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Considering the research methods of the studies in the field of educational sciences,
it can be stated that studies follow similar research steps or phases though using
different terminology to refer to these steps. While such differentiated use of
terminology is significantly fewer in research designs such as experimental or
descriptive, there has been an increase in such misuse in the studies utilizing content
analysis design and the literature in the field reveals interchangeable use of terms
like technique, design, and method. Reviewing the literature reveals mistakes in the
use of content analysis since it is not only a method of research but a method of data
analysis as well. In this respect, the present study aims to define and group the
approaches on content analysis as one of the frequently discussed and confused
concept. Following an extensive literature review, the study attempts to define
content analysis and to categorize various approaches related. The categories
include meta-analysis, meta-synthesis, and descriptive content analysis. Lastly, the
issues that researchers need to pay special attention are highlighted.
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Egitim bilimlerine iliskin ¢aligmalarin aragtirma yontemleri incelendiginde, ayn1 iglem
basamaklarma ve tanimlara sahip bircok yoOntemin farkli isimlendirmelerle
kullanildig1 goriilmektedir. Deneysel, tarama modeli gibi arastirma yontemlerinde bu
farkliliklar goriilmemesine ragmen igerik analizi ile ilgili tanim farkliliklarmin
oldukca fazlalastigi; teknik, desen ve yontemlerin birbirlerinin yerine siklikla
kullanildig: literatiirde goriilmektedir. Igerik analizinin hem arastirma yéntemi hem de
veri analizi olmast nedeniyle bu kullanimlarda hatalar yapildig: literatiirde
goriilmektedir. Literatiirde tanim ve siire¢ olarak tartismali olan icerik analizinin
tanimlanarak, yaklagimlariin siniflanmasi bu ¢aligmanin amacini olusturmaktadir. Bu
amag cergevesinde literatiir taramasi yapilarak igerik analizinin tanimi, yaklagimlari
gruplanmistir. Bu yaklagimlar meta-analiz, meta-sentez ve betimsel igerik analizi
olarak gruplanmistir. Son olarak ¢alisma sonunda bu yaklasimlar ile ilgili dikkat
edilmesi gereken noktalar belirtilmistir.
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Introduction

Scientific research aims to provide a solution to a specific problem in a field. This aim is achieved by following
sound research procedures including verification of a hypothesis, answering a research question, or determining
relationships between or among variables, etc. The focus of the present study is scientific research method or the
method section of a research (Higgins & Green, 2008). While the phases of scientific research is similar in the
fields of science and health, the field of humanities/education differs in this respect.

When the research methods of the studies in the field of educational sciences are analyzed, it is found that
studies follow similar research steps or phases though using different terminology to refer to these steps. One of
the factors leading to this various and inconsistent use of terminology is the translated concepts from different
languages into Turkish. While such differentiated use of terminology is significantly fewer in research designs
such as experimental or descriptive, there has been an increase in such usage in the studies with content analysis
design. In fact, the literature in the field reveals interchangeable use of terms like technique, design, and method.
Furthermore, although many of the studies applying content analysis (meta-synthesis, meta-analysis, etc.) are
compilation studies, authors classify them as “original research”. Using content analysis both as a research method
and also as data analysis is one of the reasons of this issue.

When using content analysis as a method for data analysis rather than a method involving meta-analysis, meta-
synthesis, or descriptive analysis approaches, authors need to pay special attention when reporting research method
as utilizing content analysis in these research methods can lead to serious misuse of terminology. Therefore,
researchers should carefully report these procedures and explain content analysis and data analysis under different
sub-headings. While national studies tend to explain research method by giving a conceptual definition,
international studies usually give information about the research method in order to explain the nature of the study
and the processes followed.

There is a fallacy in the studies using content analysis as a data analysis technique as the type of the data or the
method of data analysis is considered to be the research method. For example, studies are usually classified in
three groups of methods: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-method. Analyzing these studies, we can see that
they try to define research method based on the type of the analysis utilized. For instance, if an experimental study
uses content analysis to analyze the data (qualitative data), however, they use statements as ... for the study,
qualitative research method was used...”. Yet, such reports are against the nature of these studies. Authors of such
studies receive comments from reviewers regarding the inaccuracy of the reported research method, which usually
leads authors to do some irrelevant changes in their findings and damage the consistency and coherency of the
study, and eventually to receive rejection for publishing (Cartwright, Khoo, & Cardozo, 2007). The mistake here
is trying to define method based on the findings rather than first defining the method, and then choosing and
applying the appropriate measurement tools to obtain findings.

In spite of the different definitions found in literature, content analysis can be defined broadly. Based on the
similar definitions in literature, content analysis can be defined as “a complied scientific method where written
materials are analyzed systematically, and then, grouped based on specific criteria in order to make information
obtained available and finally, to provide a ground for future research” (Berelson, 1952; Calik & Sozbilir, 2014;
Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012; Jensen & Allen 1996; Miller & Whicker, 1999; Bowen & Bowen, 2002). When
the techniques of content analysis or the approaches towards it are reviewed, we can find various definitions and
approaches. Among these approaches, there are inductive or deductive approaches like document analysis, review,
meta-analysis, meta-synthesis, descriptive content analysis, observations, interviews, literature review, or coding.
However, it should be noted that these approaches and techniques basically serve similar purposes and some of
them are not approaches but data type (qualitative/quantitative) or data analysis methods. Particularly, meta-
analysis and meta-synthesis are among the most commonly confused terms in this respect. These confusions or
misuses were discussed in detail in the following sections.

Aim of the Study

Moving from the discussions, it is clear that there is a serious discussion and misconception about content
analysis. The present study, in this respect, aims to define content analysis and classify relevant approaches through
a comprehensive literature review. Definitions and classifications in the literature are given and general frames of
classifications are discussed in detail by highlighting the frequent inconsistencies in the use.
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Method

The study is designed following meta-synthesis with the aim of analyzing content analysis method. First,
following an extensive review of the related literature, definitions and classifications are presented. The differences
for each definition are given under a different heading. Finally, general definitions and classifications are reported.

Definitions
What is Content Analysis?

The introduction section presented the definition of content analysis and a general frame of its misuse in
research. This section is dedicated to further define content analysis and consider the discrepancies in detail. The
reason for the misuse of the term content analysis can be the result of using it both as a research method and as a
data analysis type as well. In addition, categorizing the majority of studies under qualitative or quantitative classes
can result in misconceptions and discrepancies. For instance, while Fraenkel et al. (2012, p.477) refer to content
analysis as a qualitative research method, Riffe, Lacy and Fico (2005, p.23) and Neuendorf (2002, p.1) consider it
as a technique of a qualitative study. There are a significant number of studies in support of both considerations
(Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2009). Reviewing studies show that they generally follow similar steps and the
term is used while reporting data collection and data analysis procedures.

Many researchers may claim that data collection and data analysis are parts of research method and that
research method needs to be defined as qualitative or quantitative research method. This claim is partly true;
however, the criticism here is about classification. For instance, how should a study analyzing the quantitative data
gathered from reviewing previous studies be classified? Should it be considered as a qualitative study since it
involves document analysis and is based on compilation; or is it a quantitative study as it analyses quantitative
data (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Strauss & Corbin, 1990)?

These discrepancies may result from confusing the main frame of a study and data collection procedure, which
is regarded as a sub-heading of the former. Therefore, it is important for researchers to be careful about whether
they should use “content analysis” in relation with the main frame of the study or with data collection and analysis
procedures. To help researchers to determine which part it is related to, content analysis is explained in terms of
research method and data collection.

In terms of data analysis, content analysis can be broadly defined as “systematic coding of qualitative or
quantitative data based on specific themes or categories” (Cohen et al., 2007; Fraenkel et al. 2012). Content
analysis can also be used in applied or theoretical studies. Among the most common examples, counting and
categorizing words in a measurement tool or calculating the frequencies of themes through document analysis are
widely used procedures. Coding and systematically categorizing data obtained through observations or interviews
is another example of content analysis. Assume that a researcher investigates the effect of an instructional tool on
learners’ academic achievement in mathematics course. In this study, achievement level in mathematics is the
dependent variable whereas the instructional tool applied is the independent variable. When reporting the research
method of the study, it can be stated that the study is experimental by explaining any other variables or factors
(briefly explained to give the context). Since the main goal is to determine the effect on mathematics achievement,
to compare pre-test and post-test results of the control and the experimental groups will be sufficient for this aim.
As the data will be quantitative, either parametric or non-parametric tests can be used. Following this stage, the
research question regarding “which calculation is used to obtain findings” should be explained and added to data
analysis reporting section. Analyzing participants’ responses and coding the calculations in the exam papers as
data analysis are also examples of content analysis.

When content analysis is the method of research, data analysis is similar to the abovementioned case. However,
as content analysis constitutes the main frame of the research, the process should be explained in a more detailed
and systematic way. There can be multiple definitions at this point since there is not only qualitative but also
quantitative data. These are grouped in three categories; meta-analysis, meta-synthesis, and descriptive content
analysis. Although many studies consider these three as separate methods, they are in fact different approaches of
content analysis. Meta-analysis, where quantitative data collected from previous studies are used, shows the impact
of an independent variable on a dependent variable by calculating the effect size. Meta-synthesis, on the other
hand, presents the findings and conclusions of previous studies based on specific themes or frames. As it is clear,
qualitative data is used for meta-synthesis. In the case of descriptive content analysis, the study aims to reveal the

178



Dinger

pattern(s) of a theme in frequencies or percentages to present an overall case and does not allow detailed inferences.
The differences and the similarities of these terms were discussed in detail in the discussion section.

What is Meta-Analysis?

Before giving the definition for meta-analysis, researchers need to avoid a common mistake, namely forming
the research questions. Stating research questions with expressions such as “does ...... have an effect ...?” or ‘does....
have an impact on.....?” is one of the most common mistakes (Dinger, 2014). From basic physics principles, an X
will definitely have an effect on a Y. The right question should read “is this effect significant?”” or “what is the
level of impact?”. If no effect is hypothesized, then findings from both groups of data (from pre- and post-test
results, mean values, standard deviation values) need to be the same, which is difficult, if not impossible.

While meta-analysis is a commonly used practice in health sciences (Card, 2012), it is usually considered as
an approach for content analysis in the field of educational sciences. There are multiple reasons for this assumption.
It is possible in health sciences to find out effect size by analyzing quantitative data from previous studies (here
content analysis). It is also possible to calculate a single dimension effect size in a study conducted (here only data
analysis). Nevertheless, there is a tendency in educational sciences to analyze qualitative data from previous
studies. Yet, there has been an increase in the number of the studies that use content analysis as data analysis
procedure regardless of the main frame of the study. Therefore, it is suggested that meta-analysis be used as data
analysis procedure to calculate the effect size of an implementation, especially in applied- experimental studies
(Dinger, 2014); reporting the findings in this way will contribute to the coherence of the study.

Both of them are widely used in the field of educational sciences and the former serves the basic function of
meta-analysis. In other words, it is the evaluation of single or general effect size based on the findings of the
dependent and independent variables found in the previous studies. While single effect size is calculated for a
single effect size in a study, general effect size is calculated by including the effect sizes of single studies together.
One of the most frequent criticisms against meta-analysis is the way general effect size is calculated. Borenstein,
Hedges, and Rothstein (2013) argue that including “apples and pears/apples and oranges” in the same equation by
bringing various studies having different contexts and arriving at a single conclusion will lead to misleading
findings. This argument seems to have a strong point particularly for the field of educational sciences.

For example, when three studies are taken in order to calculate the general effect size, the first question would
be what the dependent and independent variables are. Consider that the dependent variable for all these three
studies is first grade mathematics achievement and the independent variable is a teaching method (traditional
teaching vs computer assisted teaching) while the data collection tool is a test prepared by each of these three
teachers teaching three different first grade mathematics course. The dependent variable, the independent variable,
and the pre-test/post-test design are the same/similar for three studies. However, other external factors can
influence these study groups and lead to deviations in the general effect size of these groups with different
measurement tools applied. Although there are tests that can correct or avoid this issue, calculating the general
effect size is still debated in the field of educational sciences (Card, 2012; Dinger, 2014). Rather than calculating
the general effect size, calculating each single effect size and presenting the results in charts and discussing
differences and similarities is suggested to be a more accurate method (Dinger, 2014).

In the field of educational sciences, parametric tests are usually utilized to use meta-analysis. If mean values,
standard deviation scores and the number of participants can be calculated, then it is possible to find the effect size
in such studies. When the impact of an implementation (e.g., collaborative instruction) on another variable (e.qg.,
computer-assisted instruction) is aimed to be found using post-tests, it is important first to check whether groups
are homogeneously distributed regarding the dependent variable. Otherwise, the findings may lead to misleading
conclusions (for example, the mean value of pre-test for group A is 50.00 and for group B, it is 80.00. Let us say
post-tests are 85.00 for group A and 86.00 for group B. In this case, the effect size may be insignificant. However,
including the pre-tests can result in significantly high effect sizes). While there is a need for two groups in order
to calculate the effect size, effect sizes for studies with a single group can be calculated as long as there are pre-
test and post-test results. However, although these techniques can be used in health sciences, it will not yield
reliable results in educational sciences since every implementation has an effect. Also, there are always
uncontrollable external factors in the context of educational sciences.

As the present study aims to present the philosophy and the definitions of these methods/analyses rather than
discussing the steps of meta-analysis or content analysis, meta-analysis can be summarized as follow. Meta-
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analysis calculates the effect size of a variable based on mathematical analyses and thus, it definitely requires
quantitative data. It is not possible to conduct meta-analysis with qualitative data since the analysis gives a
quantitative finding regarded as the coefficient value of the relevant effect size (i.e., meta-analysis has variations
such as odds ratio and these variations are presented as effect sizes). To sum up, meta-analysis can be defined as
“combining the findings of similar studies conducted in the same topic, theme, or study field based on specific
criteria, interpreting the combined quantitative findings of these studies and determining the effect of a variable
based on these combined results” (Dinger, 2014, p.4).

What is Meta-Synthesis?

Meta-synthesis was first used in the field of health sciences and later was applied in educational sciences.
While synthesis and analysis can sometimes be regarded as similar terms, analysis refers to decoding whereas
synthesis is used for conjoining (Turk Dil Kurumu [TDK], 2017). Meta-analysis can be traced back to the early
years of the 20th century while meta-synthesis started to be used towards the end of the 20th century (Jensen &
Allen 1996) and was regarded as the continuation of the Grounded Theory.

Similar to meta-analysis, two different approaches can be attributed to meta-synthesis. The first group (Calik
& Sozbilir, 2014; Jensen & Allen 1996; Noblit & Hare, 1988; Paterson Thorne, Canam & Jillings, 2001; Zimmer,
2006) claims that meta-synthesis can only be conducted using qualitative data whereas the second group (Bair,
1999; Strobel & van Barneveld, 2009) postulates that both quantitative and qualitative data can be used for meta-
synthesis. Considering the nature of meta-synthesis, the former approach is regarded as more appropriate for meta-
synthesis. Meta-synthesis is very similar in nature to document analysis. However, document analysis is an
analysis procedure where both quantitative and qualitative data can be used for analysis, which is why it is usually
regarded as a type of descriptive content analysis. The reason for this is that meta-synthesis synthesizes qualitative
findings of previous studies. That is why it is often confused or used interchangeably with systematic review.
Walsh and Downe (2005) note that systematic reviews can yield clearer and more definite results compared with
meta-synthesis and it can be conducted using quantitative data as well. However, they also state that meta-synthesis
and meta-analysis can be used interchangeably.

As mentioned above, different terms are used interchangeably and approaches with similar constructs are
defined through different concepts. However, the difference is clear. Using quantitative data in content analysis
conducted on specific principles is meta-analysis whereas working with qualitative data is meta-synthesis. Until
now, we have tried to stress what is not meta-synthesis. Now, it is time to explain what meta-synthesis means and
the cases where it can be used appropriately.

Meta-synthesis refers to the process where the findings of similar studies conducted on the same topic, theme,
or study field based on specific criteria are interpreted and/or compared by combining qualitative findings or
interpretations of the findings of these studies and are re-interpreted (Au, 2007; Campbell, et al., 2003; Calik &
Sozhilir, 2014; Walsh & Downe, 2005; Zimmer, 2006). Quantitative data can also be included in meta-synthesis.
This, however, would mean more describing the study. For example, if a study groups the findings of previous
studies and then discusses each, then this would be called meta-synthesis. Nevertheless, if quantitative data such
as frequencies of these studies’ publication year or field are given, this does not mean that it is not a meta-synthesis.
The purpose of presenting such quantitative analysis is to give the reader information on the demographic data of
the analyzed studies.

To sum up, meta-synthesis is a study design in which the qualitative findings of previous studies are grouped
or categorized based on specific criteria and the obtained findings are re-interpreted by comparing them. It is
definitely not a procedure that can be used to draw definite conclusions, rather it is a design used to describe or
compare the existing knowledge in a specific field or topic.

What is Descriptive Content Analysis?

Descriptive content analysis dates back further than meta-synthesis, though it is not as old as meta-analysis
(Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2009; Neuendorf, 2002). The main aim in descriptive analysis is to determine
tendencies (Cohen et al., 2007). As the name suggests, it refers to the design where analysis is conducted using
descriptive statistics, mainly frequencies and percentages. The most significant difference of descriptive content
analysis from meta-analysis and meta-synthesis is that both quantitative and qualitative data can be used.
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Categorizing studies in a specific field conducted during a specific time period is the most common practice of
studies using descriptive content analysis. For instance, when a researcher wants to conduct descriptive analysis
on the studies carried out in the last 10 years on physics course, categorization criteria can be the topics of these
studies based on their publication dates, or dependent-independent variables, or the distribution of methods
utilized. Many researches postulate that this type of studies contribute very little, if any, to the field. However,
studies focusing on pre-determined periods (e.g., 5-10 years) can reveal deficiencies or overload in that specific
research area. Yet, researchers usually address to these studies as meta-analysis and fall into vote counting
(Borenstein et al., 2013; Dinger, 2014).

It is very unlikely to reach definite or in-depth results in descriptive content analysis since the aim in such
studies usually are not specifically defined as meta-analysis or meta-synthesis. The number of studies conducted
on a specific research area during a specific period of time is usually very high. Conducting meta-analysis and/or
meta-synthesis by including all these studies would bring a considerable amount of time and energy load.
Therefore, interpretations and syntheses put forward in such studies are very limited (Calik & Sozbilir, 2014).

As a result, descriptive content analysis is the analysis of previous studies based on specific criteria through
frequencies and percentages. To put it more completely, descriptive content analysis refers to the analysis of
previous studies or the collective interpretation of their findings in order to obtain tendencies in a specific field
(Calik & Sozbilir, 2014, p.34).

Discussion and Conclusion

Content analysis and its three different approaches have been defined above. As it can be understood, content
analysis and related approaches are discussed based on method framework perspective rather than on data analysis
dimension. Many researchers argue that meta-synthesis and descriptive content analysis studies have little
contribution to the field. However, this assumption seems to have no ground. Moreover, it is advised to conduct
at least one study using one of the content analysis approaches before starting to conduct studies with other designs.
As a result of such a study, a researcher can determine the contradictive point or deficiency in a field and plan an
original study. In fact, almost all researchers do an extensive literature review before conducting their study, which
is a kind of content analysis. Thus, determining themes and criteria prior to the literature review will enable
researchers to not only do content analysis study by reviewing the literature but also produce the introduction
section of their original studies.

There are several different definitions in literature for content analysis and for approached attributed to it. There
are even various content analysis (as method mainframe) approaches. However, having so many different
explanations and definitions may lead to confusions and/or misinterpretations by researchers. To avoid
misconceptions on this matter, there is a need first to differentiate between the nature of data and method. As
mentioned in the introduction part of the article, while reporting the method part, researchers tend to limit
themselves to give stereotyped explanations instead of explaining the nature of their study and feel obligated to
state whether their study is qualitative or quantitative. In case the type of data stated in the method section does
not coincide with the research questions and the findings obtained to answer them, researchers may try to solve
this inconsistency by manipulating research questions or findings, which results in unreliable interpretation of
research problems and receive serious criticisms (Park, 2003; Sikes, 2009). Thus, it is crucial for researchers not
to bind themselves to such templates but to explain the research process based on the research method(s) they have
determined.

Despite the variations in the discussions on the issue, the main difference between meta-analysis and meta-
synthesis is the use of either qualitative or quantitative data. Meta-analysis is conducted analyzing the quantitative
findings of previous studies to find the impacts of these studies and to reach at generalizations. Meta-synthesis, on
the other hand, analyzes the results/interpretations of previous studies and yields qualitative analyses. Although
both qualitative and quantitative data can be presented separately in meta-analysis and meta-synthesis studies,
meta-analysis should be based on the quantitative findings of previous studies whereas meta-synthesis has to rely
on qualitative findings. However, the main goal needs to be able to strengthen or criticize an existing finding.

One of the most common mistakes about using meta-analysis or meta-synthesis is confusing them with
descriptive content analysis (Calik & Sozbilir, 2014; Dinger, 2014; Littell, Corcoran, & Pillai, 2008). It can be
seen that many studies that analyze previous studies within a specific time frame based on specified variables and
that present findings obtained in frequencies and/or percentages claim the study’s method to be meta-analysis or
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meta-synthesis (note that references are not given due to ethical considerations but can be provided on
request).This seems to be a serious mistake as such studies are not meta-analysis or meta-synthesis studies in
nature. Looking into some of these studies closely will show that they cannot be categorized as descriptive content
analysis as well. Descriptive content analysis requires not only presenting frequencies/percentages of findings
without necessarily having an in-depth analysis but also complying with specific principles and criteria. For
example, the topic, the dates, the dependent and the independent variables, and the type of publication of the
selected studies should be parallel with the study’s research questions. Including studies that are not in line with
research questions and that cannot help answer those research questions will damage the originality, the coherence,
and most importantly, the structure of the study.

There are studies conducted using both meta-analysis and meta-synthesis. While conducting such studies can
be time-consuming and can take a long time and effort, they are one of the most efficient ways to reach, to interpret
and to discuss findings based on a specific aim. Therefore, researchers are advised to work collaboratively with
many study groups to conduct such studies.

As a result, content analyses are important methods for the field of educational sciences. Yet, it is important to
choose an appropriate approach and to follow the relevant steps to reach sound conclusions. Although these steps
are out of the scope of the present study, there are sources available for further information on them (Borenstein
et al., 2013; Cohen et al., 2007; Dinger, 2014; Yildinm & Simsek, 2011). A last suggestion for the researchers is
to determine whether content analysis needs to be regarded as mainframe of the method or as a type of data analysis
procedure.
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Egitim Bilimleri Arastirmalarinda icerik Analizi:
Meta-Analiz, Meta-Sentez, Betimsel Icerik Analizi

Giris
Bilimsel arastirmalar, 6ncelikle bir konu ger¢evesindeki problemi ¢6zmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amaca hipotezi
dogrulama, arastirma sorusuna cevap verme, degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri belirleme gibi yollarla ulagsmaktadir.
Bilimsel arastirma yontemi ya da arastirmalardaki yontem boliimii ¢aligmanin iskeletini olusturmaktadir (Higgins

& Green, 2008). Fen ve saglik bilimleri bilimsel arastirma basamaklarinin benzer olmasina ragmen, sosyal/egitim
bilimleri ¢aligmalarmna ait yontem boliimii bu alanlardan farklilagmaktadir.

Egitim bilimlerine iliskin ¢aligmalarin aragtirma yontemleri incelendiginde, ayni islem basamaklarina ve
tanimlara sahip bir¢ok yontemin farkli isimlendirmelerle kullanildigi goriilmektedir. Bu farkli adlandirma
nedenlerinden biri uluslararasi yayinlarin diller arasinda ¢evrilmesidir. Deneysel, tarama modeli vb. aragtirma
yontemlerinde bu farkliliklar goriilmemesine ragmen igerik analizi ile ilgili tanim farkliliklarmin oldukca
fazlalasti81; teknik, desen ve yontemlerin birbirlerinin yerine siklikla kullanildig: literatiirde goriilmektedir. Buna
ek olarak icerik analizinin kullanildigi birgok g¢alismanin (meta-sentez, meta-analiz vb.) derleme g¢aligsmasi
olmasina ragmen yazarlarin bu calismalar1 “6zgiin ¢alisma” seklinde smiflandirdig1 da goriilmektedir. Igerik
analizi ifadesinin hem bir arastirma yontemi hem de bir veri analiz teknigi olarak kullanilmasi, buradaki yanilginin
nedenleri arasindadir.

Icerik analizi meta-analiz, meta-sentez ya da betimsel icerik analizi yaklasimlarindan birini iceren bir yontem
olarak degil de verilerin analizi seklinde kullanildiginda, arastirma yonteminin agiklanmasinda dikkatli olunmast
gerekmektedir. Clinkii bu tiir caligmalarin arastirma yonteminde icerik analizine yer verilmesi ciddi kavram
yanilgilarini ortaya ¢ikarabilmektedir. Arastirmacilarin bu hususa dikkat etmeleri, bu tiir ¢alismalarda igerik
analizini veri analizi alt baghginda tanimlamalari gerekmektedir. Ulusal literatiirde ki ¢aligmalarda aragtirma
yontemi bir tanimla ifade edilmeye calisilmaktadir; ancak, uluslararasi literatiirde arastirmacilar ¢aligsmanin
dogasint vermek amaciyla arastirma yoOntemini kavramsal olarak tanimlamaktan ziyade, siireci ele alma
egilimindedir.

Icerik analizinin veri analiz teknigi olarak kullanildig1 ¢aligmalarda kullanilan veri tiiriiniin ya da veri analiz
yonteminin arastirma yontemi olarak kurgulanmasi bir yanilgi olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ornegin calismalar genel
olarak nitel, nicel ve karma arastirma yontemleri olarak {i¢ kategoriye ayrilmaya caligilmaktadir. Bu galigmalar
incelendiginde, analiz tiiriinden hareketle yontem benzetmelerinin yapilmaya calisildigi anlasiimaktadir. Ornegin
uygulamali-deneysel bir ¢aligmada veri analizi igerige doniik (nitel veri) yapilmug ise arastirmacilar ”...bu
calismada nitel aragtirma yontemi kullanilmistir” seklinde bir tamimlama yapma egilimindedir. Ancak bu
calismanin dogasina aykiri bir davranistir. Bu davranisi sergileyen aragtirmacilar, ¢alismalarini degerlendirmek
iizere gonderdiklerinde hakemler genellikle arastirma yontemi ile ilgili bu ¢eliskiyi dile getirmekte, arastirmact
diizeltme yapmak i¢in ¢aligmanin bulgularinda ekleme-¢ikarma yaparak arastirmasinin ¢atisin1 genellikle bozarak,
caligmasini yayimlatamamaktadir (Cartwright, Khoo, & Cardozo, 2007). Bu noktada yapilmas: gereken yéntem
belirlenerek 6lgme araglarina ve bulgulara ulasmak olmasina ragmen yukarida ifade edilen yanilgilar gerekgesiyle,
bulgulardan yonteme gitmek gibi yanlis bir egilim vardir.

Calismalarda farkl ifadelere yer verilse de icerik analizine yonelik genel bir tanim yapilabilir. Benzer
tanimlamalari derlenmesine dayanarak icerik analizinin tanimi “genel olarak yazili materyallerin sistematik bir
sekilde incelenerek belirli dlgiitlerle gruplanip, bilginin yayginlastirilmasi ve gelecek arastirmalara yol gdstermesi
i¢in derlenen bilimsel bir yontemdir” seklinde verilebilir (Berelson, 1952; Calik & Sozbilir, 2014; Fraenkel,
Wallen & Hyun, 2012; Jensen & Allen 1996; Miller & Whicker, 1999; Bowen & Bowen, 2002). Ancak icerik
analizinin teknikleri ya da farkli yaklasimlar1 incelendiginde birgok yaklasim ve tanimlama kullanilmaktadir.
Dokiman analizi, tarama, meta-analiz, meta-sentez, betimsel igerik analizi, g6zlem, gériisme, literatiir tarama,
kodlama, tiimevarimci, tiimdengelimci ifadeler bu yaklagimlardan bazilaridir. Ancak bu tamimlamalar
incelendiginde bu yaklasim ve tekniklerin temelde ayn1 amaca hizmet ettigi, bazilarinin ise yaklasim degil veri
tiirii (nicel/nitel) ya da veri analiz yontemi oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu durumu destekler nitelikte 6zellikle meta-
analiz ve meta-sentez tanimlamalarinda ciddi yanilgilar bulunmaktadir. Bu yanilgilar ilerleyen bdliimlerde detayli
sekilde agiklanmastir.

Calismanin Amaci

Yukaridaki bilgiler 1s18inda igerik analizi ile ilgili literatiirde ciddi bir tartigma ve kavram yanilgisi oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu calisma icerik analizini tanimlayarak yaklagimlarini siniflamayr amaglamistir. Bu amag
cercevesinde literatir taramasi yapilarak igerik analizinin tanimi, yaklagimlari gruplanmigtir. Bu yaklagimlar ilgili
literatiir tanimlar1 ile tartigilarak, ¢eligkiler ortaya konmus ve genel siniflama yapilmistir.
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Yontem

Caligsma igerik analizi yonteminin meta-sentez yaklasimi kullanilarak tasarlanmistir. Bu tasarimla oncelikle
literatiir taranarak tanimlamalar ve siniflamalar gruplanmistir. Bu tanimlamalardaki farkliliklar her bir tanim igin
ayr1 baglikta verilmistir. Bu agamadan sonra genel tanimlamalar ve siniflamalar belirlenerek raporlastirilmistir.

Tanimmlamalar
icerik Analizi Nedir?

Giris boliimiinde icerik analizinin tanimi ve yanilgilarin genel bir ¢ercevesi ¢izilmistir. Bu baglik altinda bu
tamimlama genisletilerek celiskiler ortaya konmaktadir. Igerik analizi konusundaki temel yanilgi belki de icerik
analizinin hem aragtirma yontemi hem de veri analiz tiirii olarak ifade edilmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu
durumu takiben, ¢aligsmalarin biiyiik bir gogunlugunun nitel-nicel arastirma kategorisine dahil olma egilimi de bu
yanilg1 ve geliskilere neden olabilmektedir. Ornegin Fraenkel ve digerleri (2012, p.477) icerik analizini nitel bir
aragtirma yontemi olarak nitelendirirken; Riffe, Lacy ve Fico (2005, p.23) ve Neuendorf (2002, p.1) ise nicel bir
aragtirmanin teknigi olarak tanmimlamaktadir. ilgili kaynaklar incelendiginde yazarlarin bu ifadelerini destekleyen
birgok ¢aligmanin da bulundugu goriilmektedir (Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2009). Bu kaynaklar detayli bir
sekilde incelendiginde ise islem basamaklarinin hemen hemen ayni oldugu, kavramin verilerin toplanmasi ve veri
analizi noktasinda kullanildig1 goriilmektedir.

Bir¢ok bilim insan1 veri toplama ve veri analizinin arastirma yonteminin bir pargast oldugunu ve yontemin
nicel ya da nitel aragtirma yontemi olarak nitelendirilmesi gerektigini savunabilir. Kismen bu goriis dogrudur;
ancak, buradaki elestiri siniflamaya 6zgiidiir. Ornegin 6nceki ¢aligmalarin sayisal yani nicel verilerini derleyerek
analiz eden bir ¢alisma, hangi tiir ¢alismaya dahil edilmelidir? Dokiiman analizi olarak tanimlanmasi veya derleme
yapilmasi nitel bir ¢alisma olgusunu One ¢ikarsa da nicel verilerin analiz edilmesi bu olguyu tartisilir hale
getirmektedir (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Yukarida belirtilen ¢eliskilerin ¢aligmanin ana gatisini olusturan arastirma yontemi ile bir alt baslikta kullanilan
veri analizinden kaynaklandig: diisliniilmektedir. Bu nedenle arastirmacilarin “igerik analizi” terimi kullanirken,
bu terimin aragtirma ydnteminin ¢atist ile mi ilgili oldugu ya da veri toplama ve analizi ile ilgili mi oldugunu
belirlemeleri 6nemlidir. Bu belirtmeler i¢in asagida icerik analizinin veri analizi ve aragtirma yontemi agisindan
aciklamalarina yer verilmistir.

Veri analizi baglaminda igerik analizinin en genel tanimi, “nicel ya da nitel verilerin belirli temalar, siniflamalar
cercevesinde sistematik olarak kodlanmasi” seklinde yapilabilir (Cohen et al., 2007; Fraenkel et al., 2007).
Uygulamali, teorik vb. calismalarda da igerik analizi kullamlabilir. Ornegin bir dlgme aracindaki kelimelerin
gruplanarak sayilmasi, dokiiman analizi yapilarak belli temalarda frekans ¢ikartilmasi en yaygin 6rneklerdendir.
Gozlem ve goriismelerin kodlanmast, belirli bir sistemle gruplama yapma da igerik analizine birer 6rnek olabilir.
Bagka ornek verilmesi gerekirse, deneysel bir ¢aligmada bir 6gretim yonteminin matematik ders basarisina etkisi
incelenmektedir. Aragtirmada bagimli degisken matematik ders basarisi, bagimsiz degisken ise Ogretim
yontemidir. Caligmaya ait aragtirma yontemi yazilirken diger degiskenler ve durumlar da ele alinarak deneysel bir
calisma yazilabilir (baglam anlatilmaya ¢aligildigindan miimkiin oldugunca 6zetlenmeye ¢aligilmistir). Ana amag
matematik ders basarisim belirlemek oldugu igin kontrol ve deney gruplarinin &n-son test puanlarinin
karsilastirilmasi yeterlidir. Burada nicel veriler s6z konusu oldugu i¢in parametrik ya da parametrik olmayan (non-
parametrik) testler kullanilabilir. Bu noktadan sonra alt arastirma sorularindan birinin “sonuca ulasmak i¢in hangi
dort islemi kag kere kullanildiginin belirlenmesi” oldugu varsayilmaktadir. Veri analizine bu durum eklenmelidir.
Katilime1 cevaplarinin incelenerek, sinav dokiimanindaki dort islem ifadelerini kodlamasi -veri analizi olarak-
icerik analizine bir 6rnektir.

Icerik analizi, arastirmanin yéntemi olma durumunda da verilerin analizi yukaridakine benzer bir yapidadir.
Ancak igerik analizi aragtirma ydnteminin ¢atisin1 olusturdugu igin siirecin biraz daha detayli ve simiflamali
yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Bu siire¢ nicel ve nitel verilerin ele alinmasi nedeniyle bir ya da birden fazla
tanimlamayla karsimiza ¢ikabilmektedir. Bu tanimlamalar meta-analiz, meta-sentez ve betimsel icerik analizi
olarak ii¢ baglikta toplanabilir. Birgok ¢alismada bu bagliklarin her biri ayr1 bir yontem olarak ele alinsa da temelde
bu Uc¢ grup icerik analizinin birer yaklagimidir. Meta-analiz, daha 6nceden yapilmis arastirmalara ait nicel verilerin
kullanilarak bagimsiz degiskenin bagimli degisken {izerinde ki etkisini, etki biiyiikliigii katsayisi ile ortaya
koymaktadir. Meta-sentez, daha 6nceden yapilmis aragtirmalara ait bulgularin ve yorumlarin kodlanarak bir tema
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cergevesinde sunulmasini kapsamaktadir. Tanimdan da anlagilacagi gibi meta-sentezde nitel veri kullanilmaktadir.
Betimsel icerik analizi yapilan arastirma, daha genel bir durumu ortaya koymak amaciyla bir temanin frekans ve
ylizdelerine dayanarak genel oOriintiisiinii vermektedir; detayli bir yorumlama yapilmamaktadir. Bu basliklarin
benzerlik ve farkliliklari, tartisma boliimiinde tekrar ortaya konulmustur.

Meta-Analiz Nedir?

Meta-analiz tanimina girmeden once bu tiir ¢alismalarda yapilan en biiyiik hata, arastirma sorusunun
hazirlanmasidir. Bir ¢alismada “....’nin etkisi var midir?” ya da “...’nin ....Ustlinde etkisi var midir?” seklinde
arastirma sorusu hazirlanmasi baslica hatadir (Dinger, 2014). Temel fizik yasalarindan hareketle bir uygulamada
X’in Y’ye muhakkak bir etkisi vardir. Ancak “bu etki anlamli midir?” ya da “ne diizeydedir sorusu
cevaplanmalidir. Bir etkisinin olmadigini savunuyorsak iki farkli durumdan elde edilen verilere iliskin bulgularin
(genellikle 6n-son test bulgulari, baslica ortalamalar, standart sapmalarin) ayni ¢ikmasi gerekmektedir ki bunlarin
ayni ¢ikmasi ¢ok zor hatta imkansiza yakindir.

Meta-analiz saglik bilimleri ile taninmis bir yontem (Card, 2012) olmasma ragmen egitim bilimleri
uygulamalarinda daha ¢ok igerik analizinin bir yaklasimi olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Bu durumun birden fazla
nedeni vardir. Saglik bilimleri uygulamalarinda meta-analiz ile daha dnceden yapilmis benzer calismalarin nicel
verileri derlenerek etki biiylikliigii hesaplanabilmektedir (bu baglamda icerik analizi). Buna ek olarak
aragtirmacinin yapmis oldugu bir ¢aligsmaya ait tek boyutlu bir etki biiyiikliigii de hesaplanabilir (bu baglamda
sadece veri analizi). Ancak egitim bilimlerindeki genel egilim daha dnceden yapilmis benzer ¢alismalarin nicel
verilerini derleyerek veri analizi yapilmasi seklindedir. Bu duruma ragmen giincel ¢aligmalarda yontemin ana gatisi
ne olursa olsun saglik bilimlerindekine benzer sekilde veri analizi seklinde kullanan galigmalar da hizla
artmaktadir. Bu nedenle meta-analiz 6zellikle uygulamali-deneysel ¢caligmalarda veri analizi seklinde kullanilarak,
uygulamanin etkisinin hesaplanmasi onerilmekte (Dinger, 2014); bu bulgularin raporlastirilmasi, ¢alismanin
okunabilirligine ciddi bir katki saglayabilmektedir.

Bu iki durumun egitim bilimlerinde kullanilis seklinin netlestirilmesi istenirse, birinci durum meta-analizin en
temel hizmetini ortaya koymaktadir. Yani daha 6nceden yapilmis benzer ¢aligmalarin bagimli ve bagimsiz
degiskenlerine ait bulgularin analize dahil ederek, bireysel ya da genel etki biiyiikliigiiniin hesaplanmasidir.
Bireysel etki biiyiikliigiinde her bir ¢alismaya iligkin tek bir etki biiylkligi hesaplanmakta, genel etki
biiyiikliigiinde ise bu bireysel ¢aligmalara iliskin etki biiyiikliikleri analize sokularak, genel bir etki biiyiikligii elde
edilmektedir. Meta-analize getirilen en biiyiik elestiri de bu genel etki bityiikliigiintin hesaplanmasidir. “Elmalar
ve armutlar/elmalar ve portakallar” ¢eliskisi olarak ifade edilen (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2013)
bu elestiride, farkl1 durumlardaki ¢alismalarin bir araya getirilip tek bir sonug elde edilmesinin yanlis bulgulara
neden olacagi ifade edilmektedir. Bu elestiri egitim bilimleri uygulamalari igin oldukga hakl goriilebilmektedir.

Ornegin A, B, C seklinde ii¢ ¢alisma ele alinarak bu calismalarin genel etki biiyiikliigiiniin ortaya konmasi
istenildiginde ilk akla gelecek soru bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenlerin ne oldugudur. Ug galismanin hepsinde
bagimli degiskenin birinci sinif matematik ders basarisi, bagimsiz degiskenin ise dgretim yontemi (siiregelen
ogretime karsilik bilgisayar destekli 6gretim) oldugu kabul edildigi varsayilmakta, buna ek olarak 6l¢me araci her
bir 6gretmen tarafindan hazirlanan birinci sinif matematik testi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Dikkat edilirse ¢alisma
grubu, bagimli ve bagimsiz degisken ayni/benzerdir ve her ¢alismada 6n-son test ile bulgularini elde etmistir.
Ancak calisma gruplarina etki edebilecek harici degiskenlerin ne oldugu, 6l¢me araglarmin farkliligi bu iig
calismanin genel etki biiyiikliigliniin hesaplanmasinda sapmalara neden olabilmektedir. Bunu 6nleyen ya da
diizenleyen bagka testler var olmasina ragmen, egitim bilimleri uygulamalarinda genel etki biiyiikligiiniin
hesaplanmasi hala tartismalidir (Card, 2012; Dinger, 2014). Bu duruma karsin her bir ¢alismanin bireysel etki
biiytikliigiiniin hesaplanarak genel tablonun karsilagtirilmasi ve tartisilmasi1 daha ¢ok onerilmektedir (Dinger,
2014).

Meta-analizin egitim bilimlerinde kullanilabilmesi igin genel olarak parametrik testlere ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.
Buna karsin ¢aligmalara ait ortalamalar, standart sapmalar ve katilimci sayilarina erigilebiliyorsa bu sekilde de etki
biiytikliigii hesaplanabilmektedir. Son testler kullanilarak bir uygulamanin (6rnegin isbirligine dayali 6gretim)
diger bir uygulamaya (6rnegin bilgisayar destekli 6gretim) kars: etkisinin belirlenmesi isteniyorsa gruplarin ilk
asamada bagimli degiskene kars1 homojen dagilim sergiledigine emin olunmasi gerekir. Aksi halde elde edilen
bulgu yanlis bir sonuca yol agabilir (A grubunun 6n test ortalamasinin 50.00 olmasi, B grubunun 80.00 olmasi —
son testlerde ise A grubunun 85.00, B grubunun 86.00 olmasi. Bu durumda etki 6nemsiz diizeyde ¢ikacaktir. Ama
on testlerin dahil edilmesiyle anlamli ve yiiksek diizeyde bir etki s6z konusu olabilir). Etki buyiikligtinii
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hesaplayabilmek igin her ne kadar iki gruba ihtiya¢ duyulsa da tek gruplu ¢alismalarda da (bu calismalarda
kesinlikle 6n-son test yapilmalidir) matematiksel olarak etki bityiikliigii hesaplanabilmektedir. Bu teknik saglik
bilimlerinde siklikla kullanilmasina ragmen egitim bilimleri uygulamalarinda kullanilmasi pek uygun degildir.
Bunun nedeni her uygulamanin anlamh ya da anlamsiz bir etkisinin olmasi, buna ek olarak harici degiskenlerin
olduk¢a fazla olmasidir.

Bu ¢aligmada meta-analizin ya da igerik analizinin basamaklarinin ele alinmasi yerine bu yontem-analizlerin
felsefesinin ve tammminin verilmesi amaglandigindan meta-analiz su sekilde Ozetlenebilir. Meta-analiz bir
uygulamanin etki biiylikliigiinii matematiksel formiillerle hesaplar, bu nedenle kesinlikle nicel verilere ihtiyag
duymaktadir. Nitel veriler ile meta-analiz yapilmasi miimkiin degildir. Ciinkii meta-analiz sonucunda etki
biiytikliigii katsayisi olarak ifade edilen nicel bir bulgu ortaya konmaktadir (meta-analizde odds ratio vb. tirleri de
bulunmaktadir; bu tiirlerdeki yorumlamalar da etki biiyiikliigii seklinde verilmektedir). Ozetle meta-analizin tanimi
“bir konu, tema ya da ¢calisma alan1 hakkindaki benzer ¢caligmalarin belirli 61¢iitler altinda gruplanip, bu ¢aligmalara
ait nicel bulgularin birlestirilerek yorumlanmasina, uygulamanin etkisini belirlemeye meta-analiz denir” (Dinger,
2014, p.4) seklinde yapilabilir.

Meta-Sentez Nedir?

Meta-sentez de meta-analiz gibi 6ncelikle saglik bilimlerinde kullanilmig daha sonralari egitim bilimleri
caligmalarina uyarlanmistir. Sentez ve analiz benzer ifadeler gibi algilanabilmesine ragmen analiz ¢dziimleme,
sentez ise birlegtirme olarak tanimlanmaktadir (TUrk Dil Kurumu [TDK], 2017). Meta-analizin ge¢misi 20. yiizyil
baslarina kadar gitmesine ragmen meta-sentez kavrami daha ¢ok 20. yiizyilin sonlarinda literatiirde goriilmektedir
(Jensen & Allen 1996). Bu ¢alismalarda meta-sentez, Gomiilii Teori ‘nin (Grounded Theory) devamui seklinde
nitelendirilmektedir.

Meta-sentezde de icerik analizi gibi iki farkli goriis tartisilmaktadir. Birinci grup (Calik & So6zbilir, 2014;
Jensen & Allen 1996; Noblit & Hare, 1988; Paterson Thorne, Canam & Jillings, 2001; Zimmer, 2006) meta-
sentezin nitel veriler ile yapilabilecegini savunmakta; diger bir grup ise her iki veri tiirl ile yapilabilecegini
savunmaktadir (Bair, 1999; Strobel & van Barneveld, 2009). Meta-sentezin dogasini olusturan yap1 incelendiginde
ise birinci grubu referans almanin daha uygun olacagi goriilmektedir. Meta-sentez dokiiman analizi olarak ifade
ettigimiz kavram ile oldukga benzer bir yapidadir. Ancak dokiiman analizi veri analiz tlrlerinden biridir ve
dokiiman analizinde nicel ve nitel veriler kullanilabilir. Bu da onu asagida agiklanan betimsel igerik analizi sinifina
dahil eder. Bu benzerligin kurulmasindaki neden, meta-sentezin dnceki ¢aligmalarin nitel bulgular ile sentezi
yapmasidir. Bu baglamda sistematik gézden gegirme (systematic review) ile siirekli kiyaslanmakta ve birbiri
yerine kullanilmaktadir. Walsh ve Downe (2005) sistematik gézden gegirmelerin meta-senteze gore daha net ve
saglikli sonuglar verebilecegini, nicel verilerin kullanilabilecegini vurgulamaktadir. Ancak bu noktada meta-
analize atifta bulunarak birbiri yerine kullanilabilme egiliminde oldugunu belirtmistir.

Yukarida belirtildigi gibi kavramlar siirekli birbirinin yerine kullanilmakta ve ayni yapiya sahip yaklasimlar
farkli kavramlar ile tanimlanmaktadir. Ancak ayrim kolaylikla yapilabilir. igerik analizinde belirli ilkelere gore
nicel verilerin kullanilmas1 meta-analize, nitel verilerin kullanilmasi meta-senteze isarettir. Su asamaya kadar
meta-sentezin ne olmadigi vurgulanmstir. Bu noktadan sonra meta-sentezin tanimi ve ne oldugu ile ilgili durumlar
tartigilacaktir.

Meta-sentez, belirlenen bir konu, tema ya da ¢alisma alani hakkindaki benzer ¢alismalarin belirli olgiitler
altinda gruplanip, bu ¢aligmalara ait nitel bulgularin ya da yorumlarin birlestirilerek - karsilagtirilarak yeniden
yorumlanmasidir (Au, 2007; Campbell et al., 2003; Calik & Sdzbilir, 2014; Walsh & Downe, 2005; Zimmer,
2006). Meta-sentezin icerisinde nicel verilere yer verilebilir. Ancak bu durum daha ¢ok ¢alismay1 betimlemeye
yoneliktir. Ornegin bir calismada &nceki arastirmalara ait sonuclar teker teker gruplanip daha sonra iizerinde
tartisiliyorsa bu bir meta-sentezdir. Ancak ¢alismaya dahil edilen arastirmalarin y1l, belirli bir alan gibi frekanslar1
verilmis ve nicel verilere yer verilmis ise bu onun meta-sentez olmadig1 anlamina gelmemektedir. Burada ¢alisma
grubu benzeri bir agiklamayla okuyuculara bilgi verilmesi amaglanmaktadir.

Sonug¢ olarak meta-sentez belirli ilke ve dlgitler ile daha 6nceki ¢aligmalarin nitel bulgularini ya da yorum -
sonuglarint karsilastirarak yeniden yorum yapan bir ¢aligma tiiriidiir. Kesinlikle net bir sonuca erigsme gibi bir
amaci bulunmamaktadir; var olani, geligkili sonuglari ortaya ¢gikarmay1 amaglayan bir yapi sergilemektedir.
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Betimsel icerik Analizi Nedir?

Betimsel icerik analizi, meta-analiz kadar olmasa da meta-sentezden daha eski bir ge¢gmise sahiptir (Cooper,
Hedges, & Valentine, 2009; Neuendorf, 2002). Betimsel igerik analizinde temel amag egilimlerin belirlenmesidir
(Cohen et al., 2007). Adindan da anlasilacag: tizere betimsel igerik analizinde bulgulara ulagmak i¢in betimsel
istatistikler temelinde hareket edilmekte ve ¢ogunlukla frekans ve ylizde dagilimlari analiz i¢in kullanilmaktadir.
Meta-analiz ve meta-sentezden en belirgin farki her iki veri tiiriinii de (nitel ve nicel) kullanabilmesidir.

Belirli bir zaman diliminde, belirli bir alandaki ¢alismalarin smiflandirilmasi bu yaklagimin en genel 6rnegi
olarak verilebilir. Ornegin son 10 yilda yapilan fizik 6gretimiyle ilgili arastirmalarin betimsel igerik analizinin
yapildig1r varsayildiginda, bu calismada arastirmalarin yillara gore konu, bagimli-bagimsiz degiskenleri,
yontemlerinin dagilimi baglica temalar olarak segilebilir. Birgok arastirmaci bu tiir galismalarin alana bir katkisinin
olmadigini savunabilir. Ancak belirli araliklarla (5-10 y1l) yapilan bu tiir ¢aligmalar, ilgili alan ya da konu hakkinda
istatistikleri vererek, alandaki a¢iklig1 ya da y1gilmay1 gosterebilir. Bu tiir galigmalar genellikle meta-analiz olarak
tanimlanarak oy sayma hatasi olarak ifade edilen yanilgiya diisiilmektedir (Borenstein et al., 2013; Dinger, 2014).

Betimsel igerik analizinde net ya da derinlemesine bir bulgu ortaya konmasini beklemek pek miimkiin degildir
(imkansiz da degil). Bunun nedeni, arastirma amacinin meta-analiz ya da meta-sentez gibi daha 6zel olarak
belirlenmemesidir. Bir alandaki egilimi belirlemek i¢in belirli zaman araliklarinda yapilacak bu tiir ¢aligmalarda
incelenecek arastirma sayisi genellikle oldukg¢a fazladir. Her bir ¢alismanin meta-analize, meta-senteze ya da her
ikisine birden dahil edilmesi ¢ok ciddi bir zaman ve is yiikii gerektireceginden bu islemleri yapmak pek miimkiin
degildir. Bu durum nedeniyle yorum ve sentez sinirli bir gergevededir (Calik & S6zbilir, 2014).

Sonug olarak betimsel icerik analizi, Onceki aragtirmalarin belirli dlgiitler ile genellikle frekans ve yiizde
dagilimlan ile incelenmesidir. Daha net bir ifade ile; belirli bir konu tizerinde yapilan ¢alismalarin ele alinip
egilimlerinin ve arastirma sonug¢lariin tanimlayict bir boyutta degerlendirilmesini igeren sistematik ¢aligmalara
betimsel i¢erik analizi denilmektedir (Calik & Sozbilir, 2014, p.34).

Tartiyma ve Sonu¢

Yukarida igerik analizi ve icerik analizinin farkli {i¢ yaklasiminin tanimi ve felsefesi ifade edilmistir.
Okuyucularin anlayacagi {izere igerik analizi ve yaklagimlar1 veri analizi boyutunda degil, yontem ana catis
tizerinden agiklanmigtir. Birgok bilim insani, meta-sentez ve betimsel igerik analizinin yeni bir bulgu elde
etmemesinden dolayr alana katkisini tartigmaktadir. Bu durumun tartisilmasimin bile uygun olmadig:
diistiniilmektedir. Hatta bir aragtirmacinin bir ¢alismaya baslamadan 6nce bu igerik analizi yaklasimlarindan en az
birini iceren bir ¢aligma yapmasi onemlidir. Arastirmaci bu yolla arastirma konusu ile ilgili tartigmali ve/veya
eksik noktalar1 belirleyerek 6zgiin bir ¢aligma ortaya koyabilmektedir. Aslinda her arastirmaci c¢aligmasi icin
literatiir taramast yaparak bir nevi icerik analizi yapmaktadir. Bu baglamda sadece temalarin1 ve Olgiitlerini
belirleyerek bu literatiir taramasini genisletmesi, hem bir icerik analizi ¢alismasimi yapmasina hem de yeni
yapacag1 caligmasinin girig boliimiinii olusturmasina yardimci olacaktir.

Igerik analizi ve yaklasimlar hakkinda ilgili literatiirde farkli birgok tamimlama bulunabilir. Hatta icerik analizi
(yontem ana ¢atisi olarak) yaklagimlarinin gesitlendirildigi durumlar da mevcuttur. Ancak bu sekilde farkll
ifadelerle igerik analizinin farkli boyutlarinin tiiretilmesinin ozellikle aragtirmact ve okuyuculari kavram
yanilgisina diisiirebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu kavram yanilgilarinin basinda kullanilan veri tiiri ile yontemin
aciklanmaya calisilmasi1 gelmektedir. Giriste deginildigi {izere aragtirmacilar ¢aligmalarinin yontem bolimiinii
yazarken bu boliimii nitel ya da nicel bir arastirma ifadesi ile verme zorunlulugu hissetmekte, calismanin dogasini
aktaracag yerde belirli kaliplarla kendilerini sinirlandirmaktadir. Arastirmacinin belirledigi arastirma sorular ve
bu arastirma sorularina karsilik elde ettigi bulgularin, yontemde belirtilen veri tiirli ile ortiismemesi nedeniyle
elestiri almalari, arastirmacilarin bulgular1 ya da arastirma sorularini manipiile etmelerine dolayisiyla
calismalarinda ciddi hatalar yapmalarina neden olabilmektedir (Park, 2003; Sikes, 2009). Bu nedenle
arastirmacilarin bu kaliplara bagh kalmamalari, belirledikleri caligma yontemlerine gore hareket etmeleri
onemlidir.

Birgok sekilde tartisilmasina ragmen meta-analiz ve meta-sentez arasindaki temel fark nicel ve nitel verilerin
analize dahil edilmesidir. Diger bir yaklasimla meta-analiz bireysel (daha &nce yapilan caligmalarin) nicel
bulgularimi ¢6ziimleyerek galismalarin etkilerini tartismaktadir ve genelleme yapabilmektedir. Meta-sentez de ise
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bireysel ¢alismalarin daha ¢ok yorum-sonuglari sentezlenmekte ve analizler nitel veri boyutunda yapilmaktadir.
Meta-analiz ve meta-sentez ¢alismalarinda her ne kadar nicel ve nitel veriler her biri i¢in ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirilse
de meta-analizde 6nceki arastirmalarin nitel verilerine-bulgularina, meta-sentezde de 6nceki arastirmalarin nicel
verilerine-bulgularina yer verilebilir. Ancak bu islem sadece belirli bir bulguyu kuvvetlendirmek ya da elestirmek
ada yapilabilir.

Meta-analiz ve meta-sentez hakkinda yapilan en biiyiik hata, bu c¢aligmalarin betimsel igerik analizi ile
karistirilmasidir (Calik & Sozbilir, 2014; Dinger, 2014; Littell, Corcoran, & Pillai, 2008). Bir¢ok c¢alismada (etik
kurallar ¢ercevesinde kaynaklar verilmemistir) aragtirmacilarin bir konu hakkinda belirli bir zaman araligindaki
bir ya da birka¢ degiskenle dnceki arastirmalar inceledikleri, frekans-yiizde dagilimlar ile bulgular verdikleri,
caligmalarinin yontemlerini ise meta-sentez ya da meta-analiz ile ifade ettikleri belirlenmistir. Bu ciddi bir hatadir.
Bu c¢aligmalar kesinlikle meta-analiz ya da meta-sentez c¢aligmasi degildir. Bu ¢alismalarin bazilar1 detayl
incelendiginde ise betimsel icerik ile de tanimlanamayacagi anlasilmistir. Betimsel igerik analizi derinlemesine bir
yorumlama icermemesi ya da sadece frekans-yiizde dagilimlari gibi goriilse de belirli bir ilkesi ve 6lgiitleri vardir.
Ornegin konu, aragtirmalarin yili, hangi tiir yayim tiirii oldugu, bagimli-bagimsiz degiskenlerin ne oldugu gibi
olgiitler, arastirma sorusu ile paralellik arz etmelidir. Arastirma sorusuna cevap vermeyecek ya da yorumlamasina
yardime1 olamayacak bulgular ¢alismanin 6zgiinliigiine, okunabilirligine ve en 6nemlisi yapisina zarar verecektir.

Meta-analiz ve meta-sentezin birlikte kullanildigi ¢aligmalar da mevcuttur. Bu tiir aragtirmalari yapmak
oldukca zaman alici ve ciddi bir is ylikii gerektirse de belirlenen amag¢ dogrultusunda bir bulguya ulagmada,
yorumlamada ya da tartismada en etkili yollardan birisidir. Bu nedenle ¢ok sayida arastirmaci ile ve farkli aragtirma
gruplariyla yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir.

Sonug olarak igerik analizleri 6zellikle egitim bilimleri agisindan 6nemli bir yontemdir. Sadece bu yontem
kullanildiginda hangi yaklasimin kullanildiginin belirlenmesi ve bu yaklasima ait basamaklarin takip edilmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu basamaklara, boliimiin amaci olmadigindan deginilmemistir; ancak birgok kaynakta
(Borenstein et al., 2013; Cohen et al., 2007; Dinger, 2014; Yildirim & Simsek, 2011) bu basamaklarin detayli
anlatimi1 mevcuttur. Aragtirmacilar i¢in diger bir 6neri; igerik analizinin ya da yaklasimlarinin, yontemin ¢atisi m1
yoksa veri analizi tiirli olarak m1 kullanildigini net olarak ifade etmeleri yoniindedir.
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