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This study aims to investigate the opinions of teachers working at public, private, and
International Baccalaureate (1B) Schools on the evaluation practices, the use of assessment
tools, the frequency of documenting data, and the feedback frequencies given to both
students, and parents. A questionnaire has been used to collect data from 168 teachers.
84 of these teachers were from public schools, 30 from IB, and 54 from private schools.
Percentages and frequencies were examined to describe the data, and the chi-square test
was conducted for their distribution. There are two main conclusions derived. The first one
is that state schools and private schools differ from IB schools in terms of exam-oriented
preparation and evaluations when traditional methods are employed. The second one is
that IB schools differ from state schools and private schools in terms of documenting the
data and reporting of assessment for learning improvement and process-based evaluation.
In terms of teachers’ opinions, the anes from the IB schools believed there was a difference
in terms of having an assessment policy, collaborative planning processes with partners,
and experts, taking into consideration the individual differences, and having an inspection
mechanism to monitor of the processes.
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Bu calismada devlet okullarinda, 6zel okullarda ve Uluslararasi Bakalorya okullarinda
calisan ogretmenlerin degerlendirme calismalarina bakis agilari ile élgme araclarini
kullanma, elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina alma ve &grenci-velilere yaptiklari geribildirim
sikliklarinin incelenmesi amacglanmaktadir. Tarama modelindeki bu calismada, anket
kullanilarak 84'G devlet, 30'u IB ve 54’U ozel okulda calisan 168 &gretmenden veri
toplanmustir. Verilerin betimlenmesi icin ylzde ve frekanslar incelenmis, dagihimlari icin
kay-kare testi yapilmistir. Arastirmanin bulgularinda ozellikle geleneksel yontemler
kullanildiginda sinav bazli hazirliklar-degerlendirmeler konusunda devlet okullari ve &zel
okullar 1B okullarindan farklilasirken suirec bazli degerlendirmelerde, sonuclari kaydetme
ve raporlamada, oOgrenmeyi gelistirmek icin degerlendirme yapmada IB okullar
digerlerinden farklilasmaktadir. Okullarin bir degerlendirme politikasinin olmasi, stirecleri
paydaslarin birlikte ve uzman destegi ile planlanmasi, bireysel farkliliklara gére
degerlendirmenin yapilmasi, bir denetleme mekanizmasi tarafindan sureglerin izlenmesi
agisindan yine IB okullarindaki gorislerin diger okullardan farkhlastigi gorilmustir.
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Introduction

The education system of each country gains functionality in line with the features of its curriculum.
Two main approaches are mentioned while creating a curriculum. In the first one, curricula are thought
of as a system and considered a complex whole of items serving common aims (Erden, 1998). Aims of
education of any subject area can be determined and analyzed in advance within the scope of
community and student characteristics. The content, method, and learning environment of education
are specified within the frame of expert views, and studies. Evaluation means the level of achieving
the goal (Demirel, 2012; Ertiirk, 2013). Curriculum elements can be reviewed following the results of
the evaluation (Demirel, 2012; Ertiirk, 2013). However, in the second approach, student needs and
processes are more prioritized than the outcome. The goal and process change constantly in
accordance with the conditions in which the teaching is performed. For that reason, it is not possible
to know them in advance (Erden, 1998). Also, students’ and teachers’ opinions, preferences,
perceptions are more prominent than the expert opinions regarding the decisions to be taken for the
curriculum (Demirel, 2012; Ertlirk, 2013). Accordingly, the adopted design approach brings along the
differentiation of the goals, educational status, content, measurement, and evaluation method.

The primary school curriculum proved in Turkey collectively in 1968 was revised based on the
constructivist approach by the Ministry of National Education (MEB) between the years 2004-2005
(YUksel & Saglam, 2014). The teacher is not the one who transfers the information directly but
facilitates the students to reach the information in constructivism (Erdogan, Kayir, Kaplan, Unal &
Akbunar, 2015; Senemoglu, 2012). Curriculum revision studies were carried out in 2013 and 2018. At
all the curriculum that has been implemented since 2018, it is stated that it is not realistic to expect a
standard measurement and evaluation process for each student, and thus importance should be given
to variety. The flexibility of these processes, methods and techniques to be used by the teachers and
educational practitioners are expected to be original and creative. It has also been pointed out that;
not only the outcomes but also the processes should be looked into so that, tools and methods should
in compliance with the technical, and academic standards, individual differences should be given
importance cognitive-emotional, and psychomotor areas should also be assessed, and in the process
of measurement and evaluation hoth the students and the teachers should take active roles (MEB,
2013; 2018; 2019). In the MEB 2023 Educational Vision, it is seen that these expectations evolved to

wom

targets like "establishment of proficiency-based measurement, and evaluation system", "monitoring

of social, cultural and sportive activities", "monitoring the students from preschool to university with
e-portfolio”, "enabling measurement and evaluation methods”. All the mentioned applications are
expected from public schools as well as from all private schools supervised by the Ministry of National

Education Private Education Institutions Regulation (2012).

Tough some studies include opinions of partners about conditions of learning and measurement
and evaluation few of them focus on identifying the extent of fulfilling the expectations of MEB by
schools and teachers. Gelbal and Kelecioglu (2007) examined teacher opinions on constructivism based
in-class measurement and evaluation methods. They've found that the teachers prefer traditional
methods to determine student success; used the methods and techniques that they feel self-sufficient
about frequently, and they used student evaluation methods the least frequently. The teachers who
stated that they do not face any problems in using the methods also mentioned the high number of
students in a classroom, inadequate time, and difficulty of tool preparation. In the study of Arda (2009),
where competencies of primary school teachers, and their opinions about measurement, and
evaluation were examined. The teachers mentioned the problems arising from students' lack of
training in the use of constructivist assessment means and techniques stated in the renewed program.
They stated that although they followed the measurement, and evaluation rules, students were not
able to assess themselves and thus hold them responsible rather than the assessment tools for the
failure. Besides, they also stated that the problems they encountered arose from physical setting,
social environment, and parent profile, and the detailed, complex, and time-consuming characteristic
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of measurement, and evaluation, and from the program itself. Gok and Sahin (2009) worked with 4th
and 5th-grade teachers. The teachers considered themselves sufficient in using traditional evaluation
methods, and therefore, did not prefer new evaluation methods. Another finding was that teachers
needed help with the use of the new evaluation methods in terms of tool preparation and grading, and
transforming the results on the school reports. Similar results were obtained by Yapici and Demirdelen
(2007).

There are currently 54036 public, 12809 private, and four open education schools provide formal
education with all levels in our country (MEB, 2019). Even though the same curricula are implemented
at all of these schools, the practices differ according to the gualifications of teachers and practitioners,
and the goals of the institutions. While these differences are more related to the qualifications of
teachers in public schools, studies are carried out to serve the institutional policies of private schools.
It is observed that private schools adopt different studies from public schools in order to increase the
frequency of being preferred, and student and parent satisfaction. These activities can be sports, and
artistic activities as well as using their curricula approved by MEB, or they can also differentiate these
curricula with STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering ve Math) activities, or get accreditation from
foreign institutions such as the International Baccalaureate Organization (IBO). In this study,
International Baccalaureate (IB) schools were included along with the public and private schools. Only
79 of the schools in our country (2 public schools, 77 private schools) received accreditation as an IB
school (IBO, t.y.).

The International Baccalaureate Organization (IBO) was established to realize an intercultural and
global education system in Geneva, Switzerland. This foundation aims to stop children of diplomats,
and people working at international jobs from preventing geographical, and cultural mobility of
academic developments by establishing a standard education system (Ates, 2011; IBO, 2012). IBO
continues supporting lifelong learners as primary years program (PYP), middle years program (MYP),
diploma program, and career-related program (CP). IBO aims to have a learner-centered, inquiry and
research-based system using previously planned learning conditions to serve seven themes (who we
are, where we are in place, and time, How we express ourselves, How we organize ourselves, Sharing
the planet) with a supra-disciplinary approach, and raise individuals showing tolerance to differences,
to enable academic honesty using measurement, and evaluation (IBO, 2012). In order to realize these
aims, the expected skills are described under the "IB learner profile" title: inquirers, knowledgeable,
thinker, communicator, principled, open-minded, caring, risk-taker, balanced reflective (IBO, 20183;
IBO, 2018b).

In IB measurement and evaluation, while process and product are evaluated together, support of
teachers to their students, in order to enable them to evaluate, is prioritized. The teachers are
expected to implement the assessment and evaluation in three stages: Assessing, documenting, and
reporting. It is emphasized that all assessment tools and methods can be used concerning the
individual differences of each student, including the process and product in assessing, and above all,
learning should be supported with feedback (I1BO, 2018c). It is also mentioned that students should be
included in the evaluation process rather than being informed about their evaluation processes,
criteria, and results. In the documentation stage, the importance of documenting the results of
measurement tools, anecdotes, student reflections, and findings of student improvement is
highlighted instead of just keeping them as an observation or teacher opinion. Furthermore, in this
stage, all partners contributed or will contribute to the learning process of the student should provide
verbal, and written, comprehensive, objective, and fair reports or sharings ( teacher-student, teacher-
parent, teacher-student-parent participated). Prior to these stages, a school should have its own
measurement and evaluation policy, and the practices to be carried out under this policy should be
carried out with the participation of all partners in the processes. Regular inspections by IBO also
require all schools to carry out systematic measurement and evaluation activities (Blyiikgeng, 2014;
IBO, 2018d; IBO, 2012).
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In the studies where the private schools which have completed their IBO accreditation processes
are compared to other schools, issues like communication among family members, and social skills
(Ozeke Kocabas & Akkék, 2016), the difficulties that the school administration faced (Oraz, 2019)
during the process of becoming an 1B school are encountered. Moreover, in the studies on IB primary
year program, teacher opinions about the program (Guler & Yaltirik, 2011), applications, values, and
beliefs of teachers (Twigg, 2010) were examined. In IB diploma program studies issues like teacher
opinions on values education of schools in different countries (Sanver, 2016), reading habits of
students. Their attitudes towards reading (Keles, 2013); the effect of the program on the
misconception about the plagiarism (Baysen, Baysen & Cakmak, 2017), students' perception of
learning climate (Bora, 2010), geography class taught in this program (Ates, 2011), the differences in
its implementation (Kauffman, 2005), opinions of graduate students (Buyikgeng, 2014) are included.
In all studies, it is said that the IB program has a positive effect on related features, and when compared
to other schools, the IB program has more strong aspects. In addition to these studies, how the aim of
educational evaluation is described in evaluation policies, and evaluation applications of schools was
researched in action research conducted in a project which is carried out by Toe et al. (2015), and
performed in eight different schools in IB primary years program. At the end of the research, it was
seen that the teachers use formative and summative evaluation together; although there were
differences in opinions about the integration of large scale tests into the system, the universal
approach was dominant. They stated that the teachers make plans to describe the level of their
students, improve their learnings, enable them to evaluation by considering individual differences as
the main element, and to use different evaluation tools together. Besides, they also stated that they
adopted the continuity in the development concept, and recorded the information they obtained and
emphasized the importance of feedback rather than personal praise. These results are in line with the
studies of Gller and Yaltirik (2011) and Oraz (2019).

With these in mind, the present study focuses on the measurement and evaluation studies of
teachers working at IB schools in Turkey, and public and private schools under the Ministry of National
Education, and their opinions on this issue. One of the essential reasons is that students who graduate
from IB schools can apply to European universities with different university entrance opportunities
(university entrance without exam, meeting the university criteria, etc.). Therefore, as an alternative
to the educational process in our country, the measurement and evaluation processes need to be
looked into differing school types and perspectives of study groups especially teachers and
implementation of the measurement and evaluation approaches proposed in the curriculum for all
types of schools by teachers. Also, employing efficient methods from other schools can help reduce
the differences between different types of schools. As a result of this contribution, especially when
these differences are reduced, the bias problem of the measurements of the evaluation may also be
reduced. Therefore, it is thought that preliminary information can be provided on issues such as
"fairness", "bias", “differential item functioning” and "measurement invariance", which are frequently
discussed in the field of measurement and evaluation.

Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this research is to examine the opinions of teachers working at public, private, and
International Baccalaureate Schools on measurement, and evaluation studies, use of measurement,
and evaluation strategies, and methods, documenting of information, and the feedback frequencies
given to both students, and parents. In accordance with this purpose, answers to below-stated sub-
problems are sought.

1. Which concepts do teachers working at public schools, private schools, and IB schools relate
"Measurement, and evaluation" with?

2. Does the thought of being liable to a measurement and evaluation system show a significant
difference? How do the teachers who are in the opinion of being liable to a system contribute
to this system?
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3. s there asignificant difference among teachers of public schools, private schools, and IB
schools regarding the frequencies of;
1. the use of different measurement, and evaluation techniques,
2. (i) documenting the results of measurement and evaluation
(i) sharing the results with the students
(iii) sharing the results with the parents

Method

The opinions of teachers working at different types of schools on measurement, and evaluation
studies, use of assessment tools, documentation of the data, and the feedback frequencies given to
both students and parents were examined in this study. Thus, survey research was used as it aims to
describe, and transfer the present state, individuals or objects in their conditions without making any
change (Buyukoztlrk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2019).

Population and Sampling

The population of this research includes teachers teaching at public schools in Turkey, IB
candidate/IB schools, and private schools in the 2019-2020 academic year. 54036 teachers from public
schools, 12809 from private schools (MEB, 2019), and 77 from IB schools participated in the study.
Therefore, 80.8% of all schools participating in this study were public, 19.1% were private, and 0.1%
were IB schools (IBO, t.y.).

The sample of this research was identified as convenience sampling which is one of the non-
random sampling methods and aims to eliminate the limits (Blylkoztlrk et al., 2019) caused by time,
money, and workforce. However it was aimed to reach more teachers at the first stage of the research
since a limited number of individuals can be reached, the sampling effect is the most important factor
affecting the external validity of this research.

In this sample, 168 teachers are working at an IB school, 1B candidate school, public school, or
private school at 23 different provinces in the 2019-2020 academic year. 84 (50%) of the teachers were
teaching at public schools, 30 (18%) at IB schools (6 at IB candidate schools), and 54 (32%) at private
schools. As the number of participants in the IB candidate school was small, they were merged with IB
school participants. Since this study aims to compare schools in terms of the assessed characteristics,
the number of teachers working in IB primary years, middle years, and schools implementing diploma
programs were kept higher than the ratio of schools of population. 95 (56%) of the participants are
women, and 73 (44%) are men. 26 (16%) of the participants work in preschool, 44 (26%) in primary
school, 51 (31%) in secondary school, and 52 (31%) in high school (teachers are working in more than
one level.). It is seen that the number of teachers who completed or continue their postgraduate
education is 31 (37%) in public school, 19 (63%) in IB school, 14 (26%) in private school. When the
participants' experiences were analyzed, it was observed that 52 (62%) of teachers in public schools, 8
(27%) of teachers in IB schools, and 24 (44%) of teachers in private schools had an experience of 10
years or less.

Data Collection Tool

A questionnaire prepared by researches was used to collect data. For the appropriateness of the
guestions, expert advice was received from five people; three of them were academicians in the field
of measurement and evaluation, and two of them were in the curriculum and teaching field. Four of
the experts worked as educators at the International Baccalaureate Educator Certificate program. The
experts agreed on the appropriateness of all the questions, and suggested customizing the form
designs for IB and edit on the text. The differentiated questions for IC teachers were as follows:

"What is your total working time as a teacher at an 1B school" "The IB Program you work at: " "What
does "measurement and evaluation" mean for teachers working at MEB? Can you explain it?"
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In the first section of the survey demographic characteristics of participants, and their description
of measurement, and evaluation; in the second section, measurement, and evaluation tools,
documenting, and frequency of using it to give feedback, and in the third section, their opinions on the
difficulties they faced, and suggestions to project partners were included. The questionnaire consisting
of 26 questions in total was posted on the Internet by using "Google Forms" in the Google browser.
The answers were given to the guestions about the difficulties they experienced in the questionnaire,
and the suggestions to the partners' section were not reported because of the similarities to the
answers of other questions and the word limitation.

Data Analysis

The guantitative data included in the first section of the questionnaire was analyzed with SPSS 25
Program. Percentages and frequencies were used for the description of the data through data analysis,
and chi-square (x°) test was used for frequency distributions. Moreover, descriptive analyses were
done for the answers given to open-ended questions. In the descriptive analysis, the most common
concepts used by teachers were identified and listed under titles. The concepts seen on the tables
were limited to at least two or three frequencies, and concepts with one frequency were added to
make some comparisons.

Ethic Issues

Data of the research was collected via the Internet on a volunteer basis. For that reason, in the
instruction prepared for the participants it is stated that their names will not be saved, their answers
will not be used for any other purposes rather than this research, they have the right not to participate
in the study, and leave the study at any time after their participation, and there will not be any money
exchanged for their participation. Additionally, the below-stated explanation was also included in the
instruction section. By clicking the "Submit" button at the end of the form, you will declare that you
agree with the statement below. "I have understood all the explanations made to me about the
research in detail. | agree with this work with my consent under no influence."

Results
Concepts Related to Assessment and Evaluation

The answers of teachers to open-ended questions were analyzed in the data obtained via "what
are the concepts that come to the minds first of teachers in public schools, IB schools, and private
schools when "measurement, and evaluation" mentioned?" question. It was seen that all opinions
could be grouped under five main titles namely as determined as "Basic Concepts," "Statistics," "What
Do We Assess?", "Why do We Assess?" and "How Do We Assess?"

The keywords of the "Basic Concepts" group title for each school type were validity, reliability, scale,
criteria, evaluation, fairness, process evaluation. 76 teachers from the public school, 22 from the
private school, and 26 from the IB school stated their opinions about the basic concepts of
measurement and evaluation. The most prominent concepts were validity and reliability in public
schools, validity, and process evaluation in private schools, process, and product evaluation in 1B
schools. However, it can be said that fairness and holistic assessment concepts were only mentioned
in IB schools.

The key words collected under the "Statistics" title for each school type were standard deviation,
difficulty, discrimination, mode-median, item analysis. 29 teachers from public schools, 9 from private
schools, and 2 from IB schools mentioned these keywords. The most prominent keywords were
standard deviation, and item difficulty in public schools, item analysis, and standard deviation in
private schools, and similarly, item analysis in IB schools.
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The keywords collected under the "What do we assess?" title for each school type were
achievement, performance, success, learning level, taxonomy, symptom, process, skill, acquisition. 49
teachers from public schools, 22 from private schools, and 21 from IB schools stated the mentioned
keywords. The most prominent concepts were acquisition and performance in public schools; success,
and acquisition in private schools; process, achievement, and skill in IB schools.

The keywords collected under the "Why do we assess" title for each school type were feedback,
quality of education, and motivation of the student, determining the situation, reflective thinking,
improving quality, identifying deficiencies, differentiating, improving learning, planning, reporting. 28
teachers from public schools, 12 from private schools, and 36 from IB schools answered the mentioned
question. The most prominent concept was feedback. Producing solutions, reflective thinking,
differentiation, needs assessment, planning, and reporting were the concepts solely provided by IB
school teachers.

The keywords collected under "How do we assess” title for each school type were an exam,
guestion, written exam, observation, point, open-ended, multiple-choice, grade, portfolio, rubric,
process analysis, reflecting, group work, and homework. 91 teachers from public schools, 46 from
private schools, and 21 from IB schools had answered the question. It was seen that the most
prominent concepts were an exam, question, and test in public schools, exams, tests, and rubric in
private schools, and rubric, and process-oriented tools in IB schools. It can be said that the concepts
stated only in IB schools were anecdote, presentation, and reflection.

Opinions about measurement, and evaluation system, and contributions to the system

Chi-square difference test results concerning the "Do the teachers working at public school, private
school, and IB school think that they are liable to measurement, and evaluation system?" question are
presented in the Table 1.

Table 1.

The Chi-Square Test Results Concerning the Opinions Of Teachers about the Presence of Measurement, and
Evaluation System in Their Schools

Yes No Total  Chi-square df p
Public School N 40 a4 84 34.531 2 0.000*
% 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
IB School N 25 5 30
% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0%
Private School N 50 4 54
% 92.6% 7.4% 100.0%
Total N 115 53 168
% 68.5% 31.5% 100.0%

*p<0.05.

Table 1 shows that, while 48% of the teachers working in public schools believe that they do have
a measurement and evaluation system yet 52% think the opposite. 83% of the teachers in IB schools
think that there is an applied measurement and evaluation system at the schools they are working at,
and 17% do not. While the rate of teachers who think that they do not have a measurement and
evaluation system falls to 7% in private schools, and the rate of those who think that the system exists
has increased to 93%. This differentiation between the ratios was found statistically significant at the
level of 0.05 (x2 = 34.531; sd = 2; p <0.05). Their opinions about whether there is a measurement and
evaluation system in their schools vary according to the type of school.

When the activities of the teachers, who think that there is a measurement, and evaluation system
in their schools, to apply this measurement, and evaluation system in their schools are analyzed, it has
been observed that these activities are collected under five titles which are "Placement", "
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Reinforcement of learning”, "Contribution to the quality of the system", "Evaluation," and
"Documenting."”

The keywords collected for each school type under the title of "Placement"” were written exam,
guestion-answer, oral exam, outcome evaluation, ready-made tests, questions prepared by teachers
based on outcome or taxonomy, new generation questions, test, and assessment of skills. The teachers
who stated that they have a measurement and evaluation system in their schools and apply placement
studies to actualize this system stated 32 opinions in public schoals, 39 opinions in private schools, and
14 opinions in IB schools.

The keywords for "Learning Reinforcement" are homework, praising or grading punishment,
repetition, inquiry studies. The teachers who stated that they have a measurement and evaluation
system in their schools and perform learning reinforcement studies to actualize this system stated
eight opinions in public schools, four opinions in private schools, and five opinions in IB schools. The
most prominent learning reinforcement studies were homework, and repetition in public schools;
repetition in private schools, and inquiry studies in IB schools. It can be said that the studies that are
carried only in IB schools are inquiry studies.

The keywords for "Contribution to the Quality of the System" are acting fairly, making it more
enjoyable, group cooperation, butterfly system, comfortable classroom environments, Web 2.0 tools,
making it understandable, having an R&D team, considering individual differences, associating with
daily life, inter-disciplinary working, using a plagiarism program, setting the criteria with the students
or informing the students about the criteria. The teachers, who stated that they have a measurement
and evaluation system in their schools, and carry out studies that contribute to the quality of the
system to actualize this system, stated 8 opinions in public schools, 11 opinions in private schools, and
15 opinions in IB schools. In this regard, the most prominent practices were acting fairly in public
schools; considering individual differences, and group cooperation in private schools, and inter-
disciplinary working, and group cooperations, and setting the criteria with the students or informing
the students about the criteria in IB schools. It can be said that the studies that are seen only in IB
schools are about acting fairly, the R&D team, enabling active participation of students in the
measurement, and evaluation processes, and the studies saw only in private schools are butterfly
systems, plagiarism programs, and Web 2.0 tools.

The key words collected for each school type under the "Evaluation" title are feedback, observation
forms, performance evaluation, portfolio, self-peer assessment, process-oriented evaluation, rubric,
criteria-based evaluation. The teachers who stated that they have a measurement and evaluation
system in their schools and apply evaluation studies to actualize this system stated 26 opinions in
public schools, 35 opinions in private schools, and 20 opinions in IB schools. The most prominent
evaluation studies were feedback and performance in public schools, feedback, and process-oriented
evaluation in private schools, and rubric, and process-oriented evaluation in IB schools. It can be said
that studies that were seen only in IB schools are self-awareness, scales, and rubric.

The keywords for the "Documentation title” are analysis results, improvement reports, and
education planning. The teachers who stated that they have a measurement and evaluation system in
their schools, and document information to actualize this system stated two opinions from public
schools, one opinion from private schools, and ten opinions from IB schools. Even though the analysis
and reporting studies were mentioned once, planning and education planning studies have become
prominent in IB schools.

Frequency of using tools, and techniques, documenting, and sharing of the information

Teachers were asked to grade 10 different measurements, and evaluation tools, and technigues
ranging from 1 to 6 as "1: Never, 2: Once a year, three maximum once in a semester, 4: Once a month,
5: Once a week, 6: Always". The data obtained were grouped under four headings as the frequency of
teachers' using (a) tools, and technigues, (b) documenting, (c) sharing them with students, and (d)
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parents. A chi-square difference test was conducted on whether these four topics differed among
schools or not. In order to interpret the results related to the significance test at the level of 0.05
correctly, it is essential that the expected value of the number of rows being less than five should not
exceed 20% (Field, 2009). For this reason, the number of rows was examined, categories 1, 2, and 3
were combined as "maximum once in a semester”, and categories 5 and 6 were combined as "at least
once a week."

The chi-square test results of public and 1B schools concerning the frequency of using measurement
and evaluation tools/techniques are stated in Table 2. Categories 1, 2, 3, and four are combined as "at
least once a month" to provide the ratio expected to be less than 20% in the frequency tables of
"monitoring” of students and "feedback."

Table 2 demonstrates that the frequency of teachers' observing students, and giving feedback,
performance evaluation (presentation, discussion, role play, etc.), multiple-choice questions, and using
open-ended tasks are at least once a week in all three school types, and the frequency of using
portfolio is at most once in all three school types. These frequencies did not differ according to school
type (p <0.05). Therefore, values related to these tools and techniques are not included in the table.

Table 2.

Results of the Chi-Square Test Regarding the Frequency of Use of Measurement, and Evaluation Tools, and
Techniques According to the Type of School They Work

Maximum Once a At least Total Chi- df p
onceina month once a square
semester week
Self Public School N 40 16 28 84 18.074 4 0.001*
Assessment % 47.6% 19.0% 33.3% 100.0%
IB School N b 2 22 30
% 20.0% 6.7% 73.3% 100.0%
Private School N 14 13 27 54
% 25.9% 24.1% 50.0% 100.0%
Total N 60 31 77 168
% 35.7% 18.5% 45.8% 100.0%
Peer Public School N 50 9 25 84 19.675 4 0.001*
Assessment % 59.5% 10.7% 29.8% 100.0%
I1B School N 6 9 15 30
% 20.0% 30.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Private School N 17 11 26 54
% 31.5% 20.4% 48.1% 100.0%
Total N 73 29 bb 168
% 43.5% 17.3%  39.3%  100.0% )
Checklist Public School N 42 14 28 84 12.856 4 0.012*
% 50.0% 16.7% 33.3% 100.0%
IB School N 5 7 18 30
% 16.7% 23.3% 60.0% 100.0%
Private School N 16 11 27 54
% 29.6% 20.4% 50.0% 100.0%
Total N 63 32 73 168
% 37.5% 19.0% 43.5% 100.0%
Rubric Public School N 51 10 23 24 17.345 4  0.002*
% 60.7% 11.9% 27.4% 100.0%
IB School N 6 5 19 30
% 20.0% 16.7% 63.3% 100.0%
Private School N 21 9 24 54
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Table 2 % 38.9% 16.7% 444%  100.0%
(Cont.) N 78 24 66 168

Total % 46.4% 14.3% 39.3%  100.0%
*p<0.05.

While the majority of the teachers working at public schools stated that they use the self and peer
assessment, checklists, and rubric once in a semester at most, the majority of the ones from the private
schools and IB schools said they use them at least once a week. The highest frequency is "at least once
a week" in IB schools. These differences between the rates significant at the 0.05 level. While the
frequency of use in IB schools, and private schools was at least once a week in general, the frequency
of use in public schools was at most once in the period.

The results of the chi-square test regarding the frequency of documenting the information collected
through measurement and evaluation by the teachers working in public schools, 1B schools, and private
schools are given in Table 3.

Table 3.

Documenting the Measurement and Evaluation Results of Teachers for Each School Type

Maximum Oncea Atleast Total Chi-square df p
oncein a month  oncea
semester week
Student Public School N 28 12 44 84 10.145 4 0.038*
Manitaring % 33.3% 14.3% 52.4%  100.0%
IB School N 5 1 24 30
% 16.7% 3.3% 80.0% 100.0%
Private School N 10 5 39 54
% 18.5% 9.3% 72.2% 100.0%
Total N 43 18 107 168
% 25.6% 10.7% 63.7% 100.0%
Feedback Public School N 28 14 42 84 12.594 4 0.013*
% 33.3% 16.7% 50.0%  100.0%
IB School N 5 1 24 30
% 16.7% 3.3% 80.0% 100.0%
Private School N 8 8 38 54
% 14.8% 14.8% 70.4% 100.0%
Total N 41 23 104 168
% 24.4% 13.7% 61.9% 100.0%
Performance Public School N 39 15 30 84 16.759 4 0.002*
Evaluation % 46.4% 17.9% 35.7%  100.0%
(presentation, IB School N 3 6 21 30
discussion, role % 10.0% 200%  70.0%  100.0%
play, etc.) Private School N 14 9 31 54
% 25.9% 16.7% 57.4% 100.0%
Total N 56 30 82 168
% 33.3% 17.9% 48.8% 100.0%
Portfolio Public School N 58 6 20 84  17.698 4 0.001*
% 69.0% 7.1% 23.8% 100.0%
1B School N 14 0 16 30
% 46.7% 0.0% 53.3%  100.0%
Private School N 25 10 19 54
% 46.3% 18.5% 35.2% 100.0%
Total N 97 16 55 168
% 57.7% 9.5% 32.7%
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Self-assessment Public School N 47 10 27 84 22.201 4 0.000*
% 56.0% 11.9% 32.1% 100.0%
IB School N 5 2 23 30
% 16.7% 6.7% 76.7% 100.0%
Private School N 17 10 27 54
% 31.5% 18.5% 50.0%  100.0%
Total N 69 22 77 168
% 41.1% 13.1% 45.8% 100.0%
Peer Public School N 54 8 22 84 20.725 4 0.000*
assessment % 64.3% 9.5% 26.2% 100.0%
1B School N 7 3 20 30
% 23.3% 10.0% 66.7% 100.0%
Private School N 20 8 26 54
% 37.0% 14.8% 48.1% 100.0%
Total N 81 19 68 168
% 48.2%_ 11.3% 40.5% 100.0%_
Checklist Public School N 51 11 22 84 22.818 4 0.000*
% 60.7% 13.1% 26.2% 100.0%
1B School N 5 4 21 30
% 16.7% 13.3% 70.0% 100.0%
Private School N 19 9 26 54
% 35.2% 16.7% 48.1% 100.0%
Total N 75 24 69 168
% 44.6% 14.3% 41.1% 100.0%
Grading Key Public School N 52 10 22 84 2361 4 0.000*
(Rubric) % 61.9% 11.9% 26.2% 100.0%
1B School N b 3 21 30
% 20.0% 10.0% 70.0% 100.0%
Private School N 19 11 24 54
% 35.2% 20.4% 44.4%  100.0%
Total N 77 24 67 168
% 45.8% 14.3% 39.9% 100.0%
*p<0.05.

The data on Table 3 reveals that the highest frequency rate of documenting the information
obtained by teachers by observing students, and feedback in every school type is at least once a week,
but this rate is higher in IB schools than others. It is also seen that the highest frequency rate of the
public and private school teachers to record the information they obtained through the portfolio was
maximum once in a semester, and the highest rate of this frequency in IB schools was s at least once
a week. While they stated with the highest rate that they recorded the information they obtained
through the use of performance evaluation, self, and peer assessment, checklists, and grading key at
most maximum once in a semester in public schools, while in the private schools, and IB schools they
recorded them at least once a week. These differences between the rates were found significant at
the 0.05 level. The highest value of these rates was ohserved in IB schools.

The frequency of documenting the information collected through multiple-choice questions in
public schools, and IB schools varied from at most maximum once in a semester, toat least once a
month in private schools. Nevertheless, the highest frequency of documenting the information
collected through the use of open-ended tasks was at least once a week in every school type. These
rates did not show significant differences (p <0.05). Therefore, the values related to these frequencies
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were not included in the table. The frequency of documented information collected from multiple-
choice questions and open-ended tasks in public schools, IB schools, and private schools do not change.

The results of the chi-square test of teachers working in public school, IB school, and private schools
regarding the frequency of sharing the measurement and evaluation results with students have been
given in Table 4.

Table 4.

Chi-Square Test Results about the Frequency of Teachers' Sharing the Measurement and Evaluation Results with
Students According to the School They Work At

Maximum Oncea Atleastonce Total Chi-square df p
onceina month a week
semester
Student Public School N 30 9 45 84 10.368 4 0.035*
monitoring % 35.7% 10.7% 53.6% 100.0%
IB School N 4 1 25 30
% 13.3% 3.3% 83.3% 100.0%
Private School N 12 8 34 54
% 22.2% 14.8% 63.0% 100.0%
Total N 46 18 104 168
%  27.4% 107%  61.9%  100.0% _
Performance  Public School N 43 10 31 84 17.97 4 0.001*
Evaluation % 51.2% 11.9% 36.9% 100.0%
(presentation, |B School N 4 5 21 30
discussion, role % 13.3% 16.7% 70.0% 100.0%
play, etc.) Private School N 16 13 25 54
% 29.6% 24.1% 46.3% 100.0%
Total N 63 28 77 168
% 37.5% 16.7% 45.8% 100.0%
Multiple-choice Public School N 39 12 33 84 9576 4  0.048*
questions % 46.4% 14.3% 39.3% 100.0%
1B School N 11 1 18 30
% 36.7% 3.3% 60.0% 100.0%
Private Schoal N 17 13 24 54
% 31.5% 24.1% 44.4% 100.0%
Total N 67 26 75 168
% 39.9% 15.5% 44.6% 100.0%
Open-ended Public School N 31 19 34 84 11.674 4 0.020*
tasks % 36.9% 22.6% 40.5% 100.0%
1B School N 4 3 23 30
% 13.3% 10.0% 76.7% 100.0%
Private School N 17 11 26 54
% 31.5% 20.4% 48.1% 100.0%
Total N 52 33 83 168
% 31.0% 19.6% 49.4% 100.0%
Portfolio Public School N 63 s 16 84 14721 4 0.005*
% 75.0% 6.0% 19.0% 100.0%
1B School N 15 2 13 30
% 50.0% 6.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Private School N 26 9 19 54
% 48.1% 16.7% 35.2% 100.0%
Total N 104 16 48 168
% 61.9% 9.5% 28.6% 100.0%
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Self-assessment Public School N 50 8 26 84 21.423 4 0.000*
% 59.5% 9.5% 31.0% 100.0%
1B School N 5 4 21 30
% 16.7% 13.3% 70.0% 100.0%
Private School N 17 8 29 54
% 31.5% 14.8% 53.7% 100.0%
Total N 72 20 76 168
% 42.9% 11.9% 45.2% 100.0%
Peer assessmentPublic School N 56 1 17 84 23775 4  0.000*
% 66.7% 13.1% 20.2% 100.0%
1B School N 7 5 18 30
% 23.3% 16.7% 60.0% 100.0%
Private School N 20 8 26 54
% 37.0% 14.8% 48.1% 100.0%
Total N 83 24 6l 168
%  494% 143%  363%  100.0% _
Checklist Public School N 53 8 23 84 21.421 4 0.000*
% 63.1% 9.5% 27.4% 100.0%
IB School N 6 4 20 30
% 20.0% 13.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Private School N 20 10 24 54
% 37.0% 18.5% 44.4% 100.0%
Total N 79 22 67 168
% 47.0% 13.1% 39.9% 100.0%
Grading Public School N 53 9 22 84 19.807 4 0.001*
Key(Rubric) % 63.1% 10.7% 26.2% 100.0%
1B School N 7 4 19 30
% 23.3% 13.3% 63.3% 100.0%
Private School N 20 11 23 54
% 37.0% 20.4% 42.6% 100.0%
Total N 80 24 64 168
% 47 6% 14.3% 38.1% 100.0%
*p<0.05.

The highest frequency of the teachers observing the students, and sharing the information they
obtained with open-ended tasks with their students was indicated as at least once a week in all three
school types. It was observed that the highest frequency of sharing the information they obtained with
the portfolio with their students was at most maximum of once in a semester in all three school types.
It was observed that the frequency of teachers to share the information they obtain with multiple
choice questions, performance evaluation, self, and peer assessment, checklist, and grading key with
their students was at most maximum of once in a semester in public schools, at least once a week in
private, and IB schools. These differences between the rates were found to be significant at the 0.05
level. The highest value of these rates was observed in IB schools.

The highest frequency of teachers to share the information they obtained with feedback is stated
at least once a week in all three school types. These differences between rates were not found
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. There is no difference between school types. Therefore, the
values related to these frequencies are not included in the table.

The results of the chi-square test of teachers working in public school, IB school, and private schools
regarding the frequency of sharing the measurement and evaluation results with parents have been
given in Table 5.
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Table 5.

Chi-Square Test Results Regarding the Frequency of Sharing Teachers' Measurement, and Evaluation Results with

Parents According to the Type of School They Work At

Maximum Onceina Atleast Total Chi-square df p
onceina month oncea
semester week
Feedback Public School N 38 18 28 84 10.582 4 0.032*
% 45.2% 21.4% 33.3% 100.0%
1B School N 10 4 16 30
% 33.3% 13.3%  53.3% 100.0%
Private School N 12 17 25 54
% 22.2% 31.5% 46.3% 100.0%
Total N 60 39 69 168
% 35.7% 23.2% 41.1% 100.0%
Multiple choice Public School N 51 15 18 84 12.285 4 0.015*
questions % 60.7% 17.9%  21.4%  100.0%
1B School N 18 3 9 30
% 60.0% 10.0% 30.0% 100.0%
Private School N 18 13 23 54
% 33.3% 24.1% 42.6% 100.0%
Total N 87 31 50 168
% 51.8% 18.5% 29.8% 100.0%
Open-ended Public School N 50 14 20 84 11.31 4 0.023*
tasks % 59.5% 16.7% 23.8% 100.0%
1B School N 12 5 13 30
% 40.0% 16.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Private School N 19 17 18 54
% 35.2% 31.5% 33.3% 100.0%
Total N 81 36 51 168
% 48.2% 21.4% 30.4% 100.0%
Portfolio Public School N 65 6 13 84 15.074 4 0.005*
% 77.4% 7.1% 15.5% 100.0%
1B School N 18 4 8 30
% 60.0% 13.3% 26.7% 100.0%
Private School N 27 15 12 54
% 50.0% 27.8% 22.2% 100.0%
Total N 110 25 33 168
% 65.5% 14.9% 19.6% 100.0%
Self-assessment Public School N 58 11 15 84 14.939 4 0.005*
% 69.0% 13.1% 17.9% 100.0%
IB School N 13 4 13 30
% 43.3% 13.3% 43.3% 100.0%
Private School N 22 13 19 54
% 40.7% 24.1% 35.2% 100.0%
Total N 93 28 a7 168
% 55.4% 16.7% 28.0% 100.0%
Peer assessment Public School N 57 15 12 84 11.47 0.022*
% 67.9% 17.9% 14.3% 100.0%
IB School N 18 4 8 30
% 60.0% 13.3% 26.7% 100.0%
Private School N 22 16 16 54
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% 40.7% 29.6% 29.6% 100.0%
Total N 97 35 36 168
% 57.7% 20.8% 21.4% 100.0%
Checklist Public School N 60 13 11 84 17.703 4 0.001*
% 71.4% 15.5% 13.1% 100.0%
IB School N 15 4 11 30
% 50.0% 13.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Private School N 21 14 19 54
% 38.9% 25.9% 35.2% 100.0%
Total N 96 31 41 168
% 57.1% 18.5% 24.4% 100.0%
Public School N 60 10 14 84 11.757 4 0.019*
Grading Key % 71.4% 11.9% 16.7%  100.0%
(Rubric) IB School N 15 4 11 30
% 50.0% 13.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Private School N 25 13 16 54
% 46.3% 24.1% 29.6% 100.0%
Total N 100 27 41 168
% 59.5% 16.1% 24.4% 100.0%

*p<0.05.

As can be seen at the table the frequency of teachers' sharing the information obtained by
observing the students with their parents was at most once in the public schools, and at least once a
week in private and IB schools. It was seen that the frequency of sharing the information they obtained
through performance evaluation with their parents was at most once in the public schools, once in IB
schools, and at least once a week in private schools. These differences between ratios were not found
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Therefore, the values related to these frequencies are not
included in the table. There is no difference between the frequency of sharing the information by
observing students and evaluating performance with parents.

It was seen that the highest frequency of teachers' sharing the information with their parents that
were collected through feedback was maximum of once in a semester in public schools, and at least
once a week in private and IB schools. The frequency of sharing the information through multiple
choice guestions was at most maximum once in a semester in public and IB schools, and at least once
in Private schools. The frequency of sharing the information with their parents that they obtain
through open-ended tasks was at most once in public schools, and private schools, at least once a week
in IB schools; The highest frequency of sharing the information with their parents that they obtain with
the portfolio, self, and peer assessment, checklist, and grading key was maximum of once in a semester
in all three school types. These differences between the rates were found statistically significant at the
0.05 level. The frequency of information sharing with parents varies between schools. While the
frequency of sharing with parents in 1B schools, and private schools was at least once a week in general,
it was generally observed at most maximum once in a semester in public schools. The highest value of
these rates was observed in IB schools.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

In this research, the measurement and evaluation studies of the teachers working at MEB public,
private, and IB schools in Turkey and their opinions on this subject were examined. The findings of the
research mainly included the concepts that came to their minds of teachers firstly when measurement
and evaluation were mentioned. These concepts were grouped under "Basic Concepts", "Statistics",
"What Do We Assess?", "Why do We Assess?" and "How Do We Assess?" titles.
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Fairness and holistic evaluation are the concepts were seen in only one school under the title of
"Basic Concepts"”. The holistic evaluation concept was more prominent in IB schools, and was
considered as a more suitable method for making decisions about students, especially in the transition
to European universities that accept students without an entrance exam (IBO, 2018d). Due to the
frequent use of exams and tests in public schools and private schools for evaluation, decision making
based on the rank and score of the students was more common (Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007). Therefore,
it was thought that the concept of justice does not stand out since the concept of justice differs, and
the evaluation for individual development in IB schools does not aim to rank.

[t was seen that the prominent concepts of the "Statistics" title were similar in IB and private
schools. This can be a result of having a school coordinator or measurement and evaluation expert in
private and IB schools that enable the teachers to evaluate their questions.

Process evaluation studies were more prominent in IB schools than in other schools because studies
were carried out to enable mastery learning, and to monitor and develop the students concerning their
individual differences (IBO, 2018d). Accordingly, the prominent concepts as an answer to "What do we
assess?" question in IB schools were expected to be process, outcome, and skill. Consequently,
individualization of the curriculum would contribute to mastery learning not only when special
education is needed but also when it has a flexible structure that can be differentiated according to
the need of each student (Ayyildiz & Uziime(, 2016).

It has been seen that the most prominent concept for the answer to "Why do we assess?" question
is feedback in all school types. Reflective thinking, differentiation, needs assessment, planning, and
reporting was not only performed to assess the students, but was also seen as a means to support
learning, and performed for evaluation at IB schools. This finding was supported by the study results
reported by Toe et al. (2015), and by the study results of Guler Yaltirik (2011) with the idea that
teachers regard the measurement, and evaluation as the strength of IB.

It was seen that the answer to the "How do we assess?" question, the measurement, and evaluation
tools used in public schools focused on the preparation of exams, and in private schools, both exam
and development of the student is considered. It has been observed that tools are differentiated
according to the needs of the students to serve the IB learner profile based on inquiry, and skill
development (IBO, 2018d). This finding showed similarities with the study results reported by Toe et
al. (2015).

The second research question about whether the teachers have a measurement and evaluation
system that they use at their schools and if so how they implement this system at their the classrooms.
The measurement and evaluation system planned to be used at schools by teachers, and education
practitioners were included in the MEB curriculum, and they were free to implement these in the
classroom in accordance with their competencies; but its implication was emphasized(MEB, 2013;
2018; 2019). However, in IB schools, measurement, and evaluation practices required to be applied,
recorded, and reported (I1BO, 2018d). 48% of the teachers in public schools, 83% of the private school
teachers, and 93% of the IB school teachers stated that they applied a measurement and evaluation
system. It was seen that the rate in public schools was quite less than the other school types. The
studies of Guler, and Yaltirik (2011), and Toe et al. (2015) indicated the strength of IB as the regular
evaluation of their measurement and evaluation practices by IBO officials. This requirement varied in
private schools in line with the school policies. Therefore, it could be said that an inspection mechanism
is needed in order to enable the teachers to apply and adopt the measurement and evaluation
practices.

The teachers with a measurement and evaluation system in their schools, the ones mentioning
about the activities carried out to apply this system was 69% of all participants. Participant expressions
were grouped under "Summative”, "Reinforcement of Learning"”, "Contributing to The Quality of The
System", "Evaluation Practices" and " Documenting of Collected information" titles.
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It could be said that the teachers who stated having "Summative" practices, the studies which
varied according to the schools were the assessment of skills, writing questions in line with the
outcome- taxonomy, new generation guestions. It could be stated that this differentiation was mainly
a result of exam-focused preparation of students in public and private schools. These findings obtained
for public schools also match up with the findings of other studies in the literature (Arda, 2009; Gok &
Sahin, 2009; Yapici & Demirdelen, 2007). It was seen that the cognitive level of the students' learning
or their deficiencies were determined by writing questions based on the outcome, and taxonomy in
private schools.

It could be said that the teachers who stated having "Reinforcement of Learning" practices, the
studies which vary according to the schools were inquiry studies. Within this context, the learning
reinforcement studies were limited to the traditional level in public and private schools, and they
focused on the reinforcement of skills in IB schools. This situation also indicates that IB schools adopted
the philosophy specified by IBO (2012; 2018h; 2018c; 2018d) at the school level. It can be said that,
especially in IB schools (Kauffman, 2005), the national-international perspectives gained by teachers
in the process of developing students' learning through inquiry-based studies diversify teacher
competencies.

It was seen that for the teachers who stated that they "Contributed to The Quality of The System”,
the most prominent studies were acting fairly in public schools; considering individual differences, and
group cooperation in private schools, and inter-disciplinary working, and group cooperations, and
setting the criteria with the students or informing the students about the criteria in IB schools. It was
thought that this matched up with the expectations of IBO (2012) and that all educational situations
in IB schools were prepared in a learner-centered manner to serve the themes in cooperation with
other groups. When the practices of teachers, especially in public, and private schools, were examined,
it was seen that they tend towards studies such as fairness, R&D team, butterfly system, or Web 2.0
tools. In this case, it could be said that teachers need more effective support in order to contribute to
the guality of the system.

The most prominent studies of teachers who state that they do "Evaluation" studies were feedback
and performance evaluation in public schools. While the most prominent studies were the feedback
and process-oriented evaluation in private schools, IB schools have grading key and process-oriented
evaluation. In this case, it can be said that process-oriented studies are carried out in the evaluation
studies in all three school types.

The key words collected according to schools under the "Documenting” title were analysis results,
improvement reports, and education planning. The teachers who stated that they had a measurement
and evaluation system in their schools, and document the data to actualize this system stated two
opinions in public schools, one opinion in private schools, and ten opinions in IB schools.

Even though studies like analysis and reporting were mentioned only once by the teachers who
stated having "Documenting of Collected information", studies, planning, and education planning
studies have become prominent, especially in IB schools. The reason for this could be indicated as the
requirement of evaluation (Gller & Yaltirik, 2011; Toe et al., 2015) to continue 1B accreditation.
Therefore, it was seen that program evaluation practices, and particularly systematic tracking of their
application, required to be given importance. Additionally, it was thought that in-service training
studies would help to eliminate the differences between these schools, especially when focused on
education planning according to the assessment results.

In the findings concerning the third research question, the frequencies of teachers' using ten given
measurement and evaluation techniques stated, documenting of collected information, and sharing
this information with students and parents are compared.

In the studies that Gelbal and Kelecioglu (2007) analyzed the teachers' opinions, they stated that
teachers mostly prefer traditional methods, and use the methods for self-assessment of students less
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frequently. This contradicts with the findings that when the frequency of use of tools and methods
were examined, frequency of observation of the students, feedback, performance evaluation
(presentation, discussion, role play, etc), multiple-choice questions, open-ended tasks, portfolio use
did not differ. As a result of this, it could be said that teachers currently have started to see the
complementary measurement and evaluation approaches as a part of the education process.

When the frequency of teachers' documenting collected information was analyzed, it was seen that
documenting the frequency of multiple-choice questions, and open-ended tasks did not differ between
schools; The frequency of observing students, feedback, performance evaluation (presentation,
discussion, role play, etc.), portfolio, self, and peer assessment, checklist, grading key is found to be
higher in 1B schools than in other schools. This finding matched up with the opinions mentioned in the
report prepared by Toe et al. (2015), stating that teachers use different assessment tools together, and
record the information they obtained by adopting the concept of developmental continuity.

When the frequency of sharing the information collected by the teachers with the students was
analyzed, it was seen that there was a difference in all tools and methods except feedback, and their
frequency was higher in IB schools than in other schools. It could be said that teachers, especially the
ones working in private and public schools, used the evaluation to grade or review their educational
status. However, students needed to be informed about these results in order to guide their learning.
When the frequency of sharing the information with parents was analyzed, there was a difference in
all tools, and methods except for observing students, and evaluating performance; the frequency of
multiple-choice questions and peer assessment was observed higher in private schools, and the
frequency of other tools and methods was higher in IB schools. It draws attention that while the
frequency of giving feedback to students does not differ, the frequency of giving feedback to the data
differs. Toe et al. (2015) emphasized the importance of effective feedback rather than personally
praising the students to themselves and their parents.

The findings revealed that in-class applications of teachers in public, private, and IB schools differ
in line with the school goals. Consequently, the use of curricula in which the expectations of MEB or
any school from "measurement, and evaluation are stated clearly in writing, and sample applications,
and studies to implement are given with all details, will ensure making a qualified measurement, and
evaluation by enabling teachers to adapt their work. Also, it can be suggested to have a measurement
and evaluation specialist and a program development expert at schools in order to provide support for
the development of student learning with measurement, and evaluation, and feedback that is needed
by teachers. In this way, the necessary support to assess, and develop high-order thinking skills by
considering the result, and process together, and with the individual differences. Similarly, when the
schools were inspected, the frequency of using measurement and evaluation tools and methods
increases. Accountability would be provided by establishing external inspecting mechanisms, and each
school will be inspected. The reasons for these findings should be studied in more detail. Finally,
studies similar to the ones in IB schools could be carried out in private and public schools, and the
effectiveness of these studies could be evaluated by action research.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

Her Ulkenin egitim sistemi, egitim programinin 6zellikleri dogrultusunda islerlik kazanir. Bir egitim
programi tasarlanirken iki temel yaklasimdan bahsedilir. Birincisinde egitim programlar bir sistem
olarak disiintlerek ortak amaclara hizmet eden 6gelerin karmasik bir biitini olarak ele alimir (Erden,
1998). Egitimin amaclan konu alani, toplum ve ogrenci ozellikleri kapsaminda onceden belirlenip
incelenebilir. icerik, yéntem ve dgrenme ortamlari uzman gériisleri ve arastirmalar cercevesinde
belirlenir. Degerlendirme, amaca ulasma derecesi anlamina gelir (Demirel, 2012; Ertiirk, 2013).
Degerlendirme sonucu elde edilen bilgiler dogrultusunda program &geleri gozden gegirilebilir (Demirel,
2012; Erden, 1998). ikinci yaklasimda ise 6grenci ihtiyaglar ve siireg tiriinden daha 6n planda tutulur.
Amag ve slre¢ ogretimin yapildigi kosullara gore surekli degisim icindedir bu nedenle 6nceden
bilinmesi mimkin degildir (Erden, 1998). Programa iliskin alinacak kararlarda ise uzman gorisleri
yerine O0grenci ve Ogretmen gorusleri, tercihleri, algilar daha on plandadir (Demirel, 2012; Erden,
1998). Dolayisi ile hangi tasarim yaklasiminin benimsendigi; hedeflerin, egitim durumlarinin, icerigin,
olgme ve degerlendirme yontemlerinin de farklilasmasini saglayacaktir.

Turkiye'de 1968 yilinda toplu olarak gelistirilen ilkokul programindan sonra Milli Egitim Bakanligi
(MEB) tarafindan yine toplu olarak 2004-2005 yillar arasinda yeni ilkégretim programi gelistirilmis,
programin temelinde yapilandirmaci yaklasim benimsenmistir (Yiksel & Saglam, 2014). Bu yaklasima
gore ogretmen bilgiyi dogrudan aktaran degil, bilgiye giden yolda &grencilerine rehberlik eden
konumundadir (Erdogan, Kayir, Kaplan, Unal & Akbunar, 2015; Senemoglu, 2012). 2013 ve 2018
yillarinda gelistirilen programlarda da ayni yaklasim temel alinmaya devam edilmistir. 2018 yilindan
beri uygulamada olan tim 6gretim programlarinda dlgme ve degerlendirme siirecinin her birey icin
standart olmasinin beklenmesinin gergekei olmadigl, cesitlilik ve esneklige dikkat edilmesi gerektigi,
kullanilacak yontem ve tekniklerin 6gretmenlerden ve egitim uygulayicilarindan 6zgilnlik ve yaraticilik
ile beklendigi belirtiimistir. Bunlara ek olarak kazanimlarin ve agiklamalarin cergevesinde sadece
sonucun degil siirecin de degerlendirildiginden, kullanilacak arag ve yontemlerin teknik ve akademik
standartlara uymasi gerektiginden, bireysel farklilklarin baz alindigindan, sadece bilissel degil duyussal
ve psikomotor alanlarin da dlgllmesinin gereginden, olgme ve degerlendirme slrecglerinde 6gretmen
ve 6grencinin birlikte aktif olmasinin dneminden séz edilmistir (MEB, 2013; 2018; 2019). MEB 2023
Egitim Vizyonu’'nda ise bu beklentilerin “yeterlik temelli 6lcme ve degerlendirme sisteminin kurulmasi”,
“sosyal, kiltiirel, sportif faaliyetlerin izlenmesi”, “e-portfolyo ile é&grencilerin okul ©ncesinden
Universiteye kadar izlenmesi”, “6lgme ve degerlendirme yontemlerinin etkinlestirilmesi”, “kademeler
arasindaki gecis sinavlarinin egitim sistemi lzerindeki baskisinin azaltilmasi” gibi hedeflere evirildigi
goriilmektedir. Bahsedilen tiim uygulamalar devlet okullarindan beklendigi gibi MEB Ozel Ogretim
Kurumlar Yonetmeligince (2012) denetlenen tim 6&zel okullardan da beklenmektedir.

Alanyazinda, paydaslarin egitim durumlarina ile élgme ve degerlendirmeye iliskin gorislerinin
alindigi ¢alismalar bulunurken okullar ve ogretmenler tarafindan MEB beklentilerinin ne derece
karsilandigina iliskin calismalara daha az rastlanmaktadir. Gelbal ve Kelecioglu’'nun (2007)
yapilandirmaci yaklasimin benimsendigi siniflarda kullanilan dlgme ve degerlendirme ydntemlerine
yonelik ogretmen goruslerini inceledikleri arastirmalarinda ogretmenlerin  6grenci  basarisini
belirlemede geleneksel yontemleri tercih ettikleri, kendilerini yeterli gérdikleri yontem ve teknikleri
daha sik kullandiklar, 6grenci degerlendirmesine yonelik yontemleri en az siklikla kullandiklari
bulgusuna ulasmislardir. Yontemleri kullanmada sorunla karsilasmadiklarini belirten dgretmenler
siniftaki  kisi sayisinin fazlaligl, zaman vyetersizligi ve araglarin hazirlanma zorlugundan da
bahsetmislerdir. Arda’min (2009) 2005 6gretim programi igin sinif dgretmenlerinin yeterlikleri ile
birlikte 6lgme ve degerlendirmeye iliskin gorislerini inceledigi ¢alismasinda ise 6gretmenler, yenilenen
programa gore egitim almamis olmaktan kaynaklanan sikintilarindan, olgme ve degerlendirme
kurallarina zaman zaman uyduklarindan, basarisizlik sebebi olarak en fazla 6grencileri en az 6lgme
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araclarini sorumlu tuttuklarindan bahsetmislerdir. Bunun yaninda karsilastiklari sorunlarin fiziksel
ortamdan, sosyal ¢evre ve veli profilinden, dlgme ve degerlendirmenin ayrintili karmasik ve vakit alici
olmasindan, programin kendisinden kaynaklandigini belirtmislerdir. Gok ve Sahin (2009) calismalarini
yalniz 4 ve 5. sinif ogretmenleri ile vyiiritmuslerdir. Ogretmenler geleneksel degerlendirme
yontemlerini kullanmada kendilerini yeterli gérdiklerini, yeni degerlendirme calismalarini geleneksel
degerlendirme calismalarina tercih etmediklerini, yeni degerlendirme c¢alismalarini kullanma, arag
hazirlama, puanlama gibi konularda destege ihtiyaglari oldugunu, kullandiklari yeni yaklasimlari karne
notu olarak yansitmada zorlandiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgularla benzer sonuglar Yapici ve
Demirdelen (2007) tarafindan da elde edilmistir.

Ulkemizde son istatistiklere gére (MEB, 2019) tim kademelerle birlikte 54036 resmi, 12809 dzel ve
4 acik 6gretim okulu orglin egitim vermektedir. Bu okullarin her birinde ayni program temel alinsa bile
yapilan uygulamalar o6gretmenlerin ve uygulayicilarin niteliklerine, kurumlarin hedeflerine gore
farklilasmaktadir. Bu farkliliklar devlet okullarinda 6gretmenlerin nitelikleri ile daha iliskili iken 6zel
okullarda kurum politikalarina hizmet edecek sekilde galismalar yapiimaktadir. Ozel okullarin tercih
edilme sikliklarini, veli ve 6grenci memnuniyetlerini artirmak icin devlet okullarindan farkli calismalara
ev sahipligi yaptigl gérilmektedir. Bu ¢alismalar spor faaliyetleri ve sanatsal faaliyetler olabildigi gibi
yine MEB tarafindan onaylanmis kendi programlarini kullanmalari, STEM (Science, Technology,
Engineering ve Math) etkinlikleri ile programlarini farklilastirmalari ya da Uluslararasi Bakalorya
Organizasyonu (IBO) gibi yurt disindaki kurumlarca akreditasyon almalaridir. Bu calismada devlet ve
ozel okullarla birlikte Uluslararasi Bakalorya (1B) okullari da arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. Ulkemizdeki
okullardan yalmiz 79’u (2 devlet okulu, 77 6zel okul) IB okulu olarak akreditasyon almistir (IBO, t.y.).

Uluslararasi Bakalorya Organizasyonu (IBO) kiltirlerarasi ve evrensel bir egitim sistemini hayata
gecirmek amaciyla Isvicre’nin Cenevre kentinde kurulmustur. Kurulus amaci, ortak bir egitim sistemi
sayesinde diplomatlar ve uluslararasi islerde calisan insanlarin cocuklarinin cografi ve kulturel
hareketliliginin akademik gelisimlerini engellemesinin énline gegmektir (Ates, 2011; IBO, 2012). IBO,
ilk yillar programi (PYP), orta yillar programi (MYP), diploma programi (DP) ve mesleki kariyer programi
(CP) olmak lzere yasam boyu 6grenenleri desteklemeyi slirdirmektedir. 1BO, disiplinler Gstl bir
yaklasimla yedi temaya (Kim oldugumuz, Bulundugumuz yer ve zaman, Kendimizi ifade etme yollarimiz,
Kendimizi nasil organize ederiz, Gezegeni paylasmak) hizmet edecek sekilde 6nceden planlanan egitim
durumlari sayesinde 6grenen merkezli, sorgulamayi ve arastirmayi temel alan, lgme ve degerlendirme
sayesinde akademik diristligu saglamayi, farkhlklara hosgori ile yaklasan bireyler yetistirmeyi
amaclamaktadir (IBO, 2012). Bu amaclar gerceklestirebilmek icin “IB 6grenen profili” basliginda
ogrencilerden beklenen beceriler belirlenmistir: Arastiran-sorgulayan, bilgili, distinen, iletisim kuran,
ilkeli, agik gorisld, duyarli, riski gbze alan, dengeli, yansitici diisiinen (IBO, 2018a; IBO, 2018b).

IB dlgme ve degerlendiriimesinde ise sonug ve slreg birlikte degerlendirilirken 6grencilerin
degerlendirme yapabilmeleri icin 6gretmen tarafindan desteklenmesi 6n plandadir. Ogretmenlerden
dlgme ve degerlendirmeyi (¢ asamada gerceklestirmeleri beklenmektedir: Degerleme (assessing),
kaydetme ve raporlama. Degerlemede slire¢ ve sonu¢ dahil olmak (zere her 6grencinin bireysel
farkliliklarini baz alarak tim degerlendirme arag ve yontemlerinin kullanilabilecegi czellikle geri
bildirimlerle &grenmenin desteklenmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir (IBO, 2018c). Ogrencilerin tim
degerlendirme slireclerinden, kriterlerinden ve elde edilen sonuclardan haberdar edilmesinin 6tesinde
slrece dahil edilmesinden bahsedilmektedir. Kaydetme asamasinda elde edilen bilgilerin gbzlem ya da
ogretmen kanisi olarak kalmamasi icin aracglarla, anekdotlarda, 6grenci yansitmalaryla kayit altina
alinmasinin, &grenci gelisiminin kanitlarinin toplanmasinin énemi belirtiimektedir. Raporlama
asamasinda ise 6grencinin 0grenme slirecine katkida bulunacak ya da bulunmus tim paydaslara sozl
ve yazili, kapsamli, tarafsiz ve adil hazirlanmis raporlar ya da paylasimlar (6gretmen-6grenci, 8gretmen-
veli, 6gretmen-0grenci-veli katimli) yapilmasi beklenmektedir. Bu asamalardan once ise okulun
kendine ait bir dlgme ve degerlendirme politikasinin olmasini, bu politika ¢ergevesinde yapilacak
uygulamalarin tim paydaslarin slreglere katilarak gerceklestiriimesi gerekmektedir. IBO tarafindan
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dizenli olarak gergeklestirilen denetlemeler tim okullarin sistemli bir sekilde 6lgme ve degerlendirme
faaliyetlerini yUritmelerini de zorunlu kilmaktadir (Buyikgeng, 2014; IBO, 2018d; IBO, 2012).

IBO tarafindan akreditasyon siireci tamamlanan o6zel okullarin diger okullarla karsilastirildig
calismalarda aile ici iletisimler ile sosyal beceriler (Ozeke Kocabas & Akkdk, 2016), IB okulu olmaya
geciste yoneticilerin yasadiklari zorluklar (Oraz, 2019) gibi konulara rastlanmistir. IB ilk yillar programi
ile ilgili calismalarda ise programa iliskin 6gretmen goérisleri (Gller & Yaltirik, 2011), 6gretmenlerin
uygulamalari, degerleri ve inanglar (Twigg, 2010) incelenmistir. 1B diploma programi ile ilgili
calismalarda ise farkl Glkelerdeki okullarin degerler egitimi ile ilgili 6gretmen gorisleri (Sanver, 2016),
ogrencilerin okuma aliskanliklari ve okumaya yonelik tutumlar (Keles, 2013), programin intihal ile ilgili
kavram yanilgilarina etkisi (Baysen, Baysen & Cakmak, 2017), 6grencilerin &grenme iklimi ile ilgili
algilarnt (Bora, 2010), bu programinda uygulanan cografya dersi (Ates, 2011), uygulanmasindaki
farkliliklar (Kauffman, 2005), mezun ogrencilerin gorusleri (BlylUkgeng, 2014) gibi konulara yer
verilmistir. TUm c¢alismalarda IB programinin ilgilenilen ozelliklere pozitif etkisinin oldugu, diger
okullarla karsilastirildiginda |IB programinin glgli yonlerinin fazla oldugu soylenmektedir. Bu
calismalara ek olarak Toe et al. (2015) tarafindan sekiz farkl okuldaki IB ilk yillar programinda yUritilen
bir projede yapilan eylem arastirmasinda okullarin degerlendirme politikalarinda ve degerlendirme
uygulamalarinda egitimsel degerlendirmenin amacini nasil tanimladiklar arastirilmistir. Arastirma
sonucunda ogretmenlerin bigimlendirici ve dlzey belirleyici degerlendirmeyi birlikte kullandigi, genis
oOlcekli testlerin sisteme dahil edilmesi konusunda goriis ayriliklar olsa da tiimel yaklasimin hakim
oldugu gorilmistir. Ogretmenlerin bireysel farkliliklari temel alarak &grencilerinin diizeylerini
belirleme, ogrenmelerini gelistirme ve degerlendirmeyi ogrenmeleri konularinda planlamalar
yaptiklari, farkli degerlendirme araglarini birlikte kullandiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bunlarla birlikte
gelisimsel sureklilik kavramini benimseyerek elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina aldiklarini, kisisel dvgl
yerine etkili geribildirimin énemini vurgulamislardir. Benzer sonuglar Gller ve Yaltirik (2011) ve Oraz
(2019) tarafindan da elde edilmistir.

Tum bu agiklamalar dogrultusunda bu ¢alismada Tlrkiye'deki IB okullarinda ve MEB’e bagh 6zel ve
devlet okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin 6lgme ve degerlendirme calismalari ve bu konudaki gorusleri konu
edinilmistir. Onemli gerekcelerden biri Uluslararasi Bakalorya uygulanan okullardan mezun olan
ogrencilerin Universiteye gegiste farkli yéntemlerin (sinavsiz gegis, Universitenin kriterlerini saglama
vb.) kullanildigi Avrupa Ulkelerindeki Gniversitelere basvuru yapabilmesidir. Bu nedenle Ulkemizdeki
egitim sirecine bir alternatif olmasi nedeniyle 6lgme ve degerlendirme siireglerinin incelenmesine de
ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Bu sayede okul tirlerine gore yapilan calismalarin benzer ve farkli yonleri ile
ogretmenlerin gorlslerinin neler oldugu belirlenebilecektir. Bunun yaninda tim okul tdrleri icin
Ogretim programlarinda énerilen 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklasimlarinin 6gretmenler tarafindan ne
siklikla uygulandigina iliskin de bilgi elde edilebilecektir. Bunlara ek olarak bir okuldaki tstlin yonlerin
diger okul tlrlerindeki egitimciler tarafindan kullanilmasinin, benzer yéntemlerin tiim okul tirlerinde
kullanilarak okullar arasindaki farklarin azaltilmasina katki saglayabilecegi dislnilmektedir. Bu
katkinin bir sonucu olarak 6zellikle bu farklar azaldiginda degerlendirme sonucu elde edilen 6lglimlerin
yanhlik icermesi sorunu da azaltilabilecektir. Dolayisi ile dlcme ve degerlendirme alaninda siklikla
tartisilan “test adaleti”, “yanlilik”, “degisen madde fonksiyonu” ve “6lgme degismezligi” gibi konulara
da 6n bilgi saglanabilecegi distinilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmanin amaci devlet okullarinda, 6zel okullarda ve Uluslararasi Bakalorya (1B) okullarinda
gorev yapan O6gretmenlerin 6lgme ve degerlendirme calismalarina bakis acilan ile dlgme ve
degerlendirme yontem ve tekniklerini kullanma, elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina alma ve 6grenci-
velilere geribildirim verme sikliklarini incelemektir. Bu amag dogrultusunda asagidaki alt problemlere
yanit aranmistir.

4. Devlet okulu, 6zel okul ve IB okullarinda gorev yapan 6gretmenler “6lcme ve degerlendirme”yi
hangi kavramlarla iliskilendirmektedir?
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5. Ogretmenlerin bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme sistemine tabi olduklari diisiinceleri okul tiiriine
gore anlaml bir fark gostermekte midir? Sisteme tabi oldugunu disiinen 6gretmenler bu
sisteme nasil katki saglamaktadir?
6. Devlet okulu, ozel okul ve IB okullarinda gorev yapan ogretmenlerin;
a) farkli 8lgme ve degerlendirme tekniklerini kullanma,
b) olgme ve degerlendirme sonucunda elde ettikleri bilgileri,
i. kayit altina alma
ii. oOgrencilerle paylasma
iii. velilerle paylasma
sikliklari arasinda anlamh bir fark var midir?

Yontem
Bu arastirmada, farkh okul tdrlerinde gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin 6lgme ve degerlendirme
calismalarina bakis acgilari ile 6lgme araclarini kullanim, elde ettikleri bilgilerin kayit altina alma ve
ogrenci-velilere yaptiklari geribildirim sikliklari incelenmistir. Bu nedenle calismada mevcut bir
durumun, bireylerin ya da nesnelerin kendi kosullari igcinde degistirilmeden oldugu gibi tanimlanmasi
ve aktarilmasi amaclandigindan (BlUyUkoztirk, Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2019) tarama
modelinde bir arastirma yuratilmustdr.

Evren ve drneklem

Bu arastirmanin evrenini 2019-2020 egitim ve &gretim yilinda Turkiye'deki devlet okullari, 1B
aday/IB okullari ve 6zel okullarda gérev yapan 6gretmenler olusturmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin gérev
yaptiklari devlet okullari sayisi 54036, ozel okul sayisi 12809 (MEB, 2019) ve IB okulu sayisi 77'dir. Tim
okullarin %80.8’i devlet, %19.1"i 6zel, %0.1'i IB okuludur (IBO, t.y.).

Arastirmanin orneklemi zaman, para ve isglcl agisindan olusan sinirliliklar gidermek igin
(BUyUkoztirk et al., 2019) seckisiz olmayan érnekleme yéntemlerinden biri olan uygun érnekleme ile
belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin tasari asamasinda daha fazla 6gretmene ulasilmasi hedeflenmisken sinirli
saylda bireye ulasilabildiginden 6rnekleme etkisi, bu arastirmanin dis gecerligini etkileyen en énemli
faktorddr.

Bu orneklemde 2019-2020 egitim ve 6gretim yili giiz doneminde 23 farkli ildeki herhangi bir IB
okulu, IB aday okulu, devlet okulu veya 6zel okulda ¢alisan 168 Ogretmen bulunmaktadir.
Ogretmenlerin 84'(1 (%50) devlet okulunda, 30'u (%18) 1B okulunda (6’s1 I1B aday okulunda), 54'( (%32)
ozel okulda ogretmenlik yapmaktadir. IB aday okulundaki katilimcilarin sayisi az oldugu igin IB
okulundaki katihmcilara dahil edilmistir. Bu arastirmada okullarin 6lgiilen 6zellik agisindan
karsilastirilmasi amaclandigindan 1B ilk yillar, orta yillar ve diploma programi uygulayan okullardaki
ogretmen sayisi evrendeki okul oranlarina gére daha yiiksek tutulmustur. Katilimcilarin 95°i (%56) kadin
ve 73’0 (%44) erkektir. Katilmcilarin 26’si (%16) okul oncesi, 44°( (%26) ilkokul, 51'i (%31) ortaokul ve
52'si (%31) lise kademesinde gorev yapmaktadir (Birden fazla kademede gbrev yapan 6gretmenler
bulunmaktadir.). Lisanslstl egitimini tamamlamis ya da devam eden 6&retmenlerin sayisinin devlet
okulunda 31 (%37), IB okulunda 19 (%63), 6zel okulda 14 (%26) oldugu goriulmektedir. Katilimcilarin
tecriibeleri incelendiginde ise devlet okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin 52’sinin (%62), 1B okullarindaki
ogretmenlerin 8'inin (%27) ve ozel okullardaki 6gretmenlerin 24'Gnln (%44) tecribelerinin 10 yil ve
altinda oldugu gorulmistdr.

Veri Toplama Araci

Veriler, arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan bir anket ile toplanmistir. Sorularin uygunlugu igin Ugl
Olgme ve Degerlendirme, ikisi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim alanlarinda akademisyen olan bes kisiden
uzman gortst alinmistir. Uzmanlardan dordl Uluslararasi Bakalorya Egitimci Sertifikasi (IBEC)
programinda egitici olarak gorev yapmaktadirlar. Tim sorularin uygunlugu konusunda hemfikir olan
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uzmanlar form tasarimlarinin IB i¢in ozellestiriimesi ve metinsel dizeltmeler onermislerdir. IB
ogretmenleri icin farklilasan sorular asagidaki gibidir:

“IB okulunda dgretmen olarak toplam c¢alisma sireniz”, “Goérev yaptiginiz IB Programi”, “MEB’de
calisan dgretmenler icin Olcme ve Degerlendirme ne ifade ediyor? Aciklar misiniz?"

Anketin birinci boliminde katiimcilara ait demografik ozellikler ve Glgme ve degerlendirmeye
iliskin ilk izlenimleri, ikinci béliminde dl¢gme ve degerlendirme araglarini kullanim, kayit altina alma ve
geribildirim icin kullanma sikhklari, Uglncl bolimde ise yasadiklar zorluklara iliskin gorusleri ve
programin paydaslarina énerileri yer almaktadir. Toplam 26 sorudan olusan anket Google tarayicisinda
“Google Formlar” kullanilarak internet araciligi ile uygulanmistir. Ankette yasadiklari zorluklar ve
paydaslara oneriler bolimi sorularina verilen yanitlar diger sorularin yanitlari ile benzer bulgular
olusturdugundan ve kelime sinirlamasi nedeniyle raporlanmamistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Anketin birinci ve ikinci boliminde yer alan nicel veriler SPSS 25 programi kullanilarak analiz
edilmistir. Verilerin analizinde elde edilen bilgilerin betimlenmesi icin ylizde ve frekanslar incelenmis,
frekans dagilimlari icin kay-kare (x2) testinden yararlaniimistir. Agik uclu sorulara verilen yanitlar igin
ise betimsel analizler yapilmistir. Betimsel analizde ogretmenlerin en sik kullandiklari kavramlar
belirlenmis ve basliklandirilmistir. Tablolardaki kavramlar, frekanslari en az iki ya da (¢ olacak sekilde
sinirlandirilmis, bazi karsilastirmalari yapabilmek icin frekansi bir olan kavramlar da eklenmistir.

Etik Konular

Arastirmanin verileri internet (izerinden géniilliiliik esasi ile toplanmistir. Bu nedenle katilimcilar
icin kullanilan yonergede isimlerinin kaydedilmeyecegi, verdikleri yanitlarin arastirma disinda
kullanilmayacag), calismaya katilmama veya katildiktan sonra herhangi bir anda ¢alismadan c¢ikma
hakkina sahip olduklari, ¢alismaya katilmalari nedeni ile herhangi bir cret alis-verisi olmayacagi
belirtilmistir. Buna ek olarak yonergeye asagidaki aciklama da eklenmistir.

Formun sonunda "Génder" butonunu tikladidinizda asagidaki ifadeye katildiginizi beyan etmis
olacaksiniz. "Arastirma ile ilgili bana yapilan tim agiklamalari ayrintilariyla anlamis bulunmaktayim.
Bu ¢alismaya higbir baski altinda kalmadan kendi bireysel onayim ile katiliyorum."

Bulgular
Olgme ve degerlendirme ile iliskilendirilen kavramlar

“Devlet okulu, I1B okullari ve 6zel okuldaki 6gretmenlerin “6lgme ve degerlendirme” dendiginde ilk
olarak hangi kavramlar akillarina gelmektedir?” sorusuna iliskin elde edilen verilerde 6gretmenlerin
acik uglu sorulara verdikleri yanitlar incelenmistir. Tim gorislerin bes ana bashkta toplandig
goriilmektedir. Bu basliklar “Temel Kavramlar”, “istatistik”, “Neyi Olceriz?”, “Neden Olceriz?” ve “Nasi|
Olgeriz?” olarak belirlenmistir.

Okullara gore “Temel Kavramlar” bashg altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler gecerlik, guvenirlik,
olcek, dlclt, degerlendirme, adalet, slre¢ degerlendirme olmustur. Tim katilimcilar baz alindiginda
ogretmenler, 6l¢me ve degerlendirmenin temel kavramlariile ilgili devlet okullarinda 76, 6zel okullarda
22, 1B okullarinda ise 26 goris bildirmislerdir. En ¢ok dne ¢ikan kavramlar devlet okullarinda gecgerlik
ve glvenirlik, 6zel okullarda gecerlik ve sirec¢ degerlendirme, IB okullarinda ise siire¢ ve sonug
degerlendirme olmustur. Yalmiz 1B okullarinda rastlanan kavramlarin ise adalet ve bitinsel
degerlendirme oldugu sdylenebilir.

Okullara gore “istatistik” basligi altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler standart sapma, giicliik, ayirt
edicilik, analiz, mod-medyan, madde analizi olmustur. Tim katihmcilar baz alindiginda 6gretmenler,
istatistik ile ilgili devlet okullarinda 29, 6zel okullarda 9, IB okullarinda ise 2 goriis bildirmislerdir. En cok

243



Merve Yildirim Seheryeli, Selahattin Gelbal- Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ofretim Calismalar Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 221-260
one ¢ikan kavramlar devlet okullarinda standart sapma ve madde glicligu, 6zel okullarda madde analizi
ve standart sapma, 1B okullarinda da benzer sekilde madde analizi olmustur.

Okullara gére “Neyi olceriz?” bashgl altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler kazanim, performans,
basari, 6grenme dlzeyi, taksonomi, belirtke, siireg, beceri, kazanim olmustur. Tim katihmcilar baz
alindiginda ogretmenler, “Neyi oOlceriz?” sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde devlet okullarinda 49, ozel
okullarda 22, IB okullarinda ise 21 goris bildirmislerdir. En cok 6ne ¢ikan kavramlar devlet okullarinda
kazanim ve performans, ozel okullarda basar ve kazanim, 1B okullarinda silreg, kazanim ve beceri
olmustur.

Okullara gore “Neden olgeriz?” bashg altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler geribildirim, egitim
kalitesi ve Ogrenciyi gldileme, durum belirleme, doénlisimli distinme, kaliteyi arttirma, eksik
belirleme, farklilastirma, 6grenmeyi gelistirme, planlama, raporlama olmustur. Tim katilimcilar baz
alindiginda ogretmenler, “Neden olgeriz?” sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde devlet okullarinda 28, ozel
okullarda 12, IB okullarinda ise 36 géris bildirmislerdir. En cok éne ¢ikan kavramin her t¢ okul tiiriinde
de geribildirim oldugu gérilmektedir. Yalniz IB okullarinda rastlanan kavramlarin ise ¢ozim Uretme,
donusumli distinme, farkhlastirma, ihtiyag belirleme, planlama ve raporlama oldugu séylenebilir.

Okullara gore “Nasil dlgeriz?” bashgl altinda toplanan anahtar kelimelerin sinav, soru, test, yazili,
gozlem, puan, acik uclu, coktan segmeli, not, portfolyo, rubrik, siirec analizi, yansitma, proje, gozlem,
grup ¢alismasi, 6dev oldugu gérilmustir. Tim katihmcilar baz alindiginda 6gretmenler, “Nasil élgeriz?”
sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde devlet okullarinda 91, 6zel okullarda 46, IB okullarinda ise 21 goris
bildirmislerdir. En ¢ok 6ne ¢ikan kavramlarin devlet okullarinda sinav, soru ve test; 6zel okullarda sinav,
test ve rubrik; IB okullarinda rubrik ve siirec odakli araglar oldugu gériilmektedir. Yalniz IB okullarinda
rastlanan kavramlarin ise anekdot, sunum ve yansitma oldugu soylenebilir.

Olgme ve degerlendirme sistemine iliskin goriisler ve bu sisteme katkilar

“Devlet okulu, ozel okul ve IB okullarinda gérev yapan 6gretmenler bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme
sistemine tabi olduklarini distniyorlar midir?” sorusuna iliskin veriler igin Kay-kare fark testi sonuglarn
Tablo 1'de verilmistir.

Tablo 1.

Odretmenlerin Okullarinda Uygulanan Bir Olcme ve Dederlendirme Sisteminin Varligi ile ilgili Gériislerine fliskin
Kay-Kare Testi Sonuglari

Var Yok Toplam Kay-kare sd P
Devlet okulu N 40 a4 84 34.531 2 0.000*
9% 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
B Okulu N 5 5 30
% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0%
“OzelOkul N 50 4 54
% 92.6% 7.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 15 53 168
% 68.5% 31.5% 100.0%

*p<0.05.

Tablo 1 incelendiginde devlet okulundaki ogretmenlerin %48'i okullarinda bir olgme ve
degerlendirme sistemi oldugunu disiinlrken %52'si olmadigini disiinmektedir. IB okullarindaki
ogretmenlerin ise %83'U uygulanan bir dlgme ve degerlendirme sisteminin bulundugunu, %17’si
bulunmadigini disiinmektedir. Ozel okullarda calisan 8gretmenlerde bir dlcme ve degerlendirme
sistemi bulunmadigini distnenlerin orani ise %7'ye diserken sistemin var oldugunu distinenlerin
orani %93’e yiikselmistir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farklilasma 0,05 diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bulunmustur (x*=34.531; sd=2; p<0.05). Okullarinda bir élcme ve degerlendirme sistemi olup
olmadigina iliskin gorusleri okul tlrlerine gore degismektedir.
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Okullarinda bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme sistemi bulundugu gorlslinde olan &gretmenlerin bu
sistemi hayata gegirmek icin neler yaptiklari incelendigine ise bu calismalarin bes baslik altinda
toplandigi gérilmistiir. Bu basliklar “Diizey Belirleme”, “Ogrenmeyi Pekistirme”, “Sistemin Niteligine
Katkl”, “Degerlendirme” ve “Kaydetme” olarak belirlenmistir.

“Okullara Gore Dizey Belirleme” basligl altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler yazili sinav, soru cevap,
sozli sinav, kazanim degerlendirme, hazir denemeler, Ggretmen tarafindan kazanima veya
taksonomiye uygun hazirlanan sorular, yeni nesil sorular, test, becerilerin olclilmesi olmustur.
Calistiklari okulda bir dlgme ve degerlendirme sistemi bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek icin
dizey belirleme calismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenler; devlet okullarinda 32, 6zel okullarda 39
ve IB okullarinda 14 géris belirtilmistir. En cok 6ne ¢ikan diizey belirleme ¢alismalari devlet okullarinda
deneme sinavi ve soru-cevap; ozel okullarda 6gretmen tarafindan yazilan sorular, hazir denemeler ve
kazanim degerlendirme; IB okullarinda deneme sinavlari olmustur. Yalniz 6zel okullarda rastlanan
calismalarin ise becerilerin 6l¢lilmesi, kazanima-taksonomiye uygun soru yazma ve yeni nesil sorular
oldugu soylenebilir.

“Okullara Gére Ogrenmeyi Pekistirme” bashg altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler 6dev, ddiil veya
cezayl puanlama, tekrar, sorgulama calismalari olmustur. Calistiklari okulda bir odlgme ve
degerlendirme sistemi bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek igin 6grenmeyi pekistirme
calismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenler; devlet okullarinda 8, 6zel okullarda 4 ve 1B okullarinda 5
gorls belirtmistir. En cok 6ne ¢ikan 6grenmeyi pekistirme ¢alismalari devlet okullarinda 6dev ve tekrar;
ozel okullarda tekrar; 1B okullarinda sorgulama calismalari olmustur. Yalniz IB okullarinda rastlanan
calismalarin ise sorgulama galismalari oldugu séylenehilir.

“Okullara Gore Sistemin Niteligine Katki” baslig altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler adaletli
davranma, eglenceli olmasini saglama, zlimre isbirligi, kelebek sistem, rahat sinif ortamlari, Web 2.0
araclari, anlasilabilir olmasini saglama, Ar-Ge ekibinin olmasi, bireysel farklliklari dikkate alma, glinlik
hayatla iliskilendirme, disiplinler arasi c¢alisma, intihal programi kullanma, kriterleri 6grencilerle
belirleme ya da &grencileri kriterlerden haberdar etme olmustur. Calistiklari okulda bir élgme ve
degerlendirme sistemi bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek igin sistemin niteligine katki
saglayacak galismalar yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenler; devlet okullarinda 8, 6zel okullarda 11 ve IB
okullarinda 15 goris belirtmistir. En cok éne ¢ikan sistemin niteligine katki saglayacak ¢alismalar devlet
okullarinda adaletli olma; 6zel okullarda bireysel farkliliklari dikkate alma ve ziimrelerle ishirligi icinde
olma; 1B okullarinda disiplinler arasi calismalar ve ziimrelerle ishirligi, kriterlerin 6grencilerle birlikte
hazirlanmasi ya da onlari kriterlerden haberdar etme olmustur. Yalniz IB okullarinda rastlanan
calismalarin ise adaletli olma, ar-ge ekibi, 6grencilerin 6lcme ve degerlendirme slreglerinde aktif
olmasini saglama; yalniz 6zel okullarda rastlanan calismalarin ise kelebek sistem, intihal programlari ve
Web 2.0 araclari oldugu soylenebilir.

“Okullara Gore Degerlendirme” bashgl altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler geribildirim, gozlem
formlari, performans degerlendirme, portfolyo, 6z-akran degerlendirme, siire¢ odakl degerlendirme,
rubrik, kriter bazlh degerlendirme olmustur. Calistiklari okulda bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme sistemi
bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek igcin degerlendirme c¢alismalan yaptiklarini belirten
ogretmenler; devlet okullarinda 26, 6zel okullarda 35 ve IB okullarinda 20 goris belirtmistir. En ¢ok 6ne
cikan degerlendirme c¢alismalar devlet okullarinda geribildirim ve performans degerlendirme; ozel
okullarda geribildirim ve silre¢ odakl degerlendirme; IB okullarinda rubrik ve siire¢ odakli
degerlendirme olmustur. Yalniz IB okullarinda rastlanan calismalarin ise 6z farkindalik, lgekler ve
rubrik oldugu séylenebilir.

“Okullara Gore Kaydetme” basligl altinda toplanan anahtar kelimeler analiz sonuclari, gelisim
raporlari, egitimi planlama olmustur. Calistiklari okulda bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme sistemi
bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek icin elde edilen bilgilerin kaydedildigini belirten
ogretmenler; devlet okullarinda 2, 6zel okullarda 1 ve IB okullarinda 10 goris belirtmistir. Analiz,
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raporlama gibi calismalardan birer kez bahsedilmis olsa da planlama ve egitimi planlama ¢alismalari
ozellikle 1B okullarinda éne gcikmistir.

Arac ve tekniklerin kullanim, elde edilen bilgilerin kayit altina alinma ve paylasiima sikliklar

Bu alt probleme iliskin bulgular dért baslik altinda incelenmistir. Ogretmenlerin dlcme araclarini (a)
kullanma, (b) kayit altina alma, (c) 6grencilerle ve (d) velilerle paylagsma sikhiklarina iliskin bilgiler icin
10 farkh dlgme ve degerlendirme arag ve teknigini “1: Hichir zaman, 2: Yilda bir kez, 3: Dénemde bir
kez, 4. Ayda bir kez, 5: Haftada bir kez, 6: Her zaman” seklinde puanlamalari istenmistir. Okullar
arasinda bu dort bashgin farklilasip farklilasmadigina iliskin Kay-kare fark testi yapilmistir. 0,05
dlzeyinde anlamlilik testine iliskin sonuglarin dogru yorumlanabilmesiigin beklenen degeri 5'ten klglk
olan gozenek sayisinin %20'yi asmamasi gerekmektedir (Field, 2009). Bu nedenle gdzenek sayilari
incelenmis 1, 2 ve 3. kategoriler “en fazla donemde bir kez”, 5 ve 6. kategoriler “en az haftada hir kez”
olarak birlestirilmistir.

Devlet okulu, IB okulu ve ozel okullarda gorev yapan ogretmenlerin 6lcme ve degerlendirme
araclarini/tekniklerini kullanma sikliklarina iliskin kay-kare testi sonuclari Tablo 2'de verilmistir. Yalniz
ogrencileri “gozlemleme” ve “geribildirim”e iliskin frekans tablolarinda %20'den az olmasi beklenen
orani saglayabilmek icin 1, 2, 3 ve 4. kategoriler “en fazla ayda bir kez” olarak birlestirilmistir.

Tablo 2.

Ogretmenlerin Gérev Yaptiklari Okul Tiiriine Gére Olgme ve Dederlendirme Arac ve Tekniklerini Kullanim
Sikliklarina iliskin Kay-Kare Testi Sonuclari

En fazla Ayda 1 En az Toplam Kay- sd p
donemde kez haftada 1 kare
1 kez kez
Oz Devlet Okulu N 40 16 28 84 18.074 4 0.001*
degerlendirme % 47.6% 19.0% 33.3% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 6 2 22 30
% 20.0% 6.7% 73.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 14 13 27 54
% 25.9% 24.1% 50.0% 100.0%
Toplam N 60 31 77 168
% 35.7% 18.5% 45.8% 100.0%
Akran Devlet Okuu N 50 s 25 84 19.675 4 0.001*
degerlendirme % 59.5% 10.7% 29.8% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 6 9 15 30
% 20.0% 30.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 17 11 26 54
% 31.5% 20.4% 48.1% 100.0%
Toplam N 73 29 66 168
% 43.5% 17.3% 39.3% 100.0%
Kontrol listesi Devlet Okulu N 42 14 28 84 12.856 4 0.012%
% 50.0% 16.7% 33.3% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 5 7 18 30
% 16.7% 23.3% 60.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 16 11 27 54
% 29.6% 20.4% 50.0% 100.0%
Toplam N 63 32 73 168
% 375% 19.0%  435%  100.0% -
Puanlama Devlet Okulu N 51 10 23 84 17.345 4 0.002%
anahtan % 60.7% 11.9% 27.4% 100.0%
(Rubrik) IB Okulu N 6 5 19 30
% 20.0% 16.7% 63.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 21 9 24 54
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Tablo 2 (Devami)
% 38.9% 16.7% 44.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 78 24 66 168
% 46.4% 14.3% 39.3% 100.0%
*p<0.05. o ' '

Tablo 2'ye gére ogretmenlerin ogrencileri gozlemleme ve geribildirim verme, performans
degerlendirme (sunum, tartisma, rol yapma vb.), coktan se¢cmeli sorular ve acik uclu gérevleri kullanma
sikliklarinin her Gg okul tlirinde de haftada en az bir kez; portfolyo kullanma sikliklarinin her g okul
tiriinde de en fazla donemde bir kez oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu sikliklar okul tiriine goére
farklilasmamaktadir (p<0.05). Bu nedenle bu arac ve tekniklere iliskin degerlere tabloda yer
verilmemistir. Ogretmenler, devlet okulunda 6z ve akran degerlendirmeyi, kontrol listelerini ve
puanlama anahtarlarini donemde en fazla bir kez kullandiklarini daha yiiksek oranda belirtirken 6zel
okullarda ve IB okullarinda haftada en az bir kez kullandiklarini daha ylksek oranlarda belirtmislerdir.
Ozellikle 1B okullarindaki en yiiksek oranlara kullanim sikliklarinin haftada en az bir kez oldugu
durumlarda rastlanmaktadir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farkhlklar 0.05 diizeyinde anlamli bulunmustur. IB
okullarinda ve ozel okullarda kullanim sikligi genel olarak haftada en az bir kez iken devlet okullarinda
kullanim sikligl genel olarak en fazla dénemde bir kez olarak gbzlenmistir.

Devlet okulu, 1B okulu ve 6zel okullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin 6l¢me ve degerlendirme sonucu
elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina alma sikliklarina iliskin kay-kare testi sonuglari Tablo 3'te verilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Odretmenlerin Gérev Yaptiklari Okul Tiiriine Gére Olcme ve Dederlendirme Sonuglarini Kayit Altina Alma
Sikliklarina fliskin Kay-Kare Testi Sonuclari

En fazla Ayda 1l Enaz Toplam Kay-kare s p
donemde 1 kez haftada 1
kez kez
Ogrencileri Devlet Okulu N 28 12 44 84 10.145 4  0.038*
gozlemleme % 33.3% 14.3% 52.4% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 5 1 24 30
% 16.7% 3.3% 80.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 10 5 39 54
% 18.5% 9.3% 72.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 43 18 107 168
% 25.6% 10.7% 63.7% 100.0%
Geribildirim Devlet Okulu N 28 14 42 84 12.594 4 0.013*
% 33.3% 16.7% 50.0% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 5 1 24 30
% 16.7% 3.3% 80.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 8 8 38 54
% 14.8% 14.8% 70.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 41 23 104 168
% 24.4% 13.7% 61.9% 100.0%
Performans Devlet Okulu N 39 T 30 84 16759 4  0.002*
degerlendirme % 46.4% 17.9% 35.7% 100.0%
(sunum, 1B Okulu N 3 6 21 30
tartigma, rol % 10.0% 20.0% 70.0% 100.0%
yapma, vb.) Ozel Okul N 14 9 31 54
% 25.9% 16.7% 57.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 56 30 82 168
% 33.3% 17.9% 48.8% 100.0%
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Tablo 3 (Devami)

Portfolyo Devlet Okulu N 58 6 20 84 17.698 4  0.001*
% 69.0% 7.1% 23.8% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 14 0 16 30
% 46.7% 0.0% 53.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 25 10 19 54
% 46.3% 18.5% 35.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 97 16 55 168
% 57.7% 9.5% 32.7% 100.0%
0z Devlet Okulu N 47 10 27 84 22201 4  0.000*
degerlendirme % 56.0% 11.9% 32.1% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 5 2 23 30
% 16.7% 6.7% 76.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 17 10 27 54
% 31.5% 18.5% 50.0% 100.0%
Toplam N 69 22 77 168
% 41.1% 13.1% 45.8% 100.0%
Akran Devlet Okulu N 54 8 22 84 20.725 4 0.000*
degerlendirme % 64.3% 9.5% 26.2% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 7 3 20 30
% 23.3% 10.0% 66.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 20 8 26 54
% 37.0% 14.8% 48.1% 100.0%
Toplam N 81 19 68 168
% 48.2% 11.3% 40.5% 100.0%
Kontrol listesi  DevletOkulu N 51 T R 5 84 22818 4 0.000*
% 60.7% 13.1% 26.2% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 5 4 21 30
% 16.7% 13.3% 70.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 19 9 26 54
% 35.2% 16.7% 48.1% 100.0%
Toplam N 75 24 69 168
% 44.6% 14.3% 41.1% 100.0%
Puanlama Devlet Okulu N 52 10 22 84 2361 4 0.000*
anahtan % 61.9% 11.9% 26.2% 100.0%
(Rubrik) IB Okulu N 6 3 21 30
% 20.0% 10.0% 70.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 19 11 24 54
% 35.2% 20.4% 44.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 77 24 67 168
% 45.8% 14.3% 39.9% 100.0%

Bu tabloya gore ogretmenlerin 6grencileri gozlemleme ve geribildirim ile elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit
altina alma sikliklari en yiiksek her okul tirlinde “en az haftada bir kez” olmakla birlikte bu oran IB
okullarinda digerlerinden daha fazladir. Ogretmenlerin portfolyo ile elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina
alma sikliklarinin devlet okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda en yiiksek oranlarinin en fazla dénemde bir kez,
IB okullarinda en ylksek oranlarinin en az haftada bir kez oldugu goérilmektedir. Performans
degerlendirme, 6z ve akran degerlendirme, kontrol listeleri ve puanlama anahtar ile elde ettikleri
bilgileri devlet okulunda dénemde en fazla bir kez kayit altina aldiklarini en ylksek oranda belirtirken
ozel okullarda ve IB okullarinda haftada en az bir kez kayit altina aldiklarini en yiiksek oranda
belirtmislerdir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farkliliklar 0.05 diizeyinde anlamh bulunmustur. Bu oranlarin en
yliksek degeri IB okullarinda gozlenmistir.
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Ogretmenlerin ¢oktan secmeli sorular ile elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina alma sikliklari devlet
okullarinda ve IB okullarinda en fazla donemde bir kez, ozel okullarda en az haftada bir kez olarak
degismektedir. Agik uglu gorevler ile elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina alma sikliklari ise her Gc¢ okul
turinde de en ylksek olarak “en az haftada bir kez"” olarak gorilmektedir. Bu oranlar anlamli farkliliklar
gostermemektedir (p<0.05). Bu nedenle bu sikliklara iliskin degerlere tabloda yer verilmemistir. Devlet
okullari, 1B okullar ve 6zel okullarda coktan segmeli sorulardan ve agik uclu gorevlerden elde edilen
bilgilerin kayit altina alinma sikliklari degismemektedir.

Devlet okulu, IB okulu ve &6zel okullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin dlcme ve degerlendirme
sonuglarini 6grencileri ile paylasma sikliklarina iliskin kay-kare testi sonuglar Tablo 4'te verilmistir.

Bu tabloya gore 6gretmenlerin 6grencileri gozlemlemeleri ve acik uglu gorevler ile elde ettikleri
bilgileri 6grencileri ile paylasma sikliklari Ug okul tlirlinde de “en fazla haftada en az bir kere” olarak
belirtilmistir. Portfolyo ile elde ettikleri bilgileri 6grencileri ile paylasma sikliklari ise Gg okul tirinde de
en yiiksek frekansin en fazla dénemde bir kez oldugu gériilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin coktan secmeli
sorular, performans degerlendirme, 6z ve akran degerlendirme, kontrol listesi ve puanlama anahtari
ile elde ettikleri bilgileri ogrencileri ile paylasma sikliklarinin devlet okullarinda en fazla donemde bir
kez, 6zel okullarda ve IB okullarinda en az haftada bir kez oldugu gorilmektedir. Oranlar arasindaki bu
farkliliklar 0.05 dizeyinde anlamli bulunmustur. Bu oranlarin en yuksek degeri IB okullarinda
gozlenmistir.

Ogretmenlerin geribildirim ile elde ettikleri bilgileri 6grencileri ile paylasma sikliklar ¢ okul tiiriinde
de en fazla haftada en az bir kere olarak belirtilmistir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farkliliklar 0.05 diizeyinde
istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmamustir. Okul tlrleri arasinda bir farklilik yoktur. Bu nedenle bu
sikliklara iligkin degerlere tabloda yer verilmemistir.

Tablo 4.

Ogretmenlerin Gorev Yaptiklari Okul Turiine Gére Olcme ve Degerlendirme Sonuclarini Ogrencileri ile Paylasma
Sikhiklarina iliskin Kay-Kare Testi Sonuglari

En fazla Ayda Enaz Toplam Kay-kare sd p
donemdel 1kez haftadal
kez kez
Ogrencileri Devlet N 30 9 45 84 10.368 4 0.035*
gozlemleme Okulu % 35.7% 10.7% 53.6% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 4 1 25 30
% 13.3% 3.3% 83.3% 100.0%
% 22.2% 14.8% 63.0% 100.0%
Toplam N 46 18 104 168
% 27.4% 10.7% 61.9% 100.0%
Performans Devlet N 43 10 31 84 17.97 4 0.001*
degerlendirme  Okulu % 51.2% 11.9% 36.9% 100.0%
(sunum, IBOkulu N 4 5 21 30
tartisma, rol % 13.3% 16.7% 70.0% 100.0%
yapma, vb.) Ozel Okul N 16 13 25 54
% 29.6% 24.1% 46.3% 100.0%
Toplam N 63 28 77 168
% 37.5% 16.7% 45.8% 100.0%
Coktan secmeli  Devlet N 39 12 33 84 9.576 4 0.048*
sorular Okulu % 46.4% 14.3% 39.3% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 11 1 18 30
% 36.7% 3.3% 60.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 17 13 24 54
% 31.5% 24.1% 44.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 67 26 75 168
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Tablo 4 (Devami)

%  39.9% 15.5% 44.6% 100.0%
Acik uglu Devlet N 31 19 34 84 11.674 4 0.020%
gorevler Okulu % 36.9% 22.6% 40.5% 100.0%
IBOkulu N 4 3 23 30
%  13.3% 10.0% 76.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 17 11 26 54
%  31.5% 20.4% 48.1% 100.0%
Toplam N 52 33 83 168
%  31.0% 19.6% 49.4% 100.0%
Portfolyo Devlet N 63 5 16 84 14.721 4 0.005*
Okulu %  75.0% 6.0% 19.0% 100.0%
IBOkulu N 15 2 13 30
%  50.0% 6.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 26 9 19 54
%  48.1% 16.7% 35.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 104 16 48 168
%  61.9% 9.5% 28.6% 100.0%
0z Devlet N 50 8 26 sa 21.423 4  0.000*
degerlendirme  Okulu % 59.5% 9.5% 31.0% 100.0%
IBOkulu N 5 4 21 30
% 16.7% 13.3% 70.0% 100.0%
Ozel N 17 8 29 54
Okul %  31.5% 14.8% 53.7% 100.0%
Toplam N 72 20 76 168
%  42.9% 11.9% 45.2% 100.0%
Akran Devlet N 56 11 17 84 23.775 4  0.000*
degerlendirme  Okulu % 66.7% 13.1% 20.2% 100.0%
IBOkulu N 7 5 18 30
% 23.3% 16.7% 60.0% 100.0%
Ozel N 20 8 26 54
Okul %  37.0% 14.8% 48.1% 100.0%
Toplam N 83 24 61 168
%  49.4% 14.3% 36.3% 100.0%
Kontrol listesi Devlet N 53 8 23 84 21.421 4  0.000*
Okulu %  63.1% 9.5% 27.4% 100.0%
IBOkulu N 6 4 20 30
% 20.0% 13.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Ozel N 20 10 24 54
Okul %  37.0% 18.5% 44.4% 100.0%
Toplam N 79 22 67 168
%  47.0% 13.1% 39.9% 100.0% ]
Puanlama Devlet N 53 9 22 84 19.807 4  0.001*
anahtar Okulu % 63.1% 10.7% 26.2% 100.0%
(Rubrik) IBOkulu N 7 4 19 30
% 23.3% 13.3% 63.3% 100.0%
Ozel N 20 11 23 54
Okul %  37.0% 20.4% 42.6% 100.0%
Toplam N 80 24 64 168
%  47.6% 14.3% 38.1% 100.0%
*p<0.05
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Devlet okulu, IB okulu ve &zel okullarda gorev yapan G6gretmenlerin dlgme ve degerlendirme
sonuglarini veliler ile paylasma sikliklarina iliskin kay-kare testi sonuglari Tablo 5'te verilmistir.

Tablo 5.

Odretmenlerin Gérev Yaptiklari Okul Tiiriine Gére Olcme ve Dederlendirme Sonuglarini Veliler ile Paylasma
Sikliklarina fliskin Kay-Kare Testi Sonuclar

En fazla Ayda 1l Enaz Toplam Kay-kare sd p
donemde kez haftada
1 kez 1 kez
Geribildirim Devlet Okulu N 38 18 28 84 10.582 4 0.032*
% 45.2% 21.4% 33.3% 100.0%
1B Okulu N 10 4 16 30
% 33.3% 13.3% 53.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 12 17 25 54
% 22.2% 31.5% 46.3% 100.0%
Toplam N 60 39 69 168
% 35.7% 23.2% 41.1% 100.0%
Coktan Devlet Okulu N 51 15 18 84 12.285 4 0.015*
secmeli % 60.7% 17.9% 21.4% 100.0%
sorular IB Okulu N 18 3 9 30
% 60.0% 10.0% 30.0% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 18 13 23 54
% 33.3% 24.1% 42.6% 100.0%
Toplam N 87 31 50 168
% 51.8% 18.5% 29.8% 100.0%
Acik uclu Devlet Okulu N 50 14 20 84 11.31 4 0.023*
gorevler % 59.5% 16.7% 23.8% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 12 5 13 30
% 40.0% 16.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 19 17 18 54
% 35.2% 31.5% 33.3% 100.0%
Toplam N 81 36 51 168
% 48.2% 21.4% 30.4% 100.0%
Portfolyo Devlet Okulu N 65 6 13 84 15.074 4 0.005*
% 77.4% 7.1% 15.5% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 18 4 g 30
% 60.0% 13.3% 26.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 27 15 12 54
% 50.0% 27.8% 22.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 110 25 33 168
% 65.5% 14.9% 19.6% 100.0%
0z Devlet Okulu N 58 11 15 84 14.939 4 0.005*
degerlendirme % 69.0% 13.1% 17.9%  100.0%
IB Okulu N 13 4 13 30
% 43.3% 13.3% 43.3% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 22 13 19 54
% 40.7% 24.1% 35.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 93 28 a7 168
% 55.4% 16.7% 28.0% 100.0%
Akran Devlet Okulu N 57 15 12 84 11.47 4 0.022*
degerlendirme %  67.9% 17.9% 14.3% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 18 4 8 30

%  60.0% 13.3% 26.7% 100.0%
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Tablo 5

(Devami) Ozel Okul N 22 16 16 54
%  40.7% 29.6% 29.6% 100.0%
Toplam N 97 35 36 168
%  57.7% 20.8% 21.4% 100.0%
Kontrol listesi Devlet Okulu N 60 13 11 84 17.703 4 0.001*
%  71.4% 15.5% 13.1% 100.0%
IB Okulu N 15 4 11 30
%  50.0% 13.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 21 14 19 54
%  38.9% 25.9% 35.2% 100.0%
Toplam N 96 31 41 168
% 57.1% 18.5% 24.4% 100.0%
Puanlama Devlet Okulu N 60 10 14 84 11.757 4 0.019*
anahtan % 71.4% 11.9% 16.7% 100.0%
(Rubrik) IB Okulu N 15 4 11 30
%  50.0% 13.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Ozel Okul N 25 13 16 54
%  46.3% 24.1% 29.6% 100.0%
Toplam N 100 27 41 168

%  59.5% 16.1% 24.4% 100.0%

*p<0.05

Bu tabloya gore ogretmenlerin 6grencileri gozlemleme ile elde ettikleri bilgileri velileri ile paylasma
sikliklarinin devlet okullarinda en fazla donemde bir kez, 6zel okullarda ve IB okullarinda en az haftada
bir kez oldugu gorilmektedir. Performans degerlendirme ile elde ettikleri bilgileri velileri ile paylasma
sikliklarinin ise devlet okullarinda en fazla donemde bir kez, IB okullarinda en fazla dénemde bir kez,
ozel okullarda en az haftada bir kez oldugu gorilmektedir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farkhliklar 0.05
dizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmamistir. Bu nedenle bu sikliklara iliskin degerlere tabloda
yer verilmemistir. Okullar arasinda ogrencileri gozlemleme ve performans degerlendirme ile elde
edilen bilgilerin veliler ile paylasiima sikligi arasinda fark yoktur.

Ogretmenlerin geribildirim ile elde ettikleri bilgileri velileri ile paylasma sikliginin devlet okullarinda
en fazla donemde bir kez, 6zel okullarda ve 1B okullarinda en az haftada bir kez oldugu gérilmektedir.
Coktan secmeli sorular ile elde ettikleri bilgileri velileri ile paylasma sikliklarinin devlet okullarinda ve
IB okullarinda en fazla donemde bir kez, 6zel okullarda en az haftada bir kez oldugu gorllmektedir.
Ogretmenlerin acik uglu gorevler ile elde ettikleri bilgileri velileri ile paylasma sikhginin devlet
okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda en fazla donemde hir kez, IB okullarinda en az haftada bir kez oldugu;
portfolyo, 6z ve akran degerlendirme, kontrol listesi ve puanlama anahtari ile elde ettikleri bilgileri
velileri ile paylasma sikliklarinin ise her (¢ okul tlriinde de en yiksek oranda “en fazla dénemde bir
kez” olarak gorllmektedir. Oranlar arasindaki bu farkliliklar 0.05 diizeyinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli
bulunmustur. Okullar arasinda bilgilerin veliler ile paylasilima sikhig farklilasmaktadir. IB okullarinda ve
ozel okullarda velilerle paylasma sikligi genel olarak haftada en az bir kez iken devlet okullarinda
velilerle paylasma sikhgi genel olarak en fazla donemde bir kez olarak gdzlenmistir. Bu oranlarin en
yliksek degeri IB okullarinda gozlenmistir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmada Tirkiye'deki IB okullarinda ve MEB’e bagli 6zel okullardaki ve devlet okullarindaki
ogretmenlerin olgme ve degerlendirme calismalari ve bu konudaki gorusleri incelenmistir.
Arastirmanin bulgulari ilk olarak 6gretmenlerin élgme ve degerlendirme dendiginde akillarina gelen

252



Merve Yildirim Seheryeli, Selahattin Gelbal- Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ofretim Calismalar Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 221-260
kavramlari icermektedir. Bu kavramlar “Temel kavramlar”, “istatistik”, “Neyi 6lceriz”, “Neden dlgeriz?”,

“Nasil 6lceriz?” baslklarinda toplanmistir.

“Temel kavramlar” bashg altinda yalniz bir okulda rastlanan kavramlarin adalet ve bitlunsel
degerlendirme oldugu soylenebilir. Bltlinsel degerlendirme kavraminin IB okullarinda daha 6n planda
olmasinin o6zellikle Avrupa Universitelerine sinavsiz geciste (IBO, 2018d) o6grenci hakkinda karar
vermede daha uygun bir yontem oldugu distinulmektedir. Devlet okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda sonug
degerlendirmede sinavlarin ve testlerin ¢cok kullanilmasi nedeniyle 6grencilerin siralanmasina dayali bir
karar verme durumu daha c¢ok kullaniimaktadir (Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007). Bu nedenle adalet
kavraminin farkhlastigi, 1B okullarinda yapilan bireysel gelisim icin degerlendirmenin siralama amaci
olmadigindan adalet kavraminin éne ¢ikmadigi distintlmektedir.

“Istatistik” basligl altinda en cok &ne cikan kavramlarin devlet okullari disinda benzer oldugu
gorulmustir. Bu durumun nedeni, ozel okullarda ve 1B okullarinda bir okul koordinatéri ya da dlgme
ve degerlendirme uzmani olmasiyla 6gretmenlerin kendi yazdiklari sorulari degerlendirme firsati
bulmasi olabilir.

IB okullarinda sire¢ degerlendirme c¢alismalari daha on plandadir, ¢linkli tam ©6grenmenin
gerceklesmesi icin, Ogrencilerin bireysel farkliliklarina gore izleme ve gelistirme calismalan
yapiimaktadir (IBO, 2018d). Dolayisi ile “Neyi olceriz?” sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde dne cikan
kavramlarin IB okullarinda siireg, kazanim ve beceri olmasi beklenen bir durumdur. Dolayisi ile 6zellikle
ogretim programlarinin bireysellestirmeyi yalniz 6zel egitime ihtiyag duyuldugunda degil, her
dgrencinin ihtiyacina gore farklilasacak sekilde esnek bir yapida olusturmasi tam 6grenmeye de katki
saglayacaktir (Ayyildiz & Uziime(, 2016).

“Neden olgeriz?” sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde en ¢ok éne ¢ikan kavramin her (g okul tlriinde de
geribildirim oldugu goriilmektedir. Ozellikle IB okullarinda déniisiimli diisiinme, farklhlastirma, ihtiyag
belirleme, planlama ve raporlama seklinde karsilasilan kavramlarda degerlendirmenin yalniz durum
belirleme icin yapilmadigl, 6grenme icin de degerlendirme yapildigl ve degerlendirmenin 6grenmeyi
de destekledigi séylenebilir. Bu bulgu, Toe et al. (2015) tarafindan raporlanan proje sonuglarinda da
Guler ve Yaltink'in (2011) calismalarinda da 6gretmenlerin IB'nin glcli yani olarak dlgme ve
degerlendirmeyi gormelerin acisindan bu arastirmanin sonuglari ile desteklenmektedir.

“Nasil Olgeriz?” sorusuna yanit olacak sekilde devlet okullarinda kullanilan dlgme araglarinin
sinavlara hazirhk odakli oldugu, dzel okullarda hem sinav hem gelisimin dikkate alindigi gérilmdistur.
IB okullarinda ise sorgulama, becerileri gelistirme temelinde IB 6grenen profiline hizmet edecek sekilde
ihtiyaca gore farklilasan araglarin kullanildigi gérilmektedir (IBO, 2018d). Bu bulgu Toe et al. (2015)
tarafindan raporlanan proje sonuglari ile de benzerlik géstermektedir.

ikinci arastirma sorusuna iliskin bulgular égretmenlerin okullarinda uyguladiklari bir dlcme ve
degerlendirme sistemi olup olmamasini, varsa bu uygulamalan sinif icinde nasil hayata gecirdiklerini
icermektedir. Ogretmenlerin okullarinda uygulamalari planlanan élgme ve degerlendirme sistemi, MEB
tarafindan &gretim programlarinin icinde belirtilerek 6gretmenlerin ve egitim uygulayicilarinin
yeterliklerine gore serbest birakilmistir fakat yapilmasi gerektigi vurgulanmustir (MEB, 2013; 2018;
2019). 1B okullarinda ise dlgme ve degerlendirme uygulamalarinin yapilmasi, kayit altina alinmasi ve
raporlanmasi zorunludur (IBO, 2018d). Devlet okulundaki 6gretmenlerin %48’i IB okullarindaki
ogretmenlerin %83'0 ozel okullardaki 6gretmenlerin %93'G okullarinda uygulanan bir dlgme ve
degerlendirme sisteminin bulundugunu belirtmistir. Devlet okullarinda bu oraninin digerlerinden
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olduk¢a az oldugu gorilmektedir. Gller ve Yaltirik'in (2011) ve Toe et al. (2015) de yaptiklar

calismalarda IB'nin glicll yani olarak élcme ve degerlendirme c¢alismalarinin IBO yetkilileri tarafindan
diizenli araliklarla degerlendirilmesi olarak belirtmislerdir. Ozel okullarda ise okul politikalarina gére bu
zorunluluk degismektedir. Dolayisiile 6gretmenlerin dlgme ve degerlendirme calismalarini uygulamaya
gecirmeleri ve bu c¢alismalari benimsemeleri igin bir denetleme mekanizmasina ihtiyac duyuldugu
soylenebilir.

Calistiklar okulda bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme sistemi bulundugunu ve bu sistemi hayata gecirmek
icin neler yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenler tim katilimcilarin %69'udur. Katilimcilarin ifadeleri “Dizey
belirleme”, “Ogrenmeyi pekistirme”, “Sistemin niteligine katki saglama”, “Degerlendirme calismalari”,
“Elde edilen bilgilerin kaydedilmesi” basliklarinda toplanmistir.

“Dlzey belirleme” calismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenlerde okullara gére farkhlasan
calismalarin ise becerilerin olglilmesi, kazanima-taksonomiye uygun soru yazma ve yeni nesil sorular
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu farklilasmalarin sebebinin 6zellikle devlet okullarinda ve &zel okullarda
ogrencilerin sinav odakli hazirlanmalari oldugu séylenebilir. Devlet okullari igin elde edilen bu bulgular
alanyazindaki diger ¢alismalarin (Arda, 2009; Gok & Sahin, 2009; Yapici & Demirdelen, 2007) bulgulari
ile de ortiismektedir. Ozel okullarda digerlerinden farkli vurgulanan kazanima, taksonomiye uygun soru
yazma ile ©grencilerin 6grenmelerinin ya da eksiklerinin hangi bilissel dizeyde oldugunun da
belirlenmeye cahsildigi goriulmektedir.

“Ogrenmeyi pekistirme” galismalari yaptiklarini belirten dégretmenlerde okullara gére farklilasan
calismalarin ise sorgulama calismalar oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu durumda devlet okullarinda ve ozel
okullarda égrenmeyi pekistirme ¢alismalarinin geleneksel dizeyde sinirh kaldigi, IB okullarinda ise
becerilere odaklanildigi soylenebilir. Bu durum IB okullarinin I1BO (2012; 2018b; 2018c; 2018d)
tarafindan belirtilen felsefeyi okul diizeyinde de benimsediklerinin gdstergesidir. Ozellikle |B
okullarinda (Kauffman, 2005) sorgulama temelli ¢alismalarla 6grencilerin 6grenmelerini gelistirme
slrecinde, &gretmenlerin  kazandiklari ulusal-uluslararasi ¢oklu bakis acilarinin  dgretmenlerin
yetkinliklerini de farklilastirdigi séylenebilir.

“Sistemin niteligine katki saglama” ¢alismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenlerde en cok one ¢ikan
calismalarin devlet okullarinda adaletli olma; 6zel okullarda bireysel farkliliklari dikkate alma ve
zUmrelerle is birligi icinde olma; IB okullarinda disiplinler arasi calismalar ve ziimrelerle is birligi,
kriterlerin ogrencilerle birlikte hazirlanmasi ya da onlan kriterlerden haberdar etme oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bu durumun IBO'nun (2012) beklentileri ile ortustlgd, IB okullarinda tim egitim
durumlarinin diger ziimrelerle temalara hizmet edecek sekilde is birligi icinde &grenen merkezli
hazirlanmasindan kaynaklandigi diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle devlet okullari ve 6zel okullardaki
ogretmenlerin uygulamalar incelendiginde adaletli olma, ar-ge ekibi, kelebek sistem ya da Web 2.0
araclari gibi calismalara yoneldikleri gorlilmektedir. Bu durumda &gretmenlerin sistemin niteligine
katki saglayabilmek icin daha etkili destege ihtiya¢ duyduklari séylenebilir.

“Degerlendirme” ¢alismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenlerde en ¢ok dne ¢ikan calismalar devlet
okullarinda geribildirim ve performans degerlendirmedir. Ozel okullarda ise geribildirim ve siirec odakli
degerlendirme iken IB okullarinda rubrik ve siirec odakl degerlendirme olmustur. Bu durumda her {g
okulda da degerlendirme calismalarinda slirece yonelik calismalar yapildigi séylenebilir.

“Elde edilen bilgileri kaydetme” calismalari yaptiklarini belirten 6gretmenlerde analiz, raporlama
gibi calismalardan birer kez bahsedilmis olsa da planlama ve egitimi planlama galismalan 6zellikle 1B
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okullarinda 6ne ¢ikmistir. Bu durumun sebebinin IB okullarinin akreditasyonlarinin devami igin

degerlendirilmesi (Gller & Yaltirik, 2011; Toe et al.,2015) oldugu séylenebilir. Dolayisi ile program
degerlendirme calismalarinin 6zellikle uygulamadaki takiplerinin de sistemli bir sekilde yapilmasinin
onemli oldugu gorilmektedir. Buna ek olarak hizmet igi egitim calismalarda ozellikle 6lgme sonuglarina
gore egitimi planlama Uzerine odaklaniimasinin bu okullar arasindaki farklarin giderilmesine de
yardimci olacagl disinilmektedir.

Uglincl arastirma sorusuna iliskin bulgularda 6gretmenlerin verilen 10 6lcme ve degerlendirme arag
ve teknigini kullanma, elde ettikleri bilgileri kaydetme, bu bilgileri 6grencilerle ve velilerle paylasma
sikliklar okullara gore karsilastirilmistir.

Gelbal ve Kelecioglu'nun (2007) 6gretmen gorislerini inceledikleri calismalarinda 6gretmenlerin
daha cok geleneksel yontemleri tercih ettigi, 6grencilerin kendilerini degerlendirmesine ydnelik
yontemleri en az siklikla kullanildigini belirtmislerdir. Bu durum; 6gretmenlerin arac ve yontemleri
kullanma sikliklari incelendiginde &grencileri gézlemleme, geribildirim, performans degerlendirme
(sunum, tartisma, rol yapma, vb.), coktan se¢meli sorular, acik uglu gorevler, portfolyo kullanma
sikliklarinin okullar arasinda farklilasmadigl bulgusu ile gelismektedir. Bu durumun sonucu olarak
glnlmuzde 6gretmenlerin tamamlayici 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklasimlarini da egitim stirecinin bir
parcasl olarak daha fazla gbérmeye basladiklari sdylenehilir.

Ogretmenlerin elde ettikleri bilgileri kaydetme sikliklari incelendiginde coktan se¢cmeli sorular ve
acik uglu gorevleri kaydetme sikliklarinin okullar arasinda farklilasmadigi; égrencileri gozlemleme,
geribildirim, performans degerlendirme (sunum, tartisma, rol yapma, vb.), portfolyo, 6z ve akran
degerlendirme, kontrol listesi, puanlama anahtari (Rubrik) kaydetme sikliginin IB okullarinda diger
okullardan fazla oldugu goérilmustir. Bu bulgu Toe et al. (2015) tarafindan hazirlanan raporda,
ogretmenlerin farkli degerlendirme araclarini birlikte kullandiklari, gelisimsel sireklilik kavramini
benimseyerek elde ettikleri bilgileri kayit altina aldiklari goriisleri ile de drtiismektedir.

Ogretmenlerin elde ettikleri bilgileri 6grencilerle paylasma sikliklari incelendiginde ise geribildirim
disindaki tim arac ve ydntemlerde farklilasma oldugu; bu sikhgin 1B okullarinda diger okullardan fazla
oldugu gorillmustiir. Ozellikle 6zel okullardaki ve devlet okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin degerlendirmeyi
not verme ya da kendi egitim durumlarini gdzden gecirmede kullandiklari sdylenebilir. Fakat
ogrencilerin kendi 6grenmelerine yén vermeleri icin bu sonuclardan haberdar olmalar da
gerekmektedir. Velilerle paylasma sikliklar incelendiginde ise ogrencileri gozlemleme ve performans
degerlendirme disindaki tim arag ve yontemlerde farklilasma oldugu; coktan se¢meli sorular ve akran
degerlendirmede bu sikligin 6zel okullarda daha fazla, diger arag ve yontemlerde bu sikhgin IB
okullarinda daha fazla oldugu gériilmistiir. Ozellikle geribildirimin 6grenciye yapilma sikhg
farklilasmazken velilere yapilma sikhginin farklilastigi dikkat cekmektedir. Toe et al. (2015) raporunda
hem 6grenciye hem de velilere 6grenciyi kisisel olarak évmek yerine etkili geribildirim yapilmasinin
onemini vurgulamistir.

Tum bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde devlet okullarindaki, 6zel okullardaki ve IB okullarindaki
dgretmenlerin sinif ici uygulamalarinin okulun amaclarina gore farklilastigl gérilmektedir. Bu nedenle
MEB'in ya da her okulun “6lgme ve degerlendirme”den beklentilerinin acikga ve yazili olarak belirtildigi,
ornek uygulamalarin ve yapilacak ¢alismalarin 6gretmenlere tiim ayrintilari ile birlikte verildigi 6gretim
programlarinin kullaniimasi 6gretmenlerin islerini benimsemesini saglayarak nitelikli olgme ve
degerlendirmelerin yapilmasini saglayacaktir. Yine Ogretmenlerin ihtiya¢ duyduklari olgme ve
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degerlendirme ve geribildirimlerle &grencilerin  6grenmelerinin  gelistiriimesinde  destegin

saglanabilmesi icin okullarda 6lgme ve degerlendirme, program gelistirme uzmanlarinin bulunmasi
onerilebilir. Bu sayede sonuc¢ ve slire¢ birlikte, bireysel farkliliklar géz 6niine alinarak Ust dizey
dislinme becerilerinin ol¢llmesi ve gelistirilmesi icin gereken destek de saglanabilir. Benzer sekilde
okullar denetlendiginde olgme ve degerlendirme ara¢ ve yodntemlerini kullanma sikliklari da
artmaktadir. Dis denetleyiciler olusturulup her okulun denetlenmesi saglanarak olgme ve
degerlendirme uygulamalarinda hesap verilebilirlik saglanmis olacaktir. Bu bulgularin nedenlerinin
daha ayrintili olarak arastirilmasi gerekmektedir. Son olarak IB okullarinda yapilan ¢alismalara benzer
olarak devlet okullarinda ve 6zel okullarda da calismalar yapilabilir, eylem arastirmalari ile bu
calismalarin etkililikleri de degerlendirilehilir.
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