings have revealed that approximately 20% of students exhibit moderate
problem behaviors, and approximately 6% exhibit severe problem behaviors (Lewis et al., 2006; Pas et al., 2015).
Among the problem behaviors frequently exhibited in educational settings are non-involvement in classroom
activities, wandering around the classroom, talking without permission, disturbing other students, and being
interested in extracurricular activities and objects. Anger, aggression, or bullying are also less frequently
encountered (Robinson & Ricord-Griesemer, 2006).

Students' problem behaviors negatively affect teachers, students, and the educational environment. For
example, teachers have to spend a lot of time and energy dealing with problem behaviors (Clunies-Ross et al.,
2008; Simonsen et al., 2008), which can decrease their perceptions of self-efficacy, well-being, and burnout (Ford
etal., 2019). Researchers emphasize that one of the most challenging aspects of the teaching profession is dealing
with students' problem behaviors (Aloe et al., 2014). Problem behaviors also have important consequences for the
educational environment and students. Educational environments with high problem behaviors are shown as
environments where students do not feel safe, social development is negatively affected, and participation and
success in academic activities are low (Charles, 2011; @degard & Solberg, 2024). Frequently, students who exhibit
persistent and severe problem behaviors are academically unsuccessful (Kremer et al., 2016; Ross et al., 2023) and
are more likely to be involved in crime in the future (Lewis et al., 2006). As a result, to control and reduce problem
behaviors that distract teachers and students from academic activities and negatively affect the learning setting, it
is essential to identify these behaviors to achieve educational goals because the identification of problem behaviors
constitutes the starting point for the preparation of appropriate treatment programs for these behaviors.

There are scales, checklists, and adaptation studies to help determine problem behaviors in educational
environments. One is the Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation (TOCA) form developed by Kellam et al.
(1975), in which classroom adaptation skills are evaluated according to teacher observations. This measurement
tool aimed to assess the classroom adaptation behaviors of first-grade students as seen and defined by teachers.
Trained personnel conducted the assessment process through structured interviews. The TOCA underwent a
significant revision by the Johns Hopkins Center for Prevention and Early Intervention (Johns Hopkins Center for
Prevention and Early Intervention) for use in a large intervention study in Baltimore, Maryland (Teacher
Observation of Classroom Adaptation- Revised [TOCA-R]-Werthamer-Larsson et al., 1991). Researchers have
utilized this version in extensive studies (e.g., Kellam et al., 1998). However, due to the time and cost limitations
of applying TOCA with structured interviews in large-scale studies, researchers designed a new checklist-based
version (Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation-Checklist [TOCA-C] - Leaf et al., 2002). Koth et al. (2009)
investigated TOCA-C's validity and factor structure, while Aydos et al. (2014) adapted it into Turkish using data
collected from preschoolers.

Another scale is the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) (Achenbach, 1978; Achenbach & Edelbrock,
1979), is a standardized form that parents, teachers, and others involved with children fill out to identify children's
behavioral and emotional problems. The CBCL has a version for ages 2 and 3 (CBCL/2 to 3) and a version for
ages 4 to 18 (CBCL/4 to 18) (Achenbach & Ruffle, 2000). This scale was translated into Turkish and used in many
studies for children with typical development (Akkdk et al., 1986; Erol et al., 1995; Erol & Simsek, 1998; Kanay
& Girli, 2008). Another scale, the Direct Behavior Rating (DBR), involves recording data by rating them as
perceived by the rater based on systematic direct observation (Chafouleas et al., 2009). In the DBR category, Direct
Behavior Rating - Single-Item Scales (DBR Single-Item Scales [DBR-SIS]) (Chafouleas et al., 2007; Chafouleas
et al., 2010) and Direct Behavior Rating — Multi - Item Scales (DBR Multi - Item Scales [DBRMIS]) (Briesch et
al., 2016; Daniels et al., 2021; Volpe & Briesch, 2012, 2015, 2016) versions have been developed for which
psychometric evidence has been established.

Another scale adapted into Turkish is the Revised Problem Behavior Checklist (Quay & Peterson, 1996).
In the study, Kaner and Cigekgi (2000) examined the psychometric properties of the Turkish form of the instrument
with the data obtained from the evaluation of 7 - 18-year-old students without disabilities by their teachers. In
another study, Kaner et al. (2011) adapted to Turkish culture the Conners' Teacher Rating Scale-Revised/Long
(CTRS-R/L), which was developed by Conners et al. in the 1960s and updated in 1997 and used in the diagnosis
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of Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). They showed that the scale was reliable and valid for use in
research and diagnostic clinics. In another study, Sucuoglu (2003) translated into Turkish the Problem Behavior
Checklist (Aberrant Behavior Checklist [ABC], Aman et al., 1985a, 1985b), which was developed to determine
the effects of drug treatment or other interventions applied to adolescents and adults with intellectual disabilities.
The author also examined its psychometric properties.

In another study, Yukay-Yiiksel (2009) adapted the School Social Behavior Scales (SSBSs) (Merell,
1993) to Turkish. Merell (1993) developed the SSBSs, which consist of Social Competence and Negative Social
Behavior sub-forms, to assess the social skills of preschool and primary school students. The "Social Competence
Scale" consists of three subscales: Interpersonal Relationships, Self-Control Skills, and Academic Skills. The
"Negative Social Behavior Scale" consists of three subscales, including problem behaviors, namely Aggressive-
Nervous, Antisocial-Aggressive, and Destructive-Demanding.

In summary, considering the scales translated into Turkish and adapted or directly developed in the
literature, they are aimed at either students with typical development or students with special needs. In addition,
some adaptation studies were conducted only with preschool children. However, primary school is an educational
level with a numerically large group of students (Ministry of National Education, 2023). At the same time, many
students participate in educational environments for the first time to acquire social and academic skills. For this
reason, students in primary school may exhibit various problem behaviors when learning school and classroom
rules and adapting to school. In addition, primary school classes contain great diversity in student characteristics.
Almost every preschool classroom has typically developing students with different individual characteristics and
needs, students at academic and behavioral risk, or with special needs. Therefore, measurement tools need to be
used to directly assess the problem behaviors of typically developing, at-risk, and special needs students according
to teacher observation and perception.

Taking these as a starting point, the purpose of this study is to examine the validity and reliability evidence
of the PBES, which will serve the purpose of assessing students' problem behaviors based on classroom teachers'
observations and perceptions in school and classroom environments, according to the Classical Test Theory (CTT)
and Item Response Theory (IRT).

Method
Research Design

This descriptive study aims to develop a PBES that would assess students' problem behaviors based on
classroom teachers' observations and perceptions in school and classroom environments. In this study, we
investigated the validity of the PBES evidence using exploratory factor analysis based on classical test theory and
item characteristic curves, item information functions, and item discriminations from item response theory. We
assessed reliability evidence through Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's Omega coefficients per classical test
theory, alongside the marginal reliability coefficient from item response theory. These features are important in
terms of the usability of the PBES in future studies.

Study Group

To identify the study group, we utilized criterion sampling, a purposeful sampling method. This involved
selecting units that fulfilled key criteria established by our research objectives (Miles et al., 2014; Toraman &
Ozdemir, 2023). While applying criterion sampling, cases that meet the criteria and can provide rich information
are included in the study (Toraman & Ozdemir, 2023). Accordingly, this study collected data from 590 classroom
teachers who met the criteria of a) working in a primary school, b) volunteering to participate in the study, and c)
being accessible. By these criteria, the researchers tried to reach the participants from the provinces (Istanbul,
Ankara, Sanlurfa, Hatay, Eskisehir, Kars, Bolu, etc.) located in 12 different regions (Council of Ministers Decree,
2002) in the “Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics”. Demographic information of 590 classroom
teachers is given in Table 1.
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Table 1
Demographic Information of Classroom Teachers in the Research
Variable n(%)

Female 146 (24.7)

Gender Male 444 (75.3)
20-30 years 130 (22)

Age 31-40 years 199 (33.7)
41-50 years 162 (27.5)
51 years and over 99 (16.8)
0-5 years 115 (19.5)

Seniority 6-10 years 100 (16.9)
11-20 years 181 (30.7)
21 years and over 194 (32.9)
1st grade 128 (21.7)
2nd grade 216 (36.6)

Current grade level of the teacher 3rd grade 147 (24.9)
4th grade 99 (16.8)
0-3 months 28 (4.7)
4-6 months 85 (14.4)

Length of time the teacher has taught the current class 7-9 months 100 (16.9)
10-12 months 16 (2.7)
13 months and over 361 (61.2)

Total 590 (100)

Data Collection Tools

The motivation for developing the PBES was to assess the problem behaviors of primary school students.
First, we scanned the literature to determine whether there was a suitable scale for this purpose. We also examined
national and international books on problem behaviors. We searched the terms "problem behaviors,” "disruptive
behavior, unwanted behavior,” “challenging behavior,” "inappropriate behavior,” and "evaluating problem
behaviors" through DergiPark, Web of Science, Google Scholar, and PubMed databases. In addition, we expanded
the searches using the same keywords in the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), Education Full
Text, PsycINFO, Dissertations, and Theses Full Text databases. These searches revealed that some measurement
tools in the literature could provide information about problem behaviors (e.g., Bradshaw & Kush, 2020; Daniels
et al., 2021; Kaner & Cigekei, 2000; Sucuoglu, 2003). However, we found that these scales were not entirely
suitable for assessing the problem behaviors of primary school students based on teachers' observations and
perceptions in school and classroom environments. Therefore, we developed the PBES.

While developing the PBES, we followed the measurement tool development steps recommended by the
literature (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2013; DeVellis, 2014; Seker & Gengdogan, 2014). These steps are as follows: 1)
determining the purpose of the scale, 2) deciding on the type of item to be included in the scale (Likert-type items
were used), 3) writing items and creating an item pool from literature review, target group interviews, open-ended
question applications, 4) getting expert opinion for candidate items in the item pool, 5) Turkish language editing,
and 6) conducting a pilot study and providing evidence of validity and reliability.

We employed two strategies to develop the item pool. The first strategy involved reviewing relevant
literature, from which we generated potential items using insights from measurement tools that reflect the existing
research on problem behaviors. The second strategy involved using open-ended questions directed at the target
group. The researchers developed the question, “What are the problem behaviors exhibited by students in
classrooms?” for the target audience (primary school teachers). One hundred seventy-one teachers participated in
the open-ended question application via Google Forms. We analyzed the responses, created candidate scale items,
and obtained a draft scale consisting of 37 items with the relevant literature and teacher data.

To get an expert opinion on this 37-item draft scale form, we formed a 10-person expert group consisting
of five academicians specializing in special education, three specializing in educational assessment, one
specializing in classroom teaching, and one specializing in curriculum development. We prepared a form to get
opinions from the expert group. Each item was written on the form, and the options “the item is appropriate and
should be included in the scale,” “the item is not appropriate and should be removed from the scale,” and “the item
can be included in the scale provided that it is edited” were placed opposite the item. We asked the experts to
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present their evaluations of each item. In addition, we wanted the experts to write their suggestions for editing
each item, if any. We examined the consistency between the expert opinions received through this form and those
received before the necessary arrangements were made. We examined the data by calculating the Krippendorff
Alpha coefficient (Krippendorff, 2004) and determined the calculated consistency value as 0.897, which showed
consistency between the expert opinions. Based on the expert feedback, we edited and finalized the items.
Additionally, we calculated the content validity ratio for each item by analyzing the expert opinions using the
Lawshe technique (Lawshe, 1975). We removed six items with low content validity from the scale, leaving 28
items in the draft form for the trial application.

We submitted the draft scale form, consisting of 28 items, to an academician specializing in the Turkish
Language field for evaluation in terms of clarity, comprehensibility, simplicity, and other factors. After language
editing, we converted the items into a four-point Likert scale: "never," "rarely," "frequently,” and "always."

Data Collection and Analysis

We instructed five hundred ninety teachers to "Think of three different students in your classroom who
have many, average, and few problem behaviors and fill out the PBES separately for these three students.” This
approach allowed us to gather data on 1,770 students from 590 teachers. We then randomly divided the data file
reflecting the teachers' perception of 1,770 students' problem behaviors into two separate data files, following the
scale development literature (Hair et al., 2014). We did this to simultaneously conduct both exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) instead of collecting data at two different times.

As a result of the random division process, we included data from 915 students in the EFA data file and
data from 855 students in the CFA data file. Using the data in the EFA file, we conducted analyses to explore the
construct validity of the PBES and calculated reliability evidence. With the data in the CFA file, we attempted to
verify the structure of the PBES, which had been discovered and conducted analyses in this direction. Additionally,
we carried out analyses with all undivided data (1,770), reflecting teachers' perceptions of problem behaviors in
line with the IRT. Descriptive statistics of the data in the data files created by the random division method for the
whole data file, EFA, and CFA are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Distribution of Some Variables of Students

All data file EFA data file CFA data file

Variable n (%) 0 (%) n (%)

Gender Male 1.027(58) 531(58) 481(56.3)

Female 743(42) 384(42) 374(43.7)

Nationality RT 1.563(88.3) 807(88.2) 758(88.7)
Others 207(11.7) 108(11.8) 97(11.3)

. . . Lower SES 365(20.6) 186(20.3) 169(19.8)

S]%ﬂ](;fconomlc level (SES) of the student's Middle SES 1.275(72) 664(72.6) 623(72.9)
y Upper SES 130(7.3) 65(7.1) 63(7.4)

Does the student have a formal diagnosis? \N(gs 1364323(2)2 4) 31?7(982)2) 22?7(962)4)

Mild 790(44.6) 417(45.6) 414(48.4)

Student's level of problem behavior Moderate 638(36) 328(35.8) 304(35.6)
Severe 342(19.3) 170(18.6) 137(16)

Total 1770(100) 915(100) 855(100)

Note: RT = Republic of Tiirkiye.

In the whole data file, the mean age of the students was 8.42, with a standard deviation of 1.85. In the
EFA file, the mean age of the students was 8.37, with a standard deviation of 1.49. In the CFA file, the mean age
of the students was 8.34, and the standard deviation was 1.34.

We analyzed the data obtained in the research by going through the following stages:

1. Inthe study, data showing the perception of problem behaviors of 1,770 students were obtained from 590
classroom teachers through PBES.

2. There were no unanswered items in the data obtained.

3. We saved the data in three files: total data (1.770 students), EFA data (915 students), and CFA data (855
students) using the random division method.
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We transferred the data to JAMOVI and R statistical software.

We examined the data set in all three data files to determine whether it showed a multivariate normal
distribution. We performed this examination using the "mvn" script from the R Package Program
(Korkmaz et al., 2014).

We performed the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test on the EFA file. The KMO test compares the
magnitudes of the calculated correlation coefficients with the magnitudes of the partial correlation
coefficients, providing information about sampling adequacy (Pett et al., 2003). We used the following
criteria to interpret the KMO value: above .90 "excellent," .80-.90 "good," .70-.80 "acceptable,” .60-.70
"moderate," .50-.60 "low level," and below .50 "unacceptable” (Kaiser & Rice, 1974).

We examined Bartlett's Test of Sphericity to determine whether the data set showed the characteristics of
a unit matrix (identity matrix) with diagonals of 1 and other elements of 0. A correlation matrix with a
unit matrix is not preferred in factor analysis. There is no reciprocal relationship between items in a unit
matrix. A significant Bartlett test result indicates that the data set is not a unit matrix, the desired condition
for factor analysis (Field, 2018; Pett et al., 2003).

We conducted factor analysis (EFA) using the Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) method. PAF, commonly
used in social and behavioral science research, models the shared variance in a set of X measures (Warner,
2013).

We examined the "Eigenvalue” to determine the number of factors. We used the value "1" as the
eigenvalue reference. Factors with eigenvalues greater than one are considered significant factor
candidates. When the number of variables (number of items) is between 20 and 50, using the eigenvalue
as a reference is quite reliable.

We analyzed the total variance explained. Each scale aims to measure one characteristic. PBES measures
the student's problem behavior levels based on the teachers' perception. While measuring this
characteristic, how much of the variance (variability) in problem behaviors does the PBES provide
information about? The explained variance level is the answer to this question. According to Hair et al.
(2014), in social sciences, where information is generally less precise, a solution that accounts for 60%
(and sometimes even less) of the total variance is satisfactory. According to Warner (2013), the acceptable
limits of adequacy are between 40% and 70%.

We analyzed the loading values (correlation values) obtained by the items grouped under the factors. The
minimum values that should be sought for factor loading in interpreting the factor structure are between
+ .30 and £ .40. On the other hand, £ .50 is a factor loading value that should be considered important. =
.70 and above is accepted as an indicator of a well-defined structure (Hair et al., 2014).

In the CFA analysis, we examined the degree of fit of the model. In the fit-indexes determined for CFA,
according to the literature, 0.05 < RMSEA < 0.08 is acceptable and 0 > RMSEA < 0.05 excellent for
RMSEA, 0.95 and above excellent for TLI and CFI, 2 < X?/sd <5 acceptable and 0 > X?/sd < 2 excellent
for X?/sd (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Bentler, 1990; Hooper et al, 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline,
2005; Marsh et al., 1988; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Vieira, 2011).

We determined the scale's reliability level using Cronbach's Alpha, McDonald's Omega, and the Marginal
Reliability coefficient. According to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), adequate reliability should be at
least .70 and above.

We examined validity and reliability using the ITS. First, we analyzed the assumptions of
unidimensionality and local independence (Zhao, 2008). Unidimensionality requires only one
characteristic (only one characteristic of the relevant items of the measurement tool) that affects the
performance of individuals in the measurement tool (Hambleton et al., 1991). We evaluated
unidimensionality with EFA. We tested the assumption of local independence using the Q3 statistic (Yen,
1993) and performed ITS calibrations with the “Mirt v.1.30” (Chalmers, 2012) package in the R v.4.1.2
program.

We analyzed item discrimination and difficulty levels. The discrimination value of an ideal scale item
(i.e., the “a” parameter) should be between 0.5 and 2. This parameter between 0.75 and 2.50 in the
literature indicates that it is in the acceptable range (Flannery et al., 1995). We accepted the ideal (medium
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difficulty level) limits for item difficulty levels (i.e., the “b” parameter) between -1.00 and 1.00
(Hambleton, 1994). In aptitude or achievement tests, we considered items with difficulty levels lower
than -1.00 as manageable and those higher than 1.00 as problematic.

16. We analyzed item information functions and item characteristic curves.
Findings
CTT Validity and Reliability Evidence of PBES

We examined the multivariate normal distribution of the EFA data from 915 students and determined that
the data set did not follow a multivariate normal distribution. The KMO value was .970. In this case, examining
the data file in terms of partial correlations is suitable for factor analysis. Bartlett's test result was 15671, which
was significant (p < .05). This result shows that the data matrix is not a unit matrix and has a suitable matrix
structure for factor analysis.

As the data analysis section explained, we preferred the PAF method for factor identification. We
analyzed with 28 items in the PBES draft form. Some items did not reach the factor correlation loading values
recommended by the literature. These items are numbered 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 16, 18, 26, and 27. After these items
were excluded from the scale, 18 items remained and were grouped under two factors. To clarify the factor
structure and identify the items under each factor, we used eigenvalue analysis, scree plot analysis, and the oblimin
rotation method. We chose the oblimin rotation method because the two factors were highly correlated. Table 3
displays the analysis results conducted within the scope of EFA.

When we read the items in Factor 1 semantically, we determined they were related to problem behaviors
affecting the classroom climate. There were ten items in this factor and no reverse-coded (scored) items. The items
under the factor showed correlation loadings between .492 and .978 and item-total correlations between .709 and
.877. This factor has an eigenvalue of 6.72 and alone explains 37% of the variance in student problem behaviors.

Analyzing the items in Factor 2 semantically, we found that they were related to problem behaviors that
affect students' learning. There were eight items in this factor. There were no reverse-coded (scored) items. The
items under the factor showed correlation loadings between .522 and .938 and item-total correlations between
0.555 and 0.848. This factor had an eigenvalue of 5.59 and alone explained 31% of the variance in student problem
behaviors. We examined the reliability level of the PBES for the total scale scores and scale factors using
Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's Omega reliability analyses according to the CTT. Table 4 shows the reliability
analysis results.
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Table 3
EFA Analysis Results

Factors Explained Items coded Lowest Highest
Items F1 F2 Eigenvalue va?iance Factor name reversed possible ossit?le score
FLVR ITC FLVR ITC score P
128  Bullies his/her friends. .978 .852
114 Fights with friends. .878 877
18 Mocks his/her friends. .863 .809
119  Harms his/her friends. .850 .854
124 Makes unfair accusations. .817 .817
125  Uses abusive/slang words. .806 .817 Problem behaviors
Constantly complains about his/her 6.72 373 affecting whole None 10 40
121 friends. 144 766 classroom
Behaves in a way that prevents his/her
111 friends from listening to the teacher. 623 826
112 ll:/aaglsks around the classroom during 508 709
122 Makes excuses to leave the class. 492 741
120  Does not do homework. .938 792
17 Does not fulfill the tasks in class. .851 .848
12 Does not brlr)g th_e necessary course 837 783
materials with him/her.
19  Does not participate in group activities. .785 .790
117 Does not listen to the teacher._ _ .765 .843 559 31 Probler_n behaviors _ None 8 3
Does not use the course materials in affecting own learning
123 accordance with the goals of the .765 .820
lesson.
113 Doe_s r)qt follow the rules of group 606 817
activities.
115 Does not ask for help even if needed. 522 .555
Note: F1 = factor 1; F2 = factor 2; FLVVR = factor load value after rotation; ITC = item total correlation.
Dayi et al. 2025, 26(4)



Table 4
Reliability Analysis Results of the PBES

Scale Cronbach’s Alpha McDonald’s Omega
F1 problem behaviors affecting whole classroom .956 .956
F2 problem behaviors affecting own learning .938 .939
PBES total scores .966 .967

Note: F1 = factor 1; F2 = factor 2; PBES = problem behavior evaluation scale.

The reliability values calculated for the PBES and its factors are above .900. The data analysis section
explains that a reliability value of .700 and above is accepted as a high level of reliability. Hence, a high level of
reliability was obtained for the scale and its factors.

The EFA applied within the scope of CTT revealed the structure of the PBES, consisting of 18 items and
two factors. This structure was confirmed in the CFA data file of 855 students created by the random division
method from the general data file. The diagram resulting from the CFA modeling is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1
PBES Confirmatory Factor Analysis Diagram and Standardized Correlation Values
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The fit indexes obtained in CFA were calculated as CF1=.953, TLI=.945, RMSEA=.079, and X?/df =
4.218. According to the literature, these fit indices are within acceptable limits. These results confirmed the two-
factor structure of the PBES.

IRT Validity and Reliability Evidence of PBES

We used data collected from 1.770 students through 590 classroom teachers as the data set in the CTT
analyses. According to the CTT evidence, the PBES consisted of two factors. We accepted both factors as
independent and conducted IRT analyses. For Factor 1, Problem Behaviors Affecting Classroom Climate, we
tested local independence and found no item violating local independence. We performed item calibrations in the
IRT using the Generalized Partial Credit Model (GPCM). According to the GPCM, the statistics calculated for the
items in Factor 1 are given in Table 5.

Table 5

Item Fit-Indexes for PCBS Factor 1 (Problem Behaviors Affecting Whole Classroom Climate)
Item GPCM

S x2 df RMSEA

18 83.707 39 .025
111 83.823 42 .024
112 73.596 53 .015
114 54.639 32 .020
119 29.409 31 .000
121 66.909 45 .017
122 107.189 50 .025
124 59.274 39 .017
125 76.360 38 .024
128 36.914 33 .008

Examining the RMSEA values, indicating that items fit within the scope of IRT, is essential. The criterion
level for RMSEA is 0.080 and below (Stout, 1990). The RMSEA values for the ten items in Factor 1 of the PBES
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are 0.025 and below. The required level of fit for the items was obtained. The “a” (item discrimination) and “b”
(item difficulty) parameters and standard errors were determined for the ten items in Factor 1. Table 6 presents the

results.

Table 6

Item Parameters for PCRS Factor 1 (Problem Behaviors Affecting Whole Classroom Climate)
Item a(SE) b1(SE) b2(SE) b3(SE)

18 3.113 (0.156) -.023 (0.035) .937 (0.041) 1.669 (0.061)

111 2.993 (0.148) -.208 (0.037) 575 (0.037) 1.433 (0.052)
112 1.828 (0.092) .126 (0.045) .975 (0.053) 1.809 (0.084)
114 5.174 (0.278) -.320 (0.033) 613 (0.032) 1.416 (0.044)
119 5.278 (0.302) .071 (0.031) .860 (0.034) 1.652 (0.053)
121 2.381 (0.114) -.618 (0.042) .598 (0.040) 1.572 (0.061)
122 1.934 (0.098) .268 (0.044) .976 (0.051) 2.116 (0.098)
124 3.201 (0.160) -.041 (0.035) .876 (0.039) 1.775 (0.064)
125 3.450 (0.181) .147 (0.034) .915 (0.039) 1.608 (0.057)
128 4.821(0.273) .132 (0.031) .899 (0.036) 1.564 (0.051)

Note: Iteration = 163; LogLikelihood = - 13840.758; p < .05.
Although the ideal discrimination for each item in the scale items is accepted between .5 and 2, the range
between .75 and 2.50 for the “a” parameter is also acceptable. I12, 121, and 122 achieved the ideal discrimination
level among the 10 items under PBES actor 1. According to the estimations made according to GPCM
(LogLikelihood, p < .05), item agreement was achieved. Item characteristic curves are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Item Characteristic Curves for Factor 1 Items of the PBES

P(o)

and 28. Items 12, 21, and 22 are less informative than the other items.

10
08
06
04
02
00

10
08
06
04
02
00

Item Probability Functions

Il
125

)

119

121

122

- 1.0
- 08
Foe P2

04 P4
02

~ 00

112

Item characteristic curves show that almost all of the 10 items under Factor 1 work well with their options
in the response set. Item information functions are shown in Figure 3. The item information function is a graphical
representation that shows the range of the trait (the trait tried to be measured in the scale) in which the item best
discriminates the individuals taking the measurement tool (Edelen & Reeve, 2007). The higher the peak of the
curve in the item information function, the more information the item provides. When the item information
functions of the items of Factor 1 of the PBES are analyzed, the items with the most information are 14, 19, 25,
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Item Information Functions of Factor 1 Items of the PBES
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We tested local independence for Factor 2, Problem Behaviors Affecting Self-Learning, and found no
item violating local independence. Table 7 shows the statistics calculated for the items in Factor 2.

Table 7
Item Fit-Indexes for PBES Factor 2 (Problem Behaviors Affecting Self-Learning)
ltem GPCM
S x2 df RMSEA
12 45.495 31 0.016
17 40.743 26 0.018
19 62.533 29 0.026
113 41.415 28 0.016
115 96.480 43 0.027
117 48.369 27 0.021
120 76.344 32 0.028
123 52.812 28 0.022

RMSEA values for the eight items in Factor 2 of the PBES are 0.028 and below. The required
level of fit for the items was obtained. The “a” (item discrimination) and “b” (item difficulty) parameters and
standard errors were determined for the eight items in Factor 2. Table 8 presents the results.

Among the eight items under Factor 2 of the PBES, 12, 115, and 120 achieved the ideal discrimination
level. According to the estimations made according to GPCM (LogLikelihood, p < .05), item agreement was
achieved. Item characteristic curves are shown in Figure 4.

Day: et al.

2025, 26(4)



CLASSICAL TEST THEORY AND ITEM RESPONSE THEORY VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY
EVIDENCE OF PROBLEM BEHAVIOR EVALUATION SCALE

568

Table 8
Item Parameters for PBES Factor 2 (Problem Behaviors Affecting Self-Learning)
Item a(SE) b1(SE) b2(SE) b3(SE)
12 2.733 (0.135) -0.370 (0.038) 0.902 (0.042) 1.789 (0.069)
17 4.233 (0.229) -0.151 (0.033) 0.725 (0.035) 1.609 (0.053)
19 3.091 (0.162) 0.025 (0.035) 1.047 (0.043) 1.743 (0.066)
113 3.504 (0.185) -0.069 (0.034) 0.728 (0.037) 1.680 (0.059)
115 1.169 (0.063) -0.598 (0.059) 1.387 (0.079) 2.227 (0.133)
117 4.109 (0.216) -0.432 (0.035) 0.600 (0.034) 1.448 (0.048)
120 2.699 (0.134) -0.224 (0.037) 0.890 (0.042) 1.647 (0.063)
123 3.572 (0.189) -0.033 (0.034) 0.840 (0.038) 1.743 (0.061)
Note: lteration = 124; LogLikelihood: - 11707.660; p < .05.
Figure 4
Item Characteristic Curves for Factor 2 Items of PBES
Item Probability Functions
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Item characteristic curves show that almost all of the eight items under Factor 2 work well with their
options in the response set. Figure 5 depicts item information functions. When we look at the item information
functions of the PBES Factor 2 items, the most informative items are 2, 7, 9, 13, 17, 20, and 23. Item 15 provides
less information than the other items. The calculated marginal reliability coefficient is 893 for Factor 1 and 0.887
for Factor 2. As explained in the data analysis section, this value indicates a high level of reliability according to

the literature.
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Figure 5

Item Information Functions of PBES Factor 2 Items
Item Information
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Discussion

This study examined the validity and reliability of the Problem Behavior Evaluation Scale (PBES), which
will assess students' problem behaviors based on teachers' observations and perceptions in school and classroom
environments, according to classical test theory and item response theory. A total of 590 classroom teachers
working in primary schools participated in the study planned for this purposeln the first stage, we conducted a
literature review on the purpose and subject of the scale. Based on the literature review and expert opinions, we
created an item pool for the scale. We analyzed the validity evidence of the PBES through exploratory factor
analysis according to classical test theory, and item characteristic curves, item information functions, and item
discriminations according to item response theory. As a result, we determined that the PBES is a valid scale with
18 items and two factors. We determined the reliability of the PBES using Cronbach's Alpha and McDonald's
Omega coefficients according to classical test theory, and the marginal reliability coefficient according to item
response theory. The results showed that the PBES had a high level of reliability. With its 18-item and two-factor
structure, the PBES is an uncomplicated, easy-to-respond, and valuable scale. As a result of the analysis, the first
factor consisted of 10 items, and the second factor consisted of eight items.

By the characteristics and scope of the items, the first factor was named "problem behaviors affecting
classroom climate," and the second factor was named "problem behaviors affecting self-learning." Previous studies
included different items in the developed or adapted scales with different factor numbers and names. For example,
the TOCA-R developed by Werthamer-Larsson et al. (1991), which aims to assess students' classroom adaptive
behaviors based on teachers' observations, consists of three factors (concentration problems, disruptive/aggressive
behavior, and shy behavior) with 43 items. The TOCA-C, developed by Leaf et al. (2002) and examined for
validity and factor structure by Koth et al. (2009), consists of three factors (concentration problems, disruptive
behavior, and prosocial behavior) with 25 items. The adaptation of TOCA-C into Turkish with the data obtained
from preschools consists of 21 items with the same factors as TOCA-C (Aydos et al., 2014). When examining the
literature, we see that the scales developed or adapted generally directly measure students' classroom adaptation
behaviors (appropriate and inappropriate). Therefore, a third factor is positive social behaviors or a similar factor.
However, since the PBES aims to assess problem behaviors, positive social behaviors are not included among the
factors directly. The PBES developed in this study differs from previously developed scales. On the other hand,
although the Revised Problem Behavior Checklist, which was developed by Quay & Peterson (1996) and whose
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psychometric properties were examined in Turkish by Kaner & Cigekei (2000), aims to measure problem behaviors
directly, the number of items is enough to create difficulties in practice. When examining the scales, we see that
the original scale has six factors with 89 items (Conduct Disorder, Socialized Aggression, Attention Problems -
Playfulness, Anxiety - Withdrawal, Psychotic Behavior, Motor Tension), while the Turkish adaptation has three
factors with 56 items (Conduct Disorder - Hyperactivity and Impulsivity, Depression - Attention Deficit and
Socialized Aggression). In this respect, the PBES is a relatively easy scale with its 18-item two-factor structure.
In addition, the PBES is a handy scale for practice environments that teachers can use to identify problem behaviors
in the classroom without the need for an additional evaluator. While the literature emphasizes the positive aspects
of direct observation as a behavior assessment method and its difficulties in requiring additional labor and time,
behavior assessment scales that teachers can easily use are associated with efficiency (Chafouleas et al., 2009).
From these perspectives, PBES is a practical and helpful scale that can be used to identify students' problem
behaviors in practice settings.

One of the two factors of the PBES developed in the current study was named "Problem Behaviors
Affecting Classroom Climate." The term classroom climate in the name of this factor can be used with different
names such as classroom atmosphere, classroom environment, and learning environment in the literature (Adelman
& Taylor, 2005). Classroom climate is defined as the psychological, social, and physical effects created by teacher-
student and student-student relationships in the classroom, classroom rules, and the physical structure of the
classroom (Ac¢ikgdz, 1998). In the international and national literature, there are various scales and scale adaptation
studies prepared for different school levels aiming to directly assess classroom climate (e.g., Cengel & Tiirkoglu,
2015; Dwyer et al., 2004; Ozbay & Sahin, 2000; Sagkal et al., 2015). When the literature is examined, it is
generally seen that the dimensions, including the teacher's classroom management and teaching style and teacher-
student interaction, constitute the classroom climate (Evans et al., 2009). In studies, classroom climate is associated
with variables such as class participation and motivation (Ryan & Patrick, 2001), course success (Pierce, 1994),
delinquency (Sprott, 2004), attitudes toward the course, and self-esteem (Chionh & Fraser, 2009), and mental
health (Somersalo et al., 2002). The items that make up the "Problem Behaviors Affecting Classroom Climate"
factor of the PBES developed in this study also support the content specified in the literature.

The second factor of the PBES relates to students’ problem behaviors that negatively affect their learning.
Examining the items in this factor, we see that they relate to problem behaviors concerning students’ participation
in class and their task fulfillment behaviors necessary for success. The literature emphasizes that what students
learn at school is directly related to the level of their participation in course activities (Brophy, 1979; Greenwood
et al., 2002). At the same time, studies reveal that high levels of participation are associated with success, while
low levels of participation are associated with problem behaviors (Baker et al., 2008; Noltemeyer et al., 2015).
Low levels of engagement in course activities pose various challenges for the students, other students in the class,
and the teacher (Alter et al., 2013). In addition, low engagement levels are considered an important indicator of
students' long-term success (Skinner et al., 1998). These behaviors, which lead to negative consequences for
teachers and students, can be measured by the second factor of the PBES. As a result, with the two factors of the
PBES, problem behaviors that can directly affect classroom climate, teacher effectiveness, and students' short and
long-term achievement can be assessed accurately and practically.

This scale can be used in primary schools in Tiirkiye to evaluate students' problem behaviors based on
teachers' observations and perceptions. The scale is thought to support scientific studies on problem behaviors. In
addition, it is hoped that the PBES will contribute to the rapid identification of students' problem behaviors in
primary schools and to making necessary arrangements.

As a result, we conducted a scale development study in this research. The study employed classroom
teachers working in primary schools. The study can be extended to different school types and levels, teachers with
different teaching specialties, and special education teachers. We finalized the scale based solely on teachers'
responses. Observations and qualitative interviews can be conducted in schools, and the scope of the study can be
expanded by examining teacher minutes, student outcomes, etc. Although the number of participants reached
during the data collection process of the scale seems sufficient for the analysis, the validity and reliability of the
scale can be tested again with different participants in future studies.
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