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ABSTRACT 

This thesis is based on a study about the Turkish 

standardization process of the Classroom Environment Scale 

(CES), developed by Moos and Trickett in 1974. The study was 

carried out in four phases; the translation of the CES, the 

transliteral equivalence, the reliability and factor 

analysis studies of the Turkish form of the CES. 

In the translation phase the original English scale 

was translated by three bilinguals into Turkish and back 

translated by two bilingual individuals. These back trans­

lations were checked against the original English scale 

and after some modifications the initial Turkish form of the 

CES was obtained. 

In order to further control the translation and the 

conceptualization of each 

given the Turkish CES 

definitions in Turkish to 

item a total of 27 experts were 

with nine subscales and their 

rate each item in terms of its 

representativeness of its original subscales. The present 

Turkish forr:l of the CES Has developed through such a 

process. 
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After the results of a pilot transliteral equivalence 

study 'Yith 20 Turkish bilingual university students sho,.;ed 

that there were no significant differences between the scores 

obtained from the English and the Turkish forms of the CES 

and the order vf taking them, the study proper was carried 

out. 

One hundred eighty bilingual high school students 

participated in the transliteral equivalence study. The 

analysis of variance results indicated that except for a weak 

significant difference (F=3.4l2 p=.l) in task orientation 

subscale there were no significant differences between 

Turkish and English CES forms, yet order of taking alternate 

forms showed differences in five subscales that re3ched 

significance. The results of the other statistical analysis 

such as t-test and pearson product moment correlation 

supported the difference in conceptualization caused bv the 

presentation of the items in different languages. 

In the reliability part of the study, for determination 

of the internal consistency, 625 students from three 

different high schools covering different SES in Istanbul 

were tested. Cronbach's alpha technique was utilized giving 

alpha coefficients for the subscales ranging from .58 for 

task orientation and conpetition to .82 for involvement. The 

item-subscale and subscale-subscale correlations were 

calculated by Pearson Product Moment Correlation technique. 

The average item-subscale correlations ranged from .43 for 

competition to .61 for involvement. The subscale-subscale 

correlations ranging from ~60; between order and organization 

and teacher control, to .68; between involvement and order 

and organization were similar to the original CES subscale 

correlations with each other. 

The test-retest reliability was carried out with 60 

and 104 students out of 625 with one week and two week time 

intervals respectively. The correlations ranged from .55 for 

rule clarity to .95 for involvement and from .29 for task 
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orientation 

intervals. 

to .83 for involvement for varying time 

The factor analysis that was carried out dirl 

the multidimensionality of the CES. Yet the factors 

support 

did not 

correspond totally to the theoretically based original three 

dimensions and the corresponding nine subscales. 

The results of this study indicates that w~th some 

more work on the task orientation subscale the Tur~ish CES 

will be similar to the English CES in terms of translation, 

yet there seems to be differences in conceptualizatio~ of the 

classroom environment. 
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CZET 

Bu tez, 1974 Ylllnda Moos ve Trickett taraflndan ge­

li9tirilen Slnlf Ortaml Ol~egi'nin Tlirk~e uyarlamasl lizerine­

dir. \=al1';;;3a dart a1?amada ylirlitlilmu.<;;tur; al~egin Turk~eye 

~evrilmesi. al~egin Tlirk~e formunun dilsel e9itlik. glivenir­

lik ve faktar analizi ~al1.<;;malar1. 

\=eviri a,;;;amaslnda, orjinal ingilizce ol~ek iki dili 

de ana dili gibi bilen li~ ki9i taraf1ndan Ttirk~eye ve iki ki­

.<;;i taraflndan tekrar ingilizceye ~evrildi. Bu son ~eviriler 

orjinal ingilizce ol~ek ile kar1?11a9t1r1ld1 ve bazl degi9ik­

liklerden sonra Sln1f Ortam1 Ol~eginin ilk Tlirk~e formu elde 

edildi. 

Her bir itemin ~eviri ve kavramsalla$tlrllmas;t.ni kontrol 

etmek amac1yla Turk~e form ile birLikte dokuz alt test Tlirk~e 

olarak. her b i r i fad e y ike n din e e n u y gun 0 1 a na Itt est e i 9 a -

retlemeleri i~in toplam 27 uzmana verildi. Slnlf Ortam1 Ol~e­

ginin son formu boyle bir stire~ sonucunda geli9tirildi. 

Her iki dili bilen 20 liniversite o~rencisiyle yap1lan 

ve ingilizce-Tlirk~e formlar araslnda ve onlarl al19 slras1nda 

anlaml1 bir fark omad1~ln1 sosteren pilot dilsel esitlik ~a-

11~maslndan sonra aS1l ~allsma ylirlitlildli. 
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Dilsel e~itlik ~all~maslna her iki dili bilen 180 li­

se 6~rencisi katlldl. Varyans analizi sonu~larl amaca yonel­

me alttestindeki Z2Ylf bir anl2.r:lll degi~iklik (F=3.4l2, 

p=.l) dl?lnda. Tlirk~e ve lngilizce formlar araslnda anlamll 

farklllik olmadlglnl. fakat formlerl all~ SlraSlnln be~ alt 

testte anlamll degi~iklik yaratt~glnl gosterdi. T-test ve 

Pearson Product Moment Korelasyonu gibi diger istatistiksel 

analizler de itemleria farkll dillerde verilmesinin farkll 

kavramsalla~tlrmaya neden oldugunu destekledi. 

Call~manln gtivenirlik bolfctinde formun i~ tutarllll­

gln1 saptamak i~in. istanbul'un farkll sosyo-ekonomik ve ktil­

ttirel bBIgelerinde bulunan ti~ liseden 625 ogrenciye ol~ek ve-

rildi. Cronbach alpha teknigi kuIlan1ld1g1nda, a Itt est alp h a 

katsaY1larl amaca yoneime ve rekEbet i~in .58 den. katI11m 

i~in .82 ye Kadar bir dag111m gBsterdi. Pearson Product 

Moment Korelasyon teknigi ile ifade -alttest ve a 1 tt est - a 1 t 

test korelasyonlar1 hesaplandi. Or~alama ifade-alttest kore-

Iasyonlarl rekabet i~in .43 ile katl11m i~in .61 araslnda de-

Aittest-aittest korelasJonlar1, -.60 ile dtizen ve 

organizasyon ile Bgretwen kontrolti EraSlnda ve .68 ile katilim 

ve dtizen ve organizasyon arasinda orjinal ol~ekdeki 

korelasyonlarlna benzerlik gostererek, degi~ti. 

crlit t est 

Test-tekrat test glivenirligi 625 ogrenci araslndan 

se~iIen 60 ve 104 ki~ilik gruplara slras~yla bir ve iki haf­

tallk aralarla verildL Korelasyo:-,lar degi~ik zaman arallk­

larlna gore kuralIarln a~lkllgl i~iG .55 ile katlilm i~in .95 

ve afCiaca yonelme i~in .29 ile katliJ.m i~in .83 araslnda de­

gi~ti. 

Faktor analizi ~all~masl Gl~egin ~ok boyutiu oidugunu 

destekledi ise de faktorler tam o:arak teoriye dayanan orji-

nal li~ boyut ve bunlarln dokuz 2.:t:testi ile e§ ~lkmadl. 

Bu ara§tlrmanln sonu<;:lar:i. amaca yoneime alttesti 

tizerinde biraz daha ~all~llarak T:rkye formun ingilizce form 

ile dil yonlinden e§ olabi!ecegine. ancak slnlf ortamlnln al­

Ianmaslnda farklllikiar b~lunabile=~~ine i~aret etmektedir. 
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L INTRODUCTION 

Social cli~ate has recently been a focus of attention 

in understanding, analyzing and evaluating human behavior and 

in formulation of interventions for change. 

The field of counseling, 

counseling in schools, aims at 

children and youth, in other 

efforts directed to\"rards the 

especially as it relates to 

development and growth of 

words, primary preventive 

young population. For such 

preventive, growth and self-actualization programs the system 

that engulfs the students is of utmost importance and value. 

The social climate of the class is known to have a making or 

breakjng impact o~ its inhabitants. 

To be able to start to understand, analyze and 

evaluate the impact of the class on its students in Turkey, 

so that constructiye interventions can be developed by the 

counseling professionals, the social climate of the classroom 

needs to be evaluated among other things. The obvious initial 

step is the existe~ce of a valid relavant assessment tool. 

The present study attempted the first phase of 

producing such a" instrument by translating and carrying out 

the processes for establishing the transliteral equivalence 

and reliabilityof the social climate scale developed by Moos 

and Trickett; the Classroom Environment Scale (CES). 
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It BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A. Human Behavior ill Behavior Settings 

1. Understanding Human Behavior In Social Systems 

Intrapsychic or environmental factors used to be 

regarded as the basis of human behavior. The former approach 

accepts that the individua~s instincts, drives, needs, traits 

and other intrapsychic forces are the causes of human 

behavior. Yet, behavior is acquired, maintained and changed 

b \" the e f f e c t s 0 f the e n vir 0 n men t a c cor din g tot h e 1 a t t e r 

vie\ ..... In recent years, however, personality psychologists 

have begun to theorize that the interaction of inner processes 

a~d environmental forces govern the individual behavior. 

According to community psychology, social system 

factors are crucial factors that determine individual's 

behavior. The individual's behavior can not be understood 

\,ithout studying the social context in which it occurs. An 

individual has interdependence with other members of a social 

system. Since the relationship between the social system and 

the individual is interactional, individual can influence the 

social system as much as being influenced by it. Furthermore, 

different social systems act on each other and their 

influence on the individual also interact. Then, for accurate 

prediction and understanding of individual behavior and the 

environment and its relation to the individual must be 

analyzed as well as the characteristics of the individual 

( \1 u l' r e 11, 19 73) . 

In the field of community psychology, personality is 

regarded as the result of an interplay between individual and 

the social system. According to Katz and Kahn (1966) 

personality is a product of social interaction and it is 

Dodified during the life of the individual (cited in Murrell, 

1973). Their model "role taking" attempts to integrate 
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organizational factors, interpersonal factors and personality 

factors. In this model, roles are accepted as a function of 

a social system more than the individual's personality 

characteristics. According to this model, initially evalu­

ations are developed and then they form role expectations. 

Role expectations can guide or constrain an individual. For 

example; in class if it is expected that all children should 

sit and be quiet during the lesson; these expectations can 

guide the students who are quiet, with low-energy. However, 

because of the same expectations verbal high-energy children 

experience more frustration and feel more constrained. 

Consequently, in order to be adaptive and effective a system 

may need tJ change its structure. 

Role expectations also can limit or produce personal 

choices by defining for the actor what he should or should 

not do. In a new social system, individual's choices are 

limited because of the unclear role expectations of that 

system, ho-wever in 

are developed and 

can be selected. 

a social system where role expectations 

clear, the individual knows which choices 

Katz and Kahn (1966) stated that the "fit" between 

social system role expectations and the values, beliefs and 

personal capabilities of the members, determine the effect 

of the social system upon the individual. Psychological dis­

satisfactiJn is the result of incompatible fit, psychological 

comfort is the result of compatible fit (cited in Murrell, 

1973) . 

Sarbin (1970) insists that social system forces have 

important effects on the individual's social identity. The 

relationship between the individual and other members of the 

social systems he belongs to, shape the social identity of 

the individual. In other words, social identity is gained by 

the impact of different roles in different relationships in 

different settings. Carson (1969) describes the social 

system's effects upon 8n individual, at the same time not 
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denying that particular persons in the social systems can 

i n flu e n ceo th er i n d i v i d u a 1 's b e h a v i 0 r. I nor d e r t 0 c han g e a n 

individual's personality other members in the same social 

system must change their ways of behaving toward him. In this 

way social systems can alter individual's behavior in that 

system (cited in Murren. 1973). 

Barker's (1968) construct of "behavior setting" and 

his related findings indicate that a setting with its 

history, rules, norms, physical structures, expectations and 

the like characteristics bring about certain kinds of 

behavior, irrespective of the individual's characteristics. 

These environmental forces exist above and beyond the 

i n d i v i d u a 1 (c i ted i n M u r r e'11 , 19 7 3) . 

Murrell (1973) summarized the implications of behavior 

setting in a very clear manner; 

"The behavior setting can be viewed as a social 
system located in time and space that has an 
effective and persistent pressure for behavior 
consistent with a recognized and accepted purpose or 
task. It is not determined by the characteristics of 
the population inhabiting it at anyone time. It will 
contribute to the individual's problem-management in 
on'e way or another, but it is only one of many 
systems in a series or network. A change in any 
particular behavior setting will change the modal 
behavior of the population but may have only a modest 
effect on a given individual. The effect of behavior 
setting change on individual's problem management 
(IPM) would be expected to vary depending on the 
importance of the setting to the individual. The 
impact of the setting on IPM is over and above the 
impact of Igroup-qua-group characteristics of the 
population" . 

To bring about a more effective environment, to lead 

to more cDnstructive effective living of the individual, the 

forces in specific behavior settings that prescribe and also 

limit behaviors has to be determined in addition to the group 

characteristics and individual resources. 

1 ~u IT e 11, S . A . ( 19 7 3). Co mm un i t y P s Y c hoi 0 g y and soc i a 1 
systems: A conceptual framework and intervention 
guide. (p.132). New York:Behavioral 
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If the social system is conceptualized as a tunnel 

as suggested by Murrell (1973) where the forms of this tunnel 

is pretty much shaped by the task requirements and environ­

mental forces. yet they can be modified to some extend by the 

population; then one of the crucial factors that can ac t on 

the system and the individual in it is the climate. 

Recently, the study of social climate in any kind of 

setting has become one of the areas that has attracted most 

attention in social psychology and sociology. 

The social climate is the overall social quality of 

a group or institution (Boocock, 1980). It can be defined as 

the personality of a setting or environment (Moos, 1987). 

Like people, each setting has different social climate 

characteristics. An understanding of these characteristics 

can help us to understand each person's actions and feelings 

and to help them to live more fully, since social climate 

acts on each person's behaviors, feelings, thoughts and 

growth. 

If the characteristics of the population that the 

social sys.tem engulfs fits with the forces embodied in the 

system, the individual's effectiveness and thus the system's 

overall effectiveness will be high. Analysis of social climate 

is one way of studying the social system vis-avis the 

population. 

2. The Social Environment of School And Classroom 

School as a living society prepare the individuals 

for the real life by giving academic education and teaching 

them the norms of the society. It exist to prepare students 

to take their place socially and vocationally in the adult 

life. The school experience is accepted as a vital force that 

affect him positively or negatively for his future life. 
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Mosher and Sprintha11 (1970) stated that, although 

its effects can be indirect, the school influence the way the 

student regards himself and value himself as a person. 

Biber (1961) agreed that school not only teach students 

academic knowledge, but also form their person~ities (cited 

in Zax and Specter, 1974). The task of the school, as a 

socialization process, is satisfying some basic needs of the 

individual and teaching them the behaviors that are acceptable 

in the particular society (Brookover, 1955). 

In almost every culture, when students arrive at a 

certain age, they enter school which is a part of the macro­

society. With its special norms, rules and particular demands, 

it is also a microsociety itself. Each school has its own 

culture and its own climate. The social climate of the school 

consists of values, attitudes, beliefs, norms and customs of 

people who participate in it. Each school's climate reflects 

its students characteristics and the community in which the 

school is located (Ballantine, 1983). 

The school years introduce new transactions to the 

chi 1 d ( Murrell, 19 7 3 ). Un til s c h 0 0 1 yea r s , f ami 1 y i s the 

primary in~luencer for him. When the child enters the school 

social system, he comes face to face with new values, 

expectations and demands. These new values and expectations 

may be similar or different from his home environment. Thus 

when the child enters school, he must adapt to 

characteristics and expectations. 

the school's 

Classroom is different from the school, because of 

its smaller size, number of 

and its other organizational 

students that participate in it 

characteristics. However, 

classroom is also a society in which it is possible to 

the 

find 

the characteristics of the whole society. Every classroom has 

a vitality, personality all its own and each differ as much 

as the children who constitute the group (Kolesnik, 1970). 

The atmosphere of the class is determined by the teacher's 

style and personality, students' characteristics and 
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interpersonal relations including student-teacher and student­

student interactions (Schwartz, 1972; Ballantine, 1983). 

In the organization of the classroom teachers and 

students have different roles. Moreover, they have separable 

tasks and privileges. 

Being a teacher is one of the complicated jobs today. 

Because the teacher plays many roles, in addition to the role 

of information giver. In his class he is a leader, disci­

plinarian, ad vi ser, mot iva tor. record kee per, eval ua ter and 

planner as well (Schwartz, 1972). 

Among his several different pedagogical roles the 

most common is the instruction role. From this perspective 

it is acce pted that the teacher doe s not a 1 wa y s have to know 

everything. Yet he should force students to think and to 

create (Coladarci, 1955). 

In addition to possessing knowledge, a teacher must 

be able to communicate effectively with the learner. He helps 

students to discover their own learning needs and values. The 

teacher is' a role model for social behavior. Students usually 

learn from the teacher how to treat each other. The teacher 

may be the organizer of a social climate of group relations 

as well. He can facilitate positive student relations by 

creating cohesive classes (Chesler and Cave, 1981). Further­

more, being an evaluater, he should be able to evaluate 

students performance without bias and in the role of counselor, 

he needs to keep an open mind and warm personality. 

Three types of teachers exist according to leadership 

types that Lewin, \.Jhite and Lippitt studied in the 1930's-

1950's (Brookover 1955; Blair, Simpson and Jones, 1962; 

Kolesnik, 1970; Schwartz, 1972). The autocratic teacher made 

all the decisions, revealing steps to be followed and 

assigning tasks to each student. The democratic teacher 

permitted the group to make decisions, suggested alternatives 
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and participated in a group as one of the group members. The 

laissez-faire teacher was a leader in name only. His students 

were completely free to work on any task. 

In the autocratic 

efficiently when the teacher 

tended to show hostile and 

atmosphere, students worked 

was in the class, however they 

aggressive behaviors toward the 

leader and other members of the group (Kolesnik, 1970). 

Students were less co-operative and submissive toward their 

equals and there was more tension in class (Brookover, 1955). 

In the democratic atmosphere there was slight difference in 

social status and every individual showed a greater amount 

of individuality. On the other hand, in the class with the 

laissez-faire teacher, 

demoralized. 

the students were frustrated and 

Brookover (1955) put emphasis on two certain teacher types 

that can be termed authoritarian and friendly. With the former 

teacher, the students have to accept teacher's orders without 

any objection Students consider this kind of teachers unfriendly 

and do not admire them. By contrast, friendly teachers have 

sympathetic relations with students and students like to 

study with them in the same group. 

Willower divided teachers' ideologies into categories 

of custodial and humanistic. Custodial teachers maintain 

order among the pupils. They believe punishment is necessary, 

because of pupils' undisciplined characteristics. They do not 

try to understand students' behaviors. In their classes 

students must accept everything without any question. However, 

humanistic teachers perceive pupils' behaviors in psychological 

and sociological terms and try to understand them. They use 

flexible rules and two way communication with students (cited 

in Chesler and Cave, 1981). 

Blair, Simpson and Jones (1962) classified the 

behavior of tecchers as dominative and integrative degrees. 

The dominating teachers interfere \..-ith childrens' behaviors 

and decide on the activities for them. The integrative type 
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of teachers, on the other hand, suggest acti vi ties and let 

the students select whatever they are interested in. 

The integrative type of teaching fits in with the 

argument that young people are not simply a younger version 

of adults, but individuals with their specific characteristics. 

Students and young people have their unique material self­

interest, cultural values and beliefs aSSOCiated with their 

status (Chesler and Cave, 1981). Although students are the 

majority group in the school, they have the least power base 

in the school hierarchy. Until school leaving age, they do 

not have a choice about being there. They are in the classes 

where adults put them according to their age and abilities. 

They have little say in major school decisions, although 

these decisions are made for the welfare of the students 

(Boocock, 1980). They are in the school to learn and get their 

rewards in the future when they utilize what they have 

learned (Chesler and Cave, 1981). 

Students' current ability is important to adapt to 

particular kind of classroom social climate. Previous training 

that they have had, is a crucial factor in this adaptation. 

If the ch~ld adjusted well to an autocratic horne then he may 

have problems in the democratic class, when he is asked to 

share responsibilities (Blair, Simpson and Jones, 1962). It 

shows the role of students in determining class social 

climate, although by comparison with the teacher the students' 

role is characterized by passivity. 

One of the major factors that shape the social 

climate of the school is the kind of relations which exist 

between pupils and teachers. These relations are extremely 

varied and complex. Being an authority, teachers are 

superordinate to students because of their age, training and 

privileges (Boocock, 1980). Students constitute the material 

by which teachers are supposed to produce results with. While 

the teacher has the greater power in the class, in order to 

be succesful he is dependent on his pupils' achievement 

level (Turner, 1977). 
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There is an intensive personal contact between the 

teacher and the students, because of their face to face 

interactions. Knowing the child. the teacher makes a valuable 

contribution in teaching and guiding. The teacher is free to 

teach and to deal with students in his own way (Brembeck, 

1966). 

In sum, although the teachers' and students' roles 

are asymmetrical in many areas, it is agreed that students 

and teachers have mutual effets on each other (Boocock, 1980). 

Another major factor in determining the class's 

social climate is the kind of relations that exist among 

pupils. As a student grows, his association with peer group 

improves and helps him to become an adult. He learns how to 

get on \>/i th his peers, analyze himself and learns social 

behaviors in his peer group (Brembeck, 1966). 

Jennings (1943), Bonney (1943) and Gronland (1959) 

showed that complaining, nervous, aggressive and dominating 

students were rejected more than others. \~hereas more 

intelligent, cheerful, attractive, enthusiastic students were 

highly chosen by their peers (cited in Blair et al., 1962; 

Ballantine, 1983). These findings indicate that p'upil's 

characteristics influence his relations with peers. His 

relationship with peers and his view of himself influences 

the students morale and behavior as well. The high degree of 

similarity between the individual's view of his real self and 

ideal self leads to higher morale and vice versa. 

This review indicates that the evaluation of the 

classroom needs to cover the teachers' characteristics, 

students' characteristics and the characteristics of their 

interaction. 



B. The Social Climate Scale 

The Classroom Environment Scale 

11 

Rudolf Moos, who has been studying social climate and 

its effects for many years, developed ten separate social 

climate scales. Classroom Environment Scale (CES) is one of 

them and was constructed by him and Edison Trickett in 1974, 

~ ~in order to assess the social climate of junior high and high 
) 

school classrooms. 

The CES offers a different approach from the previous 

techniques. First of all, there is the recogni tion of the 

environment as a dynamic social system that includes not only 

teacher behavior and teacher-student interaction, but also 

student-student interactions. Secondly, by using the CES, 

the classroom environment is defined by the perceptions of 

the people who participate in it, instead of using outside 

observers' pe~ceptions (Trickett and Moos, 1973). 

1. Construction of the Original CES 

In order to construct the CES, the basic strategy 

was; ide n t·i f i cat ion 0 f the d iff ere n t asp e c t s 0 f the p s y c h 0 -

logical environment of the classroom that could be grounded 

end, conceptual and empirical, conceptually. 

popular and 

Towards this 

professional literature in educational and 

organizational psychology was reviewed. The literature pointed 

out three separate general groups of variables. These variables 

were; interpersonal relationship variables including student­

student and teacher-student interactions; system maintenance 

and system change variables emphasizing the structural aspects 

of the classroom and goal orientation variables that relate 

to academic functions of the classroom (Moos, 1980). 

To obtain specific dimensions for the scale, three 

more strategies were used. Initially, prior educational 

res ear c han d pop u 1 a r lit era t u r e were rev i ewe d . N ext, s em i-

structured interviews initiated '.vi th teachers and 
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students in different high schools. Finally, observations of 

classrooms in different kinds of classes were attained. 

On the basis of this data, a conceptual dimension and 

tes t i terns which related to tha t par t ic ular dimens ion were 

selected. Two naive raters checked the items according to the 

dimensions and eliminated some of them. As a resul ts, the 

initial version of the CES that is called Form A consisting 

of 242 items representing 13 dimensions was obtained. 

This version was given to 504 students in 26 classrooms 

in six public high schools and one private high school, 

grades level between 9 and 12. To discard the items that were 

particularly sensitive to social desirability, all students 

also responded to 210 item version of the Harlowe-Crown 

Social Desirability Scale. Results showed that there were 

very low correlations with the Marlowe-Crown Social Desirability 

Scale (.2 or below). However, some items showed extremely 

high or low intercorrelations with other items in a particular 

dimension. After dropping these i terns a 10 dimension, 120 

item scale, Form B emerged. 

Y e. t , so m e sub s cal e in t e r cor reI a t ion s ofF 0 r m B we r e 

.6 or greater and some important concepts were not included 

in Form B. For these reasons, new observations and interviews 

with teachers and students were carried out. As a result, new 

items were added and Form C with 208 items and 13 dimensions 

was obtained. 

Form C was administered to 38 high school classrooms 

in two urban public high schools, an urban parochial school, 

the ninth grade of a suburban junior high school, a rural 

high school and a private high school grade levels between 

9 and 12. For data analysis 22 classrooms containing 443 

students were randomly selected in order to reduce the amount 

of data. 
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To determine whether each individual item discriminated 

between classrooms, one way analysis of variance ,,,'ere done 

with each of the 208 items across the 22 classrooms. Findings 

indicated that 185 items (89 per cent) discriminated signifi­

cantly between classrooms at the .05 level and 169 items (81 

per cent) discriminated at the .01 level. 

Subsequently, items were evaluated for the 13 

subscales on the following criteria: 

1- Each item should discriminate significantly between 

classrooms. 

2- Approximately half of the answers from the sample 

should be true and other half should be false as much as 

possible, to avoid the items that characterize extreme 

classrooms only. 

3- Approximately the same number of items should be 

scored true and false, to control response set. 

4- Each item should correlate highly with its subscale 

score. 

When these criteria were used 13 subscales of 10-12 

ite:ns per sub scale was obtained. Yet some subscales showed 

unacceptable high interscale correlations. Through dropping 

or combining some dimensions, the current form of the CES 

(Form D) which is a nine dimension scale with 10 items per 

dimension has emerged (see Appendix A). 

2. Dimensions and Subscales of the CES 

The nine CES subscales correspond to three sets of 

dimensions which are the Relationship dimensions, the Personal 

Growth or Goal Orientation dimensions and the System Mainten­

ance and Change dimensions. The CES covers 10 items for each 

of the nine subscales. 
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-a. Relationship Dimensions. 

These dimensions are measured by the Involvement, 

Affiliation and Teacher Support subscales. These subscales 

assess student involvement level in the class, the level of 

friendship between students in the class and the amount of 

help and friendship that the teacher shows towards students. 

All of the relationship subscales are evenly divided 

between true and false. 

Involvement covers the level of emphasis of students' 

attentiveness and interests in class activities, participation 

in discussion in the class and the amount of their outside 

studies. 

In the CES; item 1,10,19,28,37,46,55,64,73 and 82 are 

included in this scale. Below are examples of i terns in the 

scale: 

Students put a lot of energy into what they do 

here. (T) 

Students daydream a lot in this class. (F) 

Affiliation is related to the level of friendship 

between s tuden ts, as indicated by hel ping each 0 ther wi th 

homework and voluntering to study together. 

Items 2,11,20,29,38,47,56,65,74 and 83 are included 

in this scale. Some examples of items from this scale are: 

Students in this class get to know each other really 

well. (T) 

Students in this class arent very interested in 

getting to know other students. (F) 

Teacher Support assess the teachers' help and friend­

ship toward students expressed by talking wi th them openly 

and being interested in their ideas. 
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Items 3,12,21,30,39,48,57,66,75 and 84 belong to the 

Teacher Support sub scale . Some examples of i terns from this 

scale are: 

The teacher takes a personal interest in students. (T) 

This teacher spends very little time just talking 

with students. (F) 

b. The Personal Growth or Goal Orientation Dimensi0ns. 

Task Orientation and Competition subsca1es correspond to 

these dimensions. These subsca1es evaluate the e~phasis the 

teacher puts on completing planned activities and the 

competition that exist between students. 

Task Orientation assess how much completion of already 

planned, programmed activities is emphasized with minimum 

sidetracking. 

Task Orientation is measured by items 4,13,22,31,40, 

49,58,67,76 and 85. Six items are scored true, while four are 

scored false. Some examples of this scale are: 

Almost all class time is spent on the lesson for the 

day. (T) 

We often spend more time discussing outside student 

activities than class related material. (F) 

Competition measure how much students compete for 

grades and recognition and the level of difficult. for having 

good. grades. 

It is evaluated by items 5,14,23,32,41,50,59,68,77 

and 86. Ten items are evenly divided between true and false. 

Some examples of items in the scale are: 

Students try hard to get the best grade. (T) 

Students don't feel pressured to compete . 
~2re. (F) 
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c. The System Maintenance and Change Dimensions. 

These dimensions include Order and Organization, Rule 

Clarity, Teacher Control and Innovation subscales. These 

subscales measure the organization of the classroom functions 

and the variety and novelty in class activities. 

Order and Organization includes if the students 

behave orderly and how the classroom activities and assignments 

are organized in the class. 

Items 6,15,24,33,42,51,60,69,78 and 87 measure order 

and organization of the classroom. In this subscale six items 

are scored true, while four are scored false. Below are some 

examples of items in the scale: 

This is a well-organized class. (T) 

Students fool around a lot in this class. (F) 

Rule Clarity emphasizes construction and acceptance 

of clear set of rules and students being aware of the 

consequences of their behaviors. Moreover, it relates to the 

extend to which the teacher is consistent in following these 

rules. 

Items 7,16,25,34,43,52,61,70,79 and 88 belong to the 

Rule Clarity scale. Seven of them are scored true, while 

three of them are scored false. Some examples of this scale 

are: 

There is a clear set of rules for students to 

follow. (T) 

Rules in this class seem to change a lot. (F) 

Teacher Control is related to the teacher's manner 

of enforcing rules and the amount of disciplinary consequences 

students face in the class. 

It is measured by items 8,17,26,35,44,53,62,71,80 and 

89. Six i terns are scored true, Hhile four are scored false. 

Some examples of this scale are: 
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If a student breaks a rule in this class, he's sure 

to get in trouble. (T) 

There are very few rules to follow. (F) 

Innovation indicates how much the students' ideas are 

used to plan classroom activities and how much the teachers 

use new techniques. 

In the CES items 9,18,27,36,45,54,63,72,81 and 90 are 

included in this scale. Six of them are scored true, while 

four of them are scored false. Some examples of items in the 

scale are: 

New ideas are always being tried out here. (T) 

New and different ways of teaching are not tried very 

often in this class. (F) 

3. The Forms of the CES 

The current CES has three forms and the Short Form. 

The Real Form (Form R) measures students' and teachers' 

perceptions of their current classroom environment. It is the 

standard form of the CES. All other CES forms are ada ptation 

of Form R. 

The Ideal Form (Form I) assess students' and teachers' 

conceptions of ideal classroom learning environment. They 

answer the items according to the classroom they would ideally 

like. Form I tries to get at the goals and value orientation 

of students and teachers. It is also used with Form R to 

clarify in which areas students and teachers want differences 

in their classes. 

Items of Form I are parallel to items of Form R. The 

scoring keys for the two forms are the same. 

The Expectation Form (Form E) measures students' and 

teachers' expactations about classrooms they are about to 

enter. It is also parallel to Form R. 
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In addition to these forms the CES also has the Short 

Form (Form S). Form S was developed to obtain relatively 

rapid assessment of a classroom's social climate. The first 

36 i terns of Form R, including four i terns from each of the 

nine subscales belong to Form S. Studies supported the use 

of the Short Form, when classrooms are studied as the unit 

of analysis; by contrast when an individual is studied, Short 

Form has too few items, to be of value in understanding 

about the single person and 

individuals. 

to make comparisons among 

4. Administration and Scoring the CES 

The CES can be administered individually or in groups. 

Students, teachers or other people who observe the classroom 

climate .,vhile the class is in process, can respond to the 

scale. They decide which of the statements are true and which 

are false for their classrooms. If they think a statement is 

true or mostly true for their class, they mark the box labeled 

T (true), if they think a statement is false or mostly false, 

they oark the box labeled F (false). A separate answer sheet 

is used for marking. 

Scoring is a simple task. Each item column of responses 

consti L.:tes one. scale.. Number of marks in each column are 

countec and total raw scores for each subscale are obtained. 

Individ~al subscale scores can be converted to standard 

scores. 

5. Reliability, Validity and Results of Factor Analysis 

Studies of the CES 

a. Re1cability of the CES. 

Using Kuder-Richardson Formula 20, internal consist­

encies ~ere calculated. Results indicated that, the subscale 

interna~ consistencies are all acceptable, ranging from .67 

f " . . " or C~::1petltlon to .86 for "teacher control". The average 

ltem-5~jscale correlations are quite high for all nine 
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subscales, ranging from .44 for "competition" to .57 for 
II' 1 t" d 11 lnvo vemen an teacher control ll as can be seen in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Original Form R Sub scale Internal Consistencies Average Item-Subscale 
Correlations and Test-:-Retest Reliabilities ' 

Internal Average Six week 
CES 

Consistency Item-Subscale Test-Retest 
Subsca1es Correlations Reliability N=22 classrooms 

N=465 students N=52 students 
Involvement .85 .57 .87 

Affiliation .74 .48 .73 

Teacher Support .84 .54 .89 

Task Orientation .84 .53 .78 

Competition .67 .44 .81 

Order & Organization .85 .54 .85 

Rule Clarity .74 .48 .72 

Teacher Control .86 .57 .79 

Innovation .80 .50 .90 

Mean .80 .52 .82 

Note. From "Classroom Environment Scale Manual" (p.15) by R.Moos, 
E.Trickett, 1987, California: Consulting Psychologists. 

To determine test-retest reliability 52 students in 

four classes responded to the CES twice with a six week 

interval between tests. The test-retest re1iabilities are all 

acceptable ranging from .72 for IIrul e clarity" to .90 for 

lIinnovation" as sho',,'ed in Table 1. 

The stability of the CES profiles was examined using 

intrac1ass correlations. The profile correlations were high 

over two week, four ~eek and six week time intervals. In two 

classes two week interval profile correlations were .91 and .98, 

in three classes four week interval profile correlations were 

.72, .87 and .96 and in four classes six week interval profile 

correlations were .90, .95, .98 and .98. 

For each 22 classrooms, means and standart deviations 

of the sub scale scores were calculated. The results of the 
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one-way analysis of variance showed that all nine subscales 

di f feren t iated the 22 classroo:ns at better than the .001 

level. 

Subscale intercorrelations were calculated to discover 

if any further collapsing or deletion of scales may be 

mandated. The highest intercorrelation is .51 and the average 

inter correlation among the nine subscales is .26. The average 

intercorrelation of each sub scale with the other subscales 

ranges from .10 to .31 as can be observed in Table 2. 

According to these results each subscale inter correlate 

modaretely with other subscales suggesting that they belonge 

in the same set of variables aad yet each subscale, measure 

distinct aspects of the psychological environment of the high 

school classroom. 

Table 2 

Original Form R Subscale Intercorrelations 

c c c c >-
0 ...., a 0 0 0<:1 on on CES ..-I H"'" on on ...., H Hr-I ...., OJ H v"'" ...., 

H l1l l1l OJ 0 

Subscales <ll .c 0 - l1l on r-I .c H 
..-I U 0- Ol...., ...., 

OJ 0::\ U 
u...., 

.-! l1l 0- l1l C OJ U C l1l C 
N=465 students ..-I OJ :J l- OJ 0- H l1l Ql OJ 0 

4- l-(f1 on E o 01 r-I l-U 
4- H 0 H :J a:: 0 U 0 0:: 

Involvement 49 45 15 15 49 19 -15 

Affiliation 34 14 17 30 12 -09 

Teacher Support -25 05 19 00 -48 

Task Orientation 41 42 41 49 

Competition 19 26 32 

Order & Organization 37 09 

Rule Clarity 44 

Teacher Control 

Note. From "Classroom Environment Scale Manual" (p.16) by R.Moos, 
---- E.Trickett, 1987, California: Consulting Psychologists. 

b. Validity of the CES~ 

c 
0 on ...., 
co 
:::> 
0 
C 
C 

H 

44 

38 

51 

-21 

-02 

19 

-09 

-33 

Mo 0 san d T ric k e t t (1937 ) t r i edt 0 b u i 1 d fa c e and 

content validity by defining constructs, preparing items to 

fit the construct definitions, selecting items that \,Oere 
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related to a dimension according to item-scale correlations 

and internal consistency analysis and placing each item on 

only one dimension. 

Construct validity of the CES was investigated by 

looking at the relationships between the CES and the perceived 

setting. For example; the results supported Moos's predictions 

that there would be an association between the CES teacher 

control subsca1e and the frequency of use of reward and 

punishment in class. Although these two indices were also 

higher in competitive classes and classes with high rule 

clarity, they were lower in supportive classes. Furthermore, 

as can be predicted, students in small groups percevived more 

affiliation compared to more crowded classes (Moos and 

Trickett, 1987). 

Kaye, Trickett and Quinland (1976) found that accepting 

feelings, praising, encouraging or utilazition of students' 

ideas by the teacher were usually found in supportive classes 

while cricism or justifiying authority was used in highly 

controlled classes (cited in Moos, 1987). According to 

research carried out by Chiou (1985) high level of relation­

ship dimensions (involvement, affiliation, teacher support) 

was the predictor of students' satisfaction with teachers. 

c. Factor Analysis Studies of the CES. 

Some investigators have factor analyzed the CES. 

Schultz (1979) obtained three factors which are relationship 

factor including involvement, affiliation, teacher support 

and innovation; an orderliness/achievement factor covering 

task orientation and organization and control factor including 

competition, rule clarity and teacher control. 

Wright and Cowen (1982) identified four factor 

dimensions which are affiliation, organization, teacher control 

and innovation and Humphrey (1984) obtained five factors; 

involvement, task orientation clarity, organization and 

teacher control (cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 
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In 1979, Trickett and Quin1and factor analyzed the 

items of the CES in a study of 229 classes and identified 

six factors which are affiliation, teacher support, competition, 

emphasis on rules and clarity, order and organization and 

focus on an innovative student-oriented teaching approach 

(cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

These studies support the multidimensionality of the 

CES . 

6. Translations and Adaptations of the CES 

The CES has been translated 

countries. It has been translated 

1977), Hebrew, Indonesian (Paige, 

Hassan, 1983), French (Moyano-Diaz, 

and adapted in several 

into Spanish 

1979), Arabic 

(Persaud, 

(Harty, 

1983), German (Moos, 

Bessoth, Lawrenz, Sand, 1984), Chinese (Cheung,Lau. 1985) and 

Thai. 

The French version has adequate sub scale internal 

consistency, intercorre1ations and test-retest reliability 

(cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). The Chinese version also 

has quite high internal consistency in most of the CES 

subsca1es ranging from .51 for innovation to .84 for order 

and organization (Cheung and Lau, 1985). 

Fisher and Fraser (1983) administered the real and 

ideal forms of the CES to 116 junior high school science 

classes in 33 schools and a teacher real form to 56 teachers 

in Australia. One thousand eighty three students responded 

tot her e a 1 for m , "h i 1 eon e tho usa n d n i net y t \{ 0 stu den t s 

replied to the ideal one. Both the individual student and 

class means have been used as the unit of analysis. As can 

be seen in Table 3 when classrooms were taken as the unit of 

analysis, student real foem's internal consistency ranged 

from .60 (competition) to .90 (order and organization), 

student ideal form's internal consistency ranged from .60 

(competition) to .86 (order and organization). 
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When individual student 

unit of analysis, student real 

ranged from .51 (competition) to 

scores have been used as the 

form's internal consistency 

.75 (order and organization), 
student ideal form's . t 1 ln erna consistency ranged from .50 

(competition) to .75 (involvement) and teacher real form's 

internal consistency ranged from .57 (teacher control) to 

.77 (oder and organization) as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

The Results of the Internal Consistency Study in Australia 

Subscales Unit of Student real Student ideal Teacher real 
Analysis n=lC83 students n=1092 students n=56 teachers 

Involvement tndiv. .70 .75 .76 
Class .81 .84 

Affiliation 
Indiv. .60 .63 .65 
Class .71 .70 

Teac.:-:er Support Indiv. .72 .67 .63 
Class .85 .80 

Task Orientation 
Indiv. .58 .58 .68 
Class .72 .65 

Competition 
Indiv. .51 .50 .62 
Class ( .60 .60 

Order and Indiv. .75 .73 .77 
Organization Class .90 .86 

Rule Clarity 
Indiv. .63 .60 .70 
Class .76 .69 

Teacher Control 
Indiv. .60 .55 .57 
Class .71 .67 

Innovation 
Indiv. .52 .63 .66 
Class .71 .73 

Note. from "Validil:;y and Use of the Classroom Enviromnet Scale" by D.Fisher, 
B.Fraser, 1983, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, }, p.265. 

Results from Australia showed that each form of the 

CES has ade qua te internal consi s tenc y and ade q uate discriminant 

validity with either the individual or the class mean as the 

uni t of analysis. Moreover all nine CES subsca1es differentiated 

sionificant1v between classrooms (Fisher and Fraser, 1983). 
o J 

Other than the cross cultural adaptations of the CES 

the scale or some of its dimensions have been adapted for use 

in studies. For example; on the basis of the Short Form which 

was developed by Moos and Trickett, in order to reduce the 

length of the scale, Fraser and Fisher (1983a) constructed 



24 

a 24-item version of the CES with four items from each of the 

six scales. Five of these six scales contained the same four 

items as those in Moos and Trickett's version. They did not 

take any items from competition, teacher control and innovation 

subscales. Statistical analysis showed that there was a high 

correlation between the long form and short form and the 

internal consistency and discriminant validity of the short 

form were satisfactory. 

In order to tap teachers' perceptions of their classes 

a 5-point rating scale based on the CES items was constructed 

by Weisz and Cowen in 1976 (cited in Moos and Trickett, 

1987). The High School Environment Scale (HES) including the 

i terns of the Short Form of the CES, have been modified to 

refer to the overall school environment rather than the 

specific classroom environment (FeIner, Aber, Prima vera and 

Cauce. 1985). The Classroom Information Forr:l (CIF) based on 

the nine CES dimensions, each represented by four items 

assess the teachers' perceptions of class environments (Toro, 

Co \v en, G est en, 'v e iss b erg, Rap kin and D a v ids 0 n , 19 8 5 ). Kid s 

Interpretation of the Environment was adapted by Mc Keever 

(1976) by taking two items for each CES dimension and applying 

it to elementary school children (cited in Toro et al., 

1985). 

After all, it can be said that the available literature 

points to the CES and the dimensions to have extensive and 

cross-cultural utility. 

~. Application Areas and Research Applications Of The CES 

In this section the literature up to the present as 

it relates to different areas of application and utilization 

will be presented. 

The CES has a broad range of utility having to do 

with the classroom environment, to assess 

impact and to plan and evaluate interventions. 

environmental 
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1. Describing Classrooms 

The CES can be used to describe and contrast classroom 

environments. compare teacher and student perceptions and 

contrast actual and preferred classroom settings. 

a. Learning about Classrooms. 

By using the CES both students and teachers can 

describe their perceptions about particular classes in detail. 

In order to describe the so~ial climate of the 

classroom the average student score and teacher score are 

calculated for each subscale. The difference between these 

two show the differences between the students' and teachers' 

perceptions. An agreement or disagreement between them indicate 

important descriptive characteristics of the classroom. 

less 

In such a study 

clear in terms of 

students reported their 

rules. but moderately 

classroom as 

involved and 

affiliative and about average on innovation, whereas teachers 

perceived their classrooms as having rule clarity, with lack 

of affiliation and innovation and being average on involvement. 

The students and teachers both agreed that t~e class was task 

oriented, well organized, average on competition and low on 

teacher control (Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

In Paige's (1979) study, Indonesian students indicated 

their classrooms as being high on relationship, task orientation, 

competition, order and control, but 1acki::g on innovation 

(cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Fisher and Fraser (1983) in Austral~a found that the 

differences between teacher real and student real scores were 

significantly different for four subscales of the CES. 

Teachers percevived more involvement. teacher support, order 

and organization and rule clarity than stude~ts do. 
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Wrigh t (1981) also f ound that st uden t sand t eac her s 

did not perceive their classroom environment in the same way 

and students' perceptions of the class environment were quite 

stable over the school year, although teachers' were not. 

By contrast to other studies, Pond (1974) obtained 

significant relationships between the perceptions of classroom 

environments by the teachers and their students about the same 

classroom. 

The CES IIlay also be applied to outside absorvers. 

Other teachers, administrators and parents can respond to the 

scae on the basis of their observations of a particular 

classroom. 

b. Comparing and Contrasting Classrooms. 

The CES gives an opportunity to compare the classrooms 

in the same school or the classrooms in different types of 

schools. 

In order to contrast the classrooms the average 

student score for each sub scale for each class are calculated 

and the average scores from different classes are compared. 

Scores indicate, how the students and teacher of class A, and 

the students and teacher of class B perceive their c1assroo~ 

environments and what the similarities and differences between 

these classrooms are, based on their perceptions. 

Moos and Trickett (1979) developed an empirical 

typology of classroom learning environment, based on the 

extensive differences that they found among classes. The data 

were obtained from 200 classes and for cluster analysis nine 

students' CES subscale mean scores for each class were 

selected. From the analysis six type of classes were identified; 

relationship oriented, innovation oriented, task oriented, 

supportive-competition oriented, 

task oriented (cited in Moos, 

Trickett, 1987). 

unstructured-competition and 

1979; Hoos, 1980; Moos and 
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Rela tionshi p oriented and innovation oriented types 

stress involvement and affiliation between students and 

between students and the teacher. Secondary level of emphasis 

in relationship oriented classes (12 per cent) were found to 

be on clarity of rules, organization and teacher control. 

Whereas students of innovation oriented classes (26 per cent) 

indicated high emphasis on openness and change. They perceived 

relatively little task orientation, lack of clarity and low 

level of teacher control. 

Task oriented and supportive-competition oriented 

classes focus on different aspects of goal orientation in a 

framework characterized by teacher support. The task oriented 

classes (23 per cent) stressed supportive and well-organized 

class whereas supporti ve-competi tion oriented classes (7 per 

cent) emphasized clarity, organization and affiliation betKeen 

students. 

Unstructured-competition oriented and control oriented 

classes s~owed less degree of relationship. The unstructured­

competition oriented classes (4 per cent) indicated to have 

hig~ goal orientation, competition and lack of order and 

organization. However control oriented classes (28 per cent) 
I 

highly emp~asized teacher control. Students of these classes 

stressed strict rules, rigid organization and lack of student­

student and teacher-student interaction. 

The CES was also used to specify similarities and 

differences in classrooms that exist in rural, urban, suburban, 

vocational and alternative schools. First three schools 

represent geografical differences, whereas last two represent 

different educational ideologies. The study was carried out 

by Trickett (1978) over a four year period and the sample 

included 409 highschool classes. 

The clearest differences among schools occured between 

alternative and vocational schools. Alternative schools 

stressed student-student and teacher-student relationship 



28 

more than other schools. They were quite well-organized, task 

oriented, an tiau thori tarian and anticompeti ti ve. Al so they 

were the highest of all schools on innovation. In contrast, 

vocational schools were lowest in teacher support and 

innovation, whereas they were highest in teacher control and 

competition. 

R u r aI, sub u r ban and urban s c h 001 s ' cIa sse s did not 

show differences as much as the alternative and vocational 

schools showed. Rural schools were close to the mean of the 

normative sample on all dimensions. Suburban schools stressed 

teacher-student relations, order and organization but it was 

lower on competition. Urban schools were hi ghest on task 

orientation and on involvement dimension after alternative 

schools. According to Trickett the reason, for similarities 

and differences between five types of schools, can be the 

ed uca tional goal 0 f each school and the norma ti ve characteristics 

of students and teachers (Moos, 1979). 

In another study compared with the traditional 

schools' classes, an alternative public inner-city high 

school's classrooms showed to have significantly more emphasis 

on all relationship dimensions (involvement, affiliation, 

teacher suport) and innovation. By contrast, traditional 

school classes emphasized more competition and teacher control 

(Trickett, Mc Conahay, Phillips and Ginter, 1985). 

Single-sex school classrooms were contrasted ~ith 

coeducational school classrooms by E. Trickett, P. Trickett, 

J.Castro and P.Schaffner (1982). Single sex school classrooms 

were perceived as higher in involvement, affiliation, task 

orientation, competition, order and organization, teacher 

control and rule clarity. The schools did not differ on 

teacher support and innovation subscales. 

In another study using the CES, classes were analyzed 

according to the subjects that are taught and some differences 

were found between them. Findings showed that math, physical 
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sciences, business and typing classes were higher on organiz­

ation, rule clarity and support but lo\"er on innovation. 

Social and artistic classes lacked in rule orientation while 

social science classes were high on innovation and low on 

involvement, affiliation, competition and teacher control. 

Electronic and mechanics classes stressed teacher control, 

affiliation and support (Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Many studies were carried out with the CES to explore 

the relationship between teachers' characteristics and social 

environment of the classroom. It was found that open, non­

directive teachers emphasize involvement, support. flexible 

rules and innovative teaching techniques, whereas directive 

teachers stress teacher control, competition and task orient­

ation (Harty and Hassan, 1983). 

Study with 21 teachers and 416 students investigated 

the impact of the class environment on the teacher. The 

results indicated that teachers' self concept are not related 

to their classroom environment (\~atson, 1982). According to 

findings of another study in the begining of the semester 

teacher support was more important than challenge. However 

challenge become equally related to involvement when students 

felt supported by the teacher (Seitchik, 1980). Barineau 

(1982) pointed out that teachers with more work stressors 

created less task oriented and more competitive classrooms. 

Task focused and 

influence them to 

independent 

create task 

work settings of teachers 

focused and well-structured 

classroom environment (Hutcherson, 1982). 

The idea that teachers expect different types of 

students needing different psychological climate, was supported 

by a study. In this study teachers felt that nonwhite average 

students would desire more controlled environment and would 

have lowest level of achievement orientation, while the 

teachers expressed opinion about white average students 

prefferring less ordered and controlled environment (Schultz, 

1983). 



30 

Another important factor that influence c1ass-

environment, is students' characteristic (Moos and Trickett, 

1987). Classes with mainstreamed students had significantly 

lower scores on task orientation and competition (Barineu, 

1982). The students of higher' ability developed more positive 

learning environment in math and English classes (Costello, 

1985). Female students felt more support and trust and they 

enjoyed working together when the teacher was female (Morris, 

1985). Female students also stressed more innovation and task 

orientation while male students emphasized more control (Moos 

and Trickett, 1987). 

In a study by Brown (1982) poorly-behaved and well­

behaved students responded to the CES differentially. Poorly­

behaved students had lower scores on the involvement, 

affiliation, teacher support, order and organization, rule 

clarity and innovation subscales. There were no significant 

difference on the dimensions of task orientation, competition 

and teacher control. 

c. Contrasting Actual and Preferred Classrooms. 

To see how well the current environment and preferred 

environment correspond to each other, scores of the real form 

and ideal form can be compared. It helps to assess the amount 

of change, the students and teacher would like to see in the 

classroom. The degree of change desired is calculated by 

subtractin~ the students' Form R subsca1e means from their 

Form I sUJscale means. The same is done for the teacher. If 

there is no discrepancy between real and ideal subscale 

means, it indicates no change is desired by both students and 

the teacher. 

If. the study of Fisher and Fraser (1983) except for 

task orie~tation students' ideal scores were higher than 

their rea~ scores. Students wanted more involvement, affili­

ation, te:::cher support, order and organization, rule clarity 

and innov:::tion. Noos and Trickett (1987) found that teacher 

and students preferred a class setting very difie:rent from 
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their own c1a"""'. They b th d . d h ~~ 0 eSlre muc more emphasis on 

involvement, affiliation, teacher support, organization and 

innovation and less competition. However, teachers wanted 

more task orientation, rule clarity and control than students 

do. 

Gifted students would like to have supportive 

classroom re1a tionshi p with thei r peer sand teacher s . They 

preferred high level of involvement, innovation, rule clarity 

and organization and average emphasis on task orientation and 

competition (Adams, 1983). 

2. Assessing Environmental Impact 

The dijensions of the CES can be used to clarify the 

impact of social climate of the classrooms. 

a. Understanding the Impact of Social Climate. 

The CIS can be used to understand the impact of 

social climate on the students' characteristics and performance. 

Some studies were carried out to clarify the relation­

ship between student satisfaction, morale and aspects of 

classroom social environment. In such a study it was found 

that, student satisfaction was promoted and student anxiety 

decreased in classrooms which were high on involvement, 

affiliation, innovation, rule clarity and support. By 

contrast, control oriented classes prevented student satis­

faction (Moos, 1979; Fraser, Pearse and Azmi, 1982). Schreck 

(1 0 --) .-' I I investigated that 10\. explorers were less satisfied 

with different aspects of school settings than were high 

explorers. He found that students' personal satisfaction was 

affected by the students' satisfaction with the particular 

class than their personality differences. Similarly according 

to the findings of Pond's (1974) studv there were parallel 

sionificant relationships between how classroom environments 
"" 

are perceived by students and the satisfaction of students 

with the classroom activity. 
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Abseenteism '..as seen more in control oriented and 

competitive classrooms, whereas it was low in classrooms 

where teacher suport was higher (Hoos,R. and Moos,B., 1978; 

Moos, 1984). Significant relationships between stress and 

involvement, affiliation and order and organization was found 

in Lovitz's study (1975). According to findings, sixth grade 

students reported more stress when they were in classes that 

were lacking in these dimensions of the classroom social 

environment. 

In Jamaica, Persaud (1977) showed that classrooms 

which were high on involvement, support and innovation, 

moderate on task orientation and organization and low on 

teacher control promoted higher level of student social 

development. Findings of Paige's study (1979) indicated that, 

Indonesion students' individual modernity was related to high 

level of task orientation, competition and less order and 

organization, whereas achievement was enhanced in classes 

where order and organization was lower (cited in Hoos and 

Trickett, 1987). 

The relationship between student adjustment, self 

concept and aspects of classroom social development was 

analyzed by Galuzzi, Kirby and Zucker (1980), Nelson (1984), 

Humphreys (1984) and FeIner, Aber, Primavera and Cauce 

( 1985 ). In the s est u die s, reI a t ion s hip dim ens ion s, cIa r i t Y and 

organization were found to be related to high level student 

self concept, whereas competition and task orientation were 

related to lOH self concept of students (cited in Hoos and 

Trickett, 1987). 

In classes "here affiliation, teacher control and 

task orientation Here perceived as high by students, teachers 

reported less acting-out problems (Toro et al., 1985). 

Research sho\,ed that positive student mood, greater 

1 · more self control and more positive teacher peer popu arlty, 

ratings of adjustment related both to students' and teachers' 
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perceptions of high order and organization, affiliation and 

involvement in the classroom (\·lright and Cowen, 1985; Moos 

and Trickett, 1987). 

Other studies pointed out that there were significant 

relationships between classroom learning environment and 

cognitive and behavioral development and the state of students. 

According to findings of Fry and Coe (1980) affiliation 

oriented classrooms had students with high level of motivation 

toward academic succes and desire for self-improvement. By 

contrast, competi tion oriented classrooms had students wi th 

high anti-school feelings and control oriented classrooms had 

students with significant degree of anti-school feelings and 

lower level of interest for self-improvement. FeIner et al., 

(1985) investigated and found that teacher support was a 

significant predictor of grades, but affiliation \,as not a 

significant predictor of academic performance. 

Some studies were designed to understand the students' 

attitudes toward social studies, science and math. Students 

in social studies and science classes which were high on 

affiliation, attentiveness and organization sho\ved more 

positive attitude toward the class content in the study by 

Haladyna, Olsen and Shaughnesy (cited in Moos and Trickett, 

1987). Fraser and Fisher (1982) found that, classes with 

higher participation and order and organization would be more 

likely to promote positive attitudes about the social 

implications of science and classes with greater involvement, 

order and organization and innovation will be more likely to 

promote leisure interest in science. In Shaughnessy and 

Haladyna's study (1983) fourth grade students attitudes 

toward math were highly correlated with enjoyment of class-

mates, attentiveness and organization (dtrum Moos and Trickett, 

1987). Saudi naval trainees responses also supported the idea 

that students have positive effects from supportive math 

classes (Turpi~, 1982). 
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b. Putting Social Climate in an Ecological Perpective. 

To understand environmental influences on a person, 

an environment should be analyzed in a context of the other 

settings in a person's life. 

In a study, family cohesion proved the most salient 

predictor of more positive adjustment and was associated with 

better scholastic and peer self concept, while teacher support 

was a significant predictor of scholastic self concept (Fe1ner 

et a1., 1985). 

Nelson (1984) showed that supportive and well organized 

classroom and cohesive and well organized family produce 

positive self concept (cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Furthermore, Parker (1982) pointed out that students from 

structured and accepting homes are better adjusted when they 

are in a class that is low in competition and high on support 

and structure. 

The study with Chinese students indicated that groups 

high in relationship and system maintenance and change 

dimensions of the CES had a more positive self esteem than 

groups low in these two domains, while positive self esteem 

was found to be correlated with all the dimensions of the 

Fao.ily Environment Scale (FES). The group of students 

receiving high scores on the FES dimensions were also found 

to have high self esteem as compared to the low scorers 

(Cr.eung and Lau, 1985). 

3. Planning and Evaluating Interventions 

The CES can be used to facilitate individual 

counseling, to match students and classrooms, to improve and 

monitor classrooms and to evaluate intervention programs. 
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a. Facilitating Individual Counseling. 

Using the CES along with other scales and techniques 

more information about a student can be obtained and this 

information can be used to guide individual counseling. 

Moos and Fuhr (1982) administered the CES, the Family 

Environment Scale (FES) and the Work Environment Scale (WES) 

to an adolescent who was experiencing academic problems. The 

results of the CES pointed out that she had negative feelings 

about her class. She perceived that students disliked the 

class and the teacher was not interested in the class, that 

the class \-ias poorly organized and highly autocratic. Her 

responses to the FES and WES clarified that her problems were 

particularly interpersonal rather than academic. She had 

academic problems, because her parents did not have enough 

time for her at home after ~ork. Consequently, according to 

the results, although she \vas not directly inyolved in her 

parents work milieu, it affects her family life and her 

school performance (cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

b. Matching Students and Classrooms. 

CES can help students and parents by giying information 

about the available classrooms when they want ~o select the 

type of school. By placing students in the kinds of classroom 

they prefer, positive results from these classrooms can be 

obtained. 

Students who preferred more teacher support, competition, 

clarity and innovation learned more about the social implic­

ations of science when they were in a class emphasizing these 

dimensions. In addition, students who preferred highly 

organized class, showed leisure interest in science when they 

found a well organized one (Fraser and Fisher, :983b). 

Davidson (1976) identified that better adjusted 

students achieved better when classroom struct'lre increase, 

however. aggressive and anxious children showed lower level 
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of achievement when the classroom was more structured. Better 

adjusted students were more satisfied and succesful than the 

aggressive and anxious students whether classroom support was 

high or low (cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Externally oriented boys showed more adjustment 

problems in low control classrooms than in high control ones, 

whereas internally oriented boys had better grades in low 

control classes than in high control ones (Harpin and Sandler, 

1979). 

The responses of students who reported that their 

behaviors are affected by the social climate pointed out 

significant interaction between the academic locus of control 

and teacher control (Harpin and Sandler, 1979). 

In the study of Moos and Nielsen (1978), all students 

in high exploration classrooms were more satisfied than the 

students in low exploration classrooms. Especially in the 

high exploration climates positive relationship was found 

between exploration preferences and classroom adaptation. 

c. Improving and Monitoring Classrooms. 

The CES can identify the classes which need improvement 

and changes. Using Form R and Form I, the dimensions that 

should be changed can be determined. If the teacher and 

students agree on the desired direction of change, classroom 

might be altered more easily in these areas. 

Such an application is reported by De Young (1977). 

He administered the CES in college sociology classes and 

found that although these classes' actual learning environments 

were quite different, both classes' students preferred more 

involvement, more innovative techniques and clearer organiz­

ation. He selected one of the classes and constructed items 

to report on specific topics, discussed class content and 

organization and clarified grading characteristics in this 

class. After these modifications the students of experimental 
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class reported more involvement, affiliation, support, clarity 

and innovation. 

The French translation of the CES was used by Moyano­

Diaz (1984) in a similar way. He gave feedback to one of two 

classes. This experimental group showed increase in involvement, 

organization and innovation whereas they showed decrease in 

competition. However, the control group remained stable 

(cited in Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Such findings show that the learning environment of 

the classrooms can be changed by using the resul ts of the 

CES. 

d. Evaluating Intervention Programs. 

The CES can be used to understand if an intervention 

program is promoting the intended social climate or not. 

The effect of a social studies peer-teaching inter­

vention program on student perceptions of class environment, 

adjustment and academic performance was studied. The CES, 

School Opinion Survey, Report Card and average monthly grades 

were used to assess class environment, adjustment and academic 

performance. The students of experimental group perceivee 

their classes as more involved, orderly and organized ane 

reported enjoying their school work more. Teachers reportee 

increasing academic succes and decreasing number of problems 

in the experimental group as well (Wright and Cowen, 1985). 
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nL STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND EXPECTATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Although the importance of classroom social clim3te 

for learning and personal growth is kno\vn, it has not been 

studied in Turkey. The absence of psychometrically "lell 

developed classroom social climate scales in Turkish is one 

of the reasons for the absence of such research. In order to 

be able to study this issue in Turkish classrooms an 

objective measurement scale is needed. 

Two general types of techniques are used in order to 

measure classroom climate over the world. One is the 

systematic observational techniques that help the researcher 

to record and classify all the classroom interaction during 

given periods of time. The other type is an information 

collection method from all class members with questionnaires, 

to have each member's perceptions of the other classmates' 

and the teacher as well as the teachers' perceptions. 

To have such an objective measurement scale in Turkey 

Classroom Environment Scale (CES), assessing the perceived 

social climate of junior high and high school classrooms, 

developed by R.Moos and E.Trickett in 1974, in the U.S. was 

selected. The purpose of this study \Vas the preliminary 

adaptation of the CES for use in Turkish classrooms. 

The particular objectives of the study were: 

1- to translate the CES from English to Turkish 

2- to determine the transliteral equivalence of the 

Turkish form 

3- to check the reliability of the Turkisch CES 

4- to analyze factor dimensions of the Turkish scale 

After translating the original CES from English to 

Turkish the transliteral equivalence study was carried out. 
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The expectations of this study wer~ as follows. 

The first general expectation was that, there would 

be no significant differences among the ~ean scores of the 

experimental Turkish scale and the origin3l English form, if 

the translation is accurate and are meaningful for the 

Turkish bilingual respondents. 

The second general expectation was that, there would 

be no significant difference between the CES scores when the 

alternate forms are given in different order; Turkish first, 

English next or English first, Turkish second. 

The third general expectation of the transliteral 

equivalence study was that, there would be high correlations 

between the English and the Turkish CES scores indicating the 

equivalence of the English and Turkish CES. 

More specifically the expectations were: 

1- The involvement subscale scores would show high 

similarity and correlation between the English and Turkish 

forms regardless of the order that they are given. 

2- The affiliation subscale scores would indicate 

high similarity and correlation between the English and 

Turkish forms regardless of the order of taking alternate 

forms. 

3- The English and Turkish scores of the teacher 

support subscale would show high similarity and correlation 

between two forms reardless of the order of being administered 

English or Turkish forms. 

4- The task orientation subscale scores 'oJould point 

out high similarity and correlation between the English and 

T u r k ish fo r m s reg a r die s s 0 f the 0 r d e r t hat the y w 0 u 1 d be 

responded. 
5- The competition subscale scores would show high 

s i mil a r i t y and cor rei at ion bet wee n t ,oJ 0 f or m s 0 f the C E S 

regardless of the order of taking English or Turkish forms. 
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6- The order and organization subscale scores would 

indicate high similarity and correlation between the English 

and Turkish forms inspite of the order of administering 

alternate forms. 

7- The rule clarity subscale scores would show high 

similarity and correlation between the English and Turkish 

forms regardless of the order of taking English and Turkish 

forms. 

8- The English and Turkish scores of the teacher 

control subscale would point out high similarity and cor­

relation between two forms regardless of the order that they 

would be given. 

9- The innovation sbuscale scores would indicate high 

similarity and correlation between the alternate 

reardless of the order that they would be administered. 

forms 

part, 

The third part of the study which is the reliability 

covered the internal consistency and test-retest 

reliability of the Turkish form. The objective of test-retest 

study, was to determine the stability of the experimental 

Turkish scale. 

The fourth part of the study was factor analysis. 

This phase was carried out to examine whether the nine 

subscales of the original English scale cover the same items 

and phenomena in relation to Turkish classes as perceived by 

Turkish students. 



41 

IV. METHOD 

This study was designed as a preliminary step to the 

development of the Turkish form of the Classroom Environment 

Scale (CES). This initial step was carried out in four 

phases: 1) the translation of the CES, 2) the transliteral 

equivalence study of the Turkish form, 3) the reliability 

study which includes cronbach's alpha, item-subscale correla-

tion, subscale-subscale correlation and test-retest 

reliabilty of the Turkish CES, 4) factor analysis study of 

the Turkish form. 

In the following section each of these phases will 

be described separately. 

A. The Translation of the CES 

The original CES (see Appendix A) was translated from 

English to Turkish by three bilingual people. One of them was 

the adviser of this study who is a clinical psychologist and 

the others were an English teacher of Foreign Language School 

at Istanbul University and a masters level pedagogue. Then 

the three separate forms were inspected by the thesis adviser 

and the present author and one Turkish form was derived. 

The validity of the translation was tested by use of 

the back-translation technique. For this purpose, two 

bilingual people who were blind as to the original English 

form, translated the Turkish version into English. One of 

these bilingual people was a British professional translator 

and the 0 the r \v a sad ev e lop men tal p s y c h 0 log i st. T his b a c k 

translations were checked ag'1inst the original English scale. 

After some revision and modification by the thesis adviser 

and present researcher the initial Turkish form of the CES 

was obtained. 
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To further control the translation and the con-

ceptualization of each item as representative of the 

particular subscale, the 90 item Turkish form with nine 

subscales and their definitions in Turkish (see Appendix B) 

was prepared. These were given to 20 experts, from Bo~azi~i 

University, istanbul University and Harmara University 

Guidance And Psychological Counseling, Educational Sciences 

and Psychology departments. They were asked to check the 

items ~ show which item best corresponded to which subscale, 

according to the definition of the subscales. The data of the 

expert group was examined carefully and the items that were 

identified as corresponding to different subscales from the 

original sub scale by three or more experts were selected as 

the items that should be reexamined. The total number of 

these items were 30 out of 90 (see Appendix C). 

Then two or three alternative translations for each 

of these 30 items were prepared and "ere given to seven 

additional experts. They were asked to choose between these 

sentences the one which was most appropriate to the 

particular subscale according to its given definition. 

Answers collected from the seven experts were incorporated 

to the scale by the present researcher and her supervisor. 

The present form of the Turkish CES (see Appendix D) ,."as 

obtained as a consequence of such a process. 

B. The Transliteral Equivalence Study 

After translation of the CES, a study was needed to 

determine the transliteral equivalence of the Turkish 

version. 

1. Pilot Study 

Before giving English and Turkish forms to the main 

experimental groups a small sample responded to 

English form of the CES and its Turkish version. 

both the 
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Sample 

Pilot study group contained 20 subjects who \-iere 

senior year students of Bogazic;:i University in Educational 

Sciences Department, Guidance and Psychological Counseling 

specialization. Although the instruction language is English 

in this university, the English background of this group was 

variable. Some students graduated from highschools where 

instruction was in English, but some students had just one 

year English preparation before their university education. 

Because of the natural sex distribution of the group, 

only one male student participated in this study. 

Instrument 

The original English Classroom Environment Scale 

( C E S ), calle d "F 0 r m A" and the t ran s 1 ate d T u r k ish v e r s ion 0 f 

the CES called "Form Btl were used in the pilo~ transliteral 

equivalence study. 

Procedure and Design 

The two forms (A and B) of the scale were admin­

istered to two different groups. First, half of the students 

were given the original English form and half of them were 

given the translated Turkish version. Then approximately one 

week later, these two groups were given the alternate forms. 

That is, the group which had initially been administered the 

English form were given the Turkish version and the group 

which first had received the Turkish version, were given the 

English form. Through this design, each subject answered each 

item both in English and in Turkish. 

Table 4 

Design of the Pilot Transliteral Equivalence Study 

Groups 

Group I 
Group II 

N 

10 
10 

First Testing Second Testing 

Note. The letters represent the language of the instrument 
a- _A is the English CES form 
b- B is the translated Turkish CES form 
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During the administration process, the purpose of the 

study was briefly explained to the subjects and subjects were 

given code numbers instead of writing their names in order 

to maintain anonymity and opennes. 

Statistical Analysis 

The data was analysed by two way analysis of variance 

to determine: 

1- The differences between the English and the Turkish 

forms (A and B) of the scale and 

2- The effects of order of giving alternate forms 

(A-B and B-A). 

Res u 1 ts and Dis c us s ion 

The aim of this pilot study was to show that the 

translated Turkish form is not different froo the original 

English form of the CES and that order of administration 

would not produce a difference on the responses. 

The means of two experimental groups (A-B, B-A) at 

first and second testing are presented in Table 5. 

This table shows that in the pilot study the means 

of the first testing are usually lo~er than the means of the 

second testing. Sometimes first testing gave lower scores if 

the students responded to the Turkish form before the English 

CES. Only in one subcale (competition) first testing is 

higher, although it was given in English. 

The two way (language X order) analysis of variance 

yielded no significant differences for the nine subscales as 

can be seen in Tables 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14. 
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Table 5 

CES Subscale Means Obtained from Experimental Groups in First 
and Second Testing in the Pilot Study 

CES Subscales Experimental Experimental 
Groups Forms N M 

Aa 10 7,00 1 Bb 10 7,20 ~ 

Involvement 
B 10 6,70 2 A 10 7,60 
A 10 6,30 1 
B 10 6,40 Affiliation 
B 10 7,10 2 
A 10 7,10 
.\ 10 7,90 1 
B 10 8,60 Teacher support 
B 10 8,70 2 
A 10 8,50 

1 
A 10 7,80 
B 10 8,70 Task orientation 
B 10 8,30 2 
A 10 8,00 
A 10 4,90 1 
B 10 4,40 Competition B 10 3,70 2 
A 10 4,30 
A 10 8,40 

1 B 10 8 1 40 Order and organization B 10 8,80 2 
A 10 8,70 
A 10 6,60 

1 B 10 7,80 
Rule clarity n 10 7,70 .J 

2 A 10 7,80 
A 10 2,40 

1 B 10 2,60 
Teacher control B 10 2,50 

2 A 10 2,60 
A 10 5,00 

1 B 10 5,70 
Innovation B 10 5,20 

2 A 10 4,90 

Note. The letters represent the language of the instrument. 

a- A is the English CES form 

b- B is the tran~lated Turkish CES form 
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Table 6 

Pilot Study Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Involvement Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) .025 1 .025 .005 

Language (B) 1.225 1 1.225 .250 

A x B 3.025 1 3.025 .618 

Error 36 4.892 

Table 7 

Pilot Study Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Affiliation Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order ( A) 5.625 1 5.625 .836 

Language (B) .025 1 .025 .004 

A x B .025 1 .025 .004 

Error 36 6.731 

Table 8 

Pilot Study Two I"ay Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Teacher Support Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) 1.225 1 1.225 1.053 

Language (B) 2.025 1 2.025 1.740 

A x B .625 1 .625 .537 

Error 36 1.164 
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Table 9 

Pilot Study Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Task Orientation Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) .100 1 .100 .075 

Language (B) 3.600 1 3.600 2.711 

A x B .900 1 .900 .678 

Error 36 1.328 

Table 10 

Pilot Study Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Competition Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) 4.225 1 4.225 1.389 

Language (B) 3.025 1 3.025 .995 

A x B .025 1 .025 .008 

Error 36 3.042 

Table 11 

Pilot Study Two Ivay Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Order and Organization Subscale 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) 1.225 1 1.225 1.038 

Language (B) .025 1 .025 .021 

A x B .025 1 .025 .021 

Ir ror 36 1.181 
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Table 12 

Pilot Study Two ~ay Analysis of Variance for Language and 
Order on the Rule Clarity Subscale 

Source of VariaticIl SS DF HS F 

Order ( A) 3.025 1 3.025 .803 
Language (B) 3.025 1 3.025 .803 
A x B 4.225 1 4.225 1.121 

Error 36 3.769 

Ta ble 13 

Pilot Study T\.;o ~·;ay Analysis of Variance for Language and 

Order on the Teac~er Control Subscale 

Source of Variatic:J. SS DF PIS F 

Order (A) .025 1 .025 .009 

Language (B) .025 1 .025 .009 

A x B .225 1 .225 .080 

Error 36 2.825 

Table 14 

Pilot Study T\·;o ~';ay Analysis of Variance for Language and 

Order or:. the Innc-,-ation Subscale 

Source or Va riatisn SS DF PIS F 

Order (A) .900 1 .900 .237 

La nguag e (B) 2.500 1 2.500 .659 

A x B .400 1 .400 .105 

Error 36 3.794 

Based or: this finding with a small N, it could be 

said that the En~lish and Turkish forms are highly likely to 

b - 1 t __ -1 that the order of takin oo the test in e equlva en a,,-,-

English or in T~~~ish initially would not have a significant 

effect on the outcome. 
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2. Study Proper 

This phase is similar to the pilot study. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 180 bilingual students from 

Robert College ninth and tenth grade students who had studied 

English for six and seven years respectively. In the student 

selection procedure, natural sex distribution of the group 

,,,as kept. The sample of the main transliteral equivalence 

study can be seen in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Composition of the Sample in the Main Transliteral Equivalence 
Study 

Number of Students 

Lise I Lise II Lise III 

Hales eN) 64 56 120 
Females eN) 30 30 60 

Total (N) 94 86 180 

Instruments 
The original English Classroom Environment Scale 

(CES) caled "Form A" and the translated Turkish version of 

the CES called "Form B" were used as in the pilot study. 

Procedure and Design 

In the administration procedure, the purpose of the 

study \<las briefly explained to the subjects. In order to 

assure anonymity and opennes, subjects \<Iere given code 

numbers instead of writing their names. 

Based on consultation with the Robert College 

counselors to provide some consistency in terms of importance 

of subject, numbers of hours per \<leek, a particular subject 

was chosen and all the Lise I and Lise II classes were asked 

to fill the CES according to their experience and perceptions 

during this class. 
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Because of time limitations the researcher was not 

able to administer the scale to every class herself. For this 

reason faculty members from faculty of Education, graduate 

students and a Robert College school counselor participated 

in the administration process. Before test administration all 

examiners were trained by the researcher. 

According to the order in which the rorms were 

administered, two experimental groups were derived. Classes 

,.ere assigned to these groups randomly. Initially all the 

six Lise I classes were administered the CES forms. In the 

first administration day half of them were given the original 

En g 1 ish for man d hal f 0 f the m w ere g i v e nth e t ran s 1 ate d 

Turkish form. Approximately ten days later, the group which 

had responded to the English form before, was given the 

Turkish form and the group which had responded to the Turkish 

form initially. was given the English form. The following 

week all six of the Lise II classes took the CES forms. The 

same administration procedure was carried out as with Lise 

I classes. However during the second testing, one Lise II 

class did not attend the class period as a whole so those 

subjects could not be administered the original CES. For this 

reason five classes of the Lise II ~ere included in 

statistical analysis, although six of them responded in the 

first testing. 

Through this design each subject answered each ite~ 

both in English and in Turkish.Table 16 shows the design of 

the main transliteral equivalence study. 
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Table 16 

Design of the Main Transliteral Equivalence Study 

Number of Students (N) Orner of Testing Groups and 

Classes Hale Female Total First Testing Second Testing 

Group I 

(3 Lise I and 
3 Lise II) 

Group II 
(3 Lise I and 

2 Lise II) 

76 

44 

38 114 

22 66 B 

Note. The letters represent the language of the instrument. 

a- A is the English CES form 

b- B is the translated Turkish CES form 

Statistical Analysis 

A 

The follo~ing analysis were carried out, in order to 

test the transliteral equivalence of the Turkish form. 

1- Differences among the two experimental groups (A 

and B) were analyzed by use of two way (order X language) 

analysis of variance. 

2- Differences between the English and the Turkish 

language items were analyzed by use of ~-test for each sub­

sale separately. 

3- The relationship between the first and the second 

test scores were determined by use of the Pearson Product 

Moment Correlation technique for two experimental groups for 

each subscale separately. 

were 

C. The Reliability Study 

The Inter;)al consistency and test-retest analysis 

carried out in the sec~nd part of the research. 
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1. The Internal Consistency Part 

Sample 

A total of 625 subjects \ITere selected from three 

different kinds of school in different districts of Istanbul 

to represent both high and low SES levels. As can be seen in 

Table 17, 228 students came from a school representing high 

socia economic status, 193 students belonged to a school re­

presenting high and middle socia economic status, while a 

school which was accepted as lower socio economic status, was 

represented by 204 students. 

Table 17 

Schools and Subjects Constituting the Internal Consistency 
and Factor Analysis Sample 

NUTIber of the Students 
Name of the School 

Hale eN) Female eN) Total eN) 

Robert College 154 74 228 

Ni9anta91 A~adolu Lisesi 127 66 193 

Ibrahim Turnan Lisesi 118 86 204. 

Total 399 226 625 

All the present Lise I and II classes in Robert 

College and Ni9anta91 Anadolu Lisesi and two Lise I and two 

Lise II classes in ibrahim Turhan Lisesi were randomly 

s e 1 e c ted in the ad mi n is t rat ion pro c e s s . In Rob e r t Colle g e 

there were six Lise I and six Lise II classes, while in ~i-

9anta91 Anadolu Lisesi there were three Lise I and two Lise 

II classes. In ibrahim Turhan Lisesi the reason for not 

including all the classes Has; to have an apprOXimately 

similar number of students from each school. 

Instruments 
The translated experimental Turkish form of the CES 

was used in this part of the study. 
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Procedure and Design 

In order to test the internal consistency of the 

Turkish CES all students responded to the Turkish form during 

class time. 

Except for the administration process in Robert 

College, as stated previously, the researcher herself 

carried out the administration of the experimental Turkish 

form of the CES in the classes in ~i9anta9l Anadolu Lisesi 

and in Ibrahim Turhan Lisesi. 

Statistical Analysis 

In this part of the study various statistical 

analysis were used. The internal consistency of the Turkish 

CES was determined by using Cronbach's alpha technique for 

each subscale. Item-subscale correlations and subscale-sub­

scale correlations were also computed by using Pearson 

Product Moment Correlation technique. 

2. The Test-Retest Reliabilty Part 

Sample 

For the test-retest reliability analysis, from among 

625 students who were administered the Turkish CES a total 

of 164 were retested. They were selected fro~ two different 

schools; Ni§lanta§ll Anadolu and Ibrahim Tur:'3.n Li8esi. 'One 

Lise I and one Lise II class from both Ni§lan:3$1 Anadolu and 

Ibrahim Turhan Lisesi, selected randomly, were given the CES 

twice. The sample of the test-retest reli2.Jility study is 

presented in Table 18. 



54 

Table 18 

Schools and Subjects Constituting the Reliability Sample 

Name of the School 

Ni$anta$l Anadolu Lisesi 

Ibrahim Turhan Lisesi 

Total 

Instrument 

Male (N) 

47 

68 

115 

Number of Students 

Female (N) Total (N) 

13 60 

36 104 

49 164 

The newly developed experimental Turkish version of 

the CES was given in ~his phase of the study. 

Procedure And Design 

In order to test the stability of the CES scores the 

stu den t s iv ere a d min i s t ere d the sea 1 e t wi c e wit h d iff ere n t 

time intervals. The 3dministration interval was one week in 

Nis;anta$l Anadolu Lisesi and two weeks in Ibrahim Turhan 

Lisesi. 

In both scho0ls one class in 9th grade level and one 

class in 10th grade level were chosen for retest purposes 

randomly. The scale ~3S given by the researcher in this part 

of the study. 

Statistical Analysis 
The temporal stability of the scores was found by 

test-retest correl3.::ions. The Pearson Product Moment 

Correlation technique was used for this computution. For each 

time interval and for each subscale a correlation cofficient 

\o/as computed. 
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D. Factor Analysis Study 

The aim of this study was to show whether the nine 

subscales of the original CES cover the same items and pheno­

mena in relation to Turkish classes as perceived by students. 

Sample 

The same 625 subjects scores on the Turkish CES used 

for the internal consistency analysis were utilized for the 

factor analysis. 

Instrument 

The Turkish version of the CES was administered to 

the students. 

Procedure and Design 

In order tQ examine the factors of the Turkish CES 

all students responded to the Turkish form during class ti~e. 

All the scores of the 625 students on the Turkish CES 

were included in the analysis. During the analysis nine 

factors and three factors were indicated by the researcher 

to establish possible existing parallels to the original nine 

subscales and three dimensions respectively. 

Statistical Analysis 

The Turkish CES results were factor analyzed by P Al 

type, rotate oblique procedure. 
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V. RESULTS 

In this section the results of the transliteral 

equivalence study, the reliabilty study including the 

internal consistency and the test-retest reliability and 

factor analysis procedures of the translated Turkish CES are 

presented separately. 

A. The Transliteral Equivalence Study 

The aim of this study was; to show that the translat­

ed Turkish form is not different from the original English 

CES. Therefore, various statistical analysiS were carried out 

to clarify this issue. 

For an overall picture the means gathered from two 

experimental groups, at first and second testing (A-B, B-A) 

are presented for the study proper in Table 19. 
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Table 19 

CES SubscaLe Means Obtained from the Experimental Groups 
First and Second Testing in the Study Proper 

in 

CES Subscales 

Involvement 

Affiliation 

Teacher Support 

Task Orientation 

Competition 

Or der and Or ganization 

Rule Claritv 

Teacher Control 

Innovation 

Experimental 
Groups 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'"1 

1 

1 

.-, 

Experimental 
Forms 

B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 
A 
B 
B 
A 

B 
B 
A 

Note. The letters represent the 13nguage of the instrument 

a. A is the English CES for~ 

b. B is the translated Turkish CES form 

Total 

N H 

114 
114 

66 
66 

114 
114 
66 
66 

114 
114 

66 
66 

114 
114 
66 
66 

114 
114 
66 
66 

114 
114 

66 
66 

114 
114 
66 
66 

114 
114 

66 
66 

114 
114 
66 
66 

3,46 
3,72 
4,89 
4,18. 
5,17 
5,18 
6,71 
5,30 
4,74 
4,80 
8,26 
6,77 
7,27 
7,65 
9,18 
7,32 
4,98 
5,04 
4,76 
4,27 
3,89 
4,15 
7,67 
6,23 
5,80 
5,75 
6,14 
5,73 
4,47 
4,65 

3,16 
2,87 
4,76 
3,50 
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A two way (language X order) analysis of variance was 

carried out for each subscale. On the first subscale, 

involvement, the difference between the English and Turkish 

scores did not reach significance while the order of 

administ.ration of the alternate forms showed significant 

difference (F = 4.766 at p < .05) as can be seen in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Two \<1ay Analysis of 
Involvement Subscale 

Source of Variation 

Order (A) 

Language (B) 

A x B 

Error 

':':p < .05 

Variance for 
in the Study 

SS 

74.779 

16.044 

4.379 

Langu age and Order on the 
Proper 

DF MS F 

1 74.779 4.766* 

1 6.044 1.023 

1 4.379 .279 

356 15.689 

As presented in Table 21, on the affiliation subscale 

neither the difference between the English and Turkish 

scores, nor the order of administration of these forms 

reached significance level. 

Table 21 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Affiliation Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F 

Order (A) 58.501 1 58.501 2.301 

Language (B) 24.544 1 24.544 .966 

A x B 40.983 1 40.983 1.612 

Error 356 25.421 

On the teacher support subscale, although there was 

no significant difference bet\o/een the English and Turkish 

h O rder of giving alternate forms indicated scores, t.e 

(F 26 499 at P < .0001) as can be observed significance = • 

in Table 22. 
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Table 22 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Lanouaoe and Order on the 
Teacher Support Subsca1e in the Study Pro~er 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) 631. 125 1 631.125 26.499* 
Language (B) 30.625 1 30.625 1.286 
A x B 42.347 1 42.347 1.778 
Error 356 23.817 

'!<p < .0001 

Only a weak significant difference was found between 

the English and Turkish scores (F = 3.412 at p ~ .1), while 

the order of administration of alternate forms pointed out 

non-signifiance on the task orientation subscale as can be 

seen in Table 23. 

Table 23 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Task Orientation Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order (A) 52.105 1 52.105 2.323 

Lan guage (B) 76.544 1 76.544 3.4120:< 

A x B 46.179 1 46.179 2.058 

Error 356 22.434 

*p < . 1 

As can be seen in Table 24, on the competition sub­

scale there was no significant difference between both, the 

English and Turkish scores and the order of giving alternate 

forms. 
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Table 24 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Competition Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F 

Order (A) 20.734 1 20.734 1.632 
Language (B) 4.225 1 4.225 .333 
A x B 3.7!: -: 1 3.747 .295 
Error 356 12.702 

Although there was no significant difference between 

the English and Turkish scores, the order of responding to 

alternate forms showed significance (F = 24.401 at p ~ .0001) 

on the order and organization subscale as presented in Table 

25. 

Table 25 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Lan:;uage and Order on the 
Order and Organization Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation 

Order (A) 

Language (B) 

A x B 

Error 

*p ~ .0001 

ss 

715.270 

42.711 

29.349 

DF 

l 

1 

1 

356 

MS 

715.270 

42.711 

29.349 

29.313 

F 

24.401':' 

1.457 

1.001 

On the rule clarity subscale neither the difference 

bet wee nth e Eng 1 ish and T u r k ish s c 0 :- e s , nor the a r d e r 0 f 

administration of alternate forms reacred significance as can 

be seen in Table 26. 

Although there was no signific3nt difference between 

the English and Turkish scores, the orjer of taking alternate 

froms reached significance (F = 10.663 at p ~ .001) on the 

teacher control sub scale as presented :n Table 27. 
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Table 26 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Rule Clarity Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order ( A) 2.022 1 2.022 .369 

Language (B) 1.344 1 1.344 .246 

A x B 4.288 1 4.288 .783 

Error 356 5.473 

Table 27 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Teacher Control Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF HS F 

Order ( A) 92.842 1 92.842 10.665>,'< 

Language (B) 2.025 1 2.025 .233 

A x B .101 1 . 101 .012 

Error 356 8.705 

*pL .001 

As presented in Table 28, on the innovation subscale 

there was no significant difference between the English and 

Turkish scores ,,,hile the order of responding to alternate 

forms pointed out significant difference (F 

p~ .01). 

Table 28 

7 . 001 at 

Two Way Analysis of Variance for Language and Order on the 
Innovation Subscale in the Study Proper 

Source of Variation SS DF NS F 

Order ( A) 104.051 1 104.051 7.001* 

Language (B) 6.944 1 6.944 .467 

A x B 50.021 1 50.021 3.366 

Error 
356 14.862 

*p< .01. 
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As a summary it can be said that, although the 

results of the two way (language X order) analysis of 

variance generally, except for task orientation subscale, 

showed no significant differences among experimental groups 

(A and B), the order of taking alternate forms (A-B, B-A) 

indicated significant differences in five of the nine CES 

subscales (see Tables 18,20,21,23,25). 

In table 29, the means, standard deviations and the 

correlations of English and Turkish forms for each subscale 

are presented. By using the means of the experimental forms 

(A and B). the difference between the English and the Turkish 

items were analysed by ~-test procedure. Although the results 

showed non-significant differences between the English and 

Turkish items in seven subscales of the CES, task orientation 

and order and organization subscales were indicated signifi­

cant difference at p' .0001 and p ~ .01 respectively (see 

table 29). 

In order to investigate the stability of the sub­

scales, across languages correlation coefficients between the 

first and second testing using alternate forms were computed 

by use of Pearson Product Moment Correlations. These ranged 

from .53 for innovation to .85 for teacher control when the 

English form was given initially and Turkish next. However 

when Turkish form was the first one to be given, the cor­

relations ranged from .45 for teacher support to .89 for 

order and organization as can be observed in Table 30. 
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Table 29 

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and t values for 
the English and Turkish Subscales of the CES 

CES Subscales Language of 
N M SD r t values Items 

Involvement English 180 3.85 2.72 .79 0.96 Turkish 180 3.73 2.60 

Affiliation English 180 5.29 2.32 .70 0.52 Turkish 180 5.22 2.43 

Teacher Support English 180 5.62 2.34 .72 0.99 Turkish 180 5.48 2.48 

English 180 7.76 1.77 .64 3 . 8(}-:<o~ Task Orientation Turkish 180 7.28 2.12 

English 180 4.64 2.06 .69 0.69 Competition Turkish 180 4.72 2.04 

Order and English 180 4.98 3.30 .87 2.71* 
Organization Turkish 180 4.65 3.22 

English 180 5.96 2.38 .72 1,46 Rule Clarity Turkish 180 5.77 2.27 

English 180 4.10 2.65 .83 0.0 Teacher Control Turkish 180 4.10 2.67 

English 180 3.18 2.06 .58 0.37 Innovation Turkish 180 3.23 1.95 

*p 4 .01 
'~*p .L:.. .0001 
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Table 30 

Correlations Bet',,-;:>en the F10rst and S d T f - ~ econ esting or the 
Experimental Groups 

CES Subscsles 

Involvement 

Affiliation 

Teacher Support 

Task Orientation 

Competition 

Order and Orga:1ization 

Rule Clarity 

Teacher Control 

Innovation 

Order of Administering Alternate 
Forms 

English-Turkish 
N=114 

.81 

.71 

.74 

.67 

.68 

.83 

.73 

.85 

.53 

Turkish-English 
N=66 

.77 

.68 

.45 

.57 

.69 

.89 

.73 

.77 

.64 

B. The Reliability Study 

1. The Internal Consistency Part 

This part of the study aimed to demonstrate internal 

consistency of each sub scale of the Turkish CES. 

The means and standard deviations of the total group 

and the subject groups from three different schools \"ere 

computed separately for each subscale as can ben seen in 

Tables 31,32,33,34. 
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Table 31 

Means and Standard Deviations Obtained from the Turkish CES 
Subscale Scores of the Total Sample 

CES Subscales N M SD 

Involvement 625 4.38 3.03 

Affiliation 625 5.71 2.29 

Teacher Support 625 5.45 2.67 

Task Orientation 625 6.96 2.06 

Competition 625 4.98 2.04 

Order and Organization 625 5.60 2.91 

Rule Clarity 625 6.33 2.21 

Teacher Control 625 4.64 2.43 

Innovation 625 3.85 2.23 

Table 32 

Means and Standard Deviations Obtained from the Turkish CES 
Subscale Scores of Robert College Sample 

CES Subscales 

Involvement 

Affiliation 

Teacher Support 

Task Orientation 

Competition 

Order and Organization 

Rule Clarity 

Teacher Control 

Innovation 

N 

228 

228 

228 

228 

228 

228 

228 

228 

228 

M 

4.00 

5.24 

5.68 

7.75 

4.58 

5.04 

6.11 

4.13 

3.35 

SD 

2.74 

2.30 

2.27 

1.82 

2.07 

3.14 

2.39 

2.62 

2.04 
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Table 33 

Means and Standard Deviations Obtained from the Turkish CES 
Subscale Scores of Ni~anta91 Anadolu Lisesi Sample 

CES Subscales N M SD 

Involvement 193 4.46 3.':'1 

Affiliation 193 6.31 2.10 

Teacher Support 193 4.95 3.09 

Task Orientation 193 6.44 1.79 

Competition 193 4.84 2.13 

Order and Organization 193 5.54 3 ,)-._J 

Rule Clarity 193 6.12 2.35 

Teacher Control 193 5.35 2.37 

Innovation 193 3.80 2.44 

Table 34 

Means and Standard Deviations Obtained from the Turkish CES 
Subsca1e Scores of ibrahim Turhan Lisesi Sample 

CES Subscales 

Involvement 

Affiliation 

Teacher Support 

Task Orientation 

Competition 

Order and Organization 

Rule Clarity 

Teacher Control 

Innovation 

N M 

204 4.74 

204 5.66 

204 5.65 

204 6.55 

204 5.56 

204 6.28 

204 6.79 

204 4.52 

204 4.45 

SD 

2.92 

2.32 

2.27 

1 .77 

2.04 

1.76 

2.08 

2.08 
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CES was 

Internal 

consistency of each subscale was computed by using Cronbach's 

alpha technique and item-subscale correlations were calculat­

ed by using Pearson Product Moment Correlation technique. 

Table 35 

Alpha Coefficients of Each Subscale Obtained from the Total 
Sample for Turkish CES 

CES Subscales N Alpha 

Involvement 625 .82 
Affiliation 625 .62 
Teacher Support 625 .75 

Task Orienta tio n 625 .58 

Competition 625 .58 

Order and Organization 625 .80 

Rule Clarity 625 .61 

Teacher Co nt ro 1 625 .71 

Innovation 625 .59 

As can be seen from Table 35 alpha coefficients of 

each subscale ranged from .58 for task orientation and com­

petition to .82 for involvement. 

The average item-subscale correlations ranged from 

.43 for competition to .61 for involvement as can be seen in 

Table 36. 

For each subscale the item-subscale correlations 

ranged from .41 to .73 for involvement, .28 to .60 for 

affiliation, .23 to ,70 for teacher support, .35 to .53 for 

task orientation, .23 to .59 for competition, .42 to .74 for 

order and organization, .33 to .60 for rule clarity, .28 to 

.64 for teacher control and .32 to .60 for innovation as 

presented in Table 37. 
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Table 36 

The Average Item-Subscale Correlations for Each Turkish CES 
Subscales 

CES Su bsca les N Average item-subscale 
r 

Involvement 625 .61 
Affiliation 625 .47 
Teacher Support 625 .55 
Task Orienta tio n 625 .46 
Competition 625 .43 
Order and Organization 625 .60 
Rule Clarity 625 .47 
Teacher Control 625 .52 

Innovation 625 .46 

Table 37 

Results of the Item-Subscale Correlations for Each Turkish 
CES Subscales 

CES 
Subscales 

Item 
Involvement Number 1 10 19 28 37 46 55 64 73 82 .. 

r .73 .61 .70 .70 .48 .68 .47 .69 .41 .68 
Item 

Affi liation Number 2 11 20 29 38 47 56 65 74 83 
r .56 .59 .59 .37 .48 .44 .60 .28 .41 .43 

Teacher 
Item 
Number 3 12 21 30 39 48 57 66 75 84 

Support r .52 .57 .70 .62 .49 .62 .55 .59 .66 .23 

Task 
Item 
Number 4 13 22 31 40 49 58 67 76 85 

Orientation r .53 .36 .42 .49 .35 .45 .46 , .50 .50 .53 
Item 

Competiton Number 5 14 23 32 41 50 59 68 77 86 
r ,40 .56 .58 .59 .35 .34 .44 .36 .23 .48 

Order and 
Item 
Number 6 15 24 33 42 51 60 69 78 87 

Organization r .67 .60 .72 .74 .55 .55 .42 .53 .57 .62 
Item 

Rule Clarity Number 7 16 25 34 43 52 61 70 79 88 
r .45 .39 .55 .60 .50 .33 .51 .47 .41 .49 
Item 

Teacher Control Number 8 17 26 35 44 53 62 71 80 89 
r .48 .63 .49 .60 .51 .60 .64 .55 .44 .28 
Item 

Innovation Number 9 18 27 36 45 54 63 72 81 90 
r .58 .45 .45 .49 .55 .35 .32 .34 .47 .60 



The subscale-subscale correlations of the 
Turkish CES are presented in Table 38. 

Table 38 
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experimental 

Subscale-Subscale Correlations 
CES 

of the Ex pe rimenta 1 Tu rkis h 

~ ~ ~ ~ >. 
0 0 0 "d 0 .j...J ~ 

'M l-;;.l 'M 'M ~ 'M 'M l-;~ 0 
+l CJ l-; ~+l +l cO+l H Q) 0 'M 

CES Subscales 
ttl ..r:: 0 [J) cO 'M cO cO ..r:: H 

.j...J 

'M U ;::l., cO+l +l H N ~ U .j...J cO 
~ crl C-t 

E-< ~ Q) Q) 'M U cO c: :> 
'M Q :J 0- "d c: Q) 0 0 
4-l t-.VJ 'M E l-; cO Q) 

E-<U c: 
4-l H 0 oe;' ~ c: 
< 0 U ::l H 

0 ~ 

Involvement .41 .59 .05 .24 .68 .36 -.20 .48 
Affiliation .33 -.12 .02 .26 .12 -.12 .33 
Teacher Support -.15 -.04 .48 .23 -.54 .57 
Task Orientation .33 .14 .26 .19 -.35 
Competition .22 .26 .26 -.43 
Order and 
Organization .52 -'-.60 .34 

Rule Clarity .16 .l3 

Teacher Control -.36 

As can be viewed in this table the highest correla­

tions are between involvement and teacher support (.59) and 

order and organiation (.68) followed by teacher support being 

correlated highly with innovation (.57), order and organiza­

tion with rule clarity (.52) and teacher support (.48) and 

finally involvement with innovation (.48) while involvement 

and task orientation (.05) and affiliation and competition 

(.02) are correlated at a very low level. Involvement and 

teacher control (-.20); affiliation and task orientation 

(-.12) and teacher control (-.12); teacher support and task 

orientation (-.15) and competition (-.04) and teacher control 

(-.54); task orientation and innovation (-.35); competition 

and innovation (-.43). order and organization and teacher 

1 ( '-0) teacher control and innovation (-.36) are contra -.0 ; 

negatively correlated. 
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2. Test-Retest Reliability Part 

In order to determine the stability of the Turkish 

CES over time, test-retest correlations with one week and two 

week time intervals were computed. The results of the 

relicbility study can be seen in Table 39. 

Table 39 

Test-Retest Correlation Coefficients of Turkish Translation 
of the CES Subscales 

One \veek Two Weeks 
Combined 

CES Subscales Interval Interval 

N r N r N r 

Involvement 60 .95 104 .83 164 .89 
Aff i lia tion 60 .62 104 .66 164 .67 
Teacher Support 60 .87 104 .76 164 .82 
Task Orientation 60 .57 104 .29 164 .42 

Competition 60 .70 104 .54 164 .63 

Order and Organization 60 .88 104 .73 164 .84 

Rule Clarity 60 .55 104 .49 164 .57 

Teacher Control 60 .66 104 .69 164 .74 

Innovation 60 .74 104 .55 164 .64 

As presented in the table the test-retest correlations 

ranged from .55 for rule clarity to .95 for involvement for 

one week time interval, while for the two week time interval 

the correlations reduced; ranging from .29 for task orient­

ation to .83 for involvement. When the combined correlations 

were calculated, they ranged from .42 for task orientation 

to .89 for involvement. 

C. Factor Analysis Study 

When the Turkish CES results were factor analyzed by 

P Al Type, rotate oblique procedure into nine and three 
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factors, the items distributed in the manner explained below. 

It can be seen from Table 40, when the number of 

factors were taken as nine, Factor I included 19 items of the 

90 item CES. It covers eight items of the order and organiza­

tion, seven items from involvement, three ite~s from teacher 

support and one item of the rule clarity subscales. Twelve 

items were identified as belonging to Factor II and F~c~or 

III, each. Factor II had eight items from the teacher control, 

two items from each of the competition and the rule clarity 

subscales. According to the analysis, Factor III had six 

items from the task orientation, three items from the 

competition and two items from teacher support and one item 

from order and organization subscales. Factor IV contained 

only four items while Factor V contained eleven items from 

various subscales. Factor VI covered eight items from the 

affiliation and one item from task orientation subscales. 

Seven items of the rule clarity, two items of the innovation 

and one item from each of the affiliation and order and 

oranization subscales belonged to Factor VII. Factor VIII had 

two items, while Factor IX covered 10 items; six items from 

innovation, three items from teacher support and one item 

from involvement subscales. 

According to these results, teacher support and 

competition subscales were distributed into ~arious factors 

more than other subscales, when the number of factors as 

taken nine. 



Table 40 

The Results of Factor Analysis of the Turkish CES Form, when Factor Analyzed into Nine Factors 

Original Subscales 

Factors Item Numbers of the Original CES 

Teacher- Task Order and Rule Teacher 
Total 

Involvement Affiliation 
Support Orientation 

Competition 
Organization Clarity Control 

Innovation Nllmbers 
of Items 

Factor I 1-10-19-28 12-66-75 6-15-24- 16 19 
46-64-82 33-42-51 

69-87 ---------------------------
Factor II 41-50 7-43 8-17-35 12 

44-53-62 
71-89 

Factor III 39-48 31-49-58 23-68-86 60 l2 
67-76-85 ._---------------------------------------

Factor IV 30 14-77 54 4 
Factor V 37-73 38 4-40 5-32-59 26-80 27 11 

Factor VI 2-11-20 13 9 
47-56-65 
74-83 

Factor VII 29 78 25-34-52 36-72 11 
61-70-79 
88 ._-------------------

Factor VIII 84 22 2 

Factor IX 55 3-21-57 9-18-45 10 
63-81-91J 

-....J 
N 
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As Table 41 shows when the number of factors were 

limited to three, 59 of the 90 CBS items corresponded to 

Factor I and this factor contained about all of the subscales 

except task orientation and teacher control subscales. Each 

of these two subscales iyere identified as belonging to 

different factors. Factor II had nine items from the original 

teacher control, three items from rule clarity and two items 

from the competition subscales. While Factor III contained 

nine items 

competition 

of 

and 

the 

one 

task orientation, 

item from each 

three 

oft he 

items of the 

affiliation, 

teacher support and rule clarity subscales. Finally, two 

items of the innovation subscale, items 63 and 72, Here 

negatively correlated with all of the factors. 



Table 41 

The Results of Factor Analysis of the Turkish CES Form, when Factor Analyzed into Three Factors 

Original Subscales 

Factors I tem Numbers of the Driginal CES 
------------------------------------------------------------

Teacher- Task Order and Rule Teacher 
Total 

Involvement Affiliation 
Support Orientation 

Campeti tion 
Organization Clarity Control 

Innovation Nurrbers 
of Items -

Factor I 1-10-19-28 2-11-20 3-12-21 40 14-23-32 6-15-24 16-34-61 89 9-18-27 59 
37-46-55 29-38-47 30-39-48 68-86 33-42-51 70-79-88 36-45-54 
64-73-82 56-74-83 57-66-75 60-69-78 81-90 

87 
----_. 
Factor II 41-77 7-25-43 8-17-26 14 

35-44-53 
62-71-80 

Factor III 65 84 4-13-22 5-50-59 52 
15 

31-49-58 
67-76-85 

~ 

+:--
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VL DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to adapt the CES into 

Turkish. For tihs aim, the following steps were carried out: 

1) The CES was translated from English to Turkish by back­

translation technique, 2) the transliteral equivalence of the 

Turkish CES was tested, 3) the reliability study which 

included internal consistency, item-subscale correlations, 

subscale-subscale correlations and test-retest reliabIlity and 

4) the factor analysis of the data obtained from the Turkish 

CES were carried out. 

In the transliteral equivalence study, it was 

expected that each subscale scores would show high similarity 

between the English and Turkish forms regardless of the order 

of taking alternate forms. The results of the pilot study 

with a small N showed that, there was no significant 

difference between the Englsih and the Turkish forms and order 

of responding to them. According to the statistical analysis 

of the study proper, except for task orientation subscale all 

other subscales' scores indicated similarity between the two 

languages while the order of taking alternate forms showed 

significant differences for five of the nine CES subscales. 

These subscales arei involvement, teacher support, order and 

organization, teacher control and innovation. 

The scores of both experimental groups were affected 

by the language of the scale at the first assessment. If the 

initial given form was in English the mean scores \Vere 

g en era 11 y 10\ifer not anI yin Eng 1 ish, but a 1 s a ant he T u r k ish 

form that \Vas administered about ten days later. 1,.Jhen the 

initial form was in Turkish the scores for both assessment 

were higher as compared to the scores of the other group who 

took the English and Turkish forms respectively. Furthermore 

in comparison to Group I (English-Turkish), Group II (Turkish­

English) had higher scores in eight subscales of the CES, 
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except for teacher control. These results sho~ed that when 

Turkish students responded to the Turkish :orm, they had 

higher scores, although the Turkish and Englis~ forms, except 

for one subscale are found to be transliterally equal. 

The reason for the difference of the results of the 

pilot study and the study proper can be the Qifferent edu­

cational level and age of students who participated in each 

of the studies. The pilot study subjects were from Bogazi~i 

University while the subjects for the study proper were from 

the highschool educational level. This difference in subject 

pOPtilations might be responsible for differe:1tial conceptu­

alization of the items given in different langu3ges. 

The difference in the study proper t~3t seems to be 

the consequence of order of taking the CES in English or 

Turkish initially can be due to a difference in construeing 

the items in a different way when the language changes. With 

the initial introduction to the items setting the manner of 

construing. 

A suggestion for future research to i:1vestigate this 

point further would be; to compare results of I3ctor analysis 

and iteITl-subscale correlations carried out '",-ith a group of 

subjects for both their English and Turkish f~r~s' results. 

Another route to follow can be; to co~juct interviews 

with the students who \.Jill be given the CES in both 

languages focusing on their way of giving :-':'2~1ning to each 

item. K2gltC;lba.;n (personal communication, ::~1rch 31, 1989) 

very effectively talked about this issue of attributing very 

different meaning to concepts in differe:-:::: cultures and 

groups. The students in the present stuJy, under the 

influence of varying cultures can be set to respond with the 

meaning based on the particular cultural norms that is 

indicated with the language of the question. 
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By using the means of the English form and the 

Turkish experimental form, the difference between the English 

and Turkish i terns was analyzed by t-test. In seven of the 

nine CES subscales, the results indicated non-significant 

difference between English and Turkish items. Significance 

was seen in task orirntation and order and organization sub­

scales. As presente~before in two way analysis of variance, 

task orientation showed significant difference between 

English and Turkish scores. also. Consequently two different 

analysis suggested that, task orientation subscale's En lish 

and Turkish items are not transl~ter"Ci~>~y equal. 
_---~----.rL" .. "- '._ ... ~._ .. _~.,.,_~_. 

Correlations between the English and Turkish forms' 

subscales in Group I who had taken the English form initially 

and Turkish form next, ranged from .53 for innovation to .85 

for teacher control. Group II who had responded to the 

Turkish form first, English form second had correlations be­

tween English and Turkish CES subscales ranging from .45 for 

teacher support to .89 for order and organization. 

Since as analysis of variance findings indicate the 

difference is not one of language, the lower correlations 

can be attributed to the variance in conceptualization of the 

phenomena when presented in English or Turkish. The construct 

system that is triggerred seems to be different. 

When it comes to reliability of the Turkish experi­

mental form, according to results of the internal consistency 

analysis, alphas ranged from .58 for task orientation and 

competition to .82 for involvement and the average subscale 

alpha was .67. These alpha values are similar to Moos and 

Trickett's (1987) and Fisher and Fraser's (1983) findings for 

the original CES. Moos and Trickett's results ranged from .67 

for competition to .86 for teacher control and the average 

subscale alpha was .80, even though they used the class means 

as the unit of analysis. Fisher and Fraser's study's internal 

result s ranooed from .60 for competition to .90 consistency 
for order and organization and the mean subscale alpha was 



78 

.75 when the classroom IS megn we re taken as the unit of 
analysis. However, when the individual scores were taken as 

the unit of analysis as they were in the present study with 

the same sample, results ranged from .51 for competition to 

.75 for order. and organization and the mean of subscales 

alpha was .62. Thus, it can be said that the Cronbach's alpha 

coefficients established for the Turkish experimental CES are 

very similar to original CES ~hen the unit of analysis is the 

same, specifically, individual students rather than classes. 

The average item-subscale correlations ranged from 

.43 for competition to .61 for involvement and the mean of 

average item-subscale correlation was .51. These results are 

very close to Moos and Trickett's results. They found the 

mean of the average item-subscale correlation as .52 and 

average ite~-subscale correlations ranged from .44 for 

competition to .57 for involvement and teacher control. 

The subscale intercorrelations of the Turkish form 

are quite close to the subscale intercorrelations of the 

original English CES. The most similar correlations are be­

tween affiliation and tegcher support that is .34 for the 

English scale and .33 for the Turkish form, between rule 

clarity and affiliation whict is .12 for both forms, between 

rule clarity and competition ~hich is .26 for both forms and 

between teacher control and innovation which is -.33 for the 

English scale and -.36 for the Turkish form. 

The result of the test-retest study, for one \oJeek 

interval, ra:1ged from .55 for :r-ule clarity to .95 for involve­

ment with a mean of .73 for the nine subscales. \{hen time 

interval was two weeks, rel::'ability scores ranged from .29 

for task orientation to .83 :or involvement and the mean of 

the nine su1::>scales was .62. ',·:ith- two week time interval, two 

computed to be l')wer than .50. One of them was scores were 

rule clarity (.49) and the at:Ter was task orientation (.29). 
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The results of analysis of variance and t-test with 

regard to difference between English and Turkish versions of 

the CES also had indicated that, task orientation is not 

transliterally similar and has the lowest alpha value. It 

seems that this subscale does not have transliteral equiva­

lence, nor sufficient internal consistency and temporal 

stability. As a consequence of these findings it can be said 

that, the items of the task orientation of the Turkish CES 

should be reexamined. 

When the items of the Turkish CES were factor 

analyzed, they indicated some difference in construction from 

the original CES. However some groupings were obtained in 

some factors as in the English CES. The items of involvement, 

affiliation, task orientation, order and organization, rule 

clarity, teacher control and innovation group together in 

similar fashion as in the English form. 

When the factor analysis was carried out with nine 

as the limit on factors; seven factors emerged with nine or 

more items each. Factor I comprised of seven items of the 

original involvement subscale, eight of the original order 

and organization items and three teacher support items. It 

can be argued that the relationship dimension and system 

maintenance and change dimensions exist in both cultures, yet 

are not based on the same premises. For example; involvement 

for the students to take place they might need and desire 

more order and organization in Turkey than in the U.S. 

Factor II, singled out the teacher control subscale 

with eight of its items; fitting in with the Turkish rela­

tional value system in families and in schools being control 

oriented (Kaglt~lba9l, 1989). 

Factor III merged task orientation and competition 

subscales taking six and three items from each respectively, 

one su b scale for personal growth or goal orient­comprising 

ation. 
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F='1ctor VI "th " Wl nlne items and eight out of them 

belonging to affill" t" 1 "1 d ~ - a lon, a so slng e out 3n important 

aspect for the Turkish students; the relationship of peers. 

Factor VII had 11 items and seven of them belonged 

to rule clarity and Factor IX contained 10 iteos and six of 

them were from innovation subscale of the original CES~ Other 

three factors had a small number of items from different 

subscales. 

The original teacher support and competition sub­

scales' items spread out to different factors in the present 

analysis. This can be perhaps explained by the fact that, 

teacher support as practiced and experienced in the American 

culture and classes does not at all exist in a similar manner 

in the Turkish classrooms. Looking at the items closely it 

is quite self explaratory; for example "the teacher takes a 

personal interest in students, the teacher is more like a 

friend than an authority, the teacher goes out of his way to 

help students". In general with big classes the teacher do 

not have time and energy to go out of his wav and to show 

personal interest in each student. Also within the existing 

normative structure the teacher is supposed to be an 

authoriti- not a friend in Turkey (A.Oktay, personal 

communication, March 10, 1989). 

I';hen competition is considered, again, there is the 

basic variation in norms. American society having a strong 

underlying individualistic and competitive normative network 

as co=pared to the more relational and cooperative norms in 

Turke:;. The competitive behavior, thus, might not exist in 

the same form and with similar emphasis in the Turkish class-

room (Kaglt~lba§l, 1989). 

The factor analysis that was carried out with a limit 

of three, yielded an interesting picture. Teacher control and 

task orientation items formed into factors in their own right 

while the rest lumped together. These findings, than, suggest 
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that though we can talk about multidimensions in a Turkish 

class we can not talk about having the same dimensions 

grouped under the three main headinos as in the U.S. Yet if 
'" 

it is also worthwhile to remember that the previous empirical 

studies that are reported do not support the theoretical 

dimensions established by Hoos and Trickett. That is the 

existing factor analytic studies on the original English 

CES indicate that the nine theoretical dimensions covered 

under three major factors or constructs do not hold 

empirically. For instance; Schultz obtained three main 

factors; each of them containing different subscales from the 

original CES. Wright and Cowen identified four factors where­

as Humphrey obtained five and Trickett and Quinland got six 

factors (Moos and Trickett, 1987). 

Present study as previous studies support the multi­

dimensionality of the CES with different groupings of the 

items, as compared to the original English version of the 

CES. 

When the means of each subscale obtained from three 

Turkish schools are compared to those stated by Moos based 

on the American sample that were found to signify different 

types of classrooms such as; relationship oriented, innova-

tion 

oriented, 

oriented, task oriented, supportive-competition 

unstruct'lred-competi tion oriented and control 

oriented. Turkish classrooms were found similar to both task 

oriented and supportive-competition oriented classrooms in 

the U.S. These classrooms in the U.S. are said to stress task 

orientation, rule clarity, order and organization, affili­

ation and teacher support. Considering the Turkish educati­

onal system and the dominant values, that is, an emphasis on 

control and authority existing along with affection and close 

relations; the above picture fits in. 

The present study is a first step towards the assess­

ment of classrooms in Turkey and the key to higher quailty 

education and student growth and development. 



82 

REFERENCES 

Adams,J. (1983). Preferences for the ideal classroom environ­

ment: A comparison bet~een gifted and nongifted 
students (Doctoral disserta.tion, University of 

Tennessee, 1982). Dissertation Abstract International 

43,2869A. 

Ballantine,J.H. (1983). The sociology of education: A syste­

matic analysis. Eng1a,vood Cliffs:Prentic~-Hall. 

Bar in e au , T . B . ( 1982). C 1 as s roo m c 1 i mat e and tea c her s t res s 

(Doctoral dissertation, University of Houston, 1981). 

Dissertation Abstracts International, 42,3354A. 

Blair,G.N. , Simpson,S.R. , Jones,R.H. (1962) . Educational 

psychology (2nd ed.). New York:Macmillan. 

Boocock,S.S. (1980). Sociology of education:An introduction 

(2nd ed.). Boston:Houghton Mifflin. 

Brembeck.C.S. (1966). Social foundations of education: A 

cross cultural approach, New York:John Wiley and Sons. 

B roo k 0 v e r , B . IV • ( 19 55 ). A soc i 0 log y 0 fed u cat ion. New Y 0 r k : 

American Book. 

B E (19 82). The climates within classrooms:A partial rown, . 

function of roles (Doctoral dissertation, University 

o f Mar y 1 and , 1 9 8 1 ). Dis s e r tat ion A b s t rae ts I n t ern -

ational, 43,291B. 

C h e s 1 e r , H . A ., C a v e , W . PI. (1981). .S 0 c i 0 log y 0 fed u cat ion. N e \, 

York:MacMillan. 

C P C L u S (1985). Self-esteem: Its relationship tv heung, 00, a,. 
the family and school social environments among 

Chinese adolescents. Youth and Societ~, 16,438-456. 



83 

Chiou,G.F. (1985). Students' perceptions of classroom 

environment and quality of school life (Doctoral 

dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1985). Disser­

tation Abstracts International, 46,1558A. 

Coladarci,A.P. (1955). Educational psychology:A book of 

readings. New York:Henry Holt. 

Costello,R.W. (1985). The relationship between the students' 

perception of the classroom social climate and 

academic achievement in abi lity grouped ninth grade 

mathematics and English in a selected Indiana high 

school (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana University, 

1984). Dissertation Abstracts International, 45,3058A. 

DeYoung,A. (1977). Classroom climate and class success:A case 

study at the University level. Journal of Educational 

Research, 70,252-257. 

Felner,R., Aber,M., Primavera,J., Cauce,A. (1985). Adaptation 

and vulnerability in high risk adolescents:An examin­

ation of environmental mediators. American Journal 

of Community Psychology, 13,365-379. 

Fisher,D., Fraser,B. (1983). Validity and use of the Class­

room Environment Scale. Educational Evaluation and 

Policy Analysis, 5,261-271. 

Fraser,B., Fisher,D. (1982). Predicting students' outcomes 

from their perceptions of classroom psychosocial 

environment. American Educational Research Journal, 

19,498-518. 

B F · h D (1983a). Development and validation of Fraser, ., 1S er, . 

short forms of some instruments measuring student 

perceptions of actual and preferred classroom learn­

ing environment. ~cience Education, 67,115-131. 



Fraser,B., Fisher,D. (1983b). USe of actual and preferred 

classroom environment scales if:: person-environr::ent 

fit research. Journal of Educati~n31 Psychology, 75, 

303-313. 

Fraser,B., Pearse,R., Azmi. (1982). A study of Indonesian 

students' perceptions of classroom psychosocial 

environment. International Revie" of Education, 28, 

337-355. 

Fry,P.S., Coe,K.J. (1980). Interaction 3i:10ng dimensions of 

academic motivation and classro0::1 social climate:A 

study of the perceptions of jUClior high and high 

school pupils. British Jourru.l of Educational -------------------------------------
Psychology, 50,33-42. 

Harpin,P., Sandler,I. (1979). Interacti')l1 of sex, locus of 

control and teacher control:Toward a stl'dent-Cl~ss-

room match. American Journal of CO~illunity Psychology, 

7,621-632. 

Harty,H., Hassan,H. (1983). Student control ideology and the 

science classroom environment in urban secon~ary 

schools of Sudan. Journal of ~esearch in Science 

Teaching, 20,851-859. 

Hutcherson,SoJ. (1982). The relationship or the job satis:ac­

tion of classroom teachers to s:udent perceptioDs of 

classroom satisfaction (Doc=oral dissertat~on, 

University of Nebraska, 1931). Dissertation Abstr~cts 

International, 42,3826A. 

Ka~lt~lba~1,g.(1989, March). Family a~d socialization in 

cross cultural perspective:A model of ch2~ge. 

S y m pas i u m con due ted 9. t the m e e tin g 0 f the Neb r ~ s ka 

Symposium, Nebraska. 



85 

Kolesnik,'''.B. (1970). Educational psychology (2nd ed.). New 

York:Mc Graw-Hill Book. 

Lovitz,A. (1975). An investigation of the relationship be­

tween stress, perception of classroom environment and 

academic performance (Doctoral dissertation, Univer­

sity of North Carolina, 1974). Dissertation Abstracts 

International, 36,191A. 

Hoos,R. (1979). Educational climates. In H.Walberg (Ed.), 

Educational environments and effects:Evaluation, 

policy, and productivity (pp.79-100). California:Mr. 

Cutchan. 

Hoos,R. (1980). Evaluating classroom learning environments. 

Studies in Educational Evaluation, 6,239-252. 

Moos,R. (1984). Context and coping:Toward a unifying concep­

tual framework. American Journal of Community Psycho­

logy, 12,5-25. 

Moos,R. (1987). The social climate scales a user's guide. 

California:Consulting Psychologists. 

Moos,R., Moos,B. (1978). Classroom social climate and student 

absences and grades. Journal of Educational Psycho-

10gy,70,263-269. 

Moos,R., Trickett,E. (1987). Classroom environment scale 

manual (2nd ed.). California: Consulting Psychologists. 

Morris,E. (1985). An examination of the effects of the 

teacher's race on black and white urban high school 

students' perceptions of their classroom social 

climate (Doctoral dissertation, University of Mary­

land, 1984). Dissertation Abstracts International, 

46,1410A. 



86 

Hurrel,S.A. (1973). Community psych)logy and social systems: 

A conceptual framework and intervention guide. New 

York:Behavioral. 

Nielsen,H., Boos,R. (1978). ExplorJ.tion and adjustment in 

high school classrooms:A st~dy of person-environment 

fit. J 0 urn a 1 0 f Ed u cat ion a 1 ? e sea r c h, 72, 52- 57 . 

Parker,K. (1982). The relationship ~f person-environment fit 

and social climate in home ~nd classroom to indivi­

dual behavioral adjustment ~n first grade (Doctoral 

dissertation, Southern IILnois University, 1981). 

Dissertation Abstracts Inter~ational, 42,4204B. 

Persaud,G. (1977). School authorit:r pattern and students' 

social development in sele::ted primary schools in 

Jamaica (Doctoral disserta:ion, Department of Edu-

cation, Stanford Universi:y, 1976). Dissertation 

Abstracts International, 37,5159A. 

Pond,W.K. (1974). Interrelationshi~s between the organiza­

tional climates of secondarT classrooms as perceived 

by both the teachers and st~~ents of those classrooms 

(Doctoral dissertation, Uni~~rsity of Maryland, 1973) 

Dissertation Abstracts Inte;-~ationaL,· 35, 137A. 

Schreck,R.J. (1977). An investigat::on of the relationships 

of perceived classroom s~~ial climate, perceived 

school organizational cli8a:~ and student personality 

(Doctoral dissertation, Cr;~versity of Connecticut, 

1977). Dissertation Abstrac:s International, 38,584A. 

Schultz,R. (1979). Student importanc2 ratings as an indicator 

of the structure of actual ~~d ideal sociopsychologi­

cal climates. Journal of Ec~cational Psychology, 71, 

827-839. 



87 

Schultz,R. (1983). Sociopsychological climates and teacher­

bias expectancy: A possible mediating mechanism. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 75,167-173. 

Schwartz,L.L. (1972). Educational psychology. Boston:Holbrook. 

Seitchick,M. (1980). The effect of teacher support and 

challenge on student involvement (Doctoral disserta­

tion, Department of Education, Temple University, 

1980). Dissertation Abstracts International, 41,172A. 

Toro,P., Cowen,E., Gesten,E., Weissberg,R., Rapkin,B., David­

son,E. (N8S). Social environmental predictors of 

children's adjustment in elementary school c lass­

rooms. American Journal of Community Psychology, 13, 

353-364. 

Trickett,E. (1978). Toward a social-ecological conception of 

adolescent socialization:Normative data on contrast-

ing types of public schools. Child Development, 49, 

408-414. 

Trickett ,E.J., McConahay ,J . B. , Phillips,D. , Ginter,M.A. 

(1985). Natural experiments and the educational 

context:The environment and effects of an alternative 

inner city public school on adolescents. America;") 

Journal of Community Psychology, 13,617-643. 

Trickett,E., Moos,R. (1973). The social environments of 

junior high and high school classrooms. Journal of 

Educational Psychology,65,93-102. 

Trickett,E., Trickett,P., Castro,J., Schaffner,P. (1982). The 

i n d e pen den t s c h 0 ole x per i e n c e : Asp e c t s 0 f the norma t i '; e 

environments of single-sex and coed secondary 

schools. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74,37~-

381. 



88 

Turner,J. (1977). Psychology for the classroom. London: 

Hethuen. 

Turpin,R. (1982). Classroom climate, general ability and 

anxiety in a basic skills program for Saudi Arabian 

naval trainees (Doctoral dissertation, Department of 

Education, Stanford University, 1982). ,Dissertation 

Abstracts International, 42,4710A. 

Hatson,R.E. (1982) . Teacher self-concept and classroom 

environment (Doctoral dissertation, University of 

Kansas, 1981). Dissertation Abstracts International, 

43,1788A. 

Hright,S. (1981). Perceived environment and its relation to 

student outcome (Doctoral dissertation, University 

of Rochester, 1980). Dissertation Abstracts Intern­

ational, 41,3597B. 

Hright,S., Cowen,E.(1985). The effects of peer teaching on 

student perceptions of class environment, adjustment 

and academic performance. American Journal 

Community Psychology, 13,417-431. 

Zax,H., Specter,G.A. (1974). An Introduction to Community 

Psychology. New York:John Hiley 3.nd Sons. 

of 



89 

REFERENCES NOT CITED 

F i s k e , D . \~ . ( 19 71 ). Mea sur i n g the con c e p t s 0 f P e!" son ali t y • 

Chicago:Aldine. 

Mischel,W. (1968). Personality and assessment. Ne~ York:John 

Hiley and Sons. 

Shohtz,F.C. (1965). Research Methods in Personality. New 

York:Appleton Century Crofts. 



APPENDIX A 

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALE 

FORM R 

90 



91 

A Social Climate Scale 

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALE 

Instructions 

There are 90 statements in this booklet. They are 

statements about high school and junior high school class­

rooms. You are to decide which of these statements are true 

of your classroom and which are false. 

Make all your marks on the separate answer sheet. If 

you think a statement is true or mostly true of your class, 

make an X in the box labeled T (true), if you think the 

statement is false, or mostly false, make X in the box 

labeled F (false). 

Do not make any marks on this booklet. 



92 

1. Students put a lot of energy into what they do here. 

2. Students in this class get to know eac~ other really well. 

3. This teacher spends very little time just talking with students. 

4. Almost all class time is spent on the lesson for the day. 

5. Students don't feel pressured to compete here. 

6. This is a well-organized class. 

7. There is a clear set of rules for students to folow. 

8. There are very few rules to follow. 

9. New ideas are always being tried out here. 

10. Students daydream a lot in this class. 

11. Students in this class aren't very interested in getting to know 
other students. 

12. The teacher takes a personal interest in students. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Students 

Students 

Students 

Rules in 

are expected to stick to classwork in this 

try hard to get the best grade. 

are almost always quiet in this class. 

this class seem to change a lot. 

class. 

17. If a student breaks a rule in this class, he's sure to get in trouble. 

18. What students do in class is very different on different days. 

19. Students are often "clock-watching" in this class. 

20. A lot of friendships have been made in this class. 

21. The teacher is more like a friend tha~ an authority. 

22. We often spend more time discussing outside student activities than 
class-related material. 

23. Some students always try to see who can answer questions first. 

24. Students fool around a lot in this c12ss. 

25. The teacher explains what will happen if a student breaks a rule. 

26. The teacher is not very strict. 

27. New and different ways of teaching are not tried very often in this 
class. 

28. Most students in this class really pay attention to what the teacher 
is saying. 

29. It's easy to get a group together for 3 project. 

30. The teacher goes out of his way to help students. 

31. Getting a certain amount of classwork done is very important in this 
class. 

32. Students don't compete with each other here. 

33. This class is often in an uproar. 

34. The teacher explains what the rules are. 
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35. Students can get in trouble with the teacher for talkino when they're 
not supposed to. 0 

36. The teacher likes students to try unusual projects. 

37. Very few students take part in class discussions or activities. 

38. Students enjoy working together on projects in this class. 

39. Sometimes the teacher embarrasses students for not knowing the right 
answer. 

40. Students don't do much work in this class. 

41. A student's grade is lowered if he gets homework in late. 

42. The teacher hardly ever has to tell students to get back in their 
seats. 

43. The teacher makes a point of sticking to the rules he's made. 

44. Students don't ar~ays have to stick to the rules in this class. 

45. Students have very little to say about how class time is spent. 

46. A lot of students "doodle" or pass notes. 

47. Students enjoy helping each other with homework. 

48. This teacher "talks down" to students. 

49. We usually do as such as we set out to do. 

50. Grades are not very important in this class. 

51. The teacher often has to tell students to calm down. 

52. \~hether or not students can get away with something depends on how 
the teacher is feeling that day. 

53. Students get in trouble if they're not in their seats when the class 
is supposed to start. 

54. The teacher thinks up unusual projects for students to do. 

55. Students sometimes present something they've worked on to the class. 

56. Students don't have much of a chance to get to know each other in 
this class. 

57. If students want to talk about something this teacher will find time 
to do it. 

58. If a student misses class for a couple of days, it takes some effort 
to catch up. 

59. Students here don I t care about what grades the other students are 
getting. 

60. Assignments are usually clear so everyone knows what to do. 

61. There are set ways of working on things. 

62. It's easier to get in trouble here than in a lot of other classes. 

63. Students are expected to follow set rules in doing their work. 

64. A lot of students seem to be only half awake during this class. 

65. It takes a long time to get to know e'{erybody by his first name in 

this class. 
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66. This teacher wants to knm.,r what students themselves want to learn. 
about. 

67. This teacher often takes time out from the lesson plan to talk about 
other things. 

68. Students have to work for a good grade in this class. 

69. This class hardly ever starts on time. 

70. In the first few weeks the teacher explained the rules about what 
students could and could not do in this class. 

71. The teacher will put up with a good deal. 

72. Students can choose where they sit. 

73. Students sometimes do extra work on their own in the class. 

74. There are groups of students who don't get along in class. 

75. This teacher does not trust students. 

76. This class is more a social hour than a place to learn something. 

77. Sometimes the class breaks up into groups to compete with each other. 

78. Activities in this class are clearly and carefully planned. 

79. Students aren't ali-rays sure if something is against the rules or not. 

80. The teacher will kick a student out of class if he acts up. 

81. Students do the same kind of homework almost every day. 

82. Students really enjoy this class. 

83. Some students in this class don't like each other. 

84. Students have to watch what they say in this class. 

85. The teacher sticks to classwork and doesn't get sidetracked. 

86. Students usually pass even if they don't do much. 

87. Students don't interrupt the teacher when he's talking. 

88. The teacher is consistent in dealing with students ,,,ho break the 
rules. 

89. When the teacher makes a rule, he means it. 

90. In this class, students are allowed to make up their own projects. 
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SOO ALTOLQEK VE BOYUT TANIMLARI 

!Li§Ri BOYUTIT 

1. KATILIH (involvement): Ogrencilerin slnIf etkinliklerine 

ilgi ve dikkat gosterme dereceleri, tartI 9malara katI1ma-

1arl ve kendiliklerinden fazladan ~alI9ma1arl. 

2. YAKINLIK DERECESi (affiliation): Ogrencilerin birbirleri­

ni yakIndan tanImak, birbirlerine ev odev1erinde yardImcI 

olmak ve birlikte ~all~maktan zevk almak ~eklinde yansIt­

tIklarl arkada$llk derecesi. 

3. OGRETMENDEN GORULEN DESTEK (teacher support): Ogretmenin 

ogrencilere gosterdigi yardIm ve arkada$llgln miktarl, 

ogrenci1er1e ne derece a~lk konu9tugu. guvendigi ve onla­

rIn fikir1eri ile ilgilendigi. 

BiREYSEL GELI§ME/AMACA YONELME BOYUTU 

1. AMACA YONELME (task orientation): Planlanan faaliyetlerin 

tamamlanmaslnln ve konu uzerinde durulmaslnln vurgulanma 

miktarl. 

2. REKABET (competition): Ogrenci1erin not ic;:in ve kendini 

gosterme konusunda ne kadar rekabet ettikleri ve iyi not 

alabi1menin gu~lligu. 

SISTEMI KaRUMA VE SiSTEM DEGi§IMI BOYUTU 

1. DUZEN VB ORGANIZASYON (order and organization): Ogrencile­

rin duzenli ve terbiyeli davranmaLarlnln. okul odevlerinin 

ayrIntI11 organizasyonunun ve slnIf faaLiyetlerinin vurgu-

lanmaSl. 

2. KURALLARIN AGIKLIGI (rule clarity): AC;:lk kurallar dizisinin 

olu9turulmasl ve surdiiriilmesi, ogrencilerin bu kura11arl 

izlemedik1erinde kar§IL393caklarl sonu~larl bilmeleri, og­

retmenin kurala uymayan ogrenci1ere kar§1 olan tutumundaki 

tutarllllk derecesi. 
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3. OGRETMEN KONTROLU (teacher control): Ogretrnenin kurallarl 

uygularnadaki slklllg1, kurallar takip edilrnediginde uygu­

ladlgl cezanln 9iddeti ve ogrencilerin slnlfta ba$lnln ne 

kadar derde girdigi. 

4. YENILIK/YARATICILIK (innovation): Ogrencilerin slnlf faa­

yetlerinin planlanrnaslna ne kadar katklda bulunduklarl ve 

o g ret rn en in yen i t e k n i k 1 e r k u 11 a n rn a ve y a rat 1 c 1 f i k i r 1 e r i 

desteklerne derecesi. 
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THE ITEMS RECONSIDERED DURING THE TRANSLATION PROCESS 

8. There are very few rules to follow. 

10. Students daydream a lot in this class. 

13. Students are expected to stick to classwork in this class. 

15. Students are almost always quiet in this class. 

18. What students do in class is very different on different 
days. 

22.I-Ie often spend more time discussing outside student 
activities than class-related material. 

24. Students fool around a lot in this class. 

29. It's easy to get a group together for a project. 

40. Students don't do much work in this class. 

41. A student's grade is 10\vered if he gets homework in late. 

42. The teacher hardly ever has to tell students to get back 
in their seats. 

43. The teacher makes a point of sticking to the rules he's 
made. 

44. Students don't always have to stick to the rules in this 
class. 

45. Students have very little to say about how class time is 
spent. 

46. A lot of students "doodle" or pass notes. 

50. Grades are not very important in this class. 

51. The teacher often has to tell students to calm down. 

52.lvhether or not students can get a,,,ay with something 
depends on how the teacher is feeling that day. 

55. Students sometimes present something they've worked on 
to the class. 

60. Assignments are usually clear so everyone knows what to 
do. 

61. There are set ways of working on things~ 

62. It's easier to get in trouble here than in a lot of other 
classes. 

63. Students are expected to follow set rules in doing their 
work. 

67. This teacher often takes time out from the lesson plan 
to talk about other things. 

72. Students can choose \ .. her€: they si t-

8l. Students do the same kind of home\<lork almost every day. 

84. Students have to \<latch what they say in this class. 
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85. The teacher sticks to classwork and doesn't get side­
tracked. 

86. Students usually pass even if they don't do much, 

88. The teacher is consistent in dealing with students who 
break the rules. 
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Bir Sosyal ~evre Olyegi 

SINIF ORTAMI OL~EGi 

Bu kitapy1kta 90 ifade bulunmaktad1r. Bu ifade1er or­

taokul ve lise sln1flar1 hakk1ndadlr. Sizden bu ol~egi belli 

bir ders i~in doldurman1z istenmektedir. Bu ders i~in ifade­

lerin hangilerinin dogru ve hangilerinin yanl19 olduguna ka­

rar veriniz. 

Tum i 9aret1erinizi cevap kag1d1 uzerinde yap1n1Z. 

Eger ifadenin sizin slil1f1n1z i~in dogru veya gene11ik1e dog­

ru oldugunu dU9unuyorsan1z D (dogru) kutusuna X i 9areti ko­

yunuz. Eger ifadenin yanl19 veya gene1lik1e yanl19 oldugunu 

dU9unuyorsan1z Y (yanl19) kutusuna X i 9areti koyunuz. 

Bu kitapy1k uzerinde herhangi bir i 9aretleme yapmay1-

n1z. 
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SINIF ORTAMI OLQEGi 

1. Ogrenciler bu derste yapt1k1ar1n1 hevesle yaparlar. 

2. Bu dersteki ogrenciler birbirlerini zaman1a ~ok iyi tan1r1ar. 

3. Bu ogretmen ogrenciler1e sadece sohbet etmeye ~ok az zaman ay1r1r. 

4. Hemen hemen tiim ders saati 0 gunun dersini i 91emeye ayr1hr. 

5. Bu derste ogrenciler birbirleri i1e rekabet etmek i~in bir bask1 his-
setmez1er. 

6. Bu, iyi organize edilmi9 bir derstir. 

7. Bu derste ogrencilerin uymas1 gereken be1irli kura11ar vard1r. 

8. Bu derste uyulacak ~ok az kural vard1r. 

9. Bu derste her zaman yeni fikirler denenir. 

10. Ogrenciler bu derste slk slk hayale dalarlar. 

11. Bu dersteki ogrenciler diger ogrencileri tan1mak1a fazla ilgi1i de-
gildirler. 

12. Bu ogretmen ogrencilere ki~isel i1gi gosterir. 

13. Bu derste ogrencilerden sln1f ~al19ma1ar1na bag11 kalma1ar1 bek1enir. 

14. Ogrenciler bu derste Sllllftaki en iyi notu a 1mak i~in ~ok gayret 
ederler. 

15. Bu derste ogrenciler hemen hemen her zaman sakindir1er. 

16. Bu dersteki kura1lar sanki slk slk degi9iyor. 

17. Eger bu derste bir ogrenci bir kura1a uymaz ise, mutlaka ba91 derde 
girer. 

18. Ogrenciler bu derste her gUn farkll geyler yaparlar. 

19. Bu derste ogrenciler ~ogun1uk1a dakikalan sayar1ar. 

20. Bu derste bir~ok arkada911k1ar kuru1mu9tur . 

21. Bu ogretmen bir otoriteden ~ok bir arkada9 gibidir. 

22. Biz ders d191 ogrenci faa1iyet1erini tart19maya, dersle i1gi1i konu-
1arl tart19maya aYlrdlg1mlzdan daha ~ok zaman ayH1rlZ. 

23. Bu derste baz1 ogrenci1er soru1ar1 ilk yanltlayan ki9i olmak iyin ya-
r191rlar. 

24. Bu derste ogrenciler ~ok dalga ge~erler. 

25. Ogretmen bir ogrenci bir kura1a uymad1glnda ne1er olacag1n1 a~lklar. 

26. Ogretmen ~ok sert degi1dir. 

27. Yeni ve degi9ik ogretim yontemleri bu derste ~ok slk denenmez. 

28. Bu dersteki ogrencilerin ~ogu ogretmenin soyledik1erine gerr,:ekten 
dikkat ederler. 

29. Bir proje i~in bir grup olu9turmak kolayd1r. 

30. Ogretmen ogrenci1ere yardlmc1 olmak i~in olaganustu gay ret sarfeder. 

31. Bu derste belirli bir miktar konu i 9lenmesi ~ok bnemlidir. 
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32. Bu derste ogrenciler birbirleriyle rekabet etmezler. 

33. Bu ders genellikle bir karga~a i~indedir. 

34. Bu ogretmen kurallar1n ne1er oldugunu a~lklar. 

35. Zamans1z konu9mak:an otiirii ogrencilerin ba~l ogretmenle derde girebi-
1ir. 

36. Bu ogretmen ogre~cilerin al1~11agelmemi9 projeler denemelerinden ho~­
lan1r. 

37. Bu derste ~ok az saY1da ogrenci Sln1f tart1~ma1ar1na ve faaliyetleri­
ne kat111r. 

38. Bu derste ogrenciler proje1er iizerinde birlikte <;a 119maktan zevk 
a1lrlar. 

39. Bazen, 0 gretmen iogru cevab1 veremedik1erinden do laY1 ogrenci leri 
utand1r1r. 

40. Bu derste ogrenciler fazla <;a11~maz1ar. 

41. Eger ogrenci ode.~ni vaktinde getirmezse notu k1r111r. 

42. dgretmenin ogrencileri yerlerine oturma1ar1 konusunda uyarmas1 hemen 
hemen hi<; gerekmez. 

43. dgretmen koydugu ~ural1ara uyu1mas1 iizerinde onemle durur. 

44. Bu derste ogrenciler her zaman kurallara uymak zorunda degildir. 

45. Bu derste ZaIDafi1L nas1l degerlendiri1ecegi konusunda ogrenci1ere faz-
1a soz hakk1 dii§=ez. 

46. Pek<;ok ogrenci bu derste birbir1erine not yazarak veya kag1tlara bir 
~eyler <;izip karalayarak vakit ge<;irir. 

47. dgrenci1er bu dersin odev1erinin yap11mas1nda birbirlerine yard1m et-
mekten zevk al1rlar. 

48. Bu ogretmen ogrencileri kii~iimseyerek konu~ur. 

49. Bu derste genelli~le ba~ta p1an1ad1g1ffi1z kadar1n1 yapar1Z. 

50. Bu derste nota <;c~ onem veri1mez. 

51. dgretmen slkhkla ogrenci1erine sessiz olmalanm soylemek zorunda 
kallr. 

52. dgrenci1erin yap:lklarl bir~eyden dolaY1 k1nan1p klnanmamalarl ogret­
menin 0 giinkii ru~ haline bagl1d1r. 

53. Bu ders ba~llyacag1 zaman yer1erinde degi llerse, ogrencilerin ba~l 

derde girer. 

54. dgretmen ogrenc:'lerin ·yapmas1 i~in a h~llage1m:mi..;; p roje ler dii.;;iiniip 
bulur. 

55. dgrenciler baze~ bu derste slnlfa kendi yaptlklar1 ~al19malarl sunar­
lar. 

56. Bu derste ogrer;cilerin birbir1erini tammak i~in fazla olanaklan 
yoktur. 

57. dgrenciler bir k')rlU hakbnda konu~mak istediklerinde. bu ogretmen 1:uflll 
yapacak zamanl tl~lur. 

58. Eger ogrenci bu jersi birka<; giin ka~lr1rsa, yeti~mesi belli bir <;aba 
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gerektirir. 

59. Bu derste ogrenciler diger ogrencilerin 3.1dlklan notl:irla ilgilen­
mezier. 

60. GeneIIikle odevier a~lk~a anIat1Ilr, boylece herkes ne y3~aca~lnl bi­
lire 

61. Heq;ey hakklnda onceden belirIenmL;; ~all!?m3. kurallan vardlr. 

62. Bu derste insanln ba§lnln derde girmesi diger bir~ok derstekinden da-
ha kolaydu. 

63. Odevierini yaparken ogrencilerden belli kaliplara uymalarl beklenir. 

64. Bu derste bir~ok ogrenci ancak yarl uyanlk gibidir. 

65. Bu derste herkesi ismiyle tan1mak uzun zaman allr. 

66. Bu ogretmen ogrencilerin ne ogrenmek istediklerini bilmek ister. 

67. Bu ogretmen slk slk ders dl§l konularl konu9mak i~in derse ara verir. 

68. Ogrenciler bu dersten iyi not almak i~in ~all~mak zorundadlr. 

69. Bu ders ender olarak vaktinde ba91ar. 

70. Ogretmen ilk birka~ haftada bu derste ogrencilerin neler yaplp, neler 
yapamayacaklan hakklndaki kurallan aC;:lkladl. 

71. Ogretmen c;:ok ho§gorlillidlir. 

72. Ogrenciler istedikleri yerlere oturabilirler. 

73. Ogrenciler bu derste bazen kendi ba§larlna fazladan ~all~oa yaparlar. 

74. Bu derste birbirleri ile ge~inemeyen ogrenci gruplarl vardlr. 

75. Bu ogretmen ogrencilere glivenmez. 

76. Bu ders hlr§ey ogrenilecek bir yerden ~ok, ders dl§l s05val etkinlik 
zamam gibidir. 

77. Bu derste bazen slnlf birbirleriyle rekabet etmek i~in ~ruplar3 ayr1-
llr. 

78. Bu dersteki faaliyetler aC;:lkc;:a ve dikkatle planlanml§tlr. 

79. Ogrenciler bir§eyin kurallara ayk1rl olup olmad1glndan ~er zaman emin 
degildirler. 

80. Ogretmen yaramazl1k yapan ogrenciyi Slnlftan C;:lkarlr. 

81. Ogrenciler hemen hemen her glin aynl tlir odev yaparlar. 

82. Ogrenciler bu dersten zevk allrlar. 

83. Bu dersteki baZl ogrenciler birbirlerinden ho§lanmaz. 

84. Ogrenciler bu derste soyledikleri §eylere dikkat etmek zorundadlrlar. 

85. Ogretmen ders konusuna bagll k~llr ve konu d191na C;:lkmaz. 

86. Ogrenciler ~ok c;:all§masalar bile genellikle bu dersten gec;:erler. 

87. Ogretmen konu!?urken ogrenci ler onun soziinU kesmez ler. 

88. Ogretmen kurallara uymayan ogrencilere kar!?l olan tutu= ve davranl§­
larlnda tutarlldlr. 

89. Ogretmen bir kural koydugu zaman QDa uvuLmaSlnl bekler. 

90. Bu derste ogrencilerin kendi projelerini olu:;:turrnalanna izin \-erilir. 
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