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Due to developments in the digital domain, digital literacy has become a
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y crucial skill targeted for students in the 21st century. The home environment
Home digital literacy activities is as significant as the school environment in children's education. Therefore,
Primary school students identifying children's digital literacy activities at home is crucial for describing
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opportunities to use and enhance digital literacy skills in the home
environment. This research aimed to develop the "Scale for Determining
Primary School Students' Home Digital Literacy Activities (PSHDLA)"

Article History according to parental opinions. The scale development process followed the
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opinions. After expert evaluation and pilot implementation, a draft scale
consisting of 36 items was obtained, and the scale was applied to 553 parents.
In the analysis process, the evaluation of the dataset followed exploratory
Research Article factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), item analysis, and
internal reliability stages. According to the analysis results, a three-factor
structure consisting of 15 items was obtained. The factors were named
"active use," "educational use," and "passive use," respectively. Upon
examining the Cronbach's Alpha values of the scale and factors, it was
concluded that the scale was highly reliable. As a result of the research, a
valid and reliable scale was obtained to identify the digital literacy activities

opsuam:csss @Cmm @geative students engage in at home.
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1 Introduction

The use of digital technology in society is becoming increasingly widespread. Everyday tasks such
as buying tickets for public transportation, conducting banking transactions, and scheduling
hospital appointments are often done using digital devices like smartphones, tablets, and
computers, which have internet connectivity features (Cetinkaya, 2022). Children born in the 21st
century are introduced to digital devices at home and in other social environments, observing
digital literacy activities performed by adults as they grow up. Referred to as "digital natives" due
to being born after the widespread adoption of digital technology (Prensky, 2001), these 21st-
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century children interact with digital technology at home, in their social circles, and in their
schools. Digital devices are increasingly used in studying activities (Hrastinski, 2021).

With the increasing use of digital tools in social and academic life, digital literacy has become one
of the skills aimed to be instilled in students in the 21st century. The concept of digital literacy
builds upon the concepts of computer literacy and information and technology literacy. However,
digital literacy goes beyond just being able to use digital tools technically; it also requires the ability
to evaluate and utilize information critically, similar to fundamental literacy skills (Buckingham,
2015). Digital literacy encompasses a complex set of component skills, including identifying,
understanding, interpreting, creating, and communicating written, printed, and digital texts
(United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization/UNESCO, 2005). Ng (2012) also
emphasizes that digital literacy requires socio-emotional skills, such as responsibly using the
internet in accordance with etiquette and maintaining individual security and privacy by keeping
personal information as confidential as possible, alongside technical and cognitive skills. These
complex digital literacy skills, consisting of a series of components, have been incorporated into
the National Education Ministry (MEB) curriculum renewal efforts. "Digital Competence" has been
added to the competencies that students should acquire in MEB curriculum programs. Both in the
Turkish Language Teaching Program (MEB, 2018a) and the Social Studies Teaching Program
(MEB, 2018b), emphasis is placed on developing students' digital competence or, in other words,
digital literacy skills through in-class and out-of-class activities.

According to sociocultural theory, children learn through their participation in daily experiences
in their social environments (Vygotsky, 1978). Researchers who embrace sociocultural theory
focus on structuring learning through interaction in activities in which individuals participate with
others rather than focusing on a cognitive approach that emphasizes individuals' internalized
learning (Plowman, 2008; Wertsch, 1991). In this context, the child's access to digital technologies
offered in the social environment in which they grow up (Neumann, 2015; Neumann et al., 2017)
and the degree of participation in digital literacy activities at home by parents (Neumann, 2015)
influence their digital literacy skills. Additionally, decisions made by parents regarding their
children's use of digital devices may potentially influence how their children interact with
technology (Oztiirk & Ohi, 2022). Some studies in the literature (Arnott, 2016; Oztiirk & Ohi, 2018;
Teichert, 2017) indicate concerns among parents about the negative effects that digital
technologies may have on their children. Parents with a positive perception of their children's use
of digital technology tend to restrict their children's use of technology (Lee, 2013; Oztiirk & Ohi,
2018). Moreover, studies indicate concerns among parents about deciding which digital devices
and applications their children will use (Oztiirk & Ohi, 2022) and balancing the opportunities and
risks of technology (Smahelova et al., 2017; Dias et al., 2016). Parents' perceptions and attitudes
regarding the use of digital technology at home determine the amount of time allocated to digital
literacy activities and the types of digital literacy activities children engage in at home (Dias et al.,
2016; Gir & Tiirel, 2022; Sutherland, 2020). Some parents find digital literacy practices at home
productive for their children's foreign language learning (Soyoof, 2022), arithmetic learning
(Mascheroni et al., 2016; O'Hara, 2011; Tour, 2019), development of literacy skills (Mascheroni et
al., 2016; Neumann et al., 2017; O'Hara, 2011; Oztiirk & Ohi, 2022; Tour, 2019; Wood et al., 2016),
acquiring knowledge about the world (Neumann et al., 2020), and development of social skills
(creative thinking, problem-solving, etc.) (Hollingworth et al., 2011; Marsh et al., 2015; Mascheroni
et al.,, 2016).

No measurement tool has been used to determine the digital literacy activities children perform
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at home among primary school students in Turkey. Developing a measurement tool to determine
the digital literacy activities primary school children engage in at home is thought to contribute to
identifying children's access to digital tools, the purposes for which they benefit from digital
technology tools at home, and how frequently they use digital technology tools in their daily lives
at home. Determining the digital literacy activities children engage in at home can also provide
information about the extent to which they use and develop digital literacy skills in the home
environment. This research aims to develop the Scale for Determining Primary School Students'
Home Digital Literacy Activities (PSHDLA) according to parental opinions. In line with this aim,
the development of a valid and reliable measurement tool that will determine primary school
children's home digital literacy activities according to parental views is targeted.

2 Method

This study followed the scale development stages outlined by DeVellis (2017). The stages followed
are as follows: (1) determining the purpose of the measurement tool, (2) creating the item pool, (3)
determining the format of the measurement tool, (4) expert evaluation of the item pool, (5)
ensuring item validity, (6) conducting validity studies, (7) evaluating the items, and (8) optimizing
the measurement tool (DeVellis, 2017). Within the framework of these stages, the desired aim to
be measured was initially defined. In this study, a measurement tool aimed at identifying the digital
literacy activities performed by primary school students in the home environment was planned to
be developed, and subsequently, the other stages were completed.

This study's implementation and writing process adhered to scientific and ethical principles.
Additionally, ethical approval was obtained from Ordu University Ethics Committee for Social and
Human Sciences Research regarding the process of conducting this research (Date: 04.05.2023.
No: 2023-77).

2.1 Participants and procedure

Comrey and Lee (2009) suggest a sample group of at least 500 participants for factor analysis. In
this context, a study group consisting of 571 participants was reached to test the validity and
reliability of the scale. During the evaluation of the dataset, the total scores from each scale were
calculated, and a Z-score examination was conducted. Scales with Z-scores outside the range of
+2 and -2 were removed from the dataset. Consequently, responses from 18 participants were
excluded from the dataset. As a result of the analysis of the dataset, this study was conducted with
the parents of 553 primary school students during the spring semester of the 2022-2023 academic
year. The ages of the participants ranged from 23 to 62, with a mean age of 37.3. The demographic
characteristics of the participants regarding parental status and educational status are presented
in Table 1.

Table 1 Demographic characteristics of the parents

Education Status

Parental Status Primary Middle High Graduate Post-Graduate Total
School School School
Mother 7 76 155 139 18 465
Father 8 8 30 32 10 88
Total 85 84 185 171 28 553

As presented in Table 1, out of the 553 participants, 465 were mothers, and 88 were fathers.
Among the participants, 85 had completed primary school, 84 had completed middle school, 185
had completed high school, 171 had a bachelor's degree, and 28 had a postgraduate degree.
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The demographic characteristics of the primary school students whose parents participated in the
study are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 Demographic characteristics of elementary school students

Grade Level

Gender 15t Grade 2md Grade 3" Grade 4" Grade Total

Female 77 76 155 139 465
Male 8 8 30 32 88

Total 85 84 185 171 553

Parents' children include 274 females and 279 males, with 144 in the 1st grade, 171 in the 2nd
grade, 142 in the 3rd grade, and 96 attending the 4th grade.

2.2 Measures

During the creation of the item pool, relevant literature was reviewed, and a draft form consisting
of 48 items was prepared. Following this stage, the draft form was presented to expert opinion,
and content validity was examined. At this point, opinions were obtained from five domain
experts. For each item, the content validity ratio (CVR) was calculated using the formula presented
below (Streiner et al., 2015, as cited in Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018):

_ N
ne 2

N
2

ne: number of experts who gave 4 points (required item), N: number of experts

CVR =

In studies where five expert evaluations are available, a CVR value of 0.99 is recommended, and
items with values below this threshold are suggested to be discarded (Streiner et al., 2015, as cited
in Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018). In this context, 12 items were removed from the draft form.
Following expert opinions, after necessary adjustments were made, a revised version of the items
was reviewed again by the same experts in an online session. After evaluating the content validity,
a draft form consisting of 36 items was obtained.

Subsequently, the scale items consisting of 36 items were prepared according to a five-point Likert
scale (5= Always, 4= Often, 3= Sometimes, 2= Rarely, 1= Never), and the form was converted to
Google Form. The created form was applied to 33 parents outside the sample group, and the
comprehensibility of the scale items was tested. After this stage, the link to the form created using
social media (email, instant messaging programs, etc.) tools was sent to volunteer parents.

2.3 Data analysis

Data analysis was conducted using SPSS and AMOS software packages. The stages followed
during the analysis process were, respectively, evaluation of the dataset, exploratory factor
analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), item analysis, and internal reliability analysis.

3 Findings

The analysis processes testing the validity and reliability of the scale are presented in this section
according to the stages followed in the data analysis.

3.1 Evaluation of the data set

At the beginning of the analysis process, item analysis was conducted. At this point, the
homogeneity of the dataset was tested using Cronbach's Alpha analysis. Additionally, the impact
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of each item on the overall scale was examined. The initial analysis results are presented in Table
3.

Table 3 The first item analysis results

Item Scale Mean If Item Scale Variance If Corrected Item-Total Cronbach’s Alpha If
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted

1 68.74 220.52 331 .866
2 69.98 219.62 .322™ .866
B 69.32 213.54 .444™ .863
4 68.88 221.07 .246™ .868
5 68.82 215.40 .392™ .865
6 70.02 215.92 .435™ .864
7 69.41 215.24 .400™ .865
8 70.50 218.49 .438™ .864
9 69.61 209.83 524" .861
10 69.73 213.57 434" .864
11 70.81 226.17 274" .867
12 68.98 215.33 .436™ .864
113 69.76 213.25 447 .863
14 70.66 222.12 .354™ .866
15 70.29 218.98 367" .865
16 70.48 220.70 .339™ .866
17 70.29 220.61 .323" .866
18 70.67 222.48 .378™ .865
19 69.43 210.95 542" .861
20 70.61 226.86 .122™ .870
21 69.50 215.18 .406™ .864
22 70.76 225.02 .285™ .867
23 68.82 217.58 367" .865
24 69.32 214.69 442" .863
25 69.41 210.75 .534™ .861
26 69.44 213.60 431 .864
27 70.69 224.36 .292™ .867
28 70.07 216.43 .385™ .865
29 69.49 213.15 467 .863
30 70.55 221.44 .345™ .866
31 70.69 224.69 .285™ .867
32 70.83 226.38 .284™ .867
BB 70.64 224.77 233" .868
34 70.75 225.37 252" .867
35 70.75 225.12 .248™ .867
36 70.81 225.45 272" .867

"< 01

In evaluating the analysis results presented in Table 3, items with item-total correlations below
.30 were removed from the scale. Accordingly, 11 items (4, 11, 20, 22, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and
36) were excluded from the scale due to having corrected item-total correlations below the
specified value. Following this process, Cronbach's Alpha analysis was reapplied to reevaluate the
dataset. The results of the second analysis are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 The second item analysis results

Item Scale Mean If Item Scale Variance If Corrected Item-Total Cronbach’s Alpha If
Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Item Deleted
1 53.116 164.704 .325™ .859
2 54.353 164.080 3117 .860
B 53.689 158.392 .448™ .855
5 53.195 160.067 .393" .857
6 54.394 160.268 .446™ .855
7 53.783 159.533 4157 .856
8 54.868 163.191 422" .856
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9 53.986 154.801 .540™ .852
10 54.103 158.448 436™ .856
12 53.354 159.005 AT75™ .854
13 54.128 158.315 .445™ .855
14 55.031 166.396 SSER .859
15 54.662 163.645 .350™ .858
16 54.850 164.621 .344™ .858
17 54.665 165.321 .295™ .860
18 55.043 167.114 SSER .859
19 53.797 155.792 .560™ .851
21 53.868 160.046 4017 .857
23 53.195 161.853 372" .858
24 53.693 159.362 447 .855
25 53.785 155.180 567" .851
26 53.808 157.978 .450™ .855
28 54.439 161.109 .381" .858
29 53.864 158.012 AT73™ .854
30 54.922 165.945 319 .859

"< 01

When examining Table 4, it is observed that item number 17 has a corrected item-total correlation
below .30. Therefore, this item was removed from the scale, and Cronbach's Alpha analysis was
reapplied. The analysis results indicated that item number 2 also had a corrected item-total
correlation below .30. Consequently, this item was removed from the scale. Upon reapplying
Cronbach's Alpha analysis, it was found that all items had corrected item-total correlations of .30
or above, ranging between .303 and .585.

3.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to examine the structural validity of the scale.
Firstly, the suitability of the data set for factor analysis was tested. In this regard, the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett's test of sphericity were examined. According to the KMO test
results, the sample adequacy value was determined to be .865 (86.5%), indicating that the data set
is suitable for factor analysis. Additionally, Bartlett's test yielded a statistically significant result
(Chi*(253) = 3291.96, p < .01), further confirming the adequacy of the data set for factor analysis.
Based on the results of the analysis, it was concluded that the data set is suitable for EFA. The
results of the EFA are presented in Table 5.

Table 5 The first EFA results

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6

6 .816

9 .704

25 .633

3 .607

26 .709

23 .705

1 611

29 .608

13 .467

21 773

24 .691

5 672

28 437

30 .624
16 541
18 .485
19 .465
12 .453
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14 .684
15 .670
8 476
10 .630
7 .480
Cumulative 13.414 23.888 33.860 41.663 49.162 55.140
Variance
Eigenvalue 5.702 2.091 1.588 1.207 1.079 1.016

According to the EFA results presented in Table 5, it is observed that the scale comprises six
factors. The factor loading values of the items were examined based on the criterion of having
values of .32 or above (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015). At this point, it is evident that all items have
appropriate loading values. However, the loading values of each item on different factors were
examined, and the requirement for this difference to be .10 or above (Yavuz, 2005) was
considered. In this context, 8 items (7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 16, 28, and 30) were removed from the scale
due to their cross-loading, and EFA was conducted for the second time. The analysis results are
presented in Table 6.

Table 6 The second EFA results

Item Factor 1 (Active Usage) Factor 2 (Educational Usage) Factor 3 (Passive Usage)

6 .789

9 .766

25 .730

3 .616

12 .611

19 .586

21 .800

24 .687

5 .647

15 572

18 .536

23 772

26 .700

29 .652

1 .547
Cumulative Variance 20.147 36.380 52.298

Eigenvalue 4.226 1.976 1.493

As presented in Table 6, after the removal of the specified items, a three-factor scale structure was
obtained, explaining 52.29% of the total variance. At this stage, no cross-loading items were found,
and it was observed that the loading values of the items under the factors ranged between .536
and .800. With the completion of the EFA process, the factors were named within the framework
of their main themes. In this context, Factor 1 is labeled as active usage, Factor 2 as educational,
and Factor 3 as passive.

3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

After the completion of the EFA process, the accuracy of the obtained three-factor structure was
tested with DFA. When examining the relevant literature, it is observed that recommendations
are made regarding the reporting of different fit indices in the evaluation stage of CFA results. At
this point, Iacobucci (2010) suggests reporting the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) fit indices. Due to the different
recommendations found in the literature, in this study, in addition to CFI and SRMR fit indices,
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted
Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), and Incremental Fit Index (IFI) were also reported. Each fit index
was interpreted according to the reference values recommended in the literature. In this context,
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the x2/df fit index was examined based on the range of 0 < x2/df < 5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2015).

CMIN/df-3,368;AGFI:,907, GF1:,930;IFI-, 901,CF1; 900;RMSEA 065

Figure 1 CFA model of the scale

As seen in Figure 1, the result of DFA indicates that CMIN/df is 3.368, which falls within the
reference range. It is noted that CFI, GFI, AGFI, and IFI values of .90 and above indicate
acceptable fit, while values of .95 and above suggest excellent fit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Marsh
et al., 2006). According to the DFA results, CFI = .90, GFI = .93, AGFI = .90, and IFI = .90 were
found in this study. Therefore, it can be concluded that these fit indices are acceptable. The
RMSEA fit index was examined based on the reference range of 0 < RMSEA < 0.07 (Steiger, 2007)
and was found to be .06, which is deemed appropriate. Additionally, the SRMR fit index, evaluated
within the range of 0 < SRMR < 0.10 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), was found to be 0.069, indicating an
acceptable fit. Based on the obtained fit indices, it can be concluded that the model exhibits an
acceptable level of fit.

3.4 Item Analysis

After testing the model with CFA, item analysis was conducted to examine the consistency of
scale items. At this stage, sub-group analysis and item-total correlation analysis were performed.
Scale total scores were sorted from lowest to highest, and lower (n1 = 149) and upper (n2 = 149)
groups were formed based on the 27th percentile. When interpreting the correlation analysis
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results, a cutoff value of .30 was used for the r value (Field, 2013; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
The analysis results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7 Group means and item-total correlations

Item X Sd t p r
1 3.205 1.06 8.675 .000” 496"
3 2.661 1.33 13.592 .000" 656"
5 3.164 1.32 10.343 .000" 566"
6 2.017 1.17 13.250 .000" 640"
9 2.393 1.40 17.712 .000" 724"
12 3.047 1.21 15.024 .000" 704"
15 1.735 1.08 9.133 .000" 489"
18 1.359 .80 6.529 .000" 384"
19 2.651 1.31 16.344 .000" 732"
21 2.487 1.28 12.486 .000" 609"
23 3.171 1.19 11.156 .000" 624"
24 2.698 1.24 12.342 .000" 635"
25 2.654 1.33 19.590 .000" 7917
26 2.507 1.35 15.029 .000" 692"
29 2.473 1.29 14517 .000" 692"

p<.01

When examining Table 7, it can be observed that the item-total correlation values range between
.384 and .791. Based on these results, it has been determined that each item of the scale has a
sufficient and significant relationship with the entire scale.

3.5 Internal Reliability

The scale's internal consistency was examined using Cronbach's Alpha and two split-half reliability
methods. According to the results of the split-half reliability analysis, the Spearman-Brown
correlation coefficient was found to be .76, and the Guttman Split-Half coefficient was .76. Based
on these results, it was concluded that the scale had a split-half reliability of .76. Additionally, the
analysis results conducted using the Cronbach's Alpha method are presented in Table 8.

Table 8 Internal reliability

Correlation
a X Sd Scale Active Educational Passive
Usage Usage Usage
Scale .814 37.92 8.93 1
Active .811 15.11 5.07 .831" 1
Usage
Educational .794 11.32 3.58 .668" .282" 1
Usage
Passive 787 11.44 8¢5 715" 4127 292" 1
Usage
p<.01

When examining Table 8, it is observed that the Cronbach's Alpha value for the scale is determined
to be .814, indicating high reliability (Ozdamar, 2002). Additionally, when examining the
Cronbach's Alpha values for the scale factors, it is found that for Factor 1, representing high
reliability, it is .811; for Factor 2, indicating moderate reliability (Ozdamar, 2002), it is .794, and
similarly for Factor 3, it shows .787, also representing moderate reliability. Based on the validity
and reliability analyses conducted, it is determined that the scale consisting of 15 items with a
three-factor structure, explaining 52.29% of the total variance, is valid and reliable.
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4 Discussion

This study aimed to develop a measurement tool to identify digital literacy activities carried out
by primary school students in the home environment. In line with this aim, validity, and reliability
analyses of the scale to be answered by parents were conducted. In this process, the scale
development stages described by DeVellis (2017) were followed.

Initially, relevant literature was reviewed, and a pool of 48 items was created. Following this stage,
a draft form in a five-point Likert scale format was presented to experts for their opinions. Based
on expert opinions, necessary adjustments were made, and 12 items were removed from the draft
form. After preparing the draft form, the implementation process of the scale was initiated, and
after the voluntary participation of 571 parents, the implementation process was completed.

SPSS and AMOS package programs were used for data analysis. The stages followed in the
analysis process were the evaluation of the data set, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA),
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), item analysis, and internal reliability analysis. In the data set
evaluation stage, Z-scores were calculated for scale total scores and responses from 18
participants identified as outliers were excluded from the data set. Following this process, analysis
continued with a data set consisting of 553 participants. Then, the homogeneity of the data set
was tested using Cronbach's Alpha analysis. At this point, a corrected item-total correlation of .30
was taken as the cut-off point, and 13 items (2, 4, 11, 17, 20, 22, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36)
were removed from the scale due to correlation values below the specified threshold.

After this process, the remaining 23 items underwent factor analysis, and Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was applied for construct validity. According to the EFA results, a structure
consisting of six factors was obtained. However, it was found that 8 items (7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 16, 28,
and 30) were overlapping, and these items were removed from the data set, and a second EFA
was conducted. According to the analysis results, a 15-item scale with a three-factor structure was
obtained.

The obtained structure was tested with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) after the completion
of factor analyses. According to the DFA results, the model had an acceptable level of fit based on
the accepted fit indices.

Following the completion of factor analyses, item analysis was conducted to examine consistency.
An item-total correlation analysis and a split-half group analysis were conducted in this regard.
The analysis results showed that each item had sufficient correlation values with the scale's total
score.

After completing the item analysis, internal reliability analyses were performed. When examining
Cronbach's Alpha values for the scale and factors, it was concluded that the scale had a high level
of reliability. In conclusion, based on the results of the analysis, a three-factor scale consisting of
15 items and explaining 52.29% of the total variance was obtained. Additionally, the factors were
named according to the main themes of the items, where Factor 1 represented active usage,
Factor 2 represented educational usage, and Factor 3 represented passive usage.

4.1 Limitations and future directions

In the study, a valid and reliable measurement tool was developed for the parents of elementary
school students in grades 1-4. However, despite addressing a unique topic in the digital age where
the use of digital tools is widespread and integration into educational environments is increasing
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by applying it to a wide sample, the study has some limitations. One limitation is that similar to
many other studies in the literature, the data were collected based on participants' self-
assessments. Additionally, although measures were taken such as providing researchers' contact
phone numbers, including explanations about the scale, and conducting a pilot application to test
the clarity of the questions before the actual implementation, the fact that the data were collected
via Google Form represents a limitation in terms of not having face-to-face communication with
the participants.

The significant impact of home-based activities on educational contexts (Tour, 2019) suggests a
reciprocal relationship where home activities influence education and vice versa. Therefore,
identifying primary school children's digital literacy activities at home can provide insight into how
digital literacy skills targeted in educational programs are supported and developed in the home
environment. The developed Primary School Students' Home Digital Literacy Activities Scale
(PSHDLA) can be used in studies examining to what extent primary school students use digital
literacy skills in the home environment and for what purposes. In future research, the PSHDLA
scale can be used to examine primary school students' home digital literacy activities according
to demographic characteristics. Additionally, the scale can be used in a wide range of studies
examining the relationships between primary school students' home digital literacy activities and
academic achievements in various subjects or skills such as reading writing, social adjustment,
etc.
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Ozet

Dijital alandaki gelismelere bagh olarak 21. yizyilda 6grencilere
kazandirlmasi hedeflenen beceriler arasinda dijital okuryazarhk becerisi
onemli bir yer edinmistir. Cocuklarin 6greniminde okul ortarm kadar ev
ortami da énemlidir. Bu nedenle, cocuklarin ev ortaminda gerceklestirdikleri
dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerin belirlenmesi dijital okuryazarlik becerilerini ev
ortammda kullanma ve gelistirme firsatlarmin betimlenmesi agisindan
énemlidir. Bu arastirmada ebeveyn gériislerine gore "Ilkokul Ogrencilerinin
Ev Dijital Okuryazarlk Etkinliklerini Belirleme Olgegi (IOEDOE)nin
gelistiriimesi amaclanmigtir. Olcek gelistirme  stirecinde DeVellis (2017)
tarafindan aciklanan ¢lgek gelistirme agsamalari takip edilmistir. Bu agsamalar
dikkate alinarak madde havuzu olusturulmus, maddeler begli Likert tipi 6lgek
formatina gore dizenlenmis ve madde havuzuna iligkin  uzman
degerlendirmesi alinmigtir. Bu noktada, uzman gorusleri i¢in i¢ gegerlik orant
hesaplanmustir. Uzman degerlendirmesi ve pilot uygulamadan sonra 36
maddeden olugan taslak olgek elde edilmis ve s6z konusu 6lgme aract 553
ebeveyne uygulanmigtir. Analiz sirecinde veri setinin degerlendirilmesi,
acimlayicl faktor analizi (AFA), dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA), madde

analizi ve i¢ gtvenirlik agamalar izlenmistir. Analiz sonuglarina goére, 15
maddeden olusan ti¢ faktorlu bir yapi elde edilmistir. Faktorler sirastyla “aktif
kullamm”, “egitsel amach kullanim” ve “pasif kullamm” seklinde
adlandinlmistir.  Olcek ve faktorlerinin - Cronbach Alpha degerleri
incelendiginde, olcegin yiksek dizeyde givenilir oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmigtir. Arastirma sonucunda ¢grencilerin evde gerceklestirdikleri dijital
okuryazarlik etkinliklerini belirleyecek gecerli ve guvenilir bir olcek elde

OPENaAGCESS @Cmsm @gleative edilmigtir.

1 Giris

Dijital teknolojinin toplumda kullanimi giderek daha yaygin bir hale gelmektedir. Toplu tasima
araclar i¢in bilet alma, bankacilik islemlerini yapma, hastane randevularini alma gibi giindelik isler
¢cogu zaman internet baglantisi ozelligi olan akill telefon, tablet, bilgisayar gibi dijital araclarla
yapilmaktadir (Cetinkaya, 2022). 21. yuzyllda dogan c¢ocuklar evlerinde ve diger sosyal
cevrelerinde dijital araclarla tanigmakta ve yetigkinlerin yaptig1 dijital okuryazarlk etkinliklerini
gozlemleyerek biuyiimektedirler. Dijital teknolojinin yaygin olarak benimsenmesinden sonra
dogduklarn igin “dijital yerliler” olarak adlandirilan 21. yizyil ¢ocuklan (Prensky, 2001) sadece

evleri ve sosyal cevrinde degil ayn1 zamanda okullarinda da dijital teknoloji ile etkilesim halindedir.
Dijital aracglar ders ¢calismalarinin bir pargasi olarak da giderek daha fazla kullanilmaya baglanmigtir
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(Hrastinski, 2021).

Dijjital araclarin sosyal hayat ve akademik hayatta kullanimin artmasiyla birlikte 21. ylzyilda
ogrencilere kazandirilmak istenen becerilerden biri de dijital okuryazarlik becerisi olmustur. Dijital
okuryazarlik kavraminin dogusu bilgisayar okuryazarh@i, bilgi ve teknoloji okuryazarlig:
kavramlarina dayanmaktadir. Ancak dijital okuryazarhk, dijital araclann teknik olarak
kullanabilmenin 6tesinde, temel okuryazarhkta oldugu gibi bilgiyi elestirel olarak
degerlendirebilme ve kullanabilme becerilerini de gerektirir (Buckingham, 2015). Dijital
okuryazarlik, yazili, basil ve dijital olan metinleri tanimlama, anlama, yorumlama, olusturma ve
iletme becerisini igeren karmagik bir dizi bilesen becerisini icermektedir (United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization/UNESCO, 2005). Ng (2012) ise dijital
okuryazarligin teknik ve biligsel becerilerin yani sira gorgii kurallarina uyarak interneti sorumlu bir
sekilde kullanabilme ve kisisel bilgileri olabildigince gizli tutarak bireysel giivenlik ve mahremiyeti
koruyabilme gibi sosyo-duygusal becerileri de gerektirdigine dikkat cekmektedir. Bu karmasik bir
dizi bilegenden olusan dijital okuryazarlik becerilerinin kazandirilmas: Milli Egitim Bakanhgi (MEB)
Ogretim programlarinda da yerini almigtir. MEB 6gretim programlarinda yapilan yenileme
calismalartyla beraber 6grencilere kazandirilmasi gereken yetkinliklere “Dijital Yetkinlik”
eklenmistir. Tiirkce Ogretim Programinda (MEB, 2018a) ve Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim Programinda
(MEB, 2018b) ogrencilerin dijital yetkinliginin ya da baska bir ifade ile dijital okuryazarlik
becerilerinin ders ici ve ders disi etkinliklerle gelistirilmesi gerektigine vurgu yapilmaktadir.

Sosyokiiltiirel teoriye gore ¢ocuklar sosyal gevrelerindeki giinliik deneyimlere katilarak elde
edikleri yagantilar ile 6grenir (Vygotsky, 1978). Sosyokiiltiirel teoriyi benimseyen arastirmacilar
bireylerin i¢sellestirilmis 6grenmelerine odaklanan biligsel bir yaklasimdan ziyade 6grenmenin,
bireylerin bagkalariyla birlikte katildiklar etkinliklerindeki etkilesimle yapilandirilmasina odaklanir
(Plowman, 2008; Wertsch, 1991). Bu baglamda ¢ocugun dijital okuryazarlik becerileri i¢inde
buyidigi sosyal ¢evrede kendisine sunulan dijital teknolojilerle erisim imkanindan (Neumann,
2015; Neumann vd., 2017) ve ebeveynlerin evlerindeki dijital aktivitelere katihm derecesinden
(Neumann, 2015) etkilenir. Ayrica ebeveynlerin ¢cocuklarin dijital araclari kullanimiyla ilgili aldig:
kararlar, cocuklarinin teknolojiyle etkilesim kurma bigimlerini potansiyel olarak etkileyebilir
(Oztiirk & Ohi, 2022). Alanyazindaki bazi arastirmalar (Arnott, 2016; Oztiirk & Ohi, 2018; Teichert,
2017) ebeveynlerin dijital teknolojilerin cocuklarn tizerinde yaratabilecegi olumsuz etkiler
konusunda endiseleri oldugunu gostermektedir. Cocuklarin dijital teknolojiyi kullanmalari
konusunda olumuz algiya sahip ebeveynler ¢cocuklarin dijital teknoloji kullanimini kisitlamaktadir
(Lee, 2013; Oztiirk & Ohi, 2018). Bunun yani sira calismalar ebeveynlerin teknolojinin cocuklarinin
hayatlarinin 6nemli bir parcas: olduguna ve onu benimsemenin 6nemli olduguna inandiklarini
ancak cocuklari i¢in hangi dijital araclar ve uygulamalar kullanacaklarina karar verme konusunda
(Oztiirk & Ohi, 2022) ve teknolojinin firsat-risk dengesini kurma konusunda (Smahelova vd., 2017;
Dias vd., 2016) endigeleri olduguna isaret etmektedir. Ebeveynlerin evde dijital teknolojiyi
kullanimina yoénelik algilari ve tutumlari ¢cocuklarin evde yaptig: dijital okuryazarlk etkinliklerine
ayrilan siireyi ve dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerinin tiirlerini belirlemektedir (Dias vd., 2016; Giir &
Turel, 2022; Sutherland, 2020). Bazi ebeveynler evde dijital okuryazarlik uygulamalarini
cocuklarnin yabanci dil 6grenimi (Soyoof, 2022), aritmetik 6grenimi (Mascheroni vd., 2016;
O'Hara, 2011; Tour, 2019), okuryazarlik becerilerinin gelisimi (Mascheroni vd., 2016; Neumann
vd., 2017; O'Hara, 2011; Oztirk & Ohi, 2022; Tour, 2019; Wood vd., 2016), diinya hakkina bilgi
edinme (Neumann vd., 2020), sosyal becerilerin gelisimi (yaratici diisiinme, problem ¢ézme vb)
(Hollingworth vd., 2011; Marsh vd., 2015; Mascheroni vd., 2016) acgisindan verimli bulmaktadir.
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Turkiye’'de ilkokul 6grencilerinin evde yaptiklan dijital okuryazarlk etkinliklerini belirleyen bir
6lcme aracma rastlanmamustir. Ilkokula devam eden cocuklann evde yaptig dijital okuryazarlk
etkinliklerini belirleyecek bir 6l¢gme aracinin gelistirilmesi ¢ocuklarin dijital araglara erigiminin,
evde dijital teknoloji araglarindan hangi amaclarla yararlandiklarinin ve evde giindelik
hayatlarinda ne siklikla dijital teknoloji araglarinin kullandiklarinin belirlenmesine katk:
saglayacagl dustinilmektedir. Cocuklarin evde yaptiklan dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerinin
belirlenmesi dijital okuryazarlik becerilerini ev ortaminda ne 6l¢iide kullandiklar ve gelistirdikleri
hakkinda da bilgi verebilir. Bu aragtirmada ebeveyn gérislerine gére IOEDOE 6lgeginin
gelistirilmesi amacglanmigtir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, ebeveynlerin gorislerine goére ilkokul
cocuklarinin ev dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerini belirleyecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢me aracinin
gelistirilmesi amaclanmustir.

2 Yontem

Bu c¢alismada, DeVellis (2017) tarafindan agiklanan olgek gelistirme asamalarn takip edilmistir.
Takip edilen asamalar sirasiyla; (1) 6lgme aracinin amacinm belirleme, (2) madde havuzunu
olusturma, (3) Olcme aracinin formatini belirleme, (4) madde havuzuna iligkin uzman
degerlendirmesi, (5) madde gecerligini saglama, (6) gecerlik calismasmin yapimasi, (7)
maddelerin degerlendirilmesi ve (8) 6l¢cme aracinin optimize edilmesi seklindedir (DeVellis, 2017).
Belirtilen agamalar ¢ercevesinde, dncelikle Ol¢iilmesi istenilen amag tanimlanmigtir. Bu ¢alismada,
ilkokul 6grencilerinin ev ortaminda gercgeklestirdikleri dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerinin tespit
edilmesi amacina hizmet eden bir ¢lgme araci gelistirilmesi planlanmistir ve sirasiyla diger
asamalar tamamlanmustir.

Bu calismanin yiritilmesi ve yazim siirecinde bilimsel ve etik kurallara uyulmustur. Ayrica bu
arastirmanin gerceklestirilmesi siireciyle ilgili Ordu Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Aragtirmalar Etik Kurulu'ndan etik kurul onay:1 alinmigtir. (Tarih: 04.05.2023. No:2023-77).

2.1 Katilimcilar ve prosediir

Comrey ve Lee (2009), faktér analizi i¢in en az 500 katiimcidan olusan bir érneklem grubunu
onermektedir. Bu baglamda, 6lcegin gecerligi ve giivenirliginin test edilmesi i¢in 571 katihmcidan
olusan calisma grubuna ulasilmistir. Veri setinin degerlendirilmesi asamasinda, ilk olarak her bir
Olcekten alinan toplam puan hesaplanmis ve Z puani incelemesi yapilmistir. +2 ve -2 araliginin
disinda Z puanina sahip olgekler veri setinden c¢ikarilmistir. Bu baglamda, 18 katihmciya ait
yanitlar veri setinden ¢ikarilmigtir. Veri setinin analizi neticesinde bu ¢alisma, 2022-2023 egitim-
ogretim yil bahar doneminde 553 ilkokul 6grencisinin ebeveyni ile yliritiilmustiir. Katihmci yaslar
23-62 arahgindadir ve yas ortalamasi 37.3’tir. Katihmcilarin ebeveynlik durumu ve 6grenim
durumlarina iligkin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo 1’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1 Ebeveynlerin demografik ozellikleri

Ebeveynlik Ogrenim Durumu
Durumu ilkokul Ortaokul Lise Lisans Lisansiisti Toplam
Anne 77 76 155 139 18 465
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Baba 8 8 30 32 10 88
Toplam 85 84 185 171 28 553

Tablo 1.’de sunuldugu gibi katihmcilarn olusturan 553 ebeveynin 465’1 anne, 88’i babadir.
Katilimcilarin 85’i ilkokul, 84’t ortaokul, 185’1 lise, 171’1 lisans, 28’ lisansisti mezunudur.

Katihmcilarin ebeveyni oldugu ilkokul o6grencilerinin demografik o6zellikleri Tablo 2’de
sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 2 Ilkokul 6grencilerinin demografik 6zellikleri

Cinsivet Sinif Diizeyi
msiye
g 1. Simif 2. Sinif 3. Siuf 4. Sif Toplam
Kadin 77 76 155 139 465
Erkek 8 8 30 82 88
Toplam 85 84 185 171 559

Ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin 274’i kadin, 279’u erkektir ve 144’4 1. siif, 171’1 2. simif, 142’si 3. sinif,
96’s1 4. smifa devam etmektedir.

2.2 Veri toplama araci

Madde havuzunun olusturulmasi asamasinda, ilgili literatiir taranmig ve 48 maddeden olusan
taslak form hazirlanmigtir. Bu asamanin ardindan, hazirlanan taslak form uzman goriisiine
sunulmus ve kapsam gecerligine yonelik inceleme yapilmistir. Bu noktada, bes alan uzmanindan
gorius alinmistir. Bu noktada, her bir madde i¢in i¢ gegerlik orani (CVR) asagida sunulan formiil ile
hesaplanmaistir (Streiner vd., 2015, aktaran Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018):

_N
ne — -
N

2

ne: puan veren uzman sayisi (gerekli madde), N: Uzman sayisi

CVR =

CVR degerinin bes uzman degerlendirmesinin bulundugu arastirmalarda 0.99 olmasi ve bu
degerin altinda kalan maddelerin reddedilmesi oOnerilmektedir (Streiner vd., 2015, aktaran
Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018). Bu baglamda, 12 madde taslak formdan ¢ikarilmigtir. Uzman gorisleri
dogrultusunda, gerekli diizenlemelerin yapilmasmin ardindan online bir oturum diizenlenerek
revize edilmis maddeler tekrar ayni uzmanlar tarafindan incelenmistir. Kapsam gecerliginin
degerlendirilmesinin ardindan 36 maddeden olusan taslak form elde edilmistir.

Bu asamadan sonra 36 maddeden olusan 6lcek maddeleri besli Likert tipi 6lcege (5= Her Zaman,
4= Siklikla, 3= Bazen, 2= Nadiren, 1= Hicbir Zaman) gore hazirlanarak form Google Forma
donistirilmistiir. Olusturulan form érneklem grubu disinda 33 ebeveyne uygulanmis ve 6lgek
maddelerinin anlasilirhg: test edilmistir. Bu agsamadan sonra sosyal medya (Elektronik posta, kisa
mesaj programlari vb.) araglar ile olusturulan forma iliskin baglant1 adresi goniillii ebeveynlere
ulastirimastir.

2.3 Veri analizi

Veri analizinde SPSS ve AMOS paket programlari kullanilmigtir. Analiz siirecinde izlenen agsamalar
sirasiyla, veri setinin degerlendirilmesi, AFA, DFA, madde analizi ve i¢ giivenirlik analizi
seklindedir.
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3 Bulgular

Olcegin gecerligi ve giivenirliginin test edildigi analiz stirecleri, veri analizinde izlenen asamalara
gore bu bolimde sunulmaktadir.

3.1 Veri setinin degerlendirilmesi

Analiz siirecinin baslangicinda madde analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Bu noktada, Cronbach Alpha
analizi ile veri setinin homojenligi test edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, her bir maddenin 6l¢egin biitiini
tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir. Ilk analiz sonuclar1 Tablo 3’te sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 3 ilk madde analizi sonuglar

Madde Madde Silinirse Madde Silinirse Diizeltilmis Madde- Madde Silinirse
Ortalama Varyans Toplam Korelasyonu Cronbach’s Alpha
1 68.74 220.52 .331™ .866
2 69.98 219.62 .322™ .866
3 69.32 213.54 .444™ .863
4 68.88 221.07 .246™ .868
5 68.82 215.40 .392™ .865
6 70.02 215.92 .435™ .864
7 69.41 215.24 .400™ .865
8 70.50 218.49 .438™ .864
9 69.61 209.83 .524™ .861
10 69.73 213.57 .434™ .864
11 70.81 226.17 274 .867
12 68.98 215.33 .436™ .864
13 69.76 213.25 447 .863
14 70.66 222.12 .354™ .866
15 70.29 218.98 367 .865
16 70.48 220.70 .339™ .866
17 70.29 220.61 .323™ .866
18 70.67 222.48 .378™ .865
19 69.43 210.95 .542™ .861
20 70.61 226.86 1227 .870
21 69.50 215.18 .406™ .864
22 70.76 225.02 .285™ .867
23 68.82 217.58 367 .865
24 69.32 214.69 .442™ .863
25 69.41 210.75 .534™ .861
26 69.44 213.60 431" .864
27 70.69 224.36 .292™ .867
28 70.07 216.43 .385™ .865
29 69.49 213.15 467 .863
30 70.55 221.44 .345™ .866
31 70.69 224.69 .285™ .867
32 70.83 226.38 .284™ .867
33 70.64 224.77 .233™ .868
34 70.75 225.37 .252™ .867
35 70.75 225.12 .248™ .867
36 70.81 225.45 2727 .867
“p<.01

Tablo 3’te sunulan analiz sonuglarinin degerlendirilmesinde, madde-toplam korelasyonu .30’un
altinda olan maddeler 6lgekten ¢ikarilmigtir. Bu baglamda, 11 madde (4, 11, 20, 22, 27, 31, 32, 33,
34, 35 ve 36) belirtilen degerin altinda diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyonuna sahip oldugu icin
olcekten cikarilmistir. Bu islemin ardindan, veri setinin tekrar degerlendirilmesi adina Cronbach’s
Alpha analizi tekrar uygulanmustir. Ikinci analiz sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 4 Ikinci madde analizi sonuclari
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Madde Madde Silinirse Madde Silinirse Diizeltilmis Madde- Madde Silinirse
Ortalama Varyans Toplam Korelasyonu Cronbach’s Alpha
1 53.116 164.704 .325™ .859
2 54.353 164.080 3117 .860
3 53.689 158.392 448" .855
5 53.195 160.067 .393" .857
6 54.394 160.268 446" .855
7 53.783 159.533 415" .856
8 54.868 163.191 422" .856
9 53.986 154.801 .540" .852
10 54.103 158.448 436" .856
12 53.354 159.005 475" .854
13 54.128 158.315 445 .855
14 55.031 166.396 .333" .859
15 54.662 163.645 .350" .858
16 54.850 164.621 .344™ .858
17 54.665 165.321 .295™ .860
18 55.043 167.114 .333" .859
19 53.797 155.792 .560" .851
21 53.868 160.046 4017 .857
23 53.195 161.853 372" .858
24 53.693 159.362 447 .855
25 53.785 155.180 567" .851
26 53.808 157.978 450" .855
28 54.439 161.109 .381" .858
29 53.864 158.012 473" .854
30 54.922 165.945 319" .859
“p< .01

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 17 numarali maddenin .30’'un altinda dizeltiimis madde-toplam
korelasyonuna sahip oldugu gériilmektedir. Bu nedenle, s6z konusu madde 6lgekten ¢ikarilmis ve
Cronbach Alpha analizi tekrar uygulanmistir. Elde edilen analiz sonuglari, 2 numarali maddenin
.30’un altinda diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyonuna sahip oldugunu géstermis ve séz konusu
madde Olgekten cikarilmistir. Cronbach’s Alpha analizi tekrar uygulandiginda, tiim maddelerin .30
ve lzeri diizeltiimis madde-toplam korelasyonuna sahip oldugu ve bu degerlerin .303 ve .585
araliginda yer aldig1 tespit edilmistir.

3.2 Acimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA)

Olcegin yap1 gecerliligini incelemek amaciyla AFA gerceklestirilmistir. Oncelikle, veri setinin
faktor analizine uygunlugu smanmistir. Bu noktada, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve Barlett testi
sonuglari incelenmistir. KMO testi sonuglarina gére orneklem yeterligi degeri .865 (%86.5) olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu deger, veri setinin faktor analizi i¢in iyi oldugunu gostermektedir. Bununla
birlikte, Barlett testi sonucu istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmustur (Chi*253) = 3291.96, p<.01).
Analiz sonuglarn dogrultusunda, veri setinin AFA i¢in uygun oldugu sonucuna ulagilmigtir. AFA
sonuclar1 Tablo 5’te sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 5 ilk AFA sonuclar

Madde Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3 Faktor 4 Faktor 5 Faktor 6

6 .816

9 704
25 .633

B .607
26 .709
23 .705

1 611
29 .608

13 467
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21 173

24 .691

5] 672

28 437

30 .624

16 .541

18 .485

19 .465

12 .453

14 .684

15 .670

8 476

10 .630

7 .480
Kimiilatif 13.414 23.888 33.860 41.663 49.162 55.140
Varyans
Ozdeger 5.702 2.091 1.588 1.207 1.079 1.016

Tablo 5’te sunulan AFA sonuglarina goére, olgegin alti faktér barindirdifn goriilmektedir.
Maddelerin faktor yiik degerleri, .32 ve tizeri degerlere sahip olmast kriteri (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2015) gergevesinde incelenmistir. Bu noktada, tiim maddelerin uygun yiik degerine sahip oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, her bir maddenin farkh faktorlerdeki yik degerleri incelenmis ve
bu farkin .10 ve lzeri olmasi yoniindeki gereklilik (Yavuz, 2005) esas alinmistir. Bu baglamda, 8
madde (7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 16, 28 ve 30) binisik oldugu icin 6lgekten c¢ikarilmis ve ikinci kez AFA
uygulanmistir. Analiz sonuglar Tablo 6’da sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 6 Ikinci AFA sonuclari

Madde Faktor 1 (Aktif Kullanim)  Faktor 2 (Egitsel Amach Kullanim) Faktor 3 (Pasif Kullanim)
6 .789
9 .766
25 .730
3 .616
12 611
19 .586
21 .800
24 .687
5 .647
15 .572
18 .536
23 172
26 .700
29 .652
1 .547
Kiimtlatif 20.147 36.380 52.298
Varyans
Ozdeger 4.226 1.976 1.493

Tablo 6’da sunuldugu iizere, belirtilen maddelerin ¢ikarilmasinin ardindan toplam varyansin
%>52.29’unu  acgiklayan t¢ faktorli olgek yapisi elde edilmistir. Bu asamada binigsik madde
bulunmadig1 ve maddelerin faktorler altindaki ylik degerlerinin .536 ile .800 arasinda degistigi
tespit edilmistir. AFA siirecinin tamamlanmasiyla birlikte faktorler ana temalar cercevesinde
isimlendirilmistir. Bu baglamda Faktor 1 aktif kullamim, Faktor 2 egitsel amach kullanim, Faktor 3
ise pasif kullanim olarak adlandirilmistir.

3.3 Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA)

AFA siirecinin tamamlanmasinin ardindan, elde edilen ti¢ faktorli yapmin dogrulugu DFA ile
sinanmugtir. lgili literatiir incelendiginde, DFA sonuglarmin degerlendirilmesi asamasinda
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CMIN/df (x2/sd) degerinin yani sira farkli uyum indekslerinin rapor edilmesine yonelik énerilerin
yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu noktada, Iacobucci (2010), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) ve SRMR
(Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) uyum indekslerinin belirtiimesini 6nermektedir.
Literatiirde yer alan s6z konusu farkh onerilerden dolayi, bu ¢alismada CFI ve SRMR uyum
indekslerinin yani sira, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), GFI (Goodness of Fit
Index), AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index) ve IFI (Incremental Fit Index) uyum indeksleri de
rapor edilmigtir. Her bir uyum indeksi literatiirde onerilen referans degerler dogrultusunda
yorumlanmigtir. Bu baglamda, x2/sd uyum indeksi 0 < x2/sd < 5 aralig1 (Tabachnick & Fidel,
2015) esas alinarak incelenmistir.

CMIN/dI:3,368,AGFI: 907;GFI. 930;IFI;, 901,GFI;, 900,RMSEA: 065

Sekil 1 Olcegin DFA él¢ciim modeli

Sekil 1’de sunuldugu tizere DFA sonucunda, CMIN/dfnin 3.368 oldugu tespit edilmis ve referans
alinan aralikta yer aldig1 gorilmistir. CFI, GFI, AGFI ve IFI uyum indeksleri icin .90 ve tizeri
degerlerin kabul edilebilir uyumu gosterdigi belirtilirken, .95 ve tizeri degerlerin mitkemmel uyuma
isaret ettigi ifade edilmektedir (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Marsh et. al, 2006). Bu calismada, DFA
sonuglarn dogrultusunda CFI = .90, GFI = .93, AGFI = .90 ve IFI = .90 seklinde bulunmustur. Bu
baglamda, s6z konusu uyum indekslerinin kabul edilebilir oldugu sonucuna ulasilmigtir. RMSEA
uyum indeksi, 0 < RMSEA < 0.07 referans arali1 esas alinarak (Steiger, 2007) incelenmis ve .06
seklinde tespit edilerek araliga uygun oldugu goriigmiistiir. Ayrica SRMR uyum indeksi, 0 < SRMR
< 0.10 aralig: referans alimarak (Hu & Bentler, 1999) incelenmis ve 0.069 seklinde tespit edilerek
kabul edilebilir uyuma isaret ettigi goriilmustiir. Elde edilen uyum indeksi ¢ercevesinde, modelin
kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyum gosterdigi sonucuna ulagilmigtir.
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3.4 Madde analizi

DFA ile modelin sinanmasinin ardindan, madde analizi gerceklestirilmis ve 6lcek maddelerinin
tutarliklan incelenmistir. Bu asamada, alt-list grup analizi ve madde-toplam korelasyon analizi
yapimustir. Olcek toplam puanlan en diisiikten en yiiksege dogru siralanmis ve %27’lik dilime
gore alt (n1 = 149) ve Ust (n2 = 149) gruplar olusturulmustur. Korelasyon analizi sonuglari
yorumlanirken r degeri icin .30 kesme noktasi olarak alinmistir (Field, 2013; Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994). Analiz sonugclar1 Tablo 7°de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 7 Grup ortalamalar1 ve madde-toplam korelasyonlari

Madde X Ss t p r
1 3.205 1.06 8.675 .000" .496"
3 2.661 1.33 13.592 .000" 656"
5 3.164 1.32 10.343 .000" 566"
6 2.017 1.17 13.250 .000" 640"
9 2.393 1.40 17.712 .000" 724"
12 3.047 1.21 15.024 .000" 704"
15 1.735 1.08 9.133 .000" 489"
18 1.359 .80 6.529 .000" 384"
19 2.651 1.31 16.344 .000" 732"
21 2.487 1.28 12.486 .000" 609"
23 3.171 1.19 11.156 .000" 624"
24 2.698 1.24 12.342 .000" 635"
25 2.654 1.33 19.590 .000" 7917
26 2.507 1.35 15.029 .000" 692"
29 2.473 1.29 14.517 .000" 692"

p<.01

Tablo 7 incelendiginde, madde-toplam korelasyon degerlerinin .384 ile .791 arasinda degistigi
gorilmektedir. Bu sonu¢ dogrultusunda, her bir 6lcek maddesinin 6lgegin tamamu ile yeterli
diizeyde ve anlaml iligkiye sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir.

3.5 I¢ giivenirlik

Olgegin i¢ giivenirligi Cronbach Alpha yéntemi ve iki yar giivenirlik yéntemi ile incelenmistir. Iki
yar1 giivenirligi analiz sonuclarina gore, Spearman-Brown korelasyon degerinin .76 ve Guttman
Split-Half degerinin .76 oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu sonu¢ dogrultusunda, élgege iliskin iki yari
glvenirlik diizeyinin .76 oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bununla birlikte, Cronbach Alpha yontemi
ile gerceklestirilen analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 8’de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 8 I¢ giivenirlik

Korelasyon
a X Ss Olcek Aktif Egitsel Amach Pasif
Kullanim Kullanim Kullanim
Olcek 814 37.92 8.93 1
Aktif Kullamm 811 15.11 5.07 .831" 1
Egitsel Amach 794 11.32 3.58 668" 282" 1
Kullanim
Pasif Kullanim 187 11.44 B¥5 715" 4127 292" 1

p<.01

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, 6lcege iliskin Cronbach’s Alpha degerinin yiiksek giivenilirlige isaret eden
(Ozdamar, 2002) .814 olarak tespit edildigi gorilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, 6lcek faktorlerine
yonelik Cronbach Alpha degerleri incelendiginde; Faktor 1 icin yiksek giivenirligi temsil eden
.811, Faktér 2 icin orta giivenirligi bildiren (Ozdamar, 2002) .794 ve benzer sekilde Faktor 3 icin
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orta giivenirligi gosteren .787 seklinde degerler aldig1 belirlenmistir. Elde edilen gegerlik ve
glvenirlik analizleri sonucunda, toplam varyansin %52.29’unu aciklayan ve ti¢ faktorli yapidaki
15 maddeden olusan 6lgegin gecerli ve giivenilir oldugu tespit edilmistir.

4 Tartisma

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, ilkokul 6grencilerinin ev ortaminda gerceklestirdikleri dijital aktivitelerin
tespit edilmesini saglamak i¢in bir 6lgme araci gelistirilmesi seklinde belirlenmistir. S6z konusu
amagc dogrultusunda, ebeveynler tarafindan yanitlanacak élgcegin gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri
yapimistir. Bu siirecte, DeVellis (2017) tarafindan aciklanan olcek gelistirme asamalarn takip
edilmistir.

Oncelikle, ilgili literatiir incelenmis ve 48 maddeden olusan madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Bu
asamanin ardindan, besli Likert tipi formatindaki taslak form uzman goriisiine sunulmugtur.
Uzman gorigleri dogrultusunda, gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmis ve 12 madde taslak formdan
cikarlmigtir. Taslak formun hazirlanmasinin ardindan 6l¢egin uygulanmasi siirecine gegilmis ve
571 ebeveynin goniilli katiiminin ardindan uygulama siireci tamamlanmigtir.

Elde edilen verilerin analizinde SPSS ve AMOS paket programlar kullanilmistir. Analiz siirecinde
takip edilen asamalar sirasiyla veri setinin degerlendirilmesi, AFA, DFA, madde analizi ve ig
glvenirlik analizi seklindedir. Veri setinin degerlendirilmesi asamasinda, 6l¢ek toplam puanlarina
iliskin Z puani hesaplanmig ve ug¢ deger olarak tespit edilen 18 katilimciya iligkin 6l¢ek yanit1 veri
setinden c¢ikarilmistir. Bu igslemin sonrasinda, analiz siirecine 553 katilmcidan olusan veri seti ile
devam edilmigtir. Ardindan, Cronbach Alpha analizi ile veri setinin homojenligi test edilmigtir. Bu
noktada, diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyonu i¢in .30 kesme noktasi olarak alinmig ve 13
maddeye (2, 4, 11, 17, 20, 22, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35 ve 36) iliskin korelasyon degeri belirlenen
degerin altinda oldugu icin bu maddeler olcekten cikarilmistir. Bu islemin ardindan kalan 23
madde ile faktor analizi siirecine gecilmis ve yapi gecerligi icin AFA uygulanmustir. AFA
sonugclarina gore, alt1 faktorden olusan yap1 elde edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, 8 maddenin (7, 8, 10,
13, 14, 16, 28 ve 30) binisik oldugu tespit edilmis ve bu maddeler veri setinden ¢ikarilarak ikinci
AFA gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz sonuglarina gore, ti¢ faktorli yapidaki 15 maddeden olusan olcek
elde edilmistir. Elde edilen yap1 DFA ile sinanmigtir. DFA sonuclar1 dogrultusunda elde edilen
uyum indeksleri gercevesinde modelin kabul edilebilir diizeyde uyuma sahip oldugu tespit
edilmigtir.

Faktoér analizlerinin tamamlanmasinin ardindan, tutarliligin incelenmesi icin madde analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu noktada, alt-list grup analizi ve madde-toplam korelasyon analizi
uygulanmistir. Analiz sonuclarina gore, her bir maddenin korelasyon degerlerinin yeterli diizeyde
oldugu tespit edilmisgtir. Madde analizinin tamamlanmasi ile i¢ giivenirlik analizleri
gerceklestirilmistir. Olcek ve faktérlerinin Cronbach’s Alpha degerleri incelendiginde, élcegin
yuksek diizeyde giivenilir oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Analiz sonuclar1 dogrultusunda, toplam
varyansin %52.29'unu agiklayan ve 15 maddeden olusan ti¢ faktorli begli Likert tipindeki 6lgek
(Ek 1) elde edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, faktorler icerdikleri maddelerin ana temalar ¢cercevesinde
adlandirilmistir. Bu baglamda, Faktor 1 aktif kullanim, Faktor 2 egitsel amach kullanim ve Faktor
3 pasif kullanim adini almaigtir.

4.1 Sinmirhiliklar ve oneriler

Calismada ilkokul 1-4. siif 6grencilerinin ebeveynlerine uygulanabilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir
0lcme araci gelistirilmistir. Bunun yani sira dijital araglarin kullaniminin yayginlastig1 ve egitim
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ortamlarina entegrasyonunun artigl dijital ¢agda 6zgin bir konuyu genis bir 6rnekleme
uygulayarak ele almis olsa da calismanin baz smirhiliklan vardir. Alanyazindaki benzer bir¢ok
arastirmada oldugu gibi verilerin katilimcilarin kendi degerlendirmelerine bagl olarak toplanmasi
bir smrhliktir. Ayrica, Olcekte arastirmacilann iletisim telefonunun verilmesi, Olcek ile ilgili
acitklamalarin yer almasi ve asil uygulamadan Once pilot uygulama yapilarak sorularin
anlasiirhginin test edilmesi gibi 6nlemler alinmig olsa da verilerin Google Form ile toplanmig
olmasi katilimcilarla yiiz yiize iletisim saglanmamasi agisindan bir sinirliliktir.

Egitim baglaminin evde olup bitenler tizerindeki ¢ok giiclii etkileri oldugu gibi (Tour, 2019), evde
olup bitenler de egitim baglamin etkilemektedir. Bundan dolay: ilkokul ¢ocuklarinin ev djjital
okuryazarlik etkinliklerinin belirlenmesi 6gretim programlarinda hedeflenen dijital yetkinligin ev
ortaminda ne kadar desteklendigi ve gelistirildigi hakkinda fikir verebilir. Bu ¢calismada gelistiren
IOEDOE olgegi, ilkokul égrencilerinin dijital okuryazarlik becerilerini ev ortaminda ne él¢tide
kullandiklan ve hangi amaclarla kullandiklarini incelemeyi amaclayan arastirmalarda kullanilabilir.
lleriki arastirmalarda IOEDOE 6lcegi kullanilarak ilkokul égrencilerinin ev dijital okuryazarlk
etkinlikleri demografik 6zelliklerine gore incelenebilir. Ayrica 6lgek ilkokul 6grencilerinin ev dijital
okuryazarlik etkinlikleri ile ¢esitli derslere iliskin akademik basarilan ya da ev dijital okuryazarlik
etkinlikleri ile okuma-yazma, sosyal uyum vb. becerileri arasindaki iligkilerin incelenmesine firsat
verecek genis bir alanda kullanilabilir.

5 Arastirmacilarin Beyanlan

5.1 Arastirmacilarin katki orani

Arastirmanin yazarlari arastirmanin tiim siireglerine esit derecede katki saglamistir.

5.2 Catisma beyani

Aragtirmanin yazarlari olarak herhangi bir ¢ikar/¢atisma beyanimiz olmadigini ifade ederiz.
5.3 Destek ve tesekkiir

Yazarlar olarak, arastirmanin gerceklestirilmesi siirecine yonelik herhangi bir destek ya da
tesekkir beyanimiz bulunmamaktadir.
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Ek 1. ilkokul Ogrencilerinin Ev Dijital Okuryazarlik Etkinliklerini Belirleme Olcegi

Degerli Katilime,

Bu olgme araci, cocugunuzun evde gerceklestirdigi dijital okuryazarlik etkinliklerinin incelenmesi amaciyla
olusturulmustur. Yanitlariniz ve kisisel bilgileriniz ticlincii sahislarla paylasilmayacak ve gizli tutulacaktir. Bu ¢lcekte
dijital araclar ifadesi masatistii bilgisayar, diztisti bilgisayar, tablet, akill: telefon gibi dijital cihazlarnn kapsamaktadir.
Asagida sunulan ifadeleri, cocugunuzun faaliyetlerine gére cevaplamanizi rica ederiz.

Katiiminiz ve samimi yanitlariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

=i
5E 2 g s 5 &
=5 g < A T
TN = /M 7 N
Faktor 1: Aktif Kullanim
3. Akill telefon ile arama yapar. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
6. Dijital araclar ile ¢gesitli uygulamalarn (WhatsApp, kisa mesaj)
kullanarak mesaj yazar. (1) ) (3) () ()
9. Yazdig1 mesajlara emoji / resim ekler. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
12. Dijjital aragclar ile fotograf ceker. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
19. Dijjital aragclar ile video ceker. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
25. Dijital araglar ile goruntili konusma yapar. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Faktor 2: Egitsel Amacl Kullanim
5. Dijital araclar ile 6devleri icin arastirma yapar. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
15. Dijital araglar ile egitsel simtilasyon kullanir. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
18. Dijital araclar ile ¢esitli uygulamalarda (Word, not defteri) yazi
o el cralarile cest e ( e e @ o
21. Dijital araclar ile ¢esitli egitim sitelerinden / uygulamalarindan (1) @) 3) () (5)
etkinlik (test ¢c6zme, konu tekrari, alistirma) yapar.
24. Dijital araclar ile egitsel dijital oyun (bulmaca, matematik
jual araclar e egitsel dijial oyun ( m @ e @ o

oyunlari, vb.) oynar.

Faktor 3: Pasif Kullanim

1. Dijital araclar ile video izler. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
23. Dijital araglardan c¢izgi film izler. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
26. Dijital araglardan eglence amaciyla film / tv programu izler. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
29. Dijital araglar ile egitsel animasyon / film / belgesel vb. izler. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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