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Introduction

Current technology has developed at such remarkable speeds that access to
information has been made profoundly easy, and this has forced educational systems
to adjust themselves to fit the current age. Educational systems change in line with this
and develop appropriate strategies conforming to prevailing pedagogical methods
and techniques while also seeking to cultivate in students the type of human strengths
needed in the current age. Consequently, education systems play a critical role within
the greater education process in raising qualified individuals equipped with the
knowledge and skills necessary to succeed in life.

One of the fundamental objectives of the educational process is, undoubtedly, to
instill a set of desired behaviors in students and to have them act intentionally. In
addition to this objective, education also seeks to determine deficiencies in students’
learning, to correct any mistakes in their knowledge, and to provide effective feedback
to students. Accordingly, students have at their disposal practical information to
support their learning like what goals and proficiencies they have completed or
acquired, and what skills they still need to attain. It is important that students' goals
and learning outcomes are met in order to carry out the education process in a
qualified way. Undoubtedly, one of the important components in this process is
evaluation. The quality of the education system, its functioning and whether the
process is proceeding effectively can only be determined by evaluation. Although
evaluation is carried out at the end of the process and is seen as independent of
teaching, it provides information on many variables such as how students prepare for
lessons, what they experience with the learning process and how they prepare for the
exam. Evaluations are used by educational systems not only to determine students’
vocational or creative inclinations but also to increase teaching quality (Turgut &
Baykul, 2010). Evaluations are needed for a variety of purposes in education systems,
including diagnostic, formative and summative types.

Diagnostic evaluations are conducted to determine whether potential students
have the necessary behaviors and/or cognitive skills required to attend a program,
course, or activity (Tekin, 2005). This type of evaluation seeks to measure students’
pedagogical characteristics as opposed to psychological ones (Ozcelik, 2010).
Formative-type evaluations are conducted after every unit or topic to determine
students” deficiencies and to provide feedback related to these deficiencies.
Consequently, formative-type evaluations are considered a part of the greater
instruction process. Instead of gauging students” academic performance, this type of
evaluation is given during the course of the instruction process to determine what
aspects of a unit or topic students could improve upon and what their gaps in
knowledge are. Summative evaluations are yet another type of evaluation that
encompasses more than one proficiency and are given either during or after the
instruction process. This type of evaluation seeks to assign a grade to students, to
determine whether they have a sufficient foundation to continue to the subsequent
step in their course or program, and serve as a predictor of future performance (Tekin,
2005). Accordingly, the degree to which students have attained the goals and
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proficiencies expected of them and how prepared they are to proceed to the
subsequent stage in their education may be measured.

Evaluations should not be considered independent from or as a tool administered
solely at the end of instruction. Evaluations present information on different variables
like how prepared students are for tests, what difficulties they encountered during
instruction, and how well they have studied their lessons (Birenbaum, 1997; Struyven,
Dochy & Janssens, 2005). According to Biggs (2003), evaluations make significant
contributions to students’ learning progress. For this reason, a quality evaluation
method should not only constitute an integral part of students” learning processes but
also guide students on how to make the most of their learning during this process
(Gulbahar & Buyukozturk, 2008).

Evaluation preferences are defined as scoring procedures used to measure
students’ academic performance (Birenbaum, 1994). Both traditional and
supplementary evaluations are frequently used while performing in-class evaluations
to measure students’ academic performance. Traditional evaluation approaches
generally measure academic performance outside the normal flow of instruction, are
based on output, and frequently use such items as multiple-choice, short-answer, true-
false, matching, and fill-in-the-blank type items. Seeking primarily to measure the
level of students’ cognitive abilities to recall and conceptualize, this type of evaluation
is preferred by teachers who adopt a constructive approach. In fact, most teachers
consider themselves proficient in this type of evaluation approach (Gelbal &
Kelecioglu, 2007). Supplementary evaluation approaches like performance-based
tasks, portfolios, and rubrics seek to measure students” higher-level cognitive abilities
(e.g., critical thinking, researching, creativity) are used to assess educational goals
(Kutlu, Dogan & Karakaya, 2008). One of the most important differences between
supplementary and traditional evaluation approaches is that the former allows one to
assess educational goals in addition to measuring individual differences and multiple
intelligence areas.

The evaluation method that students prefer to during instruction may influence
their academic performance (Biggs, 2003). The literature contains several studies
(Biggs, 2003; Birenbaum, 2003; Ekinci, 2009; Struyven et al., 2005) discussing how
students’ preferences regarding instructional and evaluation methods impact their
academic performance, their perceptions related to learning, and how they participate
in learning processes and then, how all of these work together to impact students’
evaluation preferences. Previous studies have found that there are significant
differences in students’ academic performance and preferred type of evaluations
based on their learning approaches (Mayya, Rao & Ramnarayan, 2004; McManus,
Richards & Winder, 1999; Sambell et al., 1997; Scouller, 2000). Just as students have
different intelligence areas, they also have different learning approaches. While some
students are familiar with practice-based learning methods, others may prefer
teaching methods based entirely on direct instruction. Students’ learning habits may
cause them to adopt specific test preparation habits, which, in turn, may cause them
to prefer specific evaluation types over others. A review of the literature, however,
reveals that the majority of studies focus more on statistical significance and
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relationship with regard to students” evaluation preferences and that there are only a
few studies (Altun & Gelbal, 2014; Birgin & Giirbtiz, 2008; Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007;
Gijbels & Dochy, 2006; Isnac, 2018; Struyven, Dochy & Janssens, 2005; Struyven,
Dochy & Janssens, 2005; Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc & Teker Tasdelen, 2015) seeking to
identify what type of evaluations students like to take or which types they prefer over
others. Of these studies, only in Isnac (2018) and Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc and Teker
Tasdelen (2015) are scaling methods used to assess students” evaluation preferences.
In their study, Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc and Teker Tasdelen (2015) found that pre-service
teachers preferred true-false tests the most and performance-based tasks the least.
Isnac (2018) conducted a study with middle school students in which she scaled
students” evaluation preferences according to their learning approaches. Since in
scaling approaches, psychological and emotional characteristics can be scaled and a
shared point regarding individuals’ preferences can be reached (Anil & Guler, 2006;
Kan, 2008; Ozkan Ozer & Guvendir Acar, 2011), one method to determine which type
of evaluation students prefer is to scale their preferences after having asked them
directly. An examination of the literature reveals that only a single study exists
investigating university students’ evaluation preferences using rank-order judgment
scaling. Accordingly, the current study sought to identify which types of evaluations
university students preferred, to scale their preferences according to rank-order
judgments, and to determine scale values for their preferences. To accomplish this
objective, responses to the following questions were solicited:

1. What evaluation methods do university students prefer to measure their
academic performance?

2. Using rank-order scaling, what are the item scale values for university
students’ evaluation preferences?

Method
Research Design

The survey model used in this study aims to describe a situation that has existed
or still exists (Cresswell, 2003; Karasar, 2014). Accordingly, the current study follows
a survey model since university students” evaluation preferences were sought.

Research Sample

The study group was described in this research. The study was conducted with a
total of 376 students enrolled in the faculty of education in two different universities
in Turkey (i.e, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University and Trakya University).
Approximately 31% (n=116) of the students participating in the study were male and
69% (n=260) were female. Table 1 presents student distributions by university and
department.
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Table 1
Student Distribution by Department

Department f %
German Language Education 11 29
Computer and Instructional Technologies 38 10.1
English Language Education 64 17.0
Japanese Language Education 24 6.4
Psychological Counseling and Guidance 136 36.2
Art Education 16 43
Social Sciences Education 35 9.3
Turkish Language Education 52 13.8
Total 376 100.0

Of the participating students, 2.9% were enrolled in the German Language
Education Department, 10.1% in the Computer and Instructional Technologies
Department, 17% in the English Language Education Department, 36.2% in the
Psychological Counseling and Guidance Department, 4.3% in the Art Education
Department, 9.3% in the Social Sciences Education Department, and 13.8% in the
Turkish Language Education Department. Table 2 presents student distributions by
grade level.

Table 2
Student Distribution by Grade

Grade level f %
1.00 56 14.9
2.00 109 29.0
3.00 203 54.0
4.00 8 2.1
Total 376 100.0

As seen in Table 2, 14.9% of the participating students were in their first year, 29%
in their second year, 54% in their third year and 2.1% in their fourth year of
undergraduate education.

Research Instruments and Procedures

The data collection tool was developed by the researcher for this study. During the
development of the data collection tool, the researcher performed a review of the
literature and determined potential tools that may be used to assess students’
academic performance. A semi-structured interview form was also used to solicit
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responses regarding students’ evaluation preferences. A total of 80 students enrolled
in different grade levels within the faculty of education completed this interview form
in which they were asked to rank their evaluation preferences in writing. After
examining students’ responses to the interview form, similar responses were
aggregated to form a total of 16 items. The items were subsequently presented to three
measurement and evaluation experts whose opinions were used to construct a 13-item
tool measuring students’ evaluation preferences. The 13 items included in the
measurement tool were: (i) preparing individual presentations, (ii) taking frequent
quizzes, (iii) doing a project as homework instead of a test, (iv) taking an open-book
and notes test (no time limit), (v) answering open-ended questions (closed book and
notes, with time limit), (vi) doing group homework instead of a test, (vii) taking an
oral exam, (viii) doing individual homework, (ix) answering short-answer and open-
ended questions, (x) taking a multiple-choice test, (xi) taking a test including different
types of questions simultaneously (e.g., multiple-choice, short-answer, true-false,
matching), (xii) doing individual homework, and (xiii) taking an open-book and notes
test (with time limit). The researcher implemented the measurement tool with the
students, which took approximately 5 minutes. The participants were provided with
all necessary explanations regarding the measurement tool and how to complete it
prior to its administration.

Data Analysis

Rank-order judgments based on Thurstone’s (1927) law of comparative judgment
(Turgut & Baykul, 1992) were used to analyze the data collected for the study. The
rank-order judgment scaling method is itself based on one of two fundamental scaling
approaches (i.e., the judgment and reaction). In the judgment approach, stimuli are
scaled according to observers’ judgments in a predetermined dimension. This
approach seeks to define the degree of stimulation of K number of stimuli for each of
the N number of observers. In this approach, the observer’s duty is to rank each
stimulus in the scaling dimension in reference to the other stimuli. Accordingly, the
average of observer judgments for any stimulus constitutes its scale value. The reaction
approach, however, determines individuals’ reactions by executing K number of
stimuli to a group composed of N number of individuals. In this approach, the
individuals reacting are not objective experts. They only determine the position of the
stimulus examined in reference to the other stimuli on the same scale (Anil & Guler,
2006; Guilford, 1954; Tezbasaran, 2004; Torgerson, 1958). In the this study, rank-order
judgment scaling based on the judgmental decisions approach was used.

Since ranking is based on the size difference between stimuli, it resembles a pair-
wise comparative approach. Moreover, since participants experience fewer
contradictions in rank-order judgment scaling, the results are potentially more
consistent (Guilford, 1954; Turgut & Baykul, 1992). All stimuli are given to observers
in rank-order judgment scaling. Observers rank stimuli by assigning each stimulus a
rank number. The basic premise in this scaling approach is that each stimulus is given
a rank number. This way, the entire stimuli group is transformed into a uniform
standard to which each individual stimulus is compared. Scale values are attained by
comparing the ratio attained from the rank-order judgments assigned to stimuli with
the uniform standard. Subsequently, the pair-wise comparison is analyzed as in the
fifth equation of Thurstone’s (1927) law of comparative judgment theory (Anil & Inal,



Durmus OZBASI 69
Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 82 (2019) 63-80

2018; Guilford, 1954). In this study, a rank-order frequencies matrix was constructed
showing how many times and in which order students placed each of their preferred
type of evaluation. A ratios matrix was constructed using the rank-order judgments
that students assigned to their evaluation preferences. The unit normal deviation
matrix was constructed by calculating the z-values corresponding to the ratio’s matrix
elements. The total of each column’s values was written at the bottom row of the unit
normal deviation matrix. Scale values were then attained by calculating the average of
each z-value appearing in this row for each separate column.

Results

This section presents students’ rankings for evaluation preferences in regard to
scaling procedure steps and explanations. In order to answer the first secondary
objective of this study, a rank-order frequencies matrix was obtained using the
rankings of 376 students’ preferences regarding 13 stimuli.

Table 3
Frequencies Matrix

Rank-Order Frequencies Matrix for Stimuli
r A B C D E F G H I J K L M Total
17 55 9 55 28 28 82 3 5 5 56 7 26 376
16 58 14 30 41 16 62 11 20 11 32 19 46 376
19 35 15 29 51 25 47 14 30 19 41 15 36 376
22 41 30 19 51 26 27 24 28 16 33 26 33 376

© ©® 9 o U ks W N Rk A
S O =Y
(S = T

9 22 30 15 27 39 29 42 28 34 15 32 27 36 376
8 30 27 27 26 34 24 32 31 35 23 27 33 27 376
7 22 17 35 19 26 28 25 34 43 37 33 28 29 376
6 38 23 36 26 27 38 10 30 36 28 24 35 25 376
5 45 20 41 20 19 30 18 42 24 41 24 23 29 376
10 4 29 23 39 24 19 31 14 49 37 28 33 40 10 376
1 3 32 18 43 19 20 39 11 38 38 50 22 23 23 376
12 2 38 14 42 22 16 30 4 42 31 52 10 32 43 376
13 1 46 15 30 60 5 32 2 30 15 51 9 68 13 376

Total 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376 376

Table 3 consists of a frequencies table depicting the rank numbers assigned by 376
judgments for each of the 13 total stimuli. The total number of observers for each row
and column is 376. Following this procedure, n(sjk>ski) tables for all stimuli were
prepared and a pair-wise frequencies matrix for all stimuli was constructed.
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The ratios matrix in Table 4 was constructed by dividing the column totals in the
frequency matrix by the square number of total participants (n2=3762).

Table 4

Ratios Matrix for Evaluation Preferences

P Matrix

A B C D E F G H I J K L M
030 051 042 030 045 021 052 044 056 032 052 037

0.70 066 055 047 060 037 067 061 070 048 0.66 0.53

0.49 0.34 041 028 044 019 051 042 056 030 0.51 0.36

o n % »

058 0.45 0.59 042 054 033 060 054 063 042 0.60 047

070 053 0.72 0.58 065 038 0.73 066 076 050 0.71 0.56

rr

055 0.40 056 046 035 026 057 049 061 036 057 042

i

079 0.63 081 0.67 0.62 0.26 082 0.76 084 0.62 0.80 0.67

0.48 033 049 040 027 043 018 0.42 055 029 050 0.34

T 0

056 039 058 046 034 051 024 0.58 0.63 036 0.58 0.41

i

044 030 044 037 024 039 0.16 045 0.37 026 046 0.31

S

068 052 0.70 058 050 0.64 038 071 0.64 0.74 0.70 0.55

048 034 049 040 029 043 020 050 042 054 0.30 0.35

M 063 047 0.64 053 044 058 033 066 059 0.69 045 0.65

In addition to the ratios matrix presented in Table 4, the analysis continued using
scaling methods based on a pair-wise comparative approach. In ratios matrices, the
most significant point diagonals 1 was given to the most important point in the ratios
matrix. Upon examination of Table 4, it is observed that the sum of diagonals for the
ratios matrix was equal to 1. After confirming this, the analysis continued using the
fifth equation like in the pair-wise comparative scaling method. As a result, a unit
normal deviation matrix (z) was constructed and presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Unit Normal Deviation Matrix for Evaluation Preferences

z Matrix (unit normal deviation matrix)

A B C D E F G H I J K L M
-053 0.02 -021 -052 -012 -079 004 -0.16 015 -048 0.05 -0.34

A

B 0.53 042 012 -0.07 026 -033 045 028 053 -0.06 042 0.07
c -0.02 -0.42 -023 -057 -014 -086 0.02 -019 014 -052 0.03 -0.37
b 021 -012 0.23 -020 010 -0.44 025 010 034 -019 025 -0.08
E 052 0.07 057 0.20 038 -032 062 041 070 001 057 0.15
F 012 -026 014 -0.10 -0.38 -065 017 -0.03 027 -035 017 -0.21
c 079 033 086 044 032 -0.65 092 071 099 030 084 044
- -0.04 -045 -0.02 -025 -0.62 -0.17 -0.92 -0.21 013 -056 0.01 -0.40
| 016 -028 019 -010 -041 003 -0.71 0.21 033 -036 020 -0.22
| -0.15 -0.53 -0.14 -034 -0.70 -0.27 -0.99 -0.13 -0.33 -0.65 -0.10 -0.49
K 048 0.06 052 019 -0.01 035 -030 056 036 0.65 052 013
L -0.05 -042 -0.03 -025 -057 -0.17 -0.84 -0.01 -0.20 0.10 -0.52 -0.39
M 034 -0.07 037 0.08 -015 021 -044 040 022 049 -0.13 0.39

Total 289 -2.63 314 -044 -3.87 -018 -7.59 350 095 481 -353 336 -1.71
Mean 024 -022 026 -0.04 -032 -0.02 -0.63 029 0.08 040 -029 028 -0.14
s] 087 041 089 060 031 062 0.00 092 071 103 034 091 049

In order to determine university students’ evaluation preferences, the data
collected by the measurement tools were scaled based on rank-order judgments. The
smallest value on the unit normal distribution matrix was -7.59 for evaluation
preference G. By taking this value as the ranking criteria, an absolute value of 7.59 was
attained and is shown on a number line in Figure 1.

0,87; A 0418 0,89; C 0,60; D 03L;E 0,62; F 0,00; G 0,92; H 0,71;i 1,03;1 0,34; K 091;L 0,49; M

Figure 1. Scale values placed on a number line
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Table 6

Evaluation Preferences and Scale Values

Stimulus Seal
Rank cate Evaluation Preference
Values
Number
0.87 . .. .
9 Preparing Individual presentations.
4 0.41 Taking frequent quizzes.
0.89 . . .
10 Doing a project as homework instead of a test.
0.60 . . -
6 Taking an open-book and notes test (no time limit).
2 0.31 Answering open-ended questions (closed book and
notes, with a time limit).
7 0.62 Doing group homework instead of a test.
1 0.00 Taking an oral exam.
12 0.92 Doing individual homework.
0.71 . .
8 Answering short-answer and open-ended questions.
13 1.03 Taking a multiple-choice test.
0.34 . S . .
3 Using a given individual article to write as homework.
11 0.91 Taking a test, including different types of questions
simultaneously (e.g., multiple-choice, short-answer,
true-false, matching).
5 0.49 Taking an open-book and notes test (with a time limit).

As seen in Table 6, the most preferred evaluation type by students was taking an
oral exam whereas the least preferred was taking a multiple-choice test. Students’
evaluation preferences from most to least preferred were (1) taking an oral exam, (2)
answering open-ended questions (closed book and notes, with time limit), (3) using a
given individual article to write as homework, (4) taking frequent quizzes, (5) taking
an open-book and notes test (with time limit), (6) taking an open-book and notes test
(no time limit), (7) doing group homework instead of a test, (8) answering short-
answer and open-ended questions, (9) preparing Individual presentations, (10) Doing
a project as homework instead of a test, (11) taking a test including different types of
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questions simultaneously (e.g., multiple-choice, short-answer, true-false, matching),
(12) doing individual homework, and (13) taking a multiple-choice test.

Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

Using rank-order judgments-based scaling (one of the scaling methods based on
judgment decisions), this study has sought to determine what evaluation types that
university students enrolled in different departments preferred to be used to measure
their academic performance.

This study found that students most preferred oral exams to measure their
academic performance. Oral exams are defined as a type of evaluation in which
questions are generally asked and responses are given orally (Tekin, 2005). Oral exams
have historically been frequently used in educational environments. Although
students are less likely to suffer from nervousness and unnecessary fear while taking
oral exams, the existence of subjectivity in the scoring system, the interaction between
the examiner and examinee, the preparation of individual questions for each
examinee, and the fact that they need to be conducted individually render them
considerably difficult to administer (Turgut & Baykul, 2010). Other hurdles that render
the administration of oral exams even more difficult include the need to record
answers given during the test and the need to ensure proper oversight of the exam in
order to ensure impartiality and to avert any potential legally questionable situations
(Sezer & Bilgin, 2009).

Students’ second most preferred evaluation type was answering open-ended
questions which they could use their book and notes to respond and for which a time
limit was set. Although open-ended questions are appropriate to measure high-level
cognitive skills, there are some difficulties in scoring them (e.g., scoring not being
objective, low content validity) (Atilgan, Kan & Dogan, 2009). In their study examining
the appropriateness of open-ended questions used in tests prepared by middle school
teachers, Incecam, Demir and Demir (2018) found that teachers made extensive use of
open-ended questions. The results of a study by Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc and Teker
Tasdelen (2015) reveal that open-ended questions were the fourth most preferred
method of evaluation by pre-service teachers. Scouller (1998) found that the majority
of students who adopt a deep learning approach performed better on exams that
included written open-ended item format.

The findings of the current study revealed that the third most preferred evaluation
type by university students was using a given individual article to write as homework.
Individual learning and wanting to complete the homework given to oneself are
considered general characteristics of students espousing a deep learning approach
(Minbashian, Huon & Bird, 2004; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Ramsden, 1991). In his
study conducted with university students enrolled in a faculty of education, Scouller
(1998) found that while those students embracing a deep learning approach performed
poorly on multiple-choice item format, they received higher scores on written tests.
Accordingly, students’ preferences in being given an article to write as homework may
be considered a sign that they have adopted a deep learning approach. As such, the
findings of the current study are consistent with those of Scouller’s (1998).
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Examination of students’ three least preferred evaluation types revealed that they
preferred stimulus to be assessed by multiple-choice type questions. Despite nearly all
of the large-scale tests students have taken from elementary school to university are
multiple-choice tests, the fact that this type of test was the least preferred by students
was an important finding of this study. This specific finding contradicts those obtained
by Struyven, Dochy, and Janssens (2005) study, in which students stated that they
experienced less anxiety and had higher expectations for success when responding to
multiple-choice questions that did not require them to construct their own answers.

Students” second least preferred type of evaluation was individual homework.
Students stated either that they did not like being assessed by individual homework
or that they made efforts to avoid it altogether. Similarly, Ozer-Ozkan and Acar-
Guvendir (2013) conducted a scaling study with students enrolled in a measurement
and evaluation class in which they attempted to identify students’ preferred teaching
styles. In their study, they found that students’ least preferred evaluation types were
narratives and individual work. In a similar vein, Cross (1981) asserted that individual
work could cause deficiencies in communication between student and instructor.
Furthermore, students’ fears of being subjected to a subjective grading scale may cause
them to dislike being assessed by individual homework.

Students’ third least preferred type of evaluation were those composed of different
types of questions (e.g., multiple-choice, short-answer, true-false, matching). The
nation-wide tests that students take (e.g., Council of Higher Education Exam [YKS],
High School Entrance Exam [LYS]) are composed strictly of multiple-choice questions
and include no other types of questions. The fact that students are most familiar with
tests composed of a single type of question may explain their dislike of being assessed
by tests containing a multitude of question types.

Several recommendations may be made based on the findings of this study. The
first recommendation is that student anxiety may be slightly reduced by explaining
them how the evaluation will be structured and by providing them a grading rubric
when they are to be given open-ended questions or homework. As stated by the
majority of students, a single type of question may be used on tests or students can be
briefed on other question types prior to being given a test composed of more than one
question type in order to reduce their prejudices toward those with which they are less
familiar. Recommendations for subsequent studies include asking students to provide
qualitative explanations as to why they ranked their preferred question types in
evaluations in the order they did, as doing so will shed light on the rationale
underlying their choices. Since this study was restricted to university students enrolled
in the faculty of education of two universities, other researchers may conduct similar
studies with students enrolled in other faculties in the same or different higher
education institutions, and compare the results between them.
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Ozet

Problem Durumu: Egitim stirecinin 6nemli 6gelerinden biri degerlendirmedir. Egitim
sisteminin, isleyisi ve siirecin etkili bir sekilde ilerleyip ilerlemediginin kontrolii ancak



78 Durmus OZBASI
Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 82 (2019) 63-80

degerlendirme ile belirlenebilmektedir. Olcme sonuclarinin belirlenen 6lciit veya
Olctitler takimiyla karsilastirilarak bir karara varma siireci olan degerlendirme,
ogrencilerin mesleki veya beceri acgidan egilimlerinin belirlenmesine yardimeci
olmasinin yanisira 8gretimin niteligi hakkinda ilgili paydaslara énemli bilgiler saglar
(Turgut & Baykul, 2010). Degerlendirme, sadece 6grenme siirecinin sonunda
gerceklestirilen ve 6gretimden bagimsiz bir durum olarak ele alinamaz. Ayni1 zamanda
Ogrenci basarisi, hedef ve kazanimlara ulasma diizeyleri hakkinda da bilgi saglar.
Ayrica, oOgrencilerin  sinavlara nasil hazirlandiklari, 6grenme  siirecinde
karsilastiklar1 zorluklari, derslerine nasil calistiklar: gibi farkli degiskenler hakkinda
da bilgi elde edilmesine yardimci olur (Birenbaum, 1997; Struyven, Dochy & Janssens,
2005). Biggs (2003)’e gore, degerlendirme tgrenmenin gelismesine 6nemli katki
sunmaktadir. Bu nedenle de, nitelikli bir degerlendirme yontemi, 6grencilerin
O0grenme stireclerinin bir parcast olmali ve 6grencilere 6grenme siirecinde nasil
ogrenmeleri gerektigi konusunda da rehberlik etmelidir (Gulbahar & Biiytikoztiirk,
2008).

Ogrencilerin 6gretimsel tercihleri ve degerlendirme yontemlerine iligkin tercihlerinin,
akademik basari, 6grenmeye iliskin algilar1 ve 6grencilerin 6grenme stirecini nasil
gerceklestirdiklerini ve de tiim bunlarin degerlendirme tercihine nasil bir etkiye sahip
olduguna iliskin alan yazinda (Biggs, 2003; Brenbaum, 2003; Struyven & Digerleri,
2005; Ekinci, 2009) yapilmis arastirmalar bulunmaktadir. Yapilan arastirmalarda
(Mayya, Rao ve Ramnarayan, 2004; McManus, Richards & Winder 1999; Sambell,
McDowell & Brown, 1997; Scouller, 2000) 6grenme yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin
akademik basarilar1 ile degerlendirme tercihlerine anlamli diizeyde farklilik
olusturdugu tespit edilmistir. Ancak alan yazin incelendiginde, yapilan arastirmalarin
cogunlugunun, 6grencilerin degerlendirme tercihlerine iliskin daha gok istatistiksel
anlamlilik ve iligki tizerine oldugu tespit edilmis (Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007; Birgin &
Gurbuz, 2008; Struyven, Dochy & Janssens, 2005; Gijbels & Dochy, 2006); 6grencilerin
ne tur degerlendirme tiirlerini tercih ettiklerini ortaya cikaran az sayida (Altun ve
Gelbal, 2014; Isnac, 2018; Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc & Teker Tasdelen, 2015) arastirma
bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirmalardan sadece Isnac (2018) ve Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc &
Teker Tasdelen (2015) tarafindan yapilan arastirmalarda, 6grencilerin degerlendirme
tercihleri o©lcekleme yontemleriyle belirlenmistir. Alan yazin incelendiginde,
tiniversite Ogrencilerinin degerlendirme tercihlerinin siralama yargilarina dayal
olgekleme yoluyla incelendigi sadece bir calismaya (Sahin, Ozturk Boztunc & Teker
Tasdelen, 2015) rastlanmistir. Ogrencilerin basarilarinin degerlendirilmesinde tercih
ettikleri degerlendirme tiirlerinin belirlenmesi, 6grencilerin calisma aliskanliklar: ve
sinavlara nasil hazirlandiklar1 hakkinda o6nemli bilgiler ortaya koyacag:
duistintilmektedir. Bu baglamda arastirmanin problemi, tniversite 6grencilerinin
degerlendirme tercihlerine iliskin 6lgek degerlerinin belirlenmesidir.

Arastirmamn Amaci: Arastirmanin amaci, Universite dgrencilerinin degerlendirme
tercihlerinin belirlenmesi ve degerlendirme tercihlerinin siralama yargilarma gore
olgeklenmesidir.

Arastirmanin Yontemi: Arastirma tarama modeli ile tasarlanmistir. Arastirma
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart ve Trakya Universitesi egitim fakiiltelerinde 63renim
gormekte olan toplam 376 tiniversite 6grencisi ile gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmada
veri toplama araci arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Veri toplama aracmnin
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gelistirme asamasinda, alan yazin taranms ve 6grencilerin akademik basarilarini
degerlendirmede kullanilabilecek 6l¢me araglarit belirlenmistir. Ayrica arastirma
kapsaminda 6grencilere degerlendirme tercihlerinin soruldugu yar: yapilandirilmis
bir gortisme formu kullanilmistir. Bu gortisme formu, egitim fakiiltesinde cesitli
smiflarda 6grenim gormekte olan 80 6grenciye uygulanmis ve degerlendirme
tercihlerini sirasiz olarak yazmalari istenmistir. Ogrencilerin vermis olduklari yamtlar
incelenerek ortak olanlar (toplam 16 madde) bir araya getirilmistir. Daha sonra bu
maddeler uzmanlarin (ii¢ 6lgme ve degerlendirme uzmani) goriisiine sunulmus ve
uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda 13 madde 6lgme aracinin maddelerini olusturmustur.

Arastirmanin Bulgulari: Bulgularda 6ncelikle toplam 13 uyarict i¢in 376 yargicinin her
bir wuyarici igin vermis olduklari sira numaralarina iliskin frekans tablosu
olusturulmustur. Satir ve stitunlarin toplam goézlem sayist 376 “dir. Bu islemden sonra
ikili olarak tiim uyaricilar arasindaki n(sj>si) tablolar1 hazirlanmis ve tiim uyaricilar
arasinda ikili sira frekanslar matrisi elde edilmistir. Daha sonra oranlar matrisi
hesaplanmistir. Oranlar matrisinde en ¢nemli nokta kdsegenleri toplammin 1'i
vermesidir. Buna gore, oranlar matrisindeki kosegenler toplaminin 1’e esit olup
olmadig incelenmis ve kosegenler toplaminin 1’e esit oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu
kontroliin ardindan, V. Hal denklemi kullanilarak, ikili karsilastirma yontemi ile
analize devam edilmistir. Daha sonra birim normal sapmalar matris degerleri
hesaplanmustir.

Sonug ve Oneriler: Aragtirmadan elde edilen bulgulara gore, grenciler en cok sozlit
smavi tercih etmislerdir. S6zlii stnav her ne kadar, 6grenciyi heyecandan ve smav ile
ilgili gereksiz korkulardan kurtarsa da, puanlanmasindaki 6znellik, sinav yapan ile
yapilan arasindaki etkilesim ve sinav sorularmin her birey i¢in énceden hazirlama
gerekliligi gibi sebeplerden dolayi kalabalik gruplarda gerceklestirilmesi oldukga zor
olabilmektedir. (Turgut & Baykul, 2010).

Ogrencilerin degerlendirme tiirii olarak en ok tercih ettigi ikinci uyarict ise “smnirh
stire igerisinde, kitap ve defter acik bir sekilde agik uclu sorularla degerlendirme”
yapilmasidir. Acik uglu sorular olctiigii 6zellik agisindan tist diizey bilissel beceriler
6l¢mek igin uygun olsa da, sorularin degerlendirilmesi ve puanlanmasindaki bazi
sorunlar (puanlamanin objektif olmamasi, kapsam gegerliginin diisiik olmas1 gibi)
tasimaktadir (Atilgan, Kan & Dogan, 2009). Scouller (1998) tarafindan yapilan
arastirma sonuglarina gore, derin 6grenme yaklasimina sahip 6grencilerin gogunlukla
yazili (agik uglu) yoklama soru tiirtindeki smavlarda daha basarili olduklar:
belirtilmistir.

Arastirma sonuglarma gore, 6grencilerinin tercih ettigi ti¢lincti degerlendirme tiirii ise
“Bireysel makale 6devi verilerek” yapilan degerlendirmedir. Bireysel 6grenme ve
verilen 6devi istekli olarak yerine getirme davranisi, cogunlukla derin 6grenme
yaklasimini benimseyen 6grencilerin genel 6zelliklerinden biridir (Minbashian, Huon
& Bird, 2004; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Ramsden, 1991). Bu baglamda, arastirma
grubunda yer alan ve derin 6grenme 6zelligine sahip 6grenciler, bireysel makale
ddevini degerlendirme tiirii olarak tercih etmis olabilirler.

(")grencilerin en az tercih etttikleri degerlendirme tiirti coktan segmeli madde ttirtidiir.
Ogrencilerin ilkokul seviyesinden tiniversite diizeyine kadar girmis oldugu genis
Olgekli smavlarm neredeyse tiimiiniin ¢oktan se¢meli smav olmasina ragmen,
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degerlendirme tiirti olarak en az tercih etmeleri, arastirmadan elde edilen 6nemli
sonuglardan biridir. Ogrencilerin en sondan ikinci olarak tercih ettikleri
degerlendirme tiirti bireysel ev 6devidir. Ogrencilerin en sondan {iclincti siraya
yerlestirdikleri degerlendirme tiirii ise farkli soru tiirlerinin (¢oktan se¢meli, kisa
yanutl, dogru-yanlis, eslestirme) aym anda kullanilmasiyla gerceklestirilen
degerlendirmedir.

Bu aragtirmanin sonuglarina dayali olarak yapilabilecek nerilerden biri, 6grencilerin
bir¢ogunun belirtmis oldugu gibi degerlendirme asamasinda tek tiir soru formati
kullamlmasidir. Arastirma bulgularinda ogrencilerin, ayni anda bir¢ok soru
formatinin kullanilmasini pek tercih etmedikleri belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle, farkli soru
formatlar1 kullanuldigr durumlarda, bu soru formatlar1 ile ilgili yonerge veya
aciklamalara yer verilmesi, bu konudaki korku ve isteksizligi azaltacag:
diisiiniilmektedir. Bu arastirma sadece egitim fakiiltesinde 6grenim gérmekte olan
universite 6grencileri ile yurttilmustiir. Farkli fakiilte veya ytiksekokullarda 6grenim
gormekte olan tiniversite 6grencileri ile boyle bir ¢alisma yapilmast alan yazina katki
saglayabilir.

Anahtar Kavramlar: siralama yargilarina dayal olcekleme, Degerlendirme tercihleri,
Degerlendirme araglar:
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