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EGITIMDE OLCME VE DEGERLENDIRME DERSINE YONELIK BiR META-
DEGERLENDIRME CALISMASI*

A META-EVALUATION RESEARCH ON MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION COURSE

Muhammed Akinci!, Erdogan Kose?

0Z: Bu calismada, Egitimde Olcme ve Degerlendirme Dersi
Programmin  Degerlendirilmesi bashkli c¢aligmanin meta-
degerlendirmesinin ~ yapilmast  amaglanmigtir. Bu  amag
dogrultusunda caligmanin Egitimde Degerlendirme Standartlar
Ortak Komitesi (JCSEE) tarafindan belirlenen Program
Degerlendirme Standartlarini ne o6lgiide karsiladigi ortaya
koyulmustur. Arastirmada yontemsel olarak meta-degerlendirme
prosediirleri  benimsenmis, bu baglamda gerceklestirilen
islemlerde JCSEE tarafindan belirlenen Degerlendirmede Hesap
Verebilirlik standartlar1 dikkate alinmigtir. Meta-degerlendirmesi
yapilan arastirmanin gerekli standartlar1 tasiylp tasimadiginin
kontroliinde ise aragtirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen Program
Degerlendirme Standartlar1 Kontrol Listesi kullanilmistir. Bu
amagcla bir i¢, bir de dis degerlendirici tarafindan ¢alismanin etkin
bir program degerlendirme arastirmasinda olmas: gereken dogru
planlama, gegerli ve giivenilir veri toplanma, gerekli analizleri
yapma ve raporlastirma niteliklerini tasiyip tagimadigina yonelik
kontroller yapilmistir. i¢ ve dis degerlendiricilerden elde edilen
verilere gore bu arastirma JCSEE tarafindan belirlenen Program
Degerlendirme  Standartlari’n1  bilyilk oranda  (%88,33)
karsilamaktadir. Ayrica her iki degerlendiriciye gére Amaca
Uygunluk Standartlar: %88,9, Fizibilite Standartlart %75,
Dogruluk Standartlar: %100 oraninda karsilanirken, Uygunluk
Standartlar: dig degerlendiriciye gore %87,5, i¢ degerlendiriciye
gore ise %75 oraninda karsilanmaktadir. Bunun yaninda
uzmanlar aragtirmada o6zellikle kiiltiirel degerler, ¢ikarlar,
baglamlar ve ¢ikar ¢atismalari kavramlar1 hakkinda yeterli bilgi
saglanmadig1r goriisiindedir. Arastirma bulgularmmdan yola
cikarak program degerlendirme ve meta-degerlendirme
caligmalarmin daha etkin bir bi¢cimde yiiriitilmesine yonelik
oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar sozciikler: Meta-degerlendirme, 6l¢me, degerlendirme,
program degerlendirme, program standartlart

Bu makaleye atif vermek igin:

ABSTRACT: This study aimed to make a meta-evaluation of the
study titled Evaluation of Measurement and Evaluation in Education
Curriculum. For this purpose, the study was conducted to determine
the extent to which the research complies with the Program Evaluation
Standards determined by the Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation (JCSEE). Methodologically, meta-evaluation
procedures were adopted in the research, and the Evaluation
Accountability Standards determined by JCSEE were considered in the
transactions carried out in this context. The Program Evaluation
Standards Checklist developed by the researchers was used to control
whether the meta-evaluated research met the required standards. For
this purpose, controls were made by an internal and an external
evaluator to reveal whether the study has the qualities of accurate
planning, valid and reliable data collection, performing the necessary
analyzes, and reporting, which should be in an effective program
evaluation research. The results of the meta-evaluation indicate that
the study under examination demonstrates a high degree of alignment
with the Program Evaluation Standards used by internal and external
evaluators, with a concordance rate of 88.33%. In addition, according
to both evaluators, Utility Standards were met by 88.9%, Feasibility
Standards by 75%, and Accuracy Standards by 100%, while Propriety
Standards were met at a rate of 87.5% according to the external
evaluator and 75% according to the internal evaluator. Moreover, the
experts think that more information should have been provided in the
research, especially about the concepts of cultural values, interests,
contexts, and conflicts of interest. Based on the research findings,
suggestions were made to conduct program evaluation and meta-
evaluation studies more effectively.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Introduction

Measurement and evaluation, essential elements in interpreting and deciding on the quality of
education in Turkey, have also become tools used at the point of transition between education levels,
admission to employment, and educational institutions (Baykul, 2011). Measurement and evaluation are
among the essential teacher qualities established by the Ministry of National Education (MNE), as well as
one of the primary concerns that should be emphasized for the education system's performance (MNE,
2017a; MNE, 2017b; MNE, 2017b). Because measurement and evaluation are primarily concerned with
student and teacher achievement, systematic evaluation of a school system is only achievable through
program evaluation studies (Nevo, 2002). It is necessary to utilize scientific research methods and formal
evaluations that use well-structured procedures toward specific goals, locations, timeframes, and intended
audiences to ensure the accuracy and practicality of evaluations of the effectiveness and potential of
educational programs (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011; Usun, 2012; Yiksel, & Saglam, 2014). These program
evaluations are comprehensive and costly and are referred to as Improvement/Accountability Oriented
Approaches (Stufflebeam, 1999). This issue shows that there may be considerable effort, time, and financial
problems if the program evaluation procedures are not carried out accurately. This situation raises concerns
about the effectiveness of the program evaluation processes. From this point of view, meta-evaluations
reveal the quality of program evaluation processes. Meta-evaluation also reveals the deficiencies and errors
of one or more program evaluation studies (Cooksy & Caracelli, 2009; Scriven, 2011). These contributions
of meta-evaluation to the program evaluation process and the strong relationship between teacher training,
measurement, evaluation, and curriculum evaluation make this study meaningful. In this context, it was
deemed necessary to conduct a meta-evaluation of a study aiming to reveal the quality of a technical course,
such as measurement and evaluation in education, a compulsory course in teacher training programs.

Method

Methodologically, meta-evaluation procedures were adopted in the research, and the evaluation
accountability standards determined by JCSEE were considered in the transactions carried out in this
context. The Program Evaluation Standards Checklist developed by the researchers was used to control
whether the meta-evaluated research met the required standards. For this purpose, an internal and an
external evaluator made controls to reveal whether the study has the qualities of accurate planning, valid
and reliable data collection, performing the necessary analyzes, and reporting, which should be in an
effective program evaluation research. In addition, what actions were taken for each standard item during
the program evaluation process was presented to the evaluators.

Findings

According to data collected from internal and external evaluators, the meta-evaluated study (88.33%)
complies with the JCSEE-established Program Evaluation Standards. Furthermore, both evaluators found
that the study demonstrated a high degree of conformity with the Utility Standards (88.9%), Feasibility
Standards (75%), and Accuracy Standards (100%). The external evaluator determined that the study also
met the Propriety Standards at a rate of 87.5%, while the internal evaluator found a rate of 75% conformity
with these standards. Moreover, the experts believe that sufficient information should have been provided
in the research, especially about the concepts of cultural values, interests, contexts, and conflicts of interest.

Discussion and Conclusion

When the research findings are considered in the context of utility standards, it was observed that the
study primarily serves its purpose. However, it was stated that there are problems in terms of quality and
quantity in serving the purpose of program evaluation research in Turkey. Akinc1 & Kose (2021) stated in
their study that both the evaluated programs and program evaluation studies in Turkey have problems in
serving their purpose. The small number of program evaluation studies conducted in Turkey has also been
highlighted in some other research (Giindiiz & Kuzu Demir, 2020; Keskin & Yazar, 2019). This situation
may be an indicator that we should conduct more program evaluation studies that evaluate different
program types and serve their purpose. At this point, the risks posed by program evaluation research in
terms of time, workload, and cost should not be forgotten. The preference for practical, economical, sound
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and functional methods to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the evaluation is related to the
feasibility standards (JCSEE, 2018). In this context, the meta-evaluated research has the most problems in
the relevant standard field. The basis of this problem may lie in the fact that the methodological choices are
inappropriate, especially in terms of practicality. This case is more about research culture. According to
Akcan et al. (2018), the research culture in Turkey is education-focused, and there are issues with the
research approach in this regard.

When the research findings are examined in terms of accuracy standards, the study, according to
internal and external evaluators the study meets this standard 100%. This finding is a positive and expected
finding for a study that evaluates the program of a technical course that includes psychometric features such
as measurement and evaluation in education. However, this is only sometimes a situation encountered in
educational research in Turkey. According to Akinci and Kdése (2021), there are problems in terms of
methodological diversity and accuracy in studies conducted under the title of program evaluation in Turkey.
On the other hand, Ak and Giilmez (2006) stated that academic studies conducted in Turkey are sometimes
used to collect points, and that methodological depth is not always achieved. It may also be possible for
this understanding sometimes to lead researchers to methodological errors, and this situation is emphasized
in various studies (Toy & Tosunoglu, 2007; Erdogan, 2001). When the meta-evaluated study is considered
in terms of propriety standards, it is seen that these standards are met to a large extent. However, it has
various problems regarding the different cultural contexts mentioned before.

INTRODUCTION

Measurement and evaluation are of great importance in determining the extent to which the
objectives have been achieved or revealing the success of the teaching. In addition to being an essential
component in the evaluation of education in Turkey, measurement and evaluation have also been utilized
as a tool at the point of transition between educational levels, admittance to employment, and educational
institutions (Baykul, 2011). However, when measurement and assessment are seen in this light, it is limited
to being a standard test practice and grading tool. Several investigations have found data that point to this
constraint (Akbas & Gengtiirk, 2013; Berberolu, 2010; Sara¢ & Uygun, 2020). Instead, we should regard
measurement and evaluation as a teaching qualification allowing us to examine student performance from
all angles and make the best judgments possible.

Measurement and Evaluation as Teacher Qualification

Measurement is expressing a certain quality of an object with numbers or symbols, and evaluation is
deciding the relevant quality based on the measurement results (Mislevy, 2018; Morrow Jr et al., 2000;
Scriven, 1981). Based on these definitions, it is expected that teachers who make decisions about student
success should be competent in this subject. This qualification is one of the essential competencies of the
teaching profession both in universities and in the Ministry of National Education (MNE). It is stated that
the first program for measurement and evaluation in education within universities was the doctoral program
opened by Hacettepe University in the 1974-1975 academic year (Baykul, 2011). Afterward, undergraduate
programs started to teach in this field, but these programs were closed with the regulation made in 1997 by
the Council of Higher Education (CHE) (CHE, 1998). Today, the field of measurement and evaluation in
education contributes to the educational sciences at the graduate level. In addition, support is received from
academics in this field in the conduct of various vocational knowledge courses in teacher training
undergraduate programs (CHE, 2007).

Measurement and Evaluation is one of the four essential teacher characteristics under the title of
Professional Skills among the General Competencies of the Teaching Profession determined by the MNE
General Directorate of Teacher Training and Development (MNE, 2017a). In addition, the Teacher Strategy
Document emphasized the issue of training teachers who will carry out measurement and evaluation
activities according to some standards (MNE, 2017b). Moreover, in the Education Vision 2023 Document,
measurement and evaluation draw attention as one of the main issues that should be emphasized for the
education system's success (MNE, 2019). These points indicate the importance of measurement and
evaluation as a teaching qualification by the institutions responsible for teacher training and employment.
This situation also draws attention to the quality of teaching activities expected to provide teachers with
measurement and evaluation competencies. The measurement and evaluation process is essential for
revealing the quality of instruction. However, as measurement and evaluation are primarily concerned with
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student and teacher performance, systematic evaluation of a school system is only achievable through
program evaluation studies (Nevo, 2002).

The practitioners of the teaching activity in school systems are the teachers. This situation also draws
attention to the quality of teachers and the importance of teacher training programs in this context. In
different studies, the importance of programs in teacher training and the role of teachers in ensuring the
continuity of these programs were emphasized (Bullough, 1992; LaChausse et al., 2014). In addition, the
practitioners of measurement and evaluation activities in schools are also teachers. Moreover, it is stated
that measurement and evaluation are of great importance for the principle of continuity in the program
development process (Tan, 2019).

In summary, there is a need for successful teachers for the realization of effective teaching,
measurement, and evaluation processes, and effective programs for the training of successful teachers and
effective teaching, measurement, and evaluation activities within these programs. These explanations
indicate the strong relationship between teacher training, curriculum development, measurement, and
evaluation concepts. The importance of program evaluation to reveal and increase the success of the
developed programs is a separate issue that needs to be discussed.

Program Evaluation and Meta-Evaluation

It is necessary to utilize scientific research methods and formal evaluations that use well-structured
procedures toward specific goals, locations, timeframes, and intended audiences to ensure the accuracy and
practicality of evaluations of the effectiveness and potential of educational programs (Fitzpatrick et al.,
2011; Usun, 2012; Yiiksel, & Saglam, 2014). These program evaluations are comprehensive and costly and
are referred to as Improvement/Accountability Oriented Approaches (Stufflebeam, 1999). Because more
importance is given to the human factor in program evaluation studies today compared to previous years,
and there are systematic data collection and analysis processes from many program stakeholders in these
studies (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018). However, it is not easy to consider such data collected from different
program stakeholders and containing many different opinions as standard evaluations within a particular
framework (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011). This situation shows that in addition to the standardization problem
expressed, if the program evaluation processes are not carried out correctly, significant risks will arise
regarding workload, time, and finances. This issue makes the quality of the program evaluation processes,
as well as the quality of the program, questionable. From this point of view, the quality of program
evaluation processes is revealed by meta-evaluations. Michael Scriven first introduced the concept of meta-
evaluation in 1969 (Scriven, 2009). Meta-evaluation is expressed as the process of revealing the
deficiencies and errors of one or more program evaluation studies or the evaluation of evaluation (Cooksy
& Caracelli, 2009; Scriven, 2011). In this context, meta-evaluation also reveals whether a formal program
evaluation research meets the needs, is carried out in long processes, and requires serious cost, time, and
workload. In this respect, it is essential to adopt various standards as criteria to reveal the quality of a
program evaluation research.

Program Evaluation Standards

Many meta-evaluation studies conducted since the 1980s have used program evaluation standards
and checklists developed by JCSEE to publicly report the merits and drawbacks of program evaluation
(Stufflebeam, 2000; WMU, 2020). The relevant Committee includes 12 organizations dealing with
evaluation in education (JCSEE, 2018). The second and third editions of the curriculum evaluation
standards, which consisted of 30 standard items and the first version published in 1981 by the Committee,
were also issued in the following years (Fournier, 1994; Stufflebeam & Madaus, 1983). The Committee
also profited from national and international examinations and field research involving over 400
stakeholders from various countries to establish the most recent edition of the program evaluation standards
in 2010 (JCSEE, 2018). Since the 1980s, most meta-evaluation studies in domains such as economics,
employment, environment, children’s rights, addiction treatment, and educational practices have utilized
these standards. (Alexakis, 2020; Chapman, 2012; Léveillé & Chamberland, 2010; Windsor et al., 1998).
The main features of the Program Evaluation Standards developed by JCSEE (2018) are summarized
below:

1. Utility Standards: The main focus of this standard area, which consists of eight standard items, is
who evaluates the program, to what extent the stakeholders of the program are considered, how
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well these stakeholders' needs regarding the program are met, in short, whether the evaluation
serves its purpose.

2. Feasibility Standards: These standards aim to increase evaluation effectiveness and efficiency.
Feasibility standards, which consist of four items, are related to the issue of whether the program
evaluation is carried out with adequate, practical, economical, sound, and functional methods.

3. Propriety Standards: Propriety standards support the appropriate, fair, legal, truthful, and honest
in evaluation. In this context, this standard area, which consists of seven standard items, focuses on
issues such as respect for human rights and fulfilling financial obligations in the use of resources
in a formal, transparent, and fair manner.

4. Accuracy Standards: Accuracy standards aim to increase the trustworthiness and accuracy of
program evaluation data, findings, conclusions, and recommendations. This standard area consists
of eight standard items and focuses on valid and reliable information obtained through appropriate
methodological designs and analysis.

5. Evaluation Accountability Standards: Accountability standards encourage sufficient
documentation and a meta-evaluation viewpoint emphasizing progress and accountability in
evaluation procedures and outputs.

Program evaluation standards developed by JCSEE consist of 30 standards under the five headings
shown above. Mainly the focus of evaluation accountability standards is meta-evaluation. Although meta-
evaluation studies have been increasingly popular worldwide since the 1980s, there aren't many conducted
in Turkey. A few meta-evaluation studies have been conducted in Turkey on various educational programs
and initiatives. These include Yasar et al. (2005) on teacher training programs for primary education
between 1997 and 2004, Yiiksel and Akin (2013) on the Student Success Determination Exam, Kilig¢ &
Aslan (2016) on articles published on adult education in Turkey, Yagan (2019) on Ph.D. dissertations on
program evaluation in Turkey, and Akinct and Kose (2022) on teacher training programs in Turkey.

When these studies are examined in the context of their subjects, it was observed that only a few
were conducted on program evaluation studies. In addition, in these studies, the researchers did not meta-
evaluate any of their own program evaluation studies. However, as the final step in evaluating a program,
meta-evaluation refers to showing the shortcomings and flaws of the research (Cooksy & Caracelli, 2009).
In this way, meta-evaluation makes it possible to reveal findings on behalf of accountability about the extent
to which the program evaluation research complies with the processes planned and negotiated at the
beginning of the study and to what extent it serves its purpose. In this respect, meta-evaluation not only
reveals the deficiencies of the program evaluation process but also increases the validity and reliability of
the findings. Meta-evaluation provides the internal and external stakeholders of the program with the
opportunity to review the program evaluation process while using the standards accepted in the international
literature (JCSEE, 2018). Thus, it becomes possible for the program evaluation studies at the local level to
gain an international identity. Another contribution of meta-evaluation to program evaluation is that it
reveals the deficiencies of the studies and guides similar studies to be carried out in the future for possible
problems to be encountered. These contributions of meta-evaluation to the program evaluation process and
the strong relationship between teacher training, measurement, evaluation, and curriculum evaluation make
this study meaningful. In this context, it was deemed necessary to conduct a meta-evaluation of a study
aiming to reveal the quality of a technical course, such as measurement and evaluation in education, a
compulsory course in teacher training programs.

Purpose of the Study

This study aims to make a meta-evaluation of the research titled Evaluation of Measurement and
Evaluation in Education Curriculum. For this purpose, the study was conducted to determine the extent to
which the research complies with the Program Evaluation Standards established by the JCSEE. In this
regard, the study sought answers to the following questions:

1. To what extent does the research comply with program evaluation standards?

2. To what extent does the research comply with the relevant standards by standard areas?

3. To what extent does the research comply with the relevant standards according to the standard
items?

821



METHOD

Research Design

This study is a meta-evaluation research. Stufflebeam (2000) defines meta-evaluation as the process
of identifying, obtaining, and using descriptive and judgmental information about an evaluation's
usefulness, feasibility, relevance, and accuracy to report on the strengths and weaknesses of that evaluation
publicly. JCSEE (2018) has organized meta-evaluation under the evaluation accountability standards as
three standard items: evaluation documentation, internal meta-evaluation, and external meta-evaluation.
This research was also conducted considering the related topics. Due to the nature of the study, it does not
require ethical permission as it does not involve any experimental procedure or data collection process on
living things. However, in the study, due care was taken not to do anything contrary to research and
publication ethics.

Meta-Evaluated Study

The meta-evaluated study is the Ph.D. dissertation prepared by the corresponding author of this
research. The dissertation prepared by Akinci (2021) was conducted under the supervision of the study's
second author. The study, in which the multi-stage evaluation design and Stake's Responsive Program
Evaluation Model were used, was aimed at evaluating the measurement and evaluation course program.
For this purpose, the researcher collected data by using data collection tools such as semi-structured
interviews, observations, achievement tests, and checklists from 484 pre-service teachers, 16 teachers, eight
school administrators, and seven lecturers at faculties of education and theology affiliated with three
different state universities and at different levels and types of public schools. The findings of the study
indicated that the measurement and evaluation proficiencies of both teachers and pre-service teachers were
inadequate. This deficiency was attributed to factors such as the inadequacy of the measurement and
evaluation course for diverse teaching disciplines, the brevity of the course, and the absence of opportunities
for practical training.

Data Collection Tool

The Program Evaluation Standards Checklist was used to check whether the meta-evaluated research
met the required standards. Akincit and Kose (2020) developed the checklist considering the program
evaluation standards determined by JCSEE. Researchers received opinions from different experts on the
relevant standards' translation, conceptual relevance, and item structures. In addition, the consistency of the
coders between the experts examining the checklist items was checked, and the Cohen Kappa coefficient
of the agreement was calculated as 0.81. According to Landis and Koch (1977), an adjustment of 0.61 and
above is satisfactory. This case shows that the coder consistency is sufficient for the relevant checklist. At
the end of these procedures, the final form of 30 items was given to the checklist by the researchers.

Data Collection and Analysis

The controls were made by an internal and an external evaluator using the Program Evaluation
Standards Checklist to reveal whether the study carries the qualities of accurate planning, valid and reliable
data collection, and performing the necessary analyzes and reporting, which are required for effective
program evaluation research. While the academician selected as the external evaluator has the title of
associate professor in the field of curriculum and instruction, the internal evaluator, who works as an
assistant professor, is one of the experts in the field of measurement and evaluation, where observations are
made in her/his class during the program evaluation process. In this context, the processes corresponding
to the three standards related to the JCSEE (2018) accountability standard area in the data collection process
are given below, respectively:

1. In response to the Evaluation Documentation standard, internal and external evaluators were also
given access to the documents related to the research data upon request, provided that the
participant information is hidden, as well as the final report version of the study.

2. Internal Meta-Evaluation refers to using program evaluation standards by different evaluators or
program stakeholders to examine the accountability of evaluation design, procedures used, data
collected, and results (JCSEE, 2018). In this context, the internal evaluator, the program's
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stakeholder, was first requested to evaluate the study report with the help of the checklist prepared
using the relevant standards. In addition, what kind of actions were taken for each standard item
during the program evaluation process was presented to the internal evaluator.

3. At this point, the status of the research examined in meeting the program evaluation standards is
revealed from the perspective of an external evaluator (JCSEE, 2018). The External Meta-
Evaluation process allows an independent evaluator to perform the same procedures as the internal
meta-evaluation process. In this context, the same procedures carried out with the internal evaluator
were repeated with the external evaluator.

After these processes, the descriptive analysis method was used to analyze the data collected through
the checklist from internal and external evaluators. In this context, descriptive statistics and explanations
for each standard area and the total level of meeting the standards are presented.

FINDINGS

Research findings are presented in the form of tables and explanations under utility standards,
feasibility standards, propriety standards, and accuracy standards. In Table 1, descriptive statistics regarding
the level of meeting the utility standards of the meta-evaluated study were given.

Table 1.
Descriptive statistics on the level of meeting the utility standards.
External Evaluator internal Evaluator Total X
Standard Insufficient Insufficient Insufficient
Area Item | Yes | No Info Yes | No Info Yes | No Info
1 + + 2
2 + + 2
» 3 + + 2
- . ' 2
g 5 + + 2
& 6 + + 2
2> 7 + + 2
= 8 + + 2
> 9 + + 2
f 8 0 1 8 0 1 16 0 2
% 88,9 0 11,1 88,9 0 11,1 88,9 0 11,1

Table 1 shows that the meta-evaluated study met the utility standards by 88.9%, according to both
internal and external evaluators. Likewise, according to both evaluators, there needs to be more information
about the fourth standard item in the relevant study. The mentioned item is presented below.

Item 4. The personal and cultural values that form the basis of the purposes, processes, and
judgments in the research evaluation processes are clearly expressed.

In Table 2, descriptive statistics regarding the level of meeting the feasibility standards of the meta-
evaluated study were presented.

Table 2.
Descriptive statistics on the level of meeting the feasibility standards
External Evaluator internal Evaluator Total X
Standard
Area Item | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info
10 + + 2
@g 11 + + 2
E 8 12 + + 1 1
§ S| 13 + + 2
L &% f 3 0 1 3 0 1 6 1 1
% 75 | 0 25 75 |0 25 75 | 125 12,5




Table 2 shows that the meta-evaluated study met the program evaluation standards by 75%,
according to both evaluators. In addition, according to the external evaluator, the 12" standard
item still needed to be met in the study. On the other hand, the internal evaluator thinks that
sufficient information should be given about the same item in the study. The above-mentioned
standard item is as follows:

Item 12. The evaluations made in the research recognize, monitor, and balance the cultural
and political interests and needs of individuals and groups.

The descriptive statistics regarding the level of meeting the propriety standards of the
meta-evaluated study are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Descriptive statistics on the level of meeting the propriety standards
External Evaluator internal Evaluator Total X
Standard
Area Item | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info
14 | + +
%) 15 + +
e
S| 16 + +
% 17 + +
& 18 + +
> 19 + +
=] 20 + +
S| 21 | + +
o f 7 0 1 6 0 2 6,5 0 15
% |875| 0 12,5 75 0 25 81,25 | 0 18,75

Table 3 shows that the propriety standards are met by 87.5% according to the external
evaluator and 75% according to the internal evaluator. Both external and internal evaluators stated
that sufficient information should have been given about the 20" standard item. In addition,
according to the internal evaluator, in the meta-evaluated study, sufficient information needed to
be provided about the 16th standard item. The items mentioned are as follows:

Item 16. Agreements made during the evaluation processes in the research are negotiated
in a way that considers the needs, expectations, and cultural contexts of all stakeholders
benefiting from and being affected by the program.

Item 20. In the evaluation processes of the research, actual or anticipated conflicts of
interest that could cast a shadow on the evaluation were clearly and honestly defined and
eliminated.

In Table 4, descriptive statistics regarding the level of meeting the accuracy standards of the
meta-evaluated study were presented.

824



Table 4.

Descriptive statistics on the level of meeting the accuracy standards

External Evaluator internal Evaluator Total X
Standard
Area Item | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info | Yes | No | Insufficient Info
22 + +
23 + +
24 + +
25 + +
(72}
T| 26 + +
©
s | 27 + +
c
< | 28 + +
(p]
2129 | + +
§ 30 + +
3 f 9 |0 0 910 0 9 |0 0
é(’ % [100| O 0 100| O 0 100| O 0

Table 4 indicates that the meta-evaluated study met the accuracy standards 100% according
to external and internal evaluators. Table 5 shows descriptive statistics regarding the level of
meeting the program evaluation standards in total.

Table 5.

Descriptive statistics on the level of meeting program evaluation standards
Standard Sum

f %
Yes 27 90
External Evaluator No 1 3.33
Insufficient Info 2 3.33
Yes 26 86,66
internal Evaluator No 0 0
Insufficient Info 4 13,33
Yes 26,5 88,33
Total No 0.5 1,66
Insufficient Info 3 10

When Table 5 is examined, while the study meets the program evaluation standards at the
rate of 90% according to the external evaluator, this rate is 86.66% according to the internal
evaluator. This value is 88.33% in total. According to the evaluators, more information was needed
about the study's four standard items. These items emphasize cultural values, interests, contexts,
and conflicts of interest. The experts think these concepts should have been considered sufficiently
in the study. However, it is still observed that the study largely complies with the program
evaluation standards.

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the meta-evaluation indicate that the study under examination demonstrates a
high degree of alignment with the Program Evaluation Standards, as determined by both internal
and external evaluators, with a concordance rate of 88.33%. In addition, according to both
evaluators, Utility Standards were met by 88.9%, Feasibility Standards by 75%, and Accuracy
Standards by 100%, while Propriety Standards were met at a rate of 87.5% according to the
external evaluator and 75% according to the internal evaluator. Moreover, the experts think more
information should have been provided in the research, especially about cultural values, interests,
contexts, and conflicts of interest. Akinci and Kose (2020) stated in their study that evaluation
studies on teacher training programs in Turkey have similar shortcomings. This issue may occur
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because cultural and contextual features are not considered enough in curriculum development
studies carried out centrally in Turkey. The problem of developing programs without adequate
consideration of social and cultural characteristics is also emphasized in different studies (Aslan,
& Uygun, 2019; Kurt, 2016; Paksoy, 2020). However, the concepts of culture and education are
so intertwined that this concept has found a place in the definition of education. Education is
expressed as enculturation, that is, the society shaping individuals in line with their expectations
and wishes (Helvaci, 2008). Another study emphasizes the transfer of cultural heritage to future
generations, which is one of the main functions of education (Geng, 2018). In this respect, it is
essential to consider cultural and contextual features in curriculum development. In addition, with
the decision of the General Council of Higher Education dated 10.08.2020, the authority was
transferred to the faculties responsible for training teachers in the determination of the courses,
curricula, and credits in the programs, considering various issues in the 2018 curriculum (CHE,
2020). Despite the transfer of authority, no regulation has been found regarding teacher training
programs on cultural values and different contexts that will increase compliance with program
evaluation standards in the universities where the program evaluation study was conducted.
Although this situation allows the relevant institutions to make regulations, it indicates that a
centralized approach is still dominant in matters such as cultural values, interests, contexts, and
conflicts of interest.

When the research findings are considered in the context of utility standards, it was observed
that the relevant study principally serves its purpose. Contrary to these findings, it has been stated
that there are problems in terms of quality and quantity in serving the purpose of program
evaluation research in Turkey. Akinci and Kdse (2021) stated in their study that both the evaluated
programs and program evaluation studies in Turkey have problems in serving their purpose. Such
studies are referred to as Pseudoevaluations because they are evaluations that express positive or
negative opinions about the program, regardless of its actual benefit and value (Stufflebeam,
1999). Similarly, it has been emphasized in different studies that the number of program evaluation
studies conducted in Turkey is limited (Giindiiz & Kuzu Demir, 2020; Keskin & Yazar, 2019).
This situation shows that more program evaluation studies should be conducted that evaluate
different program types and serve their purpose. At this point, the risks posed by program
evaluation research in terms of time, workload, and cost should not be forgotten. The preference
for practical, economical, helpful, and functional methods to increase the effectiveness and
efficiency of the evaluation is related to the feasibility standards (JCSEE, 2018). In this context,
the meta-evaluated research has the most problems in the relevant standard field. The basis of this
problem may lie in the fact that the methodological choices are inappropriate, especially in terms
of practicality. This issue is more about research culture. Akcan et al. (2018) stated that the research
culture in Turkey is education-oriented, and there are problems in the approach to research in this
respect.

When the research findings are examined in terms of accuracy standards, the study, which
was meta-evaluated according to internal and external evaluators, meets this standard 100%. This
finding is a positive and expected finding for a study that evaluates the program of a technical
course that includes psychometric features such as measurement and evaluation in education.
However, this is only sometimes a situation encountered in program development and evaluation
studies and other educational research in Turkey. According to Akinci and Kdse (2021), there are
problems in terms of methodological diversity and accuracy in studies conducted under the title of
program evaluation in Turkey. On the other hand, Ak and Giilmez (2006) stated that academic
studies conducted in Turkey are sometimes used to collect points, and that methodological depth
is not always achieved. It may also be possible for this understanding sometimes to lead
researchers to methodological errors, and this situation is emphasized in various studies (Toy &
Tosunoglu, 2007; Erdogan, 2001). When the meta-evaluated study is considered in terms of
propriety standards, it is seen that these standards are met to a large extent. However, it has various
problems regarding the different cultural contexts mentioned before.
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As a result, the rapid change in almost every field in the world also reflects in education,
program, and evaluation. In this respect, various standards are also used in addition to the
approaches or models adopted for many years in program development and evaluation (JCSEE,
2018). In addition to the programs being evaluated, the quality of the evaluation process has
become a subject of extensive research (Astbury, 2016). In this study, a meta-evaluation of the
related study was carried out after a comprehensive program evaluation research that lasted for
about two years with a similar understanding. Although the study primarily meets the program
evaluation standards, it has been observed that there needs to be more accountability in matters
such as cultural values, interests, contexts, and conflicts of interest based on Turkey's research
culture and program development approach. From this point of view, various suggestions that are
thought to contribute to program evaluation and meta-evaluation studies are presented:

1. Social and cultural characteristics should be considered more in the program development and
evaluation process.

2. Teacher training programs should be arranged to train teachers for different needs and contexts by
taking advantage of the transfer of authority to education faculties.

3. Program evaluation studies should be conducted with more effective and comprehensive
methodological preferences in different program types and levels.

4. Methodological depth and diversity should be increased in program evaluation studies.

5. Meta-evaluation studies should be conducted on the quality of program evaluation studies carried
out by different researchers in various contexts.

6. Program evaluation and meta-evaluation studies should be conducted in light of the approach,
model, and standards developed and adopted in line with the structure and needs of the Turkish
education system.

Important note: Due to the nature of the study, it does not require ethical permission as it does not involve
any experimental procedure or data collection process on living things. However, in the study, due care was
taken not to do anything contrary to research and publication ethics.
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