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Introduction

Curriculum, which is an integral and functional part of educational systems, has been handled
together with many concepts such as curriculum development and curriculum evaluation. Demirel
(2007, p. 5) defines the concept of curriculum as the learning experiences provided to the learner
through planned activities at school or outside of the school, and refers to the instructional program
as the experiential settings covering all activities related to the teaching of a course planned to be
provided to individuals at school or out of school. In addition, he states that curriculum covers all the
educational activities planned in line with the determined objectives, while instructional program
covers all the teaching activities related to the subjects to be covered in various classes and courses in
an educational stage. In other words, the instructional program is a program aimed to facilitate
acquiring knowledge and skills in a planned way for the purposes of the curriculum (Varis, 1997).

The curriculum includes all of the regular learning experiences (Ertiirk, 1998), objectives, content,
educational status, and evaluation elements, and these elements have an active structure and are
open to continuous development, innovation and evaluation. In the light of scientific and technological
developments, various changes are made to the curricula to ensure compliance with the conditions of
the day. In this respect, the curriculum can be evaluated constantly (Arsal, 1998). Curriculum is affected
by economic, social, cultural, and technological developments, and curriculum development process
is intact, brings about continuous change and transformation. A curriculum, which cannot keep up with
the pace of developments, gets old and cannot respond to what is desired. Change or renewal
decisions are made for curricula that are out of date and cannot meet the needs.

When the curriculum development studies are investigated in general, it is seen that the curricula
are organized and updated in various periods after the establishment of the Republic. With the
emergence of the new Republic, a great innovation was initiated in education and education was
considered as a tool for raising the type of people the republic wanted. For this purpose, 1924, 1926,
1936, and 1948 curricula were prepared one after the other by being far from the current
understanding of curriculum development and were put into practice. Curriculum development
studies in these years were carried out only in the form of preparing a list of lessons and topics
(Demirel, 1992). With the invitation of Wofford in 1952, systematical curriculum development studies
were conducted for primary education, a curriculum draft in 1962 was prepared and curriculum
piloting process was carried out. After this process, Primary School Curriculum was developed in 1968.
However, after 1968, it was observed that the curriculum piloting process that had to be continuous
had lost their pace. After 1980, the collective development of primary school curricula was replaced
by curriculum development based on a single course (Demirel, 1992). It is seen that the curricula
developed after 1980 were carried out in accordance with the current curriculum development
approach (Tazebay, 2000). When the primary education curricula since 1926 were examined, it was
seen that there were four elements of the curriculum in only 1998 and 2005 curricula (Ulubey & Aykag,
2017). Similarly, Gozltok (2013) stated that the syllabus approach was replaced by the curriculum
approach after the 1950s.

With a radical change in our education system, the new curriculum, which was based on
constructivism by abandoning behaviorism and which was developed as student-centered rather than
teacher, has been put into practice since 2005. For example, the mathematics curriculum in the
primary education curriculum, which was updated in 2004, aims to educate individuals who can
understand mathematics and use it in their daily lives. Accordingly, the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) has stated that the mathematics curriculum has been prepared based on researches in
national and international fields, the mathematics curricula of developed countries and the
experiences of mathematics education in our country (MoNE, 2005).

As it can be seen, our curricula were changed in various periods due to various reasons and we tried
to keep up with the changing needs of the age. The most important concept about how and in which
direction these changes should be made is “curriculum evaluation”. As a result of adaptation of the
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system approach to the field of education, education has started to be seen as a system consisting of
input, process, output and control elements. The studies carried out to ensure the continuity of this
system and to obtain information about the functioning of the system by looking at the outputs of the
system and to make decisions are called “evaluation” (Usun, 2012). As a result of the measurement
and evaluation procedures, the full and desired aspects of the education process will emerge as well
as the disruptive aspects. Thus, it is possible to identify the deficiencies of teaching. According to Tekin
(1991), determining the deficiencies of education is important in terms of determining the targets for
the future, making arrangements for the improvement of education, and taking the precautions.
Basically, curriculum development and evaluation are intertwined. Evaluation is an important phase
of a curriculum development activity and constitutes a continuous aspect of it. Results or feedback
from the evaluation process are used to improve the curriculum (Varis, 1998).

When the concept of curriculum evaluation is examined, various definitions are found in the
literature. One of these is curriculum evaluation is the process of collecting data about the
effectiveness of curriculum with observation and various measurement tools, comparing and
interpreting the obtained data with the criteria which are the indicators of the effectiveness of the
curriculum, and deciding on the effectiveness of the curriculum (Erden, 1993). Kaya (1997) states that
curriculum evaluation can be considered as collecting, analyzing and interpreting information for
judging the impact, effectiveness and all outputs of all or some dimensions in a curriculum. In other
words, curriculum evaluation can be defined as a decision-making process about accuracy, realism,
adequacy, suitability, efficiency, effectiveness, usefulness, success, and executability of a curriculum
which is developed through scientific research process based on systematic data collection and
analysis (Usun, 2012). Also, evaluation in education is to define, explain, and apply a criterion and to
determine the objective value, quality, benefit, efficiency and importance of evaluation based on this
criterion (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004).

Although there are many more definitions of curriculum evaluation in the literature, most of the
definitions can be summarized as Ertiirk’s utterance (1998), as a decision-making process about the
effectiveness of the curriculum. Curriculum evaluation is not only an arbitrary process carried out as a
result of curriculum implementation, but also a process where data is brought together and judged to
improve the curriculum. In this respect, evaluation is a process and the procedures followed in
scientific research processes constitute the steps of the curriculum evaluation process (Yiksel &
Saglam, 2012).

The main purpose of curriculum evaluation is to determine whether the desired general objectives
and specific objectives of the curriculum are achieved (Oliva, 2009). According to Klenowski (2010)
curriculum evaluation is put into practice in order to support the renewal, development or execution
of the curriculum and the curriculum evaluation tries to ensure the continuity of the curriculum. The
evaluation of the curriculum is the stage of determining whether the aim is reached with the developed
curriculum. The data collected during the application phase and the results of the evaluation of the
students with different methods are the basis of this phase. Naturally, in addition to the success or
failure of the curriculum, the implementation environment and the work of the practitioners are also
evaluated (Dogan, 2003).

There are many concepts used in the curriculum evaluation process and these concepts need to be
made more understandable in order to be understood by stakeholders. Fitzpatrick and others (2004)
often use metaphors in curriculum evaluation books to reveal the differences of concepts and to
emphasize their strengths. For example, Scriven (1991) uses the metaphor of “cook’s tasting soup” for
formative evaluation, while he uses the metaphor of “guest’s tasting soup” for the overall evaluation
(as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 17). Provus (1973) refers to the evaluation as “guard dog of
curriculum management” and “servant of curriculum development management” (as cited in
Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 75). Also, it is said that the fact that people shape the concept of curriculum
evaluation in their minds and how they approach this concept can be put forward in their metaphors.
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For example, someone who perceives evaluation as tracing backward to reveal the causes of a
curriculum's outputs sees evaluation as “forensic medicine”, while someone who uses the metaphor
of “specialization” sees the evaluation as literary criticism (as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, pp. 65-
66). Anyone who perceives the evaluation as satisfying the changing needs of the participants sees it
as “public opinion poll” or “putting forward ideas through surveys” (as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004,
p. 66). In addition, the metaphor of the “watchdog” is used for the curriculum evaluator, and the
metaphor of “hired killer” is used for the evaluator in the process of management-oriented curriculum
evaluation (as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 96). As it can be seen, when some concepts are loaded
with metaphoric meanings, it becomes easier to understand the strengths of those concepts.

The word of metaphor, which consists of the words “meta“ of which meaning is “other” and
“pherein” of which meaning is “carrying”, is derived from the Greek word of “metaphora” which means
moving from one place to another (Lakoff & Johnson, 2005). The term “metaphor” which is used in a
same way with simile, which is defined as “a word used in a meaning other than its real meaning as a
result of an interest or analogy” or “using a word or a concept in a way other than accepted” (Turk Dil
Kurumu, 2020), is also used to visualize and present what is concrete in education (Singh, 2010). Lakoff
and Johnson (2005, p. 27) who argue that the essence of metaphor is “to understand and experience
one kind of thing according to another”, claim that human thinking process is largely metaphoric.
Although metaphor is often seen as a rhetoric to decorate discourse, its significance is much more than
that, and in general it means a way of thinking and seeing that permeates understanding of the world.
In addition, way of thinking has a formative effect on daily expression as well as on language and
science (Morgan, 1998)

Metaphors are to try to explain things with a complex structure, by describing them in a very well-
known way. In this process, there are three elements which are the resembling, the resembled, and
the connection between them. In addition to how individuals perceive similar concepts, metaphoric
thoughts can give various clues about their characteristics such as learning history, environment,
accumulation about the subject, and ability to use language and perspective of life (Coskun, 2010). The
metaphor also draws attention as a powerful mental mapping and modeling mechanism for individuals
to understand and construct their own world; it helps us to explain, visualize, and make sense of our
external world through mental processes (Arslan & Bayrakgi, 2006).

Saban (2004) states that metaphors give educators the opportunity to make comparisons between
two things, to draw attention to similarities between two things, or to explain something by replacing
one thing and give the following example. When we say “Teacher is like a gardener”, we use the image
of “gardener” to draw attention to the aspects of the teacher that look like a gardener. Forceville
(2002), states that three basic elements should be present in any metaphor relationship (as cited in
Saban, 2004, p. 132):

(1) the subject of metaphor (the word of “teacher” in the example)
(2) the source of metaphor (the word of “gardener” in the example)

(3) the characteristics that are considered to be attributed to the source of the metaphor (from
the “gardener” phenomenon) to the subject of the metaphor (the “teacher” phenomenon)
(“Just as a gardener takes care of the seedling he grows one by one; a teacher should consider
the individual differences of the students in her class”).

In any metaphor relationship, the source of the metaphor serves as a filter in understanding and
explaining the subject of the metaphor from a different perspective. Morgan (1998) says that
metaphor invites us to see the similarities but to ignore different aspects. The metaphor expands
imagination to provide powerful insights, but it also carries the danger of distortion. Arslan and
Bayrakgi (2006) stated that metaphors may cause misunderstandings or misinterpretations due to
various reasons while they are used in the classroom and emphasizes that teachers should be careful
while using metaphors. Morgan (1998) expresses this with an example: When we say “man is a lion”,
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we use the image of a lion to draw attention to a human’s characteristics which are similar to a lion.
Man is brave, strong and predatory; however, he does not have pelt, four legs, sharp teeth, and tail.

When the literature is examined, metaphor studies are found in various fields and this tendency in
metaphor studies shows itself in the field of education. Academic studies conducted in the field of
education in relation to the metaphor in national and international literature, schools (Aydogdu, 2008;
Balci, 1999; Mahlios & Maxson, 1998), administrators (Johnson, 2006; Tvnavcevic & Vaupot, 2009;
Yalgin & Erginer, 2012), geography (Ozturk, 2007) and geographic information systems (Akbas &
Genctiirk, 2013 ), evaluation (Tatar & Murat, 2011), mathematics (Giiveli, ipek, Atasoy & Giiveli, 2011),
teacher (Aslan, 2013; Cerit, 2008; Kasoutas & Katerina, 2009; Marshall, 1990; Ocak & Giindiiz, 2006;
Pektas & Kildan, 2009; Saban, 2004), student (Murphy, 2002; Saban, 2009), teaching (Massengill,
Mahlios & Barry, 2005; Tasdemir & Tasdemir, 2011), inspector (Téremen & Dds, 2009), curriculum
(Cirak Kurt, 2017), and classroom management (Akar & Yildirim, 2009) are some of the metaphors
investigated. The metaphor studies related to the curriculum and curriculum development are
summarized below.

Anglin and Dugan (1982) examined the perceptions of teachers about applied and ideal curricula.
They collected metaphors under five categories: medicine, growth, travel, production, and natural
resources. According to teachers' perceptions, while school administrators are more growth-oriented;
board of education and parents are production-oriented. Munby (1987) aimed to develop an
alternative perspective to curriculum theory in this study. Attention has been drawn to the difference
between the applied curriculum and the theoretical curriculum. In terms of curriculum theorists, it was
emphasized that the way teachers perceive and interpret curricula will also be related to their
applications. In this respect, the importance of metaphor studies has been underlined in order to see
how the language used by teachers will be reflected in their applications.

In the study conducted by Diindar and Karaca (2013), the metaphors of formation students about
pedagogical formation curriculum were investigated. The 72 metaphors obtained from the research
were grouped under seven categories and formation as a necessity, formation as a means of torture,
formation as a contradiction were the most metaphor-produced categories. Semerci (2007) conducted
a study in which the aim was to develop a different perspective on new primary education curricula
with metaphors about the concept of curriculum development. Among most important metaphors he
mentioned, there are six metaphors which are tree, national team, internet, dream, a child whose
character isn't formatted, and compass. A study conducted by Erginer and Orten (2016) with Turkey's
leading academicians in the fields of curriculum to determine their perceptions of curriculum
development concepts, the metaphors obtained for curriculum development are grouped under four
categories. These categories are aesthetics and creativity, depth, individual interpretation, and
succession. Based on this finding, it has been commented that academicians view the concept of
curriculum development from different angles and bring richness to the field. In this study, metaphors
related to the concept of curriculum were also examined and metaphors in this field were examined
under six categories. These categories vary in the form of guidance, light shedding, succession,
continuous change, planning, and system. Based on these metaphors, emphasis is placed on the
characteristics of the curriculum such as being a guide, an open system, and a continuous movement.

Tasdemir and Tasdemir (2011) aimed at revealing how teachers define the curriculum being
implemented based on the metaphors they create for the primary education curriculum. In their study,
45 teachers were studied together. In the study where interview forms were used, teachers expressed
their opinions about the primary school curriculum and the constructivist approach of the curriculum,
student participation, themes, achievements, assessment and evaluation, guide books, school-parent
relations, and the production of metaphors about the relationship with other disciplines. At the end of
the study, a total of 307 metaphors related to various components emerged, of which 221 were
positive and 76 were negative, while 10 were both positive and negative. Of the 36 metaphors
obtained about the primary education curriculum, 13 were positive and 19 negative, while four were
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both positive and negative. Some metaphors for the primary education curriculum are tree, flip-flop
board, chameleon, blank white paper, child, spiral spring, nature, dried fruit tree, a kind of plant that
is not grown in our country, and a type of food with calories. The study conducted by Giltekin (2013)
with the aim of examining the metaphors that the primary school teacher candidates loaded on the
concept of curriculum was carried out with 120 prospective teachers and 84 metaphors for the
curricula were revealed at the end of the research. With regard to the training curriculum, a milestone,
a systematic whole, a wide spectrum, a phenomenon which is open to development, a complex
structure that creates guidance, shaping and problematic forms have been created. Most of the
metaphors used are factory, compass, chameleon, and path. In summary, pre-service teachers'
perceptions of the curriculum are generally positive.

National studies on the concepts of curriculum and curriculum development are in this way and no
metaphor studies related to curriculum evaluation have been found in the national and international
studies. However, curriculum evaluation has an important role in changing the curricula to meet
various needs and improving the deficiencies by eliminating them. In this context, it is important to
reveal the perceptions of the academicians who are interested in the curricula as well as the concepts
of curriculum evaluation and the perspectives of the academicians.

Curricula as an integral part of the learning and teaching process; it is shaped in the minds of all
stakeholders such as teachers, students, managers, curriculum development specialists, along with
definitions, meanings, understanding and perspective to the world. In this respect, it can be said that
metaphors are worth researching both in terms of revealing perceptions, thoughts, and
conceptualizing and shaping the most basic concepts in the curriculum and instruction. As a matter of
fact, one of the tools preferred in explaining complex facts and concepts in education are metaphors
(Semerci, 2007). Metaphors have been used in teaching and teacher education as professional
thinking, professional identity development, pedagogical tool, reflection tool, evaluation tool, research
tool, curriculum theory, mental model, a tool for discovery, and a tool for change in teaching (Saban,
2006). Zaltman (2008) states that there are a lot of things in our minds that we are not aware of, and
that most of them affect what we say through our subconsciousness, adding that new techniques are
needed to reveal that people are not aware of what they know and find the use of metaphors
important.

The aim of this study is to reveal the metaphoric perceptions of the faculty members and graduate
students in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction about the curriculum, curriculum evaluation,
curriculum evaluator and curriculum evaluation standards. For this purpose, the following question
was sought answers: “What are the metaphors of the faculty members and graduate students in the
Department of Curriculum and Instruction for the concepts of curriculum, curriculum evaluation,
curriculum evaluator and curriculum evaluation standards, and what are the sources of these
metaphors?”

Method
Research Design

Qualitative phenomenological design was used in the study. Patton (2001) states that
phenomenology is a pattern that explores how people perceive and make sense of their experiences,
how they evaluate a phenomenon, and how they transmit it to other people using language.
Phenomenology focuses on phenomena that we are aware of but do not have in-depth and detailed
understanding. Cases can be encountered in various ways such as events, experiences, perceptions,
trends, concepts and situations in the world we live in ben (Yildirrm & Simsek, 2005). In this context,
the research was carried out within phenomenology framework in order to determine the metaphors
about the concepts focused and the sources of these metaphors.

194



Sahin Danisman, Sule Betiil Tosuntas— Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 189-220
Participants

The criterion sampling method was used in the study and “being a faculty member in the
department of Curriculum and Instruction or to have graduate education in this department” was
determined as a criterion in the line with the aim of the study. The study group consisted of three
faculty members and 15 graduate students who are in compliance with this criterion at the two
convenient public universities. The study group consisted of a total of 18 people, 12 of whom are men
and six are women. Three of the graduate students are between the ages of 20-24, eight are between
the ages of 25-29, and four are between the ages of 30 and higher. In terms of educational level, four
graduate students continue their postgraduate education and 11 of them continue their doctorate
education. All of the faculty members are 30 and higher age and two of them were associate professors
and one of them was assistant professor.

In qualitative research, there is no exact rule regarding sample size, but Lincoln and Guba (1985)
recommend making a selection until data saturation is achieved (as cited in Merriam, 2013). Patton
(2014) states that the sample size is determined according to the aims, purpose of the research,
usefulness and credibility, time and resources. In this context, one of the reasons why study group is
limited that the accessible population is limited. Because the criterion of “being a faculty member in
the department of Curriculum and Instruction or to have graduate education in this department” limits
the population in line with the purpose of the research. In the research, participants from universities,
which were available in terms of time and resources, were included in the study group. In terms of the
saturation of the data, it is based on being able to provide diversity without aiming to generalize the
population.

Data Collection Tool

The data were gathered by using a two-part survey prepared by the researcher. In the first part of
the survey, there are items related to demographic characteristics such as age, gender, title, level of
education. In studies using metaphors, methods such as semi-structured questions, the selection from
the list of metaphors or literature reviews can be used (Yalgin & Erginer, 2012). One of the frequently
used methods are semi-structured questions that created with “I think the teacher is like/similar ...;
because...” the pattern (Gultekin, 2013; Saban, 2009; Yalcin & Erginer, 2012). The second part includes
four sentences in the form of “I think the curriculum (curriculum evaluation/curriculum
evaluator/curriculum evaluation standards) is like...; because...”. The data were obtained through the
participants’ completion of these sentences. In the first part of the sentence, it is desired to express
the things that the concepts are likened to, while in the second part the reason of this metaphor is
explained. Since metaphors may not be sufficient alone, it is desired to be explained this analogy and
presented a valid reason.

Data Collection Process

The data of the research were collected in the spring semester of 2016-2017 academic year.
Participants were reached individually by researchers and the survey was presented as a printed form.
It took about 15 minutes for the survey to be answered. Participants answered the questions and
submitted the forms to the researchers. The data were obtained from completed the semi-structured
sentences in the survey and used as the main data source of the research.

Data Analysis

In the analysis process of metaphors gathered by graduate students and academicians, content
analysis is used. Content analysis requires the data to be combined within the framework of certain
concepts and themes and to be interpreted in an understandable way (Yildirim & Simsek, 2005). In this
way, the deep meanings and messages underlying the data are exposed (Neuman, 2007). Within the
scope of the research, the analysis of the data was carried out in three steps.
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Coding and Excluding: The metaphors from the participants were recorded in the Excel file by giving
each participant a code. Then, the metaphors that were left blank, the reasons for which were not
presented or not related to the concept were removed from the study. Taking these into consideration,
11 out of 72 metaphors consisting of four metaphors obtained from each of the 18 participants were
excluded from the study. Two of the excluded metaphors were based on the concept of “curriculum”;
four of them were related to the concept of “curriculum evaluation”; one is for the “curriculum
evaluator” metaphor and four of them were for the concept of “curriculum evaluation standards”.
Therefore, 61 metaphors which are valid for the concepts of curriculum, curriculum evaluation,
curriculum evaluator and curriculum evaluation standards are discussed in the study.

Determining themes and categories: The relationship between the metaphors gathered from the
participants and their reasons were examined and a theme was determined for each metaphor. Then,
similar and related themes were combined into categories. As a result, five different conceptual
categories were determined for the concept of curriculum, three for the concept of curriculum
evaluation, four for the concept of curriculum evaluator, and four for the concept of curriculum
evaluation standards. Quotations from participants' responses were included to support the findings.
The code names given to the participants when quoting the participants were indicated in parentheses
at the end of the quotations. The code names used after the participants' sequence numbers are
explained in Table 1. For example; the code 5-U-K-D represents the participant numbered 5,
academician, female, associate professor; while the code of 7-L-E-? represents the participant
numbered 7, graduate student, male who does not mention the level of education.

Table 1.
The Symbols used for Coding Participants
Participants Variables Codes
Academician (U) Faculty
Academicians Gender (E)-Male (K)- Female
Title (P)-Prof (D)-Ass.Prof (Y)- Ast. Prof (O)-Lecturer
Graduate (L)-Bach
Students
Graduate Students Gender (E)-Male (K)- Female

Level of Education (Y)- Master (D)-PhD

*
Question mark (?) is used for the blank answers.

Ensuring validity and reliability: Some measures have been taken to ensure the validity and
reliability of the study. First of all, the entire research process is explained in detail in order to increase
validity and reliability. All the metaphors and quotations that constitute the data of the research are
included in the findings section. Metaphor examples were not presented in order not to influence or
direct the participants in the process of data collection. In order to ensure internal reliability, the data
were individually coded and compared by the researchers. Code names were created to include all the
necessary features for the participants of the research and it was aimed to increase the external
reliability by using these code names during the research.

Ethical Issues

The researchers have provided the necessary information regarding the purpose of the research at
the beginning of the data collection process. It is stated that the research data will be used only for
scientific purposes and that the right to withdraw from the research is reserved if desired anytime. The
data collection process of the research started after the verbal consent of the participants was
obtained. In order to ensure the confidentiality of the information, participants were asked not to
include any identifying marks on the data collection tool.
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Results

Metaphors towards “Curriculum” Concept

16 metaphors that are valid for the concept of the curriculum were obtained. The metaphors
obtained their reasons and categories are given in Table 2.

Table 2.
Metaphors towards the Concept of ‘Curriculum’
Participant Metaphors Reason (Because...) Categories
Continuous . . .
. does not pause after evaluation; reselect aims, learning
2-LEY functioning .
. experiences, etc.
machine
6-LEY deterioration in one of the elements impairs the functioning of  Consisting of
Wheel the wheel. consecutive
17-LKD follows and affects each other process
9-UED Building describes a process that continues from design to application
construction and use of the product.
10-LKY Circle it is a never-ending process.
it contains details about the general teaching process, leads
3-LED Map ' ! g gp :
and provides guidance.
5-LED Guide guides those who use the curriculum.
Navigation .
12-LED devicge shows how to achieve the goal.
Guidin
the curriculum directs all educational activities to be carried &
14-LED Brain out within the curriculum, such as a brain and determines the
path to proceed.
. the ones that will be given in the education process are
18-UEY Manual Pee , P
planned and put into the curriculum and guide the teacher.
7-LKD Shopping mall there are working areas that we may need about education.
- . it’ lex, but it al tth ti has to be i
8-UKD Universe it’s very complex, but it also at the same time has to be in .
order. Having
it has to be used adequately and all kinds of nutrients (gains harmonious
and materials) to meet one's daily nutritional needs. In components
16-LKD Food .. , . .
addition, every student's expectations from the curriculum are
different, as does everyone's taste.
4-LED Function every entrant is subjected to that process. Being
13-LED Seed it is expected to cut out when planted. functional
. . . . Being
11-LKD Water education cannot survive without it.

indispensable

Only the “wheel” metaphor has been specified twice, other metaphors have been expressed once.
When the metaphors in Table 2 are examined, it is seen that the curriculum is a process consisting of
successive processes. It is emphasized that the curriculum is an indispensable element in the
educational system and guides educators. The metaphors obtained for the curriculum can be handled
in five different categories. These categories emphasize the features of the curriculum “consisting of
consecutive process, guiding, having harmonious components, being functional, and being
indispensable”.

Metaphors towards “Curriculum Evaluation” Concept

14 metaphors that are valid for the curriculum evaluation concept were obtained. The metaphors
obtained, their reasons, and categories are given in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Metaphors towards the Concept of ‘Curriculum Evaluation’

Participant Metaphors Reason (Because...) Categories
allows us to see if the curriculum is properly
implemented.
8-UKD Puzzle you try to figure out how the curriculum is implemented.
Building control and it develops information and criticism about controlling the
inspection specialist process from design to use and correcting it if necessary.
12-LED Check up ensures the operability of the system.

5-LED Checking

9-UED
Supervision /

it gives stakehold ti hat went Control
it gives stakeholders a perspective on what went wrong,
14-LED Examination & . . persp &
such as an inspection.
18-UEY Vehicle inspection  looks at the suitability, actuality, and usefulness of parts.
. all steps of the curriculum are examined and its value is
15-LED Valuation . P
tried to be revealed.
. it serves to distinguish the facts in the curriculum as
2-LEY Filter " Hng
positive-negative.
with the feedback given by students, teachers, N
. . . . Elimination
administrators, and others, mistakes in the curriculum are
3-LED Bleach L. . .
eliminated and a more functional curriculum emerges.
Pick the goals and behaviors.
11-LKD Filtering process it separates unnecessary things.
. It eliminates unwanted things and ensures that the Elimination
17-LKD Filter . . . &
desired things are left behind.
Giving the
6-LEY necessary minerals you determine what mineral it needs and make the
to the planted necessary arrangement.
sapling
. because curriculum evaluation includes a dimension of Correction
A store in the . . . . .
7-LKD . curriculum and we can find the information we need in
shopping mall .
this store.

for an efficient harvest, it can improve the seed, change

13-LED Improvement the seed, or remove the seed.

Of the metaphors, only the "filter" metaphor was specified twice, and the frequencies of other
metaphors were seen as one. It is seen that the categories obtained accurately reveal the basic
features of the curriculum. When the metaphors in Table 3 are examined, it is emphasized that
curriculum evaluation ends the unwanted or negative applications in the curriculum and ensures that
the desired and positive applications continue. In addition, the curriculum test and control function of
the evaluation is discussed. The metaphors obtained for curriculum evaluation can be handled in three
different categories. These categories highlight the "supervision and control, elimination, correction"
features of curriculum evaluation. It is seen that features such as curriculum evaluation functioning as
control and control mechanism, elimination of errors, suggesting correction when necessary are
introduced through metaphors. This shows that the participants attributed the meaning they should
have to the curriculum evaluation.

Metaphors towards “Curriculum Evaluator” Concept

17 metaphors that are valid for the concept of curriculum evaluator were obtained. The metaphors
obtained, their reasons, and categories are given in Table 4.
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Table 4.
Metaphors towards the Concept of ‘Curriculum Evaluator’

Participant Metaphors Reason (Because...) Categories
3-LED Movie critic presents the facts from an objective perspective.
10-LKY should be able to distinguish both good and unpleasant
and put forward suggestions.
Gourmet specializes in the curriculum and can evaluate each stage
16-LKD of these curricula separately. Similarly, can evaluate the

details of the dish, such as its ingredients, cooking,

. Selective
presentation.
11-LKD Filter it can reveal more, less.
14-LED Accountant saves the pr‘os and‘cons of the curriculum to forward to
the responsible units.
15-LED Public prosecutor it meticulously c.oIIects, anaI\./zes and reports aII.dat? in
favor of and against the curriculum under examination.
5-LEY Traffic police he does his job in every way, both when traffic stops or
jam
5-LED checks the curriculum and reveals problems if there any.
Inspector L
12-LED looks for wrong and missing.
Control and Supervisor
9-UED development checks, guides and improves.
specialist
18-UEY Detective slomeone hires him/her for thl? job and he/she tries to
figure out where the problem is.
4-LED Lawyer goes there that wants whoever or whatever.
. o e 1. Brave
8-UKD Adventurer it is not clear what he/she will find in the end.
6-LEY Doctor identifies and applies the treatment that their patient
needs.
as the sales manager, the curriculum evaluator is the
7-LKD Salesman persor? who knows what the products are, knows which .
one will be used for what purpose, and also knows should Corrective
give which product to whom.
13-LED Farmer is responsible f.o.r improving, replacing or removing the
seed for an efficient harvest.
17-LKD Repairman reveals and repairs the failing aspect of the material.

“Gourmet” and “inspector” metaphors were obtained twice, and the other metaphors were
obtained once. When the metaphors in Table 4 are analyzed, it is seen that the curriculum evaluator
is perceived as someone who tries to control the curriculum and reveal the facts, determine the correct
and wrong aspects of the curriculum, in an effort to review and criticize. But also tries to reveal the
desired and expected results politically. The metaphors obtained for the curriculum evaluator can be
handled in four different categories. These categories focus on the curriculum evaluator's functions of
"checking the pros and cons of the curriculum, supervision, being brave to take risks, and correcting".
In line with the curriculum evaluation, it is seen that the characteristics of the curriculum evaluator are
put forward by categories. As a matter of fact, the curriculum evaluator is expected to be selective, to
control the functioning and disruptive aspects well, to be brave to the problems he may encounter,
and to be healing with his/her suggestions. However, since the “being corrective” should be limited to
the recommendation by the evaluator, it can be said that this meaning imposed on the concept does
not fully reflect the truth.

Metaphors towards “Curriculum Evaluation Standards” Concept

14 metaphors that are valid for the concept of curriculum evaluation standards were obtained. The
metaphors obtained, their reasons, and categories are given in Table 5.
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Table 5.
Metaphors towards the Concept of ‘Curriculum Evaluation Standards’

Participant Metaphors Reason (Because...) Categories
3-LED Rules of law the processes in the evaluation are arranged accordingly.
N by looking at them, we try to decide whether the
15-LED Constitutional rules 4 . & o ¥
curriculum evaluation is done correctly.
Laws and

regulations on

9-UED building and usage those who do not comply are punished legally or naturally. Rules
of construction
14-LED Prospectus the.se. are set of rules that reveal tricks of evaluation
activity.
all curricula should be evaluated with certain standards,
16-LKD Game rules . . .
these standards provide opportunity to compare curricula.
8-UKD Path shows direction.
10-LKY Lantern allows you not to get lost in the process, and illuminate
your path. Guiding
13-LED Improvement it guides the breeding by considering the characteristics of
criteria the seed.
17-LKD Guide guides.
the products overlap with the curriculum evaluation
7-LKD Product standards  standards due to the fact that they can be sold, used
according to the purpose, and they are personal.
6-LEY The standards of if sizes do not fit, you make the wrong choice. Crlterla.for
bought dress comparison
determines the criteria required for the evaluation of the
18-UEY Target things evaluated in the curriculum, it is necessary to check
whether the curriculum deviates from its target.
5-LED Water indispensable for evaluation. Being
12-LED suitable for every form. indispensable

While metaphors for the concept of curriculum evaluation standards, water, rules of law, and
product standards concepts were introduced twice, other metaphors were specified once. When the
metaphors in Table 5 are examined, the emphasis is placed on the curriculum evaluation standards,
such as being a set of laws and rules for curriculum evaluation, having a guiding function, setting
certain criteria for comparison, and being indispensable.

As seen in Table 5, the metaphors obtained for the curriculum evaluation standards can be handled
in four different categories. These categories vary in the form of "rules, guiding, criteria for
comparison, being indispensable/suits in every form". When the categories are analyzed, it is seen that
the meanings are formed by emphasizing the “guiding rules” to the standards that are taken as basis
for curriculum evaluation by the participants. As a matter of fact, it can be said that curriculum
evaluation standards play a guiding role for curriculum evaluators, contain basic criteria and are
indispensable for curriculum evaluation.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

With this study, which aims to reveal the perception of faculty members and graduate students
about the curriculum and curriculum evaluation concepts through metaphors, the meanings attributed
to these concepts were determined. According to the results of the research, when the metaphors
obtained from the faculty members and graduate students are divided into various categories; there
are five different categories for curriculum which are “consisting of consecutive processes, guiding,
having harmonious components, being functional, and being indispensable”. Considering that the
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metaphors reflect a way of thinking about individuals' understanding (Morgan, 1998), it can be said
that the participants express the dominant meanings they place on the concepts with metaphors. In
this case, while the curriculum's hierarchical structure is in the foreground for the participant who
thinks that the curriculum consists of consecutive processes, the curriculum's guide function is more
dominant for the participant who thinks it is guiding. When looking at the metaphors in categories and
related categories, it can be seen that perceptions about the curriculum are related with the nature of
these concepts (Arsal, 1998).

When categories for the metaphors have been examined, there are three different categories for
curriculum evaluation which are “supervision and control, elimination, correction”; and four different
categories for the curriculum evaluator which are “checking the pros and cons of the curriculum,
supervision, the results’ being certain or not, correcting”. The metaphors for these two concepts seem
to be in harmony because of the nature of these concepts. However, some of metaphors for curriculum
evaluator concept do not reflect the truth theoretically. As it can be understood from the expressions
as “reveals and repairs the failing aspect of the material” and “identifies and applies the treatment
that their patient needs” for the concept of the curriculum evaluator, it is meant that the curriculum
evaluator corrects and changes the curriculum. However, the curriculum evaluator is not responsible
for changes in the curriculum, even though it collects and interprets the curriculum-related data and
presents it to decision-makers (Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center, 2001). In addition, discourses trying
to meet their expectations of policymakers or curriculum owners, instead of trying to reveal the facts
may be an indication that this concept is not fully understood (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Oliva, 2009).
Even if the curriculum evaluator carries out the evaluation studies by considering the political views of
the policymakers or curriculum managers; does not try to manipulate the evaluation results to achieve
the results they want, only treats these views as a paradigm (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004), and collects /
analyzes data used in decisions about the curriculum (Wood, 2001). One of the reasons why
perceptions about this concept are wrong may be due to the lack of attention to the curriculum
evaluation area. Thus, one of the participants states this situation as follows:

Curriculum evaluation is the most neglected aspect of curriculum development. It is ignored and
is not used at all in the field of the curriculum in Turkey. Curricula that are not evaluated are
similar to building slums in Kizilay Square in Ankara. (9-UED)

When metaphors obtained for curriculum evaluation standards have been examined, it was seen
that four different categories as “rules, guiding, criteria for comparison, being indispensable” have
been formed. Participants think that standards guide curriculum evaluators in decision making based
on the results obtained in the curriculum evaluation process. Considering that curriculum evaluation
standards serve as criteria for decision makers (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004), it can be said that graduate
students and faculty members have the desired meanings for the concept.

When the metaphors obtained in the study are analyzed, it is seen that while the metaphors
regarding the concepts of curriculum and curriculum evaluation standards are similar in terms of
categories for postgraduate students and faculty members, metaphors for curriculum evaluation and
curriculum evaluator concepts differ in terms of these two groups of participants. Unlike faculty
members, graduate students deal with these concepts with the functions of eliminating and correcting.
This can be interpreted as an indication that graduate students have not yet fully absorbed the
curriculum evaluation/evaluator concepts as mentioned above. As a matter of fact, it is expressed that
individuals' meaning making processes may change depending on their physical, social and cultural
environment, cognitive and affective processes (Mahn, 2012). As constructivism shows, individuals
place meaning on the concepts they encounter with their own experiences and their own mental
structures (Cobb, 1994; Shah, 2019). Therefore, it may be possible for individuals to attach meaning to
the concepts that are intended to be taught in the desired or undesirable direction. On the other hand,
it can be said that the fact that the concepts related to the evaluation have a complex structure also
causes different implications for these concepts. In the literature, the lack of complete clarity and
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consensus on these concepts some time ago (Worthen, Sanders & Fitzpatrick, 1997) reveals the
difficulty of understanding the concepts.

In sum, with this study, which aims to reveal the perceptions of graduate students and
academicians towards basic concepts specific to the field, it is revealed that although the meanings
stated in the literature are attributed to the curriculum development concepts, there are some
unintended meanings. This situation shows that in the field of curriculum development, individuals
generally attach similar meanings and expected meanings. In addition to this, considered from a
different point of view, it can be interpreted that the curriculum development training and studies are
within certain limits. In a study in which doctoral theses are examined, it is stated that doctoral thesis
topics are generally directed towards certain subjects and thus they cannot make a theoretical
contribution to the field (Kozikoglu & Senemoglu, 2015). In another study conducted with faculty
members, opinions were expressed that the theory in curriculum development could not be reflected
in the field (Sert, Gindogdu & Akar Vural, 2018). Therefore, because of the incompatibility between
theory and practice, individuals mostly only learn theoretically the concepts related to curriculum
development. The fact that the concepts cannot be learned based on practice also makes it difficult to
load the desired meanings into the concepts.

As a result of this study, which is limited to the data obtained from the participants through
metaphors, it can be suggested to conduct in-depth studies with more detailed data; to detail the
rationale behind the meaning attributed by individuals; to develop quantitative measurement tools
that will reveal perceptions about these concepts in order to obtain data from more people in a short
time; to monitor process of formation and change in students' perceptions towards these concepts
with the use of these metaphors obtained in this study in postgraduate courses.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

Egitim sistemlerinin ayrilmaz ve islevsel bir pargasi olan egitim programlari, 6gretim programi
program gelistirme, program degerlendirme gibi bircok kavramla beraber ele alinmaktadir. Demirel
(2007, s.5) egitim programi kavramini, 6grenene okulda veya okul disinda planlanmis etkinlikler yoluyla
saglanan O0grenme yasantilari diizenegi olarak, 6gretim programini ise okulda ya da okul disinda
bireylere kazandirilmasi planlanan, bir dersin 6gretimiyle ilgili tim etkinlikleri kapsayan yasantilar
dizenegi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Yani sira egitim programinin, belirlenen hedefler dogrultusunda
planlanan tim egitim etkinliklerini icerdigini ve 6gretim programinin bir egitim kademesinde cesitli
sinif ve derslerde ele alinacak konularla ilgili tim 6gretim etkinliklerini kapsadigini belirtmektedir. Bir
baska ifade ile 6gretim programi, bilgi ve beceriyi egitim programinin amaclari dogrultusunda ve planli
bir bicimde kazandirilmasina donik bir programdir (Varis, 1997).

Dizenli 6grenme yasantilarinin timi olan egitim programi (Ertlrk, 1998) hedef, icerik, egitim
durumu ve degerlendirme 6gelerinden olusmakla birlikte, bu 6geler dirik bir yapidadir; stirekli olarak
gelismeye, yenilesmeye ve degerlendiriimeye aciktir. Bilimsel ve teknolojik gelismelerin isiginda
programlarin, Gzerinde cesitli degisiklikler yapilarak, glintin kosullarina uyumu saglanmaya calisilir. Bu
yonlyle program, denencel bir yapidadir (Arsal, 1998). Egitim programinin ekonomik, toplumsal,
kiltlrel ve teknolojik gelismelerden etkilenmesi ve program gelistirme siirecinin dirik yapida olmasi,
surekli bir degisim ve donlslimi beraberinde getirmektedir. Gelismelerin hizina ayak uydurulamayan
program ise eskir ve istenilene cevap veremez. Gincelligini yitiren, ihtiyaclara cevap veremeyen
programlarla ilgili ise degistirme veya yenileme kararlari verilmektedir.

Turkiye’deki program gelistirme ¢alismalarina genel olarak bakildiginda, cumhuriyetten sonra gesitli
dénemlerde programlarin diizenlendigi ve glincellendigi gérilmektedir. Cumhuriyetle birlikte egitimde
de buylk bir yenilesme baslatiimis olup, egitim cumhuriyetin beklentilerine yonelik insan tipinin
yetistirilmesinde bir ara¢ olarak ele alinmistir. Bu amacla, giniimizdeki program gelistirme
anlayisindan uzak olarak arka arkaya hazirlanmis 1924, 1926, 1936 ve 1948 programlari uygulamaya
konmustur. Bu yillarda gergeklestirilen program gelistirme c¢alismalari yalnizca dersler ve konular listesi
hazirlama seklinde yiritilmustir (Demirel, 1992). 1952 yilinda Wofford’'un davet edilmesiyle
ylratilen sistematik program gelistirme c¢alismalari sonrasinda, 1962 program taslagi hazirlanarak
deneme uygulamasina girilmis ve bu denemelerin i1siginda da 1968 ilkokul Programi gelistirilmistir.
Ancak 1968 yilindan sonra sireklilik arz etmesi gereken deneme uygulamalarinin hizini kaybetmis
oldugu gorilmekle birlikte, 1980 sonrasi ilkokul programlarini bir arada gelistirme uygulamasindan
yalnizca bir derse yonelik program gelistirme uygulamasina gecilmistir (Demirel, 1992). 1980 sonrasi
gelistirilen programlarda, gliniimiiz program gelistirme anlayisina uygun olarak calismalar yarGtildiga
goérilmektedir (Tazebay, 2000). 1926 yilindan itibaren ilkégretim programlari incelendiginde yalnizca
1998 ve 2005 programlarinda egitim programlarinin 4 6gesinin bulundugu gorilmustir (Ulubey &
Aykacg, 2017). Benzer sekilde Goziitok (2013) 1950ler sonrasinda mifredat programi anlayisinin yerini
egitim programi anlayisina biraktigini belirtmistir.

2005 programlari, egitim sistemimizde radikal bir degisiklikle, davranisciliktan vazgecilerek
yapilandirmaciligi temele alan ve 6gretmen merkezli olmaktan c¢ikip 6grenciyi merkeze alan bir
yaklasimla gelistirilmis ve ayni yildan itibaren uygulanmistir. Ornegin giincellenen ilkégretim
programlarindan biri olan matematik 6gretim programinin hedefleri, bireyleri matematigi anlayabilen
ve glinlik hayatinda kullanabilen sekilde yetistirmek olarak ifade edilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda Milli
Egitim Bakanhgi (MoNE) (2005), glincellenen matematik 6gretim programinin, ulusal ve uluslararasi
alanyazin, cesitli Glkelerin 6gretim programlari ve glniimize aktarilan deneyimleri g6z 6niinde
bulundurularak hazirlandigi yoniinde ifadelere yer vermistir.

Goraldagu Gzere, egitim ve 0Ogretim programlarimiz cesitli donemlerde cesitli nedenlerle
degistirilmis olup, cagin degisen gereksinimlerine ayak uydurulmaya ¢ahlisiimistir. Bu degisikliklerin nasil
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ve hangi yonde yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda énemli olan kavram ise “program degerlendirme”dir.
Sistem yaklasiminin egitime yansimasi, egitimi girdi, slireg, cikti ve kontrol dgelerinin olusturdugu bir
sistem olarak gorilmesini beraberinde getirmistir. Sistemin siirdirilebilirligini saglamak ve isleyis
konusunda bilgilenmek ve karar vermek icin yapilan calismalar ise degerlendirme olarak tanimlanabilir
(Usun, 2012). Egitim-6gretim slrecinin istenen sekilde isleyen ve aksayan yonleri 6lgme ve
degerlendirme islemleriyle belirlenmektedir. Bu sayede egitim 6gretim siirecinin eksik ve islemeyen
yonleri belirlenebilir. Tekin’e gore (1991) 6gretimde aksayan ve eksik noktalarin tespit edilmesi gozden
gecirme, dizeltme ve onlemler alma agisindan 6nem arz etmektedir. Temelde, egitimde program
gelistirme ve degerlendirme ayrilmaz bir bitlindir. Degerlendirme bir program gelistirme faaliyetinin
onemli bir asamasidir ve onun sirekli olan bir yonini olusturur. Degerlendirme siirecinde alinan
sonuglar veya donttler programin daha iyi gelistirilmesi icin kullanilmaktadir (Varis, 1998).

Alanyazinda program degerlendirme kavrami igin gesitli tanimlara rastlanmaktadir. Bunlardan
birinde, program degerlendirme, gozlem ve cesitli 6lgme araclari ile egitim programlarinin etkililigi
hakkinda veri toplama, elde edilen verileri programin etkililiginin isaretgileri olan 6l¢utlerle karsilastirip
yorumlama ve programin etkililigi hakkinda karar verme siirecidir (Erden, 1993). Kaya (1997), program
degerlendirmeyi bir programdaki biitlin boyutlarin ya da bir veya birka¢ boyutun etkisinin, etkinliginin
ve sahip olabilecegi tiim ciktilarin yargilanmasi icin bilgilerin toplanmasi, ¢6ziimlenmesi ve
yorumlanmasi olarak ifade etmektedir. Bir baska ifadeyle ise, program degerlendirme, sistematik veri
toplama ve analizini esas alan bilimsel arastirma siirecleri kullanilarak, gelistirilmis olan bir programi;
dogruluk, gercekgilik, yeterlilik, uygunluk, verimlilik, etkililik, yararlilk, basarisi ve yuratilebilirlik vb.
herhangi bir 6zelligi hakkinda karar verme sirecidir (Usun, 2012). Egitimde degerlendirme ise bir
Olcltlin tanimlanmasi, agiklanmasi ve uygulanmasi ve bu olclte dayanarak degerlendirmenin nesnel
degerine, kalitesine, faydasina, verimliligine ve 6nemine karar vermektir (Fitzpatrick, Sanders &
Worthen, 2004).

Alanyazinda, program degerlendirmeyle ilgili daha bircok tanim olmasina ragmen, yapilan
tanimlarin ¢ogu Ertlirk’iin (1998) ifadesiyle, programin etkililigi hakkinda karar verme siireci olarak
Ozetlenebilir. Program degerlendirme, sadece programin uygulanmasi sonrasinda yapilan siradan bir
adim olmamakla beraber, programi gelistirebilmek i¢in toplanan bilgilerin analiz edilerek karara
varilmasi gereken bir slirectir. Bu yoniyle degerlendirme bir strectir ve bilimsel arastirma siireclerinde
izlenen islemler program degerlendirme siirecinin de basamaklarini olusturur (Yiksel & Saglam, 2012).

Egitim programinin genel amacinin ve 6zel hedeflerinin gerceklesme diizeyini belirlemek program
degerlendirmenin temel amacidir (Oliva, 2009). Bu agidan program degerlendirme Klenowski’ye (2010)
gore, programin yenilenmesini, gelistirilmesini ya da ylirGtilmesini desteklemek icin uygulamaya konur
ve program degerlendirmeyle programin sirekliligi saglanmaya calisilir. Programin degerlendirilmesi,
gelistirilen egitim programi ile hedeflenen noktaya gelinip gelinmediginin saptanmasi asamasidir.
Uygulama asamasinda toplanan veriler ve ogrencilerin farkh yontemlerle degerlendirilmesinin
sonuglari bu asamanin dayanagidir. Dogal olarak programin basari ya da basarisizliginin yaninda
uygulama ortami ve uygulayicilarin calismalari da degerlendirilir (Dogan, 2003).

Program degerlendirme sirecinde kullanilan bircok kavram yer almakta ve bu kavramlarin
paydaslar agisindan daha anlasilir hale getirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu durumun farkinda olmalilar ki,
Fitzpatrick ve digerleri (2004) program degerlendirme kitaplarinda, kavramlarin farklarini ortaya
koymak ve giiclii yénlerini vurgulamak icin cogunlukla metafor kullanma yoluna gitmislerdir. Ornegin
bicimlendirici degerlendirme icin Scriven (1991) “ascinin ¢orbayi tatmasi” benzetmesi kullanilirken,
toplam degerlendirme icinse “misafirin corbayl tatmasi” benzetmesini kullanmaktadir (as cited in
Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p.17). Provus (1973) ise degerlendirmeyi “program yénetiminin bekgi kopegi”
ve “program gelistirme yonetiminin hizmetgisi” olarak ifade etmektedir (as cited in Fitzpatrick et al.,
2004, p. 75). Ayrica, insanlarin program degerlendirme kavramini zihinlerinde nasil sekillendirdikleri ve
bu kavrama nasil yaklastiklari gerceginin, onlarin Urettikleri metaforlarda ortaya konulabilecegi
belirtiimektedir. Ornegin, degerlendirmeyi, bir programin iriinlerinin sebeplerini ortaya koymak icin

204



Sahin Danisman, Sule Betiil Tosuntas— Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 189-220
gecmise donik iz sirme olarak algilayan birisi “adli tip” kavramina benzetirken; “uzmanlasma”
metaforuna sahip birisi degerlendirmeyi edebiyat elestirisi olarak gérmektedir (as cited in Fitzpatrick
et al., 2004, pp. 65-66). Degerlendirmeyi, katihmcilarin degisen ihtiyaclarina cevap vermeye yardim
etme olarak algilayan birisi ise, “kamuoyu yoklamasi” veya “anketlerle fikirleri ortaya koyma” (as cited
in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 66) olarak gormektedir. Ayrica, program degerlendirici icin “bekc¢i kopegi”
iliskisi kurulurken, yonetim odakli program degerlendirmede degerlendirici icin “kiralk katil”
benzetmesi kullaniimaktadir (as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 96). Gorildiga UGzere, bazi
kavramlara metaforik anlamlar yiklendiginde kavramlarin anlasiimasi o kavramlarin gliclii yonlerinin
on plana gikarilmasi oldukca kolaylasmaktadir.

“Ote” anlamindaki “meta” ve “tasimak” anlamina gelen “pherein” kelimelerinin birleserek
olusturdugu metafor sézciigiiniin kokeni Yunanca “bir yerden baska bir yere gétiirmek” anlamindaki
“metafora” s6zctgldir (Lakoff & Johnson, 2005). “Bir ilgi veya benzetme sonucu gergek anlamindan
baska anlamda kullanilan s6z” veya “bir kelimeyi veya kavrami kabul edilenin disinda baska anlamlara
gelecek bicimde kullanma” (Tirk Dil Kurumu, 2020) seklinde de tanimlanan ve “mecaz” kelimesi ile
ayni anlamda kullanilan metafor kavrami, egitimde soyut olanlari gérsellestirmek ve somut bir halde
sunmak icin de kullanilmaktadir (Singh, 2010). Metaforun 6zinin “bir tir seyi baska bir tir seye gore
anlamak ve tecriibe etmek” oldugunu savunan Lakoff ve Johnson (2005, p. 27) ise, insanin dislinme
sirecinin blyik olcide metaforik oldugunu oOne siirmektedir. Metafor, cogunlukla soylemleri
siislemeyi saglayan bir s6z sanati gibi gorilmesine ragmen, 6nemi bundan ¢ok daha fazla olup, genel
anlamda diinyayi kavrayisa sinen bir diisiinme ve gérme bicimi anlamina gelmektedir. Ayrica, diisinme
bicimi, dil ve bilim lzerinde oldugu kadar, kendini ifade etme lzerinde de sekillendirici bir etki
yaratmaktadir (Morgan, 1998).

Metaforlar, karmasik bir yapisi olan seyleri anlatmak icin, cok iyi bir sekilde bilinen bir seye
benzetilerek aciklamaya calismaktir. Bu siirecte de benzeyen, benzetilen bunlar arasindaki ilgi miihim
olan Ug¢ unsurdur. Metaforik dislinceler, bireylerin benzeyen kavramlari nasil algiladiginin disinda,
o0grenme gecmisi, yasadigl cevre, konuya dair birikimleri, dili kullanma yetenegi ve yasama bakis acisi
gibi Ozelliklerine yonelik cesitli ipuclari saglayabilir (Coskun, 2010). Metafor, bireylerin kendi
dinyalarinianlama ve insa etmelerine yonelik glicli bir zihinsel haritalama ve modelleme mekanizmasi
olarak da dikkat ¢cekmekte; zihinsel siirecler yoluyla dis diinyayr anlatmada, gorsellestirmede ve
anlamlandirmada bireye yardim etmektedir (Arslan & Bayrakgi, 2006).

Saban (2004) metaforlarin, iki sey arasinda karsilastirma yapabilmek, benzerliklerine dikkat cekmek
ya da bir seyi bir baska seyin yerine koyarak aciklama firsati tanidigini belirtmekte ve su 6rnegi
vermektedir. “Ogretmen bahcgivan gibidir” ya da “Ogretmen bahcivana benzer” denildiginde
ogretmenin bahgivana benzeyen yonlerine dikkat ¢cekmek icin “bahgivan” imgesi kullaniimis olur.
Forceville (2002) herhangi bir metafor iliskisinde olmasi gereken (¢ temel 6ge ve bu drnekteki 6geleri
su sekilde belirtmektedir (as cited in Saban, 2004, p.132):

(1) metaforun konusu (6rnekteki “68retmen” sézcligi)
(2) metaforun kaynagi (6rnekteki “bahgivan” kavrami)

(3) metaforun kaynagindan (“bahgivan” olgusundan) metaforun konusuna (“6gretmen”
olgusuna) atfedilmesi diisiiniilen ézellikler (“nasil ki bir bahgivan yetistirdigi fidanlarla ayri ayri
ilgilenirse, 6gretmen de sinifindaki 6grencilerin bireysel farkhliklarini dikkate almalidir”).

Metafor iliskisinde, metaforun kaynagi filtre islevi gérerek metaforun konusunu farkli bakis
acilariyla anlama ve aciklamayi saglamaktadir. Morgan (1998), metaforun benzerlikleri grmeye ama
farkli yonleri gboz ardi etmeye davet ettigini sdylemektedir. Metafor, glicli kavrayislar saglayacak
sekilde hayal giiciinl genisletmektedir, ancak ¢arpitma tehlikesi de tasimaktadir. Arslan ve Bayrakgi
(2006), metaforlarin sinif icerisinde kullanilirken degisik nedenlerden dolayi yanlis anlamalara veya
yanlis yorumlara neden olabilecegini belirterek, metaforlarin sinifta kullanimi konusunda sinif ici
uygulamalarda dikkatli olunmasi gerektigine vurgu yapmaktadir. Morgan (1998) bunu bir 6rnekle su
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sekilde ifade etmektedir: “insan aslandir” dedigimizde, insan ve aslanin benzer ydnlerine dikkat
cekmek adina aslan imgesini kullaniriz. insan cesurdur, giicliidiir ve yirticidir; ancak, postu, dort ayag,
keskin disleri ve kuyrugu yoktur.

Alanyazin incelendiginde, cesitli alanlarda metafor calismalarina rastlanmakta, metafor
calismalarindaki bu egilim egitim-6gretim alaninda da goérilmektedir. Ulusal ve uluslararasi alanyazinda
metaforla iliskili olarak egitim ve 6gretim alaninda yapilan akademik galismalarda, okul (Aydogdu,
2008; Balci, 1999; Mahlios & Maxson, 1998), mudir (Johnson, 2006; Tvnavcevic & Vaupot, 2009; Yalgin
& Erginer, 2012), cografya (Oztiirk, 2007) ve cografi bilgi sistemleri (Akbas & Gengtiirk, 2013),
degerlendirme (Tatar & Murat, 2011), matematik (Giiveli, ipek, Atasoy & Giiveli, 2011), dégretmen
(Aslan, 2013; Cerit, 2008; Kasoutas & Katerina, 2009; Marshall, 1990; Ocak & Giindiiz, 2006; Pektas &
Kildan, 2009; Saban, 2004), 6grenci (Murphy, 2002; Saban, 2009), 6gretim (Massengill, Mahlios &
Barry, 2005; Tasdemir & Tasdemir, 2011), mifettis (Toremen & Dos, 2009), 6gretim programi (Cirak
Kurt, 2017) ve sinif yonetimi (Akar & Yildirrm, 2009) kavramlarina yonelik metaforlarin arastirildigi
gorilmektedir. Egitim programi ve program gelistirme kavramlarina yonelik metafor calismalari
asagida 6zetlenmektedir.

Anglin ve Dugan (1982) uygulanan ve ideal programlara yonelik 6gretmen algilarini incelemistir.
iyilesme, biiyiime, seyahat, liretim ve dogal kaynaklar olmak lizere bes kategori altinda metaforlari
toplamistir. Ogretmenlerin algilarina gére, okul yoneticileri daha biiyiime odakli iken; okul kurulu ve
veliler Gretim odaklidir. Munby (1987) calismasinda program teorisine alternatif bir bakis acisi
gelistirmeyi amaclamistir. Uygulanan egitim programi ve teorik egitim programi arasindaki farka dikkat
cekilmistir. Program kuramcilari agisindan 6gretmenlerin programlari algilama ve yorumlama
bicimlerinin uygulamalariyla da iliskili olacagi vurgulanmistir. Bu acidan 6gretmenlerin kullandigi dilin
uygulamalarina nasil yansiyacaginin gorilmesi adina metafor calismalarinin 6neminin alti gizilmistir.

Diindar ve Karaca (2013) formasyon 6grencilerinin pedagojik formasyon programina yonelik sahip
olduklari metaforlari incelemistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen 72 metafor yedi kategori altinda toplanmis
ve bir zorunluluk olarak formasyon, iskence araci olarak formasyon, bir celiski olarak formasyon
kategorileri en ¢ok metafor Uretilen kategoriler olmustur. Semerci (2007), program gelistirme
kavramina yonelik metaforlarla yeni ilkogretim programlarina farkl bir bakis gelistirmeyi amacladigi
calismasinda, birinci ve genel 6ncelikli olarak belirttigi metaforlar arasinda agag, milli takim, internet,
riya, kisiligi olusmamis ¢ocuk ve pusula seklinde alti metaforu ortak olarak nitelemistir. Her iki
oncelikteki metaforlarda aga¢ metaforunun ilk sirada olmasini ise ilging olarak ifade etmektedir.
Erginer ve Orten (2016) tarafindan egitim programlari alaninda Tiirkiye’de &nde gelen
akademisyenlerin egitimde program gelistirme kavramina yonelik algilarini belirlemeye yonelik yapilan
calismada, egitimde program gelistirme bilimi icin elde edilen metaforlar dort kategori altinda
toplanmistir. Bu kategoriler, estetik ve vyaraticilik, derinlik, bireysel yorum ve ardisiklik olarak
siniflandinlmistir. Bu bulgudan hareketle, akademisyenlerin program gelistirme kavramina farkl
pencerelerden baktiklari ve akademisyenlerin bakis acilari ile alana zenginlik getirdikleri seklinde
yorum yapilmistir. Calismada, ayrica egitim programi kavramina yonelik metaforlar da incelenmis olup,
bu alandaki metaforlar ise alti kategori altinda ele alinmistir. Bu kategoriler, yol gostericilik, 151k
tutuculuk, ardisiklik, stirekli degisim, planlama ve sistem seklinde degismektedir. Bu metaforlardan
hareketle, egitim programinin yol gosterici olmasi, agik bir sistem olmasi ve stirekli bir devinim icinde
olmasi gibi 6zelliklerine vurgu yapilmaktadir.

Tasdemir ve Tasdemir’in (2011) 6gretmenlerin ilkbgretim programina yonelik metaforlarindan
hareketle, programi nasil tanimladiklarini ortaya koymak amaciyla gerceklestirdikleri calismada, 45
ogretmenle birlikte calisiimistir. Gortisme formlarinin  kullanildigi calismada 6gretmenlerden,
ilkogretim programi ve programin yapilandirmacilik yaklasimi, 6grenci katiimi, temalari, kazanimlari,
olgme ve degerlendirme, kilavuz kitaplari, okul-veli iliskisi, diger disiplinlerle iliskisi hakkinda benzetme
yapmalari ve metafor tGretmeleri, nigin boyle bir benzetme yaptiklarina yonelik goérislerini belirtmeleri
istenmistir. Calisma sonunda, cesitli bilesenlerle ilgili toplam 307 metafor ortaya ¢ikmis olup, bunlardan
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221 tanesi olumlu, 76 tanesi olumsuz anlam yiklenen metaforlar iken, 10 tanesi de hem olumlu hem
de olumsuz anlam yiiklenen metaforlardir. ilkégretim programi hakkinda elde edilen 36 metafordan
ise 13 tanesi olumlu, 19 tanesi olumsuz anlamda iken, dort tanesi hem olumlu hem de olumsuz
anlamdadir. ilkégretim programina yénelik ¢ikan bazi metaforlar, agac, yazboz tahtasi, bukalemun, bos
beyaz kagit, cocuk, sarmal yay, tabiat, dallari kurumus meyve agaci, Glkemizde yetistirilmeyen bir bitki
turd, kalorili yemek seklindedir. Gultekin (2013) tarafindan ilkogretim 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim
programi kavramina yiikledikleri metaforlari incelemek amaciyla yapilmis olan ¢alisma, 120 6gretmen
adayi ile yuratilmas olup, arastirma sonunda egitim programlarina yonelik olarak 84 metafor ortaya
konulmustur. Egitim programina yonelik olarak, kilometre tasi, sistemli bir bitin, genis bir yelpaze,
gelismeye acik bir olgu, rehber, sekillendirici ve sorun yaratan karmasik bir yapi kategorilerine
ulasilmistir. Cogunlukla ortaya konulan metaforlar ise, fabrika, pusula, bukalemun, yol olarak
gorilmektedir. Ozetle, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programina ydnelik algilarinin genellikle olumlu
oldugu gorulmektedir.

Egitim programi ve program gelistirme kavramlarina yonelik ulusal alan yazinda yukarida gorildigi
gibi, bazi calismalar vardir. Ancak ulusal ve uluslararasi alan yazinda, program degerlendirme ile ilgili
herhangi bir metafor calismasina rastlanamamistir. Aslinda, egitim programlarinin gesitli ihtiyacglara
cevap verebilecek sekilde degistiriimesinde ve eksikliklerin giderilerek gelistiriimesinde program
degerlendirme o6nemli yer tutmaktadir. Bu baglamda, egitim programlari konusunda calisan
akademisyenlerin egitim programina oldugu kadar program degerlendirme kavramlarina yonelik
algilarini ortaya koymak, akademisyenlerin bu kavramlara bakis acilarini belirlemek agisindan
onemlidir.

Ogrenme-6gretme siirecinin ayrilmaz bir parcasi olarak egitim programlari; tanimlar, yiklenen
anlamlar, kavrayis ve diinyaya bakis agisi ile birlikte 6gretmen, 6grenci, yonetici, program gelistirme
uzmanlari gibi tim paydaslarin zihninde sekillenmektedir. Bu agidan hem algilarin, diisiincelerin ortaya
konmasi hem de egitim programlari ve 6gretim alanindaki en temel kavramlarin kavramsallastirmasi
ve sekillendirmesi acisindan metaforlarin arastirmaya deger oldugu séylenebilir. Nitekim egitimde de
karmasik olgu ve kavramlarin agiklanmasinda tercih edilen araglardan biri de metaforlardir (Semerci,
2007). Metaforlarin, 6gretim ve 6gretmen egitiminde mesleki disinme, mesleki kimligi gelistirme,
yansitma, degerlendirme, arastirma, kesfetme, degisim ve degisme icin bir ara¢ olarak kullanildigi
bilinmektedir (Saban, 2006). Zaltman (2008), insanlarin zihninde farkinda olmadiklari bircok seyin
oldugunu, cogunun da bilingalti seviyesinde bulunarak soéylediklerini etkiledigini belirterek, bunlari
ortaya cikarmak icin yeni tekniklere ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu eklemekte ve bu amacgla metaforlarin
kullanimini 6nemli bulmaktadir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci, Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Anabilim Dalinda gorevli olan 6gretim
Uyelerinin ve ayni ana bilim dalindaki lisansistli 6grencilerinin egitim programi, program
degerlendirme, program degerlendirici ve program degerlendirme standartlari kavramlarina yonelik
olarak sahip olduklari metaforik algilari ortaya koymaktir. Bu amacg cercevesinde, temel olarak “Egitim
Programlari ve Ogretim Anabilim Dalinda gérevli 6gretim uyelerinin ve lisansiistii dgrencilerin egitim
programi, program degerlendirme, program degerlendirici ve program dederlendirme standartlari
kavramlarina yonelik metaforlari ve bu metaforlarin kaynaklari nelerdir?” sorusuna yanit aranmistir.

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Arastirmada, nitel arastirma yaklasimlarindan olgubilim (fenomenoloji) deseni kullaniimistir. Patton
(2001) olgubilimin insanlarin yasadiklari deneyimleri nasil algiladiklari ve anlamlandirdiklari, bir olguyu
nasil degerlendirdikleri ve diger insanlara nasil bir dil kullanarak aktardiklarini arastiran bir desen
oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Olgubilim deseninde, farkinda olunan ancak derinlemesine ve ayrintili bir
anlayisa sahip olunmayan olgulara odaklaniimaktadir. Olgular ise yasanilan diinyada olaylar,
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deneyimler, algilar, yonelimler, kavramlar ve durumlar gibi cesitli sekillerde bireylerin karsisina
cikabilmektedir (Yildirrm & Simsek, 2005). Bu baglamda arastirma, odaklanilan kavramlara yonelik
metaforlarin ve bu metaforlarin kaynaklarinin belirlenmesi adina olgubilim deseni cergevesinde
yaratilmustar.

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmada 6lgit 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmis olup, arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda “Egitim
Programlari ve Ogretim alaninda 6gretim liyesi olmak veya bu alanda lisansiistii egitim aliyor olmak”
calismada bir Ol¢lt olarak belirlenmistir. Bu baglamda ulasilabilir iki devlet liniversitesinden ve 6lgite
uygun Ug¢ 6gretim Uyesi ve 15 lisanslstl 6grencisi arastirmanin galisma grubunu olusturmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin 12’si erkek, altisi kadin olmak Uzere toplam 18 kisiden olusmaktadir. Lisansisti
ogrencilerin tGgl 20-24 yas araliginda, sekizi 25-29 yas araliginda, dérdi 30 ve Usti yas araligindadir.
Egitim durumu agisindan, lisanststl 6grencilerin dordi ylksek lisans 11'i doktora egitimine devam
etmektedir. Ogretim Uyelerinin tamami 30 ve st yastadir ve ikisi dogent, biri doktor dgretim Uyesi
olarak gorev yapmaktadir.

Nitel arastirmalarda 6rneklem sayisi ile ilgili kesin bir kural bulunmamakta ancak Lincoln ve Guba
(1985) veri doygunluguna ulasilana kadar sec¢im yapilmasini tavsiye etmektedir (cited in Merriam,
2013). Patton (2014) 6rneklem biyikluglinin bilinmek istenenler, arastirmanin amaci, kullanishlik ve
inantlirhk, zaman ve kaynaklarla belirlendigini ifade etmektedir. Bu baglamda calisma grubunun sinirli
olmasinin nedenlerinden biri ulasilabilir evren birimlerinin sinirli olmasidir. Zira “Egitim Programlari ve
Ogretim alaninda &gretim {yesi olmak veya bu alanda lisansiistii egitim aliyor olmak” &lgiitii evreni
arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda sinirlandirmaktadir. Arastirmada zaman ve kaynaklar 6lglsiinde
ulasilabilir Gniversitelerden katilimcilar calisma grubuna dahil edilebilmistir. Verilerin doygunlugu
acisindan ise evrene genelleme yapma amaci tasinmadan cesitliligi saglayabilmek esas alinmistir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Veriler, arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan ve iki kisimdan olusan anket ile elde edilmistir. Anketin
ilk boliminde yas, cinsiyet, unvan, egitim durumu seklinde demografik ozelliklere yonelik maddeler
yer almaktadir. Metaforlarin kullanildigi arastirmalarda yari yapilandirilmis sorular, metaforlar
listesinden secim yapilmasi veya alanyazin taramasi gibi yontemler kullanilabilmektedir (Yalgin &
Erginer, 2012). Siklikla kullanilan yéntemlerden biri “Bence 6gretmen ... gibidir/benzer; ¢linku ... ” kalibi
ile olusturulan yari yapilandirilmis sorulardir (Giltekin, 2013; Saban, 2009; Yal¢in & Erginer, 2012).
Anketin ikinci boliminde bu kaliba uygun olarak hazirlanmis “Bence egitim programi (program
degerlendirme/ program degerlendirici/ program degerlendirme standartlari) ... gibidir/ benzer; ¢linku
... " seklinde doért ayri cimle bulunmaktadir. Cimlenin ilk kisminda, kavramlarin benzetildikleri seylerin
ifade edilmesi istenirken, ikinci kisminda bu benzetmenin gerekgesinin agiklanmasi istenmektedir.
Metaforlar tek basina yeterli olmayabileceginden, bu benzetmenin agiklanmasi ve gecerli bir sebep
Uretilmesi istenmektedir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Arastirmanin verileri 2016-2017 oOgretim yili bahar déneminde toplanmistir. Arastirmacilar
tarafindan katilimcilara bireysel olarak ulasiimis ve anketler basili bir form olarak sunulmustur. Anketin
cevaplanmasi vyaklasik 15 dakika strmdistiar. Katihmcilar bu sorulari cevaplayarak formlari
arastirmacilara teslim etmistir. Veriler, katilimcilarin veri toplama aracinda yer alan yari yapilandiriimis
climleleri tamamlamalariyla elde edilmis ve arastirmanin temel veri kaynagi olarak kullaniimistir.

Verilerin Analizi
Ogretim liyelerinden ve lisansiistii 6grencilerden elde edilen metaforlarin analizinde icerik analizi

kullaniimistir. icerik analizi, verilerin belirli kavramlar ve temalar gercevesinde toplanmasi ve anlasilir
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bicimde diizenlenerek yorumlanmasini gerektirmektedir (Yildirim & Simsek, 2005). Bu sekilde verilerin
altinda yatan derin anlamlar, mesajlar agiga ¢ikmaktadir (Neuman, 2007). Arastirma kapsaminda
verilerin analizi lic asamada gergeklestirilmistir.

Veri setini diizenleme ve ayiklama: Katilimcilarin olusturdugu metaforlar, her katiimciya bir kod
verilerek Excel dosyasina kaydedilmistir. Daha sonra, bos birakilan, gerekcesi sunulmayan veya
kavramla ilgisi olmayan metaforlar calismadan ¢ikarilarak ayiklanmistir. Bunlar gz 6nilinde
bulundurularak, 18 katilimcinin her birinden elde edilen dérder metaforun olusturdugu toplam 72 tane
metafordan 11 tanesi ¢alisma disinda kalmistir. Cikarilan metaforlardan iki tanesi “egitim programi”
kavramina; doért tanesi “program degerlendirme” kavramina; bir tanesi “program degerlendirici”
metaforuna dort tanesi ise “program degerlendirme standartlar” kavramina yoneliktir. Dolayisiyla,
egitim programi, program degerlendirme, program degerlendirici ve program degerlendirme

standartlari kavramlarina yonelik olarak gecerli olan 61 metafor analize dahil edilmistir.

Tema ve kategori gelistirme: Katilimcilarin yazdiklari metaforlar ve gerekgeleri arasindaki iliskiler
incelenerek, her metafora uygun olan temalar belirlenmistir. Daha sonra, benzer ve iliskili olan temalar
bir araya getirilerek kategoriler olusturulmustur. Sonucta, egitim programi kavrami i¢in bes, program
degerlendirme kavrami igin Ug, program degerlendirici kavrami icin dort, program degerlendirme
standartlari kavrami i¢in dort farkli kavramsal kategori belirlenmistir. Bulgulari desteklemek igin
katihmcilarin cevaplarindan alintilara yer verilmistir. Katihmcilardan alinti yapilirken kim tarafindan
soylendigini belirlemek icin katilimcilara verilen kod adlari, alintilarin hemen sonundaki parantez
icerisinde belirtilmistir. Katilimcilarin sira numarasindan sonra kullanilmis olan kod adlari Tablo 1'de
aciklanmistir. Ornegin; 5-U-K-D kodu, 5 numarali katilimci, 6gretim uyesi, kadin, dogent anlamina
gelirken; 7-L-E-? Kodu, 7 numaral katihmci, lisansistl 6grencisi, erkek, egitim diizeyini belirtmemis
anlamina gelmektedir.

Tablo 1.
Katimcilarin Kodlanmasinda Kullanilan Semboller
Katilimcilar Degiskenler Kodlamalar
Ogretim Uyesi (U)-Ogrt.0.
Ogretim Uyeleri  Cinsiyet (E)-Erkek (K)- Kadin
Unvan (P)-Prof. (D)-Doc. (Y)-Dr. Ogr. Uye. (0)-Dr/Ogr. G.
Lisansiistii Lisansiisti Ogrencisi (L)-Ls.Ogrn.
s . Cinsiyet (E)-Erkek (K)- Kadin
Ogrenciler . - . cr
Lisanststl Kademesi (Y)-YUk.Lis. (D)-Dokt.

Not: Bos birakilan cevaplar igin soru isareti (?) kullaniimistir.

Gegerlik ve giivenirligin saglanmasi: Arastirmanin gecerligi ve glvenirligini saglamak adina bazi
dnlemler alinmistir. Oncelikle gecerlik ve giivenirligin artirilmasi adina arastirma siirecinin tamami
ayrintih sekilde acgiklanmistir. Arastirmanin verilerini olusturan metaforlar ve alintilarin tamamina
bulgular kisminda yer verilmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde katilimcilari etki altina almamak,
yonlendirmemek amaciyla metafor érnekleri sunulmamistir. i¢ giivenirligin saglanmasi adina verilerin
arastirmacilar tarafindan ayri ayri kodlanmis ve karsilastiriimistir. Arastirmanin katilimcilarina gerekli
tim ozellikleri icerecek sekilde kod adlari olusturulmus ve arastirma siresince bu kod adlar
kullanilarak dis glivenirligin artirilmasi amaglanmistir.

Etik Konular

Arastirmacilar veri toplama siirecinin baslangicinda arastirmanin amaci ile ilgili gerekli bilgileri
sunmustur. Arastirma verilerinin yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacagi ve istendigi takdirde
arastirmadan c¢ekilme haklarinin sakh oldugu ifade edilmistir. Arastirmanin veri toplama sireci
katihmcilarin s6zIi onaylari alindiktan sonra baslamistir. Bilgilerin gizliligini saglamak adina
katihmcilardan veri toplama araci tizerine kimliklerini belirleyici herhangi bir isarete yer vermemeleri
istenmistir.
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Bulgular

“Egitim Programi” Kavramina Yonelik Metaforlar

Egitim programi kavramina yonelik elde edilen 16 metafor, gerekceleri Tablo 2’de yer almaktadir.

Sadece “cark” metaforu iki defa belirtilmis, diger metaforlar birer defa dile getirilmistir.

Tablo 2.
‘Egitim Programi’ Kavramina Yénelik Metaforlar
Katihma Metafor Gerekge (Ciinkii...) Kategori
5-LEY Sarekli isleyen bir duraklama yasamaz, degerlendirmeden sonra yeniden
makine hedefler-6grenme yasantilari vs. segilir.
6-LEY Cark ogelerinden birindeki bir bozulma ¢arkin isleyisini bozar. Ardisik
17-LKD birbirini izler ve etkiler. streglerden
9-UED Bina insa etme tasarimdan uygul?maya ve Uruntn kullanimina kadar olusma
devam eden bir siireci agiklar.
10-LKY Cember hic bitmeyen bir slrectir.
3-LED Harita g?nel é.jgretim sureciile ilgili detaylari barindirir, yol
gosterir ve kilavuzluk saglar.
5-LED Rehber programi kullananlara yol gosterir.
12-LED Navigasyon cihazi hedefe nasil ulasilacagini gosterir.
program bir beyin gibi program dahilinde Yol gbsterme
14-LED Beyin gerceklestirilecek tim egitim-6gretim faaliyetlerini
yonlendirir, ilerleyecegi yolu belirler.
18-UEY Kilavuz egitim s"[]urecinde verilecek.olanlar planlanarak programa
konur, 6gretmene rehberlik eder.
7-LKD Alisveris merkezi icerisinde egitimle ilgili ihtiya¢ duyabilecegimiz calisma
alanlari vardir.
8-0UKD Evren cok kz?rma§|kt|r ama ayni zamanda bir diizen olmasi
gerekir. Uyumlu
her seyin kararinda kullaniimasi ve kisinin gtinliik bilesenlere
beslenme ihtiyacini karsilayacak her tlrli besin sahip olma
16-LKD Yemek maddesinin (kazanimlarin ve materyallerin) bulunmasi
gerekir. Ayrica herkesin damak tadina uymasi gibi her
O6grencinin programdan beklentileri farkhdir.
4-LED Fonksiyon her giren o isleme tabii tutuluyor islevsel olma
13-LED Tohum ekildiginde bicilmesi beklenir.
11-LKD Su onsuz egitim can bulamaz. Vazgecilmez

olma

Tablo 2’deki metaforlar incelendigi zaman, egitim programinin birbirini izleyen ardisik stireclerden
olusan bir siire¢ oldugu Uzerinde duruldugu gorilmektedir. Egitim sisteminin vazgecilmez bir 6gesi
oldugu ve egitimcilere yol gosterdigi vurgusu yapilmaktadir. Goruldiugi tzere, egitim programiicin elde
edilen metaforlar bes farkli kategoride ele alinabilir. Bu kategoriler, egitim programinin “ardisik
sirecglerden olusma, yol gésterme, uyumlu bilesenlere sahip olma, islevsel olma ve vazgecilmez olma”
ozelliklerine vurgu yapmaktadir. Elde edilen kategorilerin egitim programinin temel 6zelliklerini dogru
bir bicimde ortaya koydugu gortlmektedir.

“Program Degerlendirme” Kavramina Yonelik Metaforlar

Program degerlendirme kavramina yonelik olusturulan 14 metafor, gerekce ve kategorileri Tablo
3’te yer almaktadir.

210



Sahin Danisman, Sule Betiil Tosuntas— Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 189-220

Tablo 3.
‘Program Dederlendirme’ Kavramina Yénelik Metaforlar
Katihma Metafor Gerekge (Ciinkii...) Kategori
5-LED Denetleme p[ogram.ln. uygun sekilde uygulanip uygulanmadigini
gérmemizi saglar.
8-UKD Bulmaca programin nasil uygulandigini ¢czmeye calisirsin.
sureci tasarimdan kullanim asamasina kadar denetlemesi
.. Yapi kontrol ve . s S .
9-UED . ve gerekiyorsa dizeltilmesi ile ilgili bilgi ve elestiri
denetim uzmani o
gelistirir.
12-LED Check up sistemin islerligini saglar. Kontrol
14-LED Muayene muayene gibi neyin yanhs gittigi hakkinda paydaslara bir
bakis acisi kazandirir.
18-UEY Arag muayenesi parcalarin uygunluguna, gilincelligine, ise yararligina
bakar.
15-LED Kiymetlendirme ve  programin tiim basamaklari mercek altina alinarak ederi
deger bicme ortaya konulmaya calisilir.
5-LEY programdaki olgulari olumlu-olumsuz diye ayirmaya
Slizgeg yarar.
istenmeyen seyleri eleyerek istenen seylerin geride
17-LKD .
kalmasini saglar.
ogrenciler, 6gretmenler, yoneticiler ve digerleri Eleme
3-LED Camasir suyu tarafindan verilen. dénUtIethe programdaki hatalar
ayiklanir ve daha islevsel bir program ortaya cikar.
Hedeflerin ve davranislarin ayiklanmasi yapilir.
11-LKD Stzme islemi gereksiz seyleri ayirir.
Dikilen fidana
6-LEY gerekli hangi minerale ihtiyaci varsa tespit edip, gerekli
minerallerin dizenlemeyi yaparsiniz.
verilmesi
Alisveris ¢linkd program degerlendirme egitim programlarinin bir Dizeltme
7-LKD merkezindeki bir boyutunu icerir ve bu magazada ihtiya¢ duydugumuz
magaza bilgilere ulasabiliriz.
13-LED Islah verimli bir hasat icin tohumu iyilestirebilir, tohumu

degistirebilir ya da tohumu sokebilir.

Metaforlardan sadece “siizge¢” metaforu iki defa belirtilmis, diger metaforlarin frekanslari bir
olarak gorilmistir. Tablo 3'teki metaforlar incelendiginde, program degerlendirmenin programdaki
istenmeyen veya olumsuz olan uygulamalari sona erdirerek istenen ve olumlu olan uygulamalarin
devam etmesini sagladigi yoninde vurgu gorilmektedir. Ayrica, degerlendirmenin programi
denetleme ve kontrol fonksiyonu ele alinmaktadir. Program degerlendirme icin elde edilen metaforlar
g farkll kategoride ele alinabilir. Bu kategoriler, program degerlendirmenin “denetleme ve kontrol,
eleme, dizeltme” oOzelliklerini 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir. Program degerlendirmenin denetleme ve kontrol
mekanizmasi islevi gdrmesi, hatalarin elenmesi, gerek duyuldugunda diizeltme Onermesi gibi
ozelliklerin metaforlar araciligiyla ortaya konuldugu goriilmektedir. Bu durum katilimcilarin program
degerlendirmeye olmasi gereken anlami yiiklediklerini gbstermektedir.

“Program Degerlendirici” Kavramina Yonelik Metaforlar

Program degerlendirici kavramina yonelik 17 metafor, gerek¢e ve kategorileri Tablo 4’te yer
almaktadir.
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Tablo 4.
‘Program Dederlendirici’ Kavramina Yénelik Metaforlar

Katihma Metafor Gerekge (Ciinkii...) Kategori
Sinema

3-LED kleri objektif bak | .
elestirmeni gergekleri objektif bakis agisiyla sunar

hem iyi olani hem de tatsiz olani ayirt edebilmeli ve

10-LKY
Oneriler ortaya koyabilmelidir.
Gurme program konusunda uzmandir ve bu programlarin her
asamasini ayri ayri degerlendirebilir. Ayni, yemegin
16-LKD ? y y . g. - yaly & Ayiklayici
malzemeleri, pisirilmesi, sunumu gibi ayrintilarini
. L olma
degerlendirebilir.
11-LKD Slzgeg fazlayi eksigi ortaya koyabilir.
14-LED Muhasebeci ?rogramln arti ve eksilerini gerekli birimlere iletmek
Uzere kaydeder.
15-LED Savel |nct.eler.1e.n.program|n Iehlndle ve aleyhinde olan tiim
verileri titizlikle toplar, analiz eder ve raporlastirir.
5-LEY Trafik polisi traflk durdugunda da goérevinin basindadir, trafik cok
yogun akarken de.
5-LED e programi denetler, varsa sorunlari ortaya koyar.
Miifettis . -
12-LED yanlis ve eksik arar. Denetleyici
.. Kontrol olma
9-UED Or.] rAO ve denetler, yol gosterir ve gelistirir.
gelistirme uzmani
18-UEY Dedektif birileri onu bu is icin tutar ve sorunun nerde oldugunu
anlamaya calisir.
4-LED Avukat kim ne isterse oraya calar.
N . . Cesur olma
8-UKD Maceraci sonugta ne bulacagi tam belli olmaz.
6-LEY Doktor hastasinin ihtiyaci olan tedaviyi tespit edip uygular.
Magazadaki satis satis sorvumlusu olfar.al‘< program deéerlendiriciuUrUn!erin
7-LKD ne oldugunu hangisinin ne amagla kullanilacagini, kime .
sorumlusu S . e s Diizeltici
hangi Grinl vermesi gerektigini bilen kisidir.
T . S . olma
13-LED Cifti verimli bir hasat icin tohumun iyilestirilmesi,
¢ degistirilmesi ya da sokilmesinden sorumludur.
17-LKD Tamirci materyalin aksayan yonini ortaya cikarir ve onarir.

Program degerlendiriciye yonelik metaforlardan “gurme” ve “mifettis” metaforlari ikiser tane elde
edilmis, diger metaforlar birer defa ortaya konulmustur. Tablo 4’teki metaforlar incelendiginde
program degerlendiricisinin, programi denetleyip gercekleri ortaya koymaya calismasi, programin
aksayan ve aksamayan yoénlerini belirlemesi, bir inceleme ve elestirme cabasi icinde olmasinin yaninda,
politik olarak istenen ve beklenen sonuglari ortaya koymaya calisan birisi olarak algilandigi
gorilmektedir. Program degerlendirici icin elde edilen metaforlar dort farkh kategoride ele alinabilir.
Bu kategoriler, program degerlendiricisinin “programla ilgili arti ve eksileri ortaya koyma, denetleme,
risk alacak kadar cesur olma, diizeltme” islevlerine odaklanmaktadir.

Program degerlendirmeyle paralel olarak, program degerlendiricinin 6zelliklerinin kategorilerle
ortaya kondugu gorilmektedir. Nitekim program degerlendiriciden secici olmasi, isleyen ve aksayan
yonleri iyi denetlemesi, karsilasabilecegi problemlere karsi cesur olmasi ve onerileriyle iyilestirici
olmasi beklenmektedir. Ancak, “diizeltici olma” program degerlendirici tarafindan oneriyle sinirh
olmasi gerektiginden, kavrama yiliklenen bu anlamin tam olarak dogruyu yansitmadigi séylenebilir.

“Program Degerlendirme Standartlari” Kavramina Yonelik Metaforlar

Program degerlendirme standartlari kavramina yonelik 14 metafor, gerekce ve kategorileri Tablo
5’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 5.
‘Program Degerlendirme Standartlari’ Kavramina Yénelik Metaforlar
Katihma Metafor Gerekge (Ciinkii...) Kategori
3-LED Hukuk kurallari degerlendirme siirecindeki islemler ona gore dizenlenir.
onlara bakarak program degerlendirmenin dogru yapilip
yapiimadigi hakkinda karar vermeye calisiriz.

15-LED Anayasa kurallari

Bina yapim ve
kullanimina

9-UED yonelik yasa ve uymayanlar yasal veya dogal olarak cezalandirilir.
. . Kurallar
yonetmeliklere
14-LED Prospektils deéerlend.ittrr?e faaliyetinin pUf noktalarini aciga c¢ikaran
kurallar dizisi bu standartlardir.
bitlin programlarin belli standartlarla degerlendirilmesi
16-LKD Mag kurallari gerekir, bu standartlar programlar arasinda karsilastirma
olanagi saglar
8-UKD Patika yon gosterir.
10-LKY Fener sirecte kaybolmamani ve yolunu aydinlatmani saglar.
13-LED slah kriterleri tohumu.n harTgi 6zeIIikIf:r gé.z oninde bulundurularak Yol gbsterme
islah edilmesinde yol gosterir.
17-LKD Rehber yol gbsterir
Urlinlerin de satilabilmesi, amaca uygun kullanilabilmesi,
7-LKD Uriin standartlari kisiye 6zel olmasi sebebiyle program degerlendirme
standartlariyla ortilisar.
6-LEY ?::;gdlg:ilz:flsenm Olculeri uymazsa yanlis se¢im yaparsiniz. KI:\r/iizlraI;nr?
programda degerlendirilen seylerin degerlendirilmesi icin
18-UEY Hedef tahtasi gerekli olan kriterleri belirler, programin hedefinden
sapip sapmadiginin kontroli icin gereklidir.
5-LED degerlendirme i¢in vazgecilmezdir. Vazgecilmez
12-LED su her kaliba uygundur. olma/ Kaliba
uyma

Tablo 5’te gorildigu gibi, program degerlendirme standartlari icin elde edilen metaforlar dort farkl
kategoride ele alinabilir. Bu kategoriler, egitim programinin “kurallar, yol gésterme, kiyaslama kriteri,
vazgecilmez olma/kaliba uyma” seklinde degisiklik gostermektedir. Kategoriler incelendiginde,
katihmcilar tarafindan program degerlendirme igin temel alinan standartlara “yol gosterici kurallar”
olmasi 6ne cikarilarak olmasi gereken anlamlarin yiklendigi gorilmektedir. Nitekim program
degerlendirme standartlarinin program degerlendiriciler icin kilavuz rolt Ustlendigi, temel 6lcutleri
barindirdigi ve program degerlendirme icin vazgecilmez oldugu soylenebilir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Lisanslsti 6grencilerin ve akademisyenlerin program gelistirme alaninin odaginda olan temel
kavramlara yonelik bakis agilarini ve algilarini ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglayan bu calisma ile kavramlara
kisisel olarak yiklenen anlamlar belirlenmistir. Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen metaforlar cesitli
kategorilere ayrildiginda; egitim programlari icin “ardisik siireclerden olusma, yol gésterme, uyumlu
bilesenlere sahip olma, islevsel olma ve vazgecilmez olma” olmak lizere bes farkh kategori olusmustur.
Metaforlarin, bireylerin kavrayislariyla ilgili olan bir diisinme bicimini yansittigi (Morgan, 1998)
duslnulirse, katilimcilarin kavramlara yikledikleri baskin anlamlari metaforlarla ortaya koydugu
soylenebilir. Bu durumda, egitim programinin ardisik stireglerden olustugunu distinen katilimci igin
programin hiyerarsik yapisi 6n plandayken, yol gosterici oldugunu distinen katilimci icin programin
rehber olma islevi daha baskindir. Kategoriler ve ilgili kategorilerdeki metaforlara bakildiginda, egitim
programlarina (Arsal, 1998) yénelik metaforlarin kavramin dogasina uygun oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Metaforlara yonelik kategoriler incelendiginde program degerlendirme icin “denetleme ve kontrol,
eleme, diizeltme” olmak lizere lg; program degerlendirici icin “programla ilgili arti ve eksileri ortaya
koyma, denetleme, cesur olma, diizeltme” olmak lizere dort farkh kategori olusmustur. Kavramlarin
dogasindan hareketle, iki kavrama yonelik metaforlar arasinda uyum oldugu goriilmektedir. Ancak,
program degerlendirici kavramina yonelik algilarin bazilarinin kuramsal agidan dogruyu yansitmadigi
gorilmektedir. Program degerlendirici kavramina yonelik olarak “materyalin aksayan yonini ortaya
cikarir ve onarir” ve “hastasinin ihtiyaci olan tedaviyi tespit edip uygular” seklinde yer alan ifadelerden
anlasilacagi Uzere, program degerlendiricisinin elde ettigi sonuglara gére programda diizeltme ve
degisiklik yaptigi kastedilmektedir. Ancak, program degerlendirici, programla ilgili verileri toplayip
yorumlayarak karar vericilere sunmasina ragmen programdaki degisikliklerden sorumlu kisi degildir
(Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center, 2001). Ayrica, program degerlendiricinin gercekleri ortaya koymaya
calismasi yerine, politika yapanlarin veya program sahiplerinin beklentilerini karsilama cabasinda
bulunmasina yonelik séylemler de bu kavramin tam olarak anlasiimadiginin bir gostergesi olabilir
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2004; Oliva, 2009). Program degerlendirici, degerlendirme calismalarini politika
yapicilarin ya da program yoneticilerinin politik gérislerini gz 6nliinde bulundurarak yiritse bile,
degerlendirme sonuglarini onlarin istedigi sonuglari elde etmek i¢cin manipiile etmeye calismaz, bu
gorisleri sadece bir paradigma olarak ele alir (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004), programla ilgili verilen kararlarda
kullanilan verileri toplar/analiz eder (Wood, 2001). Program degerlendirme alanina gereken 6nemin
verilmemesi ve program degerlendirme calismalarinin yetersiz olmasi, bu kavrama yonelik yanlis
alginin sebepleri olarak gorilebilir. Nitekim katilmcilardan birisi bu durumu séyle belirtmektedir:

Program degerlendirme, program gelistirme alaninin en fazla ihmal edilen yénidiir. Tiirkiye’de
egitim programlari alaninda hic 6nemsenmemekte ve kullaniimamaktadir. Degerlendirilmeyen
programlar Ankara’da Kizilay Meydani’na gecekondu insa etmeye benzer. (9-UED)

Program degerlendirme standartlan icin elde edilen metaforlar incelendiginde, “kurallar, yol
gosterme, kiyaslama kriteri, vazgecilmez olma/kaliba uyma” olmak lzere dort farkh kategori olustugu
gorilmektedir. Katihmcilar, standartlarin program degerlendirme sirecinde elde edilen sonuglara
dayali olarak karar vermede program degerlendiricilere yol gosterdigini diisinmektedirler. Program
degerlendirme standartlarinin, program degerlendiriciler icin karar almada birer 6l¢it islevi gordgu
duslintldtginde (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004), lisansUstl 6grencilerinin ve 6gretim Uyelerinin kavrama
yonelik istenilen anlamlara sahip olduklari séylenebilir.

Calismada elde edilen metaforlar incelendiginde, egitim programi ve program degerlendirme
standartlari kavramlarina yonelik metaforlar lisansisti 6grenciler ve 6gretim Uyeleri acisindan kategori
baglaminda benzerlik gosterirken, program degerlendirme ve program degerlendirici kavramlarina
yonelik metaforlarin bu iki katihmci grubu acisindan farklilastigi gériilmektedir. Ogretim tyelerinin
aksine, lisansisti 6grencileri bu kavramlari eleme ve diizeltme islevleriyle ele almaktadirlar. Bu durum,
yukarida da deginildigi Uzere, lisansistli 6grencilerin henlz program degerlendirme/degerlendirici
kavramlarini tam olarak 6ziimseyemediklerinin bir gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir. Nitekim bireylerin
anlam olusturma sireclerinin, fiziksel, sosyal ve kiltiirel cevreleriyle, bilissel ve duyussal siireclerine
gore degisebilecegi ifade edilmektedir (Mahn, 2012). Yapilandirmaciligin da ortaya koydugu Uzere,
bireyler karsilastiklari kavramlara deneyimleriyle ve zihinsel yapilariyla anlam yiklemektedir (Cobb,
1994; Shah, 2019). Dolayisiyla, bireylerin 6gretilmek istenen kavramlara istendik veya istenmedik
yonde anlam yiklemesi mimkiin olabilir. Diger yandan, degerlendirmeye yonelik kavramlarin karmasik
yapisinin da bu kavramlara yonelik farkli anlam yiklemelere yol actigi sdylenebilir. Alanyazinda, bir
siire 6nce bu kavramlara yonelik tam bir netligin ve fikir birliginin olmamasi da (Worthen, Sanders &
Fitzpatrick, 1997) kavramlarin anlasilmasinin zorlugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Ozetle, lisansistii 6grencilerinin ve akademisyenlerin alana 6zgii temel kavramlara yénelik algilarini
ortaya koymayi amaclayan bu calismayla, program gelistirme kavramlarina genellikle alanyazinda
belirtilen anlamlar ylklense de istenmeyen bazi anlamlarin da olustugu ortaya konulmaktadir. Bu
durum, program gelistirme alaninda bireylerin kavramlara genellikle benzer ve beklenen anlamlar
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yuklediklerini gostermesinin yaninda; farkli bir noktadan ele alindiginda, program gelistirme egitiminin
ve calismalarinin belirli sinirlar icerisinde kaldigi seklinde de yorumlanabilir. Doktora tezlerinin
incelendigi bir calismada, doktora tez konularinin genellikle belirli konulara yonelik oldugu, dolayisiyla
da alana teorik bir katki saglayamadigi belirtiimektedir (Kozikoglu & Senemoglu, 2015). Ogretim
Uyeleriyle yapilan bir diger calismada da program gelistirme alanindaki teorinin sahaya pek
yansitilamadigina yonelik gorusler belirtilmistir (Sert, Gindogdu & Akar Vural, 2018). Teori-uygulama
arasindaki uyumun tam saglanamamasi nedeniyle, bireyler program gelistirmeye yonelik kavramlari
cogunlukla sadece teorik olarak oOgrenmektedirler. Kavramlarin uygulamaya dayali olarak
ogrenilememesi de, kavramlara istenen anlamlarin yiiklenmesini zorlastirmaktadir.

Metaforlar araciligiyla katilimcilardan elde edilen verilerle sinirli olan bu ¢alisma sonucunda, daha
detayli verilerle derinlemesine c¢alisilmasi; bireylerin yikledikleri anlamlarin arkasinda yatan
gerekgelerin detaylandirilmasi; kisa zamanda daha c¢ok kisiden veri elde edebilmek amaciyla bu
kavramlara yonelik algilari ortaya cikaracak nicel 6lgme araclarinin gelistirilmesi; lisansiisti derslerde
bu calismada elde edilen metaforlarin kullanilmasiyla 6grencilerdeki algilarin olusum ve degisim
strecinin izlenmesi Onerilebilir.

Bilgilendirme
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