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Abstract

Keywords

Assessment and evaluation activities are very important since they ensure the
diagnosis of the interests, attitudes, ability, knowledge and skills of students, and
education and training is planned accordingly. Assessment and evaluation is one
of the building blocks of education. In line with the changing interests and needs
and developing science and technology, innovation became a requirement in
assessment and evaluation as in all areas of education. Since traditional methods
are only the results of a result-oriented assessment and evaluation approach, they
were determined to be inadequate in evaluating the education process, and
therefore, alternative assessment and evaluation methods were adopted and
applied. In this study, it was aimed to determine how frequently Turkish Course
teachers used the assessment and evaluation tools in the 2019 Turkish Course
Curriculum prepared in accordance with the constructivist approach. In this study,
the survey model, which is among the quantitative research models, was used, and
additionally, the opinions of Turkish teachers were taken with a survey in order to
determine the frequency they use the evaluation tools and materials. According to
the research findings, it was determined that Turkish teachers do not thoroughly
use (supplementary) assessment and evaluation tools based on the student
performance, but instead, they prefer the traditional tools more.
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Introduction

It is through the mother tongue that individuals become capable to communicate with others, to
express their feelings and thoughts, and to meet their needs. Individuals acquire their native language
without a system until they reach the school age. After the school age, systematic, planned, and
programmed mother tongue activities start. The main aim of mother tongue education in schools is to
improve the comprehension power of students, to gain the ability to explain, to create listening and
reading habits, to teach basic grammar rules, to gain language awareness and love of language (Kavcar,
Oguzkan and Sever, 2003). Turkish language education is also done with a systematic program based
on understanding and narrative skills. Reading and listening skills comprise the comprehension skill,
while speaking and writing constitute the skills of narrative. The necessary curriculums are prepared
and implemented for the students to acquire these skills. In this regard, assessment and evaluation
applications are carried out in order to determine to what extent the knowledge and skills aimed in the
program are acquired.

The 2019 Turkish Course Curriculum emphasizes that assessment and evaluation activities
should be continuous and process-oriented. The before-process assessment applied prior to the teaching
process provides an information about the level of the student at the start of the process and supports
determining the necessary objectives accordingly, while the during-process assessment provides
feedbacks to the student and to the teacher, and post-process assessment ensures determining to what
extent the objectives are achieved and deciding which changes should be made (Milli Egitim Bakanlig1
[MEB], 2019).

Each skill must be considered and evaluated separately in teaching Turkish, which is a skill
course. This requires embracing contemporary, alternative and diagnostic measurement instruments,
rather than traditional assessment and evaluation approaches. In the result-oriented approaches, the
assessment of student achievement is generally considered separate from the teaching process with a
higher emphasis on the product, and in this regard, multiple-choice and short-answer tests and written
and oral examinations are prioritized (MEB, 2018). Therefore, new approaches have been developed
that measure the process in addition to the result-oriented assessment methods that measure only the
product.

Within the scope of the education process, the evaluation efforts are discussed under three
headings according to the intended use of the measurement results. These are the diagnostic evaluation
intending to recognize the student, formative evaluation that is conducted during the process in order to
reveal the defections in the education process, and to detect the learning deficiencies, and summative
evaluation conducted at the end of the process in order to make decisions about the student (Kilmen,
2017).

In order to measure high level skills such as problem solving, critical thinking, evaluation,
prediction, induction, deduction, and creative thinking, Kutlu, Dogan and Karakaya (2014) suggest
performance-oriented assessment, student portfolio and assessment studies under the heading of new
evaluation methods. Alici (2011) names the evaluation of the efforts and activities that students perform
through active learning during the process and the products at the end of the process as the performance
evaluation. Additionally, it was also reported that performance evaluation is named differently such as
alternative evaluation, supplementary evaluation, and authentic evaluation in various foreign or
domestic sources, stressing that the assessment methods such as multiple choice tests, short answer tests,
and long answer exams are classified as traditional assessment tools.

While the written examinations with usually only one correct answer, short-answer questions,
true-false questions, multiple-choice tests, and matching questions are classified under traditional
assessment techniques, the tools such as grade scoring keys, diagnostic tree, structured grid, word
association test, and student portfolio are classified under the supplementary assessment and evaluation
methods (Bahar, Nartgiin Durmus and Bigak, 2015).

In 2006 Turkish Course Curriculum, a wide coverage was given to assessment and evaluation
tools. In the curriculum prepared in 2017, it was stated that assessment and evaluation efforts will be
conducted in three ways: diagnosis-oriented, monitoring-oriented and outcome-oriented. The
assessment tools specified in the curriculum are short-answer items, multiple-choice items, matching
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items, true-false items, open-ended questions, attitude scales, student portfolios, performance tasks, and
project assignments. As per the evaluation tools, they are interview, self-evaluation form,
listening/watching skills observation form, speaking-skill evaluation form, reading-skill observation
form, written narrative evaluation form, reading-skill checklist, student self-evaluation form on the
product file, performance and project evaluation forms (MEB, 2017). These assessment and evaluation
tools, which focus on the educational process and which considers evaluation of the students through
following their development as a part of learning, differ from the result-oriented (summative) assessment
tools in many aspects.

Goger (2014) reports that process evaluation is effective in the development of cognitive,
affective and psycho-motor skills of the students, and also in determining their ability to use all these
skills complementary to each other. Additionally, it is also reported that product-oriented evaluation is
inadequate since the development of language and intelligent skills of the students are evaluated together
in language teaching.

Traditional assessment and evaluation activities are the outcomes of an understanding where
assessments are made on the student answers during the exam, with an inadequacy in measuring the
high-level skills, and mostly based on rote learning. This kind of an assessment approach is partially
inadequate in measuring and evaluating high-level cognitive skills since the teacher is in an active role
and the student is passive. Furthermore, with the traditional assessment tools, the skills and development
potentials of the students in the system cannot be evaluated and recognized together (Sefer, 2006; Baki
and Birgin, 2004).

In this respect, the starting point of this study was, on the one hand, an overview of the
assessment and evaluation approaches in the curriculum prepared in the light of constructivist
educational philosophy, and on the other hand, a determination of the levels of Turkish teachers, who
are the practitioners of the program, in using performance-based (supplementary) assessment and
evaluation tools in measuring the performances of students in the process. It is thought that determining
the levels of the teachers will fill an important gap in the field in order to plan further activities and take
necessary measures in education and training. Therefore, the study sought answers to the following
guestions:

e What are the assessment and evaluation approaches in the Turkish Course Curriculum?
e How often do Turkish teachers use the traditional and supplementary tools specified in the
curriculum to measure students' performance in the process?

Method

The study was conducted using quantitative research methods, and the views of Turkish course
teachers were taken through a survey to determine their awareness levels and the extent they use the
assessment and evaluation tools. “Studies aimed at collecting data to determine specific characteristics
of a group are called as survey studies.” (Biiyiikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel,
2016: 15). In this study, the survey model was used to determine the extent that Turkish course teachers
use the assessment and evaluation tools by taking teacher opinions.

Population and Sample

The accessible population of the study was comprised of Turkish teachers working in Malatya
province, and the sample, which was determined through simple random sampling method, consists of
voluntary Turkish teachers, who could be reached by the researcher and who were working in secondary
schools in Yesilyurt District of Malatya province. A total of 120 teachers participated in the research.
53 of the participants were men and 67 were women. 80 of the sample are graduates of Department of
Turkish Language Teaching, Faculty of Education. The rest of the teachers are either the graduates of
the Faculty of Arts and Sciences or graduates of a different branch in the Faculty of Education. Among
the teachers,104 completed bachelors’ degrees and 13 completed postgraduate degrees. 3 participant
teachers did not provide information about their educational level.
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Data Collection Tool

In this study, in order to determine the extent that Turkish teachers use the assessment tools, a
survey form was prepared in which the traditional and performance-based (supplementary)
measurement tools that were included in the Turkish Course Curriculums of 2017, 2018 and 2019 were
listed and which included statements questioning the frequency of using these tools. The content of the
form concerning the assessment and evaluation tools in the programs were asked to two field experts in
assessment and evaluation field and Turkish language education field through e-mail, and the form was
given its final form based on their opinions.

Data Analysis

The form, which was prepared to determine the frequency of teachers in using the
supplementary assessment-evaluation tools and traditional assessment-evaluation tools for detecting the
performances of students in the process, was implemented on the sample and the outcomes were reported
through simple statistical methods such as frequency and percentage.

Findings

Examining the “assessment and evaluation” parts of the MNE 2019 Turkish Course
Curriculum, MNE 2018 Turkish Course Curriculum, and MNE 2017 Turkish Course Curriculum, it was
determined that the assessment-evaluation practices identified in the program were classified as
diagnostic evaluation, formative evaluation, and summative evaluation. As per the assessment and
evaluation tools, they are rather supplementary tools for determining student performance than
traditional ones. Furthermore, it was determined that certain tools were recommended such as attitude
scale, student portfolios, authentic task, project assignments, interview, self-assessment, peer
assessment, readiness testing, observation, grade scoring key, structured grid, diagnostic tree, word
association test, group evaluation, checklist, and concept map.

Table 1. The levels of Turkish course teachers in using assessment-evaluation tools

Assessment
Tools =

2 - - 3 =

g2 g g g 8 :

35 & > 3 = 2

g5 2 g & £ E =

La - - 2 ° s 2
Short-answer F 3 9 38 42 25 118
Items % 2,5 7,5 31,6 35 20,8 100
Multiple- F 1 3 17 59 39 119
Choice Items % 0,83 2,5 14,1 49,1 32,5 100
Matching F 1 6 35 50 25 117
Items % 0,83 5 29,2 41,6 20,8 100
True-False F 2 5 34 57 20 118
Items % 1,6 4,1 28,3 475 16,6 100
Open Ended F 0 11 23 49 36 119
Questions % 0 8,3 19,1 40,8 30 100
Attitude F 19 38 37 20 5 119
Scales % 15,8 31,6 30,8 16,6 41 100
Student F 18 26 44 23 8 119
Portfolios % 15 21,6 36,6 19,1 6,6 100
Authentic F 27 35 40 10 2 114
Tasks % 22,5 29,1 33,3 8,3 1,6 100
Projects F 11 8 36 30 33 118

% 9,1 6,6 30 25 27,7 100
Interview F 22 34 40 15 8 119
Forms % 18,3 28,3 33,3 12,5 6,6 100
Self- F 14 30 47 16 12 119
Assessment % 11,6 25 39,1 13,3 10 100
Form
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Peer- F 22 38 40 13 6 119
Assessment % 18,3 31,6 33,3 10,8 5 100
Form
Readiness F 11 20 43 30 14 118
Tests % 9,1 16,6 35,8 25 11,6 100
Observation F 21 19 51 19 8 118
Forms % 17,5 15,8 42,5 15,8 6,6 100
Grade F 15 18 33 30 21 117
Scoring Key % 12,5 15 27,5 25 17,5 100
Structured F 33 37 26 13 4 113
Grid % 27,5 30,8 21,6 10,8 3,3 100
Diagnostic F 33 32 35 9 6 115
Tree % 27,5 26,6 29,1 7,5 5 100
Word F 17 17 37 37 9 117
Association % 14,1 14,1 30,8 30,8 7,5 100
Test
Group F 28 21 38 22 8 117
Evaluation % 23,3 17,5 31,6 18,3 6,6 100
Form
Checklists F 19 21 32 29 17 118
% 15,8 17, 26,6 24,1 14,1 100
Concept Maps F 15 14 33 33 24 119
% 12,2 11,6 27,5 27,5 20 100

Based on the data in Table 1, it was determined that teachers responded that the most frequently
used assessment-evaluation tools were multiple-choice items. Among the participant teachers, 49%
reported that they often used multiple-choice items as an assessment tool, and 32,5% always. While 3
teachers reported that they rarely used multiple-choice items, only 1 teacher reported that he/she never
used it.

Among the participant teachers, 30% stated that they always used open-ended questions. 78%
of the teachers often and always use the open-ended questions. There is no teacher who doesn’t use the
open-ended question type.

When Table 1 is examined, it is observed that teachers never give up using the true-false items.
According to this result, 47,7 % of the Turkish course teachers often, and 16,6 % of them always use
true-false items. 2 teachers stated that they never used them.

Among the respondent teachers, 35 % often and 20,8% always use the short-answer items.
Similarly, 41,6 % of the teachers often, and 20,8 % always used the matching items, which is among the
traditional assessment tools.

31,6% of the participant Turkish teachers stated that they rarely used the attitude scales, which
are among the diagnostic evaluation tools, while 30,8% of them stated to use them sometimes. On the
other hand, a 4,1 % portion of the participants declared that they never used the attitude scales.

As per the student portfolio, which ensures a systematic monitoring of the student performance
during the education process, 36,6% of the teachers mentioned that they sometimes used it. Total
percentage of teacher using this method often and always is 25,7%.

Examining Table 1, it is understood that 42,5 % of the teachers often and always use the projects.
30 % of the teachers stated that they sometimes use the projects.

The participant teachers do not prefer using “often” the alternative assessment-evaluation tools
such as interview, self-evaluation, peer and group evaluation, authentic tasks, and observation. While
33,3 % of the teachers state that they sometimes use the interview technique, 28,3 % state that they use
it rarely. This comprises 61,6 % of the participant teachers in total. The total figure of the percentages
of the teachers who sometimes (39,1%) and rarely (25%) use the self-evaluation forms is 64,1%. 33,3
% of the teachers use peer evaluation sometimes, and 31,6 % of them use it rarely. Group evaluation is
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used by 31,6 % of the teachers sometimes, and 23,3 % of them never use it. Among the participant
Turkish course teachers, 42,5 % reported that they sometimes used the observation forms and 33,3 %
stated that they sometimes used the authentic tasks. The total percentage of the teachers who mentioned
that they never or rarely used the authentic tasks was 51,6 %.

Examining the Table 1, it is concluded that the supplementary assessment-evaluation tools
measuring the performances of students in the process such as grade scoring key, structured grid, and
diagnostic tree are not also being used often by the teachers. 27,5% of the teachers use the grade scoring
key sometimes. The total percentage of the teachers, who rarely use (30,8%) and never use (27,5%)
structured grid, points that more than half of the participant teachers never or rarely preferred this
method. Among the participant teachers, 29,1% state that they sometimes use and 27,5% report that they
never use the diagnostic tree.

It was determined that the participant Turkish course teachers use the readiness test, word
association test, checklist, and concept map more compared to other supplementary tools. Among the
teachers, 35 % use the readiness test sometimes, and 25 % often. The total percentage of the teachers
who mentioned that they used the word association test sometimes (30,8%) and often (30,8%) is 61,6
%. The rates of the teachers who mention that they use the checklist sometimes is 26,6% and who use
often is 24,4%. The proportion of the teachers who use the concept maps sometimes is 27,5% and who
use it often is 27,5%, with a total percentage of 55%.

In general terms, Table 1 points to the fact that the majority of the participant Turkish language
teachers are using the traditional assessment-evaluation tools.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

In this study, which was conducted to determine the level of Turkish teachers in using the
assessment-evaluation tools suggested in the 2019 Turkish Course Curriculum designed in accordance
with the constructivist approach, participant Turkish language teachers reported that they use the
traditional assessment tools (multiple choice items, matching test, short-answer items, true-false type
items) more compared to the performance-based (supplementary) assessment-evaluation tools. It was
revealed that Turkish teachers mostly use the multiple-choice items among the traditional assessment
and evaluation tools. More than half of the teachers use the multiple-choice item type to determine
student achievement in a skill course such as Turkish. However, in the Turkish course, the required
skills can only be achieved by the development of four learning fields, namely listening, speaking,
reading and writing, together. Multiple choice tests can only be used to assess reading ability. In order
to assess and evaluate other learning areas, assessment and evaluation tools should be used that are based
on learning process.

It was observed that teachers often use the open-ended questions that can be included in the
category of supplementary assessment-evaluation tools and that can be used to measure high-level
knowledge and skills. It was also determined that certain tools such as concept maps, project studies and
word association tests are used at a higher rate compared to other tools aimed at measuring and
evaluating students' performance during the education process. One’s attitude towards a profession is of
significant importance in transforming it into a skill or being successful in that profession. In this respect,
that approximately 60% of the teachers rarely or sometimes use measurement tools that measure
students' attitudes in Turkish course and in a given learning field points that due diligence is not given
to the performance-based (supplementary) assessment and evaluation tools.

Various studies have been conducted about the problems experienced by teachers in using
assessment and evaluation tools. Based on these previous studies, the reasons behind the fact that
teachers use supplementary assessment tools in a lower rate compared to the traditional methods are
insufficient knowledge of the teachers, thinking that these evaluation methods are complicated,
insufficient time, negative attitudes of the students, difficulty in applying these methods in crowded
classrooms, long time requirement of these evaluation methods, and the negative impacts of test-type
examinations (Anil and Acar, 2008; Duban and Kiigiikyi1lmaz, 2008; Demir, 2015; Giines et al., 2010;
Sidekli ve Altintag, 2018; Simsek, 2011; Gomleksiz, Yildirim and Yetkiner, 2011; Cetinkaya and Duran,
2011). The findings of these previous studies are supporting those of this study.
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According to the results of this study, Turkish teachers use traditional assessment and evaluation
tools, which are easier to evaluate and apply, more often than performance-based supplementary
assessment and evaluation tools. The use of traditional assessment and evaluation tools more frequently
than supplementary tools is not in line with the assessment and evaluation approach of the MNE 2019
Turkish Course Curriculum.

In line with the results of the research, the following suggestions can be made in order to expand
the use of supplementary assessment and evaluation tools for student performance in instructional
programs:

In accordance with the constructivist educational approach, it is suggested that teachers should
use traditional assessment tools such as multiple-choice tests, true-false tests, short-answer tests,
matching tests, as well as projects, student portfolios, grade scoring keys, self and peer evaluation, and
observation forms together and more effectively in evaluation of the achievement of the students. Skill
assessment should be conducted in the reading, listening, speaking and writing skill fields.

Students and parents should be informed about the assessment and evaluation tools proposed to
be used in the program designated in accordance with the constructivist approach and it is needed to
make the most effective use of these tools.

The in-service training seminars, which will be planned to increase the levels that teachers use
assessment and evaluation tools and to address the problems they face, can be given by scholars
practically.

Guidelines with extensive descriptions of assessment and evaluation tools including numerous
examples can be prepared for teachers.
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(tamamlayici) 6lgme ve degerlendirme araglarini tam anlamiyla kullanmadigi,
geleneksel araglarin 6gretmenler tarafindan daha fazla tercih edildigi tespit
edilmistir.
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Giris

Bireylerin bagskalariyla iletisim kurabilmesi, duygu ve diisiincelerini ifade edebilmesi,
ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilmesi ana dili vasitasiyla gerceklesir. Bireyler okul ¢cagma gelinceye dek ana
dilini sistemsiz bir sekilde edinir. Okul ¢agindan sonra ise sistemli, planli, programli ana dili etkinlikleri
baslar. Okullarda ana dili egitiminin temel amaci, 6grencilerde anlama giiciiniin gelistirilmesi, anlatma
becerisinin kazandirilmasi, dinleme ve okuma aligkanliginin olusturulmasi, temel dil bilgisi kurallarmin
Ogretilmesi, dil bilinci ve dil sevgisinin kazandirilmasidir (Kavcar, Oguzkan ve Sever, 2003). Tiirkce
Ogretimi de anlama ve anlatma becerileri iizerine kurulu sistemli bir program ile yapilmaktadir. Okuma
ve dinleme, anlama; konusma ve yazma ise anlatma becerilerini olusturur. Ogrencilerin bu becerileri
kazanmalar1 i¢in gerekli Ogretim programlari hazirlanmakta ve uygulanmaktadir. Programda
kazandirilmasi hedeflenen bilgi ve becerilerin ne oranda edinildigini tespit etmek i¢in de Slgme ve
degerlendirme uygulamalari yapilmaktadir.

2019 Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programu dlgme ve degerlendirme etkinliklerinin siirekli ve siirece
yonelik olmasi gerektigine vurgu yapmaktadir. Ogretim oncesinde yapilacak bir degerlendirme,
Ogrencinin siire¢ bagindaki durumu ile ilgili bilgi edinilmesini ve bu dogrultuda 6grenme hedeflerinin
belirlenmesini; 0gretim sirasinda yapilan degerlendirme Ogrenci ve Ogretmene doniit saglamasini;
Ogretim sonunda yapilan degerlendirme ise hedeflere ne oranda ulasildig1 ve hangi alanlarda degisiklik
yapilmas1 gerektigi hususunda karar vermeyi saglayacaktir (Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB], 2019).

Bir beceri dersi olan Tirkc¢e Ogretiminde her bir becerinin ayri ayri ele alinmasi ve
degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu da geleneksel 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklasimlarindan
uzaklasilip ¢agdas, alternatif, tanilayict 6lgme araclarinin benimsenmesini gerektirmektedir. Sonug
odakli degerlendirmede 6grenci basarisinin degerlendirilmesi, genellikle 6gretim siirecinden ayri ve
daha ¢ok iirline agirlik verecek bir sekilde ele alinmakta; bu amagla daha ¢ok ¢oktan se¢meli ve kisa
cevapl testlerle, yazili ve sozlii yoklamalara 6nem verilmektedir (MEB, 2018). Bu nedenle, sonug
odakl1 6lgme yaklasimlarinda yer alan ve sadece tirlinii 6l¢en degerlendirmenin disinda siireci 6l¢en yeni
yaklagimlar gelistirilmistir.

Egitim siireci kapsaminda 6l¢gme sonuglarinin kullanim amaglarma gore degerlendirme islemleri
iic baslikta ele alinmaktadir. Bunlar 6grenciyi tanimaya yonelik olan tanilayici degerlendirme; egitimin
aksayan yonlerini ortaya ¢ikarmak, 6grenme eksikliklerini saptamak gibi amaclarla siire¢ devam
ederken yapilan bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme ve siirecin sonunda Ogrenci hakkinda karar almada
kullanilan sonuca yonelik degerlendirmedir (Kilmen, 2017).

Kutlu, Dogan ve Karakaya (2014) problem ¢6zme, elestirel diisiinme, degerlendirme, yordama,
tiimevarim, timdengelim, yaratict diisiinme gibi st diizey zihinsel becerilerin dlgiilmesi igin yeni
degerlendirme yontemleri baglig1 altinda performansa dayali durum belirleme, 6grenci gelisim dosyasi
(portfolyo) ve durum belirleme galismalarini 6nermektedir. Alict (2011) dgrencilerin aktif 6grenme
yoluyla siire¢ igerisinde gergeklestirdikleri ¢aligmalarin, etkinliklerin ve siire¢ sonunda ortaya
koyduklar1 iiriinlerin degerlendirilmesini performans degerlendirme olarak adlandirmaktadir. Ayrica
performans degerlendirmenin yabanci ya da yerli ¢esitli kaynaklarda alternatif degerlendirme,
tamamlayici degerlendirme, otantik degerlendirme gibi farkli isimlerle adlandirildigini; coktan se¢meli
testler, kisa cevapli testler, uzun cevapli sinavlar gibi 6l¢me araclarinin ise geleneksel 6lgme yontemleri
olarak siniflandirildigini belirtmektedir.

Genellikle tek bir dogru cevabin bulundugu yazili yoklamalar, kisa cevapli sorular, dogru yanlis
sorulari, ¢oktan se¢meli testler ve eslestirme sorularini geleneksel 6lgme degerlendirme teknikleri
basligi altinda simiflandirilirken &grencilerin siire¢ igerisindeki performanslarini Slgmeye yonelik
puanlama anahtarlari, tanilayict dallanmis agag¢, yapilandirilmis grid, kelime iliskilendirme testi,
portfolyo gibi araglari tamamlayici 6lgme ve degerlendirme teknikleri olarak siniflandiriimaktadir
(Bahar, Nartgiin, Durmus ve Bigak, 2015).

2006 yilinda hazirlanan Tiirkce Ogretim Programi’nda dlgme ve degerlendirme araglarina genis
yer verilmistir. 2017 yilinda hazirlanan programda da 6lgme ve degerlendirme faaliyetlerinin tanima,
izleme ve sonug¢ odakli olmak iizere ii¢ sekilde yapilacagi belirtilmistir. Programda yer alan dlgme
araglari; kisa cevapli maddeler, coktan segmeli maddeler, eslestirme maddeleri, dogru-yanlis maddeleri,
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acik uclu sorular, tutum o6lgekleri, 6grenci {iriin dosyasi, performans 6devi, proje ddevi seklindedir.
Degerlendirme araglar ise goriisme, 6z degerlendirme formu, dinleme/izleme becerisi gozlem formu,
konugma becerisini degerlendirme formu, okuma becerisi gozlem formu, yazili anlatim degerlendirme
formu, okuma becerisi kontrol listesi, 6grenci iiriin dosyasina iligkin 6z degerlendirme formu,
performans ve proje degerlendirme formu seklindedir (MEB, 2017). Egitim siireci lizerine odaklanmig
ve Ogrencilerin gelisimini izleyerek degerlendirmeyi 6grenmenin bir pargasi olarak goren bu 6lgme ve
degerlendirme araglar1 sonug odakli degerlendirme araglarindan pek ¢ok yoniiyle ayrilmaktadir.

Goger (2014) siire¢ degerlendirmenin ogrencilerin  bilissel, duyussal ve psiko-motor
becerilerinin gelismesinde ve bu beceri alanlariin birbirini tamamlayarak biitiinliik icinde kullanabilme
yeterliliginin belirlenmesinde etkili oldugunu ve dil gretiminde dgrencilerin dil ve zihin becerilerinin
gelisimi degerlendirildiginden sadece iirlin odakli degerlendirme yetersiz kaldigin1 ifade etmektedir.

Geleneksel 6l¢me ve degerlendirme etkinlikleri 6grencilerin sinav esnasinda verdikleri cevaplar
g6z Oniine alinarak yapilan, iist diizey becerilerin lglilmesinde yetersiz kalan ve ¢ogunlukla ezbere
dayali bir anlayisin {iriinii olan etkinliklerdir. Bu tarz bir 6l¢me degerlendirme yaklasimi 6gretmenin
aktif Ogrencinin pasif konumda olmasi nedeniyle {ist diizey biligsel becerilerin o6l¢iiliip
degerlendirilmesinde kismen yetersiz kalmaktadir. Ayrica geleneksel 6l¢gme degerlendirme araglartyla
sistem igerisindeki Ogrencilerin sahip olduklar1 yetenekler ile gelisme potansiyelleri birlikte
degerlendirilememekte ve taninamamaktadir (Sefer, 2006; Baki ve Birgin, 2004).

Bu dogrultuda bu caligmanin ¢ikis noktasint hem yapilandirmaci egitim felsefesi 1s1ginda
hazirlanmig 6gretim programlarinda 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklagimlaria genel bir bakis hem de
programin uygulayicist durumunda olan Tiirkge Ogretmenlerinin Ogrencilerin siire¢ igerisindeki
performanslarini 6l¢meye yarayan performansa dayali (tamamlayici) 6lgme ve degerlendirme araglarini
kullanma diizeylerine iliskin bilgi edinmek olusturmustur. Ogretmenlerin bulundugu noktay1
belirlemenin daha sonra yapilacak etkinlikleri planlamak, egitim ve dgretim adina dnlemler alabilmek
icin alandaki 6nemli boslugu dolduracag: diisiiniilmektedir. Bu amaglar dogrultusunda caligmada
asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmigtir:

e Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programlarindaki 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklagimlari nelerdir?
o Tiirkge 6gretmenleri programda belirtilen geleneksel ve 6grencilerin siire¢ icerisindeki
performansini 6lgmeye yarayan tamamlayici araclar hangi siklikla kullanmaktadir?

Yontem

Calisma nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama kullanilarak yapilmig ayrica Tiirkge
Ogretmenlerinin  6lgme-degerlendirme araglarimi kullanma ve farkindalik diizeylerini belirlemek
amaciyla anket yoluyla goriisleri alinmistir. “Bir grubun belirli 6zelliklerini belirlemek i¢in verilerin
toplanmasini amaglayan ¢aligmalara tarama (survey) arastirmasi denir.” (Biiytikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2016: 15). Bu caligmada Ogretmen goriisleri alinarak Tiirkce
ogretmenlerinin 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarini kullanma diizeylerini tespit etmek amaciyla tarama
modeli kullanilmistir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin ulagilabilir evrenini Malatya ilindeki Tiirk¢e 6gretmenleri olusturmaktadir. Basit
seckisiz ornekleme ile belirlenen drneklemi ise Malatya ilinin Yesilyurt ilgesine bagli ortaokullarda
gdrev yapan arastirmacinin ulagabildigi ve ¢aligmaya goniillii olarak katilan Tiirkge 6gretmenleri
olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmaya toplamda 120 6gretmen katilmistir. Katilimcilarin 53°1 erkek, 67’si
kadindir. Orneklemin 80’1 Egitim Fakiiltesi Tiirkge Ogretmenligi mezunudur. Geri kalan 6gretmenler
ise Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi veya Egitim Fakiiltesinin farkli bir brangindan mezundur. 104 6gretmen
lisans egitimi, 13’1 lisansiistii egitim almistir. Calismaya katilan 3 6gretmen ise egitim diizeyi hakkinda
bilgi vermemistir.

Veri Toplama Aract

Caligmada Tiirk¢e O0gretmenlerinin 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarii kullanim diizeyini tespit
etmek amaciyla 2017, 2018 ve 2019 Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programlarinda yer alan geleneksel ve
performansa dayali (tamamlayic1) 6lgme araglarinin maddeler halinde yazildigi ve bunlarin kullanim
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sikligini belirten ifadelerin yer aldig1 bir anket formu hazirlanmistir. S6z konusu formun programlarda
yer alan 6lgme ve degerlendirme araglarini igerme durumu 6lgme ve degerlendirme alani ile Tirkce
egitimi alaninda iki alan uzmanina e-posta ile sorularak onlarin goriisleri dikkate alinmis ve forma son
sekli verilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin Ogrencilerin siire¢ igerisindeki performansini belirlemeye yonelik
tamamlayic1 6lgme-degerlendirme araglart ile geleneksel 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarini kullanim
sikligini tespit etmek amaciyla hazirlanan form 6rnekleme uygulanmis ve elde edilen bulgular frekans
ve yiizde gibi basit istatistik yontemleriyle raporlagtirilmistir.

Bulgular

MEB 2019 Tiirk¢e Dersi Ogretim Programi, MEB 2018 Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim programimi ve
MEB 2017 Tiirk¢e Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin “Ol¢me ve Degerlendirme” basliklarinin incelenmesi
sonucunda programda yapilacak 6l¢me-degerlendirme uygulamalarinin tanima, izleme/bigimlendirme,
sonug (iiriin)odakli uygulamalar seklinde belirtildigi tespit edilmistir. Ol¢gme- degerlendirme araglar1 ise
geleneksel araglardan ¢ok Ogrenci performansini belirlemeye yonelik tamamlayici araglardir. Tutum
Olcegi, dgrenci iirlin dosyasi, otantik gorev, proje, goriisme, 6z degerlendirme, akran degerlendirme,
hazir bulunusluk testi, gézlem, dereceli puanlama anahtari, yapilandirilmis grid, tanilayici dallanmis
agac, kelime iligkilendirme testi, grup degerlendirme, kontrol listesi, kavram haritas1 gibi araglarin
tavsiye edildigi tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 1. Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarini kullanim diizeyleri
Olgme araglar

g

. 5 Z £ £ £ g

s S % = 2 2 c C

s N o o o < ©

2o, oE S & 2 v B £ = c

=3 = = 8 S S 5 8 8§ kS
Kisa Cevaph F 3 9 38 42 25 118
Maddeleri % 2,5 75 31,6 35 20,8 100
Coktan Se¢meli F 1 3 17 59 39 119
Maddeleri % 0,83 2,5 14,1 49,1 32,5 100
Eslestirme F 1 6 35 50 25 117
Maddelerini % 0,83 5 29,2 41,6 20,8 100
Dogru-Yanlis F 2 5 34 57 20 118
Maddelerini % 1,6 4,1 28,3 47,5 16,6 100
Acik Uglu F 0 11 23 49 36 119
Sorular1 % 0 8,3 19,1 40,8 30 100
Tutum F 19 38 37 20 5 119
Olgeklerini % 15,8 31,6 30,8 16,6 4,1 100
Ogrenci Uriin F 18 26 44 23 8 119
Dosyasini % 15 21,6 36,6 19,1 6,6 100
Otantik F 27 35 40 10 2 114
Gorevleri % 22,5 29,1 33,3 8,3 1,6 100
Proje Odevi F 11 8 36 30 33 118

% 9,1 6,6 30 25 27,7 100
Goriisme F 22 34 40 15 8 119
Formlarini % 18,3 28,3 33,3 12,5 6,6 100
Oz F 14 30 47 16 12 119
Degerlendirme % 11,6 25 39,1 13,3 10 100
Formunu
Akran F 22 38 40 13 6 119
Degerlendirme % 18,3 31,6 33,3 10,8 5 100
Formunu
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Hazir F 11 20 43 30 14 118
Bulunusluk % 91 16,6 35,8 25 11,6 100
Testlerini
Gozlem F 21 19 51 19 8 118
Formlarim % 17,5 15,8 42,5 15,8 6,6 100
Dereceli F 15 18 33 30 21 117
Puanlama % 12,5 15 27,5 25 17,5 100
Anahtarmi
Yapilandirilmis F 33 37 26 13 4 113
Gridi % 27,5 30,8 21,6 10,8 3,3 100
Tanilayici F 33 32 35 9 6 115
Dallanmig Agaci % 27,5 26,6 29,1 75 5 100
Kelime F 17 17 37 37 9 117
[liskilendirme % 14,1 14,1 30,8 30,8 7,5 100
Testini
Grup F 28 21 38 22 8 117
Degerlendirme % 23,3 17,5 31,6 18,3 6,6 100
Formunu
Kontrol Listesini F 19 21 32 29 17 118
% 15,8 17, 26,6 24,1 14,1 100
Kavram F 15 14 33 33 24 119
Haritalarini % 12,2 11,6 27,5 27,5 20 100

Tablo 1 incelendiginde Tirkg¢e O6gretmenlerinin en ¢ok kullandiklarimi belirttikleri 6lgme-
degerlendirme araglar1 goktan segcmeli maddelerdir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin %49,1°1 siklikla;
%32,5’1 her zaman Olgme araci olarak coktan se¢cmeli maddelerden yararlandigini belirtmistir. 3
Ogretmen coktan seg¢meli maddeleri nadiren kullandigini belirtirken yalmizca 1 6gretmen hig
kullanmadigim ifade etmistir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin %30’u ac¢ik uglu sorular1 her zaman kullandigini belirtmistir.
Ogretmenlerin %781 a1k uglu soru tiplerini siklikla ve her zaman kullanmaktadir. A¢ik uglu soru tipini
kullanmayan dgretmen ise yoktur.

Tablo 1 incelendiginde Ogretmenlerin dogru-yanlis maddelerinden vazgecmedigi
goriilmektedir. Buna gore Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin %47,7’si siklikla, %16,6’s1 her zaman dogru-yanlis
maddelerini kullanmaktadir. 2 6gretmen ise bu maddeleri hi¢ kullanmadigin belirtmistir.

Arastirma sorularin1 cevaplayan 6gretmenlerin kisa cevapli maddeleri kullanma diizeyi ise
%351 sik sik, %20,8’1 ise her zaman kullanmaktadir. Yine geleneksel 6l¢me araglarindan biri olan
eslestirme maddelerini 6gretmenlerin %41,6’s1 siklikla, %20,8’1 ise her zaman kullandigin1 ifade
etmistir.

Tamamlayict 6lgme-degerlendirme araclarindan olan tutum oOlgeklerini arastirmaya katilan
Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin %31,6’s1 nadiren, %30,8’1 ise bazen kullandiklarini belirtmislerdir. %4,1’°lik bir
kisim ise tutum Slgegini hi¢ kullanmadigini sdylemektedir.

Ogrencilerin egitim siirecindeki performanslarimi sistemli bir sekilde takip etmeye yarayan
Ogrenci iirlin dosyalarini ise 6gretmenlerin %36,6 ile bazen kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Siklikla ve her
zaman kullanma se¢eneginin toplami ise %25,7’dir.

Tablo 1 incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin proje ¢alismalarini %42,5 bir oranla siklikla ve her zaman
kullandig1 anlagilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin %30°u da proje calismasini bazen kullandigini belirtmistir.

Aragtirmaya katilan 6gretmenler goriisme, 6z degerlendirme, akran ve grup degerlendirmesi,
otantik gdrevler ve gozlem tiirii alternatif 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarimi siklikla kullanmay: tercih
etmemektedir. Ogretmenlerin %33,3’ii goriisme teknigini bazen kullandigini sdylerken %28,3 i nadiren
kullandigin1 belirtmistir. Bu toplamda arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin %61,6’sin1 olusturmaktadir.
Oz degerlendirme formlarmi bazen (%39,1) ile nadiren (%25) kullananlarin toplami %64,1°dir.
Ogretmenlerin %33,3’ii akran degerlendirmesini bazen, %31,6’s1 ise nadiren kullanmaktadir. Grup
degerlendirmesini 6gretmenlerin %31,6’s1 bazen kullanirken %23,3’1 hi¢ kullanmadigini ifade etmistir.
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Arastirmaya katilan Tiirkce 6gretmenlerinin %42,5 ile gdzlem formlarini; %33.3 ile otantik gdrevleri
bazen kullandiklarmi ifade etmislerdir. Otantik goérevleri hi¢ kullanmayan veya nadiren kullanan
ogretmenlerin toplam yiizdesi ise %51,6°d1r.

Tablo 1 incelendiginde 6grencilerin siire¢ performansini 6lgmeye yonelik tamamlayici dlgme
degerlendirme araclarindan dereceli puanlama anahtari, yapilandirilmis grid ve tanilayict dallanmis
agacin da 6gretmenler tarafindan siklikla kullanilmadig: sonucu ¢ikmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin %27,5’i
dereceli puanlama anahtarin1 bazen kullanmaktadir. Yapilandirilmis gridi nadiren kullanan
ogretmenlerin (%30,8) ve hi¢ kullanmayan ogretmenlerin (%27,5) toplam yiizdesi bu aracin
Ogretmenlerin yarisindan fazlasi tarafindan hig tercih edilmedigi veya nadiren tercih edildigi sonucunu
vermektedir. Arastirmada yer alan 6gretmenlerin %29,1°1 tanilayici dallanmis agaci bazen kullandigini
soylerken %27,5°1 hi¢ kullanmadigin1 belirtmistir.

Calismaya katilan Tiirkce 6gretmenlerinin hazir bulunugluk testi, kelime iligkilendirme testi,
kontrol listesi ve kavram haritasin1 diger tamamlayic1 araglara gore daha fazla kullandigi tespit
edilmistir. Ogretmenlerin hazir bulunusluk testini %351 bazen kullanirken, %25°1 siklikla kullandigini
belirtmistir. Kelime iligkilendirme testini bazen (%30,8) ve siklikla (%30,8) kullananlarin toplam orant
%061,6’dir. Kontrol listesini bazen kullananlarin orami %26,6 ve siklikla kullananlarin oran1 %24,4’tiir.
Kavram haritalarim1 bazen kullananlarin oran1 %27,5 ve siklikla kullananlarin orani ise %27,5 ile
toplamda kullananlarin orant %55’tir.

Genel olarak Tablo 1’e bakildiginda arastirmaya katilan Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin ¢ogunlukla
geleneksel 6l¢me ve degerlendirme araglarini kullandiklar goriilmektedir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin yapilandirmaci yaklagima gore diizenlenmis 2019 Tiirkge Dersi
Ogretim Programi’nda onerilen 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarini kullanma diizeylerini belirlemek
amactyla yapilan bu aragtirmada arastirmaya katilan Tiirk¢e dgretmenleri geleneksel 6lgme araglarini
(coktan segmeli madde, eslestirme testi, kisa cevapli madde, dogru yanlis tipi madde) performansa
dayali (tamamlayici) 6l¢me-degerlendirme araglarina gore daha ¢ok kullandiklarini ifade etmislerdir.
Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin geleneksel 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarindan en ¢ok ¢oktan se¢gmeli maddeleri
kullandiklar1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ogretmenlerin yarisindan fazlasi Tiirkge dersi gibi bir beceri dersinde
Ogrenci basarisini belirlemek iizere goktan segmeli madde tipini kullanmaktadir. Oysaki Tiirk¢e dersinde
dinleme, konugma, okuma ve yazma olmak iizere dort 6grenme alaninin beraber gelisimiyle ancak
istenilen beceriye ulasilabilir. Coktan seg¢meli testler sadece okuma becerisini degerlendirmede
kullanilabilir. Diger 6grenme alanlarini 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme i¢in 6grenme siirecini de dikkate alan
0l¢me-degerlendirme araglarinin kullanilmasi gerekmektedir.

Tamamlayict 6lgme-degerlendirme araglari kategorisine alinabilecek, iist diizey bilgi ve
becerilerin dl¢iilmesinde kullanilabilecek acik uclu sorularin 6gretmenler tarafindan siklikla kullanildig:
goriilmektedir. Bunun disinda araglardan kavram haritalarinin, proje caligmalarinin ve kelime
iligkilendirme testlerinin 6grencilerin egitim siireci boyunca gosterdikleri performanslart dlgmeyi ve
degerlendirmeyi amaclayan diger araglara gore daha fazla kullanildig1 goriilmektedir. Bir isi beceriye
doniistiirme ya da o iste basarili olmada kisinin o ise olan tutumu olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Bu dogrultuda
genel olarak Tiirk¢e dersinde ve 6grenme alanlariin her birinde 6grencilerin tutumlarini élgen 6lgme
araclarmin ogretmenlerin yaklasik %601 tarafindan nadiren ya da bazen kullanilmasi performansa
dayali (tamamlayici) 6lgme ve degerlendirme araglarina gereken 6nemin verilmedigini gézler oniine
stirmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin dlgme-degerlendirme araglarini kullanirken yasadiklar1 sorunlar iizerine gesitli
caligmalar yapilmistir. Bu calismalardan hareketle 6gretmenlerin tamamlayici araglar1 geleneksel
araclara oranla daha az kullanmasinin sebepleri Ogretmenlerin yeterli bilgiye sahip olmamasi,
degerlendirme yoOntemlerinin &gretmenler tarafindan karmasik bulunmasi, zaman yetersizligi,
Ogrencilerin negatif tutumu, kalabalik siniflarda uygulamanin zor olmasi, degerlendirmenin uzun zaman
almasi ve test tipi siavlarin olumsuz etkisidir (Anil ve Acar, 2008; Duban ve Kiigiiky1lmaz, 2008;
Demir, 2015; Sidekli ve Altintas, 2018; Giines vd., 2010; Simsek, 2011; GOémleksiz, Yildirim ve
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Yetkiner, 2011; Cetinkaya ve Duran, 2011). Yapilan ¢aligmalarin sonuglar1 da bu ¢alismanin sonucunu
destekler niteliktedir.

Bu arastirmanin sonuglarina gore de Tiirkge 6gretmenleri uygulamasi, degerlendirmesi daha
kolay olan geleneksel Olgme-degerlendirme araglarini performansa dayali tamamlayici Slgme-
degerlendirme araglarina oranla daha sik kullanmaktadir. Geleneksel 6lgme-degerlendirme araglarinin
tamamlayic1 araglardan daha sik kullanilmasi ise kullanomi MEB 2019 Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin 6lgme ve degerlendirme yaklagimina uygun degildir.

Arastirmanin sonuglar1 dogrultusunda 6gretim programlarinda yer alan 6grenci performansina
yonelik tamamlayic1 O6lgme-degerlendirme araclarimin kullammmini yayginlastirmak amaciyla su
onerilerde bulunulabilir:

Yapilandirict  egitim anlayist  dogrultusunda, Ogretmenlerin  6grencilerin  basarisini
degerlendirirken, geleneksel 6l¢cme araglarindan olan goktan se¢meli testler, dogru-yanlis testleri, kisa
cevapli testler, eslestirme testlerinin yaninda projeler, 6grenci iiriin dosyalari, dereceli puanlama
anahtarlari, 6z ve akran degerlendirme, gdzlem formlari gibi 6l¢gme- degerlendirme araclarini daha etkin
bir sekilde birlikte kullanmasi 6nerilmektedir. Okuma, dinleme, konusma ve yazma 6grenme alanlarinda
beceri degerlendirmesi yapilmalidir.

Ogrencilerin ve velilerin yapilandirmaci yaklagima gore diizenlenmis programda kullanilmasi
Onerilen 6lgme-degerlendirme araclari konusunda bilgilendirilerek, bu araclardan en etkili sekilde
faydalanilmasi gerekmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin dl¢gme-degerlendirme araglarmi kullanim diizeylerini artirmak ve karsilastiklart
sorunlart gidermek i¢in verilecek hizmet i¢i egitim seminerlerinin akademisyenler tarafindan verilmesi
ve uygulamali olmasi1 saglanabilir.

Ogretmenler icin 6lgme-degerlendirme araclari ile ilgili genis agiklamalarin ve cokca drnegin
yer aldig1 kilavuzlar hazirlanabilir.
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