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Abstract

The Turkish education system has confronted radical changes over the last fifteen years, as well as problems
associated with it. In this context, the Turkish teacher education system attracts a lot of attention due to its role as the
main teacher provider. Specifically, the quality of the teachers and the programs used to train them are being
questioned. The biggest barrier to resolve these questions is a lack of consensus on the definition of "quality," and the
purpose of the general research design is to bring together various perspectives and examine them individually in
relation to the quality of Teacher Education Programs (TEPs). Due to time limitations, this study examines only the
embedded perceptions of key academic stakeholders regarding academic quality. A survey was administered to 31
academic administrators, 80 faculty members and 569 students. The research method is quantitative, and uses the
Multinomial Probit and Ordered Probit models discussed by Long and Freese (2006) for analysis. Using Harvey and
Green typology (1993), a stakeholder model was created, and perspectives on quality were categorized into three
general quality views associated with stakeholder groups: the Public View, the Management View and the Academic
View. In phase 1, findings revealed that while key academic stakeholders generally agreed on the importance of these
three perspectives with high ratings, on their number one choice 75% considered the Academic View the most
important. There was no significant difference between administrators and students, or between faculty and students.
Phase 2 revealed some statistically significant relationships between the participants' academic positions -academic
administrator, faculty member or student- and their level of agreement with the three academic quality components:
Student Quality, Faculty Quality, and Curriculum Quality. Findings also revealed some significant relationships
between participants’ academic positions and their number one choice among the three academic quality components.
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Oz
Tirk Egitim Sistemi, son on bes yil iginde radikal degisiklikler ve bu degisikliklerle ilgili baz1 sorunlarla karsilagmustir.
Bu baglamda, Tirkiye’deki Ogretmen yetistirme sistemi temel Ogretmen saglayici rolinden dolayr biyiik ilgi
gormektedir. Ozellikle, Ogretmenlerin  kalitesi ve Ogretmen yetistirmeye yonelik kullamlan programlar
sorgulanmaktadir. "Kalite" tanimi tizerinde fikir birliginin olmamast bu sorunlarin ¢éziimiindeki en biyik engeli
olugturmakta olup, genel aragtirma tasarimimin amact farkli bakis agilarini bir araya getirmek ve her birini Ogretmen
yetistirme programlarmin kalitesiyle iligkili olarak ayr1 ayr1 incelemektir. Zaman kisitliligi nedeniyle bu caligma sadece
temel akademik paydaslarin akademik kaliteye iligkin sakli algilarin1 incelemektedir. Calismaya 31 akademik yonetici,
80 ogretim iiyesi ve 569 6grenci katilmis ve katiimcilara bir anket uygulanmustir. Calismada nicel aragtirma yontemi
tercih edilmis ve verilerin analizi igin Long ve Freese (2006) tarafindan ele alinan Multinomial Probit ve Ordered
Probit regresyon modelleri kullanilmistir. Harvey ve Green tipolojisi (1993) kullanilarak bir paydas modeli
olusturulmus ve kaliteye iliskin bakis acilar1 paydas gruplarla iliskilendirilmis {ic genel kalite goriisii altinda
siniflandirilmigtir: Kamu Gortisii, Yonetim Goriisii ve Akademik Gorts. Birinci asamadaki bulgulara gore, temel
akademik paydaslar genel olarak bu ii¢ bakis agisinin 6nemini yiiksek oranlarla kabul etmesine kargin, 75%’lik kesim
bir numarali tercihlerinde ‘Akademik Goriig'ii en 6nemli bakig acisi olarak degerlendirmistir. Hem yoneticiler ve
ogrenciler arasinda hem de gretim iiyeleri ve 6grenciler arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamustir. Tkinci asamada
ise katihmcilarin akademik pozisyonlar: -akademik yonetici, 6gretim iiyesi, 6grenci- ve akademik kalitenin ii¢ 6gesi -
Ogrenci Kalitesi, Ogretim Uyesi Kalitesi ve Miifredat Kalitesi- arasinda istatiksel olarak bazi anlamli iligkilerin
oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica arastirmanin bulgularina gore, katiimcilarin akademik pozisyonlar: ile akademik
kalitenin ti¢ dgesi icinden bir numarali tercihleri arasinda anlamli iligkiler vardir.
Anahtar sozciikler: Kalite, 5gretmen yetistirme, yiiksekdgretim, Probit analizi, Tiirkiye
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Introduction

Higher education around the world develop and evolve in an environment
where technological revolution and social, political and economic changes bring
both opportunities and threats to education providers. Educational
expenditures are increasing, which in turn increases demand for access and
accountability. With more scrutiny and intervention than ever from all aspects
of the community, educational institutions need to provide concrete evidence of
the quality of their endeavors. In addition, the relationship between education
and economic growth (Barro, 2001; Stevens & Weale, 2003) and the role
granted to educational institutions in relation to the development of human
capital and economic growth are changing in many countries based on the
needs of society. In this discussion, higher education institutions keep a very
special place due to their granted role as the engine of the national economies.
Governments, higher education institutions, and private organizations invest
money and time to assure the quality of the education sector all over the world,
yet such mechanisms of quality control, quality assurance and quality
improvement seems to be lacking one simple but most crucial component—the
clear and concrete definition of the term “quality”.

In literature, the only almost-consensus is that it is virtually impossible to
define what the term "quality" is (Bogue & Hall, 2003; Bogue & Saunders,
1992;Harvey & Green, 1993; Pirsig, 1974; Tang & Wu, 2010; Winn & Cameron,
1998). It is because; the meaning of term quality in higher education differs
from individual to individual and institution to institution. While similar-
sounding concepts exist in different institutional settings, there is no consensus
on the definition of quality in terms of what it includes and excludes in the field
of higher education. Thus the meaning, perceived value and scope differ based
on who defines quality in what context and from which perspective, experience
and background. This ambiguity makes it difficult for institutions and academic
programs to deal with quality-related issues, such as quality assurance,
assessment, enhancement and improvement. In an institutional setting, where
the definition of quality is blurred, one needs to realize how impossible it might
be to assure, improve or assess something without knowing what it is.

Drawing from the conceptual typology developed by Harvey and Green
(1993) who analyze the political and philosophical foundations of the term
quality by dividing the conceptual perspectives on quality into five categories,
e.g. quality as “exceptional”, “as perfection (or consistency)”, “as fitness for
purpose”, “as value for money”, and “as transformation”, this study first

proposes a conceptual model that regroups these perspectives under three main
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categories of “public view”, “management view”, and academic view”, matches
different stakeholder groups with these three general quality perspectives. Then
investigates the perceptions of key academic stakeholders in Teacher Education
Programs (TEPs) in Turkish public higher education institutions. Because
TEPs are the main source for providing teachers to the overall education
system, the quality of these programs receives more attention in the higher
education sector from governments, the general public and the educational
community, and also attracts research interest from the academy. The varying
perspectives among these groups have created a lack of consensus on the
definition of "quality" in relation to TEPs, which in turn creates a significant
barrier for the development of TEPs.

Conceptual Framework

This paper proposes the general stakeholder model in Figure 1 for the
general research design. It identifies the different stakeholder groups in a
higher education institution, indicates three general perspectives on quality
(public, management and academic), and associates these perspectives with the
three general definitions of quality to form a general quality picture of an HEI.
The rectangular shapes represent the organization-level stakeholders of HEISs,
the three circles represent general quality perspectives, and within each circle,
people-level individual or group stakeholders are listed. The cylindrical shapes
in the middle represent the three different general higher education quality
definitions from each of the general quality perspectives. Since this study
focuses on the perspectives of people-level stakeholders, the framework only
highlights the people-level stakeholder perspectives associated with the three
quality definitions of the general quality image of HEISs, leaving organizational-
level representation unexplained in the model. One important detail is that the
general stakeholder model comprises some level of flexibility in that
stakeholder groups can/may move from one perspective to another, avoiding
direct, firm matching of stakeholders with the general quality perspectives. The
dotted lines between the three quality perspective circles in the framework
represent this flexibility.

In the model, parents, prospective students, tax payers, alumni, and
employers considered as the public group that is expected to have the public
view of quality that leads to the definition of reputation. Internal and external
non-academic administrators and government officials are considered the
administrative group, and are expected to hold the management view of quality
that mainly focuses on accountability, efficiency and effectiveness. The third
group of individuals considered as the key academic stakeholders consists of
academic administrators, faculty members, and students, who expected to hold
the academic view of quality that has emerged based on the values of academic
quality, which is defined as value-addedness and academic transformation. The
first phase of this study is designated to check this third assumption regarding
key academic stakeholders’ perspective on general quality.
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Figure 1. General stakeholder model
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In a TEP, students, faculty members and the curriculum they implement are
the three essential components of the program, and their individual and shared
qualities have enormous impact on the overall academic program quality.
Although the significant roles these three components play in sustaining the
academic quality of a TEP are not denied by anyone, the value assigned to each
of these components, as well as their priority and relative significance to each
other, may vary depending on who defines and assesses them, from what
perspective, and for what purpose. Given the argument that there is no consensus
on the ideal definition and assessment mechanism for the quality of a TEP due to
varying stakeholder perspectives on the topic, this study proposes the Relative Scale
Model as a conceptual framework to express the three components of academic
quality, as well as the varying yet often overlapping perspectives of key academic
stakeholders: academic administrators, faculty members, and students (Figure 2).

Academic
Administrators

Faculty Members

Voo gt \Z

| Student Quality I | Faculty Quality I |Curriculum Quality I
| Academic Quality I

Figure 2. The Relative Scale Model for the academic quality of TEPs

This model is designed to reflect how much value key academic stakeholders
assign to the each quality component as part of academic quality, and also their
priority in the definition of academic quality of TEPs. It is assumed that each
academic stakeholder group gives some value to each one of the three quality
components in describing academic quality; however, how much value they
assign to each component, and which one is ranked most important, may
change from individual to individual and from group to group. The Relative
Scale Model argues that academic quality consists of three components:
student, faculty and curriculum qualities. The cylindrical shape on the bottom
of the model represents the academic quality of a program, while the three
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cylindrical shapes positioned above academic quality represent the weight pans
assigned to each academic quality components. The top three circles represent
the key academic stakeholder groups: academic administrators, faculty
members and students. Dotted-arrows directed from circles to the cylindrical
shapes represent the values each group assigned to each academic quality
component. The value of each arrow and how much value they put on the
weight-pans are determined by two factors: the academic position of the
participant and the type of academic quality component. In this model, gender,
school size and location are assumed to be controlled. The second phase of this
study investigates key academic stakeholders perspectives on the three
academic quality components of student quality, faculty quality, and curriculum
quality.

Methods and Data Set

This study uses quantitative methods. The data for this study comes from
the statistical analysis of quantitative surveys. The study focuses on 4-year
undergraduate degree programs in faculties of education in Turkish public
HEISs, excluding 5-year non-thesis master programs in faculties of education
and all other teacher education degree programs in other faculties. According
to the Measurement, Selection and Placement Center of Turkey (OSYM)—the
central unit in the Council of Higher Education (YOK) responsible for the
national student selection and placement—there were approximately 187,724
students and 5,390 faculty members in TEPs in the 67 faculties of education in
Turkish public HEIs in 2010 (OSYM, 2010).

This study utilizes multi-stage sampling, a combination of random, cluster
and stratified sampling methods, to target its sample. In Turkey, there are seven
geographical regions and 67 faculties of education in public HEIs in these
regions. First two regions (Marmara and Central Anatolia), which in total
include almost 40 % of the student population of Turkish public faculties of
education, were selected. One large and one small faculty of education (based
on the number of students) were randomly selected from each region. In these
institutions, all of the faculty members (Full Professors, Associate Professors,
Assistant Professors and others including full time teachers and lecturers with
at least doctorate) and academic administrators (deans, associate deans,
department chairs and program coordinators) in the 4-year undergraduate
degree programs were defined as the target population. In each school, the
researcher contacted with the department level administrators to create a list of
administrators, faculty members, and students (for students, the list of
programs and classrooms are identified). All of the administrators and faculty
members are contacted to ask their participation in the study. For the students,
four classrooms (at least one classroom from each education level from
freshman to seniors) were randomly selected from the list. The instrument was
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administered to all of the administrators and faculty members who agreed to
participate and all of the students in those four classrooms (considering their
voluntary participation) in each school.

By the end, a total of 31 academic administrators, 80 faculty members and
569 students participated (Table 1). While the broader research project
includes the perceptions of all stakeholder groups, this study examines only the
embedded notions/perceptions in regard to the academic quality of TEPs in
Turkish public HEIs held by the internal academic community, specifically the
academic administrators, faculty members and students. The goal is to begin to
explore the general quality image of TEPs in Turkey. The academic community
was intentionally targeted as the first group to be investigated because of their
core position in the system. Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997), who created a
typology of stakeholders, argue that “classes of stakeholders can be identified
by their possession or attribute possession of one, two or all three of the
following attributes: (1) the stakeholder’s power to influence the firm, (2) the
legitimacy of the stakeholder’s relationship with the firm, and (3) the urgency of
the stakeholder’s claim on the firm” (p. 854). Considering the crucial role key
academic stakeholders play in TEPs, this study focuses on the internal academic
community, partially responding to the general research design. Their
importance was also highlighted by Theal (2002), who put the academic
community at the nucleus of the atomic stakeholder model, suggesting that
while these stakeholders are most influential in ongoing practice, they “are
most distant from ongoing activity, and whose involvement in decisions, need
for information, participation in day to day process, and influence gradually
decrease as a result” (p. 230). This underlines the significant importance of this
group in higher education, as well as the need for attention to their involvement
in the quality definition and assessment process.

Table 1
Key Academic Stakeholders by Their Positions and School Locations
SCHOOL LOCATION
KEY ACADEMIC Central Central Marmara Marmara
STAKEHOLDERS Anatolia Anatolia Total
Large Small
Large Small
A. Administrators 17 6 6 2 31
%55 %19 %19 %7 %100
Faculty Members 36 9 27 8 80
%45 %11 %34 %10 %100
Students 196 139 111 123 569
%34 %24 %20 %22 %100
Total 249 154 144 133 680
%37 %23 %21 %19 %100
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Model Specifications and Results

The purpose of this study is to understand how key academic stakeholders
perceive the academic quality of TEPs in Turkish public HEIs, and to
investigate whether they differ in their perspective based on their academic
position, i.e. academic administrator, faculty or student.

Data analysis in this study has two phases. The first phase focuses on the
analysis of general quality, while the second phase focuses on the academic
quality of TEPs. For both analyses, the researcher administered STATA data
analysis software. While descriptive statistics were helpful in identifying key
academic stakeholder perceptions on the general and academic quality of
TEPs, perceptional similarities and differences across positions (administrators,
faculty members, students) were analyzed by the utilization of multivariate
analysis, which revealed patterns in how academic quality is defined by the key
academic stakeholders in TEPs.

Operationalizing Independent and Control Variables

While the academic position of the participant is the explanatory variable of
this analysis since this study focuses on stakeholder perspectives, the
participants’ gender and school location-size serve as the control variables in
the analysis.

Whether the participant is an academic administrator, faculty member or
student, “position,” is a categorical explanatory variable, coded as 0= academic
administrator, 1= faculty member, and 2= student. Around four percent of the
participants are academic administrators (31/680), eleven percent are faculty
members (80/680) and eighty-four percent are students (574/680).

Participant gender is a dichotomous control variable, coded as 1=female
and O=male. Around seventy-one percent of the participants (483 out of 677)
are female. Participants are selected from four higher education institutions in
two geographic regions of Turkey: Central Anatolia Region (one large and one
small institution) and Marmara Region (one large and one small institution).
Thus, the school location and size is the categorical control variable, coded as
1=C. Anatolia Large, 2=C. Anatolia Small, 3=Marmara Large, and
4=Marmara Small. As Table 3 shows, 249 respondents from the first
institution, 154 from the second, 149 from the third, and 133 from the fourth
institution participated.

The explanatory and control variables introduced above are consistent for
all of the multivariate models and estimations analyzed throughout this study,
while dependent variables change from estimation to estimation depending on
the varying focuses of each section.
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Phase 1: The Analysis of Participant Perspectives on General Quality

The purpose of this phase is to check the accuracy of the assumption
outlined by the general research design of this study: that key academic
stakeholders of TEPs, including academic administrators, faculty members, and
students, regardless of their position, tend to have academic quality
perspectives regarding the general quality of TEPs rather than public or
management views on quality. In order to investigate this, cross tabulations of
participants and their level of agreement on each general quality perspective
were generated and reported on a four-point ordered scale. For an easier
interpretation, the numerical values assigned to each general quality
perspective during the data collection process were reversed, with SD=1
corresponding to “strongly disagree,” D=2 corresponding to “disagree,” A=3
corresponding to “agree,” and SA=4 corresponding to “strongly agree.” This
first step analysis ends with the examination of how key academic stakeholders
express their preference toward the general quality perspectives of public view,
management view and academic view on a ranking table where 1 corresponds
to the most important, and 4 corresponds to the least important. Only the
participants’ number one choices for the most important general quality
perspective are considered for this analysis. This analysis is reported on a three-
point categorical scale where 1 corresponds to public view as the most
important, 2 corresponds to management view as the most important and 3
corresponds to academic view as the most important. Participants’ preferences
are analyzed with a multinomial probit model because of the scale’s categorical
structure.

Descriptive Statistics

In this section, key academic stakeholder attitudes toward the three general
quality perspectives - public view, management view and academic view - were
analyzed. Table 4 presents the participants’ level of agreement with a set of
statements on these three general quality perspectives.

The researcher expected participants to moderately support the public view
of general quality because of their background and previous roles in the
community as the citizens of the country, such as being a high school graduate,
parent, tax payer, alumni, etc. A total of 68 percent of administrators, 71
percent of faculty members and 83 percent of the students agree or strongly
agree with the statement, indicating increasing support when moving down
from academic administrators to students in the hierarchical structure of these
TEPs (see Table 2).

Participants were also asked to express their attitudes toward the
management view of the general quality of TEPs. Here, though the researcher
expected academic administrators to favor management view more than the
rest of the participants due to their position as academic managers, the findings
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revealed the opposite. In total, 89 percent of the faculty members and 87
percent of the students favored the management view of general quality, while
only 81 percent of the academic administrators agreed or strongly agreed with

the statement.
Table 2

Participants’ Level of Agreement on Each General Quality Statement

PERSPECTIVES ON Key Academic SD D A SA  Total
GENERAL QUALITY Stakeholders (&%) (&%) (&%) (&%) (&%)
Administrators 0 10 13 8 31
PUBLIC VIEW %0 %32 %42 %26 %100
Statement A: The main Faculty 4 19 41 16 80
determinant of the quality of a %5 %24 %51 %20 %100
TEP is the program’s position on  Students 7 90 332 139 568
national or international ranking %01 %16 %58 %25 %100
tables. Total 11 119 386 163 679
%2 %17 %57 %24 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %2 %24 %50 %23 %100
Administrators 0 6 18 7 31
MANAGEMENT VIEW %0 %19 %58 %23 %100
Statement B: The quality of a Faculty 0 9 41 30 80
TEP depends on the extent to %0 %11 %51 %38 %10
which its resources (money and Students 9 66 311 182 568
infrastructure) are used %1 %12 %55 %32 %100
effectively. Total 9 81 370 219 679
%1 %12 %55 %32 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %0 %14 %55 %31 %100
Administrators 0 5 8 18 31
ACADEMIC VIEW %0 %16 %26 %58 %100
Statement C: The quality of a Faculty 0 2 2 26 80
TEP depends on its capacity to %0 %2 %28 %70 %100
enhance students’ abilities, skills Students 4 24 166 374 368
and knowledge. %1 %4 %29 %66 %100
Total 4 31 196 448 679
%1 %5 %28 %66 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %0 %7 %28 %65 %100
ACADEMIC VIEW Administrators 0 2 13 16 31
. %0 %6 %42 %52 %100

Statement D: The quality of a
TEP depends on its capacity to Faculty 0 > 29 46 80
empower students through giving %0 %6 %36 %38 %100
them the opportunity to play Students 3 19 198 349 569
active roles in decision making in %1 %3 %35 %61 %100
their own academic development. Total 3 26 240 41 680
%0 %4 %35 %61 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %0 %5 %38 %57 %100

The researcher tested participant perspectives on the academic view of
general quality with the two statements, each covering one aspect of the view.
Not surprisingly, and as illustrated in Table 4, academic administrators agree or
strongly agree with the statements C and D at rates as high as 84 percent and 94
percent, while faculty members with rates as high as 98 percent and 94 percent,
and students with rates as high as 95 percent and 96 percent.
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Considering that administrators, faculty members, and students are the key
academic stakeholders of TEPs, it is expected, as well as supported by the
general stakeholder model of this study, that they hold more positive attitudes
toward the academic view of the general quality of TEPs than towards the
public or management views. Likewise, a comparison of the grand mean
percentages of the participants reveals that they favored the academic view of
the general quality of TEPs with rates as high as 93 percent (academic view 1)
and 95 percent (academic view 2), both of which were more than their support
of management view (86 percent) and public view (73 percent). It is important
to note here that, in order to give equal representation to each participant
group in the overall group statistics, grand mean percentages were reported
instead of the Average Percentage Total for the participants due to the unequal
number of participants in each group. It also helps reader determine the
distance of each group from the overall participant characteristics.

This assumption was also examined by asking participants to rank
statements A, B, C, and D above from the most important to the least
important in terms of each statement’s power in explaining the general quality
of TEPs. In this analysis, only the number-one statement choice of each
participant was considered. As expected, 77 percent of academic administrators
indicated that the academic view (Statement C or statement D) is the most
important view on the general quality, while only 10 percent choose the
management view, and 13 percent choose the public view. These proportions
did not change significantly with the other participant groups. Faculty member
rankings reveal that 71 percent consider the academic view as the most
important in defining the general quality of TEPs, while 14 percent favor the
management view, and 15 percent consider the public view the most important.
Student rates were 78 percent for the academic view, 7 percent for the
management view and 15 percent for the public view (Table 3).

Table 3
Participant #1-Ranked Perspectives in Defining the General Quality of TEPs

Statements on Key Academic Ais Bis Cis Dis Total

the General Quality of TEPs Stakeholders 1st 1st 1st 1st
Administrators 4 3 15 9 31
%13 %10 %48 %29 %100
A: Public view (Statement A) Faculty 12 11 38 19 80
B: Management view (Statement B) %15 %14 %47 %24 %100
C: Academic view 1 (Statement C) ~ Students 85 40 249 191 565
D: Academic view 2 (Statement D) %15 %7 %044 %34 %100
Total 101 54 302 219 676
%15 %8 %45 %32 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %14 %10 %46 %29 %100
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Multinomial Probit Analysis

Descriptive statistics revealed that majority of the participants favored the
academic view as the most important perspective in explaining the general
quality of TEPs, though with quite a few differences in percentages among
participants groups. While the differences among the groups do not seem to be
significant, it is still noteworthy to check if the academic position of key
academic stakeholders, i.e. being an academic administrator, faculty member,
or student, have any influence on their opinion of the most important view for
general quality of TEPs, as well as whether the assumption highlighted by the
general stakeholder model is met, namely, that key academic stakeholders
(regardless of their position) favor academic view over other views on the
general quality of TEPs. For this purpose, a Multinomial Probit (MNP) Model
adapted from Long and Freese (2006) was administered. For the model,
participant ratings on the most important (1.) view of general TEP quality,
“general_1”, is the dependent variable, recoded as 1=P1st (public view is first),
2=Mlst (management view is first), and 3=Alst (academic view is first,
combining the two academic view statements). In the model, participant
number-one views on the general quality of TEPs are analyzed. There are three
alternatives participants can choose, coded as public view “p”, management
view “m” and academic view “a” in the estimation model.

Table 4 presents the estimation results of participant preference toward the
most important perspective defining the general quality of TEPs. Results
suggest that there is no statistically significant evidence that the academic
position of the participants influences their preference for the most important
view on the general quality of TEPs. In comparing administrators to students,
there was an insignificant coefficient in participant preference toward public
view versus academic view, and also insignificant coefficients in their number-
one choice between the management and academic views, holding other
participant characteristics constant. The coefficients are also insignificant in the
comparison of faculty members and students in their number-one choices for
both the analysis of public view versus academic view and the analysis of
management view versus academic view, after controlling all other variables.
The statistical insignificance of these small percentage differences among
participant group number-one preferences suggests that they are not a result of
participant academic positions. Rather, the small differences are explained by
the size and location of the respondent institution. These findings also suggest
that all three key academic stakeholder groups, regardless of their academic
position, are inclined to favor the academic view over the public or
management view in defining the general quality of TEPs. All of these findings
are consistent with the hypothesis proposed by the researcher in the general
stakeholder model.
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However, some significant coefficients did emerge from the control
variables. After controlling other factors, findings suggest that participants from
the third institution (Marmara Large) are 6 percent more likely than the
participants from the first institution (C. Anatolia Large) to choose the public
view over the academic view. Results were insignificant for management versus
academic views, holding other factors constant. On the other hand, participants
from the fourth institution (Marmara Small) are 9.52 percent less likely than
participants from the first institution (C. Anatolia Large) to choose public view
over the academic view. Results for management versus academic views for
these participants were again insignificant. It is important to note here that
there was not any significant result within the Central Anatolia Region
(between two institutions C. Anatolia Large and C. Anatolia Small) in either
public versus academic or management versus academic. However, the
significant results emerged between Marmara Region and Central Anatolia
Region (Marmara Large versus C. Anatolia Large and Marmara Small versus
C. Anatolia Large) in public versus academic, but not in management versus
academic. Thus, the significant impact of the school location and size is valid
only in the public versus academic view comparison. The impact of regional
differences on participant perspectives should be investigated in a separate
more-detailed study.

Table 4

MNP Estimation Results on Participants’ #1 Choice Among the Three General

Quality Perspectives

Variables Public view (vs. Academic view) Management view (vs. Academic view)

Coefficients Marginal Effects Coefficients Marginal Effects
(%) (%)

Administrators -0.2893 -4.39 0.0384 1.15
(0.4167) (0.4452)

Faculty -0.0628 -2.04 0.3588 4.75
(0.2651) (0.2778)

Students Base Base

Control variables

female -0.3243 -4.60 -0.3522 -3.18
(0.1851) (0.2124)

male Base Base

C. Anatolia Small 0.3549 5.64 0.2252 1.55
(0.2153) (0.2593)

Marmara Large 0.4273* 6.46 0.4003 3.50
(0.2175) (0.2519)

Marmara Small -0.7392¢ -9.52 -0.3569 -2.08
(0.2896) (0.3128)

C. Anatolia Large Base Base

Constant -1.1845¢ -1.6519¢
(0.1977) (0.2299)

Predictions 0.1398 0.0769

Log likelihood -447.721

# of observations 676

Notes: Standards errors in parentheses. Base categories: students, male, C. Anatolia Large.
Significance levels: * is significant at a=0.05; " is significant at a=0.01; © is significant at a=0.001.
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Phase 2: The Analysis of Participant Perspectives on Academic Quality

In this phase, the main focus of this study, participant attitudes (level of
agreement) toward the three key components of student quality, faculty quality
and curriculum quality as attributed to the academic quality of HEIs in general
and TEPs in particular, are analyzed independently along with the concluding
analysis of participant rankings of the importance levels of these three key
factors. Cross tabulations of participants and their level of agreement on each
statement representing each academic quality factor were reported on a four-
point ordered scale. The numerical values were again reversed for easier
interpretation, with SD=1 corresponding to “strongly disagree,” D=2
corresponding to “disagree,” A=3 corresponding to “agree,” and SA=4
corresponding to “strongly agree.” An ordered probit model was also
administered independently on each academic quality factors. As the last part
of the analysis, participant ratings on these three quality factors were analyzed
by focusing on only their number-one choice. The multinomial probit model is
applied because of the scales’ categorical structure, where 1 corresponds to
student quality is the most important, 2 corresponds to faculty quality is the
most important, and 3 corresponds to curriculum quality is the most important.

Ordered Probit Model

In this section, the attitudes of key academic stakeholders toward student
quality, faculty quality, and curriculum quality were analyzed. The descriptive
statistics were introduced first, and then the ordered probit analysis results were
reported.

Descriptive Statistics

This section summarizes participant levels of agreement regarding the
components of student quality, faculty quality and curriculum quality that were
reported in Table 5.

Participants revealed their perspectives on how the quality of students
impacts the academic quality of TEPs by ranking Statement A in Table 5, which
is attributed to student quality. Their perspectives on student quality and how it
impacts academic quality of TEPs vary. While 81 percent of academic
administrators agree or strongly agree with the statement, 78 percent of faculty
members and only 60 percent of students share the same perspective.

Participants were also asked for their perspective on how the quality of
faculty members impacts on the academic quality of TEPs. As presented in
table 5, the majority of participants agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement B. While there was no academic administrators opposed to the
statement, a small portion of the faculty members (10%) and students (8%)
disagree or strongly disagree with the statement that the quality of a TEP
depends mainly on the quality of its faculty.
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Participants also presented their perspective on the relationship between
curriculum quality and TEP academic quality. The majority of the participants
agreed with the statement, with only 3 percent of academic administrators, 14
percent of faculty members and 6 percent of students disregard the relationship
between curriculum quality and academic quality of TEPs.

Table 5
Participants’ Level of Agreement on Each Academic Quality Statement
PERSPECTIVES ON Key Academic SD D A SA  Total
ACADEMIC QUALITY Stakeholders (&%) (&%) (1&%) (&%) (&%)
Administrators 0 6 17 8 31
%0 %19 %55 %26 %100
STUDENT QUALITY Faculty 1 17 42 20 80
Statement A: The quality of a TEP %1 %21 %53 %25 %100
depends mainly on the quality of its ~ Students 19 206 279 64 568
students. %4 %36 %49 %1l %100
Total 20 229 338 92 679
%3 %34 %50 %13 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %2 %25 W52 %21 %100
Administrators 0 0 16 15 31
%0 %0 %52 %48 %100
FACULTY QUALITY Faculty 0 8 35 37 80
Statement B: The quality of a TEP %0 %10 %44 %46 %100
depends mainly on the quality of its ~ Students 5 42 314 208 569
faculty. %1 %7 %55 %37 %100
Total 5 50 365 260 680
%1 %7 %54 %38 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %0 %6 %50 %44 %100
Administrators 0 1 17 13 31
%0 %3 %55 < %42 %100
CURRICULUM QUALITY Faculty 1 10 40 29 80
Statement C: The quality of a TEP %1 %13 %50 %36 %100
depends mainly on the quality of its ~ Students 4 29 274 260 567
curriculum. %1 %5 %48 %46 %100
Total 5 40 331 302 678
%1 %6 %49 %44 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %1 %7 %51 %41 %100

Ordered Probit (OP) Analysis

In this model, the three academic quality components are the dependent
variables for each individual ordered probit analysis, and were rated by the
participants on a four-point ordered scale where SD=1 corresponds to
“strongly disagree”, D=2 corresponds to “disagree”, A=3 corresponds to
“agree”, and SA=4 corresponds to “strongly agree”. As before, the explanatory
and control variables of position, gender, and school size-location are
consistent. The ordered probit model was also adapted from Long and Freese
(2006).
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Table 6 summarizes the estimated results for each academic quality
component of TEPs. The ordered probit model for student quality indicates
that there is a statistically significant relationship between participant academic
position and their attitudes toward student quality as a mean of academic
quality of TEPs holding all the other factors constant. As findings reveal,
academic administrators and faculty members have more positive support than
students toward student quality as an indicator of academic quality of TEPs.
The motivations for student participants supporting student quality as an
indicator of the academic quality of a program less than faculty members and
academic administrators requires further research.

Table 6

OP Estimation Results on Participant Ratings of the Three Academic Quality

Components

Variables Ordered Probit: Ordered Probit: Ordered Probit:
Perspectives on Perspectives on Perspectives on
student quality faculty quality curriculum quality

Coef. Std. Error  Coef. Std. Error  Coef. Std. Error

Administrators 0.6140° (0.2117) 0.45782 (0.2282) 0.1039 (0.2207)

Faculty 0.4760° (0.1377) 0.1164 (0.1437) -0.2664 (0.1411)

Students Base Base Base

Control variables

Female -0.0513 (0.0984) 0.0865 (0.1028) 0.1632 (0.1029)

Male Base Base Base

C. Anatolia Small 0.1010 (0.1136) -0.0530 (0.1175) 0.1032 (0.1191)

Marmara Large  0.4343¢ (0.1164) 0.5290¢ (0.1245) 0.2850° (0.1224)

Marmara Small 0.2018 (0.1201) 0.0154 (0.1246) 0.25607 (0.1272)

C. Anatolia Large Base Base Base

Ty -1.7412 (0.1349) -2.3030 (0.1887) -2.2709 (0.1882)

Ty -0.1522 (0.1067) -1.2413 (0.1203) -1.3069 (0.1220)

Ty 1.3395 (0.1158) 0.5050 (0.1120) 0.3637 (0.1116)

Pseudo B 0.0246 0.0227 0.0128

N 679 680 678

Notes: Standards errors in parentheses. Base categories: students, male, C. Anatolia Large.
Significance levels: * is significant at a=0.05; " is significant at a=0.01; © is significant at a=0.001.

Table 6 also shows that, after controlling other variables, being a faculty
member has no statistically significant evidence for support for faculty quality
compared to student quality, while administrators favor faculty quality more
than student quality in defining the academic quality of TEPs. It seems that
while faculty members and students have similar levels of agreement on the
contributions of faculty quality to the academic quality of TEPs, academic
administrator agreement might be beyond that level; descriptive statistics
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already indicated that while 90 % of the faculty and 92 % of the students agree
or strongly agree with the faculty quality, all of the academic administrators
(100%) present their agreement.

Findings also indicate that there is no statistically significant relationship
between participant academic positions and their support of curriculum quality
as a part of academic quality of TEPs. However, it is possible that there is some
statistical difference between academic administrators and faculty members on
their support of curriculum quality since descriptive statistics indicate that while
14% of the faculty members disagree or strongly disagree with curriculum
quality, only 3 % of the academic administrators share the same perspective.
Since this study uses students as the base group throughout, only administrator
versus student and faculty versus student comparisons were conducted. Thus,
academic administrator versus faculty comparison was left uninvestigated and
requires further research.

Multinomial Probit Model

In this section, participant ratings of the most important factor in the
academic quality of TEPs were analyzed. First descriptive statistics were
presented, and then multinomial probit analysis results were reported.

Descriptive Statistics

Participants were asked to rank the three academic quality components,
student quality, faculty quality, and curriculum quality, from the most important
factor to the least important factor in relation to the academic quality of TEPs.
In order to investigate which component participants considered the most
influential, only their number 1 choices was included in this analysis. Participant
number-one choices are presented in Table 7. The highest percent of each
participant group agreed that faculty quality is the main determinant of the
academic quality, with 55 percent of academic administrators, 51 percent of
faculty members and 44 percent of students. This finding is consistent with
earlier studies that investigate the relationship between teacher quality and
student achievement. Specifically, Wilson and associates’ (2001) findings on the
review of 57 research studies suggest that there is a relationship between
teacher [in this context faculty] qualifications and student achievement. As also
indicated, teacher quality is more strongly related to student achievement than
any other factors, including as expenditures, class size, salaries and some others
(Darling-Hammond, 2000). One important reason for all three participant
groups’ shared tendency toward faculty quality as the number one factor can be
understood from the educational context, and might be teacher/faculty driven,
or as what some call “teacher-centered” education system, which the whole
Turkish education system has been struggling with for decades. This issue, the
need for a shift from teacher-centered to more student-centered learning in
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universities, was also highlighted and listed as an agenda for all higher
education institutions under the umbrella of the European Higher education
Arena-Bologna Process, in the “Trend Report V” prepared by Crosier, Purser,
and Smidt (2007) through the European University Association. However, the
main reasons for this type of tendency require further, more detailed research
and analysis.

Opinions on the importance of the remaining TEP quality factors differed.
The second largest student group (40 percent) considered curriculum quality
the most important factor, while only 16 percent stated that student quality is
the most important. On the contrary, the second largest groups of academic
administrators (35 percent) and faculty members (28 percent) attached more
value to student quality, with only 10 percent of the academic administrators
and 21 percent of the faculty members support curriculum quality as the most
important quality determinant.

Table 7
Participant #1 Choice Components in Defining the Academic Quality of TEPs.
Statements on the Academic Quality Key Academic Ais Bis Cis Total
of TEPs Stakeholders 1st 1st 1st
Administrators 11 17 3 31
%35 %55 %10 %100
A: Student Quality (Statement A) Faculty 22 41 17 80
B: Faculty Quality (Statement B) %28 %51 %21 %100
C: Curriculum Quality (Statement C) Students 90 248 227 565
%16 %044 %40 %100
Total 123 306 247 676
%18 %45 %37 %100
Grand Mean percentages for Total %26 %50 %24 %100

Multinomial Probit Analysis

The same multinomial probit model introduced for the analysis of general
quality rankings in phase one is also used for the estimation analysis of
participant number-one choices of quality components affecting the academic

quality of TEPs. Student is coded as “s,” faculty as “f,” and curriculum as “c” in
the model.

Table 8 illustrates the estimation results for participant number-one choices
among academic quality components. The estimation results suggest that there
are statistically significant relationships between participant academic position
and their number one choices among the three academic quality components.

The findings reveal that an academic administrator is 18.08 % more likely
than students to choose student quality over curriculum quality as the most
important component, and 9.65 % more likely to choose faculty quality over
curriculum quality, holding other participant characteristics constant. The
comparisons between academic administrators and students on student quality
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versus curriculum quality and faculty quality versus curriculum quality indicate
that, when compared to academic administrators, students favor curriculum
quality more than both student and faculty quality. These large differences (18
% and 10%) between administrators and students are good examples of how
different stakeholder groups define academic quality differently, even if they
are both considered part of the internal academic community and are assumed
(and also evidenced in phase 1) to have the same perception on the definition
of general quality; defining TEP quality from the academic perspective.
However, how they define academic perspective differs among the sub groups,
as shown.

The faculty variable revealed similarly significant results: a faculty member
is 11.91 % more likely than a student to choose student quality over curriculum
quality, and 4.7% more likely to choose faculty quality over curriculum quality
as the most important component in defining the academic quality of TEPs,
after controlling other variables.

Findings, that reveal both academic administrators and faculty members
have more positive attitudes than students toward student quality in defining
the academic quality of TEPs, can be due to student self-efficacy and their
attribution of success and failure to some external factors, such as faculty and
curriculum quality giving fewer credentials to student quality in defining
academic quality. This is not the focus of this study, and it requires further
research and needs broader validation, but it shows some similarities with the
findings by Meraler and Adiguzel (2012) that student participants had less
support toward the student role as an indicator of higher education quality.

Given the findings from phase 1 of this study, it is indicated that key
academic stakeholders, regardless of their position, tend to hold the academic
view over the public and management perspectives. However, when it comes to
the key academic stakeholders’ understanding of this academic perspective, and
as a result the definition of academic quality, key academic stakeholders show
some differences in their interpretation. These findings suggest that, even
though academic stakeholders favor all three academic quality components
with high ratings, priorities differ among academic administrators, faculty
members and students when it comes to their choice as the most important
component. The difficulty of finding a consensus among all stakeholder groups
for a universal definition of quality in higher education as highlighted by the
literature is tested and validated with this small number of participants,
regardless that they are assumed to be in the same academic community and
therefore hold similar perceptions of quality. However, the more crucial lesson
from this study comes for policy makers, government officials, and higher
education councils and units. There is an urgent need to recognize the existence
of differing perspectives and perceptions of stakeholders on quality, considering
how easy it is to find two students sitting next to each that hold totally different
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perspectives regarding their academic life and have totally different priorities
and expectations regarding their universities. Structuring the entire higher
education system on the values of the service industry, which limits the
definition quality to the boundaries of the customer-provider relationship and
the values of economic development and national growth that view higher
education as the engine of national economy, results the emergence of one type
of accreditation, quality assurance, and a monitoring system that suppresses
others’ voices and leaves alternative models and mechanisms for dead.

Table 8
MNP Estimation Results on Participant #1 Choices Among the Three Academic
Quality Components

Variables Student quality (vs. Curriculum Faculty quality (vs. Curriculum
quality) quality)
Coefficients Marginal Effects Coefficients Marginal Effects
(%) (%)

Administrators 1.4828° 18.08 1.11742 9.65
(0.4574) (0.4415)

Faculty 0.8282° 11.91 0.52192 4.70
(0.2636) (0.2429)

Students Base Base

Control

variables

female -0.3278 -5.23 -0.1435 -0.57
(0.1898) (0.1683)

male Base Base

C. Anatolia Small 0.3295 7.95 -0.0679 -5.93
(0.2174) (0.1934)

Marmara Large -0.0810 -2.51 0.0837 343
(0.1967) (0.1967)

Marmara Small -0.0786 1.02 -0.2429 -6.50
(0.2370) (0.2008)

C. Anatolia Large Base Base

Constant -0.50192 0.2390
(0.2012) (0.1767)

Predictions 0.1781

Log likelihood -681.283

# of observations 676

Notes: Standards errors in parentheses. Base categories: students, male, C. Anatolia Large.
Significance levels:  is significant at a=0.05; " is significant at a=0.01; © is significant at a=0.001.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

Higher education institutions around the world are under a big pressure and
scrutiny from every corner of society and government. In this challenging
environment, teacher education programs attract special attention from the
public and government due to TEPs’ role in providing teachers for the nations’
schools. Much of the scrutiny comes from the accountability perspective,
questioning these programs’ failure to produce quality teachers while spending
a huge portion of public money, especially the ones that are classified as public.
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In the Turkish context, most of the attention is on the quality of these
programs and the quality of teachers who graduated from these institutions.
Given the strong, complex relationship between teacher quality, quality
teaching and teacher education quality, all of the discussions around the lack
quality of teaching and learning in PK-12 schools, low student performances in
national-level exams, and criticisms of unqualified teachers in the education
system direct most of the attention to the quality of TEPs in Turkey. While,
everybody in the community has something to say about the quality of the
education system in general and the quality of the TEPs in particular, there is
no clear, robust definition of the term “quality” that every individual can agree
with, as highlighted by the literature. The lack of consensus on definition
renders efforts to respond to varying stakeholder groups’ request for quality
improvement, accountability and assurance nonfunctional.

Findings reveal that key academic stakeholders, regardless of their position,
tend to have more of an academic perspective in their definition of general
TEP quality. However, how they embrace that academic perspective differs to
some extent since participants show both similarities and differences in their
tendencies toward the three academic quality components, student quality,
faculty quality and curriculum quality, and the impacts these components have
on the academic quality of TEPs.

Recommendations for Policy and Future Research

In the following sections, recommendations for higher education and
teacher education policy are discussed, as well as suggestions for future
research.

Education and Teacher Education Policy

This study was an initial step to bring to the attention of both policy makers
and national level higher education bodies in Turkey that fact of how
heterogeneous the stakeholder groups are in terms of their priorities,
expectations and needs regarding higher education, as well as their perception
of the definition of higher education quality. Key academic stakeholders,
considered to be the most important group and also the most influential in the
ongoing TEP practices, are distant from the decision making (Theall, 2002). In
this situation, research was urgent and needed in order to initiate the process of
informing and educating key politicians and literature about the perceptions of
this specific group of stakeholders, whose voices were ignored for so long in
policy making.

As findings indicate, the majority of the key academic stakeholders consider
academic quality the most important perspective in defining the quality of
Turkish public TEPs. Policymakers and TEP administrators need to give more
attention to different perspectives and the voices of different stakeholder
groups. Higher education institutions need to incorporate more academic
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stakeholders in decision making for their daily operations. In responding to
calls for creating accreditation and quality assurance mechanisms for higher
education, as well as efforts for aligning the higher education system with the
European allies, the Turkish council of higher education and policymakers also
need to consider more perspectives on these quality related efforts, especially
those from key academic stakeholder groups whose influence in daily
operations are enormous, and rescue these quality improvement and assurance
mechanisms that are stuck within the boundaries of the service industry
perspective spread widely across the country.

Findings also indicate that faculty quality is considered the most crucial
component in defining academic quality by majority of the participant groups,
and its significance is already highlighted by the literature (Volkwein, 1986;
Watts, 1984), yet the Turkish higher education system has no mechanism for
the assurance of faculty quality, and there is no tenure-type promotion
mechanism in Turkey. Given this important role, both the council of higher
education and HEIs need to establish such mechanisms to ensure quality of
their faculty resource. However, in doing this, it is also important to follow the
advice and stay away from the pitfalls outlined in the first policy
recommendation by the researcher and in the discussions of scholars (Moore,
1987; Murray, 2001; Zeichner, 2006) in the literature. Specifically, Moore
(1987) criticizes accreditation agencies for proposing faculty quality standards
that are too broad and lack of quality indicators. Like Moore, Zeichner (2006)
also criticizes state and national-level accreditation efforts, but in a different
way. He argues that for a long time, TEPs have been asked to devote a
substantial portion of their time and resources to establish institution-level
assessment mechanisms and to respond via portfolios and reports to state and
national-level accreditation and approval procedures, and that this keeps them
from fulfilling their ultimate goal of preparing quality teachers. Murray (2001),
who discusses quality standardization efforts for TEP faculty, summarizes the
whole issue by suggesting that there is a significant overreliance on quality
standards for faculty when in fact there is little consensus on what these faculty
quality standards are or should be.

While all three stakeholder groups agree that the academic perspective was
the most important in defining the quality of a TEP/HEI, they differ in terms of
which component was most crucial in their definition of academic quality.
Findings indicate that students credit curriculum quality as a crucial component
of the academic quality of a TEP. However, faculty members and academic
administrators show less interest in curriculum quality. It is also criticized in
literature that faculty members have no power to change even a course name,
let alone the content of a course (Guven, 2008). It is crucial to suggest here that
there should be some level of flexibility in the design of teacher education
curriculum so that faculty members can create new courses, and students can
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participate in their own academic development with more flexible course
options instead of national-level mandated TEP curriculum. This suggestion is
valid and crucial for all other fields in higher education.

In analyzing participant perspectives on academic quality components, it is
also found that faculty members and academic administrators consider student
quality one of the most important components of academic quality. However, it
is a reality in Turkey that student admission to higher education (selection and
placement) are administered by the central body in the higher education system
based on their national-level exam scores, with no exception for TEPs. There is
no specific standard for students entering the teaching profession. Goodlad
(1991) criticizes TEPs for habitually using standardized tests for judging
candidates instead of considering the personality and competencies of
individual candidates. He argues that

The responsible group of academic and clinical faculty members
must seek out and select for predetermined number of student
places in the program those candidates who reveal an initial
commitment to the moral, ethical, and enculturating
responsibilities to be assumed. (p. 282)

Boyd et al. (2009) and Young (1995) also suggest that attracting more
qualified candidates into the profession is a crucial component for sustaining
the quality of TEPs. At this point, the Turkish teacher education system needs
at least some additional mechanisms that give TEPs the ability to choose their
students, since access to higher education in Turkey is still an issue, and
removing the central student selection and placement mechanism without
bringing alternatives can paralyze the whole higher education system. However,
this study will not avoid informing policy makers about the need for change to
the current student selection and placement mechanism, the effectiveness of
which is questioned by every segment of society, with an effective alternative
that will respond to various stakeholder expectations.

In sum, one of the main findings this study highlights is that there is a
tendency among the key academic stakeholders, who are the nucleus of the
higher education system, towards the academic perspective on the definition of
general quality of TEPs in particular, and the general quality of higher
education as a whole. It also shows that the academic perspective defines
quality in terms of the ideas of value-addedness and student transformation
that are built on the enrichment and empowerment of students through
knowledge and skill development, as well as student participation in their
academic development in higher education. This runs contrary to common
beliefs and understanding that stem from quality practices adapted from
industry and embraced by key administrators, policy makers, and government
officials in the higher education arena. Another very crucial finding that needs
to be carefully reviewed by the policy makers, administrators, and government
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officials is that finding a consensus on the definition of such a slippery term like
“quality” is almost impossible, as highlighted by the literature and re-validated
by the findings of this study, even within groups of participants who are close in
their environment and therefore assumed to have same perception of quality.
Findings indicated that stakeholder definitions of quality are very specific and
personal, and it changes even among sub-groups, although they agree on the
perception of academic quality.

Future Research

Since literature lacks comparative studies that examine similarities and
differences among stakeholder groups in their definition of quality, this study,
as one of the first studies attempting to fill that gap in the literature, proposes
some recommendations and suggests different directions for future research.

This study proposes a general stakeholder model specifically designed for
higher education institutions that can be used by every program and field in the
higher education system in their efforts in the search for a definition of quality.
It is suggested here is that this model will be significant in providing a general
framework for the definition of quality for the higher education sector. Since
this framework is developed based only on individual-level stakeholder groups,
integration of the organizational-level stakeholders will be another direction for
future research.

In examining individual-level stakeholder perceptions, only key academic
stakeholder perspectives on general quality and academic quality are discussed
in this study, along with the similarities and differences between the groups.
There are two suggestions that come out from this standpoint. First, the
perceptions of other individual-level stakeholder groups also need to be
examined. Second, group member characteristics may influence participant
perspectives, so it is suggested here that in-depth group analysis be conducted
with each participant group. Specifically, faculty member academic position
(full professor, associate professor, assistant professor, or other), academic
administrators’ years of experience, student class level (freshman, sophomore,
junior, and senior), and their perspectives on general and academic quality
should be examined.

As findings indicate faculty quality is considered one of the most important
components in defining the academic quality of TEPs. In other words, faculty
has enormous impact on the quality these programs possess, which was also
investigated and highlighted in literature over time (Moore, 1987, Murray,
2001; Volkwein, 1986; Watts, 1984; Zeichner, 2006). The researcher’s only
attempt to explain this tendency is teacher/faculty driven education, also called
teacher-centered education, is still the most common practice in most HEIs.
This argument may also explain students’ lack of interest in the impact student
quality has on academic quality. So the relationship between teacher-centered
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education and the role and quality attributed to faculty members on academic
program quality should be investigated. On the other hand, while faculty quality
is attributed a great deal of importance by the participants, the issue of
ambiguity of faculty quality indicators, certification requirements and standards
pointed out in the literature (Moore, 1987; Murray, 2001; Watts, 1984) is still
valid and needs to be investigated from the stakeholder perspectives in a
comparative way in order to find what faculty quality indicators are
stakeholders value.

Findings also indicate that academic administrators and faculty members
have more positive attitudes than students regarding the effects of student
quality in defining the academic quality of TEPs. The reasons and motivations
that lie behind student lack interest in the impact student quality can have on
academic TEP quality in comparison to faculty and academic administrators is
not analyzed here, and requires further research to investigate the causes and
consequences of this student tendency.

" The study reported here is a part of doctoral dissertation of the author: “Perceived Quality of Teacher
Education Programs in Turkey: Basic Issues and their Application to Turkish Public Higher Education
Institutions”, 2013, School of Education, University of Pittsburgh, USA.

647



Enes Gok

Tiirkce Siiriim

Giris

Diinya genelinde yiiksekdgretim, teknolojik devrimin ve sosyal, politik ve
ekonomik degisikliklerin egitim saglayicilar1 igin hem firsat hem de tehdit
anlamina geldigi bir ortamda degisir ve gelisir. Egitim harcamalar1 artmakta ve
bu da erisim ve hesap verebilirlik talebini arttirmaktadir. Toplumun her
kesiminden her zamankinden daha fazla inceleme ve miidahale, egitim
kurumlarinin gabalarinin  kalitesine dair somut kanitlar saglamalarim
gerektirmektedir. Bununla beraber, egitim ve ekonomik bilylime arasindaki
iliski (Barro, 2001; Stevens & Weale, 2003) ve bircok tilkede insan sermayesinin
gelisimine ve ekonomik biiylimeye iligkin egitim kurumlarina verilen rol
toplumun ihtiyaclarmma gore degismektedir. Bu tartismada yiiksekogretim
kurumlari, ulusal ekonomilerin lokomotifi olarak imtiyazli rolleri sayesinde ¢cok
0Ozel bir yere sahiptir. Hiikiimetler, yiikksekogretim kurumlari ve 6zel kuruluslar,
diinya tizerindeki egitim sektoriiniin kalitesini garanti altina almak icin para ve
zaman harcamaktadir, ancak kalite kontrolii, kalite giivencesi ve kalite
iyilestirme gibi mekanizmalar basit ama en Onemli bilesenden -“kalite"
teriminin agik ve somut tanimindan- yoksun goriinmektedir.

Alan yazinda neredeyse tek goriis birligi, "kalite" terimini tanimlamanin
hemen hemen imkansiz olmasi lizerinedir (Bogue & Hall, 2003; Bogue &
Saunders, 1992;Harvey & Green, 1993; Pirsig, 1974; Tang & Wu, 2010; Winn &
Cameron, 1998). Bunun nedeni ise, yiiksekogretimde kalite taniminin kisiden
kisiye ve kurumdan kuruma farklibk gostermesidir. Farkli kurumsal
diizenlemelerde benzer kavramlar bulunurken, yiiksekdgretim alaninda ne
oldugu ve ne olmadig1 agisindan kalite tanimi iizerinde fikir birligi yoktur. Bu
yiizden, anlam, algilanan deger ve kapsam kaliteyi kimin hangi baglamda ve
hangi bakis acisi, deneyim ve gecmis yasantilarla tanimladigina bagl olarak
farkliik gosterir. Bu belirsizlik kurumlarin ve akademik programlarin kalite
glivencesi, degerlendirme, iyilestirme ve gelistirme gibi kalite ile ilgili konular1
ele almasimi zorlastirmaktadir. Kalite taniminin belirsiz oldugu kurumsal bir
ortamda, bireyin bir seyin ne oldugunu bilmeden onu saglamanin, gelistirmenin
veya degerlendirmenin nasil imkansiz oldugunu fark etmesi gerekmektedir.

Kaliteye iliskin kavramsal bakigs acilarini  “istisnai olarak Kkalite”,
“mitkemmellik (tutarlilik) olarak kalite”, “amaca uygunluk olarak kalite”,
“paranin karsiligi olarak kalite”, ve “doniisiim olarak kalite” olmak iizere bes
kategoriye ayirarak kalite teriminin politik ve felsefi temellerini analiz eden
Harvey ve Green (1993) tarafindan gelistirilen kavramsal tipolojiden yola ¢ikan

bu calisma, ilk olarak bu bakig agilarini “kamu goriisii”, “yOnetim goriisii” ve
akademik goriis” olarak tic ana kategori altinda yeniden gruplandiran bir
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kavramsal model Onermis ve farkli paydas gruplarimi bu iic genel kalite
goriigiiyle eslestirmistir. Calisma, daha sonra Tirk kamu yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinin Ogretmen yetigtirme programlarindaki (OYP) temel akademik
paydaglarin algilarmi aragtirmigtir. Ogretmen yetistirme programlari genel
egitim sistemine Ogretmen saglamanin temel kaynagi oldugu icin, bu
programlarin kalitesi yliksekogretim sektOriinde hiikiimetlerden, halktan ve
egitim camiasindan daha fazla ilgi gobrmekte ve ayni zamanda arastirma alani
olarak akademinin ilgisini ¢ekmektedir. Bu gruplar arasindaki farkli bakig
acilari, Ogretmen yetistirme programlarina iliskin "kalite" taniminda bir fikir
birligi eksikligine yol a¢cmistir ve bu da Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin
gelisimi i¢in 6nemli bir engel olusturmaktadir.

Kavramsal Cerceve

Bu calismada, genel aragtirma tasarimi i¢in Sekil 1'deki genel paydas modeli
Onerilmektedir. Bu model bir yiiksekogretim kurumundaki farkli paydas
gruplarini tanimlar, kaliteye iligkin ii¢ genel bakis agisini belirtir (kamu, yonetim
ve akademik) ve yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin genel kalite resmini olusturmak
icin bu bakis acilarini ii¢ genel kalite tanimiyla iligkilendirir. Dikdortgen sekiller
yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin organizasyon diizeyindeki paydaslarini ve {i¢ daire
genel kalite goriislerini temsil etmektedir. Her bir daire icinde, kisi diizeyindeki
bireysel veya grup paydaslar listelenmistir. Ortadaki silindirik sekiller ise genel
kalite goriiglerinin her birine ait {i¢ farkli genel yiiksekdgretim kalitesi tanimini
temsil etmektedir. Bu c¢alisma kisi diizeyindeki paydaglarin goriislerine
odaklandig1 icin, modelin cergevesi yalnizca yiliksekdgretim kurumlarinin genel
kalite resminin g kalite tanimiyla iligkili olan insan odakli paydas goriislerini
vurgular; bu da modelde orgiitsel diizey temsilini agiklamasiz birakir. Paydag
gruplarin bir bakig agisindan digerine gecebilmelerinden dolayr genel paydas
modelinin belli bir diizeyde esneklik icermesi ve bunun da paydaglarin genel
kalite goriigleriyle dogrudan ve kat1 eslesmesini engelledigi 6nemli bir detaydir.
Modeldeki tc¢ kalite goriisii daireleri arasindaki kesikli ¢izgiler bu esnekligi
temsil etmektedir.

Modelde itibarin tanimmna yol acan kamu gorilisine sahip olduklari
digsiniilen ebeveynler, aday oOgrenciler, vergi miikellefleri, mezunlar ve is
sahipleri kamu grubu olarak kabul edilir. Ic ve dis akademik olmayan
yoneticiler ve devlet gorevlileri yonetici grup olarak kabul edilir ve esas olarak
hesap verebilirlik, verimlilik ve etkililik tizerine odaklanan yonetim goriisiini
benimsedikleri disiiniliir. Temel akademik paydaglar olarak kabul edilen
bireyleri kapsayan tciinci grup, akademik yoneticiler, 0gretim iiyeleri ve
Ogrencilerden olusur. Bu paydaslarin, deger ekleme ve akademik doniisiim
olarak tanimlanan akademik kalitenin degerlerine bagh olarak ortaya cikan
akademik gOriisii savunmalart beklenmektedir. Bu calismanin ilk asamasi,
temel akademik paydaslarin genel kaliteye iliskin bakig agilar ile ilgili bu
ii¢lincii varsayimi kontrol etmek amaciyla diizenlenmistir.
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Sekil 1. Genel paydas modeli
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Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinda, ogrenciler, Ogretim iiyeleri ve
uyguladiklar1 miifredat, programin ti¢ temel 6gesidir ve ayri ve ortak nitelikleri
genel akademik program kalitesi iizerinde cok biiyiik bir etkiye sahiptir. Bu {i¢
O0genin Ogretmen yetistirme programimin akademik kalitesini siirdiirmede
oynadigi 6nemli roller kimse tarafindan reddedilmese de, bu bilesenlerin
Oncelikleri ve goreceli dnemlerinin yani sira her birine verilen deger de kimin
hangi acidan ve hangi amaca yonelik olarak tanimladigi ve degerlendirdigine
bagl olarak degisebilir. Konuyla ilgili farklilasan paydas bakis agilar1 nedeniyle
Ogretmen yetistirme programinin kalitesi icin ideal tanim ve degerlendirme
mekanizmasi tizerinde fikir birligine varilamadigi disiincesi gz Oniine
alindiginda, bu calisma akademik kalitenin ti¢ 6gesini ve akademik yoneticiler,
Ogretim lyeleri ve Ogrenciler gibi temel akademik paydaslarin degisen ama
cogunlukla cakisan bakis acilarini ifade etmek icin kavramsal bir ¢erceve olarak
Goreli Olgiim Modeli'ni 6nermektedir (Sekil 2).

Bu model, temel akademik paydaslarin akademik kalitenin bir pargasi
olarak her bir kalite unsuruna ne kadar deger verdiklerini ve ayn1 zamanda
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesinin tanimlanmasindaki
Onceliklerini yansitacak sekilde tasarlanmistir. Her bir akademik paydas
grubunun akademik Kkaliteyi tanimlarken ti¢ kalite 6gesinden her birine bir
miktar deger verdigi varsayimaktadir, fakat her bilesene ne kadar deger
verdikleri ve hangisini en Onemli bilesen olarak derecelendirdikleri kisiden
kisiye ve gruptan gruba degisebilir.

Akademik
Yoneticiler

Qgretim

Uyeleri Ogrenciler
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Sekil 2. Ogretmen yetistirme programlar1 icin Géreli Olciim Modeli
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Goreli Olgiim Modeli, akademik kalitenin ii¢ bilesenden olustugunu
savunmaktadir: Ogrenci, Ogretim iiyeleri ve miifredat kalitesi. Akademik
kalitenin tistiinde yer alan fic silindirik sekil her bir akademik kalite bilegeni igin
belirlenen Onem terazisini gosterirken, modelin altindaki silindirik sekil bir
programin akademik kalitesini temsil etmektedir. En tstteki ii¢ daire, akademik
paydas gruplarin1 temsil etmektedir: akademik yoOneticiler, 0gretim tyeleri ve
ogrenciler. Dairelerden silindirik sekillere yonlendirilen noktali oklar, her bir
grubun her bir akademik kalite bilesenine verdigi degerleri belirtmektedir. Her
bir okun degeri ve dnem terazisine ne kadar deger yerlestirdikleri iki faktorle
belirlenir: katihmcinin akademik pozisyonu ve akademik kalite bileseninin tiiri.
Bu modelde cinsiyetin, okul biyiikliigiiniin ve konumun kontrol edildigi
varsayllmaktadir. Calismanin ikinci asamasi, temel akademik paydaslarin
ogrenci kalitesi, 0gretim tiyelerinin kalitesi ve miifredat kalitesi olmak tizere ti¢
akademik kalite bilesenine iligkin bakis a¢ilarini incelemektedir.

Yontem ve Veri Seti

Nicel yontemlerin kullanildigi calismanin verileri, nicel arastirmalarin
istatistiksel analizinden elde edilmistir. Calisma, fakiiltelerdeki 5 yillik tezli
yiksek lisans programlar1 ve diger fakiiltelerdeki Ogretmen yetistirme
programlari hari¢ olmak iizere, Tiirk kamu yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin egitim
fakiiltelerinde 4 yillik lisans egitim programlarina odaklanmaktadir. Ulusal
ogrenci secme ve yerlestirmeden sorumlu Yiiksekogretim Kurulu (YOK)
merkez birimi olan Olgme, Segme ve Yerlestirme Merkezi'ne (OSYM) gore,
2010 yilinda Tiirk devlet tiniversitelerindeki 67 egitim fakiiltesinin 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinda yaklagik olarak 187.724 6grenci ve 5390 6gretim
iiyesi vardir (OSYM, 2010).

Calismada, 6rneklem belirlemek icin tesadiifi, kiime ve katmanli 6rnekleme
yontemlerinin bir kombinasyonu olan ¢ok asamali Ornekleme yOntemi
kullandmustir. Turkiye’de 7 cografi bolge ve bu bolgelerde devlet
universitelerine baghh 67 egitim fakiiltesi vardir. Tirk devlet egitim
fakiiltelerindeki 0grenci niifusunun yaklasik % 40'mi1 olusturan ilk iki bolge
(Marmara ve Ic Anadolu) arastirma icin tercih edilmistir. Her bolgeden bir
biiyiik ve bir kiiciik (6grenci sayisina gore) egitim fakiiltesi rastgele secilmistir.
Bu kurumlarda, 4 yillik lisans programlarindaki tiim 6gretim tyeleri (profesor,
dogent, yardimei dogent ve en az doktora yapmig olan tam zamanlh 6gretmen ve
ogretim gorevlileri) ve akademik yoneticiler (dekan, dekan yardimcisi, boliim
bagkanlari ve anabilim dali bagkanlari) calismanin hedef Kkitlesi olarak
tanimlanmigtir. Arastirmaci, her okuldaki yoneticilerin, 6gretim tiiyelerinin ve
Ogrencilerin bir listesini olusturmak iizere boliim yoneticileri ile irtibata
gecmistir (Ogrenciler igin programlarim ve smiflarin listesi belirlenmistir).
Calismaya katilimlarini talep etmek icin tiim yOnetici ve Ogretim lyeleri ile
irtibata gecilmistir. Ogrenciler icin, listeden rastgele dort smif (birinci simiftan
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son sinifa kadar her egitim seviyesinden en az bir sinif) secilmistir. Veri toplama
araci her bir okulda arastirmaya katilmay:1 kabul eden tiim yonetici ve 6gretim
iiyelerine ve bu dort simiftaki tiim 6grencilere (goniilli katilimlar1 goz 6niinde
bulundurularak) uygulanmustir.

Sonunda, arastirmaya toplam 31 akademik yonetici, 80 6gretim tiyesi ve 569
ogrenci katilmistir (Tablo 1). Daha kapsamli bir aragtirma projesi tim paydag
gruplarinin algilarina yer verirken, bu calisma i¢ akademik cevrenin, ozellikle
akademik yoneticilerin, Ogretim {iyelerinin ve Ogrencilerin Tiirk devlet
tiniversitelerindeki Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesi ile
ilgili sakli goriigleri / algilar1 incelenmektedir. Calismanin amaci, Tiirkiye'deki
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalite imajin1 arastirmaya
baglamaktir. Akademik gruplar, sistemdeki temel konumundan dolay:
aragtirilacak ilk grup olarak ozellikle secildi. Mitchell, Agle ve Wood (1997)
tarafindan olusturulan bir paydas tipolojisine gore, "paydaslarin siniflari
asagidaki kriterlerden birine, ikisine veya {giine sahip olmalariyla
tanimlanabilir: (1) paydasin kurumu etkileyebilme giicii, (2) paydasin kurumla
iligkisinin mesrulugu ve (3) paydasin kuruma yonelik taleplerinin aciliyet
derecesi” (s.854). Temel akademik paydaglarin Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinda oynadiklar1 6énemli roli dikkate alan bu arastirma, kismen
genel arastirma tasarimlarina yanit vererek ic akademik gruplar iizerinde
odaklanmaktadir. Akademik paydaslarin Onemi, onlar1 atomik paydag
modelinin merkezine koyan Theal (2002) tarafindan da vurgulanmig ve
akademik paydaslar, devam eden uygulamalarda en etkili grup olmasina karsin,
"devam eden faaliyetlerden en uzaktadirlar ve sonug olarak kararlara katilim,
bilgi ihtiyaci, giindelik siirece katilimlari giderek azalmaktadir" (s.230). Bu
durum, akademik paydaglarin kalite tanimlama ve degerlendirme siirecine
katilmlarinin yanir sira bu grubun yiliksekdgretimdeki Onemine de vurgu
yapmaktadir.

Tablo 1
Akademik Pozisyon ve Kurum Biiyiikliikk-Konumuna Gore Temel Akademik
Paydaslar

Temel Akademik Kurum Biyiikligii ve Konumu

Ic Anadolu  I¢ Anadolu Marmara Marmara

paydaglar Biiyiik Kiiciik Biiyiik Kiicik - ePlam
Akademik 17 6 6 2 31
Yoneticiler %55 %19 %19 %7 %100
Ogretim Uyeleri 36 9 27 8 80

%045 %11 %34 %10 %100
Ogrenciler 196 139 111 123 569

%34 %24 %20 %22 %100
Toplam 249 154 144 133 680

%37 %23 %21 %19 %100
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Model Ozellikleri ve Sonuclar

Bu calismanin amaci, temel akademik paydaglarin Tirk devlet
iniversitelerindeki Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesini
nasil algiladiklarin1 anlamak ve bakig acilarinin akademik pozisyonlarina gore,
bagka bir deyisle akademik yOnetici, 0gretim {yesi ya da O0grenci olmalarina
gore, farklilik gosterip géstermedigini arastirmaktir.

Calismada veri analizi iki asamadan olugmaktadir. Birinci agsama genel
kalitenin analizine odaklanirken, ikinci asamada Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin akademik kalitesi tizerinde durulmaktadir. Her iki analiz icin de
STATA veri analiz programi kullamlmistir. Ogretmen  yetistirme
programlarinin genel ve akademik kalitesine iligkin temel akademik paydaglarin
algillarin1 tanimlamada betimsel istatistikler yardimer olurken, pozisyonlardaki
(yOneticiler, 6gretim {iiyeleri, 6grenciler) algisal benzerlikler ve farkliliklar ¢ok
degiskenli ¢oziimleme kullanilarak analiz edilmis ve bu da 6gretmen yetistirme
programlarindaki temel akademik paydaglarca akademik kalitenin tanimlandig
modelleri ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Bagimsiz ve Kontrol Degiskenlerinin Islevsel Hale Getirilmesi

Bu calisma paydas bakig agilarina odaklandig igin, katilimcinin akademik
pozisyonu analizin aciklayici degiskeni iken, cinsiyet ve kurum biyiikligi-
konumu kontrol degiskenleri olarak segilmistir.

Katilimeinin “pozisyon”u — akademik yonetici, 6gretim iiyesi, 6grenci — bir
kategorik aciklayici degiskendir ve O=akademik yoOnetici, 1=0gretim iiyesi ve
2=0grenci seklinde kodlanmigtir. Katilimcilarin yaklagik yiizde dordii akademik
yoneticilerden (31/680), yiizde on biri 6gretim iiyelerinden (80/680) ve yilizde
seksen dordil 6grencilerden olugmaktadir (574/680).

Katilimer cinsiyeti, 1 = kadin ve 0 = erkek olarak kodlanmus iki degerli
bir kontrol degiskenidir. Katilimcilarin yaklagik yiizde yetmis biri (677'den
483'1) kadindir. Katiimcilar, Tirkiye'nin iki cografi bolgesindeki dort
yiiksekdgretim kurumundan secilmistir: I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi (bir biiyiik ve bir
kiigiikk kurum) ve Marmara Bolgesi (bir biiyiik ve bir kiiciik kurum). Kurum
biiyiikligii-konumu, kategorik kontrol degiskenidir ve 1 = Anadolu Bilyiik, 2 =
Anadolu Kiiciikk, 3 = Marmara Biyiik ve 4 = Marmara Kiicik olarak
kodlanmuistir. Tablo 3'te gorildiigi gibi, birinci kurumdan 249, ikinci kurumdan
154, ticiincii kurumdan 149 ve dordiincii kurumdan 133 katilimer aragtirmaya
dahil olmustur.

Yukarida tanitilan aciklayici degiskenler ve kontrol degiskenleri calisma
boyunca analiz edilen ¢ok degiskenli modeller ve tahminlerin tiimiinde ayni
iken, bagimh degiskenler her bir boliimiin degisen odagma bagh olarak
tahminden tahmine farklilik gostermektedir.
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Asama 1: Genel Kaliteye Iliskin Katihimci Bakis Acilarimin Analizi

Bu asamanin amaci, c¢alismanin genel arastirma tasarimi tarafindan
olusturulan ve akademik yoneticiler, 6gretim iiyeleri ve Ogrencileri igine alan
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin temel akademik paydaglarinin, pozisyonlar:
ne olursa olsun dgretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesine iligkin kamu
ya da yOnetim kalite anlayisindan ziyade akademik kalite gériisiinii benimsemeye
yatkin olduklarini ileri siiren varsayimin dogrulugunu kontrol etmektir. Bunu
arastirmak igin, katihmcilarin ve her bir genel kalite gOriisiinii kabul etme
diizeyleri tablolastirilmis ve dortlii derecelendirme 6lgeginde rapor edilmistir.

Daha kolay bir yorumlama igin, veri toplama islemi sirasinda her bir genel
kalite goriisiine verilen sayisal degerler ters kodlanmistir: 1= “kesinlikle
katilmiyorum”, 2= “katilmiyorum”, 3= “katiblyorum”, 4="kesinlikle
katiliyorum”. Bu ilk adim analizi, temel akademik paydaglarin kamu goriisii,
yonetim goOriisii ve akademik goriis baglaminda genel kalite bakis acilarina
yonelik tercihlerini, 1'in en 6nemli ve 4in en az 6nemli olana karsilik geldigi bir
siralama tablosunda nasil ifade ettiklerini inceleyerek sona ermektedir. Bu
analiz icin en 6nemli genel kalite bakis acilar1 icinden katilimcilarin yalnizca bir
numarali tercihleri dikkate alinmistir. Analiz, 1'in en 6nemli goriis olarak kamu
goriisiine, 2'nin yonetim goriisiine ve 3'iniin akademik goriise karsilik geldigi
igli smiflama o6lgeginde rapor edilmistir. Katilimcinin tercihleri, olgegin
kategorik yapisi nedeniyle multinomial probit modeli ile analiz edilmistir.

Betimsel Istatistikler

Bu boliimde, ii¢ genel kalite bakis acisina — kamu goriisii, yonetim goriisii ve
akademik goriis - yonelik temel akademik paydas gorisleri analiz edilmistir.
Tablo 4, katilmcilarin bu iic genel kalite bakis agisiyla ilgili bir dizi ifadeye
katilma diizeyini gOstermektedir. Katilimcilarin iilkenin vatandaslar1 olarak
toplumdaki lise mezunu, ebeveyn, vergi miikellefi ya da mezun gibi
onceki/devam eden rollerinden ve ge¢mis deneyimlerinden dolay: genel kaliteye
iligkin kamu gorisiinii bir dereceye kadar desteklemeleri beklenmistir.
Yoneticilerin %68', Ogretim iyelerinin %711 ve Ogrencilerin %831, bu
Ogretmen  yetistirme programlarmmin  hiyerarsik yapisinda  akademik
yoneticilerden Ogrencilere gegerken artan destegi gosterecek bir sekilde,
ifadeye katildiklarini ya da kesinlikle katildiklarini belirtmislerdir (Tablo 2) .

Katilimcilardan ayrica, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesiyle
ilgili yonetim bakig acisina yonelik tutumlarini ifade etmeleri istenmistir.
Burada, akademik yoneticilerin yoneticilik konumlarindan dolay1 yonetim bakig
acisin1 diger katilimcilardan daha fazla benimsemeleri beklenirken, bulgular
tersini gostermistir. Akademik yoneticilerin yalmizca yiizde 81'i ifadeye
katilirken ya da kesinlikle katilirken, Ogretim {yelerinin yiizde 89'u ve
Ogrencilerin yiizde 87'si genel kaliteye yonelik yOnetim bakis agisini tercih
etmistir.
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Table 2
Katilimcilarin Genel Kalite Ifadelerine Iligkin Katilim Diizeyleri
GEENEL KALITE Temel Kesinlikle Katilmvorum Kativorum Kesinlikle Toplam
UZERINE BAKIS Akademik Katilmiyorum Elf &%) (yf &%) Katiliyorum ( fgc %)
ACILARI Paydaslar (&%) (f&%)
P Yoneticiler 0 10 13 8 31
Hfudo A¢ Bif S3seimen ) ) %0 %32 %42 %26 %100
o Ogretim Uyeleri 4 19 41 16 80
yetistirme programinin %S %24 %s1 %20 %100
kalitesinin en Snemli Ogrenciler 7 90 332 139 568
gostergesl, 0 programin %1 %16 %58 %25 %100
ulusal vey: i;llzlilli?;:rillzsrl Toplam 11 119 386 163 679
) %2 %17 %57 %24 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %2 %24 %50 %23 %100
YONETIM GORUSU Yoneticiler 0 6 18 7 31
Ifade B: Bir 6gretmen %0 %19 %58 %23 %100
yetistirme programinin Ogretim Uyeleri 0 9 41 30 80
kalitesi, o programin %0 %11 %51 %38 %10
kaynaklarini (para ve Ogrenciler 9 66 311 182 568
altyapisini) ne olgiide etkili %1 %012 %55 %32 %100
ve verimli kullandigina Toplam 9 81 370 219 679
baglhdir. %1 %012 %55 %32 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %0 %14 %55 %31 %100
AKADEMIK GORUS Yoneticiler 0 5 8 18 31
Ifade C: Bir 6gretmen %0 %16 %26 %58 %100
yetistirme programinin T . 0 2 22 56 80
kalitesi, dgrencilerin Ogretim Uyeleri %0 %2 %28 %70 %100
yetenek, beceri ve bilgilerini Ogrenciler 4 24 166 374 568
arttirma ve gelistirme %1 %4 %29 %66 %100
Ca e
o %1 %5 %328 %66 %100
baghdir.
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %0 %7 %28 %65 %100
AKADEMIK GORUS Yoneticiler 0 2 13 16 31
Ifade D: Bir 6gretmen %0 %6 %42 %52 %100
yetistirme programinin T . 0 5 29 46 80
kalitesi, 6grencilerine, kendi OBretim Uyeleri %0 %6 %36 %58 %100
akademik gelisimleri ile ilgili Ogrenciler 3 19 198 349 569
kararlarda etkin rol alma %1 %3 %35 %61 %100
firsati vererek onlarin
giiclenmesini saglama
konusunda, o programin ne  Toplam 3 26 240 411 680
o o %0 %4 %35 %61 %100
kadar kapasitesi olduguna
baghdir.
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %0 %5 %38 %57 %100

Arastirmada, katilmcilarin genel kaliteye iliskin akademik goriise yonelik
bakis acilar iki ifadeyle Olgiilmiistiir. Bu ifadelerin her biri goriisiin bir yoniinii
icermektedir. Beklendigi iizere ve Tablo 4'te gosterildigi gibi, akademik
yoneticiler %84 ve %94 gibi yiikksek oranlarla sirasiyla C ve D ifadelerine
katildiklarim1 ya da kesinlikle katildiklarimi belirtmiglerdir. Diger taraftan,
ogretim iiyeleri %98 ve% 94, 6grenciler de %95 ve %96 gibi yiiksek oranlarla
sirasiyla C ve D ifadelerine katildiklarimi ya da kesinlikle katildiklarini ifade

etmislerdir. Yoneticilerin,
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yetistirme programlarinin temel akademik paydaslart oldugu goz Oniine
alindiginda, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesine iliskin kamu
ya da yonetim gOrislerine nazaran akademik goriise yonelik daha olumlu
tutumlara sahip olmalar1 beklenmekte ve caligmanin genel paydas modeli
tarafindan  desteklenmektedir. Benzer sekilde, katiimcilarin yiizdelik
degerlerinin ortalamasi arasinda yapilan karsilastirma, katihimcilarin 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarimin genel kalitesine iliskin akademik goriisii yiizde 93
(akademik goriis 1) ve ylizde 95 (akademik goriis 2) gibi yiiksek ortalamalarla
kabul ettiklerini gdstermektedir. Bu iki oran katilimcilarin akademik goriisi,
yonetim gorisii (%86) ve kamu goriisiinden (%73) daha cok destekledigine
isaret etmektedir. Burada, genel grup istatistiklerinde her bir katilimer grubun
esit temsil edilmesi i¢in, her grupta esit olmayan katilimci sayisindan dolayi,
katilimeilarin yiizdelerinin toplamu yerine, yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi rapor
edildigini belirtmek Onemlidir. Ayrica, bu, genel katihimcr 6zelliklerinden her
bir grubun uzakliginin okuyucu tarafindan belirlenmesine yardimci olur.

Bu varsayimda ayrica, katilimcilardan yukarida verilen A, B, C ve D
ifadelerini Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin genel kalitesini agiklamadaki
giiclerine goére en Onemliden en Onemsize dogru siralamalari istenerek
incelenmistir. Analizde, her katiimcinin ifadeler arasindan yalnizca bir
numarali tercihi dikkate almmmigtir. Beklendigi gibi, akademik yoneticilerin
sadece yiizde 10’u yonetim goriisiinii ve yiizde 13’0t kamu goriisiinii en dnemli
kalite tanimi olarak secerken, yiizde 77'si akademik goriisiin (Ifade C veya Ifade
D) genel kaliteye iliskin en 6nemli goriig oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu oranlar,
diger katilimci gruplarda 6nemli Olgiide aymi kalmustir. Fakiilte iiyelerinin
siralamalari, bu grubun yilizde 14’tiniin yonetim goriisiinii ve yiizde 15’inin kamu
gOriisinii 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesini belirlemedeki en
Onemli gOris olarak degerlendirmesine karsin, yiizde 71’inin en Onemli gOriis
olarak akademik goriisii benimsedigini ortaya cikarmistir. Ogrenci oranlarina
bakildiginda ise, dgrencilerin yiizde 78’1 akademik goriisii, ylizde 7’si yonetim
goriisiini ve yilizde 15’1 kamu gorisiinii birinci tercihi olarak se¢mistir (Tablo
3).

Tablo 3
OYP’lerin Genel Kalitesini Tanimlamada Katilimeilarin 1 Numarah Tercihleri

OYP’lerin genel kalitesine ~ Temel Akademik Aldir Bldir Cldir D1Ldir Toplam

iligkin ifadeler Paydagslar

Yoneticiler 4 3 15 9 31

%13 %10 %48 %29 %100

A: Halk Gériisii (ifade A) Ogretim Uyeleri 12 11 38 19 80
B: Yonetim Goriisii (ifade B) %15 %14 %47 %24 %100
C: Akademik Goriis 1 (ifade C) Ogrenciler 85 40 249 191 565
D: Akademik Gériig 2 (Ifade D) %15 %7 %44 %34 %100
Toplam 101 54 302 219 676

%15 %8 %45 %32 %100

Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %014 %10 %46 %29 %100
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Multinomial Probit Analizi

Betimsel istatistikler, katilimci gruplarin yiizdeleri arasinda farkliliklar
olmasina ragmen, katilimcilarin ¢ogunun 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin
genel kalitesini agiklamada akademik goriisii en 6nemli bakig agisi olarak kabul
ettiklerini gostermektedir. Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklar 6nemli goriinmese de,
temel akademik paydaslarin akademik konumlarmin, diger bir deyisle
akademik yonetici, 6gretim iiyesi veya 6grenci olmalariin, 6gretmen yetistirme
programlarinin genel kalitesine iligkin en Onemli bakis agisina dair fikirleri
tizerinde herhangi bir etkisi olup olmadigini kontrol etmek Onemlidir. Aym
zamanda, temel akademik paydaslarin (konumlarina bakilmaksizin) 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesine iliskin akademik goriisi diger
goriiglere tercih ettiklerini kabul eden ve genel paydas modeli tarafindan
vurgulanan varsaymmin bu calismada gecerli olup olmadigini incelemek de bir
diger 6nemli konudur. Bu amagla, Long ve Freese (2006)’den uyarlanan bir
Multinomial Probit (MNP) Modeli uygulanmistir. Modelde, genel 6gretmen
Yetistirme program kalitesine iliskin en 6dnemli (1.) goriise yonelik katilimcilar
tarafindan yapilan siralama, “genel_1”, bagiml degiskendir ve 1=Klinci (kamu
goriisii birinci), 2=Ylinci (yonetim goriisii birinci) ve 3=Alinci (akademik
goriig birinci) seklinde yeniden kodlanmistir. Modelde, 6gretmen yetistirme
programlarmin genel kalitesine iliskin bir numarali katilimci goriisleri analiz
edilmektedir. Tahmin modelinde, katiliimcilarin segebilecekleri “k” kamu
goriisii, “y” yOnetim goriisii ve “a” akademik goriis seklinde kodlanan ii¢
alternatif vardir.

Tablo 4, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesini belirleyen en
Onemli bakis agisina iligkin katilimci tercihlerine yonelik tahmin sonuglarim
gostermektedir. Sonuclar, katilimcilarin akademik konumlarinin 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin genel kalitesine iliskin en onemli goriise yOnelik
tercihlerini etkiledigine dair istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir kanit olmadigim
gostermektedir.  Yoneticiler Ogrencilerle kiyaslandiginda, katilimcilarin
akademik goriise karg1 kamu goriisiine yonelik tercihlerinde anlamh olmayan
bir katsayr ve ayrica, diger katiimci 6zellikleri sabit tutuldugunda, yonetim ve
akademik bakis acilar1 arasindan birinci tercihlerinde anlamli olmayan
katsayilar oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica, 6gretim iiyeleri ve Ogrenciler, diger
tim degiskenler kontrol edildikten sonra, hem akademik bakis agis1 ve kamu
bakis agis1 arasindan hem de akademik bakis acist ve yOnetim bakis agisi
arasindan birinci tercihleri bakimindan karsilastirildiginda katsayilarin anlamh
olmadig1 anlagilmaktadir. Katilimcei gruplarin bir numarali tercihleri arasindaki
bu kiiglik yiizdelik farkliliklarin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmamasi, bu
farklibiklarin katihmcilarin akademik pozisyonlarinin bir sonucu olmadigini
gostermektedir. Bu kiigiik farkliliklar daha ziyade katilimeir kurumun biytkligi
ve konumu ile aciklanmaktadir. Bu bulgular, ayn1 zamanda, bu iic temel
akademik paydas grubunun akademik konumlari ne olursa olsun 6gretmen
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yetigtirme programlarinin genel kalitesini tanimlamada kamu ya da yonetim
goriisine karst akademik goriisii  destekleme egiliminde oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu bulgularin tamami, genel paydas modelinde arastirmaci
tarafindan olusturulan hipotez ile tutarlilik gdstermektedir.

Tablo 4

Katilimcilanin Genel Kalite Ifadeleri Arasindaki 1. Tercihlerinin MNP Tahmin

Sonuclan

Degiskenler Halk goriisiine (karsin Akademik  Yonetim Goriisiine (karsin Akademik

goris) goris)
Coefficients Marjinal Etki (%)  Coefficients Marjinal Etki (%)

Yoneticiler -0.2893 -4.39 0.0384 1.15
(0.4167) (0.4452)

Ogretim Uyeleri -0.0628 -2.04 0.3588 4.75
(0.2651) (0.2778)

Ogrenciler Base Base

Kontrol

Degiskenleri

Kadin -0.3243 -4.60 -0.3522 -3.18
(0.1851) (0.2124)

Erkek Base Base

I¢ Anadolu Kiigiik 0.3549 5.64 0.2252 1.55
(0.2153) (0.2593)

Marmara Biiyiik 0.42732 6.46 0.4003 3.50
(0.2175) (0.2519)

Marmara Kiigiik -0.7392¢ -9.52 -0.3569 -2.08
(0.2896) (0.3128)

I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik Base Base

Sabit -1.1845¢ -1.6519¢
(0.1977) (0.2299)

Predictions 0.1398 0.0769

Log likelihood -447.721

# of observations 676

Not: Standart hatalar parantez icinde. Base degiskenler: Ogrenci, Erkek, Ic Anadolu Biiyiik.
2p<0.05; ® p<0.01; ¢ p<0.001.

Bununla birlikte, kontrol degiskenlerinden bazi anlamh katsayilar ortaya
cikmigtir. Diger faktorler kontrol edildikten sonra, bulgular tiglincii kurumun
(Marmara Biiyiik) katilimcilarinin akademik goriis yerine kamu goriisiini
se¢me olasihiginin birinci kurumun (I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik) katiimcilarindan yiizde
6 daha fazla oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Diger faktorler sabit tutuldugunda,
akademik ve yonetim bakis acilarina yonelik sonuclarin anlamli olmadig:
gorilmistiir. Diger taraftan, dordiinci kurumun (Marmara Kigiik)
katilimeilarinin akademik goriis yerine kamu goriisiinii se¢gme olasiliginin birinci
kurumun (I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik) katihimcilarindan yiizde 9.52 daha azdir. Bu
katilimcilan ilgilendiren akademik ve yonetim bakig agilarina yonelik sonuclar
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da anlamli degildir. I¢ Anadolu Boélgesi icinde (I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik ve Ig
Anadolu Kiigiik ) kamu ve akademik ya da yonetim ve akademik bakig acilarina
yonelik anlamli bir sonuca rastlanamamaistir. Bununla birlikte, Marmara Bolgesi
ve I¢ Anadolu Bolgesi arasinda (Marmara Biiyiikk ve I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik;
Marmara Kiiciik ve I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik) kamu goriisiine ve akademik goriise
yonelik anlamli sonuclar ortaya cikarken, yonetim goOriisii ve akademik goriig
arasinda anlamli sonuglara ulagilamamistir. Boylelikle, okulun bulundugu yerin
ve bilylikligiiniin anlaml etkisinin sadece kamu goriisii ve akademik goriig
arasinda yapilan karsilastirmada gegerli oldugu soylenebilir. Bolgesel
farkliliklarin katilimer bakis agilari tizerindeki etkisi daha ayrintih bagka bir
caligmada arastirilmalidir.

Asama 2: Akademik Kaliteye Iligkin Katihmci Bakis Acilarinin Analizi

Calismanin ana odagl olan bu asamada, genel itibariyle yiiksekogretim
kurumlarinin ve Ozellikle Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik
kalitesine atfedilen {i¢c anahtar bilesene (6grenci kalitesi, 0gretim {iyesi kalitesi
ve miifredat kalitesi) yonelik katilmci tutumlari (katilma oranlari), bu iig
anahtar faktoriin katilimcilar tarafindan belirlenen 6nem derecelerine dair
sonug¢ analizi ile birlikte ayr1 ayri incelenmistir. Katilimcilarin ve her bir
akademik kalite faktoriinii temsil eden ifadeleri kabul etme diizeylerinin
tablolar1 dortlii derecelendirme o6lgeginde rapor edilmistir. Daha kolay bir
yorumlama icin sayisal degerler, 1= “kesinlikle katimiyorum”, 2=
“katilmiyorum”, 3= “katiliyorum” ve 4="“kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde ters
kodlanmistir. Diger taraftan, ordered probit modeli akademik kalite
faktorlerinin her birine ayr1 olarak uygulanmistir. Analizin son kisminda,
katilimcilarin sadece bir numarali tercihlerine odaklanilarak, katilimcilarin bu
¢ kalite faktoriine yonelik siralamalari analiz edilmistir. Multinomial probit
modeli Olgeklerin kategorik yapisindan dolayr uygulanmaktadir. Burada, en
Onemli faktor olarak “1” §grenci kalitesine, “2” 0gretim iiyesi kalitesine ve “3”
miifredat kalitesine karsilik gelmektedir.

Ordered Probit Modeli
Bu bélimde, temel akademik paydaslarin 6grenci kalitesine, ogretim tyesi
kalitesine ve miifredat kalitesine yonelik tutumlar1 analiz edilmigtir. Ilk olarak

betimsel istatistikler tanitilmig ve ardindan Ordered probit analiz sonuglari
rapor edilmistir.

Betimsel Istatistikler

Bu bolim, katilimeilarin 6grenci kalitesi, 6gretim tiyesi kalitesi ve miifredat
kalitesi unsurlarim1 kabul etme diizeylerini Ozetlemektedir (Tablo 5).
Katilimcilar, 6grenci kalitesinin 6gretmen yetistirme programlarimin akademik
kalitesini nasil etkiledigine iligkin goriiglerini, 6grenci kalitesine atfedilen Tablo
5teki A Ifadesini derecelendirerek belirtmislerdir. Ogrenci kalitesine ve
Ogrenci kalitesinin Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin akademik Kkalitesini
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nasil etkiledigine yonelik bakis acgilar cesitlilik gostermektedir. Akademik
yOneticilerin yiizde 81'i ifadeye katilirken ya da kesinlikle katilirken, 6gretim
dyelerinin yiizde 781 ve Ogrencilerin yalnizca yiizde 601 aymi goriisii
paylagmaktadir. Katilimcilara ayrica, 6gretim iiyelerinin kalitesinin 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin kalitesini nasil etkiledigi konusundaki goriisleri
sorulmustur. Tablo 5'te gosterildigi gibi, katilimcilarin cogu B ifadesine katilmig
ya da kesinlikle katilmistir. Akademik yoneticilerden ifadeye karsi ¢ikan olmasa
da, ogretim iiyelerinin (%10) ve 6grencilerin (%8) kiiciik bir kismi, 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin kalitesinin esasen 6gretim iiyelerinin kalitesine bagh
oldugunu 6ne siiren ifadeye katilmamis ya da kesinlikle katilmamislardir.

Bunun yani sira, katimcillar miifredat kalitesi ile Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin akademik kalitesi arasindaki iligki iizerine de goriislerini
bildirmiglerdir. Katimcilarin ¢ogunlugu ifadeye katilirken, akademik
yoneticilerin yalnizca yiizde 3’i, 6gretim tyelerinin yiizde 14’ ve ogrencilerin
yiizde 6’s1 miifredat kalitesi ile 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik
kalitesi arasindaki iligkiyi yok saymustir.

Table 5

Kattimcilarin Her Bir Akademik Kalite Ifadesine lliskin Katilum Diizeyleri
QYI.”lc?rin Akademik kalitesine Temel Akademik ka t}frflf;fglrltﬁ Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum kiﬁ?;zlrlgﬁ Toplam
iligkin ifadeler Paydaglar (t&%) (&%) (f&%) (&%) (&%)
Yoneticiler 0 6 17 8 31
OGRENCI KALITESI Al %0 %19 %33 %26 %100
Ifade A: Bir 6gretmen yetistirme Ogretim Uyeleri 1 17 2 20 80
' . %1 %21 %53 %25 %100
pmgramg‘m ]lz"‘ht“% daha .‘f"k. © Oprenciler 19 206 279 64 568
D ey ogreneriern %4 %36 %49 %11 %100
ghdir. Toplam 20 229 338 92 679
%3 %34 %50 %13 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %2 %25 %52 %21 %100
Yoneticiler 0 0 16 15 31
OGRETIM UYESI KALITESI . . . %0 %0 %32 %48 %100
ifade B: Bir 6gretmen yetigtirme Ogretim Uyeleri 0 8 35 37 80
) . %0 %10 %44 %46 %100
pmgramij“”:ik"‘m“" dahacok o e iter 5 42 314 208 569
B aliosi b lergt‘m %1 %7 %55 %37 %100
tyelerinin kalitesine baglidir. Toplam 5 50 365 260 680
%1 %7 %54 %38 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %0 %6 %50 %44 %100
Yoneticiler 0 1 17 13 31
MUFREDAT KALITESI %0 %3 %55 %42 %100
ifade C: Bir 6gretmen yetistirme Ogretim Uyeleri 1 10 40 29 80
programinin kalitesi, daha ¢cok o %01 %13 %50 %36 %100
programin 6grencilerine Ogrenciler 4 29 274 260 567
sundugu 6gretim (miifredat) %1 %5 %48 %46 %100
programinin kalitesine baglidir. Toplam 5 40 331 302 678
%1 %6 %49 %44 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %1 %7 %51 %41 %100
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Ordered Probit (OP) Analizi

Bu modelde, ii¢ akademik kalite unsuru her bir ayr1 Ordered probit analizi
icin bagiml degiskendir ve 1= “kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, 2= “katilmiyorum”,
3= “katillyorum” ve 4="“kesinlikle katiliyorum ifadelerinin bulundugu dortli
derecelendirme Olgeginde katilimcilar tarafindan derecelendirilmistir. Daha
Onceki gibi, konum, cinsiyet, kurum biiyiikliigii ve konumu aciklayici ve kontrol
degiskenleri tutarlidir. Ordered probit modeli de Long ve Freese (2006)’den
uyarlanmistir.

Tablo 6, 6gretmen egim programlarinin her bir akademik kalite unsuruna
dair tahmini sonuclarin1 6zetlemektedir. Ordered probit modeli, diger tiim
faktorler sabit tutuldugunda, katihimcilarin akademik konumlari ile §gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesinin saglayicist olarak Ogrenci
kalitesine yoOnelik tutumlari arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir iligskinin
varlina dikkat cekmektedir. Bulgulara gore, akademik yOneticiler ve Ogretim
iyeleri, Ogrencilere kiyasla, Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik
kalitesinin bir gostergesi olarak oOgrenci kalitesine daha olumlu destek
vermektedir. Ogrencilerin bir programin akademik kalitesinin gostergesi olarak
Ogrenci kalitesini Ogretim tyeleri ve yOneticilerden daha az destelemesinin
nedenlerine yonelik daha kapsaml bir aragtirma gerekmektedir.

Ayrica, Tablo 6, diger degiskenler kontrol edildikten sonra, yOneticilerin
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesini tanimlamada Ogrenci
kalitesinden ¢ok Ogretim tiyesi kalitesini desteklerken, 6gretim iiyesi olmanin
Ogrenci kalitesine karg1 6gretim tyesi kalitesinin tercih edilmesinde anlaml bir
etkisinin olmadigini gostermektedir. Ogretim iiyeleri ve 6grenciler, dgretim
tlyesi kalitesinin Ogretmen yetistirme programlarina olan katkilarimi benzer
seviyede kabul ederken, akademik yoOneticilerin bu fikre katilma orani bu
seviyenin Otesinde ¢ikmustir. Betimsel istatistikler, 6gretim tiyelerinin %90’ ninin
ve Ogrencilerin %92’sinin dgretim tiyelerinin kalitesinin etkisine katilirken ya da
kesinlikle katilirken, akademik yoneticilerin hepsinin (%100) bu fikre
katildigini ya da kesinlikle katildigin1 gostermistir.

Bulgular, ayn1 zamanda, katilimcilarin akademik pozisyonlar1 ve 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesinin bir parcasi olarak miifredat
kalitesine verdikleri destek arasinda istatiksel olarak anlamli bir iligkinin
olmadigimi gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, akademik yoneticilerin ve 6gretim
iyelerinin 6gretim programlarinin kalitesini destekleme diizeylerinde istatiksel
olarak farkliliklarin olmasi miumkiindiir, ciinkii betimsel istatistiklere gore,
Ogretim iyelerinin %14’ miifredat Kkalitesinin etkisine katilmiyor ya da
kesinlikle katilmiyorken, akademik yoneticilerin yalnizca %31 ayni goriisii
paylasmaktadir. Bu calisma boyunca 6grenciler temel grup olarak kabul
edildiginden, yalmzca yoneticiler ile 6grenciler arasinda ve 0gretim tyeleri ile
Ogrenciler arasinda karsilastirmalar yapilmistir. Bu yiizden, akademik
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yoneticiler ile Ogretim iyeleri arasinda bir karsilagtirma yapilmamistir ve
dolayisiyla bu konuda daha fazla arastirmaya ihtiyag duyulmaktadir.

Table 6
U¢ Akademik Kalite Bileseni Uzerine Katlimct Goriislerinin OP  Tahmin
Sonuglar

Ordered Probit: Ordered Probit: Ogretim Ordered Probit:
Degiskenler Ogrenci kalitesine iyesi kalitesine iliskin Miifredat kalitesine

iliskin goriisler goriisler iligskin goriisler

Coef. Std. Error  Coef. Std. Error  Coef. Std. Error

Yoneticiler 0.6140° (0.2117) 0.4578 (0.2282) 0.1039 (0.2207)
Opgretim Uyeleri ~ 0.4760° (0.1377) 0.1164 (0.1437) -0.2664 (0.1411)
Ogrenciler Base Base Base
Kontrol
Degiskenleri
Kadin -0.0513 (0.0984) 0.0865 (0.1028) 0.1632 (0.1029)
Erkek Base Base Base
I¢ Anadolu Kiiciik 0.1010 (0.1136) -0.0530 (0.1175) 0.1032 (0.1191)
Marmara Biiyik ~ 0.4343¢ (0.1164) 0.5290¢ (0.1245) 0.2850? (0.1224)
Marmara Kiiciikk ~ 0.2018 (0.1201) 0.0154 (0.1246) 0.2560? (0.1272)
I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik Base Base Base
Ty -1.7412 (0.1349) -2.3030 (0.1887) -2.2709 (0.1882)
Ty -0.1522 (0.1067) -1.2413 (0.1203) -1.3069 (0.1220)
T 1.3395 (0.1158) 0.5050 (0.1120) 0.3637 (0.1116)
Pseudo RZ 0.0246 0.0227 0.0128
N 679 680 678

Not: Standart hatalar parantez iginde. Base degigkenler: Ogrenci, Erkek, I¢ Anadolu Biiyiik.
2p<0.05; ® p<0.01; ¢ p<0.001.

Multinomial Probit Modeli

Bu boliimde, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesine iligkin
en onemli unsura yonelik katiimer derecelendirmeleri analiz edilmistir. Ilk
Once betimsel istatistikler sunulmus ve sonrasinda multinomial probit analiz
sonuclar1 rapor edilmistir.

Betimleyici istatistikler

Katilimcilardan Ogrenci kalitesi, 6gretim tyelerinin kalitesi ve miifredat
kalitesi olmak iizere ii¢ akademik kalite unsurunu, Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin akademik kalitesiyle iligkili olarak en 6nemliden en az 6nemliye
dogru siralamalar: istenmistir. Katilimcilarin hangisini en etkili unsur olarak
kabul ettigini arastirmak igin, sadece bir numarali tercihleri analize dahil
edilmistir. Katilimcilarin bir numarali tercihleri Tablo 7'de gosterilmektedir.
Her katilimcir grubun kendi icindeki ¢ogunlugu — akademik yoneticilerin %55%,
Ogretim tiiyelerinin %51°i ve 0grencilerin %44’i - 0gretim {iiyelerinin kalitesini
akademik kalitenin temel belirleyicisi olarak kabul etmistir. Bu bulgu, 6gretmen
kalitesi ile Ogrenci basaris1 arasindaki iligkiyi arastiran Onceki calismalarla
tutarhlik gostermektedir. Ornegin, Wilson ve arkadaglarmin (2001) 57 ayr
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calismanin incelenmesi sonucu elde ettigi bulgular, 6gretmen (6gretim iiyeleri)
nitelikleri ile 6grenci basarisi arasinda bir iliski oldugunu gostermektedir.
Ayrica belirtildigi gibi, 6gretmen kalitesi; harcamalar, sinif bityiikliigii, maag ve
diger bazi faktorlere nispeten Ogrenci basarisi ile daha giiclii bir sekilde
iligkilidir (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Ug katilimci grubun bir numarali faktér
olarak Ogretim iyelerinin kalitesini se¢me egilimlerinin 6nemli bir nedeni
egitsel baglamda anlasilabilir ve Tiirk egitim sisteminin onlarca yil miicadele
ettigi 6gretmen / O6gretim iyesi odakli egitim sistemi ya da bagka bir deyisle
“Ogretmen merkezli” egitim sisteminden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu konu, diger
bir deyisle tniversitelerde Ogretmen merkezli egitimden Ogrenci merkezli
egitim anlayisina gecme gerekliligi, Avrupa Universiteler Birligi araciligiyla
Crosier, Purser, and Smidt (2007) tarafindan hazirlanan “Trend Raporlari”nda
vurgulanmigs ve Avrupa Yiksekogretim Arena-Bologna Siireci'nin ¢atisi
altindaki tiim yiiksekogretim kurumlar icin giindem olarak belirlenmistir.
Fakat bu tiir bir egilimin baslica sebepleri, daha fazla ve detayl arastirma ve
analiz gerektirmektedir.

Ogretmen yetistirme programinin akademik Kalitesinde diger faktorlerin
onemine iliskin goriisler farklilik gostermistir. Ikinci en biiyiik 6grenci grubu
(%40) mifredat kalitesini en dnemli faktor olarak gériirken, yalnizca %16’lik
kesim Ogrenci kalitesinin en 6nemli faktor oldugunu belirtmistir. Bunun tersine,
akademik yoneticilerin (%35) ve 6gretim liyelerinin (%28) ikinci biiyiik gruplari
Ogrenci kalitesine daha fazla deger verirken, akademik yoOneticilerin yalnizca
%10’u ve Ogretim tyelerinin %?21’i miifredat kalitesini en Onemli kalite
belirleyicisi olarak desteklemektedir.

Table 7
OYP’lerin Akademik Kalitesini Tanimlamada Katilimcilarin 1 Numarah
Tercihleri
OYP lc?rln Akademik kalitesine Temel — Akademik A 1dir B 1dir C 1dir Total
iliskin ifadeler Paydaslar
Yoneticiler 11 17 3 31
%35 %55 %10 %100
A: Ogrenci Kalitesi (ifade A) ~ Ogretim Uyeleri 22 41 17 80
B: O. Uyesi Kalitesi (ifade B) %28 %51 %21 %100
C: Miifredat Kalitesi (ifade C) Ogrenciler 90 248 227 565
%16 %44 %40 %100
Toplam 123 306 247 676
%18 %45 %37 %100
Yiizdelik degerlerin ortalamasi %26 %50 %24 %100

Multinomial Probit Analizi

Birinci asamada genel kalite siralamalarimin analizi i¢in tanitilan
multinomial probit modeli, 0gretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik
kalitesini etkileyen kalite unsurlar1 icinden katilimcilarin bir numarah
tercihlerinin tahmini analizi icin de kullanilmistir. Ogrenci “6”, 6gretim iiyesi
“ol” ve mifredat “m” seklinde kodlanmustir.
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Tablo 8, akademik kalite unsurlar1 arasindan katilimcilarin bir numaral
secimlerine iliskin tahmin sonuglarin1 gdstermektedir. Tahmin sonugclari,
katiimcilarin akademik konumlar ile ii¢ akademik kalite unsuru icinden bir
numarali tercihleri arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli iligkilerin oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Bulgular, diger katilimci 6zellikleri sabit tutuldugunda, bir
akademik yoOneticinin, 6grencilere kiyasla en onemli unsur olarak miifredat
kalitesi yerine dgrenci kalitesini segmesinin %18.08 ve miifredat kalitesi yerine
Ogretim tiyesi kalitesini segmesinin %9.65 daha olast oldugunu gostermektedir.
Ogrenci kalitesine kargt miifredat kalitesi ve &gretim iiyesi kalitesine karsi
miifredat kalitesine yOnelik yonetici ve Ogrenci segimleri arasinda yapilan
karsilastirmalar, akademik yoOneticilere nazaran Ogrencilerin miifredat
kalitesini, 6grenci ve Ogretim iiyesi kalitesinden daha ¢ok destekledigine isaret
etmektedir. Ikisinin de i¢ akademik toplulugun bir parcasi olarak kabul
edilmesine ve genel kalitenin tanimima yonelik ayni algiya sahip oldugu
varsayllmasina (ayrica Asama 1’de kanitlanmasina) ragmen, yOneticiler ve
Ogrenciler arasindaki bu biiyilk farkliliklar (%18 ve %10), farkli paydas
gruplarin akademik kaliteyi nasil farkli tanimladigina iyi bir Ornektir. Fakat
goriildiigii gibi, akademik bakig acisini nasil tanimladiklar alt gruplar arasinda
farklilik gostermektedir.

Diger degiskenler kontrol edildikten sonra, 6gretim iiyesi degiskeni benzer
anlamli sonuclar ortaya cikarmigtir: bir 6gretim iiyesinin Ogrencilere kiyasla,
O0gretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesini agiklamada en 6nemli
unsur olarak miifredat kalitesi yerine Ogrenci kalitesini se¢cmesi %11.91 ve
miifredat kalitesi yerine Ogretim iiyesi kalitesini se¢mesi %4,7 daha olasi
goziikmektedir. Bulgulara gore, akademik yoneticiler ve oOgretim {iyeleri,
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesini tanimlamada 6grenci
kalitesine yonelik 0grencilerden daha olumlu tutumlara sahiptir. Bu bulgular,
Ogrenci 0z yeterliginden ve dgrencilerin basar1 ve basarisizligr akademik kaliteyi
tanimlamada Ogrenci kalitesine daha az sorumluluk veren Ogretim iiyesi ve
miifredat gibi dig faktorlere yormasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu, caliymanin
odak noktasi degildir ve daha fazla arastirma ile daha kapsamli bir dogrulama
gerektirmektedir, ancak Meraler ve Adigiizel (2012)’in &grencilerin
yiikksekogretim kalitesinin bir gostergesi olarak 6grenci roliine daha az destek
verdigini agiga ¢ikaran bulgulariyla benzerlik gostermektedir.

Bu calismanin birinci asamasindan elde edilen bulgular goz 6ntine alindiginda,
temel akademik paydaslarin, konumlarina bakilmaksizin, akademik goriisii kamu
ve yonetim goriiglerinin tizerinde tutma egiliminde oldugu gériilmektedir. Ancak,
temel akademik paydaglarin bu akademik bakig acisini algilama bigimleri ve
bunun sonucunda akademik kalitenin tanimi s6z konusu oldugunda, temel
akademik paydaslar yorumlarinda bazi farkliliklar gostermektedir. Bulgulara
gore, akademik paydaslar akademik kalitenin {i¢ unsurunu da yiiksek oranlarla
desteklemesine ragmen, en Onemli unsura yonelik secimler s6z konusu olunca,
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akademik yoOneticiler, Ogretim {yeleri ve Ogrenciler arasinda farkliliklara
rastlanmaktadir. Alan yazinda vurgulandigi gibi, yiiksekogretimde evrensel bir
kalite tanimina yonelik paydag gruplar arasinda fikir birliginin bulunmadigi, ayni
akademik c¢evreden olduklar1 ve bu nedenle de benzer kalite anlayisini
benimsedikleri varsayllmaksizin, bu az sayida katilimci tarafindan test edilmekte
ve dogrulanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, politika yapicilar, devlet gorevlileri,
yiiksekogretim kurullar1 ve birimleri igin bu arastirmadan daha 6nemli dersler
c¢ikmaktadir. Akademik hayatlarina dair tamamen farkli bakis agilarim
benimseyen ve tiniversitelerine iliskin farkli 6nceliklere ve beklentilere sahip olan
iki Ogrenciyi yan yana bulmak ne kadar kolay oldugu disiiniildiigiinde,
paydaslarin kaliteye iliskin degisik bakis acilarinin ve algillarinin varhigini kabul
etmek onemli bir ihtiyagtir. Dikkat edilmelidir ki, tiim yiiksekdgretim sistemini,
kalite tanimi sadece miisteri-tedarikgi iligkisinde, yiiksekOgretimi ulusal
ekonominin bir motoru olarak ekonomik gelisim ve ulusal bilylimenin kalite bakig
acisina hapseden hizmet endiistrisinin beklentileri yoniinde yapilandirmak, tek tip
akreditasyon, kalite gilivencesi ve izleme mekanizmalarinin ortaya g¢ikmasiyla
sonuclanacak, diger seslerin ve alternatif model ve mekanizmalarin hayat
bulmasina firsat vermeyecektir.

Tablo 8

Katilimcilanin  Akademik Kalite Ifadeleri Arasindaki [k Tercihlerinin MNP
Tahmin Sonucglar

Ogrenci Kalitesine karsin Ogretim Uyesi Kalitesine karsin
Degigkenler Miifredat Kalitesi Miifredat Kalitesi
Coefficients Marjinal Etkiler Coefficients Marjinal Etkiler
(%) (%)

Yoneticiler 1.4828° 18.08 1.11742 9.65
(0.4574) (0.4415)

Ogretim Uyeleri 0.8282° 11.91 0.5219* 4.70
(0.2636) (0.2429)

Ogrenciler Base Base

Kontrol Degiskenleri

Kadin -0.3278 -5.23 -0.1435 -0.57
(0.1898) (0.1683)

Erkek Base Base

I¢ Anadolu Kiigiik 0.3295 7.95 -0.0679 -5.93
(0.2174) (0.1934)

Marmara Biiyiik -0.0810 -2.51 0.0837 3.43
(0.1967) (0.1967)

Marmara Kiigiik -0.0786 1.02 -0.2429 -6.50
(0.2370) (0.2008)

i¢ Anadolu Biiyiik Base Base

Sabit -0.5019° 0.2390
(0.2012) (0.1767)

Predictions 0.1781

Log likelihood -681.283

# of observations 676

Not: Standart hatalar parantez icinde. Base degiskenler: Ogrenci, Erkek, Ic Anadolu Biiyiik.
ap<0.05;® p<0.01; © p<0.001.
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Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Diinyada yiiksekogretim kurumlari, toplumun ve devletin her kosesinden
biiyiik bir baski ve inceleme altindadir. Bu zorlu ortamda 6gretmen yetistirme
programlari, uluslarin okullarina 6gretmen saglama rolii nedeniyle halktan ve
hiikiimetten ozel ilgi gormektedir. Incelemenin biiyiik kismi, halkin parasinin
bliyik bir bolimiini harcarken bu programlarin nitelikli 6gretmenler
uretmedeki basarisizligini sorgulayan hesap verebilirlik bakis acisindan
gelmektedir.

Tirkiye baglaminda, dikkatlerin ¢ogu bu programlarin ve bu kurumlardan
mezun oOgretmenlerin kalitesinin iizerine toplanmustir. Ogretmen Kkalitesi,
kaliteli 6gretim ve 6gretmen egitimi kalitesi arasindaki giiclii ve karmasik iliski
g0z oOniine alindiginda, PK-12 okullarinda 6gretme ve 6grenme kalitesinden
yoksunluk, ulusal diizeydeki sinavlarda 6grenci performanslarinin diisiikliigii ve
egitim sisteminde niteliksiz 6gretmenlere yonelik elestiriler etrafinda yapilan
tim tartismalar, dikkatin c¢ogunu Tirkiye'deki Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin kalitesine yonlendirmektedir. Alan yazinda vurgulandigi gibi,
topluluktaki herkesin genel anlamda egitim sisteminin kalitesi ve oOzellikle
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin kalitesi hakkinda sdyleyecegi bir seyi olsa
da, "kalite" teriminin her birey tarafindan kabul edilen agik ve saglam bir tanimi
yoktur. Tanima dair fikir birliginin olmamasi, cesitli paydas gruplarinin kalite
iyilestirme, hesap verebilirlik ve kalite giivencesine yonelik taleplerine karsilik
vermek icin gosterilen cabalar1 gecersiz kilmaktadir.

Bulgular, temel akademik paydaslarin konumlari ne olursa olsun, 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarina iliskin genel kalite taniminda daha ¢ok akademik
bakis agisin1 benimseme egiliminde olugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Katilimcilar
¢ akademik kalite unsuruna ve bu unsurlarin Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin akademik kalitesi iizerindeki etkilerine yonelik egilimlerinde
benzerlikler ve farkliliklar gosterdigi icin, akademik bakis acisini ne kadar
benimsedikleri farklilagsmaktadir.

Politikalar ve Gelecekteki Arastirmalara Yonelik Oneriler

Takip eden béliimlerde, yiiksekdgretim ve 0gretmen yetistirme politikasina
ve gelecekteki arastirmalara iligkin Oneriler tartisilmistir.

Egitim ve Ogretmen Yetistirme Politikast

Bu calisma, paydas gruplarin yiikksekogretim kalite tanimina yonelik algilari
ve yiksekogretime iliskin Oncelikleri, beklentileri ve ihtiyaclar1 agisindan ne
kadar heterojen oldugunu hem politika yapicilara hem de ulusal diizeydeki
yiikksekogretim kurumlarina bildirmenin ilk adimini olusturmaktadir. Devam
eden Ogretmen yetistirme programlari uygulamalarinda en Onemli ve aym
zamanda en etkili grup olarak kabul edilen temel akademik paydaslar karar
verme siirecinden uzaktir (Theall, 2002). Bu durumda, bu arastirmaya, uzun
siiredir goz ardi edilen bu paydas grubun algilar1 hakkinda temel politikacilari
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ve alan yazin1 bilgilendirme ve egitme siirecini baglatmak igin gerek
duyulmustur. Bulgulara gore, temel akademik paydaslarin cogunlugu akademik
kaliteyi, Tiurk kamu Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin kalitesini
tanimlamadaki en Onemli bakig acis1 olarak degerlendirmektedir. Politika
yapicilar ve 0gretmen yetistirme programlar1 yoneticileri farkli bakig agilarina
ve farkli paydas gruplarin sesine daha fazla ilgi gostermelidir. Yiiksekdgretim
kurumlarinin, ginlik faaliyetlerine dair karar verme siirecine daha fazla
akademik paydasi dahil etmesi gerekmektedir. YiiksekOgretim igin
akreditasyon ve kalite giivencesi mekanizmalar1 olusturma cagrilarina ve
yitksekogretim sistemini Avrupa miittefikleri ile uyumlu hale getirme cabalarina
yanit olarak, Tiirk yiiksekogretim kurulu ve politika yapicilar kalite ile ilgili bu
cabalara yonelik daha fazla bakis agisini, 6zellikle de glinliik caligmalarda etkisi
biiyiik olan temel akademik paydas gruplarinin bakis agisini, dikkate almali ve
hizmet sektoriiniin sinirlar igerisinde sikisan bu kalite gelistirme ve giivence
mekanizmalarini tilke geneline yaymalidir.

Alan yazina paralel olarak (Volkwein, 1986, Watts, 1984), bu arastirmanin
bulgular;, Ogretim tyesi kalitesinin katiimcir gruplarin cogu tarafindan
akademik kalitenin tanimlanmasinda en 6nemli unsur olarak kabul edildigini
gostermektedir. Ancak, Tirk yiiksekogretim sistemi 0gretim iyesi kalitesinin
giivence altina alinmasina yonelik bir mekanizmaya ve tenure tarzi bir
uygulamaya sahip degildir. Bu onemli rol goz Oniine alindiginda, hem
yiksekogretim kurulu hem de yiiksekogretim kurumlart Ogretim iyesi
kaynaklarinin kalitesini saglamak icin bdyle mekanizmalar kurmalidir. Fakat
bunu yaparken, tavsiyelere uymak ve hem alan yazindaki (Moore, 1987,
Murray, 2001; Zeichner, 2006) tartismalarda hem de bu calismada aragtirmact
tarafindan One siirillen politika tavsiyesinde Ozetlenen tehlikelerden uzak
durmak o6nemlidir. Ornegin, Moore (1987) akreditasyon kurumlarini,
Onerdikleri Ogretim iyesi kalite standartlarinin ¢ok genel ve kalite
gostergelerinden yoksun olmasi nedeniyle elestirmistir. Moore’un yami sira,
Zeichner (2006) de, farkli sekilde de olsa, devlet diizeyindeki ve ulusal
diizeydeki akreditasyon cabalarim elestirmistir. Buna gore, 6gretmen yetistirme
programlarindan uzun zamandir kurum diizeyinde degerlendirme
mekanizmalar1 olusturmak icin zaman ve kaynaklariin 6nemli bir boliimiinii
tahsis etmeleri ve portfdy ve raporlar yoluyla devlet diizeyindeki ve ulusal
diizeydeki akreditasyon ve onay prosediirlerine yanit vermeleri istenmektedir
ve bu da Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin nitelikli 6gretmen yetistirme
hedefini gerceklestirmesine engel olmaktadir. Ogretmen yetistirme programlari
icin kalite standardizasyon c¢abalarmi tartisan Murray (2001), 6gretim {yesi
kalitesi standartlarinin ne oldugu ya da ne olmasi gerektigi tizerine fikir
birliginin olmamasma ragmen, Ogretim {iyeleri i¢in olusturulan kalite
standartlarina kars1 asir1 bir baghiligin oldugunu ileri siirerek biitiin konuyu
Ozetlemektedir.
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Her li¢ paydas grubu da bir Ogretmen yetistirme programimin ya da
yiikksekogretim kurumunun kalitesini tanimlamada akademik bakig acisinin en
Onemli unsur oldugunu kabul ederken, gruplarin akademik kalite tanimlarinda
en Onemli unsura yonelik goriisleri farkliik gostermektedir. Bulgular,
ogrencilerin miifredat kalitesini Ogretmen yetistirme program Kkalitesinin
Onemli bir 6gesi olarak nitelendirdigini gostermektedir. Diger taraftan, 6gretim
uyeleri ve akademik yOneticiler miifredat kalitesine daha az ilgi gostermektedir.
Ogretim iiyelerinin dersin icerigi bir yana, dersin adini bile degistirme yetkisinin
olmamasi da alan yazinda elestirilmektedir (Guven, 2008). Burada, 6gretmen
yetistirme miifredatinin hazirlanmasinda bir miktar esnekli§in gerektigini
belirtmek onemlidir. Boylelikle, 6gretim tyeleri yeni dersler olusturabilir ve
Ogrenciler ulusal diizeyde zorunlu mifredat yerine daha esnek ders
segenekleriyle kendi akademik gelisimlerine katilabilir. Bu  Oneri,
yitksekogretimdeki diger tiim alanlar igin de gecerli ve Onemlidir.

Akademik kalite unsurlarina yonelik katiimci bakis acilar1 analiz
edildiginde, Ogretim {iiyeleri ve akademik yoOneticilerin Ogrenci kalitesini
akademik kalitenin en dnemli unsurlarindan biri olarak gordiikleri de tespit
edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, Tirkiye'de Ogretmen yetistirme programlari da
dahil olmak tizere yiiksekdgretime Ogrenci kabulii (se¢me ve yerlestirme),
ulusal diizeydeki sinav puanlarina dayali olarak yiiksekogretim sistemindeki
merkez organ tarafindan yiiriitilmektedir. Ogretmen olmak isteyen adaylar igin
Ozel bir standart yoktur. Goodlad (1991), adaylarin kisilik ve yetkinliklerini goz
Oniine almak yerine, onlar1 degerlendirmek icin standartlagtirilmig testleri
kullanmalar1 nedeniyle Ogretmen yetistirme programlarii elestirmektedir.
Goodlad’a gore: “Akademik ve klinik 6gretim {iyelerinden olusan sorumlu
grup, ahlaki, etik ve kiiltiirel sorumluluklara baglilik gosteren adaylara ayrilacak
kontenjana karar vermelidir” (p. 282).

Boyd ve digerleri (2009) ve Young (1995), daha nitelikli adaylarin meslege
dahil edilmesinin 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin kalitesini devam ettirmek
icin cok Onemli bir unsur olduguna isaret etmektedir. Bu noktada, Tiirk
Ogretmen yetistirme sisteminin, Ogretmen yetistirme programlarina kendi
Ogrencilerini segme olanagl veren en azindan bazi ek mekanizmalara ihtiyaci
vardir, ciinkii Tirkiye’de yliksekOgretime giris hala bir tartisma konusudur ve
merkezi Ogrenci secme ve yerlestirme mekanizmasimi higbir alternatif
getirmeden kaldirmak biitiin yliksekogretim sistemini felce ugratabilir. Ancak,
bu calisma, politika yapicilari, etkililigi toplumun her kesimi tarafindan
sorgulanan mevcut dgrenci segme ve yerlestirme mekanizmasinin cesitli paydas
beklentilerine cevap verecek etkili bir alternatifle degistirilmesi gerektigi
konusunda bilgilendirmekten kacinmayacaktir.

Ozetle, bu gahismanin vurguladigi ana bulgulardan biri, yiiksekdgretim
sisteminin cekirdegini olusturan temel akademik paydaglar arasinda, genelde
yilksekogretimin genel kalitesi ve O0zelde Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin
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genel kalitesinin tanimlanmasina iligkin akademik bakis agisina yonelik bir
egilimin oldugudur. Calisma aym1 zamanda, akademik bakis agisinin kaliteyi,
Ogrencilerin yiiksekogretimdeki akademik gelisimlerine katilimlariin yani sira,
bilgi ve beceri gelisimi sayesinde Ogrencilerin gelismesi ve giliclenmesine
dayanan deger ekleme ve 0grenci doniisiimii goriisleri agisindan tanimladigini
gostermektedir. Bu tamimlama sekli, sanayi tarafindan uyarlanan ve
yiikksekogretim alanindaki anahtar yoneticiler, politika yapicilar ve hiikiimet
yetkilileri tarafindan benimsenen kalite uygulamalarindan kaynaklanan yaygin
inan¢ ve anlayigin aksini yansitmaktadir. Politika yapicilar, yoneticiler ve
hiikiimet yetkilileri tarafindan dikkatli bir sekilde degerlendirilmesi gereken bir
diger ¢cok Onemli bulguya gore, alan yazinda vurgulandigi ve bu caligmanin
bulgular tarafindan onaylandig1 gibi, birbirlerine yakin cevrelerde bulunan ve
bu yiizden aym kalite algisina sahip olduklar1 varsayilan katilimci gruplar
arasinda bile “kalite” gibi zor anlagilir bir terimin tanimina dair fikir birliginin
olmasi neredeyse imkansizdir. Bulgular, paydaslarin kaliteyle ilgili tanimlarinin
cok Oznel ve kisisel oldugunu ve akademik kalite algisina dair aym fikirde
olmalarina ragmen, goriislerinin alt gruplar arasinda degistigini gostermektedir.

Gelecek Calismalar

Alan yazinda kalite tanimina iliskin paydas gruplar arasinda benzerlik ve
farkliliklar1 inceleyen karsilagtirmali calismalar bulunmadigr igin, alan yazindaki
bu boslugu doldurmaya calisan ilk calismalardan olan bu arastirma, gelecekteki
caligmalar icin bazi Onerilerde bulunmakta ve farkli yollar ileri siirmektedir. Bu
calisma, yiiksekOgretim kurumlari igin Ozel tasarlanmigs ve yiiksekdgretim
kurumlarindaki her program ve alan tarafindan kalite tanimin1 aragtirmak igin
kullanilabilecek bir paydas modeli Onermektedir. Burada, bu modelin
yilksekogretim sektori igin kalite tanimina genel bir cergeve saglanmasinda
Onemli olacagi Onerilmektedir. Bu gergeve yalnizca bireysel diizeydeki paydas
gruplarina istinaden gelistirildiginden, Orgiitsel diizeydeki paydaslarin dahil
edilmesi gelecek arastirmalar i¢in bir bagka yon olacaktir. Caligmada bireysel
diizeydeki paydaglarin algilar incelenirken, gruplar arasindaki benzerlik ve
farkliliklara ek olarak, genel kalite ve akademik kalite ile ilgili yalnizca temel
akademik paydaslarin bakis acilar1 tartigilmistir. Bu gorts acisindan dogan iki
Oneri vardir. Birincisi, diger bireysel diizeydeki paydas gruplarina ait algilarin
da incelenmesi gerektigidir. Ikinci olarak ise, grup iiyelerinin ozellikleri
katilimer bakis agisini etkileyebileceginden, her katilimci grup ile derinlemesine
bir grup analizi yapimasi onerilmektedir. Ozellikle, Ogretim iiyelerinin
akademik konumlar1 (profesodr, dogent, yardimci dogent, vb.), akademik
yoneticilerin deneyim siiresi, 6grenci smnif diizeyi (birinci, ikinci, {iciinci ve
dordiincii sinif) ve ii¢ grubun da hem genel hem akademik kaliteye iligkin bakig
acilar1 incelenmelidir.

Bulgular, 6gretim tiyelerinin kalitesinin, 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin
akademik kalitesini tamimlamadaki en Onemli unsurlardan biri oldugunu
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gostermektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, alan yazinda arastirildigr ve vurgulandigi
gibi, 6gretim tiyelerinin bu programlarin sahip oldugu kalite iizerinde biiyiik bir
etkisi vardir (Moore, 1987; Murray, 2001; Volkwein, 1986; Watts, 1984;
Zeichner, 2006). Arastirmacinin bu egilim i¢in gosterdigi tek neden, 6gretmen
merkezli egitim olarak da adlandirilan 6gretmen / 6gretim iiyesi odakl egitimin
cogu yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda hala en yaygin uygulama olmasidir. Bu
diisiince aym1 zamanda, Ogrencilerin Ogrenci kalitesinin akademik kalite
iizerindeki etkisine ilgi gostermeme nedenini de aciklayabilir. Bu yiizden,
ogretmen merkezli egitim ile akademik program kalitesine yonelik Ogretim
iiyelerine atfedilen rol ve kalite arasindaki iliski arastiriimalidir. Ote yandan,
Ogretim iyelerinin kalitesine katilimcilar tarafindan biiyiik 6nem verilirken,
fakiilte kalite gostergelerinin, belgelendirme zorunlulugunun ve alan yazinda
gosterilen standartlarin belirsizligi konusu (Moore, 1987; Murray, 2001; Watts,
1984) hala giindemdedir ve paydaslarin Ogretim {yelerinin kalite
gostergelerinden hangilerine 6nem verdigini belirlemek icin paydaslarin bakig
acilar1 karsilagtirilarak incelenmelidir. Bulgular ayrica, akademik yoneticilerin
ve Ogretim iyelerinin, 0gretmen yetistirme programlarinin akademik kalitesini
tanimlarken 6grenci kalitesinin etkilerine iligkin 6grencilere gore daha olumlu
tutumlara sahip olduklarini gostermektedir. Ogrencilerin, 6gretim iiyeleri ve
akademik yoOneticiler ile kiyasladiginda, 6grenci kalitesinin 6gretmen yetistirme
programlarinin akademik kalitesi {izerindeki etkisine karst daha ilgisiz
olmalarinin altinda yatan nedenler ve etkenler burada incelenmemistir ve bu
Ogrenci egiliminin neden ve sonuglarini arastirmak icin daha fazla aragtirmaya
ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.
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