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Ozet

Bu calismanin amaci okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirlemek igin gelistirilen “Okul
Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi’nin gelistirilme asamalarin1 sunmaktir. Olgegi
gelistirmek {izere oncelikle ulusal ve uluslararasi literatiirden ve okul yoneticilerinin goriislerinden yararlanilmistir.
Bu yolla okul yoneticilerinin program okuryazarliga iliskin ifadeler 6lcek maddesi haline getirilmistir. Ayrica
hazirlanan bu taslak dlgek icin uzman goriisii alinarak kapsam gegerligi ve goriiniis gegerligi test edilmistir. Bu
amagla dokuz uzmanin goriisiine bagvurulmustur. Calisma grubunu belirlemek igin uygun ornekleme y&ntemi
kullanilmigtir. Olgek gelistirmek amactyla iki farkli calisma grubundan veri toplanmigtir. Osmaniye, Sivas, Malatya ili
Dogansehir ilgesi, Kars Susuz ilgesi, Yozgat Kadisehri ilgesi, Aydin Bozdogan ilgesi, Samsun Tekkekdy ilgesi, Adana,
Kirikkale il ve ilgelerinde 380 okul yoneticisinden ve Tokat, Amasya, Samsun, Corum ve Ordu il ve ilgelerinde goérev
yapan 554 okul y6neticisinden veri toplanmustir. ~ Olgegin yap1 gegerligi icin agimlayici faktdr analizi (AFA) ve ortaya
¢ikan yapiy1 dogrulamak igin ise Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmustir. Faktor isimlerinin belirlenmesinde
dokuz 6gretim elemanindan uzman goriisii alinmistir. Faktor analizi sonucunda Olcege giren maddelerin dort
faktorde toplandig1 belirlenmistir. Bu faktorler; program yonetim becerisi, tutum, bilgi ile 6gretim tasarimi (proje) ve
planlama becerisi olarak isimlendirilmistir. Cronbachalpha i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 program yonetim becerisi boyutu icin
.913 olarak bulunurken, tutum boyutu igin .932, bilgi boyutu i¢in .935 ve 6gretim tasarimi (proje) ve planlama becerisi
boyutu .926 olarak tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgular gelistirilen Olcegin okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi
okuryazarlik diizeylerini dort alt boyutta 6lgebilecek bir arag oldugunu gostermektedir.
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Giris

Egitim ve Ogretim programlari okulun amagclarina ulasmasimi saglayan en onemli aragtir.
Okullarda uygulanan 6gretim programlarini egitim orgiitlerinin varolus nedeni, okulun {iretim plam
olarak acgiklayan Basaran (1994), okullarin 6grenciler i¢in oldugunu, 6grencilerin ise programa gore
yetistirildigini vurgulamaktadir. Okul yoneticileri okulu yonetirken, programlara da liderlik etmekte,
programlari da yonetmektedirler (Basaran, 1994). Okul yoneticilerinin programa iliskin tutumlari
okulun isleyisini olumlu etkilemektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin programa iliskin yaklagimlarinin
Ogretimin kalitesini (Balyer, 2013) ve Ogrencilerin Ogrenmesini artirdigr (Dinham, 2004)

goriilmektedir. Bu da okulun varlik nedenini yani misyonunu yerine getirmesi anlamini tasimaktadir

Diinyada egitim-6gretim programlarinda stirekli degisimlere gidilmektedir. Cagin ihtiyag
duydugu insan1 yetistirme, insana iliskin bilimsel ¢alismalar, insan yetistirme sistemi olan egitim
programlarinda siirekli degisime gitmelerine neden olmaktadir. Bu bazen politik nedenlerle de
gerceklesmektedir. Schlechty (2011) bu tiir program degisimlerini anlayabilecek uygulamada uyum
saglayabilecek liderlige ihtiya¢ duyuldugundan s6z etmektedir. Tiirkiye’de de gerek gelisme, gerekse
politik nedenlerden dolay1 programlarda sik sik degisiklikler yapilmaktadir. flkokul ve ortaokullarda
halen uygulanmakta olan 6gretim programlar: yapilandirmac: yaklasim anlayisinda 2005-2006 egitim-
Ogretim yilindan itibaren uygulamaya konulmus ve bu 6gretim programlarinda farkli zamanlarda
degisiklikler yapilmaistir. Yine yakin zamanda Talim Terbiye Kurulu Baskanlig: tarafindan 157 6gretim
programindan 51 0gretim programinda 2016-2017 yilindan itibaren degisim ve yenileme g¢alismasi
yapimustir. Amag cagin gerekleri, bireyin ve toplumun ihtiyaglarma gore ogretim programlarin

giincellemek, gdzden gecirmek ve gerekli degisiklikleri yapmaktir.

Uygulanan 0gretim programlarinin temel yaklasimlari ve programlarin uygulanmasinda
sorumlu olan egitim calisanlarmin gorevleri Tebligler Dergisinde (2004) yaymnlanmistir. Buna gore
programlarda referans olarak; iilkenin tiim birikimi ve cumhuriyetin gelistirilmesi, diinyadaki gelisim
ve degisime ayak uydurmak, Avrupa birligine uyum ve uluslararasi arastirmalar gosterilmektedir.
Programin temeli degerler, amaclar, tutumlarin ezberlenmeden igsellestirilebilmesi esasina

dayandirilmaktadir.

Programin uygulanmasinda egitim ¢alisanlarinin (6gretmen, yonetici, miifettisler) ve velilerin
ortak hareket etme ve 6zellikle okul yoneticilerinin klasik anlayistan uzak okul liderligi yapmalariin
o6nemine vurgu yapilmaktadir. Okul yOneticilerinin 6gretmene yardimci olmasi gerektigine vurgu
yapilarak, programin uygulanmasinda yoneticilerden 17 noktada beklenti bulunmaktadir. Bu
beklentiler incelendiginde bunlarmn bilgi, beceri ve tutum boyutunda oldugu goriilmektedir. Genel

anlamda bilgi boyutunda okul yoneticilerinin program hakkinda yeterli ve doyurucu bilgiye sahip
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olmalar1; beceri boyutunda programin uygulanmas: igin her tiirlii ortami saglamalari, materyal
destegi vermeleri, Ogretmenler arasi isbirligini saglamalari, gerekli toplantilar yaparak
degerlendirmeler yapmalari, 0grenme ortamlarini hazirlamalari, velilerle isbirliklerini artirmalari,
internet web sayfasini hazirlayarak programlarin siireclerini paylasmalari, programlar arasi
esglidiimii artirmalari, problemlere ¢6ziim {iretmeleri, calismalara bizzat katilmalary; tutum
boyutunda Ogretmenleri cesaretlendirmeleri, 6grenme-6gretme siirecindeki planlama ve uygulama
basarilarini 6gretmenlerin sahiplenmesini saglamalari, okul disi etkinliklerin gergeklestirilmesinde

kolaylik saglamalar1 beklenmektedir (MEB, 2004).

Milli Egitim Bakanhig1 (MEB, 2003) programin uygulanmasinda okul yoneticilerini sorumlu
tutmakta ve programin uygulanmas: icin belirledigi roller incelendiginde Ozetle sunlar ortaya
¢ikmaktadir (MEB, 2005, s.73-74): Program bilgisi, uygulamada sorunlar1 ¢6zmek, program igin gerekli
materyallerin temini, programin hedeflerini belirli zaman dilimlerinde degerlendirmek, programin
uygulanmasinda teknolojiden yararlanmay1 saglamak, programin uygulanacagi ortamlar: islevsel
hale getirmek vb. Okullarin etkilili§i acisindan yoneticilerin 6gretim siireclerinde sadece mevcut
durumu stirdiirmekle kalmayip, ek egitim ve Ogretim programlar1 da hazirlamalar1 da

gerekebilmektedir (Lott, 1998).

Okul yonetimi, egitim ve 6gretimi gerceklestirmek amaciyla insan (egitim calisanlari, destek
personeli, 6grenci, veli) ve madde kaynagini (program, materyal, fiziki ortam) harekete gecirmek
olarak goriilmektedir (Demirtas, 2005). Tanimdan anlasilacag: tlizere okul yOnetimi siireclerinden
birisi programin yonetilmesidir. Okul yoneticileri 6gretim programlarinin uygulamasmdan sorumlu
egitim c¢alisanlaridir. Bu sorumluluk onlarin 6gretim liderligi rollerine dayanmaktadir (Can, 2007;
Findley ve Findley, 1992; Giimiigeli, 2001; Smith ve Andrews, 1989; Sisman, 2004; Yoriik ve Akdag,
2010). Okul yoneticilerinin programa dair sorumluluklar: ilgili alan yazinda oldukca genis yer
almaktadir. Murphy’ye (1988) gore, okul yoneticileri 6gretim programlariyla dogrudan ilgilenmesi
gereken bir liderlik sergilemek durumundadirlar. Hallinger ve Murphy'nin (1985) gelistirdikleri
modelde 6gretim programlarimni yonetmek okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim liderligi boyutlar1 arasinda yer
almaktadir. Sisman’a (2007) gore okulda programin yonetimi o kadar dénemlidir ki, hatta yonetimin

varlik nedenidir. Buradan hareketle program okul siireglerinin temel tasidir denilebilir.

Program bilgisi yoneticilerin yiiksek seviyede sahip olmalar1 gereken bir yeterlik olarak ele
almmaktadir (Can, 2007). Yoneticilerin sahip olmasi gereken bilgi konusunu $isman (2002) programin
icerigi, gelistirilmesi, degerlendirilmesi ve mevzuat olarak boyutlandirmaktadir. Agaoglu, Altinkurt,
Yilmaz ve Karakose (2012) egitim programlarinin ve ortaminin yonetimini yeterlik alani olarak

gormekteler ve bu alana iliskin yeterligi su sekilde tanimlamislardir: Programin yonetimi; 6gretim
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programlarina uygun ortamlarin hazirlanmasi, gelistirilmesi, programlar1 bilme ve gelistirebilme,

egitim ve 6gretime iliskin kavramlar konusunda kendini giincellemedir.

Bottoms (2001), okul yoneticilerinin program ve programa dayali 6gretim konusunda derin
bilgiye sahip olmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Ancak Tiirkiye’de oldugu gibi, Diinyada’da okul
yoneticilerinin programa dair bilgi, beceri ve tutum boyutlarinda gereken yeterli olmadiklar1 ve bu

sebeple egitime gereksinim oldugu belirtilmektedir (Chapman, 2005; Manges ve Wilcox, 1997).

Ogretimle ilgili hizmetler okul yoneticileri tarafindan her 6gretim yili baginda yapilmaktadir.
Ogretimin planlanmasi o yilin yol haritasi seklindedir. Yapilacak planlamanin etkililigi, programin
uygulanmasini dolayisiyla egitim-6gretim siirecinin amacina ulasmasini saglayacaktir (Calik, 2003;
Duman, 2003; Taymaz, 2000). Ogretim yilimin planlanmasi, yapilacak iglerin en &nemlisi olarak
goriilmektedir (Basaran, 2008). Yillik 6gretim planinda; yillik calisma plan1 yapma, 6grenci subelerini
belirleme, subelere gore oOgretmen belirleme, ders dagitim programi hazirlama, ders planlarn

hazirlama ¢alismalar: bulunmaktadir (Calik ve Sezgin, 2007).

Demirel (2013) program gelistirmenin ve yonetmenin uzmanlik gerektirdigini ve bu konuda
yeterince bilgi sahibi olunmasi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Bu tartismay1 Hallinger ve Murphy (1985),
yoneticilerin program hakkinda yeterince bilgi sahibi olmadiklari, bilgi yetersizligine bagh olarak
programi anlamadiklari, analiz edemedikleri ve 6gretimi yonetemediklerini dolayisiyla programin
amacina ulasmadigini ifade ederek desteklemektedirler. Bu duruma ¢oziim olarak ise Yiiksel (2003)
okul yoneticilerinin program hazirlama siirecine merkez orgiitiiyle birlikte katilmalar1 gerektigi

tizerinde durmaktadir.

Okullarda uygulanan egitim ve 6gretim programi, egitim sisteminin amacini, yetistirilmek
istenen insanin Ozelliklerini belirleyen yazili metinlerdir. Uygulamadan sorumlu kisiler ise
Ogretmenler ve siireci yoneten okul yoneticileridir (miidiir, miidiir yardimcilart). Bu sorumluluk
kendilerine Tebligler Dergisinde (2004) belirtildigi {izere resmi olarak verilmektedir. Okul
yoneticilerinin bu gorevi amacina uygun ve verimli bir sekilde yiiriitebilmesi 6gretim programlarin
tim yonleriyle bilmelerine ve program okuryazari olmasma bagh goriilmektedir. Aksi takdirde

okulun asil varlik nedeni olan egitim ve 6gretim isleri amacina tam olarak ulasmayacaktir.

Programin basariya ulasmasindan birinci derecede sorumlu tutulan okul yoneticilerinin
programlardaki degisimlere ayak uydurmasi i¢in ¢ok yonlii bakisa, ¢coklu veri tabanlarina ulasmaya,
programin gerektirdigi ¢ok yonlii uygulama becerisine sahip olmaya, programu siirdiirecek farkl
degiskenleri yonetme becerisine sahip olmasi beklenmektedir. Bu da bilgi, beceri, tutum igeren
program okuryazarlig: ile miimkiin goriinmektedir. Program okuryazarligi kavramini aciklamadan

once okuryazarlik kavramina genel olarak bakmak gerekmektedir.
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Milli Egitim Bakanligi okuryazarligi, anlama, yorumlama, uygulama, diistinme, bilimsel
bakis, bilgiye ulasma yollarni arama, bilgiyi kullanma yollarmi 6grenme olarak tanimlamaktadir.
(MEB, 2010). Okuryazarlik literatiirii 1515inda genel anlamda okuryazarligin bilesenleri su sekilde
olusmaktadir; bilgi (Snavely ve Cooper, 1997), beceri (Kurudayioglu ve Tiizel, 2010), tutum (Yore,
Pimm ve Tuan, 2007), anlam olusturma, diisiinme (Potter, 2005; Disessa, 2000), farkindalik (Lewis ve
Jhally 1998), yasamda kullanma (Pugalee, 1999), ¢oklu bakis (Gregory ve Cahill, 2009), uygulama
(Sahin ve Say, 2010).

Okuryazarlik literatiirii 15151nda okuryazarligin tiim bilesenlerinin ii¢ ana temada toplandig:
goriilmektedir. Bunlar ilgi, beceri, tutum bilesenleridir (Miller, 1983; Kurbanoglu, 2010). Bilgi, beceri
ve tutum temalarinin program okuryazarligina uygulanmasinda bilesenleri su sekilde olusmaktadar:
program bilgisi (kavramlar, felsefe), beceri (program hazirlama, uygulama, rehberlik, izleme,
degerlendirme, yOnetme becerileri) ve tutum (destek, yardim, ihtiyaglari karsilama, agiklama)
seklindedir. Buna gore program okuryazarligi; programa iliskin kavram bilgisi, kavramlar aras:
iligkileri anlamlandirma, programin yonetimi, programa iligkin kararlar alabilme ve planlamalar
yapabilme (zaman, yontem, smifa uygun ogretmeni se¢gme, materyal, 6grenme ortami vb.), program
hakkinda konusabilme (felsefesi, amaci, hedefleri, gelisime uygunlugu, hazirhigi ve uygulanisi,
degerlendirme) anlamlarina gelmektedir. Program okuryazarhgmin gosterim sekli asagida

verilmektedir:

BiLGi [felsefe,
amag, kavramiar}

program
okuryazarhgi

BECER| (Program
TUTUM (destek, hazriama,
yardim, ihtiyagian uygulama,
karglama, rehberdik, ileme,
apkiama) deferendirme,
yonetme beceriler)

Sekil 1. Program okuryazarlig

Aslan ve Karip’in (2014) arastirma sonucuna gore okul yoneticilerinin okulun tiim siireclerine,
Ozellikle de programa hakim olmasi gerekmektedir. Okul yoneticilerinin artik birinci siradaki yeni

rollerinin program y&netimi ve gerekirse program gelistirme oldugunu vurgulayan Aslan ve Karip
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(2014) bunun igin yeni bir takim liderlik standartlarinin gelistirilebileceginden s6z etmektedirler.
Mademki okul miidiirleri programin ydneticisi, hatta program gelistiricisi (Erdogan, 2000; Ozden,
2005; Turhan ve Yaras, 2014) o halde boyle bir standart icerisine mutlaka program okuryazarhig da

eklenmelidir.

Egitimin temel noktas1 olarak nitelenen programlarin uygulanma siirecinde amag yiiriitiilen
programlarin hedeflerini-kazanimlarini 6grencilere kazandirmaktir. Siirecte egitim program lideri
(Wiles, 2016) olarak da adlandirilan okul yoneticilerinin sahip olmast gereken temel
okuryazarliklardan biri de program okuryazarlhigidir. Okullarda yiiriitiilen programlara liderlik etme
gorevi bulunan okul yoneticilerinin programa iliskin kavramlar: bilmesi, kavramlar aras: iligkileri
anlamlandirabilmesi, programa liderlik edebilmesi, programa iliskin kararlar alabilmesi ve

planlamalar yapabilmesi diger bir deyisle; program okuryazari olmas1 gerekmektedir.

Yukarida verilen agiklamalar dogrultusunda bu c¢alismanin amaci, okul ydneticilerinin
dgretim programlar1 okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirleyebilecek “Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi

Y7

Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi’ni ortaya gikarmaktir.
Yontem

Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi’nin gelistirilme asamalar1
bu béliimde verilmistir. Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi ile okul
yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi okuryazarlik diizeyleri nicel boyutta (istatiksel olarak) ortaya

konmus olacaktir.
Calisma Grubu

Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi’ni gelistirmek amaciyla
Acgimlayic Faktor Analizi ve Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi igin olmak tizere iki farkli ¢alisma grubundan
veri toplanmistir. Calisma grubunu belirlemek icin uygun ornekleme yontemi kullanilmistir. Bu
yaklagim arastirmaciya daha kolay ulasabilecegi insanlardan veri toplama imkan1 vermektedir (Balc,
2004, s. 88). AFA igin veri toplanan il ve ilgeler sunlardir: Osmaniye, Sivas, Malatya ili Dogansehir
ilgesi, Kars Susuz ilgesi, Yozgat Kadisehri ilcesi, Aydin Bozdogan ilgesi, Samsun Tekkekdy ilgesi,
Adana, Kirikkale. Arastirmanin AFA igin olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna iliskin demografik veriler

asagida Tablo 1'de verilmektedir.
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Tablo 1.AFA i¢in olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna iliskin demografik veriler (n=380)

Degiskenler Gruplar f % Degiskenler Gruplar f %

Yas 25-29 18 4.7 Mezun oldugu  Egitim fak 249  65.5
30-34 39 10.3  okul Fen Ed. Fak. 56 14.7
35-39 93 24.5 Diger 75 19.7
40-44 93 245 Toplam 380 100
45vediisti 137  36.1  Calistigi okul Anaokulu 24 6.3
Toplam 380 100 tiirdi Tlkokul 97 255

Cinsiyet Erkek 329  86.6 Ortaokul 131 345
Kadin 51 134 Lise 128 337
Toplam 380 100 Toplam 380 100

Yoneticilik kidemi 1-4 173 455 Egitim On lisans 11 29
5-9 87 229  durumu Lisans 293 771
10-14 63 16.6 Yiiksek lisans 75 19.7
15 veiisti 57 15.0 Doktora 1 0.3
Toplam 380 100 Toplam 380 100

Mesleki kidem 1-4 15 3.9 Yoneticilik Midiir 124 32.6
5-9 34 8.9 durumu Miid. b. yrd 17 4.5
10-14 82 21.6 Miidiir yrd 239 629
15-19 98 25.8 Toplam 380 100
20vetsti 151  39.7  Okulun Devlet okulu 371 97.6
Toplam 380 100  durumu Ozel okul 9 2.4

YOneticinin bransi Smuf 6grt 91 23.9 Toplam 380 100
Brans 289  76.1

Toplam 380 100

Tablo 1 incelendiginde yas degiskeninde okul yoneticilerinin 25 ile 45 ve iistii araliginda
oldugu ve en fazla 45 ve iistil yas grubunda (%36,1) okul yoneticisi oldugu goriilmektedir. Cinsiyet
degiskeninde okul yoneticilerinin erkek agirlikta oldugu (%86.6) goriilmektedir. Bu durum kadin
egitim calisanlarinin yoneticilik meslegini cesitli sebeplerden (¢evreden destek alamama, kendilerine
glivensizlik, is-aile arasinda sorunlar yasama kaygist) dolay: tercih etmemeleriyle (Celikten, 2004)
aciklanabilir. Yoneticilik kidem degiskeninde daha ¢ok 1-4 yil (%45.5) grubunun agirlikta oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu durum 2015 yilinda yonetici atama yonetmeligine bagli olarak yogun yonetici
gorevlendirilmesiyle iligkilendirilebilir. Ogretmenlik mesleki kidemde 20 ve iistii grup %39.7 ile
baskin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu da yonetici olmak igin belirli siire 6gretmenlik yapmak sartiyla
aciklanabilir. Yoneticilerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun brans 6gretmeni oldugu (%76.1) goriilmektedir. Bu
da sistemdeki Ogretmenlerin siif ve brans durumlariyla Ortiismektedir. Yoneticilerin mezun
olduklar1 okullar dikkate alindiginda %65.5'inin egitim fakiiltesi, % 35inin de edebiyat ve diger
fakiiltelerden oldugu goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin ¢alistigi okullar dikkate alindiginda ortalama
%30'unun ilk, ortaokul ve lisede gorev yaptigl, az bir oraninin da anaokulunda (% 6.3) gorev
yaptiklar goriilmektedir. Bu da sistemde ki okul oranlarryla ortiismektedir. Yoneticilerin mezuniyet

durumlarina bakildiginda biiyiik bir ¢cogunlugunun lisans mezunu olduklar: (%77.1); % 63'tiniin
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miidiir yardimcist oldugu goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin gorev yaptiklart okul degiskeni dikkate

alindiginda %97.6’sinin devlet okulu oldugu, ¢cok az bir kisminin da 6zel okul oldugu goriilmektedir.

DFA c¢alisma grubu icin Tokat, Amasya, Samsun, Corum ve Ordu il ve ilgelerinde gorev
yapan okul yoneticilerinden veri toplanmistir. Arastirmanin DFA igin olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna

iliskin demografik veriler asagida Tablo 2’de verilmektedir.

Tablo 2.DFA i¢in olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna iliskin demografik veriler (n=554)

Degiskenler Gruplar f % Degiskenler Gruplar f %
25-29 16 29 Egitim F. 360 65,0
30-34 52 94 Mezun Fen Ed. Fak. 64 11.6
35-39 113 20.4 oldugu okul Diger 130 23.5
Yas
40-44 144 26.0 Toplam 554 100
45+ 229 41.3 Anaokulu 17 3.1
Toplam 554 100 . Ilkokul 145 262
Erkek i8e 874 SN onaokul 167 301
okul tiirti .
Cinsiyet Kadin 70 12.6 Lise 225 40.6
Toplam 554 100 Toplam 554 100
1-4 192 34.7 On lisans 35 6.3
5-9 105 19.0 Lisans 437 78.9
Yoneticilik 10-14 85 153 Egitim Lisanstistii 82 14.8
kidemi 15-19 79 14.3 durumu Toplam 554 100
20+ 93 16.8
Toplam 554 100
1-4 12 2.2 Midir 234 42.2
5-9 43 7.8 Yoneticilik Mdr bas yard. 30 5.4
Mesleki 10-14 101 18.2 durumu Miidiir yard. 290 52.3
kidem 15-19 144 26.0 Toplam 554 100
20+ 254 45.8 Devlet okulu 550 99.3
Toplam 554 100 Okulun Ozel okul 4 7
— durumu
Sinif 6gret. 153 27.6 Toplam 554 100
YoOneticinin
b Bransg 401 72.4
ranst
Toplam 554 100

Tablo 2 incelendiginde yas degiskeninde okul ydneticilerinin 25 ile 45 ve iistii araliginda
oldugu ve en fazla 45 ve {iistii yas grubunda (%41.3) okul yoneticisi oldugu goriilmektedir. Cinsiyet
degiskeninde okul yoneticilerinin erkek agirhikta oldugu (%87.4) gorilmektedir. Yoneticilik kidem
degiskeninde daha gok 1-4 yil (%34.7) grubunun agirlikta oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlik mesleki
kidemde 20 ve {istii grup %45.8 ile baskin oldugu goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin biiyiik cogunlugunun
brans Ogretmeni (%72.4) oldugu goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin mezun olduklari okullar dikkate
alindiginda %65 "inin egitim fakiiltesi, %35’inin de Fen-Edebiyat ve diger fakiiltelerden mezun oldugu

goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin ¢alistig1 okullar dikkate alindiginda ortalama %30’unun ilk, ortaokul ve
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lisede gorev yaptigl, az bir oranmin da anaokulunda (%6.3) gorev yaptiklari goriilmektedir.
Yoneticilerin mezuniyet durumlarina bakildiginda biiyiik bir cogunlugunun lisans mezunu olduklar:
(%78.9); %52.3'tinlin miidiir yardimcist oldugu goriilmektedir. Yoneticilerin gorev yaptiklar1 okul
degiskeni dikkate alindiginda %99.3"tiniin devlet okulu oldugu, ¢ok az bir kisminin da 6zel okul

oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 1’de AFA i¢in olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna iliskin sayisal veriler (n=380), Tablo 2de ise
DFA i¢in olusturulan ¢alisma grubuna iliskin sayisal veriler (n=554) bulunmaktadir. Buna gore dlgek
gelistirmek amaciyla veri toplanan okul yoneticisi sayisinin yeterli goriilmektedir. Field (2005) ve
Tabachnick ve Fidell’e (2001) gore, 6rneklem sayis1 300" i gectiginde kararh sonuglara ulasilmaktadir.
Ho (2006) orneklem sayisiin 100’ diigsmemesi veya madde sayisinin 5 katini gegmesi gerekliginden
soz etmektedir. Olcek olusturma siirecinde 56 maddelik bir taslak Slcek hazirlanmistir. Orneklem
kapsaminda alinan 380 veri 6l¢ek maddelerinin yaklasik 7, 554 veri yaklasik 10 katidir. Bu agilardan

bu arastirmada kullarulan veri seti sayis1 yeterli goriilmektedir.
Olcegin Olusturulma Siireci

Olcek gelistirmek amaciyla taslak oOlgek olusturma siirecinde literatiir tarama, okul
yoneticilerinden kompozisyon seklinde goriis alma, madde havuzu olusturma ve uzman goriisii alma

surecleri izlenmistir.

Olgegin gelistirilmesi i¢in Oncelikle ulusal ve uluslararas: alan yazin incelenmistir (Bilgin,
2008; Can, 2007; Kobola, 2007; MEB, 2003; MEB, 2004; Newlove, 2005; Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2004; Ural
ve Aslim, 2013; Yoriik ve Akdag, 2010). Daha sonra okul yoneticileriyle 6n goriisme yapilip, onlardan
“okulda 6gretim programlarinin yiiriitiilmesi siirecinde yasadiklar1 sorunlar, hissettikleri eksiklikler
ve ihtiya¢ duyduklari konulara” dair bir kompozisyon yazmalar1 istenmistir. Bu amagla 21 okul
yoneticisinden kompozisyon almmuistir. Bu ¢alismalardan sonra bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur.
Olusturulan maddeler alaninda uzman 9 akademisyene sunularak goriis alinmistir. Uzman goriisii
alinan 6gretim elemanlarinin bilgileri soyledir: Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim alaninda 4 6gretim
tiyesi; Egitim Yonetimi ve Denetimi alaninda 36gretim iiyesi, BOTE alaninda 16gretim iiyesi ve Olgme
Degerlendirme alaninda 1 Ogretim iiyesi. Baglangicta 47 madde olan havuzdan goriisler
dogrultusunda 2 madde ¢ikarilmis, 11 madde eklenerek 56 maddelik bir taslak Olcege
doniistiiriilmiistiir. Bu taslak Olgek bes okul yoneticisine (miidiir, miidiir yardimcisi) okutularak
anlasilirlik problemi olan maddeler tekrar diizenlenmistir. Taslak Olcek iki boliimden olusmaktadir.
Birinci boliimde kisisel bilgilere iligskin sorular, ikinci boliimde okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi

okuryazarlik boyutlar1 iceren toplam 56 madde yer almaktadir.
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Verilerin Analizi

Okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla “Okul
Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi” gelistirilmistir. Olgegin yap1 gecerligi
icin Agimlayic1 Faktor Analizi (AFA) ve ortaya ¢ikan yapiy1r dogrulamak igin ise Dogrulayici Faktor
Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Faktor analizi Olgegin yapr gegerligini inceleme yollarindan birisidir
(Biyiikoztiirk, 2003). Ac¢imlayicr faktdr analizinin yapilmasinda amag, degiskenler arasi iligkiler
sorgulanarak yeni bir yapiyr ortaya ¢ikarmaktir (Can, 2014). Bu arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin
program okuryazarligi egitim ihtiyacini belirlemek {izere onlarin program okuryazarligini 6lcecek bir
yapiy1 degiskenleriyle birlikte ortaya ¢ikarmak amaglanmistir. Ayrica Olcegin gelistirilmeden 6nce
hazirlanan taslak olgek icin uzman goriisii almarak kapsam gecerligi ve goriiniis gecerligi test
edilmistir. Olgek gelistirildikten sonra faktor isimlerinin belirlenmesinde {i¢ egitimde Slcme ve
degerlendirme, iig egitim yonetimi ve denetimi, ii¢ de egitim programlar ve 6gretim alaninda olmak
iizere dokuz &gretim elemamindan uzman goriisii alinmistir. Olgegin giivenirligini belirlemek igin
Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayis1 hesaplanmistir, 6lgekteki maddelerin ayirt ediciligini belirlemek
amaciyla madde toplam korelasyonu ile %27’lik alt-iist grup karsilastirmalarina yer verilmistir. Olciit
gecerligi igin Olcegin toplam puaru ile dort faktoriin birbirleri arasindaki korelasyon katsayilari
incelenmistir. Veri analizi SPSS 18 programi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir. Tiim hipotez testlerinde

alfa katsayisi .05 olarak belirlenmistir. DFA igin ise Mplus 7 programi kullanilmustir.
Bulgular

Okul Yéneticileri Ogretim Programi1 Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi”’nin Yap1 Gegerligi ve

Faktor Yapilarina iliskin Analiz Sonuglar:

SR

“Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegl ni gelistirmek tiizere
acimlayicl faktor analizi uygulanmistir. Ac¢imlayici faktér analizi uygulamasi 6ncesinde, analiz
sonuglarm etkileyebilecek u¢ degerlerin bulunmamasi, normal dagilim ve 6rneklem biiyiikligiiniin

faktorlestirmeye uygunlugu varsayimlari test edilmistir.

Tablo 3. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonuglart

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Orneklem Uygunluk Olgiisii .965
Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi Ki Kare Degeri 17232.935
serbestlik derecesi 1485

anlamlilik diizeyi .000

Yapilan KMO testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde, KMO degerinin .60"1 gectigi ve .965 oldugu
bulunmustur. Buna gore, 6érneklem biiyiikliigiiniin faktor analizi yapmak i¢in “miikemmel derecede”

yeterli oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007).
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Bartlett Kiiresellik testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde ise test sonucunun istatiksel olarak anlamh
oldugu, elde edilen ki-kare degerinin .01 diizeyinde manidar oldugu yani verilerin ¢ok degiskenli
normal dagilimdan geldigi belirlenmistir. Elde edilen test sonuglari, 6l¢gme aracinin agimlayici faktor
analizine devam edilmesinde uygun oldugunu gostermektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007). Ayrica,
maddelerin normal dagilimin test etmek i¢in normal Q-Q plot ve histogramlara da bakilmistir ve
dagilimin normale yakin oldugu goriilmiistiir. U¢ degerler igin kutu grafigine bakilmistir. Madde
degerleri 1 (kesinlikle katilmiyorum) ile 5 (kesinlikle katiliyorum) arasinda degistiginden ve her deger
aragtirma icin onem arz etti§inden ortaya ¢ikan ug¢ degerlerin silinmesini gerektiren 6nemli bir

nedenle karsilasilmamistir. Buna gore veri analizi tiim veri seti ile gergeklestirilmistir.

Verilerin analizinde maximumlikelihood estimation methodu ve direct oblimin rotasyonu
uygulanmistir. Mamimumlikelihood faktor analizi en sik kullanilan faktorlestirme tekniklerinden
biridir. Bu analizle faktorler arasindaki korelasyon katsayilarini gérmek ve faktor yiiklerinin anlaml
olup olmadigim test etmek miimkiindiir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2012). Arastirmanin
amaci kuramsal olarak birbirleriyle iliskili faktorlerden olusan bir yap1 ortaya ¢ikarmak oldugu ve
faktorler arasinda iliski beklendigi icin egik dondiirme teknigi directoblimin kullanilmistir. Bu

dondiirme teknigi SPSS’te tek egik dondiirme teknigidir (Can, 2014).

Agimlayiai faktor analizi siirecinde Oncelikle analize aliman 56 maddelik 6lcege iliskin faktor

sayisini belirlemek iizere 6zdegerler, varyanslar ve yamag birikinti grafikleri incelenmistir.

Ozdegeri 1'in iizerinde olan ve varyansa yaptig1 katki % 68.119 olan sekiz faktor bulunmustur.
Ancak her bir faktoriin varyansa yaptig1 katk incelendiginde, ilk dort bilesenden sonra bu katkinin
azaldig1 goriilmiistiir. Ayrica drneklem sayisit 300’den biiyiik oldugu icin (Field, 2005)yamag birikinti

grafigi (screeplot) incelenmistir. Asagida dlcege ait yamag birikinti grafigi (screeplot) yer almaktadir.

Yamag Birikinti Grafigi
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Grafik 1. Yamag Birikinti Grafigi (Scree Plot)
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Grafikte yer alan 6zdegerler ve faktdr sayilarini iceren yamag birikinti grafiginde goriildiigii
iizere, besinci noktadan sonra egimin bir plato yaptig1 belirlenmistir. Bu nedenle analizin 4 faktor igin
tekrarlanmasina karar verilmistir. Dort faktor i¢in tekrarlanan ve directoblimin rotasyonu uygulanan

analiz sonuglaria gore agiklanan toplam varyanslar asagidaki Tablo 4 de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 4. Agiklanan toplam varyans

Faktor Baslangic Degerleri Toplam Aciklama Degerleri Rotasyon Agiklama
Degerleri
Toplam Varyans Toplamali Toplam Varyans Toplamali Toplamal1 Varyans
Yiizdesi  Varyans Yiizdesi ~ Varyans Yiizdesi
Yiizdesi Yiizdesi
F1 25.054  45.552 45.552 24589  44.708 44.708 20.494
F2 3.631 6.602 52.154 3.160 5.745 50.453 18.250
F3 2.633 4.787 56.940 2.219 4.035 54.488 15.532
F4 1.857 3.377 60.317 1.544 2.807 57.295 16.570

Tablo 4'de goriildiigii {izere, dort faktor icin tekrarlanan ve directoblimim rotasyonu
uygulanan analizde, faktorlerin toplam varyansa yaptiklar: katkinin birinci faktor igin %20.494, ikinci
faktor igin %18.250, tigiinctii faktor i¢in %15.532 ve dordiincii faktor igin %16.570 oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Belirlenen dort faktoriin varyansa yaptiklari toplam katk: ise %60.317’dir.

Biiyiikoztiirk (2007) maddelerin Slgekte kalmasi icin faktor yiik degerinin 0.45 ya da daha
yliksek olmasini iyi bir ol¢ti olarak kabul etmektedir. Ancak 0.30" un {izerinde olan maddelerin de
olgekte kalabilecegi ifade edilmektedir (Kline, 2015). Buna baglh olarak madde yiik degerinin 0.30"un

tizerinde bulunan maddeler 6lgekte yer almistir.

Dort faktor icin yapilan analizde, maddeler binisiklik ve faktor yiik degerlerinin kabul
diizeyleri agisindan degerlendirildiginde, 23. madde iki faktérde .30'un tizerinde ve binisik
oldugundan dolay: analiz digsina birakilarak tekrar sinanmistir. Bu sinamadan sonra Olcekte baska
binisik madde kalmamuistir. Bir maddenin analiz disinda birakilmasi sonucunda ortaya koyulan ve 55
maddeden olusan Olgege ait faktdr deseni, maddelerin faktor yiik degerleri, madde toplam

korelasyonlar1 Tablo 5'de verilmistir.
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Faktorler
° Maddeler : <
° -
. £z ¢ . GEzsc
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i) (= g9 5 B E Y9 v
< 4 52 F £ 2 %%
< & 80 g o T M
2 3 2 P
= A~ &
36 35 Hedeflere uygun 6l¢me ve degerlendirme yontemleri 860  .023 .031  .053 721
konusunda 6gretmenlere rehberlik yapabilirim.
37 36 Ogretim programlarinda meydana gelen degisikliklerin 755  .032 .049  .007 .736
bir yonetici olarak 6gretim siirecine yansitilmasi igin
liderlik yapabilirim.
38 37 Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmas siiresince ortaya .754  .055 112 .075 734
¢ikan aksaklilar1 gidermek amaciyla 6gretmenlere etkili
rehberlik yapabilirim.
35 34 Smif i¢i 6gretim zamaninin etkili kullanilmas: yoniinde 736 .014 119 .033 728
ogretmenlere rehberlik edebilirim.
34 33 Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmasinda yillik 736  .086 155 .003 .699
hedeflerin (kazanimlarin) degerlendirmesini yapabilirim.
33 32 Ogretim programlarimin uygulanmasinda dgretmenlerin ~ .705  .004 113 .035 .690
belirledigi aylik hedeflerin (kazanimlarin)
degerlendirmesini yapabilirim.
39 38 Ogretim programlarini uygulamada ortaya gikan .681  .093 .085  .025 725
problemlere ¢oziimler iiretebilirim.
32 31 Ogretim programlarinin anlagilmasini, gelistirilmesini ve ~ .612  .149 .043  .016 711
uygulanmasini saglayacak 6gretmen-ogretmen,
Ogretmen- yonetici ve 6gretmen-veli iletisimini
saglayabilirim.
30 29 Ogretim programlarnin giiglii-zayif yonlerini .607  .053 .023  .163 .694
belirleyebilirim.
31 30 Ogretim programlarmin 6gretim siireci igindeki .603  .056 .024 -135 710
uygulamalarmin hata ve eksikliklerini belirleyebilirim.
29 28 Ogretim programlarinin amaglarina ulagilmasi igin 566 123 177 208 .639
gerekli kaynaklar1 saglayabilirim.
28 27 Ogretim programlarimin 6gretmenler tarafindan dahaiyi  .565  .080 124 181 .624
anlasilabilmesi icin gerekli kaynaklar1 (web tabanl. kitap
vs.) saglayabilirim.
40 39 Ogrenme 6gretme siireglerinde kullanilan 6gretim 560  .042 157 109 739
yaklasimlarinin 6gretim programlarina uygunlugunu
denetleyebilirim.
27 26 Proje ve performans gibi gorevlerin kriterlerinin 545 104 .028 177 .695
belirlenmesinde 6gretmenlere rehberlik yapabilirim.
26 25 Smiftaki bireysel farkliliklara gore 6gretim 528 140 073 179 .674
programlarinin ayarlanabilmesi i¢in 6gretmene yol
gosterebilirim.
41 40 Ogretim programlariyla ilgili giincel arastirmalari takip 489  .035 160  .053 .631
edebilirim
24 23 Ogretim programlarinin degerlendirilmesi igin 451 .080 .035  .230 .681
ogretmenlerle birlikte kriterler gelistirebilirim.
25 24 Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmas igin gerekli fiziki ~ .437  .242 117 106 .589
ortamin hazirlanmasin1 saglayabilirim.
46 45 Ogretmenlerden Ogretim programlarina iliskin izledikleri ~.002  .788 .005 .030 623

calismalar hakkinda siirekli bilgi almay1 tercih ederim.
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50 49 Okul personeli 6gretim programlarini uygularken, onlara .053  .784 023 .093 636
kaynaklardan yararlanmalarinin énemini agiklamay1
gorev bilirim.

49 48 Ogrenme—égretme siireclerine iligkin giincel bilgilerin .004 .766 .094  .037 667
okuldaki uygulamalara aktarilmasini gorev olarak kabul
ederim.

54 53 Ogretmenlerin 6gretim programlarindaki politikalar .080 .757 .040  .060 .575
benimsemelerine yardim ederim.

47 46 Ogretim programlarinin 6gretim siireci igindeki .006  .756 .086  .056 .644

uygulamalarinda zamanin etkili kullanilmasi igin kurallar
olusturmay1 gorev kabul ederim.

55 54 Ogretim programlar1 hakkinda yapilan degerlendirme 072 .754 .016  .098 .651
sonuglarmin programlarin degerlendirilmesinde etkili
olmasini dnemserim.

56 55 Ogretim programlarmin 6gretim yili ierisinde 035 .727 011 .079 .625
yetistirilmesi i¢in zaman kayiplar1 olmamasi konusunda
onlemler almay1 kendi gorevlerim arasinda goriiriim.

52 51 Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmasinda 6grenci ihtiyag ~ .107  .722 .020 .094 .629
ve beklentilerinin dikkate alinmasini takip ederim.

51 50 Okul personeli 6gretim programlarini uygularken, onlart 121 .702 .011  .039 .661
kaynaklardan yararlanma konusunda desteklerim.

45 44 Ogretim programlarimin amaglarmin ilgili afis, poster vb.  .011  .694 023 .051 .618
ile okul i¢ginde duyurulmasini 6nemserim.

53 52 Okuldaki zamanimin ¢ogunu gretimsel etkinliklerle .018  .660 012 .037 .582

(siruf ziyaretleri, 6gretmen toplantilarina katilma,
orgencilerle konusma vb.) gecirmeyi kendime gorev
bilirim.
44 43 Kurul toplantilarinda 6gretmenlerle birlikte 6gretim 056  .652 .055  .008 .636
programlarinin uygulanmasina iliskin goriis alis verisi
yapmay1 desteklerim.

48 47 Ogretim programlarinin iglevselligini saglamak igin .030 .643 .059 136 .707
ziimre ve 0gretmenler arasi isbirligi yapilabilmesini
desteklerim.

42 41 Ogretim programlarinin amaglarim paydaslara 290 436 .010  .043 .600

(6gretmenlere, 6grencilere, velilere) aciklamay1 kendime
is edinirim.

43 42 Ogretim programlari siirecinin verimliligi iin yaraticithgn 222 417 .084  .064 .665
tesvik eden bir okul iklimi olusturma istegi gosteririm.

2 2 Ogretim programlarinin kazanmimlari hakkinda bilgi A17 112 815  .028 .580
sahibiyim.

5 5 Ogretim programlarmnin gerektirdigi gretim ortamlart 035  .039 765 101 .660
hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim.

4 4 Ogretim programlarmin uygulanmasinda kullanilacak .054  .060 747  .09%4 .639
Ogretim yaklasimlari hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim.

3 3 Ogretim programlarinin igerik organizasyonu hakkinda 054 .073 727 .055 .605
bilgi sahibiyim.

1 1 Ogretim programlarinin genel amaglari hakkinda bilgi 022 .078 727 .004 .598
sahibiyim.

10 10 Ogretim programlarimin dayandig; felsefeye uygun .054  .028 710 .002 .568
Ogretim yontem ve teknikleri hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim.

7 7 Ogretim programlarinin felsefesi hakkinda bilgi .055  .011 .659  .018 .575
sahibiyim.

8 8 Ogretim programlari gelistirme konusunda bilgi 009  .052 .652 147 .648
sahibiyim.

6 6 Ogretim programlarmin gerektirdigi lgme 092 .063 622 052 .647
degerlendirme teknikleri hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim

11 11 Ogretim programlarini uygulamada yardimai olabilecek ~ .191  .071 .620 015 .600
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veri tabanlars, kitap, dergi gibi arac-gereglere ulagsma
konusunda bilgi sahibiyim.

9 9 Ogretim programlariyla ilgili 6gretim yil1 sonunda 183 .020 560  .007 .615
degerlendirme yapma konusunda bilgi sahibiyim.
12 12 Ogretim programlarmi uygularken 6gretmenlere yerel 208 .047 396 107 .616

olanaklardan yararlanmalari i¢in yardim edebilecek
diizeyde bilgi sahibiyim.

20 20 Okul i¢inde yapilan projelerin igerigini diizenleyebilirim. ~ .080  .008 071  .878 .676

18 18 Okul iginde yapilan projeler i¢in ihtiyag analizi 012 .023 025 .814 .687
yapabilirim.

21 21 Okul iginde yapilan projeler i¢in egitim durumlari .024  .023 063 .789 .668
hazirlayabilirim.

19 19 Okul iginde yapilan projelerin hedeflerini .047  .026 .066 .781 727
belirleyebilirim.

22 22 Okul iginde yapilan projelerin degerlendirmesini .045  .028 .049  .747 .688
yapabilirim.

17 17 Okul iginde yapilan projeleri 6gretim programi seklinde .070  .028 .039  .708 .675
tasarlayabilirim.

16 16 Okulda 6gretim programlarmin gerektirdigi egitim- A17 108 138 .508 .702

0gretim calismalariyla ilgili kendim i¢in yillik faaliyet
planlar1 hazirlayabilirim.

13 13 Ogretmenlerle 6gretim programlarmin kazanimlarina 240 .008 149 438 .687
dair galisma plani yapabilirim.

15 15 Ogrencilerle 6gretim programlarinin kazanimlarma dair 221 .081 145 412 707
¢alisma plani yapabilirim.

14 14 Velilerle 6gretim programlarimin kazanimlarina dair 259 .065 145 .363 .690

¢alisma plani yapabilirim.

Faktorlere isim verilmesi i¢in 9 uzmanin goriisiine bagvurulmustur. Bu uzmanlarin bilgileri
soyledir: Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim alaminda 3 &gretim {iyesi; Egitim Yonetimi ve Denetimi

alaninda 3 dgretim iiyesi ve Olgme Degerlendirme 3 gretim iiyesi.

Tablo 5 incelendiginde, 4 faktorliik 6l¢egin birinci faktoriiniin toplam 18 maddeden (23, 24, 25,
26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40) olustugu ve maddelerin faktor yiik degerlerinin
.860 ile .437; madde toplam korelasyonlarinin ise .739 ile .589 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Ayni
faktor altinda yer alan madde igerikleri birlikte incelendiginde, bu faktoriin “program yénetim
becerisi” baghg1 altinda toplanabilecegi belirlenmistir. Program ydnetim becerisi faktoriinde okul
yoneticilerinin okulda uygulanan ogretim programlarmin yonetimine iliskin maddeler yer
almaktadir. Bu faktorde yer alan maddelere bakilacak olursa (”Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmasi
siiresince ortaya ¢ikan aksaklilari gidermek amaciyla dgretmenlere etkili rehberlik yapabilirim”,
“Ogretim programlarini uygulamada ortaya gikan problemlere ¢oziimler iiretebilirim”, “Ogretim
programlarinin amaglarina ulasilmas: icin gerekli kaynaklar1 saglayabilirim”) bunlarin okul yonetim

siiregleriyle iligkili oldugu goriilmektedir.

ikinci faktoriin toplam 15 maddeden (41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55)
olustugu ve maddelerin faktor yiik degerlerinin .788 ile .417; madde toplam korelasyonlarinin ise .707

ile .575 arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Ayni faktdr altinda yer alan madde igerikleri birlikte
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incelendiginde, bu faktoriin “tutum” bashg1 altinda toplanabilecegi belirlenmistir. Burada tutum;
destek, yardim, ihtiyaclar1 karsilama, agiklama, tavir (Kurbanoglu, 2010; Miller, 1983) olarak kabul
edilmektedir. Bu faktérde yer alan maddelere bakilacak olursa (“Ogretim programlari hakkinda
yapilan degerlendirme sonuglarinin programlarin degerlendirilmesinde etkili olmasin1 énemserim”,
“QOgretim programlarinin amaglarmin ilgili afis, poster vb. ile okul icinde duyurulmasini1 énemserim”,
“Okuldaki zamanimin ¢ogunu Ogretimsel etkinliklerle (smif ziyaretleri, 6gretmen toplantilarina
katilma, drgencilerle konusma vb.) gecirmeyi kendime gorev bilirim”, “Ogretim programlari siirecinin
verimliligi i¢in yaraticiig: tesvik eden bir okul iklimi olusturma istegi gosteririm”) bunlarin yonetici

tutumlari ile iliskili oldugu goriilmektedir.

U(;i'mcii faktoriin toplam 12 maddeden (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) olustugu ve
maddelerin faktor yiik degerlerinin .815 ile .396; madde toplam korelasyonlarinin ise .660 ile .568
arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Ayni faktor altinda yer alan madde igerikleri birlikte incelendiginde,
bu faktoriin “bilgi” bashg1 altinda toplanabilecegi belirlenmistir. Bilgi faktoriinde okul yoneticilerinin
Ogretim programlarini yonetebilmesi i¢in gerekli bilgi maddeleri bulunmaktadir. Bu faktoérde yer alan
maddelere bakilacak olursa (“Ogretim programlarinin kazanimlari hakkinda bilgi sahibiyim”,
“Ogretim programlarinin uygulanmasinda kullanilacak Ogretim yaklasimlart hakkinda bilgi
sahibiyim”, “Ogretim programlariyla ilgili 6gretim yili sonunda degerlendirme yapma konusunda

bilgi sahibiyim”) bunlarin bilgi ile iligkili oldugu goriilmektedir.

Dordiincii faktoriin toplam 10 maddeden (13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22) olustugu ve
maddelerin faktor yiik degerlerinin .878 ile .363; madde toplam korelasyonlarinin ise .727 ile .668
arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Aym faktor altinda yer alan madde icerikleri birlikte incelendiginde,
bu faktoriin “Ogretim tasartmi (proje) ve planlama becerisi” bashg altinda toplanabilecegi
belirlenmistir. Ogretim tasarimi (proje) ve planlama becerisi faktdriinde yer alan maddelere bakilacak
olursa (“Okul i¢inde yapilan projeler icin ihtiya¢ analizi yapabilirim”, “Okul i¢inde yapilan projeleri
Ogretim programi seklinde tasarlayabilirim”, “Okulda &gretim programlarinin gerektirdigi egitim-
Ogretim c¢alismalartyla ilgili kendim i¢in yillik faaliyet planlar1 hazirlayabilirim”, ”Ogretmenlerle

Ogretim programlarinin kazanimlarina dair ¢alisma plani yapabilirim”) bu maddelerin okulda

uygulanan egitim ve 6gretim programlarinin tasarimi ve planlanmasi ile ilgili oldugu goriilmektedir.

“Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi” Giivenirlik Analiz

Sonuglan

Olgegin giivenirligini belirlemek igin hesaplanan Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayilar1 Tablo

6’da verilmistir.

720



KEFAD Cilt 20, Say1 2, Agustos, 2019

Tablo 6. Faktorlerin cronbach alpha giivenirlik katsayilart

Faktor Cronbach «a
Program yonetim becerisi 913
Tutum 932
Bilgi 935
Ogretim tasarimi (proje) ve planlama becerisi 926

Toplam .892

Tablo 6’da Cronbach Alpha katsayilar1 incelendiginde, birinci faktor i¢in .913, ikinci faktor igin
932, iiclincii faktor igin .935, dordiincii faktdr icin .926 olarak bulunmustur. Olgekte yer alan tiim
faktorler bir arada degerlendirildiginde ise, dlgegin tiimii i¢in gecerli Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik
katsayis1 ise .892 olarak bulunmustur. Buna gore olgekten toplanan verilerin i¢ tutarliifa sahip

oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 7. Alt faktorlere ait aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma degerleri ve korelasyon katsayilar:

Faktor X s F1 F2 F3 F4 Toplam
F1 Program yonetim becerisi 41143 /58484 1 752%  .658** 763** .930**
F2 Tutum 42623  .56191 1 .580** .619** .859**
F3 Bilgi 4.0386  .60697 1 .683** 822%%
F4 Ogretim tasarimi (proje) ve  4.0397  .65558 1 .864**
planlama becerisi

Toplam 41246  .52145 1

(** p<01)

Tablo 7’de goriildiigii gibi tiim boyutlar birbiriyle anlaml iliski gostermektedir (p< .01). Bu

durum boyutlarin ve 6lgegin tiimiiniin benzer yapiy1 ol¢tiiklerini desteklemektedir.

Olgek maddelerin madde ayirt ediciligini belirlemek amaciyla dlgegin toplam puani
belirlenerek %27’1ik alt grup ve %27’lik {ist grup iizerinden madde analizi yapilmistir. Grup
puanlarmnin ortalamasi arasindaki fark bagimsiz gruplar t-testi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Analiz

sonuglari asagidaki Tablo 8’de verilmektedir.

Tablo 8. Alt-Ust Grup Ortalamalar t-Testi Sonuclart

Olgekler Grup N X S sd t p

Olgek toplam %27'lik alt grup 103 3.46 .35 204 34.48  .000*
%27'lik iist grup 103 4.72 .10

F1 Program yonetim %27'lik alt grup 103 3.42 42 204 2736 .000*

becerisi %27'lik tist grup 103 4.71 21

F2 Tutum %27'lik alt grup 103 3.64 .50 204 20.10  .000*
%27'lik iist grup 103 4.74 23

F3 Bilgi %27'lik alt grup 103 3.39 45 204 24.53  .000%
%27'lik tist grup 103 4.67 26

F4 Ogretim tasarimu (proje) ~ %27'lik alt grup 103 3.32 52 204 24.08  000*

ve planlama becerisi %27'lik list grup 103 4.73 27

*p<. 001
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Tablo 8’de 6lgek icin %27’1ik alt ve iist gruplar arasinda istatiksel acidan anlamli fark oldugu; t
degerinin anlamli (p<. 001) ¢ikt1g1 goriilmektedir. Alan yazinda ¢ok faktorlii yap: gosteren 6lceklerde,
alt-tist gruplarin her bir faktor icin tamimlanmasi ve o faktérde yer alan madde puanlarmin
karsilastirilmasi gerektiginden bahsedilmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2019). Bu sebeple %27’lik alt ve iist
gruplar i¢in de analiz yapilmis ve Tablo 8'de her faktor icin t degeri anlaml (p<. 001) oldugu sonucu

goriilmektedir.
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi

AFA yapilan 0Olgek i¢in, verilerin dort faktorlii yapiy: destekleyip desteklemedigini belirlemek
amaciyla DFA’'nden yararlanilmistir. DFA sonucu elde edilen diyagram asagidaki Sekil 1’de
verilmistir. Elde edilen model sonucunda uyumluluk indeksine bakilmustir. Alan yazinda RMSEA ve

SRMR 0.08'den diisiik ve CFI ve TLI .90’dan biiyiik oldugu durumlarda modelin kabul edilebilir

oldugu belirtilmektedir (Kline, 2015).

Sekil 2. Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi Dogrulayici Faktor
Analizi Modeli

Olgegin RMSEA ve SRMR 0.08'den diisiik ve CFI ve TLI 90'dan biiyiik oldugu icin modelin
kabul edilebilir oldugu sodylenebilir ((x?/df= 2.50 <4; CFI=0.92; TLI=0.91; RMSEA=0.06; SRMR=0.05).
DFA sonucunu gosteren Sekil 1’de her bir maddenin faktor yiikleri yer almaktadir. Modelde ayni
faktore bagl bazi maddeler arasinda yiiksek korelasyon ¢iktigindan dolay:r maddelerin hata olgiimleri
baglanmistir. Model sonucunda her bir maddenin faktor yiiklerinin anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Tiim bu iglemlerden sonra “Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi” nin

55 madde ve dort faktor ile gegerli ve giivenilir sonuglarin elde edilebilecegi bir yap1 gosterdigine

karar verilmigtir.
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Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu o6lgek gelistirme ¢alismas1 okul yoneticileri i¢in gelistirilmis olan okul yoneticileri program
okuryazarlik hizmet ici egitim programinin ihtiya¢ analizine iliskin nicel bulgular: ortaya koymak i¢in
yapilmistir. “Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri Olgegi” adi verilen 6lgegi
gelistirmek {izere oncelikle ulusal ve uluslararas: literatiirden (Yoriik ve Akdag, 2010; Ornstein ve
Hunkins, 2004; Newlove, 2005; MEB, 2003; Ural ve Aslim, 2013; Can, 2007; Bilgin, 2008; Kobola, 2007;
MEB, 2004) ve okul yoneticilerinin goriislerinden yararlanilmistir. Bu yolla okul yoneticilerinin
program okuryazarligina iliskin ifadeler Olcek maddesi haline getirilmistir. Uzman ve yonetici
goriisleri ile olusturulan Olgek taslag: iizerinde AFA uygulanmistir. Faktor analizi sonucunda Slgege
giren maddelerin dort faktorde toplandig: belirlenmistir. Bu faktorler; “program yonetim becerisi”,
“tutum”, “bilgi” ile “Ogretim tasarimi (proje) ve planlama becerisi” olarak isimlendirilmistir. Ortaya
cikan bu yapinin dogrulanip dogrulanmadigini test etmek icin DFA'nden yararlanilmistir. Olgegin
RMSEA ve SRMR 0.08’den diisiik ve CFI ve TLI 90’dan biiyiik oldugu icin modelin kabul edilebilir
oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir Toplamda 55 maddelik “Okul Yéneticileri Ogretim Programi
Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri C)lgegi”nin okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerini
dort alt boyutta Olgebilecek, gecerli ve giivenilir sonuglarin elde edilebilecegi bir ara¢ oldugu

sonucuna varilmistir.

Arastirmada gelistirilen Slgek (Okul Yoneticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri
Olgegi) alaninda ilk Olceklerden birisidir. Okul yoneticilerinin 6gretim liderligi, program ydnetimi,
egitim-Ogretim isleri konularinda olgekler bulunmaktadir. Ancak, programi ¢ok yonlii bilme ve
uygulamaya gegirme anlaminda “Okul Yé&neticileri Ogretim Programi Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri
Olgegi” alaninda ilklerden olmasi bakimindan &nemli goriilmekte ve alan yazina katki saglayacag:

diistintilmektedir.

Arastirma siirecinde okul yoneticileri de uygulanan 6lgegin 6nemi ve farkindalik yarattigi

konusunda goriis belirtmislerdir. Bu da dlgekten uygulamada yararlanilacagini gostermektedir.

e Bundan hareketle okul yoneticileri 6gretim program okuryazarhig: 6lgegi okul yoneticileri igin
yol gosterici, rehber olarak kullanilabilir.

e Bu arastirmada okul yoneticileri program okuryazarlik diizeyleri okul yoneticilerinin kendi
goriisleri acisindan incelenmistir. Bu arastirmada kullanilan 6lgek 6gretmenlere uyarlanarak
baska bir arastirmada okul yoneticilerinin program okuryazarliklar1 6gretmenler agisindan
aragtirilabilir.

e Bu arastirmada okul yoOneticilerinin program okuryazarliklari incelenmistir. Baska bir

arastirmada gelistirilecek bir 6lgekle 6gretmenlerin program okuryazarliklar arastirilabilir.
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Introduction

Education and teaching curriculum are regarded to be the most significant instruments in
achieving the fundamental objectives of the school. Having explained the curricula implemented in
schools as the reason for the existence of educational organizations and the production plan of the
school; Basaran (1994) emphasized that schools are designed for students who are raised depending
on the curriculum. While administering the school, school administrators lead and manage the
curriculum at the same time (Basaran, 1994). School administrators’ attitudes toward the curriculum
have a positive effect on the functioning of the school. Besides, their approaches to the curriculum
undertake the key role in facilitating the quality of teaching (Balyer, 2013) and students' learning

(Dinham, 2004), which means that the school fulfils its reason to exist, namely its mission.

Education and teaching programs continuously change around the world. Raising people as
required by age and scientific studies regarding human beings cause changes in the curricula, which
are the human raising systems. This occasionally exists for political reasons. Schlechty (2011) noted
that there is a need for leadership that can adapt to the implementation to understand such
curriculum changes. The curricula are frequently changing in Turkey due to developmental and
political reasons. The curricula that are currently being implemented in primary and secondary
schools have been put into practice with the constructivist approach since the 2005-2006 academic year
and various changes have been made in these curricula at different times. Likewise, the Board of
Education has carried out change and renewal studies in 51 out of 157 curricula since 2016-2017. The
aim is to update, review and make necessary changes depending on the requirements of age, as well

as the needs of individuals and society.

Basic approaches of the curricula implemented and the duties of the training study group
which was responsible for the implementation of the curricula were published in the Journal of
Communiques (2004). Accordingly, all savings of the country and the development of the republic,
keeping pace with the developments and changes in the world, as well as harmonization with the
European Union and international research are presented as references within the curricula. The core
of the curriculum is grounded on the principle that values, objectives and attitudes can be internalized

without any memorization.

It is of great importance for educationalists (teachers, administrators and inspectors) and
parents to act jointly and especially school administrators to keep away from the classical
understanding of school leadership during the implementation of the curriculum. Emphasizing that
school administrators should guide the teachers; 17 key points are unearthed as expectations from

administrators during the implementation of the curriculum. Considering these expectations; they are
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encountered in the dimensions of knowledge, skill and attitude the most. In the general sense, school
administrators should possess sufficient and satisfactory knowledge related to the curriculum in terms
of the knowledge dimension, provide all kinds of facilities for the implementation of the curriculum in
terms of the skill dimension, ensure material support, provide cooperation among teachers, make
evaluations by arranging meetings, prepare learning environments, increase cooperation with parents,
share the curriculum processes by preparing internet web pages, increase coordination in the
curricula, generate solutions to the problems and participate in studies. Also, they are expected to
encourage teachers, to enable teachers to embrace the planning and implementation achievements in
the learning-teaching process and to facilitate the realization of out-of-school activities in terms of the

attitude dimension (MNE, 2004).

The Ministry of National Education (MNE, 2003) assigns school administrators the
responsibility of implementing the curriculum. The roles identified for the implementation of the
curriculum are as follows (MNE, 2005, pp.73-74): Curriculum knowledge, solving problems in
practice, supplying the necessary materials for the curriculum, evaluating the objectives of the
curriculum at certain time frames, making use of technology in the implementation of the curriculum,
making the environments in which the curriculum will be implemented functional and so on. Keeping
the effectiveness of schools in mind; administrators are not only required to maintain the current
situation in their teaching processes, but they may also need to prepare additional education and

teaching curriculum (Lott, 1998).

School administration is considered to activate people (educationalists, support staff, students
and parents) and material resources (curricula, materials and physical environment) in order to
pursue education and teaching (Demirtas, 2005). As can be understood from the definition, one of the
school administration processes is the administration of the curriculum. School administrators are the
education staff responsible for the implementation of the curriculum. This responsibility is based on
their teaching leadership roles (Can, 2007; Findley and Findley, 1992, Gumuseli, 2001; Smith and
Andrews, 1989; Sisman, 2004; Yoruk and Akdag, 2010). The responsibilities of school administrators
regarding the curriculum are quite extensive in the relevant literature. Murphy (1988) reported that
school administrators should display a leadership that needs to be directly involved in their
curriculum. In the model developed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985), managing school curricula is
among the teaching leadership dimensions of school administrators. Sisman (2007) stressed that the
management of school curriculum is so important that it is even the reason why the administration

exists. Thus, it is possible to say that the curriculum is the cornerstone of school processes.

Curriculum knowledge is considered a competency that managers should enjoy at the highest

level (Can, 2007). Sisman (2002) scales the knowledge dimension as content, development, evaluation
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and legislation of the curriculum. Agaoglu, Altinkurt, Yilmaz and Karakose (2012) considered the
management of education curricula and environment a competency area and defined the competency
in this field as follows: Management of the curricula; preparation and development of suitable
environments for teaching curricula, knowing and developing curricula, updating oneself about the

concepts related to education and teaching.

Bottoms (2001) stated that school administrators should have in-depth knowledge of
curriculum and instruction. However, as in Turkey, school administrators are also frequently
inadequate with regard to the dimensions of curricula such as knowledge, skill and attitude around
the world and thus, there is a need for preparatory training (Chapman, 2005; Manges and Wilcox,
1997).

School-related services are provided by school administrators at the beginning of every
academic year. The planning of the instruction is in the form of a road map of that year. Effectiveness
of the planning will ensure the implementation of the curriculum and thus the achievement of the
education process (Calik, 2003; Duman, 2003; Taymaz, 2000). The planning of the academic year is
acknowledged as the most significant service to be done (Basaran, 2008). The annual instruction plan
includes performing annual work plan, determining student branches and teachers, preparing the

course distribution program and preparing lesson plans (Calik and Sezgin, 2007).

Demirel (2013) stated that curricula development and management require expertise and that
sufficient knowledge is required in this regard. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) supported this
discussion by mentioning that administrators have insufficient knowledge about the curriculum, do
not understand the curriculum due to lack of knowledge, cannot analyze and manage the instruction
and therefore the curriculum will not achieve its goals. As a solution to that situation, Yuksel (2003)
emphasized that school administrators should participate in the curriculum preparation process

together with the central organization.

The curricula implemented in schools are written texts that determine the purpose of the
education system in line with the characteristics of the people to be trained. Those who are responsible
for the implementation are teachers and school administrators (principals and deputy headmasters)
managing the process. This responsibility is designated to them formally, as stated in the Journal of
Communiques (2004). School administrators are able to carry out this task in a suitable and efficient
way depending largely on their knowledge of all aspects of the curricula and their curriculum literacy.
Otherwise, education and teaching processes, the main reason why the school exists, will fall short of

the goals.
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School administrators, who are assigned responsible for the success of the curricula, are
expected to have a multi-faceted perspective, access to multiple databases, an ability to carry out a
multi-faceted implementation required by the curriculum and competency to manage different
variables to maintain the curriculum. This seems to be possible with the curriculum literacy, including
knowledge, skills and attitudes. Prior to explaining the concept of curriculum literacy, it will be wise

to make the concept of literacy more explicit.

The Ministry of National Education defines literacy as understanding, interpreting,
implementing and thinking from a scientific point of view, seeking ways of accessing to knowledge
and learning the ways of using knowledge (MNE, 2010). Under the strength of the literacy literature,
the components of literacy are formed as follows; knowledge (Snavely and Cooper, 1997), skill
(Kurudayioglu and Tuzel, 2010), attitude (Yore, Pimm and Tuan, 2007), making meaning, thinking
(Potter, 2005; Disessa, 2000), awareness (Lewis and Jhally 1998), using it in life (Pugalee, 1999),

multiple view (Gregory and Cahill, 2009) and practice (Sahin and Say, 2010).

Thus, all the components of literacy are gathered under three main themes as; knowledge,
skill and attitude (Miller, 1983; Kurbanoglu, 2010). The components of knowledge, skills and attitude
themes in the implementation of the curriculum literacy are composed of curriculum knowledge
(concepts and philosophy), skills (curriculum preparation, implementation, guidance, monitoring,
evaluation and managing skills) and attitudes (support, assistance, meeting needs and explanation). In
this respect, curriculum literacy refers to concept knowledge regarding the curriculum, making the
correlation between the concepts meaningful, curriculum management, making decisions and plans
related to the curriculum (such as time, method, choosing an appropriate teacher for the class,
material and learning environment), talking about the curriculum (philosophy, goal, objectives,
suitability for development, preparation and implementation and evaluation). Figure 1 displays the

curriculum literacy as follows:

KNOWLEDGE
(philosophy,
urpose, concepts

Figure 1. Curriculum literacy
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Aslan and Karip's (2014) research results revealed that school administrators should control
all the processes of the school, in particular the curriculum. Emphasizing that the primary role of
school administrators is curriculum management and development if necessary, Aslan and Karip
(2014) pointed that new leadership standards can be developed for that purpose. As school principals
are curriculum managers and even curriculum developers (Erdogan, 2000; Ozden, 2005; Turhan and

Yaras, 2014), curriculum literacy should be integrated into that kind of standard.

The aim of the implementation of the curricula which are defined as the core of education is to
enable students to acquire the objectives and achievements of the curricula. One of the basic literacies
that school administrators, also known as education curriculum leaders, (Wiles, 2016) should possess
is curriculum literacy. School administrators who are responsible for leading the curricula carried out
in schools should be able to know the concepts related to the curriculum, to make sense of the
correlations between the concepts, to lead the curriculum, to make decisions and plans for the

curriculum; that is, to be curriculum literate.

In line with the explanations presented above, the research aimed to develop the “School
Administrators’” Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale”, which can determine the curriculum literacy

levels of school administrators.
Method

Development stages of the School Administrators’” Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale were
presented in this section. With the School Administrators’ Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale, the

school administrators' curriculum literacy levels will be determined quantitatively (statistically).
Study Group

The research data were collected from two different study groups for Exploratory Factor
Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis in order to develop the Scale of School Administrators’
Curriculum Literacy Levels. The participants were chosen with convenience sampling method. This
approach allows the researcher to collect data from people s/he can reach more easily (Balci, 2004, p.
88). The provinces and districts where the data were collected for EFA were: Osmaniye, Sivas,
Dogansehir district of Malatya, Susuz district of Kars, Kadisehri district of Yozgat, Bozdogan district
of Aydin, Tekkekoy district of Samsun, Adana, Kirikkale. The demographic data regarding the

participants collected for EFA are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic data regarding the study group created for EFA (n=380)

Variables Groups f % Variables Groups f %
Age 25-29 18 4.7 Alma mater Fac. of Education 249  65.5
30-34 39 10.3 Fac. of Science 56 14.7
and Letters
35-39 93 24.5 Other 75 19.7
40-44 93 24.5 Total 380 100
45and over 137 36.1  School type Preschool 24 6.3
Total 380 100  where s/he Primary 97 255
Gender Male 329 86.6 works Secondary 131 345
Female 51 13.4 High school 128 33.7
Total 380 100 Total 380 100
Administration 1-4 173 45,5  Educational Associate degree 11 29
seniority 5-9 87 229  status Bachelor’s degree 293  77.1
10-14 63 16.6 Master’s degree 75 19.7
15 and over 57 15.0 Doctoral degree 1 0.3
Total 380 100 Total 380 100
Professional 1-4 15 3.9 Administration Administrator 124 326
seniority 5-9 34 8.9 status Administrator 17 4.5
Head assisstant
10-14 82 21.6 Deputy 239 629
Headmaster
15-19 98 25.8 Total 380 100
20and over 151  39.7  School status Public school 371 97.6
Total 380 100 Private school 9 24
Administrator’s Classroom 91 239 Total 380 100
branch teacher
Branch 289  76.1
Total 380 100

Table 1 showed that the school administrators were in the age range of 25 to 45 and over and
there were at most 45 and more (36.1%) school administrators. In the variable of gender, most of the
school administrators were male (86.6%). This could be because female educationalists do not choose
the managerial profession for various reasons (such as lack of support from the environment, lack of
self-confidence and anxiety about having problems between the profession and family) (Celikten,
2004). In the variable of administration seniority, the participants mostly had 1-4 years of experience
(45.5%). This may be associated with excessive appointment of the administrators in 2015 depending
on the regulation of administrator appointment. Besides, 39.7% of them had a teaching seniority of 20
years and over. This may be explained with the fact that teaching is compulsory for a certain period of
time to become an administrator. Majority of the administrators were branch teachers (76.1%),
explaining the class and branch status of the teachers in the system. Considering the alma mater of the
administrators; it was determined that 65.5% of them had graduated from the faculty of education and
35% from the faculty of science and letters and other faculties. Considering the schools where the

administrators work; it was clear that 30% of them worked in primary, secondary and high schools,
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whereas a small percentage worked in preschools (6.3%). This shows a parallelism with the school

rates within the present system. As for the graduation status of the administrators, majority of them

had bachelor’s degree (77.1%); while 63% were deputy headmasters. When it comes to the variable of

school in which the administrators work, it was clear that 97.6% were public schools and some were

private schools.

The research data were collected from the school administrators working in the provinces and

districts of Tokat, Amasya, Samsun, Corum and Ordu for CFA study group. The demographic data

regarding the participants collected for CFA are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Demographic data regarding the study group created for CFA (n = 554)

Variables Groups f % Variables Groups f %
Age 25-29 16 2.9 Alma mater Fac. of Education 360 65,0
30-34 5 9.4 Fac. of Science 64 16
and Letters
35-39 113 20.4 Other 130 23.5
40-44 144 26.0 Total 554 100
45 and over 229 41.3 School type Preschool 17 3.1
Total 554 100 Where s/he Primary 145 262
Gender Male 484 87.4 works Secondary 167 30.1
Female 70 12.6 High school 225 40.6
Total 554 100 Total 554 100
Administration 1-4 192 34.7 Educational Associate degree 35 6.3
seniority 5-9 105 19.0 status Bachelor’s degree 437 78.9
10-14 85 15.3 Master’s degree 82 14.8
15 and over 79 14.3 Doctoral degree 554 100
Total 93 16.8
1-4 554 100
5-9 12 22 Administrator 234 42.2
10-14 Administrator
3 78 Administration Head assisstant 30 >4
Professional 1519 101 182 SRS Eigzzaster 290 523
seniority 20 and over 144 260 Total 554 100
Total 254 45.8 Public school 550 99.3
i?;ﬁgiom 554 100 School status  Private school 4 7
Branch 153 276 Total 554 100
Administrator’s
branch Total 401 72.4
25-29 554 100

Table 2 showed that the school administrators were in the age range of 25 to 45 and over and

there were at most 45 and more (41.3%) school administrators. Most of the school administrators were

male (87.4%) in terms of the variable of gender. In the variable of administration seniority, the
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participants mostly had 1-4 years of experience (45.5%). Besides, 45.8% of them had a teaching
seniority of 20 years and over and majority of the administrators were branch teachers (72.4%).
Considering the alma mater of the administrators; it was determined that 65% of them had graduated
from the faculty of education and 35% from the faculty of science and letters and other faculties.
Considering the schools where the administrators work; it was clear that 30% of them worked in
primary, secondary and high schools, whereas a small percentage worked in preschools (6.3%). As for
the graduation status of the administrators, majority of them had bachelor’s degree (78.9%); while
52.3% were deputy headmasters. When it comes to the variable of school in which the administrators

work, it was clear that 99.3% were public schools and some were private schools.

Table 1 presents the numerical data (n =380) created for EFA for the study group and Table 2
presents those created for CFA for the study group (n=554). Accordingly, the number of school
administrators was found to be sufficient to develop the scale. According to Field (2005) and
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), stable results will be attained when the number of sample is over 300.
Ho (2006) stated that the number of a sample should be under 100 or it should be five times greater
than the number of items. A draft scale with 56 items was prepared during the scale development
process. 380 data were determined to be approximately seven times greater than the scale items, while
554 data were approximately ten times greater. In this regard, the number of the data sets used in the

research was accepted to be sufficient.
Scale Development Process

The drafting process of the scale development was carried out by conducting a literature
review, receiving views from the school administrators in an essay form, creating a pool of items and

receiving expert opinions.

National and international literature was examined before developing the scale (Bilgin, 2008;
Can, 2007; Kobola, 2007; MNE, 2003; MNE, 2004; Newlove, 2005; Ornstein and Hunkins, 2004; Ural
and Aslim, 2013; Yoruk and Akdag (2010). Then the school administrators were pre-interviewed and
asked to write an essay on “the problems they experienced during the implementation of the curricula
at school, the deficiencies they felt and the issues they needed”. Therefore, 21 essays were gathered
from the school administrators. After all, a pool of items was created. The items were presented to 9
academicians who were expert in their fields. Information about the instructors whose views were
received was as follows: four faculty members in the field of Curriculum and Instruction; three faculty
members in the field of Educational Administration and Supervision, one faculty member in the field
of CIT and one faculty member in the field of Measurement and Evaluation. In the beginning, two

items were eliminated from the item pool including 47 items and 11 items were added and a 56-item
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draft scale was formed. Five school administrators (principals and deputy head masters) were asked
to revise that draft scale and the items with intelligibility problems were reworded. The draft scale
consisted of two parts; the first part included questions regarding personal information, while the

second part included 56 items about curriculum literacy dimensions of the school administrators.
Data Analysis

The “School Administrators’ Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale” was developed for the
purpose of determining the curriculum literacy levels of school administrators. Exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) was conducted for the construct validity of the scale and Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) for the confirmation of the resulting structure. Factor analysis is one of the ways of examining
the construct validity of the scale (Buyukozturk, 2003). The purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to
explore a new structure by questioning the correlations between variables (Can, 2014). This research
aimed to reveal a structure that would measure the curriculum literacy of the school administrators
with variables in order to determine the curriculum literacy educational needs of the school
administrators. Moreover, the content validity and appearance validity were tested by receiving
expert opinions for the draft scale prepared before the scale was developed. After the scale was
developed, nine instructors were consulted to determine the factor names: three instructors from
measurement and evaluation, three from educational management and supervision and three from
curriculum and instructional fields. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient was performed to
determine the reliability of the scale. Item-total correlation and 27% lower-upper group comparisons
were used to identify the item discrimination in the scale. Total score of the scale and the correlation
coefficients between the four factors were examined for the criterion validity. The research data were
analyzed using the SPSS 18 package software. Alpha coefficient was found to be .05 in all the

hypothesis tests. Mplus 7 software was used for CFA.
Findings

Analysis Results of the Construct Validity and Factor Structures Regarding the “School

Administrators’” Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale”

Exploratory factor analysis was performed to improve the “School Administrators’
Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale”. Prior to the exploratory factor analysis, the assumptions that there
were no extreme values which could affect the results of the analysis, the normal distribution and the

suitability of the sample size for factorization were tested.

Table 3. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett sphericity test results
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Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 965
Bartlett Chi-square Test of Sphericity Test 17232.935
degree of freedom 1485

significance level .000

Examining the KMO test results; the KMO value was found to exceed .60, which was .965.
Accordingly, it was determined that the sample size was “perfectly” appropriate to conduct a factor

analysis (Buyukozturk, 2007).

Bartlett Sphericity test results revealed that the test result was statistically significant, the chi-
square value was significant at the level of .01, meaning that the data came from a multivariate normal
distribution. The test results showed that the instrument was appropriate for exploratory factor
analysis (Buyukozturk, 2007). Besides, normal Q-Q plots and histograms were examined to test the
normal distribution of the items and the distribution was found to be close enough to normal. Box
graph was analyzed for extreme values. As the item values ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree) and no value was significant for the research, it was found that there was no
significant reason to eliminate the extreme values. Thus, the data analysis was performed with the

whole data set.

Maximum likelihood estimation method and direct oblimin rotation were deployed during
the data analysis. Mamimum likelihood factor analysis is one of the most commonly used
factorization techniques. This analysis ensures to observe the correlation coefficients between the
factors and tests whether the factor loadings are significant (Cokluk, Sekercioglu & Buyukozturk,
2012). As the aim of the research was to reveal a structure consisting of theoretically related factors
and the correlations between the factors, the direct oblimin rotation was welcomed. This rotation

technique is the only oblique rotation technique in SPSS (Can, 2014).

Eigenvalues, variances and scree plots were initially examined to determine the number of

factors related to the 56-item scale during the exploratory factor analysis process.

Eight factors emerged with an eigenvalue above 1 and its contribution to 68.119% variance.
However, the contribution of each factor to the variance suggested that the contribution decreased
after the first four components. Furthermore, scree plot was examined since the number of the sample

was greater than 300 (Field, 2005). Diagram 1 presents the scree plot of the scale.

Scree plot
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Diagram 1. Scree Plot

As is seen in the scree plot including eigenvalues and factor numbers, the slope made a
plateau after the fifth point. Therefore, it was decided to repeat the analysis for the four factors. The
total variances explained for the four factors depending on the analysis results of the repeated and

direct oblimin rotation analysis are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Total variance explained

Factor Initial Values Total Explanation Values Rotation
Explanation Values
Total Percentage  Sumof  Total Percentage ~ Sum of Sum of Variance
of Variance of Variance
Variance Variance
F1 25.054 45.552 45.552 24.589 44.708 44.708 20.494
F2 3.631 6.602 52.154 3.160 5.745 50.453 18.250
F3 2.633 4.787 56.940 2.219 4.035 54.488 15.532
F4 1.857 3.377 60.317 1.544 2.807 57.295 16.570

Table 4 presented the analysis results of the repeated and direct oblimin rotation analysis for
the four factors; accordingly, the contribution of the factors to the total variance was 20.494% for the
first factor, 18.250% for the second factor, 15.532% for the third factor and 16.570% for the fourth

factor. The total contribution of the four factors to the variance was 60.317%.

Buyukozturk (2007) stated that a factor load value of 0.45 or higher is considered to be a good
measure in order not to remove the items from the scale. However, items above 0.30 may also remain

in the scale (Kline, 2015). In this respect, items with a load above 0.30 were included in the scale.

When the items were evaluated in terms of overlapping and acceptance levels of factor loads
in the analysis made for the four factors, the item 23 was re-tested by being excluded from the analysis

as it was over .30 and overlapped within the two factors. As a result, it was determined that there
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were no other overlapping items in the scale. Table 5 presented factor patterns, factor load values and

item total correlations of the 55-item scale, which was developed as a result of excluding an item.

Table 5. Factor analysis results

Factors
Items _ -
g Q E %0 -
LI EL o H» ©TEZ 3§
) g = 5 e 3 = s £
5 5 i: : ¢ fgp =3
2 Es E & 2%E g &
53 Sf < & FEE =8
) IS 2 = o
36 35 I can provide guidance to teachers on appropriate .860 .023 .031 .053 721
measurement and evaluation methods.
37 36 As an administrator, I can take the lead so that the .755 .032  .049 .007 736
changes in the curricula can be reflected in the teaching
process.
38 37 I can provide effective guidance to teachers to eliminate  .754 055 112 .075 734
the problems emerging during the implementation of
the curriculum.
35 34 I can provide guidance to teachers on the effective use 736 014 119 .033 728
of classroom time management.
34 33 I can assess annual objectives (acquisitions) in the 736 .086 .155 .003 .699
implementation of the curricula.
33 32 I can assess monthly objectives (acquisitions) set by .705 .004 113 .035 .690
teachers in the implementation of the curricula.
39 38 I can generate solutions to problems emerging in the .681 .093 .085 .025 725
implementation of the curricula.
32 31 I can provide teacher-teacher, teacher-administrator .612 149 043 016 711
and teacher-parent communication that will enable the
understanding, development and implementation of
the curricula.
30 29 I can identify the strengths and weaknesses of the .607 .053 .023 .163 .694
curricula.
31 30 I can identify the mistakes and deficiencies of the .603 056 .024 -.135 710
practices within the curricula during the teaching
process.
29 28 I can provide necessary resources to achieve the .566 A23 177 .208 .639
objectives of the curricula.
28 27 I can provide the necessary resources (web-based, .565 .080 124 181 .624
books, etc.) so that teachers can understand the
curricula better.
40 39 I can check the appropriateness of the teaching .560 .042 157 109 739
approaches used in learning and teaching processes for
the curricula.
27 26 I can provide guidance to teachers on setting criteria for .545 104 028 177 .695
tasks such as projects and performance.
26 25 I can provide guidance to teachers to adjust the .528 140 073 179 .674
curriculum by taking individual differences into
account in the classroom.
41 40 I can follow current studies related to the curricula. 489 .035 160 .053 .631
24 23 I can develop criteria with teachers for the evaluation of  .451 .080 .035 .230 .681
the curricula.
25 24 I can ensure the preparation of the physical 437 242 117 106 .589

environment required for the implementation of the
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curricula.

I always prefer to get information from teachers about
the studies they follow related to the curricula.

I feel responsible for explaining the school staff the
significance of using resources while implementing the
curricula.

I take it as a duty to transfer current information about
learning-teaching processes to the practices in the
school.

I'help teachers adopt policies in the curricula.

I agree to establish rules for the effective use of time in
the implementation of curricula during the teaching
process.

I attach importance to the evaluation results of the
curricula that are effective in the evaluation of the
curricula.

It is among my duties to take measures to prevent the
loss of time while implementing the curricula during
the academic year.

I follow the consideration of student needs and
expectations in the implementation of the curricula.

I support the school staff in utilizing resources while
implementing the curricula.

I pay attention to the announcement of the objectives of
the curricula with banners, posters, etc. in the school.

I feel responsible for spending most of my time at
school doing instructional activities (such as classroom
visits, attending teacher meetings and speaking to
students).

I support exchanging opinions with teachers on the
implementation of the curricula at general meetings.

I support the cooperation between teachers and groups
in order to ensure the functionality of the curricula.

I feel responsible for explaining the objectives of the
curricula to the stakeholders (teachers, students and
parents).

I am willing to create a school climate that encourages
creativity for the effectiveness of the curricula.

I'have knowledge of the acquisitions of the curricula.
I'have knowledge of the teaching environments
required by the curricula.

I'have knowledge of teaching approaches to be used in
the implementation of the curricula.

I'have knowledge of the content organization of the
curricula.

I'have knowledge of the general objectives of the
curricula.

I have knowledge of teaching methods and techniques
in accordance with the philosophy of the curricula.

I have knowledge of the philosophy of the curricula.
I'have knowledge of developing the curricula.

I'have knowledge of measurement and evaluation
techniques required by the curricula.

I'have knowledge of accessing databases, books and
journals that are useful in the implementation of the
curricula.

I have knowledge of making evaluations about the
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curricula at the end of the academic year.

12 12 I'have enough knowledge to help teachers take .208 .047 396 .107 .616
advantage of local opportunities while implementing
their curricula.

20 20 I can edit the content of the projects carried out in the .080 .008 .071 .878 676
school.

18 18 I can make needs analysis for the projects carried outin  .012 023 .025 .814 .687
the school.

21 21 I can prepare learning experiences for the projects in .024 023 .063 .789 .668
the school.

19 19 I can determine the objectives of the projects in the .047 026 .066 .781 727
school.

22 22 I can evaluate the projects carried out in the school. .045 028 .049 .747 .688

17 17 I can design projects as a curriculum. .070 028 .039 .708 .675

16 16 I can prepare annual activity plans for myself in 117 108 138 .508 .702

relation to the educational activities required by the
curricula in the school.

13 13 I can prepare a study plan with teachers regarding the .240 .008 149 .438 .687
acquisitions of the curricula.

15 15 I can make a study plan with students about the 221 081 145 412 707
acquisitions of the curricula.

14 14 I can make a study plan with parents about the .259 .065 145 .363 .690

acquisitions of the curricula.

Nine experts were consulted to name the factors. The information obtained regarding these
experts were as follows: three faculty members in the field of Curriculum and Instruction; three
faculty members in the field of Educational Administration and Supervision and three faculty

members in the field of Measurement and Evaluation.

Table 5 presented that the first factor of the 4-factor scale consisted of a total of 18 items (23,
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40) and the factor load values of the items
varied from .860 to .437 and the item total correlations ranged from .739 to .589. When the contents of
the items under the same factor were examined together, that factor was determined to be named as
“curriculum management skill”. The factor of curriculum management skill included items related to
the school administrators” management of the curricula implemented in the school. The items in that
factor were related to the school management processes (“I can provide effective guidance to teachers
to eliminate the problems emerging during the implementation of the curriculum”, “I can generate

solutions to problems emerging in the implementation of the curricula”, “I can provide necessary

resources to achieve the objectives of the curricula”).

The second factor consisted of 15 items (41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55)
and the factor load values of the items varied from .788 to .417 and the item total correlations ranged
from .707 to .575. When the contents of the items under the same factor were examined together, that
factor was determined to be named as “attitude”. The factor of attitude included items like support,
assistance, meeting needs, explanation and manner (Kurbanoglu, 2010; Miller, 1983). The items in that

factor were related to the administrators’ attitudes (“I attach importance to the evaluation results of
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the curricula that are effective in the evaluation of the curricula”, “I pay attention to the
announcement of the objectives of the curricula with banners, posters, etc. in the school”, “I feel
responsible for spending most of my time at school doing instructional activities (such as classroom
visits, attending teacher meetings and speaking to students)”, “I am willing to create a school climate

that encourages creativity for the effectiveness of the curricula”).

The third factor consisted of 12 items (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) and the factor load
values of the items varied from .815 to .396 and the item total correlations ranged from .660 t0.568.
When the contents of the items under the same factor were examined together, that factor was
determined to be named as “knowledge”. The factor of knowledge included knowledge items that
were necessary for school administrators to manage their curricula. The items in that factor were
related to knowledge (“I have knowledge of the acquisitions of the curricula”, “I have knowledge of

teaching approaches to be used in the implementation of the curricula”, “I have knowledge of making

evaluations about the curricula at the end of the academic year”).

The fourth factor consisted of 10 items (13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22) and the factor load
values of the items varied from .878 to .363 and the item total correlations ranged from .727 to .668.
When the contents of the items under the same factor were analyzed together, that factor was
determined to be named as “instructional design (Project) and planning skill”. The items in that
factor were correlated with the design and planning of education and teaching curricula implemented
in schools (“I can make needs analysis for the projects carried out in the school”, “I can design projects
as a curriculum”, “I can prepare annual activity plans for myself in relation to the educational
activities required by the curricula in the school”, “I can prepare a study plan with teachers regarding

the acquisitions of the curricula”).
Reliability Analysis Results Related to the “School Administrators’ Curriculum Literacy
Levels Scale ”

The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients calculated to determine the reliability of the scale

are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients regarding the factors

Factor Cronbach o
Curriculum management skill 913
Attitude 932
Knowledge 935
Instructional design (project) and planning skill 926

Total 892

Examining the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients in Table 6, they were identified to be .913 for the

first factor, .932 for the second factor, .935 for the third factor and .926 for the fourth factor. When all
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the factors were evaluated together, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient for the whole scale
was found to be .892. Accordingly, all of the reliabilities were above commonly acceptable levels and

suggested a strong evidence of internal consistency.

Table 7. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation values and correlation coefficients of sub-factors

Factor X s F1 F2 F3 F4 Total
F1 Curriculum management 4,1143 ,58484 1 .752%* .658** .763** .930**
skill

F2 Attitude 4.2623 56191 1 .580** .619%* .859**
F3 Knowledge 4.0386 .60697 1 .683%* .822%*
F4 Instructional design 4.0397  .65558 1 .864**
(project) and planning skill

Total 4.1246 .52145 1
(** p<.01)

As illustrated in Table 7, all the factors demonstrated a significant correlation with one
another (p <.01). This supports the fact that the factors and the whole scale measure a similar

structure.

For the purpose of determining the item discrimination of the scale items, the total score of the
scale was determined and item analysis was performed in 27% lower and 27% upper groups. The
difference between the mean scores of the groups was analyzed using independent samples t-test.

Table 8 displays the analysis results.

Table 8. Lower-Upper Group Means t-Test Results

Scales Group N X S df t p

The overall scale %27 lower group 103 3.46 .35 204 34.48  .000*
%27 upper group 103 4.72 .10

F1 Curriculum %27 lower group 103 3.42 42 204 2736 .000*

management skill %27 upper group 103 4.71 21

F2 Attitude %27 lower group 103 3.64 .50 204 20.10  .000*
%27 upper group 103 4.74 23

F3 Knowledge %27 lower group 103 3.39 45 204 2453  .000*
%27 upper group 103 4.67 26

F4 Instructional design %27 lower group 103 3.32 52 204 24.08  000*

(project) and planning skill %27 upper group 103 4.73 27

*p<. 001

Table 8 reveals a statistically significant difference between 27% lower and upper groups; the
value t was found to be significant (p<.001). The relevant literature clarifies that lower-upper groups
should be defined for each factor and the item scores of that factor should be compared in the scales
with multiple factors (Buyukozturk, 2019). Hence, 27% lower and upper groups were analyzed as well

and Table 8 suggested that the value t was significant for each factor (p <. 001).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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CFA was performed to determine whether the data supported the four-factor structure of the
scale. The diagram obtained as a result of CFA was presented in Figure 1. The compatibility index was
examined in the model obtained. The model is acceptable if the RMSEA and SRMR are less than 0.08
and the CFI and TLI are greater than .90 (Kline, 2015).

Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model Regarding the School Administrators” Curriculum
Literacy Levels Scale

It is possible to say that the model is acceptable because the scale was less than 0.08 RMSEA
and SRMR and the CFI and TLI were greater than 90 ((x%/df=2.50 <4; CFI=0.92; TLI=0.91; RMSEA=0.06;
SRMR=0.05). Figure 1 showed the CFA result and the factor loads of each item. As there was a high
correlation between some items related to the same factor in the model, error measurements of the
items were connected. As a result of the model, factor loadings of each item were found to be
significant. After all these procedures, the “School Administrators” Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale”
with 55 items and four factors showed a structure in which valid and reliable results could be

obtained.
Result and Recommendations

This scale development study was carried out to reveal the quantitative findings related to the
needs analysis of the school administrators’” curriculum literacy in-service training program developed
for school administrators. In order to develop the “School Administrators” Curriculum Literacy Levels
Scale”, national and international literature was initially reviewed (Yoruk and Akdag, 2010; Ornstein
and Hunkins, 2004; Newlove, 2005; MEB, 2003; Ural and Aslim, 2013; Can, 2007; Bilgin, 2008; Kobola,
2007; MNE, 2004) and the school administrators” views were consulted. In this way, the expressions of

the school administrators regarding curriculum literacy were written down as scale items. EFA was
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applied to the scale draft which was formed with the views of the experts and administrators. Factor
analysis results revealed that the items included in the scale were gathered under four factors. These
factors were; “Curriculum management skills”, “attitude”, “knowledge” and “instructional design
(project) and planning skills”. DFA was performed to test whether the resulting structure was
verified. The model was determined to be acceptable because RMSEA and SRMR were less than 0.08
and the CFI and TLI were greater than 90. The “School Administrators’” Curriculum Literacy Levels

Scale” with 55 items is a tool that can measure school administrators' curriculum literacy levels with

four factors and through which valid and reliable results can be obtained.

The scale (School Administrators’ Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale) is one of the first scales in
the relevant field. There are various tools on teaching leadership, curriculum management and
educational affairs of school administrators. However, the “School Administrators’ Curriculum
Literacy Levels Scale” is paramount as it is one of the firsts in the field and it also knows and
implements the curriculum in a multi-faceted way. Besides, the tool is thought to make great

contributions to the relevant literature.

During the research process, the school administrators also expressed their views on the

significance of the scale, suggesting that the scale would be used in practice.

® The School Administrators’” Curriculum Literacy Levels Scale can be used as a guide and
support for school administrators.

¢ This research examined the school administrators' curriculum literacy levels on the basis of
their own views. The scale used in the research can be adapted to teachers and various studies
can be conducted to identify teachers’ views on school administrators” curriculum literacy.

¢ This research explored school administrators’ curriculum literacy. Another scale can be

developed to determine teachers' curriculum literacy.
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