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LiSE OGRENCILERINiIN SU OKURYAZARLIK DUZEYLERINiN TESPIT EDiLMESI:
iSTANBUL iLi ORNEGI

0z

Temel besin ve hayat kaynagimiz olan suyun 6nemi son yillarda daha da art-
mis durumdadir. Bu durumun nedenlerinden bir tanesi sanayi devrimi sonrasinda
hizla artan diinya niifusu nedeniyle kisi basina diisen tatli su miktarinin azalmasi-
dir. Ayrica sanayilesmenin getirdigi su kirliligi, kiiresel iklim degisikligi, insanlarin
suya kars1 biling durumlari da baslica nedenler arasinda yer almaktadir. Tiirkiye'de
diinya genelinde su azlig1 ya da su stresi icerisinde yer alan bir iilke konumunda-
dir. Bu su stresi Tiirkiye'nin en fazla niifusuna sahip olan Istanbul ilinde daha da
fazla yasanmaktadir. Mevcut sikintilarin yaninda gelecege yonelik olas1 sikintilarla
bas etmenin temel yolu 6zellikle gen¢ niifusun su okuryazarlik diizeylerini tespit
ederek planlamalar yapmaktir. Bu baglamda aragtirmada Istanbulda 6grenim go-
ren lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik diizeylerini tespit etmektir. Anlik betim-
sel tarama modeli yontemi le gerceklestirilen bu arastirmada aragtirmaya dahil
edilecek lise 6grencileri kolay ulasilabilir 6rneklem yontemi ile se¢ilmistir. 1965
lise 6grencisi ile elde edilen veriler SPSS 20 ile analiz edilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
lise 6grencilerinin orta diizeyde su okuryazari olduklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Su
okuryazarliginin alt boyutlar1 agisindan ise su bilinci ve su duyarliliginda orta, su
tasarrufunda yiiksek diizeye sahip olduklar1 gortilmiistiir. Ayrica lise 6grencileri-
nin su okuryazarlik diizeyleri {izerinde cinsiyet, okul tiiri, sinif diizeyi, anne-baba
egitim durumu, aile gelir durumu gibi degiskenlerin etkili oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Cikan sonuglar 1g1§1nda Istanbul ili 6zelinde siirdiiriilebilir bir su okuryazarliginin
6nemi vurgulanarak birtakim 6nerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Su okuryazarlig, Istanbul, Lise 6§rencileri

ek

DETERMINING THE WATER LITERACY LEVELS OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:
THE CASE OF ISTANBUL

ABSTRACT:

The importance of water, which is our basic food and life source, has increased
even more in recent years. One of the reasons for this situation is the decrease in
the amount of fresh water per capita due to the rapidly increasing world popula-
tion after the industrial revolution. In addition, water pollution brought about by
industrialization, global climate change, and people’s awareness of water are among
the main reasons. Turkey is a country that has water scarcity or water stress. This
water stress is experienced even more in the province of Istanbul, which has the
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largest population in Turkey. In addition to the current problems, the main way to
deal with possible problems for the future is to make plans by determining the wa-
ter literacy levels of the young population. In this context, this research aims to de-
termine the water literacy levels of high school students studying in Istanbul. This
study, which was carried out with the instant descriptive survey method, used the
easily accessible sampling method to select high school students for inclusion in
the research. The data obtained with 1965 high school students was analyzed with
SPSS 20. The analysis concluded that high school students are moderately water
literate. In terms of sub-dimensions of water literacy, they had a moderate level of
water awareness and water sensitivity, and a high level of water saving. In addition,
variables such as gender, school type, grade level, parental education level, family
income status had an effect on students’ water literacy levels. In the light of the re-
sults, some suggestions are made, emphasizing the importance of sustainable water
literacy in the province of Istanbul.

Keywords: Water literarcy, Istanbul, High school students

k%
GIRIS

Su biitiin canlilar i¢in ¢ok gerekli olan yasam maddesidir. Bagta igme, kullanma
olmak tizere sulama sulari, endiistrinin tiirlii boliimlerinde ihtiya¢ duyulan sularin
onemi ve degeri ortadadir. Yeryiiztiniin yaklasik dortte tigii sularla kaplidir. Suyun
¢ogu okyanus ve denizlerdedir. Binlerce metre derinlige varan bu ¢anaklar i¢inde
tuzlu sular, biiyiik kiitleler tegkil edecek sekilde yeryiiziinde yaygin bir durum arz
ederler. Sular karalar icinde ise gol, akarsu, yeralt1 sular1 olarak bulunurlar. Gélle-
rin bir kismi tuzlu olmakla beraber, tath sulu gollerde mevcuttur. Sularin bir kismi
da daglarin yiiksek kesimlerinde ve kutup bélgelerinde kat1 olarak bulunur. Bunlar
kar ve buz ortiileri halinde goriiliirler. Bunlar uglarindan ve yiizeylerinden erime-
lerle yeralt1 ve yeriistii sularini besleyen bir kaynak durumundadirlar. Her ne olur-
sa olsun su, cografi yorenin ¢ok 6nemli bir pargasi ve vazgecilmez bir unsurudur.
Bagsta yerlesme yerleri olmak {izere birinci derecede suyun bulunma durumuna
bagli oldugu gibi, tarim isleri de suyun varligina dayanarak geligir. Bunun gibi ulas-
tirmada da suyun biiyiik degeri vardir. Suya dayali tiirli endiistrinin kurulmasi ve
gelismesinde de suyun degeri biiytiktiir.

Tiirkiye, 36° - 42° kuzey paralelleri ile 26° - 45° dogu meridyenleri arasinda
yer almaktadir. Burasi, Ekvator ile kuzey kutbu arasinda ama ekvatora daha ya-
kin bir bélgededir. Sicaklik kusaklar: icerisinde 1liman iklim kusaginda bulunan
Tiirkiye makroklima olarak Akdeniz iklim bolgesi i¢indedir. Képpen-Geiger iklim
siniflandirmasina gore Tiirkiyede en genis yayillima kiglar1 iliman orta enlem ik-
limi ve bu iklim tipleri icerisinde ise tipik Akdeniz iklimine karsilik gelen ilkim
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tipi goriilmektedir. Tiirkiye alt iklim tiplerine gore Karadeniz Bolimii haricinde
Tiirkiye'nin biyiik béliimiinde yaz ya da kis mevsiminin kurak gectigi yani kurak
mevsimin belirgin oldugu alt iklim tipleri egemendir (Oztiirk, Cetinkaya ve Ay-
din, 2017, 5.26). Bu durumun neticesinde Tiirkiyenin biiyiik bir béliimiinde yaz
mevsimi kurak gecer ve yar1 kurak iklim tipinde yer alir. Tiirkiye, diinya tizerin-
de yagis farkliliklarinin fazla oldugu bélgelerden birindedir. Bazi yillar bol yagish
gecer. Baz1 yillar ise yagis hemen hemen yar1 yariya azalir ve bu durumda kurak-
lik bag gosterir. Kullanilan su azalir; tarim tirinlerinin verimi diiger, bir kismi
kavrulur; ekonomi zarara ugrar. . Giineydogu ve i¢ Anadolu bolgesi basta olmak
tizere kurakligin en sik goruldigii bolgelerimizdir. Ayrica igme, kullanma suyu
ile endiistride su tiiketiminin fazla oldugu bityiiksehirlerimiz kurakliktan en fazla
etkilenen bir konuma sahiptir. Bu gehirler icerisinde resmi verilere gore 15 milyo-
nu askin niifusuyla Tirkiyenin en biiyiik Diinyanin da sayili bityiik sehirlerinden
olan Istanbul gelmektedir. Bu kadar muazzam bir niifusu barindiran bir sehrin su
ihtiyacini karsilamak oldukea zordur.

Istanbul yiizeysel su kaynaklar ile beslenmektedir. Istanbul'un niifusunun
artmasi ve cografi olarak hizmet alaninin genislemesi sebebiyle artan su talebini
karsilamak i¢in Avrupa Yakasrnda Tekirdag, Anadolu yakasinda Diizce’ye kadar
uzanan farkli su havzalarindan igme suyu temin edilmektedir. Istanbul'un belli
baslt su kaynaklar; Omerli, Darlik, Elmali 1-2, Terkos, Alibeykoy, Bityiikgekmece,
Sazlidere, Istrancalar, Kazandere ve Papucdere barajlaridir. Zaman zaman belirti-
len barajlar dahil Istanbul’'un su ihtiyacini kargilamak da yetersiz kalmaktadirlar.

Su elbette ki temel besin ve hayat kaynagimizdir. Suyun herkes tarafindan bili-
nen bu 6zelliginin yani sira su, giydigimiz kazaklardan, yedigimiz meyvelere, kul-
landigimiz elektrige kadar pek ¢ok alanda bize hizmet etmektedir. Bu baglamda su
okuryazarlig: ifadesi 6nem kazanmaktadir. Su okuryazarlig: ifadesinin literatiirde
yakin zamanda kullanilmaya bagladig1 goriilmektedir. Sammel & McMartin (2014)
su okuryazari olmayi bireysel su ayak izini hesaplayarak giinlitk yagaminda dikkate
alma ve suyun siirdiiriilebilir kullanimi konusunda faaliyette bulunma olarak ifade
eder. TUBITAK (2022) su okuryazarligini Bireylerin su, su kaynaklar1 ve suyu
kapsayan tiim konular hakkindaki temel bilgiyi, suyun siirdiiriilebilir bir sekilde
kullanimi, yénetimi, hayat igin 6nemi ve gerekliligini anlamaya, su ile ilgili bilimsel
bilgileri kullanarak karsilagilan problemlere ¢6ziim iiretebilmeye, aciklik getirebil-
me seklinde agiklamigtir. Xu, Wang, Wang ve Zhang’a (2019) gore su bilgisi ve su
tutumu, vatandaslarin su davranigini etkileyen ana faktorlerdir. Bu baglamda su
okuryazarlig su tasarrufu, su bilinci ve su duyarliligs olarak ti¢ alt boyuta ayrila-
bilir. Su bilinci ile suya dair temel bilgilere sahip olup bu bilgilerin tutum haline
doniistiiriilmesi s6z konusudur. Su duyarlilig1 suya dair yapilan bireysel ve top-
lumsal faaliyetlere gosterilen hassasiyetlere isaret etmektedir. Su tasarrufu ise suya
dair sahip olunan bilgi ve tutumlarin uygulamaya ge¢irilmesini ifade etmektedir.
Bu baglamda su okuryazary; giinliik kullanilan suyun nasil dagitildigs, aritildigy,
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bunun yani sira suyun kalitesi ve giivenligini koruyan, ne kadar su kullanildigini ve
tam olarak ne igin kullanildigini bilen bireylere denilmektedir (TUBITAK,2020).
Su okuryazarligi, suyun degerini takdir etme, su tedarik sistemlerinin operasyonel
oOzelliklerini anlama ve su krizleri karsisinda su kaynaklarini en akillica kullanma
becerisidir (UNESCO). Halk i¢in su okuryazarligi, su koruma eylemlerinin ve iyi
yonetimin 6nemini anlama, su kaynaklarini korumak ve degerlerini belirlemek
i¢in belirli eylemlerde bulunma gereginin farkina varma ve ulusal su okuryazarlig
olarak bilinen bu bilgileri etkin ve net bir sekilde iletme yetenegidir (Greenough
vd., 2001). Su okuryazarlig: suyla ilgili bilgi, tutum ve davraniglarin doruk nokta-
sidir, bu nedenle ekolojik veya ¢evresel okuryazarlik gibi daha yaygin kullanilan
diger etiketlerden farkli bir konuma yerlesmistir (McCarroll ve Hamann,2020).
Clinkdi suyun bir tilkenin saglik, sosyal, yonetim ve ekonomik biiyiimesinin her
alaninda oynayacag belirgin bir rolii bulunmaktadir (Maniam, Poh, Htar, Poon
ve Chuah, 2021).

Tiirkiyede ise su okuryazarligi iizerine birka¢ yildir ¢aliyma yapilmaktadir.
Tiirkiyede su okuryazarlig1 tizerine Ursavas ve Aytar (2018), Ursavas (2020, 2021),
Sozcii ve Tirker (2020a, 2020b) , Tiirker, Yiiksel ve Tuna (2022) caligmalarda bu-
lunmuslardir. Bu ¢alismalarda farkli egitim kademelerinde 6grenim géren 6grenci-
lerin su okuryazarliklarini tespit etme ve su okuryazarliklarini gelistirmeye yonelik
calismalar ele alinmigtir. Yabanci literatiirde ise son yillarda egitime yonelik olarak
Moreno-Guerrero, Romero-Rodriguez, Lopez-Belmonte, Alonso-Garcia (2020)
ters yliz 6grenme uygulamalarinin su okuryazarliginin gelisimindeki etkisini aras-
tirmiglardir. McCarroll ve Hamann (2020) su okuryazarliginin genel gergevesini
gizerek birtakim siniflandirma ve 6nerilerde bulunmuslardir. LaDue, Ackerman,
Blaum ve Shipley (2021) ¢aligmalarinda lisans 6grencilerinin su bilgilerini aragtir-
mustir. Yu, Lin, Lo, Tseng ve Hsu (2021) Tayvan halkinin su okuryazarlik diizey-
lerini tespit etmeye yonelik ¢aliyma yapmuislardir. Maniam vd. (2021) Giineydogu
Asyadaki su okuryazarlig1 izerine arastirma yapmuislardir. Mostacedo-Marasovic,
Lally, Petitt, Holly, Forbes (2022) ¢aligmalarinda lisans 6grencilerinin su okurya-
zarliklarini gelistirmeye yonelik uzun siireli bir ¢alisma yapmuslardir. Johnson &
Courter (2020) ¢alismalarinda tniversite 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik diizey-
lerini degerlendirmiglerdir. Forbes, Brozovic, Franz, Lally ve Petitt (2018) lisans
ogrencilerinin su okuryazarligini destekleyici ders tasarimi ¢alismasinda bulun-
muslardir.

Sanayi devrimi sonrasi bilyiik bir sigrama seklinde artan diinya niifusu ve bu
niifusun beslenmesine yonelik olarak dogal kaynaklarin bilingsizce tiiketilmesi bii-
yiik sorunlar dogurmaktadir. Hayat kaynag1 olan suyun da bilingsizce tiiketilme-
si, sanayi faaliyetleri sonucunda kirletilmesi gelecekte 6nemli sorunlar dogurma
potansiyeline sahiptir. Kiiresel iklim degisikligi ile birlikte Diinyanin bazi bélge-
lerinde mevcut tathi su kaynaklarinda ciddi oranlarda azalmalar yasanmaktadir.
Sehirlesmenin yayginlasmasiyla birlikte 6zellikle biiyiiksehirlerde su yonetiminin
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gerekliligi daha da artmaktadir. Tiirkiyede de Istanbul sehri her gegen giin artan
nifusu ve artan kuraklik tehdidi nedeniyle su konusunda ciddi sikintilarla kar-
s1 kargryadir. Farkli alanlarda hayata gecirilmesi gereken su yonetimi hususunda
geng neslin su okuryazarliginin gelistirilmesine de odaklanilmalidir. Bu baglamda
oncelikle genglerin su okuryazarlik diizeylerinin tespit edilip buna gore planlama
yapilmas: gerekliliginden yola ¢ikarak ¢alismada Tirkiye'nin en biiyiik sehri olan
Istanbulda 6grenim goren lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik diizeylerinin etki-
leyen faktorleri tespit etmek amaclanmigtir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda su sorulara
cevap aranmistir.

Problem Ciimlesi: Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklar1 ne diizeydedir?

Alt problemler:

1. Lise ogrencilerinin su okuryazarliklar: cinsiyete gore anlamli farklilik gos-
termekte midir?

2. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklari sinif diizeylerine gére anlaml farkli-
lik gostermekte midir?

3. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarhiklar: okul basari puanina gére anlamli
farklilik gostermekte midir?

4. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklari anne egitim durumuna gére anlaml
farklilik gostermekte midir?

5. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklar1 baba egitim durumuna gore anlamh
farklilik gostermekte midir?

6. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklar: su ile ilgili kurum bilme durumlarina
gore anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

7. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklari aile gelir durumuna gore anlamli
farklilik gostermekte midir?

8. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklar: 6grenim gordiikleri okul tiiriine gore
anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

YONTEM
Arastirma Modeli
Bu aragtirma, tarama modeline dayali betimsel bir ¢aligma niteligindedir. Tarama

modelleri, Karasara (2012) gore, gegmiste veya halen var olan bir durumu, var oldu-
gu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirma yaklagimlaridir. Bu modelde amag anin
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fotografi tizerinden betimleme yapmaktir. Aragtirma, lise 6grencilerinin su okur-
yazarliklarini belli bir zamanda var olan durumlarini, oldugu haliyle betimlemeyi
amagcladigindan tarama modelleri icerisinde ‘anlik tarama’ modelindedir.

Calisma grubu

Aragtirmanin  evrenini Istanbul ilinde egitim goéren lise 6grencileri
olusturmaktadir. Caligma grubu ise Istanbulda farkli lise tiirlerinde egitim goren
1965 lise 6grencisinden olusmaktadir. Buliseler amagsal 6rnekleme yontemlerinden
maksimum ¢esitlilik 6rnekleme yontemiyle secilmistir. Yildirnm ve Simsek'in
(2013) maksimum ¢esitlilik 6rneklemesi taniminda belirttikleri gibi aragtirma
problemine taraf olabilecek bireylerin ¢esitliligini artirmak, genelleme yapmaktan
ziyade cesitlilik gosteren durumlar arasinda ne tiir benzerlik ve farkliliklarin
oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in arastirmada maksimum ¢esitlilik O6rneklemesi
secilmistir. Bir maksimum cesitlilik 6rnekleme stratejisi kullanan degerlendirici,
bulgular: tiim insanlara veya tiim gruplara genellestirmeye ¢alismayacaktir, ancak
programatik varyasyonu ve bu varyasyon i¢cindeki 6nemli ortak kaliplar1 aciklayan
bilgileri arayacaktir (Patton, 1990. s.172). Bu baglamda aragtirmaya dahil olan lise
Ogrencilerine ait kisisel bilgiler Tablo 1'de yer almaktadur.

Cinsiyet Frekans % Su kurumu bilme durumu  Frekans %o
Kiz 1217 61,9 Evet 1050 534
Erkek 748 38,1 Hawir 915 16,6
Simf Seviyesi Gelir durumu
9.s1uf 522 26,6 0-3000 TL 533 271
10.s1uf 583 297 3000-6000 TL 872 144
11.51uf 484 24,6 6000-10000 TL 366 18,6
12 s1uf 376 19,1 10000 TL dizeri 194 9,9
Anne Egitim Okul Hirdi
Okuryazar olmayan 80 41 Anadolu Lisesi 1042 23
lkégretim 1009 513 Fen Lisesi 178 9.1
Lise 600 30,5 Meslek Lisesi 183 93
Universite 276 14 Imam Hatip Lisesi 562 28,6
Baba Egitim Not Ortalamasy
Okuryazar olmavan 20 1 50-60 534 272
lIkogretim 873 44,4 61-75 600 30,5
Lise 667 339 76-90 624 318
Universite 405 20,6 91-100 207 10,5
Toplam 1965 100

Tablo 1. Katilimcilara Ait Bilgiler

Tablo 1 incelendiginde ¢aligma grubundaki 6grencilerin % 61,9’unu (n=1217)
kiz, % 38,1’inin (n=748) erkek oldugu gorilmektedir. Ogrencilerin sinif seviyeleri-
ne gore birbirine yakin oranda dagildigi, anne ve baba egitim durumlarinda en ¢ok
ilkogretim mezunu oldugu tespit edilmistir.
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Ogrencilerin not ortalamalarinin en ok 76-90 puan araliginda (%31,8), en az
91-100 puan araliginda (% 10,5) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ayrica su ile ilgili kurum
bilme durumlarinin da birbirine yakin bir oranda oldugu goriilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araclari

Calismada veri toplama araci olarak Sozcii ve Tiirker (2020a) tarafindan hazir-
lanmig ‘Su Okuryazarligi Anketi’ kullanilmigtir. Anket iki kistmdan olugsmaktadr.
Birinci kisimda dgrencilere ait kisisel bilgiler yer almaktadir. Ikinci kisimda ise su
okuryazarhig1 6lgegi bulunmaktadir. Olgek su tasarrufu, su bilinci ve su duyarli-
lig1 adr altindaki 3 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. 30 maddelik 6lgegin su tasarrufu
boyutunda 13, su bilinci boyutunda 12, su duyarlili1 boyutunda 5 madde bulun-
maktadir. 5li Likert tipinde (Tamamen katiliyorum, katiliyorum, kararsizim, ka-
tilmryorum, hig¢ katilmryorum) hazirlanan 6lgegin 25 maddesi olumlu, 5 maddesi
olumsuz ifadelerden olugmaktadir. Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan ‘30’ en
yitksek puan ‘150dir. Olgegin Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik degeri .912 ¢ikmugtr.
Olgege ait veriler 2022 yili subat ay1 ierisinde goniilliiliik esasina bagl olarak lise
6grencilerinden online olarak toplanmustir. Online anket Google formlar {izerin-
de hazirlanarak ogrencilere baglant1 adresi paylasilmak suretiyle ve 6gretmenleri
araciligiyla ulagtirilmstir.

Verilerin Analizi

Toplanan veriler SPSS 20 ile analiz edilmistir. Veriler online anket yolu ile
toplandig i¢in kayip veri olugmamustir. Olumsuz madde 6zelligine sahip olan 5
madde ters kodlama yéntemi ile programa islenmistir. Olgekteki her maddenin
aritmetik ortalamasi alinmistir. Bu ortalama 6grencilerin maddelere katilim diize-
yi olarak diizenlenmistir. Olgegin aralik genisligi (Tekin, 1996) (a=dizi genisligi /
yapilacak grup sayis1) formiilii ile hesaplanmuistir. Buna gore aritmetik ortalamalar-
dan olgeklere gore 1.00-1.79 arasindaki ortalama degerlerin “Kesinlikle katilmryo-
rum’, 1.80-2.59 arasinda bulunanlarin “Katilmiyorum”, 2.60-3.39 arasindakilerin
“Kararsizim’, 3.40-4.19 arasindakilerin “Katiliyorum” ve 4.20-5.00 arasindakilerin
“Kesinlikle katiliyorum” araliginda olmasina karar verilmistir. Olgek verilerinin
normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigini tespit etmek i¢in Kolmogrov-Smirnov
testi yapilmig, carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarina bakilmis ve normal dagilima
sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir. Céziimlenen verilerin analiz asamasinda frekans,
ortalama, bagimsiz gruplarda t-testi ve ANOVA testleri yapilmistir. Cinsiyete, su
kurumu bilme durumuna gore farklilagmay: test etmek i¢in bagimsiz gruplar t-tes-
ti teknigi, diger degiskenlere gore farklilasmayi test etmek icin tek yonlii varyans
analizi (ANOVA) kullanilmistir. Varyanslarin homojen dagiliminin saglandig: du-
rumlarda ¢oklu karsilagtirma testlerinden (Post Hoc Testi) Scheffe, saglanmadig:
durumlarda Tamhane’s T2 testi uygulanmustir.
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Etik Kurul izin Bilgileri

Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Yitksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Aragtirma ve Yayin
Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur.

Etik Degerlendirmeyi Yapan Kurul Adi: Ege Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bi-
limler Bilimsel Arastirma Ve Yaymn Etigi Kurulu

Etik Degerlendirme Kararinin Tarihi:23/02/2022
Etik Degerlendirme Belgesi Say1 Numaras1:02/32-1339
BULGULAR

Bu béliimde aragtirma problemi ve alt problemler ¢ercevesinde elde edilen ve-
rilere ait bulgulara yer verilmektedir. Her bir alt problem i¢in bulgular tablolar

Olcegin Balitmleri  Minimum Maksimum X Ss Olcek
Puan Puan Ortalamasi
Su tasarrufu 13 65 56,29 843 4,33
Su bilinci 12 60 40,24 10,58 3,35
Su duvarhihg 5 25 18,15 529 3,63
Genel 32 150 114,69 17,29 3,82

halinde sunulmus ve agiklanmigstir. Tablo 2 lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik dii-
zeylerine ait bulgular1 gostermektedir.

Tablo 2. Lise Ogrencilerinin Su Okuryazarlik Diizeyleri

Tablo 2’ye gore dgrencilerin su tasarrufu ol¢ek ortalamalari 4,33; su bilinci
6lgek ortalamalar1 3,35; su duyarlilig1 dlgek ortalamalari 3,63 ve su okuryazarlig
genel 6lgek ortalamalar 3,82dir. Bu degerler 6grencilerin su tasarrufu konusunda
‘Kesinlikle katilryorum, su bilinci konusunda ‘Kararsizim, su duyarliligi konusun-
da ‘Katiliyorum’ ve su okuryazarligi geneli tizerinde ‘Katiliyorum’ diizeyinde ol-
duklarini géstermektedir.

Su okuryazarlig1 6l¢eginde katilma diizeyinin en yiiksek oldugu bir baska de-
yisle 6grencilerin ¢cogunlukla katiliyorum ve kesinlikle katiliyorum segenegini isa-
retledigi maddeler sirasiyla 5, 12 ve 8. maddeler olmustur.
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5.maddede ‘Boga aktigini gérdiigiim musluklar: kapatirim’ ifadesinde 6gren-
cilerin &lcek ortalamasi 4,61 olmustur. 12. maddedeki ‘Insanlar su tasarrufu ko-
nusunda bilinglendirilmelidir’ ifadesine 6grencilerin 6lgek ortalamasi 4,60 iken 8.
madde olan ‘Suyun gelecek nesillere miras birakilacak kadar degerli oldugunun
farkindayim. ifadesinde 6grencilerin 6lgek ortalamasi 4,58 olmustur.

Katilma diizeyinin en diisiik oldugu baska bir ifade ile 6grencilerin ¢ogunlukla
kesinlikle katilmiyorum ve katilmiyorum se¢enegini isaretledigi maddeler 17, 21
ve 25. maddeler olmustur. 17. maddede ‘Su kaynaklarinin korunmasi ile ilgili ki-
taplar okurum. ” ifadesinde 6grencilerin 6l¢cek ortalamasi 2,73 olmustur. 21. mad-
dedeki ‘Su tasarrufu saglayan otomobil yikama sistemleri hakkinda bilgi edinirim’
ifadesinde 6grencilerin 6lgek ortalamasi 2,73 iken 25. madde olan ‘Su konulu dergi

Olgek boyutlar Cinsivet N b Ss Sd ¢t p
Kiz 1217 57,76 6,89 1963 10,17 .000*
Su tasarrufu Erkek 748 5646 6,74
Kiz 1217 40,95 9,98 1963 3,66 .000™
Su bilinci Erkek 748 39,10 12,06
Kz 1217 18,64 5,01 1963 5,32 .000*
Su duyarhiligs Frkek 748 17,34 5,63
Genel Kiz 1217 117,35 15,37 1963 8,89 .000*

Lrkek 748 1103 19,25

*p<0.05

ve gazete yazilarini okurum’ ifadesinde 6grencilerin 6l¢ek ortalamasi 3,10 olmus-
tur. Tablo 3’te lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklarinin cinsiyete gore analizi gos-
terilmektedir.

Tablo 3. Lise Ogrencilerinin Su Okuryazarliklarinin Cinsiyet Degiskenine
Gore Analizi

Tablo 3’teki bulgular incelendiginde lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlig: ge-
nel puanlarinin cinsiyetlerine gére anlaml bir farklik olugturdugu goriilmek-
tedir [t(1963)=8,89, p<0,05]. Ayni sekilde lise 6grencilerinin ol¢egin su tasar-
rufu [t(1963)=10,17, p<0,05], su duyarlilig1 [t(1963)=5,32,p<0,05] ve su bilinci
[t(1963)=3,66, p<0,05] boyutu puanlar1 kiz 6grenciler lehine anlaml farklilik gos-
termektedir. Bagka bir ifade ile lise 6grencilerinin cinsiyeti su tasarruflarinda, bi-

Olgek Stmuf N b 5 F P Anlaml farklilik
bovutlan diizeyleri (Scheffe Test)
1.9 simif 522 5539 935 307 027 1-3
2.10. st 583 5649 7,15
Sutasarrubu 3, 11 sruf 484 56,93 7,60
4. 12.sumuf 370 56,39 9,54

Toplam 1965 56,29 8,43
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1. 9 sinut 522 39.84 1071 458 003

23
210 smif 583 39,05 10,77
Su bilinci 3 0L mmf 484 4161 10,70

4. 125mf 370 40,60 11,19
Toplam 1965 40,24 10,85
1.9 stuf 522 18,45 5,04 1,
2.10. siruf 583 18,12 4,%
311 s 484 17,75 583
Suduyarhhf 4 12smaf 376 18,28 541
Toplam 1905 18,15 5,29
1.9 stnuf 522 115,68 1805 258 051
210, suut 583 113,86 16,71
Genel 311 st 484 116,30 15,99
4. 12.5mmf 376 115,29 18,53
Toplam 1965 114,69 17,29

194

iy
=1

+p<0.05

lin¢lerinde, su duyarliliklarinda ve su okuryazarligi genel durumlarinda anlamli
bir farkliliga neden olmaktadir. Tablo 4’te lise 6grencilerinin sinif diizeylerine gore
su okuryazarliklarinin Tek Yonliit ANOVA testi sonuglarina yer verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Lise Ogrencilerinin Sinif Diizeylerine Gére Su Okuryazarliklarinin
Tek Yonlit ANOVA Sonuglari

Tablo 4 incelendiginde lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlig: genel puanlarinin
6grenim gordiikleri sinif diizeylerine gore anlamli bir farklilik olusturmadig: go-
rilmektedir [F(3,1961)=2,58, p>0,05]. Ayn1 sekilde 6grencilerin sinif diizeyleri
su duyarliligi[F(3,1961)=1,57, p>0,05] puanlarinda da anlamh bir farklilik olus-
turmamaktadir. Ancak 6grencilerin su tasarrufu puanlari sinif diizeylerine gore
anlamli bir farka neden olmaktadir [F(3,1961)=6,52, p<0,05]. Anlaml farkliligin
hangi sinif diizeyleri arasinda oldugu Scheffe testi ile tespit edilmistir. Buna gore
lise 6grencilerinin su tasarrufu puanlari 9.sinif 6grencilerinin aleyhine olmak tize-
re, 9. siif 6grencilerinin su tasarrufu puanlari (=55,39), 11.sinif 6grencilerinin
(=56,93) puanlarina gére anlamli bir farklilik olusturacak kadar diisiik ¢ikmuistir. Su
tasarrufunda oldugu gibi su bilinci boyutunda da sinif diizeylerine gore anlaml bir
farklilik goriilmektedir [F(3,1961)=4,58, p<0,05]. Anlaml: farklilik 10.sin1f 6gren-

Olgek Anne Egitim N X 5 F P Anlamh fark
boyutlan Durumu (Scheffe Test)
1.COkuryazar degil 80 5353 10,15 123 295
2, [kbgretim 1009 56,27 B20
Su 3, Lise a) 56, /75
tasarrufu 4 Universite 76 5710 799
Toplam 1963 56,29 BA3

cilerinin aleyhine olmak iizere, 10. sinif 6grencilerinin su bilinci puanlari (=39,25),
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1.Okurvazar degil 80 el 1223 369 011" 24

2. lkegretim 1009 40,92 10,75
Su bilinei 3. Lise a0 39.% 10,78

4, Universite 76 3859 10,68

Toplam 1965 40,24 1085

1.Okuryazar degil 80 14,85 589 544  .001° 1-4

2, Tlkisgretim 109 18,02 536 24
Su 3, Lise a0 18,05 527 B
dugarkligs 4, Universite 76 19,19 475

Toplam 1965 18,15 529

1.0kurvazar degil 80 1119 2105 125 .29

2 {lkigretim 109 1152 16,97

3. Lise 600 1140 1728
Geanel 4 Universite 276 1145 1722

Toplam 1%5 1146 17,29

*p=0.05

11.sin1f 6grencilerinin (=41,61) puanlarina gére anlamli bir farklilik olusturacak
kadar diigiik ¢tkmigtir. Tablo 5te lise 6grencilerinin anne egitim diizeylerine gore
su okuryazarliklarinin Tek Yonlii ANOVA testi sonuglarina yer verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Lise Ogrencilerinin Anne Egitim Diizeylerine Gére Su Okuryazarlik-
larinin Tek Yonliit ANOVA Sonuglari

Tablo 5¢ gore lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik genel puanlarmin anne
egitim durumuna gore anlaml bir diizeyde farklilasmadigi gorilmektedir
[F(3,1961)=1,25, p>0,05]. Ancak dl¢cegin diger boyutlar: olan su bilinci [F(3,1961)
=3,69, p<0,05] ve su duyarlilig1 [F(3,1961)=5,44, p<0,05] boyutlarina ait puanla-
rin anne egitim durumuna gore anlamli bir fark olusturdugu tespit edilmistir. Bu
farkin hangi egitim diizeylerine sahip anneler arasinda oldugunu bulmak i¢in Sc-
heffe testi yapilmigtir. Buna gore su bilinci alt boyutunda annesi tiniversite mezunu
olan lise 6grencilerinin puanlar1 (=38,59) annesi ilkogretim mezunu olan 6gren-

Olgek Baba Egitim N X 5 F P Anlamli fark
boyutlar Durumu (Scheffe
Test)
1.Okuryvazar degil 20 2340 10,49 04y 70l
2. Ilkgretim 873 36,32 323
Su tasarrufu 3. Lise ony 56,05 3410
4. Universite 405 56,23 3,76
Toplam 1965 56,29 343
1.0kurvazar degil 20 42,20 11,583 3,76 010t 24
2 Tkigretim 873 40,95 10,73
Su bilinei 3. Lise 667 4012 1069
4. Universita 405 38,84 11,22
Toplam 1965 4024 1085
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1.Okurvazar degil 20 1570 607 309 026t 14

Z, TlkiigEretim 873 18,04 53,33 24
Su duyarkhgs 3. Lise 667 1802 3339 34

4, Universite 405 18469 5072

Toplam 1965 1815 5,29

1.0kuryazar degll 20 11330 21,28 127 281

2. Tlktgretim 873 11552 1703

3. Lise 667 11419 17,00
Genel 4. Universite 403 113,77 18,06

Toplam 1965 11469 17,291

p=0.05
cilerin puanlarina (=40,92) gore anlaml fark olusturacak kadar diisiiktiir. Bunun
yaninda su duyarlilig1 boyutunda ise annesi iiniversite mezunu olan 6grencilerin
puanlar1 (=19,19) diger egitim kademelerinden mezun olanlarin puanlarina gore
(=16,85/18,02/18,05) anlaml diizeyde yiiksek ¢ikmuistir. Tablo 6da lise 6grencile-
rinin baba egitim diizeylerine gére su okuryazarliklarinin Tek Yonlii ANOVA testi
bulgularina yer verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Lise Ogrencilerinin Baba Egitim Diizeylerine Gore Su Okuryazarlik-
larinin Tek Yonlit ANOVA Sonuglari

Tablo 6 incelediginde lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik genel puanlarinin
baba egitim durumuna goére anlamli bir diizeyde farklilagmadig1 goriilmektedir
[F(3,1961)=1,27, p>0,05]. Ancak dl¢cegin diger boyutlar: olan su bilinci [F(3,1961)
=3,76, p<0,05] ve su duyarlilig1 [F(3,1961)=3,09, p<0,05] boyutlarina ait puanlarin
anne egitim durumuna gore anlamli bir fark olugturdugu tespit edilmistir. Buna
gore su bilinci alt boyutunda babasi tiniversite mezunu olan lise 6grencilerinin pu-

éle_wek Not N X S F p Anlamli fark
boyutlar: Ortalamasa (Scheffe Test)
1.50-60 534 53,99 981 23 000 1-2
261-75 00 36,32 540 1-3
Sl 3.76-90 624 o751 6,91 14
tasarnfu 4.91-100 207 57,54 7.51 3
Toplam 1965 56,29 543
1.30-60 534 3973 11,30 1,02 379
2.61-75 GO0 40,77 10,96
S bilinci 3.76-90 624 40,35 10,36
4.91-100 07 39,70 10,78
Toplam 1985 40,24 10,85
1.50-60 534 16,67 549 2551 000 1-2
261-T5 a0 168,04 535 1-3
Su 3.76-90 624 19,05 4,93 14
duyarlibiga  4.91-100 207 1953 4,74 23
Teplam 1965 18,15 3,29 24
1.50-60 534 11041 17,99 16,67  .000* 1-2
2.61-75 &00 115,13 17,36 1-3
3.76-90 624 11722 1595 14
Genel 4.91-100 207 116,75 17,17
Toplam 1965 114,69 17,29
*p<05
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anlar1 (=38,84) babas: ilkdgretim mezunu olan 6grencilerin puanlarina (=40,95)
gore anlamli fark olugturacak kadar diistiktiir. Bunun yaninda su duyarliligi bo-
yutunda ise babas1 iiniversite mezunu olan 6grencilerin puanlari (=18,69) diger
egitim kademelerinden mezun olanlarin puanlarina goére (=15,70/18,04/18,02) an-
lamli diizeyde yiiksek ¢ikmustir. Tablo 7'de lise 6grencilerinin not ortalamalarina
gore su okuryazarliklariin Tek Yonli ANOVA testi sonuglar: gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 7. Lise Ogrencilerinin Not Ortalamalarina Gore Su Okuryazarliklarinin
Tek Yonlit ANOVA Sonuglar:

Tablo 7 incelendiginde lise &grencilerinin not ortalamalarinin su okurya-
zarlik genel puanlar1 [F(3,1961)=16,87, p<0,05], su tasarrufu boyutu puanlar
[F(3,1961)=22,23, p<0,05] ve su duyarliligi boyutu puanlar1 [F(3,1961)=25,51,
p<0,05] iizerinde anlamli bir farkliliga neden oldugu goriilmektedir. Anlaml fark-
liligin yonii i¢in yapilan Scheffe testine gore;

Not ortalamasi 50-60 arasinda olan lise 6grencilerinin sirastyla su okuryazarlig
genel puanlari, su tasarrufu ve su duyarliligi puanlar1 (=110,4/53,99/16,6) not or-
talamasi 61-75 arasinda (=115,1/56,3/18,04), 76-90 arasinda (=117,2/57,81/19,05)
ve 91-100 arasinda olanlara (=116,7/57,54/19,53) gore daha diisiiktiir. Ayn1 sekilde

not ortalama 6-90 arasinda olan ogren nin a a su okurvazarlig] ge-
Olgek Okul tiirleri N X S5 F P Anlaml fark
boyutlan (Scheffe Test)
1. Anadaolu Lisesi 1042 5723 7R 236 005 13
2. Fen Lisesi 178 5706 7,40 1-4
Su tasarrufu 3, Meslek Lisesi 133 51,81 1167 2-3
4. Tmam Hatip Lisesi 562 5574 B8 34
Toplam 3202 5584 612
1. Anadaolu Lisesi 1042 4044 1103 379 0100 1-2
2. Fen Lisesi 178 38,60 9,69 1-3
3. Meslek Lisesi 183 3855 1282 34
S bilinci 4. lmam Hatip Lisesi 562 409 1006
Toplam 1965 40,24 1085
1. Anadolu Lisesi 1042 1839 537 159 000 1-2
2. Fen Lisesi 178 1994 450 0 1-3
3. Meslek Lisesi 183 1640 35,82 2-3
Suduyarlligs 4, fmam Hatip Lisesi 562 1769 4,99 24
Toplam 1965 1815 5,29 34
1. Anadolu Lisesi 1042 1160 1702 155 000 13
2. Fen Lisesi 178 1156 1643 2 23
Genel 3, Meslek Lisesi 133 106,7 20,72 34
4. Imam Hatip Lisesi 562 1144 1612
Toplam 1960 Tl46 1729

*p<il.05

nel puanlari ile su tasarrufu puanlari (=117,2/57,8) not ortalamasi 50-60 arasinda
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olanlara gore her ikisinde 61-75 arasinda olanlara gore de su duyarliligi puanlarina
gore daha yiiksektir. Lise 6grencilerinin 6l¢egin su bilinci boyutuna ait puanlari ise
not ortalamalarina gore anlaml bir farklilik olusturmamaktadir [F(3,1961)=1,02,
p<0,05]. Tablo 8de lise 6grencilerinin 6grenim gordiikleri okul tiiriine gére su
okuryazarliklarinin Tek Yonlit ANOVA testi sonuglar1 gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 8. Lise Ogrencilerinin Ogrenim Goérdiikleri Okul Tiiriine Gore Su Okur-
yazarliklarinin Tek Yonlit ANOVA Sonuglari

Tablo 8%e gore lise 6grencilerinin su tasarrufu puanlari [F(3,1961)=23,6,p<0,05],
su bilinci puanlar1  [F(3,1961)=3,79,p<0,05], su duyarlilifn puanlarn
[F(3,1961)=15,90,p<0,05] ve su okuryazarlig1 genel puanlar1 6grenim gordiikleri
okul tiirii gore anlamli diizeyde farklilagmaktadir [F(3,1961)=15,52, p<0,05].

Su tasarrufu boyutunda Meslek Lisesi 6grencilerinin aleyhine olmak iizere,
meslek lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlari ile (=51,81) Anadolu Lisesi (=57,23), Fen Li-
sesi (=57,06) ve Imam Hatip Lisesi (=55,74) 6grencileri arasinda anlamli farklilik
bulunmaktadir. Ayrica Imam Hatip Lisesi (=55,74) 6grencileri ile Anadolu Lisesi
(=57,23) 6grencileri arasinda Anadolu Lisesi 6grencileri lehine anlaml bir farklilik
tespit edilmigtir.

Su bilinci boyutunda Anadolu Lisesi 6grencileri lehine olmak {izere Anado-
lu Lisesi (=40,44) 6grencilerinin puanlari ile sirasiyla Fen Lisesi ve Meslek Lisesi
(=38,60/38,55) 6grencilerinin puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilik goriilmektedir.
Ayrica Imam Hatip Lisesi (=40,96) 6grencileri ile Meslek Lisesi (=38,55) 6grenci-
leri arasinda Imam Hatip Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlari lehine anlaml bir farklilik
tespit edilmistir. Su duyarlilig: boyutunda Meslek Lisesi 6grencileri aleyhine olma
lizere, Meslek Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlar1 (=16,40) ile sirastyla Anadolu Lise-
si, Fen Lisesi ve Imam Hatip Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlar1 (=18,39/19,94/17,69)
arasinda anlaml bir farklilik goriilmektedir. Ayrica Fen Lisesi 6grencileri lehine
olmak iizere Fen Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlar1 ile Meslek Lisesi ve Imam Hatip
Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlar: arasinda anlamli bir farklilik tespit edilmistir.

Olgek Suile ilgili kurum N X Ss Sd t P

Su tasarrufu Evet 1050 56,98 8,35 1963 3,92 A000*
Hayir 913 55,49 8,45

Su bilinci Evet 1050 40,97 10,70 1963 3,18 A000*
Hayir 915 39,41 10,97

Su duyarhihg  Evet 1050 18,81 5,26 1963 5,99 .00o*
Hayir 915 17,39 523

Genel Evet 1050 1167 17,25 330 5,76 000*
Hayr 915 1123 17,03

*p<0.05

Su okuryazarlig: genelinde Meslek Lisesi 6grencileri aleyhine olma iizere, Mes-
lek Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlar1 (=106,7) ile sirasiyla Anadolu Lisesi, Fen Lisesi ve
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Imam Hatip Lisesi 6grencilerinin puanlari (=116,0/115,6/114,4) arasinda anlamli
bir farklilik goriilmektedir. Lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklarinin su ile ilgili
kurum bilme durumlarina yonelik t testi sonuglar1 Tablo 9da gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 9. Lise Ogrencilerinin Su Okuryazarliklarinin su ile ilgili kurum bilme
durumlarina gore analizi

Tablo 9%a gore lise Ggrencilerinin su okuryazarligi genel puanlar: su ile il-
gili kurum ismi bilme durumlarina gére anlamli bir farklik olusturmakta-
dir [t(1963)=5,76, p<0,05]. Ayn1 sekilde lise 6grencilerinin olgegin su tasar-

Olgek Galir durumu N X 5 F P Amnlami fark
boyutlan (Scheffe Test)
1. 0-3000 TL 533 55,81 592 209 099

2 3000-6000 TL 872 56,600 7,89
Sutasarrafu  “3eonnonoDTL 366 D672 706
A10000 TL dizerd 194 55,35 10,58
Toplam 1965 56,29 843
1. 0-3000 TL 533 10,97 1071 332 M9 14
2 30006000 TL  B72 40,39 10,56
Su bilinci 3. 6000-10000 TL 366 39,% 11,24
110000 TL dizeri 194 38,15 11,58
Toplam 1065 40,24 10,85
1. 0-3000 TL 533 17,93 526 151 210

2 3000-6000 TL 872 18,24 5,09
Suduvarhlygy 3 6000-10000 TL 366 17,92 571
410000 TL dizeri 194 18,57 542

Toplam 1965 18,15 5,19
1. 0-3000 TL 533 1147 173 1,54 201
2,3000-6000 TL 872 1152 16.84
Genel 3 6000-10000 TL 366 1146 16,71
A 10000 TL dizerd 194 11z2 19,94
Toplam 1965 1146 17,23

*p<0.05

rufu [t(1963)=3,92,p<0,05], su bilinci [t(1963)=3,18,p<0,05] ve su duyarlilig
[t(1963)=5,99,p<0,05] boyutlarina ait puanlar1 da su ile ilgili kurum ismi bilme
durumlarina gore anlaml bir farklilik gostermektedir. Lise 6grencilerinin su ile
ilgili kurum bilgileri su okuryazarligina ait hem genel puanlarinda hem de alt bo-
yutlarina ait puanlarda su ile ilgili kurum bilenler lehine anlaml bir farklilagmaya
neden olmaktadir. Tablo 10da lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarliklarinin aile gelir
durumlarina yonelik ANOVA sonuglar1 gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 10. Lise Ogrencilerinin Su Okuryazarliklarinin aile gelir durumlarina
gore analizi
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Tablo 10’a gore lise 0grencilerinin su tasarrufu puanlari [F(3,1961)=2,09,
p<0,05], su duyarliligi puanlar1 [F(3,1961)=1,51, p<0,05] ve su okuryazarligi
genel puanlar: aile gelir durumuna gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasmamaktadir
[F(3,1961)=1,54, p<0,05]. Su bilinci boyutu puanlar: 6grencilerin aile gelir duru-
muna gore anlaml bir farklilik olusturmaktadir [F(3,1961)=3,32, p<0,05]. Anlaml
farkliligin aile gelir durumu 0-3000 TL olan 6grenciler lehine olmak tizere, 0-3000
TL aile geliri olan ogrencilerin puanlar1 (=40,97) ile aile geliri 10000 TL iizerinde
olan 6grencilerin puanlarina (=38,15) gore daha ytiksektir.

TARTISMA, SONUC VE ONERILER

Kiiresel iklim degisikliginin etkilerinin fazlasiyla hissedildigi giintimiiz diin-
yasinda agir1 niifus artigiyla birlikte suyun 6énemi daha da anlagilir hale gelme-
ye baslamigtir. Ozellikle geng neslin suya olan bakisini tespit etmek bu noktada
onem kazanmaktadir. Ozellikle yogun niifus barindiran biiyiiksehirlerin olasi su
sorunlarinin daha fazla olacag: diisiiniildiigiinden bu ¢aligmada Istanbuldaki lise
ogrencilerin su okuryazarlik diizeyleri ve bu diizeylerini etkileyen faktorler tespit
edilmistir.

Ankete katilan 6grencilerin su okuryazarliginin alt boyutlarindan su tasarrufu
konusunda 6grencilerin yiiksek, su bilinci konusunda diisiik, su duyarlilig1 konu-
sunda iyi diizeyde olduklar1 genel su okuryazarliklarinin ise iyi diizeyde oldugu
soylenebilir. Olgegi olusturan maddelere verilen cevaplarda ise dgrencilerin ‘Su
kaynaklarinin korunmasi ile ilgili kitaplar okurum’ ve ‘Su konulu dergi ve gaze-
te yazilarini okurum. maddelerine en diigiik katilim sagladig1 gortilmektedir. Bu
durum o6grencilerin su ile ilgili bilgileri ilk elden kendi aragtirmalar1 sonucunda
ogrenmeye yonelmediklerini gostermektedir. Halbuki bireylerin kendi ¢abalar1
sonucunda ve isteyerek elde ettikleri bilgileri daha fazla igsellestirecekleri diisii-
niildiigiinde bu konuda égrencilerde bir eksiklik oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. Og-
rencilerin en ¢ok katildiklart maddelerin ‘Bosa aktigini gordiigiim musluklari
kapatirim. ve ‘Suyun gelecek nesillere miras birakilacak kadar degerli oldugunun
farkindayim. maddeleri olmalari gelecek adina umutla bakilmasina katk: sagla-
maktadir. Ogrencilere anaokulundan lise egitiminin sonuna kadar bagta hayat bil-
gisi, sosyal bilgiler, cografya ve fen bilimleri dersleri olmak iizere pek ¢ok derste su
ile ilgili olarak bilgiler verilmektedir. Verilen bilgilerin 6grencilerin su tasarrufu
noktasinda biling kazanmasina katk: sagladig1 sdylenebilir. Yu vd. (2021) ¢aligma-
larina katilan kisilerin su okuryazarlik diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulas-
muslardir. Johnson & Courter (2020) ¢alismalarinda tiniversite 6grencilerinin su
okuryazarlik diizeylerinin diisiik oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Ayrica calismamiz-
daki 6l¢ek maddelerindekine benzer olarak ¢alismaya katilan kisilerin dus alma
stirelerini kisa tutmaya meyilli olduklarini tespit etmislerdir.
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Lise 6grencilerinin cinsiyete gore su okuryazarliklari incelendiginde kiz 6gren-
cilerin 6l¢ek genelinde ve alt boyutlarinda erkek 6grencilere gore daha yiiksek bir
su okuryazarligina sahip olduklar: sonucuna ulagilmistir. S6zcii ve Tiirker (2020b)
caligmalarinda ayni sonuca ulagmislardir. Johnson & Courter (2020) da ¢aligmala-
rinda kiz 6grencilerin daha duyarli oldugu sonucuna ulagmigalardir. Bu baglamda
kiz 6grencilerinin su konusunda daha duyarl ve bilingli olmalarinin cinsiyet fark-
liliginin getirdigi kisisel 6zelliklerinden kaynaklaniyor seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Lise 6grencilerinin sinif diizeylerinin su okuryazarlik diizeylerini etkilemedik-
leri sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Ogrencilerin sinif seviyeleri yiikseldikge bilgi diizeyle-
rinin arttif1 diistiniildiigiinde su okuryazarlik diizeylerinde de bir artig goriillmesi
beklenebilirdi. Bu sonucun ortaya ¢ikmasinda bilgiden ziyade tutum ve davranis-
lara yonelik bir gelisme veya degisimin olmadig1 sonucu ¢ikarilabilir. Bagka bir
ifade ile 6grencilerin su okuryazarlig: konusunda temel bilgi, tutum ve davranis-
larin daha alt kademelerde sekillendigi séylenebilir. Bu sonucu destekler nitelikte
olan Tiirker vd. (2022) ¢aligmalarinda da lise 6grencilerinin sinif seviyelerinin su
okuryazarlik diizeylerinde anlamli bir farklilik olugturmadigini tespit etmislerdir.

Anne ve baba egitim diizeyinin lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik diizeylerini
etkilemedigi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ancak su duyarlilii boyutunda anne ve baba
egitim diizeyi yliksek olan 6grencilerin daha ytiksek duyarliliga sahip oldugu so-
nucu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Calismamizdaki sonuglara paralel olarak Tiirker vd. (2022)
de anne ve baba egitim diizeyi yiikseldik¢e su okuryazarliginin yiikseldigini tespit
etmislerdir. Bu durum su duyarliligini olusturan maddeler incelendiginde anne ve
babalarin rol model olma noktasinda farklilastig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Not ortalamalar: diisiik olan lise 6grencilerinin su tasarrufu, su duyarlilig: ve
genel su okuryazarliklarinin da disitk oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Baska bir
ifade ile akademik basarisi yiiksek olan 6grencilerin akademik alan diginda da
kendilerini gelistirdiklerine isaret ettigi soylenebilir. Tiirker vd. (2022) ise ¢aligma-
larinda not ortalamalarinin su okuryazarlig: tizerinde etkili bir degisken olmadig1
sonucuna ulagmiglardir. Bu farkliligin olusmasinda yaptigimiz ¢alismanin genis
kapsamli ve farkli okul tiirlerini igeren bir ¢aligma olmasindan kaynaklandig: s6y-
lenebilir. Aile gelir durumunun genel su okuryazarlig: iizerinde bir etkisinin olma-
dig1 sonucuna ulagilmistir. Febriani (2017) ¢aligmasinda orta gelire sahip olanla-
rin genel su okuryazarlik diizeyinin diisiik oldugu sonucuna ulagsmistir. Bu sonug
6grencinin dolayli olarak gelirinin diisitk olmasinin su okuryazarligina olumlu ya
da olumsuz bir etki gostermedigine isaret etmektedir. Ancak su bilinci boyutunda
aile gelir durumu en diisiik olan 6grencilerin su konusunda daha bilingli oldugu
sonucu dikkat ¢ekicidir. Su bilincini olusturan maddeler incelendiginde diisiik ge-
lirli ailede yasayan genclerin suyla ilgili aragtirmalara daha cok ilgi duyduklar ve
aragtirma yaptiklari sonucu 6nemli bir veri olarak goriilmektedir.

Meslek lisesinde 6grenim géren 6grencilerin su okuryazarlik diizeylerinin diger
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okul tiirlerindeki 6grencilere gore daha disiik oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Not
ortalamasi degiskeninde de not ortalamas: yiiksek olan 6grencilerin su okuryazar-
lik diizeyleri yiiksek ¢ikmisti. SPSS’te yapilan analiz sonucunda not ortalamalari
en digiik okul tiriiniin meslek lisesinde oldugu distintildiigiinde bu sonuglarin
birbirleri ile uyumlu oldugu goériilmektedir. Akademik bagar1 durumunun yanin-
da etkilesimde olunan ¢evrenin de su okuryazarligini etkiledigi diisiiniilebilir. Son
olarak su ile ilgili kurum bildigini belirten lise 6grencilerinin hem alt boyutlar-
da hem de genel su okuryazarliginda kurum ismi bilmeyen 6grencilere gére daha
yiitksek okuryazarliga sahip olduklar: sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Bu sonug¢ Sozcii ve
Tiirker'in (2020b) ¢aligmalari ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Kurum ismi bilmenin
sadece biligsel bir diizeyi isaret etmedigini bu bilginin duyarlilig1 da icerdigini ifade
etmek gerekmektedir. Maniam vd. (2021) ifade ettikleri gibi Su okuryazarhiginin
sorumlu su kullanicilar: tiretmedeki 6nemli rolii goz ard: edilemez. Bu nedenle,
aktif biligsel katilim, su okuryazarlig: zincirini kirmak igin kritik 6neme sahiptir.
Su yonetiminin stirdiiriilebilirligi i¢in okuryazar ortamlar gereklidir ve miimkiin
oldugunca erken baglamalidir

Ortaya cikan sonuglar su okuryazarlhiginin akademik bagari ile dogrudan iligki-
li oldugu séylenebilir. McCarrol ve Hamman'n (2020, s.2-3) ifade ettikleri gibi su,
sistem karmagiklig1 ve disiplinler arasi yapisi nedeniyle 6zellikle zorlu bir konudur.
Su sistemlerinin hidrolojik temellerinin ¢ogu bilimsel okuryazarlig: temsil ederken,
kiiresel su krizi ayn1 zamanda hem bireyler hem de toplumlar tarafindan etki ve ey-
lemleri icerir ve bilgili bir vatandaslig: tesvik etmek icin disiplinler aras: okuryazar-
lig1 gerektirir. Bu baglamda su okuryazarlig: suyla ilgili bilgi, tutum ve davranislarin
doruk noktasidir, 6nemini ve benzersizligini ekolojik veya gevresel okuryazarlik gibi
daha yaygin kullanilan diger etiketlerden ayirir. Bu baglamda su okuryazarliginin
ayr1 bir miifredat kapsaminda degerlendirilmesinin faydali olacag: diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu ¢aligma Tiirkiye'nin en en fazla niifusa sahip sehrindeki lise 6grencilerinin su
okuryazarlik diizeylerini etkileyen faktorleri tespit etmesi agisindan 6nemlidir. Bu
calisma 15181nda su okuryazarliginin artirilmasina yonelik farkli 6gretim yontem ve
tekniklerinin kullanilmasi ve bunlarin test edilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Moreno-Guer-
rero (2020) ¢alismalarinda su okuryazarligini gelistirme adina tersyiiz edilmis sinif
uygulamasi yontemi kullanarak su okuryazarliginin arttig1 sonucuna ulasmslardir.
Benzer gekilde Ursavas ve Aytar (2018) okul dncesi 6grencilerine yonelik uygulamali
bir ¢aliymada olumlu sonuglara ulagmislardir. Bu baglamda lise 6grencilerine yonelik
olarak su okuryazarligini 6lgecek deneysel ¢aligmalar yapilmasi da 6nerilmektedir.

Maniam vd. (2021) ¢aligmalarinda su zengini olarak bilinen Giineydogu Asyada
halkin suda siirdiiriilebilir bir toplumun pargast olmadig1 sonucuna ulasmislardir.
Tiirkiye ise su azlig1 hatta su kitlig1 asamasina hizla ilerleyen bir iilke konuma dogru
ilerlemektedir. Bu baglamda calisma sonuglarinin yaninda genel bir degerlendirme
ile Tiirkiyede su okuryazarligini gelistirme adina stirdiiriilebilir su kullanimin: bas-
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ta egitim olmak tizere farkli sektorlerde seferberlik olusturmanin gerekligi oldugu
distintilmektedir.

Cikar Catismasi

Makalenin yazarlar: arasinda, ¢aligma kapsaminda herhangi bir kisisel ve fi-
nansal ¢ikar ¢atigmasi bulunmamaktadir.

Yazar Katkisi
Yazar katki oranlart: Katki Diizeyi: 1. Yazar: %35- 2. Yazar %35-3. Yazar %30
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DETERMINING THE WATER LITERACY LEVELS OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS:
THE CASE OF ISTANBUL

ABSTRACT:

The importance of water, which is our basic food and life source, has increased
even more in recent years. One of the reasons for this situation is the decrease in
the amount of fresh water per capita due to the rapidly increasing world popula-
tion after the industrial revolution. In addition, water pollution brought about by
industrialization, global climate change, and people’s awareness of water are among
the main reasons. Turkey is a country that has water scarcity or water stress. This
water stress is experienced even more in the province of Istanbul, which has the
largest population in Turkey. In addition to the current problems, the main way to
deal with possible problems for the future is to make plans by determining the wa-
ter literacy levels of the young population. In this context, this research aims to de-
termine the water literacy levels of high school students studying in Istanbul. This
study, which was carried out with the instant descriptive survey method, used the
easily accessible sampling method to select high school students for inclusion in
the research. The data obtained with 1965 high school students was analyzed with
SPSS 20. The analysis concluded that high school students are moderately water
literate. In terms of sub-dimensions of water literacy, they had a moderate level of
water awareness and water sensitivity, and a high level of water saving. In addition,
variables such as gender, school type, grade level, parental education level, family
income status had an effect on students’ water literacy levels. In the light of the re-
sults, some suggestions are made, emphasizing the importance of sustainable water
literacy in the province of Istanbul.

Keywords: Water literarcy, Istanbul, High school students
o o %
Oz:

Temel besin ve hayat kaynagimiz olan suyun énemli son yillarda daha da art-
mis durumdadir. Bu durumun nedenlerinden bir tanesi sanayi devrimi sonrasinda
hizla artan diinya niifusu nedeniyle kisi basina diisen tatli su miktarinin azalmasi-
dir. Ayrica sanayilesmenin getirdigi su kirliligi, kiiresel iklim degisikligi, insanlarin
suya kars1 biling durumlari da baslica nedenler arasinda yer almaktadir. Tiirkiye de
diinya genelinde su azlig1 ya da su stresi icerisinde yer alan bir iilke konumunda-
dir. Bu su stresi Tiirkiye'nin en fazla niifusuna sahip olan Istanbul ilinde daha da
fazla yasanmaktadir. Mevcut sikintilarin yaninda gelecege yonelik olas1 sikintilarla
bas etmenin temel yolu 6zellikle gen¢ niifusun su okuryazarlik diizeylerini tespit
ederek planlamalar yapmaktir. Bu baglamda aragtirmada Istanbulda 6grenim go-
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ren lise 6grencilerinin su okuryazarlik diizeylerini tespit etmektir. Anlik betim-
sel tarama modeli yontemi le gerceklestirilen bu aragtirmada aragtirmaya dahil
edilecek lise 6grencileri kolay ulagilabilir 6rneklem yontemi ile se¢ilmistir. 1965
lise 6grencisi ile elde edilen veriler SPSS 20 ile analiz edilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
lise 6grencilerinin orta diizeyde su okuryazar: olduklar: sonucuna ulagilmistir. Su
okuryazarliginin alt boyutlar: agisindan ise su bilinci ve su duyarliliginda orta, su
tasarrufunda yiiksek diizeye sahip olduklar: gorillmiistiir. Ayrica lise 6grencileri-
nin su okuryazarlik diizeyleri izerinde cinsiyet, okul tiiri, sinif diizeyi, anne-baba
egitim durumu, aile gelir durumu gibi degiskenlerin etkili oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Cikan sonuglar 1g181nda Istanbul ili 6zelinde siirdiiriilebilir bir su okuryazarliginin
onemi vurgulanarak birtakim onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anabhtar Sozciikler: Su okuryazarlig, Istanbul, Lise 6grencileri

2k

INTRODUCTION

Water is essential for all living things. The importance and value of irrigation
water, especially drinking and usage water, and the water needed in various parts of
the industry are obvious. About three-quarters of the earth is covered with water.
Most of the water is in the oceans and seas. In these bowls, which reach a depth of
thousands of meters, salty waters are common on earth, forming large masses. If
the waters are within the land, they are found as lakes, streams and underground
waters. Although some of the lakes are salty, there are freshwater lakes. Some water
is found as solid snow and ice in the high parts of the mountains and in the polar
regions. They are a source that feeds underground and surface waters. Water is a
very important part and indispensable element of any geographical region. Agri-
cultural works develop on the basis of the presence of water, just as it depends
on the availability of water in the first degree, especially in settlements. Likewise,
water has great value in transportation. The value of water is great in the establis-
hment and development of water-based industries. Turkey is located between 36°-
42° north parallels and 26°-45° east meridians, between the equator and the north
pole, but closer to the equator. According to the Képpen-Geiger climate classifica-
tion, Turkey has a Mediterranean climate and the majority of the country is in the
middle latitude climate with mild winters. According to the sub-climate types of
Turkey, except for the Black Sea Region, sub-climate types are dominant in most of
Turkey, where the summer and winter is dry (Oztiirk, Cetinkaya and Aydin, 2017,
p-26). Most of Turkey therefore has a dry summer season and is semi-arid. Turkey
is in one of the regions in the world where precipitation differences are high. Some
years are wet while in some years, the precipitation falls by almost half, bringing
drought. The water used is reduced; the yield of agricultural products decreases,
some of some of which burns; and the economy suffers. The Southeast and Central
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Anatolia regions are where drought is most common. In addition, the metropo-
litan cities, where water consumption for household use, utilities and industry is
high, are most affected by drought. Istanbul is the largest city in Turkey with a
population of more than 15 million according to official data, and one of the few
mega cities in the world. It is very difficult to meet the water needs of a city with
such a huge population.

Istanbul is fed by surface water resources. In order to meet the increasing water
demand due to the increase in the population of Istanbul and the geographical
expansion of its service area, drinking water is supplied from different water basins
stretching from Tekirdag on the European side to Diizce on the Anatolian side. The
main water resources of Istanbul are Omerli, Darlik, Elmali 1-2, Terkos, Alibeykoy,
Biytikgekmece, Sazlidere, Istrancalar, Kazandere and Papugdere dams. However,
these dams are from time to time insufficient for meeting the city’s water needs.

Water is, of course, our main source of food and life. In addition water serves
us in many areas from the sweaters we wear to the fruits we eat and the electricity
we use. In this context, the popultion’s water literacy is important. The term wa-
ter literacy has recently begun to be used in the literature. Sammel & McMartin
(2014) define water literacy as taking into account the individual water footprint
in daily life and taking action for the sustainable use of water. TUBITAK (2022)
explain water literacy as individuals’ basic knowledge about water, water resour-
ces and all issues including water: the sustainable use of water, its management,
understanding its importance and necessity for life, and using scientific knowle-
dge about water to produce solutions to the problems encountered. According to
Xu, Wang, Wang, and Zhang (2019), water knowledge and water retention are the
main factors affecting citizens’ attitutde to water. In this context, water literacy can
be divided into three sub-dimensions: water saving, water awareness, and water
sensitivity. With water awareness, an individual’s basic information about water
forms their attitude towards it. Water sensitivity refers to the sensitivity shown to
individual and social activities related to water. Water saving means putting the
knowledge and attitudes about water into practice. An individual is water literate if
they know how the water they use daily is distributed and purified, how the quality
and safety of water is maintained, and how much water is used and what exactly it
is used for (TUBITAK, 2020). Water literacy is the ability to appreciate the value
of water, understand the operational characteristics of water supply systems, and
use water resources wisely in the face of water crises (UNESCO). National water
literacy refers to the ability to understand the importance of water conservation
practices and good management, to recognize the need to take specific actions to
protect and value water resources, and to communicate this information effectively
and clearly (Greenough et al., 2001). Water literacy is the pinnacle of knowledge,
attitudes, and behaviors related to water, so it occupies a different position from ot-
her more widely used labels such as ecological or environmental literacy (McCar-
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roll & Hamann, 2020) because water has a prominent role to play in all aspects of
a country’s health, social, governance and economic growth (Maniam, Poh, Htar,
Poon, & Chuah, 2021).

In Turkey, studies on water literacy have been carried out for several years.
Ursavas and Aytar (2018), Ursavas (2020, 2021), S6zcii and Tiirker (2020a, 2020b),
Tiirker, Yiiksel and Tuna (2022) conducted studies on water literacy in Turkey. The-
se studies aimed at determining the water literacy of students studying at different
education levels and discussing how to improve their water literacy. In the foreign
literature, in recent years, Moreno-Guerrero, Romero-Rodriguez, Lopez-Belmon-
te, Alonso-Garcia (2020) have investigated the effect of flipped learning practices
on the development of water literacy. McCarroll and Hamann (2020) drew the ge-
neral framework of water literacy and made some classifications and suggestions.
In their study, LaDue, Ackerman, Blaum, and Shipley (2021) investigated the water
knowledge of undergraduate students. Yu, Lin, Lo, Tseng, and Hsu (2021) condu-
cted a study to determine the water literacy levels of Taiwanese people. Maniam et
al. (2021) conducted research on water literacy in Southeast Asia. Mostacedo-Ma-
rasovic, Lally, Petitt, Holly, Forbes (2022) conducted a long-term study to improve
the water literacy of undergraduate students. In their study, Johnson and Courter
(2020) evaluated the water literacy levels of university students. Forbes, Brozovic,
Franz, Lally, and Petitt (2018) conducted a course design study to support the wa-
ter literacy of undergraduate students.

The world population, the number of which took a big leap after the industri-
al revolution, and the unconscious consumption of natural resources for the nut-
rition of this population cause great problems. The unconscious consumption of
water, which is the source of life, and its pollution as a result of industrial activities
have the potential to cause significant problems in the future. With global climate
change, there are serious decreases in the fresh water resources available in some
parts of the world. With the spread of urbanization, the necessity of water mana-
gement is increasing, especially in metropolitan cities. In Turkey, the city of Istan-
bul is faced with serious water problems due to its ever-increasing population and
the increasing threat of drought. In terms of water management, which should be
implemented in different areas, the focus should be on improving the water literacy
of the younger generation. This study aims to determine the factors affecting the
water literacy levels of high school students studying in Istanbul, Turkey’s largest
city, due to the necessity of determining the water literacy levels of young people
and planning accordingly. For this purpose, answers to the following questions
were sought.

Problem Statement: What is the water literacy level of high school students?
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Sub-problems:
1. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly by gender?

2. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to their grade levels?

3. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to their school success score?

4. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to their mother’s education level?

5. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to their father’s education level?

6. Does water literacy of high school students differ significantly according to
their knowledge of institutions related to water?

7. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to their family income?

8. Does the water literacy of high school students differ significantly according
to the type of school they attend?

METHOD
Research Model

This research is a descriptive study based on the scanning model. According
to Karasar (2012), survey models are research approaches that aim to describe a
past or present situation as it exists. In this model, the aim is to describe through
a snapshot of a moment. Since the research aims to describe the water literacy of
high school students as they exist at a certain time, it can be described as an ‘instant
screening’ model.

Working group

The participants in the study are 1,965 high school students studying in diffe-
rent types of high schools in Istanbul. These high schools were selected with the
maximum diversity sampling method, a purposive sampling method. As Yildirim
and Simsek (2013) state, maximum diversity sampling is used to increase the di-
versity of individuals who may be a party to the research problem, and to determi
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ne what kind of similarities and differences exist between diverse situations rather
than generalizing. Using a maximum variation sampling strategy, the evaluator
will not try to generalize the findings to all people or to all groups but will look for
information that explains programmatic variation and important common patter-
ns within that variation (Patton, 1990: p.172). The demographic information of the
high school students included in the research is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Information About Participants

Gender Frequency % Knowledge of water Frequency %a
institution

Female 1,217 610 Yos 1,050 534

Male 748 381 No 915 16.6

Grade Income status

9th grade 522 20.6 0-3,000 TL. 533 271

10th grade 583 297 3,000-6,000 TL 872 LER

T1th grade 484 246 6,000-10,000 TL 366 186

12th grade 376 19.1 10,000 TL above 164 9.0

Mother Education School Type

Iliterate 80 41 Anatolian High School 1042 53.0

Primary education 1009 51.3 Science High School 178 9.1

High School 600 30.5 Vocational High School 183 9.3

University 276 14.0 Religious vocational high o e
school

Father Education Grade Point Average

Iliterate 20 1.0 50-60 534 252

Primary education 873 444 61-75 600 305

High School 667 33.9 76-90 624 318

University 405 20,6 91-100 207 10.5
Total 1,965 100.0

Table 1 shows that 61.9% (n=1,217) of the students in the study group were
girls and 38.1% (n=748) were boys. It has been determined that the students are
distributed close to each other according to their grade levels, and that the most
primary school graduates have the same education status as their parents.

The grade point averages of the students were in the range of 76-90 points at the
most (31.8%) and at least between 91-100 points (10.5%). In addition, the level of
knowledge of institutions related to water is close to each other.

Data Collection Tools

The ‘Water Literacy Questionnaire’ prepared by Sozcii and Tiirker (2020a) was
used as a data collection tool. The scale consists of two parts. The first part consists
of students’ personal information and the second part consists of the water literacy
scale. The scale consists of 3 sub-dimensions: water saving, water awareness, and
water sensitivity. There are 13 items in the water saving dimension, 12 items in the
water awareness dimension, and 5 items in the water sensitivity dimension of the
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30-item scale. The scale, which was prepared in a 5-point Likert type (totally agree,
agree, undecided, disagree, strongly disagree), consists of 25 positive statements
and 5 negative statements. The lowest score that can be obtained from the scale is
30 and the highest score is 150. The Cronbach Alpha reliability value of the scale
was .912. The data of the scale was collected online from high school students on a
voluntary basis in February 2022. The online questionnaire was prepared on Go-
ogle forms and delivered to the students by sharing the link address and through
their teachers.

Analysis of Data

The collected data was analyzed with SPSS 20. Since the data was collected th-
rough an online survey, no lost data occurred. Five items with negative item cha-
racteristics were entered into the program with the reverse coding method. The
arithmetic mean of each item in the scale was taken. This average is arranged as
the level of students’ participation in the items. The gap width of the scale was
calculated with the formula (Tekin, 1996) (a=array width/number of groups to be
performed). According to this, the mean values between 1.00-1.79 were, according
to the scales of the arithmetic means, “Strongly disagree’, those between 1.80-2.59
“Disagree’, those between 2.60-3.39 “Undecided’, those between 3.40-4.19 “T ag-
ree” and those between 4.20-5.00 “strongly agree”. The Kolmogrov-Smirnov test
was performed to determine whether the scale data showed normal distribution,
and skewness and kurtosis coefficients were checked, which determined that it had
normal distribution. In the analysis phase of the analyzed data, frequency, mean,
t-test and ANOVA tests were performed on independent groups. Independent
groups t-test technique was used to test the differentiation according to gender and
water institution knowledge, and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used
to test the differentiation according to other variables. Scheffe, one of the multiple
comparison tests (Post Hoc Test), was used in cases where the homogeneous dist-
ribution of variances was provided, and Tamhane’s T2 test was used in cases where
it was not provided.

Ethics Committee Permission Information

All the rules specified by the “Higher Education Institutions Scientific Resear-
ch and Publication Ethics Directive” were complied with.

Name of the Ethical Evaluation Committee: Ege University Social and Human
Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee

Date of Ethics Evaluation Decision:23/02/2022

Ethics Evaluation Document Issue Number: 02/32-1339
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FINDINGS

In this section, the findings of the data obtained within the framework of the
research problem and sub-problems are given. The findings for each sub-problem
are presented and explained in tables. Table 2 shows the findings of high school
students” water literacy levels.

Table 2. Water Literacy Levels of High School Students

Parts of the Scale Minimum Maximum )? Ss Scale
Point Point Average
Water saving 13 65 56.29 8.43 4.33
Water awareness 12 60 40.24 10.58 335
Water sensitivity 5 25 18.15 529 3.63
General 32 150 114.69 17.29 3.82

According to Table 2, the water saving scale averages of the students are 4.33;
water awareness scale averages are 3.35; water sensitivity scale averages are 3.63;
and water literacy general scale averages are 3.82. These values show that the stu-
dents are at the level of “Strongly agree” on water saving, “I am undecided” on wa-
ter awareness, “Agree” on water awareness, and “Agree” on water literacy in general.

The items with the highest level of agreement in the water literacy scale, in
other words, the items where the students marked mostly agree and strongly agree
were items 5, 12 and 8, respectively.

In the 5th item, the scale average of the students in the statement “I turn off taps
when I see water being wasted” was 4.61. While the scale average of the students
for the statement “People should be made aware of water conservation” in the 12th
item was 4.60, the scale average of the students was 4.58 in the statement of “T am
aware that water is valuable because it needs to be handed down to future genera-
tions” in the 8th item.

In another sentence with the lowest level of agreement, items 17, 21 and 25
were the items that the students mostly marked as strongly disagree or disagree.
Article 17: “I read books on the protection of water resources’, the scale average of
the students was 2.73. While the scale average of the students in the statement of
“I get information about water-saving car wash systems” in the 21st item was 2.73,
the scale average of the students was 3.10 in the statement of “I read magazines and
newspaper articles on water”, which is the 25th item. Table 3 shows the analysis of
high school students’ water literacy by gender.
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Table 3. Analysis of High School Students' Water Literacy by Gender Variable

Scale Dimensions Gender N X Ss Sd t p

Water saving Female 1,217 57.76 6.89 196 1017 .000*
Male 748 56.46 6.74 3.00

Water awareness Female 1,217 4095 9.98 1,96 3.66 .000*
Male 748 39.10 12.06 3.00

Water sensitivity Female 1,217 18.64 5.01 19 532 000
Male 748 17.34 5.63 3.00

General Female 1,217 11735 15.37 1,96 8.89 .000*
Male 748 110.30 19.25 3.00

The findings in Table 3 show that the general water literacy scores of high
school students are significantly different according to their gender [t(1963)=8,89,
p<0,05]. Likewise, high school students' water saving [t(1963)=10,17, p<0,05], wa-
ter sensitivity [t(1963)=5,32,p<0,05], and water awareness [t(1963)=3,66, p<0,05]
dimension scores show a significant difference in favor of female students. In other
words, the gender of high school students reflects a significant difference in their
water savings, awareness, water sensitivity, and general water literacy status. One-
Way ANOVA test results of water literacy of high school students according to
their grade levels are given in Table 4.

Table 4. One-Way ANOVA Results of High School Students' Water Literacy by
Grade Levels

5 F P Significant

Scale Grade M =
Dimensions  Lewvels = difference
|Scheffe Test)
307 T e
1. %th 523 55,30 035 30 0z 1-3
grade
Water saving 2. 10th
583 5649 715
grade
3 11th .
454 56.95 780
grade
kel i A G5 39 u54
grade
Total 1945 5420 543
1 Bth Ir 5 458 003 13
22 3984 1071
grade
Water 2. 10th . oy
583 30.25 1077
AVrAPETLEED grade
3. lith
5 481 118 10.70
grade
4 12th
37 40.60 1117
grade
Total 1,765 4024 1085
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1. Bth 157 194
522 1845 5.04 i
grade
=
i3 £iih 3 1812 495
NWater g;a,d,e
sensitivity 3. 11th _ _
484 1775 583
grade
1 17th
75 1828 541
grade
Total 1,065 1815 529
— =
E I 2 11368 a5 200 0L
grade
General T 10t o . o
583 11358 16.71
grade
3. 11th
= 484 11630 1580
grade
1. 12tk ) )
a7 115.29 18.53
grade
Total 1965 11468 1718
*p<ll.05

Table 4 shows that there is no significant difference between the general water li-
teracy scores of high school students according to their grade level [F(3,1961)=2,58,
p>0,05]. Likewise, there is no significant difference between the grade levels of the
students” water sensitivity [F(3,1961)=1,57, p>0,05] scores. However, there is a signi-
ficant difference between students” water saving scores according to their grade levels
[E(3,1961)=6,52, p<0,05]. The grade levels showing a significant difference were deter-
mined by the Scheffe test. High school students’ water saving scores are lower for 9th
grade students (X =55.39), which is significantly different to the 11th grade students»
(X'=56.93) scores. As in water saving, there is a significant difference according to class
levels in the dimension of water awareness [F(3,1961)=4,58, p<0,05]. There was a sig-
nificant difference between 10th grade students (X=39.25) and 11th grade students>
(X=41.61). Table 5 presents the results of the One-Way ANOVA test of water literacy of
high school students according to their mothers education levels.

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA Results of High School Students' Water Literacy by
Mother Education Levels

Scale Mother N — 5 F 4 Significant
Dimensions  Education A difference
Level (Scheffe
Test)
1. Miterate B0 5553 1015 123 205
2. Pritnary

. - 1009 5627 B
Water caving  Education

3. High School 600 56.04 B.75
4. University 26 57.10 7.99
Total 1965 56.29 B.43
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1. Hliterate Bl 39.60 12723 369 01 x4
2. Primary
= N 1,009 4092 10.78

Water Eduication J

AWATeNeEE 3, High School 600 392,96 10,78
4. University 276 3859 10.68
Toplam 1965 4024 10.85
1. Hliterate B0 1685 5.89 5.44 ool 1-4
2. Primary o P

Water Education Lo B2 =0 34

sensitivity 3, High School 600 1805 527
4. University 27 1919 475

Total 1965 1815 5.9
1. Miterate B 11190 2105 125 2%
2. Primary
B S 1009 11520 1697
General 3. High Schoal 600 11400 1728
4, Urdversity 278 11480 17.22
Total 1965 11480 1729

*p=.05

Table 5 shows that the general water literacy scores of high school students do
not differ significantly according to their mother’s education level [F(3,1961)=1,25,
p>0,05]. However, the scores of the other dimensions of the scale, namely water
awareness [F(3,1961) =3,69, p<0,05] and water sensitivity [F(3,1961)=5,44, p<0,05],
were determined by the education level mother. There is a significant difference ac-
cording to the education level. Scheffe test was used to find out what educational
level this difference is between mothers. Accordingly, in the sub-dimension of wa-
ter awareness, the scores of high school students whose mothers are university gra-
duates (X=38.59) are low enough to constitute a significant difference compared
to the scores of students whose mothers are primary school graduates (X =40.92).
In addition, in the dimension of water sensitivity, the scores of the students whose
mothers are university graduates (X =19.19) were significantly higher than the
scores of those who graduated from other education levels (X =16.85/18.02/18.05).
One-Way ANOVA test findings of water literacy of high school students according
to their fathers education levels are given in Table 6.

Table 6. One-Way ANOVA Results of High School Students' Water Literacy
According to Their Father's Education Levels

Seale Father Education N s 5 F P Significant
Dimension Level X Difference
(Scheffe
Test)
1. lliterate il 5540 10490 047 Jm
2. Primary . _— -
Water saving  Educ ation e et
3. High Schoaol 657 5605 2410
4. University 405 6,23 8.760
Tatal 1965 56,29 8.430
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1, Miterate 20 42,20 11830 378 Rialig 24
, F Ay B73 4095 10730

Water Education
Awarengss 3. High School BE7 40,12 10650

4. University 405 3854 11220

Tatal 1965  40.24 10,530

1. [iterate 0 15.70 8070 309 02a* 14

] §72 1804 5.330 i
Water Education 34
sensitivity 3. High School BE7 18.02 5.333

4. University 405 1869 5.072

Total 1963 1815 3290

1. Miterate X 11330 21.380 127 .51

abiaion 73 11552 17080

Education
General 3. High Schoal BE7 11418 17.000

4. University 405 11377  18.080

Total 1965 114.6% 17.3591

el 08
Table 6 shows that the general water literacy scores of high school students

do not differ significantly according to the educational status of their fathers
[F(3,1961)=1,27, p>0,05]. However, the scores of the other dimensions of the
scale, namely water awareness [F(3,1961) =3,76, p<0,05] and water sensitivity
[F(3,1961)=3,09, p<0,05] were determined by the mother. There is a significant
difference according to the education level. Accordingly, in the sub-dimension of
water awareness, the scores of high school students whose fathers are university
graduates (X =38.84) are low enough to constitue a significant difference compared
to the scores of students whose fathers are primary school graduates (X =40.95).
In addition, in the dimension of water sensitivity, the scores of the students whose
fathers are university graduates (X =18.69) were significantly higher than the
scores of those who graduated from other education levels (X =15.70/18.04/18.02).
Table 7 shows the results of the One-Way ANOVA test of water literacy according
to the grade point averages of high school students.

Table 7. One-Way ANOVA Results of Water Literacy According to High Scho-
ol Students' Grade Point Averages

Scale Grade N s s F P Significant
Dimensions  Point X Difference
Averages {Scheffe Test)
1. 50-80 53 5390 9481 »23 000 1-2
2 61-¥5 600 56.32 540 1-3
Water saving 3, 76-9) 624 5781 691 14
4.91-100 207 5F54 751 23
Total 1,985 56.29 543
1.50-60 534 3975 1130 102 il
2.61-75 600 4077 10.%
Water 3.76-90 624 40.35 10.36
AWAreness 4.51-100 207 3970 10.78
Total 1,965 40.24 1085
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1.50-60 3 16.67 549 25,51 000~ 1-2
261-75 L) 15.04 535 13
Water 3.76-90 624 19.05 493 14
sensitivity 491-100 207 1953 474 23
Total 1965 1815 529 24
150-60 534 11041 1799 1687 000°F 12
261-75 &0 11513 1736 13
3.76-90 624 117.x2 1595 14
General 451-100 207 116.7§ 1717
Total 1,965 114.69 1729

p<0.05

Table 7 shows water literacy general scores of high school students’ grade ave-
rages [F(3.1961)=16.87, p<0.05], water saving dimension scores [F(3,1961)=22,23,
p<0,05], and water sensitivity dimension scores [F(3,1961)=25,51, p<0,05]. Accor-
ding to the Scheffe test for the direction of the significant difference,the general
grades of water literacy, water conservation, and water sensitivity scores of high
school students whose grade point average is between 50-60 (X =110,4/53.99/16.6),
respectively, are between 61-75 (X =115.1 /56.3/18.04), between 76-90 (X

"=117.2/57.81/19.05), and between 91-100 (X =116.7/57.54/19, 53) is lower.
Likewise, high school students whose grade point average is between 76-90,
respectively, water literacy general points and water saving points (X =117.2/57.8)
compared to those whose grade point average is between 50-60 and between 61-75
in both are higher than the sensitivity scores. High school students> scores on the
water awareness dimension of the scale do not constitute a significant difference
according to their grade point averages [F(3,1961)=1,02, p<0,05]. Table 8 shows
the results of the One-Way ANOVA test of water literacy of high school students
according to the type of school they attend.

Table 8. One-Way ANOVA Results of High School Students' Water Literacy by
School Type

Scale School Type N T s F P Sigmificant
Dimensions X Difference
{Scheffe
Test)
: - = =
1. Anatolian High 102 5723 78t 236 005 1-3
School
Water saving 2 Science High School 178 57.06 740 23
3. Vocational High 34
cehoal 183 LAl 1187
4. Feligious Vocational — _
62 5574 8.08
High Schocl &
Total 3202 5584 412
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1. Anatolian High 1042 4044 1103 ire .00+ 1-;’!

School 1-3

2. Soence High School 178 38.60 G968 34
Water 3. Vocational Hig
HEranaeE Schoal gh 133 38,35 1282

;é;h;i:;vmhm s62 4096 1008

Total 1,565 40724 10.53

1. Anatohan High i o 1590  .000*

2. Seience Hi:gh School 178 19.94 450 2-3
Water 3, Vocational Hie 24
BERRESETR oD gh 183 1640 582 14

4. Rehgious Vocational i Fia i

High Schocl : :

Total 1965 1815 519

1. Anatolian High S iR T 1552 .000* 1-3

School ’ ; ’ 23
General 2. Science H'[Eh School 178 11560 1643 >4

e linemimabtts = 183 10670 2072

%

4. Religious Vocational 562 11440 1617

High School i =

Total 1965 1146 17.29

*p0.05

According to Table 8, high school students’ water saving scores
[F(3,1961)=23,6,p<0,05], water awareness scores [F(3,1961)=3,79,p<0,05], water
sensitivity scores [F(3,1961)=15,90,p<0,05], and water literacy general scores differ
significantly according to the type of school they attend [F(3,1961)=15,52, p<0,05].

In terms of water saving, to the detriment of Vocational High School students,
the scores of vocational high school students (X' =51,81), Anatolian High School (X
"=57,23), Science High School (X' =57,06), and Imam Hatip High School (X) =55.74)
are significantly different between students. In addition, a significant difference was
found between Imam Hatip High School (X =55.74) students and Anatolian High
School (X'=57.23) students in favor of Anatolian High School students.

In the dimension of water awareness, there is a significant difference between
the scores of Anatolian High School (X =40,44) students and Science High School
and Vocational High School (X =38.60/38.55) students in favor of Anatolian High
School students. In addition, a significant difference was found between Imam
Hatip High School (X'=40.96) students and Vocational High School (X =38.55)
students in favor of Imam Hatip High School students> scores. In terms of water
sensitivity, the scores of the Vocational High School students (X =16.40) and the
scores of the Anatolian High School, Science High School and Imam Hatip High
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School students (X =18.39/19.94/17.69) to the detriment of Vocational High
School students. In addition, a significant difference was found between the scores
of Science High School students and the scores of Vocational High School and
Imam Hatip High School students in favor of Science High School students. The
scores of Vocational High School students (X' =106.7) and the scores of Anatolian
High School, Science High School, and ReligiousVocational High School students
(X'=116.0/115.6/114.4) in water literacy in general, there is a significant difference
between the t-test results of high school students> water literacy and their knowledge
of water-related institutions to the detriment of Vocational High School students,
respectively as shown in Table 9.

Table 9. Analysis of High School Students’ Water Literacy according to their
knowledge of institutions related to water

Scale institutions related N e Ss Sd t P
to water X

Water saving  Yes 1,050 56.98 8.35 1,963 3.92 .000*
No 915 55,49 8.45

Water Yes 1,050 40,97 10.70 1,963 3.18 .0oo*

awareness No 915 39.41 10.97

Water Yes 1,050 18.81 5.26 1,963 5.99 .000*

sensitivity No 915 17.39 5.23

General Yes 1,050 116.70 17.25 330 5.76 .0oo*
No 915 112,30  17.03

*p<0.05

According to Table 9, the general water literacy scores of high school students
constitute a significant difference according to their knowledge of the water related
institutions [t(1963)=>5,76, p<0,05]. Likewise, high school students’ water saving
[t(1963)=3,92,p<0,05], water awareness t(1963)=3,18,p<0,05], and water sensiti-
vity [t(1963)=5,99,p<0,05] dimensions also show a significant difference according
to their knowledge of the water-related institution name. High school students’
knowledge of water related institutions causes a significant difference in both ge-
neral and sub-dimension scores of water literacy in favor of those who know the
institution related to water. Table 10 shows the ANOVA results for the family inco-
me status of high school students’ water literacy.
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Table 10. Analysis of High School Students' Water Literacy by family income
status

Scale Income Status N — s F P Significant
Dimensions A Difference
[Scheffe Test)
1. 0-3,000 TL 533 535.81 892 209 099

. ) 2. 3,000u6, 000 TL 872 56,60 789
Walersaving 73 g 010,000 TL 366 56.72 756
4. 10,000 TL above 194 35,25 10.58

Total 1,965 36,29 843
1. 0-3.000 TL 533 40,97 1071 332 019 14
230006000 TL 872 4039 1056
Water 3.6000-10,000 TL 366  39.96 11.24
awareness 4. 10,000 TL above 194 3815 1158
Total 1,965 4024 10.85
1. 0-3000 TL 533 17.93 526 151 210
230006000 TL 872 1824 5.09
Water 3.6000-10,000 TL 366 1792 571
sensitivity 4, 10,000 TL above 194 18,77 542
Total 1,965 1815 529
1. 0-3,000 TL 533 114.70 1734 154 20
2. 3,000-6,000 TL 872 115,20 16.84
Genel 3.6000-10000 TL 366 1146 16.71
4.10,000TL above 194  112.2 1954
Total 1965 114.6 17.29

*pa0.05

According to Table 10, high school students’ water saving scores
[F(3,1961)=2,09, p<0,05], water sensitivity scores [F(3,1961)=1,51, p<0,05], and
water literacy general scores do not differ significantly according to family in-
come status [F(3,1961)=1,54, p<0,05]. The water awareness dimension scores
constitutes a significant difference according to the family income status of
the students [F(3,1961)=3,32, p<0,05]. The significant difference is in favor
of students with a family income of 0-3,000 TL, and the scores of students
with a family income of 0-3,000 TL (X =40.97), and the scores of students with
a family income of over 10,000 TL (X =38.15) is higher.

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In today’s world, where the effects of global climate change are felt, the
importance of water has become more understandable with the increase
in population. It is therefore important to determine the view of the young
generation towards water. In this study, water literacy levels of high scho-
ol students in Istanbul and the factors affecting these levels were deter-
mined, since it is thought that the possible water problems will be more
especially in metropolitan cities with a dense population.
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The students participating in the survey have a high level of water sa-
ving, a low level of water awareness, a good level of water sensitivity, and
a good level of general water literacy, which is one of the sub-dimensions
of water literacy. In the answers given to the items that make up the scale,
the students have the lowest participation in the items “I read books on
the protection of water resources” and “I read magazines and newspaper
articles on water”. This situation shows that students do not tend to learn
water-related information first hand as a result of their own research.

However, when it is considered that individuals will internalize the in-
formation they have obtained voluntarily as a result of their own efforts, it
can be interpreted that there is a deficiency in students in this regard. Stu-
dents most agree with are “I turn off taps when I see water being wasted”
and “I am aware that water is valuable because it is handed down to fu-
ture generations.” From kindergarten to the end of high school education,
students are given information about water in many courses, especially
life studies, social studies, geography and science courses. It can be said
that the information given contributes to the students” awareness of water
saving. Yu et al. (2021) conclude that the people who participated in their
study had high water literacy levels. In their study, Johnson and Courter
(2020) found that university students have low water literacy levels. In
addition, they found that, similar to the scale items in our study, the parti-
cipants in the study tended to keep their showering time short.

Examination of the water literacy of high school students by gender
showed that female students had a higher water literacy than male stu-
dents in the scale and in its sub-dimensions. S6zcti and Turker (2020b)
reached the same conclusion in their study. Johnson and Courter (2020)
also conclude that female students are more sensitive in their studies. In
this context, it can be interpreted that female students are more sensitive
and conscious about water due to their personal characteristics brought
about by gender difference.

It was concluded that the grade levels of high school students do not af-
fect their water literacy levels. Considering that students” knowledge levels
increase as their grade levels increase, an increase in water literacy levels
could be expected. Given this result, it can be concluded that there is no
development or change in attitudes and behaviors rather than knowledge.
In other words, it can be said that students” basic knowledge, attitudes,
and behaviors about water literacy are shaped at lower levels. Supporting
this result, Tuirker et al. (2022) also found that high school students” grade
levels did not have a significant difference in their water literacy levels.
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It was concluded that the education level of the parents did not affect
the water literacy levels of high school students. However, in the dimen-
sion of water sensitivity, it was concluded that students with higher edu-
cation levels of parents had higher sensitivity. In parallel with the results
of our study, Tiirker et al. (2022) also found that as the education level
of the parents increased, the water literacy increased. This situation can
be interpreted as the difference between mothers and fathers in terms of
being role models when the substances constituting water sensitivity are
examined.

It was concluded that high school students with low grade point avera-
ges also had low water savings, water sensitivity and general water litera-
cy. In other words, it can be said that students with high academic success
indicate that they improve themselves outside the academic field. Turker
et al. (2022), on the other hand, conclude that grade point averages are not
an effective variable on water literacy. It can be said that this difference is
due to the fact that our study is a wide-ranging study that includes diffe-
rent types of schools. It was concluded that family income status does not
have an effect on general water literacy. Febriani (2017) concludes in his
study that the general water literacy level of those with middle income
is low. This result indicates that the low income of the student indirectly
does not have a positive or negative effect on water literacy. However, it
is noteworthy that the students with the lowest family income in terms of
water awareness are more conscious about water. Examining the items
that create water awareness shows that young people living in low-income
families are more interested in and do research on water.

It has been concluded that the water literacy levels of the students stud-
ying at vocational high schools are lower than the students in other school
types. In the variable of grade point average, the water literacy level of the
students with a high grade point average was also high. As a result of the
analysis made in SPSS, considering that the school type with the lowest
grade point averages is in vocational high school, these results are compa-
tible with each other. In addition to academic success, the environment in
which one interacts can be considered to also affect water literacy. Finally,
it was concluded that high school students who stated that they knew the
institution related to water had higher literacy in both sub-dimensions and
general water literacy than the students who did not know the name of the
institution. This result is similar to the studies of Sozcii and Tiirker (2020b).
It should be stated that knowing the name of the institution does not only
indicate a cognitive level but also includes sensitivity. Maniam et al. (2021)
argue that the important role of water literacy in producing responsible
water users cannot be ignored. Therefore, active cognitive engagement is
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critical to breaking the chain of water literacy. Literate environments are
essential for the sustainability of water management and should start as
early as possible.

The results suggest that water literacy is directly related to academic
success. As McCarrol and Hamman (2020, p.2-3) state, water is a particu-
larly challenging issue due to its system complexity and interdisciplinary
nature. While many of the hydrological foundations of water systems rep-
resent scientific literacy, the global water crisis also involves impact and
action by individuals and societies alike, and requires interdisciplinary
literacy to foster an informed citizenship. In this context, water literacy is
the pinnacle of knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to water, dis-
tinguishing its importance and uniqueness from other more widely used
labels such as ecological or environmental literacy. In this context, it is
thought that it would be beneficial to evaluate water literacy within the
scope of a separate curriculum.

This study is important in terms of determining the factors affecting the
water literacy levels of high school students in the most populated city of
Turkey. In the light of this study, it is recommended to use and test diffe-
rent teaching methods and techniques to increase water literacy. In their
study, Moreno-Guerrero et al. (2020) reached the conclusion that water
literacy increased by using the flipped classroom practice method in order
to improve water literacy. Similarly, Ursavas and Aytar (2018) achieved
positive results in an applied study for preschool students. In this context,
it is recommended to conduct experimental studies to measure water lite-
racy for high school students.

Maniam et al. (2021) conclude in their study that people in Southeast
Asia, known as water-rich, are not part of a water-sustainable society. Tur-
key, on the other hand, is moving towards the position of a country that ra-
pidly progresses to the stage of water scarcity. In this context, besides the
results of the study, it is thought that it is necessary to mobilize sustainable
water use in different sectors, especially education, in order to improve
water literacy in Turkey with a general evaluation.
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