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Digital Literacy involves using information technologies correctly to access the right
information and produce and share it effectively. There is an obvious need for teachers
who can design more flexible classroom environments to meet the educational needs of
Z-generation students who can use digital technologies effectively for their learning
activities and social communication. Therefore, this study's objective is to determine
teacher candidates' digital literacy levels and to investigate whether their digital literacy
levels differ depending on variables such as gender, training program, housing, and
family income level. A survey design was used for this study. The research was carried
out with 400 senior teacher candidates attending Faculty of Education at Erciyes
University based in Kayseri, Turkey, and 847 teacher candidates having their pedagogical
formation training in the same school in the 2017-2018 academic year. Personal
information forms and "Digital Literacy Scale" (DLS) were used as data collection tools.
Data analysis was performed using Mann Whitney-U and Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric
statistical methods. The research results indicate that teacher candidates' digital literacy
level is low. Furthermore, digital literacy levels differ significantly in terms of gender and
family income, whereas this is not the case for program and housing status. To improve
the digital literacy skills of teacher candidates, instructional technologies should be
considered as an area that should be integrated with courses rather than being an
independent course in teacher education programs.
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Dijital Okuryazarlik, bilisim teknolojilerin dogru kullanarak dogru bilgiye ulasmays, bilgiyi
etkili bir sekilde iiretmeyi ve paylasmay1 kapsamaktadir. Dijital teknolojiyi 6grenme
etkinliklerinde ve sosyal cevreleri ile iletisim kurmada etkili bicimde kullanan Z kusag1
ogrencilerinin egitim ihtiyaclaria cevap verebilecek, esnek sinif ortamlar: tasarlayabilecek
Ogretmenlere gereksinim duyuldugu aciktir. Bu dogrultuda bu arastrmamin amac
Ogretmen adaylarimin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirleyerek dijital okuryazarlik
diizeylerinin cinsiyet, program, barinma ve aile gelir durumu degiskenlerine gore degisip
degismedigini incelemektir. Bu arastirma tarama modelinde bir ¢alismadir. Arastirma,
2017-2018 egitim Ogretim yilinda Kayseri ili Erciyes Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi'nde
Ogrenim goren 400 4. Snuf 6gretmen aday: ve ayni fakiiltede pedagojik formasyon egitimi
alan 847 6gretmen aday1yla gerceklestirilmistir. Veri toplama araci olarak kisisel bilgi formu
ve “Dijital Okuryazarlik Olgegi (DOYO)” kullanilmugtir. Veri analizi, Mann Whitney-U ve
Kruskall Wallis nonparametrik istatistiksel yontemleri kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir.
Aragtirma sonuglari, 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyinin diisiik oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ayrica, dijital okuryazarlik diizeyi cinsiyete, aile gelir durumuna gore
anlaml diizeyde farklilagirken, programa ve barinma durumuna gore farklilasmamaktadir.
Opretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarhik becerilerinin gelistirilmesi igin &gretim
teknolojileri 6gretmen egitim programlarinda bagimsiz birer ders olmaktan Gte, diger
derslerle entegre edilmesi gereken bir alan olarak ele alinmalidir.
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Dijital okuryazarlik teknolojinin gelismesine bagh olarak farkli kavramlarla ele alman bir
kavramdir (Bawden, 2009; Buckingham, 2015). Bilgi okuryazarligi, bilgisayar okuryazarligi, Medya
okuryazarhgi ve Bilgi ve Iletisim teknoloji (BIT) okuryazarligi dijital okuryazarhgin kapsadigi
okuryazarlik tiirlerinden sadece birkacidir. Dijital Okuryazarlik kavrami alanyazinda ilk kez Gilster
(1997) tarafindan yayimlanan kitapta kullanilmistir. Gilster (1997), dijital okuryazarlig:
“bilgisayarlarla sunulan ve ¢ok c¢esitli kaynaklardan gelen bilgileri birden ¢ok bicimde anlama ve
kullanma yetenegi” olarak tanimlamistir (s.33). Sonraki yillarda dijital okuryazarlik kavramini
aciklamaya iliskin calismalar yogunlasmaktadir (6rn: Bawden, 2001, 2008; Behrens, 1994; Eshet-
Alkalia, 2004; Martin, 2006; Snavely ve Cooper, 1997) ve dijital okuryazar bir bireyin sahip olmasi
gereken beceriler belirlenmistir. Bawden (2001) dijital okuryazarlikla ilgili kazanilmas: gerekilen
becerileri su sekilde sunmustur: 1) Cesitli kaynaklardan giivenilir bilgiyi toplayabilme 2) tiretilmis
bilgiler hakkinda dogru ve gecerli kararlar alabilmek i¢in elestirel diisiinme 3) ardisik olmayan ve
dinamik malzemeleri okuma ve anlama 4) insanlar arasinda yardimlasmak i¢in olusturulan iletisim
aglar1 hakkinda biling kazanmak 5) gelen bilgilerle bas edebilmek icin gerekli arag ve filtrelerin

kullanabilme 6) yayinlama, iletisim ve erisim konusunda kendinden emin hissetme (Bawden, 2001).

20001 yillara gelindiginde dijital okuryazarlik kavramina iliskin bir fikir birligine varildig:
sOylenebilir. Eshet- Alkalai’e gore (2004) dijital okuryazarlik, bir yazilimi kullanma ya da dijital bir
cihaz kullanmaktan daha fazla beceri edinmeyi agiklamaktadir. Ayrica, dijital ortam kullanicilarinin
etkili olabilmesi icin gesitli karmasik bilissel, motor, sosyolojik ve duygusal becerilere sahip olmalari
gerekmektedir. Martin, (2005)’e gore dijital okuryazarlik bireylerin 6zel yasamlarinda diger insanlarla
iletisim kurup, medya ifadeleri olusturmasi, yeni bilgi {iretmesi, dijital kaynaklar1 analiz edip
sentezlemesi ve degerlendirmesi, yonetmesi, dijital araglar1 uygun bir sekilde kullanmasi ve bu siireg
iizerinde diisiinebilmesi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Huvila’a (2012) gore ise, dijital okuryazarlik, dijital
diinyada bireyin kendi bilgi simirlarini belirleyebilmesi ve dijitallesmenin beraberinde getirdigi

sorunlarin iistesinden gelebilmesidir.

21. ylizyilla birlikte dijital okuryazarlik becerilerine sahip olma gerekliligi vurgulanmistir. Ng
(2012) dijital okuryazarlig: ii¢li boyutlu bir kavram olarak tanumlar: 1) Teknik becerileri ifade eden
“teknik’ boyut, 2) elestirel diisiinme ve degerlendirme yetenegini ifade eden ‘biligsel’ boyut ve 3) bilgi
iletisim teknolojilerinin 6grenme ve sosyallesme icin kullaniminda dikkat edilmesi gereken giivenlik,
mahremiyet gibi bilgileri igeren ‘sosyo-duygusal’ boyut. Bunun yamni sira, dijital okuryazarhk, 21.
ylizyillda kazanilmasi gereken en 6nemli yeterliklerden biri olarak ulusal ve uluslararasi politikalarda
da yerini almustir. Ornegin, Avrupa Komisyonu'nun 2006 yilindaki tebliginde yasam boyu
Ogrenmenin temel sekiz yeterliginden biri dijital okuryazarlikla ilgilidir. Dijital yeterlik 1) Bilgi

Toplumu Teknolojisinin herhangi bir amag¢ icin kendinden emin ve elestirel kullanimini igerir, 2)
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BiT'teki temel becerilerle (bilgiye erismek, depolamak, iiretmek veya paylasmak igin)
olusturulmustur, 3) medyanin sorumlu kullanimin igerir ve 4) topluluklarin sosyal, kiiltiirel ve

profesyonel faaliyetlerine katilmaya ilgi gerektirir (Avrupa Komisyonu, 2006).

Avrupa Komisyon raporlarimin (2006, 2008, 2015) yan1 sira OECD, ISTE raporlarinda da dijital
okuryazarlik ele alinmaktadir. OECD’nin 2030 yili Egitimin Gelecegi ve Becerileri ile ilgili goriis
raporunda, dijital okuryazarligin sorunlarin ¢oziimiinde bir anahtar oldugu vurgulanmaktadir.
Raporda, degisen diinyanin cevresel, ekonomik ve sosyal olmak iizere ii¢ temel sorunundan soz
edilmis ve egitimsel amaclarin temelini birey ve bireyin tam iyilik hali oldugu 6ne siirtilmiistiir.
Raporda gelecege hazir 6grencilerin, diinyaya katilma sorumlulugu alabilen ve insanlari, olaylar1 ve
kosullar1 iyi yonde etkileyebilmek icin eylem icinde olan aktdrler (learner agency) oldugu
belirtilmektedir. Bu aktorlere yardim edebilmek sadece ogrencilerin kisiliklerini tanimlamak degil
ayni zamanda daha genis iliskiler aginda (6gretmenler, akranlar, aile ve toplum) onlar1 onaylamay
gerektirmektedir. Ogrenen aktorlere yardim etmenin iki yolu vardir. ilki, §grenme ortamlarinda
bireylerin ihtiyaglarini gidermek ve onlarin farkli 6grenme deneyimleri ve firsatlar1 arasinda iliskiler
kurabilmesini saglamaktir. Tkincisi ise dijital déniisiimiin gergeklestigi giiniimiizde dijital
okuryazarlik kazanimini artirmak igin saglam bir zemin olusturmay: anlatmaktadir (OECD, 2018).
Sahip olunmasi gereken bu yetkinlikler ISTE beceriler cercevesinde de vurgulamaktadir. Bu ¢erceveye
gore, bir vatandas olarak Ogretmenler Ogrencilerin dijital diinyada aktif bir sekilde sorumlu
olmalarinda itici bir gii¢ olusturmalidirlar. Bu amacla, 6gretmenler 6grencilerin ¢evrimici kaynaklar
elestirel gozle incelemelerini saglayacak, dijital okuryazarlik ve medya akiciligi konusunda onlar:

tesvik edecek bir 6grenme kiiltiirii olusturmalidirlar (ISTE, 2017).

Prensky (2009) ise, hizli teknolojik gelismelerin {ilkelerin kiiltiirel ve toplumsal yapisi
tizerindeki etkisini ve nesiller arasindaki cesitli farkliliklar1 6nemli ti¢ kavramla anlatmaktadir: Dijital
yerliler, dijital go¢cmenler ve dijital bilgelik. Dijital yerliler; interneti, akilli telefonlar1 ve sanal oyunlari
ustaca kullanan yeni nesil iken, dijital gd¢menler; teknolojiye uyum konusunda sikintilar yasayan ve
degisimi hemen kabul edemeyen 1980 oncesi dogmus kusaktir. Dijital yerliler ile dijital gégmenler

arasindaki temel farkliliklar asagidaki gibi siralanabilir;

1. Dijital yerliler kiigiik yastan itibaren sanal ortam ile uyumlu iken, dijital go¢menler

teknoloji ile uyumu ileriki yaglarindaki kabule baglidir (Fritsch, 2010).

2. Dijital yerliler grafik ve hiper metin okumalar1 tercih ederlerken, dijital gd¢menler bilgiye
ulagmak icin metni dogrusal bir sekilde okurlar ve daha ¢ok basili materyalleri segerler

(Prensky, 2004).

3. Dijital yerliler teknolojiyi sosyal iletisim, giinliik hayatin gereklilikleri i¢in kullanim (6rn:

aligverig), profesyonel c¢alisma, ders calisma amagli kullanirken (Waycott, Bennett,
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Kennedy, Dalgarno ve Gray, 2010), dijital go¢gmenlerin bu araglar1 kullanma amaci genel

olarak bilgiye ulasma noktasindadir (Karabulut, 2015).

4. Dijital yerlilerin diisiinme ve bilgiyi isleme bigimleri dijital go¢menlerden farklidir; soyle ki

onlar hipermetin zihne sahiptirler ve biligsel yapilar: siral1 degil paraleldir (Prensky, 2001).

Ote yandan, dijital bilgelik “hem dogustan gelen kapasitemizin Stesinde bilissel giice erismek
icin dijital teknolojinin kullanimindan dogan bilgelige hem de yeteneklerimizi gelistirmek igin
teknolojinin ihtiyath kullanimindaki bilgelige atifta bulunan iki yonlii bir kavramdir” (Prensky, 2009,
s.1). Diinyada (Bennett, Maton ve Kervin, 2008; Kennedy, Dalgarno ve Gray, 2010; Waycott ve
digerleri, 2010) ve Tiirkiye’de (Cetin ve Ozgiden, 2013; Giinii¢, 2011; Parsa ve Aytas, 2014) dijital
yerlilerin davranis 6zellikleri, biligsel yapilari ile ilgili ¢alismalar devam ederken, iizerinde durulmas
gereken diger bir nokta “Hayal edilemeyecek kadar karmasik bir gelecekte, ne kadar akilli olursa
olsun dijital olarak gii¢clendirilmemis bir insan, en akilsiz ama dijital olarak giiclendirilmis bir insanin
sahip oldugu bilgelik araclarina bile erisemeyebilir” soylemidir (Prensky, 2009 akt. Karabulut, 2015, s.
19).

Dijital yerliler giinlitk yasantilarinda, 0grenme etkinliklerinde ve sosyal iligkilerini
siirdiirmede teknolojiyi etkili bi¢imde kullanmaktadirlar (Lei, 2009). Bu baglamda, Prensky (2009)
dijital yerlilerin ayn1 zamanda su an dijital go¢men olarak kabul edilebilecek 6gretmenlerden
farklilastigina vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu nedenle dijital yerlilerin eski geleneksel yontemler ve
tekniklerle egitilmesinin yanlis oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu durum o6gretmen ve 6grencilerin birbirlerini
anlamasina ve daha nitelikli egitimin gerceklesmesine engel olabilmektedir. Bu baglamda aradaki
farkin kapanmasi igin ogretmenlerin birtakim etkinliklerle kendilerini gelistirmeleri, 6zellikle sinif
ortaminda teknoloji ile biitiinlesik etkinliklere yer vermeleri gerektigi soylenebilir (Kurt, Giinii¢ ve

Ersoy, 2013).

Tiirkiye Egitim sisteminde dijital bilgelik edinimi igin farkindahigin arttigi sdylenebilir. Bu
baglamda, MEB 2023 Egitim vizyonunda 6grenmenin sinif i¢inde ve disinda gergeklesebilmesi icin
dijital icerik ve becerinin 6nemi vurgulanmis ve bu yonde iki temel hedef belirlenmistir. Bu
hedeflerden ilkinde igerik c¢esitliligini desteklemek igin iilke ¢apinda igerik gelistirme ekosistemi
olusturulacagina vurgu yapilmistir (s.74). Bu kapsamda ulusal igerik arsivi olusturulacagi, dijital
igeriklerin etkin kullanilabilmesi ve gelistirilmesi icin lider Ogretmenler yetistirilecegi, dijital
materyallerin ana 0gretim materyali olarak kullanilmasinin yayginlastirilacagi ve PISA sinavlarinda
istenen diizeye erisebilmek igin iist diizey bilissel becerileri destekleyen dijital materyaller
gelistirilecegi belirtilmistir. Ikinci hedef ise dijital becerilerin gelismesi igin igerik gelistirilecegi ve
Ogretmen egitimi yapilacagidir (5.75). Bu kapsamda 6gretmenlere ilkokul program kazanimlarinda
yer alan siber zorbalik, siber giivenlik, veri giivenligi ile ilgili c¢alismalar yapilacagi smif

Ogretmenlerinin dijital okuryazarliklarini artirmak icin hizmet-ici egitimler gerceklestirilecegi, 6grenci
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Ogretmen igbirliginde 3D tasarim etkinlikleri diizenlenecegi ve brans dersleri Ogretmenlerine
disiplinlerarasi proje yapimi, 3D tasarimi vb. alanlarda atolye egitimleri verilecegi belirtiimektedir. Bu
hedeflerin egitimde bilgisayar teknolojileri alaninda yapilmis ¢alismalara yeni bir boyut kazandiracag:

kesindir.

Egitim alaninda daha etkili, verimli ve ¢ekici 6grenme-6gretme siireclerinin tasarlanmasi,
uygulanmasi ve degerlendirilmesine yonelik ortaya ¢ikan yeni yaklagimlarin, hizla gelisen bilgi ve
iletisim teknolojileri ile baglantili olarak daha dinamik bir temelle olusturulmas: dikkat ¢ekmektedir.
Bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerinin sundugu avantajlarin  6grenme-6gretme  ortamlariyla
biitiinlestirilmesiyle farkli bilgi kaynaklarina kolay bir sekilde erisimin saglanmasi miimkiin
olabilmekte ve geleneksel yontemlere gore daha sistematik ve esnek smif ortamlar: olusmaktadir.
Ulkemizdeki geleneksel sinif yapisiiin degismesine katki saglayabilecek bir model olarak
kullanilabilecek dondiiriilmiis siiflar (Flipped classroom), cagin uygun bir egitim yaklasimi olabilir.
Ancak bu modelin etkili bir sekilde kullamlabilmesi ic¢in Oncelikle 6gretmenlere daha sonra

ogrencilere dnemli gorevler diismektedir (Kaya ve Ozkes, 2015).

Giintimiize kadar, 6gretmen egitiminde teknoloji yeterlilikleri ile ilgili sayisiz g¢alisma
gerceklestirilmistir. Ogretmen adaylariin teknoloji kabul ve kullanim durumlar1 (Korucu ve Biger,
2017), sayisal okuryazarhk diizeyi (Kazu ve Erten, 2014; Kiyici, 2008; Timur, Timur ve Akkoyunluy,
2014), bilgi okuryazarlik diizeyi (Demiralay, 2008; Kaya ve Durmus, 2008), bilgisayar okuryazarligi 6z
yeterligi (Akkoyunlu ve Orhan, 2003; Korkut ve Akkoyunlu, 2008; Kurbanoglu ve Akkoyunlu, 2002),
teknolojiye kars: tutumlar1 (Cetin, Caliskan ve Menzi, 2012), bilgi ve iletisim teknolojileri kullanmaya
iliskin yeterlik (Sad ve Nalgali, 2015) ile ilgili calismalar bunlardan birkagidir. Bilgisayar ve teknoloji
okuryazarligi, bilgi okuryazarlig1 yani sira 6zellikle son yillarda dijital okuryazarlik ile ilgili calismalar
da Tiirkiye’de hizla calisilmaya baslanmistir. Dijital okuryazarlikla ilgili ilk donem arastirmalar:
yasam boyu O0grenme yeterlikleri altinda dijital okuryazarligin bir alt boyut olarak incelenmesi ile
baslamistir (6rn: Gencel, 2013; Sahin, Akbash ve Yanpar-Yelken, 2010). Sonrasinda dijital okuryazarlik
olcek gelistirme ve adaptasyonu galismalar: agirlik kazanmistir (Acar, 2015; Hamutoglu, Erdogan,
Uyanik ve Giindogan, 2017; Ocak ve Karakus; 2018; Ustﬁndag, Giines ve Giindogan, 2017). Bundan
sonraki ¢alismalar, 6gretmen adaylarnin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerini ve bu diizeylerin gesitli
(cinsiyet, boliim, SES vb.) degiskenlere gore degisip degismedigini belirlemek icin gerceklestirilmistir
(Cam ve Kiyicy, 2017; Cetin, 2016; Giines ve Bahgivan, 2018; Ozden, 2018; Ozerbas ve Kuralbayeva,
2018). Bu calismada ise 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin gesitli degiskenlere
gore degisip degismedigine bakilmasinin yaru sira, 6gretmen adaylar ile Pedagojik formasyona alan

Ogretmen adaylar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olup olmadigina bakilmistir.

Gerek MEB 2023 vizyonu hedeflerini gerceklestirebilmek, gerek degisen diinyanin sorunlarini

¢ozebilmek icin bireylerin bu teknolojileri dogru ve kisa siirede kullanabilmesi 6nemlidir. Dijital
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okuryazar bireyler yetistirmek egitim kurumlarinin ve dolayistiyla bu kurumlarda c¢alisan
Ogretmenlerin temel sorumlulugu olarak goriilmektedir. Bu durum mevcut calismanin
planlanmasindaki temel c¢ikis noktasini olusturmustur. Bu nedenle 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital
okuryazarlik yeterliklerinin belirlenmesi 6nemli ve gereklidir. Bu arastirmada, dijital icerik ve beceri
destekli bir doniisiim iginde olan Tiirk egitim sisteminde 6gretmen adaylarimin dijital yeterliliklerinin
cesitli degiskenlere gore incelenmesi konu edilmistir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglarinin, 6gretmenler igin
cesitli egitimler planlanmasi, 6gretmen egitiminde programlarin dijital okuryazarlik acisindan
glincellenmesine katki saglayacag1l beklenmektedir. Bu sayede, iilkelerin kalkinmishk diizeylerinin
bilgi ve teknoloji {iretimi ile dl¢iildiigiinii cagimizda teknolojiyi etkin kullanabilen 6gretmenler bilgi
toplumu yaratabilecek 6grenciler yetistirebilir. Bu amaglarla ¢alismanin arastirma sorular1 asagidaki
gibidir:
1. Ogretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri nedir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri cinsiyetlerine gore farklilasmakta

mudir?

3. Egitim Fakiiltesi'nde 6grenim gormekte olan 6gretmen adaylar ile Pedagojik Formasyon
Programina katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri arasinda anlaml

fark var madir?

4. Ogretmen adaylarmin barmma durumuna goére dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri arasinda

anlaml fark var midir?

5. Ogretmen adaylarinin aile gelir diizeyine gore dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri arasinda

anlamli fark var midir?
Yontem

Bu boliimde arastirma modeli, 6rneklemi, veri toplama araci ve veri analizi alt konularina yer

verilmigtir.
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirmada Ogretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin cinsiyet, barinma
durumu, aile gelir diizeyi ve Ogretmenlik programi degiskenleri ile iliskisini belirlemek amaciyla
iliskisel tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Tarama modelleri, ge¢miste ya da halen var olan bir durumu

var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amagclayan arastirma yaklasimlaridir (Karasar, 2013).
Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin galisma grubunu Tiirkiye'nin I¢ Anadolu Bolgesinde yer alan bir devlet
tiniversitesi olan Erciyes Universitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesi'ndeki son simf O6grencileri (400 kisi) ve

formasyon egitimi alan Ogrenciler (847 kisi) olusturmaktadir. Calisma grubunun belirlenmesinde
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kolay ulasilabilir durum 6rnekleme yontemine bagvurulmustur. Bu yontemde arastirmaci, erisilmesi
kolay olan bir durum ya da 6rneklemi belirlemektedir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2008). Calismaya katilan
dgretmen adaylarmin 917’si kadin olup, 330'u erkektir. Ogretmen adaylarinin cinsiyet, barinma

durumu ve aile gelir diizeyi ile ilgili demografik 6zelliklere Tablo 1’de yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 1. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarimin demografik ozelliklerine gore dagilimi

Ozellik f %
Cinsiyet
Erkek 330 26.5
Kadin 917 73.5
Egitim
Lisans Egitimi 400 321
Formasyon Egitimi 847 67.9
Barinma
Aile ile birlikte 726 58.2
Devlet yurdu 249 20.0
Ozel yurt 113 9.1
Ogrenci evi 159 12.8
Aile gelir diizeyi
0-999 aras1 85 6.8
1000-1999 aras1 399 32
2000-2999 aras1 368 29.5
3000-3999 aras1 217 17.4
4000 ve tizeri 178 14.3
Veri Toplama Araglan

Bu ¢alismanin verilerinin toplanmasinda, Ng tarafindan 2012 yilinda gelistirilen ve Tiirkge'ye
uyarlamasi Hamutoglu ve digerleri (2017) tarafindan gerceklestirilen “Dijital Okuryazarhik Olgegi
(DOYO)” kullanilmistir. 17 maddeden olusan DOYO besli likert tiiriine gore diizenlenmis olup tutum,
teknik, biligsel ve sosyal alt boyutlarindan olugsmaktadir. Olgegin biitiiniine iliskin alinilabilecek en
diisiik puan 17, en yiiksek puan 85’tir. 7 maddeden olusan tutum alt boyutu igin en diisiik puan 7, en
yiiksek puan 35; 6 maddeden olusan teknik alt boyutu i¢in en diisitk puan 6, en yiiksek puan 30; 2
maddeden olusan biligsel ve sosyal boyutu icin en diisiik puan 2, en yiiksek puan 10’dur. Olgegin
uyarlamasinin gergeklestigi calismada DOYO'niin ig tutarlilign Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayst ile
incelenmistir. Olgegin biitiiniine iliskin i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .93 bulunurken, tutum alt boyutu .88,
teknik alt boyutu .89, biligsel alt boyutu .70, sosyal alt boyutu .72 olarak hesaplanmistir (Ng, 2012). Bu
calismada ise Olgegin biitliniine iliskin i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 .88 bulunurken, tutum alt boyutu .72,

teknik alt boyutu .69, biligsel alt boyutu .77, sosyal alt boyutu .76 olarak hesaplanmuistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizi bilgisayarda SPSS 22.00 istatistik paket programi kullanilarak yapilmistir.
Oncelikle betimsel istatistikler (ortalama, standart sapma, carpiklik, basiklik) hesaplanmis ve
dagilimin o6zellikleri ortaya konmustur. Dijital Okuryazarlik Olceginde toplam puanlara gore

normallik analizi i¢in Kolmogorov-Smirnow degerleri (n>50) dikkate alinmistir. Analiz sonuglarina
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gore bulunan p degerleri Olgegin tiim alt boyutlarinda toplam puanlarin normal dagilim
gostermedigini (p=0,000<0,05) gostermektedir (Tablo 2). Sonugta toplam puanlarin dagiliminin normal
olmadig1 goriilmiis (Tablo 2), nonparametrik istatistik tekniklerinin kullanilmas: gerekliligi ortaya
¢ikmis ve Mann Whitney-U ve Kruskall Wallis nonparametrik istatistiksel yontemler kullanilmistir.

Biitiin karsilastirmalarda anlamlhilik diizeyi 0.05 olarak alinmaistir.

Tablo 2. Normallik analizi

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?

Ol¢ek Istatistik sd p

Tutum ,076 1247 ,000
Teknik ,071 1247 ,000
Bilissel ,179 1247 ,000
Sosyal ,129 1247 ,000
Toplam ,044 1247 ,000

Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu ¢alismada veriler 2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yilinda toplandig: icin etik izin belgesi
almmamustir. “Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda
uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve

Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” baslig1 altinda belirtilen eylemlerden hicbiri gergeklestirilmemistir.
Bulgular
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Dijital Okuryazarlik Diizeylerine iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarlik puan ortalamalari sonuglari asagida Tablo 3'te

verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Ogretmen adaylarimn dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerine iliskin bulgular

Dimensions N Min Max X Sd
Tutum 1247 7.00 35.00 14.22 .59
Teknik 1247 6.00 30.00 12.39 .64
Biligsel 1247 2.00 10.00 4.14 .79
Sosyal 1247 2.00 10.00 4.87 .86
Toplam 1247 21.00 85.00 35.64 .54

Tablo 3’e gore 6gretmen adaylariin DOY('den alabilecekleri en diisiik puan (min = 17), en
yiiksek puan (max = 85)'tir. Olgegin genelinden elde edilen puanlarin ortalamas ise 35 bulunmustur
(X =35.6422, SS = .54392). Olgegin genelinden alinabilecek puan degerleri dikkate alindiginda ortaya
¢ikan ortalama puan Ogretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin disiikliigiine isaret
etmektedir. Alt boyutlar acisindan ortalamalara bakildiginda, tutum ( X =14.2254, SS = .59284), teknik
(X = 123960, SS = .64415), biligsel (X = 4.1468, SS = .79046) ve sosyal (X = 4.8732, SS = .86510)

boyutlarinda da dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin orta seviyenin altinda oldugu goriilmektedir.

2034



KEFAD Cilt 23, Say1 2, Agustos, 2022

Dijital Okuryazarlik Puanlarinin Cinsiyetlere Gore incelenmesine iliskin Bulgular

C)gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarliklarinin cinsiyetlerine gore anlamli bir farklilik

gosterip gostermedigine iliskin puanlara Tablo 4'te yer verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Gruplararas: dijital okuryazarlik alt boyutlarinin ve toplam puan Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar:

Gruplar N U p
Tutum Kadmn 917 136
142972.50
Erkek 330 p>0.05
Teknik Kadin 917 127286.50 .000
Erkek 330 p<0.05
Bilissel Kadin 917 323
145895.00
Erkek 330 p>0.05
SOSyal Kadln 917 000
126868.00
Erkek 330 p<005
Toplam Kadin 917 .001
131891.
Erkek 330 31891.00 p<0.05

Ogretmen adaylarinin cinsiyetlerine ile dijital okuryazarhga yonelik goriisleri arasi farkliiga

iliskin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglarina gore kadinlar ile erkekler arasinda anlamli farklihiga

rastlanmistir (p <0.05). Ayrica, feknik ve sosyal alt boyutlarinda (p <0.05) anlamh diizeyde fark

bulunmustur (Tablo 4). Toplam dijital okuryazarlik diizeyi ve teknik ve sosyal boyutlarda sira

ortalamalarina bakildiginda kadin 6gretmen adaylarinin sira ortalamalarinin erkek 6gretmen adaylar:

ortalamalarindan yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Dijital Okuryazarlik Puanlarnin  Egitim Alinan Ogretmenlik Programina Goére

incelenmesine iliskin Bulgular

Egitim Fakiiltesi ile Formasyon sertifika programinda ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylari

arasinda dijital okuryazarlik tutum, teknik, bilissel ve sosyal boyutlar1 puan ortalamalarinda anlamli fark

olup olmadigin test etmek amaciyla yapilan Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar1 Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Gruplararas: dijital okuryazarlik alt boyutlarinin ve toplam puan Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar:

Gruplar N U p
Tutum Formasyon 847 245
162518.00
Egitim Fak. 400 p>0.05
Teknik Formasyon 847 965
169141.00
Egitim Fak. 400 p>0.05
Biligsel Formasyon 847 662
166865.50
Egitim Fak. 400 p>0.05
Sosyal Formasyon 847 343
163854.50
Egitim Fak. 400 p>0.05
Toplam Formasyon 847 908
168717.00
Egitim Fak. 400 p>0.05
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Tablo 5'te gosterilen analiz sonuglarina gore Ogretmen adaylari arasinda anlamli fark
goriilmemistir. Diger taraftan tutum (p>.245), teknik (p>.965), bilissel (p>.662) ve sosyal (p>.908) alt

boyutlarindaki puanlarda da anlamli diizeyde farklilasma saptanmamustir.
Barinma Durumlarina Gére Ogretmen Adaylarmin Dijital Okuryazarlik Diizeylerine
iliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin barinma durumlarina gore dijital okuryazarhik tutum, teknik, biligsel ve
sosyal alt boyutlar1 puan ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli fark olup olmadigini test etmek amaciyla
yapilan Kruskal Wallis testi sonuglar: Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Barinma durumuna gore igretmen adaylarmin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerine yonelik goriisleri
arasmdaki farkliliga iliskin Kruskal Wallis testi sonuglar:

Groups N Sd X2 p Anlaml Fark
Aile ile birlikte 726
Devlet yurdu 249

Tutum .. 3 5.02 170 Anlamsiz
Ozel yurt 113
Ogrenci evi 159
Aile ile birlikte 726
Devlet yurd 24

Teknik Lo eryurad i 3 7.22 065  Anlamsiz
Ozel yurt 113
Ogrenci evi 159
Aile ile birlikte 726

. Devlet yurdu 249

Biligsel . 3 4.62 202 Anlamsiz
Ozel yurt 113
Ogrenci evi 159
Aile ile birlikte 726

S 1 Devlet yurdu 249 3 978 46 Anl

a - . . nlam
%y Ozel yurt 113 Sz

Ogrenci evi 159

Analiz sonuglarina gore tutum (X2=5.025, p>.170), teknik (X?=7.226, p>.065), bilissel (X?=4.621,

p>.202) ve sosyal (X?=2.785, p>.426) alt boyutlarin puanlarinda anlamli fark goriilmemistir (Tablo 6).

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Aile Gelir Durumuna Goére Dijital Okuryazarlik Diizeylerine

fliskin Bulgular

Ogretmen adaylarinin aile gelir durumlari ile dijital okuryazarlik tutum, teknik, bilissel ve sosyal
alt boyutlar1 puan ortalamalari1 arasinda anlaml fark olup olmadigini test etmek amaciyla yapilan

Kruskal Wallis testi sonuglar1 Tablo 7’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 7. Ogretmen adaylarimn aile gelir durumu ile dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerine yinelik goriisleri
arasmdaki farkliliga iliskin Kruskall Wallis testi sonuglar:

Gruplar N Sd X2 p Anlaml fark
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 399
Tutum () 4 13.86 .008 A-E
2000-2999 (C) 368
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 ve iizeri (E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Teknik 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 11.47 022 A-D
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 ve iizeri (E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Biligsel 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 10.26 036 A-E
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 ve tizeri (E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Sosyal 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 6.48 166 Anlamsiz
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 ve tizeri (E) 178

Dijital okuryazarlik tutum, teknik, bilissel ve sosyal alt boyutlarina ait puanlarin Kruskal Wallis
testi sonuglarina gore tutum (X? = 13.863, p < .008), teknik (X2 = 11.476, p < .022) ve bilissel (X? =10.263, p
< .036) boyutlarinda dijital okuryazarlik puanlari anlaml diizeyde farklilasmaktadir. Sosyal (X? =
6.485, p < .166) boyutunda ise anlamli bir fark goriilmemistir. Gruplarin sira ortalamalar1 dikkate
alindiginda tutum boyutunda en yiiksek sira ortalamasi 0-999 aile geliri (727.47) olan Ogretmen
adaylarinda ve en diisiik sira ortalamasi 4000 ve {izeri (566.77) aile gelir diizeyi olan 6gretmen
adaylarinda bulunmustur. Teknik boyutta ise en yliksek sira ortalamasi 0-999 arasi aile geliri (709.64)
olan 6gretmen adaylarinda, en diisiik ortalama ise 3000-3999 aras1 (582.22) aile gelir diizeyi olan
Ogretmen adaylarinda tespit edilmistir. Ayrica bilissel boyutta sira ortalamasi en yiiksek olan 0-999
arasi aile gelir (702.86) diizeyi olan 0gretmen adaylarinda goriiliirken en diisiik sira ortalamas: ise
4000 ve tizeri aile gelir (563.66) diizeyi olan 0gretmen adaylarinda goriilmektedir. Tutum, teknik ve
bilissel alt boyutlarinda gozlemlenen anlaml farklilasmanin kaynagini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan
Mann Whitney U-testi sonucunda, 0-999 (A) aras: aile geliri olan 6gretmen adaylarinin, aile geliri
3000-3999 (D) ile 4000 ve tizeri (E) olan 6gretmen adaylarina gore dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin

daha yiiksek diizeye sahip oldugu bulunmustur.
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Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu arastirma Ogretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerini belirlemek ve dijital
okuryazarlik diizeylerinin cinsiyet, program, barinma ve aile gelir diizeyi degiskenlerine gore

farklilasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir.

Arastirmada yanit1 aranan ilk soru 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin ne
oldugudur. Katilimcilarin ortalama puanlar: incelendiginde dijital okuryazarlik tutum, teknik, biligsel
ve sosyal alt boyutlarma iliskin diizeylerinin diisiik oldugu gozlenmektedir. Bu da Ogretmen
adaylarmin teknoloji kullaniminda kendilerini yeterli gérmediklerinin bir kanitidir. Bu bulgu alan
yazindaki ¢alismalarla benzerlik gostermemektedir. Alanyazindaki c¢alismalarda Ogretmen
adaylarmin teknolojik yeterlilikleri orta (Cetin ve digerleri, 2012; Kazu ve Erten, 2014; Tinmaz, 2004;
Toker, 2004) ve yiiksek diizeyde (Goldag ve Kanat, 2018; Iscioglu ve Kocakusak, 2012; Sad ve Nalcaci,
2015) belirlenmistir. Bu durum, teknolojinin hizli ilerlemesi karsisinda 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital

yeterlilik algilarinin olumsuza doniistiiglinii gosterir niteliktedir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt probleminde, Ogretmen adaylariin cinsiyetlerine gore dijital
okuryazarlik diizeylerinde farklilik olup olmadig: belirlemek amaglanmistir. Alanyazindaki bir¢ok
arastirma kadin ve erkeklerin dijital okuryazarlik becerilerinde farklilik oldugunu, teknolojiye kars:
tutumun cinsiyete gore farklilastigina isaret etmektedir (Sherman, 2011) Alanyazinda cogunluk
sayilabilecek bircok arastirma erkek ogrencilerin bilgisayar okuryazarlik diizeyinin kadin dgrencilere
gore daha yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir (Hardy, 2005; Markauskaite, 2005; Reinen ve Plomp, 1996;
Volman ve Eck, 2001; Zogheib, 2006). Bilgisayara kars1 tutum (Shashaani, 1997), bilgisayar kullanmada
kendine giiven (Comber, Colley, Hargreaves ve Dorn, 1997) konularinda da erkeklerin kadinlara gore
daha yiiksek puanlar aldig1 goriilmektedir. Gencel (2013), egitim fakiiltesi son simnif dgrencileri ile
gergeklestirdigi yasam boyu 6grenme yeterliklerine yonelik algilar1 cinsiyet ve 6grenim durumuna
gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini arastirdigi calismasinda, dijital yeterlik alt boyutunda kadin
Ogrencilerin ortalama puanlarinin erkek 6grencilere gore daha diisiik oldugunu belirtmistir. Sahin ve
Yanpar-Yelken (2010) de, dijital okuryazarlik yeterliginin bir alt boyutu oldugu yasam boyu 6grenme
yeterlik diizeylerini aragtirmistir. Ogretmen adaylar ile gerceklestirilen bu calismada, yasam boyu
ogrenme yeterlikleri baglaminda cinsiyetler arasinda anlamli diizeyde fark ortaya ¢ikmamasina
ragmen, dijital yeterlik alt boyutunda cinsiyete gére anlaml bir farklilik oldugu gériilmiistiir. Ozerbag
ve Kurabayeva (2018), Tiirkiye ve Kazakistan'daki 6gretmen adaylarin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerini
ortaya koymak igin gerceklestirdikleri calismalarinda, cinsiyet degiskenine gore tiim alt boyutlarda
(Farkindalik, baglamsal kullanim, giivenli katilim, dijital kimlik, ara¢ ve ortam bilgisi) anlamh bir
farkliigin oldugunu ve erkek 6gretmen adaylarinin kadin 6gretmen adaylarina gore daha okuryazar
olduklarini belirtmislerdir. Cetin ve digerleri (2012), d6gretmen adaylarmin teknoloji yeterliklerini

tespit ettigi calismalarinda cinsiyete iliskin ayni sonuglar elde etmis olsa da, teknolojiye yonelik tutum
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puanlari agisindan 6gretmen adaylarinin cinsiyete gore aldiklari ortalama puanin hemen hemen ayni
oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir. Yine, Goldag ve Kanat (2018), bu calismada kullanilan Olgekle
gerceklestirdikleri calismalarinda elde ettikleri sonuglar futum, teknik ve sosyal alt boyutlarinda,
erkekler lehinde yiiksek degerler elde edildigini gostermektedir. Cinsiyete gore anlamli fark
bulunmayan diger calismalar da mevcuttur (Akkoyunlu ve Orhan, 2003; Sad ve Nalcali, 2015). Bu
arastirmada yapilan analizler ise yukarida bahsedilen arastirmalarin aksine kadin Ogretmen
adaylarinin erkek Ogretmen adaylarina gore Olgegin teknik ve sosyal boyutlarinda daha yiiksek
puanlara sahip oldugunu gostermektedir ve alanyazinda bu sonuglart nedenlerini destekleyen
arastirmalar da bulunmaktadir. Erdemir, Bakirci ve Eyduran (2009), farkli boliimlerden 325 6gretmen
adaylar1 yaptiklari c¢alismalarinda, Ogretim amacli teknolojiyi kullanabilme o6zgiiveninde, kadin
Ogretmen adaylarinin erkek Ogretmen adaylarindan daha iyi seviyede olduklar1 sonucuna
varmislardir. Kadinlarin lehine olan maddeler kavram, zihin ve bilgi haritalar1 hazirlayabilmeyle,
programli 6gretim materyali hazirlayabilmeyle ve &gretilecek bir derste kullanim amaclaria uygun
olan Ogretim materyallerini/arag¢ geregleri secebilmeyle ilgili maddelerdir. Bu agidan maddeler, bu
calisma kapsaminda teknik ve sosyal alt boyutlardaki maddelerle benzerlik gostermektedir (6rn: yeni
teknolojilerin kullanimini kolaylikla 6grenebilirim, 6nemli oldugunu diisiindiigiim yeni teknolojilere
ayak uydurabilirim, bir¢ok farkli teknoloji hakkinda bilgim var, Ogrenmede ve yeni seyler
olusturmada (sunumlar, dijital hikayeler, wikiler, bloglar vb.) bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerini
kullanmak icin gerekli olan teknik becerilere sahibim). Benzer sekilde, Jackson ve digerleri (2008)
kadmlarin erkeklere gore teknolojiyi egitimsel amaglar igin kullandigimi gostermislerdir. Ayrica,
Ozdemir (2010)'in 186 Fen bilgisi 6gretmen aday1yla gerceklestirdigi calismasinda, arastirmaya katilan
kiz o6grencilerin bilim ve teknolojiye yonelik tutum ve degerlerinin, erkek Ogrencilere gore daha
olumlu diizeyde oldugunu bulmustur. Bu acilardan bakildiginda, bu c¢alismaya katilan kadin
Ogretmen adaylarmin da teknoloji kullanimi agisindan 6zgiiveni yiiksek denebilir ve ileriye doniik
bunun sebebi hakkinda ¢alismalar yapilabilir. Bunlarin yamn sira, geng bireylerle ¢alisan Korupp ve
Szydlik (2005), ge¢mis yillarda ortaya gikan teknolojik yeterlilikle ilgili kadin ve erkek arasindaki
farkin zaman icinde azaldigini belirtmektedir. Bu nedenle, kadinlarin teknolojiyi kullanmalariyla
erkeklerle aralarinda olan yeterlilik farki azalmaktadir. Bu farkin azalma sebeplerini tespit etmek
amaciyla yapilacak calismalarda, 6gretmen adaylarinin hangi bilgi ve iletisim teknolojisi araglarim
kullandiklar1 ve teknoloji kullanima iliskin bilgi seviyelerine bakilmasi verinin daha anlamh

yorumlanmasinda fayda saglayacaktir.

Arastirmanin bir diger alt problemi, 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin
aldiklar1 egitime gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini anlamaya yoneliktir. Verilerin analizi
sonucunda, Ogretmenlik programlarinda okuyan ve pedagojik formasyon egitimi alan &gretmen
adaylarinin 6lgegin tutum, teknik ve biligsel alt boyutlarina gore puanlarinda farkliik gozlenmemistir.

Dijital okuryazarlik alan yazininda, dijital okuryazarlikla ilgili olarak boliimler arasndaki
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farkliliklarin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ornegin Gencel (2013), egitim fakiiltesinde yasam boyu dgrenme
yeterlik diizeyinin boliimlere gore farklilasip farklhilasmadigini anlamak {izere BOTE, Miizik, Resim,
Fen Bilgisi, Okuloncesi, Sinif, Tiirk¢e, Alman dili 6gretmenliklerinde okuyan son smif 6grencileriyle
bir arastirma gerceklestirmistir. Bu arastirmanin betimsel sonuglar1 dijital yeterlilik diizeyleri
agisindan en vyiiksek ortalamayr Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi ve BOTE &grencilerinin aldiginm
gostermektedir. Ayrica, dijital yeterlilik alt boyutunda 6gretmen adaylarinin boéliimlerine gore dijital
yeterlilik diizeyleri arasinda farklihgin anlamli oldugunu gozlemlenmistir. Buna gore BOTE
Resim, Tiirk¢e Egitimi ve Simf Ogretmenligine gore daha yiiksek puan aldiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu
durum, sayisal agirlikli dersler iceren boliimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarinin icermeyen boliimlere
gore daha yiiksek dijjital yeterlik diizeyi oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu ¢alisma agisindan ise, ¢alisma
grubu hem sayisal, hem s6zel hem de sanat agirlikli boliimlerden gelen 6grencilerden olustugu icin
bir ayrimin gozlenmedigi sdylenebilir. Benzer sekilde, Sahin, Akbasli ve Yapar-Yelken (2010) 13 farkl
ogretmenlik boliimiinden 1080 Ogretmen adaymin Yasam Boyu Ogrenme Becerilerini anadilde
iletisim, yabanci dilde iletisim, matematik, fen ve teknolojide yeterlik, dijital yeterlik, 6grenmeyi
ogrenme, sosyal, kiiltiirleraras1 ve vatandaslik yeterlikleri, girisimcilik, kiiltiirel farkindalik ve ifade
olmak tiizere sekiz alt boyutta inceledikleri calismada, yasam boyu Ogrenme yeterlik diizeyleri
boliimlere gore bes alt boyutta anlaml fark varken, dijital okuryazarlik, sosyal yeterlik ve kiiltiirel

farkindalik ve ifade boyutlarinda fark olusturmadigin tespit etmislerdir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin barinma durumlarma gére dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerinin degisip
degismedigini arastirmak bu arastirmanin dordiincii alt problemini olusturmaktadir. Alan yazinda,
Bahar ve Kaya (2013), meslek yiiksekokullarinda sosyal programlara kayith ogrencilerle
gergeklestirdikleri calismalarinda 6grencinin ikamet yerindeki internet erisimi ile Bilgi Teknoloji
Kontroliine yonelik tutum boyutunda anlamli iliski tespit etmislerdir. Bu tespitin aksine, bu
arastirmanin bulgulardan hareketle katilimcilarin tiim alt boyutlarda barinma durumunun dijital
okuryazarlik diizeyini etkilemedigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu bulgu 6gretmen adaylarmin barinma
durumlarina gore bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerine erisimine konusunda sikint1 yasamadiklarmin bir

gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir.

Bu arastirmanin son alt problemi 6gretmen adaylarinin gelir durumunun dijital okuryazarlik
diizeyini farklilastirip farkhlagtirmadigina iliskin sorudur. Elde edilen verilerin dogrultusunda,
Olcegin sosyal boyutunda gruplar arasinda bir farklilik gozlenmezken, tutum, teknik ve bilissel alt
boyutlarinda diisiik gelirli 6grencilerin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyleri yiiksek gelirli 6grencilere gore
daha yiiksek ¢ikmistir. Bu bulgu Tiirkiye alanyazindaki bir¢ok ¢alismayla uyusmamaktadir. Korucu
ve Biger'in (2017) yilinda 243 6gretmen adayiyla yaptig1 calismada, 6gretmen adaylarinin teknolojiyi
kabul ve kullanim durumlarinda sosyo-ekonomik diizeylerine (SES) gore farkliliga rastlanmamuistir.

Cam ve Kiyia (2017), 354 6gretmen adayiyla dijital okuryazarlik diizeyini tespit ettikleri calismada,
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O0gretmen adaylarmin gelir diizeyinin dijital okuryazarlik diizeylerine etki etmedigini bulmustur. Yine
sosyo-ekonomik diizeyi yiiksek olanlarin lehine teknoloji tutum ve becerilerinin yiiksek oldugunu
gosteren bircok calisma bulunmaktadir (Kiyici, 2008; Tally, 2006). Yine diinya alanyazininda sosyo
ekonomik diizey dijital uguruma (digital divide) sebep olan bir etkendir (DiMaggio, Hargittai, Celeste
ve Steven Shafer, 2003) ve dijital ugurumu artiran etkenler arasinda bireylerin teknolojik aletlere
ulasmama durumu (Sherman, 2011) ve yasanilan yerdeki altyapi sorunlari (Dasgupta, Lall ve
Wheeler, 2005) yatmaktayken, azaltan etkenlerden biri internet baglantisina sahip olma durumudur
(Clark, 2007; Stern, 2003; Zillien ve Hargittai, 2009). Bu c¢alismada da farkin ortaya ¢ikma
sebeplerinden biri teknolojik aletlerle gecirilen siirenin 6grencilerin teknolojik beceri diizeylerini
etkileyen bir unsur olmasi olabilir. Cetin ve digerleri (2012), yaptiklar: arastirmada internet kullanma
sikliklarina gore 6gretmen adaylarinin teknoloji yeterlik durumlarimi da incelemislerdir. Buna gore,
orta siklikta internet kullanan 6grencilerin teknolojik yeterlilik diizeyleri hi¢ kullanmayan ve nadiren
kullanan 6gretmen adaylarma gore anlamli bir sekilde yiiksektir. Livingstone (2002), diisiik SES’e
sahip genclerin, evlerinde internet erisimi oldugu miiddetce, yiiksek SES’e sahip gengler kadar
interneti kullandiklarini ortaya koymustur ve bu nedenle SES farkliligimin teknoloji kullanimi igin
dezavantaj olusturmayacagini ifade etmistir. Benzer sekilde Thomas (2008), diisitk SES’e sahip
evlerde, teknolojiye ulasimda sikintilar oldugu igin burada yasayan bireylerin yeterlilik diizeyinin
diisiik oldugunu belirtmistir. Dijital okuryazarlik belirlemede TUIK’in 2017 yili raporunda bilisim
araglardan hanelerde bulunma oranmin en yiiksek olan %97.8 ile cep telefonlaridir. Bu cep
telefonlarinin %80.2’si internete baglantisi bulunmaktadir. TUIK’in bu raporundan da anlagilacag:
iizere Ogretmen adaylarmmin da teknoloji ve internete ulasim orami yiiksektir. Yine gerek egitim
fakiilteleri ve yurtlarda bilgisayar laboratuvarlarinin olmasi, yerleske i¢inde kablosuz aglara erisim
olanaginin bulunmasi, smiflarin akilli tahta, bilgisayar gibi teknolojik donanimlara sahip olmasi
ogrencilerin teknoloji kullanma olasiligini artirmaktadir. Bunlarin yani sira, aile gelir diizeyi diisiik
olan ogrencilerin dijital okuryazarlik diizeyinin aile gelir diizeyi yiiksek olan 6grencilere gore yiiksek
olmasimin ikinci bir sebebi, bireyin teknolojiye iliskin bilgi ve farkindalik diizeyi kendi dijital
okuryazarlik diizeyini belirlemede etkili olabilme durumudur. Bu nedenle katilimcilarin hangi
teknolojik aletleri kullandiklari, teknoloji ile ilgili bilgi seviyelerinin 0lgiilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu
dogrultuda, Katz (2007), BIT yeterliliklerini 6l¢mek amaciyla bir test gelistirmistir ve web tarayicisi ile
gerceklestirilen bu testte, ¢esitli senaryolar ve simiilasyonlar sunularak Ogrencinin vyeterliligi
dlclilmeye caligilmaktadir. Bu calismasiyla Katz (2007) testin BIT yeterliliklerini 6l¢mede basarili
oldugunu belirlemesinin yaninda, sonuglarin &grencilerin kendi bildirdikleri yeterlik diizeyleri
arasinda Onemli bir tutarsizlik oldugunu da gostermistir. Bu nedenle, Katz ve Macklin (2007)
Ogrencilerin giinliik bilgisayar ve internet kullanimi nedeniyle 6z yeterlik algilarmin yiiksek

olabilecegi savini sunmaktadir.
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Oneriler

Bu calismada 6gretmen adaylarinin dijital okuryazarlik seviyeleri diisiik ¢ikmistir. Bu nedenle
egitimleri boyunca ogretmen adaylarmin teknoloji bilgi ve becerisini artiracak uygulamalar
gerceklestirilmelidir. Teknoloji 6gretiminin kapsami sadece 6gretmen egitimi programlarinda zorunlu
olan ”Ogretim Teknolojileri ve Materyal Tasarimi” dersine sikistirilmamalidir. Ogretim iiyelerinin
kendi derslerine teknolojiyi entegre etmeleri 6gretmen adaylarinin teknoloji kullanim1 hakkinda 6rnek
gormesi acgisindan gerekli ve Onemlidir. Tiim dersler kapsaminda ortaya konulan {iriinlerin
tasariminda teknolojiden faydalanilmasi 6zendirilmelidir. Bunun yami sira dijital okuryazarlik
diizeyinin diisiik ¢ikma sebeplerini Ogrenmek igin nitel calismalara yer verilmelidir. Bu nitel
calismalarda Ogretmen adaylarmin hangi konularda eksiklerinin oldugu, hangi konularda
zorlandiklar1 ve teknolojiye iliskin bilgileri nasil edindikleri hakkinda ayrintih bilgi edinilebilir.
Ogretmen adaylarimin hangi teknolojik aletleri, ne kadar siklikta kullandiklari, teknoloji bilgi
seviyeleri anketler araciligiyla elde edilmelidir. Ayrica bu verilerin cinsiyet ve SES degiskenleri
dogrultusunda yorumlanmas: saglanmali ve teknolojik aletlerin kullanumindaki farkliliklar ortaya

koyulmalidur.
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Introduction

Digital literacy is a concept that is handled with different concepts depending on technology
development. (Bawden, 2009; Buckingham, 2015). Information literacy, computer literacy, media
literacy, and Information and communication technology (ICT) literacy are just a few of the literacies
encompassed by digital literacy. The concept of Digital Literacy was used for the first time in the
literature published by Gilster (1997). Gilster (1997) defined digital literacy as "the ability to
understand and use the information presented with computers in multiple ways and from a wide
variety of sources” (p.33). In the following years, studies on explaining the concept of digital literacy
intensified (e.g.: Bawden, 2001, 2008; Behrens, 1994; Eshet-Alkalia, 2004; Martin, 2006; Snavely and
Cooper, 1997) and the skills that a digitally literate individual should have were determined. Bawden
(2001) presents the skills that should be acquired for digital literacy as follows: 1) Building a "reliable
information hoard" from various sources, 2) critical thinking to make informed decisions about
acquired information, 3) learning and reading non-sequential and dynamic materials, 4) gaining an
understanding of communication networks as collaboration tools between people, 5) using necessary
tools and filters to maintain incoming information and 6) feeling confident in publishing,

communicating and accessing (Bawden, 2001).

A consensus was reached on the concept of digital literacy by the 2000s. Eshet-Alkalai (2004)
describes digital literacy as acquiring more skills than using a software program or a digital device. In
his opinion, for digital media users to be effective, they need to have various complex cognitive,
motor, sociological, and emotional skills. Martin (2005) defines digital literacy as individuals
communicating with others in their private lives, creating media expressions, producing new
information, analyzing, synthesizing, evaluating, and managing digital resources, using digital tools
appropriately and being able to think about this process. According to Huvila (2012), digital literacy is
the ability of an individual to determine their knowledge limits in the digital world and to overcome

the problems brought by digitalization.

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the necessity of having digital literacy skills has

started to be emphasized. Ng (2012) defines digital literacy as a three-dimensional concept: 1) the
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'technical’ dimension, which refers to technical skills, 2) the 'cognitive' dimension, which refers to the
ability to think and evaluate critically, and 3) The 'socio-emotional' dimension, which includes
information such as security and privacy, which should be considered in the use of information and
communication technologies for learning and socialization. Moreover, digital literacy has taken its
place in also national and international policies as one of the most significant competencies to be
acquired in the 21st century. For instance, one of the eight core competencies of lifelong learning is
digital literacy in the European Commission's 2006 report. According to this report, digital
competence 1) comprises confident and critical use of Information Society Technology (IST) for any
purpose, 2) established by basic skills in ICT (to access, store, produce, or share information), 3)
involves responsible use of the interactive media and 4) requires an interest in engaging in social,

cultural, professional activities of communities (European Commission, 2006).

In addition to the European Commission reports (2006, 2008, 2015), OECD reports also
address digital literacy. In OECD's report on the Future of Education and Skills 2030, digital literacy is
stressed as a key to solving problems. In the report, environmental, economic, and social problems of
the ever-changing world are mentioned, and the basis of the educational objectives is identified as the
individual and the individual's whole well-being. The report states that future-ready students are the
agents (learner agency) who can take responsibility to act to influence people, events, and
circumstances for a better world. Educators have roles 'in identifying learners' individuality and
supporting the broader set of relationships on a micro and macro level (with their teachers and peers,
families, and communities). Educators could help learner agencies in two ways. The first is to provide
a personalized learning environment for each student to support their interests and make connections
between various learning experiences and opportunities. The second is to build a solid base to further
acquire digital literacy in the digital transformation era. (OECD, 2018). These competencies are also
emphasized within the framework of ISTE skills. According to this framework, teachers as citizens
should create a driving force for students to be actively responsible in the digital world. To this end,
teachers should create a learning culture that will enable students to critically examine online

resources and encourage them in digital literacy and media fluency (ISTE, 2017).

Prensky (2009) describes the impact of fast technological developments on countries' cultures
and social structures and differences between generations in three important concepts: digital natives,
digital immigrants, and digital wisdom. While digital natives are the new generation who skillfully
use the Internet, smartphones and virtual games, digital immigrants, born before the 1980s, have
difficulties in adapting to technology and cannot immediately accept change. The main differences

between digital natives and digital immigrants can be listed as follow:
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1. While digital natives are in harmony with the virtual environment as soon as they are
born, digital immigrants' compatibility with technology depends on their acceptance at a
later age (Fritsch, 2010).

2. Digital natives prefer to read graphics and hypertext, whereas digital immigrants read the

text linearly to obtain information and mostly choose printed materials (Prensky, 2004).

3. Digital natives use technology for social communication, daily life requirements (e.g.,
shopping), professional work, and study (Waycott, Bennett, Kennedy, Dalgarno ve Gray,
2010), yet digital immigrants tend to use these tools to access information (Karabulut,

2015).

4. The way digital natives think and process information differs from that of digital
immigrants in that they have a hypertext mind, and their cognitive structures are parallel,

not sequential (Prensky, 2001).

On the other hand, digital wisdom is "a twofold concept, referring both to wisdom arising from
the use of digital technology to access cognitive power beyond our innate capacity and to wisdom in
the prudent use of technology to enhance our capabilities”" (Prensky, 2009, p.1). As the studies
continue to focus on behavioral characteristics and cognitive structures of digital natives both in
Turkey (Cetin, and Ozgiden, 2013; Giiniig, 2011; Parsa and Aytas, 2014) and around the world
(Bennett, Maton, and Kervin, 2008; Kennedy, Dalgarno and Gray, 2010; Waycott et al., 2010), another
aspect that requires attention is the fact that "in an unimaginably complex future, the digitally
unenhanced person, however wise, will not be able to access the tools of wisdom that will be available

to even the least wise digitally enhanced human" (Prensky, 2009, p. 1).

Digital natives use technology effectively in their daily lives, learning activities and
maintaining their social relationships (Lei, 2009). In this context, Prensky (2009) emphasizes that
digital natives are also differentiated from teachers who can now be regarded as digital immigrants.
Therefore, it may be claimed that educating digital natives with old traditional methods and
techniques is wrong. This situation may prevent teachers and students from understanding each other
and realizing more quality education. Within this framework, to close the gap between teachers and
students, teachers should improve themselves with some activities and include technology-integrated

activities, especially in the classroom environment (Kurt, Giinti¢, and Ersoy, 2013).

It would not be wrong to state that there has been a rise of awareness in the Turkish education
system for acquiring digital wisdom. In this respect, the 2023 Education Vision of the Ministry of
National Education emphasizes the importance of digital content and skills for learning to take place
inside and outside the classroom. Two main objectives are determined in this direction. The first of
these objectives stresses the creation of a nationwide content development ecosystem to support the

diversity of content (p. 74). In this context, it is stated that a national content archive will be created,
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leader-teachers will be trained for the effective use and development of digital contents, the use of
digital materials as main teaching materials will be promoted, and digital materials that will develop
high level cognitive skills will be created to reach the desired level in PISA exams. The second
objective is to create content and train teachers to develop digital skills (p.75). In this context, studies
will be conducted on cyber bullying, cyber security, and data security; in-service training will be
provided to increase the digital literacy of classroom teachers; 3D design activities will be organized in
collaboration with students and teachers; workshops will be held for subject teachers in the fields like
interdisciplinary project design and 3D design. These objectives will certainly bring a new dimension

to the studies carried in the field of computer technologies in education.

It is noteworthy that emerging approaches for designing, implementing, and evaluating more
effective, efficient and appealing learning-teaching processes in education are established on a more
dynamic basis in connection with rapidly developing information and communication technologies.
Integrating the advantages of information and communication technologies with learning and
teaching environments enables easy access to different information sources and creates more
systematic and flexible classroom environments than traditional methods. Flipped classroom, which
can be used as a model to contribute to the transformation of the traditional classroom structure in our
country, may be an appropriate educational approach of our age. However, to use this model

effectively, firstly, teachers and then students have important tasks to do (Kaya and Ozkes, 2015).

To date, numerous studies have been conducted on technology competencies in teacher
education. Some of these focused on teacher candidates' technology acceptance and condition of use
(Korucu and Biger, 2017), digital literacy level (Kazu and Erten, 2014; Kiyici, 2008; Timur, Timur, and
Akkoyunlu, 2014), information literacy level (Kaya and Durmus, 2008, Demiralay, 2008), perceived
self-efficacy for information and computer literacy (Akkoyunlu and Orhan, 2003; Korkut and
Akkoyunlu, 2008; Kurbanoglu and Akkoyunlu, 2002), attitudes towards technology (Cetin, Caliskan,
and Menzi, 2012), competence in using information and communication technologies (Sad and
Nalgali, 2015). In recent years, more studies have concentrated on computer and technology literacy,
information literacy, and digital literacy in Turkey. Early research on digital literacy began with its
study as a sub-dimension of lifelong learning competencies (Gencel, 2013; Sahin, Akbasli, and Yanpar-
Yelken, 2010). Later, digital literacy scale development and adaptation studies gained importance
(Acar, 2015; Hamutoglu, Erdogan, Uyanik, and Giindogan, 2017; Ocak and Karakus; 2018; Ust{jndag,
Giines, and Giindogan, 2017). Subsequent studies were conducted to determine the levels of digital
literacy of teacher candidates and whether these levels vary by several characteristics (gender,
department, SES etc.) (Cam and Kiyici, 2017; Cetin, 2016; Giines and Bahgivan, 2018; Ozden, 2018;
Ozerbas and Kuralbayeva, 2018). In this study, besides examining whether the digital literacy levels of

teacher candidates change according to various variables, it was also examined whether there is a
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significant difference between teacher candidates studying at the faculty of education and teacher

candidates participating in the pedagogical formation.

It is important for individuals to use these technologies properly and in a short time in order
both to realize the goals of 2023 Education Vision and to solve the problems of the changing world.
Educating digitally literate individuals is considered the main responsibility of educational
institutions and, therefore, of the teachers working in these institutions. This fact constitutes the main
starting point in the planning of the present study. Thus, it is important and necessary to determine
the digital literacy competencies of teacher candidates. This research aims to examine teacher
candidates' digital competencies in terms of various variables in Turkish education system, which is in
a transformation period with digital content and skill support. It is expected that the results of this
research will contribute to the planning of various teacher trainings and to update the programs
regarding digital literacy in teacher education. In this way, teachers who can use technology
effectively can train students who can create an information society in an age where the production of

information and technology measures the development level of countries.
The research questions of this study are as follows:
1. What are the digital literacy levels of teacher candidates?
2. Do teacher candidates' digital literacy levels differ in terms of gender?

3. Is there a significant difference between the digital literacy levels of teacher candidates
studying at the faculty of education and teacher candidates participating in the pedagogical formation

program?

4. Is there a significant difference in the digital literacy levels of the teacher candidates based

on their housing status?

5. Is there a significant difference in the digital literacy levels of the teacher candidates

regarding their family income level?
Method

This section consists of the research model, sampling, data collection tool, and data analysis
sub-topics.

Research Design

In this study, a correlational survey model was used to determine the relationship between
the digital literacy levels of teacher candidates and the variables of gender, housing status, family

income level, and teaching program. Survey designs are research approaches aiming at describing a

past or present situation as it exists (Karasar, 2013).
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Study Group

The study group consists of 400 senior teacher candidates attending the Faculty of Education
and 847 teacher candidates having their pedagogical formation training in the same faculty at Erciyes
University, based in central Turkey. The convenience sampling method was used to determine the
study group. In this method, the researcher identifies a situation or sample that is easy to access
(Yildirim and $Simsek, 2008). 917 teacher candidates who participated in the study were female and
330 are male. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of teacher trainees regarding gender,

housing status, and family income level.

Table 1. Distribution of pre-service teachers by demographic characteristics

Characteristics f %
Gender
Male 330 26.5
Female 917 73.5
Education
Bachelor degree 400 32.1
Pedagogical training 847 67.9
Housing
Family house 726 58.2
State dormitory 249 20.0
Private dormitory 113 9.1
Student house 159 12.8
Family income level
Between 0-999 85 6.8
Between 1000-1999 399 32
Between 2000-2999 368 29.5
Between 3000-3999 217 17.4
4000 and more 178 14.3

Data Collection Tools

"Digital Literacy Scale" (DLS), developed by Ng in 2012 and adapted to Turkish by
Hamutoglu et al. (2017), was used to collect data for this study. DLS consists of 17 items listed in a
five-point Likert scale format and includes attitude, technical, cognitive, and social sub-dimensions. On
this scale, the lowest possible total score is 17 and the highest is 75. The lowest score for the 7-item
attitude subscale is 7, the highest is 35. For the technical sub-dimension comprising 6 items, the lowest
is 6 and the highest is 30. The lowest score is 2 and the highest is 10 for the cognitive and social
dimensions of 2 items. Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for internal consistency
of the DLS in the study where the scale was adapted. Cronbach's alpha value for internal consistency
was calculated to be .93 for the overall scale, .88 for the attitude sub-dimension, .89 for the technical
sub-dimension, .70 for cognitive sub-dimension, and .72 for social sub-dimension (Ng, 2012). In this
study, Cronbach's alpha value for internal consistency was .88 for the overall scale, .72 for the attitude
sub-dimension, .69 for the technical sub-dimension, .77 for cognitive sub-dimension, and .76 for social

sub-dimension.
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Data Analysis

Data analysis was conducted through SPSS 22.00 statistical software program. First,
descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis) were calculated and the
properties of the distribution were determined. Kolmogorov-Smirnow values (n>50) were considered
for the normality analysis. The p values show that the total scores in all sub-dimensions of the scale do
not show a normal distribution (p=0.000<0.05) (Table 2). The resulting distribution of total scores was
not normal (Table 2); therefore, Mann Whitney-U and Kruskall Wallis nonparametric statistical

methods were employed for further analysis. The level of significance was determined as 0,05.

Table 2. Normality analysis

Kolmogorov-Smirnov?

Scale Statistic df p

Attitude ,076 1247 ,000
Technical ,071 1247 ,000
Cognitive ,179 1247 ,000
Social ,129 1247 ,000
Total ,044 1247 ,000

Ethical Permissions of Research

In this study, all the rules specified to be followed within the scope of "Higher Education
Institutions Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive" were complied with. None of the
actions specified under the heading "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics",

which is the second part of the directive, have been taken.
Findings
Findings Related to Digital Literacy Levels of Teacher Candidates

The results of the teacher candidates digital literacy scores are given in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Findings related to digital literacy levels of pre-service teachers

Dimensions N Min Max X Sd
Attitude 1247 7.00 35.00 14.22 .59
Technical 1247 6.00 30.00 12.39 .64
Cognitive 1247 2.00 10.00 4.14 .79
Social 1247 2.00 10.00 4.87 .86
Total 1247 21.00 85.00 35.64 b4

As seen in Table 3, a possible minimum score that teacher candidates can get on DLS is 17 and
the maximum is 85. The average of the scores obtained from the overall scale was 35 ( X =35.6422, SD
= .54392). When the score values obtained from the overall scale were studied, the average score
indicated low levels of digital literacy of teacher candidates. When the averages were examined in

terms of sub-dimensions, attitude (X = 14.2254, SD =. 59284), technical (X = 12.3960, SD = .64415),
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cognitive ( X = 4.1468, SD = .79046) and social (X = 4. 8732, SD = .86510), it was evident that digital

literacy levels were below the moderate level.

Findings from the Analysis of Digital Literacy Scores by Gender

Table 4 shows the scores regarding whether teacher candidates' digital literacy differ

significantly by gender.

Table 4. Mann-Whitney U test results for intergroup digital literacy sub-dimensions and total score

Groups N U p
Attitude Female 917 136
Male 330 142972.50 p>0.05
Technical Female 917 .000
Male 330 127286.50 p<0.05
Cognitive Female 917 323
Male 330 145895.00 p>0.05
Social Female 917 .000
s 330 126868.00 p<0.05
Total Female 917 .001
Male 330 131891.00 b <0.05

Mann-Whitney U test results indicated a significant difference between men and women

regarding their gender and their perspectives of digital literacy (p < 0.05). In addition, a significant

difference was found in fechnical and social sub-dimensions (p < 0.05) (Table 3). When the total digital

literacy level and the mean rank of technical and social dimensions were examined, the average of the

female teacher candidates was found to be higher.

Findings Related to Examination of Digital Literacy Scores by Training Program

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test conducted to test whether there is a significant

difference between the scores of digital literacy attitude, technical, cognitive and social dimensions

between the teacher candidates studying in the Faculty of Education and the ones studying in a

pedagogical formation certificate program, are given in Table 5.
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Table 5. Mann-Whitney U test results for intergroup digital literacy sub-dimensions and total score

Groups N 8) p
Attitude Formation 847 .245
Faculty 400 162518.00 p>0.05
Technical Formation 847 965
Faculty 400 169141.00 p>0.05
Cognitive Formation 847 .662
Faculty 400 166865.50 p>0.05
Social Formation 847 .343
Faculty 400 163854.50 p>0.05
Total Formation 847 .908
Faculty 400 168717.00 p>0.05

Analysis results presented in Table 5 pointed out no significant difference between the teacher
candidates by their training program. In the same vein, attitude (p > .245), technical (p > .965), cognitive

(p > .662) and social (p > .908) sub-dimension scores did not differ significantly.

Findings Related to Teacher Candidates' Digital Literacy Levels in terms of Their Housing

Status

The results of the Kruskal Wallis test, measuring whether there is a significant difference
between the mean scores of digital literacy attitude, technique, cognitive and social sub-dimensions in
terms of housing status of teacher candidates, are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Results of Kruskal Wallis test on the differences between the pre-service teachers’ views on digital
literacy levels based on their housing status

Groups N Sd X2 p Significance
Family house 726
Attitude ~ Otate dormitory 249 3 5.02 170 Not
Private dormitory 113 significant
Student house 159
Family house 726
tate d it 24 t
Technical ~ Oate dormitory ? 3 7.22 065 Not
Private dormitory 113 significant
Student house 159
Family house 726
tate d it 24 t
Cognitive  Drate dormitory ? 3 1.62 202 Not
Private dormitory 113 significant
Student house 159
Family house 726
Social Ste.lte dormlto'ry 249 3 278 496 1\'Iot. .
Private dormitory 113 significant
Student house 159

Analysis results indicated no significant difference in the scores of attitude (X2 = 5.025, p> .170),
technical (X2 = 7.226, p > .065), cognitive (X2 = 4.621, p > .202) and social (X? = 2.785, p > .426) sub-

dimensions (Table 6).
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Findings Related to Teacher Candidates' Digital Literacy Levels by Family Income Levels

The results of the Kruskal Wallis test, measuring whether there is a significant difference
between the mean scores of digital literacy attitude, technique, cognitive and social sub-dimensions in
terms of teacher candidates' family income levels, are given in Table 7.

Table 7. Kruskal Wallis test results on the differences between the pre-service teachers’ views on digital literacy
levels in terms of their family income levels

Groups N Sd X2 p Significance
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 399
Attitude (B) 4 13.86 .008 A-E
2000-2999 (C) 368
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 and more(E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Technical 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 11.47 .022 A-D
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 and more(E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Cognitive 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 10.26 .036 A-E
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 and more(E) 178
0-999 (A) 85
1000-1999 (B) 399
Social 2000-2999 (C) 368 4 6.48 166 Not significant
3000-3999 (D) 217
4000 and more(E) 178

According to Kruskal Wallis test results of attitude, technical, cognitive and social sub-
dimensions of digital literacy, attitude (X2 = 13.863, p < .008), technical (X? = 11.476, p < .022) and
cognitive (X2 = 10.263, p < .036) dimension scores differed significantly. There was no significant
difference in social (X? = 6.485, p <.166) dimension. When the mean rank of the groups was taken into
consideration, the highest rank average in the attitude dimension was found in the teacher candidates
with a family income of 0-999 (727.47) and the lowest rank average was found in the teacher
candidates with a family income of 4000 and above (566.77). The highest mean rank for technical
dimension belonged to teacher candidates with a family income of 0-999 (709.64) and the lowest to
those with a family income of 3000-3999 (582.22). Furthermore, the cognitive dimension mean rank
was the highest for teacher candidates with a family income of 0-999 (702.86) and the lowest for those
with a family income of 4000 (563.66). As a result of Mann Whitney U-test conducted to determine the
source of the significant difference observed in attitudes, technical and cognitive sub-dimensions,
teacher candidates with a family income between 0-999 (A) had a higher level of digital literacy than
those whose family incomes are between 3000-3999 (D) and 4000 and above (E).
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Discussion and Conclusion

This study was conducted to determine the teacher candidates' digital literacy levels and to
investigate whether their digital literacy levels differ by variables such as gender, training program,

housing, and family income levels.

The first question to be explored in the research is the teacher candidates' digital literacy
levels. Mean rank scores of participants indicate low attitude, technical, cognitive, and social levels of
digital literacy. This proves that teacher candidates do not consider themselves competent enough in
using technology. This finding differs from the earlier results reported in the literature. Studies in the
literature report teacher candidates’ technological competence levels as moderate (Cetin et al., 2012;
Kazu and Erten, 2014; Tinmaz, 2004; Toker, 2004) and high (Go6ldag and Kanat, 2018; Igogluoglu and
Kocakusak, 2012; Sad and Nalgaci, 2015). It seems that teacher candidates’ perceptions of digital

competence have become negative in the face of rapid advances in technology.

The second question is whether gender affects the teacher candidates' digital literacy levels.
Many studies indicate that there is a difference in the digital literacy skills of women and men, and
gender affects attitude towards technology (Sherman, 2011). Many studies, which can be considered
the majority in the literature, assert that the computer literacy level of male students is higher than
that of female students (Hardy, 2005; Markauskaite, 2005; Reinen and Plomp, 1996; Volman and Eck,
2001; Zogheib, 2006). Men tend to get higher scores than women in terms of attitude towards
computer (Shashaani, 1997) and self-confidence in using computer (Comber, Colley, Hargreaves and
Dorn, 1997). Gencel (2013) states that the average scores of female students in the digital competence
subscale were lower than that of male students in their study, which investigated whether gender and
educational status made a difference in perceptions of lifelong learning competences of final-year
faculty of education students. Sahin, Akbasl, and Yanpar-Yelken (2010) also investigated lifelong
learning competence levels, where digital literacy was a sub-dimension. In this study conducted with
teacher candidates, although there was no significant difference between genders in terms of lifelong
learning competencies, there was a significant difference in the digital competence sub-dimension.
Ozerbag and Kurabayeva (2018) studied digital literacy levels of teacher candidates in Turkey and
Kazakhstan and found gender-based significant differences in all sub-dimensions (awareness,
contextual use, secure attendance, digital identity, tools and setting information) and found male
teacher candidates to be more digitally literate than the females. Although Cetin et al. (2012) obtained
the same gender-related results in their studies aiming to determine the teacher candidates'
technology competencies, they concluded both genders had almost the same scores on attitude
towards technology. In this parallel, results of the study Géldag and Kanat (2018) carried out with the
same scale used in the present study demonstrate higher scores for male participants within attitude,

technical, cognitive and social sub-dimensions. Some other studies report no significant difference by
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gender (Akkoyunlu and Orhan, 2003; Sad and Nalgali, 2015). In contrast to the studies as mentioned
above, the analyses conducted in this study show that female teacher candidates have higher scores in
the technical and social dimensions of the scale than male teacher candidates, and there are studies
supporting the reasons for these results in the literature. In a study with 325 teacher candidates from
various departments, Erdemir, Bakirci, and Eyduran (2009) concluded that female teacher candidates
had a better level of self-confidence in using technology for teaching purposes than male teacher
candidates. The items on which women scored higher are related to the ability to prepare concept,
mind and information maps, to prepare programmed instructional materials, and to select
instructional materials / tools appropriate for their intended use in a course to be taught. In this
respect, the items are similar to those in the technical and social sub-dimensions within the scope of this
study (e.g.: I can easily learn how to use new technologies and keep pace with the new technologies
that I think are important. I know of many different technologies. I have the technical skills necessary
to use information and communication technologies in learning and creating new things such as
presentations, digital stories, wikis, and blogs.) Similarly, Jackson et al. (2008) showed that women
used technology more for educational purposes than men. In addition, Ozdemir (2010) found that the
attitudes and values of female students who participated in the research towards science and
technology were more positive than male students. In this respect, the teacher candidates who
participated in this study can be said to have high self-confidence in terms of the use of technology,
and further studies can be conducted to explore the possible reasons. Besides, Korupp and Szydlik
(2005), who work with young individuals, state that the gap between men and women related to
technological competence that has emerged in the past is gradually closing. Therefore, the difference
in competence between men and women decreases as they increasingly use technology. In the studies
to research the reasons for this decreasing difference, it will be possible to interpret the data more
meaningfully once it is determined which information and communication technology tools teacher

candidates use and how much they know about the use of technology.

Another question of the study is whether the program they are trained in cause any
differences in teacher candidates' levels of digital literacy. Results of the data exhibit no difference in
the scores of the teacher candidates from teaching programs and those from the pedagogical training
certificate programs in terms of attitude, technical and cognitive sub-dimensions of the scale. In the field
of digital literacy, some differences between the departments have been observed. For example,
Gencel (2013) conducted research with senior students studying Computer Education and
Instructional Technologies (CEIT), Music, Art, Science, Preschool, Classroom, Turkish and German
language teaching to determine whether the level of lifelong learning competence in education faculty
differs between departments. The descriptive results of this research show that Science Teaching and

CEIT students had the highest average level of digital competence.
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Furthermore, in the digital competence sub-dimension, the difference between the levels by
teacher candidates' departments was significant. It was observed that teacher candidates studying
CEIT scored higher than those studying Science and Art Education. Moreover, teacher candidates
studying Science scored higher than teacher candidates studying Music, Art, Turkish Language and
Classroom teachers. This shows that teacher candidates in the departments offering more quantitative
courses have higher levels of digital competence than those in the departments offering more verbal
courses. Within the scope of the present study, such a distinction was not observed since the study
group consisted of a mix of students from quantitative, verbal and art-oriented departments.
Similarly, Sahin, Akbash and Yapar-Yelken (2010) studied the lifelong learning skills of 1080 teacher
candidates from 13 different teaching departments in terms of eight sub-dimensions (communication
in the native language, communication in a foreign language, mathematics, competence in science and
technology, digital competence, learning to learn, social, intercultural and citizenship competences,
entrepreneurship, cultural awareness and expression). They found significant differences between five
lifelong learning sub-dimensions, whereas this was not the case for digital literacy, social competence,

cultural awareness, and expression dimensions.

The fourth question of this study is whether the teacher candidates” digital literacy levels are
affected by their housing status. In their studies with students enrolled in social programs in
vocational schools, Bahar and Kaya (2013), found a significant relationship between the student's
internet access and the dimension of attitude toward Information Technology Control. Contrary to
this finding, in the current study, it was observed that the housing status of the participants did not
affect the level of digital literacy in any sub-dimensions. This finding can be interpreted as indicating
that the teacher candidates did not have any difficulty accessing information and communication

technologies in their housing environments.

The last question of this study is whether the teacher candidates' income level affects their
level of digital literacy. Data indicate that while there was no difference between the groups in the
social dimension of the scale, digital literacy levels of low-income students were higher than the high-
income students in the attitudes, technical, and cognitive sub-dimensions. This finding is at odds with
studies conducted in Turkey. In the study undertaken by Korucu and Biger (2017) with 243 teacher
candidates, socio-economic level made no difference in the teacher candidates' acceptance and use of
technology. Cam and Kiyic1 (2017) studied teacher candidates' digital literacy levels and found their
income level did not affect their digital literacy levels. Yet there are several studies showing that high
socio-economic level gives rise to high levels of technology attitudes and skills (Kiyici, 2008; Tally,
2006). Again in the global literature, the socio-economic level is a factor that leads to the digital divide
(DiMaggio, Hargittai, Celeste, and Steven Shafer, 2003), and the factors that increase the digital divide
are individuals' lack of access to technological devices (Sherman, 2011) and infrastructure problems in

the place of residence (Dasgupta, Lall and Wheeler, 2005) while one of the reducing factors is the
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availability of internet connection (Clark, 2007; Stern, 2003; Zillien and Hargittai, 2009). One of the
reasons for the difference in this study may be that the time spent with technological tools is affecting
the levels of students' technological skills. Cetin et al. (2012) also examined the teacher candidates'
technology competence status by their frequency of internet use. Accordingly, the teacher candidates
who use the Internet at a medium frequency have significantly higher technological competence than
the teacher candidates who never and rarely use it. Livingstone (2002) discovered that young people
with low SES use the Internet as much as young people with high SES as long as there is internet
access in their homes. Therefore the difference in SES does not pose a disadvantage for the use of

technology.

Similarly, Thomas (2008) stated that because of the difficulties in accessing technology in low
socioeconomic homes, the level of competencies of the individuals living there is low. In the 2017
report of TUIK (Turkish Statistical Institute) determining digital literacy, mobile phones are the
information devices with the highest presence rate in households with 97.8%. 80.2% of these mobile
phones have an internet connection. This report confirms that teacher candidates also have high access
to technology and the internet. Computer labs in education faculties and dormitories, access to
wireless networks within campuses, and technological equipment such as smart boards and

computers in classrooms increase the likelihood of technology use.

In addition, the second reason why digital literacy levels of students with low family income
levels are higher than those with high family income levels is that their knowledge and awareness
about technology can effectively determine their digital literacy level. Therefore, it is necessary to
determine what technological devices they use and measure their level of information on technology.
In this respect, Katz (2007) developed a test to measure ICT competencies and in this test conducted
with a web browser, various scenarios and simulations are presented to measure student competence.
In this study, Katz (2007) determined that the test was successful in measuring ICT competencies but
also demonstrated a significant inconsistency between test results and students' self-reported
proficiency levels. Therefore, Katz and Macklin (2007) propose that students' perceptions of self-

efficacy may be high due to daily computer and internet use.
Suggestions

In this study, teacher candidates' digital literacy levels were found to be low. For this reason,
applications should be implemented to develop teacher candidates' technology knowledge and skills
during their education. The scope of technology teaching should not be confined to the "Instructional
Technologies and Material Design" course, which is compulsory only in teacher education programs.
It is necessary and essential for the faculty members to integrate technology into their courses for
teacher candidates to see examples of technology use in action. The use of technology should be

encouraged in the design of outputs introduced in all courses. In addition, qualitative studies should
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be undertaken to determine the reasons for low digital literacy. These qualitative studies can provide
detailed information about teacher candidates' deficiencies, subjects they have difficulty with and the
ways they acquire information on technology. Which technological tools and how often teacher
candidates use their level of technical knowledge should be obtained through questionnaires. In
addition, these data should be interpreted in line with gender and SES variables, and the differences in

technological tools should be revealed.
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