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ABSTRACT

The goal of this study is to develop a measurement tool with proven validity and reliability for
determining undergraduates’ feedback literacy levels. The study was carried out using the survey
model as a quantitative reaearch method. The participants of this research consisted of 735
students enrolled in Sivas Cumhuriyet University Faculty of Education during the 2021-2022
academic year. The pertinent literature was first searched in accordance with the research goal,
after which an item pool was created, the items were subjected to expert review, validity and
reliability studies were conducted, and finally the scale was given its final form. Data analysis
procedures included exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and reliability
coefficient calculations. Following the exploratory factor analysis, a scale of 24 items and four
factors was obtained. The scale's factors were referred to as "Appreciation"”, "Positive attitude",
"Awareness towards effective feedback"”, and "Openness to use feedback". The scale's factor
loadings ranged from .520 to .812, and the total variance explained was found to be 57.378% as a
result of the exploratory factor analysis. The confirmatory factor analysis yielded the following
results: X?= 866.53, sd= 246, p= .00, X?/sd= 3.52, RMSEA= .080, SRMR=.069, CFl= .97, NFI= .96,
NNFI= .97, RFI= .95, IFl= .97. The calculated values corresponded to good fit in X? /sd ratio,
RMSEA and SRMR whereas values in CFl, NFI, NNFI, RFI, and IFl indices indicated perfect fit. As a
result, the four-factor structure of the "Feedback Literacy Scale", consisting of 24 items, was
confirmed as a model. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient was .94 for the entire scale, .88
for the "Appreciation" factor, .88 for the "Positive attitude" factor, .84 for the "Awareness
towards effective feedback" factor, and .83 for the “Openness to use feedback”. The "Feedback
Literacy Scale" is a valid and reliable scale that measure students' feedback literacy levels.
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INTRODUCTION

Feedback is an important element that increases success in the learning-teaching process in higher education,
as it is at all levels of education. A growing number of studies have been published recently on feedback and
the impact it has on student learning in higher education (Evans, 2013; Geyskens, 2012; Henderson et al., 2019;
McConlogue, 2020; Pereira et al., 2016; Ryan et al., 2022). Feedback is defined as information given to students
by teachers about their work (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). The information learned during
the feedback period is used by students who can make sense of it to enhance their academic performance or

learning techniques (Carless & Boud, 2018).

Hattie and Timperley (2007) distinguish four types of feedback: task, process, self-regulation, and personal
feedback. The purpose of task feedback is to determine whether the work done on a task or product is correct.
More detailed information on the subject, as well as instructions for studying or obtaining information, are
requested in this type of feedback. Process feedback is focused on completing a task or learning new
information. Self-regulation feedback emphasizes what students know and don't know, allowing students to
apply metacognitive knowledge. Personal feedback, on the other hand, refers to the students' personalities

rather than their work.

Feedback, which is regarded as an important factor influencing learning (Eraut, 2006) and an essential
component of learning (Cramp, 2011), not only enables students to understand how they are performing and
the reasoning behind their grades, but also guides students in developing their capacity as learners and allows
students to reflect on their successes, understand their strengths, recognize their weaknesses, and identify
areas for improvement (Obilor, 2019). At this point in the feedback process, teachers or students should ask
themselves questions about what skills they want to develop, how close they are to achieving their goal, and

what they should do next (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Brookhart, 2008).

Teachers' written comments on students' assignments, which are a one-way transmission of information from
teacher to student, have been the most popular form of feedback for many years (Malecka et al., 2020).
However, there is a need for educators and students to share feedback responsibility (Nash & Winstone, 2017).
It's crucial for a healthy feedback process that students ask for feedback from the teacher, understand and
apply the feedback they receive, and that the teacher effectively designs the feedback process because
feedback is a process in which students use the information provided about their work to improve it (Carless &

Winstone, 2020; Malecka et al., 2020).

The feedback given and the feedback received may not always be the same (Eraut, 2006). The ability to
understand and apply feedback develops gradually over time. As a matter of fact, Malecka et al. (2020) stated
that the ability to use feedback may not suddenly occur in a class hour, but may develop by practicing in
different times and environments. This raises students' feedback literacy—their capacity to comprehend and

apply feedback given over time. Recent studies on feedback have used the idea of feedback literacy, which was
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introduced for the first time by Sutton (2012), as a fundamental building block. In order for students and
teachers to share responsibility in the effective feedback process, Carless and Winstone (2020) also
emphasized the significance of feedback literacy. The development of feedback literacy among students will
provide insight into how to address issues with the application of feedback (Malecka et al., 2020). In order to
ensure effective learning at all educational levels, the concept of student feedback literacy is a concern that

needs to be emphasized.

Student feedback literacy can be defined as the ability of students to understand, use and benefit from
feedback processes (Molloy et al., 2020; Sutton, 2012). Carless and Boud (2018, p. 1315) defined student
feedback literacy as “the understanding, capacities and dispositions needed to make sense of information and
use it to enhance work and learning strategies”. As a framework for student feedback literacy, Carless and
Boud (2018) proposed four characteristics of student feedback literacy: appreciating feedback, making
judgments, managing affect, and taking action. Appreciating feedback implies that students understand the
value of feedback and their active role in the process; making judgments about feedback entails evaluating
their own and others' work; managing affect entails tolerating the negative emotions that may arise during the

feedback process; and taking action implies students acting in response to the feedback they receive.

Students with advanced feedback literacy actively participate in the feedback process, which means they make
good decisions about their work and use the feedback information positively (Carless & Boud, 2018). In order
to develop these skills, it is crucial for students to become feedback literate and to raise their current literacy
level. Through activities to be carried out in educational settings, it is possible to improve students' feedback
literacy. While Han and Xu (2020) advocate for using peer feedback and teacher feedback on peer feedback to
improve feedback literacy, Malecka et al. (2020) advocate for using e-portfolios prepared for developmental
feedback requests, self-assessments between tasks/assignments, peer reviews, and feedback. According to
Carless and Boud (2018) there are four ways to improve feedback literacy. The first method is to hold meta-
dialogues between teachers and students about feedback processes, with a focus on the role of feedback, how
effective feedback can be developed, and the challenges of effectively using feedback. The second approach is
to incorporate feedback activation activities into the curriculum that encourage self-assessment and peer
feedback. The third method is to incorporate learning activities in which students discuss feedback with one
another. The fourth method is to show students how they used previous comments at the end of the feedback

process.

Although the idea of student feedback literacy has drawn more attention in higher education, there has not
been much research done on it yet (Han & Xu, 2020). While some of these studies (Carless & Boud, 2018;
Malecka et al., 2020; Molloy et al., 2020; Sutton, 2012; Winstone et al., 2020) focused on developing the
conceptual framework of feedback literacy, others focused on practices that increase feedback literacy
(Ducasse & Hill, 2019; Han & Xu, 2020; Wood, 2021). In addition, Han and Xu (2021) investigated feedback

literacy profiles of students, and Gravett et al. (2019) investigated feedback literacy of faculty members. Zhan
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(2021) developed a student feedback literacy scale with six dimensions to determine university students'
feedback literacy levels. Only one study (Kara, 2021) could be found in the Turkish literature related to the
concept of feedback literacy, which is novel in Turkey. The majority of the studies on this topic are conducted
at the international level, and only one study on the development of a feedback literacy scale has been
observed. In bringing this issue to light, Han and Xu (2020) stated that there is a need for research on the
dynamics of student feedback literacy in order to generate pedagogical insights for university lecturers. The
goal of this research is to develop a valid and reliable measurement tool to assess students' feedback literacy.
As a result, it is anticipated that the research will significantly close a gap in the existing literature and serve as

a roadmap for scale development studies to be conducted on this topic.

METHOD

Under this heading, research model, participants, scale development process, data collection, and data analysis

are explained in detail.

Research Model

The study was carried out using the survey model as a quantitative reaearch method. The survey model is an

approach that describes the past and present situations as they are (Karasar, 2006).

Participants

The participants of this research consisted of 735 students enrolled in Sivas Cumhuriyet University Faculty of
Education during the 2021-2022 academic year. Data for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) were gathered from two different study groups during the scale development process.
The sample size for the first study group was 337 with 245 females (72.7%) and 92 males (27.3%). A total of 398
students made up the second study group with 314 females (78.8%) and 84 males (21.2%). The participants
were chosen using an appropriate sampling method based on their availability depending on factors such as
time and location (Ozmen & Karamustafaolu, 2019). In this method, the researcher works on a sample selected

from easily accessible and applicable units due to the limitations in terms of time, money and labor.

Scale Development Process

Deductive and inductive methods were used together to determine the items suitable for the purpose of the
study during the development of the "Feedback Literacy Scale". In the deductive method, the literature is
searched and the field's current scales and indicators are assessed before the scale items are written. On the
other hand, the inductive approach uses qualitative information gathered through focus groups and individual
interviews to determine the items (Hinkin, 1995). It is accepted as the best practice to combine deductive and
inductive methods both to define the area to be developed for scale and to determine the items to be

evaluated (Boateng et al., 2018). In this context, a thorough literature review was conducted to identify prior
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research on feedback literacy and scales of a similar nature. Both the results of the qualitative analysis study
(Yildiz et al.,, 2021) that examined students' perspectives on the feedback phenomenon and the already
published studies in the literature (Carless & Boud, 2018; Cimen, 2017; Dokmen, 1982; Ducasse & Hill, 2019;
Gravett et al., 2019; Han & Xu, 2020; Kara, 2021; Kayah et al., 2020; Malecka et al., 2020; Molloy et al., 2020;
Mulliner & Tucker, 2017; Murphy & Cornell, 2010; Sutton, 2012; Winstone et al., 2020; Wood, 2021; Zhan,
2021) were reviewed. An item pool of 59 items that could be used in the scale measuring feedback literacy was
created at the conclusion of the process. To ensure the relevance, clarity, representativeness, and content
validity of the items, the opinions of two Assessment and Evaluation experts, an expert in Educational
Administration, Inspection, Planning, and Economics, and an expert in Turkish education were consulted.
Experts were asked to grade the items on the scale as "appropriate", "not appropriate", or "should be
corrected". According to expert opinions, 13 incomprehensible items were corrected, and 12 items that were
not related to the concept of literacy and included multiple judgments were removed from the scale. The scale,
which had 47 items and was constructed using a five-point Likert scale, was graded as "Never", "Rarely",
"Sometimes", "Usually", and "Always". The scale was administered to five postgraduates in order to test the

clarity of the scale items. The scale was then prepared for use after the necessary arrangements were made.

Data Collection

Before using the scale, permission was obtained from the ethics committee via a decision of Sivas Cumhuriyet
University Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Social and Human Sciences Board, dated 29.10.2021 and
numbered E-60263016-050.06.04-29073. Afterwards, the draft scale form was prepared online, the students
were informed about the purpose of the study. A total of 743 volunteer students were contacted during the

first and second stages of data collection process which took about three months to complete.

Data Analysis

The data were transferred to the SPSS program after the draft scale was applied to the first study group, and
eight forms were eliminated from the analysis by examining the extreme, missing, and incorrect values. For the
validity analysis, construct validity was investigated. Construct validity is an important type of validity because
it demonstrates how accurately a measurement tool can directly observe and measure abstract facts that are
difficult to measure, as well as reveal the structure that is thought to be associated with scale scores (Tavsancll,
2010). The construct validity of the draft scale was tested using factor analysis. The goal of factor analysis is to
collect variables that measure the same construct and use a small number of factors to explain the
measurement. Factor analysis approaches are classified into two types: exploratory and confirmatory. While
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used to discover factors based on the relationships between variables,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to put to the test a previously determined hypothesis about the

relationship between variables (Bliyukoéztirk, 2014).
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Prior to the EFA, the kurtosis, skewness, and item-total correlation measures were first looked at to ascertain
the proper operation of the scale items. The scores do not exhibit a significant departure from the normal
distribution, as indicated by the kurtosis being within +2 and the skewness coefficient being within the bounds
of +1 (Kalayci, 2010). The analysis led to the conclusion that the scale scores' kurtosis and skewness coefficients
were within the established ranges and that the results demonstrated a normal distribution. Each item on the
scale is anticipated to be related to the entire scale in order to produce a consistent measurement result
(Karagoz & Bardakgl, 2020). Two items with an item-total score correlation coefficient less than 0.30 were
removed from the scale in order to continue with more distinctive items (Blyulkoztirk, 2014). 45 items were

used in the exploratory factor analysis as a result.

The SPSS 23.0 package program was used to perform EFA. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and the
Bartlett sphericity test were used in the study to determine the adequacy of the sample size and the multiple
normal distribution of the data (Buyukoztlirk, 2014; Pallant, 2005; Tavsancil, 2010). The scale items were
factored using principal component analysis, and the varimax axis rotation was used to clarify the
interpretation of the factors obtained. The eigenvalue coefficient, the total variance ratio explained, and the
scree plot diagram drawn based on the eigenvalues of the factors were used to determine the number of
factors (Karagtz & Bardakgi, 2020). The lower cut-off point of the factor loads of the items was determined as
.45, Considering the item-loadings in the factors, a total of 21 items that did not measure the same structure or
were overlapping loaded in multiple factors with a difference of less than .10 were removed from the analysis.
The factors were named after determining the number of items in each factor and their distribution. The
reliability analysis of the 24-item scale was completed by calculating the Cronbach’s Alpha (a), split-half, and

Guttman split-half reliability coefficients.

To verify the four-factor and 24-item structure produced by EFA, CFA was performed using the Lisrel 8.7
program. Confirmatory factor analysis is a method of examination and evaluation used to control the factor
structures produced by exploratory factor analysis (Ozdamar, 2016). Kurtosis, skewness values, and item-total
correlation, were analyzed prior to CFA to ascertain whether the data gathered from the second study group
was appropriate for analysis. There is no restriction on the values that are taken into account in confirmatory
factor analysis when determining the model fit (Karagéz & Bardakgi, 2020). In this study, the following values
were used to determine the model's goodness of fit: Chi-Square Goodness, Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Comparative Fit Index (CFl),
Normed Fit Index (NFI), Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), Relative Fit Index (RFl), and Incremental Fit Index (IFl).
Cronbach’s Alpha (a), split-half, and Guttman split-half reliability coefficients were calculated for the reliability

analysis of the scale.
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FINDINGS

The findings related to the development of the Feedback Literacy Scale are discussed in this section under two
headings: "Findings regarding the construct validity of the measurement tool" and "Findings regarding the

reliability of the measurement tool".

Findings Regarding the Construct Validity of the Measurement Tool

Using the data from the first study group, exploratory factor analysis was first carried out to test the construct
validity of the Feedback Literacy Scale, and then confirmatory factor analysis was carried out to analyze the

fitness of the model produced.

Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis

For EFA, 337 postgraduate students responded the 47-item scale. Prior to conducting factor analysis, item-total
correlation was first examined to see whether the items were appropriate for EFA and two items (24th and
30th items) with item loadings below .30 were dropped from the scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test was
used to determine the suitability of factor analysis for the current study group, and the Bartlett test was used
to determine the normality of the population distribution. The KMO value for the draft scale was calculated as
.944 and the Bartlett test result as 8666.971 and it was determined that the test result was statistically
significant (p = .000). It is preferable for factor analysis that the KMO value approaches 1 (Tavsancil, 2010) and
that the Bartlett test is significant (Buyukoztiirk, 2014; Kalayci, 2010). The outcomes in this direction are seen

to be appropriate for factor analysis.

To reveal the factor structure of the Feedback Literacy Scale, principal components analysis was used as a
factorization method. As the rotation method, maximum variability (varimax) was selected from the vertical

rotation methods.

The factor loadings of the items were taken into account prior to performing EFA. While Neale and Liebert
(1980; cited in Tavsancil, 2010) suggested that the lower cut-off point of the factor loadings of the items for the
factor structure of a scale should be between .30 and .40, Buyukoztiirk (2014) suggested that .45 and above
would be a good choice. The lower cut-off point of the item's factor loadings was thus set up in the current
study as .45. Furthermore, if an item has a high load value in one factor and a low load value in the other
factors, the difference between the highest load value and the highest load value after this value should be as
high as possible and at least .10 (Biyikoztiirk, 2014). As a result of varimax rotation, seven items (19, 21, 26,
31, 36, 39, and 40) with factor loadings below .45 and 14 crossloading items (2, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20,
27, 29, 35, and 41) were excluded from the scale. The researchers determined the factor number of the

Feedback Literacy Scale based on the Scree plot diagram in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Scree plot diagram

The scree plot diagram revealed the four-factor structure of the feedback literacy scale. EFA led to the
emergence of a structure where the common variances of four factors ranged between .352 and.748. When
the eigenvalues were examined, it was found that the difference between the eigenvalues decreased and the

eigenvalue fell below 1 after the fourth dimension. Table 1 displays the Feedback Literacy Scale's EFA results.

Table 1. EFA Results of the Feedback Literacy Scale

Initial  Final Rotated Factor Loadings [tem-total

item item Communality (h?) . Variance (%) Eigenvalue
numbers numbers Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 correlation

Iltem 5 Item 1 .715 .352 .643

Iltem 7 Item 2 .699 .540 .579

Item 8 Item 3 .693 .566 .621

Iltem 3 Item 4 .655 .594 .634 16.473 9.131
Item 4 Item 5 .642 .540 .625

Item 10 Item®6 .601 541 .525

Item 9 Item 7 .532 .501 .688

Item 1 Item 8 .520 .518 .613

Item45 Item9 812 431 .607

Item44 Item 10 772 .640 .575

Item42 Item11 .700 .733 448

ltem 46 Item 12 .677 .598 488 15.445 1.739
Iltem 43  Item 13 .660 .532 .550

Iltem 47 Item 14 .588 .572 .621

Iltem 23 Item 15 .810 .645 468

Item 22 Item 16 737 .615 .704 13.005 1.704
Item 25 Item 17 .733 .528 .681

Item 28 Item 18 .661 .567 .567

Iltem 33 Item 19 .766 .657 .633

ltem 34 Item 20 .653 .654 .679

ltem 38 Item 21 .617 .702 .647

Item 32 Item 22 .589 .748 .603 12.455 1.197
Item 37 Item 23 .554 .615 .630

Item 17 Item 24 .553 .384 .338

KMO=.927 Bartlett test = 3762.093 Total Variance Explained = 57.378
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When Table 1 is examined, the four-factor structure explains 57.378% of the total variance. According to the
analysis of four factors, the first factor explained 16.473% of the common variance, the second factor
contributed 15.445%, the third factor contributed 13.005%, and the fourth factor explained 12.455%. When
factor loading values are taken into account, it can be seen that the first factor has a range of values between
.520 and .715, the second factor ranges between .588 and .812, the third factor ranges between .661 and .810,
and the fourth factor ranges between .553 and .766. A measure of the degree of heterogeneity between
variables, communalities (h?), have a minimum value of .352 in this context. A communality of less than .20
indicates that the variables are heterogeneous (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). There is no heterogeneity between
the variables in this situation. The coefficients for the item-total correlations range from .338 to .704. The
range between .30 and .70 is regarded as medium level, and the range between .70 and 1.00 is regarded as
high level (Blyulkoztirk, 2014). In this instance, item 16 has a high (p= .000) correlation with the total test
scores, while all other items have a moderate (p= .000) correlation. This demonstrates that the feature

measured by the items is similar to the feature measured by the test, indicating that the items are valid.

The first factor of the scale, "Appreciation", includes items 1 through 8, while the second factor, "Positive
attitude", includes items 9 through 14, while the third factor, "Awareness towards effective feedback", includes
items 15 through 18, and the fourth factor, "Openness to use feedback", includes items 19 through 24.
Understanding the value of the feedback provided for students’ own development is what the "Appreciation"
factor is all about; The "Positive attitude" factor is associated with favorable affective responses to feedback;
The factor "Awareness towards effective feedback" consists of items related to students’ awareness of
contexts in which feedback is effective, and the factor "Openness to use feedback" consists of items related to

students’ readiness to receive and use feedback.

When the KMO and Bartlett test results for the final version of the Feedback Literacy Scale were calculated;
The KMO value of the scale was .927, the Bartlett test result was 3762.093, and the test result was found to be

statistically significant (p=.000).

Findings on Confirmatory Factor Analysis

CFA was applied to the data obtained from the second sample group of 398 students in order to verify the scale
structure obtained as a result of the EFA analysis. The significance of the t-values of each item under the
mentioned factors was examined, and it was discovered that the items determined in the EFA were under the
relevant factors. The standard factor loading values of each item were then examined, and these values were

found to be.45 and higher. Finally, the scale's model fit indices were examined and presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. CFA Results of the Feedback Literacy Scale

Fit index Perfect fit Good fit DFA results
X? 866.53
sd 246
X?/sd 0<X?/sd<.3 3<X?/sd <5 3.52
RMSEA .00 £ RMSEA £.05 .05< RMSEA £.08 .080
SRMR .00 < SRMR £.05 .05 < SRMR £.08 .069
CFl 95<CFI<1.00 90<CFl<.95 97
NFI .95 <NFI£1.00 .90 < NFI<.95 .96
NNFI .95 <NFI£1.00 .90 £ NFI<.95 .97
RFI 95 <RFI<1.00 90 < RFI<.95 .95
IFI 95<IFI<1.00 90<IFlI<.95 97

The acceptable ranges of fit indices (Byrne, 2010; Cokluk et al., 2014; Erkorkmaz et al., 2013; Kline, 2011;
Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006; Seger, 2013; Yilmaz & Celik, 2009) and the CFA results of the Feedback Literacy
Scale are shown in Table 2. When the Feedback Literacy Scale CFA results were compared to the acceptable
ranges of the fit indices, the values were found to be X?= 866.53, sd= 246, p= .00, X?/sd= 3.52, RMSEA= .080,
and SRMR= .069. The fact that the X?/sd ratio is less than 5 and the RMSEA and SRMR values are less than or
equal to.08 indicates that the model fits well and that the items on the scale accurately represent the
determined factors. Other fit index values of the model were calculated as CFl= .97, NFl= .96, NNFI= .97, RFl=
.95, and IFl= .97. A fit index of .95 and above corresponds to a perfect fit, and a fit between .90 and .95
corresponds to a good fit. In general, it can be said that the fit index values for CFl, NFI, NNFI, RFI, and IFI
demonstrate a perfect fit. The Feedback Literacy Scale's four-factor structure, which consists of 24 items, was
confirmed as a model in this situation. Figure 2 depicts a path diagram of the standard load values calculated

for each item on the Feedback Literacy Scale.
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Figure 2. Path Diagram for Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The scale, which consists of four factors, "Appreciation", "Positive attitude", "Awareness towards effective
feedback", and "Openness to use feedback", and 24 items was finalized as a result of factor analysis (Appendix
1). The scale is rated as "Always = 5", "Usually = 4", "Sometimes = 3", "Rarely = 2", and "Never = 1" according to
the five-point Likert type. The scale's lowest and highest scores were determined to be 24 and 120,
respectively. Final calculations were made to determine the correlation coefficients between the Feedback

Literacy Scale's factors, and the results are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Results of Correlation Values of the Factors of the Feedback Literacy Scale

Factors Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Overall

Factor 1 (Appreciation) 1 .559™" 488" 622" .845™"

Factor 2 (Positive attitude) .559™ 1 467" .636"" .789""

Factor 3 (Awareness towards effective feedback) 488" 467" 1 .506"" .665™"

Factor 4 (Openness to use feedback) 622" .636™" .506™" 1 .848""
** p<.01

A correlation coefficient of 1.00 indicates a perfect positive relationship, a correlation coefficient of -1.00
indicates a perfect negative relationship, and a correlation coefficient of .00 indicates no relationship. The
correlation coefficient; between .00 - .30 is considered low, between .30 - .70 is considered medium, and
between .70 - 1.00 is considered high (Bliylkoztirk, 2014). When Table 3 is examined, the correlation values of
the factors range are between .467 and .636. As a result, the factors are said to be moderately related to one
another. Furthermore, it is seen that the factor of Awareness towards effective feedback is moderately related
to the overall scale, whereas other factors (Appreciation, Positive attitude, and Openness to use feedback) are

highly related to the overall scale.

Findings Regarding the Reliability of the Measurement Tool

The Cronbach’s Alpha, split-half, and Guttman split-half reliability coefficients for the entire scale and its factors

were calculated for the reliability analysis of the Feedback Literacy Scale. The findings are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Reliability Analysis Results for the Feedback Literacy Scale

Factors Cronbach’s Alpha Split-half Guttman split-half
Factor 1 (Appreciation) .88 .80 .88
Factor 2 (Positive attitude) .88 .87 .87
Factor 3 (Awareness towards effective feedback) .84 .83 .81
Factor 4 (Openness to use feedback) .83 .81 .82
Overall .94 .87 .95

Table 4 contains the reliability values for the Feedback Literacy Scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability
coefficient for the entire scale is .94, the split-half reliability coefficient is .87, and the Guttman split-half
reliability coefficient is .95. Cronbach's Alpha, Split-half, and Guttman Split-half reliability coefficients were .88,
.80, .88 for the "Appreciation" factor, respectively; .88, .87, .87 for the "Positive attitude" factor; .84, .83, .81
for the "Awareness towards effective feedback" factor, and .83, .81, .82 for the "Openness to use feedback"
factor. As can be seen, for the entire scale and its factors, the Cronbach’s Alpha, split-half, and Guttman split-
half reliability coefficients are over than .70. In this regard, the Feedback Literacy Scale can be said to be highly

reliable.

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

To assess the students' feedback literacy levels, a valid and reliable measurement tool was developed for this

study. In order to determine the accuracy of the factors discovered through exploratory factor analysis,
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confirmatory factor analysis was conducted first, followed by reliability analysis. The Feedback Literacy Scale
had a factor structure with four factors and 24 items, according to exploratory factor analysis. As a result of
confirmatory factor analysis, the X?/sd ratio, RMSEA, and SRMR values indicated good fit whereas CFl, NFI,
NNFI, RFI, and IFI values indicated perfect fit. The Feedback Literacy Scale's four-factor structure, which consists

of 24 items, was therefore confirmed as a model.

In the Feedback Literacy Scale, the first factor was identified as "Appreciation”, the second factor as "Positive
attitude”, the third factor as "Awareness towards effective feedback"”, and the fourth factor as "Openness to use
feedback". The scale's total variance explained was calculated to be 57.378%. It follows the view that the
variance explained for a scale between 40% and 60% would be sufficient. The correlation values between the
factors were examined, and it was found that they ranged from .467 to .636, indicating that the factors were

moderately related to one another.

The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient for the entire scale was calculated as .94, split half reliability
coefficient as .87, and Guttman split half reliability coefficient as .95 when the reliability values of the Feedback
Literacy Scale were examined. Cronbach's Alpha, Split-half, and Guttman Split-half reliability coefficients were
.88, .80, .88 for the "Appreciation" factor, respectively; .88, .87, .87 for the "Positive attitude" factor; .84, .83,
.81 for the "Awareness towards effective feedback" factor, and .83, .81, .82 for the "Openness to use feedback"
factor. The reliability of the scale was found to be good based on the theory that a scale that is accepted as a

tool for data collection should have a reliability coefficient of at least .70.

When the KMO and Bartlett test results for the Feedback Literacy Scale's final version are examined, the KMO
value was calculated as .927, and the Bartlett test result was calculated as 3762.093. In this case, it is believed
that the "Feedback Literacy Scale" developed to determine students' feedback literacy levels is a valid and
reliable scale, and the results obtained from the scale will reveal students' opinions about feedback literacy

levels.

Few studies on developing a feedback literacy scale have been discovered when the literature is searched. The
"Feedback Literacy Scale" developed by Zhan (2021) has 24 items and six sub-dimensions, including "eliciting,
processing, enacting, appreciation, readiness and commitment"; "Student Writing Feedback Literacy Scale" by
Yu et al. (2022) has 28 items and five dimensions, including "appreciating feedback, acknowledging different
feedback sources, making judgments, managing affect and taking action". In line with these studies, Han and
Xu (2021) define students' feedback literacy as "cognitive capacity, social-affective disposition, and social-
affective capacity" and Carless and Boud (2018) list four characteristics of student feedback literacy:
"appreciating feedback, making judgments, managing impact, and taking action". The characteristics of
feedback literacy were similarly categorized by Molloy et al. (2020) as understanding the functions and roles of
feedback, seeking information, evaluating the quality of one's work, managing one's emotions, and processing
and using information for the benefit of future work. Future research might use the developed feedback

literacy scale to examine how student feedback literacy changes over time and how it relates to other factors
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like achievement, attitude, and motivation. The produced feedback literacy scale was developed for higher

education, but it can be applied to other educational levels as well.
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Appendix 1. Feedback Literacy Scale

17
5 > g = £
No Items 2 g % 3 3
Z2| x| E| 3|
3
ltem 1 | evaluate my homework/study process by means of feedback. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 2 | improve academically by means of feedback. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 3 During the feedback process, my communication with the
lecturer/teacher increases. @@ |G @] 6
Item 4 When | receive feedback, | learn about the adequacy of my
homework/studies. @@ e @6
ltem 5 | evaluate whether | have reached the goal or not by means of
feedback. (1) | @] B) |45
ltem 6 | use the feedback given to improve my work. 1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Item 7 | gain different perspectives by means of feedback. (1) | ) | 3) | (4) | (5
ltem 8 When | receive feedback, | recognize my strengths. 1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
ltem 9 When | receive feedback, my self-confidence increases. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 10 When | receive feedback, my motivation increases. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 11 When | receive feedback | feel happy. (1)1 )] 3) | (4| (5
Item 12 When | receive feedback | feel cared for. (1) 1 )] 3) | (4| (5
Item 13 When | receive feedback, | feel that my work is valuable. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 14 When | receive feedback | get excited. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 15 | think that feedback should be given in an appropriate way. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 16 | think feedback should be explanatory. (a) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
ltem 17 | think feedback should be given objectively. (a) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Iltem 18 I think feedback should be given in a timely manner. 1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Item 19 | think | am open to criticism in the feedback. (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 20 | recognize my learning needs by means of feedback. (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Item 21 | use what | learned in other areas by means of feedback. 1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
ltem 22 | do self-criticism by means of feedback. (1) | (2) | (3) ] (4| (5
Item 23 I learn from my mistakes by means of feedback. (1) | ) | 3) | (4) | (5
Item 24 | act in accordance with the feedback given. (1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
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GERI BiLDiRiM OKURYAZARLIGI OLCEGi: GECERLIK VE GUVENIRLIK CALISMASI

0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci, Universite 6grencilerinin geri bildirim okuryazarligi diizeylerini belirlemek
icin gecerligi ve glvenirligi kanitlanmis bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Nicel arastirma yontemi
kullanilan arastirmada, tarama modeli tercih edilmistir. Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu, 2021-2022
egitim-6gretim yilinda Sivas Cumhuriyet Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi’/nde 6grenim géren 735
Ogrenciden olugsmaktadir. Arastirma sirecinde; arastirma amaci dogrultusunda 6ncelikle ilgili alan
yazin taranmis, daha sonra sirasiyla madde havuzu olusturulmus, maddeler uzman goriisiine
sunulmus, gecerlik ve glivenirlik ¢calismalari yapilmis ve 6lcege son sekli verilmistir. Verilerin
analizinde; agimlayici faktor analizi, dogrulayici faktor analizi ve glivenirlik katsayisi hesaplamalari
gerceklestirilmistir. Yapilan agimlayici faktér analizi sonucunda, 24 madde ve dort faktérden
olusan bir 6lgek elde edilmistir. Olgegin faktérleri “Takdir etme” , “Olumlu tutum”, “Etkili geri
bildirime karsi farkindalik” ve “Geri bildirimi kullanmaya agik olma” olmak lizere adlandiriimistir.
Acimlayici faktér analizi sonucunda, 6lgegin faktor yuklerinin .520 ile .812 arasinda degistigi ve
aciklanan toplam varyansin % 57.378 oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yapilan dogrulayici faktor analizi
sonucunda; modelde degerlerin X2= 866.53, sd= 246, p= .00, X?/sd=3.52, RMSEA= .080, SRMR=
.069, CFI= .97, NFI= .96, NNFI= .97, RFl= .95, IFI= .97 seklinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu
dogrultuda; X2 /sd oraninin, RMSEA ve SRMR degerlerinin iyi uyum; CFI, NFl, NNFI, RFI, IFI
degerlerinin mikemmel uyum goésterdigi soylenebilir. Sonug olarak, “Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhgi
Olgegi”’nin 24 maddeden olusan dért faktdrli yapisinin bir model olarak dogrulandigi ifade
edilebilir. Olgegin giivenirlik katsayilari incelendiginde; Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayisi lgegin
tim icin .94, “Takdir etme” faktori igin .88, “Olumlu tutum” faktoru icin .88, “Etkili geri bildirime
karsi farkindahk” faktéri icin .84 ve “Geri bildirimi kullanmaya acgik olma” faktori icin .83 olarak
hesaplanmistir. “Geri bildirim Okuryazarligi Olcegi”’nin 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarhg
diizeylerini ortaya koyan gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6lcek oldugu séylenebilir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Geri bildirim, okuryazarlk, tniversite 6grencisi.
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GiRIS

Geribildirim, 6gretimin her kademesinde oldugu gibi yliksekégretimde de 6grenme-6gretme siirecinde basariyi
artiran 6nemli bir unsurdur. Son zamanlarda yliksekdgretimde geri bildirim ve geri bildirimin 6grenci 6grenmesi
Uzerindeki 6nemi konusunda yapilan arastirmalarin sayisi artmaktadir (Evans, 2013; Geyskens, 2012;
Henderson vd., 2019; McConlogue, 2020; Pereira vd., 2016; Ryan vd., 2022). Geri bildirim, 6gretmenler
tarafindan 6grencilere ¢alismalari hakkinda verilen bilgilerdir (Boud ve Molloy, 2013; Hattie ve Timperley,
2007). Geri bildirim siirecinde edinilen bilgileri anlamlandiran 6grenciler bunu ¢alismalarini veya 6grenme

stratejilerini gelistirmek icin kullanirlar (Carless ve Boud, 2018).

Hattie ve Timperley (2007) gorev, sireg, 6z dizenleme ve kisisel olmak lizere dort tUr geri bildirimden
bahsetmektedir. Gorev geri bildirimi, bir gérev veya trlin hakkinda yapilan isin dogru olup olmadigi ile ilgilidir.
Bu geri bildirim tirinde; konu hakkinda daha detayl bilgi, calisma ya da bilgi edinme y6nergeleri istenir. Slreg
geribildirimi, gérevi tamamlamaya ya da bilginin &grenilmesine yéneliktir. Oz diizenleme geribildirimi,
Ogrencilerin neyi bilip neyi bilmedigini vurgular, yani 6grencinin Ustbilissel bilgisini kullanmasini saglar. Kisisel

geri bildirim ise 6grencilerin yaptigi ise degil, kisiligine atifta bulunur.

Ogrenmeyi etkileyen 6nemli bir faktor olarak kabul edilen (Eraut, 2006) ve 8grenmenin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olan
geri bildirim (Cramp, 2011); yalnizca 6grencilerin nasil performans gosterdiklerini ve notlarinin gerekgesini
anlamalarini saglamakla kalmaz, ayni zamanda 6grencilerin 6grenen olarak kapasitelerini gelistirmeleri igin
onlara rehberlik eder, basarilari tizerinde diisiinmeleri ve gli¢li yonlerini anlamalarinin yani sira zayif yonlerinin
de farkina vararak 6grencilere iyilestirilmesi gereken alanlari belirleme firsati sunar (Obilor, 2019). Bu noktada
geri bildirim siirecinde; 6gretmen ya da 6grencilerin hangi becerileri gelistirmeyi hedeflediklerine, hedefe ne
kadar yakin olduklarina ve bundan sonra ne yapmalari gerektigine iliskin sorulari kendilerine sormalari

onemlidir (Hattie ve Timperley, 2007; Brookhart, 2008).

Uzun yillar boyunca geri bildirimin en yaygin kullanimi, 6gretmenlerin 6grenci 6devlerine yazili dénit vermesi
yani 6gretmenden 6grenciye tek yonlu bir bilgi aktarimi seklinde olmustur (Malecka vd., 2020). Ancak geri
bildirim konusunda egitimciler ve 6grenciler arasinda paylasilan bir sorumluluga ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir (Nash ve
Winstone, 2017). Geri bildirim 6grencilerin ¢alismalari hakkinda verilen bilgileri ¢alismalarini iyilestirmek icin
kullandiklari bir siireg oldugu igin; 6grencilerin 6gretmenden geri bildirim istemesi, verilen geri bildirimi anlayip
kullanmasi, 6gretmenin de geri bildirim sirecini etkili bir sekilde tasarlamasi saglikh bir geri bildirim sireci

acisindan 6nemlidir (Carless ve Winstone, 2020; Malecka vd., 2020).

Verilen geri bildirim ile alinan geri bildirim her zaman ayni olmayabilir (Eraut, 2006). Geri bildirimi anlama ve
kullanma yetenegi zamanla ve yavas yavas edinilir. Nitekim Malecka vd. (2020) geri bildirimi kullanma
yeteneginin birdenbire bir ders saatinde gerceklesmeyecegini, farkli zaman ve ortamlarda uygulamalar yaparak
gelisebilecegini ifade etmislerdir. Bu durum, 6grencilerin zamanla verilen geri bildirimi anlama ve kullanma

yeteneklerini, yani geri bildirim okuryazarlklarini gelistirmektedir. Son zamanlarda geri bildirim Uzerinde
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yapilan ¢alismalarda Sutton (2012) tarafindan ilk kez kullanilan geri bildirim okuryazarhgi kavrami kilit bir yapi
tas! olmustur. Carless ve Winstone (2020) da etkili geri bildirim siirecinde, 6grenciler ve 6gretmenler arasinda
sorumlulugun paylasiimasi icin geri bildirim okuryazarliginin 6neminden bahsetmiglerdir. Ogrencilerin geri
bildirim okuryazarhgi kazanmasi, geri bildirimin uygulanmasi konusundaki sorunlarin ¢ézimiine 1sik tutacaktir
(Malecka vd., 2020). Bu nedenle, tiim 6gretim kademelerinde etkili 6grenmenin saglanabilmesi icin 6grenci geri

bildirim okuryazarhgi kavrami, tizerinde durulmasi gereken bir konudur.

Ogrenci geri bildirim okuryazarhigi 6grencilerin geri bildirim siireclerini anlama, kullanma ve bunlardan
yararlanma becerileri olarak tanimlanabilir (Molloy vd., 2020; Sutton, 2012). Carless ve Boud (2018, s. 1315)
ogrenci geri bildirim okuryazarhgini “bilgiyi anlamlandirma ve onu 6grenme stratejilerini gelistirmede kullanmak
icin gereken anlayis, kapasite ve egilim” olarak tanimlamistir. Carless ve Boud (2018) 6grenci geri bildirim
okuryazarliginin dort ozelligini, 6grenci geri bildirim okuryazarligl icin bir ¢erceve olarak Gnermistir: Geri
bildirimi takdir etmek, yargilarda bulunmak, etkiyi yénetmek ve harekete gecmek. Geri bildirimi takdir etmek,
Ogrencilerin geri bildirimin degerinin farkinda olmasini ve siiregte aktif rollerini anlamalarini; geri bildirimle ilgili
yargida bulunmak, kendisinin ve baskalarinin ¢alismalarini degerlendirmelerini; etkiyi yonetmek, geri bildirim
sirecinde ortaya ¢ikabilecek olumsuz duygulari tolere etmelerini; harekete gegmek ise 6grencilerin aldiklari geri

bildirime gore hareket etmelerini ifade etmektedir.

Geri bildirim okuryazarligi gelismis 6grenciler geri bildirim strecine aktif katilir, yani ¢alismalari hakkinda dogru
kararlar vererek geri bildirimden aldiklari bilgileri olumlu sekilde kullanirlar (Carless ve Boud, 2018) . Dolayisiyla
bu becerilerin gelismesi bakimindan 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarhg kazanmasi ve mevcut okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin artirlmasi dnemlidir. Ogrenme ortaminda yapilacak etkinliklerle &grencilerin geri bildirim
okuryazarhigini artirmak mimkindir. Han ve Xu (2020) geri bildirim okuryazarliginin kazandirilmasi igin akran
geri bildiriminin ve akran geri bildirimi zerine verilen 6gretmen geri bildiriminin kullaniimasini onerirken;
Malecka vd. (2020) ise gelisimsel geri bildirim istekleri, gérev/6devler arasinda 6z degerlendirmeler, akran
degerlendirmeleri ve geri bildirim igin hazirlanan e-portfolyolarin kullaniimasini dnermektedir. Carless ve Boud
(2018) ise geri bildirim okuryazarliginin kazandiriimasinin doért yolu oldugundan bahsetmektedir. Birinci yol;
o6gretmenler ve 6grenciler arasinda geri bildirimin rolline, etkili geri bildirimin nasil gelistirilebilecegine ve geri
bildirimi verimli bir sekilde kullanmanin zorluklarina odaklanilan geri bildirim siiregleri hakkinda meta-diyaloglar
kullanilmasidir. ikinci yol, 6z degerlendirmeyi ve akran geri bildirimini tesvik eden geri bildirimi etkinlestirme
etkinliklerine miifredatta yer verilmesidir. Uclincii yol, 6grencilerin geri bildirimi birlikte tartistiklari 6grenme
etkinliklerine yer verilmesidir. Dérdiinci yol ise geri bildirim siirecinin sonunda 6grencilerin 6énceki yorumlari

nasil kullandiklarini géstermesidir.

Ogrenci geri bildirim okuryazarligi kavrami yiiksekdgretimde giderek artan bir ilgi gérmesine ragmen, bu
konuda yapilan arastirmalar heniiz emekleme asamasindadir (Han ve Xu, 2020). Bu arastirmalardan bazilari geri
bildirim okuryazarliginin kavramsal gergevesini olusturmak amaciyla yapilirken (Carless ve Boud,2018; Malecka

vd., 2020; Molloy vd., 2020; Sutton, 2012; Winstone vd., 2020); bazilari da geri bildirim okuryazarligini artiran
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uygulamalar Gzerine yapilmistir (Ducasse ve Hill, 2019; Han ve Xu, 2020; Wood, 2021). Ayrica Han ve Xu (2021)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmada 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarligi profilleri; Gravett vd. (2019) tarafindan
yapilan arastirmada ise 6gretim Uyelerinin geri bildirim okuryazarhigi calisilmistir. Zhan (2021) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmada ise Universite 6grencilerinin geri bildirim okuryazarhk diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla, alti boyuttan
olusan oOgrenci geri bildirim okuryazarhg oOlcegi gelistirilmistir. Alan yazin incelendiginde, Tlrkiye’de yeni bir
kavram olan geri bildirim okuryazarligi ile ilgili sinirli sayida ¢alismaya (Kara, 2021) rastlanmistir. Goruldugu gibi
bu konuda yapilan galismalar daha ¢ok uluslararasi diizeyde olup, geri bildirim okuryazarligi dlgegi gelistirme
konusunda sadece bir ¢alismaya rastlanmistir. Bu konuya dikkat ¢eken Han ve Xu (2020) ise lniversite 6gretim
gorevlileri icin pedagojik i¢ goriler olusturmak amaciyla 6grenci geri bildirim okuryazarhginin dinamikleri
Uzerine yapilacak arastirmalara ihtiya¢ oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin amaci,
ogrencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarhgini 6lgmek icin gecerli ve glivenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Boylece
yapilan arastirmanin alan yazindaki énemli bir boslugu doldurmasi ve bu konuda yapilacak olcek gelistirme

¢alismalarina rehber olmasi beklenmektedir.

YONTEM

Bu baslik altinda; arastirmanin modeli, calisma grubu, Olcek gelistirme sireci, veri toplama ve veri analiz

sureglerine iligkin bilgiler agiklanmistir.

Aragtirmanin Modeli

Nicel arastirma yontemi kullanilan arastirmada, tarama modeli tercih edilmistir. Tarama modeli, ge¢miste olan

ve simdiki durumlari oldugu gibi betimleyen bir yaklasimdir (Karasar, 2006).

Calisma Grubu

Bu arastirmanin calisma grubu, 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Sivas Cumhuriyet Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi’nde 6grenim gdéren 735 6grenciden olusmaktadir. Olcek gelistirme siirecinde, Agimlayici Faktdr Analizi
(AFA) ve Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) igin farkli zamanlarda iki ayri ¢alisma grubundan veri toplanmistir.
Birinci galisma grubu; 245 kadin (% 72.7), 92 erkek (% 27.3) olmak Uzere toplam 337; ikinci ¢alisma grubu ise
314 kadin (% 78.8), 84 erkek (% 21.2) olmak iizere toplam 398 dgrenciden olusmaktadir. Ogrencilerin seciminde
“zaman, konum gibi kosullara bagl olarak elverislilik durumlarina uygun olacak sekilde” uygun 6rnekleme
yontemi kullanilmistir (Ozmen ve Karamustafaoglu, 2019, s.71). Bu ydntemde arastirmaci zaman, para ve emek

kisitlihgl nedeniyle kolay ulasilabilir ve uygulanabilir birimlerden segilen bir 6rneklem {zerinde ¢alisir.

Olgek Gelistirme Siireci

ueyy

“Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olcegi”nin gelistiriimesi asamasinda, ¢alismanin amacina uygun maddelerin
belirlenmesi icin timdengelim ve tiimevarim yontemleri birlikte kullanilmistir. Timdengelim yonteminde 6lgek

maddelerinin yazilmasi icin alan yazin taramasi ve alana ait mevcut 6lcek ve gostergelerin degerlendirilmesi
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yapilirken; timevarim ydnteminde ise odak gruplari ve bireysel gorismelerle ulasilan nitel verilerden
yararlanilir (Hinkin, 1995). Hem O0Olgek gelistirilecek alani tanimlamak hem de degerlendirecek maddeleri
belirlemek icin timdengelim ve timevarim yontemlerini birlestirmek en iyi uygulama olarak kabul edilmektedir
(Boateng vd., 2018). Bu kapsamda gelistirilen dlgegin madde havuzu olusturulurken geri bildirim okuryazarhigina
iliskin daha once yapilmis ¢alismalara ve benzer 6lceklere ulasmak icin detayl bir alan yazin taramasi yapilmis,
ulasgilan galismalar incelenmis (Carless ve Boud,2018; Cimen, 2017; Dokmen, 1982; Ducasse ve Hill, 2019;
Gravett vd., 2019; Han ve Xu, 2020; Kara, 2021; Kayal vd., 2020; Malecka vd., 2020; Molloy vd., 2020; Mulliner
ve Tucker, 2017; Murphy ve Cornell, 2010; Sutton, 2012; Winstone vd., 2020; Wood, 2021; Zhan, 2021) ve ayni
zamanda geri bildirim olgusuna iliskin 6grenci goruslerinin incelendigi bir nitel analiz ¢alismasinin (Yildiz vd.,
2021) bulgularindan vyararlanilmistir.  Stirecin  sonunda geri bildirim okuryazarhigina iliskin 6lgekte
kullanilabilecek 59 ifadeden olusan bir madde havuzu hazirlanmistir. Maddelerin uygunlugu, anlasihrhgi, temsil
edilebilirligi ile kapsam gecerligini saglamak igin iki Olgme ve Degerlendirme uzmani, bir Egitim Yonetimi, Teftisi,
Planlamasi ve Ekonomisi uzmani ve bir Tirkge egitimi uzmanin goriisiine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlardan 6lgekte
yer alan maddeleri "madde uygun", "madde uygun degil" ve “diizeltiimeli” olacak sekilde incelemeleri
istenmistir. Uzman gorisleri dogrultusunda; anlasilir olmayan 13 madde dizeltilmis, okuryazarhga yonelik
olmayan ve birden fazla yargi iceren 12 madde o6lgekten ¢ikariimigtir. Bu dogrultuda; 47 maddeden olusan, begli

» u

likert tipine gore hazirlanan 6l¢ek “Hicbir zaman”, “Nadiren”, “Bazen” “Genellikle”, “Her zaman” seklinde
derecelendirilmistir. Olcek maddelerinin anlasilirhgini test etmek igin Sivas Cumhuriyet Universitesi Egitim
Fakultesinde 6grenim goren bes Ogrenciye taslak olgcek uygulanarak gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmis ve oOlgek

uygulamaya hazir hale getirilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Taslak &lcek uygulanmadan énce, etik kurul izni Sivas Cumhuriyet Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Kurulu’nun 29.10.2021 tarihli ve E-60263016-050.06.04-91616 sayil karari ile
alinmistir. Daha sonra taslak 6lgek formu gevrimici ortamda hazirlanmis, 6grencilere galismanin amaci hakkinda
bilgi verilmis ve 6grencilerin gonallilik esasina gore ¢alismaya katilimlari saglanmistir. Taslak 6lgegin birinci ve

ikinci uygulama stireci yaklasik ti¢ ay stirmis, toplamda 745 68renciye ulasiimistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Taslak Olgegin birinci 6rneklem grubuna uygulanmasinin ardindan elde edilen veriler SPSS programina
aktarilmis, ug, eksik ve hatali degerler incelenerek sekiz form analizden c¢ikarilmistir. Taslak olgegin gecerlilik
analizi i¢in yapi gegerliligi incelenmistir. Yapi gegerligi bir 6lgme aracinin dogrudan gézlenmesi ve Olglilmesi glic
soyut olgulari ne derece dogru 6lgebildigini gosteren, dlgek puanlarinin iliskili oldugu distnilen yapiyr ortaya
koymasi agisindan énemli bir gecerlik tiirtidir (Tavsancil, 2010). Taslak olcegin yapi gecerliligini test etmek
Uzere faktor analizi uygulanmistir. Faktér analizinin amaci, ayni yapiyi 6lgcen degiskenleri bir araya toplayarak
Olgmeyi az sayida faktor ile agiklamaktir. Agimlayici ve dogrulayici olmak Gzere iki tiir faktor analizi yaklagimi

vardir. A¢cimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) degiskenler arasi iliskilerden yola c¢ikarak faktér bulmak icin yapilirken;
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dogrulayici faktér analizi (DFA) degiskenler arasi iliskiye dair daha 6nce saptanan bir hipotezi test etmeyi

amaglar (Blylikoztirk, 2014).

AFA 6ncesinde 6lgek maddelerinin islerliklerinin tespit edilebilmesi adina 6ncelikle basiklik ve garpiklik 6lgileri
ve madde toplam korelasyonu incelenmistir. Basiklik +2 ve garpikhk katsayisinin 1 sinirlari iginde kalmasi
puanlarin normal dagilimdan énemli bir sapma géstermedigi seklinde yorumlanabilir (Kalayci, 2010). inceleme
sonucunda, 6lgek puanlarinin basiklik ve garpiklik katsayisinin verilen sinirlar iginde oldugu ve elde edilen
puanlarin normal dagihm gosterdigi sonucuna ulagiimistir. Tutarli bir 6lgme sonucu elde etmek icin 6lgekteki
her bir maddenin 6lgegin tamamiyla iliskili olmasi beklenmektedir (Karagdz ve Bardakgi, 2020). Daha ayirt edici
maddelerle yola devam etmek icin madde-toplam puan korelasyon katsayisi 0.30’dan disik olan iki madde

Olgcekten gikarilmistir (Buyukoézturk, 2014). Boylece, 45 madde (izerinden agimlayici faktor analizi yapiimistir.

AFA yapilirken SPSS 23.0 paket programi kullaniimistir. Calismada 6ncelikle 6rneklem bayaklGginin yeterliligi
ve verilerin ¢oklu normal dagihmina iliskin bulgular elde etmek icin Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) katsayisi ve
Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonuglari incelenmistir (Biyiikéztiirk, 2014; Pallant, 2005; Tavsancil, 2010). Olgek
maddelerinin faktorlestiriimesinde temel bilesenler analizi kullaniimis, elde edilen faktorlerin yorumlanmasina
aciklik getirmek icin Varimax eksen dondiirmesi uygulanmistir. Faktor sayisina karar verirken 6zdeger katsayisi,
aciklanan toplam varyans orani ve faktorlerin 6z degerlerine dayali olarak gizilen scree plot diyagrami
kullanilmistir (Karagéz ve Bardakgi, 2020). Maddelerin faktor yiklerinin alt kesme noktasi .45 olarak
belirlenmistir. Maddelerin yer aldiklari faktérdeki yik degerlerine bakilarak ayni yapiyl 6lgmeyen maddeler ve
birden fazla faktérde .10’dan daha az farkla yer alan binisik toplam 21 madde 6lcekten gikarilmistir. Her bir
faktordeki madde sayisi ve dagihimlari belirlendikten sonra, faktorler isimlendirilmistir. Son olarak, 24
maddeden olusan olcege iliskin glvenirlik analizi icin Cronbach Alfa (a), iki yarim ve Guttman iki yarim

glivenirlik katsayilari hesaplanmistir.

AFA sonucunda belirlenen dort bilesenli ve 24 maddeden olusan yapinin dogrulanmasi igin Lisrel 8.7 programi
kullanilarak DFA yapilmistir. DFA, agimlayici faktor analizinden elde edilen faktor yapilarini denetlemek amaciyla
yararlanilan bir denetleme ve test ydntemidir (Ozdamar, 2016). DFA &ncesinde ikinci calisma grubundan
toplanan verilerin analize uygunlugunu belirlemek igin basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri ve madde toplam
korelasyonu incelenmistir. Dogrulayici faktér analizinde model uyumunun belirlenmesinde cesitli degerlere
bakilmaktadir, ancak bu degerlere iliskin bir sinirlama yoktur (Karagéz ve Bardakgi, 2020). Bu arastirmada,
modelin uyum iyiligini belirlemek icin kullanilan degerler sunlardir: Ki-kare uyum testi, hata kareler
ortalamasinin  karekékii (RMSEA), standartlastirlmis hata kareleri ortalamasinin  karekokii (SRMR),
karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (CFl), normlastiriimis uyum indeksi (NFI), normlastirilmamis uyum indeksi (NNFI),
goreli uyum indeksi (RFI) ve artan uyum indeksi (IFI). DFA sonrasi taslak 6lgegin glvenilirlik analizi icin Cronbach

Alfa (a), iki yarim ve Guttman iki yarim givenirlik katsayilari hesaplanmistir.
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BULGULAR

Bu bélimde, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarigi Olgeginin gelistirmesine iliskin bulgular “Olgme aracinin yapi
gecerliligine iliskin bulgular” ve “Olgme aracinin giivenirligine iliskin bulgular” olmak tizere iki baslk altinda ele

alinmistir.

Olgme Aracinin Yapi Gegerligine iliskin Bulgular

Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin yapi gecerligi icin dncelikle birinci ¢alisma grubuna ait verilerle agimlayici
faktor analizi yapilmig, daha sonra elde edilen modelin dogrulugunu test etmek amaciyla ikinci ¢caligma grubuna

ait verilerle dogrulayici faktor analizi gergeklestirilmistir.

Acimlayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular

Arastirmada, AFA igin 47 maddeden olusan 6lgek 337 6grenciye uygulanmistir. Faktér analizi yapmadan once,
maddelerin AFA i¢in uygunlugunu degerlendirmek amaciyla 6ncelikle madde toplam korelasyonuna bakilmis,
madde ylk degeri .30 un altinda olan iki madde (24. ve 30. madde) Olgekten c¢ikariimistir. Daha sonra faktor
analizinin mevcut ¢alisma grubu igin uygulanabilir olup olmadig Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) testi ile test edilmis
ve evrendeki dagilimin normalligi ise Bartlett testi ile sinanmistir. Taslak olgege iliskin KMO degeri .944, Bartlett
testi sonucu 8666.971 olarak hesaplanmis ve test sonucunun istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (p
= .000). Faktor analizi igin KMO degerinin 1’e yaklagmasi (Tavsancil, 2010), Bartlett testinin anlamli gikmasi
(Buytkoztlrk, 2014; Kalayci, 2010) istenen bir durumdur. Bu dogrultuda elde edilen sonuglarin, faktor analizi

yapmak icin uygun oldugu gorilmektedir.

Analizde, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olceginin faktdr desenini ortaya koymak amaciyla faktérlesme ydntemi
olarak temel bilesenler analizi; dondirme yontemi olarak da dik dondirme yontemlerinden maksimum

degiskenlik (varimax) secilmistir.

AFA yapilirken 6ncelikle maddelerin faktor yikleri dikkate alinmistir. Bir 6lgegin faktor yapisi icin maddelerin
faktor yiklerinin alt kesme noktasinin Neale ve Liebert (1980; Akt. Tavsancil, 2010) .30 ile .40 arasinda
alinabilecegi belirtirken; Bliyikoztirk (2014) .45 ve Ustiinde olmasinin iyi bir secim olacagini ifade etmistir. Bu
dogrultuda mevcut arastirmada, maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin alt kesme noktasi .45 olarak belirlenmistir. Ayrica
maddelerin tek bir faktorde yilksek yik degerine, diger faktorlerde disiik ylk degerine sahip olmasi
durumunda ise en yiksek yiuk degeri ile bu degerden sonra en yiiksek olan yik degeri arasindaki farkin
olabildigince yiiksek olmasi ve en az .10 olmasi gerektigi belirtilmistir (Blyiikéztirk, 2014). Olcekten varimax
dondiirmesi sonucunda faktor yikd .45’in altinda olan 7 madde (19, 21, 26, 31, 36, 39 ve 40. maddeler) ve
binisik olarak kabul edilen yani birden ¢ok faktérde yer alan ancak faktor yikleri arasindaki fark .10°dan daha

kiicik olan 14 madde (2, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 27, 29, 35 ve 41. maddeler) elenmistir.
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Arastirmacilar Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin faktdr sayisini, Sekil 1’de yer alan Scree plot diyagramini

temel alarak belirlemislerdir.

€
6zdegerler

a

1T 2 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1213 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Faktir sayis1
Sekil 1. Scree plot diyagrami

Scree plot diyagraminda, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin dort faktorlii bir yapida oldugu gériilmustir. AFA
sonucunda, dért faktorlii ortak varyanslarin .352 ile .748 arasinda oldugu bir yapi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ozdegerler
incelendiginde de doérdiincii boyuttan sonra 6zdegerin 1’in altina distigl ve 6zdegerler arasindaki farkin

azaldig1 gdzlenmistir. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgegine ait AFA sonuglarina Tablo 1'de yer verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhigi Olgeginin AFA Sonuglari

ilk madde Son madde Déndiirme sonrasi yiik Ortak Faktér Madde-Toplam -
. . . . Varyans (%) Ozdeger

numaralar numaralan 1.faktor 2.faktér 3.faktor 4.faktdor Varyansi(h?) Korelasyonu

Madde 5 Madde 1 .715 .352 .643

Madde 7 Madde 2 .699 .540 .579

Madde 8 Madde 3 .693 .566 .621

Madde 3 Madde 4 .655 .594 .634 16.473 9.131

Madde 4 Madde 5 .642 .540 .625

Madde 10 Madde 6 .601 .541 .525

Madde9  Madde 7 .532 .501 .688

Madde 1 Madde 8 .520 .518 .613

Madde 45 Madde 9 .812 431 .607

Madde 44 Madde 10 772 .640 .575

Madde 42 Madde 11 .700 .733 448

Madde 46 Madde 12 .677 .598 488 15.445 1.739

Madde 43 Madde 13 .660 .532 .550

Madde 47 Madde 14 .588 .572 .621

Madde 23 Madde 15 .810 .645 468

Madde 22 Madde 16 737 .615 .704 13.005 1.704

Madde 25 Madde 17 .733 .528 .681

Madde 28 Madde 18 .661 .567 .567

Madde 33 Madde 19 .766 .657 .633

Madde 34 Madde 20 .653 .654 .679

Madde 38 Madde 21 .617 .702 .647

Madde 32 Madde 22 .589 .748 .603 12.455 1.197

Madde 37 Madde 23 .554 .615 .630

Madde 17 Madde 24 .553 .384 .338

KMO=.927 Bartlett testi = 3762.093 Aciklanan Toplam Varyans= 57.378
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Tablo 1 incelendiginde, dort faktorli olarak ortaya ¢ikan yapinin agikladigl toplam varyans % 57.378’dir. Dort
faktor icin yapilan analizde; birinci faktérin % 16.473, ikinci faktorin % 15.445, lglnci faktorin % 13.005 ve
dorduncl faktériin % 12.455 oraninda ortak varyansa katki sagladiklari gorilmistiir. Faktor yik degerlerine
bakildiginda; birinci faktoriin .520 ile .715 arasinda, ikinci faktorin .588 ile .812 arasinda, Uglnci faktoriin .661
ile 810 arasinda ve doérdincli faktérin .553 ile .766 arasinda oldugu goérilmektedir. Degiskenler arasi
heterojenligin gostergesi olan ortak faktor varyansinin (h?) en disiik degeri .352’dir. Ortak faktér varyansinin
.20’den kuglk olmasi degiskenler arasinda heterojenligin oldugunu goéstermektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007).
Bu durumda degiskenler arasi heterojenlik bulunmamaktadir. Madde toplam korelasyonlari incelendiginde;
katsayilarin .338 ile .704 arasinda degistigi gorilmektedir. Bu degerlerin .30 ile .70 arasinda olmasi orta
dizeyde, .70 ile 1.00 arasinda olmasi yiiksek diizeyde iliskili olarak (Buyukoztiirk, 2014) kabul edilmektedir. Bu
durumda; 6lgekte yer alan maddelerden 16. maddenin toplam test puanlari ile yiksek dizeyde (p=.000), diger
maddelerin tamaminin toplam test puanlari ile orta dizeyde (p= .000) anlamli iliskili oldugu goériilmektedir. Bu
durum maddelerle élgulen 6zelligin testle 6lgulen ozellik ile benzer oldugunu yani maddelerin gegerli oldugunu

gostermektedir.

Olgegin faktorleri dikkate alindiginda ise 1-8 arasindaki maddelerin “Takdir etme” olarak ifade edilen birinci
faktorde; 9-14 arasindaki maddelerin “Olumlu tutum” olarak ifade edilen ikinci faktorde; 15-18 arasindaki
maddelerin “Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik” olarak ifade edilen Uglincu faktdrde ve 19-24 arasindaki
maddelerin  “Geri bildirimi kullanmaya a¢ik olma” olarak ifade edilen doérdinct faktorde yer aldigi
gorilmektedir. “Takdir etme” faktoru verilen geri bildirimin kendi gelisimi Gzerindeki nemini anlamaya iliskin;
“Olumlu tutum” faktori geri bildirime yonelik olumlu duyussal davraniglara iliskin; “Etkili geri bildirime karsi
farkindalik” faktér geri bildirimin etkili oldugu durumlara farkindaliklarina iliskin ve “Geri bildirimi kullanmaya
acik olma” faktori ise geri bildirim almaya ve kullanmaya hazir olma durumlarina iliskin maddelerden

olusmaktadir.

Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhg Olgeginin son haline iliskin KMO ve Bartlett testi sonuglar hesaplandiginda; 6lgegin
KMO degeri .927, Bartlett testi sonucu 3762.093 ve test sonucunun istatistiksel olarak anlamh oldugu ortaya

konmustur (p=.000).

Dogrulayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular

AFA analizi sonucunda elde edilen o6lgek yapisini dogrulamak amaciyla, 398 kisiden olusan ikinci 6rneklem
grubundan elde edilen verilere DFA uygulanmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda, ilk olarak s6z konusu faktoérlerin
altinda yer alan her bir maddenin t-degerlerinin anlamhhlgi incelenmis, AFA da belirlenen maddelerin ilgili
faktorler altinda yer aldigi goriilmistlr. Daha sonra her bir maddenin standart faktor yik degerleri incelenmis
ve bu degerlerin .45 ve (zerinde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Son olarak 6l¢cegin model uyum indeksleri incelenmis

ve Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 2. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhigi Olgeginin DFA Sonuglari

Uyum indeksi Miikemmel uyum degerleri iyi uyum degerleri DFA sonuglari
X? 866.53
sd 246
X%/sd 0<X?/sd<.3 3<X?/sd <5 3.52
RMSEA .00 < RMSEA £.05 .05< RMSEA £.08 .080
SRMR .00 < SRMR £.05 .05 <SRMR <£.08 .069
CFI .95 < CFI<£1.00 .90 <CFI<.95 .97
NFI .95 <NFI<1.00 90 < NFI<.95 .96
NNFI .95 <NFI<1.00 90 <NFI<.95 .97
RFI .95 <RFI<£1.00 .90 <RFI<.95 .95
IFI 95<IFI£1.00 90 < IFI<.95 .97

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, uyum indekslerinin kabul edilebilir araliklari (Byrne, 2010; Cokluk vd., 2014; Erkorkmaz
vd., 2013; Kline, 2011; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006; Seger, 2013; Yilmaz & Celik, 2009) ve Geri Bildirim
Okuryazarligi Olgegine ait DFA sonuglari gériilmektedir. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olceginin DFA sonuglari ile
uyum indekslerinin kabul edilebilir araliklari karsilastirildiginda; modelde degerlerin X? =866.53, sd=246, p= .00,
X?/sd= 3.52, RMSEA= .080 ve SRMR= .069 seklinde oldugu belirlenmistir. X?/sd oraninin 5’in altinda olmasi,
RMSEA ve SRMR degerlerinin .08ten kiiglik veya esit olmasi modelin uyumunun iyi oldugunun ve 6lgekte yer
alan maddelerin belirlenen faktorleri iyi dizeyde temsil ettiginin gostergesidir. Modelin diger uyum indeks
degerleri CFl= .97, NFI= .96, NNFI= .97, RFI= .95 ve IFl= .97 olarak hesaplanmistir. Uyum indekslerinin .95 ve
Uzeri olmasi mikemmel uyuma, .90 ve .95 arasi olmasi iyi uyuma karsilik gelmektedir. Genel olarak
degerlendirildiginde; uyum indeksi degerlerinden CFI, NFI, NNFI, RFI, IFl degerlerinin miikemmel uyum
gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Bu cercevede, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin 24 maddeden olusan dért faktérli
yapisinin bir model olarak dogrulandigi ifade edilebilir. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarlig Olceginin her bir maddesi icin

hesaplanan standart ylk degerlerini gésteren path diyagrami ise Sekil 2’de yer almaktadir.
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Mé
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0. 53— Mlz

0.51-e=  MI3

0. 55— M14

0. 25— Mlé

0. 22— M17

0. 53— Mls

o

el

0. 22— Mlg

S

0. 73— Mz4

Chi-Square=B€€.52, df=24€, P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0_080

Sekil 2. Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizine iliskin Path Diyagrami

Faktor analizi sonucunda; “Takdir etme” , “Olumlu tutum”, “Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik” ve “Geri
bildirimi kullanmaya agik olma” olmak lzere dort faktor ve 24 maddeden olusan 6lgege son sekli verilmistir (Ek
1). Besli likert tipine gore hazirlanan 6lgek; “Her zaman = 5”, “Genellikle = 4”, “Bazen = 3”, “Nadiren = 2”, “Hi¢cbir
zaman = 1” biciminde derecelendirilmistir. Olcekten alinan en diisiik puan 24, en yiiksek puan 120 seklinde
hesaplanmistir. Son olarak, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olceginin faktorleri arasi korelasyon degerleri

hesaplanmis ve sonuglar Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhgi Olgeginin Faktorlerinin Korelasyon Degerleri Sonuglari

Faktorler 1. Faktor  2.Faktor  3.Faktor 4. Faktér Olgegin timi
1. Faktor (Takdir etme) 1 .559™" .488™" 6227 .845™"
2. Faktér (Olumlu tutum) .559"" 1 467" .636™ 789"
3. Faktér (Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik) 488" 467" 1 .506™" .665""
4. Faktér (Geri bildirimi kullanmaya agik olma) 622" .636™" .506™" 1 .848™
** p<.01

Korelasyon katsayisinin 1.00 olmasi mikemmel pozitif iligkinin, -1.00 olmasi miikemmel negatif iliskininin, .00
olmasi ise iligkinin olmadiginin gostergesidir. Korelasyon katsayisinin; .00-.30 arasinda olmasi disuk diizeyde,
.30-.70 arasinda olmasi orta diizeyde, .70-1.00 arasinda olmasi yiksek dizeyde bir iliski oldugu seklinde
yorumlanir (Buyukoztiirk, 2014). Tablo 3 incelendiginde, faktérlerin korelasyon degerlerinin .467 ile .636
arasinda degistigi gorilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda, faktorlerin birbirleri ile orta diizeyde iliskili oldugu séylenebilir.
Bunun yaninda Etkili geri bildirime kars! farkindalik faktériin 6lgegin tumu ile orta diizeyde, diger faktorlerin
(Takdir etme, Olumlu tutum, Geri bildirimi kullanmaya ag¢ik olma) 6lgcegin tiimu ile yiksek dizeyde iliskili oldugu

gorilmektedir.

Olgme Aracinin Giivenirligine iliskin Bulgular

Geri Bildirim Okuryazarlig Olgeginin giivenirlik analizi igin 8lgegin tamami ve faktérlerine ait Cronbach Alpha, iki

yarim ve Guttman iki yarim gtivenirlik katsayilari hesaplanmis ve analiz sonuglarina Tablo 4’te yer verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgegine iliskin Giivenirlik Analizi Sonuglari

Faktorler Cronbach Alpha iki yarim Guttman iki yarim
1. Faktor (Takdir etme) .88 .80 .88
2. Faktor (Olumlu tutum) .88 .87 .87
3. Faktor (Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik) .84 .83 .81
4. Faktor (Geri bildirimi kullanmaya ag¢ik olma) .83 .81 .82
Olgegin tamami .94 .87 .95

Tablo 4’te Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhgi Olgeginin giivenirlik degerleri incelendiginde; 8lcegin tiimi icin Cronbach
Alfa giivenirlik katsayisinin .94, iki yarim givenirlik katsayisinin .87 ve Guttman iki yarim giivenirlik katsayisi .95
oldugu gorilmektedir. Her bir faktor icin hesaplanan giivenirlik degerlerine bakildiginda ise Cronbach Alfa, iki
yarim ve Guttman iki yarim gilivenirlik katsayilarinin sirasiyla “Takdir etme” faktori icin .88, .80, .88; “Olumlu
tutum” faktori icin .88, .87, .87; “Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik” faktori icin .84, .83, .81 ve “Geri bildirimi
kullanmaya agik olma” faktorl igin .83, .81 .82 olarak hesaplanmistir. Goéraldigu gibi, olgegin tamami ve
faktorlerine iliskin Cronbach Alfa, iki yarim ve Guttman iki yarim glivenirlik katsayilari .70’in izerindedir. Bu

dogrultuda; Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgceginin yiiksek giivenirlige sahip oldugu sdylenebilir.

SONUG, TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Bu arastirmada, 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarligi diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla gegerli ve glivenilir bir
dlcme araci gelistirilmistir. Oncelikle acimlayici faktdr analizi, daha sonra acimlayici faktér analizi sonucu elde

edilen faktorlerin dogrulugunu sinamak icin dogrulayici faktor analizi ve son olarak glvenirlik analizi yapilmistir.
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Agimlayici faktodr analizi sonucunda; Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin dort faktorlii ve 24 maddeden olusan
faktér yapisina sahip oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Dogrulayici faktér analizi sonucunda ise X2/sd oraninin,
RMSEA ve SRMR degerlerinin iyi uyum; CFI, NFI, NNFI, RFIl, IFl degerlerinin mikemmel uyum gosterdigi
sdylenebilir. Sonug olarak, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin 24 maddeden olusan dort faktérlii yapisinin bir

model olarak dogrulandigi ifade edilebilir.

Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olceginde birinci faktér “Takdir etme”, ikinci faktér “Olumlu tutum”, tgiinci faktér
“Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalk” ve dordincu faktoér “Geri bildirimi kullanmaya agik olma” olarak
belirlenmistir. Ayrica 6lgegin agikladigl toplam varyans % 57.378 olarak hesaplanmistir. Boylece bir 6lgek igin
aciklanan varyansin % 40 ile % 60 arasinda olmasinin yeterli olacagl gorlisi de saglanmistir. Faktoérlerin
korelasyon degerlerine bakildiginda ise degerlerin .467 ile .636 arasinda degistigi belirlenmis ve bu dogrultuda

faktorlerin birbirleri ile orta diizeyde iliskili oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir.

Geri Bildirim Okuryazarligi Olgeginin giivenirlik degerleri incelendiginde; 6lgcegin timii icin Cronbach Alfa
guvenirlik katsayisi .94, iki yarim glvenirlik katsayisi .87 ve Guttman iki yarim gilivenirlik katsayisi .95 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Her bir faktor igin hesaplanan giivenirlik degerlerine bakildiginda ise Cronbach Alfa, iki yarim ve
Guttman iki yarim glivenirlik katsayilarinin sirasiyla “Takdir etme” faktori icin .88, .80, .88; “Olumlu tutum”
faktoru icin .88, .87, .87; “Etkili geri bildirime karsi farkindalik” faktéri icin .84, .83, .81; ve “Geri bildirimi
kullanmaya agik olma” faktord icin .83, .81, .82 olarak hesaplanmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak kabul géren bir
Olcegin glivenirlik katsayisinin .70 ve lizerinde olmasi gerektigi goristinden hareketle 6lgegin glvenirliginin iyi

oldugu belirlenmistir.

Son olarak, Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhig Olceginin son haline iliskin KMO ve Bartlett testi sonuclarina bakildiginda;
KMO degeri .927, Bartlett testi sonucu 3762.093 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu durumda, 6grencilerin geri bildirim
okuryazarhigi diizeylerini belirlemeye yénelik gelistirilen “Geri Bildirim Okuryazarhigi Olcegi”’nin gegerli ve
glivenilir bir 6lgek oldugu ve dlgekten elde edilen sonuglarin 6grencilerin geri bildirim okuryazarligi diizeylerine

iliskin goruslerini ortaya koyacagi disiinilmektedir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde; geribildirim okuryazarligi 6lcegi gelistirme konusunda yapilan az sayida arastirmaya
rastlanmistir. Zhan (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen “Geribildirim Okuryazarligi Olgegi” 24 madde ve “ortaya
¢ikarma, isleme, harekete gegcme, takdir etme, hazir olma ve bagl olma” olmak uzere alti alt boyuttan; Yu vd.
(2022) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogrenci Yazma Geribildirim Okuryazarligi Olcegi” 28 madde ve “geribildirimi
takdir etme, farkl geribildirim kaynaklarini kabul etme, yargilama, etkileri yonetme ve harekete gegme” olmak
Uzere bes boyuttan olusmaktadir. Bu galismalari destekler nitelikte, Han ve Xu (2021) 6grencilerin geri bildirim
okuryazarhigini  “bilissel  kapasite, sosyal-duygusal egilim ve sosyal-duygusal kapasite” olarak
kavramsallastirirken; Carless ve Boud (2018) 6grenci geri bildirim okuryazarhginin “geri bildirimi takdir etme,
yargilarda bulunma, etkiyi yonetme ve harekete gegme” olmak lizere dort 6zelligi oldugundan bahsetmektedir.
Benzer sekilde Molloy vd. (2020) ise geri bildirim okuryazarhginin 6zelliklerini; geri bildirim amaglarini ve

rollerini anlama, bilgi arama, is kalitesi hakkinda yargida bulunma, duygularla calisma ve gelecekteki
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¢alismalarinin yarari igin bilgileri isleme ve kullanma olmak Uzere siniflandirmislardir. Gelistirilen geribildirim
okuryazarligr olcegi, 6grenci geribildirim okuryazarliginin zaman icinde nasil gelistigini, basari, tutum,
motivasyon gibi degiskenlerle iligkisini belirlemek icin gelecekteki ¢alismalarda kullanilabilir. Ayni zamanda
gelistirilen geribildirim okuryazarligi 6lgegi her ne kadar yiksedgretim icin gelistirilmis olsa da diger 6gretim

kademelerinde de kullanilabilir.
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Ek 1. Geri Bildirim Okuryazarlk Olcegi

[=
© c
1EIR:
No Maddeler o = | N| @| §
IR

T
Madde 1 | Geri bildirim sayesinde 6dev/calisma slirecimi degerlendiririm. Q) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 2 | Geri bildirim sayesinde akademik agidan gelisirim. 1) @2 | (@3 (4) | (5)
Madde 3 Sﬁgflldmm stirecinde 6gretim Uyesiyle/6gretmenle olan iletisimim Wl @!lel @l
Madde 4 Ge.rl -b-I|C|IrIm aldigimda 6dev/calismalarimin yeterliligi hakkinda bilgi wlale!leles

edinirim.
Madde 5 | Geri bildirim sayesinde hedefe ulasip ulasmadigimi degerlendiririm. | (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 6 | Verilen geri bildirimi galismalarimi iyilestirmek igin kullanirim. (1) | (2) | (3) ] (4) ] (5)
Madde 7 | Geri bildirim sayesinde farkl bakis agilari kazanirim. Q) 2 | 3) | (4 | (5)
Madde 8 | Geri bildirim aldigimda gigli yonlerimin farkina varirim. () | (2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 9 | Geri bildirim aldigimda 6zglivenim artar. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 10 | Geri bildirim aldigimda motivasyonum artar. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 11 | Geri bildirim aldigimda mutlu olurum. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 12 | Geri bildirim aldigimda 6nemsendigimi hissederim. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 13 | Geri bildirim aldigimda yaptigim isin degerli oldugunu hissederim. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 14 | Geri bildirim aldigimda heyecanlanirim. () | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 15 g?rlnblldlrlmln uygun Uslupla (yapici bir sekilde) verilmesi gerektigini wlale!lels
GstinGyorum.

Madde 16 | Geri bildirimin agiklayici olmasi gerektigini diisiniyorum. 1) 2 | 3) | (4 | (5)
Madde 17 | Geri bildirimin objektif verilmesi gerektigini distinliyorum. 1) 2 | 3) | (4 | (5)
Madde 18 | Geri bildirimin zamaninda verilmesi gerektigini distiiniiyorum. 1) @2 | 3) | (4 | (5
Madde 19 | Geri bildirimdeki elestirilere agik oldugumu distiniyorum. (1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 20 | Geri bildirim sayesinde 6grenme ihtiyaglarimi fark ederim. (1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 21 | Geri bildirim sayesinde 6grendiklerimi baska alanlarda kullanirim. Q) @2 | 3) ]| 4| (5)
Madde 22 | Geri bildirim sayesinde 6z elestiri yaparim. (1) | 2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
Madde 23 | Geri bildirim sayesinde hatalarimdan ders gikaririm. Q) 2 | 3) | (4 | (5)
Madde 24 | Verilen geri bildirimler dogrultusunda hareket ederim. (1) [ (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
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