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0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci egitim fakiiltesi lisans programlarmimn 6gretmen adaylarinin
bakis acilari ile degerlendirilmesine olanak taniyacak bir 6lcegin gelistirilmesidir.
Bu calismada bagsta Sistem/Karar Odakli Program Degerlendirme Yaklagimi olmak
iizere Tirkiye’de ve diinyada yaygin olarak kullanilan g¢esitli program
degerlendirme yaklasim ve modellerinin yapisal Ozellikleri g6z Oniinde
bulundurularak hazirlanan Ogretmen Egitimi Programlarini Degerlendirme Olgegi
(OEPDO)’nin gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismast yapilmistir. Bu baglamda arastirma
verileri goniilliiliik esasina bagli olarak Akdeniz Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi 3. ve
4. smiflarda 6grenim goren 363 Ogretmen adaymdan toplanmustir. Hazirlanan
Olcegin  yap1 gegerligini  belirlemek i¢in Acimlayict Faktdr Analizinden
faydalamlmustir. Olgegin giivenirligini tespit etmek igin ise “Cronbach’s Alpha”,
“Spearman-Brown Iki Yar1 Test Giivenirligi” puanlart hesaplanmustir. Ayrica
“Madde Toplam Puan Korelasyonlar1” ve alt %27 ve iist %27’lik gruplarin puanlari
arasindaki “Iliskisiz Orneklemler igin t Testi” sonuglari incelenmistir. Olgegin tiim
faktorleri icin Cronbach’s Alpha ve Spearman Brown giivenirlik katsayilar1 .75 ile
.79 arasindadir. Ayrica 6lgege dahil edilen maddelerin madde toplam korelasyonlart
.31 ile .68 arasinda degismektedir. Ayrica alt %27 ve iist %27’lik gruplarin ortalama
puanlari arasindaki fark anlamlidir (p < .001). Yapilan bu analizler sonucunda 13°i
olumsuz madde olmak iizere 47 maddeden olusan taslak toplam varyansin
%43,2’sini agiklayan 5 faktorlii, 30 maddelik, 5°1i likert tipi gegerli ve giivenilir bir
Olgek haline gelmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Program degerlendirme, 6lgek gelistirme, 6gretmen egitimi.
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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to develop a scale that will enable the evaluation of faculty
of education teacher training programs with the perspectives of teacher candidates.
In this research, the validity and reliability study of Teacher Training Curriculum
Evaluation Scale (TTCES) was conducted which was prepared by considering the
structural features of various curriculum evaluation approaches and models widely
used in Turkey and in the World. The research data was collected from 363
volunteer teacher candidates from 3™ and 4™ grades who study in Akdeniz
University Faculty of Education. Exploratory Factor Analysis was used to determine
the construct validity of the prepared scale. In order to determine the reliability of
the scale, *Cronbach's Alpha” and ’Spearman-Brown" test scores were calculated.
Moreover, Item Total Correlation scores and the results of Independent Samples T
Test between the lower 27% and the upper 27% groups were examined for
reliability. Cronbach's Alpha and Spearman Brown reliability coefficients for all
factors were between .75 and .79. and total correlations of the items included in the
scale range from .31 to .68. Moreover, the difference between mean scores of the
lower 27% and the upper 27% groups was significant (p < .001). After these
analyzes, the draft consisting of 47 items, became a valid and reliable 5-point Likert
type scale with 5 factors and 30-items explaining 43.2% of the total variance.

Keywords: Curriculum evaluation, scale development, teacher training.
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INTRODUCTION

Curriculum development and evaluation are dynamic and cyclic processes. Definitions of the curriculum
development and evaluation concepts state this situation more clearly. Yiiksel & Saglam (2014) state that
curriculum development is the design, implementation, evaluation and reorganization of the curriculum
while curriculum evaluation is to evaluate designed and implemented curriculum in accordance with
scientific research processes and appropriate curriculum evaluation models and to use these results in the
development of the curriculum. Usun (2012) also states that curriculum development is making basic
elements of the curriculum valid, useful, efficient and effective in the light of various developments and
scientific research processes and curriculum evaluation is the process of deciding whether the developed
curriculum has the qualifications mentioned by using the same scientific research activities and making
decision about any feature of the curriculum.

When the literature related to curriculum evaluation is examined, it is possible to see some classifications
based on various approaches and models. Some of the most common ones and their representatives are
as follows (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012; Demirtas, 2017; Aygéren &
Er, 2018):

e Objective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approaches
o The Tylerian Evaluation Approach
= Metfessel-Michael Evaluation Model
= Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation Model
e Expertise Oriented Approach
= Eisner’s Educational Connoisseurship and Criticism Models
e Consumer-Oriented Approach
o Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approaches
o Robert Stake’s Responsive Approach
= Stake’s Congruence-Contingency Model
e System/Decision-Oriented Approach
= Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model: Context, Input, Process, and Product.
= The UCLA Evaluation Model.
Objective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approaches

Obijective/Program-Oriented Evaluation Approaches focus on the extent to which those objectives, are
achieved after the teaching and learning activities. In these approaches, the main role of the curriculum
evaluator is to decide how much and how well the curriculum objectives have been achieved
(Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011). When the objectives of the curriculum are clearly expressed these approaches
are considered as successful in providing the decision-makers with useful information because in this
situation the implementation stages are evident too. However, only focusing on the objectives is
criticized in this aspect because it is considered to be a risk of neglecting the curriculum characteristics
that are not mentioned in the objectives (Stufflebeam, et al., 2006; Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011).

Expertise Oriented Approach

In contrast to previous approaches, Expertise Oriented Approach is seen as a post-modern and humanist
approach because its basic focus in the evaluation of curriculum is not to train individuals who will
contribute to the economic system (Ornstein & Hunkins 2018). This approach focuses on the field of
expertise in curriculum evaluation (Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012).

Although Expertise Oriented Approach is considered to be important as a humanistic approach and
academic freedom environment it presents, it is criticized because of the difficulty of expert choice in
terms of proficiency and objectivity (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011).

Consumer-Oriented Approach

Consumer-oriented assessments first became important in the evaluation of educational products from
the mid-1960s to the end. The most important reason for this situation is that the US governments began
to offer serious funds to develop new educational products (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011).
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The pioneer representative of this approach is seen as Michael Scriven. In general, Scriven's approach in
evaluation, aims at determining and grading the costs and impacts of alternative programs and
educational products that consumers and broader society can use according to the assessed needs, and in
doing so uses product evaluation checklists (Stufflebeam & Coryn 2014).

The Consumer-oriented Approach is seen as successful in raising awareness about the quality of
educational products and providing some standards for the curriculum (Stufflebeam, et al., 2000). In
addition, high costs and sometimes unnecessary rules are seen as weaknesses of the approach
(Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011).

Participant-Oriented Evaluation Approaches

The emergence of the Participatory-Oriented Evaluation Approaches are based on the reaction that in the
first years of curriculum evaluation in the United States the fundamental characteristics of evaluation are
limited with the extent how much the objectives or standards have been achieved. Towards the end of the
1960s, including Robert E. Stake, some educators stated that curriculum evaluation processes were
nothing more than comprehensive reports written after long mechanical studies as a result of which
actually the curriculum evaluators were not able to fully control the curriculum they evaluate. These
scientists argued that during the evaluation process the participant element of the curriculum should be
given more attention, so that the curriculum can be evaluated more effectively with different perspectives
(Stake, 1967; Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014).

The Participatory-Oriented Evaluation Approaches are widely preferred approaches because they
emphasize the human factor and allow for a variety of subjective, objective, qualitative and quantitative
data collection processes. However, these approaches are criticized for the high costs, difficulty of
analyzing many different types of data and providing validity, reliability and objectivity (Fitzpatrick, et
al., 2011; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014).

System/Decision-Oriented Approach

At the end of the 1960s, System/Decision-Oriented Approach became an alternative to Objective
Oriented Approaches and models. In this respect, this approach is focused on the decisions of the
managers rather than the objectives of the curriculum. While this approach is seen as systematic and
planned in different aspects of the curriculum, it is criticized that the manager-oriented perspective
sometimes causes subjective evaluations (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014).

When the studies carried out in Turkey to develop curriculum evaluation scales were examined it is
possible to see some scales that they are not based on any curriculum evaluation approach and model,
benefiting from the overall curriculum evaluation approaches or a large number of studies using
Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Model (Budak, 2011; Oksiiz, 2015; Bas, 2016; Aslan, Soyalp, Karahan &
Altuntas, 2016; Akdogdu & Usun, 2017; Kavgaoglu, 2017). This case is an indication of the
effectiveness of the System/Decision-Oriented Approach in the structure and content features of the
developed curriculum evaluation scales in Turkey. Of course, this approach does not only consist of
CIPP Evaluation Model. However, considering the prevalence of usage, it is an undeniable truth that one
of the most common models under this approach is CIPP Evaluation Model. In addition, different
sources of information providing information about the System/Decision Oriented Approach also
mention about the UCLA Evaluation Model, which is a common model under these approaches
(Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014; Usun, 2012). For this reason, it is possible to say that
System/Decision Oriented Approach, Stufflebeam's CIPP Evaluation Model and UCLA Evaluation
Model have a weighted effect compared to other approaches and models while preparing Teacher
Training Curriculum Evaluation Scale (TTCES).

Stufflebeam’s CIPP Evaluation Model, which can be called as the most important example of the
System/Decision-Oriented Approach, aims to gather information and make decisions about the
curriculum (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018). This model was developed in the late 1960s to improve the
education quality and provide controllability of federal public schools in the US. (Stufflebeam & Coryn,
2014). In CIPP Evaluation Model, the curriculum is evaluated in 4 dimensions as Context, Input, Process
and Product (Kellaghan & Stufflebeam, 2003). These dimensions are likened to the evaluation

Uluslararasi Bilimsel Arastirmalar Dergisi (IBAD), 4(2), Yaz 2019

239



Validity and Reliability Study of Teacher Training Curticulum Evaluation Scale (TTCES)

dimensions of the UCLA Evaluation Model (Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011). Alkin & Woolley (1969) state
these dimensions as:

Systems assessment,
Program planning,
Program implementation,
Program improvement and
e Program certification.
The Evaluation of the Process in UCLA Evaluation Model is discussed in two dimensions: Program
Implementation and Program improvement. However, all dimensions except the Process are similar to
the dimensions Context, Input and Product of CIPP Evaluation Model.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The aim of this study is to develop a scale that will enable the evaluation of faculty of education teacher
training programs with the perspectives of teacher candidates. The developed scale is expected to be
beneficial for including the students in evaluation processes with their beliefs towards program
competencies who are among the most important inputs of the curriculum. Especially, the inclusion of
adult individuals studying in undergraduate programs into evaluation processes is important because this
participation can be a tool that will facilitate the multiplication of data for researchers who conduct
curriculum evaluation studies.

METHOD

In this research, the validity and reliability study of Teacher Training Curriculum Evaluation Scale
(TTCES) was carried out which was prepared by considering the structural features of various
curriculum evaluation approaches, especially System/Decision Oriented Approach and Models widely
used in Turkey and in the World.

Study Group

The study group is composed of the 3 and 4™ grades students who study in Akdeniz University Faculty
of Education. In this context, research data was collected from 363 volunteer teacher candidates to
conduct the validity and reliability studies of the scale.

Data Analysis

IBM SPSS Statistics 25 application was used for data analysis. While the data was entered into the
application, 19 were not included in the data set due to missing information. In addition, “Crosstabs™ and
“Boxplot” techniques were used for scanning outliers before data analysis. Thus, 27 outlier data were
extracted from the data set. After all of these operations, 317 data were used for validity and reliability
analyzes. Of these data, 73.2% belong to female, 26.8% male teacher candidates, and 65.6% of these
students’ study in the 3" grade and 34.4% in the 4™ grade. Moreover, the distribution of the participants
according to the faculty of education departments is presented in Table 1:

Table 1. Distribution of The Data According Departments

Faculty of Education Departments Distribution of The Data Distribution Percent
Elementary Education 42 13,2
Early Childhood Education (Formal Education) 30 9,5
Early Childhood Education (Evening Education) 32 10,1
Mathematics Education 35 11,0
Science Education 86 27,1
Turkish Education 28 8,8
Social Sciences Education 17 54
Psychological Counseling and Guidance 15 4,7
English Language Teaching 32 10,1
Total 317 100,0
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When the Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that the student distributions are proportionally divided
according to the department, class and gender variables. There are several reasons for these divergences.
First of all, the participation of the students from each department in the scale development study
differed in terms of volunteering. In addition, the density of applied courses of 4™ grade students caused
difficulty to reach these individuals and the number of female teacher candidates was higher in the
faculty where the scale was developed. All these cases can be expressed as the limitations of the study.

The validity and reliability studies of the scale were carried out by using the data collected from the
teacher candidates whose demographic information was given above. Exploratory Factor Analysis was
used to determine the construct validity of the prepared scale. In order to determine the reliability of the
scale, *Cronbach's Alpha” and ’Spearman-Brown" test scores were calculated. Moreover, Item Total
Correlation scores and the results of Independent Samples t Test between the lower 27% and the upper
27% scores were examined for reliability. It is stated in different sources that these stages and analyzes
should be applied in scale development processes (Dimitrov, 2012; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Garson,
2013).

Preparation of The Scale
It could be said that the process of preparation of the scale took place in three stages.
Examination of theoretical foundations

In the study before moving on to the item writing, basic curriculum evaluation approaches and models,
primarily System/Decision-Oriented Approach and models, were examined from various curriculum
evaluation sources (Stake, 1967; Metfessel & Michael, 1967; Provus, 1969; Eisner, 2002; Kellaghan &
Stufflebeam 2003; Stufflebeam, et al., 2006; Fitzpatrick, et al., 2011; Usun, 2012; Stufflebeam & Coryn
2014; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014; Patton, 2015; Ornstein & Hunkins 2018).

Review of contextual literature on scale development

In the next process, a variety of curriculum evaluation scales developed in Turkey were examined. In
addition, a total of 130 researches including 34 articles, 59 master's thesis and 37 doctoral theses on
curriculum evaluation have been reached which were carried out in the last 10 years in Turkey. From
these studies, 33 studies that used a curriculum evaluation approach and model have been examined. As
a result of these analyzes, a 40-items scale draft with 5-point Likert type was created by taking the
objective, content, education and evaluation elements into consideration which are the main elements of
the curriculum and the context, input, process and product dimensions commonly used in curriculum
evaluation processes.

Expert opinions and final corrections

About the prepared scale draft 3 curriculum development experts’ and 2 measurement, evaluation and
statistic experts’ opinions were received. In line with the recommendations of these experts, some items
were removed from the draft, some were corrected, and some new items were included in the draft. As a
result, the draft became ready for application consisting of 47 items, 13 of which are negative items. The
options of the prepared scale draft were arranged from 1 to 5 as “Strongly Disagree”, “Disagree”,
“Undecided” “Agree”, “Strongly Agree”.

FINDINGS AND COMMENTS
Findings and Comments Towards Validity of the Scale

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity tests were examined before exploratory factor
analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test result was found .82. This value above .60 indicates that
the data is suitable for factor analysis (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2014). Bartlett Sphericity Test was significant (y2=
2301,86; p=.000). This result again suggests that the data is suitable for factor analysis (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013).

Before deciding whether to use orthogonal or oblique rotation during factor analysis, it was assumed that
there might be a relationship among factors since the research was conducted in the field of social
sciences. In order to see whether this assumption was met statistically, one of the oblique rotation
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methods "Promax" was used at first. If it is thought that there is a relationship among factors oblique
rotation is preferred (Cokluk, et al., 2016). After oblique rotation .55 correlation between the 1% and 2™
factors and .36 correlation between 1% and 3" factors were found. This shows that the oblique rotation
method is an appropriate choice during exploratory factor analysis. Tabachnick & Fidell (2013) stated
that when deciding on the rotation method, most appropriate way is to make oblique rotation with the
desired number of factors and to look at the correlations between them, and to choose oblique rotation if
the correlations exceeded .32.

There are several ways to decide on the number of factors in the scale development process. One of the
most commonly used methods is to look at the eigenvalues of the components. From these components,
we can accept each as a factor with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (Thompson, 2004; Cokluk, et al., 2016).
Another method is the graphic test called “Scree Test”. In this test, the components with higher than 1.0
eigenvalues are included in the scale from the point of the beginning of the noticeable uplift in the graph
(Thompson, 2004).

Figure 1. Scree Test Graphic

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
w

_-“-‘

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 16 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Component Number

After examining the eigenvalues of the components in the exploratory factor analysis and the Scree test,
it was observed that 7 dimensions of the factorization took place. However, considering the theoretical
foundations of the scale, a scale of 4 or 5 factors was planned. Moreover, the statistics application did not
provide “pattern matrix” graphic for more than 5 factors for the scale. and the noticeable uplift in the
graph was observed for 5 factors. For this reason, 5 factors are included in the scale corresponding with
the theoretical foundations. Factor load values were taken into consideration when deciding the items to
be included in the scale. Regardless of whether it is negative or positive, the load value above 60 is
considered as high and, the load value between .30 and .59 is acceptable and can be included in the scale
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2002). In this context, the items with factor loadings greater than .30 are included in the
scale. Moreover, of the items included in the scale, 9 items with negative values were recoded. Factor
load values resulting from this process and distribution of items by factors are shown in Table 2:

Table 2. Factor Load Values and Distribution of Items by Factors

Item Factor Load Values
Numbers F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
25. ,755
19. , 749
13. 7132
14, ,693
32. ,631
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18. ,519

30. ,488

27. 462

2. ,905

5. ,842

44, ,683

23. ,951

1. 453

46. 452

28. ,798

36. ,586

21. 475

38. 449

4. 429

37. ,332

45. , 132

29. ,656

11. ,606

40. 522

41. 410

42. ,685
7. ,554
9. 531
10. 487
15. 427

When Table 2: results of the exploratory factor analysis are examined, it can be seen that a scale with 30

items ranging from .90 to .33 load values has emerged. In addition, there are 8 items in the 1th factor, 6 243
items in 2nd and 3rd factors, and 5 items in 4th and 5th factors. The eigenvalues of the scale factors and

their variance ratios are given in Table 3:

Table 3. Factor Eigenvalues and Explained Variance Ratios

Factors Factor Eigenvalues Explained Variance Ratios Total Variance Explained
F1 5,996 19,988 19,988
F2 2,099 6,995 26,983
F3 1,818 6,058 33,041
Fa 1,617 5,392 38,433
F5 1,442 4,805 43,238

When Table 3 is examined, it can be said that a scale has emerged with 30 items consisting 5 factors with
eigenvalues above 1.0 which explain 43.2% of the total variance. It is difficult to keep the ratio of
variance explained high in social sciences (Biiytikoztiirk, 2002). For this reason, in multi-factor scales,
40% to 60% of the total variance is in the acceptable range (Bilyiikoztiirk, 2014; Cokluk, et al., 2016).

Findings and Comments Towards Reliability of the Scale

After completion of the exploratory factor analysis, construct validity was ensured to begin reliability
analysis of the scale. In this context, the data about the reliability of the scale is presented in Table 4 and
Table 5:

Table 4. Cronbach's Alpha and Spearman-Brown Reliability Coefficients

Cronbach's Alpha Spearman-Brown
Factors Reliability Coefficients Reliability Coefficients Items
F1 ,796 , 791 8
F2 770 , 767 6
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F3 , 763 ,750 6
F4 (74 ,751 5
F5 757 , 776 5
Total ,837 ,832 30

The Cronbach's Alpha and Spearman Brown reliability coefficients shown in Table 4 were calculated for
all factors of the scale and values between .75 and .79 were found. When the Cronbach's Alpha
coefficient is between .70 and .80, on a scale aiming at comparing the groups this means that the scale is
satisfactorily reliable (Bland & Altman, 1997). In this situation Spearman Brown reliability coefficient is
also acceptable (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2014). In addition, the reliability coefficients calculated for all items of
the scale are above .80 and satisfactory.

Table 5. Item Total Correlation Scores and Independent Samples T Test Results of The Lower
27% and the Upper 27% Groups

t
Factors Item Number Item Total Correlation® (Lower %27-Upper %27)
13 530 -14,273
14 571 -14,095
18 467 -10,368
o 19 456 -11,900
L 25 544 -12,947
27 485 -11,814
30 502 -11,433
32 494 -13,282
1 438 -12,945
2 681 -14,445
~ 5 632 -16,571
L 23 408 -11,535
44 468 -13,389
46 502 -12,186
4 351 -12,386
21 345 -11,530
™ 28 401 -13,233
L 36 430 -14,266
37 AT7 -16,780
38 318 -10,332
11 427 -16,064
29 385 -12,054
Nl 40 428 -15,983
41 381 -12,663
45 430 -16,097
7 305 -9,751
9 356 -10,460
Lo 10 381 -12,600
15 424 -12,524
42 376 -11,709

Th=317 ?n=n,=86  p<.001

As shown in Table 5, the item total correlations of the items included in the scale ranged from .31 to .68.
Also, the difference between the mean scores of the lower 27% and the upper 27% groups was
significant (p <.001). Significant difference between the mean scores of the lower 27% and the upper
27% and the items with a total score of .30 and above indicate that the scale is consistent and
distinguishes the participants well (Biiylikoztiirk, 2014).
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CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This study was conducted to develop a scale that will enable the evaluation of faculty of education
programs with the perspectives of teacher candidates. In this context, the validity and reliability studies
of the Teacher Training Curriculum Evaluation Scale (TTCES) were carried out. After Kaiser-Mayer-
Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Sphericity Tests, exploratory factor analysis was applied to determine the
construct validity of the scale. The reliability of the scale was evaluated according to the results of
“Cronbach's Alpha”, “Spearman-Brown” reliability coefficients, Independent Samples T Test between
the lower 27% and the upper 27% groups and Item Total Correlation scores. After these analyzes, the
draft consisting of 47 items, became a valid and reliable 5-point Likert type scale with 5 factors and 30-
items explaining 43.2% of the total variance.

The factors included in the scale by taking the theoretical infrastructure into account are named and
sorted as follows:

Items related to the qualifications of teaching profession,

Items related to the number of students and instructors,

Items related to the facilities of the faculty,

Items related to education, measurement and evaluation activities,

Items related to the deficiencies of curriculum and precautions to be taken.

arwdE

Obijective, content, education and evaluation elements could be considered as the main elements of the
curriculum and the context, input, process and product dimensions are commonly used in curriculum
evaluation processes especially in System/Decision-Oriented Approach and models (Alkin & Woolley,
1969; Kellaghan & Stufflebeam 2003; Demirel, 2012; Ertiirk 2013). In this context, the factors related to
the qualifications of the teaching profession, the number of students and instructors, and the facilities of
the faculty include objective and content elements of the curriculum and context and input dimensions of
curriculum evaluation processes. Moreover, the factors related to education, measurement and evaluation
activities include the educational aspects of the curriculum, evaluation element (especially formative
evaluation) of the curriculum and the items covering the process dimension of the curriculum evaluation.
Finally, the factors related to the deficiencies of curriculum and precautions to be taken include the
evaluation element (especially summative evaluation) of the curriculum and the items covering the
product dimension of the program evaluation. All these themes indicate that the scale also covers the
basis of its dimensions taken into consideration such as main elements of the curriculum and dimensions
commonly used in curriculum evaluation processes. This shows that the developed scale is also
sufficient in terms of content validity.

Consequently, after recoding the negative item scores of TTCES, it will be beneficial for the researchers
to increase the data diversity in the student dimension who want to evaluate the faculty education
programs. In addition, high total scores obtained from the scale will indicate high curriculum
qualifications.

The validity and reliability analysis by different researchers in different faculties of education may
increase the quality of the prepared scale. Curriculum evaluation processes might become more efficient
and realistic by increasing the number of such studies, which will enable the inclusion of students who
are adults especially in higher education institutions. Moreover, similar scale development studies can be
conducted to evaluate the programs of different faculties.
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Ogretmen Egitimi Programlarimi Degerlendirme Olgegi (OEPDO)

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

£
sl g
= | 3| 8
F1. Egitim-Ogretim ve Ol¢me ve Degerlendirme Faaliyetlerine iliskin é | £
Maddeler 28| 9
1. | Fakiiltemizde egitim-6gretim faaliyetleri etkin yontem ve tekniklerle
yiiriitiiliir. W@ E @6
2. | Fakiiltemizde dersler 6grenci ve 6gretim elemani arasinda uyumlu bir
sckilde yiiriitiiliir. D@ @)]6)
3. | Fakiiltemizde egitim-6gretim faaliyetleri basarili bir sekilde yiiriitiilir. | (1) | (2) | 3) | (4) | (5)
4. | Fakiiltemizde dersler nitelikli 6gretim elemanlar tarafindan yiiriitiliir. | (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
5. | Fakiiltemizde 6grencilerin basar1 durumu 6gretim elemanlari
tarafindan Gnemsenir. D@ @]6)
6. | Fakiiltemizde 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme faaliyetleri uygun ve adil bir
bicimde yiiriitli. D@ )| @] 06)
7. | Fakiiltemizde 6grenciler egitim-6gretimde gosterdikleri ¢abanin
karsiligini alir. D@ @]6)
8. | Fakiiltemizde dgrenciler gosterdikleri caba oraninda basarilidir. (OIIAIOIEONNG)
F2. Ogretmenlik Meslegi Yeterliklerine iliskin Maddeler
9. | Fakiiltemizden 6gretmenlik meslegini basariyla yiiriitebilecek bireyler
10. | Fakiiltemizden 6gretmenlik i¢in gereken mesleki degerlere sahip
bireyler mezun olur. OORCRICRIO)
11. | Fakiiltemize kabul edilen 6grenciler, 6gretmen olabilecek niteliktedir. | (1) | (2) | (3) | (4) | (5)
12. | Fakiiltemize dgrenciler §gretmen olma niyetiyle gelir. (OISO IIOIO)
13. | Fakiiltemiz 6gretmenlik mesleginin dgrenilecegi uygun sartlart sunar. | (1) | (2) | 3) [ (4) | (B)
14. | Fakiiltemizde yiiriitiilen dersler nitelikli 6gretmen yetistirme amacina
hizmet eder. 8 : o D@6 @] 06)
F3. Fakiiltenin Sahip Oldugu imkanlara iliskin Maddeler
15. | Fakiiltemizin fiziki imkanlari egitim-6gretim i¢in yeterlidir. (ORIAROIEONO)
16. | Fakiiltemiz iklimi 6gretmen yetistirmeye uygundur. OIIAIIOMONNO)
17. | Fakiiltemiz egitim-68retim i¢in yeterli teknolojik altyapiya sahiptir. OIIBIIOMONMNO)
18. | Fakiiltemizde ders konularini tamamlamak adina planlanan siireler
uygundur. W@ E @6
19. | Fakiiltemizde ders konularim planlanan siirelerde tamamlamak Olele el e
giictiir.
20. | Fakiiltemizde 6@retmenlik meslegi icin verilen teorik bilgiler
simrhdir. D@ )] @)]06)
F4. Ogrenci ve Ogretim Elemam Sayisina iliskin Maddeler
21. | Fakiiltemize ihtiyactan fazla 6grenci kabul edilir. OIPIOIEONO)
22. | Fakiiltemizin 6grenci kontenjani ihtiyaglara gore belirlenir. OISO IOIO)
23. | Fakiiltemizde siniflar gereginden fazla kalabahktir. DI R) | @] (B
24. | Fakiiltemizde béliimlere gore égrenci dagilimi orantisizdir. (ORXEIOIEONO)
25. | Fakiiltemizde egitim-0gretimi yliriitecek yeterli sayida 6gretim
SHTOSTETIL YHTHIEER YEIeTT H IR 08 W@ @6

elemani vardir.
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Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

g
=
S
=]
£ g
sl e|E|%
2 N s =
E| 5| 2| E
F5. Egitim Fakiiltesi Programlariin Aksakliklar1 ve Alinmasi Gereken S|l 5| £ %
Onlemlere Iliskin Maddeler Mol M| MM
26. | Fakiiltemizde 6gretilen bazi bilgiler mesleki egitim adina
gereksizdir. D@6 ®)]06)
27. | Fakiiltemizde egitim-6gretim faaliyetleri 6grencilerde bazen
istenmeyen o6zelliklerin olusmasina da sebep olur. D@ )| @] 06)
28. | Fakiiltemizde uygulanan programlarda cesitli gelistirme ve
iyilestirmeler yapilmahdir. D@6 @06
29. | Fakiiltemizin sahip oldugu imkanlar ile egitim-6gretim daha iyi hale
ilebilin, PO Bmos Y W@ E| @ |6
getirilebilir.
30. | Fakiiltemizde uygulanan programlar terk edilip yerine daha iyi
Al Py Y olole e e

programlar hazirlanmahdir.

Items written in bold are negative expressions.
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