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The present study aimed to investigate senior teacher candidates’ theoretical
knowledge about curriculum development, their perceived competence for subject-
specific curriculum knowledge, and the curriculum-related courses taken during their
pre-service teacher education. As a survey, the study was carried out with 473 senior
teacher candidates majoring in the elementary science, elementary mathematics,
English language, and classroom teaching programs of the education faculties at two
public universities in Ankara during the 2017-2018 academic year. The data were
gathered through the Curriculum Development Knowledge Test and the Subject-
specific Curriculum Questionnaire and analyzed by making use of the descriptive and
inferential statistical methods. The findings revealed that the curriculum development
and subject-specific curriculum related courses in the pre-service teacher education
programs were limited. According to the results, senior teacher candidates did not feel
very competent in subject-specific curriculum knowledge and they had very limited
and superficial knowledge about curriculum development. In the light of these results,
it is recommended that curriculum development should be acknowledged as one of
the core competencies of pre-service teacher education programs and should be
associated with all related courses both horizontally and vertically, embedded
deliberately in the teaching-learning process.
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Bu arastirmada, son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmeye iliskin sahip
olduklar kuramsal bilgi dizeyleri, kendi alanlarina 6zgli 6gretim programi bilgisi
yeterlik algilari ve hizmet oncesi egitim slrecinde aldiklari program gelistirme ve
O6gretim programi igerikli derslerin incelenmesi amaclanmistir. Tarama deseninde
yurltilen ¢alismada, Ankara ilindeki iki devlet Universitesinin 2017-2018 akademik
yilinda ilkégretim fen bilgisi, ilkdgretim matematik, ingilizce ve sinif 6gretmenligi lisans
programlarinda 6grenim géren 473 son sinif 6gretmen adayina uygulanan Program
Gelistirme Bilgi Testi ve Ogretim Programi Anketi araciligiyla elde edilen veriler,
betimleyici ve yordayici istatistiksel yontemler kullanilarak ¢éziimlenmistir. Elde edilen
bulgularda hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitimi slrecinde 6gretmen adaylarina sunulan
program gelistirme ve 06gretim programi icerikli derslerin sinirli oldugu ortaya
konulmustur. Arastirmaya katillan Ogretmen adaylarinin 6gretim programi bilgisi
acisindan kendilerini ¢ok yeterli hissetmedikleri, program gelistirmeye iliskin oldukga
sinirli ve yuzeysel bilgilere sahip olduklari sonucuna ulagilmistir. Bu sonuglar isiginda,
program gelistirmenin 6gretmen egitimi lisans programlarinin temel yeterliklerinden
biri olarak kabul edilmesi ve ilgili tim derslerin 6grenme-6gretme siregleriyle bilingli
ve kasith bir sekilde hem vyatay hem de dikey dizlemde iliskilendirilmesi
onerilmektedir.
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Introduction

In the 21st century, steered by science and technology, expectations and priorities for education,
which is one of the most fundamental pillars of countries, are also changing. Contemporarily, the focus
of educational reforms is not only acquisition of knowledge but also the production, implementation,
and transfer of knowledge to the different contexts. In this regard, education systems are structured
around such questions as ‘which strategy do we follow in raising a strong society that is needed for
inclusive and sustainable development?’ and ‘what knowledge, skills, and values do we aim to equip
individuals with for the economic and social conditions of the future?’ Thus, curriculum which is one of
the most critical aspects of the education system (Null, 2011), is considered as a roadmap for
establishing the future’s intended individual and society profile (Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2018; Tan-Sisman & Karsantik, 2021).

The concept of the curriculum, often used for a list of topics until the 20th century (Demirel, 2019),
has become a complex, abstract and multi-dimensional issue corresponding to scientific, technological,
social changes and advances. Today, considered as a ‘plan for learning experiences’ in a broad sense, the
concept of curriculum is discussed in a more comprehensive and interdisciplinary perspective that goes
beyond the school building and consists of objectives, content, teaching-learning processes and
measurement-evaluation aspects (Beauchamp, 1982; Demirel, 2019; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018; Saylor,
Alexander, & Lewis, 1981; Walker, 2003). A curriculum is more than a written document or blueprint in
which its components are defined separately. It requires blending the social and the student-related
dynamics within each component of the curriculum that will be presented to the students as part of
learning experiences considering the principles and practices of curriculum development (Oliva &
Gordon, 2013; Taba, 1962; Varis, 1989; Walker, 2003). Nevertheless, no matter how well-designed a
curriculum is on paper, its effectiveness is influenced by numerous factors especially teacher’s and
students’ characteristics during the implementation process (Eraslan, 2009; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018;
Saribas & Babadag, 2015; Wayne & Youngs, 2003).

In the literature, different classifications were made regarding the concept of curriculum (Burkhardt,
Fraser, & Ridgway, 1990; Clements, 2002; Goodlad, Klein & Tye, 1979; MacNab, 2000; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2018; Porter, 2002; Posner, 1995). Considering those different points of view regarding
curriculum, as illusturated in Figure 1, three different curriculum types appear: the intended curriculum,
the implemented curriculum, and the achieved curriculum.

Intended Curriculum
Key dynamics: Social
ideals and paolitical
vision, etc.

The ultimate goal is to
implement the intended
curriculum as planned to
achieve the intended student
outcomes

Implemented Curriculum ¢ N Achieved Curriculum
Key dynamics: Teachers’ personal/ " Key dynamics: Students’ cognitive,
professional characteristics, the Implementation affective, or psychomotor
conceptions of curriculum, etc. characteristics, learning opportunities

offered to students, etc.

Figure 1. The intended, implemented, and achieved curriculum.
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The first one, the intended curriculum, is the official written document developed by a curriculum
development commission within the framework of social ideals and political vision, in general terms
(MacNab, 2000; Posner, 1995; Saylor et al., 1981). The second is the implemented curriculum, which is
defined as the curriculum that teachers adapt to their classes in line with their understanding and
priorities instead of implementing the intended curriculum adherently. Since the teacher is the chief
actor in the delivery process, the implemented curriculum may differ from the intended curriculum due
to such teacher-related factors as beliefs, attitudes, values and judgments, professional experience,
subject matter knowledge, etc. (Goodlad et al., 1979; Hale & Dunlap, 2010; Posner, 1995; Saylor et al.,
1981). Lastly, the achieved curriculum refers to what students experienced, acquired, or learned as a
result of the implemented curriculum (Posner, 1995; Saylor et al., 1981). Since the achieved curriculum
focuses on students’ actual experiences and outcomes in the teaching-learning process, it may differ
due to their cognitive, affective, psychomotor, etc., characteristics (MacNab, 2000). As given in Figure 1,
the ultimate goal is to implement the intended curriculum as planned to achieve the intended student
outcomes (Hjalmarson, 2008).

To implement a curriculum as intended by developers, teachers must first know and be aware of
curriculum development process and practices. As stated by Varis (1969), “a curriculum is neither a list
of aims, lessons, and topics nor a printed book that is given to the teacher's hand and is required to
follow" (p. 27). Similarly, teacher is not the person who is only responsible to transfer the curriculum
developed by the authorities. In fact, curriculum and teacher are essential and complementary dynamics
to realize the quality of education. Thus, teachers should not only participate at all stages of the
curriculum development process but also act with the awareness that they need to adapt the existing
curriculum according to their students, classroom environment, and other factors (Doll, 1996; Ertirk,
2017; Kelly, 2004; Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Schwab, 1973; Taba, 1962).

Considering the fact that pre-service teacher education is the first stage in which teacher candidates
are furnished with the theoretical and practical knowledge, skills, competencies, and values of the
teaching profession; curriculum development knowledge should be one of the main competencies
gained by future teachers during pre-service education. In general, curriculum development knowledge
involves the understanding, skills, and awareness about the theoretical principles and procedures
required to plan, implement, and evaluate a curriculum (Behar, 1994; Grossman, 1990; Shulman, 1987).
Therefore, all teacher candidates must be aware of and gain competencies related to the curriculum
concept, the core elements of curriculum and their relationships, curriculum development and
evaluation, instructional design and assessment that directly impact on the quality of education. Darling-
Hammond and Bransford (2005) acknowledged ‘understanding of curriculum’ as one of the core aspects
of teacher education. They also pointed out that the knowledge and skills related to this concept should
be taught within the objectives, content, discipline-specific requirements, student needs, and
sociological purposes of education. In this respect, curriculum development knowledge can be defined
as the multi-dimensional and dynamic knowledge base, including the understanding of theoretical and
practical bases of curriculum development, the concept of curriculum, its components and functions,
etc. Thus, curriculum development knowledge is prerequisite for all teachers to understand, interpret,
and implement subject-specific curriculum.

On the other hand, Tutkun and Aksoyalp (2010) draw attention to the fact that centralized policies
are being gradually left behind in 21st-century education systems and emphasize that the understanding
of school-based curriculum development with approximately a thirty-year history (Marsh, 1989; Marsh,
Day, Hannay & McCutcheon, 1990; Sabar, 1985; Skilbeck, 1984) is becoming more important. This fact
requires teachers to have sufficient theoretical and practical knowledge and skills for curriculum
development and evaluation to develop school-based curriculum according to their social and cultural
conditions (Collwill & Gallagher, 2007; International Bureau of Education [IBE], 1998). However, some
studies in the literature link the absence of teachers’ involvement in curriculum development with the
insufficiency of teachers' knowledge and skills regarding curriculum development (Gerrard & Farrell,
2014; Konokman, Yanpar-Yelken, Karasolak & Cesur, 2017; Li, 2006; Saracaloglu, Yilmaz, Cengel,
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Cogmen, Karademir & Kanmaz, 2010). For this reason, it is vital to present the current situation by
examining the experiences related to curriculum development in pre-service teacher education to
determine the future strategies thoroughly and accurately.

In Turkey, the knowledge and skills for subject-specific curriculum in teacher education has been
taken into account in the General Competencies for Teaching Profession, which was developed in 2006
and updated in 2017 (Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2017). These general competencies
consist of three basic dimensions as ‘Professional Knowledge’, ‘Professional Skills’ and ‘Attitude and
Values’ and include the following specific competence areas and indicators directly related to the
subject-specific curriculum knowledge: (a) explaining the subject-specific curriculum within the scope of
all elements, (b) linking the subject-specific curriculum with other relevant curricula, (c) preparing lesson
plans by considering the subject-specific curriculum, (d) designing learning environments and teaching
materials suitable for the attainments of the subject-specific curriculum (MoNE, 2017). However, the
functionality of these subject-specific curriculum competencies can only be meaningful if teachers have
the necessary knowledge and skills about curriculum and curriculum development that is the
prerequisite for the competencies related to subject-specific curriculum.

Further, teacher candidates who graduate from the faculty of education and want to work in the
teaching positions of the MoNE must pass the Public Personnel Selection Examination (PPSE), the
Educational Sciences Test, and the Subject Content and Pedagogical Content Knowledge Test, all
conducted by the Center for Measurement, Selection and Placement (CMSP) (Official Gazette, 2002
[Decision No: 2002/3975]; CMSP, 2019). Within the Educational Sciences Test’s scope, the approximate
weight of the questions related to curriculum development content was determined as 6% (CMSP,
2019). On the other hand, when the course contents of pre-service teacher education programs in the
last twenty years (1998, 2007, 2018) approved by the Higher Education Council (HEC), which is
responsible for pre-service teacher education, are analyzed; it is found that ‘theoretical foundations of
curriculum development’ subject is only addressed in the ‘Instructional Planning and Evaluation’ course
content, which was compulsory course for all branches in 1998. Also, the similar subject was
emphasized only within the scope of courses for three different teaching branches in 2007 pre-service
teacher education programs, and in 2018, the course named as Curriculum Development in Education is
included as an elective professional knowledge course category. Within this framework, the coherence
between the qualifications and conditions determined by the MoNE, which is responsible for teacher
qualification, employment and in-service teacher education, and the courses in pre-service teacher
education programs approved by HEC, which is the decision-making body in pre-service teacher training
processes and practices, is considerably important. On the other hand, to acquire competencies related
to the subject-specific curriculum, curriculum and curriculum development competencies should be
gained first. Hence, there is a need for stronger evidence-based scientific data obtained through
comparing the MoNE’s intended teacher profile with the HEC's teacher candidate profile at the end of
pre-service teacher education in terms of curriculum development knowledge.

In literature, studies emphasize that teachers and teacher candidates have insufficient levels of
knowledge, skills, and awareness regarding both the concept of curriculum and curriculum development
as well as the subject-specific curriculum (Altun & Sahin, 2009; Ayan, 2011; Bastlrk & Donmez, 2011;
Duman, 2006; Duru & Korkmaz, 2010; Eret-Orhan, 2017; Hakan, Saglam, Yasar, Giltekin & Deveci, 2011;
Keskin, 2019; Sahin & Soylu, 2017; Tan-Sisman & Kerkez, 2019; Uluginar-Sagir & Karamustafaoglu, 2011).
Additionally, though limited in number, some studies have examined the teacher candidates' curriculum
literacy skills (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019; Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Siral & Dedebali,
2018), their cognitive structures related to the concept of curriculum (Altintas, Gégcen-Kabaran &
Kabaran, 2018) and the knowledge level about curriculum (Kizilaslan-Tunger & Sahin, 2019). According
to the results of these studies, teacher candidates’ perceived self-efficacy levels regarding the
curriculum literacy skills were generally moderate; the cognitive structures related to the concept of
curriculum were inadequate and they had some misconceptions; and their curriculum knowledge levels
were generally moderate. As can be seen, there are very few studies in the literature examining teacher
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candidates’ perceived self-efficacy levels on curriculum literacy, and their knowledge levels regarding
the concept of the curriculum. On the other hand, no study has been found that holistically investigates
the curriculum development-related courses taken by senior teacher candidates, their competence
perceptions of the subject-specific curriculum knowledge, and their theoretical knowledge levels about
curriculum development. In this respect, the current study is essential and necessary to investigate how
pre-service teacher education programs in Turkey prepare teacher candidates to teaching profession
regarding curriculum development knowledge and skills.

Purpose of the Study

The current study was carried out to examine the curriculum development-related courses taken by
senior teacher candidates majoring in elementary science, elementary mathematics, English language,
and classroom teaching (primary school teaching) programs during the pre-service teacher education,
their theoretical knowledge about curriculum development, and perceived competence for subject-
specific curriculum. To this end, answers were sought to the following research questions:

1. What courses do the senior teacher candidates take during their pre-service teacher education,
including

1.1. the content of curriculum development?
1.2. the content of subject-specific curriculum?

2. How competent do the senior teacher candidates perceive themselves regarding the subject-specific
curriculum knowledge?

2.1. Does the perception of the subject-specific curriculum knowledge competence differ with respect
to the teaching programs?

3. What is the level of theoretical knowledge of senior teacher candidates regarding curriculum
development?

3.1. Does the level of curriculum development knowledge differ according to the teaching programs?

3.2. Does the level of curriculum development knowledge differ according to the perceptions of the
subject-specific curriculum knowledge competence?

Method
Research Design

The present study utilized a survey design, which is one of the descriptive research methods. A
survey design portrays a large group of participants’ views, interests, achievements, perceptions,
phenomena, situations, etc. through quantitative data collection methods (Blytkoéztirk, Cakmak,
Akgin, Karadeniz, & Demirel, 2017; Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). Instead of focusing on the effect or
relationship that results from manipulating variables, in the current study, survey design was preferred
to reveal the existing situation (curriculum development knowledge, perception of the subject-specific
curriculum knowledge, and the courses related to curriculum development) with quantitative data
(through the Curriculum Development Knowledge Test and Subject-Specific Curriculum Questionnaire)
obtained from the participants (senior teacher candidates).

Participants

The study was conducted with 473 senior teacher candidates majoring in the elementary science
(EST), elementary mathematics (EMT), English language (ELT), and classroom teaching (primary school
teaching) (CT) programs of the education faculties at two public universities in Ankara during the 2017-
2018 academic year. Cluster sampling method, commonly employed in survey studies, was used to
select the sample of the study. Rather than selecting individuals one by one from the population of the
study, cluster sampling allows for the selection of clusters of units/individuals in line with the research
problems and the inclusion of the individuals in these clusters into the study group (Balci, 2015; Fraenkel
et al.,, 2012). Therefore, the clusters of subjects were determined based on the certain rationale
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considering the research problems and availability of resources. In this respect, the education faculties
of the public universities in Ankara were selected as a target population. For the selection of teaching
programs, the following two criteria were taken into consideration: (a) being one of the undergraduate
programs responsible for teaching one of the compulsory elementary school courses as stated in the
weekly course schedule (Board of Education [BoE], 2019), and (b) being one of the undergraduate
programs in Tan-Sisman’s study (2017) that has either a maximum or a minimum number of course
content related to the curriculum concept. The public universities and teaching programs that fulfilled
these criteria are given in Table 1.

Table 1.
The Universities and Teaching Programs.
Criteria
Being an undergraduate
Being a public university with program for teaching a Having the minimum or
a faculty of education in compulsory course at maximum number of courses
Ankara elementary school level about curriculum *

Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU EST Maximum

Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU ELT Minimum

Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU EMT Minimum
Ankara, Gazi, Hacettepe CcT Maximum

*(Tan-Sisman, 2017)

Based on these criteria, the accessible population of the study was the senior teacher candidates
enrolling in pre-service teacher education programs of the four universities as given in Table 1. In order
to examine the possible size of the accessible population and determine the representative sample size,
the total number of graduates in 2017 from the selected undergraduate programs of four universities
were reached via HEC Undergraduate ATLAS (N=1132). Within the framework of the data presented in
Table 2, the first two universities with the maximum number of graduates in each undergraduate
program were selected.

Table 2.
The Number of 2017 Graduates*.
Graduate (N)

Teaching program University Female Male Total

Elementary Science Teaching (EST) Gazi 74 9 83
Hacettepe 71 20 91
ODTU 54 1 55

English Language Teaching (ELT) Gazi 119 25 144
Hacettepe 91 29 120
ODTU 93 18 111

Elementary Mathematics Teaching Gazi 81 8 89

(EMT) Hacettepe 55 8 63
ODTU 37 6 43

Classroom Teaching (CT) Gazi 101 17 118
Hacettepe 105 24 129
Ankara 66 20 86

* HEC Undergraduate ATLAS (https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/)

At the end of the sampling process, totally 473 senior teacher candidates majoring in the EST, EMT,
ELT, and CT undergraduate programs of Gazi and Hacettepe Universities participated in the study. Some
of the demographics of the participants are given in Table 3.
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Table 3.

The Demographics of the Participants.

Demographics n %
Gender

Female 407 86.00
Male 66 14.00
Age

20-24 449 95.00
25-30 17 3.50
39-43 7 1.40
Teaching program

CT 148 31.30
ELT 118 24.90
EST 108 22.80
EMT 99 20.90

Of the participants, 86.00% (n=407) were female and 14.00% (n=66) were male. Their ages ranged
between 20-43 years and 95.00% of them (n=449) were 20-24 years old. Considering the teaching
programs, 31.30% (n=148) of the participants were enrolled in classroom teaching; 24.90% (n=118) in
English language teaching; 22.80% (n=108) in elementary science teaching, and 20.90% (n=99) in
elementary mathematics teaching.

Data Collection Tools

The main data collection instruments of the study were the Curriculum Development Knowledge
Test (CDKT) and the Subject-Specific Curriculum Questionnaire (SCQ). The SCQ was developed by the
researcher to collect data on the first two research questions concerning the participants’ demographic
information, perceived competence for the subject-specific curriculum knowledge, and curriculum
development-related courses taken during their pre-service teacher education. The demographics
section of the SCQ included four questions asking participants’ gender, age, university, and teaching
program. The participants responded along a five-point Likert-type scale from 1 (Incompetent) to 5
(Highly competent) within the scope of the perceived competencies for the teaching profession
including subject-specific curriculum knowledge, content knowledge, classroom management,
instructional planning, knowing the student, and measurement-evaluation processes. Two open-ended
questions were also asked to determine the courses related to curriculum development and subject-
specific curriculum (i.e. a course addressing/including the content related to curriculum development or
subject-specific curriculum) taken by the teacher candidates during the pre-service teacher education.
The draft SCQ was given to five faculty members, three of them were from the curriculum and
instruction department, and two were from the measurement and evaluation department to be
reviewed. In line with the experts’ feedback, necessary changes in the two questions were made to
improve the understandability. For the pilot study, the SCQ was administered to 62 senior class teacher
candidates.

The Curriculum Development Knowledge Test (CDKT) was also developed by the researcher in order
to investigate the senior teacher candidates’ theoretical knowledge levels about curriculum
development. For this purpose, all course contents of the 2007 Pre-Service Teacher Education Programs
were examined using keywords such as curriculum, curriculum development, and curriculum
development in education. In addition, all accessible questions about curriculum development asked in
the 2005-2017 KPSS Educational Sciences Tests were analyzed. In line with this framework, the draft
CDKT consisting of 55 multiple-choice questions was developed, and then individual interviews were
conducted with four faculty members from the curriculum and instruction department to analyze and
discuss each questions deeply. According to the feedback received from experts, the total number of
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questions was reduced to 45, and the draft CDKT was administered to 62 senior class teacher candidates
for the pilot study.

For the item analysis of the pilot study data, Test Analysis Program (TAP) (Brooks & Johanson, 2003)
was used to calculate the difficulty index, discrimination index, and the KR-20 reliability coefficient.
According to the results, the average difficulty of the draft CDKT was .40, the average discrimination
index was .39, and the KR-20 reliability coefficient was calculated as .72. Besides, additional interviews
were conducted with two faculty members (one from the curriculum and instruction department and
one from the measurement and evaluation department) to decide about five questions with the item
discrimination indices below .19 and four questions with the item discrimination indices ranged
between .20 and .29. Both experts suggested excluding five questions with a low discrimination index
from the CDKT and keeping four questions after revising/reconstructing. Afterwards, 40 multiple-choice
CDKT was administered to four senior teacher candidates to obtain feedback about the clarity, face
validity of the questions and the needed response time. Finally, the latest version of the CDKT for the
main study was administered to 473 senior class teacher candidates. According to the TAP results, the
average difficulty was found as .44, the average discrimination index was .39, and the KR-20 reliability
coefficient was calculated as .80. Table 4 summarizes the scope and question distributions of the CDKT.

Table 4.
The Scope and the Distribution of CDKT Questions.
Dimensions Scope Questions  Total
I. Components of Curriculum Objectives, Content, Learning Process, 17 40 3
Assessment T
Historical Foundations 6,23 2
Philosophical Foundations 2°,37 2
Il. Foundations of Curriculum T
Social Foundations 26, 35 2
Psychological Foundations 11, 14 2
iculum Desi ",9,12
Curriculum Design Stages and Approaches 83’2?' 36' 5
3T . ’
= C I .
°g’ N urriedium Models and Their Importance 4,20,24 3
s £ Development Models
u +
2 £ Enacting Curriculum Need Assessment 137,28 2
"é <_% c Development Generating Objectives 3,21 2
g % 2 Selecting and Organizing Content 15",18*+ 2
% D\ S Selecting and Organizing Learning Process 19,38 2
o go g Selecting and Organizing Measurement and
g g . 22,30 2
58 Evaluation
= P
e 2 Curriculum Teams and Tasks 16, 25,29 3
5 Development Teams
© i .
— & mplementation of Pilot/Field Testing 5,31",39 3
Draft Curriculum
Curriculum Evaluation Curriculum Evaluation Process 10,17, 33 3
IV. Curriculum Development Curriculum Development Efforts in 2005 27 34 5
Studies in Turkey and after !

*CDKT 2nd question was adapted from the 36th question of the PPSE-2012 Educational Sciences Test (EST); CDKT 3rd question from
the 13th question of the PPSE-2011 EST; CDKT 8th question from the 5th question of the PPSE-2010 EST; CDKT 21st question from
the 8th question of PPSE-2009 EST; CDKT 31st question from the 4th question of PPSE-2009 EST; CDKT 32nd question from the 73th
question of PPSE-2006 EST; CDKT 35th question from the 46th question of the PPSE-2006 EST; CDKT 37th question from the 27th
question of the PPSE-2013 EST, CDKT 38th question from the 1st question of the PPSE-2016 EST and CDKT 39th question from the
10th question of PPSE-2011 EST.

*CDKT 13rd question was taken (adhering to the original version) from the 32th question of the PPSE-2012 EST; CDKT 15th question
from the 3th question of the PPSE-2009 EST and CDKT 18th question from the 7th question of the PPSE-2010 EST.
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Data Collection Process

Prior to the data collection process, the permission was obtained from the Ethics Commission of
Hacettepe University. Then, permission request letters were sent to each university to be able to
administer the data collection instruments. After obtaining all permissions within approximately in three
months, the researcher contacted with the faculty members at the selected universities to arrange the
data collection program. In order to increase the practicability of the data collection process in terms of
time and effort, the CDKT and SCQ were combined in a single booklet and administered by the
researcher between May-June 2018.

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics by SPSS.23. The basic descriptive
statistics, including percentages, frequencies, means, and standard deviations, were carried out to
examine the senior teacher candidates’ demographic characteristics, perceived competence levels,
curriculum development-related courses taken during the pre-service education, and theoretical
knowledge levels of curriculum development. In order to investigate whether the senior teacher
candidates’ theoretical knowledge levels of curriculum development and the perceived competence
levels for subject-specific curriculum differed according to the teaching programs, one-way ANOVAs
were performed. For the normality assumption, the skewness and kurtosis values that were found
between 1 (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007) and Q-Q plots in which the points were relatively close to a
straight line were analyzed and decided that the data were normally distributed (Field, 2009; Pallant,
2007). The assumption of homogeneity of variance was tested by Levene’s test. It was found that the
homogeneity of variance for the CDKT was not met (p<.05), yet Levene’s test results for the perceived
competence level yielded no significant value (p>.05). This situation was taken into consideration while
selecting the Post-Hoc tests to determine the source of the difference among the groups.

Findings
The results obtained in the study are presented below in line with the research questions.

Courses related to Curriculum Development and Subject-Specific Curriculum taken by the Teacher
Candidates during the Pre-service Teacher Education

The findings on the courses related to curriculum development taken by teacher candidates during
their pre-service education revealed pedagogical courses (f=344) and area courses (i.e. related to
content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge) (f=58). In the category of pedagogical courses,
‘Introduction to Educational Sciences’ (f=153), ‘Instructional Principles and Methods’ (f=115), and
‘Educational Psychology’ (f=56) were frequently stated. Among the area courses, ‘Life Science Teaching’
(f=17) and ‘Special Teaching Methods-II’ (f=16) were often mentioned. Table 5 shows the findings
related to courses, as stated by the teacher candidates about curriculum development.

In the responses of the teacher candidates to the courses related to subject-specific curriculum they
took during pre-service education, they mentioned the categories of pedagogical courses (f=186), area
courses (f=177), and general culture/knowledge courses (f=7), respectively. In classroom teaching
program, ‘Life Science Teaching’ (f=35) and ‘Literacy Teaching’ (f=23) courses; in English language
teaching program, ‘Special Teaching Methods-I’ (f=49) and ‘Teaching of Language Skills’ (f=27) courses;
in elementary science teaching program, ‘Instructional Principles and Methods’ (f=21) and ‘Special
Teaching Methods’ (f=16) courses; and in the elementary mathematics teaching program, ‘Special
Teaching Methods’ (f=24) and ‘Teaching Elementary School Mathematics’ (f=19) courses were
frequently mentioned. Table 6 presents the findings on the courses related to subject-specific
curriculum taken by teacher candidates.
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Table 5.
Results on the Courses related to Curriculum Development.

Teaching Departments

CcT ELT EST

Courses (n=148) (n=118) (n=108) EMT (n=99) Total
Pedagogical Courses (f=344) f f f f f
Introduction to Educational Sciences 55 37 24 37 153
Instructional Principles and Methods 25 37 28 25 115
Educational Psychology 12 15 19 10 56
Special Teaching Methods-I - 10 - - 10
Instructional Tech. & Material Dev. 3 2 - - 5
Classroom Management 1 1 - 1 3
Measurement & Evaluation - 2 - - 2
Area Courses (f=58)

Life Science Teaching 17 - - - 17
Special Teaching Methods-II - - 3 13 16
Literacy Teaching 7 - - - 7
Science-Tech. Curriculum & Planning - - 6 - 6
Turkish Teaching 5 - - 5
Social Sciences Teaching 2 - - - 2
Educational Sociology 1 - - - 1
Educational Philosophy 1 - - 1
Advanced Writing - 3 - - 3

| do not remember/No answer 19 11 28 13 71

CT: Classroom Teaching; ELT: English Language Teaching; EST: Elementary Science Teaching; EMT: Elementary Mathematics
Teaching

Teacher Candidates’ Perceived Level of Competency regarding Subject-Specific Curriculum Knowledge

Concerning the second research question, the teacher candidates’ perceived level of competency
about subject-specific curriculum knowledge and also content knowledge, classroom management,
instructional planning, knowing the student, and measurement-evaluation processes were investigated.
The findings indicated that the teacher candidates generally felt competent (M=3.71). According to the
results presented in Table 7, 56.20% of them felt competent in getting to know the student (M=3.95,
SD=.71); 57.90% of them in managing classroom (M=3.79, SD=.71); 50.10% of them in planning
instruction (M=3.77, SD=.82); 49.90% in having content knowledge (M=3.66, SD=.79); 46.30% of them in
measurement and evaluation (M=3.57, SD=.77); and 45.50% felt competent in subject-specific
curriculum knowledge (M= 3.54, SD=.77).

The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test if the teacher candidates’
perceived level of competency for subject-specific curriculum knowledge differed according to their
teaching programs. According to the descriptive statistics given in Table 8, the elementary science
teacher candidates had the highest perceived competence for subject-specific curriculum knowledge
(M=3.64, SD=.72) followed by the English language teacher candidates (M=3.55, SD=.85), classroom
teacher candidates (M=3.51, SD=.76) and elementary mathematics teacher candidates (M=3.46,
S$D=.76). The results of the ANOVA yielded that the teacher candidates’ perceived level of competency
for subject-specific curriculum knowledge did not differ statistically significant with regard to their
teaching programs (Fs.469)= 1.069, p>0.05).

Teacher Candidates’ Theoretical Knowledge about Curriculum Development

As the last research question of the study, the teacher candidates’ theoretical knowledge about
curriculum development were examined through 40 multiple-choice CDKT developed by the researcher.
The descriptive data analysis revealed that the senior teacher candidates’ overall scores were relatively
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low (M=17.5, SD=6.3). In other words, the teacher candidates answered correctly about 18 questions
out of 40. The results of the teacher candidates’ performance on the CDKT were presented in Table 9.

Table 6.
Results on the Courses related to the Subject-specific Curriculum.

Teaching Programs

CcT ELT EST EMT
Courses (n=148) (n=118) (n=108) (n=99) Total
Pedagogical Courses (f=186) f f f f f
Special Teaching Methods -I - 49 16 24 89
Instructional Principles and Methods 19 3 21 16 59
Teaching Practice 3 5 4 3 15
Instructional Tech.& Material Dev. - 3 4 6 13
Introduction to Educational Sciences 7 - - - 7
Educational Psychology 1 - - 1
Measurement & Evaluation - - 1 - 1
Classroom Management 1 - - - 1
Area Courses (f=177)
Life Science Teaching 35 - - - 35
Teaching of Language Skills - 27 - - 27
Literacy Teaching 23 - - - 23
Teaching Elementary School Math. - - - 19 19
Science-Tech. Curriculum & Planning - - 15 - 15
General Mathematics - - - 10 10
Science-Tech. Lab. Applications-I 9 - - - 9
Teaching Science 8 - - - 8
Approaches to Eng. Learning & Teac. - 8 - - 8
Teaching Turkish 6 - - 6
Teaching Mathematics 6 - - - 6
School Mathematics in the World - - - 4 4
Science Teaching. Lab. Applications - - 3 - 3
Social Sciences Teaching 2 - - - 2
Techniques of Good Writing 1 - - - 1
General Physics Laboratory - - 1 - 1
General Culture Courses (f=7)
Philosophy 2 - 2 -
Written Expression 2 - - - 2
Sociology 1 - - - 1
| do not remember/No answer (n=96) 22 17 38 19
Table 7.
Teacher Candidates’ Perceived Competencies for Teaching Profession.
Competencies for D Highly Competent Average Less Incompetent
Teaching Profession competent % % % competent % %
Knowing the student 395 .71 20.90 56.20 20.90 1.70 .20
Classroom 3.79 71 12.90 57.90 24.90 4.20 -
management
Instructional planning  3.77 .82 17.30 50.10 26.00 5.90 .60
Content knowledge 3.66 .79 12.30 49.90 30.00 7.60 .20
Measurement & 3.57 .77 9.70 46.30 36.40 7.40 .20
Evaluation
Subject-specific 3.54 .77 8.90 45.50 36.80 8.90 -
curriculum
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Table 8.
One-Way ANOVA for the Perceived Competency on Subject-specific Curriculum Knowledge regarding
Teaching Programs .

Teaching n M SD Source SD df Ms F p
programs

EST 108 3.64 72 Between 1.938 3 .646 1.069 .362
ELT 118 3.55 .85 groups

EMT 99 3.46 .76 Within 283.42 469 .604

CcT 148 3.51 .76 groups

Table 9.

The Results of the CDKT Performance.

CDKT and its dimension M SD Min. Max.
Overall Score (out of 40 points) 17.5 6.3 2 31
Components of Curriculum (out of 3 points) 19 .8 0 3
Foundations of Curriculum (out of 8 points) 2 1.1 0 5
Curriculum Design Process and Approaches (out of 5 points) 1.9 1.1 0 5
Curriculum Development Models (out of 3 points) 7 .8 0 3
Enacting Curriculum Development (out of 10 points) 4.7 2.2 0 10
Curriculum Development Teams (out of 3 points) 1.1 7 0 3
Implementation of Draft Curriculum (out of 3 points) 14 9 0 3
Curriculum Evaluation (out of 3 points) 1.5 .9 0 3
Curriculum Development Studies in Turkey (out of 2 points) .6 6 0 2

Considering the CDKT’s “Components of Curriculum” dimension, the findings obtained from the
analysis of three questions revealed that teacher candidates had knowledge about the basic
components of curriculum (M=1.9, SD=.8). As given in Table 10, 60.00% of teacher candidates (n=283)
answered correctly what the basic components of the curriculum are (objectives, content, learning
experiences, and evaluation process), and they could be able to link these components with the
questions of “Why, What, How, and How much?” (n=428; 92.50%), yet the teacher candidates’
knowledge about the relationship between components of curriculum was low (n=230; 48.60%).

Table 10.
Results related to Components of Curriculum.

Correct Incorrect
Components of Curriculum — Questions and Scope n % n %
Basic components of curriculum 283 59.80 190 40.20
The questions of basic components of curriculum 428  90.50 45 9.50
The relationship between basic components of curriculum 230 48.60 243 51.40

According to the findings obtained from the analysis of the CDKT’s “Foundations of Curriculum
Development” dimension, the teacher candidates demonstrated low performance (M=2, SD=1.1) on the
questions involving the philosophical, historical, social, and psychological foundations. The results
presented in Table 11 revealed that 58.40% of them (n=276) knew that reviewing previous curricula in
the curriculum development process is related to historical foundations; 60.50% of them (n=286) stated
that social foundations should be considered in the process of adapting individuals to society, and
54.80% of them (n=259) knew that psychological foundations should be taken into consideration
primarily while deciding on teaching-learning process.
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Table 11.
Results regarding Foundations of Curriculum Development.

Correct Incorrect
Foundations of Curriculum Development — Questions and Scope n % n %
Past curricula and historical foundations 276 5840 197 41.60
The pioneers of curriculum development in Turkey and abroad 64 13.50 409 86.50
Adapting individuals to society and social foundations 286 60.50 187 39.50
Needs and expectations of society and social foundations 155 32.80 318 67.20
Learning and teaching process and psychological foundations 259 54.80 214 45.20
Students’ level of development and psychological foundations 280 59.20 193 40.80
Changes in curriculum approach and philosophical foundations 108 22.80 365 77.20
Functions of philosophical foundation 123 26.00 350 74.00

Considering the CDKT’s “Curriculum Design Process and Approaches” dimension, the teacher
candidates’ overall performance was quite low (M=1.9, SD=1.1). Table 12 indicates that the teacher
candidates were more knowledgeable about subject-centered (n=340; 71.90%) and learner-centered
(n=242; 51.20%) designs than problem-centered designs (n=170; 35.90%). Furthermore, the teacher
candidates’ knowledge about the stages of the curriculum design process (n=108; 22.80%) and the basic
sources of curriculum design (n=98; 20.70%) were low.

Table 12.
Results related to Curriculum Design Process and Approaches.
Correct Incorrect

Curriculum Design Process and Approaches — Questions and Scope n % n %
Subject-centered designs 340 71.90 133 28.10
Learner-centered designs 242 51.20 231 48.80
Problem-centered designs 170 35.90 303 64.10
Stages of curriculum design process 108 22.80 365 77.20
Basic sources of curriculum design 98 20.70 375 79.30

Concerning the CDKT’s “Curriculum Development Models” dimension, the results obtained from the
analysis of the three questions showed that the teacher candidates’ overall success was quite low
(M=.7, SD= .8). As given in Table 13, it was found that about 20.00% of them correctly answered the
question about the importance of using a model in curriculum development process (n=94); 30.00% of
them answered the question about Tyler’s Curriculum Development Model (n=142) correctly, and
26.20% of them correctly answered the question about Taba’s Curriculum Development Model (n=124).

Table 13.
Results related to Curriculum Development Models.

Correct Incorrect
Curriculum Development Models — Questions and Scope n % n %
Importance of using a model in curriculum development 94 1990 379 80.10
Tyler’s Curriculum Development Model 142 30.00 331 70.00
Taba’s Curriculum Development Model 124 26.20 349 73.80

The findings obtained from the analysis of the CDKT’s “Enacting Curriculum Development”
dimension, the teacher candidates also demonstrated low performance (M=4.7, SD=2.2) on the
questions involving need assessment, generating objectives, selecting and organizing content, learning
and assessment process. According to Table 14, nearly 23.00% of them correctly answered the needs
analysis questions; 40.00% of them selecting and organizing the learning and assessment process;
50.00% of them generating objectives; and 57.00% of them answered correctly the questions about
selecting and organizing content.
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Table 14.
Results related to Enacting Curriculum Development.

Correct Incorrect
Enacting Curriculum Development — Questions and Scope n % n %
Needs assessment techniques 112 23.70 361 76.30
Importance of needs analysis 109 23.00 364 77.00
Scope of objectives 249 52.60 224 47.40
Considerations for generating objectives 274 57.90 199 42.10
Content organization approaches 273 57.70 200 42.30
Considerations for selecting content 282  59.60 191 40.40
Scope of learning and teaching process 177 37.40 296 62.60
Consistency between learning-teaching process and curriculum 270 57.10 203 42.90
approach
Considerations for organizing assessment process 284 60.00 189 40.00
Consistency between assessment process and curriculum approach 208 44.00 265 56.00

In relation to the “Curriculum Development Teams” dimension of the CDKT, the teacher candidates’
overall performance was low (M= 1.1, SD=.7). The findings presented in Table 15 revealed that the
question addressing the functions of advisory group during curriculum development process were
answered correctly by nearly half of them (n=229); the question about the functions of working group
were answered correctly by 30.00% of them (n=139); and 33.00% of them (n=154) correctly answered
the questions about the functions of decision and coordination group.

Table 15.
Results related to Curriculum Development Teams.

Correct Incorrect
Curriculum Development Teams — Questions and Scope n % n %
Function/features of the advisory group 229 48.40 244  51.60
Function/features of the working group 139 29.40 334 70.60
Function/ features of decision and coordination group 154 32.60 319 67.40

The results on the CDKT’s “Implementation of Draft Curriculum” dimension also showed low
performance (M=1.4, SD=.9) of the senior teacher candidates. As seen in Table 16, nearly 72.00% of
them (n=339) knew the functions of pilot testing during the curriculum development process; 41.00% of
them (n=195) correctly answered the question addressing the necessary conditions for pilot testing
regarding teachers’ and students’ characteristics; and 35.00% of them (n=165) had knowledge about the
features of field testing schools.

Table 16.
Results related to Implementation of Draft Curriculum.

Correct Incorrect
Implementation of Draft Curriculum — Questions and Scope n % n %
The functions of pilot testing 339 71.70 134 28.30
Teachers and students’ characteristics for pilot testing 195 41.20 278 58.80
The features of pilot testing schools 165 34.90 308 65.10

In relation to the “Curriculum Evaluation” dimension of the CDKT, the results obtained from the
analysis of the three questions showed that the teacher candidates’ overall success was quite low
(M=1.5, SD= .9). As given in Table 17, it was found that 66.00% of them (n=313) had knowledge about
the scope of curriculum evaluation; 49.00% of them (n=232) answered the questions about formative
evaluation correctly; and 41.00% of them (n=192) knew the functions of curriculum evaluation process.
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Table 17.
Results related to Curriculum Evaluation.

Correct Incorrect
Curriculum Evaluation — Questions and Scope n % n %
Scope of curriculum evaluation 312 66.00 161 34.00
Formative evaluation 232 49.00 241 51.00
Functions of curriculum evaluation 192 40.60 281 59.40

Considering the teacher candidates’ knowledge about “Curriculum Development Studies in Turkey”,
the analysis of the CDKT’s two questions revealed quite low performance (M= .6, SD=.6). The results as
presented in Table 18 pointed out that 22.00% of the teacher candidates (n=104) knew that the
centralized national curricula approved by National Board of Education are implemented in Turkey and
nearly 46.00% of them (n=215) were aware that teachers have to design their teaching-learning
processes within the framework of the centralized curriculum.

Table 18.
Results related to Curriculum Development Studies in Turkey.

Correct Incorrect
Curriculum Development Studies in Turkey — Questions and Scope n % n %
General characteristics of current curriculum development efforts 104 22.00 369 78.00
General characteristics of existing curricula 215 45.50 258 54.50

In order to investigate whether the teacher candidates’ level of curriculum development knowledge
differed in terms of their departments, Levene’s test was firstly used to check the assumption of
homogeneity of variance, yet it was found significant (p<.05). Consequently, Welch-Test, one of the
robust methods for unequal variances (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007; Yilmaz & Ozdemir, 2016) was used to
address this problem. Post-hoc comparisons were performed with Tamhane's T2 test, one of the
conservative multiple comparisons tests for unequal variances (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007).

According to the descriptive statistics given in Table 19, the teacher candidates from the classroom
teaching program had the highest level of curriculum development knowledge (M=20.3, SD=6.3)
followed by the English language teaching program (M=16.9, SD=5.7), the elementary mathematics
teaching program (M=16.4, SD=7.2) and the elementary science teaching program (M=15.5, SD=6.5).
The results of the one-way analysis of variance revealed that the teacher candidates’ curriculum
development knowledge levels differed significantly according to their teaching programs (Fz ,39)= 18.46,
p>.05).

Table 19.

The Results of the One-way Analysis of Variance for the Curriculum Development Knowledge regarding
Teaching Programs.

Welch Statistics

Teaching programs n M SD F df2 p Tamhane’s T2 Test
CcT 148 20.3 5.04 18.46 239.9 .000 CT-ELT

ELT 118 16.9 5.7 CT-EMT

EMT 99 16.4 7.2 CT-EST

EST 108 15.5 6.5

Total 473 17.5 6.3

p <.05

As shown in Table 19, the results of the Tamhane's T2 test indicated that the classroom teaching
teacher candidates’ curriculum development knowledge was significantly differed than those enrolled in
the elementary science, elementary mathematics, and English language teaching programs.
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The present study also investigated whether the teacher candidates’ curriculum development
knowledge levels differed according to their subject-specific curriculum knowledge competence
perceptions. According to the results on the one-way ANOVA given in Table 20, no significant difference
(F(3-469)= .528, p>.05) was observed. In other words, the overall CDKT mean scores of the teacher
candidates who felt highly competent (M=17.4, SD=6.7); competent (M=18, SD=6.1), moderately-
competent (M=17.5, SD=6.4) or incompetent (M=15.7, SD=6.3) about subject-specific curriculum
knowledge did not differ significantly.

Table 20.
The Results of the One-way Analysis of Variance for the Curriculum Development Knowledge regarding
Level of Perceived Competence about Subject-specific Curriculum Knowledge.

Level of

Competence n M SD Source SD df MS F p
Highly 42 17.4 6.7 Between 184.674 3 61.5 1.528 .206
competent groups

Competent 215 18 6.1

Moderate 174 17.5 6.4 Within 18895.005 469 40.2

Incompetent 42 15.7 6.3 groups

Total 473 17.5 6.3

Discussion, Conclusion, and Implications

Taking all the findings into account, the study clearly indicated that the courses including the content
of curriculum development and subject-specific curriculum offered in the pre-service teacher education
programs were limited; the senior class teacher candidates did not feel very competent in terms of
subject-specific curriculum knowledge, that is one of the competencies for teaching profession, and they
had quite limited and superficial knowledge about curriculum development. Furthermore, the teacher
candidates’ level of curriculum development knowledge differed significantly with regard to their
teaching programs, whereas no significant difference was observed between the level of curriculum
development knowledge and the perceived competence level regarding the subject-specific curriculum
knowledge.

The findings on the courses related to curriculum development and subject-specific curriculum taken
by senior teacher candidates during their pre-service education pointed to the following two courses:
‘Introduction to Educational Sciences’ and ‘Instructional Principles and Methods’. Nevertheless, no
reference was found when reviewing these course contents with such keywords as curriculum and
curriculum development. In Tan-Sisman’s study (2017), aiming to analyze 2007 pre-service teacher
education course contents in terms of the concept of curriculum, it was also concluded that neither the
concept of curriculum nor curriculum development was mentioned in these courses. Similarly, Eret-
Orhan’s (2017) study pointed out that lack of courses on curriculum development was considered as one
of the problematic issues of the pre-service teacher education programs. Although the teaching
programs examined in the present study lacked of the courses involving curriculum development
content, the following themes as ‘basic concepts of education’ in ‘Introduction to Educational Sciences’
course; ‘basic concepts of teaching’, ‘instructional planning’ and ‘the duties and responsibilities of
teachers in improving the quality of the teaching’ in ‘Instructional Principles and Methods’ course are
directly related to the curriculum and curriculum development concepts. In this respect, it might be
interpreted that the teacher candidates might gain familiarity with the concept of curriculum
development through these courses. However, when the frequency of ‘Introduction to Educational
Sciences’ (f=153) and, ‘Instructional Principles and Methods’ (f=115) courses were taken into
consideration, whether the content of curriculum development included in these courses depends on
the faculty members’ preference.
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Considering the courses related to subject-specific curriculum, the teacher candidates mentioned
the categories of pedagogical courses, area courses, and general culture/knowledge courses
respectively. Although the courses, stated as related to subject-specific curriculum, varied according to
the teaching programs, ‘Special Teaching Methods’ course, apart from the classroom teaching program,
was the most frequently emphasized course for all teaching programs. Moreover, the teacher
candidates enrolled in the classroom teaching program stated 16 different courses that they learned
about subject-specific curriculum. In contrast, the elementary science teacher candidates mentioned
nine courses, the elementary mathematics teacher candidates stated seven courses, and the English
language teacher candidates mentioned six different courses. Therefore, it can be concluded that the
classroom teaching program had the highest number of courses related to the subject-specific
curriculum, and the English language teaching program had the lowest number of courses. In her study
with English language teacher candidates, Yiiceer-Oztiirk (2019) asserted that the experiences related to
English course curriculum offered in pre-service teacher education were quite limited. Moreover, it
might be expected that ‘Special Teaching Methods’ course was found as one of the frequently
emphasized courses related to subject-specific curriculum due to its course content defined by HEC
(2007). However, it was an unexpected result that ‘Teaching Practice’ course, being one of the
fundamental courses requiring the implementation of the subject-specific curriculum, was rarely
mentioned (f=15) by the senior class teacher candidates. Parallel to this study, Esen (2019) studied with
senior English teacher candidates and found that neither during School Experience course nor Teaching
Practice course; the subject-specific curriculum was a factor to affect teacher candidates’ task
orientations. In this respect, the courses in pre-service teacher education and the experiences gained
through these courses did not seem to prepare teacher candidates to start their profession as well-
equipped teachers in terms of knowledge and skills for curriculum development and subject-specific
curriculum. Although it is emphasized in the literature that curriculum development requires
cooperative endeavor and teamwork, teachers are the key stakeholders of the team. Thus, teacher
candidates should be well-equipped with the knowledge, skills, and competencies about curriculum
development during their pre-service education (Carl, 2009; Duman, 2006; Elliott, 1994; Oliva & Gordon,
2013; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018; Unruh & Unruh, 1984; Yigit, 2002). Still, both national and international
literature on teacher education asserts that teachers are left out in the curriculum development process
due to a lack of the competencies required to enact curriculum design (Gerrard & Farrell, 2014;
Huizinga, Handelzalts, Nieveen & Voogt, 2013; Li, 2006; Saracaloglu et al., 2010).

In relation to the competencies for teaching profession, the results revealed that senior teacher
candidates felt less competent in subject-specific curriculum knowledge than the other areas such as
content knowledge, classroom management, instructional planning, etc. The previous studies also
proposed similar results supporting this conclusion (Ayan, 2011; Doganay et al., 2015; Duman, 2006;
Yiiceer-Oztiirk, 2019). Considering that the teacher candidates who participated in the current study
were about to complete their pre-service education with the low competency in the subject-specific
curriculum knowledge, the challenges are likely to arise when they start working as teachers. For
instance, they may follow a textbook, which is the textbook writers’ interpretations’ of the curriculum,
instead of implementing the official curriculum. Moreover, the literature highlighted that teachers’ or
teacher candidates’ perceptions about the competencies for teaching profession also impact their
future decisions (Fives, Hamman & Olivarez, 2007; McLennan, Mcllveen & Perera, 2017). At this point,
low competence perception in the subject-specific curriculum combined with the other possible
challenges to face when stepping into the profession may lead to undesirable attitudes and beliefs
regarding teaching-learning process and teaching profession.

Another finding of the study revealed that the teacher candidates’ perceived level of competency for
subject-specific curriculum knowledge did not differ significantly according to teaching programs. This
result is quite noteworthy when considered with the number of the subject-specific curriculum courses
as stated by the teacher candidates. Put in differently, the number of the subject-specific curriculum
courses varied according to departments, whereas the level of competency for subject-specific
curriculum knowledge did not differ. This situation might be interpreted as an obvious indicator that
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teacher candidates’ knowledge, skills, and competencies in pre-service teacher education do not
depend on the number of courses included in the programs but on the quality of faculty members and
learning opportunities offered during these courses. In the study of Doganay and his colleagues (2015),
the quality of instructors was also found as one of the weaknesses of teacher education programs. In
this respect, the answers to the following two questions, namely “what would a teacher candidate, who
does not have adequate knowledge about the theoretical foundations of curriculum development, gain
from the subject-specific curriculum courses?” and “is it a sufficient condition for a faculty member to
be a subject matter expert to teach the subject-specific curriculum related courses (e.g. Science-
Technology Curriculum and Planning, Teaching Mathematics) as defined in HEC?” are of the utmost
importance for the aims and means of the pedagogical and area courses offered in teacher education
programs to raise qualified teachers (Kiglikahmet, 2007; Tan-Sisman, 2017).

In the present study, the teacher candidates’ theoretical knowledge about curriculum development
was also investigated. The results revealed that the overall performance of the CDKT, including 40
multiple-choice questions about the components of curriculum, foundations of curriculum, curriculum
development process (design, implementation, and evaluation), and the current curriculum
development studies in Turkey, was relatively low (M=17.5, SD=6.3). This result clearly proves that the
pre-service teacher education process is insufficient to furnish teacher candidates with knowledge about
curriculum development. The lack of knowledge on the theoretical foundations of curriculum might lead
to failures in implementation, evaluation and development process of curriculum and, consequently,
affect all stakeholders. In other words, teachers who do not have an understanding of curriculum
development, its components, processes, and practices will face obstacles in conceptualizing,
implementing, evaluating through a critical lens. Thus, there will be differences among the intended,
implemented, and achieved curriculum.

Considering the teacher candidates’ knowledge about the components of curriculum, the majority of
them (%92.50) could be able to match these components with the questions of “Why, What, How, and
How much?”, whereas 52.00% of them stated yearly plan as a key component of curriculum. Based on
these results, it can be concluded that the teacher candidates’ knowledge about the components of
curriculum was superficial. Studies in the literature carried out with both teachers and prospective
teachers produced very similar results with this study (Altintas et al., 2018; Sahan, 2010; Tan-Sisman &
Kerkez, 2019). In this regard, the superficial knowledge about curriculum components might be related
to the definition-oriented focus of ‘Introduction to Educational Sciences’ and ‘Instructional Principles
and Methods’ courses.

Another critical finding here is that the teacher candidates had limited knowledge of the
philosophical, historical, social, and psychological foundations of curriculum. Particularly, insufficient
knowledge about the philosophical foundations might lead to alter the understanding of such concepts
as learning, instruction, student, schooling, assessment, teacher, etc. In other words, a teacher who is
not aware of the relationship between the curriculum and its philosophical foundations may have
difficulty in understanding not only the philosophical structure of the intended curriculum but also the
meanings attached to concepts such as education, learning, teaching, assessment and evaluation, etc.
that may differ according to one’s philosophical approach. Just as it is impossible to develop a cohesive
and coherent curriculum without philosophical foundations (Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Ornstein & Hunkins,
2018), a teacher who lacks knowledge about the functions of philosophical foundations is unlikely to
implement a curriculum in classroom environment as planned.

The results of the study also revealed that the teacher candidates’ knowledge about curriculum
design processes and approaches was quite limited. Although the teacher candidates were more
knowledgeable about subject-centered and learner-centered designs than problem-centered designs,
this might be related to their experiences gained through the courses during pre-service teacher
education. Nevertheless, each curriculum design approach is based on an educational philosophy
(Demirel, 2019; McNeil, 2006; Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018), and the accepted
curriculum design approach affects all aspects of teaching-learning practices for students (Bay,
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Giindogdu, Ozan, Dilekci & Ozdemir, 2012; Eren, 2010; Livingston, McClain, & Despain, 1995; Wiles &
Bondi, 1993). Therefore, a teacher who has superficial knowledge about curriculum design process and
approaches will have difficulty in understanding the nature and structure of the curriculum to be
implemented and also will depend on personal experiences gained through trial-error, instead of
following to the scientific basis for accepting or rejecting the curriculum’s own approach.

Another subject that the senior teacher candidates performed relatively poor is curriculum
development models. This situation might result from a lack of curriculum development courses in the
pre-service teacher education programs. Considering the findings related to the enacting curriculum
development part, the questions with a success rate of 50.00% and above was related to the aspects of
the objectives and the content. In other words, the teacher candidates had quite limited knowledge
about the importance of conducting needs assessment, teaching-learning experiences and
measurement-evaluation process. The findings might be interpreted as an indicator that such courses as
‘Instructional Principles and Methods’ and ‘Measurement and Evaluation’ are not linked with the
curriculum development content. With regard to curriculum development teams, the highest
performance was observed in the question about advisory group. The teacher candidates’ unawareness
of decision-coordination and working groups’ responsibilities might be related to the centralized
curriculum governance in Turkey as well as the assigned roles and involvement of teachers in this
process. In Turkey, teachers are considered as the implementers of the curriculum developed by the
authorities. Unless teachers are perceived as curriculum developers, leaders and decision-makers in all
stages of the development process, teacher candidates, namely future teachers, will continue to be
trained only for the role of curriculum-transmitter.

Regarding to the pilot testing of curriculum, the findings revealed that the teacher candidates were
aware of its contribution to the curriculum development process. However, they had little knowledge
about the features of pilot testing schools as well as the teachers’ and students’ characteristics for pilot
testing. Generally, the curriculum development process in Turkey is completed in a short period of time,
divided into phases (i.e. grades or levels) or conducted as update studies due to the factors as limited
time, etc. Thus, before nation-wide dissemination of draft curriculum, pilot study has been rarely
conducted and the results of the piloting process have been reflected inadequately. In such a context,
the teacher candidates’ awareness about the importance of pilot testing is considered as a promising
finding. However, the results of the study clearly indicated that the teacher candidates neither knew
curriculum evaluation process nor comprehended the current curriculum development efforts in Turkey.
At this point, one of the possible reasons behind these results might be related to the teacher
candidates’ inadequate learning experiences on the theoretical foundations of curriculum development
gained during pre-service teacher education. In addition, both teachers and teacher candidates could
not gain awareness from the official curriculum-related documents shared with public by BoE, which are
generally limited to the general explanations about newly developed or updated curriculum, not
providing the results of curriculum evaluation.

Another significant finding to emerge from the study is that the teacher candidates’ curriculum
development knowledge significantly differed according to their teaching programs, in favor of
classroom teaching program. This result might be related to the number of curriculum development
courses taken during pre-service education. Indeed, the classroom teacher candidates mentioned 11
different courses addressing curriculum development, and the English language teacher candidates
mentioned eight courses, while the elementary science and mathematics teacher candidates stated five
courses. Besides, the classroom teaching program has the highest number of subject-specific
curriculum-related courses. In this respect, the findings of this study indicated strong evidence for the
importance of the number of courses related to curriculum development and subject-specific
curriculum. However, this result differed from what Tan-Sisman (2017) found. In the study, she reported
that the elementary science teaching program had one of the maximum numbers of the curriculum-
related courses, but according to the results of the present study, the lowest performance was observed
in elementary science teacher candidates. Similarly, according to the Tan-Sisman’s (2017) study, the
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English language teaching program had one of the minimum numbers of curriculum-related courses, yet
in this study, the English language teacher candidates took second place in the CDKT. In this respect, it is
evident that such crucial factors as courses, course contents, theoretical/practical course hours, quality
of instructors, etc. should be compatible and meaningful in terms of quality and quantity. Put
differently, the acquisition of the curriculum development knowledge and skills can be provided by
neither adding a single theoretical course in the teaching program nor offering courses which are
sufficient in number but insufficient in terms of quality.

The findings of the current study might be considered as the evidence calling for the curricular and
instructional changes in the pre-service teacher education programs to empower teacher candidates,
namely future teachers, in the main aspects of curriculum, foundations of curriculum development,
curriculum planning, designing, implementation and evaluation process. Firstly, instead of a non-
standardized, random, and fragmented structure, curriculum development knowledge should be
embedded explicitly in all relevant course contents in a spiral manner, starting from the first semester
until the last semester. Besides, it was also found that the teacher candidates were provided with the
subject-specific curriculum knowledge within the scope of quite limited number of courses. Therefore,
in order to develop teacher candidates’ subject-specific curriculum competencies, emphasized both in
the national and international teacher education reports, it may be recommended first to understand
the theoretical foundations of curriculum development and then move gradually to the competencies
related to subject-specific curriculum.

The results of the study proved superficial and inadequate understanding of the senior teacher
candidates in the theoretical foundations of curriculum development (aspects of curriculum, curriculum
design, curriculum approaches, curriculum development models, etc.). This case, namely having an
insufficient understanding of curriculum development, may lead future teachers to adopt the
curriculum-transmitter role, not the curriculum developer, and to transfer the subject-specific
curriculum within the scope of pedagogical content knowledge-oriented experiences gained during pre-
service teacher education. Darling-Hammond (2006, as cited in Tan-Sisman, 2017 p. 1311) also stated
that

“Without understanding of foundational structure of the curriculum, it is not enough to achieve the
goals of the curriculum with only preparing teachers with teaching strategies to implement curriculum
developed by the others; this approach to training teachers was like training doctors in the techniques
of surgery without giving them a thorough knowledge of anatomy and physiology.”

In this respect, it is crucial for teacher candidates to have the understanding of basic concepts such
as ‘curriculum’, ‘curriculum development’, ‘curriculum design’, ‘curriculum evaluation’ during their pre-
service education process. With the latest 2018-2019 change in the pre-service teacher education
programs, the course ‘Curriculum Development in Education’ and other courses directly related to
subject-specific curriculum were added. Although it is a noteworthy step for empowering teacher
candidates with the understanding of curriculum development, it brings some contradictions. For
instance, Curriculum Development in Education is not included in the compulsory course lists; it is listed
in the pedagogical elective courses pool; so it may be the case as expressed by Darling-Hammond above
that a teacher candidate can take the compulsory subject-specific curriculum course, without firstly
completing Curriculum Development in Education course. In this respect, there is an urgent need to
reconsider the order and the category of these courses. More specifically, Curriculum Development in
Education should be added to the compulsory course list of pre-service teacher education programs and
should be a prerequisite for the subject-specific curriculum courses. However, it is also important to
note that there is still no guarantee that the understanding of curriculum development is ensured by
adding a few courses. Therefore, curriculum development should be acknowledged as one of the
teaching profession competencies and fused appropriately and deliberately with all relevant courses. In
light of the discussion, the recommendations for the integration of curriculum development
competence into pre-service teacher education programs are presented below:
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A compulsory curriculum development course: Curriculum Development course should be added to
the compulsory course list, and it should be a prerequisite for the subject-specific curriculum
courses.

Integration of pedagogical courses: The foundations of curriculum might be integrated with such
courses as Educational Philosophy, Educational Sociology, and Educational Psychology. The function
of curriculum and the use of subject-specific curriculum might be related with the activities/practices
of such courses as Instructional Technologies, Instructional Principles and Methods, Measurement
and Evaluation in Education, and Teaching Practice addressing in planning, delivery, and assessment
of teaching-learning process.

Integration of area courses: The activities/practices requiring the analysis, use, and understanding of
subject-specific curriculum might be offered in such courses as Teaching Mathematics, Literacy
Teaching, Approaches to Learning and Teaching Science, Approaches to Learning and Teaching
English, etc.

Integration of general knowledge/culture courses: Information Technologies, Art and Aesthetic,
Human Rights and Democracy Education courses might be related to the activities focusing on the
analysis of the subject-specific curriculum in terms of competencies, values, and skills.
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Turkish Version

Girig

Bilim ve teknolojinin sekillendirdigi 21. ylzyilda, tlkelerin en temel giliclerinden biri olan egitime
yonelik beklentiler ve oncelikler de degismektedir. Artik, egitim alaninda yapilan reformlarin odak
noktasinda sadece bilgiye sahip olmak degil; bilginin Uretilmesi, uygulanmasi ve yeni ortamlara
aktarilmasi yer almaktadir. Dolayisiyla, ‘Kapsayici ve siirdirilebilir kalkinmanin saglanmasinda ihtiyag
duyulan gli¢li toplumun olusumunda nasil bir yol izliyoruz?’, ‘Gelecegin ekonomik ve sosyal kosullari igin
hangi bilgi, beceri ve degerlerle donanmis bireyler yetistirmeyi hedefliyoruz?’ gibi sorular gergevesinde
yapilandirilan egitim sistemleri 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamda egitim sisteminin en kritik
ogelerinden biri olan egitim programi (Null, 2011) toplumlarin hedefledikleri ideal birey ve toplum
profilinin yetistirilmesinde bir yol haritasi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2018; Tan-Sisman & Karsantik, 2021).

Yirminci ylzyila kadar genellikle konu listesi anlaminda kullanilan (Demirel, 2019) egitim programi
kavrami, yasanan bilimsel, teknolojik, toplumsal degisim ve ilerlemelerin birikimiyle karmasik, soyut ve
¢ok boyutlu bir yapiya déntsmustir. Ginimizde en genel anlamda ‘6grenme yasantilari plani’ olarak;
okul duvarlarini asan, daha kapsaml ve disiplinler arasi bir perspektifte ele alinan egitim programi;
hedefler, igerik, egitim durumlari (68renme-6gretme siregleri) ve sinama durumlari (6lgme-
degerlendirme) 6gelerinden olusmaktadir (Beauchamp, 1982; Demirel, 2019; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018;
Saylor, Alexander, & Lewis, 1981; Walker, 2003). Egitim programi, bu temel 6gelerin tanimlandigi yazili
bir dokiiman olmanin 6tesinde, bir ucunda toplumsal dinamikler, diger ucunda 6grenciye sunulacak
6grenme yasantilari baglaminda her bir 6genin (hedefler, igerik, egitim durumlari ve sinama durumlari)
kendi igindeki ve diger 6gelerle olan dinamik baglarinin program gelistirme ilke ve uygulamalari dikkate
alinarak ortak bir payda da bitiinlestiriimesini gerektirmektedir (Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Taba, 1962;
Varis, 1989; Walker, 2003). Fakat kagit tzerinde ne kadar 6zenle tasarlanmis olursa olsun bir egitim
programinin basarisi, 6grenme-06gretme sirecine yansitildiginda basta 6gretmen ve 6grenci ozellikleri ile
birlikte bircok faktorden etkilenmektedir (Eraslan, 2009; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018; Saribas & Babadag,
2015; Wayne & Youngs, 2003).

Alanyazinda da egitim programi kavramina yonelik olarak farkli bakis acilari ve bilesenlerini yansitan
farkh siniflandirmalar yapilmistir (Burkhard, Fraser, & Ridgway, 1990; Clements, 2002; Goodlad, Klein &
Tye, 1979; MacNab, 2000; Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2018; Porter, 2002; Posner, 1995). Egitim programina
yonelik ortaya konulan bu farkl bakis agilari incelendiginde; Sekil 1'de verildigi gibi, amaclanan,
uygulanan ve ulasilan program olmak tzere (i¢ farkl egitim programi tiri karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu egitim programi tiirlerinden ilki olan amaglanan program, en genel ifadeyle, toplumsal idealler ve
politik vizyon cercevesinde bir program gelistirme komisyonu tarafindan olusturulmus resmi yazil
dokiimandir (Posner, 1995; MacNab, 2000; Saylor et al., 1981). ikinci program tiirii olan uygulanan
program, 6gretmenlerin amaglanan programi kendi anlayis ve oncelikleri dogrultusunda siniflarina
yansittiklari program olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu programa yon veren kisi 6gretmen oldugundan sahip
oldugu inanglar, tutumlar, deger yargilari, mesleki deneyim ve alan bilgisi gibi ¢esitli degiskenlerin
etkisinden dolayr amaglanan programdan farklilik gosterebilmektedir (Hale & Dunlap, 2010; Posner,
1995; Saylor et al, 1981). Ulasilan program ise uygulanan program sonucunda 06grencilerin
deneyimledikleri, elde ettikleri veya 6grendiklerini kapsayan egitim programi olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Posner, 1995; Saylor et al., 1981). Bu programin merkezinde 6grenci yasantilari, deneyimleri ve
o6grenme Urlinleri oldugundan hedef kitlenin sahip oldugu bilissel, duyussal, psikomotor vb. 6zellikler
farkh Grinlerin elde edilmesinde etkilidir (MacNab, 2000). Sekil 1'de gosterildigi gibi, ideal kosullarda
temel hedef, amaglanan programin planlandigi gibi uygulamaya aktarilmasi ve bunun sonucunda ortaya
cikan 6grenci kazanimlarinin da hedeflenen programla 6rtismesidir (Hjalmarson, 2008).
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Amaglanan Program
Anahtar dinamikler:
Toplumsal idealler ve
politik vizyon, vb.

Temel hedef,
amaglanan programin
planlandigi gibi uygulamayd
aktarilmasi ile égrenci
kazanimlarinin amaglanan
programla értiismesidir.

Uygulanan Program b Ulagilan Program
Anahtar dinamikler: Ogretmenin V' Anahtar dinamikler: Ogrencinin sahip
sahip oldugu kisisel ve mesleki Uygulama oldugu biligsel, duyussal, psikomotor

vb. dzellikler, 6grenciye sunulan

ozellikler; programa yukledigi anlam ;
o6grenme firsatlari, vb.

ve islev, vb.

Sekil 1. Amaglanan, uygulanan ve ulagilan egitim programlari.

Ogretmenlerin, bir egitim programini tasarlandigi gibi 6grenme-6gretme siirecine yansitmasi icin
oncelikle egitim programi ile program gelistirme siire¢ ve uygulamalari konusunda bilgi ve farkindalk
sahibi olmalari gerekmektedir. Varis'in (1969) da belirttigi gibi egitim programi “ne amaglar, dersler ve
konular listesidir, ne de 6gretmenin eline verilen ve uymasi istenen bir basili kitaptir” (s. 27). Benzer
olarak 6gretmen de, otoriteler tarafindan gelistirilen egitim programinin kurallarina uygun sekilde
uygulamaya aktariimasindan sorumlu kisi degildir. Aslinda egitim programi ve Ogretmen, nitelikli
egitimin gerceklesmesinde birbirinin tamamlayicisi olan iki temel dinamiktir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenin
hem program gelistirmenin tim sireclerine aktif olarak katilmasi hem de programi kendi 6grencilerine,
sinif ortamina ve diger etmenlere gore diizenlemesi gerektiginin bilinciyle hareket etmesi gerekmektedir
(Doll, 1996; Ertiirk, 2017; Kelly, 2004; Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Schwab, 1973; Taba, 1962).

Hizmet Oncesi 6gretmen egitiminin, ‘Ggretmenlik’ mesleginin temellerini olusturan kuramsal ve
uygulamaya donik bilgi, beceri, yeterlik ve degerlerin kazanildigi ilk asama oldugu gerceginden
hareketle; bu sirecte gelecegin 6gretmenlerine kazandirilmasi gereken temel yeterliklerden birisi de
program gelistirme bilgisidir. Program gelistirme bilgisi, en genel ¢ercevede programin planlanmasi,
uygulanmasi ve degerlendirmesi ile ilgili kuramsal ilkeler ve uygulamalara yonelik sahip olunmasi
gereken farkindalik, bilgi ve becerileri kapsamaktadir (Behar, 1994; Grossman, 1990; Shulman, 1987). Bu
baglamda da, o6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi, o6geleri, islevi, program gelistirme ve
degerlendirme siire¢ ve uygulamalari, 6gretimin tasarlanmasi, degerlendirilmesi gibi egitimin kalitesini
dogrudan etkileyebilecek konularda gerekli donanim ve farkindaliga sahip olarak yetismeleri
gerekmektedir. Darling-Hammond ve Bransford (2005), 6gretmen egitiminin 6ziinde yer almasi gereken
alanlardan biri olarak egitim programini anlama kavramina isaret ederek; bu kavrama donik bilgi ve
becerilerin amaglar, igerik, disiplin alanina 6zgi gereklilikler, 6grenci ihtiyaglar ve egitimin sosyolojik
amaglari kapsaminda kazandirilmasi gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Buradan hareketle, gerek program
gelistirme sirecinin kuramsal temelleri ve uygulamalari gerekse egitim programi kavrami, ogeleri,
islevleri gibi ¢cok boyutlu ve dinamik iliskiler bltlini olarak tanimlanabilecek program gelistirme bilgisi,
o6gretmenlerin disiplin alanlarina 6zgli 6gretim programini tim bilesenleri ve sinirliliklari ¢cergevesinde
anlamlandirmalari, yorumlamalari ve uygulamaya yansitabilmeleri igin dncelikle sahip olmalari gereken
bilgi ve becerileri kapsamaktadir.

Diger yandan, 21. yuzyil egitim sistemlerinde merkeziyetci politikalardan uzaklasildigina dikkat ¢eken
Tutkun ve Aksoyalp (2010), yaklasik otuz yillik bir gecmise sahip okul temelli program gelistirme
anlayisinin (Marsh, 1989; Marsh, Day, Hannay & McCutcheon, 1990; Sabar, 1985; Skilbeck, 1984) daha
da 6nem kazandigini vurgulamislardir. Bu durum, 6gretmenlerin kendi sosyal ve kiltirel kosullarina
uygun okul temelli egitim programlari gelistirilebilmesinde, program gelistirme ve degerlendirmeye
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yonelik hem kuramsal hem de uygulamaya doniik bilgi ve becerilere yeterli diizeyde sahip olmalarini
gerekli kilmaktadir (Collwill & Gallagher, 2007; International Bureau of Education [IBE], 1998). Ancak,
alanyazinda yapilan bazi ¢alismalarda, 6gretmenlerin program gelistirme g¢alismalarina dahil edilmeme
durumlari, onlarin program gelistirmeye iligkin bilgi ve becerilerinin yetersizligi ile iliskilendirilmektedir
(Gerrard & Farrell, 2014; Konokman, Yanpar-Yelken, Karasolak & Cesur, 2017; Li, 2006; Saracaloglu,
Yilmaz, Cengel, C6gmen, Karademir & Kanmaz, 2010). Bu nedenle, hizmet dncesi 6gretmen egitiminde
program gelistirme odakli deneyimlerin incelenerek mevcut durumun ortaya konulmasi gelecekte
gelistirilecek stratejilerin tam ve dogru olarak belirlenmesi agisindan énemlidir.

Ulkemizde 6gretmen egitiminde, alana 6zgli 6gretim programlarina yoénelik bilgi ve becerilerin
kazandirilmasi, Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB) tarafindan 2006 yilinda belirlenen ve 2017 yilinda
giincellenen Ogretmenlik Meslegi Genel Yeterliklerinde dikkate alinmistir (MEB, 2017). ‘Mesleki Bilgi’,
‘Mesleki Beceri’ ile ‘Tutum ve Degerler’ olmak lzere ¢ temel boyut ve bunlara iliskin yeterlik alanlari ve
gostergelerden olusan vyeterlikler incelendiginde, (a) alana 6zgli 6gretim programinin tim oOgeleri
kapsaminda agiklanmasi, (b) alana 6zgl Ogretim programinin ilgili diger 6gretim programlari ile
iliskilendirilmesi, (c) alana 6zgl 6gretim programinin dikkate alinarak ders planlarinin hazirlanmasi, (d)
alana 6zgi 6gretim programinin kazanimlarina uygun 6grenme ortamlarinin ve 6gretim materyallerinin
hazirlanmasi gibi yeterliklerin kazandiriimasi hedeflenmistir (MEB, 2017). Fakat alana 6zgli 6gretim
programi odakli bu yeterliklerin islevselligi, 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu egitim programi, program
gelistirme bilgi ve becerileriyle anlamlandirilabilir, yani bu yeterliklerin 6n kosulu program gelistirme bilgi
ve becerileridir.

Ayrica, egitim fakiltesinden mezun olan ve MEB 6gretmen kadrolarinda gorev almak isteyen
dgretmen adaylari, Olgme, Segme ve Yerlestirme Merkezi Baskanlig (OSYM) tarafindan gergeklestirilen
Kamu Personel Se¢gme Sinavinin (KPSS) genel yetenek, genel kiiltir, egitim bilimleri ve 6gretmenlik alan
bilgisi (DABT) testlerinden basarili olmalari gerekmektedir (Resmi Gazete, 2002 [Karar No: 2002/3975];
OSYM, 2019). Bu testlerden biri olan Egitim Bilimleri testi kapsaminda ‘program gelistirme’ alanina
yonelik sorularin testteki yaklasik agirhg %6 olarak belirlenmistir (OSYM, 2019). Diger taraftan hizmet
dncesi gretmen egitiminden sorumlu olan Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu’nca (YOK) son yirmi yilda (1998, 2007,
2018) uygulamaya konulan 6gretmen egitimi lisans programlari ders icerikleri incelendiginde, 1998 lisans
programinda tiim branslar igin zorunlu olan ‘Ogretimde Planlama ve Degerlendirme’ dersinde program
gelistirmenin kuramsal temellerine yer verildigi; 2007 lisans programlarinda sadece (g farkh 6gretmenlik
bransina yonelik dersler kapsaminda vurgulandigi; 2018 lisans programlarinda ise Egitimde Program
Gelistirme adiyla mesleki bilgi kategorisinde se¢meli bir ders olarak yer verildigi gortilmektedir. Bu
cercevede Ogretmen niteligi, istihdami ve hizmet ici 6gretmen egitimi gibi siireclerden sorumlu olan
MEB’in alana 6zgu 6gretim programi odakh belirledigi yeterlik ve kosullar ile hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen
yetistirme siire¢ ve uygulamalarinda karar verici organ olan YOK tarafindan uygulamaya konulan lisans
programlarindaki dersler arasindaki uyum olduk¢a oOnemlidir. Diger taraftan, alana 6zgli Ogretim
programina iliskin yeterliklerin kazanilmasi icin program gelistirme ve egitim programina iliskin
yeterliklerin oncelikle edinilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu baglamda, hizmet 6ncesi egitim sireci sonunda
yetistirilen 6gretmen adayi profilinin, program gelistirme bilgisi agisindan MEB’in ortaya koydugu
ogretmen profili uyumlulugunun arastirilmasi ile ortaya konulacak bilimsel veriye dayali daha gigli
kanitlara ihtiya¢ oldugu diisiinilmektedir.

Alanyazinda ydritillen arastirmalarda da 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin gerek egitim programi
ve program gelistirme, gerekse alana 6zgl Ogretim programlarina iliskin bilgi, beceri ve farkindalik
diizeylerinin yetersiz oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Altun & Sahin, 2009; Ayan, 2011; Bastirk & Donmez,
2011; Duman, 2006; Duru & Korkmaz, 2010; Eret-Orhan, 2017; Hakan et al., 2011; Keskin, 2019; Sahin &
Soylu, 2017; Tan-Sisman & Kerkez, 2019; Uluginar-Sagir & Karamustafaoglu, 2011). Bunlara ek olarak,
sinirli sayida da olsa 6gretmen adaylarinin program okuryazarlik becerilerini (Cetinkaya & Tabak, 2019;
Erdem & Egmir, 2018; Kahramanoglu, 2019; Siral & Dedebali, 2018), egitim programi kavramina iliskin
bilissel yapilarini (Altintas, Gogen-Kabaran & Kabaran, 2018) ve egitim programina yonelik bilgi
diizeylerini (Kizilaslan-Tuncer & Sahin, 2019) inceleyen g¢alismalar mevcuttur. Bu ¢alismalarda 6gretmen
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adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarlik becerilerine iliskin 6z yeterlik algilarinin genel olarak orta
dizeyde oldugu; egitim programi kavramina ait biligsel yapilarinin yetersiz oldugu ve bazi kavram
yanilgilarina sahip olduklari; egitim programina yonelik bilgi dizeylerinin de orta diizeyde oldugu
sonuglarina ulasilmigtir. Goruldiigu gibi alanyazinda 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programi okuryazarlik
durumlarina iliskin 6z yeterlik algilari ve egitim programi kavramina iliskin sahip olduklari bilgi
diizeylerinin incelenmesine yonelik olduk¢a az sayida ¢alisma bulunmakla birlikte; hizmet 6ncesi
ogretmen egitimi slrecinin sonuna gelen 6gretmen adaylarinin aldiklari program gelistirme igerikli
dersler, alanlarina 6zgii 6gretim programi bilgisine yonelik yeterlik algilari ve program gelistirmeye iliskin
sahip olduklari kuramsal bilgi diizeylerini biitlincil olarak inceleyen bir ¢calismaya rastlanilamamistir. Bu
bilgiler 1518inda, Tlrkiye’deki hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitiminin, program gelistirmeye yonelik bilgi ve
becerilerin kazandirilmasi agisindan &gretmen adaylarini mesle§e ne derecede hazirladiginin
arastirilmasi bu ¢alismanin gerekliligi ve 6zglinliaginin temelini olusturmaktadir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirma, ilkégretim fen bilgisi, ilkdgretim matematik, ingilizce ve sinif dgretmenligi lisans
programlarinda 6grenim goren son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme ve alana 6zgi 6gretim
programi igerikli aldiklari dersler, 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algilari ile program gelistirmeye iligkin
sahip olduklari kuramsal bilgi diizeylerinin incelenmesi amaciyla yiritilmustir. Bu amag dogrultusunda
asagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit aranmistir:

1. Son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimleri suresince aldiklari
1.1. program gelistirme igerikli dersler nelerdir?
1.2. alana 6zgli 6gretim programi icerikli dersler nelerdir?
2. Son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algilari ne diizeydedir?

2.1. Ogretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algisi, 6grenim gériilen lisans programlarina gére anlamli bir
farklilik gostermekte midir?

3. Son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmeye iliskin sahip olduklari kuramsal bilgi dizeyleri
nasildir?

3.1. Program gelistirme bilgi diizeyi, 6grenim gorilen lisans programlarina gore farklihk géstermekte
midir?

3.2. Program gelistirme bilgi dilzeyi, 0gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algisina goére farklilik
gostermekte midir?

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Bu calisma, nicel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama deseni kullanilarak ylritilmastir. Betimsel bir
yaplya sahip olan tarama deseni; genis bir katilimci grubunun bir olay, durum veya konuya yonelik olarak
gorus, ilgi, basari, algi, vb. 6zelliklerinin nicel veri toplama yéntemleri araciligiyla elde edilen veriler
odaginda betimlenmesine olanak saglar (Blyukoztirk, Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2017;
Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012). Bu arastirmada da degiskenlerin kontrol edilmesi sonucunda ortaya
cikan etki veya iliskiye odaklanmak yerine; var olan durumun (program gelistirme bilgi diizeyi, 68retim
programi algisi ve program gelistirme/6gretim programi icerikli dersler) katilimcilardan (son sinif
dgretmen adaylarindan) Program Gelistirme Bilgi Testi ve Ogretim Programi Anketi aracilifiyla elde
edilen nicel verilerle ortaya konulmasi oldugundan dolayi tarama deseni tercih edilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin calisma grubu, Ankara’daki iki devlet Giniversitesinin ilkégretim Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi
(FBO), ilkdgretim Matematik Ogretmenligi (IMO), ingilizce Ogretmenligi (i10) ve Sinif Ogretmenligi (SO)
lisans programlarinda oOgrenim goéren 473 son sinif Ogretmen adayinin gondlli  katihmiyla
olusturulmustur. Calisma grubu, kiime érnekleme ydntemi araciligiyla belirlenmistir. Ozellikle tarama
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arastirmalarinda yaygin olarak kullanilan kiime &rnekleme, arastirmanin ulasilabilir evrenindeki
bireylerin/birimlerin tek tek secilerek 6rnekleme dahil edilmesi yerine, arastirma probleminin
gerektirdigi Ozellikleri tasiyan bireylerin/birimlerin bir arada oldugu kiumeler olusturularak, bu
kiimelerdeki bireylerin galisma grubuna dahil edilmesine olanak saglar (Balci, 2015; Fraenkel et al.,
2012).

Bu cercevede calisma grubunun se¢iminde kiimeler, arastirma problemleri ile arastirmacinin imkan
ve kosullari dogrultusunda belirlenen dlgitler dikkate alinarak belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda 6ncelikle,
arastirmacinin imkan ve kosullari dahilinde ¢alismanin Ankara ilindeki devlet Gniversitelerinin egitim
fakiltelerinde yuritilmesine karar verilmistir. Daha sonra, ¢alismaya dahil edilecek 6gretmenlik lisans
programlari, arastirma problemleri odaginda (a) ilkégretim kurumlar haftalik ders cizelgesinde (Talim ve
Terbiye Kurulu Baskanhg [TTKB], 2019) belirlenen ilkégretim kapsamindaki zorunlu derslerin
o6gretiminden sorumlu 6gretmenlik lisans programlarindan biri olma ve (b) Tan-Sisman (2017) tarafindan
ylriatalen arastirmanin bulgularinda ortaya konulan egitim programi kavramiyla dogrudan iliskili en ¢ok
veya en az ders sayisina sahip 6gretmen egitimi lisans programlarindan biri olma olcitlerine gore
belirlenmistir. Tablo 1’de bu olgitleri karsilayan devlet lniversiteleri ve lisans programlari verilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Calisma Grubunun Olusturulmasinda Dikkate Alinan Olgiitleri Karsilayan Universiteler ve Lisans
Programlari.

Olgiitler
Ankara ilindeki egitim ilkdgretim diizeyinde zorunlu Egitim programi odakl en ¢ok/
fakiiltesine sahip devlet derslerin 6gretimine yonelik en az ders sayisina sahip
tiniversitelerinden biri o6gretmenlik lisans programlarindan 6gretmenlik lisans
olma biri olma programlarindan biri olma*
Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU FBO En ¢ok derse sahip program
Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU i6 En az derse sahip program
Gazi, Hacettepe, ODTU iMO En az derse sahip program
Ankara, Gazi, Hacettepe sO En ¢ok derse sahip program

* (Tan-Sisman, 2017)

Bu baglamda arastirmanin ulasilabilir evreni, Tablo 1’de verilen dort Universitenin ilgili lisans
programlarinda 6grenim goren son sinif 6gretmen adaylaridir. Ulasilabilir evrenin olasi blyiklGginin
incelenmesi ve bu kapsamda evreni yansitan ¢alisma grubunun belirlenmesi amaciyla, YOK Lisans Atlasi
aracihgiyla, bu dort tniversitenin ilgili lisans programlarindan 2017 yilinda mezun olan 6grenci sayilarina
(N=1132) ulasilmistir. Tablo 2’de sunulan veriler gercevesinde, her lisans programinda en fazla mezun
6grenci sayisina sahip ilk iki Gniversitenin segilmesine karar verilmistir.

Calisma grubunun olusturulmasina yonelik olarak tim bu siregler sonunda belirlenen Gazi ve
Hacettepe Universiteleri’nin FBO, IMO, 10 ve SO lisans programlarinda dgrenim géren 473 son sinif
6gretmen adayl calismaya katilmistir. Calisma grubuna iliskin demografik 0Ozellikler Tablo 3’te
sunulmustur.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin %86.00’s1 (n=407) kadin; %14.00°'G (n=66) erkektir.
Ogretmen adaylarinin yaslari 20-43 araliginda degismekte olup; %95.00’i (n=449) 20-24 yas araligindadir.
Ogretmenlik lisans programlarina iliskin dagilim incelendiginde, katiimcilarin %31.3’0 (n=148) sinif
dgretmenliginde; %24.90°u (n=118) ingilizce dgretmenliginde; %22.80’i (n=108) ilkdgretim fen bilgisi
ogretmenliginde ve %20.90'u (n=99) ilkdgretim matematik 6gretmenliginde 6grenim gérmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Calismanin temel veri toplama araglari, Program Gelistirme Bilgi Testi (PGBT) ve Ogretim Programi
Anketidir (OPA). Arastirmanin ilk iki sorusuna iliskin verilerin toplanmasi amaciyla arastirmaci tarafindan
gelistirilen OPA; kisisel bilgiler, 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algisi ile program gelistirme ve &gretim
programi icerikli alinan derslere iliskin olarak hazirlanmis sorulardan olusmaktadir. Kisisel bilgiler

380



Giilgin TAN-SISMAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 355-400

kapsaminda, 6gretmen adaylarinin cinsiyet, yas, 6grenim gordukleri Universite ve lisans programina
iliskin dort soruya yer verilmistir. Yeterlik algisi kapsaminda, alana 6zgl 6gretim programi bilgisi ile
birlikte alan bilgisi, sinif yonetimi, 6gretimin planlanmasi, 6grenciyi tanima ve 6lgme-degerlendirmeye
iliskin mesleki yeterlik algilarinin ortaya konulmasina yonelik 5’li Likert tipinde (cok yeterli-cok yetersiz)
alti madde bulunmaktadir. Program gelistirme ve alana 6zgi 6gretim programi igerikli alinan derslerin
(program gelistirme veya alana 6zgi 6gretim programiyla ilgili icerige yer verilen derslerin) belirlenmesi
kapsaminda ise 6gretmen adaylarina iki acik uglu soru yoneltilmistir. Taslak OPA, egitim programlari ve
o6gretim alaninda gorev yapan Ug 6gretim lyesi ile 6lgme ve degerlendirme alaninda goérev yapan iki
O0gretim Uyesinin gorislerine sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan gelen dénitler dogrultusunda, iki sorunun daha
acik ve anlasilir olmasi amaciyla ifadelerde degisiklikler yapilmistir. Buna ek olarak, Taslak OPA’nin pilot
uygulamasi 62 son sinif 6gretmen adayiyla yapilmistir.

Tablo 2.
2017 Yil Mezun Ogrenci Sayilari*.

Mezun Ogrenci (N)

Lisans Programi Universite Kadin Erkek Toplam
ilkdgretim Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi (FBO) Gazi 74 9 83
Hacettepe 71 20 91
oDTU 54 1 55
ingilizce Ogretmenligi (i0) Gazi 119 25 144
Hacettepe 91 29 120
oDTU 93 18 111
ilkégretim Matematik Ogretmenligi Gazi 81 8 89
(iMO) Hacettepe 55 8 63
oDTU 37 6 43
Sinif Ogretmenligi (SO) Gazi 101 17 118
Hacettepe 105 24 129
Ankara 66 20 86

*YOK Lisans Atlasi (https://yokatlas.yok.gov.tr/)

Tablo 3.

Calisma Grubuna iliskin Demografik Ozellikler

Demografik Ozellikler n %
Cinsiyet

Kadin 407 86.00
Erkek 66 14.00
Yas

20-24 449 95.00
25-30 17 3.50
39-43 7 1.40
Lisans programi

sO 148 31.30
i 118 24.90
FBO 108 22.80
imO 99 20.90

Arastirmanin diger veri toplama araci olan Program Gelistirme Bilgi Testi (PGBT), 6gretmen
adaylarinin program gelistirmeye iliskin sahip olduklari kuramsal bilgi diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla
arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Bu amag dogrultusunda dncelikle YOK 2007 Ogretmen Yetistirme
Lisans Programlarindaki ders listeleri program gelistirme, egitim programi, egitimde program gelistirme
gibi anahtar kelimeler kullanilarak incelenmistir. Buna ek olarak, 2005-2017 yillari arasinda yapilan KPSS
Egitim Bilimleri testindeki program gelistirmeyle ilgili erisime acik tim sorular analiz edilmistir. Bu
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kapsamda gelistirilen 55 ¢oktan se¢cmeli sorudan olusan Deneme PGBT, egitim programlari ve 6gretim
bilim dalinda gorev yapan dort 6gretim Uyesiyle gergeklestirilen bireysel gériismelerle derinlemesine ve
ayrintili olarak analiz edilmistir. Ogretim (iyelerinden alinan uzman gérisleri dogrultusunda, toplam soru
sayisi 45’e dusurulerek; Deneme PGBT nin pilot uygulamasi 62 son sinif 6gretmen adayiyla yapilmistir.

Pilot uygulamadan elde edilen verilerin, Test Analiz Programi (TAP) (Brooks & Johanson, 2003) ile
madde analizi gergeklestirilerek, soru maddelerinin glglik indeksleri ve ayirt edicilik glci ile KR-20
glvenirlik kat sayisi hesaplanmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda 45 soruluk Deneme PGBT’nin ortalama
glcligu .40, ayirt ediciligi .39 ve KR-20 givenirlik kat sayisi ise .72 olarak bulunmustur. Madde ayirt
edicilik glicti .19’un altinda olan bes sorunun testten ¢ikarilmasina ve madde ayirt edicilik glicti .20-.29
arasinda olan doért sorunun ise dizeltmeler yapilarak kullaniimasina iki 6gretim lyesinden (egitim
programlari ve 6gretim bilim dali ve 6lgme-degerlendirme bilim dali) yeniden uzman gorisi alinarak
karar verilmistir.

Pilot uygulama sonrasinda toplam 40 c¢oktan se¢meli sorudan olusan PGBT, arastirma kapsamina
dahil edilen 6gretmenlik lisans programlarinda 6grenim goéren dort son sinif 6gretmen adayiyla
gerceklestirilen uygulama ile gorinis gecerligi, tahmini tamamlanma siresi ve sorularin anlasihrhg
acisindan kontrol edilmistir.Tlim bu revizyonlar sonunda olusturulan 40 soruluk PGBT’nin asil uygulamasi
473 son sinif 6gretmen adayindan olusan ¢alisma grubuyla gergeklestirilmistir. Asil uygulama sonrasinda
TAP araciligiyla gergeklestirilen madde analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, testin ortalama gligligi .44,
ayirt ediciligi .39 ve KR-20 giivenirlik kat sayisi ise .80 olarak bulunmustur. PGBT'nin kapsami ve soru
dagihimlari Tablo 4’te 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 4.
Calisma Program Gelistirme Basari Testinin Kapsami ve Soru Dagihimlari
Boyutlar Kapsam Sorular Toplam
I. Egitim Programi Ogeleri Hedef, igerik, Egitim Durumlari, Sinama
1,7,40 3
Durumlari
Il. Program Gelistirmenin Kuramsal  Tarihi Temeller 6, 23 2
Temelleri Felsefi Temeller 2*, 37" 2
Sosyal Temeller 26,35 2
Psikolojik Temeller 11, 14 2
. Program Tasarimi Asamalar ve Yaklasimlar 8,9, ;62, 32, 5
—_ >
Q ) o 4 -\ .
:05) g Program Qel|§t|rme Modeller ve Onemi 420,24 3
a5 Modelleri
g % g ihtiyac Analizi ve Teknikler 13*, 28 2
% © -g Program Tasarisinin Hedef Belirleme 3*, 21" 2
E E § Ogelerinin Belirlenmesi icerik Belirleme ve Diizenleme 15%,18" 2
% @ ve Diizenlenmesi Egitim Durumlarinin Diizenlenmesi 19,38* 2
€ © >
g; % 8 Sinama Durumlarinin Diizenlenmesi 22,30 2
g g Calisma Gruplari Gruplar ve Gorevleri 16, 25,29 3
= r_c“ Program sz\sarlsmln Alan Testi/ Pilot Uygulama 5, 31*, 39° 3
o Denenmesi
rogram Degerlendirme rogram Degerlendirme Siireci ,17,
P Degerlendi P Degerlendi Sareci 10,17, 33 3
IV. Turkiye’de glincel program 2005 ve Sonrasi Program Gelistirme 27 34 5
gelistirme ¢alismalari Cahismalari !

"PGBT 2. soru, KPSS-2012 Egitim Bilimleri Testinin (EBT) 36. sorusundan; 3. soru, KPSS-2011 EBT 13. sorusundan; 8. soru, KPSS-2010
EBT 5. sorusundan; 21. soru, KPSS-2009 EBT 8. sorusundan; 31. soru, KPSS-2009 EBT 4. sorusundan; 32. soru, KPSS-2006 EBT 73.
sorusundan; 35. soru KPSS-2006 EBT 46. sorusundan; 37. soru KPSS-2013 EBT 27. sorusundan; 38. soru, KPSS-2016 EBT 1.
sorusundan ve 39. soru, KPSS 2011 EBT 10. sorusundan uyarlanarak kullanilmistir.

" PGBT 13. soru, KPSS-2012 EBT 32. sorunun; 15. soru, KPSS-2009 EBT 3. sorunun ve 18. soru KPSS-2010 EBT 7. sorunun orijinal soru
kékii ve segeneklerine bagl kalinarak kullanilmistir.
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Veri Toplama Siireci

Calismanin veri toplama siireci éncesinde, Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyonundan arastirma izni
alinmistir. Ardindan, arastirma kapsamina dahil edilen devlet Universitelerine basvuru yapilarak,
uygulama izni alinmigtir. Yaklasik ti¢ aylik bir siregte tamamlanan izinlerden sonra, arastirma kapsamina
dahil edilen Universitelerdeki ilgili 6gretim Uyeleriyle iletisime gecilerek veri toplama araglarina yonelik
uygulama plani olusturulmustur. Arastirmanin veri toplama silrecinin emek ve zaman agisindan
uygulanabilirliginin artinlmasi amaciyla, PGBT ve OPA tek bir formda birlestirilerek; Mayis-Haziran 2018
tarihleri arasinda bizzat arastirmaci tarafindan uygulanmistir.

Veri Analizi

Arastirmanin verileri, SPSS.23 programi aracilifiyla betimleyici ve yordayici istatistik yontemleri
kullanilarak ¢dziimlenmistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmen adaylarinin demografik 6zellikleri, yeterlik algilari,
program gelistirme ve alana 6zgl 6gretim programi icerikli aldiklari dersler, program gelistirmeye iliskin
bilgi diizeylerinin belirlenmesinde yizde, frekans, aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma gibi betimleyici
istatistik yontemleri kullanilmistir. Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin alana 6zgl 06gretim
programina iliskin yeterlik algilari ve program gelistirmeye iliskin bilgi dizeylerinin 6grenim gordikleri
lisans programlarina goére anlamli olarak farklilasma durumlarinin ortaya konulmasinda ise Tek Yonlu
Varyans Analizi (ANOVA), parametrik testlerdeki temel varsayimlarin saglanmasi agisindan kontrol
edilerek kullanilmistir. Bu baglamda, veri analizi dncesinde normallige yonelik olarak, carpiklik ve basiklik
katsayilari ile Q-Q grafigi incelenmistir. Carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarinin £1 kabul sinirlari igerisinde
olmasi ve Q-Q grafigindeki nokta dagiliminin egri lzerinde yogunlasmasindan hareketle normalligin
saglandigi kabul edilmistir (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007). Varyanslarin homojenligi, Levene testi ile
incelenmistir. PGBT’ye iliskin Levene testi degerinde, varyanslarin homojen olmadig (p<.05); 6gretim
programina iliskin yeterlik algisinda ise varyanslarin homojen oldugu (p>.05) tespit edilmistir. Bu durum,
gruplar arasinda anlamli farkhligin elde edilmesi ve buna bagh olarak farkhihgin kaynagina yonelik olarak
Coklu Karsilastirma testlerinin (Post-hoc) tercihinde dikkate alinmistir.

Bulgular

Elde edilen bulgular, arastirmanin odagini olusturan problemlere yonelik olarak asagidaki basliklar
altinda sunulmustur.

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Lisans Egitimleri Siiresince Aldiklari Program Gelistirme ve Alana Ozgii Ogretim
Programi icerikli Dersler

Arastirmaya katilan son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimleri siresince aldiklari program
gelistirme igerikli derslere iliskin bulgularda, meslek bilgisi (f=344) ve alan egitimi (f=58) kategorisindeki
dersler belirtilmistir. Meslek bilgisi ders kategorisinde ‘Egitim Bilimine Giris’ (f=153), ‘Ogretim ilke ve
Yontemleri’ (f=115) ve ‘Egitim Psikolojisi’ (f=56) siklikla vurgulanmistir. Alan egitimi (f=58) ders
kategorisinde siklikla vurgulanan dersler ise ‘Hayat Bilgisi Ogretimi’ (f=17) ve ‘Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri-1I’
(f=16) dersleri olmustur. Tablo 5’te arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme icerikli
aldiklari derslere yonelik bulgular sunulmustur.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimleri stiresince aldiklari alana 6zgli 6gretim
programi igerikli derslere iliskin yanitlari incelendiginde, ders kategorileri agisindan sirasiyla meslek
bilgisi (f=186), alan egitimi (f=177) ve genel kiltlr (f=7) derslerine vurgu yaptiklari gézlenmistir. Alana
dzgli 6gretim programi icerikli dersler sinif dgretmenligi lisans programinda ‘Hayat Bilgisi Ogretimi’
(f=35) ve ‘ilkokuma Yazma’ (f=23); ingilizce 6gretmenligi programinda ‘Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri-I’ (f=49)
ve ‘Dil Becerilerinin Ogretimi’ (f=27); fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi programinda ‘Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri’
(f=21) ve ‘Ozel Ogretim Yontemleri’ (f=16) ve ilkdgretim matematik 6gretmenligi programinda ise ‘Ozel
Ogretim Yontemleri’ (f=24) ve ‘ilkdgretim Matematik Ogretimi’ (f=19) derslerinin sikhikla vurgulandig
gorilmektedir. Tablo 6’da arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin alana 6zgli 6gretim programi igerikli
aldiklari derslere yonelik bulgular sunulmustur.
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Tablo 5.
Program Gelistirme icerikli Derslere iliskin Bulgular.

Lisans Programlari

Dersler SO i0 FBO iMo

(n=148) (n=118) (n=108) (n=99) Toplam
Meslek Bilgisi Dersleri (f=344) f f f f f
Egitim Bilimine Giris 55 37 24 37 153
Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri 25 37 28 25 115
Egitim Psikolojisi 12 15 19 10 56
Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri-| - 10 - - 10
Ogretim Tek. ve Materyal Tasarimi 3 2 - - 5
Sinif Yénetimi 1 1 - 1 3
Olgme Degerlendirme - 2 - - 2
Alan Egitimi Dersleri (f=58)
Hayat Bilgisi Ogretimi 17 - - - 17
Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri-Il - 3 13 16
ilkokuma Yazma 7 - - - 7
Fen-Tek. Prog. ve Planlama - - 6 - 6
Tiirkge Ogretimi 5 - - 5
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretimi 2 - - - 2
Egitim Sosyolojisi 1 - - - 1
Egitim Felsefesi 1 - - - 1
ileri Yazma - 3 - - 3
Hatirlamiyorum/ Cevapsiz (n=71) 19 11 28 13

*SO: Sinif Odretmenligi, i0: Ingilizce Ogretmenligi, FBO: ilkégretim Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi, IMO: ilkédretim Matematik
Ogretmenligi

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Ogretim Programi Bilgisine iligkin Yeterlik Algilan

Arastirmanin ikinci sorusu kapsaminda, son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin alana 6zgi 6gretim programi
bilgisi ile birlikte alan bilgisi, sinif yonetimi, 6gretimin planlanmasi, 6grenciyi tanima ve o&lgme-
degerlendirme sireglerine iliskin mesleki yeterlik algilari da belirlenmistir. Elde edilen bulgular
incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaylarinin genel olarak (M=3.71) kendilerini yeterli hissettikleri gérilmustir.
Tablo 7°de sunulan bulgular incelendiginde, son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin %56.20’si 6grenciyi tanima
(M=3.95, SD=.71); %57.90’u sinif yonetimi (M=3.79, SD=.71); %50.10’i 6grenme-6gretme sirecinin
planlanmasi (M=3.77, SD=.82); %49.90’u alan bilgisi (M=3.66, SD=.79); %46.30’(i 6lcme ve degerlendirme
(M= 3.57, SD=0.77) ve %45.50’i 6gretim programi bilgisi acisindan (M=3.54, SD=0.77) kendilerini yeterli
hissetmektedirler.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algilarinin
6grenim gorduikleri lisans programlari agisindan istatistiksel olarak farklilasma durumunun belirlenmesi
amaciyla Tek Yonlu Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) kullanilmistir. Tablo 8'de verilen betimsel istatistik
degerlerine gore, 68retim programi bilgisi yeterlik algisinin en yiksek oldugu lisans programi fen bilgisi
dgretmenligi (M=3.64, SD=.72) iken; bunu sirasiyla ingilizce dgretmenligi (M=3.55, SD=.85), sinif
ogretmenligi (M=3.51, SD=.76) ve ilkogretim matematik 6gretmenligi (M=3.46, SD=.76) takip etmektedir.
ANOVA sonuglari incelendiginde, 6gretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik
algilarinin 6grenim gordikleri lisans programlarina gére anlamli bir farkhilik géstermedigi tespit edilmistir
(F(3-469)=1.069, p>.05).
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Tablo 6.
Alana Ozgii Ogretim Programi icerikli Derslere iliskin Bulgular.

Lisans Programlari
SO i0 FBO imO
Dersler (n=148) (n=118) (n=108) (n=99) Toplam

Meslek Bilgisi Dersleri (f=186) f f f f f

Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri-I - 49 16 24 89
Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri 19 3 21 16 59
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi 3 5 4 3 15
Ogretim Tek. ve Materyal Tasarimi - 3 4 6 13
Egitim Bilimine Giris 7 - - - 7
Egitim Psikolojisi 1 - - - 1
Olgme Degerlendirme - - 1 - 1
Sinif Yonetimi 1
Alan Egitimi Dersleri (f=177)

Hayat Bilgisi Ogretimi 35 - - - 35
Dil Becerilerinin Ogretimi - 27 - - 27
ilkokuma Yazma 23 - - - 23
ilkégretim Matematik Ogretimi - - - 19 19
Fen-Tek. Prog. ve Planlama - - 15 - 15
Genel Matematik

Fen ve Tek. Lab. Uygulamalari
Fen Bilgisi Ogretimi

ingilizce Ogretiminde Yaklasimlar
Tirkce Ogretimi

Matematik Ogretimi

Dinyada Okul Matematigi - - - 4
Fen Ogretimi Lab. Uygulamalari
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretimi

Guzel Yazi Teknikleri

Genel Fizik Lab. - - 1 -
Genel Kiltiir Dersleri (f=7)
Egitim Felsefesi

Yazili Anlatim

Egitim Sosyolojisi
Hatirlamiyorum/ Cevapsiz (n=96) 22 17 38 19
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Tablo 7.
Ogretmen Adaylarinin Mesleki Yeterlik Algilari.

Cok yeterli Yeterli Orta Yetersiz  Cok yetersiz
Mesleki Yeterlik Alanlari M SD % % % % %

Alan bilgisi 3.66 .79 12.30 49.90 30.00 7.60 .20
Sinif yonetimi 3.79 71 12.90 57.90 24.90 4.20 -
Ogretim programi bilgisi 3.54 77 8.90 45.50 36.80 8.90 -
Ogretimin planlanmasi 3.77 .82 17.30 50.10 26.00 5.90 .60
Ogrenciyi tanima 3.95 71 20.90 56.20 20.90 1.70 .20
Olgme ve degerlendirme 3.57 .77 9.70 46.30 36.40 7.40 .20
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Tablo 8.
Lisans Programlarina gére Ogretmen Adaylarinin Ogretim Programi Bilgisi Yeterlik Algilarina iliskin
ANOVA Sonuglari

Lisans n M sp  Varyans KT sd KO F p
Programlari Kaynagi

FBO 108 3.64 72 Gruplar Arasi 1.938 3 .646 1.069 .362
[o] 118 3.55 .85

iMO 99 3.46 .76  Gruplar igi 283.42 469 .604

SO 148  3.51 .76 4

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Program Gelistirme Alanina iliskin Kuramsal Bilgi Diizeyleri

Arastirmanin son sorusu kapsaminda Ogretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme alaninda sahip
olduklari kuramsal bilgi dlizeylerinin incelenmesine iliskin veriler, arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen 40
soruluk PGBT araciligiyla toplanmistir. Betimleyici veri analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, arastirmaya
katilan 473 son sinif 6gretmen adayinin program gelistirmeye iliskin bilgi dizeylerinin dusik (M=17.5,
SD=6.3) oldugu goérilmustir. Diger bir ifadeyle, son sinif 6gretmen adaylari toplam 40 soruluk (40 puan)
PGBT'nde yaklasik 18 soruya dogru yanit vermislerdir. Bilgi testinin boyutlarina iliskin elde edilen
bulgular Tablo 9’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 9.

PGBT'ne iliskin Bulgular.

PGBT boyutlari M SD Min. Max.
Genel Test Basarisi 17.5 6.3 2 31
Egitim Programinin Ogeleri 1.9 .8 0 3
Program Gelistirmenin Temelleri 2 11 0 5
Program Tasarim Siireci ve Yaklasimlar 1.9 1.1 0 5
Program Gelistirme Modelleri 7 .8 0 3
Program Ogelerinin Belirlenmesi ve Diizenlenmesi 4.7 2.2 0 10
Calisma Gruplari 11 7 0 3
Program Tasarisinin Denenmesi 1.4 9 0 3
Program Degerlendirme 1.5 .9 0 3
Turkiye’de Giincel Program Gelistirme Calismalar .6 6 0 2

PGBT’nin “egitim programinin 6geleri” boyutu kapsaminda 6gretmen adaylarina yoneltilen Ug
sorunun analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, 6gretmen adaylarinin programin 6geleri hakkinda (M=1.9,
SD=.8) bilgi sahibi olduklar gozlenmektedir. Tablo 10’da verilen bulgular, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen
adaylarinin %60.00’inin (n=283) egitim programinin temel 6gelerinin neler oldugunu (hedef, igerik,
egitim durumlari ve sinama durumlari) bildiklerini ve bu 6geler ile “Nigin, Ne?, Nasil ve Ne kadar?”
sorularini eslestirebildiklerini (n=428; %90.50) gosterirken; ogeler arasindaki iliskilere yonelik bilgi
diizeylerinin (n=230; %48.60) diisik oldugunu gostermektedir.

Tablo 10.
Egitim Programinin Ogelerine iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlig cevap

Egitim Programinin Temel Ogeleri — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

Egitim programinin 6geleri 283 59.80 190 40.20
Ogelerin yanit aradigi sorular 428  90.50 45 9.50
Ogeler arasi iliskiler 230 4860 243 51.40
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Arastirmada “program gelistirmenin temelleri” olarak PGBT kapsamina dahil edilen felsefi, tarihi,
sosyal ve psikolojik temellere iliskin sorularin analizinden elde edilen bulgular incelendiginde, basari
dizeyinin (M=2, SD=1.1) dusik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 11’de verilen bulgularda, arastirmaya
katllan 6gretmen adaylarinin %58.40°Unln (n=276) program gelistirme sirecinde gegmis egitim
programlarinin incelenmesinin tarihi temellerle iliskili oldugunu; %60.50’inin (n=286) bireylerin topluma
uyum saglama sirecinde sosyal temellerin dikkate alinmasi gerektigini ve %54.80’inin (n=259) egitim
durumlarina iliskin kararlarda psikolojik temellerin 6ncelikli olarak dikkate alinmasi gerektigini bildikleri
gozlenmektedir.

Tablo 11.
Program Gelistirmenin Temellerine iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlis cevap
Program Gelistirmenin Temelleri — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %
Gegmis programlar -Tarihi temel iliskilendirmesi 276 58.40 197 41.60
Tirkiye’de ve Diinyada program gelistirme alani dnciileri 64 13.50 409  86.50
Topluma uyum - Sosyal temel iliskilendirmesi 286 60.50 187 39.50
Toplumun ihtiyag ve beklentileri - Sosyal temel iliskilendirmesi 155 32.80 318 67.20
Ogrenmeye iliskin durumlar - Psikolojik temel iligkilendirmesi 259 54.80 214  45.20
Ogrencinin gelisim diizeyi - Psikolojik temel iliskilendirmesi 280 59.20 193 40.80
Programda yaklasim degisikligi-Felsefi temel iliskilendirmesi 108 22.80 365 77.20
Felsefi temelin islevleri 123 26.00 350 74.00

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin “program tasarim sireci ve yaklasimlarina” iliskin bilgi
diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla PGBT kapsamina dahil edilen sorularin analizinden elde edilen
bulgular, genel basari duzeyinin (M=1.9, SD=1.1) dusiik oldugunu gostermektedir. Tablo 12
incelendiginde, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin konu merkezli (n=340; %71.90) ve 6grenen
merkezli (n=242; %51.20) program tasarim yaklasimlarinin 6zelliklerinden, sorun merkezli (n=170;
%35.90) yaklasima oranla, daha fazla bilgi sahibi olduklari; bunun yaninda program tasarim siirecinde
izlenen adimlar (n=108; %22.80) ve tasarim sirecinde basvurulan temel kaynaklara iliskin bilgi
dizeylerinin (n=98; %20.70) ise diistik oldugu gézlenmektedir.

Tablo 12.
Program Tasarim Siireci ve Yaklasimlarina iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanhs cevap

Program Tasarim Siireci ve Yaklasimlari — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

Konu merkezli program tasarim yaklasimi 340 7190 133 28.10
Ogrenen merkezli program tasarim yaklasimi 242 5120 231 48.80
Sorun merkezli program tasarim yaklasimi 170 3590 303 64.10
Program tasarim sirecinde izlenen adimlar 108 22.80 365 77.20
Program tasarim sirecinde basvurulan temel kaynaklar 98 20.70 375 79.30

PGBT'nin “program gelistirme modelleri” boyutu kapsaminda 6gretmen adaylarina yoneltilen (¢
sorunun analizinden elde edilen bulgular incelendiginde, genel basari dizeyinin dislik (M=0.7, SD=0.8)
oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 13’te verilen bulgularda, 6gretmen adaylarinin yaklasik %20.00’sinin
program gelistirme slrecinde model kullaniminin édnemine (n=94); %30.00’unun program gelistirme
modellerinden Tyler Modeli'ne (n=142) ve %26.20'sinin Taba Modeli'ne (n=124) iliskin sorulari dogru
olarak yanitladiklari goérilmektedir.

Arastirmada “program tasarisinin 6gelerinin belirlenmesi ve diizenlenmesi” olarak PGBT kapsamina
dahil edilen ihtiya¢ analizi, hedef, icerik, egitim durumlari ve sinama durumlarinin belirlenmesi ve
diizenlenmesine iliskin sorulardaki genel basari diizeyinin (M=4.7, SD=2.2) dusik oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Tablo 14’te verilen bulgular incelendiginde, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin yaklasik
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%23.00'linlin ihtiyag analizi; %40.00'inin egitim durumlari ve sinama durumlarinin belirlenmesi,
%50’sinin hedef belirleme; %57.00’sinin icerik diizenlemesine iliskin sorulari dogru olarak yanitladiklari

gozlenmektedir.

Tablo 13.
Program Gelistirme Modelleri iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlis cevap
Program Gelistirme Modelleri — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %
Program gelistirme siirecinde model kullaniminin 6nemi 94 19.90 379 80.10
Tyler’'in program gelistirme modeli 142 30.00 331 70.00
Taba’nin program gelistirme modeli 124  26.20 349 73.80

Tablo 14.
Program Tasarisinin Ogelerinin Belirlenmesi ve Diizenlenmesine iliskin Bulgular

Program Tasarisinin Ogelerinin Belirlenmesi ve Diizenlenmesi — Dogru cevap Yanls cevap

Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

ihtiyag analizi teknikleri 112 23.70 361 76.30
ihtiya¢ analizinin énemi 109 23.00 364 77.00
Hedefler 6gesinin kapsami 249 5260 224 47.40
Hedeflerin belirlenmesinde dikkate alinmasi gerekenler 274 5790 199 42.10
icerik diizenleme yaklasimlari 273 57.70 200 42.30
icerigin belirlenmesinde dikkate alinmasi gerekenler 282 59.60 191 40.40
Egitim durumlari 6gesinin kapsami 177 37.40 296 62.60
Egitim durumlari ve program yaklagimi uyumu 270 57.10 203 42.90
Sinama durumlarinda dikkate alinmasi gerekenler 284 60.00 189 40.00
Sinama durumlari ve program yaklasimi uyumu 208 44.00 265 56.00

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarina PGBT kapsaminda yoneltilen “program gelistirme calisma
gruplarina” iliskin sorularin analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, genel basari dizeyinin disuk (M=1.1,
SD=0.7) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 15’te verilen bulgulara gére, 6gretmen adaylarinin yaklasik
%50.00si program gelistirme slrecinde danisma grubu (n=229); %30.00’u program gelistirme ¢alisma
grubu (n=139) ve %33.00°UG program gelistirme karar ve koordinasyon grubunun (n=154) islevlerine
iliskin sorulara dogru yanit verdikleri gbzlenmektedir.

Tablo 15.
Program Gelistirme Calisma Gruplarina iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlis cevap

Program Gelistirme Calisma Gruplari — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

Danisma Grubunun islevi/6zellikleri 229 4840 244 51.60
Calisma Grubunun islevi/6zellikleri 139 2940 334 70.60
Karar ve Koordinasyon Grubunun islevi/6zellikleri 154 3260 319 67.40

PGBT'nin “program tasarisinin denenmesi” boyutu kapsaminda o6gretmen adaylarina yoneltilen
sorularin analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, genel basari diizeyinin (M=1.4, SD=0.9) diisik oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Tablo 16’da verilen bulgulara gore, arastirmaya katillan 6gretmen adaylarinin yaklasik
%72.00'sinin program gelistirme siirecinde alan testi uygulamasinin gerekliligi (n=339); %41.00’i alan
testi uygulamasinda 6gretmen ve 6grenci 6zelliklerine iliskin gerekli kosullar (n=195) ve %35.00’i alan
testi uygulama okul ve siniflarinin belirlenmesine (n=165) iliskin olarak yoneltilen sorulara dogru cevap
verdikleri gozlenmektedir.
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Tablo 16.
Program Tasarisinin Denenmesine iliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlig cevap

Program Tasarisinin Denenmesi — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

Alan testi uygulamasinin gerekgeleri 339 71.70 134 28.30
Alan testi uygulamasinda 6gretmen ve 6grenci 6zellikleri 195 41.20 278 58.80
Alan testi uygulama okullarinin belirlenmesi 165 3490 308 65.10

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarina PGBT kapsaminda yoneltilen “program degerlendirme”
surecine iliskin l¢ sorunun analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, genel basari dizeyinin disuk (M=1.5,
S$D=0.9) oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 17’de verilen bulgulara gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin %66.00’si
(n=313) program degerlendirmenin kapsamina; %49.00'u (n=232) sirece yonelik program
degerlendirme ve %41.00°i (n=192) ise program degerlendirme sirecinin islevlerine iliskin olarak
yoneltilen sorulara dogru cevap verdikleri gorilmektedir.

Tablo 17.
Program Dederlendirmeye lliskin Bulgular.

Dogru cevap Yanlig cevap

Program Degerlendirme — Sorular ve Kapsami n % n %

Program degerlendirmenin kapsami 312 66.00 161 34.00
Sireg ve Urin odakl program degerlendirme uygulamalari 232 49.00 241 51.00
Program degerlendirme sirecinin islevleri 192  40.60 281 59.40

PGBT’'nin “Tirkiye’de giincel program gelistirme c¢alismalar’” boyutu kapsaminda 06gretmen
adaylarina yoneltilen iki sorunun analizinden elde edilen bulgularda, genel basari dizeyinin (M=0.6,
SD=0.6) duslik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 18’de verilen bulgular, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen
adaylarinin %22.00’sinin dlkemizde TTKB’nin sorumlulugunda yiritilen ¢alismalarla merkezi 6gretim
programlarinin uygulandigini (n=104) ve vyaklasik %46.00’si ise ©gretmenlerin merkezi 6gretim
programlari cercevesinde Ogretim slreglerini tasarlamalar gerektigini (n=215) bildiklerini
gostermektedir.

Tablo 18.

Tiirkiye’de Giincel Program Gelistirme Calismalarina iliskin Bulgular.

Tiirkiye’deki Giincel Program Gelistirme Calismalari — Sorular ve Dogru cevap Yanlig cevap
Kapsami n % n %
Giincel program gelistirme ¢alismalarinin genel 6zellikleri 104 22.00 369 78.00
Mevcut 6gretim programlarinin genel 6zellikleri 215 4550 258 54.50

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme bilgi dizeylerinin 6grenim gordukleri
lisans programlari acisindan istatistiksel olarak farklilasma durumunun belirlenmesi amaciyla 6ncelikle
varyanslarin homojen olma durumu Levene testi ile incelenerek, varyanslarin homojen olmadigi (p<.05)
tespit edilmistir. Alanyazinda heterojen varyansliliga karsi dayanikli (robust) bir yontem olarak énerilen
Welch Testi (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007; Yilmaz & Ozdemir, 2016) gruplar arasi farklarin anlamlihginda
kullanilmistir. Gruplar arasindaki anlamli farkin belirlenmesinde ise varyanslarin esitligi varsayiminin
saglanmadigl durumlarda alanyazinda o6nerilen (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2007) Coklu Karsilastirma
testlerinden biri olan Tamhane T2 testi kullaniimistir. Tablo 19'da verilen betimsel istatistik degerlerine
gore, program gelistirme bilgi dizeyinin en yiksek oldugu lisans programi sinif 6gretmenligi (M=20.3,
S$D=6.3) iken; bunu sirasiyla ingilizce 6gretmenligi (M=16.9, SD=5.7), ilkdgretim matematik dgretmenligi
(M=16.4, SD=7.2) ve fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi (M=15.5, SD=6.5) takip etmektedir. Tek yonli varyans analizi

389



Giilgin TAN-SISMAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 355-400

sonuglarina gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme bilgi dizeyleri, 6grenim gordikleri lisans
programlarina gore anlaml olarak farklilasmaktadir (F(3-239)= 18.46, p>0.05) gorilmektedir.

Tablo 19.
Lisans Programlarina gére Odretmen Adaylarinin Program Gelistirme Bilgi Diizeylerine iliskin ANOVA
Sonuglari.

Welch istatistigi

Lisans Programlari n M SD F df2 p Tamhane T2 testi
Sinif Ogretmenligi 148 203 5.04 18.46 239.9 000  Sinif-ingilizce , Sinif-
ingilizce Ogretmenligi 118 16.9 5.7 Matematik’, Sinif-Fen
i. Matematik Ogretmenligi 99 16.4 7.2 Bilgisi”

Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 108 15.5 6.5

Toplam 473 17.5 6.3

Tablo 19’da verilen Tamhane T2 testi bulgulari incelendiginde, sinif 6gretmenligi lisans programinda
6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmeye iliskin bilgi dizeyleri, ilkogretim matematik,
fen bilgisi ve ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarina gére anlamli olarak farklilasmaktadir.

Arastirma kapsaminda son olarak, 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme bilgi duzeylerinin,
ogretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algilarina gore farklilik gosterme durumu incelenmistir. Tablo 20’de
verilen tek yonli varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme bilgi
dizeyleri ile 6gretim programi bilgisi yeterlik algilari arasinda anlaml bir fark olmadigi (F(3-469)= 1.528,
p>0.05) gorulmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile 6gretim programi bilgisi agisindan kendisini ¢ok yeterli
(M=17.4, SD=6.7), yeterli (M=18, SD=6.1), orta yeterli (M=17.5, SD=6.4) ve yetersiz hisseden (M=15.7,
SD=6.3) 6gretmen adaylarinin PGBT genel ortalama puanlari arasinda anlamli bir fark yoktur.

Tablo 20.
Ogretim Programi Bilgisi Yeterlik Algilanna gére Odretmen Adaylarinin Program Gelistirme Bilgi
Diizeylerine iliskin ANOVA Sonuglari.

Yeterlik Algisi n M SD Varyans Kaynagi K.T sd F o]

Cok Yeterli 42 17.4 6.7 1.528 .206
LA 184.674

Yeterli 25 18 61 oA 84.6 3

Orta 174 17.5 6.4

Yetersiz 42 15.7 6.3 G. Ici 18895.005 469

Toplam 473 17.5 6.3

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen bulgular genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, hizmet &ncesi
ogretmen egitimi slirecinde 6gretmen adaylarina sunulan program gelistirme ve alana 6zgl 6gretim
programina yonelik konulari iceren derslerin sinirli oldugu; mesleki yeterliklerden biri olan 6gretim
programi bilgisi acisindan kendilerini ¢ok yeterli hissetmedikleri ve program gelistirmeye yonelik
kuramsal bilgi diizeylerinin de olduk¢a dislik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, son sinif 6gretmen
adaylarinin program gelistirmeye yonelik kuramsal bilgi dlzeylerinin, 6grenim gordikleri lisans
programina gore anlamh bir farklilik gosterdigi tespit edilirken; 6gretim programi yeterlik algisi agisindan
anlaml bir farkhlik tespit edilmemistir.

Arastirmada hizmet Oncesi 6gretmen egitimindeki program gelistirme ve alana 6zgl Ogretim
programi icerikli derslere iliskin elde edilen bulgularda, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim
programi ve program gelistirme kavramiyla karsilastiklari derslerin mesleki bilgi kategorisindeki Egitim
Bilimine Giris ile Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri derslerinde yogunlastigi gériilmektedir. ilgili derslerin kur
tanimlari egitim programi ve program gelistirme anahtar kelimeleri agisindan incelendiginde, bu
kavramlara iliskin ifadelere rastlanilamamistir. Tan-Sisman’in (2017) YOK 2007 &gretmen yetistirme
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lisans programlari ders igeriklerini egitim programi kavrami agisindan inceledigi calismasinin bulgularinda
da her iki dersin kur taniminda, egitim programi veya program gelistirmeyle ilgili bir vurguya
rastlanilamamistir. Benzer sekilde Eret-Orhan’in (2017) calismasinda, 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans
egitimleri suresince aldiklari dersler arasinda program gelistirme odaginda bir dersin bulunmamasi
olumsuz durumlardan biri olarak ortaya konulmustur. Bu arastirma kapsamina dahil edilen hizmet 6ncesi
ogretmen egitimi lisans programlari ders igeriklerinde egitim programi ve program gelistirme
kavramlariyla dogrudan iliskili bir ders olmamasina ragmen Egitim Bilimine Giris dersinin kur taniminda
verilen ‘egitimin temel kavramlar’ ile Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri dersinin kur taniminda verilen
‘Ogretimle ilgili temel kavramlar’, ‘68retimin planlanmasl’, ‘Ggretim hizmetinin niteligini artirmada
O0gretmenin gorev ve sorumluluklar’ gibi konularda hem egitim programi hem de program gelistirme
kavramlarina yer verilmesini gerektirmedir. Bu dogrultuda ¢alismada ortaya ¢ikan bu sonug, arastirmaya
katilan dgretmen adaylarinin Egitim Bilimine Giris ile Ogretim ilke ve Yéntemleri derslerinde program
gelistirme kavramina yonelik bir asinalik kazandiklarinin géstergesi olarak yorumlanabilir. Diger taraftan
ulasilan bu sonug, ‘Egitim Bilimine Giris’ (f=153), ‘Ogretim ilke ve Yéntemleri’ (f=115) derslerinin
vurgulanma sikliklari ile birlikte degerlendirildiginde, program gelistirme kavramina yer verilme
durumunun, ilgili dersleri ylruten 6gretim Uyelerinin inisiyatifine gore degisen bir yapida ele alindiginin
bir gostergesi olarak da yorumlanabilir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin kendi alanlarina 6zgl 6gretim programlarina yonelik bilgi
ve beceri edindikleri derslere iliskin bulgularda, sirasiyla mesleki bilgi, alan egitimi ve genel kiltir
kategorisindeki dersler vurgulanmistir. Alana 6zgl 6gretim programi icerikli dersler, lisans programlarina
gore farkhlik gostermekle birlikte, sinif 6gretmenligi disindaki diger tim lisans programlarinda Ozel
Ogretim Yéntemleri-I dersi en sik vurgulanan ortak derstir. Buna ek olarak, arastirmaya katilan sinif
ogretmenligi programinda 6grenim géren 6gretmen adaylari toplam 16 farkh ders; fen bilgisi 6gretmen
adaylar dokuz farkli ders; ilkégretim matematik 6gretmen adaylari yedi farkli ders ve ingilizce 6gretmen
adaylari alti farkh ders kapsaminda alanlarina 6zgi 6gretim programina iliskin farkindalk kazandiklarini
belirtmislerdir. Bu baglamda, alana 6zgili 6gretim programi icerikli derslerin en fazla sinif 6gretmenligi;
en az ingilizce 8gretmenligi lisans programlarinda oldugu sonucuna ulasilabilir. Elde edilen bu sonuglar,
Tan-Sisman’in (2017) calismasi ile paralellik gdstermektedir. Benzer sekilde Yiiceer-Oztiirk (2019)
tarafindan ingilizce 6gretmen adaylari ile yiriitilen ¢alismada, hizmet &ncesi egitim siirecinde 6gretmen
adaylarinin ingilizce dersi 6gretim programina yénelik deneyimlerinin oldukga sinirli oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Ayrica, alana 06zgu 6gretim programlarinin kullanilmasinda en sik vurgulanan dersler
arasinda Ozel Ogretim Yéntemleri dersinin olmasi YOK kur tanimi dogrultusunda beklenen bir sonug
olmakla birlikte; Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinin alana 6zgii 6gretim programinin kullanilmasini
gerektiren en temel derslerden biri olmasi gerekirken; 6gretmen adaylari tarafindan nadiren (f=15) ifade
edilen dersler arasinda olmasi beklenen bir sonug degildir. Esen’in (2019) ingilizce égretmen adaylari ile
yuriittigi calismasinda da, gerek Okul Deneyimi gerekse Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersleri kapsaminda
6gretmen adaylarinin gérev yonelimlerini etkileyen unsurlar arasinda alana 6zgli 6gretim programinin
olmadigi tespit edilmistir. Dolayisiyla, hizmet dncesi lisans programlari kapsaminda alinan dersler ve bu
dersler kapsaminda elde edilen deneyimlerin, 6gretmen adaylarinin gerek program gelistirme gerekse
alana 0zgli Ogretim programina yoénelik bilgi ve beceriler agisindan donanimh 6gretmenler olarak
meslege baslamalarini zorlastirmaktadir. Alanyazinda, program gelistirme slrecinin bir ekip ¢alismasi
oldugu; bu ekibin en temel paydaslarindan birinin 6gretmenler oldugu; hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitimi
slirecinde 6gretmen adaylarina bir egitim programinin nasil gelistirilecegine iliskin bilgi, beceri ve yeterlik
kazandirilmasi gerektigi nemle vurgulanmasina (Carl, 2009; Duman, 2006; Elliott, 1994; Oliva & Gordon,
2013; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018; Unruh & Unruh, 1984; Yigit, 2002) ragmen, ulusal ve uluslararasi
calismalarda 6gretmenlerin, program gelistirme sirecine iliskin bilgi ve becerilerinin yetersiz olmasi
gerekge gosterilerek bu sirecin disinda tutulduklari ifade edilmektedir (Gerrard & Farrell, 2014;
Huizinga, Handelzalts, Nieveen & Voogt, 2013; Li, 2006; Saracaloglu et al., 2010).

Arastirmada 6gretim programi bilgisi ile birlikte odaklanilan diger mesleki yeterliklere iliskin elde
edilen bulgularda, son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin kendilerini 6grenciyi tanima, sinif yénetimi, 6grenme-
6gretme slirecinin planlanmasi ve alan bilgisi acisindan yeterli hissettikleri, 6lcme-degerlendirme ve
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ogretim programi bilgisi acgisindan ise daha yetersiz hissettikleri goérilmektedir. Alanyazinda da bu
sonucu destekleyen bulgulara ulasilmistir (Ayan, 2011; Doganay et al., 2015; Duman, 2006; Yiiceer-
Oztiirk, 2019). Arastirmaya katilan son sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimlerini tamamlamak tizere
olduklari dustnuldiginde, o©gretim programi agisindan kendilerini ¢ok yeterli hissetmemeleri
ogretmenlik meslegine basladiklarinda uygulamakla sorumlu olduklari 6gretim programlarinin 6grenme-
o6gretme sirecine yansitiimasinda sorunlari da beraberinde getirecegi ve dolayisiyla programin degil,
program disinda ornegin 6gretim programinin ders kitabi yazarlari tarafindan yorumlanmis versiyonu
olan ders kitabinin takip edilmesi gibi sonuglar doguracagi ongorilebilir. Ayrica, alanyazinda yuritiilen
arastirmalarda, 6gretmen veya 6gretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklari mesleki yeterlik algilarinin, gelecege
yonelik alinacak kararlarda da etkili oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Fives, Hamman & Olivarez, 2007;
McLennan, Mcllveen & Perera, 2017). Bu agidan degerlendirildiginde, 6gretim programina iliskin dustk
yeterlik algisi, meslege adim atildiginda karsilasilacak olasi diger zorluklarla birlestiginde, hem 6grenme-
o6gretme silireci hem de 6gretmenlik meslegine yonelik olumsuz yargi ve inanglarin olusmasina da sebep
olabilir.

Arastirma kapsaminda elde edilen bir diger bulgu ise alana 6zgii 6gretim programina iliskin yeterlik
algisinin 6grenim gorilen lisans programina gore anlamli bir fark géstermemesidir. Bu bulgu, lisans
programlarinda yer verilen alana 0zgli O6gretim programi igerikli ders sayisi ile birlikte
degerlendirildiginde oldukga dikkat gekicidir. Diger bir ifadeyle, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylari
tarafindan konulari arasinda alana 6zgl 6gretim programina yer verildigi belirtilen ders sayilari oldukga
farkh olmasina ragmen alana 6zgl O6gretim programi bilgisine yonelik yeterlik algisi anlamli olarak
farkhlasmamaktadir. Bu durum, lisans egitimi slirecinde 6gretmen adaylarina kazandirilmak istenen bilgi,
beceri ve yeterliklerin, alinan ders sayisinin fazla veya az olma durumundan o6te; dersleri yiriten
Ogretim elemanlarinin niteligi ve derslerde sunulan 06grenme-6gretme firsatlarinin niteligiyle
iliskilendirilebilir. Hizmet Oncesi 6gretmen egitimine yonelik olarak Doganay ve digerleri (2015)
tarafindan yapilan arastirmada, 6gretim elemanlarinin niteligi olumsuz yonler arasinda vurgulanmigtir.
Bu baglamda, “program gelistirme alaninin kuramsal temellerine yonelik yeterli diizeyde bilgi sahibi
olmayan bir 6gretmen adayina, alana 06zgl 6gretim programiyla ilgili derslerin verilmesi ona ne
kazandirir?” veya “YOK kur taniminda alana 6zgii égretim programiyla ilgili konulara sahip dersleri (6rn:
Fen-Teknoloji Programi ve Planlama, Matematik Ogretimi, vb.) yiriiten 6gretim elemanlarinin
uzmanliklarinin sadece ilgili alan/alan egitiminde olmasi yeterli midir?” gibi sorularin yanitlari,
hedeflenen 6gretmen profilinin yetistiriimesinde meslek bilgisi ve alan/alan egitimi derslerinin amag ve
suregleri agisindan oldukga 6nemlidir (Kigiikahmet, 2007; Tan-Sisman, 2017).

Arastirmada Ogretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmeye yonelik kuramsal bilgi dizeyleri de
incelenmistir. Elde edilen bulgularda, egitim programinin temel 6geleri, program gelistirmenin temelleri,
program gelistirme silireci (tasarim, uygulama ve degerlendirme) ve Tirkiye’de giincel program
gelistirme c¢alismalari kapsaminda hazirlanan toplam 40 soruluk bilgi testinden elde edilen genel
ortalama puanin (M=17.50, SD=6.3) oldukc¢a dusik oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu sonug, hizmet oncesi
ogretmen egitimi sirecinin, 6gretmen adaylarina egitim programi ve program gelistirme bilgisinin
kazandirilmasinda yetersiz oldugunu agikga ortaya koymaktadir. Program gelistirmenin kuramsal
temellerine iliskin bilgilerin yetersizligi; programlarin uygulanmasi, degerlendirilmesi, iyilestirilmesine
yonelik yiratilen ¢alismalara ve dolayisiyla da ilgili tim paydaslara yansiyacaktir. Diger bir ifadeyle,
program gelistirme kavrami, bilesenleri, sire¢ ve uygulamalarina hakim olmayan bir 6gretmen,
uygulamakla yikimli oldugu 6gretim programini anlamlandirmada, uygulamaya yansitmada ve elestirel
bir bakis acisiyla degerlendirme de sorunlar yasayacaktir. Bu baglamda da, hedeflenen, uygulanan ve
degerlendirilen programlar arasinda farkliliklar olusacaktir.

Arastirmaya katilan Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim programinin temel 0&gelerine yonelik bilgi
diizeylerine iliskin bulgularda, yaklasik %91.00'nin (n=428) programin temel 6geleri ile bu 6gelerle yanit
aranan “Nigin, Ne?, Nasil ve Ne kadar?” sorularini dogru olarak eslestirebilmelerine ragmen; yaklasik
%52.00'si yillik planlari egitim programinin temel 6gelerinden biri olarak belirtmislerdir. Bu bulgulardan
hareketle, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programinin temel 6gelerine yonelik ylizeysel bilgilere sahip

392



Giilgin TAN-SISMAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 355-400

olduklari sonucuna ulasilabilir. Diger bir ifadeyle, 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim programinin 6gelerine
iliskin genel bilgilere sahip olmalarina ragmen, bu 6gelerin kapsami ve birbiriyle olan iliskisine yénelik
yeterli diizeyde bilgiye sahip olmadiklari goriilmektedir. Alanyazinda gerek Ogretmenler gerekse
O0gretmen adaylari ile yuritilen ¢alismalarda da paralel sonuglar elde edilmistir (Altintas et al., 2018;
Sahan, 2010; Tan-Sisman & Kerkez, 2019). Bu baglamda, egitim programinin 6gelerine yonelik olarak
dgretmen adaylarinin sahip olduklar yiizeysel bilgiler, gerek Egitim Bilimlerine Giris gerekse Ogretim ilke
ve Yontemleri derslerinin YOK kur tanimlarinda ‘egitimin temel kavramlar’ veya ‘6gretimle ilgili temel
kavramlar’ olarak verilen tanim-odakh bir cergevede ele alinmasiyla iliskilendirilebilir.

Ylrutilen bu aragtirmada ulagilan diger bir sonug, 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmenin
felsefi, tarihi, sosyal ve psikolojik temellerine yonelik sahip olduklari bilgi diizeylerinin oldukga diisiik
olmasidir. Ozellikle, program gelistirme siirecinde felsefi temeller ve islevlerine yonelik yetersiz bilgi
diizeyi; 6grenme, Ogretim, 6grenci, okul, 6lcme-degerlendirme, 6gretmen gibi kavramlara yiiklenen
anlamlari da farklilastirarak, uygulamada olan programlarin hem kisa siireli hem de uzun sireli
hedeflerini etkileyebilecek durumlar yaratabilme potansiyeline sahiptir. Baska bir ifadeyle, felsefi
temeller ve egitim programi arasindaki iliskinin farkinda olmayan bir 6gretmen; egitim, 6grenme,
0gretim, Olgme-degerlendirme, 6grenci, okul gibi kavramlara ylklenen anlamin benimsenen felsefi
anlayisa gore degisebilecegini ve buna bagl olarak da amaglanan programin felsefi olarak mevcut
durumunu elestirel bir bakis agisiyla degerlendirmede ve uygulamakta zorlanacaktir. Nasil ki felsefi
temelleri ortaya konulmadan gelistirilen bir egitim programinin 6geleri icin tutarli ve saglam bir yapidan
s6z etmek olanakh degilse (Oliva & Gordon, 2013; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018), felsefi temellerin islevine
iliskin bilgilerden yoksun bir 6gretmenin de bu egitim programini planlandigi gibi sinif ortamina
yansitmasi da pek miimkin degildir.

Arastirma kapsaminda 6gretmen adaylarinin program tasarim yaklasimlari ve sirecine iligkin bilgi
diizeylerinin de disiik oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Elde edilen bulgularda, 6gretmen adaylarinin konu
merkezli ve 6grenci merkezli tasarim yaklasimlari hakkinda daha fazla bilgiye sahip oldugu; bunun
yaninda program tasarim siirecinde izlenen adimlar ve tasarim siirecinde basvurulan temel kaynaklara
iliskin bilgi dlizeylerinin ise oldukga sinirli oldugu goérilmistiir. Sorun merkezli tasarim yaklasimlarina
gore, konu ve oOgrenci merkezli tasarim yaklasimlarinin 6zelliklerine yonelik daha fazla bilgiye sahip
olmalari, hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitiminde edindikleri deneyimler ile ilgili olabilir. Diger bir ifadeyle,
program tasarim yaklasimlarina yonelik yeterli bilgiye sahip olmasalar da hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen
egitiminde aldiklari derslerde genel olarak 6grenci merkezli ve 6gretmen merkezli séylemler/vurgular
aracihgiyla, bu iki yaklagimin bazi temel ozelliklerine yonelik bilgi edindikleri séylenebilir. Fakat her
program tasarim yaklasiminin dayandigi bir egitim felsefesi oldugu (Demirel, 2019; McNeil, 2006; Oliva &
Gordon, 2013; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2018) ve benimsenen program tasarim yaklasimi ile 6grencilere
sunulacak 6grenme-6gretme ortaminin tim bilesenleri ve bu bilesenlere iliskin uygulamalarda belirleyici
konumda olmasindan hareketle (Bay, Giindogdu, Ozan, Dilekgi & Ozdemir, 2012; Eren, 2010; Livingston,
McClain & Despain,1995; Wiles & Bondi, 1993), program tasarim yaklasimlarina iliskin yeterli bilgi
diizeyine sahip olmayan bir 6gretmen, uygulamaya aktaracagi programin dogasini ve temellerini ortaya
koymakta zorlanacagi gibi, bu programin yaklasimini benimseme veya reddetmeye iliskin bilimsel
dayanaklara bagh kalmak yerine deneme-yaniima ile elde edecegi tecribeler dogrultusunda karar
verecektir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin distk puan aldiklari diger bir konu ise program gelistirme
modelleridir. Elde edilen bu bulgu, 6gretmen adaylarinin lisans egitimleri sliresince program gelistirmeye
6zgl bir ders almamalarinin dogal bir sonucu olarak yorumlanabilir. Program tasarisinin 6gelerinin
belirlenmesi ve diizenlenmesine yonelik elde edilen bulgularda ise basari diizeyi %50.00 ve lizerinde olan
sorularin hedef ve igerigin belirlenmesine yonelik oldugu gorilmektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, arastirmaya
katilan 6gretmen adaylari, program gelistirmede ihtiya¢ analizinin islevleri, egitim durumlari ve 6lgme-
degerlendirme siireg ve uygulamalarinin belirlenmesi hakkinda yeterli bilgiye sahip degillerdir. Bu sonug,
Olgme ve Degerlendirme, Ogretim ilke ve Yontemleri gibi derslerde egitim programi ve égelerine yonelik
iliskilendirilmelerin yapilmadiginin bir gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir. Diger taraftan, arastirmaya
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katilan son sinif 6gretmen adaylari, program gelistirme ¢alisma gruplarina yonelik sorulardaki en yliksek
basariyi danisma grubunun gérev ve sorumluluklarina iliskin soruda elde edilmistir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin, gerek program calisma grubunu gerekse karar ve koordinasyon grubunun gérev ve
sorumluluklarindan haberdar olmamasi, Tirkiye’de yuritiilen program gelistirme galismalarinin merkezi
olarak yirGtilmesi ve dolayisiyla bu siregte Ogretmenlere atfedilen rol ve katiim dlzeyi ile
iliskilendirilebilir. Ulkemizde st komisyonlar tarafindan gelistirilen programlarin ‘uygulayicist’ rolii ile
ozdeslestirilen 6gretmenler, program gelistirme sirecinin tim asamalarinda hem karar verici hem de
program lideri olarak yer almadigi sirece gelecegin 6gretmenleri olacak 6gretmen adaylarinin da sadece
programin uygulayicisi gérevine yonelik yetistiriimesi anlayisi da devam edecektir.

Arastirmada program tasarisinin denenmesine iligkin elde edilen bulgularda, 6gretmen adaylarinin
program gelistirme silirecinde alan testinin islevine yonelik farkindaliga sahip oldugu fakat uygulama
okul, sinif, 6gretmen ve 6grenci 6zelliklerinin belirlenmesinde dikkate alinmasi gereken durumlara hakim
olmadiklari tespit edilmistir. Turkiye’de yuritilen program gelistirme ¢alismalarinda siire kisitlamasi gibi
gerekgelerle kisa zamanda, kademelere bdéliinerek veya giincelleme calismalari olarak nadiren alan
testinin yapilmasi ve sonuglarin yeterince yansitiimamasi da goéz 6éniinde bulunduruldugunda, 6gretmen
adaylarinin alan testi hakkinda bilgiye sahip olmalari umut verici bir sonugtur. Diger taraftan, 6gretmen
adaylarinin program degerlendirme siireci ve llkemizde yiritilen glincel program gelistirme galismalari
hakkinda da yeterli bilgiye sahip olmadigi sonucuna ulasiimistir. Bu durum, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen
adaylarinin hizmet oncesi lisans egitimlerinde program gelistirmenin kuramsal temellerine iliskin sinirli
6grenme deneyimlerine sahip olmalari, TTKB'nin kamuoyuyla paylastigi resmi raporlarin, program
degerlendirme c¢alismalarindan c¢ok; program vyenileme ve gincelleme odaginda yapilandirilan
bilgilendirme metinleri ile sinirli olmasi ve buna bagh olarak da gerek 6gretmenler gerekse 6gretmen
adaylarinin program degerlendirmeye iliskin farkindalik kazanamamalariyla iliskilendirilebilir.

Ylrutilen bu arastirmada ulasilan diger bir 6nemli sonug, 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirme
bilgi diizeylerinin 6grenim gordikleri lisans programina gére anlamli farklihk géstermesidir. Bu anlamh
farklilik sinif 6gretmenligi lisans programi lehinedir. Bu durum, arastirmaya katilan 6gretmen adaylarinin
program gelistirme icerikli aldiklari ders sayilari ile iliskilendirilebilir. Diger bir ifade ile sinif 6gretmenligi
programinda 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylari lisans egitimleri sirecinde program gelistirme igerigi ile
11 farkli derste karsilastiklarini belirtirken; ingilizce 6gretmen adaylari sekiz; ilkdgretim matematik ve fen
bilgisi 6gretmen adaylari bes farkli ders belirtmislerdir. Sinif 6gretmenligi lisans programi alana 6zgi
ogretim programi igerikli ders sayisinda da diger lisans programlarindan o6ndedir. Bu baglamda,
o6gretmen egitimi lisans programlarinda gerek program gelistirme gerekse alana 6zgili 6gretim programi
icerikli alinan ders sayisinin 6nemi acik¢a gorllmektedir. Diger taraftan, Tan-Sisman’in (2017)
calismasinda egitim programi icerikli derslerin en fazla oldugu lisans programlarindan biri olan fen bilgisi
ogretmenligi, bu calismada program gelistirme bilgi dizeyi agisindan en disik performans (M=15.5,
SD=6.5) sergileyen lisans programi iken; yine Tan-Sisman’in (2017) calismasinda egitim programi igerikli
derslerin en az oldugu lisans programlarindan biri olan ingilizce 6gretmenligi ise bu calismada program
gelistirme bilgi dlzeyi agisindan ikinci sirada (M=16.9, SD=5.7) yer almistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmen
egitimi lisans programlarindaki dersler, bu derslere iliskin olarak olusturulan igerikler, teorik ve uygulama
saatleri, dersi yiriitecek 6gretim Uyesinin 6zellikleri gibi nicelik ve niteligi etkileyen faktorlerin birbiri ile
uyumlu ve anlamh olmasi gerekmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile program gelistirme bilgi ve becerilerinin
kazandirilmasi ne 6gretmen egitimi lisans programlarina eklenecek dénemlik tek bir teorik ders ile ne de
sayica yeterli fakat nitelik agisindan yetersiz dersler ile mimkiindir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglar, gelecegin 6gretmenleri olacak 6gretmen adaylarina egitim
programinin temel 6geleri, program gelistirmenin temelleri, programin tasarlanmasi, uygulanmasi ve
degerlendiriimesine yonelik temel bilgi ve becerilerin kazandirilmasi icin hem hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen
egitimi programlarinda hem de 6grenme-6gretme sireclerine yénelik degisikliklerin yapilmasi gerektigini
acikca ortaya koymaktadir. ilk olarak, program gelistirme bilgisinin gelisi giizel ve kopuk bir yapida lisans
programlarina dahil edilmesi yerine, sarmal bir yapida ilk yariyildan baslayarak son yariyila kadar ilgili
tim derslerde ele alinmasi 6nerilmektedir. Ayrica, arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin alana 6zgl 6gretim
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programlarina yonelik deneyimlerinin de oldukga sinirli sayidaki ders kapsaminda edinildigi sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Bu baglamda, gerek ulusal gerekse uluslararasi 6gretmen vyetistirme rapor ve
degerlendirmelerinde 6nemle vurgulanan alana 6zgli 6gretim programi yeterligine sahip 6gretmenlerin
yetistirilebilmesi adina 6ncelikle program gelistirmenin kuramsal temellerine yonelik bilgi ve becerilerin
kazandirilmasi, sonrasinda alana 0zgli Ogretim programlarina iliskin yeterliklerin kazandiriimasi
Onerilebilir.

Arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin program gelistirmenin kuramsal temellerine (egitim programinin
ogeleri, program tasarisi, program yaklasimlari, program gelistirme modelleri, vb.) yénelik oldukga sinirli
ve ylzeysel bilgilere sahip olduklari sonucuna ulasiimistir. Bu durum, gelecegin 6gretmenleri olacak
O0gretmen adaylarinin 6gretmenlik mesleginin gerekliliklerinden biri olan program gelistirme sireg ve
uygulamalarina yonelik bilgi ve becerileri yeterli diizeyde kazanmadan, uygulamakla yikimlu olduklar
o6gretim programlarinin ‘gelistiricisi’ degil; ‘aktaricisi’ roliinii benimseyerek lisans egitiminde kazandiklari
ogretim odakli deneyimler kapsaminda uygulamalar yapmalarina sebep olacaktir. Darling-Hammond
(2006, cited in Tan-Sisman, 2017 p. 1311) “6gretmenlere kuramsal temellere odaklanmadan sadece
baskalari tarafindan gelistirilmis bir programi uygulamalari igin Ogretilen Ogretim stratejileri ile
programin hedeflerinin gergeklestirilemeyecegini ifade ederek, bu tarz bir egitimi, tip alaninda anatomi
ve fizyoloji bilgisi olmadan doktor adaylarina ameliyat tekniklerinin 6gretilmesine benzetmistir”. Bu
baglamda, hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitimi slrecinde, 6gretmen adaylarina ‘egitim program/’, ‘program
gelistirme’, ‘program tasarimi’, ‘program degerlendirme’ gibi temel kavramlara iliskin anlayis, bilgi ve
becerilerin kazandiriimasi gerekmektedir. 2018 yilinda giincellenerek uygulamaya konulan 6gretmen
yetistirme lisans programlarinda yer verilen ‘Egitimde Program Gelistirme’ ve tim 06gretmenlik
branslarina 6zgl olarak eklenen 6gretim programlari dersleri, 6gretmen adaylarina program gelistirme
bilgi ve becerileri kazanmalari agisindan énemli bir adim olmakla birlikte; bazi geliskileri de beraberinde
getirmektedir. Ornegin; Egitimde Program Gelistirme dersi zorunlu bir ders degil; meslek bilgisi secmeli
ders havuzunda yer verilen derslerden biridir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmen adaylari bu dersi almadan, alan
egitimi kategorisinde zorunlu bir ders olarak lisans programlarinda yer verilen Ogretim Programlari
dersini almasi yukarida Darling-Hammond’in vurguladigi olumsuz durumla paralellik gostermektedir. Bu
nedenle, hizmet Oncesi 6gretmen egitiminde Program Gelistirme dersi zorunlu bir ders olmalidir ve
alana 6zgl 6gretim programlari dersinden 6nce verilmelidir. Fakat su da unutulmamaldir ki, sadece
birkac ders ekleme ile 6gretmen adaylarina program gelistirme yeterliginin kazandiriimasi pek mimkin
degildir. Bu nedenle, ‘program gelistirmenin’ 06gretmen egitimi lisans programlarinin temel
yeterliklerinden biri olarak kabul edilmesi ve ilgili olan tim derslerin 6§renme-6gretme sirecleriyle
bilingli ve kasitli olarak harmanlanmasi gerekmektedir. Bu dogrultuda hizmet dncesi 6gretmen egitimi
lisans programlarinda program gelistirme vyeterliginin kazandirilmasina iliskin Oneriler asagida
sunulmustur:

e Program gelistirmeye 6zgii zorunlu ders: Program Gelistirme dersi, tiim lisans programlarina zorunlu
ders olarak eklenerek, alana 6zgu 6gretim programi derslerinin 6n kosulu olmalidir.

e Meslek bilgisi dersleri ile entegrasyon: Egitim Felsefesi, Egitim Sosyolojisi, Egitim Psikolojisi gibi
derslerde, program gelistirmenin kuramsal temelleri; Ogretim Teknolojileri, Ogretim ilke ve
Yontemleri, Egitimde Olcme ve Degerlendirme, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi gibi derslerde &grenme-
O0gretme siirecinin planlanmasi, uygulanmasi ve degerlendirilmesinde egitim programinin islevine ve
alana 6zgu 68retim programlarinin incelenmesi/ kullaniimasina yonelik uygulamalarla iliskilendirilebilir.

e Alan editimi dersleri ile entegrasyon: Matematik Ogretimi, ilkokuma ve Yazma Ogretimi, Fen Ogrenme
ve Ogretim Yaklasimlari, ingilizce Ogrenme ve Ogretim Yaklasimlari gibi alanin dgretimine ydnelik
derslerde alana 0zgli 6gretim programlarinin incelenmesi, kullaniimasi, anlamlandiriimasina, vb.
yonelik uygulamalarla harmanlanabilir.

e Genel kiiltiir dersleri ile entegrasyon: Bilisim Teknolojileri, Sanat ve Estetik, insan Haklari ve Demokrasi
Egitimi gibi derslerde mevcut 6gretim programlarinin yetkinlikler, degerler, beceriler, vb. agisindan
analizine odaklanan etkinlikler ile iliskilendirilebilir.
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