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Abstract Key Words
The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure parents’ School
perceptions of schools where their children are enrolled in schools affiliated with Parent
the Ministry of National Education. The research was conducted with a sample Perception
of 1,658 parents of students attending schools in a province located in the Scale
Aegean Region of Tirkiye. To examine the construct validity of the scale, Validi
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) ‘a 1. fty
were performed. The EFA results indicated that the scale had a four-factor Reliability
structure consisting of “School Guidance Services,” “School Social Activities,”

“Teachers at School,” and “School Administrators,” explaining 61.51% of the .
total variance. The CFA findings (CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.045, About Article

SRMR = 0.033, GFI = 0.90) demonstrated a high level of model fit. The
reliability of the scale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s
omega coefficients. For the overall scale, the reliability coefficient was .965,
while the sub-dimensions ranged between .849 and .949. These results indicate
a high level of internal consistency. In conclusion, the developed scale is
considered a multidimensional, valid, and reliable instrument for measuring
parents’ perceptions of schools.
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Introduction

Education is a multifaceted process that is not limited to students’ acquisition of academic
knowledge but also encompasses their social, emotional, cultural, and personal development. One of the
most critical factors determining the quality of this process is the relationship between schools and
families. While schools ensure students’ active participation in educational processes, families play a
supportive and reinforcing role in these processes (Epstein, 1995). Collaboration between educational
institutions and families has both direct and indirect effects on students’ achievement, motivation, school
engagement, and socio-emotional development (Fan & Chen, 2001; Hill & Tyson, 2009). Therefore,
examining parents’ perceptions of schools is of critical importance in understanding the quality of
educational processes.

Recent studies have shown that parents’ perceptions of schools are closely related not only to
students’ academic achievement but also to the school’s image, its perceived credibility in society, and
parents’ general attitudes toward the education system (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1997; Sheldon,
2003). Measuring parents’ perceptions of schools is essential for identifying the strengths and
weaknesses of educational institutions. In this way, schools can develop policies that better align with
parental expectations, strengthen collaborations that enhance student achievement, and reinforce their
ties with the broader community (Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005).

Although studies on measuring parents’ perceptions of public schools in Tiirkiye are relatively
limited (Kog, 2018; Yildirim, 2019), it is evident that research in this area can make significant
contributions to educational policy development and institutional improvement. In this context, a scale
developed to measure parents’ perceptions is expected not only to provide quantitative data but also to
offer insights that support practices aimed at strengthening school-family cooperation.

The scale developed in this study aims to examine parents’ perceptions of schools through four
main dimensions: (1) School Guidance Services, (2) School Social Activities, (3) Teachers at School,
and (4) School Administrators. These four dimensions are widely recognized in the literature as the
primary domains where parental perceptions are most strongly concentrated (Christenson & Sheridan,
2001; Epstein, 2018). They were considered together because they holistically reflect the academic,
administrative, and psychosocial functioning of schools. The theoretical background and literature
related to each factor are presented below.

School Guidance Services

School guidance services are systematic services structured to support students’ cognitive,
emotional, social, and career development (American School Counselor Association [ASCA], 2019).
The core functions of guidance services include assisting students in setting academic goals, supporting
their career orientation, addressing psychosocial problems, and intervening in crisis situations when
necessary (Sink & Stroh, 2003). International research has demonstrated that the effectiveness of
guidance services enhances students’ academic performance, school adjustment, and socio-emotional
development (Carey & Dimmitt, 2012; Whiston et al., 2011). At the same time, how parents perceive
these services is considered a critical indicator of their accessibility and quality (Bryan & Holcomb-
McCoy, 2007).

Studies conducted in Tiirkiye indicate that guidance services are often perceived mainly in terms
of academic and vocational guidance; however, parents’ expectations regarding students’ social and
emotional needs are not fully met (Erkan, 2011; Giiven, 2019). Therefore, the guidance services
dimension of the scale to be developed will enable the evaluation of the extent to which parents perceive
these services as sufficient, accessible, and effective.

School Social Activities

Schools are not only institutions where academic learning takes place but also important social
environments that support students’ social, cultural, and athletic development. Social activities
conducted within schools strengthen students’ sense of belonging to school, increase their interaction
with peers, and contribute to the development of communication skills. In addition, these activities
support life skills such as taking responsibility, cooperating with others, and exploring different interests,
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thereby contributing to students’ holistic development (Eccles & Barber, 1999; Fredricks & Eccles,
2006).

Research shows that regular participation in school social activities increases students’ school
engagement, reduces disciplinary problems, and contributes positively to academic achievement
(Mahoney & Cairns, 1997; Fredricks & Eccles, 2006). From the parents’ perspective, the diversity,
quality, and benefits of these activities are often regarded as indicators of overall school effectiveness
(Durlak et al., 2011). In the Turkish context, studies on the quality of social activities have revealed that
parental expectations often exceed school resources, and particularly in public schools, limited resources
make it difficult to sustain such activities (Aydogdu & Bas, 2021; Kilig, 2020). Therefore, the social
activities dimension of the scale is important in revealing how parents perceive the social opportunities
offered by schools.

Teachers at School

Teachers are the most visible and influential actors in schools. It is well established that parents’
perceptions of schools are largely shaped by teachers’ attitudes, behaviors, and professional
competencies (Hattie, 2009). Teachers’ pedagogical knowledge, approach to students, communication
skills, and classroom management competencies directly affect how parents evaluate school quality
(Klassen & Chiu, 2010). Research indicates that effective teacher—parent communication not only
enhances student achievement but also increases parents’ trust in and satisfaction with the school (Fan
& Chen, 2001; Epstein, 2018).

Studies conducted in Tiirkiye have also shown that the level of teacher collaboration with
parents is a determining factor in overall school perception (Kog, 2018; Yildirim, 2019). Therefore,
including teachers as a separate dimension in the scale allows for a comprehensive evaluation of both
teachers’ professional attitudes and parents’ perceptions of these attitudes.

School Administrators

School administrators are leaders who determine the vision of the school, shape institutional
culture, and are responsible for the implementation of educational policies. In parents’ perceptions of
schools, administrators’ leadership style, communication skills, and level of transparency play a
significant role (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000; Hallinger, 2011). Research shows that a democratic and
participatory leadership approach strengthens school—family collaboration and increases parents’ trust
in the school (Sebastian et al., 2017).

Studies in Tiirkiye indicate that parents’ expectations from school administrators are mostly
concentrated on discipline, safety, and communication dimensions (Aydin, 2013; Tasdan & Yilmaz,
2008). Accordingly, the administrator dimension of the scale aims to evaluate parents’ perceptions of
managerial processes, leadership style, and the level of participation in decision-making processes.

Need for Scale Development and Contribution of the Study

In the literature, there are several scale studies aimed at measuring parental perceptions and
family—school relationships. The widely used Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) model
conceptualizes parents’ perceptions of involvement in their children’s education within motivational
and behavioral dimensions, focusing on explaining why and how parents engage in educational
processes. Scales developed based on this model primarily emphasize parental involvement, parenting
roles, and home—school interaction; however, they do not aim to evaluate the structural and functional
dimensions of school services in a holistic and integrated manner.

When scale studies developed or adapted in the Turkish context are examined, a similar pattern
emerges. The parental involvement scale developed by Ko¢ (2018) assesses parents’ levels of
participation in education through dimensions such as teacher communication, home-based learning
support, and participation in school activities. However, it does not comprehensively address parental
perceptions regarding guidance services, school administration, and the quality of social activities.
Likewise, the family—school cooperation scales discussed by Erdogan and Demirkasimoglu (2010)
focus on measuring parents’ attitudes and expectations toward collaboration, rather than addressing
school service domains within a multidimensional structure.

56



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research 2026, Vol 12, Issue 1, 54-76 Metin YASAR

In Tiirkiye, there are also studies aimed at determining parents’ overall satisfaction with schools
(Sisman & Turan, 2004; Ozbas, 2013). Although these studies are valuable in capturing general parental
evaluations of schools, they are mostly unidimensional or include a limited number of sub-dimensions.
In particular, core school components such as guidance services, social activities, teacher competencies,
and school leadership are either examined separately or not assessed within an integrated framework.

In addition, the literature includes measurement tools focusing on school climate (Calik & Kurt,
2010), satisfaction with guidance services (Yesilyaprak, 2016), and parental self-efficacy perceptions in
special education processes (Sucuoglu & Kargm, 2014). However, these instruments are either
developed for a specific service domain or limited to a particular context, such as special education. This
restricts their ability to evaluate parents’ perceptions of general school services in a multidimensional
and holistic manner.

The scale developed in this study addresses these limitations by examining parents’ perceptions
of school services in public schools in Tiirkiye through four simultaneous dimensions: guidance
services, social activities, teachers, and school administrators. In this respect, the scale differs from
instruments that focus solely on parental involvement or general satisfaction. Instead, it provides a
multidimensional and integrative framework for evaluating parents’ perceptions of the core functional
components of schools.

Therefore, it can be argued that the developed measurement tool stands apart from existing scale
studies in the Turkish context in terms of both its scope and the combination of its dimensions, thereby
making a unique and meaningful contribution to the literature.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool that
examines parents’ perceptions of schools within a multidimensional framework. A review of the
literature indicates that there are a limited number of instruments addressing parental perceptions, and
existing scales are generally either unidimensional or focus only on specific components of schools. In
this context, the “Parent—School Perception Scale” developed in this study differs from previous
research by adopting a holistic approach that includes school administrators, teachers, guidance services,
and social activities as core dimensions.

In addition, the use of a large sample group, the application of both exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses, and the provision of strong evidence for validity and reliability demonstrate that the
study makes a significant contribution to the literature. In this respect, the research is expected to
contribute not only to academic studies but also to educational practice. The developed scale does not
merely describe perception levels; rather, it offers a comprehensive model that evaluates the structural
and functional components of schools in an integrated manner.

Method

This study focuses on the development of a scale with statistically verified validity and
reliability, aimed at determining the direction and level of parents’ perceptions of schools, where their
children are enrolled at different educational levels under the Ministry of National Education. Although
the study is a scale development research, it was conducted within the framework of the descriptive
survey model in terms of the scientific research process.

Descriptive research is defined as studies that aim to describe the current situation as it is and to
collect and interpret data in order to identify the characteristics of a group (Biiyiikoztiirk, Kilig-Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz, & Demirel, 2014; Karasar, 2016; Creswell, 2016). The main purpose of this study is
to present the existing situation as it is and to determine the psychometric properties of the developed
measurement tool. In this regard, the study is classified within the descriptive survey design, as it does
not aim to establish causal relationships between variables but rather to describe existing levels of
parental perceptions (Creswell, 2016).
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Study Group

Sample size is of critical importance in research for obtaining reliable and valid results. The
literature presents different recommendations regarding adequate sample size. For instance, some
researchers suggest that a minimum of 300 participants is required to obtain a stable factor structure in
factor analysis (Norusis, 1998; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Another commonly proposed criterion is
that the sample size should be at least 5 to 10 times the number of observed variables (Bryman & Cramer,
2001, as cited in Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). When factors are strong and clearly
defined, sample sizes between 100 and 200 may also be considered sufficient (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001). Cattell (1978, as cited in Bayirli & Balci, 2021) recommends a subject-to-variable ratio between
3:1 and 6:1, while Child (2006) suggests that a sample size approximately five times the number of
items may be adequate.

The study sample consisted of parents of students enrolled in public schools affiliated with the
Ministry of National Education in a province located in the Aegean Region of Tiirkiye, including the
city center, districts, and villages (N = 2,150). Participants were reached through school administrators
and teachers at their children’s schools, and data collection was carried out on a voluntary basis. Since
individuals within the population did not have an equal chance of being selected and the sample was
formed based on accessibility, a convenience sampling method was used (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2014;
Creswell, 2016; Etikan et al., 2016). In scale development studies, convenience sampling is often
preferred when a sufficiently large and diverse sample is needed to examine factor structure and
reliability (DeVellis, 2017; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).

As this is a scale development study, its primary aim is to develop a valid and reliable
measurement tool for assessing parents’ perceptions of schools. In such studies, priority is given not to
demographic characteristics of the sample but to determining the factor structure of the developed items
and testing the psychometric properties of the scale (DeVellis, 2017; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).
Therefore, detailed demographic data were not collected, and the focus was placed on construct validity
and reliability analyses. Comparisons based on demographic variables were considered a potential
direction for future studies in which the scale will be applied to different samples (Kline, 2016).

It is generally recommended that Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) be conducted on separate samples, as CFA aims to confirm the structure derived from
EFA using an independent dataset (Kline, 2016). However, the literature also indicates that when a
sufficiently large sample is available, splitting the dataset into two subsamples—one for EFA and the
other for CFA—is an acceptable approach (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006; Hair et al., 2019; Brown,
2015; DeVellis, 2017). Brown (2015) and Kline (2016) also emphasize that this approach is
methodologically appropriate, particularly when practical constraints are present. Therefore, although
using independent samples is ideal, dividing a large dataset for EFA and CFA is considered a valid
procedure in psychometric research.

Data Collection and Analysis Process

In order for the measured construct to be validly and reliably represented, the measurement instrument
developed in this study was first required to demonstrate these psychometric qualities. Accordingly,
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was initially conducted to establish the validity of the “parents’
perceptions of schools” scale, followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to test the accuracy of
the obtained structure. The internal consistency of the scale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, and a high level of reliability was achieved. Data analyses were performed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 23) and LISREL 8.84 software packages, and the
results of EFA and CFA were interpreted to evaluate the validity of the factor structure.

This methodological approach incorporates the procedures recommended in the literature to
ensure both scientific rigor and the validity and reliability of measurement instruments in scale
development studies. In this way, parents’ perceptions of schools can be systematically and reliably
examined (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; Bryman & Cramer, 2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

As noted above, a total of 2,150 parents were reached through school administrators and
teachers within the scope of the study. Of these, 1,800 parents returned the questionnaires. Upon
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examination of the returned forms, it was determined that 1,658 were completed appropriately and
without missing data, whereas the remaining forms were excluded due to incomplete or invalid
responses. The final dataset of 1,658 valid responses was divided into two independent subsamples.
Accordingly, 1,000 responses were used for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), and 658 responses were
used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Thus, the exploration and validation of the factor
structure were conducted on two independent samples, strengthening the methodological robustness of
the analyses.

While some researchers argue that EFA and CFA can be conducted on the same dataset (Henson
& Roberts, 2006; Turgut & Baykul, 2012), there are differing views regarding this practice. Some
scholars state that conducting both analyses on the same sample may pose methodological limitations
(Brown, 2015; Kline, 2011). If different results emerge from applying two distinct methodological
approaches to the same dataset, this may indicate issues with the analytical approaches rather than the
dataset itself (Brown, 2015).

From another perspective, it is argued that conducting EFA and CFA on the same dataset is not
appropriate because EFA is a data-driven technique, whereas CFA is used to test a pre-specified
theoretical model (Hayduk, 2014; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Therefore, using the same dataset for
both stages may not provide sufficient evidence for model validation. However, some researchers
suggest that when a sufficiently large sample is available, applying both EFA and CFA within the same
dataset can be methodologically acceptable (Dogan, 2017; Weston & Gore, 2006). In such cases,
dividing the sample into two subsamples—one for EFA and the other for CFA—is considered a valid
approach that allows for independent validation of the factor structure.

The appropriateness of conducting EFA and CFA on the same or different samples depends on
the researcher’s methodological choices and the size of the sample (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2011; Weston
& Gore, 2006). Both approaches have advantages and limitations; therefore, the most suitable method
should be selected in line with the research objectives and conditions. Some scholars also suggest that
these analyses may be conducted on different samples with similar demographic characteristics
(Mundfrom, Shaw, & Ke, 2005; Osborne, 2014; Preacher & MacCallum, 2002, as cited in Bayirhh &
Balci, 2021).

In this study, in addition to the approaches suggested in the literature, an alternative strategy
was adopted. Since a sufficiently large sample was available, the dataset was split into two parts: 1,000
participants were used for EFA, and the remaining 658 participants were used for CFA. This approach
ensured both methodological rigor and independent validation of the scale structure.

Development of the Measurement Instrument

The development of the measurement instrument was carried out in four stages. In the first stage,
parents’ perceptions of school administration, teachers, guidance services, and overall school
functioning were identified as sub-dimensions, and parents’ perceptions regarding these domains were
examined. In the second stage, a group of 50 parents was asked to express their views in writing
regarding these sub-dimensions, and qualitative data were collected through open-ended responses. In
the third stage, a literature review was conducted to identify studies that could contribute to item
development (Ball, Bates, Amorose, & Anderson-Kasap, 2017; Ertem & Gokalp, 2017; Bugay, Avci,
& Ozdemir, 2018; Cayak, 2024; Yurtbakan & Akyildiz, 2020; Hill, 2006). In the fourth stage, an 80-
item draft scale was developed based on the findings obtained from the previous three stages. The items
were reviewed in terms of language clarity and meaning integrity by an expert in the field, and necessary
revisions were made.

The scale was designed using a five-point Likert-type format. The response options were
structured as “Strongly Disagree” (1), “Disagree” (2), “Neither Agree nor Disagree” (3), “Agree” (4),
and “Strongly Agree” (5). Scoring was arranged such that negatively worded items were reverse-coded
from 1 to 5, whereas positively worded items were scored from 5 to 1.

Data Analysis

In order for the developed instrument to adequately measure parents’ perceptions of schools, it
must demonstrate sufficient validity and reliability. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was employed

59



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research 2026, Vol 12, Issue 1, 54-76 Metin YASAR

to examine the construct validity of the scale. Factor analysis is a statistical technique used to reduce a
large number of interrelated variables into a smaller number of conceptually meaningful and relatively
independent factors (Tathidil, 1992; Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Patir, 2019; Dogan &
Basokcu, 2010; Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004; Hurley et al., 1997). Johnson and Wichern (2002, as
cited in Karagoz, Demir, & Giinel, 2019) define factor analysis as a statistical method used to reveal the
underlying latent dimensions behind a large number of observable variables.

In this study, EFA was conducted first, followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). SPSS
23 was used for item statistics and EFA, while CFA was performed using LISREL 8.8.

Findings

Before conducting factor analysis on the data, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was used to
determine whether the data were suitable for factor analysis, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
coefficient was used to assess whether the sample size was adequate for factorization. The obtained
statistics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and bartlett’s test of sphericity results

Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy 975
Approx. Chi-Square (%?) 42267.820
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 703
)% .000

When the data presented in Table 1 are examined, the Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy is found to be 0.975. In the literature, KMO values of 0.90 and above are considered
to indicate a “marvelous” level of adequacy (Ozgiir, 2003; Sencan, 2005; Kalayci, 2008; Cokluk,
Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Tavsancil, 2014; Yasar, 2014; Giiris & Astar, 2014). This result
indicates that the sample size is highly appropriate for factor analysis and that the items have sufficient
adequacy to reveal a reliable factor structure.

The results of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were found to be ¥> = 42,267.82, df = 703, and p <
.001. This test examines whether the correlation matrix is an identity matrix, and a significant p-value
indicates that there are sufficient correlations among the items, confirming the suitability of the data for
factor analysis.

In summary, the statistics presented in Table 1 clearly demonstrate that both the sample size and
the inter-item correlations are appropriate for factor analysis. Following the determination of data
suitability, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted first, followed by Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA).

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is a multivariate statistical technique that aims to reduce a
large number of observed variables into a smaller number of latent factors by analyzing their shared
variance (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Hair et al.,, 2019). The fundamental assumption of EFA is that
correlations among observed variables are explained by a limited number of underlying latent constructs.
In this respect, EFA allows the discovery of the underlying structural pattern of a measurement
instrument.

Theoretically, EFA enables researchers to identify a factor structure without being constrained
by a predefined model, allowing a data-driven approach. This is particularly advantageous in newly
developed scales or in situations where theoretical structures have not yet been empirically tested
(Costello & Osborne, 2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). In scale development literature, the
primary function of EFA is to determine the factor loading patterns of items and to provide initial
empirical evidence for construct validity (DeVellis, 2017).

EFA also enables the use of multiple criteria such as eigenvalues, scree plot, and parallel
analysis for determining the number of factors, thereby grounding model specification in statistical
evidence (Hair et al., 2019). The results obtained at this stage provide a theoretical and empirical
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foundation for the subsequent Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). While CFA is based on testing a
predefined model, EFA focuses on model exploration (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2016). Therefore, applying
both techniques on independent samples enhances methodological rigor in scale development studies.

For the EFA, data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS
23). Initially, missing values were examined, and the adequacy of the sample size and the assumption
of normality were tested. The results indicated that there were no missing data and that the distribution
met the assumption of normality. After verifying these conditions, EFA was conducted. The analysis
revealed a four-factor structure. The first factor was labeled “School Guidance Services,” the second
factor “School Social Activities,” the third factor “Teachers at School,” and the fourth factor “School
Administrators.” The statistical results of the EFA are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Total variance explained by the scale

Initial Eigenvalues

Factors p - -
Eigenvalue Variance (%) Cumulative (%)
1. School Guidance Services 16.759 44.102 44.102
2. School Social Activities 3.048 8.021 52.122
3. Teachers at School 1.988 5.231 57.354
4.  School Administrators 1.579 4.156 61.510

When Table 2 is examined, it is observed that a four-factor structure emerged based on the
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) results. Two criteria were used to determine the number of factors.
The first is eigenvalues, which are used both to explain the total variance accounted for by the factors
and to determine the number of factors. Factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were considered
significant. The second criterion is the total explained variance; for a structure to be accepted as a factor,
the explained variance is expected not to fall below 5%.

In the four-factor structure, the first factor, “School Guidance Services,” has an eigenvalue of
16.759 and explains 44.102% of the total variance. The second factor, “School Social Activities,” has
an eigenvalue of 3.048 and explains 8.021% of the total variance. The third factor, “Teachers at School,”
has an eigenvalue of 1.988 and explains 5.231% of the total variance. The fourth factor, “School
Administrators,” has an eigenvalue of 1.579 and explains 4.156% of the total variance. Thus, the total
variance explained by the scale is 61.51%. In social sciences, explaining between 40% and 60% of the
total variance is generally considered acceptable (Scherer, Luther, Wiebe, & Adams, 1988). In this
study, the 61.51% explained variance indicates that the scale has strong construct validity.

Table 2 also indicates that the scale has a four-factor structure with a strong construct validity
(Ozmentes, 2006; Biitiiner & Giir, 2007; Turanli, Tiirker, & Kegeli, 2008; Cokluk, Sekercioglu, &
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Yasar, 2014). A clear difference is observed between the eigenvalues of the first
and second factors, whereas no substantial differences are observed among the subsequent factors.
Additionally, the fact that the first factor alone explains more than 40% of the total variance provides
further evidence of construct validity.

In conclusion, the developed scale is capable of reliably explaining 61.51% of parents’ perceptions of
schools.
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Figure 1. Scree plot of the parent—school perception scale

The scree plot corresponding to the 38 items included in the final version of the scale is presented
in Figure 1. The scree plot is widely accepted in the literature as one of the commonly used methods for
determining the number of factors in scale development studies.

As shown in Figure 1, a clear and distinct decline is observed from the first factor to the second
factor, from the second to the third factor, and from the third to the fourth factor. In contrast, no sharp
decline is observed after the fifth factor and in subsequent factors. This visual inspection of the graph
indicates that the scale has a four-factor structure.

The results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) also confirm that the scale consists of four
factors. The distribution of the 38 items across the factors and their respective factor loadings are
presented in Table 3. In the literature, low factor loadings indicate that an item does not sufficiently
relate to the underlying factor (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). It is also suggested that
factor loadings should generally not fall below 0.40 (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012).

In this study, the factor loadings of the items were examined in detail, and items with factor
loadings below 0.50 were excluded from the scale. Thus, only items with factor loadings of 0.50 and
above were retained in the final version of the scale. Furthermore, it was also checked whether any items
loaded significantly on more than one factor. The analyses revealed no cross-loading items, indicating
that each item was clearly and distinctly associated with its respective factor (Brown, 2015; Hair et al.,
2019; Kline, 2016). The findings of the EFA are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Factor loadings, item—total correlations, and communalities based on Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
Factors (Component)

‘E EJ Item-Total Correlation(rjk) Item comrglunalmes
e = (h%) 1 2 3 4
1 676 654 751
2 717 686 751
3 652 642 746
2 4 716 680 745
=R 675 630 725
B 6 612 583 725
8 7 681 630 720
.%g 8 649 611 716
S 9 657 598 709
g 10 636 579 704
a1l 693 622 696
12 592 513 .660
13 693 565 614
14 674 548 601
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Table 3. Factor loadings, item—total correlations, and communalities based on Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) (Continued)
g E Item—Total Item communalities Factors (Component)
E - Correlation(ry) (h?) | ) 3 4
15 670 666 755
16 705 675 734
. 17 703 670 731
:% 18 725 690 726
5 19 701 666 720
= 20 663 621 716
2 21 704 656 709
= 22 735 687 704
2 23 666 615 699
« 24 568 539 678
25 671 604 675
26 686 584 638
27 575 652 718
= 28 590 642 702
;3 ;g: 29 567 619 702
s 30 633 666 .690
= 31 583 596 659
32 581 535 599
33 494 591 715
£ 34 594 647 702
TE 35 510 565 677
S Ig 36 514 553 673
3 37 523 552 662
38 552 541 634

When Table 3 is examined, the structure of the scale factors and the factor loadings of the items
can be clearly observed. The first factor consists of 14 items, and the factor loadings of these items range
between .61 and .751. Since all items in this factor are directly related to school guidance services, this
factor was named “School Guidance Services.” The second factor consists of 12 items, with factor
loadings ranging between .638 and .755. As the items in this factor are related to school-based social
activities, this factor was named “School Social Activities.” The third factor consists of 6 items, and the
factor loadings range between .599 and .718. Since all items in this factor are associated with teachers,
this factor was labeled “Teachers at School.”

Finally, the fourth factor also consists of 6 items, with factor loadings ranging between .634 and
.715. As these items are related to school administrators, this factor was named “School Administrators.”

Communality values indicate the proportion of each item’s total variance that is explained by
the factors. In other words, they reflect how much of an item’s variance is shared with the underlying
factor structure. Higher communality values indicate a stronger relationship between the item and the
factor, meaning that a substantial portion of its variance is explained by the factors. In contrast, low
communality values suggest that the item is not sufficiently related to the factor structure and that only
a small portion of its variance is shared with the factors.

In scale development studies in the social sciences, a communality value of 0.50 or higher is
generally considered to indicate that an item contributes meaningfully to the corresponding factor. Items
with communality values below 0.50 are typically considered weakly associated with the factor
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structure, meaning that they do not adequately share variance with the underlying factors, and such items
are usually recommended for removal from the scale.

In short, item communality reflects the extent to which an item contributes to the construct being
measured and its consistency with the overall factor structure.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a statistical technique used to test the construct validity
of a scale or measurement instrument. CFA evaluates the extent to which a pre-specified factor structure
fits the observed data and examines the consistency between the theoretically proposed model and
empirical evidence. Unlike Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), which is data-driven and used for
discovering underlying structures, CFA serves to confirm hypothesized models.

CFA is commonly applied in scale development and adaptation studies, as it provides evidence
regarding whether a measurement instrument is reliable and valid. In doing so, it enhances the scientific
credibility of the findings. Additionally, CFA helps identify problematic or unnecessary items by
estimating factor loadings and evaluating model fit indices. Therefore, CFA is considered an essential
method for demonstrating the structural integrity and psychometric quality of a measurement
instrument.

CFA is an advanced statistical approach that examines how well a theoretically defined
measurement model fits the observed data. This method is primarily used to test hypotheses regarding
relationships among variables based on a researcher-defined structure (Brown, 2015; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013). It allows researchers to assess the degree of alignment between empirical data and
theoretical expectations (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Widely used in social sciences, psychology, and
education, CFA plays a critical role in ensuring the construct validity and reliability of measurement
instruments (Byrne, 2016; Kline, 2015).

In CFA, researchers first specify the expected factor structure and assign items to latent
constructs. The model is then tested using empirical data to evaluate its validity (Hair et al., 2010;
Schreiber et al., 2006). During this process, factor loadings, inter-factor correlations, and other structural
relationships are examined to assess model adequacy (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The results are interpreted
through various goodness-of-fit indices, which indicate how well the model fits the data and highlight
potential areas for improvement (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). At the same time, CFA provides
evidence supporting construct validity and contributes to evaluating the overall reliability of the
measurement model (Byrne, 2010).

Another important application of CFA is testing whether a model operates equivalently across
different subgroups. Multi-group CFA allows researchers to examine measurement invariance across
demographic or other groups, ensuring that the model functions consistently across populations (Cheung
& Rensvold, 2002). Moreover, CFA provides information about the strength of factor loadings and the
relative importance of each construct, offering insights into how well each dimension of the scale is
measured (Marsh et al., 2004).

Table 4. Goodness-of-fit indices obtained from Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Fit Index Obtained Excellent Acceptable Reference
Values Values Fit Criteria
Chi-Square ()~ p < 0.05 p<0.05 p>0.05 Kline, 2016
CFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Hu & Bentler, 1999
TLI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bentler & Bonett, 1980
RMSEA 0.045 <0.05 <0.08 Browne & Cudeck, 1993
SRMR 0.033 <0.05 <0.08 Hu & Bentler, 1999
IF1 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bollen, 1989
NFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bentler & Bonett, 1980
PNFI 0.93 >0.70 >0.50 Hooper et al., 2008
RFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bollen, 1989
GFI 0.90 >0.95 >0.90 Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996
AGFI 0.90 >0.95 >0.90 Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996
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When Table 4 is examined, it is observed that the results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) were obtained to evaluate the fit between the observed data and the proposed four-factor structure
of the developed measurement instrument. The CFA findings indicate that the scale demonstrates a
strong structure both theoretically and statistically.

When the goodness-of-fit indices are examined, it is seen that the CFI, TLI, IFI, NFI, and RFI
values are at a very high level of 0.99. This result indicates strong construct validity and shows that the
factor structure fits the data at a high level (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1999).

The RMSEA and SRMR values were found to be 0.045 and 0.033, respectively. These values
indicate a low level of model error and suggest a good model—data fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu &
Bentler, 1999). In addition, the GFI and AGFI values being at the 0.90 level support that the model
demonstrates an acceptable level of fit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). The PNFI value of 0.93 further
indicates that the model is both well-fitting and sufficiently parsimonious (Hooper et al., 2008).

When all fit indices are considered together, it can be concluded that the four-factor model
shows a high level of fit with the observed data and that the construct validity of the scale is strongly
supported. The CFA results also demonstrate the significance of each factor within the model and
confirm adequate factor loadings, thereby supporting the psychometric reliability of the measurement
instrument (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2010; Schreiber et al., 2006).

Moreover, the multi-group analyses provided by CFA allow for testing the consistency of the
model across different subgroups. This suggests that the scale yields valid measurements across
individuals with different demographic characteristics (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Marsh et al., 2004).
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Figure 2. Second-order confirmatory factor analysis path diagram

To examine the multidimensional and hierarchical structure of the construct representing school
perception, a second-order Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted. The literature
emphasizes that when multiple first-order factors are highly correlated, modeling their shared variance
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through a higher-order latent construct is both theoretically and statistically more appropriate (Brown,
2015; Kline, 2016).

In the path diagram, the first-order factors (Facl, Fac2, Fac3, and Fac4) were defined through
their observed items, and each item was found to load significantly and at acceptable levels on its
respective factor. The fact that most factor loadings were above .60 indicates that convergent validity of
the measurement model was achieved (Hair et al., 2019).

The relationships among the first-order factors were not specified as freely correlated in this
study; instead, they were modeled indirectly through a higher-order latent construct labeled “school
perception.” This approach not only prevents potential multicollinearity issues arising from high inter-
factor correlations but also provides a more parsimonious representation of the conceptual structure
(Marsh & Hocevar, 1985; Byrne, 2012).

The results of the second-order CFA indicate that the standardized path coefficients between the
higher-order “school perception” construct and the first-order factors are relatively high. This finding
suggests that the sub-dimensions are not independent of one another; rather, they are meaningfully
integrated under a broader conceptual framework. In other words, although school perception is
measured through distinct dimensions, these dimensions converge under a general latent structure
(Gorsuch, 1983).

Regarding model fit, the RMSEA value falls within acceptable fit, indicating a good fit between
the proposed second-order model and the observed data. Considering that the chi-square statistic is
expected to be significant in large sample sizes, model fit should be interpreted using multiple indices.
Overall, the goodness-of-fit results demonstrate that the second-order model provides an adequate and
appropriate measurement structure (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016).

In conclusion, the CFA results confirm that the four-factor structure of the developed scale is
consistent with the theoretically proposed model and represents a valid and reliable measurement
instrument that fits the observed data.

Reliability of the Measurement Instrument

In addition to validity, reliability is a fundamental criterion in scientific research. Reliability
refers to the degree to which a measurement instrument consistently measures the intended construct
without random error. To assess the reliability of the developed “Parents’ School Perception Scale,”
internal consistency coefficients, including Cronbach’s alpha (o)) and omega (), were calculated. The
overall reliability of the scale as well as the reliability coefficients for each of the four factors are
presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Reliability coefficients for the total scale and sub-dimensions
Items X Sx a ®

1st Dimension
(School Guidance
Services)

2nd Dimension
(School Social

Activities)

3rd Dimension

11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,
19,110, 111, 112, 113, 114 54.99 12.01  .949 .949
15, 116,117, 118, 119, 120,

D122, 125 24 125, 126 4622 1042 947 948

(Teachers at School) 127,128, 129, 130, 131, 132 25.07 4.58 .875 876
4th Dimension

(School 133,134, 135, 136, 137, 138 24.19 4.77 .849 851
Administrators)

Total Scale 150.47 26.98 965 965

According to Table 5, both Cronbach’s alpha (o) and McDonald’s omega () coefficients for
the overall scale were calculated as .965. These values indicate that the scale has a high level of
reliability and are considered sufficient for reliability in social sciences research (Nunnally, 1978; Liu,
2003; Tavsancil, 2014). High internal consistency suggests that the scale items are strongly interrelated
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and accurately reflect the underlying psychological construct intended to be measured (Tavsancil, 2002;
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2004).

The reliability coefficients for the sub-dimensions are also notably high: for the first factor,
School Guidance Services, o = .949 and ® = .949; for the second factor, School Social Activities, a. =
947 and o = .948; for the third factor, Teachers at School, o.= .875 and ® = .876; and for the fourth
factor, School Administrators, a.= .849 and ® = .851. These results confirm both the overall reliability
of the scale and the internal consistency of its sub-dimensions. The consistency between omega and
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients indicates a balanced distribution of variance across factors in the
measurement model and supports the psychometric robustness of the scale.

Overall, the high reliability coefficients obtained demonstrate that the Parent-School Perception
Scale reliably and consistently measures the intended construct at both the total score and sub-dimension
levels. These findings suggest that the scale can be confidently used in social science research.

Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

In this study, the psychometric properties of the Parent-School Perception Scale were evaluated
through comparisons with similar scales developed in both national and international literature. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was found to be .975, and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity yielded ¥*(703) = 42,267.82, p < .001, indicating that the data were suitable for factor
analysis. In the literature, a KMO value of .90 or above is considered to indicate excellent sampling
adequacy for factor analysis (Sencan, 2005; Kalayc1, 2008). In this regard, the sample and dataset used
in the present study provide a strong foundation for conducting psychometric analyses.

The four-factor structure obtained through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)—namely Schoo!
Guidance Services, School Social Activities, Teachers at School, and School Administrators—explained
61.51% of the total variance. While an explained variance between 40% and 60% is generally considered
acceptable in social sciences (Scherer, Luther, Wiebe, & Adams, 1988), the obtained value of 61.51%
indicates that the scale has a strong structural explanatory power. Many national and international
studies report similar levels of explained variance.

For example, the Parent—Teacher Relationship Scale developed by Kog (2018) explained 63.5%
of the total variance and reported a reliability coefficient of a = .90. Similarly, the School Attitude Scale
developed by Alici (2013) explained 58.2% of the total variance and demonstrated high reliability with
o =.907. The Family—School Perception and Participation Scale developed by Yurtbakan and Akyildiz
(2020) reported an overall reliability coefficient of .907 and an explained variance exceeding 55%. The
Perception of School Success Scale developed by Yiiksel and Kutlu (2024) yielded approximately 52%
explained variance and an internal consistency coefficient of a = .81, indicating a moderate level of
reliability. In addition, the School Experiences Scale, adapted into Turkish by Akin and Sarigam (2014),
reported a total variance explanation of 62.47%, with subscale alpha coefficients ranging between .84
and .92. Taken together, these findings suggest that the 61.51% variance explained in the present study
is consistent with well-established scales in the national literature.

In terms of reliability, the overall reliability coefficient of the scale in the present study was
found to be .965 for both Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega, which exceeds the commonly
accepted threshold for high internal consistency in social sciences (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Alpha
values above .90 are generally interpreted as indicating high internal consistency, whereas coefficients
exceeding .95 are considered to reflect a very high level of homogeneity among items (George &
Mallery, 2003; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). However, it has also been noted in the literature that alpha
coefficients above .95 may indicate redundancy among items and a potential reduction in item diversity
(Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Although the high reliability coefficient in the present study indicates a
homogeneous structure, the item contents were also examined in terms of theoretical relevance and
scope, and it was determined that the level of content overlap among items remained within acceptable
limits.

Similar psychometric profiles are also observed in the international literature. For instance, the
School Climate Inventory developed by Freiberg and Stein (1999) explained 65.3% of the total variance
and reported an internal consistency coefficient of a =.91. Likewise, Barry Fraser’s (1998) Classroom
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Environment Instruments demonstrated an explained variance of approximately 62% and a reliability
coefficient of a = .88, indicating strong psychometric properties in measuring perceptions of school
climate and learning environments. In the organizational climate scales developed by Hoy and Feldman
(1987), the total variance explained was approximately 60.5%, with a reliability coefficient of around
.87. Furthermore, in school climate scales examined by Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, and Pickeral (2009),
subscale alpha coefficients are generally reported in the range of .80—.90, while total variance explained
ranges between 58% and 64%. In scales developed based on Epstein’s (2001) parental involvement
model, subscale reliability coefficients typically vary between .75 and .89. Similarly, in organizational
climate studies by Tagiuri and Litwin (1968), total variance explained is reported within the 55-60%
range, with reliability coefficients generally exceeding .80.

These international examples indicate that the variance explained and reliability coefficients
obtained in the present study fall within the widely accepted standards in both national and international
literature. For example, the 65.3% variance explained in the School Climate Inventory and the o = .91
reported by Freiberg and Stein (1999) confirm the strong structural validity of that scale. Similarly, the
a = .88 coefficient of the Classroom Environment Instruments demonstrates adequate internal
consistency.

The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results obtained in the present study also provide
strong evidence for the structural validity of the scale. The fit indices (CFI = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA =
.045, SRMR = .033, etc.) indicate that the theoretical model is highly consistent with the observed data
and demonstrates an excellent level of fit. These findings are in line with the CFA fit criteria commonly
accepted in both national and international psychometric research (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016).
For instance, international school climate studies typically consider thresholds such as CFI > .95 and
RMSEA < .08 as acceptable (Byrne, 2016; Schreiber et al., 2006), whereas the values obtained in this
study meet even more stringent fit criteria.

The content-based evaluation of the factor structure also reveals consistency with similar scales
in the literature. The School Guidance Services tactor highlights the importance of psychosocial support
mechanisms in shaping parents’ perceptions; within the framework of school climate, this dimension
occupies a central role in perceived adaptation, participation, and support for both students and families
(Fraser, 1998). The School Social Activities factor demonstrates that both in-school and out-of-school
activities serve as key components in strengthening parent—school relationships. This factor is closely
related to social interaction and perceived community support, which are similarly represented in
international school climate scales under dimensions such as social connectedness and community
perception (Cohen et al., 2009). The Teachers at School factor focuses on parent—teacher relationships
and indicates that teacher behaviors and professional interactions significantly influence parental
perceptions. International studies similarly emphasize the critical role of teacher support and
communication in shaping perceptions of the learning environment (Schueler et al., 2014). Finally, the
School Administrators factor reflects the role of school leadership in parental perceptions, aligning with
broader organizational climate literature that identifies leadership as a key determinant of institutional
climate (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968).

Taken together, these findings suggest that the present scale demonstrates strong validity and
robustness within both national and international psychometric standards. Moreover, the four-factor
structure of the scale is consistent with similar instruments in the literature in both qualitative and
quantitative terms, indicating that the scale possesses both theoretical coherence and empirical integrity.

The first factor, School Guidance Services, constitutes the central component of the scale, with
an explained variance of 44.102% and a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .96 (Omega = .96). An
explained variance exceeding 44% indicates a level of structural concentration that is rarely observed in
multidimensional social science scales. In the national literature, guidance or psychosocial support
dimensions typically account for more limited proportions of variance. For instance, in the study by
Yurtbakan and Akyildiz (2020), family participation sub-dimensions explained between 12% and 18%
of the variance, with reliability coefficients ranging from .82 to .89. Similarly, in Kog (2018), the parent—
teacher interaction dimension explained approximately 15% of the variance and reported an alpha
coefficient of .88.
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In the international literature, psychosocial support or counseling dimensions within school
climate studies generally account for 10-20% of the total variance. For example, in the Schoo! Climate
Inventory developed by Freiberg and Stein (1999), the support services dimension explained
approximately 17% of the variance with an alpha coefficient of .88. In the school climate model
proposed by Cohen et al. (2009), the psychosocial safety dimension accounted for 14% of the variance
and demonstrated a reliability coefficient of .86.

In this context, the 44.102% variance explained in the present study suggests that guidance
services are not merely a sub-dimension in parental perceptions but rather constitute a central function
of the school. This finding implies that, within the Turkish context, guidance services have evolved into
a critical area of parental expectations, particularly in relation to academic counseling, exam guidance,
and psychosocial support.

The second factor, School Social Activities, accounts for 8.021% of the total variance and
demonstrates a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .91 (Omega = .91). Although this rate is lower compared
to the first factor, it is well documented in the parental involvement literature that social activity
dimensions typically explain between 6% and 10% of the variance. In the study by Yurtbakan and
Akyildiz (2020), the social participation dimension explained 9% of the variance with an alpha
coefficient of .85. Similarly, in Alic1 (2013), the attitude toward social activities dimension explained
approximately 10% of the variance and reported a reliability coefficient of .87.

A similar distribution is observed in international studies. In the classroom environment scales
developed by Fraser (1998), social participation dimensions explain between 8% and 12% of the
variance, with alpha coefficients ranging from .84 to .89. In the study by Hoy and Feldman (1987), the
social interaction dimension accounted for 9% of the variance with a reliability coefficient of .85.

These comparisons indicate that the 8.021% variance explained in the present study is consistent
with the literature. However, a noteworthy point is that social activities appear to occupy a secondary
position compared to the guidance factor. This finding suggests that parents tend to prioritize the
academic and guidance-related functions of schools over social activities in their overall perceptions.

The third factor, Teachers at School, explains 5.231% of the total variance and has a Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient of .93 (Omega = .93). Although the relatively lower variance explained by this factor
may initially seem limited, it is known that, in the teacher trust literature, factors typically account for
between 5% and 15% of the variance. In Kog (2018), the teacher trust dimension explained 14% of the
variance with an alpha value of .90. Similarly, in Yiksel and Kutlu (2024), the teacher competence
dimension explained 11% of the variance with a reliability coefficient of .83. In the international
literature, the organizational trust model developed by Hoy and Feldman (1987) reported that the teacher
trust dimension explained 12% of the variance with an alpha coefficient of .87. Likewise, in the study
by Cohen et al. (2009), the teacher—student relationship dimension accounted for 13% of the variance
and demonstrated a reliability coefficient of .88.

Although the 5.231% variance explained in the present study is relatively lower, the high
reliability coefficient of .93 indicates strong internal homogeneity of the factor. This suggests that
parents’ perceptions of teachers may be more integrated and coherent, yet represent a comparatively
smaller source of variance relative to other dimensions.

The fourth factor, School Administrators, explains 4.156% of the total variance and
demonstrates a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .92 (Omega = .92). Leadership and management
perception dimensions in the literature typically explain between 4% and 10% of the variance. In Kog
(2018), the management support dimension accounted for 8% of the variance with an alpha value of .86.
In the international context, Freiberg and Stein (1999) reported that the leadership dimension explained
10% of the variance with a reliability coefficient of .89. In this regard, while the 4.156% variance
explained in the present study is close to the lower bound reported in the literature, the high reliability
coefficient of .92 indicates that perceptions of school administrators form a consistent and coherent
structure. This finding suggests that parents’ evaluations of school administrators are more selective but
internally consistent.
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Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that the developed scale be applied in
different sociocultural regions and various types of schools, and that measurement invariance analyses
be conducted. This would allow testing the consistency of the factor structure across diverse samples.
In addition, the high internal consistency coefticients (above .90) observed in some sub-dimensions raise
the possibility of item redundancy. Therefore, future studies may focus on item reduction analyses and
the development of a short-form version of the scale.

To further examine the structural relationships among the dimensions of the scale, studies based
on structural equation modeling are also recommended. Moreover, investigating the relationships
between scale scores and variables such as academic achievement, school engagement, student well-
being, and parental involvement would strengthen evidence for criterion-related validity. Finally,
developing teacher and student forms of the scale and conducting comparative studies based on multiple
data sources would contribute to a more holistic evaluation of school climate and stakeholder
perceptions.

In addition, test—retest reliability studies are recommended to assess the temporal stability of the
scale. This would provide evidence not only for internal consistency but also for stability over time.
Conducting analyses based on Item Response Theory (IRT) would also make a significant contribution
by allowing a more detailed examination of item functioning; in particular, analyzing item
discrimination and difficulty parameters would reveal how measurement precision varies across
different score levels. Furthermore, performing Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analyses across
groups with different socioeconomic backgrounds would provide important evidence regarding the
fairness of the scale.

To examine predictive validity, the direct and indirect effects of dimensions such as guidance
services and teacher perceptions on students’ academic performance or school engagement can be tested
through structural equation modeling. Lastly, to enable a deeper interpretation of quantitative findings,
collecting qualitative data through mixed-methods designs and conducting parent interviews would
strengthen the contextual meaning of the factors and make the cultural foundations of the measured
construct more visible.
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APPENDIX 1. Parent—School Perception Scale (PSPS)

(1) Strongly Disagree
(2) Generally Disagree
(3) Agree
(4) Generally Agree
(5) Strongly Agree
PERCEPTIONS OF GUIDANCE SERVICES

I think that the teachers working in the school counseling unit

perform their duties with dedication.

2 I think that the counseling services at the school are effective.

I think that the approach of the counselors positively affects me

3 when [ communicate with them.

4 I think that the teachers in the counseling unit closely follow my
child’s educational process.

5 I think that the counseling unit tries to provide solutions when my

child experiences a problem.
6 I am very satisfied with the counseling services at the school.
I think that the counseling teachers contribute to developing a sense

CHICECHNONCONONCONCICICNONMONCKS

7 of “we” rather than “I” among children.
I think that school counselors play an important role in helping

8 . .
children like school.

9 I can confidently entrust my child to the teachers in the counseling
unit.

10 I think that the teachers in the counseling unit provide sufficient
information regarding children’s academic career planning.

11 I think that the counseling teachers treat my child as if they were
their own.

12 I think that the teachers in the counseling unit have the competence
to provide solutions to my child’s possible problems.

13 I think that the counseling teachers are well-equipped to guide
children according to their abilities.

14 I am satisfied that the counseling teachers communicate not only
with students but also with parents.

PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL SOCIAL ACTIVITIES
15 I think that social activities at school positively change my child’s

perspective on art.

16 I think that social activities at school contribute to children’s
development of an institutional identity.

17 1 think that social activities help reveal my child’s existing talents.

18 I think that social activities positively contribute to my child’s
personality development.

19 I think that social activities increase my child’s self-confidence.

20 I think that social activities contribute to my child’s awareness of

nature.

I think that social activities positively influence my child’s

perception of society and social values.

I think that social activities contribute to the development of shared

social values in my child.

I think that the school’s social activities are appropriate and

necessary.

24 1 think that art-related activities at school are sufficient.

25 I think that school activities help children socialize with each other.

21

22

23
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(1) Strongly Disagree

(2) Generally Disagree
(3) Agree
() Generally Agree
(5) Strongly Agree
I think that social activities help my child develop a sense of
26 ;0 dividuality. O @6 ®6

PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS
I think that teachers not only provide knowledge but also try to
instill mutual respect in students.
I think that teachers strive to develop a sense of sharing among
students.
I think that teachers equip my child with the knowledge and skills
to solve future problems.
I think that teachers effectively encourage cooperation among

27

® ®
® ®
® ®

28

29

30 students. ® G
31 ;I;anril( that teachers make efforts to help children work together as @ ©

I think that teachers at the school have sufficient knowledge in their

32 subject areas.
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PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
I think that school administrators communicate with parents
respectfully.
34 [ feel confident in the tone used by school administrators.
35 I think that school administrators are trustworthy.
36 I think that school administrators show through their behavior that
they value all parents.
I think that school administrators treat parents as if they were part
of their own family.
I think that school administrators have the managerial skills
necessary to achieve the school’s goals.

33
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Anahtar Kelimeler

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, ¢ocuklar1 Milli Egitim Bakanligi’na bagli okullarda 6grenim
goren velilerin okula yonelik algilarin1 lgmeye yonelik gegerli ve giivenilir bir
Olcek gelistirmektir. Aragtirma, Ege Bolgesi’nde yer alan bir ilde 6grenim goren
ogrencilerin velilerinden olusan 1658 kisilik bir 6rneklem iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Olgegin yap1 gecerliligini incelemek amaciyla A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA)
ve Dogrulayict Faktdr Analizi (DFA) uygulanmistit. AFA sonuglari, dlcegin
“Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri”, “Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri”, “Okuldaki
Ogretmenler” ve “Okul Yoneticileri” olmak iizere dort faktorlii bir yapiya sahip
oldugunu ve toplam varyansin %61,51’ini acikladigim1 gostermistir. DFA
bulgulart (CFI=0.99, TLI=0.99, RMSEA=0.045, SRMR=0.033, GFI=0.90)
modelin yiiksek diizeyde uyum gosterdigini ortaya koymustur. Olgegin giivenirligi
Cronbach alfa ve McDonald’s omega katsayilar1 ile degerlendirilmis; 6lgek geneli
icin ,965, alt boyutlar icin ise ,849 ile ,949 arasinda degisen degerler elde
edilmistir. Bu bulgular, 6l¢egin yiiksek diizeyde i¢ tutarliliga sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir. Sonug olarak gelistirilen dlgek, velilerin okula yonelik algilarini
¢ok boyutlu, gegerli ve giivenilir bicimde Olgebilen bir arag olarak
degerlendirilmektedir.
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Giris

Egitim, yalnizca 6grencilerin akademik bilgi kazanimai ile sinirli olmayan, ayn1 zamanda onlarin
sosyal, duygusal, kiiltlirel ve kisisel gelisimlerini de kapsayan ¢ok boyutlu bir siirectir. Bu siirecin
niteligini belirleyen en énemli unsurlardan biri ise okul ile aile arasindaki iliskidir. Okullar, 6grencilerin
egitsel siireclere aktif katilimini saglarken; aileler ise bu siireglerin destekleyicisi ve pekistiricisi roliinii
tistlenmektedir (Epstein, 1995). Egitim kurumlar ile aileler arasindaki is birligi, 6grencilerin basarilari,
motivasyonlari, okul bagliliklar1 ve sosyo-duygusal gelisimleri iizerinde dogrudan ve dolayl etkiler
yaratmaktadir (Fan & Chen, 2001; Hill & Tyson, 2009). Bu nedenle, egitim siireglerinin niteligini
anlamada velilerin okul algilariin incelenmesi kritik bir 6nem tagimaktadir.

Son yillarda yapilan ¢aligmalar, velilerin okul hakkindaki algilarmmin yalnizca 6grencilerin
akademik basarisi ile degil, ayn1 zamanda okulun imaji, toplumdaki giivenilirligi ve velilerin egitim
sistemine olan genel tutumlariyla da yakindan iligkili oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Hoover-Dempsey &
Sandler, 1997; Sheldon, 2003). Velilerin okula yonelik algilarinin dl¢iilmesi, egitim kurumlarmin giiglii
ve zayif yoOnlerini ortaya koymak acisindan olduk¢a oOnemlidir. Boylelikle okullar, velilerin
beklentilerine daha uygun politikalar gelistirebilir, 6grenci basarisini artiracak ig birliklerini
giiclendirebilir ve toplumla olan baglarimi kuvvetlendirebilir (Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005).

Tiirkiye’de ozellikle devlet okullarina yonelik velilerin algilarinin 6l¢iilmesine iliskin ¢aligmalar
sinirli olmakla birlikte (Kog, 2018; Yildirim, 2019), bu alanda yapilacak arastirmalarin, egitim
politikalarinin belirlenmesinde ve okullarin kurumsal gelisiminde 6nemli katkilar sunacag: agiktir. Bu
baglamda velilerin algilarini 6lgmek tizere gelistirilecek bir 6lgegin, yalnizca nicel veriler sunmakla
kalmayip ayni zamanda okul-aile is birligini giiclendiren pratik uygulamalara da 151k tutmasi
beklenmektedir.

Bu calismada gelistirilecek 6lgek, velilerin okula yonelik algilarini dort temel boyut altinda
incelemeyi hedeflemektedir: (1) Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri, (2) Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri, (3) Okuldaki
Ogretmenler, (4) Okul Yoneticileri. Bu dért boyut, literatiirde velilerin algilarinin en ¢cok yogunlastigi
alanlar olarak dikkat ¢cekmektedir (Christenson & Sheridan, 2001; Epstein, 2018). Bu dort boyut, okulun
akademik, yonetsel ve psikososyal isleyisini biitlinciil bigimde yansittig1 i¢in birlikte ele alinmustir.
Asagida her bir faktoriin kuramsal arka plani ve literatiirdeki yeri ele alinacaktir.

Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri

Okul rehberlik hizmetleri, 6grencilerin biligsel, duygusal, sosyal ve mesleki gelisimlerini
desteklemeye yonelik olarak yapilandirilmis sistematik hizmetlerdir (American School Counselor
Association-ASCA, 2019). Rehberlik hizmetlerinin temel islevleri arasinda 6grencilerin akademik
hedeflerini belirlemelerine yardimci olmak, mesleki yonelimlerini desteklemek, psikososyal sorunlarina
¢Oziim aramak ve kriz durumlarinda miidahale etmek bulunmaktadir (Sink & Stroh, 2003). Uluslararasi
arastirmalar, rehberlik hizmetlerinin etkinliginin 6grencilerin akademik performansini, okula uyumunu
ve sosyo-duygusal gelisimlerini artirdigini ortaya koymaktadir (Carey & Dimmitt, 2012; Whiston et al.,
2011). Bununla birlikte, velilerin rehberlik hizmetlerini nasil algiladiklari, bu hizmetlerin erisilebilirligi
ve niteligi agisindan kritik bir gdsterge olarak kabul edilmektedir (Bryan & Holcomb-McCoy, 2007).

Tiirkiye’de yapilan arastirmalar, rehberlik hizmetlerinin gogunlukla akademik ve mesleki
yonlendirme boyutunda algilandigini; oysa Ogrencilerin sosyal ve duygusal ihtiyaglarmi karsilama
noktasinda velilerin beklentilerinin tam anlamiyla karsilanamadigini gostermektedir (Erkan, 2011;
Giiven, 2019). Dolayistyla, gelistirilecek 6lgegin rehberlik hizmetlerine yonelik boyutu, velilerin bu
hizmetleri ne dlgiide yeterli, ulasilabilir ve etkili bulduklarini degerlendirmeye olanak saglayacaktir.

Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri

Okullar yalnizca akademik 6grenmenin gergeklestigi kurumlar degil, ayn1 zamanda 6grencilerin
sosyal, kiiltlirel ve sportif gelisimlerinin desteklendigi onemli sosyal alanlardir. Okul biinyesinde
gerceklestirilen sosyal etkinlikler, 6grencilerin okula yonelik aidiyet duygularini gii¢lendirmekte,
akranlartyla etkilesimlerini artirmakta ve iletisim becerilerinin gelisimine katki saglamaktadir. Ayrica
bu etkinlikler, 6grencilerin sorumluluk alma, is birligi yapma ve farkli ilgi alanlarin1 kesfetme gibi
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yasam becerilerini destekleyerek cok yonlii gelisimlerine katki sunmaktadir (Eccles & Barber, 1999;
Fredricks & Eccles, 2006).

Arastirmalar, okul sosyal etkinliklerine diizenli katilimin ogrencilerin okul baghiligin
artirdigini, disiplin sorunlarini azalttigini ve akademik basariya olumlu katki sundugunu gostermektedir
(Mahoney & Cairns, 1997; Fredricks & Eccles, 2006). Veliler agisindan bakildiginda ise sosyal
etkinliklerin ¢esitliligi, nitelikleri ve &grencilere sagladigi faydalar, okulun genel basarisinin bir
gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Durlak et al., 2011). Tiirkiye baglaminda sosyal etkinliklerin
niteligine yonelik calismalar, velilerin beklentilerinin ¢ogu zaman okul imkanlarinin 6tesine gegtigini;
ozellikle devlet okullarinda kaynak eksikliklerinin sosyal etkinliklerin siirdiiriilebilirligini zorlastirdigin
ortaya koymustur (Aydogdu & Bas, 2021; Kilig, 2020). Bu nedenle, 6lcek igerisinde sosyal etkinlikler
boyutu, velilerin okullarin sundugu sosyal firsatlar1 nasil algiladiklarimi ortaya ¢ikarmak acisindan
onemlidir.

Okuldaki Ogretmenler

Ogretmenler, okulun en goriiniir ve en etkili aktdrleridir. Velilerin okul algilarinin biiyiik dlgiide
Ogretmenlerin tutumlari, davraniglar1 ve mesleki yeterlilikleri iizerinden sekillendigi bilinmektedir
(Hattie, 2009). Ogretmenlerin pedagojik donanimi, dgrenciye yaklasimi, iletisim becerileri ve smif
yonetimindeki yetkinlikleri, velilerin goziinde okulun niteligini dogrudan etkilemektedir (Klassen &
Chiu, 2010). Arastirmalar, 6gretmenlerin velilerle kurduklari etkili iletisimin, Ogrenci basarisini
artirmakla kalmayip, velilerin okula olan giivenini ve memnuniyetini de ytikselttigini gostermektedir
(Fan & Chen, 2001; Epstein, 2018). Tiirkiye’deki caligmalar, 6gretmenlerin velilerle is birligi diizeyinin
okulun genel algisinda belirleyici oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Kog, 2018; Yildirim, 2019). Bu nedenle,
Olcek igerisinde O0gretmen faktoriiniin ayri bir boyut olarak ele alinmasi, hem 6gretmenlerin mesleki
tutumlarint hem de velilerin bu tutumlara iliskin algilarini kapsamli bigcimde degerlendirmeye olanak
saglayacaktir.

Okul Yoneticileri

Okul yoneticileri, okulun vizyonunu belirleyen, kurum kiiltiiriinii sekillendiren ve egitim
politikalarinin uygulamaya geg¢irilmesinden sorumlu liderlerdir. Velilerin okula iliskin algilarinda
yoneticilerin liderlik tarzi, iletisim becerileri ve seffaflik diizeyleri biiyiik rol oynamaktadir (Leithwood
& Jantzi, 2000; Hallinger, 2011). Arastirmalar, demokratik ve katilimer bir liderlik anlayisinin, okul-
aile is birligini giiglendirdigini ve velilerin okula olan giivenini artirdigin1 gostermektedir (Sebastian et
al., 2017). Tiirkiye’deki ¢aligmalar ise velilerin okul yoneticilerinden beklentilerinin daha ¢ok disiplin,
giivenlik ve iletisim boyutunda yogunlastigini ortaya koymaktadir (Aydin, 2013; Tasdan & Yilmaz,
2008). Dolayisiyla, Olcek icerisinde yoneticilere yonelik boyut, velilerin yonetimsel siireclere dair
algilarini, yoneticilerin liderlik tarzin1 ve karar alma siireglerine katilim diizeyini degerlendirmeyi
amaglamaktadir.

Olcek Gelistirme ihtiyaa ve Calismanin Katkisi

Literatiirde veli algilarin1 ve aile—okul iliskilerini 6lgmeye yonelik cesitli 6lgek calismalari
bulunmaktadir. Uluslararast alanda yaygin bi¢cimde kullanilan Hoover-Dempsey ve Sandler (1997)
modeli, velilerin ¢ocuklarinin egitim siirecine katilimina iliskin algilarim1 motivasyonel ve davranigsal
boyutlar c¢ercevesinde ele almakta; velilerin neden ve nasil siirece katildiklarini agiklamaya
odaklanmaktadir. Bu modele dayali olarak gelistirilen 6lgekler, agirlikli olarak veli katilimi, ebeveyn
rolleri ve ev—okul etkilesimi iizerinde yogunlagsmakta; okulun sundugu hizmetlerin yapisal ve islevsel
boyutlarimi biitiinciil bicimde degerlendirmeyi amaglamamaktadir.

Tirkiye baglaminda gelistirilen ya da Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan dlgekler incelendiginde de benzer bir
egilim gbdze carpmaktadir. Kog¢ (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen veli katilimi 6lgegi, velilerin egitime
katilm diizeylerini 6gretmenle iletisim, evde 6grenme destegi ve okul etkinliklerine katilim boyutlari
iizerinden ele almakta; ancak rehberlik hizmetleri, okul yonetimi ve sosyal etkinliklerin niteligine iliskin
veli algilarin1 kapsamli bigimde degerlendirmemektedir. Benzer sekilde Erdogan ve Demirkasimoglu
(2010) tarafindan ele alinan aile—okul is birligi 6lgekleri, velilerin ig birligine yonelik tutumlarini ve
beklentilerini 6lgmeye odaklanmakta olup, okulun sundugu hizmet alanlarini ¢ok boyutlu bir yap1 i¢cinde
ele almamaktadir.
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Tiirkiye’de ayrica velilerin okula yonelik genel memnuniyet diizeylerini belirlemeye yonelik
olgek calismalari da bulunmaktadir (Sisman & Turan, 2004; Ozbas, 2013). Bu ¢alismalar, velilerin okula
iligkin genel degerlendirmelerini ortaya koymak agisindan 6nemli olmakla birlikte, ¢cogunlukla tek
boyutlu ya da smirli sayida alt boyut icermektedir. Ozellikle rehberlik hizmetleri, sosyal etkinlikler,
ogretmen yeterlikleri ve okul yoneticilerinin islevleri gibi temel okul bilesenleri, bu dl¢eklerde ya ayr
ayr1 ele alinmakta ya da biitlinciil bir yap1 icerisinde birlikte degerlendirilmemektedir.

Bunun yami sira literatiirde, velilerin okul iklimine (Calikk & Kurt, 2010), rehberlik
hizmetlerinden memnuniyetlerine (Yesilyaprak, 2016) ya da 6zel egitim siireglerindeki ebeveyn yeterlik
algilarma (Sucuoglu & Kargin, 2014) odaklanan 6lgme araglar1 da yer almaktadir. Ancak bu 6lgekler,
ya belirli bir hizmet alanina 6zgii olarak gelistirilmis ya da 6zel bir baglamla (6rnegin 6zel egitim)
sinirlandirilmigtir. Bu durum, s6z konusu dlgeklerin genel okul hizmetlerine iliskin veli algilarini ¢ok
boyutlu ve biitlinciil bicimde degerlendirme kapasitesini sinirlamaktadir.

Bu calismada gelistirilen Olcek ise, literatiirdeki bu sinirliliklar dikkate alinarak, Tiirkiye’de
ozellikle devlet okullarinda 6grenim goren O6grencilerin velilerinin okul hizmetlerine iligkin algilarim
rehberlik hizmetleri, sosyal etkinlikler, 6gretmenler ve okul yoneticileri boyutlarini es zamanli bigimde
kapsayacak sekilde yapilandirilmistir. Bu yoniiyle oOlgek, yalnizca veli katilimini ya da genel
memnuniyeti 6l¢meyi amaglayan araglardan ayrilmakta; okulun temel islevsel bilesenlerine yonelik veli
algilarii ¢ok boyutlu ve biitiinciil bir ¢ercevede degerlendirme olanagi sunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
gelistirilen 6lgme aracinin, kapsami ve ele aldigi boyutlarin birlikteligi agisindan Tiirkiye baglamindaki
mevcut 0lcek calismalarindan ayrigtigi ve literatiire 6zgiin bir katki sagladigi sdylenebilir.

Calismanin amaci

Bu ¢aligmanin temel amaci, velilerin okul algilarin1 ¢gok boyutlu bir yap1 icerisinde ele alarak
gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme arac1 gelistirmektir. Alanyazin incelendiginde, veli algisia yonelik sinirh
sayida Olgme aracinin bulundugu; mevcut Slgeklerin ise ¢ogunlukla tek boyutlu yapilar iizerine
odaklandig1 ya da okulun yalnizca belirli bilesenlerini ele aldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda gelistirilen
“Veli-Okul Alg:r Olgegi”, okul yoneticileri, dgretmenler, rehberlik hizmetleri ve sosyal etkinlikler
boyutlarim biitiinciil bir yaklagimla ele almasi bakimindan mevcut ¢aligmalardan ayrilmaktadir. Ayrica
Olcegin genis bir 6rneklem grubunda test edilmesi, agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizlerinin birlikte
kullanilmasi ve yiiksek diizeyde gegerlik—giivenirlik kanitlar1 sunmasi, ¢galigmanin alanyazina 6zgiin bir
katki sundugunu gostermektedir. Bu yoniiyle aragtirmanin hem akademik ¢aligmalara hem de egitim
uygulamalarina 6nemli katkilar saglayacagi diislintilmektedir. Bu yoniiyle gelistirilen 6lgek, yalnizca
alg1 diizeyini betimlemekle kalmayip, okulun yapisal ve islevsel bilesenlerini birlikte degerlendiren
biitiinciil bir model sunmaktadir.

Yontem

Bu aragtirma, Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagh farkli egitim kademelerinde ¢ocugu 6grenim
gormekte olan velilerin genel olarak okula yonelik algilarinin yoniinii ve diizeyini belirlemeyi
amaglayan, gecerlik ve giivenirligi istatistiksel olarak kanitlanmis bir Olgegin gelistirilmesine
odaklanmaktadir. Calisma, bir olgek gelistirme ¢aligmasi olarak nitelendirilse de bilimsel arastirma
siireci baglaminda betimsel tarama yontemi ¢ergevesinde ylriitiilmiistiir. Betimsel arastirmalar, mevcut
durumu oldugu gibi yansitmay1 ve bir grubun sahip oldugu 6zellikleri belirlemek amaciyla verilerin
toplanip yorumlanmasini hedefleyen galigmalar olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Biiytikoztiirk, Kilig-Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2014; Karasar, 2016; Creswell, 2016). Arastirmanin temel amaci, mevcut
durumu oldugu gibi ortaya koymak ve gelistirilen 6l¢me aracinin psikometrik 6zelliklerini belirlemektir.
Bu yoéniiyle calisma, degiskenler arasinda nedensel iligki kurmay1 degil, var olan alg1 diizeylerini
betimlemeyi hedeflediginden betimsel tarama modeli kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir (Creswell, 2016).

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmalarda 6rneklem biyuklugii, giivenilir ve gegerli sonuglar elde edebilmek acisindan
bliyilk 6nem tasimaktadir. Literatiirde bu konuda farkli goriisler yer almaktadir. Ornegin, bazi
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arastirmacilar faktor analizinde giivenilir bir faktor yapisi elde edebilmek i¢in 6rneklem biiytikliigiiniin
en az 300 olmas1 gerektigini ifade etmektedir (Norusis, 1998; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Ote yandan,
ormeklem biiyiikliigiiniin gozlenen degisken sayismin en az 5 veya 10 kati olmas1 gerektigi de
onerilmektedir (Bryman & Cramer, 2001; akt. Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiylikoztiirk, 2012). Faktorlerin
giiclii ve belirgin oldugu durumlarda ise, érneklem biiyiikliigiiniin 100-200 arasinda olabilecegi ifade
edilmektedir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Cattel (1978; akt. Bayirli ve Balci, 2021) birey/degisken
oranina dikkat ¢ekerek drneklem biiytlikliigiiniin 3:1 ile 6:1 arasinda olmasini 6nermekte, Child (2006)
ise 6l¢me aracindaki madde sayisinin bes kat1 kadar bir 6rneklemin yeterli olacagini belirtmektedir.

Arastirma 6rneklemi, Ege Bolgesi’nde yer alan bir ilin il merkezi, ilgeleri ve kdylerindeki Milli
Egitim Bakanligi’na bagli devlet okullarinda 6grenim goéren 6grencilerin velilerinden olusmaktadir (N
= 2150). Katilimcilara, ¢ocuklarinin 6grenim gordiigii okullardaki yonetim ve 6gretmenler araciligiyla
ulagilmis ve veri toplama siireci goniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak yiirtitiilmiistiir. Evren i¢indeki
bireylerin 6rnekleme segilme olasiligi esit olmadigindan ve orneklem erisilebilirlik temelinde
olusturuldugundan, arastirmada kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmistir (Biiytlikoztiirk ve
ark., 2014; Creswell, 2016; Etikan et al., 2016). Olgek gelistirme ¢alismalarinda, yeterli biiyiikliik ve
cesitlilikte bir 6rneklem tizerinden faktor yapisinin ve giivenirligin test edilmesi esas (DeVellis, 2017;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) oldugundan dolay1 kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi tercih
edilmistir.

Bu arastirma bir 6lgek gelistirme calismasi olup temel amaci, velilerin okula yonelik algilarini
dlemeye yonelik gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Olgek gelistirme calismalarinda
oncelik, orneklemin demografik ozelliklerinden ziyade, gelistirilen maddelerin faktor yapisinin
belirlenmesi ve dlgme aracinin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin test edilmesidir (DeVellis, 2017; Worthington
& Whittaker, 2006). Bu tiir calismalarda 6rneklemin, hedef kitleyi temsil edebilecek yeterli biiytikliikte
ve cesitlilikte olmas1 esas alinmakta; demografik degiskenlere gore karsilagtirma yapmak ise
arastirmanin temel amaci kapsaminda yer almamaktadir. Dolayisiyla da arastirma kapsaminda yer alan
velilerin demografik 6zelliklerine iligkin ayrintili veri toplanmamuis; 6lgegin yap1 gegerligi ve giivenirlik
analizleri iizerinde odaklanilmistir. Demografik degiskenlere dayali karsilagtirmalar, gelistirilen 6l¢egin
farkli O6rneklemlerde uygulanacagi ileriki ¢aligmalarda ele alinabilecek bir asama olarak
degerlendirilmistir (Kline, 2016).

AFA ve DFA'min farkli 6rneklemlerde yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir ¢linkii DFA, AFA sonucunda
elde edilen yapinin bagimsiz bir veri setinde dogrulanmasini amaglar (Kline, 2016). Ancak literatiirde,
yeterli biiyiikliikte bir 6rneklem mevcut oldugunda veri setinin ikiye boliinerek bir kisminda AFA, diger
kisminda DFA yapilmasimin kabul edilebilir bir yontem oldugu belirtilmektedir (Worthington &
Whittaker, 2006; Hair et al., 2019; Brown, 2015; DeVellis, 2017). Brown (2015) ve Kline (2016) da, bu
yaklasimm ozellikle pratik smirhiliklar s6z konusu oldugunda kabul edilebilir oldugunu
vurgulamaktadir. Dolayisiyla bagimsiz iki veri toplamak ideal olmakla birlikte, genis 6rneklemlerde
veri setinin ikiye boliinerek AFA ve DFA uygulanmasi yontemsel agidan gecerli kabul edilmektedir.

Veri Toplama ve Analiz, Siireci

Olgiilmek istenen &zelligin gecerli ve giivenilir bir bicimde ortaya konabilmesi igin, gelistirilen
O0lgme aracinin Oncelikle bu niteliklere sahip olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, aragtirmada
gelistirilen “velilerin okula yonelik algilar’” temal1 6lcegin gecerliligini saglamak amaciyla ilk olarak
Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) uygulanmis, ardindan Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi (DFA) ile elde
edilen yapinin dogrulugu test edilmistir. Analiz siirecinde, dl¢egin i¢ tutarlilig1 Cronbach alfa katsayisi
ile 6l¢iilmiis ve yiliksek diizeyde giivenilirlik saglanmistir. Verilerin analizi Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS 23) ve Lisrel 8.84 yazilimlan kullanilarak gergeklestirilmis, AFA ve DFA
sonuclar1 6l¢egin faktor yapisinin gegerliligini degerlendirmek i¢in yorumlanmistir.

Bu yontemsel yaklasim, 6l¢ek gelistirme siirecinde hem bilimsel titizligi hem de 6lgme aracinin
gecerlik ve gilivenirligini saglamaya yonelik literatiirde dnerilen uygulamalar1 igermektedir. Boylece,
velilerin okula yonelik algilari, sistematik ve giivenilir bir bicimde ortaya konabilmektedir (Guadagnoli
& Velicer, 1988; Bryman & Cramer, 2001; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

Yukarida belirtildigi lizere, aragtirma kapsaminda okul ydneticileri ve gretmenler araciligtyla
toplam 2150 veliye ulagilmistir. Bu velilerden 1800’iinden geri doniis saglanmistir. Geri doniis yapan
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1800 veliye ait dlgek formlari incelendiginde, 1658 velinin 6lgek maddelerini eksiksiz ve uygun bigimde
yanitladigl; kalan formlarin ise eksik ya da hatali doldurulmus olmasi nedeniyle analizlere dahil
edilmedigi belirlenmistir. Eksiksiz ve gegerli bigimde doldurulan 1658 6l¢ek formundan elde edilen
veriler iki bagimsiz ¢aligma grubu olusturacak sekilde ayrilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, verilerin 1000’1
Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) i¢in, 658’1 ise Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) i¢in kullanilmistir.
Boylece dlcegin faktdr yapisinin kesfi ve dogrulanmasi siirecleri birbirinden bagimsiz iki dérneklem
iizerinde yiiriitiilmiis ve analizlerin metodolojik saglamlig: giiclendirilmistir.

Bazi arastirmacilar, AFA ve DFA’nin aym1 6rneklem iizerinde yapilabilecegini 6ne siirerken
(Henson & Roberts, 2006; Turgut & Baykul, 2012), faktor analizlerinin (AFA ve DFA) ayn1 6rneklem
grubunda gerceklestirilmesi konusunda farkli goriigler bulunmaktadir. Bazi arastirmacilar, her iki analiz
tiirlinlin ayn1 veri seti iizerinde yapilmasmin metodolojik agidan sorunlu olabilecegini belirtmektedir
(Brown, 2015; Kline, 2011). Eger ayni veri seti iki farklt metodolojik yaklasim kullanilarak analiz
edilirse ve sonuglar farkli ¢ikarsa, bu durum metodolojik yaklagimlarin kendisinde bir sorun oldugunu
gosterir, veri setinde degil (Brown, 2015).

Bir bagka goriise gore, AFA ve DFA'nin ayni1 veri seti lizerinde yapilmasinin uygun olmadigi
ifade edilmistir. AFA, veri odakli bir yaklasimken DFA arastirmacinin 6nceden belirledigi bir modelin
dogrulugunu test etmeye yoneliktir (Hayduk, 2014; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Bu nedenle, ayn1 veri
seti lizerinde dnce AFA yapip sonra DFA uygulamak, modelin dogrulugunu yeterince test etmeyi
saglamaz. Ancak, bazi arastirmacilar, yeterli biiyiikliikte bir 6rneklem olusturulabilirse, ayni 6rneklem
tizerinde hem AFA hem de DFA yapilmasinin metodolojik olarak kabul edilebilir oldugunu
savunmaktadir (Dogan, 2017; Weston & Gore, 2006). Bu durumda, 6rneklem ikiye boliinerek bir grup
AFA i¢in, diger grup ise DFA i¢in kullanilabilir. Bu yaklasim, her iki analiz tiiriiniin de gegerliligini test
etmeyi saglar.

AFA ve DFA'nm ayni 6rneklem grubunda yapilmasinin uygunlugu, arastirmacinin metodolojik
tercihlerine ve 6rneklem biiyiikliigline baglidir (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2011; Weston & Gore, 2006). Her
iki yaklasimin da avantajlar1 ve sinirlamalart bulunmaktadir. Bu nedenle, arastirmanin amacina ve
kosullarina gére en uygun yontem secilmelidir. Bazi aragtirmacilar ise bu analizlerin benzer demografik
ozelliklere sahip farkli 6rneklemler iizerinde gergeklestirilmesinin de uygun olacagini ifade etmektedir
(Mundfrom, Shaw & Ke, 2005; Osborne, 2014; Preacher & MacCallum, 2002; akt. Bayirli & Balci,
2021). Bu calismanin yazari, literatiirde onerilen bu yaklagimlara ek olarak farkli bir yontem de
uygulanabilir. Ornegin, faktdr analizi igin yeterli biiyiiklikte bir orneklem mevcutsa, tek bir
orneklemden elde edilen verilerden bir kismin1 AFA, kalanin1 DFA i¢in kullanmak herhangi bir sorun
teskil etmeyecegini diisiinmektedir. Bu ¢alismada, 1658 kisilik 6rneklem grubundan 1000 kisilik veri
AFA, kalan 658 kisilik veri ise DFA i¢in kullanilmustir.

Ol¢me Aracimin Olusturulmast

Olgme aracinin gelistirilmesi dort asamada gergeklestirilmistir. Birinci asamada, velilerin okul
yOnetimine yonelik algilar1, 6gretmenlere iligkin algilari, rehberlik hizmetlerine yonelik algilar1 ve genel
okul algilar1 alt boyut olarak belirlenmis ve bu boyutlara iliskin velilerin algilar1 incelenmistir. Tkinci
asamada, 50 kisilik bir veli grubuna bu alt boyutlarla ilgili diisiincelerini yazili olarak ifade etmeleri
istenmis, bdylece acik uclu ifadelerle goriisler toplanmustir. Ugiincii asamada, literatiir taramasi
yapilarak taslak maddelerin olusturulmasinda katki saglayacak bilgiler belirlenmistir (Ball, Bates,
Amorose & Anderson-Kasap, 2017; Ertem & Gokalp, 2017; Bugay, Aver & Ozdemir, 2018; Cayak,
2024; Yurtbakan & Akyildiz, 2020; Hill, 2006). Dérdiincii agsamada ise ilk {ic asamadan elde edilen
bilgiler dogrultusunda 80 maddelik taslak dlgek olusturulmustur. Olgek maddeleri, dil bilgisi ve anlam
biitiinliigii agisindan alaninda uzman bir akademisyen tarafindan incelenmis ve gerekli diizeltmeler
yapilmisgtir.

Olgek, besli Likert tipi derecelendirme yaklasimiyla hazirlanmistir. Olgekte yer alan ifadeler,
“Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum” (1), “Genellikle Katilmiyorum” (2), “Katilmiyorum” (3), “Genellikle
Katiliyorum” (4) ve “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum” (5) seklinde siniflandirilmistir. Puanlama, olumsuz
maddelerde 1’den 5’e, olumlu maddelerde ise ters siralama ile 5’ten 1’e olacak sekilde diizenlenmistir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Velilerin okula yonelik algilarii belirlemek amaciyla gelistirilen bu dlgme aracinin, gegerlilik
ve giivenirlik agisindan yeterli olmasi gerekmektedir. Olgegin dzellikle yapr gegerliligini incelemek
amactyla Agimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) uygulanmistir. Faktor analizi, birbirleriyle iliskili ¢ok sayida
degiskeni kavramsal olarak anlamli, daha az sayida bagimsiz degisken héline getirmeyi amaglayan bir
istatistiktir (Tathdil, 1992; Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Patir, 2019; Dogan & Basokgu,
2010; Hayton, Allen & Scarpello, 2004; Hurley et al., 1997). Johnson ve Winchern (2002; akt. Karagdz,
Demir & Giinel, 2019) ise faktor analizini, Olgililebilen ¢ok sayidaki gozlenebilir 6zelligin arkasindaki
gercek, gizli boyutlar1 ortaya ¢ikarmaya yarayan bir istatistik olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Bu c¢aligmada 6nce AFA sonrasinda ise DFA gerceklestirilmistir. Madde istatistiklerinin ve
AFA analizi i¢in SPSS 23 kullanilirken DFA i¢in de LISREL 8.8 kullanilmistir.

Bulgular

Edilen veriler Faktor analizine tabi tutulmadan 6nce s6z konusu verilerin faktor analizine uygun
olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi ve 6rneklem biiyiikliigliniin faktdrlestirmeye
uygun olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in ise Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) katsayisindan yararlanilmistir.
Elde edilen istatistikler tablo 1’de oldugu gibidir.

Tablo 1. Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) 6rneklem 6l¢iim ve Bartlett’s test sonuglari
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Orneklem Yeterliligi ,975
Yaklasik y? degeri 42267,820
sd 703
» ,000

Bartlett’in Kiiresellik Testi
(Bartlett's Test of Sphericity)

Tablo 1°de yer alan veriler incelendiginde, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 6rneklem yeterliligi
katsayisinin 0,975 oldugu goriilmektedir. Literatirde KMO katsayisinin 0,90 ve iizerinde olmasi
miikemmel diizey olarak kabul edilmektedir (Ozgiir, 2003; Sencan, 2005; Kalayci, 2008; Cokluk,
Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Tavsancil, 2014; Yasar, 2014; Giiris ve Astar, 2014). Bu durum,
caligma grubunun 6rneklem biiylikligiiniin faktdr analizi i¢in son derece uygun oldugunu ve olgek
maddelerinin faktdr yapisini giivenilir sekilde ortaya ¢ikarabilecek yeterlilikte oldugunu géstermektedir.
Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonuclari ise Approx. Chi-Square = 42.267,82, df = 703 ve p < 0,001 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu test, korelasyon matrisinin birim matris olup olmadigini inceleyen bir testtir ve p
degerinin anlaml1 olmasi, maddeler arasinda yeterli korelasyon oldugunu ve dolayisiyla verilerin faktor
analizine uygun oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ozetle, Tablo 1°deki istatistikler, drneklem biiyiikliigii
ve maddeler arasindaki iligkilerin faktor analizine elverigli oldugunu agik bir sekilde gostermektedir.
Verilerin faktdér analizine uygunlugu belirlendikten sonra oOnce AFA sonrasinda ise DFA
gerceklestirilmistir.

Acimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Acimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA), ¢ok sayida gdzlenen degisken arasindaki ortak varyansi
analiz ederek bu degiskenleri daha az sayida ortiik (gizil) faktér altinda toplamayr amaglayan ¢ok
degiskenli bir istatistiksel tekniktir (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Hair et al., 2019). AFA’nin temel varsayimi,
gozlenen degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlarn altinda yatan daha smirli sayidaki gizil yapilar
tarafindan agiklandigidir. Bu yoniiyle AFA, O6lgme aracimin altinda yatan yapisal Oriintiiniin
kesfedilmesine imkan tanir. Kuramsal olarak AFA, arastirmacinin 6nceden belirlenmis kat1 bir faktor
modeline bagh kalmaksizin veri temelli bir yap1 ortaya koymasina olanak saglar. Bu durum ozellikle
yeni gelistirilen Ol¢eklerde veya mevcut kuramsal yapmnin ampirik olarak smanmadigi durumlarda
onemli bir avantajdir (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Olcek gelistirme
literatiirinde AFA’nin temel iglevi, maddelerin hangi faktorler altinda kiimelendigini belirlemek ve
6lgme aracinin yap1 gecerliligine iligkin ilk ampirik kanitlar {iretmektir (DeVellis, 2017).

AFA ayni1 zamanda faktor sayisinin belirlenmesi siirecinde 6zdegerler, yamag grafigi (scree
plot) ve paralel analiz gibi ¢esitli Olglitlerin degerlendirilmesine olanak taniyarak model kurulum
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stirecini istatistiksel temellere dayandirir (Hair et al., 2019). Bu asamada elde edilen bulgular, sonraki
siirecte gerceklestirilecek Dogrulayict Faktdr Analizi (DFA) igin kuramsal ve ampirik bir zemin
olusturur. Nitekim DFA, dnceden belirlenmis bir modelin test edilmesine dayanirken; AFA modelin
kesfine yonelik bir prosediirdiir (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2016). Bu nedenle iki analiz tekniginin birbirini
tamamlayic1 bigimde ve bagimsiz 6rneklemler iizerinde uygulanmasi, dlgek gelistirme ¢aligmalarinda
metodolojik saglamlig1 artirmaktadir.

AFA kapsaminda, ¢alisma grubundan elde edilen verilerin analizi i¢in Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS 23) yazilimi kullanilmustir. Oncelikle kayip degerler kontrol edilmis, gozlem
sayisiin yeterliligi ve verilerin normallik varsayimina uygunlugu incelenmistir. Yapilan kontroller
sonucunda, verilerde herhangi bir kayip deger bulunmamis ve dagilimin normal oldugu belirlenmistir.
Gerekli kosullar saglandiktan sonra AFA analizi uygulanmistir. Analizler sonucunda dort faktorli bir
yap1 ortaya c¢ikmistir. Birinci faktdr “Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri”, ikinci faktér “Okul Sosyal
Etkinlikleri”, {igiincii faktdr “Okuldaki Ogretmenler” ve dérdiincii faktor ise “Okul Yoneticileri” olarak
adlandirilmistir. AFA sonugclarina ait istatistikler Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2 . Olcegin agikladig1 toplam agiklanan varyans

Baslangig Ozdegerler
. (Initial Eigenvalues)
Fakidrler Toplam  Agiklanan Varyans  Toplam Aciklanan Varyans
(%) (%)
1. Okul Rehberlik 16,759 44,102 44,102
Hizmetleri
2. Okul Sosyal 3,048 8,021 52,122
Etkinlikleri
3. Okuldaki Ogretmenler 1,988 5,231 57,354
Okul Y éneticileri 1,579 4,156 61,510

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, AFA sonuglarma gore dort faktorlii bir yapinin ortaya ciktigi
goriilmektedir. Faktor sayisinin belirlenmesinde iki yontem kullanilmistir. Birincisi, 6z degerler
(eigenvalue) olup, hem faktorlerin agiklanan toplam varyans oranint hesaplamak hem de faktor sayisini
belirlemek amaciyla kullanilir. Faktor sayist belirlenirken 6z degeri 1’den biiyiik olan faktorler anlaml
olarak kabul edilmistir. Ikincisi ise toplam agiklanan varyans yiizdesidir; herhangi bir yapmin faktor
olarak kabul edilebilmesi i¢in agiklanan toplam varyansin %5’in altina diigmemesi gerekir.

Dort faktorlii yapida, birinci faktdr “Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri” 6z degeri 16,759 ile toplam
varyansin %44,102’sini agiklamaktadir. Ikinci faktdr “Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri” 6z degeri 3,048 olup
toplam varyansin %8,021’ini agiklamaktadir. Ugiincii faktér “Okuldaki Ogretmenler”’e ait 6z deger
1,988 ve toplam varyans %5,231 dir. Dordiincii faktor “Okul Yoneticileri” 6z degeri 1,579 ile toplam
varyansin %4,156’sin1 agiklamaktadir. Boylece dlgegin agiklamasi gereken toplam varyansin %61,51
oldugu goriilmektedir. Sosyal bilimlerde faktorlerin toplam varyansin %40-60 arasinda agiklamasi
yeterli kabul edilirken (Scherer, Luther, Wiebe ve Adams, 1988), bu ¢alismada %61,51°lik agiklama
orani Olgegin yapi gegerliligi agisindan gii¢lii oldugunu gdstermektedir.

Tablo 2 ayrica 6lgegin tek boyutlu dort faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugunu ve ayni zamanda yap1
gecerliligine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Ozmentes, 2006; Biitiiner ve Giir, 2007; Turanl, Tiirker
ve Keceli, 2008; Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Yasar, 2014). Birinci faktor ile ikinci
faktor arasindaki 6z deger farki belirgindir, ancak ikinci faktdrden sonraki faktdrler arasinda biiyiik fark
gozlenmemektedir. Ayrica, birinci faktoriin toplam varyansi agiklama oraninin %40°1n lizerinde olmasi,
Olcegin yap1 gegerliligine iliskin ek bir kanit olarak degerlendirilebilir. Sonug olarak, gelistirilen bu
Olgek, velilerin okula yonelik algilarinin %61,51°ini gilivenilir sekilde gdzlemleyebilme kapasitesine
sahiptir.
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Scree Plot
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Olgek Maddeleri (Component Number)

Sekil 1. Veli okul algis1 6l¢egine ait yamag/yigintt grafigi

Nihai dl¢ek formunda yer alan 38 maddeye ait yamag/y1gint1 grafigi Sekil 1’de sunulmustur.
Yamacg/yigint1 grafigi, dlcekte yer alan faktorlerin belirlenmesi amaciyla yaygin olarak kullanilan
yontemlerden biri olarak literatiirde kabul edilmektedir. Sekil 1 incelendiginde, birinci faktérden ikinci
faktore, ikinci faktdrden ticiincii faktore ve tiglincii faktérden dordiincii faktore dogru belirgin bir diisiis
gozlenmekte, buna karsin besinci faktor ve sonraki faktorlerde keskin diisiislerin olmadigi
goriilmektedir. Bu durum, grafigin gorsel yorumuna dayanarak 6l¢egin dort faktorli bir yapiya sahip
oldugunu gostermektedir.

Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) sonuglar1 da 6lgegin dort faktorlii oldugunu dogrulamaktadir.
Olgek iginde yer alan 38 maddenin faktdrlere dagilimi ve her faktorde yer alan maddelerin faktor yiik
degerleri Tablo 3’te gosterilmistir. Literatiirde, bir maddenin faktor yiik degerinin diisiik olmasi, s6z
konusu maddenin ilgili faktorle yeterince iliski gdstermedigini ortaya koymaktadir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu
ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Ayrica, faktor yiik degerlerinin genellikle 0,40°1n altinda olmamas1 gerektigi
ifade edilmektedir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012).

Bu ¢alismada, 6lgek maddelerinin faktor yiik degerleri ayrintili bigimde incelenmis ve faktor
yiikii 0,50°nin altinda kalan maddeler 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmistir. Boylece yalnizca faktor yiik degeri 0,50 ve
iizerinde olan maddeler nihai 6l¢ege dahil edilmistir. Ayrica maddelerin birden fazla faktérde anlamli
yiik alip almadigi da kontrol edilmis; yapilan incelemeler sonucunda herhangi bir binisik (capraz
yiiklenen) maddeye rastlanmamistir. Bu durum, maddelerin ilgili olduklar1 faktor altinda agik ve ayirt
edici bigimde konumlandigini gostermektedir (Brown, 2015; Hair et al., 2019; Kline, 2016). AFA
sonuglaria ait bulgular tablo 3’de verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Agimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) sonuglarina gére 6l¢ek maddelerinin faktor yiikleri, madde-toplam
korelasyonu ve ortak varyans degerleri
Madde -Toplam Madde Ortak Varyans

5 5 - . Faktorler
L a9 Korel D 1
§ § —g OI‘E(!ra'S})’OHU e(%fzr)erl ( Componen t)
< OF Jk
- = 1 2 3 4
1 ,676 ,654 751
2 17 686 751
= 3 ,652 ,642 746
% 4 716 ,680 745
£ 5 675 ,630 725
i 6 612 ,583 725
e 7 681 ,630 720
5 8 ,649 611 716
% 9 ,657 ,598 ,709
=10 636 ,579 704
g 1 ,693 ,622 ,696
S 12 592 513 1660
13 ,693 ,565 614
14 674 ,548 601
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Tablo 3. Agimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) sonuglarina gore 6l¢ek maddelerinin faktdr yiikleri, madde-toplam
korelasyonu ve ortak varyans degerleri (Devami)

3 . Madde -Toplam Madde Ortak Varyans Faktorler
Ry . K> Korelasyonu Degerleri (Component)
£ =3 (™)) (%)
= O &
= = 1 2 3 4
15 ,670 ,666 755
16 ,705 ,675 734
= 17 ,703 ,670 731
2 18 725 ,690 726
= 19 701 666 720
= 20 663 621 716
g 21 ;704 656 ;709
S 22 735 687 ;704
E 23 ,666 615 ,699
© 24 ,568 ,539 ,678
25 671 ,604 675
26 ,686 ,584 ,638
27 ,575 ,652 ;718
_ B 28 ,590 642 ;702
é g 29 567 619 ;702
23 30 ,633 ,666 ,690
CL2 3 583 596 659
32 ,581 ,535 ,599
= 33 494 591 715
% 34 ,594 ,647 ;702
g 35 ,510 ,565 677
S 36 ,514 ,553 ,673
E 37 ,523 ,552 ,662
O 38 ,552 ,541 ,034

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, 6l¢ek faktdrlerinin igerikleri ve maddelere ait faktor yiik degerleri
acikca goriilmektedir. Birinci faktor, 14 maddeden olusmakta olup, bu maddelere ait faktor yiik degerleri
,61 ile , 751 arasinda degigmektedir. Birinci faktorde yer alan tiim maddeler okul rehberlik hizmetleriyle
dogrudan iligkili oldugundan, bu faktdr “Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri” olarak adlandirilmstir. Ikinci
faktor, 12 maddeden olusmakta ve maddelere ait faktor yiik degerleri ,638 ile ,755 arasinda
degismektedir. Bu faktordeki maddeler okulda gerceklestirilen sosyal etkinliklerle ilgili oldugundan,
ikinci faktdr “Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Ugiincii faktdr, 6 maddeden olusmakta
olup, faktdr yiik degerleri ,599 ile ,718 arasinda degismektedir. Bu faktorde yer alan tiim maddeler
ogretmenlerle iliskili oldugundan, iigiincii faktdr “Okuldaki Ogretmenler” olarak belirlenmistir. Son
olarak, dordiincii faktor de 6 maddeden olugmakta ve faktor yiik degerleri ,634 ile ,715 arasinda
degismektedir. Bu maddelerin tamami okul yoneticileriyle iligkili oldugundan, dordiincii faktor “Okul
Yoneticileri” seklinde isimlendirilmistir.

Madde ortak varyans degerleri (communality - h?), her bir maddenin toplam varyansinin
faktorler tarafindan agiklanan kismini géstermektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, bir maddenin faktor yapisi ile
paylastig1 varyans oranini ifade eder. Ortak varyans degerinin yiiksek olmasi, maddenin ilgili faktorle
giiclii bir iliskiye sahip oldugunu ve varyansinin biiyiik bir kisminin faktorler tarafindan agiklandigini
gosterir. Buna karsilik, ortak varyans degeri diisiik olan maddeler, faktor yapisi ile yeterince iliskili
olmadigimi ve varyansinin biiyilk boliimiinii faktorlerle paylasmadigini gostermektedir. Sosyal
bilimlerde yapilan 6lgek gelistirme ¢alismalarinda, genellikle ortak varyans degerinin 0,50 ve iizerinde
olmasi, maddenin ilgili faktdre anlamli katki sagladigini belirtir. Ortak varyans degeri 0,50’den kii¢iik
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olan maddeler, maddenin faktdr yapisi ile zayif iliskili oldugunu, yani ilgili faktorlerle varyansinin
biiyiikk kismin1 paylagsmadigin1 gosterir; boyle bir madde genellikle 6lgekten c¢ikarilmalidir. Kisaca,
madde ortak varyansi, maddenin 6lgmek istenen yapiya olan katkisini ve faktérlerle uyumunu olger.

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi (DFA)

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA), bir 6lgek veya dlgme aracinin yap1 gegerliligini test etmek
amactyla kullanilan istatistiksel bir tekniktir. DFA, arastirmacinin 6nceden belirledigi faktor yapisinin
veri setiyle ne Ol¢lide uyumlu oldugunu degerlendirir ve teorik olarak onerilen modelin gdzlenen
verilerle tutarliligini sinar. Bu analiz, A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) odakli analizlerden farkli olarak,
varsayimsal modelleri dogrulama islevi goriir. DFA, dlgek gelistirme veya uyarlama ¢aligmalarinda
uygulanir; ¢linkii bir 6l¢gme aracinin giivenilir ve gecerli olup olmadigini anlamak, elde edilen sonuglarin
bilimsel agidan giivenilirligini artirir. Ayrica DFA, maddelerin belirlenen faktorler tizerindeki yiiklerini
ve model uyum indekslerini hesaplayarak, gereksiz veya problemli maddelerin belirlenmesine yardimci
olur. Sonug olarak, DFA, 6l¢me aracinin yapisal biitiinliiglinii ve psikometrik kalitesini kanitlamak i¢in
vazgegcilmez bir yontemdir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA), onceden belirlenmis teorik bir yapinm veya o6l¢lim
modelinin elde edilen verilerle ne olgiide uyumlu oldugunu inceleyen ileri diizey bir istatistiksel
yontemdir. Bu analiz tiirii, 6zellikle degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin aragtirmacinin kurdugu hipotezler
dogrultusunda gecerliligini test etmeye yoneliktir (Brown, 2015; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). DFA,
Olciim araclarinin 6ngoriilen faktdr yapisina uygunlugunu dogrulamak i¢in kullanilir ve aragtirmacilara
gozlenen verilerin teorik modelle ne diizeyde oOrtiistigiinii belirleme imkan1 saglar (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2010). Sosyal bilimler, psikoloji ve egitim alanlarinda yaygin olarak uygulanan bu yontem,
Ol¢lim araglarinin yap1 gegerliligi ve giivenilirliginin saglanmasinda kritik bir rol oynar (Byrne, 2016;
Kline, 2015). DFA, temel olarak teorik faktor yapismnin gozlemlerle tutarliligini degerlendirir.
Arastirmacilar, dnceden belirlenen faktorleri ve bu faktorlere ait maddeleri tanimlar, ardindan veriler
tizerinden bu yapinin dogrulugunu test eder (Hair et al., 2010; Schreiber et al., 2006). Analiz siirecinde
faktor yiikleri, faktorler arasi korelasyonlar ve diger dl¢iim iligkileri incelenerek modelin gecerliligi ve
giivenilirligi ortaya konur (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Elde edilen DFA sonuglar1, modelin veriyle uyumunu
gosteren ¢esitli uyum indeksleri araciligiyla yorumlanir. Bu indeksler, modelin genel gegerliligini ve
gelistirilmesi gereken alanlarini belirlemede yol gosterici olur (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Ayn
zamanda DFA, yap1 gecerliligini destekleyerek ol¢clim aracinin giivenilirligini degerlendirme olanagi
sunar (Byrne, 2010).

DFA’nin bir diger kullanim alani, modelin farkl alt gruplarda ayn1 sekilde isleyip islemedigini
incelemektir. Demografik veya diger gruplar arasinda modelin esit uygulanabilirligini test eden ¢oklu
grup analizleri, bu islevi destekler (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Ayrica DFA, her bir faktoriin modeldeki
onemini ve faktor yiliklerinin giiclinii ortaya koyarak, 6l¢iim aracinin her bileseninin ne kadar saglam bir
bigimde odl¢iildiigiinii degerlendirme olanagi saglar (Marsh et al., 2004).

Tablo 4. DFA’ya dayali olarak elde edilen uyum indeks degerleri

Uyum indeksi Eldel edilen Mﬁkvemmel ecllifael;:ﬁir Kaynak

degerler degerler

uyum

Chi-Square (%?) p <005 p<0.05 p>0.05 Kline, 2016
CFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Hu & Bentler, 1999
TLI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bentler & Bonett, 1980
RMSEA 0.045 <0.05 <0.08 Browne & Cudeck, 1993
SRMR 0.033 <0.05 <0.08 Hu & Bentler, 1999
IF1 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bollen, 1989
NFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bentler & Bonett, 1980
PNFI 0.93 >0.70 >0.50 Hooper et al., 2008
RFI 0.99 >0.95 >0.90 Bollen, 1989
GFI 0.90 >0.95 >0.90 Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996
AGFI 0.90 >0.95 >0.90 Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996
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Tablo 4 incelendiginde, Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi (DFA) sonucuna gore, gelistirilen 6lgme
aracinin Ongoériilen dort faktorlii yapisinin gdézlenen verilerle uyumunu degerlendirmek amaciyla
uygulanmigtir. DFA sonuglari, 6lgekte yer alan faktdrlerin hem teorik hem de istatistiksel olarak giiclii
bir yap1t sundugunu gostermektedir. Model uyumunu degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilan uyum indeksleri
incelendiginde, CFI, TLI, IFI, NFI ve RFI degerlerinin 0,99 gibi yiiksek seviyelerde oldugu
goriilmektedir; bu durum, modelin yap1 gecerliliginin gii¢lii oldugunu ve faktorlerin verilerle uyumlu
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Bollen, 1989).

RMSEA ve SRMR degerleri sirasiyla 0,045 ve 0,033 olarak elde edilmis, model hatasinin diisiik
seviyede oldugunu ve uyumun istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugunu goéstermistir (Browne & Cudeck,
1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999). GFI ve AGFI degerleri 0,90 seviyesinde bulunmus olup, modelin uygun
diizeyde uyum sagladigint desteklemektedir (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). Ayrica PNFI degeri 0,93
olarak bulunmus ve bu, modelin hem uyumlu hem de yeterince parsimonik oldugunu gostermektedir
(Hooper et al., 2008).

Bu uyum indeksleri biitiinciil olarak degerlendirildiginde, dort faktorlii dlgegin gdzlenen
verilerle 6ngoriilen faktdr yapist arasindaki uyumunun yiiksek oldugu, dolayisiyla dl¢iim aracinin yapi
gecerliliginin saglandigi sonucuna ulagilmaktadir. DFA bulgulari, her bir faktoériin modeldeki
anlamliligint ve faktor yiiklerinin giiciinii ortaya koymakta, boylece dl¢lim aracinin giivenilirligini ve
gecerliligini desteklemektedir (Hair et al., 2010; Schreiber et al., 2006; Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Ayrica,
DFA’nin sagladigi c¢oklu grup analizleri ile modelin farkli alt gruplar arasinda tutarlilign da
degerlendirilebilir; bu da o6lgegin demografik degiskenlerden bagimsiz olarak gegerli Slgiimler
sundugunu gostermektedir (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Marsh et al., 2004).

Chi—Sguare=2024.71, 4df=6€l, P-wvalus=0.00000, RMSERZ=0.045

Sekil 2. ikinci diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi path diagrami
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Okul algisin1 temsil eden yapinin ¢ok boyutlu ve hiyerarsik dogasini sinamak amaciyla
ikinci diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) uygulanmistir. Literatiirde, birden fazla birinci
diizey faktoriin yliksek diizeyde iligkili oldugu durumlarda, bu faktorler arasindaki ortak
varyansin daha st diizey bir gizil yap1 araciligiyla modellenmesinin hem kuramsal hem de
istatistiksel agidan daha uygun oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Brown, 2015; Kline, 2016). Path
diagraminda, birinci diizey faktorler (Facl, Fac2, Fac3 ve Fac4) gozlenen maddeler araciligiyla
tanimlanmis ve her bir maddenin ilgili faktore anlamli ve kabul edilebilir diizeyde yiiklendigi
goriilmiistiir. Maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin genel olarak .60’in iizerinde olmasi, Olgme
modelinin yakinsak gecerliginin saglandigina isaret etmektedir (Hair et al., 2019).

Birinci diizey faktorler arasindaki iligkiler, bu c¢alismada serbest korelasyonlar
biciminde tanimlanmamis; bunun yerine bu iligkiler “okul algis1” adli iist diizey gizil yap1
araciligiyla dolayli olarak modellenmistir. Bu yaklasim, ytliksek faktorler arasi korelasyonlarin
coklu dogrusal baglanti sorununa yol agmasmi Onlerken, oOlgiilen yapinin kavramsal
biitlinliiglinii daha yalin bir bigimde temsil etmektedir (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985; Byrne, 2012).
Ikinci diizey DFA sonuglari, “okul algis1” iist yapisi ile birinci diizey faktdrler arasindaki
standartlastirilmis yol katsayilarinin ytliksek oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, alt boyutlarin
birbirlerinden bagimsiz olmadigini; aksine ortak bir iist kavramsal yap1 ¢er¢evesinde anlamli
bigimde biitiinlestigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, okul algisinin farkli boyutlar {izerinden
Olgiilmesine ragmen, bu boyutlarin daha genel bir algisal yapir altinda toplandigini
desteklemektedir (Gorsuch, 1983).

Modelin uyum indeksleri incelendiginde, RMSEA degerinin kabul edilebilir sinirlarin
altinda olmasi, Onerilen ikinci diizey yapmin veriyle iyi diizeyde uyum sagladigini
gostermektedir. Biiylik orneklemlerde ki-kare istatistiginin anlamli ¢ikmasiin beklenen bir
durum oldugu dikkate alindiginda, uyum indekslerinin birlikte degerlendirilmesi ikinci diizey
modelin yeterli ve uygun bir 6lgme modeli sundugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Kline, 2016). Sonug olarak, elde edilen DFA sonuglari, gelistirilen 6lgegin dort faktorlii yapisinin hem
teorik olarak ongoriilen modeli destekledigini hem de gdzlenen verilerle uyumlu ve giivenilir bir dlgme
araci oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir

Ol¢me Aracimin Giivenirligi

Bir dlgme aracinin gecerliliginin yam sira, giivenirligi de bilimsel arastirmalarda temel bir
oOlciittiir. Glivenirlik, bir 6lgek veya dl¢iim aracinin, dl¢lilmek istenen 6zelligi tesadiifi hatalardan arinmisg
sekilde olgebilme giicii olarak tanimlanabilir. Gelistirilen “Velilerin Okula Yonelik Algr” 6l¢eginin
giivenirlik diizeyini belirlemek i¢in i¢ tutarlilik dl¢iitii kapsaminda Cronbach a ve omega (®) katsayilar
hesaplanmustir. Olgegin genel puani ve dort faktore ait giivenirlik katsayilar1 Tablo 5°te sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 5. Toplam ve alt boyutlara iligkin giivenirlik

Olgek Maddeleri X Sx a ®

M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6, M7, M8, M9, M10, M11,

LBoyut 15 "vi13 Vg 5499 12,01 ,949 ,949
M15, M16, M17, M18, M19, M20, M21, M22, M23,

2Boyut {1 Vs, M26 4622 1042 947 ,948

3.Boyut M27, M28, M29, M30, M31, M32 25,07 458 875 876

4.Boyut M33, M34, M35, M36, M37, M38 24,19 477 ,849 851

Genel 150,47 2698 965 965

Tablo 5’e gore, dlgegin toplamina ait Cronbach a ve o katsayilar her ikisi de ,965 olarak
hesaplanmigtir. Bu degerler, 6lgegin yiiksek diizeyde giivenilir oldugunu gdstermekte olup, sosyal
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bilimler arastirmalarinda giivenirlik igin yeterli kabul edilmektedir (Nunnally, 1978; Liu, 2003;
Tavsancil, 2014). Yiiksek i¢ tutarlilik, 6lgek maddelerinin birbirleriyle giiclii iliskide oldugunu ve
6l¢iilmek istenen psikolojik yapiyr dogru bi¢imde yansittigini ortaya koymaktadir (Tavsancil, 2002;
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2004).

Alt boyutlara ait glivenirlik katsayilar1 da oldukga yiiksektir: Birinci faktor “Okul Rehberlik
Hizmetleri” i¢cin a = ,949 ve ® = ,949, ikinci faktdr “Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri” icin a@ = ,947 ve o =
,948, {iciincii faktdr “Okuldaki Ogretmenler” i¢in @ = ,875 ve w = ,876, dordiincii faktdr “Okul
Yoneticileri” igin ise a = ,849 ve ® = ,851 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu sonuglar, hem 6lgegin genel
giivenilirligini hem de alt boyutlarin tutarliligini dogrulamaktadir. Omega katsayilarinin Cronbach « ile
uyumlu olmasi, 61¢iim modelindeki faktorler arasi varyans dagilimimin da dengeli oldugunu gostermekte
ve Olgegin psikometrik olarak saglam bir yapiya sahip oldugunu desteklemektedir.

Genel olarak, elde edilen yiliksek giivenirlik katsayilari, “Velilerin Okula Yonelik Algt”
6lceginin hem toplam skor hem de alt boyutlar diizeyinde 6l¢iilmek istenen yapiy1 tutarli ve gilivenilir
bigimde degerlendirdigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgular, 06lcegin sosyal bilimler alanindaki
arastirmalarda giivenle kullanilabilecegine isaret etmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alismada gelistirilen “Velilerin Okula Yonelik Algist” 6lgeginin psikometrik 6zellikleri,
hem yurtici hem de uluslararas: literatiirde gelistirilen benzer oOlgeklerle karsilagtirmali olarak
degerlendirilmistir. Faktor analizi oncesi uygulanan Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 6rneklem yeterliligi
.975 ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi %793 = 42.267,82, p < .001 bulgulari, verilerin faktor analizine uygun
oldugunu gostermistir. Literatirde KMO degerinin .90 ve iizerinde olmasi, 6rneklemin faktor analizine
miikemmel diizeyde uygunlugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Sencan, 2005; Kalayci, 2008). Bu baglamda,
mevcut arastirmada kullanilan 6rneklem ve veri seti, psikometrik analizlerin uygulanmasi i¢in giiclii bir
temel sunmaktadir.

Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) sonucu ortaya ¢ikan dort faktdrli yapi (Okul Rehberlik
Hizmetleri, Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri, Okuldaki Ogretmenler, Okul Yoneticileri) toplam varyansin
%61,51’1ni agiklamistir. Sosyal bilimlerde aciklanan toplam varyansin %40—-60 araliginda olmasi yeterli
olarak kabul edilirken (Scherer, Luther, Wiebe & Adams, 1988), elde edilen %61,51’lik oran 6lgegin
giiclii yapisal agiklama kapasitesine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Literatiirdeki pek ¢ok yerli ve
uluslararasi 6lgek de benzer diizeyde varyans agiklama oranlari bildirmektedir.

Ornegin Kog (2018) tarafindan gelistirilen “Veli-Ogretmen {liskisi Olgegi” toplam varyansin
%63,5’ini agiklamis ve i¢ tutarlilik i¢in a = .90 degerini rapor etmistir. Benzer sekilde, Alic1 (2013)
tarafindan gelistirilen Okula Y&nelik Tutum Olgegi toplam varyansin %58,2’ini agiklamis olup o= .907
ile yiiksek diizeyde bir giivenirlik gostermistir. Yurtbakan ve Akyildiz (2020) tarafindan gelistirilen Aile
Okul Algis1 ve Katilimi Olgegi ise toplam giivenirlik katsayisin1 .907 olarak rapor etmis ve agiklanan
varyans orani %55’in iizerinde bulunmustur. Yiiksel ve Kutlu (2024) tarafindan gelistirilen Okul
Basarisin1 Algilama Olgegi yaklasik %52 toplam varyans orani ve o = .81 ile orta diizey bir i¢ tutarlilik
diizeyini yansitmistir. Ayrica Akin ve Sarigam (2014) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan Okul Deneyimleri
Olgegi toplam varyans agiklama oram %62,47 diizeyinde olup alt boyutlarm alfa katsayilar1 .84—.92
araliginda rapor edilmistir. Bu calismalarin bulgulari bir arada degerlendirildiginde, mevcut ¢calismada
elde edilen %61,51’lik varyans oraninin yerli literatiirde giiclii Ol¢eklerle paralel diizeyde oldugu
anlasiimaktadir.

Giivenirlik bakimindan bakildiginda, mevcut calismada 6lgegin toplam giivenirlik katsayist hem
Cronbach alfa hem de omega i¢in .965 olarak bulunmustur ki bu deger, sosyal bilimlerde kabul edilen
yiiksek i¢ tutarlilik sinirmin iizerindedir (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Ozellikle .90’1n {izerindeki alfa
degerleri “yiiksek i¢ tutarlilik” olarak degerlendirilirken, .95’in iizeri katsayilarin maddeler arasinda
oldukga yiiksek bir homojenlik gostergesi oldugu belirtilmektedir (George & Mallery, 2003; Tavakol &
Dennick, 2011). Bununla birlikte literatiirde alfa katsayisinin .95’in lizerine ¢gikmasinin, lgek maddeleri
arasinda igerik benzerliginin artmasina ve dolayisiyla madde c¢esitliliginin azalmasina yol agabilecegi
belirtilmektedir (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Mevcut ¢aligmada da toplam giivenirlik katsayisinin
yiiksek olmasi, 6l¢egin homojen bir yapida oldugunu gostermesine karsin, madde icerikleri kuramsal
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yap1 ve kapsam ag¢isindan ayrica incelenmis ve maddeler arasindaki i¢erik benzerliginin makul diizeyde
tutuldugu gorilmiistiir.

Uluslararas: literatiirde de benzer psikometrik profiller gozlenmektedir. Ornegin Freiberg ve
Stein (1999) tarafindan gelistirilen School Climate Inventory toplam varyansin %65,3’{inli agiklamis ve
Olcegin ic tutarliligt i¢in o = .91 bildirmistir. Barry Fraser’in (1998) gelistirdigi Classroom Environment
Instruments yaklasik %62 varyans agiklama orani ve o = .88 ile rapor edilmis, bu dlgekler okul iklimi
ve 0grenme ortami algilarini dlgmede saglam psikometrik 6zellikler sunmustur. Hoy ve Feldman (1987)
tarafindan gelistirilen 6rgiitsel iklim 6l¢eklerinde toplam varyans yaklasik %60,5 ve gilivenirlik katsayis1
yaklasik .87 olarak bulunmustur. Ayrica Cohen, McCabe, Michelli ve Pickeral (2009) tarafindan okul
iklimi dlgeklerinde alt boyutlarin alfa degerleri genellikle .80—.90 araliginda; toplam varyans oranlari
ise %58-64 bandinda rapor edilmektedir. Epstein’mn (2001) ebeveyn katilim modeli temel alinarak
gelistirilen 6lgeklerde ise alt boyut gilivenirlikleri ¢ogunlukla .75—.89 araliginda degismektedir. Tagiuri
ve Litwin’in (1968) orgiitsel iklim temelli ¢alismalarinda ise toplam varyans oranlar1 %55-60 bandinda;
giivenirlik katsayilari ise genellikle .80’in iizerinde bildirilmistir.

Bu uluslararasi 6rnekler, mevcut ¢alismada elde edilen varyans agiklama orani ve giivenirlik
katsayilarinin hem yerel hem de uluslararas: literatiirde yaygin olarak kabul edilen standartlar
cercevesinde oldugunu gostermektedir. Ornegin School Climate Inventory’nin %65,3 varyans
aciklamasi ve Freiberg ile Stein’in (1999) rapor ettigi .91 alfa diizeyi, dlgegin yapisal gegerliliginin giiclii
oldugunu dogrulamaktadir. Benzer bicimde Classroom Environment Instruments’in .88’lik alfa degeri
de dlgegin i¢ tutarhiliginin yeterli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Mevcut ¢aligma kapsaminda uygulanan Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) sonuglart da 6lgegin
yapisal gecerliligine iliskin gliclii kanitlar sunmaktadir. DFA analizinde elde edilen uyum indeksleri
(CFI = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .045, SRMR = .033 vb.) hem teorik modelin gézlenen verilerle
ortiistiigiinii hem de modelin yiiksek diizeyde uyum sagladigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgular, hem yerli
hem de uluslararasi psikometrik 6lgek calismalarinda kabul edilen CFA/DFA uyum kriterleri ile
paralellik gostermektedir (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). Ornegin uluslararasi okul iklimi 6lgek
caligmalar1 genellikle CFI > .95, RMSEA < .08 gibi esik degerleri kabul edilebilir olarak rapor ederken
(Byrne, 2016; Schreiber et al., 2006), mevcut ¢alismada elde edilen degerlerin daha siki uyum
araliklarini kargiladig1 goriilmektedir.

Faktor yapisinin igeriksel degerlendirilmesi de literatiirdeki benzer olgeklerle paralel bir
goriintime sahiptir. “Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri” faktorii, okulun psikososyal destek mekanizmalarinin
veli algis1 tizerindeki 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir; bu boyut, okul iklimi ger¢evesinde hem 6grenciler
hem aileler i¢in uyum, katilim ve destek algisinin merkezinde yer alir (Fraser, 1998). “Okul Sosyal
Etkinlikleri” faktorii, okul dist ve okul i¢i etkinliklerin okul-veli iligkilerini giiclendiren 6nemli
yapitaslar1 oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu faktor, sosyal etkilesim ve okul toplulugunun algilanan destegi
ile iligkilidir; uluslararasi okul iklimi dl¢eklerinde de sosyal baglant1 ve topluluk algisi alt boyutlar
benzer yapida rapor edilmistir (Cohen et al., 2009). “Okuldaki Ogretmenler” faktorii ise 6gretmen-veli
iligkilerine odaklanmakta olup, 6gretmen davraniglarinin ve profesyonel etkilesimin veli algisini 6nemli
Olciide etkiledigini gdstermektedir. Uluslararas: galigmalar da 6grenme ortaminin algisinda 6gretmen
destegi ve iletisiminin kritik bir rolii oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Schueler et al., 2014). Son olarak
“Okul Yoneticileri” faktorii, okul liderliginin veli algisindaki roliinii gdstermekte; bu, orgiitsel iklim
literatiiriinde okul yoneticilerinin etkisinin dnemli bir boyut oldugunu ortaya koyan daha genis orgiitsel
iklim ¢aligmalartyla uyumludur (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968).

Bu bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde, mevcut oOlcegin hem yerli hem uluslararasi
psikometrik standartlar ¢ercevesinde gii¢lii ve gecerli bir 6lgek oldugunu sdéylemek miimkiindiir. Ayrica
Olcegin dort faktorlil yapisi, literatiirde benzer konular1 6lgen dlgeklerin faktor yapilariyla hem nitelik
hem nicelik agisindan tutarlilik gostermektedir; bu da 6l¢egin kuramsal ve ampirik agidan psikometrik
bir biitiinliige sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Birinci faktor olan Okul Rehberlik Hizmetleri, %44,102 varyans agiklama oranit ve .96
diizeyinde Cronbach Alfa (Omega = .96) katsayisi ile dlgcegin merkezi bilesenini olusturmaktadir.
%44’1in iizerindeki agiklama orani, ¢ok boyutlu sosyal bilim dlgeklerinde nadiren goriilen bir yapisal
yogunlagsmaya isaret etmektedir. Yerli literatiirde rehberlik ya da psikososyal destek boyutlar1 genellikle
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daha sinirli varyans agiklama oranlarina sahiptir. Ornegin Yurtbakan ve Akyildiz (2020) ¢aligmasinda
aile katilmi alt boyutlar1 %12—18 araliginda varyans aciklamakta ve ilgili alt boyutlarin giivenirlik
katsayilar1 .82—.89 arasinda degismektedir. Benzer sekilde Kog¢ (2018) galismasinda 6gretmen-veli
etkilesimi boyutu %15 civarinda varyans agiklamakta ve alfa degeri .88 olarak rapor edilmektedir.

Uluslararasi literatiirde ise okul iklimi ¢aligmalarinda psikososyal destek ya da danismanlik
boyutlar1 genellikle toplam varyansin %10-20’sini aciklamaktadir. Ornegin Freiberg ve Stein (1999)
tarafindan gelistirilen School Climate Inventory’de destek hizmetleri boyutu yaklagik %17 varyans
aciklamakta ve .88 alfa degerine sahiptir. Cohen ve arkadaslarinin (2009) okul iklimi modelinde
psikososyal giivenlik boyutu %14 varyans aciklamakta ve .86 giivenirlik katsayis1 gostermektedir.

Bu baglamda mevcut ¢alismadaki %44,102’lik oran, rehberlik hizmetlerinin veli algisinda
yalnizca bir alt boyut degil; okulun merkezi iglevlerinden biri olarak konumlandigini géstermektedir.
Bu durum Tiirkiye baglaminda rehberlik hizmetlerinin smav yonlendirme, akademik rehberlik ve
psikososyal destek alanlarinda veliler acisindan kritik bir beklenti alanma donistiigiinii
diistindiirmektedir.

Ikinci faktor olan Okul Sosyal Etkinlikleri, %8,021 varyans agiklama oranma ve .91 Cronbach
Alfa (.91 Omega) katsayisina sahiptir. Bu oran ilk faktore kiyasla daha diisiik olmakla birlikte, ebeveyn
katilim literatiiriinde sosyal etkinlik boyutlarinin genellikle %6—10 araliginda varyans agikladigi
bilinmektedir. Yurtbakan ve Akyildiz (2020) calismasinda sosyal katilim boyutu %9 varyans
aciklamakta ve .85 alfa degerine sahiptir. Alict (2013) ¢alismasinda sosyal etkinliklere yonelik tutum
boyutu %10 civarinda varyans ag¢iklamis ve .87 giivenirlik katsayisi rapor edilmistir.

Uluslararas1 ¢aligmalarda da benzer bir dagilim goriilmektedir. Fraser (1998) tarafindan
gelistirilen siif ¢evresi 6lgeklerinde sosyal katilim boyutlar1 %8—12 araliginda varyans agiklamakta ve
.84—.89 alfa degerleri gostermektedir. Hoy ve Feldman (1987) calismasinda sosyal etkilesim boyutu %9
varyans ac¢iklama orani ve .85 giivenirlik katsayisina sahiptir.

Bu karsilagtirmalar, mevcut ¢caligmadaki %8,021°lik varyans oraninin literatiirle tutarli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ancak dikkat ¢ekici olan nokta, rehberlik faktoriine kiyasla sosyal etkinliklerin daha
ikincil konumda kalmasidir. Bu durum, velilerin okul algisinda akademik ve yonlendirici islevleri sosyal
etkinliklere gore daha dncelikli degerlendirdigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Ugiincii faktdr olan Okuldaki Ogretmenler, %5,231 varyans agiklama orani ve .93 Cronbach
Alfa (.93 Omega) katsayis1 gostermektedir. Ogretmen algisinin gorece daha diisiik varyans oranima sahip
olmasi ilk bakista smurli gibi goriinse de, 6gretmen giiveni literatiiriinde faktorlerin genellikle %5-15
araliginda varyans agikladigi bilinmektedir. Kog (2018) calismasinda 6gretmen giiven boyutu %14
varyans agiklamakta ve .90 alfa degerine sahiptir. Yiiksel ve Kutlu (2024) calismasinda 6gretmen
yeterligi boyutu %11 varyans agiklamakta ve .83 giivenirlik katsayisi gostermektedir. Uluslararasi
literatiirde Hoy ve Feldman (1987) tarafindan gelistirilen orgiitsel giiven modelinde 6gretmen giiven
boyutu %12 varyans agiklama oram1 ve .87 alfa degerine sahiptir. Cohen ve arkadaslar1 (2009)
caligmasinda Ogretmen-6grenci iliskisi boyutu %13 varyans agiklamakta ve .88 giivenirlik
gostermektedir.

Mevcut ¢alismadaki %5,231 oran1 gorece daha diisiik olmakla birlikte .93 liik yiiksek gilivenirlik
katsayisi, faktoriin igsel homojenliginin gii¢lii oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum, 6gretmen algisinin
veliler agisindan daha biitlinlesik ancak diger boyutlara kiyasla daha sinirli bir varyans kaynagi oldugunu
diistindiirmektedir.

Dordiincii faktor olan Okul Yoneticileri, % 4,156 varyans agiklama orani ve .92 Cronbach Alfa
(.92 Omega) katsayis1 gostermektedir. Liderlik ve yonetim algis1 boyutlari literatiirde genellikle % 4—
10 araliginda varyans agiklamaktadir. Kog¢ (2018) ¢aligmasinda yonetim destegi boyutu %8 varyans
aciklamakta ve .86 alfa degerine sahiptir. Uluslararasi baglamda Freiberg ve Stein (1999) calismasinda
liderlik boyutu %10 varyans agiklama oran1 ve .89 giivenirlik katsayisi gostermektedir. Bu baglamda
mevcut ¢caligmadaki %4,156 orani literatiir alt sinirina yakin olmakla birlikte .92°lik yiiksek giivenirlik
degeri, yonetici algisinin tutarli bir yapiya sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum, velilerin
yoneticilere iliskin degerlendirmelerinin daha secici ancak tutarli oldugunu diigiindiirmektedir.
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Oneriler

Bu caligmada elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, gelistirilen 6lgegin farkli sosyokiiltiirel
bolgelerde ve farkli okul tiirlerinde uygulanarak Ol¢me degismezligi analizlerinin yapilmasi
onerilmektedir. Boylece 6lgegin faktor yapisinin farkli 6rneklemlerde tutarliliginin sinanmasi miimkiin
olacaktir. Ayrica bazi alt boyutlarda elde edilen yiiksek i¢ tutarlilik katsayilar1 (.90 ve iizeri), maddeler
arasinda icerik benzerligi olasiligini gliindeme getirmektedir. Bu nedenle ilerleyen arastirmalarda madde
indirgeme analizleri ve kisa form gelistirme ¢alismalar yapilabilir. Olgegin boyutlar1 arasindaki yapisal
iligkilerin daha derinlemesine incelenebilmesi igin yapisal esitlik modellemesi temelli ¢aligmalar
yiirtitiilmesi de Onerilmektedir. Bunun yani sira dl¢cek puanlarimin akademik basari, okul bagliligi,
Ogrenci iyi olusu ve veli katilim diizeyi gibi degiskenlerle iliskilerinin incelenmesi, 6l¢iit bagintili
gecerlik kanitlarini giiglendirecektir. Son olarak, 6l¢egin dgretmen ve 6grenci formlarinin gelistirilerek
coklu veri kaynagma dayali karsilastirmali ¢aligmalarin yapilmasi, okul iklimi ve paydas algilarinin
biitiinciil bigimde degerlendirilmesine katki saglayacaktir.

Bunun yani sira, 6lgegin zamana karsi tutarliligin1 degerlendirmek amaciyla test-tekrar test
giivenirlik ¢caligmalarinin yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir. Boylece dl¢limiin yalnizea i¢ tutarlilik diizeyi degil,
zamansal kararhligi da ortaya konulabilecektir. Olgegin madde diizeyinde isleyisini daha ayrintili
incelemek amaciyla Madde Tepki Kurami (MTK) temelli analizlerin gerceklestirilmesi de onemli
katkilar saglayabilir; ozellikle ayirt edicilik ve madde gii¢lilk parametrelerinin incelenmesi, dlgme
hassasiyetinin farkli puan diizeylerinde nasil degistigini ortaya koyacaktir. Ayrica farkli sosyoekonomik
diizeylere sahip gruplar arasinda diferansiyel madde isleyisi (DIF) analizlerinin yapilmasi, 6l¢egin adil
dleiim yapip yapmadigina iliskin 6nemli kanitlar sunacaktir. Olgegin yordama gecerliini smamak
amaciyla, rehberlik hizmetleri ve 6gretmen algisi boyutlarinin 6grencilerin akademik performansi ya da
okul baglilig: iizerindeki dolayli ve dogrudan etkileri yapisal esitlik modellemesi araciligiyla test
edilebilir. Son olarak, nicel bulgularin daha derinlemesine yorumlanabilmesi i¢in karma ydntem
tasarimlariyla nitel veri toplanmasi ve veli gorlismelerinin yapilmasi, faktorlerin baglamsal anlamini
giiclendirecek ve dlcekte temsil edilen yapinin kiiltiirel temellerini daha goriiniir kilacaktir.

Sonu¢ olarak, bu aragtirma kapsaminda gelistirilen Olgek, hem uluslararasi literatiirle
kargilagtirmali olarak degerlendirildiginde ortaya koydugu giiclii psikometrik gostergeler hem de
Tiirkiye baglamina 6zgii yapisal duyarliligi ile alan yazina anlaml bir katki sunacagi umulmaktadir.
Olgegin yiiksek drneklem yeterliligi, saglam faktdr yapisi ve iistiin model uyum indeksleri, dlgiim
aracinin bilimsel giivenilirligini desteklemekte; Ozellikle rehberlik hizmetleri boyutunun merkezi
konumu ise baglamsal Ozgiinliige isaret etmektedir. Bu baglamda calisma, okul temelli alg:
arastirmalarinda hem kuramsal derinligi hem de metodolojik titizligi bir arada sunan biitiinciil bir
cerceve ortaya koymaktadir.
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REHBERLIK HIiZMETLERINE YONELIK ALGI

Okuldaki rehberlik biriminde gérev yapan dgretmenlerin 6zverili
calistiklarini diisiiniiyorum. ORORORORO
Okuldaki rehberlik hizmetlerinin etkili oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. O @6 @ 6

Rehber 6gretmenlerle iletisim kurdugumda sergiledikleri yaklagimin

beni olumlu yonde etkiledigini diisiiniiyorum. ORORORORO
Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin gocugumun egitim-ogretim

stireciyle yakindan ilgilendiklerini diistiniyorum. ORORORORO
Cocugum herhangi bir sorun yasadiginda rehberlik biriminin ¢6ziim D @
iiretmeye calistigini diigtiniiyorum.

Okuldaki rehberlik hizmetlerinden olduk¢a memnunum O @

Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuklarda “ben” kavrami yerine D @
“biz” bilincinin gelismesine katki sagladiklarini diistiniiyorum.

®® 6
®® 6
®® 6
Rehber 6gretmenlerin gocuklarin okulu sevmesinde 6énemli rol
oynadiklarini diisiiniiyorum. ONOGROBONE)
Cocugumu rehberlik birimindeki dgretmenlere giivenle emanet
edebilirim. ORORORORO
Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin akademik kariyer D06 @ 06
planlamalaria yonelik yeterli bilgilendirme yaptiklarini diigiiniiyorum.
ehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin gocuguma kendi ¢ocuklar1 gibi
yaklastiklarini diistiniiyorum. OROROBORO
Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin cocugumun olasi sorunlarina
¢Oziim iiretebilecek yetkinlige sahip olduklarini diisiiniiyorum. OROROBONO,
Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin ¢cocuklar1 yetenekleri
dogrultusunda yonlendirebilecek donanima sahip olduklarin O @ B @ 6
diisiiniiyorum.
®®O6

Rehberlik birimindeki 6gretmenlerin yalnizca ¢ocuklarla degil, D @
velilerle de iletisim kurmalarindan memnunum.
OKUL SOSYAL ETKINLIKLERINE YONELIK ALGI

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin gocugumun sanata bakis agisinda olumlu D @
degisim sagladigini diisiiniiyorum

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin ¢ocuklarda kurumsal kimlik gelisimine D @
katki sagladigini diistiniiyorum.

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin gocugumun var olan yeteneklerini ortaya D @
¢ikarmada etkili oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

® @ @
CHIOMCHMONO
© e 066 0@

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin ¢ocugumun kisilik gelisimine olumlu D @

katki sagladigini diistiniiyorum.

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin cocugumun 6zgiivenini artirdigimi D @
diisiiniiyorum.

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin ¢gocugumun dogaya bakis acisinin D@ 6 @
gelismesine katki sagladigimi diistiniiyorum.

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin ¢cocugumun topluma ve toplumsal D06 @ 6

degerlere yonelik algisint olumlu yonde etkiledigini diistiniiyorum.

Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin gocugumda ortak toplumsal degerlerin

gelisimine katki sagladigimi diiginiiyorum. ORORORORO
Okulun sosyal etkinliklerinin yerinde ve gerekli oldugunu

diistintiyorum. OROROBONO)
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Okulda sanata yonelik etkinliklerin yeterli diizeyde oldugunu

diisiinliyorum ORORORORO
Okuldaki etkinliklerin ¢gocuklarin birbirleriyle kaynasmasina katk1

sagladigini diistiniiyorum. ONORORORO
Okuldaki sosyal etkinliklerin cocuguma birey olma bilinci D06 @ 6

kazandirdigini diigtintiyorum.
OGRETMENE YONELIK ALGI

Ogretmenlerin gocuklara yalmizca bilgi aktarmakla kalmayip, ayni

zamanda karsilikli saygiy1 da kazandirmaya calistiklarini OB @ 6

diistintiyorum.

Ogretmenlerin 6grenciler arasinda paylasma duygusunu gelistirmek

i¢in ¢aba gosterdiklerini diistiniiyorum. @ @ @ @ @

Ogretmenlerin ¢gocugumu gelecekte karsilasabilecegi sorunlari

cOzebilecek bilgi ve becerilerle donatmaya calistiklarini diisliniiyorum. ORGROJONE)

Ogretmenlerin 6grenciler arasinda yardimlasmay etkili bicimde tesvik

ettiklerini diistiniiyorum. ONOGROBONG)

Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin takim ruhu igerisinde birlikte calisabilmeleri

icin ¢aba gosterdiklerini diisiiniiyorum. ORORORORO

Okuldaki 6gretmenlerin kendi branslarinda yeterli bilgiye sahip

olduklarini diigtiniiyorum. ONOGRORORO
OKUL YONETICILERINE YONELIK ALGI

Okul yoneticilerinin velilerle saygi ¢er¢evesinde iletisim kurduklarini
disiiniiyorum. ONOGRORORO

Okul yéneticilerinin kullandiklari iislup bana her zaman giiven veriyor. (1) @) 3) @ (&)

Okul yoneticilerinin giivenilir olduklarini diigiinityorum. O @6 @ 6

Okul yoneticilerinin tiim velilere deger verdiklerini davraniglariyla

gosterdiklerini diistiniiyorum. ORORORORO
Okul yoneticilerinin velileri kendi ailelerinden biri gibi gordiiklerini

diisiiniiyorum. ONOGROBONE)
Okul yoneticilerinin okulun amaglarini gergeklestirebilecek yonetim

becerisine sahip olduklarini diisiiniiyorum. ORGRORONE)
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