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Introduction

Environment and aesthetics have become the two concepts discussed in recent years. Although
environment and aesthetics seem to be two different concepts, they are in fact two concepts
intertwined with each other. While human beings maintain their existence, they experience themselves
and their environment as a whole. The setting and conditions in which the individual lives spontaneously
constitute an environment. Considering the concept of environment in general, it can be said that the
environment is multi-dimensional and it is all that surrounds us. Although the concept of environment
first brings to mind the spatial existence and contents around us, everything except our self-
consciousness constitutes our environment (Erzen, 2006). The environment is a large area that
surrounds the individual with all its aspects. In this area, natural and unnatural beings are in order and in
a reciprocal relationship. Everything in the nature has the power of effecting human existence
cognitively and emotionally.

Aesthetics is seen as an area of art, it is seen as the understanding of beauty that is sought on the
work of art. In other words, it is the questioning of the senses felt on an aesthetic work of art and the
emerging perception. In the Turkish Language Institution Dictionary, aesthetics is defined as “The
theoretical science of the beauty with the general laws of aesthetic artistic creation, sense of beauty and
what is full of beauties”. Aesthetics, which is also defined as the science of beauty in all languages, is a
science that questions the beauty. It examines the answers to the questions such as “What is called
beautiful?” and “How is beauty measured?” (Ozel, 2014). To perceive something aesthetically is to see it
only through its aesthetic properties; this is the characteristics revealed by the sensual beauty (Barret,
2015). Aesthetic tastes can change according to time, people and society's value judgments. What is
beautiful or aesthetic has not always been the same for every person or society (Ozel, 2014).

Although existing from ancient ages and only sought in art, aesthetics became to be the fact that is
sought in nature since 18th century. After measurability of aesthetics was tested in many studies and
environmental problems becoming a current issue of world, the aesthetics of nature has been discussed
under “environmental aesthetics” with involving human life spaces (as residential gardens, urban green
fields, urban plans) (Carlson, 2020; Eksioglu Cetintahra & Cubukgu, 2011). Environmental aesthetics can
be defined as “the aesthetic values possessed by the environment” (Lagin-Simsek, 2011, p. 2240). Erzen
(2006) stated that environmental aesthetics is much different than decorating the space and bringing
formal order to it; environmental aesthetics means our perception of the environment, the value we
attach to it, our evaluations about it and our relations with it. The environmental aesthetics is related
with every situation which humans take holistically part of it as participants. The aesthetic dimension of
environment cannot be thought without social interest and activities. There is an aesthetic interest in
regional planning of a city as much as in architectural design, in directing fine arts, popular and folk
culture and in all human relationships rather than for artistic purposes alone (Berleant, 1992).

The desire to search for what is beautiful is present in every area of our lives as well as in the
environment we live in. In fact, Celik and Aciks6z (2008) stated that urban planning and design affect the
physical health of people in urban areas while aesthetics affects mental health of people. Today,
environmental pollution and related problems, arising especially from increasing population rate,
distorted urbanization, cultural and historical deterioration, and density in construction have caused the
visual integrity to deteriorate, thus making it necessary to review the environment-aesthetics
relationship. In fact, environmental scientists have emphasized that the most important factors that
cause environmental problems to reach today's dimensions are not giving importance to environmental
ethics and aesthetics (Brause & Wood, 1993; Tont, 1996; as cited in Lagin-Simsek, 2011), that it is not
enough only to be conscious to solve environmental problems, and that it is necessary to impart
environmental ethics and aesthetics values to individuals in education. Although ethics is defined as
principles and values which directed human behaviors, “respect” and “responsibility” confront us as
terms of ethics when environment is concerned. As popular philosopher Stewart Udall said “all of us are
tenants of the earth” (as cited in Karaca, 2007, p. 5), instead of exploiting nature and destroying it, by
awareness of putting it as our homes we should regulate the nature-human relation in moral order (Gul,
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2013). Therefore, educating individuals to be sensitive to environmental aesthetics and having
environmental responsibility would make our earth more livable.

Individuals are expected to gain values related to environmental aesthetics through a number of
courses (e.g. visual arts, art history, philosophy of art, plastic arts and design, art and environment) at all
levels of education. It is targeted that youths would gain the aesthetic anxiety in their school life and
assimilates it as their personality trait (Ering, 2004). One of the main objectives of Turkish National
Education is to raise individuals who are healthy and balanced in terms of body, morality, spirit and
emotion; creative, productive and constructive; believing in power of free and scientific thinking;
respectful to human rights; having responsibility towards the society; giving importance to personality
and enterprise (MoNE, 2020). In accordance with this purpose, it is clear that individuals are expected to
gain creative, critical, balanced personalities and take responsibility for themselves and their
environment. The individual who has the awareness of the environmental aesthetics would be more
sensitive to environment and take delight from the environment and also seek for a more quality,
balanced and coherent life. What is the awareness level of individuals who have reached the university
level of education regarding environmental aesthetics? The desire to find answers to this question forms
the basis of the current study. When the literature was reviewed, it was seen that various measurement
instruments have been developed to evaluate the environmental awareness of students from different
levels of education (Cetin & Yalginkaya, 2018; Yildiz-Yilmaz & Mentis-Tas, 2017), students' awareness of
environmental problems (Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Malkog, 2011; Ozdemir, Yildiz, Ocaktan & Sarisen,
2004 ) and their awareness of environmental ethics (Ozer & Keles, 2016). It has been determined that
there is no measurement instrument developed to evaluate environmental aesthetics awareness in the
national literature, so that there is a need for such a measurement instrument. The purpose of the
current study is to develop the “Environmental Aesthetic Awareness Scale” for university students and
to compare students’ levels of environmental aesthetic awareness according to gender, interest in art
and the place where family lives. With regard to this aim, the answers to the following questions are
searched:

1. Is the “Scale for Environmental Aesthetic Awareness” a valid and reliable measurement tool?

2. Do university students’ levels of environmental aesthetic awareness change statistically based on
gender, interest in art and the place where family lives?

Method
Research Design

This is a descriptive study which aims to develop a scale which measures the level of university
students’ environmental aesthetic awareness. The existing case in the study is described, as it is, without
any effects on the variables and the levels of university students’ environmental aesthetic awareness
are determined and compared based on the variables of gender, interest in art and the place where
family lives (Karasar, 2005).

Study Group

The study group of the current research is comprised of 969 university students attending the
education faculty of a university in the 2018-2019 academic year. Data collected from 136 students
were discarded from the data set as they included missing data. From among the remaining 833
students, 500 were randomly selected through SPSS program package for the group on which
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) would be conducted and 333 students for the group on which
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) would be conducted. First, univariate and multivariate outlier
analyses were applied on the data sets on which EFA and CFA would be performed. After the outliers
were discarded, the data belonging to 329 students remained in the data set on which EFA would be
conducted and 255 students remained in the data set on which CFA would be conducted. In Table 1, the
demographic features of the study groups on which EFA and CFA were administered are presented.
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Table 1.
Demographics of the Study Groups.

Study Group for EFA  Study Group for CFA

f % f %
Gender Female 244 74.16 184 72.16
Male 85 25.84 71 27.84
Grade Level 1% year 53 16.11 33 12.94
2" year 130 39.51 98 38.43
3" year 146 44.38 124 48.63
The place Village 55 16.72 56 21.96
Where Family Town 116 35.26 77 30.20
Lives City 87 26.44 66 25.88
Metropolis 71 21.58 56 21.96
Interest in Art  Yes 225 68.39 173 67.84
No 80 24.32 67 26.27
Missing Data 24 7.29 15 5.88
Department English 37 11.25 28 10.98
Classroom 46 13.98 31 12.16
Social Studies 27 8.21 18 7.06
Pre-school 58 17.63 43 16.86
Turkish 18 5.47 14 5.49
Music 18 5.47 12 4.71
Computer and Teaching Technologies 9 2.74 6 2.35
Education
Primary School Math Teaching 57 17.33 45 17.65
Science 18 5.47 14 5.49
Psychological Counselling and Guidance 21 6.38 25 9.80
Art Teaching 20 6.08 19 7.45

As can be seen in Table 1, in both of the study groups, the majority of the students are females
(74.16% in the study group for EFA; 72.16% in the study group for CFA). When the distribution of the
students across the grade levels is examined, it is seen that the number of 3rd year students is the
highest (44.38% of the study group for EFA and 48.63% of the study group for CFA), while the number of
1st year students is the lowest (16.11% of the study group for EFA and 12.94% of the study group for
CFA); the number of students whose families live in a town is higher in both of the study groups.
Moreover, the high majority of the students in both groups (68.39% of the study group for EFA and
67.84% of the group for CFA) stated that they are interested in any branch of art. When the distribution
of students across departments is examined, the distributions of the students in both groups are similar
to each other.

Data Collection Tools

Personal Information Form: Through the personal information form developed within the context of
the current study, information about the following demographic features of the students was collected:
gender, department, grade level, the place where family lives and interest in art.

Scale for Environmental Aesthetic Awareness: In the current study, it was aimed to develop the
“Scale for Environmental Aesthetic Awareness” to determine university students’ levels of
environmental aesthetic awareness. As a result of a literature review, it has been determined that there
is no measurement instrument developed to evaluate environmental aesthetic awareness in the
national literature, so that there is a need for such a measurement instrument. The second stage of the
scale development consists of defining the psychological feature to be measured and determining the
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scope. In this stage, the definition of “environmental aesthetic awareness” was made. Environmental
aesthetic awareness can be defined as being aware of aesthetic values possessed by the environment
and seeing these values (Lagin-Simsek, 2011). For the scope, artificial and natural environmental
elements (Ayaydin, 2017) were taken into consideration. In the third stage, to create scale items, 32
students from the Department of Fine Arts Education, 40 students from the Department of Music
education, and 30 students from the Department of Architecture at the Faculty of Engineering and
Architecture; thus a total of 102 students were asked the following open-ended questions to elicit their
opinions: 1-What does environmental aesthetics mean to you?, 2-What are your expectations in terms
of environmental aesthetics?, 3-What are the issues that disturb you in terms of environmental
aesthetics?, 4-What should be present in an environment that can be defined as good in terms of
environmental aesthetics?, 5-What do you personally do to create and protect environmental
aesthetics?, 6-Have you taken any course in any part of your education life to raise your awareness in
terms of environmental aesthetics? and “Do you think it is necessary to take such a course? Why?
Considering responses given by the students to the open-ended questions, first a total of 51 draft items
were developed by the researchers within the context of the beauty of natural and artificial
environment.

In order to determine the content validity of the scale, the scale was sent to eight experts; three
from fine arts education, two from architecture, and three from educational sciences. Experts were
asked to evaluate each item in the categories of “necessary”, “necessary but inadequate” and
“unnecessary” according to their “suitability for the purpose”, in other words, their state of representing
the level of aesthetic awareness and to indicate their suggestions for correction, if there is any. Opinions
from the eight experts were analyzed using the Lawshe technique. In Lawshe technique, the content
validity rate (CVR) for each item was calculated through the formula given in Equation 1 (Lawshe, 1975):
NG_N/2 (1)

CVR = /2

In the formula given in Equation 1, Ng denotes the number of experts finding the item “necessary”,
while N represents the total number of experts. CVR takes a value ranging from -1.00 to +1.00. When
half of the experts are of the opinion that the item is “necessary”, then CVR becomes zero, when less
than half of the experts find the item “necessary”, then CVR takes negative values and when all the
experts find the item “necessary”, then CVR takes the value of 1.00. Lawshe (1975) stated that the
content validity is partially achieved for the items found to be “necessary” by more than half of the
experts; that is, the items whose CVR value is higher than zero. In the current study, the criterion for
keeping the items in the scale was that CVR index should be higher than zero and 11 items whose CVR
index is zero or lower than zero were excluded from the scale. Of the remaining 40 items, 34 are positive
and 6 are negative; thus, the first trial version of the scale consisted of 40 items. The scale items were
scaled in the Likert-type as follows: strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), undecided (3), agree (4), strongly
agree (5).

Data Collection

After the necessary permissions were taken from the related units of the university, the scale was
administered to 1st year, 2nd year and 3rd year students from the education faculty of a university in
the spring term of the 2018-2019 academic year by the researchers. It took students’ 10 minutes to
answer items in the scale. The data collection process lasted for four weeks.

Data Analysis

The normal distribution and outlier analyses should be conducted to prove the suitability of the data
for exploratory factor analysis before starting the analysis of the data (Field, 2009). In this connection,
first, for each data set, univariate and multivariate outlier analyses were conducted. The univariate
outliers were determined by calculating z values for each item. The students’ responses whose z value
exceeded +/-3.00 were excluded from the data set (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buyukoztirk, 2010). In order
to determine the multivariable outliers, Mahalanobis distances and probability values were calculated.
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The data whose Mahalanobis probability value was found to be lower than .01 were considered to be
multivariate outliers and excluded (Albayrak, 2008). As a result, the responses of 329 students
constituted the study group on which EFA would be conducted while the responses of 255 students
constituted the study group on which CFA would be conducted. In order to determine whether EFA and
CFA data sets showed a normal distribution, skewness and kurtosis coefficients of each item in the scale
were examined. In the literature, the cut-point suggested for the skewness coefficient is +/-2.00 while
the cut-point suggested for the kurtosis coefficient is +/-7.00 for the data set to be accepted to be
exhibiting a normal distribution (Finney & Distefeno, 2006). The skewness and kurtosis coefficients
calculated for each item in the data sets on which EFA and CFA would be performed were found to be
within the ranges of +/-2.00 and +/-7.00 and thus the data sets were accepted to satisfy the normality
assumption.

In the second stage of the data analysis, validity and reliability analyses were conducted for the scale
being developed. In order to provide evidence for the construct validity of the scale, EFA and CFA were
conducted. By conducting EFA, the factor structure of the scale was elicited and then first-order CFA was
performed and the factor structure obtained from EFA was confirmed and finally second-order CFA was
conducted to provide evidence for the presentation of the sub-scales under a general factor. Cronbach
Alpha reliability was calculated to determine reliability of the scale in terms of internal consistency.

In the final stage of the data analysis, the data sets on which EFA and CFA had been conducted were
combined and three-way variance analysis was performed to determine whether the students’ levels of
aesthetic awareness vary significantly depending on gender, interest in art and the place where family
lives.

Findings
Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis

In order to determine the factor structure of the scale, EFA was conducted in SPSS program package.
In the literature, it is suggested that the sample size should be at least 300 or 5-10 times more than the
number of the items in the scale (Comrey & Lee, 1992). In this regard, the sample size of 329 was
thought to be adequate to conduct EFA for the 40-item scale developed in the current study. Another
criterion used to test the suitability of the sample size for factor analysis is Kaise-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1970; as cited in Field, 2009). KMO test takes values ranging
from zero to 1.00; a value converging to 1.00 means that correlation patterns are compact and thus that
factor analysis will yield distinct and reliable factors. Within the context of the current study, KMO value
was found to be .86 and as this value is between .80 and .90, it was considered to be “perfect” according
to the criterion of Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999) (as citied in Field, 2009). Moreover, the diagonals of
the anti-image matrix calculated based on the correlations of the items took values between .73 and
.93; the fact that these values are greater than .60 indicates that the sample size is adequate for each
variable pair (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Another test that needs to be examined before proceeding to EFA is the Bartlett Test of Sphericity.
The Bartlett Test of Sphericity tests the hypothesis whether the correlations in the correlation matrix are
equal to zero, and it is desirable for the result of this test to be statistically significant. The result of the
Bartlett Test of Sphericity was found to be significant (X2 (s61)=-3044.48, p=.00), which was considered to
be an indicator of the fact that the correlations between the items were suitable for factor analysis
(Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

In EFA, the principal component analysis method was chosen to reveal the factor structure of the
scale. Principal component analysis is a method that reveals the maximum variance to obtain fewer
components from many variables. Principal component analysis is a technique related to components,
not factors (Costello & Osborne, 2005). However, in the current study, the concept of factor, which is
better known, was used instead of the concept of component.
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The choice of factor rotation method to be used in EFA is another important point. Tabachnick and
Fidell (2007) suggested that if the correlation between factors is above .32, oblique rotation is
preferable, if not, one of the orthogonal rotation methods should be selected. Thus, one of the oblique
rotation methods; promax was selected and EFA was conducted and the correlations given in Table 2
were obtained among the first four factors.

Table 2.
Correlations Obtained among Factors as a Result of the Oblique Rotation.

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Factor 1 1.00 21 .18 13
Factor 2 1.00 .28 .20
Factor 3 1.00 .03

Based on the fact that the correlation values given in Table 2 among the factors are below .32,
orthogonal rotation, which assumes that there is no correlation between the factors, was selected and
the varimax method, which is the most preferred one among the orthogonal rotation methods, was
selected. One of the two important criteria used in deciding the factor structure as a result of EFA is the
Kaiser criterion and the other is the scree plot. It is recommended to take all the factors with eigenvalue
greater than 1.00 according to the Kaiser criterion. In a scree plot, the vertical axis (Y axis) shows
eigenvalues while the X axis shows the components. The components in the Y axis slope down towards
the X axis. Here you need to look for a sharp change in the slope (or elbow) because the components
above this point are retained (Gokluk et. al., 2010). However, these two methods, which are popular in
the literature, are problematic and can give subjective results. Other alternative tests used to decide the
numbers of factors are parallel analysis and Velicer's Minimum Average Partial (MAP) test (O’Connor,
2000).

Within the context of the current study, Velicer's MAP test was used to decide the factor number of
the scale. The MAP test consists of a principal component analysis that follows a series of partial
correlation matrices and is useful in determining how many factors should be optimal before revealing
the factors (O’Connor, 2000). Osborne (2014) stated that MAP analysis is considered to be superior to
classical criteria (Kaiser Criterion and scree plot). The MAP test conducted with 40 items of the scale
suggested a four-factor structure for the scale. The average squared partial correlation values found for
the factors as a result of the MAP analysis are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Partial Correlation Values Obtained as a Result of the MAP Analysis.

Average Squared Partial

Average Squared Partial

Component Correlation Component Correlation
0 .03 6 .01
1 .01 7 .01
2 .01 8 .01
3 .01 9 .01
4 .01* 10 .01
5 .01

*

the smallest average squared partial correlation value.

The point where the smallest average squared partial correlation value is obtained is suggested as
the cut-point to determine the number of factors (Osborne, 2014). According to the information in Table
3, the smallest average squared partial correlation was obtained when the number of factors was four,
and therefore the MAP analysis suggested a four-factor structure for the scale. Considering the MAP
analysis finding, EFA was conducted by limiting the number of factors to four. However, as a result of
EFA based on four factors, six items containing negative statements (1 17, 1 21, 1 23, 1 32, | 38, | 40) were
collected in one dimension and when the first level CFA was performed, the relationship between this
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dimension and the other three dimensions was found to be statistically insignificant. In addition, when
second-level CFA was performed, it was seen that the path between this dimension and the general
factor was statistically insignificant. Therefore, it was decided to remove this construct consisting of
these six items from the scale.

EFA was performed again by limiting the number of factors to three this time. Items with a factor
loading of .32 or more in two or more factors were considered as crossloading and were excluded from
the scale (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabacknick & Fidell, 2007). Until it reached a simple structure in the
factors, crossloading items were discarded and EFA was repeated after each item was discarded. As a
result of the first EFA, five items (1 15,118,119, | 29, | 36) were discarded as they had crossloading factor
values; as a result of the second factor analysis, one item (I 31) was discarded as it had a crossloading
factor value and one item (I 16) was discarded as its factor loading value was smaller than .32; thus a
total of seven items were discarded from the scale. The third EFA was conducted and it was found that
there was no item crossloading and with a factor loading lower than .32 (Tabacknick & Fidell, 2007). The
distribution of items across the factors, factor loadings and eigenvalues and explained variance ratio are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4 shows the distribution of the items across the factors and the factor loadings they have. In
the first factor, the item with the minimum factor loading (.41) is | 8, while the item with the maximum
factor loading (.71) is | 1. In the second factor, the item with the minimum factor loading (.40) is | 5,
while the item with the maximum factor loading (.72) is | 39. Other findings shown in Table 4 are the
eigenvalue of each factor and the rate of variance each factor explains. While the first factor has the
largest eigenvalue (5.48) and explains 20.29% of the total variance, the eigenvalue of the second factor
is 2.62 and it explains 9.72% of the total variance and the eigenvalue of the third factor is 1.82 and it
explains 6.73% of the total variance. Considering the content of the items in the factors, the construct
measured by the first factor was named as “Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements of
the Environment”, the construct measured by the second factor was named as “Aesthetic Awareness of
Architectural Texture” and the construct measured by the third factor was named as “Aesthetic
Awareness of Behavior”.

Finding Related to Confirmatory Factor Analysis

First-order CFA was conducted in the LISREL program package to confirm the three-factor theoretical
construct and second-order CFA was performed to provide evidence for the possibility of collecting the
sub-scales under a general factor. Maximum likelihood method was used for parameter estimation in
both CFAs.

Findings from first-order CFA: The measurement model and standardized factor loadings obtained
for the model established as a result of CFA are shown in Figure 1. When the measurement model given
in Figure 1 is examined, it is seen that the factor loadings of the first sub-dimension range from .37 (I 8)
to .67 (I 14), the factor loadings of the second sub-dimension range from .29 (I 5) to .68 (I 24) and the
factor loadings of the third sub-dimension range from .43 (I 34) to .57 (I 25-1 27). When the error
variances in Figure 1 are analyzed, it is seen that only the error variance of the item I 5 (.92) is above .90.
The t value of this item was examined and found to be statistically significant at the level of .05; thus, it
was decided to retain this item in the scale. In addition, t values of all the parameters in the model were
found to be statistically significant. When deciding on model-data fit in CFA, fit indices should also be
examined. It is seen in the literature that different fit indices are reported in the evaluation of model-
data fit. Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested reporting RMSEA, SRMR, CFl and TLI / NNFI statistics.
Therefore, in the current study, model data fit was evaluated within the scope of CFI, NNFI, RMSEA and
SRMR fit indices along with model chi-square statistics. The fit indices and the cut-point for the model
evaluation are shown in Table 5.
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Table 4.

Factor Loadings Obtained as a Result of the Rotated Principal Component Analysis of the Scale.

Items

Factorl Factor2 Factor3

I 1. It is important for me to have green areas in my environment.

I 2. I think that the destruction of natural habitats spoils the beauty of the
environment

| 4. Garbage thrown into the environment spoils my visual pleasure.

I 6. | think that works of art make the environment more beautiful.

| 7. It is important for me that my environment is clean.

| 8. 1 want an environment embellished with works of art.

1 9. | care about the compliance of people with social rules in terms of the
order of the environment.

I 10. I think the smooth operation of city infrastructure systems is important
for a beautiful environment.

I 11. | care about the conservation of green spaces in urban transformation
planning.

I 12. | think that reducing transportation problems (e.g. traffic jams) improves
the environment.

I 13. | attach importance to the design of architectural structures in
accordance with geographical conditions.

I 14. 1 care about the preservation of the historical texture in my environment.
I 3. 1 want the buildings around me to have a colour harmony with each other.

I 5. The materials put in shops, stores and building entrances disturb me.

I 22. The mismatch of the signs around me disturbs my eye.

| 24. The negligence of the buildings around me disturbs me.

| 33. Untidy appearance of balconies disturbs me.

I 35. | am disturbed by all kinds of shabby structures around me (housing,
garage, animal shelter, etc.).

I 37. 1 am disturbed by the excess of advertising signs in city life.

I 39. | care about the heights of the buildings around me to be compatible
with each other.

| 20. | cannot understand those who are not disturbed by vehicles parked on
the sidewalks.

| 25. I warn people who pollute the environment.

| 26. | feel the need to warn people who parked cars on the sidewalks.

I 27. 1 am careful about environmental cleaning.
| 28. | contribute to the greening of the environment.
I 30. | get angry at those who damage city furniture (benches, tables, etc.).

| 34. | notice even the smallest work done to beautify the environment.
Eigenvalue
Explained Variance

.57
.57
.61
A5
.62
41
.57
.64
71
44
.53
.65
.55
.40
.69
.52
.60
A1
51
72
.39
74
71
.60
.69
51
42
5.48 2.62 1.82
20.29% 9.72% 6.73%

Table 5.
The Criteria for Fit Indices and Their Values for the First-Order CFA.

Fit Indices Cut-point for Acceptance

Value Provided from the Study

x2/df <2.00 = perfect fit
CFI 2.90 = good fit
NNFI >.90 = good fit
RMSEA <.05 = perfect fit
SRMR <.08 = good fit

1.34 (443.66/320)
96
96
.04
.06

Note. Confidence interval with 90.00% probability for RMSEA (.03-.05)
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Figure 1. First-order CFA path diagram and standardized factor loadings of the Scale for Environmental
Aesthetic Awareness.

The first fit index seen in Table 5 is the chi-square of the model. Chi-square is the goodness-of-fit
index, which tests whether there is a statistically significant difference between the observed covariance
matrix and the covariance matrix created by the model. However, since chi-square statistics is affected
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by the sample size (Brown, 2006), chi-square statistics is evaluated by dividing it by the degree of
freedom. As can be seen in Table 5, the division of the chi-square by the degree of freedom is 1.34, and
as this value is under 2.00, it can be considered as an indicator of a good fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
CFl is comparative fit index. CFl compares the fit of the model with a model called the absence model
assuming that the relationship between the variables is zero. CFI takes values between .00 and 1.00; CFI
having a value converging to 1.00 is interpreted as a good model-data fit (Brown, 2006). According to
the information given in Table 5, CFl = .96; this finding can be interpreted as a good model-data fit. It is
called the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) or the non-normed fit index (NNFI) in some programs (e.g. LISREL)
and it compares alternative models or the proposed model with the absence model. It takes values
between .00 and 1.00; TLI taking the value of 1.00 shows that the model-data fit is perfect (Schumacker
& Lomax, 1996). As can be seen in Table 5, NNFI = .96. This value being above .90 can be accepted as
another indicator that model data-fit is good.

Another fit index given in Table 5 is RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation). RMSEA can
also be called as bad fit index and when it is zero, this indicates that model data fit is perfect. RMSEA of
the scale was found to be .04 and as this value is below .05, it can be interpreted as a good model-data
fit (Brown, 2006). SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Residuals) is another bad fit index. SRMR is calculated
by taking the average of the difference between the observed correlation matrix of the sample and the
correlation matrix predicted with the model. SRMR takes values between .00 and 1.00. If SRMR takes
values close to zero, then it indicates a good model-data fit; when SRMR is .00, it indicates a perfect fit
(Brown, 2006). The SRMR of the scale was found to be .06 and as this value is under .08, it indicates an
acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). As a result, it can be said that the three-factor structure of the Scale
for Environmental Aesthetic Awareness was confirmed based on the parameter values and fit index
values estimated by the model.

Another piece of information given in Figure 1 is the correlation values of the factors among
themselves. A correlation value between .70 and 1.00 can be interpreted as high, between .70 and .30
as medium and between .00 and .30 as low (Blyukozturk, 2007). Thus, it can be said that there is a
medium correlation between Factor 1 (Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements of the
Environment) and Factor 2 (Aesthetic Awareness of Architectural Texture) (r,,=.49); between Factor 2
(Aesthetic Awareness of Architectural Texture) and Factor 3 (Aesthetic Awareness of Behavior) (r,;=.64)
and between Factor 1 (Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements of the Environment) and
Factor 3 (Aesthetic Awareness of Behavior) (r13=.60).

Findings from second-order CFA: At least one structure is defined as a second-order factor in
hierarchical CFA models (Kline, 2005). Second-order CFA was applied to determine the level of
compliance of the scale, whose three-factor structure was confirmed by the first-order CFA, to the
Latent Variable of Environmental Aesthetic Awareness. Here it was tested whether the sub-scales of
“Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements of the Environment”, “Aesthetic Awareness of
Architectural Texture” and “Aesthetic Awareness of Behavior”, which were found to be relatively
independent of each other but also correlated with each other, were a component of the higher level
construct “Aesthetic Awareness of the Environment”. The measurement model and standardized factor
loadings obtained for the model established as a result of the second-order CFA are shown in Figure 2.

When the factor loadings given in Figure 2 are examined, it can be said that factor loadings similar to
the ones in the first-order CFA are obtained. It is seen that the factor loadings in the first factor
(Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements in the Environment) are between .37 and .67; in
the second factor (Aesthetic Awareness of Architectural Texture) between .29 and .68 and in the third
factor (Aesthetic Awareness of Behaviour) between .43 and .57. When the standardized path
coefficients between the sub-factors and “the Environmental Aesthetic” latent variable are examined, it
can be said that the environmental aesthetic latent variable explains 46.00% of the total variance in F1
(.68), 52.00% of the total variance in F2 (.72) and 77.00% of the total variance in F3 (.88). In addition, t
values of the model parameters were found to be statistically significant. The fit indices for the model
obtained as a result of the second-order CFA are given in Table 6.
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Figure 2. Second-order CFA path diagram and standardized factor loadings of the Environmental
Aesthetic Awareness Scale.
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Table 6.

Fit Indices and Their Values for the Second-Order CFA.

Chi-square df Chi-square/df CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
443.66 320 1.34 .96 .96 .04 .06

*p<.05; **Confidence interval with 90.00% probability for RMSEA (.03-.05)

Based on the information in Table 6, we can say that the fit indices obtained from the second-order
CFA are the same as the ones obtained in the first-order CFA. The division of chi-square by the degree of
freedom (1.34) is below 2.00; CFI (.96) and NNFI (.96) values are above .90 and RMSEA and SRMR indices
are below .08; thus, it can be said that model-data fit has been achieved.

Reliability Analysis

Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient, which gives reliability in terms of internal consistency, was
calculated for each sub-scale and found to be .80 for the first dimension, .71 for the second dimension
and .71 for the third dimension. Cronbach Alpha coefficient was found to be .82 for the whole scale. The
lower limit for Cronbach Alpha reliability is suggested as .70 by many researchers (Cortina, 1993;
Nunnally, 1978; Yang & Green, 2011). Based on the findings, it can be said that the sub-dimension and
overall reliability of the scale is provided in terms of internal consistency.

Findings Related to Comparison of the Environmental Aesthetics Awareness of the Students in Terms
of Different Variables

Three-way variance analysis was conducted to determine whether the students’ levels of
environmental aesthetic awareness vary significantly depending on gender, interest in art and the place
where family lives. Blylkozturk (2007) listed three assumptions of variance analyses: (1) measures
should be normally distributed in each level of investigated factor. (2) Observations should have equal
variances in the population to which they belong. (3) Observations should be independent. For testing
first assumption of variance analyses, the skewness and kurtosis coefficients of Environmental
Aesthetics Awareness scores were calculated for variables of gender, interest in art and the place where
family lives. The descriptive statistics are given in Table 7.

Table 7.
Descriptive Statistics of the Students’ Environmental Aesthetic Awareness in Relation to Gender, Interest
in Art and the Place where Family Lives.

Gender Interest in Art Place where family lives

Female Male Yes No Village Town City Metropolis
N 428 156 398 147 111 193 153 127
Mean 117.08 116.90 117.70 11531 117.29 11598 117.44 117.91
Std. Deviation 8.68 9.83 9.00 8.94 8.52 8.53 9.84 8.96
Skewness C. -.36 -41 -44 -.29 -.14 -.03 -.66 -.66
and SE (.12) (.19) (.12) (.20) (.23) (.17) (.20) (.21)
Kurtosis C. and -31 .08 .03 -.27 -.65 -.45 21 .39
SE (.23) (.39) (.24) (.40) (.45) (.35) (.39) (.43)

As seen in Table 7, with considering the skewness and kurtosis values of the total score for each level
of independent variables are within -1.00 and +1.00 interval, data do not show extreme deviation from
normal so it can be said that normally distributed assumption is provided (Buyukoztiirk, 2007). The
Levene’s test results showed that homogeneity of variances was provided [F(15,529) = 1.34, p> .05]. The
last assumption of variance analyses is independence of observations which means that data from
different students are independent from each other (Field, 2009). In this research, the measures of
dependent variables are gathered from different students. After providing assumptions, the three-way
variance analysis was conducted for comparing students’ awareness of environmental aesthetics based
on gender, interest in art and the place where family lives. The results are shown in Table 8.
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Table 8.

Findings of the Three-Way Variance Analysis.

Source of the Variance Sum of Squares df Mean of Squares F p
Gender (G) 87.78 1 87.78 1.09 .30
Interest in Art (l) 618.99 1 618.99 7.69 .01*
Place where family lives 141.06 3 47.02 .58 .63
(P)

Gxl 36.15 1 36.15 .45 .50
GxP 77.37 3 25.79 .32 .81
IXP 760.62 3 253.54 3.15 .02*
GxIxP 1.200 3 .40 .01 .99
Error 42586.43 529 80.50

Total 41771.457 545

*p<.05

When the information given in Table 7 and Table 8 is examined, it is seen that the environmental
aesthetic awareness mean scores of female (X= 117.08) and male (X = 116.90) students are similar and
there is no statistically significant difference between them [F(1,529)= 1.09, p>.05]. It is seen that the
students who stated that they were interested in any branch of art had higher mean scores (X= 117.70)
than those who stated that they were not interested (X=115.31) and the difference between them was
statistically significant [F(1,529)= 7.69, p<.05]. Environmental aesthetic mean scores of the students
whose families live in a village (X= 117.29), town (X= 115.98), city (X= 117.44) and metropolis (X =
117.91) are similar and there is no statistically significant difference between them (F (3,529) =.58, p>
.05].

When Table 8 is analyzed, it is seen that the dual interactions of “gender x interest in art” (GxI) [F
(1,529) =.45, p> .05], “gender x the place where family lives” (GxP) [F (3,529) = .32, p>.05] and the triple
interaction of “gender x interest in art x the place where family lives” (GxIxP) [F (3,529) = .01, p>.05] are
not statistically significant, while only the dual interaction of “interest in art x the place where family
lives” (IxP) is statistically significant [F (3,529) = 3.15, p <.05]. The effect of the interaction of interest in
art with the place where family lives on the total score was examined based on the line graph shown in
Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Line graph of the Interaction between Interest in art and the place where family lives.
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Based on the graph given in Figure 3, it can be said that the mean of those who have interest in art
and whose families live in a village, town or city is higher than that of the students who do not have any
interest in arts and whose families live in a village, town or city. However, the mean of the students who
do not have any interest in arts and whose families live in a metropolis is higher than that of the
students who have interest in the arts and whose families live in a metropolis.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

Within the context of the current study, the “Scale for Environmental Aesthetic Awareness” for
university students was developed and it was investigated whether the students’ levels of
environmental aesthetic awareness vary significantly depending on gender, interest in art and the place
where family lives. A total of 51 draft scale items were written by examining the related literature and
the responses given by the students to the open-ended questions. In order to determine the content
validity of the scale, opinions of eight field experts were taken and Lawshe content validity index was
calculated for each item. Eleven items with a content validity index of less than .50 were excluded from
the scale and a trial form consisting of 40 items was developed. The trial form was applied to 969
students studying at the education faculty of a public university, and the dataset was randomly divided
into two in order to determine the construct validity of the scale. After the missing data and outliers
were discarded, the sample on which EFA would be conducted consisted of 329 students and the
sample on which CFA would be conducted consisted of 255 students. KMO value for the data set on
which EFA would be conducted was found to be .86, indicating that the sample size is suitable for factor
analysis and Bartlett Test of Sphericity was found to be statistically significant, indicating that the
interitem correlations are suitable for factor analysis.

MAP test was performed to decide the factor number of the scale. The MAP test initially proposed a
four-factor construct for the scale. However, when EFA was limited to four factors and the factor
structure of the scale was revealed, it was observed that the negative items were collected in one
dimension and that relationship between this dimension and the other dimensions was statistically
insignificant, and as a result of the second-order CFA, it was seen that the relationship of this dimension
with the general factor was insignificant. After the six items forming this dimension were removed, the
number of factors was limited to three and EFA was repeated. As a result of the EFA, six items with
crossloading values and one item with a factor loading below .32 were excluded from the scale. The first
sub-dimension of the scale, consisting of 12 items, was named as “Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and
Artificial Elements of the Environment”, the second sub-dimension, consisting of eight items, was
named as “Aesthetic Awareness of Architectural Texture” and the third sub-dimension, consisting of
seven items, was named as “Aesthetic Awareness of Behavior”. The three sub-dimensions of the scale
consisting of 27 items explain 36.74% of the total variance. The minimum score to be taken from the
scale is 27.00 while the maximum score is 135.00. As Erzen (2006) stated, environmental aesthetics is
not only related with the place but also it includes human perceiving about the environment, the given
value, human evaluations and the relation with it. In the three- factorial construct of the developed
scale in this study showed a holistic structure of environmental aesthetic; besides aesthetic awareness
of “Natural and Artificial Elements of the Environment” and “Architectural Texture” there is a construct
for aesthetic awareness of “Behavior”.

First-order CFA was conducted in the LISREL program package to confirm the three-factor theoretical
construct revealed by EFA and second-order CFA was conducted to provide evidence for the possibility
of collecting the sub-scales of “Aesthetic Awareness of Natural and Artificial Elements of the
Environment”, “Aesthetic Awareness of Architectural Texture” and “Aesthetic Awareness of Behaviour”,
which are the principle components relatively independent of each other but also correlated with each
other, under a general factor. As a result of the first-order and second-order CFAs, it was found that the
division of Chi-square by the degree of freedom was smaller than 2.00, that CFl and NNFI values were
higher than .90, RMSEA and SRMR indices were lower than .08; thus, it was concluded that the model-
data fit was accomplished (Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). The
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Cronbach Alpha value was calculated to be .82 for the whole scale and .80, .71 and .71 for the sub-
dimensions, respectively. As the calculated Cronbach Alpha values were higher than .70, it can be said
that the reliability was established for the whole scale and its sub-dimensions in terms of internal
consistency (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; Yang & Green, 2011).

Three-way variance analysis was conducted to determine how the students’ levels of environmental
aesthetic awareness vary depending on gender, interest in art and the place where family lives. As a
result of the three-way variance analysis, it was found that the students’ levels of environmental
aesthetic awareness did not vary significantly depending on gender and the place where family lives;
however, it varied significantly depending on interest in art. Environmental aesthetic awareness level of
the students who said that they have an interest in arts was found higher than the students who stated
that they have no interest in arts. Another finding of the variance analysis is that only the dual
interaction of “the place where family lives x interest in art” was statistically significant. When the line
graph of this dual interaction was examined, it was found that the mean of those who have interest in
arts and whose families live in a village, town or city is higher than that of the students who do not have
any interest in arts and whose families live in a village, town or city. However, the mean of the students
who do not have any interest in arts and whose families live in a metropolis is higher than that of the
students who have interest in arts and whose families live in a metropolis.

In the literature, there is no research about students’ levels of environmental aesthetic awareness. It
was reported in many studies that female students’ environmental attitudes (Ek et. al., 2009; Gusta-
Sahin & Dogu, 2008; Sama, 2003; Senyurt, Bayik-Temel & Ozkahraman, 2011) and environmental
awareness (Ozdemir et. al., 2004) are higher than those of male students; yet, in the current study, no
significant difference was found between male and female students in terms of their awareness of
environmental aesthetics. In the studies in which students' attitudes towards the environment were
compared depending on the place where they lived the longest (Ek et. al., 2009; Sama, 2003), it was
found that the attitude scores of the students living in larger residential areas are higher than those of
the students living in smaller residential areas. In the current study however, it was found that the
students’ environmental aesthetic awareness levels did not vary depending on the place where family
lives. Moreover, it was found that the environmental aesthetic awareness level of the students having
interest in arts was higher than that of the students not having any interest in arts. Ayaydin (2017)
stated that if people look at their environment only through art, then they will be aware of reality and
perceive how they live in an environment and what surrounds their lives. San (2003) indicated that the
extent of art education has a wide frame and she emphasized that art education has gains related with
the protection of environment. The art education is the field which contributes to individuals to gain
their own abilities and interests and to have visual perception and literacy, criticism ability, awareness of
environmental aesthetic, tuneful with the nature, awareness of cultural and historical values. With
efficient art education, it would be possible to improve awareness of environmental aesthetic.

With this study, a valid and reliable measurement tool was developed to determine university
students’ levels of environmental aesthetic awareness. Today, environmental aesthetics has become a
necessity rather than a luxury as a result of unplanned construction of buildings and concretization in
residential areas (Ayaydin, 2017). Therefore, it can be said that this developed scale is important in
terms of determining students' levels of environmental aesthetic awareness and drawing attention to
this issue. In the current study, the group of students on whom the validity and reliability of the scale
were determined is limited to only students of education faculty. In future studies, the reliability and
validity of the scale can be examined by applying it to students studying in different faculties of
universities, students from different levels of education, individuals in various professions.
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Turkish Version

Girig

Cevre ve estetik son yillarda lizerinde tartisilan iki kavram haline gelmistir. Cevre ve estetik her ne
kadar iki farkl kavram gibi gériinseler de aslinda ikisi birbiri icine giren ve kaynasan bir 6zellige sahiptir.
insanoglu varligini devam ettirirken kendisini ve gevresini bir biitiin olarak yasamaktadir. Bireyin
bulundugu ortam ve kosullar kendiliginden bir ¢cevre olusturmaktadir. Cevre kavrami genel olarak ele
alindiginda, ¢evrenin ¢ok boyutlu olup bizi kusatan tiim oldugu soéylenebilir. Cevre kavrami 6nce
etrafimizdaki mekansal varligi ve icindekileri akla getirse de 6zbilincimiz diginda her sey g¢evremizi
olusturmaktadir (Erzen, 2006). Cevre, bireyi tim yanlariyla kusatan genis bir alandir. Bu alanda, dogal ve
dogal olmayan varliklar bir dizen ve iliski icindedir. Cevrede yer alan her sey insan varligini bilissel ve
duyussal etkileme giicline sahiptir.

Estetik, sanatin bir alani olarak gérilmekle birlikte, sanat eseri Gzerinde aranan gizellik anlayisidir.
Bir diger ifade ile estetik sanat eseri lizerinde hissedilen duyular ve ortaya ¢ikan alginin sorgulanmasidir.
Tirk Dil Kurumu So6zligi’'nde ise estetik “Sanatsal yaratinin genel yasalariyla sanatta ve hayatta
gizelligin kuramsal bilimi, glizel duyu, bedii, bediiyat” seklinde tanimlanmaktadir. Tim dillerde “Guizellik
Bilimi” olarak da tanimlanan estetik kisaca guizeli sorgulayan bir bilimdir. “Neye glizel denir?” ve “Guzel
nasil 8l¢llir?” sorularinin yanitlarini inceler (Ozel, 2014). Bir seyi estetik agidan algilamak, onu sadece
estetik Ozellikleri tzerinden gormektir; bu da duyusal gizelligin ortaya koydugu ozeliklerdir (Barret,
2015). Estetik begeni, zamana, insana ve toplumlarin deger yargilarina goére degisebilir. Glzel olan ya da
estetik olan her zaman, her yerde, her insan veya toplum icin ayni olmamistir (Ozel, 2014).

Estetik, eski caglardan beri sliregelen gelen ve sadece sanatta aranan bir olgu olmasina ragmen 18.
yuzyildan itibaren dogada da aranan bir olgu haline gelmistir. Estetigin 6lgilebilirliginin bir¢cok arastirma
ile test edilmis olmasi ve gevresel sorunlarinin diinyanin giindemine gelmesi ile birlikte doganin estetigi,
insan yasam alanlarini (konut bahgeleri, kentsel yesil alanlar, kent planlari gibi) da kapsayacak sekilde
“cevre estetigi” bashgl altinda tartisilir olmustur (Carlson, 2020; Eksioglu Cetintahra & Cubukgu, 2011).
Cevre estetigi genel olarak “cevrenin sahip oldugu estetik degerler” (Lagin-Simsek, 2011, p. 2240) olarak
tanimlanabilir. Erzen (2006), cevre estetiginin mekani siislemek ve bicimsel diizen getirmekten ¢ok daha
farkh oldugunu, cevre estetiginin cevreyi algilayisimiz, ona verdigimiz deger, onun hakkindaki
degerlendirmelerimiz ve onunla iliskilerimiz anlamina geldigini belirtmistir. Cevre estetigi, insanlarin
katimci olarak yer aldigi bitincil her durumla ilgilidir. Cevrenin estetik boyutu sosyal ilgi ve
aktivitelerden ayri dislinlilemez. Bir sehrin bdlgesel planlanmasinda, mimarisinde estetik ilgi oldugu gibi
glzel sanatlara, popiler ve halk kiltiriine yon vermede, sanatsal amag disinda kalan insan iliskilerinde
de estetik ilgi vardir (Berleant, 1992).

Guzel ve glzeli arama istegi, yasamimizin her alaninda bulundugu gibi yasadigimiz cevrede de vardir.
Oyle ki Celik ve Acikséz (2008), yasanilan kentlerdeki kentsel planlama ve tasarimin insanin fiziksel
sagligini etkilerken, estetigin insanin ruh saghgini etkiledigini belirtmistir. Glinlimiizde o6zellikle artan
niifus orani ile birlikte gelen ¢evresel kirlilik ve buna bagh sorunlar, carpik kentlesme, kiltirel ve tarihi
bozulmalar ve yapilasmadaki yogunluk gevre ile gorsel biitinligin bozulmasina sebep olmus dolayisiyla
cevre-estetik iliskisinin gézden gecirilmesini gerekli hale getirmistir. Hatta cevre bilimciler, gcevre
sorunlarinin bugiinkl boyutlara ulasmasina yol acan en 6nemli etmenlerin gevre etigi ve estetigine 6nem
verilmemesi oldugunu (Brause & Wood, 1993; Tont, 1996; cite as: Lagin-Simsek, 2011), ¢cevre sorunlarini
¢ozmek icin sadece bilingli olmanin yetmedigini egitimde ¢evre etigi ve estetigi degerlerinin bireylere
kazandirilmasinin gerekliligini vurgulamiglardir. Etik, davraniglarimizi yonlendiren ilkeler ve degerler
olarak tanimlanmakla birlikte ¢evre s6z konusu oldugunda “saygl” ve “sorumluluk” etigin kavramlari
olarak karsimiza g¢ikmaktadir. Unlii disiiniir Stewart Udallin da dedigi gibi “hepimiz yeryiiziiniin
kiracilaryiz” (cite as: Karaca, 2007, p.5), dogayi somirmek ve onun Gzerinde her tlrli tahribati yapmak
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yerine onu kendi evimiz yerine koyarak bu farkindalik ile insan-doga iliskisini ahlaki bir diizene
oturtmamiz gerekmektedir (Gul, 2013). Cevre estetigine duyarli ve ¢evreye yonelik etik sorumlulugu olan
bireyler yetistiriimesi dlinyamizi daha yasanir kilacaktir.

Egitimin ¢esitli kademelerinde yer alan derslerle (6rnegin gorsel sanatlar, sanat tarihi, sanat felsefesi,
plastik sanatlar ve tasarim, sanat ve cevre) bireylerin “cevre estetigi” ne yonelik degerleri kazanmasi
beklenmektedir. Estetik kayginin, okul donemi icinde olusturulmasi ve gence bir kisilik 6zelligi olarak
o6ziimsetilmesi hedeflenmektedir (Ering, 2004). Tark Milli Egitiminin genel amaglarindan biri beden, zihin,
ahlak, ruh ve duygu bakimindan saglikh ve dengeli; yaratici, verimli ve yapici; 6zgir ve bilimsel diisiince
gucline inanan; insan haklarina saygili; topluma karsi sorumluluk duyan; kisilik ve tesebbilise dnem veren
bireyler yetistirmektir (MEB, 2020). Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda bireyden cevresine ve kendine karsi
sorumluluk alan, yaratici, elestirel, dengeli bir kisilik gelisimi beklendigi agiktir. Cevre estetigi farkindalig
olan birey cevresine duyarli olarak ve g¢evresinden haz alacak ayni zamanda daha kaliteli, dengeli ve
uyumlu bir yasam arayisinda olacaktir. Ancak “Egitimin Universite kademesine kadar gelmis olan
bireylerin cevre estetigine yonelik farkindalik diizeyleri nedir?” bu soruya cevap vermek, arastirmanin
temelini olusturmustur. Literatir incelendiginde farkli 6grenim kademelerindeki Ogrencilerin cevre
farkindahgini (Cetin & Yalginkaya, 2018; Yildiz-Yilmaz & Mentis-Tas, 2017), cevre sorunlarina yonelik
farkindaligini (Giiven & Aydogdu, 2012; Malkog, 2011; Ozdemir, Yildiz, Ocaktan & Sarisen, 2004) ve gevre
etigine yonelik farkindaligini (Ozer & Keles, 2016) belirlemek izere cesitli 8lgme araglarinin gelistirildigi
gorulmistir. Cevre estetigi farkindaligini belirlemeye dénik yurt icinde herhangi bir 6lgme aracinin
bulunmadigi dolayisiyla boyle bir 6lgme aracina gereksinim oldugu belirlenmistir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci, Universite Ogrencilerine yonelik gecerli ve glivenilir bir “Cevre Estetigi
Farkindalik Olgegi” gelistirmek ve (iniversite 6grencilerinin cevre estetigi farkindalik diizeylerini cinsiyet,
sanata ilgi duyma ve yasanilan yer degiskenlerine gore karsilastirmaktir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda su
sorulara cevap aranmistir:

1. Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Olcegi gecerli ve giivenilir bir dlgme araci midir?

2. Universite &grencilerinin cevre estetigi farkindalik diizeyleri cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve yasanilan yer
degiskenlerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik géstermekte midir?

Yoéntem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirma, Universite 6grencilerinin cevreye yonelik estetik farkindalk duzeylerini 6lgmek igin
olcek gelistirmeyi amaglayan betimsel bir arastirmadir. Arastirmada var olan durum, degiskenler
Gzerinde hicbir etkide bulunulmadan oldugu sekliyle betimlenmis ve 6grencilerin cevreye estetigine
yonelik farkindalik diizeyleri belirlenip cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve yasanilan yer degiskenlerine gore
karsilastiniimigtir (Karasar, 2005).

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda bir devlet lniversitesinin egitim
fakiltesinde 6grenim gdérmekte olan 969 (iniversite 6grencisi olusturmaktadir. Veri setinden, madde
cevaplarinda kayip veriye sahip 136 0grenciye ait veriler ¢ikartilmistir. Geriye kalan 833 6grenciye ait
veriden SPSS programi araciligiyla tesadifi olarak 500 6grenci secilerek acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA)
yapilacak grup, geriye kalan 333 68renciye ait veri ile dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) yapilacak ¢alisma
grubu olusturmustur. ilk olarak, AFA ve DFA yapilacak veri setlerinde tek degiskenli ve cok degiskenli ug
deger incelemesi yapilmistir. Ug degerler atildiktan sonra AFA yapilacak veri setinde 329, DFA yapilacak
veri setinde 255 6grenciye ait cevaplar kalmistir. Tablo 1’de AFA ve DFA yapilan ¢alisma gruplarinin
demografik degiskenlere gére dagilimi goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 1.
Calisma Grubunun Ozellikleri.
AFA Yapilan Calisma Grubu DFA Yapilan Calisma Grubu
f % f %
Cinsiyet Kadin 244 74.16 184 72.16
Erkek 85 25.84 71 27.84
Sinif Lsinif 53 16.11 33 12.94
2.sinif 130 39.51 98 38.43
3.sinif 146 44.38 124 48.63
Ailenin Koy 55 16.72 56 21.96
Yasadigl ilce 116 35.26 77 30.20
Yer il 87 26.44 66 25.88
Blyuksehir 71 21.58 56 21.96
Sanatailgi Var 225 68.39 173 67.84
Yok 80 24.32 67 26.27
Kayip Veri 24 7.29 15 5.88
Bollim ingilizce 37 11.25 28 10.98
Sinif 46 13.98 31 12.16
Sosyal Bilgiler 27 8.21 18 7.06
Okul Oncesi 58 17.63 43 16.86
Tirkee 18 5.47 14 5.49
Mazik 18 5.47 12 4.71
BOTE 9 2.74 6 2.35
ilkdgretim Matematik 57 17.33 45 17.65
Fen Bilgisi 18 5.47 14 5.49
Rehberlik ve Psikolojik 21 6.38 25 9.80
Danismanhk
Resim 20 6.08 19 7.45

Tablo 1 incelendiginde, her iki ¢calisma grubundaki 6grencilerin ¢gogunlugunun (AFA yapilan grupta
%74.16; DFA yapilan grupta %72.16) kiz 6grencilerden olustugu sdylenebilir. Calisma gruplarindaki
ogrencilerin sinif diizeylerine gore dagilim incelendiginde ¢alisma grubunda en fazla 3. sinif (AFA yapilan
grupta %44.38; DFA yapilan grupta %48.63) en az ise 1.sinif 6grencisi (AFA yapilan grup %16.11; DFA
yapilan grup %12.94) oldugu; ailesinin yasadigl yerlesim birimine gore ise ilcede yasayan Ogrenci
sayisinin her iki ¢alisma grubunda daha fazla oldugu soylenebilir. Ayrica her iki ¢alisma grubunda
ogrencilerin blylk bir gogunlugu (AFA yapilan grup %68.39; DFA yapilan grup %67.84) sanatin herhangi
bir dalina ilgilerinin var oldugunu belirtmistir. Ogrencilerin Tablo 1’deki bélimlere gére dagilimi
incelendiginde ise her iki grupta o©grencilerin bolimler agisindan dagilimlarinin benzer oldugu
soylenebilir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Kisisel Bilgi Formu: Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen kisisel bilgi formu araciligiyla 6grencilerden
cinsiyet, bolim, sinif dlzeyi, ailenin yasadigl yer ve sanata ilgi demografik degiskenlerine ait bilgi
alinmustir.

Cevreye Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik Olgegi: Bu calisma kapsaminda, iiniversite dgrencilerinin cevreye
yonelik estetik farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemek icin “Cevreye Estetigi Farkindalik Olcegi” gelistirmek
amaglanmistir. Yapilan literatir taramasi sonucunda yurt icinde bu amag dogrultusunda gelistirilmis bir
dlcek olmadigl dolayisiyla gereksinim oldugu belirlenmistir. Olcek gelistirmenin ikinci asamasinda
olclilmek istenilen psikolojik 6zelligin tanimlanmasi ve kapsaminin belirlenmesi olusturmaktadir. Bu
asamada “cevreye yonelik estetik farkindaligin” ne oldugu tanimlanmistir. Cevreye yonelik estetik
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farkindalik, ¢gevrenin sahip oldugu estetik degerlerin farkinda olmak bu degerleri gormek (Lagin-Simsek,
2011) olarak tanimlanabilir. Kapsam olarak yapay ve dogal gevre unsurlar (Ayaydin, 2017) dikkate
alinmistir. Uglincli asamada ise 6lgek maddelerini olusturmak iizere Giizel Sanatlar Egitimi Balimii
Resim-Is Egitimi Anabilim Dal’nda 32, Miizik Egitimi Anabilim Dal’nda 40 ve Miihendislik-Mimarlik
Fakiltesi Mimarhk Bolimi’nde 6grenim gérmekte olan 30 olmak Gzere toplam 102 6grenciye “1- Cevre
estetigi denilince ne anliyorsunuz?, 2- Cevre estetigi acisindan beklentileriniz nelerdir?, 3-Cevre estetigi
acisindan sizi rahatsiz eden etmenler nelerdir?, 4- Cevre estetigi agisindan iyi diyebileceginiz bir ¢cevrede
neler olmalidir?, 5- Cevre estetigini olusturmak ve korumak icin kisisel olarak neler yaparsiniz?,6-
Egitiminizin herhangi bir doneminde cevre estetigi acisindan farkindalik olusturacak herhangi bir ders
aldiniz mi? Boyle bir dersin alinmasi gerekli midir? Neden?” olmak Uzere alti tane agik uglu soru
sorularak égrencilerin gérisleri alinmistir. Ogrencilerin acik uglu sorulara verdigi yanitlar da dikkate
alinarak dogal ve yapay cevre glzelligi kapsaminda arastirmacilar tarafindan ilk asamada 51 tane aday
olgcek madde yazilmistir.

Olgegin kapsam gegerligini belirlemek lizere dlgcek; giizel sanatlar egitiminden {ic, mimarliktan iki,
egitim bilimlerinden (i¢ olmak lzere toplamda sekiz uzmana goénderilerek uzman goértsi alinmistir.
Uzmanlardan her bir maddeyi “amacina uygunluk” bir diger deyisle “cevre estetigi farkindalk diizeyini
temsil etme” durumlarina gore “gerekli”, “gerekli ancak yetersiz”, “gereksiz” olarak degerlendirerek
varsa dizeltme 6nerilerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Sekiz uzmandan elde edilen goriisler, Lawshe teknigi
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Lawshe tekniginde her bir madde igin kapsam gegerligi orani (KGO) Esitlik
1’de yer alan formil aracihgiyla hesaplanmistir (Lawshe, 1975):

N;_N/2

KGO = N/2

Esitlik 1’de yer alan formiilde, Ng maddeye gerekli diyen uzman sayisini gésterirken N toplam uzman
sayisini gostermektedir. KGO, -1.00 ile +1.00 arasinda degerler alir. Uzmanlardan yarisi madde igin
“gerekli” gorusinde oldugu zaman KGO sifir, uzmanlardan yarisindan azi maddeye “gerekli” dediginde
negatif degerler alirken, uzmanlardan hepsi “gerekli” dedigi zaman indeks 1.00 degerini almaktadir.
Lawshe (1975), uzmanlarin yarisindan fazlasinin gerekli dedigi maddelerin bir diger deyisle KGO indeksi
sifirin Gzerinde olan maddelerin kapsam gegcerligini bir dlciide saglayacagini belirtmistir. Bu ¢alisma
kapsaminda maddelerin 6lgekte kalmasi icin KGO indeksinin sifirdan biyik olmasi dikkate alinmis ve
KGO indeksi degerleri sifir ve sifirin altinda olan 11 madde olgekten cikartilmistir. Geriye kalan 34’G
olumlu ve 6’si olumsuz olmak {izere toplam 40 madde ile dlgegin deneme formu olusturulmustur. Olcek
maddeleri besli likert tipinde derecelendirilmistir: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum (1), Katilmiyorum (2),
Kararsizim (3), Katiliyorum (4), Kesinlikle katiliyorum (5).

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Olgek, tniversitenin ilgili birimlerinden gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yili
bahar déneminde egitim fakiltesinin birinci, ikinci ve Uglinci siniflarinda 6grenim goérmekte olan
dgrencilere arastirmacilar tarafindan uygulanmistir. Ogrencilerin dlgek maddelerine cevap vermeleri
yaklasik 10 dakikalarini almigtir. Verilerin toplanmasi dort hafta sirmustir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizine gecilmeden 6nce veri setlerinin faktor analizi yapabilmek icin gerekli olan normal
dagilim ile ug deger incelemesinin yapilmasi gerekir (Field, 2009). Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda ilk olarak her
bir veri setinde tek degiskenli ve c¢ok degiskenli u¢ deger incelemesi yapilmistir. Tek degiskenli ug
degerler her bir maddeye iliskin z degerleri hesaplanarak belirlenmistir. Z degeri +/-3.00 sinirini asan
ogrencilere ait cevaplar veri setinden gikartilmistir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Blyukoéztirk, 2010). Cok
degiskenli ug degerleri belirlemek icin ise Mahalanobis uzakliklari ve olasilik degerleri hesaplanmistir.
Mahalanobis olasilik degeri .01’in altinda olan veriler ¢ok degiskenli u¢ deger olarak kabul edilmis ve
cikartilmistir (Albayrak, 2008). Nihayetinde AFA yapilacak ¢alisma grubunu 329, DFA yapilacak calisma
grubunu 255 6grenciye ait cevaplar olusturmustur. AFA ve DFA veri setlerinin normal dagilim gosterip
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gostermedigini belirlemek Gzere Olgekteki her bir maddenin garpiklik ve basiklik katsayilari incelenmistir.
Literatlirde faktor analizi yapilan arastirmalarda veri setinin normal dagilimi saglamasi garpikhk katsayisi
icin 6nerilen kesme noktasi +/-2.00 iken basiklik katsayisi icin 6nerilen kesme noktasi +/-7.00’dir (Finney
& Distefeno, 2006). AFA ve DFA yapilacak olan veri setlerindeki her bir maddeye iliskin garpiklik ve
basiklik katsayilarinin sirayla +/-2.00 ve +/-7.00 sinirlari icinde kaldigi gorilmis ve veri setlerinin
normallik varsayimini sagladigi kabul edilmistir.

Veri analizinin ikinci asamasinda gelistirilen olcege iliskin gecerlik ve glivenirlik analizleri yapilmistir.
Olgegin yapi gecerligine kanit saglamak lzere agimlayici (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktér analizleri (DFA)
yapilmistir. AFA yapilarak olgegin faktor yapisi ortaya g¢ikartiimis, birinci diizey dogrulayici faktér analizi
(DFA) yapilarak AFA’da ortaya cikartilan faktor yapisi dogrulanmis ve son olarak ikinci-diizey DFA
yapilarak alt 8lgeklerin genel bir faktér altinda ifade edilebilecegine yénelik kanit sunulmustur. Olgegin ic
tutarhlik anlaminda giivenirligini belirmek lzere Cronbach Alfa glvenirlik katsayisi hesaplanmistir.

Veri analizinin son asamasinda, AFA ve DFA yapilan veri setleri birlestirilerek 6grencilerin estetik
farkindalk dizeylerinin cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve ailenin yasadigl yer degiskenlerine gore farklilasip
farkhlasmadigini belirlemek igin tGg-yonli varyans analizi yapiimistir.

Bulgular
Agimlayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular

Olgegin faktér yapisini belirlemek iizere SPSS programinda acimlayici faktér analizi (AFA) yapilmistir.
AFA igin 6rneklem biyukliginin en az 300 ya da oOlgekteki madde sayisinin 5-10 kati olmasi gerektigi
yoniinde oneriler bulunmaktadir (Comrey & Lee, 1992). Bu arastirma kapsaminda hazirlanan 40
maddelik dlgek icin AFA yapilacak 6rneklem biyiikligiiniin 329 olmasi bu baglamda yeterlidir. Orneklem
blyuklGginian faktor analizi icin uygunlugunu test etmek icin kullanilan bir diger 6lcit Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) 6rneklem buyukligiinin yeterligi testidir (Kaiser, 1970; cite as: Field, 2009). KMO testi sifir
ile 1.00 arasinda degerler alir, 1.00’e yakin degerler almasi korelasyon oriintillerinin diizenli oldugunu
dolayisiyla faktor analizinin ayrik (distinct) ve glivenilir faktorler verecegi anlamina gelir. Bu arastirma
kapsaminda KMO degeri .86 hesaplanmis ve bu degerin .80 ile .90 arasinda olmasi Hutcheson ve
Sofroniou’in (1999) olc¢iitine gore “miikemmel” olarak kabul edilebilir (cite as: Field, 2009). Ayrica,
maddelerin korelasyonlarina dayali hesaplanan anti-image matrisinin kdsegenleri .73 ile .94 arasinda
degerler almistir, bu degerlerin .60’dan buyik olmasi da her bir degisken cifti icin Orneklem
blyuklGginan yeterli oldugunu gostermektedir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Acimlayici faktor analizine gegilmeden Once incelenmesi gereken bir diger test Bartlett Kiiresellik
Testi (Bartlett Test of Sphericity)'dir. Bartlett Kiresellik Testi, korelasyon matrisindeki korelasyonlarin
sifira esit olup olmadigl hipotezini test eder ve bu testin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmasi istendiktir.
Bartlett Kiresellik testinin sonucunun istatistiksel olarak anlaml olmasi (X2(561)=3044.48, p<.00)
maddeler arasindaki korelasyonlarin faktor analizi icin uygun oldugunun bir gostergesi olarak kabul
edilmistir (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

AFA’da olcegin faktor yapisini ortaya g¢ikarmak icin temel bilesenler analizi yontemi secilmistir. Temel
bilesenler analizi, cok sayida degiskenden daha az sayida bilesen elde etmek igin veri setinden
maksimum varyansi ortaya ¢ikaran bir yontemdir. Temel bilesenler analizi, faktorlerle degil bilesenlerle
ilgili bir tekniktir (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Ancak, bu arastirma kapsaminda “bilesen” kavrami yerine
daha ¢ok asina olunan “faktér” kavrami kullaniimistir.

AFA’da kullanilacak faktor dondiirme yonteminin segimi bir diger dnemli noktadir. Tabachnick ve
Fidell (2007), faktorler arasindaki korelasyonun .32’nin (izerinde olmasi durumunda egik dondirmenin
tercih edilebilecegini degilse analize dik dondiirme yontemlerinden biri secilerek devam edilmesini
onermistir. Dolayisiyla ilk olarak egik dondirme yodntemlerinden “promax” yontemi secilerek AFA
yapilmis ve ilk dort faktor arasinda .03 ile .28 arasinda degisen korelasyon degerleri elde edilmistir. Tablo
2’de verilen korelasyonlar elde edilmistir.
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Tablo 2.
Egik Déndiirme Sonucu Elde Edilen Faktérler Arasi Korelasyonlar.

Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3 Faktor 4
Faktor 1 1.00 21 .18 13
Faktor 2 1.00 .28 .20
Faktor 3 1.00 .03

Tablo 2’'de verilen faktorler arasindaki korelasyon degerlerinin .32'nin altinda olmasina dayal olarak
faktorler arasinda korelasyon olmadigini varsayan dik dondiirme, dik dondiirme yontemlerinden ise en
¢ok tercih edilen varimax yontemi segilmistir. AFA sonucunda faktor yapisina karar vermede kullanilan iki
onemli Slgutten biri Kaiser olgutli iken digeri yamag-birikinti grafigidir. Kaiser 6lglitiine gore 6zdegeri
1.00’den buyiik tum faktorlerin alinmasi onerilir. Yamag-birikinti grafiginde, dikey eksen (Y ekseni)
O0zdeger miktarini, X ekseni ise bilesenleri gosterir. Y eksenindeki bilesenler X eksenine dogru bir inis
yapar. Bu inisin keskin bir sekilde plato yaptigi nokta faktor sayisini belirlemede arastirmaciya fikir verir
(Cokluk ve digerleri, 2010). Ancak, literatlrde popiler olarak kullanilan bu iki yéntem problemlidir, 6znel
sonuglar verebilmektedir. Faktor sayisina karar vermede kullanilan diger alternatif testler paralel analiz
ve Velicer'in Minimum Average Partial (MAP) testidir (O’Connor, 2000).

Bu arastirma kapsaminda, 6lgegin faktor sayisina karar vermede Velicer’in MAP testi kullaniimistir.
MAP testi, bir dizi kismi korelasyon matrisini takip eden temel bilesenler analizinden olugmaktadir ve
henliz faktorleri ortaya ¢ikarmadan optimum faktér sayisinin kag olmasi gerektigini belirlemesi agisindan
kullanishdir (O’Connor, 2000). Osborne (2014), MAP analizinin klasik 6l¢ltlere (Kaiser 6lgltl ve yamag
birikinti grafigi gére iistiin oldugunun kabul edildigini belirtmistir. Olgegin 40 maddesiyle yapilan MAP
testi, Olcek icin dort faktorli yapiyr 6nermistir. MAP analizi sonucu elde edilen kismi korelasyonlarin
karelerinin ortalamasinin (average squared partial correlation) faktorlere gére aldig1 degerler Tablo 3'te
gorilmektedir.

Tablo 3.

MAP Analizi Sonucu Elde Edilen Kismi Korelasyon Ortalamalari.

Bilesen Kismi Korelasyon Karelerinin Ort. Faktor Kismi Korelasyon Karelerinin Ort.
0 .03 6 .01
1 .01 7 .01
2 .01 8 .01
3 .01 9 .01
4 .01* 10 .01
5 .01

*

kismi korelasyon karelerinin ortalamasinin en kiiglik elde edildigi noktadir.

Kismi korelasyon karelerinin ortalamasinin en kiigik elde edildigi nokta faktor sayisi olarak
onerilmektedir (Osborne, 2014). Tablo 3’te yer alan bilgilere gére en dusuk kismi korelasyon karesi
ortalamasi faktor sayisi dort oldugunda elde edilmis ve dolayisiyla MAP analizi 6lcek icin dort faktorla bir
yaplyl 6nermistir. MAP analizi bulgusu dikkate alinarak, AFA faktor sayisi dort ile sinirlandirilip
yapilmistir. Ancak doért faktor temel alinarak yapilan AFA sonucunda, olumsuz ifade iceren alti madde
(M17, M21, M23, M32, M38, M40) bir boyutta toplanmis ve birinci diizey DFA yapildiginda bu boyutun
olgegin diger li¢ boyutu ile iliskisinin istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz oldugu goriimdstir. Ayrica, ikinci-dizey
DFA vyapildiginda bu boyutun genel faktérle arasindaki yolun istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz oldugu
gorulmistur. Dolayisiyla, bu altt maddeden olusan yapinin dlgekten gikarilmasina karar verilmistir.

AFA faktdr sayisi (ic ile sinirlandirilip yeniden yapilmistir. iki ve daha fazla faktérde .32 ve iizeri faktér
ylkline sahip olan maddeler binisik (crossloading) olarak kabul edilmis ve bu maddeler olgcekten
cikartilmistir (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Tabacknick & Fidell, 2007). Faktérlerde sade bir yapiya
ulasincaya dek binisik ylike sahip maddeler atilmis ve her madde atimindan sonra AFA tekrarlanmistir.
Birinci AFA sonucu binisik yiik degerine sahip bes madde (M15, M18, M19, M29, M36), ikinci faktor
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analizi sonucu binisik faktor ylkiine sahip bir madde (M31) ile faktor yik degeri .32'nin altinda olan bir
madde (M16) olmak lizere toplam yedi madde &lcekten atilmistir. Uglincli kez AFA yapilmis ve
maddelerin faktorlere herhangi bir binisiklik olmadan dagildigi ve tim maddelerin faktor yuklerinin .32
Ol¢tinin (Tabacknick & Fidell, 2007) Gzerinde oldugu gorilmistiir. Maddelerin faktérlere dagihmi ve
faktor yikleri ile 6zdegerler ve agikladiklari varyans oranlari Tablo 4’te goriilmektedir.

Tablo 4.

Olgegin Dondiiriilmiis Temel Bilesenler Analizi Sonucu Elde Edilen Faktér Yiikleri.

Maddeler Faktor1  Faktor 2 Faktor 3
M1. Cevremde yesil alanlarin olmasi benim igin 6nemlidir. .57

M2. Dogal yasam alanlarinin yok edilmesinin ¢evre giizelligini .57

bozdugunu distnirim.

M4. Cevreye atilan ¢opler gbz zevkimi bozar. .61

M6. Sanat eserlerinin ¢evreyi giizellestirdigini distintrim. .45

M7. Cevremin temiz olmasi benim igin dnemlidir. .62

M8. Sanat eserleriyle diizenlenmis bir gevre isterim. 41

M9. insanlarin toplumsal kurallara uymasini cevre diizeni agisindan .57

6nemserim

M10. Sehir alt yapi sistemlerinin sorunsuz islemesinin gizel bir cevre .64

icin 6nemli oldugunu dusindram.

M11. Kentsel déntisim planlamalari icinde yesil alanlarin korunmasini 71

6nemserim.

M12.Ulagim sorunlarinin (6rnegin trafik sikisikhgl) azaltilmasinin 44

cevreyi glizellestirdigini disinirim.

M13. Mimari yapilarin, cografi kosullara uygun olarak tasarlanmasini .53

6nemserim.

M14. Cevremdeki tarihsel dokunun korunmasini 6Gnemserim. .65

M3. Cevremdeki binalarin birbiriyle renk uyumunun olmasini isterim. .55

M5. Dikkan, magaza ve bina girislerine konan malzemeler beni 40

rahatsiz eder.

M22. Cevremdeki tabelalarin uyumsuzlugu géz zevkimi bozar. .69

M24. Cevremdeki binalarin bakimsizligi beni rahatsiz eder. .52

M33. Balkonlardaki diizensiz goriintl beni rahatsiz eder. .60

M35. Cevremdeki derme catma her tirli yapidan (konut, garaj, 41

hayvan barinagi vb.) rahatsiz olurum.

M37. Sehir hayati icindeki reklam amacli tabelalarin fazlahigindan .51

rahatsiz olurum.

M39. Cevremdeki binalarin yiksekliklerinin birbiriyle uyumlu olmasini 72
énemserim.

M20. Kaldirrmlara park edilmis araglardan rahatsiz olmayanlari .39
anlayamiyorum.

M25. Cevreyi kirleten insanlari uyarirm. 74
M26. Kaldirimlara araba park eden insanlari uyarma geregi hissederim. 71
M27. Cevre temizligi konusunda 6zenli davranirim. .60
M28. Cevrenin yesillendirilmesine katkida bulunurum. .69
M30. Sehir mobilyalarina (bank, masa vb.) zarar verenlere kizarim .51
M34. Cevreyi glizellestirmek icin yapilan en ufak galismayi bile fark 42
ederim.

Ozdegerler 5.48 2.62 1.82
Varyans Yizdesi 20.29 9.72 6.73
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Tablo 4’te maddelerin faktorlere dagihmi ve sahip olduklari faktér yikleri gorilmektedir. Birinci
faktérde minimum faktor yikiine sahip madde .41 ile M8 iken maksimum faktor yikiine sahip madde
.71 ile M11 olmustur. ikinci faktérde minimum faktér yiikiine sahip madde .40 ile M5 iken maksimum
faktor yiikiine sahip olan madde .72 ile M39 olmustur. Tablo 4’te yer alan bir diger bilgi, her bir faktérin
ozdegeri ve acikladiklari varyans oranlaridir. Birinci faktor en biliylik 6zdegere (5.48) sahip olup toplam
varyansin %20.29’unu aciklarken ikinci faktoriin 6zdegeri 2.62 olup toplam varyansin %9.72’sini ve
tglincli faktdériin 6zdegeri 1.82 olup toplam varyansin %6.73’inii aciklamaktadir. Ug faktér dlgege ait
toplam varyansin %36.74’Un0 agiklamaktadir. Faktorlerde yer alan maddelerin igerigi incelendiginde,
birinci faktoriin 6lgtigi yapi “Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina”, ikinci faktorin 6lgtigu yapr “Mimari
Dokuya” ve Uglinci faktoriin 6lctiigl yapi “Davranisa” yonelik estetik farkindalik olarak adlandiriimistir.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine iliskin Bulgular

AFA sonucu ortaya ¢ikan Ug faktorli kuramsal yapiyr dogrulamak tzere LISREL programinda birinci-
diizey dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA), alt 6lgceklerin genel bir faktorde toplanabilirligine kanit saglamak
icin ise ikinci-dizey dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Her iki DFA’da parametre kestirimi icin
maksimum olabilirlik (maximum likelihood) yontemi kullaniimistir.

Birinci-diizey DFA bulgulari: Dogrulayici faktér analizi sonucu kurulan modele iliskin elde edilen
o0lgme modeli ve standartlastirilmis faktor yikleri Sekil 1’de goriilmektedir. Sekil 1’de verilen 6lgme
modeli incelendiginde, birinci alt boyutta faktor yiklerinin .37 (M8) ile .67 (M14), ikinci alt boyutta .29
(M5) ile .68 (M24) ve lglncil alt boyutta .43 (M34) ile .57 (M25-M27) arasinda degistigi gortilmektedir.
Sekil 1’deki hata varyanslari incelendiginde sadece M5 numarali maddenin hata varyansinin (.92) .90’in
Gzerinde oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu maddeye iliskin t degeri incelenmis ve .05 diizeyinde istatistiksel
olarak anlamh olmasina dayali olarak maddenin 6lcekte kalmasina karar verilmistir. Ayrica modelde yer
alan tum parametrelerin t degerlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu gériilmustir.

DFA’da model-veri uyumuna karar verirken uyum indekslerinin de incelenmesi gerekir. Literatiirde
model-veri uyumunun degerlendirilmesinde farkli uyum indekslerinin rapor edildigi goriilmektedir. Hu
ve Bentler (1999) RMSEA, SRMR, CFI ve TLI/NNFI istatistiklerinin rapor edilmesini 6nermistir. Dolayisiyla,
bu arastirmada model ki-kare istatistigi ile birlikte CFI, NNFI, RMSEA ve SRMR uyum indeksleri
kapsaminda model veri uyumu degerlendirilmistir. Kurulan modelleri degerlendirmede kullanilan uyum
iyiligi indeksi olcutleri ve birinci diizey DFA igin elde edilen degerleri Tablo 5’te gérilmektedir.

Tablo 5.

Birinci-Diizey DFA’ya Ait Uyum Indeksi Olgiitleri ve Calismada Elde Edilen Degerleri.

Uyum indeksi Kabul i¢in Kesme Noktalari Calismada Elde Edilen Degerler
X2 /sd <2.00 = mikemmel uyum 1.34 (443.66/320)
CFI 2.90 = iyi uyum .96
NNFI 2.90 = iyi uyum .96
RMSEA <.05 = mikemmel uyum .04
SRMR <.08 = iyi uyum .06

RMSEA igin %90.00 olasilikli gliven arahigi (.03-.05)

Tablo 5’te goriilen ilk uyum indeksi modele ait ki-karedir. Ki-kare iyilik uyumu indeksidir, gbzlenen
kovaryans matrisi ile model ile olusturulan kovaryans matrisi arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamh fark
olup olmadigini test eder. Ancak ki-kare istatistigi 6rneklem buyukliginden etkilendigi (Brown, 2006)
icin ki-kare istatistigi serbestlik derecesine boéliinerek degerlendirilir. Tablo 5’te de gorilecegi gibi ki-
karenin serbestlik derecesine bolimiu 1.34’tlr ve bu degerin 2.00’nin altinda olmasi iyi uyumun bir
gostergesi olarak kabul edilebilir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). CFl (Comparative Fit Index) karsilastirmali
uyum indeksidir. CFl, modelin uyumunu yokluk modeli olarak adlandirilan degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin
sifir oldugunu varsayan model ile karsilastirir. CFl, .00 ile 1.00 arasinda degerler alir, CFI’'nin 1.00’e yakin
degerler almasi model veri uyumunun iyi oldugu seklinde yorumlanir (Brown, 2006).
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Sekil 1. Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Olgegi birinci- diizey DFA path diyagrami ve standartlastiriimis faktdr

yukleri.
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Tablo 5’te verilen bilgilere gore CFI=.96’dir, bu bulgu da model-veri uyumunun iyi oldugu seklinde
yorumlanabilir. Tucker-Lewis indeksi (TLI) ya da bazi programlarda (6rnegin LISREL) normlastiriimamis
uyum indeksi (non-normed fit indeksi (NNFI)) olarak adlandirilmaktadir, alternatif modelleri ya da
onerilen modeli yokluk model ile kargilastirir. NNFI, .00 ile 1.00 arasinda degerler alir, 1.00 degerini
almasi model-veri uyumunun mikemmel oldugunu gosterir (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). Tablo 5'te
gorilecegi lizere NNFI= .96 olarak elde edilmistir. Bu degerin .90’nin lzerinde olmasi model veri
uyumunun iyi oldugunun bir diger gostergesi olarak kabul edilebilir.

Tablo 5’te verilen bir diger uyum indeksi RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) yaklasik
hatalarin ortalama karekoki indeksidir. RMSEA kétl uyum indeksi olarak da adlandirilabilir, sifir olmasi
model veri uyumunun mitkemmel oldugunu gésterir. Olgege iliskin RMSEA=.04 olarak elde edilmistir ve
bu degerin .05’in altinda olmasi model veri uyumunun miikemmel oldugu (Brown, 2006) seklinde
yorumlanabilir. SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Residuals) bir diger kotli uyum indeksidir ve standardize
edilmis artik ortalamalarinin karekokl olarak adlandirilir. SRMR, 6rnekleme ait gbzlenen korelasyon
matrisi ile model ile kestirilen korelasyon matrisi arasindaki farkin ortalamasi alinarak hesaplanir. SRMR,
.00 ile 1.00 arasinda degerler alir. SRMR’nin sifira yakin degerler almasi model-veri uyumunun iyi
olduguna isaret eder, SRMR= .00 mitkemmel uyumu gésterir (Brown, 2006). Olcege iliskin SRMR = .06 ve
bu degerin .08'in altinda olmasi iyi uyumu (Brown, 2006; Hu ve Bentler, 1999) gostermektedir. Sonug
olarak, model ile kestirilen parametre degerleri ve uyum indeksi degerlerine dayal olarak Cevreye
Estetigi Farkindalik Olgegi’nin ii¢ faktorlii yapisinin dogrulandigi séylenebilir.

Sekil 1’de yer alan bir diger bilgi faktorlerin kendi aralarindaki korelasyon degerleridir. Korelasyon
degerinin .70-1.00 olmasi ylksek, .70-.30 arasinda olmasi orta ve .00-.30 arasinda olmasi dusik olarak
yorumlanabilir (Blylikoztirk, 2007). Faktor 1 (Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina Yonelik Estetik
Farkindalik) ile Faktor 2 (Mimari Dokuya Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik) (r,,=.49), Faktor 2 (Mimari Dokuya
Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik) ile Faktor 3 (Davranisa Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik) (r,;=.64) ve Faktor 1
(Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik) ile Faktor 3 (Davranisa Yonelik Estetik
Farkindalik) (r,3=.60) arasinda orta dizey iliski oldugu soylenebilir.

ikinci-diizey DFA bulgulari: Hiyerarsik DFA modellerde en az bir yapi ikinci diizey faktér olarak
tanimlanir (Kline,2005). Ug faktorlii yapisi birinci- diizey DFA ile dogrulanan dlcegin “Cevreye Yonelik
Estetik Farkindalik” 6rtik degiskenine uyum diizeyini belirlemek tizere ikinci-diizey DFA uygulanmistir.
Kurulan modele iliskin elde edilen 6lgme modeli ve standartlastirilmis faktér yukleri Sekil 2’de
gorilmektedir.

Birinci-dlizey DFA’da birbirinden goreceli olarak bagimsiz fakat birbiriyle iligkili temel bilesen olan
“Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina”, “Mimari Dokuya” ve “Davranisa” yonelik estetik farkindalik alt
Olceklerinin daha Ust dizey bir yapi olan “Cevreye Yonelik Estetik Farkindaligin” birer bileseni olup
olmadigi test edilmistir. Sekil 2’de verilen faktor yikleri incelendiginde birinci-diizey DFA ile benzer
faktor yiklerinin elde edildigi soylenebilir. F1 (Dogal ve Yapay Cevre Unsurlarina Yonelik Estetik
Farkindalik) alt boyutundaki faktor yiklerinin .37 -.67; F2 (Mimari Dokuya Yonelik Estetik Farkindalk) alt
boyutunda .29-.68 ve F3 (Davranisa Yonelik Estetik Farkindalik) alt boyutunda .43-.57 araliginda oldugu
gorulmektedir. Alt faktorlerin genel faktor olan “Cevre Estetigi” ortik degiskeni ile arasindaki
standartlastirilmis yol katsayilari incelendiginde; cevre estetigi ortiik degiskeninin F1’deki varyasin
%46.00’sin1 (.68), F2’deki varyansin %52.00’sini (.72) ve F3’teki varyansin %77.00'sini (.88) acikladigi
soylenebilir. Ayrica model parametrelerine ait t degerlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu
goérilmistiir. ikinci-diizey DFA sonucu elde edilen modele iliskin uyum indeksleri Tablo 6’da verilmistir.
Tablo 6’da yer alan bilgilere dayal olarak ikinci-diizey DFA sonucu elde edilen uyum indekslerinin birinci-
diizey DFA ile ayni oldugunu soyleyebiliriz. Ki-karenin serbestlik derecesine boélimi (1.34) 2.00'nin
altinda; CFI (.96) ve NNFI (.96) degerlerinin .90’ inin Gizerinde; RMSEA ve SRMR indekslerinin .08'in altinda
olmasina dayali olarak model-veri uyumunun saglandigi séylenebilir.
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Sekil 2. Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Olgegi’nin ikinci-diizey DFA path diyagrami ve standartlastiriimis faktor

yukleri.
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Tablo 6.

ikinci-Diizey DFA Uyum Indeksleri ve Degerleri.

Ki-kare sd  Ki-kare/sd CFI NNFI RMSEA SRMR
443.66 320 1.34 .96 .96 .04 .06

*p<.05; **RMSEA igin %90.00 olasilikl giiven araligi (.03-.05)
Giivenirlik Analizi

Her bir alt Olgek icin i¢ tutarliik anlaminda glivenirligi veren Cronbach Alfa givenirlik katsayisi
hesaplanmis ve sirayla birinci boyut igin .80, ikinci boyut igin .71 ve Uguincl boyut igin yine .71 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Olcegin geneline ait Cronbach Alfa katsayisi .82 bulunmustur. Cronbach Alfa giivenirligi
icin alt sinin birgok arastirmaci (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; Yang & Green, 2011) .70 olarak
onermektedir. Bulgulara dayali olarak olgegin alt boyutlarinin ve genelinin i¢ tutarhlik anlaminda
glvenirliginin saglandig soylenebilir.

Ogrencilerin Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Diizeylerinin Cesitli Degiskenler Acisindan Karsilastirilmasina
iliskin Bulgular

Ogrencilerin cevre estetigine yonelik farkindalik diizeylerini cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve ailenin yasadig
yere dayal olarak belirlemek Uzere Ug-yonli varyans analizi yapilmistir. Blylkozturk (2007) varyans
analizi icin gerekli olan (i¢c temel varsayimi sdyle siralamistir: (1) Olgiimler bagimli degiskende etkisi
arastirilan faktérin her bir dizeyinde normal dagiimaldir. (2) Gozlemler ait olduklari evrende esit
varyansa sahip olmalidir. (3) Gozlemler birbirinden bagimsiz olmalidir. Varyans analizinin birinci
varsayimi i¢in cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve yasanilan yer degiskenlerine ait “Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Dizeyi”
puanlarina ait ¢arpiklik ve basiklik katsayilari hesaplanmis ve betimsel istatistikler Tablo 7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7.
Cinsiyet, Sanata llgi ve Yasanilan Yer Dedgiskenlerine Gére Odrencilerin Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik
Puanlarinin Betimsel istatistikleri.

Cinsiyet Sanata ilgi Yasanilan Yer
Kiz  Erkek Var Yok Koy ilce il Biyiiksehir
N 428 156 398 147 111 193 153 127
X 117.08 116.90 117.70 115.31 117.29 11598 117.44 117.91
SS 8.68 9.83 9.00 8.94 8.52 8.53 9.84 8.96
Carpikhk K. ve SH -.36 -41 -.44 -.29 -.14 -.03 -.66 -.66
(.12) (.19) (.12) (.20) (.23) (.17) (.20) (.21)
Basiklik K. ve SH -31 .08 .03 -.27 -.65 -.45 21 .39
(.23) (.39) (.24) (.40) (.45) (.35) (.39) (.43)

Tablo 7’de yer alan her bir bagimsiz degiskenin dizeyleri icin toplam puanlarina ait carpikhk ve
basiklik katsayi degerlerinin -1.00 ile +1.00 araliginda olmasina dayali olarak verilerin normal dagilimdan
asiri sapma gostermedigi dolayisiyla normal dagihm varsayiminin saglandigini sdylenebilir. Levene testi
bulgulari varyanslarin homojenligi varsayiminin saglandigini gostermistir [F(15,529)=1.34, p>.05].
Varyans analizinin Uglinc varsayimi olan gozlemlerin bagimsizligi bir degiskene iliskin tim gozlemlerin
farkh 6grencilerden elde edilmesi demektir (Field, 2009). Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda bagimli degiskene ait
olgiimler farkli 6grencilerden elde edilmistir. Varsayimlarin saglanmasinin ardindan 6grencilerin gevre
estetigine yonelik farkindalik dizeylerini cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve ailenin yasadig yere dayali olarak
karsilastirmak (izere lig-yonll varyans analizi yapilmis ve elde edilen bulgular Tablo 8’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 7 ve Tablo 8'de verilen bilgiler incelendiginde kiz (X=117.08) ve erkek (X=116.90) 6grencilerin
cevre estetigi farkindalik puanlarinin benzer oldugu ve aralarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik
olmadig1 gorulmektedir [F(1,529)= 1.09, p>.05]. Sanatin herhangi bir dalina ilgi duydugunu belirten
dgrencilerin puan ortalamalarinin X=117.70) ilgi duymadigini belirtenlere gére (X=115.31) daha yiksek
oldugu ve aralarindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak da anlamh oldugu gérilmektedir [F(1,529)= 7.69, p<.05].
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Ailesi kéyde X=117.29), ilcede (X=115.98), ilde X=117.44) ya da biyiik sehirde (X=117.91) yasayan
ogrencilerin gevre estetigi puan ortalamalarinin benzer oldugu ve istatistiksel olarak aralarinda anlaml
fark olmadigi [F(3,529)= .58, p>.05] gorllmektedir.

Tablo 8.

Ug-Yénlii Varyans Analizi Bulgulari.

Varyansin Kaynagi Kareler Toplami sd Kareler Ortalamasi F p
Cinsiyet (C) 87.78 1 87.78 1.09 .30
Sanata lgi (S) 618.99 1 618.99 7.69 .01*
Yasanilan yer (Y) 141.06 3 47.02 .58 .63
CxS 36.15 1 36.15 .45 .50
CxY 77.37 3 25.79 .32 .81
SxY 760.62 3 253.54 3.15 .03*
CxSxY 1.20 3 .40 .01 .99
Hata 42586.43 529 80.50

Toplam 41771.457 545

*p<.05

Tablo 8 incelendiginde; “cinsiyet x sanata ilgi” (CxS) [F(1,529)= .45, p>.05], “cinsiyet x yasanilan yer”
(CxY) [F(3,529)= .32, p>.05] ikili etkilesimleri ile “cinsiyet x sanata ilgi x yasanilan yer” (CxSxY) [F(3,529)=
.01, p>.05] Uglu etkilesimlerinin istatistiksel olarak anlaml olmadigi sadece “sanata ilgi x yasanilan yer”
(SxY) ikili etkilesiminin istatistiksel olarak anlamli [F(3,529)= 3.15, p<.05] oldugu gorilmektedir. Sanata
ilgi ile yasanilan yer etkilesimin toplam puan Uzerindeki etkisi Sekil 3’te goérilen cizgi grafigine dayali
olarak incelenmistir.

yasanan

120,00 yer

—koy

iige

i
= A
118,00 his bl

116,00

114,00

Kestirilen Marjinal Ortalamalar

112,007

110,009

T
evet haywr

sanata ilgi

Sekil 3. Sanata ilgi ve yasanan yer etkilesimine ait ¢izgi grafigi.

Sekil 3'te verilen grafige dayal olarak ailesi kdyde, ilcede ve ilde yasayan 6grencilerden sanata ilgisi
olanlarin ortalamalarinin olmayanlara gére daha ylksek oldugu séylenebilir. Fakat ailesi biyiksehirde
yasayan Ogrencilerden sanata ilgisi olmayan 6grencilerin ¢evre estetigi farkindalik puan ortalamasinin
sanata ilgisi olanlardan goéreceli olarak daha yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir.
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Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu arastirma kapsaminda Universite 6grencilerine yonelik “Cevre Estetigi Farkindalik Olgegi”
gelistirilmis ve 6grencilerin gevre estetigi farkindalik diizeyleri cinsiyet, sanata ilgi duyma ve ailenin
yasadigi yer degiskenlerine gére karsilastinlmistir. ilgili literatiir ve dgrencilere yoneltilen agik uclu
sorular incelenerek 51 tane aday 6lgek maddesi yazilmistir. Olgegin kapsam gecerligini belirlemek tizere
sekiz alan uzmanindan gorlds alinmis ve her bir madde icin Lawshe kapsam gecerligi indeksi
hesaplanmistir. Kapsam gecerligi indeksi .50’nin altinda olan 11 madde o&lgekten cikartilarak 40
maddeden olusan deneme formu olusturulmustur. Deneme formu, bir devlet lniversitesinin egitim
fakiltesinde 6grenim gormekte olan 969 6grenciye uygulanmis ve veri seti 6l¢egin yapi gegerligini
belirlemek Uzere tesadifi olarak ikiye bolinmustir. Kayip veriler ve ug degerler atildiktan sonra AFA
yapilacak 6érneklem 329 ve DFA yapilacak grup 255 6grenciden olugmustur. AFA yapilacak veri seti igin
KMO degeri .86 olmasi 6érneklem biyiiklGginin, Bartlett Kiiresellik testinin istatistiksel olarak anlamh
olmasi da maddeler arasi korelasyonlarinin faktér analizi icin uygun oldugunu géstermistir.

Olgegin faktor sayisina karar vermek tizere MAP testi yapilmistir. MAP testi baslangicta dlgek icin dort
faktorli yapiyt 6nermistir. Ancak AFA dort faktor ile sinirlandirilip 6lgegin faktor yapisi ortaya
cikartildiginda; olumsuz maddelerin bir boyutta toplandigl ve yapilan birinci-diizey DFA sonucu bu
boyutun diger boyutlarla iliskisinin istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz oldugu, ikinci-diizey DFA sonucu ise bu
boyutun genel faktorle iliskisinin anlamsiz oldugu gorilmustir. Bu boyutu olusturan alti madde
¢ikartildiktan sonra faktor sayisi Ug ile sinirlandiriip AFA tekrar edilmistir. AFA sonucu binisik yuk
degerine sahip alti madde ile faktdr yiikii .32’nin altinda olan bir madde 6lgekten ¢ikartilmistir. Olcegin
12 maddeden olusan birinci alt boyutu “Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina”, sekiz maddeden olusan
ikinci alt boyutu “Mimari Dokuya” ve yedi maddeden olusan lgiinct alt boyutu “Davranisa” yonelik
cevre estetigi farkindaligi olarak adlandiriimistir. Toplamda 27 maddeden olusan 6lgegin Ug alt boyutu
toplam varyasin %36.74’inii aciklamaktadir. Olgekten alinacak minimum puan 27.00 iken maksimum
puan 135.00’tir. Erzen’in (2006) de belirttigi gibi cevre estetigi sadece mekanla ilgili degildir; insanin
cevreyi algilayisi, ona verdigi deger, onun hakkindaki degerlendirmeleri ve onunla iliskilerini igerir. Bu
arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lcegin tg¢ faktorli yapisinda “Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina” ve
“Mimari Dokuya” yonelik cevre estetigi farkindaliginin yani sira “Davranisa” yonelik farkindalik boyutu
altinda maddelerin toplanmasi gevre estetiginin bltincil yapisini ortaya koymustur.

LISREL programinda, AFA sonucu ortaya ¢ikan Ug¢ faktorli kuramsal yapiyr dogrulamak tzere birinci-
dlzey dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA); birbirinden goreceli olarak bagimsiz fakat birbiriyle iliskili temel
bilesen olan “Cevrenin Dogal ve Yapay Unsurlarina”, “Mimari Dokuya” ve “Davranisa” yonelik gevre
estetigi farkindaligi alt 6lgeklerinin daha lst diizey bir yapi olan “Cevreye Yonelik Estetik Farkindaligin”
birer bileseni olup olmadigi test etmek icin ikinci-dlizey DFA yapilmistir. Yapilan her iki diizey DFA sonucu
Ki-karenin serbestlik derecesine boliimiiniin 2.00'nin altinda, CFI ve NNFI degerlerinin .90’inin Gzerinde,
RMSEA ve SRMR indekslerinin .08'in altinda olmasina dayali olarak model-veri uyumunun saglandigi
sonucuna ulasiimistir (Brown, 2006; Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Schumacker ve Lomax, 1996). Olcegin
biitinlne ait Cronbach alfa degeri .82, dlgegin alt boyutlarina ait Cronbach alfa degerleri sirayla .80, .71
ve .71 olarak hesaplanmistir. Hesaplanan Cronbach alfa degerlerinin .70 6lglitliniin Gzerinde olmasina
dayal olarak o6lgegin geneline ve alt Olgeklere ait i¢ tutarlilk anlaminda givenirliginin saglandig
soylenebilir (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; Yang & Green, 2011).

Ogrencilerin cevre estetigine yonelik farkindalik diizeylerinim &lcekten alinan toplam puan lizerinden
cinsiyet, sanata ilgi ve ailenin yasadig1 yere dayali olarak karsilastirmak Uzere {i¢-yonll varyans analizi
yaptimistir. Uc-ydnlii varyans analizi sonucunda, dgrencilerin cinsiyetlerine ve ailelerinin yasadiklari yere
gore cevre estetigi farkindalik dizeylerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkhlik géstermedigi dolayisiyla
benzer oldugu fakat sanata ilgi degiskenine gore istatistiksel olarak farkliik gosterdigi gorilmistar.
Sanata ilgisinin var oldugunu soyleyen 6grencilerin gevre estetigi farkindalik diizeyleri sanata ilgisinin
olmadigini belirten 6grencilere gore daha yiksek bulunmustur. Varyans analizinin bir diger bulgusu olan
degiskenlerin etkilesimleri incelendiginde sadece “Yasanilan yer x sanata ilgi” ikili etkilesiminin
istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu gériilmistiir. ikili etkilesime ait cizgi grafigi incelendiginde; ailesi
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koyde, ilcede ve ilde yasayan 6grencilerden sanata ilgisi olanlarin farkindalik diizeylerinin sanata ilgisi
olmayanlara gore daha yiksek oldugu fakat ailesi blyliksehirde yasayan 6grencilerden sanata ilgisi
olmayan 6grencilerin gevre estetigi farkindalik diizeylerinin sanata ilgisi olanlardan daha yiiksek oldugu
sonucuna ulagiimistir.

Literatlirde 6grencilerin cevre estetigine yonelik farkindalik dizeylerini konu alan herhangi bir
arastirma bulunmamaktadir. Yapilan bircok arastirmada kiz 6grencilerin erkek 6grencilere gére gevresel
tutumlarinin (Ek ve digerleri, 2009; Gusta-Sahin & Dogu, 2008; Sama, 2003; Senyurt, Bayik-Temel ve
Ozkahraman, 2011) ve cevreye yénelik farkindaliklarinin (Ozdemir ve digerleri, 2004) daha yiiksek
oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Ancak bu arastirmada gevre estetigi farkindaligi agisindan kiz ver erkek
dgrenciler benzer bulunmustur. Ogrencilerin en uzun yasadiklari yer degiskenine gére yine cevreye
y6nelik tutumlarinin karsilastirildigi arastirmalarda (Ek ve digerleri, 2009; Sama, 2003) biyik yerlesim
birimlerinde yasayan 6grencilerin tutum puanlarinin kigik yerlesim birimlerine yasayanlara gére daha
ylksek oldugu gortlmustiir. Bu arastirmada ise yasanilan yer degiskenine gore 6grencilerin cevre estetigi
farkindahk duazeylerinin farklilasmadigr sonucuna ulasiimistir. Sanata ilgisinin var oldugunu belirten
ogrencilerin cevre estetigi farkindalik diizeylerinin ilgisi olmayanlara gore daha yliksek olmasi beklendik
bir bulgudur. Ayaydin (2017) insanin gevresine ancak sanat araciligi ile bakarsa o zaman gergekligi
farkinda varacagini nasil bir gevrede yasadigini ve yasamini nelerin gevreledigini algiladigini belirtmistir.
San (2003), sanat egitiminin boyutlarinin genis bir ¢ergeveye sahip oldugunu belirterek sanat egitiminin
icinde ¢evrenin korunmasina dair kazanimlar oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Sanat egitimi bireyin yetenek
ve ilgilerinin farkina varma, gorsel algi ve okuryazarlik, elestiri yetenegi, cevre estetigi farkindahgi,
dogayla uyum icinde olma, kiltirel ve tarihi degerlerin farkinda olma gibi pek ¢ok 6zelligi kazanmasina
katki saglayan bir alandir. Etkili bir sanat egitimi sayesinde cevre estetigine yonelik farkindalig da
gelistirmek mimkun olacaktir.

Bu arastirma ile lniversite 6grencilerinin gevre estetigi farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemek Ulzere
gecerli ve glvenilir bir 6lgme araci gelistirilmistir. Ginumiizde cevre estetigi, cesitli etkilerle olusan
carpik binalasma ve betonlasma ile birlikte bir liiks olmaktan ¢ikmis bir ihtiyag haline gelmistir (Ayaydin,
2017). Dolayisiyla gelistirilmis olan bu 6lgegin 6grencilerin ¢evre estetigi farkindalk dizeylerini
belirlemek ve bu konuya dikkat ¢cekmesi agisindan 6nemli oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu arastirmada 6lgegin
gegerlik ve giivenirliginin belirlendigi 6grenci grubu sadece egitim fakiiltesi &grencileri ile sinirhdir. ileride
yapilacak olan arastirmalarda; o6lgegin Universitelerin farkli fakultelerinde 6grenim goérmekte olan
ogrencilere, farkli 6grenim basamaklarindaki 0Ogrencilere, cesitli meslek gruplarindaki bireylere
uygulamasi yapilarak 6lgegin givenirlik ve gegerligi incelenebilir.
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