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Introduction

Evaluation is a process of judging based on the comparison of results obtained from a
measurement process of criteria (Turgut, 1997). Evaluation usually takes place when
the learning process ends, and it is carried out independently from teaching (Giilbahar
and Biiytikoztiirk, 2008). However, methods for evaluating students should be helpful
in providing information and feedback on what is learned by students at what level,
what they face during the learning process, and how they prepare for exams (Giilbahar
and Biuiytikoztiirk, 2008; Birenbaum, 1997;Struyven, Dochy and Janssens, 2005). In the
Turkish educational system, usually the post-examination choices of students are
considered and discussed. The grade points of students from a large-scale
examination are used to allow them to choose their university and department. These
large-scale examinations consist of multiple-choice tests, yet the examination type
choices of students are never taken into consideration. Students are compressed into a
single model and only given multiple-choice test items.

In most traditional methods, student achievement is typically evaluated using
mainly written exams, short answer tests, true/false tests and multiple-choice tests
(Turgut, 1988; Atilgan, Kan and Dogan, 2009; Gelbal and Kelecioglu, 2007). The
classroom and out-of-classroom behaviours of students are followed by using
conventional paper-and-pencil tests. Their performance is examined and students are
evaluated invarious aspects of the subject. As teachers are used to it, they prefer the
traditional paper-and-pencil tests as a measurement tool (Gelbal and Kelecioglu, 2007).

Considering the qualities of the exam types, we see that exams have different
advantages and disadvantages. The most significant advantage for multiple-choice,
true/false and short-answer tests is that they are quick and easy to score. Written tests
offer students an opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge, skills and abilities in a
variety of ways. Multiple-choice tests take time and skill to construct; true/false tests
encourage guessing; short-answer tests encourage students to memorize terms and
details; and written tests require extensive time to grade. Some of these advantages
work in the students’ favour and some have a positive effect on the validity and
reliability of the measurement results (Zoller, 1994). While some researchers and
implementers have theoretically mentioned the positive effects of the exam types,
there is relatively little research regarding the advantages and disadvantages of the
exam types from the eyes of the students (Zoller and Ben-Chaim, 1998; Zoler and Ben-
Chaim, 1990).

The initial studies focused on the type of examination chosen by students and
whether these choices varied based on gender (Grandt, 1987; Zoller and Ben-Chaim,
1990). The majority of studies since 1994 used the Assessment Preference Inventory
developed by Birenbaum (1994, 1997, 2007). Studies after this date mainly reviewed
the relations between the learning-related features of students and their assessment
preferences. These studies placed emphasis on learning-related qualities, such as
assessment preference choices, learning strategies, motivation strategies, learning
approaches, study strategies and academic achievement. The findings revealed that
there are strong relations between the assessment preference choices of students and
their learning-related qualities and emphasized the importance of considering their
assessment preferences during the education process (Birenbaum 1997, 2003, 2007;
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Biggs, 2003; Struyven, Dochy and Janssens, 2005; Wilson and Fowler, 2005; Birenbaum
and Rosenau 2006; Watering, Gijbels, Dochy and Rijt, 2008).

There are various studies on assessments in the literature, particularly for teachers
(Cavanagh, 2006; Cooney, Sanchez & Ice, 2001; Kyriakides, 1997; Miller, 2004;
Motsoeneng, 2005; Saxe, Franke, Gearhart, Howard & Crockett, 1997; Sherin & Drake,
2009; Uchiyama, 2004, 2005); however, the number of studies on students, particularly
in higher education, is limited (Ben-Chaim & Zoller, 1997; Birenbaum & Feldman,
1998; Struyven et. al., 2005 and Zeidner, 1987). These studies indicate that the
assessment preferences may vary based on the education, departments and gender
(Beller and Gafni, 2000; Ben Chaim & Zoller, 1997; Birenbaum & Feldman, 1998;
Birenbaum, 1997; Brown & Hirschfeld, 2007; Bryant, 2001; Struyven et al., 2005;
Watering et al., 2008; Zoller & Ben-Chaim, 1990). In this sense, the determination of
assessment preference of students studying at the education faculties may be
considered as an important factor to reflect their viewpoints on education, and to
increase the quality of teaching and provide effectiveness in the program.

When we examined the relevant literature in Turkey, we found very few studies
which attempted to determine the examination types of students (Giilbahar and
Buyukoztiirk, 2008; Bal, 2012; Bal, 2012). It was considered necessary to contribute to
the field by developing “The Inventory of Motive of Preference for the Conventional
Paper-and-Pencil Tests” (IMP-PAPT) as there was scant research to determine the
reason for students” preference of an examination type.

Bal (2012) conducted research on the measurement and assessment preferences of
prospective classroom teachers in mathematics.The study used the Assessment
Preference Scale (APS) tool for the data collection which was developed by Birenbaum
(1994) for university students and adapted forthe Turkish culture by Giilbahar and
Buyukoztiirk (2008). The Assessment Preference Scale used in the study includes
mixed types of questions and intends to determine the level of preference of the
assessment types in an integrated way, and not to determine the specific assessment
type against certain conditions. However, IMP-PAPT developed within the scope of
thisstudy, doesnot include mixed types of questions and this inventory provides
detailed information on the type of assessment preferred under certain conditions.
This study is a scale development study, rather than a scale adaptation study. Scale
adaptation studies are more limited in terms of time, budget, and in making an
international assessment in a cultural sense. They are also limited in researchers'
knowledge ofscale development and any literature that has a strong validity and
reliability value in relation to the relevant measurement results in the literature
(Hambleton and Patsula, 1999). Taking into account the factors mentioned above, a
scale development study on the subject has been carried out.

Purpose of the Study

The objective of this study is to develop IMP-PAPT for evaluating the motives of
students to prefer written tests, short-answer tests, true/false tests and multiple-choice
tests. This will add to the literature a measurement tool with valid and reliable
measurement results to help determine the motives of students to prefer written tests,
short-answer tests, true/false tests and multiple-choice tests and the level of of



Mehmet Taha ESER—Nuri DOGAN/ Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 69 (2017) 135-158 | 138

preference for these exams. On the other hand, this study will provide teachers with
information on the factors affecting the students” preference of examination types and
the way these factors affect the examination preference level. Depending on the results,
teachers may increase their efforts to develop measurement toold according to the
certain qualities of students when they draft examinations to measure the student
achievement. It is believed that the factors the teachers pay attention to in the test
development process will reflect positively on students, thereby minimizing
thenegative effects of tests on students.

In this study, we want to explore which assessment formats are preferred and how
students perceive rather conventional assessment formats. Furthermore, we want to
investigate the role of perceptions of assessment in the learning process. It is thought
that having information about students' preferences for evaluation types will help
students become knowledgeable about test anxiety and trait anxiety, as well as identify
student learning strategies and learning styles. At the same time, the scale developed
within the scope of this study can be used in studies where the factors affecting
students' preferences regarding the types of evaluation are to be determined.

Method
Research Design

This study used the screening model. The studies on the screening model by
Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007) indicate that this is an ideal research methodfor
studies on variables requiring a wide sample, such as preference and attitude.

Research Sample

The population of the study consisted of the 9th and 12th grade students studying
in the central districts of the Bartin province. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was
used in a study group of 100 student volunteers. The confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was conducted on the data collected from 783 student volunteers consisting of
485 girls from various high schools (Bartin Davut Firincioglu Anatolian High School,
Koksal Toptan Anatolian High School, Bartin Science High School, Bartin Religious
Vocational High School) who studied in the Bartin province and completed and agreed
to the research application. The 12th year students study in different fields, which are
classified as numerical, verbal, equal weight and language. The size of the study group
was considered sufficient for both types of analysis (Klein, 1994; Byrne, 1998). The
Davis technique was used in the content validity study; and in this context, meant that
opinions were received from 12 experts in the field of assessment and educational
evaluation who are competent in the related field.

Many studies, which were inspired by Gardner’s AMTB, were conducted in the
field. Some of them focused on instrumental and integrative orientations for learning.
In the Chinese EFL context, Xiong, 2010 investigated motivational differences among
middle school students and observed that they had both instrumental and integrative
motivation for learning English. In the Iranian EFL context, studies examined learners’
motivational orientations and reported high instrumental motivation among foreign
language learners (Hashemi and Hadavi, 2014; Vaezi, 2008). In the Turkish context,
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some studies supported that finding (Bektas-Cetinkaya, 2012; Koseoglu, 2013; Ozturk
and Gurbuz, 2013). All studies indicated the dominance of instrumental motivation
among EFL students.

Research Instrument and Procedure

IMP-PAPT drafted by Eser (2011) was created to reveal the motives of preference
on the examination types, such as written, short answer, true/false and multiple-
choice and to measure the level of preference of these examinations by students. The
survey form of the inventory consisted of 34 items. In this study, both exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses were used. CFA and EFA are, in fact, two stages of a
whole process and cannot be effectively separated. If the researcher can use these two
methods together, the research will achieve a deeper degree of understanding.
Anderson and Gerbing suggested that during the procedure of proposing a theory, it
is better to establish a model by EFA and verify the model or modify the model by
CFA (Anderson & Gerbing, 1990). EFA provides concepts of the hypothesis and
calculating tools, which are an important basis and guarantee for the establishment
theory in CFA. It is uncertain if anyone in EFA or CFA is omitted in factor analysis (Hu
ve Li, 2015).The final form of IMP-PAPT consisted of 20 items. Fourteen items were
removed from the initial scale, i.e., 1 item by the expert opinion view method, 11 by
exploratory factor analysis, and 2 items by confirmatory factor analysis. When writing
the items, the motives of preference of student were considered to be the qualities of
examinations that were found to be important with respect to validity, reliability and
usefulness. Students were asked to state their preference level on the examination
types of written, short answer, true/false and multiple-choice. In the process of
preparing the inventory, views and feedback were taken from three PhD students and
one associate professor, all of whom are experts in the field of measurement tools.

The scoring of the inventory was based on the following: For me, the responses
given to the items are not correct=1, partly correct=2 and totally correct=3. When
scoring the items, separate scoring was made for each examination type. Points given
for each item indicate the level of preference of individuals while the total points
indicate the preference level of the concerned examination by individuals. The
examination preference levels of individuals indicate a value between one and three,
as they were obtained by taking averages. The values closer to three indicate a higher
preference level and show that generally a high point is obtained from the motives of
preference for the concerned examination. The points of individuals closer to one
indicate lower preference level and show that generally a low point is obtained from
the motives of preference for the concerned examination.

Results
Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

The exploratory factor analysis was applied to the items on each subtest to
determine the number of dimensions of the subtests in the inventory. As a result of the
analysis, the factor loads for the written examination subtest were found to be between
0,32 and 0,69;those for the short answer examination were between 0,32 and 0,68;those
for the true/false subtest were between 0,42 and 0,64; and those for the multiple-choice
subtest were between 0,31 and 0,66. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), the
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factor load value of each item should be 0,32 or higher. Therefore, the factor load lower
limit was accepted at 0,32 when deciding the items to remain in the scale. The KMO
values for subtests were between 0,71 and 0,75. It was decided that the data number
was sufficient for the factor analysis according to the KMO values results. In addition,
the Bartlett test results for all tests were found to be significant at a level of 0,01. This
result was considered to be proof that the factor analysis could be applied to the data.

When we look at the eigenvalues of the written examination subtest, seven factors
were found with eigenvalues higher than one. The variance disclosed by the first factor
(eigenvalue 5,806) was found to be 26,392% while the variance disclosed by the second
factor (eigenvalue 2,233) was 10,151%. The factors consisting of all components on the
written examination subtest were found to explain 65,303 % of the total variance. When
we look at the eigenvalues of the short-answer examination subtest, eight factors were
found with eigenvalues higher than one. The variance disclosed by the first factor
(eigenvalue 5,133) was found to be 23,332% while the variance disclosed by the second
factor (eigenvalue 1,815) was 8,249%. The factors consisting of all components on the
short-answer examination subtest explained 67,231% of the total variance. When we
look at the eigenvalues of the true/false examination subtest, eight factors had
eigenvalues higher than one. The variance disclosed by the first factor (eigenvalue
5,338) was found to be 24.265%, while the variance disclosed by the second factor
(eigenvalue 1,713) was 7,784%. The factors consisting of all components on the
true/false examination subtest explained 66,763 % of the total variance. When we look
at the eigenvalues of the multiple-choice examination subtest, six factors were found
with eigenvalue higher than one. The variance disclosed by the first factor (eigenvalue
5,377) was found to be 24.439%, while the variance disclosed by the second factor
(eigenvalue 1,839) was 8,359%. The factors consisting of all components on the short-
answer examination subtest explained 57,924 % of the total variance.

The factor loads and scree plots on the four subtests were examined and a majority
of the items in each subtest was collected under a single dimension (Appendix 1,
Appendix 2, Appendix 3, Appendix 4). Depending on the factor analysis results, items
that are not included in the first dimension and do not have sufficient factor load to be
included in any dimension or those that have high or similar factor load in multiple
dimensions were removed from the subtests. After evaluating this, it was deemed
appropriate to remove 11 items from the test for all subtests (items 13, 15, 16, 17, 23,
26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 34). Experts agreed on the fact that the fourth item was not suitable
for the inventory, and, as a result, the fourth item was removed from all subtests
regardless of its statistical values.

In conclusion, it was determined that each subtest was one-dimensional and the
practice was continued with 22 items taking into consideration the factor loads,
eigenvalues, disclosed variance values and scree plots. An inventory was prepared for
the motives of preference using four subtests: written examination, short-answer test,
true/false test and multiple-choice test. Subsequently, the correlation values between
the corrected test points (obtained by subtracting the correlated item from the total
point) and item points were checked in order to determine Cronbach’s alpha’s internal
consistency reliability and item discriminating power.

The Pearson correlation of the test and item points for the written examination scale
varied between 0,217 and 0,606; the short-answer test scale varied between 0,217 and
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0,598; the true/false test scale varied between 0,215 and 0,532; and the multiple-choice
test scale varied between 0,236 and 0,571 (Table 1). Since we paid attention to keep the
same items for the four subtest types, each item with a test-item correlation of less than
0,20 for any subtest was removed regardless of the test-item correlation level in the
subtests (Ebel, 1979, Field, 2009).

Table 1

Item-Test Correlations and Cronbach’s Alpha Values for The Written, Short-Answer,
True/False and Multiple-Choice Tests.

Item Written Short answer True/false Multiple-
examination  test test choice test
1 392 456 471 315
2 232 344 .366 335
3 284 297 .385 .245
4 .554 447 .532 523
5 .594 510 527 .524
6 498 481 494 513
7 .606 .598 497 518
8 401 282 466 .385
9 480 408 465 417
10 395 434 417 571
11 485 426 367 384
12 217 261 242 .239
13 418 217 233 253
14 .380 218 225 276
15 452 .398 413 431
16 393 438 426 A88
17 466 458 .387 486
18 343 408 482 487
19 577 512 .506 470
20 228 .266 215 .236
21 501 433 426 422
22 .560 .398 .396 479
Cronbach’s Alpha .856 831 .838 838

When we looked at the Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficients for the
points from four subtests on 22 items, we found that these coefficients varied between
0,831 and 0,856. These values are high and the measurement results are sufficiently
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reliable. At the same time, the reliability values of the subtest scores are similar and
very close to each other with respect to homogeneity.

The factor loads given in Table 1 relate only to the EFA results. Since the EFA was
conducted with100 students, and the sample is small, the factor load wastaken as the
lower limit of 0.20.

In Table 1, the averages of the item discrimination indices are shown. The mean of
the item discrimination indices is 0.39 for the written test, 0.36 for the short answer
test, 0.37 for the true/false test, and 0.34 for the multiple-choice test. The subscales are
sufficiently distinguished as the average discrimination values for the subtests are over
0.30.

Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Each subtest was applied to 783 individuals for the confirmatory factor analysis that
was planned to test the construct validity of the subtests. The confirmatory factor
analyses included the testing of single dimensionality of the subtests as a model. As
the second and fourth items caused autocorrelation in some items during the
confirmatory factor analysis, these items were removed from the subtests. The
confirmatory factor analyses were done after removing the two items. Table 2 includes
the model concordance indicators obtained after the confirmatory factor analysis.

Table 2

Model Concordance Indicators According to the Confirmatory Factor Analysis on the Subtests
of the Inventory of Motive of Preference for Examinations

Subtest Chi- GFI/AGFI NFI NNFI CFI RMSEA RMR SRMR
square/
2
Written 4,81 0,96/094 099 099 0,99 0,079 0,032 0,065
Short-Answer 4,52 0,96 /0,96 0,99 0,99 0,99 0,067 0,028 0,057
True/false 4,01 097/0,96 099 0,99 0,99 0,062 0,027 0,052
Multiple- 4,01 097/0,96 099 0,99 0,99 0,062 0,028 0,052
choice

Looking at the confirmatory factor analysis result in Table 2, we can state that there
is sufficient evidence on the one dimensionality of each subtest. The chi-square
statistics in the literature show a lack of index fit (Stapleton, 1997). Therefore, a small
chi-square value indicates that the model is fit for the observed structure and vice
versa. That is, a big chi-square value indicates that the model does not sufficiently
explain the structure. However, as the chi-square statistic is a sum statistics, it will be
as high as the number of variants. Therefore, the use of chi-square/degree of freedom
might be recommended (Dogan and Basokcu, 2010). Having a chi-square/degree of
freedom lower than five indicates that the model fits and a value lower than three
indicates that the model has a very good fit (Byrene, 1998). Having chi-square/degree
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of freedom values between three and five in the study indicates that the one-
dimensional models created for the subtests are fit for the observed structures.

A goodness of fit index is usually a measurement of the variance and covariance
amount disclosed by the model. The coefficient of determination calculated in the
multiple regression can be interpreted as R2. The closer the value of the goodness of fit
index, the better the fit of the model for the data (Dogan and Basokcu, 2010). For the
goodness of fit indices, the values between 0,90-0,95 indicate an acceptable fit; values
above 0,95 indicate a high fit (Dickey, 1996; Stapleton, 1997; Byrne, 1998). The values
in Table 2 show that the fit indices other than RMR and SRMR are larger than 0,95. The
GFI/AGFI, NFI, NNFI and CFI values indicated that the measurement tool had a high
fit. Particularly, having the index value of Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) between 0,08-0,05 shows that the model is acceptable, and a value lower than
0,05 shows that the model is good. Particularly, a good fit is indicated by an index
value of the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) closer to 0,00 (Du
Toit and Du Toit, 2001). In our study, the RMSEA values lower than 0,08 indicate an
acceptable fit. A good fit is also indicated by the fact the RMR and SRMR values are <
0.08, as these two values are indicators of lack of fit (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993). A
high fit is proven by the fact that the RMR value, which is an indicator of lack of fit, is
between 0,027 and 0,032 for each subtest, while the SRMR values are observed to be
lower than 0,08 by varying between 0,052 and 0,065. Considering and interpreting all
values together provides a verification of the one dimensionality structure of the
subtests. The path graph of the confirmatory factor analysis for the subtests is given in
the appendices (Appendix5, Appendix 6, Appendix 7, Appendix 8).

Results of Content Validity

For each item in the subtest composing the assessment tool, opinions were received
from 12experts in the field of assessment and evaluation in education. In the
determination of content validity related to items, the Davis technique (1992) was
used. Considering the requirement that a minimum of three experts use the Davis
Technique, this number was met as we received opinions from seven experts in terms
of content validity. The surveys related to content validity were conducted with the
remaining items after the items having a negative effect on content validity were
excluded from the test. Using the Davis technique each item related to the subtests
were evaluated as 1=not relevant, 2=somewhat relevant, 3=quite relevant, 4=highly relevant.
When determining the content validity index for each item, the number of experts
choosing the option (3) or (4) was divided by the total number of experts to obtain
content validity index and 0,80 was determined as the standard value for CVI’s (Davis,
1992).

The content validity indexes of the items forming the assessment tool varied
between 0,86 and 1 for written examinations, short answer tests, true/false test and
multiple-choice tests. Considering that the limit value for the Davis technique is 0,80,
the content validity values of each item in every subtest was sufficient.

Discussion and Conclusion

In this study, a scale was developed to determine the levels of high school students
regarding their motives of preference for paper-and-pencil tests. The relevant
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literature was reviewed to develop the draft scale and then the scale was applied to
the high school students. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for reliability
and it was concluded that the inventory was reliable. First the exploratory factor
analysis and then the confirmatory factor analysis were conducted to determine the
structure validity. A total of 14 items were removed from the survey, including 11
items according to the results of the exploratory factor analysis, 1 item by expert
opinion and 2 items according to the results of the confirmatory factor analysis, leaving
20 items in the final form.

The Assessment Preference Scale,developed by Birenbaum (1994) for university
students and adapted forthe Turkish culture by Giilbahar and Biiyiikoztiirk (2008)
contains similar objectives to the inventory developed in thepresent study and this
scale was used in a majority of similar studies (Giilbahar and Biiyiikoztiirk, 2008; Bal,
2012; Birenbaum, 1994; Birenbaum, 1996; Birenbaum, 1997). Further studies may be
recommended to examine the criteria validity studyofthe level of relations between
the inventory developed in the present study and the Assessment Preference Scale.

The subtests of the inventory developed by the study consist of four traditional
examinations: written, short-answer, true/false and multiple-choice test. Future
studies may include different types of traditional examinations and the research may
revise the scale or develop an inventory of motives of preference for the examination
type created by the complementary measurement approach. The inventory developed
under the scope of this study may be used to determine the factors predicting the
examination type preference levels of students by using different samples. These
results may be used when deciding the actions to be done and tools to be used in the
assessment process by determining the examination type preferences of the students.

The Assessment Preference Scale used in the study includes mixed types of
questions and intends to determine the level of preference of the assessment types in
an integrated way, rather than determine aspecific assessment type against certain
conditions. However, IMP-PAPTdeveloped within the scope of the study does not
include mixed type of questions and this inventory provides detailed information on
the type of assessment preferred undercertain conditions. As mentioned earlier, this
study is a scale development study. Therefore, in order to avoid the difficulties such
as limited time, low budget, a language and culture adapted from a different language
and culture, a detailed plan was made prior tothe study. As a result, it will be useful
for the researchers to make a detailed plan before the scale development studies are
carried out.
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Geleneksel Kagit-Kalem Testleri icin Tercih Nedenleri Envanteri: Gegerlik ve
Giivenirlik Calismasi

Atif:

Eser, M. T. & Dogan, N. (2017). Inventory of motive of preference for conventional
paper-and-pencil tests: A study of validity and reliability. Eurasian Journal of
Educational Research, 69, 135-158. http.//dx.doi.org/10.14689/ejer.2017.69.8

Ozet

Problem Durumu: Bireylerin birbirlerinden farkli olmadig: fikri daha ok 20.ytizyil
inanisidir. Bu fikir biiyiik olasilikla Bati diinyasinda gelisen “demokrasi” fikrine
baglidir. Bu inanisa gore, en basit tanimlama ile insanlar birbirlerine esit ise
birbirlerinin aynisi olmalidirlar. Ancak, yapilan arastirmalar sonucunda, her bireyin
farkl karakter ozellikleri, farkli zeka seviyeleri ve fiziksel yapilari ile oldukga 6zel bir
donanima sahip oldugu ortaya c¢ikmustir. Bu yaklasima gore dgretmenlerin kendi
smiflarinda daha basarili sonuglar almalari igin 6grencilerinin karakterlerini,
karakterlerini etkileyen etkenleri, dgrencilerin 6grenme modellerini ve 6grenme
modellerini etkileyen etkenleri ¢ok iyi bilmeleri ve g6z oniinde bulundurmalar:
gerekir.

Ogretim ve degerlendirme siireglerinin daha da yakinlagtig1 ve etkilesim icerisinde
bulundugu modern egitim sistemlerinde, ©Ogrencilerin degerlendirme siireci
tizerindeki algilar1 ve degerlendirme yontemleri secimlerinin egitim stireci ve
ogrenimi boyunca dikkate alinmasi gerekir. Ogrencilerin basarilari belirlenirken
uygulanan geleneksel kagit kalem testleri; yazili sinavlar, kisa cevaph testler, dogru
yanlis testleri, coktan se¢meli testler, performans gorevleri, portfolyo vb.'dir.
Ogrencilerin bu geleneksel kagit kalem testleri konusunda goriislerini almak,
Ogretmenlere 6grenci basarisini belirlemede geri besleme ve 6grencilerin 6grenme
stirecleri konusunda bilgi edinilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu calisma o6grencilerin
degerlendirme stirecleri tizerindeki algillarmin 6nemini ve degerlendirme
yontemlerinin se¢imlerini goz 6niine alarak gerceklestirilmistir.

Aragtirmamn Amaci: Arastirmanin amaci, 6grencilerin yazili, kisa cevapli, dogru-yanhs
ve ¢oktan se¢meli testleri tercih etme nedenlerini degerlendirmeye iliskin “Geleneksel
Kagit Kalem Testleri Igin Tercih Nedenleri Envanteri” gelistirerek, literatiire 6grencilerin
bu simav tiirlerini tercih etme nedenleri ile bu sinavlari tercih diizeylerini tespit etmeye
yardimci olacak 6lgme sonuglarinin gegerligi ve giivenirligi saglanmis bir 6lgme aract
kazandirlacagl distintilmektedir. Elde edilen sonuglara bagli olarak 6gretmenler
ogrenci basarisini 6l¢mek amaciyla sinav hazirlarken 6grencilerin belirli 6zelliklerine
gore dlgme araci gelistirme cabasini arttirabilirler. Ogretmenlerin test gelistirme
stirecinde dikkat edecegi faktorler 6grencilere olumlu bir sekilde yansiyacagy, testlerin
ogrenciler tizerinde olusturdugu olumsuz etkilerin en aza indirilecegi
diistiniilmektedir.

Arastirmamn Yontemi: 100 lise 6grencisinin olusturdugu bir 6rneklemden elde edilen
envanter ile ilgili veri setine iliskin fakt6r analizi sonuglarina gore; alt dlgekler icin elde
edilen faktor yiikleri 0,32 ile 0,69 arasinda degismektedir. Alt dlgekler icin KMO
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degerleri 0,71 ile 0,75 arasmda bulunmustur. KMO degeri sonuglarma gore veri
sayisimin faktor analizi igin yeterli sayida olduguna karar verilmistir. Ttim alt 6lcekler
i¢cin Bartlett testi sonuglar1 0,01 diizeyinde manidar bulunmustur. Bu sonug, veri
setinin faktor analizine uygun oldugunun bir isaretidir. Dért alt dlgege iliskin faktor
yiikleri ve yamag- birikinti grafikleri incelenmis ve birinci boyutta yer almayan,
herhangi bir boyutta yer almasi icin faktor yiikii yetersiz olan veya birden fazla
boyutta faktor yiikii yiiksek olan 11 maddenin envanterden ¢ikartilmas: uygun
goriilmustir. Uzmanlar 4. maddenin envanter i¢in uygun olmadigini bildirmisler ve
4. madde envanterden c¢ikartilmistir. Sonug olarak her bir 6lgegin tek boyutlu
olduguna karar verilmis ve uygulamaya 22 madde ile devam edilmistir. Her bir alt
olgek icin i¢ tutarligr gormek agisindan Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayilar: incelenmis
ve i¢ tutarlik katsayilarinin 0,831 ile 0,856 arasinda degistigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu
degerler olceklerin kabul edilebilir giivenirliklere sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

783 kisiye yapilan ikinci uygulama sonucuna dogrulayici faktor analizi uygulanmus; 2.
ve 4. maddelerin diger maddelerle otokorelasyona girdigi gozlemlenmis ve bu
maddelerin atilmas1 uygun gorilmiisttir.

Dogrulayici faktor analizine iliskin sonuglar igin X2/sd” nin 5ten kiuigtik olmasi
modelin uyum iyiligine sahip oldugunun gostergesidir (Byrne, 1998). RMR
degerlerinin 0,05 ten kiictik olmas1 miikemmel uyuma, SRMR degerlerinin 0,05 ile
0,08 arasinda olmasi ise iyi uyuma isarettir. GFI/AGFI, NFI, NNFI, CFI degerleri
Olcme aracinin yiiksek uyum verdigini gosteren degerler almistir. RMSEA
degerlerinin 0,10" dan kiiciik olmasi kabul edilebilir bir uyumun gostergesidir. Biitiin
degerler bir arada ele alinip yorumlanacak olursa; alt testlerin tek boyutluluk yapisina
iliskin dogrulamanin yeterince giivenilir bicimde saglandig: sdylenebilir (X2/sd: 4,01-
6,54; GFI: 0,96-0,97; AGFI: 0,94-0,96; NFI: 0,99; NNFI: 0,99; RMSEA: 0,062-0,084; RMR:
0,027-0,032; SRMR: 0,052-0,065). Arastirma kapsaminda son olarak, kapsam gecerligi
calismas: ytirttilmiistiir. Kapsam gegerligi anlaminda 6l¢me aracini meydana getiren
her bir alt testi olusturan maddeler i¢in, konu alaninda yeterli donanim ve bilgiye
sahip, calismanin 6neminin farkinda olan 12 egitimde 6l¢me ve degerlendirme
uzmaninin gortsleri almmustir. Maddelere iliskin kapsam gegerlik oranlari
belirlenirken Davis teknigi kullanilmistir. Gelistirilen 6l¢me aracini meydana getiren
maddelere iliskin kapsam gegerlik indekslerinin yazili sinav, kisa cevapl test, dogru-
yanlis testi ve ¢oktan se¢meli test i¢in 0,86 ile 1 arasinda degistigi gozlemlenmistir.
Davis teknigi icin smir degerin 0,80 oldugu goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda,
maddelerin her bir alt testteki kapsam gecerlik degerlerinin yeterli diizeyde oldugu
soylenebilir.

Arastirmamin Bulgulari: Bu ¢alisma sonucunda, dgrencilerin geleneksel kagit kalem
testleri konusunda tercihlerinin belirlenmesine yonelik olan GKKT-TNE
gelistirilmistir. Envanter, 2 bolimden meydana gelmektedir. Envanterin ilk
boltiimiinde demografik bilgilerin yer aldigi 4 madde, ikinci boliimiinde ise 3’li
derecelendirilmis 20 madde yer almaktadir.

Aragtirmamn  Sonug ve Onerileri: Arastirma sonuglari,  gelistirilen olgegin, lise
ogrencilerinin kagit ve kalem testlerine iliskin tercih sebeplerini degerlendirmek icin
uygun bir ara¢ oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda gelistirilen envanter,
ogrencilerin ilgili smavlara iliskin smnav tiirti tercih seviyelerini farkli 6rnekler
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kullanarak tahmin eden faktorleri belirlemek ig¢in kullanilabilir. Bu sonuglar,
ogrencilerin smav tiirti tercihlerini belirleyerek degerlendirme siirecinde
gerceklestirilecek eylemleri ve araclari belirlerken kullanilabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Smav tiirti tercihi, kapsam gecerligi, agimlayic1 faktor analizi,
dogrulayici faktdr analizi.

Appendixl. Scree Plot of the Written Examination Subtest
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Appendix 2. Scree Plot of the Short Answer Examination Subtest
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Appendix 4. Scree Plot of the Multiple-choice Examination Subtest
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Appendix 5. Path Graph of the Confirmatory Factory Analysis of the Written
Examination Subtest
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Appendix 6. Path Graph of the Confirmatory Factory Analysis of the Short-Answer
Examination Subtest
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Appendix 7.Path Graph of the Confirmatory Factory Analysis of the True/false
Examination Subtest
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Appendix 8. Path Graph of the Confirmatory Factory Analysis of the Multiple-choice
Examination Subtest
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Appendix 9. The Inventory of Motive of Preference for the Written, Short Answer,
True/false and Multiple-choice Tests

Gender: (1) True for me
Grade: (2) Partly true for me
Education Level of Mother: (3) Totally true for me

Education Level of Father:

Dear Students,

Please read the following items and mark the gap under the code with (x) indicating
one of the judgments shown on the top right corner. Thank you for participating in
our study.

Examination Types

. h .
Written Short True/false § Multiple-
.. Answer .
Examinations Tests Tests choice Tests

In these examinations 1 5 3 112130112 3 1 5 3

1) I can cheat easily.

2) I can easily let others
copy from me.

3) I have a chance in
turning the wheel.

4) I don’t need to learn the
subjects by heart.

5) My preparation doesn’t
take time.

6) My preparation is easy.

7) I don’t get nervous.

8) It is easy for me.

9) I use time efficiently.
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10) I don’t have a problem
focusing.

11) I succeed.

12) I don’t feel the need to
ask any questions to the
teacher.

13) I feel it is necessary to
copy

14) I don’t panic if I finish
early.

15) I think the questions are
difficult.

16) I think the time to
answer is not sufficient.

17) It provides more correct
results.

18) It suits my learning
style better.

19) I easily express what I
want to say.

20) I can predict the score.

21) I don’t feel obliged to
study.

22) Reading is enough to
study.

23) Writing is enough to
study.

24) I finish answering
quickly.

25) It doesn’t make me
panic.

26) I cannot be sure about
my answer.

27) I don’t feel obliged to
express myself/ my
thoughts.

28) I get bored.
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29) I feel comfortable.

30) I have a headache.

31) I feel bad.

32) I find it difficult.

33) I trust in my response.

34) I want to finish and get
out quickly.

Note: Bold statements are final inventory items.



