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Ozet

Ogrencilerin akademik basarisinda belirleyici bir faktér olan etkin katilim, &grenme giktilarini ve sinif
deneyimlerini dogrudan etkilemektedir. Egitim alan yazinindaki 6nemi g6z oniine alinarak, bu ¢alismada, etkin
katilimin davranissal, bilissel, duyussal ve yapici yonlerini ele alan dort boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgeginin (Reeve,
2013) giivenirlik ve gegerlik analizleri yapilarak Tiirkgeye uyarlanmasi amaglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda, dncelike
ceviri-tekrar ¢eviri yoluyla &lgegin dil uyarlamasi yapilmis ve dil esdegerliginin saglandigi goriilmiistiir.
Ardindan 6lgek 400 lise 6grencisine uygulanmustir. Yapi gecerligini dogrulamak i¢in Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi
(DFA) yapilmig ve modelin uyum indekslerinin veri ile uyumlu oldugu ve Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan dl¢egin orijinal
yapiy! yansittig1 belirlenmistir. Olcekte yer alan maddelerin ayirt edicilik 6zelliklerini degerlendirmek amaciyla
madde analizi yapilmis ve madde c¢ikarilmasina gerek olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Cronbach Alpha
giivenilirlik katsayilar1 hesaplanarak &lgegin giivenilir bir dlgme araci oldugu bulunmustur. Olgiit gecerligi
Giiveng’in (2015) élgeginden elde edilen puanlarla korelasyonu yapilarak degerlendirilmistir. Olgegin gegerligini
ve gilivenirligini desteklemek icin, 6grencilerin etkin katiliminin cinsiyet, siif diizeyi ve akademik basari
degiskenlerine gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigi incelenmistir. Sonug olarak, 17 maddelik, dort boyutlu Etkin
Katilim Olgeginin gegerli ve giivenilir bir dlgek oldugu; lise dgrencilerinin etkin katilimlarmin cinsiyete gore
farklilik gostermedigi, ancak smif diizeyi ve akademik basariya gore farklilik gosterdigi ve basarili 6grencilerin
etkin katilim ortalamalarinin daha yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Etkin katilim, duyussal etkin katilim, bilissel etkin katilim, davranissal etkin katilim, yapici
etkin katilim

Abstract

Engagement, a key factor in students’ academic achievement, directly influences learning outcomes and
classroom experiences. Considering its importance in educational literature, this study aimed to adapt the four-
dimensional Engagement Scale (Reeve, 2013), which addresses the behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and agentic
aspects of engagement, into Turkish by conducting reliability and validity analyses. To this end, the scale was
first linguistically adapted through translation and back-translation, and found to be linguistically equivalent.
The scale was then applied to 400 high school students. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to
assess construct validity, revealing that the model’s fit indices aligned well with the data and that the Turkish
adaptation of the scale maintained the original structure. Item analysis was performed to assess the items’
discriminative properties, and it was determined that no items required removal. The calculation of Cronbach’s
Alpha reliability coefficients confirmed that the scale serves as a reliable measurement instrument. Criterion
validity was assessed by correlating the scores with those obtained from Giiveng’s (2015) scale. To support the
validity and reliability of the scale, it was examined whether students’ engagement differed according to gender,
grade level, and academic achievement variables. In conclusion, the 17-item, four-dimensional Engagement
Scale was found to be a valid and reliable scale; high school students’ engagement did not differ by gender, but it
did differ by grade level and academic achievement; and successful students had higher average engagement.

Keywords: Engagement, emotional engagement, cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement, agentic
engagement
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Dért Boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgeginin Tiirkgeye Uyarlanmast
Giris

Ogrenci etkin katilimi, egitim alan yazininda akademik basarinin temel unsurlarindan
biri olarak kabul edilmekte (Fredricks vd., 2019; Reyes vd., 2012) ve 6grencilerin kisisel
gelisimini, akademik perfomanlarin1 ve 6grenme siireglerini sekillendirdigi séylenmektedir
(Wong ve Liem, 2022). Etkin katilim kavraminin ¢ok boyutlu ve karmasik dogasindan otiirii
arastirmacilar etkin katilimin tanimim farkli sekillerde yorumlamislardir (Trowler vd., 2022).
Bu sebeple etkin katilimla ilgili yapilan tanimlar zaman i¢inde degismis ve farkli boyutlar
eklenerek genisletilmistir. Aragtirmacilar 6nce sinif i¢i etkin katilim ve 6grenmeye harcanan
zaman gibi gdzlemlenebilir davraniglara (Natriello, 1984), ardindan Ogrenmeye duyulan
baglilik, aidiyet ve merak gibi duyussal 6zelliklere (Connell, 1990) ve son olarak da sebat
gosterme ve Ogrenme stratejileri kullanma gibi etkin katilimin bilissel yonlerine (Fredricks
vd., 2004) odaklanmistir. Wong ve Liem (2022) yapilan farkli tanimlamalardan yola ¢ikarak
kavramsal netligi artirmak amaciyla 6grenci etkin katilimini 6grenmeye yonelik etkin katilim
ve okula yonelik etkin katilim seklinde iki ayr1 kategoriye ayrrmigladir. Ogrenmeye ydnelik
etkin etkin katilimi, 6grencilerin c¢abalar1 dogrultusunda 6grenme etkinliklerine katilmalarini
saglayan psikolojik durum olarak ifade ederlerken okula yonelik etkin katilimi ise
ogrencilerin okul i¢indeki kisi ve topluluklarla kurduklar1 bagi ve okul tarafindan diizenlenen
etkinliklere katilim durumu seklinde tanimlamislardir.

Calisma kapsaminda ise 6grencilerin ¢ogunlukla sinif ortaminda gergeklesen 6grenme
stireclerine odaklanilarak ve Reeve ve Tseng (2011) tarafindan davranissal, duyussal, bilissel
ve yapici etkin katilim seklinde dort boyutlu olarak tanimlanan etkin katilim kavrami {izerinde
durulmustur. Ulusal literatiirde Reeve (2013) tarafindan giincellenen 6lgegin lise 6grencilerine
yonelik tasarlanmis herhangi bir uyarlamasi tespit edilmemistir. Buradan yola ¢ikilarak
mevcut dort boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgegini Tiirk diline ve kiiltiiriine uyarlanmasiyla literatiire
katki saglanacagi ongoriilmektedir.

Uc¢ Boyutlu Etkin Katilim Modeli

Reschly ve Christenson (2022) etkin katilimin ¢ok yonlii dogasina atifta bulunarak
davranigsal, duyussal ve bilissel olmak iizere iic boyutu birlestiren karmasik bir yap1 olarak
tanimlamistir. Bu smiflandirma egitim alan yazininda bir¢ok arastirmaci tarafindan kabul
gOrmiis ve arastirmalara konu olmustur (Bond, 2020; Fredricks vd., 2019; Lin vd., 2024; Lo
ve Hew, 2021). Bu smiflandirmadan hareketle, etkin katilim ogrencilerin bir 6grenme
toplulugu icinde bir dizi davranissal, biligsel veya duyussal gostergeler araciligiyla 6grenme
stireclerinde kullandiklar1 enerji ve ¢aba olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Bond, 2020).

Davranigsal etkin katilim, ders i¢i veya ders dis1 etkinliklere katilma, soru sorma, ¢aba
gosterme, derse devam etme, olumsuz davraniglardan kaginma gibi goézlemlenebilir
davranislar1 ifade eder (Appleton vd., 2008). Bir bagka tanimda 6grencilerin davranislarini ve
okulla ilgili etkinliklere katilimlarin1 pasif davranigsal katilim (sinif beklentilerine uymak ve
etkinliklere katilmak) ve akademik gorevlere olan ilgilerini aktif davranigsal katilim
(beklentilere uymakla kalmayip soru sormak, smif tartismalarina katkida bulunmak ve dikkat
daginikligina ragmen derse katilmaya devam etmek) olarak degerlendiren bir yapi olarak
ifade edilmistir (Nguyen vd., 2018). Kisacas1 ders sirasinda bir konu anlatilirken 6gretmeni
dikkatle dinleme, 6grenme etkinligi sirasinda ¢abalama, derste not alma ve fiziksel anlamda
derse odaklanma gibi gostergeler davranigsal etkin katilimin merkezinde yer alan davranislar
olarak nitelendirilebilir.

60


https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1428668/full#ref29

Dért Boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgeginin Tiirkgeye Uyarlanmast

Biligsel etkin katilim, ogrencilerin 0grenmeye biligsel ve stratejik olarak yatirim
yapmaya basladiklari siire¢ olarak tanimlamaktadir (Cleary ve Zimmerman, 2012). Ogrenciler
bu stirecte karmagik fikirleri, kavramlar1 veya becerileri 6z diizenlemeli stratejiler kullanarak
anlamlandirmak i¢in zihinsel olarak ¢aba sarf ederler. Bu boyut, 6grencinin 6grenme siirecine
biligsel olarak yatirim yapmasini ifade eder (Fredricks, 2023). Bilissel etkin katilim diizeyi
yiiksek olan 6grenciler, bir gorevi tamamlamak veya en yiiksek notu almak yerine 6grenmeye
ve icerigi kavramaya odaklanarak bir gorev iizerinde calisirken planlama ve izleme gibi 6z
diizenleyici davraniglar sergilerler (Li ve Lajoie, 2022; Pohl, 2020; Wolters, 2004) ve gorev
zor oldugunda pes etmezler (Naibert vd., 2022). Biligsel etkin katilim boyutunun gostergeleri
on bilgileri harekete gecirme, Ogrenme stratejilerini ise kosma, hedef koyma, Ogrenme
stirecini gozden gecirme, yonetme ve kontrol etme olarak siralanabilir (Li, 2021).

Duyussal etkin katilim, 6grencilerin 6grenme siirecine karsit gosterdikleri olumlu ve
olumsuz tepkilerini, akranlariyla olan iligkilerinin kalitesini ve okula bagliliklarini
tanimlamaktadir (Bond ve Bedenlier, 2019). Bu boyut genellikle ilgi, zevk, cosku, sikinti,
endise ve lziinti gibi olumlu ve olumsuz tepkileri kapsamaktadir (Fredricks vd., 2016).
Duyussal etkin katilm diizeyi yiiksek olan Ogrenciler, 6grendikleri seylere ilgi duyarlar,
okulda mutludurlar ve akranlarmin kendilerini kabul ettigini ve kendilerine saygi
duyuldugunu hissederler (Derakhshan vd., 2022). Bir baska ifadeyle, hissettikleri deger,
baglilik ve aidiyetle okulun kendi yasamlarinin 6nemli bir parcast oldugunu diislinerek
ogrenmeye karsi igsel gilidiilenirler (Finn ve Zimmer, 2012).

Dordiincii Boyut: Yapic1 Etkin Katihm

Reeve ve Tseng (2011), ii¢ boyutlu etkin katilimin kavrami tanimlamak igin yetersiz
oldugunu belirterek, dordiincii bir boyut olarak yapici etkin katilimi dnermislerdir. Ciinkii {i¢
boyutlu vyapi, Ogrencilerin kendi Ogrenme siireglerinde sorumluluk alarak, siireci
yapilandirdiklar siireleri géz ardi etmektedir. Ogrenciler, 6grenme etkinliklerine sadece
katilmakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda proaktif davranarak bu etkinlikleri zenginlestirir (Reeve,
2013). Ogrenciler konuyu daha ilging veya kendi seviyelerine uygun sekilde zorlayici hale
getirerek, tek basina degil bir partnerle birlikte 6grenmeye calisarak, 6grenme materyalini
kisisellestirerek, segenekler iireterek, tercihlerini ileterek ve hatta sunulanlara sadece tepki
vermek yerine Oncelikle Ogrenme firsatini yaratarak veya talep ederek kendi Ogrenme
stireclerine dahil olurlar (Reeve vd., 2025). Baska deyisle yapici etkin katilim diizeyi yiiksek
olan dgrenciler fikirlerini 6zgiirce ifade ederek tercihlerini belirtebilir ve derse dair oneri ve
katkida bulunabilirler (Reeve ve Jang, 2022). Ayrica 6grenciler ders esnasinda 6grenmelerine
yardimci olacak sorular sorarak, diislincelerini ifade ederek ve isteklerini belirterek kendileri
icin giidiileyici bir simif ortami olugturmaya gayret ederler (Zambrano vd., 2022). Yapilan
arastirmalarda Ogrencilerin derse yonelik yapicit etkin katilimlarinin - 6gretmenlerinin
davranislarii doniistiirerek zamanla daha gilidiileyici bir ortam yarattigin1 gostermektedir
(Jang vd., 2023; Matos vd., 2018; Patall vd., 2019; Reeve vd., 2020). Ayrica arastirmalar
ogrencilerin dersi kendi ilgi ve becerilerine uygun hale getirdikleri icin temel psikolojik
ihtiyaglarinin da daha iyi karsilandigini gostermistir (Reeve, 2020; Shogren vd., 2019).

Alan yazinda yapict etkin katilim boyutunu dahil etmeden katilimin davranigsal, biligsel
ve duyussal boyutlarini inceleyen c¢alismalar, 6grenenin 6grenme siirecindeki etkisine iliskin
kuramsal varsayimlar1 tam olarak desteklememekte, etkin katilim ve Ogrenme ¢iktilar
arasinda orta diizeyde bir korelasyon oldugunu gostermektedir (Dogan, 2014; Lei vd., 2018;
Olivier vd., 2019). Bu durum, etkin katilimin basta akademik basar1 olmak {izere 6grenme
tirtinleriyle ilgili yordama giiciiniin daha diisiik olduguna iliskin eksik saptamalara neden
olabilmektedir (Reeve, 2013). Reeve ve Shin (2020) tarafindan yapilan arastirma, etkin
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katilimin akademik basariya etkisinin ancak yapici etkin katilim boyutunun dahil edilmesiyle
miimkiin olacagini gerekliligi ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Etkin Katihm Olcekleri

Etkin katilim, karmasik ve gizil dogasi nedeniyle Ol¢iilmesi zor olan ve arastirmacilar
tarafindan 6l¢iimii noktasinda farkli fikirler ortaya atilan ¢ok boyutlu bir kavramdir (Appleton
vd., 2008). Bu baglamda Skinner, Kindermann ve Furrer’in (2009) derse etkin katilimin
niteligini belirlemek amaciyla davranigsal kendini verme, davranigsal hosnutsuzluk, duyussal
kendini verme ve duyussal hosnutsuzluk olarak dort boyutu 6lgen bir 6lgme aracimi alan
yazina kazandirmiglardir. Ayrica, Lam ve arkadaslar1 (2014) uluslararast gegerlik ve
giivenirlige sahip olan {li¢ boyutlu “Student Engagement in School Questionnaire (SESQ)”
etkin katilim olgegini gelistirmistir. Buna ek olarak, Veiga (2016) 6grencilerin belirli bir
dersten ziyade okula yonelik etkin katilimlarin1 6lgmek maksadiyla bilissel, duyussal,
davranigsal ve yapici boyutlar1 kapsayan bir lgegi ” Student Engagement in School: Four-
Dimensional Scale (SES-4DS)” alan yazina kazandirmistir. Bir baska 6l¢me araci ise birgok
uyarlama ¢alismasina konu olan ve 6grencilerin derse yonelik bilissel, duyussal, davranissal
ve yapict etkin katilim diizeylerini 6lgmek amaciyla Reeve ve Tseng (2011) tarafindan
gelistirilen dért boyutlu Etkin Katim Olgegidir. Bu 6lgek 2013 yilinda Reeve tarafindan
yapict etkin katilimin tek tarafli olmadigi aym1 zamanda 6gretmenle karsilikli etkilesimi
gerektirdigi ve biligsel etkin katilim boyutunda istbiligsel strateji kullaniminin yapict etkin
katilimla oOrtlismesi gerekgesiyle yeniden gelistirilerek gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri
yapilmis ve 6lgme araci olarak literatiirde yerini almistir.

Tiirkiye’de lise ve ortaokul 6grencileri i¢cin Dogan (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lgek,
etkin katilimin davranigsal, bilissel ve duyussal yonlerini ele almaktadir. Giiveng (2015) ise
lise ve ortaokul 6grencilerinin derse kendini verme ve hosnutsuzluk durumlarini belirlemek
amaciyla Etkin Katillm Olgegini gelistirmistir. Giinii¢ ve Kuzu (2015) ise etkin katilim
kavramini baghlik olarak ele almis ve tliniversite baglaminda 6grencilerin derse ve kampiise
bagliliklarini 6lgen bir 6lcek gelistirmislerdir. Uyarlama c¢aligmalar1 kapsaminda Eren (2013)
Reeve ve Tseng (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen Olgegi Ogretmen adaylart ile gecerlik ve
giivenirlik ¢aligmalarimi yaparak Tirkceye uyarlamistir. Ayrica, Ucar ve Sungur (2018) ayni
Olcegi ortaokul 6grencilerinin, Hidiroglu (2014) ise ilkokul 6grencilerinin fen derslerindeki
katilimlarinin 6l¢iilebilmesi i¢in uyarlamislardir. Kisacasi, ulusal literatiir tarandiginda, Reeve
ve Tseng (2011) modeline dayali uyarlamalar bulunmakla birlikte; etkin katilim alan
yazinindaki gelismelere paralel olarak Reeve (2013) tarafindan revize edilen, psikometrik
ozellikleri giliclendirilmis ve biligsel/listbiligsel ayrimlari netlestirilmis giincel formun lise
ogrencileri 6rnekleminde bir uyarlamasina rastlanmamistir. Bu sebeple alan yazina katki
getirecegi diisliniilen bu mevcut ¢alismanin temel amaci, giincel dort boyutlu Etkin Katilim
Olgegini Tiirkceye ve Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlamaktir.

Yontem

Bu c¢alismada Reeve (2013) tarafindan revize edilip giincellenen formatiyla Etkin
Katilim Olgeginin Tiirkgeye uyarlanmasi yapilmistir. Oncelikle dlgegin lise uyarlamasi igin
Olcek yazarlarindan izin alinmis, 6lgegin dil uyarlamas: yapilmis, dil gecerligi incelenmistir.
Sonrasinda yap1 ve Olgiit gegerligini iceren gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismasi amaciyla dlgek
lise Ogrencilerine uygulanmistir. Ayrica 0Olcegin gegerlik ve giivenirligini desteklemek
amaciyla Ogrencilerin etkin katilimlarinin cinsiyet, simf diizeyi ve akademik basari
degiskenlerine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigi incelenmistir.
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Calisma Grubu

Calisma kapsaminda tipik durum ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak 400 Anadolu lisesi
ogrencisine ulasilmistir. Caligma grubunu 2024-2025 egitim 6gretim yil1 bahar déneminde
Karadeniz Bolgesinde bir sehirde Milli Egitim Bakanligi’na bagli okullarda 6grenim goren 9.,
10.,, 11. ve 12. siifa kayith Anadolu lisesi ogrencileri olusturmaktadir. Uygulama
katilimcilarin  okullarma gidilerek yiiz yiize gergeklestirilmistir. Katilimcilarin (n=221)
%55,3’liniin kadin, (n=179) %44,8’inin erkek oldugu; yaslarinin 14 (n=43, %10,8), 15
(n=154, %38.,5), 16 (n=122, %30,5), 17 (n=60, %15,0) ve 18 (n=21, %5,3) arasinda degistigi
ve katilimcilarin yas ortalamasinin 15,65 oldugu goriilmektedir. Sinif diizeylerinin dagilimi
ise (n=147) %36,8 9. sinif, (n=150) %37,5 10. sinif, (n=49) %12,3 11. sinif ve (n=54) %13,6
12. smif seklindedir. Katilimeilar derslerden 0-49 (n=65, %16,3), 50-59 (n=53, %13,2), 60-69
(n=66, %16,5), 70-84 (n=107, %26,8) ve 85-100 (n=109, %27,2) arasinda notlar almislardir.
Ayrica analizlere baglamadan oOnce, veri seti eksik degerler agisindan incelenmis ve
istatistiksel sonuclarin giivenirligini ve gecerligini korumak icin eksik degerler iceren 8
katilimci arastirmaya dahil edilmemistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Verilerin toplanmasi asamasinda, ilgili okullara gidilerek okul idarecileri ile goriigiilmiis
ve goniillii 6grencilerin velilerinden izin alinarak veriler 2024-2025 egitim 6gretim yili giiz
doneminde Nisan ve Mayis aylarinda yliz yiize toplanmstir.

Veri Toplama Araclar:
Dort Boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgegi

Etkin Katilim Olgegi likert formatinda hazirlanmistir ve katilimeilardan, 1 (Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum) ile 7 (Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) arasinda katildiklar1 diizeyde puan vermeleri
beklenmektedir. Olgek davranissal, duyussal, bilissel ve yapici etkin katilim olmak iizere dort
alt boyut ve 17 maddeden olusmaktadir. Davranigsal etkin katilim boyutu 4 maddeden
olusmakta, “Derste elimden gelenin en iyisini yaparim.” maddesinde oldugu gibi 6grenme
etkinliklerine davranigsal katilimi 6lgmektedir. Duyussal etkin katilim boyutu “Derste yeni
seyler 6grenmekten hoslanirim.” 6érnegindeki gibi 4 maddeden olusmaktadir. Davranigsal ve
duyussal etkin katilim boyutlarinin degerlendirilmesinde Skinner, Kindermann ve Furrer’in
(2009) gelistirdigi olgcekten maddeler alinmistir. Biligsel etkin katilim boyutu 4 maddeden
olusmakta “Ders sirasinda, 6grendiklerimi onceden bildiklerimle iliskilendirmeye c¢aligirim.”
orneginde oldugu gibi 6grenme etkinlikleri sirasindaki biligsel etkinlikleri 6lgmektedir. Bu
boyut i¢cin de Wolters’in 2004 yilinda gelistirdigi 6lgekten yararlanilmistir. Reeve tarafindan
revize edilen yapici etkin katilim boyutu ise 5 madde ile “Derste 6grenmeme yardimci olacak
sorular sorarim.” drnegindeki gibi 6grencinin 6grenme etkinliklerini yapilandirma durumunu
Ol¢mektedir. Reeve (2013) tarafindan Slgegin Cronbach alfa katsayilart davranigsal etkin
katilim boyutunda .87, duyussal etkin katilim boyutunda .91, biligsel etkin katilim boyutunda
.72 ve yapici etkin katilim boyutunda .84 olarak raporlanmistir.

Tiirk¢ce Uyarlama ve Dil Gegerligi

Olgegin dil uyarlamasi ceviri-tekrar ceviri yoluyla yapilmistir. Bu calisma Egitim
Programlar1 ve Ogretim, Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi ve Ingilizce Miitercim ve
Terciimanlik alanindan uzmanlarin katilimiyla gergeklestirilmistir. Olgek 6 dil uzmani
tarafindan Tiirk¢eye ¢evrilmis, c¢eviriler lizerinden olusturulan 6lgek formu, egitsel ve Tiirk
dili agisindan incelenmistir. Sonrasinda bu o6lgek formu farklt 6 dil uzmani tarafindan
Tiirkceden Ingilizceye gevrilmis ve orijinal form ile tutarlilig1 belirlenmistir. Tiirkce dlcek
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formunun dil esdegerligi ingiliz Dili Egitimi programina kayitli 50 {iniversite 6grencisine kisa
aralikla uygulanmis, alinan puanlar arasinda yiiksek iliski (r=915, p<.001) oldugu goriilerek
Tiirk¢e formun dil esdegerliginin saglandig1 belirlenmistir.

Giiveng Etkin Katilim Olcegi

Olgiit gegerligini degerlendirmek amaciyla Giiveng (2015) tarafindan 6grencilerin belirli
bir derse kendini vermelerini ve hosnutsuzluklarin1 belirlemek icin gelistirilmis bir 6lgek
kullanilmigtir. 16 maddelik bu 6l¢ek dortlii likert formunda olup, davranigsal kendini verme,
davranigsal hosnutsuzluk, duyussal kendini verme ve duyussal hosnutsuzluk olmak {izere
toplam dort boyut bulunmaktadir. Giiveng (2015) 6lgegin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik
katsayilar1 davranigsal kendini verme i¢in .81, duyussal kendini verme i¢in .71, davranigsal
hosnutsuzluk igin .75 ve duyussal hosnutsuzluk igin .71 olarak raporlamistir. Olgegin 8
maddelik kendini verme bdliimiiniin Cronbach Alpha katsayis1 .82, 8 maddelik hosnutsuzluk
boliimiiniin Cronbach Alpha katsayisi ise .83 bulunmustur. Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda da kendini
verme boliimii .81, davranigsal kendini verme boyutu .77, duyussal kendini verme boyutu .78
olarak hesaplanirken; hosnutsuzluk boliimi .83, davranigsal hosnutsuzluk boyutu .77 ve
duyussal hognutsuzluk boyutu ise .74 olarak bulunmustur.

Veri Analizi

Gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinden 6nce dlgekteki maddelerin normallik varsayimini
karsilayip karsilamadigi incelenmistir. Elde edilen garpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin dnerilen
kabul edilebilir araliklar i¢cinde oldugu ve normallik varsayimini karsilandig1 i¢in parametrik
testler uygulanmistir. Bu baglamda George ve Mallery (2019) tarafindan Onerilen esik
degerleri (carpiklik < +2, basiklik < £2) dikkate alinmistir. Tiim maddeler normallik
varsayimini Karsiladigindan, herhangi bir veri doniisimii uygulanmadan orijinal madde
puanlar kullanilarak analizler yapilmistir.

Yap1 gegerligi kapsaminda Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi gergeklestirilerek mevcut
modelin uygunlugu (model fit) ve giiclinli géstermek amaciyla ki kare (?) serbestlik derecesi
degeri, karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (CFI), Tucker Lewis indeksi (TLI), standartlastirilmis
hata kareleri ortalamasinin karekokii (SRMR) ve kok ortalama kare yaklasim hatasi (RMSEA)
degerleri dikkate alimmistir. Daha sonra Olcilit gecerligi Pearson Momentler Carpimi
korelasyonu ile incelenmis ve ardindan Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 hesaplanarak giivenirlik
analizleri yapilmistir. Ayrica Olgekte yer alan maddelerin ayirt edicilik 6zelliklerini
degerlendirmek icin alt ve tist %27°1lik grupta yer alan katilimcilarin ortalamalar1 bagimsiz t
testle karsilagtinnlmistir. Cinsiyet degiskeni i¢in bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi, simif diizeyi ve
akademik basar1 degiskenleri i¢in ise ANOVA kullanilmistir. Sonuglarda istatistiksel olarak
anlamli farklar ortaya ¢iktigi durumda (p<.05), varyanslar homojen ise Tukey’s (HSD) post-
hoc testi, varyanslar homojen degilse Games-Howell testi uygulanarak ikili karsilastirmalar
yapilmis ve hangi gruplarin birbirinden farklilastig1 belirtilmistir. Gruplar arasindaki farklarin
biiytikliigiinii belirlemek i¢in ise Cohen’s d ve eta kare (n?) katsayilar1 hesaplanmistir.
Calismada tanimlayici istatistikler, glivenirlik analizi ve Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi igin ise
SPSS ve AMOS paket programlari kullanilmistir.

Etik Hususlar

Verilerin toplanmasi asamasina gecilmeden dnce Etik Kurul Izni (Say1: E-84026528-
050.99-2500007704, Tarih: 09.01.2025), 11 Milli Egitimden Uygulama Iizni (Say1:
MEB.TT.2025.019118 Tarih: 21.02.2025) ve 0l¢egin yazarlarindan dlgegin uyarlanmasina
yonelik kullanim izni (Tarih: 20.11.2024) alinmastir.
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Bulgular
Yap1 Gegerligi

Uyarlanan 06l¢egin gegerligini belirlemek icin Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi (DFA)
uygulanmigtir. Tablo 1’de Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan 6lgegin uyum istatistikleri ile orijinal dort
boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgeginin (Reeve, 2013) Hu ve Bentler’in  (1999) belirttigi deger
araliklar1 g6z onilinde bulundurularak model uyum istatistikleri sunulmustur.

Tablo 1

Model uyum istatistikleri
indeks Orijinal Olgek Uyarlanan Olgek Miikemmel Uyum Kabul Edilebilir

Uyum

¥ 360.61 294.375
Sd 266 113
x* 1 sd 1.355 2.605 >3 >1
CFI .98 961 <.95 > .90
NNFI/TLI .98 953 <.95 > .90
SRMR .069 .056 > .08 <.08
RMSEA 076 .063 > .06 <.06

Tablo 1°de yer alan bulgulara gore yapilan DFA sonucunda modelin uyum indeksleri y*/sd=
2.605 (294.375/113, p<.001), CFI=.961, NNFI/TLI=.953, SRMR=.056 ve RMSEA=.063
olarak bulunmustur. Elde edilen CFI, NNFI/TLI ve SRMR degerleri miikemmel uyum
gosterirken, xz / sd ve RMSEA degerleri onerilen kabul edilebilir aralikta yer almaktadir. Tiim
bu bulgulardan hareketle, dort boyutlu yapinin korundugu, modelin genel uyum indekslerinin
veri ile uyum gosterdigi ve Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan 6lgegin orijinal yapiy1 yansittig
belirlenmistir.
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Sekil 1
Uyarlanan dort boyutlu etkin katilim 6l¢eginin yol diyagrami

Faktor yiikleri incelendiginde ise davranigsal etkin katilim boyutunun yiikleri .84 ile
.94 arasinda degismekteyken, yapici etkin katilim boyutuna ait faktorler .68 ile .80 arasinda
degerler almigtir. Diger bir alt boyut olan biligsel etkin katilimda ise faktor yiiklerinin .65 ile
.82 arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Son olarak, duyussal etkin katilim boyutunda ise faktorler
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71 ile .90 arasinda yiiklenmistir. Tiim bu sonuglar faktor yiiklerinin model agisindan kabul
edilebilir olduguna isaret etmektedir (Black ve Babin, 2019; Hair vd., 2018).

Madde Ayirt Edicilik

Olgekte yer alan maddelerin ayirt edicilik 6zelliklerini degerlendirmek amaciyla madde
analizi yapilmigtir. Analiz kapsaminda, katilimcilarin 6l¢ekten aldiklari toplam puanlar
kiiciikten biiyiige dogru swralanarak Alt %27 (n=114) ve Ust %27 (n=114) gruplan
Olusturulmustur. Bu iki grubun madde ortalamalari arasindaki farklar Bagimsiz gruplar igin t
testi kullanilarak incelenmis; ayrica maddelerin 6l¢egin geneliyle uyumunu test etmek ic¢in
Diizeltilmis Madde-Toplam Korelasyonu katsayilart hesaplanmustir.

Tablo 2
Dort boyutlu etkin  katilm 6lgeginin  madde-toplam korelasyonlar1 ve alt-list grup
karsilastirma analizleri

Alt Boyut Madde Alt %27 Ust %27 Grup t Diizeltilmis

No Grupn=114 n=114 Madde-Toplam

Korelasyonu
X ss X ss

Davranigsal 1 3,40 1,66 6,55 0,57 19,170* .76

2 3,24 1,57 6,41 0,64 20,016* .76

3 3,61 1,73 6,57 059 17,281* 71

4 2,73 1,38 5,96 0,93 20,784* 75
Yapici 1 2,18 1,35 5,37 1,38 17,600* .55

2 2,70 1,68 5,66 1,34  14,692* .56

3 2,71 1,78 5,27 1,34 12,285* 45

4 2,46 1,52 571 1,17 18,159* .64

5 2,29 1,58 4,70 1,72 11,038* .48
Bilissel 1 3,26 1,70 6,13 0,96  15,643* .62

2 3,38 1,78 5,90 1,16  12,688* .55

3 3,07 1,69 5,82 1,12  14,483* .60

4 3,24 1,73 5,72 1,44  11,785* .50
Duyussal 1 2,73 1,44 5,70 1,27  16,539* .64

2 2,69 1,40 5,67 1,22  17,100* .66

3 3,08 1,53 6,16 1,08 17,573* .69

4 2,62 1,61 5,93 1,20 17,611* .64

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, alt boyutlardaki tiim maddeler i¢in Ust %27 grubunun ortalama
puanlarinin, Alt %27 grubunun ortalama puanlarindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde
yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir (p<.001). Tiim maddeler i¢in hesaplanan t degerlerinin anlaml
olmasi, maddelerin Olciilen Ozelligi tasiyan bireyler ile tasimayan bireyleri ayirt etmede
basarili oldugunu gostermektedir. Diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyon katsayilart goz
oniinde bulunduruldugunda, degerlerin .45 ile .76 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Alan
yazinda madde-toplam korelasyonu i¢in kabul edilen alt sinirin .30 oldugu dikkate alindiginda
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2018), 6lgekte yer alan tiim maddelerin gegerliginin ve i¢ tutarlilifinin yiiksek
oldugu, dolayisiyla 6lgekten madde ¢ikarilmasina gerek olmadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Olciit Gegerligi

Olgiit gegerligini test etmek amach Giiveng (2015) tarafindan gelistirilmis Etkin Katilim
Olgegi katilimcilara uygulanmis ve iki dlgekten elde edilen puanlar Pearson Momentler
Carpimi Korelasyon katsayilar1 hesaplanmistir.
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Tablo 3
Olgiit gegerligi pearson momentler ¢arpimi korelasyon katsayisi bulgulari
Olcekler/ Boyutlar Davranigsal Yapia Bilissel Duyussal Toplam
Etkin Etkin Etkin Etkin Etkin
Katihm Katihm Katim Katihm Katihm
Davranigsal Kendini Verme 522** S579** .320** .399** .582**
Duyugsal Kendini Verme 129%* 419%* 455** .637** .697**
Toplam Kendini Verme 143%* 587** A461** 617** .158**
Davranigsal Hosnutsuzluk -571** -.308** -.322** -.448** -.513**
Duyussal Hosnutsuzluk -.466** -419** -.255** -.392** -.486**
Toplam Hosnutsuzluk -.614** - 423** -.342** -.496** -.589**

Tablo 3’te belirtilen analiz sonuglarina gore, oOl¢iit 6l¢egin davranigsal, duyussal ve
toplam kendini verme puanlar ile uyarlanan 6lgegin davranigsal, yapici, bilissel, duyussal ve
toplam etkin katilim puanlari arasinda pozitif yonlii ve istatistiksel olarak orta ile yiiksek
diizeyde anlamli iliskiler gosterdigi belirlenmistir (p<.01). Buna karsilik, Olcilit olgegin
davranigsal, duyussal ve toplam hosnutsuzluk puanlari ile uyarlanan 6lgegin tiim alt boyutlar
ve toplam etkin katilim puanlar1 arasinda negatif ve anlamli iligkiler saptanmistir. Bu bulgu,
ters maddelerin beklenen yonde c¢alistigini ve uyarlanan Ol¢egin yiiksek diizeyde oOlgiit
gecerligine sahip oldugunu acik¢a gostermektedir.

Giivenirlik
Uyarlanan 6lcegin giivenirligini degerlendirmek i¢in en yaygin olarak kabul edilen ve

siklikla kullanilan 6l¢iit olarak Cronbach alfa degerleri dikkate alinmistir. Bu 6lgiitler Tiirkge

formdaki maddelerin istenen yapiyr ne kadar tutarli bir sekilde Slctiiglinii belirlemek icin
kullanilmastir.

Tablo 4
Dort boyutlu etkin katilim 6lgegi ve alt boyutlar1 giivenirlik kat sayilari

Alt Boyut Madde Sayisi Cronbach Alfa
Davranisal Etkin Katilim 4 .94
Yapici Etkin Katilim 5 .85
Bilisgsel Etkin Katilim 4 .85
Duyussal Etkin Katilim 4 .88
Toplam Etkin Katilim Olgegi 17 92

Uyarlanan dért boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgegi icin hesaplanan Cronbach Alpha degeri
.92 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin alt boyutlarinin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayilar1 .85 ile
.94 arasinda degerler almistir. Nunnally ve Bernstein’a (1994) gore, Cronbach alfa
degerlerinin .70 veya iizerinde olmasi genellikle bir Olgegin giivenirligini gdstermek igin
yeterli kabul edilir. Tiim bu sonuclara gore dlgegin kendisinden ve alt boyutlarindan elde

edilen giivenirlik katsayilarindan hareketle uyarlanan Etkin Katilm Olgeginin giivenilir bir
Olgme araci oldugu sdylenebilir.

Cinsiyet Degiskeni Bulgulari

Lise Ogrencilerinin derse etkin katilimlarinin cinsiyete gore degisip degismedigini
belirlemek i¢in Bagimsiz Orneklemler t testi kullanilmistir ve bulgular tablo 5’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 5
Cinsiyete gore lise Ogrencilerinin dort boyutlu etkin katilim 6l¢eginden aldiklar1 puanlarin
tanimlayici istatistikleri ve bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglari

Degisken Grup N X SS T P

Davranigsal Etkin Katilim Erkek 179 19,60 6,60 1,011 313
Kadin 221 20,24 6,13

Yapici Etkin Katilim Erkek 179 19,71 8,02 383,702
Kadin 221 20,00 7,30

Biligsel Etkin Katilim Erkek 179 18,49 6,11 969 333
Kadin 221 19,08 5,99

Duyussal Etkin Katilim Erkek 179 17,59 7,01 , 753 452
Kadin 221 18,08 5,85

Toplam Etkin Katilim Olgegi Erkek 179 75,40 22,15 ,958 ,339
Kadm 221 77,42 20,02

Erkek ve kiz 6grenciler arasinda dort boyutlu Etkin Katilim Olgegi toplam puanlarinda
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir (t(398)=958, p=.339). Kiz &grenciler
(x=77,42) erkek ogrencilerden (X=75,40) biraz daha yiiksek puanlar almis olsa da, bu fark
istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Benzer sekilde davranigsal etkin katilim (t(ses)=1,101,
p=.313), yapic1 etkin katilim (t(398)=383, p=.702), biligsel etkin katilim (t(393)=969, p=.333) ve
duyussal etkin katilim (t(sg8)=753, p=.452) boyutlarinda cinsiyete dayali énemli bir fark
gozlemlenmemistir.

Akademik Basar1 Degiskeni Bulgular:

Katilimcilarin akademik basarilan ile etkin katilim diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark
olup olmadigini incelemek igin Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (One-Way ANOVA) testi
kullanilmastir.

Tablo 6
Akademik basariya gore lise 0grencilerinin dort boyutlu etkin katilim 6lgeginden aldiklar
puanlarin tanimlayici istatistikleri ve one-way ANOVA testi sonuglari

Degisken Basar1 Grubu N X SS F p n?
Davranigsal Etkin Katilim 0-49 (Gegmez) 65 16,23 7,46 8,715 <,001 ,081
50-59 (Geger) 53 18,96 5,59
60-69 (Orta) 66 20,45 6,42
70-84 (Iyi) 107 20,93 5,66
85-100 (Pek Tyi) 109 21,41 5,69
Yapici Etkin Katilim 0-49 (Gegmez) 65 14,89 790 10,854 <,001 ,099
50-59 (Geger) 53 18,84 7,01
60-69 (Orta) 66 20,21 7,34
70-84 (Iyi) 107 21,89 7,28
85-100 (Pek lyi) 109 21,16 6,94
Bilissel Etkin Katilim 0-49 (Gegmez) 65 14,84 6,85 11,859 <,001 ,107
50-59 (Geger) 53 18,33 5,63
60-69 (Orta) 66 18,34 5,92
70-84 (Iyi) 107 19,75 591

85-100 (Pek Iyi) 109 20,77 4,69
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Tablo 6
Devami
Degisken Basar1 Grubu N X ss F p n?
Duyussal Etkin Katilim 0-49 (Gegmez) 65 13,63 7,47 10,843 <,001 ,099
50-59 (Geger) 53 1703 568
60-69 (Orta) 66 19,33 6,05
70-84 (iyi) 107 18,44 571

85-100 (Pek lyi) 109 19,33 5,77
Toplam Etkin Katilim Olgegi 0-49 (Gegmez) 65 59,60 24,82 16,920 <,001 ,146

50-59 (Geger) 53 73,18 17,47
60-69 (Orta) 66 78,34 18,79
70-84 (iyi) 107 81,03 18,96

85-100 (Pek lyi) 109 82,68 17,70

Analiz sonuglarma gore, Etkin Katilm Olgegi toplam puanlari ile katilimcilarin
akademik basarilar1 arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik ortaya ¢ikmistir (F=16.920,
p<.001). Post-hoc testi sonuglarina gore, 0-49 (ge¢mez) grubunda yer alan 6grencilerin diger
tiim gruplara kiyasla daha diigiik puanlar alarak gruplar arasinda anlamli farklar goriilmektedir
(p<.001). Buna ek olarak, 50-59 (geger) grubu ile 85-100 (pek iyi) ve 60-69 (orta) grubu ile
yine 85-100 (pek iyi) grubu arasinda anlamli fark vardir (p<.001).

Olgegin, davramsal etkin katihm (F=8.715, p<.001), yapic1 etkin katilim (F=10,854,
p<.001), biligsel etkin katillm (F=11,859, p<.001) ve duyussal etkin katilim (F=10,843,
p<.001) boyutlarinda da anlaml farkliliklar hesaplanmistir. Davranigsal etkin katilim boyutu
icin yapilan ¢oklu karsilastirmalar, 60-69 (orta), 70-84 (iyi) ve 85-100 (pek iyi) kategorisinde
olan ogrencilerin 0-49 (gegmez) kategorisinden anlamli diizeyde yiiksek puanlara sahip
oldugunu gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, yapici etkin katilim boyutunda tiim basar1 gruplari, O-
49 (gegmez) grubuna gore anlaml diizeyde daha yiiksek puan almistir (p<.001). Bilissel etkin
katilim boyutundaki karsilastirmalar ise diger tiim basari gruplarinin “0-49” grubundan
anlamli bicimde yiiksek biligsel etkin katilim puanlara sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica,
50-59 (geger) grubu ile 85-100 (pek iyi) grubu arasinda da anlamli bir fark ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Son olarak, duyussal etkin katilim boyutunda tiim bagar1 gruplar1 0-49 (gegmez) grubuna gore
anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek puan almigtir (p<.001).

Hesaplanan etki biiyiikliikleri (n?) 0,081 ile 0,146 arasinda degigsmekte olup bu da orta
ila biiylik bir etki biiyiikliigiinii gostermekte ve akademik basari ile 6grenci etkin katilimi
arasinda 6nemli etkisi oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir.

Sinif Diizeyi Degiskeni Bulgular

Ogrencilerin etkin katilim diizeyleri ile simf diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir fark olup
olmadigin1 arastirmak i¢in Tek Yonli Varyans Analizi (One-Way ANOVA) testi
kullanilmustir.

Tablo 7
Smif diizeyine gore lise Ogrencilerinin dort boyutlu etkin katilim o6lgeginden aldiklart
puanlarin tanimlayici istatistikleri ve one-way ANOVA testi sonuglari

Degisken Simif N X ss F p 2
Davranigsal Etkin Katilim 9. Simuf 147 20,65 6,55 11,975 <,001 ,083
10. Simaf 150 21,38 5,06
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Degisken Simf N X ss F p n?
11.Smf 49 17,06 7,26
12. Smf 54 16,76 6,36
Yapici Etkin Katilim 9. Smif 147 19,63 8,15 ,804 492 ,006
10. Ssuf 150 20,61 7,13
11.Smf 49 19,10 8,26
12. Simf 54 19,24 6,87
Biligsel Etkin Katilim 9.Smif 147 18,20 6,52 6,502 <,001 ,047
10. Simf 150 20,41 5,14
11. Smuf 49 16,73 7,01
12. Simf 54 17,98 5,20
Duyussal Etkin Katilim 9. Simf 147 17,76 6,93 6,912 <,001 ,050
10. Simif 150 19,41 5,63
11.Smf 49 15,69 6,96
12. Simaf 54 15,83 5,22
Toplam Etkin Katilim Olgegi 9. Smif 147 76,24 23,65 7,699 <001 ,055
10. Ssuf 150 81,80 17,11
11. Simif 49 68,59 23,81
12. Simf 54 69,81 16,15

Etkin Katilim Olgegi toplam puanlarinda sinif seviyeleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak
anlamli farkliliklar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir (F=7.699, p<.001). Post-hoc testi sonuglarina gore,
10.sinif 6grencilerinin, 11. (p=.002) ve 12. (p<.001) sinif 6grencilerine kiyasla 6nemli dlglide
daha yiiksek etkin katilim puanlar1 elde ettigini gostermistir.

Davranigsal (F=11.975, p<.001), biligsel (F=6,502, p<.001,) ve duyussal etkin katilim
(F=6,912, p<.001) boyutlarinda da anlamli farkliliklar hesaplanmigtir. Davranigsal etkin
katilm boyutu i¢in yapilan karsilastirma, 9. ve 10. siif Ogrencilerinin 11. ve 12. sif
ogrencilerine kiyasla daha yiliksek puanlar aldiklarini gostermistir (p<.001). Bilissel etkin
katilim boyutu i¢inse yine 10.simf 6grencileri 9. ve 11. sinif dgrencilerinden daha yliksek
puanlar almigladir (p<.001). Bir baska boyut olan duyussal etkin katilim boyutunda da benzer
sekilde 10.simf 6grencileri 11. ve 12. smf 6grencilerine oranla yliksek puanlar elde ettigi
bulgularda ifade edilmistir (p<.001). Ancak, siniflar arasinda yapici etkin katilim boyutunda
anlamli bir fark goézlemlenmemistir (p=.492). Hesaplanan etki biiyiikliikleri (n?) 0,047 ile
0,083 arasinda degismekte olup, bu da sinif diizeylerinin dgrencilerin etkin katilim diizeyleri
tizerinde orta derecede bir etki oldugunu gostermektedir.

Tartisma

Bu caligmada etkin katilimin 6grenme iizerindeki rolii ve 6grenci akademik basarisi
iizerindeki etkisi acisindan daha fazla incelenmeye deger oldugu igin Etkin Katilim Olgegi
(Reeve, 2013) Tiirkgeye ve Tiirk kiiltiirtine uyarlanmistir. Bu calisma, Etkin Katilim
Olgeginin gecerligini ve giivenirligini degerlendirerek, cesitli sosyodemografik degiskenler
acisindan lise Ogrencilerinin etkin katilim diizeylerini incelemistir. Uyarlama asamasinda
yapilan psikometrik analizler, 6lcegin gecerli ve giivenilir bir ara¢ oldugunu ortaya
koymustur. Bu bulgu uluslararasi alan yazinda (Diniyah vd., 2025; Mari¢i¢ ve Lavicza, 2024)
ve Tiirkiye’de (Eren, 2013; Hidiroglu, 2014; Ucar ve Sungur, 2018) yapilan 6l¢ek uyarlama
caligma bulgulari ile uyumludur.
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Calisma kapsaminda lise 6grencilerinin etkin katilimlarinin cinsiyete gore degismedigi
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgu, Reeve (2013) ve S6kmen (2021) tarafindan yapilan aragtirmalarin
bulgular ile tutarlidir. Ote yandan, Reeve ve Tseng (2011) yaptiklari ¢alismada alt boyut olan
davranigsal etkin katilimin kizlar lehine yliksek oldugunu bulmustur. Ayrica, yiiriitiilen bagka
bir caligmada erkek ogrencilerin etkin katilimin alt boyutu olan yapic1 etkin katilim
diizeylerinin kiz ogrencilerden istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde yiiksek oldugunu
gostermistir (Jang vd. 2023). Bir baska ¢aligsma ise davranigsal, duyussal, bilissel ve yapict
etkin katilim olmak iizere tiim boyutlarda kiz 6grencilerin erkek ogrencilere kiyasla daha
yiilksek puanlar aldigini gostermistir (Banithashem vd., 2021). Son olarak, Lietaert ve
arkadaslar1 (2015), 6lgek bulgular1 ve Ogretmen goriisleri dogrultusunda kiz 6grencilerin
erkeklerden ¢ok daha yiiksek diizeyde ders etkin katilim sagladiklarin1 belirtmiglerdir.

Bu calismada lise 6grencilerinin etkin katilim puanlari sinif diizeylerine gore incelenmis
9. ve 10. smiflarin son siniflara gore etkin katilim puanlarinin daha yliksek oldugu
bulunmustur. Reeve ve Tseng (2011) de 10. sinif 6grencilerinin, 11. ve 12. simiflara gére daha
yiiksek diizeyde yapici etkin katilima sahip olduklarini belirtmiglerdir. Benzer sekilde, bir
baska calismada yapici etkin katilm boyutunun diizeyi yas arttikga dnemli Olclide azaldigt
sonucuna ulagilmistir (Montenegro ve Schmidt, 2023). Chala (2025) ise 9., 10. ve 11. simf
ogrencileri ile yaptigi calismada 11. siif G6grencilerin etkin katilim diizeylerinin diger
siniflara nazaran daha diisiik oldugu sonucunu bulmustur. Hartono ve arkadaglar1 (2019) da
ogrencilerin 10. siiftan baslayarak 12. sinifa dogru derse yonelik etkin katilimlarinin anlaml
olarak azaldigini ifade etmislerdir. Tiirk egitim sistemi baglaminda 12. sinif diizeyine dogru
ogrenciler, girecekleri Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlari Smavina (YKS) dair baski ve kaygi
yasayarak olumsuz duygular gelistirmekte iiniversite sinavini bir 6liim kalim meselesi olarak
gormektedirler (Yiiksel vd., 2023). Bu sebeple 6grenciler, okula gelip derslere katilmak yerine
devamsizlik yaparak bireysel olarak sinav hazirligima oncelik vermekte (Uzun ve Kemerli,
2019) ve smav merkezli bir kaygi yasamaktadirlar (Wang ve Eccles, 2012). Ayrica Uzun ve
Kemerli (2019) akademik hedefleri olmayan 12.simif diizeyine gelen Ogrencilerin zamanla
biriken ilgisizlikleri en yiiksek seviyeye ulasarak mezuniyete az zaman kalmasi diisiincesiyle
devamsizliklarinin  herhangi bir sonug¢ dogurmayacagini diisiinerek derslere katilim
saglamadiklarini eklemislerdir. Bu baglamda 6zellikle lise son sinifa dogru 6grenciler sinav
kaygisi ile birlikte okul tiikenmisligi yasamaktadirlar (Demir ve Gengdogan, 2017). Son
olarak, Seker ve Yavuzer (2017), asir1 ders calisan lise Ogrencilerinin tiikkenmislik hissi
yasadiklarini ve derslerine olan ilgilerinin azaldigini vurgulamislardir.

Ogrencilerin etkin katilim diizeyleri ile akademik basarilar1 arasinda yapilan analizler
sonucunda etkin katilim diizeyi yiiksek olan 6grencilerin akademik basar1 puanlarinin daha
yiiksek, etkin katilim diizeyleri diisiik olanlarin ise akademik basar1 puanlarinin daha diisiik
oldugu bulunmustur. Bu bulgu Giinii¢’iin (2014) bulgular1 ve Lei ve arkadaglarinin (2018)
yaptig1 meta analiz ¢aligmasindan elde ettikleri bulgular ile de tutarhidir. Bu dogrultuda
ogrenciler siif i¢i etkinliklere etkin katilim sagladiklar1 takdirde akademik basarilar1 artmakta
etkin katilim saglamadiklarinda ise akademik basar1 diismektedir (Celik vd., 2018). Ayrica,
bilissel ve yapici etkin katilim boyutlarinda elde edilen yiiksek puanlar, basarmin elde
edilmesi i¢in zihinsel ve psikolojik yatirimin da gerekli oldugunu da gostermektedir (Reeve,
2012). Hidiroglu (2014) ise akademik basari ile yapici etkin katilim boyutu hari¢ diger tiim
boyutlarin anlamli bir iligki icinde oldugu sonucuna ulagmastir.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Etkin Katim Olgeginin Tiirkge uyarlamasi, orijinal 6lcekteki dort faktdrlii yapinin
korunmasiyla beraber Tirk kiiltiirine uygun hale getirilmis ve lise Ogrencileri iizerinde
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uygulanarak dogrulanmistir. Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi, maddelerin ayirt ediciligi, glivenirlik
katsayilar1 ve ol¢iit gecerligi kapsaminda elde edilen istatistikler ile birlikte 6lgegin giivenilir
ve gecerli bir 6lgme araci oldugu sdylenebilir.

Bu 06l¢egi digerlerinden ayiran en 6nemli 6zelligi mevcut alan yazina katki saglayan
yapict etkin katilm boyutunu igermesidir. 21. ylizyill 6grencilerinin kendileri i¢in daha
destekleyici bir 6grenme ortami yaratmak amaciyla sdyledikleri ve yaptiklar ile ilgilenen bu
boyut, o6grenci merkezli bir O6gretim silirecinde 6grencilerin derse etkin katilimlarini
degerlendirme noktasinda 6nemli bir boyut olarak 6l¢ekte yerini almaktadir. Ayrica ¢alismada
ogrencilerin etkin katilim diizeylerinin cinsiyet, akademik basar1 ve siif diizeyi gibi
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesiyle, Olgegin yapisal dogrulugu ve dissal gecerligi
kanitlanmaya c¢alisilmig ve alanda kullanilabilecek ekili bir psikometrik ara¢ oldugu
dogrulanmistir.

Tiirkceye uyarlanan 6lgme araci lise 0grencilerinin derslere etkin katilim diizeylerini
dort boyutta 6lgmesi nedeniyle egitimciler ve arastirmacilar i¢in 6nemli bir tarama araci
olarak kullanilabilir. Okul rehberlik servisleri, 6gretmenler ve arastirmacilar grencilerin
derslere biligsel, davranigsal, duyussal ve yapici olarak etkin katilimlarini dlgerek 6grenme
stireclerini degerlendirmek amaciyla bu 6lgme aracini kullanalabilir. Deneysel ve tarama
caligmalarinda bilissel ve duyussal 6grenme ¢iktilarinin araci degiskeni olarak etkin katilimin
ozellikle yapict etkin katilm boyutuyla birlikte incelenmesi alana 6nemli katki getirebilir.
Ayrica, boylamsal c¢aligmalarla birlikte G6grencilerin zaman icindeki etkin katilimlarinin
degisimi takip edilebilir. Uyarlama calismasinin ortaokul Ogrencileri ile genisletilmesi ve
farkl1 okul tiirlerinde uygulanmasi alana 6nemli katki saglayabilir. Ozetle, Tiirkgeye ve Tiirk
kiiltiiriine uyarlanan Etkin Katihlm Olgegi arastirmacilara 6grencilerin derse yonelik etkin
katilimi ile ilgili ¢aligmalarinda tanisal bir arag olarak veri toplama imkani sunabilir. Son
olarak ise bu uyarlama ¢alismasi lise 6grencileri ile sinirhidir.
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Abstract

Engagement, a key factor in students’ academic achievement, directly influences learning outcomes and
classroom experiences. Considering its importance in educational literature, this study aimed to adapt the four-
dimensional Engagement Scale (Reeve, 2013), which addresses the behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and agentic
aspects of engagement, into Turkish and to conduct reliability and validity analyses. To this end, the scale was
first linguistically adapted through translation and back-translation, and found to be linguistically equivalent. The
scale was then applied to 400 high school students. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to
assess construct validity, revealing that the model’s fit indices were consistent with the data and that the Turkish
adaptation of the scale preserved the original structure. Item analysis was performed to assess the items’
discriminative properties, and it was determined that no items required removal. The calculation of Cronbach’s
Alpha reliability coefficients confirmed that the scale is a reliable instrument. Criterion validity was assessed by
correlating the scores with those obtained from Giiveng’s (2015) scale. To support the scale’s validity and
reliability, it was examined whether students’ engagement differed by gender, grade level, and academic
achievement. In conclusion, the 17-item, four-dimensional Engagement Scale was found to be a valid and
reliable instrument. High school students’ engagement level did not differ by gender but varied according to
grade level and academic achievement. Furthermore, students with higher academic achievement demonstrated
higher levels of engagement.

Keywords: Engagement, emotional engagement, cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement, agentic
engagement

Introduction

Student engagement is recognised in the educational literature as a key component of
academic success (Fredricks et al., 2019; Reyes et al., 2012) and is said to shape students’
personal development, academic performance, and learning processes (Wong & Liem, 2022).
Because of the multidimensional and complex nature of the concept of engagement, researchers
have interpreted its definition in various ways (Trowler et al., 2022). Consequently, definitions
of engagement have evolved and been expanded to include different dimensions over time.
Researchers initially focused on observable behaviours such as in-class engagement and time
spent on learning (Natriello, 1984), then on emotional characteristics such as commitment to
learning, a sense of belonging and curiosity (Connell, 1990), and finally on the cognitive aspects
of engagement, such as perseverance and the use of learning strategies (Fredricks et al., 2004).
Drawing on various definitions, Wong and Liem (2022) have divided student engagement into
two distinct categories to enhance conceptual clarity: learning engagement and school
engagement. They define learning engagement as the psychological state that enables students to
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engage in learning activities in line with their efforts, whereas school engagement is defined as
the connection students establish with individuals and communities within the school, as well as
their engagement in activities organised by the school.

Within the scope of this study, the focus has been on learning processes that predominantly
take place in the classroom environment, and the concept of engagement—defined by Reeve and
Tseng (2011) as comprising four dimensions: behavioral, emotional, cognitive and agentic
engagement—has been examined. No adaptation of the scale updated by Reeve (2013)
specifically designed for high school students has been identified in the national literature.
Consequently, it is anticipated that adapting the existing four-dimensional Engagement Scale to
the Turkish language and culture will contribute to the literature.

Three-Dimensional Engagement Model

Reschly and Christenson (2022), referring to the multifaceted nature of engagement,
defined it as a complex structure combining three dimensions: behavioral, emotional and
cognitive. This classification has been generally supported by many researchers in the
educational literature and has been the subject of numerous studies (Bond, 2020; Fredricks et al.,
2019; Lin et al., 2024; Lo & Hew, 2021). Based on this classification, engagement is the amount
of time and energy students devote to their studies, as reflected in a range of behavioral,
cognitive, and emotional indicators within a learning community (Bond, 2020).

Behavioral engagement involves actions that can be directly observed, such as
participating in in-class or out-of-class activities, asking questions, making an effort, attending
class, and avoiding negative behaviours (Appleton et al., 2008). Another definition describes
students’ behaviours and engagement in school-related activities as passive behavioral
engagement (complying with class expectations and participating in activities) and active
behavioral engagement (not only complying with expectations but also asking questions,
contributing to class discussions, and continuing to participate in class despite distractions)
(Nguyen et al., 2018). In short, indicators such as listening attentively to the teacher when a topic
is being explained, making an effort during learning activities, taking notes in class, and focusing
on the lesson physically are at the core of behavioural engagement.

The process by which students start making strategic and cognitive investments in their
learning is known as cognitive engagement (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2012). During this process,
students exert mental effort to make sense of complex ideas, concepts or skills using self-
regulated strategies. This dimension refers to the student’s cognitive investment in the learning
process (Fredricks, 2023). Students with a high level of cognitive engagement demonstrate self-
regulatory behaviours such as planning and monitoring whilst working on a task, focusing on
learning and understanding the content rather than simply completing a task or achieving the
highest mark (Li & Lajoie, 2021; Pohl, 2020; Wolters, 2004) and do not give up when the task is
difficult (Naibert et al., 2022). The indicators of the cognitive engagement dimension include
activating prior knowledge, employing learning strategies, setting goals, and reviewing,
managing, and controlling the learning process (Li, 2021).

Emotional engagement describes the positive and negative reactions students display
towards the learning process, the quality of their relationships with peers, and their commitment
to school (Bond & Bedenlier, 2019). This dimension generally encompasses positive and
negative reactions such as interest, enjoyment, enthusiasm, distress, anxiety and sadness
(Fredricks et al., 2016). Students that exhibit high levels of emotional engagement are engaged in
their studies, enjoy learning, and believe that their classmates value and accept them
(Derakhshan et al., 2022). To put it another way, they are intrinsically motivated to learn because
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they perceive the school as an important part of their lives, driven by the sense of value,
commitment and belonging they feel (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Fourth Dimension: Agentic Engagement

Reeve and Tseng (2011), noting that the concept of three-dimensional engagement is
insufficient, proposed agentic engagement as a fourth dimension. This is because the three-
dimensional framework overlooks processes in which students organize and take ownership of
their own learning processes (Reeve & Tseng 2011; Reeve, 2013). Students do not merely
participate in learning activities; they also enrich these activities by behaving proactively (Reeve,
2013). Students engage in their own learning processes by making the subject more interesting or
challenging in a way suited to their own level, by attempting to learn not alone but with a
partner, by personalising the learning material, by generating alternatives, by expressing their
choices, and even by creating or demanding learning opportunities rather than merely reacting to
what is offered (Reeve et al., 2025). That is to say, students with a high level of agentic
engagement can freely express their ideas, state their preferences, and make suggestions and
contributions regarding the lesson (Reeve & Jang, 2022). Moreover, students strive to create a
motivating classroom environment for themselves by asking questions that aid their learning,
expressing their thoughts, and stating their requests during the lesson (Zambrano et al., 2022).
Research indicates that students’ agentic engagement in lessons transforms teachers’ behaviour,
thereby creating a more motivating environment over time (Jang et al., 2023; Matos et al., 2018;
Patall et al., 2019; Reeve et al., 2020). Furthermore, research has shown that because students
adapt the lesson to suit their own interests and abilities, their basic psychological needs are also
better met (Reeve, 2020; Shogren et al., 2019).

Studies in the literature that examine the behavioral, cognitive and emotional dimensions
of engagement without including the dimension of agentic engagement do not fully support
theoretical assumptions regarding the learner’s influence on the learning process, and indicate a
moderate correlation between engagement and learning outcomes (Dogan, 2014; Lei et al., 2018;
Olivier et al., 2019). This situation may lead to incomplete findings regarding the lower
predictive power of engagement for learning outcomes, particularly academic achievement
(Reeve, 2013). Research by Reeve and Shin (2020) revealed that the effect of engagement on
academic achievement is evident only when the agentic engagement dimension is included.

Engagement Scales

Engagement is a multidimensional concept that is difficult to measure due to its complex
and implicit nature, and researchers have offered differing views on its measurement (Appleton
et al., 2008). In this context, Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer (2009) introduced a measurement
tool into the literature that assesses four dimensions—behavioral engagement, behavioral
disengagement, emotional engagement, and emotional disengagement—to determine the nature
of engagement in lessons. Furthermore, Lam and colleagues (2014) developed the three-
dimensional “Student Engagement in School Questionnaire (SESQ)”, a measure of engagement
with international validity and reliability. Furthermore, Veiga (2016) introduced the “Student
Engagement in School: Four-Dimensional Scale (SES-4DS)” to the literature, a scale
encompassing cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and agentic dimensions, designed to measure
students’ engagement with school rather than with a specific subject. Another measurement tool
is the four-dimensional Engagement Scale, developed by Reeve and Tseng (2011) to measure
students’ cognitive, emotional, behavioral and agentic levels of engagement in lessons, which
has been the subject of numerous adaptation studies. This scale was revised in 2013 by Reeve
because agentic engagement is not a one-sided process but requires mutual interaction with the
teacher, and the use of metacognitive strategies in the cognitive engagement dimension must
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align with agentic engagement. Following validity and reliability analyses, it has been
established as a measurement tool in the literature.

In Tirkiye, the scale developed by Dogan (2014) for middle school and high school
students addresses the behavioral, cognitive and emotional dimensions of engagement. Giiveng
(2015), on the other hand, developed the Engagement Scale to determine middle school and high
school students’ levels of engagement and disaffection with lessons. Giinii¢ and Kuzu (2015), on
the other hand, approached the concept of engagement as commitment and developed a scale to
measure students’ commitment to lessons and the campus within a university context. As part of
adaptation studies, Eren (2013) adapted the scale developed by Reeve and Tseng (2011) into
Turkish by conducting validity and reliability studies with prospective teachers. Furthermore,
Ugar and Sungur (2018) adapted the same scale to measure middle school students’ engagement
in science lessons, whilst Hidiroglu (2014) adapted it for primary school students. In short, a
review of the national literature reveals that whilst adaptations based on the Reeve and Tseng
(2011) model do exist, no adaptation of the updated version—revised by Reeve (2013) in line
with developments in the literature on engagement, featuring enhanced psychometric properties
and clarified cognitive/metacognitive distinctions—has been found in a sample of high school
students. For this reason, the primary aim of this study, which is anticipated to contribute to the
literature, is to adapt the current four-dimensional Engagement Scale to the Turkish language
and Turkish culture.

Method

In this study, the Engagement Scale, revised and updated by Reeve (2013), was adapted
into Turkish. Firstly, permission was obtained from the scale authors for the high school
adaptation; the scale was linguistically adapted, and its linguistic validity was examined.
Subsequently, the scale was administered to high school students to assess validity and
reliability, including construct and criterion validity. Furthermore, to support the validity and
reliability of the scale, an investigation was conducted to determine whether students’
engagement differed across variables such as gender, grade level, and academic achievement.

Prior to the data collection phase, Ethics Committee Approval (No.: E-84026528-050.99-
2500007704, Date: 09.01.2025), an Implementation Permit from the Provincial Directorate of
National Education (No.: MEB.TT.2025.019118, Date: 21.02.2025) and a usage permit for the
adaptation of the scale from the scale’s authors (Date: 20 November 2024) were obtained.

Study Group

As part of the study, 400 Anatolian high school students were reached using a typical case
sampling method. The study group consisted of Anatolian high school students from grades 9 to
12, attending schools administered by the Ministry of National Education in a city situated in the
Black Sea Region, during the spring semester of the 2024-2025 academic year. The study was
conducted face-to-face by visiting the participants’ schools. The sample consisted of 221
participants, of whom 55.3% were female and 44.8% were male. The ages of the participants
ranged from 14 to 18 years, with an average age of 15.65 years. The age distribution was as
follows: 14 years (n = 43, 10.8%), 15 years (n = 154, 38.5%), 16 years (n = 122, 30.5%), 17
years (n = 60, 15.0%), and 18 years (n = 21, 5.3%). In terms of grade level, 36.8% (n = 147) of
the participants were in the 9" grade, 37.5% (n = 150) in the 10" grade, 12.3% (n = 49) in the
11™ grade, and 13.6% (n = 54) in the 12" grade. Participants’ course scores ranged from 0-49
(n=65, 16.3%), 50-59 (n=53, 13.2%), 60-69 (n=66, 16.5%), 70-84 (n=107, 26.8%) and 85-100
(n=109, 27.2%). Furthermore, prior to commencing the analyses, the dataset was examined for
missing values, and 8 participants with missing values were excluded to ensure the reliability and
validity of the statistical results.
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During the data collection phase, visits were made to the relevant schools to consult with
school administrators, and data was collected face-to-face in April and May during the autumn
term of the 2024-2025 academic year, following the obtaining of parental consent for the
participating students.

Data Collection Tools
Four-Dimensional Engagement Scale

The Engagement Scale was developed in a Likert format, requiring participants to indicate
their level of agreement on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).
The scale comprises four sub-dimensions—behavioral, emotional, cognitive, and agentic
engagement—and includes 17 items. The behavioral engagement dimension comprises 4 items
and measures behavioral engagement in learning activities, as exemplified by the item “I try hard
to do well in this class.” The emotional engagement dimension comprises 4 items, such as “I
enjoy learning new things in this class.” Items for assessing the behavioral and emotional
engagement dimensions were taken from the scale developed by Skinner, Kindermann, and
Furrer (2009). The cognitive engagement dimension consists of 4 items and measures cognitive
activities during learning activities, as exemplified by the item “When doing work for this class,
I try to relate what I’m learning to what | already know.” For this dimension, the scale developed
by Wolters in 2004 was also utilised. The agentic engagement dimension, revised by Reeve,
comprises 5 items and measures the student’s ability to structure learning activities, as in the
example: “During class, | ask questions to help me learn.” Reeve (2013) reported Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients for the scale as .87 for the behavioral engagement dimension, .91 for the
emotional engagement dimension, .72 for the cognitive engagement dimension, and .84 for the
agentic engagement dimension.

Turkish Adaptation and Linguistic Validity

The scale was translated back and forth into Turkish using a translation-back-translation
method. This study was carried out with the participation of experts from the fields of
Curriculum and Instruction, Turkish Language and Literature, English Language Teaching, and
Translation and Interpreting. The scale was translated into Turkish by six language experts; the
resulting scale form was examined from both educational and Turkish-language perspectives.
Subsequently, this scale form was translated from Turkish into English by six different language
experts, and its consistency with the original form was determined. The language equivalence of
the Turkish scale form was tested by administering it at short intervals to 50 university students
enrolled in the English Language Teaching programme; a high correlation (r = 0.915, p < .001)
was observed between the scores, confirming that the Turkish scale form was linguistically
equivalent.

Giiven¢ Engagement Scale

To assess criterion validity, the scale developed by Giiveng (2015) was employed to
measure students’ engagement and disaffection in relation to a specific course. This 16-item
instrument utilizes a four-point Likert scale and encompasses four dimensions: behavioral
engagement, behavioral disaffection, emotional engagement, and emotional disaffection. Giiveng
(2015) reported the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficients for the scale as .81 for
behavioral engagement, .71 for emotional engagement, .75 for behavioral disaffection, and .71
for emotional disaffection. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the scale’s 8-item engagement
section was found to be .82, whereas that for the 8-item disaffection section was .83. In this
study, the engagement section was calculated as .81, the behavioral engagement dimension as
.77, and the emotional engagement dimension as .78; while the disaffection section was found to
be .83, the behavioral disaffection dimension .77, and the emotional disaffection dimension .74.
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Data Analysis

Prior to validity and reliability analyses, it was examined whether the items in the scale
met the normality assumption. As the obtained skewness and kurtosis values fell within the
recommended acceptable ranges and the normality assumption was met, parametric tests were
applied. In this context, the threshold values proposed by George and Mallery (2019) (skewness
< #£2, kurtosis < +2) were used. As all items met the normality assumption, analyses were
conducted using the original item scores without applying any data transformation.

To assess the fit and validity of the current model within the framework of construct
validity, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis was performed. This analysis considered the chi-square
(x> value, degrees of freedom, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI),
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). Subsequently, criterion validity was examined using Pearson product-
moment correlation, followed by reliability analyses using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
Furthermore, to assess the discriminant properties of the scale items, the means of participants in
the lower and upper 27% groups were compared using an independent samples t-test. An
independent samples t-test was used for the gender variable, while ANOVA was used for the
grade level and academic achievement variables. When statistically significant differences
emerged in the results (p<.05), pairwise comparisons were conducted using Tukey’s (HSD) post-
hoc test if variances were homogeneous, or the Games-Howell test if variances were not
homogeneous, and groups that differed from one another were identified. To determine the
magnitude of the differences between groups, Cohen’s d and eta-squared (1?) coefficients were
calculated. SPSS and AMOS software packages were used in the study for descriptive statistics,
reliability analysis, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Findings
Construct Validity

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the validity of the adapted
scale. Table 1 presents the fit indices for the Turkish-adapted version of the scale, along with
those of the original four-dimensional Engagement Scale (Reeve, 2013), and the benchmark
values reported by Hu and Bentler (1999).

Table 1
Model fit statistics

Original Adapted Perfect Fit Acceptable
Index Scale Scale Fit
Y 360.61 294.375
Sd 266 113
1 df 1,355 2,605 >3 >1
CFI .98 961 <.95 >.90
NNFI/TLI .98 .953 <0.95 >0.90
SRMR .069 .056 > .08 <0.08
RMSEA .076 .063 > 0.06 <0.06

According to the findings in Table 1, the results of the DFA revealed the following model
fit indices: y*/df = 2.605 (294.375/113, p <.001), CFI = .961, NNFI/TLI = .953, SRMR = .056
and RMSEA = .063. The obtained CFI, NNFI/TLI, and SRMR values indicated perfect fit, while
the y?/df and RMSEA values fell within the recommended acceptable range. Based on these
findings, it was determined that the four-dimensional structure was preserved, the model’s
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overall fit indices were consistent with the data, and the Turkish-adapted scale reflected the
original structure.
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Figure 1
Path diagram of the adapted four-dimensional engagement scale

When examining the factor loadings, the loadings for the behavioral engagement
dimension ranged from .84 to .94, while the factors for the agentic engagement dimension took
values between .68 and .80. In the cognitive engagement sub-dimension, the factor loadings were
observed to range from .65 to .82. Finally, in the emotional engagement dimension, the factors
were loaded between .71 and .90. All these results indicated that the factor loadings were
acceptable from a model-fitting perspective (Black & Babin, 2019; Hair et al., 2018).

Item Discrimination

Item analysis was conducted to assess the scale’s discriminant properties. As part of the
analysis, participants’ total scores on the scale were ranked from lowest to highest, forming a
lower 27% (n=114) and an upper 27% (n=114) group. The differences between the item means
of these two groups were examined using an independent-samples t-test; additionally, adjusted
item-total correlation coefficients were calculated to assess the items’ fit with the scale as a
whole.
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Table 2
Item-total correlations and lower-upper group comparison analyses of the four-dimensional
engagement scale

S_ub— _ ltem No Lower 27% Upper 27% Group T Adjusted Item—TotaI
dimension Groupn=114 n=114 Correlation
X ss X ss
Behavioral 1 3.40 1.66 6.55 0.57 19.170* 76

2 3.24 1.57 6.41 0.64  20.016* .76
3 3.61 1.73 6.57 0.59 17.281* 71
4 2.73 1.38 5.96 0.93 20.784* .75
Agentic 1 2.18 1.35 5.37 1.38 17,600* .55
2 2.70 1.68 5.66 1.34 14.692* .56
3 2.71 1.78 5.27 1.34 12,285* 45
4 2.46 1.52 571 1.17 18.159* .64
5 2.29 1.58 4.70 1.72 11.038* 48
Cognitive 1 3.26 1.70 6.13 0.96 15.643* .62
2 3.38 1.78 5.90 1.16 12.688* .55
3 3.07 1.69 5.82 1.12 14.483* .60
4 3.24 1.73 5.72 1.44 11.785* .50
Emotional 1 2.73 1.44 5.70 1.27 16.539* .64
2 2.69 1.40 5.67 1.22 17,100* .66
3 3.08 1.53 6.16 1.08 17.573* .69
4 2.62 1.61 5.93 1.20 17.611* .64

Table 2 shows that the mean scores of the upper 27% group for all items in the sub-
dimensions were statistically significantly higher than those of the lower 27% group (p<.001).
The fact that the t-values for all items were significant indicates that the items successfully
distinguished between individuals who possessed the measured trait and those who did not.
When considering the adjusted item-total correlation coefficients, the values ranged from .45 to
.76. Given that the accepted lower limit for item-total correlation in the literature is .30
(Biiytikoztirk, 2018), it was concluded that all items in the scale had high validity and internal
consistency, and therefore, there was no need to remove any items from the scale.

Criterion Validity

To test criterion validity, the Engagement Scale developed by Giiveng (2015) was
administered to participants, and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
calculated for scores on the two scales.

Table 3
Findings on the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients for criterion validity
Scales/Dimensions Behavioral Agentic Cognitive Emotional  Total
Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement
Behavioral Engagement 522** 579** .320** .399** .582**
Emotional Engagement 129%* 419%* 455%* 637** .697**
Total Engagement J43** 587** A61** B617** 158**
Behavioral Disaffection -571** -.308** -.322** -.448** -513**
Emotional Disaffection -.466** - 419** -.255** -.392** —0.486**

Total Disaffection -.614** -0.423** -0.342** -0.496** -.589**
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According to the analysis results presented in Table 3, it was determined that there were
positive and statistically significant correlations at a moderate to high level between the
behavioral, emotional and total engagement scores of the criterion scale and the behavioral,
agentic, cognitive, emotional and total engagement scores of the adapted scale (p<.01).
Conversely, negative and significant correlations were found between the behavioral, emotional
and total disaffection scores of the criterion scale and all sub-dimensions of the adapted scale, as
well as its total engagement scores. This finding clearly demonstrated that the reverse-scored
items functioned as expected and that the adapted scale has high criterion validity.

Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha was considered the most widely accepted and frequently used measure
for assessing the reliability of the adapted scale. These measures were used to determine the
extent to which the items in the Turkish version consistently measured the intended construct.

Table 4
Reliability coefficients of the four-dimensional engagement scale and its sub-dimensions

Sub-dimension Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha
Behavioral Engagement 4 .94
Agentic Engagement 5 .85
Cognitive Engagement 4 .85
Emotional Engagement 4 .88
Total Engagement Scale 17 .92

The Cronbach’s alpha value calculated for the adapted four-dimensional Engagement Scale
was found to be .92. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients for the scale’s sub-dimensions
ranged from .85 to .94. According to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), Cronbach’s alpha values of
.70 or above are generally considered sufficient to indicate a scale’s reliability. Based on these
results and the reliability coefficients obtained from the scale and its sub-dimensions, it can be
concluded that the adapted Engagement Scale is a reliable measurement tool.

Findings on the Gender Variable

An independent samples t-test was used to determine whether high school students’
engagement in lessons varied by gender, and the findings are presented in Table 5.

Table 5
Descriptive statistics of the scores obtained by high school students on the four-dimensional
engagement scale by gender and results of the independent samples t-test

Variable Group N X SS T p
Behavioral Engagement Male 179 19.60 6.60 1.011 313
Female 221 20.24 6.13
Agentic Engagement Male 179 19.71 8.02 383,702
Female 221 20.00 7.30
Cognitive Engagement Male 179 18.49 6.11 ,969 ,333
Female 221 19.08 5.99
Emotional Engagement Male 179 17.59 7.01 ,753 452
Female 221 18.08 5.85
Total Engagement Scale Male 179 75.40 22.15 958  ,339

Female 221 77.42 20.02
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No statistically significant difference was found in the total scores of the four-dimensional
Engagement Scale between male and female students (t(sgs )=958, p=.339). Although female
students (X=77.42) scored slightly higher than male students (X=75.40), this difference was not
statistically significant. Similarly, behavioral engagement (t(ss )=1.101, p=.313), agentic
engagement (t(sgs )=383, p=.702), cognitive engagement (t(sgs )=969, p=.333) and emotional
engagement (t(sgs )=753, p=.452), no significant gender-based differences were observed.

Findings on the Academic Achievement Variable

A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was used to examine whether there was a
significant difference between participants’ course scores and their levels of engagement.

Table 6
Descriptive statistics of the scores obtained by high school students on the four-dimensional
engagement scale according to course scores and the results of the one-way ANOVA test

Variable Course Scores N X SS F p n?
Behavioral Engagement 0-49 (Fail) 65 16.23 746 8.715 <0.001 ,081
50-59 (Pass) 53 18.96 5.59
60-69 (Moderate) 66 20.45 6.42
70-84 (Good) 107  20.93 5.66
85-100 (Very Good) 109 21.41 5.69
Agentic Engagement 0-49 (Fail) 65 14.89 7.90 10.854  <0.001 ,099
50-59 (Pass) 53 18.84 7.01
60-69 (Moderate) 66 20.21 7.34
70-84 (Good) 107 21.89 7.28
85-100 (Very Good) 109 21.16 6.94
Cognitive Engagement 0-49 (Fail) 65 14.84 6.85 11.859 <0.001 ,107
50-59 (Pass) 53 18.33 5.63
60-69 (Average) 66 18.34 5.92
70-84 (Good) 107  19.75 5.91
85-100 (Very Good) 109 20.77 4.69
Emotional Engagement 0-49 (Fail) 65 13.63 7.47 10.843  <0.001 ,099
50-59 (Pass) 53 17.03 5.68
60-69 (Moderate) 66 19.33 6.05
70-84 (Good) 107 18.44 5.71
85-100 (Very Good) 109 19.33 5.77
Total Engagement Scale 0-49 (Fail) 65 59.60 24.82 16.920 <,001 ,146
50-59 (Pass) 53 73.18 17.47
60-69 (Moderate) 66 78.34 18.79
70-84 (Good) 107  81.03 18.96

85-100 (Very Good) 109 82.68  17.70

According to the analysis results, a statistically significant difference emerged between
the total scores on the Engagement Scale and the participants’ course scores (F=16.920, p<.001).
According to the post-hoc test results, students in the 0-49 (fail) group scored lower than all
other groups, indicating significant differences between the groups (p<.001). Furthermore, there
was a significant difference between the 50-59 (pass) group and the 85-100 (very good) group,
as well as between the 60—69 (moderate) group and the 85-100 (very good) group (p<.001).

Significant differences were also found in the scale’s dimensions of behavioral
engagement (F=8.715, p<.001), agentic engagement (F=10.854, p<.001), cognitive engagement
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(F=11.859, p<.001) and emotional engagement (F=10.843, p<.001). Multiple comparisons
conducted for the behavioral engagement dimension showed that students in the 60-69
(moderate), 70-84 (good) and 85-100 (very good) categories had significantly higher scores than
those in the 0-49 (fail) category. Similarly, in the agentic engagement dimension, all
achievement groups scored significantly higher than the 0-49 (fail) group (p < .001).
Comparisons in the cognitive engagement dimension also showed that all other groups had
significantly higher cognitive engagement scores than the 0-49 (fail) group. Furthermore, a
significant difference emerged between the 50-59 (pass) group and the 85-100 (very good)
group. Finally, in the emotional engagement dimension, all groups scored significantly higher
than the 0-49 (fail) group (p < .001).

The calculated effect sizes (n?) ranged from 0.081 to 0.146, indicating a moderate to large
effect size and suggesting a significant relationship between academic achievement and student
engagement.

Findings on the Grade Level Variable

A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test was used to investigate whether there
was a significant difference in students’ levels of engagement across grade levels.

Table 7
Descriptive statistics of the scores obtained by high school students on the four-dimensional
engagement scale according to grade level and the results of the one-way ANOVA test

Variable Grade level N X SS F p n?
Behavioral Engagement 9" Grade 147 20.65 6.55 11.975 <0.001 ,083
10" Grade 150 21.38 5.06
11" Grade 49  17.06 7.26
12" Grade 54 16.76 6.36
Agentic Engagement 9" Grade 147 19.63 8.15 ,804 492 ,006
10" Grade 150 20.61 7.13
11" Grade 49  19.10 8.26
12" Grade 54  19.24 6.87
Cognitive Engagement 9" Grade 147 18.20 6.52 6.502 <,001 ,047
10" Grade 150 20.41 5.14
11" Grade 49 16.73 7.01
12" Grade 54 17.98 5.20
Emotional Engagement 9" Grade 147 17.76 6.93 6.912 <0.001 ,050
10" Grade 150 19.41 5.63
11" Grade 49  15.69 6.96
12" Grade 54 15.83 5.22
Total EngagementScale 9" Grade 147 76.24 23.65 7.699 <0.001 ,055
10" Grade 150 81.80 17.11
11" Grade 49  68.59 23.81
12" Grade 54 69.81 16.15

Statistically significant differences in the total scores of the Engagement Scale were found
across grade levels (F=7.699, p<.001). According to the post-hoc test results, 10" grade students
achieved significantly higher engagement scores than 11" (p=.002) and 12" grade (p<.001)
students.

Significant differences were also calculated in the behavioral (F=11.975, p<.001),
cognitive (F=6.502, p<.001) and emotional engagement (F=6.912, p<.001) dimensions. The
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comparison for the behavioral engagement dimension showed that tudents in grades 9 and 10
outperformed those in grades 11 and 12 (p<.001).Similarly, for the cognitive engagement
dimension, 10™ grade students scored higher than 9™ and 11" grade students (p<.001). Similarly,
findings indicated that 10™ grade students achieved higher scores than 11™ and 12" grade
students on the emotional engagement dimension (p<.001). However, no significant difference
was found between the grade levels on the agentic engagement dimension (p=.492). The
calculated effect sizes (n?) ranged from 0.047 to 0.083, indicating that grade level has a moderate
effect on students’ engagement.

Discussion

The Engagement Scale (Reeve, 2013) was adapted to Turkish and Turkish culture in this
study, as the role of engagement in learning and its impact on student academic achievement
requires further investigation. Along with evaluating the Engagement Scale’s validity and
reliability, this study looked at how high school students’ levels of engagement related to other
sociodemographic variables. Psychometric analyses conducted during the adaptation phase
demonstrated that the scale is a valid and reliable tool. This finding is line with the results of
scale adaptation studies conducted in the international literature (Diniyah et al., 2025; Marici¢ &
Lavicza, 2024) and in Tiirkiye (Eren, 2013; Hidiroglu, 2014; Ucar & Sungur, 2018).

This study determined that high school students’ engagement did not differ by gender,
aligning with the findings of Reeve (2013) and S6kmen (2021). On the other hand, Reeve and
Tseng (2011) identified that behavioral engagement dimension was higher among girls.
Furthermore, another study demonstrated that male students exhibited statistically significantly
higher levels of agentic engagement compared to female students. Another study, however,
showed that female students outperformed male students across all dimensions of engagement—
behavioral, emotional, cognitive, and agentic (Banihashem et al., 2021). Furthermore, Lietaert
and colleagues (2015) noted that based on scale findings and teacher feedback, female students
were considerably more engaged in class than male students.

This study examined high school students’ engagement scores by grade level, revealing
that 9th and 10" grade students had higher engagement scores than those in their final years.
Reeve and Tseng (2011) also noted that 10™ grade students exhibited a higher level of agentic
engagement compared to 11" and 12" grade students. Similarly, another study found that
agentic engagement decreased significantly with increasing age (Montenegro & Schmidt, 2023).
Chala (2025), in a study involving 9", 10" and 11" grade students, found that 11" grade
students’ levels of engagement were lower compared to students in other grade levels. Hartono
and colleagues (2019) also noted that students’ engagement in lessons decreased significantly
from 10™ grade through to 12" grade. Within the Turkish education system, as students approach
12" grade, they experience pressure and anxiety about the Higher Education Institutions
Examination (YKS), developing negative emotions and viewing the university entrance exam as
a matter of life and death (Yiiksel et al., 2023). For this reason, students prioritise individual
exam preparation by skipping school and classes (Uzun & Kemerli, 2019) and experience exam-
centred anxiety (Wang & Eccles, 2012). Additionally, Uzun and Kemerli (2019) noted that
students who reach the 12th grade without clear academic goals tend to exhibit peak levels of
disengagement; believing that their absences will have no consequences due to the limited time
remaining until graduation, they often fail to attend classes. In this context, particularly as they
approach their final year of high school, students experience both exam anxiety and school
burnout (Demir & Gengdogan, 2017). Finally, Seker and Yavuzer (2017) emphasised that high
school students who study excessively experience burnout and a decline in their interest in their
studies.
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Analyses of the relationship between students’ levels of engagement and their academic
achievement indicated that students exhibiting high engagement levels achieved superior
academic scores, whereas those with low engagement levels attained lower scores. This finding
is consistent with those of Giinii¢ (2014) and with the meta-analysis conducted by Lei and
colleagues (2018). Consequently, student engagement in learning activities is positively
correlated with higher academic achievement, while a lack of engagement is associated with
lower achievement (Celik et al., 2018). Furthermore, high scores in the cognitive and agentic
engagement dimensions indicate that mental and psychological investment is also necessary for
achieving success (Reeve, 2012). However, Hidiroglu (2014) determined that a significant
relationship exists between academic achievement and all dimensions except for the agentic
engagement dimension.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Turkish version of the Engagement Scale was adapted to align with Turkish cultural
contexts while maintaining the original scale’s four-factor structure. It was validated with high
school students in this study. Based on the statistics obtained from confirmatory factor analysis,
item discrimination, reliability coefficients and criterion validity, the scale can be regarded as a
reliable and valid measurement instrument.

The most significant feature distinguishing this scale from others is that it includes the
“agentic engagement” dimension, which contributes to the existing literature. This dimension,
which emphasizes the behaviors and expressions of 21st-century students aimed at fostering a
more supportive learning environment, is included in the scale as a key dimension for assessing
students’ engagement in lessons within a student-centred teaching process. Furthermore, by
examining students’ levels of engagement in relation to variables such as gender, academic
achievement and grade level, the study sought to demonstrate the scale’s construct validity and
external validity, confirming that it is an effective psychometric tool for use in the field.

As the measurement tool adapted into Turkish measures high school students’ levels of
engagement in lessons across four dimensions, it can serve as an important tool for educators and
researchers. School counseling services, teachers, and researchers can use this measurement tool
to assess learning processes by measuring students’ engagement in leSsons across cognitive,
behavioral, emotional, and agentic dimensions. In experimental and descriptive studies,
examining engagement—particularly the agentic dimension—as a mediating variable for
cognitive and emotional learning outcomes could make a significant contribution to the field.
Moreover, longitudinal studies can be employed to monitor changes in student engagement over
time. Extending the adaptation study to include high school students and applying it across
different school types and levels could provide significant contributions to the field. In summary,
the Engagement Scale, adapted to the Turkish language and culture, may enable researchers to
collect data as a diagnostic tool in studies of students’ engagement in lessons. Finally, this
adaptation study is limited to high school students.
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