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AUTHOR CHECKLIST FOR SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND SCALE ADAPTATION STUDIES

	Authors submitting scale development or scale adaptation studies to TAY Journal are expected to carefully review the following criteria before uploading their articles to the system.

	TYPE OF THE STUDY AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

	☐ It was clearly stated whether the study was a scale development or a scale adaptation study. 

	☐ The theoretical framework of the construct measured by the scale was presented in detail. The definition of the construct, its dimensions, and its place in the literature were clearly described. 

	☐ The rationale for conducting the study was clearly justified, and the gap in the literature as well as the study's contribution to the existing body of knowledge were explained analytically.

	B. ETHICS AND APPROVAL PROCESSES

	☐ The information regarding ethics committee approval has been provided in full (institution name, decision date, decision number). 

	☐ In the scale adaptation studies, permission was obtained from the original scale developers, and this fact was clearly stated. 

	☐ If changes have been made to the items of a previously developed or adapted scale, these changes have been justified and the necessary authorization information has been provided. 

	C. CRITERIA EXPECTED IN SCALE DEVELOPMENT STUDIES

	☐ A conceptual and operational definition of the construct to be measured was provided. The behavioral indicators of the construct were established based on the literature, interviews, observations, content analysis, or expert opinions.  

	☐ The process of generating the item pool was described transparently.

	☐ The number of items initially generated and the number of items retained in the final version of the scale were reported.

	☐ The response format was specified. The rationale for selecting a Likert-type scale or another scaling approach was clearly explained.

	☐ Care was taken to ensure that the items were concise, clear, unidimensional, and easy to understand. No item measured more than one characteristic, and double-negative statements were avoided.

	☐ Clear instructions for administering the scale were provided. The purpose of the scale, the response format, the number of items, and, where applicable, the administration time were specified.

	☐ A pilot study or preliminary trial was conducted.

	☐ The number of participants involved in the pilot study, the feedback obtained, and the revisions made based on this feedback were reported.

	D. EXPERT OPINION AND CONTENT VALIDITY

	☐ The expert review process is described in detail. The number of experts consulted, their fields of expertise, and the evaluation criteria are specified.

	☐ Changes made or sections removed as a result of expert review have been reported transparently. This information is provided in the article or in an appendix.

	☐ The provisions in both the draft and final versions have been made accessible. The files deemed necessary have been uploaded as attachments. 

	E. EXPECTED CRITERIA IN SCALE ADAPTATION STUDIES

	☐ If an existing scale was adapted rather than a new one developed, the rationale for this choice has been explained. The theoretical and practical rationale for choosing to adapt the scale has been clearly stated.

	☐ There has been debate over whether the structure being measured carries the same meaning in the source culture as it does in the target culture. 

	☐ The translation and back-translation process is explained in detail. The report specifies who performed the translation, their language proficiency, and the process of comparing the translation to the original text. 

	☐ Where possible, evidence of linguistic equivalence has been provided. It is recommended that the relationship between the two forms be demonstrated using a group of bilingual participants. 

	☐ Every effort was made to avoid omitting items during the adaptation process. Omitting a large number of items could make the process resemble the development of a new scale rather than an adaptation. Where such omissions occurred, they were supported by strong theoretical and statistical justifications. 

	☐ The basic validity and reliability analyses presented in the original study of the adapted scale were retested in the Turkish sample. 

	F. SAMPLE AND DATA QUALITY 

	☐ The population and sample are clearly defined. The sampling method, participant characteristics, and alignment with the target audience are described in detail. 

	☐ The sample size was justified not only in numerical terms but also in terms of its suitability for the analyses conducted.

	☐ Prior to analysis, the dataset was examined for missing data, outliers, and assumptions, and this process was clearly documented.

	G. EXPLORATORY ANALYSES 

	☐ The statistical assumptions required for factor analysis were reported. Indicators such as the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were presented. 

	☐ The factor extraction method used in the exploratory analyses was clearly specified and justified.

	☐ When the construct being measured is new or its dimensionality is uncertain, the use of common factor methods, such as Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) or Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE), is recommended instead of Principal Component Analysis (PCA).

	☐ If Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was used, the rationale for this choice was provided, and the communalities were reported.

	☐ Multiple criteria were used to determine the number of factors. Eigenvalues, the scree plot, and, in particular, Horn's parallel analysis were considered jointly.

	☐ The rotation method was justified. The choice between orthogonal and oblique rotation was explained based on the expected correlations among the factors.

	☐ The reasons for removing items from the scale and the order in which they were removed were clearly reported. Presenting this process in tabular form is recommended.

	H. CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 

	☐ Where possible, EFA and CFA were conducted on two different samples representing the same population. If a single sample was used, this was noted as a significant limitation.

	☐ The data type and multivariate normality for CFA were examined. The estimation method used was selected and explained accordingly.

	☐ If the data were continuous and multivariate normal, ML was used; if normality was not met, MLR was used; and if the data were discrete or ordinal, methods such as ULS, WLS, or DWLS were preferred.

	☐ Goodness of fit indices have been reported using multiple indicators.

	☐ Modifications made to improve the model have been explained on theoretical grounds. Excessive and purely statistics-based modifications have been avoided.

	I. RELIABILITY AND ADDITIONAL VALIDITY EVIDENCE

	☐ Internal consistency coefficients were reported separately for the overall scale and for each subdimension.

	☐ For multidimensional constructs, it is recommended not to rely solely on Cronbach’s alpha. Additional reliability coefficients, such as McDonald’s omega, stratified alpha, or composite reliability, were also reported.

	☐ Whenever feasible, particularly for scales measuring stable constructs, test–retest reliability was also reported as an important source of additional reliability evidence.

	☐ In addition to construct validity, criterion-related validity, convergent and discriminant validity, item–total correlations, and the relationships among the subdimensions were reported whenever applicable.

	☐ Measurement invariance and, where applicable, differential item functioning analyses were reported. These are particularly important indicators of quality for scales intended to be used across different groups.

	J. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

	☐ All analyses were reported transparently, enabling readers to follow each step of the scale development or adaptation process.

	☐ The findings section provided sufficient detail on the preliminary version of the scale, the final version, factor loadings, explained variance, model fit indices, and reliability coefficients.

	☐ The discussion section goes beyond merely restating the findings. The results are discussed analytically in relation to the existing literature, their theoretical implications, and the study’s limitations.

	☐ In the discussion section, particularly in scale adaptation studies, any deviations from the original factor structure were clearly interpreted and justified.

	☐ Strong claims such as “a valid and reliable scale has been developed” were used only when supported by the level of evidence presented. When the evidence was insufficient, more cautious language was adopted.

	K. DOCUMENTS RECOMMENDED FOR UPLOAD AS ADDITIONAL FILES 

	☐ Draft form

	☐ Final form

	☐ Summary of expert opinions or evaluation table

	☐ List of removed and/or revised items

	☐ A brief report on the translation–back-translation process, where applicable
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