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Abstract

This study aims to predict the level to which classroom teachers' program literacy explains their program
evaluation level, utilizing the "Program Literacy Scale" developed by Bolat (2017) and the "Program Evaluation
Scale" developed by Bas (2016). Additionally, we seek to determine the impact of participant demographics,
including gender, age, seniority, and faculty type graduated, on these skills. We employed a quantitative
research method with a scanning design and a random sampling approach. The study involved 380 classroom
teachers from state schools during the 2023-2024 academic year. We analysed the obtained data by using
descriptive analyses, independent t-tests, ANOVA tests, Tukey's HSD test, and Simple Linear Regression.
Analysis revealed significant differences (p<.05) in program literacy based on teacher age, seniority, and faculty
graduation. Additionally, program evaluation skills differed based on gender, seniority, and faculty graduation
factors. Importantly, the study found that program literacy positively predicted the level of program evaluation
skills. These results suggest a link between teachers' program knowledge and their capability to evaluate
program effectively.

Key words: Program evaluation, Program literacy, Classroom teacher
Introduction

Educational environments are considered to play a crucial role in enabling individuals and societies to adapt to
the developments and changes experienced in economies (National Research Council, 2011). Educational
programs, on the other hand, require innovation to cultivate students who can respond to these changes and
contribute to them (Smith, 2015). Since 2000, the PISA exams have been conducted worldwide to reveal the
economic levels, socio-cultural characteristics, basic mathematics, reading, and science competencies of
educational systems (OECD, 2023a). According to this exam, Finland, Japan, and Hong Kong are ranked at the
top. When Steiner, Magee, Jensen, and Button (2018) investigated the reasons behind these countries' high
rankings, they found that they provided high-quality in their educational systems and possessed well-designed
programs.

Programs comprised of aims, content, learning-teaching processes, and assessment-evaluation sections,
function as a roadmap that defines the standards and determines progress within the educational system that will
be implemented nationwide (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; OECD, 2023b). Programs also contribute to directing
the teaching and learning process, cultivating qualified individuals, ensuring societal development, and
enhancing the quality and efficiency of education. By doing so, they emerge as a significant prerequisite for the
realization of high-quality education and instruction (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Ozdemir, 2012). The
components within programs address the following questions:

Aims section: "Why?"

Content section: "What?"

Learning-teaching process section: "How?"

Assessment-evaluation section: "To what extent?" (Demirel, 2020).

The effectiveness of programs heavily relies on the teachers' abilities to interpret, implement, and
evaluate these programs. Teachers who lack sufficient knowledge and skills might not be able to fully realize
the programs' aims, which could negatively impact the overall success of the educational system. Even though
programs might be very well-designed theoretically and delivered to teachers for implementation, discrepancies
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might likely arise in practice. To address these issues and ensure a more effective application of theoretically
sound programs, teachers require a specific set of skills related to programs. The skills expected from teachers in
comprehending the programs employed in cultivating the human resources needed by the 21st century are also
transforming. According to the report prepared by the Teacher Training and Development Directorate (TTDD)
within the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in 2017, teachers need to possess the following.

Professional knowledge: Subject matter knowledge, educational theory and practice knowledge, and
relevant laws and regulations knowledge,

Professional skills: Planning instruction, creating learning environments, managing the teaching and
learning process, and assessment and evaluation,

Attitudes and values: National, spiritual, and universal values, student approach, communication and
cooperation, and personal and professional development values.

Competence in educational planning, on the other hand, is described as the ability to prepare plans
following the instructional programs, make economic plans during the teaching process, consider students'
differences, and consider spiritual values when planning the process (MEB, 2017). Program literacy skills, in
this respect, are among the fundamental skills of a teacher (Bolat, 2017). The level of program literacy of a
teacher is considered important enough to allow for interpretation of the teacher's readiness for the profession
and professional performance (Esen-Aygiin, 2019; Siigiimlii, 2022).

Program literacy is defined as the ability of teachers to understand the concepts related to the program,
take the initiative to make necessary changes, and observe the elements of the program (Tanas & Murat, 2023).
Schroeder and Curcio (2022) define program literacy skill as the integration and use of materials specific to this
century in lessons, while Modiba and Van Rensburg (2009) express it as the ability to make necessary changes
in a program that disregards cultural differences. Based on these definitions, the skill of program literacy can be
defined as the ability of teachers to understand the dimensions of programs, adapt them to the target group of
students when it is understood that changes are needed, and create feasible programs by making necessary
adjustments.

According to Moon et al. (2021), providing the same education to teacher candidates in different
branches related to university education programs is quite problematic. It is not possible to speak of a common
program literacy skill for all branches of education programs. In this sense, the program literacy skill varies
from one course to another. For example, the program literacy skill of the mathematics branch may differ from
the literacy skill of another branch (Moon et al., 2021). Despite the differences between branches, program
literacy skill emerges as an important skill that all teachers need to possess for the successful transfer of
programs. Another skill necessary for the success of educational programs is program evaluation.

The failure of programs, which are aimed at training the desired workforce for countries to achieve
prosperity, leads to the training of an unqualified workforce and individuals who cannot respond to the
conditions of the era. The understanding of the importance of evaluating programs has emerged because of the
negative consequences experienced in history. Experts concluded that economic crisis and depression in
America are due to insufficient programs. For this reason, experts needed to evaluate education programs to
prevent such negativity in the future (McCormick & James, 1988). In the UK, the process of evaluating
education programs emerged due to increasing suspicions about universities (Leathwood & Phillips, 2000). In
Tiirkiye, program evaluation began with the method and implementation report on the 1948 Primary School
Program (Turgut, 1983). Nowadays, the evaluation of education programs is managed through scientific
processes by consulting various sources. Among these sources are programs used by different countries,
academic studies, constitutions, legislation, development plans, government programs, Ministry of Education
survey result reports, commission reports, and special reports requested from faculties (Aglar et al., 2024a). In
Tiirkiye, it is considered important for programs to be evaluated scientifically, effectively, and collaboratively to
ensure that programs are up-to-date, effective, and successful (Aglar et al., 2024b; Ozdemir, 2009).

To reach their aims and meet current needs, programs need to be continuously developed and
evaluated. In this context, various program evaluation models have emerged over the years. These models differ
according to the emphasis they place on program dimensions. According to Demirel (2020), the main program
evaluation models are shown in Table 1. The developers of program evaluation models, their years of
emergence, and their key features are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Main program evaluation models

Model Developer Year Main Feature of the Model
Objective-based evaluation R. Tyler 1933- Looks at both the effectiveness of aims and
model 1941 teaching experiences.
Provus' discrepancy approach M. Provus 1966 Measures the difference between program
evaluation model standards and action.
Metfessel-Michael evaluation ~ N. Metfessel & 1967  Evaluation is done with pluralistic participation.
model J. Michael Aims are identified from general to specific and
evaluated.
Congruence-contingency R. Stake 1967 It examines the congruence between the design
model of stake and output. Regular evaluation is essential.
Stufflebeam’s context, input, Stufflebeam 1971 Evaluation is conducted at every stage of the
process, product (CIPP) program.
model
Stake’s responsive evaluation Stake 1974 It focuses on the processes rather than the
model outcomes of the program.
Eisner’s educational criticism Eisner 1979 It consists of description, interpretation, and
model evaluation by expert individuals.
Stufflebeam macro evaluation Stufflebeam 1983 Planning, structuring, implementation, and
model feedback decisions are made.

As seen in Table 1, program evaluation models have emerged in the historical process. These models
highlight various aspects of programs and are designed to meet dissimilar needs. This demonstrates the
importance and diversity of program evaluation. Given the importance of evaluating programs, which are of
such significant importance, it is accepted that teachers who are the implementers of these programs should have
the program evaluation skills to decide on:

- The appropriateness of the aims specified in the program,
- Suitability for the needs of students, society, and the day,

- Teaching-learning processes,

- Assessment-evaluation tools and materials,

- The product or outcome obtained from the program,

-The program’s aims and expectations,

- Whether the program meets the objectives or expectations.

The final stage of the program development process is the program evaluation dimension (Aglar et al.,
20244a). Program evaluation, which makes the education process visible and provides a report on its quality,
aims to respond to the needs of policymakers, administrators, and other sectors of society by identifying areas
that need to be developed in terms of content, method, material, teaching-learning process, and assessment-
evaluation (Bharvad, 2010). The program evaluation skill to be used in this process is considered an important
skill that reveals the deficiencies, errors, and points to be revised in a program and assists in the reorganization
of the program (Demirtas, 2017).

Teachers' ability to teach and evaluate topics covered in programs seems to be possible only through
program literacy and program evaluation skills. Especially for classroom teachers who assume responsibility for
all subjects at the elementary school level and are the main implementers of the program, it is considered
critically important for them to have sufficient knowledge and skills in program literacy and program
evaluation. Therefore, it is important to determine the impact of teachers' program literacy and program
evaluation levels on their explanatory abilities.
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Research Objective

Research shows that teachers who have a deep understanding of program literacy and program assessment skills
are more likely to align their teaching practices with the program, which helps the teacher improve student
learning outcomes, select the most appropriate materials and methods to use in the course, and identify student
needs (Bharvad, 2010; Oner & Cirik, 2023).Conversely, teachers with limited program literacy and program
assessment skills may struggle to effectively support their students' academic progress (Bharvad, 2010; Steiner
et al., 2018). With this study we aim to predict the level to which classroom teachers' program literacy explains
their program evaluation level, utilizing the Program Literacy Scale (CLS) developed by Bolat (2017) and the
Program Evaluation Scale (CES) developed by Bas (2016). Additionally, we seek to determine the impact of
participant demographics, including gender, age, seniority, and faculty type graduated, on these skills.

Contributions to the Scientific Literature

There is no study in the literature investigating the relationship between program literacy and program
evaluation. However, studies state that program literacy will shed light on the development and evaluation of
educational programs (Akinoglu & Dogan, 2012). At the same time, program literacy is considered a
prerequisite for the evaluation of programs. Kiigiiktepe and Kerimoglu (2021) state this situation as teachers
with low program literacy cannot evaluate the program correctly. Examining the knowledge and skills of
classroom teachers in program literacy and evaluation is a crucial step toward improving the overall success of
the education system and students’ learning. We expect that this research will play a significant role in
determining the level of knowledge and skills in this area and contributing to developments in this field.

Method

We provide information on the method, design, population, sample, data collection tools, data collection
process, and data analysis of the research in this section.

Research Method

In this study, we preferred a survey design as a quantitative research method. The survey design allows for the
quantitative expression of general trends, attitudes, or opinions towards the population obtained from the sample
selected from within the population (Creswell, 2013). Additionally, the survey design allows for economic data
collection in studies where the population is large, and cross-sectional or longitudinal data collection is preferred
(Fowler, 2014).

Population and Sample

The population of the study consists of classroom teachers working in primary schools in Tiirkiye. We
determined the sample group of the study by using the random method, also known as random sampling. Care
has been taken to ensure that each unit in the population is included in the research without hindering each
other, which is one of the greatest advantages of the random method (Dawson & Trapp, 2001; Sharma, 2017).
Statistical analyses have not been conducted in determining the sample, which allows for the rapid progression
of the process, and any errors can be easily corrected (Giirbiiz & Sahin, 2018).

The sample of the study consists of 380 (144 female - 236 male) primary school teachers working in
schools affiliated with the Ministry of National Education in a city located in the Inner Anatolia region of
Tiirkiye during the 2023-2024 academic year. During the period when the study was conducted, there were 1088
classroom teachers in the city center, and 139 of them were not actively teaching in the classroom due to their
administrative duties. The universe of the study consisted of 949 teachers. Considering the sampling error of d=
+ 0.03 at the significance level of 0.05, it is seen that a number above the minimum number (min=244)
(Yazicioglu & Erdogan, 2014) was reached from this universe. The demographic data of the sample are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Demographic data of the sample

Variables f %
Female 144 37.9
Gender
Male 236 62.1
20-30 72 18.9
Age 31-35 20 5.3

36-40 70 18.4
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41-45 50 13.2

46-50 74 195

51+ 94 24.7

1-5 64 16.8

6-10 26 6.8

11-15 32 8.4

Years of Experience 16-20 58 15.3
21-25 78 20.5

26-30 76 20.0

30+ 46 121

Faculty of Education 304 80.0

University Graduation Faculty of Science and Literature 32 8.4
Other Faculties 44 11.6

As seen in Table 2, more than half of the participants in the study are male. The highest participation in
the sample is from the age group of 51 years and above, while in terms of years of experience, the highest
participation is from teachers with 21-25 years of experience. Additionally, eight out of ten of the participants
graduated from the education faculty.

Data Collection Instruments of the Study

The variables to be examined to determine teachers' levels of program evaluation and literacy are gender, age,
teaching experience, and graduated faculty. In this study, we collected the data by using the "Program Literacy
Scale (CLS)" developed by Bolat (2017) and the "Program Evaluation Scale (CES)" developed by Bas (2016).

Program Literacy Scale (CLS): Developed by Bolat (2017), consists of a total of 29 items in the
reading (15 items) and writing (14 items) sub-dimensions. In the scale development study, the reliability of the
reading sub-dimension was .88, the writing sub-dimension was .91, and the overall scale reliability was .94. In
this study, the reliability of the scale is .96 for the reading sub-dimension, .96 for the writing sub-dimension, and
.98 for the overall. The scale, prepared in a five-point Likert type, is rated as "Strongly Agree" and "Strongly
Disagree." A minimum of 29 and a maximum of 145 points can be obtained from the scale.

The Program Evaluation Scale (CES), developed by Bas (2016), consists of 35 items across four sub-
dimensions: aim (10 items), content (10 items), teaching-learning process (TLP) (10 items), and assessment-
evaluation (AE) (5 items). In the scale development study, the sub-dimension reliabilities were as .89/.88/.87
and .78, respectively, the overall reliability of the scale was determined as .92. In this study, the reliabilities of
the sub-dimensions of the scale are as .88/.91/.93/.83, and the overall reliability of the scale is .97. The scale,
prepared in a five-point Likert type, is rated as "Strongly Agree™ and "Strongly Disagree.” A minimum of 35
and a maximum of 175 points can be obtained from the scale. Descriptive statistics obtained for CLS and CES
in this study are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for CLS and CES

) Item Item Skewness Kurtosis  Cronbach
Min Max
n < mean  mean SS Alfa
score  score
(1-5)  (100)
CLS
Reading 380 15 75 61.24  4.08 8165 9.48 -1.017 1.646 .964
Writing 380 14 70 5725  4.09 8179 913 -.787 .982 .960
Total 380 29 145 11849  4.09 8172 1761 -.958 1.688 975
CES

Aim 380 10 50 35.56 3.56 7112  6.70 -.789 782 .882
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Content 380 10 50 35.81 3.58 7162 6.88 -.816 913 910
TLP 380 10 50 34.05 341 68.10 7.64 -.729 217 .928
AE 380 5 25 16.76 3.35 67.04  3.95 -.559 -.077 .827

Total 380 35 175 12270 3.51 70.11 23.50 -.813 .660 970

According to Table 3, participants have a prominent level of program literacy skills based on the total
score obtained from CLS (81.72 > 70), and the general evaluation of primary school programs indicates that
they are sufficient (70.11 > 70). Participants obtained the highest scores in the writing sub-dimension of CLS
with 81.79 points, while in CES, they achieved a score of 71.62 in the content sub-dimension. The reliability
values obtained from the two scales, CLS (.975) and CES (.970), are quite high.

Data Collection Process

We prepared a list of 63 primary schools affiliated with the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in the city
centre, and we printed the names of the schools on separate pieces of paper and put them into a bag. Then, we
randomly drew the names of 33 primary schools from the bag and noted them down. Subsequently, we visited
the selected schools, where we presented a presentation explaining the purpose, method, and contribution of the
study to the field to potential participants. Any questions related to the research were answered, and photocopies
of the scales were distributed by hand. We ended the data collection process of the research for 21 days, and at
the end of this process, we collected the data from 380 primary school teachers who provided voluntary consent
by reading and approving the informed consent form. Then, we transferred the collected data to the SPSS 26
program for data analysis.

Data Analysis Process

We transferred the data to SPSS 26 program in one day. We checked the 380 scale one by one, but there were
no incorrect filling or missing value, then we checked with SPSS 26 program, but we did not encounter any
extreme outlier within them. Then, we checked the normality values of the entire scale and its sub-dimensions.
We examined recreation assumptions. We determined that there was a simple linear relationship, normality was
at an acceptable level and there was covariance. In this context, we checked the assumptions. Initially, we
examined the frequencies and percentages of the participants, followed by the interpretation of the scores
obtained by the participants from the sub-dimensions and total scores of the scales based on the variables of
gender, age, seniority, and faculty. When we encountered significant differences between groups, the
determination of which groups exhibited these differences was found. Finally, we examined the skills related to
the CES sub-dimensions based on the scores obtained from CLS, and we presented the findings in tables. We
conducted descriptive statistics in the research, followed by checking the normality of the scale. As the scales
did not meet the normality assumption, we examined skewness and kurtosis values. We observed that these
values were within a range that could be considered flexible (Table 2), and thus, we deemed the use of
parametric tests appropriate. In the analysis process, we used independent t-tests for pairwise comparisons
employed one-way ANOVA for comparing multiple groups, and applied Tukey's test for post hoc multiple
comparisons. Finally, we conducted a simple linear regression analysis to determine the level of predicting CES
sub-dimensions based on the scores obtained from CLS.

Ethics Approval

We initiated the data collection process after the ethical approval decision nhumbered E-50704946-100-363551
dated November 27, 2023, by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Education at Sivas Cumhuriyet
University.

Findings

We present the findings obtained from the analysis of the data collected from the participants in the research in
this section in tables, according to the objectives of the study.

Table 4 presents the t-test results regarding gender in CLS and CES scores by sub-dimensional and
overall.
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Table 4. t-test results of regarding gender in CLS and CES scores
Gender n X Sd T Df p
) Female 144 61.43 8.86
Reading 310 378 757
Male 236 61.13 9.85
» Female 144 57.60 8.41
CLS  Writing 592 378 .554
Male 236 57.04 9.55
Female 144 119.08 15.72
Total 480 378 .631
Male 236 118.17 18.69
Female 144 34.93 7.04
Aim -1.399 378 .163
Male 236 35.94 6.46
Female 144 34.94 7.13
Content -1.881 378 .061
Male 236 36.33 6.68
Female 144 32.83 8.20
CES TLP -2.435 378 .015*
Male 236 34.79 7.20
Female 144 16.04 4.47
AE -2.806 378 .005*
Male 236 17.20 5.53
Female 144 119.32 25.33
Total -.2201 378 .028*
Male 236 124.76 22.11
*p<.05

According to Table 4, there is no significant difference in CLS based on gender. However, there is a
significant difference in CES in the teaching-learning process (TLP) and evaluation and assessment (EA) sub-
dimensions, as well as the total scores, based on gender. Regarding the Table 4, the significant difference

favoured male classroom teachers (p<.05).

Table 5 presents the ANOVA test results for the CLS scores of classroom teachers according to the age

variable.
Table 5. ANOVA test results for CLS by age variable
Age n X sd Source of Variance  df F p Significant Difference
20-30' 72 60.44 8.29
Between groups 5
31-35%2 20 59.10 12.16
36-40° 70 62.80 7.09
Reading Within groups 374 2.028 .074 -
41-45* 50 61.84 10.64
46-50° 74 58.95 9.62
Total 379
51+5 94 62.63 10.21
20-30' 72 57.33 751 . .
etween groups
31-352 20 56.70 11.16 grotp 1>5
- 36-40° 70 58.77 8.39 o
Writing Within groups 374 2.468 .032* 3>5
41-45* 50 57.16 10.00
46-50° 74 54.24 9.65
Total 379 6>5
51+% 94 58.60 9.06
20-30! 72 117.78 14.52 3>5
Total CLS Between groups 5 2396 .037*
31-35% 20 115.80 23.02



AUJES (Adiyaman University Journal of Educational Sciences)

36-40° 70 121.57 14.90
41-45* 50 119.00 19.40
46-50° 74 113.19 18.49
51+6 94 121.3 17.99

Within groups

Total

374

379

6>5

197

*p<.05

Upon examining Table 5, we observed significant differences in the writing sub-dimension and the
total score of the CLS (p<.05). The significant differences are between the age groups of 20-30 and 46-50, 36-
40 and 46-50, 51 and over, and 46-50 (1>5, 3>5, 6>5) for the writing sub-dimension, and between the age
groups of 36-40, 46-50, 51 and over and 46-50 for the total score (3>5, 6>5). Regarding Table 5, there is no

significant difference in the reading sub-dimension of the scale.

Table 6 presents the ANOVA test results for the CES scores of classroom teachers according to the age

variable.
Table 6. ANOVA test results for CES by age variable
Age n X sd Source of Variance  df F p Significant Difference
20-30' 72 37.14 473
Between groups 5
31-352 20 33.30 8.71
. 36-40° 70 35.80 5.87 o
Aim Within groups 374 1.888 .096 -
41-45* 50 36.36 6.77
46-50° 74 35.03 7.04
Total 379
51+6 94 34.64 7.56
20-30' 72 37.00 5.71
Between groups 5
31-35%2 20 34.10 8.23
36-40° 70 36.37 6.43
Content Within groups 374 1.238 .291 -
41-45* 50 36.36 7.55
46-50° 74 35.35 7.34
Total 379
51+6 94 34.89 6.94
20-30 72 3481 6.22
Between groups 5
31-352 20 30.60 9.56
36-40° 70 34.31 7.77 o
TLP Within groups 374 1.088 .367 -
41-45* 50 34.52 8.30
46-50° 74 34.24 8.06
Total 379
51+6 94 3360 7.36
20-30' 72 16.44 3.72
Between groups 5
31-352 20 14.80 5.02
36-40° 70 17.60 4.09 o
AE Within groups 374 1.867 .099 -
41-45* 50 17.04 3.91
46-50° 74 16.92 3.88
Total 379
51+ 94 16.53 3.74
20-30' 72 126.11 18.35
Between groups 5
31-352 20 113.30 29.98
Total CES 1.375 .233 -
36-40% 70 124.66 22.35 o
Within groups 374
41-45* 50 124.84 24.85
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46-50° 74 121.92 24.81
51+° 94 120.11 24.30

Total 379

*p<.05

According to Table 6, there is no significant difference in the sub-dimensions or total scores of the CES
scale, based on the age variable of the participants.

We present the analysis results regarding the scores from the CLS according to the seniority variable in
Table 7.

Table 7. ANOVA test results for CLS seniority variable

Seniority N x sd Source of Variance  df F p Significant Difference

1-5! 64 59.10 10.03

Between groups 6
6-10> 26 61.70 5.86
11-15° 32 6550 4.94 3>1, 3>4, 3>6
) Within groups 373 o
Reading 16-20* 58 59.55 10.70 2.574 .019*
21-25° 78 62.82 8.59 5>1,5>4
26-30° 76 60.24 10.56 Total 379
30+ 46 62.13 9.64
1-5! 64 56.00 9.15
Between groups 6

6-10° 26 59.31 5.13
11-15° 32 61.44 6.61 .
- Within groups 373
Writing 16-20* 58 55.90 10.41 1.962 .070 -
21-25°> 78 57.28 9.02
26-30° 76 56.37 9.82 Total 379
30+’ 46 58.04 8.89

1-5! 64 115.09 18.14

Between groups 6
6-10> 26 121.00 9.98 3>1, 3>4,
11-15° 32 126.94 10.83 o
Within groups 373
CLS Total 16-20* 58 115.45 20.50 2.376 .029* 3>6
21-25% 78 120.10 16.43
26-30° 76 116.60 18.81 Total 379

30+’ 46 120.17 18.28

*p<.05

According to Table 7, based on the seniority variable, there are significant differences in the reading
sub-dimension and the total scale scores (p<.05). Specifically, there are significant differences in the reading
sub-dimension between participants with 11-15 years of experience and those with 1-5 years, 16-20 years, and
26-30 years of experience (3>1, 3>4, 3>6), and between participants with 21-25 years of experience and those
with 1-5 years and 16-20 years of experience (5>1, 5>4). There are also significant differences in total scores
between classroom teachers with 11-15 years of experience and those with 1-5 years, 16-20 years, and 26-30
years of experience (3>1, 3>4, 3>6). However, there is no significant difference in the writing sub-dimension.

Table 8 provides the ANOVA test results for participants' scores on CES sub-dimensions and total
scores according to the seniority year variable.
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Table 8. ANOVA test results for CES by seniority year variable

Seniority n X Sd Source of df F p Significant
Variance Difference

1-5¢ 64 37,34 481
Between groups 5

6-102 26 32,77 6,59 152, 154, 157,
11-15° 32 3831 547

] Within groups 374

Aim 16-20° 58 34,03 6,78 3.588 .002* 352 3>4, 3>6,
21-255 78 36,23 6,37
26-30° 76 3521 7,38 Total 379 3>7,5>2

30+7 46 34,09 7,86

1-5¢ 64 36,81 6,01

Between groups 5
6-102 26 34,54 6,85

11-15% 32 38,44 6,61 o 1>4, 3>2, 3>4,
Within groups 374
Content 16-20* 58 34,24 7,32 2.312 .033*
21-25° 78 36,69 6,55 3>6, 3>7,5>4
26-30° 76 35,47 7,05 Total 379

30+ 46 34,30 7,33

1-5¢ 64 34,53 6,59
6-102 26 32,08 8,71
11-15® 32 3581 7,87

Between groups 5

Within groups 374

TLP 16-20* 58 32,66 8,70 986 435 -
21-255 78 34,51 7,46
26-305 76 34,13 7,47 Total 379

30+7 46 34,09 7,39

1-51 64 16,69 3,83
Between groups 5

6-102 26 1423 4,08 152, 351, 352,
11-15° 32 18,38 4,06 o
Within groups 374
AE 16-20° 58 16,90 4,29 2.793 .011* 355, 4>2, 552,
21-255 78 16,69 3,77
26-30° 76 16,95 3,01 Total 379 6>2, 7>2

30+7 46 16,83 3,38

1-5! 64 126,0 19,53
6-102 26 114,38 24,58
11-15% 32 131,44 22,00

Between groups 5

Within groups 374

CES Total 16-20* 58 118,48 25,54 2.060 .057 -
21-25° 78 124,67 22,33
26-30° 76 122,11 24,53 Total 379

30+7 46 119,70 24,84

*p<.05

According to Table 8, there are significant differences in the aim, content, assessment, and evaluation
sub-dimensions of CES's scores based on the participants' seniority years (p<.05). In particular, there are
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significant differences in the aim sub-dimension between participants with 1-5 years of experience and those
with 6-10 years, 16-20 years, and 30 years and above of experience (1>2, 1>4, 1>7), between participants with
11-15 years of experience and those with 6-10 years, 16-20 years, 26-30 years, and 30 years and above of
experience (3>2, 3>4, 3>6, 3>7), and between participants with 21-25 years of experience and those with 11-15
years of experience (5>2). There are significant differences in the content sub-dimension between participants
with 1-5 years of experience and those with 16-20 years of experience (1>4), between participants with 11-15
years of experience and those with 6-10 years, 16-20 years, 26-30 years, and 30 years and above of experience
(3>2, 3>4, 3>6, 3>7), and between participants with 21-25 years of experience and those with 16-20 years of
experience (5>4). There are significant differences in the assessment and evaluation sub-dimension, between
participants with 1-5 years of experience and those with 6-10 years of experience (1>2), between participants
with 11-15 years of experience and those with 1-5 years, 6-10 years, and 21-25 years of experience (3>1, 3>2,
3>5), between participants with 16-20 years of experience and those with 6-10 years of experience (4>2),
between participants with 21-25 years of experience and those with 6-10 years of experience (5>2), between
participants with 26-30 years of experience and those with 6-10 years of experience (6>2), and between
participants with 30 years and above of experience and those with 6-10 years of experience (7>2). Based on the
seniority variable, there is no significant difference in the CES's learning-teaching process sub-dimension and
total scores.

Table 9 presents the analysis results for the scores obtained from CLS according to the variable of the
faculty from which the participants graduated.

Table 9. ANOVA test results for CLS by faculty variable

Graduated Source of Significant
n X sd . df F p .
Faculty Variance Difference
Education? 304 61.19 9.28 Between
2 1>2, 3>1,
) groups
Reading ) ) o 5.572 .004*
Science&Literature? 32 57.25 11.59  Within groups 377 352
Other® 44 6450 8.07 Total 379
Education? 304 57.14 9.02 Between )
. groups
Writing ) . . 2.405 .092 -
Science&Literature? 32 55.06 9.65  Within groups 377
Other® 44 5959 9.19 Total 379
Education? 304 118.34 17.45 Between )
CLS groups
) ) o 4.281 .015* 3>1,3>2
Total  Science&Literature? 32 112.31 18.36  Within groups 377
Other Faculties® 44 124.09 16.80 Total 379

*p<.05

According to Table 9, there are significant differences in the scores of the reading sub-dimension and
total scale of CLS according to the faculty variable (p<.05). Significant differences in the reading sub-dimension
are between graduates of education faculty and graduates of arts and sciences faculty (1>2), and between
graduates of other faculties and graduates of education faculty and arts and sciences faculty (3>1, 3>2).
Significant differences in total scores are between graduates of other faculties and graduates of education faculty
and arts and sciences faculty. There is no significant difference in the writing sub-dimension of the scale.

Table 10 presents the analysis results for the scores obtained by participants in the sub-dimensions and
total of CES according to the faculty year variable.
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Table 10. ANOVA test results for CES by faculty variable
Source of Significant
Graduated Faculty n X sd ) df F p )
Variance Difference
Education? 304 36.07 6.28 Between
. groups
Aim 6.704 .001* 1>2,3>2
Science&L.iterature? 32 31.69 6.74  Within groups 377
Other Faculties® 44 34.82 8.42 Total 379
Education? 304 36.21 6.77 Between )
groups
Content ) ) o 4.633 .010* 1>2,3>2
Science&Literature? 32 32.38 5.60  Withingroups 377
Other® 44 3550 7.83 Total 379
Education* 304 3432 7.60 Between )
groups
TLP ) ] o 1.806 .166
Science&L.iterature? 32 31.63 6.59  Within groups 377
Other Faculties® 44 33.95 8.49 Total 379
Education? 304 16.89 3.95 Between )
groups
AE ) ) o 3.890 .021* 1>2,3>2
Science&Literature? 32 14.94 3.26  Withingroups 377
Other Faculties® 44 17.18 4.18 Total 379
Education? 304 124.06 22.80 Between )
CES groups
) ) o 4.757 .009* 1>2,3>2
Total  Science&Literature? 32 110.75 21.21  Within groups 377
Other Faculties® 44 122.00 27.56 Total 379

*p<.05

According to Table 10, there are significant differences in the scores of the aim, content, assessment
sub-dimensions, and the total scale of CES according to the faculty variable (p<.05). Significant differences in
the aim, content, assessment sub-dimensions, and total scale scores are between graduates of the education
faculty and graduates of the arts and sciences faculty, as well as between graduates of other faculties and
graduates of the arts and sciences faculty (1>2, 3>2). There is no significant difference in the teaching-learning

process sub-dimension of the scale.

Table 11 presents the findings of a simple linear regression analysis conducted to determine the level of
prediction of participants' program literacy on program evaluation skills.

Table 11. Simple linear regression findings on CLS predicting CES sub-dimensions

Model
Dependent Variable Independent Variable B t p F R?
()
Constant 18.359 8.474  0.000
Aim 64.409 0.000 0.146
CLS 0.145 8.026 0.000
Constant 16.579 7.567  0.000
Content 78.706  0.000 0.172
CLS 0.162 8.872 0.000
Constant 16.443 6.543  0.000
TLP 50.158  0.000 0.117
CLS 0.149  1.082 0.000
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Constant 7.270 5.629 0.000
AE 55.214 0.000 0.127
CLS 0.080 7.431 0.000

Upon examination of Table 11; firstly, the regression model established to evaluate the extent to which
participants' skills in the aim dimension of CES are influenced by CLS is statistically significant (F=64.409;
p<0.05). As teachers' levels of CLS increase, their skills in the aim dimension of CES also increase (=0.145;
t=8.026; p<0.05). Participants' program literacy explains approximately 15% of the evaluation skills in the aim
sub-dimension of CES.

Secondly, the regression model examining the extent to which participants' skills in the content
dimension of CES are influenced by CLS is also significant (F=78.706; p<0.05). As teachers' levels of CLS
increase, their skills in the content dimension of CES are positively affected (=0.162; t=8.872; p<0.05).
Participants' program literacy explains approximately 17% of the evaluation skills in the content sub-dimension
of CES.

Thirdly, the regression model that teachers' skills in the teaching-learning process dimension of CES
are significantly influenced by CLS (F=50.158; p<0.05). As teachers' CLS scores increase, their skills in the
teaching-learning process dimension of CES are also positively affected ($=0.149; t=1.082; p<0.05). However,
participants' program literacy predicts approximately 12% of the evaluation skills in the teaching-learning
process sub-dimension of CES.

Finally, according to the established model, the level of influence of participants' skills in the
assessment dimension of CES by CLS, is statistically significant (F=55.214; p<0.05). As participants' CLS
scores increase, their skills in the assessment dimension of CES are positively affected (f=0.080; t=7.431;
p<0.05). Participants' program literacy explains approximately 13% of the evaluation skills in the assessment
sub-dimension of CES.

Results, Discussion, and Recommendations

This study aims to determine how classroom teachers' program literacy predicts their program evaluation levels.
It also examines the scores that classroom teachers receive on relevant scales based on variables such as gender,
age, years of seniority, and the type of faculty from which they graduated. The findings from the analysis of the
research data are discussed in this section and evaluated alongside other studies in the literature. Within the
framework of the results obtained, suggestions are made for future researchers, classroom teachers, teacher
candidates, academicians who provide education in classroom teaching departments, and educational policy
makers.

Within the scope of the research, it is observed that the program literacy levels of classroom teachers
are in the value range considered high (81.72 > 70) (Yildirim & Simsek, 2021). This finding is supported by the
literature (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Esen-Aygiin, 2019; Gilindogan, San, & Uyar, 2023;
Karakuyu, 2023). However, qualitative research findings by Siier and Demirkol (2023) suggest that more
support is needed for classroom teachers regarding the educational philosophy, aims, values, and competencies
included in the program. According to the results of the Program Evaluation Scale applied to the participants in
the research, primary school programs are at a satisfactory level (70.11 > 70). In the literature, there are
equivalent results measuring classroom teachers' evaluations of program (Bal et al., 2021). Considering the
importance attributed to shaping education through programs, this research seems quite significant.
Additionally, the reliability values of the two scales used in this research are high (Table 3). This finding
indicates that the research meets the prerequisite for correct interpretation (Creswell, 2013).

No significant difference was found between the scores of the participants in the program literacy scale
according to the gender variable. When these results obtained in the study are compared with the results in the
literature, it is seen that they are consistent with the studies of Aslan (2019) and Erdamar and Akpunar (2020).
On the other hand, significant differences were found in all sub-dimensions of the scale in the studies conducted
by Esen-Aygiin (2019), Stigimli (2022) and Giindogan, San, and Uyar (2023). Erdem and Egmir (2018)
determined that there was a significant difference only in the writing sub-dimension in their study. It can be
stated that sample differences are effective in obtaining different results in the studies conducted. In the study, a
significant difference was determined in favor of male participants in the teaching-learning process and
measurement-evaluation sub-dimensions of the program evaluation scale of the participants. In the study
conducted by Ak and Nalgac1 (2012), it was concluded that gender did not create a significant difference. Ozeng
and Cakar (2015) concluded in their study that there was a significant difference in favor of female participants
in the measurement-evaluation sub-dimension of the scale. It is thought that the fact that there are not many
courses on program evaluation in faculties, as well as the sample studied, is effective in obtaining different
findings in the literature. There is no course on program evaluation in most of the education faculties. This
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course is only included in some programs in postgraduate courses. This negatively affects the teachers'
competence in making evaluations for the program they are responsible for.

It was determined that the program literacy of the teachers included in the study showed a significant
difference in the total score of the scale and the writing sub-dimension according to the age variable. It was
observed that participants between the ages of 46-50 received higher scores in the writing sub-dimension of the
scale than participants between the ages of 20-30, 36-40, and 51 and above. In terms of the total score of the
scale, it was determined that participants between the ages of 36-40 and 51 and above received higher scores. It
is seen that the findings of this study are not supported in the literature. No significant difference was
determined in the studies conducted by Erdem and Egmir (2018) and Giindogan et al. (2023). The literature
review revealed an absence of studies examining the age variable in the context of program evaluation research.
It was concluded that the program literacy of classroom teachers differed in the total score of the scale and the
reading sub-dimension according to their years of seniority. It was determined that the average scores of
teachers with seniority between 1-5, 16-20, 26-30 years were low, while those with seniority between 11-15 and
21-25 years were high. There are studies in the literature that yielded different results. In the study conducted by
Siigiimlii (2022) in which he tried to determine the professional experience and program literacy skills of
Turkish teachers; no significant difference was found. A similar finding was reached by Sag and Sezer (2012).
An important finding that draws attention in the study of Sag and Sezer (2012) is that the program literacy levels
of classroom teachers decrease as their seniority years increase. It was commented here that there is a negative
relationship between experience and program literacy. It can be commented that the contents of current
programs can be understood more easily by teachers who graduated recently, but not by teachers who graduated
earlier.

In the scores obtained from the education program evaluation scale according to the seniority variable
of the participants of the primary school programs, differences were found between the groups in the target sub-
dimension of the scale. It was observed that the differences between the seniority groups were in favor of the
participants with 1-5 and 11-15 years of seniority. The situation remains unchanged in the content and
assessment-evaluation sub-dimensions as well, but in all three sub-dimensions, scores are against teachers with
6-10 years of experience. While no significant difference was found between the teaching-learning process and
the total scores on the scale in this study, previous research by Bal et al. (2021), Bulut (2008), and Siigiimlii
(2022) has demonstrated a positive correlation between teachers' experience levels and outcomes. However,
other studies, such as those by Alak & Nalgaci (2012) and Orbeyi & Giiven (2008) found no significant
differences based on years of experience.

When evaluating the scores received from the literacy scale by classroom teachers based on their faculty of
graduation, a significant difference was found between graduates of the Faculty of Science and Letters and those
of the Faculty of Education. Specifically, graduates from the Faculty of Education scored higher in the reading
sub-dimension of the scale. No significant difference was found in the writing sub-dimension of the scale.
According to these findings, it was concluded that the universities the participants graduated from affected their
program literacy. Esen-Aygiin (2019) determined in his study that the graduates of the faculty of education
received higher scores than the graduates of all the faculties compared in the total and sub-dimensions of the
scale. A similar finding was obtained by Erdem and Egmir (2018) in their study. While the generally expected
result here is that the graduates of the faculty of education receive higher scores, this study contradicts other
studies in the literature. In this study, more than one-third of the classroom teachers working in the city center
were reached. This reveals that a truly important group was worked with. It is thought that the reason for the
difference is that the sample reached in the studies consists of university students. It was determined that the
participants' evaluation levels of educational programs showed a significant difference according to the faculty
of graduation variable. It was determined that the scores of teachers who graduated from the Faculty of
Education were significantly higher compared to those who graduated from the Faculty of Science and Letters,
as well as when comparing the education group with other groups. This finding appears inconsistent with
existing literature on the subject. Bal et al. (2021), Orbeyi and Giiven (2008) did not find a difference according
to the type of faculty of graduation in their studies. When this study is considered together with other studies, it
can be commented that the inadequacy of the courses on program literacy and program evaluation given to
classroom teachers in education faculties is effective. The knowledge and application skills of teacher
candidates who are not trained in the relevant subject are generally similar to other teachers appointed from
different fields. It is thought that these competencies are acquired or not acquired at a similar level in schools
with a study on this subject.

As a result of the research, it is seen that the participants' program literacy positively predicts all sub-dimensions
of the program evaluation scale. According to this result, it can be stated that as the program literacy levels of
teachers increase, their skill levels in all sub-dimensions of program evaluation increase in parallel. No study
has been found in the literature investigating the relationship between program literacy and program evaluation.
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However, it is stated in the studies that program literacy will shed light on the development and evaluation of
program (Akmoglu & Dogan, 2012). At the same time, program literacy is accepted as a prerequisite for the
evaluation of programs. Kiigliktepe and Kerimoglu (2021) support the result of our research by stating that
teachers with low program literacy cannot evaluate the program correctly.

Conclusions

When the results of this study are evaluated in general, it is seen that the program literacy of classroom teachers
is at a high level and in this context, they express the primary school program as above average. One of the most
striking results of the study is the differences found in terms of age and seniority variables. No increase or
decrease was found in a certain order. Another important finding is that as the program literacy of classroom
teachers increases, it positively predicts their thoughts about the program. It can be thought that teachers with a
high level of literacy evaluate the program they cover in classes more realistically.

Recommendations

Based on the results, we can recommend the following items:

- The program literacy skills of classroom teachers were determined to be at a high level. However,
these results can also be interpreted as teachers perceiving themselves as competent. In order for this result to
reflect reality, it is recommended that a different study be conducted through practical activities regarding
program literacy.

- Program literacy and the ability to evaluate a program in practice are important competencies that a
teacher should have. While it is expected that graduates of education faculties would be in an advantageous
position here, different results were encountered. For this reason, the contents of the courses related to these
competency areas in education faculties should be checked. Considering that these courses are not offered in
most faculties, it can be stated that this is a very important deficiency. It is recommended that the results of this
be examined correctly and the program of education faculties be updated.

- Teachers' program skills vary by age and years of experience. Therefore, we can recommend peer
education among classroom teachers. Seferoglu (2001) states that peer education increases solidarity and
development within the teaching profession group. Therefore, peer education is expected to enhance program
literacy and evaluation skills.
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Ozet

Bu calisma, Bolat (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen "Program Okuryazarligi Olcegi" ve Bas (2016) tarafindan
gelistirilen "Program Degerlendirme Olgegi" kullanilarak smnif &gretmenlerinin program okuryazarliginin
program degerlendirme diizeylerini ne diizeyde agikladigini tahmin etmeyi amaglamaktadir. Ayrica, cinsiyet,
yas, kidem ve mezun olunan fakiilte tiirii gibi katilimc1 demografik 6zelliklerinin bu beceriler iizerindeki etkisini
belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Tarama tasarimi ve rastgele 6rnekleme yaklasimi ile nicel bir arastirma yontemi
kullanilmistir. Caligmaya 2023-2024 akademik yilinda devlet okullarindan 380 sinif 6gretmeni katildi. Elde
edilen veriler ile betimsel analizler, bagimsiz t-testleri, ANOVA testleri, Tukey'in HSD testi ve Basit Dogrusal
Regresyon kullanarak analiz edildi. Analiz, 6gretmen yasi, kidem ve mezun olunan fakiilteye dayali olarak
program okuryazarlifinda anlamli farkliliklar (p<.05) oldugunu ortaya ¢ikardi. Ayrica, program degerlendirme
becerileri cinsiyet, kidlem ve mezun olunan degiskenlerine gore farklilik gosterdi. Onemli olarak, calisma ile
program okuryazarliginin program degerlendirme becerilerinin seviyesini pozitif sekilde yordadig: goriildii. Bu
sonuglar 6gretmenlerin program bilgisi ile programi etkili bir sekilde degerlendirme yetenekleri arasinda bir
baglant1 oldugunu gostermektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Program degerlendirmesi, Program okuryazarligi, Siif 6gretmeni

Giris

Egitim cevrelerinin ekonomilerde yasanan gelismeler ve degismelere uyum saglamasinda birey ve toplumun
basarili olabilmesi dnemli kabul edilmektedir (National Research Council, 2011). Egitim programlari ise bu
degisimlere cevap verebilecek ve katki sunabilecek dgrenciler yetistirmek i¢in yeniliklere ihtiya¢ duymaktadir
(Smith, 2015). 2000 yilindan itibaren diinya genelinde egitim sistemlerinin ekonomik diizeylerini, sosyokiiltiirel
ozelliklerini, matematik, okuma ve fen temel yeterliliklerini ortaya ¢ikaran PISA sinavina gore, Finlandiya,
Japonya ve Hong Kong iilkelerinin iist siralarda yer aldigi goriilmektedir (OECD, 2023a). Steiner, Magee,

Jensen ve Button, (2018) bu iilkelerin egitim sistemlerinin yiiksek kaliteli, iyi tasarlanmis egitim programlarina
sahip olmalar1 bulgusuna erigmistir.

Egitim programlari; hedef, igerik, dgrenme-ogretme siireci ve Olgme-degerlendirme bdoliimlerinden
olusan egitim programlari, iilke genelinde uygulanacak olan egitim sistemindeki standartlar1 tanimlamay1 ve
ilerlemeyi belirleyen bir yol haritasi niteligindedir (Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019; OECD, 2023b). Egitim
programlar1 ayni1 zamanda, 6gretme ve 6grenme siirecinin yonlendirilmesine, nitelikli bireylerin yetistirilmesine,
toplumsal gelisimin saglanmasina, egitimin kalite ve verimliliginin artirilmasina da katki saglayarak, kaliteli bir
egitim ve 0gretimin gerceklesmesinde dnemli bir 6n kosul olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Cetinkaya ve Tabak,
2019; Ozdemir, 2012). Egitim programlari igerisinde yer alan; hedef béliimiiyle “neden &gretiyoruz?”, igerik
bolimiiyle “neler Ogretiyoruz?”, Ogrenme-0gretme siireci bolimiiyle “nasil Ogretiyoruz?” ve o&lgme-
degerlendirme boliimiiyle “ne kadar?”” 6gretiyoruz sorularinin cevaplarini icermektedir (Demirel, 2020).

Egitim programlarinin etkinligi, biiyiik dl¢iide 6gretmenlerin bu programlar1 yorumlama, uygulama ve
degerlendirme becerilerine baglidir. Yeterli bilgi ve beceriye sahip olmayan Ogretmenler, programlarin
hedeflerini tam olarak gerceklestiremeyebilir ve bu da egitim sisteminin genel basarisini olumsuz etkileyebilir.
Egitim programlar1 her ne kadar teorik olarak oldukg¢a iyi tasarlansa ve uygulanmalar1 i¢in 0gretmenlere
ulastirilsa da uygulamalarda aksakliklarin yasanmasi olas1 goriilmektedir. Bu sorunlarin giderilmesi ve teorik
olarak iyi olan programlarin daha iyi sekilde uygulanabilmesi adina 6gretmenlerin egitim programlart ile ilgili
birtakim becerilere sahip olmasi gerekmektedir. Yirmi birinci yiizyilin ihtiyag duydugu insan giicliniin
yetistirilmesinde ige kosulan egitim programlarinin anlasilabilmesi igin 6gretmenlerden beklenen beceriler de
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farklilagmaktadir. Milli Egitim Bakanhigi (MEB) biinyesindeki Ogretmen Yetistirme ve Gelistirme Miidiirliigii
(OYGM) tarafindan (2017) hazirlanan rapora gore 6gretmenlerin;

e alan bilgisi, alan egitimi bilgisi ve mevzuat bilgisi mesleki bilgilerine,

e cgitim dgretimi planlama, 6grenme ortamlart olusturma, 6gretme dgrenme siirecini yonetme
ve 6lgme-degerlendirme mesleki becerilerine,

e milli, manevi evrensel degerler, 6grenciye yaklasim, iletisim ve is birligi, kisisel ve mesleki
gelisim tutum ve degerlerine sahip olmasi gerekmektedir.

Egitim Ogretimi planlama yeterliliklerini OYGM (2017), planlar1 gretim programlarina uygun
hazirlama, 6gretim siirecinde ekonomik planlar yapma, 6grencilerin farkliliklarini gézetme ve siireci planlarken
manevi degerleri dikkate alma olarak ac¢iklamaktadir. Egitim programlar1 okuryazarlii becerisi bu ydniiyle, bir
Ogretmenin temel becerileri arasinda yer almaktadir (Bolat, 2017). Bir &gretmenin program okuryazarlik
becerisi diizeyi, 0gretmenin meslege hazir bulunusluk ve mesleki performansi hakkinda yorum yapilmasina
imkan tanityacak kadar 6nemli kabul edilmektedir (Esen-Aygiin, 2019; Siigiimlii, 2022).

Program okuryazarligi, 6gretmenlerin programla ilgili kavramlari anlayabilmeleri, gerekli degisiklikleri
yapabilecek inisiyatifi alabilmeleri ve programin dgelerini gdzetmeleri becerisi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Tanas
ve Murat, 2023).Program okuryazarlik becerisini Schroeder ve Curcio (2022), bu yiizyila 6zgii materyallerin
derslere entegre edilerek kullanilmasi olarak, Modiba ve Van Rensburg (2009) ise kiiltiirel farkliliklar1 géz ard
eden bir programda yapilmasi gereken degisiklikleri yapma becerisi olarak ifade etmektedirler. Bu tanimlardan
yola c¢ikarak program okuryazarlik becerisiyle ilgili dgretmenlerin egitim programlarin boyutlarini
anlayabilmeleri, degisiklige gidileceginin anlasilmasi durumunda hedef grubu olan 6grencilere ve duruma gore
uyarlayabilmeleri, gerektiginde degisikliklere giderek ve uygulanabilir programlar ortaya cikarma becerisi
olarak tanimlayabiliriz.

Universitelerde egitim programlariyla ilgili 6gretmen adaylarma verilen egitimlerde her brans i¢in ayni
egitimin verildigi goriilmektedir ve bu durum oldukca sakincali kabul edilmektedir (Moon, Harris ve Hays,
2021). Biitiin branslarin egitim programlari i¢in ortak bir program okuryazarligi becerisinden ise bahsetmek
miimkiin degildir. Bu anlamda program okuryazarligi becerisi dersten derse degismektedir, 6rnegin matematik
bransmin program okuryazarligi becerisi ile bagka bir bransin okuryazarlik becerisi farklilik gostermektedir
(Moon et al., 2021). Branslar aras1 farkliliklar olmasina ragmen, program okuryazarligi becerisi programlarin
basarili bir sekilde aktarilabilmesi adina tiim &gretmenlerin sahip olmasi gereken 6nemli bir beceri olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Egitim programlarmin basarili olabilmesi igin gerekli olan baska bir beceri ise
programlarin degerlendirilmesidir.

Ulkelerin refaha ulasabilmesi icin istendik is giiciinii yetistirme amaci tasiyan egitim ve egitim
stirecinde kullanilan programlarin bagarisiz olmasi niteliksiz is giiciine ve kosullara cevap veremeyen insanlarin
yetistirilmesine neden olmaktadir. Programlarin degerlendirilmesinin Oneminin anlasilmasi yasanan bu
olumsuzluklar sonucunda ortaya ¢ikmistir. Amerika’da yasanan ekonomik kriz ve buhranin sebebi olarak egitim
programlarinin yeterli olmadig1 sonucuna ulagsan uzmanlar, gelecekte bu olumsuzluklart 6nlemek igin egitim
programlarinin degerlendirmesine ihtiyag duymuslardir (McCormick ve James, 1988). Ingiltere’de ise egitim
programlarinin degerlendirilmesi siireci iniversitelerle ilgili siiphelerin artmasi sonucunda ortaya c¢ikmistir
(Leathwood ve Phillips, 2000). Ulkemizde ise program degerlendirmesi 1948 ilkokul Programu iizerinde yéntem
uygulama raporuna yer verilmesi ile baslamistir (Turgut, 1983). Giiniimiizde egitim programlarinin
degerlendirilmesi ¢esitli kaynaklara basvurularak bilimsel siireglerle yonetilmektedir. Bu kaynaklar arasinda
farkl tlkelerin kullandig1 programlar, akademik ¢alismalar, anayasalar, mevzuatlar, kalkinma planlari, hiikkiimet
programlari, Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 anket sonug raporlari, komisyon raporlar1 ve fakiiltelerden talep edilen 6zel
raporlar yer almaktadir (Aglar vd., 2024a). Tiirkiye'de programlarin giincel, etkili ve basarili olmasini saglamak
icin programlarin bilimsel, etkili ve isbirlik¢i bir sekilde degerlendirilmesinin 6nemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir
(Aglar vd., 2024b; Ozdemir, 2009).

Egitim programlarinin hedeflerine ulagabilmesi ve giincel ihtiyaglara cevap verebilmesi igin de siirekli
gelistirilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu kapsamda, yillar igerisinde gesitli program degerlendirme
modelleri ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu modeller, 6nem verdikleri program boyutuna gore farklilik gostermektedir.
Demirel'e (2020) gore, baglica program degerlendirme modelleri Tablo 1'de gosterilmektedir. Program
degerlendirme modellerinin gelistiricileri, ortaya ¢ikis yillar1 ve temel 6zellikleri Tablo 1’deki gibidir.
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Tablo 1. Program degerlendirme modelleri, gelistiren kisi, yil1 ve baslica 6zelligi

Model Gelistiren Yil Modelin Baslica Ozelligi
Hedefe dayali degerlendirme R. Tvler 1933-  Hem hedeflerin hem de dgretme yasantilarinin
modeli Y 1941 etkililigine bakilir.
Provusvun farklar yaklaslml ile M. Provus 1966 Programin standartl.z.m Ele-:. edim arasidaki
degerlendirme modeli fark ol¢iiliir.
Metfessel-Michael N. Metfessel ve 1967 Cogulcu bir katilimla degerlendirme yapilir.
degerlendirme modeli J. Michael Genelden 6zele hedefler belirlenir ve sianir.
Stake’in uygunh.lk-olasﬂlk R. Stake 1967 Tasarlanim 11e. glkfmln uygunluguna bakalir.
modeli Diizenli degerlendirme esastir.
Stufﬂf:beam in Paglam, glrdl- Stufflebeam 1971 Program’in her asamasinda degerlendirme
stire¢ ve iiriin modeli yapmak esastir.
Stake’in ihtiyaca cevap verici Programin sonuglarindan ¢ok siirecleri ile
- . . Stake 1974 R
program degerlendirme modeli ilgilenilir.
Eisner’1n egitsel elestiri . Uzman kisilerin betimleme, yorumlama ve
< . . Eisner 1979 9 . .
degerlendirme modeli degerlendirmesinden olusur.
SEufﬂebe.am toplam . Stufflebeam 1983 Planlama, Yal.?llfmdlrma, uygulama ve geri
degerlendirme modeli doniisiim kararlar: alinir

Tarihsel siiregcte program degerlendirmeye yonelik birgok model ortaya ¢ikmistir (Tablo 1). Bu
modeller, programlarin ¢esitli yonlerini 6n plana ¢ikarmakta ve farkli ihtiyaglara cevap vermektedir. Bu durum,
program degerlendirmenin 6nemini ve gesitliligini acik¢a ortaya koymaktadir. Bu denli 6nemli olan egitim
programlarinin degerlendirilmesi ile ilgili programlarin uygulayicisi olan 6gretmenlerin;

—  programda belirtilmis olan hedeflerin uygunlugunu,

— dgrencilerin, toplumun ve giiniin ihtiyaglarina uygunlugunu,
—  Odgretme-0grenme siireclerini,

—  Olgme-degerlendirme arag-gereglerini,

— programdan elde edilen {iriinii veya sonucunu,

—  programin hedeflerini veya beklentilerini,

— bireylerin, toplumun ve iilkelerin ihtiyaglarina gore karsilaylp karsilamadigina karar
verebilmesi i¢in program degerlendirme becerilerine sahip olmast 6nemli kabul edilmektedir.

Egitim siirecini goriiniir kilan ve kalitesi hakkinda bir rapor sunma imkani taniyan program
degerlendirme siireci, egitimde kullanilan; icerik, yontem, materyal, 6gretme-6grenme tecriibesi ve Oolgme-
degerlendirme siiresi hakkinda gelistirilmesi gereken yonlerin tanimlanmasina yardimer olarak, politika
yapicilara, yoneticilere ve toplumun diger kesimlerinin sorularina cevap verme amacini tagimaktadir (Bharvad,
2010). Bu siirecte kullanilacak olan program degerlendirme becerisi ise bir egitim programinin eksiklerini,
hatalarini, revize edilmesi gereken noktalarini ortaya ¢ikaran ve programin yeniden diizenlenmesine yardimect
onemli bir beceridir (Demirtag, 2017).

Ogretmenlerin  egitim  programlarinda  yer alan  konulari nasil  Ogretebilecekleri  ve
degerlendirebilecekleri bilgilerine sahip olmalari, ancak egitim programlari okuryazarligi ve egitim programlari
degerlendirme becerileri ile miimkiin goziikmektedir. Ozellikle ilkokul seviyesinde tiim derslerin
sorumlulugunu {istlenen ve programin temel uygulayicilart olan smif ogretmenlerinin, egitim programlari
okuryazarlig1 ve degerlendirme becerileri konusunda yeterli bilgi ve beceriye sahip olmalari, egitim sisteminin
basarist igin kritik dneme sahip oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bu amacla egitimin 6gretmenlerin derslerinde takip
ettikleri egitim programlar1 okuryazarlik beceri ve egitim programlar1 degerlendirme diizeylerinin belirlenmesi
o6nemli kabul edilmektedir.
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Arastirmanin Amaci (Arastirma Problemleri)

Arastirmalar, program okuryazarligi ve program degerlendirme becerileri konusunda derin bir anlayisa sahip
ogretmenlerin &gretim uygulamalarini programla uyumlu hale getirme olasiliginin daha yiiksek oldugunu
gostermektedir; bu da 6gretmenin 6grenci 6grenme sonuglarini iyilestirmesine, derste kullanilacak en uygun
materyalleri ve yontemleri segmesine ve 6grenci ihtiyaglarint belirlemesine yardimci olmaktadir (Bharvad,
2010; Oner ve Cirik, 2023). Buna ragmen, siirli program okuryazarligi ve program degerlendirme becerilerine
sahip 6gretmenler, 6grencilerinin akademik ilerlemesini etkili bir sekilde desteklemekte zorlanabilmektedirler
(Bharvad, 2010; Steiner ve digerleri, 2018). Bu ¢alisma, Bolat (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen Egitim Programi
Okuryazarligi Olgegi'ni (EPOO) ve Bas (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen Egitim Programlari Degerlendirme
Olgegi'ni (EPDO) kullanarak smf ogretmenlerinin program okuryazarhgmin program degerlendirme
diizeylerini ne diizeyde ac¢ikladigini yordamay1 amaglamaktadir. Ayrica, cinsiyet, yas, kidem ve mezun olunan
fakiilte tiiri gibi katilimer demografik ozelliklerinin bu beceriler iizerindeki etkisinin belirlenmesi
amaclanmaktadir.

Bilimsel Literatiire Katkilar

Literatiirde program okuryazarligi ile program degerlendirmesi arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen bir g¢alisma
bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, bu alanda yapilacak olan ¢aligmalar program okuryazarligiimn egitim programlarinin
gelistirilmesi ve degerlendirilmesine 151k tutacagini belirtilmektedir (Akinoglu ve Dogan, 2012). Ayni zamanda
program okuryazarligi programlarin degerlendirilmesi i¢in bir 6n kosul olarak kabul edilmektedir. Kiigiiktepe ve
Kerimoglu (2021) bu durumu diigiikk program okuryazarligina sahip dgretmenlerin programi dogru bir sekilde
degerlendirememeleri olarak belirtmektedir. Sinif &gretmenlerinin program okuryazarligi ve degerlendirme
konusundaki bilgi ve becerilerinin incelenmesi, egitim sisteminin genel basarisini ve dgrencilerin dgrenmesini
iyilestirmeye yonelik 6nemli bir adim olarak goriilmektedir. Bu aragtirmanin bu alandaki bilgi ve beceri
diizeyini belirlemede ve bu alandaki gelismelere katkida bulunmada énemli bir rol oynayacag diisiiniilmektedir.

Yontem

Bu boliimde arastirmanin yontemi, deseni, evreni, drneklemi, veri toplama araglari, veri toplama siireci ve veri
analizine yonelik bilgilere yer verilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Yontemi

Bu arastirmada nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden tarama deseni tercih edilmistir. Tarama deseni evren igerisinden
secilen drneklemden elde edilen veriler ile evrene yonelik genel trendi, tutumu veya fikirleri nicel olarak ifade
edilmesine olanak saglamaktadir (Creswell, 2013). Tarama deseni ayn1 zamanda kalabalik evreninin biiyiik
oldugu, kesitsel veya boylamsal veri toplamanin tercih edildigi arastirmalarda ekonomik gekilde veri
toplanmasina izin vermektedir (Fowler, 2014).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini Tirkiye'deki ilkokullarda gdrev yapan smif dgretmenleri olusturmaktadir. Caligmanin
orneklem grubunu, rastgele ornekleme olarak da bilinen rastgele drnekleme yontemi kullanarak belirledik.
Evrendeki her birimin birbirini engellemeden arastirmaya dahil edilmesine 6zen gosterilmistir; bu, rastgele
yontemin en bilyilk avantajlarindan biridir (Dawson ve Trapp, 2001; Sharma, 2017). Orneklemin
belirlenmesinde istatistiksel analizler yapilmamis olmasi, siirecin hizli ilerlemesine olanak saglamakta ve
herhangi bir hata kolayca diizeltilebilmektedir (Giirbiiz ve Sahin, 2018).

Aragtirmanin 6rneklemini, 2023-2024 egitim gretim yilinda Tiirkiye'nin I¢ Anadolu bolgesinde yer
alan bir ilde Milli Egitim Bakanligi'ma bagh okullarda gorev yapan 380 (144 kadin- 236 erkek) ilkokul
ogretmeni olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmanin yapildigi donemde il merkezinde 1088 sinif 6gretmeni bulunmakta
olup, bunlardan 139’u idari gorevi nedeniyle sinifta aktif olarak ders vermemektedir. Arastirmanin evrenini 949
dgretmen olusturmaktadir. Orneklem hatas1 d= + 0.03 ve anlamlilik diizeyi 0.05 olarak dikkate alindiginda bu
evrenden minimum sayinin (min=244) istinde bir sayiya (Yazicioglu ve Erdogan, 2014) ulasildig
goriilmektedir. Ornekleme ait demografik veriler Tablo 2°de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Ornekleme ait demografik veriler

Degiskenler f %
Cinsiyet Kadmn 144 37.9
Erkek 236 62.1
20-30 72 18.9
Yas 31-35 20 5.3

36-40 70 18.4
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41-45 50 13.2
46-50 74 195
51+ 94 24.7
1-5 64 16.8
6-10 26 6.8
11-15 32 8.4
Kidem Yili 16-20 58 15.3
21-25 78 20.5
26-30 76 20.0
30+ 46 12.1
Egitim Fakiiltesi 304 80.0
Mezun Olunan Universite Fen-Edebiyat Fakiiltesi 32 8.4
Diger Fakiilteler 44 11.6

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii iizere arastirma katilimcilarinin biiyiilk cofunlugunun cinsiyeti erkektir.
Orneklemde en ¢ok 51 yas ve iizeri yas grubunda olan sinif 6gretmenleri yer alirken, kidem yilina gére en
yiksek katilimi 21-25 yillik kideme sahip Ogretmenler gergeklestirmislerdir. Ayrica, drneklemin 5\4’iiniin
egitim fakiiltesi mezunu oldugu goriilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Veri Toplama Araclar:

Ogretmenlerin egitim programlari degerlendirme ve program okuryazarligi diizeylerini belirlemek igin
incelenecek degiskenler; cinsiyet, yas, kidem yili ve mezun olunan fakiilte olarak belirlenmistir. Bu ¢alismada
veriler Bolat (2017) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan “Egitim Programi Okuryazarhg Olgegi (EPOO)” ve Bas
(2016) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan “Egitim Programlarini Degerlendirme Olgegi (EPDO)” kullanilarak
toplanmustir.

Egitim Programi Okuryazarligi Olgegi (EPOO): Bolat (2017) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, okuma (15
madde) ve yazma (14 madde) alt boyutlarinda toplam, 29 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgegi gelistirme
calismasinda okuma alt boyutu .88 yazma alt boyutu .91 ve dlgegin biitiiniiniin giivenirligi ise .94 olarak
belirlenmigtir. Bu aragtirmada ise 6l¢egin giivenirligi okuma alt boyutu .96 yazma alt boyutu .96 ve toplamda
.98 olarak hesaplanmistir. Besli likert tipinde hazirlanan 6lgek “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum” ve “Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum” seklinde derecelendirilmistir. Olcekten en az 29, en ¢ok ise 145 puan almabilmektedir.

Egitim Programlarim Degerlendirme Olcegi (EPDQ): Bas (2016) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, hedef
(10 madde), igerik (10 madde), 6gretme-6grenme siireci (10 madde) ve 6l¢me-degerlendirme (5 madde) alt
boyutlarinda, toplam 35 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgegi gelistirme ¢alismasinda alt boyut giivenirlikleri
sirastyla .89/.88/.87 ve .78 olarak belirlenirken, 6lgegin biitiiniiniin giivenirligi .92 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu
aragtirmada ise Ol¢egin alt boyutlarinin giivenirligi sirasiyla .88/.91/.93/.83 ve 6l¢egin toplam giivenirligi .91
olarak hesaplanmigtir. Besli likert tipinde hazirlanmig olan 6lgek “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum” ve “Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum” seklinde derecelendirilmistir. Olcekten en az 35, en cok ise 175 puan alinabilmektedir. Bu
aragtirma kapsaminda Slgeklere iligkin elde edilen betimsel bulgulara Tablo 3’te yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 3. Olgeklere iliskin betimsel istatistikler

En En Madde Madde

n disiik  yiiksek < ort. ort. SS K . Cronl?ach
puan puan (1-5) (100) Skewness  Kurtosis Alfa

EPOO

Okuma 380 15 75 61.24 4.08 81.65 948 -1.017 1.646 .964
Yazma 380 14 70 57.25 4.09 81.79 9.13 -787 .982 .960
Top. 380 29 145 118.49 4.09 81.72 17.61 -.958 1.688 .975
EPDO

Hedef 380 10 50 35,56 3.56 71.12 6.70 -.789 782 .882
Icerik 380 10 50 35.81 3.58 71.62 6.88 -.816 913 910
00s 380 10 50 34.05 341 68.10 764 -729 217 .928
OD 380 5 25 16.76  3.35 67.04 3.95 -559 -.077 .827
Top. 380 35 175 122,70 3.51 70.11 23.50 -.813 .660 .970

Tablo 3 incelendiginde; katilimcilarin EPOO’den elde ettigi toplam puan bakimindan program

okuryazarlik becerileri yiiksek diizeyde (81.72 >70) oldugu belirlenirken, katilimcilarin ilkokul programlariyla
ilgili genel degerlendirmesi sonucunda ilkokul programlarinin yeterli oldugu tespit edilmistir (70.11 >70).
Katilimeilar en yiiksek puanlart EPOO’de 81.79 puan ile yazma alt boyutunda elde ederken, EPDO’de ise
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programlarin igerik alt boyutu 71.62 puan elde etmistir. EPOO (.975) ve EPDO (.970) olmak iizere iki 6lgekten
elde edilen giivenirlik degerlerinin oldukg¢a yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Il merkezinde MEB’e bagli 63 ilkokulun listesi ¢ikartilarak ilkokullarin isimleri tek tek kagitlara yazilarak
torbaya atilmistir ve arastirmacilar rastgele torbadan ilkokullarn isimleri yazili olan kagitlar1 gekerek, 33
ilkokulun ismini not etmislerdir. Ardindan, belirlenen okullar arastirmacilar tarafindan ziyaret edilerek, olasi
katilimeilara ¢aliymanin amaci, yontemi ve alana katkisini anlatan sunum yapilmis ve arastirmayla ilgili varsa
sorular cevaplanarak Olgeklerin fotokopileri elden dagitilmistir. Arastirmanin veri toplama siireci 21 giin
stirmiistiir ve bu siirecin sonunda 33 okuldaki sinif 6gretmenlerinden goniilliilik onam formunu okuyarak onay
veren 380 siif 6gretmeninden elde edilen veriler SPSS 26 programina aktarilarak veri analiz siirecine
gecilmistir.

Veri Analiz Siireci

Veriler bir giinde SPSS 26 programina aktarilmistir. 380°1lik 6lgegi tek tek kontrol ettik yanlis doldurma veya
eksik degere rastlanmamuistir, daha sonra SPSS 26 programui ile kontrol edilmistir fakat veriler igerisinde ug
degerlere rastlanilmamistir. Daha sonra 6lgegin tamaminin ve alt boyutlarinin normallik degerlerini kontrol
edilmistir. Rekreasyon varsayimlari incelenmistir. Basit dogrusal iligki oldugu, normalligin kabul edilebilir
diizeyde oldugu ve kovaryans oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu baglamda varsayimlar kontrol edilmistir. Oncelikle
katilimcilarin frekans ve yiizdeleri incelenmistir, ardindan katilimcilarin alt boyutlardan aldiklari puanlar ile
Olceklerin toplam puanlarmin cinsiyet, yas, kidem ve fakiilte degiskenlerine gore yorumlanmasina gegilmistir.
Gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik gérdiigiimiizde bu farkliliklarin hangi gruplarda goriildiigiiniin belirlenmesine
gecilmistir. Son olarak EPOO’den alinan puanlara gére EPDO alt boyutlarina iliskin beceriler incelenmis ve
bulgular tablolar halinde sunulmustur. Arastirmada tanimlayici istatistikler yapilarak, 6l¢egin normalligi kontrol
edilmistir. Olgekler normallik varsayimim karsilamadigindan carpiklik ve basiklik degerleri incelenmistir. Bu
degerlerin esnek olarak kabul edilebilecek bir aralikta oldugu gozlemlenmistir (Tablo 3) ve bu nedenle
parametrik testlerin kullanim1 uygun goriilmiistiir. Analiz siirecinde, ¢iftler aras1 kargilagtirmalar i¢in bagimsiz t-
testleri, coklu gruplar1 karsilagtirmak igin ise tek yonliit ANOVA kullanilmis ve post-hoc ¢oklu karsilagtirmalar
icin Tukey testi uygulanmistir. Son olarak, EPOO'den elde edilen puanlara dayanarak EPDO alt boyutlarmin
tahmin etme diizeyini belirlemek i¢in basit bir dogrusal regresyon analizi gergeklestirilmistir.

Etik Onay Beyani

Veri toplama siireci, Sivas Cumhuriyet Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Arastirma Onerisi Etik Degerlendirme
Kurulunun E-50704946-100-363551 sayili 27 Kasim 2023 tarihli etik kurul izin kararinin ardindan
aragtirmacilar tarafindan baslatilmistir.

Bulgular

Arastirmada katilimcilardan elde edilen verilerin analizi sonucunda arastirma amaglarina yonelik uygulanan
analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde bu bdliimde sunulmaktadir.

Cinsiyet degiskenine gore sinif 6gretmenlerinin egitim program okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirleyen
EPOO ve katilimeilarin ilkokul programlarin1 degerlendirdikleri EPDO alt boyutlar1 ve toplam puanlara iliskin
analiz bulgularina Tablo 4’te yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 4. Cinsiyet degiskenine gore EPOO ve EPDO t-testi bulgular

Alt Faktorler Cinsiyet n X sd t df p
e R B B E———

EPOO vazma Foon g;gg g:gé 592 378 554
- SR R e g

Hedef ~ Soin gg:gi Z:gg 1399 378 163

pppo lerk Ll O aeas ees Lol & o6l
o B omoEE B e mwe

OD Kadin 144 16.04 4.47 -2.806 378 .005*
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Erkek 236 1720 553
Kadn 144 11932 2533 .
ToPlam Enek 236 12476 2211 2201 378 028

*p<.05

Tablo 4’e gore katilimeilarin cinsiyet degiskenine gére EPOO’den aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda anlamli
farkliliga rastlamlmamaktadir. Cinsiyet degiskenine gore EPDO’de OOS ve OD alt boyutlarinda ve toplam
puanlarinda anlaml farklilik tespit edilmistir. Anlaml farkliligin erkek smnif 6gretmenleri lehine oldugu tespit
edilmistir (p<.05).

Yas degiskenine gore simf dgretmenlerinin EPOO aldiklar1 puanlara yonelik bulgulara Tablo 5’te yer
verilmektedir.

Tablo 5. EPOO Yas Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgulari

Yas n X sd Varyans Kaynagi df F p Anlamli Farklilik

20-30' 72 60.44 8.29

31-352 20 59.10 12.16 Oruplararasi 5
36-40° 70 62.80  7.09 .
? -
Okuma A1-45% 50 61.84  10.64 Gruplar i¢i 374 2.028 .074
46-50° 74 58.95 9.62
5146 94 62.63 1021 oplam 379
20-30° 725733 751 5
31-352 20 56.70 11.16 - plararasi 155
36-40° 70 58.77  8.39 .
) *
Yazma 41-45% 50 5716 10.00 Gruplar i¢i 374 2.468 .032 gzg
46-50° 745424 965 . 279
51+6 945860 9.06 P
20-30' 7211778 1452 . 5
31-352 20 115.80 23.02 p 255
) 36-40° 70 121.57 14.90 N
) *
EPOO Toplam 41-45% 50 119.00 19.40 Gruplar i¢i 374 2.39% .037 6>5
46-50° 74 113.19 18.49
5146 0412123 17.99 oplam 373
*p<.05

Tablo 5 incelendiginde; katilimcilarin EPOO’niin yazma alt boyutu ve dlgegin toplaminda aldiklari
puanlar anlam bakimindan farklilik tespit edilmistir (p<.05). Anlamli farkliligin yazma alt boyutu igin 20-30 yas
ile 46-50 yas, 36-40 yas ile 46-50 yas, 51 yas ve lizeri ile 46-50 yaslar1 arasinda (1>5, 3>5, 6>5), 6lgegin toplam
puanlart i¢in ise 36-40 yas ile 46-50 yas ve 51 yas ve izeri ile 46-50 yas arasinda (3>5, 6>5) oldugu
belirlenmistir. Olgegin okuma alt boyutunda anlamli farkliliga rastlanilmamistir.

Katilimeilarin yas degiskenine gore ilkokul programlarinin EPDO’den aldiklari puanlara yonelik
bulgulara Tablo 6’da yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 6. EPDO Yas Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgular

Yas n X sd Varyans Kaynagi df F p Anlamli Farklilik

20-30 72 37.14 473

31352 20 3330 871  Oruplararasi 5
36-40° 70 35.80 5.87 .
Hedef 41-45% 50 3636 677 Gruplar i¢i 374 1.888 .096 -
46-50° 74 35.03 7.04
5146 04 3464 756 lolam 379
20-30' 72 3700 571 . .
31-352 20 34.10 8.23 ruplar aras
o 36-40° 70 36.37 6.43 .
Igerik 41-45* 50 36.36 7.55 Gruplar ici 374 1.238 .291 -
46-50° 74 3535 7.34
5146 94 34.89 694 loplam 379
20-30T 72 34.81 6.22 Gruplar aras: c
_aE2
ws LS om o oo 351 -
' ' Gruplar ici 374

41-45* 50 3452 8.30
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46-50° 74 34.24 8.06
5145 04 3360 7.36  loPlam 379
20-30' 72 1644 372 . .
31-352 20 14.80 5.02 ruplar arast

. 36-40% 70 17.60 4.09 L

OD 41-45* 50 17.04 3.91 Gruplar igi 374 1.867 .099 -
46-50° 74 16.92 3.88
5145 04 1653 374  'oplam 319
20-30' 72 12611 1835 . . c
31-352 20 113.30 29.98 ~ruplararas

. 36-40% 70 124.66 22.35 .

EPDO Toplam 41-45% 50 124.84 24.85 Gruplar ici 374 1.375 .233 -
46-50° 74 12192 2481 379
5146 94 120.11 2430 ' °P

*p<.05

Tablo 6’ya gére ilkokul programlarmi degerlendirdigi EPDO 6lgeginin alt boyutlar1 veya toplaminda

elde ettikleri puanlar katilimcilarin yas degiskenine gore incelendiginde anlamli farkliliga rastlanilmamistir.

Katilimcilari kidem yili degiskenine gére EPOO’den elde ettikleri puanlara yonelik analiz sonuglarina

Tablo 7°de yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 7. EPOO Kidem Yili Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgular

KidemYili n X sd Varyans Kaynagi  df F p Anlamli Farklilik
1-51 645010 1003 . 6
6-102 26 61.70 586 -ruplararasi 3>1
11-15° 326550 494 . . 373 3>4
Okuma 16-20° 585955 10.70 - uplaridl 2574 019* 3>6
21-255 786282 859 551
26-30° 76 60.24 10.56 Toplam 379 554
30+ 46 62.13  9.64
1-51 645600 915 . 6
6-102 2659.31 5.13 ruplar arast
11-15° 326144 661 . .. 373
Yazma 16-20* 585590 1041 ~ruparit 1.962 070 -
21-255 785728 9.02
26-30°  7656.37 9.82  Toplam 379
30+7 46 58.04 8.89
1-51 6411500 1814 . 6
6-10? 26 121.00 9.9  ~ruplararasi 351
11-15° 3212694 1083 . . .. 373 394
EPOO Toplam 16-20* 58 11545 2050 — Parict 2.376 029 7
21-255  78120.10 16.43
26-30° 76 116.60 18.81 Toplam 379
30+ 46 120.17 18.28

*p<.05

Tablo 7’ye gére katilimcilarin EPOO niin alt boyutlari veya toplaminda elde ettikleri puanlar kidem y1lt
degiskenine gore incelendiginde, okuma alt boyutunda ve 6lgegin toplamindan elde edilen puanlarinda anlamlt
farklilik belirlenmistir (p<.05). Anlamli farkliligin okuma alt boyutunda 11-15 yillik kideme sahip olan
katilimeilar ile 1-5 yil, 16-20 y1l ve 26-30 yillik kideme sahip olanlar arasinda (3>1, 3>4, 3>6) ve 21-25 yillik
kideme sahip olan katilimcilar ile 1-5 yil ve 16-20 yillik kideme sahip olanlar arasinda (5>1, 5>4) oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Toplam puanlar i¢in anlamli farkliligin 11-15 yillik kideme sahip sinif 6gretmenleri ile 1-5 y1l, 16-20
yil ve 26-30 yillik kideme sahip smif dgretmenleri arasinda (3>1, 3>4, 3>6) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Olgegin
yazma alt boyutunda ise anlamli farklilik tespit edilmemistir.
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Kidem yili degiskenine gore katilimcilarin EPDO’niin alt boyutlar1 ve toplaminda verdikleri puanlara
Tablo 8’de yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 8. EPDO Kidem Yili Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgulari

K;fl (131m n X sd Z:;ii%sl df F p Anlaml1 Farklilik
1-51 64 3734 481 5
6-102 26 32,77 6,59  -ruplararasi
11-158 32 3831 547 .
Hedef 16-20 58 3403 678 Omplarici 374 5500 gopx éié 31>>74'5i27’ 3>2, 3>4,
21255 78 36,23 6,37 970
26-30° 76 3521 7,38  Toplam 379
30+ 46 34,09 7,86
1-51 64 3681 601 . c
6-102 26 3454 6,85 -ruplararasi
11-15° 32 3844 6,61 .
icerik 16-20* 58 3424 732 Omplarici 3745405 o33« ézj’ 3>2, 3>4, 3>6, 3>7,
21255 78 36,69 6,55
26-30° 76 3547 7,05  Toplam 379
30+7 46 3430 7,33
1-51 64 3453 650 . c
6-102 26 32,08 871 fuplar arast
11-15° 32 3581 787 .. 4o
00S 16-20* 58 32,66 870 -ruplarid 986 435 -
21255 78 34,51 7,46
26-30° 76 34,13 7,47  Toplam 379
30+ 46 34,09 7,39
1-51 64 1669 383 _ :
6-102 26 1423 4,08 fupiar arast
11-15° 32 1838 4,06 .
OD 16-20° 58 1690 429 Oruplarici 374,295 519« ézg 63:21'7322’ 325, 4>2,
21255 78 16,69 3,77 » 074,
26-30° 76 16,95 3,91  Toplam 379
30+7 46 16,83 3,38
1-51 64 1260 1953 _ 5
6-102 26 114,38 24,58 ruplararasi
) 11-15% 32 131,44 22,00 .
Eg?lgm 16-20 58 11848 2554 OMplarici 374,400 657
21255 78 124,67 22,33
26-30° 76 122,11 2453 Toplam 379
30+ 46 119,70 24,84
*p<.05

Tablo 8’e gore ilkokul programlarinin EPDO’niin alt boyutlari veya toplaminda elde ettikleri puanlar
katilimcilarin kidem yili degiskenine gore incelendiginde, hedef, igerik, 6lgme ve degerlendirme alt boyutlarinda
anlamli farklilik belirlenmistir (p<.05). Anlamli farkliligin hedef alt boyutunda 1-5 yillik kideme sahip
katilimeilar ile 6-10 y1l, 16-20 y1l ve 30 y1l ve iizeri kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (1>2, 1>4, 1>7), 11-15
yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar ile 6-10 yil, 16-20 yil, 26-30 yil ve 30 yil ve lizeri kideme sahip katilimcilar
arasinda (3>2, 3>4, 3>6, 3>7), 21-25 yillik kideme sahip katilimeilar ile 11-15 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar
arasinda (5>2) oldugu belirlenmistir. Icerik alt boyutunda 1-5 yillik kideme sahip katilimeilar ile 16-20 yillik
kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (1>4), 11-15 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar ile 6-10 yil, 16-20 y1l ,26-30 y1l
ve 30 yil ve iizeri kideme sahip olan katilimeilar arasinda (3>2, 3>4, 3>6, 3>7) ve 21-25 yillik kideme sahip
katilmecilar ile 16-20 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (5>4) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Olgme
degerlendirme alt boyutunda ise anlamli farkliligin 1-5 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar ile 6-10 yillik kideme
sahip katilimcilar arasinda (1>2), 11-15 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar ile 1-5 yil, 6-10 yil ve 21-25 yillik
kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (3>1, 3>2, 3>5), 16-20 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar ile 6-10 yillik
katilimeilar arasinda (4>2), 21-25 yillik kideme sahip katilimeilar ile 6-10 yillik kideme sahip katilimeilar
arasinda (5>2), 26-30 yillik kideme sahip katilimeilar ile 6-10 y1llik kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (6>2), 30
yil ve tizeri yillik kideme sahip katilimecilar ile 6-10 yillik kideme sahip katilimcilar arasinda (7>2) anlaml
farklilik tespit edilmistir. EPDO’niin 6grenme-6gretme siireci alt boyutu ve dlgegin toplam puanlar1 arasinda
kidem degiskenine gore anlamli farkliliga rastlanilmamaistir.
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Katilimcilarin mezun olduklar1 fakiilte degiskenine gére EPOO’den elde ettikleri puanlara yonelik
analiz sonuglarina Tablo 9°da yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 9. EPOO Fakiilte Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgulari

Mezun Olunan n 2 sd Varyans of E 0 Anlamh
Fakiilte kaynagi Farklihk
Egitim? 304 61.19 9.28  Gruplararas1 2 152 31
Okuma Fen-Edebiyat? 32 5725 1159 Gruplarici 377 5572 .004* 3:2' 31,
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 64.50 8.07 Toplam 379
Egitim® 304 57.14 9.02  Gruplar aras1 2
Yazma Fen-Edebiyat? 32 55.06 9.65  Gruplarigi 377 2405 .092 -
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 59.59 9.19  Toplam 379
EPOO Egitim? 304 118.34 17.45 Gruplar aras1 2
Toplam Fen-Edebiyat? 32 11231 18.36 Gruplar igi 377 4281 .015* 3>1,3>2
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 124.09 16.80 Toplam 379
*p<.05

Tablo 9’a gére katilimcilarin EPOO’niin alt boyutlar1 veya toplaminda elde ettikleri puanlar fakiilte
degiskenine gore incelendiginde, okuma alt boyutu ve olgegin toplamindan elde edilen puanlarinda anlaml
farklilik belirlenmistir (p<.05). Anlamli farkliligin okuma alt boyutunda egitim fakiiltesi mezunlari ile fen-
edebiyat fakiiltesi mezunlar1 arasinda (1>2) ve diger fakiilte mezunlari ile egitim fakiiltesi mezunlar1 ve fen-
edebiyat fakiiltesi arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir (3>1, 3>2). Toplam puanlar i¢in anlamli farkliligin diger
fakiilte mezunlar1 ile egitim fakiiltesi ve fen-edebiyat fakiiltesi mezunlar1 arasinda oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Olgegin yazma alt boyutunda ise anlamli farklilik tespit edilmemistir.

[Ikokul programlarmin EPDO’niin alt boyutlar1 ve toplaminda katilimcilarin fakiilte yili degiskenine
gore aldig1 puanlara Tablo 10°da yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 10. EPDO Fakiilte Degiskeni ANOVA Testi Bulgular

Mezun Olunan - sd Varyans of = Anlamh
Fakiilte x kaynagi Farklilik
Egitim? 304 36.07 6.28  Gruplar aras1 2
Hedef Fen-Edebiyat? 32 3169 6.74  Gruplar ici 377 5704 .001* 1>2,3>2
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 34.82 8.42  Toplam 379
Egitim? 304 36.21 6.77  Gruplar aras1 2
Igerik Fen-Edebiyat? 32 3238 5.60  Gruplarigi 377 4.633 .010* 1>2,3>2
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 35,50 7.83  Toplam 379
Egitim® 304 3432 7.60  Gruplar aras1 2
00s Fen-Edebiyat? 32 3163 6.59  Gruplarigi 377 1.806 .166 -
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 33.95 8.49  Toplam 379
Egitim? 304 16.89 3.95  Gruplararast 2
OD Fen-Edebiyat? 32 1494 326  Gruplarigi 377 3.890 .021* 1>2,3>2
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 17.18 4.18 Toplam 379
EPDO Egitim* _ 304 124.06 22.80 Gruplar aras1 2
Toplam Fen-Edebiyat? 32 110.75 21.21 Gruplar igi 377 4757 .009* 1>2,3>2
Diger Fakiilteler® 44 122.00 27.56 Toplam 379
*p<.05

Tablo 10’a gore ilkokul programlarmm EPDO’niin alt boyutlar1 veya toplaminda aldigi puanlar
katilimcilarin fakiilte degiskenine gore incelendiginde, hedef, icerik, 6lcme degerlendirme alt boyutu ve dlgegin
toplamindan anlamli farklilik belirlenmistir (p<.05). Anlamli farkliligin hedef, icerik, 6lgme degerlendirme alt
boyutlarinda ve &lgegin toplam puanlarinda egitim fakiiltesi mezunlari ile fen-edebiyat fakiiltesi mezunlari
arasinda ve diger fakiilte mezunlari ile fen-edebiyat fakiiltesi mezunlari arasinda oldugu belirlenmistir (1>2,
3>2). Olgegin 6gretme dgrenme siireci alt boyutunda ise anlamli farklilik tespit edilmemistir.
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Aragtirmada kullanilan 6lgeklerin alt boyutlar1 ve birbirleriyle olan korelasyonlarma iliskin yapilan
analiz bulgularma Tablo 11’de yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 11. EPOO ve EPDO Olgeklerine iliskin Pearson Korelasyon Bulgulari

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

'EPOO Top. 1.00 .948** 944> 406** .382** A415%* 342%* 357**
2Okuma 1.00 J91** A24%* .398** A27** .360** 371
%Yazma 1.00 .343** .323* .358** .286** .303*
“EPDO Top. 1.00 944** .954** 937** 907**
*Hedef 1.00 872** .826** .825**
Sigerik 1.00 .855** B811**
00S 1.00 .843™
80D 1.00

Tablo 11 incelendiginde; &ncelikle katilimcilarin EPDO’niin ama¢ boyutundaki becerilerinin
EPOQO’den ne 6lgiide etkilendigini degerlendirmek igin kurulan regresyon modeli istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir
(F=64.409; p<0.05). Ogretmenlerin EPOO diizeyleri arttikga, EPDO’niin ama¢ boyutundaki becerileri de
artmaktadir (B=0.145; t=8.026; p<0.05). Katilimcilarin program okuryazarligi, EPDO’niin amag alt boyutundaki
degerlendirme becerilerinin yaklasik %15'ini agiklamaktadir.

Ikinci olarak, katilimcilarin EPDO’niin icerik boyutundaki becerilerinin EPOO’den ne olciide
etkilendigini inceleyen regresyon modeli de anlamlidir (F=78.706; p<0.05). Ogretmenlerin EPOO diizeyleri
arttikca, EPDO’niin igerik boyutundaki becerileri olumlu yonde etkilenmektedir (B=0.162; t=8.872; p<0.05).
Katilimeilarin program okuryazarhigi, EPDO’niin icerik alt boyutundaki degerlendirme becerilerinin yaklagik
%17'sini agiklamaktadir.

Ucgiinciisii, 6gretmenlerin  EPDO’niin  6gretim-6grenme siireci boyutundaki becerilerinin  EPOO
tarafindan 6nemli 6lgiide etkilendigi regresyon modelidir (F=50.158; p<0.05). Ogretmenlerin EPOO puanlari
arttikca, EPDO’niin dgretim-6grenme siireci boyutundaki becerileri de olumlu yénde etkilenmektedir (3=0.149;
t=1.082; p<0.05). Ancak, katilimcilarin program okuryazarhigi, EPDO’niin 6gretim-6grenme siireci alt
boyutundaki degerlendirme becerilerinin yaklasik %12'sini 6ngérmektedir.

Son olarak, kurulan modele gore, katilimcilarin EPDO’niin degerlendirme boyutundaki becerilerinin
EPOO tarafindan etkilenme diizeyi istatistiksel olarak anlamlidir (F=55.214; p<0.05). Katilimcilarm EPOO
puanlar1 artttkca EPDO’niin degerlendirme boyutundaki becerileri olumlu yonde etkilenmektedir (B=0,080;
t=7,431; p<0,05). Katihimcilarin program okuryazarligi EPDO’niin degerlendirme alt boyutundaki becerilerinin
yaklasik %13"ini agiklamaktadir.

Sonuclar, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, sinif 6gretmenlerinin program okuryazarligimin program degerlendirme diizeylerini nasil
yordadigini belirlemektir. Ayrica, sinif 6gretmenlerinin cinsiyet, yas, kidem yili ve mezun olduklar: fakiilte tiirii
gibi degiskenlere gore ilgili 6lgeklerde aldiklar: puanlart incelemektedir. Arastirma verilerinin analizinden elde
edilen bulgular bu boliimde tartigilmakta ve literatiirdeki diger ¢alismalarla birlikte degerlendirilmektedir. Elde
edilen sonuglar ger¢evesinde gelecekteki arastirmacilara, sinif Ogretmenlerine, 6gretmen adaylarina, sinif
ogretmenligi boliimlerinde egitim veren akademisyenlere ve egitim politikasi yapicilarina Onerilerde
bulunulmaktadir.

Aragtirma kapsaminda sinif 6gretmenlerinin program okuryazarlik diizeylerinin yiiksek kabul edilen
deger araliginda (81,72 > 70) oldugu goriilmektedir (Simsek ve Yildirim, 2013). Bu bulgu literatiir tarafindan da
desteklenmektedir (Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019; Erdem ve Egmir, 2018; Esen-Aygiin, 2019; Giindogan, San ve
Uyar, 2023; Karakuyu, 2023). Ancak Siier ve Demirkol'un (2023) nitel aragtirma bulgulari, sinif 6gretmenlerine
programda yer alan egitim felsefesi, amaglari, degerleri ve yeterlikleri konusunda daha fazla destege ihtiyag
duyuldugunu gostermektedir. Arastirmaya katilanlara uygulanan Egitim Programlar1 Degerlendirme Olgegi
sonuglarma gore, ilkokul programlari tatmin edici diizeydedir (70,11 > 70). Literatiirde sinif dgretmenlerinin
programa iliskin degerlendirmelerini 6lcen esdeger sonuglar bulunmaktadir (Bal vd., 2021). Egitimin
programlar araciligiyla sekillendirilmesine atfedilen 6nem goz oniine alindiginda, bu arastirma olduk¢a 6nemli
gorlilmektedir. Ayrica, bu arastirmada kullanilan iki 6l¢egin gilivenilirlik degerleri yiiksektir (Tablo 3). Bu
bulgu, arastirmanin dogru yorumlama i¢in 6n kosulu karsiladigini gostermektedir (Creswell, 2013).

Katilimeilarin program okuryazarligi 6lgeginden aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore
anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir. Calismada elde edilen bu sonugclar literatiirdeki sonuclarla karsilastirildiginda
Aslan (2019) ve Erdamar ve Akpunar (2020) tarafindan yapilan galismalarla tutarli oldugu goriilmektedir. Ote
yandan Esen-Aygiin (2019), Stigimli (2022) ve Giindogan, San ve Uyar (2023) tarafindan yapilan ¢aligmalarda
Olgegin tiim alt boyutlarinda anlamli fark bulunmustur. Erdem ve Egmir (2018) tarafindan yapilan galigmada
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yalnizca yazma alt boyutunda anlamli fark oldugu belirlenmistir. Yapilan calismalarda farkli sonuglarin elde
edilmesindeki sebebin drneklem farkliligindan kaynakli oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Bu calismada katilimcilarin
program degerlendirme Olgeginin Ogretme-6grenme siireci ve dlgme-degerlendirme alt boyutlarinda erkek
katilimeilar lehine anlamli fark belirlenmistir. Alak ve Nalgaci (2012) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada cinsiyetin
anlamli bir fark yaratmadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ozeng ve Cakar (2015) tarafindan yapilan ¢aligmada 6lgegin
Ol¢me-degerlendirme alt boyutunda kadin katilimcilar lehine anlamli bir fark oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu
sonucun fakiiltelerde program degerlendirmeye iliskin derslerin g¢ok fazla olmamasinin etkili oldugu
diistiniilmektedir. Egitim fakiiltelerinin birgogunda program degerlendirmeye iligskin dersler bulunmamaktadir.
Bu ders sadece bazi programlarda lisansiistii derslerde yer almaktadir. Bu durum o&gretmenlerin sorumlu
olduklar1 programa yonelik degerlendirme yapma yeterliliklerini olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir.

Aragtirmaya katilan dgretmenlerin program okuryazarliklarinin yas degiskenine gore dlgegin toplam
puaninda ve yazma alt boyutunda anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi belirlenmistir. 46-50 yas araligindaki
katilimcilarin dlgegin yazma alt boyutunda 20-30, 36-40 ve 51 ve iizeri yas araligindaki katilimcilardan daha
yiiksek puan aldig1 goriilmiistiir. Olgegin toplam puani agisindan bakildiginda ise 36-40 ve 51 ve iizeri yas
araligindaki katilimcilarin daha yiliksek puan aldigi belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin bu bulgularmin literatiir
tarafindan desteklenmedigi goriilmektedir. Erdem ve Egmir (2018) ile Giindogan vd. (2023) tarafindan yapilan
caligmalarda anlamli bir farklilik saptanmamustir. Yapilan literatiir taramasinda program degerlendirme
aragtirmalar1 kapsaminda yas degiskenini inceleyen ¢aligmalara rastlanmamistir. Siif 6gretmenlerinin program
okuryazarliklarinin kidem yillarina gére dlgegin toplam puaninda ve okuma alt boyutunda farklilastigi sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Kidemi 1-5, 16-20, 26-30 y1l olan 6gretmenlerin program okuryazarligi puan ortalamalarmin diisiik
oldugu, kidemi 11-15 ve 21-25 yil olan &gretmenlerin ise yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Literatiirde farkli
sonuglar ortaya koyan calismalar da mevcuttur. Siigiimlii (2022) tarafindan Tiirkce 6gretmenlerinin mesleki
deneyimi ve program okuryazarligi becerilerini belirleme amaciyla yaptigt calismada anlamli bir fark
bulunamamuistir. Benzer sonuca Sag ve Sezer (2012) tarafindan da ulasilmistir, ayn1 ¢aligmada dikkat ¢eken bir
diger bulgu ise smif 6gretmenlerinin program okuryazarlik diizeylerinin kidem yil1 arttikca azalmasidir. Burada
deneyim ile program okuryazarlig1 arasinda negatif bir iligki oldugu yorumu yapilmistir. Bu bulgudan hareketle
mevcut programlarin igeriklerinin yeni mezun 6gretmenler tarafindan daha kolay anlasilabildigi, ancak daha
erken mezun 6gretmenler tarafindan anlasilamadig1 yorumu yapilabilir.

[1kdgretim programlarma katilan dgretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore egitim programi degerlendirme
Olceginden aldiklari puanlarda, 6lgegin hedef alt boyutunda gruplar arasinda fark bulunmustur. Kidem gruplart
arasindaki farkin 1-5 ve 11-15 yil kideme sahip katilimcilar lehine oldugu gériilmiistiir. icerik ve dlgme-
degerlendirme alt boyutlarinda da durum degismemis ancak her {i¢ alt boyutta da puanlar 6-10 y1l kideme sahip
ogretmenlerin aleyhinedir. Bu ¢alismada 6gretme-6grenme siireci ile dlgekteki toplam puanlar arasinda anlamli
bir fark bulunmazken Bal vd. (2021), Bulut (2008) ve Siiglimlii (2022) tarafindan yapilan 6nceki aragtirmalarda
ogretmenlerin deneyim diizeyleri ile ciktilar1 arasinda pozitif bir iliski oldugu belirtilmistir. Ancak, Alak ve
Nalgaci (2012) ve Orbeyi ve Giiven (2008) tarafindan yapilan diger arastirmalarda deneyim yilina gore anlamli
bir fark bulunamamastir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin okuryazarlik Olceginden aldiklari puanlar mezun olunan fakiilteye gore
degerlendirildiginde; fen-edebiyat fakiiltesi mezunlart ile egitim fakiiltesi mezunlari arasinda anlamli fark
bulunmustur. Ozellikle, egitim fakiiltesinden mezun olanlar 6lgegin okuma alt boyutunda daha yiiksek puan
almislardir. Olgegin yazma alt boyutunda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir. Bu bulgulara gére katilimcilarm
mezun olduklar {iniversitelerin program okuryazarliklarini etkiledigi sonucuna varilmistir. Esen-Aygiin (2019)
yaptig1 calismada, egitim fakiiltesi mezunlarinin 6lgegin toplaminda ve alt boyutlarinda karsilagtirilan tiim
fakiilte mezunlarindan daha yiiksek puan aldigin belirlemistir. Benzer bulgu Erdem ve Egmir (2018) tarafindan
da yapilan c¢alismada elde edilmistir. Burada genel olarak beklenen sonug egitim fakiiltesi mezunlarinin daha
yiiksek puan almasi olmakla birlikte, bu caligma literatiirdeki diger ¢alismalarla ¢elismektedir. Bu ¢aligsmada il
merkezinde gorev yapan sinif 6gretmenlerinin {igte birinden fazlasina ulasilmistir. Bu durum ger¢ekten énemli
bir grupla c¢alisildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Farkliligin nedeninin ¢aligmalarda ulasilan &rneklemin {iniversite
ogrencilerinden olugmast oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Katilimcilarin egitim programlarimi  degerlendirme
diizeylerinin mezun olunan fakiilte degiskenine gore anlamli farklilik gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Egitim
fakiiltesinden mezun olan 6gretmenlerin puanlarinin, fen-edebiyat fakiiltesinden mezun olan 6gretmenlere gore
ve egitim grubu diger gruplarla karsilagtirildiginda anlamli diizeyde yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu bulgu,
konu ile ilgili mevcut literatiirle tutarsiz gériinmektedir. Bal vd. (2021), Orbeyi ve Giiven (2008) ¢aligmalarinda
mezun olunan fakiilte tiirine gore bir fark bulamamiglardir. Bu ¢alisma diger calismalarla birlikte
degerlendirildiginde egitim fakiiltelerinde sinif dgretmenlerine verilen program okuryazarligi ve program
degerlendirme konusundaki derslerin yetersizliginin etkili oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. Ilgili konuda egitim
almayan Ogretmen adaylarinin bilgi ve uygulama becerileri genel olarak farkli alanlardan atanan diger
ogretmenlerle benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu konuda yapilan bir ¢alismada okullarda bu yeterliliklerin benzer
diizeyde kazanildig1 veya kazanilmadig: diistiniilmektedir.
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Aragtirma sonucunda katilimcilarin program okuryazarliginin program degerlendirme dl¢eginin tiim alt
boyutlarin1 pozitif yonde yordadigir goriilmektedir. Bu sonuca gore Ogretmenlerin program okuryazarligi
diizeyleri arttik¢a program degerlendirmenin tiim alt boyutlarindaki beceri diizeylerinin paralel olarak arttig1
sOylenebilir. Literatiirde program okuryazarligi ile program degerlendirmesi arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen bir
calismaya rastlanmamistir. Ancak c¢alismalarda program okuryazarliginin  program gelistirme ve
degerlendirmesine 151k tutacagi belirtilmektedir (Akinoglu ve Dogan, 2012). Ayni zamanda program
okuryazarlig1 programlarin degerlendirilmesi igin 6n kosul olarak kabul edilmektedir. Kiigiiktepe ve Kerimoglu
(2021) diisiik program okuryazarligina sahip dgretmenlerin programi dogru degerlendiremeyecegini belirterek
aragtirmamizin sonucunu desteklemektedir.

Sonuclar

Bu caligmanin sonuclar1 genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, simif &gretmenlerinin program okuryazarliginin
yiksek diizeyde oldugu ve bu baglamda ilkokul programini ortalamanin {izerinde olarak ifade ettikleri
goriilmektedir. Caligmanin en dikkat c¢ekici sonuglarindan biri yag ve kidem degiskenleri agisindan bulunan
farkliliklardir. Belirli bir sirayla artig veya azalig bulunmamgtir. Bir diger 6nemli bulgu ise sinif 6gretmenlerinin
program okuryazarligi arttikca program hakkindaki diisiincelerini olumlu yoénde yordadigi tespit edilmistir.
Program okuryazarlik diizeyi yiiksek olan Ogretmenlerin derslerde isledikleri programi daha gergekgi
degerlendirdikleri diisliniilebilir.

Oneriler
Sonuglara dayanarak asagidaki maddeleri 6nerebiliriz:

- Smif dgretmenlerinin program okuryazarligt becerilerinin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir.
Ancak bu sonuglar 6gretmenlerin kendilerini yeterli olarak algiladiklar1 seklinde de yorumlanabilir. Bu sonucun
ger¢egi yansitmasi i¢in program okuryazarligi konusunda uygulamali etkinliklerle farkli bir ¢alisma yapilmast
onerilmektedir.

- Program okuryazarligi ve bir programi pratikte degerlendirebilme yetenegi bir 6gretmenin sahip
olmasi gereken onemli yeterliliklerdir. Egitim fakiiltesi mezunlarinin burada avantajli bir konumda olmasi
beklenirken farkli sonuglarla karsilasiimistir. Bu nedenle egitim fakiiltelerinde bu yeterlilik alanlariyla ilgili
derslerin igerikleri kontrol edilmelidir. Bu derslerin ¢ogu fakiiltede verilmedigi diisiiniildigiinde bunun ¢ok
onemli bir eksiklik oldugu sdylenebilir. Bunun sonuglarmin dogru bir sekilde incelenmesi ve egitim
fakiiltelerinin programlarimin giincellenmesi 6nerilmektedir.

- Ogretmenlerin program becerileri yasa ve deneyim yillarma gére degismektedir. Bu nedenle sinif
ogretmenleri arasinda akran egitimini Onerebiliriz. Seferoglu (2001), akran egitiminin 6gretmenlik meslek grubu
icinde dayanigsmay1 ve gelisimi artirdigini belirtmektedir. Bu nedenle, akran egitiminin program okuryazarligini
ve degerlendirme becerilerini geligtirmesi beklenmektedir.
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