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Curriculum literacy, a concept that we encounter in the literature in recent years, is an
important competence that teachers should have. It includes basic information about
the objectives, content, learning-teaching situations and assessment-evaluation, which
are the components of curriculum, and the competence to apply this information. In
this study, it was aimed to reveal the curriculum literacy levels of teachers' based on
their perceptions and teachers' curriculum literacy levels has been examined in terms
of some variables like gender, age, professional seniority, etc. In the research,
descriptive survey model is adopted. The data of the research were collected by
“Curriculum Literacy Scale”. 303 teachers are the participants of the study. According
to the findings of the study, teachers' curriculum literacy levels were found to be 4,29 (I
strongly agree) across the scale. Curriculum literacy levels of teachers does not differ
significantly according to gender and place of work. Teachers’ curriculum literacy
levels differs significantly in terms of age, whether or not to participate in in-service
training related to education programs, and seniority. The results were evaluated in
the context of the revision of the education programs carried out by the Ministry of
National Education.
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Son yillarda egitim literatiirlinde karsimiza ¢ikan bir kavram olan egitim programi
okuryazarhigi, 6gretmenlerin sahip olmasi gereken &nemli bir yeterliktir. Egitim programi
okuryazarligi, egitim programlarinin bilesenleri olan hedef, igerik, dgrenme-6gretme
durumlar1 ve &lgme-degerlendirme ile ilgili temel bilgileri ve bu bilgileri uygulama
yetkinligini kapsamaktadir. Bu calismada, 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin kendi algilarina dayali olarak ortaya cikarilmasi ve cinsiyet, yas, mesleki
kidem vb. bazi degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi amaclanmistir. Bu arastirmada, hali
hazirdaki bir durumu oldugu sekliyle ortaya koyan betimsel tarama deseni benimsenmistir.
Aragtirmanin verileri, “Egitim Programi Okuryazarligi Olgegi” ile toplanmigtir. Farkli
branglardan 303 Ogretmen, c¢alismanin katiimalarmi olusturmaktadir. Calismanin
bulgularina gore Sgretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri dl¢ek genelinde
4,29 (kesinlikle katiiyorum) olarak tespit edilmistir. Ogretmenlerin egitim program
okuryazarliklari, cinsiyet ve gorev yapilan yer degiskenlerine gbre anlaml bir sekilde
farklilagmamaktadir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programu okuryazarlik diizeyleri, yas, egitim
programlari ile ilgili hizmet igi egitime katilip katilmama ve kidem degiskenlerine gore ise
anlamli bir sekilde farklhilasmaktadir. Sonuglar, Tiirkiye’de Milli Egitim Bakanlhg:
tarafindan gergeklestirilen, egitim ve dgretim programlar1 yenileme ve revize calismalari
baglaminda degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica, aragtirmada ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar dogrultusunda
¢gesitli 6neriler sunulmustur.
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Giris

Egitim programi, milli egitimin hedeflerine yonelik olarak egitim kurumlar1 tarafindan
cocuklar, gengler ve yetiskinler icin diizenlenen tiim faaliyetler olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Varis, 1988).
Yetisek, izlence, miifredat gibi gesitli isimlerle de adlandirilan egitim programi, “konular listesi, ders
icerikleri, 63retim materyalleri listesi, derslerin sirlanmasi, hedef davramgslar biitiinii, 63rencilere 63retilmek
istenen seyler, okul personeli tarafindan planlanan hersey” gibi anlamlarda kullanilabilmektedir (Demirel,
2008, s.1). Bu anlamlarin egitim programina iliskin simirli bir anlayis1 yansittig1 sdylenebilir. Egitim
programi bahsi gegen anlamlar1 kapsamakla birlikte daha genis bir bakis agisiyla ele alinmas: gereken
egitim sisteminin en 6nemli 6gelerinden biridir. Egitim sistemlerinin genel ve 6zel biitiin amaglar:

egitim programlar: vasitasiyla uygulamaya konulmaktadair.

Egitim siirecinin merkezinde 6grencinin oldugunu belirten Demirel ve Kaya (2018), egitim
programinin ogretim basta olmak tizere okul iginde ve disinda yapilan tiim etkinlikleri kapsadigini ve
Ogrenene, O0grenme yasantilari saglamanin yolunun egitim programlar1 oldugunu belirtmektedir.
Ayrica egitim programinin, hedef (amag), icerik, 6grenme-6gretme siireci ve degerlendirme olmak
tizere dort unsurdan olustugunu vurgulamaktadirlar. Buna gore, hedefler, dgrencilerin davranis ve
kisiliklerinde meydana getirilmek istenen degisikliklerdir ve programla ilgili olarak “nigin
Ogretiyoruz” sorusunun yanitina cevap teskil eder. Programin bir diger boyutu olan igerikte,
ogrencilere ne dgretmek istenildigi amaglar dogrultusunda diizenlenir. Ogrenme-6gretme siireci ise
programin, igerigin nasil Ogretilecegine ve sunulacagma yonelik kismini olusturur. Degerlendirme
bileseninde ise hedeflenen amaclara ulasilip ulasilamadigi kontrol edilir ve sisteme doniit saglanmig

olur (Demirel ve Kaya, 2018).

Ozdemir’e (2009, s.127) gore egitim programlarinin, gelistirildikleri toplumun maddi ve
manevi degerlerinin korunmasi, yeni nesillere aktarilmasi, iilkelerin ihtiyag¢ duyduklar1 ve
ekonominin lokomotifi olan nitelikli insan giiciinii yetistirme gibi amaglar1 vardir. Ayrica, egitim
politikalarinin  iilke cografyasinin biitiiniinde uygulamaya konulmasina aracilik etme, egitim
programlarinin islevlerindendir. Bunlara ek olarak egitim programlar1 bireyin davranislarim

toplumsal, siyasi ve ekonomik alanlarda etkinlik gosterebilecek sekilde gelistirmeyi hedefler.

Okuryazar kelimesi ¢evrimigi sozlitkte “Okumasi yazmasi olan, 6grenim gormiis (kimse)”
olarak tanimlanmaktadir (TDK, 2019). Keskin ve Korkmaz (2017), icinde yasadigimiz ¢agin
sartlarinda okuryazarlik kavramina derin anlamlar yiiklendigini, farkli okuryazarhik tiirlerinin
giinden giine arttigin1 ve okuryazarligin;, okuma, anlama, iiretme, yorumlamayi da kapsayan
entelektiiel bir kapasite olugturma araci oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica egitim literatiiriindeki ¢ok
sayidaki okuryazarlik gesidinden biri oldugu ifade edilen egitim programi okuryazarligi, “temel
program bilgilerine sahip olma, egitim programini anlayip yorumlayabilme, elestirel bir gozle

inceleyebilme, uygulayabilme ve uygulamalar1 bulundugu sartlara gore uyarlayabilme” olarak
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tanumlanmaktadir (Keskin ve Korkmaz, 2017). Kisaca program okuryazarlig: olarak da isimlendirilen
egitim programi okuryazarliginin ise ogretmen adaylarinin ve dgretmenlerin mutlaka sahip olmasi

gereken bir yeterlik oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Erdem ve Egmir, 2018, s. 124).

Egitim programi okuryazarliginin 6nemli bir 6gretmen yeterliligi oldugunu belirten Bolat
(2017, s.121), ogretmenlerin bu okuryazarhk tiiriiyle ilgili olarak sahip olmasi gereken yeterlikleri
hedef, igerik, 6grenme-6gretme siirecleri ve 6l¢me degerlendirme bashklar: altinda sunmus ve bu
yeterliklerin temel beceriler oldugunu daha da ¢ogaltilabilecegini ve gelistirilebilecegini belirtmistir.
Bolat’a (2017, s.129) gore egitim programi okuryazarlig1 baglamida hedef boyutunda 6gretmenlerin

sahip olmasi gereken yeterlikler sunlardir:

o “Hedef davranisin anlatmak istedi§ini anlayabilme”

o “Verilen hedef davranisin hangi hedef boyutuna iliskin oldugunu ayirt edebilme”

o “Hedeflerin simirliklarini belirleyebilme”

e “Hedeflerin birbiriyle olan tutarliliklarini tespit edebilme”

e “Ogrenci seviyesine uygun hedef yazabilme”

o “Hedefleri beklenen 63renci davranmisina gore yazabilme”

o “Derselkonu alamna iliskin uygun dikey ve yatay hedefler yazabilme”
Icerik boyutunda sahip olunmasi gereken yeterlikler sunlardir:

o “Hedefe uyqun icerik secebilme”

o “Icerigin hedef davramsin gerceklesme siiresine uygunluk durumunu tespit edebilme”

o “Icerigin d§renci seviyesine uygunlugunu denetleyebilme”

o “Icerigin hedeflerle iliskili olup olmadigini tespit edebilme”

o “Hedefe uygun icerik yazabilme”

o “Icerigi konu alaninin hedefine gire tasarlayabilme”

o “Icerigi hedefe uygun olarak zenginlestirebilme”

o “Hedef davranisi kazandiracak icerigin eksikliklerini tamamlayabilme”
Ogrenme-6gretme siiregleri boyutunda sahip olunmasi gereken yeterlikler sunlardir:

o “Hedefe uygun ogretim yontemini ve teknigini belirleyebilme”

o “Ogrenme-6gretme siireclerine uygun egitsel materyali secebilme”

o “Ogrenme-6gretme siireclerinin etkililigini degerlendirebilme”

o “Secilen d3retim yontemine ve teknigine uygun 6renme-ogretme siireclerini tasarlayabilme”
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o “Ogrenme-6gretme siireclerine uygun egitsel materyali tasarlayabilme”
o “Ogretme-6grenme siireclerine uygun egitsel etkinlikler tasarlayabilme”
Olgme ve degerlendirme boyutunda sahip olunmasi gereken yeterlikler sunlardir:

o “Hedefe uygun lgme ve degerlendirme yontemini belirleyebilme”

e “Olcme araclarin okuyabilme”

o “Olcme ve degerlendirme islemi sonuclarin yorumlayabilme”

o “Hedefe uygun soru yazabilme”

o “Hedefe uygun uygun degerlendirme 0lciitii yazabilme”

o “Hedefe uygun dl¢me aract hazirlayabilme”

Son yillarda Milli Egitim Bakanligi'min yogun bir program gelistirme, giincelleme ve yenileme
faaliyetlerine agirlik verdigi goriilmektedir (Sarica, 2018, 5.2069). Yenilenen programlar, ilkogretim ve
ortadgretim diizeylerinde 2018-2019 egitim-6gretim yilindan itibaren uygulamaya konulmustur (MEB,
2017). Bir baska ifade ile bu c¢alismanin yazildig1 tarih itibariyle yenilenen programlar
kullanilmaktadir. Yiriirliikteki egitim programlarmin uygulayicilar: ve egitim programlarina islerlik
kazandiranlar ise Ogretmenlerdir. Dolayisiyla 0Ogretmenlerin program okuryazarliklarinin
arastirilmasmin onemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Ciinkii 6zelde egitim programlarinin genelde ise
biitiin bir egitim sisteminin basariya ulasmasi Ogretmenlerin programlar1 etkili bir sekilde

uygulamasiyla yakindan iligkilidir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin ortaya cikarilmasi 6gretmen
egitimi i¢in de son derece 6nemlidir. Cilinkii egitim programu ile ilgili bilgi ve becerilerin lisans egitimi
sirasinda edinilmesi ve mesleki hayatta uygulanmasi beklenir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi
okuryazarlik diizeyleri 6gretmenlik lisans egitimi i¢in de Onemli bir doniit niteligindedir. Egitim
programi okuryazarliginin onemli bir kavram olmasi sebebiyle de konuya yonelik calismalarin
artmasi faydali olacaktir. Konuyla ilgili olarak alan yazinda su g¢alismalara rastlanmistir: Egitim
programi okuryazarhigiyla ilgili 6lgek gelistirme Bolat (2017) tarafindan yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarliklar1 diizeylerinin belirlenmesine iliskin bir calismada,
Ogretmen adaylarinin program okuryazarlik diizeyleri dlgek genelinde 3,72 (oldukga katiliyorum)
olarak bulunmus, 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma boyutunda yazma boyutuna gore daha basarili
oldugu ve Ogretmen adaylarinin program okuryazarliklarinin cinsiyet, yas ve Ogrenim tiirii
degiskenlerine gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasmadig1 ancak boliim ve akademik basar1 degiskenine

gore anlamli farklilastig1 bulgusu paylasilmistir (Erdem ve Egmir, 2018).

C)gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarliklarima iliskin goriislerinin cinsiyet, bolim

ve egitim durumlar degiskenlerine gore karsilastirildigr bir diger ¢alismada, 6gretmen adaylarinin
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goriislerinin ii¢ degisken agisindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir sekilde farklilastig1 bildirilmektedir
(Gomleksiz ve Erdem, 2018). Tiirk¢e Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarliklarinin
arastirildig1 baska bir calismada, Tiirkce 6gretmen adaylariin programin 6geleri olan igerik, 6grenme
Ogretme siirecleri, hedef ve Ol¢me ve degerlendirme alanlarinda kendilerini yeterli gordiikleri,
Ogretmen adaylarinin program okuryazarliklar ile ilgili goriislerinin ekonomik durum, not ortalamas:
ve smif degiskeni bakimindan istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir farkin oldugu belirtilmektedir (Kana ve
arkadaslari, 2018). Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi yeterliklerinin incelendigi aragtirmada ise
Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin yeterli oldugu, Ogretmen
adaylarinin sinf diizeyine gore program okuryazarlik diizeylerinin 4. smiflarin lehine farkli oldugu
ve Ogrenim goriilen anabilim dalma gore ise sinif egitimi anabilim dalinda 6grenim goren 6gretmen
adaylarmin program okuryazarlik diizeylerinin matematik egitimi ve okul 6ncesi egitimi anabilim
dallarinda 6grenim goéren Ogretmen adaylarindan daha yiiksek oldugu ifade edilmektedir.
(Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019). Ogretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik meslegi hazirbulunusluk diizeylerinin
egitim programi okuryazarligl acisindan yordanmasini kapsayan arastirmada, katilimcilarin egitim
programi okuryazarliklariin “Katiliyorum” diizeyinde oldugu tespit edilmistir (Esen Aygiin, 2019).
Ogretmenlerin dgretim programi yeterlik diizeylerinin incelendigi makalede, gretmenlerin dgretim
programi yeterliklerinin kadin 6gretmenler lehine istatistiki olarak anlamli bir sekilde farklilastig1 ve
Ogretmenlerin 6gretim programi yeterlik diizeylerinin orta diizeyde bulundugu bulgusu dikkat

¢ekmektedir (Kahramanoglu, 2019).

Yurt i¢i alan yazinda konuyla ilgili yapilan az sayidaki calismalarin genellikle 6gretmen
adaylarn ile ylriitiildiigii tespit edilmis ve halihazirda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin egitim programi
okuryazarlik diizeylerinin belirlenmesinin konuyla ilgili alan yazina 1sik tutacagi diistiniilmiistiir.
Yukarida ifade edilen diger durumlar da bir ihtiyag olarak diisiiniilmiistiir. Ayrica ¢alisma, 6gretmen
egitimi, program gelistirme, program degerlendirme faaliyetleri vb. konularda yararh olabilecektir. Bu
baglamda bu g¢alismanin amaci 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin kendi
algilaria dayali olarak belirlenmesidir. Bu genel amag kapsaminda ¢alismada asagidaki problemlere

yanit aranmigtir.
1. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri nedir?

2. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri cinsiyet, egitim programlar ile
ilgili hizmet ici egitime katilip katilmama durumu, yas, kidem ve gorev yapilan yere gore

farklilasmakta midir?

Degiskenlerin belirlenmesi agsamasinda Oncelikle ilgili alan yazin incelenmistir ve egitim programi
okuryazarlik ile ilgili olabilecegi diisiiniilen degiskenler ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Kidem degiskeni,
Ogretmenlerin 0gretim programi uygulamaya yonelik tecriibelerinin, program okuryazarlik diizeyi

tizerinde herhangi bir etkisinin olup/olmadig1 diisiiniilerek ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Milli Egitim
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Bakanlig1 yaptig1 program yenileme ¢alismalarinin ardindan 6gretmenlere yonelik hizmet i¢i egitimler
diizenlemektedir. Ogretmenlerin bu etkinliklere katilip/katilmadiklar1 ve katildilarsa bu durumun
egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyine yonelik etkisinin olup olmadigimi belirlemek igin egitim
programi ile ilgili hizmet i¢i egitime katilip/katilmama durumu bir degisken olarak diistintilmiistiir.

Cinsiyet, yas, gorev yapilan yer degiskenleri de konuyla ilgili olarak diisiiniilmiis ve dahil edilmistir.
Yontem

Bu ¢alisma, tarama modelinde betimsel bir arastirmadir. Calismada, 0gretmenlerin egitim
programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin belirlenmesi hedeflenmistir. Ayrica Ogretmenlerin egitim
programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin cinsiyet, kidem, yas vb. belirlenen degiskenlere gore farklilasip
farklisamadiginin ortaya konulmasi amacglanmistir. Bu nedenle arastirma, betimsel tarama modeli
seklinde desenlenmistir. Betimsel tarama modellerinde ge¢miste veya hali hazirda var olan bir

durumun oldugu haliyle sunulmas: esastir (Karasar, 2006).
Katilimcilar

Bu arastirmanin katilimcilarini, Kirsehir'de gorev yapan 303 6gretmen olusturmaktadir.
Calismada yer alan katilimcilar, kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilarak belirlenmistir.
Arastirmaci ile aym ilde calismalar: erisilebilirlik ¢ercevesinde degerlendirilerek kolay ulasilabilir
ornekleme tercih edilmistir. Aym1 zamanda, Ogretmenlerin arastirmaya katilmak igin goniillii
olmalaria dikkat edilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda 320 dgretmene ulasilmis ancak eksik isaretleme,
tiim sorular1 ayni diizeyde isaretleme vb. nedenlerden dolay: yapilan ayiklamalar sonucu kalan 303
veri, analiz kapsamina alinmistir. Arastirmaya ilkokul, ortaokul, lise diizeylerinde gorev yapan cesitli
branslara sahip olan Ogretmenler katilmiglardir. Katilimcilar, 1281 kadin, 1751 erkek olan
Ogretmenlerdir. Calisma kapsaminda Ogretmenler, goniilliilitk esasina gore Olgegi doldurmuslardir.

Calismanin katihmcilarina yonelik demografik bilgiler Tablo 1’de goriilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin demografik bilgileri

Demografik Degiskenler f %
Cinsi Kadin 128 42,2
metyet Erkek 175 57,8
. sl Evet 206 68
Hizmet I¢i Egitime Katilip/Katilmama Hayir 97 0
21-30 53 17,5
Yas 31-40 145 47,9
41-50 87 28,7
51 ve tizeri 18 59
0-10 y1l 92 30,4
Kidem 11-20 y1l 150 49,5
21 ve tizeri yil 61 20,1
I Merkezi 128 42,2
Goérev Yapilan Yer Tlge Merkezi 142 46,9
Kasaba ve Koy 33 10,9

Toplam 303 100
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Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Calismanin verileri, 2018-2019 egitim Ogretim yilinda, Bolat (2017) tarafindan gelistirilen
“Egitim Programi Okuryazarligi Olgegi (EPOQO)” kullanilarak toplanmistir. Okuma ve yazma olarak
iki boyutu bulunan Olgekte toplam 29 madde bulunmaktadir. Okuma boyutunda 15, yazma
boyutunda 14 madde yer almaktadir. Olgegin okuma boyutunda daha gok bir egitim programinin
hedef, icerik, degerlendirme vb. Ogelerine yonelik temel bilgileri 6lgen maddeler bulunmaktadir.
“Verilen hedef davramsin hangi hedef boyutuna iliskin oldugunu ayirt edebilirim”, “Ogretme-ogretme
siireclerinin etkililigini degerlendirebilirim”, “Hedefe uygun 6gretim yontemini belirleyebilirim”, “Olcme-
degerlendirme islemi sonuclarmi yorumlayabilirim”, ” Ogrenme-63retme siireclerine uygun egitim materyali
secebilirim” maddeleri okuma boyutunda yer alan madde ornekleridir. Olgegin yazma boyutunda
daha cok bir egitim programimin hedef, egitim durumlari, igerik vb. Ogelerinin tasarlanmas: ve
ogretmenler tarafindan olusturulmasina yonelik maddeler yer almaktadir. “Ogretme-6grenme
siireclerine uygun egitsel etkinlikler tasarlayabilirim”, “Ogrenci seviyesine uygun hedef yazabilirim”, ” Sectigim
ogretim yontemine uygun O0grenme-ogretme siireglerini tasarlayabilirim”, “Hedefe uygun 0Olgme aract

hazirlayabilirim”, “Bir 6lgme aracini hedefleri dikkate alarak analiz edebilirim” maddeleri ise yazma

boyutunda yer alan madde 6rnekleridir.

Olgek, hi¢ katilmiyorum ile tamamen katiliyorum arasinda degisen besli likert tipindedir.
Olgegin tamamu icin giivenirlik degeri olan Cronbach Alfa 0.940, okuma faktorii igin 0.888 ve yazma
faktorti i¢in 0.907’dir. Bu calismanin Ornekleminden elde edilen giivenirlik degeri ise 0.91'dir.
Guivenirlik degerlerinin yiiksek oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada 6gretmenlerin dlgekten aldig:
puan ortalamalari, ayni Slgegin kullanildig1 Sarigéz ve Bolat (2018) tarafindan yapilan calismada
belirlenen, 1.00 - 1.80 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum; 1.81 - 2.60 = Katilmiyorum; 2.61 - 3.40 = Kararsiz; 3.41
- 420 = Katillyorum ve 4.21 - 5.00 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum puan ve araliklar1 esas alinarak

degerlendirilmistir.

Verilerin analizi ile ilgili olarak ilk 6nce normallik testi yapilmis ve carpiklik, basiklik
degerlerine de bakilmistir. Bu baglamda, Skewness degerinin -.699, Kurtosis degerinin ise .653 oldugu
tespit edilmistir. -1.5 ile +1.5 arasinda degisen Skewness ve Kurtosis degerlerinin normal dagilimi
sagladigi belirtilmektedir (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Buna gore veriler normal dagilim
gostermektedir ve parametrik testler igin uygundur. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi
okuryazarliklarin1 belirlemede standart sapma, ortalama gibi betimsel istatistikler kullanilmigtir.
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik algilar1 diizeylerinin cinsiyete, egitim programu ile ilgili
hizmet i¢i egitime katihp katilmama durumuna gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini tespit etmek igin
bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi analizi yapilmistir. Yas, mesleki kidem, gorev yapilan yer degiskenlerine
gore algilanan egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin tespit edilmesi icin ANOVA’dan

yararlanilmigtir. Analizlerde varyanslarin homojenligi icin Levene Testi degerleri kontrol edilmistir
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ancak ¢ok fazla tablo kullanarak karisikliga mahal vermemek ve bulgular: sade bir sekilde sunmak

adina sozel olarak ifade edilmistir.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayimn Etigine Aykiri Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi= Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler
Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etik Kurulu

Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 01/ 07/ 2020
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 51450103-755.02.06

Bulgular
Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri

Bu c¢alismanin birinci alt problemi dogrultusunda Ogretmenlerin egitim program
okuryazarlik diizeylerine iligkin betimsel istatistikler 6lgegin geneli ve alt boyutlar olmak {izere Tablo

2’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri

Faktorler N X ss

Okuma 303 4,38 0,46
Yazma 303 4,20 0,54
Toplam 303 4,29 0,46

Tablo 2’ de goriildiigii {izere Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarligi olgeginin
genelinden ortalama 4,29 puan aldiklar1 anlasilmaktadir. Alt boyutlar olan okuma boyutundan ise
ortalama 4,38 puan, yazma boyutundan ise ortalama 4,20 puan almislardir. Ogretmenlerin puan
ortalamalarimin diisiik olmadig1 soylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri
Olcegin alt boyutlarinin yaninda egitim programinin 6geleri acisindan da incelenmistir. Bir egitim
programi; hedef, icerik, 6grenme-6gretme durumlar1 (siireci) ve Slgme degerlendirme &gelerinden
olusmaktadir. Olgek maddelerinin egitim programlarinin 6geleri bakimindan ayrilmasinda Kana ve
arkadaslarinin (2018) yaptig1 siniflandirma takip edilmistir. Buna gore egitim programinin 6gelerine

yonelik maddelerden alinan ortalama puanlar Tablo 3’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 3. Ogretmenlerin dlcegin maddelerinden egitim programmmin 63eleri baglaminda aldiklart ortalama

puanlar
Egitim
Programinin Madde No ve Igerigi X ss
Ogeleri
1.Verilen hedef davramsin hangi hedef boyutuna iliskin oldugunu
o 434 0,70
ay1rt edebilirim.
Egitim 4. Hedeflerin birbiriyle olan tutarliliklarini tespit edebilirim. 4,35 0,68
Programinn 8. Hedef davranisin ne istedigini anlayabilirim. 4,47 0,61
Hedef Ogesi 7. Hedeflerin simirliklarini belirleyebilirim. 4,22 0,75
20. Hedefleri beklenen 6grenci davranisina gore yazabilirim. 418 081
21. Ogrenci seviyesine uygun hedef yazabilirim. 4,26 0,74
28. Derse/konu alanina iliskin uygun yatay hedefler yazabilirim. 411 0,80
2. Ierigin 6grenci seviyesine uygunlugunu denetleyebilirim. 457 0,59
3. Hedefe uygun igerik segebilirim. 4,48 0,63
Egitim 5. iserigin hedeflerle iliski diizeyini tespit edebilirim. 432 0,69
14.Icerigin hedef davramisin gergeklesme stiresine uygunluk 4,25 0,72
Programinin . -
icerik Oesi durumunu tespit e.deb.lhnm. o
25. Hedefe uygun igerik yazabilirim. 420 0,76
27. 1gerigi konu alaninin hedefine gore tasarlayabilirim. 4,16 0,77
29. Igerigi hedefe uygun olarak zenginlestirebilirim. 439 0,66
9. Ogretme-6gretme siireglerinin etkililigini degerlendirebilirim. 4,44 0,64
12. Hedefe uygun 6gretim teknigini belirleyebilirim. 434 0,72
13.0grenme-6gretme  siireclerine uygun  egitim materyali 4,32 0,69
s segebilirim.
Egitim s .. 1o s
Programinin 15. “Huedefe u}i%un ogretlr? yonte-mlm behrleyebllul.rl.m. N 438 0,63
. 16.0grenme-6gretme siireglerine uygun egitim materyalini 4,04 0,85
Ogrenme- Ny
A L et et
18.0gretme-6grenme  siireglerine uygun egitsel etkinlikler 4,18 0,77
Durumlar e
Ogesi tasarlayajb lhflm' . oo . .. . .
24.Sectigim Ogretim teknigine uygun 6grenme-ogretme siireclerini 4,27 0,77
tasarlayabilirim.
26.Sectigim  Ogretim  yOntemine uygun Ogrenme-6gretme 4,14 0,77
siireclerini tasarlayabilirim.
6. Olgme araglarini okuyabilirim. 4,27 0,72
Egitim 10. C)lgme-degerlendirme islemi sonuglarini yorumlayabilirim. 4,41 0,68
Programinin 11. Hedefe uygun degerlendirme yontemini segebilirim. 4,37 0,71
Olcme- 17. Hedefe uygun 6lgme aract hazirlayabilirim. 417 0,75
Degerlendirme 19. Hedefe uygun degerlendirme 6l¢iitii yazabilirim. 4,10 0,80
Ogesi 22. Bir 6l¢me aracini hedefleri dikkate alarak analiz edebilirim. 4,23 0,76
23. Hedefe uygun soru yazabilirim. 440 0,71

Ogretmenlerin egitim programinin 6geleri agisindan 6lgek maddelerinden aldiklar1 ortalama

puanlar Tablo-3’ te goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programinin hedef bilesenine yonelik 6lgek

maddelerinden “Hedeflerin birbiriyle olan tutarliliklarini tespit edebilirim” , “Hedeflerin birbiriyle olan

tutarhiliklarini tespit edebilirim” maddelerine kesinlikle katildiklar1 (4.21 - 5.00 = Kesinlikle katilryorum)

“Derselkonu alanmna iliskin uygun yatay hedefler yazabilirim”, “Hedefleri beklenen drenci davranigina gore

yazabilirim” maddelerine katildiklar1 (3.41 - 4.20 = Katiliyorum) anlasilmaktadir. C)gretmenlerin egitim

programinin icerik bilesenine yonelik dlcek maddelerinden “Igerigin G§renci seviyesine uygunlugunu

denetleyebilirim”, “Icerigin hedeflerle iliski diizeyini tespit edebilirim” maddelerine kesinlikle katildiklari
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“Hedefe uygun icerik yazabilirim”, “Icerigi konu alammn hedefine gore tasarlayabilirim” katildiklar:

goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim programimin Ogrenme-ogretme durumlar: bilesenine yonelik olgek
maddelerinden “Ogretme-63retme siireclerinin etkililigini degerlendirebilirim”, “Hedefe uyqun G63retim
yontemini belirleyebilirim” maddelerine kesinlikle katildiklar1 “Ogrenme-6gretme siirelerine uygun egitim
materyalini  tasarlayabilivim”, ~ “Sectig¢im  0gretim  yontemine uygun Ogrenme-O0gretme  siireclerini
tasarlayabilirim” maddelerine katildiklar1 anlagilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programinin dlgme-
degerlendirme bilesenine yonelik olcek maddelerinden “Olgme—degerlendirme islemi sonuglarini
yorumlayabilirim”, “Hedefe uygun degerlendirme yontemini secebilirim” maddelerine kesinlikle katildiklar:

“Hedefe uygun degerlendirme 6l¢iitii yazabilirim”, “Hedefe uygqun 6lgme aract hazirlayabilirim” maddelerine

katildiklar1 goriilmektedir.

Olgegin genelinde 6gretmenlerin en yiiksek ortalama puan aldigi maddeler ise 2, 3 ve 8.
maddelerdir. Bu maddeler dlgegin okuma boyutunda yer almaktadir. Olgegin 2. maddesi: “Icerigin
ogrenci seviyesine uygunlugunu denetleyebilirim”, 3. maddesi: “Hedefe uygun icerik secebilirim” ve 8.
maddesi: “Hedef davramisin ne istedigini anlayabilirim” seklindedir. Olgegin okuma boyutunda (1-15
aras1 maddeler) daha ¢ok bir egitim programinin hedef, igerik, degerlendirme vb. 6gelerine yonelik
temel bilgileri 6lgen maddeler bulunmaktadir. En diisiik ortalama puan alman maddeler ise 16, 19 ve
28. maddelerdir. Bu maddeler yazma boyutunda yer almaktadir. Olgegin 16. maddesi: “Ogrenme-
ogretme siireglerine uygun egitim materyalini tasarlayabilivim”, 19. maddesi: “Hedefe uygun uygun
degerlendirme Olciitii yazabilivim” ve 28. maddesi: “Derse/konu alanina iliskin uygun yatay hedefler
yazabilirim” seklindedir. Olgegin yazma boyutunda (16-29 arasi maddeler) daha ¢ok bir egitim
programinin hedef, egitim durumlari, icerik vb. 6gelerinin tasarlanmasi ve dgretmenler tarafindan

olusturulmasina yonelik maddeler yer almaktadir.
Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gore Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi1 Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri

Bu ¢alismanin ikinci alt problemi gercevesinde 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin cinsiyete gore degisip degismedigini belirlemek icin bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi yapilmis

ve analiz sonuglar1 Tablo-4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Cinsiyete gore 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri

Faktorler Cinsiyet N X ss sd t p
Kadm 128 433 0,48

Okuma o\ ok 175 4,41 0,45 1,373 0,17
Kadm 128 420 0,61

Yazma 301 0,015 0,98
Erkek 175 4,20 0,49
Kadm 128 427 0,51

Toplam 1 ek 175 431 0,43 0,694 0,48

Tablo-4'te de goriildiigli lizere Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri

cinsiyete gore anlamli bir sekilde farklhilasmamaktadir, t(301)= 0,694, p > 0.05. Alt boyutlar
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incelendiginde ise hem yazma hem okuma boyutlarinda cinsiyete gore anlamli bir farklilagsma
olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Buna gore oOgretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin

cinsiyete gore farklilasmadig1 soylenebilir.

Egitim Programlart Ile Tlgili Hizmet I¢i Egitime Katilip/Katilmama Degiskenine Gore

Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri

Ogretmenlerin egitim  programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin hizmet i¢i egitime
katilip/katilmama degiskenine gore degisip degismedigini belirlemek icin bagimsiz 6rneklem t testi
yapilmis ve analiz sonuglar1 Tablo-5"te sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Egitim programlari ile ilgili hizmet ici egitime katilip/katilmama durumuna gore 6gretmenlerin egitim
program okuryazarlik diizeyleri

Faktorler Hizmet I¢i Egitime Katilma N X ss sd t p
Evet 206 4,45 0,41

Okuma 4,24 ,00
Hayir 97 4,22 0,51
Evet 206 4,28 0,52

Yazma 301 3,51 ,001
Hayir 97 4,05 0,55
Evet 206 4,37 0,43

Toplam 4,17 ,00
Hayir 97 4,13 0,50

Tablo-5'te de goriildiigii lizere 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri hizmet
i¢i egitim programina katilip katilmama durumuna gore farklilasmaktadir, t(301)=4,17, p<.05. Alt
boyutlar incelendiginde hem okuma boyutunda (t(301)=4,24, p<.05) hem yazma boyutunda
(t(301)=3,51, p <.05 anlamli bir farklilasma goriilmektedir. Buna gore 6gretmenlerin egitim programi
okuryazarlik diizeyleri egitim programlari ile ilgili hizmet ici egitime katilanlar lehine anlamli farklilik

gostermektedir.
Yas Degiskenine Gore Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi1 Okuryazarlik Diizeyeleri

Ogretmenlerin  egitim programi okuryazarliklarimin yas degiskenine gore degisip
degismedigini belirlemek igin tek yonlii ANOVA analizi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo-6'da
sunulmustur. Oncelikle Tablo-6'da 6gretmenlerin yas degiskenine gore egitim programi okuryazarlik

puan ortalamalar1 sunulmustur.
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Tablo 6. Ogretmenlerin yas degiskenine gore egitim program: okuryazarlik puan ortalamalar:

Faktorler Yas Aralig1 N X ss
21-30 53 4,32 0,45
31-40 145 4,33 0,46
Okuma 41-50 87 4,44 0,47
51 ve + 18 4,63 0,30
Toplam 303 4,38 0,46
21-30 53 4,23 0,50
31-40 145 4,14 0,52
Yazma 41-50 87 4,23 0,59
51 ve + 18 4,50 0,49
Toplam 303 4,20 0,54
21-30 53 4,28 0,45
31-40 145 4,24 0,45
Toplam 41-50 87 4,34 0,48
51 ve + 18 4,56 0,38
Toplam 303 4,29 0,46

Tablo-6’da da goriildiigii gibi 51 ve {lizeri yas grubunda yer alan ogretmenlerin egitim
programi okuryazarlik Olceginden aldiklar1 puan ortalamalarinin en yiiksek (X=4,56), 31-40 yas
araliginda yer alan &gretmenlerin ise en diisiik (x=4,24) oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Alt boyutlarda ise
okuma faktoriinde, 51 ve iizeri yas aralig1 en yiiksek (x=4,63), 21-30 yas aralif1 en diisiik (x=4,32)
ortalamalara sahiptir. Yazma boyutunda ise 51 ve iizeri yas aralig1 en yiiksek (x=4,50), 31-40 yas aralig1
en diisiik (x=4,14) ortalamaya sahiptir. 51 ve ilizeri yas araliginda yer alan Ogretmenler hem alt
boyutlarda hem 0lcegin genelinde en yiiksek puan ortalamasina sahiptir. Bu durum, 6gretmenlerin
yaslar1 arttikca mesleki anlamda kendilerini gelistirmeleri, bilgi ve becerilerini uygulamaya daha
kolay aktarmalari, mesleki yeterlikleriyle ilgili algilarinin olumlu anlamda degismesi vb. hususlarla
ilgili olabilir. Yas degiskenine gore oOgretmenlerin egitim programi ouryazarhik diizeyi puan
ortalamalar1 arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olup olmadigini anlamak icin yapilan tek yonlii

ANOVA sonuglar Tablo-7’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 7. Yas degiskenine gire 63retmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri

Olgek ve Varyansin Kareler

Boyutlar Kaynag Toplam sd Kareler ortalamasi F p
Gruplar aras1 1,98 3 0,660
C)lgegin Geneli Gruplar ici 63,07 299 0,211 3,127 0,02*
Toplam 65,05 302
Gruplar aras1 2,03 3 0,675
Okuma Gruplar ici 61,91 299 0,207 3,262 0,02*
Toplam 63,94 302
Gruplar aras1 2,23 3 0,743
Yazma . .
Gruplar ici 86,90 299 0,291 2,556 0,05*
Toplam 89,13 302
>"p<0.05

Ogretmenlerin egitim programu okuryazarlik diizeyleri yas degiskenine gore anlaml bir

sekilde farklilasmaktadir, F(3, 299)=3,127, p<0,05. Bu farkliligin hangi yas gruplar: arasinda oldugunu
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anlamak igin oncelikle varyanslarin homojen oldugu Levene testinden goriilmiis (p>0.05) ve ¢oklu
karsilastirma testlerinden biri olan Tukey HSD tercih edilerek ¢oklu karsilastirma analizi yapilmistir.
Buna gore 6l¢egin genelinde, 31-40 yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar: (x=4,24)
ile 51 ve + yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 (x=4,56), 51 ve + yas aralif1 grubu

lehine anlamli bir sekilde farklidir.

Alt faktorler incelendiginde ise, okuma alt boyutunda anlamli bir farkliligin oldugu
goriilmektedir, F(3, 299)=3,262, p<0,05. Buna gore Tukey HSD sonuglarina gore 31-40 yas araliginda
yer alan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 (x=4,33) ile 51 ve {izeri yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenlerin
puan ortalamalar1 (X=4,63) anlaml bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Yazma boyutunda da anlaml bir
farkliligin oldugu goriilmektedir, F(3, 299)=2,556 p<0,05. Buna gore Tukey HSD sonuglarina gore 31-40
yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar: (x=4,14) ile 51 ve {izeri yas araliginda yer alan
Ogretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 (x=4,50) anlaml1 bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Olgegin hem genelinde
hem de alt boyutlarda, 31-40 yas araliginda yer alan d6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar: ile 51 ve {izeri
yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 anlaml bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Hem
Olcegin genelinde hem de alt boyutlarda, 51 ve iizeri yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenler en yiiksek
puan ortalamalarina sahiptirler. Bu yas grubunda yer alan Ogretmenlerin, egitim program

okuryazarlig1 anlaminda kendilerini daha yeterli algiladiklar1 sdylenebilir.
Kidem Degiskenine Gore Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin kidem degiskenine gore degisip
degismedigini belirlemek igin tek yonli ANOVA analizi yapilmistir. Oncelikle Tablo-8'de
ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyi puan ortalamalar

sunulmustur.

Tablo 8. Ogretmenlerin kidem degiskenine gore egitim programi okuryazarlik puan ortalamalart

Faktorler Kidem N X ss
0-10 y1l 92 4,30 0,42
11-20 y1l 150 4,36 0,47
Okuma 21 ve + 61 4,53 0,47
Toplam 303 4,38 0,46
0-10 y1l 92 4,17 0,49
Yazma 11-20 y1l 150 4,15 0,57
21 ve + 61 4,38 0,52
Toplam 303 4,20 0,54
0-10 y1l 92 4,24 0,43
Toplam 11-20 y1l 150 4,26 0,47
21 ve + 61 4,46 0,47
Toplam 303 4,29 0,46

Tablo-8'de de goriildiigii gibi 21 yil ve iizeri kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin egitim programi

okuryazarlik 6lgeginden aldiklar1 puan ortalamalarinin en yiiksek (x=4,46), 0-10 y1l araliginda kideme
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sahip Ogretmenlerin puan ortalamalarmin ise en diisiik (x=4,24) oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Alt
boyutlarda ise okuma faktoriinde, 21 ve {izerinde kideme sahip 6gretmenler en yiiksek (x=4,53), 0-10
yil araliginda kideme sahip olanlar ise en diisiik (x=4,30) puan ortalamasma sahiptir. Yazma
boyutunda 21 ve iizerinde kideme sahip 6gretmenler en yiiksek (x=4,38), 11-20 y1l araliginda kideme
sahip olanlar en diisiik (X=4,15) puan ortalamasina sahiptir. Kidem degiskenine gore dgretmenlerin
egitim programi ouryazarlik diizeyi puan ortalamalari arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olup

olmadigini anlamak i¢in yapilan tek yonliit ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo-9’da yer almaktadir.

Tablo 9. Kidem degiskenine gire 63retmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri

Olcek ve Varyansvm Kareler sd Kareler ortalamasi F p
Boyutlar1 Kaynag1 Toplami
Gruplar aras1 2,17 2 1,088
Olgegin Geneli Gruplar ici 62,87 300 0,210 5,189 0,006*
Toplam 65,04 302
Gruplar arast 2,06 2 1,031
Okuma Gruplar ici 61,87 300 0,206 4,996 0,007*
Toplam 63,94 302
Gruplar arast 2,51 2 1,255
Yazma Gruplar ici 86,62 300 0,289 4,345  0,014*
Toplam 89,13 302
*p<0.05

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri kidem degiskenine gore anlamli bir
sekilde farklilasmaktadir, F(2,300)=5,189, p<0,05. Bu farkliigin hangi kidem gruplar1 arasinda
oldugunu anlamak i¢in dncelikle varyanslarin homojen oldugu Levene testinden goriilmiis (p>0.05) ve
Tukey HSD c¢oklu karsilastirma analizi yapilmistir. Buna gore olgegin genelinde 0-10 yil kideme sahip
Ogretmenler (x=4,24) ile 21 ve + kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin (x=4,46) puanlar1 arasindaki fark ile 11-
20 y1l (x=4,26) ile 21 ve + (x=4,46) kideme sahip Ogretmenlerin puanlar1 arasindaki fark, istatistiksel

olarak anlamlidir.

Alt faktorler incelendiginde ise, okuma alt boyutunda anlamli bir farkliligin oldugu
gortilmektedir, F(2, 300)=4,996, p<0,05. Buna gore Tukey HSD sonuglarina gore 21 ve + kideme
(x=4,53) sahip 6gretmenlerle 0-10 yil (x=4,30) ve 11-20 yil (x=4,36) arasi kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin
puan ortalamalar1 anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Yazma boyutunda da anlamli bir farkliligin
oldugu goriilmektedir, F(2, 300)=4,345, p<0,05. Buna gore Tukey HSD sonuglarina gore 21 ve +
kideme (x=4,38) sahip Ogretmenler ile 0-10 yil (x=4,17) ve 11-20 yil (x=4,15) kideme sahip
dgretmenlerin puan ortalamalari anlamli bir sekilde farklilagmaktadir. Olgegin hem genelinde hem de

alt boyutlarda 21 ve {izeri kideme sahip olan 6gretmenler, en yiiksek puan ortalamasma sahiptir.

Gorev Yapilan Yer Degiskenine Gore Ogretmenlerin Egitim Programi Okuryazarlik

Diizeyleri

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin gérev yapilan yer degiskenine gore

degisip degismedigini belirlemek igin tek yonliit ANOVA analizi yapilmigtir. Oncelikle Tablo-10’da
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O0gretmenlerin gorev yapilan yer degiskenine gore egitim programi okuryazarlik puan ortalamalar:

sunulmustur.

Tablo 10. Ogretmenlerin gorev yapilan yer degiskenine gore egitim programi okuryazarlik puan ortalamalart

Faktorler Gorev Yapilan Yer N X ss
Il Merkezi 128 4,3651 0,49
Tlce Merkezi 142 4,3629 0,44

Okuma .

Kasaba ve Koy 33 4,48 0,45
Toplam 303 4,38 0,46
11 Merkezi 128 4,18 0,54
Yagma Tlce Merkezi 142 4,22 0,52
Kasaba ve Koy 33 421 0,64
Toplam 303 4,20 0,54
11 Merkezi 128 4,28 0,48
Toplam Tlce Merkezi 142 4,30 0,44
Kasaba ve Koy 33 4,35 0,50
Toplam 303 4,29 0,46

Tablo-10’da da gorildiigii gibi kasaba ve koylerde gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin egitim

programi okuryazarlik dlgeginden aldiklar1 puan ortalamalarinin en yiiksek (x=4,35), il merkezinde

gorev yapan O0gretmenlerin ise en diisiik (x=4,28) oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Alt boyutlarda ise okuma

faktoriinde, kasaba ve koylerde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin en yiiksek (x=4,48), il ve ilce merkezinde

gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin puan ortalamalarinin ise birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugu goriilmektedir.

Yazma boyutunda ise farkli yerlerde gorev yapan ogretmemelerin puan ortalamalarinin birbirine

yakin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu boyutta en yiiksek puan ortalamalar1 (x=4,22), ilce merkezinde gorev

yapan dgretmenlere aitken en diisiik ortalamalar (x=4,18) ise il merkezinde gorev yapan 6gretmenlere

aittir. Gorev yapilan yer degiskenine gore ogretmenlerin egitim programi ouryazarlik diizeyi puan

ortalamalar1 arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir fark olup olmadigini anlamak icin yapilan tek yonlii

ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo-11'de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 11. Gérev yapilan yer degiskenine gore 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarhik diizeyleri

Oleek ve Varyansum Kareler sd Kareler ortalamasi F p
Boyutlar Kaynag: Toplami
Gruplar arast 0,14 2 0,068
C)lgegin Geneli Gruplar ici 64,91 300 0,216 0,316 0,72
Toplam 65,05 302
Gruplar aras1 0,37 2 0,187
Okuma Gruplar ici 63,56 300 0,212 0,884 0,41
Toplam 63,93 302
Gruplar aras1 0,12 2 0,060
Yazma Gruplar ici 89,01 300 0,297 0,203 0,81
Toplam 89,13 302
*p<0.05

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarhk diizeyleri gorev yapilan yer degiskenine gore

anlaml bir sekilde farklilasmamaktadir, F(2, 300)=0,316, p>0,05. Alt faktorler incelendiginde, gorev

yapilan yer degiskenine gore okuma boyutunda anlamli bir fark goriilmemektedir F(2, 300)=0,884,
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p>0,05. Benzer sekilde yazma boyutunda da anlamli bir fark yoktur, F(2, 300)=0,203, p>0,05. Buna gore
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin gorev yapilan yere gore degismedigi

sOylenebilir.
Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu calismada Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarhik diizeyleri ve bunun baz
degiskenlere gore incelenmesi amaclanmistir. Bu baglamda calismanin ilk arastirma problemi
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerine yoneliktir. Bu ¢alismanin katilimcilar1 olan
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin 0Olcek genelinde Xx=4,29 oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu puan ortalamasi, Sarigéoz ve Bolat (2018) tarafindan belirlenen, verilerin analizi
béliimiinde agiklanan puan araliklari gercevesinde degerlendirilmistir. Buna gore katilimcilarin bu
calisma kapsaminda aldiklar1 bu puan “kesinlikle katiliyorum” diizeyindedir. Bir bagka ifade ile
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik anlaminda kendilerine yonelik algilarinin olumlu oldugu
ve kendilerini bu anlamda yeterli gordiikleri sdylenebilir. Bu durum olumlu bir sonugtur ve bunun
egitim sistemimize yansimalarinin da olumlu olmasi beklenmektedir. Ciinkii egitim-6gretim siirecinin
temelini egitim programlari olusturmaktadir. Egitim programu ile ilgili yeterli bilgi ve becerilere sahip
ogretmenlerin programlar: daha etkili bir sekilde uygulayacag: beklenebilir. Son yillarda Milli Egitim
Bakanlhigimin tiim seviyelerde o6gretim programlarimi giincelledigi ve revize ettigi bilinmektedir
(Sarica, 2018, 5.2069). Ayrica program gelistirme ¢alismalarindan sonra MEB gelistiirlen programlarla
ilgili olarak hizmet i¢i egitimler yapmaktadir. Tiim bu calismalar birlikte ele alindiginda, bu
gelismelerin 6gretmenlerin 6gretim programina yonelik bilgi ve becerilerini gelistirmede itici bir gilig
olarak gorev yaptig1 sOylenebilir. Bu g¢alismanin sonuglarina benzer sekilde bir baska ¢alismada,
Tiirkge O0gretmen adaylarinin egitim programinin bilesenleri olan hedef, igerik, 6grenme-6gretme
siireci ve 6l¢me-degerlendirme alanlarinda kendilerini yeterli gordiikleri ifade edilmektedir (Kana ve

ark, 2018, s.234).

Calismanin bir diger alt problemi kapsaminda 0gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin cinsiyet, egitim programlar ile ilgili hizmet i¢i egitime katilip katilmama durumu, yas,
kidem ve gorev yapilan yer degiskenlerine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigr incelenmistir. Buna gore
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri cinsiyete gore anlamli bir gsekilde
degismemektedir. Bu calismayla benzer sekilde bazi calismalarda da Ogretmenlerin program
okuryazarligina iliskin beceri gelisimine ihtiyaclarmin cinsiyete gore degismedigi bildirilmektedir
(Karakus, 2016, s.501; Sag ve Sezer, 2012, s.498). Bir diger calismada ise 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim
programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin 6lgegin genelinde cinsiyete gore farklilasmadig1 ancak yazma
boyutunda kadinlarin daha basarili olduklar1 belirtiimektedir (Erdem ve Egmir, 2018, s.130).
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri egitim programu ile ilgili hizmet igi egitime

katilip katilmama durumuna gore anlaml bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir. Bu farklilasma 6lgegin hem
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genelinde hem de alt boyutlar olan okuma ve yazma faktorlerinde hizmet ici egitime katilanlar
lehinedir. Bu sonug beklenen bir durumdur. Egitim programlari ile ilgili hizmet ici egitime katilan
Ogretmenlerin programlarla ilgili farkindalik, bilgi ve becerilerinin artmasi normaldir ve bu durum da

O0gretmenlerin 6lgek maddelerine vermis olduklari cevaplara yansimis olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarliklari yas degiskenine gore anlaml bir sekilde
farklilasmaktadir. 51 ve {izeri yas araliginda yer alan 6gretmenler, hem alt boyutlarda hem &lgegin
genelinde en yiiksek puan ortalamasina sahiptir. Bu sonuglarla benzer sekilde 6gretmen adaylarinin
egitim programi okuryazarliklarinin incelendigi ¢alismada (Erdem ve Egmir, 2018, s.131) da Olgegin
hem genelinde hem de alt boyutlarda 6gretmen adaylarinin aldiklar1 puanlarin yasa gore arttig1 ifade
edilmektedir. Bu sonuglar 6gretmenlerin yasla birlikte tecriibelerinin, mesleki olarak gelisimlerinin
artmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilir. Ogretmen adaylarimin egitim programi okuryazarhiklarinin
calisildig: bir baska ¢alismada, 6gretmen adaylarinin program okuryazarliklarinin 4. siniflar lehine

anlaml bir sekilde degistigi bildirilmektedir (Siiral ve Dedebali, 2018, s. 306-307).

Kidem degiskenine gore 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri anlamli bir
sekilde farklilagmaktadir. Olgegin hem genelinde hem de alt boyutlarda, 21 yil ve {izeri kideme sahip
dgretmenlerin en yiiksek puani aldiklar1 goriilmektedir. Olgegin genelinden ise 0-10 yil arasi kideme
sahip o0gretmenlerin en diisiik puan aldiklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu durum yas bulgulariyla paralellik
gostermektedir. Ayrica, bu durum 6gretmenlerin kidemleri arttikca deneyimlerinin de veya kendine
olan Ozgilivenlerinin artmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilir. Bu ¢alismada kullanilan o6lgek bir 6z
degerlendirme oOlgegidir ve Ogretmenlerin egitim programi ile ilgili maddelere verdikleri kendi
yeterlik diisiincelerini icermektedir. Dolayisiyla kidemleri arttikga yeterlikleri artabilecegi gibi
yeterlikleriyle ilgili diisiincelerini yansitan 6z giivenleri de artmis olabilir. Bu da kendi yeterliklerini
oldugundan fazla gérme egilimi seklinde degerlendirilebilir ve 6neri olarak da 6gretmenlerin hangi
maddelerde veya konularda kendilerini nigin yeterli gordiikleri veya gormediklerine yonelik olarak
diisiincelerini ortaya koyan nitel verilerle bu tarz ¢alismalarin desteklenmesi sdylenebilir. Kidem
arttikca 6gretmenlerin program okuryazarligina iliskin beceri gelisimine daha ¢ok ihtiya¢ duyduklar:

ifade edilmektedir (Sag ve Sezer, 2012, 5.499).

Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri, gérev yapilan yer degiskenine gore
dlgegin hem genelinde hem de alt boyutlarda anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmamaktadir. Ogretmenlerin

egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri gérev yapilan yere gore degismemektedir denebilir.

Sonug olarak, bu ¢alismada dgretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri arastirilmis
ve bazi degiskenlere gore incelenmistir. Okuryazarlik, son yillarda farkh alanlarda karsimiza ¢ikan
popiiler bir kavramdir. Egitim programlar1 ise egitim sisteminin en temel ve uygulamali konu
alanlarindan biridir. Dolayisiyla egitim programi okuryazarligi kavram olarak yenidir ve bu alanda

yurt i¢inde birka¢ calisma disinda arastirilmaya rastlanmamaistir. Bu konudaki ¢alismalarin sayisinin
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arttirilmast Ozellikle MEB’in program gelistirme, yenileme, gilincelleme c¢alismalarinin etkililigi
agisindan son derece 6nemlidir. Daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi bu ¢alisma nicel bir ¢calismadir ve bagka
orneklemlerde baska katilimcilarla nitel ¢calismalar da yapilabilir. Nitel calismalarda herhangi bir konu
veya olguya iliskin bireylerin gériisleri derinlemesine arastirilabilir. Ogretmenlerin egitim programi
okuryazarliklar ile ilgili olarak kendilerini yeterli ve yetersiz gordiikleri 6geler veya maddelere
yonelik goriislerine bagvurulabilir. Ogretmenlerin dlgegin zellikle yazma boyutunda daha diisiik
puanlar aldig1 goriilmiistiir. Yazma boyutundaki maddeler hazir bir programi alip uygulamaktan ¢ok
programin bilesenleri olan hedefler, icerik, 6§renme-6gretme siireci ve sinama durumlaria yonelik
materyal tasarlama, hazirlama, hedef yazma ve bunlar1 analiz etme, 6l¢me araglar1 ve Olgiitleri
gelistirme, egitsel etkinlikler gelistirme gibi Onemli yeterlikleri kapsamaktadir. Bu boyutta
Ogretmenlerimizin puan ortalamalar1 “kesinlikle katilyorum” yerine daha ¢ok “katiliyorum”
diizeyindedir. Bu diizeyin yetersiz oldugu sOylenememekle birlikte yine de bu alanlarda
Ogretmenlerimize ve 6gretmen adaylarimiza yonelik calismalar yapilabilir. Boylece 6gretmenlerimizin
yazma boyutundaki maddelerle ilgili kendilerine yonelik yeterlik algilar1 “kesinlikle katiliyorum”
diizeyine yiikselebilir. Bolge, yore, il, ilce, okul vb. temelinde program gelistirme, program
degerlendirme calismalar1 yiiriitiilebilir ve bu g¢alismalara ogretmenler dahil edilebilir. Boylece
ogretmenlerin hem bu 6lgek kapsaminda yer alan okuma ve yazma boyutunda yer alan maddeleri
kapsayan yeterlikleri hem de genel olarak dgretim programlarina iliskin bilgi ve becerilerinin artacagi

sOylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerimizin egitim programi anlaminda gerekli yetkinligi kazanmalar1 i¢in bu konuya
lisans diizeyinde 6gretmen egitimi seviyesinde daha fazla 6nem verilebilir. Bu gergevede yukarida
sunulan onerilere ek olarak su oneriler verilebilir. Egitim fakiiltelerinde 6gretmen adaylarimin aldig:
programa yonelik derslerin sayilar: arttirilabilir ve bu derslerin igerikleri teorik baglamdan cikartilip
bakanligin yeniledigi programlarin her bir ders alaninda nasil uygulanacagina yonelik ¢alismalar:
kapsayacak sekilde diizenlenebilir. Bu baglamda, YOK'{in 6gretmenlik lisans programlarinda 2018-
2019 egitim-6gretim yilindan itibaren uygulamaya konulmak iizere yaptigi son degisiklik ile
ogretmenlik boliimlerinde her bransin 6gretim programu ile ilgili dersi, alan egitimini basa getirerek “
............ ogretim programlart” isimlendirmesiyle ( 6rnegin: Ortaokul matematik ogretim programlars,
beden egitimi ve spor &gretim programlari, okul &ncesi efitim programlari, Ingilizce &gretim
programlari vb.) &gretmenlik lisans programlarina ekledigi goriilmektedir (YOK, ty). Bu
calismalardan MEB’in yaptig1 koklii program calismalari ile ilgili olarak ogretmen adaylarinin lisans
programlarinda aldiklar1 alanlarina iliskin Ogretim programlari egitimlerinin paralel goétiiriilmeye

cahisildig ve dogru bir uygulama oldugu sdylenebilir.

Egitim sisteminin bagarisinin genelde egitim ve O6zelde Ogretim programlarinin etkili bir
sekilde uygulanmasma bagh oldugu gergegi unutulmamalidir. Bu gercekten hareketle MEB

tarafindan gergeklestirilen bu calismalarin ve ¢abalarin bosa gitmemesi igin O0gretmenlerin ve
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O0gretmen adaylarmin oncelikle egitim ve Ogretim programlari konularinda belirli bir yeterlikte,

gerekli bilgi ve becerilerle donanik olmalar1 ve varsa eksikliklerinin giderilmesi gerekmektedir.
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Introduction

The curriculum is defined as all the activities that are organized by educational institutions for
children, youth, and adults regarding the objectives of national education (Varis, 1988). Curriculum,
that is also called as upbringing, syllabus, educational program can be used in the meaning of “list of
topics, course contents, list of teaching materials, classification of the courses, all the target behaviors, issues to
be taught to the students, everything planned by the school staff’” (Demirel, 2008, p.1). It can be specified
that these meanings reflect a limited understanding for the educational program. Despite the
curriculum covers the said meanings, it is one of the most important factors of the educational system
that should be considered from a larger perspective. All the general and specific objectives of

educational systems are introduced through the educational programs.

Demirel and Kaya (2018), specifying that the student is at the center of the educational
process, state that the curriculum covers all the activities performed inside and outside the school,
especially teaching, and that the way to provide the learning experiences for the learner is educational
programs. Also, they emphasize that the curriculum consists of four factors as objective, content,
teaching-learning process, and assessment-evaluation. Accordingly, the objectives are the changes that
are desired to be developed in the behaviors and personalities of the students and they constitute an
answer for the question “why do we teach” regarding the program. The content, which is another
factor of the program, is arranged according to the purposes of teaching for the students. The
teaching-learning process constitutes the part of the program regarding the teaching and presentation
way of the content. In the evaluation component, it is controlled whether the targeted goals are

achieved or not, and feedback is then provided to the system (Demirel and Kaya, 2018).

According to Ozdemir, (2009, p.127) curriculums have objectives such as protecting the
material and moral values of the population where they are developed, transferring them to the new
generations, and raising the qualified manpower required by the countries that is the locomotive of
the economy. Also, mediation of the implementation of educational policies throughout the

geography of the country is one of the functions of the curriculums. In addition, curriculums aim to
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develop the behaviors of the individual in a way that the person can be active in social, political, and

economic fields.

The word “literate” is defined as "(individual) who can read and write; educated (individual)”
in the online dictionary (TLA, 2019). Keskin and Korkmaz (2017) emphasizes that the deep meanings
are attributed to the concept of literacy under the conditions of the age we live in, different types of
literacy are increasing day by day, and that literacy is an intellectual capacity building tool that
includes reading, understanding, producing, and interpreting. In addition, curriculum literacy, which
is stated to be one of the literacy types in the educational literature, is defined as "having basic
program knowledge, understanding and interpreting the curriculum, examining it critically, being
able to apply, and adapting the practices according to the conditions in which it exists" (Keskin and
Korkmaz, 2017). It is emphasized that the curriculum literacy, also called as program literacy in short,

is a competence that prospective teachers and teachers should have (Erdem and Egmir, 2018, p. 124).

Stating that curriculum literacy is an important competence for the teachers, Bolat (2017,
p-121) presented the competencies that the teachers should have regarding this type of literacy under
the titles of objective, content, learning-teaching processes, and measurment-assessment and also
stated that it can be reproduced and improved. According to Bolat (2017, p.129), the competencies that
the teachers should have in terms of objectives dimension within the scope of curriculum literacy are

as follows:
e “To understand what the target behavior means”
o "To be able to distinguish which target behavior given belongs to which objective dimension”
o “To determine the limitations of the objectives”
o “To determine the consistencies of the objectives with each other”
o “To write objectives that are suitable for the level of the student”
o "To be able to write the objectives according to expected student behavior”
o "To be able to write appropriate vertical and horizontal objectives related to the course/subject area”
The competencies that should be present in terms of content are as follows:
e “To be able to select objective-specific content”

e “To be able to determine the compliance status of the content according to the realization process of the

target behaviour”
e “To be able to check the suitability of the content to the student level”
o “To determine whether the content is related to the objectives”

o “To be able to write objective-specific content”
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e “To design the content according to the objective of the subject area”
o “To enrich the content according to the objective”
o “To complement the deficiencies of the content that will bring the target behavior”

The competencies that should be present in terms of learning-teaching processes are as

follows:
o “To determine the objective-specific teaching method and technique”
o “To be able to select the educational material suitable for the learning-teaching processes”
e “To evaluate the effectiveness of the learning-teaching processes”

o "To be able to design the learning-teaching processes that are appropriate to the chosen teaching method

and technique”
e “To be able to design the educational material suitable for the learning-teaching processes”
o “To be able to design educational activities that are suitable for the teaching-learning processes”
The competencies that should be present in terms of assessment and evaluation are as follows:
o “To determine the objective-specific assessment and evaluation method”
o “To be able to read the assessment tools”
o “To interpret the results of assessment and evaluation process”
o “To be able to write questions complying with the objective”
o "To be able to write the appropriate evaluation criteria for the objective”
o “To be able to prepare an assessment tool for the objective”

In recent years, it is observed that the Ministry of National Education has undertaken an
intensive program development, update, and renewal activity (Sarica, 2018, p.2069). The renewed
programs have been put into practice as of 2018-2019 academic year at the primary education and
secondary education levels (MNE, 2017). In other words, renewed programs have been used as of the
writing date of the present study. Teachers are the implementers of the current educational programs
and bring the educational programs into force. Thus, it is considered that investigation of the program
literacy of the teachers is important. The reason is that the success of educational programs in
particular and the success of an entire educational system in general is closely related to the effective

implementation of the programs by the teachers.

Revealing the curriculum literacy level of teachers is also important for teacher training. This
is because the knowledge and skills related to the curriculum are expected to be acquired during the

undergraduate education and to be applied in professional life. The curriculum literacy levels of the
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teachers are also an important feedback for the undergraduate education for teaching. Since the
curriculum literacy is an important concept, it would be beneficial to increase the studies regarding
this issue. Below mentioned studies are found in the literature about the matter: Scale development
related to the curriculum literacy was carried out by Bolat (2017). In a study regarding the
determination of the curriculum literacies of prospective teachers, curriculum literacy levels of
prospective teachers were found to be 3.72 (Completely agree) throughout the scale, and it was found
that the prospective teachers were more successful in the reading sub-scale when compared to the
writing sub-scale, and the curriculum literacy of the prospective teachers did not differ significantly
according to the variables of gender, age, and type of education, but showed a significant difference

according to department and academic success (Erdem and Egmir, 2018).

In another study which compared the opinions of prospective teachers about the curriculum
literacy according to the variables of gender, department, and educational status, it was reported that
the opinions of prospective teachers differed statistically significantly in terms of all three variables
(Gomleksiz and Erdem, 2018). In another study investigating the educational program literacies of
Turkish prospective teachers, it was reported that there is a statistically significant difference between
the Turkish prospective teachers, who considered themselves as competent in the factors of the
program including content, learning-teaching processes, objectives, and assessment and evaluation,
and that the opinions of the program literacies of prospective teachers were statistically significant in
terms of the variables as economic status, grade point average, and class (Kana et al., 2018). The study
that has examined the sufficiency of the curricula of prospective teachers states that their curriculum
literacy level is sufficient, that according to grade level, the curriculum literacy level of prospective
teachers shows a difference in favor of 4t grades and according to the major studied, the curriculum
literacy level of the prospective teachers in the department of classroom teaching is higher than those
studying in the departments of mathematics education and pre-school education  (Cetinkaya and
Tabak, 2019). In the study, including the prediction of the readiness level of prospective teachers in
terms of the curriculum literacy, it was determined that the curriculum literacy of the participants was
at the level of "I agree” (Esen Aygiin, 2019). In the article examining the curriculum proficiency levels
of the teachers, it was emphasized that the finding that the curriculum proficiencies of the teachers
differed significantly in favor of female teachers, and that curriculum proficiency levels of the teachers

were at a moderate level (Kahramanoglu, 2019).

In the national literature, it was determined that limited number of studies regarding the issue
was generally carried out with prospective teachers and it was considered that the determination of
the curriculum literacy levels of the current teachers would light the way for relevant literature. Other
situations stated above are also considered as a need. In addition, the study may be useful in the
issues such as teacher training, program development, program evaluation activities etc. In this sense,

the aim of the present study is to determine the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers depending
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on their perceptions. Within the scope of this general purpose, an answer is sought in the study for the

below-mentioned problems.
1. What is the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers?

2. Do the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ according to gender, participation in

in-service curriculum trainings, age, seniority, and place of duty?

During the stage of determination of variables, the relevant literature was primarily
examined, and the variables that are thought to be related to curriculum literacy were included in the
study. The seniority variable was included in the study considering whether the experiences of the
teachers regarding the implementation of the curriculum have any effect on the literacy level. The
Ministry of National Education organizes in-service trainings for the teachers subsequent to the
program renewal studies. In order to determine whether they have joined such activities, and if they
have, whether this has an impact on the level of curriculum literacy, it has been considered that
attendance at the in-service curriculum training is a variable. The variables of gender, age, and place

of duty were also considered as relevant to the issue and included in the study.
Method
Research Model

The present study is a research having a descriptive survey model. In the study, the aim was
to determine the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers. In addition, it was intended to reveal
whether the curriculum literacy levels of teachers differ according to determined variables such as
gender, seniority, age and etc. Thus, the study was figured out as a descriptive survey model. In

descriptive survey models, it is essential to present a past or current situation as is (Karasar, 2006).
Study Group

The participants of the present study were 303 teachers working in Kirsehir, Turkey.
Participants of the study were determined by using the convenience sampling method. The fact that
they have been working in the same city as the researcher has been evaluated within the framework of
accessibility and easily accessible sampling has been preferred. At the same time attention has been
attached to the issue that teachers participated in the research voluntarily. In the study, 320 teachers
were reached; however, 303 data remained as a result of the sorting made for reasons such as
incomplete marking and marking all the questions at the same level were included within the scope of
the analysis. Teachers working at primary, secondary, and high school levels and having various
branches participated in the study. Of the participants, 128 were female and 175 were male teachers.
Within the scope of the study, the teachers filled out the scale based on volunteerism. Table 1 shows

the demographic data for the study participants.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants

Demographic Variables n %

Female 128 42,2

Gender Male 175 57,8
Participating in-service trainings Yes 206 08
No 97 32

21-30 53 17,5

Age 31-40 145 47,9

41-50 87 28,7

51 ve iizeri 18 59

0-10 years 92 30,4

Seniority 11-20 years 150 49,5

21 years and over 61 20,1

City center 128 42,2

Place of Duty District center 142 46,9

Town and village 33 10,9

Total 303 100

Data Collection and Analysis

Study data was collected in 2018-2019 academic year by using “Curriculum Literacy Scale
(CLS)” that was developed by Bolat (2017). The scale has two sub-dimensions as reading and writing,
and there are a total of 29 items. There are 15 items in the reading sub-dimension and 14 in the writing
sub-dimension. In the reading factor of the scale, there are items measuring the essential information
about the elements such as objective, content, and evaluation of a curriculum. “I can distinguish the
objective dimension of the given target behavior”, “I can evaluate the effectiveness of teaching-learning
processes”, “I can determine the teaching method suitable for the objective”, “I can interpret the results of the
assessment-evaluation process”, and “I can choose the educational material suitable for the learning-teaching
processes” are the items specified in the reading sub-dimension. In the writing sub-dimension, there
are items related to the design of the elements of a curriculum such as the objective, educational
status, content, and the development by the teachers. “I can design the educational activities suitable for
teaching-learning processes”, “I can write an objective suitable for the student level”, “I can design learning-
teaching processes suitable for the teaching method chosen”, “I can prepare a measurement tool in accordance

with the objective”, “I can analyze a measurement tool by considering the objectives” are the examples of

items in the writing sub-dimension.

The scale is a five-point Likert scale varying between strongly disagree and completely agree.
Cronbach Alpha coefficient for the scale is 0.940, which is also the reliability value, 0.888 for the
reading factor and 0.907 for the writing factor. Reliability value of the study that is obtained from the
sample is 0.91. It is understood that the reliability values are high. In the present study, the average
scores of the teachers were evaluated by considering the scores and intervals specified in the study of
Sarigoz and Bolat (2018), in which the same scale was used, as 1.00 - 1.80 = Strongly disagree; 1.81 -
2.60 = Disagree; 2.61 - 3.40 = Neutral; 3.41 - 4.20 = Agree, and 4.21 - 5.00 = Completely agree.
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Regarding the analysis of the data, normality test was primarily performed, and the skewness
and kurtosis values were also examined. Within this scope, it was determined that the skewness value
was -.699 and kurtosis value was .653. It was stated that Skewness and Kurtosis values varying
between -1.5 and +1.5 provided a normal distribution (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). Accordingly, the
data show normal distribution and are suitable for parametric tests. Descriptive statistics such as
standard deviation and mean are used to determine the curriculum literacy of the teachers.
Independent sample t-test analysis was conducted to determine whether the level of curriculum
literacy perception of the teachers differs according to gender and whether they participated in the in-
service training regarding the curriculum. ANOVA was used to determine the perceived curriculum
literacy levels according to the variables of age, professional seniority, and place of duty. Levene Test
values were controlled for the homogeneity of the variances in the analyzes; however, they were
expressed verbally in order to avoid confusion by using too many tables and to submit the findings in

a simple way.
Ethical Considerations

In this study, all the rules stated in the “Higher Education Institutions Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics Directive” were followed. None of the actions stated under the title "Actions
Against Scientific Research and Publication Ethics", which is the second part of the directive, was

carried out.
Information on ethics committee approval

Ethical evaluation board= Kirsehir Ahi Evran University Social and Humanities Scientific Research
and Publication Ethics Committee
Date of ethical approval decision= 01/ 07/ 2020
Issue of ethical evaluation document=51450103-755.02.06
Findings
Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers
According to the first sub-problem of the present study, the descriptive statistics regarding the

curriculum literacy levels of the teachers are included in Table-2 as the overall scale and sub-

dimensions.

Table 2. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers

Factors N X sd

Reading 303 4,38 0,46
Writing 303 4,20 0,54
Total 303 4,29 0,46

As can be seen in Table 2, the teachers have a score of 4,29 in average from the curriculum

literacy scale. They got an average of 4,38 points in the reading sub-dimension and an average of 4,20
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points in the writing sub-dimension. It can be specified that the average scores of the teachers are not
low. The curriculum literacy levels of the teachers were examined in terms of the factors of curriculum
besides the sub-dimensions. A curriculum consists of the elements as objectives, content, learning-
teaching situations (process) and the assessment and evaluation. The classification of Kana et al. (2018)
was followed in differentiating the scale items in terms of curriculum components. Table 3 shows the
average scores taken from the items regarding the curriculum factors.

Table 3. The average scores the teachers got from the items of the scale in terms of the elements of the
curriculum

Elements of the

. Item Number and Content x sd
Curriculum
1. I can distinguish which objective dimension the given target behavior
. 434 0,70
is related to.
Obiectives 4.1 can determine the consistency of objectives with each other. 4,35 0,68
J 8.1 can understand what the target behavior wants. 447 0,61
Element of - o o
the 7.1 can specify the limits of the objectives. 4,22 0,75
Curri 20. I can write the objectives according to the expected student 4,18 0,81
urriculum _
behaviour.
21. I can write objectives suitable for the level of the student. 426 0,74
28. 1 can write appropriate horizontal objectives related to the 4,11 0,80
course/subject area.
2. I can check if the content is suitable for the student level. 4,57 0,59
3. I can choose content that fits the objective. 448 0,63
Content 5.1 can determine the level of relevance of content to objectives. 432 0,69
Element of 14. I can determine the compliance status of the content according to the 4,25 0,72
the realization process of the target behaviour.
Curriculum 25. I can write objective-specific content. 420 0,76
27.1 can design the content according to objectives of the subject area. 416 0,77
29. 1 can enrich the content according to the objective. 439 0,66
9. I can evaluate the effectiveness of the learning-teaching processes. 4,44 0,64
12.1 can determine the objective-specific teaching technique. 434 0,72
13. I can select the educational material suitable for the learning- 4,32 0,69
. teaching processes.
Learning- . - s .
Teachin 15. I can determine the objective-specific teaching method. 4,38 0,63
Processi 16. I can design the educational material suitable for the learning- 4,04 0,85
teaching processes.
Element of . . L . .
the 18. I can design educational activities that are suitable for the teaching- 4,18 0,77
Curriculum learning processes.
Hre 24. I can design the learning-teaching processes that are appropriate to 4,27 0,77
the chosen teaching technique.
26. I can design the learning-teaching processes that are appropriate to 4,14 0,77
the chosen teaching method.
6. I can read the assessment tools. 4,27 0,72
10. I can interpret the results of assessment and evaluation process. 441 0,68
Assessment- . - . .
. 11. I can determine objective-spercific assessment and evaluaation 4,37 0,71
Evaluation
method.
Element of - e .
17.1 can prepare objective-specific assessment and evaluation tool. 4,17 0,75
the . . . o .
. 19. I can writethe appropriate evaluation criteria for the objective. 4,10 0,80
Curriculum . e
22. 1 can analyze a measurement tool by taking objectives into account. ~ 4,23 0,76
23. I can write questions complying with the objective. 440 0,71
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The average scores of the teachers that are gotten from the scale items in terms of curriculum
elements are given in Table-3. Among the scale items regarding the objective component of the
curriculum; the teachers specified they they completely agreed with “I can write appropriate horizontal
objectives for the course/subject area”, “I can determine the consistency of the objectives with each other”, “I can
determine the consistency of the objectives with each other” (4,21 — 5,00 = Completely agree) items of the
scale and they agreed with “I can write according to expected student behavior” (3,41 — 4,20 = I agree). It
was found that the teachers strongly agree with “I can check the suitability of the content to the student
level”, “I can determine the level of relationship of the content with the goals”, “I can write content that is
suitable for the objective”, and “I can design the content according to the objective of the subject area” among

the scale items.

Among the scale items regarding the curriculum’s learning-teaching processes, it was
observed that teachers completely agreed with “I can evaluate the efficacy of the learning-teaching
processes”, “I can determine the objective-specific teaching method” and agreed with “I can design the
training material suitable for the learning-teaching processes”, “I can design learning-teaching processes
suitable for the teaching method chosen”. Regarding the scale items for the assessment-evaluation
component of the curriculum, the teachers completely agreed with “I can interpret the assessment-
evaluation process”, “I can select the objective-specific assessment method” item and agreed with the “I can

write an evaluation criterion for the objective”, “I can prepare an objective-specific assessment tool” items.

In the overall scale, the items that teachers got the highest average scores are items 2, 3 and 8.
These items take place in the reading factor of the scale. Second item of the scale is “I can audit the
compliance of the content for the student level”, 3rd item is “I can choose objective-specific content”, and 8t
item is “I can understand what the target behaviour means”. In the reading factor of the scale (items 1-15),
there are items measuring the essential information about the elements such as objective, content, and
measurement-evaluation of a curriculum. The items that teachers got the lowest average scores are
items 16, 19, and 28. These items take place in the writing sub-dimension. Sixteenth item of the scale is
“I can design suitable training materials for the learning-teaching processes”, 19" item is “I can write
objevtive-specific evaluation criteria”, and 28 item is “I can write horizontal objectives for the course/matter”.
In the writing sub-dimension (items between 16 and 29), there are items related to the designing of a
curriculum element such as objective, educational process, content, and creation of the said

components by the teachers.
Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers by Gender Variable

Within the framework of the second sub-problem of the study, an independent sample t-test
was conducted in order to determine whether the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ by

gender, and Table 4 shows the results of the analysis.
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Table 4. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers by gender variable

Factors Gender N X sd df t p
Female 128 4,33 0,48
Readi ! / -1,373 0,17
eacing Male 175 4,41 0,45
L Female 128 4,20 0,61
Writing 301 0,015 0,98
Male 175 4,20 0,49
Female 128 4,27 0,51
Total § ! -0,694 0,48
o Male 175 4,31 0,43 ’ ’

As can be seen in Table 4, curriculum literacy level of the teachers does not differ significantly
in terms of gender, t(301)= 0,694, p > 0.05. When the sub-dimensions are examined, it is observed that
there is no significant difference according to gender both in the writing and reading factors.

Accordingly, it can be specified that curriculum literacy levels do not differ by gender.

Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers by Participating/Not Participating in the In-

Service Curriculum Trainings Variable

An independent sample t-test was conducted in order to determine whether the curriculum
literacy levels of the teachers differ by participating/not participating in the in-service curriculum
trainings, and Table 5 shows the results of the analysis.

Table 5. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers by participating/not participating in the in-service
curriculum trainings variable

Participating in-service

Factors O N X sd df t P
training
. Yes 206 4,45 0,41
Reading 4,24 ,00
No 97 4,22 0,51
L Yes 206 4,28 0,52
Writing 301 3,51 ,001
No 97 4,05 0,55
Yes 206 4,37 0,43
Total 4,17 ,00
No 97 4,13 0,50

As can be seen in Table 5, curriculum literacy level of the teachers differs significantly in terms
of participating/not participating in the in-service curriculum trainings, t(301)= 4,17, p < 05. When the
sub-dimensions are examined, a significant difference is observed both in the reading factor
(t(301)=4,24, p<.05) and in the writing factor (t(301)=3,51, p <.05). Accordingly, the curriculum literacy
levels of the teachers show a significant difference in favor of those attending the in-service

curriculum trainings.
Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers by Age Variable

One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to determine whether the curriculum literacy level
of the teachers varies according to age variable and the results are given in Table-6. At first, the

average curriculum literacy scores of the teachers according to age are presented in Table-6.
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Table 6. Teachers’ curriculum literacy score averages by age variable

Factors Age Range N X sd
21-30 53 4,32 0,45
31-40 145 4,33 0,46
Reading 41-50 87 4,44 0,47
51 and + 18 4,63 0,30
Total 303 4,38 0,46
21-30 53 4,23 0,50
31-40 145 4,14 0,52
Writing 41-50 87 4,23 0,59
51 and + 18 4,50 0,49
Total 303 4,20 0,54
21-30 53 4,28 0,45
31-40 145 4,24 0,45
Total 41-50 87 4,34 0,48
51 and + 18 4,56 0,38
Total 303 4,29 0,46

As can be seen in Table 6, it could be understood that the average score of the teachers in the
age interval of 51 years old and over, taken from the curriculum literacy scale was the highest (x=4,56),
and the scores of the teachers in the age interval between 31 and 40 years old is the lowest (x=4,24).
Regarding the sub-dimensions, teachers of 51 years old and over had the highest average (x=4,63) and
teachers between 21 and 30 years old had the lowest average (X=4,32) scores in the reading sub-
dimension. In the writing sub-dimension, teachers in the age interval of 51 years old and over had the
highest (x=4,50) and the teachers between 31 and 40 years old had the lowest (x=4,14) average scores.
Teachers in the age range of 51 and over have the highest average score both in sub-dimensions and in
the overall scale. This situation may be related to issues such as the development of the teachers
professionally as their age increases, transfer their knowledge and skills to practice more easily, and
change their perceptions regarding their professional competencies in a positive way. Results of the
one-way ANOVA that was made to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference
between the average scores of curriculum literacy levels of the teachers according to age, are given in

Table-7.

Table 7. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers by age variable

The Scale and Source of Sum of

Dimensions Variance Square df Mean Square F P
Between groups 1,98 3 0,660
S:‘;leerau OFthe  Within groups 63,07 299 0,211 3127 0,02*
Total 65,05 302
Between groups 2,03 3 0,675
Reading Within groups 61,91 299 0,207 3,262 0,02*
Total 63,94 302
. Between groups 2,23 3 0,743
Writing i
Within groups 86,90 299 0,291 2,556 0,05%
Total 89,13 302

*p<0.05
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Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ significantly according to age, F(3, 299)=3,127,
p<0,05. In order to understand the age interval for this difference, homogeneity of the variances was
observed from the Levene test (p>0.05) and a multiple comparison analysis was performed by
preferring Tukey HSD, which is one of the multiple comparison tests. Accordingly, throughout the
scale, the average scores of the teachers between 31 and 40 years old was (x=4,24) and the average
scores of the teachers of 51 years old and over was (x=4,56) and this was significantly different in favor

of the group with the age interval of 51 years old and over.

When the sub-factors are examined, it was seen that there is a significant difference in the
reading sub-dimension, F(3, 299)=3,262, p<0,05. Accordingly, the average scores of the teachers
between 31 and 40 years old (x=4,33) and the average scores of the teachers of 51 years old and over
(x=4,63) differ significantly according to the results of Tukey HSD. There is also a significant difference
in the writing sub-dimension, F(3, 299)=2,556 p<0,05. Thus, the average scores of the teachers between
31 and 40 years old (x=4,14) and the average scores of the teachers of 51 years old and over (x=4,50)
differ significantly according to the results of Tukey HSD. Both in the overall scale and in the sub-
dimensions, the average scores of the teachers between 31 and 40 years old and the average scores of
the teachers of 51 years old and over differ significantly. Both in the overall scale and in the sub-scales,
teachers between 51 years old and over have the highest average scores. It can be specified that the

teachers in this age interval perceive themselves more sufficiently in terms of curriculum literacy.
Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers by Seniority Variable

One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to determine whether the curriculum literacy
levels of teachers vary according to seniority. At first, the average curriculum literacy scores of the

teachers according to seniority are presented in Table-8.

Table 8. Teachers’ curriculum literacy score averages by seniority variable

Factors Seniority N X sd
0-10 years 92 4,30 0,42
_ 11-20 years 150 436 0,47
R
eading 21 and + 61 453 0,47
Total 303 438 0,46
0-10 years 92 417 0,49
11-20 years 150 415 0,57
Wit
rms 21 and + 61 438 0,52
Total 303 4,20 0,54
0-10 years 92 424 0,43
11-20 years 150 426 0,47
Total
ota 21 and + 61 446 0,47
Total 303 429 0,46

As can be seen in Table 8, it can be understood that the average score of the teachers having 21
years and over seniority is the highest (x=4,46) and the average score of the teachers having a seniority

between 0 and 10 years is the lowest (x=4,24) regarding the curriculum literacy scale. In the reading
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sub-scale, teachers with a seniority of 21 years and over has the highest (x=4,53) and the teachers with
a seniority between 0 and 10 years has the lowest (x=4,30) average score. In the writing sub-scale,
teachers with a seniority of 21 years and over has the highest (x=4,38) and the teachers with a seniority
between 0 and 10 years has the lowest (Xx=4,15) average score. Results of the one-way ANOVA that
was made to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between the average
scores of curriculum literacy levels of the teachers according to seniority, are given in Table-9.

Table 9. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers by seniority variable

The Scale and Source of Sum of
. . . df Mean Square F p
Dimensions Variance Square
Between groups 2,17 2 1,088
11 of th
i:leera otthe  Within groups 62,87 300 0,210 5189  0,006*
Total 65,04 302
Between groups 2,06 2 1,031
Reading Within groups 61,87 300 0,206 4996  0,007*
Total 63,94 302
. Between groups 2,51 2 1,255
Writing I
Within groups 86,62 300 0,289 4,345 0,014*
Total 89,13 302
*p<0.05

Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ significantly according to seniority,
F(2,300)=5,189, p<0,05. In order to understand the reason for this difference between the seniority
groups, homogeneity of the variances was observed from the Levene test (p>0.05) and Tukey HSD
multiple comparison analysis was performed. Accordingly, throughout the scale, the difference
between the scores of the teachers with 0-10 years of seniority (x=4,24) and the teachers with 21 years
and over seniority (x=4,46) and the difference between the scores of the teachers with 11-20 years of
seniority (x=4,26) and the teachers with 21 years and more seniority (x=4,46) was significantly

different.

When the sub-factors are examined, it was seen that there is a significant difference in the
reading sub-scale, F(2,300)=4,996, p<0,05. Accordingly, the average scores of the teachers with 21
years and more seniority (x=4,53) and those with 0-10 years seniority (x=4,30) and those with 11-20
years seniority (x=4,36) differ significantly according to the Tukey HSD results. There is also a
significant difference in the writing sub-scale, F(2, 300)=4,345 p<0,05. Thus, according to the Tukey
HSD results, the average scores of the teachers with 21 years and more seniority (x=4,38), those with 0-
10 years seniority (x=4,17), and those with 11-20 years seniority (x=4,15) differ significantly. Teachers
with 21 or more seniority in both overall and sub-dimesnions of the scale have the highest average

scores.
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Curriculum Literacy Levels of the Teachers by the Place of Duty Variable

One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to determine whether the curriculum literacy
levels of teachers vary according to the place of duty. At first, the average curriculum literacy scores of

the teachers according to the place of duty are presented in Table-10.

Table 10. Teachers’ curriculum literacy score averages by place of duty variable

Factors Place of Duty N X sd
City Center 128 4,3651 0,49

Reading District Center 142 4,3629 0,44
Town and Village 33 4,48 0,45

Total 303 4,38 0,46

City Center 128 4,18 0,54

Writing District Center 142 4,22 0,52
Town and Village 33 4,21 0,64

Total 303 4,20 0,54

City Center 128 4,28 0,48

Total District Center 142 4,30 0,44
Town and Village 33 4,35 0,50

Total 303 4,29 0,46

As can be seen in Table 10, it could be understood that regarding the curriculum literacy scale,
the average scores of the teachers working at towns and villages were the highest (x=4,35) and of those
working at the city center were the lowest (x=4,28). Regarding the reading sub-scale, it was found that
the average score of the teachers working at the towns and villages was the highest (x=4,48) and the
average score of the teaches working at the city and district centers were quite close to each other. In
the writing factor, it can be seen that the average scores of the teachers working at different places of
duty are close to each other. In this sub-scale, the highest average scores (X = 4.22) belong to the
teachers working at the district center, while the lowest average scores (X = 4.18) belong to the teachers
working at the city center. The results of the one-way ANOVA that was made to understand whether
there is a statistically significant difference between the average scores of curriculum literacy levels of

the teachers according to the place of duty, are given in Table-11.

Table 11. Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers by the place of duty variable

The Scale and Source of Sum of

Dimensions Variance Square df Mean Square F p
Between groups 0,14 2 0,068
ggle;au ofthe \\ithin groups 64,91 300 0,216 0316 0,72
Total 65,05 302
Between groups 0,37 2 0,187
Reading Within groups 63,56 300 0,212 0,884 0,41
Total 63,93 302
Between groups 0,12 2 0,060
Writing Within groups 89,01 300 0,297 0,203 0,81
Total 89,13 302
*p<0.05
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Curriculum literacy levels of the teachers do not differ significantly according to the place of
duty, F(2, 300)=0,316, p>0,05. When the sub-dimensions are examined, there is no significant difference
in the reading factor according to the place of duty F(2, 300)=0,884, p>0,05. Similarly, no significant
difference is present in the writing factor, F(2, 300)=0,203 p>0,05. Accordingly, it can be specified that

curriculum literacy levels do not change by the place of duty.
Discussion, Results and Suggestions

In the present study, it was intended to examine the curriculum literacy levels of teachers and
its examination according to some variables. In this context, the first study problem is about the
curriculum literacy levels of the teachers. The curriculum literacy levels of the teachers, who are the
participants of the study, were found to be x = 4,29 throughout the scale. This average score was
evaluated within the scope of the score intervals determined by Sarigéz and Bolat (2018) and
explained in the data analysis section. Accordingly, this score of the participants got within the scope
of the study is at the level of "completely agree". In other words, it can be specified that the
perceptions of the teachers regarding themselves in terms of curriculum literacy are positive and they
consider themselves sufficient in this sense. This is a positive result, and it is expected to have this
result a positive effect on the current educational system. This is because the curriculum constitutes
the basis of the training-learning process. It can be expected that the teachers with sufficient
knowledge and skills about the curriculum will implement the programs more effectively. In recent
years, it is known that the Ministry of National Education has updated and revised the curricula at all
levels (Sarica, 2018, p.2069). In addition, MNE provides in-service trainings regarding the programs
developed subsequent the program development studies. When all the studies are considered
together, it can be specified that such developments serve as a driving force in improving the
curriculum knowledge and skills of the teachers. Similar to the results of the present study, it is stated
in another study that prospective Turkish teachers consider themselves as competent in the areas of
objevtives, content, learning-teaching process, and assessment-evaluation, which are all the factors of

curriculum (Kana et al., 2018, p.234).

Within the scope of another sub-problem of the study, it was examined whether the
curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ according to gender, whether they participated in the
in-service curriculum trainings, age, seniority, and the place of duty. Accordingly, it can be specified
that curriculum literacy levels of the teachers do not vary by gender. Similar to the current study, it is
reported in some of the studies that the skill development needs of the teachers regarding curriculum
literacy did not differ by gender (Karakus, 2016, p.501; Sag and Sezer, 2012, p.498). In another study, it
was stated that the curriculum literacy levels of the prospective teachers did not differ according to
gender in general, but women were more successful in the writing factor (Erdem and Egmir, 2018,

p-130). The curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ significantly according to their
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participation in the in-service curriculum trainings or not. Such differentiation is in favor of the
teachers, who participated in the in-service curriculum trainings in general and in the reading and
writing factors of the scale. This is an expected situation. Increase in the awareness, knowledge, and
skills of the teachers participating in the in-service curriculum trainings is normal, and this may be

reflected in the responses of the teachers to the scale items.

The curriculum literacies of the teachers significantly differ according to age. Teachers in the
age range of 51 and over have the highest average score both in sub-scales and in the overall scale.
Similar to these results, in the study (Erdem and Egmir, 2018, p.131) examining the curriculum literacy
of prospective teachers, it was stated that the scores of prospective teachers both in general and in the
sub-scales increased with age. These results may have been caused by the increase of experiences and
professional development of the teachers with age. In another study regarding the curriculum literacy
of the prospective teachers, it was reported that the curriculum literacies of the prospective teachers

changed significantly in favor of 4t grades (Siiral and Dedebali, 2018, p. 306-307).

The curriculum literacy levels of the teachers differ by seniority. Both in the overall scale and
the sub-dimensions, it was seen that the teachers having a seniority of 21 years or more got the highest
score. It was seen that teachers having a seniority between 0 and 10 years received the lowest score in
the overall scale. This is parallel with the findings of age. Also, this situation may be caused by the
experiences or the self-efficacy of the teachers as their seniority increases. The scale used in the present
study is a self-assessment scale and includes their own efficacy considerations given to the items
related to the curriculum. Therefore, as the seniority of the teachers increases, their competencies, as
well as their self-efficacy reflecting their considerations regarding their competencies may also
increase. This issue could be evaluated in the way that they overestimate their efficiency, and a
suggestion might be that such studies should be supported, which put forward the opinions of the
teachers with qualitative data on which items or topics they estimate themselves sufficient or not. It
was stated that the as the seniority increases, teachers need skill development related to curriculum

literacy more (Sag and Sezer, 2012, p.499).

The curriculum literacy levels of the teachers do not differ significantly both in the general
scale and the sub-dimensions according to the place of duty. It can be specified that the curriculum

literacy levels of the teachers do not change according to the place of duty.

As a result, the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers were investigated and examined
according to some variables in the present study. Literacy is a popular concept that is encountered in
different fields in recent years. Curricula are one of the most essential and applied subject areas of the
educational system. Therefore, curriculum literacy is a new concept and limited number of studies are
found in this issue. Increase in the number of the studies on this matter is extremely important,

especially in terms of the effectiveness of the program development, renewal, and updating studies of
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MNE. As specified before, the present study is a quantitative study and qualitative studies can be
conducted with other participants in other study samples. In qualitative studies, the opinions of the
individuals regarding any issue or phenomenon can be investigated in detail. Regarding the
curriculum literacy of the teachers, their opinions on the items or factors, for which they estimate
themselves sufficient or insufficient could be referred to. It was observed that the teachers got lower
scores especially in the writing sub-dimension. The items in the writing sub-scale include important
competencies such as designing, preparing, writing, and analyzing the materials for the objectives,
content, learning-teaching process, and testing situations, developing measurement tools and criteria,
and developing educational activities, rather than considering and implementing a ready-made
program. In this sub-scale, the average scores of the teachers are at the level of “I agree” rather than
“completely agree”. Although it cannot be specified that this level is insufficient, studies can be
conducted for the teachers and prospective teachers in such areas. Thus, the self-efficacy perceptions
of the teachers about the items in the writing sub-scale may increase to the level of “completely
agree”. Program development and program evaluation studies can be conducted on the basis of
region, province, district, and school and teachers can be included in such studies. Thus, it can be
specified that both the competencies of the teachers, including the items in the reading and writing
sub-scales within the scope of this scale, and their knowledge and skills regarding the curriculum will

increase.

In order to have the teachers gain necessary competence in terms of curriculum, more
importance can be provided for this issue regarding teacher training at the undergraduate level.
Within this context, below-mentioned recommendations can be provided in addition to above. The
number of courses for the curriculum taken by prospective teachers at the faculties of education can
be increased, and the contents of such courses can be removed from the theoretical context and be
arranged to include the studies regarding the implementation of the programs renewed by the
ministry in each course. Within this context, it is observed that, the last change of the Council of
Higher Education in teaching undergraduate programs that is effective of the 2018-2019 academic
year, has named the course related to curricula in each subject in teaching departments as “..........
educational programs” , taking the subject education as the pre-complement (e.g. Middle School
mathematics educational programs, physical education and sports educational programs, pre-school
educational programs, English educational programs etc.) and has added these to teaching
undergraduate programs (CHE-The Council of Higher Education, no date). Among these studies, it
can be said that the curriculum trainings related to the fields that prospective teachers took in
undergraduate programs related to the essential curriculum studies carried out by the Ministry of

National Education is tried to be conducted in parallel and it is a correct practice.

It should be remembered that the success of the educational system depends on the effective

implementation of the curriculums in general and teaching programs in particular. Considering these
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facts, in order for the studies and efforts that have been actualized by the Ministry of National
Education to serve their purposes, firstly teachers and prospective teachers should be equipped with
the necessary knowledge and skills at a certain efficiency on the curriculums & teaching programs and

their deficiencies should be made up, if any.
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