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Abstract

Learner-centered education gives importance to student motivation, exploration and productivity.
Moreover, in learner-centered teaching, students are given more control and power is shared with
students. This study aims to determine the power sharing level in higher education classes according
to students’ opinions. In this study, survey method, one of the quantitative research methods, was used.
The study was conducted to the population, 454 students at Foreign Languages School in Eskisehir
Osmangazi University, Turkey in 2014-2015 academic years. The data was collected with “Power-
sharing Scale” developed by Orug (2014). SPSS Statistics was used for the statistical analysis of the
data. It is found out that in the preparation classrooms power is shared on average level. It is thought
that giving more responsibility to students in learning environment will make a great contribution to
students’ educational process.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In today’s educational system, it has a great importance to educate students in a way that they improve
themselves, keep pace with the technological advances, make researches and analyze and synthesize
the information instead of memorizing. In 21sth century of the developing Word, it is required to
absorb and make sense of the new knowledge. Student-centered learning has been thought to be very
effective in achieving these features (Donmez 2008). Weimer (2002 states that there are five
dimensions that should be in order to have a student-centered environment. These dimensions are as
follows: the responsibility of learning, the role of the teacher, the function of content, evaluation
process and the balance of power.

The responsibility of learning: Weimer (2002) indicates that most students do not have confidence in
learning process and do not take the responsibility of learning decisions. Thefore, teachers should
encourage the students to have their learning responsibilities. Within this scope, students should be
active learners in the classroom environment. A positive classroom environment set by the teacher is a
precondition of having responsible students (Alexandra 2013).

The role of the teacher: The control of the teachers prevents students from explaining their ideas and it
poses an obstacle across the reflective education. As a result, students only focus on giving the correct
answer instead of explaining their own ideas. On the contrary, in student-centered environment
teachers enable students to make researches and they do not take place in the classroom environment
as an authority. Teachers’ role is that of a guide and facilitator of learning (Overby 2011).

The function of content: In teacher-centered classroom environment, the content is very important and
teachers try to teach as many subjects as possible. However, content is seen as a part of the class in
student-centered learning environment. Students learn the content in a meaningful context
(Brackenbury 2012). As a result, content has become more meaningful in learning process. In student-
centered learning teachers do not focus on textbooks and the units. Instead, they make the content
according to students’ needs, skills and interests. The content should be organized in a way that it
provides the best learning environment for students (Brown 2003).

Evaluation process: Evaluation is an important part of the teaching process since it gives information
about the learning degree of students (Brackenbury 2012). The activities of the evaluation process
should be compatible with student-centered learning. Traditional evaluation techniques such as
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multiple choice, drilling and true/false questions are inadequate in evaluation the students’ behaviors
and they do not discover the students’ skills such as reading comprehension, writing, making a
presentation and making research (Bulut 2008). Moreover, grading the students is very important in
teacher-centered classroom environment and students are compared with each other. On the contrary,
in student-centered learning self-evaluation and peer assessment techniques are frequently used.
Students take the responsibility of learning with the help of these techniques (O’Neill & McMahon
2005). The evaluation process is made to support the learning and to determine the mistakes. It is
aimed to provide the students learn from their mistakes (Saulnier & Landry & Longenecker & Wagner
2008).

The balance of power: Many teachers use classroom management techniques to control the class and
they exert power (Plax & Kearney & McCroskey & Richmond, 1986). In teacher-centered classes all
the decisions about learning process are made by teachers. However, the lesson planning process is
performed with the collaboration of teachers and students. The balance of power is changed and
students take part in the learning process actively. Therefore, it becomes possible for students to take
the responsibility of their own learning in order to be independent learners (Brackenbury 2012).

Students are required to control the learning process and learn actively by guiding the process. This
control and participation opportunities should be presented to have a student-centered environment
(Acat 2005). Therefore, it can be concluded that student-centered classes are far from the teacher
control and there are mutual relationships between teachers and students.

1.1. Power in the class

In general terms, power refers to the ability to affect people in some ways. In classroom environment
power refers to the ability of teachers to affect the students without the control of students (Mendez &
Garcia 2012). Manke (1997) defines power as a relationship between teachers and students. This
relationship is called as power since the power shapes the actions of people.

However, it t is difficult to conceptualize the power and there have been many different ideas in the
literature. French and Raven (1968) indicated five power bases. These are coercive power, reward
power, legitimative power, referent power and expert power.

McCroskey & Richmond (1984) examined these power bases in the classroom environment.

» Coercive power is based on students’ perception that they will be punished by teacher when they
do not conform to what the teacher says and tells them.

»  Reward power is based on the students’ perception that they will get a reward from teachers when
they do what the teacher ask or tells them.

» Legitimative power is the perception of students’ that teachers have the right to make decisions in
the class as they have the authority.

» Referent power is based on the relationship between teachers and students. Students see the
teachers as an authority and they respect the teachers.

*  Expert power is about students’ perceiving the teacher as being competent and knowledgeable in
specific areas (Paulse & Chory-Assad & Dunleavy 2005).

With the economic, cultural and educational developments there have been changes in the relationship
between teachers and students on power, power dynamics and power relations in the classroom.
Therefore, a more effective classroom environment is achieved and the social as well as the academic
needs of the students are met (Lovorn & Christensen & Sunal & Shwery 2012).

There have been power relations between students in the classroom. This power relation occurs when
the teacher gives the student the opportunity to express themselves. That is, students participate in the
learning process on decision making and working in collaboration issues (Mendez & Garcia 2012).
Therefore, teacher authority decreases and the power relations are reshaped in the class.
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1.2. Power sharing in class environment

Power sharing in the class environment refers to the process where all decisions are not made by
teachers and students take part actively. Power sharing aims to give more responsibility to students
and develop their capacities. In teacher-centered classes teachers exert power on students. They use
control teaching methods. On the contrary, power is shared with students in student centered classes
(Weimer 2002). Students share the power by participating to the learning process.

Teachers are not the only people in charge for the activities occurring in the class. Students share the
power with teachers by participating the activities (Overby 2011). Teachers have some interactive
resources affecting students’ behaviors and students also affect teachers’ behaviors by using their own
interactive resources (Manke 1997). Therefore, power relations in the class are handled in a
bidirectional way.

1.3. The importance of power sharing

Students feel more self-disciplined by sharing the control in the class. Being self-disciplined means
that students are aware of their skills and capabilities and they take the necessary decisions to improve
their personal growth (Freiberg & Lamb 2009).

Power sharing plays a crucial role to strength students’ character in higher education. Moreover,
students explain their opinions on curriculum when they are encouraged to participate in their own
learning (Humphreys 2012).

Power sharing is also important in terms of teachers and the institutions. Students feel more confident
and they study hard in the classes where power is shared. As a result, student do not resist to learning.
Therefore, teachers do not have to deal with passive and demotivated students. Power sharing has a
positive effect on the environment. Classroom management becomes easier and the classes are far
from noise. Moreover, students try to find solutions when they encounter problems. This constitutes a
positive classroom environment for learning process (Weimer 2002).

Within these concepts, this study aims to determine the power sharing level in higher education classes
according to students’ opinions. To this end, the following questions were proposed for this study:

1. What are the beliefs of students on current power sharing levels in higher education classes?
2. Does power sharing level belief differentiate according to gender?

3. Does power sharing level belief differentiate according to students’ level?

4

Does power sharing level belief differentiate according to English success level?

2. METHOD

This section gives information about research model, participants, data collection tool, data collection
procedure and data analysis.

2.1.Research Model

Survey method, one of the quantitative research methods, was used for the research method of the
study. Descriptive survey models describe, compare, analyze and interpret the situations of
individuals, institutions, groups or sources in the way they are (Cohen & Manion & Morrison 2007).

2.2.Participants

The target population of the study consisted of 454 students studying at Eskisehir Osmangazi
University English Preparation Classes, Turkey in 2014-2015 academic year. The participants
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included 147 female and 307 male students. They were the students from International Relations,
Machinery Engineering, Electrical-Electronics Engineering, Architecture, Computer Engineering and
English Language Teachers departments. Their class-level ranged from beginner to pre-intermediate
levels and their success level ranged from unsuccessful to very successful.

2.3. Data Collection Tool

A “Power sharing Scale” developed by Orug (2014) was used to determine the power sharing level in
higher education classes. The questionnaire consisted of 26 Likert-type questions. This scale was used
to respond to statements from a five-item Likert range from very low= 1 to very high= 5. The
questions were developed to cover six aspects of power sharing. These aspects were 1) content, 2)
duties, 3) rules, 4) process, 5) activities and 6) evaluation. Moreover, some demographic information
was available via self-report questions placed on the top of the questionnaire.

2.4.Procedure

Firstly, the legal written permission was received in order to conduct the study. Data of the study were
collected within the class hour. Before conducting the study, the teachers were informed about the
study. The validity of the present study was provided by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using
AMOS programme. CFA was used to test whether the measurement model of a six- factor structure of
Power sharing Scale is a good fit of the data. To construct the validity of the present study, Goodness
of Fit Index (GFI), the Adjusted Goodness of Fir Index (AGFI), the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), chi squares y?, and degree of freedom are examined. The obtained results
are shown in Table 1.

Indices Values

GFI 0.84

AGFI 0.80

RMSEA .05

af 284

72 1118.420

r3/df 3.039
p=0.00

Table 1. Fit indicators of power sharing scale

Upon finding GFI, AGFI and RMSEA values as 0.84, 0.80 and .05 respectively, it can be concluded
that Power Sharing scale fits the scale’s data. The acceptable wide range for GFI and AGFI is between
.85 and .90. Moreover, RMSA value of .05 is seen to be in acceptable wide range (Scherbelleh-Engel
& Moosbrugger & Huller 2003)

After testing the validity of the instrument, the reliability coefficient of the test was calculated using
Cronbach alpha coefficient. Cronbach reliability coefficients of the scales were: 0.83 (Content), 0.83
(Duties), .78 (Rules), .73 (Process), .71 (Activities) and 0.73 (Evaluation) for the present study. The
Cronbach alpha coefficient of the whole test was found to be .93 which is significant and considered
high. The Cronbach alpha value higher than .70 t means that the whole test is a reliable measurement
(Biiytikoztiirk 2002). Therefore, all the six sub-categories of power sharing level are found to be
reliable.
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2.5. Data Analysis

After collecting the completed questionnaires, all the data were coded and then analyzed through the
Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS18.0). Five-item Likert type questionnaires range from
very low= 1 to very high= 5 and it consists of five equal intervals. The scores are determined
according to the group intervals. For this aim, the minimum score (1) is subtracted from the maximum
score (5) and the obtained value is divided into group number. Therefore, the score intervals
corresponding to each option are determined (Biyiikoztirk & Cokluk & Kokli 2011). The
guestionnaire options and the corresponding intervals are shown in Table 2.

Options Points Point Interval gsgonesp g
Absolutely does not fitme 1 1.00-1.79 Very Low

Slightly fits me 2 1.80-2.59 Low

Somewhat fits me 3 2.60-3.39 Moderate

Mostly fits me - 3.40-4.19 Good

Completely fits me 5 4.20-5.00 Very Good

Table 2. Power sharing level determination questionnaire options and score intervals

Firstly, descriptive statistics such as frequencies, means, and standard deviations were computed to
display the subjects’ overall responses to the power sharing level belief items. Secondly, t-test was
conducted in order to determine whether there are any significant differences in power sharing level
beliefs of students’ in terms of gender. One-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate whether there
are any differences in students’ beliefs on power sharing level in different groups based on student
level and student success.

3. FINDINGS

To assess the students’ opinions on power sharing level in higher education classes, descriptive
statistics were conducted and means and standard deviations were presented in Table 3.

Power Sharing and Its Factors W A%y

1. Content 743 097
2. Duties 292 1.05
3. Rules 2.83 0.94
4. Process 317 093
5. Activities 330 0.90
6. Evaluation 247 1.02
Total power sharing level 283 0.80

*n=454
Table 3. Mean and standard deviation for the six aspects of power sharing level

Considering the mean values shown in the table, it can be concluded that the participants have beliefs
on power sharing level in varying degrees of strength. As seen in the table, the mean value of content
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factor is (§=2.43) at the lowest level and activities factor was (i =3.30) at the highest level. Also, the
total power sharing level is at (X =2.83) moderate level, which means “somewhat fits me”.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the students’ opinions on power sharing level in higher education

class is at moderate level. The paired-samples t-test was utilized to see whether the students’ gender
differ in beliefs on power sharing level. The t-test results are shown in Table 4.

Factors Gender N W S8 t P
147 245 91

1.Content i::fe 307 240 100 Ol 36

2. Duties Female 7 E-D? I-D:} 213 .03
Male 307 285 1.05

3. Rules Temale 147 295 90 1.84 66
Male 307 277 95

4. Process Female 147 330 52 202 04
Male 307 311 93

5. Activities Female 147 343 88 2.04 .04
Male 307 324 91

6 Evaluation Temale 147 247 103 068 49
Male 307 240 1.02

Total Power Sharing i::}l:le ;g; ij; ; 184 06

SD=452, n=454

Table 4. T-Test results on power sharing level beliefs of students

According to the results, no statistically significant gender differences were found for content, rules,
evaluation and total power sharing level [p>0.05]. On the contrary female students are found to exhibit
higher beliefs on power sharing level for duties [tus2=2.13, p=.03], process [tus2=2.02, p=.04] and
activities [tus»=2.04, p=.04] factors [p<0.05]. The mean values of the female and male students’
answers for duties factor were at “mostly fits me” level. However, the mean values of females were
found to be higher than the males. Therefore, female students exhibited higher beliefs on power
sharing level compared to male students. Mean values of females for process factor was found as

X'=3.30 and as X =3.11 for females, which means “mostly fits me”. The mean values of female and
male students for activities factor was at “somewhat fits me” and “mostly fits me”.

It can be concluded from t-test results that female students exhibited more positive beliefs on power
sharing level for duties, process and activities factors. On the other hand, no statistically significant
gender difference was found for content, evaluation and total power sharing level. Therefore, the
student responses for these factors were similar.

One-way ANOV A was conducted to investigate whether there are any differences in students’ beliefs
on power sharing level in different groups based on student level and student success. The one-way
ANOVA was followed by Tukey post-hoc tests to find out where the significant difference among the
groups was located. The results of this study are shown in Table 5.
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Source of Sum of Mean Significant
Factor Variance Squares Sd Square F p Difference
Between G, 21.006 2 10.53 17226 001 1-2.1-3
Total Power Within g 274.985 451 610
Sharing Total 295991 453
p=.03

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA results for English level groups

The one-way ANOVA statistics for total power sharing level beliefs of students’ based on student
level reveal that there are significant differences among three different English level groups [F(2-
451)=17.226, p<.05]. In order to determine the differentiating groups, Tukey post-hoc test has been
conducted. The test results showed that there was a statistically significant differences between
beginner and elementary and beginner and pre-intermediate groups. As the above table indicates,
Beginner group performed significantly differently from elementary group. Also students in
intermediate group performed better than those in elementary group.

The mean and standard deviation values of power sharing level for English level groups are shown in
Table 6.

Factor Levels N X 5
Beginner 162 2.93 80
Total power Elementary 176 257 74
sharing Pre-Intermediate 117 3.09 79
Total 454 2.83 .80

Table 6. Power sharing level average for English level groups

The mean value of pre- intermediate group was (X =3.09) the highest. Therefore, it can be concluded
that the students in pre-intermediate group exhibited more positive beliefs on power sharing level.
Moreover, the students in elementary level group exhibited more negative beliefs compared to the
other groups.

On the other hand, there were statistically significant differences for content [F(2-451)=13.804,
p<.05], duties [F(2-451)=11.680, p<.05], rules [F(2-451)=11.615, p<.05], process [F(2-451)=12.193,
p<.05], activities [F(2-451)=7.690, p<.05] and evaluation [F(2-451)=10.86, p<.05] factors. The
students in pre-intermediate group exhibited higher beliefs on power-sharing level compared to other
groups.

To find an answer for the fourth question of the study, one-way ANOVA was conducted. One-Way
ANOVA statistics for total power sharing level beliefs of students’ based on English success level
reveals that there are not statistically significant differences among five different English success
levels. The one-way ANOVA results are shown below.
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Factor Source of Sum of Mean Significant
Variance Squares 5d Square F p Difference
Between 1.050 36 -
- -
Total power Groups 2.698 4 675
sharing Within 250.732 405 619
Groups
Total 253.430 409
pe 03

Table 7. One-Way ANOVA results for English success groups

The statistic results show that there is no statistically significant difference between students based on
English success level [F.405=1.090, p>.05]. Therefore, it can be said that English success level do not
make any difference for students’ beliefs on power sharing level and all students exhibited similar
beliefs.

The mean values and standard deviation of power sharing level based on English success are shown in
Table 8.

Factor Levels N X N
Unsuccessful 54 2.66 .78
Total power Low 151 2.85 75
sharing Medium 114 2.86 76
Good 56 2.68 J7
Vev Good 335 282 89
Total 409 2.80 78

Table 8. The power sharing level for English level groups

As it is seen in the table, total power sharing level based on English success level is at moderate level
with “somewhat fits me. The students in all English success level exhibited similar beliefs.

On the other hand, no statistically significant difference was found for content [F(4-405)=1.008,
p>.05], duties [F(4-405)=.748, p>.05], rules [F(4-405)=.888, p>.05], process [F(4-405)=1.704, p>.05],
activities [F(4-405)=.724, p>.05] and evaluation [F(4-405)=.460, p>.05] factors. Therefore, it can be
concluded that all students exhibited similar beliefs on power sharing level at content, duties, rules,
process, activities and evaluation factors.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

This study aims to determine the power sharing level in higher education classes according to
students’ opinions. The results show that power is shared with students on average level in higher
education classes. The students have given responsibilities at medium level for making decisions on
content, duties, rules, process and activities factor. This result is similar with the findings of Orug
(2014) who conducted a study to determine the power sharing levels in English preparation classes.
On the other hand, Oral (2013) examined the power sharing level in Foreign Language classes. The
results showed that the power sharing level was not high. Moreover, the classroom was teacher-
centered and the teacher authority was prior in the class. The results of these studies coincide with
each other.

Power sharing is an important part of student-centered classes. Contrary to teacher-centered classes,
teachers do not have the authority. Instead, they share the power with students (Cam & Orug 2014). In
traditional classes, the control is held by the teacher and all the decisions are made by teachers
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(Humphreys 2012). However, teacher control prevents students from explaining their ideas Teacher
authority weakens by power sharing. The research results indicated that power is shared on the
average level. Therefore, it can be concluded that teacher authority dominates the classroom
environment.

Students have a low level decision making right for content. In teacher-centered education, content is
constructed by teachers or the institutions (Nunan 1998). A classroom environment where students
have responsibility on content choice leads to student-centered environment.

The results on duties factor show that student responsibility on making decisions for duties in not high.
Yiiksel (2010) examined the power sharing in higher education. He gave responsibilities to students on
homework selection by taking into account student experiences, interest and career expectations. He
determined that this process increased the students’ motivation. Moreover, it was noted that students
are found to have responsibilities on rules and process factors on average level. As a result, teachers do
not make power sharing with students on rules and process very much. The learning process is
frequently led by teachers.

The power sharing is made at the lowest level on evaluation factor. Evaluation is an important part of
student-centered classes. Some evaluation methods such as self-evaluation enables students follow
their own learning process (Nunan 1993). Moreover, students take their own learning responsibilities
by self-evaluation and peer evaluation methods (O’Neill & McMahon 2005). The students’ answers on
whether teachers give them responsibilities for self-evaluation and peer evaluation is at “absolutely
does not fit me” level. Therefore, it can be said that classes are far from student-centeredness.

It has been found out the gender of the students do not affect students’ beliefs on power sharing level
for content, rules, evaluation, total power sharing factors. On the contrary gender of the students had a
statistically significant difference on students’ beliefs in process and activities factors. Female students
exhibited higher belies on power sharing level compared to male students.

The results on power sharing level for English level groups indicate that the power sharing level points
of pre-intermediate group were higher compared to the other groups in all factors. The beginner
groups students’ opinions were found to be similar with the pre-intermediate group students’. The
mean values of elementary group students were the lowest. Moreover, there was a statistically
significant difference for content, duties, process, activities evaluation and total power sharing factors
for English level groups. The significant difference among the groups was located between beginner
and elementary groups and elementary and pre-intermediate groups. The beginner level students were
found to have higher beliefs on power sharing level compared to elementary group students.
Moreover, pre-intermediate level students exhibited higher beliefs on power sharing level compared to
the elementary group students. The belief on power sharing level is higher in pre-intermediate group
student.

On the contrary, no statistically significant difference for content, duties, rules, process, activities,
evaluation and total power sharing level was noted between groups in terms of English success level.
The result showed that the students had close opinions on power sharing level for the mentioned
factors.
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