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ABSTRACT 

The aim of study is to investigate teachers’ opinions about performance assessment with respect to 

the gender and branch variables. The study was carried out with 610 primary teachers who educated 

primary schools in Artvin and Rize cities in spring semester of 2009-2010. Survey methodology was 

used in this descriptive manner study. Data was gathered with a 35-item questionnaire which was 

developed and provided to reliability and validity by the researchers. As a result of the study, it was 

determined that teachers had positive opinions about performance assessment. Besides, it was found 

significant difference (p<0.05) between gender and Positive views about performance assessment 

(PVPA) and Negative views about performance assessment (NVPA) sub-scale of questionnaire and 

between branch and PVPA and Knowledge level about performance assessment (KLPA) sub-scale of 

questionnaire (p<0,05). 

 

Keywords: Measurement-Assessment; Performance Assessment; Teachers. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

It has been implemented a new teaching programme in Turkish for a few years. This 

programme encourages the students to have an active role and the teachers to guide the 

students (Çepni et al., 2008). It is desired that students must have necessary ability to solve 

problem, to think critically, to analyze data, to communicate with oral or writing and to self-

assessment (Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008; Sağlam-Arslan, Avcı & İyibilir, 2008). In 

addition, measurement and assessment approach has varied based on the changes in the 

curriculum. Alternative measurement and assessment based on the process have also been 
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superseded by traditional measurement and assessment ways in the new instructional 

curriculum (Çepni, 2007; Çepni et al., 2008; Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008; MEB, 2004). 

Alternative assessment is a non-traditional assessment such as filling in the blanks for 

sentences and diagrams, matching components from different columns, judging items to be 

true or false, choosing the right answer from multiple-choice items, and giving short answers 

to questions (Çepni, 2007; Çepni et al., 2008). Performance assessments are defined as 

concrete and authentic tasks that require students to do something with their knowledge and 

skills, such as giving an activity, demonstration, presentation or writing a report (Nitko, 2004; 

Shavelson, 1994). It was believed that alternative assessment provide the chance to determine 

students’ learning difficulties, learning level and realize effective learning of students (Çepni, 

2007). Besides, it was expressed that this approach helps students to obtain high level skills, 

critical perspective, creative thinking and problem solving (Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008). 

Assessment towards performance and activities related to daily life has been stressed in this 

approach. Therefore, assessment activities towards the performance have been used in the 

alternative assessments. 

Performance assessment was defined as doing something, not merely knowing and on 

process as well as product (Linn & Gronlund, 2000). Kim (2005) expressed that performance 

assessment was a student performance, creates, or products something over a long period of 

time to permit evaluation of either the process or the product, or both. According to Baron 

(1991), performance assessment is defined as a constructed response in which students are 

actively engaged in solving a realistic problem that demands more than simply recalling 

memorized knowledge. Reeves (2000) believe that performance assessment is the ability of 

learner in applying his/her knowledge and skills to real life simulations. Performance 

assessment involves asking students to demonstrate their ability to reason, to perform 

particular skills, and/or to create specific products. Teachers then observe these student 

performances or examine the student products and judge the level of student mastery 

(Stiggins, 2001). According to Shavelson, Baxter and Pine (1992), performance assessment is 

characterized by students performing concrete, meaningful tasks scored on the reasonableness 

of the procedure not simply on achieving the correct answer. It was phrased that the 

fundamental purpose of performance assessment is the improvement of student learning, not 

the rendering of an evaluation.  

Linn and Baker (1996) identified a number of characteristics of performance 

assessments. Researcher expressed that the use of open-ended tasks as a performance 

assessment. The tasks that focus on higher-order or complex skills; employ context-sensitive 

strategies; use complex problems requiring several types of performance and significant 

student time; may require group, as well as individual, performance; and allow for a 

significant degree of student choice. Moreover, performance assessment helps students to 

develop some skills such as inquiry, problem solving, oral presentation, organizing skills and 

writing (Metin, 2008; Linn & Gronlund, 2000; Kim, 2005; Nitko, 2004; Shavelson, 1994). 

Besides, performance assessment is so important that students’ science process, higher level 

thinking, creativity thinking, problem solving skills were developed (Airasian, 2001; Birgin, 

2003; Çepni, 2007; Khattri, Reve & Kane, 1998; Kubiszyn & Borich, 1993; Metin, 2008, 

Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008). Another benefit of using performance assessment is the 

collaborative aspect of performance assessment. Students participate in the process of 

designing tasks, setting criteria, and evaluating performances and products. Establishing and 

sharing criteria creates opportunities to collaborate and clarify important learning outcomes 

for teachers, students, and parents. Learners have opportunity to practice the authentic 

activities that they might encounter in real life with performance assessment. These activities 

allow them to transfer their skills to various real world related settings (Simonson et al., 
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2000). In addition, performance assessments assist instructors to have a better understanding 

of student learning (Winking, 1997). Performance assessment allows teachers to assess higher 

order thinking skills and deeper understandings (Firestone, Mayrowetz & Fairman, 1998). 

It has been seen that although performance assessment has positive impacts on the 

students, some teachers have hesitation about using it in their classrooms (Çalık, 2007; Metin 

& Demiryürek, 2009). This hesitation may stem from lack of knowledge on the performance 

assessment (Kanatlı, 2008; Metin, 2010; Metin & Özmen, 2009), unsuccessful applications, 

and unawareness of the performance assessments’ positive effects (Kanatlı, 2008; Metin & 

Demiryürek, 2009). Therefore, it is very important to determine the teachers’ opinions. Even 

though there are many studies about determining the teachers’ opinions about portfolio and 

alternative assessments in relevant literature (Adanalı, 2008; Algan, 2008; Birgin, 2003; 

Çalık, 2007; Güven & Eskitürk, 2007; Metin & Demiryürek, 2009; Orhan, 2007; Sağlam 

Arslan, Avcı & İyibilir, 2008), there are limited number of studies determining the teachers’ 

opinions about the performance assessments (Çiftçi, 2010; Metin, 2011). So, it is believed that 

the present study will have important contributions to the literature and guide to future studies. 

In this regard, the present study aims to determine the teachers’ opinions about performance 

assessment in the respect to the gender and branch variable. 

The aim of study is to investigate opinions of teachers about performance assessment. In 

accordance with this objective, the study specifically focuses on the following research 

questions: 

 What do teachers have positive opinions about performance assessment? 

 What do teachers have negative opinions about performance assessment? 

 What do teachers encounter difficulties to preparing performance task? 

 Is there a difference on teachers’ opinions about performance assessment between 

genders? 

 Is there a difference on teachers’ opinions about performance assessment between 

different branches? 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The aim of this study is to determine teachers’ opinions about performance assessment 

with respect to the gender and branch variables. This research was carried out in fall semester 

of 2010. Survey methodology was used in the study. Surveys can be useful when a researcher 

wants to collect data on phenomena that cannot be directly observed (Karasar, 2005).  

 

a) Participants 

This research was carried out in fall semester of 2010 with 610 voluntary teachers 

working elementary schools in Artvin and Rize. Sample of the research consists of 292 male 

(47.9%) and 318 female (52.1%) volunteer teachers. It was determined that 76 of these 

teachers (%12.5) were under the age of 25, 282 of them (46.2%) were between 26 and 35 

years old, 156 of them (25.6%) were between 36 and 45 years old and 96 of them (15.7%) 

were over the age of 45. Besides, according to professional experience variable, 196 (32.1%) 

between one and four years, 146 (23.9%) between five and nine years, 122 (20%) between ten 

and fourteen years 64 (10.5%) between fifteen and nineteen years and 82 (13.4%) more 

twenty years. In terms of their branch’s dispersion of teachers are; 234 (38.4%) elementary 

teachers, 76 (12.5%) science and technology teachers, 84 (13.8%) mathematic teachers, 44 

(7.2%) social science teachers, 60 (9.8%) Turkish teachers and 112 (18.4%) teacher from 

others branch such as Physical teachers, Music teachers, English teachers and Moral and 

Religion teachers.   
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b) Instrument 

In the research, a questionnaire consisted of 35 items was used to collect data. The 

questionnaire was developed and provided reliability and validity by the researchers. The 

questionnaire consisted of four sub-dimensions. The questionnaire has two parts. In the first 

part, there are some demographic questions as independent variables such as gender, age, 

professional experience and branch variable. In the second part, there is a questionnaire which 

determinate to teachers’ opinions on performance assessment.  

In this study, the questionnaire was developed through the use of five stage model 

proposed by (Karasar, 2005). In the first stage, many studies related to performance 

assessment were examined in order to determine the statements about performance assessment 

and how a questionnaire can be developed (Adanalı, 2008; Algan, 2008; Çalık, 2007; Çiftçi, 

2010; Kanatlı, 2008; Metin, 2008; Metin, 2010; Metin & Demiryürek, 2009; Metin & Özmen, 

2009, 2010; Metin, 2011). After examining the results, it was carried out interview with 15 

teachers in different branches and they were asked to four questions about the performance 

assessment. The four main questions were as follows: 1) “What do you think about 

performance assessment? Please explain”, 2) “What do you think about negative features of 

performance assessment? Please explain”, 3) “What do you think about negative features of 

performance assessment? Please explain” and 4) “Do you encounter any problems while 

applying performance assessment? Please explain”. Interview was carried out teachers in 

appropriate environment which teachers filled comfort in this environment and teachers 

explained to abstain. These interview and literature helped constitute the item pool. There are 

fifteen teachers in different branches who participated voluntarily in our study. The aim of 

selecting students in different levels is to determinate suitable statements for all teachers. 

Teachers' composition assignments were given in an environment in which the students felt 

comfortable. 

In the second stage, after interview and reviewing, an item pool was developed which 

consisted of 47 statements about performance assessment. There were 23 positive and 24 

negative statements in the item pool of draft attitude scale. After deciding on the items, an 

initial item pool was generated and 47 items were put on a five-point rating scale using 

classifications like “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “undecided,” “agree” and “strongly 

agree.” 

In the third stage, for the purpose of content validation, an initial draft of the instrument 

with 47 items on a five-point rating scale was given to a group of four education experts in the 

fields of Turkish language, educational psychology, and educational measurement. Their 

opinions helped to determine whether the selected items were valid items for assessing 

teachers’ opinions about performance assessment. Having received feedback from experts, 

twelve items were deleted because they were found unsuitable in terms of clarity. According 

to expert opinions, it was decided that this questionnaire consists of four sub-scales. First sub-

scale called on positive views about performance assessment consists of twelve items. Second 

sub-scale called on negative views about performance assessment consists of ten items. Third 

sub-scale called on knowledge level about performance assessment consists of five items. 

Forty sub-scales called on meeting difficulty form applying performance assessment consists 

of eight items 

In the fourth stage, the final draft of the attitude scale with 35 items was administered to 

610 teachers for calculating validity and reliability of the attitude scale. Teachers’ responses 

were entered in an excel file created for further analyses. 

In the last stage, the data collected from the 610 teachers in the study was analyzed by 

means of factor analysis and reliability analysis through the use of SPSS 11.5.  Before 
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conducting the factor analysis of the scale, the Kaiser–Meyer Olkin (KMO) measurement of 

sampling adequacy and Barlett’s test were calculated to evaluate whether the sample was 

large enough to apply a satisfactory factor analysis and was examined to determine 

appropriateness of factor analysis. The KMO sampling adequacy test statistic was 0.848. This 

value is higher than the threshold value of 0.01 (Kline, 1994). Barlett’s test of Spherincity 

statistic was significant [3191.18 (p< 0.01)]. Results of KMO and Barlett’s test appear to 

support the validity of the factor analysis usage for this study. The data was subjected to factor 

analysis using the principle component method. The principal components factor analysis was 

followed by a varimax rotation (rotated component matrix). These four factors of 

questionnaire explained 65.425% of the total variance. This value is appropriate considering 

that other work focused on opinions showed lower explained variance (Kline, 1994: 41%). 

Besides reliability analysis was performed for each of the emerged sub-scales, and the 

Cronbach alpha correlation coefficients were used. Then, the Cronbach alpha correlation 

coefficients were calculated among these factors. It was discovered that all of the sub-

dimensions of the questionnaire reliable coefficient changed between 0.70 – 0.83 and general 

reliable coefficient was 0.85.  

 

c) Analysis of data 

Teachers’ responses to the questionnaire were statistically analyzed according to gender 

and branch variables via SPSS 11.5 software. It is just like five point Likert Type scale and 

each statement were labelled as 5=completely agree, 4=mostly agree, 3=medium level agree, 

2=slightly agree and 1=disagree. Positive attributions were graded as 5-1 and negative 

attributions were graded as 1-5 questionnaire. Ranges of agreement with the attributions on 

the questionnaire was determined by using (n-1)/n formula and after calculations the interval 

width of the range between 1 through 5 was calculated as 0.8. The interval width of 1.00-1.80 

showed disagree, the 1.81-2.60 intervals showed slightly agree, the 2.61-3.40 interval showed 

medium level agree, the 3.41-4.20 interval showed mostly agree, and the 4.21-5.00 interval 

showed completely agree of agreement with the statements on questionnaire. The mean (x) 

percentages (%) and frequency (f) scores were computed for each attribution. In the study, 

some parametric tests such as t-test; one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) based on p=0.05 

significance level were used to clarify the significance of the differences on means. LSD test 

was used in order to determine source of the differences on means in ANOVA.  

 

FINDINGS 

The aim of study is to investigate opinions of teachers about performance assessment 

with respect to the gender and branch variables. For this aim, the questionnaire was performed 

to teachers. It is showed that results of the questionnaire have four sub-scales in tables.  

According to gender and branch, means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of 

first sub-dimension called on “positive views about performance assessments” were given in 

Table 1.  
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Table 1. Means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of first sub-dimension 
 

 

Positive views about 

performance assessment 

(PVPA) 

M F Pr Sci Tur Mat Soc Oth  x

 

1 

I think that performance 

assessment is an objective 

assessment approach 

3,14 2,69 3,06 2,74 3,00 2,57 2,82 2,93 2,90 

2 
Students were assessed versatilely 

with performance assessment. 
3,24 3,04 3,25 2,89 3,00 3,14 2,64 3,32 3,13 

3 
Performance assessment enabled 

students to evaluate themselves 
3,36 2,99 3,24 3,42 3,13 2,90 3,00 3,14 3,17 

4 
I think that performance 

assessment increase creativity 
3,35 3,11 3,04 3,58 3,00 2,95 3,36 3,64 3,23 

5 
performance assessment increase 

self-confident of students 
3,41 3,21 3,27 3,53 3,27 3,14 3,09 3,46 3,31 

6 

I think that learning with 

performance assessment are more 

detailed 
3,44 3,25 3,26 3,79 2,93 3,57 3,45 3,21 3,34 

7 

It was carried out applications 

regarding identification of 

students in performance 

assessment 

3,70 3,03 3,32 3,58 3,20 3,14 3,36 3,50 3,35 

8 

Performance assessment is a 

effective assessment approach for 

different from standard 

examination 

3,31 3,21 3,35 2,95 2,87 2,86 3,64 3,64 3,26 

9 
I identifies  students easily with 

performance assessment 
3,22 2,97 3,28 3,42 2,87 2,71 2,91 2,93 3,09 

10 
I believe that peer assessment is 

improved to students 
3,25 3,10 2,98 3,42 3,40 3,24 3,18 3,21 3,17 

11 
I think that students cannot make 

self-assessments appropriately 
3,60 3,51 3,55 3,37 3,53 3,67 3,64 3,57 3,55 

12 
I don’t believe that portfolio effect 

improvement of students 
3,12 2,75 2,96 2,68 3,00 2,71 2,64 3,25 2,92 

    M: Male; F: Female, Pr: Primary teachers, Sci: Science and Technology teachers; Tur: Turkish teachers;  

    Mat: Mathematic teachers; Soc: Social science teachers; Oth; teachers from other branches 

 

In table 1, it can be seen that mean score of 12 attributions in positive views about 

performance assessment sub-dimension are between 2.90 and 3.55. This result revealed that 

eleven attributions in this sub-dimension are in “medium level agrees” category and the other 

is in “mostly agree” category. According to gender of teachers’ variable, it was determined 

that even though male teachers responded “mostly agree” to 5
th

, 6
th

 and 7
th

 attributions, female 

teachers responded “medium level agrees”. In additions to science and technology teachers 

and teachers from other branches’ answers  the fourth, fifth and seventh attributions, science 

and technology teachers’ answers the third, ninth and tenth attributions are in “mostly agree” 

category, however, the other teachers’ answers these attributions are in “medium level agrees” 

category. Similarly, while science and technology mathematic and social science teachers’ 

answers the sixth attributions are in “mostly agree” category, in the other teachers’ answers 

these attributions are in “medium level agrees” category. 

According to gender and branch, means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of 

second sub-dimension called on “negative views about performance assessments” were given 

in Table 2.  
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Table 2. Means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of second sub-dimension 
 

 

Negative views about 

performance assessment 

(NVPA) 

M F Pr Sci Tur Mat Soc Oth  x

 

1 

I think that application of 

performance assessment is very 

difficult.  

2,91 2,66 2,75 2,63 2,53 2,90 3,18 2,82 2,78 

2 
I think that performance 

assessment is very tiring.  
2,60 2,42 2,62 2,68 2,40 2,29 2,64 2,32 2,51 

3 
I believe that performance 

assessment takes too much time 
2,34 2,53 2,52 2,42 2,13 2,48 2,27 2,46 2,44 

4 

I think that instruments of 

performance assessment is very 

expensive  
2,58 2,89 2,78 2,47 2,80 3,05 2,27 2,79 2,74 

5 
I believe that portfolio assessment 

is waste of time  
2,91 2,70 2,83 2,47 2,60 2,67 3,09 3,07 2,80 

6 
I think that check list is not 

necessary 
3,08 2,97 2,87 2,84 3,00 3,14 3,27 3,29 3,02 

7 
I think that self and peer 

assessment are waste of time 
3,08 2,83 2,81 2,26 3,00 3,05 2,91 3,61 2,95 

8 
I believe that performance task is 

not necessary  
2,89 2,87 2,88 2,47 2,87 3,00 2,36 3,29 2,88 

9 

I think that it is very difficult to 

applicability of performance 

assessment 

2,88 2,52 2,87 2,32 2,87 2,57 2,55 2,64 2,70 

10 

I don’t want to applied it if 

applicability of performance 

assessment is not compulsory  

2,53 2,45 2,57 2,00 2,20 2,19 2,09 3,18 2,49 

M: Male; F: Female, Pr: Primary teachers, Sci: Science and Technology teachers; Tur: Turkish teachers;  

     Mat: Mathematic teachers; Soc: Social science teachers; Oth; teachers from other branches 

As seen from table 2, the mean score of 10 attributions in negative views about 

performance assessment sub-dimension are between 2.44 and 3.02. This result revealed that 

seven attributions in this sub-dimension are in “medium level agrees” category and the other 

is in “slightly agree” category. According to gender variable, it was investigated that even 

though male teachers’ answers to the fourth attribution in this sub-dimensions are in “slightly 

agree” category, female teachers’ answers to this attribution are in “medium level agrees” 

category and female teachers’ answers to the ninth attribution in this sub-dimensions are in 

“slightly agree” category, whereas male teachers’ answers to this attribution are in “medium 

level agrees” category. In addition, it can be seen that although science and technology, social 

science and primary teachers’ answers to the second attributions are in “medium level 

agrees”, the other teachers’ answers to this attribution are in “slightly agree” category. 

Besides, science and technology, social science teachers’ answers to the fourth attribution, 

science and technology teachers’ answers the fifth attribution and science and technology, 

mathematics and social science teachers’ answers to the ninth attribution are in “slightly 

agree” category, despite the fact that the others teachers’ answers to these attributions are in 

“medium level agrees” category. 

According to gender and branch, means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of 

third sub-dimension called on “knowledge level about performance assessments” were given 

in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of third sub-dimension 
 

 
Knowledge level about 

performance assessment (KLPA) 
M F Pr Sci Tur Mat Soc Oth  x

 

1 
I don’t have enough knowledge 

about performance assessment 
3,75 3,47 3,59 3,95 3,13 3,62 3,55 3,64 3,60 

2 I don’t know how to assess rubric 3,52 3,32 3,42 3,42 3,60 3,24 3,36 3,46 3,42 

3 
I don’t know how to prepare 

portfolio 
3,61 3,38 3,55 3,63 3,33 3,14 3,64 3,57 3,49 

4 

I don’t know completely how to 

prepare performance and project 

task 

3,48 3,43 3,58 3,11 3,13 3,05 3,55 3,86 3,45 

5 
I have not enough knowledge about 

rubrics 
3,21 3,28 3,15 3,16 2,67 3,57 3,00 3,68 3,25 

M: Male; F: Female, Pr: Primary teachers, Sci: Science and Technology teachers; Tur: Turkish teachers;  

     Mat: Mathematic teachers; Soc: Social science teachers; Oth; teachers from other branches 

According to the mean scores of five attributions in knowledge level about performance 

assessment sub-dimensions in Table 3, are between 3.25 and 3.60. This result revealed that 

one attribution in this sub-dimension are in “medium level agrees” category and the other is in 

“mostly agree” category. According to gender variable, it was determined that even though 

male teachers’ answers to the second and third attributions in this sub-dimension are in 

“mostly agree” category, female teachers’ answers to these attributions are in “medium level 

agrees” category. In addition, it can be seen that even though Turkish teachers’ answers to 

first and third attributions, mathematic teachers’ answers to second, third and fourth 

attributions, science and technology teachers’ answers to the fourth attribution are in “medium 

level agrees” category, the other teachers’ answers to these attributions are in “mostly agree” 

category. 

According to gender and branch, means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of 

fourth sub-dimension called on “Encountering problems from applications of performance 

assessment” were given in Table 4.  
 

Table 4. Means of teachers’ answers regarding attributions of fourth sub-dimension 

 

Encountered problems during 

applications of performance 

assessment (EPPA) 

M F Pr Sci Tur Mat Soc Oth   

x
 

1 
I encounter problems during 

determining performance standards 
3,36 2,90 2,87 3,37 2,93 3,57 3,09 3,25 3,12 

2 
I am slogging during assessing of 

portfolio 
2,94 3,00 2,87 3,21 2,93 2,90 2,73 3,18 2,97 

3 

It impossible that all of students 

participate to application of 

performance assessment activities  

2,79 2,72 2,79 3,11 3,00 2,43 2,55 2,64 2,75 

4 
I am slogging during preparing of 

performance tasks 
3,24 2,90 3,06 3,05 2,73 2,76 3,27 3,39 3,06 

5 

It difficult to apply performance 

assessment activities in the classroom 

environment 

2,50 2,57 2,59 2,63 3,00 2,33 2,36 2,32 2,53 

6 
I think that determining performance 

criteria is very difficulty 
2,92 3,12 2,84 2,84 3,00 3,29 3,27 3,25 3,02 

7 
Evaluation of performance task is 

very difficult 
3,02 3,10 3,01 2,53 3,07 2,95 3,91 3,29 3,06 

8 

 I think that preparing different 

assessment form for each students are 

arduous 

2,54 2,63 2,61 2,21 2,33 2,76 2,91 2,68 2,59 

 



 

 Metin & Özmen  / TUSED / 8(4) 2011  11 

As seen in table 4, the mean score of eight attributions in encountering problems from 

applications of performance assessment sub-dimension are between 2.53 and 3.12. This result 

revealed that six attributions in this sub-dimension are in “medium level agrees” category and 

the other is in “mostly agree” category. According to gender variable, it was investigated that 

even though female teachers’ answers to the eighth attribution in this sub-dimension are in 

“mostly agree” category, male teachers’ answers to this attribution is in “medium level 

agrees”. In addition, it can be seen that although mathematics and social science teachers’ 

answers to the third attribution and science and technology and Turkish teachers’ answers to 

fifth attribution are in “mostly agree”, the other teachers’ answers to this attribution are in 

“medium level agrees” category. Besides, while teachers from other branches, mathematics 

and social science and primary teachers’ answers to the eighth attribution are in “mostly 

agree”, the other teachers’ answers to this attribution are in “medium level agrees” category. 

In  order  to  determine  whether teachers’ opinions on performance assessment  scores  

differed  between  genders  of  teachers,  an  independent-sample t-test was conducted. The 

independent-sample t-test scores can be seen in Table 5. 
 

Table 5. Independent sample t-test scores in terms of genders 
 

 Male (n=292) Female(n=318) 
t p 

 x  ss x  ss 

PVPA 39,89 5,907 37,52 7,289 4,397 ,001 

OVPA 32,20 7,535 33,14 6,501 -1,664 ,002 

KLPA 12,44 3,768 13,12 3,913 -2,186 ,267 

EPPA 24,68 5,669 25,28 5,516 -1,320 ,106 

 

The independent-sample t-test scores show that there are significant differences between 

the teachers’ PVPA (t=4.397; p<0.05) and OVPA (t=-1.664; p<0.05) sub-dimensions in terms 

of gender. However there are no significant differences between the teachers’ KLPA (t=-

2.186; p>0.05) and EPPA (t=-1.320; p>0.05). 

In  order  to  see  whether  teachers’ opinions about performance assessment scores 

differed  in  terms of teachers’ branch,  one-way  between-groups  ANOVA  test  was  

conducted.  Table 6 provides the descriptive statistics on branch of teachers. 
 

Table 6. Summary of one way ANOVA on branch of teachers 

 
Pr 

(n=234) 

Sci 

(n=76) 

Tur 

(n=60) 

Mat 

(n=84) 

Soc 

(n=44) 

Oth  

(n=112) F P 

 x  ss x  ss x  ss x  ss x  ss x  ss 

PVPA 38,8 7,95 40,0 5,08 37,2 3,90 37,2 6,04 38,4 6,09 39,3 6,83 2,22 ,050 

OVPA 32,5 7,70 35,4 6,66 33,6 4,64 32,67 5,79 33,36 5,39 30,54 7,62 4,88 ,000 

KLPA 12,7 3,87 12,7 3,52 14,1 3,33 13,38 4,08 12,91 4,35 11,79 3,73 3,47 ,004 

EPPA 25,6 6,38 25,1 5,28 25,1 4,29 25,00 4,39 23,91 4,15 24,00 5,85 1,65 ,145 

 

According to the mean scores in Table 6, science teachers have higher score on PVPA    

( x =40.00) and OVPA ( x =35.4) sub-dimensions than the other teachers. Besides, Turkish 

teachers have higher score on KLPA ( x =14.1) and primary teachers have higher score on 

EPPA ( x =25.6) sub-dimensions than the other teachers. As seen result in table 6, the 

ANOVA test scores show that in the term of teachers’ branch, while there are statistically 

difference at the p<.05 level in teachers’ PVPA, OVPA and KLPA sub-dimensions, there is 

not statistically difference at the p>.05 level in teachers’ EPPA sub-dimension. In order to 
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find out the source of the differences in teachers’ opinions on performance assessment in the 

term of teachers’ branch, LSD test was used and scores are shown in Table 7.    
 

Table 7. LSD test scores on branch of teachers 
 

 PVPA OVPA KLPA EPPA 

Branch Se p Se p Se p Se p 

Pri 

Sci .888 .188 .913 .001 .504 .970 .736 .438 

Tur .974 .095 1.001 .267 .552 .011 .807 .544 

Mat .856 .056 .880 .838 .486 .173 .709 .380 

Soc 1.106 .735 1.136 .441 .627 .761 .917 .062 

Oth .773 .524 .795 .014 .439 .034 .641 .051 

Sci 

Pri .888 .188 .913 .001 .504 .970 .736 .438 

Tur 1.162 .016 1.194 .128 .659 .035 .963 .933 

Mat 1.065 .009 1.095 .012 .604 .287 .883 .952 

Soc 1.275 .226 1.310 .117 .723 .812 1.057 .280 

Oth 1.000 .498 1.028 .000 .567 .094 .829 .205 

Tur  

Pri .974 .095 1.001 .267 .552 .011 .807 .544 

Sci 1.162 .016 1.194 .128 .659 .035 .963 .933 

Mat 1.137 .993 1.169 .425 .645 .244 .943 .888 

Soc 1.336 .348 1.373 .863 .758 .107 1.107 .269 

Oth 1.077 .049 1.106 .006 .611 .000 .892 .205 

Mat 

Pri .856 .056 .880 .838 .486 .173 .709 .380 

Sci 1.065 .009 1.095 .012 .604 .287 .883 .952 

Tur 1.137 .993 1.169 .425 .645 .244 .943 .888 

Soc 1.252 .313 1.287 .588 .710 .507 1.038 .294 

Oth .971 .029 .998 .033 .551 .004 .805 .215 

Soc 

Pri 1.106 .735 1.136 .441 .627 .761 .917 .062 

Sci 1.275 .226 1.310 .117 .723 .812 1.057 .280 

Tur 1.336 .348 1.373 .863 .758 .107 1.107 .269 

Mat 1.252 .313 1.287 .588 .710 .507 1.038 .294 

oth 1.197 .469 1.231 .022 .679 .099 .992 .927 

Oth 

Pri .773 .524 .795 .014 .439 .034 .641 .051 

Sci 1.000 .498 1.028 .000 .567 .094 .829 .205 

Tur 1.077 .049 1.106 .006 .611 .000 .892 .205 

Mat .971 .029 .998 .033 .551 .004 .805 .215 

Soc 1.197 .469 1.231 .022 .679 .099 .992 .927 

 

 As shown in table 7, source of the difference in PVPA sub-dimension arises from 

between science and technology and Turkish teachers, science and technology-mathematic 

teachers and teachers from other branches-Turkish teachers, teachers from other branches-

mathematic teachers (p<0.05). Besides, source of the difference in OVPA sub-dimension arise 

from between teachers from other branches and primary, science and technology, Turkish, 

mathematic, social science teachers; science and technology and primary, mathematic 

teachers (p<0.05). Furthermore, source of the difference in KLPA sub-dimension arise from 

between teachers from other branches and primary, Turkish, mathematic, social science 

teachers; Turkish teachers and primary, science and technology teachers (p<0.05). 
 

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS 

At the end of study, it was seen that the teachers had both positive and negative opinions 

about performance assessment. Also the teachers thought that they could understand their 

students well, it increased students confidence, developed creative thinking of students 



 

 Metin & Özmen  / TUSED / 8(4) 2011  13 

enabled them to assess in multi-ways and also enabled students to evaluate themselves. 

Teachers’ opinions about performance assessment were supported many studies in literature 

(Adanalı, 2008; Airasian, 2001; Birgin, 2003; Birgin & Baki, 2007; Çepni, 2007; Kan, 2007; 

Khattri, Reve & Kane, 1998; Kubiszyn & Borich, 1993; Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008; 

Linn & Gronlund, 2000; Metin, 2008; Metin & Demiryürek, 2009; Metin, 2010, 2011; Metin 

& Birişçi, 2010, 2011). Nonetheless teachers had positive opinions, teachers also thought that 

performance assessments were time consuming and tiring; students could not make self-

assessments appropriately in portfolio, peer assessments; there was no use in checklists. 

Negative opinions of teachers about performance assessment are the same as many studies 

determinate teachers opinions performance and portfolio assessment. Many researchers 

revealed that there are many disadvantages of performance and portfolio assessment such as 

time consuming, expensive, arduous and tiring (Airasian, 2001; Birgin, 2003; Çepni, 2007; 

Kan, 2007; Kutlu, Doğan & Karakaya, 2008; Linn & Gronlund, 2000; Metin, 2010; Metin & 

Demiryürek, 2009). Besides, in the studies of Adanalı (2008), Algan (2008), Kanatlı (2008), 

Metin (2010) and Metin and Özmen (2010), it was expressed that teachers thought students 

could not make self-assessments appropriately and using of checklist was unnecessary. It was 

very normal for teachers to have both positive and negative opinions. This situation has 

stemmed from that teachers have not already applied the performance assessment approach. If 

teachers apply activities of performance assessment consistently in the classroom, they 

increase positive opinions about performance assessment. This idea was supported by Metin 

(2010).  

In another result of study, there was a statistical and meaningful difference (p<0.05) at 

the positive views about performance assessment (PVPA) and negative views about 

performance assessment (NVPA) sub-dimensions of teachers’ thoughts about the performance 

assessments. It was found that this difference was in favour of male teachers. According to 

this result it can be said that male teachers have more positive opinions about the performance 

assessment than female teachers. This case may stem from that female teachers have less 

knowledge than male teachers. Therefore, female teachers have less positive attitudes towards 

the performance assessments. Metin (2010) and Metin and Özmen (2009) revealed that female 

teachers need more knowledge about measurement and assessment field than male teachers. 

Besides, in the studies of Kanatlı (2008) and Metin (2010) it were concluded that aspect of 

male teacher on measurement and assessment were more positive than female teachers. 

Besides, male teachers perceived to be enough fields of measurement and assessment. 

When it was investigated teachers’ opinions about performance assessment in the term 

of branch, it is seen that science teachers have more positive thought about the performance 

assessments than primary teachers and mathematics teachers. Furthermore the teachers from 

other branches such as Physical teachers, Music teachers, English teachers and Moral and 

Religion teachers have more negative opinions about the performance assessment than 

primary teachers and mathematics teachers, social studies teachers have. In other words 

science teachers have the most positive opinion about the performance assessment among the 

teachers and the teachers from other branches have the most negative opinions about the 

performance assessments. Science teachers may have the most positive opinions about the 

performance assessment may stem from that preparing performances task for science is so 

easier than other courses and performance task examples are so much abundant in the field of 

science. In the literature, the studies about the performance assessment have generally been 

made at the field of science teaching (Çepni, 2007; Çepni et al., 2008; Metin, 2010; Metin & 

Özmen, 2009, 2010; Şenel, 2008). It was thought that the sources of teachers from other 

branches have more negative opinions about performance assessment because they were not 
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wanted to using performance assessment in the classroom and they have not enough 

knowledge about this assessment.  

Another result retrieved from the study is that the teachers do not have enough 

knowledge about the performance assessment. It is seen that the teachers do not know how to 

assess rubrics, how to prepare performance and project task and portfolio. These results are 

supported by some studies in the literature. Many studies such as Adanalı (2008), Algan 

(2008), Kanatlı (2008), Metin (2010), Metin and Birişçi (2011), Metin and Demiryürek 

(2009), and Metin and Özmen (2010) expressed that teachers have not knowledge 

performance assessment. At the study, it is seen that there is no meaningful difference based 

on gender at the level of knowledge. Either female teachers or male teachers have alike of 

knowledge about the performance assessments. In addition, it is seen that Turkish teachers 

have more knowledge about performance assessment than Primary teachers and Science 

teachers. Besides, it is understood that Science teachers and Primary teachers have more 

knowledge than the teachers from other branches. In other words, consciousness of Turkish 

teachers on performance assessment is the highest among the other teachers and the teachers 

with the least knowledge about the performance assessment are Physical teachers, Music 

teachers, English teachers and Moral and Religion teachers. According to results of study, all 

of teachers need to teaching of performance assessment. However, Physical teachers, Music 

teachers, English teachers and Moral and Religion teachers need to more teaching of 

performance assessment than the others teachers. The result show that there are not sample of 

performance task and there are not enough knowledge and examples about performance task 

in course books and teacher guide books for Physical teachers, Music teachers, English 

teachers and Moral and Religion teachers. Thus, some researchers dictated that there are not 

enough examples of application about performance task in the course books (Metin, 2010; 

Metin & Demiryürek, 2009) 

The fact that the teachers do not have enough knowledge about the performance 

assessment may possible a problem while they apply this assessment approach in the 

classroom. As a matter of fact, it is understood that the teachers encounter problems when 

they determine the performance criteria, prepare the performance task and assess. When 

results of the study are related to the literature, it is understood that the biggest problems are 

that teachers do not have enough knowledge about this assessment and there are not enough 

example materials and checklists that guide the teachers in different branches. It was provided 

to carried out performance assessment appropriately that rational of performance was 

comprehend assessment to teachers and encountering problems of teachers related to 

performance assessment were removed. 
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