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Abstract: This study analyses teachers’ viewpoints on the potential undesirable 

influences of high stake exams. Seven stimulants related to undesirable influences 

of high stake exams on education were given to 191 teachers in a pairwise 

comparisons format. The participating teachers in this study were asked to choose 

one undesirable influence by comparing the stimulants given to them in pairwise 

and to determine the more prominent problem stemming from high stake exams. 

Data were analyzed via many-facet Rasch model. As a result, it was found that 

teachers considered the stimulant “school assessments turn into secondary 

importance in the eyes of students and parents” as the foremost problem stemming 

from high stake exams. On the other hand, the stimulant “administors focus on 

policies for increasing exam scores instead of policies for improving the learning–

teaching process” ranked the last in the undesirable influences of high stake exams. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Examinations are an integral part of educational processes. Individuals’ proficiency levels in 

various fields are determined via examinations and in accordance with the results obtained and 

decisions are made about the success of students, the functioning of curricula, or the quality of 

teaching. Yet, the importance of decisions made based on exam results is not always the same 

for students, parents, teachers, schools, or educational policy-makers. While some of the exam 

results form the basis for at least one key stakeholder of education to make extremely important 

decisions, some of the results are used to make decisions with relatively more restricted effects 

on individuals. Considering the impact of the decisions it creates on students, parents, education 

administrators, or policy makers and the traces they leave on individuals’ lives, exams can be 

examined under two headings; namely, low stake exams and high stake exams. 

Exams whose results are not used to make important decisions for students or educators are 

called low stake exams. Subject screening tests and quizzes given in order to determine the 

deficiencies in learning and to plan the improvements to be made in teaching are the most 

typical examples for low stake exams. Low stake exams have such an important advantage as 
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causing no stress to individuals (Simpson, 2016). On the other hand, when individuals know 

that the test they take will not have important results for them, they can lack motivation (Finn, 

2015; Kornhauser et al., 2014), which would result in doubtful approaches towards the validity 

of information that low stake exams present in relation to examinees’ performance (Wise & 

Demars, 2005). 

Tests are defined as high stake exam if individuals gain or lose a lot according to the results 

obtained from them (Coniam & Falvey, 2007). What makes an exam at high stake is often the 

impact it may have on the educational life and career opportunities of the candidates (Moses & 

Nanna, 2007). However, sometimes their impact on teachers, educational administrators, or 

educational policy makers can make an exam a high stake one. For instance, even though such 

international exams as the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and Trends 

in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) are low stake ones for students taking 

the tests, they can be high stake for governments, educational policy makers, and schools 

(Stobart & Eggen, 2012). In a similar vein, if the scores students receive from the exams they 

take are used for evaluating teachers’ performance and making decisions about their 

appointment and promotion, they have high risks for teachers but not for students (Dawson, 

2012). However, this study focuses on high stake exams that affect primarily students and 

therefore their parents. 

While high stake exams have several advantages that are referred to as justification for large 

areas of use, on the one hand, they also have a number of disadvantages causing them to be the 

focus of complaints. A number of major advantages that high stake exams offer are listed as 

follows: It is thought that the use of the in-class assessment results in order to make decisions 

about individuals causes justice problems since lecture notes can differ from teacher to teacher 

and from school to school (Holland, 2001; cited in Brockmeier et al., 2014). However, high 

stake exams are believed to make relatively fairer measurements (Phelps, 2003). Therefore, 

making important decisions about individuals according to the results of high stake exams is 

perceived by society as a more reliable (Çetin & Ünsal, 2018) and conscientious alternative 

(Baykal, 2014). Another advantage of high stake exams is that they can provide national and 

even international data on the success of students, schools, and educational systems (Acar 

Güvendir, 2014; Baines & Stanley, 2004). Other positive qualities of high stake exams include 

raising teachers’ sense of responsibility and creating the need for updating themselves (Çetin 

& Ünsal, 2018), motivating students to study harder on the one hand, and giving feedback to 

students about their strengths and weaknesses on the other hand (Stecher, 2002). 

What turns high stake exams into a controversial subject despite the above-mentioned 

advantages they offer is that the disadvantages of them are enough to overshadow their 

advantages. The disadvantages of high stake exams can be summarized as follows: Teaching 

applications (such as lab work, educational trips, etc.) and lessons not included by the exams 

are handled superficially (Taylor et al., 2003) and teaching process is regulated in accordance 

with exam content (Yeh, 2005). These exams put pressure on mainly students, parents, 

educators, and administrators (Kruger et al., 2007), ensuring that increase in students’ exam 

scores becomes the primary purpose of education (Pbrreault, 2000) and such practice moves 

education away from collaborative mentality and turns it into a rivalry-oriented system (Polesel 

et al., 2012)  

High stake exams are widely applied in many countries in the world and Turkey is not 

exceptional in using such exams. In the Turkish educational system, exams administered at a 

national scale are taken into consideration in making such important decisions as to transition 

into secondary and higher education, the selection of personnel for employment in the public 

sector, and determining the individuals who will receive specialisation training in medicine and 

dentistry. As a result of its widespread use in the educational process, research related to high 
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stake exams takes a large place in the related literature. When the studies in the literature on the 

subject are looked into, it is figured out that the effects of high stake exams on students (Amrein 

& Berliner, 2003; Banks & Smyth, 2015; Segool et al., 2013; Simpson, 2016), teachers 

(Abrams, 2004; Assaf; 2008; Brady, 2008; Christian, 2010; Dawson, 2012), parents (Polesel et 

al., 2012; Saito, 2006; Westfall, 2010), teaching-learning process, and curriculum 

implementation (Amoako, 2019; Finkeldei, 2016; Davis, 2011; Johnson, 2007; Marchant, 2004; 

Ritt, 2006; Shepard & Dougherty, 1991; Taylor et al., 2002; Togut, 2004; Vogler & Virtue, 

2007; Wright, 2002)  are generally focused. Current research in the literature provides important 

information about the undesirable influences of high stake exams in the educational process but 

does not provide any information on which of the problems stemming from high stake exams 

is prioritized or which is more in the background. However, in the literature, it is pointed out 

that the first thing to do in order to overcome the problems caused by an application is to 

prioritize the problems while the first 20% of the problems are expressed as the causes of the 

remaining 80%. According to the 80/20 rule (Knapp, 2010), the effectiveness of the steps taken 

to solve a problem depends on the fact that these steps are related to the first 20% of the 

problems (Kane, 2014). Therefore, in order to produce the right solutions for the undesirable 

influences of high stake exams, it is thought that the problems arising from these exams should 

be sorted out.  

1.1. The Purpose and Significance of the Study  

The aim of the current study is to analyse teachers’ viewpoints on the potential undesirable 

influences of high stake exams which interest almost all individuals in the society directly or 

indirectly in terms of their results through pairwise comparisons based on many-facet Rasch 

model (MFRM). The research is thought to make two important contributions to the literature: 

Firstly, this study differs from other research in the literature in that it intends to reveal the 

problems that need to be addressed primarily, beyond identifying the problems caused by high 

stake exams; the second feature of this research making it important for the literature is that it 

has a methodological difference. When the studies utilizing the scaling method through 

pairwise comparisons in the literature are examined (Nartgün, 2006; Anıl & Güler, 2006; 

Bülbül & Acar, 2012; Ekinci et al., 2012; Güler & Anıl, 2009; Nalbantoğlu Yılmaz, 2017; İlhan, 

2016; Yaşar, 2018), it can be ascertained that the analyses have been performed usually by 

means of Microsoft Excel and also they have been done on the basis of traditional psychometric 

approach. Even though the study performed by Güzeller, Eser and Aksu (2016) differs from 

other studies available in the literature in that it analyses the pairwise data by using R software, 

it is similar to other pairwise comparison studies in that traditional psychometric approach is 

dominant in the analysis process. In the present study, however, the collected data through 

pairwise comparisons are analyzed on the basis of MFRM. When the pairwise comparison data 

are analyzed within the framework of traditional psychometric approach, statements of 

indiscrimination are not permitted and the participants are always asked to make a choice 

between two stimulants (Turgut & Baykul, 1992). In such a case, some of the pairwise 

comparisons can be left unanswered and thus it becomes difficult to collect data, which may 

result in a probable loss of data. The first advantage in analyzing the data of pairwise 

comparisons emerges at this point. When the stimulants compared in pairs are analyzed using 

the MFRM, participants are not always expected to make a choice. In fact, they are allowed to 

think equivalently about the two stimulants (Linacre, 2014). Another advantage offered by 

analyzing the data of pairwise comparisons in MFRM is that statistics which provide evidence 

for psychometric properties of measurements are reported synchronically with the stimulants’ 

scale values. The fit statistics calculated for the stimulant facet, reliability coefficient, and 

separation ratio along with the scale values for the stimulants are also available in the many-

facet Rasch analysis outputs. There is evidence for both validity and reliability: Fit statistics 
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provide evidence for the former and reliability coefficient and separation ratio provide evidence 

for the latter.  

In addition, individuals inform us about whether model-data fit exists and whether there are 

interactions between facets even though they are not used for measurements in pairwise 

comparisons based on Rasch analysis (Linacre, 2014). Considering all these advantages, it is 

believed that providing a sample study analyzing pairwise comparisons data according to 

MFRM for the literature would be important. In this context, the study is also thought to have 

potential to contribute to the literature in terms of methodology.     

2. METHOD 

2.1. Research Model 

This study is a descriptive survey research. Descriptive research is based on the principle of 

revealing the present situation without any intervention and is mostly considered as a survey 

model (Erkuş, 2011). Basic characteristics of survey model include gathering information from 

individuals to define certain characteristics (attitude, belief, opinion, ability, etc.) of the 

universe to which they belong (Fraenkel et al., 2012), requiring a large sample selection to 

represent the universe, presenting standard information obtained by applying the same 

measurement tool to all individuals in the sample, and collecting quantitative data on which 

statistical procedures can be performed (Cohen et al., 2007).  

2.2. The Study Group  

The study was conducted on 191 teachers working in Turkey. Of all the participating teachers 

88 (46.07%) were female, 84 (43.49%) were male, and 19 (%9.95) did not mention their gender. 

The distribution of the teachers according to the stage of education they taught was as follows: 

41 (21.47%) primary school teachers, 74 (38.74%) secondary school teachers, and 76 (39.79%) 

high school teachers. The teachers included in the study group ranged between 22 and 61 years 

old (�̅�=34.33) and they had been teaching for 1–33 years (�̅�=10.17).  

2.3. Data Collection Tool 

The relevant literature about the potential undesirable results that high stake exams can yield 

was reviewed prior to forming the data collection tool. It was seen in the literature review that 

there were many instructional and affective undesired influences associated with high stake 

exams. While deciding on the stimulants to be included in the data collection tool, the negative 

effects mentioned in almost all of the studies were examined. Consequently, the seven 

stimulants given in Figure 1 coded as and ranked between S1 and S7 and mentioned frequently 

in most of the examined studies were determined as the major undesirable influences caused by 

high stake exams in the education process.  

The above mentioned seven stimulants were arranged in a way that the teachers involved in the 

research could make pairwise comparisons and the data collection tool was formed. The data 

collection tool included 21 comparisons containing the pairwise combinations of the seven 

stimulants as well as demographic variables of gender, age, branch, and duration of service in 

the teaching profession. An instruction about the purpose of the study and how to answer the 

measurement tool was added to the beginning of the instrument. In the directive, the phrase 

central examination was adopted instead of a high stake exam. Because it was thought that the 

term of central exam would be more understandable for teachers compared to the concept of 

high stake exam. In addition, in order to make the statement of the central exam clearer, which 

exams are included in this scope were exemplified in parentheses; namely, after the central 

exam phrase a parenthesis was opened and examples of central examination implemented in 

Turkey was listed. 
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Figure 1. The Potential Undesirable Influences of High Stake Exams in Education. 

 

Prior to its use, the data collection tool was presented to the opinion of a total of five experts, 

each with at least a PhD degree: two measurement and evaluation experts, one curriculum and 

instruction expert, one training management, one supervision and planning expert, and one 

psychological counselling and guidance expert. Experts reported that the directive and 

statements in the data collection tool were understandable and contained the main undesirable 

influences that could be associated with high stake exams. Then, two experts in the field of 

language education, one of whom attended doctorate education and the other had the title of 

associate professor, were interviewed. Data collection phase was started when experts reported 

that there were no spelling rules, punctuation marks, or problems related to narration.  

2.4. Data Collection Procedure 

The data were collected during the 2017–2018 and 2019–2020 academic years. When the 

participating teachers were asked to compare the stimulants pairs given to them in the 

instrument, they stated the more important problem arising from the high-stakes exams. They 

were also asked to indicate the comparisons they could not make. The data collection process 

was completed in this way. No missing or incorrectly filled measurement tool was found in the 

data set. On examining the data collected, it was detected that the teachers had found it difficult 

to make a choice between the two stimulants in 256 out of 4011 comparisons [(191 teachers) x 

(21 pairs of stimulants)]. It was also found that they did not have difficulty in the remaining 

3755 comparisons. 

2.5. Data Analysis 

The MFRM is an extension of the basic Rasch model and is a highly functional analysis for 

situations where there are different sources of variability that can affect the measurement results 

other than items and individuals. The MFRM was initially conceptualized as consisting of item, 

individual, and rater facets. However, later on, the model was expanded to increase the number 

of facets and the model was started to be used in different problem situations and data sets other 

than the rater mediated assessments. For example, in order to determine whether the scores of 

the dependent variable differ in terms of a categorical independent variable, studies 

(Behizadeha & Engelhard, 2014; Güler & İlhan, 2017; İlhan & Güler, 2017; Ricketts, Engelhard 

ve Chang, 2015) have been conducted using the MFRM.  

S
ti
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u
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n
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S1. school assessments turn into secondary importance in the eyes of students and parents
(Kumandaş & Kutlu, 2015; Yılmaz, 2017)

S2. it causes teachers to teach test-oriented instead of the standards set in the curriculum
(Finkeldei, 2016; Hirsch, 2016)

S3. the course content which is included in high stake exams are prioritized compared to
the content of other courses (Spann & Kaufman, 2015; Winters, Trivitt & Greene, 2010)

S4. educators' and administrators' focus on policies of boosting exam scores rather than
policies of improving the learning-teaching process (Stecher, 2002)

S5. it causes stress in stakeholders of education- such as parents, teachers, and mainly
students (Almus, 2010; Minarechová, 2012)

S6. it turns students into more vying individuals (Stecher, 2002; Yılmaz, 2017)

S7. it feeds the spirit of searching for a victim for low exam scores and accusing them
among educators and policy makers (Stecher, 2002)
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When the user manual of FACETS, which is a package program where MFRM is performed, 

is examined, it is understood that many-facet Rasch analysis can be used in pairwise 

comparisons of objects by individuals. Three components are available for each observation in 

data sets obtained in pairwise comparisons. While one of these components is the individuals 

making the comparison, the remaining two components are the two stimulants compared 

(Linacre, 2014). Thus, MFRM emerges as the suitable alternative usable in analysing the data 

of pairwise comparisons. Accordingly, the data were analysed by using the MRFM in a design 

of three facets: stimulant 1, stimulant 2, and individuals who made the comparisons. In the data 

set of the pairwise comparisons based on the MFRM, a three-category scale is available in 

which 2 is used for choosing stimulant one, 1 for failure to make a choice between the two 

stimuli, and 0 for choosing stimulant two. Since the analysis outputs reported in the findings 

section provide evidence for the validity and reliability of the measures, the psychometric 

properties of the data collection tool are not included under this heading. 

3. RESULTS / FINDINGS 

The logit map obtained by analysing the pairwise comparison data according to MFRM is 

shown in Figure 2. As is clear from Figure 2, there are four columns in the logit map.  

Figure 2. Logit map. 

 +------------------------------------+ 

 |Measr|-Stimulants|-Individuals|Scale| 

 |-----+-----------+------------+-----| 

 |   1 +           +            + (2) | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            | --- | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     | 1         |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     | 6         |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 *   0 * 2 3       * *********. *  1  * 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     | 5         |            |     | 

 |     | 7         |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     | 4         |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            | --- | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |     |           |            |     | 

 |  -1 +           +            + (0) | 

 |-----+-----------+------------+-----| 

 |Measr|-Stimulants| * = 20     |Scale| 

 +------------------------------------+ 

The column to the far left of the logit map contains scale levels. In what range the scale values 

in this column are reported is dependent on the measures of the components in the facets 
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included in the study. An examination of Figure 2 shows that the scale values for this study are 

reported to be in ±1 range. The second column of the logit map corresponds to the stimulants. 

There is a distribution in this column from the top to the bottom extending between the most 

significant undesirable influence of high stake exams and relatively less significant influences 

of those exams. Accordingly, S1 was considered as the most significant undesirable influence 

of high stake exams by teachers, while S4 was considered as a problem less severe than the 

other six undesirable influences. Column three in the logit map shows the measurements for the 

facet of individuals. The ranking in terms of examinees’ ability levels can be seen by looking 

at this column in studies aiming to measure individuals’ levels of ability. Yet, when pairwise 

comparison data are analysed in MFRM, scores for abilities cannot be found for individuals as 

in analyses in Excel. For this reason, all the teachers in the column of individuals are at the 

same point in this logit map. Column four in the logit map shows information on the scale 

categories used in this study. After the logit map, the measurement reports for the stimulant 

facet were analysed and the findings obtained are shown in Table 1.   

Table 1. Measurement Reports for the Facet of Stimulant. 

Stimulant Measure Model S.H Infit MnSq Outfit MnSq 

S1 .46 .03 1.00 1.00 

S6 .11 .03 1.02 1.02 

S2 .02 .03 1.00 1.00 

S3 –.01 .03 .98 .98 

S5 –.14 .03 .97 .96 

S7 –.20 .03 1.04 1.05 

S4 –.31 .03 .99 .98 

Mean  –.01 .03 1.00 1.00 

Standard deviation  .25 .00 .02 .03 

Chi square = 335.10             df = 6            p=.00           Separation Index = 7.75         Reliability = .98 

As can be seen from Table 1, the potential undesirable influences of high stake exams were 

differentiated significantly by the teachers [𝜒6
2 = 335.10, p<.001]. Having separation ratio above 

2 and reliability coefficient above .80 (Linacre, 2012) indicated that the measures made in the 

study were reliable. The infit and outfit statistics in Table 1 were found to take on values 

between .96 and 1.05. The acceptable range for infit and outfit statistics is .5 to 1.5 (Wright & 

Linacre, 1994). When the number of stimulants seen by the participants as equal is too high, 

the fit statistics fall below the acceptable range, and in this case, the assumptions about the 

MFRM are not met and validity issues arise. The fit statistics in the Table 1 are within the 

recommended range and make a sign that the stimulants ratio seen as equal is not at a size that 

will negatively affect model-data fit in unfavourable ways. This finding regarding the fit indices 

provides evidence for the validity of the measurements.   

The results of the stimulant presented visually in the logit map are shown numerically in Table 

1. Apparently, S1 is the stimulant having the highest scale value (.46) with a considerable 

difference. Accordingly, the teachers considered the stimulant “school assessments turn into 

secondary importance in the eyes of students and parents” as the foremost undesirable influence 

of high stake exams in the process of education, which was followed by the stimulant “it turns 

students into more vying individuals”. “It causes teachers to teach test-oriented instead of the 

standards set in the curriculum” ranked the third as an undesirable influence. The stimulant “the 

course content which is included in high stake exams are prioritized compared to the content of 

other courses” ranked the fourth and the stimulant “it causes stress in students, teachers and 

parents” ranks the fifth. The stimulant “it feeds the spirit of searching for a victim for low exam 

scores and accusing them among educators and policy makers” and the stimulant “educators’ 
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and administrators’ focus on policies of boosting exam scores rather than policies of improving 

the learning-teaching process” ranked the sixth and the seventh, respectively. 

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

According to the research results, the teachers reported that “school assessments turn into 

secondary importance in the eyes of students and parents” was the foremost undesirable 

influence stemming from high stake exams by obvious difference. The clear difference detected 

means that the primary problem to be resolved regarding the negative effects of high stake 

exams is that these tests push school assessments to the second plan. Additionally, the fact that 

this stimulant was placed the first by far can be interpreted as a remarkable consensus among 

the teachers on the negative effects of these exams. Findings regarding the first stimulant’s scale 

values being significantly different compared to the scale values of other stimulants are in 

parallel to the ones reported in the literature. Atılgan (2018), in a study on high stake exams 

administered in transition into the next stages in Turkey historically, points out that schools and 

curricula have become dysfunctional due to those exams. According to Atılgan (2018), high 

stake exams have become the goal and schools have become the instrument giving diplomas to 

achieve the goal in the current system of education. In a similar vein, Can (2017) also states 

that the great majority of students stated that the primary goal for them was success in the high 

stake exams and they attended classes in their institutions just to get a diploma. Accordingly, 

the fact that school assessments are considered as the foremost problem stemming from high 

stake exams in the eyes of parents and students is a reflection that school assessments are 

perceived as the tasks which must be fulfilled for high stake exams.  

The teachers in the study group put the fact that “it turns students into more vying individuals” 

in rank two as the undesirable influence of high stake exams. The fact that high stake exams 

have an almost vital impact on individuals’ future lives makes it inevitable that high stake 

exams trigger rivalry among students. However, the second order among the potential 

undesirable influences of this rivalry caused by the high stake exams suggests that the 

psychological impact of these exams on students may be greater than expected. In fact, the 

vying environment created by high stake exams may make it difficult to transfer the 

fundamental values such as love for charity, sharing, solidarity, and cooperation (Board of 

Education and Training, 2017) that the Ministry of National Education of Turkey aims to bring 

to students. 

According to the results obtained in this study, the stimulant “it causes teachers to teach test-

oriented instead of the standards set in the curriculum” was ranked the third in the undesirable 

influences of high stake exams. It was followed by the stimulant “the course content which is 

included in high stake exams are prioritized compared to the content of other courses” with a 

scale value very close to the one ranking the third. These stimulants, which ranked the third and 

fourth, can be regarded as the results of “considering school assessment as of secondary 

importance” and of “the increase in rivalry between students”.  More clearly, the fact that the 

importance students and parents attach to school assessment is shadowed by high stake exams 

can lead teachers to shape teaching according to high stake exams. Additionally, teachers can 

choose to plan their teaching according to the test content instead of the curriculum to support 

their students in the high rivalry environment caused by high stake exams. Thus, which of the 

stimulant is perceived as the more primary problem stemming from high stake exams can be 

connected with the cause-effect relationships between the stimulants. This view is supported 

by the Pareto principle (Jenny, 2007), which argues that priority issues are the cause of other 

problems with lower priority. 

The stimulant “stress caused by high stake exams in students, teachers, and parents” ranked the 

fifth in the undesirable influences of high stake exams. Accordingly, teachers consider the 
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affective influences of high stake exams on the stakeholders of education as a problem less 

important than the effects on learning-teaching process. Yet, it should not be forgotten that the 

situation might have stemmed from the fact that the study was conducted with the teachers, not 

with the students or parents. This is because the examinations administered in Turkey form the 

basis for decisions to be made about students but they are not used in decisions for teachers. 

Therefore, it is thought that if a study is conducted with students and parents or if such a study 

is performed in a country where high stake exams influence teachers’ wages (Brooke, 2016) 

and their position (Nichols & Berliner, 2005), the stress caused by exams can be considered as 

a more important problem. It was found in relevant literature that the stress teachers have due 

to high stake exams can differ from country/state to country/state. Abrams (2014), for instance, 

compared the pressure teachers working in and outside Florida were exposed to and found that 

80% of the teachers working in Florida felt the pressure caused by high stake exams but that 

40% of the teachers working in the other states felt the pressure.     

Searching for victims among educators, administrators, and policy makers for low exam scores 

and accusing them ranked the sixth as an undesirable influence of high stake exams. 

Administrators’ focussing on policies for boosting exam scores instead of policies for 

improving the learning-teaching process ranked the last. The fact that teachers ranked these two 

stimulants at the bottom meant that they considered the grade level and school level effects of 

those exams as more important than the effects on educational policies. This finding was quite 

different from the one obtained in Adedoyin (2013) who analysed university students’ 

viewpoints on high stake exams in Botswana educational system. It was found that the fact that 

those exams caused politicians to search for victims for low exam scores and that the exams 

offered misleading information causing politicians to make inadequate decisions about the 

process of education were the undesirable influences of high stake exams. On the other hand, it 

was also found that high stake exams did not have such effects as causing school assessment to 

lose its importance or causing the subjects included in test content to be prioritised. The great 

differences between the findings obtained in this study and those in Adedoyin (2013) can be 

considered as an indication that the effects of high stake exams on the education system vary 

from country to country.   

A review of relevant literature shows that there are studies concluding that the results of high 

stake exams influence educational policies. For instance, Buyruk (2014) reports that students’ 

achievement in high stake exams is associated with teachers’ accomplishment and that the 

results of those exams are used like instruments informing us of school and teacher performance 

according to provinces, districts, and schools. Due to this, high stake exams can lead educators 

and administrators to policies for boosting exam scores to be in a better position in comparisons 

between schools. Therefore, it would be mistaken to see the results of the study as high stake 

as exams in Turkey do not have undesirable influences such as searching for victims for low 

exam scores or educators’, administrators’, and policy-makers’ focusing on policies for 

boosting exam scores instead of policies for improving the learning-teaching process. The 

reality is that teachers do not consider these two undesirable influences as primary as the other 

stimulants.  

4.1. Implications for Practice 

This study concentrates on seven undesirable influences of high stake exams. However, the 

undesirable influences are not restricted to the ones considered in this study. There are several 

undesirable influences mentioned in the literature that affect all the stakeholders of education 

such as students, teachers, and administrators. In this context, the undesirable influences of high 

stake exams should be revised again in the light of scientific studies performed. The attention 

of stakeholders who can make regulations to reduce the undesirable influences on the 

educational system should be called to the problems that are considered more primary. Such 
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exams should no longer be the turning points for individuals so that the undesirable influences 

could be minimised. Schools should be varied and the differences between schools arising from 

physical conditions (the number of students per classroom and teacher and specially equipped 

learning environments such as laboratory, library, and gymnasium), artistic, sporting, cultural 

and social activities, social-economic conditions of the school district, and teacher 

qualifications should be reduced, and the meaning attached to exams should be minimized 

without getting away from the fact that a system without exams is impossible at the moment.  

4.2. Future Directions 

The first proposal that could be brought into the scope of the study is that the researchers would 

prefer to use MFRM instead of the traditional psychometric approach when scaling with 

pairwise comparisons. Since this study aimed to show that paired comparison data can be 

analyzed with MFRM, MFRM and traditional method comparison was not performed. Another 

research proposal that can be brought in this context is to test the agreement between the scale 

values obtanied from the paired comparisons performed according to the MFRM and the 

traditional method. Finally, this study was conducted with a study group of 191 teachers that 

was not very large. Therefore, it may be suggested that a similar study be conducted with 

different samples in order to increase the generalizability of the findings obtained in the study.  
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