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Ozet: Bu calismada, Ogrenme Giigliigii Destek Egitim Programi’nin (OGDEP) 6grenci
gortigleri dogrultusunda degerlendirilmesi i¢in, Aydmlatici Program Degerlendirme
Modeli (APDM)’ne dayali bir 6lgek gelistirilmesi amaglanmaktadir. Olgegin gelistirilme
asamasinda, uzman goriisleri alinmis, kapsam ve yap:1 gegerligi pilot uygulama ile test
edilmistir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan taslak 6lgek
maddeleri 2022-2023 egitim-6gretim yilinda ii¢ calisma grubu olarak OGDEP’den
yararlanan toplam 502 grenciye uygulanmistir. Olgek gelistirme kapsaminda uzman
gorilisleri dogrultusunda pilot uygulama gergeklestirilmis, Slgegin kapsam ve yapi
gecerligi test edilmistir. A¢imlayici Faktér Analizi sonucu meydana gelen oGlgek
yapisinin gecerligi, Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi ile test edilmistir. Analizler sonucunda,
APDM Program Degetlendirme Olgegi (Ogrenci Formu)’ni (APDMPDO-OF) olusturan
16 madde ve tek faktorlii model dogrulanmistir. Olgegin acikladig: toplam varyans %

62.30 olarak tespit edilmistir. Olgek maddelerine iliskin faktor yiik degerleri 0.30 ile 0.88
arasinda degismektedir. Analizler sonucu, APDMPDO-OF’nin gegerli ve giivenilir
sonuglar verdigi ve APDM’ye dayali olarak OGDEP’in degerlendirilmesine yonelik
ogrenci gortislerini 6l¢gmek amaciyla kullanilabilecegi sdylenebilir.
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GIRIS

Gliniimiiz kapsayict egitim uygulamalan ile birlikte bireysel farkliliklar egitim alaninda Gnem
kazanmaya baslamis, bireysel farkliliklar 6grenme siireclerinde daha fazla gozetilen bir kavram olmustur
(Aktan, 2023). Ozel egitim, bireysel farkliliklara dayali bir egitim anlayisina dayanmakta olup; bireyin kisisel,
sosyal ve 0grenme Ozellikleri dikkate alinarak, gereksinimlerine uygun &gretim siiregleri planlanmakta ve
uygulanmaktadir (Zigmond & Kloo, 2017).

Ozel egitim; ogrenme, sosyal, duygusal, davramgsal ve fiziksel alanlarda yetersizlik yasayan
ogrencilere, 6zel olarak hazirlanmig programlar ve 6zel olarak yetistirilmis uzmanlar aracilig ile arastirma
temelli, sistematik 6gretim ve destek hizmetlerinin saglanmasidir (Kauffman & Hallahan, 2011). Bu baglamda
0zel egitimin amaci, 6zel gereksinimli bireyleri ilgi ve ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda gelisimlerini en iist diizeyde
saglamak ve onlar1 toplumda bagimsiz bireyler olarak yer alabilecek sekilde yetistirmektir (Bryant vd., 2019).
Ozel gereksinimli bireyler 6ncelikli olarak, genel egitim smiflarinda akranlari ile birlikte olmak iizere,
yetersizlik tiir ve derecesine gore farkli egitim ortamlarinda 6grenim gérmektedirler (Armstrong vd., 2016).
Gereksimim temelli saglanan destek hizmetleri ile gergeklestirilen kaynastirma uygulamalari, 6zel
gereksinimli 6grencilerin sosyal uyumlan ile akademik gelisimlerinin saglanmasi amacii tagimaktadir
(Aktan, 2021; Hornby, 2011). Kaynastirma uygulamalarmin basarisi i¢in 6grencilere sinif iginde 6zel egitim
Ogretmeni destegi, 6gretim uyarlamalari, akran destegi; sinif disinda danigmanlik, uzman destegi, destek egitim
odas1 destegi, ek 6gretim destekleri gibi destek hizmetleri saglanmaktadir (Aktan, 2020; Kutay, 2018; Paulsrud
& Nilholm, 2023). Bu desteklerden biri de okul diginda desteklerden biri olup yetersizlik odakli olarak
gelistirilen destek egitim programlaridir.

Tiirkiye’de destek egitim programlar1 Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB) tarafindan ilk defa 2008 yilinda,
alanda ¢alisgan Ogretim iyeleri, uzmanlar ve Ogretmenlerin goriisleri dogrultusunda, 6zel gereksinimli
ogrencilerin yetersizlik tiirleri ile gereksinimleri dikkate alinarak, yedi farkli yetersizlik alaninda modiiler
programlar olarak hazirlanmstir (MEB, 2008). Ozel egitimdeki yeni gelismeler sonucu, MEB tarafindan
ogretim uyeleri, 0gretmenler ile farkli alan uzmanlarinin katilimi ile 6grenen merkezli, 6gretmene rehber,
giincel icerikler ile giincel yontem ve tekniklere dayali olarak, 2021 yilinda yeni destek egitim programlari
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gelistirilmistir. Yenilenen destek egitim programlariyla 6zel gereksinimli bireylerin; 6z bakim, giinliik yasam,
dil ve iletisim, biligsel, sosyal, duygusal ve bedensel gelisim alanlarindaki ilerlemeleri; temel akademik
becerileri kazanmalari, milli ve manevi degerleri edinmeleri ile toplumla etkilesim kurmalarmin ve
biitiinlesmelerinin saglanmasi amaclanmaktadir. Ayrica, toplumda bagimsiz bireyler olarak yasamlarini
stirdiiriilebilmeleri desteklenmektedir. Destek egitim programlari; zihinsel yetersizlik, otizm, dil ve konugma
giicligii, isitme yetersizligi, gérme yetersizligi, bedensel yetersizlik ve 6grenme giigliigii olmak tizere yedi
yetersizlik alanindaki bireylere yonelik olarak hazirlanmigtir (MEB, 2021).

OGDEP ile okuma, yazma ve matematik konularinda problem yasayan bireylerin; dil ve iletigim, alg1,
motor planlama, bellek, sosyal uyum, 6z diizenleme, okuryazarlik, matematik becerilerinin desteklenmesi
hedeflenmektedir. OGDEP, alt:1 modiilden ve toplam 1100 ders saatinden olusmaktadir. Program; 6grenen
merkezli program tasarimi esas alinarak, ilerlemecilik yaklagimi ile pragmatist diisiincenin egitime yansimalari
dogrultusunda gelistirilmistir. Modiiler olarak hazirlan program ile 6grenen merkezli bir anlayisla ve bireyin
performansina dayali olarak, uygulamada onerilen yontem ve teknikler araciligiyla bireylerin desteklenmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Bireyin mevcut performansi ve egitim gereksinimleri dikkate alinarak, OGDEP’e dayali
dayali olarak her birey icin Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Programi (BEP) hazirlanmali ve uygulanmalidir (Aktan
& Orakci, 2026; MEB, 2021). OGDEP, 6zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerinde grenme giigliigii tanisi
bireylere uygulanmaktadir. ilk olarak 2021 yilinda uygulanmaya baslanan programmn etkililigini ortaya
koymak amaciyla, hem programi uygulayanlar hem de programdan yararlanan bireylerin goriiglerine dayal
olarak yapilan degerlendirmelerin, programa dayali &gretimin niteligine katki saglayabilecegi
diistiniilmektedir.

Program degerlendirme, program gelistirmenin son asamasidir. Bu siireg; programin amaglarina ne
ol¢tide ulasildigini belirlemek, programin isleyisine yonelik veriler toplamak ve programin etkililigi hakkinda
karar vermek amaciyla yiiriitiliir (Chen, 2005; Oliva, 2009). Program degerlendirme, hazirlanan yeni bir
egitim programinin uygulamadaki isleyisini gorme ve sahadan elde edilen verilere dayanarak programi
gelistirme i¢in yiriitiilen dinamik bir siirectir (Marsh & Willis, 2007). Program degerlendirme siireci, program
ile degerlendirme modeli ve buna dayali veri toplama araglarinin belirlendigi planlama agamasi, program
degerlendirme modeline uygun veri toplama araglari ile verilerin toplanmasi, analizi ve yorumlanmasini igeren
uygulama asamasi ile program degerlendirme verilerine dayali programdaki eksikliklerin belirlendigi
degerlendirme agamasi olmak iizere {i¢ asamada gerceklestirilir. Program degerlendirmek amaciyla Tyler,
Cronbach, Campbell ve Stanley, Stake, Stufflebeam, Scriven, Suchman, Alkin, Guba, Provus, Weiss gibi
farkli kisiler tarafindan ¢esitli program degerlendirme modelleri gelistirilmistir (Madaus vd., 2012). Katilime1
goriisleri odakli program degerlendirme modellerinden biri de APDM’dir (Burden, 2017; Parlett & Hamilton,
1977).

APDM’de hazirlanan program; 6gretmen, dgrenci, program gelistirme uzman ve alan uzman gibi
dogrudan ilgili katilimcilar tarafindan degerlendirilerek, programin aksayan yonlerinin belirlenmesi
amaclanmaktadir (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Bu modelde, programin siireci; programin uygulandigi kurumlar
ve programdan yararlanan paydaslarin programa yonelik degerlendirmeleri ele alinmakta, ayrica programin
ogrencilerin akademik ve sosyal gelisimlerine olan etkileri de ele alinmaktadir (Oziidogru & Adigiizel, 2016).
Bunun yam sira, programin uygulanmasinda karsilagilan problemler, programa 6gretmen, 6grenci ve diger
paydaslarin katilim diizeyleri, kullanilan arag-gereglerin ve diger etkenlerin programa etkisi ile programin
ogrencilere olan yansimalar1 da degerlendirme kapsamina alinmaktadir (Usun, 2016). Modelde, programin
uygulanmasinda yonelik resmi dokiimanlar, raporlar, uygulamaya yonelik agiklamalar, donanimsal imkénlar
igeren Ggretim sistemi ile 6gretmen ve o6grencilerin etkilesimde bulunduklar1 6grenme ortami olmak tizere iki
temel kavram s6z konusudur (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). APDM, programdan beklenen c¢iktilar ile 6grenme
ortaminda gerceklesen 6grenmeler arasinda iligkiye odaklanmaktadir.

Ogretim programlarinda hedeflenen ciktilara ulasabilmek igin, programm etkili olarak uygulanmasi
biiyilk 6nem tasir. Bu dogrultuda, programin uygulanmasi siirecinde karsilagilan olumlu ya da olumsuz
durumlar1 belirlemek ve programin etkililigini artirmak magiyla, programdan dogrudan etkilenen
katilimcilarin deneyimleri ve duygularn dikkate alinmaktadir (Cahapay, 2020). Bu nedenle 6gretmen, 6grenci,
uzman ve aile gibi farkli paydaglarin hem programin uygulanmasina yonelik goriisleri hem de sinif i¢i 6gretim
stireclerine iliskin deneyimleri degerlendirme kapsamina alimmmaktadir (Richards, 2001). Bu cercevede,
APDM,; ideal bir egitim programinin nasil olmasi gerektigine dair nitelikli bilgiler sunmayi, katilimer goriisleri
dogrultusunda programin giiclii ve gelistirilmesi gereken yonlerini belirlemeyi ve programin 6grencilerin
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akademik ve sosyal gelisimlerine katkilarini degerlendirmeyi amaglar. Ayrica model, mevcut programin basari
ya da yetersizlik nedenlerine iliskin ayrintili analizler yapilabilmesi i¢in degerlendiricilere kapsamli veri
toplama imkéni1 sunar (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Bu amagla, model kapsaminda hem nitel (gbzlem, goriisme,
dokiiman incelemesi vb.) hem de nicel (test, anket, dlcek vb.) veri toplama yontemlerinden yararlanilmaktadir
(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2009).

Program degerlendirme ¢alismalarinda olgeklerin kullanimi yaygin bir uygulamadir. Tiirkiye’de ilgili
alayazim incelendiginde, program degerlendirme aragtirmalarina veri saglamak amaciyla derslere yonelik
Ogretim programlart igin (Bal & Arslan, 2021; Karabay-Turan vd., 2019) ve genel olarak farkli amaglarla
hazirlanan programlarin degerlendirilmesine yonelik 6lgme araclart gelistirildigi goriilmektedir (Adigiizel,
2015; Akinci & Kose, 2019; Altmsoy & Kiigiiksiileymanoglu, 2021; Aslan vd., 2016). Ogretim programlarinin
degerlendirilmesine iliskin caligmalar igin gelistirilen 6lgme araglarinda, degerlendirme modeli olarak
ozellikle CIPP modeli (Copur vd., 2021; Kavan, 2023) ve APDM (Aktan vd., 2025; Adigiizel & Oziidogru,
2014) temel alimmustir. Yapilan arastirmalar incelendiginde, alanyazinda program degerlendirme amaciyla bazi
olgek gelistirme ¢aligmalart yapildig1 goriilmektedir. APDM’nin esas alindig1 iki 6lgme araci oldugu ve hedef
kitlesinin ise dgretmenler oldugu goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte APDM’ye dayali, 6grencilerin program
hakkinda goriislerinin degerlendirilmesine yonelik bir 6l¢me aracinin heniiz gelistirilmedigi tespit edilmistir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Program degerlendirme ¢aligmalarinda gozlem, goriisme, dokiiman inceleme, 6l¢ek ve anket gibi hem
nicel hem de nitel 6lgme araclarindan yararlanilmaktadir (Rao & Woolcock, 2003). Ancak gozlem, goriisme,
dokiiman inceleme gibi nitel veri toplama yontemleri, zaman alici1 olmalar1 ve yorumlayicinin 6znel
degerlendirmelerine acik yapilar1 nedeniyle bazi smirliliklar igermektedir (Chen, 2010). Bu nedenle, ¢ok
sayida katilimeciin programa iliskin goriislerinin objektif ve sistematik olarak toplanabilmesi i¢in gecerli ve
giivenilir 6lgme araglarina ihtiyag duyulmaktadir. Ogrenme giigliigii olan 6grenciler igin hazirlanmis OGDEP
baglaminda, programimn o6grenci gorlisleri dogrultusunda degerlendirilmesine olanak taniyan gegerli ve
giivenilir bir Olgegin gelistirilmesi, degerlendirme siirecinin katilimci odakli ve objektif bir sekilde
yiiriitiilmesine dnemli katkilar saglayabilir.

APDM, bir programin etkililigini yalnizca nicel ¢iktilar ile birlikte, programdan dogrudan etkilenen
ogretmenler, Ogrenciler, alan uzmanlar1 ve program gelistiriciler gibi paydaglarin algi, deneyim ve
degerlendirmelerine dayali olarak incelemeyi temel almaktadir (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Bu yaklagim,
programin uygulanma siirecinde ortaya ¢ikan dinamikleri, karsilagilan giicliikleri ve uygulamanin gergek
baglamimi derinlemesine analiz etmeyi amaglar. Program degerlendirmesi sonucunda elde edilen bulgularin,
uygulamada karsilagilan sorunlara ¢6ziim 6nerileri gelistirilmesine, programin giiglii ve gelistirilmesi gereken
yonlerinin belirlenmesine ve dolayisiyla programin yeniden yapilandirilmasina katki saglamasi
beklenmektedir. Ozellikle programin yararlanicisi olan dgrencilerin goriislerine dayali elde edilen veriler,
programin uygulama siire¢lerinin iyilestirilmesi agisindan onemli rehberlik islevi goriir. Bu baglamda
OGDEP'den yararlanan 6grencilerin programa iliskin deneyim ve algilarmin belirlenmesi, programimn
etkililiginin anlagilmas1 ve 6grenci merkezli iyilestirme stratejilerinin gelistirilmesi agisindan kritik 6neme
sahiptir. Bu biitiinciil degerlendirme siireci, programin siirdiiriilebilirligi ve egitim kalitesinin artirilmasi
acisindan saglam bir temel olusturmakta, farkli paydaslarin bakis acilarim dikkate alan APDM program
degerlendirme yaklasimini desteklemektedir. Bu dogrultuda, bu arastirmanin temel amaci, OGDEP’den
yararlanan ogrencilerin program hakkindaki goriislerini sistematik bigcimde ortaya koymak amaciyla
APDM’ye dayali bir 6lgme aract olan APDMPDO-OF nin gelistirilmesidir.

YONTEM
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirma, dlgek gelistirme amacli betimsel bir arastirmadir. Olgek, OGDEP’den yararlanan ve
ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise kademelerinde 6grenim goren 6grenme giicliigii tanis1 almig 6grencilere yonelik olarak
hazirlanmistir. Arastirma kapsamida, APDM esas almarak, dgrenme giicliigii olan bireylerin OGDEP’ye
iliskin degerlendirmelerini 6l¢gmeyi amaglayan bir dlgek gelistirme siirecine yonelik islem basamaklari asagida
strasiyla sunulmustur.
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Olcek Gelistirme Basamaklar:

Olgek gelistirme siirecinde, asagida siralanan islem basamaklar1 dikkate almmistir (Carpenter, 2018;
DeVellis, 2017; Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018; Price, 2017);
Olgiilecek yap1 ve dzelliklerin belirlenmesi: Olgek gelistirme siirecinin ilk adimi olarak, dlgegin amaci ve
olgiilmek istenen ozellikler belirlenmistir. Bu baglamda, OGDEP’nin APDM’ye gore degerlendirilmesi esas
alinmistir. APDM, programdan etkilenen d6gretmen, 6grenci, uzman ve aile gibi farkli katilimcilarin duygu ve
deneyimlerinin yan sira, programin uygulanmasina yonelik goriigler ile simif i¢i dgretim uygulamalarm
dikkate almaktadir (Richards, 2001). Model, programin hedef ve ¢iktilar1 yerine, program siireci ve isleyisine
odaklanmas1 yoniiyle diger program degerlendirme modellerinden ayrilmaktadir (Burden, 2017).
Gelistirilecek dlgek ile 6grenme giicliigii tanili dgrencilerin, APDM ¢ergevesinde OGDEP’ye iliskin duygu ve
deneyimlerine dayali degerlendirmelerinin dl¢iilmesi, bdylece programin etkili uygulanmasina iligskin gegerli
ve giivenilir veri saglamaya yonelik bir 6lgme aracinin gelistirilmesi amaclanmustir. Olgek, ilkokul, ortaokul
ve lisede 6grenim goren ve destek egitim programlarindan yararlanan 6grenme giicliigii tanili bireylere yonelik
hazirlanmigtir. Farkli egitim kademelerinde aynmi programdan yararlanan Ogrenciler olmasi nedeniyle,
programimm tim egitim kademelerinde O6grenim goren Ogrenciler {izerinde etkisinin biitiinctl olarak
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla, her kademeden veri toplanmistir. Uygulama asamasinda ise dgrencilerin yas ve
gelisim diizeyleri dikkate alinarak, 6l¢egin dogru ve saglikli uygulanabilmesi i¢in 6grencilere uygulama oncesi
gerekli acgiklamalar yapilmustir. Ogrencilere, &lgegin nasil doldurulacagi ve &lgek maddelerindeki
derecelendirmelerin ne anlama geldigi konusunda Ogretmenler ve aragtirmacilar tarafindan rehberlik
saglanmistir.

Madde Yazimi

Taslak madde yazimu siirecinde kapsamli bir literatiir taramasindan (Aktan vd., 2025; Celikel, 2022;
Giiltekin & Demirci, 2020; Oziidogru, 2016; Oziidogru & Adigiizel, 2016; Palabiyik, 2021; Parlett &
Hamiltorn, 1977) ve alan uzmanlarinin goriislerinden yararlanilmistir. APDM'nin amaci, uygulanan bir egitim
programimin 0grenme ¢iktilarma ulasip ulagsmadigini kontrol etmekle birlikte, ayn1 zamanda programin
uygulanma siirecine iligkin durumlar ve programdan yararlanan kisilerin goriis ve deneyimlerini belirlemeyi
amaglamaktadir. (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Bu dogrultuda, 6lgek maddelerinin hem programin 6grenme
ciktilar1 hem de programin uygulanma siirecine iliskin durumlan da kapsayacak sekilde hazirlanmasi
amaclanmigtir. APDM’nin yaklagimi ve program degerlendirme anlayis1 dogrultusunda, 6lgek maddeleri ilk
olarak arastirmacilar tarafindan bagimsiz olarak yazilmistir. Her bir aragtirmaci tarafindan olusturulan
maddeler, sonrasinda ekip toplantilarinda bir araya getirilmis, igerik acgisindan benzer olan maddeler
birlestirilmis ve akademik tutarlilik saglanarak yeniden yapilandirilmistir. Madde gelistirme siirecinde; birinci
aragtirmaci 32, ikinci arastirmaci 27, liglincli aragtirmaci 29 ve dordiincli arastirmaci 25 taslak madde
Onermistir. Tiim maddeler ekip iiyeleri tarafindan tek tek degerlendirilmistir. Ortak olarak tiim arastirmacilarin
onerdigi 8 madde, kavramsal biitiinliige uygunlugu agisindan dogrudan kabul edilmistir. Ek olarak, yapilan
degerlendirme sonucunda, icerik agisindan anlamli, agik, dlgiilebilir ve benzerlik gostermeyen 16 madde daha
oy birligi ile segilerek olgege dahil edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda 24 maddelik taslak 6lgek formu hazirlanmistir.

Uzman Incelemesi

Taslak oOlgek formu, kapsam gegerliligini saglamak amaciyla alaninda uzman kisiler tarafindan
degerlendirilmistir. Bu siirecte; bir dlgme ve degerlendirme uzmani, iki 6zel egitim uzmani, {i¢ program
gelistirme uzmani ile bir de dil uzmanindan goriis alinmistir. Uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda yapilan
degerlendirmeler sonucunda iki maddenin igerik agisindan benzer ve ayni ifadeyi tasidigi tespit edilerek
birlestirilmis, iic madde ise Olgegin amacina uygun olmadigi gerekgesi ile formdan ¢ikarilmistir.
Degerlendirmeler sonucu, 21 maddelik nihai taslak 6lcek formu elde edilmistir. Olgekte yer alan maddelere
iligkin derecelendirme ilk olarak, ilkokul 6grencileri i¢in {iglii, ortaokul ve lise 6grencileri igin besli likert tipin
derecelendirme format1 dnerilmistir. Ancak uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda, derecelendirmenin giivenirligini
artirmak ve uygulama birligini saglamak amaciyla besli likert derecelendirme kullanilmasina karar verilmistir.
Bu kararin almmasinda 4.siif ve iizerindeki 6grencilerin uygun dil ve tasarim kosullarinda besli likert
derecelendirme segenekleri arasinda anlamli ve giivenilir ayrimlar yapabildiklerine iligkin arastirma bulgular
da etkili olmustur (Chambers & Johnston, 2002). Ayrica, 6lcek maddeleri dil ve tasarim agisindan, katilimci
ogrencilerin yas, bilissel gelisim ve alg1 diizeylerine uygun olarak sade ve anlasilir bicimde yapilandirilmigtir.
Bu dogrultuda, tiim kademelerde &grenim goren Ogrenme giicliigii tanili 6grencilere yonelik ortak bir
derecelendirme sistemi benimsenmistir. Besli likert tipi derecelendirme o6lgeginde, dgrencilerin madde
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ifadesine katilma dereceleri, “hi¢ katilmiyorum (1) ”, “katilmiyorum (2) 7, “biraz katiliyorum (3)”,
“katiliyorum (4)” ve “tamamen katiliyorum (5)” olarak belirtilmistir.

Pilot Uygulama

Taslak 6lgek formunda bulunan 21 maddenin kapsam ve anlagilirligini sinamak amactyla ilkokul,
ortaokul ve lise kademelerinde 6grenim goren 6grenme giicliigii tanis1 almis 18 6grenci ile pilot uygulama
gergeklestirilmigtir. Pilot ¢aligma Oncesinde, arastirmacilardan biri tarafindan 6l¢egin amaci 6grencilere agik
ve sade bir dille agiklanmistir. Ayrica, 6lgek maddeleri ile dlgegin derecelendirme sistemi kisaca agiklanarak,
ogrencilerin formu dogru bir sekilde doldurmalart igin gerekli rehberlik saglanmigtir. Pilot uygulama
kapsaminda, 6grencilerin madde anlasilirligina ve genel izlenimlerine iliskin geri bildirim almak amaciyla
dlcek formuna bir acik uclu bir soruda eklenmistir. Ogrenciler tarafindan taslak dlgek formu 7-12 dakika
arasinda tamamlanmistir. Agik uglu soru formuna 6grencilerden her hangi maddeye iliskin anlagilmama
durumuna dair bir bildirim yapilmamistir. Pilot calisma sonucunda elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, 6l¢ek
maddelerinin hedef kitle tarafindan anlasilir ve uygulanabilir oldugu degerlendirilmistir.

Puanlama ve veri analiz yontemi: Gelistirilen 6lgek Likert tipi derecelendirme sistemine gore
diizenlenmigtir. Her bir madde i¢in puanlama; “Hi¢ katilmiyorum (1)”, “Katilmiyorum (2)”, “Kismen
katiliyorum (3)”, “Katiliyorum (4)” ve “Tamamen katiliyorum (5)” olarak belirlenmistir. Olgekten alinan
puanlar, 6grencilerin OGDEP’ye yonelik goriislerini yansitmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda dlgekten yiiksek puanlar
alinmasi, 6grencilerin programi genel olarak olumlu degerlendirdigini ve programin amacina uygun olarak
uygulandigim1 ~ gostermektedir. Olgekten diisiik puanlar alinmasi ise, Ogrencilerin programin
degerlendirilmesine yonelik goriislerinin olumsuz oldugu ve uygulama siirecinde gesitli sorunlar olduguna
isaret etmektedir. Gelistirilen dlcegin yap1 gegerligini belirlemek i¢in agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizi,
giivenirligini belirlemek i¢in Cronbach Alfa, bilesik gilivenirlik ve test tekrar test yontemleri kullanilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmada veri toplamak amaciyla {i¢ farkli ¢alisma grubundan veri toplanmisgtir. Arastirmanin
calisma gruplar dlciit Srnekleme yontemi ile se¢ilmistir. Olgiit 6rneklemede arastirmaci, énceden belirlenen
ol¢iitli karsilayan durumlart ¢aligmasina dahil eder (Yildinm & Simsek, 2013). Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu
olusturulurken, 6grencilerin Rehberlik ve Arastirma Merkezi tarafindan egitsel tanilama sonucunda 6grenme
giicliigii tanis1 almis olmalar1 ve OGDEP’den yararlaniyor olmalar1 temel &lgiitler olarak almmustir. Olgek
gelistirme c¢aligmalarinda, gegerli analizlerin yapilabilmesi icin g¢aligma grubunun biiyiikligii, 6l¢ek madde
sayisinin bes ya da on kat1 olmalidir (Hair vd., 2010; Tavsancil, 2014). Aragtirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan
21 maddelik taslak dl¢cek formunda yer alan maddelerin kapsam ve anlasilirligini sinamak amaciyla, ilk olarak
ilkokul (4.smif), ortaokul ve lise kademelerinde 6grenim goren 18 dgrenme giicliigl tanili 6grenci ile pilot
caligma gergeklestirilmistir. A¢imlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) siirecinde, farkli egitim kademelerinde (ilkokul,
ortaokul, lise) 6grenim goren 224 6grenme giicliigii tanili 6grenciden veri toplanmistir. Dogrulayic1 Faktor
Analizi (DFA) ise, AFA ¢aligma grubu ile aynm1 6zelliklere sahip ancak farkli bireylerden olusan 260 6grencinin
katilimi ile gergeklestirilmistir. Boylece arastirma yer alan her iki ¢alisma grubunda onerilen 6rneklem
biiylikliigline uygun olarak, olgek madde sayisinin yaklagik on kati kadar katilimei igerecek sekilde
yapilandirilmigtir. Arastirmanin yer alan 6grencilerin demografik bilgileri Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1

Calisma Grubunu Olusturan Ogrencilerin Demografik Ozellikleri

Degisken Pilot calisma grubu AFA Grubu DFA Grubu
n/% n/% n/%
Cinsiyet Kadin 8 (44.40) 131 (58.48) 153 (58.85)
Erkek 10 (55.60) 93 (41.52) 107 (41.15)
Ilkokul 5(27.78) 32 (14.29) 48 (18.46)
Kademe Ortaokul 7 (38.89) 117 (52.23) 130 (50.00)
Lise 6 (33.33) 75 (33.48) 82 (31.54)
Program 1 yil 6 (33.33) 86 (38.40) 116 (44.60)
yararlanma siiresi 2yl 12 (66.67) 138 (61.60) 144 (55.40)
Total 18 224 260
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Arastirma grubunu olusturan 6grencilere iliskin demografik veriler incelendiginde, katilimcilarin
¢ogunlugunu erkek 6grencilerin olusturdugu, biiyiik bir kisminin ortaokul diizeyinde dgrenim gordiigii ve
onemli bir bollimiiniin en az iki yildir OGDEP’den yararlandiklar goriilmektedir.

Verilerin Toplama ve Analizi

Arastirma verileri, 2022-2023 egitim 6gretim yili bahar doneminde (Mart-Mayis aylar1 arasinda)
Diizce ilinde bulunan gesitli okullarda 6grenim goéren 6grenme giicliigii tanili 6grencilerden toplanmustir.
Arastirmaya baslamadan 6nce, bilimsel aragtirma yayin etik kurul izni alimmistir. Etik kurul onayindan sonra
Diizce 11 Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii’nden arastirmanin sahada uygulanmasina yénelik uygulama izni almmustir.
Katilimcilarin 18 yasindan kiigiik bireyler olmalar1 nedeniyle ayrica Veli Onam Formu alinmistir. Aragtirmada
analizler 6ncesi AFA ve DFA veri seti, 6rneklem biiyiikliigli, normallik, u¢ degerler, dogrusallik, ¢oklu
baglant1 bakimindan incelenmistir. Ug degerleri belirlemek amaciyla 6lgek maddelerine iliskin minimum ve
maximum degerler incelenmis; her iki veri setinin de uygun olduguna karar verilmistir. Calisma grubu
verilerinin faktdr analizine uygunlugu Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) kat sayis1 ve Bartlett Sphericity Testi
uygulanmistir (Field, 2018). Olgegin faktdr belirleme, ilgili maddelerin toplanmasi ve faktdrlesmesini
saglamak amaciyla temel bilesenler faktorlesme analizi yapilmistir (Biiytikoztiirk, 2017). Faktorlesme yontemi
olarak madde yiik degerlerinin varyanslarmi en yiliksek seviyeye cikarmak amaciyla eksen dondiirme
tekniklerinden Varimax yonteminin kullanilmasi kararlastirilmistir (Acal vd., 2020; DeVellis, 2017;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). DFA asamasinda, 6l¢egin model uyumunu test etmek amaciyla standart uyum
indeksleri kullanilmis, bu dogrultuda alanyazindaki standart uyum indeks degerleri (Tablo 6) esas alinmistir
(Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Kline, 2014; Seger, 2017; Shi vd., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Vieira, 2011).
Olgegin giivenirlik ¢alismalar1 kapsaminda dlgek maddeleri, bilesik giivenirlik, Cronbach’s Alfa, test tekrar
test yontemi ile test edilmistir. Ayrica maddelerin ayirt edicilik 6zellikleri incelenmistir.

Etik Konular

Bu arastirma, Diizce Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayi Etik Kurulu’nun 23.02.2023 tarihli ve
2023/58 sayili karartyla etik agidan uygun bulunmustur. Arastirma siirecinde bilimsel aragtirma ve yayin etigi
ilkelerine tam olarak uyulmus; katilimci ve velilerinden goniillii onam formu alinmistir. Ayrica ¢alismada
kullanilan tiim fikir ve sanat eserleri i¢in ilgili telif haklar1 diizenlemelerine riayet edilmistir.

BULGULAR VE YORUM

Yap1 Gegerligi

APDMPDO-OF nin yap1 gegerligi AFA ve DFA ile test edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, dlgegin faktor
yapisinin Olctiigii yapilar ilen olan iligkisi ve kuramsal temellere uygunlugu incelenmistir.

AFA

AFA, maddeler arasindaki iligkilere dayali faktor bulmayi saglayan bir analiz yOntemidir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2017; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2011). AFA 6ncesi, KMO kat sayis1 ve Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi
sonuclari incelenmistir. KMO kat sayisi, veri setindeki 6rneklem biiyiikliigiiniin faktor analizi i¢in yeterli olup
olmadigin degerlendirmeye yonelik bir uygunluk testidir. KMO katsayisi, sifir ile 1.00 arasinda degerler alir,
1.00’e yakin degerler almasi korelasyon oriintiilerinin diizenli oldugunu dolayisiyla faktor analizinin ayrik ve
giivenilir faktorler verecegi anlamina gelir. Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi, korelasyon matrisindeki degiskenler
arasindaki korelasyonlarin sifira esit olup olmadig1 hipotezini test eder ve bu testin istatistiksel olarak anlaml
cikmasi, verilerin faktor analizine uygunlugu i¢in istenen bir durumdur. KMO kat say1s1 .92, Bartlett Sphericity
testi degerleri ise anlamli bulunmustur (p<.01). KMO katsayisi ve Bartlett kiiresellik testi sonuglar1 veri setinin
faktor analizi i¢in uygun oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Field, 2018; Howard, 2016; Morrison, 2009;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Veri setine uygulanan ilk AFA uygulamasi sonucunda dlg¢egin iki faktorlii bir
yapiya sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu yapiya iliskin KMO kat sayisi, Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi degerleri
yapinin uygunlugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Tlgili faktor yapisina iliskin bulgular Tablo 2’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2

ADMOPDO Faktér Oz degerleri, Varyans ve Yigilimli Varyans Degerleri

Faktor Ozdeger Varyans Yigihmh Varyans
11.256 53.456 40.371
2 1.701 8.009 61.553

Tablo 1°de goriildiigi iizere, ilk AFA’da ortaya c¢ikan 2 faktorlii dlcek yapisina iligkin 6zdegerler
birinci faktor i¢in 11.256, ikinci faktor igin ise 1.701 olarak hesaplanmistir. Toplam varyansin % 53.45’1 birinci
faktdr, % 8.01°u ise ikinci faktdr tarafindan aciklanmaktadir. Olgek gelistirme calismalarinda faktorlerin
acikladig1 varyans oranlarinin yliksek olmasi, dlgegin dlciilmek istenen 6zelligi yansittig1 ve faktor yapisinin
giicli oldugu anlamina gelmektedir (Tavsancil, 2014). Alan yazinda sosyal bilimler alaninda varyans
oranlarimi % 30 ile % 60 arasinda olmasi kabul gérmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017; Tavsancil, 2014). Bu
baglamda, birinci faktdriin varyansin %53.46’sin1 tek bagina agiklamasindan ve ilk faktore ait 6zdegerin ikinci
faktore ait 6zdegerin yaklasik 11 kati olmasi, dlgegin tek faktorlii olabilecegine isaret etmektedir. Olgek
boyutlarina iliskin varyansin biiyiik cogunlugunun tek faktorlii yapiya iliskin olmasi nedeniyle, faktor yapisina
iligkin net karar vermek amaciyla Sekil 1’de 6l¢egin yamag grafigi (Scree Plot) olusturulmustur (Ledesma vd.,
2007; Ledesma vd., 2015).

Sekil 1

Olgek Maddelerine Iliskin Yamag Birikinti Grafigi (Scree Plot)

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

1T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Component Number

Olgegin fatdr sayisini netlestirmek amactyla yamag grafigi ve paralel analizi yontemlerinden
yararlanilmustir. Iki faktorlii yapiya iliskin yamag grafigi (Scree Plot) incelendiginde, 6z degerlerin tek faktorde
cok yliksek olmasi, diger faktdriin 6zdegerinin ¢ok diislik olmasi, ayrica grafikte belirgin olan tek kirilmanin
olmas1 nedeniyle (Pallant vd., 2016; Silva vd., 2020), 6l¢egin tek faktorlii bir yapida degerlendirilmesini
desteklemektedir. Ayrica paralel analiz yontemi ile veri setinden rast gele iiretilmis veri lizerinde yapilan
analizlerde elde edilen 6zdegerin, gercek veri setindeki 6zdegerden diisiik olmasi da Ol¢egin tek faktorlii
yapisini desteklemektedir (Hayton vd., 2004). Ayrica, dlgek maddelerinin, programin hem 6grenme ¢iktilart
hem de programin uygulanma siireci ile iligkili oldugu dikkate alindiginda, kavramsal temellendirme agisindan
da tek faktorlii yapmin uygun oldugu degerlendirilmistir (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Olgek tek faktorlii olarak
degerlendirildikten sonra, tekrarlanan AFA sonucunda faktér yilikii. 30’un altinda olan 5 madde oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bu maddelerin 6lgegin yapisal gegerliligini olumsuz etkileyebilecegi diisiiniilerek, ilk asamada,
0lcek maddelerinin kademeli olarak azaltilmasi stratejisi ile gesitli AFA denemeleri ile madde elenmesine
gidilmistir. Yapilan denemelerde, ilgili maddelerin faktor yiikleri incelenmis ve ilgili maddelerin faktor
yiiklerinin yine belirlenen siir degerin (0.30) altinda kaldig1 belirlenmistir. S6z konusu maddeler, 6lgegin
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yapisal biitiinliigiinii saglamak amaciyla formdan cikarilmistir.  (Biylikoztlirk, 2017; Louangrath &
Sutanapong, 2018; Raubenheimer, 2004; Sencan, 2005). Olgekten 5 madde ¢ikarildiktan sonra, elde edilen
yeni faktdr yapist incelenmis ve hem 06zdegerler hem de yamag¢ grafiginde olcegin tek faktorli yapinin
korundugu belirlenmistir. Asagida Sekil 2’de 6l¢ekte kalan 16 maddeye iliskin yamag grafigi verilmistir.
Sekil 2

Kalan Olgek Maddelerine Iliskin Yamag Birikinti Grafigi (Scree Plot)

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
B

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 1 12 13 14 15 16

Component Number

AFA sonucu madde yiikleri. 30’un altinda olan ve 6lgek formundan ¢ikarilan 5 madde arasinda yer
alan “Destek egitim programi sayesinde okuma becerilerim gelisti.”, “Destek egitim programi sayesinde
yazma becerilerim gelisti.” ve “Destek egitim programi sayesinde matematik becerilerim gelisti.” Maddeleri
yer almaktadir. Bu maddelerin diisiik faktor yiiklerine sahip olmasinin, 6grencilerin farkli 6grenme giicliigii
tiirlerine sahip olmalarindan kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle, dgrencilerin farkli 6grenme
giicliigii tiirlerine sahip olmalari, bu maddelere verdikleri yanitlarin tutarlilifini azaltmis olabilir. Ayrica,
ogrenme giicliigii olan dgrenciler arasinda karma 6grenme giigliigii olarak ifade edilebilecek durumunun daha
siirlt gézlenmesi, bu maddelerin 6l¢egin genel yapisina katkisini kisitlamis olabilir. Bunun yaninda 6lgekten
cikarilan maddeler arasinda yer alan "Programda oOgrendigim bilgileri okulda ve giinliik yasamda
uygulayabiliyorum.", "Programda 6grendigim bilgiler yeni bilgiler 6grenmemi kolaylastiriyor." maddelerinin
diisiik faktor yiikiine sahip olmasi ise, 6grencilerin bireysel farkliliklar1 ve bu konulardaki deneyim eksiklikleri
ile iliskilendirilebilir. Olgegin tek faktorlii yapisina iliskin degerler Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3

APDMPDO-OF Faktor Oz degerleri, Varyans ve Yigihmli Varyans Degerleri

Faktor Ozdeger Varyans
1 9.969 62.303

Tek faktorlii 6lgek icin hesaplanan toplam varyans % 62.303 olarak bulunmustur. Bu varyans orani
alanyazinda kabul goéren gecerli bir degerdir (Biiyilikoztlirk, 2017; Tavsancil, 2014). AFA sonucunda
APDMPDO-OF nin maddeleri tek faktor altinda toplandig1 i¢in, herhangi bir déndiirme islemi yapilmamustir.
Tek faktorli yapidaki 6lgekte toplanan 16 madde, toplam varyansin % 62.30’unu agiklamaktadir. Her bir
faktore iliskin 6zdegerin 1,00’dan yiiksek olmasi, ayrica faktor analizi ile ulagilan varyans degerinin % 60’tan
yiiksek olmasi, 6lgek yapisinin dlciilmek istenen 6zelligi giiclii bicimde yansittigin1 gostermektedir (Beavers
vd., 2013; Biiytlikoztiirk, 2017). Tek faktorlii olan 6l¢ek yapilarinda varyans oraninin % 30 ve iizerinde olmasi
yeterlidir (Tavsancil, 2014). Olgegin tamamu icin hesaplanan varyansin (% 62.30) alanyazini i¢in olduk¢a
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yiiksek bir varyans degeri oldugu gériilmektedir. Olgekte yer alan 16 maddenin yap: dzellikleri Tablo 4’te
sunulmustur.

Tablo 4

Maddelerin Faktor Yiikii Degerleri ve Madde Toplam Korelasyonlar

Nihai Madde Maddeler Madde Toplam Faktor Yiik
Madde No No Korelasyonu Degeri
1 16 Siniftaki 6grenme etkinliklerine katilmaktan 781 821
hoslantyorum.
2 11 Matematik konularini 6grenmekten keyif aliyorum 779 782
3 15 Siniftaki 6grenme etkinliklerine katilmakta sorun 755 799
yasilyorum.
4 10 Rehabilitasyon merkezinde yeni konular 748 796
Ogrenecegim i¢in heyecanlantyorum.
5 12 Okuma etkinlikleri yapmaktan keyif altyorum. 742 753
6 9 Derslerde 6grendigim konular ilgimi gekiyor. 732 .803
7 18 Ogretmenim derste konuyu anlatirken, konu .669 729
hakkinda 6rnekler verir.
8 17 Derslerde kullanilan materyaller dikkatimi ¢ekiyor .656 719
9 13 Yazma etkinliklerini 6grenmekten keyif altyorum. .601 .632
10 7 Destek egitim programindan yararlanmaktan dolay1 574 .626
mutluyum.
11 20 Ogretmenim yaptigim etkinliklerle ilgili, benimle 528 .599
fikirlerini paylasir.
12 21 Sinifta yapilan etkinliklerden sonra 6gretmenim AT77 547
derste neler 6grendigime iligkin sorular sorar.
13 14 Dersleri 6gretmenimin anlattigi siire i¢erisinde 468 476
anlayabiliyorum.
14 8 Rehabilitasyon merkezinde anlatilan konulari, 426 484
dersler igin ayrilan siirelerde anlryorum.
15 19 Ogretmenim yaptigim etkinliklerde beni takip eder, 368 464
gozlemler (izler).
16 4 Destek egitim programi sayesinde okuma 302 363

becerilerim gelisti.

Tablo 4’te verildigi iizere Olgekte yer 16 maddenin faktor yiik degerleri, 0.30 ile 0.78 arasinda
degismekte olup, madde toplam test korelasyonlar ise 0.36 ile 0.82 arasinda degismektedir. Bu bulgular,
maddelerin yiik degerleri bakimindan uygunlugunu gostermektedir (Louangrath & Sutanapong, 2018; Punch,
2013; Raubenheimer, 2004).

DFA

AFA ile ulagilan tek faktor ve 16 maddeli 6lgegin uygunlugu, 260 kisilik 6grenci gruba uygulanarak,
yap1 DFA ile test edilmistir. DFA sonucu 6l¢ege iliskin uyum indeks degerleri Tablo 5’te sunulmustur.
Tablo 5

DFA Uyum Indeksleri

X/sd SRMR RMSEA CF1 GFI AGFI IFI NFI NNFI
2.72 .08 .069 95 95 .90 .92 .90 92

Asagida Sekil 3’te APDMPDO-OF ye iliskin DFA diyagrami yer almaktadir.
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Sekil 3.

APDMPDO-OF DFA Diyagrami (standartlastirilmis degerler)

APDMPDOOF

Q_ 62
86 78 \59

,50 g _8 48 86 ‘88 a4 8

|S10| |S11| |S12| |S13| |S14| |S15| |S16| |S17|

58666666666686b06

DFA i¢in uyum indekslerinin degerlendirilmesinde, Tablo 6’da sunulan alanyazin referans degerleri
temel alinmigtir.

Tablo 6

Uyum Indeksi Degerlendirme Olgiitleri

Uyum Indeksleri Miikemmel uyum Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
x2/sd 0<y2/sd<2 2 <y2/sd <3
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA <.05 .05 <RMSEA <.08
RMR 0<RMR <£.05 .05<RMR <£.10
SRMR 0 <SRMR <.05 .05<SRMR <.10
NFI 95 <NFI<1.00 90 <NFI<.95
GFI .95 <GFI< 1.00 .90 <GFI <.95
AGFI 90 < AGFI<1.00 .85 <AGFI <90
CFI 97<CFI<1.00 95<CFI<.97

Kaynaklar: (Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan vd., 2007; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Secer, 2017,
Shi vd., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira, 2011).

Olgegin uyum indeks degerleri su sekilde 6zetlenebilir: X*/sd=2.72, SRMR=.008, RMSEA= .069, CFI
=.95, GFI=.95, AGFI =.90, IFI = .92, NFI= .90, NNFI=.92. Bu degerler alanyazinda genel kabul kabul géren
uyum indekslerine uygun olup, o6zellikle SRMR degerinin milkkemmel uyumu gosterdigi goriilmektedir
(Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan vd., 2007; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Secer, 2017; Shi vd.,
2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira, 2011). Bu bulgular dogrultusunda, APDMPDO-
OF’nin tek boyutlu yapisinin dogrulandigi goriilmektedir.

Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik

Analiz sonuglari, yiliksek giivenirlik degerlerine sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda
APDMPDO-OF nin giivenirlik analizleri Tablo 7°de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 7

APDMPDO-OF Giivenirlik Katsayilar:

Olcek

Cronbach’s Alpha
Giivenirlik Katsayisi

Bilesik Giivenirlik
(composite reliability, cR)

Test Tekrar Test

APDMPDO-OF

94

93

.90

APDMPDO-OF nin on alt: maddelik tek faktorlii yapisi igin Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik diizeyi .94;
belirlenmistir. Bilesik giivenirlik, dl¢egin i¢ tutarligini ortaya koyan bir giivenirlik katsayis1 olup, DFA sonucu
olusan faktor yiikleri ile hata varyanslar kullanilarak hesaplanmaktadir (Peterson & Kim, 2013; Yang &
Green, 2011). APDMPDO-OF nin tek faktdrlii yapisi igin bilesik giivenirlik katsayisi ise .93 olarak
belirlenmistir. Olgeklerin kararlilik katsayilari ise test tekrar ydntemi kullanilarak belirlenmektedir. Test tekrar
test yontemi, AFA ve DFA sonucu elde edilen 6lgme aracinin, ayni ¢alisma grubuna, ayni kosullarda fakat iki
farkli zamanda uygulanmasidir. ki uygulama sonrasi madde korelasyon katsayilar1 kullanilarak lgegin test
tekrar test giivenirlik katsayisi hesaplanir (Leppink & Pérez-Fuster, 2017; Seger, 2017; Weir, 2005). Tek
faktorlii ve 16 maddeli 6lgek, 72 dgrenciye yirmi giin ara ile uygulanmustir. Iki uygulama arasinda korelasyon
degerleri hesaplanmis ve 6lgek test-tekrar test glivenirlik degeri .91 olarak belirlenmistir. Tiim bu bulgular
giivenirlik sonuglar1 dikkate alindiginda, 6lgegin giivenirlik degerlerinin oldukca yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir

(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017; DeVellis, 2014; Ozdamar, 2016; Tavsancil, 2014).

Olcek Maddelerinin Ayirtediciligi

APDMPDO-OF’de yer alan maddelerin ayirt edicilik diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla, %27’lik alt-iist
gruplar arasindaki farklarin anlamli olup olmadig1 incelenmistir. Alt-iist gruplar arasindaki farklara iliskin

analiz sonuclar1 Tablo 8’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 8

APDMPDO-OF Madde-Toplam Test Puani Korelasyonlar ile %27 lik Alt ve Ust Grup Karsilastirmalar

%27 Grup Alt %27 Grup Ust Diizeltilmis Madde
Madde No n=130 n=130 ¢ Toplam Test Puani
X SS X SS Korelasyonu
1 4.48 71 4.38 .70 .830* 39
2 4.64 .70 4.64 74 .809* .81
3 4.20 .99 4.29 .99 -.430%* .54
4 4.60 71 4.71 .64 -1.000* .84
5 4.65 75 4.72 .67 -.587* .86
6 4.68 .80 4.68 75 .920* .88
7 4.65 75 4.61 78 328%* .86
8 4.48 91 4.54 .86 -.381* 79
9 4.27 .99 4.51 .88 -1.451* .69
10 4.60 71 4.67 .67 -.610* .82
11 4.65 75 4.70 .66 -.355% .88
12 4.57 77 4.62 81 -425% .87
13 4.64 .66 4.62 72 J122% .82
14 4.07 S1 3.98 52 971* .69
15 4.54 .65 4.71 .61 -1.597* 71
16 4.50 .58 4.55 .65 -.547* 58

Olgegi olusturan tek faktorlii yapiya ait her bir maddenin ayirt edicilik diizeyini test etmek amaciyla,
DFA ¢alisma grubundan elde edilen toplam puanlar kiiglikten biiytige siralanmis, %27’lik alt ve %27°lik {ist
grup arasinda bagimsiz oérneklemler icin t-testi uygulanmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda, her bir maddeye

iligkin alt-list grup ortalamalar arasindaki farkin istatiksel olarak anlamli (p<.01) oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu
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bulgu, dl¢egin tiim maddelerinin yiiksek ayirt edicilik diizeyine sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2017; Kubiszyen & Borich, 2013).

SONUC, TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Bu arastirmanm amaci, OGDEP’in, APDM cergevesinde, programdan dogrudan yararlanan
Ogrencilerin algilarina dayali olarak degerlendirilmesine imkan taniyan gegerli ve giivenilir bir dlgme aract
gelistirmektir. APDM, yalnizca programin ¢iktilariyla smirli kalmayan; aym1 zamanda amaglar, igerigi,
uygulanma siireci ve program etkilesiminin, katilimcilar tarafindan nasil deneyimlendigine ve yorumlandigina
odaklanan niteliksel bir degerlendirme yaklasimidir (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). Bumodel, paydas goriislerinin
merkeze alinmasini esas almakta ve dgrenci algilarmin program degerlendirme siirecine dahil edilmesini,
programin etkililiginin daha biitlinciil ve baglamsal olarak anlagilmasina katki saglayacak bir unsur olarak
gormektedir. Bu kuramsal yap1 temel alinarak, arastirmacilar tarafindan modelin bilesenlerine dayali bigimde
24 maddelik taslak madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Gelistirilen taslak, icerik gecerligini saglamak amaciyla
alan uzmanlarinin degerlendirilmesine sunulmustur. Uzman degerlendirmeleri dogrultusunda, icerik agisindan
yetersiz bulunan {i¢ madde formdan ¢ikarilmis ve bdylece taslak 6lgek formu 21 maddeye indirgenmistir. Bu
stireg, Olgcegin hem icerik gecerligini artirmak hem de kuramsal yapiyla biitiinliiglinii saglamak agisindan
onemli goriilmektedir (DeVellis, 2017).

APDMPDO-OF nin yap1 gegerligi AFA ve DFA ile incelenmistir. AFA sonucu, tek faktdrlii yapida
toplanan 16 madde toplam varyansin % 62.30 unu agikladig: belirlenmistir. Olcek gelistirme ¢alismalarinda,
her bir faktdre iliskin 6zdegerin 1,00’in iizerinde olmasi ve faktdr analizi ile ulagilan toplam varyans degerinin
%60’tan yiliksek olmasi, dlgegin yap1 gecerliginin giiclii olduguna isaret etmektedir (Beavers vd., 2013;
Biiytikoztiirk, 2017). Ayrica, tek faktorlii dlgeklerde agiklanan varyans oranmin % 30 ve tizerinde olmasi
yeterli goriilmektedir (Tavsancil, 2014). Bu baglamda 6lgegin tamamu i¢in hesaplanan varyans oraninin (%
62.30) alanyazini i¢in oldukga ytiksek bir varyans orani oldugu ve dolayisiyla 6l¢egin yap1 gegerliginin yiiksek
oldugu goriilmektedir. Elde edilen tek faktorlii 6lcek yapisi DFA ile test edilmistir. DFA’da ulasilan sonuglara
gbre (X?/sd=2.72, SRMR=.008, RMSEA=.069, CFI = .95, GFI= .95, AGFI = .90, IFI = .92, NFI= .90, NNFI=
.92). ADMOPDO-OF’nin uyum indeks degerlerinin alanyazini igin genel kabul edilebilir degerler oldugu,
SRMR’de miikememl uyum oldugu belirlenmistir (Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan vd., 2007; Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Secer, 2017; Shi vd., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira,
2011). Bu dogrultuda APDMPDO-OF "nin tek faktérlii yapisinin dogrulandigr saglandig: belirlenmistir.

APDMPDO-OF nin on alt: maddelik tek faktérlii yapisi igin Cronbach’s Alpha giivenirlik kat sayisi
.94; bilesik giivenirlik katsay1si ise .93 olarak belirlenmistir. Olgeklerin kararlilik diizeyleri, test tekrar ydntemi
ile belirlenmektedir. Test tekrar test yontemi, AFA ve DFA sonucu elde edilen 6lgme aracinin, ayni ¢aligma
grubuna, ayni kosullarda fakat iki farkl1 zamanda uygulanmasidir. Uygulamalardan elde edilen sonuglar madde
korelasyon katsayilar1 araciligiyla karsilagtirilarak olgegin test tekrar test giivenirlik katsayisi hesaplanir
(Leppink & Pérez-Fuster, 2017; Seger, 2017; Weir, 2005).Bu kapsamda, tek faktorlii ve 16 maddeli dlgek, 72
Ogrenciye yirmi giin ara ile uygulanmistir. Uygulamalar arasindaki korelasyon katsayist .91 olarak
hesaplanmigtir. Elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda, 6lgegin giivenirlik diizeyinin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna
ulasilmustir (Biiyiikdztiirk, 2017; DeVellis, 2014; Ozdamar, 2016; Tavsancil, 2014).

APDMPDO-OF de yer alan maddelerin ayirt edicilik diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla, %27 lik alt ve
iist gruplar temel alinarak maddelerin ayirtedicilik diizeyleri incelenmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda, 6lgek
maddelerinin her biri i¢in alt grup ve lst grup katilimcilar arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml diizeyde fark
oldugu (p <.01) saptanmistir. Bu sonug, her bir maddenin, diisiik ve yliksek diizeyde programa iliskin
degerlendirmelere sahip bireyleri birbirinden ayirt edebildigini gostermektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, ol¢ek
maddeleri, Ogrencilerin programi degerlendirme diizeylerine duyarhi bi¢imde tepki vermelerine olanak
tanimakta ve bu yoniiyle dlgme aracinin yapt gegerligi agisindan 6nemli bir gosterge sunmaktadir. Madde
diizeyinde elde edilen anlaml farkliliklar, Slgegin hedefledigi yapiyr 6lgme konusundaki duyarliligini ve
Ol¢iim giiclinii desteklemektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017; Kubiszyen & Borich, 2013).

Aragtirma bulgular1 dogrultusunda, APDMPDO-OF’nin APDM temel almarak gelistirilmis;
ogrencilerin programi degerlendirmeye yonelik algilarini 6lgmeyi amaglayan, gegerlik ve giivenirlik agisindan
bilimsel yeterlilige sahip bir lgme arac1 oldugu kamitlanmistir. Olgegin gegerlik analizlerinden elde edilen
sonuglar, yap1 gecerliginin saglandigini; giivenirlik analizleri ise Olgegin tutarli ve giivenilir 6lgiimler
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sundugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu dogrultuda, APDMPDO-OF’nin 6grencilerin programlara yodnelik
degerlendirmelerini ¢ok boyutlu bir yaklagimla ele almak isteyen aragtirmaci ve uygulayicilar i¢in uygun bir
degerlendirme araci oldugu sdylenebilir. Arastirmanmn bulgularina dayanarak, APDMPDO-OF nin farkli
katilimc1 gruplarinda uygulanarak gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismalarinin genisletilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Ayrica,
gelecekte yapilacak caligmalarda, olgek kullanilarak programdan yararlanan o6grencilerin demografik
Ozellikleri baglaminda program degerlendirmeye iliskin 0grenci goriislerinin incelenmesine odaklanmasi
onerilmektedir. Bu sayede, program degerlendirme siireglerine daha biitlinclil ve derinlikli bir katk:
saglanabilecegi disliniilmektedir.
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Abstract: This study aims to develop a scale based on the Illuminative Evaluation Model (IEM)
to evaluate the Specific Learning Disabilities Support Education Programme (SLDSEP) from
the perspective of students. During the scale development process, expert opinions were
obtained, and content and construct validity were tested through a pilot administration. For this
purpose, draft scale items drafted by the researchers were administered to a total of 502 students
benefiting from the SLDSEP across three distinct study groups during the 2022-2023 academic
year. Following the pilot administration conducted in line with expert reviews, the content and
construct validity of the scale were evaluated. The validity of the scale structure emerging from
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was subsequently tested using Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA). Analysis results confirmed a 16-item, single-factor model for the Illuminative
Evaluation Model Programme Evaluation Scale Student Form (IEMPES-SF). The total variance
explained by the scale was determined to be 62.30%. Factor loadings for the scale items ranged
between 0.30 and 0.88. Based on these findings, the IEMPES-SF yields valid and reliable
estimates and can be effectively utilized to measure student perceptions regarding the evaluation
of the SLDSEP grounded in the IEM framework.

Keywords: Programme Evaluation, Illuminative Evaluation Model, Student, Illuminative

Evaluation Model Programme Evaluation Scale

Received: 18.07.2025
Accepted: 30.10.2025
Available Online: xx.xx.202x

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary inclusive education practices, individual differences have gained paramount
importance within the educational domain, becoming a concept that is increasingly accommodated throughout
learning processes (Aktan, 2023). Special education is fundamentally anchored in an instructional paradigm
responsive to individual differences; accordingly, instructional processes are planned and implemented by
taking into account the personal, social, and learning characteristics of individuals to satisfy their unique needs
(Zigmond & Kloo, 2017).

Special education entails the provision of evidence-based, systematic instruction and support services
to students experiencing academic, social, emotional, behavioral, or physical disabilities, facilitated by
specially designed programmes and highly trained professionals (Kauffman & Hallahan, 2011). In this context,
the primary objective of special education is to maximize the development of individuals with special needs
in accordance with their interests and requirements, thereby preparing them to function as independent
members of society (Bryant et al., 2019). Depending on the type and severity of their disabilities, individuals
with special needs receive instruction in various educational settings, primarily alongside their peers within
general education classrooms (Armstrong et al., 2016). Inclusive practices, executed through needs-based
support services, aim to foster both the social integration and academic development of students with special
needs (Aktan, 2021; Hornby, 2011). To ensure the success of inclusive education, diverse support services are
provided, including co-teacher support, instructional adaptations, and peer tutoring within the classroom, as
well as counseling, specialist consultation, resource room support, and supplementary instruction outside the
classroom (Aktan, 2020; Kutay, 2018; Paulsrud & Nilholm, 2023). Among these out-of-school interventions
are specialized support education programmes developed to target specific disability categories.

In Turkey, support education programmes were first introduced by the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) in 2008. Developed in consultation with faculty members, specialists, and practitioners, these modular
programmes spanned seven distinct disability categories designed around the specific impairments and clinical
needs of students with special needs (MoNE, 2008). Driven by contemporary advancements in special
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education, MoNE collaborated with academic researchers, educators, and multidisciplinary experts to design
updated support education programmes in 2021. This revised framework adopts a learner-centered paradigm,
offers pedagogical guidance for teachers, incorporates current curriculum contents, and utilizes evidence-based
methods and techniques. The modernized support education programmes aim to foster progress in self-care,
daily living, language and communication, cognitive, socio-emotional, and motor development domains
among individuals with special needs. Furthermore, the framework intends to help these individuals acquire
foundational academic skills, assimilate national and moral values, and achieve social interaction and
integration, thereby enabling them to maintain their lives as independent individuals within society. These
support education programmes are tailored for individuals across seven disability domains: intellectual
disability, autism spectrum disorder, speech and language impairment, hearing impairment, visual impairment,
physical disability, and specific learning disabilities (MoNE, 2021).

The SLDSEP targets individuals experiencing difficulties in reading, writing, and mathematics, with
the objective of fostering their language and communication, perception, motor planning, memory, social
adaptation, self-regulation, literacy, and mathematical skills. Consisting of six modules totaling 1,100
instructional hours, the programme was designed using a learner-centered curriculum design model, reflecting
progressive pedagogy and pragmatic educational philosophy. This modular structure aims to support
individuals through recommended instructional methods and techniques within a learner-centered paradigm
tailored to individual performance. Grounded in the SLDSEP framework, an Individualised Education
Programme (IEP) must be designed and implemented for each student, taking into account their current
performance levels and educational needs (Aktan & Orakci, 2026; MoNE, 2021). The SLDSEP is delivered to
individuals diagnosed with learning disabilities within special education and rehabilitation centres. To
demonstrate the effectiveness of this programme, which was first implemented in 2021, evaluations based on
the perspectives of both practitioners and beneficiaries are critical, as they may enhance the overall quality of
programme-based instruction.

Programme evaluation constitutes the final stage of curriculum development. This process is
conducted to determine the extent to which programme objectives have been achieved, to gather empirical
data regarding operational dynamics, and to make evidence-based decisions concerning programme
effectiveness (Chen, 2005; Oliva, 2009). As a dynamic enterprise, programme evaluation provides insights
into the field-based execution of a newly developed educational curriculum, facilitating iterative improvements
based on empirical data (Marsh & Willis, 2007). The evaluation process typically unfolds across three
sequential phases: the planning phase, wherein the curriculum, the evaluation design, and corresponding data
collection instruments are selected; the implementation phase, which involves collecting, analyzing, and
interpreting data via tools aligned with the selected framework; and the assessment phase, which identifies
curricular deficiencies based on the accumulated evaluation data. Various evaluation models have been
developed by theorists such as Tyler, Cronbach, Campbell and Stanley, Stake, Stufflebeam, Scriven, Suchman,
Alkin, Guba, Provus, and Weiss to guide these systematic inquiries (Madaus et al., 2012). One stakeholder-
oriented approach that prioritizes participant perspectives is the IEM (Burden, 2017; Parlett & Hamilton,
1977).

In the IEM framework, the curriculum is evaluated directly by primary stakeholders such as teachers,
students, curriculum developers, and domain experts, with the primary objective of identifying operational
bottlenecks and systemic deficiencies (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). This model scrutinizes curricular processes,
institutional contexts, and stakeholder evaluations, while concurrently examining the broader impact of the
curriculum on students' academic and socio-emotional development (Oziidogru & Adigiizel, 2016).
Furthermore, the evaluation encompasses the pedagogical challenges encountered during implementation, the
engagement levels of teachers, students, and other stakeholders, the educational impact of instructional
materials, and the qualitative reflections of the curriculum on student experiences (Usun, 2016). The model
operates around two core concepts: the instructional system, which comprises official documents,
administrative reports, implementation guidelines, and material infrastructure; and the learning milieu, which
represents the social-psychological and material environment where teachers and students interact (Parlett &
Hamilton, 1977). Ultimately, the IEM focuses on the complex interplay between the intended outcomes of a
curriculum and the actual learning that manifests within the learning milieu.

To achieve the targeted outcomes in educational curricula, effective implementation is of paramount
importance. Accordingly, to identify positive or negative occurrences during implementation and to enhance
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curricular efficacy, the experiences and emotions of the participants directly affected by the curriculum are
meticulously considered (Cahapay, 2020). For this reason, both the perspectives of various stakeholders, such
as teachers, students, specialists, and families, regarding curriculum implementation and their experiences
within classroom instructional processes are integrated into the evaluation scope (Richards, 2001). Within this
framework, the IEM aims to provide high-quality insights into the ideal characteristics of an educational
curriculum, to identify its strengths and areas requiring improvement based on participant feedback, and to
evaluate its contributions to the academic and social development of students. Furthermore, the model offers
evaluators comprehensive data collection opportunities to conduct detailed analyses of the reasons underlying
curriculum success or deficiency (Parlett & Hamilton, 2017). To this end, both qualitative methods, such as
observation, interview, and document analysis, and quantitative tools, including tests, questionnaires, and
scales, are utilized within the scope of the model (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2009).

The utilization of scales in programme evaluation research is a widespread practice. An examination
of the relevant literature in Turkey indicates that measurement instruments have been developed to provide
empirical data for subject-specific curricula (Bal & Arslan, 2021; Karabay-Turan et al., 2019) and for the
evaluation of curricula designed for various general purposes (Adigiizel, 2015; Akime1 & Kose, 2019; Altinsoy
& Kiigiiksiileymanoglu, 2021; Aslan et al., 2016). Among the measurement instruments developed for
curriculum evaluation studies, the Context, Input, Process, and Product model (Copur et al., 2021; Kavan,
2023) and the IEM (Aktan et al., 2025; Adigiizel & Oziidogru, 2014) have been prominently adopted as
theoretical evaluation frameworks. A review of these studies demonstrates that existing scale development
initiatives for program evaluation purposes remain limited. It is observed that there are two measurement
instruments based on the IEM, both of which target teachers as their audience. Consequently, a measurement
instrument designed to evaluate student perceptions of curricula based on the IEM has yet to be developed.

Purpose of the Study

Programme evaluation studies leverage both quantitative and qualitative measurement instruments,
including observations, interviews, document analyses, scales, and questionnaires (Rao & Woolcock, 2003).
Nevertheless, qualitative data collection methods such as observation, interview, and document analysis
possess certain limitations due to being time-consuming and susceptible to the subjective interpretations of the
evaluator (Chen, 2010). Consequently, valid and reliable measurement instruments are required to
systematically and objectively gather the perspectives of a large volume of participants regarding educational
curricula. Within the context of the SLDSEP designed for students with specific learning disabilities,
developing a valid and reliable scale that facilitates curriculum evaluation based on student opinions may
significantly contribute to executing the evaluation process in a participant-oriented and objective manner.

The IEM is fundamentally based on examining the effectiveness of a curriculum through quantitative
outcomes alongside the perceptions, experiences, and evaluations of primary stakeholders directly impacted
by the intervention, such as teachers, students, domain specialists, and curriculum developers (Parlett &
Hamilton, 1977). This approach aims to analyze deeply the dynamics emerging during implementation, the
challenges encountered, and the actual context of the practice. The findings obtained from programme
evaluation are anticipated to contribute to generating solutions for operational problems, identifying the
strengths and areas requiring improvement, and thus restructuring the curriculum. Specifically, data obtained
from students as beneficiaries of the curriculum serve an important formative guidance function for refining
implementation processes. In this regard, determining the experiences and perceptions of students utilizing the
SLDSERP is critical for understanding programme effectiveness and developing learner-centered improvement
strategies. This holistic evaluation process builds a robust foundation for programme sustainability and
educational quality enhancement, supporting the IEM approach that incorporates diverse stakeholder
perspectives. Accordingly, the primary purpose of this study is to develop the IEMPES-SF, a measurement
instrument grounded in the IEM framework, to systematically capture the perspectives of students utilizing the
SLDSEP.
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METHOD
Research Design

This study is a descriptive investigation designed for scale development. The scale was developed for
students diagnosed with specific learning disabilities who attend primary, middle, or high school and utilize
the SLDSEP. Within the scope of this study, the systematic procedural steps executed to develop a
measurement instrument based on the IEM, aimed at assessing the evaluations of individuals with learning
disabilities regarding the SLDSEP, are delineated below.

Scale Development Process

During the scale development process, the following sequential operational steps were taken into
consideration (Carpenter, 2018; DeVellis, 2017; Kyriazos & Stalikas, 2018; Price, 2017):

Conceptualization of the Target Construct and Attributes

As the foundational step of the scale development process, the primary purpose of the scale and the
psychological attributes intended for measurement were operationalized. In this context, the evaluation of the
SLDSEP was grounded on the core tenets of the IEM. The IEM accommodates the perceptions, experiences,
and emotions of diverse participants impacted by a curriculum, such as teachers, students, specialists, and
families, while concurrently examining implementation processes and classroom pedagogical practices
(Richards, 2001). The model diverges from alternative curriculum evaluation frameworks in that it prioritizes
internal curricular processes and operational dynamics over predetermined objectives and final outputs
(Burden, 2017). The scale intended for development aims to measure the evaluations of students diagnosed
with learning disabilities based on their subjective experiences and perceptions within the IEM framework,
thereby producing a psychometrically sound measurement instrument to supply valid and reliable data
regarding effective curriculum execution. The target population comprised individuals diagnosed with specific
learning disabilities across primary, middle, and high school tiers who receive services via support education
programmes. Because students across these distinct educational levels utilize the exact same curriculum,
empirical data were gathered from each tier to comprehensively assess the impact of the programme from a
holistic perspective. During the administration phase, developmental variations and age levels of the
participants were carefully considered; consequently, necessary instructions were delivered to the students
prior to administration to ensure psychometric integrity and accurate data screening. Teachers and the
researchers provided systematic guidance to the students concerning how to complete the instrument and the
operational meaning of the item rating scales.

Item Generation

During the draft item generation phase, an extensive literature review (Aktan et al., 2025; Celikel,
2022; Giiltekin & Demirci, 2020; Oziidogru, 2016; Oziidogru & Adigiizel, 2016; Palabiyik, 2021; Parlett &
Hamilton, 1977) and opinions of domain experts were utilized. The core objective of the IEM is to verify
whether an implemented educational curriculum achieves its targeted learning outcomes while concurrently
identifying operational dynamics throughout implementation alongside the views and experiences of the
program beneficiaries (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977). In this direction, it was intended that the scale items cover
both the learning outcomes of the curriculum and the conditions pertaining to the implementation process.
Aligned with the theoretical approach and programme evaluation philosophy of the IEM, the pool of items
was initially drafted independently by the researchers. Items generated by each researcher were subsequently
aggregated during team consensus meetings, where conceptually overlapping items were collapsed and
restructured to ensure academic consistency. Throughout the item generation process, the first researcher
proposed 32 items, the second proposed 27, the third proposed 29, and the fourth proposed 25 draft items. All
statements were reviewed individually by the team members. Eight items recommended in common by all
researchers were directly retained due to their conceptual alignment. Additionally, based on the evaluation, 16
more items that were found to be conceptually meaningful, clear, measurable, and non-redundant were
unanimously selected for inclusion, yielding a 24-item initial draft scale form.
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Expert Review

The draft scale form was evaluated by a panel of experts to ensure content validity. During this process,
feedback was obtained from one measurement and evaluation expert, two special education specialists, three
curriculum development experts, and one language specialist. Based on the qualitative evaluations of these
experts, two items were identified as conceptually redundant and were merged into a single statement, while
three items were removed from the form because they did not align with the overarching purpose of the scale.
Following these revisions, a 21-item final draft scale form was obtained. Regarding the item scoring system,
a three-point Likert-type response format was initially proposed for primary school students, and a five-point
format was suggested for middle and high school students. However, based on the expert consensus, a uniform
five-point Likert scale was adopted to optimize measurement reliability and ensure standardized administration
across groups. This decision was supported by empirical evidence indicating that students in the fourth grade
and above can make meaningful and reliable distinctions among five-point Likert options when appropriate
linguistic and typographic adaptations are provided (Chambers & Johnston, 2002). Furthermore, the scale
items were structured in a parsimonious and comprehensible manner regarding language and layout to match
the age, cognitive development, and comprehension levels of the participating students. Accordingly, a unified
response system was used for all students diagnosed with learning disabilities across educational tiers. On this
five-point Likert-type scale, students' level of agreement with each statement was scored as strongly disagree
(1), disagree (2), partially agree (3), agree (4), and strongly agree (5).

Pilot Administration

To evaluate the comprehensiveness and comprehensibility of the 21 items within the draft instrument,
a pilot administration was conducted with 18 students diagnosed with specific learning disabilities across
primary, middle, and high school tiers. Prior to the pilot session, one of the researchers explained the primary
objective of the scale to the participants using parsimonious and accessible language. Furthermore, the
individual scale statements and the corresponding Likert response system were briefly introduced, ensuring
that necessary guidance was provided to facilitate accurate completion. Within the scope of this pilot phase, a
single open-ended question was appended to the instrument to systematically elicit participant feedback
regarding item readability and their overarching impressions. The students completed the draft scale within an
interval spanning 7 to 12 minutes. No indication of ambiguity or misinterpretation regarding any specific item
expression was reported in the open-ended feedback sections. Based on the evidence gathered from this pilot
administration, the scale items were determined to be comprehensible and psychometrically feasible for the
target population.

Scoring and Data Analysis

The developed measurement instrument was structured using a Likert-type response format. For each
constituent item, the scoring continuum was defined as strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), partially agree (3),
agree (4), and strongly agree (5). The composite scores obtained from the scale reflect student perceptions
regarding the evaluation of the SLDSEP. Higher scores derived from the instrument indicate that students
possess generally favorable perceptions of the curriculum and that the programme is implemented in alignment
with its intended objectives. Conversely, lower scores indicate unfavorable student evaluations of the
curriculum, suggesting operational challenges within the implementation process. To establish the construct
validity of the developed scale, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were
utilized; measurement reliability was evaluated using Cronbach's alpha, composite reliability, and test-retest
reliability methods.

Study Groups

To gather empirical data for psychometric evaluation, evidence was accumulated from three distinct
study groups. The participants were sampled using criterion sampling, a purposive sampling method wherein
the researcher incorporates cases that satisfy a predetermined set of criteria (Yildinm & Simsek, 2013). In
structuring the study groups, the primary inclusion criteria required that the students had received an official
educational diagnosis of specific learning disabilities by a Guidance and Research Centre and were active
beneficiaries of the SLDSEP. In scale development research, establishing valid mathematical models requires
that the sample size equals approximately five to ten times the number of scale items (Hair et al., 2010;
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Tavsancil, 2014). To examine the initial item clarity and functionality of the 21 draft items drafted by the
researchers, a pilot study was first executed with 18 students diagnosed with specific learning disabilities
enrolled in primary (fourth grade), middle, and high school levels. For the EFA phase, empirical data were
gathered from 224 students with specific learning disabilities across identical educational tiers (primary,
middle, and high school). The subsequent CFA phase was conducted with an independent cross-validation
sample of 260 students possessing equivalent demographic characteristics to the EFA group. Thus, both
primary study groups were structured to contain approximately ten times the number of scale items, strictly
satisfying the recommended sample size thresholds. The demographic characteristics of the participating
students are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Students Comprising the Study Groups

. Pilot Study Group EFA Group CFA Group

Variable n/% n/% n/%

Female 8 (44.40) 131 (58.48) 153 (58.85)
Gender

Male 10 (55.60) 93 (41.52) 107 (41.15)

Primary School 5(27.78) 32 (14.29) 48 (18.46)
Grade Level

Middle School 7 (38.89) 117 (52.23) 130 (50.00)

High School 6 (33.33) 75 (33.48) 82 (31.54)
Duration of SLDSEP 1 Year 6 (33.33) 86 (38.40) 116 (44.60)
Enrollment 2 Years 12 (66.67) 138 (61.60) 144 (55.40)
Total 18 224 260

An examination of the demographic characteristics of the participants indicates that the majority of the
students in the study groups were female, a substantial proportion were enrolled at the middle school level,
and a significant segment had been active beneficiaries of the SLDSEP for at least two years.

Data Collection and Analysis

Empirical data for this study were gathered during the spring semester of the 2022-2023 academic year,
spanning from March to May, from students diagnosed with specific learning disabilities enrolled in various
schools within the Diizce province. Prior to the initiation of data collection, institutional ethics committee
approval for scientific research and publication was obtained. Following ethical clearance, administrative
research permission was secured from the Diizce Provincial Directorate of National Education for field
implementation. Because the participants were minors under the age of 18, parental informed consent forms
were systematically obtained. Prior to conducting the primary statistical analyses, both the EFA and CFA
datasets were screened for sample size adequacy, normality, multivariate outliers, linearity, and
multicollinearity. To detect potential outliers, the minimum and maximum values of the scale items were
examined, confirming that both datasets were psychometrically sound and clear of anomalous data entries. The
suitability of the dataset for factor analysis was evaluated using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of sphericity (Field, 2018). To determine the underlying factor structure
and facilitate item clustering, principal components analysis was executed (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017). To optimize
the variance of the item factor loadings and achieve simple structure, the Varimax orthogonal rotation
technique was implemented (Acal et al., 2020; DeVellis, 2017; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). During the CFA
phase, standard goodness-of-fit indices were utilized to test the structural model fit of the scale, evaluated
against the conventional threshold criteria in the psychometric literature presented in Table 6 (Carvalho &
Chima, 2014; Kline, 2014; Secer, 2017; Shi et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Vieira, 2011). Within the
scope of the reliability analysis, the scale items were evaluated using composite reliability, Cronbach's alpha,
and test-retest reliability methods. Additionally, item discrimination indices were examined to scrutinize item
performance.
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Ethical Considerations

This investigation was approved on ethical grounds by the Diizce University Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics Committee with the decision dated February 23, 2023, numbered 2023/58. All principles of
scientific research and publication ethics were rigorously maintained throughout the research process, and
voluntary informed consent was obtained from both the participants and their parents or legal guardians.
Furthermore, intellectual property and copyright regulations were strictly followed for all existing scholarly
works utilized in this study.

FINDINGS
Construct Validity

The construct validity of the IEMPES-SF was evaluated using EFA and CFA. Within this scope, the
underlying factor structure of the scale, its relationships with the observed dimensions, and its alignment with
theoretical foundations were scrutinized.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

EFA is a statistical technique employed to identify latent dimensions based on the patterns of
correlations among measured items (Biiylikoztiirk, 2017; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2011). Prior to executing the
EFA, the KMO measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of sphericity were examined. The KMO index
assesses whether the sample size within the dataset is adequate for factor analysis. KMO values range from 0
to 1.00, where values approaching 1.00 indicate structured correlation patterns, signifying that the factor
analysis will yield distinct and stable factors. Bartlett's test of sphericity evaluates the null hypothesis that the
correlation matrix is an identity matrix, implying that the variables are orthogonal; a statistically significant
test result is required to demonstrate the suitability of the data for factor analysis. The KMO coefficient was
determined to be .92, and the Bartlett's test of sphericity was statistically significant (p<.01). These KMO and
Bartlett's test results demonstrate that the dataset meets the necessary assumptions for factor analysis (Field,
2018; Howard, 2016; Morrison, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The initial EFA conducted on the dataset
revealed a two-factor structural model. The KMO coefficient and Bartlett's test of sphericity values associated
with this structure support the adequacy of the model. The empirical findings regarding this factor structure
are presented in Table 2.

Table 2

IEMPES Eigenvalues, Variance Explained, and Cumulative Variance Values

Factor Eigenvalue Variance Explained (%) Cumulative Variance (%)
1 11.256 53.456 40.371
2 1.701 8.009 61.553

As illustrated in Table 2, the eigenvalues for the two-factor scale structure emerging from the initial
EFA were calculated as 11.256 for the first factor and 1.701 for the second factor. The first factor explained
53.45% of the total variance, whereas the second factor accounted for 8.01%. In scale development research,
a high proportion of explained variance indicates that the measurement instrument accurately reflects the target
construct and possesses a robust structural framework (Tavsancil, 2014). Within the social sciences literature,
an explained variance ratio ranging between 30% and 60% is widely accepted as satisfactory (Biiyiikoztiirk,
2017; Tavsancil, 2014). In this context, because the first factor independently accounted for 53.46% of the
variance, and its eigenvalue was approximately 11 times greater than that of the second factor, the statistical
evidence strongly suggests a unidimensional structure. Since the vast majority of the variance across the
dimensions was subsumed under this single latent construct, a scree plot was generated in Figure 1 to make a
definitive decision regarding the optimal factor solution (Ledesma et al., 2007; Ledesma et al., 2015).
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Figure 1

Scree Plot of the Scale Items
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To refine the optimal number of factors for the scale, both scree plot and parallel analysis methods
were utilized. When the scree plot for the initial structure was examined, the exceptionally high eigenvalue for
the first factor, the negligible eigenvalue for the remaining factor, and the presence of only one distinct break
in the curve strongly supported evaluating the scale as a single-factor structure (Pallant et al., 2016; Silva et
al., 2020). Furthermore, parallel analysis demonstrated that the random eigenvalues generated from simulated
datasets were consistently lower than the empirical eigenvalues obtained from the actual dataset, further
corroborating the unidimensional model (Hayton et al., 2004). Considering that the scale items are
conceptually interrelated with both the learning outcomes and the systemic processes of the curriculum, a
single-factor structure was also deemed theoretically appropriate based on the core tenets of the IEM (Parlett
& Hamilton, 1977). After defining the scale as unidimensional, a subsequent EFA revealed that five items
exhibited factor loadings below the conventional threshold of 0.30. Recognizing that these items could
compromise the structural validity of the instrument, a stepwise elimination strategy was implemented through
iterative EFA trials. Throughout these iterations, the factor loadings of the problematic items consistently
remained below the specified cut-off criteria (0.30); therefore, these statements were systematically excluded
from the scale to ensure structural integrity (Blylkoztiirk, 2017; Louangrath & Sutanapong, 2018;
Raubenheimer, 2004; Sencan, 2005). Following the removal of these five items, the newly emerged factor
structure was re-examined, confirming that the single-factor model was robustly maintained across both the
calculated eigenvalues and visual scree indicators. The scree plot for the remaining 16 items of the scale is
illustrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Scree Plot of the Remaining Scale Items
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Among the five items removed from the scale because their EFA factor loadings fell below 0.30 were
the statements "Thanks to the support education programme, my reading skills improved," "Thanks to the
support education programme, my writing skills improved," and "Thanks to the support education programme,
my mathematics skills improved." The low factor loadings observed for these specific items are considered to
stem from the clinical heterogeneity of the participants' specific learning disability profiles. In particular,
because the students presented with distinct subtypes of learning disabilities, the internal consistency of their
responses to these skill-specific statements may have been attenuated. Furthermore, the limited prevalence of
co-occurring or combined learning disability profiles among the sampled students may have restricted the
psychometric contribution of these items to the overarching structure of the scale. Additionally, the low factor
loadings obtained for the other excluded items, specifically "I can apply the knowledge I learned in the
programme at school and in daily life" and "The knowledge I learned in the programme makes it easier for me
to learn new information," can be attributed to the individual differences of the students and their lack of
cumulative experience in these functional generalization domains. The psychometric parameters concerning
the finalized single-factor model of the scale are presented in Table 3.

Table 3

IEMPES-SF Eigenvalues, Variance Explained, and Cumulative Variance Values

Factor Eigenvalue Variance Explained (%)
1 9.969 62.303

The total variance explained calculated for the single-factor scale model was found to be 62.303%.
This proportion of variance is a highly satisfactory value widely accepted within the psychometric literature
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2017; Tavsancil, 2014). Because the items of the IEMPES-SF clustered under a single latent
dimension as a result of the EFA, no rotation procedure was executed. The 16 items retained in this single-
factor structure accounted for 62.30% of the total variance. An eigenvalue greater than 1.00 for the factor,
coupled with an explained variance ratio exceeding 60%, demonstrates that the scale structure robustly reflects
the targeted latent construct (Beavers et al., 2013; Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017). For unidimensional scale structures,
an explained variance ratio of 30% or higher is considered sufficient (Tavsancil, 2014). Consequently, the
cumulative variance calculated for the entire scale (62.30%) represents an exceptionally high value within the
social sciences literature. The psychometric properties and structural characteristics of the 16 items retained in
the scale are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Item Factor Loadings and Item-Total Correlations

Final Item Draft Items Item-Total Factor
No Item No Correlation Loading
1 16 I enjoy participating in classroom learning activities. 781 821
2 11 I enjoy learning mathematics topics. 779 782
3 15 I experience difficulties participating in classroom 755 799
learning activities.
4 10 I feel excited that I will learn new topics at the 748 796
rehabilitation centre.
5 12 I enjoy doing reading activities. 742 753
6 9 The topics I learn in lessons interest me. 732 .803
7 18 While explaining the topic in class, my teacher .669 729
provides examples regarding the topic.
8 17 The materials used in lessons attract my attention. .656 719
9 13 I enjoy learning writing activities. .601 .632
10 7 I am happy to benefit from the support education 574 .626
programme.
11 20 My teacher shares their ideas with me regarding the 528 .599

activities I perform.
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Table 4 (Continued)
Final ]I)tl::rflt Items Item-Total Factor
Item No No Correlation Loading

12 21 After the activities performed in class, my teacher 477 547
asks questions regarding what I have learned in the
lesson.

13 14 I can comprehend the lessons within the duration 468 476
explained by my teacher.

14 8 I comprehend the topics explained at the 426 484
rehabilitation centre within the time allocated for
lessons.

15 19 My teacher monitors and observes (tracks) me during .368 464
the activities I perform.

16 4 Thanks to the support education programme, my 302 363

reading skills improved.

As presented in Table 4, the factor loadings of the 16 items retained in the scale ranged from .36 to
.82, while the corrected item-total correlations ranged from .30 to .78. These empirical findings demonstrate
that the items possess psychometrically appropriate factor loadings and strong structural integrity (Louangrath
& Sutanapong, 2018; Punch, 2013; Raubenheimer, 2004).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The structural validity and structural fit of the unidimensional, 16-item scale model established through EFA
were cross-validated by conducting a CFA with an independent sample of 260 students. The goodness-of-fit
indices obtained from the CFA are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

CFA Goodness-of-Fit Indices

X/sd SRMR RMSEA CF1 GFI AGFI IFI NFI NNFI
2.72 .08 .069 95 95 .90 .92 .90 92

Figure 3 presents the CFA diagram illustrating the factor structure and standardized pathways for the IEMPES-
SF.

Figure 3

IEMPES-SF CFA Diagram (Standardized Estimates)
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To evaluate the goodness-of-fit indices for the CFA, the literature reference values presented in Table 6 were
utilized.
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Table 6

Goodness-of-Fit Index Evaluation Criteria

Fit Indices Excellent Fit Acceptable Fit
x2/sd 0<y2/sd<2 2 <y2/sd <3
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA <.05 .05 <RMSEA <.08
RMR 0<RMR<.05 .05 <RMR <.10
SRMR 0<SRMR <£.05 .05<SRMR <.10
NFI .95 <NFI<1.00 .90 <NFI<.95
GFI 95 <GFIL 1.00 .90 <GFI1<.95
AGFI .90 < AGFI<1.00 .85 < AGFI<.90
CFI 97 <CFI<1.00 95 <CFI1<.97

References: (Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan vd., 2007; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Seger, 2017;
Shi vd., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira, 2011).

The goodness-of-fit indices for the scale can be summarized as follows: : X?/sd=2.72, SRMR= .008,
RMSEA=.069, CF1 = .95, GFI= .95, AGFI = .90, IFI = .92, NFI= .90, NNFI= .92. These values align closely
with the widely accepted threshold criteria in the psychometric literature, with the SRMR value in particular
demonstrating an excellent structural model fit (Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan et al., 2007; Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Secer, 2017; Shi et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira,
2011). In light of these empirical findings, the unidimensional construct validity of the IEMPES-SF stands
robustly confirmed.

Reliability and Validity

The statistical analysis indicates that the measurement instrument possesses high reliability
coefficients. Within this scope, the reliability parameters computed for the IEMPES-SF are presented in Table
7.
Table 7

IEMPES-SF Reliability Coefficients

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Test-Retest
Scale Composite Reliability (CR)
Coefficient Reliability
IEMPES-SF .94 93 .90

The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the 16-item, single-factor structure of the [IEMPES-SF
was determined to be .94. Composite reliability (CR) is an internal consistency estimate calculated using the
standardized factor loadings and error variances derived from the CFA (Peterson & Kim, 2013; Yang & Green,
2011). The composite reliability coefficient for the unidimensional structure of the IEMPES-SF was calculated
as .93. Furthermore, the stability coefficient of the instrument was evaluated using the test-retest reliability
method. The test-retest method involves administering the finalized measurement scale obtained from the EFA
and CFA phases to the same participant group under identical conditions at two distinct points in time, after
which the correlation coefficient between the two administrations is computed (Leppink & Pérez-Fuster, 2017,
Secer, 2017; Weir, 2005). The 16-item, single-factor scale was re-administered to a subset of 72 students with
a 20-day interval. The correlation between the two measurement points was calculated, yielding a test-retest
reliability value of .91. Taken together, these psychometric indices demonstrate that the measurement scale
possesses an exceptionally high level of reliability (Bilyiikdztiirk, 2017; DeVellis, 2014; Ozdamar, 2016;
Tavsancil, 2014).

Item Discrimination
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To determine the discrimination levels of the items retained in the IEMPES-SF, the significance of the
differences between the mean scores of the upper and lower 27% groups was examined. The results of the
independent samples t-test regarding the differences between the upper and lower groups are presented in
Table 8.
Table 8

IEMPES-SF Item-Total Test Score Correlations and Upper-Lower 27% Group Comparisons

Item No Lower 27% (n=130) Upper 27% (n=130) ¢ Corrected Item-Total
X SD X SD Correlation
1 4.48 1 4.38 .70 .830%* .39
2 4.64 .70 4.64 74 .809%* .81
3 4.20 .99 4.29 .99 -.430* .54
4 4.60 1 4.71 .64 -1.000* .84
5 4.65 5 4.72 .67 -.587* .86
6 4.68 .80 4.68 5 .929%* .88
7 4.65 15 4.61 78 328%* .86
8 4.48 91 4.54 .86 -.381* .79
9 4.27 .99 4.51 .88 -1.451* .69
10 4.60 1 4.67 .67 -.610* .82
11 4.65 15 4.70 .66 -.355*% .88
12 4.57 17 4.62 .81 -.425% .87
13 4.64 .66 4.62 72 122% .82
14 4.07 Sl 3.98 .52 971%* .69
15 4.54 .65 4.71 .61 -1.597* 71
16 4.50 .58 4.55 .65 -.547* .58
*p<.05

To evaluate the discrimination level of each item constituting the single-factor scale structure, the
cumulative scores obtained from the CFA study group were ranked in ascending order, and an independent
samples t-test was performed between the lower 27% and upper 27% groups. The results of the analysis
revealed that the differences between the mean scores of the lower and upper groups were statistically
significant for every single item (p < .01). This finding empirically demonstrates that all items in the scale
possess a high level of item discrimination (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017; Kubiszyn & Borich, 2013).

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary objective of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measurement instrument based
on the Illuminative Evaluation Model (IEM), designed to evaluate the Support Education Programme for
Students with Specific Learning Disabilities (SEPSLD) through the direct perceptions of the participating
students. Rather than being restricted solely to program outcomes, the IEM operates as a qualitative and holistic
evaluation framework that focuses on how the program's objectives, content, implementation processes, and
instructional interactions are experienced and interpreted by its active participants (Parlett & Hamilton, 1977).
This model places stakeholder perspectives at the center of inquiry and views the integration of student
perceptions into the curriculum evaluation process as an essential element that facilitates a more
comprehensive, nuanced, and contextual understanding of program effectiveness.

Grounded in this theoretical framework, an initial 24-item draft pool was generated by the researchers
to represent the core components of the evaluation model. To establish content validity, this preliminary draft
was submitted for expert review. Based on the qualitative feedback and consensus of the field experts, three
items deemed conceptually or operationally inadequate were excluded from the instrument, thereby reducing
the draft scale to 21 items. This developmental phase is considered crucial for enhancing the content validity
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of the instrument while ensuring its structural alignment with the underlying theoretical construct (DeVellis,
2017).

The structural validity of the IEMPES-SF was rigorously evaluated using EFA and CFA. The EFA
results revealed a unidimensional structure comprising 16 items, which explained 62.30% of the total variance.
In scale development studies, having an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 for each factor and a total explained
variance exceeding 60% is considered a strong indicator of robust structural validity (Beavers et al., 2013;
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2017). Moreover, for unidimensional scales, an explained variance ratio of 30% or higher is
deemed statistically sufficient (Tavsancil, 2014). Within this psychometric framework, the cumulative
variance calculated for the entire scale (62.30%) represents an exceptionally high value in the literature,
thereby demonstrating the high structural validity of the instrument. The single-factor model obtained from
the EFA was subsequently cross-validated using CFA. According to the goodness-of-fit indices yielded by the
CFA X2/sd=2.72, SRMR=.008, RMSEA=.069, CF1 = .95, GFI=.95, AGFI = .90, IFI =.92, NFI= .90, NNFI=
.92), the fit parameters of the IEMPES-SF fall well within the generally accepted thresholds in the literature,
with the SRMR value indicating an excellent model fit (Carvalho & Chima, 2014; Chan et al., 2007; Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 2014; Seger, 2017; Shi et al., 2019; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Ullman, 2006; Vieira,
2011). Consequently, these empirical findings firmly confirm and support the unidimensional structure of the
IEMPES-SF.

The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the 16-item, single-factor structure of the [IEMPES-SF
was determined to be .94, while its composite reliability coefficient was calculated as .93. The stability levels
of measurement scales are typically evaluated using the test-retest method. This approach involves
administering the instrument derived from the EFA and CFA phases to the same study group under identical
conditions at two distinct points in time. The test-retest reliability coefficient of the scale is then calculated by
comparing the results obtained from both administrations using correlation analyses (Leppink & Pérez-Fuster,
2017; Seger, 2017; Weir, 2005). Within this scope, the 16-item, single-factor scale was administered to 72
students with a 20-day interval. The correlation coefficient between the two administrations was calculated as
.91. Based on these empirical findings, it was concluded that the scale possesses a high level of reliability and
measurement stability over time (Bilyiikztiirk, 2017; DeVellis, 2014; Ozdamar, 2016; Tavsancil, 2014).

To evaluate the discrimination levels of the items retained in the IEMPES-SF, an analysis was
conducted based on the upper and lower 27% groups. The results of this analysis revealed a statistically
significant difference (p <.01) between the participants in the lower and upper groups for each individual item
on the scale. This finding demonstrates that every item is capable of distinguishing between individuals with
low and high levels of program evaluation perceptions. In other words, the scale items respond sensitively to
the variation in students' levels of curriculum evaluation, providing an important indicator for the structural
validity of the measurement instrument. The significant differences obtained at the item level firmly support
the instrument's sensitivity and measurement power in capturing the targeted latent construct (Biiylikoztiirk,
2017; Kubiszyn & Borich, 2013).

In light of the empirical findings, it has been demonstrated that the IEMPES-SF, which was developed
on the basis of the Illuminative Evaluation Model, is a scientifically competent measurement instrument with
robust validity and reliability parameters specifically designed to capture student perceptions regarding
curriculum evaluation. The results derived from the validity analyses confirm that structural validity has been
firmly established, while the reliability analyses indicate that the scale yields highly consistent and dependable
measurements. Consequently, the [EMPES-SF can be considered an exceptionally suitable assessment tool for
researchers and practitioners who wish to address students' program evaluations through a comprehensive lens.
Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that the validity and reliability of the IEMPES-SF be
further expanded by administering it to diverse participant groups and settings. Additionally, future studies
utilizing this scale could focus on examining student perspectives on curriculum evaluation in relation to the
demographic characteristics of the students benefiting from the program. Such endeavors are expected to
provide a more holistic, nuanced, and in-depth contribution to curriculum evaluation processes within the field.
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