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This study aims to examine the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers
and prospective special education teachers. Students studying at special education
department in various provinces of Turkey and special education teachers in these
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designed with the single survey model, which is one of the general survey models. The
data of the study were collected digitally with the Curriculum Literacy Scale and
Demographic Information Form. It was determined that the distribution of the scale
data was not normal and Mann-Whitney U Test and Kruskal Wallis H-Test, which are
Keywords: nonparametric tests, were applied in data analysis. As a result of the study, it was
found that special education teachers and prospective special education teacher had
high levels of curriculum literacy. A significant difference was observed among the
curriculum literacy levels of the participants in terms of variables such as teacher /
prospective teacher status, age, gender, grade level for prospective teachers and
educational status for teachers. Suggestions were made for further research and for
conducting studies to increase the curriculum literacy levels of prospective special
education teachers and special education teachers.
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Ozel Egitim Ogretmenlerinin ve Ozel Egitim Ogretmen Adaylarinin
Egitim Programi Okuryazarlig1 Diizeylerinin Incelenmesi

Makale Bilgileri Oz

Bu arastirmada, 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin ve 6zel egitim dgretmen adaylarinin egitim
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programi okuryazarhig1 diizeylerinin incelenmesi amaclanmistir. Arastirmaya, Tiirkiyenin
cesitli illerinde okuyan Ozel egitim boliimii Ogrencileri ile bu illerdeki ozel egitim

Yikleme:  17.11.2022 ogretmenleri katilmistir. Arastirma betimleyici tipte olup genel tarama modellerinden biri

Diizeltme:  14.06.2023
Kabul: 20.09.2023

olan tekil tarama modeli ile desenlenmistir. Arastirmamn verileri Egitim Programi Okur
Yazarhigi Olgegi ve Demografk Bilgi Formu ile dijital ortamda toplanmistir. Olgek
verilerinde dagilimin normal olmadigr belirlenmis olup veri analizinde parametrik
olmayan testlerden Mann-Whitney U Testi ile Kruskal Wallis H-Testi uygulanmustir.
Aragtirma sonucunda Ozel egitim dgretmenlerinin ve Ozel egitim dgretmen adaylarmnin

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Egitim Programi
Okuryazarlig,
Ogretmen Adayi,

Ozel Egitim Ogretmeni

egitim programu okuryazarhig: diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Katilimcilarin
Ogretmen/6gretmen aday1 olma durumu, yas, cinsiyet, 6gretmen adaylar1 i¢in okuduklar
smif diizeyi ve 6gretmenler igin egitim durumu gibi degiskenler agisindan egitim programi
okuryazarligi diizeyleri arasnda anlamli fark bulunmustur. Ozel egitim Ogretmen
adaylarnin ve Ozel egitim Ogretmenlerinin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerini
arthrmaya yonelik calismalarin yiiriitiilmesi yoniinde ve ileri arastirmalara yonelik
onerilerde bulunulmustur.
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Giris

Program, belli bir amaca ulasmak icin yapilmasi gereken aktivitelerin nelerden olustugunun
belirlenmesi, asamali bir sekilde sinirlanmasi, her bir aktivitenin olacag1 zamani, nasil yapilacagini ve
yapilan islerin uygunlugunun nasil belirleneceginin bir tasarisidir. Egitim programi ise genis bir
kavram olup 6gretime iliskin, okula iliskin, miifredata iliskin ve ders programina iliskin kavramlari
kapsamakta ve egitime iliskin fikirlerin uygulamadaki temsilini ifade etmektedir (Prideaux, 2003;
Sahin, 2014). Egitim programi, toplumun degerlerini 6grencilere aktarmak i¢in hazirlanan ve genis bir

toplumsal anlagmay1 ifade eden, resmi onayl bir belgedir. Ozetle, egitim programi 6grencilere neyin,

neden, nasil ve ne zaman Ogretileceginin belirtilmesidir (Bolat, 2017).

Bir egitim programi en az dort temel bilesenden olusmaktadir: (1) hedef davramslar
(kazanim), (2) igerik, (3) 6gretme-6grenme siirecleri ile (4) 6lgme ve degerlendirme (Bolat, 2017; Erdem
ve Egmir, 2018; Prideaux, 2003; Sahin, 2014). Bu bilesenleri mantiksal bir modelde tanimlama ve
diizenleme siirecine egitim programi tasarimi denilmektedir. Bir egitim programinin elestiriye agik
olmasi ve kolaylikla uygulamaya doniistiiriilebilir olmas1 gerekmektedir. Bunu saglamak igin egitim
programlarinin {i¢ diizeyde olusturulan sorulara yanit vermesi gerekmektedir. Birinci diizey planlama
diizeyi olup bu diizeyde egitim programinin neyi amagladigi {izerinde durulur. Ikinci diizey sunum
diizeyi olup bu diizeyde egitim yoneticileri tarafindan kurum igerisinde organize edilen egitim
siiregleri ve ogretmenler tarafindan &grencilere gretilenler {izerinde durulur. Ugiincii diizey ise,
deneyimleme diizeyi olup 6grenciler tarafindan neyin 6grenildigi tizerinde durulur (Prideaux, 2003).
Iyi bir egitim programinin ayni zamanda islevsellik, toplumsal degerlere duyarli olma, uygulayicilara
kolaylik saglama, bilimsellik, pratiklik, hedef davranislara yonelik olma, ekonomiklik ve esneklik gibi

ozelliklerinin olmasi beklenmektedir (Sahin, 2014).

Egitim programi, egitsel aktiviteleri diizenleyen temel bir kilavuzdur. Buna bagh olarak,
egitim programi okuryazari olma oOzelligine sahip olmak Ogretmen adaylarinin ve dgretmenlerin
temel yeterliklerindendir. Ogretmenlerin ve dgretmen adaylarmin edinmesi beklenen okuryazarlik
tiirlerinden biri olan egitim programi okuryazarligi, egitimcilerin bir egitim programinin hedef, igerik,
Ogretim siirecleri ile degerlendirme gibi Ogelerinin bilgisine sahip olmasi, bu bilesenleri gerektigi
sekilde iyilestirebilmesidir (Bolat, 2017). Bir 6gretmen, egitim programi okuryazari oldugunda sahip
olmas1 beklenen bu yeterlikleri sergileyebilecektir (Erdem ve Egmir, 2018). Ogretim siireclerine
kilavuzluk edecek olan deneyimlerin dogru olarak algilanmasi ve uygun sekilde kullanilabilmesi icin
Ogretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin iyi birer egitim programi okuryazari olmas: onemlidir (Bolat,

2017).

Ogretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim program okuryazari olarak kabul edilebilmesi
icin; egitim programi konusunda yeterli bilgisinin olmasi, programi: amacima uygun olarak

uygulamasi, programda gerektiginde uyarlamalar yapmasi, egitim programinin degerli olduguna
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inanmasi, programin kendisine rehberlik edecegine inanmas1 gerekmektedir (Keskin, 2020). Bu da
Ogretmenlerin ve Ogretmen adaylarinin uygulayici olarak iyi bir egitim programi okuryazari

olmalarini ve kendilerini gelistirmelerini gerektirmektedir (Bolat, 2017; Yildiz, 2019)

Ozel Egitim Hizmetleri Yonetmeliginde (Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 2018), dzel egitim, gelisim
ozellikleri agisindan normal gelisim gosteren yasitlarindan anlamli derecede farklilik gosteren o6zel
gereksinimli bireylerin egitsel gereksinimlerini karsilamak i¢in hazirlanmis 6gretim programi ve buna
uygun olarak 6zel yetistirilmis personel tarafindan gerceklestirilen egitim seklinde ifade edilmistir.
Tanimda belirtilen ve 6zel gereksinimli bireylerin gereksinimlerine yanit vermek tizere gelistirilmis
egitim programlari genel olarak bakanlik¢a hazirlanan 6zel egitim programlarini, bireysellestirilmis
egitim programlarini (BEP) ve destek egitim programlarini ifade etmektedir. Ozel egitime gereksinimi
olan bireylerin 6zel ihtiyaclarina cevap vermek adina 6zel olarak yetistirilmis personelin basinda ise
0zel egitim ogretmenleri gelmektedir. Sadece 6zel gereksinimli ¢cocugun ihtiyaglarina cevap vermekle
kalmayan ozel egitim Ogretmenleri, ayni zamanda cocugun ailesiyle, diger Ogretmenlerle ve
uzmanlarla isbirligi yapmakta ve ¢ocugun ihtiya¢ duydugu egitim planlamalarinin merkezinde yer
almaktadir (Cakiroglu, 2021). Ozel gereksinimli bireylerin BEP’ lerinde yer alan hedefler, 6grenci ve
bir 6zel egitim 6gretmeni tarafindan yil boyunca birlikte ¢alisiimakta, ¢ocugun kaydettigi gelismeler
konusunda aileye ve diger BEP ekibi iiyelerine bilgi verilmekte ve egitim programinin zaman zaman
gozden gecirilmesi saglanmaktadir. Bu yoniiyle 6zel egitim 6gretmenleri icin iyi bir egitim programi
okuryazar1 olmak, 6zel egitim siireglerini diger paydaslarin katihmiyla etkin bir sekilde ytirtitmek

agisindan oldukca 6nemlidir.

Alanyazinda egitim programi okuryazarligi ile ilgili yapilan arastirmalar incelendiginde,
farkli branslardaki Ogretmenler ile Ogretmen adaylarmin miifredat okuryazarligi seviyelerini
belirlemeye yonelik arastirmalarin oldugu goriilmektedir (Aslan, 2019; Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019;
Erdamar ve Akpunar, 2020; Erdem ve Egmir, 2018; Gomleksiz ve Erdem, 2018; Giines Sinego ve
Cakmak, 2021; Keskin, 2020; Keskin ve Korkmaz, 2017; Siiral ve Dedebali, 2018; Johnston-Rodriguez
ve Henning, 2019; Yar Yildirim, 2020). Ancak 6zel egitim 0gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylariyla yapilan
calismaya rastlanmamugtir. Ozel egitim 6gretmen adaylari ile &zel egitim &gretmenlerinin egitim
programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin arastirilmasiin Ogretmen niteliklerinin daha agik¢a
anlagilmasina ve Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin diizenlenmesine katki saglayacag:
diisiiniilmektedir. Ozel egitim siireclerinin taramadan baslayip tanilama, egitsel yerlestirme ve egitim
programi diizenleme asamalarinin her bir adiminda egitim programi okuryazarliginin énemi goz
ontinde bulunduruldugunda, 6zel egitim Ogretmen adaylar ile 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin egitim
programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin belirlenmesinin literatiire katk: saglayacagi ongoriilmektedir. Bu
nedenle bu arastirmada Ozel egitim Ogretmenleri ile heniiz {iniversite dgrencisi olan 6zel egitim
Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin incelenmesi amaglanmaktadir. Bu

temel amaca yonelik olarak su alt amacglar incelenmistir:
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1) Ozel egitim ogretmenleri ile oOzel egitim Ogretmen adaylarimin egitim programi

okuryazarligi ne diizeydedir?

2) Ozel egitim Ogretmenleri ile Ozel egitim Ogretmen adaylarmin egitim programi
okuryazarlig: diizeyleri, katihmcilarin 6gretmen veya 6gretmen aday1 olma durumu, yas,
cinsiyet; 0gretmen adaylar1 icin okuduklar1 siif; &gretmenler igin deneyim yili, egitim
durumu ve Ozel Egitim Boliimii mezunu olup olmama durumu agsindan farklilik

gostermekte midir?
Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirma genel tarama modellerinden biri olan tekil tarama modeli ile desenlenmistir.
Genel tarama modelleri, ¢ok sayida Ornek igeren bir evrende, biitiin hakkinda genel bir kaniya
ulagmak i¢in evrenin tamami veya evrenden alinan bir 6rnek iizerinde uygulanan tarama islemlerini
icerir. Tekil taramada ise, degiskenlerin ayr1 ayri, gesit ya da oran olarak olusumlariin belirlenmesi

amaclanir. Tekil taramada, ilgilenilen elemanlara ait degiskenler ayr1 ayr1 betimlenir (Karasar, 2002).
Orneklem

Aragtirmanin 6rneklemini kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemiyle ulasilan ve 2021-2022
egitim Ogretim yilinda Tiirkiye'nin cesitli illerindeki 55 6zel egitim Ogretmeni ve 157 &zel egitim
Ogretmen adayimdan olusan 212 katilimcr olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin orneklemi, aktif ¢alisma
hayatinda olan 6zel egitim ogretmenleri ve heniiz {iniversite egitimine devam etmekte olan 6zel
egitim Ogretmen adaylar1 olarak belirlenmis olup arastirmaya katilim goniilliiliik esasinda olmustur.
Kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme, bir diger adiyla kazara 6rnekleme, arastirmanin hedef kitlesinin, kolay
ulagilabilirlik, cografi yakinlik, belirli bir zamanda uygunluk ya da goniilliliik gibi kriterleri
karsiladigy, olasilik disi drnekleme yontemlerinden biridir (Etikan vd., 2016). Bilimsel arastirmalarda
uygun bir 6rneklem biiyiikliigii elde etmek, istatistiksel bir ¢alisma planlamanin 6nemli bir yoniidiir
(Lenth, 2007). Istatistiksel glic kavrami daha ¢ok Orneklem biyiikliigii ile iliskilidir, 6rneklem
bityiikliigii arttikca calismanin giicii de artar. Ideal olarak, bir caligma igin gerekli minimum giic
%80'dir. Bu nedenle, 6rneklem biiyiikliigii hesaplamasi bir ¢alisma protokolii tasarlamak igin kritik ve
temeldir. Calisma tamamlandiktan sonra bile, 6zellikle istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmayan sonuglar
elde edildiginde, geriye doniik bir gii¢ analizi faydali olmaktadir (Suresh ve Chandrashekara, 2012).
Bu arastirmada katilimcilarin dahil oldugu evrenin bilinen sayilarindan yola ¢ikilarak Srneklemin
temsil giiciinii belirlemek i¢in gii¢ analizi yapilmis ve gerek 6zel egitim Ogretmenleri, gerekse 6zel
egitim Ogretmen adaylar1 igin istatistiksel giic oranmin %80 diizeyinde oldugu belirlenmistir.

Katilhimcilara ait demografik dzellikler Tablo 1 ve 2’de sunulmugtur.
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Tablo 1. Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerine ait demografik ozellikler

N %
18-25 4 7,3
26-45 49 89,1
Yas
46 ve tstl 2 3,6
o Kadin 33 60
Cinsiyet
Erkek 22 40
o Lisans mezunu 46 83,6
Egitim Durumu . o
Lisansiistii mezunu 9 16,4
- Ozel Egitim Ogretmenligi Mezunu 34 61,8
Mezun Olunan Boliim
Baska boliim mezunu 21 38,2
1-5 12 21,8
. 6-10 11 20
Deneyim Yili 11-20 )8 50,9
21 yil ve {izeri 4 7.3

Arastirmaya katilan 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin 4'ii 18-25 yas araliginda (%7,3), 49'u 26-45 yas
araliginda (%89,1) ve 2’si ise 46 ve iistii yastadir (%3,6). Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin 33'{i kadin (%60),
22’si ise erkektir (%40). Ozel egitim &gretmenlerinin 46’s1 lisans mezunu (%83,6), 9'u yiiksek lisans
mezunudur (%16,4). Ozel egitim gretmenlerinin 34ii Ozel Egitim Ogretmenligi mezunu (%61,8), 21'i
ise bagka boliim mezunudur (%38,2). Ozel egitim dgretmenlerinin 12’sinin gretmenlik deneyimi 1 ila
5 yil arasinda (%21,8), 11’inin 6 ila 10 y1l arasinda (%20), 28’inin 11 ila 20 y1l arasinda (%50,9) 4'tiniin

ise 21 yil ve tizerindedir (%7,3).

Tablo 2. Ozel egitim G§retmen adaylarma ait demografik ozellikler

N %
18-25 120 76,4
Yas
26-45 37 23,6
o Kadin 103 65,6
Cinsiyet
Erkek 54 34,4
1 27 17,2
2
Smnifi 38 24,2
3 41 26,1
4 51 32,5

Arastirmaya katilan 6zel egitim Ogretmen adaylarinin 120’si 18-25 yas araliginda, (%76,4),
37’si 26-45 yas araligindadir (%23,6). Ozel egitim 6gretmen adaylarmin 103'ii kadimn (%65,6), 54’1 ise
erkektir (%34,4). Ozel Egitim Ogretmeni adaylarinin 27’si 1. sinifa (%17,2), 38'i 2. sinifa (%24,2), 41’1 3.
sinifa (%26,1), 51’1 ise 4. sinifa (%32,5) devam etmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

Arastirmada verilerin toplanmasinda Egitim Programi Okur Yazarlig: Olgegi ve Demografik
Bilgi Formu kullanilmistir. Bolat'in (2017) gelistirdigi Egitim Programi Okur Yazarhigi Olgegi,
Ogretmen ve 0gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarligini 6lgmek i¢in kullanilan 29 madde

iceren bir kendini degerlendirme aracidir. Her madde 0- 5 arasinda puan alr ve toplam 0-145
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arasindadir. Olgek okuma ve yazma olmak {izere iki farkli boyuttan olugsmaktadir. Ol¢me aracinin
Alpha i¢ tutarliik katsayis1 .940 iken; “okuma” boyutu igin .888, “yazma” boyutu icin ise .907’dir.
Acgimlayici Faktor Analizi ile belirlenen yapinin uygunlugu Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi ile stnanmis ve

model uyumlulugunun kabul edilebilir diizeyde bulunmustur.

Literatiir taramasi yapilarak (Bolat, 2017; Erdem ve Egmir, 2018) olusturulan Demografik Bilgi
Formu ise, katilimcilara ait yas, cinsiyet, egitim durumu, mezun olunan bdliim ve deneyim yili gibi

sosyo-demografik 6zellikleri soran toplam 6 sorudan olusmaktadir.
Verilerin Toplanmasi

Veri toplama araglar1 Google Formlar {izerinde diizenlenerek olusturulmus ve 2021-2022
egitim Ogretim yilinda katihmcilara sosyal paylasim gruplar1 aracihigiyla dijital ortamlarda
ulastirilarak doldurmalar1 istenmistir. Goniillii katilmcilardan elde edilen verilerin dijital

ortamlardaki dokiimii alinarak analiz edilmistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Katilmcilarin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerini incelemek igin uygulanacak olan
testleri belirlemek i¢in basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri ile 6lgek ve alt dlgeklerin puanlarinin normalligi
grup biiytikligiintin 30’dan biiyiik olmasi durumunda uygulanan Kolmogorov Smirnow Testi (Can,

2017) ile sinamis ve sonuglar: Tablo 2’'de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2. Kolmogorov smirnov testi

Kolmogorov Smirnov Z Basiklik Carpiklik P

Egitim Programi Okur

.o .. 1 1,597 -1
Yazarlig1 Olgegi (EPOO) 109 9 036 000

Tablo 2’ ye gdre, EPOO [(Z=0.109; basiklik=1.597; garpiklik=-1.036); p=.000] ile toplanan
verilerde dagilimin normal olmadig1 anlasilmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, parametrik olmayan testlerden,
Mann-Whitney U ve Kruskal Wallis H-testleri tercih edilmistir. Istatistiksel anlamlhihk diizeyi .05

kabul edilmistir.

Mann Whitney U testi sonucunda elde edilen anlaml farkin biiyiikliigii hakkinda yapilan etki
biiytikliigii incelemesinde [r= Z / N] formiilii kullanilmus (Field, 2009) ve Cohen’in r degeri icin
belirttigi etki biiyiikliigii araliklar1 esas alinmistir. Cohen tarafindan belirlenen etki biiytikliigii
araliklara gore, r degerinin .10 diizeyinde kiigiik bir etkiye, .30 diizeyinde orta biiyiikliikte bir

etkiye, .50 diizeyinde ise biiyiik bir etkiye isaret ettigi belirtilmistir (Cohen, 1988; Field, 2009).

Kruskal Wallis H-Testi ile elde edilen anlamli farkin biiyiikliigii hakkinda yapilan etki
biiytikliigii incelemesinde [(n?= x%/(N-1)] formiilii kullanilmis (Can, 2017) ve Cohen’in n? degeri igin
belirttigi etki biiyiikliigii araliklar: esas alinmistir. Cohen’in belirttigi etki biiyiikliigii araliklarina gore,
n? degeri i¢in 0.01 diizeyinde kiigiik bir etkiye, 0.06 diizeyinde orta biiyiikliikte bir etkiye, 0.14
diizeyinde ise biiyiik bir etkiye isaret edilmektedir (Ellis, 2010; Ozcomak ve Cebi, 2017).
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Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul ad1 = Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi

Sosyal Bilimlerde Insan Aragtirmalar Etik Kurulu
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 27/05/2022
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 2022/207

Bulgular
Bu arastirmada ulasilan bulgular asagida verilmistir. Arastirmanin birinci alt amacina dair

bulgular izleyen paragraflarda yer almaktadir.

1. Ozel egitim ogretmenleri ile 6zel egitim 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi

okuryazarligi ne diizeydedir?

Tablo 3. Katilimcilarin EPOO’ nden aldiklar: toplam ve alt boyut puanlarinin ortalama ve standart sapmast

Boyut N Genel Ortalama Madde Ortalamasi Ss

Okuma 212 62,91 4,19 10,39
Yazma 212 57,17 4,08 10,52
Toplam 212 120,08 4,13 20,21

Tablo 3’e gore, katilimcilarin EPOO'niin okuma boyutundan aldiklari genel ortalama puani
62,91, madde ortalama puar ise 4,19 bulunmustur. Katiimcilarin EPOO'niin yazma boyutundan
aldiklar1 genel ortalama puani 57,17, madde ortalama puani ise 4,08 bulunmustur. Katiimcilarin
Olcegin genelinden aldiklar ortalama puan 120,08, madde ortalama puani ise 4,13 bulunmustur. Bu
diizey “Cok Katiliyorum” segenegine uygun diismektedir. Olgekten alinabilecek maksimum puanin
145, minimum puanin 29 oldugu goz oniinde bulundurulunca, katilimcilarin egitim programi
okuryazarlig: diizeylerinin yiiksek bulundugu soylenebilir. Boyutlar yoniinden degerlendirildiginde
katillmcilarin yazma boyutunda (4,08) okuma boyutundan (4,19) daha diisiik madde ortalama puani
aldiklar1 belirlenmistir. Katilimcilarin maddelerden aldigi puanlara ait ortalamalar Tablo 4'te

verilmigtir.
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Tablo 4. Katilimcilarin 6lgek maddelerinden aldi$1 ortalama puanlar

Maddeler X Ss Maddeler X Ss
M-1 4,28 ,05 M-16 4,09 ,06
M-2 4,32 ,05 M-17 3,84 ,07
M-3 4,35 ,06 M-18 4,19 ,06
M-4 4,31 ,06 M-19 4,00 ,06
M-5 4,31 ,05 M-20 4,17 ,06
M-6 3,85 ,07 M-21 4,26 ,06
M-7 4,05 ,06 M-22 3,98 ,07
M-8 4,42 ,05 M-23 4,16 ,06
M-9 4,15 ,06 M-24 4,07 ,06
M-10 4,07 ,06 M-25 4,09 ,06
M-11 4,06 ,07 M-26 4,15 ,06
M-12 4,12 ,06 M-27 4,10 ,06
M-13 4,32 ,06 M-28 4,01 ,06
M-14 4,13 ,06 M-29 4,06 ,07
M-15 4,15 ,06

Tablo 4’e gore katilimcilarin en diisiik ortalama puan aldiklar1 doért maddenin 17., 6., 22. ve 19.

maddeler oldugu goriilmektedir. 6. madde okuma boyutuna ait olup 6lgme araglarini okuyabilme

yeterligi ile ilgilidir. 17., 19. ve 22. maddeler ise yazma boyutuna ait olup hedefe uygun o6lgme-

degerlendirme araci hazirlayabilme, degerlendirme i¢in hedefe uygun 6l¢iit yazabilme ve bir lgme

aracini hedefleri goz oniinde bulundurarak analiz edebilme yeterlikleri ile ilgilidir. Katihmecilarin en

diisiik puan aldig1 bu dort maddenin bir egitim programinin degerlendirme bilegeni ile ilgili oldugu

ifade edilebilir.

Katilimcilarin en yiiksek ortalama puan aldiklar1 dért maddenin ise 8., 3., 2. ve 13. maddeler

oldugu goriilmektedir. Okuma boyutuna ait olan bu dort madde, hedef davramsin gerektirdiklerini

anlayabilme, hedefle uyumlu igerik segebilme, igerigin 6grenci diizeyine uygun olup olmadiginm

denetleyebilme ve 6grenme 6gretme siirecleri ile uyumlu egitsel malzemeleri secebilme yeterlikleri ile

ilgilidir. Katilimcilarin en yiiksek puan aldigir bu dort maddenin ise, bir egitim programinin hedef,

icerik ve 6grenme Sgretme siirecleri dgelerine iliskin oldugu sdylenebilir.

Arastirmada belirlenen ikinci alt amaca iliskin bulgular izleyen paragraflarda yer almaktadir.
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2. Ozel egitim ogretmenleri ile 6zel egitim oOgretmen adaylarinin egitim programi
okuryazarlig: diizeyleri, katilimcilarin 6gretmen veya 6gretmen aday1 olma durumu, yas, cinsiyet;
ogretmen adaylar igin okuduklar1 sinif; 6gretmenler i¢in deneyim yili, egitim durumu ve Ozel

Egitim Boliimii mezunu olup olmama durumu agisindan farklilik gostermekte midir?

Katilimcilarin dgretmen veya dgretmen aday1 olma durumuna gore egitim programi okuryazarlig:

diizeylerinin incelenmesi

Tablo 5. Katilimcilarin §3retmen veya 63retmen aday: olma durumuna gére EPOO puanlarmnim mann whitney
u testi sonuglart

Boyut Callgma/ogrenim Durumu N Sira Ortalamast Sira Toplam1 U p

Okuma Ogretmen 55 152,76 8402 1773 0,000
Ogretmen Aday1 157 90,29 14176

Yazma Ogretmen 55 144,22 7932 2243 0,000
Ogretmen Aday1 157 93,29 14646

Toplam Ogretmen 55 150,85 8296,50 1878,50 0,000
Ogretmen Aday1 157 90,96 14281,50

Tablo 5e gore, katilimcilarin &gretmen/dgretmen adayr olma durumuna goére EPOO
puanlarmin Mann Whitney U testi sonucuna gore, 0gretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim
programi okuryazarlig1 diizeyleri arasinda okuma boyutunda ([U:1773] p<.05), yazma boyutunda
([U:2243] p<.05) ve Olgegin genelinde ([U:1978,50] p<.05) anlamli bir fark tespit edilmistir. Sira
ortalamalar1 g6z oOniinde bulunduruldugunda ozel egitim Ogretmenlerinin egitim programi
okuryazarlig1 diizeylerinin okuma ve yazma boyutlari ile 6lgegin genelinde 6gretmen adaylarina gore

daha yiiksek oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Anlamli farkin biiytikliigii hakkinda yapilan etki biiyiikliigii incelemesine gore okuma
boyutunda etki biiyiikliigii [r= Z / YN), r=-6,517/(N212] r=0,45, yazma boyutunda [r= Z / VN), r=-
5,316/(N212] r=0,36 ve olgegin genelinde [r= Z / YN, r=-6,237/4212] r=0,43 bulunmustur. Buna gore,
Ogretmen veya Ogretmen adayl olma durumunun katiimcilarin egitim programi okuryazarlig
diizeyleri {izerinde, alt boyutlar ile Olgegin genelinde orta biiyiikliikte bir etkiye sahip oldugu

sOylenebilir.
Katilimcilarin yasa gore egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeylerinin incelenmesi

Tablo 6. Katilimcilarin yasa gore EPOO puanlarimin kruskal wallis h testi sonuglar:

Boyut Yas N Sira Ortalamast  Sd Ki Kare P Anlaml Fark

A; 18-25 124 82,53 2 46,99 ,000 B:C; B:A; CA
Okuma B; 26-45 86 141,34

C; 46 ve lizeri 2 94,50

A; 18-25 124 87,02 2 34,90 ,000 B:A; B:C; A:C
Yazma  B; 26-45 86 136,08

C; 46 ve lizeri 2 42,50

A; 18-25 124 84,00 2 42,69 ,000 B:A;B:C; A:C
Toplam B;26-45 86 139,75

C; 46 ve lizeri 2 71,50

Tablo 6’daki verilere gore, katiimcailarin yagina gore egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeyleri

arasinda okuma boyutunda (x? [sd=2, n=212] =46,99, p<0,05), yazma boyutunda (x? [sd=2, n=212]
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=34,90, p<0,05) ve Olcegin genelinde (x? [sd=2, n=212] =42,69, p<0,05) anlamli bir fark oldugu
bulunmustur. Gruplarin sira ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda, okuma boyutunda egitim programi
okuryazarlig1 diizeyi en yiiksek olanlarin 26-45 yas araliginda olan katilimcilar oldugu; bunu sirasiyla
46 ve istii yasta olanlarin ve 18-25 yas araliginda olanlarin izledigi goriilmektedir. Yazma boyutunda
ve Olgegin genelinde ise, egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyi en yiiksek olanlarin 26-45 yas
araliginda olan katilimcilar oldugu; bunu sirasiyla 18-25 yas araliginda olanlar ile 46 ve {iistii yasta

olanlarin izledigi goriilmektedir.

Etki biiyiikliigii incelemesine gore, etki biiylikliigii okuma boyutunda [(n?= x%/(N-1),
n?=46,99/211], n>=0,22, yazma boytunda [(n?>= x?/(N-1), n>=34,90/211], n?=0,16 ve Slcegin genelinde [(n*=
X%/(N-1), n?=42,69/211], n>=0,20 bulunmustur. Buna gore, yasin katilimcilarin egitim programi
okuryazarlig diizeyleri iizerinde, okuma ve yazma boyutlar ile dlgegin genelinde biiyiik bir etkiye

sahip oldugu soylenebilir.
Katilimcilarin cinsiyete gore egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeylerinin incelenmesi

Tablo 7. Katilimcilarin cinsiyete gore EPOO puanlarinin mann whitney u testi sonuclar:

Boyut Cinsiyet N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplamu U p

Okuma  Kadin 136 98,40 13383 4067 0,010
Erkek 76 120,99 9195

Yazma Kadin 136 100,96 13731 4415 0,078
Erkek 76 116,41 8847

Toplam  Kadin 136 99,26 13500 4184 0,021
Erkek 76 119,45 9078

Tablo 7' de goriildigli gibi, kadin ve erkek katilimclarin egitim programi okuryazarlig:
diizeyleri arasinda okuma boyutunda ([U:4067] p<0.05) ve Olgegin biitiiniinde ([U:4184] p<0.05)
anlaml bir fark bulunmustur. Yazma boyutunda ise cinsiyet agisindan anlamli bir farklilik tespit
edilmemistir ([U:4415] p=0.078). Sira ortalamalarina bakildiginda erkek katilimcilarin egitim program
okuryazarlig1 diizeylerinin okuma boyutunda ve olgegin genelinde kadin katilimcilara gore daha

yliksek oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Anlamli farkin biiyiikliigii hakkinda yapilan etki biiyilikliigii incelemesine gore, etki
bityiikliigii okuma boyutunda [r= ZAN), r=-2,577N212] r=0,18, Slcegin genelinde [r= Z/N), r=-
2,300//212] r=0,16 bulunmustur. Buna gore, cinsiyetin katiimcilarin egitim programi okuryazarhig
diizeyleri tiizerinde okuma boyutunda ve Olgegin genelinde kiiciik bir etkiye sahip oldugu

sOylenebilir.
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Ozel egitim oOgretmen adaylarinin okuduklar1 sinifa gore egitim programi okuryazarlig

diizeylerinin incelenmesi

Tablo 8. Ozel egitim 6gretmen adaylarmn okuduklar: stmfa gore EPOO puanlarimn kruskal wallis h testi

sonuglar

Boyut Smif Diizeyi N Sira Ortalamas1 ~ Sd Ki Kare P Anlaml Fark

Okuma 1 27 51,33 3 15,634 0,001  4:3,4:2, 4:1,3:2,
2 38 78,39 3:1,2:1
3 41 79,06
4 51 94,05

Yazma 1 27 54,41 3 18,297 0,000  4:3,4:2, 41,32,
2 38 70,33 3:1,2:1
3 41 85,85
4 51 94,56

Toplam 1 27 49,94 3 17,834 0,000  4:3,4:2, 4:1,3:2,
2 38 74,53 31,21
3 41 82,62
4 51 94,80

Tablo 8'de gorildugii gibi ozel egitim O6gretmen adaylarimin okuduklar: sinifa gore egitim
programi okuryazarligi diizeyinde okuma boyutunda (x? [sd=3, n=157] =15,634, p<0,05), yazma
boyutunda (x? [sd=3, n=157] =18,297, p<0,05) ve Ol¢egin genelinde (x? [sd=3, n=157] =17,834, p<0,05)
anlaml bir farklilik tespit edilmistir. Gruplarin sira ortalamalar1 goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda,
okuma ve yazma boyutlar ile 6lcegin genelinde egitim programi okuryazarhig: diizeyi en yiiksek
olanlarin 4. sinifa devam eden &gretmen adaylarinin oldugu; bunu sirasiyla 3., 2. ve 1. sinifa devam

eden 6gretmen adaylarinin izledigi goriilmektedir.

Etki biiyiikliigii incelemesine gore, etki biiyiikliigii okuma boyutunda [(n>= x2%/(N-1),
n?=15,63/156], n>=0,10, yazma boyutunda [(n?= x*/(N-1), n>=18,30/156], n>=0,11 ve dlgegin genelinde [(n?=
x?/(N-1), n>=17,83/156], n?=0,11 bulunmustur. Buna gore, smif diizeyinin 6zel egitim Ogretmen
adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarlig1 diizeyleri iizerinde, okuma boyutu ve yazma boyutu ile

Olcegin genelinde biiyiik bir etkiye sahip oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin egitim durumuna gore egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin

incelenmesi

Tablo 9. Ozel egitim G§retmenlerinin egitim durumuna gére EPOO puanlarimin mann whitney u testi
sonuglar

Boyut Egitim Durumu N Sira Ortalamasi Sira Toplami U P

Okuma Lisans mezunu dzel egitim 46 26,16 1203,50 122,50 ,049
O0gretmeni
Lisanstistii mezunu 6zel 9 37,39 336,50
egitim 0gretmeni

Yazma Lisans mezunu 0zel egitim 46 26,74 1230 149 ,179
O0gretmeni
Lisanstiistii mezunu 6zel 9 34,44 310
egitim 0gretmeni

Toplam  Lisans mezunu ozel egitim 46 26,49 1218,50 137,50 ,110
O0gretmeni
Lisansiistii mezunu 6zel 9 35,72 321,50

egitim 0gretmeni
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Tablo 9'da goriildiigti gibi, 6zel egitim oOgretmenlerinin egitim durumuna gore okuma
boyutunda egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyinde anlaml fark bulunurken ([U:122,50] p<0.05),
yazma boyutu ([U:149] p=0,179) ile olcegin genelinde ([U:137,50] p=0,110) anlamh bir fark
bulunmamustir. Sira ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda, lisansiistii mezunu 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin
egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin okuma boyutunda lisans mezunu o0zel egitim

Ogretmenlerine gore daha yiiksek oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Anlaml farkin biiyiikliigii hakkinda yapilan etki biiyiikliigii incelemesine gore, okuma
boyutunda etki biiyiikliigii [r= Z / YN), r=-301//55] 1=0,04 bulunmustur. Buna gore, egitim
durumunun 6zel egitim Ogretmenlerinin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyleri {izerinde okuma

boyutunda kiiciik bir etkiye sahip oldugu soylenebilir.

Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin deneyim yilina gore egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin

incelenmesi

Tablo 10. Ozel egitim 63retmenlerin deneyim yilina gsre EPOO puanlarimin kruskal wallis h testi sonuclart

Boyut Deneyim Yili N Sira Ortalamasi Sd Ki Kare p
Okuma 1-5 12 27,50 3 1,245 ,742
6-10 11 28,18
11-20 28 29,29
21 ve stil 4 20,00
Yazma 1-5 12 28,08 3 3,929 ,269
6-10 11 26,55
11-20 28 30,52
21 ve {istii 4 14,13
Toplam 1-5 12 27,83 3 2,758 ,430
6-10 11 26,45
11-20 28 30,30
21 ve {istii 4 16,63

Tablo 10’da goriildiigii gibi, 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin deneyim yilina gore egitim programi
okuryazarlig: diizeyinde okuma boyutunda (x? [sd=3, n=55] =1,245, p=0,742), yazma boyutunda (x?
[sd=3, n=55] =3,929, p=0,269) ve Slgegin genelinde (x> [sd=3, n=55] =2,758, p=0,430) anlamli bir fark

bulunmamustir.

Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin Ozel Egitim Boliimii mezunu olup olmama durumuna gore egitim

programi okuryazarlig diizeylerinin incelenmesi

Tablo 11. Ozel egitim 6gretmenlerinin izel egitim boliimii mezunu olup olmama durumuna gére EPOO
puanlarimin mann whitney u testi sonuclar

Boyut = Mezun Olunan Boliim N Sira Ortalamasi ~ Sira Toplam1 U p

Okuma Ozel Egitim Boliimii mezunu 34 28,50 969 340 ,763
Bagka bolim mezunu 21 27,19 571

Yazma  Ozel Egitim Boliimii mezunu 34 28,53 970 339 ,751
Bagka bolim mezunu 21 27,14 570

Toplam Ozel Egitim Boliimii mezunu 34 28,44 967 342 ,793
Baska boliim mezunu 21 27,29 573

Tablo 11’de goriildiigii gibi, Ozel Egitim boliimii mezunu 6zel egitim 6gretmenleri ile bagka

bolim mezunu 6zel egitim Ogretmenleri arasinda egitim programi okuryazarligi puanlar: arasinda
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okuma boyutunda ([U:340] p=0,763), yazma boyutunda ([U:339] p=0,751) ve 6lgegin genelinde ([U:342]

p<=0,793) anlaml1 farklilik tespit edilmemistir.
Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu aragtirmada 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin ve heniiz Ozel Egitim Ogretmenligi boliimiinde
okuyan 0zel egitim Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarhigi seviyelerinin incelenmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Bu boliimde arastirmadan bulgularina iliskin olarak wulasilan sonuglara,
alanyazindaki arastirmalarin bu arastirmada ulasilan sonuglar ile iliskilendirilerek tartisiimasina ve

Onerilere yer verilmistir.

Ozel egitim &gretmenlerinin ve heniiz egitimine devam eden o6zel egitim Ogretmen
adaylarmin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyleri yiiksek bulunmus olup okuma boyutundaki
madde ortalama puanlarmin yazma boyutuna gore daha ytiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirmaya
katilan 0Ozel egitim Ogretmenlerinin ve Ogretmen adaylarinin diizeyleri incelendiginde, biitiin
maddelerde diizeylerin ytiiksek ve yeterli oldugu; 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim program
okuryazarliklarinin okuma boyutunun yazma boyutuna gore daha yiiksek oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Arastirma bulgularmin, oOgretmenler ve Ogretmen adaylartyla yiiriitillen egitim programi
okuryazarligi arastirmalarinin Aslan, 2019; Aslan ve Giirlen, 2019; Atli, Kara, ve Mirzeoglu, 2021;
Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019; Demir ve Toraman, 2021; Erdamar, 2020; Erdem ve Egmir, 2018; Gomleksiz
ve Erdem, 2018; Kana, As¢i, Zorlu Kana ve Elkiran, 2018; Sarica, 2020; Siiral ve Dedebali, 2018)
bulgulariyla parallelik gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Yapilan baska arastirmalarda da okul Oncesi
Ogretmen adaylarmin program okuryazarlik diizeylerinin yeterli diizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir
(Berndt, 2015; Johnston-Rodriguez ve Henning, 2019). Sonug¢ olarak Ogretmen ve 0&gretmen
adaylarinin egitim programinin uygulayicist oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde; arastirmanin bu bulgusu

egitimin basarisi agisindan olumlu bir durum seklinde degerlendirilebilir.

Katilimcilarin en yiiksek puan aldig1 dort madde hedef davranisin ne istedigini anlayabilme;
hedefe ve 6grencinin seviyesine uygun igerik segebilme ve 6grenme-06gretme prosediirlerine uygun
egitsel gere¢ ve materyal secebilme yeterlikleri ile ilgilidir. Katilimcilarin en yiiksek puan aldigi bu
dort maddenin ise, bir egitim programinin hedef, icerik ve 6gretim prosediirleri ogeleri ile ilgili
oldugu sdylenebilir. Katilimcilarin en diisiik puan aldig1 dort madde ise, Sl¢gme araglarini okuyabilme,
hedefe uygun 6l¢me araci hazirlayabilme ve degerlendirme Ol¢iitii yazabilme ile bir lgme aracini
hedeflere gore analiz edebilme yeterlikleri ile ilgilidir. Katilimcilarin en diisitk puan aldig: bu dort
maddenin bir egitim programinin dl¢me ve degerlendirme bileseni ile ilgili oldugu ifade edilebilir.
Egitim programinin oOgeleri hedef, icerik, Ogretim siireci ve degerlendirmedir (Ertiirk, 199§;
Demirel,1999; Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2017; Prideaux, 2003; Sahin, 2014). Arastirma bulgular1 6zel
egitim Ogretmenlerinin ve Ogretmen adaylarmin egitim programinin bilesenleri konusunda

kendilerini yeterli gordiiklerini gostermektedir. Egitim programuyla ilgili yeterli bilgi ve becerilere
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sahip Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarimin programlar1 daha etkili bir sekilde uygulayacagi
belirtilmektedir (Sarica, 2012). Egitim programinin islevselligi i¢in programin uygulayicilarinin yeterli
donanima sahip olmasi gerekmekte ve egitim programi uygulayicilarinin hizmet ici egitim almasi

onerilmektedir (Kocayigit ve Aykag, 2019).

Arastirmaya katilan 6zel egitim Ogretmenleri ile heniiz egitimine devam eden 6zel egitim
Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik
gozlenmis olup Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarligl diizeylerinin 6gretmen adaylarindan
fazla oldugu belirlenmistir. Bunun nedeninin 6gretmen adaylarimin meslege daha baslamamig
olmalarindan ve deneyimsiz olmalarindan kaynakl olabilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Ayrica arastirmada
Ogretmen veya Ogretmen adayr olma durumunun katilimcilarin egitim programi okuryazarlig:
diizeyleri {lizerinde orta diizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugu bulunmustur. Alanyazinda O6gretmen
adaylarinin program okuryazarligt diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla yiiriitiillen c¢alismalara
bakildiginda, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinin ortalama diizeyde
bulundugu goriilmektedir (Cetinkaya ve Tabak, 2019; Erdem ve Egmir, 2018). Demir ve Toraman’in
(2021) 6gretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarligim belirlemek amaciyla yiiriittiigli bir ¢alismada,
Ogretmenlerin egitim programi okuryazarligr diizeylerini yiiksek algiladiklar1 belirlenmistir.
Arastirmanin bu bulgusunun alanyazinda Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarmin egitim program
diizeyleri ile ilgili yapilan calismalarla ortiistiigii ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyim elde etmesinin,
hentiz alanda deneyimi olmayan 6gretmen adaylaria gore, egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeyine
katki sagladig1 sOylenebilir. Erdem ve Egmir’ in (2018) arastirmasinda yasa gore 6gretmen adaylarinin
program okuryazarligi diizeylerinin anlamli derecede farklilasmadigi ancak ortalamalarin yasla
birlikte arttig1 bulunmustur. Cetinkaya ve Tabak’ in (2019) arastirmasinda ise, 6gretmen adaylarinin
egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerinin 4.sinifta 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin lehine
farklilagtig1 tespit edilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarimin son smifa gelene kadar okullarda bir takim
uygulamali dersler aldiklari ve saha deneyimi elde ettikleri géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu
durum o6gretmen adaylarinin sinuf diizeyi ve yaslar1 arttikga egitim hayatlar icinde de olsa mesleki
deneyimlerinin arttig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir. Elde edilen bu ¢ikarimin arastirmanin bu bulgusunu
destekledigi ve tipki Ogretmenlerin alan deneyiminin fazla olmasmn egitim program
okuryazarligina katk: saglamasi gibi, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim hayati siiresince kazandiklar1 saha

deneyiminin de benzer bir islev gordiigii sdylenebilir.

Katilimcilarin yasa gore egitim programi okuryazarligi seviyeleri arasinda anlamli farklilik
tespit edilmis olup egitim programi okuryazarhg: diizeyi en yiiksek olanlarin 26-45 yas araliginda
olan katilimcilar oldugu belirlenmistir. Ogretmenlerin yasla birlikte pratiklestigi, deneyim sahibi
oldugu, problem ¢dzme becerilerinin ve deneyimlerinin de giderek arttig1 sOylenebilir Yapilan bir
aragtirmada ilerleyen yaglarda 6gretmenlik mesleginde yipranma oraninin oldugu ve 6gretmenlerde

tiikkenmislik sendromlar1 goriildiigli de ifade edilmektedir (Mansuroglu, 2019). Yasin katilimcilarin
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egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyleri tizerinde biiyiik bir etkiye sahip oldugu bulunmustur.
Ogretmenlerin artan yasla birlikte meslege olan sadakatlerini de attirmak ve tiikenmisliklerini

azaltmak i¢in birtakim siyasi ya da ekonomik adimlar atilabilir (Mansuroglu, 2019).

Katilimcilarin program okuryazarligina iliskin algilari cinsiyet agisindan degerlendirildiginde,
kadin katilimcilar ile erkek katilimcilarin egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinde okuma boyutu
ile dl¢egin genelinde anlaml bir fark bulunmustur. Arastirmanin bu bulgusu yapilan diger arastirma
bulgulariyla ortiismektedir (Jenkins, 2009; Karaman ve Bakag, 2018; Tanriverdi ve Apak, 2014). Erkek
katillmcilarin egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeylerinin okuma boyutunda ve Olgegin genelinde
kadin katilimcilara gore daha yiiksek oldugu belirlenmis olup cinsiyetin katilimcilarin egitim
programi okuryazarlig1 diizeyleri {izerinde okuma boyutunda ve 6lgegin genelinde kiigiik bir etkiye
sahip oldugu bulunmustur. Bu sonuglar 6zel egitim Ogretmeni ve Ogretmen adaylarmin egitim
programi okuryazarligi algilarinda cinsiyetin belirleyici oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Bu bulgu
Erdamar’in (2020) arastirmasindaki erkek oOgretmenlerin program okuryazarlik diizeyinin kadin
ogretmenlerden daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuyla paralellik gostermektedir. Bunun yaninda bu
arastirmanin bulgularindan farkli olarak Aslan (2018), Erdamar (2020), Erdem ve Egmir (2018),
Giilpek (2020), Keskin (2020), Sarag (2019), ve Sag ve Sezer (2012) kadin ve erkeklerin egitim programi
okuryazarlik seviyeleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik tespit etmemislerdir. Yapilan arastirmalarla bu
arastirmanin bulgularinin ortiismedigi ifade edilebilir. Bu oldukg¢a carpici bir bulgudur. Ciinkii
ogretmenlik meslegi cinsiyete bagh olmayan bir meslektir (Karakus ve Tiimkaya, 2015; Tiimkaya, Bal
ve Karagoban, 2014). Unutulmamalidir ki, cinsiyet ne olursa olsun o meslegin gerektirdigi bilgi, beceri
ve yetkinliklerle donanmis olmak meslegin basaris1 i¢in gerekli bir unsurdur (Atli, Kara ve Mirzeoglu,

2021).

Ozel egitim dgretmen adaylarinin okuduklari smifa gore egitim programi okuryazarlig:
diizeyinde anlamli bir fark bulunmus olup egitim programi okuryazarlig: diizeyi en yiiksek olanlarin
dordiincii sinifa devam eden Ogretmen adaylarmin oldugu anlasilmistir. Cetinkaya ve Tabak’in
(2019), calismalarinda empatik olma ile meslegi goniillii olarak segme durumu arasinda anlaml bir
iliski tespit etmemis olmalar1 bu bulguyu desteklemektedir. Sinif diizeyinin 0gretmen adaylarinin
egitim programi okuryazarlig1 tizerinde biiyiik bir etkiye sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu farkin ise
lisans egitiminin, smif diizeyi ilerledikge ozel egitim Ogretmen adaylarinda egitim programi
okuryazarlik diizeyini gelistirdigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ayrica dordiincii simif ozel egitim
Ogretmen adaylarinin &gretmenlik uygulamas: dersinde uygulama okullarinda ders plam
hazirlamalarinin ve 6gretim yapmalarinin egitim programi okuryazarlik diizeylerine olumlu katkilar

sagladig1 soylenebilir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim durumuna gore okuma boyutunda egitim programi okuryazarlig:

diizeyinde anlamli fark bulunurken, yazma boyutu ile Olgegin genelinde anlamli bir fark
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bulunmamistir. Arastirmanin bu bulgusu Giines Sinego ve Cakmak (2021) ile Gomleksiz ve Erdem
(2018) arastirmalariyla paralellik gostermektedir. Giines Sinego ve Cakmak (2021)" a gore lisansiistii
diizeyde egitim almis olan &gretmenlerin, lisans diizeyinde egitim almis olan gretmenlere oranla
bilgi ve mesleki yonden daha fazla bilgi ve beceriye sahip oldugu belirtilmistir. Ayrica bu bulgunun
lisanstiistli egitimin niteliginden kaynakli oldugu da sOylenebilir. Wilson ve Berne (1999)’e gore
lisansiistii egitimde daha derin bilgilere ulasildig1 ve gercek Ogrenmeye yonelik arastirmalarin
yapildig1 ifade edilmektedir. Lisansiisti mezunu Ozel egitim Ogretmenlerinin egitim programi
okuryazarlig1 diizeylerinin okuma boyutunda, lisans mezunu 06zel egitim 6gretmenlerine gore daha
yiiksek oldugu anlagilmis olup egitim durumunun o6zel egitim Ogretmenlerinin egitim program
okuryazarlig: diizeyleri tizerinde okuma boyutunda kiiciik bir etkiye sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Bu durumdan hareketle 6gretmenlerin almis oldugu egitim diizeyleri ilerledikge egitim programi

okuryazarlik diizeylerinin de arttig1 sonucuna varilabilir.

Ogretmenlerin deneyim yilina ve mezun oldugu béliime gore egitim programi okuryazarlig
diizeyinde anlaml farklilik bulunmamuistir. Arastirmanin bu bulgusu Aydogan (2018), Giines Sinego
ve Cakmak (2021), Kahramanoglu’ nun (2019) arastirma bulgulariyla rtiismektedir. Aydogan (2018),
Erdem ve Eymir (2018), Giines Sinego ve Cakmak (2021), Kahramanoglu (2019), arastirmalarmnda
Ogretmenlerin deneyim yillarinin egitim programi okuryazarlik becerilerini etkilemedigi sonucuna

ulagsmiglardir.

Sonug olarak oOzel egitim Ogretmenlerinin ve heniiz egitimine devam eden ozel egitim
dgretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarhg diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Ozel
egitim 6gretmenleri ve 6gretmen adaylarimin miifredat okuryazarlig: diizeylerinde, katilimcilarin yasa
gore egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeylerinde, kadin ve erkek katilimcilarin egitim programi
okuryazarligi diizeylerinde ve Ogretmen adaylarinin sif diizeyine gore egitim programi
okuryazarlig1 diizeyinde anlamli farklilik bulunmustur. Ogretmenlerin egitim durumuna gore yazma
boyutunda, Ogretmenlerin deneyim yilina ve mezun oldugu béliime gore egitim programi

okuryazarlig1 diizeyinde anlamli farklilik bulunmamustir.
Sinirliliklar ve Oneriler

Ozel egitim oOgretmenlerinin ve oOzel egitim ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi
okuryazarligi diizeylerinin belirlenmesini hedefleyen bu arastirmanin bazi simrhiliklar

bulunmaktadir. Bu simirliliklar sunlardir:

1. Bu arastirmanin Ornekleme yontemi kolay ulasilabilir 6érnekleme yontemiyle sinirlidir.
Kolay wulasilabilir ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak segilen arastirmalar, katilimcilarin temsil

edilebilirligini ve sonuglarin genellenebilirligini sinirlamaktadir.
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2. Bu arastirma, goniillii olarak arastirmaya katilan 55 6zel egitim 6gretmeni ve 157 o6zel
egitim Ogretmen aday1 ile smurhidir. Erisilebilirlik ve yeterli sayida katilimciya ulasma sorunlar

nedeniyle elde edilen sonugclarin genellenebilirlik agisindan sinirh oldugu sdylenebilir.

3. Bu aragtirmada kullanilan veri toplama araglar1 Egitim Programi Okur Yazarligi Olgegi ve
arastirma i¢in hazirlanan Demografik Bilgi Formu ile simirhidir. Simirli sayida veri toplama aracinin
kullanilmas: 6lgme dogrulugu veya Olgiilen oOzelliklerin tam bir temsilini saglama konusunda

sinirliliklar icermektedir.

4. Bu arastirmanin bagiml degiskeni 6zel egitim 0gretmenlerinin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin
egitim programi okuryazarligi diizeyleri ile smirhdir. Ancak, bu Olciitiin 0gretmenlerin gercek
performansini veya yeteneklerini tam olarak yansitip yansitmadigi ve sonuglarin 6gretmenlerin

gercek performansina dair tam bir resim sunmasi konusunda belirsizlikler icermektedir.

Belirtilen bu simirhiliklar dogrultusunda ileri arastirmalara yonelik olarak getirilen Oneriler

sunlardir:

1. fleri aragtirmalarda temsil giicii daha kapsamli bir drnekleme yontemi secilerek 6zel egitim
Ogretmenlerinin ve 0Ozel egitim Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarlhigma iliskin

aragtirmalar yiiriitiilebilir.

2. lleri aragtirmalarda gerek ozel egitim Ogretmenleri, gerekse Ozel egitim Ogretmen
adaylarindan daha fazla sayida katihmciya ulasilarak genellenebilirlik ve temsil edilebilirlik agisindan

daha kapsamli bir 6rneklem grubu ile calisabilir.

3. lleri aragtirmalarda bu arastirmada kullarilan Egitim Programi Okur Yazarligi Olgegine
ilaveten, 6zel egitim 0gretmenlerinin ve Ozel egitim 0gretmen adaylarmin 6zellikle BEP gelistirme ve
BEP okuryazarhigr yeterliklerini de degerlendiren farkli 6l¢me araglari arastirma siireglerine dahil

edilebilir.

4. Tleri arastirmalarda bu arastirmanin bagimli degiskeni olan 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin ve
Ogretmen adaylarmnin egitim programi okuryazarhigr diizeyleri, Ogretme siireclerine dair

ogretmenlerin sahip olmasi beklenen diger yeterliklerle birlikte genisletilerek ele alinabilir.
Arastirma bulgularina dayal: olarak gelistirilen uygulama yonelik oneriler sunlardir:

1. Bu calismada elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda 6zel egitim Ogretmenleri ve heniiz
egitimine devam eden 6zel egitim 6gretmen adaylarmin egitim program okuryazarhk diizeylerini

artiracak etkinlik, egitim ve seminerlere 6nem verilmelidir.

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimi siirecinde egitim programi okuryazarhigim arttirmak

amaciyla, program gelistirmeye yonelik derslerin uygulama yoniiyle zenginlestirilebilir.
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3. Egitim kurumlarinda yapilan denetleme siireclerinde 6zel egitim 6gretmenlerinin egitim

program okuryazarlig1 becerilerini gelistirmelerine olanak saglayacak sekilde rehberlik edilebilir.
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Introduction

A curriculum is a design of the activities that need to be done to achieve a certain goal, its
gradual limitation, the time of each activity, how it will be done and how to determine the
appropriateness of the work done. Curriculum, on the other hand, is a broad concept that
encompasses concepts related to teaching, school, curriculum and syllabus and refers to the
representation of educational ideas in practice (Prideaux, 2003; Sahin, 2014 A curriculum is an
officially approved document that expresses a broad social agreement to transfer the values of society
to students. In summary, the curriculum is the specification of what, why, how and when students

will be taught (Bolat, 2017).

An education program consists of at least four basic components: (1) target behaviors
(outcomes), (2) content, (3) teaching-learning processes, and (4) assessment and evaluation (Bolat,
2017; Erdem and Egmir, 2018; Prideaux, 2003; Sahin, 2014). The process of defining and organizing
these components in a logical model is called curriculum design. A curriculum needs to be open to
criticism and easily transformed into practice. In order to achieve this, curricula need to respond to
questions posed at three levels. The first level is the planning level, which focuses on what the
curriculum aims to achieve. The second level is the presentation level, which focuses on the
educational processes organized by educational administrators within the institution and what is
taught to students by teachers. The third level is the experiencing level, which focuses on what is
learned by students (Prideaux, 2003). A good curriculum is also expected to have features such as
functionality, sensitivity to social values, convenience for practitioners, scientificity, practicality,

orientation towards target behaviors, economy and flexibility (Sahin, 2014).

Curriculum is a basic guideline that organizes educational activities. Accordingly, being a
curriculum literate is one of the basic competencies of teachers and pre-service teachers. Education
program literacy, one of the sorts of literacy that teachers and pre-service teachers are expected to
acquire, is that educators have knowledge of the elements of an educational program such as
objectives, content, instruction procedures, measurement and evaluation, and can improve these

components as necessary (Bolat, 2017). When a teacher is curriculum literate, he/she will be able to
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exhibit these competencies (Erdem and Egmir, 2018). It is crucial for teachers and teacher candidates
to be good curriculum literate in order to perceive the experiences that will guide the teaching

processes correctly and use them appropriately (Bolat, 2017).

In order for teachers and prospective teachers to be accepted as curriculum literate; they
should have adequate knowledge about the education program, implement the program in
accordance with its purpose, make adaptations in the curriculum when necessary, believe that the
curriculum is valuable, and believe that the curriculum will guide them (Keskin, 2020). This requires
teachers and pre-service teachers to be good curriculum literate as practitioners and to improve

themselves (Bolat, 2017; Yildiz, 2019).

In the Regulation on Special Education Services (Ministry of National Education, 2018), special
education is defined as education carried out by specially trained personnel in accordance with the
curriculum prepared to meet the educational needs of individuals with special needs who differ
significantly from their peers with normal development in terms of developmental characteristics.
Education programs developed to respond the needs of individuals who have special needs, which
are expressed in the definition, generally refer to special education programs, individualized
education programs (IEP) and support education programs prepared by the ministry (Ministry of
National Education [Milli Egitim Bakanlig1], 2018). Special education teachers are the most important
personnel specially trained to respond the special needs of students who is required to have special
education. Special education teachers not only respond to the needs of the child with special needs,
but also cooperate with the child's family, other teachers and experts and are at the center of the
educational planning that the child needs (Cakiroglu, 2021). The goals in the IEPs of individuals with
special needs are worked on together by the student and a special education teacher throughout the
year, the family and other IEP team members are informed about the progress made by the child, and
the education program is reviewed from time to time. In this aspect, it is very crucial for special
education teachers to be a good curriculum literate in order to carry out special education processes

effectively with the participation of other stakeholders.

When the research about curriculum literacy are examined, it is seen that there are researches
to determine the curriculum literacy levels of teachers and pre-service teachers in different branches
(Aslan, 2019; Cetinkaya and Tabak, 2019; Erdamar and Akpunar, 2020; Erdem and Egmir, 2018;
Gomleksiz and Erdem, 2018; Giines Sinego and Cakmak, 2021; Kana, Asci, Zorlu Kana, and Elkiran,
2018; Keskin, 2020; Keskin and Korkmaz, 2017; Siiral and Dedebali, 2018; Johnston-Rodriguez and
Henning, 2019; Yar Yildirim, 2020). However, there are no studies applied with special education
teachers and prospective special education teachers. It is thought that investigating the curriculum
literacy levels of prospective special education teachers and special education teachers will contribute

to a clearer understanding of teacher qualifications and the reorganization of teacher training

1870



KEFAD Cilt 24, Say1 3, Aralik, 2023

programs. Considering the importance of curriculum literacy in each step of special education
processes starting from screening, diagnosis, educational placement and curriculum design, it is
predicted that discovering the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective
teachers will contribute to the literature. Therefore, this research aims to examine the education
program literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective special education teachers
continuing their university education. As per this main purpose, the subsequent sub-objectives were

examined:

1) What is the level of curriculum literacy of special education teachers and prospective

special education teachers?

2) Do the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective special
education teachers differ in terms of the participants' status of being a teacher / pre-service
teacher, age, gender, grade level for pre-service teachers, years of experience for teachers,

educational status and whether they graduated from the Department of Special Education?
Method
Research Design

This research was designed with the single survey model, which is one of the general survey
models. General survey models include survey procedures applied on the whole universe or a sample
taken from the universe in order to reach a general opinion about the whole in a universe containing a
large number of samples. A single survey, on the other hand, aims to determine the occurrence of
variables separately, as types or ratios. In single survey, variables belonging to the elements of interest

are described separately (Karasar, 2002).
Sample

The sample of the study consisted of 212 participants consisting of 55 special education
teachers and 157 prospective special education teachers in various provinces of Turkey in the 2021-
2022 academic year, who were reached by convenience sampling method. The sample of the research
was determined as special education teachers who are in active working life and prospective special
education teachers who are still continuing their university education, and participation in the
research was voluntary. Convenience sampling, also known as accidental sampling, is one of the non-
probability sampling methods in which the target group of the research meets criteria such as easy
accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at a certain time or volunteerism (Etikan et al., 2016).
The concept of statistical power is mostly related to the sample size, as the sample size increases, the
power of the study increases. Ideally, the minimum power required for a study is 80%. Therefore,
sample size calculation is critical and fundamental for designing a study protocol. Even after the study

is completed, a retrospective power analysis is useful, especially when statistically insignificant results
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are obtained (Suresh and Chandrashekara, 2012). In this study, a power analysis was conducted to

determine the representativeness of the sample and it was determined that the statistical power rate

was 80% for both special education teachers and pre-service special education teachers. The

demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of special education teachers

N %

18-25 4 7,3

26-45 49 89,1
Age

46 and over 2 3,6

Female 33 60
Gender

Male 22 40

Bachelor's degree 46 83,6
Educational Status

Postgraduate graduate 9 16,4

Special Education Teacher Training 34 61,8
Graduated Department

Other department 21 38,2

1-5 12 21,8

. 6-10 11 20

Year of Experience 11-20 )8 50,9

21 year and over 4 7.3

Of the special education teachers who participated in the study, 4 were between the ages of

18-25 (7.3%), 49 were between the ages of 26-45 (89.1%) and 2 were 46 and over (3.6%). Of the special

education teachers, 33 were female (60%) and 22 were male (40%). Forty-six of the special education

teachers were bachelor's degree graduates (83.6%) and 9 were master's degree graduates (16.4%). Of

the special education teachers, 34 were graduates of special education teaching (61.8%) and 21 were

graduates of other departments (38.2%). The teaching experience of 12 of the special education

teachers was between 1 and 5 years (21,8%), 11 of them between 6 and 10 years (20%), 28 of them

between 11 and 20 years (50,9%), and 4 of them 21 years or more (7,3%).

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of pre-service special education teachers

N %

18-25 120 76,4
Age

26-45 37 23,6

Female 103 65,6
Gender

Male 54 34,4

1 27 17,2

2 38 24,2
Class 3 41 26,1

4 51 32,5

Of the prospective special education teachers participating in the study, 120 were between the

ages of 18-25 (76.4%) and 37 were between the ages of 26-45 (23.6%). 103 of the prospective special

education teachers were female (65,6%) and 54 were male (34,4%). Twenty-seven of the prospective
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special education teachers are in the first grade (17,2%), 38 of them are in the second grade (24,2%), 41
of them are in the third grade (26,1%), and 51 of them are in the fourth grade (32,5%).

Data Collection Tools

Curriculum Literacy Scale and Demographic Information Form were used to collect data in
the study. The Curriculum Literacy Scale developed by Bolat (2017) is a self-assessment tool
containing 29 items used to assess the curriculum literacy of teachers and prospective teachers. Each
item receives a score between 0 and 5 and the total is between 0-145. The scale consists of two seperate
dimensions: reading and writing. While the Alpha internal consistency coefficient for the scale is
0.940, it is 0.888 for the dimensio of "reading" and 0.907 for the dimension of "writing". The suitability
of the model determined by Exploratory Factor Analysis was tested by Confirmatory Factor Analysis

and the model fit was found to be acceptable.

The Demographic Information Form, that was formed by reviewing the literature (Bolat, 2017;
Erdem and Egmir, 2018), consists of a total of 6 questions asking for socio-demographic traits of the

participants such as age, gender, education level, graduated department and years of experience.
Data Collection

Data collection tools were generated by editing on Google Forms and were delivered to the
participants in digital environments through social networking groups in the 2021-2022 academic year
and asked to fill them in. The data obtained from the volunteer participants in digital settings were

transcribed and analysed.
Data Analysis

To determine the tests to be applied to examine the participants' curriculum literacy levels, the
kurtosis and skewness values and the normality of the scale and subscale scores were tested with the
Kolmogorov-Smirnow Test (Can, 2017), which is applied when the group size is greater than 30, and

the results are demostrated in Table 2.

Table 2. Kolmogorov smirnov test

Kolmogorov Smirnov Z Kurtosis Skewness P
Curriculum Literacy Scale ,109 1,597 -1,036 000

Based on Table 2, it is understood that the distribution of the data collected with Curriculum
Literacy Scale [(Z2=0.109; kurtosis=1.597; skewness=-1.036); p=.000] is not normal. Accordingly, the non
parametric tests, Mann-Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis H-Test were preferred. Statistical

significance level was accepted as .05.

The formula [r= Z / \N] was used in the effect size analysis about the magnitude of the
significant difference obtained with the Mann Whitney U test (Field, 2009) and the effect size ranges

specified by Cohen for the r value were taken as basis. According to the effect size intervals
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determined by Cohen, r value indicates a small effect at .10, a medium effect at .30, and a large effect

at .50 (Cohen, 1988; Field, 2009).

The formula [(n?= x?/(N-1)] ( Can, 2017) was used in the effect size analysis about the size of
the significant difference obtained with the Kruskal Wallis H-Test and the effect size ranges specified
by Cohen for the n? value were taken as basis. According to Cohen's effect size ranges for n? value, a
small effect is indicated at the level of 0.01, a medium effect at the level of 0.06, and a large effect at the

level of 0.14 (Ellis, 2010; Ozcomak and Cebi, 2017).
Ethical Permissions for the Research

In this study, all the rules specified in the "Directive on Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics of Higher Education Institutions" were followed. None of the actions specified under the
second section of the Directive, "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics", were

carried out.

Ethics committee permission information: Name of the ethics review board = Bolu Abant Izzet

Baysal University Human Research Ethics Committee in Social Sciences
Date of ethical assessment decision=27/05/2022
Ethical assessment certificate number= 2022/207

Findings

The findings obtained in this study are given below. The findings of the the first sub-objective

of the study are given in the following paragraphs.

1. What are the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective

special education teachers?

Table 3. The mean and standard deviation of the total and sub-dimension scores of the participants from the
curriculum literacy scale

Dimension N General Average Item Average Sd

Reading 212 62,91 4,19 10,39
Writing 212 57,17 4,08 10,52
Total 212 120,08 4,13 20,21

According to Table 3, the participants' general mean score on the reading dimension of the
Curriculum Literacy Scale was 62.91 and the item mean score was 4.19. The participants' general mean
score on the writing dimension of the Curriculum Literacy Scale was 57.17, and the item mean score
was 4.08. The average score of the participants from the overall scale was 120.08 and the average item
score was 4.13. This level corresponds to the "Strongly Agree" option. Considering that the maximum
score that can be obtained from the scale is 145 and minimum is 29, it can be said that the participants'

level of curriculum literacy is high. In the matter of dimensions, it is seen that the participants had
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lower item mean scores in the writing dimension (4.08) than in the reading dimension (4.19). The

mean scores of the participants on item basis are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Mean scores of the participants on the scale items

Items X Ss Items X Ss
I-1 4,28 ,05 I-16 4,09 ,06
I-2 4,32 ,05 I-17 3,84 ,07
I-3 4,35 ,06 I-18 4,19 ,06
I-4 4,31 ,06 I-19 4,00 ,06
I-5 4,31 ,05 1-20 4,17 ,06
I-6 3,85 ,07 I-21 4,26 ,06
I-7 4,05 ,06 1-22 3,98 ,07
I-8 4,42 ,05 1-23 4,16 ,06
I-9 4,15 ,06 1-24 4,07 ,06
I1-0 4,07 ,06 I-25 4,09 ,06
I1-1 4,06 ,07 1-26 4,15 ,06
I1-2 4,12 ,06 1-27 4,10 ,06
I-13 4,32 ,06 1-28 4,01 ,06
I-14 4,13 ,06 1-29 4,06 ,07
I-15 4,15 ,06

According to Table 4, the four items with the lowest mean scores were items 17, 6, 22 and 19.
The 6th item belongs to the reading dimension and is related to the ability to read the measurement
tools. The 17th, 19th and 22nd items belong to the dimension of writing and are linked to the
competencies of preparing a measurement tool appropriate for the target, writing evaluation criteria
appropriate for the target and analyzing a measurement tool by considering the objectives. It can be
said that these four items, which the participants scored the lowest, are about the assessment

component of an education program.

The four items with the highest mean scores were items 8, item 3, item 2 and item 13. The
above mentioned four items belonging to the reading dimension are related to the competencies of
understanding what the target behavior requires, selecting appropriate content for the target,
checking the relevance of the content to the level of the pupils, and selecting appropriate educational
materials for learning-teaching processes. It can be said that these four items, which the participants
scored the highest, are linked to the goal, content and instruction procedure components of an
educational program. The findings of to the second sub-objective of the research are presented in the

following paragraphs.
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2. Do the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective special
education teachers differ in terms of the participants' status of being a teacher/prospective teacher;
age, gender; grade level for pre-service teacher; years of experience and educational status for

teachers, and whether they graduated from the Department of Special Education?

Examining the participants’ curriculum literacy levels in reference to their status of being a

teacher/prospective teacher

Table 5. Mann Whitney U test results of participants’ curriculum literacy scale scores according to their status
of being a teacher/prospective teacher

Dimension Working/Study Status N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p

Reading Teacher 55 152,76 8402 1773 0,000
Prospective teacher 157 90,29 14176

Writing Teacher 55 144,22 7932 2243 0,000
Prospective teacher 157 93,29 14646

Total Teacher 55 150,85 8296,50 1878,50 0,000
Prospective teacher 157 90,96 14281,50

Based on Table 5, according to the Mann Whitney U test results of the Curriculum Literacy
Scale scores of the participants based on their status of being a teacher/prospective teacher, it was
found that there has been a significant difference among the curriculum literacy levels of teachers and
prospevtive teachers in the dimension of reading ([U:1773] p<.05), in the dimension of writing
([U:2243] p<.05) and in the overall tool ([U:1978,50] p<.05). Considering the mean ranks, it is
understood that the education program literacy levels of special education teachers are higher than

prospective teachers in the dimensions of reading and writing and in the overall scale.

According to the effect size analysis on the magnitude of the significant difference, the effect
size was found to be [r= Z / \/N), r=-6,517/(\/212] r=0,45 in the reading dimension, [r= Z / \/N), r=-
5,316/(¥212] r=0,36 in the writing dimension and [r= Z / VN), r=-6,237/N212] r=0,43 in the overall scale.
Accordingly, it can be said that being a teacher or pre-service teacher has a moderate effect on the

participants' curriculum literacy levels in the sub dimensions and throughout the scale.
Examination of participants' curriculum literacy levels by age

Table 6. Kruskal Wallis H test results of curriculum literacy scale scores of participants by age

Dimension Age N  MeanRank Df Chi Square P Significant Difference

A;18-25 124 82,53 2 46,99 ,000 B:C; B:A; C:A
Reading B; 26-45 86 141,34

C; 46 and above 2 94,50

A;18-25 124 87,02 2 34,90 ,000 B:A; B:C; A:C
Writting B; 26-45 86 136,08

C; 46 and above 2 42,50

A;18-25 124 84,00 2 42,69 ,000 B:A; B:C; A:C
Total B; 26-45 86 139,75

C; 46 and above 2 71,50
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Based on the data in Table 6, there was a significant difference among the curriculum literacy
levels of the participants based on their age in the dimension of reading (x? [sd=2, n=212] =46.99,
p<0.05), in the dimension of writing (x? [sd=2, n=212] =34.90, p<0.05) and in the overall scale (x? [sd=2,
n=212] =42.69, p<0.05). As the mean ranks of the groups are considered, it is noticed that the
participants with the highest level of education program literacy in the dimension of reading are those
between the ages of 26-45, followed by those aged 46 and above and those between the ages of 18-25.
In the dimension of writing and throughout scale, the participants with the highest level of curriculum
literacy were those among the ages of 26-45, followed by those among the ages of 18-25 and 46 and

above, respectively.

According to the effect size analysis, the effect size is [(n?= x*/(N-1), n>=46.99/211] in the
dimension of reading, n?=0,22, in the dimension of writing [(n?>= x*(N-1), n?=34,90/211], n>=0,16 and in
the overall scale [(n2= x?/(N-1), n>=42,69/211], n?=0,20. Accordingly, it can be said that age has a great
effect on the participants' curriculum literacy levels in the dimensions of reading and writing and in

the overall scale.
Examination of participants’ curriculum literacy levels by gender

Table 7. Mann whitney u test results of participants’ curriculum literacy scale scores by gender

Dimension Gender N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 8] P

Reading Female 136 98,40 13383 4067 0,010
Male 76 120,99 9195

Writing Female 136 100,96 13731 4415 0,078
Male 76 116,41 8847

Total Female 136 99,26 13500 4184 0,021
Male 76 119,45 9078

Based on Table 7, a significant difference was noted among the curriculum literacy levels of
male and female participants in the reading dimension ([U:4067] p<0.05) and in the overall scale
([U:4184] p<0.05). In the writing dimension, no significant difference was observed according to
gender ([U:4415] p=0.078). Considering the mean ranks, it is understood that the education program
literacy levels of male participants are higher than female participants in the reading dimension and in

the overall scale.

According to the effect size analysis on the magnitude of the significant difference, the effect
size was found to be r=0.18 in the reading dimension [r= ZAIN), r=-2,577/N212] and r=0.16 in the overall
scale [r= ZAN), r=-2,300/v212]. Accordingly, it can be said that gender has a small effect on the

participants' curriculum literacy levels in the dimension of reading and in the overall scale.
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Examination of curriculum literacy levels of prospective special education teachers by the grade

level

Table 8. Kruskal Wallis H test results of curriculum literacy scale scores of prospective special education
teachers based on their grade level

Dimension Grade Level N Mean Rank Df Chi Square P Significant Difference
Reading 1 27 51,33 3 15,634 0,001 4:3,4:2, 41, 3:2, 31,
2 38 78,39 2:1
3 41 79,06
4 51 94,05
Writing 1 27 54,41 3 18,297 0,000 4:3,4:2, 41, 3:2,
2 38 70,33 3:1,2:1
3 41 85,85
4 51 94,56
Total 1 27 49,94 3 17,834 0,000 4:3,4:2, 41, 3:2, 31,
2 38 74,53 2.1
3 41 82,62
4 51 94,80

As seen in Table 8, significant differences were observed in the level of curriculum literacy in
the reading dimension (x? [sd=3, n=157] =15,634, p<0,05), in the writing dimension (x? [sd=3, n=157]
=18,297, p<0,05) and in the overall scale (x? [sd=3, n=157] =17,834, p<0,05). As the rank averages of the
groups are considered, it is seen that the prospective teachers attending the 4th grade have the highest
level of curriculum literacy in reading and writing dimensions and in the overall scale, followed by

the prospective teachers attending the 3rd, 2nd and 1st grades respectively.

According to the effect size analysis, the effect size was found to be [(n?= x%/(N-1), n2=15,
63/156] n?=0,10 in the reading dimension, [(n?>= x*/(N-1) n2=18,30/156], n?=0,11 in the writing dimension
and [(n>= x*/(N-1) n=17,83/156], n>=0,11 in the overall scale. According to this, it can be said that grade
level has a great effect on pre-service special education teachers' education program literacy levels in

the dimensions of reading and writing and in the overall scale.
Examination of the special education teachers’ curriculum literacy levels by the educational status

Table 9. Mann Whitney U test results of curriculum literacy scale scores of special education teachers by the
status of education

Dimension Status of Educational N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p
Reading Special education teacher 46 26,16 1203,50 122,50 ,049
with a bachelor's degree
Postgraduate special 9 37,39 336,50
education teacher
Writing Special education teacher 46 26,74 1230 149 ,179
with a bachelor's degree
Postgraduate special 9 34,44 310
education teacher
Total Special education teacher 46 26,49 1218,50 137,50 ,110
with a bachelor's degree
Postgraduate special 9 35,72 321,50

education teacher
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As seen in Table 9, while a significant difference was observed in the level of curriculum
literacy levels of special education teachers in the reading dimension ([U:122,50] p<0.05), no significant
differences were observed in the dimension of writing ([U:149] p=0.179) and the overall scale
([U:137,50] p=0.110). Considering the mean ranks, it is understood that the education program literacy
levels of postgraduate special education teachers are higher in the reading dimension in contrast to

special education teachers with a bachelor's degree.

According to the effect size analysis on the magnitude of the significant difference, the effect
size on the dimension of reading was found to be r=0.04 [r=Z / YN), r=-,301//55]. Accordingly, it can be
said that educational status has a small effect on special education teachers' curriculum literacy levels

in the dimension of reading.
Examination the special education teachers’ curriculum literacy levels by years of experience

Table 10. Kruskal Wallis H test results of curriculum literacy scores of special education teachers by years of
experience

Dimension  Years of Experience N Mean Rank Df Chi Square p
Reading 1-5 12 27,50 3 1,245 ,742
6-10 11 28,18
11-20 28 29,29
21 and above 4 20,00
Writing 1-5 12 28,08 3 3,929 ,269
6-10 11 26,55
11-20 28 30,52
21 and above 4 14,13
Total 1-5 12 27,83 3 2,758 ,430
6-10 11 26,45
11-20 28 30,30
21 and above 4 16,63

Based on Table 10, no significant difference was observed in the reading dimension (x2 [sd=3,
n=55] =1,245, p=0,742), in the writing dimension (x2 [sd=3, n=55] =3,929, p=0,269) and in the overall
scale (x? [sd=3, n=55] =2,758, p=0,430) at the curriculum literacy level based on the years of experience

of special education teachers.

Examination the special education teachers’ curriculum literacy levels in reference to whether they

are graduates of Special Education Department or not

Table 11. Mann Whitney u test results of curriculum literacy scale scores of special education teachers
according to whether they graduated from special education department or not

Dimension Department Graduated from N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U p

Reading Graduate of Special Education 34 28,50 969 340 763
Department
Graduate of another department 21 27,19 571

Writing Graduate of Special Education 34 28,53 970 339 ,751
Department
Graduate of another department 21 27,14 570

Total Graduate of Special Education 34 28,44 967 342 ,793
Department

Graduate of another department 21 27,29 573
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As seen in Table 11, no significant difference was observed among the curriculum literacy
scores of special education teachers, graduated from the department of Special Education and special
education teachers, graduated from other departments in the reading dimension ([U:340] p=0,763), in

the writing dimension ([U:339] p=0,751) and in the overall scale ([U:342] p<=0,793).
Discussion and Conclusion

This research intents to examine the special education teachers’ curriculum literacy levels and
pre-service special education teachers. In this part, the findings obtained from the research, the
discussion of the researches in the literature corresponding to the findings of this research and the

suggestions are given.

The curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective special education
teachers were found to be high, and it was determined that the item mean scores in the reading
dimension were higher than the writing dimension. When the levels of special education teachers and
pre-service special education teachers participating in the study were examined, it was found that the
levels were high and sufficient in all items; the reading dimension of the education program literacy of
teachers and pre-service teachers was higher than the writing dimension. It is noticed that the findings
of the study are parallel to the findings of curriculum literacy studies applied with teachers and pre-
service teachers (Aslan, 2019; Aslan and Giirlen, 2019; Atli, Kara, and Mirzeoglu, 2021; Cetinkaya and
Tabak, 2019; Demir and Toraman, 2021; Erdamar, 2020; Erdem and Egmir, 2018; Gomleksiz and
Erdem, 2018; Kana et al. 2018; Siiral and Dedebali, 2018; Sarica, 2020). In other studies, it was
determined that pre-service preschool teachers' curriculum literacy levels were at an adequate level
(Berndt, 2015; Johnston-Rodriguez and Henning, 2019). As a result, considering that teachers and
prospective teachers are the implementers of the education program; this result obtained from the

research can be considered as a positive situation in terms of the educational dimension.

The four items with the highest scores are related to the competencies of understanding what
the target behavior requires, selecting content appropriate to the target and the level of the student,
and selecting educational materials and materials appropriate to the learning-teaching procedures. It
can be said that these four items with the highest scores of the participants are related to the target,
content and teaching procedures elements of an educational program. The four items with the lowest
scores are related to the competencies of being able to read measurement tools, being able to prepare
measurement tools appropriate to the objectives, being able to write evaluation criteria and being able
to analyze a measurement tool according to the objectives. It can be stated that these four items with
the lowest scores of the participants are related to the measurement and evaluation component of an
educational program. The components of an educational program are objectives, content, teaching
process and assessment (Ertiirk, 1998; Demirel, 1999; Ornstein and Hunkins, 2017; Prideaux, 2003;

Sahin, 2014). The research findings demonstrate that special education teachers and prospective

1880



KEFAD Cilt 24, Say1 3, Aralik, 2023

special education teachers consider themselves adequate in means of the curriculum components. It is
stated that teachers and prospective teachers who have adequate comprehension and competences
about the education program will apply the programs more productively (Sarica, 2012). For the
functionality of the curriculum, the implementers of the program should have sufficient equipment
and it is recommended that the curriculum implementers receive in-service training (Kocayigit and

Aykag, 2019).

Significant difference was noticed among the levels of curriculum literacy of the special
education teachers participating the research and the special education teacher candidates who are
still continuing their education, and it was found out that the curriculum literacy levels of the teachers
were higher than the prospective teachers. It is regarded that this may be a consequent of the fact that
prospective special education teachers have not yet started their job and are inexperienced. In
addition, it was found that the status of being a teacher or pre-service teacher had a moderate effect on
the participants' education program literacy levels. When the studies conducted to determine the
curriculum literacy levels of pre-service teachers in the literature are examined, it is seen that the
curriculum literacy levels of pre-service teachers are at an average level (Cetinkaya and Tabak, 2019;
Erdem and Egmir, 2018). In a study conducted by Demir and Toraman (2021) to determine the
curriculum literacy of teachers, it was determined that teachers perceived their curriculum literacy
levels as high. It can be said that this finding of the study coincides with the studies on the curriculum
levels of teachers and pre-service teachers in the literature and that the professional experience of
teachers contributes to the level of curriculum literacy compared to pre-service teachers who have not
yet had experience in the field. In Erdem and Egmir's (2018) study, it was found that the curriculum
literacy levels of pre-service teachers did not differ significantly according to age, but the averages
increased with age. In the study of Cetinkaya and Tabak (2019), it was found that the curriculum
literacy levels of pre-service teachers differed in favour of pre-service teachers studying in the 4th
grade. Considering that pre-service teachers take some applied courses in schools and gain field
experience until they reach the last grade, this situation can be interpreted as that as the grade level
and age of pre-service teachers increase, their professional experience increases, albeit within their
educational life. It can be said that this inference supports this finding of the study and that just as the
field experience of teachers contributes to curriculum literacy, the field experience gained by pre-

service teachers during their education life serves a similar function.

A significant difference was noticed among the curriculum literacy levels of the participants
by age, and it was determined that the participants between the ages of 26-45 had the highest level of
education program literacy. It is possible to say that teachers become more practical and experienced
with age, and their problem-solving skills and experiences gradually increase. In a study, it is also
stated that there is a rate of attrition in the teaching profession at an advanced age and burnout

syndromes are seen in teachers (Mansuroglu, 2019). Age was found to have a great effect on
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participants' curriculum literacy levels. Some political or economic steps can be taken to increase

teachers' loyalty to the profession with increasing age and to reduce their burnout (Mansuroglu, 2019).

When the participants' perceptions of curriculum literacy were examined according to gender,
a significant difference was observed among the education program literacy levels of female and male
participants in the dimension of reading and throughout the scale. This finding of the study coincides
with other research findings (Jenkins, 2009; Karaman and Bakag, 2018; Tanriverdi and Apak, 2014). It
was determined that the curriculum literacy levels of male participants were higher than female
participants in the reading dimension and throughout the scale, and it was found that gender had a
small effect on the participants' curriculum literacy levels in the reading dimension and throughout
the scale. These results indicate that gender is a determinant in special education teachers' and
prospective teachers' perceptions of curriculum literacy. This finding is in parallel with the result of
Erdamar (2020) that the education program literacy level of male teachers is higher than that of
females. In addition, unlike the findings of this study, Aslan (2018), Erdamar (2020), Erdem and Egmir
(2018), Giilpek (2020), Keskin (2020), Sarag¢ (2019), and Sag and Sezer (2012) have not observed
significant difference among the education program literacy levels of women and men. It is possible to
state that the results of this research do not intersect with the studies applied. This is a very striking
finding. Because teaching is a profession that does not depend on gender (Karakus and Tiimkaya,
2015; Tiimkaya, Bal, and Karagoban, 2014). It should not be forgotten that, regardless of gender, being
equipped with the knowledge, skills and competencies required by that profession is a necessary

element for the success of the profession (Atli, Kara, and Mirzeoglu, 2021).

A significant difference was found in the level of curriculum literacy according to the grade
level of pre-service special education teachers, and it was understood that the pre-service teachers
who attended the fourth grade had the highest level of curriculum literacy. The fact that Cetinkaya
and Tabak (2019) did not find a significant relationship between being empathic and choosing the
profession voluntarily in their study supports this finding. It was noticed that the grade level had a
great effect on prospective teachers' curriculum literacy levels. This difference can be interpreted as
that undergraduate education improves the education program literacy level of prospective special
education teachers as the grade level increases. In addition, it can be said that the fourth grade special
education pre-service teachers preparing lesson plans and teaching in schools in the teaching practice

course advanced their curriculum literacy levels.

Whilst significant difference was noticed in the level of curriculum literacy in the reading
dimension based on the education level of the teachers, there was no significant difference in the
writing dimension and the overall scale. This finding is in analogous with the studies of Giines Sinego
and Cakmak (2021) and Gomleksiz and Erdem (2018). According to Giines Sinego and Cakmak (2021),

it was stated that teachers who received postgraduate education had more knowledge and
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professional skills than teachers who received undergraduate education. It can also be said that this
finding is due to the quality of postgraduate education. According to Wilson and Berne (1999), it is
stated that deeper knowledge is reached in postgraduate education and researches are conducted for
real learning. It was observed that the education program literacy scores of postgraduate special
education teachers were higher in the dimension of reading compared to undergraduate special
education teachers, and it was determined that the educational status had a small effect on the
curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers in the dimension of reading. Based on this
situation, it can be deduced that as the teachers’ educational status increases, their educational

program literacy levels also increase.

Significant difference was not observed in the level of education program literacy by the
teachers' years of experience and the department they graduated from. This finding of the research
coincides with the research findings of Aydogan (2018), Giines Sinego and Cakmak (2021),
Kahramanoglu (2019). Aydogan (2018), Erdem and Eymir (2018), Giines Sinego and Cakmak (2021),
Kahramanoglu (2019) concluded that teachers' years of experience did not affect their curriculum

literacy skills.

As a result, it was determined that special education teachers and prospective special
education teachers had high levels of education program literacy. A significant difference was
observed in the education program literacy levels of special education teachers and prospective
teachers; curriculum literacy levels of participants by age, curriculum literacy levels of female and
male participants, and curriculum literacy levels of teacher candidates according to their grade level.
No significant difference was observed in the dimension of writing based on the educational status of
the teachers, in the level of education program literacy according to the duration of experience of the
teachers and the department they graduated from. Towards the findings obtained in this study,
activities, trainings and seminars that will increase the curriculum literacy levels of special education
teachers and prospective special education teachers should be given importance. In addition,
environments that will enable pre-service teachers to gain curriculum literacy during their
undergraduate education and after they are appointed to the profession should be offered. The study
was applied with special education teachers and prospective special education teachers. It may be
recommended to apply studies on teachers of different fields or to conduct similar studies using

qualitative research methods.
Limitations and Suggestions

This study, which aims to determine the curriculum literacy levels of special education
teachers and pre-service special education teachers, has some limitations. These limitations are as

follows:
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1. The sampling method of this research is limited to convenience sampling method.
Researches selected using convenience sampling method limit the representativeness of the

participants and the generalisability of the results.

2. This study is limited to 55 special education teachers and 157 pre-service special education
teachers who voluntarily participated in the study. It can be said that the results obtained due to

accessibility and reaching a sufficient number of participants are limited in terms of generalisability.

3. The data collection tools used in this study are limited to the Curriculum Literacy Scale and
the Demographic Information Form prepared for the research. The use of a limited number of data
collection tools has limitations in terms of measurement accuracy or providing a complete

representation of the measured characteristics.

4. The dependent variable of this study is limited to the curriculum literacy levels of special
education teachers and pre-service teachers. However, there are uncertainties about whether this
measure accurately reflects the actual performance or abilities of teachers and whether the results

provide a complete picture of teachers' actual performance.
In line with these limitations, suggestions for further research are as follows:

1. In further research, a more representative and comprehensive sampling method can be
selected to conduct research on the curriculum literacy of special education teachers and pre-service

special education teachers.

2. In further research, a more comprehensive sample group can be used in terms of
generalisability and representativeness by reaching a larger number of participants from both special

education teachers and pre-service special education teachers.

3. In further research, in addition to the Curriculum Literacy Scale used in this study, different
measurement tools that assess the IEP development and IEP literacy competencies of special
education teachers and prospective special education teachers can be included in the research

processes.

4. In further research, the levels of curriculum literacy of special education teachers and pre-
service teachers, which is the dependent variable of this study, can be expanded and addressed

together with other competencies expected to be possessed by teachers regarding teaching processes.
Suggestions for the application developed based on the research findings are as follows:

1. In line with the findings obtained in this study, activities, trainings and seminars that will
increase the curriculum literacy levels of special education teachers and pre-service special education

teachers who are still continuing their education should be given importance.
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2. In order to increase the curriculum literacy of pre-service teachers during their
undergraduate education, curriculum development courses can be enriched with the application

aspect.

3. In the supervision processes in educational institutions, special education teachers can be

guided in a way that will enable them to develop curriculum literacy skills.
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