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reading and writing, the objectives and principles of teaching primary
reading and writing, the characteristics of the first-grade teachers and their
students, the tools and techniques used in teaching primary reading and
writing, and the methods used in teaching primary reading and writing. The
subject of the study is to determine the extent of giving this content to the
primary school teacher candidates in universities or how competent primary
school teacher candidates feel in this field. A descriptive survey model was
used in the study. The study aims to reveal the teacher candidates' self-
efficacy who take the primary reading and writing teaching course. The
sample consisted of 302 third and fourth grades teacher candidates from the
primary education department of the education faculties of three state
universities. In the study, the "Self-Efficacy Scale for Primary Reading and
Writing Teaching” developed by Delican (2016) was used. Cronbach's
alpha reliability coefficient of the whole scale was .90, and Cronbach's
alpha reliability coefficients of the sub-dimensions were between .89 and
.90. Teacher candidates' self-efficacy was analyzed according to the
following variables: gender, age, graduated high school, the university they
attend, rank in university preference, and the number of books they read.
Teacher candidates' self-efficacy did not differ significantly according to
gender, grade (T-Test), graduated high school, the university they attend,
and rank in university preference (ANOVA Test). It differed significantly
according to the number of books read annually, in favor of those who read
more books. The study is expected to contribute to the field of primary
education.

Primary school teacher

About Article

Sending Date: 25.09.2020
Acceptance Date: 15.04.2022
E-Publication Date: 29.04.2022

!Assoc. Prof. Dr. Anadolu University Faculty of Education, Tiirkiye, yalcinbay@anadolu.edu.tr, https:/orcid.org/0000-0002-8449-9931

11


mailto:%20yalcinbay@anadolu.edu.tr,%20https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8449-9931

Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2022, Vol 8, Issue 1, 11-29 Yal¢in BAY

Introduction

Today's rapid developments and scientific advances affect all areas of education, necessitating
radical changes in educational approaches (Bay, 2010). Individuals who can only write their name and
surname, read a simple text, produce technology and use this production are not considered sufficient
for 21* century skills (Akyol, 2005). Learning reading and writing is the most crucial stage of the
education process; scientific rules should be followed at this stage for the future of the child (Giines,
2018).

Primary reading and writing (PRW) education is the most basic need that enables individuals
to realize themselves, prepare for life, communicate effectively with society as social beings,
understand the existing written and visual materials, and effectively express themselves verbally and
in writing (Bay, 2008).

Different definitions of reading and writing have been made until today. These definitions
differ from society to society depending on the development level of countries and educational
approaches. Reading is the act of vocalizing the symbolic signs that make up a text or understanding
the thoughts indicated by the signs (TDK, 1998). Reading is the ability or activity to extract
information from written words (dictionary.cambridge.org, 2020). Reading is the perception of shapes,
symbols, and pictures determined by societies to make feelings, thoughts, experiences, and
impressions permanent in the universal sense and transfer them to the other side; it is the activity of
restructuring perceived elements in mind by re-interpreting them (Bay, 2008).

Writing is described as expressing words or thoughts with particular signs and letters,
expressing them in writing, writing them down (MoNE, 1999); making signs or thoughts using a pen,
pencil, or keyboard that represent letters, words, or numbers on a surface such as paper or computer
screen and using this method to save thoughts, facts, or messages (dictionary.cambridge.org, 2020).
Writing is universally defined as the most effective and permanent communication activity in which
shapes, symbols, and pictures determined by societies are used to make feelings, thoughts,
experiences, and impressions permanent and transfer them to the other party (Bay, 2008).

Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy, willingness, and all other psychosocial factors constitute a significant part of the
variance in academic achievement (Bandura, 1996). Perceived self-efficacy is related to people's
beliefs in their ability to influence events that affect their lives. This core belief is the foundation of
human motivation, performance achievements, and emotional well-being (Bandura, 1997, 2006).
Bandura emphasized that these beliefs are more potent than their actual ability in influencing people's
motivation level, emotional states, and actions. Unless people believe that they can create the desired
effects with their actions, the motivation towards undertaking activities or persisting in the face of
difficulties would be low (Bandura, 2010). Lack of belief in one's abilities and personal goals can
weaken him/her (Bandura & Loke, 2003). Many factors affect a person's self-efficacy positively or
negatively. Although empirically related, teacher and collective effectiveness perceptions are
theoretically different constructs, and each has unique effects on educational decisions and student
achievement (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). Bandura (1997, p.2) emphasized that these
beliefs are more potent than actual abilities in influencing people's motivation level, emotional states,
and actions. As a result, a teacher who does not expect some students to succeed in reading and
writing will likely put less effort into teaching preparation and presentation and will more readily give
up when students struggle, even if they receive the teaching. Strategies that can help these students in
practice are crucial. Therefore, students' self-efficacy can become self-fulfilling prophecies that
confirm their lack of ability or inadequacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011).

The content of the undergraduate “PRW Teaching Course" includes listening, speaking, visual
reading and visual presentation, familiarization with PRW's learning areas and processes, the effects of
the characteristics of Turkish on PRW teaching, the objectives and principles of PRW teaching, the
characteristics of the first-grade teachers and their students, the tools and techniques used in PRW
teaching, and the methods used in PRW teaching. The extent of giving this content to the primary
school teacher candidates in universities or how competent primary school teacher candidates feel in
this field is the subject of the study. Primary school teacher candidates' PRW teaching self-efficacy
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was analyzed according to the following variables: gender, age, grade, graduated high school, the
university they attend, rank in university preference, and the number of books read annually.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to examine primary school teacher candidates’ PRW
teaching self-efficacy beliefs according to determined variables.

Method
Research Model

In this study, the descriptive survey model was used to determine PRW teaching self-efficacy
of 3" and 4"-grade teacher candidates from the Faculty of Education, Department of Primary
Education.

Study Group

The study was conducted with 3™ and 4"™-grade students attending Primary Education
undergraduate programs of 3 state universities’ Education Faculties. There are 302 teacher candidates
in the study group. Taking the “PRW Teaching Course” was set as the criterion in determining teacher
candidates to be included in the sample group. The participants were determined by the convenience
sampling method among teacher candidates who met the stated criterion.

Table 1. Demographic Information of the Participants

Variable Level f %
Female 240 79.2
Gender Male 63 28.8
Total 302 100
3rd Grade 234 77.2
Grade 4th Grade 69 22.8
Total 302 100
19-Year-old 27 8.9
20-Year-old 85 28.1
21-Year-old 118 38.9
Age
22-Year-old 51 16.8
23-Year-old and older 22 7.3
Total 302 100
Academic High School (Science, Social
Sciences, Anatolian Teacher Training, 252 83.2

Anatolian and Normal High Schools)

Graduated  High \/ocational High Schools (Vocational,

School Imam Hatip, and Sports High Schools) 20 6.6
Private and Other High Schools 31 10.2
Total 302 100
University - 1 88 29.0
The  university University -2 103 34.0
they attend University -3 112 37.0
Total 302 100
1*" preference 68 22.4
2" preference 51 16.8
_ . 3"preference 40 13.2
Rank i University , gin g oforence 42 13.9
Preference 0
6-10" preference 49 16.2
11" preference and more 53 17.5
Total 302 100
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Table 1. Demographic Information of the Participants (Continued)

Variable Level f %
Zero Book 18 5.9
1 - 3 Books 139 45.9
Number of books read 4 —7 Books 80 26.4
annually 8 — 11 Books 42 13.9
12 and more Books 24 7.9

Total 302 100

According to Table 1, 79.2% of the teacher candidates participating in the study are female,
28.8% of them are male, 77.2% of them are from the 3" grade, and 22.8% of them are from the 4"
grade. Regarding the types of high schools from which the teacher candidates graduated, 83.2% of
them are academic high school graduates, 6.6% of them are vocational high school graduates, and
10.2% of them are private and other high school graduates. 29% of them are from University-1, 34%
of them from University-2, and 37% of them from University-3. Regarding the rank of preference of
the university they attend, it was the 1% preference for 22.4%, 2" preference for 16.8%, 3" preference
for 13.2%, 4-5th preference for 13.9%, 6-10" preference for 16.2%, and 11™ preference and above for
17.5%. The distribution of teacher candidates according to the number of books they read annually
shows that 5.9% of them never read a book, 45.9% of them read 1-3 books, 26.4% of them read 4-7
books, 13.9% of them read 8-11 books, and 7.9% of them read 12 books or more.

Data Collection Tool

The " PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale" developed by Burak Delican in 2016 was used in
this study. The permission to use the scale was obtained via e-mail.

In the first stage of the scale development process, the relevant literature was reviewed to
determine the categories, indicators, and definitions involving PRW teaching. The statements used in
the scale were determined from the relevant studies of the national and international literature. The
categories, definitions, and indicators of PRW teaching have been discussed in three dimensions:
preparation, implementation, and evaluation (Delican, 2016). The first 9 items of the scale are related
to the preparatory work (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). Items 10-21 are related to the
implementation (110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121), and items 21-25 are related to
evaluation (E22, E23, E24, E25).

Data Collection and Analysis

The researcher administered the developed scale to 3" and 4™-grade primary school teacher
candidates from Primary Education undergraduate program. During the implementation, the principle
of volunteering was conducted; those who wanted to participate were informed about the study. The
guestionnaire was given to the participants for data collection, and 302 teacher candidates filled it out.

The data obtained from teacher candidates were transferred to SPSS 18.0 program for data
analysis. Before starting data analysis, extreme, outlier, missing, or erroneous values were
corrected/eliminated. Frequencies and percentages were determined and tabulated. A normality test
was applied to the data, which showed a normal distribution. Validity, and reliability analysis were
performed, and confirmatory factor analysis was conducted.

An independent samples t-test was performed to test the difference of gender and grade among
primary school teacher candidates' “PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy” at the p<0.05 significance level.
The results were tabulated and interpreted. Finally, an ANOVA test was performed to test whether
primary school teacher candidates' “PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy” differentiate according to the high
school they graduated from, the university they attend, rank in university preference, and the number
of books they read annually (p<0.05). The outcomes were tabulated and interpreted.

Normal Distribution

Various models and techniques were used in this study, i.e., survey model. Tables, line and
column graphs were created, and the data were interpreted using various statistical tests, such as the t-
test and ANOVA test.
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Figure 2. Normality of the score distribution
Validity and Reliability Analysis
The test known as Cronbach's Alpha test in the literature was conducted to test the reliability
of the measurement before the factor analysis, and the results are given below;

Table 2. Reliability Analysis Results for PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy

Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items
0,900 25

According to Table 2, the reliability coefficient of the whole PRW self-efficacy scale
consisting of 25 items and applied to 302 students is 0.900 (90%). This level shows that the reliability
of the measurement method is pretty sufficient, and it is suitable for the analysis. Regarding total item

correlation analysis, item correlations range from 0.20 to 0.73, indicating that the scale items are at
acceptable levels.

The reliability and validity test results of the sub-dimensions are given below;
Table 3. Reliability and Validity of Sub-Dimensions

Dimensions Cronbach Alpha
Preparation 0.629
Implementation 0.909
Evaluation 0.819
Whole Scale 0.900
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results are given below;

Table 4. The Goodness of Fit Indexes
Fit Index of Fit

Parameter Parameter Acceptable Fit Good Fit
RMSEA 0.062 0.05 <RMSEA <0.08 0 <RMSEA <0.05
SRMR 0.046 0.05 <SRMR <£0.08 0 <SRMR <0.05
GFI 0.86 0.90 < GFI<0.95 0.95 <GFI<1.00
AGFI 0.84 0.85 < AGFI<0.90 0.90 <AGFI<1.00
CFI 0.98 0.90 <CFI<0.95 0.95 <CFI<1.00
NFI 0.96 0.90 <CFI<0.95 0.95 <CFI<1.00

" RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, NFI: Normed Fit Index, GFI:
Goodness of Fit Index, AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index, CFl: Comparative Fit Index

The criteria taken for acceptable and good fits are as follows: 0.90 < CFI < 0.95 acceptable fit,
0.95 < CFI < 1.00 good fit; 0.05 < SRMR < 0.10 acceptable fit, 0 < SRMR < 0.05 good fit, 0.05 <
RMSEA < 0.08 acceptable fit, 0 < RMSEA < 0.05 good fit, 0.90 < GFI < 0.95 acceptable fit, 0.95 <
GFI < 1.00 good fit, 0.85 < AGFI < 0.90 acceptable fit, 0.90 < AGFI < 1.00. The values equal to or
higher than 0.30 were considered while evaluating the standardized factor loads. The CFA PATH
diagram showing standardized factor loads is given below.

-4z o024

D = Y = N < T = A v = N O = [

.54 L=}

Chi-—Sguar==58%.25, AE=27T2, P—wvaluse=0.00000, RMSEAL=0.0c2

Figure 3. CFA PATH Diagram
Findings
Findings related to gender and grade variables

The opinions of the 3rd and 4th-grade teacher candidates from the Department of Primary
Education of the Faculty of Education on "PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy” were taken within the scope
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of the study. The data obtained were transferred to the SPSS program. The difference of teacher
candidates' PRW teaching self-efficacy according to gender and grade variables was tested with the t-
test (p<.05). According to the t-test results, there is no significant difference in overall and preparation,
implementation, evaluation sub-dimensions according to gender and grade (p<.05).

Table 5. Difference of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to gender (t-test)
PRW teaching self-

. Gender n X Ss sd t p
efficacy
) Female 240 4.0685 .58595
Preparation 301 271 187
Male 63 4.0459 .60879
. Female 240 4.0090 .58938
Implementation 301 .386 .700
Male 63 3.9762 .64244
. Female 240 4.0104 .66313
Evaluation 301 -1.096 .274
Male 63 4.1111 59191
Female 240 4.0307 .56156
Overall 301 .098 922
Male 63 4.0229 57338

PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy of 302 teacher candidates participating in the study did not differ
according to gender. Regarding Table 5, there is no significant difference in overall and in preparation,
implementation, and evaluation sub-dimensions according to gender (P<.05). It can be said that
primary school teacher candidates' gender does not make a significant difference in their PRW
teaching self-efficacy.

Table 6. Difference of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to grade (t-test)

PRW teaching self-
efficacy

Grade n X Ss sd t p

] 3" Grade 234 4,0541 60712
Preparation " 301 -525 ,600
4" Grade 69 4,0966 52977

. 3" Grade 234 39936 ,62782
Implementation th 301 -460 ,646
4" Grade 69 4,0314 49633

) 3" Grade 234 4,0310 ,67278
Evaluation th 301 -,018 ,985
4™ Grade 69 4,0326 ,56704

39Grade 234 40214 58652
Overall " 301 -436 663
4"Grade 69 40551 47804

Grade did not create a significant difference in PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy of 302 teacher
candidates participating in the study. Regarding Table 6, there is no significant difference in overall
and in preparation, implementation, and evaluation sub-dimensions according to grade (P<.05). It can
be said that primary school teacher candidates' grade does not make a significant difference in their
PRW teaching self-efficacy.

Findings related to the graduated high school, the university they attend, rank in university

preference, and the number of books read annually variables

The difference of teacher candidates' PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the graduated
high school, the university they attend, rank in university preference, and the number of books read
annually variables with the ANOVA (p<.05). According to the ANOVA results, there is no significant
difference in overall preparation, implementation, and evaluation sub-dimensions according to
graduated high school, the university they attend, and rank in university preference. However,
significant differences were observed according to the university they attend and the number of
books read annually. (p<.05).
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Table 7. Difference of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the graduated high school (ANOVA)

PRW tea_iching Souice of Sum of Mean P Significant
self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference
Between Groups .087 2 .044
Preparation In Group 104.975 300 .350 125883 -
Total 105.063 302
Between Groups .189 2 .094
Implementation  In Group 108.477 300 .362 261771 -
Total 108.665 302
Between Groups .686 2 .343
Bvaluation ) 1500 126641 300 422 813 444 -
Total 127.327 302
Between Groups 129 2 .064
Overall In Group 95.625 300 319 202 817 -
Total 95.754 302

Regarding Table 7, teacher candidates’ PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy does not differ
significantly according to the high school they graduated from (F(3.261) =0.202; p>0.817). In other
words, primary school teacher candidates' self-efficacy for the preparation, implementation, and
evaluation stages of PRW teaching does not differ significantly according to the high school they
graduated from. According to these results, it can be said that the graduated high school does not have
a significant effect on primary school teacher candidates' self-efficacy levels.

Table 8. Difference of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the rank in university preference (ANOVA)

PRWteziching Souiceof Sum of sd Mean = p Si_gnificant

self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference
Between Groups 1.854 5 371

Preparation In Group 103209 297 34 1067 379 :
Total 105.063 302
Between Groups 720 5 144

Implementation  In Group 107.945 297 .363 3% 851 -
Total 108.665 302
Between Groups 522 5 104

Evaluation In Group 126.805 207 427 240 942 i
Total 127.327 302
Between Groups 407 5 .081

Overall In Group 95.347 297 321 253 938 -
Total 95.754 302

Regarding Table 8, teacher candidates’ PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy did not differ
significantly according to the rank in university preference (F (3.261) =0.253; p>0.938). In other
words, primary school teacher candidates' self-efficacy for the preparation, implementation, and
evaluation stages of PRW teaching does not differ significantly according to the rank in university
preference. According to these results, it can be said that the rank in their university preference does
not have a significant effect on primary school teacher candidates' self-efficacy levels.

The ANOVA results of the teacher candidates' PRW Teaching Self-Efficacy according to the
university they attend and the number of books they read annually are given and interpreted in three
separate tables covering the items of preparation, implementation, and evaluation sub-dimensions.
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Table 9. Difference of preparation to PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the university they attend
(ANOVA)

PRW tea}ching SOUI:CG of Sum of sd Mean r P Significant
self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference

Between Groups 6.840 2 3.420

P2 In Group 160929 300 536 0376 002 L3
Total 167.769 302
Between Groups 5.182 2 2.591

P3 In Group 182917 300 .10 20 014,
Total 188.099 302
Between Groups 12.789 2 6.394

P4 In Group 236182 300 787 1% 00 17
Total 248.970 302
Between Groups 5.149 2 2574 3.107 .046

P6 In Group 248.620 300 .829 1-2
Total 253.769 302
Between Groups 4.617 2 2.309 4.005 .019

P8 In Group 172.927 300 576 1-2
Total 177.545 302
Between Groups 3.447 2 1.723

Preparation In Group 136.764 300 456 3.781 024 1-2

Total 140.211 302

Table 9 shows the significant differences in preparation for PRW teaching self-efficacy of 302
teacher candidates according to the university they attend.

Regarding P2, there is a significant difference in "organizing works to improve children's
visual reading skills" in favor of teacher candidates from University-1 [F(.300= 6.376; p=0.002]. In
other words, teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.31) have a higher "organizing works to
improve children's visual reading skills" self-efficacy than teacher candidates from University-3
(x=3.94).

Regarding P3, "Organizing activities to develop children's fine motor skills,” teacher
candidates from University-1 were found to be more self-efficient than teacher candidates attending
University-2  [F-00= 4.250; p=0.000]. In other words, teacher candidates attending University-1
(x=4.24) have a higher "Organizing activities to develop children's fine motor skills" self-efficacy than
teacher candidates from University-2 (x=3.91).

Regarding P4, "Teaching students correct wrist posture,” teacher candidates from University-
1 were found to be more self-efficient than teacher candidates attending University-2 and University-3
[F(2-300= 8.122; p=0.000]. In other words, teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.30) have a
higher “Teaching students correct wrist posture" self-efficacy than teacher candidates from
University-2 (x=3.79) and University-3 (x=3.94).

Regarding P6, "Teaching students correct pencil grip," teacher candidates from University-1
were found to be more self-efficient than teacher candidates attending University-2 [F-300= 4.107;
p=0.046]. In other words, teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.26) have a higher "Teaching
students correct pencil grip" self-efficacy than teacher candidates from University-2 (x=3.93).

Regarding P8, "Supporting children's verbal language development by organizing listening
activities," teacher candidates from University-1 were found to be more self-efficient than teacher
candidates attending University-2 [Fp.300= 4.005; p=0.019]. In other words, teacher candidates
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attending University-1 (x=4.25) have a higher "Supporting children's verbal language development by
organizing listening activities " self-efficacy than teacher candidates from University-2 (x=3.94).

No significant difference was found according to the universities that teacher candidates attend
for the following items: P5 "Preparing activities suitable for the students' prior knowledge while
planning their reading-writing preparation works," P7 "Teaching students to keep the appropriate
distance between the paper and the eye in reading-writing," and P9 "Preparing materials suitable to
the gains, to use in teaching reading.

Regarding the overall effect of the university that teacher candidates attend on their PRW
teaching self-efficacy at the preparation stage, a significant difference was observed in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1 [Fp300= 3.781; p=0.024]. In other words, the preparation stage
PRW teaching self-efficacy of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.23) is better than teacher
candidates attending University-2 (x=3.96).

Table 10. Difference of implementation of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the university they attend
(ANOVA)

PRW

teaching Source of Sum of sd Mean E P Si_gnificant
. Variance Squares Squares Difference
self-efficacy
Between Groups 4.160 2 2.080
110 In Group 192441 300 641 24 040 4,
Total 196.601 302
Between Groups 8.717 2 4.359
11 In Group 200320 300 .69 0247 002 ig
Total 218.046 302
Between Groups 4.342 2 2171
112 In Group 170496 300 568 >80 023 4,
Total 174.838 302
Between Groups 9.645 2 4823 6.576 .002 1-2
113 In Group 220.025 300 733 1-3
Total 229.670 302
Between Groups 5.480 2 2.740 3.604 .028 1-2
114 In Group 228.130 300 .760
Total 233.611 302
Between Groups 8.126 2 4.063 6.418 .002 1-2
115 In Group 189.921 300 .633 1-3
Total 198.046 302
Between Groups 9.253 2 4.627 8.376 .000 1-2
116 In Group 165.704 300 .552 1-3
Total 174957 302
Between Groups 12.097 2 6.048 9.271 .000 1-2
117 In Group 195.712 300 .652 1-3
Total 207.809 302
Between Groups 10.131 2 5.066 6.651 .001 1-2
118 In Group 228.470 300 762 1-3
Total 238.601 302
Between Groups 5.554 2 2777 4186 .016 1-2
120 In Group 199.046 300 .663
Total 204.601 302
Between Groups 5.191 2 2595 4471 012
121 In Group 174123 300 580 ig
Total 179.314 302
Between Groups 5.964 2 2.982
Implementation  In Group 102.701 300 .342 8.710 000 i:g
Total 108.665 302
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Table 10 shows the significant differences in the implementation of the PRW teaching self-
efficacy of 302 teacher candidates according to the university they attend.

A significant difference was observed in 110, "Organizing exercises to correct students'
reading errors” [Fpam)= 3.243; p=0.040]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Organize exercises to correct students' reading
errors" of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.14) is higher than teacher candidates
attending University-2 (x=3.94).

A significant difference was observed in 111, "Teaching students proper paper position™ [F ..
s00= 6.247; p=0.002]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates attending
University-1. The ability to "Teach students proper paper position” of teacher candidates attending
University-1 (x=4.32) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-2 (x=3.98) and
University-3 (x=3.92).

A significant difference was observed in 112, "Organizing exercises to support students’ fluent
reading skills" [F(-300= 3.820; p=0.023]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Organize exercises to support students' fluent
reading skills" of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.20) is higher than teacher candidates
attending University-2 (x=3.91).

A significant difference was observed in 113, "Teaching students upper and lower parts of
letters” [F(-300= 6.576; p=0.002]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates
attending University-1. The ability to "Teach students upper and lower parts of letters" of teacher
candidates attending University-1 (x=4.24) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-2
(x=3.81) and University-3.

A significant difference was observed in 114, "Enabling prosodical reading of students
(toning, stress, pause, articulation, and rhythm)" [F.s00= 3.604; p=0.028]. The significant difference
here is in favor of teacher candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Enable prosodical
reading of students (toning, stress, pause, articulation, and rhythm)" of teacher candidates attending
University-1 (x=4.01) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-2 (x=3.68).

A significant difference was observed in 115, "Enabling students to access texts from
sentences” [F-300= 6.418; p=0.000]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates
attending University-1. The ability to "Enable students to access texts from sentences” of teacher
candidates attending University-1 (x=4.31) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-2
(x=3.91) and University-3 (x=3.99).

A significant difference was observed in 116, "Enabling students to read sounds (letters,
words) correctly” [F(-300= 8.376; p=0.000]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Enable students to read sounds (letters, words)
correctly" of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.38) is higher than teacher candidates
attending University-2 (x=3.94) and University-3 (x=4.07).

A significant difference was observed in 117, "Enabling students to write texts based on
images” [F(-300= 9.271; p=0.000]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates
attending University-1. The ability to "Enable students to write texts based on images" of teacher
candidates attending University-1 (x=4.38) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-2
(x=3.93) and University-3 (x=3.94).

A significant difference was observed in 118, "Using children’s literature products in the PRW
process" [F-300= 6.651; p=0.001]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates
attending University-1. The ability to "Use children's literature products in the PRW process" of
teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.32) is higher than teacher candidates attending
University-2 (x=3.88) and University-3 (x=3.96).

A significant difference was observed in 120, "Enabling students to associate their prior
knowledge with new knowledge in the PRW teaching process” [F(-s0)= 4.186; p=0.016]. The
significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates attending University-1. The ability to
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"Enable students to associate their prior knowledge with new knowledge in the reading-writing
teaching process” of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.14) is higher than teacher
candidates attending University-2 (x=3.80).

A significant difference was observed in 121, "Using auditory tools (listening texts, etc.) in
PRW teaching” [Fpam)= 4.471; p=0.012]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Use auditory tools (listening texts, etc.) in PRW
teaching™ of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.41) is higher than teacher candidates
attending University-2 (x=4.13) and University-3 (x=4.12).

Regarding Table 10 showing the significant differences in the implementation of the PRW
teaching self-efficacy according to the universities teacher candidates attend, no significant difference
is observed in 119 "Teaching students the letterforms of cursive handwriting."

Regarding the overall effect of the university that teacher candidates attend on PRW teaching
self-efficacy at the implementation stage, a significant difference was observed in favor of teacher
candidates attending University-1 [F-300= 8.710; p=0.000]. In other words, the preparation stage
PRW teaching self-efficacy of teacher candidates attending University-1 (x=4.21) is better than teacher
candidates attending University-2 (x=3.87) and University-3 (x=3.96).

Table 11. Differentiation of evaluation of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the university they attend
(ANOVA)

PRW tegching Source of Sum of sd Mean = Si_gnificant
self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference
Between Groups 5.780 2 2.890
E22 In Group 174008 300 580 +983 007 }é
Total 179.789 302
Between Groups 1.935 2 .968
Evaluation In Group 125392 300 418 2315 101
Total 127.327 302
Between Groups 4.069 2 2.035 6.457 .002 1-2
Overall In Group 94537 300 315 1-3
Total 98.606 302

Regarding Table 11, a significant difference was observed in E22, "Organizing works
according to results after evaluating literacy skills" [F-300= 4.890; p=0.007]. The significant
difference here is in favor of teacher candidates attending University-1. The ability to "Organize works
according to results after evaluating literacy skills" of teacher candidates attending University-1
(x=4.24) is higher than teacher candidates attending University-3 (x=3.91).

Regarding Table 11, no significant difference is observed in the evaluation of the PRW
teaching self-efficacy according to the universities attended for the following items: E23 "ldentifying
students who have reading difficulties in the PRW teaching process”, E24 "Organizing works to
eliminate students' writing errors” and E25 "Creating assessment tools suitable for children's
developmental characteristics to evaluate their literacy skills."

Regarding the overall effect of the attended university on teacher candidates' PRW teaching
self-efficacy at the evaluation stage, no significant difference was observed [F-300)= 2.315; p=0.101].

Regarding the overall effect of the university that teacher candidates attend on their PRW
teaching self-efficacy, a significant difference was observed in favor of teacher candidates attending
University-1 [Fps00= 3.457; p=0.002]. In other words, PRW teaching self-efficacy of teacher
candidates attending University-1 (x=4.21) is better than teacher candidates attending University-2
(x=3.92) and University-3 (x=4.02).
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Table 12. Difference of preparation to PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the number of books read
annually (ANOVA)

PRV.V Source of Sum of Mean Significant
teaching . Sd F P :
. Variance Squares Squares Difference
self-efficacy

Between Groups 5.614 4 1.404

P1 In Group 168267 208 565 2486 04 o
Total 173.881 302
Between Groups  11.936 4 2.984 i}

5706 .000 17

P2 In Group 155.833 298 523 ' ' 2-5
Total 167.769 302 35
Between Groups 6.218 4 1.554

P3 In Group 181.881 298 .610 2.547 040 1-5
Total 188.099 302
Between Groups 5.513 4 1.378

P5 In Group 200.474 298 673 2049 08 g
Total 205.987 302
Between Groups 2.988 4 Jq47

Preparation  In Group 137.222 298 460 1622 .168

Total 140.211 302

Table 12 shows the significant differences in preparation for PRW teaching self-efficacy of
302 teacher candidates according to the number of books read annually.

There is a significant difference in P1, "Motivating children to learn to read and write" [F..
300)= 2.486; p=0.440]. The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates who read more
books. In other words, teacher candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.42) can better
“motivate children to learn to read and write” than teacher candidates who read 1-2 books in a year
(x=3.91).

Regarding P2, "organizing works to improve children's visual reading skills," the significant
difference is again in favor of teacher candidates who read more books [F,.300= 5.706; p=0.000]. In
other words, teacher candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.67) have a higher
"organizing works to improve children's visual reading skills" self-efficacy than teacher candidates
who read zero books (x=3.83), 1-2 books (x=3.99), and 4-7 books (x=4.04) in a year.

Regarding P3, "Organizing activities to develop children's fine motor skills,” the significant
difference is again in favor of teacher candidates who read more books [F,-300= 2.547; p=0.040]. In
other words, teacher candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.46) have a higher
"Organizing activities to develop children's fine motor skills " self-efficacy than teacher candidates
who read zero books (x=3.78) in a year.

Regarding P5, "Preparing activities suitable for the students' prior knowledge while planning
their reading-writing preparation works," the significant difference is in favor of teacher candidates
who read more books [F-300= 2.049; p=0.880]. In other words, teacher candidates who read more
than 12 books in a year (x=4.46) have a higher “Preparing activities suitable for the students' prior
knowledge while planning their reading-writing preparation works” self-efficacy than teacher
candidates who read 1-2 books (x=3.94) in a year.

According to Table 12, there is no significant difference in preparation for PRW teaching self-
efficacy according to the number of books read annually for the following items: P4, "Teaching
students correct wrist posture," P6, "Teaching students correct pencil grip," P7 "Teaching students to
keep the appropriate distance between the paper and the eye in reading-writing"”, P8, "Supporting
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children's verbal language development by organizing listening activities," and P9 "Preparing
materials, suitable to the gains, to use in teaching reading."

Regarding the overall effect of the number of books read annually on teacher candidates' PRW
teaching self-efficacy at the preparation stage, a significant difference was observed in favor of teacher
candidates who read more books. In other words, PRW teaching self-efficacy of teacher candidates
who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.41) is higher than teacher candidates who read 1-2 books
in a year (x=4.05)

Table 13. Difference of implementation of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the number of books read
annually (ANOVA)

PRWtea_lching Sourceof Sum of sd Mean F P Si_gnificant
self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference
Between Groups 7.445 4 1.861
114 In Group 226165 208 759 S48 06 20
Total 233.611 302
Between Groups 7.114 4 1.779
115 In Group 190932 208 a1 2776 020 55
Total 198.046 302
Between Groups 9.377 4 2.344
118 In Group 229.223 298 .769 3048 017 1-5
Total 238.601 302
Between Groups 2.420 4 .605
Implementation  In Group 106.245 298 357 1697 .151 -
Total 108.665 302

Table 13 shows the significant differences in the implementation of the PRW teaching self-
efficacy of 302 teacher candidates arising from the number of books read annually.

A significant difference was observed in 114, "Enabling prosodical reading of students
(toning, stress, pause, articulation, and rhythm)" [F..s00= 2.453; p=0.460]. The significant difference
here is in favor of teacher candidates who read more books. The ability to "Enable prosodical reading
of students (toning, stress, pause, articulation, and rhythm)" of teacher candidates who read more than
12 books in a year (x=4.38) is higher than teacher candidates who read 1-2 books (x=3.81) and 4-7
books (x=3.79) in a year.

Regarding 115, "Enabling students to access texts from sentences," the significant difference is
in favor of teacher candidates who read more books [F(,.300= 2.776; p=0.027]. In other words, teacher
candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.50) have a higher "Enabling students to access
texts from sentences™ self-efficacy than teacher candidates who read 1-2 books (x=3.94) in a year.

Regarding 118, "Using children's literature products in the PRW process,” the significant
difference is again in favor of teacher candidates who read more books [F,-30= 3.048; p=0.017]. In
other words, teacher candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.38) have a higher "Using
children’s literature products in the PRW process" self-efficacy than teacher candidates who read zero
books (x=3.56) in a year.

According to Table 13, there is no significant difference in the implementation of the PRW
teaching self-efficacy according to the number of books read annually for the following items: 110,
"Organizing exercises to correct students' reading errors,” 111, "Teaching students proper paper
position,” 112 "Organizing exercises to support students’ fluent reading skills,” 113, "Teaching
students upper and lower parts of letters,” 116, "Enabling students to read sounds (letters, words)
correctly,” 117, "Enabling students to write texts based on images,” 119 "Teaching students the
letterforms of cursive handwriting,” 120, "Enabling students to associate their prior knowledge with
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new knowledge in the PRW teaching process," and 121, "Using auditory tools (listening texts, etc.) in
PRW teaching."

Regarding the overall effect of the number of books read annually on teacher candidates' PRW
teaching self-efficacy at the implementation stage, no significant difference was observed

Table 14. Difference of evaluation of PRW teaching self-efficacy according to the number of books read
annually (ANOVA)

PRW teaching Source of Sum of Mean P Si_gnificant

self-efficacy Variance Squares Squares Difference
Between Groups 7.800 4 1.950

E25 In Group 214.801 298 721 2.705 .03l gg
Total 222.601 302
Between Groups 2.289 4 572

Evaluation In Group 125.038 298 ap0 1364 246 i
Total 127.327 302
Between Groups 2.486 4 .621 1927 .106

Overall In Group 96.120 298 323
Total 98.606 302

Table 14 shows the significant differences in the evaluation of the PRW teaching self-efficacy
of 302 teacher candidates arising from the number of books read annually.

A significant difference was observed in E25, "Creating assessment tools suitable for
children's developmental characteristics to evaluate their literacy skills" [F-300= 2.705; p=0.310].
The significant difference here is in favor of teacher candidates who read more books. The ability to "
Create assessment tools suitable for children's developmental characteristics to evaluate their literacy
skills" of teacher candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.46) is higher than teacher
candidates who read 1-2 books (x=3.87) in a year.

According to Table 14, there is no significant difference in the evaluation of the PRW teaching
self-efficacy according to the number of books read annually for the following items: E22,
"Organizing works according to results after evaluating literacy skills," E23 "Identifying students who
have reading difficulties in the PRW teaching process"”, E24 "Organizing works to eliminate students'
writing errors.”

Regarding the overall effect of the number of books read annually on teacher candidates' PRW
teaching self-efficacy at the evaluation stage, no significant difference was observed

Regarding the overall effect of the number of books that teacher candidates read annually on
their PRW teaching self-efficacy, a significant difference was observed in favor of teacher candidates
reading more books [F-300= 2.264; p=0.062]. In other words, PRW teaching self-efficacy of teacher
candidates who read more than 12 books in a year (x=4.28) is higher than teacher candidates who read
1-2 books (x=3.98) in a year.
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Table 15. Item-Total Correlations and Cronbach Alpha
Factors and _ Item Total Cronbach Alpha Coefficient
Items x S Correlation after Removing the ltem
P1 3.98 759 .576 .895
P2 4.09 145 .567 .895
P3 4.08 .789 .556 .895
P4 3.99 .908 677 .892
P5 4.14 2441 .189 921
P6 4.22 2.469 221 920
P7 4.10 814 .659 .893
P8 4.07 167 .640 .894
P9 4.18 .824 534 .895
110 3.96 .807 675 .893
111 4.06 .850 632 .894
112 4.02 761 .635 .894
113 3.97 872 .630 .893
114 3.85 .880 .598 .894
115 4.06 .810 .700 .893
116 4.12 761 .676 .893
117 4.06 .830 .589 .894
118 4.04 .889 584 .894
119 3.72 1.087 521 .895
120 3.96 .823 .686 .893
121 4.20 71 .641 .894
E22 4.03 772 .708 .893
E23 4.06 .826 .603 .894
E24 4.08 .768 .678 .893
E25 3.96 .859 .610 .894

Regarding the item-total analysis results shown in Table 15, the item-total correlations vary
between .64<r<.68 for the preparation factor, between .56<r<.63 for the implementation factor, and
between .49<r<.66 for the evaluation factor. The items with an item-total correlation of .30 and higher
distinguish individuals well; items with a correlation between .20<r<.30 can be included in the
analysis if it is deemed necessary or should be corrected, and items with a correlation less than .20
should not be included in the analysis (Biiyiikoztiirk & et al., 2012). The item-total correlations of the
items displayed in Table 15 are higher than .30, which shows that the items intended to measure PRW
teaching self-efficacy perception can measure it. Cr-a reliability coefficients of the scale's preparation,
implementation, and evaluation dimensions are .89,.89, and .78, respectively. The cr-a coefficient of
the whole scale is .90. For a psychological test, a reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is generally
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considered sufficient for the reliability of test scores (Biiyiikoztirk & arakadaslari, 2012). In this
sense, it can be said that the scale is sufficiently reliable.

Another method used within the scope of item analysis is to test the difference between the
scores of the bottom 27% and top 27% groups with an independent samples t-test. Significant
differences between the groups are considered an indicator of the test's internal consistency. The
analysis results show the extent the items distinguish individuals in terms of measured behavior
(Biiyiikoztiirk & colleagues, 2012).

Table 15 shows the independent samples t-test results of the differences between the item
average scores of the bottom 27% and top 27% groups.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

According to the t-test results, primary school teacher candidates' "PRW teaching self-
efficacy" does not differ significantly according to gender and grade. There is no significant difference
in teacher candidates' “PRW teaching self-efficacy” according to age, graduated high school, and rank
in university preference regarding ANOVA test results. Meanwhile, according to the university they
attend and the number of books they read annually, there is a significant difference.

The items that significantly differ according to the university that primary school teacher
candidates attend are: (P2, P3, P4, P6, P8) at the preparation stage, (110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116,
117, 118, 120, 121) at the implementation stage and (E22) at the evaluation stage. The significant
difference here is in favor of the students attending University-1. According to the teacher candidates'
university, there are significant differences in the scale's overall preparation and implementation
dimensions. However, there is no significant difference in the evaluation dimension. Overall, a
significant difference is observed in favor of teacher candidates attending University-1.

The items that significantly differ according to the number of books that primary school
teacher candidates read in a year are: (P1, P2, P3) at the preparation stage, (114, 115, 118) at the
implementation stage, and (E25) at the evaluation stage. Although there are significant differences
based on the scale items, there is no significant difference in preparation, application, and evaluation
dimensions. The significant difference here is in favor of the students who read more books.

No significant difference was found in primary school teacher candidates' PRW teaching self-
efficacy according to gender in this study. On the other hand, in their study on primary school
teachers, Oztiirk and Ertem (2017) found a significant difference in self-efficacy beliefs in favor of
female teachers; on the other hand, in the study, Korkut and Babaoglan (2012) revealed a significant
difference in favor of male teachers. In the study conducted by Oztiirk and Ertem (2017), primary
school teachers’ PRW teaching self-efficacy beliefs were very high. Female primary school teachers'
PRW teaching self-efficacy beliefs differed positively from male primary school teachers. There was
no significant difference in teachers' self-efficacy beliefs according to gender in this study. However, a
significant difference was observed in favor of male teachers in the study conducted by Korkut and
Babaoglan (2012). Male teachers' self-efficacy beliefs were higher than female teachers. In this case, it
can be said that different variables, beyond gender, affect the PRW teaching self-efficacy of male and
female primary school teachers after they start their profession. Many factors can affect teachers' self-
efficacy beliefs, such as the school where teachers work, district, school administration, class size,
educational environment, etc.

In this study, there is no significant difference between primary school teacher candidates'
PRW teaching self-efficacy according to their grades. However, a significant difference was observed
according to the university they attend.

A similar result was reached in the study conducted by Korkut and Babaoglan (2012), in
which no significant difference was found in teacher self-efficacy according to professional seniority.
The study conducted by Oztiirk and Ertem (2017) concluded that self-efficacy beliefs increase as
professional seniority increases. Kiigiik, Altun, and Pali¢ (2013) evaluated science teaching self-
efficacy beliefs of primary school teachers, and science teaching self-efficacy beliefs differed
according to professional seniority. On the contrary, in Korkut and Babaoglu's study, average scores of
self-efficacy beliefs in science teaching decrease as the professional seniority increases.
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Oztiirk and Ertem's (2017) study concluded that PRW teaching self-efficacy beliefs increases
as primary school teachers’ experiences with 1%-year students increase. They reported that PRW
teaching self-efficacy belief of primary school teachers with 1-4 years of experience is lower than
primary school teachers in other professional seniority groups; compared to novices (those with a
seniority of 1-4 years), primary school teachers' PRW teaching self-efficacy beliefs increase as their
professional seniority increases. The study conducted by Oztiirk and Ertemin reported that primary
school teachers' PRW teaching self-efficacy increases as their teaching experience with 1%-year
students and professional seniority increase, which can be considered a very positive result.

The most potent factor in developing individuals' self-efficacy perceptions is direct
experiences. The achievements of the individuals from their past life increase the expectation of
success in the same field and positively affect their self-efficacy perception (Sakiz, 2013). Therefore,
although primary school teacher candidates have taken the "PRW teaching"” course and have gained
PRW teaching self-efficacy, they could not directly transform it into life experiences and did not have
PRW teaching experience with 1¥-year students. Thus, the lack of significant difference between
grades can be considered normal. After the teacher candidates participating in the study started the
profession, a similar change may be observed in PRW teaching self-efficacy as their professional
seniority, and PRW teaching experience with 1%-year students increase.

Conclusion

Regarding t-test results, primary school teacher candidates’ "PRW teaching self-efficacy" did
not differ significantly according to gender and grade. Regarding ANOVA test results, primary school
teacher candidates’ “PRW teaching self-efficacy” did not differ significantly according to age,
graduated high school, and rank in university preference. On the other hand, there is a significant
difference in the university they attend and the number of books they read annually.

The items that significantly differ according to the university that primary school teacher
candidates attend are: (P2, P3, P4, P6, P8) at the preparation stage, (110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116,
117, 118, 120, 121) at the implementation stage and (E22) at the evaluation stage. The significant
difference here is in favor of the students attending University-1. According to the teacher candidates'
university, there are significant differences in the scale's overall preparation and implementation
dimensions. However, there is no significant difference in the evaluation dimension.

The items that significantly differ according to the number of books that primary school
teacher candidates read in a year are: (P1, P2, P3) at the preparation stage, (114, 115, 118) at the
implementation stage, and (E25) at the evaluation stage. The significant difference here is in favor of
the students who read more books. Although there are significant differences based on the scale items,
there is no significant difference in preparation, application, and evaluation dimensions.

Recommendations
Regarding the results of the study, the following suggestions were submitted:

e  Primary school teacher candidates' "PRW teaching self-efficacy” should be reviewed.

e  Primary school teacher candidates should be taught "PRW teaching self-efficacy" in the
first week, within the framework of the main objectives of the PRW Teaching Course.

e The content of the undergraduate PRW teaching course should be reviewed. After
informing about PRW teaching self-efficacy, the implementation dimension should be
emphasized.

e  "Writing techniques" should be given as a prerequisite course to strengthen primary
school teacher candidates” “PRW teaching self-efficacy"”. Properly writing vertical basic
and ligature letters should be taught within this course's scope.

e  This study should be applied to teacher candidates every year as a pre-test and post-test
by the Faculty Members conducting the PRW Teaching Course at the undergraduate
level.
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Siif Ogretmenligi Lisans Ogrencilerinin Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine

Mliskin Oz Yeterlikleri

Yal¢in BAY?!

Oz

Anahtar Kelimeler

Lisans diizeyinde Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimi Dersinin icerigi dinleme,
konusma, gorsel okuma ve gorsel sunu, ilk okuma yazma 6grenme alanlarinin
tanima ve siirecleri, Tirkcenin Ozelliklerinin ilk okuma yazma &gretimine
etkisi, ilk okuma yazma 6gretiminin amag ve ilkeleri, birinci sinif 6gretmeninin
ve Ogrencilerinin temel 6zellikleri, ilk okuma yazma &gretiminde kullanilan
arag ve geregler, ilk okuma yazma Ogretiminde kullanilan yodntemlerden
olugsmaktadir. Bu igerigin {iniversitelerde sinif 6gretmeni adaylarina ne diizeyde
kazandirlldig1 veya smf 6gretmeni adaylari kendilerini bu alanda ne kadar
yetkin hissettigi arastirmanin konusunu olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada betimsel
tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Arastirmanm amaci siif ogretmenligi lisans
egitiminde; {lk Okuma Yazma Ogretimi Dersini alan dgrencilerin, ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin ortaya konulmasidir. Aragtirmanin
galisma grubunu, ¢ devlet iniversitesinin, egitim fakiiltesi, temel egitim
bolimii, smif 6gretmenligi anabilim dali 3. ve 4. Smifinda devam eden 302
6grenciden olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmada, Delican (2016) tarafindan gelistirilen
“Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine Yonelik Oz Yeterlik Olgegi’ kullanilmstir.
Olgegin tamami icin Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .90 iken her bir alt
boyut i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayis1 .89 ile .90 arasindadir. Sinif
Ogretmenligi lisans dgrencilerinin ilk okuma yazma ogretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinin cinsiyet, yas, mezun olunan lise, devam edilen {iiniversite,
iiniversite  tercih  sirasi, okunan kitap sayist degiskenlerine  gore
karsilagtirlmistir. Siif Ogretmenligi lisans dgrencilerinin “ilk okuma yazma
Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” cinsiyet ve simf diizeyleri (t testi), mezun
olunan lise, devam edilen tniversite ve lniversite tercih siralarina iligkin
degiskenler bakimindan (ANOVA testi) anlamli farklilik gostermezken, yillik
okuduklart kitap sayis1 bakimimdan anlamli farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir.
Burada ki anlamli farkliligin ¢ok kitap okuyan 6grenciler lehine oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Elde edilen veriler tablolastirilarak yorumlanmistir. Yapilan
arastirmanin siif 6gretmenligi alanina katki saglamasi beklenmektedir.

Okuma

Yazma

ilk Okuma Yazma
Oz Yeterlik
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Giris
Glintimiizdeki hizli gelismeler ve bilimsel ilerlemeler, egitimin her alanini etkilemekte, egitim
yaklagimlarinda koklii degisimleri gerekli kilmaktadir (Bay, 2010). Yirmi birinci yiizy1l becerileri
kapsaminda, sadece adini soyadini yazan veya basit bir metni okuyan, teknoloji lireten ve bu
tiretimden faydalanan bireyler yeterli goriilmemektedir (Akyol, 2005). Okuma yazma egitim siirecinin
en onemli agsamasini olusturmaktadir. Cocugun gelecegi acisindan bu agama bilimsel kurallara uygun
yiirtitiilmesi gerekmektedir (Giines, 2018).

Ik okuma-yazma Ogretimi; bireyin kendini gerceklestirmesi, hayata hazirlanmasi, sosyal bir
varlik olarak toplumla etkili iletisime gecebilmesi, var olan yazili ve gdrsel materyalleri anlamasi,
kendini etkili bir sekilde yazili ve sozli olarak ifade edebilmesine imkan saglayacak olan en temel
ihtiyactir (Bay, 2008).

Okumanin ve yazmanin giiniimiize kadar farkli tanimlar1 yapilmistir. Bu tanimlar toplumdan
topluma, tilkelerin gelismislik seviyelerine ve egitim yaklagimlarina gore farkliliklar gostermektedir.
Okuma; bir yaziy1 olusturan simgesel imleri seslendirmek ya da imlerin belirttigi diisiinceleri anlama
eylemidir (TDK, 1998). Okuma; yazili kelimelerden bilgi alma becerisi veya faaliyeti
(dictionary.cambridge.org, 2020). Okuma; evrensel anlamda duygu, diisiince, deneyim ve izlenimleri
kalict hale getirme ve karsi tarafa aktarmak amaciyla, toplumlara gore belirlenmis sekil, sembol ve
resimlerin algilanmasi, algilanan 6geleri kendine 6zgii yeniden anlamlandirarak zihinde yapilandirma
faaliyetidir (Bay, 2008).

Yazma; soz veya diisiinceyi Ozel isaret ve harflerle ifade etmek; yazi ile anlatmak, yaziya
dokmek (MEB, 1999), kagit, bilgisayar ekrani gibi bir yiizeydeki harf, kelime veya sayilar1 temsil
eden, kalem, kursun kalem veya klavye kullanarak isaretler yapmak veya diisiinceleri, olgular1 veya
mesajlart kaydetmek igin bu yontemi kullanma olarak tanimlanmaktadir (dictionary.cambridge.org,
2020). Yazma; evrensel anlamda duygu, diisiince, deneyim ve izlenimleri kalic1 hale getirme ve karsi
tarafa aktarmak amacryla, toplumlara gore belirlenmis sekil, sembol ve resimlerin kullanildig en etkili
ve kalici iletisim faaliyeti olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Bay, 2008).

Oz Yeterlik

Oz yeterlik, isteklilik ve psikososyal faktorlerin tamami, akademik basaridaki varyansin
onemli bir bolimiini olugturmustur (Bandura, 1996). Algilanan 6z-yeterlik, insanlarin yasamlarimi
etkileyen olaylar1 etkileme yeteneklerine olan inanglar ile ilgilidir. Bu temel inang, insan
motivasyonunun, performans basarilarinin ve duygusal refahin temelidir (Bandura, 1997, 2006). Bu
inanclarin insanlarin motivasyon diizeyini, duygusal durumlarini ve eylemlerini etkilemek i¢in eldeki
gbrev icin gercek yeteneklerinden daha giiclii oldugunu vurgulamustir. Insanlar eylemleriyle arzu
edilen etkileri iiretebileceklerine inanmadikga, faaliyetler iistlenmek veya zorluklar karsisinda 1srar
etmek i¢in ¢ok az tesvik vardir (Bandura, 2010). Kisinin yeteneklerine ve kisisel hedeflerine olan
inanc1 kendi kendini zayiflatabilir (Bandura ve Loke, 2003). Kisinin 6z yeterliklerini kazanmasi
asamasinda olumlu ya da olumsuz yonde etkileyen bir¢ok etmenden soz edilebilir. Deneysel olarak
iligkili olmasina ragmen, 6gretmen ve kolektif etkinlik algilari teorik olarak farkli yapilardir ve her
birinin egitim kararlar1 ve 6grenci basarisi ilizerinde benzersiz etkileri vardir (Goddard, Hoy ve
Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). Bandura (1997, s.2), bu inang¢larin insanlarin motivasyon diizeyini, duygusal
durumlarmi ve eylemlerini etkilemek ig¢in eldeki yeteneklerinin, gercek yeteneklerinden daha giiglii
oldugunu vurgulamistir. Sonug olarak, baz1 6grenciler i¢in okuryazarlik egitiminde basarili olmay1
beklemeyen bir 6gretmen, muhtemelen 6gretim hazirligi ve sunumunda daha az ¢aba gdsterecek ve
aslinda 6gretime sahip olsa bile 6grenciler miicadele ederken daha kolay vazgecgecektir. Bu dgrencilere
uygulamalarda yardimci olabilecek stratejiler onemlidir. Dolayisiyla, 6grencilerin  6z-yeterlik
inanclari, ya yetenek ya da yetersizlik inanglarinit dogrulayan, kendini gerceklestiren kehanetler haline
gelebilir (Tschannen-Moran ve Johnson, 2011).

Lisans diizeyinde “Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimi Dersinin igerigi dinleme, konusma, gérsel
okuma ve gorsel sunu, ilk okuma yazma Ogrenme alanlarinin tanima ve siirecleri, Tiirk¢enin
ozelliklerinin ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine etkisi, ilk okuma yazma &gretiminin amag¢ ve ilkeleri,
birinci smif 6gretmenlerinin ve Ogrencilerinin temel ozellikleri, ilk okuma yazma Ogretiminde
kullanilan ara¢ ve geregler, ilk okuma yazma 6gretiminde kullanilan yontemlerden olusmaktadir. Bu
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icerigin iiniversitelerde simif 6gretmeni adaylarina ne diizeyde kazandirildigr veya sinif 6gretmeni
adaylar1 kendilerini bu alanda ne kadar yetkin hissettigi arastirmanin konusunu olusturmaktadir.
Arastirma kapsaminda sinif 6gretmenligi lisans 6grencilerinin “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik
0z yeterlikleri” cinsiyet, yas, sinif diizeyleri, mezun olunan lise, devam edilen {iniversite, iiniversite
tercih siralar1 ve yillik okuduklar kitap sayisi bakimindan anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigi
incelenmistir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu aragtirmanin temel amaci simif gretmeni adaylarinin ilkokuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik
0z yeterlik inancinin belirlenen degiskenler dogrultusunda incelenmesidir.

Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli
Egitim Fakiiltesi, Temel egitim boliimii, sinif egitimi 3. ve 4. Smifa devam eden 6gretmen
adaylarmin ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerini belirlemeyi amaglayan bu
arastirmada betimsel tarama modeli kullanilmstir.
Calisma Grubu

Aragtirma ii¢ devlet iiniversitesinin Egitim Fakiiltesi Stmif Egitimi lisans programina kayitlh 3.
ve 4. simf ogrencileri ile gergeklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin c¢alisma grubunda Sinif Egitimi lisans
programina kayith 302 dgretmen aday1 yer almaktadir. Orneklem grubunda yer alacak dgrencilerin
belirlenmesinde “Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimi Dersini” almis olmak 6n kosul olarak kabul edilmistir.
Ifade edilen 6n kosulu saglayan Ogretmen adaylarindan kolay ulasilabilir &rnekleme yontemi
kullanilarak arastirmanin katilimecilari1 belirlenmistir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilara Ait Demografik Bilgiler

Degisken Ozellik f %
Cinsiyet Kadin 240 79.2
Erkek 63 28.8
Toplam 302 100
.. 3. Smuf 234 77.2
Smf Dizeyi 4. Sif 69 22.8
Toplam 302 100
19 Yas 27 8.9
20 Yas 85 28.1
Yast 21 Yas 118 38.9
22 Yas 51 16.8
23 Yas ve Uzeri 22 7.3
Toplam 302 100
Akademik Lise (Fen, Sosyal Bilimler,
Anadolu Ogretmen, Anadolu ve Diiz 252 83.2
Mezun Olunan Liseler) .
Lise Meslek_ Lise?eri (Meslek, Imam Hatip ve 20 6.6
Spor Liseleri) '
Ozel ve Diger Liseler 31 10.2
Toplam 302 100
. 1. 88 29.0
Beyam Edilen 2. Universitesi 103 34.0
niversite 3. Universitesi 112 37.0
Toplam 302 100
1.Tercih 68 22.4
2.Tercih 51 16.8
Universite Tercih ~ 3.Tercih 40 13.2
Sirasi 4-5. Tercih 42 13.9
6-10. Tercih 49 16.2
11. Tercih ve Uzeri 53 175
Toplam 302 100
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Tablo 1. Katilimcilara Ait Demografik Bilgiler (Devami)

Degisken Ozellik f %
0 — Kitap 18 59
1- 3 Kitap 139 45.9
Yillik Okunan Kitap 47 Kitap 80 26.4
Sayisi 8 — 11 Kitap 42 13.9
12 ve Uzeri Kitap 24 7.9

Toplam 302 100

Tablo 1. Incelendiginde, arastirmaya katilan &gretmen adaylarinin %79.2°si kadin, %28.8’i
erkek, %77.2si 3. Sinifa devam ederken, %22.8’i 4. Sinifa devam ettigi tespit edilmis. Ogretmen
adaylarinin mezun olduklar lise tiirleri incelendiginde %83.2’si akademik lise mezunu iken, %6.6’s1
meslek lisesi, %10.2’si 6zel ve diger lise mezunu oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen
adaylarmin %29’u 1. Devlet iiniversitesine giderkeni 2. Devlet iiniversitesine gidenlerin orani %34, 3.
Devlet iiniversitesine gidenlerin oran1 %37 oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin devam
ettikleri boliimii kacginci tercih olrak kazandiklari incelendiginde, %22.4°i4 1. Tercih, %16.8°1 2.
Tercih, %13.2’si 3. Tercih, %13.9’u 4-5. Tercih, %16.2°1 6-10. Tercih, %17.5’1 11. Tercih ve tlizeri
oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogretmen adaylarinin yillik okuduklari kitap sayilarina gore dagimhilari
incelendiginde, hi¢ kitap okumayanlarin orant %5.9, 1-3 kitap okuyanlarin oran1 %45.9, 4-7 Kitap
okuyan %26.4, 8-11 kitap okuyan %13.9, 12 ve iizeri kitap okuyanlarin oran1 %7.9 olarak tespit
edilmistir.

Veri Toplama Araci

) Bu aragtirma da 2016 yilinda Burak Delican tarafindan gelistirilen “llk Okuma Yazma
Ogretimine Yonelik Oz Yeterlik Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Olgek kullanim izni e posta yoluyla alinmistir.

Olgek gelistirme siirecinin ilk asamasinda ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine iliskin kategori,
gosterge ve tanimlari belirlemek amaciyla ilgili literatiir incelenmis, yurt iginde ve yurt disinda yapilan
caligmalar ve ilgili literatiir dogrultusunda Olcekte kullanilabilecek ifadelerin neler olabilecegi
belirlenmistir. 1lgili literatiir dogrultusunda ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik belirlenen
kategoriler, tanimlar, gostergeler ve bu inceleme dogrultusunda, oOlgek hazirlik, uygulama ve
degerlendirme olmak iizere ii¢ boyutta ele alimmustir (Delican, 2016). Olgegin ilk 9 maddesi (H1, H2,
H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8, H9) hazirlik ¢alismalariyla ilgilidir. Geriye kalan 10.-21. maddeler (U10,
Ul1, U12, U13, U14, U15, U16, U17, U18, U19, U20, U21) uygulamayla ilgili, 21.-25. maddeler
(D22, D23, D24, D25) ise degerlendirmeyle ilgili maddelerdir.

Verilerin Toplanmast ve Analizi

Olusturulan uygulama &lgek formu Sinif Ogretmenligi lisans programina kayith 3. ve 4. Smif
Ogretmen adaylarina arastirmaci tarafindan uygulanmistir. Uygulama siirecinde dgretmen adaylarina
goniilliillik esas1 belirtilmis, katilmak isteyen Ogretmen adaylarina arastirma konusu hakkinda
bilgilendirme yapilmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde arastirmaya katilmak isteyen 6gretmen adaylarina
6lcek formalari verilmis, toplam 302 6grenci formu doldurmustur.

Verilerin analizi slirecinde 6gretmen adaylarindan elde edilen veriler SPSS 18.0 programina
aktarilmistir. Aktarilan veriler iizerinde analize baglamadan dnce u¢ (extreme), sapan (outlier), eksik
(missing) veya hatali degerler diizeltilmistir. Kisisel verilerin frekans ve yiizdelikleri belirlenerek
tablolastirilmis. Verilere Normallik testi uygulanmig. Verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi tespit
edilmis. Gegerlik gilivenirlik analizleri yapilarak, dogrulayici faktor analizi uygulanmustir.

Sinif dgretmeni adaylarmin cinsiyet ve sinif diizeylerinin “Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine
Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerinde” anlamli farklilik olusturup, olusturmadigi p<0.05 anlamlilik diizeyin
bagimsin t testi uygulanmistir. Elde edilen veriler tablolastirilmis ve anlamlilik diizeylerine gore
yorumlanmuistir. Son olarak sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin mezun olduklar lise, devam edilen iiniversite,
{iniversite tercih siralar1 ve yillik okuduklar1 kitap sayis1 bakimindan “ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine
Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerinde” anlamli farklilik olusturup, olusturmadigi p<0.05 anlamlilik diizeyin
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bagimsiz ANOVA testi uygulanmistir. Elde edilen veriler tablolagtirilarak ve anlamlilik diizeylerine
gore yorumlanmustir.

Normal Dagilim

Bu aragtirmada tarama modeli, anket teknigi gibi ¢esitli model ve teknikler kullanilmistir.
Verilerin ¢éziimlenmesinde tablolar, ¢izgi ve siitun grafikler olusturulmus ve t testi ve ANOVA testi
gibi cesitli istatistiksel testler kullanilarak elde edilen veriler yorumlanmastir.

Histogram

507 Mean = 4,03
Std. Dev. = 563
N =303

w
a
1

Frequency

20+

———

T T T
2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

Genelortalama

Sekil 1. Puanlarin dagilimina yonelik ayrica histogram grafikleri

Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Genelortalama

0,5

0,0

0,5

Dev from Normal

T T T T
1 2 3 4 H

Observed Value

Sekil 2. Puanlarin dagilimina yonelik Normallik Dagilim1

Gecgerlik ve Giivenirlik Analizi

Ogrencilerin Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine Yonelik Oz Yeterlik durumlari ile ilgili olarak
faktor analizlerine gegmeden 6nce dlgme yonteminin giivenilirligini test edebilmek i¢in literatiirde
Cronbach’in Alfa testi olarak da bilinen test uygulanmis ve sonuglar asagida verilmistir;

Tablo 2. ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine Yénelik Oz Yeterlik icin Giivenilirlik Analizi Sonuglar
Cronbach's Alpha Madde Sayist
0,900 25

Tablo 2 incelendiginde toplamda 302 6grenciye uygulanan ve 25 maddeden olusan ilk okuma
yazmaya yonelik 6z yeterlik 6l¢eginin giivenilirlik katsayisinin 0,900 (%90) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
diizey 6lgme yonteminin giivenilirliginin son derece yeterli oldugunu gostermektedir ve analizler igin
gereken uygunlugun saglandigi sdylenebilir. Madde toplam korelasyonlar1 igin yapilan analizlerde
ifadelere iliskin madde korelasyonlarin 0,2 ila 0,73 arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu degerler
6lgegin maddelerinin kabul edilebilir seviyelerde olduklari ifade etmektedir.
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Elde edilen boyutlarin giivenilirlik gegerliliklerinin test edilmesi i¢in yapilan test sonuglari

asagida verilmistir;

Tablo 3. Alt Boyutlara iliskin Giivenilirlik Gegerlilik

Boyut Cronbach Alpha
Hazirlik 0.629
Uygulama 0.909
Degerlendirme 0.819
Tim Anket 0.900

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi

Yapilan Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi (DFA) sonuglar asagida verilmistir;

Tablo 4. Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi Uyum lyiligi Testi Degerleri

Uyum

Uyum Parametresi

Kabul Edilebilir Uyum

Parametresi Istatistigi Degerleri Iyi Uyum Degerleri
RMSEA 0.062 0.05 <RMSEA <0.08 0 <RMSEA <0.05
SRMR 0.046 0.05 <SRMR <0.08 0 <SRMR <0.05
GFI 0.86 0.90 <GFI<0.95 0.95 <GFI<1.00
AGFI 0.84 0.85 <AGFI<0.90 0.90 <AGFI<1.00
CFlI 0.98 0.90 <CFI<£0.95 0.95 <CFI<1.00
NFI 0.96 0.90 <CFI<£0.95 0.95 <CFI<1.00

" RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, NFI: Normed Fit Index, GFI:
Goodness of Fit Index, AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index, CFIl: Comparative Fit Index

Endeksler degerlendirilirken 0.90 < CFI < 0.95 kabul edilebilir uyum, 0.95 < CFI < 1.00 iyi
uyum, 0.05 < SRMR < 0.10 kabul edilebilir uyum, 0 < SRMR < 0.05 iyi uyum, , 0.05 < RMSEA <
0.08 kabul edilebilir uyum, 0 < RMSEA < 0.05 iyi uyum, 0.90 < GFI < 0.95 kabul edilebilir uyum,
0.95 < GFI £ 1.00 iyi uyum, 0.85 < AGFI < 0.90 kabul edilebilir uyum, 0.90 < AGFI < 1.00 iyi uyum
kriterleri dikkate alinmistir. Standardize edilmis faktor yiiklerini degerlendirirken ise degerlerin 0.30’a
esit veya 0.30’dan yiiksek olmasi kriteri dikkate alinmistir. Standartlastirilmis faktor yiiklerini
gosteren DFA PATH diyagram ise asagida verilmistir.

Chi-—-Sguar==58%.25,

L I = = = T A = B =

3
L=
L
1
=

df=272, P—wvalue=0.00000,

Sekil 3. CFA PATH Diyagrami

—_

6

RMSEL=D .02



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar: Dergisi 2022, Cilt 8, Say1 1, 11-29 Yalgin BAY

Bulgular
Siif Ogretmeni Adaylarimin Cinsiyet ve Simif Diizeyi Degiskenlerine iliskin Bulgular

Aragtirma kapsaminda Egitim Fakiiltesi Temel Egitimi Boliimii, Smif Ogretmenligi Anabilim
Dal1 3. ve 4. Sinifta 6grenim géren 6grencilerin “Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimine Yonelik Oz Yeterlik
Diizeylerine” iligskin goriigleri alimmistir. Elde edilen veriler SPSS paket programina aktarilmig ve
lisans 6grencilerinin ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin cinsiyet ve sinif diizeyi
degiskenlerine gore anlaml farklilik gosterip gostermedigi t testi sonuclarma gore, P<.05 diizeyinde,
incelenmistir. Elde edilen t testi sonuglarina gére P<.05 anlamlilik diizeyinde hazirlik, uygulama,
degerlendirme ve genel toplamda cinsiyet ve sinif diizeyine gore anlamli farkliliga rastlanmamastir.

Tabl0 5. ilk okuma yazma dgretimine yénelik 6z yeterliklerinin cinsiyetlerine gére farklilasma (t testi) durumu
[lk Okuma Yazma =

Ogretimi Oz Yeterlik Cinsiyet : X S sd t P
K 240 4. .
Hazirlik Ortalama Ef:el E 62 482?2 2323: 301 .271 787
Uygulama Ortalama Iéflf; Ikl zgg ggggg ngii 301 .386 .700
Degetlendirme Ortalama Ié:‘f; 2;12 ﬁﬂj ggi;i 301 -1.096 .274
Genel Ortalama I;iif zgg jggg; 2%22 301 098 922

Arastirmaya katilan 302 o6gretmen adaymin, ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinin cinsiyetlerine gore farklilasmadigi tespit edilmistir. Tablo 5 incelendiginde; t testi
sonuglarina gére P<.05 anlamlilik diizeyinde hazirlik, uygulama, degerlendirme ve genel toplamda
anlamli farkliliga rastlanmamistir. Sinif &gretmeni adaylarinin cinsiyetlerinin ilk okuma yazma
ogretiminde yonelik 6z yeterliklerinde anlamli farklilik olugturmadigi soylenebilir.

Tablo 6. Tk okuma yazma dgretimine yénelik 6z yeterliklerinin sinif diizeylerine gore farklilasma (T testi)
durumu

ilk le.lr{la Yazma. S..l mf. n x Ss sd t p
Ogretimi Oz Yeterlik Diizeyi
3. Smuf 234 4,0541 ,60712
Hazirlik Ortalama 4. Suuf 69 40066 52977 301 -525 ,600
Uygulama Ortalama i zigﬁ 223 jggii S;ggg 301 -,460 ,646
Degerlendirme Ortalama i ::ﬁi 22;’ j:gg;g g;%i 301 -018 985
Genel Ortalama j: ziii 223 jgg;i igggj 301 -436 663

Arastirmaya katilan 302 o6gretmen adayinm Ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinin simif diizeylerinin anlamh farklihik olurstirmadigi tespit edilmistir. Tablo 6
incelendiginde; O0gretmen adaylarinin sinif diizeylerinin, t testi sonucglarina gére P<.05 anlamlilik
diizeyinde hazirlik, uygulama, degerlendirme ve genel toplamda anlamli farkliliga rastlanmamustir.
Sinif dgretmeni adaylarinin, sinif diizeylerinin ilk okuma yazma 6gretiminde yonelik 6z yeterlikleri
acisindan anlamli farklilik olusturmadigi séylenebilir.

Swnif Ogretmeni Adaylarimin Mezun Olunan Lise, Devam Edilen Universite, Universite
Tercih Sirast ve Yillik Okunun Kitap Sayist Degiskenlerine lliskin Bulgular

Elde edilen veriler SPSS paket programma aktarilmig ve lisans &grencilerinin ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin mezun olunan lise, devam edilen {iiniversite, iiniversite
tercih siras1 ve yillik okunan kitap sayis1 degigskenlerine gore anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigi
ANOVA sonuglarina gore, P<.05 diizeyinde incelenmistir. Elde edilen ANOVA sonuglarina gore
P<.05 anlamhlik diizeyinde hazirlik, uygulama, degerlendirme ve genel toplamda mezun olunan lise,
iniversite tercih sirasina gore anlamli farkliliga rastlanmazken, devam edilen iiniversite ve yillik
okunan kitap sayis1 degiskeni yoniinden anlamli farklilik bulunmustur.
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Tablo 7. ilk okuma yazma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin mezun olduklari liseye gére farklilagma
(ANOVA) durumu

Ilk Okuma
) Ya'zm'a'_ Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler E P Anlamli
Ogretimi Oz Kaynagi Toplami Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arasi .087 2 .044
Hazurhk Gruplar igi 104975 300 350 1% 88
Ortalama
Toplam 105.063 302
Gruplar Arasi .189 2 .094
gﬁ’tgll‘;ﬁga Gruplar I¢i 108477 300 362 201 771 -
Toplam 108.665 302
Deserlendirme  Gruplar Arasi .686 2 .343
Ortalama Gruplar Ii 126641 300 422 B13 444 i
Toplam 127.327 302
Gruplar Arasi 129 2 .064
Genel Toplam 5 lar fci 95625 300 319 202 817 :
Toplam 95.754 302

Tablo 7 incelendiginde siif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinin mezun olduklar1 liseye gore anlamli farklilik gdstermedigi belirlenmistir (F (3,261)
=0,202; p>0,817). Diger bir ifadeyle simf 6gretmeni adaylarinin i1k okuma yazma hazirlik, uygulama
ve degerlendirme asamalariin Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin mezun olduklar1 liseye gore
anlaml farklilik gdstermemektedir. Bu sonuglara gore, sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin mezun olduklari
lisenin ilk okuma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeylerine anlamli bir etkisinin olmadig:
sOylenebilir.

Tablo 8. ilk okuma yazma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin iiniversite tercih siralarina gore farklilasma
(ANOVA) durumu

ik Okuma
\"(azm.a. . Varyansmn Kareler sd Kareler = p Anlamli
Ogretimi Oz Kaynagi Toplamu Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arasi 1.854 5 371
Hazirlik Gruplar ici 103209 297 348 1087 379 :
Ortalama
Toplam 105.063 302
Gruplar Arasi .720 5 144
gi’tgf;ﬁq";a Gruplar ici 107.945 297 363 o0 851 :
Toplam 108.665 302
Degerlendirme ~ Gruplar _Afam 522 5 .104 045 942
Ortalama Gruplar I¢i 126.805 297  .427 -
Toplam 127.327 302
Gruplar Arast 407 5 .081
Genel Toplam 5 lar fci 95347 207 321 253 938 :
Toplam 95.754 302

yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin {iniversite tercih siralarina gore anlamli farklilik gostermedigi belirlenmistir
(F (3,261) =0,253; p>0,938). Diger bir ifadeyle sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ilk okuma yazma hazirlik,
uygulama ve degerlendirme asamalarinin Ggretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin iiniversite tercih
siralariin anlaml farklilifa neden olmadig: tespit edilmistir. Bu sonuglara gore, smif 6gretmeni
adaylarmin iiniversite tercih siralarinin ilk okuma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeylerine anlamli
bir etkisinin olmadig1 séylenebilir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin devam ettikleri
tiniversite ve yillik okuduklar1 kitap sayisina ilisgkin ANOVA sonuglart Hazirlik, Uygulama,
Degerlendirmeyle ilgili maddeleri kapsayacak sekilde ii¢ ayr1 tabloda verilmis ve yorumlanmustir.
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Tablo 9. Hazirlik asamasinda ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin devam ettikleri
tiniversiteye gore farklilasma (ANOVA) durumu

ilk Okuma
) Ya'zm'a" Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler r P Anlamli
Ogretimi Oz Kaynagi Toplami Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arast 6.840 2 3.420
H2 Gruplar ici 160929 300 536 0376 002 L3
Toplam 167.769 302
Gruplar Arast 5.182 2 2.591
H3 Gruplar i¢i 182.917 300 .610 4.250 015 1-2
Toplam 188.099 302
Gruplar Arast 12.789 2 6.394
H4 Gruplar I¢i 236.182 300 787 8122 .000 15
Toplam 248.970 302
Gruplar Arasi 5.149 2 2574 3.107 .046
H6 Gruplar i¢i 248.620 300 829 1-2
Toplam 253.769 302
Gruplar Arast 4.617 2 2.309 4.005 .019
H8 Gruplar i¢i 172.927 300 576 1-2
Toplam 177545 302
Gruplar Arasi 3.447 2 1.723
gamhk Gruplar I¢i 136764 300 456 781 024,
rtalama
Toplam 140.211 302

Tablo 9 incelendiginde, H2 “Cocuklarin gorsel okuma becerilerini geligtirmek icin ¢calismalar
diizenleyebilme” yeterlikleri agisindan 1. iiniversiteye giden Ogretmen adaylarnin lehine oldugu
belirlenmistir [Fp00= 6,376; p=.0,002]. Bir baska ifadeyle 1. iiniversiteye (x=4.31) devam eden
Ogretmen adaylarinin, 3. iniversiteye (¥=3.94) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina gore “Cocuklarin
gorsel okuma becerilerini gelistirmek icin ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha {ist diizey
oldugu belirlenmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin H3 “Cocuklarm kiiciik kas becerilerini gelistirmek icin etkinlikler
diizenleyebilme” yeterlikleri incelendiginde, 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarmin, 2.
tiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina gore daha yeterli oldugu belirlenmistir [F (2.300= 4,250;
p=-0,0]. Bir baska ifadeyle 1. {iniversiteye (¥=4.24) devam eden dgretmen adaylarinin, 2. iiniversiteye
(¥=3.91) devam Ogretmen adaylarina gore “Cocuklarin kiiciikk kas becerilerini gelistirmek igin
etkinlikler diizenleyebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha yliksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin H4 “Ogrencilere uygun bilek durusunu ogretebilme” yeterlikleri
incelendiginde, 1. liniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin, 2. {iniversiteye ve 3. liniversiteye
devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina gére daha yeterli oldugu belirlenmistir [F .300= 8,122; p=.0,000]. Bir
bagka ifadeyle 1. tiniversiteye (x=4.30) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin, 2. tiniversiteye (¥=3.79) ve
3. iiniversiteye (¥=3.94) devam o&gretmen adaylarina gore “Ogrencilere uygun bilek durusunu
ogretebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin H6 “Ogrencilere uygun kalem tutusunu &gretebilme”, yeterlikleri
incelendiginde, 1. iiniversiteye devam eden Ogretmen adaylarmin, 2. iiniversiteye devam eden
ogretmen adaylarma gore daha yeterli oldugu belirlenmistir [F.300= 4,107; p=.0,046]. Bir baska
ifadeyle 1. universiteye (¥=4.26) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin, 2. iiniversiteye (¥=3.93) devam
ogretmen adaylarina “Ogrencilere uygun kalem tutusunu ogretebilme”, yeterliliklerinin daha yiiksek
oldugu gortilmiistiir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin H8 “Dinleme etkinlikleri diizenleyerek cocuklarin sozel dil gelisimlerini
destekleyebilme” 1. Universiteye devam eden Ogretmen adaylarinin, 2. {iniversiteye devam eden
ogretmen adaylarma gore daha yeterli oldugu belirlenmistir [F.300= 4,005; p=.0,019]. Bir baska
ifadeyle 1. tiniversiteye (¥=4.25) devam eden &gretmen adaylarinin, 2. tiniversiteye (¥=3.94) devam
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O0gretmen adaylarina gore “Dinleme etkinlikleri diizenleyerek c¢ocuklarin sozel dil gelisimlerini
destekleyebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin devam ettikleri {iniversiteler, hazirlik asamasma iliskin ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlilikleri [H5 “Okuma yazmaya hazirlik ¢alismalarini planlarken
ogrencilerin én bilgilerine uygun calismalar hazirlayabilme”, HT7 “Ogrencilere okuma yazma
calismalarinda kagit ile goz arasinda uygun mesafe birakmalarmmi ogretebilme” ve H9 “Okuma
ogretiminde kullanmak icin kazamimlara uygun materyaller hazirlayabilme”] bakimindan anlaml
farklilik tespit edilmemistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin devam ettikleri {iniversiteler, hazirlik asamasma iliskin ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerine etkisi genel anlamda incelendiginde; anlamli farkliligin 1.
iniversiteye devam eden Ogretmen adaylarimin lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir [F.300= 3,781;
p=.0,024]. Bir baska ifadeyle 1. iiniversiteye (¥=4.23) devam eden Ogretmen adaylarinin, 2.
tniversiteye (¥=3.96) devam eden Ogretmen adaylarinin hazirlik asamasinda, ilk okuma yazma
Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tablo 10. Uygulama asamasinda ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin devam ettikleri
tiniversiteye gore farklilasma (ANOVA) durumu

1k g gkr‘;?;?gima Varyansin Kareler o,  Kareler b Anlamli
Yeterlik Kaynagi Toplami1 Ort. Fark
Gruplar Arasi 4.160 2 2.080
U10 Gruplar ici 192441 300 641 248 040,
Toplam 196.601 302
Gruplar Arasi 8.717 2 4.359
U1l Gruplar fci 200320 300  og 0247 002 ig
Toplam 218.046 302
Gruplar Arasi 4.342 2 2171
u12 Gruplar ici 170496 300 568 o900 028 4,
Toplam 174.838 302
Gruplar Arasi 9.645 2 4823 6.576 .002 1-2
uU13 Gruplar ici 220.025 300 733 1-3
Toplam 229.670 302
Gruplar Arasi 5.480 2 2.740 3.604 .028 1-2
ui14 Gruplar ici 228.130 300 .760
Toplam 233.611 302
Gruplar Arasi 8.126 2 4.063 6.418 .002 1-2
u15 Gruplar ici 189.921 300 633 1-3
Toplam 198.046 302
Gruplar Arasi 9.253 2 4.627 8.376 .000 1-2
u16 Gruplar ici 165.704 300 552 1-3
Toplam 174.957 302
Gruplar Arasi 12.097 2 6.048 9.271 .000 1-2
u17 Gruplar ici 195.712 300 .652 1-3
Toplam 207.809 302
Gruplar Arasi 10.131 2 5.066 6.651 .001 1-2
u1s Gruplar ici 228.470 300 762 1-3
Toplam 238.601 302
Gruplar Arasi 5.554 2 2777 4.186 .016 1-2
u20 Gruplar I¢i 199.046 300 .663
Toplam 204.601 302
Gruplar Arast 5.191 2 2595 4471 012
u21 Gruplar I¢i 174123 300 .580 ig
Toplam 179.314 302
Gruplar Arast 5.964 2 2.982
%ygul'ama Gruplar ici 102701 300 342 8710 .000 ig
raama 1 olam 108.665 302 ”
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Arastirma kapsaminda anket uygulanan 302 sinif 6gretmenligi lisans 6grencisinin uygulama
asamasima iligkin ilk okuma yazma O&gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinde, devam ettikleri
iiniversiteden kaynaklanan anlamli farklilig1 gosteren Tablo 10 incelendiginde;

U10 “Ogrencilerin okuma hatalarini gidermek igin ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme” becerileri
arasinda anlaml farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F .300= 3,243;p=.0,040]. Burada anlaml farkliligin 1.
tiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu, 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen
adaylarmin (¥=4.14), 2. iiniversiteye (¥=3,94) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarma oranla “Ogrencilerin
okuma hatalarin gidermek igin ¢aliymalar diizenleyebilme” becerilerinin daha yiiksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir.

U1l “Ogrencilere uygun kdgit pozisyonunu ogretebilme” becerileri arasinda anlamli farklilik
oldugu tespit edilmistir [F.300= 6,247;p=.0,002]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam
eden Ogretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu, 1. iniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin (¥=4.32),
2. Universiteye (¥=3,98) ve 3. iniversiteye (¥=3,92) devam eden Ogretmen adaylarna oranla
“Ogrencilere uygun kagit pozisyonunu égretebilme” becerilerinin  daha iist diizey oldugu
belirlenmistir.

U12 “Ogrencilerin akici okuma becerilerini desteklemek icin calismalar diizenleyebilme”
becerileri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F300= 3,820;p=.0,023]. Burada anlamh
farkliligin 1. Giniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarmin lehine oldugu, 1. iiniversiteye devam
eden 6gretmen adaylariin (x=4.20), 2. {iniversiteye (¥=3,91) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina oranla
“Ogrencilerin akici okuma becerilerini desteklemek icin calismalar diizenleyebilme” becerilerinin
daha {ist diizey oldugu tespit edilmistir.

U13 “Ogsrencilere harflerin alt ve iist uzantilarini ogretebilme” becerileri arasinda anlaml
farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir [F,-300= 6,576;p=.0,002]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye
devam eden 6gretmen adaylarimin lehine oldugu belirlenmistir. 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen
adaylarinin (¥=4.24), 2. {iniversiteye (¥=3,81) ve 3. {iniversiteye devam edenlere oranla “Ogrencilere
harflerin alt ve tist uzantilarint 6gretebilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmistir.

Ul4 “Osrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama, duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm)
okumalarini saglayabilme” becerileri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F(-300)=
3,604;p=.0,028]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 2. {iniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin aleyhine
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle 1. iniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin (¥=4.01),
2. iniversiteye (%=3,68) devam edenlere gore “Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama,
duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarimi saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu tespit
edilmistir.

U15 “Ogrencilerin ciimlelerden metinlere ulasabilmelerini saglayabilme” yeterlikleri
incelendiginde anlaml farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu
belirlenmistir [F(,.300= 6,418; p=.0,000]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye devam eden
ogretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu, 1. Gniversiteye devam eden dgretmen adaylarinin (¥=4.31), 2.
iniversiteye (x=3,91) ve 3. iiniversiteye (¥=3,99) devam eden Ogretmen adaylarina oranla
“Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama, duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarim
saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmigtir.

U16 “Ogrencilerin sesleri (harfleri, kelimeleri) dogru okuyabilmelerini saglayabilme”
yeterlikleri incelendiginde, anlamli farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin lehine
oldugu belirlenmistir [F.300= 8,376; p=.0,000]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam
eden 6gretmen adaylarmin lehine oldugu, 1. iiniversiteye devam edenlerin (¥=4.38), 2. iiniversiteye
(x=3,94) ve 3. iiniversiteye (x=4,07) devam edenlere oranla “Ogrencilerin sesleri(harfleri, kelimeleri)
dogru okuyabilmelerini saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha {ist oldugu séylenebilir.

Ul7 “Gorsellerden hareketle metin yazmanlarmm saglayabilme” yeterlikleri incelendiginde
yine anlamli farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu belirlenmistir
[Fi-300= 9,271; p=.0,000]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. niversiteye devam eden &gretmen
adaylarinin lehine oldugu, 1. liniversiteye devam edenlerin (x¥=4.38), 2. iiniversiteye (x=3,93) ve 3.
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iniversiteye (x¥=3,94) devam edenlere gore “Gorsellerden hareketle metin yazmanlarin
saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmistir.

U18 “Okuma yazma o&gretimi siirecinde ¢ocuk edebiyati iiriinlerinden faydalanabilme”
yeterlikleri incelendiginde anlamli farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin lehine
oldugu belirlenmistir [F.300= 6,651; p=.0,001]. Burada anlaml farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam
eden 6gretmen adaylarmin lehine oldugu, 1. iiniversiteye devam edenlerin (¥=4.32), 2. {iniversiteye
(x=3,88) ve 3. iiniversiteye (¥=3,96) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarmna oranla “Ogrencilerin prozodik
(tonlama, vurgulama, duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarini saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha
uist diizey oldugu soylenebilir.

U20 “Okuma yazma ogretimi siirecinde g¢ocuklarin 6n  bilgileri ile yeni bilgileri
iliskilendirebilmelerini  saglayabilme” yeterlikleri incelendiginde yine anlamli farklihgin 1.
tiniversiteye devam eden gretmen adaylarinin lehine oldugu belirlenmistir [F,-300= 4.186; p=.0,016].
Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye devam eden Ogretmen adaylarmin lehine oldugu, 1.
universiteye devam edenlerin (¥=4.14), 2. iiniversiteye (¥=3,80) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina gore
“Okuma yazma ogretimi siirecinde ¢ocuklarin on bilgileri ile yeni bilgileri iliskilendirebilmelerini
saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmistir.

U21 “Okuma yazma o6gretiminde isitsel araglart (dinleme metinleri vb.) kullanabilme”
yeterlikleri incelendiginde anlaml farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye devam eden dgretmen adaylarinin lehine
oldugu belirlenmistir [Fp.300= 4.471; p=.0,012]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam
eden 6gretmen adaylarmin lehine oldugu, 1. iiniversiteye devam edenlerin (¥=4.41), 2. {iniversiteye
(¥=4,13) ve 3. iniversiteye (¥=4,12) devam eden Ogretmen adaylarina oranla “Okuma yazma
ogretiminde isitsel araglart (dinleme metinleri vb.) kullanabilme” becerilerinin daha yeterli oldugu
tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 10°da dgretmen adaylarmin devam ettikleri iiniversitelere gére uygulama asamasina
iliskin ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde;
uygulama asamasinda sadece U19 “Ogrencilere bitisik egik yazimn harf sekillerini ogretebilme”,
yeterlilikleri bakimmdan anlamli farklilik olmadig belirlenmistir.

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin devam ettikleri tiniversiteye gore uygulama asamasina iligkin ilk
okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde, 1. liniversiteye
devam eden Ogretmen adaylar1 lehine anlaml bir farkliligin oldugu belirlenmistir. [F-300= 8,710;
p=.0,000]. 1. tiniversiteye (¥=4,21) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarinin, 2. {iniversiteye (¥=3,87) ve 3.
tniversiteye (x=3,96) devam eden 6gretmen adaylarina gore daha yeterli oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 11. Degerlendirme asamasinda ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin devam ettikleri
tiniversiteye gore farklilasma (ANOVA) durumu

[k Okuma
Yazma Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler = p Anlamlt
Ogretimi Oz Kaynagi Toplamu Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arasi 5.780 2 2.890
D22 Gruplar fci 174008 300 580 +983 007 ig
Toplam 179.789 302
Degerlendirme Gruplar Arasi 1.935 2 .968 2315 101
Ortalama Gruplar i¢i 125.392 300 418~ '
Toplam 127.327 302
Gruplar Arasi 4.069 2 2.035 6.457 .002 1-2
Genel Toplam 5 jar fci 94537 300 315 1-3
Toplam 98.606 302

Tablo 11 incelendiginde, D22 “Okuma yazma becerilerini degerlendirdikten sonra sonuglara
gore ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme” yeterlilikleri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F (5.300)=
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4,890; p=.0,007]. Burada anlamli farkliligin 1. {iniversiteye devam eden O6gretmen adaylarinin lehine
oldugu belirlenmistir. 1. tiniversiteye devam edenlerin (¥=4,24), 3. tiniversiteye (¥=3,91) devam eden
Ogretmen adaylarina oranla “Okuma yazma becerilerini degerlendirdikten sonra sonuglara gore
calismalar diizenleyebilme” becerilerinin daha yeterli oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 11°de 6gretmen adaylarmnin devam ettikleri Universiteye iliskin ilk okuma yazma
Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde; dgretmen adaylarmin devam
ettikleri tiniversiteye gore, [D23 “Okuma yazma 6gretimi siirecinde okuma giigliigii yasayan
ogrencileri tespit edebilme”, D24 “Ogrencilerin yazma hatalarini gidermek igin ¢alismalar
diizenleyebilme” ve D25 “Okuma yazma becerilerini degerlendirmek igin g¢ocuklarin gelisim
ozelliklerine uygun o6l¢me araglart olusturabilme™] yeterlilikleri bakimindan anlamli farklhilik
bulunmamustir.

Smif 6gretmeni adaylarinin devam ettikleri iiniversitelerin degerlendirme boyutuna iliskin ilk
okuma yazma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlilikleri incelendiginde anlamli bir farklilik olmadig: tespit
edllml$tlr [F(2_300)= 2,315; p=0,101]

Ogretmen adaylarinin devam ettikleri {iniversitelerin, ilk okuma yazma dgretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliliklerine etkisi genel anlamda incelendiginde; anlaml farkliligin 1. iiniversiteye devam edenler
lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir [F.300= 3,457; p=.0,002]. Bir baska ifadeyle, 1. liniversiteye devam
edenlerin (¥=4.21), 2. tniversiteye (¥=3,92) ve 3. lniveriteye (¥=4.02) devam eden Ogretmen
adaylarina oranla daha yeterli oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 12. Hazirlik asamasinda ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin yillik okuduklart kitap
sayisina gore farklilagma (ANOVA) durumu

[k Okuma
Yazma Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler = p Anlamlt
Ogretimi Oz Kaynagi Toplamu Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arast 5.614 4 1.404
H1 Gruplar I¢i 168.267 298 .565 2486 044 2-5
Toplam 173.881 302
Gruplar Arast 11.936 4 2.984
5.706  .000 15
H2 Gruplar Igi 155.833 298 523 ' ' 2-5
Toplam 167.769 302 3-5
Gruplar Arast 6.218 4 1.554
H3 Gruplar igi 181.881 298 .610 2.547 040 1-5
Toplam 188.099 302
Gruplar Arast 5.513 4 1.378
H5 Gruplar igi 200474 208 673 0% 08 g
Toplam 205.987 302
Gruplar Arast 2.988 4 Jq47
Hazirlik . 1622 .168
Ortalama Gruplar I¢i 137.222 298 460
Toplam 140.211 302

Aragtirma kapsaminda anket uygulanan 302 siif &gretmenligi lisans dgrencisinin hazirlik
asamasia iliskin ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinde, yillik okuduklar kitap
sayisindan kaynaklanan anlamli farkliligi gosteren Tablo 12 incelendiginde; H1 “Cocuklart okuma
yazmay:r 6grenmek icin giidiileyebilme” becerileri arasinda anlaml farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F .
300= 2,486;p=.0,44]. Burada anlaml farkliligin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarinin aleyhine oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle [1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (¥=4.42) okuyan 6grencilerin, 1 Yilda (1-2
Kitap) (x¥=3.91)] okuyan ogretmen adaylari ¢ocuklari okuma yazmay:r Ogrenmek igin daha iyi
giidiileyebildikleri belirlenmistir.
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H2 “Cocuklarin gorsel okuma becerilerini gelistirmek i¢in ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme”
yeterlikleri incelendiginde yine anlamli farkliligin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmin aleyhine
oldugu belirlenmistir [F.300= 5,706; p=.0,000]. Bir baska ifadeyle 1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (x=4.67)
okuyan Ogretmen adaylarmin, [1 Yilda (Sifir Kitap) (¥=3.83), (1-2 Kitap) (x=3.99), (4-7 Kitap)
(x=4.04)] okuyan 6gretmen adaylarina gore “Cocuklarin gorsel okuma becerilerini gelistirmek icin
calismalar diizenleyebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha tist diizey oldugu belirlenmistir.

H3 “Cocuklarin kii¢iik kas becerilerini gelistirmek icin etkinlikler diizenleyebilme”
yeterlikleri incelendiginde yine anlamli farkliligin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylariin aleyhine
oldugu belirlenmistir [F-300= 2,547; p=.0,040]. Bir baska ifadeyle 1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (¥=4.46]
okuyan Ogretmen adaylarnm, [1 Yilda (Sifir Kitap) (¥=3.78)] okuyan oOgretmen adaylarina
“Cocuklarin kii¢iik kas becerilerini gelistirmek i¢in etkinlikler diizenleyebilme” yeterliliklerinin daha
yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.

H5 “Okuma yazmaya hazirlik ¢alismalarimi planlarken égrencilerin on bilgilerine uygun
calismalar hazirlayabilme” becerileri arasinda anlaml farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [Fz.300= 2,049;
p=.0,88]. Burada anlamli farkliligin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarinin aleyhine oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle [1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (x=4.46)] okuyan 6grencilerin, 1 Yilda (1-2 Kitap)
(¥=3.94)] okuyan O&gretmen adaylari c¢ocuklari okuma yazmayr Ogrenmek icin daha iyi
giidiileyebildikleri belirlenmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin yillik okuduklar1 kitap sayilart hazirlik asamasimna iliskin ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri Tablo 12 incelendiginde; H4 “Ogrencilere uygun bilek
durusunu &gretebilme”, H6 “Ogrencilere uygun kalem tutusunu &gretebilme”, H7 “Ogrencilere
okuma yazma ¢alismalarinda kdgit ile géz arasinda uygun mesafe birakmalarim 6gretebilme”, H8
“Dinleme etkinlikleri diizenleyerek ¢ocuklarin sézel dil gelisimlerini destekleyebilme” ve H9 “Okuma
ogretiminde kullanmak icin kazanmimlara uygun materyaller hazirlayabilme” yeterlilikleri bakimmdan
anlamli farkliliga neden olmadig1 belirlenmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin yillik okuduklar kitap sayilarinin, hazirlik asamasina iliskin ilk okuma
yazma dgretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerine etkisi genel anlamda incelendiginde; anlaml farkliligin az
kitap okuyan Ogretmen adaylarinin aleyhine oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle hazirlik
asamasinda [1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (¥=4.41)] okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmin, 1 Yilda (1-2 Kitap)
(¥=4.05)] okuyan 6gretmen adaylarina oranla ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin
daha yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 13. Uygulama agamasinda ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin yillik okuduklar: kitap
sayisina gore farklilasma (ANOVA) durumu

Ilk Okuma
Yazma Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler = P Anlamli
Ogretimi Oz Kaynag1 Toplami Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arasi 7.445 4 1.861
ul4 Gruplar i¢i 226.165 298 759 2.453 046 g:g
Toplam 233.611 302
Gruplar Arasi 7.114 4 1.779
uis Gruplar ici 190932 208 a1 2776 027 5
Toplam 198.046 302
Gruplar Arast 9.377 4 2.344
u18 Gruplar fci 229223 208 769 5048 017 g
Toplam 238.601 302
Gruplar Arasi 2420 4 .605
Uygulama Gruplar ici 106245 208 357 1097 151 :
Ortalama
Toplam 108.665 302
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Aragtirma kapsaminda anket uygulanan 302 simif 6gretmenligi lisans 6grencisinin uygulama agamasina
iliskin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinde, yillik okuduklan kitap sayisindan kaynaklanan
anlamli farkliig1 gosteren Tablo 13 incelendiginde; U14 “Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama,
duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarim saglayabilme” becerileri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu
belirlenmistir [F,-300= 2,453;p=.0,46]. Burada anlaml farklihigin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmin aleyhine
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bir baska ifadeyle [1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (¥=4.38) okuyan dgrencilerin, 1 Yilda (1-2
Kitap) (¥=3.81), (4-7 Kitap) (x=3.79)] okuyan ogretmen adaylarinin“Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama,
vurgulama, duraklama, bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarini saglayabilme” becerilerinin daha iyi oldugu
belirlenmistir.

U15 “Ogrencilerin ciimlelerden metinlere ulasabilmelerini saglayabilme” yeterlikleri incelendiginde
yine anlaml farklilifin ¢ok kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmin lehinde oldugu belirlenmistir [F;.300= 2,776;
p=.0,027]. Bir baska ifadeyle [1 Yilda (1-2 Kitap) (¥=3.94) okuyan dgretmen adaylarinin, 1 yilda (12 + Kitap)
(¥=4.50)] okuyan ogretmen adaylarina gore “Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama, duraklama,
bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarini saglayabilme ” yeterliliklerinin daha alt diizey oldugu belirlenmistir.

U18 “Okuma yazma dgretimi siirecinde ¢ocuk edebiyat iirtinlerinden faydalanabilme” yeterlikleri
incelendiginde yine anlamli farkliligin az kitap okuyan dgretmen adaylarinin aleyhine oldugu belirlenmistir [F,.
300~ 3,048; p=.0,017]. Bir bagka ifadeyle [1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (¥=4.38] okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmm, 1 Yilda
(Stfir Kitap) (¥=3.56)] okuyan &gretmen adaylarina “Ogrencilerin prozodik (tonlama, vurgulama, duraklama,
bogumlama ve ritm) okumalarini saglayabilme” yeterliliklerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goériilmiistiir.

Tablo 13’de 6gretmen adaylarmin yillik okuduklar kitap sayilar1 uygulama asamasina iliskin ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde; 6gretmen adaylarmin yillik
okuduklar kitap sayisi, U10 “Ogrencilerin okuma hatalarini gidermek icin calismalar diizenleyebilme”, U11
“Ogrencilere uygun kdagit pozisyonunu ogretebilme”, U12 “Ogrencilerin akict okuma becerilerini desteklemek
icin ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme”, U13 “Ogrencilere harflerin alt ve iist uzantilarini égretebilme”, U16
“Ogrencilerin sesleri(harfleri, kelimeleri) dogru okuyabilmelerini saglayabilme”, U17T “Gorsellerden hareketle
metin yazmanlarini saglayabilme”, U19 “Ogrencilere bitisik egik yazimin harf sekillerini égretebilme”, U20
“Okuma yazma o6gretimi  siirecinde ¢ocuklarin 6n  bilgileri ile yeni bilgileri iliskilendirebilmelerini
saglayabilme”, U21 “Okuma yazma J&gretiminde isitsel araglart (dinleme metinleri vb.) kullanabilme”
yeterlilikleri bakimmdan anlamli farkliliga neden olmadig belirlenmistir.

Siif 6gretmeni adaylarimin uygulama asamasma iligkin ilk okuma yazma ogretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde, anlamli bir farklilik olmadig: tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 14. Degerlendirme asamasinda ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin yillik okuduklari
kitap sayisina gore farklilasma (ANOVA) durumu

ik Okuma
Yazma Varyansin Kareler sd Kareler F P Anlaml
Ogretimi Oz Kaynag1 Toplami Ort. Fark
Yeterlik
Gruplar Arasi 7.800 4 1.950
D25 Gruplar Igi 214.801 298 721 2.705 .031 ;29,2
Toplam 222.601 302
Degerlendirme Gruplar Arasi 2.289 4 572 L1364 246
Ortalama Gruplar I¢i 125.038 298 420 ' -
Toplam 127.327 302
Gruplar Arasi 2.486 4 621 1.927 .106
Genel Toplam 5, star ici 96.120 298 323
Toplam 98.606 302

Arastirma kapsaminda anket uygulanan 302 sinif Ogretmeni adaylarinin degerlendirme
asamasina iliskin ilk okuma yazma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinde, yillik okuduklar1 kitap
sayisindan kaynaklanan anlamli farklilign gosteren Tablo 14 incelendiginde; D25 “Okuma yazma
becerilerini degerlendirmek igin ¢ocuklarin gelisim ozelliklerine uygun élgme araglart olusturabilme”
yeterlilikleri arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F;.300= 2,705; p=.0,31]. Burada anlamh
farkliligin az kitap okuyan 6gretmen adaylarmin aleyhine oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bir bagka ifadeyle
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[1 Yilda (1-2 Kitap) (x¥=3.87) okuyan dgretmen adaylarindan, 1 Yilda (12 + Kitap) (x=4.46)] okuyan
okuyan 6gretmen adaylarinin yeterliliklerinin daha iyi oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tablo 14’te Ogretmen adaylarinin yillik okuduklart kitap sayilari degerlendirme asamasina
iligkin ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde;
ogretmen adaylarinin  yillilk  okuduklari kitap sayisi, D22 “Okuma yazma becerilerini
degerlendirdikten sonra sonuglara gére calismalar diizenleyebilme”, D23 “Okuma yazma dgretimi
siirecinde okuma giicliigii yasayan égrencileri tespit edebilme”, D24 “Ogrencilerin yazma hatalarin
gidermek i¢in ¢alismalar diizenleyebilme” yeterlilikleri bakimindan anlamli farkliliga neden olmadig
belirlenmistir.

Simif 6gretmeni adaylarinin degerlendirme asamasina iliskin ilk okuma yazma &gretimine
yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin genel ortalamasi incelendiginde, anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi tespit
edilmistir.

Osretmen adaylarinin yillik okuduklar: kitap sayilarinin, ilk okuma yazma ogretimine yonelik
oz yeterliklerine etkisi genel anlamda incelendiginde; anlaml farkliligin az kitap okuyan ogretmen
adaylarimin aleyhine oldugu tespit edilmistir [F300= 2,264, p=.0,062]. Bir baska ifadeyle [1 Yilda
(12 + Kitap) (x=4.28)] okuyan 6gretmen adaylarimin, 1 Yilda (1-2 Kitap) (x= 3.98)] okuyan 6gretmen
adaylarmmin ilk okuma yazma égretimine yonelik oz yeterliklerinin genel ortalamada daha yiiksek
oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tablo 15. Maddelere iliskin Madde-Toplam Korelasyonlar1 ve Cronbach

Faktorler ve _ Madde Toplam Madde Cikarildiginda
Maddeler X S Korelasyonu Cronbach Alpha Katsayisi
H1 3.98 759 576 .895
H2 4.09 .745 567 .895
H3 4.08 .789 .556 .895
H4 3.99 .908 677 .892
H5 4.14 2.441 .189 921
H6 4.22 2.469 221 .920
H7 4.10 814 .659 .893
H8 4.07 767 .640 .894
H9 4.18 .824 534 .895
u10 3.96 .807 .675 .893
U1l 4.06 .850 .632 .894
u12 4.02 761 .635 .894
uU13 3.97 872 .630 .893
ul4 3.85 .880 .598 .894
u15 4.06 .810 .700 .893
Ul16 4.12 761 .676 .893
u17 4.06 .830 .589 .894
u18 4.04 .889 584 .894
u19 3.72 1.087 521 .895
u20 3.96 .823 .686 .893
uz21 4.20 a71 .641 .894
D22 4.03 772 .708 .893
D23 4.06 .826 .603 .894
D24 4.08 .768 678 .893
D25 3.96 .859 610 .894

Tablo 15’de ifade edilen madde analizi sonuglar1 incelendiginde madde-toplam test
korelasyonlarinin Hazirlik faktoriinde r=.64 ile r=.68; Uygulama faktorinde r=56 ile r=.63;
Degerlendirme faktoriinde r=.49 ile r=.66 degerleri arasinda degisim gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Madde-
toplam korelasyonu .30 ve daha yiiksek olan maddelerin bireyleri iyi derecede ayirt ettigi, .20<r<.30
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arasinda kalan maddelerin zorunlu goriilmesi durumunda anazliz edilebilecegi veya diizeltilmesi
gerektigi ve .20°den daha diisilk maddelerin teste alinmamasi gerektigi sdylenebilir (Biiylikoztiirk &
arakadaslar1, 2012). Tablo 15°de ifade edilen maddelerin madde-toplam test korelasyonlarinin .30’dan
daha yiiksek degerde oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu deger 6lgekte yer alan maddelerin dlgiilmek istenen ilk
okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik algisin1 Slgmeye yonelik oldugunu gdstermektedir.
Olgekte yer alan Hazirlik, Uygulama ve Degerlendirme faktorlerine yonelik Cro  giivenirlik
katsayilarma bakildiginda ise faktorlerin sirasiyla .89; .89; .78 degerlerinde oldugu goriilmektedir.
Olgegin tiimiine ait Cra katsayisi ise .90 olarak belirlenmistir. Psikolojik bir anazlizler igin hesaplanan
giivenirlik katsayisin1 .70 ve daha yiiksek olmasi test puanlarinin giivenirligi i¢in genel olarak yeterli
goriilmektedir (Bliylikoztliirk & arakadaslari,,2012). Bu anlamda 6lgegin yeterli diizeyde gilivenilir
oldugu ifade edilebilir.

Madde analizi kapsaminda bagvurulan bir bagka yol, testin toplam puanlaria gore olusturulan
alt %27 ve iust %27’lik gruplarin madde ortalama puanlar1 arasindaki farklarin iligkisiz t-testi
kullanilarak sinanmasidir. Gruplar arasinda istendik yonde gozlenen farklarin anlamli ¢ikmasi, testin
i¢c tutarhigmin bir gostergesi olarak degerlendirilir. Analiz sonuglari, maddelerin bireyleri dl¢iilen
davranis bakimindan ne derece ayir ettigini gdsterir (Biiyiikoztiirk & arakadaslari, 2012).

Tablo 15°de alt %27 ve iist %27’lik gruplarin madde ortalama puanlar1 arasindaki farklarin
iliskisiz t-testi sonuglar1 verilmistir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Siif 6gretmeni adaylarinin “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” cinsiyet ve
sinif diizeylerine iligkin t testi sonuglarina gore anlaml farklilik géstermedigi tespit edilmistir. Siif
Ogretmeni adaylarinin “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” dgrencilerin yasi, mezun
olduklar lise, iiniversite tercih siralart ANOVA testi sonuglarina gore anlamli farklilik bulunmazken,
devam ettikleri tiniversite ve yillik okduklar kitap sayis1 bakimindan anlamli farklilik bulunmustur.

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin devam ettikleri iiniversite degiskenine gore hazirlik asamasinda
(H2, H3, H4, H6, H8) uygulamaya asamasinda (U10, U11, U12, U13, Ul4, U15, U16, Ul17, U18,
U20, U21) degerlendirme asamasinda (D22) maddelerinde anlamli farklilik géstermektedir. Buradaki
anlamli farklihgin 1. Universiteye devam eden dgrenciler lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ogretmen
adaylarmin devam ettiklleri tiniversiteye gore Olgegin hazirlik, uygulma boyutunda anlaml farklilik
bulunurken, degerlendirme boyutunda anlamli farklilik bulunmamistir. Genel anlamda da anmli
farklilik 1. Universiteye devam eden dgretmen adaylari lehine bulunmustur.

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin yillik okuduklari kitap sayist bakimidan hazirlik asamasinda (H1,
H2, H3) uygulamaya asamasinda (U14, U15, U18) degerlendirme asamasinda (D25) maddelerinde
anlamh farklilk gdstermektedir. Olgegin maddeler bazinda anlamli farklilik bulunurken, hazirlik,
uygulma ve degerlendirme boyutunda anlamli farklilik tespit edilmemistir. Buradaki anlamh
farkliligin ¢ok kitap okuyan &grenciler lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Yapilan bu arastirmada sinif dgretmeni adaylarinin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinde, cinsiyet yoniinden anlamli farklik tespit edilmemisken, Oztiirk ve Ertem’in (2017)
smif Ogretmenlerine yoOnelik yapmis olduklari arastirmada kadin 6gretmenler lehine, Korkut ve
Babaoglan’nin (2012) yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada ise erkek Ogretmenler lehine 6z yeterlik
inanglarinda anlaml farklibk bulunmustur. Oztiirk ve Ertem’in (2017) yapmus olduklar1 arastirma
sonucunda smif 6gretmenlerinin ilk okuma yazma &gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik inang diizeyleri
cok yiiksek bulunmustur. Kadin smif dgretmenlerinin, erkek simif 6gretmenlerine gore ilk okuma
yazma Ogretimine yoOnelik 0z yeterlik inan¢ diizeyleri pozitif anlamda farklilik gdsterdigi
belirlenmistir. Yapilan bu aragtirmada 6gretmenlerin 6z yeterlik inanglar cinsiyetlerine gore anlaml
farklilik bulunmazken, Korkut ve Babaoglan (2012)’nin yapmis olduklar arasgtirma sonucunda erkek
Ogretmenler lehine anlamli farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilmistir. Erkek oOgretmenlerin kadin
Ogretmenlere gore 6z yeterlik inanglarinin daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu durum kadin ve
erkek sinif dgretmenlerinin meslege basladiktan sonra da ilk okuma yazma O&gretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerini cinsiyetin otesinde etkileyen farkli degiskenler oldugu soylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin
calistiklar1 okul, bolge, okul yonetimi, sinif mevcudu, egitim ortami vb. bir¢ok etken 6gretmenin 6z
yeterlik inanglarini etkileyebilir.
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Yapilan bu aragtirmada sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinde, simif diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmazken, devam edilen tniversiteler
arasinda anlamli farklilik tespit edilmisitir.

Korkut ve Babaoglan’nin (2012) yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada benzer bir sonu¢ bulunmus ve
mesleki kideme gore 6gretmen 6z yeterliklerinde anlamli farklilik bulunmazken, Oztiirk ve Ertem’in
(2017) yapmus olduklar1 arastirma sonucunda mesleki kidem artikga, 6z yeterlik inan¢larinin da arttigi
sonucuna ulagtlmistir. Kiiciik, Altun ve Pali¢ (2013)’in yaptig1 sinif 6gretmenlerinin fen 6gretimi 6z
yeterlik inanglarinin degerlendirilmesi ¢aligmasinda, fen 6gretimi 6z yeterlik inanglar1 mesleki kideme
gore farklilasmakla birlikte, Korkut ve Babaoglunun arastirma sonucunun aksine mesleki kidem
arttikca fen 6gretimi 6z yeterlik inang ortalama puanlar: diistiigiinii belirtmektedir.

Oztiirk ve Ertem’in (2017) arastirma sonucunda; siif dgretmenlerinin birinci simf deneyimi
sayilar arttikca ilk okuma yazma 6gretimi 6z yeterlik inanglar1 da artmaktadir. Mesleki kidemlerine
gore 1-4 yil kideme sahip simif Ogretmenlerinin ilk okuma yazma &gretimi 6z yeterlik inang
puanlarinin diger mesleki kidem gruplarindaki smif 6gretmenlerinden diigiik oldugu, mesleki kidem
arttikca sinif ogretmenlerinin ilk okuma yazma 6gretimi 6z yeterlik inancinin, 1-4 yil arasindaki
kideme sahip smif dgretmenlerine gore, arttigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Oztiirk ve Ertemin yagmus
olduklar aragtirma sonucunda sinif 6gretmenlerinin 1. Smif okutma tecriibeleri ve mesleki kidemleri
artikca, ilk okuma yazma O&gretimi 6z yeterliklerinin artmasi ¢ok olumlu bir sonu¢ olarak
degerlendirilebilir.

Bireylerin 6z yeterlik algilarmin gelismesinde en kuvvetli faktdr dogrudan yasantilardir.
Bireyin ge¢mis yasamindan elde ettigi basar1 deneyimleri, ayni alan iizerindeki basar1 beklentisini
etkileyerek 6z yeterlik algisini olumlu yonde etkilemektedir (Sakiz, 2013). Bu nedenle sinif 6gretmeni
adaylar1 “ilk okuma yazma 6gretim” dersini almig ve ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlik
kazanmis olmalarina ragmen, bu 6z yeterliklerini dogrudan yasam tecriibesine doniistiiremedikleri ve
1. smiflara ilk okuma yazma Ogretimini tecriibesine sahip olamadiklarindan dolayi, simf diizeyleri
arasinda anlamli farklilik ¢ikmamasi normal karsilanabilir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylari,
meslege basladiktan sonra ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerini, mesleki kidemleri ve
1. siif ogrencilerine ilk okuma yazma 6gretim tecriibeleri, ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerinde benzer yonde degisim gozlenebilir.

Sonuclar

Sinif gretmeni adaylarmin “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” cinsiyet ve
sinif diizeylerine iliskin t testi sonuclarina gére anlamh farklilik gostermedigi tespit edilmistir. Sinif
ogretmeni adaylarinin “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” 6grencilerin yasi, mezun
olduklan lise, tiniversite tercih siralart ANOVA testi sonuglarina gore anlaml farklilik bulunmazken,
devam ettikleri {iniversite ve yillik okduklari kitap sayis1 bakimindan anlamli farklilik bulunmustur.

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin devam ettikleri iiniversite degiskenine gore hazirlik asamasinda
(H2, H3, H4, H6, H8) uygulamaya asamasinda (U10, Ul11l, U12, U13, Ul14, U15, Ul6, Ul7, U18,
U20, U21) degerlendirme asamasinda (D22) maddelerinde anlamli farklilik bulunugtur. Buradaki
anlamh farklihigin 1. Universiteye devam eden dgrenciler lehine oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin devam ettiklleri iiniversiteye gore olcegin hazirlik, uygulma boyutunda anlaml farklilik
bulunurken, degerlendirme boyutunda anlamli farklilik bulunmamustir.

Smif 6gretmeni adaylarinin mezun olduklari lise, devam edilen {iniversite ve iiniversite tercih
siralarina iligkin degiskenler bakimindan ANOVA Testi sonuglarina gore anlamli farklilik
gostermemektedir. Buradaki anlamli farkliligin ¢ok kitap okuyan Ogrenciler lehine oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin yillik okuduklar: kitap sayis1 bakimindan hazirlik agamasinda
H1, H2, H3, uygulamaya asamasinda U14, U15, U18, degerlendirme asamasinda D25 maddelerinde
anlamli farklilik gostermektedir.

Oneriler
Aragtirmanin sonuglarina iligkin olarak asagidaki 6neriler sunulmustur:

o  Simif Ogretmeni adaylarinin “ilk okuma yazma ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri”
yeniden gézden gecirilmeli.
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e Smf &gretmeni adaylarina Ik Okuma Yazma Ogretim Dersinin temel amaglari
cercevesinde “ilk okuma yazma 6gretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri” ilk hafta 6gretilmeli.

e Lisans diizeyinde ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretimi Dersinin igerigi gdzden gecirilmeli. Ilk
okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterliklere iliskin bilgi aktarimindan sonar,
uygulama boyutuna 6nem verilmeli.

e  Siuf 6gretmeni adaylarinin “ilk okuma yazma Ogretimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri’ni
giiclendirmek icin, 6n kosul ders olarak “Yazi teknikleri” verilmeli. Bu ders kapsaminda
dik temel ve bitisik harflerin formata uygun yazimi dgretilmeli.

e  Buarastirma her yil lisans diizeyinde ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretim Dersini yiiriitmekte olan
Ogretim Uyeleri tarafindan 6n test ve son test niteliginde dgrencilere test uygulanmali.
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