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This study examines the priorities from the perspective of students, who are
important stakeholders, regarding the courses in the curriculum with a different
perspective on the process of curriculum development and evaluation. The study
addresses not the effectiveness of the curriculum, but the needs of the students after
graduation. To that end, the study seeks to determine the learning priorities of
students based on their career preferences. By considering different career
preferences of the students in the department of CEIT, the study employs the method
of Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) to reveal the career preferences of students
and their priorities in the courses in the curriculum based on these career
preferences. For this purpose, senior-level students studying in the department of
CEIT participated in the study through the method of AHP. Further, the professions
in different careers were grouped and these career preferences were categorized as
teaching, system design and academic profession. In conclusion, the course of
“School Experience-Teaching Practice” was ranked first while the course of
“Scientific Research Methods” ranked last in the learning priorities based on the
profession of teaching. It is remarkable that the learning priorities varied according
to the career preferences of the students.
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Bu arastirma kapsaminda, program gelistirme ve degerlendirme siirecine farkli bir
bakis acisiyla; Onemli paydaslardan biri olan Ogrencilerin goziiyle Ogretim
programindaki derslere iliskin Oncelikleri arastirilmustir.  Aragtirma  dgretim
programinin etkililigini degil, 6grencilerin mezuniyetleri sonrasi ihtiyaglarina yonelik
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Learning Priorities of Students in Department of CEIT

Introduction

In order to understand the department of Computer Education and Instructional Technology (CEIT) and its
objectives, it is necessary to comprehend the most basic concept regarding the department, “Instructional
Technology.” According to the most current definition, instructional technology is a field of research and
application aimed at facilitating learning and improving learner performance (Reiser, 2007). This field consists of
3 basic components called technology, learning approaches and development of teaching systems (Cakir, Cebi &
Ozcan, 2013). The department of CEIT fulfills these 3 functions through the dimension of instructional technology.
In Turkey, the department of CEIT, which was established in 1998 within the faculties of Education, trains
individuals who seek to work as an information and communication technologies teacher in educational
institutions. Accordingly, the graduates of the department of CEIT can work as an information and computer
technology teacher, instructional designer, programmer, academician, specialist and also e-content designer in the
recent times in public or private sector. Thus, the grad students from the department of CEIT may take different
career preference. The competencies that these graduates are expected to have are different based on careers
preference. In this regard, it is essential to evaluate the curriculum prepared for the students in the department
based on different career preferences. This study analyzes the courses in the curriculum of the department of CEIT
by considering career preferences from the point of view of students, differently from the existing approaches
aimed at evaluating a curriculum.

Curriculum evaluation is the decision-making process for the effectiveness of a curriculum by means of
observation and measurement tools (Erden, 1998). Curriculum evaluation, considered as one of the most
fundamental functions in the process of developing a curriculum (Tyler, 1949), is related to the extent to which
the curriculum has achieved the set objectives. The process of curriculum evaluation basically follows three steps
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). In the first step, namely the step of planning, one decides on research
design, data collection method and tools. In the step of implementation, one performs data collection, analysis,
finding and reporting processes in line with the decisions in the step of planning. In the last step, namely the step
of evaluation, one evaluates the findings obtained by considering certain criteria and points out the drawbacks and
mistakes (Ozdemir, 2009). Curriculum evaluation is potentially the most critical step in developing a curriculum.
Since developing a curriculum is a design work at the same time, needs analysis is regarded as the most basic and
critical step in the process of developing a curriculum. Such analyses, usually conducted by commissions
evaluating different data sources, reveal the priorities of a curriculum.

There are different approaches towards curriculum evaluation. In Turkey, curriculum evaluation is based on
the analysis of I. curriculum design, Il. environment, Ill. success, IV. score, V. learning and VI. product, which
are called six basic approaches for evaluation (Ertiirk, 1998). The study by Ozdemir (2009) on the studies on
curriculum evaluation in Turkey based on a holistic approach reported that the studies on curriculum evaluation
were carried out in the form of theses, research and reports by the Turkish Ministry of Education or universities.
These studies mainly employed the methods of interview, observation, questionnaire, information forms and
document review for data collection. Thus, this study seeks to provide a different insight into the process of
curriculum evaluation and development. To that end, this study analyses learning priorities based on career
preferences of students.

It is remarkable that the studies on career preference obtained the data for curriculum evaluation and
development by means of methods such as questionnaire, scale and interview (Kloster, Hoie, & Skar, 2007,
Rognstad, Aasland, & Granum, 2004; Sauermann & Roach, 2012). Karaarslan and Ozbakir (2017) stated that AHP
is a more useful method in determining career preferences since its results are based on metrics. Further, AHP
method allows for the formation of hierarchical structures and the levels in these structures can be prioritized both
within and between each other. There are studies that evaluated curricula by means of the method of AHP in the
literature, for example, the study on the evaluation of teaching quality by Weng, Zhang & Liu (2104) and the study
on the evaluation of teaching from a student’s perspective by Thanassoulis, Dey, Petridis, Goniadis & Georgiou
(2017). The present study analyses both the career preferences of students and the learning priorities regarding the
courses in the curriculum based on these career preferences by means of AHP method. This study addresses not
the effectiveness of the curriculum, but the needs of the students after graduation. In this regard, the next section
explains what AHP is and where it is employed as well as presents various studies on its use in an educational
context in the literature.

Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)

AHP is a multi-criterion decision-making approach that used to solve complex problems (Saaty, 1980). It
allows for the formation of a hierarchical structure for decision problem. The structure can be manipulated by the
researcher(s) according to the research problem. Entailing the consideration of the case of a problem in a
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hierarchical manner, AHP enables one to compare the criteria and sub-criteria regarding the problem, to gain
insight on these criteria and to evaluate alternatives in terms of the criteria (Timor, 2011). As seen, AHP consists
of multiple levels and allows for the comparison of these levels both within and between each other. AHP is a
method of determining priorities based on the law of comparative judgment set forth by Thurstone in 1927.

It is noteworthy that AHP method is often used in the areas such as engineering, economics, business etc. in
the literature; yet, there is a limited number of studies on the method in an educational context. The present study
examined the studies performed AHP method in an educational context. Notably, these studies were conducted
particularly with the purpose of selecting and setting priorities. Firstly, the studies that employed AHP method to
select the best one or ones among alternatives were presented. Koksal and Ozmutaf (2009) carried out a study with
AHP method in order to select a country for studying English abroad; Ho, Chen, & Hsu (2017) performed a study
in Taiwan, analyzing the selection of educational institutions and websites by high-school students. Drake (1998)
reported that engineering students can use the method of AHP in their engineering education in the process of
determining the correct system components. Among the studies performed for prioritizing criteria, there is the
study by Diindar (2008) on the determination of the factors affecting the choice of students for elective courses.
Another relevant study was conducted by Begicevic, Divjak and Hunjak (2009), who concluded that strategic
factors, organizational costs, economic factors and risks are prioritized in project selection. The study by Erees,
Kuruoglu and Morali (2013), which aimed to prioritize criteria, focused on choosing a simulation in the field of
education. Karaarslan and Ozbakir (2017) examined the career preferences of engineering students and found out
that job security, working conditions and career opportunities are the priority criteria for them.

Purpose of the Research

The purpose of the present study is to determine the learning priorities of the students in the department of
CEIT based on their career preferences. Accordingly, the study employs “Analytic Hierarchy Process” method
and analyses both the priorities in their career preferences and the learning priorities based on their career
preferences.

Method

This study utilizes AHP method for determining the career preferences of students and their learning priorities.
This method is carried out in three steps: the formation of a hierarchical structure of the decision problem, the
comparative judgment and the determination of priorities (Saaty, 1990). The present study also follows these steps.

Study Group

The study group consists of 12 senior-level undergraduate students in the Department of Computer Education
and Instructional Technology in a state university in Ankara, Turkey. The reason why the senior-level students
constituted the group is that they have attended all courses, gained professional development, and were about to
start a career. The AHP method can be applied to both a single person and a group of people. The accuracy of the
AHP, which can be used in the determination of individual decisions as well as group decisions, and the validity
of the models are illustrated by the consistency ratio. Considering the results and the representativeness of the
sample, the study was performed with 12 students.

Research Process
The decision problem of the study is regarding the determination of learning priorities of the students in the
department of CEIT based on their career preferences. In accordance with this purpose, the study was carried out

in three basic steps: the formation of a hierarchical structure, the comparative judgment and the determination of
priorities.

Step 1: The formation of a hierarchical structure

The hierarchical structure of the study consists of three levels. Figure 1 provides information on the nature of
the structure.
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Figure 1. The hierarchical structure of the decision problem
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As seen in Figure 1, the decision problem, that is level 1, is the learning priorities of the students in the
department of CEIT. The relevant criteria are determined in level 2. These criteria refer to the career opportunities
which the students can consider after graduation: teacher, system designer and academician. There are career
options such as instructional designer, computer networking expert, programmer in system designer.

The compulsory courses in the curriculum of the department of CEIT, to which the students attended during
their undergraduate education, are alternatively given in level 3. Some of these courses were grouped by the
researchers and presented to the students. A total of 10 courses were alternatively grouped as follows: Information
Technology in Education I-1I, Programming Languages I-1I, Design and Use of Instructional Material,
Instructional Design, Use of Operating Systems-Computer Networks and Communication, Special Teaching
Methods I-1I, Multimedia Design and Development, Project Development and Management I-1l, Research
Methods in Education, School Experience-Teaching Practice.

Step 2: The comparative judgment

In the second step, the study performed a comparative judgment of the criteria and the alternatives, and
presented them as comparison matrices. Prior to that, a comparison was made based on the scale of importance.
Table 1 shows the scale of importance.

Table 1. The scale of importance (Saaty, 1990)

_Inten5|ty of Definition Description
importance
1 Equal importance Both factors are equal in importance.
. A factor is somewhat more important than the other
3 Moderate importance . . Lo
according to experiences and estimations.
5 Strong importance A factor is much more important than the other.
7 Very strong or demonstrated A factor is preferred significantly much more than the
importance other.
. One of the factors is absolutely more important than the
9 Extreme importance others
2,468 Intermediate values These are the intermediate values for the values

mentioned above and used when compromise is needed.

Comparisons were made by means of the tool prepared in line with Table 1. Figure 2 shows the tool used for
the comparison of the criteria.
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Very Important Equal Very Important
< >
[ Teacher ] |918|7|6|5|4|3|2]|1]2]|3|4|5|6]7 |8]|9] [ System Des. ]
Very Important Equal Very Important
* -
[ Teacher ] |918|7|6|5]4]|3]2]1|2|3|4|5|6]7 |8]|9] [Academician]
Very Important Equal Very Important
>
[SystemDes. ] |918|7|6|5]|4]3|2]|1]2|3|4|5|6]|7 |8]|9] [Academician]

Figure 2. Pair-wise comparison scale

Figure 2 presents a part of the data collection tool prepared only for the comparison of the criteria. The tool
was also used in the comparison of the alternatives based on the criteria. Following the comparative judgment,
comparison matrices were established for the criteria and the alternatives.

In constructing the comparison matrices for the comparison of the alternatives, individual matrices were
established for the criteria of teacher, system designer and academician. The geometric mean is used to reduce
multiple matrices into a single matrix (Saaty, 2008). As a group decision was to be taken in establishing these
matrices, the geometric mean was taken into consideration. Table 3 presents the comparison matrix for the criteria.

Table 3 Comparison matrix

Jobs K1 K2 K3
Teacher (K1) 1,00 1,65 1,06
System Designer (K2) 0,73 1,00 0,41
Academician (K3) 0,95 1,46 1,00

As observed in Table 3, a 3*3 comparison matrix was established since the number of the criteria was three.
This was a symmetric matrix with its diagonals equal to 1. While the result of the pair-wise comparison of K1 and
K2 was 1,65, the result of the comparison between K2 and K1 was 0,73, that is, 1/1,65. The next step following
the comparison matrix was the third and the last step, which is the determination of priorities.

Step 3: The determination of priorities

The step of determination of priorities included multiple operations. First, the normalized matrix was calculated
based on the comparison matrix. After the calculation of the normalized matrix, the average of each row was
considered and the vector of priorities was calculated. Following that, the vector of priorities was multiplied by
the comparison matrix to obtain the matrix of all priorities. Table 4 shows the matrix indicating all these values.

Table 4 Normalized matrix, the vector of priorities and the matrix of all priorities

The Vector of The Matrix of All

Jobs K1 K2 K3 Priorities Priorities
Teacher (K1) 0,37 0,40 0,43 0,40 2,91
System Designer (K2) 0,27 0,24 0,17 0,23 2,95
Academician (K3) 0,35 0,36 0,41 0,37 2,91

After the matrix of all priorities was obtained, the consistency ratio was calculated in the last step. To do so,
the following equation was used:
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_

CR=—
RI

Cl refers to the consistency index, and RI refers to the random value index. The value Cl was calculated by the
following equation:

O\max - n)

I =
¢ n—1

And the random value index consisted of the static values set by Saaty (1980). Table 5 provides information
on the random value index.

Table 5 Random Value Index (Saaty, 1980)

Numb f
Awroaries 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Random
Value 000 058 090 112 124 132 141 145 149 151 148 156 157 1,59
Index

Here, the random value index was employed to determine the values based on the number of alternatives or
criteria. Table 6 presents the consistency index, random value index and consistency ratio regarding the criteria.

Table 6 Consistency index, random value index and consistency ratio

Index Value
Cl -0,04
RI 0,58

CR -0,06

The consistency ratio should be less than 0,1. As seen, the result achieved to meet such requirement, ensuring
the consistency. These analyses were performed for the alternatives based on each criterion as well and all results
were acceptable. The next section presents the findings.

Findings

The section of findings provides the findings obtained from the analyses in detail. The results from the
comparison of the criteria and the priorities of the alternatives based on each criterion are respectively presented
in this section. Figure 2 demonstrates the findings on the criteria.

Learning
Priorities of the
Students in CEIT

Teacher
(40%)

System designer Academician

(23%)

(37%)

Figure 2 AHP results on the criteria

Figure 2 indicates that the career preferences of the students in the department of CEIT were prioritized as
follows: teacher (40%), academician (37%) and system designer (23%). This study analyzed the learning priorities
of the students based on their career preferences as well. Thus, they were asked to prioritize the courses they
attended (10 alternatives). To do so, they were also asked to consider the case of being a teacher, a system designer
and an academician respectively in comparing the courses. In other words, the students made a pair-wise
comparison between learning priorities and the case of being a teacher, between learning priorities and the case of
being a system designer, and between learning priorities and the case of being an academician. The findings are
presented separately based on these three criteria (career preferences).
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First, the findings on the comparison for the question of “If your career preference was teacher, how would
you prioritize the courses?” Figure 3 indicates the relevant findings.

Learning
Priorities of the
Students in CEIT

Inf. Tech. Prog. Lan Des. Use
in Ed. (:ng/;s)a ) Ins. Mat.
(%10) (%13)

Figure 3 Course priorities based on the criterion of teaching

As shown in Figure 3, the students ranked the course of “School Experience-Teaching Practice” (26%) first
and the course of “Research Methods in Education” (3%) last in the learning priorities based on the profession of
teacher.

Figure 4 presents the course preferences based on the career preference of system design.

Learning
Priorities of the
Studentsin CEIT

System
Designer

Pro. Dev.
Man

Des. Use
Ins. Mat.
(%6)

Inf. Tech.
in Ed.
(%5)

Prog. Lan
(%27)

Figure 4 Course priorities based on the criterion of system design
As seen in Figure 4, the students ranked the course of “Programming Languages-Internet Based Programming”
(27%) first and the course of “School Experience-Teaching Practice” (2%) last in the learning priorities based on

the profession of system designer.

Figure 5 indicates the findings on the learning priorities based on the career preference of academician
profession.

751



Learning Priorities of Students in Department of CEIT

Learning
Priorities of the
Studentsin CEIT

Academician

—

Pro. Dev.
Man.
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Inf. Tech. Prog. Lan Des. Use Ins. Res. Teaching
in Ed. (5'7' Ins. Mat. Design Method Pr.
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Figure 5 Course priorities based on the criterion of academic profession

4

As shown in Figure 5, the students ranked the course of “Scientific Research Methods” (21%) first and the
course of “Programming Languages-Internet Based Programming, Multimedia Design and Development, School
Experience-Teaching Practice” (7%) last in the learning priorities based on the preference of academic profession.
The findings revealed that the course preferences of the students varied according to their course preferences. To
point out these differences more clearly, Table 7 demonstrates the findings based on the three criteria.

Table 7 Findings regarding the priorities of the alternatives based on the three criteria

Teacher System Designer Academician

Information Technologies in Education 10 5 8
Programming Languages 5 27 7
Design and Use of Instructional Material 13 6 11
Instructional Design 12 5 10
Use of Operating Systems-Computer Networks and Communication 7 15 8
Special Teaching Methods I-11 11 2 11
Multimedia Design and Development 7 15 7
Project Development and Management I-I1 5 21 10
Research Methods in Education 3 3 21
School Experience-Teaching Practice 26 2 7

Table 7 shows that the course priorities of the students were different based on these criteria. For instance, the
course of “Programming Languages-Internet Based Programming”, which ranked first by 27% for the criterion of
system design, ranked last by 7% for the criterion of academic profession. The ranking of the other courses varied
in a similar way.

Conclusion and Discussion

AHP method, when applied to a single person, enables him or her to take individual decisions and, when
applied to a small or large group of people, enables them to take group decisions. A small group, consisting of 12
students, participated in the present study. Studies with such small groups in the field of education contribute to
the formation of an overall picture (Cheng & Li, 2001). This study also aimed to provide an overall picture. Further
studies can have a study group consisting of the students studying the same department but in different universities
and evaluate the curriculum from the perspective of students. These studies can also perform a needs analysis in
the step of the determination of the needs.

AHP allows for the establishment of a hierarchical structure and the prioritization of the levels in the structure.
This study attempted to determine the career preferences of the students and the learning priorities based on these
career preferences. The career preferences of the students were respectively teacher, academician and system
designer. It can be stated that the first preference of the students in the department of CEIT after their graduation
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would be the profession of teacher among these three professions. The study by Karatas (2010) concluded that the
students in the department of CEIT see themselves first as a system designer and then as a teacher. On the other
hand, the present study revealed that the last preference of the students was the profession of system designer. The
reason for such difference might be that the studies were performed in different years. Thus, it can be argued that
the career preferences of the students in the department of CEIT have changed over the years.

Moreover, the study determined the learning priorities of the students based on their career preferences. The
students ranked the course of “School Experience-Teaching Practice” first and the course of “Research Methods
in Education” last in the learning priorities based on the profession of teaching. The course of “Programming
Languages-Internet Based Programming” was ranked first and the course of “School Experience-Teaching
Practice” was ranked last in the learning priorities based on the profession of system design. And, the course of
“Research Methods in Education” was ranked first and the courses of ‘“Programming Languages, School
Experience-Teaching Practice” were ranked last based on the preference of academic profession. It is remarkable
that the course of “School Experience-Teaching Practice” was ranked first in the profession of teaching whereas
it was ranked last in other professions. That is, it can be argued that a difference in the career preferences of the
students changes their learning priorities as well.

The course of “School Experience-Teaching Practice” was ranked first in the learning priorities based on the
profession of teaching. Since students believe that these courses offer teaching experience and prepare themselves
for the profession (Becit, Kurt & Kabakg1, 2009). The study by Gokmen (2015) found out that students do not use
many software, which they have learnt in their courses, within the course of teaching practice in schools. Such
finding is consistent with the finding in the present study that the course of programming languages was ranked
last in the learning priorities based on the profession of teaching. In other words, the students, who preferred the
profession of teaching, ranked the course last in their learning priorities, as they do not use these software
languages in programming languages. Thus, it can be stated that the competences of the students varied based on
their career preferences.

Curriculum evaluation is usually associated with competences, and these competences vary depending on
courses. The learning outcomes and competences of the curriculum of CEIT can be a subject of study when the
competences are examined according to the students who pursue different career paths. In order to add to this
subject of study, a further study may focus on the individuals who actively serve in the profession of teaching,
system design and academic profession. Moreover, one of the most important stakeholders of the curriculum is
the students themselves. The assessments of the students, who have life experiences related to the curriculum, on
the curriculum might have a great contribute to the improvement of the curriculum. For that reason, the present
study attempted to offer an evaluation of the curriculum from the perspective of the students by means of the
method of AHP. Further studies may provide the evaluation of the curriculum from the perspective of
academicians, experts, teachers and other stakeholders by means of the same method.

The most important conclusion in this study was that the students have different opinions on the courses in the
curriculum of CEIT. The evaluation of these opinions with a needs analysis has the potential to provide an insight
into the discussion on the curriculum of the departments of CEIT. It is long known that the curriculum of the
departments of CEIT has been criticized and efforts have been made to offer alternative curricula. Indeed, the
teacher qualifications specified by the Turkish Ministry of Education, the competences required by the public and
private sectors, the nature of instructional technologies, the development plans of Turkey, the educational
developments based on digital technologies in the world, and the general needs of Turkey should be all taken into
consideration in updating the existing curriculum, which is a multi-stakeholder process. Yet, the evaluation of the
curriculum (only in the context of course priorities, excluding course content and learning outcomes) from the
perspective of students adds a different dimension to the process, as in student-centered instructional designs. That
being said, although it is not possible to create an adaptable curriculum for the students with different career plans
yet, at least, the core curriculum in the field of instructional technologies can be designated as compulsory courses
in the first years of the education and a semi-adaptable curriculum, which includes the courses according to student
priorities, can be implemented in the following years of the education.!

L A similar suggestion was put forth in the Workshop on Training and Employment of Informatics Trainers, which was carried
out on May 25-26, 2016 with the initiative of a group of lecturers. These suggestions are similar to those in the Curriculum
Draft submitted to the Turkish Council of Higher Education (YOK) and prepared within the above-mentioned initiative.
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BOTE Béliimii Ogrencilerinin Kariyer Tercihlerine Dayalh Ogrenme
Onceliklerinin Belirlenmesi Giris

Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi (BOTE) béliimiinii ve boliimiin hedeflerini anlayabilmek igin
oncelikle boliime iliskin en temel kavram olan “Ogretim Teknolojisi”nin anlasilmas1 gerekmektedir. En giincel
tanimryla 6gretim teknolojisi, 6grenmeyi kolaylagtirmak ve 6grenen performansini iyilestirmeyi amaglayan bir
aragtirma ve uygulama alanidir (Reiser, 2007). Bu alan temelde; teknoloji, 6grenme yaklasimlar1 ve 6gretim
sistemlerinin gelistirilmesi olarak isimlendirilen ii¢ temel bilesenden olusmaktadir (Cakir, Cebi ve Ozcan, 2013).
Ogretim teknolojisi boyutuyla BOTE béliimii bu ii¢ islevi yerine getirmektedir. Ulkemizde egitim fakiilteleri
biinyesinde 1998 yilinda kurulan BOTE béliimii ayrica egitim kurumlarinda bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmeni olarak
gorev yapmay1 hedefleyen bireyler yetistirmektedir. Buna gére BOTE béliimii mezunlar1 kamu ya da 6zel sektorde
bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmeni, 6gretim tasarimeisi, programlama uzmani, akademisyen, uzman ve 6zellikle son
donemde e-igerik tasarimcisi olarak gérev yapabilmektedir. Buradan anlasilacagi iizere BOTE béliimiinden mezun
olan Ogrenciler farkli kariyer tercihlerinde bulunabilmektedir. Farkli is alanlarina ydnelmeyi hedefleyen
mezunlarm sahip olmasi gereken yeterlikler de farklilasmaktadir. Bu noktada BOTE béliimiinde dgrenim goren
ogrencilere sunulan 6gretim programiin farkli kariyer tercihlerinin goz éniinde bulundurularak degerlendirilmesi
ihtiyact dogmustur. Calismada mevcut program degerlendirme yaklagimlarindan farkli olarak dgrenenlerin bakis
acistyla kariyer tercihleri goz oniinde bulundurularak BOTE boliimii 6gretim programinda yer alan dersler ele
almmustir.

Program degerlendirme, gézlem ve 6lgme araglari kullanilarak dgretim programinin etkililigine iligkin karar
verme siirecidir (Erden, 1998). Program gelistirme siirecinin ¢alismasinda en temel fonksiyonlardan biri olarak
goriilen program degerlendirme, (Tyler, 1949) ortaya konulan programin hedeflere ne 6l¢iide ulastirdig: ile
ilgilenmektedir. Temelde program degerlendirme siireci lic asamadan olusmaktadir (Fitzpatrick, Sanders &
Worthen, 2004). Birinci asama olan planlama asamasinda aragtirma deseni, veri toplama yontem ve araglarina
karar verilir. Uygulama agsamasinda planlama agamasinda verilen kararlar dogrultusunda veri toplama, analiz,
bulgu ve raporlama islemleri gerceklestirilir. Son asamada olan degerlendirme asamasinda ise elde edilen sonuglar
belirli kriterler goz 6niinde bulundurularak degerlendirilerek eksiklik ve hatalar ortaya konulur (Ozdemir, 2009).
Programin degerlendirilmesi program gelistirme siirecinin belki de en 6nemli asamasidir. Program gelistirme ayni
zamanda bir tasarim caligmasi oldugundan dolay: ihtiya¢ analizi bu tasarim siirecinin en temel ve en &nemli
asamalarindan biri olarak kabul edilir. Genellikle komisyonlar tarafindan farkli veri kaynaklarmimn
degerlendirilmesi ile ortaya konulan analizler 6gretim programmin Onceliklerinin de ortaya cikmasimi
saglamaktadir.

Program degerlendirmeye iliskin farkli yaklasimlar s6z konusudur. Ulkemizde egitimde program
degerlendirme 1. program tasarisina bakarak, II. ortama bakarak, III. basariya bakarak, IV. erisiye bakarak, V.
ogrenmeye bakarak ve VI. {irline bakarak yapilan degerlendirme olarak isimlendirilen alt1 temel yaklasima gore
gerceklestirilmektedir (Ertiirk, 1998).  Ozdemir’in (2009) iilkemizde yapilan program degerlendirme
calismalarmimn biitiinciil olarak incelendigi arastirmasinda program degerlendirme calismalarimin MEB veya
iniversiteler tarafindan tez, arastirma ve raporlar kapsaminda ele alindigmi belirtmistir. Bu caligmalarda
¢ogunlukla veri toplamak amaciyla goriisme, gozlem, anket, bilgi formlar1 ve dokiiman inceleme ydntemleri
kullanilmistir. Bu aragtirmada program gelistirme ve degerlendirme siirecine farkli bir bakis kazandirmak
amaglanmistir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda 6grencilerin kariyer tercihlerine dayali olarak &grenme oncelikleri
incelenmistir.

Kariyer tercihlerinin ele alindig1 arastirmalar incelendiginde program gelistirme ve degerlendirme amaciyla
toplanan verilerin anket, 6lgek ve goriisme gibi yontemler yolu ile elde edildigi gorilmektedir (Kloster, Hoie, &
Skér, 2007; Rognstad, Aasland, & Granum, 2004; Sauermann & Roach, 2012). Karaarslan ve Ozbakir (2017)
metriklere dayali bir sonug {ireteceginden dolayr Analitik Hiyerarsi Siireci’nin (AHS) tercihleri belirlemede daha
kullanish bir yontem olacagmni belirtmistir. Ciinkii AHS yontemi ile hiyerarsik yapilar olusturulabilmekte ve bu
yapidaki diizeyler hem birbiri icerisinde hem de birbirleri arasinda &nceliklendirilebilmektedir. Ogretim
programlarmin AHS yontemi kullanilarak degerlendirildigi ¢alismalara alan yazinda rastlamak miimkiindiir. Bu
caligsmalara; Weng, Zhang & Liu (2104) tarafindan yapilan 6gretim kalitesini degerlendirme calismasi ve
Thanassoulis, Dey, Petridis, Goniadis & Georgiou (2017) tarafindan yapilan 6grenci goéziinden Ogretimin
degerlendirilmesi ¢alismalar1 6rnek olarak verilebilir. Bu aragtirmada da AHS kullanilarak 6grencilerin hem
kariyer tercihleri ve hem de bu kariyer tercihlerine bagli olarak 6gretim programinda yer alan derslere iliskin
o0grenme Oncelikleri incelenmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda programm etkilili§i degil 6grencilerin mezuniyetleri
sonrasi ihtiyaglarina yonelik bir aragtirma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu baglamda; sonraki boliimde AHS’nin ne oldugu,
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hangi alanlarda kullanildig1 agiklanmis ve egitsel baglamda kullanimina iligkin alan yazindan cesitli aragtirma
orneklerine yer verilmistir.

Analitik Hiyerarsi Siireci-AHS (Analytic Hierarchy Process-AHP)

AHS karmasgik problemlerin ¢6ziimiinde kullanilan ¢ok kriterli bir karar verme yontemidir (Saaty, 1980). AHS
ile karar problemiyle ilgili hiyerarsik bir yap1 kurulabilmektedir. Bu yapi, arastirma problemine gore
arastirmaci(lar) tarafindan istenildigi sekilde manipiile edilebilmektedir. AHS; problem durumunu hiyerarsik bir
sekilde ele alarak probleme iliskin kriterleri ve alt kriterleri kargilagtirma, kriterlere ait yargida bulunma ve
alternatifleri kriterler acisindan degerlendirme imkani sunmaktadir (Timor, 2011). Buradan da anlasilacag: gibi
AHS, birden fazla diizeyden olugsmakta ve bu diizeylerin hem kendi aralarinda hem de kendi iglerinde
karsilastirilmalarina  olanak saglamaktadir. AHS 1927°de Thurstone tarafindan ortaya konulan ikili
karsilagtirmalar1 (law of comparative judgment) temel alarak 6nceliklerin belirlenmesini saglayan bir yontemdir.

flgili alan yazin incelendiginde AHS yénteminin miihendislik, iktisat, isletme vb. alanlarda siklikla kullanildig
ancak egitsel baglamda yapilan arastirmalarin smirli oldugu goéze ¢arpmaktadir. Aragtirma kapsaminda egitim
alaninda AHS yontemi ile yapilan arastirmalar incelenmistir. Bu aragtirmalar incelendiginde ise; 6zellikle segme
ve dncelik belirleme amaci ile yapildiklar goriilmiistiir. ilk olarak AHS yénteminin alternatifler arasmdan en iyiyi
ya da en iyileri segme amaci ile kullanildig1 arastirmalara deginilmistir. Koksal ve Ozmutaf (2009) AHS’yi yurt
diginda Ingilizce Dil egitimi icin iilke se¢imi amaciyla bir arastirma gerceklestirmistir. Bir diger calisma ise; Ho,
Chen, & Hsu (2017) tarafindan Tayvan’da gergeklestirilen arastirmada lise 6grencilerinin egitim kurumlarini ve
egitim sitelerini se¢meleri incelenmistir. Drake (1998) miihendislik fakiiltesi &grencilerin dogru sistem
bilesenlerini belirleme siirecinde mithendislik egitiminde AHS nin kullanilabilecegini ifade etmistir. Kriterler
arasinda Oncelik belirlemeye yonelik olarak yapilan arastirmalara ise Diindar (2008) tarafindan 6grencilerin
segmeli ders se¢imini etkileyen faktorleri belirleme calismasi 6rnek verilebilir. Bir diger ¢aligma Begicevic, Divjak
ve Hunjak (2009) tarafindan yapilmis ve proje seciminde stratejik faktdrler, organizasyon maliyetleri, ekonomik
faktor ve riskler seklinde kriterlerin dnceliklendirildigini sonucuna ulagmistir. Erees, Kuruoglu ve Morali (2013)
kriterler arasinda onceliklerin belirlenmesine yonelik gerceklestirdigi arastirmasinda egitim alaninda simiilasyon
segmeyi amacglayan bir calisma gerceklestirmistir. Karaarslan ve Ozbakir (2017) miihendislik fakiiltesi
ogrencilerinin kariyer tercihlerini belirlemeye c¢aligtiklar1 aragtirmada; is giivencesi, ¢alisma kosullar1 ve kariyer
imkanlarmim 6ncelikli kriterler oldugunu belirlemislerdir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmani amact BOTE béliimii 6grencilerinin kariyer tercihlerine dayali olarak dgrenme 6nceliklerinin
belirlenmesidir. Bu amag dogrultusunda “Analitik Hiyerarsi Siireci” yontemi kullanilmistir. Ogrencilerin hem
kariyer tercihlerindeki oOncelikleri hem de kariyer tercihlerine dayali olarak &grenme oOncelikleri arastirma
kapsaminda incelenmistir.

Yontem

Bu arastirmada 6grencilerin kariyer tercihleri ve 6grenme oOnceliklerini belirlemeye yonelik olarak AHS
yontemi kullanilmistir. Bu yontem; karar problemine iliskin hiyerarsik yapinin olusturulmasi, ikili
karsilastirmalarin yapilmasi ve onceliklerin belirlenmesi olarak {i¢ temel asamada yiiriitiilir (Saaty, 1990).
Arastirma kapsaminda da bu agsamalar izlenecektir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanm ¢alisma grubunu Ankara’da bulunan bir devlet iiniversitesinin Bilgisayar ve Ogretim
Teknolojileri Egitimi Boliimii’nde lisans egitimine devam eden 12 dérdiincii sinif lisans 6grencisi olusturmaktadir.
Dérdiincii smif secilmesinin amact bu 6grencilerin biitlin dersleri almis olmalari, mesleki gelismisliklerinin olmasi
ve ¢aligma hayatina daha yakin bir durumda olmalaridir. AHS yontemi bir tek kisiye uygulanabilecegi gibi bir
gruba da uygulanabilir yapidadir. Gerek bireysel gerekse grup kararlarinin belirlenmesinde kullanilan AHS nin
dogrulugu ve modellerin gegerligi tutarlilik orani ile agiklanmaktadir. Elde edilen sonuglar ve evreni temsil
edilebilirligi gz 6nitinde bulunduruldugunda 12 6grenci ile arastirmanin yiiriitiilmesine karar verilmistir.

Arastirma Siireci
Aragtirmanimn karar problemi BOTE Boéliimii dgrencilerinin mesleki tercihlerine dayali olarak 6grenme

onceliklerinin belirlenmesidir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda arastirma hiyerarsik yapmin olusturulmasi, ikili
karsilastirmalarm yapilmasi ve onceliklerin belirlenmesi olarak ii¢ temel asamada yiiriitilmiistiir.
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Asama 1: Hiyerarsik yapinin olusturulmasi

Aragtirmanin hiyerarsik yapisi li¢ diizeyden olugmaktadir. Bu yapinin nasil olduguna yonelik bilgi Sekil 1°de
verilmistir.

BOTE
Ogrencilerinin
Ogrenme
Oncelikleri

Akademisyenlik

Mat. Tas.
Ve Gel.

isl. Sis.—
Bil. Aglarn

Ogretim
Tasarimi

Egitimde
Bil. Tek.

Bil. Ars.
Yén.

Dilleri

Sekil 1. Karar probleminin hiyerarsik yapisi

Sekil 1°de goriildiigii gibi karar problemi yani birinci diizey BOTE 6grencilerinin 6grenme oncelikleridir.
Ikinci diizeyde ise kriterler belirlenmistir. Kriterler dgrencilerin mezun olduklar1 zaman calisabilecekleri kariyer
olanaklaridir. Bu tercihler; 6gretmenlik, sistem tasarimcilig1 ve akademisyenliktir. Sistem tasarimciligi igerisinde;
ogretim tasarimeiligl, bilgisayar aglar1 uzmanligi, programlama uzmani gibi kariyer secenekleri bulunmaktadir.

Ugiincii diizeyde ise BOTE 6gretim programinda yer alan ve lisans egitimleri siiresince aldiklari zorunlu dersler
alternatif olarak belirlenmistir. Bu derslerin bir boliimii arastirmacilar tarafindan gruplandirilarak grenenlere
sunulmustur. Bu gruplandirma sonucunda; Egitimde Bilisim Teknolojileri I-11, Programlama Dilleri I-11, Materyal
Tasarmi ve Gelistirme, Ogretim Tasarmmi, Isletim Sistemleri-Bilgisayar Aglar1 ve Iletisim, Ozel Ogretim
Yontemleri I-1I, Coklu Ortam Tasarmmi ve Uretimi, Proje Gelistirme ve Yonetimi I-II, Bilimsel Arastirma
Yontemleri, Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersleri olarak 10 ders alternatif olarak ele alnmustir.

Asama 2: Ikili karsilastrmalarin vapimasi

Aragtirmanin ikinci asamasinda kriterlerin ve alternatiflerin ikili karsilagtirmalart yapilmis ve bunlar
kargilagtirma matrisleri olarak sunulmustur. Karsilastirma matrislerinden 6nce énem derecesi tablosu kullanilarak
karsilagtirmalar yapilmigtir. Onem derecesi tablosu tablo 1’°de verilmistir.

Tablo 1 Onem derecesi tablosu (Saaty, 1990)

Onem . Tanm Ac¢iklama
Derecesi

1 Esit Derecede Onemli Her iki faktor ayn1 dneme sahiptir.

3 Orta Derecede Onemli Tecru.l':)e ve yqrgllara gore bir faktor digerine gore biraz
daha 6nemlidir.

5 Kuvvetli Derecede Onemli Bir faktor digerinden kuvvetle daha énemlidir.

7 Cok Kuvvetli Derecede Onemli BIF faktor d_1ger1ne gore yiiksek derecede kuvvetle tercih
edilmektedir.

9 Mutlak Derecede Onemli Faktor.le_rden bir tanesi digerine gore ¢ok yliksek derecede
6nemlidir.
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Yukarida belirtilen degerlerin ara degerleridir, uzlasma

2,468 Ara Degerleri gerektiginde kullanilir.

Tablo 1’¢ uygun bir sekilde hazirlanan ara¢ ile karsilastirmalar elde edilmistir. Kriterlere iliskin
kargilagtirmalarm yapilmasi igin kullanilan ara¢ Sekil 2°de verilmistir.

Cok Esit Cok
< >
[Ogretmenlik] 1918171615141312]1]2]3]4]5[6]7 [8]9] [ Sistem Tas, ]
Cok Esit Cok
< >
[(")gretmenlik] |9]18|7|6|5]4]|3]2]1]2|3|4]|5|6]7 |8]|9] [Akademisyenlik]
Cok Egit Cok
>
[ Sistem Tas. ] |918|7]6|5]|4]3|2]|1]2|3|4|5|6]|7 |8]|9] [Akademisyenlik]

Sekil 2. ikili karsilastirma aract

Sekil 2°de verilen sadece kriterlerin karsilastirmasi i¢in diizenlenen veri toplama aracinin bir boliimiidiir. Ayni
sekilde kriterlere dayal olarak alternatiflerin karstlastirilmast icin de bu ara¢ kullanilmistir. ikili karsilastirmalar
yapildiktan sonra ise kriterler ve alternatifler igin karsilagtirma matrisleri olusturulmustur.

Alternatiflerin karsilastirma matrisleri olusturulurken hem &gretmenlik, hem sistem tasarimciligi hem de
akademisyenlik kriterleri i¢in ayr1 ayr1 matrisler olusturulmustur. Birden fazla matrisin tek matrise indirilmesinde
geometrik ortalama kullanilmaktadir (Saaty, 2008). Bu matrisler olusturulurken grup karar1 verileceginden dolay1
geometrik ortalama kullanilmistir. Kriterler i¢in olusturulan karsilagtirma matrisi Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3 Karsilastirma matrisi

Meslekler K1 K2 K3
Ogretmenlik (K1) 1,00 1,65 1,06
Sistem Tasarimcisi (K2) 0,73 1,00 0,41
Akademisyenlik (K3) 0,95 1,46 1,00

Tablo 3’te goriildiigii gibi kriter sayisinin {i¢ olmasmdan dolayr 3*3’liik karsilagtirma matrisi olusturulmustur.
Bu matris simetrik bir matristir ve kosegenleri 1’dir. K1 ile K2’nin ikili karsilagtirma sonucu 1,65 iken K2 ile
K1’in karsilagtirmasimin sonucu ise 0,73 yani 1/1,65tir. Karsilagtirma matrisini elde ettikten sonra ise tigiincii ve
son agama olan onceliklerin belirlenmesi asamasina gegilmistir.

Asama 3: Onceliklerin belirlenmesi

Onceliklerin belirlenmesi asamasinda birden fazla islem yapilmustir. ilk olarak karsilastirma matrisinden
normalize edilmis matris hesaplanmistir. Normalize edilmis matris hesaplandiktan sonraki agamada her bir satirin
ortalamasi alinarak oncelikler vektorii hesaplanmistir. Daha sonra oncelikler vektorii karsilastirma matrisi ile
carpilarak tiim 6ncelikler matrisi elde edilmistir. Bu degerlerin tiimiiniin oldugu matris Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4 Normalize edilmis matris, 6ncelikler vektorii ve tiim 6ncelikler matrisi

Oncelikler  Tiim Oncelikler

Meslekler K1 K2 K3 Vektorii Matrisi
Ogretmenlik (K1) 0,37 0,40 0,43 0,40 2,91
Sistem Tasarmmeist (K2) 0,27 0,24 0,17 0,23 2,95
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Akademisyenlik (K3) 0,35 0,36 0,41 0,37 2,91

Tim oncelikler matrisi elde edildikten sonra ise son asama olarak tutarlilik oranit hesaplanmistir. Bu
hesaplamanin yapilabilmesi i¢in;

_a

CR=—
RI
esitligi kullanilmistir. CI tutarlilik indeksi, RI ise rastgele deger indeksidir. Bu degerlerden CI;

O\max - n)

I =
¢ n—1

esitligi kullanilarak elde edilirken, rastgele deger indeksi Saaty (1980) tarafindan ifade edilen statik degerlerden
olusmaktadir. Rastgele deger indeksine iliskin bilgiler Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5 Rastgele deger indeksi (Saaty, 1980)

Alternatif 5, 5 5 7 g 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Sayisi
Ratgele
Degier 000 058 090 112 124 132 141 145 149 151 148 156 157 1,59
Indeksi

Burada alternatif ya da kriter sayisina gore degerleri belirleyebilmek igin rastgele deger indeksi kullanilir.
Yapilan hesaplamalar sonucunda kriterler ait tutarlilik indeksi, rastgele deger indeksi ve tutarlilik orani Tablo 6°da
verilmistir.

Tablo 6 Tutarlilik indeksi, rastgele deger indeksi ve tutarlilik orani

indeks Deger
Cl -0,04
RI 0,58

CR -0,06

Tutarlilik oranmin 0,1 degerinden kiiciik ¢ikmasi gerekmektedir. Elde edilen sonuca bakildigi zaman bu
degerin saglandigi yani tutarligin saglandigini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Yapilan bu analizler her bir kritere dayali
olarak alternatifler igin de yapilmig ve bulunan degerlerin istenen sekilde oldugu gérilmiistiir. Bu agamadan sonra
ise bulgular sunulmustur.

Bulgular

Bu boliimde analizler sonucu elde edilen bulgulara ayrintili bir sekilde yer verilmistir. Bulgulara ilk olarak
kriterlerin karsilastirilmasina iligkin sonuglar ile baglanmistir. Daha sonra ise her bir kritere dayali alternatiflerin
onceliklerine yer verilmistir. Kriterlere iliskin bulgular ayrmntili bir sekilde Sekil 2°de verilmistir.

BOTE
Ogrencilerinin
Ogrenme
Oncelikleri

Sistem
Tasarimcisi
(%23)

Ogretmenlik

Akademisyenlik

(%37)

(%40)

Sekil 2 Kriterlere iliskin AHS sonuglar1

758



Sahin, Keskin & Yurdugiil

Sekil 2 incelendiginde BOTE béliimii ogrencilerinin Kariyer tercihlerindeki 6nceliklerinin sirastyla
ogretmenlik (%40), akademisyenlik (%37) ve sistem tasarimciligi (%23) oldugu goriilmiistiir. Arastirma
kapsaminda Ogrencilerin Kariyer tercihlerine dayali olarak 6grenme 6ncelikleri de arastirilmistir. Bu kapsamda
almus olduklar1 dersleri (10 alternatif) 6nceliklendirmeleri istenmistir. Onceliklendirme yapilirken dgrencilerden
sirastyla Ogretmen, sistem tasarimcisi ve akademisyen olma durumlarini goz 6niinde bulundurarak dersleri
kargilasgtirmalar1 istenmistir. Yani 6grenciler; eger 6gretmenlik meslegini tercih ederlerse 6grenme dnceliklerini,
eger sistem tasarimciligini tercih ederlerse 6grenme dnceliklerini ve eger akademisyenligi tercih ederlerse 6grenme
onceliklerini ikili bir sekilde karsilagtirmiglardir. Elde edilen bulgular bu ii¢ kritere (kariyer tercihlerine) dayal
olarak ayr1 ayr1 sunulmustur.

Ilk olarak “Eger Kariyer tercihiniz 6gretmenlik olsaydi ders 6ncelikleriniz nasil olurdu?” sorusuna iliskin ikili
karsilastirmalar sunulmustur. Elde edilen bulgular Sekil 3°te verilmistir.

BOTE
Ogrencilerinin
Ogrenme
Oncelikleri

Egitimde Mat. Tas. Ogretim isl. Sis.— Ozel. Proje Gel.
Bil. Tek. Dilleri Ve Gel. Tasarimi Bil. Aglan Ogrt.Yon. Ve Yon.
(%10) (%5) (%13) (%12) (%7)

Sekil 3 Ogretmenlik kriterine dayal1 ders dncelikleri
Sekil 3’te gorildiigi gibi 6gretmenlik meslegine dayali olarak 6grenme dnceliklerinde birinci sirada “Okul
Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi” dersi (%26), son sirada ise “Bilimsel Aragtirma Yoéntemleri” dersi (%3)

ogrenciler tarafindan belirtilmistir.

Sistem tasarimcist Kariyer tercihine dayali olarak ders tercihleri Sekil 4°te verilmistir.

BOTE
Ogrencilerinin
Ogrenme
Oncelikleri

Sistem Tasarimcisi

Mat. Tas.
Ve Gel.
(%6)

Ogretim
Tasarimi
(%5)

Egitimde
Bil. Tek.
(%5)

Proje Gel.
Ve Yon.

Dilleri
(%27)

Bil. Aglari
(%15)

Uyg. (%2)

Sekil 4 Sistem tasarimciligi kriterine dayali ders oncelikleri
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Sekil 4 incelendiginde sistem tasarimciligi meslegine dayali olarak 6grenme oOnceliklerinde birinci sirada
“Programalama Dilleri-Internet Tabanli Programlama” dersi (%27), son sirada ise “Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik
Uygulamasi” dersi (%2) 6grenciler tarafindan belirtilmistir.

Akademisyenlik kariyer tercihine dayali olarak 6grenme onceliklerine iliskin bulgular Sekil 5°te verilmistir.

.

Egitimde Prog.
Bil. Tek. Dilleri
(%8) (%7)

BOTE
Ogrencilerinin
Ogrenme
Oncelikleri

Akademisyenlik

Bil. Aglar
(%8)

Mat. Tas. Ogretim Proje Gel. Bil. Ars. .
" . Ogrt.
Ve Gel. Tasarimi Ve Yén. Yén. Uyg. (%7)
(%11) (%10) (%10) (%21) Ve %

Sekil 5 Akademisyenlik kriterine dayal1 ders 6ncelikleri

Sekil 5 incelendiginde akademisyenlik meslegine dayali olarak 6grenme 6nceliklerinde birinci sirada “Bilimsel
Arastirma Yontemleri” dersi (%21), son sirada ise “Programalama Dilleri-internet Tabanli Programalama, Coklu
Ortam Tasarimi ve Uretimi, Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi” dersleri (%7) &grenciler tarafindan
belirtildigi goriilmiistiir. Bulgulardan da anlasilacag1 gibi 6grencilerin ders oncelikleri meslek tercihlerine goére
farklilik gostermistir. Bu farkliliklar1 daha rahat gérebilmek igin ti¢ kritere dayali olarak elde edilen bulgular Tablo
7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7 Ug kritere dayali alternatif énceliklerine iliskin bulgular

Ogretmen Sistem Tasarimcis1 Akademisyen

Egitimde Bilisim Teknolojileri 10 5 8
Programlama Dilleri 5 27 7
Egitimde Materyal Tasarim1 ve Gelistirme 13 6 11
Ogretim Tasarimi 12 5 10
Isletim Sistemleri ve Uygulamalari-Bilgisayar Aglar1 ve Iletisim 7 15 8
Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri I-11 11 2 11
Coklu Ortam Tasarimi ve Uretimi 7 15 7
Proje Gelistirme ve Yo6netimi I-11 5 21 10
Bilimsel Arastirma Yo6ntemleri 3 3 21
Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi 26 2 7

Tablo 7 incelendiginde 6grencilerin derslere iligskin 6nceliklerinin kriterlere bagli olarak farklilik gosterdigi
goriilmektedir. Ornegin sistem tasarimeihigi kriterine gére %27 ile birinci éncelikte yer alan “Programlama Dilleri-
Internet Tabanli Programlama” dersi akademisyenlik kriterine gére %7 ile son dncelikte yer almistir. Ayni durum
diger derslerde de gézlenmektedir.

Sonug ve Tartisma
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AHS yontemi tek bir kisiye uygulanip bireysel kararlarin verilmesini saglayacagi gibi kiiciik bir gruba ya da
biiyiik gruplara uygulanarak grup kararlarinin alinmasina da imkan saglayan bir yontemdir. Aragtirma kapsaminda
12 6grenciden olusan kiigiik bir grup ile aragtirma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Egitim arastirmalarinda bu sekilde kiigiik gruplar
ile yapilan aragtirmalar genel bir resim ortaya konmasina yardimci olmaktadir (Cheng & Li, 2001). Bu aragtirmada
da genel bir resim ortaya koymaya c¢alisilmistir. Daha sonraki arastirmalarda, farkli iniversitelerin ayni bolimiinde
okuyan dgrenciler ¢aligma grubuna dahil edilerek 6gretim programinin ogrenciler goziinden degerlendirilmesi
yapilabilir. Bu galigmalar 6zellikle ihtiyaclarin belirlenmesi asamasinda ihtiyag analizi kapsaminda yapilabilir.

AHS yontemi hiyerarsik bir yap1 saglayarak bu yapinin biitiin diizeylerine gére bir dncelik belirlenmesine
olanak saglamaktadir. Arastirma kapsaminda da 6grencilerin kariyer tercihleri ve bu kariyer tercihlerine dayal
olarak 6grenme onceliklerinin belirlenmesine ¢alisiimistir. ilk olarak 6grenenlerin Kariyer tercihlerine bakildig
zaman sirastyla; ogretmenlik, akademisyenlik ve sistem tasarimciligt oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu ii¢ meslek grubu
igerisinde BOTE boliimii 6grencilerinin mezun olduklar1 zaman ilk tercihlerinin dgretmenlik meslegi oldugunu
soylemek miimkiindiir. Karatas’m (2010) yapmis oldugu ¢alismada BOTE béliimii 6grencilerinin kendilerini ilk
sirada sistem tasarimcisi ikinci sirada ise 6gretmen olarak gordiikleri bulgusuna ulasmistir. Arastirma kapsamimda
ise 0grenciler sistem tasarimciligini son sirada tercih etmislerdir. Bunun nedeni olarak ise aragtirmalarin farkli
yillarda yapilmis olmasi gosterilebilir. Yillar icerisinde BOTE &grencilerinin Kkariyer tercihlerinin farklilik
gosterdigini sdylemek miimkiindiir.

Bunun yani sira arastirma kapsaminda ogrencilerin Kariyer tercihlerine gore 6grenme Onceliklerinin nasil
oldugu da belirlenmeye ¢aligiimistir. Ogretmenlik meslegine dayali olarak dgrencilerin 6grenme dnceliklerinde
“Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1” dersi ilk sirada, “Bilimsel Arastirma Yontemleri” dersi ise son sirada
cikmistir. Bu siralama sistem tasarimciligi meslegine gore yapildiginda; ilk sirada “Programlama Dilleri I-1T” dersi
“Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1” dersi ise son sirada gikmistir. Akademisyenlik meslegine dayali olarak
yapildiginda ise ilk swrada “Bilimsel Arastirma Yontemleri” son sirada ise “Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik
Uygulamasi, Programlama Dilleri” dersleri ¢tkmistir. Gériildiigii gibi “Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi”
dersi 6gretmenlik meslegine kriterine gore ilk sirada ¢gikarken diger kriterlere gére en son sirada ¢ikmaktadir. Yani

ogrencilerin Kariyer tercihleri degistiginde 6grenme onceliklerinin de degistigini sdylemek miimkiindiir.

Ogretmenlik meslegi kriterine dayali 6grenme énceliklerinde “Okul Deneyimi-Ogretmenlik Uygulamast” dersi
ilk sirada bulunmaktadir. Ciinkii 6grenciler bu derslerin 6gretmenlik deneyimi kazandirdigin1 ve kendilerini
meslege hazirladigini diisiinmektedirler (Becit, Kurt & Kabake¢i, 2009). Gokmen (2015) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmada ise Ogrencilerin derslerde 6grendikleri birgok yazilimi 6gretmenlik uygulamast dersi kapsaminda
okullarda kullanmadiklar1 bulgusuna ulagilmigtir. Bu bulgu, arastirmada bulunan 6gretmenlik meslegi tercih
edildiginde programlama dilleri dersinin son siralarda 6grenme onceliginde ¢ikmasi bulgusu ile uyusmaktadir.
Yani 6gretmenlik meslegini tercih eden 6grenciler programlama dillerinde &gretilen yazilim dillerini okullarda
kullanmadiklarindan bu derse 6grenme oOnceliklerinde son siralarda yer vermektedir. Buradan &grenenlerin
yeterliklerinin kariyer tercihlerine gore farkliliklar gosterdigini soylemek miimkiindiir.

Program degerlendirme denildiginde genellikle yeterlikler anlagilmaktadir ve bu yeterlikler derslere gore farklilik
gostermektedir. Yeterlik farkli mesleklere yonelecek Ogrencilere gore incelendiginde BOTE &gretim
programlarmin dgretim program ¢iktilarinin ve program yeterlikleri tartigilabilir hale gelmektedir. Bu tartismayi
tamamlayabilmek i¢in benzer bir caligmanin 6gretmenlik, sistem tasarimciligi ve akademisyenlik mesleginde etkin
olarak gorev yapan bireyler ile de yapilmasi gelecek arastirmalar i¢in planlanmaktadir. Buna ek olarak dgretim
programmnim en énemli paydaslarindan bir tanesi dgrenenlerdir. Ogretim programina gore yasantilar geciren
ogrenenlerin programa iliskin degerlendirmelerinin programin gelistirilmesinde 6nemli bir katki saglayacagi
distiniilmektedir. Bu ylizden AHS yontemi kullanilarak arastirma kapsaminda o6gretim programimin bir
degerlendirmesi Ogrenenlerin géziinden ortaya ¢ikarilmaya c¢alisilmistir. Yapilacak gelecek caligmalarda bu
yontem kullanilarak 6gretim programinin akademisyenler, uzmanlar, 6gretmenler ve diger paydaslar ile
degerlendirilmesi yapilabilir.

Bu arastirmadan ¢ikan en énemli sonug, BOTE 6gretim progranminda tanimli derslere iliskin 6grencilerin farkli
yaklasimlarmin séz konusu oldugudur. Bir ihtiya¢c analizi temasinda bu sonuglar ele alindiginda BOTE
Boéliimlerindeki dgretim programina ydnelik tartismalara 151k tutacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Uzun siireden beri BOTE
Boliimlerindeki 6gretim programina iligkin elestiriler ve alternatif 6gretim programi tiretme ¢abalarinin var oldugu
bilinmektedir. Oyle ki, ¢ok paydasli bir siirecte, var olan &gretim programmin giincellenmesinde; MEB’in
ogretmen yeterlikleri, 6zel ve kamu sektoriiniin yeterlik istemleri, dgretim teknolojilerinin dogasi, iilkemizin
kalkinma planlar1 ve diinyadaki dijital teknolojilere dayali egitsel gelismeler ile Tiirkiye nin genel ihtiyaclarmnin
g6z Oniinde bulundurulmasi gereklidir. Ancak 6grenci merkezli 6gretim tasarimlarinda oldugu gibi 6grencilerin
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goziinden Ogretim programinin (ders igerikleri ve kazanimlar1 hari¢ yalnizca ders oncelikleri baglaminda)
degerlendirilmesi bu siirece farkli bir boyut kazandirmaktadir. Bu bulgular/sonuglar 1518inda; farkl kariyer planlari
olan 6grencilere gore uyarlanabilir bir 6gretim programi giiniimiizde heniiz olanakli olmadigina gore en azindan
ogretim teknolojileri alaninin temel dersleri 6gretimin ilk yillarinda zorunlu dersler olarak belirlenip daha sonra Ki
yillarda &grencilerin 6nceligini 6n planda tutacak derslerden olusan yari uyarlanabilir bir dgretim programi
giindeme getirilebilir?.

2 Bu 6nerinin bir benzeri, 25/26 May1s 2016 tarihlerinde bir grup 6gretim tiyesinin olusturdugu bir inisiyatifle gergeklestirilen
‘Bilisim Egitimcilerinin Yetistirilmesi ve Istihdam Calistayi’nda tartigilmistir. Hatta bu oneriler, belirtilen inisiyatif tarafindan
hazirlanan ve YOK’e sunulan Ogretim Programu Taslagl ile de benzerlik gostermektedir.
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