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Abstract — The purpose of this research is to develop a scale that will enable to determine the conditions of
fulfillment of students’ behaviors within the scope of learning responsibility which can be directly related to each
course and learning area in school learning. Participants of the study are 520 university students studying at
undergraduate level in different faculties. Scale development process was developed in nine stages in the direction
of literature review, subject field experts and linguists, and finalized after pilot implementation, to the research
population. The analysis of the research data was carried out by means of descriptive factor analysis. As the result
of the data analysis process, a structure with explanatory power of about 54% of the total variance was obtained
which explains the behaviors related to learning responsibility with four factors and 28 items (x2: 6856,93, df:
351; p <.000). The reliability analysis shows that, the scale has a very high level (o =.927) of reliability. The scale
developed is assessed as a validated and reliable tool that can be used to determine students' fulfillment of in-

school and out-of-school behaviors within the scope of their learning responsibility.

Key words: Learning responsibility, learning responsibility behaviors, in-school learning responsibility behaviors,

out-of-school learning responsibility behaviors.

Introduction

The quality of learning that students experience through lessons and extracurricular
activities at schools, where they spend a considerable amount of their time, has always been a
popular research topic in educational sciences. Although a noticeable proportion of human
behaviors derive from learning acquired through informal processes, behaviors acquired in
school environment through regulated and structured processes are also vital for many reasons
(Eristi, 2010).
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The main reasons of this situation that the quality of learning is not only important for
student competences, but it also provides data for different dimensions such as quality of school
and educational activities, quality of teachers, family expectations, program development
activities, and effective and efficient use of investment, employment, finance, materials and

human resources.

The literature on school learning addresses the variables affecting the quality of students’
in school learning under different categories. According to one of these explanation, the factors
that affect learning are discussed under two basic headings: student-related factors and
environmental factors (Diamond, Randolph, & Spillane, 2004; Eristi, 2011a; Gaurdino &
Fullerton, 2010). Student-related, or individual factors, refer to variables such as students’
physiological, psychological, kinetic and emotional developmental state; personality traits;
readiness to learn; self-perception; interest; self-confidence (Eristi, 2011b); motivation;
concentration; self-efficacy; learning characteristics, and learning styles and strategies (Schmit,
Miodrag, & Francesco, 2008). On the other hand, environmental factors affecting learning are
variables such as physical and psychological arrangements related to the school and the
classroom environment, teacher competences, the quality of teaching, and the methods,
techniques, tactics, strategies, teaching materials employed in the teaching process (Schafer and
Sweeney, 2012). For this reason, the results obtained about the quality of learners must be
explain by addressing individual and environmental variables together (Hanushek, Kain, &
Rivkin, 2002; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; W6mann, 2003).

When compared to the past it is also worth noting that there has been significantly more
research on student-related and individual factors affecting learning in recent years. One can
assume that the current popular interest in the relationship between learning and environmental
variables could be related to the way learning concept is defined. As a matter of fact, it would
not be illogical to assume that human beings’ tendency to explain learning by environmental
variables — which probably started as a necessity in early times when there was not enough
scientific data about many areas such as the cognitive, emotional, physiological, psychological,
biochemical and brain functioning of people — continues to exist to a certain extent today. A
view of learning with a strong focus on environmental variables is clearly based on the belief
that the results on the quality of learning can best be explained by the concept of teaching and

the quality of teaching, as in the case of behavioral theory in education. The common definition
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of teaching as an activity that guides or maintains learning is nothing more than a confirmation

of this criticism.

It is vital that research on the quality of learning (Brooks & Brooks, 1999) focuses on the
process-related actions of learners, who are the active subjects of the learning process and who
are expected to construct knowledge and build their own meanings (Clarke, 1998). In a situation
where learners are not active participants (Eristi, 1998) or where they do not show the behaviors
required by learning responsibility (Snyder, Bolin, & Zumwalt, 1992), it would be hard to
discuss knowledge construction (Wilson, 1996) or the presence of quality learning (Hmelo-
Silver & Barrows, 2008). What is more, in a situation where a learner neither takes
responsibility for his or her own learning nor shows an active participation and learning effort
in the learning process (McCabe & Trevino, 2002), environmental arrangements could just

become trivial.

The persistent emphasis on contemporary learning theories about the need to address the
teaching and learning process with a student-centered view is in parallel with the explanations
above. There is a linear relationship between the fact that learning occurs through learners’
active involvement and effort to learn and the extent to which they demonstrate the behaviors
related to learning responsibility, which can be described as the source of these actions. The
relevant literature suggests that students who are determined, highly motivated and
achievement-oriented make more efforts about in-school and out-of-school behaviors related to
their learning responsibilities (Borman & Overman, 2004; Catterall, 1998; Finn & Rock, 1997,
Lee & Loeb, 1996).

Glasser (2005) suggest that learners’ actions regarding their learning responsibilities are
not a choice but a necessity According to this view, students should not be considered free about
the behavior they will demonstrate in the classroom. The limits of behaviors are determined by
the teacher’s expectations about the course (Champagne et al., 2001). Students are expected to
act accordingly. Lickona (1991) emphasizes that responsibility is not merely a means to
success, but a necessity with moral aspects. In this respect, exhibiting behaviors required by
responsibility implies that the learner is at the same time careful and respectful to himself or
herself and to others (Ellenburg, 2001; Ruyter, 2002). Cook-Sather, (2010) describes the
teaching-learning process is a sharing of responsibility. Success of this process is only possible
by the parties involved in the teaching process and the student as the learner fulfilling their
duties and responsibilities (Hung, Chou, Chen, & Own, 2010). Moreover, the collaborative

approach (Shavelson & Huang, 2003) of the school for informing learners about their
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responsibilities and teaching them about these responsibilities (Lodge, 2007) is a key
responsibility (Boud, 1988; Lee & Smith 2001; Shavelson, 2007). Considering the fact that
learning is a learner-centered process, effective teaching behaviors naturally include
encouraging students to take their own learning responsibilities (Diamond et al., 2004),

motivation and providing guidance (Fisher & Frey, 2008; Shavelson, 2007).

Responsibility is when a person determines his or her attitudes and behaviors in a
particular context and accepts the consequences. Learning responsibility is when the learner
makes the necessary decisions to obtain quality learning outcomes, manages his or her own
learning process, monitors and evaluates learning outcomes and takes the necessary measures
(Hill, 2002; Roper, 2007). It is defined as identifying learning objectives (Savin-Baden & Major
2004), being ready (Sierra, 2009) and willing (Clayton, 2003) to learn (McCombs, 2001), taking
active role in individual and collaborative activities in classroom (Felder & Brent, 2009),
concentrating on learning (McCombs, 1992), selecting and managing learning resources,
having positive attitudes of school and learning (McCombs, 2001), eliminating learning errors
and accepting one’s own learning outcomes (Sing, Granville & Dika, 2002), self-control
(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005), focusing on doing the best, showing good examples, taking
the tasks seriously (Warren, 1996), fulfilling the tasks elaborately (Discenza, Howard, &
Schenk, 2002) and timely (Kitsantas & Zimmerman, 2009).

Research Obijectives

This study aims to develop a valid and reliable scale that will measure the extent to which
learners perform behaviors within their learning responsibilities. Developing an up-to-date
scale of learning responsibility with proven validity and reliability based on the literature
findings could help eliminate a significant gap in the subject area. In addition, this scale
development study could be considered significant since research on the contemporary learning
theories suggests that learners have the primary responsibility for the learning process,
knowledge is constructed through learners’ active involvement and effort, and learners’ efforts
are the key determinants in achieving quality learning outcomes (Davis & Sumara, 2002).
Determining learners’ behaviors within their learning responsibilities that can be directly
related to each course and content area by using a scale with a proven validity and reliability
could analyze the existing situation and, more importantly, help identify the possible problems

and their causes. In the light of the main objective stated, our research questions are as follows:
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Method

In relation to the issue of scale development, there are different explanations about the
stages in which such a process should be carried out. In this study, the scale development
process was carried out in a nine-stage process that is widely accepted in the relevant literature
(DeVellis, 2011; Haladyna & Rodriguez, 2013). These steps are as follows: Firstly, a thorough
literature review is conducted in order to determine the learning responsibility that is intended
to be measured and the behaviors that might be related to this feature. In the following stage, a
comprehensive item pool is established based on the data obtained in the literature review. Next,
the scale format that can be used when measuring this property is decided. The following steps
include development of a rough draft of the scale, evaluation of the items by field experts, a
pilot implementation, necessary revisions based on the pilot implementation results, and
administration of the rough draft of the scale to the selected research sample. Validity and
reliability tests are conducted after the implementation and the final draft of the scale is
obtained. In this study, the work carried out in relation to each stage is explained in order and

in detail in the scale development process.

Scale development process

An item list consisting of 56 statements was established based on the review of the
literature on learning responsibility and the behaviors that are expected to be fulfilled by
individuals who have this sense of responsibility. In the item construction process, the
identification of behaviors related to learning responsibility was not only limited to the learners’
in-school or in-classroom behaviors, but learners’ preparation, effort and previous learning as
well as their fulfillment of duties and responsibilities outside the school were also considered
as key determinants of in-classroom performance and achievement. In this respect, in-school
and out-of-school behaviors that were considered to be related to learning responsibility were

included as items in the scale construction process.

Following the formation and listing of the statements for the learning responsibility
behaviors that could be included in the scale, these statements in the list were written as items.
The number of items was finally reduced to 39 items since 17 items overlapping each other in
terms of their scopes and the quality they described. The next step after completing the item
selection process was choosing a measurement format. The rating method chosen to measure
the quality in question in our study was a Likert-type scale. It was chosen for this study because
it can collect instant data about a research topic from a large number of participants, it is

convenient for rating, it offers a high level of reliability and validity and it can efficiently be
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used to measure various emotional traits (Nemoto & Beglar, 2014). The scale draft was
structured as a five-point Likert type scale. Accordingly, it was anticipated that the participants
would indicate the likelihood of the behavior expressed in each scale item for themselves by
choosing one of these responses: “Not at all like me, Not much like me, Unsure, Very much

like me, and Exactly like me”.

In order to ensure its content and appearance validity, the draft scale form was reviewed
by four field experts who had research experience in program development, especially in
learning and teaching. In line with the feedback from the experts, seven items were removed
from the draft scale. This version of the scale, which consisted of 32 items, was reviewed by
two Turkish language experts to be evaluated in terms of language, intelligibility and grammar.
After the proposed revisions, for appearance validity and usability, preliminary implementation
of the draft scale was carried out with a group of 14 students who were doing their graduate or
postgraduate degrees in education and teaching. The final draft of the five-point likert scale was
obtained before the primary implementation and after the instructions were written and page
design, numbering and other layout arrangements were completed for the 32-item version of
the scale. The research data were obtained by administering the final draft of the scale to the

participants during the autumn semester of 2016-2017 academic year.

Participants

The participants were undergraduate students of different departments and faculties
(education and science faculties) at a state university in Turkey. The participants were selected
through a simple random sampling method. The sample size was determined based on two
criteria. According to the first criterion, it was necessary to reach a sample of at least five times
the number of items in the scale (Tavsancil, 2006). According to the second criterion, a sample
size of 300 or more people would yield good statistical results for factor analysis (100 weak,
200 acceptable, 300 good, 500 very good and 1.000 excellent) (MacCallum, Widaman,
Preacher & Hong, 2001). Therefore, the adequate number of participants for our research was

determined as 580 based on these two basic criteria.

A total of 42 participants who could not be reached because they were not at school on
the planned application date and time and another 18 people who did not respond to the scale
items in accordance with the instructions were excluded from the sample. As a result, the data
for our study were obtained from a total of 520 participants who responded to the data collection
tool in accordance with the instructions. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the

participants.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Gender
Male Female Total

n % n % n %

Mathematic 24 4.6 15 2.9 39 75

Physics 17 3.3 11 2.1 28 5.4

Biology 21 4.0 14 2.7 35 6.7

Chemistry 13 25 12 2.4 25 4.8

Mathematic Education 42 8.1 23 44 65 12.5

Social Sciences Education 25 4.8 16 3.1 61 11.7

Major of Primary School Education 26 5.0 19 3.7 45 8.6
Study English Language Education 35 6.7 34 6.5 69 13.3
German Language Education 28 5.4 11 2.1 39 7.5

French Language Education 21 4.0 13 2.5 34 6.5

Education of the Hearing Impaired 34 6.5 19 3.6 53 10.2

Education of the Mentally Disabled 33 6.4 14 2.7 47 9.0

Total 319 61.3 201 38.7 520  100.0

As can be seen in Table 1, there were more male students (61.3%) than female students
(38.7%) in the sample. While 36.9% of the participants were doing degrees related to science
and mathematics (i.e. Mathematics, Physics, Biology, Chemistry and Mathematics Education),
the rest of them (63.1%) were doing degrees related to social sciences or language education
(i.e. Social Sciences Education, Primary School Education, Education of the Hearing Impaired,
Education of the Mentally Disabled, English Language Education, German Language

Education and French Language Education).

Results and Interpretation

The appropriateness of the data obtained by administering the scale to the sample for the
factor analysis was tested with several criteria. According to the literature on scale
development, a sample of 520 participants was considered to be a sufficient number for the
factor analysis (Field, 2009). Secondly, the sampling adequacy of the selected sample was
checked by a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. The values that this measurement result can take
range from O to 1. Those values closer to 1 indicates that the correlation structure among the
scale items is compact and that the factor analysis can yield reliable results. In scale
development studies, KMO values of .60 and above are considered to be acceptable values
(Pallant, 2001). The KMO value obtained in our analysis was .930, which indicates a result that
is almost ideal (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Considering the correlation among the scale
items, the value obtained for their additivity under certain factors is also very high (?: 6856.93;
df: 351; p <.000).

Because there might be a relationship among the items, the factor analysis was run

through the principle component analysis and using the direct oblimin rotation technique. The

Necatibey Egitim Fakiiltesi Elektronik Fen ve Matematik Egitimi Dergisi
Necatibey Faculty of Education, Electronic Journal of Science and Mathematics Education



488 Development Of A Learning Responsibility ...

Ogrenme Sorumlulugu Ol¢eginin Gelistirilmesi ...
principal component analysis identified four major factors that accounted for about 54 percent
of the total variance (53.992) and the core values of which exceeded 1. For analyzes in social
sciences, a variance rate of 40% or more is considered to be adequate or acceptable (Scherer,
Wiebe, Luther & Adams, 1988). In this study, the total variance explained by the four factors,
53.992, shows a good variance ratio. In addition, the diagram analysis of the scree test (Field,
2009), which is run to determine the number of significant factors and the magnitude of the

resulting eigenvalue to represent the number of factors, suggests four rapid declines.

According to the values obtained in the factor analysis process, four items (“I try to
determine the dimensions and components of the course”, “I identify strong and up-to-date
aspects of the course”, “I get information about the ways and methods of my successful friends”
and “I review my friends homework, project and research reports”) that had factor loads lower
than .40, a value between the factor loads obtained in different factors lower than .10, values of
kurtosis and skewness outside the acceptable limits, and that formed an item alone while
appearing as an independent factor were excluded from the scale. As a result, we obtained a
scale that consists of four factors and 28 items belonging to these factors. According to this
structure, based on the responses to all the positively loaded 28 items, the minimum possible
score on the scale is 28 (28x1) and the maximum possible score is 140 (28x5). Higher scores
on the scale indicate presence of behaviors required in terms of learning responsibility whereas

lower scores indicate a lack of these behaviors.

In terms of factor-item structure of the scale, the first item consists of seven items, the
second factor consists of nine items, the third factor consists of eight items and the fourth factor
consists of four items. Secondly, based on the analysis of the scale items in terms of the factors
which they are clustered under and their properties, the first factor is called “preparation for
learning”, the second factor is called “active engagement in learning”, the third factor is called
“monitoring learning outcomes” and the fourth factor is called “enriching learning”. The item
loads of the scale items range from .770 (max) to .480 (min). According to the literature on
scale development, those items with values equal to or lower than 0.32 are weak, those with
values of 0.45<p<0.54 are acceptable, those with values of 0.55<p<0.62 are good, those with
values of 0.63<p<0.70 are very good and those items with values equal to or higher than 0.71
are excellent (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In the light of this, our four-
scale and 28-item scale has 3 acceptable items, 9 good items, 13 very good items and three

excellent items.
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An internal consistency test was run to analyze the reliability of the scale. The overall

reliability coefficient value for the scale is 0=.927. According to the factor-based analyzes, the

reliability level is .864 for the first factor, .860 for the second factor; .816 for third factor, and

.757 for the fourth factor. According to the literature on evaluating the alpha coefficient, values

of 0.60<a<0.69 indicate a sufficient reliability level, values of 0.70<a<0.89 indicate a high

reliability level and values higher than 0.90 indicate a very high reliability level (Field, 2009,

Ozdamar, 2011). In the light of this, the overall value of a=.927 for our scale has a very high

level of reliability. Table 2 shows the distribution of the scale items according to the factors,

score means, standard deviation values, item total correlations and item loads.

Table 2. Factor and Item Statistics

. . . Mean  Standard Item total Item

Factor 1: Preparation for learning L .
Deviation  correlation load

7. Bef_ore the beginning time (_)f classes, | definitely take my 4.27 0.90 0.440 0.709
place in the classroom and wait for the lesson preparedly.
14.1 cer_talnly fulfill my duties and responsibilities about the 4.14 0.92 0506 0683
courses in advance of classes.
23. | have th@j tools, materials and learning resources that | 4.44 0.77 0.462 0.683
may need during the course at the ready.
8. | set personal achievement goals for the courses | take. 4.03 0.72 0.612 0.648
16. | inquire about the knowledge skills and other 4.10 0.88 0.574 0.581
competences related to my courses.
19. I attend all classes except for in certain extreme situations. 3.92 1.06 0.545 0.553
2.1 go_to classes by pre-reading and preparing for the topics 3.23 1.06 0511 0.480
to be discussed.

o . . Mean  Standard  Item total Item
Factor 2: Active engagement in learning o g

Deviation  correlation load

1.1 mgke every effort to participate actively in class activities 386 0.93 0.581 0.684
and discussions.
13. 1 shgre my personal opinions about the topics covered in 358 1.09 0.583 0.646
classes in the classroom environment.
17. For points that | have difficulty in understanding, | ask
the course instructor to provide examples and additional 3.96 0.92 0.565 0.639
information.
25. For points that | have difficulty in understanding, | ask
the course instructor questions and strive to learn the subject 3.87 0.97 0.664 0.610
thoroughly.
6. During classes, | try to find answers in my mind to the
questions asked by the course instructor or my friends about 4.05 0.84 0.624 0.571
the subject.
3. _Durlng (_:Iasses, | Create personal questions about the topic 387 0.88 0.632 0.556
being studied and try to find an answer.
5.1 foc_us all my attention on in-class activities during classes 432 063 0.632 0.553
and strive to learn.
4.1 strive to recognize important information about the topics 413 076 0.630 0.538
covered in classes.
15. | take notes to remember important information about 4.00 0.93 0.627 0.498

lesson topics and to review them when necessary.
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. L . Mean  Standard Item total ltem
Factor 3: Monitoring learning outcomes Deviation  correlation load
9. | make every effort to get detailed feedback from the course
instructor about the quality of products such as homework, 3.12 1.23 0.485 0.770
project and research report.
20. During non-school times, I go through my class notes/course 3.83 0.93 0620 0.748
materials to review what | have learnt in lessons.
12. 1 immediately try to catch up with what I miss in classes that 3.88 0.96 0712 0717
| cannot attend.
28. 1 try to identify my learning strengths and weaknesses about 369 087 0679 0.681
my Courses.
24. | certainly obtain information about the topics covered and 3.95 0.92 0682 0677
tasks and assignments given in classes that | cannot attend.
10. If there are topics that | cannot comprehend during classes, | 3.85 0.93 0674 0.584
do supplementary work to eliminate my learning weaknesses. ' ' ' '
27. | make every effort to get detailed feedback from the course 357 1.03 0650 0583
instructor about my exam results and learning weaknesses. ' ' ' '
11. When | underachieve in my courses, | question the reasons 3.92 0.90 0583 0554
for that.

Mean  Standard Item total Item

Factor 4: Enriching learing Deviation  correlation load

21. | follow and read the contents of information sources such as

printed or electronic journals, newspapers, books and websites 3.72 0.96 0.614 0.692
that contain information about course subjects.

18. | make use of online information resources such as open

source courses and educational portals to improve my academic 3.73 101 0.554 0.688
knowledge related to courses.

26. In order to increase my knowledge, | conduct further research 356 0.99 0631 0.668
on the topics discussed in classes.

22. 1 explore different opportunities to apply the knowledge and 3.69 1.02 0611 0.623

skills | have learned in lessons.

Discussion

This research aims to develop a valid and reliable scale that will measure the extent to
which learners perform behaviors within their learning responsibilities related to their learning
experiences at school. In this study, the scale development process was carried out in a nine-
stage process. The data were obtained from 520 undergraduate students of different departments

and faculties at a state university.

The exploratory factor analysis yielded a scale structure that consists of four factors and
28 factors dependent on these factors, has a high level of validity and reliability, and accounts
for about 54% of the total variance. In this structure, the first factor consists of seven items, the
second factor consists of nine items, the third factor consists of eight items and the fourth factor

consists of four items.

Based on the analysis of the scale items in terms of the factors which they are clustered

under and their properties, the first factor is called “preparation for learning”, the second factor
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is called “active engagement in learning”, the third factor is called “monitoring learning
outcomes” and the fourth factor is called “enriching learning”. Consisting of seven items, the
first factor, preparation for learning, includes students’ behaviors in relation to out-of-school or
pre-course learning responsibilities such as fulfilling the tasks and assignments given before
classes, pre-class reading and research to maximize learning during classes, having learning
tools and resources at the ready, behaving in accordance with class hours and duration and
attendance policy. Consisting of nine items, the second factor, active engagement in learning,
deals with students’ actions, efforts and behaviors in relation to their responsibilities during
classes. Consisting of eight items, the third factor, monitoring learning outcomes, deals with
students’ actions and behaviors in relation to their responsibilities after classes during non-
school times such as supplementing learning, making revisions and eliminating learning
weaknesses. Consisting of four items, the fourth factor, enriching learning, deals with students’
behaviors that they are expected to exhibit in order to supplement and enrich their in-school

and in-class learning and to expand their knowledge and skills.

The relevant literature suggests that the learning responsibilities of students cannot be
explained solely by in-school responsibility behaviors (Borman & Overman, 2004; Catterall,
1998; Finn & Rock, 1997). The behaviors to be addressed in the context of learning
responsibilities are not limited to the efforts and behaviors within the classroom (Brooks and
Brooks, 2006). The main determinants of the quality of in-classroom efforts or, in other words,
behaviors such as preparing for and monitoring learning process, and supplementing and
enriching learning are behaviors related to learning responsibility that must be fulfilled outside

the school.

Research suggests that students’ awareness of their learning responsibilities is not limited
only to in-school learning, but it is also a key determinant of lifelong learning (Devlin, 2002;
Hughes, 2001; Stockdale & Brockett, 2010). In addition, the bewildering variety of information
and communication technologies and the use of internet-based learning resources (Lin and
Hsieh, 2001; Hung et al.,, 2010) have made the maximal demonstration of learning
responsibility behaviors essential (Garrison, Cleveland-Innes, & Fung, 2004; Hartley &
Bendixen, 2001; Hsu & Shiue, 2005). In the light of this, it is of great importance to determine
the responsibilities of learners, who are the active subjects of learning process, about their own
responsibilities and the extent to which they can fulfill these responsibilities. On the other hand,
it is also critical to develop a scientific scale on learning responsibility so that further research

can explore the variables that affect the fulfillment of learning responsibility behaviors. In this
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sense, the scale developed in this study has factors and items that are compatible with the

relevant research findings in terms of content.

While the importance of learning responsibility is emphasized extensively in the
literature, but the number of scales developed for learning responsibility is rather limited. Yesil
(2013) conducted a learning responsibility scale development study and tested the validity and
reliability of the scale with primary school students. In that study, he obtained a five-point
Likert-type scale with two factors and 22 items that accounted for 41% of the total variance.
Yesil’s study aims to determine the responsibility of learning in terms of the source of
responsibility. In the scale, the first factor consisting of 16 items deals with externally directed
learning responsibility, and the second factor consisting of 6 items deals with self-regulated
learning responsibility. In our study, the item loads of the scale items range from .770 (max.)
to .480 (min). In line with the relevant literature (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Tabachnick & Fidell,
1996), our four-scale and 28-item scale has 3 acceptable items, 9 good items, 13 very good
items and 3 excellent items. Finally, according to the literature on evaluating the alpha
coefficient, values higher than 0.90 indicate a very high reliability level (Field, 2009). In the
light of this, the overall value of a=.927 for our scale on the internal consistency test has a very

high level of reliability.

Recommendations

Future research can investigate the validity and reliability of our scale for use at different
school stages. Also, this scale can be used to investigate students’ fulfillment of behaviors
related to their learning responsibilities with respect to different variables such as personal and
demographic characteristics and the quality of learning and teaching environments. Finally,
future research can employ this scale to determine students’ fulfillment of behaviors related to
learning responsibility in terms of courses belonging to different content areas and to identify

the potential problems and causes of these problems.
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Ogrenme Sorumlulugu Olceginin Gelistirilmesi
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Ozet — Bu arastirma ile dgrencilerin, okul 6grenmeleriyle ilgili, her bir ders ve dgrenme alani ile dogrudan
iligkilendirilebilecek, 6grenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki davraniglari yerine getirme durumlarinin
belirlenebilmesini olanakli kilacak bir 6l¢ek gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirmanm katilimcilart, farkli
alanlarda, lisans diizeyinde 6grenim goéren 520 iiniversite 6grencisidir. Arastirma verileri, agimlayici faktor analizi
yoluyla analiz edilmis ve ¢oziimlenmistir. Veri ¢oziimleme siireci sonucunda, 6grenme sorumlulugu ile ilgili
davranislari, dort faktdr ve 28 madde ile agiklayan (¥?: 6856,93; df: 351; p<.000), toplam varyansin yaklasik %
54’tinii agiklama glicline sahip bir yapi elde edilmistir. Gilivenirlik konusunda yapilan analizler, gelistirilen dl¢egin,
oldukea yiiksek bir giivenirlik diizeyine (0=.927) sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Elde edilen sonuglar, bu
Olcegin, 6grencilerin, 6grenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki okul i¢i ve okul dist davraniglar1 hangi dlciide yerine
getirdiklerini belirlemek amaciyla kullanilabilecek, yiiksek diizeyde gecerlik ve guvenirlige sahip bir arag

oldugunu goéstermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ogrenme sorumlulugu, &grenme sorumlulugu davramslari, okul i¢i 6grenme sorumlulugu

davranislari, okul dis1 6grenme sorumlulugu davranislari.

OZET

Giris

Ogrenmenin niteligi ile 5grenme siirecinin 6znesi olan, bilgiyi yapilandirmalar1 ve kendi
anlamlarini olusturmalar1 beklenilen 6grencilerin (Clarke, 1998) siire¢ igerisindeki davraniglari
arasinda, olduk¢a yiiksek diizeyde bir iliski s6z konusudur (Brooks, ve Brooks, 1999).
Ogrencinin etkin katilimecr olmadigi (Eristi, 1998), dgrenme sorumlulugunun gerektirdigi
davraniglar1 gostermedigi (Snyder, Bolin, ve Zumwalt, 1992), ¢aba harcamadig1 bir durumda
bilginin yapilandirilmasindan (Wilson, 1996), ve nitelikli 6grenmenin varligindan s6z etmek

oldukca guctiir (Hmelo-Silver ve Barrows, 2008).
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Ogrencinin, kendi 6grenmeleri konusunda sorumluluk tasimadigi, 6grenme siirecine
etkin, aktif katilim ve 6grenme c¢abasi gostermedigi (McCabe ve Trevino, 2002) bir durumda,
cevresel diizenlemeler de 6nemini kaybedebilecektir. Cagdas 6grenme kuramlarinin, 6gretme
ve Ogrenme siirecinin 6grenci merkezli bir bakis agisiyla ele alinmas1 gerektigi konusundaki

wisrarli vurgulamalari, yukaridaki agiklamalarla ortiismektedir.

Glasser, (2005), 6grencilerin 6grenme sorumlulugu ile ilgili eylemlerinin bir tercih degil,
bir zorunluluk oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bu goriise gore, 6grenciler simifiginde gosterecekleri
davraniglar konusunda o6zgiir olarak degerlendirilmemelidir. Davraniglarin limitlerini,
ogretmenin ders ile ilgili beklentileri tayin eder (Champagne ve digerleri, 2001). Ogrenciler, bu
beklentiye uygun davranmak durumundadirlar. Cook-Sather (2010), 6gretme-6grenme siirecini
bir sorumluluk paylasimi olarak agiklamaktadir. Bu siirecin basariya ulagsmasi, 6gretim siireci
ile ilgili taraflarm ve Ogrenen kisi olarak Ogrencinin, gorev ve sorumluluklarmi yerine
getirmeleriyle mimkunddr (Hung, Chou, Chen, ve Own, 2010). Daha da 6tesi, 0grenmenin
olusmasi ve siirdiiriilmesi i¢in okulun 6grenciyi sorumluluklarindan haberdar etmesi, ona
sorumluluklarini 6gretmesi (Lodge, 2007) konusundaki isbirlik¢i yaklagimin (Shavelson ve
Huang. 2003), anahtar konumda bir sorumluluk oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Boud, 1988; Lee ve
Smith 2001; Shavelson, 2007). Ogrenmenin, 6grenen merkezli bir siire¢ oldugu ger¢eginden
hareketle, 6grencilerine kendi 6grenme sorumluluklarini almalar1 konusunda cesaret verme
(Diamond ve digerleri, 2004), giidileme, yol gésterme (Fisher ve Frey, 2008; Shavelson, 2007)
becerilerinin, etkili 6gretmenlik davranislar1 arasinda gosterilmesi, bu gercekligin dogal bir

sonucudur.

Ogrenme sorumlulugu, grencinin nitelikli grenme sonuglari elde edebilmek i¢in gerekli
kararlar1 almasi, kendi Ogrenme siirecini yOnetmesi, Ogrenme sonucglarini izlemesi,
degerlendirmesi ve gerekli 6nemleri almasi olarak agiklanabilir (Hill, 2002; Roper, 2007).
Ogrenme hedeflerini belirleme (Savin-Baden ve Major 2004), 6grenmeye hazir (Sierra, 2009)
ve istekli olma (Clayton, 2003), smif i¢i bireysel ve isbirligine dayal etkinliklerde etkin gorev
alma (Felder ve Brent, 2009), dikkatini 6grenmeye odaklama (McCombs, 1992), 6grenme
kaynaklarinin se¢imi ve yonetimi, okula ve 6grenmeye iliskin olumlu tutumlara sahip olma
(McCombs, 2001), 6grenme eksiklerini giderme, kendi 6grenme sonuglarini sahiplenme (Sing,
Granville ve Dika, 2002), 6z kontrol (Zimmerman ve Kitsantas, 2005), elinden gelenin en
lyisini yapmaya odaklanma, iyi rnekler ortaya koyma, isini dnemseme (Warren, 1996), gorev
ve sorumluluklar1 nitelikli bir bicimde (Discenza, Howard, ve Schenk, 2002) ve zamaninda

yerine getirme (Kitsantas ve Zimmerman, 2009) gibi basliklarla agiklanmaktadir.
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Ogrenme sorumlulugu ile ilgili davranislar, yalmzca okul ya da sinif icindeki caba ve
eylemlerle sinirli degildir (Brooks ve Brooks, 2006). Okula, derse ve o6grenmeye hazirlik,
okulda Ogrenilenleri pekistirme, zenginlestirme, ders dis1 gérev ve sorumluluklar1 yerine
getirme gibi davraniglarin 6nemli bir boliimii, okul disinda yerine getirilmesi gereken 6grenme

sorumluluguyla ilgili davranislardir.

Ogrenme siirecinin 6znesi konumundaki 6grencilerin, kendi dgrenmeleri konusundaki
sorumluluklarimi ve s6z konusu sorumluluklar1 iceren davranislart hangi Olgiide yerine
getirdiklerinin belirlenmesi bilyiik 6nem tasiyan bir konudur. Ote yandan; 6grenme
sorumlulugu davraniglariin yerine getirilmesine etki eden degiskenlerin belirlenebilecegi ileri
arastirmalarin yapilabilmesi i¢in de, 6§renme sorumlulugu konusunda bilimsel dayanakli bir
Ol¢ek gelistirilmesi olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Bu arastirma, Ogrencilerin, 6grenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki davraniglar1 hangi
olclde yerine getirdiklerini belirlenebilmesini olanakli kilacak, gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lcek
gelistirilmesini amaglamaktadir. Giincel, gecerlik ve gilivenilirligi saptanmig bir 6grenme
sorumlulugu 6l¢eginin gelistirilmesinin, konu alaninda 6nemli bir boslugu ortadan kaldiracagi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ogrencilerin, her bir ders ve igerik alani ile dogrudan iliskilendirilebilecek
ogrenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki davraniglarinin, gecerlik ve giivenirligi test edilmis bir
olgek yoluyla ortaya konulmasi, var olan durumun betimlenmesi ve bu konuda yasanan olas1

sorunlarin ve nedenlerinin belirlenmesi konularinda da yol gosterici olabilecektir.
Yontem

Bu arastirmada, 6lgek gelistirme siireci, alan yazinda yaygin kabul goren (DeVellis, 2011;
Haladyna ve Rodriguez, 2013) dokuz asamali bir siiregle gergeklestirilmistir. S6z konusu
asamalar, sirastyla sdyledir: ilk olarak; 6l¢iilmesi amaclanan 6grenme sorumlulugu konusu ve
bu 6zellikle ilgili olabilecek davranislarin belirlenebilmesi amaciyla, ayrintili bir alan yazin
taramas1 gergeklestirilmistir. Izleyen asamada, alanyazindan elde edilen verilere dayal olarak
kapsamli bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Sonrasinda, bu 6zelligin Olglilmesinde
kullanilabilecek dlgek formatina karar verilmistir. Olgegin taslak yapisiin gelistirilmesi,
maddelerin alan uzmanlarinin degerlendirilmesine sunulmasi, pilot uygulama ve ardindan,
gerekli diizenlemelerin yapilarak, taslak 6l¢egin, arastirma igin segilen gruba uygulanmasi,
birbirini izleyen diger asamalardir. Uygulama sonrasinda ise gecerlik ve giivenirlik ¢aligmalari
yapilarak, 6l¢ege son bi¢imi verilmistir.

Arastirma verileri, taslak 6lgek formunun katilimcilara, 2016-2017 6gretim yili guz

doneminde uygulanmasi ile elde edilmistir. Arastirmanin katilimcilarini, Tiirkiye’de, bir devlet
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universitesinin iki farkl fakiiltesinde (egitim ve fen), farkli alanlarda, lisans diizeyinde 6grenim
goren 520 diniversite Ogrencisi olusturmaktadir. Katilimecilar, basit seckisiz Ornekleme
yontemiyle belirlenmistir. Orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin belirlenmesinde, iki olgiit géz oniine
almmistir. Bunlardan ilki, 6lgekteki madde sayisinin en az bes kati bir kitleye ulagilmasi
(Tavsancil, 2006) gerektigidir. Ikinci 6lciit ise faktdr analizi i¢in 300 kisi ve iizerinde bir
orneklem biiyiikliigiiniin iyi derecede istatistiksel sonuglar verecegi (MacCallum, Widaman,

Preacher ve Hong, 2001) bilgisidir.

Bulgular, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Olgegin, 6rneklem olarak belirlenen katilimci gruba uygulanmasiyla elde edilen verilerin,
faktor analizi igin uygunlugu cesitli Slgiitlerle kontrol edilmistir. Olgek gelistirme alan
yazinindaki kaynaklardan elde edilen bilgiler, 520 kisilik bir katilimc1 grubunun faktor analizi
icin oldukga yeterli bir say1 oldugunu (Field, 2009) ortaya koymaktadir. ikinci olarak segilen
orneklemin, ornekleme yeterliligi Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) testi ile kontrol edilmistir.
Yapilan analizde elde edilen KMO degeri ise .930'dur. Bu deger; miikemmele yakin bir sonucun
varhgini isaret etmektedir (Hutcheson ve Sofroniou, 1999). Olcek maddeleri arasindaki
korelasyon iliskisine dayali olarak, belli faktorler altindan toplanabilirlikleri konusunda elde

edilen deger de oldukga yiiksektir (y?: 6856,93; df: 351; p <.000).

Faktor analizi siireci, ana bilesen analizi yoluyla ve maddeler arasinda iliski olabilecegi
gerekcesinden hareketle, “direct oblimin” dondiirme teknigi kullanilarak gergeklestirilmistir.
Ana bilesen analizi, 6z degerleri 1'i asan ve toplam varyansin yaklasik yiizde 54"inii (53,992)
aciklayan dort ana faktor ortaya koymustur. Sosyal bilimler alaninda yapilan analizlerde % 40
ve Uzerindeki bir varyans orani yeterli ya da kabul edilebilir (Scherer, Wiebe, Luther ve Adams,
1988) olarak yorumlanmaktadir. Bu arastirmada dort faktoriin agikladigi toplam varyans olan
53,992 degeri, oldukga iyi sayilabilecek bir varyans oranin1 gostermektedir. Ek olarak, 6nemli
faktor sayisimin belirlenmesinde ve ortaya c¢ikan 6z degerin faktor sayisimi temsil edecek
biiytikliikte olup olmadigimi belirlemek amaciyla yapilan scree test diyagram analizi de (Field,
2009), 4 yiiksek ivmeli bir diisiis oldugu gostermektedir. Faktor analizi strecinde elde edilen
degerlere gore; faktor yiikii .40’tan disiik, farkli faktorlerde aldigi faktor yiikleri arasindaki
deger .10’dan diistik, basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri kabul edilebilir sinirlarin disinda olan ve
yanisira, higbir faktore dahil goriinmeyip, tek basina faktor olusturdugu belirlenen 4 madde,
Olcek yapisindan ¢ikarilmistir. Sonug olarak; 4 faktor ve bu faktorlere ait 28 maddeden olusan
bir dlcek biitiinii ortaya ¢ikmustir. Olgek maddelerinin madde yiikleri; .770 ile .480 arasinda
degiskenlik gostermektedir. Olgek gelistirme alanyazinda, madde yiikleri; 0,32 ve daha diisiik
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olan maddeler koti, 0,45<p<0,54 kabul edilebilir, 0,55<p<0,62 iyi, 0,63<p<0,70 cok iyi ve
0,71'1 asan yiiklemelerin ise miikemmel olarak (Comrey ve Lee, 1992; Tabachnick ve Fidell,
1996) kabul edildigi bildirilmektedir. Bu bilgiden hareketle, 4 faktor ve 28 maddeden olusan
bu olcek ile ilgili olarak elde edilen sonuglar; kabul edilebilir diizeyde 3 madde, iyi diizeyde 9
madde, ¢ok iyi diizeyde 13 madde ve miikemmel diizeyde de 3 madde oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Olgek besli likert tiiriinde yapilandirilmistir. Buna gore, katilimeilarin, dlgekte
yer alan her bir maddede ifade edilen davranisi, kendi davraniglarina uygunlugunu g6z oniine
alarak, “hi¢c uygun degil, pek uygun degil, kararsizim, olduk¢a uygun ve cok uygun”
seceneklerinden birini secerek belirtmeleri 6n goriilmiistiir.

Olgegin giivenirlik analizi i¢in i¢ tutarlilik testi yapilmistir. Olgek biitiinii icin elde edilen
giivenirlik katsayisi, 0=.927’dir. Faktor bazinda yapilan analizler ise, birinci faktorin .864;
ikinci faktoriin .860; tglncu faktoriin .816 ve dordincl faktoriin de .757 glvenirlik diizeyine
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Alanyazinda, cronbach alpha katsayisinin degerlendirilmesi
konusunda yapilan, 0.90’dan yiiksek degerlerin ¢ok yiiksek giivenirlik diizeyine isaret ettigi
(Field, 2009; Ozdamar, 2011) aciklamasindan hareketle, dlgek biitiinii icin elde edilen 0=.927
degerinin, gelistirilen 6l¢egin oldukca yliksek diizeyde bir giivenirligine sahip oldugunu ortaya
koydugu soylenebilir.

Olgekte yer alan maddeler, toplandiklar1 faktérler ve dzellikleri yoniiyle incelendikten
sonra, birinci faktor “6grenmeye hazirlik”, ikinci faktor “6grenmeye etkin katilim gosterme”,
ticiincii faktor “6grenme sonuglarini izleme” ve dordiincii faktor de “6grenmeyi zenginlestirme”
biciminde adlandirilmistir. Bu adlandirmaya gore; yedi maddeden olusan, 6grenmeye hazirlik
isimli ilk faktdr, 6grencilerin okul dis1 ya da ders Oncesi 6grenme sorumluluklariyla ilgili
davraniglarimi icermektedir. Ders dncesinde, kendilerine verilen gérev ve sorumluluklar: yerine
getirme davranislari, derslerden yiiksek diizeyde verim alabilmek i¢in ders 6ncesi okuma,
aragtirma yapma, vb. davraniglari, arag gere¢ ve 6grenme kaynaklarini temin etme, ders saat ve
siiresine uygun davranma, devamlilik vb. davraniglar, bu faktor altinda yer almaktadir.
Olgekteki ikinci faktér olan ve toplam 9 maddeden olusan dgrenmeye etkin katilim gosterme
faktorii, 6grencilerin ders icinde ve ders saati silirecince, 6grenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki
eylem, caba ve davramslarini igermektedir. Ogrenme sonuglarmi izleme adli, 8 maddeden
olusan iiglincii faktorde ise, 6grencilerin, ders sonrasinda, okul dis1 saatlerde, 6grenmelerini
pekistirme, tekrar etme, 6grenme eksiklerini giderme gibi 6grenme sorumlulugu kapsamindaki
eylem ve davranislar1 ile ilgili maddeler yer almaktadir. Olgegin, 4 maddeden olusan ve

O0grenmeyi zenginlestirme adi verilen dordiincii faktorii, Ogrencilerin okul ve dersigi
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ogrenmelerini kalic1 kilmak, zenginlestirmek, derste ele alinan konularda dagarciklarina yeni
bilgi ve beceriler eklemek amaciyla, gergeklestirmeleri beklenilen ¢abalarla ilgili
davranislardan olusmaktadir. lgili alanyazinda, &grencilerin 6grenme sorumlulugunun
yalnizca okul i¢i sorumluluk davranislari ile agiklanamayacagi ifade edilmektedir (Borman ve
Overman, 2004; Catterall, 1998; Finn ve Rock, 1997). Bu yoniiyle, gelistirilen 6lgegin faktor

ve maddelerinin, icerikleri yoniiyle, alanyazindaki bilgilerle ortilistiigii sOylenebilir.

Bu 6l¢egin, farkli okul kademeleri i¢in kullanilabilirligini belirlemek amaciyla gegerlik
ve glivenirlik ¢aligmalar1 yapilabilir. Yine bu 6lgek ile 6grencilerin 6grenme sorumlulugu ile
ilgili davraniglar1 yerine getirme durumlari, farkli kisisel, demografik, akademik degiskenler
yoniinden incelemeyi amaglayan arastirmalar yapilabilir. Son olarak, bu 6lgek ile 6grencilerin
ogrenme sorumlulugu ile ilgili davranislar1 yerine getirme durumlarini, farkli dersler ve igerik
alanlar1 yoniinden ortaya koyan, konu hakkinda yasanan olasi sorunlarin ve nedenlerinin

belirlenmesini konu edinen aragtirmalar gergeklestirilebilir.
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