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ABSTRACT 
This study aims to determine the factors affecting the elective course preferences of veterinary faculty students. 
Developing a scale (Elective Course Preference Attitude Scale) that provides an evaluation of the elective course 
preferences of students of veterinary medicine students is also aimed. 354 students studying at Selçuk University, 
Faculty of Veterinary Medicine in the 2019-2020 academic year participated in the study. With regard to 
constructing validity, Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficient was used for the reliability analysis. For validity analysis, 
factor analysis was applied. In light of the data obtained from the study, it can be suggested that the “Elective 
Course Preference Attitude Scale” is a valid and reliable tool in the evaluation of the elective course preferences of 
veterinary medicine students, and this scale can also be used in the evaluation of the elective course preferences of 
students of other departments. 
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Seçmeli Ders Tercihlerine Etki Eden Faktörlerin Değerlendirilmesi: Veteriner Fakültesi Örneği Geçerlik 
ve Güvenirlik Çalışması 

 
 

ÖZ 
Bu çalışma ile veteriner fakültesi öğrencilerinin seçmeli ders tercihlerine etki eden faktörlerin belirlenmesi 
amaçlandı. Ayrıca veteriner fakültesi öğrencilerinin seçmeli ders tercihlerinin değerlendirilmesini sağlayan bir 
ölçeğin (Seçmeli Ders Tercihi Tutum Ölçeği) geliştirilmesi hedeflendi. Çalışmaya, Selçuk Üniversitesi Veteriner 
Fakültesi’nde 2019-2020 Eğitim-Öğretim döneminde öğrenim görmekte olan 354 öğrenci katıldı. Yapı geçerliliği 
için; güvenirlik analizlerinde Cronbach alfa (α) katsayısı kullanıldı. Geçerlik analizi için faktör analizi uygulandı. 
Çalışmada elde edilen veriler neticesinde “Seçmeli Ders Tercihi Tutum Ölçeği” nin veteriner fakültelerinde 
öğrenim görmekte olan öğrenciler için güvenilir ve geçerli olduğu; veteriner fakültesi öğrencileri seçmeli ders 
tercihlerinin değerlendirilmesinde kullanılabileceği gibi diğer bölümlerde öğrenim görmekte olan öğrencilerin 
seçmeli ders tercihlerinin değerlendirilmesinde kullanılabilecek bir ölçek olduğu da ileri sürülebilir. 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Seçmeli ders, Ölçek, Öğrenci, Veteriner Fakültesi  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In the world, the rapid change in science and 
technology affects people’s lifestyles, the structure as 
well as the needs of the society, and the required 
human qualities and necessitates the training of 
individuals who are equipped in many aspects with 
different knowledge and skills (Durmuşçelebi and 
Mertoğlu 2018). In the process of training qualified 
manpower, one way to provide students with a better 
learning environment and opportunities is the elective 
courses, which the students can choose in accordance 
with their professional interests and personal skills 
during their university education (Dündar 2008, 
Durmuşçelebi and Mertoğlu 2018). 
The criteria considered by the students in the 
selection of elective courses are generally subjective 
(Dündar 2008). Some subjects interest students more 
than the others because of several reasons. So, in 
return, universities offer many elective course 
alternatives to their students. The selection of the 
most suitable of the alternative courses for students is 
a complex decision process that requires the 
consideration of multiple factors and criteria (Ersöz 
et al. 2011). In this process, making the best choice in 
a situation where many criteria are at play is difficult 
as these criteria sometimes may be inconsistent 
(Kutlu et al. 2012). The findings obtained in different 
studies show that among the primary criteria for 
elective courses are contribution to professional life, 
course credit, and opinions on the lecturer (Tezcan 
and Gümüş 2008). 
Allowing students to choose their own courses apart 
from the compulsory ones is also compatible with 
today’s democratic understanding. Offering different 
alternatives to students will also enable them to 
develop positive attitudes towards the university. 
Elective courses contribute to students' cognitive 
(knowledge, skill) affective (interest, attitude), and 
social development. Students with different interests, 
needs, and abilities are offered different course 
options in the programs, and elective courses are also 
expected to accommodate students with the 
qualifications to acquire professional skills. In a world 
that is changing at an incredible pace, it is of great 
importance for students to develop their life skills in 
order to keep up with this rapid change (Ersöz et al. 
2011). 
In the light of this information, it was aimed to 
develop a scale that enables the evaluation and 
determination of the factors affecting the choice of 
elective courses of veterinary faculty students. 
 

MATERIAL and METHODS 
 
Data collection form 
A data form whose power analysis was made before 
starting the study (96.32% power) and in the 
preparation of which different sources (Tezcan and 
Gümüş 2008, Kutlu et al. 2010) were also utilized and 

consisting of 28 questions was applied in person to 
354 bachelor students of Selçuk University, Faculty of 
Veterinary Medicine between the dates 4 and 12 April 
2020.  
 
Statistical analyses 
In the study, reliability and validity analyzes were 
made for the “Elective Course Preference Attitude Scale”. 
Cronbach alpha (α) coefficient was used for reliability 
analysis and factor analysis to determine validity. 
Suitability for factor analysis was evaluated using 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, and the sufficiency of the 
sample size was evaluated using the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) sampling adequacy scale.  
Descriptive statistics were given for categorical and 
continuous variables in the study. In the evaluation of 
the data, SPPS 25 Released 2017. IBM SPSS Statistics 
for Windows (Version 25.0. Armonk, NY: IBM 
Corp.), statistical software package was used.  p <0.05 
and p 0.01 level was considered statistically significant 

 
RESULTS 

 
Of the 354 Selcuk University Faculty of Veterinary 
Medicine students participating in the study, 60.2% 
are male and 39.8% are female. While the study was 
participated by senior year students the most (27.7%), 
it was participated the least by the junior year students 
(10.5%) (Table 1). There are no items with a total 
correlation value of less than 0.20 in the data form. 
Therefore, since all 28 items were determined to have 
a high level of reliability, no items were removed 
(Table 2). 
For the reliability of the data form, since each item of 
the scale is measured by using a 5-point Likert scale, 
in terms of Cronbach’s Alpha, the form is reliable 

with regard to internal consistency ( ) Cronbach's 
alpha reliability coefficient value for the 28-item data 

form used in the research ( ) was calculated as 0.906 
(Table 3). 
In terms of the validity study of the data form, factor 
analysis was performed with the Varimax method for 
the data collected on the items in the form and the 
findings are presented in Table 4. 
In the study, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sampling 
adequacy was found to be 0.909, the chi-square value 
of Bartlett's sphericity 4921,612, the degree of 
freedom 378, and p = 0.001.  
When the total variance was analyzed, it was 
determined that according to the application data, 
there were 5 factors for 28 items, and they explain 
59,089% of the measurement made by this scale. 
(Table 4).  
Tukey’s range test was applied to obtain a total scale 
score by the addition of the item scores. Considering 
the additivity line, p was determined as > 0.05 (Table 
5).  
The enthalpy–entropy chart was used in the study 
(Figure 1). In the graph, the cut-off point of the 
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eigenvalues represents the 5th main component. 
Therefore, the basic component may not be taken by 
determining 5 factors. However, since the study 
aimed to explain a larger part of the total variability, a 
5th main component was included. 
In the study, no item was removed due to low factor 
load found in the load factor analysis. Questions 15 
to 20 cover Factor 1 (Additive Factor), 21 to 25 cover 

Factor 2 (Personal Factor), 1 to 10 cover Factor 3 
(Structural Factor), 11 to 14 cover Factor 4 
(Instructor Factor), and 26 to 28 cover Factor 5 
(Environmental Factor). The sub-items collected in 
the factors were taken into consideration in the 
naming of each factor. The lowest item load was 
determined as 0,400 and the highest item load was 
determined as 0.829 (Table 6). 

 
Table 1: Socio-Demographic data 

 n % 

CR 

Term 1 90 25,4 
Term 2 74 20,9 
Term 3 37 10,5 
Term 4 98 27,7 
Term 5 (Intern) 55 15,5 

Gender 
Female 141 39,8 

Male 213 60,2 
Total 354 100 

 
 
 
Table 2: Item-based reliability coefficients and item-total correlation of the scale 

  

Average to be 
valid if an item 
is removed 
from the scale 

Variance to 
be valid if an 
item is 
removed from 
the scale 

Total   
Item  
Correlations 

Reliability to be 
valid if an item is 
removed from the 
scale 
Cronbach’s α 
Coefficient 

 [1. The “content of the course” affects 
my elective course choice.] 

99,9605 320,078 0,535 0,902 

 [2. The “course selection system” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,2288 326,880 0,380 0,905 

 [3. The “way the course is taught 
(traditional, student research, 
presentations, etc.)” affects my elective 
course choice.] 

99,9915 317,300 0,571 0,901 

 [4. The “class hours (whether the class 
is in the morning or afternoon)” affect 
my elective course choice.] 

100,5593 329,029 0,243 0,908 

 [5. The “similarity to courses I have 
taken and was successful at until now” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,2684 320,814 0,509 0,902 

 [6. The “previous elective course(s)” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,3136 320,403 0,491 0,903 

 [7. “Whether the course is applied or 
not” affects my elective course choice.] 

100,0395 319,120 0,555 0,902 

 [8. “Whether the course is up-to-date” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,0198 317,362 0,619 0,900 

 [9. “Whether the course encourages to 
conduct research” affects my elective 
course choice.] 

100,4294 320,642 0,518 0,902 

 [10. “The view of the instructor 
towards absenteeism” affects my 
elective course choice.] 

99,7316 331,851 0,230 0,908 
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 [11. “My views about the instructor of 
the course” affect my elective course 
choice.] 

99,4068 325,823 0,461 0,903 

 [12. “The academic career of the 
lecturer of the course” affects my 
elective course choice. (Prof. Dr. – 
Assoc. Prof. Dr. – Dr. Lecturer)”.] 

100,7345 324,609 0,355 0,906 

 [13. “The lecturers I consult” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

100,8277 320,698 0,477 0,903 

 [14. The “examination type (written, 
oral, test, etc.)” affects my elective 
course choice.] 

99,6073 328,789 0,357 0,905 

 [15. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my professional life” affects 
my elective course choice.] 

99,6808 318,994 0,594 0,901 

 [16. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my academic development” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

99,9181 317,503 0,592 0,901 

 [17. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my personal development” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

99,8559 317,047 0,647 0,900 

 [18. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my knowledge of general 
culture” affects my elective course 
choice.] 

99,9463 318,085 0,598 0,901 

 [19. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my theoretical knowledge” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,0000 316,601 0,630 0,900 

 [20. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my practical knowledge” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

100,0339 317,642 0,587 0,901 

 [21. “My personal interests” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

99,6582 318,390 0,645 0,900 

 [22. “My personal skills” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

99,9492 315,924 0,668 0,900 

 [23. “My expectations” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

99,7994 320,778 0,597 0,901 

 [24. “My expectations about academic 
life” affect my elective course choice.] 

100,3305 316,262 0,586 0,901 

 [25. The “possibility that the course 
will raise my grade point average” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

99,6836 328,846 0,318 0,906 

 [26. The “students who have taken that 
course before” affect my elective course 
choice.] 

99,7994 326,535 0,358 0,905 

 [27. The “courses my friends will 
select” affect my elective course 
choice.] 

100,0960 329,532 0,281 0,907 

 [28. The “opinions of the people from 
the later years even if they did not take 
the course” affect my elective course 
choice.] 

100,2655 325,686 0,336 0,906 

 
 
 
Table 3: The total reliability coefficient 

 
Data form used in the study 

Number of Item Cronbach’s α 

28 0,906 
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Table 4. Data form validity coefficient 

 
 
 
 Factor 

Sum of Squares of Factor Loads as a Result of Varimax Rotation 

Total 
 
% of Variance 
 

 
Cumulative Variance 
% 

1 7,319 26,140 26,140 

2 3,462 12,363 38,504 

3 2,377 8,490 46,994 

4 1,750 6,251 53,245 

5 1,636 5,844 59,089 

 
 
 
 
Table 5. Tukey’s Test of Additivity 

 

Sum of 
Squares Df 

Mean 
Square F Sig 

Between population 112,549 105 1,072 
  

Within population 
 

  
111,317 10 11,132 31,393 ,000 

  Residual Nonaddivity ,425a 1 ,425 1,198 ,274 
   Balance 371,894 1049 ,355 

  
    Total 372,319 1050 ,355 

  
  Total 483,636 1060 ,456 

  
Total 

596,185 1165 ,512 
  

 
 
 
 
Table 6. Factor loadings 

Elective Course Preference Attitude 
Scale 

Factor 1: 
Additive 
Factor 

Factor 2: 
Personal  
Factor 

Factor 3: 
Structural 
 Factor 

Factor 4: 
Instructor 
Factor 

Factor 5: 
Environmental 
Factor 

 [1. The “content of the course” affects my 
elective course choice.] 

    0,613 
  

   

 [2. The “course selection system” affects 
my elective course choice.] 

    0,557 
  

   

 [3. The “way the course is taught 
(traditional, student research, presentations, 
etc.)” affects my elective course choice.] 

    0,572 
  

   

 [4. The “class hours (whether the class is 
in the morning or afternoon)” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

    0,698 
  

   

 [5. The “similarity to courses I have taken 
and was successful at until now” affects my 
elective course choice.] 

    0,400 
  

   

 [6. The “previous elective course(s)” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

    0,442     

 [7. “Whether the course is applied or not” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

    0,517    

 [8. “Whether the course is up-to-date” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

    0,685    

 [9. “Whether the course encourages to 
conduct research” affects my elective 
course choice.] 

    0,595    

 [10. “The view of the instructor towards      0,448    
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absenteeism” affects my elective course 
choice.] 
 [11. “My views about the instructor of the 
course” affect my elective course choice.] 

      
  

0,544  

 [12. “The academic career of the lecturer 
of the course” affects my elective course 
choice. (Prof. Dr. – Assoc. Prof. Dr. – Dr. 
Lecturer)”.] 

      
  

0,647  

 [13. “The lecturers I consult” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

      
  

0,725  

 [14. The “examination type (written, oral, 
test, etc.)” affects my elective course 
choice.] 

      
  

0,672  

 [15. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my professional life” affects my 
elective course choice.] 

0,793     
  

   

 [16. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my academic development” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

0,813     
  

   

 [17. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my personal development” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

0,829     
  

   

 [18. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my knowledge of general culture” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

0,720     
  

   

 [19. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my theoretical knowledge” 
affects my elective course choice.] 

0,783     
  

   

 [20. The “possible contribution of the 
course to my practical knowledge” affects 
my elective course choice.] 

0,708     
  

   

 [21. “My personal interests” affect my 
elective course choice.] 

 0,558    
  

   

 [22. “My personal skills” affect my elective 
course choice.] 

 0,547    
  

   

 [23. “My expectations” affect my elective 
course choice.] 

  0,655   
  

   

 [24. “My expectations about academic life” 
affect my elective course choice.] 

  0,717   
  

   

 [25. The “possibility that the course will 
raise my grade point average” affects my 
elective course choice.] 

 0,650   
  

   

 [26. The “students who have taken that 
course before” affect my elective course 
choice.] 

     
  

  0,809 

 [27. The “courses my friends will select” 
affect my elective course choice.] 

     
  

  0,742 

 [28. The “opinions of the people from the 
later years even if they did not take the 
course” affect my elective course choice.] 

     
  

  0,738 
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Figure 1. Elective course preferences selection attitude items 

 
 

DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 
 

In terms of reliability analysis, the reliability 
coefficient as an analysis method is calculated 
determines the extent to which the items that make 
up the measurement tool are related to the entirety of 
the measurement tool and is used frequently in item 
selection (Bland and Altman 1997, Allen and Yen 
2002, Bonett 2002, 2003, 2010, Cronbach and 
Shavelson 2004). For the construct validity of the 
scales, total item score analysis is used for validity as 
well as reliability. The item-total correlation 
coefficient explains the relationship between the 
scores obtained from the test items and the total 
score of the test. That the item-total correlation is 
positive and high indicates that the items exemplified 
similar behaviors and the level of internal consistency 
of the test is high. In a test using Likert-type rating 
scales, the item-total correlation is calculated by the 
correlation coefficient (Cronbach and Shavelson 
2004). The high correlation obtained for each item 
indicates that the level of the relation of that item 
with the theoretical structure is high. In other words, 
it shows that the item is effective and sufficient to 
measure the intended behavior (Tezbaşaran 1997). 
Although not specified, the acceptable selection 
coefficient is recommended to be greater than 0.20 or 
even 0.25. It is stated that if deemed necessary, items 
with a coefficient value between 0.20-0.30 can be 
included or should be corrected, and items with a 
value of less than 0.20 should not be included (Bonett 
2002). The studies in the literature state that items 
with a factor load value of below 0.20 should be 
removed from the scale (Tezbaşaran 1997). Since the 
items’ total correlation value in the study scale was 
not found to be lower than 0.20, it was determined 
that the 28 items in the scale were of high reliability 
and therefore no item was removed from the 
prepared data form (Table 2). That none of the 28 
items of the scale was removed after the item analysis 

can be regarded as a very positive development for 
the study. 
Ways to calculate the reliability coefficient differ 
depending on the type, source, and the number of 
applications of the variables. The changes in the 
methods of calculation also change the interpretive 
meaning of the reliability coefficient. The reliability 
coefficient is the degree of the nonexistence of 
random errors and gives information about the 
amount of error in the measurement results. The 
reliability obtains values ranging from 0 to +1, but it 
is expected to be close to +1. A coefficient of 
reliability value of more than 0.70 is a desired result 
(Cronbach and Meehl 1955). Among the methods 
recommended in the examination of Likert scales is 

the Cronbach’s alpha ( ) technique (Cronbach and 

Shavelson 2004). In the study, Cronbach’s alpha ( ) 
reliability coefficient was found to be 0.906 (Table 3). 
Considering that this coefficient is above 0.80, it can 
be said that the study data form is very functional. 
The construct validity measured by the factor analysis 
method is defined as showing the degree of accuracy 
of the indicators of the theoretical structure to be 
measured (Balcı 1995, Dempsey and Dempsey 2000). 
If the KMO value obtained before factor analysis is 
below 0.50, it means that the sample size is 
insufficient, and if the value is between 0.60-0.69 it is 
deemed to be sufficient (Kaiser 1974, Cerny and 
Kaiser 1977). However, in order for the sample size 
to sufficient, the results of Bartlett’s sphericity test 
should be statistically significant as well (Kaiser 1958, 
1974). The chi-square value of Bartlett’s sphericity 
test measures the suitability of the data for factor 
analysis. The higher this value, the more suitable the 
dataset is for factor analysis (Barlett and Fowler 
1937). In this study, the KMO value before the factor 
analysis was found to be 0.909 and the chi-square 
value of Bartlett’s sphericity test was found to be χ2 
= 4921,612. These results were found to be 
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statistically significant (p<0.01), which shows that the 
values obtained in the study were suitable for factor 
analysis (p<0.05). It can also be said that the results 
of the factor analysis show that the structural validity 
of the scale was achieved.  
In order to obtain a total scale score by the addition 
of the item scores, Tukey’s range test is applied 
(Tukey 1949). It is seen after the test that the range 
value of the study was p>0.05 (Table 5), and it can be 
said that the scale is suitable for obtaining a total scale 
score by the addition of the item scores. 
While the eigenvalues of the variables are used to 
determine the number of factors to be created in the 
development of a scale, and so is the enthalpy–
entropy chart proposed by Cattell and Raymond 
(1966). It is also stated that the enthalpy-entropy 
graph is more successful than other methods in 
creating factors. Due to this feature, the enthalpy-
entropy graph was used to determine the number of 
factors in the study (Figure 1). However, it can be 
said that since the study aimed to explain a larger part 
of the total variability, a 5th main component was 
included. 
In a study conducted by Örs Özdil and Kınay (2015) 
titled  “Scaling 5th Grade Elective Course Preferences with 
Rank-Order Judgments”, a 15-item elective course list 
offered to the 5th-grade students was given to the 
4th-grade students of private and public schools in 
Ankara affiliated with the Ministry of National 
Education, and they were asked to score these 
courses. It is seen that scaling was made according to 
the scoring performed in the study. Yaşar (2014) 
conducted a study titled “Developing an Attitude Scale 
Related to Scientific Research Methods Course” with 
students of Pamukkale University, Faculty of 
Education in the academic year 2011-2012. In the 
study, 20 questions and 4 sub-factors were 
determined. One of the factors includes the 
dimensions of “Daily Life and Occupational Relations”. 
Kılınç and Salman (2007) developed a 20-item School 
Experience Lessons Scale of Attitude (ODDTÖ) in 
the study titled “Developing an Attitude Scale towards the 
Lessons of School Experience” conducted with students in 
the departments of Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, 
and Biology. In the study, a scale consisting of 28 
questions and 5 factors was developed (Table 6). It is 
seen in the literature that no scale studies were 
conducted on the attitude of veterinary medicine 
students in specific and university students in general 
towards elective course preferences. The data 
obtained with the study shows that the developed 
scale can be used to investigate the elective course 
preferences of veterinary medicine students, and it 
can also be used to evaluate elective course 
preferences of students in other departments.  
In conclusion, the research findings suggest that the 
“Elective Course Preference Attitude Scale” is reliable and 
valid to be used with veterinary medicine students 
and can be used to evaluate the reasons for students' 
elective course preferences. 
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APPENDIX 1: Elective Course Preference Attitude 

Scale (Turkish) 

Seçmeli Ders Tutum Ölçeği 

1. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin içeriği” etkili 

oluyor. 

2. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “ders seçme sisteminin” 

etkisi oluyor. 

3. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin işlenme biçimi 

(geleneksel anlatım, öğrenci araştırması, öğrenci 

sunumu vb)” etkili oluyor 

4. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “ders saatleri (sabah veya 

öğleden sonra olması)” etkili oluyor. 

5. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “şimdiye kadar almış 

olduğum ve başarılı olduğum derslere yakın 

olması” etkili oluyor. 

6. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “daha önce almış olduğum 

seçmeli ders/ler” etkili oluyor. 

7. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin uygulamalı olup 

olmaması” etkili oluyor. 

8. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “alacağım dersin güncel 

olup olmaması” etkili oluyor. 

9. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin araştırmaya teşvik 

edici olup olmaması” etkili oluyor. 

10. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “devamsızlık sorunu 

olmaması” etkili oluyor. 

11. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersi veren öğretim 

üyesi hakkındaki görüşlerim” etkili oluyor. 

12. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersi veren öğretim 

üyesinin akademik kariyeri (Prof.Dr.–Doç.Dr.–

Dr.Öğr.Üyesi)” etkili oluyor. 

13. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “danıştığım öğretim 

üyeleri” etkili oluyor. 

14. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersi veren öğretim 

üyelerinin sınav sistemi (yazılı, sözlü, test vb)” 

etkili oluyor. 

15. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “meslek hayatıma katkı 

sağlayabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

16. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “akademik gelişimime 

katkı sağlayabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

17. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin kişisel gelişimime 

katkı sağlayabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

18. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “dersin genel kültürüme 

katkı sağlayabilecek olması” etkili oluyor.  

19. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “teorik bilgilerimi 

artırabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

20. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “pratik becerilerimi 

artırabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

21. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “kişisel ilgilerim” etkili 

oluyor. 

22. Seçmeli ders tercihinde “kişisel yeteneklerim” 

etkili oluyor. 

23. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “kişisel beklentilerim” 

etkili oluyor. 

24. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “akademik hayatla ilgili 

beklentilerim” etkili oluyor. 

25. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “not ortalamamın 

artabilecek olması” etkili oluyor. 

26. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “daha önce o dersi almış 

olan öğrenciler” etkili oluyor. 

27. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “arkadaş çevremin 

seçeceği dersler” etkili oluyor. 

28. Seçmeli ders tercihimde “o dersi almasa da üst 

sınıf öğrencilerin görüşleri” etkili oluyor. 

 


