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This study aims to determine the trends of the researches on program evaluation
between the years 2010-2019 in Turkey. The research is a qualitative research using
intrinsic case study design. In the study, 44 research papers conducted between 2010
and 2019 using any program evaluation model were examined. Research findings
indicate that in Turkey program evaluation studies have become preferable since
2016, which use a particular program evaluation model as a criterion. Researchers
preferred Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Model in most of the studies and most
commonly undergraduate and high school programs were evaluated. Methodologically
most preferred designs were mixed and non-random sampling and as data collection
instruments, interviews, questionnaires, observations, and scales were commonly
used. Some results based on the findings of the research show that there are
deficiencies regarding the selection of program evaluation models and methodological
preferences, and there are inconsistencies between the results and recommendations
regarding the quality of the program in Turkey. In order to keep up with international
developments in program evaluation, suggestions were made regarding the
development and use of approaches, models, and standards that serve the needs of
the Turkish education system.
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Bu calismada Turkiye’de 2010-2019 yillari arasinda egitimde program degerlendirme
konusunda yapilan arastirmalarin egilimlerinin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir. Calisma i
ice gegmis durum galismasi deseninin kullanildigi nitel bir arastirmadir. Arastirmada
2010 ile 2019 yillari arasinda herhangi bir program degerlendirme modelini kullanilarak
gerceklestirilen 44 calisma incelenmistir. Arastirma bulgulan Turkiye’de program
degerlendirme arastirmalarinda 2016 yil itibari ile belli bir program degerlendirme
modelinin 6l¢it olarak alan galismalarin daha fazla tercih edilir hale geldigini
gostermektedir. Yapilan calismalarin biiyik bir ¢ogunlugunda Stufflebeam’in BGSU
Program Degerlendirme Modelinin tercih edildigi ve en ¢ok lisans programlari ve
liselere ait programlarin degerlendirildigi gorilmastir. Yontemsel olarak en ¢ok karma
yontem ve seckisiz olmayan 6rnekleme yontemleri, veri toplama araci olarak ise
gorisme, anket, gozlem ve Olgekler tercih edilmistir. Tirkiye’de program
degerlendirme modellerinin se¢imi ve yontemsel tercihlere iliskin eksikler oldugu ve
yapilan c¢alismalarda programin niteligine iliskin sonuglar ve Oneriler arasinda
tutarsizliklarin oldugu gibi bazi sonuglara ulasiimistir. Program degerlendirmede
uluslararasi gelismelere ayak uydurulabilmesi icin Turk egitim sisteminin ihtiyaglarina
uygun yaklasim, model ve standartlarin gelistiriimesi ve kullanimina iliskin onerilerde
bulunulmustur.
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Introduction

The education system of Turkey has been mentioned with its problems for years and these problems
are discussed in different contexts. Failure in international exams, problems in production and economy,
brain drain, etc. are possible reasons for this situation (Bakioglu & Yildiz, 2014; Caliskan, Karabacak, &
Megik, 2013; Akyliz, 2006; Isikgok, 2002). The problematic nature of the education system suggests that
program development activities may also be problematic. Undoubtedly, program development
activities, effective evaluation of these developed programs, and revealing their qualifications directly
affect the success of the education system. According to Yiksel and Saglam (2014), program
development is the design, implementation, evaluation, and rearrangement of programs in line with the
information obtained. This definition also emphasizes the importance of determining the quality of the
programs that is only possible with effective program evaluation activities.

Program evaluation is defined as the evaluation of a planned and implemented program by
subjecting it to scientific research processes in line with appropriate program evaluation models and the
use of the results in the development of the same program (Yiiksel, & Saglam 2014). Another definition
expresses program evaluation as the process of determining whether a program is valid, useful,
efficient, effective, etc. with a scientific understanding and a decision-making process about any feature
of it (Usun, 2012). Systematic, valid, and reliable evaluations with specific objectives, place, time,
stakeholders are defined as formal evaluations (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2011). In this respect,
formal evaluations that form the basis of formative and summative evaluations could be stated as
essential evaluations in which scientific research processes are considered. Moreover, formal program
evaluation processes allow for different methodological choices, such as quantitative, qualitative, or
mixed (Yuksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012). At this point, methodological preferences may also be
related to the approaches adopted. Ornstein and Hunkins (2018) divided program evaluation
approaches into scientific (modern) and humanist (post-modern) approaches. While in scientific
(modern) approaches, program evaluators take into account clearly stated objectives and precise
indicators of whether their students are achieving the intended results of the program, humanists prefer
methods such as aesthetics, ethnography, autobiography, phenomenology, critical literacy, etc. instead
of statistical methods. House (1990) mentions monolithic, and pluralist approaches in his study. The
classification of commonly used program evaluation approaches in Turkey and common models under
this classification are as follows (Aygéren & Er, 2018; Demirtas, 2017; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun,
2012; Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011):

e  Objective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approach
o The Tylerian Evaluation Approach
= Metfessel-Michael Evaluation Model
=  Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation Model
e  Expertise-Oriented Evaluation Approach
=  Eisner’s Educational Connoisseurship and Criticism Model
e  Consumer-Oriented Evaluation Approach
e System/Decision-Oriented Evaluation Approach
=  Stufflebeam’s Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) Model
=  UCLA Evaluation Model
e  Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approach
o Stake’s Responsive Evaluation Approach

=  Stake’s Congruence-Contingency Evaluation Model
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Objective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approach

The Objective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approach focuses on the achievement of the objectives
at the end of the educational processes. In this approach, the main role of the program evaluator is to
decide how much and how well the program objectives have been achieved (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011).
This approach is interpreted as successful to provide useful information to decision-makers since the
implementation stages are also clear in cases where the objectives of the program are clearly stated.
However, it is criticized in this aspect since it is thought that focusing only on the objectives raises the
risk of neglecting the program features not specified in these objectives (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011;
Stufflebeam, Madaus, & Kellaghan, 2000).

Expertise-Oriented Evaluation Approach

The Expertise-Oriented Evaluation Approach unlike the previous approaches is considered as a
humanist and postmodern approach since its focus is not to raise individuals who will contribute to the
system economically in program evaluation (Ornstein & Hunkins 2018). This approach places emphasis
on field expertise in program evaluation (Yiksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012).

Although the Expertise-Oriented Evaluation Approach is considered valuable in terms of the
importance it attaches to individuals and the academic freedom it offers as it is a humanistic approach,
it is criticized for being expert-focused and the selection of these experts is difficult in terms of
competence and objectivity (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011).

Consumer-Oriented Evaluation Approach

Consumer-oriented evaluations first became important in evaluating educational products from the
mid to late 1960s. The most important reason for this is that in those years the governments of the
United States of America (USA) started to offer serious funds to develop new educational products
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2011). The leading representative of this approach is considered as Michael Scriven.
Scriven's approach to evaluation generally aims to identify and rank the costs and effects of alternative
programs and educational products that consumers and the wider society can benefit from according to
the assessed needs by using product evaluation checklists (Stufflebeam & Coryn 2014).

Consumer-Oriented Evaluation Approach is considered successful in raising awareness about the
quality of educational products, providing high-quality educational products, and bringing some
standards to the programs (Stufflebeam, et al., 2000). Moreover, high costs and the emergence of
unnecessary prescriptiveness are considered as weaknesses of the approach (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011).

System/Decision-Oriented Evaluation Approach

System/Decision-Oriented  Evaluation Approach has emerged as an alternative to
Objective/Program-Oriented evaluation approaches and models, which started to be criticized at the
end of the 1960s. In this respect, it focuses on the decisions of the managers rather than the objectives
of the program. While the systematic and planned perspective of this approach to different dimensions
of the program is considered as its positive side, the manager-oriented perspective is sometimes
criticized for causing subjective evaluations (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yuksel & Saglam, 2014).

Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approach

The birth of the Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approach is based on the reaction that the basic
feature of evaluation is limited to the achievement of the objectives or standards in the first years of
program evaluation in the USA. Towards the end of the 1960s, some educators, especially Stake stated
that program evaluation processes were nothing more than comprehensive reports written after long
mechanical studies, and as a result, program evaluators could not fully control the program they were
evaluating. These scientists argued that more attention should be given to the individual called “the
participant”, in program evaluation, so that the program can be evaluated more effectively with
different perspectives (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yiksel & Saglam, 2014).
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Participant-Oriented Evaluation is a preferred approach as it allows for many different subjective,
objective, qualitative and quantitative data collection processes and emphasizes the human factor.
However, this approach is criticized due to the difficulty of the analysis of many different types of data
and the validity-reliability processes, the lack of objectivity, and high costs (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011;
Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014).

Program Evaluation in the World and Turkey

When the basic approaches adopted in program evaluation are examined, it is observed that a
technical and rigid understanding that focuses on the achievement of the objectives was adopted in the
years when program evaluation started to become widespread. In the following years, a change and
orientation towards an approach that takes the stakeholders of the program more into consideration
have emerged (Ornstein & Hunkins 2018; Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Stufflebeam, Madaus & Kellaghan,
2000). The biggest problem arising from such consideration of stakeholder participation in program
evaluation is shown as the conflict between research and participation processes. While being a scientist
requires an independent, impartial, and unbiased approach to research, the inclusion of non-scientists
in the research process means dealing with conflicting expectations of these people (Meyer, Funk, &
Nguyen, 2016). At this point, the question arises as to whether this problem expressed will cause a
standardization problem for the evaluation of the program. There are various attempts of different
people and organizations to prevent this problem. Especially Stake, the leading name of Participatory-
Oriented Evaluation Approach, and the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE)
have been working on standards-based program evaluation and program evaluation standards (Stake,
2004; Stufflebeam & Madaus, 1983). In this context, the main purpose of standard development studies,
which have been widespread since the 1980s, is to ensure that program evaluation practices are carried
out within scientific processes (Fournier, 1994). Particularly, the studies conducted within Western
Michigan University, by JCSEE which has an important role in evaluation standards, affected Europe,
especially Switzerland and Germany, as of the end of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s and
related countries translated these standards into their languages in 1997 and 1999 (Beywl, 2000; cited in
Yiksel & Saglam, 2014). This situation expresses the existence of an approach that has evolved from
evaluating the program to evaluating the program evaluation processes according to certain standards
over time (Astbury, 2016). It is stated that this approach, which is called meta-evaluation and aims to
publicly report the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation, emerged in the late 1960s (Scriven,
2009; Stufflebeam, 2000). Besides, JCSEE's program evaluation standards include a dimension called
Accountability Standards, the focus of which is meta-evaluation (JCSEE, 2018). This situation is an
indication of the importance given to program evaluation studies, whose place, time, stakeholders,
models, and approaches used in program evaluation, especially in developed countries, Today,
especially in developed countries this situation is an indication of the importance given to program
evaluation studies meeting various standards with a certain place, time, stakeholders, models, and
approaches.

The position and importance of formal program evaluation studies mentioned above have been
expressed in different studies conducted in Turkey. In these studies, it is emphasized that a program
evaluation study can only be successful if conducted by appropriate people and the necessary points are
taken into consideration in the light of the right approach and models (Yapicioglu, Kara, & Yalginoglu,
2016; Yiuksel & Saglam, 2014; Ertirk, 2013; Usun, 2012). Besides, there are researches in Turkey that
examine program development and evaluation studies from various dimensions and aim to identify
trends in various aspects (Yetkiner, Erdol, & Unlii, 2019; Oziidogru, 2018; Kog, 2015; Kurt & Erdogan,
2015). These studies show that the number of studies on program evaluation tends to increase as the
years progress, and accordingly, program evaluation approaches and models are preferred more than
previous years. However, in related studies, the condition of program evaluation in Turkey until 2015
has been revealed. Studies to examine the program evaluation studies conducted in the following years
focused on evaluations in a specific area such as primary education, foreign language, a certain teaching
level, program type, or only one study type such as Ph.D. dissertations. The increasing trend in approach
and model preference expressed in related studies indicates that the program evaluation perspective
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has started to change positively by settling on a more formal and scientific basis in Turkey. In this
context, it is crucial to conduct new trend research covering the last 10 years, which includes current
studies on program evaluation between 2015 and 2019, and that will allow comparing the situation of
program evaluation studies before 2015 with the next five years.

Purpose

This study aims to determine the trends of the researches on program evaluation in 2010, 2011,
2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019 in Turkey. It is observed that the studies under the
title of research trend in the field of educational sciences in Turkey are mostly thematize and examine
studies conducted in a certain field between certain dates according to their historical distribution and
subject and method preferences (Ulutas & Ubuz, 2008; Basaroglu, Sahin, & Goktas, 2013; Ozan. & Kose,
2014; Kurt & Erdogan, 2015). In other words, the concept of the trend in related studies refers to the
preference for any of the ways to be followed in the solution of a research problem related to a
determined subject in any field.

When the previously mentioned structural and methodological qualities of program evaluation
studies considered they indicate that some properties such as the type and levels of the program they
evaluate, the evaluation model they take as criteria in the evaluation process, the reasons for choosing
the relevant model, distribution of preferred models according to program types and levels,
methodological preferences such as sampling, data collection, and analysis, results and
recommendations regarding the quality of the program, etc. could be examined. In this context, under
the general purpose of the study, answers for the following questions were sought regarding the studies
on program evaluation, beginning from 2010 till the end of 2019 in Turkey:

1. How is the distribution of the studies according to the years and the databases they are
indexed?

2. What are the program evaluation models used in the studies and the reasons for choosing
these models?

3. How is the distribution of program evaluation models preferred in the studies according to

program types and levels?

What are the research methods and designs preferred in the studies?

What are the sampling methods preferred in the studies?

What are the data collection tools preferred in the studies?

What are the achieved results in terms of the quality of the programs evaluated in the studies?

What kind of decisions has been suggested about the programs evaluated in the studies?

® N Uk

Examining studies on program evaluation in Turkey, comparing, combining, and interpreting the
findings and results, and putting forward suggestions of related studies for the future of the program
may be beneficial in recognizing various problems in the process of developing and evaluating the
program in the education system and providing contextual information to researchers who will conduct
program evaluation studies. This study is believed to be important in this regard.

Method
Research Design

This research is a study that uses qualitative research methods and techniques in methodological
design, data collection, and analysis. In this context, the research design is the intrinsic case study. In
this design one or more situations, events, settings, programs, or social groups are examined (Creswell,
2007). In the intrinsic case study, a situation is analyzed by dividing it into sub-units (Yildirrm & Simsek,
2013). Besides, the study is descriptive in terms of expressing the current situation of program
evaluation studies. “Descriptive researches are studies that try to investigate the event as it is and
determine the existing situation” (Karakaya, 2012, p. 59).
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Examined Research Papers

In the research, 176 studies were accessed from various databases such as Dergipark, National
Thesis Center, ULAKBIM, Tr Index, Web of Science (WQS), EBSCO, ERIC, Elsevier, and Google Academic
conducted between 2010 and 2019 in Turkish and English languages and 49 of these carried out using
any program evaluation model, were taken into account. It was observed that the five published articles
belong to master's and doctoral theses, which are among these 41 studies. As a result, 44 studies were
included in the study to be examined. The predetermined criteria used to include relevant studies in the
research are as follows:

e Studies included in the research consist of articles and postgraduate theses.

e The studies included in the research were carried out in 10 years, beginning from 2010,
covering 2019.

e Studies conducted by using any program evaluation model were included in the research.

e Only theses were included in the research in program evaluation studies published as both
thesis and article.

Since the above characteristics of the studies included in the study are accepted as criteria, the
sampling method used in this study can be expressed as criterion sampling. The main feature of the
criterion sampling is that it is valid in all situations that meet a set of pre-determined criteria (Yildirm &
Simsek, 2013). Information on the numbers, percentage, and publication languages of research papers
included in the study is presented in Graphic 1.

N = 44
20 17
14
15
10 9
5
2 1 1
0
Articles = 11 Master's Theses = 15 PhD Dissertation =18

Turkish English

Graphic 1. Research Papers and Publication Languages of Them

According to Graphic 1, the examined 44 studies consist of 18 Ph.D. dissertations, 15 master’s
theses, and 11 articles. 40 of these studies were published in Turkish and four were published in English.

Data Collection and Analysis Procedure

The research data was collected using the "Article Classification Form" developed by Sozbilir and
Kutu (2008) and updated by Ozan and Kdse (2014). Various additions and updates have been made in
the updated version of the related form on the research subject, method, data collection instruments,
and sample titles. For the content validity of the form, the researchers consulted three experts in the
Program and Instruction field and calculated the Cohen Kappa coefficient as 0.83 for consistency among
experts. As it is known, the Kappa coefficient of adaptation varies between -1 and +1, and as it
approaches +1, it shows that the random fit decreases in terms of consistency between experts (Fleiss,
& Cohen 1973). Although the relevant form is prepared under the title of "Article Classification Form", it
takes into consideration the titles such as research method, data collection instruments, sampling, etc.,
which will allow the examination of research reports such as articles, theses, or full-text presentations.
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In this context, documents written between 2010 and 2019 in Turkey consisting of articles master’s and
Ph.D. dissertations on program evaluation were examined in various dimensions by using the relevant
form. Creswell (2012) stated that documents are one of the important data sources, especially for
qualitative research. The collection of the relevant studies and the selection of the ones to be used in
the study and the analysis of the data were carried out in approximately 3 months. In addition to the
dimensions in the form, the types, and levels of the programs in the studies, the program evaluation
models used, the results achieved in terms of the quality of the evaluated programs, and the suggested
decisions about the evaluated programs were also examined. The citation information of the reviewed
studies is given at the end of the study under the title of "Examined Research Papers" in addition to the
references. Moreover, the content analysis technique was used in data analysis. Content analysis refers
to the organization and conceptualization of data within certain themes in terms of various features
(Yrildirnm & Simsek, 2013). In this context, the research data was coded using the NVivo 10 application
and classified into themes. Some descriptive statistics of the codes and themes that emerged as a result
of the content analysis are shown in Table 1.

Table 1.

Descriptive statistics of the codes and themes

Emerged Themes f %
Distribution of the Studies by Years 9 7,8
Program evaluation models 13 11,2
Preference reason of models 18 15,5
Evaluated program type and level 9 7,8
Research methods and designs 10 8,6
Sampling methods 17 14,7
Data collection tools 8 6,9
Results achieved in terms of the quality of the programs 27 23,3
Suggested decisions regarding evaluated programs 5 4,3
Total 116 100,0%

The frequency and percentage of the total number of codes for each main theme were given in Table
1. Explanations regarding sub-themes and codes under these themes were detailed under the findings
title.
Findings

Information on the distribution of program evaluation studies conducted in Turkey using any
program evaluation model between 2010 and 2019 was presented in Graphic 2.

12

0 2 2 3 2 3

o N B OO

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Distribution of Studies by Years

Graphic 2. Distribution of the Studies Examined by Years

Graphic 2 shows that there were a small increase and decrease in the number of program evaluation
studies from 2010 to 2015. In 2011, there was no program evaluation study using any program
evaluation model. In program evaluation studies in Turkey, it was observed that studies taking a certain
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evaluation model as a criterion as of 2016 have become more preferred. The distribution of the
analyzed studies according to the databases in which they were indexed was given in Graphic 3.

N =44
35 33
30
25
20
15
10 7

National TR Index Multiple EBCSCO Other Scopus ERIC
Thesis Center Indexes

Databases and Distributions

Graphic 3. Distribution of Studies according to the Databases in which they were Published

Graphic 3 shows that 33 of the studies conducted under the title of program evaluation were
indexed in the National Thesis Center. Besides, seven of the reviewed articles were indexed in TR index,
four in EBSCO, two in Scopus, and one in ERIC. Four studies were indexed in more than one database
and three studies were indexed in databases not accepted as Higher Education Council Educational
Sciences Index. Moreover, four studies in more than one database were indexed simultaneously in
EBSCO, Scopus, and ERIC. In other words, the number of studies indexed in international databases is
four.

The Program Evaluation Models Used in the Studies and the Reasons for the Choice of Related
Models

The distribution of program evaluation models used in the studies examined was shown in Graphic 4.

Distribution of Models According to Studies

Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model e

= Tyler's Objective Centered Model 3l
-28 Educational Connoisseurship and Criticism Model [H2l
s Bellon and Handler's Model I3l
B Multiple Models 2
TE Provus's Discrepancy Model B2
"'E‘ Stake’s Congruence-Contingency Model 2
% Stake’s Responsive Model [l
E Stake’s Standard-Based Model M1
T Metfessel-Michael Model M1
E Hammond's Evaluation Cube M1
E Parlett and Hamilton's llluminative Model M1
Demirel's Analytical Model M1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Graphic 4. Distribution of Program Evaluation Models Used in Studies
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Graphic 4 shows that 12 different evaluation models were used in related studies. No explanation
was made regarding the reason for preference of the evaluation model used in 31 of the 44 program
evaluation studies. Besides, it was observed that there was a disproportionate distribution in the
program evaluation models preferred in the studies. Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Model was preferred
in most of the studies. Besides this model, the most preferred models were Tyler's Objective Centered
Evaluation Model, Educational Connoisseurship and Criticism Model, and Bellon and Handler’s Model.
Moreover, multiple program evaluation models were used in two studies. Common reasons for the
choice of program evaluation models used in the reviewed studies were shown in Table 2.

Table 2.
Codes Regarding the Preference Reasons of Program Evaluation Models

Evaluation Models
Demirel’s Analytical Model
Hammond's Evaluation Cube
Provus's Discrepancy Model
Educational Connoisseurship

and Criticism Model
Tyler's Objective Centered

Model
Stake’s Approaches and

Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model
Parlett and Hamilton's
Illuminative Model
Metfessel-Michael Model
Models

Preference Reasons

+ | Bellon and Handler's Model

+

Description Success

Holistic Approach

Multidimensionality

Development Orientation

Providing Systematic Data

++ |+ |+ |+

Ease of Application

Detailed Evaluation Opportunity +

Stakeholder Engagement +

Results Reflected in the Program +

Control of the Objectives +

Compliance with Program Type +

Context Evaluation Success +

Providing Data Diversity +

Comparison Success +

No Justification + + +

TOTAL 5 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

When Table 2 was examined, it was observed that 14 common reasons for the choice of program
evaluation models had been mentioned. No justification for the preference of Educational
Connoisseurship and Criticism Model, Tyler's Objective Centered Evaluation Model, and Stake’s
Approaches and Models was presented. Information on the basic features of the program evaluation
models used in the studies and detailed explanations regarding the reasons for being preferred are as
follows:

Addressing a wide range of users such as program evaluators, program experts, researchers,
developers, politicians, leaders, administrators, committees, and study groups, Stufflebeam's CIPP
Evaluation Model aims to evaluate programs in four dimensions: context, input, process, and product
(Stufflebeam, & Coryn, 2014). The main reasons for choosing the CIPP Evaluation Model in the studies
examined are as follows (Duman, 2019; ilhan, 2018; Orhan, 2016; Aslan, 2015; Yurdakul, Uslu, Cakar, &
Yildiz, 2014; Dinger, 2013; Tekmen, 2012):

e It focuses on both the result and the process and allows for multiple evaluations,
e It focuses on developing the program, not proving the success of it,
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e |t facilitates the evaluator in determining potential questions that may arise during the
evaluation process,

e |t allows presenting comprehensive and systematic evaluation data,

e [tallows the evaluation of the program in different dimensions.

Analytical Program Evaluation Model developed by Demirel has two data sources: program analysis
and stakeholder opinions. In the first dimension, after the analysis of the program in the design, context
and needs analysis stages, the analysis continues in the input, process, and product stages. In the
second dimension, there are the opinions of stakeholders beginning from the field and program experts
to non-governmental organizations (Demirel, 2014). Kuzu (2015) stated in his study that the reason for
using the Analytical Program Evaluation Model is that the related model allows the program to take the
views of all stakeholders and to examine the program in detail so that the evaluation results reveal the
reflections of the course concretely.

Parlett and Hamilton's llluminative Model, the aim is to evaluate how a new program works, based
on the forms of practice in different schools. This model tries to reveal the participation levels of the
administrators, students, and teachers in the program and the contribution of resources such as
materials and tools to the program (Parlett & Hamilton, 1972). In the study in which the relevant model
was used, the reason for the preference of the model was presented as its success in evaluating the
context, revealing the strengths and weaknesses of the program, and allowing the variety of data
collection instruments (Oziidogru, 2016).

Hammond's Evaluation Cube is an evaluation model expressed in the form of a three-dimensional
cube consisting of behavioral, instructional, and institutional dimensions developed to enable program
evaluation at a local level (Hammond, 1967). This model was used only in one study. Hidiroglu,
Kandemir, and Tuncel (2016) stated that the strong side of the model and the reason for the preference
is the consideration of the objectives achieved during the evaluation, as well as those that are not
achieved.

In the late 1960s, Metfessel and Michael proposed a program evaluation model, both as an
alternative to Tyler's Objective Centered Model and that would take the Objective/Program-Oriented
Evaluation Approach further (Metfessel and Michael 1967). The difference of the Metfessel and Michael
Evaluation Model from Tyler's model is that it attaches more importance to alternative measurement
tools and compares performance with standards instead of objectives (Yiksel & Saglam, 2014). In the
study using Metfessel and Michael Evaluation Model, it was stated that the relevant model was a
suitable model for the evaluation of higher education programs (Bayik, 2018).

The Bellon and Handler Evaluation Model has three main elements and four focus areas. The three
main elements of the model are situation description, analysis activities, and program improvement.
Four focus areas refer to the goals, organizations, operations, and outcomes areas of the program
(Mutlu, 2018 cited in Bellon and Handler). Among the examined studies, detailed information about the
model was provided in the studies using this model (Mutlu, 2018; Karci Aktas, 2018). However, as the
reason for the preference of the model, it was stated in only one study that this model allows to present
the current situation of the program and to provide effective suggestions for its improvement (Sisman,
2019).

Provus's Discrepancy Model focuses on the objectives in the evaluation of the program. There are
studies conducted by Provus to evaluate the programs of different schools in Pittsburgh between 1969
and 1971 (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011). As a result of these studies, it set out from the assumption that the
systems of many schools, especially public schools, were established without adequate planning, and
defined program evaluation as the process of revealing the difference between goals and specified
standards (Provus, 1969). The results of these studies showed that the systems of many schools,
especially public schools, were established without adequate planning, thus program evaluation was
defined as the process of revealing the difference between goals and established standards (Provus,
1969). In one of the studies using the relevant model, there is no explanation as to why the model was
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preferred. Babacan (2016), on the other hand, stated that she chose this model to reveal the difference
between the current program and what should be by taking holistic education as a criterion.

The main feature of Eisner's Educational Connoisseurship and Criticism Model is to produce a rich
description of educational life as a result of the program (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018). Eisner expresses
educational connoisseurship as the art of appreciating and emphasizes that the expert should have a
critical role. It is possible to mention four basic dimensions of Eisner's model as descriptive,
interpretative, evaluative, and theming (Eisner, 2002). In the examined studies, issues were explained
such as the general characteristics of the model, and the methodological requirements to be considered
in different dimensions of the evaluation. However, it was not stated why the use of this model was
necessary for the programs evaluated, rather it was emphasized whether the relevant model was used
in Turkey before (Kumral, 2010; Celik, 2018).

Tyler's studies between 1930 and 1945 have a great impact on education and the evaluation of
education. Tyler focused on the achievement of objectives at the end of educational activities in The
Tylerian Evaluation Approach and stated that the best way to measure this is through achievement tests
(Stufflebeam, et al., 2000). In the studies examined, information about the general features of Tyler's
model and the basic stages that should be considered in the program evaluation processes were
provided. However, it was not explained why this model was preferred in the evaluation of the relevant
programs (Kotluk, & Yayla 2016; Aslan, & Cikar, 2017; Aslan, & Erden, 2018).

Stake's Responsive Evaluation Approach is directly expressed as a model in some studies. Participant-
Oriented Program Evaluation includes formal and informal data collected from many different
individuals that were used in the evaluation. In this approach, to avoid this confusion of data obtained
from many stakeholders and to make the assessment more valid and reliable, Stake has developed a
guiding action table consisting of 12 stages in the form of a clock (Stufflebeam, et al.2000). Stake’s
Congruence-Contingency Evaluation Model, on the other hand, is a participant-oriented model that aims
to conceptualize the program evaluation processes to make them understandable (Stake, 1967). Key
concepts of the model are "describing" the situation of the program and "making decisions" about it. In
the model, program evaluation is conducted in input process and product dimensions (Yiiksel, & Saglam,
2014). Stake states that in the Standard-Based Evaluation Model, standards that will optimize the
program should be used in the evaluation process, and these standards should be accurate and
comparative standards of different programs (Stake, 2004). In the program evaluation studies using
Stake’s approaches and models, the features of the relevant approaches and models were explained in
detail (Yesilyurt, 2010; Bayat, 2012; Altindag, 2017). However, the issue of why these models were
preferred or whether they are suitable for the type of program being evaluated has not been discussed.

Distribution of Program Evaluation Models According to Program Types and Levels

The distribution of the program evaluation models general characteristics of which were given
above, according to program types and levels were shown in Table 3 and Graphic 5.

Table 3.
Distribution of Program Evaluation Models According to Program Types and Levels
g Preschool Program Preschool Program
S Provus's Discrepancy Model | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation
E Model
[-%
4™ Grade Mathematics 4™ Grade English Program 2" Grade English Program Primary Reading and
Program Writing Program
E Tyler's Objective Centered Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Parlett and Hamilton's Stake’s Congruence-
5 Evaluation Model llluminative Model Contingency Evaluation
g Model
g 4™ Grade Turkish Program 3" Grade Science Program
a Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation
Model Model
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5™ Grade Science Program

7™ Grade Turkish and

5™ Grade Mathematics

7" Grade English Program

_::; 5 Mathematics Program Program
5 .g Tyler's Objective Centered Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Stake’s Congruence- Stufflebeam’s CIPP
§ ] Evaluation Model Contingency Evaluation Evaluation Model
Model
9" Grade Physics Program High School English Program High School Social 9™ Grade Mathematics
Sciences Program Program
_8 Tyler's Objective Centered Educational Connoisseurship Stufflebeam’s CIPP Stufflebeam’s CIPP
S Evaluation and Criticism Model Evaluation Model Evaluation Model
é 9" Grade English Program Abitur Program 9th Grade Turkish
T Literature Program
Provus's Discrepancy Model Educational Connoisseurship Stufflebeam’s CIPP
and Criticism Model Evaluation Model
2. Hair Care and Beauty Services Air Petty Officer Vocational Associate Degree Tourism
S ¢ Program School English Program Program
§ gﬂ Metfessel-Michael Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Stufflebeam’s CIPP
< Model Model Evaluation Model
Tg English Prep School Basic Prep School English Program Prep School English Prep School English
§ Course Program Program Program
o Bellon ve Handler’s Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Bellon ve Handler’s Bellon ve Handler’s
a Model Model Evaluation Model Evaluation Model
Teaching Practice Program Primary School Undergraduate Undergraduate Core Teaching Principles and
Program Program Methods Program
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Stufflebeam’s CIPP Demirel's Analytical
Model Model Evaluation Model Evaluation Model
g Teaching Practice Program Pre-School Undergraduate Teaching Practice Program Primary School
S Program Undergraduate Program
-‘S Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stake’s Standard Based ve Educational
%" Model Model Stake’s Responsive Connoisseurship and
2 Models Criticism Model
2 | Teaching Profession Courses Interpersonal Relations and Teaching Principles and
Program Therapeutic Communication Methods Program
Program
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Hammond’un Evaluation
Model Model Cube
° Web-Based Content Call Center Professional Intel Teacher Program
Lo Development Program Competence Development (ITP)
§ :g Program Program
& = | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Stufflebeam’s CIPP
- Model Model Evaluation Model
Birth Training Program Technology Apps in Primary Distance Education Turkish Program
Education e-Certificate Foreign Language
E Program Program
o Stake’s Responsive and
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation | Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Stufflebeam’s CIPP Stufflebeam’s CIPP
Models Model Evaluation Model Evaluation Model
Evaluated Program Level
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Graphic 5. The Levels of the Programs Evaluated in the Studies
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When Table 3 and Graphic 5 were examined, it was observed that the most evaluated program types
in evaluation processes were undergraduate and high school programs. The most evaluated
undergraduate programs belonged to faculties of education. Besides, there was no study evaluating
postgraduate programs, while pre-school programs were the least evaluated programs. When the
distribution of evaluation models used according to program levels was examined, it is possible to
express model variation in the evaluation of primary and high school programs. Moreover, Bellon and
Handler's Evaluation Model was widely used in the evaluation of foreign language preparation
programs. However, the only model used in the evaluation of in-service training programs was
Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model. Moreover, various programs such as personal development,
certificate programs, and distance education programs that could not be positioned at any level were
predominantly evaluated with Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model, under the title of "other".

Research Methods, Designs, and Models Used in Studies

Findings regarding the research methods, designs, and models preferred in the examined studies
were shown in Graphic 6.
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Graphic 6. Research Designs/Models Used in the Studies

Graphic 6 shows that researchers mostly preferred mixed methods in the studies, and the most
common designs and models were the survey model and the convergent parallel design. Besides, some
studies did not specify any method, design, or model, while in others, only qualitative, quantitative, and
mixed-method expressions were used.

Sampling Methods Used in Studies

Findings regarding the sampling methods of the studies were shown in Graphic 7.
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Graphic 7. Sampling Methods Used in the Studies

Graphic 7 shows that non-random sampling methods, especially purposive sampling, were
commonly preferred in studies. Besides, the most widely used purposive sampling method was
maximum diversity sampling. In seven of the examined studies, all participants were tried to be included
in the study. Besides, in 11 of the 44 studies examined, no sampling method was mentioned.

Data Collection Instruments in Studies

Graphic 8 shows the data collection instruments used in the studies.
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Graphic 8. Data Collection Instruments Used in Studies

Graph 8 shows that more than one data collection tool was used in 28 of the studies. The most
commonly used data collection tools were interviews, questionnaires, observations, and scales.

Results of the Studies in Terms of the Quality of the Programs

Descriptive statistics regarding the common results about the programs evaluated as a result of the
content analysis were presented in Table 4.
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Table 4.
Descriptive Statistics Regarding Results on Behalf of the Quality of Programs in Studies

Positive Results Negative Results
Common Results Achieved f % f %
Serving the Purpose 15 25,0 18 12,6
Considering Individual Characteristics 2 3,3 4 2,8
Acquiring Affective Skills 6 10,0 2 1,4
Number and Quality of Educators 2 3,3 8 5,6
Physical Conditions 3 5,0 13 9,1
Quality of General and Specific Objectives 4 6,7 6 4,2
Mission Description of Stakeholders 1 0,7
Readiness of Students 3 2,1
Quality of Program Contents 1 1,7 9 6,3
Educator, Administrator and Student Interaction 5 3,5
Institutional Differences 4 2,8
Quality of Equipment and Materials 8 5,6
Students' Development Status 7 11,7 7 4,9
Student Profile 3 2,1
Program Appropriateness for Students 4 6,7
Quality of Measurement and Evaluation 2 3,3 10 7,0
Quality of Instructional Design 4 6,7
Autonomy and Flexibility of the Program 2 1,4
Stakeholder Engagement 1 1,7 1 0,7
Appropriateness of the Program Philosophy 2 3,3
Information Basis About the Program 6 4,2
Classroom Population 5 3,5
Duration of Lessons 2 3,3 8 5,6
Application Association 2 1,4
Applied Training 5 3,5
Program Applicability 2 3,3 7 4,9
Quality of the Methods and Techniques 3 5,0 6 4,2
Total 60 100,0% 143 100,0%

Table 4 provides information on various results of the studies regarding the quality of the programs.
The codes determined during the content analysis show that both positive and negative results were
achieved in many dimensions of the programs evaluated. This situation is because factors such as the
program's serving its purpose, students' development status, the quality of the methods and techniques
were evaluated positively in some studies and negatively in others. While the number of coding of
negative evaluations regarding the quality of the programs was 143, it was 60 for positive evaluations.
The most common positive evaluations about the quality of the programs were, in order, "Serving the
Purpose, Students' Development Status and Acquiring Affective Skills". The most common negative
evaluations were "Serving the Purpose, Physical Conditions and Quality of Measurement and Evaluation
" respectively. Besides, "Quality of Program Contents, Quality of Equipment and Materials, Duration of
Lessons and Number and Quality of Educators" were among the common negative results.

Decision Suggestions About the Programs in Studies

The studies show that there were various decision suggestions regarding the programs evaluated. In
this context, Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics regarding the suggested decisions about the
programs evaluated.
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Table 5.

Descriptive Statistics on Suggested Decisions About Evaluated Programs

Proposed Decisions f %

It could be maintained with a comprehensive update. 15 34,1%
It could be maintained with a partial update. 21 47,7%
No suggestion was made. 5 11,4%
The program failed, must be redeveloped. 2 4,5%
The program is successful, it should be continued as it is. 1 2,3%
Total 44 100,0%

Table 5 contains suggestions for developing or ending the evaluated programs. The most frequently
recommended situation about evaluated programs was to maintain with partial updates. This proposal
was followed by suggestions such as " It could be maintained with a partial update, the program failed,
must be redeveloped and the program is successful, it should be continued as it is". Besides, no
suggestions were made for the program evaluated in five studies.

Conclusion, Discussion, and Suggestions

The research findings show that the studies conducted under the title of program evaluation
between 2010 and 2019 in Turkey were carried out largely without taking into account the program
evaluation approaches and models. Especially, program evaluation models were used in only 44 of the
176 studies accessed from various databases. This corresponds to 25% of the studies conducted under
the title of program evaluation. The criteria for the success or failure of the program in studies
conducted without using program evaluation approaches and models are open to discussion.
Stufflebeam (1999) stated that such evaluations, which he named Pseudoevaluations, are generally
evaluations that express positive or negative opinions about the program, regardless of the actual
benefit and value of it. Stufflebeam emphasizes that the evaluations, which he named as
Question/Method-Oriented Evaluations, try to evaluate the program based on some standard questions
and methods, and whether they were successful or not is open to discussion. This situation raises the
question of whether the studies are successful in program evaluation that aims to evaluate the program
according to the views of a certain group, which are frequently preferred under the title of program
evaluation in Turkey. Stufflebeam (1999) stated that the most effective evaluations could be carried out
through Improvement and Accountability-Oriented Evaluation Approaches. The main focus of these
approaches in evaluating is whether the program is successful, and they are comprehensive and
expensive evaluations that take into account all the questions and criteria required to evaluate the
success of the program. Such evaluations are only possible with program evaluation models to be used
within the framework of certain approaches. Although the use of models in the studies conducted under
the title of program evaluation corresponds to a small percentage, there have beeen positive
developments in the use of models in program evaluation studies in the 10 years. When the 10-year
period in which the relevant researches were examined is taken into consideration in two parts as the
first and the second 5 years, it is possible to see that the number of program evaluation studies was 11
in the first 5 years, while this number increased to 35 in the second 5-year period. Especially as of 2016,
studies in which a certain program evaluation model was used as a criterion became more preferred.
Despite the increase in the number of program evaluation studies, only four of the studies were indexed
in international databases. This situation makes program evaluation studies questionable in terms of
quality.

According to research findings, while there are various evaluations on the programs of formal
education institutions such as undergraduate, primary, secondary, and high schools, a limited number of
program evaluation studies were conducted for preschool programs. Besides, there is no program
evaluation study for graduate programs. Stufflebeam's Context, Input, Process, and Product Program
Evaluation Model was preferred in most of the studies (approximately 59%). Studies examining program
evaluation studies in Turkey in the past years also express this situation. Kurt and Erdogan (2015) stated
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in their study that Stufflebeam's CIPP Model is the most preferred one in program evaluation studies.
Oziidogru (2018) found a similar finding that the most preferred model in studies evaluating foreign
language education programs is the CIPP Model. Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Model is among the
most preferred models also in the international literature (Warju, 2016; Zhang. Et al. 2011). There is a
perception that the CIPP Model provides ease of application to different types of researchers, and even
the dynamics of its construction are related to this (Stufflebeam, & Coryn 2014). Besides, among the
models used in the studies, there is no model designed in Turkey other than Demirel's Analytical
Evaluation Model, and the related model was preferred in only one study. However, most of the
relevant studies do not explicitly state whether the selection of this model and other models is based on
decisions that consider the context of the program. For example, a variety of models were used to
evaluate primary and high school programs in the studies examined. However, since it is not clearly
stated why these models are preferred, it is not possible to understand the actual reason for using these
models. Another example of criterion uncertainty in model selection is that Stufflebeam's Program
Evaluation Model is the only model used in evaluating in-service training programs. Nevertheless, there
are models such as the Kirkpatrick's Model used in the evaluation of in-service training and adult
education programs (Smidt, Balandin, Sigafoos, & Reed, 2009; Usun, 2012). At this point, the
researcher's preference is important in choosing the relevant approach and model. However, it is
necessary for the transparency of the study to decide on the approach and model to be used in the
evaluation of any program, following its context, and to report all these processes.

According to the research findings, mostly mixed-method and multiple sampling and data collection
processes were preferred in program evaluation studies. Especially in social sciences, studies that use
more than one data collection tool called triangulation are considered valuable because they better
express the richness and complexity of human character (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). In this
context, the most preferred data collection tools are qualitative data collection tools such as interviews
and observations. This situation shows that program evaluation studies have a wealth of data collected
from different samples, and the emphasis is placed on qualitative data aiming to examine human
characteristics in-depth. In some of the program studies, on the contrary to the findings stated above,
there was no explanation regarding the research and sampling methods or an effort was made to
evaluate the program with only one data collection tool. This situation may be related to the case of not
choosing the comprehensive studies mentioned above. In fact, it is possible to evaluate the deficiencies
in the research design and sample selection as methodological errors. Different studies mention the
prevalence of such methodological errors (Toy & Tosunoglu, 2007; Erdogan, 2001). Methodological
errors and not preferring comprehensive studies in scientific research are undoubtedly the situations
that negatively affect the quality of the studies.

Content analysis indicates that there are various results in the studies regarding the programs
evaluated and various suggestions presented for the decision-makers about the programs based on
these results. The content analysis results show that there are 60 positive and 143 negative evaluations
about the programs evaluated. This situation shows that the evaluated programs contain major
problems. There are negative results related to these programs such as the inadequacy of physical
conditions and the quality of the measurement and evaluation activities. The development status of the
students and the programs that provide various affective characteristics are among the positive
evaluation results. Whether the programs serve their purpose or not has been the most emphasized
issue both positively and negatively. This situation is a crucial issue involved as the standard field called
Utility Standards at the top of the list of standards developed by JCSEE (JCSEE, 2018). In this regard, 15
positive and 18 negative results emerged regarding the programs. This is an indicator that the evaluated
programs are frequently problematic in serving their purpose. Moreover, there are various suggestions
on deciding the future status of the programs based on the research results. These suggestions are
mostly for the continuation of the programs with partial updates. However, at this point, it is a
debatable issue how the programs that receive a lot of negative criticism compared to their positive
aspects can become effective enough with partial updates.
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The rapid development and change in the World show its effects also on the development and
evaluation processes of the programs as in every field. It is argued that the breakthroughs made by
countries such as Brazil, China, India, and South Africa in recent years will also be reflected in the
education systems and this might cause a change in the mentality of program evaluation in the following
years (Stockmann & Meyer, 2016). At this point, it has become an important issue to meet certain
standards in the evaluation as well as the use of approaches and models in program evaluation to keep
up with the changes and developments in countries such as America and Europe (Astbury, 2016). The
most important example of this is the studies conducted by the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation which has managed to draw attention to the program evaluation standards it has
developed with more than 400 stakeholders from universities in different countries (JCSEE, 2018). The
relevant committee has been developing standards to guarantee the quality of program evaluation
studies since 1981 and updates these standards according to current needs (Stufflebeam & Madaus,
1983). The standards developed by the committee have been transformed into checklists to evaluate
the quality of program evaluation processes by program experts and scientists such as Daniel
Stufflebeam, Robert Stake, Michael Scriven, Michael Quinn Patton, Egon Guba, Ernest House under the
name of Checklist Project (WMU, 2020). Research results show that program evaluation studies in
Turkey and standardized applications in these studies are becoming more common. There have been
various changes in the education system in 2012 such as the transition to the 12-year compulsory
education system and the implementation of the FATIH Project in the same year in Turkey (Akinci, 2017;
MEB, 2012). These changes and updates might have been perceived as radical changes in the education
system which might cause an interest in program evaluation studies. This may be one of the reasons
that the number of program evaluation studies increased approximately three times in the second five
years compared to the first five years.

Not using any model designed in Turkey other than Demirel's Analytical Evaluation Model in the
program evaluation studies is open to discussion as this is an indication that the efficiency in the
production of new approaches and models in program evaluation is very low and the studies produced
in Turkey in this context are not respected enough. It would not be wrong to mention similar situations
in terms of methodological preferences. Especially in some studies, methodological choices and
meaningful data productivity for the program are quite limited. In this context, in correspondence with
the results of the research, similar situations are mentioned in terms of methodological preferences in
the studies in the style of trend and content analysis in the field of education and program (Kozikoglu &
Senemoglu, 2015; Ozan & Koése, 2014; Bikmaz, Aksoy, Tatar, & Altinyiziik, 2013). This situation shows
that researchers have not preferred program evaluation studies that require comprehensive data
collection and analysis processes over the years. Besides, many studies in the relevant literature in
Turkey are not based on any approach or model, although they are under the title of program
evaluation. Among the studies that use any program evaluation approach and model, the ones indexed
in international databases are limited. Ak and Gilmez (2006) state that in some national and
international academic studies, researchers do not prefer comprehensive data collection and analysis
processes, and these studies are sometimes used to collect points. The fact that the researchers do not
explain the reasons for using the relevant models in most of their studies using any model, the
deficiencies in the evaluation of the program, and the inconsistencies regarding the decisions to be
taken about the program show that the concept of program evaluation is not adequately understood.
Usun (2012) argues that one of the most important purposes of program evaluation is deciding whether
it is qualified enough. This is an indication that not every study conducted under this title, regardless of
their number, is a program evaluation research. Akinci and Kose (2020) obtained similar results in their
meta-evaluation study on teacher training programs in Turkey. The fact that the majority of the program
evaluation studies examined consist of master's and Ph.D. dissertations shows that researchers tend to
prefer program evaluation studies in more comprehensive researches that require time and effort. All
these problems may be related to the influence of academic publishing culture in the context of the
research approach on methodological tendencies, and preferences. Akcan, Malkog, and Kiziltan (2018)
stated that academic culture is education-oriented rather than scientific productivity in Turkey, and
there are serious problems in the research approach. This is an indication that, in program evaluation
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studies, researchers prefer to work on more easily accessible sample groups such as undergraduate
students of education faculties.

Consequently, there are program evaluation studies with their shortcomings benefiting from
program evaluation approaches and models, and a trend towards new studies in this context. Therefore,
based on the results of the study, some suggestions that may contribute to future program evaluation
studies are as follows:

In line with the developments in the world, program evaluation approaches and models should
be developed under the needs of the Turkish education system. In this context, there should be
more effective criteria in the selection of the relevant models in studies, and the preference
reasons should be clearly stated.

Researchers should conduct program evaluation studies according to the program evaluation
standards in the international literature or according to the current standards developed under
the needs of the Turkish education system.

The Council of Higher Education and the Ministry of National Education should take more
responsibility for program evaluation, and these institutions should carry out comprehensive
program evaluation studies.

Researchers should conduct program evaluation studies on different program types and levels
with more effective methodological choices, especially in graduate programs.

Researchers should offer suggestions for decisions about the future of the program in line with
the results of their studies.

Different researchers should conduct meta-evaluation studies regarding the quality of program
evaluation studies in various contexts.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Tirkiye'de egitim sistemi vyillardir sorunlari ile anilmakta ve bu sorunlar degisik ortamlarda
tartisiimaktadir. Uluslararasi sinavlarda basarisizlik, Gretim ve ekonomide yasanan problemler, beyin
gbclU vb. konular bu duruma gerekge olarak gosterilebilir (Bakioglu ve Yildiz, 2014; Caliskan, Karabacak
ve Megcik, 2013; Akyiiz, 2006; Isigicok, 2002). Egitim sisteminin sorunlu olmasi egitimde yapilan program
gelistirme c¢alismalarinin da sorunlu olabilecegini akla getirmektedir. Suphesiz egitimde program
gelistirme calismalari ve gelistirilen bu programlarin etkin bir bicimde degerlendirilmesi ve niteliklerinin
ortaya konulmasi egitim sisteminin basarisini dogrudan etkilemektedir. Yiiksel ve Saglam (2014)’a gore
egitimde program gelistirme, egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasi, uygulanmasi, degerlendirilmesi ve
elde edilen bilgiler dogrultusunda yeniden diizenlenmesidir. Bu tanim gelistirilen programlarin niteliginin
belirlenmesinin 6nemine de vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu da ancak etkin bir bicimde yiritilen program
degerlendirme faaliyetleri ile mimkinddr.

Program degerlendirme, planlanan ve uygulanan bir programin, bilimsel arastirma siireglerine tabi
tutularak uygun program degerlendirme modelleri dogrultusunda degerlendirilip sonuglarin programin
gelistirilmesinde kullaniimasi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Yiksel ve Saglam 2014). Bir diger tanimda ise
program degerlendirme gelistirilen bir programin bilimsel bir anlayisla gegerli, yararli, verimli, etkili vb.
olup olmadiginin belirlemesi ve programin herhangi bir 6zelligi hakkinda karar alma sireci olarak ifade
edilmektedir (Usun, 2012). Belirli bir sistematigi olan, amaglari, yeri, zamani, muhataplari belli, gecerli ve
glvenilir degerlendirmeler ise formal degerlendirmeler olarak tanimlanmaktadir. (Fitzpatrick, Sanders ve
Worthen, 2011). Sistematik, gecerli ve glivenilir 6zellikleri ile bicimlendirici ve toplam degerlendirmelerin
de alt yapisini olusturan formal degerlendirmelerin bilimsel arastirma siireglerinin dikkate alindigi 6nemli
degerlendirmeler oldugu ifade edilebilir. Bununla birlikte formal program degerlendirme siiregleri nicel,
nitel ya da karma olmak Uzere farkli yontemsel tercihlere de olanak tanimaktadir (Yiiksel ve Saglam,
2014; Usun, 2012). Bu noktada yontemsel tercihlerin, benimsenen yaklasimlarla ilgili oldugu soylenebilir.
Ornstein ve Hunkins (2018) program degerlendirme yaklasimlarini bilimsel (modern) ve hiimanist (post-
modern) olarak ikiye ayirmistir. Bilimsel (modern) yaklasimlarda programi degerlendirecek kisiler acikca
belirtilen hedefleri ve 6grencilerinin programin amaglanan sonugclarina ulasip ulasmadigina dair kesin
gostergeleri dikkate alirken hiimanistler, istatistiksel yontemler yerine: estetik, etnografi, otobiyografi,
fenomenoloji, elestirel okuryazarlk vb. yontemleri tercih ederler. House (1990) ise galismasinda tekilci
ve ¢ogulcu yaklagimlardan s6z etmektedir. Turkiye’de yaygin olarak kullanilan program degerlendirme
yaklasimlarinin siniflandiriimasi ve bu siniflandirmanin altinda yer alan ortak modeller asagidaki gibidir
(Aygoren ve Er, 2018; Demirtas, 2017; Yiiksel ve Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012; Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011):

e Hedef/Program Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi
o Tyler'in Hedef Odakh Degerlendirme Yaklasimi

=  Metfessel-Michael Degerlendirme Modeli

= Provus’un Celiski/Fark Program Degerlendirme Modeli
e Uzman Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi

= Eisner'in Egitsel Elestiri ve Egitsel Uzmanlhk Modelleri
e  Tiketici Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi
e Sistem/Karar Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi

= Stufflebeam’in Baglam, Girdi, Siire¢ ve Uriin (BGSU) Program Degerlendirme
Modeli
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= UCLA Degerlendirme Modeli
e  Katilimci Odakh Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi
o Stake’in Yanitlayici/ihtiyaca Cevap Verici Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi
=  Stake’in Uygunluk ve Olasilik Program Degerlendirme Modeli
Hedef/Program Odakh Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi

Hedef Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi ylratilen egitim-6gretim faaliyetlerinden sonra
hedeflere ne diizeyde ulasildigina odaklanir. Bu yaklasimda program degerlendiricinin temel roli
programin hedeflerinin ne kadarina ulasildigi ve ne kadar iyi ulasildigina karar vermektir (Fitzpatrick, vd.,
2011). Bu yaklasim programin hedeflerinin acik bir sekilde ifade edildigi durumlarda uygulama asamalari
da belirgin oldugundan karar vericilere kullanigh bilgiler sunabilmesi adina basarili olarak goriilir. Fakat
sadece amaclara odaklanmanin amaglarda belirtilmeyen program 6zelliklerini ihmal etme riskini
dogurdugu disunuldiginden bu yoni ile elestiri almaktadir (Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011; Stufflebeam, Madaus
ve Kellaghan, 2000).

Uzman Odakh Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi

Uzman Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi kendinden onceki yaklasimlarin aksine program
degerlendirmede sisteme ekonomik anlamda katki saglayacak bireyler yetistirmek temel odagi
olmadigindan hiimanist ve post modern bir yaklasim olarak gérilmektedir (Ornstein ve Hunkins 2018).
Bu yaklasim program degerlendirmede alan uzmanliklarina 6nem vermektedir (Yiksel ve Saglam, 2014;
Usun, 2012).

Uzman Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi hiimanist bir yaklasim olmasindan kaynaklanan
bireylere verdigi 6nem ve sundugu akademik 6zgirlik ortami adina 6nemli olarak gorilse de odaginda
uzmanin yer almasi ve bu uzmanlarin se¢iminin yeterlilik ve nesnellik adina zor olmasi sebebiyle elestiri
almaktadir (Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011).

Tiiketici Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi

Tlketici odakh degerlendirmeler ilk olarak 1960'larin ortasindan sonlarina kadar egitsel Urlnlerin
degerlendirmesinde 6nemli hale gelmistir. Bunun en 6nemli sebebi ise o yillarda Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri (ABD) hikimetlerinin yeni egitsel Grilinler gelistirmek icin ciddi fonlar sunmaya baslamasidir
(Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011). Bu yaklasimin 6nde gelen temsilcisi Michael Scriven olarak gorilmektedir.
Scriven'in  degerlendirmeye yonelik yaklasimi, genel olarak, tilketicilerin ve genis toplumun
degerlendirilen ihtiyacglarina gore yararlanabilecegi alternatif programlarin ve egitsel Grinlerin maliyet
ve etkilerinin belirlenmesini ve derecelendirilmesini amacglamakta, bunu yaparken de (Qrin
degerlendirme kontrol listelerini kullanmaktadir (Stufflebeam ve Coryn 2014).

Tlketici Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi egitsel Uriinlerin kalitesi hakkinda farkindalig
artirmasi, nitelikli egitsel Grinlerin ortaya konulmasini saglamasi ve programlara bazi standartlari
kazandirmasi konularinda basarili gérilmektedir (Stufflebeam, vd., 2000). Bunun yaninda maliyetlerin
yliksek olusu ve bazen gereksiz kuralciliklarin ortaya c¢ikmasi yaklasimin zayif yonleri olarak
gorulmektedir (Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011).

Sistem/Karar Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi

Sistem/Karar Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi 1960’ yillarin sonunda elestirilmeye baslanan
ozellikle hedef odakli program degerlendirme yaklasim ve modellerine alternatif olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir.
Bu yoniyle programin hedeflerinden ¢ok yoneticilerin alacagi kararlara odaklanmistir. Bu yaklasimin
programin farkli boyutlarina sistematik ve planli yaklasimi olumlu yani olarak géruliirken yonetici odakh
bakis acisi bazen 6znel degerlendirmelere sebep olabilecegi hususunda elestirilmektedir (Fitzpatrick, vd.,
2011; Yiiksel ve Saglam, 2014).
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Katilimc1 Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi

Katilimci Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklasiminin dogusu ABD’de program degerlendirmenin
basladigi ilk yillarda degerlendirmenin temel 6zelliginin hedeflere ya da standartlara ne kadar ulasildig
ile sinirh kalmasina olan tepkiye dayanir. Basta Stake olmak tzere 1960’ yillarin sonlarina dogru bazi
egitimciler program degerlendirme siireglerinin uzun mekanik ¢alismalar sonrasinda yazilan kapsamli
raporlardan baska bir sey olmadigini ve sonugta program degerlendiricilerin aslinda degerlendirdikleri
programa tam olarak hakim olamadiklarini ifade etmislerdir. Bu bilim insanlari program
degerlendirmede birey yani katilimci 6gesine daha fazla 6nem verilmesi gerektigini, boylece programin
farkh bakis acilari ile daha etkin bir bicimde degerlendirilebilecegini savunmuslardir (Fitzpatrick, vd.,
2011; Yuksel ve Saglam, 2014).

Katihmci Odakh Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi 6znel, nesnel, nitel ve nicel farkli birgok veri
toplama sireclerine olanak tanimasi ve insan faktériine vurgu yapmasi sebebiyle tercih edilen bir
yaklasimdir. Fakat bu yaklasim farkl tirden birgok verinin analizinin ve gegerlik-givenirlik calismalarinin
zorlugu, objektifligi saglamanin her zaman mimkin olmamasi ve yiiksek maliyetler sebebiyle elestiri
almaktadir (Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011; Yiksel ve Saglam, 2014).

Diinya’da ve Tiirkiye’de Program Degerlendirme

Program degerlendirme konusunda benimsenen temel yaklasimlar incelendiginde program
degerlendirmenin yayginlasmaya basladigi yillarda hedeflere ne kadar ulasildigina odaklanan teknik ve
kati bir anlayisin benimsendigi gériilmektedir. ilerleyen yillarda ise programin paydaslarini daha gok
gbzeten bir yaklasima dogru bir degisim ve yonelimin ortaya ciktigini séylemek mimkindir (Ornstein ve
Hunkins 2018; Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011; Stufflebeam, Madaus ve Kellaghan, 2000). Program
degerlendirmede paydas katilmin bu denli dikkate alinmasinin ortaya cikardigi en biyik sorun ise
arastirma ve katilim sireglerinin birbiriyle ¢atismasi olarak gosterilmektedir. Clinkii bilim insani olmak
arastirmaya yonelik bagimsiz, tarafsiz ve Onyargisiz bir yaklasim gerektirirken bilim insani olmayan
kisilerin arastirma sirecine dahil edilmesinin bu kisilerin celiskili beklentileriyle ugrasmak anlamina
geldigi ifade edilmektedir (Meyer, Funk ve Nguyen, 2016). Bu noktada ifade edilen bu sorunun
programin degerlendirilmesinde bir standardizasyon sorununu ortaya cikarip ¢itkamayacagi sorusu akla
gelmektedir. Bunu 6nlemek igin farkh kisi ve kuruluslarin gesitli ¢alismalari s6z konusudur. Basta
Katilimci Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagiminin énde gelen ismi Stake olmak lizere ABD tabanl
Egitimde Degerlendirme Standartlari Ortak Komitesi (JCSEE)’nin standart temelli program degerlendirme
ve program degerlendirme standartlari konusunda g¢alismalari séz konusudur (Stake, 2004; Stufflebeam
ve Madaus, 1983). Bu baglamda 1980’li yillardan itibaren yayginlasan standart gelistirme ¢alismalarinin
temel amaci program degerlendirme uygulamalarinin bilimsel sireclerin disina ¢cikmadan ydritilmesini
saglamaktir (Fournier, 1994). Ozellikle Western Michigan University biinyesindeki degerlendirme
standartlari konusunda 6nemli bir yeri olan JCSEE’nin yurtutmis oldugu calismalar 1990l yillarin sonu ve
2000'li yillarin bag! itibariyle basta isvicre ve Almanya olmak iizere Avrupa’yi da etkilemis, ilgili Gilkeler bu
standartlari 1997 ve 1999 yillarinda kendi dillerine gevirtmislerdir (Beywl, 2000; akt. Yiiksel ve Saglam,
2014). Bu durum zaman igerisinde programin degerlendiriimesinden program degerlendirme
stireglerinin belirli standartlara gére degerlendiriimesine dogru evirilen bir yaklasimin varhgini ifade
edilmektedir (Astbury, 2016). Meta-degerlendirme olarak adlandirilan ve temel amaci degerlendirmenin
glclu ve zayif yonlerini kamuya agik bir sekilde raporlastirmak olan bu yaklasimin 1960’1 yillarin sonunda
ortaya ciktig1 bilinmektedir (Scriven, 2009; Stufflebeam, 2000). Ayrica gelistirdigi standartlar farkl bircok
program degerlendirme uzmani tarafindan hazirlanan cesitli kontrol listelerine dénistiriilm{is JCSEE'nin
program degerlendirme standartlarinda Hesap Verebilirlik Standartlari adli temel odagi meta-
degerlendirme olan bir boyuta da yer verilmistir (JCSEE, 2018). Bu durum giinimuizde 6zellikle gelismis
lilkelerde program degerlendirmede yeri, zamani, paydaslari, kullandigi model ve yaklasimlar belli olan
ve ¢esitli standartlari karsilayan program degerlendirme calismalarina verilen 6nemi géstermektedir.

Turkiye’de yukarida ifade edilen formal nitelikteki program degerlendirme c¢alismalarinin yeri ve
onemi farkli calismalarda ifade edilmistir. Bu c¢alismalarda vyapilmasi planlanan bir program
degerlendirme calismasinda basarinin ancak uygun kisilerce dogru yaklasim ve modeller 1siginda gerekli
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noktalar dikkate alindiginda saglanabilecegi vurgulanmaktadir (Yapicioglu, Kara ve Yalginoglu, 2016;
Yuksel ve Saglam, 2014; Ertirk, 2013; Usun, 2012). Ayrica Tirkiye’de program gelistirme ve
degerlendirme galismalarini gesitli boyutlariyla inceleyen ve egilimlerini gesitli yonleriyle belirlemeyi
amaclayan galismalar s6z konusudur (Yetkiner, Erdol ve Unlii, 2019; Oziidogru, 2018; Kog, 2015; Kurt ve
Erdogan, 2015). Bu ¢alismalarda program degerlendirme amaciyla yapilan ¢alismalarin sayilarinin yillar
ilerledikge artis egiliminde oldugu ve bununla dogru orantili olarak program degerlendirme yaklasim ve
modellerinin ge¢mis yillara oranla daha fazla tercih edildigi bulgularina ulasilmistir. Fakat ilgili calismalar
incelendiginde Turkiye’deki program degerlendirme arastirmalarinin 2015 yilina kadarki durumunun
ortaya koyuldugu goriilmektedir. Daha sonraki yillarda yapilan program degerlendirme arastirmalarinin
incelenmesine yonelik calismalar ise ilkdgretim, yabanci dil vb. belirli bir 6gretim kademesi, program
turd gibi belirli bir alandaki degerlendirmelere ya da doktora tezleri gibi yalnizca bir ¢alisma tirine
odaklanmistir. ilgili calismalarda ifade edilen yaklasim ve model tercihindeki artis egilimi Tirkiye’de
program degerlendirme anlayisinin daha formal ve bilimsel bir tabana oturarak olumlu anlamda
degismeye basladigina isarettir. Bu baglamda egitimde program degerlendirme konusunda 2015 ve 2019
yillari arasindaki bes yillik stirecteki giincel calismalarin da dahil edildigi ve 2015 dncesindeki program
degerlendirme galismalarinin durumu ile daha sonraki bes yil mukayese etmeye de olanak taniyacak,
son 10 yili kapsayan yeni bir egilim arastirmasinin yapilmasi dnemli gérilmdistur.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada Turkiye’de 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 ve 2019 yillarinda
program degerlendirme konusunda yapilan calismalarin egilimlerinin belirlenmesi amaclanmistir.
Tirkiye'de egitim bilimleri alaninda yapilan egilim arastirmasi baslig altindaki ¢alismalarin blylik oranda
belirli bir alanda, belirli tarihler arasinda yapilmis arastirmalari tarihsel dagihmlarina ve konu ve yontem
tercihlerine gore temalastiran ve inceleyen galismalar olduklari gérilmektedir (Ulutas ve Ubuz, 2008;
Varisoglu, Sahin ve Goktas, 2013; Ozan ve Kdse, 2014; Kurt ve Erdogan, 2015). Bir baska deyisle ilgili
calismalarda egilim kavramindan kasit herhangi bir alanda belirlenen bir konuya iliskin arastirma
probleminin ¢6ziimiinde izlenecek yollardan herhangi birine yonelik tercihi ifade etmektedir. Bu durum
program degerlendirme calismalarinin daha once ifade edilen yapisal ve yontemsel nitelikleri dikkate
alindiginda ilgili arastirmalarin degerlendirdikleri program tiri ve kademelerinin, degerlendirme
surecinde olgit aldiklari degerlendirme modelinin, ilgili modeli tercih etme sebeplerinin, tercih edilen
modellerin program tiir ve kademelerine gére dagilimlarinin, 6rneklem, veri toplama ve analizi gibi
yontemsel tercihleri, programin niteligine iliskin sonug ve onerileri vb. 6zelliklerinin incelenebilirligini
gostermektedir. Bu baglamda c¢alismanin genel amacina uygun olarak arastirmada 2010 yilindan
baslayarak 2019 yili da dahil olmak lzere Tirkiye’de egitimde program degerlendirme konusunda
yapilan calismalarla ilgili asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmistir:

1. Cahsmalarin yillara ve indekslendikleri veri tabanlarina gére dagilimi nasildir?

2. CGalismalarda kullanilan program degerlendirme modelleri ve bu modellerinin tercihinde 6ne
surillen gerekgeler nelerdir?

3. Calismalarda tercih edilen program degerlendirme modellerinin program tirleri ve

kademelerine gore dagilimi nasildir?

Calismalarda tercih edilen arastirma yontem ve desenleri nelerdir?

Calismalarda tercih edilen 6rnekleme yontemleri nelerdir?

Calismalarda tercih edilen veri toplama araglari nelerdir?

Calismalarda degerlendirilen programlarin niteligi bakimindan ne tiir sonuglara ulasilmistir?

©® N o Uk

Calismalarda degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda ne tiir kararlar 6nerilmistir?

Turkiye’de program degerlendirme lzerine yapilan g¢alismalarin incelenmesi, ¢alisma bulgularinin ve
sonuglarinin karsilastirilmasi, birlestirilmesi, yorumlanmasi ve ilgili calismalarda programin gelecegine
iliskin yapilan Onerilerin ortaya koyulmasi egitim sistemindeki programin gelistiriimesi ve
degerlendirilmesi siireglerindeki cesitli sorunlarin fark edilmesi ve program degerlendirme calismasi
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yapacak arastirmacilara baglamsal bilgi vermesi adina faydal olabilir. Yapilan galismanin bu yoniyle
onemli oldugu dusunilmektedir.

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Bu arastirma yontemsel tasarim, verilerin toplanmasi ve analizinde nitel arastirma yontem ve
tekniklerini kullanan bir ¢alismadir. Bu baglamda arastirma deseni i¢ ice gecmis durum c¢alismasidir.
Durum galismasinda bir ya da daha fazla durum, olay, ortam, program ya da sosyal grubun incelenmesi
s6z konusudur (Creswell, 2007). i¢ ice gecmis durum calismasinda bir durum kendi icinde alt birimlere
ayrilarak incelenir (Yildirrm ve Simsek, 2013). Ayrica ¢alisma Turkiye’de gergeklestirilen program
degerlendirme ¢alismalarinin mevcut durumunu ifade eden yoénlyle betimsel niteliktedir. “Betimsel
arastirmalar, olay! oldugu gibi arastirmaya ve var olan durumu belirlemeye calisan arastirmalardir”
(Karakaya, 2012, s. 59).

Calisma Kapsaminda incelenen Arastirmalar

Arastirmada Dergipark, Ulusal Tez Merkezi, ULAKBIM, Tr Dizin, Web of Science (WOS), EBSCO, ERIC,
Elsevier ve Google Akademik gibi cesitli veri tabanlarindan 2010 ila 2019 vyillari arasinda program
degerlendirme baghg Tiirkce ve ingilizce dillerinde yapilan 176 calismaya erisilmis bunlardan herhangi
bir program degerlendirme modelini kullanarak gergeklestirilen 49’u dikkate alinmistir. Yayinlanan bes
makalenin bu 41 calisma arasinda da yer alan yiksek lisans ve doktora tezlerine ait makaleler oldugu
gorilmistiir. Sonug olarak 44 calisma incelenmek {izere arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. ilgili calismalarin
arastirmaya dahil edilmesinde kullanilan 6nceden belirlenmis élgltler soyledir:

e Arastirmaya dahil edilen galismalar makale ve lisansisti tezlerden olusmaktadir.

e Arastirmaya dahil edilen galismalar 2010 yilindan baglayarak 2019 yilini da kapsayan 10 yillik

slirecte gerceklestirilmistir.

e Herhangi bir program degerlendirme modeli dikkate alinarak yapilan g¢alismalar arastirmaya

dahil edilmistir.

e Hem tez hem de makale olarak yayinlanan program degerlendirme c¢alismalarinda yalnizca

tezler arastirmaya dahil edilmistir.

Calismaya dahil edilen arastirmalarin sahip oldugu vyukaridaki 6zellikler 6lgit olarak kabul
edildiginden bu arastirmada kullanilan érnekleme yéntemi 6l¢iit érnekleme olarak ifade edilebilir. Olgiit
orneklemin 6zelligi 6nceden belirlenmis bir dizi 6lglitu karsilayan tim durumlarda gegerli olmasidir
(Yildinnm ve Simsek, 2013). Arastirmaya dahil edilen g¢alismalarin sayi, ylizde ve yayin dillerine iliskin
bilgiler Grafik 1’de sunulmustur.

N=44

20 17
15 14
10 J

5

2 1 1
0
Makaleler = 11 Yiiksek Lisans Tezleri = 15 Doktora Tezleri = 18

Tirkce mingilizce

Grdfik 1. Arastirmaya Dahil Edilen Calismalar ve Yayin dilleri

Grafik 1’e gore incelenen 44 ¢alismanin 18'i doktora tezi, 15’i yliksek lisans tezi ve 11’i makalelerden
olusmaktadir. Bu ¢alismalarin 40"1 Turkge, dérdii ise ingilizce olarak yayinlanmustir.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirma verileri Sozbilir ve Kutu (2008) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Ozan ve Kose (2014) tarafindan
giincellenen “Makale Siniflama Formu” ile toplanmustir. ilgili formun giincel halinde arastirma konusu,
yontemi, veri toplama araglari ve Orneklem basliklarinda ekleme ve giincellemeler yapilmistir.
Arastirmacilar formun kapsam gecerligi icin Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim (EPO) alanindaki (ic uzmanin
gorusliine basvurmus ve uzmanlar arasindaki tutarlilk adina Cohen Kappa uyum katsayisini formun
geneli i¢in 0.83 bulmuglardir. Bilindigi lizere Kappa uyum katsayisi -1 ile +1 arasinda degisir ve +1’e
yaklastikca uzmanlar arasindaki tutarliik adina tesadifi uyumun azaldigini gosterir (Fleiss ve Cohen
1973). Her ne kadar ilgili form “Makale Siniflama Formu” bashgi altinda hazirlansa da makale, tez ya da
tam metin bildiriler gibi arastirma raporlarinin incelenmesine olanak taniyacak g¢alismanin kiinyesi,
arastirma yontemi deseni/modeli, veri toplama araglari, 6rneklem vb. baslklari dikkate almaktadir. Bu
baglamda ilgili form kullanilarak Turkiye’de 2010 ile 2019 yillari arasinda program degerlendirme
konusunda yapilan makaleler, yiksek lisans tezleri ve doktora tezlerinden olusan dokimanlar cesitli
boyutlarda incelenmistir. Creswell (2012) dokimanlarin 6zellikle nitel arastirmalar icin 6nemli veri
kaynaklarindan oldugunu ifade etmistir. ilgili calismalarin toplanmasi ve calismada kullanilacaklarin
secilmesi ve verilerin analizi yaklasik 3 aylk bir stirecte gerceklesmistir. Ayrica formda yer alan boyutlara
ek olarak vyapilan calismalarin kapsadig§i program tirleri ve kademeleri, kullanilan program
degerlendirme modelleri, degerlendirilen programlarin niteligi bakimindan ulasilan sonuglar ve
degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda &nerilen kararlar da incelenmistir. incelenen ¢alismalarin kiinye
bilgileri kaynakcaya ek olarak “incelenen Calismalar” baslig altinda calismanin sonunda verilmistir. Bu
baglamda verilerin analizinde igerik analizi teknigi kullanilmistir. icerik analizi verilerin belirli temalar
icerisinde gesitli 6zellikleri yoniinden diizenlenmesi ve kavramsallastiriimasini ifade etmektedir (Yildirim
ve Simsek, 2013). Bu baglamda arastirma verileri NVivo 10 uygulamasi kullanilarak kodlanmis ve temalar
halinde tasnif edilmistir. icerik analizi sonucu ortaya cikan kod ve temalara ait bazi betimsel istatistikler
Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1.

icerik Analizi Sonucu Ortaya Cikan Kod ve Temalara iliskin Betimsel istatistikler

Cikarilan Temalar f %
incelenen Calismalarin Yillara Gére Dagilimi 9 7,8
Kullanilan Program Degerlendirme Modelleri 13 11,2
Kullanilan Modellerin Tercih Sebebi 18 15,5
Degerlendirilen Program Tiiri ve Kademesi 9 7,8
Kullanilan Arastirma Yontem ve Desenleri 10 8,6
Kullanilan Ornekleme Yéntemleri 17 14,7
Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari 8 6,9
Programlarin Niteligi Bakimindan Ulasilan Sonuglar 27 23,3
Degerlendirilen Programlar Hakkinda Onerilen Kararlar 5 4,3
Toplam 116 100,0%

Tablo 1’de her bir ana temaya iliskin toplam kod sayisinin frekans ve yizdesi verilmistir. Bazi
temalarin altinda vyer alan alt temalara ve kodlara iliskin agiklamalar bulgular bdliminde
detaylandirilmistir.

Bulgular

Turkiye’de 2010 ile 2019 vyillari arasinda herhangi bir program degerlendirme modeli kullanilarak
yapilan program degerlendirme arastirmalarinin yillara gore dagilimina iliskin bilgiler Grafik 2’de yer
almaktadir.
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Grafik 2. incelenen Calismalarin Yillara Gére Dagihmi

Grafik 2 incelendiginde 2010’dan 2015’e kadar yapilan ¢alismalarin sayisinda kuglik artig ve azaliglarin
oldugu gorulmektedir. 2011 yilinda ise herhangi bir program degerlendirme modeli kullanilarak yapilan
program degerlendirme calismasi s6z konusu degildir. Tirkiye’de program degerlendirme
arastirmalarinda 2016 yih itibari ile belli bir program degerlendirme modelinin &l¢iit olarak alindigi
calismalarin daha fazla tercih edilir hale geldigi gériilmektedir. incelenen Calismalarin indekslendikleri
veri tabanlarina gore dagilimlari ise Grafik 3’te verilmistir.
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Grafik 3. Calismalarin Yayinlandigi Veri Tabanlari ve Sayisal Dagilimlari

Grafik 3 incelendiginde program degerlendirme bashgl altinda yiritilen calismalarin tezlerden
olusan 33’Gnlin Ulusal Tez Merkezinde indekslendigi goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte incelenen
makalelerin yedisi TR dizinde, dordii EBSCO’da, ikisi Scopus’ta ve biri de ERIC'de indekslenmistir. Dort
calisma birden fazla veri tabaninda g calisma ise Yiksekogretim Kurulu Egitim Bilimleri alan indeksi
olarak kabul edilmeyen veri tabanlarinda indekslenmistir. Ayrica birden fazla veri tabaninda yer alan doért
calisma EBSCO, Scopus ve ERIC'te ayni anda indekslenmistir. Baska bir deyisle uluslararasi veri
tabanlarinda indekslenen g¢alisma sayisi dorttar.

Calismalarda Kullanilan Program Degerlendirme Modelleri ve ilgili Modellerin Tercihinde One
Siriilen Gerekgeler

incelenen calismalarda kullanilan program degerlendirme modellerinin dagilimlari Grafik 4’teki
gibidir.
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Modellerin Calismalara Gore Dagilimi

Stufflebeam'in BGSU Modeli 26
Tyler'in Hedefe Dayali Modeli
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Birden Fazla Model

Provus'un Celiski/Fark Modeli
Stake’in Uygunluk ve Olasilik Modeli
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Grafik 4. Calismalarda Kullanilan Program Dederlendirme Modellerinin Dagilimi

Grafik 4 incelendiginde ilgili calismalarda 12 farkh degerlendirme modelinden vyararlanildig
gorulmektedir. Yapilan 44 program degerlendirme arastirmasinin 31’inde kullanilan program
degerlendirme modelinin tercih sebebine iliskin herhangi bir agiklama vyapilmamistir. Ayrica
¢alismalarda tercih edilen program degerlendirme modellerinde orantisiz bir dagilimin oldugu
goriilmektedir. Yapilan g¢alismalarin  biyiik bir ¢ogunlugunda Stufflebeam’in  BGSU Program
Degerlendirme Modelinin tercih edildigi gériilmektedir. Bu modelin disinda en ¢ok kullanilan modeller
ise Tyler'in Hedefe Dayali Program Degerlendirme Modeli, Egitsel Elestiri ve Uzmanlik Modeli ve Bellon
ve Handler Degerlendirme Modelidir. Ayrica iki ¢alismada birden fazla degerlendirme modelinden
yararlanilmistir. incelen calismalarda kullanilan program degerlendirme modellerinin tercihine iliskin
yaygin gerekgeler Tablo 2’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2.
Program Degerlendirme Modellerinin Tercih Edilme Sebeplerine iliskin Kodlar
‘- . [\7]
= = —
% 3 = E = E =
° 2 3 s S Q S
o S 8] < o [S] S x S =
S| 2 S 2 I S s £ T
. v = = 09 = S L 3 =N S
El 8 T 83 °® 3 § = o & S
= = =T Q < 3 ﬁ > &,
5 £ S [SS) o T = = & S
= < S < = < ] = 1Y) =
< < S 3 S S S =
S S I 3 g o = S, <
- IS] RS v O © < < v v S -
5 ] = ¥ 5 < [ v S o T S
>t Q ) +w O o a = M= = = c = £2
) Q £ £ = E. O < 53 T3 T390 Lo
815 ¢ ¥553 % & sRoEfoslosl
= Y] S X 85 < 2 S = S
Tercih Edilme Sebepleri v S a< T = D 232 W22 F3I &2
Betimleme Basarisi + +
Butiuincil Yaklasim +
Cok Boyutluluk +
Gelisim Odakhhk +
Sistematik Veri Saglamasi +
Uygulama Kolaylig +
Detayl Degerlendirme Olanagi +
Paydas Katilimi +
Programa Yansiyan Sonuglar +
Hedeflerin Kontroli +
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Program Tariine Uyum +

Baglam Degerlendirme Basarisi +

Veri Cesitliligi Saglamasi +

Karsilastirma Basarisi +

Gerekge Verilmemis + + +
TOPLAM 5 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Tablo 2 incelendiginde program degerlendirme modellerinin tercihine iliskin 14 yaygin gerek¢eden
soz edildigi gorinmektedir. Egitsel Elestiri ve Uzmanlik Modeli, Tyler'in Hedefe Dayali Modeli ve Stake’in
Yaklagim ve Modellerinin tercihine iliskin herhangi bir gerekge sunulmamistir. Calismalarda kullanilan
program degerlendirme modellerinin temel 0Ozelliklerine iligskin bilgiler ve tercih edilme sebeplerine
iliskin detayh agiklamalar soyledir:

Program degerlendiriciler, program uzmanlari, arastirmacilar, gelistiriciler, politikacilar, liderler,
yoneticiler, komiteler ve calisma gruplari gibi genis bir kullanici kitlesine hitap eden Stufflebeam’in BGSU
Program Degerlendirme Modeli programlari baglam, girdi, slire¢ ve lrliin olmak lzere dort boyutta
degerlendirmeyi amaglar (Stufflebeam ve Coryn, 2014). incelenen arastirmalarda BGSU Program
Degerlendirme Modelinin tercih edilmesinde gerekge olarak gosterilen en temel o6zellikler soyledir
(Duman, 2019; ilhan, 2018; Orhan, 2016; Aslan, 2015; Yurdakul, Uslu, Cakar ve Yildiz, 2014; Dinger, 2013;
Tekmen, 2012):

e Hem sonuca hem de siirece odaklanmasi ve ¢oklu degerlendirme yapmaya olanak tanimasi,

e  Programin basarisini kanitlamaya degil programi gelistirmeye odaklanmasi,

e Degerlendirme siirecinde ortaya gikacak potansiyel sorularin belirlenmesinde, degerlendiriciye
kolayhklar saglamasi,

e Kapsamli ve sistematik degerlendirme verileri sunmaya olanak tanimasi,

e  Programin farkli boyutlarda degerlendirmeye olanak tanimasidir.

Demirel tarafindan gelistirilen Analitik Program Degerlendirme Modelinin program analizi ve paydas
gorusleri olmak Gzere iki veri kaynagi bulunmaktadir. Birinci boyutta programin tasari, baglam ve ihtiyag
analizi asamalarinda analizi yapildiktan sonra analize girdi, slire¢ ve Urlin asamalarinda devam edilir.
ikinci boyutta ise alan ve program uzmanlarindan baslayarak sivil toplum 6rgiitlerine kadar uzanan
paydaslarin gorisleri s6z konusudur (Demirel, 2014). Kuzu (2015) calismasinda Demirel’in Analitik
Program Degerlendirme Modelini kullanma gerekgesini ilgili modelin programin bitin paydaslarin
goruslerini almaya ve ders programini detayh bir bicimde incelemeye olanak tanimasi boylece
degerlendirme sonuglarinin dersin yansimalarini somut bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikarmasi olarak ifade etmistir.

Parlett ve Hamilton’un Aydinlatici Degerlendirme Modelinde amag yeni bir programin nasil isledigini
farkh okullardaki uygulama bicimlerinden yola ¢ikarak degerlendirmektir. Bu model yonetim, 6grenci ve
o6gretmenlerin programa katilim diizeylerini ve materyal, ara¢ ve geregler gibi kaynaklarin programa
katkisini ortaya koymaya calisir (Parlett ve Hamilton, 1972). ilgili modelin kullanildigi arastirmada
modelin tercih sebebi olarak baglamin degerlendirilmesi boyutunda basarili olmasi, programin giigli ve
zayif yonlerinin ortaya koyulmasina ve veri toplama araglarinin gesitliligine olanak tanimasi gerekge
olarak sunulmustur (Oziidogru, 2016).

Hammond’un Degerlendirme Kipu yerel diizeyde program degerlendirmeye imkan tanima amaciyla
gelistirilmis davranislar, 6gretim ve kurum boyutlarindan olusan ¢ boyutlu bir kiip seklinde ifade edilmis
bir degerlendirme modelidir (Hammond, 1967). Bu model sadece bir arastirmada kullaniimistir.
Hidiroglu, Kandemir ve Tuncel (2016), modelin glgli yani ve tercih sebebi olarak degerlendirme
sirasinda ulasilan hedeflerin yaninda ulasiimayanlarin da dikkate alinmasinin 6nemine dikkat
cekmislerdir.

Metfessel ve Michael 1960'li yillarin sonlarinda hem Tyler’in hedefe dayali modeline alternatif olarak
hem de hedefe dayali yaklasimi daha ileri tasiyacak bir program degerlendirme modeli 6nermislerdir
(Metfessel ve Michael 1967). Metfessel ve Michael Degerlendirme Modelinin Tyler'in modelinden farki
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alternatif 6lgme aracglarina daha fazla 6nem vermesi ve performansin hedefler yerine belirlenen
standartlar ile karsilastirlmasidir (Yiksel ve Saglam, 2014). Metfessel ve Michael Degerlendirme
Modelini kullanildigi arastirmada, ilgili modelin yliksekdgretim programlarinin degerlendirilmesinde
uygun bir model oldugu ve bu sebeple tercih edildigi ifade edilmistir (Bayik, 2018).

Bellon ve Handler Degerlendirme Modelinin, (i¢ ana unsuru ve dort odak alani s6z konusudur.
Modelin Gg¢ ana unsuru durum tanimlari, analiz faaliyetleri ve program gelistirme bilesenleridir. Dort
odak alani ise programin hedefler, organizasyonlar, islemler ve sonuglar bilegenlerine atifta bulunur
(Bellon ve Handler'den aktaran Mutlu, 2018). incelenen arastirmalar arasinda bu modeli kullanan
¢alismalarda model hakkinda detayli bilgi verilmistir (Mutlu, 2018; Karci Aktas, 2018). Fakat modelin
tercih gerekgesi olarak yalnizca bir ¢alismada bu modelin programin mevcut durumunu ortaya koymaya
ve daha iyi hale gelmesinde etkin dneriler sunmaya olanak tanimasi gosterilmistir (Sisman, 2019).

Provus’un Celiski/Fark Program Degerlendirme Modeli programin degerlendirilmesinde hedeflere
odaklanan bir modeldir. Provus’'un 1969 ila 1971 yillani arasinda Pittsburgh’daki farkh okullarinin
programlarini degerlendirme amaciyla yaptigi ¢alismalar s6z konusudur (Fitzpatrick, vd., 2011). Bu
¢alismalar sonucunda birgok okulun 6zellikle devlet okullarinin sistemlerinin yeterli planlama yapilmadan
kuruldugu varsayimindan yola ¢ikmis ve program degerlendirmeyi hedefler ile belirlenen standartlar
arasindaki farkin ortaya cikarilmasi siireci olarak tanimlamistir (Provus, 1969). ilgili modeli kullanan
arastirmalardan birinde modelin neden tercih edildigine iliskin herhangi bir aciklama yer almamaktadir.
Babacan (2016) ise arastirmasinda batincil egitimi 6l¢ut alarak, olmasi gereken ile mevcut programin
farkini ortaya koymak amaciyla Provus’un Celiski/Fark Program Degerlendirme Modelini tercih ettigini
belirtmistir.

Eisner'in Egitsel Elestiri ve Uzmanlk Modelinin temel 6zelligi programlarin bir sonucu olarak egitim
hayatinin zengin bir tanimini Uretmektir (Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2018). Modelin temel kavramlarini
“egitsel uzmanhk” ve “egitsel elestiri” olusturmaktadir. Eisner egitsel uzmanligi takdir etme sanati olarak
ifade eder ve uzmanin elestiri roliiniin olmasi gerektigini vurgular. Eisner'in modelinin betimleyici,
yorumlayici, degerlendirici ve temalastirici olmak tizere dort temel boyutundan s6z etmek miumkiandir
(Eisner, 2002). incelenen arastirmalarda modelin genel 6zellikleri, degerlendirmenin hangi boyutlarinda
ne tir yontemsel gereklilikleri ortaya koydugu vb. konulara deginilmistir. Fakat bu modelin
kullanilmasinin degerlendirilen programlar igin neden gerekli oldugu ifade edilmemis, daha ¢ok ilgili
modelin Turkiye’de daha 6nce kullanilip kullaniimadigi Gizerinde durulmustur (Kumral, 2010; Celik, 2018).

Tyler’in 1930 ila 1945 yillar1 arasinda yaptigi ¢calismalarla egitimde ve egitimin degerlendirilmesinde
biylk etkisi s6z konusudur. Tyler, hedefe dayali program degerlendirme yaklasiminda egitim-6gretim
faaliyetlerinin sonunda hedeflere ne kadar ulasildigina odaklanmis ve bunu 6lcmenin en iyi yolunun
basari testleri oldugunu ifade etmistir (Stufflebeam, vd., 2000). incelenen calismalarda Tyler’in
modelinin genel Ozellikleri ve program degerlendirme sireglerinde dikkate aldigi temel asamalar
hakkinda genel bilgiler verilmistir. Fakat ilgili programlarin degerlendiriimesinde neden bu modelin
tercih edildigi agiklanmamistir (Kotluk ve Yayla 2016; Aslan ve Cikar, 2017; Aslan ve Erden, 2018).

Stake’in Yanitlayici/ihtiyaca Cevap Verici Program Degerlendirme Yaklasimi cesitli calismalarda
dogrudan bir model olarak da ifade edilmektedir. Katiimci odakh program degerlendirme farkh birgok
kisiden toplanan ve degerlendirmede kullanilan formal ve informal veriyi icerir. Bu yaklasimda bircok
paydastan elde edilen bu veri karmasasinin 6niine gegmek ve degerlendirmenin daha gecerli ve giivenilir
bir yapida olmasi icin Stake saat seklinde 12 asamadan olusan yonlendirici bir eylem tablosu
gelistirmistir (Stufflebeam, vd. 2000). Stake tarafindan gelistirilen Uygunluk-Olasilik Program
Degerlendirme Modeli ise program degerlendirme siireglerini kavramsallastirarak anlasilir bir hale
getirmeyi amaglayan katilimci odakh bir modeldir (Stake, 1967). Modelin anahtar kavramlari programin
durumunu “betimleme” ve program hakkinda “karar verme” dir. Modelde program degerlendirme girdi
siire¢ ve Urun boyutlarinda yapilir (Yuksel ve Saglam, 2014). Stake, Standart Temelli Degerlendirme
Modelinde degerlendirmede karar siirecinde programi en iyi hale getirecek standartlara basvurulmasi
gerektigini, bu standartlarin ise belirlenen kesin standartlar ve farkli programlara ait géreceli standartlar
olmasi gerektigini ifade etmektedir (Stake, 2004). Stake’in yaklasim ve modellerini kullanan program
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degerlendirme galismalarinda ilgili yaklasim ve modellerin 6zellikleri detayl bir bicimde anlatilmistir
(Yesilyurt, 2010; Bayat, 2012; Altindag, 2017). Fakat bu modellerin neden tercih edildigi ya da
degerlendirilen program tiirl i¢in uygun olup olmadigi konularinin Gizerinde durulmamustir.

Program Degerlendirme Modellerinin incelenen Calismalarda Degerlendirilen Program Tiirleri ve
Kademelerine Gore Dagilimi

Yukarida genel

ozelikleri

verilen program degerlendirme modellerinin program tirleri

kademelerine gore dagilimlari Tablo 3 ve Grafik 5’'te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Program Degerlendirme Modellerinin Program Tiirleri ve Kademelerine Gére Dagilimi

ve

Evaluation Model

Evaluation Model

intiyaca Cevap Verici Modeli
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32 Degerlendirme Modeli Evaluation Model degerlendirme modeli Olasilik Modeli
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Grafik 4. incelenen Calismalarda Dederlendirilen Programlarin Kademeleri

Tablo 3 ve Grafik 5 incelendiginde program degerlendirme siireglerinde en ¢ok tercih edilen program
turlerinin lisans programlari ve liselere ait programlarin oldugu gorilmektedir. Degerlendirilen lisans
programlarinin ise biliyik oranda egitim fakiiltesi baglaminda oldugu séylenebilir. Bunun yaninda
lisansiistu programlarini degerlendiren herhangi bir calismaya rastlanmazken okul 6ncesi programlari iki
defa ile en az degerlendirilen programdir. Kullanilan degerlendirme modellerinin program kademelerine
gore dagilimi incelendiginde ilkokul ve lise programlarinin degerlendirilmesine model gesitliliginden s6z
etmek mimkindur. Fakat ozellikle hizmet ici egitim programlarinin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan tek
modelin Stufflebeam’in BGSU Program Degerlendirme Modeli oldugu gériilmektedir. Bununla birlikte
yabanci dil hazirlik programlarinin degerlendiriimesinde Bellon ve Handler’s Evaluation Model nin yaygin
olarak kullanildig gorilmektedir. Ayrica “diger” bashgi altinda verilen gesitli kisisel gelisim ve sertifika
programlarinin ve uzaktan egitim gibi herhangi bir kademeye konumlandirilamayan programlarin
degerlendirilmesinde de agirlikli olarak Stufflebeam’in BGSU Program Degerlendirme Modeli
kullaniimistir.

Calismalarda Kullanilan Arastirma Yontem, Desen ve Modelleri

incelenen calismalarda kullanilan arastirma yéntem, desen ve modellerine iliskin bulgular Grafik
6’daki gibidir.
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Arastirma Desen ve Modelleri
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Grdfik 6. incelenen Calismalarda Kullanilan Arastirma Desen/Modelleri

Grafik 6 incelendiginde incelenen galismalarda en g¢ok karma yontemlerin kullanildig, en yaygin
desen ve modellerin ise tarama modeli ve eszamanli desen oldugu gorilmistlr. Ayrica bazi ¢alismalarda
herhangi bir ydntem, desen ya da model belirtilmezken bazilarinda sadece nitel, nicel ve karma yéntem
ifadesi ile yetinilmistir.

Calismalarda Kullanilan Ornekleme Yontemleri

incelenen ¢alismalarda kullanilan érnekleme yéntemlerine iliskin bulgular Grafik 7’de gdsterilmistir.
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Grafik 7. Incelenen Calismalarda Kullanilan Ornekleme Yéntemleri
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Grafik 7 incelendiginde arastirmalarda yaygin olarak segkisiz olmayan 6rnekleme ydntemlerinin
ozellikle de amagsal 6rneklemenin tercih edildigi gorilmektedir. Bunun yaninda amagsal 6rnekleme
yéntemlerinden en yaygin kullanilanin maksimum cesitlilik 6rneklemesi oldugu séylenebilir. incelenen
calismalarin yedisinde calismaya katilimcilarin tamami dahil edilmeye calisiimistir. Bes calismada ise
birden fazla 6rnekleme yontemi kullaniimistir. Bunun yaninda incelenen 44 g¢alismanin 11’inde herhangi
bir rnekleme yonteminden s6z edilmemistir.

Calismalarda Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglan

incelenen program degerlendirme arastirmalarinda kullanilan veri toplama araglari Grafik 8'de ifade
edilmistir.

Gorisme 32
Birden Fazla Veri Toplama Araci 28
Anket 15
Gozlem 15
Olgek 15

Basari Testi 9

Veri Toplama Araglari

Dokiiman incelemesi 8

Diger Formlar 4
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Grdfik 8. incelenen Calismalarda Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araclari

Grafik 8 incelendiginde c¢alismalarin 28’inde birden fazla veri toplama aracinin kullanildig
gorilmektedir. En yaygin kullanilan veri toplama araglari ise gériisme, anket, gézlem ve dlgeklerdir.

Calismalarda Degerlendirilen Programlarin Niteligi Bakimindan Ulagilan Sonuglar

incelenen calismalara yénelik yapilan igerik analizi sonucunda degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda
ulasilan yaygin sonuglara iliskin betimsel istatistikler Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4.
Calismalarda Programlarin Niteligi Adina Ulasilan Sonuglara iliskin Betimsel istatistikler

Olumlu Sonuglar Olumsuz Sonuglar
Ulasilan Yaygin Sonuglar f % f %
Amaca Hizmet Etme 15 25,0 18 12,6
Bireysel Ozellikleri Dikkate Alma 2 3,3 4 2,8
Duyussal Ozellikleri Kazandirma 6 10,0 2 1,4
Egitici Sayi ve Niteligi 2 3,3 8 5,6
Fiziki imkanlar 3 5,0 13 9,1
Genel ve Ozel Hedeflerin Niteligi 4 6,7 6 4,2
Paydaslarin Gorev Tanimi 1 0,7
Ogrencilerin Hazirbulunusluk Durumu 3 2,1
Program iceriklerinin Niteligi 1 1,7 9 6,3
Egitici, Yonetici ve Ogrenci Etkilesimi 5 3,5
Kurumsal Farkhliklar 4 2,8
Arag-Gere¢ ve Materyallerin Niteligi 8 5,6
Ogrencilerin Gelisim Durumu 7 11,7 7 49
Ogrenci Profili 3 2,1
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Programin Ogrenciye Uygunlugu 4 6,7

Olgme ve Degerlendirme Niteligi 2 3,3 10 7,0
Ogretim Tasariminin Niteligi 4 6,7

Programin Ozerklik ve Esneklik imkani 2 1,4
Paydas Katilimi 1 1,7 1 0,7
Program Felsefesinin Uygunlugu 2 3,3

Program Hakkinda Bilgi Altyapisi 6 4,2
Sinif Mevcudu 5 3,5
Ogrenim Siiresi 2 3,3 8 5,6
Uygulama Birligi 2 1,4
Uygulama Egitimi 5 3,5
Programin Uygulanabilirligi 2 3,3 7 4,9
Yontem ve Tekniklerin Niteligi 3 5,0 6 4,2
Toplam 60 100,0% 143 100,0%

Tablo 4 incelendiginde degerlendirilen programlarin niteligine iliskin ¢esitli sonuglara ulasildigi
goriilmektedir. icerik analizi sirasinda yapilan kodlamalar degerlendirilen programlarin bir¢ok boyutunda
hem olumlu hem de olumsuz sonuglara ulasildigini géstermektedir. Bu durum programin amacina
hizmet etmesi, 6grencilerin gelisim durumu, kullanilan yontem ve tekniklerin niteligi vb. unsurlarin bazi
calismalarda olumlu bazi galismalarda ise olumsuz yonde degerlendirilmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Programlarin niteligine iliskin olumsuz degerlendirmelerin kodlama sayisi 143 olumlu degerlendirmelerin
ise 60’dir. Programlarin niteligine iliskin en yaygin olumlu degerlendirmeler sirasiyla “Amaca Hizmet
Etme, Ogrencilerin Gelisim Durumu ve Duyussal Ozellikleri Kazandirma” hususlaridir. En yaygin olumsuz
degerlendirmeler ise sirasiyla “Amaca Hizmet Etme, Fiziki imkanlar ve Olgme ve Degerlendirme
Niteligidir”. Ayrica “egiticilerin, program igeriklerinin, arag-gere¢ ve materyallerin niteligi ile 6grenim
siiresi ve egitici sayis1” da yaygin olumsuz sonuglardandir.

Calismalarda Degerlendirilen Programlar Hakkinda Alinmasi Onerilen Kararlar

Program degerlendirme c¢alismalari incelendiginde degerlendirilen programlara yonelik cesitli
kararlarin 6nerildigi gérilmektedir. Bu baglamda degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda alinmasi 6nerilen
kararlara iliskin betimsel istatistikler Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5.

Degerlendirilen Programlar Hakkinda Alinmasi Onerilen Kararlara iliskin Betimsel istatistikler
Onerilen Kararlar f %
Kapsamli gincelleme yapilarak strdirulebilir. 15 34,1%
Kismi giincelleme yapilarak strdirilebilir. 21 47,7%
Herhangi bir 6neride bulunulmamis. 5 11,4%
Program basarisiz, yeniden hazirlanmali. 2 4,5%
Program basaril, oldugu gibi strdirilmeli. 1 2,3%
Toplam 44 100,0%

Tablo 5 incelendiginde degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda gelistirmeye ya da sonlandirmaya
yonelik 6nerilerin yapildigi gérilmektedir. Degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda en sik 6nerilen durumun
programin kismi giincellemeler sonrasinda siirdiirilmesidir. Bu 6neriyi sirasiyla “Kapsamli glincelleme
vapilarak sdrdirtlebilir, Program basarisiz, yeniden hazirlanmali ve Program basarili, oldugu gibi
strdirtlmeli” seklinde oneriler takip etmektedir. Ayrica bes ¢alismada degerlendirilen programa yonelik
herhangi bir 6neride bulunulmamustir.
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Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Arastirma bulgular incelendiginde Tirkiye’de 2010 ila 2019 yillari arasinda program degerlendirme
bashg altinda yapilan galismalarin biiyiik oranda program degerlendirme yaklasim ve modellerinden
bagimsiz olarak yiritildigu sdylenebilir. Ozellikle gesitli veri tabanlarindan ulasilan 176 ¢alismanin
yalnizca 44’inde program degerlendirme modellerinden yararlanildigi gorilmektedir. Bu da program
degerlendirme basligi altinda yapilan galismalarin %25’ine karsilik gelmektedir. Program degerlendirme
yaklasim ve modellerinden bagimsiz yapilan arastirmalarda programin basarisina ya da basarisizligina
hangi oOlcite gore karar verildigi ise tartismaya agik bir konudur. Stufflebeam (1999) program
degerlendirmede Sézde Dederlendirmeler (Pseudoevaluations) olarak adlandirdigi bu tlrden
degerlendirmelerin genelde programin asil yararina ve degerine bakilmaksizin program hakkinda olumlu
ya da olumsuz goris belirten degerlendirmeler oldugunu ifade etmistir. Stufflebeam Soru ve Yéntem
Odakli Degerlendirmeler olarak adlandirdigi degerlendirmelerin ise bazi standart soru ve yontemlerden
yola cikarak programi degerlendirmeye calistiklarini ve basarili olup olmadiklarinin tartismaya acik
oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bu durum ozellikle Turkiye’de program degerlendirme bashgi altinda sikca
tercih edilen belirli bir grubun goérislerine gore degerlendirme yapmayl amaglayan arastirmalarin
program degerlendirmede gergekten basarili olup olmadiklari sorusunu akla getirmektedir. Stufflebeam
(1999) en etkin degerlendirmelerin Gelisim ve izlenilebilirlik Odakli Yaklasimlar aracihgiyla
yapilabilecegini ifade etmistir. Bu yaklasimlarin degerlendirmede temel odagl programin gergekten
basarili olup olmadigidir ve programin basarisini degerlendirmek icin gereken tim soru ve kriterleri goz
oniinde bulunduran kapsamli ve pahali degerlendirmelerdir. Bu tiirden degerlendirmeler ise ancak belirli
yaklasimlar cercevesinde kullanilacak program degerlendirme modelleri ile mimkiindiir. Program
degerlendirme baslig altinda yapilan g¢alismalarda model kullanimi henilz kigik bir ylizdelik dilime
karsilik gelse de 10 yillik siregte program degerlendirme arastirmalarinda model kullaniminin
yayginlasmasi konusunda olumlu gelismeler s6z konusudur. ilgili arastirmalarin incelendigi 10 yillik dilim,
ilk ve ikinci 5 yil olarak iki parca halinde degerlendirildiginde program degerlendirme g¢alismalarinin sayisi
ilk 5 yilda 11 iken, bu sayinin ikinci 5 yillik siirecte 35’e ciktigi goriilmektedir. Ozellikle 2016 yili itibari ile
belli bir program degerlendirme modelinin 6l¢it olarak kullanildigi calismalarin daha fazla tercih edilir
hale geldigi gérilmektedir. Program degerlendirme calismalarinin sayilarindaki artisa ragmen incelenen
arastirmalarin yalnizca dordi uluslararasi veri tabanlarinda indekslenmektedir. Bu durum program
degerlendirme galismalarini nitelik olarak sorgulanir hale getirmektedir.

Arastirma bulgularina gére o6rgin egitim kurumlari olan lisans, ilkokul, ortaokul ve liselerde
uygulanan 6gretim programlarin degerlendirilmesine agirlk verilirken okul 6ncesi programlarina yonelik
sinirll sayida program degerlendirme c¢alismasi yapilmistir. Ayrica lisansistli programlarina yonelik
herhangi bir program degerlendirme calismasina rastlanmamistir. Yapilan calismalarin blyik bir
cogunlugunda (yaklasik %59) Stufflebeam’in Baglam, Girdi, Siire¢ ve Uriin Program Degerlendirme
Modeli kullaniimistir. Gegmis yillarda Tirkiye'deki program degerlendirme c¢alismalarini inceleyen
arastirmalarda da bu durumdan s6z edilmektedir. Kurt ve Erdogan (2015) yaptiklari arastirmada
Tirkiye’de program degerlendirme konusunda yapilan calismalarda en ¢ok tercih edilen modelin BGSU
Modeli oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Oziidogru (2018) yaptigi calismada, yabanci dil egitimi programlarini
degerlendiren calismalarda en c¢ok tercih edilen modelin BGSU Modeli oldugu seklinde benzer bir
bulguya ulasmistir. Uluslararasi literatiirde de Stufflebeam’in BGSU Program Degerlendirme Modeli en
cok tercih edilenlerin basinda gosterilmektedir (Warju, 2016; Zhang. vd. 2011). Héalihazirda BGSU
Modelinin farkh tiirden arastirmacilara uygulama kolayligi sagladigi, hatta yapilis dinamiginin bununla
ilgili oldugu bilinmektedir (Stufflebeam ve Coryn 2014). Ayrica incelenen calismalarda kullanilan
modeller arasinda Demirel’in Analitik Degerlendirme Modeli disinda Tirkiye’de tasarlanan herhangi bir
model yer almamaktadir. ilgili model ise sadece bir calismada kullanilmistir. Fakat incelenen
arastirmalarda bu modelin ve diger modellerin tercihinin gercekten de degerlendirilen programin
baglami diistinllerek alinan kararlara dayanip dayanmadigi ilgili ¢calismalarin biyiik bir bolimiinde net
bir bicimde ifade edilmemistir. Ornek olarak incelenen calismalarda ilkokul ve lise programlarinin
degerlendirilmesine bir model cesitliligin s6z etmek miimkiinken ilgili calismalarda bu modellerin neden
tercih edildigi agikca ifade edilmedigi icin bu model gesitliliginin sebebinin gercekte ne oldugu net olarak
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anlasilamamaktadir. Bagka bir 6rnekte hizmet igi egitim programlarinin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan
tek modelin Stufflebeam’in BGSU Program Degerlendirme Modeli oldugu gériilmektedir. Halbuki hizmet
ici egitim ve yetigkin egitimi programlarinin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan Kirkpatrick Modeli gibi
basarili modellerin varligi bilinmektedir (Smidt, Balandin, Sigafoos ve Reed, 2009; Usun, 2012). Bu
noktada ilgili yaklasim ve modelin tercihinde arastirmacinin takdiri énemlidir. Fakat herhangi bir
programin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilacak yaklasim ve modelin tercihinde, baglamina uygun bir
sekilde karar verilmesi ve bu sireglerin agik bir bigimde raporlastiriimasi ¢alismanin seffafligi agisindan
gereklidir.

Arastirma bulgularina gére yapilan program degerlendirme galismalarinda ¢ogunlukla karma yontem
ve ¢coklu drnekleme ve veri toplama siirecleri tercih edilmistir. Ozellikle sosyal bilimlerde tiggenleme de
denilen birden fazla veri toplama aracinin kullanildigi ¢alismalar insan karakterinin zenginligini ve
karmasikligini daha iyi ifade ettigi icin degerli gérilmektedir (Cohen, Manion ve Morrison, 2007). Bu
baglamda en ¢ok tercih edilen veri toplama araglarinin da goriisme ve gozlem gibi nitel veri toplama
araglari oldugu goérilmektedir. Bu durum yapilan program degerlendirme ¢alismalarinin biiyiik oranda
farkli 6érneklemlerden toplanan veri zenginligine sahip oldugunu ve insani 6zellikleri derinlemesine
incelemeyi amaglayan nitel verilere agirlik verildigini gdstermektedir. Yapilan program degerlendirme
¢alismalarinin bir kisminda ise yukarida belirtilen bulgularin aksine arastirma ydntemi ve 6érnekleme
yonteminden bahsedilmemis ya da sadece bir veri toplama araciyla program degerlendirme c¢abasina
girilmistir. Bu da yine yukarida ifade edilen kapsamh calismalari tercih etmeme durumunu akla
getirmektedir. Hatta arastirma deseni ve drneklem secimindeki eksikliklerin yontemsel hatalar oldugu
soylenebilir. Bu tlirden yontemsel hatalarin yaygin olarak yapildigi cesitli calismalarda ifade edilmektedir
(Toy ve Tosunoglu, 2007; Erdogan, 2001). Bilimsel arastirmalarda kapsamli galismalari tercih etmeme
durumu ve yapilan ydntemsel hatalar hig sliphesiz ¢calismalarin niteligini olumsuz etkileyen durumlardir.

Yapilan icerik analizlerinde degerlendirilen programlara iliskin gesitli sonuglara ulagildigi ve bu
sonuglardan vyola c¢ikarak programlar ile ilgili karar mercilerine c¢esitli Onerilerde bulunuldugu
goérilmistir. icerik analizi sonucunda degerlendirilen programlar hakkinda 60 olumlu 143 olumsuz
degerlendirmenin yapildigi gorilmistir. Bu da degerlendirilen programlarin biyik oranda sorunlar
barindirdigini géstermektedir. Bu programlarla ilgili fiziki imkanlarin yetersizligi ve uygulanan élgme ve
degerlendirme faaliyetlerinin niteligine iliskin olumsuz sonuglar s6z konusuyken olumlu degerlendirme
sonuglari arasinda 6grencilerin gelisim durumu ve programlarin gesitli duyussal 6zellikleri kazandirmasi
konulari yer almaktadir. Programlarin amacina hizmet etme durumu hakkinda hem olumlu hem de
olumsuz anlamda en ¢ok sonug ¢ikarilan konu olmustur. Bu konu JCSEE tarafindan gelistirilen standart
listesinin en basindaki standart alani olarak Amaca Uygunluk Standartlarinda da yer verilen 6nemli bir
konudur (JCSEE, 2018). Bu konuda programlara iliskin 15 olumlu 18 olumsuz sonug ¢ikariimistir. Bu da
degerlendirilen programlarin biyik oranda amacina hizmet etme konusunda sorunlu oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ayrica incelenen galismalarda arastirma sonuglarindan yola c¢ikarak degerlendirilen
programlarin gelecekteki durumuna karar verme maksadiyla gesitli 6nerilerde bulunulmustur. S6zi
edilen bu dneriler biyuk oranda programlarin kismi giincellemelerle siirdirilebilecegi yoniindedir. Fakat
bu noktada fiziki imkanlarin yetersizligi, 6lcme ve degerlendirme faaliyetlerinin, egiticilerin, program
iceriklerinin, arac¢-gere¢ ve materyallerin niteligi ile 6grenim siresi ve egitici sayisindaki sinirliliklar
konusunda olumlu vyonlerine kiyasla bu kadar c¢ok olumsuz elestiri alan programlarin kismi
glncellemelerle nasil etkin hale getirilebilecegi tartismaya acik bir konudur.

Dlnya’daki hizli gelisim ve degisim her alanda oldugu gibi programlarin gelistirilmesi ve
degerlendirilmesi stiregleri izerinde de etkilerini gostermektedir. Brezilya, Cin, Hindistan ve Gliney Afrika
gibi Ulkelerin son yillarda yapmis oldugu atiimlarin ilerleyen yillarda egitim sistemlerine de yansiyacagi
ve bu durumun program degerlendirme anlayisinda da degisime sebep olacagl disinilmektedir
(Stockmann ve Meyer, 2016). Bu noktada basta Amerika ve Avrupa gibi gelismis llkelerde bu degisim ve
gelisime ayak uydurmak igin program degerlendirmede yaklasim ve modellerin kullaniminin yaninda
degerlendirmede belirli standartlarin karsilanmasi da Uzerinde durulan bir konu haline gelmistir
(Astbury, 2016). Bunun en onemli ornegi farkli Glkelerdeki Universitelerden 400’den fazla paydasi ile
gelistirdigi program degerlendirme standartlari konusunda bu alanda dikkatleri tGstiine gekmeyi basarmis
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Egitimde Degerlendirme Standartlari Ortak Komitesi’'nin yirittigli calismalardir (JCSEE, 2018). ilgili
komite 1981’den beri program degerlendirme galismalarinin niteligini garanti altina alma maksadiyla
standartlar gelistirmekte ve bu standartlan giincel ihtiyaglara gore gilincellemektedir (Stufflebeam ve
Madaus, 1983). Komitenin gelistirdigi standartlar “Checklist Project (Kontrol Listesi Projesi)” ismiyle daha
once ifade edilen alanda kabul gormiis program degerlendirme yaklasim ve modellerinin 6ncii
isimlerinden Daniel Stufflebeam, Robert Stake, Michael Scriven gibi bilim insanlari ve Michael Quinn
Patton, Egon Guba, Ernest R. House gibi program degerlendirme alaninda unli olarak adlandirilabilecek
diger bazi bilim insanlari tarafindan program degerlendirme sireglerinin niteligini degerlendirecek
kontrol listelerine donusturdlmastir (WMU, 2020). Arastirma sonuglari Tirkiye’de de program
degerlendirme c¢alismalarinin ve bu g¢alismalarda standardize uygulamalarin giderek yayginlasmakta
oldugunu gostermektedir. Turkiye’de 2012 yilinda 12 yillik zorunlu egitim sistemine gegilmesi ve ayni yil
Firsatlari Artirma ve Teknolojiyi lyilestirme (FATiIH) Projesinin uygulanmasi gibi egitim sisteminde cesitli
degisiklikler s6z konusudur (Akinci, 2017; MEB, 2012). Bu degisiklik ve giincellemeler egitim sisteminde
kokla degisimler olarak algilanmis ve program degerlendirme c¢alismalarina ilgiyi artirmis olabilir. Bu
durum arastirmada incelenen 10 yillik siiregte gergeklestirilmis ¢alismalarin ikinci bes yillik yarida ilk bes
yila kiyasla yaklasik Gi¢ kat artmis olmasinin arkasinda yatan sebeplerden biri olabilir.

incelenen program degerlendirme calismalarinda Demirel’in Analitik Degerlendirme Modeli disinda
Tirkiye'de tasarlanan herhangi bir modelin kullanilmamasi program degerlendirmede yeni yaklasim ve
modellerin ortaya c¢ikarilmasinda Gretkenligin oldukga dusik oldugu, Uretilen ¢alismalara da yeterince
itibar gosterilmedigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Yontemsel tercihler agisindan da benzer durumlardan s6z
etmek mimkiindir. Ozellikle bazi ¢alismalarda yéntemsel tercihlerin ve program adina anlaml veri
tUretkenliginin oldukga sinirlh oldugu goériilmektedir. Bu baglamda arastirma sonuglarina paralel olarak
Turkiye’de egitim programlari ve 6gretim alaninda yapilan egilim ve igerik analizi tarzindaki ¢alismalarda
yontemsel tercihler baglaminda benzer durumlardan s6z edilmektedir (Kozikoglu ve Senemoglu, 2015;
Ozan ve Kose, 2014; Bikmaz, Aksoy, Tatar ve Altinylzik, 2013). Yillar icerisinde siregelen bu durum
program degerlendirmede calisma konusu baglaminda kapsamli veri toplama ve analizi sireglerini
gerektiren arastirmalarin tercih edilmedigini gostermektedir. Bunun yaninda ilgili literatiirde program
degerlendirme bashgl altinda yapilan ve herhangi bir yaklasim ve modele dayandiriimayan bircok
arastirmayi gérmek mimkindir. Herhangi bir program degerlendirme yaklasim ve modelini tercih eden
arastirmalardan uluslararasi veri tabanlarinda indekslenenler ise sinirli sayidadir. Tirkiye’de yapilan
ulusal ve uluslararasi akademik g¢alismalarin bir kisminda kapsamli veri toplama ve analizi stireglerinin
tercih edilmedigi, yapilan ¢alismalarin bazen puan toplama araci olarak kullanildigi bilinmektedir (Ak ve
Gilmez, 2006). Herhangi bir modelden yararlanilarak yapilan galismalarin blyik ¢ogunlugunda ilgili
modellerin kullanim gerekgesinin yeterince agiklanmamasi, programin degerlendirilmesine iliskin
sonuglar ve program hakkinda alinmasi gereken kararlar hakkindaki tutarsizliklar ve eksikler program
degerlendirme kavramin ifade ettigi olgunun yeterince anlasilmadigini gostermektedir. Clinkli program
degerlendirmenin en 6nemli amaglarindan biri programin herhangi bir 6zelligi hakkinda karar verme
sureci olarak ifade edilmektedir (Usun, 2012). Bu da sayilari ne kadar fazla olursa olsun bu baslik altinda
yapilan her ¢alismanin program degerlendirme arastirmasi niteligi tasimadiginin bir gostergesidir. Akinci
ve Kose (2020) Turkiye'de o6gretmen vyetistiren programlara yonelik yaptiklari meta-degerlendirme
calismasinda benzer sonuglara ulasmislardir. incelenen program degerlendirme calismalarinin biyiik
cogunlugunun yiksek lisans ve doktora tezlerinden olusmasi da zaman ve emek gerektiren program
degerlendirme arastirmalarinin lisansisti tezleri gibi daha kapsamli ¢alismalarda tercih edilen arastirma
turlerinden oldugunu géstermektedir. Tium bu sorunlar akademik kiltir ve yayin kaltlrinin arastirmaya
olan yaklasim, baglaminda yontemsel egilim ve tercihleri etkilemesiyle ilgili olabilir. Akcan, Malkog ve
Kiziltan (2018) Tirkiye’de akademik kultirin bilimsel Gretkenlikten ziyade egitim-6gretim odakl
oldugunu ve arastirmaya olan yaklasimda ciddi sorunlar oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Bu durum, program
degerlendirme calismalarinda agirlikh olarak arastirmacilarin egitim fakilteleri bunyesindeki lisans
programlarinin 6gretim elemanlari ve lisansistli 6grencilerinin daha kolay ulasabilecegi orneklem
gruplari Gzerinde ¢alismayi tercih ettiginin bir gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir.
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Sonug olarak Tirkiye’de eksikleri ile birlikte program degerlendirmeye yonelik calismalar, bu
¢alismalarda program degerlendirme yaklagim ve modellerinden yararlanma ve bu baglamda yapilacak
yeni arastirmalara yonelim s6z konusudur. Bundan dolayi ¢alisma sonuglarindan yola gikarak gelecekte
yapilacak program degerlendirme arastirmalarina katki saglayabilecegi distinilen bazi 6neriler séyledir:

Dunya’daki gelismeler dogrultusunda Tirk egitim sisteminin ihtiyaclarina uygun program
degerlendirme yaklasim ve modelleri gelistirilmeli, bu baglamda ¢alismalarda ilgili modellerin
tercihinde daha etkin kriterlere basvurulmali ve tercih edilme gerekgeleri acik bir bicimde ifade
edilmelidir.

Program degerlendirme calismalari uluslararasi literatiirde yer alan program degerlendirme
standartlarinin kullanilarak ya da Tirk egitim sisteminin ihtiyaglarina uygun giincel standartlar
gelistirilerek bu standartlar isiginda yuritulmelidir.

Yiiksekogretim Kurulu ve Milli Egitim Bakanligi program degerlendirme konusunda daha fazla
sorumluluk Ustelenmeli ve bu kurumlar tarafindan kapsamli program degerlendirme galismalari
ylratulmelidir.

Basta lisansiistl programlar olmak lzere daha etkin yontemsel tercihlerle farkli program tir ve
kademelerinde program degerlendirme ¢alismalari yapilmalidir.

Calismalarda ulasilan sonuglarla uyumlu, programin gelecegine iliskin alinacak kararlara yonelik
onerilerde bulunulmalidir.

Farkh arastirmacilar tarafindan c¢esitli baglamlarda yapilmis program degerlendirme
calismalarinin niteligine iliskin meta-degerlendirme ¢alismalari yiritilmelidir.
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