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Introduction

The rapid development in Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) made changes not
only in all areas of life but also in education; and ICT has started to be used in all phases of the process
of education. Students are not able to easily and rapidly access online information sources which are
increasing and diversifying every day. As for Askar and Mazman (2013) with the rapid increase in
information and possibility to access and organize information, these sources have become primary
sources of information. Individuals use the information on web for various reasons such as education,
business life, shopping, banking transactions, booking, taking directions and learning about the weather
condition.

Today it is possible to access many resources on any subject through internet. However, it is the user
who decides whether this information accessed over internet is true and fits their objective (Kilig
Cakmak, Karaoglan Yilmaz, & Yilmaz, 2015). In most cases, users face the problem of disorientation and
do not know where they are, where they will go and what they will do (Askar & Mazman, 2013). Studies
carried out reveal that people have problems in specifying the search terms, reasoning out from the
results, analyzing the source of information with a critical point of view and in organizing the process of
search (Askar & Mazman, 2013; Griffths & Brophy, 2005; Tsai, 2009; Walraven, Brand-Gruwel, &
Boshhuizen, 2008; Yalginalp & Askar, 2003). Therefore, in order to make use of information sources on
the internet properly, initially the students need to use the right strategies in online information
searching process.

Online Information Searching Strategies

In the literature, it is seen that many definitions of “information searching” have been offered by
researchers. For instance, Case (2002) defines it as conscious effort of gaining information in order to
eliminate lack of knowledge or meet knowledge need. As for Wilson, it is searching with the aim of
reach the goals as a result of a need. As seen in the definitions, it can be realized that information
searching is an active and purposeful process. However, it is stated that people’s information searching
process can differ because of some social and personal differences (Hill, 1999; Hsu, 2014). For example,
in his research Hill (1999) examined people’s information searching behaviors and stated that users who
need control in the process of information searching use only scanning and screening, whereas the users
needing less control use in advanced searching acts like differentiating keywords and, metacognitive
strategies, such as transferring and combining. In the study conducted by Schacter, Chung and Dorr
(1988), it is revealed that during the process of searching information students prefer glance at random
online sources instead of practising in a systematic and planned way and they have difficulty in finding
information sources about the internet, but not in during well-structured information searching process.
Moreover, when compared to inexperienced ones, experienced students are more questioner about
truth and reliability of information on the internet. These findings refer that individual differences could
lead to differences in OISS.

Tsai and Tsai (2003) suggested a framework presenting an OISS. According to this framework, online
information searching behaviors involve three domains as behavioral, procedural and metacognitive,
and these three domains comprise control, disorientation, trial and error, problem solving, purposeful
thinking, selecting main ideas, and evaluation strategies. The framework showing these three domains
and involve strategies in the analysis of OISS are given in Table 1.

According to the framework in Table 1, behavioral domain is about the control and disorientation
strategies containing students’ main organization and surfing on the internet. In addition, while
procedural domain is about the trial and error and problem solving strategies involving students’ general
approach in content searching on the internet, metacognitive domain is related to the purposeful
thinking, selecting main ideas and evaluation strategies required for self-organization on the internet
and advanced cognitive activities about content (Tsai & Tsai, 2003).
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Table 1.

A Framework for the Analysis of OISS (Tsai & Tsai, 2003).

Domain OISS

Behavioral Control
Disorientation

Procedural Trial and error
Problem solving

Metacognitive Purposeful thinking
Selecting main ideas
Evaluation

Rieh (2004), in his research examining the importance of searching strategies states that the
students search information especially at their home rather than at school, and in this process because
mostly they aren’t given any help from an expert, they act individually by not been given necessary
guidance and leading. The studies conducted in the field have supported this result, as well; and have
revealed that they have difficulty in managing the process and they cannot use appropriate strategies in
this process since the students do not take necessary guidance and leading (Barrett, 2012; Fidel et al.,
1999). About these situations, which might be related to people’s awareness in searching process, MA is
thought to play a determining role.

The Role of Metacognitive Awareness in Online Information Searching Process

In the framework proposed by Tsai and Tsai (2003), MA is a dimension of self-organization learning
process and a strategy used in this process (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 1990). Self-organizing learner is
defined as an individual who organize his own study, motivational level and behaviours by controlling in
order to reach to the determined objectives (Pintrich, 1995). Self-organizing learners determine the
most appropriate learning setting, use the time well, set challenging but achievable targets, follow their
strategies to reach the targets, and make self-evaluation (Kaya, 2012).

According to the model developed by Pintrich (2000), self-organizing learning consists of four main
stages as pre-thinking, monitoring, control, and reaction-reflection. During these processes, the
students ask some questions such as “Which strategies should | use?” while planning their own learning
process; “Am | going on the right way?” while monitoring; and “Was the strategy | used useful?” while
evaluating their selves, they control the learning process (Yilmaz, 2014). As for MA about individuals’
themselves and duties, it provides opportunities for them to plan, monitor and evaluate their own
learning process with more critical way throughout these processes (Schraw & Moshman, 1995).

Schraw and Denisson (1994) discussed individuals’ MA in eight sub dimensions under main
dimensions of knowledge of cognition and organization of cognition.

According to the framework in Figure 1, knowledge of cognition comprises of knowledge of how
learning stages are applied (procedural knowledge), and knowledge of in which situation what and how
can be applied (conditional knowledge). As for organization of cognition, it involves planning about how
the learning process will be, from where it should start, which strategies should be applied (planning);
managing information sources in the light of skills and strategies, and applying if it fits for purpose
(information managing); while keeping learning process, controlling of effectiveness of knowledge level
and applied strategies (monitoring); eliminating detected errors after monitoring (debugging), and the
point reached at the end of the process, examining effectiveness of used strategies (evaluation) (Schraw
& Denisson, 1994; cited by Yilmaz, 2014).
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Figure 1. MA and sub dimensions (Schraw & Denisson, 1994).

Having MA helps individuals to play more crucial role in planning, monitoring, and evaluating their
own learning process, and in managing this process (Akyol & Garrison, 2011; Pintrich, 2012; Shraw,
2001; Zimmerman, 1990). The literature witnesses many researches on the relationship between MA
and learning processes and results (Bendixen & Hartley, 2003; Hartley, 2003; Hartman, 2001; Mokhtari
& Reichard, 2002).

Like in the learning process, in online information searching process individuals’ MA are thought to
play an important role in OISS at the point of organizing searching process, monitoring and evaluating.
Researchers indicate resources on the relationship between MA and searching process and its use are
needed (Bowler, 2010; Chiu, Liang, & Tsai, 2013; Tsai, 2001; Wu & Tsai, 2007).

The purpose of this study, which deals with the roles of MA mentioned above the relations of online-
searching process with MA, is to examine the relationship between students' MA and OISS. The study
conducted with this aim tries to find answers to the questions below:

a) What is the level of the scores students had from OISS and MA inventories?
b) Is there a significant relationship between students’ scores from MA inventory and OISS inventory?

c) What are students’ opinions on the use of MA in online information searching process?

Method

In this part, the information about research design, participants, instruments and data analysis will
be presented.
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Research Design

In this study, mixed method research design, in which both qualitative and quantitative research
methods used, was utilized in identifying the OISS and MA of undergraduate students. The reason to
choose qualitative methods together with quantitative methods is to collect more in-depth data on the
subject and to contribute to the understanding of the subject more comprehensively (Yildirm & Simsek,
2008).

Participants

The study was conducted with the students who took Computer | and Computer Il courses that are
given at university level. The participants of the study of were 419 undergraduate students studying at
different departments of a state university in Turkey at the end of the spring semester in 2014-2015
academic years.

Instruments

The instruments used in the study were: “OISS Inventory” developed by Tsai (2009) and adapted into
Turkish by Askar and Mazman (2013); “MA Inventory” developed by Schraw and Dennison (1994) and
adapted into Turkish by Akin, Abaci and Cetin (2007) and the student opinion form developed by the
researcher. In addition, in order to identify the students' views on how they use MA in online
information searching process, The Form of Determining Students' Opinions developed by the
researcher was utilized.

OISS Inventory involves 25 items and seven factors which are disorientation, evaluation, purposeful
thinking, selecting main ideas, trial and error, control and problem solving. It is a 6-point Likert type
scale and the answers range given as: 1=Not like me at all, 6 = Very much like me. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the whole scale is found as .91. And the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the factors in the
scale range between .61 and .77. The lowest score one can get from the inventory is 25 while the
highest score is 150. High score from the inventory corresponds to developed OISS (Askar & Mazman,
2013).

MA inventory enrolled 52 items and consists of 8 items: regulation of cognition, procedural
knowledge, conditional knowledge, planning, monitoring, evaluation, debugging, and information
management. It's a 5-point Likert type scale and the items are arranged and scored in the following way:
Never=1, 2=rarely, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 5= always. As a result of exploratory factor analysis, eight
sub-factors were obtained under knowledge about cognition and regulation of cognition main factors.
These sub-factors are declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, conditional knowledge, planning,
monitoring, evaluation, debugging and information management. Concurrent validity revealed that
there was .95 correlation between the two scales. Item analysis revealed item-test correlation of the
sub-scales ranged between .35 and .65. Internal consistency and test-re-test reliability of the inventory
was found as .95 (Akin et al., 2007).

The Form of Determining Students' Opinions developed in the scope of the research was used to
identify how students use MA in online information searching process. The form developed by the
researcher was given to four experts in the field of Instructional Technology to get their opinions, and it
was put into final form in accordance with the feedback given by the experts. Opinion Form was applied
to 32 students who were selected randomly from the participants.

Collection of Data

At the beginning of fall semester in 2014-2015 in the scope of the course how to read all my
information sources and what all my information searching strategies were explained to the students.
Then, during two academic semesters, students put into implementation various OISS by being given
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various activities. By this way, the students experience a certain set of knowledge and experience about
online information searching. At the end of two academic semesters, by applying instruments to the
students, students' OISS use, MA and opinions on this process were determined.

Data Analysis

Kolmogorow-Smirnov test was carried out to see whether the score of the students’ OISS and MA
levels show a normal distribution or not. It was found that the data did not show a normal distribution
(p<.05). Therefore, Spearman Brown Rank Difference Correlation Method was used to identify the
relationship in not normal distributing data analysis. In significance tests, (*).05 and (**).01 reliability
level was taken into consideration in the study.

How students make use of MA in planning, searching process, monitoring and evaluation stages in
online information searching process was analysed by considering the answers given to Determining the
Students' Opinion Form. Descriptive and content analysis techniques were used to analyse the data
collected with open-ended questions. In this study, as planning, monitoring and evaluation stages of
metacognitive model produced by Brown (1987), descriptive analysis technique was applied. In addition,
since codes were created by analysing the data collected from the students, content analysis was carried
out. During the process of content analysis, the data were examined in detail by the researcher and
classified, and then draft codes were created. The strategies followed by students before starting to
online information searching process, during searching process and at the end of the process were
classified into sub-themes. By the nature of information searching process in which the students'
answers were examined, it was revealed that students' steps were not independent from each other
and rank one within the other during monitoring and evaluation stages. Therefore, monitoring and
evaluation themes were combined and addressed as a single theme.

The data obtained were coded by the researcher, and later the data collected were coded again by a
second coder for the reliability of the study. Coding reliability was obtained by dividing the number of
codes given by both coders to total code number. Coding reliability coefficient frequency was found as
88%. For the rest, difference with 12.00%, researchers reached a consensus. When examining the
students' written statements, it was specified that the difference was due to the fact that some of the
answers given by students fell under more than one sub-theme. For this reason, the frequencies given in
the tables show the number of the codes, not the number of the students.

Results

The findings and discussion are presented respectively below.

Undergraduate Students' OISS and Findings in Relation to Scores Obtained from MA Inventory

In accordance with the first sub-question of the research, descriptive statistics, which is related to
undergraduate students’ MA and OISS levels, is presented at Table 2.

According to Table 2, the average score obtained from Undergraduate Students OISS Inventory is
113.59 (4.54 out of 6.00); and the average of scores MA Inventory is 198.61 (3.82 out of 5.00). In this
regard, it can be stated that undergraduate students' OISS are advanced. Likewise, their MA is
developed. When examining the sub dimensions in OISS Inventory, it is revealed all sub dimensions are
advanced level. In addition, looking at sub dimensions of MA Inventory, it is clearly observed that again
all sub dimensions are high level.
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Table 2.
The Distribution of Scores of Undergraduate Students OISS and MA Level.
Number of Lowest Highest
Scales items score score X ss  X/k
OISS Inventory 25 45.00 150.00 113.59 20.35 4.54
Disorientation 4 6.00 24.00 18.37 430 4.59
Evaluation 4 4.00 24.00 17.98 4.27 4.50
Purposeful thinking 4 4.00 24.00 18.05 424 451
Trial and error 3 3.00 18.00 13.99 3.43 4.66
Selecting main ideas 3 3.00 18.00 13.89 336 4.63
Control 4 4.00 24.00 17.84 432 4.46
Problem solving 3 5.00 18.00 13.47 298 4.49
MA Inventory 52 52.00 260.00 198.61 33.69 3.82
Regulation of cognition 8 8.00 40.00 31.16 5.31 3.90
Procedural knowledge 4 4.00 20.00 15.10 2.87 3.78
Conditional knowledge 5 5.00 25.00 19.51 3.51 3.90
Planning 7 7.00 35.00 26.66 495 3.81
Monitoring 8 8.00 40.00 30.15 5.87 3.77
Evaluation 6 6.00 30.00 22.59 430 3.77
Debugging 5 5.00 25.00 18.98 3.69 3.80
Information management 9 9.00 45.00 34.46 6.10 3.83

The Findings Related to Correlation between Undergraduate Students OISS and MA Scores

In accordance with the second sub question of the study, the results of the correlation analysis
conducted to determine whether there is a significant relationship between the scores of OISS and of
MA scores are given in Table 3.

Table 3.

The Results of Correlation between Undergraduate Students OISS and MA Scores.

Purposeful Trialand  Selecting Problem 0ISS
Disorientation Evaluation thinking error mainideas Control solving Inventory
Regulation of r 18" 58" 59”7 547 607 56 527 66
cognition
Procedural r .09 547 57 48" 547 517 417 577
knowledge
Conditional  r 16" 60" 627 53" 58" 527 517 64"
knowledge
Planning r 137 637 66 56 617 517 52" 67"
Monitoring  r a1 597 637 547 597 47" 48" 62"
Evaluation  r .09 597 627 517 597 497 457 617
Debugging a1 507 517 427 517 407 397 517
Information r a1 597 60" 517 60" 48" 46" 617
management
MA Inventory r 137 637 66 56 637 53" 52" 67"

**p< 01 *p<.05
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When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that there is a positive and significant relationship between MA
and OISS (r = .67, p < .01) at a medium level. Likewise, it has been revealed that there's a positive and
significant relationship between sub dimensions as evaluation, purposeful thinking, trial and error,
selecting main ideas, control and problem-solving of OISS Inventory and the sub dimensions of MA
Inventory.

However, a low-level significant relationship has been detected between disorientation sub
dimensions of OISS Inventory, with regulation of cognition, conditional knowledge, planning,
monitoring, debugging, information management sub dimensions of MA Inventory, and the whole MA
Inventory. On the other hand, any significant relationship between the disorientation sub dimension of
OISS Inventory, and procedural knowledge and evaluation sub dimensions have not been found.

The Findings Related to How Students Use MA in Online Information Searching Process

In this section, the findings related to how students use MA in online information searching process
are presented. The data of the research have been analysed according to themes and subthemes
created by Brown (1987) and the researcher, and frequencies and percent values of subthemes are
given and presented at the tables. In addition, by supplying direct quotes from participants, a detailed
picture of the study was presented. Table 4 shows themes and subthemes of answers of the students to
the questions of subthemes “Before searching online information, how do you plan information that
you will search?”

Table 4.
Before Searching Information on Internet, Students’ Opinions Related to PLANNING.
Theme Sub themes F %
Planning Process Identifying key words related to the subject 24 42.86
Specifying the scope of searching 11 19.64

Determining the searching strategies 7 12.50
Determining the websites which will be searched 6 10.71
Searching in the frame of template 4 7.14
Writing as a question while searching the subject 2 3.57
Writing as a sentence while searching the subject 2 3.57

When the Table 4 is examined, it is seen that 42.86 % of the students identify the key words related
to searching subject in the form of brief summaries, before starting online information searching
process. It could be said that while doing this, they partially summarize the subject and identify some
key words. While planning, that the students use writing the subject in the question form and in the
sentence form less was observed, as well.

Some of the students’ opinions are presented below:

S3: “Initially, before searching information on the internet, | create a template of that subject in my
mind. | do my searching according to that template”.

S7: “Firstly, | determine key concepts about the subject, and based on these concepts | do my
searching. | examine some other subjects which have a direct relation to my subject. Initially, | search
the subject as a whole. Later, | search key words and then related subjects, and finally | combine
these three”.

It can be stated that before searching the subjects most of them make a plan and select the main
ideas.

In Table 5, the themes and subthemes of the answers given by the students to the questions of
“What do you do to determine whether you move in accordance with searching plan, and to evaluate
the appropriateness of found information to searching plan?” are presented.
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Table 5.
Students’ Opinions Related to MONITORING and EVALUATING Processes While Searching Information on
Internet.

Theme Sub themes F %
Monitoring and Comparing found information to searching goals 17 34.69
Evaluation Process  Comparing found information to information on other websites 8 16.33
Comparing found information to information in books 6 12.24
Examining found information in detail 5 10.20
Comparing with background information 5 10.20
Getting help from experts 5 10.20
Getting help from peers 3 6.12

Table 5 shows that 34.69 % of the students evaluate the information by examining according to
searching their goals. As for monitoring and evaluation process, it is understood that students use
getting help from their peers the least. It is revealed that while searching in order to know whether they
are on the right way or not, students make comparison mostly with searching goals and then examining
information at other websites, and consulting to books, experts and their peers. It is thought that among
the reasons of comparing found information during monitoring and evaluation process with information
at other websites, there is effect of accessing to internet whenever and wherever the students want.

Some of the students' opinions are given below:
S2: "l examine information that | found. After comparing with source books | use that information".

S11: "I check whether given information meet my needs. | receive help from my friends and teachers,
when required”.

In general, when students' opinions about monitoring and evaluation during searching process, it is
observed that from searching strategies, purposeful thinking is mostly used by students. It is specified
that students examine the results of searching in terms of their goals and decide whether they go on
searching or not accordingly.

Discussion, Conclusion & Implementation

According to findings obtained from the study, it is seen that there's a positive medium-level relation
between MA and OISS. In addition, qualitative findings show that before starting searching process,
students mostly create key words, and during the searching process they evaluate according to their
searching goals to test whether they are on the right way or not. Blummer and Kenton (2014), by
mentioning the importance of metacognitive knowledge in the process of searching, they indicate that
people who have high metacognition follow more advanced searching strategies in searching process.
Hofer (2004) claims that because undergraduate students recognize information as bare and certain,
they could regard it unnecessary to search on additional web sites, or question the reliability and
correctness of online sources. However, when qualitative findings are examined, it is specified that
students evaluate to see whether they are on the right way or not by consulting to other information
sources on other websites, books, experts, and peers.

Nowadays, students generally make use of computers and mobile devices in their learning process.
Especially teachers by asking questions about the subject to the students during the lessons, want the
students to reach information on the internet and they try to discuss about them. However, the
students confront some problems such as disorientation, not thinking purposeful, not evaluating the
correctness of information sources. It is claimed that these problems arise particularly in settings such as
home where students are studying individually, and when guidance and leading decrease (Barrett, 2012;
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Fidel et al., 1999). To increase MA, providing students with guidance and leading about planning the
searching process, monitoring and evaluation could be a solution. In their study, Tsai and Chuang (2005)
by claiming that metacognitive activities play an important role in internet-based learning, they mention
the necessity of improving students' epistemological beliefs by varying the metacognitive activity use.
While in the classroom, this leading can be done by teachers, use of smart systems, adaptable setting
and educational interface agents could be useful at home (Bromme, Pieschl, & Stahl, 2010; Cesur, 2013;
Yilmaz & Kilig Cakmak, 2012). Furthermore, the regular use of these guidance strategies may provide
opportunity to the students to get used to them in time and to manage their own searching process
more efficiently. It is thought that metacognitive guidance will have good effect on searching and
learning performance, especially for the students who need guidance and leading in learning process; in
other words, the students who have low level of self-organization skills. Researchers state that including
planning, monitoring and evaluating implementations that will help students to organize their own
metacognitive process in learning settings increase students' MA and accordingly MA enables to control
and self-organization on students' thinking, learning process and output (De Bruin & Van Gog, 2012;
Hartman, 1998; Yurdakul, 2004).

All'in all, it is believed that developed MA will contribute to the development of their OISS. Certain
educational measures can be taken both in traditional learning environments and in online
environments to improve MA. The biggest responsibility here belongs to the teachers. Teachers could
make activities intended to improve MA. Basically, teachers can use their supporting and guiding roles
as a teacher and ask various questions to students to provide them with the opportunity to plan,
monitor and evaluate the process of their own learning. During this process, students can ask the
following questions in each phase: In the planning process, they can ask: “Which sources of information
could be helpful in solving this problem?” “What should | do initially in the process of searching?”,
“Where should | start?”, and “Which strategy should | follow?” etc.; in the monitoring process: “Am |
progressing in the right direction?” “Does the strategy | use work?”, “What can | do differently?” etc.;
and in the evaluation process, students can ask: “Did | access the right sources of information?”, “Are
there any sources that | could not reach?”, “Do these sources work for me to solve this problem?” etc.
(NCREL, 1995; cited by Yilmaz, 2014). In addition, it's important to conduct researches intended to
support students' learning outcomes and life quality and that school curriculum helps student to search
information and evaluate (Brand-Gruwel, Wopereis, & Vermetten, 2005).

It would be beneficial to carry out the study again on people from different age groups and
educational levels such as primary, middle and high school to examine the generalizability of the results
of this study which was on undergraduate university students. By this way, the change of MA and OISS
in relation to age and educational levels could be compared. Furthermore, in order to examine the
students' observable behaviours during information searching process, some techniques like analysing
screencast and log data records would be applied.
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Tirkge Siiriim

Giris

Bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerinin (BIT) hizli gelisimi yasamin her alaninda oldugu kadar egitim alaninda
da 6nemli degisikliklerin yasanmasina yol agcmis, BIT’ ten egitim siirecinin her asamasinda yararlanilir
olmustur. Ozellikle internet teknolojilerinin gelismesine bagh olarak sayilari her gegen giin artan ve
cesitlenen cevrimici bilgi kaynaklarina 6grenciler kolay ve hizli bir sekilde erisebilmektedir. Askar ve
Mazman’a (2013) gore gliniimizde web ortamindaki bilgilerin ¢cok hizl bir sekilde artmasi ve bu bilgilerin
herkes tarafindan erisilebilir ve diizenlenebilir olmasiyla, bu ortamlar her alanda birincil bilgi kaynagi
haline gelmektedir. Bireyler; egitim, is hayati, alisveris, bankacilik ve rezervasyon islemleri, yol tarifi
alma, hava durumunu o6grenme gibi bircok farkli sebepten dolayr web ortamindaki bilgilere
basvurmaktadir.

Gunumuzde herhangi bir bilgiyle ilgili cok sayida bilgi kaynagina internetten erisilebilmektedir. Ancak
erisilen bu bilgi kaynaklarinin dogru ve amaca uygun bilgi saglayip saglamadigi konusundaki karari ise
kullanicinin kendisi vermektedir (Kiligc Cakmak, Karaoglan Yilmaz, & Yilmaz, 2015). Kullanicilar bilgi arama
siirecinde ¢ogu zaman yolunu kaybetme problemi ile karsi karsiya kalmakta ve nereye gideceklerini,
nerede olduklarini, ne yapacaklarini bilememekte olup (Askar & Mazman, 2013); yapilan arastirmalar,
bireylerin arama terimlerini amaca uygun bir sekilde 6zellestirmede, sonuglar tzerinde akil ylritmede,
bilgi kaynagina elestirel gozle bakmada ve arama sirecini diizenlemede zorluklar yasadiklarini ortaya
koymustur (Askar & Mazman, 2013; Griffths & Brophy, 2005; Tsai, 2009; Walraven, Brand-Gruwel, &
Boshhuizen, 2008; Yalc¢inalp & Askar, 2003). Bu nedenle, 6grencilerin internetteki bilgi kaynaklarindan
dogru sekilde yararlanabilmeleri igin 6ncelikle ¢evrimici bilgi arama siirecinde dogru stratejileri
kullanmalari gerekmektedir.

Cevrimici Bilgi Arama Stratejileri

Alanyazinda, arastirmacilarin "bilgi arama" ile ilgili cesitli tanimlamalar yaptigi gorilmektedir.
Ornegin, Case (2002) bilgi aramayi; bilgi eksikligi ya da ihtiyacini ortadan kaldirmak icin bilingli bir bilgi
edinme ¢abasi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Wilson (2000) ise bilgi aramayi, bir ihtiyag¢ sonucu bazi hedefleri
karsilamak amach bir arayis olarak tanimlamaktadir. Tanimlarda da gorilecegi lizere bilgi aramanin
“etkin ve amach” bir siire¢ oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Ancak bazi sosyal ve bireysel farkhliklardan dolayi
bireylerin bilgi arama sireclerinin de farkhlik gosterebildigi ifade edilmektedir (Hill, 1999; Hsu, 2014).
Bireylerin bilgi arama davranislarini inceledigi calismasinda Hill (1999) bilgi arama sirecinde denetime
ihtiya¢c duyan kullanicilarin sadece tarama ve gorintileme gibi davranislari gosterdiklerini; denetime
daha az ihtiyag duyan kullanicilarin ise anahtar sozclkleri farkhlastirma gibi gelismis arama
davraniglarini; transfer, birlestirme gibi Ustbilissel stratejileri kullanabildiklerini ifade etmektedir.
Schacter, Chung ve Dorr (1998) tarafindan gerceklestirilen galismada ise Ogrencilerin bilgi arama
siirecinde sistematik ya da planl hareket etmek yerine gelisiglizel ¢cevrimici kaynaklara gbz atmayi tercih
ettikleri, internette ilgili bilgi kaynaklarini bulmakta zorlandiklari ancak iyi yapilandiriimis bilgi arama
slireglerinde ise bu zorluklari yasamadiklari gérilmuistir. Ayrica, deneyimli kullanicilarin deneyimsizlere
gore internette bulunan bilgilerin dogrulugu ve givenilirligi konusunda daha sorgucu oldugu
belirtilmistir. Bu sonuglar bireysel farkhliklarin CBAS (zerinde farklilasmaya yol acabildigine isaret
etmektedir.

Tsai ve Tsai (2003) cevrimici bilgi arama stratejilerini agiklayan bir cerceve ortaya koymustur. Bu
cerceveye goére CBAS davranissal, yaklasimsal (prosediirel) ve Ustbilissel olmak Gzere li¢ alani kapsadigi
belirtiimektedir. Bu ¢ alan ise; kontrol, kaybolma, deneme ve yanilma, problem ¢6zme, amach
disiinme, temel fikirleri ayirt etme ve degerlendirme stratejilerini icermektedir. Cevrimici bilgi arama
stratejilerini agiklayan bu U¢ alan ve kapsadigi stratejileri ortaya koyan gerceve Tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1.

Cevrimigi Bilgi Arama Stratejilerinin Analizi Igin Bir Cerceve (Tsai & Tsai, 2003).

Alan CBAS
Davranigsal Kontrol
Kaybolma
Yaklagimsal Deneme ve yanilma
Problem ¢6zme
Ustbilissel Amacl diisiinme

Temel fikirleri ayirt etme
Degerlendirme

Tablo 1’'deki cerceveye gore davranissal alan; 0Ogrencilerin internette temel diizenleme ve
gezinmelerini iceren kontrol ve kaybolma stratejileri ile ilgilidir. Yaklasimsal alan; 6grencilerin internette
icerikle ilgili genel arama yaklasimlarini iceren deneme ve yanilma ile problem ¢ézme stratejileri ile
ilgilidir. Ustbilissel alan; internette dz-diizenleme ve igerikle ilgili Ust diizey bilissel etkinlikleri iceren
amagh distinme, temel fikirleri ayirt etme ve degerlendirme stratejileri ile ilgilidir (Tsai & Tsai, 2003).

Rieh (2004) arama stratejilerinin 6nemine degindigi calismasinda; 6grencilerin okula kiyasla 6zellikle
ev ortaminda internetten bilgi aradigini ve bu siiregte ¢ogunlukla yanlarinda bir uzman olmadig igin
gerekli rehberlik ve yoénlendirmeleri alamayip bireysel hareket ettigini ifade etmektedir. Yapilan
calismalar da bu sonucu destekler nitelikte olup, 6grencilerin bilgi arama sirecinde gerekli rehberlik ve
yonlendirmeyi alamadiklarindan siireci yonetmekte zorlandiklari ve bu siregte uygun stratejiler
kullanamadiklarini ortaya koymustur (Barrett, 2012; Fidel et al., 1999). Bireyin arama sirecindeki
farkindahgiyla ilgili olabilecek bu durumlar lzerinde Ustbilissel farkindahgin belirleyici bir rol oynadig
distintilmektedir.

Cevrimigi Bilgi Arama Siirecinde Ustbilissel Farkindaligin Rolii

Tsai ve Tsai (2003) tarafindan ortaya konulan cercevede yer alan Ustbilissel alan 6z-dizenleyici
6grenme silirecinin bir boyutu ve bu siirecte kullanilan bir stratejidir (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 1990).
Pintrich (1995) 6z-duzenleyici 6zellige sahip 6greneni, belirledigi hedefe ulasabilmek igin kendi bilisini,
giidiilenme diizeyini ve davranislarini kontrol ederek diizenleyen birey olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Oz-
diizenleyici 6grenenler, davranissal agidan en iyi 6grenebilecekleri 6grenme ortamlarini seger, zamani
etkili bir sekilde kullanir, Gstbilis agisindan kazanimlari sirasinda planlar yapar, zorlayici ancak ulasilabilir
hedefler belirler, hedeflere ulasmak icin kullandiklari stratejileri izler ve 6z degerlendirme yaparlar (Kaya,
2012).

Pintrich (2000) tarafindan gelistirilen modele gore 6z-diizenleyici 6grenme; 6n disinme, izleme,
kontrol ve tepki-yansitma olmak lzere dort temel asamadan olusmaktadir. Bu siireglerde 6grenci kendi
o6grenme sirecini planlarken “Acaba hangi stratejiyi kullanmaliyim?”, izlerken “Dogru yolda ilerliyor
muyum?” ve degerlendirirken “Kullanmis oldugum strateji ise yaradi mi?” gibi sorulari kendine sorarak
o6grenme sirecini kontrol etmektedir (Yilmaz, 2014). Bu siregler boyunca bireyin kendisi ve gorevi ile
ilgili Ustbilissel farkindaligi ise 6grencinin kendi 6grenme siirecini planlarken, izlerken ve degerlendirirken
siirece daha elestirel bir bakis agisiyla bakabilmeye olanak saglamaktadir (Schraw & Moshman, 1995).

Schraw ve Dennison (1994) bireylerin Ustbilissel farkindaliklarini bilisin bilgisi ve bilisin diizenlenmesi
temel boyutlari altinda sekiz alt boyut olarak ele almistir. Bu boyutlar Sekil 1’de gosterilmektedir. Sekil
1’deki cergeveye gore bilisin bilgisi; bir kisinin yetenekleri ve becerilerine iliskin bilgisi (agiklayici bilgi);
6grenme asamalarinin nasil uygulanacaginin bilgisi (yaklasimsal/prosedirel bilgi) ve hangi durumda
neyin nasil uygulanacaginin bilgisi (durumsal bilgi) boyutlarindan olusmaktadir. Bilisin diizenlenmesi ise;
6grenme sirecinin nasil olacaginin, nereden baslanilacaginin, hangi stratejilerin kullanilacaginin
planlanmasi (planlama); beceri ve stratejiler 1s18inda bilgi kaynaklarinin yonetilmesi ve amaca uygun ise
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kosulmasi (bilgi yonetme); 6grenme sirecine devam ederken 6&grenilen bilgi dizeyi, kullanilan
stratejilerin etkililigi ile ilgili kontrollerin yapilmasi (izleme); izleme sonucu farkina varilan hatalarin
giderilmesi (hata ayiklama) ve siire¢ sonunda gelinen noktanin, kullanilan stratejilerin etkililiginin
sinanmasi (degerlendirme) boyutlarindan olusmaktadir (Schraw & Dennison, 1994; akt. Yilmaz, 2014).

Aciklayici bilgi

= Bilisin Bilgisi Prosediral Bilgi

Durumsal bilgi

Planlama

Ustbilissel farkindalik
|
|

= Bilgi yonetme

{Bilign dUzenIenmesi%— Izleme

—  Hata ayiklama

— Degerlendirme

Sekil 1. UF ve alt boyutlari (Schraw & Dennison, 1994).

Ustbilissel farkindaliga sahip olmanin bireyin kendi &grenme sirecini planlama, izleme ve
degerlendirme asamalarinda daha etkin rol almasina, bu siireci ydonetmesine yardimci oldugu ifade
edilmektedir (Akyol & Garrison, 2011; Pintrich, 2002; Schraw, 2001; Zimmerman, 1990). Alanyazin
incelendiginde (Ustbilissel farkindaligin 6grenme siire¢ ve sonuglari ile iliskisini inceleyen cesitli
arastirmalar oldugu goériilmektedir (Bendixen & Hartley, 2003; Hartley, 2003; Hartman, 2001; Mokhtari
& Reichard, 2002). Ogrenme siirecinde oldugu gibi ¢evrimigi bilgi arama siirecinde de bireyin sahip
oldugu Ustbilissel farkindaligin arama sirecinin planlanmasi, izlenmesi ve degerlendirilmesi noktalarinda
CBAS uzerinde 6nemli bir rol oynayabilecegi disiunilmektedir. Arastirmacilar, Ustbilissel farkindaligin
cevrimigi bilgi arama siregleriyle olan iligkisi ve kullanimina yoénelik arastirmalara ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu
belirtmektedir (Bowler, 2010; Chiu, Liang, & Tsai, 2013; Tsai, 2001; Wu & Tsai, 2007).

Ustbilissel farkindaligin yukarida belirtilen rolleri, cevrimici arama siirecinin Ustbilissel farkindalikla
olan iliskisini ele alacak arastirmalara duyulan ihtiya¢ dikkate alinarak gerceklestirilen bu calismanin
genel amaci; 6grencilerin sahip oldugu Ustbilissel farkindaliklar ile CBAS arasindaki iliskiyi incelemektir.
Bu amagla yapilan arastirmada asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:

a) Universite 6grencilerinin CBAS envanteri ile Bilisdtesi Farkindalik envanterinden elde ettikleri
puanlarin diizeyi nedir?

b) Universite 6grencilerinin Bilisétesi Farkindalik envanterinden aldiklari puanlarla CBAS envanterinden
aldiklari puanlar arasinda anlamh bir iliski var midir?

c) Ogrencilerin cevrimici bilgi arama siirecinde (stbilissel farkindaligi nasil kullandiklarina iliskin
gorisleri nelerdir?
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Yontem

Bu bolimde arastirmanin modeli, katihmcilari, veri toplama araci ve verilerin analizine iligkin bilgilere
yer verilmistir.

Arastirma Modeli

Bu galismada Universite 6grencilerinin ¢evrimigi bilgi arama stratejilerini ve stbilissel farkindaliklarini
tanimlayabilmek igin nicel ve nitel arastirma yontemlerinin birlikte kullanildigi karma yéntem (mixed
method research) kullanilmistir. Nicel yéntemlerle birlikte nitel yontemlerin tercih edilmesinin sebebi ise
konuya iliskin daha derinlemesine verilerin elde edilmesine ve konunun daha kapsamli olarak
anlasiimasina katki saglamaktir (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2008).

Katilimcilar

Bu arastirma, Universite diizeyinde verilmekte olan Bilgisayar | ve Il dersini almis Universite
ogrencileriyle ylratilmustar. Arastirmanin katihmcilarini; 2014-2015 akademik yih bahar doénemi
sonunda Turkiye’de bir devlet liniversitesinin gesitli bélimlerinde 6grenim gérmekte olan 419 (niversite
ogrencisi olusturmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak; Tsai (2009) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Askar ve Mazman (2013)
tarafindan Tirkce uyarlamasi yapilan “CBAS Envanteri” ile Schraw ve Dennison (1994) tarafindan
gelistirilen ve Akin, Abaci ve Cetin (2007) tarafindan Tirkge uyarlamasi yapilan “Bilisétesi Farkindalik
Envanteri” kullanilmigtir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin ¢evrimigi bilgi arama siirecinde Ustbiligsel farkindaligi nasil
kullandiklarina iliskin goruslerini belirlemek amaciyla, arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen 6grenci
gorislerini belirleme formundan yararlaniimistir.

Cevrimici Bilgi Arama Stratejileri Envanteri, 25 maddeden olusmakta olup; kaybolma, degerlendirme,
amagli disinme, temel fikirleri ayirt etme, deneme yanilma, kontrol ve problem ¢6zme olmak lizere
yedi faktorden olusmaktadir. Envanter maddeleri, altili likert seklinde olup yanitlar “1= Bana hig
uymuyor” ve “6= Bana tamamen uyuyor” seklinde siralanmistir. Tim envanter ic¢in i¢ tutarllik
katsayisinin (Cronbach’s alpha katsayisi) .91 oldugu ve envanteri olusturan faktorlerin i¢ tutarhhk
katsayisinin ise .61 ve .77 arasinda degerler aldigi belirtilmistir. Envanterden alinabilecek en diisiik puan
25, en yiksek puan ise 150’dir. Envanterden alinan puanin yiksek olmasi, gelismis ¢evrimici bilgi arama
stratejilerini temsil ettigini ifade etmektedir (Askar & Mazman, 2013).

Bilisotesi Farkindalik Envanteri, 52 maddeden olusmakta olup; aciklayici bilgi, prosedirel bilgi,
durumsal bilgi, planlama, izleme, degerlendirme, hata ayiklama ve bilgi yonetme olmak ({izere sekiz
faktorden olusmaktadir. Envanter maddeleri, besli likert seklinde olup yanitlar “1=Hicbir zaman” ve
“5=Her zaman” seklinde siralanmistir. Uyum gegerligi ¢alismasi, iki 6lcek arasinda .95 degerini verirken,
madde analizi sonucunda alt dlgeklerin madde-test korelasyonlarinin .35 ile .65 arasinda degistigini
gostermektedir. Envanterin i¢ tutarhlik ve test-tekrar test givenirlik katsayilarinin .95 olarak bulundugu
ifade edilmektedir (Akin et al., 2007). Bu ¢alismada, Ustbilissel farkindalik dizeyini belirlemek amaciyla
kullanilan Bilisétesi Farkindalik Envanterinin ismi “Bilisotesi” olarak kullanilmis ancak metin icerisinde
tutarlihgr saglamak adina puanlarin yorumlanmasinda bu kavram Ustbilissel farkindalik olarak ele
alinmistir.

Arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6grenci goruslerini belirleme formu 6grencilerin ¢evrimici bilgi
arama silrecinde Ustbilissel farkindahgi nasil kullandiklarini  belirlemek amaciyla uygulanmistir.
Arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan form, egitim teknolojisi alaninda dért uzmanin géruslerine sunulmus
ve uzmanlardan gelen doniit ve diizeltmeler dogrultusunda forma son hali verilmistir. Katilimcilar
arasindan rastgele secilen 32 6grenciye gérisme formu uygulanmistir.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi

2014-2015 akademik yili giiz donemi baginda uygulanan ders kapsaminda 6grencilere gevrimigi bilgi
kaynaklarina nasil ulasilabildigi, ¢evrimigi bilgi arama stratejilerinin neler oldugu agiklanmistir. Ardindan
iki akademik dénem boyunca 6grencilere gesitli etkinlikler verilerek ¢evrimici bilgi arama stratejilerini
uygulamaya koymalari saglanmistir. Boylece 6grencilerin ¢evrimigi bilgi arama konusunda belirli bir bilgi
ve tecrilbe edinmeleri saglanmistir. iki akademik dénem sonunda 6grencilere veri toplama araglar
uygulanarak ¢evrimigi bilgi arama stratejilerini kullanma durumlari, Gstbilissel farkindaliklari ve bu siirece
iliskin goruasleri belirlenmeye galisiimistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin katilimcilarini olusturan (niversite &grencilerinin CBAS ve UF diizeylerine iliskin
puanlarinin normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigi Kolmogorov-Smirnov testi ile sinanmistir. Test sonucu
elde edilen bulgular neticesinde verilerin normal dagilim gostermedigi saptanmistir (p<.05). Bu nedenle
normal dagiim gostermeyen verilerin analizinde iliskinin goriilmesi igin Spearman Brown Sira Farklari
Korelasyon yéntemi uygulanmistir. Arastirmada anlamhlik testlerinde (*) .05 ve (**) .01 givenirlik dlzeyi
dikkate alinmistir.

Ogrencilerin cevrimici bilgi arama siirecinde arama siirecini planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme
adimlarinda Ustbiligsel farkindaliktan nasil yararlandiklari ise 6grenci gorUslerini belirleme formuna
vermis olduklari yanitlar gz éniinde bulundurularak analiz edilmistir. Agik uclu sorular aracihgiyla elde
edilen verilerin analizinde betimsel ve igerik analizi teknikleri birlikte kullaniimistir. Mevcut ¢alismada,
Brown (1987) tarafindan ortaya konulan stbilissel modelin planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme
asamalari tema olarak ele alindigindan betimsel analiz teknigi kullaniimistir. Ogrencilerden toplanan
verilerin arastirmaci tarafindan analizine dayali olarak kodlar ortaya konuldugu icin de icerik analizi
vapilmistir. Analiz slrecinde, toplanan veriler detaylica incelenip gruplandirilarak taslak kodlar
olusturulmustur. Cevrimigi bilgi arama siirecine baslamadan 6nce, arama siirecine devam ederken ve bu
siirecin sonuna yonelik 6grencilerin izlemis oldugu stratejiler alt temalar seklinde ortaya konulmustur.
Ogrencilerin verdikleri cevaplar incelendigi bilgi arama siirecinin dogasi geregi izleme ve degerlendirme
asamasinda izledikleri adimlarin birbirinden bagimsiz olmadigi ve bir biri igerisinde yer aldig
gorulmistir. Bu nedenle siireci izleme ve degerlendirme temalari birlestirilerek tek tema olarak ele
alinmistir.

Calismada elde edilen veriler arastirmaci tarafindan kodlanmis ve daha sonra c¢alismanin glivenirligi
icin elde edilen veriler ikinci bir kodlayici tarafindan yeniden kodlanmistir. Kodlamanin givenirligi, her iki
kodlayicinin vermis oldugu ortak kod sayisinin, toplam kod sayisina bélinmesiyle elde edilmistir.
Kodlama glivenirlik ylizdesi %88 ¢ikmistir. Geriye kalan %12.00’lik farklilik icin arastirmacilar bir araya
gelerek uzlasmaya varilmistir. Ogrencilerin yazili agiklamalari incelendiginde, olusan bu farkliligin,
o6grencilerin verdigi bazi cevaplarin birden fazla alt tema altinda toplanmasindan kaynaklandigi
belirlenmistir. Bu sebeple tablolarda verilen frekanslar 6grenci sayisini degil kodlarin sayisini
gostermektedir.

Bulgular

Arastirmanin amaci ve alt amaglan ile ilgili elde edilen bulgular ve yorumlari asagida sirasiyla
sunulmustur.

Universite Ogrencilerinin CBAS ile Bilisétesi Farkindalik Envanterlerinden Elde Ettikleri Puanlara iliskin
Bulgular

Arastirmanin birinci alt problemi dogrultusunda, iniversite 6grencilerinin UF ve CBAS diizeylerine
iliskin durumlarini gésteren betimsel istatistikler Tablo 2’de gosterilmistir. Tablo 2’ye goére, lniversite
ogrencilerinin CBAS envanterinden elde ettikleri toplam puan ortalamasi 113.59 (6.00 Gzerinden 4.54)
olup Bilisétesi Farkindalik envanterinden elde ettikleri toplam puan ortalamasi 198.61'dir (5.00
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lizerinden 3.82). Bu baglamda, Universite 6grencilerinin ¢evrimigi bilgi arama stratejilerinin yiksek, bir
diger ifade ile gelismis oldugu ve ayni sekilde Ustbilissel farkindaliklarinin yiksek, bir diger ifade ile
gelismis oldugu sdylenebilir. CBAS envanterine alt boyutlar bazinda bakildiginda tiim alt boyutlarin
yuksek duzeyde oldugu soylenebilir. Buna ek olarak, Bilisotesi Farkindalik envanterine alt boyutlar
bazinda bakildiginda tiim alt boyutlarin yiksek diizeyde oldugu séylenebilir.

Tablo 2.
Universite Ogrencilerinin CBAS ve UF Diizeylerine iliskin Puanlarinin Dagilimlari.
Madde En diisiik En yiiksek
Olcekler sayisl puan puan X ss  X/k
CBAS Envanteri 25 45.00 150.00 11359 20.35 4.54
Kaybolma 4 6.00 24.00 18.37 430 4.59
Degerlendirme 4 4.00 24.00 17.98 4.27 4.50
Amagli disiinme 4 4.00 24.00 18.05 424 451
Deneme yanilma 3 3.00 18.00 13.99 3.43 4.66
Temel fikirleri ayirt etme 3 3.00 18.00 13.89 3.36 4.63
Kontrol 4 4.00 24.00 17.84 432 4.46
Problem ¢6zme 3 5.00 18.00 13.47 2.98 4.49
Bilisotesi Farkindalik Envanteri 52 52.00 260.00 198.61 33.69 3.82
Aciklayici bilgi 8 8.00 40.00 31.16 531 3.90
Prosediirel bilgi 4 4.00 20.00 15.10 2.87 3.78
Durumsal bilgi 5 5.00 25.00 19.51 3.51 3.90
Planlama 7 7.00 35.00 26.66 495 3.81
izleme 8 8.00 40.00 30.15 5.87 3.77
Degerlendirme 6 6.00 30.00 22.59 430 3.77
Hata ayiklama 5 5.00 25.00 18.98 3.69 3.80
Bilgi yonetme 9 9.00 45.00 34.46 6.10 3.83

Universite Ogrencilerinin CBAS ile UF Puanlari Arasindaki Korelasyona iligkin Bulgular

Arastirmanin ikinci alt problemi dogrultusunda, CBAS ile Bilisétesi Farkindalik envanterinden elde
edilen puanlar arasinda anlamli bir iliski olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan korelasyon analizi

sonuglari Tablo 3’de verilmistir.

Tablo 3.
CBAS Puanlari ile UF Puanlari Arasindaki Koreldsyon Sonuclari.
Amaghi Deneme Temel fikirleri Problem CBAS

Kaybolma Degerlendirme disiinme yanilma ayirt etme Kontrol ¢6zme Envanteri
Aciklayici bilgi  r 18" 58" 597 547 607 56 52" 66
Prosediirel bilgi r .09 54" 577 48" 547 517 417 577
Durumsal bilgi r 167 60 627 537 58" 527 517 64"
Planlama r 13" 63" 66 56 617 517 527 67"
izleme r a1 59" 63 547 597 477 48" 62"
Degerlendirme r .09 59" 62" 517 597 497 45" 617
Hata ayiklama r a1 50 517 427 517 407 397 517
Bilgi ybnetme  r a1 59" 60" 517 60 487 46" 617
Bilisdtesi r 13" 637 66 56 637 537 52" 67"
Farkindalik
Envanteri
**p< 01  *p<.05
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Tablo 3’deki iliskiler incelendiginde, UF ile CBAS arasinda (r=.67, p<.01) orta diizeyde pozitif ve
anlamli bir iliski oldugu gorilmektedir. Benzer sekilde CBAS envanterinin degerlendirme, amagli
disinme, deneme yanilma, temel fikirleri ayirt etme, kontrol ve problem ¢dézme alt boyutlari ile
Bilisotesi Farkindalik envanterinin alt boyutlari arasinda orta dizeyde pozitif anlamli bir iliski oldugu
belirlenmistir. Ancak, CBAS envanterinin kaybolma alt boyutu ile Gst bilissel farkindalk envanterinin
aciklayici bilgi, durumsal bilgi, planlama, izleme, hata ayiklama, bilgi yonetme alt boyutlari ve Bilisotesi
Farkindalik envanterinin geneli arasinda disik dizeyde anlamli iliski gorilmustir. Diger taraftan CBAS
envanterinin kaybolma alt boyutu ile prosediirel bilgi ve degerlendirme alt boyutlari arasinda anlaml bir
iliski bulunamamistir.

Ogrencilerin Cevrimici Bilgi Arama Siirecinde Ustbilissel Farkindaligi Nasil Kullandiklarina iliskin
Goriislere Yonelik Bulgular

Bu bélimde, 6grencilerin gevrimici bilgi arama surecinde Ustbiligsel farkindahgi nasil kullandiklarina
iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir. Calisma verileri, Brown (1987) ve arastirmaci tarafindan olusturulan tema
ve alt temalara gore analiz edilerek alt temalarin frekans ve ylzde degerleri verilmis ve tablolar halinde
sunulmustur. Ayrica, katihmcilardan dogrudan alintilar verilerek c¢alismanin ayrintih  bir resmi
sunulmustur. Tablo 4’te “Cevrimigi bilgi aramadan 6nce arayacaginiz bilgi icin nasil bir arama planlamasi
yaparsiniz?” sorusuna iliskin 6grencilerin verdikleri cevaplara ait tema ve alt temalari géstermektedir.

Tablo 4.

internette Bilgi Aramadan Once PLANLAMA Siirecine iliskin Ogrenci Gériisleri.

Tema Alt temalar F %

Planlama Siireci Konu ile ilgili anahtar kelimeler belirleme 24 42.86
Aramamin kapsamini belirleme 11 19.64

Arama stratejilerine karar verme 7 12.50
Arama yapacagi sitelere karar verme 6 10.71
Sablon gergevesinde arama yapma 4 7.14
Konuyu ararken soru olarak yazma 2 3.57
Konuyu ararken climle olarak yazma 2 3.57

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, cevrimici bilgi arama sirecine baslamadan 6nce, 6grenci yanitlarinin
%42.86'sinin arama yapacaklari konuya iliskin kisa ozetler seklinde kendilerine konunun anahtar
kelimelerini ¢ikardigi goriilmektedir. Bunu yaparken kismen de olsa konuyu 6zetledikleri ve buna yonelik
anahtar kelimeler ¢ikardiklari séylenebilir. Ogrencilerin planlama yaparken konuyu soru olarak yazma ve
cimle olarak yazmayi daha az kullandiklari gériilmustir.

Asagida 6grenci goriislerinden bazilarina yer verilmistir:

03: “Oncelikle internette bilgi aramadan énce o bilgiyle ilgili kafamda bir sablon hazirlarim. O sablon
ddhilinde planlarimi yaparim.”

07: “Oncelikle konuyla iliskisi olan anahtar kavramlar olusturur, bu kavramlar iizerinden arastirmami

yaparim. Diger konular iizerinden de arastirdigim konuyla direkt baglantisi olan konulara bakarim.

Konuyu énce bir biitiin olarak arastirirrm, sonra anahtar kelimeleri daha sonra da baglantili konulari

arastirip bu dglini birlestiririm.”

Ogrenci cevaplari incelediginde cogunlugunun konuyla ilgili arama yapmadan énce bir planlama
yaptigl ve arama yapmadan once konunun ana fikirlerini gikardiklari sdylenebilir.

Tablo 5’te “Cevrimici bilgi ararken arama planina uygun ilerleyip ilerlemediginizi izlemek ve
buldugunuz bilginin arama planina uygunlugunu degerlendirmek adina ne yaparsiniz?” sorusuna iliskin
ogrencilerin verdikleri cevaplara ait tema ve alt temalari gostermektedir.
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Tablo 5.
internette Bilgi Ararken iZLEME ve DEGERLENDIRME Siirecine iliskin Ogrenci Gériisleri.
Tema Alt temalar F %
izleme ve Bulunan bilgiyi arama amaclariyla karsilastirma 17 34.69
Degerlendirme Siireci  Bulunan bilgiyi baska web sitelerindeki bilgilerle karsilastirma 8 16.33
Bulunan bilgiyi kitaplardaki bilgilerle karsilagtirma 6 12.24
Bulunan bilgiyi detaylica inceleme 5 10.20
Onbilgilerle karsilastirma 5 10.20
Uzmanlardan yardim alma 5 10.20
Akranlardan yardim alma 3 6.12

Tablo 5 incelendiginde, 6grencilerin %34.69’unun aradiklari bilgiyi inceleyip kendi amaclan
dogrultusunda degerlendirdikleri gériilmektedir. Ogrencilerin siirecin izleme ve degerlendirmesini
yaparken ise en az akranlardan yardim aldiklari anlasilmaktadir. Ogrencilerin arama yaparken dogru
yolda olup olmadiklarini gormek icin karsilastirma yaptiklari, bunu da en ¢ok arama amaglariyla;
sonrasinda baska web sitelerindeki bilgileri inceleyerek, kitap, uzman ve akranlara basvurarak
degerlendirdikleri belirlenmistir. izleme ve degerlendirme siirecinde bulduklari sonuglari diger web
sitelerindeki bilgiler ile karsilastirmalarinin nedenleri arasinda 6grencilerin istedigi zaman ve yerden
internete ulasabilmelerinin etkisinin oldugu distnilmektedir.

Asagida 6grenci goriislerinden bazilarina yer verilmistir:
02: “Buldugum bilgilere bakarim, kaynak kitaplarla karsilastirdiktan sonra o bilgiyi kullanirim.”

011: “Verilen bilgilerin ihtiyacima cevap verip vermedigini kontrol ederim. Gerektiginde
arkadaslarimdan, 6gretmenlerimden yardim alirm.”

Arama sirecine devam ederken siireci izleme ve degerlendirmeye yonelik 6grenci gérisleri genel
olarak degerlendirildiginde; arama stratejilerinden amach disiinmenin 6grencilerce ¢okca kullanildig
goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerin arama sonucunda ¢ikan sonuglari, kendi amaclarina gére irdeleyip
inceledikleri ve ona gore aramaya devam edip etmeyeceklerine karar verdikleri belirlenmistir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgulara gére UF ile CBAS arasinda pozitif yénlii orta diizeyde bir iliski
oldugu gorilmustir. Ayrica, nitel bulgular da 6grencilerin arama sirecine baslamadan 6nce ¢ogunlukla
anahtar kelime olusturduklarini; arama sireci igerisinde de arama amaglarina gore degerlendirme
yaparak dogru yolda gidip gitmediklerini sinadiklari gorilmistir. Blummer ve Kenton (2014) da bu
sonuglari dogrular nitelikte bireylerin bilgi arama slrecinde Ustbilissel bilginin 6nemine deginerek,
Ustbilisi gelismis olan bireylerin arama sirecinde daha gelismis arama stratejileri ortaya koyduklarini
belirtmektedir. Hofer (2004) ise lniversite 6grencilerinin bilgiyi yalin ve kesin olarak algiladiklarindan
bilgi ekleme icin ek web sitelerinde aramayi veya cevrimici kaynaklarin givenilirligini ve dogrulugunu
sorgulamayi gereksiz bulabileceklerini ileri sirmustir. Ancak nitel bulgular incelendiginde; 6grencilerin
arama yaparken dogru yolda olup olmadiklarini gérmek icin baska web sitelerindeki bilgilerle, kitap,
uzman ve akranlara basvurarak degerlendirme yaptiklari belirlenmistir.

GiUnumuzde 6grencilerin 6grenme sireglerinde siklikla bilgisayar ve mobil araglardan yararlandiklari
gorilmektedir. Ozellikle 6gretmenler ders siirecinde 6grencilerine konuyla ilgili sorular sorarak
o6grencilerin internet ortamindaki bilgilere ulasmalarini istemekte ve bunlar lzerinden tartismalar
vapilmaya calisiilmaktadir. Ancak, 6grenciler bu siirecte kaybolma, amach disiinememe, bilgi kaynaginin
dogrulugunu degerlendirememe gibi problemlerle karsi karsiya kalabilmektedir. Ozellikle bu
problemlerin 6grencilerin bireysel calistiklari ev gibi ortamlarda internetten arastirma yaparken,
rehberlik ve yonlendirmenin azaldigi zamanlarda daha fazla ortaya ¢iktigl ifade edilmektedir (Barrett,
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2012; Fidel et al., 1999). Buna ¢6zim olarak da 6grencilere arama sirecini planlama, izleme ve
degerlendirme noktalarinda saglanacak ustbiligsel farkindalig artirmaya yonelik rehberlik ve
yonlendirme bir ¢6ziim olabilir. Tsai ve Chuang (2005) yaptiklari ¢alismada, Ustbilissel etkinliklerin
internet temelli 6grenmede 6nemli bir rol oynadigini ifade ederek, 6gretmenlerin internet temelli
ortamlarda Ustbilissel etkinliklerin kullanimini ¢esitlendirerek 6grencilerin epistemolojik inanglarinin
gelistiriimesi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Sinif ortaminda bu yoénlendirme 6gretmenler tarafindan
saglanabilirken, ev ortaminda ise zeki sistemlerin/uyarlanabilir ortamlarin, egitsel araytiz ajanlarinin
kullanimi bu noktada ise yarayabilir (Bromme, Pieschl, & Stahl, 2010; Cesur, 2013; Yilmaz & Kilic Cakmak,
2012). Ayrica, Ogretmenlerce saglanacak bu yonlendirme stratejilerinin diizenli kullanimi zamanla
ogrencilerde aligkanlik haline gelip kendi arama siireglerini daha etkin yonetmelerine imkan saglanabilir.
Ozellikle 6grenme siirecinde rehberlik ve ydnlendirmeye ihtiya¢ duyan, bir diger ifade ile 6z-diizenleme
becerileri disiik olan 6grenenler icin saglanacak Ustbilissel destegin arama ve 6grenme performansi
Gzerinde anlamh bir etkisinin olacagi diisintlmektedir. Arastirmacilar, 6grenme ortaminda 6grencinin
kendi bilissel sireglerini diizenleyebilmesine yardimci olacak planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme
uygulamalarina yer vermesinin, 6grencinin Ustbilissel farkindahgini artiracagini buna bagli olarak da
tstbilissel farkindaligin 6grencinin disiinme, 6grenme sire¢ ve Uriinleri Gzerinde kontrole ve 06z-
dizenlemeye izin verecegini ifade etmektedirler (De Bruin & Van Gog, 2012; Hartman, 1998; Yurdakul,
2004).

Genel olarak degerlendirildiginde ise 6grencilerin gevrimici bilgi arama stratejilerinin gelismesinde
tstbilissel farkindaliklarinin artirilmasinin yararli olacagi disiiniilmektedir. Ustbilissel farkindaligin
artirlmasinda gerek geleneksel 6grenme ortamlarinda gerekse de ¢evrimici ortamlarda bir takim egitsel
dnlemler alinabilir. Burada en &nemli sorumluluk dgretmenlere diismektedir. Ogretmenler derslerde
Ustbilissel farkindaligi gelistirmeye yénelik etkinlikler gerceklestirebilirler. Ogrenci bu siire¢ boyunca
kendi 6grenme sirecini planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme ile ilgili olarak kendine; Planlama siirecinde:
“S6z konusu problemin ¢6ziimiinde bana hangi bilgi kaynaklari yardimci olabilir?”, “Arama siirecinde ilk
olarak ne yapmaliyim?, “Nereden baslamaliyim?”, “Hangi stratejiyi takip etmeliyim?” vb.; izleme
sirecinde: “Dogru ilerliyor muyum?”, “Kullandigim strateji ise yariyor mu?”, “Farkh olarak neler
yapabilirim?” vb.; Degerlendirme siirecinde: “Dogru bilgi kaynaklarina ulastim mi?”, “Ulasamadigim bilgi
kaynaklari var mi?”, “Bu kaynaklar problemi ¢6zmemde benim isime yarar mi?” gibi cesitli sorular
sorabilir (NCREL, 1995; akt. Yilmaz, 2014). Ayrica okul mifredatlarinin bilgi arama ve degerlendirme
konularinda 6grencilerin kabiliyetlerini gelistirmeye yardimci olmasi ve 6grencilerin 6grenme sonuglarini
ve yasam Kkalitesini desteklemesine yonelik g¢alismalar yapilmasi 6nem tasimaktadir (Brand-Gruwel,
Wopereis, & Vermetten, 2005).

Universite dgrencileri Gizerinde yiiriitiilen bu arastirmanin sonuclarinin genellenebilirligini incelemek
icin calismanin ilkokul, ortaokul, lise 6grencileri ve 6gretmenler gibi farkli yas ve egitim dizeyindeki
bireyler lizerinde tekrarlanmasi faydal olacaktir. Béylece yas ve egitim diizeyine gére UF ve cevrimici
bilgi arama stratejilerinde nasil bir degisim oldugu karsilastirilabilir. Ayrica 6grencilerin bilgi arama
siirecindeki gozlenen davraniglarin incelenebilmesi icin ekran kaydi ve log data kayitlarinin incelenmesi
gibi yontemlere basvurulabilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu calismanin ilk hali 3. Uluslararasi Ogretim Teknolojileri ve Ogretmen Egitimi Sempozyumunda
sozIi bildiri olarak sunulmustur.
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