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Oz
Ogrenme siirecinde programin olumlu-olumsuz etkilerinin nesnel bir bigimde incelen-
mesi, 6gretmenlerin yeni programi daha yakindan tanimasi ve programa karst daha olum-
lu bir bakis agist kazanmasi bakimindan bu ¢aligmanin 6nemli oldugu distinilmekte-
dir. Bu ¢aligma ilkégretim 6gretmenlerinin 2005-2006 egitim-6gretim yilinda uygula-
maya konulan ilkégretim programinin 6grenme siirecine, 6grencilerin biligsel-duygusal-
psikomotor kazanimlarina etkisini ve 6grencilerden beklentilerini ortaya ¢ikarmak ama-
ciyla yapilmugtir. Aragtirmanin rneklemini 2008-2009 Egitim ve Ogretim yilinda Istan-
bul ilindeki ¢esitli ilkogretimdeki devlet ve 6zel okulda gorev yapan ve random yontemiyle
secilen 836 6gretmenden (Kadin:438, Erkek:397) olusmaktadir. Arastirma verileri aragtir-
mact tarafindan gelistirilmis olan 27 maddeden olugan “Ogretmenlerin 2005 Yili Hkégre—
tim Programina Yonelik Tutum Olgegi” ile toplanmistir. Bu galisma, yeni programin okul-
lardaki egitim ortaminin uygulanmasinda olumlu ve olumsuz y6nleri belirlenmeyi hedef-
lemektedir. Ayrica ¢aligmanin ilkdgretimde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin 2005 yili ilkogre-
tim programlarina yonelik algi ve tutumlar1 aragtirilmig; eski ve yeni program arasindaki
iligki saptanmaya, yeni programin farkli yon ve sinirliliklar: ortaya ¢ikarilmaya ¢aligilarak
ilgililere ve arastirmacilara katki saglayacag: diistiniilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetleri,
deneyimleri, egitim diizeyleri ve mezuniyet durumlar: agisindan yeni 6gretim programi-
na kargt tutumlarinda anlamli derecede farklilik gostermemektedir. Buna kargilik, mede-
ni durum ve ¢aligtiklar: kurum agisindan yeni egitim programina bakis agilarinda anlam-
I bir farklilik saptanmugtir. Aragtirma sonuglari daha onceki degisik program degerlendir-
me ¢aligmalari ile kargilagtirilmig ve tartigilmagtir.
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21. ylzyila girdigimiz bilgi caginda birey ve toplumun gelecegi, bilgiye
ulagma, bilgiyi kullanma ve bilgiyi tiretme becerilerine bagh bulunmak-
tadir. Bu becerilerin kazanilmasinin ve hayat boyu siirdiirilmesinin, bil-
giyi ezberlemeyi degil, bilgi tiretimine dayal ¢agdas bir egitimi gerek-
tirdigi distnilmektedir.

Guniimiizde hizla gelisen bilim ve teknoloji, egitimin her alanini etki-
lemekte ve 6zellikle egitim yaklagimlarinda kokli degisimleri zorun-
lu kilmaktadir. Geleneksel egitim yaklagimlarinin yetersiz kaldig: bilgi
ve teknoloji ¢caginda, coklu zekd kurami ve yapilandirmaci egitim yakla-
simlar1 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Bu yaklagimlarla egitim stirecinde, 6gret-
men merkezli anlayisla 6grencinin davranigini degistirmek yerine, 6g-
renci merkezli anlayisla 6grencinin zihinsel becerilerini gelistirmeye ve

bilgiyi yapilandirmaya agirlik verildigi goriilmektedir.
Egitim programi (curriculum) sozcigi 17. yy. baginda ingiliz Dil li-

terattiriinden gelmekle birlikte, son ylizyilda egitimin temel kavramla-
rindan biri olmustur. Bu terimin tam kargilig1 olan sézciik, ¢ogu Avru-
pa dillerinde bulunmamustir. (Eden ve Lewy, 1991). Ulkemizde Ertiirk
(1978), bu sozctik yerine Tirkgede yetisek sozctini kullanmag, ancak bu
sozciik ¢ok yaygin bir kabul gérmemistir. Gliniimiizde ¢ogu kaynaklar-
da “curriculum”kargilig1 olarak egitim programi sézciigi kullanilmakta-

dir (akt., Erden, 1998).
Romberg ve Shafer (2003) ve Ersoy’a (2006) gore, son ¢eyrek ytizyil-

da yapilandirmaci kuramin 6gretim anlayiginda getirdigi yenilikler ve
farkli bakis agilar: giinlimiiz egitimcilerini derinden etkilerken, ayni za-
manda da sosyal ve sayisal alanlarda program yenilenmelerine neden ol-
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mugstur. Yenidiinya dizeninde egitim kurumlarinin, ilkggretim asama-
sindan itibaren programlarini ¢ocuklari ve gengleri gercek yasamla ta-
nstiracak icerikte ve okulda is yasamina basarili gecis saglayacak, uret-
ken bir egitim ortam: yaratmak yoniinde kurgulamalar: gerekmektedir
(Yaylact, 2007, s. 120).

Dogan (1997), egitim programini, “6gretmeni neyi, ni¢in ve nasil 6g-
retecegini; yoneticiye, hangi fiziki tesislere ihtiyag¢ olacagini; miifettige
neyi, nasil degerlendirecegini; 6grenciyi ne 6grenecegini ve kendisinden
ne beklendigini; isverene hangi bitmis tirini almas: gerektigini bildir-

mesi” olarak tanimlamigtir.

ilkégretim ogretim programlar: 6grenci merkezli bir yaklagimla hazir-
lanmigtir. Program kégit Gzerinde incelendiginde matematik egitimin-
de yagadigimiz bir¢ok problemi ortadan kaldirabilecek bir reform nite-
ligindedir. Fakat unutulmamalidir ki, her egitim reformunun kaderi bii-
yiik bir oranda onu uygulayacak 6gretmenlerin elindedir. (Ugar, 1999).

Anlatim yonteminde Ggrencinin stirekli dikkatini toplamast olduk¢a
giictiir. Ogretmen merkezli olan geleneksel yontemlerde daha cok 6g-
retme ¢abasina yer verilmekte, bireysel farkliliklara ise yeterince yer ve-
rilememekteydi. Geleneksel yaklagim geregi kullanilan anlatim yonte-
mi 6grenciyi derse katmamakta, sadece alict yerine koymakta ve 6g-
rencinin fikirlerine, kesif giicline, sezgilerine yer vermemekteydi. (De-
mirel, 2006).

Dikkat stirekliligi saglanamayan bu 6gretme siirecinden de yeterince ve-
rim alinamamaktaydi. Geleneksel yontemlerin olumsuz sonuglarini or-
tadan kaldirmak icin gelistirilen ¢agdas 6gretim yontemlerinde 6grenci
6grenme sirecine aktif olarak katilmakta ve 6gretmene 6grencinin ka-
tilimini saglama, 6grenciye dogrudan bilgi vermek yerine bilgi kaynagi-
na nasil ulagilabilecegi konusunda yardim etme, rehberlik yapma ve 6g-
renciyi stirekli gidileme gorevleri dismektedir. Yapilandirmacilik, 6g-
retimle ilgili bir kuram degil; bilgi ve 6grenme ile ilgili bir kuramdir ve
bu kuram, bilgiyi temelden kurmaya dayanir. Ozellikle geleneksel sinif
ortaminda 6grenme, ezbere ve bilginin tekrarina dayanir; oysa yapilan-
dirmacilikta bilginin transferi, yeniden yapilandirmas: s6z konusudur.

(Yapuc, 2007).

Egitim aragtirmacilar1 17. yizyildan itibaren 6gretme ve 6grenme bi-
limi alaninda yapilandirmaciliga yonelik bir¢ok aragtirma yapmiglardir

(Bodner, 1986). Cheung ve Taylor (1991) bilimsel bilginin, hem kigi-
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sel hem de sosyal olarak zihinde yapilandirildigin: belirtirken, Phillips
(1995)e gore yapilandirmacilik aktif 6grenme, sosyal 6grenme ve yara-
tict 6grenme streglerine katk: saglamaktadir. Bu noktada yapilandirma-
a1 egitimcilerin; 6grenenlere yeni bilgiyi i¢sellestirmelerinde veya trans-
fer etmelerinde yardimer olduklar: ifade edilmektedir (Holloway, 1999).

Yapilandirmacilik yaklagiminda 6grenen, 6gretme-6grenme siirecinde
etkin bir role sahiptir. Bu nedenle yapilandirmaci simif ortamu, bilgilerin
aktarildig: bir yer degil, 6grencinin etkin katiliminin saglandig1, sorgu-
lama ve aragtirmalarin yapildigi, problemlerin ¢6zildigi bir yerdir. Si-
nif ici etkinlikler, 6grencilere zengin 6grenme yasantilari gecirmeleri-

ne olanak saglayacak sekilde diizenlenmektedir (Demirel, 2006, s. 236).

Cumbhuriyet Donemi Tirk Egitim Sisteminde degisik zamanlarda 6g-
retim programlarinin yeniden yapilandirildigi gorilmektedir. 1923t
Tirkiye Cumhuriyetinin ilanindan sonra 1924, 1926, 1936, 1948, 1962
ve 1968 yillarinda ilk6gretim programlarinda temel yeniden yapilanma-
lar olmugtur. Tirk Egitim Sisteminde zorunlu temel egitim 1924'den
1997’ye kadar 5 yil olarak planlanmugstir. 1997'de zorunlu temel egiti-
min 8 yila ¢ikarilmasiyla birlikte ilkokul programi (1-5 sinuflar) ve orta-
okul programi (6-8 siniflar) birlestirilerek sekiz yillik ilkdgretim progra-
mu olusturulmugtur. Fakat bu programlarin bir biitiin olarak yeniden ya-
pilandiriimast saglanamamustir. Ilkokul ve ortaokul mantigina gore dii-
zenlenmis olan parcali program anlayig: yerine, programlar sekiz yillik
kesintisiz ilkgretime uygun hale getirilmigtir (Milli Egitim Bakanli-
&1 [MEB], 2005).

Bilgi ¢ag olarak adlandirilan 21.ytzyilda tilkemizin gelismis tlkeler se-
viyesine ¢ikmak ve hatta onlar1 ge¢mek i¢in mufredat degisikligine git-
mesi ve ¢agdag bir mifredat hazirlamas: kaginilmaz olmugtur. Bunlar
dikkate alan Milli Egitim Bakanlig: 2005 yilinda ilkégretim miifredati-

n1 6nemli dl¢tide degistirmistir.

Yeni programin bir 6ncekinden 6nemli farki matematik 6gretiminde
kural ve kavram bilgisinden ziyade, bunlarin kazanilmasindaki stirecin
yasanmasini ve Ogrenilmesini hedeflemesidir. Yani; matematiksel bil-
ginin sonuglar1 degil, nasil kazanildig1 6nemsenmistir. Derslerin islen-
mesinde 6grenciyi merkeze alan 6grenme etkinliklerine yer verilmistir.
Boylece, 6grencilerin matematik yapan bireyler olmalari amaglanmg-
tir. Programin bu sekilde yapilanmasinda, Piaget’in Yapisalcilik/Olug-

turmacilik (Constructivism) Olugturmacilik yaklagiminin esas alindigi
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anlagilmaktadir. Eski programdaki davranis sayis: ile yeni programda-
ki kazanim sayilar: kargilagtirildiginda yaklagik dortte bir oraninda azal-
ma vardir. Bu durum, yeni programin daha sade olmasindan ve gereksiz
tekrara yer vermemesinden ileri gelmektedir (Altun, 2007, s. 53).

Yeni programda bazi yenilikler dikkat gekmektedir. Onceki program-
da her tnite ile ilgili bir hedefin ve onun tim davraniglarinin 6gretimi-
ne yer verilmigken, yeni programda bu durum daha zenginlestirilmis-
tir. Hemen her kazanimla ilgili etkinlik drneklerine yer verilmis, ade-
ta program bir etkinlik sosuna bandirilmistir. (Altun, 2007). Yapilandir-
macilik tek bir 6grenme modeli degil bireyi merkeze alan, bilgi tiretme-
ye doniik, paylagimer ve etkilesimli “eklektik” bir modeldir. Tumevarim
yontemini kullanan bir model degil, nerede timevarim nerede tiimden-
gelim kullanilacagina karar vermeyi bireye ve 6gretmene birakan esnek
bir modeldir (Yapici, 2007, s. 8).

Ulkemizde kendi toplum yapimiza uygun bir miifredatin hazirlanma-
st gerektigi 1923 yilindan 1999 yilina kadar bir¢ok devlet adam: ve egi-
timciler tarafindan vurgulanmistir. (Apay, 1996; Atlioglu, 1997; Geban,
Onal ve Kayatiirk, 1996; Onciil, 1990; Ozat, 1997; Toremen, 1999).
Yine 2005 miifredat programina iligkin olarak yapilan uygulamal arag-
tirmalar (Akbag, 2006; Bulut, 2006; Gomleksiz, 2005; Korkmaz, 2006;
Yildirim, 2006) dikkat cekmektedir.

Bir egitim sistemini olugturan temel 6gelerin baginda 6gretim progra-
mi gelmektedir. Clinki 6gretim programs; 6gretim siirecine kimler ka-
tilacak, neleri 6grenecekler, nasil 6grenecekler ve ne zaman 6grenecek-
ler sorularini cevaplandiracak sekilde tasarlanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, egi-
timde reform ¢aligmalar: 6gretim programlari Gzerinde yogunlasmakta-
dir. Ogretim programi, 6grenilecek konu alanlari ve disiplinleri agikla-
dig1 gibi programin uygulanmasinda, programa katilan 6grencilerin ve
6gretmenlerin gorev ve sorumluluklarini da agiklamaktadir. Bir 6gretim
programinda 6ngoérilen 6gretimsel uygulamalarin bagarili bir sekilde
gerceklesmesinde 6gretmenin 6nemli bir role sahiptir. Bundan dolays,
6gretim programlarinin yeniden yapilandirilmas: stirecinde 6gretmen
ve 6grencilerin program i¢indeki rolleri de yeniden tanimlamaktadir. Bu
caligma ile ilkdgretimde gérev yapan 6gretmenlerin 2005 yili uygulama-
ya konulan ilkdgretim programina yonelik algilar: ve eski program-yeni
program karsilagtirmasina yonelik tutumlar: aragtirilmagtir.



DOGAN/ Og“rztmenlerin 2005 Yil f/ka"gretim Programina Yénelik Tutumlar: + 2025

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu ¢aligma ilkégretimde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin 2005-2006 6gre-
tim yilinda uygulamaya konulan ilkégretim programina yonelik algila-
rin1 ve eski program-yeni program karsilagtirmasina yonelik tutumlarini
belirlemek amaciyla yapilmigtir. Bu amagla; 6gretmenlerin branglari, de-
neyimleri, caligtiklar1 kurum, egitim diizeyleri, mezun olduklar: fakiilte
ve cinsiyetleri agisindan 2005 yili ilkégretim programina bakis agilarin-
da anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadig: sorusuna cevap aranmugtir.

Yontem
Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin ¢alisma evrenini Istanbul ilinde resmi ve 6zel ilkogretim
okullarinda gérev yapan 6gretmenler olugturmaktadir. Bu ¢aligma ran-
dom (tesadiifi se¢im) yontemiyle secilen 836 ogretmen aragtirma or-
neklemini olugturmaktadir. Katilimeilarin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo
1de sunulmugtur. Tablo 1'de gortldigu gibi katihimeilarin%52,4’4 ba-
yan, %47,5’1 erkek olmak tzere %28,5’i 5 yila kadar deneyimi olan 6g-
retmenlerden olusurken, grubun %8,9’u ise 25 yil ve tizeri deneyime sa-
hiptir. Grubun %8,4’ ise hizmet yilin1 belirtmemistir.

Tablo 1.
Katilymcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri

CINSIYET F %
KADIN 438 52,4
ERKEK 397 47,5
Toplam 835 99,9
Kayip 1 1
KIDEM YILI

0-5 YIL 230 27,5
5-15 YIL 322 38,5
15-25 YIL 140 16,7
25+ YIL 74 8,9
Toplam 766 91,6
Kayip 70 8,4
CALISTIGI KURUM
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DEVLET OKULU 708 84,7
OZEL OKUL 117 14,0
Total 825 98,7
Kayip 11 1,3
EGITIM DURUMU

ONLISANS 77 9,2
LISANS 694 83,0
YUKSEK LISANS VE DOKTORA 60 72
Toplam 831 99,4
Kayip 5 ,6
MEZUNIYET DURUMU

EGITIM FAKULTESI 542 64,8
FEN EDEBIYAT FAKULTESI 169 20,2
DIGER 123 14,7
Toplam 834 99,8
Kayip 2 2
MEDENI DURUM

EVLI 574 68,7
BEKAR VE DIiGER 258 30,9
Toplam 832 99,5
Kayip 4 )5

Veri Toplama Araci

Ogretmenlerin 2005 Yili Ilkégretim Programina Yonelik Tutum Olge-
gi gelistirilirken 6ncelikle 6l¢egin kullanilacag: hedef grup olan ilkogre-
tim okullarinda gérev yapan 6gretmenlerle goriisme ve gozlemler yapi-
larak ve alan yazin incelenerek madde havuzu olugturulmustur. Madde
havuzunda toplam 27 madde yer almustir. Olgekte yer alan maddelerle
ilgili katilma diizeyini ifade etmek i¢in 5°1i Likert tipi dereceleme kul-
lanilmigtir. Bu dereceleme “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum (5), Katiliyorum (4),
Kararsizim (3), Katilmiyorum (2), Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum (1)” seklin-
de olusturulmustur. Gegerlik ¢aligmalarinda 6ncelikli olarak kapsam ve
gériiniis gecerligi icin bagvurulacak olan uzmanlar belirlenmigtir. Olgek;
egitim programi ve dgretim, psikolojik danigma ve rehberlik, 6l¢me de-
gerlendirme ve Turk dili alani uzmani akademisyenlere kapsam ve gorii-
nis gegerliligi icin sunulmus ve uzmanlarin gorigleri alinmigtir. Alinan
gorusler ve elestiriler dogrultusunda 6l¢ek maddelerinde gerekli diizelt-
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me ve ¢itkarma islemleri yapilarak, toplam 27 maddelik 6l¢ek olusturul-
mus ve gegerlik giivenirlik ¢aligmalari bu maddeler tizerinden gercek-
lestirilmigtir. On uygulama 200 6gretmen tizerinde yapilmis, 12. mad-
de ¢ikardmistir.

Arastirmada; cinsiyet, kidem yili, ¢aligtigs kurum, egitim durumu, me-
zun oldugu bélim, medeni durum, egitim durumu ve brang: bagimsiz
degiskenlerini belirlemek i¢in hazirlanan madde formu ile 6gretmen-
lerin yeni ilk6gretim programina bakis agilarini saptamaya yonelik 27
maddeden olugan 6l¢ek uygulanmistir.

Guvenirlik kat sayis1 0.60 ve tstinde olan 6lgekler olduk¢a gilivenilir,
0.80 ve ustiinde olan dlgekler ise yiiksek diizeyde giivenilir dlgekler ola-
rak kabul edilmektedirler (Ozdamar, 1999). Madde analizi sonucun-
da giivenilirligi distiren 18 ve 23. Maddeler testten ¢ikarilmig, dlcegin
glvenilirlik katsayis1 (Cronbach Alpha) ¢:0,874 olarak hesaplanmig-
tir. Yeni olcegin yapt gegerliligini test etmek amaciyla agimlayic: faktor
analizi Temel Bilesenler Analizi (PCA) yapilmistir. Orneklem biyiikli-
gu ve dagilim yapisinin faktor analizi sirecine uygunlugunu test etmek
amactyla Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KMO) ve Barlett Sphericity testleri uy-
gulanmugtir. Verilerin KMO= 0,814, Barlett Shpericity 0,000 anlamli-
lik diizeyinde 4679,073 olarak bulunmasi testin faktor analizine uygun-
lugunu teyit etmistir.

Yap: gegerligi ve glivenirlik ¢alismalar: i¢in 6lgek calisma grubuna uy-
gulanmustir. Olgeklerden elde edilen verilere 6ncelikle yap gecerligi icin
agimlayici faktor analizi yapilmigtir. A¢imlayict faktor analizinde 6lgek-
te yer alacak maddelerin belirlenmesinde maddelerin 6z degerlerinin 1,
maddelerin yiik degerinin en az .30, maddelerin tek bir faktorde yer al-
masi ve iki fakt6rde yer alan faktorler arasinda ise en az 10 fark olmasi-
na dikkat edilmigtir (Biytikoztirk, 2007). Bunun yaninda yap: gegerli-
ligi esnasinda 25 derecelik varimax eksen dondirmesi yapilmigtir. Vari-
maks rotasyon yontemi ile belirlenen faktor yapilar: elde edilmistir. Test
sonuglarina gore olgek boyutlar: ile iligkisiz ya da birden fazla faktor-
le yikld oldugu goriilen 5 madde daha (11, 12, 14,15, 27) 6lgekten ¢1-
kartilmigtir. Faktor analizi sonucunda 6lgegin bir boyutlu oldugu sap-
tanmigtir. Bu faktoriin 6gretmenlerin yeni ilkgretim programina bakusg
agilarini 932,338 diizeyinde agikladif1 gézlenmistir. S6z konusu 6lgek
uzman gorisii dogrultusunda “Ogretmenlerin Egitim-Ogretim Progra-
mina Yonelik Tutumlar’” (OYEPT) ismi ile nitelendirilmistir.
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Tablo 2.

Ogretmen/erin Yeni I./ko"greﬁm Programina Yonelik Tutumu Faktirleri, Aciklanan Varyans,
Oz deger ve Alfa Katsayist

Faktor

OYEPT
MADDE 1 ,602
MADDE 2 ,621
MADDE 3 ,368
MADDE 4 ,481
MADDE 5 ,405
MADDE 6 ,642
MADDE 7 ,701
MADDE 8 712
MADDE 9 ,634
MADDE 10 ,300
MADDE 13 ,659
MADDE 16 ,514
MADDE 17 ,528
MADDE 19 ,659
MADDE 20 422
MADDE 21 ,643
MADDE 22 ,677
MADDE 24 ,386
MADDE 25 ,545
MADDE 26 ,616
Agiklanan varyans 32,338
Ozdeger 6,468
L; Tutarlilik Kat Sayist 0,874

Veri Analizi

Veriler aragtirmanin amacina uygun olarak spss programinda analiz
edilmigtir. Gegerlik ve glivenirlik bir aragtirma sonuglarinin inandiri-
ciligini saglamak (veya artirmak ) icin kullanilan en 6nemli iki 6l¢tit-
tur. Bu baglamda,“Toplanan verilerin ayrintili olarak rapor edilmesi ve
aragtirmacinin sonuglara nasil ulagtigini agiklamasi nitel bir aragtirma-
da gegerliligin 6nemli olgiitleri arasinda yer almaktadir.” (Yildirim ve
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Simgek, 2005, s. 257) Arastirmada gelistirilen 27 maddelik olgegin s6z
konusu algilar: ve tutumlar: temsil edip etmedigini teyit etmek ama-
ctyla uzman gorisiine bagvurulmugtur. Bu amag dogrultusunda gerek-
li degisiklikler yapilmigtir. Madde analizi sonucunda gitivenilirligi dusi-
ren 18 ve 23. Maddeler testten ¢ikarilmis, 6lgegin giivenilirlik katsayi-
st (Cronbach Alpha) 0:0,874 olarak hesaplanmistir. Yeni ol¢egin yap:
gegerliligini test etmek amaciyla agimlayict faktor analizi Temel Bile-
senler Analizi (PCA) yapilmistir. Bu islemlerden sonra her kategoriyi
temsil eden 6gretmen sayisi ve ylizdesi hesaplanmistir. Daha sonra 6g-
retmenlerin branglari, deneyimleri, ¢aligtiklar: kurum, egitim diizeyle-
ri, mezun olduklar fakiilte ve cinsiyetleri agisindan 2005 yili ilkgretim
programina bakis agilarinda anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadigini sina-
mak icin ANOVA ve bagimsiz gruplar t-testi uygulanmus, veriler ana-

liz edilmistir.

Bulgular

Ogretmenlerin yeni egitim programina ortalama bir bakis acisina sahip
olduklar: gériilmektedir.

Tablo 3.
Og'retmen/erin Yeni Ilko"gretim Programina Yonelik Bakis Agilarina Tliskin Betimsel Ista-
tistikler

OLCEK N Kayip  Minimum  Maksimum  Ortalama  SS
OYEPA 736 100 29,00 73,00 51,69 7,83
Tablo 4.

Cinsiyete Gore Ogretmenlerin Yeni Egitim—Og‘retz'm Programina Bakis A¢ilarina Lliskin
Betimsel Istatistikler ve Bagimsiz Gruplar T-testi Sonuglar:

CINSIYET N Ortalama  SS sd T Sig.
KADIN 375 51,62 7,88 733 -,199 0,843
ERKEK 360 51,74 7,78

Tablo 5.

Deneyimlerine Gore Og'retmenlerin Yeni Ogretim Programina Bakis Agilarina Tliskin Be-
timsel Istatistikler ve ANOVA Sonuglar:

DENEYIM N Ortalama SS F3;735 Sig.
0-5Yil 230 65,62 10,52 1,426 ,649

Ly
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5-15Yil 309 66,11 11,25
15-25 Y1l 127 68,10 12,00
25Yilve Uzeri 73 66,77 12,00
Tablo 6.

Calisilan Kuruma Gére Ogretmenlerin Yeni f/kbgretim Programina Bakis Agilarina Tliskin
Betimsel Istatistikler ve Bagimsiz Gruplar ¢ testi Sonuglart

CALISTIGI

KURUM N Ortalama  SS Sd T Sig.
ILKOGRETIM 628 65,78 11,06 252 -582 0,000
OZEL

ILKOGRETIM 158 69,17 10,49

Tablo 7.

Egitim Diizeyine Gore Ogretmen/erin Baks Agilarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler ve
ANOVA Sonuglar:

EGITIM

DUZEY1 N Ortalama ~ SS F2;789 Sig.
ONLISANS 77 50,64 8,11 275 ,760
LISANS 694 51,04 7,94

YUKSEK

LISANS VE 60 51,65 8,00

DOKTORA

Tablo 8.

Mezun Olunan Fakiilteye Gére Ogretmenlerin Yeni Egitim-Ogretim Programina Baks
Agilarina Iligkin Betimsel Istatistikler ve ANOVA Sonuglar:

MEZUN

OLDGUGU N Ortalama  SS F2;789 Sig.
BOLUM

EGITIM

FAKULTESI 502 66,77 10,73 748 474
FEN EDEBIYAT 176 65,59 10,36

DIGER 114 66,36 13,33
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Tablo 9.
Cinsiyete Gore Ogretmenlerin Yeni Eg'iz‘im—Og’retim Programina Bakis A¢ilarina Lliskin
Betimsel Istatistikler ve Bagimsiz Gruplar T-testi Sonuglar:

MEDENI .
DURUM N Ortalama  SS sd t Sig.
EVLI 533 67,27 11,37 529 3,412 0,001
BEKAR 251 64,46 10,43

Tablo 10.

Ogretmenlerin Branglarina Gére Yeni Ogretim Programina Bakis Agilarina ligkin Betim-
sel Istatistikler ve ANOVA Sonuglart

EGITIM VERDIGI .
ALAN N Ortalama  SS F7;705 Sig.
Sinif Ogretmenligi 272 66,67 11,41 572 779
Yabanci Dil Ogretmenligi 53 68,94 9,87

Fen ve Teknoloj 79 66,80 1026

Ogretmenligi

Tiirkge Ogretmenligi 71 67,21 11,33

Matematik Ogrctmenligi 78 66,36 11,58

Sosyal Bilgiler 70 66,41 10,53

Ogretmenligi

l}eisim/Mﬁzik/BedenEgt. 43 64,67 12,07

Ogr.

Diger Branglar 42 66,98 12,05

Tartisma ve Oneriler

[Ikoégretim kurumlarinda galigan “Ogretmenlerin 2005 Yili [lkégretim
Programina Yonelik Tutumlar1” konulu ¢aligmada, 6gretmenlerin 2005
yilinda uygulamaya konulan egitim-6gretim programina bakis agila-
r1 arasinda fark olup olmadigini ve yeni programa yonelik tutumlari-
n1 belirlemek amaciyla yapilan aragtirmada tartigma alanlar: 6yle sira-
lanmugtur:

Ogretmenlerin 2005 Yils Hkégretim Programina Yonelik Tutumlar: 61-
ceginden aldiklar: puan ortalamas: 51,69 ( SS: 7,83) olarak tespit edil-
mistir. Bu sonug “Etkinlik 6gretiminin 6grencileri daha verimli ve aktif
hale getirecegi, yaparak yasayarak 6grenmenin 6grencileri egitim prog-
ramina kargi olumlu tutum ve davranis gelistirmesini saglayacagini dog-
rulamaktadir (Halat, 2006; Huetinck ve Munshin, 2000; Olkun, 2006;
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Olkun ve Toluk, 2003). Bunlara ek olarak, reform tabanli miifredatla-
rin 6grencilerin 6grenme ve motivasyonlarini da olumlu yonde etkile-
digi savunulmaktadir (Fuson, Carroll ve Drueck, 2000; Reys, Reys, La-
pan, Holliday ve Wasman, 2003) ifadeleriyle paralellik géstermektedir.

Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetleri agisindan yeni egitim programina bakis agi-
larinda manidar bir farkliliga rastlanmamuistir. Cinsiyet degiskenine gore
6gretmen gorusleri arasinda anlaml bir farkhilik bulunmamigtir. Bu so-
nug, Bulut (2006)’un aragtirmasinda, 6gretim programinin egitim du-
rumlar: alt boyutuna iligkin 6gretmen gorusleri ve Yildirim (2006)1n
yenilenen 5. sinif matematik programi hakkinda 6gretmen gortisleri-
ni belirledigi aragtirmastiyla tutarlilik gostermektedir. Ancak, Gémleksiz
(2005)'in, yeni ilkdgretim programinin uygulanmasi ve etkinligine ilig-
kin 6gretmen goruslerini belirledigi aragtirma sonuglariyla farklilik gos-
termektedir. Gomleksiz (2005) aragtirmasinda, yeni programin geneline
iligkin 6gretmen gorusleri arasinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir
farkliligin ortaya ¢iktigini saptamugtir. Ayrica, Bulut (2006)’un aragtir-
masinda da 6gretim programin kazanim, kapsam ve degerlendirme alt
boyutlariyla ilgili 6gretmen gortislerinde cinsiyet degiskenine gére an-
laml farkliliklar ortaya ¢ikmugtir.

Ogretmenlerin deneyimleri agisindan 2005 yili ilkogretim programi ko-
nusundaki gorislerinin anlamli derecede farklilik gostermedigi saptan-
mustir. Ozdemir (1995)in arastirmasinda da, gretmenlerin kidemleri-
ne goére 6gretim programuyla ilgili bilgi sahibi olma, uygulama ve yeter-
lilik boyutlarina iligkin gorisleri arasinda anlamli diizeyde farklilik ol-
madif ortaya ¢ikmigtir. Bulut (2006)’un aragtirmasinda benzer sekilde,
ilkégretim birinci kademe yeni 6gretim programinin kazanim, kapsam,
egitim durumu ve degerlendirmeye iligkin 6gretmen gorisleri arasinda
kidem degiskenine gore farklilik bulunmamistir. Orbeyi (2007)’nin ¢a-
lismasinda da ilkégretim (1-5. siniflar) matematik 6gretim programinin,
kazanim ve igerik 6gelerine iligkin 6gretmen gortisleri arasinda mesleki

deneyim degiskenine gore farklilik bulunamamistir.

Ogretmenlerin ¢aligtiklart kurum agisindan 2005 yili ilkégretim progra-
mina bakis agilarinda anlamli bir farklilik tespit edilmistir. Ozel ilkokul-
larda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin puanlarinin devlet ilkokullarinda gorev
yapan 6gretmenlerin puanlarina gore daha yiiksek oldugu saptanmugtir.
2005 yili ilkdgretim programinin uygulanmasina uygun fiziki ve akade-
mik altyapinin 6zel okullarda devlet okullarindan daha iyi olmas: boyle
bir sonucun ortaya ¢ikmasina etki ettigi soylenebilir.
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Ogretmenlerin egitim diizeyleri agisindan yeni egitin-6gretim progra-
mina yonelik tutumlarinda anlamli derecede farklilik géstermedikleri
saptanmigtir. Orbeyi (2007)'nin aragtirma sonuglarinda da, 6gretmen-
lerin egitim diizeyi 6zellikleri a¢isindan, 6gretim programinin kazanim,
icerik, 6gretme-6grenme stireci, degerlendirme boyutlarina yonelik go-
rigleri arasinda anlamli bir fark olmadif saptanmugtur. Ozdemir (1995),
Bulut (2006) ve Yildirim (2006)’1n aragtirma sonuglari da bu sonug ile
tutarlilik gostermektedir.

Ogretmenlerin mezun olduklar: fakiilte agisindan yeni egitim-6gretim
programina bakis agilarinda anlaml bir farka rastlanmamigtir. Branglara
gore de 6gretmenlerin yeni 6gretim programina baks agilarina gore 6g-
retmenlerin yeni egitim programina yonelik tutumlarinda anlamh dere-
cede farklilik gostermedikleri saptanmustir.

Ogretmenlerin medeni durumlari agisindan yeni egitim programina ba-
kig agilarinda anlaml bir farklilik tespit edilmistir. Evli 6gretmenlerin
puaninin bekir 6gretmenlerin puanindan yiksek c¢iktii saptanmistir.
Evli 6gretmenlerin bekar 6gretmenlere gore miifredat tutumlarinin (al-
gilarinin) yiiksek ¢ikmasinin sebebi olarak sadece meslek agisindan de-
gil, cocuk sahibi olmalar1 ve duygusal agidan da degerlendirme yapma
olasilif1 gosterilebilir. Herkes kendi ¢ocugunun gelecegine baktig1 icin
sonug gegici bir algi durumu gézitkmektedir.

Bu ¢aligmada 2005 yil1 ilkgretim programinin uygulama olanaklarinin
saglanmasi, teorik bilginin gercek yasam ile iligkilendirilmesi, 6grenme
stirecinin 6grenciye kalici bilgi saglamasi, 6grencilerin 6grenme stireci-
ne aktif bir sekilde katiliminin saglanmas: ve sinif icinde etkili bir ile-
tisgimin gerceklesmesi, 6grencinin ve biligsel-duygusal-psikomotor ka-
zanimlarina etkisi agisindan olumlu 6zellikler sagladigi sonucuna ula-
silmustur.

Yapilan bu aragtirmanin sonucunda, elde edilen bulgulara gore agagida-
ki 6neriler gelistirilmistir.
*  Bagar1 diginda tutum, yaraticilik, okul, yas, cinsiyet, ekonomik, sos-

yal gevre gibi serbest degiskenlerin ortaya konularak, geligtirilen 6g-
retim programinin degerlendirilmesi yapilabilir.

¢ Devlet okullarinda ¢aligan 6gretmenlerimizin programi daha verim-
1i uygulayabilmesi i¢in devlet okullarinin fiziki sartlar: gelistirilmeli,
ozel okul seviyesine getirilmelidir.
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Ogretmenlerin goriisleri ile yapilan degerlendirmelerin yani sira 6g-
renci gortslerine de yer verilerek 2005 yili ilkégretim programu eleg-
tirilmelidir.

Ogretmen ve 6grencilerin; beyin firtinasi gibi tekniklerden yararla-

narak mevcut sorunlara ¢6zim i¢in fikirleri alinmalidir.
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In the 21* century, which is also known as the Age of Informatics, it has
become an indispensable for Turkey to prepare a more contemporary
curriculum to reach and even exceed the standards of developed coun-
tries. To keep this in mind, the Ministry of Education altered primary
education curriculum dramatically in 2005.

The word curriculum comes from the English literature in the 17
century, and has become one of the basic notions of education in the
last century. The exact equivalence of this term has not been found in
many European languages (Eden & Lewy, 1991). Ertirk (1978) used
the word ‘yetigek’, however this word was not widely accepted. Today,
most of the sources use educational program for ‘curriculum’ (cited in
Erden, 1998).

While the innovations and different perspectives that constructivism
brought at the understanding of education affect the educationist deep-
ly, according to Romberg and Shafer (2003) and Ersoy (2006), it also
paved the way for them to update their programs in science and so-
cial science fields. The educational institutions in the new world system
must organize their programs in order to meet the needs of children
and the youth as to introduce them to the real life, and transfer to busi-
ness life successfully and create a productive educational atmosphere
(Yaylact, 2007, p. 120).

Dogan (1997) defined an educational program as “to let a teacher know
what to, why to and how to teach; let the administrator know what fa-
cilities are needed; let the superintendent know what to and how to as-
sess something; let students know what to learn and what are expected
from them; let employer know which ready product to buy”.

Primary education teaching programs are prepared in a student-orient-
ed approach. When it is analyzed on a paper, it has reforming quality
to remove many problems we meet in teaching Mathematics. However,
it must not be forgotten that the fate of every reform is in the hands of
the teachers that would apply it (Ugar, 1999).

It is hard for a student to pay continuous attention in instructing meth-
od. In teacher-oriented traditional methods, the efforts to teach was
given more priority and individual differences did not get due attention.
'The traditional instructing method did not use to draw students’ atten-
tion to the lecture, only placed them to the place of a receiver; and the
opinions, exploratory power and intuitive of the students did not get

enough place in it (Demirel, 2006).
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This instructing process, in which the continuity of attention was not
maintained, was not productive enough. In the contemporary instruc-
tional methods, which were developed to remove the negative results of
the traditional methods, students participate in the educational process
actively; and teachers have responsibility to help students to access the
source of knowledge, guide and encourage them continuously. Con-
structivism is not a model about teaching; it is a model about knowledge
and learning; and this model is based on forming knowledge from the
basis. Learning especially in traditional classroom environment, is based
on the repetition and memorization of knowledge whereas in construc-

tivism the transfer and reshaping knowledge is possible (Yapici, 2007).

Education researchers have conducted many research on the construc-
tivism in the fields of teaching and learning since the 17" century
(Bodner, 1986). While Cheung and Taylor (1991) stated that scientific
knowledge is structured in the mind individually and socially, Phillips
(1995) said that constructivism contributes to active learning, social
learning and creative learning. In this point, the constructivist educa-
tionists are said to facilitate the learners to internalize or transfer new

knowledge (Holloway, 1999).

The learner in constructivist approach has an active role in teaching-
learning process. Hence constructivist classroom environment is not
a place where knowledge is transferred rather it is a place where stu-
dents are provided a chance to participate actively and investigation and
questionings are carried out and problems are solved. Classroom activi-
ties are designed to provide students to have rich learning experiences
(Demirel, 2006, p. 236).

Educational programs were seen to be restructured various times in the
Republican Era Turkish Education System. Following the proclama-
tion of the Republic, there were reconstructions in the instructional
programs of the primary education in 1924,1926,1936,1948,1962 and
1968. Compulsory education had been designed to be 5 years between
the dates 1924 to 1997. The mandatory education program was extend-
ed to be 8 years uniting 5 years of primary education (class 1-5) and 3
years secondary education (class 6-8). However, these programs have
not been reconstructed yet. Rather than fragmental primary and sec-
ondary education program perception, the program has been made ap-
propriate for eight years of incessant programs (Milli Egitim Bakanlig1
[MEB], 2005).
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A significant difference of the new program comparing to the tradi-
tional one is to aim at living the process of acquiring rules and notions
in Mathematics and learning accordingly rather than their knowledge
of them. In other words; not the results but the way they are acquired
is paid attention in Mathematical knowledge. In carrying out lessons,
activities that centre students are paid attention to. Hence, the students
are aimed at being individuals making mathematics. It is understood
that Piaget’s Constructivism forms the base of the program. When we
compare the number of attitudes in previous program and number of
acquisitions in the new program, there is a quarter of decrease. This is

due to the plainer form of the program where there are no unnecessary

repetitions (Altun, 2007, p. 53).

There are some novelties in the new program that caught our attention.
Whereas there was a target for each unit and effect of it to the teaching
of all behaviors, it is enriched in the new program. Activities on almost
all the acquisitions were given with illustrative examples, as if the pro-
gram is dipped into activity sauce (Altun,2007). Constructivism is not a
single learning model, rather it is a participative and interactive ‘eclectic’
model that takes the individual to the centre and paves the way for the
production of knowledge. Therefore, it is a flexible model. For example,
it uses not only inductive method, but also causes individuals to decide
where inductive and where deductive methods are to be used and leaves

that to teacher (Yapict, 2007, p. 8).

In the period from 1923 to 1999, many statesmen and educational-
ists in our country emphasized the need for a curriculum suitable for
the structure of our community (Apay, 1996; Atlioglu, 1997; Geban,
Onal, & Kayatiirk, 1996; Onciil, 1990; Ozdemir, 1995; Ozat, 1997,
Tagpolatoglu, 1993; Toremen, 1999; Turgut, 1992). An applied research
in 2005 curriculum attracts our attention (Akbag, 2006; Bulut, 2006;
Gomleksiz, 2005; Korkmaz, 2006; Yildirim, 2006).

Education program is leading basic elements of an educational system
on account of the fact that it is designed in a way to respond who are
to participate teaching process, what are to be taught, how to be learnt,
when to be learnt. Hence, reform works in education focus on educa-
tional programs. In addition to explaining the fields of study and disci-
plines in applying the program, it also explains the tasks and responsi-
bilities of the students as well as the teachers taking part in the educa-
tional program. Teachers have a significant role in effectuating antici-
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pated instructional applications in an educational program. Therefore,
the roles of teachers and students are also defined in reconstructions of
instructional programs.

Perceptions and attitudes of primary education teachers towards the
primary education program which was put into effect in 2005 and com-
parison of previous-current instructional program were studied in this

study.

Aim of the Research

This has been conducted to explore the effect of primary education
program put into effect in 2005-2006 academic year to the process of
learning, to the cognitive-emotional-physical acquisition o of the stu-
dents, and teachers’ expectation of students. This study was conducted
to discover the perceptions of teachers on primary education program
put into effect in 2005-2006 academic year and designate their attitudes
on former-present program comparisons. Hence, the question whether
there is a significant difference in teachers’ point of view on 2005 educa-
tion program in terms of their branch, experience, the institution they
work at, educational level, the faculty of graduation and their genders is
tried to be responded.

Method
Universe and Sampling

'The population of the research is consisted of teachers employed in state
and private primary schools in Istanbul. 836 teachers selected with ran-
dom selection method form the sampling of the study. Demographic
characteristics of the participators are illustrated in Table 1. As demon-
strated in Table 1, 52,4 % of the participators is women and 47,5 % is
men. Among the participators whereas 28,5 % have 5 years of experi-
ence, 8,9 % have that of 25 years and above. 8,4 % of the group did not

indicate the years of experience.

Data Collection Instrument

While developing 2005 Academic year Primary Education Program
Attitude Scale, firstly a pool of Articles was formed for the target group
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to whom the scale would be applied, i.e. teachers in primary schools
were discussed with and some observations were carried out. There has
been 27 Articles in the Pool of Articles. In order to measure participa-
tion level to the Articles, fivefold Likert type scoring was used. These
scorings were “Absolutely Agree (5), Agree (4), Undecided (3), Don't
Agree (2),and Absolutely Not Agree (1). Firstly, in the works of validity,
some specialists were designated to consult for a scope and appearance
validity. The Scale was presented to expert academicians in educational
program, psychological counseling and guidance, measurement and as-
sessment for a scope and appearance validity, their ideas were kept in
considerations. After the discussions and criticisms necessary altera-
tions and removals were made. A scale of 27 Articles was formed and
the works of reliability and validity were conducted in accordance with
this scale. Pre application was carried out on 200 teachers; Article 12
was removed.

A question form in order to determine gender, years of experience, insti-
tution employed, level of education, department of graduation, marital
status, subject, and a scale consisted of 27 questions to detect teachers’
view point on new primary education program were used in the re-
search.

"The scales with 0.60 reliability co efficiency and above are considered as
quite reliable, and 0.80 reliability co efficiency is considered to be highly
reliable (Ozdamar, 1999). As a result of article analysis, articles 18 and
23, which decrease the reliability, were removed from the test and the
reliability co efficiency is calculated as (Cronbach Alpha) 0:0,874.In or-
der to test structure validity of the new scale, explanatory factor analysis
was conducted through Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method.
For the purpose of testing the size and variance structure to factor anal-
ysis process, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin(KIMO) and Barlett Sphericity tests
were applied. The fact that data were calculated as KMO= 0,814, Barlett
Shpericity 0,000 significance level 4679,073 confirmed the appropria-

tion of the test to factor analysis.

In order to carry out structural validity and reliability works, the scale
was applied to study group. Explanatory Factor analysis was made to
the data obtained from the scale for structural validity. In determin-
ing the Articles in the scale for Explanatory Factor Analysis followings
were kept in mind: Essential values of Articles 1, load value of articles
was minimum .30, having articles available only in a single factor, and
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having minimum difference of 10 between two factors (Buytkoztirk,
2007). In addition, 25 degree Varimax pivot rotation was made. Factor
structures designated by Varimaks rotation method were obtained. As a
result of the test, 5 more items (11,12, 14,15, 27), which were thought
to be inconsistent with the scale sizes or loaded with more than one
item, were removed from the scale. After the subject was scrutinized by
the specialist, the scale was detected to be one-dimensional. This factor
is observed to have explained the teachers’ view point on the new pri-
mary education program at the rate of % 32,338. By the recommenda-
tion of the specialists, the scale was named as “Perceptions of Teachers
on New Education Program”.

Table 1.

Demaographic Characteristics of the Participators

GENDER f %
WOMEN 438 52,4
MEN 397 47,5
Total 835 99,9
Loss 1 1
YEAR OF EXPERIENCE

0-5YEAR 230 27,5
5-15YEAR 322 38,5
15-25 YEAR 140 16,7
25+ YEAR 74 8,9
Total 766 91,6
Loss 70 8,4
INSTITUTION EMPLOYED

PRIMARY EDUCATION 708 84,7
PRIVATE SCHOOL 117 14,0
Total 825 98,7
Loss 11 1,3
LEVEL OF EDUCATION

ASSOCIATE DEGREE 77 9,2
BACHELOR’S DEGREE 694 83,0
MASTER and DOCTORAL STUDY 60 7,2
Total 831 99,4
Loss 5 ,6
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GRADUATION STATUS

FACULTY OF EDUCATION 542 64,8
E?’ESRLATTYU%IESCIENCE AND 169 202
OTHER 123 14,7
Total 834 99,8
Loss 2 2
MARITAL STATUS

MARRIED 574 68,7
SINGLE and OTHER 258 30,9
Total 832 99,5
Loss 4 )5
Table 2.

Teachers’ Attitude Factors on New Primary Education Program, Explained Variation,

Eigen value, and Alpha Co efficiency

TATEP /Factor
ARTICLE 1 ,602
ARTICLE 2 ,621
ARTICLE 3 ,368
ARTICLE 4 ,481
ARTICLE 5 ,405
ARTICLE 6 ,642
ARTICLE 7 ,701
ARTICLE 8 ;712
ARTICLE 9 ,634
ARTICLE 10 ,300
ARTICLE 13 ,659
ARTICLE 16 514
ARTICLE 17 ,528
ARTICLE 19 ,659
ARTICLE 20 422
ARTICLE 21 ,643
ARTICLE 22 ,677
ARTICLE 24 1386
ARTICLE 25 ,545
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ARTICLE 26 ,616
Explained Variation 32,338
Essential Value 6,468
Internal Consistency Co efficiency 0,874

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed in SPSS program in accordance with the aim of the
research. Reliability and validity are the most important two criterion
to convince (or increase persuasion) the results of a research. Hence, “to
report the data collected in details and explaining how the researcher
reached the results are among the most crucial criterion of validity of a

qualitative research” (Yildirim & $imsek, 2005, p. 257).

An opinion of an expert was counseled in order to designate whether
the scale of 27 questions, which was developed in the research, rep-
resented the conducts and perceptions mentioned above. Necessary
changes were made in this respect. Articles 18 and 23, which reduced
the reliability of the scale, were removed from the test. The reliability
co efficiency of the scale was calculated as (Cronbach Alpha) 0:0,874.
To test structural validity of the new scale explanatory factor analysis
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted. After all this
process, number of teachers representing each category and their per-
centage were calculated. Then, ANOVA and independent groups t-test
were applied to see whether there was a significant difference of teach-
ers’ perception about 2005 academic year primary education program in
respect to their branches, experiences, institutions they work at, levels of
education, faculties of graduation and genders; and data were analyzed.

Findings

It is seen that teachers have average perspective on new education pro-
gram. Descriptive statistics is presented in

Table 3.
Descriptive Statistics related to Teachers’ Perspective on Educational Technologies
SCALE N Loss Minimum  Maximum  Average SD

TPNEP 736 100 29,00 73,00 51,69 7,83
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Table 4.
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspective on New Education Program in Respect to
Gender and Independent Groups T-test Results

Score Gender N X SS t test
t Df
WOMEN 375 51,62 7,88
TPNEP -199 733 0,843
MEN 360 51,74 7,78
00,843
Table 5.

Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspective on the New Education System in Respect to
their Experiences and ANOVA Results

N, SS VE X Values Anova Result
Score DENEYIM N Average SS F3;735  Sig.
0-5 Year 230 65,62 10,52 1,426 ,649
TPNEP  5-15 Year 309 66,11 11,25
15-25 Year 127 68,10 12,00
isot‘;“ and g 66,77 12,00

Table 6.
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspective on New Education Program in Respect to the
Institution they are Employed at and Independent Groups T-test Results

Score Institution N X SS t test
t Df
Public
Primary 628 65,78 11,06  -,582 252 0,000
education
Private
Primary 158 69,17 10,49

Education
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Table 7.
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspectives on New Education Program in Respect to
their Level of Education and ANOVA Results

N, SS VE X Values Anova Result
Score EED‘{]ECLA%FON N Average SS  F2789 Sig.
TPNEP S%Sé)lgEATE 77 50,64 8,11 275 ,760
UNDERGRADUATE 694 51,04 7,94
gggil;:}% 60 51,65 800
Table 8.

Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspectives on New Education Program in Respect to
Faculty of Graduation and ANOVA results

N, SS VE X Values Anova Result
FACULTY OF .
Score GRADUATION N Average  SS F2;789  Sig.
TPNEP EDUCATION 502 66,77 10,73 748 474
ARTS and
SCIENCES 176 65,59 10,36

OTHERS 114 66,36 13,33

Table 9.
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perspective on New Education Program in Respect to
Marital Status and Independent Groups T-test Results

MARITAL
Score STATUS N X SS t test

t Df

TPNEP MARRIED 533 67,27 11,37 3,412 529 0,001%

SINGLE 251 64,46 10,43

Table 10.
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ Perceptions of New Education Program in Respect to
Their Major and ANOVA Results

N, SS VE X Values Anova Result

Field of Teaching N Average SS F7;705 Sig.

Ly
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Classroom Teaching 272 66,67 11,41 572 779
Forelgn Language 53 68,94 9,87
Teaching

Science and

Technology Teaching 79 66,80 10,26
Turkish 71 67,21 11,33
Mathematics 78 66,36 11,58
Social Sciences 70 66,41 10,53
Drawing/Music/

Physical Ed. Teaching 48 64,67 12,07
Other Fields 42 66,98 12,05

Discussion and Suggestions

In this study, titled “Perceptions of Teachers on New Primary Educa-
tion Program”, which is carried out to explore whether there are differ-
ences in teachers’ perceptions about new education program put into
effect in 2005 and their attitudes towards the program, the results are
listed as follow;

The score teachers received from attitude scale on 2005 Academic Year
Primary Education Program is detected as 51,69 (SD: 7,83). This re-
sults confirms the fact that “Activity teaching makes students more pro-
ductive and active, learning by practicing and living it paves the way for
students to develop positive attitudes and manners towards educational
program” (Halat, 2006; Huetinck & Munshin, 2000; Olkun, 2006;
Olkun & Toluk, 2003). Furthermore, it is it is defended that reform-
based curriculums also motivates students and affects their learning
positively. These ideas are parallel to those of Fuson, Carroll and Drueck
(2000), and Reys, Reys, Lapan, Holliday, and Wasman (2003).

In terms of genders, no significant difference was detected on teachers’
perspectives of new education program. The result shows consistency
with teacher opinions about educational program conditions sub struc-
ture in Bulut’s (2006) research; and Yildirim’s (2006) research in deter-
mining teachers’ opinions about renewed mathematic program for the
grade 5. However, it demonstrates differences with Gomleksiz’s (2005)
research on teachers’ opinion about the application and effectiveness
of new primary education program. Gémleksiz (2005) detected a sig-
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nificant difference in teachers’ opinion about the new primary educa-
tion program in terms of genders. Moreover, Bulut’s (2006) research on
the opinions of teachers about the acquisition, scope and assessment of
teaching program also demonstrated significant differences in respect
to their genders.

It is also detected that teachers’ viewpoints towards the 2005 new edu-
cation program do not differ significantly in respect to their experiences.
In Ozdemir’s (1995) research, it is detected that there is no significant
difference in teachers’ opinion about having knowledge, application and
proficiency of the teaching program. In Bulut’s (2006) study, no differ-
ence was found among the opinions of teachers about the acquisition,
scope, educational level and assessment in respect to their experiences.
Also, In Orbeyi’s (2007) work, no difference was detected in teachers’
opinion about primary education mathematics program’s acquisition
and scope for Grades 1-5 in respect to their professional experience.

A significant difference was detected in teachers’ perspectives of new
education program in terms the institutions they work for. The scores
of the teachers employed in private primary schools are detected to be
higher than those in the state schools. It is due to the fact that physi-
cal infra structure of the private schools for the application of the new
program is much better than that of the state ones.

In terms of their level of education, no significant difference was de-
tected on teachers’ perception of new education program. In Orbeyi’s
(2007) results also no significant difference was detected in their opin-
ions towards the assessment of teachers’ level of education, attainment,
content, teaching-learning process of the new instructional program
evaluation sizes. The results of Ozdemir (1995), Bulut (2006) and
Yildirim (2006) also show coherence with the result of the research.

No significant difference in teachers’ perspective of new education pro-
gram in terms of the faculty of graduation was detected. There is also no
significant difference in teachers’ perspective of new education program
in terms of their field of teaching.

In respect to their marital status, a significant difference of teachers’ per-
spectives on the new education program was detected. The score of the
married teachers is determined to be higher than that of the single ones.
It seems that the reason why the score of the married teachers is higher
than that of the single ones is due to the fact that they evaluate it not
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only from professional point of view but also from the perspectives of
having children and having emotional considerations. The result seems
to be a temporary perception as everyone thinks of his/her children’s
future.

As an outcome of the research, it is understood that 2005 academic year
Primary Education program provides chances for the applied studies,
relates theoretical knowledge real life, learning process gives permanent
knowledge to the students, helps students participate in learning proc-
ess actively and effectuates active interaction in classroom and contrib-

utes to cognitive-emotional-psychomotor acquisitions of the students.

'The suggestions based on the findings of the study are listed below:

* Assessment of the program can be made by setting forth independent
variations such as attitude, creativeness, school, age, economic, social
surrounding in addition to achievements.

* Physical conditions of the Public Schools must be improved for teach-
ers to apply the program more productively; they must be brought to
the levels of private schools.

* Along with the opinions of teachers, those of the students must also
be taken into considerations and 2005 academic year primary educa-
tion program must be criticized.

* Through some techniques like brainstorming opinions of teachers
and students must be taken to solve available problems.
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