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The aim of this research is to examine decision-making skills of the seventh-grade students;
according to the data obtained from the student event-based activities. The research was
carried out in seven different secondary schools in the central district of Adiyaman province in
the fall and spring terms of the 2020/2021 academic year. The sample group of the research
consists of 520 seventh grade students. Convergent parallel design was used in this research
conducted with mixed method. Quantitative data of the study were collected with the
Decision-Making Skill Scale. Qualitative data for students were collected via Case-Based
Decision-Making Skill Activity Form. In order to determine the decision-making skill levels of
the students, descriptive analysis was used with the IBM SPSS 22.0 statistics program. Content
analysis was applied for the analysis of the qualitative data. Mixed method analysis was
conducted to determine to what extent the quantitative and qualitative data confirm each
other. According to the quantitative findings obtained from the research, it was concluded that
the decision-making skill levels of the seventh-grade students were high. In this research, the
MAXQDA program was used to analyse the data obtained from student activities. It was
concluded that when students are faced with a decision-making situation, they have difficulties
in identifying the problem, determining/evaluating the options, determining/evaluating the
criteria, and making a decision. According to the data obtained from the mixed method
analysis, it was concluded that the quantitative results obtained from the students and the
qualitative results did not confirm each other. Based on these results, it can be recommended to
conduct in-class and in-family observational studies on decision-making skills and to conduct
experimental studies to determine the applicability in the classroom.
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Bu aragtirmanin amaa yedinci simif dgrencilerinin karar verme beceri diizeylerini; 6grenci 6rnek
olay temelli olarak yapilan etkinlikten elde edilen bulgulara gore incelemektir. Arastirma
2020/2021egitim 6gretim yih giiz ve bahar déneminde Adiyaman ili merkez ilgesine bagh yedi farkl
ortaokulda gerceklestirilmigtir. Arastrmanin ¢ahsma grubunu, 520 yedinci smuf Ogrencisi
olusturmaktadir. Karma yontem ile yiiriitilen bu arastrmada, Yakinsak Paralel Desen
kullamilmugtir. Aragtrmarnin nicel verileri Karar Verme Beceri @Igegi ile toplamustir. Nitel veriler
ogrenciler icin Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Becerisi Etkinlik Formu ile toplanmustir.
Ogrencilerin karar verme beceri diizeylerini belirlemek amactyla IBM SPSS 22.0 programinda
betimsel analiz yapilmustir. Nitel verilerin analizinde igerik analizi kullanilmustir. Nicel ve nitel
verilerin birbirini ne 6l¢iide dogruladigini belirlemek amaci ile karma yontem analizi yapilmustir.
Aragtirmadan elde edilen nicel bulgulara gore yedinci smuf dgrencilerinin karar verme beceri
diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulagilmustir. Bu arashirmada 6grenci 6rnek olay temelli
olarak yapilan etkinliklerden elde edilen verileri analiz etmek igin MAXQDA programi
kullanttmugtir. Ogrenciler bir karar verme durumuyla karsilagtiklarnda; problemi belirleme,
segenekleri belirleme/degerlendirme, Slgiitleri belirleme/degerlendirme ve karar vermede giigliikler
yasadiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Karma yontem analizinden elde edilen bulgulara gore,
ogrencilerden elde edilen nicel sonuglar ile nitel sonuglarin birbirini dogrulamadigl sonucuna
ulagilmustir. Bu sonuglardan hareketle, karar verme becerisine yonelik; simuf ici ve aile igi gdzleme
dayal aragtirmalarm yapilmasi, smuf ici uygulanabilirligi tespit etmek igin deneysel arastirmalarin
yapilmast 6nerilebilir.
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Giris

Sosyal bilgiler dersi bireyi ve yasami merkeze alan, kisiyi toplumsal yasama hazirlayan
onemli bir ¢alisma alamidir (Doganay, 2012; MEB, 2005). Sosyal bilgiler dersi 6grencileri etkili
vatandas olarak yasama katilmalarini hedefler ve 6grencilerin yasami ve yasamin iginde yer alan
¢esitli insanlar1 ve kurumlar1 daha iyi anlamalarina destek olur (Rusell, Waters ve Turner, 2014). Aym
zamanda sosyal bilgiler tartismasiz demokratik ideallerin kazandirilmasini temel hedef edinen bir
derstir; Genel olarak egitim miifredatlarina bakildiginda sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim programi

demokratik ve etkin vatandashga hazirlik konusunda onciil bir derstir (Ochao- Becker, 2007, s. 4).

Sosyal bilgiler dersi ile ilgili 6nemli veriler saglayan Sosyal Bilgiler Ulusal Konseyi [NCSS]
sosyal bilgilerin temel amacimi “ ...genglerin birbirine baglh kiiresel bir diinyada, kiiltiirel farkliliklar1
olan demokratik toplumlarda, kamu yararmna bilgiye dayali, mantikli kararlar verebilmelerine
yardimci olmak olarak belirtmektedir (NCSS, 2010). Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB] ise (2005) Sosyal
Bilgiler Dersi Ogretim Programi'nda dgrencilerin “...bilgiyi deneyimlerine gére yorumlayip sosyal ve
kiiltiirel baglam icinde olusturan, kullanan ve diizenleyen (elestirel diisiinen, yaratici, dogru karar

”

veren), sosyal katilim becerileri gelismis...” olarak yetistirilmesi gerektigine vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu
baglamda sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim programi (MEB, 2005; MEB, 2018) incelendiginde kisisel olarak
kendini gerceklestirmis, demokratik ve etkin vatandaslik becerileri kazanmis bireylerin yetistirilmesi
icin gerekli bilgi beceri, deger ve tutumlarin yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim

programinda yer alan, 6grencinin yasama hazirlanmasi siirecinde kendisini ve toplumsal yasamim

diizenlemesine yardimeci olan becerilerden biri karar verme becerisidir.

Karar verme bir kisinin iki ya da daha fazla muhtemel alternatifler arasinda se¢im yapma
siireci olarak tamimlanabilir (Juniper, 1976, s. 10). Bu durumda kisi kendi duygular1 ve
diisiincelerinden hareketle elindeki secenekler hakkinda bilgi edinir, bilgiyi isler ve karar siirecine bu
bilgiler rehberlik eder (Phillips, Pazienza ve Ferrin, 1984). Karar verme davranisi evrensel bir siiregtir
tiim insanlar, birbirlerine rakip olabilecek secenekler arasinda 6nemli se¢imler yapma durumunda
kalirlar, bu durumlar tarihsel baglamda ve teknolojik gelismelerle birlikte farklilik gosterebilir (Mann,
Radford, Burnett, Ford, Bond, Leung, Nakamura, Vaughan ve Yang, 1998). Bireyler karar verecekleri
bir durumla karsilastiklar1 zaman, hedefler belirlerler, bu hedefleri degerlendirirler ve nihayetinde
hedefe ilerlemenin en iyi yol oldugu diisiiniilen fikirleri uygulamaya koyarlar (Brynes, 1998, s. 9).
Karar stirecinde amag belirsizligi gidermektir, bu baglamda karar1 gergevelemek; kazanglari, kayiplari,
riskleri, bedelleri ve faydalar1 belirlemeyi gerektirir (Minda, 2021, s.394). Kisiler verdikleri karardan
mutlu olmay1 (Colakkadioglu ve Giigray, 2012, s. 388) ve basariya ulasmay1 amaglamaktadir Brynes,
2003, s. 208). Karar siirecindeki segimler tiniversite/bdliim belirleme, kariyer planlamasy, evlilik ve is
gibi kisisel kararlar olmakla birlikte, bir grubun veya toplulugun y&netimini belirlemek gibi toplumsal
kararlar da olabilmektedir. Bu baglamda insan verdigi kararlarin hem kigisel hem de toplumsal olarak

gelecegini belirleme ve yonlendirmede onemli bir etkiye sahip oldugu ifade edilebilir. Tekin ve Ulas
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(2016) “karar verme becerisinin egitim yoluyla bireylere Ogretilebildigini, ¢ocuklarin ilkokuldan
itibaren gilinlitk yasamlarinda karsilastiklar1 problemleri ¢dzmelerinde, toplumsal yasama uyum
saglayarak sosyal ve etkin bireyler olmalarinda, karar verme becerisinin etkisinin biiyiik 6neme sahip
oldugunu” belirtmektedirler (s. 28-29). Benzer sekilde Tricia (2023) karar verme becerisinin dogustan
gelmekten ziyade 6grenilebilecegini, okulun karar verme becerilerinin dogrudan 6gretilmesi ve sik sik

uygulanmasi icin ideal bir ortam sundugunu belirtmektedir.

Tiirkiye’de tiim 6gretim programlarinda kazandirilmasi amaglanan 9 temel beceri arasinda
karar verme becerisine yer verilmistir (MEB, 2005). Karar verme becerisi 6zellikle sosyal bilgiler dersi
Ogretim programlarinda (MEB 2005; MEB, 2018; MEB, 2023) yer alarak gelistirilmesi gereken en
onemli becerilerden oldugu goriilmektedir. 2005 Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim Programi’min vizyonunda
“...bilgiyi deneyimlerine gore yorumlayip sosyal ve Kkiiltiirel baglam icinde kullanan, elestirel
diisiinen, dogru karar veren... vatandaslar yetistirmek” yer alan ifadesi (MEB, 2005) bu becerinin

sosyal bilgiler dersinde 6zel bir neme sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Karar verme becerisi, egitim alaninda ve sosyal bilgiler egitiminde 6grencilere kazandirilmasi
gereken onemli becerilerden biri oldugu icin alan yazinda 6gretmenler, 6gretmen adaylar, ilkokul,
ortaokul, lise ve iiniversite Ogrencileri iizerinde karar verme becerisine iligkin cesitli ¢alismalara
rastlanmistir (Altay, 2020; Cimsir ve Baysal 2019; Levin ve Nolan, 2014; Osam ve Balbay, 2004; Sever,
2018; Tetik, 2013; Ugar, 2019). Ancak ilgili literatiir incelendiginde, bu arastirmanin yapildig1 donemde
ortaokul 6grencileriyle karma yontemle derinlemesine veri elde edilerek karar verme becerilerinin
detaylandirilmas: ve aciklanmasini ele alan bir arastirmaya rastlanmamustir. Dolayisiyla bu
arastirmanin literatiire bu anlamda katki saglamasi beklenmekte ve Onemli goriilmektedir. Bu
calisma, ortaokul 6grencilerinin karar verme becerilerini anlamay:1 ve aciklamay1 amaclamaktadir. Bu

amag dogrultusunda arastirmada asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:
1. Yedinci sinif 6grencilerinin karar verme beceri diizeyi nedir?

2. Yedinci sinif Ogrencilerinin 6rnek olay temelli karar verme basamaklarimi kullanma

durumlari nedir?

3. Yedinci sinif 6grencilerinin 6rnek olay temelli karar verme basamaklarimi kullanma

durumlari onlarin karar verme beceri diizeylerini ne 6l¢iide dogrulamaktadir?
Yontem

Bu arastirmada, daha derin ve detayl bilgiler elde etme amaciyla nicel ve nitel arastirma
desenlerinin birlikte kullanildigi karma yontem (mixed method) kullanilmistir. Nicel ve nitel verilerin
es zamanl veya ardistk olarak toplandigi ve analizin bu siire¢ sonunda yapildig1 arastirma
yontemidir. Bu arastirma yonteminde oncelik degisebilir. Nitel veya nicel desen Oncelikli olarak

belirlendikten sonra, birden fazla asama ile verilerin entegrasyonlar1 saglanir (Hanson, Clark, Petska,
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Creswell ve Creswell, 2005, s. 224). Karma yontem ile yiiriitiilen arastirmada, nitel ve nicel verilerin
onceligini ve agirligini, nicel ve nitel verilerin toplanma sirasini, verilerin nasil analiz edilecegini,
analizin hangi asamasinda verilerin birlestirilecegini belirlemek karma yontem arastirmasinda deseni
ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2018). Karma yontem ile yiiriitiillen bu arastirmada,
Yakinsak Paralel Desen (Yakinsayan Paralel Desen, Es Zamanli, Birlestirme (Cesitleme) Desen)
kullanilmistir. Yakinsak paralel desende, nicel ve nitel verilere esit sekilde 6nem verilmektedir. Nicel
ve nitel veriler es zamanli olarak ayr1 ayr toplanir, yorumlama sirasinda birlestirilir ve iliskilendirilir
(Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2018, s. 193). Bu birlestirme daha fazla veri saglamanin yani sira, nitel ve
nicel veri setlerinin yalniz baslarina saglamayacag: biitiinciil bir bakis agis1 saglamaktadir (Creswell,

2019, s. 36).
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yoénergenin ikinci bolimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykiri Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi = T.C. Gazi Universitesi Olgme ve

Degerlendirme Etik Alt Calisma Grubu

Etik degerlendirme kararmin tarihi= 08. 09. 2020

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 91610558-604.01.02-
Orneklem

Bu arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunun belirlenmesinde karma yontem desenlerinden Birlestirme
(Cesitleme) Deseninde Ornekleme yaklagimi benimsenmistir. “Bu desende nicel kisimda tesadiifi ya
da tesadiifi olmayan bir 6rnekleme kullanilabilirken, nitel kisimda amagcli 6rnekleme kullanilmalidir.”
(Creswell, 2019, s. 83). Buna gore arastirmanin nicel kisminda tesadiifi 6rnekleme kullanilmistir.
Seckisiz ornekleme yontemi olarak da bilinen tesadiifi 6rnekleme yonteminin “temel 6zelligi evreni
temsil etme giiciiniin yiiksek olmasidir. Ornekleme birimlerinin 6rnekleme secilme olasiliklarinin esit
ve bagimsiz olmasi 6n kosulunu tasimaktadir.” (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve
Demirel, 2012, s. 85). Arastirmanin nitel kisminda ise amagh 6rneklem yontemlerinden tipik durum
orneklemesi kullanilmistir. Tipik durum orneklemesinde, siradan bir durumu veya olguyu yansitan
birimler 6rneklem olarak segilir. Tipik durum orneklemesi, evrende fazla sayida yer alan benzer
durumlar arasindan incelenmek istenen olguyu agiklamaya yetecek kadar veriye sahip olan

durumlardir (Yildirim, 2019).
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Verilerin Toplanmasi

Arastirmada yedinci smif Ogrencilerinin karar verme becerilerinin incelenmesine yonelik
“Karar Verme Beceri Olgegi” (KVBO) ve “Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Becerisi Etkinlik Formu”

(KVBEF) olmak {iizere iki veri toplama araci kullanilmistir.
Karar Verme Beceri Olcegi

“Karar Verme Beceri Olgegi Sever ve Ersoy (2018) tarafindan ogrencilerin karar verme
becerilerini belirlemeye yonelik gelistirilmistir. Olgek dortlii likert tipinde (higbir zaman 1 puan, ara
sira 2 puan, genellikle 3 puan, her zaman 4 puan) 15 maddeden olusmaktadir. C)lgek maddelerinin
puan araligi 15 ile 60 arasinda degismektedir. Karar Verme Beceri Olgegi'nden alinabilecek en diisiik

puan 15 en yiiksek puan ise 60'tir. Olgekten alinan puanlarin araliklari ve yorumlanmasi asagidaki

gibidir:
1ile 15 puan aras1 16 ile 30 puan aras1 31 ile 45 puan arasi 46 ile 60 puan arast
1 (Cok Diisiik Diizey) 2 (Distik Diizey) 3 (Orta Diizey) 4 (Yiiksek Diizey)

Karar Verme Beceri Olgegi, Olcegin gecerlik ve giivenirliginin saglanmasinda kapsam gecerligi
kontrolii, Alt-Ust %27'lik Gruplar Madde Toplam Korelasyonu, Test Tekrar Test korelasyonu ve
Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarhk katsayist kullanilmigtir. Alt-Ust %27’lik Gruplar Madde Toplam
Korelasyonu icin, madde-toplam korelasyon degerlerinin .48 ile .67 arasinda degistigi ve t degerinin
anlamli oldugu (p<.001) goriilmektedir. Arastirmacilarin elde ettigi bu bulgulara gore oOlcekteki
maddelerin gegerliklerinin yiiksek oldugu, ol¢tiigii varsayilan 6zellik bakimindan 6grencileri ayirt
edebildigi ve ayn1 davranisi 6lgmeye yonelik maddeler oldugu sonucuna ulasiimaktadir. Test tekrar
test giivenirligi icin arastirmacilar Olgegi, 55 Ogrenciye, 20 giin aralikla uygulamis ve oOlciimler
arasinda Pearson Korelasyonu .79 olarak hesaplamistir. Arastirmacilar bu bulgudan hareketle 6lgegin
zamana karsi kararliliginin yiiksek oldugunu sonucuna ulasmaktadirlar. Cronbach Alpha katsayisi ise
.89’dur. Bu calismada Karar Verme Beceri Olgeginin 13-14 yas grubu yedinci smif 6grencilerde
uygulanabilmesi i¢in iki 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme uzman ve iki sosyal bilgiler egitimcisinden uzman
goriisii almmistir. Uzman goriislerine gore Olgegin bu yas grubunda kullanilmasi uygun
bulunmustur. Ayrica 13-14 yas grubuna giivenirlik ve gecerlik calismasi yapilmistir. Yapilan
giivenirlik gecerlik analizleri neticesinde, Karar Verme Beceri Olgegi'nin Cronbach’s Alpha kat sayisi
.89’dur. Bu bulgu, Olgegin yedinci smuf Ogrencileri icin de i¢ tutarliignin yiiksek oldugunu

gostermektedir.
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Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Becerisi Etkinlik Formu

“Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Becerisi Etkinlik Formu”, 6grencilerden karar verme
siirecindeki basamaklar1 izleme davranislarinin incelenmesi amaciyla kullanilmistir. Formda yer alan
Ornek olay arastirmanin yapildigi ortaokullardan {iglinde Ogrencilerin karsilastigi gercek
problem/durumdan hareketle arastirmaci tarafindan yazilmistir. Etkinlik formunda karar verme
siirecleri basamaklar1 yazilmasinda literatiirden faydalanmilmistir. “Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme
Becerisi Etkinlik Formu'nda”, 6grencilerin O6rnek olaydan hareketle karar verme siirecindeki;
problemi/durumu fark etmek/tanimlamak, secenekleri belirleyip degerlendirmek, her bir se¢enegi
Olclitlere gore degerlendirmek ve karar vermek basamaklarii incelenmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir.
Gelistirilen etkinlik formu, 2 sosyal bilgiler uzmani goriisiine sunulup gerekli diizenlemeler
yapildiktan sonra 6n uygulama yapilmis, 6n uygulamada 7 6grenciye uygulanmis 6rnek olayin ve
sorularm anlagilip anlagilmadigi, siirenin yetip yetmedigi durumlara bakilmistir. On uygulama
sonrasi ise etkinlik formuna son sekli verilmistir. Bu kapsamda etkinlik formunda bir 6rnek olay

metni ve 6 soru yer almaktadir.
Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizi kisminda, arastirma sorularina gore nicel, nitel ve karma yontem verilerin

analiz teknikleri ile ilgili bilgilere yer verilmistir.
Nicel Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin nicel verilerinin analizi i¢in SPSS IBM 22.0 programi kullanilmistir. Bu
dogrultuda arastirmanin arastirma sorularina gore SPSS IBM 22.0 programinda kullanilan analizlere

iliskin bilgiler aciklanmuistir.

Arastirmanin birinci arastirma sorusuna gore Ogrencilerin karar verme beceri diizeylerini

belirlemek amaciyla SPSS IBM 22.0 programinda betimsel analiz yapilmustir.
Nitel Verilerin Analizi

Ogrenci etkinliklerinden elde edilen verilerin ¢dziimlenmesinde igerik analizi kullamlmustir.
Icerik analizi belirli kurallara dayali kodlamalarla bir metnin baz1 sozciiklerinin daha kiigiik icerik
kategorileri ile Ozetlendigi, sistematik ve yinelenebilir bir teknik olarak tanimlanmaktadir.”
(Biiytlikoztiirk ve digerleri., 2012, s. 240). Bu arastirmada nitel verilerin analizi i¢in kullanilan ve
profesyonel bir yazilim olan MAXQDA, Ogretmen, veli, Ogrenci gorlismeleri ve Ogrenci
etkinliklerinden elde edilen verileri analiz etmek i¢in kullanilmistir. Oncelikle, O0gretmen, veli, 6grenci
goriismeleri ve Ogrenci etkinliklerinden elde edilen veriler desifre edilerek bir MAXQDA projesi
olarak tanimlanmigtir. Desifre edilen, MAXQDA programina yiiklenen tiim goriisme ifadeleri ve
Ogrencilerden toplanan yazili ifadeler arastirmaci tarafindan konunun tiim boyutlari miimkiin
oldugunca net bir sekilde anlasilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Daha sonra kodlama ve kategorilerin belirlenmesi

gerceklesmistir. “Kodlar bir arastirma sirasinda toplanan verileri betimleyen, aciklayan veya
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yorumlayan sembolik anlamlar yiiklenmis etiketlerdir”. Kodlama, tutarliligin ve uyumun saptanmasi
icin ekip olarak asamali ¢alismay1 gerektiren bir siirece dayalidir. Bu durum kodlarin net bir seklide
belirlenmesiyle birlikte iyi bir giivenirligi saglamaktadir (Miles, Huberman ve Saldana, 2014, s. 77-89).
Bu arastirmada ise kodlama ve kategorilerin belirlenmesi asamali olarak tamamlandiktan sonra farkl
i¢ arastirmaci tarafindan benzer ve farkli kodlar ortaya gikarilmis, bazi kodlar birlestirilmis bazilari
yenilenmis ve nihayet kod ve kategorilere son hali verilmistir. Kategorilerin bagka arastirmacilarin da
ayni verileri incelediginde aymi sonuglara ulasmasimi saglayacak kadar agik olmasi saglanmistir
(Biiyiikoztiirk ve digerleri., 2012, 242). Kodlamanin analizler neticesinde bulgulara iliskin dogrudan
kullanilan ifadelere yer verilmis, verilerin gorsellestirilmesi icin frekans (f) tablo, yogunluk tablolar1 ve

kod haritalar1 kullanilmistir.
Karma Yontem Analizi

Bu arastirmada karma yontem analizinin ilk adimi olarak, nitel ve nicel veriler, her yontemin
kendi geleneklerine gore ayr1 ayr1 analiz edilmistir. Daha sonra nicel ve nitel verilerin karsilastirilmas:
amaciyla alt1 karma yontem arastirma sorusuna yanit aramak i¢in analize devam edilmistir. Nicel ve
nitel verileri karsilastirilmasinda kolaylik olmasi agisindan “yan yana ortak gosterim” (Creswell, 2019,
s. 89) tablolar1 olusturulmustur. Tablolarda benzer ve karsit bulgularin daha iyi anlasilmasi i¢in yana
yana gosterilmistir. Hem nicel hem nitel verilerin gosteriminde frekans, ytizde, kodlar ve Fitzpatrick
(2011) tarafindan gelistirilen karma yontem etiketleri kullanilmistir. Karma yontem etiketleri “Nicel ve
nitel veriler dogrudan ayni fenomeni veya konuyu ele aldig1 ve birbirlerini agik¢a dogruladig: veya
celistigi durumlarda, veriler “dogrulamak” veya “celismek” olarak kullanilan -etiketlerdir.”
(Fitzpatrick, 2011, s. 236). Bu arastirmada da nicel ve nitel bulgular benzer ve destekleyici
olduklarinda “uyumluluk” kismen uyumlu olduklarinda “kismen uyumluluk”, farkli ve karsit

olduklarinda “uyumsuzluk” karma yontem etiketi kullanilmaistir.
Bulgular ve Yorum

Aragtirmanin bu boliimiinde, arastirmanin amacina ve alt amaglarina iliskin analiz
sonuglarina dayanan bulgular ve elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda yapilan yorumlara yer

verilmigtir.
Nicel Bulgular ve Yorum

Yedinci smif o6grencilerinin karar verme beceri diizeyleri nedir? Arastirmanin bu sorusunda,
yedinci simif Ogrencilerinin karar verme beceri diizeyleri incelenmistir. Analizlerden elde edilen

bulgular tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. Yedinci sinif 6grencilerinin karar verme beceri diizeyleri toplam puanlar

n En Diislik Puan En Yiiksek Puan X Ss
Toplam 520 21 60 50.74 7.61

Tablo 1 incelendiginde yedinci smif 6grencilerinin karar verme beceri toplam puanlarindan
elde edilen en diisiik puanin 21, en yiiksek puanin ise 60 oldugu goriilmektedir. Toplam puanlardan
elde edilen aritmetik ortalama 50.74, standart sapma ise 7.61 degerindedir. Bu bulgular, 6lcek
puanlarimin kesme degerleri goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda yedinci sinuf 6grencilerinin karar verme

beceri diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Nitel Bulgular ve Yorum

Yedinci sinif ogrencilerinin drnek olay temelli karar verme becerisi adimlarini kullanma
durumlar1 nedir? Arastirmanin bu sorusunda, 6grencilerden “Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme
Becerisi Etkinlik Formu'nda” yer alan 6rnek olaya yonelik su sorularin yamitlanmasi beklenmistir.
“Durum degerlendirmesi yapiniz, problemi belirleyiniz.”, “Karariniz igin tiim segenekleri
degerlendiriniz. (Olas1 secenekler hakkinda bilgi edinme)”, “Size uygun olan veya uygun olmayan
secimleri nedenleri ve kanitlariyla degerlendiriniz.”, “Kararmizin sizin igin degerini/6nemini
belirtiniz.”, ”C)gle arast icin kararinizi yaziniz.”, “Nicin bu karari verdiginizi agiklayiniz (Karara iliskin
neden ve kanit belirtme)”. Bu sorulardan hareketle 6grencilerin, karar verme stirecindeki; problemi
(durumu) fark etmek/tanimlamak, secenekleri belirleyip degerlendirmek, her bir segenegi Olciitlere
gore degerlendirmek ve karar vermek basamaklarinin ne oldugunu belirlemeye yonelik yanitlar:

incelenmistir. Bu sorularin analizinden elde edilen bulgular tablo 2 "de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Ogrencilerin drnek olay temelli karar verme becerisi adimlarimi kullanma durumlar

Problemi Belirleme Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Toplam
n % n % n %
Problem Belirlenmistir 9 22,5 4 12,5 13 18,1
Problem Kismen Belirlenmistir 7 175 8 o5 15 20,8
Problem Belirlenmemistir 24 60 20 62,5 44 611
Toplam 40 100 32 100 72 100
D . Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Toplam
Secenekleri Degerlendirme N o N o N o
Secenekler Degerlendirilmistir 3 7,7 3 9,7 6 8,6
Secenekler Kismen 12 30,8 10 32,3 22 31,4
Degerlendirilmistir.
Secenekler . 24 61,5 18 58,0 42 60,0
Degerlendirilmemistir.
Toplam 39 100 31 100 70 100
Secenek Gerekcelendirme Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Toplam
n % n Y% n %
Secenekler
1 4 12 1 14
Gerekgelendirilmistir 6 > & 0 0
Secenekler Kismen 14 35 11 35,5 25 35,0
Gerekcgelendirilmistir
Secenekler
2 1 1 1
Gerekgelendirilmemisgtir 0 50 6 516 36 >
Toplam 40 100 31 100 71 100
Kararin Degerini/Onemini Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Toplam
Belirleme n % n % n %
Kaljarm D.eg-erml/Onemlru 9 22,0 1 35,5 20 278
Belirlenmistir
Kararin Degerml/.On'emlm 15 36,5 4 13,0 19 26,4
Kismen Belirlenmistir
Kaljarm Dege-rlr.u/Onemlru 17 415 16 51,5 33 45,8
Belirlenmemistir
Toplam 41 100 31 100 72 100
Karar Verme Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Toplam
n % n % n %
Karar Verildi 22 55 12 38,7 34 47,9
Karar Verilmedi 18 45 19 61,3 37 52,1
Toplam 40 100 31 100 71 100
Kiz Ogrenci Erkek Ogrenci Topl
Karar1 Gerekgelendirme 12 gtend rreke etend oplam
n % n % n %
Karar Gerekgelendirilmistir 18 46,2 11 35,5 29 41,4
Karar Kismen
13 33,3 11 35,5 24 34,3
Gerekgelendirilmistir
Karar Gerekgelendirilmemistir 8 20,5 9 30 17 243
Toplam 39 100 31 100 70 100
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Problem durumunu belirleme: Tablo 2 incelendiginde, 6rnek olay temelli karar verme
adimlarin1 kullanmalar: istenen 6grencilerden (72) problem durumunu belirleyenlerin 13 (%18,1),
problem durumunu kismen belirleyenlerin 15 (%20,8), problem durumunu belirleyemeyenlerin 44
(%61,1) oldugu goriilmektedir. Kiz 6grencilerden (KO) (40) problem durumunu belirleyenlerin 9
(%22,5), problem durumunu kismen belirleyenlerin 7 (%17,5), problem durumunu
belirleyemeyenlerin 24 (%60) oldugu goriilmektedir. Erkek ogrencilerden (EO) (32) ise problem
durumunu belirleyenlerin 4 (%12,5), problem durumunu kismen belirleyenlerin 8 (%25), problem
durumunu belirleyemeyenlerin 20 (%62,5) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan hareketle, kiz
Ogrencilerin erkek Ogrencilere gore problem durumunu belirlemede daha iyi olduklar
yorumlanabilir. Ogrencilerin problem durumunu belirleyenler, problem durumunu kismen
belirleyenler ve problem durumunu belirleyemeyenler ile ilgili dogrudan cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler

su seklidedir:

Problem Durumunu Belirleyenler: KO, 54: “Buradaki problem 6gle arasinda ne yapacagini ve nerede zaman
gecirecegine karar verirken zorlanmast.”, KO, 63: "Kararsiz kalmustir ciinkii hem yemek yemek hem de
arkadaslariyla vakit gecirmek istiyor. Yani drnek olayda cocugun problemi; Ogle arasinn zamamdir.”, KO, 72:

Bu drnekteki problem 6grencinin 1 saatlik 6gle arasinda 4 segenekten birini secmekte zorlanmas1.”

Problem Durumunu Kismen Belirleyenler: KO, 10: “Kisa olan 6gle arast”, EO,16: “Ogle arasinda yetmeyen

siire”

Problem Durumunu Belirleyemeyenler: EO, 30:Monoton bir yasamim var.”, KO, 33: “Problem yok.”, KO,
17: “Simifta beslenme saati yapmak.”, KO, 24:“Okula gitmek.”,

KO, 11: “Ben normal G§retim tekli 6gretim yapan bir okulda dersimiz 8.30 baslwyor 63len arasi saat

12.00 baslyor ben bundan rahatsiz oluyorum.”

KO, 7:“Ben okul kantinine giderim.”, EO, 42: “Okul yemekhanesinde yemek daha iyi olur ciinkii daha

az zaman kaybi olur.”

Ogrencilerin burada verilen ifadelerinden anlagilacagi gibi, bazilarmin problemi hig
belirleyemedikleri, bazilarinin problemi belirlemekten ziyade kararlarmi dogrudan ifade ettikleri
goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu, 6grencilerin yaridan fazlasinin etkili karar vermek icin problem durumunu
dogru belirleyemedikleri, karar verme basamaklarindan problem durumunu belirlemede giigliik

yasadiklar1 seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Secenekleri Degerlendirme: Tablo incelendiginde, o6rnek olay temelli karar verme adimlarim
kullanmalar1 istenen Ogrencilerden bu asamada segenekleri belirlemeleri (siralamalari),
degerlendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Buna gore ogrencilerden (70) secenekleri degerlendirenlerin 6
(%8,6), secenekleri kismen degerlendirenlerin 22 (%31,4), secenekleri degerlendiremeyenlerin 42
(%60,0) oldugu goriilmektedir. Kiz 6grencilerden (39) segenekleri degerlendirenlerin 3 (%7,7),

secenekleri kismen degerlendirenlerin 12 (%30,8), segenekleri degerlendiremeyenlerin 24 (%61,5)
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oldugu goriilmektedir. Erkek Ogrencilerden (31) ise segenekleri degerlendirenlerin 3 (%9,7),
secenekleri kismen degerlendirenlerin 10 (%32,3), secenekleri degerlendiremeyenlerin 18 (% 58,0)
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan hareketle, erkek 6grencilerin kiz 6grencilere gore segenekleri
degerlendirmede kismen daha iyi olduklari yorumlanabilir. Ogrencilerin secenekleri degerlendirenler,
secenekleri kismen degerlendirenler ve secenekleri degerlendiremeyenler ile ilgili dogrudan

cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler su seklidedir:

Secenekleri Degerlendirenler, Secenekleri Kismen Degerlendirenler ve Secenekleri Degerlendiremeyenler: EO,
65: “Secencklerim: eve gelmek, hazir yemek almak, yemekhanede yemek, kantinden yemek. KO, 13: “Eve
gitmemeyi tercih ederim, sinifta olmaz onu da eledik geriye kantinde yeme kaldi, en uygunu bu bence.”, KO, 54:
“Bana en mantikli gelen sinifta beslenme saati ciinkii digerleriyle isteklerinin tamami olmaz.” KO, 66: “Ben
olsam 6§le arasini daha fazla yaparim.”, EO, 57: “Okulda gitmem, kantindeki abur cuburlari sevmiyorum, eve
giderim saglikli beslenmek igin”, EO, 2: “Sinifta beslenme saatimi kullanirim.”, KO, 71: “Okul yemekhanesine
gitmemeli, okul kantininde beslenme yapmali, eve gitmek yerine simfta ders calismal.” KO, 72: “Simfta
beslenme saati yaparim, nedenler okul yemekhanesine ve kantine para vermem ciinkii ev yemekleri daha giizel ve
daha saglikli, eve gitmememin sebebi ise eve gidece§im siirede arkadaslarimla vakit gecirebilirim.”, KO, 70:
“Okul yemekhanesine gitmemeli, okul kantininde beslenme saati yapmali, eve gitmek yerine simifta calisilir

boylece”

Ogrencilerden etkinlik formunda gegen 6rnek olayda yer alan karar durumunda hangi
seceneklerin oldugunu belirlemeleri, degerlendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Ogrencilerin yukarida verilen
ifadelerinden anlasilacag1 gibi, cogunun secenekleri belirleyip degerlendiremedikleri ya da sadece
belirledikleri, secenekleri degerlendirmek yerine karara iliskin yorum yaptiklar1 ya da dogrudan
kararlarim1 belirttikleri goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan, ogrencilerin karar verme adimlarindan

secenekleri degerlendirmede giicliik yasadiklar: yorumlanabilir.

Secenekleri  Gerekgelendirme: Tablo incelendiginde, ornek olay temelli karar verme adimlarini
kullanmalar1 istenen Ogrencilerden (71) segenekleri gerekgelendirenlerin 10 (%14,0), secenekleri
kismen gerekcelendirenlerin 25 (%35,0), secenekleri gerekcelendiremeyenlerin 36 (%51,0) oldugu
goriilmektedir. Kiz 6grencilerden (40) secenekleri gerekgelendirenlerin 6 (%15), secenekleri kismen
gerekcelendirenlerin 14 (%35), segenekleri gerekgelendiremeyenlerin 20 (%50) oldugu goriilmektedir.
Erkek Ogrencilerden (31) ise secenekleri gerekcelendirenlerin 4 (%12,9), secenekleri kismen
gerekcelendirenlerin 11  (%35,5), segenekleri gerekcelendiremeyenlerin 16 (%51,6) oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan hareketle, 6grencilerin yarisindan fazlasinin karar verme adimlarindan
secenekleri gerekcelendiremedikleri ayrica kiz ve erkek Ogrenciler arasinda segenekleri
gerekgelendirmede &nemli bir farklilik goriilmedigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ogrencilerin segenekleri
gerekcelendirenler, segenekleri kismen gerekgelendirenler ve segenekleri gerekgelendirmeyenler ile

ilgili dogrudan cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler su seklidedir:
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Secenekleri Gerekgelendirenler: EO, 57: “Okulda yemekhanemiz yok kantindeki abur cuburlar seomiyorum.”
EO, 59: “Uygun olmayan disarida yemek yemek bayag: zehirlenme oluyor, mesela birkag cocuk disaridan yemek
yedikleri icin zehirlediler ve yemege ne koyduklarim bilmiyoruz” EQ, 65: “Bana uygun olan eve gelmek ciinkii

evde yapilan yemekler daha saglikli digerleri benim icin uygun degil ciinkii neyden yapildig bilinemez.”

Secenekler Kismen Gerekcelendirenler: KO, 67: “Okul kantininden olabildigince yemem.”, KO, 71: “Bahgede

yemek yemek ve ders calismak ciinkii siiremizi verimli kullanmak icin.”

Secenekleri Gerekgelendiremeyenler: KO, 72: “Hepsi uygundur benim icin.”, KO, 25: “Uygun olan 1.30 saat

olmast uygun olmayan simdiki saat.” KO, 67: “Okul kantininden zorunlu olmadikca beslenmem.”

Ogrencilerden karar siirecinde segimlerini gerekcelendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Ogrencilerin
burada verilen ifadelerinden anlasilacag: gibi, cogunun secenekleri gerekcelendirmedikleri, bunun
yerine kararlarini ifade ettikleri goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan, 6grencilerin karar verme adimlarindan

secenekleri biiytik ol¢iide gerekcelendirmedikleri yorumlanabilir.

Karar Deger/Onem  Belirleme: Tablo incelendiginde, 6rnek olay temelli karar verme adimlarim
kullanmalar1 istenen 6grencilerden (72) kararin degerini/onemini belirleyenlerin 20 (%27,8), kararin
degerini/onemini kismen belirleyenlerin 19 (%26,4), kararin degerini/0onemini belirleyemeyenlerin 33
(%45,8) oldugu goriilmektedir. Kiz 6grencilerden (41) kararin degerini/6nemini belirleyenlerin 9
(%22), kararin degerini/onemini kismen belirleyenlerin 15 (%36,5), kararin degerini/onemini
belirleyemeyenlerin 17 (%41,5) oldugu goriilmektedir. Erkek oOgrencilerden (31) ise kararin
degerini/6nemini belirleyenlerin 11 (%35,5), kararin degerini/onemini kismen belirleyenlerin 4 (% 13),
kararin degerini/onemini belirleyemeyenlerin 16 (% 51,5) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan
hareketle, erkek Ogrencilerin kiz 6grencilere gore kararin degerini/onemini belirlemede daha iyi
olduklar1 yorumlanabilir. Ogrencilerin kararin énem/degeri belirleyenler, kararin énem/degeri kismen
belirleyenler ve kararin 6nem/degeri belirleyemeyenler ile ilgili dogrudan cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler

su seklidedir:

Kararm Onem/Degeri Belirleyenler: KO, 45: “Ciinkii arkadaslarim benim icin dnemli ve degerliler onlarla
yerken mutlu ve huzurlu oluyorum bu yiizden onemli.” EO, 46: “Ciinkii yemek konusunda ben titizimdir, farkli
yemekler bence giizel o yiizden giinliik olarak ben farkli yerlerde yerim.” EQO, 59: “Benim icin cok giizel bir yer
ve orada yemegimizi giivenli sekilde yiyoruz.” EO, 72: “Verdigim karar eve gitmek énemi de birazcik olsa bile

ailemi goriiyorum.”

Kararm Onem/Degeri Kismen Belirleyenler: EO, 65: “Zamani iyi kullanmak cok 6nemli benim icin.”, KO,
60:“Eve geldigim zaman annem istedigim yemegi yapwor ve saghkli beslendigini diisiiniiyorum.” EO,

57:”Evim yakin oldugu igin.”

Kararm Onem/Degeri Belirleyemeyenler: KO, 70: KO, 33: “Degersiz ciinkii 1 saatlik ara bir sey degistirmez

benim igin.”, “Benim icin degeri siire uzatilmali hatta bazen yemek yiyemiyoruz, onun igin degeri ve 6nemi
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biiyiik yemege ara vermek zorunda kalwyoruz, ondan onemi ve degeri biiyiik benim icin.” KO, 67: “Evde

beslenmek daha iyidir.” KO, 71: “Ogle arast tek aramiz stresten uzak olmak icin.”

Ogrencilerin burada verilen ifadelerinden anlasilacagl gibi, Ogrencilerin karar verme
adimlarindan kararin degerini/Gnemini biiyiik 6l¢lide belirleyemedikleri, ancak karar vermenin diger
asamalarindaki ifadeleri g6z oOniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu adimda daha iyi olduklar

yorumlanabilir.

Karar Verme: Tablo 27 incelendiginde, 6rnek olay temelli karar verme adimlarini kullanmalar: istenen
ogrencilerden (71) karar verenlerin 34 (%47,9), karar vermeyenlerin 37 (%52,1), oldugu goriilmektedir.
Kiz ogrencilerden (40) karar verenlerin 22 (%55), karar vermeyenlerin 18 (%45), oldugu
goriilmektedir. Erkek 6grencilerden (31) karar verenlerin 12 (%38,7), karar vermeyenlerin 19 (% 61,3),
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan, 6rnek olaya gore 6grencilerin yaridan fazlasmin karar verdikleri
yorumlanabilir. Ayrica 6rnek olaya gore kiz dgrencilerin yaridan fazlasinin karar verdikleri, erkek
dgrencilerin ise yaridan fazlasinin karar veremedikleri ifade edilebilir. Ogrencilerin karar verenler ve

karar veremeyenler ile ilgili dogrudan cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler su seklidedir:

Karar Verenler: EO, 55: “Yemekhanede yemek.” KO, 72: “Okulda beslenme saati yapmak.” EO, 63: “Okul
kantinine gitmek” KO, 57: “Ogle arasmda arkadaslarimla vakitte gecirmek isterim fakat zaman biraz kisa

oldugu icin yeteri kadar vakit geciremem. Bunun icin 6§le arasi siiresinin arttirilmasin isterim.”

Karar Veremeyenler: KO, 69: “Ogrenciler icin gerekli” KO, 3: “Zaman biraz daha uzatimali” EO, 23:
“Bence 6§le arast 50 dk olmali”, EO, 41: “Ogle arasinda kitap okumak.” KO, 42: “Ogle arast uzatilsin.”

Bu ifadelerden Ogrencilerin bazilarinin kararlarini verdikleri goriiliirken, bazilarinin
kararlarin1 belirtmedikleri ya da kararlarim1 belirtmek yerine farkli ifadeler kullandiklar

goriilmektedir.

Karar Gerekgelendirme: Tablo incelendiginde, 6rnek olay temelli karar verme adimlarini kullanmalari
istenen Ogrencilerden (70) karar1 gerekgelendirenlerin 29 (%41,4), karar1 kismen gerekgelendirenlerin
24 (%34,3), karar1 gerekgelendiremeyenlerin 17 (%24,3) oldugu goriilmektedir. Kiz 6grencilerin (39)
karar1 gerekgelendirenlerin 18 (%46,2), karar1 kismen gerekgelendirenlerin 13 (%33,3), karari
gerekgelendiremeyenlerin 8 (%20,5) oldugu goériilmektedir. Erkek ogrencilerin (31) ise karar
gerekcelendirenlerin 11 (%35,5), karar1 kismen gerekgelendirenlerin 11 (%35,5), karan
gerekgelendiremeyenlerin 9 (%30) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan, 6grencilerin karar verme
adimlarindan karari1 gerekgelendirmede diger adimlara gore daha iyi olduklar1 yorumlanabilir. Ayrica
kiz ve erkek Ogrenciler arasinda karari gerekcelendirmede Onemli bir farklilik goriilmedigi ifade
edilebilir. Ogrencilerin karar1 gerekcelendirenler, karar1 kismen gerekcelendirenler ve karari

gerekgelendirmeyenler ile ilgili dogrudan cevaplarina iliskin 6rnekler su seklidedir:
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Karar1 Gerekgelendirenler: KO, 19: “Neden bu karart verdim ¢iinkii ben hazir gidalar: yiyecegime 10 dk 6§le

arasini uzatsalar ben eve gidip saglikli gidalar yiyebilirim.” EQ, 14: “Disarwya giivenmiyorum.”

KO, 2: “Saghkli beslenmek igin.” EO, 1: “Ciinkii eve gitmek ¢ok zaman alyor.” KO, 38: “Bu karar

bana en uygun olan, ciinkii hem arkadaslarim ile vakit geciriyorum hem de yemegimi yiyorum.”

Karari Kismen Gerekgelendirenler: EO, 42: “Yemekhane daha giizel” KO, 42: “Ogle arasim okulda gegirince

daha ¢ok seviniyorum.”

Karart Gerekcelendirmeyenler: EO, 30: “Ben aymi seyleri yapwyorum.” EO, 48: “Kahvaltidan sonra daha

sakin” KO, 49: “Ogle aramiz ¢ok kisa” EQ, 46: “Ciinkii saglikl baska sey demeye gerek yok.”

Ogrencilerin bu adimda verdikleri karari gerekgelendirmeleri beklenmektedir. Yukarida
verilen ifadelerinden anlasilacag: gibi, karar vermenin diger asamalarindaki ifadeleri goz oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, bu adimda kararin onemini/degerini belirleme adiminda oldugu gibi daha

basarili olduklari, 6grencilerin ¢cogunun kararlarini gerekgelendirdikleri yorumlanabilir.
Karma Bulgular ve Yorum

Aragtirmanin bu sorusunda, yedinci smif ogrencilerinin 6rnek olay temelli karar verme
basamaklarini kullanma durumlar1 onlarin karar verme beceri diizeylerini ne o6l¢lide dogruladig:

incelenmistir. Bu kapsamda yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablo 3 “de verilmistir.

Yedinci Sinif Ogrencilerinin Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Basamaklarin1 Kullanma

Durumlar1 Onlarin Karar Verme Beceri Diizeylerini Ne Olgiide Dogrulamaktadir?

Tablo 3. Yedinci simif 5grencilerinin, karar verme becerilerine yinelik KVBO ve KVBEF verilerin analizleri

Ornek Olay Temelli
KVBO' den Elde Edilen Nicel L arar Verme Karma
Bulgular Etk.mhgu-lden Elde Yo.ntelln
Edilen Nitel Etiketi
Bulgular
En En

n Dusiik Yiksek X Ss n f Y%
Puan  Puan

Problem
Belitleme/Degerlendirme 520 4 16 135 23 72 13 18,1 Uyumsuz
Secenekleri Degerlendirme 520 7 28 233 41 72 6 86 Uyumsuz

K Degerlendi
arat Degeriendirme 50 4 16 13826 72 20 288 Uyumsuz

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, yedinci smif dgrencilerinin KVBO'de karar1 degerlendirmeye ydnelik
maddelerden aldiklar: toplam puanlarindan elde edilen en diisiik puanin 4, en yiiksek puanin ise 16
oldugu goriilmektedir. Toplam puanlardan elde edilen aritmetik ortalama 13,8, standart sapma ise 2,6
degerindedir. Bu bulgular, 6lgek puanlarmin kesme degerleri géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda
yedinci smif Ogrencilerinin karart degerlendirme diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu seklinde

yorumlanabilir. Ornek olay temelli karar verme adimlarini kullanmalar1 istenen 6grencilerden (72)
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karar1 degerlendirenlerin ise 20 (%8,6) oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerin karar1 degerlendirme
becerileri, KVBO'ne gore yiiksek diizeyde oldugu, rnek olay temelli karar verme adimlarina gére ise

diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Bu bulguya gore Ogrencilerin problem durumunu belirleme ve degerlendirme, segenekleri
degerlendirme ve karar degerlendirme becerilerine yonelik elde edilen nicel ve nitel bulgularda farkh
sonugclar ortaya ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Buradan hareketle nicel ve nitel bulgular incelendiginde nicel ve
nitel bulgularin uyumluluk gostermedigi, birbirini dogrulamadigi, Karma Yontem Etiketinin “uyumsuz”
olarak belirtildigi goriilmektedir. Nitel bulgular, nicel bulgulari dogrulamamaktadir. Olgek ile etkinlik
formundan elde edilen farkli bulgularin nedeni ile ilgili olarak giiniimiiz test ¢6zme becerisi gelismis
Ogrencilerin zaman zaman Olgek, test ve anket gibi maddelere yaniltici yaritlar verebilecegi yorumu
yapilabilir. Ayrica 6grencilerin kendi gercek yasam deneyiminden olusturulan 6rnek olay temelli karar
verme beceri etkinlik formu gibi zihinsel sorgulama, analiz ve yogunlasma gerektiren agik uglu benzeri
formlarda zorlandiklar: seklinde yorumlanabilir. Buradan hareketle fenomeni derinlemesine ve farkl bakis

agisiyla ele almasi agisindan nitel calismalarin 6nemine vurgu yapilabilir.
Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu aragtirmada ortaokul yedinci sinif 8grencilerinin Ornek Olay Temelli Karar Verme Becerisi
Etkinlik Formundan ve Karar Verme Beceri Olgeginden elde edilen nitel ve nicel bulgularin analiz
sonuglarma ve tartismalara yer verilmistir. Ogrencilerden &rnek olayla ilgili durum
degerlendirmeleri, problemi belirlemeleri incelendiginde kiz ve erkek O&grencilerin ¢ogunlugu
problemi belirleyemedikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Kararlar1 i¢in segenekleri degerlendirmeleri
incelendiginde, kiz ve erkek Ogrencilerin yarisindan fazlasinin segenekleri degerlendiremedikleri
sonucuna ulasilmistir. Yaptiklar1 se¢imlerini gerekcelendirmeleri incelendiginde, kiz ve erkek
Ogrencilerin yarisinin segenekleri gerekcelendiremedikleri sonucuna ulagilmistir. Kararlarim
degerlendirmeleri istendiginde Ogrencilerin yarisinin kararlarini  degerlendiremedikleri, erkek
ogrencilerin kiz Ogrencilere gore karar degerlendirmede daha iyi olduklart sonucuna ulagilmistir.
Ogrencilerden karar vermeleri istendiginde kiz ve erkek dgrencilerin yariya yakini karar verirken
yaridan fazlasi karar verememistir. Ogrencilerden verdikleri karar1 gerekcelendirmeleri istendiginde
ise kiz ve erkek 6grencilerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu kararlarini kismen ve tamamen gerekgelendirdikleri
sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Bu sonuglara gore Ogrencilerin karar verme siirecindeki adimlar
degerlendirmede kiz ve erkek Ogrencilere gore farkliik gostermekle birlikte yeterli olmadiklar:
sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu sonuglarin Yalin ve Oguz (2022)"un sosyal bilgiler 6gretmeni ve 6grencilerle
yaptiklar1 arastirmanin sonuglartyla uyumlu oldugu goriilmektedir. Sever (2018) calismasinda
Ogrencilerin yariya yakiminin karar problemini tamimlama/ifade etmede giiglitk yasadiklarini,
Ogrencilerin basit diizeyde alternatifler yaratabildiklerini, se¢imlerinin olasi sonuglarini 6ngorebilme

konusunda bagarili olabildiklerini ortaya koymustur. Crone ve Van Der Molen (2007) de benzer
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sekilde calismalarinda, 6grencilerin se¢imlerinin olas1 sonuglarin1 6ngorme konusunda gligliikler
yasadiklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Tekin ve Ulas (2016) da karar verme davrarusi ile ilgili yaptiklar:
arastirmada karar vermenin cinsiyete gore farklilastigi sonucuna ulasmiglardir. Karar Verme Beceri
Olgeginden elde edilen nicel bulgulara gore ise yedinci siif &grencilerinin karar verme beceri
diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Sever (2018)'in ilkokul dérdiincii sif 6grencileri
ile yaptig1 arastirma elde edilen bu sonucu desteklenmektedir. Heong, Othman, Yunos, Kiong, Hassan
ve Mohamad (2011) ise {iiniversite Ogrencileriyle yaptigi calismada Ogrencilerin karar verme
becerilerinin diigiik seviyede oldugu sonucuna ulasmislardir. Bu farkhiligin farkli yas grubu
Ogrencilere farkli 6l¢me araci kullanilmasi ve farkli karar verme durumlar1 nedeniyle olabilecegi
diistintilmektedir. Smid, Kool, Hauser ve Steinbeis, (2023) yaptiklar1 ¢alismada ¢ocukluk doénemi
boyunca ¢ocuklarin son derece sofistike karar verme stratejileri kullanabildigini gostermektedir.
Bununla birlikte, karar verme stratejileri arasindaki esnek, insan gelisiminde kritik derecede geg
gelisen bir bilesen olabilir. Elde ettikleri sonuglarin arastirmanin sonuglariyla uyumlu oldugu ifade
edilebilir. Karma arastirma yontemi perspektifiyle degerlendirildiginde, ogrenciler problem
durumunu belirleme ve degerlendirme, secgenekleri degerlendirme ve karar degerlendirme
becerilerine yonelik elde edilen nitel bulgular ile karar verme beceri diizeyinin incelendigi nicel
bulgular birbirinin dogrulamamustir. Karma Yontem Etiketinin “uyumsuz”

olarak belirlendigi sonucuna ulagilmistir.
Oneriler
Aragtirmanin sonuglarindan hareketle:
e  Karar verme becerisine yonelik sinif iginde gozlem yaklasimi ile aragtirmalar yapilabilir.

e  Karar verme beceri diizeyinin belirlenmesine yonelik farkli smif basamaklarinda nicel

gelenekte arastirmalar yapilabilir.
e  Karar verme becerisinin gelistirilmesi amaciyla okul, 6gretmen, aile is birligi yapilabilir.

e Ogretmenler tarafindan, smif ortamlarinda karar verme becerisini iceren etkinliklere

dayali yaklasim kullanilabilir.

e  Karar verme becerisinin gelistirilmesinin 6niindeki zorluklarin iyilestirilmesine yonelik

olarak sosyal bilgiler dersi 6gretim programinda bu beceriye daha fazla yer verilebilir.

e Arastirmanin karma sonuglarindan hareketle, 6grencilerin karar verme becerilerini

belirlemeye yonelik farkli 6l¢me araglarinin kullanilmasi 6nerilebilir.
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Introduction

The National Council for the Social Studies [NCSS], which provides important data on the
social studies course, states that the main purpose of social studies is "...to help young people make
informed, rational decisions for the public good in an interconnected global world, in democratic
societies with cultural differences (NCSS, 2010). The Ministry of National Education (MEB), on the
other hand, emphasizes in the Social Studies Curriculum (2005) that students should be raised as
"...interpreting knowledge according to their experiences, forming, using, and organizing knowledge
within social and cultural contexts (critical thinking, creative, correct decision-making), and having
developed social participation skills...". In this context, when the social studies curriculum (MEB, 2005;
MEB, 2018) is examined, it is acknowledged that it includes the knowledge, skills, values, and
attitudes necessary for raising individuals who have self-actualized, democratic, and effective
citizenship skills. One of the skills in the social studies curriculum, which helps students to organise

themselves and their social life in the process of preparing for life, is the decision-making skill.

Decision making can be defined as the process of choosing between two or more possible
alternatives (Juniper, 1976, p. 10). In this case, the person obtains information about the options
available to him/her based on his/her own feelings and thoughts, processes the information and this
information guides the decision process (Phillips, Pazienza, and Ferrin, 1984). Decision-making
behavior is a universal process, and all human beings must make important choices between
competing options. These situations might vary with historical context and technological
developments (Mann, Radford, Burnett, Ford, Bond, Leung, Nakamura, Vaughan, and Yang, 1998).
When individuals are faced with a situation in which they must make a decision, set goals, evaluate
these goals and finally put into practice the ideas that are thought to be the best way to move towards
the goal (Brynes, 1998, p. 9). In the decision process, the aim is to eliminate uncertainty, framing the
decision in this context requires identifying gains, losses, risks, costs, and benefits (Minda, 2021, p.
394). People aim to be happy with their decision (Colakkadioglu, and Giicray, 2012, p. 388) and to
achieve success (Brynes, 2003, p. 208). The choices in the decision process can be personal decisions

such as determining a university/department, career planning, marriage, and work, as well as social
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decisions such as determining the management of a group or community. In this context, it can be
stated that the decisions people make have an important impact on determining and directing their
future both personally and socially. Tekin and Ulas (2016) state that "decision-making skills can be
taught to individuals through education, and the effect of decision-making skills is of great
importance for children to solve the problems they encounter in their daily lives from primary school
onwards and to adapt to social life and become social and active individuals" (pp. 28-29). Similarly,
Tricia (2023) states that decision-making skills can be learnt rather than being innate, and that school

offers an ideal environment for direct teaching and frequent practice of decision-making skills.

In Turkey, decision-making skill is included among the 9 basic skills aimed to be acquired in
all curricula (MEB, 2005). It is acknowledged s seen that decision-making skill is one of the most
important skills to be developed especially in social studies curricula (MEB 2005; MEB, 2018; MEB,
2023). The 2005 Social Studies Curriculum's vision statement "..to raise citizens who interpret
information according to their experiences and use it in social and cultural contexts, think critically,
make the right decisions..." (MEB, 2005) indicates that this skill has a special importance in the social

studies course.

Since decision-making skill is one of the important skills that students should acquire in the
field of education and social studies education, various studies on decision-making skills have been
found in the literature on teachers, prospective teachers, primary, secondary, high school and
university students (Altay, 2020; Cimsir and Baysal 2019; Levin and Nolan, 2014; Osam and Balbay,
2004; Sever, 2018; Tetik, 2013; Ucar, 2019). However, when the relevant literature was examined, no
study was found that dealt with the elaboration and explanation of decision-making skills by
obtaining in-depth data with secondary school students with mixed method during the period when
this research was conducted. Therefore, this study is expected to contribute to the literature in this
sense and is considered as important. This study aims to understand and explain the decision-making
skills of secondary school students. In line with this purpose, the following questions were sought to

be answered in the study:
1. What is the decision-making skill level of the seventh-grade students?
2. What is the seventh-grade students' use of case-based decision-making steps?

3. To what extent do seventh-grade students' use case-based decision-making steps to confirm

their decision-making skill levels?
Method

In this study, the mixed method was used in which quantitative and qualitative research
designs were used together in order to obtain deeper and more detailed information. It is a research
method in which quantitative and qualitative data are collected simultaneously or sequentially and

analyzed at the end of this process. Priority may change in this research method. After the qualitative
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or quantitative design is prioritized, the data are integrated through multiple stages (Hanson, Clark,
Petska, Creswell, and Creswell, 2005, p. 224). In the mixed method research, determining the priority
and weight of qualitative and quantitative data, the order of collecting quantitative and qualitative
data, how the data will be analyzed, and at which stage of the analysis the data will be combined
reveals the design in mixed method research (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). In this mixed method
study, Convergent Parallel Design (Convergent Parallel Design, Simultaneous, Combining (Variation)
Design) was used. In the convergent parallel design, quantitative and qualitative data are given equal
importance. Quantitative and qualitative data are collected separately simultaneously, combined, and
related during interpretation (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018, p. 193). In addition to providing more
data, this combination provides a holistic perspective that qualitative and quantitative data set alone

cannot provide (Creswell, 2019, p. 36).
Ethical Authorizations of the Research

In this study, all the rules specified in the "Directive on Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics of Higher Education Institutions” were followed. None of the actions specified under the
second section of the Directive, "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics", have

been carried out.

Ethics committee permission information: Name of the ethical review committee = T.R. Gazi

University Measurement and Evaluation Ethics Sub-Working Group
Date of ethical evaluation decision= 08. 09. 2020
Ethical assessment certificate number= 91610558-604.01.02-

Sample

In determining the study group of this research, Sampling in Combining (Variation) Design
approach, one of the mixed method designs, was adopted. "In this design, while random or non-
random sampling can be used in the quantitative part, purposeful sampling should be used in the
qualitative part.” (Creswell, 2019, p. 83). Accordingly, random sampling was used in the quantitative
part of the study. The main feature of the random sampling method, also known as random sampling
method, is that it has a high power to represent the universe. It carries the prerequisite that the
probabilities of sampling units being selected for sampling are equal and independent.”
(Biiytlikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz, and Demirel, 2012, p. 85). In the qualitative part of the
research, typical case sampling, one of the purposeful sampling methods, was used. In typical case
sampling, units reflecting an ordinary situation or phenomenon are selected as a sample. Typical case
sampling is the situations that have enough data to explain the phenomenon to be examined among

the similar situations in the universe (Yildirim, 2019).
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Data Collection

In the study, two data collection tools, namely “Decision Making Skill Scale” (DDSS) and
“Case-Based Decision-Making Skill Activity Form” (CBSEF), were used to examine the decision-

making skills of the seventh-grade students.
Decision Making Skill Scale

“Decision Making Skill Scale” was developed by Sever and Ersoy (2018) to determine
students' decision-making skills. The scale consists of 15 items in four-point Likert type (never 1 point,
sometimes 2 points, usually 3 points, always 4 points). The score range of the scale items varies
between 15 and 60. The lowest score that can be obtained from the Decision-Making Skill Scale is 15
and the highest score is 60. The ranges and interpretation of the scores obtained from the scale are as

follows:

1 to 15 points 16 to 30 points 31 to 45 points 46 to 60 points

1 (Very Low Level) 2 (Low Level) 3 Medium Level) 4 (High Level)

Decision Making Skill Scale, content validity control, Lower-Upper 27% Groups Item Total
Correlation, Test-Retest correlation, and Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient were used to
ensure the validity and reliability of the scale. For the Lower-Upper 27% Groups Item Total
Correlation, the item-total correlation values ranged between .48 and .67 and the t value was
significant (p<.001). According to these findings obtained by the researchers, it is concluded that the
validity of the items in the scale is high, they can distinguish students in terms of the feature they are
supposed to measure, and they are items intended to measure the same behavior. For the test-retest
reliability, the researchers applied the scale to 55 students at 20-day intervals and calculated the
Pearson Correlation between the measurements as .79. Based on this finding, the researchers
concluded that the stability of the scale against time is high. Cronbach Alpha coefficient is .89. In this
study, expert opinions were obtained from two measurement and evaluation experts and two social
studies educators in order to apply the Decision-Making Skill Scale to the seventh-grade students
aged 13-14. According to the expert opinions, it was found appropriate to use the scale in this age
group. In addition, reliability and validity analyses were conducted for the 13-14 age group. As a
result of the reliability and validity analyses, the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of the Decision-Making
Skill Scale was .89. This finding shows that the internal consistency of the scale is high for the seventh-

grade students.
Case Study Based Decision Making Skill Activity Form

“Case Study Based Decision Making Skill Activity Form” was used to examine the students'
behaviors of following the steps in the decision-making process. The case study in the form was

written by the researcher based on the real problem/situation encountered by the students in three of
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the secondary schools where the research was conducted. The steps of decision-making processes in
the activity form were utilized from the literature. In the “Case Study Based Decision Making Skill
Activity Form”, it was developed to examine the steps in the decision-making process of the students
based on the case study; to recognize/define the problem/situation, to identify and evaluate the
options, to evaluate each option according to the criteria and to make a decision. The developed
activity form was submitted to collect the opinion of 2 social studies experts and after the necessary
arrangements were made, a pre-application was made, and in the pre-application, it was applied to 7
students to see whether the sample event and questions were understood, and whether the time was
sufficient or not. After the pre-application, the activity form was finalized. In this context, the activity

form includes a case study text and 6 questions.
Analyzing the Data

In the data analysis section, information about quantitative, qualitative, and mixed method

data analysis techniques according to the research questions is stated.
Analyzing the Quantitative Data

SPSS IBM 22.0 programme was used for the analysis of the quantitative data of the research.
In this direction, information about the analyses used in SPSS IBM 22.0 programme according to the

research questions of the research is explained.

According to the first research question of the study, descriptive analysis was performed in

SPSS IBM 22.0 programme to determine the decision-making skill levels of the students.
Analyzing the Qualitative Data

Content analysis was used to analyze the data obtained from student activities. Content
analysis is defined as a systematic and repeatable technique in which some words of a text are
summarized into smaller content categories by coding based on certain rules" (Biiyiikoztiirk et al.,
2012, p. 240). In this study, MAXQDA, a professional software used for the analysis of qualitative
data, was used to analyze the data obtained from teacher, parent and student interviews and student
activities. Firstly, the data obtained from teacher, parent, student interviews, and student activities
were transcribed and defined as a MAXQDA project. All the interview statements transcribed and
uploaded to the MAXQDA programme and the written statements collected from the students were
tried to be understood as clearly as possible by the researcher. Then, coding and categorization were
carried out. "Codes are labels with symbolic meanings that describe, explain or interpret the data
collected during research". Coding is based on a process that requires gradual work as a team to
determine consistency and harmony. This provides a good reliability with a clear determination of the
codes (Miles, Huberman, and Saldana, 2014, pp. 77-89). In this study, after the coding and

determination of categories were completed in stages, similar and different codes were revealed by

732



KEFAD Cilt 25, Say1 1, Nisan, 2024

three different researchers while some codes were merged, and some were renewed after which the
codes and categories were finalized. It was ensured that the categories were clear enough to enable
other researchers to reach the same results when they analyzed the same data (Biiyiikoztiirk et al,,
2012, 242). As a result of the analysis of the coding, direct expressions related to the findings were

included, and frequency (f) tables, density tables and code maps were used to visualize the data.
The Mixed Method Analysis

In this study, as the first step of mixed method analysis, qualitative and quantitative data were
analysed separately according to steps of each method. Then, in order to compare the quantitative and
qualitative data, the analysis was continued to seek answers to six mixed method research questions.
For the convenience of comparing quantitative and qualitative data, "side-by-side common
representation” (Creswell, 2019, p. 89) tables were created. In the tables, similar and opposite findings
were shown side by side for better understanding. Frequency, percentage, codes, and mixed method
labels developed by Fitzpatrick (2011) were used in the presentation of both quantitative and
qualitative data. Mixed method labels are "labels used to "confirm" or "contradict" data when
quantitative and qualitative data directly address the same phenomenon or topic and clearly confirm
or contradict each other" (Fitzpatrick, 2011, p. 236). In this study, the mixed method label "congruence"
was used when the quantitative and qualitative findings were similar and supportive, "partial
congruence" when they were partially congruent, and "incongruence" when they were different and

contradictory.
Findings and Interpretation

In this part of the research, the findings based on the results of the analyses related to the
purpose and sub-purposes of the research and the interpretations made in line with the findings

obtained are stated.
Quantitative Findings and Interpretation
What are the decision-making skill levels of the seventh-grade students?

In this question of the research, the decision-making skill levels of the seventh-grade students

were analyzed. The findings obtained from the analyses are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Total scores of decision-making skill levels of seventh grade students

n The lowest point The highest point X Ss
Total 520 21 60 50.74 7.61

When Table 1 is analyzed, it is found that the lowest score obtained from the total decision-
making skill scores of the seventh grade students is 21 and the highest score is 60. The arithmetic

mean obtained from the total scores is 50.74 and the standard deviation is 7.61. These findings can be
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interpreted as the seventh grade students' decision-making skill levels are high when the cut-off

values of the scale scores are taken into consideration.
Qualitative Findings and Interpretation

What is the status of the seventh grade students' use of case-based decision-making skill steps?: In
this question of the research, the students were expected to answer the following questions about the
case study in the "Case Study Based Decision Making Skill Activity Form". "Evaluate the situation,
identify the problem.", "Evaluate all options for your decision (obtaining information about possible
options)", "Evaluate the appropriate or inappropriate choices with reasons and evidence.", "State the
value/importance of your decision for you.", "Write your decision for lunch break.", "Explain why you
made this decision (stating reasons and evidence for the decision)". Based on these questions, the
responses of the students were analyzed to determine the steps in the decision-making process such as
recognizing/defining the problem (situation), identifying, and evaluating the options, evaluating each

option according to the criteria and making a decision. The findings obtained from the analysis of

these questions are given in Table 2.
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Female student Male student Total

p Identifi
roblem Identified " % o % - %

Problem Identified 9 22,5 4 12,5 13 18,1
Problem Partially Identified 175 3 25 15 20.8
No Problem Identified 24 60 20 62,5 44 611
Total 40 100 32 100 72 100
Evaluating Options Female student Male student Total

n % n % n %
Options Considered 3 7,7 3 97 6 8,6
Options Partially Evaluated 4, 30.8 10 323 2 314
Options Not Evaluated. 24 615 18 58,0 4 60,0
Total 39 100 31 100 70 100
Option Justification Female student Male student Total

n % n % n %
Options Justified 6 15 4 12,9 10 14,0
Options Partially Justified 14 35 11 355 25 35.0
Options Not Justified 20 50 16 51,6 36 51
Total 40 100 31 100 71 100
Determining the Female student Male student Total
Value/Significance of the n % n % n %
Decision
Determined the
Value/Significance of the 9 22,0 11 35,5 20 27,8
Decision
Valu'e/Significan'ce of Decision 15 36,5 4 13,0 19 26,4
Partially Determined
Yalue/significance of tl.1e 17 415 16 515 33 458
judgement not determined
Total 41 100 31 100 72 100
Decision Making Female student Male student Total

n % n % n %

Decision Made 22 55 12 38,7 34 47,9
No Decision Taken 18 45 19 61,3 37 52,1
Total 40 100 31 100 71 100
Justifying the Decision Female student Male student Total

n % n % n %
The Decision is Justified 18 46,2 11 35,5 29 41,4
The Decision is Partially 13 333 1 35,5 o4 343
Reasoned
Decision Not Justified 3 20,5 9 30 17 243
Total 39 100 31 100 70 100
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Determining the problem situation: When Table 2 is analyzed, it is reported that among the
students (72) who were asked to use case-based decision-making steps, 13 (18.1%) determined the
problem situation, 15 (20.8%) partially determined the problem situation, and 44 (61.1%) could not
determine the problem situation. Among female students (FS) (40), 9 (22,5%) identified the problem
situation, 7 (17,5%) partially identified the problem situation, and 24 (60%) could not identify the
problem situation. Among male students (MS) (32), 4 (12,5%) identified the problem situation, 8 (25%)
partially identified the problem situation and 20 (62,5%) could not identify the problem situation.
Based on this finding, it can be interpreted that female students are better at determining the problem
situation than male students. Examples of students' direct answers about those who determine the
problem situation, those who partially determine the problem situation and those who cannot

determine the problem situation are as follows:

Those Who Identified The Problem Situation: FS, 54: "The problem here is that he has difficulty in
deciding what to do and where to spend time during lunch break.", FS, 63: "He is indecisive because
he wants to eat and spend time with his friends. In other words, the problem of the child in the case
study is the time of the lunch break.", FS, 72: "The problem in this example is that the student has

difficulty in choosing one of the 4 options during the 1-hour lunch break."

Those Who Partially Identified The Problem Situation: FS, 10: "The short lunch break", MS,16:

"Insufficient time during the lunch break"

Those Who Could Not Identify The Problem Situation: MS, 30: "I have a monotonous life.", FS, 33:

"There is no problem.", FS, 17: "Making feeding time in the classroom.", FS, 24: "Going to school.",

FS, 11: "I am uncomfortable with the fact that our class starts at 8.30 a.m. and lunch break

starts at 12.00 p.m. in a school with regular single education.”

ES, 7: "1 go to the school canteen.”, MS, 42: "It would be better to eat at the school cafeteria

because it would be less time wasting."

As can be understood from the statements of the students given here, it is seen that some of
them could not determine the problem at all, and some of them expressed their decisions directly
rather than determining the problem. This finding can be interpreted as that more than half of the
students could not determine the problem situation correctly in order to make an effective decision

and that they had difficulty in determining the problem situation among the decision-making steps.

Evaluating Options: When the table is analyzed, students who were asked to use case-based decision-
making steps were expected to identify (sort) and evaluate the options at this stage. Accordingly,
among the students (70), 6 (8,6%) evaluated the options, 22 (31,4%) partially evaluated the options,
and 42 (60,0%) could not evaluate the options. Among female students (39), those who evaluated the

options were 3 (7,7%), those who partially evaluated the options were 12 (30,8%), and those who could
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not evaluate the options were 24 (61,5%). Among male students (31), those who evaluated the options
were 3 (9,7%), those who partially evaluated the options were 10 (32,3%), and those who could not
evaluate the options were 18 (58,0%). Based on this finding, it can be interpreted that male students
are partially better at evaluating options than female students. Examples of students' direct answers
about those who evaluate the options, those who partially evaluate the options and those who cannot

evaluate the options are as follows:

Those who evaluated the options, those who partially evaluated the options and those who

could not evaluate the options:

MS, 65: "My options are: coming home, buying meals to eat, eating in the cafeteria, eating
from the canteen. FS, 13: "I would prefer not to go home, we have eliminated that in the classroom, we
are left with eating in the canteen, I think this is the most appropriate.”, FS, 54: "What makes the most
sense to me is lunch time in the classroom because you cannot fulfil all your wishes with others." FS,
66: "I would make more lunch breaks.", MS, 57: "I don't go to school, I don't like the junk food in the
canteen, I go home to eat healthy.", MS, 2: "I use my lunch hour in the classroom.", FS, 71: "They
should not go to the school cafeteria, they should eat in the school canteen, they should study in the
classroom instead of going home." FS, 72: "I do lunch time in the classroom, the reasons are that I do
not give money to the school cafeteria and canteen because meals at home are better and healthier,
and the reason why I do not go home is that I can spend time with my friends while I go home.", FS,
70: "They should not go to the school cafeteria, they should have lunch time in the school canteen, they

should study in the classroom instead of going home."

Students are expected to determine and evaluate which options are available in the decision
situation in the case study in the activity form. As can be understood from the statements of the
students given above, it is saliently reported that most of them could not identify and evaluate the
options or they only identified them, commented on the decision or directly stated their decision
instead of evaluating the options. From this finding, it can be interpreted that students have difficulty

in evaluating the options among the decision-making steps.

Justifying Options: When the table is analyzed, it is acknowledged that among the students (71) who
were asked to use case-based decision-making steps, those who justified the options were 10 (14.0%),
those who partially justified the options were 25 (35.0%), and those who could not justify the options
were 36 (51.0%). Among female students (40), those who justified the options were 6 (15%), those who
partially justified the options were 14 (35%), and those who could not justify the options were 20
(50%). Among male students (31), those who justified the options were 4 (12.9%), those who partially
justified the options were 11 (35.5%), and those who could not justify the options were 16 (51.6%).
Based on this finding, it can be interpreted that more than half of the students could not justify the
options among the decision-making steps and that there was no significant difference between male

and female students in justifying the options. Examples of students' direct answers about those who
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justified the options, those who partially justified the options and those who did not justify the

options are as follows:

Justifying Options: MS, 57: "We don't have a cafeteria at school, I don't like the junk food in the
canteen." MS, 59: " Eating out is inappropriate for me as there is a lot of poisoning meals, for example,
a few children got poisoned because they ate out and we don't know what they put in the food." MS,
65: "What suits me more is to come home because the food made at home is healthier, the others are

not suitable for me because I don't know what they are made of."

Options Partially Justified: FS, 67: "I don't eat from the school canteen as much as possible.", ES, 71:

"We eat and study in the garden because we want to use our time efficiently."

Those Who Could Not Justify The Options: FS, 72: "All of them are suitable for me.", FS, 25: "1.30
hours is suitable, and the current hour is not suitable." FS, 67: "I do not eat from the school canteen

unless it is compulsory."

Students are expected to justify their choices in the decision process. As can be understood
from the students' statements given here, it is clearly understood that most of them did not justify the
options, but instead expressed their decisions. From this finding, it can be interpreted that students do

not justify the options to a great extent in the decision-making steps.

Decision Value/Importance Determination: When the table is analyzed, it is found that among the
students (72) who were asked to use case-based decision-making steps, 20 (27,8%) determined the
value/importance of the decision, 19 (26,4%) partially determined the value/importance of the decision
and 33 (45,8%) could not determine the value/importance of the decision. Among female students (41),
9 (22%) determined the value/importance of the decision, 15 (36,5%) partially determined the
value/importance of the decision, and 17 (41,5%) could not determine the value/importance of the
decision. Among male students (31), 11 (35.5%) determined the value/importance of the decision, 4
(13%) partially determined the value/importance of the decision and 16 (51.5%) could not determine
the value/importance of the decision. Based on this finding, it can be interpreted that male students
are better at determining the value/importance of the decision than female students. Examples of
students' direct answers about those who determine the importance/value of the decision, those who
partially determine the importance/value of the decision and those who cannot determine the

importance/value of the decision are as follows:

Determinants of the Importance/Value of the Decision: FS, 45: "Because my friends are important and
valuable to me, I feel happy and peaceful when I eat with them, so it is important.” MS, 46: "Because I
am meticulous about food, I think different foods are good, so I eat in different places on a daily
basis." MS, 59: "It is a very nice place for me, and we eat there safely.” MS, 72: " What is important with

regard to my decision about going home is that I see my family even if it is just a little bit."
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Partially Determining the Importance/Value of the Decision: MS, 65: "It is very important for me to
use time well.", FS, 60: "When I come home, my mother makes the food I want, and I think she eats

healthy." MS, 57: "Because my home is close."

Those Who Could Not Determine The Importance/Value Of The Decision: FS, 70: PT, 33: "It is
worthless because a 1-hour break does not change anything for me.", "Its value for me is that the time
should be extended, even sometimes we cannot eat, so we have to take a break from eating, so its
importance and value is great for me." ES, 67: "It is better to eat at home." MS, 71: "Lunch break is our

only break to be away from stress."

As can be understood from the statements of the students given here, it can be interpreted that
the students could not determine the value/importance of the decision to a great extent from the
decision-making steps, but when their statements in other stages of decision-making are taken into

consideration, it can be interpreted that they are better at this step.

Decision Making: When Table 27 is examined, it is found that among the students (71) who were
asked to use the case-based decision-making steps, 34 (47.9%) of them made decisions and 37 (52.1%)
of them did not make decisions. Among the female students (40), 22 (55%) made decisions and 18
(45%) did not make decisions. Among male students (31), those who made a decision were 12 (38.7%)
and those who did not make a decision were 19 (61.3%). From this finding, it can be interpreted that
more than half of the students made decisions according to the case study. It can also be stated that
according to the case study, more than half of the female students made decisions, while more than
half of the male students could not make decisions. Examples of students' direct answers about

decision makers and non-decision makers are as follows:

Decision Makers: MS, 55: "Eating in the cafeteria." FS, 72: "Having a lunch time at school." MS, 63:
"Going to the school canteen." FS, 57: "I would like to spend time with my friends during lunch break,
but I cannot spend enough time with them because the time is a little short. For this reason, I would

like the lunch break time to be extened."

Those Who Cannot Make Decisions: FS, 69: "It is necessary for students,” FS, 3: "The time should be
extended a little more," MS, 23: "I think the lunch break should be 50 minutes,” MS, 41: "Reading a

book during the lunch break." FS, 42: "Lunch break should be longer."

From these statements, it is understood that some of the students made their decisions, while
others did not specify their decisions or used different expressions instead of specifying their

decisions.

Decision Justification: When the table is examined, it is found that among the students (70) who were
asked to use case-based decision-making steps, 29 (41.4%) justified the decision, 24 (34.3%) partially
justified the decision, and 17 (24.3%) could not justify the decision. Among female students (39), 18

(46.2%) justified the decision, 13 (33.3%) partially justified the decision, and 8 (20.5%) could not justify
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the decision. Male students (31) were 11 (35.5%) who justified the decision, 11 (35.5%) who partially
justified the decision, and 9 (30%) who could not justify the decision. From this finding, it can be
interpreted that students are better at justifying the decision among the decision-making steps
compared to other steps. It can also be stated that there is no significant difference between male and
female students in justifying the decision. Examples of students' direct answers about those who
justified the decision, those who partially justified the decision and those who did not justify the

decision are as follows:

Justifying the Decision: FS, 19: "The reason why I made this decision is because if they extend the
lunch break for 10 minutes, I can go home and eat healthy foods instead of eating meals ready to eat."

MS, 14: "I don't trust the food sold outside."

MS, 2: "To eat healthy." FS, 1: "Because it takes too much time to go home." PT, 38: "This
decision is the most suitable for me because I can spend time with my friends and eat at the same

time."

Those who Partially Justified the Decision: MS, 42: "The cafeteria is more beautiful." FS, 42: "I am

happier when I spend my lunch break at school."

Those Who Did Not Justify the Decision: MS, 30: "I do the same things." MS, 48: "It is calmer after
breakfast" FS, 49: "Our lunch break is very short" MS, 46: "Because it is healthy, there is no need to say

anything else."

Students are expected to justify their decisions in this step. As can be understood from their
statements given above, when their statements in other stages of decision making are taken into
consideration, it can be interpreted that they were more successful in this step as in the step of

determining the importance/value of the decision, and most of the students justified their decisions.
Mixed Findings and Interpretation

In this question of the research, the extent to which the seventh-grade students' use of case-
based decision-making steps confirms their decision-making skill levels was examined. The findings

obtained from the analyzes made in this context are given in Table 3.
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To what extent do the seventh-grade students' use of case-based decision-making steps confirm

their decision-making skill levels?

Table 3. Analyses of the seventh-grade students’ CVSQ and CVSEF data on their decision-making skills

Qualitative
Findings from the

Mixed Method
Quantitative Findings from CVSQ  Case Study Based ped Vermo
. . Label
Decision Making
Activity
The The
n lowest hightest X Ss n f %
Problem point point
Identification/Evaluation 520 4 16 13,5 2,3 72 13 18,1 Incompatible
520 7 28 233 41 72 6 8,6 Incompatible
Evaluating Options
520 4 16 138 26 72 20 288 Incompatible

Decision Evaluation

When the Table 3 is examined, it is found that the lowest score obtained from the total scores
of the seventh-grade students on the items related to decision evaluation in the CVBS is 4 and the
highest score is 16. The arithmetic mean obtained from the total scores is 13.8 and the standard
deviation is 2.6. Considering the cut-off values of the scale scores, these findings can be interpreted as
the seventh-grade students' high level of decision evaluation. Among the students (72) who were
asked to use case-based decision-making steps, 20 (8.6%) evaluated the decision. It is found that the
students' decision evaluation skills are at a high level according to the CVBS, but at a low level

according to the case-based decision-making steps.

According to this finding, it is found that different results emerged in the quantitative and
qualitative findings obtained for students' skills of identifying and evaluating the problem situation,
evaluating options, and evaluating decisions. From this point of view, when the quantitative and
qualitative findings are examined, it is found that the quantitative and qualitative findings do not
show compatibility, do not confirm each other, and the Mixed Method Label is stated as

"incompatible". Qualitative findings do not confirm quantitative findings.

Regarding the reason for the different findings obtained from the scale and the activity form,
it can be interpreted that students with advanced test solving skills may sometimes give misleading
answers to items such as scales, tests, and questionnaires. In addition, it can be interpreted that
students have difficulty with open-ended forms that require mental inquiry, analysis, and

concentration, such as the case-based decision-making skill activity form created from their real-life
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experiences. From this point of view, the importance of qualitative studies can be emphasized in terms

of addressing the phenomenon in depth and from different perspectives.
Conclusion, Discussion and Recommendations

In this study, the results of the analysis and discussions of the qualitative and quantitative
findings obtained from the Case Study Based Decision Making Skills Activity Form and Decision
Making Skills Scale of the seventh grade middle school students are included. When the students
were asked to evaluate the situation related to the case study and identify the problem, it was
concluded that the majority of male and female students could not identify the problem. When their
evaluation of the options for their decisions was analyzed, it was concluded that more than half of the
male and female students could not evaluate the options. When it was examined that they justified
their choices, it was concluded that half of the male and female students could not justify the options.
When asked to evaluate their decisions, it was concluded that half of the students could not evaluate
their decisions and that male students were better at evaluating decisions than female students. When
the students were asked to make a decision, almost half of the male and female students made a
decision, while more than half could not make a decision. When students were asked to justify their
decisions, it was concluded that the majority of male and female students partially and completely
justified their decisions. According to these results, it was concluded that students were not sufficient
in evaluating the steps in the decision-making process, although they differed according to male and
female students. These results are consistent with the results of Yalin and Oguz's (2022) study
conducted with social studies teachers and students. In his study, Sever (2018) found that almost half
of the students had difficulty in defining/expressing the decision problem, students could create
alternatives at a simple level, and they could be successful in predicting the possible outcomes of their
choices. Similarly, Crone and Van Der Molen (2007) revealed in their study that students had
difficulties in predicting the possible outcomes of their choices. Tekin and Ulas (2016) also concluded
in their study on decision-making behavior that decision-making differs according to gender.
According to the quantitative findings obtained from the Decision-Making Skill Scale, it was
concluded that the decision-making skill levels of the seventh-grade students were high. Sever's (2018)
research with the fourth-grade primary school students is consistent with this result. Heong, Othman,
Yunos, Kiong, Hassan, and Mohamad (2011) concluded that students' decision-making skills were at a
low level in their study with university students. It is inferred that this difference might emerge due to
the use of different measurement tools for different age groups of students and different decision-
making situations. Smid, Kool, Hauser, and Steinbeis (2023) pointed to the fact that children can use
highly sophisticated decision-making strategies throughout childhood. However, flexibility among
decision-making strategies might be a critically late component in human development. It can be

stated that their results are consistent with the results of this study. When evaluated from a mixed
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research method perspective, the qualitative findings on the students' skills of identifying and

evaluating the problem situation, evaluating options, and evaluating the decision, and the quantitative

findings examining the decision-making skill level did not confirm each other. It was concluded that

the Mixed Method Label was determined as "incompatible".

Recommendations

Based on the results of the research:

v

Research on decision-making skills can be conducted with an observation approach in the

classroom.

Quantitative research can be conducted at different grade levels to determine the level of

decision-making skills.
School, teacher, and family cooperation can be made to improve decision-making skills.

Teachers can use an approach based on activities involving decision-making skills in

classroom environments.

In order to improve the difficulties in front of the development of decision-making skills,

this skill can be included more in the social studies curriculum.

Based on the mixed results of the research, it can be suggested to use different

measurement tools to determine students' decision-making skills.
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