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Oz

Okullarda 6grenmeyi destekleyici bir iklim olusturulmasi, ogretmenin mesleki performansinin
gelistirmesi yoluyla 6grenci basarisinin artirilmasinda 6nemli bir belirleyici olarak goriilmektedir. Bu
arastirmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin okullarinda 6grenme iklimine yonelik algilarimi 6lgmeye yonelik
gecerli ve glivenilir bir Olgme araci gelistirmektir. Arastirma kapsaminda alanyazindan ve
Ogretmenlerle yapilan goriismelerden faydalanilarak madde havuzu olusturulmus ve kapsam
gecerligi i¢in uzman goriisiine bagvurulmustur. Arastirmanin verileri 2020 yilinin bahar déneminde
resmi 18 ilkokul, 20 ortaokul ve 15 lisede goérev yapan goniilli 589 6gretmenden olusan iki farkl
caligma grubundan toplanmigtir. Verilerin ¢oziimlenmesinde madde analizi, agimlayici faktor analizi,
birinci ve ikinci diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmis ve giivenirlik katsayilart hesaplanmustir.
Madde analizi ve AFA sonucunda toplam 22 madde ve dort alt boyuttan olusan bir dlgek elde
edilmigstir. Ortaya ¢ikan alt boyutlar isbirlik¢i ortam, okul mudiirii destegi, okul imkéanlar1 ve mesleki
ilgi olarak adlandirilmistir. DFA sonucunda elde edilen bulgular 6lgegin kabul edilebilir bir uyuma
sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Olgegin giivenirligi icin .93 olarak hesaplanan Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarhik
katsayis1 Olgegin oldukga giivenilir oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgulara gore, Okullarda
Ogrenme Iklimi Olgegi'nin dgretmenlerin 6grenme iklimine yonelik algilarim 8lgmek amaciyla
kullanilabilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir dlgme aract oldugu sdylenebilir. Gelecek caligmalarda
Olcegin Ozel okul ogretmenleri iizerinde gecerlik ve giivenirlik c¢alismalarinin yinelenmesi
Onerilebilir.
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Giris

Hizla degisen, karmasiklasan ve ¢esitlenen is ¢evrelerinde, calisanlarin yeni kosullara uyum
saglayabilmesi i¢in yeterliklerini siirekli giincellemesi gerekmektedir. Nikolova ve
digerlerine gore (2014), orgiitlerin varliklarini siirdiirebilmeleri, ¢alisanlari icin 6grenmeye
tesvik edici ortamlar saglamalarina baghdir. Calisanlarina bilgi ve becerilerini
gelistirebilecekleri ve meslektaslariyla paylasabilecekleri Ogrenme ortamlart sunmak
orgiitlerin amaglarina ulasmasinda etkili bir yol olarak goriilmektedir (Marsick ve Watkins,
2003). Ogrenmeyi destekleme, yaraticilik, yenilikgilik ve yonetim uygulamalari gibi is
ortamina iliskin 6zellikler calisanlarin 6grenmeye iliskin inan¢ ve tutumlarin1 6nemli 6l¢lide
etkilemektedir (Bates ve Khasawneh, 2005). Motivasyon ve Ogrenme becerileri gibi
faktorlerin yani sira ¢aligsanlarin is ortamina iligskin algilart da 6grenmeleri iizerinde oldukga
etkilidir (Atwal, 2013). is ortamina yénelik bu algilarin “iklim” catis1 altinda incelendigi ve
bireylerin yaraticilik, ©6grenme ve performanslari iizerinde belirleyici oldugu One
stiriilmektedir (Hetland vd., 2011; Rousseau, 1988). Bu nedenle, orgiitlerde 6grenmenin

etkili bir bigimde ger¢eklesmesi igin olumlu bir 6grenme ikliminin olusturulmasi gereklidir.

Alanyazinda orgiitlerdeki 6grenme kosullarina isaret etmek i¢in “6grenme iklimi”
(Atwal, 2013; Bowen ve Kilmann, 1975; Bozdogan ve Sagnak 2011; Cherkowski, 2016;
Eldor ve Harpaz, 2016; Hallinger, Bickman ve Davis, 1996; O’Donnell ve White, 2005;
Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016; Yielding, 1993), “6grenme kiiltiirii” (Bates ve Khasawneh, 2005;
Koops ve Winsor, 2006; Masitsa, 2005; Oluremi, 2008), “akademik iklim” (Wang ve Degol,
2016), “6grenme yonelimi” (Opfer, Pedder ve Lavicza, 2011), “6grenme atmosferi” (Pan,
2004) ve dgrenme ortami (Stoll, 2009) gibi kavramlarin kullanildig1 goriilmektedir. Kiiltiir
bireylerin orgiit hakkindaki inan¢ ve degerleri gibi daha soyut kavramlar1 yansitirken, iklim
caligma ortaminin bireysel algilara dayali, daha gozlemlenebilir ve Slgiilebilir 6zelliklerini
icermektedir (Schein, 1990; Wang 2012). iklim, bireylerin davranislarm etkileyen érgiitsel
ortama yonelik bireysel beklentileri, algilart ve yorumlaridir (Denison, 1996). Okul iklimi
ise Ogretim ve Ogrenmenin gerceklestigi okul ortamiyla iligkili bir kavram olup, okul
yoOneticisi ve Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptiklart okulun O6zellikleri hakkinda hissettiklerini
yansitmaktadir (Johnson ve Johnson, 1999; Kaplan ve Geoffroy, 1990). Bu nedenle, mevcut
arastirmada okulun 6grenmeye iliskin daha somut ve gozlemlenebilir 6zelliklerini yansitan

“6grenme iklimi” kavrami kullanilmistir.
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Son yillarda 6grenme iklimi, 6gretmen etkililigini artiran 6nemli bir orgiitsel faktor

olarak yaygin bir bi¢imde kabul gérmektedir (Eldor ve Harpaz, 2016). Ayrica, orgiitlerin
ogrenmeyi destekleyen bir iklim olusturmasi ¢alisanlarin mesleki gelisimini desteklemekte
de 6nemli bir yol olarak goriilmektedir (Nikolova vd., 2014). Alanyazinda, okullarda
ogrenme ikliminin Ogretmenlerin mesleki ogrenmesi (Atwal, 2013; Opfer, Pedder ve
Lavicza, 2011), 6grenme kapasitesi (Prieto ve Revilla, 2006), 6gretmenlerin teknolojiyi
kullanma istekleri (Vermeulen vd., 2017), is doyumu ve motivasyon (Shoshani ve Eldor,
2016), yenilik¢i davranislar (Sung ve Choi, 2014) ve Ogrenci O6grenmesi (Bowen ve
Kilmann, 1975; Moreland 1984) gibi kavramlarla iliskilendirildigi goriilmektedir. Ogrenme
iklimine iligkin yapilan ¢alismalar, orgiitsel kosullarin 6grenme tizerinde tesvik edici ya da
engelleyici bir rol oynayabilecegini ortaya koymustur (Cortini, 2016; Nikolova vd., 2014).
Ogretmen oOgrenmesinin dnemli bir unsuru olarak goriilen 6grenme iklimi, okulda
Ogretmenlerin bilgiyi elde edebilecegi, paylasabilecegi ve dgrenebilecegi ¢esitli imkan ve
faaliyetlerden olusan ortam olarak goriilmektedir (Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016). Orgiitsel bir
faktor olarak ogrenme iklimi ise, Ogretmenlerin formel ve informel mesleki 6grenme
firsatlarina ulagsmasinda ©nemli rol oynamaktadir (Atwal, 2013). Olumlu bir &grenme
iklimine sahip olan okullarda, karsilasilan sorunlarin ¢6ziimiinde okulun tiim tyeleri birlikte
hareket etmekte ve ortak bir hedef dogrultusunda sorumluluk almakta, &gretmenler
kendilerini daha degerli hissetmekte ve ogrenme faaliyetlerine katilmada daha istekli
davranmaktadirlar (Sigman, 2011). Olumlu bir 6grenme iklimi algisi, 6gretmenlerde basari
ve memnuniyet hissi uyandirarak derslerinde yeni 6gretim uygulamalar1 kullanmalarina ve
deneyimlerini yansitmalarina olumlu katkida bulunmaktadir (Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016).
Sonug olarak, okullarda 6gretmenlerin mesleki yeterliliklerinin gelistirilmesini kolaylastiran

olumlu bir 6grenme iklimi 6grenci bagarisi i¢in de dnemli goriilmektedir (Deal ve Peterson,

1999).

Ogretmen niteliginin  gelistirilmesi ve Ogretmenlerin desteklendigi 6grenme
ortamlarinin olusturulmas1 hem O6grenci basarisinin hem de O6gretmenlerin mesleki
performanslarinin artirilmasinda 6nemli rol oynadigindan (Hodkinson ve Hodkinson, 2005;
Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016), dgretmenlerin kapasitesini gelistirmek ve mesleki becerilerini
artirmak son yillarda egitim politikalarinin odak noktasi olmustur (Villegas-Reimers, 2003).
Okullarin normlari, yapilar1 ve uygulamalari 6gretmenlerin 6grenmesi i¢in destekleyici veya
engelleyici olabilmektedir. Siirekli 6grenme firsatlari sunan; arastirmay1, diyalogu, is birligi

ve takim caligmasini tesvik eden ve liderligin paylasildigi bir sistemi olusturan okullar
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ogretmenlerin mesleki O0grenmesine daha fazla katki saglamaktadir (Opfer, Pedder ve

Lavicza, 2011). Etkilesime dayali ve siirekli bir deneyim ve bilgi takasi olan 6gretmen
mesleki 6grenmesinde sinif ve okulun sosyal ortami 6grenmenin asil gergeklestigi yerdir
(Liu, Hallinger ve Feng, 2016). Ogretmen mesleki 6grenmesi etkili okullar 6gretmenleri
destekleyen ve mesleki gelisimi i¢in olumlu bir 6grenme ortami saglayan okullardir (Schunk
ve Pajares, 2009). Aksi soz konusu oldugunda, 6gretmenler, 6grenmede ve 0grendiklerini

ogretim uygulamalarina yansitmada sorun yasamaktadirlar (Hollingsworth, 1999).

Ogrenme iklimine iliskin yeterli sayida gecerli ve giivenilir 6lgme aracinin
olmamasimin bu konuda yapilacak c¢alismalar i¢in smirlayict bir etken oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Nikolova vd., 2014). Tiirkiye baglaminda okullarda 6grenme iklimini 6lgmeye
yonelik farkli dil ve kiiltiirlerden uyarlanan 6l¢eklerin kullanildig1 goriillmektedir. Yapilan
bazi calismalarda Tennessee Okul Giivenligi Merkezi ve Lincoln Okullar1 tarafindan
gelistirilen “Ogrenme Iklimi Olgegi” kullanilmistir (Bora, 2010; Camur, 2006; Sentiirk ve
Mutlu, 2019). Bozdogan (2010) tarafindan ¢alismada ise Hoyle (1972) tarafindan gelistirilen
“Okul Ogrenme Envanteri” Tiirk¢eye uyarlanarak kullanilmistir. Her iilkenin farkli bir
egitim sistemi ve kiiltiirel yapisi oldugu goéz Oniline alindiginda Ogretmenlerin 6grenme
iklimine iliskin algilarin1 belirlemeye yonelik Tiirk dili ve kiiltiirline uygun bir bigimde

gelistirilen gecerli ve glivenilir bir 6lgme aracinin gerekli oldugu diisiintilmektedir.

Ilgili alanyazin incelendiginde okullarda 6grenme iklimine yonelik arastirmalarin
cogunlukla 6grenci algilarini 6lgmeye yonelik gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir (Bama, 1999;
Damico ve Roth, 1993; Gerold ve Barnes, 1986; Kanadli ve Baggeci, 2016; Strodl, 1988).
Sosyal Biligsel Kuram’a gore 6grenci ve 6gretmenlerin okuldaki farkl rolleri okul ortamina
ilisgkin algilarinda farklilagmaya neden olmaktadir (Bandura, 1991). Okul ikliminin
ogrenciler i¢in daha az 6nemli olan unsurlar1 6gretmenlerin okul iklimine iliskin algilarim
onemli olgiide etkileyebilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin algilart da 6gretime iliskin aldiklart
kararlarda belirleyici bir unsurdur (Perry ve Rahim, 2011). Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin okul
iklimine iliskin algilarin1 belirlemek amaciyla yeni 6l¢me araclarinin gelistirilmesi gerekli
goriilmektedir (Liu vd., 2014). Ayn1 zamanda, alanyazinda egitim Orgiitleri disinda 6grenme
iklimini 6lgmeye yarayan veri toplama araglar1 bulunsa da (Eldor ve Harpaz, 2016; Bates ve
Khasawneh, 2005; Nikolova vd., 2014) okullarda 6grenme iklimini 6gretmen goriislerine
gore Olgen Olgme araglart sinirlidir (Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016). Ayrica, mesleki 6grenme
toplumu OSlcgeklerinin de 6gretmen 6grenmesine yonelik okul yapisini belirlemek amaciyla

kullanilmasina ragmen, bu Olceklerin bazi boyutlarinin Tiirk egitim sistemine uygun
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olmadig1 ve calismayacagi ifade edilerek egitimin kiiltiirel yapis1 ve kodlar dikkate alinarak

yeni dlgme araglar1 gelistirilmesi onerilmektedir (Ogdem, 2015). Ogretmen dgrenmesini
gelistirmek okullarda hakim olan 6grenme ikliminin 6zelliklerinin belirlenmesini
gerektirmektedir. Okullarda 6gretmen 6grenmesine yonelik gelistirilen gegerli ve giivenilir
bir Olgme aracinin hem kuramsal olarak hem de uygulamada fayda saglayacagi
varsayllmaktadir. Mevcut aragtirma kapsaminda gelistirilen Olgme aracinin okullarin
ogrenme iklimine iligkin &zelliklerinin belirlenmesini ve gelistirilmesini saglayarak

alanyazina katkida bulunacag diisiintilmektedir.

Ogrenme iklimi

Ogrenme iklimi etkili okullara iliskin yapilan arastirmalar neticesinde ortaya cikan, okul
iklimi ve orgiit iklimi kavramlarindan farkli olarak 6grenmeye odaklanan daha yeni bir
kavramdir (Resendiz, 1994). Okullarin yeniden yapilandirilmas: siirecinde dgrenen orgiit
yaklagimi 6grenme iklimi kavraminin ortaya c¢ikmasinda Onemli bir faktér olmustur
(Camur, 2016). Ayrica 6grenme ikliminin orgiitsel performansla olan iligkisi de bu kavramin
yaygin hale gelmesine katkida bulunmustur (Mikkelsen ve Grenhaug, 1999). Marsick ve
Watkins (2003)’e gore Ogrenme iklimi c¢alisanlarin bilgiyi liretme, elde etme ve
aktarmalarina katki saglayan faydali orgiitsel etkinliklere yonelik algilaridir. Lowe (1990)
ogrenme iklimini bireylerin olumlu bir 6grenme ortami saglayan fiziksel ya da psikolojik
degiskenlere iliskin his ve algilart olarak tanimlamistir. Honey ve Mumford’a gore (1996)
ogrenme iklimi, mesleki gelisime yonelik davranis ve uygulamalarin desteklendigi ortamdir.
Nikolova ve digerlerine (2014) goére 6grenme iklimi, ¢alisanlarin 6grenme davraniglarini
gelistiren, ddiillendiren ve destekleyen orgiitsel politika ve uygulamalara yonelik algilaridir.
Eldor ve Harpaz (2016) ise 6grenme iklimi kavramini ¢alisanlarin, orgiitiin 6grenmeyi tesvik

etme derecesine iliskin algilar olarak tanimlamistir.

Lezotte ve digerlerine (1980) gore 6grenme iklimi okullarda kendine 6zgii bir anlama
sahiptir. “Okul” ve “6grenme iklimi” terimlerinin bir araya getirilmesiyle okul ortaminda
stiregelen O6grenme uygulamalarinin olusturdugu bir atmosfere dikkat c¢ekilmektedir.
Ogrenme ve 6gretmeyi kolaylastiran olumlu bir okul iklimi okullarda 6grenme kiiltiiriiniin
onemli bir pargasidir. Olumlu bir 6grenme iklimine sahip olan okullarda Ggretmenler
meslektaslariyla ve okul yoneticileriyle is birligi i¢inde ¢alismakta, birbirlerine saygi ve
giiven duymaktadirlar (Ellis, 1988). Silins, Mulford ve Zarins (2002) olumlu 6grenme

ortami olan okullarda liderligin paylasildigini, okul c¢alisanlar1 arasinda is birliginin
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desteklendigini ve 68retmenlerin 6grenme ihtiyaclarinin karsilandigini belirtmistir. Kaplan

ve Geoffroy (1990) olumlu bir &grenme ikliminin 6gretmenlerin mesleki Yeterlilik
duygularin1 gii¢lendirerek daha fazla sorumluluk ve risk almalarina katkida bulundugunu
one siirmiistiir. Ogretmenler destek gordiikleri olumlu bir dgrenme ikliminde kendilerini
daha giicli hissetmekte, okulun amacglarina baglilik gostermekte ve meslektaslarina
giivenmektedir (Liu ve digerleri, 2014). Olumlu bir 6grenme iklimi 6gretmenlerin 6gretim
stireclerinde sz sahibi olmalarma, olumlu iletisim kurmalarina ve motivasyonlarinin
artmasina olanak saglamaktadir (Yielding, 1993). Ogretmenler kendilerini destekleyen bir
okul ikliminde 6grenci basarisi i¢in daha fazla sorumluluk almakta, karsilastiklar1 sorunlar

karsisinda pes etmemekte ve 0gretim konusunda daha istekli davranmaktadirlar (Sweetland

ve Hoy, 2000).

Okullarda Ogrenme ikliminin Boyutlar1 ve Olgiilmesi

Okullarda 6grenme ikliminin Ol¢iilmesine yonelik ilk ¢alismalardan birisi Hoyle (1972)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmadir. Hoyle (1972) 6grenme iklimine yonelik okul calisanlarinin
algilarim belirlemek amaciyla “Okul Ogrenme Iklimi Envanteri” adli bir 6lgme araci
gelistirmistir. Olgekte dgrenme iklimine yonelik liderlik, 6zgiirliik, degerlendirme, uyum ve
is birligi olmak lizere bes alt boyut belirlenmistir. Moreland (1984) tarafindan okullarda
ogrenme iklimine yonelik 6gretmen algilarini 6lgmek amaciyla yapilan ¢alismada “Okul
Ogrenme Iklimini Degerlendirme Olgegi” gelistirilmistir. Bu ¢alismada 6grenme iklimi
ogretim liderligi, akademik vurgu, glivenli ortam, beklentiler ve materyal kullanimi olarak
boyutlandirilmistir. Bartram ve digerleri (1993) tarafindan yapilmig olan ¢alisma
kapsaminda gelistirilen “Ogrenme Iklimi Olgedi” ydnetim tarzi, zaman, ozgiirlik ve
sorumluluk, takim caligsmasi, gelisim firsatlari, yonlendirme ve memnuniyet olmak iizere
yedi boyuttan olusmustur. Ogrenme iklimini belirlemek amaciyla kullanilan bir baska dlgme
araci da Marsick ve Watkins’in (2003) gelistirmis oldugu “Ogrenen Orgiit Olgegi”dir.
Olgek, okullarda 6grenme iklimini Olgmeye yonelik olarak da bazi calismalarda
kullanilmistir (Eldor ve Harpaz, 2016; Shoshani ve Eldor, 2016). Ogretmenlerin gdrev
yaptiklar1 okullarin siirekli 6grenme, arastirma, diyalog, takim halinde 6grenme, ortak
vizyon ve stratejik liderlik ozelliklerini degerlendirmelerine yonelik maddeler igeren bu
Olgek tek boyutlu bir yapidadir. Aldridge, Laugksch, ve Fraser (2006) 6gretmenlerin okul
ortamma ydnelik algilarmi 6lgmek amaciyla gelistirdikleri “Okul Ortami Olgegi’nin”
boyutlarini veli katilimi, 6grenci destegi, iliski, profesyonel ilgi, 6zgiirliikk, yenilikgilik,

kaynaklar, is baskisi ve sonuca dayali egitim olarak ortaya koymuslardir. Nikolova ve
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digerleri (2014) ise orgiitlerde ¢alisanlarin 6grenme iklimine yonelik algilarii belirlemek

amaciyla kolaylastirma iklimi, takdir iklimi ve hatadan kaginma iklimi olarak ii¢ boyuttan
olusan “Ogrenme Iklimi Olgegini” gelistirmislerdir. Alanyazinda yaygin olarak kullanilan
O0leme araglarindan bir digeri de Tennessee Okul Gilivenligi Merkezi ve Lincoln Okullar
tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogrenme Iklimi Olgegi’dir.” Bu &lgegin boyutlar1 ise olanaklar,
giivenlik, yonetim siireglerine katilma, okul kaynaklar1 ve ¢evre, 6gretim, dgrenci yonetimi,

miifredat, basar1 ve moral olarak belirlenmistir (Camur, 2006).

Alanyazinda okullarda 06grenme ikliminin g¢esitli boyutlarda ele alindigi
gorilmektedir. Ancak Ogrenme iklimine iliskin yapilan tanimlar ve gelistirilen GSlgme
araclariin boyutlar1 incelendiginde bazi ortak noktalarin bulundugu goriilmektedir. Bunlar
liderlik (yonetici destegi), is birligi, paylasim, okul kaynaklari, bireysel 6zellikler ve ortak
vizyondur. Vurgulanan ortak noktalar, mevcut ¢alisma kapsaminda etkili bir 6gretmen
Ogrenmesi i¢in gerekli olan 6grenme iklimine yonelik 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesinde yol
gosterici olmustur. Gelistirilen 0Olcegin boyutlarinin alanyazinda daha once yapilan
caligmalarda ortaya konan boyutlarla tutarli olmasina dikkat edilmistir. Ayrica 6grenme
iklimine iliskin daha 6nce gelistirilen 6l¢me araclarinin birgogu yalnizca 6gretmen algilarini
Olemeye yonelik gelistirilmedigi i¢in maddelerin yazilmasi siirecinde 6gretmenlerle yapilan

goriismelerden de yararlanilmistir.

Yontem

Arastirma kapsamindaki veriler Hacettepe Universitesi Senatosu Etik Komisyonunun
09.06.2020 tarihli toplantis1 35853172-600 sayili karar1 geregince toplanmistir. Okullarda
ogrenme ikliminin Ogretmen goriislerine gore degerlendirilmesine yonelik gegerli ve
giivenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirmenin amaglandigi mevcut arastirma betimsel tarama
modelindedir. Tarama modellerinde gegmiste ya da giiniimiizde mevcut olan bir durumun,
oldugu sekliyle betimlenmesi amaglanmaktadir (Karasar, 1999). Arastirmanin ¢aligma grubu

ve veri toplama siirecine iliskin bilgiler bu boliimde sunulmustur.

Calisma Grubu

Mevcut arastirma kapsaminda verilerin toplanmast ig¢in iki farkli c¢alisma grubuna
ulagilmistir. Calisma gruplari, 2020 yili bahar doneminde resmi ilkokul, ortaokul ve liselerde
gorevli goniillii dgretmenlerden olusmaktadir. Orneklemin belirlenmesinde kolay ulasilabilir
durum oOrneklemesi yontemi tercih edilmistir. Bu yontem, ulasilmasi kolay ve yakin bir

durumu se¢gmesi yoniinden aragtirmaciya hiz ve pratiklik saglayan bir yontemdir (Yildirim
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ve Simsek, 2008). 279 6gretmenin olusturdugu birinci ¢alisma grubundan ¢evrimigi yolla

toplanan verilerle A¢imlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA), 310 6gretmenden olusan ikinci ¢alisma
grubundan toplanan verilerle Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi (DFA) gerceklestirilmistir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlere iliskin demografik bilgiler Tablo 1°de verilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Calisma Grubuna Iliskin Demografik Bilgiler

Degisken Birinci Calisma Grubu Ikinci Calisma Grubu
f % f %
Cinsiyet Kadn 166 59,5 174 56,1
Erkek 113 40,5 136 43,9
Okul [lkokul 101 36,2 115 37,1
Kademesi Ortaokul 100 35,8 150 48,4
Lise 78 28,0 45 14,5
Mesleki 1-5yil 38 13,6 47 15,2
Kidem 6-10 y1l 60 21,5 64 20,6
11-15 y1l 86 30,8 83 26,8
16-20 y1l 49 17,6 61 19,7
20 y1l ve tizeri 46 16,5 55 17,7
Egitim Lisans 215 77,1 267 86,1
Durumu Lisanstistii 64 22,9 43 13,9
Toplam 279 100 310 100

Tablo 1’e gore, AFA uygulanan birinci ¢alisma grubunda bulunan katilimcilarin
%59.5’ini (n=166) kadmlar, %40.5’ini (n=113) erkekler olusturmaktadir. Katilimcilarin
%36.2°s1 (n=101) ilkokulda, %35.8’1 (n=100) ortaokulda ve %?28’1 (n=78) lisede gorev
yapmaktadir. Katilimcilardan %13.6’s1 (n=38) 1-5 yil, %21.5’1 (n=60) 6-10 y1l, %30.8°1
(n=86) 11-15 y1l, %17.6’s1 (n=49) 16-20 y1l, %16.5’i (n=46) 21 y1l ve tizeri kideme sahiptir.
Katilimceilarin %77.1°1 (n=215) lisans, %22.9°u (n=64) lisansiistli egitimini tamamlamistir.
DFA uygulanan ikinci ¢alisma grubunda yer alan katilimcilarin %56.1°1 (n=174) kadin,
%43.9’u (n=136) erkeklerden olugmaktadir. Katilimecilarin %37.1’1 (n=115) ilkokulda,
%48.4°1i (n=150) ortaokulda ve %14,5’1 (n=45) lisede gorev yapmaktadir. Katilimcilarin
%15.2°s1 (n=47) 1-5 yil, %20.6’s1 (n=64) 6-10 yil, %26.8’1 (n=83) 11-15 yil, %19.7’si
(n=61) 16-20 y1l, %17.7’si (n=55) 21 yil ve iizeri kideme sahiptir. Katilimcilarin %86.1°1

(n=267) lisans, %13.9’u (n=43) lisansiistii programlardan mezun olmustur.
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Faktor analizinin saglikli bir bicimde yapilabilmesi ic¢in yeterli Orneklem

biiytlikliigiiniin saglanmasi gerekmektedir (Tabachnik ve Fidell, 2007). Alanyazinda faktor
analizi i¢in gereken &rneklem biiyiikliigii hakkinda farkli goriisler yer almaktadir. Ornegin
Kline (1994) faktor analizi i¢in gereken katilimer sayisinin en az 100 oldugunu ancak daha
biiyiik 6rneklemlerin daha saglikli sonuglar verecegini belirtmistir. Comrey ve Lee (1992)
faktor analizi igin 200 katilimcinin yeterli oldugunu 6ne stirmiistiir. Cattell (1978) 6l¢ekte
yer alan madde sayisinin 3 ile 6 kat1 biiyilikliigiinde ya da 200-250 civarinda bir dérneklem
biiyiikligiiniin genellikle yeterli oldugunu ifade etmistir. Tavsancil (2006) ise oOlgekte
bulunan madde sayisinin en az bes kati kadar katilimcinin faktér analizi igin gerekli
oldugunu belirtmistir. Alanyazinda belirtilen Olgiitler dikkate alindiginda faktor analizi igin

gereken 6rneklem biiytikliigiine ulasildig: soylenebilir.

Veri Toplama Aracinin Gelistirilmesi

Olgek maddelerinin belirlenmesinde tiimdengelimci ve tiimevarimci ydntemler bir arada
kullanilmistir. Tiimdengelimci yaklagimda 6l¢ek maddeleri ilgili alanyazinin kapsamli bir
bicimde taranmasi sonucu olusturulmaktadir. Tiimevarimci yaklasimda ise arastirmaci
Olcegin uygulanacagi hedef kitle iginden belirlenen bir grupla yaptiklari goriismeler sonucu
Olcek maddelerini belirlemektedir (Hinkin, 1995). Bu baglamda, mevcut arastirma
kapsaminda alanyazinda 6grenme iklimine iliskin calismalar detayli bir bigimde taranmistir.
Ayrica oOgrenme iklimi konusunda daha o©nceden gelistirilen olgekler incelenmistir
(Bartram vd., 1993; Hoyle, 1972; Nikolova ve digerleri 2014; Opfer, Pedder ve Lavicza,
2011). Bunlara ek olarak, 6grenme iklimine iliskin goriislerini degerlendirmek amaciyla
dordi ilkokul, besi ortaokul ve {igii lisede gérev yapan toplam 12 6gretmenin katilimiyla
goriismeler yapilmistir. Yapilan alanyazin taramasi ve goriismeler sonucunda 35 maddelik
bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olgek maddelerinin alanyazina dayali olarak okul
miidiirii destegi, isbirlik¢i ortam, okul imkénlari, ve mesleki ilgi olmak tizere dort boyut
altinda yer almasi diisiiniilmiistiir. Ornegin, okul miidiirii destegi boyutunda “Okul miidiirii
ogretmenleri yeni seyler dgrenmeye tegvik eder”, isbirlik¢i ortam boyutu altinda
“Ogretmenler mesleki bilgi ve deneyimlerini birbirleriyle paylasir” okul imkanlar1 boyutu
altinda “Ogretmenler mesleki 6grenmeleri icin gerekli kaynaklara (kitap, dergi, internet vb.)
sahiptir” ve mesleki ilgi boyutunda “Ogretmenler alamndaki giincel gelismeleri takip eder”
seklinde maddelere yer verilmistir. Olcekte yer alan ifadelerin yanitlanmasinda Higbir
zaman (1) ve Her Zaman (5) arasinda siralanan besli Likert tipi bir derecelendirme

kullanilmustir.
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Olgek maddelerinin dlgiilmesi amaglanan davranislari yansitmada yeterli olmalar

gerekmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, uzman goriisiine bagvurmak Ol¢me aracinin kapsam
gecerligini incelemede kullanilan yontemlerden birisidir (Biiytikoztiirk vd., 2016). Birden
fazla boyuttan olusan 6l¢me araglarinda her bir boyutta yer alan maddelerin o boyuta iliskin
davranigla ilgili olup olmadigmin belirlenmesinde uzman goriislerinden yararlanilmasi
gerekir (DeVellis, 2003). Bu baglamda, dlgegin kapsam gegerligini saglamak i¢in 12’si
Egitim Yonetimi ve 1’i Olgme ve Degerlendirme alanlarindan olmak {izere 13 alan
uzmaninin goriisiine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlarin her bir madde hakkindaki goriisleri
“aygun”, “kismen uygun” ve “uygun degil” seklinde hazirlanan bir form araciligiyla
almmigtir. Katilimeilarin uygun bulmadiklari ya da kismen uygun bulduklart maddeye
iliskin goriislerini yazmalar1 istenmistir. Uzman goriislerinin degerlendirilmesi Lawshe
teknigi kullanilarak yapilmistir. Lawshe tekniginde en az bes en fazla 40 uzmanin goriisiine
ihtiya¢ vardir. Uzmanlarin Olgekte yer alan maddeler hakkindaki goriisleri toplanarak
kapsam gecerlik oranlar1 (KGO) hesaplanmaktadir. 13 uzman igin hesaplanan minimum
KGO degeri .54 tiir (Yurdugiil, 2005). Bu baglamda, mevcut arastirmada her bir madde i¢in
KGO degerleri hesaplanmistir. KGO degeri .54’iin altinda kalan dokuz madde formdan
¢ikarilmigtir. Ayrica gelen oneriler dogrultusunda sekiz maddenin ifade edilis bigimlerinde
degisiklik yapilmistir. Olgek maddelerinin dil agisindan uygunlugunu degerlendirmek igin
iki Tirk dili uzmanindan goriis alinmistir. Uzmanlarin dlgekte yer alan maddelerin yazim
kurallari, ifade ve noktalama isaretleri kullanimi agisindan yaptiklar1 degerlendirmeler
sonucunda Olgek maddeleri yeniden gozden gegirilmistir. Olgekte yer alan maddelerin
anlagilabilirligine iliskin 6rneklem grubu disinda 10 6gretmenin goriisiine basvurulmustur.

Alinan goriisler dogrultusunda 26 maddelik 6lgek uygulama i¢in hazir hale getirilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizinde SPSS 20 ve AMOS 23 paket programlar1 kullanilmistir. Arastirma
kapsaminda elde edilen verilerin faktdr analizine hazir hale getirilmesi amaciyla Z puanlari
ve Mahalanobis uzaklik degeri hesaplanmistir. Verilerin 6lgiilmesi amaglanan tutumla
iliskili olup olmadigin ve farkli dereceleri birbirinden ayirt edebilme 6zelliklerini incelemek
amaciyla madde analizi yapilmistir (Tezbasaran, 2008). Verilerin normal dagilimini
belirlemek iizere carpiklik ve basiklik degerleri incelenmistir. Olgek maddeleri arasinda
coklu baglanti olup olmadigi maddeler arasindaki korelasyon degerleri (r < .90)
hesaplanarak belirlenmistir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Maddelerin ayirt edicilikleri,

% 27’1ik alt ve ist grup ortalamalari karsilastirilarak ve madde toplam korelasyonu
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hesaplanarak degerlendirilmistir. Olgme aracinin yap1 gegerligini belirlemek amaciyla

acimlayict faktor analizi (AFA) yapilmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki iliskilerin yapisindan
hareketle faktor belirlemeye yonelik yapilan bir analiz olan AFA, o6l¢ek gelistirme
caligmalarinda siklikla kullanilmaktadir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Field, 2013). Faktor ¢ikarma
yontemi olarak Temel Bilesenler Analizinin (TBA) kullanilmasina karar verilmistir ¢linkii
TBA’nin diger yontemlere gore faktor belirsizligini azaltmada daha etkili ve psikometrik
olarak daha giiclii bir yontem oldugu belirtiimektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007). Olgek
faktorleri arasinda iligki olabilecegi varsayildigindan egik dondiirme yontemlerinden Direct
Oblimin kullanilmistir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiylikoztiirk, 2010). AFA’dan 6nce, elde
edilen verilerin faktor analizine uygunlugu Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) degeri ve Bartlett
kiiresellik testi ile belirlenmistir. Faktor yapisi 6zdegerlerin 1’den biiyiik olma olgiitii ve
yamag-birikinti grafigi dikkate alinarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan AFA sonucunda, dort
faktorden olusan yapinin dogrulugunu smamak icin birinci diizey ve ikinci diizey
dogrulayic1 faktor analizi (DFA) gergeklestirilmistir. DFA, degiskenler arasinda daha
onceden belirlenen bir iligskiye yonelik yap1 ya da hipotezin test edilmesi i¢in yapilan bir
faktor analizi yontemidir (Field, 2013). Modelin gegerliligi uyum iyiligi indeksleri; Ki-Kare
Uyum Testi (y2), lyilik Uyum indeksi (GFI), Diizeltilmis Iyilik Uyum indeksi (AGFI),
Yaklasik Hatalarin Ortalama Karekokii (RMSEA), Hata Kareleri Ortalama Karekokii
(RMR), Karsilastirmali Uyum indeksi (CFI) ve Normlastirilmis Uyum Indeksi (NFI)
hesaplanarak belirlenmistir. Olgegin i¢ giivenirligini belirlemek i¢in Cronbach alfa i¢

tutarlilik katsayis1 ve faktorler arasindaki korelasyon degerleri hesaplanmaistir.

Bulgular

Bu bolimde madde analizi, AFA, birinci ve ikinci diizey DFA ve giivenirlik analizleri

sonucunda elde edilen bulgular yer almaktadir.

Madde Analizi

Okullarda Ogrenme Iklimi Olgegi’'nde (OOIO) yer alan maddelerin, dlgiilmek istenen
tutumla iligkisi olup olmadiginin ve ayirt edebilme ozelliklerinin incelenmesi amaciyla
yapilan madde analizi sonuglarinin verildigi Tablo 2 incelendiginde, Olgekte yer alan

maddelerin aritmetik ortalamalarinin 2.78 ile 3.96 arasinda oldugu goériilmektedir.
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Tablo 2. Madde Analizi Sonuclart

Madde Ort. S.S.  Carpiklik Basiklik Diizeltilmis Alt-Ust %27
No Madde-Toplam Madde Ayirt
Korelasyonu? Edicilik Indeksi?
l.diizey 2.dlizey
1 3,50 1,134 -,421 -, 701 77 ,592 12,267
2 3,50 1,166 -, 444 -,650 ,683 ,696 14,607
3 3,76 1,148 -,647 -,539 ,659 ,670 15,136™
4 3,75 1,046 -,583 -,247 ,617 ,626 14,254
5 3,28 1,083 -,370 -,335 ,639 ,653 14,314
6 3,88 1,073 -,830 ,037 ,625 ,626 13,932
7 3,86 1,095 -, 778 -,158 ,627 ,633 14,540
8 3,80 ,916 - 177 -,908 ,562 547 10,650
9 3,72 ,843 -,238 -,508 572 ,560 10,841
10 2,78 ,951 ,248 -,217 ,236 3,296
11 3,37 ,942 ,016 -,495 ,488 ,480 8,683
12 3,96 ,843 -911 1,293 ,533 8,717
13 3,60 ,883 -,045 -, 723 ,616 ,604 10,505
14 3,30 ,829 -,124 -,233 ,546 ,540 8,063
15 3,70 ,931 - 472 -,236 ,647 ,640 13,663
16 3,81 872 -,366 -,354 ,568 ,054 11,573
17 3,53 ,940 -,246 -,398 ,689 ,676 15,889
18 3,76 ,878 -,290 -,598 ,699 ,692 14,765
19 3,81 ,846 -,381 -,211 ,670 ,654 12,164
20 3,57 ,853 -,459 ,030 ,615 ,615 11,260
21 3,12 ,995 ,025 -,553 ,562 ,564 9,892
22 3,96 ,7186 -,564 ,129 ,556 ,554 9,157
23 3,86 ,932 -,657 ,027 ,537 ,538 9,245
24 343 1,100 -,246 -, 732 504 ,502 9,390
25 3,49 1,000 -,508 -,269 ,519 ,529 9,486™"
26 3,40 1,201 -,303 -,953 ,459 471 9,461
*p< .05 IN=279 2N1=N2=75
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Tablo 2’de maddelerin carpiklik ve basiklik degerleri incelendiginde ise 12.

maddenin tekli normallik varsayimini karsilamadigi goriilmektedir. Carpiklik ve basiklik
katsayisinin +1 arasinda olmasi verilerin normallikten 6nemli bir sapma gostermedigini
ortaya koymaktadir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010). Olgek gelistirme
asamasinda bu degerlerin disinda kalan maddelerin Ol¢ekten ¢ikarilabilecegi ifade
edilmektedir (Sencan, 2005). Bu dogrultuda normal dagilim gostermedigi belirlenen 12.
madde Olcekten ¢ikarilmistir. Geriye kalan maddelerin carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarinin

037 ile -.953 arasinda degistigi goriilmiistir. Bu degerler verilerin normal dagilim

gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Yiksek ve pozitif madde toplam korelasyonu degerleri, bir olgekte bulunan
maddelerin birbirine yakin davraniglart 6rnekledigini ve testin i¢ tutarliliginin yiiksek
oldugunu gostermektedir. Likert tipi olgeklerde Olgek puanmi ile diisiik iliski gosteren
maddelerin Glgekten ¢ikarilmasi Onerilmektedir (Tezbasaran, 2008). Madde toplam
korelasyonu degeri .30’un flizerinde olan maddelerin ayirt ediciliginin iyi oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Bu dogrultuda, madde toplam korelasyonu .30’ dan
diisik olan 10. madde de oOl¢ekten cikarilmistir. Maddeler c¢ikarildiktan sonra analiz
tekrarlanmis ve maddelerin .47 ile .69 arasinda siralanan korelasyon degerleri aldigi
goriilmistiir. Son olarak %27°lik alt ve st gruplarin puanlarindaki farklara yonelik t
degerlerinin 8.06 ile 15.89 arasinda degistigi ve p<.05 diizeyinde anlamli bir bigimde
farklilastigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu bulgulara gore 6lgekte bulunan maddelerin her birinin

ayirt edici oldugu soylenebilir.

Acimlayic1 Faktor Analizi

Mevcut arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen verilerin faktdr analizine uygunlugunu
degerlendirmek amaciyla oOncelikle Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) ve Bartlett degerleri
hesaplanmistir. Yapilan islem sonucunda KMO degeri .93 olarak bulunmustur. Bartlett
Kiiresellik testi (Ki Kare = 4502,72; sd =276; p< ,05) anlamli sonu¢ vermistir. KMO
degerinin .60’1n iizerinde olmasi ve Bartlett Kiiresellik testi sonucunun anlamli olmasi
verilerin faktér analizine uygun olduguna isaret etmektedir (Biiyiikoztirk, 2012;
Field, 2013). Bu bulgular, arastirma verilerinin faktoér analizi i¢in uygun oldugunu ortaya

koymustur.
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AFA’da faktorlestirme tekniklerinden Temel Bilesenler Analizi kullanilmistir. Yapilan

analiz sonucunda 6lgekte bulunan maddelerin 6zdegeri 1’in iizerinde olan dort faktor altinda

toplandig1 goriilmiistiir. Olgegin faktdr yapisini ortaya koyan bilgiler Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Temel Bilesenler Analizi Sonucunda Olcegin Faktor Yapisini Gosteren Bulgular

Faktor Ozdeger Varyans (%) Toplam Varyans (%)
1 9,760 40,67 40,67
2 3,342 13,93 54,60
3 1,749 7,29 61,88
4 1,262 5,26 67,14

Faktor sayisinin belirlenmesinde 6zdeger, agiklanan varyans orani ve yamag-birikinti
grafigi onemli gostergelerdir (Biiytlikoztiirk, 2012; Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk,
2010). Tablo 3 incelendiginde birinci boyutun 9.760, ikinci boyutun 3.342, ii¢lincli boyutun
1.749 dordiincti boyutun 1.262 6zdegere sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Faktor analizinde
O0zdegeri 1 ve 1’in iizerinde olan faktorler, Onemli faktorler olarak Qoriilmektedir
(Field, 2013). Mevcut bulgu, olgegin oOzdegeri 1’den biiyiik olan dort boyuttan

olusabilecegini gdstermistir.

Agiklanan varyansa iligkin bulgulara gore, birinci boyut toplam varyansin
%40,67’s1ni, ikinci boyut %13,93’{ini, {igiincii boyut %7,29’unu, doérdiincii boyut 5,26’sin1
aciklamaktadir. Tiim boyutlar ise Olgekteki toplam varyansin %67,14’iinli agiklamaktadir.
Toplam varyansin 2/3"liniin agiklandig: ilk faktor sayist 6nemli faktor sayisi olarak kabul
gormektedir. Acgiklanan varyansin yiiksek deger almasi ilgili yapmin o derece iyi
oleiildiigiinii gdstermektedir (Biiyiikdztiirk, 2012). Bu bulgu OOIO niin toplam varyansinin
yeterli oldugu seklinde yorumlanabilir. Olgegin faktdr yapisina karar vermede kullanilan

onemli gostergelerden bir digeri olan yamag-birikinti grafigi Sekil 1°de sunulmustur.

Yamag birikinti grafiginde egimin azaldig1 noktaya kadar olan her bir noktanin arasi
faktor sayist hakkinda bilgi vermektedir. Egimin azaldigi nokta kirilma noktasidir ve
buradan itibaren faktorlerin varyansa yaptig1 katki azalmaktadir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010). Sekil 1 incelendiginde dordiincii faktorden sonra ¢izginin egiminde bir
azalma oldugu ve grafigin yatay bir goriiniim sergiledigi goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle, yamag
birikinti grafigi verilerine gore 6lgegin dort faktérden olusan bir yapiya sahip oldugu ifade
edilebilir.
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Yamacg-birikinti grafigi
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Faktor sayisi

Sekil 1. Yamag-Birikinti Grafigi

Olgekte bulunan maddelerin hangi alt boyutlar altinda yer aldigim belirlemek igin
faktorlerin birbirleriyle iliskili oldugu gerekgesiyle egik dondiirme yontemlerinden Direct
Oblimin kullanilmigtir (Field, 2013). AFA sonucunda 6l¢ekte bulunan maddelerin faktor

yukleri ve ortak faktor varyanslari Tablo 4’te verilmektedir.

Olgegin yap1 gecerliginin saglanmasi icin madde faktor yiiklerinin .50 nin {izerinde
olmasi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir (Fornell ve Larcker, 1981; Nunally, 1978). Bu nedenle
faktor yiik degerinin alt smir1 .50 olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda bazi
maddelere ait faktor yiik degerlerinin .50’den kii¢iik oldugu saptanmistir. Bu nedenle 14. ve
21. maddeler lgekten tek tek ¢ikarilarak analiz tekrarlanmistir. Olgekte birden fazla faktor
altinda yiiksek yiik degeri gosteren binisik maddeye rastlanmamistir. Madde faktor
yiuklerinin yani sira ortak faktor varyansi degerleri de AFA sonucunda elde edilen bulgularin
degerlendirilmesinde kullanilmaktadir. Ortak faktor varyansi, ¢ikarilan faktorlerin birlikte
temsil edilme derecesini gostermektedir. Bu nedenle ortak faktdr varyansi. 20’nin altinda
olan maddelerin 6lgekten ¢ikarilmasi onerilmektedir (Sencan, 2005). Analiz sonucunda. 20

altinda ortak faktor varyansi degeri gésteren madde bulunmamastir.
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Tablo 4. Agimlayict Faktor Analizine Iliskin Bulgular

3 5 5 5 L oy Z
Madde No § § E’ § g Eﬁ %

— ~ e < >
Madde 20 .806 .68
Madde 18 778 .62
Madde 15 AT7 .61
Madde 19 165 .61
Madde 16 .764 .59
Madde 17 743 .58
Madde 1 .859 75
Madde 4 .855 74
Madde 7 .854 .76
Madde 3 .846 73
Madde 6 .845 .76
Madde 2 .836 72
Madde 5 .835 73
Madde 25 .846 72
Madde 23 813 .66
Madde 24 .699 .53
Madde 26 .655 A7
Madde 22 .650 44
Madde 8 .883 .78
Madde 9 .865 75
Madde 11 .681 49
Madde 13 .620 46

Tablo 4’te, Olgekte bulunan maddelerin aldig1 faktor yiiklerinin .620 ile .859
degerleri arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Costello ve Osborne (2005) faktor yiiki .50
iizerinde olan maddelerin giiglii yiik degerine sahip oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Ortak faktor
varyanslarina iligskin degerler incelendiginde tiim maddelerin ortak varyansa yeterli diizeyde
katki sagladig1 goriilmektedir. Agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda elde edilen dort faktor,
maddelerin igerikleri goz Oniinde tutularak adlandirilmistir. Belirlenen boyutlar ve bu

boyutlarda yer alan maddeler Tablo 5’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 5. AFA Sonucunda Elde Edilen Boyutlar ve Bu Boyutlar Altinda Toplanan Maddeler

Boyutlar Madde Sayist Maddeler
Isbirlikgi Ortam 6 15,16,17,18,19,20
Okul Miidiirti Destegi 7 1,2,3,4,5,6,7
Okul Imkanlar 5 22,23,24,25,26
Mesleki Ilgi 4 8,9,11,13

Tablo 5 incelendiginde “Isbirlik¢i Ortam” boyutunda alt1 madde (15,16,17,18,19,20); “Okul
Miidiirii Destegi” boyutunda yedi madde (1,2,3,4,5,6,7); “Okul imkanlar1” boyutunda bes
madde (22,23,24,25,26) ve “Mesleki Ilgi” boyutunda dért madde (8,9,11,13) yer aldig

goriilmektedir.

Birinci Diizey Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi

AFA ile belirlenen 22 madde ve dort faktérden olusan yapmin dogrulanmasi ve model veri
uyumunun test edilmesi amaciyla, 310 6gretmenin olusturdugu ikinci galisma grubundan
elde edilen verilerle birinci diizey DFA gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz sonucunda oncelikle,
degiskenlere iligkin t degerleri incelenmistir. T degerlerinin 1.96’y1 gegmesi durumunda .05
diizeyinde, 2.56’y1 ge¢mesi durumunda ise .01 diizeyinde anlamli oldugu ve anlamlilik
gostermeyen maddelerin Olgekten c¢ikarilmasi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir (Cokluk,
Sekercioglu ve Biiylikoztiirk, 2010). Mevcut dort boyutlu model i¢in t degerleri 9.34 ile
18.86 arasinda bulunmustur. Bu bulguya goére her bir maddenin t degerinin .01 diizeyinde
anlamli oldugu ve modelden madde ¢ikarilmasina gerek olmadig: belirlenmistir. Daha sonra
00I0’ye iliskin uyum iyiligi degerleri hesaplanmistir. Yapilan islem sonucunda elde edilen

uyum iyiligi degerleri Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. 0010’ niin Birinci Diizey DFA Sonucunda Hesaplanan Tyiligi Degerleri

x2 sd x2/sd  RMSEA RMR GFlI AGFI CFI NFI TLI

434.24 203 2.14 .06 .05 .89 .86 .95 91 94

Tablo 6 incelendiginde, Ki-kare degerinin y2=434, serbestlik derecesinin ise sd=203
seklinde hesaplandig1 goriilmektedir. Degerler oranlandiginda y2/sd=2.14 degeri elde
edilmistir. Bu degerin 3’{in altinda olmast miikkemmel uyumun, 5’in altinda olmas1 ise orta
diizeyde uyumun gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1993). Bu
bulguya gore, mevcut model i¢in hesaplanan x2/sd degeri iyi uyum gostermektedir. DFA’da
sik kullanilan bir uyum indeksi olan RMSEA degerinin .05’ten kii¢iik olmasi 1yi uyumun,

.08’den kiiciik olmasi ise kabul edilebilir uyumun gostergesidir (Browne ve Cudeck, 1993;
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Kline, 1994). Mevcut model i¢in .06 olarak hesaplanan RMSEA degeri yeterli uyuma isaret

etmektedir. DFA sonucunda RMR= .05 olarak hesaplanmistir. RMR degerinin .05’ten az
olmasi iyi uyumu, .10°dan az olmas: ise kabul edilebilir uyumu gostermektedir (Hu ve
Bentler, 1995). Mevcut model i¢in hesaplanan RMR degerinin iyi uyumun bir gostergesi
oldugu belirlenmistir. OOIO’ne iliskin diger uyum indeksi degerleri CFI=.95, NFI=.91,
TLI=.94, GFI=.89 ve AGFI=.86 olarak bulunmustur. CFI, NFI, TLI, GFI, AGFI degerleri
icin .90 {istli degerler kabul edilebilir uyumu, .95 {istii degerler ise milkemmel uyumu
gostermektedir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Schumacker ve Lomax, 2004;
Stimer, 2000). Ancak oOrneklem biiyiikliigiinden etkilenmelerinden dolayr GFI ve AGFI
degerlerinin modele iliskin uyumun degerlendirilmesinde .85 ve tizerinde aldig1 degerlerin
de kabul edilebilir oldugu belirtilmektedir (Anderson ve Gerbing, 1984; Bryant, Yarnold ve
Grimm, 1996; Schermelleh-Engel ve Moosbrugger, 2003). Alanyazindaki bu bilgilere gore
mevcut model i¢in hesaplanan CFI uyum iyiligi degerinin 1yi bir uyuma; NFI, TLI, GFI ve
AGFT degerlerinin ise kabul edilebilir bir uyuma isaret ettigi oldugu ifade edilebilir. DFA
sonucunda ortaya c¢ikan dort faktorli modelin faktor yiikleri ve yol diyagrami Sekil 2°de

verilmektedir.

Sekil 2’de standardize edilmis degerler incelendiginde faktorler arasi iligki
degerlerinin .42 ile .75 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Maddelere iliskin faktor yiikleri ise
igbirlik¢i ortam boyutu igin .72 ile .86; okul miidiirii destegi boyutu igin .80 ile .88; okul
imkanlart boyutu i¢in .61 ile .73 ve mesleki ilgi boyutu i¢in .73 ile .85 arasinda
degismektedir. Tiim maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin . 50’nin iizerinde olmasi 6lgekteki her bir
maddenin ait oldugu faktorii iyi derecede temsil ettigini gostermektedir (Fornell ve Larcker,

1981).
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Sekil 2. OOIO 'niin Birinci Diizey DFA sonuglar:

ikinci diizey dogrulayic faktor analizi

Cok faktorlii 6lgeklerin ikinci diizey ¢ok faktorlii modellerinin de sinanmasi gerektigi ifade
edilmektedir (Meydan ve Sesen, 2011). Bu baglamda, birinci diizey DFA ile elde edilen
“Isbirlik¢i Ortam”, Okul Miidiirii Destegi”, “Okul Imkanlar1” ve “Mesleki Ilgi” boyutlarinin
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birlikte daha kapsayici bir {ist kavram olan “Ogrenme Iklimi” faktdrii altinda birlesip

birlesmedigini belirlemek i¢in ikinci diizey DFA gerceklestirilmistir. Birinci diizey DFA ile
test edilen 4 gizil ve 22 gosterge degiskenli modele, ikinci diizey 6grenme iklimi gizil
degiskeni eklenerek ikinci diizey ¢ok faktorlii modelin sinanmasi sonucunda elde edilen

uyum iyiligi degerleri Tablo 7°de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. OOIO 'niin Ikinci Diizey DFA Sonucunda Hesaplanan Lyiligi Degerleri

x2 sd x2/sd  RMSEA RMR GFlI AGFI CFI NFI TLI

439.26 205 2.14 .06 .05 .88 .86 .95 91 94

Tablo 7 incelendiginde, ikinci diizey DFA sonucunda uyum indekslerinin 2 =439.26
(sd =205, p <.001), (¥2/sd) = 2.14, RMSEA = .06, RMR= .05, GFI = .88, AGFI= .86, CFI
= .95, NFI= .91, TLI=.94 olarak bulundugu goériilmektedir. Elde edilen bu degerler dort
faktorlii modelin 1yi ve kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyum gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir
(Anderson ve Gerbing, 1984; Joroskog ve Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 1994; Schumacker ve
Lomax, 2004). Ikinci diizey DFA faktor-6lgek iliskisini gosteren yol diyagrami Sekil 3’de

verilmistir.

Sekil 3 incelendiginde, ikinci diizey DFA sonucu elde edilen standardize edilmis yol
katsayilarinin .52 ile .87 arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Okullarda Ogrenme iklimi’ni en iyi
aciklayan alt faktorler sirasiyla mesleki ilgi (.87), isbirlik¢i ortam (.85), okul imkanlar1 (.66)
ve okul miidiirii destegidir (.52). Ayrica ikinci diizey DFA sonuglaria gore faktorlere iliskin
t degerleri isbirlik¢i ortam boyutu i¢in 9.52, okul miidiirii destegi boyutu i¢in 7.62, okul
imkanlar1 boyutu i¢in 7.41 ve mesleki ilgi boyutu i¢in 9.53 olarak, p<.01 diizeyinde anlaml
bulunmustur. T degerlerinin anlamli olmas1 modelin kabul edilebilirliginin bir gostergesidir
(Schumacker ve Lomax, 2004). Tiim bu bulgulardan hareketle 22 madde ve dort boyuttan

olusan OOIO’ niin yeterli uyum iyiligine sahip ve gegerli oldugu ileri siiriilebilir.
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Giivenirlik Cahismalarina Iliskin Bulgular

Likert tipi Ol¢eklerde i¢ tutarligin sinanmasi gerekmektedir. Bunun i¢in en uygun yol
Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayilarinin hesaplanmasidir (Tezbasaran, 2008). Bu dogrultuda,
OOIiO niin tiimiiniin ve alt boyutlarmin giivenirligini belirlemek amaciyla Cronbach Alfa
degerleri hesaplanmistir. Olgegin tiimii ve alt boyutlar1 i¢in hesaplanan Cronbach alfa i¢

tutarlilik katsayilar1 Tablo 8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 8. OOIO ‘'niin ve Alt Boyutlarimn I¢ Tutarlilik Katsayilar:

Boyutlar Madde sayis1 Cronbach Alfa degeri
Isbirlik¢i Ortam 6 91
Okul Midiirii Destegi 7 94
Okul Imkanlar 5 .80
Mesleki Ilgi 4 .86
Olgegin Tiimii 22 .93

Tablo 8 incelendiginde OOIO’niin Cronbach alfa degerleri isbirlik¢i ortam
boyutunda 0=.91, okul miidiirii destegi boyutunda a=.94, okul imkanlar1 boyutunda 0=.80 ve
mesleki ilgi boyutunda o=.86 olarak hesaplandigi goriilmektedir. Olgegin tiimii icin
Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayist .93 olarak hesaplanmigtir. Cronbach Alfa katsayisinin
.70°den yiiksek olmasinin Olgme aracinin gilivenirligi acisindan yeterli oldugu O©ne
stiriilmektedir (Fraenkel ve Wallen, 2006; Nunnally, 1978; Sencan, 2005). Bu nedenle,
OOIO niin giivenilir bir dlgme aract oldugu ifade edilebilir. Olgegin i¢ tutarliliginm
belirlemek amaciyla faktorlerin birbirleriyle ve Olgegin tiimiiyle olan korelasyonlari

hesaplanmistir. Korelasyon analizine iliskin sonuglar Tablo 9°da verilmektedir.

Tablo 9. Boyutlarin Birbiriyle ve Olcek Toplam Puamiyla Iligkilerine Yonelik Pearson

Momentler Carpim Korelasyon Katsayilart

Boyutlar 1 2 3 4 5
1-Isbirlik¢i Ortam 1
2-Okul Midiirii 4277 1
Destegi
3-Okul Imkanlar 506" 448" 1
4-Mesleki Ilgi 651" ,314™ 415™ 1
S-OlgekToplam Puani ,806™ ,809™" 7417 691" 1

**n<0.01
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Tablo 9’ da, dlgegin tiim alt boyutlarinin birbiriyle ve 6lg¢egin tiimiiyle arasindaki

iliskilerin p<0.01 diizeyinde anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir. Boyutlar arasindaki korelasyon
degerleri .31 ile .65 arasinda degismektedir. Faktorler arasi korelasyon diizeyinin ¢ok yiiksek
ya da diisiik olmasi istenen bir durum degildir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010).
Faktorler arasindaki iliskinin .80’den kiiclik olmasi 0Olgegin ayirt edici gecerliginin
saglandigin1 gostermektedir (Brown, 2006). Mevcut bulgulara gore dlgegin alt boyutlarinin
birbirleri arasinda pozitif yonde orta diizeyde iligkili gostermesi dlgekteki her bir alt boyutun
ayr 6zelligi ol¢tiigili seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ayrica 6lgegi olusturan alt boyutlar ile 6lgegin
tiimii arasinda yiiksek diizeyde anlamli iliskiler oldugu saptanmistir. Bu bulgunun 6l¢egin

kendi i¢inde tutarliliginin ve giivenirliginin bir bagka gostergesi oldugu ifade edilebilir.
Tartisma ve Sonuc

Bu arastirmada, 6gretmenlerin 6grenme iklimine yonelik algilarin1 ortaya koyan gegerli ve
giivenilir bir 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesi amaclanmistir. Bu dogrultuda, 6ncelikle 6grenme
iklimine iliskin alanyazin detayli bir bicimde taranmig ve daha onceden konuya iliskin
gelistirilen  6lgme  araglar1  incelenmigtir  (Bartram  vd., 1993; Hoyle 1972;
Nikolova vd., 2014; Opfer, Pedder ve Lavicza 2011). Alanyazindaki bilgilere dayali olarak
dlcegin dort boyuttan olusabilecegi dngoriilmiistiir. Olgegin gecerlik ¢alismalari i¢in madde
analizi, acimlayict faktor analizi, birinci ve ikinci diizey dogrulayici faktor analizleri
yapilmis, gilivenirlik calismasinda ise Cronbach alfa degerleri kullanilmistir. 279
ogretmenden olusan birinci ¢aligma grubundan elde edilen verilerle AFA, 310 6gretmenden
olusan ikinci ¢alisma grubundan elde edilen verilerle birinci diizey ve ikinci diizey DFA
yapilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda ongoriildigi gibi dort faktorden olusan 22
maddelik bir 6lcek elde edilmistir. Elde edilen boyutlar isbirlik¢i ortam, okul miidiirii
destegi, okul imkanlar1 ve mesleki ilgi olarak isimlendirilmistir. AFA sonucu elde edilen
dort faktorli modelin verilerle uyumunu ve dogrulanip dogrulanmadigini belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan birinci ve ikinci diizey DFA, elde edilen dort faktorlii modelin kabul
edilebilir seviyede yap1 gegerligine sahip oldugu ve oOlgegin dort faktorlii yapisinin
dogrulandigini gostermistir (Joroskog ve Sérbom, 1993; Hu ve Bentler, 1995; Schumacker

ve Lomax, 2004).

OOIO niin tiimiiniin ve alt boyutlarinm giivenirligini belirlemek amaciyla Cronbach
alfa degerleri incelenmistir. Olgegin tiimii i¢in Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .93
olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgegin alt boyutlar1 igin isbirlik¢i ortam boyutunda o=.91, okul

midiri destegi boyutunda 0=.94, okul imkanlari boyutunda o=.80 ve mesleki ilgi
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boyutunda a=.86 olarak bulunmustur. Bu bulgular, OOIO’niin giivenilir bir dl¢me araci

oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Fraenkel ve Wallen, 2006). Son olarak boyutlar arasindaki
korelasyon degerleri hesaplanarak katsayilarin .31 ile .65 arasinda degistigi gorilmiistiir.
Faktorler arasindaki iliskinin .80’den kiiclik olmasi 0Olgegin ayirt edici gecerliginin

saglandigin1 gostermektedir (Brown, 2006).

Yapilan analizler sonucunda mevcut galisma kapsaminda gelistirilen OOIO niin okullarda
ogrenme iklimine yonelik 6gretmen algilarinin belirlenmesinde kullanilabilecek gecerli ve
giivenilir bir 6lgme aract oldugu sdylenebilir. 22 madde ve dort boyuttan olusan 6lgek besli
Likert (1=higbir zaman, 2=nadiren, 3=bazen, 4=siklikla, 5=her zaman) tipindedir. Ol¢ekten
elde edilebilen en diisiik puan 22, en yiiksek puan ise 110’dur ve olgekte ters puanlanan
madde yer almamaktadir. Olgekten alman puanlarin artmasi, dgretmenlerin gérev yaptiklari
okullarda var olan Ogrenme iklimine iliskin algi diizeylerinin de arttigt anlamina
gelmektedir. Olgegin, dgretmen &grenmesine yonelik okul ozelliklerinin belirlenmesine
yonelik arastirmalara katki saglayacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Olgegin farkli 6rneklemler
tizerinden uygulanmasi durumunda gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinin yinelenmesi
alanyazina katki saglayabilir. Ayrica gelecek caligmalarda dlgegin 6zel okul 6gretmenleri

iizerinde gecerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismalarinin yinelenmesi onerilebilir.
Sinirhliklar

Bu arastirmanin bazi smirlhiliklart bulunmaktadir. Ik olarak, 6lgme aracinin gegerligi
acimlayict ve dogrulayici faktor analizleri ile yapilmis olup, Olgiit bagintili bir gecerlik
stnamas1 gerceklestirilmemistir. Bu smurhlik, izleyen calismalarda giderilebilir. ikinci
olarak, arastirmanin verileri kamu okullarinda gorevli 6gretmenler iizerinde yiiriitilmistiir.
Kamu okullar1 ile 6zel okullarin 6gretmenler icin sagladiklart 6grenme olanaklarinin
farkliligr dikkate alindiginda, 6zel okul Ogretmenlerinin 6grenme iklimine iliskin
ozelliklerinin bu aragtirma grubunda temsil edilmemesi bir sinirlilik olabilir. Bu noktada
gelecek calismalarda 6zel okul 6gretmenleri iizerinde gecerlik ve giivenirlik ¢caligmalarinin

yinelenmesi uygun olabilir.
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Creating a climate that supports learning in schools is pivotal for enhancing student achievement by
developing teacher competencies. This study aims to develop a valid and reliable scale that could be
used to measure teachers’ perceptions of school learning climate. In this study, firstly, an item pool,
was created based on the literature and interviews with teachers. The draft form was then created and
presented to experts from the fields of Educational Administration and Measurement and Evaluation
to evaluate content validity. Data was collected from two different study groups consisting of 589
teachers employed in 18 elementary, 20 secondary, and 15 high schools. In the data analysis process,
item analysis, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), first-order and second-order confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was performed, and the reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) was computed.
Item analysis and EFA yielded a scale consisting of 22 items and four sub-scales. Sub-scales were
named as a collaborative environment, principal support, school facilities, and professional interest.
CFA revealed that the scale had acceptable fit indexes. Cronbach's alpha computed for determining
internal consistency was .93, which shows that the scale has high reliability. According to the results
of validity and reliability analysis of the School Learning Climate Scale, it can be stated that it is a
valid and reliable scale that can be used to measure teacher’s perceptions of school learning climate.
For further studies, it can be suggested to retest validity and reliability with the data to be gathered
from private school teachers.

Keywords: climate, learning climate, school learning climate
Cited:

Savas, G., & Demirkasimoglu, N. (2021). Development of learning climate in schools scale (LCSS):
Validity and reliability study. Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 52, 147-178.
d0i:10.9779.pauefd.781446

* This study is a part of doctoral dissertation prepared by the 1%t author.

*k

Teacher, Republic of Turkey Ministry of National Education, ORCID ID: 0000-0003-0690-8733,
gokhansavas37@gmail.com

“* Assoc. Prof. Dr., Hacettepe University Department of Educational Administration, ORCID ID: 0000-0001-8609-9985,
nihansal@yahoo.com



148 G. Savas & N. Demirkasimoglu / Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 52, 147-178, 2021
Introduction

In fast-changing, complicated, and diversified working environments, employees need to
develop their competencies to keep up with current conditions. According to Nikolova et al.
(2014), organizations' survival depends on creating encouraging environments for learning.
Providing a learning environment in which employees can improve their competencies and
share with their colleagues is an effective way of accomplishing organizational goals
(Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Employees' beliefs and attitudes towards learning are based on
work context features such as creativity, innovation, supporting professional development,
and administrative practices (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005). Besides motivation and learning
skills, employees’ perceptions of the work environment also affect their learning (Atwal,
2013). It is asserted that these individual perceptions of the workplace are examined under
the name of “climate” and are determinant upon creativity, learning, and performance
(Hetland et al., 2011; Rousseau, 1988). These views saliently yield to highlight the need to

create a positive learning climate to accomplish learning effectively.

In the existing literature, different terms have been used for implying learning
conditions of organizations such as “learning climate” (Atwal, 2013; Bowen & Kilmann,
1975; Bozdogan & Sagnak 2011; Cherkowski, 2016; Eldor & Harpaz, 2016; Hallinger,
Bickman & Davis, 1996; O’Donnell & White, 2005; Shoshani & Eldor, 2016; Yielding,
1993), “learning culture” (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Koops & Winsor, 2006; Lu et al.,
2015; Masitsa, 2005; Oluremi, 2008), “academic climate” (Wang & Degol, 2016), “learning
orientation” (Opfer, Pedder & Lavicza, 2011), “learning atmosphere” (Pan, 2004) and
“learning environment (Stoll, 2009). Culture reflects more abstract terms like beliefs and
values, while climate includes more observable and measurable workplace characteristics
(Schein, 1990; Wang, 2012). Climate refers to individual expectations, perceptions, and
interpretations of organizational context that affect their behaviors. (Denison, 1996). School
climate is specifically related to the school context for teaching and learning (Johnson &
Johson, 1999). It reflects what school administrators and teachers feel about their schools'
features (Kaplan & Geoffroy, 1990). In this study, the term “school learning climate” has

been used as it implies more salient features of learning in schools.

In recent years, learning climate has received wide scholarly attention as an essential
factor in enhancing teacher effectiveness (Eldor & Harpaz, 2016). Furthermore, creating a

climate that supports learning is seen as an effective way of promoting the employees'
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professional growth (Nikolova et al., 2014). Furthermore, the existing literature revealed the

empirical link between learning climate and teacher professional learning (Atwal, 2013,
Opfer, Pedder & Lavicza, 2011), learning capacity (Prieto & Revilla, 2006), willingness to
use digital learning materials (Vermeulen et al., 2017), job satisfaction and motivation
(Shoshani & Eldor, 2016), innovative behaviors (Sung & Choi, 2014), student learning
(Bowen & Kilmann, 1975; Moreland, 1984). A growing body of research has debated that
organizational conditions can be a supportive or hindering factor for learning (Cortini, 2016;
Nikolova et al., 2014). Learning climate as a vital component of teacher learning is seen as
an environment consisting of various opportunities and activities through which teachers
acquire, share, and learn knowledge (Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). Learning climate as an
organizational factor plays a crucial role in reaching formal and informal professional
learning opportunities (Atwal, 2013). In schools with a positive learning climate, all school
members solve educational problems and take responsibility for a common goal. Teachers
who perceive a positive learning climate feel more valued and show more willingness to
participate in learning activities (Sisman, 2011). A positive learning climate contributes to
teachers’ using alternative teaching practices and reflecting on experiences by arousing
feelings of success and satisfaction (Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). Furthermore, a positive
learning climate is seen as a pivotal factor in enhancing teachers’ professional competencies
(Deal & Peterson, 1999).

Since improving, teacher quality by supporting teacher learning is vital for schools to
enhance both teacher and student performance (Hodkinson & Hodkinson, 2005; Shoshani &
Eldor, 2016), developing teacher capacity and increasing their professional competencies
has become the focal point of educational policies (Villegas-Reimers, 2003). Norms,
patterns, and practices of schools can be a supporting or hindering factor for teacher
learning. Schools that provide continuous learning opportunities, fostering research,
dialogue, cooperation, and teamwork, and create a system in which leadership is distributed
highly contribute to teacher learning (Opfer, Pedder & Lavicza, 2011). In teacher learning,
which is an interactive and continuous exchange of knowledge and experience, school and
classroom are the settings where learning occurs (Liu, Hallinger & Feng, 2016). Effective
schools support teachers and provide a positive atmosphere for learning (Schunk & Pajares,
2009). However, teachers who do not have supportive learning conditions in their schools
can have difficulties in learning new things and transferring them to their teaching practices
(Hollingsworth, 1999).
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Learning climate is claimed to have gained little scholarly attention due to the lack of

valid and appropriate scales (Nikolova et al., 2014). As for Turkey, it is seen in the existing
literature that scales adapted from different languages and cultures are used for measuring
the learning climate. In some studies, the “Learning Climate Survey” developed by
Tennessee School Safety Center and Lincoln Schools were used (Bora, 2010; Camur, 2006;
Sentiirk & Mutlu, 2019). In another study, Bozdogan (2010) used “The Learning Climate
Inventory” developed by Hoyle (1972) by adapting it into Turkish. Considering every
country has a different educational system and cultural construct, a valid and reliable scale
for measuring teachers' perceptions of learning climate in schools appropriately developed

for Turkish culture is required.

In the existing literature, it is seen that studies on learning climate in schools mostly
aimed to measure perceptions of the students (Bama, 1999; Damico & Roth, 1993; Gerold &
Barnes, 1986; Kanadli & Baggeci, 2016; Strodl, 1988). According to Social Cognitive
Theory, separate roles of students and teachers have led to differentiation in their school
context perceptions (Bandura, 1991). The school climate components, which seem less
meaningless for students, can have a substantial effect on teachers’ perceptions. These
perceptions affect teachers’ decisions on teaching (Perry & Rahim, 2011). In this regard, it
seems essential to develop new scales to measure teachers’ perceptions of school climate

(Liu et al., 2014).

Meanwhile, though the related literature includes tools measuring learning climate
out of educational organizations (Eldor & Harpaz, 2016; Bates & Khasawneh, 2005;
Nikolova et al., 2014), there is a limited number of scales measuring school climate-related
to teacher learning (Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). Besides, although school learning community
scales are also used for investigating the school context of teacher learning, some
dimensions of these scales are not appropriate for the Turkish educational system. It is,
therefore, suggested that new measurement instruments should be developed by considering
the cultural structure and codes of the Turkish educational system (Ogdem, 2015).
Developing teacher learning requires defining features of the learning climate in schools. It
is hypothesized that developing a valid and reliable scale for measuring teacher learning
climate will be beneficial both theoretically and practically. Furthermore, this study's
learning climate scale is thought to contribute to the existing literature by enabling

investigation and improvement of learning climate in schools.
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Learning Climate
Learning climate is a relatively more recent concept emerged as a result of research on
effective schools and focusing specifically on learning that separates it from the terms of
school climate and organizational climate (Resendiz, 1994). During the period of
restructuring of schools, the learning organization approach was a pivotal factor for the
emergence of the learning climate (Camur, 2016). Furthermore, the relationship of learning
climate with learning quality and organizational performance made the term more widely
accepted (Mikkelsen & Grenhaug, 1999). According to Marsick and Watkins (2003),
learning climate refers to employees’ perceptions of beneficial organizational activities that
enable them to generate, learn, and transfer knowledge. Lowe (1990) defined learning
climate as feelings and perceptions of individuals towards physical and psychological
variables that enable a positive learning atmosphere. According to Honey and Mumford
(1996), the learning climate is an environment where behaviors and practices towards
professional development are supported. Nikolova et al. (2014) described learning climate as
employees’ perceptions of organizational policies and practices that develop, reward, and
enhance their learning behaviors. Similary, Eldor, and Harpaz (2016) stated that learning
climate is a concept that reflects perceptions of employees of the degree to which the

atmosphere of the organization encourages learning.

Lezotte et al. (1980) stated that the learning climate in schools has a distinctive
meaning. By combining the terms “school” and “learning climate,” an atmosphere
comprised of ongoing learning practices in schools is underlined. A positive school climate
that facilitates learning and teaching is a crucial component of learning culture in schools. In
schools with a positive learning climate, teachers collaborate with their colleagues and
school administrators, respect, and trust each other (Ellis, 1988). Silins, Mulford, and Zarins
(2002) illustrated that in schools with a positive learning environment, leadership is
distributed among school members, collaboration is encouraged, and teachers' learning
needs are fulfilled. Kaplan and Geoffroy (1990) claimed that a positive learning climate
helps teachers take more responsibility and risks for teaching by strengthening their sense of
professional competency. Teachers in a supportive learning climate feel more effective,
commit themselves to school goals, and trust their colleagues (Liu et al., 2014). A positive
learning climate promotes communication among teachers, fosters their motivation, and

makes them more effective in teaching (Yielding, 1993). When teachers perceive a
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supportive learning climate, they tend to take more responsibility for student learning, show

a willingness to teach, and never give up against problems (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000).
Dimensions and Measurement of Learning Climate in Schools

One of the pioneering research on learning climate in schools was conducted by Hoyle
(1972), who developed “The Learning Climate Inventory” to determine teachers’
perceptions of learning climate. The scale consisted of five sub-dimensions as leadership,
freedom, evaluation, compliance, and cooperation. Moreland (1984) developed “The School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument” for investigating teachers’ perceptions of the
learning climate. In this research, schools' learning climate was dimensioned as instructional
leadership, academic emphasis, safe environment, expectations/evaluation, and test usage.
Similarly, “Learning Climate Questionarrie” developed by Bartram et al. (1993) involved
seven dimensions as management style, time, autonomy and responsibility, team style,
opportunities to develop, guidelines, and satisfaction. Another scale used to measure
schools' learning climate is the “Learning Organization Questionnaire” developed by
Marsick and Watkins (2003). It was used in several studies to investigate schools' learning
climate (Eldor & Harpaz, 2016; Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). The scale has a single structure
construct involving items related to continuous learning, inquiry, dialogue, team learning,
collective vision, and strategic leadership. Aldridge, Laugksch, and Fraser (2006) developed
the “School Level Environment Questionnaire” to assess teachers’ perceptions of the school-
level environment. The measurement instrument involved seven dimensions: parental
involvement, student support, collegiality, familiarity, innovation, resource adequacy, and
work pressure. Nikolova et al. (2014) developed the “Learning Climate Scale” to measure
employees’ perceptions of organizations' learning climate. The scale involved three factors
as facilitation climate, appreciation climate, and error avoidance climate. Another scale that
is used widely in the literature is the “Learning Climate Survey” developed by Tennessee
School Safety Center and Lincoln Schools. The scale includes dimensions related to safety,
facilities, sources and environment, participation in decision making, student management,

curriculum, teaching, success, and morale.

In the existing literature, it is seen that the learning climate in schools includes
various sub-dimensions. However, definitions and findings from several studies explicitly
revealed that the learning climate involves some common points. These common factors are
collaboration, sharing, sources, personal characteristics, and a common vision. Highlighted

common dimensions served as a guideline for this research in developing a scale for
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measuring the learning climate in schools required for effective teacher learning. The

dimensions of the scale developed in this study were regarded to be consistent with the
dimensions revealed in previous studies in the literature. As many of the earlier scales of
learning climate were not developed for measuring perceptions of teachers, teacher views

were also used in the process of item preparation.

Method

Research data were gathered under the permission of the Hacettepe Universitesi Ethics
Commission granted on 09" June 2020 with document number 35853172-600. This study,
which aimed to develop a valid and reliable scale for measuring teachers' perceptions of
learning climate, was conducted through a descriptive scanning model. A descriptive model
is a research approach that aims to describe a previous or recent existing condition as it is
(Karasar, 1999). In the following part, information on study groups and the data collection

process is presented.

Participants

Within this study, data were collected from two separate study groups. The study groups
consisted of volunteer teachers employed in state elementary, secondary, and high schools in
the spring term in 2020. In determining the sample, the convenience sampling method was
used. The convenience sampling method is claimed to provide the researcher pace and
practicality since the researcher prefers a situation that is closer and more accessible
(Yildinm & Simsek, 2008). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed with the
online data gathered from the first study group consisting of 279 teachers, and CFA was
performed with the data gathered from the first study group consisting of 310 teachers. The
sample size is claimed to be essential for strong factor analysis (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).
In the existing literature, there are various views related to the sample size required for
factor analysis. For example, Kline (1994) stated that the required sample size for factor
analysis should be at least 100, but greater would yield more good results. According to
Comrey and Lee (1992), 200 participants are average, and 300 participants are good sample
size for factor analysis. Cattell (1978) asserted that a sample size from three to six times the
item number or approximately 250 is sufficient for factor analysis. According to Tavsancil
(2006), the sample size should be at least five times the item number for strong factor

analysis. Considering the suggested standards in the literature, it can be stated that the
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sample size is sufficient for performing factor analysis in this study. Demographic data

related to the study groups are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographical characteristics of the participants

Variable First study group Second study group
f % f %
Female 166 59,5 174 56,1
Gender
Male 113 40,5 136 43,9
Elementary School 101 36,2 115 37,1
School Level Secondary School 100 35,8 150 48,4
High School 78 28,0 45 14,5
1-5 years 38 13,6 47 15,2
6-10 years 60 21,5 64 20,6
Years of
_ 11-15 years 86 30,8 83 26,8
experience
16-20 years 49 17,6 61 19,7
20 years and over 46 16,5 55 17,7
Undergraduate 215 77,1 267 86,1
Educational
Graduate 64 22,9 43 13,9
Level
Total 279 100,0 310 100

When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that of the participants in the first study
group %59.5 (n=166) were females and %40.5 (n=113) were males. Of the participants in
the first study group %, 36.2 (n=101) were primary school teachers, %35.8 (n=100) were
secondary school teachers, and %28 (n=78) were high school teachers. Distribution of
teachers by years of experience shows that of the participants %13.6 (n=38) have 1 to 5
years, %21.5 (n=60) have 6 to 10 years, %30.8 (n=86) have 11 to 15 years, %17.6 (n=49)
have 16 to 20 years, and %16.5 (n=46) have 21 years and over teaching experience. Of the
participants, %77.1 (n=215) completed graduate and %22.9 (n=64) completed

undergraduate education.

Of the participants in the second study group %56.1 (n=174) were females , %43.9
(n=136) were males. Of the participants in the second study group %37.1 (n=115) were
primary school teachers, %48.4 (n=150) were secondary school teachers and %14,5 (n=45)
were high school teachers. Distribution of teachers by years of experience indicates that of
the participants %15.2 (n=47) have 1 to 5 years, %20.6 (n=64) have 6 to 10 years, %26.8
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(n=83) have 11 to 15 years, %19.7 (n=61) have 16 to 20 years and %17.7 (n=55) have 21

years and over teaching experience. Of the participants %86.1 (n=267) completed graduate
and %13.9 (n=43) completed undergraduate education.

The Process of Scale Development

In the process of determining items, deductive and inductive methods were used in
combination. In the deductive approach, items of the scale are determined as a result of a
detailed analysis of the existing literature. In the inductive approach, items are determined
after interviews with a group defined in the target population (Hinkin, 1995). Within the
scope of this study, the existing literature related to the learning climate was scrutinized.
Scales of learning climate developed by Nikolova et al. (2014), Opfer, Pedder, and Lavicza
(2011), Bartram et al. (1993), and Hoyle (1972) were also examined. Furthermore, a total of
12 teachers were interviewed to evaluate their views on the learning climate. As a result of
the literature review and interviews with teachers, an item pool consisting of 35 items was
created. The scales were thought to be represented under four dimensions: principal support,
collaborative environment, school facilities, and professional support. For example, items
were stated as “School principals encourage teachers to learn new things” in the principal
support dimension; “Teachers share their professional knowledge and experience” in the
collaborative environment dimension; “Teachers own necessary sources (books, magazines,
and internet) for professional learning” in school facilities dimension and “Teachers follow
recent developments in their fields” in professional interest dimension. To determine the
degree of frequency, the statements were designed as a 5-point Likert-type scaling ranging

from 1=Never to 5= Always.

Items of the scale are required to be sufficient in reflecting the intended behaviors.
Accordingly, one of the methods for evaluating content validity is appealing for expert
opinions (Biiylikoztiirk et al., 2016). Expert opinions should be benefitted for determining
whether items under each factor represents behaviors in that factor in multi-dimensional
measurement instruments (DeVellis, 2003). Therefore, the items were presented to 13 field
experts, 12 of them are employed in Educational Administration, and one is in Measurement
and Evaluation Departments. Expert opinions were collected through a form consisting of
options as “Essential,” “Partially essential,” and “Remove.” Participants were requested to
state their opinions for the items they evaluated as partially essential and not essential.
Analysis of expert opinions was conducted via the Lawshe method. In this method, five to

forty experts are required for determining content validity. By adding up the experts'
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responses related to each item, a content validity ratio (CVR) is obtained. The minimum

CVR value is calculated as .54 for 13 experts (Yurdugiil, 2005). In this study, therefore,
CVR values were calculated for each item. Nine items below .54 were removed from the
form. Besides, according to the suggestions of experts, statements of eight items were
revised. To evaluate the items in terms of suitability for language, two Turkish language
teachers were consulted. As a result of experts' evaluation in terms of spelling rules,
expression, and punctuation, items of the scale were re-examined. Furthermore, 10 teachers
out of the study groups were asked to evaluate the comprehensibility of the items. Regarding

the feedbacks, the scale consisting of 26 items was made ready for application.
Data Analysis

Data were analyzed via SPSS 20 and AMOS 23 statistical programs. In the data analysis
process, firstly, Z scores, and Mahalanobis distance values were calculated to arrange data
for factor analysis. Item analysis was performed to investigate whether the data is relevant to
the desired attitude and can discriminate different degrees (Tezbasaran, 2008). The
normality of the data was checked through the analysis of Skewness and Kurtosis values. To
determine the multicollinearity between items of the scale, correlation coefficients (r < .90)
were examined (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Item discrimination was evaluated through

item-total correlation and upper and lower %27 group scores.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed to examine the construct validity
of the measurement instrument. EFA is an analysis used to determine factors based on the
relationship between variables and used widely in studies of scale development
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Field, 2013). Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used as a
factor extraction method since it is claimed to be more effective in reducing factor
uncertainty and psychometrically a more powerful method (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Direct Oblimin as one of the oblique factor rotation methods was preferred due to the
correlations between factors (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Biiytlikoztiirk, 2010). Before EFA,
Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) value was applied, and Bartlett's Sphericity test was performed
to examine whether the data met the criteria for factor analysis. The factor structure was

determined by considering an eigenvalue greater than one and scree-plot.

To confirm the four-factor structure that emerged from EFA, first order and second
order Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were conducted. CFA is a factor analysis method
used to test a structure or hypothesis of a previously emerged relationship (Field, 2013). The

validity of the model was tested through Chi-Square Goodness of Fit test (%2), Goodness of
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Fit Index (GFI), Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

(RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ve Normed Fit Goodness of Fit test (¥2), Goodness
of Fit Index (GFI), Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ve Normed Fit Index (NFI) values.
Cronbach’s alpha and correlation coefficients between factors were calculated for evaluating

the reliability of the instrument.
Findings

This section presents findings related to item analysis, exploratory factor analysis, first and

second-order confirmatory factor analysis, and reliability analysis.
Item Analysis

When examining Table 2, which displays the item analysis results for examining relevancy
of the data with the desired attitude and discriminability of the items, it is seen that
arithmetic means of the items varied between 2.78 and 3.96. Considering Skewness and
Kurtosis values, it was found that item 12 did not meet the univariate normality assumption.
Skewness and Kurtosis values between £1 exhibit that the data does not pose a significant
deviation from normality (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010). It is suggested that
items deviating from these values can be excluded from the instrument in the scale
development process (Sencan, 2005). Item 12 was, therefore, removed from the instrument.
Skewness and Kurtosis values of the remaining items were found to vary between .037 and -

.953. These values prove the normal distribution of the research data.

Positive and higher item-total correlation values indicate that an instrument's items
illustrate similar properties, and internal consistency is higher. In Likert-type scales, items
that exhibit lower relationships with the total score are suggested to be removed from the
scale (Tezbasaran, 2008). Items having above .30 item-total correlation is stated to be
sufficiently discriminable (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Therefore, item 10 was removed from the
scale as it had a below .30 item-total correlation value. The analysis was re-performed after
excluding these items, and the remaining items were calculated to range between .47 and
.69. Lastly, t values regarding the differences between upper and lower %27 group scores
were found to vary between 8.06 and 15.89 and significantly differed in p<.05 level.
According to these findings, it can be stated that each item in the scale is sufficiently

discriminable.
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Table 2. Results of Item Analysis

Item Mean S.D.  Skewness Kurtosis  Corrected Item- Upper and
Number Total Correlation®  Lower %27 Item
1%t level 2" level  Discrimination
Index?
1 3,50 1,134 -,421 -,701 577 592 12,267
2 3,50 1,166 -,444 -,650 ,683 ,696 14,607
3 3,76 1,148 -,647 -,539 ,659 ,670 15,136
4 3,75 1,046 -,583 -, 247 ,617 ,626 14,254™"
5 3,28 1,083 -,370 -,335 ,639 ,653 14,314
6 3,88 1,073 -,830 ,037 ,625 ,626 13,932
7 3,86 1,095 -, 778 -,158 627 633 14,540
8 3,80 ,916 -, 177 -,908 562 547 10,650
9 3,72 ,843 -,238 -,508 572 ,560 10,8417
10 2,78 ,951 248 -,217 ,236 3,296
11 3,37 ,942 ,016 -,495 488 ,480 8,683
12 3,96 ,843 -,911 1,293 533 8,717
13 3,60 ,883 -,045 -,723 ,616 ,604 10,505
14 3,30 ,829 -,124 -,233 546 ,540 8,063
15 3,70 ,931 -, 472 -,236 647 ,640 13,663
16 3,81 872 -,366 -,354 568 ,554 11,573
17 3,53 ,940 -,246 -,398 ,689 676 15,889
18 3,76 ,878 -,290 -,598 ,699 ,692 14,765
19 3,81 ,846 -,381 -,211 ,670 ,654 12,164
20 3,57 ,853 -,459 ,030 ,615 ,615 11,260
21 3,12 ,995 ,025 -,553 562 ,564 9,892™
22 3,96 ,786 -,564 ,129 556 ,554 9,157
23 3,86 ,932 -,657 ,027 537 538 9,245
24 343 1,100 -,246 -, 732 504 502 9,390
25 3,49 1,000 -,508 -,269 519 529 9,486
26 3,40 1,201 -,303 -,953 459 471 9,461
*p<.05  IN=279 2N1=N2=75
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Exploratory Factor Analysis
Firstly, Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Bartlett Sphericity test were used the
determine whether the data set was suitable for factor analysis. KMO value was calculated
as .93. Bartlett Sphericity test (Chi-square = 4502,72; df =276; p< ,05) yielded significant
result. KMO value greater than .60 and significant value of Bartlett Sphericity test indicates
the suitability of the data set for factor analysis (Biiytikoztirk, 2012; Field, 2013).
According to these findings, it was seen that research data were suitable for factor analysis.
Principal Components Analysis as a factor extracting method was used in EFA. The results
of the analysis revealed that items of the scale were gathered under four factors, with an
eigenvalue greater than one. Findings related to the factor structure of the scale were
displayed in Table 3.

Table 3. Findings of Principal Components Analysis Related to Factor Structure Of The

Scale

Factor Eigenvalue Variance (%) Total Variance (%)
1 9,760 40,67 40,67

2 3,342 13,93 54,60

3 1,749 7,29 61,88

4 1,262 5,26 67,14

In determining factor numbers, eigenvalue, variance rate, and scree-plot are seen as
important indicators (Biiytlikoztiirk, 2012; Cokluk, Sekercioglu and Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010).
When the Table is examined, it is seen that four factors were extracted with an eigenvalue of
9.760, 3.342, 1.749, and 1.262, respectively. In factor analysis, factors having an eigenvalue
greater than one are accepted as significant factors (Field, 2013). This finding of the study
indicated that the scale consisted of four factors with an eigenvalue greater than one.
Considering the findings related to explained variance, it was revealed that four factors
explained %67,14 of the total variance (%40,67, %13,93, %7,29 and 5,26, respectively).
Factor number that firstly explained 2/3 of the total variance is seen as significant. Higher
explained variance means a better measurement of the related structure (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2012). This finding indicated that the total variance of LCS was sufficient. Scree plot graph

used one of the important indicators in determining factor structure is given in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Scree Plot Related to the Factor Structure of LCS

In a scree plot graph, the space between each point from the top to the declining slope point
shows implications about factor number. The point on which the slope begins to decline is
the breaking point, and the contribution of factors to the variance decreases as of this point
(Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiytikoztiirk, 2010). When Figure 1 is examined, a decline in the
slope is observed as of the fourth factor, and the graph begins to hold a horizontal structure.

It can be, therefore, argued that the scale had a four-factor structure.

To determine the factors under which the items were gathered, Direct Oblimin as an
oblique rotation technique was preferred since the factors were assumed to be associated
with each other (Field, 2013). As a result of EFA, factor loadings and common factor

variances are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

IS 5 g s & 5 8
Item Number 8 s 8 8 £ % S

Z & & s 8" 5
Item 20 .806 .68
Item 18 778 .62
Item 15 77 61
Item 19 .765 61
Item 16 7164 .59
Item 17 743 .58
Item 1 .859 75
Item 4 .855 74
Item 7 .854 .76
Item 3 .846 73
Item 6 .845 .76
Item 2 .836 72
Item 5 835 73
Item 25 .846 72
Item 23 813 .66
Item 24 .699 .53
Item 26 .655 A7
Item 22 .650 44
Item 8 .883 .78
Item 9 .865 75
Item 11 .681 49
Item 13 .620 46

It is argued that item factor loadings should be above .50 to ensure construct validity
requirements (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Nunally, 1978). Therefore, .50 was specified as a
lower limit of factor loadings. As a result of the analysis, the factor loadings of a few items
were calculated to be lower than .50. For this reason, items 14 and 21 were removed from
the scale, and the analysis was re-performed. No items were found to have high factor
loadings in more than one factor. Besides factor loadings, common factor variances are also

used in evaluating the findings of EFA. Common factor variances show the degree to which
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the extracted factors are jointly represented. Therefore, items having a common factor

variance below .20 must be excluded from the instrument (Sencan, 2005). The analysis

revealed that there were no items that have a common factor variance below .20.

Consequently, when Table 4 is examined, it could be seen that factor loadings of the
items varied between .620 and .859. Costello and Osborne (2005) stated that items with
factor loadings above .50 have strong load values. It is also seen that all items sufficiently
contribute to the common variance. Four dimensions obtained as a result of EFA were
entitled considering the content of the items. Sub-dimensions and items within these sub-

scales are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5. Sub-dimensions and related items determined as a result of EFA

Sub-dimensions Number of Items

items
Collaborative Environment 6 15,16,17,18,19,20
Principal Support 7 1,2,3,4,5,6,7
School Facilitites 5 22,23,24,25,26
Professional Interest 4 8,9,11,13

When Table 5 is examined, six items (15,16,17,18,19,20) under “Collaborative
Environment”, seven items (1,2,3,4,5,6,7) under “Principal Support”, five items
(22,23,24,25,26) under “School Facilitites” and four items (8,9,11,13) under “Professional

Interest” sub-dimensions.

First Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To validate the structure consisting of 22 items and four factors and test model-data fit, first-
order CFA was performed with the data gathered from 310 participants. As a result of the
analysis, the t values of the variables were examined. In the literature, it is stated that t
values greater than 1.96 and 2.56 are significant at .05 and .01 levels respectively, and items
that are not significant should be removed from the scale (Cokluk, Sekercioglu &
Biiytikoztiirk, 2010). For the existing four-factor model, t values were found to vary between
9.34 and 18.86. This finding indicated that all items were significant at the .01 level and not
required to be excluded from the scale. Afterward, fit indexes of LCS were examined. The
findings of the first-order CFA are displayed in Table 6.



G. Savas & N. Demirkasimoglu / Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 52, 147-178, 2021 163
Table 6. The Goodness of Fit Indexes of Learning Climate in Schools Scale As a Result of

First Order CFA

x2 df x2/df RMSEA RMR  GFlI AGFI  CFI NFI TLI

434.24 203 2.14 .06 .05 .89 .86 .95 91 94

When Table 6 is examined, it is seen that Chi-square and degree of freedom values
were calculated to be ¥2=434, df=203. When the values were rated, the result of y2/df=2.14
was obtained. y2/df value below 3 and 5 indicates perfects fit and medium-level fit,
respectively (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993). Therefore, it could be stated that the y2/df value
estimated for this model was an indicator of a good model fit. RMSEA value, which is one
of the widely used fit indexes in DFA, is claimed to imply a good fit below .05 value and an
acceptable fit below .08 value (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Kline, 1994). RMSEA value
calculated as .06 for this model was an indicator of adequate fit. RMR value represents a
good fit and acceptable fit below .05 and .10, respectively. RMR value found to be .05 for
this model indicated a good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Other fit indexes of LCS were
calculated as CFI=.95, NFI=.91, TLI=.94, GFI=.89 ve AGFI=.86. For these fit indexes,
values above .90 point to a good fit and above .95 point to a perfect fit (Cokluk, Sekercioglu
& Biiyiikoztiirk, 2010; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Stimer, 2000). However, since GFI and
AGFI values are affected by sample size, values above .85 are claimed to be acceptable in
evaluating model fit (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Bryant, Yarnold & Grimm, 1996;
Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 2003). In the light of such information in the existing
literature, it can be stated that CFI values indicated a good fit; NFI, TLI, GFI, and AGFI
values indicated an acceptable fit. The path diagram of the four-factor model and factor

loadings obtained from CFA are shown in Figure 2.

When standardized coefficients are examined in Figure 2, it is seen that the
correlation coefficients of variables vary between .42 and .75. Factor loadings of the items
were calculated between .72 and .86 for “Collaborative Environment,” .80 and .88 for
“Principal Support,” .61 and .73 for “School Facilities,” and .73 and .85 for “Professional
Support” sub-dimensions. All items having factor loadings above .50 indicated that each

item excellently represented the factor to which it belongs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
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Figure 2. Results of First Order Confirmatory Analysis of Learning Climate in Schools Scale
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Second-Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis

According to Meydan and Sesen (2011), multi-factor scales should also be tested in terms of
second-order multi-factor model fit. In this regard, second-order CFA was conducted to
determine whether previously obtained four dimensions were converged under a more upper
and inclusive factor, “Learning Climate.” The goodness of fit indexes calculated as a result
of second-order CFA performed by adding the second-order latent variable (learning

climate) to the previously obtained model with four latent and 22 observed variables is given
in Table 7.

Table 7. The Goodness of Fit Indexes of Learning Climate in Schools Scale As a Result of
Second-Order CFA

12 sd y2/sd  RMSEA RMR GFI AGFI CFI NFI TLI
439.26 2056 214 .06 .05 .88 .86 95 91 94

When Table 7 is examined, it is seen that fit indexes were found as x2 =439.26
(sd = 205, p < .001), (¥2/sd) = 2.14, RMSEA = .06, RMR= .05, GFI = .88, AGFI= .86,
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CFI = .95, NFI= .91, TLI=.94 as a result of second order CFA. This finding indicates that

four factor model shows good and acceptable fit (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Joroskog &
Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 1994; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Path diagram which shows the
factor-scale relation is displayed in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Results of Second-Order Confirmatory Analysis of Learning Climate in Schools

Scale

When Figure 3 is examined, it is seen that standardized coefficients varied between
.52 and .87. Sub-scales that mostly explained “Learning Climate” were professional interest
(.87), collaborative environment (.85), school facilities (.66), and principal support (.52).
Furthermore, according to second-order CFA results, t values were calculated to be 9.52 for
a collaborative environment, 7.62 for principal support, 7.41 for school facilities, and 9.53
for professional interest sub-scales, which meant the result was significant at p<.01 level.
The significance of the T value is an indicator of the model's acceptability (Schumacker &
Lomax, 2004). In the light of these findings, it can be concluded that LCS consisting of 22
items and four-factor is valid and has adequate goodness of fit.
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Reliability Analysis

According to Tezbasaran (2008), internal consistency should be tested in Likert-type scales,
and calculating Cronbach’s Alpha method is the most appropriate way of testing reliability.
For this reason, to determine the reliability level of the sub-dimensions and the whole LCS,

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated (see Table 9).

Table 9. Cronbach’s Alpha Correlation Coefficients of “Learning Climate in Schools Scale”

and its Sub-dimensions

Sub-dimensions Number of items Cronbach’s Alpha
Collaborative Environment 6 91
Principal Support 7 94
School Facilities 5 .80
Professional Support 4 .86
Learning Climate 22 .93

When Table 9 is examined, it is seen that Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for sub-
dimensions of LCS varied between .80 and .91. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the total
scale was calculated as .93. Cronbach’s Alpha value greater than .70 is claimed to be
sufficient in terms of an instrument's reliability (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Nunnally, 1978;
Sencan, 2005). It can be, therefore, stated that LCS is a reliable scale. Furthermore,
correlations of sub-dimensions with each other and the total scale were evaluated to test the

scale's internal consistency (see Table 10).

Table 10. Correlations between Sub-Dimensions and Total Scale

Components 1 2 3 4 5

1-Collaborative 1

Environment

Kk

2-Principal Support 427 1

3-School Facilities ,506™" 448" 1

4-Professional 6517 314 415" 1

Support

5-Learning Climate ,806™" ,809™ 7417 ,691™ 1

**p<0.01
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When Table 10 is examined, it is seen that correlation of sub-dimensions with each

other, and the total scale was significant at p<0.01 level. Correlation coefficients between
the sub-dimensions of the scale varied between .31 and .65. In the literature, very high and
low correlations between factors are not the desired situation (Cokluk, Sekercioglu &
Biiytikoztiirk, 2010). Meanwhile, correlation coefficients below .80 indicate that the scale's
discriminant validity is ensured (Brown, 2006). In the light of current findings, it can be
concluded that positive and medium-level correlations between the sub-dimensions of the
scale show that each sub-dimension measures different features. Furthermore, high and
significant relationships were detected between sub-dimensions and total scale. This finding

was another indicator of internal consistency and reliability of the scale.

Discussion and Conclusion

This research aimed to develop a valid and reliable scale that measures teachers’ perceptions
of the learning climate in schools. Accordingly, the existing literature related to learning
climate was reviewed, and previous measurement tools of learning were investigated in
detail (Bartram et al. 1993; Hoyle 1972; Nikolova et al. 2014, Opfer, Pedder & Lavicza
2011). It was predicted that the scale could consist of four dimensions based on the existing
literature. For testing validity, item analysis, exploratory factor analysis, first and second-
order confirmatory factor analysis were used, and reliability was tested through Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients. EFA was performed with the online data gathered from the first study
group consisting of 279 teachers, and CFA was performed with the data gathered from the
first study group consisting of 310 teachers. As a result of the analysis, a scale consisting of
22 items and four factors were obtained. The four dimensions were entitled of a
collaborative environment, principal support, school facilities, and professional support. The
first-order and second-order DFA results determined whether the four sub-dimensions were
combined under the upper learning climate factor indicated that the four-factor model is
confirmed and has acceptable-level construct validity (Joroskog & Soérbom, 1993; Hu &
Bentler, 1995; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In order to determine the reliability of the
LCS, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were
found as .93 for the scale as a whole, .91 for a collaborative environment, .94 for principal
support, .80 for school facilities, and .86 for professional interest sub-dimensions. In this
regard, it can be argued that LCS is a reliable measurement tool (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).

Lastly, correlations between the sub-dimensions were calculated between .31 and .65.



168 G. Savas & N. Demirkasimoglu / Pamukkale University Journal of Education, 52, 147-178, 2021
Correlation coefficients between the factors below .80 is an indicator of discriminant

validity (Brown, 2006).

In conclusion, the results of the previously stated analyses revealed that LCS is a
valid and reliable scale that can be used to measure teachers’ perceptions of the learning
climate in schools. The scale consisting of 22 items and four factors is a five-point Likert-
type (from never to always) scale. The lowest and higher scores that can be received are 22
and 110, respectively. The increase in the received scores indicates the increase in teachers’
perceptions levels of the existing learning climate in their schools. The scale developed
within this study is thought to contribute to the research conducted to determine the
characteristics of schools. It is suggested that the scale's validity and reliability should be
tested in different samples, such as private school teachers.

Limitations

This research has some limitations. Firstly, the validity of the scale was tested through
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. A criterion-based validity was not tested. This
limitation can be removed in further studies. Secondly, data of the study were gathered from
teachers employed at public schools. Considering the different learning facilities between
state and private schools, this study can be a limitation not to include the characteristics of
the learning climate in private schools. Therefore, it can be proper to re-test the validity and
reliability of the data gathered from private school teachers in further studies.
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