Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (H. U. Journal of Education) 41(4), 994-1004 [2026]

T m—

sacerrese Onivessivest

AT iy

Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi |l |
I |
a
i

Hacettepe University Journal of Education

e-ISSN: 2536-4758 E 3

Adaptation and Validation of the University Adjustment Scale for Azerbaijani Students

Malak KARIMOVA1, Mirsadig MUKHTAROV?, Melike YAVUZ3

Article Information

ABSTRACT

Received:
03.07.2026

Accepted:
28.10.2026

Online First:
30.10.2026

Published:
30.10.2026

University adjustment is a multidimensional process involving academic, social, personal-emotional, and
institutional adaptation. The assessment of university adjustment using culturally appropriate and
psychometrically sound instruments is important for understanding students’ adaptation processes and
identifying adjustment-related difficulties. The purpose of this study was to adapt the University Adjustment
Scale (UAS) into Azerbaijani and to examine its psychometric properties among Azerbaijani university
students. The UAS is a multidimensional instrument designed to assess academic, social, personal-emotional,
and institutional adjustment to university life. Following the linguistic and conceptual adaptation procedures,
the scale was administered to university students in Azerbaijan. The study sample consisted of 500 students
enrolled at Khazar University in Azerbaijan. Construct validity was evaluated using exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients and corrected item-total correlations. The reliability analyses demonstrated satisfactory
internal consistency for the Azerbaijani version of the UAS, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from
.800 to .924 across the subdimensions and the total scale. Preliminary reliability analyses indicated that Item
41 demonstrated weak psychometric performance and was therefore excluded from subsequent analyses,
resulting in a final 44-item version of the scale. The EFA findings suggested a four-factor structure broadly
corresponding to the original UAS, explaining 38.25% of the total variance. However, the CFA results provided
mixed evidence regarding the fit of this structure (x? = 2773.83, df =896, p <.001; CFI1 =.776, TLI =.764, RMSEA
=.065, and SRMR =.065). Although the RMSEA and SRMR values were within commonly accepted ranges, the
CFI and TLI values indicated inadequate incremental fit. Overall, the Azerbaijani version of the UAS
demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency and provided preliminary evidence regarding its
multidimensional structure. However, the mixed CFA results suggest that the four-factor structure was not
fully supported by the data. These findings represent an initial contribution to the assessment of university
adjustment in the Azerbaijani higher education context.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Statement of the Problem

University life represents a major developmental transition involving substantial academic, social, personal, and emotional
changes (Baker & Siryk, 1984; Tinto, 1993). During this period, students are expected to adapt to new educational demands,
establish social relationships in unfamiliar environments, develop autonomy, and manage increasing personal responsibilities.
At the same time, many university students are also experiencing the developmental period of emerging adulthood, which is
characterized by identity exploration, increased independence, and changing interpersonal relationships (Arnett, 2000). The
combination of these developmental and environmental changes may create significant adjustment difficulties for university

students.

1 Department of Psychology, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Karabakh University, Khankendi, Azerbaijan.

melekkerim76@gmail.com; ORCID: 0000-0001-9156-962X.

2 Department of Psychology, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Khazar University, Baku, Azerbaijan.

mukhtarovmirsadig2002@gmail.com; ORCID: 0009-0001-4200-0397.

3 Department of Public Health, Faculty of Medicine, Kocaeli University, Kocaeli, Tiirkiye. melike.yavuz@kocaeli.edu.tr; ORCID:

0000-0001-9037-6770.
e-ISSN: 2536-4758

http://www.efdergi.hacettepe.edu.tr/


mailto:melekkerim76@gmail.com
mailto:mukhtarovmirsadiq2002@gmail.com
mailto:melike.yavuz@kocaeli.edu.tr

995

The transition to university may involve a variety of academic, social, and personal challenges. Students are often required to
cope with increased academic expectations, unfamiliar teaching methods, greater responsibility for independent learning, and
changing social environments (Guest, 2000; Kantanis, 2000; Scanlon et al., 2007). In addition, separation from previous support
systems, difficulties in establishing new interpersonal relationships, uncertainty regarding academic and career choices, and
adaptation to new routines may negatively affect students’ psychological well-being and overall adjustment to university life
(Cutrona, 1982; Fisher & Hood, 1987; Rickinson & Rutherford, 1995). Previous studies have shown that adjustment difficulties
during the transition to university may be associated with stress, anxiety, depression, emotional distress, sleep problems, and
decreased psychological well-being (Dyson & Renk, 2006; Pritchard et al., 2007; Tao et al., 2000).

University adjustment has therefore been conceptualized as a multidimensional construct involving academic, social, personal-
emotional, and institutional dimensions of adaptation (Baker & Siryk, 1984; Credé & Niehorster, 2012). Academic adjustment
refers to students’ ability to manage educational demands, whereas social adjustment involves participation in social life and
the development of interpersonal relationships. Personal-emotional adjustment reflects students’ psychological well-being and
emotional adaptation, while institutional adjustment refers to students’ sense of belonging and satisfaction with their university
environment. These dimensions are considered interrelated yet distinct aspects of the university adjustment process.

Successful adjustment to university life is associated with positive outcomes such as academic achievement, psychological well-
being, social integration, and persistence in higher education (Baker & Siryk, 1989; Tinto, 1993). Students who successfully
adapt to university environments are generally more likely to demonstrate higher academic performance, stronger institutional
commitment, and better psychosocial functioning. In contrast, difficulties in adjustment may contribute to academic failure,
reduced life satisfaction, emotional distress, and increased risk of university dropout (Credé & Niehorster, 2012; Gerdes &
Mallinckrodt, 1994).

Over the past two decades, participation in higher education has expanded substantially worldwide. According to UNESCO
(2022), global higher education enrolment more than doubled between 2000 and 2020, reaching approximately 235 million
students. Despite this expansion, considerable disparities in access and participation persist across regions and population
groups. These developments highlight the importance of understanding university adjustment and evaluating students’
adaptation experiences in different educational and cultural contexts.

1.2. Problem of the Study

The assessment of university adjustment requires psychometrically sound measurement tools capable of evaluating the
multidimensional nature of students’ adaptation processes. Previous studies have used different approaches to assess
university adjustment, including single-item measures, academic performance indicators, psychological well-being measures,
and multidimensional self-report scales (Baker & Siryk, 1984; Cooke et al., 2006; Holmbeck & Wandrei, 1993; Lafreniere &
Ledgerwood, 1997). However, researchers have emphasized that university adjustment is a complex construct involving
academic, social, personal-emotional, and institutional dimensions, and that multidimensional assessment tools may provide a
more comprehensive evaluation of students’ adaptation experiences (Baker & Siryk, 1984; Credé & Niehorster, 2012).

Several multidimensional instruments have been developed to assess university adjustment. One of the most widely known
measures is the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ), which evaluates academic, social, personal-emotional,
and institutional aspects of adjustment (Baker & Siryk, 1984, 1989). Although such instruments have contributed substantially
to university adjustment research, the adaptation and validation of culturally appropriate instruments remain important
because adjustment experiences may vary across cultural, linguistic, educational, and social contexts (Beaton et al., 2000).

Despite the increasing importance of university adjustment research, there is a limited number of validated instruments
available for assessing university adjustment among Azerbaijani university students. This situation highlights the need for
culturally appropriate and psychometrically reliable assessment tools in the Azerbaijani higher education context. The
University Adjustment Scale (UAS), developed by Sevin¢g Tuhanioglu and Gizir (2020), was designed to evaluate university
students’ adjustment processes through four dimensions: Academic, Social, Personal-Emotional, and Institutional Adjustment.
The scale demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties in the original study and provides a comprehensive
multidimensional assessment of university adjustment. However, to our knowledge, no Azerbaijani adaptation or psychometric
evaluation of the UAS has been conducted among Azerbaijani university students.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

This study aimed to adapt the UAS into Azerbaijani and to examine its psychometric properties among Azerbaijani university
students. Specifically, the study aimed to evaluate the construct validity and reliability of the Azerbaijani version of the scale
using exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, internal consistency analyses, and item analyses. Through this adaptation
process, our study also aimed to provide a culturally appropriate multidimensional assessment tool for future research and
student support practices in the Azerbaijani higher education context.
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2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Research Design and Participants

This methodological study was conducted to adapt the UAS into Azerbaijani and to evaluate its psychometric properties among
Azerbaijani university students. The study sample consisted of 500 students enrolled in different departments at Khazar
University in Azerbaijan. Participants’ ages ranged from 17 to 30 years. Of the participants, 317 (63.4%) were female and 180
(36.0%) were male, two (0.4%) selected “Other,” and one (0.2%) selected “Prefer not to disclose.” All participants provided a
response to the gender question; therefore, there were no missing data for this variable. Convenience sampling was used in the
study.

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Demographic Information Form

A demographic information form developed by the researchers was used to obtain information regarding participants’ gender,
educational level, living arrangements, perceived economic status, help-seeking preferences, participation in sports activities,
and involvement in artistic activities.

2.2.2. University Adjustment Scale

The UAS was originally developed by Seving Tuhanioglu and Gizir (2020) to assess university students’ adjustment to university
life. The original scale consisted of 45 items and four subdimensions: Academic Adjustment (12 items), Social Adjustment (13
items), Personal-Emotional Adjustment (10 items), and Institutional Adjustment (10 items).

Academic Adjustment evaluates students’ ability to fulfill academic responsibilities and their satisfaction with the academic
environment. Social Adjustment assesses interpersonal relationships, participation in social activities, and satisfaction with
social life at university. Personal-Emotional Adjustment reflects students’ emotional well-being and psychological adjustment.
Institutional Adjustment measures students’ sense of belonging and satisfaction with their university. The scale uses a 7-point
Likert-type response format, and 21 items are reverse scored. Higher scores indicate higher levels of university adjustment.

2.3. Translation and Adaptation Procedure

Prior to the adaptation process, permission to adapt the scale into Azerbaijani was obtained from the original authors of the
UAS. The original Turkish version of the UAS was translated into Azerbaijani independently by two translators. Following expert
evaluations by two specialists in language education, a preliminary Azerbaijani version of the scale was created. Subsequently,
the Azerbaijani form was translated back into Turkish using the back-translation method to evaluate semantic equivalence.

To assess comprehensibility and linguistic appropriateness, the preliminary version was administered to a pilot group of 15
students. No significant problems related to language clarity or item comprehension were identified during the pilot application.
Final revisions were made based on expert feedback from a specialist in Azerbaijani Language and Literature, and the final
Azerbaijani version of the scale was established. After completion of the translation and linguistic adaptation procedures, data
collection was conducted among university students to evaluate the psychometric properties of the Azerbaijani version of the
UAS.

2.4. Data Collection Procedure

Data collection was conducted after obtaining the necessary permissions from course instructors. The questionnaires were
administered collectively in classroom settings. Before participation, students were informed about the study procedures,
voluntary participation, confidentiality, and the scientific use of the collected data. Written informed consent was obtained from
all participants prior to data collection.

Participants completed the Demographic Information Form and the UAS during classroom administration sessions. The
administration process took approximately 15-20 minutes. Researchers were present during the administration process to
answer participants’ questions and provide necessary explanations. Incomplete or incorrectly completed forms were excluded
from the analyses.

2.5. Statistical Analysis
Following data collection, statistical analyses were performed to evaluate the validity and reliability of the Azerbaijani version

of the UAS. Data analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 27 and Jamovi software. The dataset was examined for
missing data prior to the analyses, and no missing data were identified. To examine the construct validity of the scale, both
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exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were conducted. The suitability of the data for factor
analysis was assessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-0Olkin (KMO) coefficient and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity.

In the EFA, principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation was performed. Factor retention decisions were based on eigenvalues
greater than 1 and scree plot examination. Due to sample size considerations, both EFA and CFA were conducted using the same
dataset. CFA was conducted using the maximum likelihood estimation method. Model fit was evaluated using x?/df, Comparative
Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) indices.

Internal consistency reliability was evaluated using Cronbach'’s alpha coefficients and corrected item-total correlations.
Preliminary item analyses were conducted to evaluate the psychometric performance of the original 45-item scale. [tem 41,
which belonged to the Personal-Emotional Adjustment subscale, demonstrated a low corrected item-total correlation (r=.119)
and weak correlations with the other items in the subscale. In the exploratory factor analysis of the original 45-item scale, [tem
41 showed a particularly low loading on its theoretically expected factor (.083), with no substantial loading on any of the four
factors (maximum absolute loading = .115). Although the internal consistency of the original 10-item Personal-Emotional
Adjustment subscale was acceptable (a = .712), removing Item 41 increased Cronbach's alpha to .800. Considering the
consistently weak item-total correlation, inter-item correlations, and factor loadings, Item 41 was excluded from the
subsequent analyses, resulting in a 44-item version of the scale. Statistical significance was accepted at p <.05.

2.6. Ethical Considerations

Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the Ethics Commission of Khazar University (Decision No. 1, dated September
16, 2024). Participation in the study was voluntary, and written informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to
data collection.

3. FINDINGS

A total of 500 university students participated in the study. The results are presented in terms of descriptive statistics, reliability
analyses, exploratory factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis.

3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability

The descriptive statistics and internal consistency coefficients of the UAS and its subdimensions are presented in Table 1. The
mean score for the total scale was 5.53 (SD = 0.78), indicating relatively high levels of adjustment among the participants.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of the UAS

Subscale Number of M SD Min Max  Cronbach’s
Items a

Academic Adjustment 12 4.95 1.27  1.00 7.00 .881

Social Adjustment 13 5.17 1.10 2.69 7.00 .862

Institutional Adjustment 10 6.16 082 3.60 7.00 .822

Personal-Emotional Adjustment 9 6.15 0.63 4.33 7.00 .800

Total Scale 44 5.53 0.78  3.59 7.00 924

Note. N = 500. The Personal-Emotional Adjustment subscale was calculated after removing Item 41. Higher scores indicate higher levels of
adjustment.

Among the subdimensions, Institutional Adjustment had the highest mean score (M = 6.16, SD = 0.82), followed by Personal-
Emotional Adjustment (M = 6.15, SD = 0.63), Social Adjustment (M = 5.17, SD = 1.10), and Academic Adjustment (M = 4.95, SD
=1.27). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranged from .800 to .924 across the subscales and the total scale. Cronbach’s alpha values
were .881 for Academic Adjustment, .862 for Social Adjustment, .822 for Institutional Adjustment, .800 for Personal-Emotional
Adjustment, and .924 for the total scale, indicating satisfactory to excellent internal consistency. The original 10-item Personal-
Emotional Adjustment subscale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (a = .712). However, Item 41 showed a low
corrected item-total correlation (r =.119), and its removal increased the subscale's Cronbach's alpha to .800. Furthermore, the
exploratory factor analysis of the original 45-item scale revealed that Item 41 had a very low loading on its theoretically
expected factor (.083), with a maximum absolute loading of .115 across the four factors. These findings indicated that Item 41
was weakly associated with the intended construct and supported its exclusion from the subsequent analyses.

3.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis
The suitability of the data for exploratory factor analysis was supported by a Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin value of .907 and a significant

Bartlett’s test of sphericity, x*(946) = 9026.11, p <.001. Principal axis factoring with oblimin rotation of the 44-item version of
the UAS yielded a four-factor solution that explained approximately 38.25% of the total variance, based on the extraction sums
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of squared loadings. The first factor accounted for 23.28% of the variance, followed by the second (6.83%), third (4.69%), and
fourth (3.45%) factors.

Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the UAS

Item Academic Personal Social Institutional
UAS1 326 .054 .268 -.011
UAS2 .033 -.012 .634 .022
UAS3 .098 .538 -.057 .047
UAS4 .119 .026 -.065 .666
UAS5 442 .023 .060 .181
UAS6 -.250 .108 .338 .308
UAS7 -.057 478 .027 -.019
UAS8 .081 -.062 -.060 .639
UAS9 478 -.012 .145 .156
UAS10 .075 -.055 .667 .011
UAS11 .104 .589 -112 .005
UAS12 473 -.102 .074 .254
UAS13 311 .038 .364 -.030
UAS14 -.085 .074 .136 .254
UAS15 .041 .569 -.098 .005
UAS16 .025 .027 .060 .628
UAS17 .634 .037 .130 .002
UAS18 217 .052 461 -.017
UAS19 -.003 484 -.018 .063
UAS20 .521 -.090 .178 .299
UAS21 .519 -.044 -.015 .085
UAS22 133 .027 .551 -.104
UAS23 .047 .668 -.024 -.101
UAS24 151 .093 -.043 403
UAS25 .667 .073 .077 .055
UAS26 -.022 -.037 .586 -.046
UAS27 .044 .701 -.001 -.066
UAS28 142 -.070 -.108 .636
UAS29 .636 113 121 -.005
UAS30 .164 -.128 .673 -.001
UAS31 170 -.062 .653 -.034
UAS32 -.011 433 .063 .136
UAS33 191 .159 -.029 .395
UAS34 .653 .094 .062 -.011
UAS35 221 -.058 .573 .000
UAS36 -.031 .512 .072 -.047
UAS37 .523 -.047 .194 251
UAS38 .622 .074 .003 .014
UAS39 -.256 .192 438 227
UAS40 -.191 214 317 .263
UAS42 301 .047 .108 .290
UAS43 .602 .082 .024 -.016
UAS44 177 .030 .672 .005
UAS45 .568 .085 .166 .074

Note. Extraction method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation method: Direct Oblimin with Kaiser normalization. All factor loadings, including cross-
loadings, are reported without suppression. Bold values indicate the highest absolute factor loading for each item. The signs of all loadings on the
Institutional Adjustment factor were reversed for ease of interpretation. Item UAS41 was excluded from the analysis. Rotation converged in nine
iterations.

Table 2 presents the complete pattern matrix, including all factor loadings and cross-loadings without suppression. Although
most items showed a relatively clear primary loading, some items exhibited low or overlapping loadings. Specifically, UAS6
showed loadings on the Social (.338) and Institutional (.308) factors, while UAS13 loaded on both the Social (.364) and Academic
(-311) factors. UAS40 showed its highest loading on the Social factor (.317), with a secondary loading on the Institutional factor
(.263). Similarly, UAS42 showed comparable loadings on the Academic (.301) and Institutional (.290) factors. UAS14 had a
maximum absolute loading of .254, indicating a weak association with the extracted factors.

3.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the four-factor structure of the University Adjustment Scale. The
standardized path diagram of the CFA model is presented in Figure 1, illustrating the relationships between the observed
variables and the four latent adjustment dimensions.
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Figure 1. Four-Factor Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model of the Azerbaijani University Adjustment Scale

Note. Standardized factor loadings and correlations between latent factors are presented. Academic = Academic Adjustment;
Social = Social Adjustment; Institutional = Institutional Adjustment; Personal = Personal-Emotional Adjustment.

Table 3 presents the standardized factor loadings obtained from the confirmatory factor analysis of the University Adjustment
Scale. All items loaded significantly on their hypothesized factors (p <.001). Standardized factor loadings ranged from .484 to
.744 for the Academic factor, from .206 to .769 for the Social factor, from .405 to .827 for the Institutional factor, and from .465
to .678 for the Personal factor. The strongest loadings were observed for UAS25 within the Academic factor (A =.744), UAS44
within the Social factor (A =.769), UAS20 within the Institutional factor (A = .827), and UAS27 within the Personal factor (A =

.678).

Table 3. Standardized factor loadings for the UAS
Academic A Social A Institutional A Personal A
UAS21 .519 UAS2 627 UAS28 479 UAS27 .678
UAS17 .701 UAS30 .756 UAS8 447 UAS36 .522
UAS38 611 UAS10 677 UAS20 .827 UAS32 495
UAS34 .693 UAS18 577 UAS37 .793 UAS3 .556
UAS1 484 UAS35 .715 UAS12 .664 UAS19 517
UAS13 .507 UAS22 .567 UAS33 476 UAS23 .624
UAS29 717 UAS26 .520 UAS42 .572 UAS15 .552
UAS43 .610 UAS31 714 UAS16 497 UAS11 .589
UAS9 .625 UAS6 325 UAS24 405 UAS7 465
UAS25 744 UAS44 .769 UAS4 .519
UAS5 .569 UAS14 .206
UAS45 .693 UAS39 .395

UAS40 .334

Note. Only standardized factor loadings are presented. All factor loadings were statistically significant at p <.001.

Loadings below 0.40 were observed for UAS6, UAS14, UAS39, and UAS40 within the Social factor.
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Most items demonstrated satisfactory standardized loadings above .40. However, four items in the Social factor—UAS6, UAS14,
UAS39, and UAS40—had relatively low loadings (.325,.206, .395, and .334, respectively), indicating that these items were more
weakly associated with the latent construct compared with the remaining items. Despite these relatively low loadings, the items
were retained in the final model to preserve the content coverage of the original scale.

The goodness-of-fit indices for the confirmatory factor analysis model are presented in Table 4. The x?/df ratio was 3.10, while
the SRMR (.065) and RMSEA (.065; 90% CI = .062-.068) values were within commonly accepted ranges. However, the
comparative fit index (CFI =.776) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI =.764) were substantially below the recommended threshold
of .90, indicating inadequate incremental model fit. Thus, the CFA results provided mixed evidence regarding the proposed four-
factor structure, which was not fully supported by the data.

Table 4. Goodness-of-fit indices for the confirmatory factor analysis model

Fitindex Value Recommended value Interpretation
X2 2773.83 - -

df 896 - -

x?/df 3.10 <5.00 Acceptable
CFI 0.776 >0.90 Poor

TLI 0.764 >0.90 Poor

SRMR 0.065 <0.08 Acceptable
RMSEA 0.065 <0.08 Acceptable

90% CI for RMSEA 0.062-0.068 - -

To further evaluate the decision to exclude Item 41, the original 45-item four-factor model was also examined using
confirmatory factor analysis. The 45-item model yielded x*(939) = 2862.00, CFI =.772, TLI =.760, RMSEA = .064 (90% CI [.061,
.067]), and SRMR =.066. The corresponding values for the 44-item model were x*(896) = 2773.83, CFI1=.776, TLI =.764, RMSEA
=.065 (90% CI [.062, .068]), and SRMR =.065. Thus, removing Item 41 resulted in only marginal changes in overall model fit.
However, Iltem 41 demonstrated a very low standardized factor loading (.133) in the 45-item CFA model, providing additional
evidence of its weak association with the Personal-Emotional Adjustment factor.

3.4. Factor Correlations

The correlations among the four factors of the UAS are presented in Table 5. All factors were positively and significantly
associated with one another (p <.001). The strongest correlation was observed between the Academic and Institutional factors
(r =.795), followed by the correlation between the Academic and Social factors (r = .652). The weakest relationship was found
between the Social and Personal factors (r = .179). These findings suggest that although the four dimensions of university
adjustment are related, they represent distinct constructs.

Table 5. Correlations among the factors of the UAS

Factor 1 2 3 4
Academic 1.000

Social 0.652 1.000

Institutional 0.795 0.614 1.000
Personal 0.252 0.179 0.240 1.0

Note. All correlations were statistically significant at p <.001.
4. RESULTS, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study aimed to adapt the UAS into Azerbaijani and to examine its psychometric properties among Azerbaijani university
students. The findings demonstrated satisfactory to excellent internal consistency across the total scale and its subdimensions.
Exploratory factor analysis identified a four-factor structure broadly corresponding to the original dimensions of Academic,
Social, Institutional, and Personal-Emotional Adjustment. However, confirmatory factor analysis provided mixed evidence
regarding the proposed structure. Although the RMSEA and SRMR values were within commonly accepted ranges, the CFI and
TLI values indicated inadequate incremental model fit. Therefore, while the Azerbaijani version of the UAS demonstrated
promising reliability and preliminary evidence of its multidimensional structure, its structural validity requires further
investigation before the instrument can be recommended for widespread use.

The reliability analyses indicated that the Azerbaijani version of the UAS demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency, with
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from .800 to .924 across the subdimensions and the total scale. The total scale
demonstrated high internal consistency (o =.924), while the subscale coefficients were .881 for Academic Adjustment, .862 for
Social Adjustment, .822 for Institutional Adjustment, and .800 for Personal-Emotional Adjustment. Compared with the original
scale development study conducted by Seving Tuhanioglu and Gizir (2020), the reliability coefficients obtained in our study
were generally comparable, although slightly lower in some subdimensions. In the original Turkish version, Cronbach’s alpha
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coefficients ranged from .88 to .94 across the subdimensions and the total scale. Despite these minor differences, the four-factor
structure of the original instrument was largely preserved in the Azerbaijani adaptation, supporting the conceptual consistency
of the scale across the two cultural contexts.

One of the important findings of our study concerned the psychometric performance of Item 41 within the Personal-Emotional
Adjustment subscale. Although the original 10-item subscale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (a =.712), Item 41
showed a low corrected item-total correlation (r = .119) and weak correlations with the remaining items. Furthermore,
exploratory factor analysis revealed a very low loading on its theoretically expected factor (.083), with a maximum absolute
loading of .115 across the four factors. The removal of Item 41 increased the internal consistency of the subscale to a = .800.
Taken together, these findings provided a stronger justification for item exclusion than the improvement in Cronbach's alpha
alone.

Item 41 assesses the frequency of headaches, which may be associated with psychological distress but can also reflect various
physical and contextual factors. Therefore, this item may be less specifically related to personal-emotional adjustment than
other items in the subscale. The original Turkish wording and its Azerbaijani translation were semantically similar, with no
obvious change in meaning. Nevertheless, cross-cultural adaptation requires consideration of conceptual as well as linguistic
equivalence (Beaton et al, 2000). Item 41 was also reverse-scored, and previous research has highlighted potential
measurement difficulties associated with negatively worded or reverse-scored items, including response inconsistencies and
method effects (Marsh, 1986; van Sonderen et al, 2013; Wong et al,, 2003). Cultural differences in the expression and
interpretation of emotional experiences may also influence responses to psychological measures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
However, these explanations remain hypothetical, as the reasons for the weak performance of Item 41 were not directly
investigated in the present study. A comparison of the original 45-item and revised 44-item CFA models revealed only marginal
differences in overall fit indices, indicating that item removal did not substantially improve the fit of the four-factor model.
Although the available psychometric evidence supported its removal, the exclusion of Item 41 may affect the content coverage
and comparability of the Azerbaijani version with the original 45-item scale.

The findings of the exploratory factor analysis generally supported the original structure proposed by Seving Tuhanioglu and
Gizir (2020). The four-factor structure identified in the original scale was largely preserved in the Azerbaijani adaptation,
suggesting that the conceptual dimensions of university adjustment may be similarly represented across the two cultural
contexts. The factors obtained in our study corresponded to the Academic, Social, Institutional, and Personal-Emotional
Adjustment domains defined in the original model. This finding supports the theoretical framework proposed by Baker and
Siryk (1984), which conceptualizes university adjustment as a multidimensional construct involving academic performance,
interpersonal relationships, emotional well-being, and institutional belonging.

The preservation of the Academic, Social, Institutional, and Personal-Emotional Adjustment dimensions indicates that the
Azerbaijani version of the scale maintained the theoretical integrity of the original instrument. These findings are also consistent
with previous literature emphasizing that adjustment to university is not a unidimensional construct but rather a multifaceted
process involving academic adaptation, social integration, emotional well-being, and institutional attachment (Baker & Siryk,
1984; Credé & Niehorster, 2012; Tinto, 1993).

In our study, the four-factor structure explained 38.25% of the total variance. Although this value was lower than the variance
explained in the original study, explained variance values in multidimensional psychological scales may vary depending on the
complexity of the construct and the characteristics of the study population (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Henson & Roberts, 2006). In
cross-cultural adaptation studies, differences in language structure, cultural context, educational systems, and response
tendencies may influence item functioning and factor distributions (Beaton et al., 2000). Therefore, some reduction in explained
variance may be expected when a scale is adapted to a different cultural setting.

The confirmatory factor analysis findings provided mixed evidence regarding the proposed four-factor structure of the
Azerbaijani version of the UAS. Although the RMSEA (.065) and SRMR (.065) were within commonly accepted ranges, the CFI
(.776) and TLI (.764) values remained below the commonly recommended cutoff values. These findings suggest that the four-
factor model did not achieve satisfactory fit across all indices and that the evidence for its structural validity remains limited.
Compared with the original scale development study conducted by Seving Tuhanioglu and Gizir (2020), the fit indices obtained
in our study were relatively lower, particularly for the incremental fit indices. Several factors may have contributed to the
observed model misfit. The multidimensional nature of university adjustment, potential differences in item interpretation
across linguistic and cultural contexts, and possible method effects associated with reverse-worded items may have influenced
the relationships among the observed variables (Beaton et al., 2000; Marsh, 1986; van Sonderen et al., 2013). However, these
explanations remain hypothetical, as their specific contributions to model fit were not directly examined in the present study.
Therefore, while the exploratory factor analysis identified dimensions broadly corresponding to the original theoretical
framework and the scale demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency, the CFA findings do not provide sufficient evidence to
confirm the proposed four-factor structure.

Several items demonstrated weak or overlapping factor loadings, suggesting that certain aspects of university adjustment may
not be clearly differentiated in the Azerbaijani student sample. In particular, UAS6, UAS14, UAS39, and UAS40 showed relatively
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low standardized loadings in the confirmatory factor analysis. Although these findings raise concerns about their contribution
to the proposed factor structure, the items were retained in the present version to preserve the content coverage of the original
scale. Nevertheless, their retention should not be interpreted as evidence of satisfactory psychometric performance. The
factorial structure and functioning of these items require further investigation in independent samples. Future studies should
examine whether revising or removing these items improves model fit and construct validity without compromising the
conceptual coverage of the scale.

Another possible explanation may be related to the multidimensional nature of university adjustment itself. University
adjustment is a complex construct influenced by academic, emotional, interpersonal, and institutional experiences, and these
domains may not always demonstrate perfectly homogeneous relationships within different student populations (Baker &
Siryk, 1984; Credé & Niehorster, 2012). In addition, the heterogeneity of university students in terms of social background,
educational expectations, coping styles, and interpersonal experiences may also contribute to lower incremental fit indices in
multidimensional adjustment models. Furthermore, the presence of reverse-coded items may have affected model fit. Previous
psychometric studies have suggested that reverse-worded items may increase measurement error and weaken model fit indices
by introducing respondent confusion and method effects (Marsh, 1986; van Sonderen et al., 2013). This issue may become more
pronounced in translated and culturally adapted instruments. Nevertheless, the acceptable RMSEA and SRMR values, together
with the generally satisfactory internal consistency coefficients, provide preliminary support for the scale's psychometric
properties, although the low CFI and TLI values indicate that its structural validity requires further investigation.

The correlations among the subdimensions of the UAS further supported the multidimensional structure of university
adjustment. In our study, the strongest correlation was observed between Academic Adjustment and Institutional Adjustment.
This finding may suggest that students who feel academically competent and satisfied with their academic performance are also
more likely to develop a stronger sense of belonging and satisfaction toward their university. This interpretation is conceptually
consistent with Tinto’s (1993) student integration model, which emphasizes the close relationship between academic
integration and institutional commitment in the university adjustment process.

In contrast, the correlations involving the Personal-Emotional Adjustment dimension were relatively lower, particularly in
relation to the Social Adjustment dimension. This finding may indicate that emotional well-being and psychological adjustment
represent relatively distinct aspects of university adaptation compared with academic and institutional experiences. Similar
patterns have been reported in previous studies suggesting that emotional adjustment may be influenced by individual
psychological characteristics and coping processes beyond social and academic integration (Bewick et al., 2010; Credé &
Niehorster, 2012). Overall, the pattern of factor correlations observed in our study supports the theoretical assumption that
university adjustment is a multidimensional but interrelated construct.

Our study has several important strengths. First, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to adapt the UAS into
Azerbaijani and to evaluate its psychometric properties among Azerbaijani university students. Second, the study included an
adequate sample size for psychometric analyses and employed both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate
the construct validity of the scale. In addition, the multidimensional assessment of academic, social, institutional, and personal-
emotional adjustment provided a comprehensive evaluation of university adaptation processes among Azerbaijani students.

Several limitations should also be considered when interpreting the findings of our study. First, the study sample consisted of
students from a single university in Azerbaijan, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to other university
populations and educational settings. Second, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted using the same
sample, which may have increased the likelihood of sample-specific findings. Third, although the RMSEA and SRMR values were
within commonly accepted ranges, the low CFI and TLI values indicated inadequate incremental model fit and limited support
for the proposed four-factor structure. Therefore, the factor structure requires further examination in an independent sample.
Fourth, the removal of Item 41 resulted in a 44-item version of the scale. Although this decision was supported by the item's
weak psychometric performance, the revised version requires further validation, particularly regarding its structural validity
and comparability with the original 45-item instrument. Fifth, the cross-sectional design prevented the evaluation of changes
in university adjustment over time. In addition, test-retest reliability was not assessed; therefore, the temporal stability of the
Azerbaijani version of the UAS remains unknown.

Considering these findings, several recommendations may be proposed for future research and practice. First, the psychometric
properties of the Azerbaijani version of the UAS should be re-evaluated in larger and more diverse university samples from
different regions of Azerbaijan. Second, longitudinal studies examining university adjustment over time may provide a better
understanding of the developmental nature of the adjustment process. Finally, future studies may further investigate the
functioning of reverse-coded items and explore possible cultural influences on emotional adjustment and response patterns in
Azerbaijani university students. Overall, this study represents an important initial step in the adaptation and psychometric
evaluation of the UAS for Azerbaijani university students. The findings provide encouraging evidence of internal consistency
and contribute to understanding the multidimensional assessment of university adjustment in the Azerbaijani higher education
context, while also identifying aspects of the proposed factor structure that warrant further investigation.
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