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OGRETMENLERIN BiCIMLENDIRICi DEGERLENDIRME
UYGULAMALARI OLCEGI’NIN TURK KULTURUNE UYARLANMASI

0z

Bicimlendirici degerlendirme 6grenme siirecinin tiim asamalarinda aktif bir
sekilde kullanilarak 6grencilerin 6grenme eksikliklerinin belirlenmesi ve gide-
rilmesine dayanir. Bigimlendirici degerlendirme siirecinde 6grencinin gelisimi
not ile ifade edilmez. Son yillarda bigimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin
kullanim1 yayginlagmistir. Bu ¢aligma ile bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme uygulama
olgegi Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanarak 6grenme 6gretme siirecinde kullanimi saglana-
caktir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Uygu-
lamalar1 Olgeginin Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanarak gegerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinin
yapilmasidir. Calismanin aragtirma deseni tarama modelidir. Calisma grubunda
iki grup yer almaktadir. Ilk grupta Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli farkli kademeler-
de gorev yapan toplam 177 §gretmen bulunmaktadur. Tkinci grupta ise Milli Egitim
Bakanligina baglh farkli kademelerde gérev yapan 151 6gretmen bulunmaktadir.
Galigmada veri toplama araci olarak Yan ve Pastore tarafindan gelistirilen “Og-
retmenlerin Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar: Olgegi” kullanilmigtir.
Caligma grubundan elde edilen verilerin analizine yonelik agimlayic1 faktor ana-
lizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) teknikleri kullanilmistir. Calisma
sonucunda yapilan agimlayici faktor analizine gore 6lgegin orijinalindeki yapi ile
birebir uyumlu sonuglar elde edilmistir. Calismanin dogrulayic faktor analizi-
ne gore Olgegin iki faktorlii yapist dogrulanmistir. Caligmanin dogrulayici faktor
analizine gore 6lgegin iki faktorlii yapist dogrulanmistir. Orijinal 6lgek ile uyumlu
sekilde, alti maddeden olugan birinci faktér “Ogretmen Yonelimli Bicimlendirici
Degerlendirme”, dort maddeden olugan ikinci faktor “Ogrenci Yonelimli Bigimlen-
dirici Degerlendirme” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Giivenirlik i¢in elde edilen veriler
olgegin geneli ve alt boyutlari icin 6l¢ctimlerin giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir.
Sonug olarak Tiirk kiiltiriinde 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici uygulamalarini ince-
lemek amaciyla kullanilabilecek gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek elde edilmistir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme, Olgek Uyarlama, Olgme ve
Degerlendirme.
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ADAPTATION OF THE TEACHERS’ FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT
PRACTICES SCALE TO TURKISH CULTURE

ABSTRACT

Formative assessment is based on identifying and eliminating students' lear-
ning deficiencies by actively using them at all stages of the learning process. In the
formative assessment process, student progress is not expressed through grades.
In recent years, the use of formative assessment practices has become widespre-
ad. With this study, the formative assessment application scale will be adapted to
Turkish culture and used in the learning and teaching process. The purpose of
this study is to analyze the validity and reliability of the teachers' formative assess-
ment practices scale by adapting it to Turkish culture. The research design of the
study is the survey model. There are two groups in the working group. In the first
group, there are a total of 177 teachers working at different levels under the Mi-
nistry of National Education. In the second group, there are 151 teachers working
at different levels under the Ministry of National Education. “Teachers' Formative
Assessment Practices Scale” developed by Yan and Pastore was used as a data col-
lection tool in the study. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) techniques were used to analyze the data obtained from the study
group. According to the exploratory factor analysis conducted as a result of the
study, results were obtained that were exactly compatible with the structure of the
original scale. According to the exploratory factor analysis conducted as a result of
the study, results were obtained that were exactly compatible with the structure of
the original scale. According to the confirmatory factor analysis of the study, the
two-factor structure of the scale was confirmed. According to the confirmatory
factor analysis of the study, the two-factor structure of the scale was confirmed.
Consistent with the original scale, the first factor, consisting of six items, was na-
med "Teacher-Oriented Formative Assessment ", and the second factor, consisting
of four items, was named "Student-Oriented Formative Assessment ". The data ob-
tained for reliability show that the measurements are reliable for the general scale
and its sub-dimensions. As a result, a valid and reliable scale that can be used to
examine the formative practices of teachers in Turkish culture has been obtained.

Keywords: Formative Assessment, Scale Adaptation, Measurement and
Evaluation.
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GIRIS

Olgme herhangi bir niteligin gozlemlenerek, gézlem sonuglarinin sayisal veya
sozel olarak ifade edilmesidir (Stanford & Reeves, 2005). Degerlendirme kavrami
ise 6l¢me sonuglarinin belli kriterler kullanilarak bir yargiya varma siireci olarak
tanimlanabilir. Olgme isleminde var olan durumu gézlemleyip tanimlama varken
degerlendirme eyleminde bir yargiya, sonuca varmak amaglanir. Bu agidan bakal-
diginda 6lgme ve degerlendirme kavramlar: birbirine karistirilmamalidir (Kiigii-
kahmet, 2008).

Degerlendirme islemleri 6grenme 6gretme siirecinin farkli agamalarinda kul-
lanilabilir. Ogrenme siirecinin baginda, konularin ortasinda ve sonunda deger-
lendirme faaliyetleri siirdiiriilebilir (Marzano, 2000). Degerlendirme etkinlikleri
ogrencilerin basarilarinin belirlenmesi, 6grenme siirecinde 6grenmeye kars1 6g-
rencilerde var olan eksikliklerin belirlenmesi ve programin etkililiginin belirlen-
mesi amaciyla yapilir (Karaman, 2014). Ogrenme siirecinde kullanilan degerlen-
dirme teknikleri tanilayici degerlendirme, bigimlendirici degerlendirme ve diizey
belirleyici degerlendirme olarak siniflandirilabilir.

Tanilayic1 degerlendirme 6grenme siirecinin basinda yapilir. Yapilan deger-
lendirme ile 6grencilerin bir programa, kursa veya etkinlige yerlestirilmesi esas
alinir. Bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme ise 6grenme siirecinde dgrencilerin 6grenme
eksikliklerinin belirlenmesi ve giderilmesi amaciyla yapilan degerlendirmedir.
Egitim programinin aksayan yonleri bicimlendirici degerlendirme etkinlikleri ile
belirlenebilir (Fryer vd., 2012). Diizey belirleyici degerlendirme 6grenme siireci-
nin sonunda yapilir. Ogrenme siirecinin sonunda yapilan diizey belirleyici deger-
lendirme 6grenme hedeflerine 6grencilerin ne diizeyde ulastigini sayisal olarak
belirler. Amag 6grencilerin belirlenen hedef kazanimlara ne kadarina ulastiginin
belirlenmesidir.

Bicimlendirici degerlendirme ise 6grenme igin kullanilan degerlendirme tek-
nigi olarak tanimlanabilir. Ogrenme siirecinin tim agamalarinda kullanilarak
ogrencilere 6grenmeleri ile ilgili geri bildirimler verilerek 6grenme hedeflerine
ulagmalar1 saglanir (Sadler, 1989). Ogrencilerin siireg icerisinde gelisimleri des-
teklenerek 6grenme eksikliklerinin belirlenmesi ve giderilmesi ile siire¢ devam
ettirilir. Ogrenme siirecinde amag 6grenciye not vermekten ziyade biitiinciil bir
anlayisla gelisimi desteklemektir (Zengin vd., 2017).

Ogrenme 6gretme siirecinin bagindan sonuna kadar tiim agamalarda bigimlen-
dirici degerlendirme etkinlikleri kullanilabilir (MEB, 2020). Bi¢imlendirici deger-
lendirmede iki 6nemli nokta bulunmaktadir. Birincisi 6grencilerin égrenme he-
deflerine ulagabilmek i¢in kendilerinde var olan potansiyelin farkina varmalaridir.
Ikincisi ise 6grenme hedeflerine ulagabilmek igin var olan 6grenme eksikliklerini
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giderebilmek i¢in ¢aba sarf etmeleridir. Bu iki eylem basarili bir sekilde gerceklesti-
rildiginde bicimlendirici degerlendirme amacina ulagir (Black & William, 1998a).

Wiliam ve Thompson (2008) cesitli bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme uygulama-
larinin beg temel strateji halinde kategorize edildigi bir gerceve 6nermistir. Bu bes
strateji sunlar1 icermektedir: (1) Ogrenme hedeflerini ve bagari kriterlerini agikla-
mak ve paylasmak, (2) Etkili sinif tartigmalari, sorular ve 6grenme gorevleri tasar-
lamak, (3) Ogrencileri gelistirecek geri bildirim vermek, (4) Ogrencileri birbirleri
icin 6gretim kaynag olarak harekete gegirmek ve (5) Ogrencileri kendi 6grenmele-
rinin sahibi olarak harekete gecirmek (Wiliam & Thompson, 2008, s. 64).

Ogrenme hedefleri ve bagar1 kriterlerinin paylagilmasi, 6gretim siirecini daha
seffaf ve 6grenci odakl: héle getirmenin 6nemli bir unsuru olarak kabul edilmek-
tedir. Bu yaklagim, 6grencilere 6grenme siiregleri hakkinda net bir anlayis kazan-
dirmak, 6grenci motivasyonunu artirmak ve 6gretmenlerin 6gretim stratejilerini
iyilestirmek amacini tasimaktadir (Black & Wiliam, 1998b; Hattie, & Timperley,
2007; Wiggins, & McTighe, 2005).

Etkili sinif tartismalari, sorular ve 6grenme gorevlerinin tasarlanmasi da bigim-
lendirici degerlendirmenin 6nemli ve temel unsurlarindan biridir. Etkili sinif tar-
tismalari, 6grencilerin fikirlerini paylasmalarin, ¢esitli bakis agilarini anlamalarini
ve elestirel diisiinme becerilerini gelistirmelerini saglar. Tartisma ortaminin yone-
timi, 6grencilerin katilimini artirmak ve saygili bir atmosfer olusturmak 6nemli-
dir. Ogrencilere agik uglu sorular sorarak onlarin diisiince siireglerini ortaya ¢ikar-
mak, tartigmalarin kalitesini artirabilir (Brookfield & Preskill, 2005). Etkili sorular,
ogrencilere diigiinme siireglerini agiga ¢ikarmalar1 ve derinlemesine anlamalari
i¢in firsat tanimalidir. Sorular, bilgi diizeyinden Gteye gegerek elestirel diisiinme,
problem ¢6zme ve analitik becerileri hedef almalidir. Bloom'un taksonomisine da-
yali olarak 6zellikle analiz, degerlendirme ve yaratma diizeylerine hitap eden ¢esitli
sorular tasarlamak onemlidir (McTighe & Wiggins, 2013; Walsh & Sattes, 2016).
Ogrenme gorevleri, 6grencilerin bilgiyi pratige dokme yeteneklerini gelistirmele-
rini saglar. Ogrencilere somut, ilgi cekici ve gercek diinya ile baglantili gérevler
vermek, 6grenmenin anlamini artirabilir. Proje tabanli 6grenme, grup ¢alismalari,
saha calismalar1 gibi cesitli 6grenme gorevleri, 6grencilerin etkilesimde bulun-
malarini ve derinlemesine 6grenmelerini destekler (Conrad & Donaldson, 2016).

Ogrencilere nitelikli ve etkili geri bildirim vermek, bigimlendirici degerlendir-
menin 6nemli bir unsuru olup, 6grenmeyi iyilestirmek ve 6grencilerin gelisimine
katkida bulunmak igin kritik bir rol oynamaktadir. Geri bildirimin 6grenciyi ge-
listirecek nitelikte olmasi i¢in su noktalara dikkat edilmesi gerekir (Black & Wili-
am, 1998b; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Higgins vd., 2002; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996):
Geri bildirim, 6grencinin ihtiyaglarina ve hedeflerine odaklanmalidir. Geri bildi-
rim, 6grencinin belirlenen 6grenme hedefleri ve standartlar dogrultusunda nasil
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performans gosterdigini degerlendirmelidir. Bigimlendirici degerlendirme stireci
icinde siirekli geri bildirim saglamak, 6grencilere hizli bir gekilde tepki verme ve
eksiklerini diizeltme sansi tanir. Geri bildirim, 6grencinin gii¢lii yonlerini vurgu-
layarak ve olumlu dil kullanarak yapici olmalidir. Geri bildirim, 6grencileri 6gren-
meye aktif olarak katilmaya tesvik etmelidir. Dtizenli ilerleme raporlar1 ve 6gren-
ci-Ogretmen iletisimi, 6grencilere siirekli geri bildirim saglamak adina 6nemlidir.

Bicimlendirici degerlendirmenin bir diger 6gesi, 6grencilerin birbirlerini 6g-
retim kaynag olarak kullanmalaridir; bu da 6grenme siireglerini zenginlestirir ve
ogrenciler arasinda is birligi ile etkilesimi tesvik edebilir. Bu strateji, 6grencilerin
sadece 6grenci-ogretmen etkilesiminden degil, ayn1 zamanda 6grenci-6grenci et-
kilesiminden de 6grenmelerini saglar. Akran degerlendirme de bu strateji kapsa-
minda yer almaktadir (Slavin, 1996; Topping, 1996).

Big¢imlendirici degerlendirmenin son dgesi 6grencileri kendi 6grenmelerinin
sahibi olarak harekete gecirmek, 6grencilerin 6grenme siireglerinde daha aktif ve
bilingli bir rol oynamalarini saglamay1 amaglar. Bu strateji, 6grencilerin 6grenmeyi
sadece bilgi almakla degil, ayn1 zamanda bilgi olusturmak, baglamak ve anlamakla
iliskilendirmelerini hedefler. Bu strateji 6z degerlendirme uygulamalarini da kap-
samaktadir (Deci vd., 1991; Pintrich, 2003; Zimmerman, 2002).

Egitim sisteminin etkin ve siirdiiriilebilir bir sekilde isleyebilmesi, 6gretmenle-
rin 6grencileri degerlendirme ve rehberlik etme yeteneklerine baglidir. Bu baglam-
da, 6gretmenlerin bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalari, 6grenci bagarisini
artirmak, 6grenci gelisimine katkida bulunmak ve egitim siireglerini iyilestirmek
amaciyla 6nemli bir ara¢ olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir (Akbas & Ozan, 22024; Kincal
& Ozan; Ozan & Kincal). Yan ve Pastore (2022) de bigimlendirici degerlendirme-
nin son yirmi yilda egitim aragtirmalarinda popiiler bir konu olmasina ragmen,
yazarlarin bilgisi dahilinde, yaygin olarak taninan ve uygulanan bir anket araci-
nin olmadigina isaret etmektedir. Tiirkiyede de bicimlendirici degerlendirme ile
ilgili 6l¢me araglarinin (Karaman, 2017; Karaman & $ahin, 2017) oldukga sinirl
oldugu soylenebilir. Karaman (2017) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada Yan ve Cheng
(2015) tarafindan 6gretmenler icin gelistirilmis olan bi¢imlendirici degerlendir-
meye iligkin tutum, niyet ve uygulamalar 6l¢ceginin 6gretmen adaylarina yonelik
olarak uyarlamasi yapilmistir. Karaman ve $ahin (2017) ise Planli Davranis Teo-
risine gore 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici degerlendirme niyet ve uygulamalarini
incelemeye yonelik gelistirilen bir 6lgegin Tiirkge uyarlamasini yapmuglardir. Ol-
cekte, duyussal tutum, tutum, 6znel norm, kontrol edilebilirlik, 6z yeterlik, niyet ve
davranis boyutlar: bulunmaktadir.

Ancak, bu aragtirmada uyarlamas: yapilacak 6l¢cek, Wiliam ve Thompson
(2008) tarafindan gelistirilen ¢erceveye dayanmaktadir. Bu 6l¢ek, bicimlendirici
degerlendirme uygulamalarini daha spesifik olarak bes temel strateji baglamin-
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da degerlendirmektedir. Diger 6lceklerden farks, bicimlendirici degerlendirmenin
daha odaklanmis ve uygulamaya doniik bir bicimde ele alinmasidir. Bu sayede,
ogretmenlerin degerlendirme stireglerindeki stratejik uygulamalar1 daha net bir
sekilde ol¢tilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar: Olgeginin Tiirk
kiltiiriine uyarlamasiyla yerel normlara ve degerlere uygun bir sekilde 6gretmen
bigimlendirici degerlendirme stratejileri degerlendirilebilecek ve bu stratejilerin
Tiirk egitim sistemi igindeki rolii belirlenebilecektir. Ogretmenlerin bi¢imlendirici
degerlendirme stratejilerini etkili bir sekilde uygulamalari, 6grenci bagarisini artir-
mada ve sinif i¢i etkilesimleri gelistirmede kritik bir rol oynamaktadir. Uyarlana-
cak olgekle birlikte 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin
degerlendirilip gelistirilmesi agisindan katk: saglayabilir. Bigimlendirici degerlen-
dirme stratejilerinin uygulanmasi konusunda eksiklikler belirlenerek egitim poli-
tikalarinin bu alanda daha etkili ve yonlendirici olmasina katki saglayabilir. Ayri-
ca, Olgegin Tiirk kiltiirtine uyumlu bir sekilde gelistirilmesi, uluslararas: diizeyde
gerceklestirilecek egitim aragtirmalarinda Tiirkiye'nin verilerinin daha anlamli ve
karsilastirilabilir olmasina olanak taniyacaktir.

Bu gerekgeler dogrultusunda arastirmanin amaci, Yan ve Pastore (2022) tara-
findan gelistirilen “Ogretmenlerin Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalari
Olgeginin dilsel esdegerlik, gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinin yapilarak 6l¢egin
Tiirk kiiltiriine uyarlanmasidir.

YONTEM

Arastirma Modeli

Aragtirma tarama modelindedir. Tarama arastirmalar1 bir olayin 6zelliklerinin
veya bir grubun goriislerinin belirlenmeye ¢aligildig1 ¢calismalardir (Biiytikoztiirk
vd., 2020). Bir bagka tanimlamaya gore tarama modeli ge¢miste var olan veya gii-
niimiizdeki bir olay, durum, olgu veya kisileri kendi dogal ortamlarinda hi¢bir mii-
dahale olmaksizin betimlemeye caligan bir arastirma modelidir (Karasar, 2000).
Olgek uyarlamasi olan bu galigmada da 6l¢iilmek istenen 6zelliklerle ilgili var olan
durum betimlenmeye ¢alisilacagi i¢in tarama modeli tercih edilmistir.

Galisma Grubu

Aragtirmada iki ¢aligma grubu bulunmaktadir. Birinci ¢aligma grubundan elde
edilen verilerle acimlayici faktor analizi, ikinci ¢alisma grubundan elde edilen ve-
rilerle de dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmustir. Alan yazininda farkli analizlerin
birbiriyle bagimsiz ¢alisilmasinin daha giivenilir sonuglar verecegi belirtilmektedir
(Brown, 2015; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Bu yontem, 6l¢iim aracinin yapisini ilk
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grupta agiga cikardiktan sonra, ikinci grupta bu yapinin dogrulanmasini saglar. Tki
ayr1 grup kullanmak, ayni 6rneklem tizerinde hem AFA hem de DFA yaparak mo-
del uyumunu agir1 uyarlama (overfitting) riskini azaltir (Worthington & Whitta-
ker, 2006). Bu nedenle arastirmada iki farkli grup tercih edilmistir. Birinci ¢alisma
grubunu 2023-2024 egitim Ogretim yili giiz déneminde Erzurum ili biinyesinde
farkli kademe ve diizeylerde gorev yapan 177 6gretmen olusturmaktadir. DeVellis
(2016) ile Worthington ve Whittaker (2006) dl¢ek gelistirme ¢aligmalarinda 6rnek-
lem bitytikliigiiniin madde sayisinin 5 ila 10 kat1 olmasinin uygun oldugunu belir-
tirlerken, Nunnally ve Bernstein (1994) de madde basina en az 10 kati 6rneklem
onerisinde bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada uyarlamasi yapilan 6l¢egin 10 maddesi
bulundugu i¢in her iki ¢alisma grubunda yer alan 6rneklem sayisi yeterli kabul
edilmigstir. Tablo 1'de birinci ¢aligma grubuna ait demografik bilgiler verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Birinci Calisma Grubuna Ait Demografik Bilgiler

Degiskenler Kategoriler n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 86 49
Erkek 91 51
flkokul 33 19
Gorev Yaptigimiz Kademe Ortaokul 85 48
Lise 59 33
1-5 65 37
Gorev Yili 6-10 53 30
11 ve tizeri 59 33

Birinci ¢aligma grubundaki 6gretmenlerin 86’s1 kadin, 91’ erkek; 33’1 ilkokul,
85’i ortaokul ve 59’u lise kademesinde gorev yapmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin 65’1 1-5
yil arasi, 53’11 6-10 yil arasi, 59’u 11 ve fizeri y1l gorev yapmuglardir. Tablo 2'de ikinci
¢aligma grubuna ait demografik bilgiler verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Ikinci Calisma Grubuna Ait Demografik Bilgiler

Degiskenler Kategoriler n %
Cinsiyet Kadin 122 81
Erkek 29 19
ilkokul 38 25
Gorev yaptiginiz kademe Ortaokul 74 49
Lise 39 26
1-5 69 46
Gorev yil1 6-10 45 30
11 ve tizeri 37 24
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Ikinci ¢alisma grubundaki 6gretmenlerin 122si kadin, 29'u erkek; 38'i ilkokul,
74’1 ortaokul ve 39’u lise kademesinde gorev yapmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin 69'u 1-5
yil arasi, 45’1 6-10 yil arasi, 37si 11 ve lizeri yil gorev yapmuslardar.

Veri Toplama Araclari

Calismada veri toplama araci olarak Yan ve Pastore (2022) tarafindan gelisti-
rilen Ogretmenlerin Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1 Olgegi kullanil-
mistir. Olgegin gelistirilme siireci su sekilde gerceklestirilmistir:

L.

Alan Yazinmnin Incelenmesi: Olgegin gelistirilmesine baglanmadan énce
ilgili alan yazini detayli bir sekilde incelenmistir.

Odak Grup Goriigmeleri: Hong Kongda goérev yapan ilkokul ve ortaokul
ogretmenleri ile 15 maddelik bir 6lgek iizerinde odak grup gériismeleri
yapimigtir. Bu siirecte, 6gretmenlerin goriisleri alinmistir.

Uzman Goriisleri: Odak grup goriigmeleri ve uzmanlarin degerlendirme-
leri sonucunda 6lgekten 5 madde ¢ikarilmistir. Geriye kalan maddeler tize-
rinde diizenlemeler yapilmistir.

» <

Likert Tipi Olgek: Olgekte yer alan maddeler, “Higbir Zaman”, “Neredeyse
Hi¢”, “Nadiren’, “Bazen’, “Siklikla” ve “Her Zaman” arasinda degisen alt1
dereceli Likert tipi 6l¢ek ile puanlanmigtr.

Orneklem gruplarinin katilimi ve yapilan analizler su sekildedir:

L.

Orneklem Gruplari: Olgegin uygulanacag iki 6rneklem grubu secilmistir:
Hong Kongdan 12 okulda gorev yapan toplam 449 6gretmen ve Italyadan
10 okulda gorev yapan 309 6gretmen ¢aligmaya katilmigtir.

Agimlayic Faktor Analizi: Yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda 61-
¢egin iki faktorli bir yapiya sahip oldugu belirlenmigtir:

+ Ogretmen Yonelimli Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme (6 madde)

« Ogrenci Yonelimli Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme (4 madde)

Her bir fakt6r, Wiliam ve Thompson (2008) cercevesindeki bi¢imlendirici de-
gerlendirme kategorilerine gore iki maddeden olusmustur. iki faktor arasindaki
korelasyon 0,52 olarak hesaplanmustir.

3.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi: Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuglar ise su se-
kildedir: RMSEA = 0,056, SRMR = 0,062, CFI = 0,94. Ayrica, Madde 1 ile
Madde 2 ve Madde 9 ile Madde 10 arasinda modifikasyon yapilmistir.
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4. Rasch Analizi: Rasch analizine gore, tim maddeler Rasch modeline iyi
uyum saglamistir.

Giivenirlik analizi sonuglari ise su sekildedir:

1. Hong Kong Grubu: Olgegin Hong Kong 6rnekleminde birinci faktér igin
Cronbach alfa katsay1s1 0,77, ikinci faktor igin ise 0,87 olarak hesaplanmuistur.

2. ltalya Grubu: [talya 6rnekleminde birinci faktér i¢in Cronbach alfa
katsayis1 0,60, ikinci faktor i¢in ise 0,66 olarak belirlenmistir.

3. Birlesik Giivenilirlik: Tki grubun birlestirilen verileri iizerinde yapilan ana-
lizde, birinci faktor icin Cronbach alfa katsayisi 0,70, ikinci faktor icin ise
0,75 olarak hesaplanmugtir.

Dilsel Esdegerlik

Calismada dilsel esdegerligi saglamak amaciyla, geviri tekrar ¢eviri yontemi
kullanilmugtir. Olgek maddeleri, bu siiregte ti¢ farkli Ingilizce 6gretmeni tarafin-
dan bagimsiz olarak Tiirk¢eye cevrilmistir. Cevirisi tamamlanan 6lcek maddele-
rinin Tiirkee kargiliklar, {i¢ ayr1 Tiirkge 6gretmeni tarafindan incelenmis ve daha
sonra Ingilizce 6gretmenligi boliimiinde gorev yapan bir 6gretim iiyesi tarafindan
tekrar Ingilizceye gevrilmistir. Tiirkgeden Ingilizceye gevrilen maddeler ile 6lgegin
orijinal formundaki maddeler karsilastirilmis ve maddelerin 6rtiismesi goz 6niine
alinmigtir. Olgek maddeleri, bu degerlendirmeler sonucunda gozden gegirilerek
ceviri-tekrar ceviri slireci tamamlanmis ve 6lgegin Tiirk¢e formu olusturulmustur.

Dilsel esdegerligi saglamak amaciyla uygulanan geviri-tekrar ¢eviri yontemi
tamamlandiktan sonra, Ingilizce ve Tiirkge &lgekler ayni 6rneklem grubuna uygu-
lanmis ve iki formdan elde edilen puanlar arasinda korelasyon analizi yapilmustir.
Bu agamada, dilsel esdegerligin saglanip saglanmadigin: test etmek i¢in Pearson
korelasyon katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Korelasyon analizine gére, Ingilizce ve Tiirkge
formdan elde edilen puanlar arasinda yiiksek diizeyde pozitif bir iliski bulunmus-
tur (r = 0.84, p < 0.001). Bu sonug, dl¢egin iki dilde de tutarli oldugunu ve dilsel
esdegerligin saglandigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgu, 6l¢cegin Tiirk¢eye yapilan uyar-
lamasinin orijinal Ingilizce formuyla biiyiik élgiide drtiistiigiinii ve 6lgegin farkl
dil versiyonlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigin: ortaya koymaktadur.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Verilerin toplanmasina baglanmadan 6nce uygulamanin yapilabilmesi i¢in ge-
rekli yasal izinler alinmistir. Oncelikli olarak 6lgegi gelistiren iki yazardan biri olan
Zi Yandan e-posta yoluyla uyarlama ¢alismasi i¢in izin alinmistir. Ardindan Egitim
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Bilimleri Birim Etik Kurulundan ve il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigiinden uygulama izni
alinmustir. Veriler, Google Forms tizerinden anket olusturularak toplanmustir.

Verilerin Analizi

Calisma grubundan elde edilen verilerin analizine yonelik agimlayici faktor
analizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) teknikleri kullanilmigtir. Arastir-
mada Ogretmenlerin Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1 Olgeginin oriji-
nal formunun Tiirk kiiltiriindeki yapisini belirlemek amaciyla AFA kullanilmustir.
AFA, degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri belirleme islevini yerine getirirken dogrula-
yic faktor analizi degiskenler arasindaki belirlenmis iliskilerin beklenen diizeyde
olup olmadigi ile ilgilenmektedir. Degiskenlerin hangi degiskenlerle iliskili oldugu,
faktorlerin birbirlerinden bagimsiz olup olmadig ve faktorlerin iliskileri agiklama
noktasinda yeterli olup olmadigini stnamaktadir. AFA ile elde edilen verilerin yap1
gecerligi dogrulayici faktdr analizi ile test edilir (Giivendir & Ozkan, 2015). Madde
faktor ylik degerinin genellikle 0.45 ve iizeri olmasi tercih edilir. Ancak az sayida
maddeden olusan 6lgeklerde faktor yiik degerleri 0.30’a kadar kabul edilebilmek-
tedir (Hair vd., 2010; Kline, 1994). Bu ¢alismada faktor yiiklerinin yeterli kabul
edilmesi i¢in belirlenen o6l¢iit .30dur.

Analize baslamadan 6nce, tim maddeler arasindaki korelasyon matrisi ince-
lenerek, 6nemli diizeyde anlamli korelasyonlarin olup olmadigi degerlendirilmis
ve faktor analizi i¢cin uygunluk gosteren anlamli iliskiler tespit edilmistir. Daha
sonra, Orneklem uygunlugunu degerlendirmek i¢in Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
ve Bartlett Kiiresellik testleri yapilmustir. Verilerin faktor analizine uygun olmasi
i¢cin KMO degerinin .60'dan yiiksek olmasi ve Bartlett testinin anlamli ¢cikmasi ge-
rekmektedir (Kaiser, 1974; Pallant, 2005).

Etik Kurul izin Bilgileri

Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Yitksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin
Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur.

Etik Degerlendirmeyi Yapan Kurul Adr: Atatiirk Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri
Birim Etik Kurulu

Etik Degerlendirme Kararinin Tarihi: 31.01.2024

Etik Degerlendirme Belgesi Say1 Numarasi: 01/59
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BULGULAR

Olgegin Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlama ¢abalari kapsaminda gegerlik ve giivenirlik
caligmalar1 gergeklestirilmistir.

Yapi Gecerligi

Agimlayicr Faktor Analizi (AFA). AFA sonuglarina gore, KMO (Kaiser-Me-
yer-Olkin) Orneklem Uygunluk Katsayis1 .84 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ayni zamanda
Bartlett Kiiresellik Testinin x2 degeri 614.962 (p < .01) olarak belirlenmistir. Bu
degerler, verilerin faktor analizi i¢in uygun oldugunu gostermektedir.

Analiz sonuglarina gore, iki faktoriin ortaya ¢ikmasiyla agiklanan toplam var-
yans orani %53.82dir. Ayrica, tiim maddelerin faktor yiikleri .30'dan yiiksek oldu-
gu icin dl¢cekten herhangi bir madde ¢ikarilmamustir. Faktor analizi sirasinda, veri-
lerin daha iyi bir sekilde yorumlanabilmesi amaciyla Varimax déndiirme yontemi
kullanilmistir. Bu déndiirme yontemi, faktorlerin birbirinden bagimsiz olmasini
saglayarak, her bir faktoriin daha acik ve net bir sekilde ayrigmasini amaglamak-
tadir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Orijinal 6l¢ek ile karsilastirildiginda, kullanilan
dondiirme yonteminde herhangi bir farklilik bulunmamaktadir. Tirkge formun
faktor yapisiyla ilgili degerler Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Maddeler ve faktor yiikleri

Madde No Faktor Yiikleri
1 2
1 501
2 794
3 .690
4 .688
5 772
6 .769
7 .858
8 .834
9 .556
10 .595
Agiklanan Varyans %40.933 %12.885
Toplam= %53.818

OAV = 1. Faktér = 0.50; 2. Faktor = 0.52
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Tablo 3’te goriildiigii gibi Olgegin Tiirkge formu iki boyuttan olusmaktadir.
Olgegin agiklanan toplam varyansi %53.82dir. Maddelerin faktor yiikleri .50 ile
.86 arasinda degismektedir. Ol¢egin ortalama agiklanan varyans (OAV) degeri 1.
Faktor i¢in .050; 2. Faktor i¢in .052 olarak hesaplanmistir. OAV degerleri yakinsa-
ma ve ayirt edicilik gecerliginin saglandigini gostermektedir (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988;
Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Birinci diizey DFA sonuglarina gore modelin uyum indekslerine ait degerler
Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Birinci Diizey DFA Uyum lyiligi Indekslerine Yonelik Degerler

Ki-a p Ki- RMSEA SRMR GFI AGFI NFI NNFI CFI
kare kare/sd

49.73 33  p=0.03 151 0.058 0.042 094 0.90 095 098 0.98

Birinci diizey DFA sonuglarina gore ilk etapta RMSEA degeri ve ki-kare/sd de-
gerinin istenilen diizeyde olmadig: belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle ayni faktor igerisin-
de yer alan M7 ile M8 arasindaki korelasyonlar serbest birakilarak modifikasyon
yapilmustir. Modifikasyon sonrasinda ki-kare degerinin serbestlik derecesine orani
iyi olarak degerlendirilebilecek sekilde 2'den kii¢iik olarak hesaplanmistir. Diger
uyum indekslerine yonelik degerlendirmeler yapildiginda, tiim indekslerin iyi
veya kabul edilebilir sinirlar i¢inde oldugu goriilmiistiir (Schermelleh-Engel vd.,
2003). Bu sonuglara gore, model-veri uyumunun saglandig1 ve lgegin yapi geger-
liginin dogrulandig1 belirlenmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizinin path diyagrami
Sekil 1de gosterilmistir.

"oee
ooes \
\,35
0.s9
0.5& m3 ——
0.7

Chi-Sguare=49%.73, df=33, P-value=0.03055, RMSEA=0.058

Sekil 1. Birinci Diizey DFA I¢in Path Diyagrami

OMU EFD, 2024, Cilt 43, Say1 2, Sayfa 1119-1158



Ceyhun OZAN, Eyiphan BAHADIR ~ SEE]!

Birinci diizey DFA sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan iki faktoriin uyumu ve bu faktorle-
rin tek bir iist faktort temsil edip etmedigini belirlemek (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2016)
amaciyla ikinci diizey DFA yapilmustir. Tkinci diizey DFA sonuglarina gére uyum
iyiligi indeksleri Tablo 5’te gosterilmigtir.

Tablo 5. Ikinci Diizey DFA Uyum lyiligi Indekslerine Yonelik Degerler

Ki-kare sd p Ki- RMSEA SRMR GFI AGFI NFI NNFI CFI
kare/sd
47.22 32 p=0.03 148 0.055 0.040 092 091 096 0.97 0.97

Ikinci diizey DFA sonuglarina gore ilk etapta RMSEA degeri ve ki-kare/sd de-
gerinin istenilen diizeyde olmadig1 belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle birinci diizey DFAda
oldugu gibi ayni faktor icerisinde yer alan M7 ile M8 arasindaki korelasyonlar ser-
best birakilarak modifikasyon yapilmistir. Modifikasyon sonrasinda ikinci diizey
DFA uyum iyiligi indekslerine yonelik sonuglar, modelin iyi bir uyum gésterdi-
gini ortaya koymaktadir. Ki-kare/sd orani 1.48 olup, 2'nin altinda kaldig: igin iyi
bir uyuma isaret etmektedir (Kline, 2016). RMSEA degeri 0.055 ve SRMR degeri
0.040 olup, her iki deger de mitkemmel uyum simurlar1 icindedir (Hu & Bentler,
1999). GFI ve AGFI degerleri sirastyla 0.92 ve 0.91dir; bu sonuglar, modelin kabul
edilebilir bir uyuma sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Jéreskog & Sérbom, 1996).
NFI, NNFI ve CFI degerleri sirastyla 0.96, 0.97 ve 0.97 olup, bu sonuglar giiclii ve
miitkemmel bir uyumun gostergesidir. Tkinci diizey DFA’ya iligkin path diyagrami
Sekil 2de gosterilmistir.
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Chi—Sguare=47.22, d4df=322, P—valu==0.00002, RMSEA=0.0S5S

Sekil 2. Ikinci Diizey DFA I¢in Path Diyagrami
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Sekil 2’ye gore OBDUO'niin Faktor 1 ve Faktor 2 ile olan iliskileri sirastyla 0.50
ve 0.54 olarak verilmistir. Bu degerler, OBDUO niin her iki faktérii de anlaml bir
sekilde temsil ettigini gostermektedir.

Madde Analizi

Her bir 6lgek maddesinin, 6gretmenleri bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme uygu-
lamalar1 agisindan ne kadar iyi ayirt edebildigini belirlemek i¢in ilk olarak madde
toplam korelasyonlar1 hesaplanmistir. Ardindan, toplam puana gore belirlenen
%27’lik tist ve %27’1ik alt gruplar arasindaki madde puanlarindaki farkin anlam-
liligin1 degerlendirmek igin t-testi kullanilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 6da
sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Madde Toplam Korelasyonlari ve Madde Ayirt Ediciligi Icin T Testi

Madde Diizeltilmis Madde-Toplam ¢

No Korelasyonlar1
1 482 2.497*
2 441 2.431*
3 .561 2.108*
4 .538 2.600*
5 461 2.831*
6 .568 2.640*
7 .533 2.588*
8 490 2.469*
9 597 2.412*
10 614 2.192*

*p <.001

Olgegin diizeltilmis madde-toplam korelasyonlarinin .44 ile .61 arasinda de-
gistigi belirlenmistir. Ayrica, toplam puanlara gore belirlenmis %27’lik alt ve iist
gruplar arasindaki madde puanlarindaki farklarla ilgili t degerleri 2.108 (p < .001)
ile 2.831 (p <.001) arasinda ¢esitlilik géstermektedir (Nunnaly & Bernstein, 1994).
Yapilan t-testi sonuglari, tiim maddeler i¢in tist %27’lik grubun madde toplam pu-
aninin, alt %27’lik grubun ayni puanindan anlaml bir sekilde (p < 0.001) ytiksek

oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Ogretmenlerin Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1 Olgeginin Tiirk-
¢e formunda iki faktorde toplanan 10 madde bulunmaktadir. Birinci faktor 6
maddeden olugmakta olup “Ogretmen Yonelimli Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme
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Uygulamalarr”, ikinci faktor 4 maddeden olugmakta olup “Ogrenci Yonelimli Bi-
¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1” seklinde isimlendirilmistir. Olumsuz
ifadeye sahip herhangi bir madde bulunmamaktadir. Olgek, orijinal 6lgege uygun
olarak tim maddeler “Higbir zaman”, “Neredeyse hi¢”, “Nadiren’, “Bazen’, “Siklik-
la” ve “Her zaman” arasinda degisen sekilde altili Likert tipinde derecelendirilmis-
tir. Olgekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 60, en diisiik puan ise 10" dur. Olgekten
toplam puan elde edilebilmektedir. Olgekten alinan toplam puan dgretmenlerin
bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarina yer verme diizeylerini gostermek-
tedir. Olgegin ilk boyutundan alinan puanlar 6gretmenlerin 6gretmen yonelimli
bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalariin diizeyini, ikinci boyutundan alinan
puanlar ise 6gretmenlerin 6grenci yonelimli bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygula-
malarinin diizeyini gostermektedir.

Guvenirlik

Olgegin giivenirligini belirlemek amaciyla uygulanan Cronbach alfa katsayist
ile es yarilar yontemine iligkin veriler Tablo 6da yer almaktadir.

Tablo 6. Olgegin Giivenirligine Iliskin Veriler

Fakor Maddesops ORI e Kty
Genel 10 .84 73
Ogretmen Yonelimli 6 .80

Ogrenci Yonelimli 4 72

Olgegin geneli i¢in Cronbach alfa katsayisi .84; Guttman eg yarilar katsayis1 .73
olarak hesaplanmistir. Ogretmen Yonelimli Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme alt bo-
yutu i¢in .80; Ogrenci Yonelimli Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme alt boyutu igin .72
olarak hesaplanmistir. Buna gore 6l¢ekten elde edilen 6lgiimlerin giivenilir oldugu
sonucuna ulagilmistir (Cronbach, 1951).

TARTISMA, SONUC VE ONERILER

Aragtirmada Ogretmenlerin Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar
Olgegini Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlamak igin dilsel esdegerlik, gecerlik ve giivenirlik
calismalar1 yapilmistir. Olgegin orijinalinde iki alt boyuttan olusan 10 madde bu-
lunmaktadir. Bu arastirmada yapilan acimlayici faktor analizine gore 6lgegin ori-
jinalindeki yapi ile birebir uyumlu sonuglar elde edilmistir. Yapilan dogrulayic
faktor analizine gore de 6l¢egin iki faktorlii yapist dogrulanmustir. Orijinal 6lgek
ile uyumlu sekilde, alt1 maddeden olugan birinci faktér “Ogretmen Yonelimli Bi-
¢imlendirici Degerlendirme”, dért maddeden olusan ikinci faktor “Ogrenci Yo-
nelimli Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Ol¢egin birinci
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boyutu genellikle 6gretmenler tarafindan baslatilan ve uygulanan bicimlendirici
degerlendirme stratejileri (6grenme hedefleri ve basar1 kriterlerini agiklamak ve
paylasmak, etkili sinif tartismalari, sorular ve 6grenme gorevleri tasarlamak ve 6g-
rencileri gelistirecek geri bildirim vermek) ile ilgiliyken ikinci boyut, bi¢cimlendiri-
ci degerlendirmenin temel unsurlarindan olan, 6grenciyi merkeze alan 6z ve akran
degerlendirme stratejileri ile ilgilidir. Olgekten toplam puan elde edilebilir. Puanla-
rin yiikselmesi 6gretmenlerin 6gretim siirecinde bigimlendirici degerlendirme uy-
gulamalarina daha ¢ok yer verdikleri anlamina gelmektedir. Ayrica, 6lgekten elde
edilen puanlar, alt boyutlar kapsaminda da degerlendirilebilir. Alt boyutlardan ali-
nan puanlara gore 6gretmenlerin bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin
ogretmen yonelimli ya da 6grenci yonelimli olma diizeyi degerlendirilebilir.

Olgegin giivenirlik analizleri de 6lgekten elde edilen verilerin giivenilir oldugunu
gostermektedir. Sonug olarak Ogretmenlerin Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygu-
lamalar1 Olgeginin Tiirk kiiltiiriinde 6gretmenlerin bigcimlendirici degerlendirme
uygulamalarinin 6lgiilmesinde gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢ek oldugu belirlenmistir.

Bu ¢aligma, bigimlendirici degerlendirme ile ilgili mevcut 6lgeklerden bazi
yonlerden farkhilik géstermektedir. Ornegin, Karaman (2017) tarafindan yapilan
calismada, Yan ve Cheng (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen Bigimlendirici Degerlen-
dirme Tutum, Niyet ve Uygulama Olgegi 6gretmen adaylarina uyarlanmistir. Ka-
raman ve Sahin (2017) ise Planl Davranis Teorisine dayanan bir bigimlendirici
degerlendirme o6lgegini Tiirk¢eye uyarlamislardir. Bu 6l¢eklerde bigimlendirici
degerlendirme tutumlar, niyetler ve kontrol edilebilirlik gibi cesitli boyutlar ele
alinmistir. Bu arastirmanin olgegi ise Wiliam ve Thompson (2008) cercevesine
dayanarak gelistirilmis ve bigimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarini bes temel
strateji kapsaminda degerlendirmektedir. Karaman (2017) ve Karaman ve Sahin’in
(2017) ¢alismalarinda tutum, niyet ve uygulamalara yonelik boyutlar bulunurken,
bu arastirmada uyarlanan 6l¢ek, dogrudan 6gretmenlerin bicimlendirici degerlen-
dirme stratejilerini ne dl¢lide uyguladiklarina odaklanmaktadir. Karaman ve $a-
hin’in (2017) 6l¢egi, genis kapsamli bir yaklagimla duyussal tutum ve davranislar:
incelemekteyken bu arastirmanin dlgegi daha gok uygulamaya yo6nelik bir 6l¢iim
arac1 sunmaktadir. Ayrica, bu 6lgek 6grenci merkezli stratejilere daha fazla vurgu
yaparak, bigimlendirici degerlendirmenin hem 6gretmen hem de 6grenci odakli
boyutlarini kapsaml bir sekilde ele almaktadir.

Bugiine kadar 6gretmenlerin bicimlendirici degerlendirmeyi etkili bir sekilde
nasil uyguladiklari, egitim arastirmalarinda ve egitim reformlarinda 6nemli bir
giindem olmustur. Ancak bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarini degerlen-
dirmek i¢in gegerli ve kullanimi kolay bir aracin bulunmamasi, uzun siiredir 6gret-
men gelistirme programlarinin yani sira 6gretmen degerlendirme uygulamalarini
da olumsuz etkilemistir (Yan & Pastore, 2002). Bu agidan Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarla-
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mas1 yapilan 6l¢egin bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin aragtirilmasi
ve gelistirilmesine katki saglama potansiyeli bulunmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, Ogretmenlerin Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1 Ol-
¢egi, Tirk egitim sistemi baglaminda 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici degerlendirme
stratejilerini ne 6lgiide uyguladiklarini degerlendiren gegerli ve giivenilir bir arag
olarak kullanilabilir. Bu 6l¢ek, 6gretmenlerin uygulama diizeylerini hem genel ola-
rak hem de alt boyutlar kapsaminda degerlendirmeye olanak taniyarak, 6gretmen-
lerin bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarini daha etkin hale getirmelerine
katki sunabilir.

Aragtirmadan elde edilen sonuglara gore arastirmacilara yonelik su 6nerilerde
bulunulmustur:

« Olgek kullanilarak égretmenlerin bicimlendirici degerlendirme uygulama-
larinin gesitli degiskenlere gore farklilasip farklilasmadig: incelenebilir.

o Ogretmenlere verilebilecek bicimlendirici degerlendirmeye yonelik hizmet
i¢i egitimlerin 6ncesi ve sonrasinda uygulanabilir.

o Tirkiye ve farkli tlkelerde gérev yapan 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici de-
gerlendirme uygulamalarini incelemeye yonelik karsilastirmali ¢aligmalar
yapilabilir.

« Olgegin farkli 6rneklem gruplari iizerinde gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari
yapilabilir.

TESEKKUR VE AGIKLAMALAR

Calismamiza katki saglayan tiim 6gretmenlerimize tesekkiir ederiz.

CIKAR CATISMASI

Makalenin yazarlari arasinda, ¢alisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kisisel ve finan-
sal ¢ikar catigmasi bulunmamaktadir.

YAZAR KATKILARI

Arastirma Yontemi: CO(%70), EB(%30)
Veri Toplama: CO(%50), EB(%50),

Veri Analizi: CO(%100)

Makalenin Hazirlanmasi: CO(%50), EB(%50)
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OGRETMENLERIN BICIMLENDIRICi DEGERLENDIRME
UYGULAMALARI OLCEGI

Degerli katilimci, bu ¢alismanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici degerlendirme
uygulamalarina yonelik 6gretmenlerin goriislerinin belirlenmesidir. Ankette yer alan hi¢bir
sorunun dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Bu nedenle, vereceginiz i¢ten yanitlarin aragtir-
ma sonuglariin giivenirligi agisindan ¢ok 6nemli oldugunu unutmayiniz. Anketlerden elde
edilecek kisisel bilgiler sadece bilimsel amaglar i¢in kullanilacak olup kesinlikle gizli tutu-
lacaktir. Caligmaya goniillii olarak katildiginizi ve verdiginiz bilgilerin bilimsel amaglar i¢in
kullanilmasini onayladiginizi belirtmis olacaksiniz. Caligmaya yapacaginiz degerli katkilar
i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

1. Kesinlikle katilmryorum

2. Nadiren katiliyorum

3. Bazen katiliyorum

4. Katiliyorum

5. Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Original Version Turkish Version

1 I share the learning intention before Derse baglamadan 6nce kazanimlari
students start working in class. ogrencilerle paylagirim.

2 I clarify what is valued for each assess- ~ Verdigim degerlendirme 6devlerinde
ment task. nelere dikkat etmeleri gerektigini

ogrencilere agiklarim.

3 I use various assessment activities in the ~ Ogrencilerin kazanimlara ulagip
classroom to check students’ mastery of  ulagmadiklarini belirlemek igin
course content. gesitli 6lgme degerlendirme araglar

kullanirim.

4 I ensure homework can check students’  Ev 6devlerinin 6grencilerin 6gren-
learning progress. melerinin niteligini belirleyebilmesini

saglarim.

5 I point out students’ strengths and Geri bildirimlerimde 6grencilerin
weaknesses in my feedback. gliglii ve zayif yonlerini belirtirim.

6 I provide suggestions for students to Ogrencilere performanslarini artiracak
improve their performance. oneriler sunarim.

7 Task students to evaluate peers’ work. Ogrencilerden arkadaslarinin galisma-

larin1 degerlendirmelerini isterim.

8 I ask students to provide feedback to Ogrencilerden, arkadaslarinin gelis-
help peers improve. mesine yardimci olmalari igin geri

bildirim vermelerini isterim.

9 I ask students to identify strengthsand ~ Ogrencilerden kendi ¢alismalarindaki
weaknesses in their own work. giilii ve zayif yonleri belirlemelerini

isterim.

10 Iask students to identify strategies that ~ Ogrencilerden kendi ¢aligmalarini

will improve their own work.

gelistirecek stratejiler belirlemelerini
isterim.
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ADAPTATION OF THE TEACHERS’ FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT
PRACTICES SCALE TO TURKISH CULTURE

ABSTRACT

Formative assessment is based on identifying and eliminating students' lear-
ning deficiencies by actively using them at all stages of the learning process. In the
formative assessment process, student progress is not expressed through grades.
In recent years, the use of formative assessment practices has become widespre-
ad. With this study, the formative assessment application scale will be adapted to
Turkish culture and used in the learning and teaching process. The purpose of
this study is to analyze the validity and reliability of the teachers' formative assess-
ment practices scale by adapting it to Turkish culture. The research design of the
study is the survey model. There are two groups in the working group. In the first
group, there are a total of 177 teachers working at different levels under the Mi-
nistry of National Education. In the second group, there are 151 teachers working
at different levels under the Ministry of National Education. “Teachers' Formative
Assessment Practices Scale” developed by Yan and Pastore was used as a data col-
lection tool in the study. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) techniques were used to analyze the data obtained from the study
group. According to the exploratory factor analysis conducted as a result of the
study, results were obtained that were exactly compatible with the structure of the
original scale. According to the exploratory factor analysis conducted as a result of
the study, results were obtained that were exactly compatible with the structure of
the original scale. According to the confirmatory factor analysis of the study, the
two-factor structure of the scale was confirmed. According to the confirmatory
factor analysis of the study, the two-factor structure of the scale was confirmed.
Consistent with the original scale, the first factor, consisting of six items, was na-
med "Teacher-Oriented Formative Assessment ", and the second factor, consisting
of four items, was named "Student-Oriented Formative Assessment ". The data ob-
tained for reliability show that the measurements are reliable for the general scale
and its sub-dimensions. As a result, a valid and reliable scale that can be used to
examine the formative practices of teachers in Turkish culture has been obtained.

Keywords: Formative Assessment, Scale Adaptation, Measurement and
Evaluation.
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OGRETMENLERIN BiCIMLENDIRICi DEGERLENDIRME
UYGULAMALARI OLCEGI’NIN TURK KULTURUNE UYARLANMASI

0z

Bicimlendirici degerlendirme 6grenme siirecinin tiim asamalarinda aktif bir
sekilde kullanilarak 6grencilerin 6grenme eksikliklerinin belirlenmesi ve gide-
rilmesine dayanir. Bigimlendirici degerlendirme siirecinde 6grencinin gelisimi
not ile ifade edilmez. Son yillarda bigimlendirici degerlendirme uygulamalarinin
kullanim1 yayginlagmistir. Bu ¢aligma ile bi¢imlendirici degerlendirme uygulama
olgegi Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanarak 6grenme 6gretme siirecinde kullanimi saglana-
caktir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Uygu-
lamalar1 Olgeginin Tiirk kiiltiiriine uyarlanarak gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizlerinin
yapilmasidir. Calismanin aragtirma deseni tarama modelidir. Calisma grubunda
iki grup yer almaktadir. ilk grupta Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli farkli kademeler-
de gorev yapan toplam 177 §gretmen bulunmaktadur. Tkinci grupta ise Milli Egitim
Bakanligina baglh farkli kademelerde gérev yapan 151 6gretmen bulunmaktadir.
Galigmada veri toplama araci olarak Yan ve Pastore tarafindan gelistirilen “Og-
retmenlerin Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme Uygulamalar1 Olgegi” kullanilmigtir.
Caligma grubundan elde edilen verilerin analizine yonelik agimlayic1 faktor ana-
lizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) teknikleri kullanilmistir. Calisma
sonucunda yapilan agimlayic faktor analizine gore 6lgegin orijinalindeki yapi ile
birebir uyumlu sonuglar elde edilmistir. Calismanin dogrulayict faktor analizi-
ne gore Olgegin iki faktorlii yapist dogrulanmistir. Caligmanin dogrulayici faktor
analizine gore 6lgegin iki faktorlii yapist dogrulanmistir. Orijinal 6lgek ile uyumlu
sekilde, alti maddeden olugan birinci faktér “Ogretmen Yonelimli Bigcimlendirici
Degerlendirme”, dort maddeden olugan ikinci faktor “Ogrenci Yonelimli Bigimlen-
dirici Degerlendirme” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Giivenirlik i¢in elde edilen veriler
olgegin geneli ve alt boyutlar1 i¢in 6l¢timlerin giivenilir oldugunu gostermektedir.
Sonug olarak Tiirk kiiltiiriinde 6gretmenlerin bigimlendirici uygulamalarini ince-
lemek amaciyla kullanilabilecek gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢ek elde edilmistir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme, Olgek Uyarlama, Ol¢me ve
Degerlendirme.
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INTRODUCTION

Measurement refers to observing any attribute and expressing the results either
numerically or verbally (Stanford & Reeves, 2005). On the other hand, the concept
of assessment can be defined as the process of reaching a judgment based on me-
asurement results using specific criteria. While measurement involves observing
and describing the current state, the act of assessment aims to draw a conclusion or
make a judgment. From this perspective, the concepts of measurement and assess-
ment should not be confused (Kigiikahmet, 2008).

Assessment processes can be used at different stages of the teaching and lear-
ning process. Assessment activities can be carried out at the beginning, middle,
or end of the learning process (Marzano, 2000). These activities aim to determine
students’ achievements, identify deficiencies in their learning process, and assess
the effectiveness of the curriculum (Karaman, 2014). Assessment techniques used
in the learning process can be classified into diagnostic assessment, formative as-
sessment, and summative assessment.

Diagnostic assessment is conducted at the beginning of the learning process,
primarily focusing on placing students into a program, course, or activity. Forma-
tive assessment, however, is carried out during the learning process to identify and
address students’ learning deficiencies. It can also identify problematic aspects of
an curriculum (Fryer et al., 2012). Summative assessment, conducted at the end of
the learning process, quantitatively determines the extent to which students have
achieved the learning objectives. The primary aim is to ascertain how many of the
intended learning outcomes have been achieved by the students.

Formative assessment, often defined as an assessment technique used for lear-
ning, involves providing students with feedback throughout all stages of the lear-
ning process to help them achieve their learning objectives (Sadler, 1989). By sup-
porting students’ development during the process and identifying and addressing
learning deficiencies, the process is maintained. The goal is to support development
holistically rather than merely assigning grades to students (Zengin et al., 2017).

Formative assessment activities can be employed at every stage of the teaching
and learning process (MEB, 2020). Two key points stand out in formative assess-
ment. The first is enabling students to recognize their potential to achieve learning
objectives. The second is encouraging them to address their learning deficiencies
to reach these objectives. Formative assessment achieves its purpose when these
two actions are successfully carried out (Black & William, 1998a).

Wiliam and Thompson (2008) proposed a framework categorizing various for-
mative assessment practices into five key strategies: (1) Clarifying, sharing, and
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understanding learning intentions and success criteria, (2) Designing effective
classroom discussions, questions, and learning tasks, (3) Providing feedback that
moves learners forward, (4) Activating students as instructional resources for one
another, and (5) Activating students as owners of their learning (Wiliam & Thom-
pson, 2008, p. 64).

Sharing learning objectives and success criteria is considered a crucial element
for making the teaching process more transparent and student-centered. This
approach aims to provide students with a clear understanding of their learning
processes, enhance student motivation, and improve teaching strategies (Black &
Wiliam, 1998b; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).

Designing effective classroom discussions, questions, and learning tasks is ano-
ther fundamental aspect of formative assessment. Effective classroom discussions
enable students to share their ideas, understand different perspectives, and develop
critical thinking skills. Managing the discussion environment to foster respectful
participation is crucial. Open-ended questions can elicit students” thought proces-
ses and enhance the quality of discussions (Brookfield & Preskill, 2005). Questi-
ons should target critical thinking, problem-solving, and analytical skills beyond
mere knowledge-level inquiries. Designing questions that align with Bloom’s taxo-
nomy—particularly those addressing analysis, assessment, and creation levels—is
essential (McTighe & Wiggins, 2013; Walsh & Sattes, 2016). Learning tasks that
connect to real-world contexts and engage students help deepen learning. Examp-
les include project-based learning, group work, and field studies (Conrad & Do-
naldson, 2016).

Providing high-quality feedback is a vital component of formative assessment,
playing a critical role in improving learning and supporting student development.
Effective feedback should focus on the student’s needs and goals, assess perfor-
mance relative to learning objectives and standards, and be constructive by emp-
hasizing strengths and using positive language (Black & Wiliam, 1998b; Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). Continuous feedback during the formative assessment process
enables students to make timely corrections and improvements. Regular progress
reports and consistent communication between teachers and students are impor-
tant for providing ongoing feedback.

Another element of formative assessment is encouraging students to serve as
instructional resources for each other, fostering collaboration and interaction. Peer
assessment is part of this strategy, allowing students to learn from one another,
enhancing the overall learning experience (Slavin, 1996; Topping, 1996).

Finally, activating students as owners of their learning aims to involve them
more actively and consciously in the learning process. This strategy encourages
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students to associate learning not only with acquiring knowledge but also with
creating, connecting, and understanding it. Self-assessment practices are also inc-
luded in this strategy (Deci et al., 1991; Pintrich, 2003; Zimmerman, 2002).

The effective and sustainable operation of the education system relies on tea-
chers’ ability to assess and guide students. In this context, teachers’ formative as-
sessment practices emerge as a critical tool to enhance student achievement, cont-
ribute to student development, and improve educational processes (Akbas & Ozan,
22024; Kincal & Ozan; Ozan & Kincal). Yan and Pastore (2022) point out that
although formative assessment has been a popular topic in educational research
over the past two decades, there is still a lack of widely recognized and applied sur-
vey instruments. In Tiirkiye, measurement tools related to formative assessment
are also quite limited (Karaman, 2017; Karaman & Sahin, 2017). Karaman (2017)
adapted the scale developed by Yan and Cheng (2015) for teachers on attitudes,
intentions, and practices related to formative assessment to preservice teachers.
Karaman and Sahin (2017) translated a scale into Turkish based on the Theory of
Planned Behavior to examine teachers’ formative assessment intentions and prac-
tices. The scale includes dimensions such as affective attitude, attitude, subjective
norm, controllability, self-efficacy, intention, and behavior.

The scale to be adapted in this study is based on the framework developed by
Wiliam and Thompson (2008). This scale evaluates formative assessment practi-
ces within the context of five key strategies more specifically. Its distinction from
other scales lies in its more focused and practice-oriented approach to formative
assessment. Consequently, it measures teachers’ strategic practices in assessment
processes more clearly.

Through the adaptation of the Teachers’ Formative Assessment Practices Scale
to Turkish culture, it will be possible to evaluate formative assessment strategies of
teachers in alignment with local norms and values, as well as determine the role
of these strategies within the Turkish education system. Teachers’ effective imple-
mentation of formative assessment strategies plays a critical role in enhancing stu-
dent achievement and improving classroom interactions. With the adapted scale,
it will be possible to evaluate and improve teachers’ formative assessment practices.
Identifying deficiencies in the implementation of formative assessment strategies
may contribute to the development of more effective and guiding education poli-
cies in this area. Additionally, the development of the scale in a manner aligned
with Turkish culture will enable Tiirkiye’s data to be more meaningful and compa-
rable in international educational research.

Inline with these justifications, the aim of this study is to adapt the Teachers’ For-
mative Assessment Practices Scale developed by Yan and Pastore (2022) into Tur-
kish culture by conducting linguistic equivalence, validity, and reliability analyses.
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METHOD

Research Design

This study employs a survey design. Survey research aims to identify the cha-
racteristics of an event or the opinions of a group (Buytikoztiirk et al., 2020). Ac-
cording to another definition, the survey model seeks to describe events, situati-
ons, phenomena, or individuals, whether from the past or present, in their natural
settings without any intervention (Karasar, 2000). Given that this study, as a scale
adaptation, aims to describe the existing state regarding the characteristics being
measured, the survey design was deemed appropriate.

Study Group

The research includes two study groups. Data from the first group were used for
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), while data from the second group were utilized
for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The literature indicates that conducting
independent analyses for EFA and CFA yields more reliable results (Brown, 2015;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). This approach ensures that the structure of the measu-
rement instrument is revealed in the first group and then validated in the second
group. Using two separate groups reduces the risk of overfitting when conducting
both EFA and CFA on the same sample (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Thus,
two distinct groups were selected for this study.

The first study group comprised 177 teachers working at various levels and
stages within Erzurum province during the fall semester of the 2023-2024 acade-
mic year. DeVellis (2016) and Worthington and Whittaker (2006) suggest that in
scale development studies, the sample size should be 5 to 10 times the number of
items, while Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) recommend a minimum of 10 times
the number of items. Given that the scale being adapted in this study consists of 10
items, the sample size in both study groups was deemed sufficient. The demograp-
hic information for the first study group is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic information of the first study group

Variables Categories n %
Gender e o s
Primary School 33 19
Teaching level Middle School 85 48
High School 59 33
1-5 years 65 37
Years of Experience 6-10 years 53 30
11 years or more 59 33
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Of the teachers in the first study group, 86 are female and 91 are male; 33 work
at the primary school level, 85 at the middle school level, and 59 at the high school
level. Among these teachers, 65 have 1-5 years of experience, 53 have 6-10 years
of experience, and 59 have 11 years or more. Table 2 presents the demographic
information of the second study group.

Table 2. Demographic information of the second study group

Variables Categories n %
Gender Female 122 81
Male 29 19
Primary School 38 25
Teaching level Middle School 74 49
High School 39 26
1-5 years 69 46
Years of Experience 6-10 years 45 30
11 years or more 37 24

Of the teachers in the second study group, 122 are female and 29 are male; 38
work at the primary school level, 74 at the middle school level, and 39 at the high
school level. Among these teachers, 69 have 1-5 years of experience, 45 have 6-10
years of experience, and 37 have 11 years or more.

Data Collection Tools

The Formative Assessment Practices Scale for Teachers, developed by Yan and
Pastore (2022), was used as the data collection instrument in this study. The deve-
lopment process of the scale was carried out as follows:

1. Review of the Literature: Before developing the scale, the relevant literatu-
re was thoroughly reviewed.

2. Focus Group Discussions: Focus group discussions were conducted with
primary and secondary school teachers in Hong Kong using a preliminary
15-item scale. During this process, teachers’ opinions were gathered.

3. Expert Opinions: Based on the feedback from focus group discussions and
experts, five items were removed from the scale, and adjustments were
made to the remaining items.

4. Likert-Type Scale: The items on the scale were rated on a six-point Likert

scale ranging from “Never,;” “Almost Never;” “Rarely;” “Sometimes,” “Of-
ten,” to “Always”
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The participation of the sample groups and the conducted analyses are outlined below:

1. Sample Groups: Two sample groups were selected for the implementation
of the scale: 449 teachers from 12 schools in Hong Kong and 309 teachers
from 10 schools in Italy participated in the study.

2. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA): The EFA revealed that the scale had a
two-factor structure:

o Teacher-Oriented Formative Assessment (6 items)

o Student-Oriented Formative Assessment (4 items)

Each factor included two items based on the formative assessment categories
outlined by Wiliam and Thompson (2008). The correlation between the two factors
was calculated as 0.52.

3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA): The results of the CFA were as fol-
lows: RMSEA = 0.056, SRMR = 0.062, CFI = 0.94. Additionally, modifica-
tions were made between Item 1 and Item 2, and Item 9 and Item 10.

4. Rasch Analysis: According to the Rasch analysis, all items demonstrated a
good fit to the Rasch model.

The reliability analysis results were as follows:

1. Hong Kong Sample: Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as 0.77 for the first
factor and 0.87 for the second factor.

2. TItaly Sample: Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as 0.60 for the first factor
and 0.66 for the second factor.

3. Combined Reliability: For the combined data of both groups, Cronbach’s
alpha was calculated as 0.70 for the first factor and 0.75 for the second factor.

Linguistic Equivalence

To ensure linguistic equivalence, a translation and back-translation method
was applied. The items of the scale were independently translated into Turkish
by three English language teachers. The translated items were reviewed by three
Turkish language teachers, and the revised items were then back-translated into
English by a faculty member from the English Language Teaching Department.
The back-translated items were compared with the original English items to ensu-
re consistency. Following this evaluation, the translation-back-translation process
was finalized, and the Turkish version of the scale was prepared.
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After completing the translation-back-translation process, both the English
and Turkish forms of the scale were administered to the same sample group. A
correlation analysis was conducted to assess the linguistic equivalence of the scale.
The Pearson correlation coefticient was calculated, revealing a strong positive rela-
tionship between the scores obtained from the English and Turkish forms (r = 0.84,
p < 0.001). This result indicates that the scale is consistent across both languages
and that linguistic equivalence has been achieved. These findings demonstrate that
the adapted Turkish version of the scale closely aligns with the original English
form, with no significant differences between the language versions.

Data Collection

Before commencing data collection, the necessary legal permissions were obta-
ined to conduct the study. Initially, adaptation approval was sought via email from
Zi Yan, one of the two authors who developed the scale. Subsequently, permissions
were secured from the Ethics Committee of the Educational Sciences Unit and the
Provincial Directorate of National Education. Data were collected using a survey
created on Google Forms.

Data Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) tech-
niques were employed to analyze the data collected from the study group. EFA was
used to determine the structural validity of the original form of the Teachers’ For-
mative Assessment Practices Scale in Turkish culture. While EFA identifies the re-
lationships among variables, CFA examines whether the predefined relationships
among variables meet the expected level. CFA evaluates which variables are related
to one another, whether the factors are independent, and whether the factors are
adequate in explaining relationships. The construct validity of the data obtained
through EFA is tested via CFA (Giivendir & Ozkan, 2015). An item’s factor loading
value is typically preferred to be 0.45 or higher. However, for scales with fewer
items, factor loading values as low as 0.30 may be acceptable (Hair et al., 2010; Kli-
ne, 1994). In this study, the threshold for acceptable factor loadings was set at 0.30.

Before beginning the analysis, the correlation matrix of all items was exami-
ned to assess the presence of significant correlations, identifying meaningful re-
lationships appropriate for factor analysis. To evaluate sample adequacy, the Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were conducted.
A KMO value above 0.60 and a significant Bartlett’s test result are required for the
data to be suitable for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974; Pallant, 2005).
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Ethics Committee Approval

(There is no requirement of Ethics Committee Approval for review articles)

Ethics committee approval was received for this study from Atatiirk University,
Faculty of Kazim Karabekir Education

The Title of The Ethics Committee: Atatiirk University Educational Sciences
Unit Ethics Committee

Approval Date: 31.01.2024
Ethics Document’s Number: 01/59

FINDINGS

In the efforts to adapt the scale to Turkish culture, validity and reliability stu-
dies were conducted.

Construct Validity

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The EFA results revealed that the Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Sampling Adequacy Coefficient was calculated as .84.
Additionally, the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity x2 value was found to be 614.962 (p <
.01). These values indicate that the data were suitable for factor analysis.

According to the analysis results, two factors emerged, explaining 53.82% of the
total variance. Since all items had factor loadings greater than .30, no items were re-
moved from the scale. During the factor analysis, the Varimax rotation method was
employed to achieve better interpretability of the data. This rotation method aims
to ensure that the factors are independent of each other, allowing each factor to be
more distinct and interpretable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). There was no differen-
ce in the rotation method used compared to the original scale. The values related
to the factor structure of the Turkish version of the scale are presented in Table 4.

Table 3. Items and Factor Loadings

Factor Loadings

Item No
1 2
1 501
2 794
3 .690
4 .688
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5 772
6 769
7 .858
8 .834
9 .556
10 595
Explained Variance %40.933 %12.885
Total= %53.818

AVE A= 1. Factor = 0.50; 2. Factor = 0.52

As seen in Table 3, the Turkish version of the scale consists of two dimensions.
The total explained variance of the scale is 53.82%. The factor loadings of the items
range from .50 to .86. The average explained variance (AEV) values for the factors
were calculated as .050 for Factor 1 and .052 for Factor 2. These AEV values indi-
cate that both convergent and discriminant validity have been established (Bagozzi
& Yi, 1988; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

According to the first-level Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results, the fit
indices of the model are presented in Table 4.

Tablo 4. Values for First-Level CFA Fit Indices

Chi- 4 Chi- RMSEA SRMR GFI AGFI NFI NNFI CFI
square square/df
49.73 33 p=0.03 1.51 0.058 0.042 0.94 090 095 0.98 0.98

According to the first-level CFA results, it was determined that the RMSEA
value and the chi-square/df ratio were not at the desired level initially. Therefore,
a modification was made by freeing the correlation between M7 and M8, which
are in the same factor. After the modification, the ratio of the chi-square value
to the degrees of freedom was calculated to be less than 2, which is considered
good. Upon evaluating other fit indices, it was observed that all indices were within
good or acceptable limits (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Based on these results,
it was concluded that the model-data fit was achieved, and the construct validity
of the scale was confirmed. The path diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis
is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Path Diagram for First-Level CFA

A second-level CFA was conducted to determine the fit of the two factors
emerging from the first-level CFA and whether these factors represent a single
higher-order factor (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2016). The fit indices for the second-level
CFA results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Values for the Goodness of Fit Indices in the Second-Level CFA

Chi- —4¢ Chi-square priGEA SRMR  GFI  AGFI NFI NNFI  CFI
square /df
4722 32 p=003 148 0055 0040 092 091 096 097 097

According to the results of the second-level CFA, the initial RMSEA value and
chi-square/df ratio were found to be below the desired level. Therefore, similar to
the first-level CFA, correlations between M7 and M8 within the same factor were
freed, and a modification was made. After the modification, the results of the se-
cond-level CFA goodness-of-fit indices show that the model demonstrates good
tit. The chi-square/df ratio is 1.48, which is below 2, indicating good fit (Kline,
2016). The RMSEA value is 0.055, and the SRMR value is 0.040, both of which are
within the excellent fit limits (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The GFI and AGFI values are
0.92 and 0.91, respectively, indicating that the model has an acceptable fit (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1996). The NFI, NNFI, and CFI values are 0.96, 0.97, and 0.97, respe-
ctively, suggesting strong and excellent fit. The path diagram for the second-level
CFA is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Path Diagram for the Second-Level CFA

According to Figure 2, the relationships between TFAPS and Factor 1 and Fac-
tor 2 are 0.50 and 0.54, respectively. These values indicate that TFAPS significantly
represents both factors.

Madde RAnalizi

To determine how well each scale item discriminates teachers in terms of for-
mative assessment practices, item-total correlations were first calculated. Then, a
t-test was used to assess the significance of the differences in item scores between
the top 27% and bottom 27% groups, based on the total score. The results are pre-
sented in Table 6.

Tablo 6. Madde Toplam Korelasyonlar: ve Madde Ayirt Ediciligi Iin T Testi

Item No Corrected Item-Total Correlations t

1 482 2.497%
2 441 2.431%
3 561 2.108*
4 .538 2.600%*
5 461 2.831*
6 .568 2.640%
7 .533 2.588%
8 490 2.469*
9 597 2.412%
10 .614 2.192%

*p < .001
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The corrected item-total correlations of the scale were found to range from .44
to .61. Additionally, t-values for the differences in item scores between the top 27%
and bottom 27% groups, based on total scores, varied between 2.108 (p <.001) and
2.831 (p < .001) (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The t-test results revealed that for
all items, the item total scores of the top 27% group were significantly higher (p <
0.001) than those of the bottom 27% group.

The Turkish version of the Teachers’ Formative Assessment Practices Scale
consists of 10 items distributed across two factors. The first factor, named “Teac-
her-Oriented Formative Assessment Practices,” includes 6 items, while the second
factor, named “Student-Oriented Formative Assessment Practices,” contains 4
items. There are no negatively worded items. In accordance with the original scale,
all items are rated on a six-point Likert scale ranging from “Never,” “Almost Never,”
“Rarely;” “Sometimes,” “Frequently,” to “Always.” The highest possible score on the
scale is 60, while the lowest is 10. A total score can be obtained from the scale. The
total score reflects the extent to which teachers engage in formative assessment
practices. Scores from the first dimension indicate the level of teacher-oriented
formative assessment practices, while scores from the second dimension indicate

the level of student-oriented formative assessment practices.

Givenirlik

The data related to the Cronbach’s alpha coefticient and the split-half method
applied to determine the reliability of the scale are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Reliability of the Scale

Cronbach’s Alfa Guttman Split-Half

Factor Item Number Coefficient Coefficient
General 10 .84 73
Teacher-Oriented 6 .80

Student-Oriented 4 72

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the overall scale was calculated as .84, and
the Guttman split-half coefficient was calculated as .73. For the Teacher-Orien-
ted Formative Assessment subscale, the Cronbach’s alpha was .80, and for the Stu-
dent-Oriented Formative Assessment subscale, it was .72. Based on these results,
it can be concluded that the measurements obtained from the scale are reliable
(Cronbach, 1951).
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RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In the study, linguistic equivalence, validity, and reliability studies were condu-
cted to adapt the Teacher Formative Assessment Practices Scale to Turkish culture.
The original scale consists of 10 items across two subscales. The exploratory factor
analysis conducted in this study yielded results that were perfectly consistent with
the structure of the original scale. The confirmatory factor analysis also confirmed
the two-factor structure of the scale. In accordance with the original scale, the first
factor, consisting of six items, was named “Teacher-Oriented Formative Assess-
ment,” and the second factor, consisting of four items, was named “Student-Orien-
ted Formative Assessment.” The first factor is generally related to formative assess-
ment strategies initiated and implemented by teachers (e.g., explaining and sharing
learning goals and success criteria, conducting effective class discussions, designing
questions and learning tasks, and providing feedback to enhance student develop-
ment), while the second factor is related to student-centered formative assessment
strategies, which are core components of formative assessment, such as self-assess-
mentand peer assessment. A total score canbe obtained from thescale. A higherscore
indicates that teachers incorporate more formative assessment practices into their
teaching process. Additionally, the scores obtained from the scale can be evaluated
within the subscales. Scores from the subscales allow for the evaluation of whether
teachers’ formative assessment practices are teacher-oriented or student-oriented.

The reliability analyses of the scale also show that the data obtained from the
scale are reliable. As a result, it has been determined that the Teacher Formative
Assessment Practices Scale is a valid and reliable tool for measuring teachers’ for-
mative assessment practices in the Turkish culture.

This study differs from some existing scales related to formative assessment
in certain aspects. For example, in the study by Karaman (2017), the Formative
Assessment Attitude, Intention, and Practice Scale developed by Yan and Cheng
(2015) was adapted for teacher candidates. Karaman and Sahin (2017) adapted a
formative assessment scale based on the Theory of Planned Behavior into Turkish.
These scales address various dimensions such as attitudes, intentions, and control-
lability regarding formative assessment. The scale used in this research, however, is
based on the framework of Wiliam and Thompson (2008) and evaluates formative
assessment practices within five key strategies. While Karaman (2017) and Kara-
man and Sahin>s (2017) studies focus on attitudes, intentions, and practices, the
scale adapted in this study directly focuses on how teachers implement formative
assessment strategies. While Karaman and Sahin>s (2017) scale investigates affecti-
ve attitudes and behaviors with a broader approach, the scale in this study provides
a more application-oriented measurement tool. Furthermore, this scale places gre-
ater emphasis on student-centered strategies and comprehensively addresses both
teacher- and student-oriented dimensions of formative assessment.
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So far, how teachers effectively apply formative assessment has been an impor-
tant agenda in educational research and educational reforms. However, the lack
of a valid and easy-to-use tool for evaluating formative assessment practices has
negatively impacted teacher development programs as well as teacher evaluation
practices for a long time (Yan & Pastore, 2002). In this regard, the scale adapted for
Turkish culture has the potential to contribute to the investigation and develop-
ment of formative assessment practices.

In conclusion, the Teacher Formative Assessment Practices Scale can be used as
avalid and reliable tool to assess the extent to which teachers apply formative assess-
ment strategies in the context of the Turkish education system. This scale, by allowing
an assessment of teachers” application levels both overall and within the subscales,
can contribute to making teachers’ formative assessment practices more effective.

Based on the results of the research, the following suggestions are made for
researchers:

e The scale can be used to examine whether teachers’ formative assessment
practices differ according to various variables.

o In-service training on formative assessment can be applied before and af-
ter to teachers.

o Comparative studies can be conducted to examine the formative assess-
ment practices of teachers in Turkey and other countries.

o  Validity and reliability studies of the scale can be conducted with different
sample groups.
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Ceyhun OZAN, Eyiphan BAHADIR  ANKISY/

Teacher’s Formative Assessment Practices Scale

Dear participant, the aim of this study is to determine teachers” views on their formative
assessment practices. Please note that there are no right or wrong answers to any of the qu-
estions in this survey. Therefore, your sincere responses are crucial for the reliability of the
research results. The personal information obtained from the surveys will be used solely for
scientific purposes and will be kept strictly confidential. By participating in the study, you
indicate that you consent to the use of the information for scientific purposes. Thank you in

advance for your valuable contribution to the study.

1. Strongly disagree
2. Rarely agree
3. Sometimes agree
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree
Original Version Turkish Version

1 I share the learning intention before ~ Derse baglamadan 6nce kazanimlar:

students start working in class. ogrencilerle paylagirim.

2 I clarify what is valued for each Verdigim degerlendirme 6devlerinde

assessment task. nelere dikkat etmeleri gerektigini
ogrencilere agiklarim.

3 I use various assessment activities Ogrencilerin kazanimlara ulasip

in the classroom to check students’ ulagmadiklarini belirlemek i¢in
mastery of course content. gesitli 6lgme degerlendirme araglari
kullanirim.

4 I ensure homework can check stu- Ev 6devlerinin 6grencilerin 6gren-

dents’ learning progress. melerinin niteligini belirleyebilmesi-
ni saglarim.

5 I point out students’ strengths and Geri bildirimlerimde 6grencilerin

weaknesses in my feedback. gliclii ve zayif yonlerini belirtirim.

6 I provide suggestions for studentsto  Ogrencilere performanslarini artira-

improve their performance. cak oneriler sunarim.

7 I ask students to evaluate peers work. ~ Ogrencilerden arkadaglarinin
¢aligmalarini degerlendirmelerini
isterim.

8 I ask students to provide feedback to  Ogrencilerden, arkadaglarmnin gelis-

help peers improve. mesine yardimci olmalari igin geri
bildirim vermelerini isterim.

9 I ask students to identify strengths Ogrencilerden kendi galismalarinda-

and weaknesses in their own work. ki giiglii ve zayif yonleri belirlemele-
rini isterim.

10 I ask students to identify strategies Ogrencilerden kendi galigmalarin

that will improve their own work.

gelistirecek stratejiler belirlemelerini
isterim.
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