;“fm% Trakya Egitim Dergisi

ISSN: 2630-6301 Vol. 16, No. 1, 455-471, 2026
Yayimci: Trakya Universitesi DOI: 10.24315/tred. 1695510

Aragtirma Makalesi

Ogretmenlerin Cocuk Haklar1 Farkindahg Olgegi: Gecerlilik ve Giivenirlik Calismasi

Hiiseyin Serin'* Ozet: Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini
Elif Oznur Tokgdz? belirlemek amaciyla gegerli ve givenilir bir dlgme araci gelistirmektir. Aragtirmada nicel

arastirma desenlerinden tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Olgek gelistirme siirecinde, alanyazin ve
ilgili belgeler dogrultusunda 70 maddelik bir 6n form hazirlanmis ve bu form 821 6gretmene

; N
}Ili;r;bu;“ Y[jgélver;giince;iﬁia;? uygulanarak A¢imlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) gerceklestirilmistir. AFA sonucunda 6lgek, bes
Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii, istanbul, faktorlii bir yapiya indirgenmis ve 24 maddeye diistirilmistiir. Bu bes faktoriin toplam varyansa
Tirkiye katkis1 %70.089 olarak bulunmustur. Elde edilen bu yapi, 374 kisiden olusan farkli 6gretmen
huseyinsering fue.cdu.tr grubuna uygulanarak Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) ile test edilmistir. DFA sonucunda elde
2Sincan Sehit Abdullah Biiyiiksoy edilen model uyum degerleri (y*/sd = 2.029, RMSEA = .052, CFI = .948, TLI = .940, GFI =
Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi, Ankara, 904) modelin veriye miikemmel ve kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyum sagladigini géstermektedir.

Tiirkiye

| . Faktorler sirasiyla dijital ortamda ¢ocuk hakki, adaletli olma, ¢gocuk hakki ve ihlali, korunma
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hakki ve katilim hakki olarak adlandirilmistir. Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik katsayilari boyutlar

o igin .825 ile .907 arasinda, dl¢egin geneli igin ise .921 olarak bulunmustur. Gelistirilen 6lgegin
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GIRIS

Cocuklar; dogustan sahip olduklar1 haklarla birlikte birey olarak taninmasi gereken, gelisimsel agidan
0zel korumaya ihtiya¢ duyan, toplumsal bir gruptur. Bu baglamda ¢ocuk haklar1, bireyin ¢ocuk olmasindan
kaynaklanan ve onun fiziksel, zihinsel, duygusal, sosyal ve ahlaki gelisimini giivence altina almayi amaglayan
temel insan haklarinin 6zel bir alanin1 olusturmaktadir (Akyiiz, 2000; Shumba, 2003). Uluslararasi diizeyde
cocuklart her tiirlii istismardan korumayi ve gelisimlerini desteklemeyi hedefleyen en kapsamli belge ise
Birlesmis Milletler Cocuk Haklar1 S6zlesmesi’dir. Bu s6zlesme; ¢ocuklarin yasama, gelisme, korunma ve
katilim gibi temel haklarini giivence altina alarak devletlerin bu haklara saygi gostermesini ve gerekli onlemleri
almasini zorunlu kilmaktadir (Cakmak, 2013; Fountain, 1993; Lansdown ve digerleri, 2014).

Cocuk haklarinin egitim sistemi iginde hayata gecirilmesi ise sOzlesmenin etkili bigimde
uygulanabilmesi i¢in biliylik 6nem tasimaktadir. Egitimde cocuk haklari; ¢ocuklarin egitim hakkina
erisimlerinin giivence altina alinmasinin yani sira, egitim ortamlarinda onlara saygi duyulan, kendilerini ifade
edebilecekleri, ayrimcilifa ugramayacaklar1 ve gelisimlerini ¢ok yonlii destekleyen bir yapt sunulmasim
kapsar (Covell ve digerleri, 2010). Bu ¢ercevede cocuklar; egitim siireclerinde yalnizca bilgi edinmekle
kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda haklarini 6grenir, karar alma siireglerine katilir, giivenli ve destekleyici ortamlarda birey
olarak deger goriirler (Verhellen, 1993). Cocuk haklarina dayal1 egitim anlayis1; 6gretmenlerin gii¢ sahibi degil
rehber ve kolaylastiric1 bir rol iistlendigi, disiplin uygulamalarinin ceza temelli degil hak temelli oldugu,
cocuklarn goriiglerinin dikkate alindig1 ve egitimin ¢ocuklarin en yiiksek yarar gozetilerek diizenlendigi bir
sistemi ifade eder (Lundy, 2007). Ozellikle okullar, cocuklarin sadece bilgi edindigi degil ayn1 zamanda
haklarmi 6grendigi ve uyguladig1 sosyal kurumlar olmalidir (Osler ve Starkey, 1998). Bu nedenle; egitim
stirecinde ¢ocuk haklarimin benimsenmesi ve uygulanmasi, demokratik degerlere sahip, hak ve
sorumluluklarinin farkinda bireylerin yetismesini saglamada kilit rol oynamaktadir (Howe ve Covell, 2007,
UNICEEF, 2014).
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Bu baglamda cocuk haklarinin egitimde uygulanabilirligi yalnizca okul politikalariyla degil;
ogretmenlerin bilgi, tutum ve farkindalik diizeyleriyle de dogrudan iligkilidir ve bu diizeyler belirleyici bir
faktor olarak dne ¢ikmaktadir (Covell ve Howe, 2002; Lundy, 2007). Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik
biling diizeyleri sadece sinif i¢i uygulamalar1 degil, ayn1 zamanda gocuklarin giivenli ve hak temelli bir
Ogrenme ortaminda gelismelerini de dogrudan etkilemektedir (Howe ve Covell, 2007; Lansdown ve digerleri,
2014). Ancak alanyazinda 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarinin farkinda olmadiklar1 ve egitim programlarinda bu
konunun siklikla goz ardi edildigi yoniinde bulgulara da rastlanmaktadir (Lansdown ve digerleri, 2014; Lundy,
2007; Shumba, 2003). Bu durum, okullarda ¢ocuk haklarina duyarli bir egitim ortaminin olusturulmasini
zorunlu kilmakta ve 6gretmenlerin bu konuda bilinglendirilmesi gerekliligini gostermektedir.

Ogretmenlerin cocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerinin &lgiilmesi, bu alandaki mevcut
durumun belirlenmesine ve gerekli egitimlerin planlanmasina katki saglamaktadir. Alanyazinda okullarda
cocuk haklarina yonelik bazi Olgme araglari bulunmakla birlikte, giiniimiiz kosullarmi yeterince
yansitamadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Ornegin, Karaman-Kepenekci (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen “Cocuk
Haklarina Iliskin Tutum Olgegi” &gretmen adaylarmin cocuk haklarmna yonelik tutumlarini belirlemeye
yonelik 6nemli bir calismadir. Ancak bu dlgek 2006 yilinda gelistirilmis olup dijital teknolojilerin ve sosyal
medyanin giliniimiizdeki kadar yaygin olmadigi bir déneme aittir. Oysa gilinlimiizde ¢ocuk haklar1 yalnizca
fiziksel ortamlarla sinirli kalmamakta; dijital diinyada da ¢ocuklarin korunmasi, ifade 6zgiirliigii, 6zel hayatin
gizliligi gibi haklar glindeme gelmektedir. Bu nedenle; dijital cagin gerekliliklerini de igeren, giincel bir 6lgme
aracina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

Benzer sekilde Polat, Ersoy ve Toran (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen “Cocuk Katilimi1 Farkindalik
Olgegi”, yalmzca gocuklarmn katilim hakkina odaklanan bir ¢alismadir. Katilim hakkia yénelik énemli bir
degerlendirme araci sunmasina karsin bu Olgek; dijital ortamda cocuk haklari, korunma, adaletli olma ve
ayrimcilik yapmama ya da genel haklara iligkin bilgi diizeyi gibi farkli hak boyutlarin1 kapsamamaktadir. Bu
durum, ¢ocuk haklarinin daha biitiinciil bir yaklagimla ele alindig1 6lgme araglarina olan gereksinimi ortaya
koymaktadir.

Yine Oztiirk ve Doganay (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen “Cocuk Haklar1 Temelli Okul Olgegi”, okul
ortamlarinda ¢ocuk haklarmin uygulanabilirligini degerlendirmeye yonelik dnemli bir katki saglamistir. Ancak
bu olgek okul temelli yapilar iizerine odaklanmakta ve &gretmenin farkindalik diizeyini 6lgme konusunda
sinirl1 kalmaktadir. Bu baglamda, dogrudan 6gretmenlerin ¢cocuk haklarina iliskin farkindaliklarini giiniimiiz
sosyal, teknolojik ve pedagojik baglamiyla biitiinlesik bi¢imde Slgebilecek gegerli ve glivenilir bir araca ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir.

Alanyazinda yapilan calismalar 1siginda, bu calismada Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarma yonelik
farkindahik diizeylerini belirleyebilmek adina “Ogretmenlerin Cocuk Haklari Farkindaligi Olgegi”nin
gelistirilmesi amaglanmigtir. Bu yoniiyle gelistirilen 6lgme aracinin, egitimde ¢ocuk merkezli yaklagimi ortaya
koymasi ve dijital doniisiime iligkin alana katki getirmesi beklenmektedir.

YONTEM

Bu calismada; dgretmenlerin g¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemeye yonelik
gelistirilen 6lgek kapsaminda, nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Tarama modeli,
mevcut bir durumun herhangi bir miidahalede bulunulmaksizin oldugu gibi betimlenmesini amaglamaktadir
(Karasar, 2018).

Calisma Grubu
Calisma grubunu, Tiirkiye genelinde gorev yapan ve 1195 kisiden olusan Ogretmen grubu
olusturmaktadir. Ulasilabilirlik 6rmeklemesiyle, goniilliiliik esasina gore ¢evrim i¢i anket formunu dolduran

ogretmenlerden elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda, 821 kisi ile A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA), 374 kisi ile
ise Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Ogretmenlere yonelik bilgilere Tablo 1°de yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 1

Calismaya Katilan Ogretmenlere Yonelik Demografik Bilgiler

AFA DFA N %
Cinsiyet Kadn 611 268 879 74
Erkek 210 106 316 26
Toplam 821 374 1195 100
Gorev Yaptigit Kademe Okul 6ncesi 79 17 96 8
flkokul 224 129 353 30
Ortaokul 254 113 367 31
Lise 210 89 299 25
Diger 54 26 80 6
Mesleki Kidem Y1l 1-5 308 145 453 38
6-10 122 45 167 14
11-15 121 56 177 15
16 yil ve lizeri 271 127 398 33

Tablo 1’e gore katilimci 6gretmenlerin %74°ii kadin, %26’s1 erkektir. Ogretmenlerin %8’i okul
oncesinde, %30’u ilkokulda, %311 ortaokulda, %25°1 lisede ve %6’s1 diger kurumlarda gorev yapmaktadir.
Ogretmenlerin mesleki kidem yillar1 agisindan ise %381 1-5 yil, %14°ii 6-10 yil, %15°i 11-15 y1l ve %33’
16 yil ve iizerinde degisim gostermektedir.

Ogretmenlerin Cocuk Haklar1 Farkindalig Olcegine Ait Maddelerinin Olusturulma Asamasi

Olgek gelistirme siirecinin ilk asamasi olan madde havuzunun olusturulmas: siirecinde, &ncelikle
konuya iligkin kuramsal ¢ergeve, ulusal ve uluslararasi literatiir ile ¢ocuk haklarina iligkin temel belgeler
(6rnegin Birlesmis Milletler Cocuk Haklar1 So6zlesmesi) aragtirmacilar tarafindan ayrintili  sekilde
incelenmistir. Bu incelemeler dogrultusunda 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindaliklarini 6lgmeye
yonelik 70 maddelik bir madde havuzu arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanmistir.

Hazirlanan madde havuzu, kapsam gecerligini saglamak amaciyla ti¢ farkli, alanda uzmanlagmis
egitimciye sunulmustur. Uzmanlarin her biri maddeleri ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirmis, yapilan inceleme sonucunda
herhangi bir maddenin 6lcekte yer almamasi gerektigine dair bir goriis bildirilmemistir. Ancak bazi maddelerin
ifadelerinde icerik acisindan onerilen diizenlemeler olmustur. Tiim uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda maddeler
revize edilerek dlgme aracinin daha anlasilir ve agik bir yapiya kavugmasi saglanmstir.

Revize edilen 70 maddelik taslak form, son olarak dil bilgisi agisindan degerlendirilmek {izere bir dil
bilimci tarafindan incelenmistir. Bu asamada yapilan kontroller sonucunda ifadelerde gerekli goriilen dilsel
diizeltmeler gergeklestirilmis ve dlgek uygulanabilir form héline getirilmistir.

Olgekte yer alan tiim maddeler olumlu ifadelerden olusmaktadir. Bu durum, katilimeilarin yanitlama
siirecinde daha tutarli degerlendirmeler yapabilmesini desteklemektedir. Olgek, 5°li Likert tipi derecelendirme
formatinda hazirlanmistir. Olgekte yer alan her bir maddeye yonelik yanit segenekleri ise su sekildedir:
Tamamen Katilmiyorum (1), Katilmiyorum (2), Kararsizim (3), Katiliyorum (4) ve Tamamen Katiliyorum (5).

Veri Toplama Siireci

Calisma igin ilk olarak Istanbul Universitesi-Cerrahpasa, 08.04.2025 tarihli ve 2025/216 sayili, Etik
Kurul izin Belgesi alinmistir. Daha sonra dgretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini
belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanan 6n 6lgek ilk olarak 821 kisiye Google Form aracilifiyla ¢evrim i¢i olarak
uygulanmigtir. Daha sonra elde edilen uygulanabilir dlgek ise 374 kisiye yine Google Form araciligiyla ¢evrim
ici olarak uygulanmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde tim maddelerin yanitlanmasi zorunlu hale getirilmis ve
boylece eksik veri olmadan tiim katilimci verilerinin analize dahil edilmesi saglanmstir.
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BULGULAR

Yapi Gegerliligi

Bu calismada 6lgegi boyutlandirmak {izere madde-toplam puan korelasyonu (i¢ tutarlik), AFA ve DFA
testleri yapilmistir. Ancak ilk olarak faktdr analizinin bir 6n kosulu olan verilerin normal dagilim gosterip
gostermedigine (Cohen ve digerleri, 2007) bakilmigtir. AFA’dan (n;=821) elde edilen verilere ait; basiklik (-
.273) ve carpiklik (-.588) katsayilar1 +1 ve -1 arasinda, ortalama (306), mod (350) ve medyan (307) degerleri
ise birbirine olduk¢a yakindir. DFA’dan (n,=374) elde edilen verilere ait basiklik (-.187) ve ¢arpiklik (-.831)
katsayilar1 +1 ve -1 arasinda, ortalama (101), mod (92) ve medyan (101) degerleri ise birbirine oldukca
yakindir. Alanyazinda bu degerlerin birbirine yakin; basiklik, carpiklik katsayilarinin +1 arasinda ve drneklem
sayisinin 30’dan biiyiik olmasi verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigine isaret etmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012;
Cameron, 2004).

Madde-Toplam Puan Korelasyonu (I¢c Tutarlik)

Madde-toplam korelasyonu, test maddelerinin toplam puanla olan iligkisini inceleyerek 6lgme aracinin
i¢ tutarlig1 hakkinda bilgi verir. Bu iliskinin yiiksek ve pozitif olmasi, maddelerin benzer 6zellikleri 6l¢tiigliniin
ve Ol¢egin gilivenilirliginin yiiksek oldugunun bir gostergesidir. Alanyazinda .30 ve iizerindeki korelasyon
degerleri maddelerin ayirt edici oldugunu gosterirken, .20—30 araligindaki maddelerin gerekirse revize
edilerek kullanilabilecegi, .20’nin altindaki maddelerin ise testten ¢ikarilmasi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2012). Bu dogrultuda, 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklar1 farkindalik diizeylerini dlgmeye yonelik
gelistirilen 6l¢ek icin madde-toplam korelasyon alt sinir1 olarak .30 degeri esas alinmig ve yapilan madde-
toplam puan korelasyonu analizi sonuglarina Tablo 2’de yer verilmistir.

Tablo 2

Madde-Toplam Puan Analiz Sonuglar

Madde No Madde Toplam Korelasyonu Madde No Madde Toplam Korelasyonu
M1 486 M36 .646
M2 439 M37 727
M3 350 M38 737
M4 550 M39 712
M5 468 M40 .679
M6 471 M4l 677
M7 475 M42 704
M8 .542 M43 .620
M9 .500 M44 618
M10 548 M45 480
Ml11 598 M46 .658
M12 402 M47 705
M13 594 M48 .609
M14 516 M49 .655
M15 .580 M50 618
Ml6 611 M5l .626
M17 .640 M52 .606
M18 551 M53 .568
M19 .588 M54 691
M20 .644 M55 .687
M21 454 M56 592
M22 .630 M57 .638
M23 .644 M58 .603
M24 .625 M59 .642
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M25 708 M60 .645
M26 .601 M61 705
M27 701 M62 .686
M28 598 M63 618
M29 .622 Mo64 618
M30 .644 M65 691
M3l .646 Mo66 .690
M32 621 M67 .699
M33 702 M68 .642
M34 .619 M69 .550
M35 .652 M70 .658

Tabloya gore hi¢bir maddenin madde-toplam korelasyon puani .30’un altinda degildir. Tiim maddelerin madde-
toplam korelasyon degerleri .350 ile .737 arasinda degismektedir. Bu durum, 6lgek maddelerinin tamaminin agimlayici
faktor analizine dahil edilmesini miimkiin kilmaktadir. Ayrica, tabloda yalnizca bir maddenin .350 puana sahip oldugu,
diger tiim maddelerin ise .400’iin iizerinde korelasyon degerlerine ulastig1 goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu dikkat ¢ekicidir ve
maddelerin benzer 6zellikleri 6l¢tiigiinii, dolayisiyla 6lgegin i¢ tutarliliginin yiiksek oldugunu gdstermektedir.

Acimlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Calismada gelistirilen 6lgegin yap1 gegerliligine iligkin kanitlar elde etmek ve maddelerin faktor yapilarini ortaya
koymak amaciyla Agiklayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) gergeklestirilmistir. Ancak AFA'ya gegilmeden dnce, veri setinin
faktor analizine uygunlugunu belirlemek i¢in 6rneklem yeterliligini degerlendiren Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) testi
uygulanmistir. Analiz sonucunda KMO degeri .972 olarak bulunmustur. Bu degerin .60’1n {izerinde olmasi, verinin faktor
analizi i¢in yeterli oldugu yoniinde kabul gérmektedir (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012; Field, 2009; Kaiser, 1974). Degiskenler
arasindaki iliski diizeyini test etmek amaciyla gergeklestirilen Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi sonuglari anlamli bulunmustur
(o ea15= 41.568,796; p < .001). Bu sonug, verilerin faktdr analizine uygun bir yapiya sahip oldugunu ve ¢ok degiskenli
normal dagilim varsayimini karsiladigini gostermektedir (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012).

AFA kapsaminda kullanilabilecek yedi farkli faktor ¢ikarma yontemi bulunmaktadir: Temel bilesenler analizi,
temel faktor analizi, goriintii faktor analizi, maksimum olasilik faktor analizi, agirliklandirilmamis en kiigiik kareler
analizi, alfa faktorizasyon analizi ve genellestirilmis en kiigiik kareler analizi (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012). Bu ¢alisma
kapsaminda, alanyazinda en yaygmn kullanilan yontemlerden biri olan temel bilesenler analizi tercih edilmistir
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002; Sencan, 2005). Temel bilesenler analizinin temel amact, her bir bilegenin veri setindeki varyansi en
iist diizeyde agiklamasini saglamaktir. Bir diger ifadeyle, ¢cok sayida degiskeni daha az sayida bilesen altinda toplayarak
Ozetlemeye olanak taniyan bu yontem, ozellikle veri indirgeme ve yapi1 ortaya koyma amaci giiden arastirmalar i¢in
oldukga islevsel bir yaklagimdir (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012).

Faktor analizi siirecinde dikkat edilmesi gereken 6nemli adimlardan biri de faktér dondiirme islemidir. Faktor
dondiirme, her bir maddenin ait oldugu faktorle olan yiikiinii gii¢lendirerek, faktor yapisinin daha agik ve anlamli bigimde
yorumlanmasini amag¢lamaktadir (Yong ve Pearce, 2013). Dondiirme teknikleri genel olarak iki grupta incelenmektedir:
Dik (orthogonal) dondiirme ve egik (oblique) dondiirme. Egik dondiirme teknikleri, dzellikle sosyal bilimler alaninda
siklikla tercih edilmektedir. Bunun temel nedeni, bu alandaki psikolojik, pedagojik ve sosyal yapilarin ¢ogunlukla
birbirinden tamamen bagimsiz olmamasi ve belirli bir diizeyde iligkili olmalarmin dogal kabul edilmesidir (Field, 2009;
Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Egik dondiirmeler, faktorler arasi korelasyonun korunmasina olanak tanirken, gergek
yapimin daha dogru temsil edilmesini saglamaktadir (Costello ve Osborne, 2005). Buna karsilik, orthogonal (dik)
dondiirmeler faktorler arasi iliskiyi sifir varsaydigindan, yapay sonuglara ve yanlis faktorlenmeye yol acabilmektedir.

Bu baglamda, bu ¢alismada egik dondiirme yontemi olan Promax tercih edilmistir. Promax, 6zellikle yiiksek
orneklem biiytikliigiine sahip ¢alismalarda tercih edilen, daha hizli sonug veren ve yorumlamasi kolay olan bir tekniktir
(Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012). Ayn1 zamanda, Promax yontemi faktorlerin ortak varyansi ve iligkisini muhafaza ederek,
daha kuramsal olarak tutarli ve istatistiksel olarak saglam bir faktor yapisi ortaya koymaya olanak saglamaktadir (Rennie,
1997).

AFA siirecinde dikkate alinmas1 gereken bir diger unsur da madde faktor yiikleridir. Bu yiik degerleriyle ilgili
¢esitli goriisler bulunmakla birlikte, genellikle .30’un altindaki yiiklerin yetersiz oldugu, .40 ve {lizerindeki degerlerin ise
kabul edilebilir oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Cokluk ve digerleri, 2012).

Bu bilgiler 15181nda gerceklestirilen temel bilesenler analizinde promax yontemi kullanilmis ve binisik ya da .40’1n
altinda faktor yiikiine sahip maddeler analizden asamali olarak ¢ikarilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda 6z degeri 1’in
iizerinde olan bes faktdrlii bir yap1 elde edilmistir. Elde edilen bu faktorlerin 6z degerleri ile toplam varyansa katk1 oranlari
Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3

Faktorlere Ait Oz deger ve Yiizde Deger Tablosu

Faktorler Oz Deger Yiizde Deger
Faktor 1 10.279 42.830
Faktor 2 2.381 9.921

Faktor 3 1.904 7.935

Faktor 4 1.257 5.238

Faktor 5 1.043 4.165
Toplam 70.089

Tabloya gore birinci faktoriin 6zdegeri 10.279, aciklanan toplam varyansa katkist ise %42.830’dur.
Ikinci faktériin 6zdegeri 2.381 ve agikladig1 varyans %9.921°dir. Ugiincii faktoriin 6zdegeri 1.904, agiklanan
varyans orani ise %7.935 olarak belirlenmistir. Dordiincii faktoriin 6zdegeri 1.257 ve toplam varyansa %5.238
katki saglamaktadir. Besinci faktoriin 6zdegeri 1.043, agiklanan varyans orant %4.165’tir. Elde edilen bu bes
faktor birlikte, toplam varyansin %70.089’unu agiklamaktadir. Bu deger, olduk¢a yeterli goriinmektedir.
Nitekim, ¢ok faktorlii 6l¢ek yapilarinda agiklanan toplam varyansin %40—%60 araliginda olmasi kuramsal
olarak yeterli goriilse de 6zellikle sosyal bilimler alaninda gelistirilen dlgeklerde bu diizeye ulasmak cogu
zaman oldukea giigtiir (Biiylikoztiirk, 2012; Tavsancil, 2010).

Sekil 1’de elde edilen bes faktorlii yapiya ait 6z deger grafigi de ayrica verilmistir.
Sekil 1

Oz Deger Grafigi

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
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=
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Component Number

Sekil 1°deki grafikte; egrinin birinci faktdrden ikinci faktore kadar hizla azaldigi, besinci faktore kadar
bu azalmanin devam ettigi, besinci faktérden sonra ise egrinin stabil olarak devam ettigi goriilmektedir.

Faktor analizi sonucu olusan bes faktorlii yapida yer alan maddelere yonelik faktor yiik degerlerine,
faktor ortak varyansina ise Tablo 4’te yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 4

Osretmenlerin Cocuk Haklar: Farkindalik Olgegi Faktor Analizi Sonuclar

Madde No Faktor Ortak Dondiirme Sonrasi Yiik Degeri
Varyans: (h?) Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3 Faktor 4 Faktér 5
M59 .639 77
M61 714 .807
M62 .688 771
Mo64 720 936
M65 .760 .854
M67 .665 736
Mo68 .689 .854
M48 727 .801
M50 707 .869
M51 738 .877
M52 787 .891
MS53 534 .594
M2 617 .805
M6 .698 .832
M8 .670 7142
M9 768 .891
M29 709 .839
M30 724 .832
M31 757 911
M33 .685 .675
M13 738 .905
M15 .700 784
M17 .705 798
M20 .683 .743

Tablo 4’te de gorildiigii lizere; 1. faktor altinda toplanan 7 maddenin (M59, M61, M62, M64, M65,
M67, M68) faktor yiikleri .736 ile .936 arasinda degismektedir. 2. faktérde yer alan 5 maddenin (M48, M50,
M51, M52, M53) faktor yiikleri .594 ile .891 arasinda, 3. faktérde yer alan 4 maddenin (M2, M6, M8, M9)
faktor yiikleri .742 ile .891 arasinda, 4. faktorde yer alan 4 maddenin (M29, M30, M31, M33) faktor yiikleri
.675 ile .911 arasinda ve 5. faktorde yer alan 4 maddenin (M13, M15, M17, M20) faktor yiikleri .743 ile .905
arasinda degisim gostermektedir.

Ayrica tabloda incelenen bir diger Onemli istatistiksel deger, ortak varyans (h?) degerleridir.
Alanyazinda bu degerin .30’un iizerinde olmas1 gerektigi yoniinde goriisler bulunmakla birlikte (Costello ve
Osborne, 2005; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013), Field (2013) ideal ortak varyans degerinin .40 ve lizeri olmasini
onermektedir. Tablo 4'te goriilen tiim ortak varyans degerlerinin .40’1n iizerinde olmasi, maddelerin yiiksek
aciklayiciliga ve giiclii bir faktor yapisina sahip oldugunun ayrica bir gostergesidir.

Faktor analizinin son agsamasi, elde edilen faktorlerin anlamli ve kuramsal olarak uygun bir bigimde
adlandirilmasidir. Faktor isimlendirme siirecinde, her bir faktdr altinda yer alan maddelerin igeriksel
benzerlikleri ve ortak bir temay1 yansitip yansitmadig1 dikkate alinmistir. Bu baglamda, birinci faktore ait
maddeler, bu maddelerin faktor yiik degerleri ve faktdre verilen adlandirmaya iligkin bilgilere Tablo 5’te yer
verilmistir.

461



Trakya Egitim Dergisi, 16(1) 2026, 455-471
Tablo 5

Birinci Faktére Ait Maddeler, Maddelerin Deger Yiikii ve Faktoriin Adlandwriima Tablosu

Madde No Maddeler Maddelere
Ait Faktor
Yiik
Degerleri
Faktor 1: Dijital ortamda gocuk hakk1
MS59  Derslerde ¢ocuklarin dijital giivenligi ve haklar1 konusunda bilgilendirme yaparim. 77
Meé61 Dijital platformlarda ¢ocuklarin egitim materyallerine glivenli bir sekilde erigsmesi .807
i¢in destek olurum.
M62 Cocuklarin dijital bagimliliktan korunmasi igin bilingli teknoloji kullanimina 71
yonelik yonlendirme yaparim.
M64  Ogrencilerimin dijital ayak izleri ve ¢evrimigi itibar konularinda farkindalik 936
kazanmalarina yardime1 olurum.
M65  Ogrencilerin dijital araglar1 etik kullanmalar1 konusunda rehberlik ederim. .854
M67 Cocuklarin dijital ortamlarda karsilasabilecekleri tehlikeler hakkinda aileleri 736
bilgilendiririm.
M68  Ogrencilerimin dijital okuryazarlik becerilerini gelistirmelerine destek olurum. .854

Yukarida yer alan yedi maddenin icerigi incelendiginde dijital ortamda ¢ocuk haklar ile ilgili oldugu
gorilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Faktor 1, “Dijital ortamda ¢ocuk hakki” olarak adlandiriimistir.

Ikinci faktore ait maddelere, faktor yiik degerlerine ve faktore uygun isimlendirme bilgilerine ise Tablo
6’da yer verilmistir.

Tablo 6

Ikinci Faktore Ait Maddeler, Maddelerin Deger Yiikii ve Faktoriin Adlandwriima Tablosu

Madde No Maddeler Maddelere Ait
Faktor Yiik
Degerleri

Faktor 2: Adaletli olma

M48 Okulda veya sinifta ayrimeiliga izin vermem. .801

M50 Ogrencilerin farkliliklarini zenginlik olarak gormelerini tesvik eden bir smif .869
ortami1 olugtururum.

Ms1 Ogrencilerime yonelik dnyargilardan armmus bir yaklasim sergilerim. 877

M52 Okulda/sinifimda din, dil, 1k, cinsiyet, sosyoekonomik durum veya engellilik .891
gibi herhangi bir ayrimeilik tiiriine kesinlikle izin vermem.

M53 Ogrencilerin sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik farkliliklarin1 dikkate alirim. .594

Yukarida yer alan bes maddenin igerigi incelendiginde sinif ya da okul ortaminda adaletli olmak ve
ayrimcilik yapmamak ile ilgili oldugu goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Faktor 2, “Adaletli olma” olarak
adlandirtlmigtir.

Ugiincii faktore ait maddelere, faktor yiik degerlerine ve faktdre uygun isimlendirme bilgilerine Tablo
7’de yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 7

Uciincii Faktore Ait Maddeler, Maddelerin Deger Yiikii ve Faktoriin Adlandiriima Tablosu

Madde No Maddeler Maddelere Ait

Faktor Yiik
Degerleri

Faktor 3: Cocuk hakki ve ihlali

M2 Cocuk Haklar1 S6zlesmesi’nin temel ilkelerini biliyorum. .805

M6 Cocuk haklarinin ihlali durumunda bagvurulabilecek kurumlari bilirim. .832

M8 Cocuklarmn egitim hakkinin temel unsurlarini agiklarim. 742

M9 Cocuk haklari ihlali durumunda hangi adimlar1 izlemem gerektigini bilirim. .891

Yukarida yer alan dort maddenin igerigi incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina ve ihlallerine
yonelik bilgi diizeyleriyle ilgilidir. Dolayisiyla Faktor 3, “Cocuk hakki ve ihlali” olarak adlandirilmistir.

Dordiincii faktore ait maddelere, faktor yiik degerlerine ve faktore uygun isimlendirme bilgilerine Tablo
8’de yer verilmistir.

Tablo 8

Dordiincii Faktore Ait Maddeler, Maddelerin Deger Yiikii ve Faktoriin Adlandiriima Tablosu

Madde No Maddeler Maddelere Ait
Faktor Yiik
Degerleri
Faktor 4: Korunma hakki
M29 Okulda ¢ocuklarin 6zel hayatinin gizliligini korurum ve kisisel bilgilerini .839
baskalariyla paylagmam.
M30 Okul dis1 faaliyetlerde ¢ocuklarin giivenliginin saglanmasi konusunda dikkatli .832
davranirim.
M31 Cocuk ihmali veya istismart belirtilerini fark ettigimde yetkililere bildirme 911
sorumlulugumun farkindayim.
M33 Ogrencilerimin giivenligi icin risk olusturan durumlar1 (okul iginde veya disinda) .675

fark ettigimde, gerekli Onlemleri alir ve/veya ilgili kisileri ivedilikle
bilgilendiririm.

Yukarida yer alan dort maddenin igerigi incelendiginde 6grencilerin korunma hakki ile ilgili oldugu
goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Faktor 4, “Korunma hakki” olarak adlandirilmistir.

Besinci faktore ait maddelere, faktor yiik degerlerine ve faktore uygun isimlendirme bilgilerine Tablo
9’da yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 9

Beginci Faktore Ait Maddeler, Maddelerin Deger Yiikii ve Faktoriin Adlandiriima Tablosu

Madde No Maddeler Maddelere Ait
Faktor Yiik
Degerleri

Faktor 5: Katilim hakki

MI13 Ogrencilerin kendi haklariyla ilgili goriislerini ifade etmelerini tesvik ederim. 905

MI15 Ogrencilerin derslerde fikirlerini rahatca ifade edebilmeleri icin demokratik bir 784
sinif ortami olustururum.

M17 Ogrencilerimin sinif icinde ve disinda bireysel ifade 6zgiirliigiinii giivenli bir 798
sekilde kullanabilmeleri igin uygun ortami1 saglarim.

M20 Ogrencilerimi kendi haklarini savunmalari konusunda bilinglendiririm. 743

Yukarida yer alan dort maddenin igerigi incelendiginde 6grencilerin katilim hakki ile ilgili oldugu
goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla Faktor 5, “Katilim hakki” olarak adlandirilmastir.
Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi (DFA)

DFA, gelistirilen 6lgegin yap1 gegerligini test etmek amaciyla gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
elde edilen model uyum degerleri, 6l¢egin ¢ok boyutlu yapisinin veriye iyi diizeyde uyum sagladigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Model i¢in hesaplanan uyum indekslerine Tablo 10°da yer verilmistir.

Tablo 10

Modelin Uyum lyiligi Indeksleri

indeksler Calismanin Miikemmel uyum iyiligi Kabul edilebilir uyum iyiligi
uyum iyiligi degerleri degerleri
degerleri
x2/(df) 2.029 0<y2/df <2 2<y2/df <5
RMSEA .052 0.00< RMSEA <0.05 0.05< RMSEA <0.08
GFI 904 0.95<GFI<1.00 0.90< GFI<0.95
AGFI .881 0.90< AGFI<1.00 0.85< AGFI1<0.90
CF1 948 0.95<CFI<1.00 0.90<CFI<0.95
IFI 948 0.95<TF1<1.00 0.90<IF1<0.95
TLI .940 0.95<TLI<1.00 0.90<TLI<0.95
NF1 .903 0.95<NFI<1.00 0.90<NFI<0.95

Tabloya gore modelin genel uyumuna iliskin elde edilen degerlere bakildiginda Ki-kare degeri (%> =
490.925, df = 242) anlamli bulunmakla birlikte, bu testin 6rneklem biiyiikliigiine duyarliligi nedeniyle y*/sd
orani dikkate alinmaktadir. Literatiirde bu oranin 0<y2/df <2 araliginda olmasi miikemmel uyum olarak ifade
edilmektedir (Brown, 2015; Hooper ve Coughlan, 2008; Tabachnic ve Fidell, 2000). Elde edilen degerin 2.029
olmas1 miikemmel bir uyumun gostergesidir. Yine literatiirde RMSEA degerinin 0.00< RMSEA < 0.05
araliginda olmasi milkemmel uyum olarak ifade edilmektedir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Lei ve digerleri, 2017).
Bu degerin .052 olmas1 milkemmel diizeyde bir uyuma isaret etmektedir. Elde edilen diger verilerden GFI =
.904, AGFI = .881, TLI = .940 ve NFI = .903 degerleri, kabul edilebilir uyuma isaret ederken (Hu ve Bentler,
1999; Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2019); CFI = .948 ve IFI = .948 degerleri ise milkkemmel uyuma isaret etmektedir.
Bu baglamda, modelin yeterliligi ile ilgili olarak miikemmel ve kabul edilebilir diizeydedir seklinde bir yorum
yapilabilir. Yapilan analize yonelik yol diyagrami ve faktor yiiklerine Sekil 2°de yer verilmistir.

464



Hiiseyin Serin, Elif Oznur Tokgoz
Sekil 2

DFA Yol Diyagrami
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CMINSDTE2,029; AGFI,281; GFI1., 904, NFI:,903; CFI1:,943; IF1:,948; TLIZ,940; RMSEA:, 052

Sekilde goriildiigii gibi 1. alt boyuta ait faktor yiikleri .71 ile .80 arasinda, 2. alt boyuta ait faktor yiikleri
.53 ile .81 arasinda, 3. alt boyuta ait faktor yiikleri .60 ile .87 arasinda, 4. alt boyuta ait faktor yiikleri .72 ile
.78 arasinda ve son olarak 5. alt boyuta ait faktor yiikleri .70 ile .80 arasinda degisim gostermektedir. Modelde
yer alan tiim maddelerin standardize faktor yiikleri .50 nin {izerinde yer almakta ve bu durum yap1 gecerliligini

desteklemektedir.

Dogrulayici faktor analizine ek olarak, bes alt boyutun ortak bir iist yap1 altinda birlesip birlesmedigini
test etmek amaciyla ikinci diizey DFA gergeklestirilmistir. Bu analizde, alt boyutlar (F1-F5) “Cocuk Haklar1
Farkindalig” adli {ist diizey yapimin gdstergeleri olarak modellenmistir. Ikinci diizey DFA sonucunda modelin
genel uyum degerleri (y*/df = 2.099, RMSEA = .054, CF1 = .943, TLI = .936, GFI = .897) kabul edilebilir ve
iyi diizeyde bulunmustur. Elde edilen bu bulgular, ¢ocuk haklarina iligkin farkindaligin ¢ok boyutlu ancak
biitiinciil bir yap: sergiledigini gdstermektedir. Ikinci diizey DFA’ya yénelik yol diyagramina Sekil 3’te yer

verilmistir.
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Sekil 3

Ikinci Diizey DFA Yol Diyagrami
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CMIM/DF2,099; AGFL,875; GFL.,897; NFI:,897; CFI1:,943; IFI.,943; TLI:,936; RMSEA:, 054

Giivenirlik

“Ogretmenlerin Cocuk Haklar1 Farkindaligi Olgegi nin giivenirlik ¢alismasinda Cronbach Alpha i¢
tutarlilik katsayis1 hesaplanmistir. Bu analize iligkin verilere Tablo 11°de yer verilmistir.
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Tablo 11

Olgegin ve Alt Boyutlarimin Giivenirlik Analiz Sonuglar

Faktorler N Maddeler Cronbach
Alpha
Faktor 1: Dijital ortamda ¢ocuk hakki 374 M59, M61, M62, M64, M65, M67, M68 .907
Faktor 2: Adaletli olma 374 M48, M50, M51, M52, M53 .837
Faktor 3: Cocuk hakk: ve ihlali 374 M2, M6, M8, M9 .825
Faktor 4: Korunma hakki 374 M29, M30, M31, M33 .842
Faktor 5: Katilim hakk: 374 M13, M15, M17, M20 .840
Olgegin geneli 374 921

Yukaridaki tabloda goriildiigii tizere, gelistirilen 6lgegin geneline iliskin Cronbach’s Alpha i¢ tutarlik
katsayis1 .921 olarak bulunmustur. Bu deger, 6lgegin yiiksek derecede giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Alt
boyutlara iliskin giivenirlik katsayilari incelendiginde ise tiim faktorlerin .70’in iizerinde degerlere sahip
oldugu goriilmektedir.

Bu sonuglar alanyazindaki genel kabul diizeyleriyle tutarlidir. Ornegin, Bland ve Altman (1997),
Biiyiikoztirk (2012) ve Pallant (2020), .70 ve iizeri Cronbach’s Alpha degerlerini i¢ tutarlik agisindan yeterli
kabul etmektedir. George ve Mallery (2003)’nin siniflandirmasina gore .90 ve {lizerindeki degerler miikemmel,
.80-.90 arasi iyi, .70—.80 aras1 ise kabul edilebilir diizeyde goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda, 6l¢egin birinci faktorii
olan “Dijital ortamda gocuk hakki” alt boyutuna ait .907’1lik Cronbach’s Alpha degeri, mitkkemmel diizeyde i¢
tutarliliga sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. “Adaletli olma” (.837), “Cocuk hakki ve ihlali” (.825), “Korunma
hakk1” (.842) ve “Katilim hakki” (.840) alt boyutlar1 ise iyi diizeyde giivenilirlik sergilemektedir.

Sonug itibariyle 6l¢egin hem genelinde hem de alt boyutlarinda elde edilen Cronbach’s Alpha degerleri,
6l¢me aracinin giivenilirliginin yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymakta ve alanyazindaki 6l¢iitlerle ortiisen bir yapi
sergiledigini gostermektedir.

Olgegin faktorleri ile 6lgegin geneli arasindaki korelasyon degerlerine ise Tablo 12°de yer verilmistir.

Tablo 12

Olgegin Geneli ve Faktorleri Arasindaki Korelasyon Analizi Sonuclar

Faktorler 1 2 3 4 5 6

Dijital ortamda g¢ocuk hakki (1) 1

Adaletli olma (2) A5%% 1

Cocuk hakki ve ihlali (3) 38** 22%* 1

Korunma hakki (4) 49%* 62%% J35%* 1

Katilim hakki (5) SF* S6%* 33%* .60%* 1

Olgegin Geneli (6) 83wk ST2xE 63%* JITEE T6%* 1
**p<0.01

Tablodaki bulgulara gore, 6lgegin tiim alt boyutlar birbirleriyle pozitif, orta diizeyde ve anlamli iliskiler
gostermektedir. Bu durum, boyutlarin ayni yapiya hizmet ettigini ve birbiriyle tutarli oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Ayrica, her bir boyutun 6l¢egin geneliyle yiiksek diizeyde korelasyon gdstermesi (r = .63 ile .83
arasinda) olgegin bitiinciil bir yap1 sergilediginin bir gostergesidir. Bu sonuglar, boyutlarin 6lgegin genel
yapistyla tutarli oldugunu ve 6lgme amacina hizmet ettigini gostermektedir.
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SONUC, TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Bu arastirma kapsaminda 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemeye
yonelik olarak gelistirilen olgek, gecerlik ve giivenirlik acisindan kapsamli bir bicimde test edilmistir.
Aragtirma sonuglari, Olgegin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin giiclii ve kullanilabilir diizeyde oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Yapilan AFA sonucunda dlgek; bes alt boyut ve 24 maddeden olusan bir yapiya kavusmustur. Bu
boyutlar sirasiyla; Dijital ortamda ¢ocuk hakk: (7 madde), Adaletli olma (5 madde), Cocuk hakki ve ihlali (4
madde), Korunma hakk: (4 madde) ve Katilim hakki (4 madde) seklinde adlandirilmistir. Bu bes alt boyut,
toplam varyansin %70.089’unu agiklamaktadir. Bu deger, sosyal bilimlerde kabul goéren yeterlilik diizeyini
asmakta ve Olcegin yapi1 gecerliligi acisindan giicli bir temele sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir
(Blytikoztiirk, 2012; Tavsancil, 2010). Maddelere ait faktor yiikleri ise .594 ile .936 arasinda degisim
gostermektedir.

DFA sonucunda elde edilen model uyum indeksleri ise (}*/df = 2.029, RMSEA = .052, GFI = .904,
AGFI = 881, CFI = .948, IF1 = .948, TLI = .940) modelin veriye miikemmel ve yeterli diizeyde uyum
sagladigini gostermektedir (Kline, 2023). Ayrica yapilan ikinci diizey DFA sonuglari (y*/df = 2.099, RMSEA
= .054, CFI = .943, TLI = .936, GFI = .897) ise bes alt boyutun, 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik
farkindaliginin iist diizeyde bir yapi ile temsil edilebilecegini gostermektedir.

Yapilan giivenirlik calismasinda ise alt boyutlara ait Cronbach’s Alpha degerlerinin, .825 ile .907
arasinda, tiim alt boyutlarin giivenilirlik diizeylerinin kabul edilebilir ve yiiksek aralikta oldugu goriilmektedir.
Olgegin geneline ait Alpha degeri ise .921°dir ve miikemmel bir i¢ tutarhliga isaret etmektedir (George ve
Mallery, 2003). Yapilan korelasyon analizi sonucunda ise tiim alt boyutlarin birbiri ile pozitif, orta diizey ve
anlamli bir iliskiye sahip oldugunu goriilmiistiir. Tiim alt boyutlarin dlgegin geneli ile yiiksek diizeyde, pozitif,
anlamli bir iliski verdigi de sonuglar arasindadir.

Sonug itibariyle, bes alt boyut ve 24 maddeden olusan olgekteki tiim maddeler olumlu yapidadir.
Olgekten elde edilecek minimum puan 24, maksimum puan ise 120’dir. Olgekten yiiksek puan alinmasi
Ogretmenlerde yiliksek diizeyde cocuk haklari farkindali§ina isaret etmektedir. Her bir boyut ayri ayri
irdelendiginde: Dijital ortamda ¢ocuk hakki boyutu; 6gretmenlerin ¢ocuklarin dijital ortamda giivenligini
saglama, dijital haklar konusunda bilinglendirme ve dijital okuryazarlik destegi sunma konularindaki
farkindaliklarin1 dlgmektedir. Adaletli olma boyutu; smif ve okul ortamlarinda tiim ¢ocuklara esit haklarin
saglanmasi, ayrimciligin 6nlenmesi ve kapsayici bir yaklagim sergilenmesine yonelik farkindalik diizeyini
yansitmaktadir. Cocuk hakki ve ihlali boyutu; Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarinin genel kapsamini, ihlal
durumunda yapilmasi gerekenlere dair bilgi diizeylerini degerlendirmektedir. Korunma hakki boyutu,
cocuklarin fiziksel, psikolojik ve dijital risklerden korunmasi yoniinde o6gretmenlerin bilgi, tutum ve
reflekslerini kapsamaktadir. Katilim hakki boyutu; gocuklarin egitim siireclerine aktif katilimi, goriis bildirme
ve karar alma hakki gibi temel katilim ilkeleri dogrultusunda 6gretmen duyarliligini dlgmektedir.

Bu calismada gelistirilen 6l¢ek, mevcut alanyazindaki sinirli ve genellikle tek boyutlu 6lgme araglarina
kiyasla, ¢ocuk haklarin1 daha biitiinciil ve cagdas bir bakis acisiyla ele almasi yoniiyle 6zgilin bir katki
sunmaktadir. Ozellikle “dijital ortamda gocuk hakk1” baslig1 altinda toplanan ilk boyut, giiniimiiz dijital toplum
yapisina uygun olarak gelistirilmis ilk 6lcek boyutu olmasi agisindan olduk¢a dnemlidir. Daha 6nce gelistirilen
Olgme araclarinda dijital diinyadaki hak ihlallerine, cocuklarin ¢cevrimici giivenligi ve dijital haklarima 6zel bir
vurgu yapilmamistir. Ancak giinlimiizde cocuklar yalmzca fiziksel ¢evrede degil, ayn1 zamanda dijital
ortamlarda da gesitli risklerle karsi karsiya kalmakta; kisisel verilerin korunmasi, ¢evrim i¢i mahremiyet, dijital
izleme ve manipiilasyon gibi konular ¢ocuk haklarinin dijital uzantilarii giindeme getirmektedir (Livingstone
ve Third, 2017; UNICEF, 2021). Bu baglamda, gelistirilen dl¢ek dijital ortami da kapsayan boyutuyla hem
cagin gereksinimlerine yanit vermekte hem de ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik farkindalik 6l¢timiinii teknoloji odakl
bir zemine tagimaktadir.

Geligtirilen bu 0Olgek; egitim politikalari, hizmet i¢i egitim programlari ve Ogretmen egitimi
uygulamalarinda kullanilabilecek, giincel baglama duyarli ve giivenilir bir arag olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Calisma sonucu dikkate alinarak asagida bazi dneriler sunulmustur.
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e Hizmet ic¢i egitimlerde dijital ortamda ¢ocuk haklar1 konusuna ozel olarak yer verilmesi, bu
farkindaligin kuramsal temellerle desteklenmesi Gnerilebilir.

e Ogretmen yetistirme programlarina ¢ocuklarin goriislerinin alinmasi, simf ici kararlara katilimi ve
demokratik tutum gelistirilmesi konularinda iceriklerin sistemli bi¢imde dahil edilmesi onerilebilir.

e Nitel arastirmalarla Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuk haklarina yonelik deneyim ve tutumlart derinlemesine
incelenmesi Onerilebilir.

e Olgegin farkli Ogretmen gruplariyla uygulanarak gecerlilik ve giivenirligi destekleyen yeni
calismalarin yapilmasi 6nerilebilir.

Smirhhiklar

Bu aragtirma, yalnizca Tiirkiye’de Milli Egitim Bakanligi’na bagli devlet okullarinda gorev yapan
ogretmenlerle gerceklestirilmis olup, elde edilen bulgular bu grup ile sinirhidir. Katilimcilar ulagilabilirlik
orneklemesiyle ve goniilliiliik esasina gore belirlenmistir; bu durum 6rneklemin temsiliyetini sinirlayabilir.
Veriler cevrim ici anket yoluyla toplanmis ve yalnizca nicel yontemler kullanilmistir. Nitel verilerle
desteklenmemis olmasi, 6gretmen goriislerinin derinlemesine analizini kisitlamaktadir. Ayrica, 6l¢ek tek bir
zaman diliminde test edilmistir; zamana baglh gecerlilik farkli ¢aligmalarla sinanmalidir.

Yazar Katki Oranlari

Caligmaya yazarlar esit oraninda katki saglamiglardir.
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INTRODUCTION

Children constitute a social group who, in addition to the rights they possess from birth, need to be
recognized as individuals and require special protection owing to their developmental characteristics. In this
context, children’s rights form a distinct domain of fundamental human rights that arise from the fact that the
individual is a child and aim to guarantee the physical, mental, emotional, social, and moral development of
children (Akytiz, 2000; Shumba, 2003). At the international level, the most comprehensive document aimed
at protecting children from all kinds of abuse and supporting their development is the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child. This convention guarantees fundamental rights of children, such as the
right to life, development, protection, and participation, and obliges states to respect these rights and take the
necessary measures (Cakmak, 2013; Fountain, 1993; Lansdown et al., 2014).

The implementation of children’s rights within the education system is crucial for the effective
enforcement of the Convention. Children’s rights in education not only include ensuring access to the right to
education but also encompass the provision of educational environments in which they are respected, can
express themselves, are not subjected to discrimination, and their development is supported in a multifaceted
manner (Covell et al., 2010). Within this framework, children do not merely acquire knowledge during
educational processes; they also learn about their rights, participate in decision-making processes, and are
valued as individuals in safe and supportive environments (Verhellen, 1993). An educational approach based
on children’s rights refers to a system in which teachers assume a guiding and facilitating role rather than a
power-based one, discipline practices are rights-based rather than punishment-based, children’s views are
considered, and education is organized in the best interests of the child (Lundy, 2007). Schools should be social
institutions where children not only acquire knowledge but also learn about and practice their rights (Osler &
Starkey, 1998). Therefore, the adoption and implementation of children’s rights within the educational process
play a key role in raising individuals who possess democratic values and are aware of their rights and
responsibilities (Howe & Covell, 2007; UNICEF, 2014).
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In this regard, the applicability of children’s rights in education is not only related to school policies but
is also directly associated with teachers’ levels of knowledge, attitudes, and awareness, which emerge as the
determining factors (Covell & Howe, 2002; Lundy, 2007). Teachers’ awareness of children’s rights directly
affects classroom practices and children’s development within a safe and rights-based learning environment
(Howe & Covell, 2007; Lansdown et al., 2014). However, the literature also indicates that teachers are not
sufficiently aware of children’s rights and that this issue is frequently overlooked in educational programs
(Lansdown et al., 2014; Lundy, 2007; Shumba, 2003). This situation makes it necessary to create educational
environments sensitive to children’s rights in schools and highlights the need to raise teachers’ awareness of
the issue.

Measuring teachers’ awareness of children’s rights contributes to identifying the current situation in this
field and planning the necessary training. Although there are some measurement tools in the literature
concerning children’s rights in schools, they do not sufficiently reflect today’s conditions. For instance, the
“Attitude Scale Regarding Children’s Rights” developed by Karaman-Kepenekgi (2006) is an important study
that aims to determine prospective teachers’ attitudes toward children’s rights. However, this scale was
developed in 2006, a period in which digital technologies and social media were not as widespread as they are
today. Today, however, children’s rights are not limited to physical environments; rather, in the digital world,
issues such as the protection of children, freedom of expression, and privacy have come to the fore. Therefore,
there is a need for a contemporary measurement tool that includes the requirements of the digital age.

Similarly, the “Child Participation Awareness Scale” developed by Polat, Ersoy, and Toran (2017)
focuses solely on children’s right to participation. Although it provides an important assessment tool regarding
the right to participation, this scale does not cover different dimensions of rights, such as children’s rights in
digital environments, protection, fairness and non-discrimination, or general awareness of rights. This situation
reveals the need for measurement tools that address children’s rights in a more holistic manner.

Likewise, the “Child Rights-Based School Scale” developed by Oztiirk and Doganay (2017) has
significantly contributed to evaluating the applicability of children’s rights in school environments. However,
this scale focuses on school-based structures and is limited in measuring teachers’ awareness levels. In this
context, there is a need for a valid and reliable tool that can directly measure teachers’ awareness of children’s
rights in an integrated manner that reflects the current social, technological, and pedagogical context.
Considering the studies in the literature, this study aims to develop a “Teachers’ Awareness of Children’s
Rights Scale” to determine teachers’ awareness of children’s rights. It is expected that the measurement tool
will reveal a child-centered approach to education and contribute to the field by addressing the implications of
the digital transformation.

METHOD

In this study, a survey model, which is a quantitative research method, is used to develop a scale
to determine teachers’ awareness of children’s rights. The survey model aims to describe an existing
situation as it exists without any intervention (Karasar, 2018).

Study Group
The study group comprised 1,195 teachers working across Turkey. Using convenience
sampling, the researchers conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with data obtained from 821

teachers who voluntarily completed an online questionnaire and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
with data from 374 participants. Table 1 presents information regarding the teachers.
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Table 1

Demographic Information of the Teachers Participating in the Study

EFA CFA N %
Gender Female 611 268 879 74
Male 210 106 316 26
Total 821 374 1195 100
School Level Preschool 79 17 96 8
Primary School 224 129 353 30
Lower Secondary 254 113 367 31
High School 210 89 299 25
Other 54 26 80 6
Years of Experience 1-5 years 308 145 453 38
6-10 years 122 45 167 14
11-15 years 121 56 177 15
16 years and above 271 127 398 33

According to Table 1, 74% of the participating teachers are female and 26% are male. Of the
teachers, 8% work in preschool, 30% in primary school, 31% in lower secondary school, 25% in high
school, and 6% in other institutions. In terms of professional experience, 38% have 1-5 years, 14%
have 6-10 years, 15% have 11-15 years, and 33% have 16 years or more.

Development Process of the Items of the Teachers’ Awareness of Children’s Rights Scale

In the first stage of the scale development process, namely the creation of the item pool, the
researchers examined in detail the theoretical framework on the subject, the national and international
literature, and fundamental documents related to children’s rights (such as the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child). Based on this review, the researchers developed an item pool
consisting of 70 items aimed at measuring teachers’ awareness of children’s rights.

To ensure content validity, the researchers presented the item pool to three field experts
specializing in education. Each expert evaluated the items separately, and none recommended
removing any items from the scale. However, the experts suggested content-related revisions for
certain items. In line with expert opinions, the items were revised, and the measurement tool was
made clearer and more comprehensible.

We asked a linguist to examine the revised 70-item draft form to evaluate language use, and
following this review, the necessary linguistic corrections were made to the statements, and the scale
was brought to an applicable form.

All items on the scale consisted of positively worded statements. This supports participants in making
more consistent evaluations during the response. The scale was prepared using a five-point Likert-
type rating format. The response options for each item in the scale are as follows: Strongly Disagree
(1), Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5).

Data Collection Process

The researchers obtained Ethics Committee approval from Istanbul University-Cerrahpasa on
08.04.2025 (Approval No. 2025/216). The researchers then administered the preliminary scale,
developed to determine teachers’ awareness levels regarding children’s rights, online to 821
participants using Google form. The finalized and applicable scale was then administered online via
Google Forms to 374 participants. During the data collection process, the researchers required
participants to answer all item; therefore, all participant data was included in the analysis, with no
missing data.
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RESULTS

Construct Validity

In this study, item—total score correlation analyses (internal consistency), EFA, and CFA were
conducted to determine the scale dimensions. Before performing these analyses, the data were
examined for normal distribution, which is a prerequisite for factor analysis (Cohen et al., 2007). For
the data obtained from the EFA (ni = 821), the kurtosis (—.273) and skewness (—.588) coefficients
were between +1 and -1, and the mean (306), mode (350), and median (307) values were similar. For
the data obtained from the CFA (n2 =374), the kurtosis (—.187) and skewness (—831) coefficients fell
between +1 and —1, and the mean (101), mode (92), and median (101) values were close to one
another. According to the literature, the proximity of these values, kurtosis, and skewness coefficients
within 1, and a sample size greater than 30 indicate that the data exhibit a normal distribution
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Cameron, 2004).

Item—total Score Correlation (Internal Consistency)

Item—total correlation provides information about the internal consistency of the measurement
tool by examining the relationship between the test items and the total score. A high positive
relationship indicates that the items measure similar characteristics and that the reliability of the scale
is high. In the literature, correlation values of .30 or higher indicate that the items are discriminative,
whereas values in the range of .20—.30 may be retained after revision, if necessary, and values below
.20 should be removed from the test (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Accordingly, a value of .30 was taken as
the lower limit for the item—total correlation for the scale developed to measure teachers’ awareness
of children’s rights. The results of the item—total score correlation analysis are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Results of the Item—Total Score Analysis

Item No Item—Total Score Correlation Item No Item—Total Score Correlation
M1 486 M36 .646
M2 439 M37 727
M3 .350 M38 737
M4 .550 M39 712
M5 468 M40 .679
M6 471 M41 .677
M7 475 M42 704
M8 .542 M43 .620
M9 .500 M44 618
M10 .548 M45 480
Ml11 .598 M46 .658
Mi12 402 M47 .705
M13 594 M48 .609
M14 S16 M49 .655
M15 .580 M50 .618
M16 611 MS51 .626
M17 .640 M52 .606
M18 551 MS53 .568
M19 .588 M54 .691
M20 .644 M55 .687
M21 454 M56 .592
M22 .630 MS57 .638
M23 .644 M58 .603
M24 .625 M59 .642
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M25 708 M60 .645
M26 .601 M61 705
M27 701 M62 .686
M28 598 M63 618
M29 .622 Mo64 618
M30 .644 M65 691
M3l .646 Mo66 .690
M32 621 M67 .699
M33 702 M68 .642
M34 .619 M69 .550
M35 .652 M70 .658

According to the table, none of the items have an item—total correlation score below .30. The
item—total correlation values of all items ranged between .350 and .737. This situation allows all scale
items to be included in the EFA. Moreover, only one item has a score of .350, while all other items
have correlation values above .400. This finding is noteworthy and indicates that the items measure
similar characteristics; therefore, the internal consistency of the scale is high.

EFA

EFA was conducted to obtain evidence regarding the construct validity of the scale developed
in this study and to reveal the item factor structure. Before conducting the EFA, the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) test, which evaluates sampling adequacy, was applied to determine whether the dataset
was suitable for factor analysis. The analysis yielded a KMO value of .972, indicating that the data
are adequate for factor analysis (Cokluk et al., 2012; Field, 2009; Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity was also conducted to test the degree of relationships among the variables, which were
found to be significant (¥*(2415) = 41.568,796; p < .001). This result indicates that the data have a
structure suitable for factor analysis and satisfy the assumption of a multivariate normal distribution
(Cokluk et al., 2012).

There are seven different factor extraction methods that can be used within the scope of EFA:
principal component analysis, principal factor analysis, image factor analysis, maximum likelihood
factor analysis, unweighted least squares analysis, alpha factorization analysis, and generalized least
squares analysis (Cokluk et al., 2012). Within the scope of this study, principal component analysis,
which is one of the most widely used methods in the literature, was preferred (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002;
Sencan, 2005). The main purpose of principal component analysis is to ensure that each component
explains the maximum possible variance within the dataset. This method allows many variables to be
summarized into fewer components and is a highly functional approach, particularly for studies
aiming at data reduction and structure identification (Cokluk et al., 2012).

One of the important steps in the factor analysis process is the factor rotation procedure. Factor
rotation aims to strengthen the loading of each item on the factor to which it belongs and to enable
the factor structure to be interpreted more clearly and meaningfully (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Rotation
techniques are generally examined in two groups: orthogonal and oblique rotations. Oblique rotation
techniques are frequently preferred, especially in the field of social sciences. The main reason for this
is that many psychological, pedagogical, and social constructs in this field are not completely
independent of each other, and it is generally accepted that they are related to a certain extent (Field,
2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Oblique rotations allow the correlation between factors to be
preserved while ensuring that the underlying structure is represented more accurately (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). In contrast, orthogonal rotations assume zero correlation between factors and may
lead to artificial results and inaccurate factorizations.

In this context, the Promax oblique rotation method was preferred. Promax is a technique that
is particularly preferred in studies with large sample sizes, produces faster results, and is easy to
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interpret (Cokluk et al., 2012). Simultaneously, the Promax method preserves the common variance
and relationships between the factors, allowing the emergence of a factor structure that is more
theoretically consistent and statistically robust (Rennie, 1997).

Another element to be considered in the EFA process is the item factor loadings. Although there
are various views regarding these loading values, it is generally stated that loadings below .30 are
inadequate, while values of .40 and above are acceptable (Cokluk et al., 2012).
In light of this information, the Promax method was used in the principal component analysis, and
items with cross-loadings or factor loadings below .40 were gradually removed from the analysis.
The analyses revealed a five-factor structure with eigenvalues greater than 1. The eigenvalues of these
factors and their contributions to the total variance are listed in Table 3.

Table 3

Table of Eigenvalues and Percentage of Variance Explained by Factors

Factors Eigenvalue Percentage of Variance
Factor 1 10.279 42.830
Factor 2 2.381 9.921
Factor 3 1.904 7.935
Factor 4 1.257 5.238
Factor 5 1.043 4.165
Total — 70.089

According to the table, the eigenvalue of the first factor is 10.279, and its contribution to the
explained total variance is 42.830%. The eigenvalue of the second factor was 2.381, and the variance
it explained was 9.921%. The eigenvalue of the third factor is 1.904, and the explained variance ratio
was 7.935%. The eigenvalue of the fourth factor is 1.257, contributing 5.238% to the total variance.
The eigenvalue of the fifth factor is 1.043, and the explained variance ratio is 4.165%. Together, these
five factors explain 70.089% of the total variance. This value is considered sufficient. Indeed,
although a total explained variance between 40% and 60% is theoretically considered adequate in
multi-factor scale structures, reaching this level is often quite difficult, especially in scales developed
in the field of social sciences (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012; Tavsancil, 2010).

Figure 1 presents the scree plot of the five-factor structure.
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Figure 1

Scree Plot
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In the graph shown in Figure 1, the curve decreases rapidly from the first factor to the second
factor, continues to decrease up to the fifth factor, and then stabilizes after the fifth factor.

The factor loading values of the items included in the five-factor structure obtained as a result
of the factor analysis, as well as the communalities, are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Factor Analysis Results of the Teachers’ Awareness of Children’s Rights Scale

Item No. Factor Loadings After Rotation
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

M59 .639 777

M6l 714 .807

M62 .688 71

Mo64 720 936

M65 760 .854

M67 .665 736

M68 .689 .854

M48 127 .801

M50 707 .869

MS51 738 877

M52 187 .891

MS53 .534 .594

M2 617 .805

M6 .698 .832

MS .670 742

M9 768 .891

M29 .709 .839

M30 124 .832

M31 757 911

M33 .685 .675
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M13 738 .905
M15 .700 784
M17 705 798
M20 .683 743

Table 4 presents the factor loadings of the seven items grouped under the first factor (M59,
M61, M62, M64, M65, M67, and range between .736 and .936. The factor loadings of the five items
included in the second factor (M48, M50, M51, M52, M53) range between .594 and .891, while the
factor loadings of the four items in the third factor (M2, M6, M8, M9) range between .742 and .891.
The factor loadings of the four items in the fourth factor (M29, M30, M31, M33) range between .675
and .911, and the factor loadings of the four items in the fifth factor (M13, M15, M17, M20) range
between .743 and .905.

Moreover, another important statistical value examined was the communality (h?). Although
some studies suggest that this value should be above .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013), Field (2013) recommends that the ideal communality value should be .40 and above.
The fact that all communality values shown in Table 4 are above .40 is further evidence that the items
have high explanatory power and a strong factor structure.

The final stage of factor analysis is the meaningful and theoretically appropriate naming of the
factors obtained. In the factor naming process, the content similarities of the items under each factor
and the extent to which they reflected a common theme were considered. Accordingly, Table 5
presents the items belonging to the first factor, their factor loading values, and the rationale for naming
it.

Table 5

Table of Items Belonging to the First Factor, Item Loading Values, and Naming of the Factor

Item Items Factor
No. Loadings
Factor 1: Children’s Rights in Digital Environments
M59 I inform children about digital safety and their rights during lessons. 77

M6l I support children in safely accessing educational materials on digital ~ .807
platforms.

M62 I provide guidance on conscious technology use in order to protect 71
children from digital addiction.

Mo64 I help my students develop awareness about digital footprints and 936
online reputation.

M65 I guide students regarding the ethical use of digital tools. .854

M67 I inform families about the dangers children may encounter in digital ~ .736
environments.

M68 I support my students in developing their digital literacy skills. .854

After examining the content of the seven items presented above, it is evident that they are related
to children’s rights in digital environments. Therefore, Factor 1 was named “Children’s Rights in
Digital Environments.”

The items belonging to the second factor, their factor loading values, and the information
regarding the naming of the factor are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6

Items Belonging to the Second Factor, Item Loading Values, and Naming of the Factor

Item Items Factor
No. Loadings
Factor 2: Fairness
M48 I do not allow discrimination at school or in the classroom. .801
M50  Icreate a classroom environment that encourages students to see .869
differences as richness.
M51 I display an unbiased attitude toward my students. 877
M52 I absolutely do not allow any type of discrimination such as religion, .891
language, race, gender, socioeconomic status, or disability in my
school/classroom.
M53 I take students’ social, cultural, and economic differences into .594
consideration.

When the content of the five items presented above is examined, it is seen that they are related
to fairness and the prevention of discrimination in the classroom or school environment. Accordingly,
Factor 2 was named “Fairness.”

The items belonging to the third factor, their factor loading values, and the information
regarding the naming of the factor are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Items Belonging to the Third Factor, Item Loading Values, and Naming of the Factor

Item Items Factor
No. Loadings
Factor 3: Children’s Rights and Violations
M2 I know the fundamental principles of the Convention on the Rights .805
of the Child.
M6 I know the institutions that can be applied to in cases of violations of  .832
children’s rights.
MS8 I explain the basic elements of children’s right to education. 742
M9 I know which steps I should follow in cases of violations of .891

children’s rights.

When the content of the four items presented above is examined, it is seen that they are related
to teachers’ level of knowledge regarding children’s rights and violations. a, Factor 3 was named
“Children’s Rights and Violations.”

The items belonging to the fourth factor, their factor loading values, and the information
regarding the naming of the factor are presented in Table 8.

480



Hiiseyin Serin, Elif Oznur Tokgdz
Table 8

Items Belonging to the Fourth Factor, Item Loading Values, and Naming of the Factor

Item Items Factor
No. Loadings
Factor 4: Right to Protection
M29 I protect the privacy of children’s private lives at school and do not share ~ .839
their personal information with others.
M30  Tact carefully to ensure the safety of children during out-of-school .832
activities.
M31 I am aware of my responsibility to report to the authorities when I notice 911
signs of child neglect or abuse.
M33  When I notice situations that pose a risk to the safety of my students .675
(inside or outside school), I take the necessary precautions and/or
immediately inform the relevant people.

When the content of the four items presented above is examined, it is seen that they are related
to students’ right to protection. Accordingly, Factor 4 was named “Right to Protection.”

The items belonging to the fifth factor, their factor loading values, and the information
regarding the naming of the factor are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Items Belonging to the Fifth Factor, Item Loading Values, and Naming of the Factor

Item Items Factor
No Loadings
Factor 5: Right to Participation
M13 I encourage students to express their opinions regarding their own rights. .905

M15 I create a democratic classroom environment so that students can 784
comfortably express their ideas during lessons.

M17  Iprovide an appropriate environment for my students to safely exercise =~ .798
their individual freedom of expression inside and outside the classroom.

M20  Iraise awareness among my students about defending their own rights. 743

When the content of the four items presented above is examined, it is seen that they are related
to students’ right to participation. Accordingly, Factor 5 was named “Right to Participation.”

CFA
CFA was conducted to test the construct validity of the scale. The model fit values obtained

from the analysis indicate that the multidimensional structure of the scale shows a good level of fit to
the data. The fit indices calculated for this model are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10

Goodness-of-Fit Indices of the Model

Indices Goodness-of-Fit Excellent Fit Values Acceptable Fit Values
Values of the
Study
x2/(df) 2.029 0<y2/df<2 2 <y2/df <5
RMSEA .052 0.00 <RMSEA <0.05 0.05 <RMSEA <0.08
GFI .904 0.95 <GFI<1.00 0.90 <GFI1<0.95
AGFI .881 0.90 < AGFI <£1.00 0.85<AGFI<0.90
CFI .948 0.95<CFI<1.00 0.90 <CFI<0.95
IFI .948 0.95<IFI1<1.00 0.90 <IF1<0.95
TLI 940 0.95<TLI<1.00 0.90 <TLI<0.95
NF1 .903 0.95 <NFI<1.00 0.90 <NFI<0.95

According to the table, when the values obtained regarding the overall fit of the model are
examined, although the chi-square value (y*> =490.925, df = 242) is significant, due to the sensitivity
of this test to sample size, the y*/df ratio is considered. In the literature, a value between 0 < ¥*/df <2
indicates an excellent fit (Brown, 2015; Hooper & Coughlan, 2008; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000). The
obtained value of 2.029 indicates an excellent fit. Similarly, in the literature, an RMSEA value
between 0.00 < RMSEA < 0.05 indicates an excellent fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Lei et al., 2017). The
fact that this value is .052 indicates an excellent level-of-fit. Among the other obtained values, GFI =
904, AGFI = .881, TLI = .940, and NFI = .903 indicate acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019), whereas CFI = .948 and IFI = .948 indicate excellent fit. In this context,
regarding the adequacy of the model, it can be stated that it shows an excellent and acceptable level
of fit for the data. The path diagram and factor loadings related to the analysis are presented in Figure
2.
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Figure 2

CFA Path Diagram

CMIN/df:2,029; AGFI:,881; GFI1:,904; NFI1:,903; CFI:,948; IFI:,948; TLI:,940; RMSEA:,052

Figure 3 shows the factor loadings of the first sub-dimension range between .71 and .80, the
factor loadings of the second sub-dimension range between .53 and .81, the factor loadings of the
third sub-dimension range between .60 and .87, the factor loadings of the fourth sub-dimension range
between .72 and .78, and finally, the factor loadings of the fifth sub-dimension range between .70 and
.80. The standardized factor loadings of all items included in the model are above .50, supporting
construct validity.

In addition to the CFA, a second-order CFA was conducted to test whether the five sub-
dimensions were combined under a common higher-order structure. In this analysis, the sub-
dimensions (F1-F5) were modeled as indicators of the higher-order structure named “Awareness of
Children’s Rights.” The overall model fit values (y*/df = 2.099, RMSEA = .054, CFI = .943, TLI =
.936, GF1=.897) were found to be acceptable and good due to the second-order CFA. These findings
indicate that awareness of children’s rights has a multidimensional yet holistic structure. The path
diagram for the second-order CFA is presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3

Second-order CFA Path Diagram
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Reliability

In the reliability study of the “Teachers’ Awareness of Children’s Rights Scale, Cronbach’s
alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated. The data related to this analysis are listed in
Table 11.

Table 11

Reliability Analysis Results of the Scale and Its Sub-Dimensions

Factors N Items Cronbach’s
Alpha
Factor 1: Children’s Rights in Digital 374 MS59, M61, M62, M64, .907
Environments M65, M67, M68
Factor 2: Fairness 374 M48, M50, M51, M52, M53  .837
Factor 3: Children’s Rights and Violations 374 M2, M6, M&, M9 .825
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Factor 4: Right to Protection 374 M29,M30, M31, M33 .842
Factor 5: Right to Participation 374 M13, M15, M17, M20 .840
Overall Scale 374 — 921

Table 11 presents Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient for the overall scale, which
was .921. This value indicates that the scale is reliable. When the reliability coefficients of the sub-
dimensions are examined, it is observed that all factors have values above .70.

These results are consistent with the levels generally accepted in the literature. For instance,
Bland and Altman (1997), Biiytlikoztirk (2012), and Pallant (2020) considered Cronbach’s alpha
values of .70 and above to be adequate in terms of internal consistency. According to George and
Mallery (2003), values of .90 and above are considered excellent, .80—.90 are good, and .70—.80 are
acceptable. In this context, the Cronbach’s alpha value of .907 for the first factor, “Children’s Rights
in Digital Environments,” indicates an excellent level of internal consistency. The sub-dimensions
“Fairness” (.837), “Children’s Rights and Violations” (.825), “Right to Protection” (.842), and “Right
to Participation” (.840) demonstrated good levels of reliability.

The Cronbach’s alpha values obtained for the overall scale and for the sub-dimensions revealed
that the measurement tool has high reliability and displays a structure consistent with the criteria in

the literature.

The correlation values between the factors of the scale and the overall scale are presented in
Table 12.

Table 12

Correlation Values Between the Factors and the Overall Scale

Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6

Children’s Rights in Digital Environments (1) 1

Fairness (2) A5%% ]

Children’s Rights and Violations (3) J38FF 22%k ]

Right to Protection (4) A0k e2%*k  35%* ]

Right to Participation (5) ShHx 5%k 33%x 60**F ]

Overall Scale (6) 83%Ek72%Ek - 63%F TR T6** 1
**p<0.01

According to the findings in the table, all sub-dimensions of the scale show positive, moderate,
and statistically significant relationships with each other. This indicates that the dimensions serve the
same construct and are internally consistent. Moreover, the fact that each dimension shows a high
level of correlation with the overall scale (r ranging between .63 and .83) indicates that the scale
exhibits a holistic structure. These results demonstrate that the dimensions are consistent with the
overall structure of the scale and serve the intended measurement purposes.

RESULTS, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Within the scope of this research, the scale developed to determine teachers’ awareness of
children’s rights was comprehensively examined in terms of validity and reliability. The research
results demonstrate that the psychometric properties of the scale are strong and satisfactory for use.

Based on the EFA results, the scale was structured with five sub-dimensions and 24 items.

These sub-dimensions were named as follows: Children’s Rights in Digital Environments (seven
items), Fairness (five items), Children’s Rights and Violations (four items), Right to Protection (four
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items), and Right to Participation (four items). These five sub-dimensions explain 70.089% of the
total variance. This value exceeds the generally accepted adequacy level in the social sciences and
indicates that the scale has strong construct validity (Biiylikoztiirk, 2012; Tavsancil, 2010). The factor
loadings of the items range between .594 and .936.

The model fit indices obtained as a result of CFA (¥?/df = 2.029, RMSEA = .052, GFI =.904,
AGFI = .881, CFI = .948, IFI = .948, TLI = .940) indicate that the model provides an excellent and
acceptable level of fit to the data (Kline, 2023). Moreover, the second-order CFA results (y*df =
2.099, RMSEA = .054, CFI = .943, TLI = .936, GFI = .897) show that the five sub-dimensions can
be represented by a higher-order construct of teachers’ awareness of children’s rights.

In the reliability study, it was observed that the Cronbach’s alpha values for the sub-dimensions
ranged between .825 and .907, indicating that all sub-dimensions possessed acceptable to high levels
of reliability. The alpha value for the overall scale was .921, indicating excellent internal consistency
(George & Mallery, 2003). The correlation analysis showed that all sub-dimensions had positive,
moderate, and statistically significant relationships with one another. Additionally, all sub-
dimensions had a high, positive, and statistically significant relationship with the overall scale.

Consequently, all items in the scale, which consists of five sub-dimensions and 24 items, are
positively worded. The minimum obtainable score on the scale is 24, and the maximum score is 120.
Higher scores indicate a higher level of awareness of children’s rights among teachers. When each
sub-dimension is examined separately, the Children’s Rights in Digital Environments dimension
measured teachers’ awareness of ensuring children’s safety in digital environments, raising awareness
of digital rights, and supporting digital literacy. The Fairness dimension reflects the level of
awareness related to ensuring equal rights for all children in classroom and school environments,
preventing discrimination, and adopting an inclusive approach. The Children’s Rights and Violations
dimension evaluates teachers’ knowledge of the general scope of children’s rights and the appropriate
actions to be taken in cases of violations. Finally, the Right to Protection dimension covers teachers’
knowledge, attitudes, and responses toward protecting children from physical, psychological, and
digital risks. The Right to Participation dimension measures teachers’ sensitivity toward fundamental
participation principles, such as children’s active participation in educational processes, expression
of opinions, and involvement in decision-making.

The scale developed in this study offers an original contribution compared to the limited and
mostly single-dimensional measurement tools in the existing literature, as it addresses children’s
rights from a more holistic and contemporary perspective. In particular, the first dimension grouped
under the heading “Children’s Rights in Digital Environments,” is highly significant as it constitutes
the first scale dimension developed in accordance with today’s digitally mediated social structure.
Previously developed measurement tools have not specifically emphasized rights violations in the
digital world, children’s online safety, or digital rights. However, today, children encounter various
risks not only in physical environments but also in digital environments; issues such as the protection
of personal data, online privacy, digital surveillance, and manipulation bring forward the digital
extensions of children’s rights (Livingstone & Third, 2017; UNICEF, 2021). In this context, the
developed scale, with its dimensions covering digital environments, responds to the requirements of
the contemporary era and situates the measurement of awareness of children’s rights on a technology-
oriented basis.

The developed scale is considered a reliable instrument that can be used in educational policy
development, in-service training programs, and teacher education practices because it is sensitive to
contemporary educational contexts.

Based on the study results, the following recommendations are presented below:
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* It may be recommended that specific emphasis be placed on children’s rights in digital
environments in in-service training programs and that this awareness be supported with strong
theoretical foundations.

« It may be suggested that content related to obtaining children’s opinions, ensuring their
participation in classroom decisions, and developing democratic attitudes should be
systematically integrated into teacher education programs.

* It may be recommended that teachers’ experiences, perceptions, and attitudes regarding
children’s rights be examined in depth through qualitative research methods.

* Future studies should be conducted to support the validity and reliability of the scale by
applying it to different teacher groups and educational contexts.

Limitations

This research was conducted only with teachers working in public schools affiliated with the
Ministry of National Education in Tiirkiye, and the findings are therefore limited to this group.
Participants were selected using convenience sampling and voluntary participation, which may limit
the representativeness of the sample. Data were collected through an online questionnaire, and only
quantitative methods were used. The lack of qualitative data limits the depth of the analysis of
teachers’ opinions. Moreover, the scale was tested at a single point in time; therefore, its temporal
stability and validity over time should be examined in future studies.
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