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Introduction

It is thought that the curriculum field has witnessed many significant turning points since its
emergence as a discipline in 1918. For instance, during the 1970s, the curricularists were called to
immediately abandon the modern paradigm-related practices and embrace a curriculum perspective
compatible with the postmodern paradigm. Many critics (Eisner, 1984; Huebner, 1976; Kliebard, 1970,
1995; Pinar, 1999; Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman, 1995; Reid, 1979) of the modern paradigm,
associated primarily with Bobbitt’s, Tyler’s and Taba’s curriculum development thoughts, suggested that
we need to go beyond this paradigm by removing the traces of our past. For example, Pinar et al. (1995)
claimed that, alas, the traditional curriculum development era was already past, that the idea of how
best to develop a curriculum was born in 1918 (with Bobbitt’s book “The Curriculum”) and ended up in
1969 (with Schwab’s article “Practical: A Language for Curriculum” in which he declared that the
curriculum field was moribund), and that other concepts such as objectives, design, implementation, or
evaluation related with the traditional curriculum development thought were no longer under
consideration.

These critics who called themselves “the re-conceptualists” are said to have three noticeable
features (Jackson, 1980, 1992; Pinar, 1994, 1999; Pinar et al., 1995): (1) being discontent with Tyler’s
curriculum development model, (2) trying to understand the curriculum phenomenon in light of
multiple perspectives (such as the psychoanalytic approach, autobiography, the hermeneutic approach,
post-structuralism, existentialism, and phenomenology), and (3) being deeply concerned with
continuing political or social issues (such as culture, gender, race, history, ethics, aesthetic, or religious
orientation). The traditional curriculum development era was also criticized for lacking a theoretical and
historical basis and being influenced by subject matter experts, textbook publishers, or central
politicians (Apple, 1983, 1985; Kliebard, 1970, 1995; Reid, 1979).

In short, the re-conceptualists focused on understanding the curriculum phenomenon from different
theoretical and methodological perspectives rather than curriculum development. They also embraced
the concept “curriculum” instead of “curriculum development” and the description “curricularist” rather
than “curriculum development specialist.” As Pinar et al. (1995, p. 6) stated, the curriculum field “is no
longer preoccupied with development ... the field today is preoccupied with understanding.” However,
what was meant by this statement is that it is not that the curricularists will no longer engage in
curriculum improvement, but that the traditional curriculum development thought had come to an end.

Nonetheless, no one point of view or approach is described as the re-conceptualist stance in the
literature. Instead of criticizing Tyler’s curriculum development model, some educators (Hlebowitsh,
1999, 2005; Hunkins & Hammill, 1994; Wraga, 2017) also argued that he acted according to his time’s
paradigm appropriately. According to them, if we want to go beyond Tyler’'s model, we must first be
aware of and appreciate his contribution to the curriculum field. It is also important to note that we
would not be discussing the essence of a new paradigm without Tyler’s thoughts. Additionally, it would
be reasonable to analyze modern and postmodern paradigms’ basic assumptions to understand better
Bobbitt’s, Tyler’s, and Taba’s curriculum development ideas and the re-conceptualists’ criticisms
regarding them. Only in this way, the curricularists could start a new dialogue on how best to undertake
curriculum development in practice without worrying too much about the consequences of supporting a
paradigm (Hlebowitsh, 2010).

According to Pinar et al. (1995, p. 12), the concept “paradigm” mostly refers to “a general mind-set
or perspective which dictates, for example, in which directions research might go, what constitutes
legitimate knowledge, and who is a legitimate speaker for the field.” In this respect, modernism is not
synonymous with contemporaneousness. The modern paradigm, which started with the industrial
revolution in the 18th century, adopted the positivist thought (Hunkins & Hammill, 1994). The modern
paradigm’s most distinctive feature is its tendency to view ideas and actions as “mechanical”,
“objective”, and “definite”. The modern paradigm’s basic assumptions are (Pinar et al., 1995):
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® People in the same conditions have the same experiences.
® The majority’s opinions determine the truth.

¢ Generalization is more critical than individual viewpoints.
® People can be used as a means to the ends.

® Objectivity is possible and constitutes the norm.

On the contrary, the postmodern paradigm rejects the view that the universe operates mechanically.
Instead, it highlights the “complexity”, “dynamicity”, and “unpredictability” of reality or phenomena.
The postmodern paradigm’s essential assumptions include (Barrow, 1999):

* There are no such big facts about the world but only different ways of looking at the world.
* There is no unbiased knowledge; all knowledge is based on personal views or narratives.

* Concepts like meaning, value, and truth are context-dependent phenomena.

e Our thoughts are not independent entities but rather part of our belief systems.

* Our belief systems are the products of our languages and could be infinitely varied.

e Our disagreements are purely a matter of our varying belief systems.

One of the most critical debates regarding modern and postmodern paradigms has been on “how to
produce legitimate knowledge”. For instance, whereas the modern paradigm has been associated with
quantitative research’s widespread use in education, the postmodern paradigm has been characterized
by qualitative research’s dominance. A particular emphasis has also been put on “action research” to
understand and improve the curriculum in a specific context (Clandinin & Connelly, 1992; Jackson,
1992). As Carson (1990, p. 167) pointed out: “Despite the different forms it takes, all action research has
a common intention: the belief that we may develop our understandings while at the same time
bringing about changes in concrete situations.”

Recently, it is thought that the curriculum field is witnessing two different calls and at a crossroads in
terms of these calls: (1) “a call for a more centralized or standardized curriculum” and (2) “a call for a
more local or contextual curriculum”. It is believed that both calls have legitimate foundations, either
supported or criticized by educators around the world. It is also thought that whereas “the first call”
views the curriculum from a more “political” concern, “the second call” conceives it from a more
“practical” point of view. For example, according to Apple (1993, p. 222), a society’s power structure
“intrudes into the very heart of curriculum, teaching, and evaluation.” Thus, such questions as “what
counts as knowledge, the ways in which it is organized, who is empowered to teach it, what counts as an
appropriate display of having learned it,” and most importantly, “who is allowed to ask and answer all of
these questions” are pretty much a reflection of “how dominance and subordination are reproduced
and altered” in a society.

In short, adherents of “the first call” argue that the curriculum content must be conceptualized
within the national context (Karseth & Sivesind, 2010). According to them, “the 21st-century
competencies needed in the knowledge society can be regarded as the overall rationale and goals for
learning” (Voogt & Roblin, 2012, p. 301). In this respect, the curriculum becomes more like a “political
text” (“a means by which the official curriculum is ensured”). Meanwhile, this approach assumes a linear
relationship between the “official” and “real” (implemented) curricula. Nevertheless, the current
literature suggests that a nationally standardized curriculum does not move directly into classrooms, for
“it is continuously adapted and transformed by teachers” (Mathou, 2008, p. 790). As Voogt and Roblin
(2012, p. 301) point out, there is “a gap between the needs of the knowledge society expressed by the
advocates of 21st-century competencies and the ways in which these competencies are addressed in
national and school curricula.” Consequently, educators making “the first call” have ended up suggesting
more and more standardized testing to take place in schools to determine whether expected learning
outcomes are achieved. However, in the literature, it is also emphasized that the more teachers’ in-class
practices are controlled with standardized tests, the more “teaching-to-the-test” type of practices are
witnessed in schools (Au, 2011; Tanner, 2013).

|n
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On the contrary, adherents of “the second call” (Connelly, 2013; Deng, 2013, 2018; Westbury, 2013;
Wraga & Hlebowitsh, 2003) mainly argue that the curriculum field should be returned to where it
belongs. These educators criticize the re-conceptualists and claim that they misinterpreted both Tyler’s
and Schwab’s ideas and that, far from offering practical solutions, caused more confusion in the
curriculum field. These educators blame the re-conceptualization movement for breaking away the
curriculum field from schools’ and classrooms’ realities and failing to provide a logical framework for
improving educational practice. Some of them even contend that the curriculum field is now
experiencing an “identity problem” more than ever.

For example, by analyzing the curriculum field’s current status that has emerged in light of the re-
conceptualization movement since the 1970s, Deng (2018) claimed that the curriculum field is now in a
severe crisis. According to Deng, due to its mere emphasis on understanding the curriculum from
different theoretical perspectives and conscious rejection of its practical dimension, the re-
conceptualization movement caused the contemporary curriculum studies to diverge the curriculum
from its core. Hlebowitsh (2012, p. 9) also pointed out:

“[Today] the field of curriculum studies has become decoupled from the lives of school people. ...
Today theory reigns over practice in the curriculum studies field; ideations about schools reign over
actual involvements with them and speaking to the academy reigns over speaking to practitioners.”

Accordingly, the fundamental question regarding the curriculum field’s current status is: How can
the curriculum field be returned to its core to overcome the problems inherent in the traditional
curriculum development approach, on the one hand, while focusing on improving educational practices
on the other hand? This study was carried out in line with this need (question) as a proposal. Conducted
based on the idea that there are similarities between “action research” and “curriculum development”
processes, in this study, the aim was to develop a model that practitioners can use to understand and
improve the practical curriculum. In this way, it is intended to provide a systematic and scientific
approach to practitioners to solve the contextual curriculum problems. It is also thought that this study
will contribute to the conceptualization of the curriculum field anew. As Burnaford, Beane and
Brodhagen (1994, p. 7) pointed out powerfully:

“Viewing action research as curriculum, rather than something being done to curriculum, is a shift in
definition. Such a curriculum continues to be active, as teachers and students try and retry, test and
retest, act and react, write and respond to each other.”

Method: The Model Development Process

The idea of model development in education is based on Borg’s (1987) study entitled “The
Educational R & D Process: Some Insights”. In this respect, Halloun (2007) states that models can be
developed based on two approaches, either through (1) “the interpretation of data collected during a
research process” or (2) “a critical analysis and synthesis of theoretical ideas in the literature”. The study
conducted by Lambirth et al. (2019) can be given as an example of the first approach. In their study,
Lambirth et al. introduced an action research model developed in a professional development course
attended by more than 150 primary and secondary school teachers for about four years. The model is
based on data collected through in-depth interviews with 28 teachers, analysis of project reports, and
project facilitators’ field notes. The model identifies five stages of teacher-led action research and
highlights some of the issues to be considered in each stage: (1) “defining the field of action”
(professional concerns, focus area), (2) “planning” (research skills, critical thinking), (3) “action”
(contextual power relations, ethical awareness) (4) “evaluation” (peer review, practical implications),
and (5) “reflection” (transformation, sustained change).

The present study, on the other hand, used Halloun’s (2007) second approach. In this regard, the
study employed a five-phase model development process based on reviewing the current literature and
gathering expert opinions. Figure 1 visualizes the model development process employed in this study.
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Inspiration
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Feedback Exploration
phase phase
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Figure 1. Model Development Process.

Accordingly, the present study’s content has been organized based on the phases defined in Figure
1. These phases are: (1) “inspiration”, (2) “exploration”, (3) “design”, (4) “reflection”, and (5)
“feedback”. In the following sections, each of these phases is addressed sequentially and
comprehensively under a separate title. To explain them briefly here:

The first phase (the inspiration phase) addresses the emergence of the model development idea and
the researcher’s perspective on the curriculum phenomenon.

n u

The second phase (the exploration phase) examines the phenomena of “curriculum”, “curriculum

n o«

development”, “action research”, and “curriculum development through action research” thoroughly.
The third phase (the design phase) introduces the study’s model and its main characteristics.

The fourth phase (the reflection phase) discusses the proposed model’s implications for curriculum
development.

The second, third, and fourth phases required a continual examination of the existing literature,
reading/re-reading a substantial amount of books and journal articles related to action research and
curriculum development processes, and a significant amount of thinking and reflection.

Finally, the fifth phase (the feedback phase) inquires expert opinions on the model development
process employed in the study and highlights the changes in line with the obtained feedback.

Phase 1: The Inspiration Phase

The inspiration for the model development idea dates back to when the organizing committee of the
“7. International Congress on Curriculum and Instruction (ICCI-2019)” invited the researcher to
participate in it as a panelist. Ankara University Faculty of Educational Sciences in Turkey held the
Congress between 09 and 12 October 2019 on “Redesigning the Future in the Light of Curriculum
Studies”. So when the committee invited the researcher to give a speech in the panel “Curriculum
Development Studies: From Past to the Future”, he wondered:

303



Ahmet SABAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 299-354

e Can action research be considered as a curriculum development model?

e How can action research contribute to a better understanding of the curriculum development
process?

¢ At what level (centralized or local) does action research envision curriculum development to occur?

* How does the idea of curriculum development through action research fit into the on-going debates
within the context of modern and postmodern paradigms?

¢ Are the practitioners at the same time action researchers? Should they be? Why?
¢ What are the implications of action research for practitioners?

The literature states that this type of questioning practice can also be used as a means of self-
reflection. For instance, Pinar et al. (1995) argue that regardless of whether they are theoretical or
practical, all contemporary curriculum studies should include such features as “self-reflection”, “self-
understanding”, and “interpretation of self-experiences”. In this regard, Heikkinen, Huttunen and Syrjala
(2007) state that action research studies are often “narratives” located in researchers’ evolving
experiences. Similarly, Brydon-Miller, Greenwood and Maguire (2003, p. 12) encourage educators to
self-reflect on their action research studies in terms of the following questions:

“Why do you choose to do action research? What brought you to this practice? What keeps you
involved? Do you have particular stories that illustrate why you practice action research? What
issues, values, experiences, personal characteristics, or other factors underlie your commitment to
action research and shape your practice?”

From this perspective, the researcher’s approach to action research as a teacher educator working in
the “Curriculum and Instruction” field is based on the belief that teachers can use action research to
understand and improve the practical curriculum. Putting it in Kincheloe’s (2016, p. 611) words:

“l have a vision of teachers who are self-directed scholar-professionals who produce their own
knowledge and diagnose the needs of their students. ... A key dimension of the effort to become
self-directed professionals involves teachers operating as curriculum developers.”

Hence, looking from the action research perspective, teachers are not merely transmitters of the
externally developed curriculum. Instead, through their joint actions, interactions, and experiences with
their students in the classroom, they reconstruct it. In sum, the curriculum’s source and authority reside
in teachers’ hands in this research type, but not in the external bodies.

Phase 2: The Exploration Phase

” o« ” o«

At this phase, the phenomena of “curriculum”, “curriculum development”, “action research”, and
“curriculum development through action research” are analyzed in-depth. In this way, it is aimed to
establish a sound theoretical basis for the proposed model.

Understanding the Curriculum Phenomenon

In terms of its etymological origin, the concept “curriculum” means “racecourse” or “racetrack” in
Latin (Jackson, 1992). Today, this concept generally refers to both “a field of study” at universities and “a
field of practice” in which the practitioners work (Ornstein, 1987). Nevertheless, there are many debates
and misunderstandings among educators about what precisely is meant by the curriculum concept.
After reviewing textbooks related to the curriculum field, Rogan and Luckowski (1990) emphasized that
the curriculum field was piecemeal and that no consensus existed among educators regarding what it
should cover.

For instance, Beauchamp (1972, p. 18) defined the curriculum as “a document designed to be used
as a point of departure for instructional planning.” This definition classifies the curriculum as a product
rather than a process, views it as a different entity from instruction, and places it before instruction.
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However, the major problem with Beauchamp’s definition is that it is more of a description than a
definition. As Posner (1973/1974, p. 58) clarifies:

“The reason for not considering it a definition is that it does not tell us of what a curriculum consists.
Beauchamp claims that a curriculum is a document. But what makes up this document? The second
part of his description ... tells us not what makes up the document, but, instead, what role the
document is to serve.”

Various definitions of curriculum have been provided in the literature, which has created much
confusion. For example, Rule (1973) identified 119 different curriculum meanings. Portelli (1987), on the
other hand, classified the curriculum definitions thus far offered in the literature under the following
three broad categories: (1) “curriculum as content”, (2) “curriculum as a plan”, and (3) “curriculum as
experience”. Whereas “curriculum as content” describes the knowledge to teach to students through
such subjects as mathematics, science, or history in schools, “curriculum as a plan” is conceptualized as
a blueprint or a written document of educational activities prepared for a teaching or learning purpose.
These two definitions represent the most traditional curriculum meanings, viewing it as a concrete
document (a textbook, a guide) to be followed by teachers. They also treat the curriculum and
instruction as two separate entities by making a clear distinction between them and placing the
curriculum before instruction.

On the contrary, “curriculum as experience” represents the sum of students’ learning experiences
under schools’ guidance, either planned or unplanned. Progressive and humanist educators mostly
embrace this curriculum view. However, it is thought that this definition refers more to instruction than
the curriculum, and hence implies that the curriculum also subsumes instruction (Johnson, 1981). This
situation also makes one wonder about the temporal relation of the curriculum to instruction. Indeed,
the confusion about what the curriculum means is based on an argument or disagreement about
whether it should subsume instruction (Egan, 1978). For example: Should the curriculum come before
instruction, should it be addressed simultaneously with instruction, or should it be an end report of
instruction?

In this regard, Oliva (1982) provides a very comprehensive and illuminating analysis. According to
him, four types of relationships exist between the curriculum and instruction: (a) “dualistic”, (b)
“interlocking”, (c) “concentric”, and (d) “cyclical”. In short, “the dualistic approach” views the curriculum
and instruction as two different and independent entities, indicating no relationship between them.
“The interlocking approach” describes an interdependent relationship between the curriculum and
instruction, with neither of them assuming a dominant role. It states that viewing the curriculum and
instruction as two separate entities can damage both of them. “The concentric approach” regards the
curriculum and instruction as two intertwined phenomena, with one subsuming the other, meaning that
the curriculum either subsumes instruction or becomes an integral part of it. Finally, “the cyclical
approach” emphasizes the importance of feedback between the curriculum and instruction. Although
this approach views them as two distinct phenomena, it implies that instructional decisions are to be
made after curricular decisions, which are to be made after instructional decisions are put into action.
The relationship between them is continuous, cyclical, and never-ending.

Accordingly, it can be suggested that the curriculum and instruction are two different phenomena
that are both independent and interdependent, i.e., they cannot function in isolation from one another.
Besides, for teachers, the distinction between the curriculum defined as the ultimate ends and
instruction serving as a means to achieve these ends is irrelevant mainly because, as Clandinin and
Connelly (1992, p. 365) state:

“Teachers and students live out a curriculum; teachers do not transmit, implement, or teach a
curriculum and objectives, nor are they and their students carried forward in their work and studies
by a curriculum of textbooks and content, instructional methodologies, and intentions. An account of
teachers’ and students’ lives over time is the curriculum, although intentionality, objectives, and
curriculum materials do play a part in it.”
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Nevertheless, the reader’s mind may get more confused with many other definitions existing in the
literature to emphasize the differentiation between the “planned curriculum” and “unplanned
curriculum”. For example, the literature offers such conceptualizations as the “hidden curriculum”
(Jackson, 1968), the “unwritten curriculum” (Dreeben, 1976), and the “unstudied curriculum” (Overly,
1970) to describe the unintended learning outcomes in education. There are also such definitions as the
“null curriculum” (Eisner, 1985) to emphasize what is untaught or missing in schools and the “out-of-
school curriculum” (Schubert, 1981) to point to the extra-curricular activities. Accordingly, the “hidden
curriculum” reflects both the official curriculum’s ideological and subliminal messages and the
phenomena not addressed by the official curriculum (Jackson, 1992; Yiiksel, 2002).

Understanding the Curriculum Development Phenomenon

As the concept “curriculum”, the phrase “curriculum development” is also considered an ambiguous
concept, for it implies many phenomena simultaneously and, hence, is valued as a contradictory concept
to define. For instance, the following points can be implied with curriculum development:

® A packaged curriculum had been designed at some point in time,

e Such the curriculum package has already been implemented,

e During its implementation, some deficiencies needing improvement have been identified,
e An improvement process should be carried out to overcome these deficiencies, and

* An ideal curriculum would emerge as a result of the improvement efforts.

However, it is difficult to separate such phenomena from one another with such sharp boundaries or
to observe them occurring linearly in real life. Curriculum development is not just an action that simply
lasts until instruction begins. Instead, it is a continuous process of evaluation and improvement of
instruction while still in progress. In reality, it is not possible to develop a curriculum at a specific time or
place and then apply it at another time or place (Schwab, 1983). The curriculum is constructed through
teachers’ and students’ actions and interactions during the teaching-learning process. Therefore, such
conceptual distinctions as “curriculum design”, “curriculum implementation”, “curriculum evaluation”,
“curriculum improvement”, and “curriculum reformation” are considered too superficial because
curriculum development is a continuous process in which all such actions occur simultaneously, but not

sequentially.

In the literature, John Franklin Bobbitt is considered as the first educator to apply the modern
paradigm’s principles in the curriculum development field. His book “The Curriculum”, published in
1918, is known as the first book in the field. Bobbitt thought a curriculum design process consisted of
defining the learning goals for a particular discipline and determining the content suitable for these
goals. Afterward, he advised developing teaching activities that will enable students to learn the
identified content. Nonetheless, Bobbitt was criticized for conceptualizing the curriculum development
process as a predictable action to achieve a concrete product. Additionally, Bobbitt’s curriculum
development model and its product represented a decontextualized curriculum conceptualization.
Bobbitt believed that curriculum design belonged to curriculum development specialists and had to be
done on the national level.

Bobbitt’s ideas heavily influenced Ralph W. Tyler. His book “Basic Principles of Curriculum and
Instruction”, published in 1949, represents the modern paradigm’s effect on the curriculum field. Tyler
(1949, p. 1) offered the following four questions concerning a curriculum, which he assumed to form a
logical framework:

“(a) What educational purposes should the school seek to attain? (b) What educational experiences
can be provided that are likely to attain these purposes? (c) How can these educational experiences
be effectively organized? (d) How can we determine whether the purposes are being attained?”

Tyler (1949) was believed to present a fairly technical and linear curriculum development model
compatible with the modern paradigm. For example, by this model, curriculum development specialists
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were able to know if they were following the right path (Jackson (1992): they were able to identify
curricular problems to be addressed in the society, identify objectives, plan the necessary learning
experiences, and evaluate whether the objectives were achieved or not.

Bobbitt and Tyler agreed on many issues, such as who would be responsible for curriculum
development (curriculum development specialists) and what kinds of research (various experimental
studies) would be conducted in the curriculum field. When their curriculum development models are
analyzed carefully, it is revealed that these models are more similar to each other than diverging. For
example, Bobbitt defined two essential curriculum components, namely (1) determining learning
objectives and (2) selecting learning experiences, and Tyler added the following two more, making them
four in total: (3) organizing learning experiences and (4) evaluating learning experiences.

Hilda Taba faithfully followed Tyler’s curriculum development thinking. In her book “Curriculum
Development: Theory and Practice”, published in 1962, she argued that curriculum development
consisted of a series of steps. Tyler and the modern paradigm greatly impacted Taba’s vision of steps to
be taken when developing a curriculum. Like Tyler, Taba suggested specific actions to be carried out,
one by one, within a particular order, to plan instruction and provided a curriculum development model
that lacked a contextual-basis. The most crucial difference between them is that Taba provided more
details than Tyler by offering a seven-step curriculum development model. According to this model, the
curriculum development specialist:

* Begins the process by identifying students’ learning needs,

e Defines the learning objectives based on these needs,

e |dentifies the content according to the objectives,

e Organizes the content in order of priority,

¢ Specifies the learning experiences compatible with the content,
¢ Puts the learning experiences in order of importance, and

¢ Evaluates the outcomes to see if the objectives are achieved.

On the contrary, the re-conceptualization movement, beginning in the USA in the 1970s under
William F. Pinar and his colleagues’ leadership, advocated a curriculum phenomenon conceptualized
from the postmodern point of view. Rather than offering a new curriculum development model, this
movement focused on examining, understanding, and interpreting students’ learning experiences from
different perspectives (such as political, cultural, gender, racial, historical, ethical, aesthetic, or religious
orientation) (Bliimen & Aktan, 2014; Pinar et al., 1995; van Manen, 1978). The postmodern view asserts
that “there is no master curriculum plan that we can generate for all times” (Hunkins & Hammill, 1994,
p. 11). Instead, it encourages us to explore new ways of thinking that will enable us to view the
curriculum and its creation as an on-going process.

This point is precisely where action research offers a crucial perspective in conceptualizing the
curriculum as a “context-specific”, “practice-based”, and “continually evolving” phenomenon. As Benne
(1948, p. 574) also emphasized in 1948, the fundamental question here is: “Should curriculum
development be conceived and practiced in terms of periodic waves of change? Or, should it be
assumed as a continuous aspect of the operation of the school curriculum?” Similarly, Mackenzie and
Bebell (1951, p. 227) argued that curriculum development should naturally preserve some essential

characteristics like:

“(a) it should be continuous, (b) it should be brought about by the participation of all concerned, (c)
it should be primarily concerned with changes in people, (d) it should be intimately related to
classroom practices, (e) it should involve a recognition that changes in relationships must precede
changes in forms and structures.”

In short, the postmodern approach focuses on “relations” that arise when practitioners come
together to understand and improve the curriculum, rather than a particular sequence of steps.
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According to Hunkins and Hammill (1994, p. 16), “the emphasis on relations brings students and
teachers into dialogue. It suggests that the resulting curriculum essentially cannot arise outside the
school and classroom.” For example, Schwab (1973) suggested four dimensions of a curriculum (i.e., the
“teacher”, the “learner”, the “content”, and the “milieu”) and stated that the actual curriculum comes
out of their interactions. Similarly, the “Didactic pedagogy” offers a curriculum phenomenon shaped
around the entities of “teacher”, “student”, and “content” (Hopmann, 2007). Accordingly, the
curriculum knowledge is not considered a “cultural heritage” to be transmitted, but rather a
phenomenon realized in the teaching-learning process.

Understanding the Action Research Phenomenon

Many definitions of action research have been provided in the literature. However, in its broadest
sense, this concept refers to the research efforts carried out by practitioners in solving the problems
that they encounter in their fields of study. For example, according to Yildirim and Simsek (2016, p. 307),
in action research, a practitioner generally working in an educational institution (such as an
administrator or a teacher) either directly by oneself or together with a researcher “conducts a research
process including systematic data collection and analysis to understand and solve an already existing
problem.” In this respect, regarding the solution of a curriculum problem, action research advocates “an
insider examination” of the problem situation by practitioners who experience it, rather than “an
external intervention” by outside experts (Aksoy, 2003). Accordingly, “the ones who conduct the
research” are the same as “the ones who do the practice”. The idea here is that those who encounter a
problem situation have the right to seek a solution for it and that those affected by the problem
situation must be actively involved in solving it (McKernan, 1987, 1988).

|»

Action research has also been conceptualized as a “cyclical” or “spiral” process (Grundy, 1994,
Glrglir, 2019; Uzuner, 2005). In general, “cyclicality” emphasizes the systematic nature of action
research (consisting of certain stages), whereas “spirality” emphasizes its continuity (repetition of
cycles). Accordingly, action research is defined as a systematic and continuous process consisting of
particular stages. However, the stages of action research do not follow a linear structure, meaning that
in the action research process, the stages are revertible, and, if necessary, some of them can be
removed, replaced, or carried out simultaneously (Kuzu, 2009). The action research cycle can also be
repeated endlessly in a spiral structure, focusing on the same or a different problem situation. In this
respect, action research is conceptualized as “a scientific research process in which the main focus is on
providing change and development, individuals’ practices are investigated, data are collected
systematically, reflective inquiries are made, and new action plans based on them are prepared and
implemented with cyclical or spiral steps” (Gurgur, 2019, p. 39).

There are three types of action research commonly used in education (Calhoun, 1993): (a)
“individual teacher research”, (b) “collaborative action research”, and (c) “school-wide action research”.
Accordingly, action research can be carried out individually, with a group on a common topic covering
several classrooms or a team for school-wide development. For instance, “individual teacher research”
usually focuses on problems in a single classroom. Sometimes, an external expert (an academician from
a university) can guide the teacher. “Collaborative action research” is carried out by a group of
researchers, focusing on a single classroom problem or a problem occurring in several classes. Besides,
the research team may include as few as two individuals, or it may consist of researchers from a
university or teachers and administrators working in other schools. Finally, in “school-wide action
research” studies, a team of school staff first selects a focus area based on a shared interest and then
collects, organizes, and interprets contextual data.

The Idea of Curriculum Development through Action Research

In the literature, Kurt Lewin is often referred to as the originator of action research (Adelman, 1993).
Indeed, the concept “action research” was first used in Lewin’s study “Action Research and Minority
Problems”, published in 1946. In this study, Lewin (1946) was mainly concerned with helping minority
groups seek independence, equality, and cooperation through action research. According to him, action
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research represents a means for individuals pursuing greater effectiveness through democratic
participation in a group, organization, or society. In this respect, action research involves dealing with
the problems in a group and requires group decisions regarding what to do about them. Accordingly,
after identifying a problem, the group makes decisions for a solution, puts them into practice, and
reflects on their results. After solving the problem, the group identifies new issues and again works
together for their solutions.

Stephen M. Corey (1949) has been the first educator to transfer Lewin’s idea of action research into
education. Corey was also the early educator to simultaneously use action research and curriculum
development concepts by publishing a study entitled “Curriculum Development through Action
Research”. In this study, Corey (1949, p. 148) defined action research as a type of research “conducted
in local school situations and is designed to help the people working there know whether or not what
they are doing is right.” Corey also postulated that school practices and curricula could best be
developed by research, which should be based on individuals’ or groups’ actions to improve their
conditions. According to him, the value of research depends on whether its findings improve
practitioners’ actions.

In this respect, Corey argued that researchers outside the school mostly conduct traditional research
and have little impact on school practices. On the contrary, action research is based on school peoples’
practices to improve the school. According to him, traditional research advocates assume that informing
teachers or school workers about someone else’s research results is an effective way of improving
educational practices. In contrast, adherents of action research believe that it is more effective to obtain
evidence about the value of actions that practitioners perform within their settings. In sum, in his article,
Corey (1949, p. 153) mainly discussed the idea of curriculum development through action research in
local school conditions and concluded his thoughts with the following emphasis:

“I have the strong personal conviction that improvement in educational practices and curriculums
will continue to be exceedingly slow and involve discouraging regressions until the time comes when
a large number of individuals and groups are engaged in numerous action research studies.”

Mostly inspired by Corey’s (1949) ideas, action research has started to be used as a general strategy
for curriculum improvement beginning from the 1950s. However, Corey was not alone; during the
1950s, some other educators also shared his ideas. For example, Ahrens (1956) published an article
entitled “Curriculum Improvement through Action Research” and expressed similar views with Corey.
More recently, many studies aiming at improving curricula through action research have been
conducted worldwide. Some of them can be chronologically summarized as follows:

e Using action research to develop a new undergraduate module entitled “Elements of Information
Management” based on the constructivist and experiential learning principles at Sheffield University,
the United Kingdom (Riding, Fowell, & Levy, 1995).

¢ Using action research to develop a curriculum for educating radiographers at Hertfordshire University
in the United Kingdom (Burchell, 2000).

¢ Using action research to develop an exemplary childcare curriculum for children from birth to age five
in the province of New Brunswick, Canada (Nason & Whitty, 2007).

¢ Using action research as a curriculum development approach for educating early childhood labors to
work with Australia’s aboriginal communities (Bat & Fasoli, 2013).

e Using action research to democratize the centrally-developed curriculum in Greece (Katsarou &
Tsafos, 2014).

e Using action research to develop course materials based on the process-related learning needs of
international students studying English as a second language at the University of New South Wales,
Australia (Edwards & Burns, 2016).

309



Ahmet SABAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 299-354

e Using action research to develop a new curriculum for the Department of Strategic Communication at
Johannesburg University, South Africa, in line with the industry’s changing requirements (Oksiutycz &
Azionya, 2017).

e Using action research to develop the “Multigrade Classroom Teaching” course curriculum according to
students’ process-related learning needs in the Primary Teaching program of Cukurova University,
Turkey (Karakus, 2019).

In sum, since the 1950s, educators worldwide have increasingly continued to apply action research
for various educational purposes. When the above studies are analyzed carefully, it is understood that
action research is conducted for such processes as “change”, “development”, “improvement”,
“transformation”, “innovation”, or “reformation”. Thus, it appears that the most crucial distinction
between action research and other types of research is not the research methodology (data collection
and analysis tools) that it applies because action research is also a type of scientific research. Instead, it
is the principles it has concerning the provision of “change”, “development”, or “improvement” that
separates it from other conventional forms of research. For example, according to Elliot (1997, p. 24),
action research:

e “is directed towards the realization of an educational ideal, e.g., as represented by a pedagogical aim;
¢ focuses on changing practice to make it more consistent with the ideal;

» gathers evidence of the extent to which the practice is consistent/inconsistent with the ideal and seeks
explanations for inconsistencies by gathering evidence about the operation of contextual factors;

e problematizes some of the tacit theories which underpin and shape practice, i.e., taken-for-granted
beliefs and norms; and

e involves practitioners in generating and testing action-hypotheses about how to affect worthwhile
educational change.”

” ou

A close analysis of Elliot’s (1997) principles indicates that just like “curriculum development”, “action
research” is carried out to solve a problem situation related to the practical curriculum. For this purpose,
(a) an educational ideal (a focus area) is identified, (b) a needs analysis regarding the contextual
situation is performed to make the existing practice more consistent with the ideal, (c) the contextual
factors (practitioners’ implicit theories or taken-for-granted beliefs) are examined, and, (d) in light of the
obtained data, action strategies (action plans) are developed and implemented. This understanding
suggests that “action research” and “curriculum development” processes have a similar goal/function.

Phase 3: The Design Phase

At this stage, the model proposed in the study and its main characteristics is introduced. The model
was designed with an eclectic approach based on a comprehensive literature review. The eclectic
approach is defined as “choosing things, which can be theories, thoughts, and so forth, and fitting them
to a system after checking if they fit together” (Zierer, 2011, p. 4). In other words, the eclectic approach
aims to suggest a new theory or a model by analyzing and synthesizing the existing theories or models.
The eclectic approach’s ultimate goal is to present a systematic synthesis of multiple views, models, or
ideas (Schwab, 1971). Accordingly, the eclectic approach does not intend to eliminate or change an
existing theory or a model; instead, it integrates multiple theories or models by linking them with one
another. Also, this integration can be accomplished in many forms. For example, in the “synthesis” form,
the integration is “connecting theory A and theory B. The new theory, C, contains much, but not all, of
theory A and theory B; C may also contain something entirely new” (Zierer, 2011, p. 13).

In a similar vein, the action research models existing in the literature were analyzed and synthesized
with an eclectic approach in this study. Below, the reviewed models are summarized chronologically:

e Kemmis and McTaggart (1982) conceptualized action research as a cyclical process comprising five

” u. ” o u ”» u

stages: “planning”, “taking action”, “observing”, “reflecting”, and “reviewing the plan”.
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e McKernan (1988) introduced a cyclical action research model consisting of seven stages: “identifying
the problem”, “performing a needs analysis”, “defining hypotheses”, “developing an action plan”,

” u

“implementing the action plan”, “evaluating the implementation process”, and “decision making”.

e Calhoun (1994) proposed a cyclical action research model consisting of five stages: “identifying the

focus area”, “collecting data”, “organizing data”, “analyzing and interpreting data”, and “performing
data-based actions”.

¢ Riding et al. (1995) suggested a cyclical action research model consisting of four stages: “planning”,

” o u

“taking action”, “observing”, and “reflecting”.

e Ferrance (2000) described a cyclical action research model consisting of five stages: “identifying the
problem”, “collecting data”, “interpreting data”, “implementing data-based action plans”, and
“evaluating the process”.

¢ Piggot-Irvine (2006) put forward a cyclical action research model consisting of three stages:

” .

“planning”, “taking action”, and “reflecting”.

e Stringer (2008) structured a three-stage cyclical action research model that required participants to
“conduct observations”, “reflect on the observations”, and “perform an action” based on their
findings.

¢ Mills (2011) defined a four-stage cyclical action research model involving four stages: “identifying the

n o u » o«

focus area”, “collecting data”, “analyzing and interpreting data”, and “developing an action plan”.

e Lambirth et al. (2019) developed a cyclical action research model comprising five stages: “defining the

n o« » u n o«

action area”, “planning”, “action”, “evaluation”, and “reflection”.

In all of the above reviewed models, action research is conceptualized as a cyclical problem-solving
process consisting of particular stages. The model proposed in this study has also been structured as a
cyclical problem-solving process consisting of six interrelated stages. They include: (1) “identifying the
focus area”, (2) “performing a needs analysis”, (3) “developing an action plan”, (4) “implementing the
action plan”, (5) “evaluating the process”, and (6) “reflecting on the process”. Figure 2 illustrates the
stages of the model proposed in the study. Below, these stages are explained briefly.

Figure 2. Curriculum Development through Action Research (CD-AR) Model.
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Stage 1: Identifying the Focus Area

At this stage, a problem situation that needs to be solved or a focus area needing improvement
regarding the practical curriculum is identified. The focus area usually preserves context-specific
features. For example, a classroom teacher who realizes that students in his/her classroom have
difficulty in fluent reading might improve students’ fluent reading skills. Accordingly, the problem
situation concerning the practical curriculum should be clearly defined at this stage. In determining the
focus area, the following phrases may help:

e | am concerned about ...
¢ | have difficulty with ...

¢ | want to solve ...

e | want to improve ...

¢ | have a dilemma about ...

¢ The uncertainty of ... disturbs me.
Stage 2: Performing a Needs Analysis

At this stage, a needs analysis related to the focus area is performed. The essential purpose of doing
needs analysis is to develop strategic ideas to improve the existing problem situation. To this end, the
personal or contextual factors (reasons) causing the emergence of the problem situation are determined
and ranked according to their importance. Then, a brainstorming activity about possible solutions is
performed. At this stage, practitioners often reflect on their practices and question their
personal/professional ideas or actions that affect the focus area they want to address.

Stage 3: Developing an Action Plan

Based on the needs analysis, an action plan is developed to solve the problem situation at this stage.
This action plan describes who, when, and what will do in detail on a timetable. Also, what kinds of
strategies would be used to evaluate the success of the improvement efforts (what type of data
collection tools would be used and how they will be applied) are determined.

Stage 4: Implementing the Action Plan

At this stage, the action plan is implemented. At this stage, all the participants must act
cooperatively. It is also essential that they are aware of context-specific power relations and ethical
processes. For example, teachers as action researchers need to be sensitive to ethical issues (such as
informing authorities on their research and obtaining the necessary permissions).

Stage 5: Evaluating the Process

At this stage, feedback about the action plan’s implementation is obtained (data are collected,
analyzed, and interpreted). Qualitative and quantitative data collection tools (participant observations,
diaries, interviews, photographs, video recordings, surveys, or documents) may be used during the data
gathering process. Also, students’ opinions, thoughts, or suggestions can be investigated. At this stage,
to evaluate the action objectively, the participants need to consider it with a researcher’s stance.

Stage 6: Reflecting on the Process

It is essential to reflect on personal experiences and describe what has been learned thus far at each
stage. In other words, the participants must continuously reflect on where they have started and where
they have come so far, where they are now, and where they want to be in the future. Although
sometimes concrete signs of progress regarding the initial problem might not be observed, the
participants’ knowledge, understanding, or awareness regarding the problem situation increases. On the
other hand, the participants must perform a collective reflection to explain the entire process at this
stage. To this end, they need to describe what improvements or changes were achieved regarding the
initial problem situation. Based on this understanding, they may decide to revise the current focus area
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and carry out a new cycle on a different aspect (e.g., developing and implementing a new action plan) or
focusing on an entirely new problem situation.

Although a six-stage cyclical problem-solving process is described in the proposed model, it is
essential to note that these stages are not necessarily sequential. Due to the action research process’s
nature, some stages can be omitted, reordered, or carried out simultaneously. The proposed model is
based on the premise that a curriculum problem exists, and it should be handled systematically and
scientifically. Hence, the proposed model should be considered based on this premise. Additionally, the
problem-solving process described in the proposed model is context-based, and thus it may require
more than one cycle. In other words, the context of the existing curriculum problem for which
alternative solutions are sought is also continually changing. Hence, a different version of the same
curriculum problem or an entirely new curriculum problem may emerge in time. This situation calls for a
continual problem-solving process, evolving from the old (solved) curriculum problems to the new
(awaiting to be solved) ones.

Moreover, the proposed model requires using a problem-solving process performed with “practical
reasoning” (Schwab, 1969). On the other hand, practical reasoning is different from both “deductive”
and “inductive” thinking approaches. Instead, it involves a multidimensional and complex thinking
process. As Schwab (1969, p. 20) further clarifies:

“It cannot be inductive because the target of the method is not a generalization or explanation but a
decision about action in a concrete situation. It cannot be deductive because it deals with the
concrete case, not abstractions from cases, and the concrete case cannot be settled by mere
application of a principle. Almost every concrete case falls under two or more principles, and every
concrete case will possess some cogent characteristics which are encompassed in no principle. ... It
treats both ends and means and must treat them as mutually determining one another. ... It must try
to ascertain the relevant facts in the concrete case. It must try to identify the desiderata in the case.
It must generate alternative solutions. ... It must then weigh alternatives and their costs and
consequences against one another and choose, not the right alternative, for there is no such thing,
but the best one.”

Phase 4: The Reflection Phase

The model proposed in this study has important implications for curriculum development. Each of
these implications also highlights an essential aspect of the curriculum development process. They
include: (1) “curriculum development is a practice-based process”, (2) “curriculum development is a
problem-solving focused process”, (3) “curriculum development is a continuous (progress-oriented)
process”, and (4) “curriculum development is a context-dependent process”. Below, each of these
aspects is explained in detail.

Curriculum Development is a Practice-Based Process

The model proposed in this study requires developing curricula in practice from a researcher’s
standpoint. Similarly, Varis (1997, p. 16) emphasized the need for “developing curricula in practice from
a researcher perspective.” According to the proposed model, the curriculum knowledge is not
independent of practice but is verified through it. In this respect, the proposed model puts forward a
practice-based curriculum development approach. According to this understanding, practitioners (such
as teachers, administrators, or curricularists) are the same people who directly experience the problems
they strive for and, at the same time, apply the solutions they produce. In this manner, the proposed
model differs radically from the desk-based curriculum development efforts with a centralized focus.
Varis (1997, p. 16) also emphasized:
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“Curriculum development is not the change of a designed curriculum at the desk, removing some
subjects and patching the new ones. Curriculum development is a practical process, a continuous
improvement of all the conditions, individuals, textbooks, and materials related to the educational
process.”

In this respect, the proposed model considers each practitioner as a curricularist because each
curriculum also requires practitioners’ critical reasoning. The key idea here is that every classroom or
school becomes a context in which the practical curriculum is experienced, and its suitability for
students is questioned (McBee, 2004; Stenhouse, 1981). On the other hand, it is observed that not all
teachers approach the practical curriculum in the same way. In this regard, Snyder, Bolin and Zumwalt
(1992) argue that teachers adopt three basic curriculum implementation approaches: (1) “curriculum
fidelity”, (2) “curriculum adaptation”, and (3) “curriculum enactment”.

In short, teachers adopting “the curriculum fidelity” approach focus merely on transmitting the
curriculum content as defined by external experts. In this approach, the curriculum knowledge belongs
to external experts who define what and how teachers should teach. This perspective views teachers as
transmitters of the externally designed curriculum. Teachers inclining to “the curriculum adaptation”
approach undertake some curriculum adjustments or improvements to respond to their students’ needs
and interests. According to this approach, although experts may still develop the external curriculum,
teachers strive to adjust it to match their contexts. This perspective views teachers as modifiers of the
externally designed curriculum and encourages them to adjust it according to their teaching
circumstances. Teachers who embrace “the curriculum enactment” approach, on the other hand, create
their curricula in action out of their experiences with their students. According to this perspective, the
curriculum is viewed as the sum of educational experiences jointly developed by students and teachers
during the teaching-learning process.

These three approaches also attribute different values to teachers’ curriculum knowledge and their
roles in crafting that knowledge. In this respect, the proposed model considers teachers’ roles in the
context of Snyder et al.s (1992) second and third approaches. Accordingly, teachers are not the
“transmitters” of the external curriculum, but rather are the “modifiers” and even “constructors” of it,
designing meaningful learning experiences for their students. In this respect, the proposed model
regards the curriculum knowledge as on-going progress based on practice. Although an externally
prepared (centralized) curriculum can still guide teachers in this process, teachers and their students
together enact the curriculum and give meaning to it.

For example, based on his in-depth interviews with 10 EFL (English as a Foreign Language) college
instructors, Shawer (2010) explored the curriculum approaches that instructors adopted and their
strategies for each approach. According to the study, the two instructors categorized as “curriculum
transmitters” solely delivered the external curriculum by adhering to the textbooks’ contents. They used
textbooks as the single-course-material and taught their contents unit-by-unit, activity-by-activity,
exercise-by-exercise, and page-by-page. The five instructors, categorized as “curriculum modifiers”,
changed the external curriculum by adjusting it to their teaching contexts (such as changing the
activities’ order, skipping some activities, or adding new activities). They supplemented, improved, or
transformed the external curriculum by preparing lessons, materials, and activities to suit their students’
needs and interests. Conversely, the three instructors categorized as “curriculum enactors” performed a
needs assessment to generate their course topics, organized them according to their importance, and
planned and implemented meaningful learning activities. In sum, they created their curricula instead of
following the ones outlined in course-books or curriculum guides.

Curriculum Development is a Problem-Solving Focused Process

The proposed model conceptualizes curriculum development as a problem-solving focused process.
In this respect, the proposed model offers practitioners the opportunity to focus on urgent curriculum
problems. In other words, the proposed model reflects the pragmatist scientific perspective instead of
the positivist tradition. According to this understanding, identifying the curriculum-related needs of
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practitioners and describing immediate problems is considered a fundamental goal in curriculum
development. So practitioners from the site (not external researchers) must identify the urgent issues
because they are the individuals who are in the best position to identify the difficulties faced by them. In
other words, the problem-solving process described in the proposed model starts with the concerns
arising from the practitioners’ everyday acts, takes place in their working environments, and is carried
out to ensure change or improvement in practice.

In general, problems are divided into two basic categories as “theoretical” and “practical”, and the
ones related to the curriculum are considered practical problems (Reid, 1979). According to Reid, all
practical problems present the following standard features: First, practical problems confront
practitioners with issues that need to be resolved urgently. The answers to theoretical questions can be
delayed, but practical problems cannot be postponed. Second, the grounds on which decisions to be
made in solving practical problems are uncertain. No action can accurately tell whose interests should
be protected in practice, what evidence should be considered, or what kinds of ideas should be given
priority. Third, when solving practical problems, past experiences, available contextual resources and
fields of expertise, and future expectations have to be considered. Fourth, practical problems are unique
in terms of a particular time and context. Therefore, decisions on alternative solutions should be
context-specific. Fifth, conflicting goals and values exist in the setting, and, hence, practical problems
force us to decide between these competing goals and values. Sixth, the results of practical problems
are unpredictable. We can never predict the outcome of our chosen action, nor would we know how the
effect would be if we had made a different choice. Finally, our decision to solve a practical problem in a
certain way is related to the hope that the action will meet our expectations.

For example, Netcoh, Olofson, Downes and Bishop (2017) present three examples of action research
projects conducted by middle school educators to highlight technology-rich school settings’ challenges.
One of the projects introduced by Netcoh et al. was initiated by a principal concerned with students’
misuse of technology. According to the principal, teachers were increasingly using technology to support
student learning; they were still worried about students’ too much reliance on personal devices such as
smartphones, tablets, or game consoles (“identifying the problem situation/focus area”). To address this
issue, the principal collaborated with the school’s student leadership team and launched an action
research project to establish new school-wide technology usage norms. For this purpose, they first
analyzed the current situation regarding students’ technology violations (“performing a needs analysis”).
Then, they brainstormed about different uses of technology such as entertainment, social
communication, and learning. Afterward, they tried to define the school “zones” suitable for such
technology usages. Accordingly, using technological devices in the “red zones” such as corridors,
bathrooms, and locker rooms were forbidden. The “orange zones” were mainly classrooms where
students could use technology only for learning. The cafeteria was determined as the “green zone”
where students could use technology for multiple purposes, including entertainment and socialization.
They also developed consequences for technology usage violations for each zone. Information about
these zones was provided to students, teachers, and other school staff (“developing and implementing
an action plan”). At the end of the six-week trial period, they collected and analyzed data through
observations about the current school-wide technology violations to see this practice’s effect. The
results showed that technology usage violations were no longer a problem at the school (“evaluating
and reflecting on the process”). In sum, instead of banning students from using various technological
devices in the school, through action research and working together with the school’s student
leadership team, the principal opted to solve a practical curriculum problem.

Curriculum Development is a Continuous (Progress-Oriented) Process

The proposed model advocates that the curriculum should be improved continually, and in this
respect, conceptualizes it as an on-going (never completed) process. According to this understanding,
curriculum development is not a one-time attempt; instead, the first problem situation addressed is only
the beginning for improving it. The initial problem situation might be changed or transformed due to
continuous actions during each problem-solving cycle. Therefore, after an action plan is implemented,
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the problem’s new state (as currently manifested in the context) needs to be redefined by carefully
analyzing the cycle’s results. Afterward, a new problem-solving cycle must be carried out to address the
revised and redefined problem situation. In this case, (a) a needs analysis for the current problem
situation is to be re-performed, (b) various ideas or strategies are to be re-developed, (c) action
strategies are to be re-applied, (d) the results are to be re-evaluated, and finally, (e) through reflections
on the conclusions, new decisions are to be made. In other words, the six-stage cycle in the proposed
model will continue forever, repeating in a continuous (spiral) structure.

For example, Milton-Brkich, Shumbera and Beran (2010), respectively, a fifth-grade teacher, a
kindergarten teacher, and a second-grade teacher, initiated a year-long collaborative action research
project. Founding their project on the understanding that the best way to learn something is to teach it
to someone, these teachers wondered what would happen if students from different grade levels taught
each other the curriculum content. Each week, students from different grade levels would meet
regularly and study the curriculum content together in pairs (i.e., kindergarten students with second
graders and second graders with fifth graders). In these gatherings, older students would generally act
as guides for their younger peers’ learning. Teachers would first teach their students a common concept
related to the science curriculum (such as solid, liquid, gas, mixture, solution, classification of animals, or
food chain). Later, fifth-graders and their teacher would develop a teaching activity about the concept
(making it more age-appropriate for second graders). After fifth graders would teach the concept to
second graders, all three teachers would meet to reflect on the lesson (discussing what went well, what
could have been done differently, and how the concept could be best taught to kindergarten students).
Afterward, the second-grade teacher would prepare her students for the teaching activity, and second
graders would apply it with kindergarten students. This process continued in the same way for a year.
The study concluded that action research offered both teachers and students a significant opportunity
to improve the practical curriculum and learn from one another.

Curriculum Development is a Context-Dependent Process

The proposed model favors a “decentralized” (context-dependent) curriculum development
approach rather than a “centralized” one. In the literature, these two terms are explained with the
concepts of “modernity” and “postmodernity” (Hargreaves, 1995) because a curriculum’s structure is
thought to be closely related to a country’s social and political context (Apple, 1983). This curriculum
feature provides the basis for discussing “modern curriculum” and “postmodern curriculum” concepts
nowadays when societies are considered to be in the transition phase from modernity to
postmodernity. In short, modernity is politically represented by “centralization” (centralized decision-
making or controlling human actions) while postmodernity by “localization” (contextual decision-making
or being autonomous in acting).

In the literature, the debate on modern and postmodern curricula is also analyzed from the angle of
“power distribution” (Lau, 2001). For example, various stakeholders (government officials, publishers,
parents, administrators, teachers, or learners) contribute to curriculum development. “However, the
effect each party exerts is different. Some are more powerful than others, meaning that they can
influence the process to a greater extent or even control the behavior of other parties” (Lau, 2001, p.
31). Therefore, to fully grasp the curriculum development phenomenon, it is necessary to be aware of
and analyze different stakeholders’ roles. Unlike the modernist perspective, placing power at the top,
the postmodernist view distributes power to schools and classrooms where learning occurs. As Lau
(2001, s. 34) also emphasizes, the major problem with the modern curriculum development approach is
related to the fact that “it takes power away from the teachers and students. In other words, only
knowledge selected by the powerful is considered valid.” According to the postmodern approach,
however, the curriculum does not have a definite beginning and ending time because teachers and
learners create it together as the teaching-learning process continues. The actions, activities, or
interactions teachers and students engage in the classroom constitute the curriculum’s essence.
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In short, there are many facets of the modern approach, such as “standardization”, “product-
orientedness”, and “centralization”. From the curriculum terminology, modernity is characterized by
concepts such as “mechanistic”, “predictable”, “behavioristic”, “goal-oriented”, “linear”, or “objective”.
From this point of view, Tyler’s curriculum development model is considered to be the most famous
example of the modern approach by many educators (Doll, 1993; Hunkins & Hammill, 1994; Kliebard,
1970; Lunenburg, 2011; Walker, 1971, 1982). If attention is paid, it can be seen that the most critical and
top priority component determined in Tyler’s model is “educational objectives”. This component serves
as a basis for identifying other components, which, in return, function as tools for accomplishing
educational objectives. As Tyler (1949, s. 3) also explained: “These educational objectives become the
criteria by which materials are selected, content is outlined, instructional procedures are developed, and
tests and examinations are prepared. All aspects of the educational program are really means to
accomplish educational purposes.”

On the contrary, the postmodern curriculum approach emphasizes a “nonlinear-natured” and
“progress-oriented” curriculum that emerges through practitioners’ actions and interactions in the
teaching-learning process. For example, Doll (1989, 1993) argues that all curricula should be developed
through practice and that the power should be redistributed from curriculum development experts at
the top to the teachers and students at the bottom as each curriculum is created in the classroom
through teacher’s and learners’ continuous interactions. In this respect, the proposed model
conceptualizes the curriculum phenomenon as “a situational event” (King, 1986). This conceptualization
emphasizes that curriculum cannot be created in isolation from its context. As King (1986, p. 36) also
emphasized:

“[The curriculum’s] essence cannot be captured in or equated with a lesson plan or a curriculum
guide. Rather, the curriculum is what happens when the lesson plan becomes the basis for a
classroom activity. The interactions of classroom participants with the material environment, skills
and ideas, and each other are all aspects of what comes to be labeled the curriculum.”

Phase 5: The Feedback Phase

At this phase, expert opinions on the model development process employed in the study were
obtained. To this end, 12 experts (12 Turkish scholars in the professorship positions in 10 different
universities) having research studies in at least one or two of the fields of “action research” and
“curriculum development” were consulted. Experts were composed of four female and eight male
academicians. The universities where they work are (1) Middle East Technical University (Expert 1), (2)
Ege University (Expert 2), (3) Cukurova University (Expert 3), (4) Yildiz Technical University (Expert 4), (5)
Anadolu University (Expert 5, Expert 6 and Expert 12), (6) izmir Democracy University (Expert 7), (7)
Adnan Menderes University (Expert 8), (8) Mersin University (Expert 9), (9) Canakkale Onsekiz Mart
University (Expert 10) and (10) Uludag University (Expert 11).

All the experts were contacted via e-mails, and feedbacks were received in the same way. Before
this, experts were contacted by phone for their e-mail confirmations and asked if they would be willing
to read the study report. During the phone calls, two experts expressed that they would prefer to read
the study’s English version, and so the English version was sent to them. Also, except for this phase (“the
feedback phase”), experts were provided with the entire study report. In the e-mails, experts were
requested to freely express their opinions regarding the model development process employed in the
study. It was also stated that they could write their opinions either on the text sent to them or in a
separate Word file. In line with the received feedbacks, improvements (changes) were made in both the
study report and the model.

The “content analysis” technique was used to analyze expert opinions. To this end, first, all the
statements were read several times, highlighting similar expressions (ideas, criticisms, or suggestions).
At this stage, great care was taken to reflect all the experts’ opinions, “positive” or “negative”,
objectively. Later, similar expressions were put together under a specific theme. Additionally, quotations
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were used to support the researcher’s comments made regarding expert opinions. Coding was used to
show to whom the quotes had belonged. For this purpose, experts were sorted based on their “e-mail
return orders” and coded with a number between Expert 1 and Expert 12. As a result of data analysis,
experts’ opinions were classified under the following four categories: (1) “opinions about the language
used in the study”, (2) “thoughts about the main idea and content of the study”, (3) “thoughts about the
model proposed in the study”, and (4) “opinions about the limitations of the study”. Below, experts’
opinions about these four categories and the changes made in line with these opinions are discussed.

Opinions about the Language Used in the Study

Some experts expressed their opinions and corrected the spelling or punctuation errors they noticed
in the text. Therefore, in every returned e-mail, first, the errors (letters, words, or punctuation marks)
noticed by experts were corrected. Although experts stated that such errors were not seen much in the
study, their corrections were found to be very valuable in terms of the study’s quality.

Experts stated that, in general, the study was written in a “plain and understandable language” and
that it was a very “enjoyable” text for the reader. For example:

* “The fact that the text is written in a fluent language makes it easier to read.” (Expert 2)
* “For a long time, there has not been a study that | have read with such pleasure.” (Expert 7)
e “| think the language of the study is clear and understandable.” (Expert 10)

Three experts (Expert 3, Expert 4, and Expert 8), on the other hand, criticized the use of the phrase
“Ogretim programi” instead of “egitim programi” (both of which can be translated into English as
“curriculum”) in the study’s Turkish version. Instead, they recommended adopting the phrase “egitim
programi”, which is more common in Turkish literature. In line with this suggestion, necessary changes

were made in the Turkish version.
Thoughts about the Main Idea and Content of the Study

Experts generally were optimistic about the main idea and content of the study and evaluated it as
theoretically contributing to the curriculum development field. According to them, especially handling
its theoretical basis with “a unique synthesis”, “a systematic understanding”, and “a historical
perspective” was the most substantial aspect of the study’s content. Some also considered the study as
“educative” through which the readers could improve themselves. For example:

¢ “It has been an original and guiding work on an important issue.” (Expert 3)

¢ “It has been a strong text in terms of its scope and theoretical foundation. It provides a comprehensive
portrait of the curriculum field from past to present.” (Expert 2)

¢ “| found the study very original in terms of its content. It is based on solid theoretical foundations and
meets an important need in curriculum development.” (Expert 7)

e “When printed, the study will be a valuable resource that everyone in the curriculum field can
benefit.” (Expert 1)

¢ “Reading the study helped me improve myself.” (Expert 4)

¢ “For me, this study was an instructive reading. Also, the deep discussions presented throughout the
text were very intriguing.” (Expert 9)

However, Expert 2 suggested that the criticism of the modern paradigm in the study, on the one
hand, and the widespread use of the term “curriculum development” belonging to the same paradigm
can be considered “ironic” by some readers. Concerning this criticism, it must be clarified here that this
study is not an attempt to bring a specific paradigm’s perspective to the fore or criticize it but rather
contribute to a better understanding of the curriculum development field from different paradigms’
viewpoints. Also, it could be noticed that this study conceives the curriculum development phenomenon
“as a systematic and scientific process of improving context-specific problem situations related to the
practical curriculum” and, hence, can be associated with the postmodern paradigm discourses more.
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Regarding this category, Expert 10 made a worthwhile contribution in rearranging the study’s
content, and a significant organizational change in the study was made in line with Expert 10’s
recommendation. Namely: When the study report was sent to the experts, there was a “Method”
section right after the “Introduction” section. In the “Method” section, the model development process
was briefly explained, and then the study’s content was organized under the main headings (“currently
the sub-headings”). Expert 10, on the other hand, suggested that it would be more appropriate to
organize the study’s content in line with the phases of the model development process. According to
Expert 10, “although they are explained in the ‘Method’ section briefly, the phases of the model
development process in Figure 1 can be included in the study’s main body as the main headings for the
reader to follow the process easier.” Therefore, organizing the study’s content according to the phases
defined in Figure 1 was carried out in line with Expert 10’s recommendation.

Thoughts about the Model Proposed in the Study

» o«

Experts generally considered the proposed model as “reasonable and comprehensive”, “useful and
applicable”, “well supported in terms of its theoretical basis”, and “a means to overcome the centralized
curriculum’s limitations”. They also evaluated it as a model that they could benefit from in the future.

For example:

* “From now on, | think | can use this model.” (Expert 2)
* “It is a model that | need as a researcher.” (Expert 7)

However, many experts (Expert 4, Expert 5, Expert 6, Expert 8, and Expert 9) emphasized that the
model should have a name. In line with this suggestion, it was thought that it would be appropriate to
name it as “Curriculum Development through Action Research Model (the CD-AR Model)” because it
deals with the practical curriculum problems via action research in a specific context.

Expert 5 also stated that it would be beneficial to clarify whether the proposed model is precisely an
“action research model” or a “curriculum development model”. Concerning this suggestion, Figure 3 has
been created.

Context
Action Common Curriculum
research e development

Recognizing and solving encountered problem
situations related to the practical curriculum

Figure 3. The Similarity between Action Research and Curriculum Development.

As emphasized in Figure 3, the proposed model is a “blended” model and includes both domains’
features. In other words, here, through “analogical reasoning” (Vosniadou & Ortony, 2009), a
relationship/similarity between two different domains (“action research” and “curriculum
development”) was established to comprehend the curriculum development phenomenon (“the target
domain”) from the perspective of action research (“the source domain”). This analogical relationship
was actualized based on both domains’ “common goal” (defined as “recognizing and solving
encountered problem situations related to the practical curriculum”). From this point of view, even
though a new action research model is designed at the third phase (“Phase 3: The Design Phase”), it is
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suggested as a curriculum development model in the study. Therefore, the model proposed in the study
should be viewed from this perspective. Also, the concept “context” in Figure 3 refers to the following
four different situations:

¢ A problem situation experienced only in one classroom,
¢ A problem situation experienced in several classes in a school,
¢ A problem situation experienced school-wide, or

e A common problem situation experienced by more than one school.
Opinions about the Limitations of the Study

The criticisms made by some experts were about the issues that, for some reason, could not be
addressed in the study and therefore constituted the study’s significant limitations. For example, Expert
3 considered designing the model based solely on the literature review as a significant limitation.
According to Expert 3, “If there was an ‘Implementation’ phase after the ‘Design’ phase and the
proposed model was also supported with the data obtained from practice, it would be more powerful.
Therefore, it may be useful to emphasize that the proposed model is a ‘draft’ and will be improved with
research results.” The issue expressed by Expert 3 constitutes one of the most critical limitations of the
model development process employed in this study. However, as also emphasized in the “Method:
Model Development Process” section, the study’s main aim was to develop a model based on an
analysis of the related literature. In reality, with an “Implementation” phase that will come right after
the “Feedback” phase, the model could have been transformed into an ideal structure through analyzing
the literature, obtaining expert opinions, and gathering research data. Therefore, it is essential to
emphasize that the proposed model is somehow a “draft” and needs to be supported by research data.
Another point to be noted here is that as each action research is carried out in a different context (with
different participants and focus areas), a different action research cycle specific to the context or
problem situation can also be involved. Thus, the model proposed in the study and those existing in the
literature should be viewed from this understanding.

In this category, another significant limitation raised by Expert 11 was that the study did not address
the issue of “how the proposed model could be applied in the Turkish context”. In this regard, Expert 11
posed very reasonable questions to all Turkish researchers working in the curriculum development field.
For example: “What kind of structuring do you suggest in schools? What kind of responsibilities should
the Ministry of Education and schools share regarding curriculum development?” Also, although the
idea that “teachers should involve in solving the local level curriculum problems through action
research” is worthwhile, “teachers lack knowledge and skills regarding both processes. So what do you
suggest?” Although the issues expressed by Expert 11 are considered quite reasonable and relevant,
given the study’s focus, it is beyond the study’s scope to provide a detailed discussion on these issues.
Therefore, it would be useful for future research to focus on such issues.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

In general, research is conceptualized as a systematic process to generate new knowledge or
understanding in a particular discipline. Each research method also offers a different perspective on
reality. The researcher’s stance exhibited by practitioners through action research functions as a
reflection of practical actions and experiences in “knowledge-creating schools” (Hargreaves, 1999).
According to Hargreaves, the knowledge-creating schools have the characteristics of (a) auditing the
existing professional working knowledge, (b) creating new professional knowledge, (c) validating the
created professional knowledge, and (d) sharing the validated professional knowledge. In this regard,
the proposed model can significantly contribute to schools’ knowledge-producing function since it
requires practitioners to take primary responsibility in solving the practical curriculum problems they
face in their daily lives.
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From the proposed model’s standpoint, the practical curriculum can best be improved through
action research. This perspective is based on the understanding that action research and curriculum
development processes have a similar function: to change or improve an educational situation or solve
an encountered educational problem. This situation also emphasizes that the curricularists (just like
action researchers) should physically be present in educational settings and mentally thoughtful of the
educational phenomena they observe. This understanding simply means that we must recognize,
understand, and solve the existing curriculum problems if we, as the curricularists, want to redesign the
future of education. This point is precisely where our action researcher identity comes into effect
because the problem-solving process must be conducted within a systematic and scientific
understanding. In this respect, the proposed model provides an essential perspective for the
curricularists in dealing with the practical curriculum problems.

Moreover, the proposed model’s context-based focus emphasizes the need to deal with the
curriculum issues from a context-specific perspective. This perspective is based on the idea that the
individuals responsible for implementing the curriculum should also take an active role in its
improvement. This perspective also serves to bridge the gap between “theory” and “practice” (Somekh,
1995). For example, Molstad (2015) examined curriculum studies in Norway and Finland, both of which
have similar sociocultural characteristics and national curricula but have different PISA rankings. While
Norway generally has an average level in PISA ranking, Finland occupies a relatively stable position at
the top of this ranking. Thus, although each country has a national (centralized) curriculum, Molstad
wondered what might cause this result. To this end, she interviewed eight top-level policymakers in
both countries and analyzed the current national curriculum documents. According to the findings,
while the Norwegian authorities expected teachers to transfer the national curriculum to their
classrooms, the Finnish authorities supported teachers to adapt the national curriculum to their school
or classroom conditions. In short, the Norwegian and Finnish teachers approached their national
curricula differently. While the Norwegian national curriculum was binding for teachers, the Finnish
national curriculum supported teachers’ autonomy. Whereas the Norwegian teachers perceived their
national curriculum only as a document to be implemented in their classrooms, the Finnish teachers felt
completely autonomous in adapting the national curriculum to their local conditions.

The value of the proposed model for practitioners cannot be unnoticed. In this respect, the following
few important points can be highlighted.

First, the proposed model can increase practitioners’ awareness of the curriculum and empower
them for change. For example, in a collaborative action research study by three science teachers and an
academician, Capobianco, Horowitz, Canuel-Browne and Trimarchi (2004) investigated the relationship
between student diversity (gender difference, low income, minority, or international student) and
academic success. They emphasized that action research empowers teachers to recognize the political,
practical, or personal problems regarding their practice and resolve them.

Second, the proposed model can strengthen cooperation between the practitioners. For instance, in
a study by Jaipal and Figg (2011), eight action research projects initiated by 32 elementary school
teachers in South Western Ontario, Canada, were examined. The authors identified the following three
action research approaches that promoted cooperation between the participating teachers:

e Action research projects conducted by teachers in a single school (i.e., a team of mathematics teachers
from one school),

e Action research projects about school-wide issues within one school (i.e., a team of teachers
investigating students’ sense of belonging in school), and

e Action research projects conducted by teachers within multiple schools (i.e., a team of science
teachers from different schools).

Third, the proposed model considers the practitioners to be the key actors in changing, improving, or
transforming schools. In this respect, they both criticize the practical curriculum and play an active role
in changing or improving it. This perspective moves the practitioners from the position of “researched
objects” to the state of “participants doing research and producing solutions” (inan, 2011; Kuzu, 2009).
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Indeed, action research rejects the distinction traditionally made between the “researcher” and
“researched” because, in action research, individuals affected by the problem become the chief
investigators of it and the primary practitioners of its solution. As Grundy (1994, p. 28) also stated
powerfully:

“Traditional curriculum development approaches follow a sequence whereby policy or curriculum
directives are developed in one site by experts of one sort or another and implemented at the
practice level. Such a model of educational change privileges the researcher, developer, or
policymaker and relegates the practitioner to the technical role of carrying out plans developed
elsewhere. Action research challenges this separation.”

Fourth, the proposed model can be used as an effective tool for ensuring practitioners’ professional
development. It is even claimed in the literature that action research and professional development
processes are synonymous (Banegas, 2019; Capobianco & Joyal, 2008). In this respect, action research
offers educators significant opportunities in different positions (general education, special education,
elementary education, or secondary education) to socialize professionally and learn from one another
(Schoen, 2007). Also, through discussion, decision, action, evaluation, and reflection carried out during
the problem-solving process, the profession becomes more meaningful, and the professional alienation
decreases. As Calhoun (2002, p. 18) also noted:

“Action research is a continual disciplined inquiry conducted to inform and improve our practice as
educators. Action research asks educators to study their practice and its context, explore the
research base for ideas, compare what they find to their current practice, participate in training to
support needed changes, and study the effects on themselves and their students and colleagues. ...
My experience with action research has convinced me of its potential to transform professional
development.”

On the other hand, the centralized curriculum development approach is still widespread in Turkey
(Bimen, 2006; Yiiksel, 1998, 2004). In this regard, it is suggested that all curricula should be developed
at the central level (as guides) and at the local level to meet both the country’s and local schools’ needs.
Today, examples can be given from many countries for the practices that reflect this idea. For instance,
in the report “The National Curriculum in England: Framework Document” (Department of Education,
2014), although the core courses that students should take during their compulsory education period
are defined, it is also emphasized that the British national curriculum constitutes only a part of the
learning experiences that each school offers to its students and that schools are free to add other
subjects or topics they choose to create their curricula.

To conclude, each curriculum (whether designed at the national or local level) is implemented by
teachers and may require some adaptations, improvements, or changes during its practice (Kaya, Cetin,
& Yildinnm, 2012; Shawer, 2010; Yazicilar & Bimen, 2019). For example, some teachers prefer to follow
different textbooks or student workbooks in the teaching-learning process instead of the existing
curriculum guideline. Hence, such texts become more influential than the curriculum itself. In other
cases, teachers find the curriculum content inadequate (or lacking some essential topics) and make
additions. Still, in some different situations, teachers feel compelled to design new materials or activities
in the classroom due to the contextual variables and student characteristics.

In this regard, the model proposed in this study can guide practitioners in their efforts to improve
the practical curriculum. In this respect, it is imperative that practitioners working in different
educational levels, institutions, or discipline areas apply the proposed model in different problem
situations and share their results through various platforms. Notably, teachers as practitioners may
employ the proposed model in solving the practical curriculum problems they encounter, for it will
enable them to address these problems more systematically and scientifically. From this point of view,
teachers must be equipped with the knowledge and skills in action research, also defined as “teacher
research” (Kokli, 2001; Mills, 2011) or “classroom action research” (Niemi, 2019) in the literature,
beginning from the pre-service teacher education. It is essential that teachers feel autonomous and
competent to improve the practical curriculum’s shortcomings.

322



Ahmet SABAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 299-354

Turkish Version

Girig

Egitim programi alaninin 1918 yilinda bir bilim dali olarak belirmesinden itibaren bircok nemli
déniim noktasina tanik oldugu disiiniilmektedir. Ornegin, 1970’li yillarda egitim programcilarinin
modern paradigma ile iliskilendirilen uygulamalari acilen terk etmeleri ve post-modern paradigma ile
uyumlu bir egitim programi perspektifi benimsemeleri icin &nemli bir cagri yapilmistir. Ozellikle Bobbitt,
Tyler ve Taba’nin program gelistirme dislinceleri ile iliskilendirilen modern paradigmanin birgcok
elestirmeni (Eisner, 1984; Huebner, 1976; Kliebard, 1970, 1995; Pinar, 1999; Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, &
Taubman, 1995; Reid, 1979), bize geg¢misimizin izlerini silerek bu paradigmanin Gtesine ge¢memiz
gerektigini dgiitlemistir. Ornegin, Pinar vd. (1995) geleneksel program gelistirme déneminin ne yazik ki
artik coktan gegmis oldugunu, egitim programinin en iyi nasil gelistirilecegi fikrinin 1918’de (Bobbitt’in
“Egitim Programi” adl kitabi ile) dogup 1969’da (Schwab’in egitim programi alaninin can cekismekte
oldugunu ilan ettigi “Pratik: Egitim Programi icin bir Dil” baslikh makalesi ile) son buldugunu ve hedefler,
tasarim, uygulama veya degerlendirme gibi geleneksel program gelistirme dusiincesi ile iliskili diger
kavramlarin da artik dikkate alinmadiginiileri siirmustar.

Kendilerini “yeniden kavramsallastirmacilar” olarak adlandiran bu elestirmenlerin gbéze carpan Ug
ozellik sergiledigi ifade edilmistir (Jackson, 1980, 1992; Pinar, 1994, 1999; Pinar et al., 1995): (1) Tyler'in
program gelistirme modelinden hosnutsuzluk duymak, (2) egitim programi olgusunu (psikanalisttik
yaklasim, otobiyografi, yorumlamaci yaklasim, post-yapisalcilik, varolusculuk veya fenomenoloji gibi)
coklu perspektiflerin 1s18inda anlamaya calismak ve (3) slregelen politik veya toplumsal (kiltdr, cinsiyet,
irk, tarih, etik, estetik veya dini yonelim gibi) konulara derinden ilgi/alaka géstermek. Geleneksel
program gelistirme dénemi ayni zamanda kuramsal ve tarihsel bir temelden yoksun olmakla ve konu
alani uzmanlarinin, ders kitabi yayincilarinin veya merkezdeki politikacilarin etkisinde olmakla
elestirilmistir (Apple, 1983, 1985; Kliebard, 1970, 1995; Reid, 1979).

Kisaca, yeniden kavramsallastirmacilar program gelistirme yerine egitim programi olgusunun farkh
kuramsal veya yontemsel perspektiflerden anlasilmasi Gzerine odaklanmislardir. Ayrica, “program
gelistirme” yerine “egitim programi” kavramini ve “program gelistirme uzmani” yerine de “egitim
programcisi” tanimlamasini benimsemislerdir. Pinar ve digerlerinin (1995, s. 6) de ifade ettigi gibi, egitim
programi alani “artik gelistirme ile mesgul degildir ... buglin bu alan anlama ile mesguldir.” Bu ifade ile
kastedilen ise egitim programcilarinin artik egitim programini iyilestirme ile hi¢ mesgul olmayacaklari
degil, fakat geleneksel program gelistirme dislincesinin son buldugunun ilan edilmesidir.

Diger taraftan, alanyazinda yeniden kavramsallastirmaci bir durus olarak nitelendirilebilecek tek bir
gorlis veya yaklasim yoktur. Ayrica, Tyler'in program gelistirme modelini elestirmek yerine, bazi
egitimciler (Hlebowitsh, 1999, 2005; Hunkins & Hammill, 1994; Wraga, 2017) onun aslinda kendi
zamaninin mevcut paradigmasina gére uygun davrandigini vurgulamistir. Onlara goére, eger Tyler'in
ortaya koydugu modelin 6tesine ge¢mek istiyorsak, dncelikle onun egitim programi alanina sundugu
katkinin farkinda olmamiz ve bu katkisi icin de ona minnettar olmamiz gerekmektedir. Ayrica, Tyler'in
fikirleri olmadan su anda yeni bir paradigmanin esasini tartisamiyor olacagimizin da bilincinde olmamiz
onemlidir. Ek olarak, Bobbitt, Tyler ve Taba’nin program gelistirme dusincelerinin ve bu dislincelere
iliskin yeniden kavramsallastirmacilar tarafindan yapilan elestirilerin daha iyi anlasilabilmesi icin modern
ve post-modern paradigmalarin temel varsayimlarinin analiz edilmesinde fayda vardir. Ancak bu sayede,
bir paradigmayi desteklemenin sonuglari hakkinda c¢ok fazla endiselenmeden program gelistirmenin
pratikte en iyi nasil basarilabilecegine dair yeni bir diyalog baslatilabilir (Hlebowitsh, 2010).

Pinar ve digerlerine (1995, s. 12) gore, “paradigma” kavrami ile ¢ogunlukla “arastirmalarin ne yonde
yapilmasi gerektigi, mesru bilgiyi neyin olusturdugu veya belli bir disiplin alani igin kimin kabul edilebilir
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bir otorite oldugu gibi konularda fikir veren genel bir perspektif ya da zihniyet” kastedilmektedir. Bu
yonuyle modernlik, cagdashkla es anlamh degildir. Nitekim 18. yizyildaki sanayi devrimi ile baslatilan
modern paradigma, pozitivist distincenin temel ilkelerini benimsemistir (Hunkins & Hammill, 1994).
Modern paradigmanin en ayirt edici 6zelligi ise onun dislince ve eylemleri “mekanik”, “nesnel” ve
“kesin” olarak gérme egilimidir. Modern paradigmanin temel varsayimlari sunlardir (Pinar et al., 1995):

e Ayni kosullarda bulunan insanlar ayni deneyimlere sahiptir.
® Cogunlugun gorisu gercegi belirler.

* Bireysel bakis agilarindan ziyade genelleme 6nemlidir.

* insanlar amaca ulasmada arag olarak kullanilabilir.

* Nesnellik miimkindir ve ayni zamanda da normdur.

Post-modern paradigma ise evrenin mekanik bir bicimde isledigi gérisini reddetmektedir. Bunun
yerine, gercekligin veya olgularin “karmasikligina”, “dinamikligine” ve “tahmin edilemezligine” dikkat
cekmektedir. Post-modern paradigma su varsayimlari temel almaktadir (Barrow, 1999):

e Diinya hakkinda buyiik gercekler yoktur, sadece diinyaya bakmanin farkli yollari vardir.

e Tarafsiz bilgi diye bir sey yoktur; her bilgi kisisel goriis veya anlatilara dayalidir.

e Anlam, deger ve gercek gibi kavramlar baglam temelli olgulardir.

¢ Diislincelerimiz bagimsiz degildir, aksine sahip oldugumuz inang sistemlerinin birer pargasidir.
* inang sistemlerimiz ise kullandigimiz dillerin birer Griiniidiir ve sonsuz cesitlilikte olabilir.

* Anlagmazliklarimiz, tamamen farkli inang sistemlerimizle ilgili bir durumdur.

Modern ve post-modern paradigmalar baglaminda yasanan en énemli ¢atisma alanlarindan birisi,
“mesru bilginin nasil Uretilecegi” sorusu ile ilgili olmustur. Ornegin, modern paradigma nicel
arastirmanin egitimde yaygin olarak kullanilmasi ile iliskilendirilirken, post-modern paradigma ise nitel
arastirmanin baskin olmasiyla karakterize edilmistir. Ayrica, belli bir baglamdaki egitim programini
anlamanin ve iyilestirmenin bir yolu olarak degerlendirilen “eylem arastirmasi” lizerine 6zel bir vurgu
yapilmistir (Clandinin & Connelly, 1992; Jackson, 1992). Carson’un (1990, s. 167) da belirttigi gibi: “Farkli
turlerine ragmen, bitin eylem arastirmalarinin ortak bir amaci vardir: belli baglamlarda somut
degisimlere neden olurken ayni zamanda anlayislarimizi gelistirebilecegimiz inanc1.”

GlnUmuzde ise egitim programi alaninin birbirinden farkli iki ¢agriya taniklik ettigi ve bu iki ¢agri
bakimindan da bir donim noktasinda oldugu dislinilmektedir: (1) “daha merkezi veya
standartlastiriimis bir egitim programi ¢agrisi” ve (2) “daha yerel veya baglama 6zgi bir egitim programi
cagrisi”. Her iki cagrinin da diinya genelindeki egitimciler tarafindan desteklenen veya elestirilen mesru
temelleri olduguna inanilmaktadir. Ayni zamanda, “birinci ¢agrinin” egitim programi olgusuna daha
“politik” bir kaygidan yaklastigi, “ikinci ¢agrinin” ise onu daha “pratik” bir bakis acisiyla ele aldig
diistinilmektedir. Ornegin, Apple’a (1993, s. 222) gére, bir toplumdaki gii¢ yapisi, “egitim programinin,
6gretim slirecinin ve degerlendirmenin tam kalbine niifuz etmektedir.” Dolayisiyla, “neyin bilgi olarak
sayllacagl, onun nasil dizenlenecegi, onu 6gretmek icin kimin yetkilendirilecegi, onun 6grenilmis
oldugunun nasil sergilenecegi” ve daha da 6nemlisi “tim bu sorulari kimin sormasina ve yanitlamasina
izin verilecegi” gibi hususlar blyuk ol¢ide bir toplumdaki “hakimiyet ve itaatin nasil yeniden uretilip
degistirildiginin” bir yansimasi niteligindedir.

Kisaca, “ilk ¢agrinin” taraftarlari egitim programi iceriginin ulusal baglamda kavramsallastiriimasi
gerektigini savunmaktadirlar (Karseth & Sivesind, 2010). Onlara gore, “bilgi toplumunda ihtiya¢ duyulan
21. ylzyil yeterlikleri, 6grenmenin genel mantigi ve amaclari olarak distintlebilir” (Voogt & Roblin, 2012,
s. 301). Bu yoniyle egitim programi, daha ¢ok “politik bir metin” (“resmi egitim programinin kontrol
edildigi bir arag¢”) haline gelmektedir. Bu yaklasim, ayni zamanda, “resmi” ve “gercek” (uygulanan) egitim
programlari arasinda dogrusal bir iliski oldugunu da varsaymaktadir. Diger taraftan, mevcut alanyazin
ulusal diizeyde standartlastiriimis bir egitim programinin “6gretmenler tarafindan sirekli olarak
uyarlanmasi ve donustirialmesi” nedeniyle siniflara dogrudan tasinmadigini gostermektedir (Mathou,
2008, s. 790). Voogt ve Roblin’in (2012, s. 301) de ifade ettigi gibi, “21. ytzyil yeterliklerinin savunuculari
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tarafindan dile getirilen bilgi toplumunun ihtiyaglari ile bu yeterliklerin ulusal [resmi] ve okul [gercek]
egitim programlarinda ele alinma bigimleri arasinda bir uyusmazlik” vardir. Bu nedenle, “ilk ¢agriy1”
yapan egitimciler beklenen 6grenme ciktilarinin elde edilip edilmedigini belirlemek igin okullarda
standartlastiriimis testlerin giinden giine daha fazla yapilmasini da 6nermektedirler. Ancak, alanyazinda
ogretmenlerin sinif-ici uygulamalarinin standartlastirilmis testlerle ne kadar ¢ok kontrol edilmeye
cahsilirsa, okullarda “test icin Ogretim” tlrlindeki uygulamalara da o oranda tanik olunacagi
vurgulanmaktadir (Au, 2011; Tanner, 2013).

“ikinci cagirinin” taraftarlari ise (Connelly, 2013; Deng, 2013, 2018; Westbury, 2013; Wraga &
Hlebowitsh, 2003) esas olarak egitim programi alaninin ait oldugu yere geri dondirilmesi gerektigini
savunmaktadirlar. Bu egitimciler yeniden kavramsallastirmacilari derinden elestirerek, onlarin aslinda
hem Tyler'in hem de Schwab’in diisiincelerini yanhs yorumladigini ve egitim programi alani igin pratik
¢6zimler sunmak bir yana, daha da fazla kafa karisikligina neden oldugunu ileri siirmektedirler. Bu
egitimciler, yeniden kavramsallastirma hareketini, egitim programi alanini okullarin ve siniflarin
gercekliginden koparmasi ve egitim uygulamalarini iyilestirmek icin mantiksal bir ¢erceve sunmadaki
basarisizligi bakimlarindan elestirmektedirler. Hatta bazilari, egitim programi alaninin su anda her
zamankinden daha fazla bir “kimlik sorunu” yasamakta oldugunu ifade etmektedir.

Ornegin, 1970’lerden itibaren yeniden kavramsallastirma hareketi 1s1ginda gelisen egitim programi
alaninin mevcut durumunu analiz eden Deng (2018), bu alanin su anda ciddi bir kriz iginde oldugunu ileri
sirmistir. Deng’e gore, yeniden kavramsallastirma hareketi, egitim programinin sadece farkh kuramsal
bakis agilarindan anlasilmasini vurgulamasi ve onun pratik boyutunu bilingli bir bicimde gérmezden
gelmesi dolayisiyla, giincel egitim programi galismalarinin egitim programinin 6ziinden uzaklasmasina
neden olmustur. Hlebowitsh’in (2012, s. 9) de vurguladigi gibi:

“[Bugiin] egitim programi alani okul insanlarinin hayatlarindan soyutlanmis durumdadir. ... Bugin
egitim programi alaninda kuram, pratige hakimdir; okullar hakkinda fikir Gretmek onlarla gergek
iliskiler kurmanin 6nline gegmistir ve akademiyi muhatap almak uygulayicilara hitap etmekten daha
degerli hale gelmistir.”

Dolayisiyla, egitim programi alaninin giincel durumuna iliskin gelinen noktada temel soru sudur:
Acaba egitim programi alani, bir taraftan geleneksel program gelistirme anlayisinin dogasinda bulunan
sorunlarin Gstesinden gelebilmek ve diger taraftan da egitim uygulamalarini iyilestirmeye odaklanmak
icin kendi 6zline nasil tekrar geri déndirilebilir? iste bu calisma da bu ihtiyaca (soruya) dayali olarak bir
oneri niteliginde gergeklestirilmistir. “Eylem arastirmasi” ile “program gelistirme” siiregleri arasinda
benzerliklerin bulundugu distincesinden hareketle gergeklestirilen bu ¢alismada, uygulayicilarin
ylrirlikte olan egitim programini anlamak ve iyilestirmek amaciyla kullanabilecekleri bir modelin
gelistiriimesi amaclanmistir. Boylelikle uygulayicilara, egitim programina ait baglama 6zgl beliren
sorunlarin ¢6ziimiinde ise kosabilecekleri sistematik ve bilimsel bir yaklasim sunulmasi hedeflenmistir.
Bu calisma ile ayrica egitim programi alaninin yeniden kavramsallastiriilmasina katki saglanacagi
distntlmustir. Burnaford, Bean ve Brodhagen’in (1994, s. 7) de gliclu bir bicimde ifade ettigi gibi:

“Eylem arastirmasini, egitim programina yapilan bir miidahaleden ziyade egitim programinin kendisi
olarak gérmek, tanimda bir degisiklige gitmek anlamina gelmektedir. Boyle bir egitim programi da
ogretmen ve Ogrenciler tekrar tekrar denedikge, test ettikce, eylemde bulunduk¢a, yansitma
yaptikca, aktif olmaya devam edecektir.”

Yontem: Model Gelistirme Siireci

Egitimde model gelistirme fikri, Borg’'un (1987) “Egitimde Ar-Ge Sireci: Bazi Ongoriiler” baslikli
calismasina dayanmaktadir. Bu kapsamda Halloun (2007), modellerin iki farkli yaklasimla
gelistirilebilecegini ifade etmektedir: (1) “bir arastirma siirecinde elde edilen verilerin yorumlanmasi
sonucunda” ya da (2) “alanyazindaki kuramsal fikirlerin elestirel bir bicimde analiz edilmesi ve
sentezlenmesi araciligiyla”. Lambirth vd. (2019) tarafindan gergeklestirilen galisma, birinci yaklagima
ornek olarak verilebilir. S6z konusu bu ¢alismada Lambirth vd., dort yillik bir sire¢ zarfinda 150’den fazla
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ilkogretim ve ortadgretim 6gretmeninin katildig1 bir mesleki gelisim dersi kapsaminda gelistirilen bir
eylem arastirmasi modelini tanitmistir. Model, 28 6gretmenle derinlemesine yapilan gériismeler, proje
raporlarinin incelenmesi ve proje danismanlarinin goézlem notlar aracihgiyla toplanan verilere
dayandirilmistir. Modele gore, 6gretmen-denetimli eylem arastirmasinin asamalari ve her asamada
dikkate alinmasi gereken bazi hususlar sunlardir: (1) “eylem alanini tanimlama” (mesleki endiseler, odak
alani), (2) “planlama” (arastirma becerileri, elestirel disiinme), (3) “eylem” (baglamsal gig iliskileri, etik
farkindalik), (4) “degerlendirme” (akran degerlendirmesi, pratik ¢ikarimlar) ve (5) “yansitma” (déndsiim,
strekli degisim).

Bu c¢alismada ise Halloun’un (2007) ikinci yaklasimi kullanilmistir. Calismada, giincel alanyazinin
incelemesi ve uzman gorislerinin sorgulanmasina dayali bes evreden olusan bir model gelistirme siireci
uygulanmistir. Sekil 1, bu calismada uygulanan model gelistirme siirecini gérsellestirmektedir.

Esinlenme
Evresi

Geribildirim Kesfetme
Evresi Evresi

Yansitma Tasarim
Evresi Evresi

Sekil 1. Model Gelistirme Siireci.

Dolayisiyla, bu ¢alismanin icerigi Sekil 1’de tanimlanan evreler temel alinarak organize edilmistir. Bu
evreler sunlardir: (1) “esinlenme”, (2) “kesfetme”, (3) “tasarim”, (4) “yansitma” ve (5) “geribildirim”.
ilerleyen béliimlerde, bu evrelerin her biri ayri bir baslik altinda sirasiyla ve kapsamli bir bicimde ele
alinmaktadir. Burada kisaca ifade etmek gerekirse:

Birinci evre (esinlenme evresi) model gelistirme dusiincesinin dogusunu ve arastirmacinin egitim
programi olgusuna bakis acisini sunmaktadir.

‘s ” o« ” o u

ikinci evre (kesfetme evresi) “egitim programi”, “program gelistirme”, “eylem arastirmasi” ve “eylem
arastirmasi araciligiyla program gelistirme” olgularina iliskin kapsamli bir analiz yapmaktadir.

Ucilincli evre (tasarim evresi) calismada ©nerilen modeli ve bu modelin temel &zelliklerini
tanitmaktadir.

Dordiinci evre (yansitma evresi) onerilen modelin program gelistirme agisindan sonuglarini
tartismaktadir.

ikinci, Uglincli ve dérdiincii evreler, alanyazinin siirekli bir bicimde incelenmesini, hem eylem
arastirmasi hem de program gelistirme sireglerine iliskin 6nemli miktarda kitap ve makalenin
okunmasini/yeniden okunmasini ve ok miktarda diistinmeyi ve yansitma yapmay gerektirmistir.
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Besinci evre (geribildirim evresi) ise ¢alismada uygulanan model gelistirme sirecine iliskin uzman
goriglerini sorgulamakta ve elde edilen geribildirimler dogrultusunda da yapilan degisiklikleri ele
almaktadir.

Evre 1: Esinlenme Evresi

Model gelistirme fikrinin esin kaynagi, arastirmacinin 09-12 Ekim 2019 tarihleri arasinda Ankara
Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi ev sahipliginde “Egitim Programlari Baglaminda Gelecegi Yeniden
Tasarlamak” temasi ile diizenlenen “7. Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Kongresine (EPOK-
2019)” panelist olarak davet edildigi zamana kadar uzanmaktadir. Organizasyon komitesi tarafindan
kongrenin “Gegmisten Gelecege Egitimde Program Gelistirme Calismalar” baslikli panelde bir konusma
yapmasi istendiginde, arastirmaci su sorulari glindeme getirmistir:

* Acaba eylem arastirmasi bir program gelistirme modeli olarak disinilebilir mi?

® Program gelistirme silrecinin daha iyi anlasilmasi bakimindan eylem arastirmasinin nasil bir katkisi
olabilir?

e Eylem arastirmasi, program gelistirmenin hangi dizeyde (merkezi veya yerel) gergeklestirilmesini
ongodrmektedir?

e Eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla program gelistirme diisiincesi, modern ve post-modern paradigmalara
iliskin sliregelen tartismalar baglaminda nasil bir konuma sahiptir?

e Uygulayicilar ayni zamanda birer eylem arastirmacisi midir? Olmal midir? Neden?
e Eylem arastirmasinin uygulayicilar agisindan dogurgulari nelerdir?

Alanyazinda, bu tarz sorgulama pratiginin ayni zamanda bir 6z-yansitma araci olarak da
kullanilabilecegi ifade edilmektedir. Ornegin, Pinar vd. (1995) teorik veya pratik olup olmadigina
bakilmaksizin, cagdas egitim programi calismalarinin “6z-yansitma”, “kendini anlama” ve “bireysel
deneyimleri yorumlama” gibi 6zellikleri icermesi gerektigini savunmaktadir. Bu baglamda, Heikkinen,
Huttunen ve Syrjala (2007) eylem arastirmasi g¢alismalarinin genellikle arastirmacilarin siiregelen
deneyimleri baglaminda sekillenen “anlatilar” oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Benzer sekilde, Brydon-Miller,
Greenwood ve Maguire (2003, s. 12) egitimcilerden yuruttikleri eylem arastirmalarina iliskin asagidaki
sorular baglaminda bir 6z-yansitma yapmalarini dnermektedir:

“Neden eylem arastirmasi yapmay! sectiniz? Sizi bu arastirma yaklasimini kullanmaya iten sebep
nedir? Bu arastirma vyaklasimini kullanmaya devam etmenizi saglayan gerek¢e nedir? Eylem
arastirmasini uygulama gerekgenizi gosteren o6zel bir hikdyeniz var midir? Hangi degerlerinizin,
deneyimlerinizin veya kisisel 6zelliklerinizin eylem arastirmasina adanmishiginizi etkiledigini ve onu
uygulama bigiminizi sekillendirdigini diisinlyorsunuz?”

Bu perspektiften bakildiginda, “Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim” alaninda calisan bir dgretmen
egitimcisi olarak arastirmacinin eylem arastirmasina yaklasimi, bu arastirma tirinidn 6gretmenler
tarafindan pratikteki egitim programini anlamada ve iyilestirmede bir vasita olarak kullanilabilecegi
inancina dayanmaktadir. Kincheloe’nun (2016, p. 611) sézciikleriyle ifade etmek gerekirse:

“Ogretmenleri, dgrencilerinin dgrenme ihtiyaclarini karsilayan ve kendi bilgilerini tireten 6z-denetimli
profesyoneller olarak tahayyiill ediyorum. ... Ogretmenlerin 6z-denetimli profesyoneller olma
cabalarinin en 6nemli boyutunu ise onlarin program gelistiriciler olarak faaliyet gostermeleri
olusturmaktadir.”

Dolayisiyla, eylem arastirmasi bakis agisiyla degerlendirildiginde, 6gretmenler uzmanlar tarafindan
gelistirilen egitim programinin sadece aktaricilari degildir. Aksine, siniftaki 6grencileriyle ortaklasa sahip
olduklari eylemleri, etkilesimleri ve deneyimleri araciligiyla onu yeniden insa etmektedirler. Kisaca, bu
arastirma tirinde, egitim programinin kaynagl ve otoritesi uzmanlara degil, 6gretmenlere ait
olmaktadir.
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Evre 2: Kesfetme Evresi

“,

Bu evrede, “egitim programi”, “program gelistirme”, “eylem arastirmasi” ve “eylem arasgtirmasi
araciliglyla program gelistirme” olgulari derinlemesine analiz edilmistir. Bu sayede, 6nerilen modele
iliskin gliclii bir kuramsal temelin olusturulmasi amaglanmigtir.

Egitim Programi Olgusunu Anlamak

Etimolojik kdken bakimindan, “egitim programi” kavrami Latincede “yaris pisti” veya “kosu yolu”
anlamina gelmektedir (Jackson, 1992). Glinlimiizde ise bu kavram ile genel olarak hem universitelerde
bir “uzmanlik alani” hem de uygulayicilar (okul galisanlari) icin bir “uygulama alani” kastedilmektedir
(Ornstein, 1987). Bununla birlikte, egitim programi kavraminin tam olarak ne anlama geldigine dair
egitimciler arasinda ¢ok fazla tartisma ve yanhs anlamalar bulunmaktadir. Rogan ve Luckowski (1990),
egitim programi alanina iliskin ders kitaplarini inceledikten sonra, bu alanin parga par¢a oldugunu ve
neyi kapsamasi gerektigi konusunda egitimciler arasinda bir fikir birliginin olmadigini vurgulamistir.

Ornegin, Beauchamp (1972, s. 18) egitim programini “6gretimin planlamasi amaciyla bir ¢ikis noktasi
olarak kullaniimak Gzere tasarlanmis bir dokiiman” biciminde tanimlamistir. Bu tanim, egitim programini
bir siregten ¢ok bir trtin olarak siniflandirmakta, onu 6gretim strecinden farkl bir olgu olarak gérmekte
ve onun 6gretim siirecinden dnce geldigini bildirmektedir. Fakat Beauchamp’in tanimi ile ilgili en blyuk
sorun, onun bir tanimdan ¢ok bir betimleme olmasidir. Posner’in (1973/1974, s. 58) da acikladig gibi:

“Bu ifadenin bir tanim olarak degerlendiriliememesinin en temel nedeni, bir egitim programinin
neyden olustugunu agiklayamamasidir. Beauchamp, egitim programinin bir dokiiman oldugunu ifade
etmektedir, ancak bu dokimani olusturan seyin ne oldugu ile ilgili herhangi bir agiklama
sunmamaktadir. Benzer sekilde, taniminin ikinci kisminda vurguladigi ifade ... dokiimani neyin
olusturdugunu degil, onun daha ¢ok hangi islevi yerine getirecegini betimlemektedir.”

Alanyazinda, egitim programi hakkinda gesitli tanimlar yapilmig ve bu durum bu kavram hakkinda gok
fazla kafa karisikigina neden olmustur. Ornegin, Rule (1973) egitim programi ile ilgili 119 farkli tanim
belirlemistir. Portelli (1987) ise egitim programina iliskin o ana dek alanyazinda yapilan tanimlar
asagidaki Ug temel kategori altinda siniflandirmistir: (1) “igerik olarak egitim programi”, (2) “plan olarak
egitim programi” ve (3) “yasanti olarak egitim programi”. “icerik olarak egitim programi” okullarda
(matematik, fen bilgisi, tarih gibi) dersler vasitasiyla 6grencilere 6gretilmesi gereken bilgileri
tanimlarken, “plan olarak egitim programi” da 6gretme veya 6grenme amacli egitimsel faaliyetler igin
hazirlanan bir taslak ya da yazili bir dokiiman olarak kavramsallastiriimaktadir. Egitim programini
O6gretmenler tarafindan takip edilmesi gereken somut bir dokiiman (bir ders kitabi, bir kilavuz) olarak
goren bu iki tanim, bu kavramin en geleneksel anlamlarini temsil etmektedir. Bu tanimlar, ayrica, egitim
programi ile 6gretim sireci arasinda net bir ayrim yaparak, onlari iki farkli olgu olarak ele almakta ve
egitim programini da 6gretim siirecinden dnceye yerlestirmektedir.

“Yasanti olarak egitim programi” ise 06grencilerin planh ya da ortik bir bicimde okullarin
rehberliginde edindigi 6grenme deneyimlerinin toplamini temsil etmektedir. ilerlemeci ve insancil
goriiste olan egitimciler cogunlukla bu egitim programi anlayisini kucaklamislardir. Ancak, bu tanimin
egitim programindan c¢ok Ogretim sirecine atifta bulundugu ve dolayisiyla da egitim programinin
ogretim sirecini de kapsadigini disiindiirmektedir (Johnson, 1981). Bu durum, ayni zamanda egitim
programi ile 6gretim sireci arasindaki zamansal iliski hakkinda merak uyandirmaktadir. Gergekte, egitim
programinin ne olduguna iliskin kafa karisikliginin, onun 6gretim siirecini de kapsayip kapsamadigina dair
bir tartismaya veya anlasmazliga dayanmaktadir (Egan, 1978). Ornegin: Egitim programi, &gretim
slirecinden 6nce mi gelmelidir, onunla es zamanli mi ele alinmalidir, yoksa onun bir sonu¢ raporu
niteliginde mi olmalidir?

Bu baglamda Oliva (1982), oldukga kapsamli ve aydinlatici bir analiz sunmaktadir. Ona gore, egitim
programi ve Ogretim slreci arasinda dort farkli iliskiden s6z edilebilir: (a) “birbirinden bagimsiz”, (b)
“birbirine kenetli”, (c) “birbirini kusatan” ve (d) “déngiisel”. Kisaca, “birbirinden bagimsiz yaklasim”
egitim programi ile 6gretim sirecini birbirinden bagimsiz iki farkh olgu olarak gérmekte ve bu ikisi
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arasinda herhangi bir iliskinin olmadigini bildirmektedir. “Birbirine kenetli yaklasim” egitim programi ile
Ogretim slreci arasinda her ikisinin de 6nem derecesinin ayni oldugu (birbirlerine Ustinliiklerinin
olmadigl) fakat birbirlerine bagimli olduklari bir iliski tanimlamaktadir. Bu yaklasima gore, egitim
programi ile 6gretim surecinin birbirinden ayri iki olgu olarak goriilmesi her ikisine de zarar verebilir.
“Birbirini kusatan yaklasim” ise egitim programi ile 6gretim sirecini, birinin digerini kusattig ic-ice
gecmis iki olgu olarak gormektedir. Bu yaklasima goére, egitim programi ya Ogretim slrecini de
kusatmaktadir ya da onun ayrilmaz bir pargasi olmaktadir. Son olarak, “dongisel yaklasim” egitim
programi ile 6gretim sireci arasindaki geribildirimin énemini vurgulamaktadir. Her ne kadar bu yaklasim
bu ikisini farkli olgular olarak gorse de, 6gretim sureci ile ilgili kararlarin egitim programi ile ilgili
kararlardan sonra alinmasi gerektigini ve egitim programi ile ilgili kararlarin da 6gretim sureci ile ilgili
kararlarin uygulanmasindan sonra verilmesi gerektigini ima etmektedir. Bu yaklasima gore, iki olgu
arasindaki iliski sireklidir, dongiiseldir ve asla sonlanmaz.

Bu durumda, egitim programi ile 6gretim sirecinin hem birbirinden bagimsiz hem de birbirine
bagimli iki farkh olgu oldugu ve birbirlerinden ayri olarak islev géremeyecekleri sdylenebilir. Ayrica,
o6gretmenler agisindan bakildiginda, nihai hedefler olarak tanimlanan egitim programi ile bu hedeflere
ulasmada arag olarak islev géren 6gretim siireci arasindaki ayrim biiyik olgiide yersizdir, ¢linkii Clandinin
ve Connelly’in (1992, p. 365) de ifade ettigi gibi:

“Ogretmenler ve dgrenciler egitim programini yasamaktadirlar; égretmenler egitim programini ve
hedefleri aktarmaz, uygulamaz veya 6gretmezler; onlar ve 6grencileri eylemlerinde ders kitaplari ve
icerik, 6gretim yontemleri ve amaglar ile sekillenen bir egitim programi ile de ilerlemezler. Amaglar,
hedefler ve Ogretim materyalleri egitim programinin 6nemli bir parcasini olustursa da egitim
programi, 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin zaman igindeki yasamlarinin bir birikimi niteligindedir.”

Ancak okuyucunun zihni, “planlanan egitim programi” ile “planlanmamis egitim programi” arasindaki
ayirimi vurgulamak igin alanyazinda 6ne sirilen diger birgok tanimla birlikte daha da bulanik hale
gelebilmektedir. Ornegin, egitimde amacglanmayan dgrenme ciktilarini betimlemek amaciyla “6rtiik
egitim programi” (Jackson, 1968), “yazilmamis egitim programi” (Dreeben, 1976) ve “islenmemis egitim
programi” (Overly, 1970) gibi kavramsallastirmalar da bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, okullarda neyin
ogretilmedigi ya da eksik oldugu fikrini kastetmek amaciyla “sifir egitim programi” (Eisner, 1985) ve okul
disinda gerceklestirilen 6grenme faaliyetlerini kastetmek amaciyla da “okul-disi egitim programi”
(Schubert, 1981) gibi tanimlamalar da vardir. Bu yoniyle “6rtiilk egitim programi”, hem resmi egitim
programinda yer alan ideolojik ve bilingalti mesajlarin hem de resmi egitim programinda ele alinmayan
olgularin bir yansimasi niteliginde oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Jackson, 1992; Yiiksel, 2002).

Program Gelistirme Olgusunu Anlamak

Tipki “egitim programi” kavrami gibi, “program gelistirme” ifadesi de ayni anda bir¢ok olguyu ima
etmesi bakimindan tanimlanmasi glic ve kendi icinde celiskili bir kavram olarak degerlendirilmektedir.
Ornegin, program gelistirme ile asagidakiler ima edilebilmektedir:

 Onceden tasarlanmis bir paket programin var oldugu,

* Bu paket programin hélihazirda uygulanmis oldugu,

¢ Bu uygulama esnasinda iyilestiriimesi gereken bazi aksakliklarin belirlenmis oldugu,

o Bu aksakliklar igin bir iyilestirme siirecinin gergeklestirilmesi gerektigi ve

¢ Bu iyilestirme gabalarinin neticesinde de ideal bir egitim programinin ortaya gikacagi.

Gercgek hayatta ise bu olgularin bu sekilde keskin sinirlarla birbirinden ayirilmasi veya ardisik olarak
meydana geldiklerinin gézlenmesi oldukga zordur. Clinkl program gelistirme, sadece 6gretim baslayana
kadar devam eden ve o asamada bitirilmis bir eylem degildir. Daha ziyade, 6gretim siireci devam
ederken onun siirekli bir bicimde degerlendirilmesini ve iyilestirilmesini iceren bir siireci esas almaktadir.
Gercekte, egitim programinin belirli bir zamanda veya yerde gelistirilmesi ve daha sonra baska bir
zamanda veya yerde uygulanmasi s6z konusu degildir (Schwab, 1983) ¢unki egitim programi 6grenme-
Ogretme sireci esnasinda Ogretmen ve Ogrencilerin eylemleri ve etkilesimleri araciligiyla
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olusturulmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, “egitim programinin tasarlanmasi”, “egitim programinin uygulanmasi”,
“egitim programinin degerlendirilmesi”, “egitim programinin iyilestirilmesi” ve “egitim programinin
yenilenmesi” gibi kavramsal ayirimlarin son derece ylizeysel oldugu, ¢linkli program gelistirmenin bitin
bu sireglerin esglidimli olarak (ardisik olarak degil) ayni anda meydana geldigi, streklilik arz eden bir

siire¢ oldugu diistinilmektedir.

Alanyazinda, John F. Bobbitt modern paradigmanin ilkelerini program gelistirme alaninda uygulayan
ilk egitimci olarak degerlendirilmektedir. 1918'de yayimladigi “Egitim Programi” adli kitabi, alandaki ilk
kitap olarak bilinmektedir. Bobbitt, egitim programini tasarlama stirecini, belirli bir disiplin alanina ait
0grenme hedeflerini tanimlamaktan ve bu hedeflere uygun icerigi belirlemekten ibaret oldugunu
disinmustir. Bundan sonra, O©grencilerin belirlenen igerigi 6grenmelerini saglayacak 6gretim
faaliyetlerinin gelistirilmesini 6gutlemistir. Ancak Bobbitt, program gelistirme siirecini somut bir Grln
elde etmek icin yerine getirilen 6ngorilebilir bir eylem olarak kavramsallastirmakla elestirilmistir. Ayrica,
Bobbitt’in 6ne stirdigil program gelistirme siireci ve bu siire¢ sonucunda elde edilen Uriin, baglamindan
koparilmis bir egitim programi kavramsallastirmasini temsil etmektedir. ClUnki Bobbitt, egitim
programini tasarlama goérevinin program gelistirme uzmanlarina ait olduguna ve ulusal olgekte
yurutllmesi gerektigine inanmistir.

Ralph W. Tyler, Bobbitt'in fikirlerinden biyiik o6l¢lide etkilenmistir. 1949’da yayimladigi “Egitim
Programi ve Ogretimin Temel ilkeleri” adli kitabi modern paradigmanin egitim programi alanindaki
etkisini temsil etmektedir. Bir egitim programina iliskin olarak Tyler (1949, s. 1), kendi iginde mantiksal
bir cerceveden olustugunu varsaydigi dort soru sormustur:

“(a) Okulun gercgeklestirmek istedigi egitimsel amaclar nelerdir? (b) Bu amaglari gergeklestirmek igin
bireylere hangi 6grenme yasantilari sunulmalidir? (c) Bu 6grenme yasantilari etkili olarak nasil
dizenlenebilir? (d) Amaglara ulasilip ulagiimadigini nasil belirleyebiliriz?”

Tyler'in (1949), modern paradigma ile uyumlu oldukga teknik ve dogrusal bir program gelistirme
modeli sundugu disiinilmistiir. Ornegin, bu model sayesinde program gelistirme uzmanlari dogru yolu
takip edip etmediklerini bilebilmislerdir (Jackson, 1992): egitim programi ile ilgili toplumda ele alinmasi
gereken sorunlari tanimlayabildiler, hedefleri belirleyebildiler, gerekli 6grenme yasantilarini
planlayabildiler ve belirlenen hedeflere ulasilip ulasiimadigini degerlendirebildiler.

Bobbitt ve Tyler program gelistirme gorevinin kimin sorumlulugunda oldugu (program gelistirme
uzmanlari) ve egitim programi alanindaki arastirmalarin nasil olacagi (cesitli deneysel g¢alismalar) gibi
bircok konuda hemfikirdiler. ileri siirdiikleri program gelistirme modelleri yakindan incelendiginde, bu
modellerin birbirinden ayrismaktan ziyade birbiriyle daha ¢ok benzestigi goriilmektedir. Ornegin, Tyler
temel olarak Bobbitt'in (1) 6grenme hedeflerinin kararlastiriimasi ve (2) 6grenme yasantilarinin
belirlenmesi seklinde tanimladigl iki 6geye asagidaki iki ogeyi daha ekleyerek bu oOgeleri dorde
cikarmistir: (3) 6grenme yasantilarinin diizenlenmesi ve (4) 6grenme yasantilarinin degerlendirilmesi.

Hilda Taba, Tyler’'in program gelistirme diislincesini yakindan takip etmistir. 1962 yilinda yayimlanan
“Program Gelistirme: Teori ve Uygulama” baslikli kitabinda, program gelistirmenin bir dizi adimdan
olusan bir silsile oldugunu savunmustur. Taba’nin program gelistirme i¢in sundugu silsilede, Tyler'in ve
modern paradigmanin biyik etkisi olmustur. Tipki Tyler gibi, Taba da 6gretimin planlanmasi amaciyla
her biri tek tek ve belirli bir sirada gercgeklestirilmesi gereken adimlar ileri sirmis ve baglamsal temelden
yoksun bir program gelistirme modeli sunmustur. ikisi arasindaki en dnemli fark ise Taba’nin yedi adimhk
bir program gelistirme modeli 6nermekle Tyler’dan daha fazla ayrinti vermis olmasidir. Bu modele gore,
program gelistirme uzmani:

e Ogrencilerin 8grenme ihtiyaclarini belirleyerek siirece baslar,

e Belirlenen ihtiyaclar dogrultusunda 6grenme hedeflerini tanimlar,
¢ Bu hedeflere uygun icerigi secer,

o [cerigi oncelik sirasina gére organize eder,

e icerikle uyumlu 6grenme yasantilarini belirler,
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* Ogrenme yasantilarini éncelik sirasina gére organize eder ve
o Hedeflere ulasilip ulasilmadigini gérmek i¢in kazanimlari degerlendirir.

1970°li yillarda ABD’de W.illiam F. Pinar ve meslektaslarinin onderliginde baslayan yeniden
kavramsallastirma hareketi ise post-modern bakis agisi temelinde kavramsallastirilan bir egitim programi
olgusunu vurgulamistir. Bu akim, temelde yeni bir program gelistirme modeli sunmak yerine,
Ogrencilerin 6grenme yasantilarinin (politik, kilturel, toplumsal cinsiyet, irksal, tarihsel, etik, estetik veya
dinsel yonelim gibi) farkli perspektiflerden incelenmesi, anlasiimasi ve yorumlanmasi gerektigini
savunmustur (Bimen & Aktan, 2014; Pinar et al., 1995; van Manen, 1978). Post-modern bakis agisi
temelde “her zaman ve her sartta gecerli olabilecek bir egitim programinin Uretilemeyecegini” ileri
sirmektedir (Hunkins & Hammill, 1994, s. 11). Bunun yerine, egitim programini ve onun olusumunu
sureklilik arz eden bir sire¢ olarak gérmemizi saglayan yeni distiinme yollarini kesfetmeye tesvik
etmektedir.

Y/

iste tam da bu noktada eylem arastirmasi, egitim programinin “baglama ézgii”, “uygulama temelli”
ve “slirekli gelisim halinde olan” bir olgu olarak kavramsallastirimasinda &nemli bir perspektif
sunmaktadir. Benne’nin (1948, s. 574) de 1948 yilinda vurguladigi gibi, buradaki temel soru sudur:
“Program gelistirme, sadece belli zamanlardaki degisim dalgalari seklinde mi gergeklestirilmelidir? Yoksa
okul programinin isleyisinin sireklilik arz eden bir yoni olarak mi kabul edilmelidir?” Benzer sekilde,
Mackenzie ve Bebell (1951, s. 227) de program gelistirme olgusunun dogasi geregi bazi temel 6zellikleri
icinde barindirmasi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Buna gore, program gelistirme:

“(a) surekli olmalidir, (b) tim ilgili paydaslarin katihmi ile gergeklestirilmelidir, (c) énemli 6l¢lide
insanlardaki degisimlere odaklanmalidir, (d) sinif igindeki uygulamalarla yakindan iliskili olmahdir, (e)
bigimsel ve yapisal degisimlerden ziyade iliskilerdeki degisimleri dncelemelidir.”

Kisacasl, post-modern yaklasim, bir dizi adimi iceren bir izlek yerine, uygulayicilarin egitim programini
anlamak ve iyilestirmek amaciyla bir araya geldiklerinde ortaya ¢ikan “iligkiler” izerine odaklanmaktadir.
Hunkins ve Hammill’e (1994, s. 16) gore, “iliskilere yapilan vurgu 6gretmen ve 6grencileri diyalog
kurmaya davet etmektedir. Bu da ortaya ¢ikan egitim programinin, aslinda okul ve sinif disinda
tretilemeyecegini diisiindiirmektedir.” Ornegin, Schwab (1973) egitim programinin “6gretmen”,
“6grenci”, “icerik” ve “ortam” olmak lizere dért boyutu oldugunu ve gergek bir egitim programinin da bu
dort boyutun birbiriyle olan etkilesimlerinden ortaya gikacagini vurgulamistir. Benzer bigimde, “Didaktik
pedagoijisi” de “0gretmen”, “6grenci” ve “icerik” dgeleri etrafinda sekillenen bir egitim programi anlayisi
6nermektedir (Hopmann, 2007). Buna gore, egitim programi bilgisi aktarilacak bir “kiltirel miras” olarak
degil, bilakis 6gretme-6grenme siireci baglaminda yapilandirilan bir olgu olarak dusinilmektedir.

Eylem Arastirmasi Olgusunu Anlamak

Alanyazinda, eylem arastirmasi ile ilgili bircok tanim yapilmistir. Ancak en genis anlamiyla bu kavram,
uygulayicilarin  kendi ¢alisma alanlarinda karsilastiklari sorunlarin ¢6ziimine yonelik yarattikleri
arastirmalari kastetmek icin kullanilmaktadir. Ornegin, Yildirim ve Simsek’e (2016, s. 307) gdre, eylem
arastirmasinda genellikle bir egitim kurumunda c¢alisan bir uygulayici (yonetici ya da O6gretmen) ya
dogrudan kendisi ya da bir arastirmaci ile birlikte “halihazirda ortaya ¢ikmis bir sorunu anlama ve
¢ozmeye yonelik sistematik veri toplamayi ve analiz etmeyi iceren bir arastirma” silireci uygulamaktadir.
Bu yoniyle eylem arastirmasi, egitim programina ait bir problem durumunun ¢éziimine iliskin uzmanlar
tarafindan “disaridan bir midahaleden” ziyade, bizzat problem durumunu yasayan uygulayicilar
tarafindan “iceriden bir incelemenin” daha yerinde olacagini savunmaktadir (Aksoy, 2003). Buna gore,
“arastirmayi yapanlar” ile “uygulamayi gerceklestirenler” ayni kisiler olmaktadir. Buradaki temel fikir ise
sudur: Soruna muhatap olan herkesin ortak bir ¢6zim arayisi icinde olma hakki vardir ve sorundan
etkilenen bitin bireylerin bu sorunun arastirilmasi igin aktif katimi gereklidir (McKernan, 1987, 1988).

|ll

Eylem arastirmasi, ayrica, “donglisel” veya “sarmal” bir siire¢ olarak da kavramsallastiriimaktadir
(Grundy, 1994; Gurglir, 2019; Uzuner, 2005). “Dongusellik”, genel olarak, eylem arastirmasi stirecinin
sistematikligine (belli asamalardan olustuguna), “sarmallik” ise bu sirecin strekliligine (dongulerin tekrar
etmesine) vurgu yapmaktadir. Buna gore, eylem arastirmasi belli asamalardan olusan ve sureklilik arz

331



Ahmet SABAN — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 11(1), 2021, 299-354

eden sistematik bir slire¢ olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Ancak eylem arastirmasinin asamalari dogrusal bir
yapiya sahip degildir; bununla kastedilen ise eylem arastirmasi siirecinde 6nceki asamalara geri
donulebilecegi gibi gerekirse bazi asamalar ¢ikarilabilir, yeri degistirebilir veya es zamanh olarak
gerceklestirilebilir (Kuzu, 2009). Ayrica, eylem arastirmasi dénglsl, ayni veya farkh bir problem
durumuna odaklanarak (sarmal bir bicimde) sonsuza dek tekrarlanabilir. Bu yéniyle eylem arastirmasi,
“degisim ve gelisimi saglama odakli, bireylerin kendi uygulamalarini iceren, sistematik bir bicimde
verilerin toplandigi ve yansitmali sorgulamalarin yapildigi, bunlara dayali yeni eylem planlarinin
hazirlanip uygulandigi, dongisel veya sarmal adimlarla gergeklestirilen bir bilimsel arastirma sireci”
(Gurgur, 2019, s. 39) biciminde kavramsallastiriimaktadir.

Egitimde yaygin olarak kullanilan Gg¢ eylem arastirmasi tiri bulunmaktadir (Calhoun, 1993): (a)
“bireysel O6gretmen arastirmasi”, (b) “isbirligine dayali eylem arastirmasi” ve (c) “okul genelinde
ylratilen eylem arastirmasi”. Buna gore, eylem arastirmalari, bir sinif temelinde bireysel olarak, birkag
sinifi kapsayan ortak bir konu (izerinde bir grupla ya da okul genelinde gelisimi saglama amaciyla bir
ekiple yapilabilmektedir. Ornegin, “bireysel 6gretmen arastirmasi” genellikle tek bir sinifi ilgilendiren
sorunlara odaklanmaktadir. Bazen disaridan bir uzman (Universiteden bir akademisyen) 6gretmene
danisman olarak yardim edebilmektedir. “isbirligine dayali eylem arastirmasi”, bir grup arastirmaci
tarafindan tek bir sinifi ilgilendiren bir problem durumu ya da birkag farkli sinifta meydana gelen ortak
bir sorun hakkinda yiritilmektedir. Ayrica, arastirma ekibi sadece iki kisiden olusabilecegi gibi,
iniversitelerde gorev yapan akademisyenleri ya da baska okullarda gorev yapan 6gretmenleri veya
yoneticileri de kapsayabilmektedir. “Okul genelinde yuritilen eylem arastirmasi” tiriinde ise okul
calisanlari ortak bir odak alani hakkinda baglama 06zgi verileri toplayarak organize etmekte ve
yorumlamaktadirlar.

Eylem Arastirmasi Araciligiyla Program Gelistirme Diiglincesi

Alanyazinda, Kurt Lewin eylem arastirmasinin fikir babasi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Adelman, 1993).
Nitekim “eylem arastirmasi” kavrami ilk olarak Lewin’in 1946’da yayimladigi “Eylem Arastirmasi ve
Azinlik Sorunlan” bashkh g¢alismasinda kullaniimistir. Bu calismada Lewin (1946), eylem arastirmasi
aracihgiyla azinlik gruplarinin bagimsizlik, esitlik ve isbirligi yapma gibi konularda istekli olmalarini
saglamakla ilgilenmistir. Ona gore eylem arastirmasi, demokratik katilim yoluyla bir grupta, kurumda
veya toplumda daha fazla etkin olma gayesinde olan bitiin bireyler icin 6nemli bir aractir. Bu yonuyle
eylem arastirmasi, sorunlarin grupca ele alinmasini ve bu sorunlarla ilgili ne yapilacagina iliskin kararlarin
yine grupga verilmesini dngérmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bir sorunun tanimlanmasindan sonra grup ¢6zim
icin kararlar alir, bu kararlari uygulamaya koyar ve sonuglar tizerinde yansitma yapar. S6z konusu sorunu
¢6ziime kavusturduktan sonra ise grup yeni sorunlari tanimlayarak yine ¢6ziim igin birlikte galigir.

Stephen M. Corey (1949) Lewin’in eylem arastirmasi fikrini egitime uyarlayan ilk egitimci olmustur.
Corey, ayni zamanda, “Eylem Arastirmasi araciligiyla Program Gelistirme” bashkli bir c¢alisma
vayimlayarak eylem arastirmasi ile program gelistirme kavramlarini birlikte kullanan ilk egitimci
olmustur. Bu calismada Corey (1949, s. 148), eylem arastirmasini “yerel okul kosullarinda calisanlar
tarafindan kendi eylemlerinin dogru olup olmadigini belirlemelerine yardimci olmak amaciyla yurutiilen”
bir arastirma tiri olarak tanimlamistir. Corey, ayrica, okul uygulamalarinin ve egitim programlarinin en
iyi bicimde arastirma yoluyla gelistirildigini ve bu tir arastirmalarin da kisilerin veya gruplarin kendi
kosullarini iyilestirmek icin gerceklestirdikleri eylemlere dayanmasi gerektigini savunmustur. Ona gore
bir arastirmanin degeri, bulgularin arastirmaya katilan bireylerin uygulamalarinda ne kadar iyilesmeye
yol actigiyla belirlenir.

Bu baglamda Corey, geleneksel arastirmalarin ¢ogunlukla okul disindaki arastirmacilar tarafindan
yapildigini ve bu nedenle de okul uygulamalari (izerinde ¢ok az bir etkisinin oldugunu savunmustur.
Eylem arastirmalari ise bir okuldaki ¢alisanlar tarafindan okulu gelistirmek amaciyla yapilan uygulamalari
esas almaktadir. Ona gore, geleneksel arastirmanin savunuculari 6gretmenleri veya okul galisanlarini
baska bir kisinin arastirma sonuglarindan haberdar etmekle egitim uygulamalarinda iyilesme
saglanacagina inanmakta iken, eylem arastirmasinin savunuculari ise uygulayicilarin kendi baglamlarinda
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gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin degerine iliskin kanit elde etmenin daha etkili olduguna inanmaktadirlar.
Kisacasl Corey (1949, s. 153), calismasinda temel olarak yerel okul kosullarinda eylem arastirmasi
araciligiyla program gelistirme olgusunu tartismis ve diistincelerini su vurgu ile sonlandirmigtir:

“Okullardaki ¢ok sayida kisinin ve grubun sayisiz eylem arastirmasi ¢alismasina dahil olacagl zamana
kadar, egitim programlari ve uygulamalarindaki gelisimin asiri yavas olmaya ve cesaret kirici
gerilemelere maruz kalmaya devam edecegine inantyorum.”

Blylk olglide Corey’in (1949) fikirlerinin etkisiyle eylem arastirmasi 1950’lerden itibaren egitim
programini iyilestirme amaciyla genel bir strateji olarak kullaniimaya baslanmistir. Ancak, Corey yalniz
degildi; 1950'li yillarda onun diisiincesini paylasan bagka egitimciler de olmustur. Ornegin, Ahrens (1956)
“Eylem Arastirmasi araciligiyla Egitim Programini lyilestirme” bashkl bir makale yayimlayarak Corey’le
benzer gorisler paylasmistir. Son zamanlarda ise eylem arastirmasi aracihgiyla egitim programlarinin
iyilestirilmesini amaclayan dinya genelinde ¢ok sayida calisma gergeklestirilmistir. Bunlardan bazilarini
kronolojik olarak asagidaki sekilde 6zetlemek mimkiinddr:

e Eylem arastirmasinin, ingiltere’nin Sheffield Universitesinde yapilandirmaci ve yasanti temelli 6grenme
ilkelerine dayanan “Bilgi Yonetiminin Ogeleri” bashkli yeni bir lisans modiiliiniin gelistirilmesi amaciyla
kullanilmasi (Riding, Fowell, & Levy, 1995).

e Eylem arastirmasinin, ingiltere’nin Hertfordshire Universitesindeki radyografi uzmanlarinin egitimi igin
bir egitim programinin gelistirilmesi amaciyla kullaniimasi (Burchell, 2000).

e Eylem arastirmasinin, Kanada’nin New Brunswick eyaletinde dogumdan bes yasina kadar olan ¢ocuklar
icin 6rnek bir kres programinin gelistirilmesi amaciyla kullaniimasi (Nason & Whitty, 2007).

e Eylem arastirmasinin, Avustralya’daki yerel topluluklara erken c¢ocukluk egitimi verecek olan
egitmenleri yetistirmek amaciyla bir program gelistirme yaklasimi olarak kullanilmasi (Bat & Fasoli,
2013).

e Eylem arastirmasinin, Yunanistan’da merkezi dlzeyde gelistirilen egitim  programini
demokratiklestirmek amaciyla kullanilmasi (Katsarou & Tsafos, 2014).

e Eylem arastirmasinin, Avustralya’nin New South Wales Universitesinde ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak
O6grenen 6grencilerin siregteki 6grenme ihtiyaclarina dayali ders materyallerini gelistirmek amaciyla
kullanilmasi (Edwards & Burns, 2016).

¢ Eylem arastirmasinin, endistrinin degisen gereksinimleri dogrultusunda Gliney Afrika’da Johannesburg
Universitesi Stratejik iletisim B&limi icin yeni bir egitim programinin gelistiriimesi amaciyla
kullanilmasi (Oksiutycz & Azionya, 2017).

e Eylem arastirmasinin Tiirkiye’de Cukurova Universitesi Sinif Ogretmenligi programinda verilen
“Birlestirilmis Siniflarda  Ogretim” dersi egitim programinin  dgrencilerin  siirecteki dgrenme
gereksinimleri dogrultusunda gelistiriimesi amaciyla kullanilmasi (Karakus, 2019).

Ozetle, eylem arastirmasinin 1950’lerden itibaren diinya genelinde artis géstererek farkli egitimsel
amaglara yonelik olarak uygulandigi goriilmektedir. Yukarida 6zetlenen arastirmalar derinlemesine analiz
edildiginde ise eylem arastirmasinin genellikle “degisim”, “gelisim”, “iyilesme”, “dénlisim”, “yenilesme”
ya da “reform” odakli stregler icin uygulandigi anlasiimaktadir. Bu yoniyle, eylem arastirmasini diger
arastirma turlerinden ayiran en énemli 6zelligin, onun uyguladigl yontemin (veri toplama ve analiz
tekniklerinin) olmadigi, ¢inkl eylem arastirmasinin da bilimsel arastirma yonteminin bir tiiri niteliginde
oldugu, aksine temel ayirici unsurun onun “degisim”, “gelisim” ya da “iyilesme” saglama odagi
baglaminda sahip oldugu ilkeler oldugu dusiinilmektedir. Ornegin, Elliot’a (1997, s. 24) gore, eylem
arastirmasi:

* “pedagojik bir amacla temsil edilen egitimsel bir idealin fark edilmesine yoneliktir,
e idealle daha tutarli hale getirmek igin var olan uygulamayi degistirmeye odaklanir,

e var olan uygulamanin idealle ne o6lcide tutarli/tutarsiz olduguna dair kanitlar toplar ve tespit edilen
tutarsizliklari da baglamsal faktorler isiginda agiklamaya calisir,
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e var olan uygulamanin temel gerekgelerini olusturan ve uygulayicilara ait olan bazi kisisel 6n-kabulleri,
teorileri, inanglari veya normlari sorgular ve

e uygulayicilari, degisimin nasil gerceklestirilecegi hakkinda varsayimlar Gretmeye ve onlari test etmeye
yoneltir.”

Elliot'un (1997) 6ne slrdGgu bu ilkelerin yakindan analiz edilmesi neticesinde, tipki “program
gelistirme” gibi “eylem arastirmasinin” da pratikteki egitim programi ile ilgili bir problem durumunu
¢ozlime kavusturmak amaciyla gergeklestirildigi anlagiimaktadir. Bu amagla (a) egitimsel bir ideal (odak
alani) tanimlanmakta, (b) var olan uygulamay idealle daha tutarli hale getirmek amaciyla baglamsal
duruma iliskin bir ihtiyag analizi gerceklestirilmekte, (c) baglamsal faktorler (uygulayicilara ait olan bazi
kisisel teoriler veya inanglar) incelenmekte ve (d) elde edilen veriler isiginda da ¢6zlim stratejileri (eylem
planlari) gelistirilerek uygulanmaktadir. Bu kavrayis, “eylem arastirmasi” ve “program gelistirme”
sureglerinin benzer bir amaca/isleve sahip oldugunu distindirmektedir.

Evre 3: Tasarim Evresi

Bu evrede, calismada onerilen model ve bu modelin temel 6zellikleri tanitiimaktadir. Bu model,
kapsamli bir alanyazin incelemesine dayali olarak se¢meci bir yaklasimla tasarlanmistir. Se¢meci
yaklasim, “kuram, disiince, vb. olabilecek seyleri segmek ve bir araya gelip gelmediklerini kontrol
ettikten sonra onlari bir sisteme yerlestirmek” bigiminde tanimlanmaktadir (Zierer, 2011, s. 4). Diger bir
anlatimla, segmeci yaklasim ile mevcut kuram ya da modeller analiz edilerek ve sentezlenerek yeni bir
kuram ya da modelin gelistirilmesi amaglanmaktadir. Segmeci yaklasimin nihai hedefi ise ¢oklu teorilerin,
modellerin ya da fikirlerin sistematik bir sentezini sunmaktir (Schwab, 1971). Dolayisiyla, se¢cmeci
yaklagim var olan bir kurami ya da modeli ortadan kaldirmayi veya degistirmeyi amaglamaz; aksine,
kuramlari ya da modelleri birbirleriyle iliskilendirerek butiinlestirmeyi hedefler. Bu biitlinlestirme ise
farkl sekillerde gergeklestirilebilir. Ornegin, “sentez” bigimindeki biitiinlestirme, “kuram A ile kuram
B’nin birbiriyle iliskilendirilmesinin bir sonucudur. Yeni kuram olan C, kuram A’nin ve kuram B’nin hepsini
degil ama ¢ogunu kapsar; kuram C ayni zamanda tamamen yeni bir sey de icerebilir” (Zierer, 2011, s. 13).

Benzer bicimde, bu calismada da eylem arastirmasina iliskin alanyazinda yer alan modeller se¢meci
bir yaklasimla analiz edilmis ve sentezlenmistir. Asagida, incelenen bu modeller kronolojik bir sirada
ozetlenmektedir:

” u ” o u ”

o Kemmis ve McTaggart (1982) eylem arastirmasini “planla”, “eyleme geg”, “gozle”, “yansitma yap” ve
“plani gbzden gegir” asamalarindan olusan bes-asamali dongiisel bir slireg olarak kavramsallagtirmistir.

7Y

* McKernan (1988) “problemin belirlenmesi”, “ihtiyag analizinin yapilmasi”, “hipotezlerin tanimlanmasi”,
“eylem planinin gelistirilmesi”, “eylem planinin uygulanmasi”, “uygulama siirecinin degerlendirilmesi”
ve “kararlastirma” asamalarindan olusan vyedi-asamali dongisel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli

tanitmistir.
e Calhoun (1994) “odaklanilacak alanin belirlenmesi”, “verilerin toplanmasi”, “verilerin organize

o,

edilmesi”, “verilerin analiz edilmesi ve yorumlanmasi” ve “veriye dayal eylemlerin gercgeklestirilmesi”
asamalarindan olusan bes-asamali dongisel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli sunmustur.

” o«

¢ Riding vd. (1995) “planlama”, “eylemde bulunma”, “gézlemleme” ve “yansitma yapma” asamalarinda
olusan dort-asamali dénglsel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli 6nermistir.

e Ferrance (2000) “problemin belirlenmesi”, “verilerin toplanmasi”, “verilerin yorumlanmasi”, “veriye
dayali eylem planlarinin uygulanmasi” ve “siirecin degerlendirilmesi” asamalarindan olusan bes-
asamali dongusel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli tanimlamistir.

¢ Piggot-Irvine (2006) “planla”, “eyleme ge¢” ve “yansitma yap” asamalarindan olusan Ug-asamall
dongisel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli 6ne stirmustr.

” o«

o Stringer (2008) katilimcilarin “gézlemde bulunmalarini”, “gézlemlerine iliskin yansitma yapmalarini” ve
elde ettikleri bulgulara dayali olarak bir “eylem gerceklestirmelerini” dngdren lic-asamal déngusel bir
eylem arastirmasi modeli yapilandirmistir.
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e Mills (2011) “odaklanilacak alani belirleme”, “veri toplama”, “verileri analiz etme ve yorumlama” ve
“eylem plani gelistirme” asamalarindan olusan dort-asamali dongusel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli
tanimlamistir.

n o u

e Lambirth vd. (2019) “eylem alanini tanimlama”, “planlama”, “eylemde bulunma”, “degerlendirme” ve
“yansitma” asamalarindan olusan bes-asamali déngisel bir eylem arastirmasi modeli gelistirmistir.

Yukarida incelen modellerin hepsinde, eylem arastirmasi belli asamalardan olusan doéngisel bir
problem ¢dzme sireci olarak kavramsallastiriimaktadir. Bu ¢alismada 6nerilen model de birbiriyle iligkili
alti asamadan olusan dongisel bir problem ¢ézme siireci olarak yapilandiriimistir. Modelde yer alan
asamalar sunlardir: (1) “odaklanilacak alanin belirlenmesi”, (2) “ihtiyag analizinin gergeklestirilmesi”, (3)
“eylem planinin gelistirilmesi”, (4) “eylem planinin uygulanmasi”, (5) “strecin degerlendirilmesi” ve (6)
“stirece iliskin yansitmanin vyapilmasi”. Sekil 2, bu c¢alismada Onerilen modelin asamalarini
gorsellestirmektedir. Asagida, bu asamalar kisaca agiklanmaktadir.

Sekil 2. Eylem Arastirmasi araciligiyla Program Gelistirme (EA-PG) Modeli.

Asama 1: Odaklanilacak Alanin Belirlenmesi

Bu asamada, pratikteki egitim programiyla ilgili ¢c6ziime kavusturulmasi gereken bir problem durumu
ya da iyilestiriimesi gereken bir odak alani belirlenir. Bu odak alani genellikle baglama 6zgi 6zellikler
icerir. Ornegin, sinifindaki dgrencilerin akici okuma konusunda giiclik yasadigini fark eden bir sinif
o6gretmeni Ogrencilerin akici okuma becerilerini gelistirmeye odaklanabilir. Dolayisiyla, bu asamada
pratikteki egitim programiyla ilgili problem durumu net bir bicimde tanimlanmaldir. Odak alaninin
tanimlanmasinda asagidaki ifadeler faydali olabilir:

e ... hakkinda endise duyuyorum.

e ... hakkinda zorluk yasiyorum.

e ... cozmek istiyorum.

o ... iyilestirmek istiyorum.

e ... hakkinda ikilem yasiyorum.

o ... ile ilgili belirsizlik beni rahatsiz ediyor.
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Asama 2: ihtiya¢ Analizinin Gergeklestirilmesi

Bu asamada, odak alaniyla ilgili ihtiyag analizi gerceklestirilir. ihtiya¢ analizi yapmanin en énemli
gayesi ise var olan problem durumunu daha iyi hale getirecek bazi stratejik fikirler gelistirmektir. Bu
amagla, problem durumunun ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olan uygulayicilara veya baglama 6zgu faktorler
(nedenler) tespit edilir ve 6nem derecesine gore siralanir. Daha sonra, olasi ¢6ziim 6nerileri hakkinda bir
beyin firtinasi etkinligi gerceklestirilir. Bu asamada, uygulayicilar genellikle kendi uygulamalari hakkinda
yansitma yaparlar ve ele almak istedikleri odak alanini etkileyen kisisel/mesleki fikirlerini veya
eylemlerini sorgularlar.

Asama 3: Eylem Planinin Gelistirilmesi

Bu asamada, problem durumunu ¢6zmek amaciyla ihtiya¢ analizine dayal olarak bir eylem plani
gelistirilir. Bu eylem planinda, kimin kiminle birlikte ya da bireysel olarak ne zaman ve ne yapacag belirli
bir zaman c¢izelgesi baglaminda ayrintili olarak aciklanir. Ayrica, iyilestirme cabalarinin basarisini
degerlendirmek amaciyla ne tir islemlerin gerceklestirilecegi (ne tir veri toplama araglarinin nasil
uygulanacag) kararlastirilir.

Asama 4: Eylem Planinin Uygulanmasi

Bu asamada, eylem plani uygulanir. Bu asamada, bitin katiimcilarin isbirligi icinde hareket etmeleri
onemlidir. Dikkat edilmesi gereken diger 6nemli bir husus ise katilimcilarin baglama 6zgu gug iliskilerinin
ve etik sireclerin farkinda olmalaridir. Ornegin, eylem arastirmacilari olarak 6gretmenlerin etik
konularda (arastirma igin vyetkilileri bilgilendirme ve gerekli izinleri alma gibi hususlarda) duyarh
davranmalari 6nemlidir.

Asama 5: Surecin Degerlendirilmesi

Bu asamada, eylem planinin uygulanmasina iliskin geribildirimler alinir (eylem planinin etkileri
hakkinda veriler toplanir, analiz edilir ve yorumlanir). Verilerin elde edilmesinde, hem nitel hem de nicel
veri toplama teknikleri (katilimci gézlemler, gunlikler, gérismeler, fotograflar, video kayitlari, anketler
veya dokimanlar) birlikte kullanilabilir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin gorisleri, dusiinceleri veya onerileri
sorgulanabilir. Bu asamada, eylemin nesnel bir bicimde degerlendirilebilmesi igin katilimcilarin eylemi bir
arastirmaci kimligiyle ele almalari 6nemli gérilmektedir.

Asama 6. Siirece iliskin Yansitmanin Yapilmasi

Onerilen modelin her asamasinda kisisel deneyimlere yansitma yapmak ve o ana kadar ne
ogrenildigini tanimlamak onemlidir. Diger bir ifadeyle, katiimcilarin nereden baslayarak nereye
geldiklerini, halihazirda nerede olduklarini ve gelecekte nerede olmak istediklerini ortaya koymak igin
strekli bir bigimde yansitma yapmalari gerekir. Her ne kadar bazen baslangicta belirlenen problem
durumuna iliskin somut bir ilerleme gézlenmese de, siireg¢ esnasinda katilimcilarin bu soruna iliskin bilgi,
anlayis veya farkindaliklari artmaktadir. Bu asamada ise bitiin katilimcilarin yasanilan siireci agiklamak
icin birlikte yansitma yapmalari 6nemli goriilmektedir. Bu amagla, katilimcilarin 6ncelikle baslangigtaki
problem durumuna iliskin nasil bir iyilesme veya degisim gerceklestirildigini tanimlamalari
gerekmektedir. Bu kavrayistan hareketle de katilimcilar ya mevcut odak alanini gézden gegirerek onun
farkh bir yona tGizerinde yeni bir dongi gergeklestirmeyi (yeni bir eylem planini gelistirip uygulamayi) ya
da tamamen yeni bir problem durumuna odaklanmayi kararlastirabilirler.

Her ne kadar 6nerilen modelde alti-asamali déngisel bir problem ¢ézme siireci tanimlanmis olsa da,
bu asamalarin ardisik olmadigini en basindan vurgulamakta fayda vardir. Eylem arastirmasi silrecinin
dogasi geregi, bu asamalarin bazilari tamamen c¢ikarilabilir, sirasi degistirebilir veya es zamanh olarak
gerceklestirilebilir. Onerilen model, bir egitim programi sorununun var oldugu ve bu sorunun da
sistematik ve bilimsel bir yaklasimla ele alinmasi gerektigi ilkesine dayanmaktadir. Béylece, dnerilen
model bu o6ncil ilke temelinde ele alinmalidir. Ayrica, 6nerilen modelde tanimlanan problem ¢ézme
sireci baglam-temellidir ve bu yoniliyle de birden fazla dongl gerektirebilir. Bu durum, alternatif
¢O6zimlerin arastirildigi mevcut egitim programi sorununun baglaminin da siirekli olarak degistigi ve
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dolayisiyla ayni egitim programi sorununun farkli bir bicimi veya tamamen farkli bir egitim programi
sorununun zaman iginde ortaya cikabilecegi anlamina gelmektedir. Bu durum, eski (¢6zllmis) egitim
programi problemlerinden yeni (¢6ziim bekleyen) sorunlara dogru siiregelen bir problem-¢6zme siirecini
gerektirmektedir.

Ek olarak, 6nerilen model “pratik akil yiritme” (Schwab, 1969) ile gerceklestirilen bir problem ¢ézme
strecinin kullanimini gerektirmektedir. Pratik akil ylriitme ise ne “timdengelim” ne de “timevarim”
diisinme yaklasimlar ile benzesmektedir. Aksine, pratik akil yiritme ¢ok boyutlu ve karmasik bir
diistinme sirecini temsil etmektedir. Schwab’in (1969, s. 20) da detayli bir bicimde acikladigi gibi, pratik
akil yaratme:

“Timevarim olamaz ¢linkii amaci bir genelleme veya agiklama yapmak degil, somut bir problem
durumuna iliskin gergeklestirilecek eylem hakkinda bir karar vermektir. Tumdengelim olamaz ¢linkiu
daha 6nce ¢6ziimlenmis problem durumlarindan c¢ikarimlar elde etmekle degil, somut bir problem
durumunu ele almakla ilgilenir ve boyle bir problem durumu da sadece belli bir ilkenin
uygulanmasiyla ¢ozilemez. Neredeyse her somut problem durumu iki veya daha fazla ilkenin
uygulanmasini gerektirir ve bu nedenle de bu ilkelerin higbirisi tarafindan tek basina kapsanamayan
bazi glglu 6zellikler igerir. ... Hem sonuglari hem de bu sonuglara ulastiran araglari birlikte ele almayi
ve bunlari da birbirlerini karsilikli olarak etkilediklerini g6z 6niinde bulundurarak ele almayi gerektirir.
... Somut problem durumuyla ilgili var olan gercekleri tespit etmeye galismalidir. Bu problem
durumuyla ilgili eksikligi tanimlamaya c¢alismalidir. Alternatif ¢6ziim yollari tiretmelidir. ... Daha sonra
bitin alternatif ¢6zim yollarini ve onlarin sonuglarini birbirleriyle kiyaslayarak en uygun olani
se¢melidir, ¢clnk( en dogru ¢6ziim yolu diye bir sey yoktur.”

Evre 4: Yansitma Evresi

Bu ¢alismada onerilen modelin program gelistirme agisindan dnemli sonuglari bulunmaktadir. Bu
sonuglarin her biri, ayni zamanda, program gelistirme surecine iliskin farkh bir 6zelligi 6n plana
ctkarmaktadir. Bu ozellikler sunlardir: (1) “program gelistirme uygulama temelli bir siirectir”, (2)
“program gelistirme problem ¢ozme odakli bir siiregtir”, (3) “program gelistirme sureklilik arz eden
(gelisim odakl) bir slrectir” ve (4) “program gelistirme baglam temelli bir slrectir’. Asagida, bu
ozelliklerin her biri ayrintili bir bicimde agiklanmaktadir.

Program Gelistirme Uygulama Temelli Bir Siirectir

Bu calismada oOnerilen model, egitim programlarinin arastirmaci bir bakis agisiyla uygulamada
gelistiriimesini 6ngérmektedir. Benzer sekilde, Varis (1997, s. 16) egitim programlarinin “arastirmaci bir
yaklasimla uygulamada gelistirilmesi” gerektigini vurgulamistir. Onerilen modele gére, egitim programi
bilgisi uygulamadan bagimsiz degildir, aksine uygulama yoluyla dogrulanmaktadir. Bu yoniyle onerilen
model, uygulama-temelli bir program gelistirme anlayisini 6n plana g¢ikarmaktadir. Bu anlayisa gore
uygulayicilar (6gretmenler, yoneticiler veya egitim programcilari), ¢6zim arayisi icinde olduklari
sorunlart hem dogrudan yasayan hem de Urettikleri ¢6zlimleri uygulayan ayni kisiler olmaktadir. Bu
acidan Onerilen model, masa basinda merkeziyet¢i bir anlayisla gerceklestirilen program gelistirme
cabalarindan koklu bir bicimde farklihk gostermektedir. Varis'in (1997, s. 16) da dikkat cektigi tizere:

“Program gelistirme, diizenlenen programin, masa basinda degistiriimesi, bir kisim konularin
cikarilmasi veya yenilerinin yamanmasi degildir. Uygulamali bir slire¢ olan program gelistirme egitim
sireci ile ilgili batin kosullarin, bireylerin, ders kitaplari ve araglarin siirekli bir bigimde
iyilestirilmesidir.”

Bu yoniyle onerilen model, uygulayicilari birer egitim programcisi olarak degerlendirmektedir, ¢linkii
her egitim programi uygulayicilar tarafindan elestirel bir sorgulamayi da gerektirmektedir. Buradaki
temel fikir ise sudur: Her sinif veya okul, pratikteki egitim programinin deneyimlendigi ve 6grenciler igin
uygunlugunun sorgulandigi bir baglam haline gelmektedir (McBee, 2004; Stenhouse, 1981). Diger
yandan, 6gretmenlerin pratikteki egitim programina ayni bicimde yaklasmadig gorilmektedir. Bu
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baglamda, Snyder, Bolin ve Zumwalt (1992) 6gretmenlerin egitim programinin uygulanmasina iliskin (g
temel yaklasim benimsedigini ileri sirmektedir: (1) “egitim programina sadik kalma”, (2) “egitim
programini uyarlama” ve (3) “egitim programini yasayarak olusturma”.

Kisaca, “egitim programina sadik kalma” yaklagimini benimseyen 6gretmenler, uzmanlar tarafindan
tanimlanan egitim programi igerigini sadece aktarmaya odaklanirlar. Bu yaklasimda egitim programi
bilgisi, 6gretmenlerin neyi ve nasil 6gretmeleri gerektigini tanimlayan uzmanlara aittir. Bu perspektif,
ogretmenleri baskalari tarafindan gelistirilmis egitim programinin aktaricilari olarak gérmektedir. “Egitim
programini uyarlama” yaklasimina egilimli olan 6gretmenler, 6grencilerinin ilgi ve ihtiyaclarina cevap
verebilmek igin egitim programinda bazi degisiklikler veya iyilestirmeler yaparlar. Bu yaklagima gore,
egitim programi halen uzmanlar tarafindan gelistirilse de, 6gretmenler uzmanlarca gelistirilen egitim
programini kendi baglamlarina uygun hale getirmek icin ¢cabalarlar. Bu perspektif 6gretmenleri, baskalari
tarafindan tasarlanmis egitim programinin uyarlayicilari olarak géormekte ve onlari bu programi kendi
ogretim kosullarina gore degistirmeleri icin cesaretlendirmektedir. “Egitim programini yasayarak
olusturma” yaklasimini benimseyen 6gretmenler ise 6grencileriyle olan deneyimleri i1siginda kendi egitim
programlarini insa ederler. Bu bakis agisina gore egitim programi, 6gretme-6grenme slireci esnasinda
Ogrenciler ve 6gretmenler tarafindan ortaklasa planlanip deneyimlenen egitim yasantilarinin toplami
olarak gorilmektedir.

Bu Ug yaklasim, ayni zamanda, 6gretmenlerin egitim programi bilgisine ve bu bilgiyi ingsa etmedeki
rollerine farkh degerler atfetmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, énerilen model 6gretmenlerin rollerini
Snyder vd. (1992) tarafindan tanimlanan ikinci ve lgilinci perspektifler baglaminda ele almaktadir. Buna
gore, ogretmenler baskalari tarafindan gelistirilen egitim programinin “aktaricilar’” degil, aksine
ogrencileri icin anlamli 6grenme yasantilarini tasarlamakla onun “uyarlayicilari” ve hatta “olusturuculart”
rollerine buriinmektedirler. Bu yoniyle 6nerilen model, egitim programi bilgisini strekli bir bigimde
uygulama vyoluyla gelistirilen bir slire¢ olarak goérmektedir. Her ne kadar bu slre¢te uzmanlarca
hazirlanmis (merkezi) bir egitim programi 6gretmenler igin hala bir rehber olsa da, 6gretmenler ve
ogrenciler egitim programini birlikte hayata gegirmekte ve anlamlandirmaktadirlar.

Ornegin, Shawer (2010) 10 YDIi (Yabanci Dil olarak ingilizce) dgretim elemani ile derinlemesine
ylrattuga goérismelere dayali olarak 6gretim elemanlarinin benimsedigi egitim programi yaklasimlarini
ve her yaklasima iliskin kullandiklari stratejileri incelemistir. Calismaya goére, “egitim programinin
aktaricisi” olarak siniflandirilan iki 6gretim elemaninin ders kitaplarinin icerigine bagl kalarak baskalar
tarafindan hazirlanan egitim programini oldugu gibi takip ettikleri gériilmustir. Bu 6gretim elemanlari,
ders kitaplarini tek ders materyali olarak kullanmis ve onlarin igeriklerini Gnite-tnite, etkinlik-etkinlik,
alistirma-alistirma ve sayfa-sayfa takip etmislerdir. “Egitim programinin uyarlayicisi” olarak siniflandirilan
bes 6gretim elemani, uzmanlarca hazirlanan egitim programini kendi 6gretim baglamlarina uyarlamak
icin (etkinliklerin sirasini degistirmek, bazi etkinlikleri atlamak veya yeni etkinlikler eklemek gibi)
degisikliklere gitmislerdir. Ogrencilerinin ilgi ve ihtiyaglarina uygun konular, materyaller ve etkinlikler
hazirlamak icin uzmanlarca gelistirilen egitim programina eklemeler yapmislar, onu iyilestirmisler ve
donistiirmislerdir. “Egitim programinin olusturucusu” olarak siniflandirilan ¢ 6gretim elemani ise
dersin konularini olusturmak igin 6ncelikle bir ihtiya¢ analizi yapmislar, bu konulari 6nem derecelerine
gbre organize etmisler ve bu konulara iliskin anlamh 6grenme etkinlikleri planlayarak uygulamiglardir.
Kisacasi, ders kitaplarinda veya kilavuzlarda tanimlanan egitim programlarini takip etmek yerine kendi
egitim programlarini olusturmuslardir.

Program Gelistirme Problem C6zme Odakh Bir Siiregtir

Onerilen model, program gelistirmeyi problem ¢6zme odakli bir siirec olarak
kavramsallastirmaktadir. Bu yoniyle bakildiginda, 6nerilen model uygulayicilara egitim programi ile ilgili
¢6zUmU acil olan problemlere odaklanma firsati sunmaktadir. Diger bir anlatimla, onerilen model,
bilimsel anlamda pozitivist bir gelenegi degil, daha ¢ok pragmatist bir bakis agisini yansitmaktadir. Bu
anlayisa gore, uygulayicilar igin egitim programi ihtiyaglarini belirlemek ve bunlar arasindan ¢6zimi acil
olan sorunlari tanimlamak, program gelistirme siirecinde 6nemli bir hedef olarak goriilmektedir.
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Bununla birlikte, bu hedefi gerceklestirmek icin disaridan arastirmacilarin degil, aksine ortamin iginden
olan uygulayicilarin ¢6ziimi acil olan sorunlari tanimlamasi gerektigi, ¢linkii uygulayicilarin egitim
programi hedeflerine ulagsmada karsi karsiya olduklari zorluklari belirlemek igin en iyi konumda olan
bireyler oldugu distnulmektedir. Diger bir ifadeyle, dnerilen modelde tanimlanan problem ¢dzme siireci
uygulayicilarin  giinlik eylemlerindeki endiselerle baslamakta, onlarin ¢alisma ortamlarinda
gerceklestiriimekte ve uygulamadaki degisimin ya da iyilesmenin saglanmasi amaciyla
gerceklestirilmektedir.

Problemler genel olarak “teorik” ve “pratik” olmak Uzere iki temel kategoriye ayrilmakta ve egitim
programina ait problemler de pratik problemler olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Reid, 1979). Reid’e gore,
biitiin pratik problemler ise su ortak 6zelliklere sahiptir: ilk olarak, pratik problemler uygulayicilari acilen
¢6zime kavusturulmasi gereken durumlarla karsi karsiya birakirlar. Teorik sorularin cevaplari
geciktirilebilir fakat pratik problemlerin ¢éziimii ertelenemez. ikinci olarak, pratik problemlerin
¢6zlimiine iliskin alinacak kararlarin dayanaklari belirsizdir. Hicbir eylem uygulamada kimin ¢ikarlarinin
korunmasi gerektigini, hangi kanitlarin dikkate alinmasi gerektigini veya ne tir fikirlere dncelik verilmesi
gerektigini kusursuz bir bicimde séyleyemez. Ucgiincii olarak, pratik problemler ¢dziimlenmeye
cahsiirken gegmis deneyimler, mevcut baglamsal kaynaklar ve uzmanlik alanlari ile gelecege yonelik
beklentiler dikkate alinmalidir. Dérdincli olarak, pratik problemler belirli bir zaman ve baglam
bakimindan benzersizdir. Bu nedenle, alternatif ¢oziimlere iliskin kararlar baglama 6zgli olmalidir.
Besinci olarak, baglamlara 6zgi celisen hedefler ve degerler vardir ve dolayisiyla pratik problemler bizi
bu birbiriyle rakip hedefler ve degerler arasinda bir karar vermeye zorlarlar. Altinci olarak, pratik
problemlere iliskin ¢éziimler 6nceden tahmin edilemez. Sectigimiz eylemin sonucunu asla tahmin
edemeyiz, farkli bir se¢im yapmis olsaydik da sonucunun nasil olacagini yine bilemezdik. Son olarak,
pratik bir problemi belirli bir bicimde ¢6zme kararimiz, eylemin beklentilerimizi karsilayacagi umuduyla
ilgilidir.

Ornegin, Netcoh, Olofson, Downes ve Bishop (2017) teknoloji agisindan zengin okul ortamlarindaki
zorluklari vurgulamak icin ortaokul egitimcileri tarafindan yiratilen eylem arastirmasi projelerinden (i¢
ornek sunmaktadir. Netcoh vd. tarafindan tanitilan projelerden biri, 6grencilerin okuldaki teknoloji
suiistimalleriyle ilgilenen bir okul miidiri tarafindan yirGtalmustir. Okul midiriine gore, 6gretmenler
o6grenci 6grenmesini desteklemek amaciyla teknolojiyi giderek daha fazla kullanmaktaydilar, fakat ayni
zamanda o6grencilerin akill telefonlari, tabletleri veya oyun konsollari gibi kisisel cihazlari ¢ok fazla
kullanmalari konusunda da endiseliydiler (“problem durumunun/odak alaninin belirlenmesi”). Bu sorunu
ele almak icin okul mudiri, okulun 6grenci liderligi ekibi ile birlikte ¢alisarak, teknoloji kullanimi
konusunda okul gapinda yeni normlar olusturmayi amaglayan bir eylem arastirmasi projesi baslatmistir.
Bu amagla katilimcilar, 6ncelikle 6grencilerin teknoloji ihlalleri ile ilgili var olan durumu analiz ettiler
(“ihtiyag analizinin gergeklestirilmesi”). Daha sonra, teknolojinin eglence, sosyal iletisim ve 6grenme gibi
farkli kullanim amaglari hakkinda beyin firtinasi yaptilar. Bundan sonra, teknolojinin bu tir farkh
kullanimlari icin okulda uygun olan “bdlgeleri” tanimlamaya calistilar. Buna gore, koridorlar, dus yerleri
ve soyunma odalari gibi “kirmizi bolgelerde” teknolojik cihazlarin kullanimi yasaklandi. Siniflari
tanimlayan “turuncu bolgelerde” ise 6grenciler teknolojiyi yalnizca 6grenme amagli kullanabileceklerdi.
Kafeterya, ogrencilerin teknolojiyi eglence ve sosyallesme de dahil olmak Uzere ¢ok amacgh
kullanabilecekleri “yesil bolge” olarak belirlendi. Her bolge igin teknoloji kullanim ihlallerine karsi
yaptinimlar gelistirildi. Bu bélgeler hakkinda 6grencilere, 6gretmenlere ve diger okul personeline bilgiler
verildi ve bu yeni politika alti hafta boyunca test edildi (“eylem planinin gelistirilmesi ve uygulanmasi”).
Bu uygulamanin etkisini gormek amaciyla, alti haftalik deneme siiresinin sonunda okul capindaki
teknoloji ihlallerinin son durumu hakkinda goézlemler araciligiyla veriler toplandi ve analiz edildi.
Sonuglar, teknoloji kullanim ihlallerinin okulda artik bir sorun olmadigini gosterdi (“slrecin
degerlendirilmesi ve yansitmanin yapilmasi”). Ozetle, okul miidiirii 6grencilerin okulda cesitli teknolojik
cihazlari kullanmalarini yasaklamak yerine, eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla ve okulun 6grenci liderligi ekibi
ile birlikte calisarak, pratikteki egitim programina ait bir problemi ¢6zmeyi se¢mistir.
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Program Gelistirme Sureklilik Arz Eden (Gelisim Odakli) Bir Siiregtir

Onerilen model, egitim programinin siireklilik arz eden bir yapida iyilestirilmesi gerektigini
savunmakta ve bu yoniyle de egitim programini devam eden (asla tamamlanmayan) bir siire¢ olarak
kavramsallastirmaktadir. Bu anlayisa gore, program gelistirme tek defaya mahsus bir girisim degildir;
aksine ele alinan ilk problem durumu onun iyilestirilmesi agisindan yalnizca bir baslangi¢ niteligindedir.
Clnkl her problem ¢6zme donglsi esnasinda sirekli bir bicimde gergeklestirilen yansitmalar
neticesinde baslangigtaki problem durumu degisebilmekte veya doénisebilmektedir. Bu nedenle, bir
eylem plani uygulandiktan sonra dongiiniin sonuglari dikkatli bir bicimde analiz edilerek problemin yeni
durumu (baglamda belirdigi bicimiyle) yeniden tanimlanmasi gerekmektedir. Daha sonra, gbzden
gecirilen ve yeniden tanimlanan problem durumunun ¢6ziimine yodnelik yeni bir problem ¢dzme
dongisinin gergeklestirilmesi s6z konusudur. Bu yeni problem durumunu ¢ézmek igin de (a) ihtiyag
analizinin yeniden yapilmasi, (b) cesitli fikirlerin veya stratejilerin yeniden gelistirilmesi, (c) bu
stratejilerin daha sonra ortamda uygulamali olarak yeniden denenmesi, (d) bulgularin yeniden
degerlendiriimesi ve en sonunda da (f) sonuglara yansitma vyapilarak yeni kararlarin verilmesi
gerekmektedir. Diger bir anlatimla, 6énerilen modeldeki alti-asamali dongu sireklilik arz eden (sarmal) bir
yapida tekrarlanarak sonsuza kadar devam edecektir.

Ornegin, sirasiyla ilki besinci sinif dgretmeni, ikincisi anasinifi 8gretmeni ve iiglinciisii de ikinci sinif
O0gretmeni olan Milton-Brkich, Shumbera ve Beran (2010) bir yil siren isbirligine dayal bir eylem
arastirmasi projesi gerceklesmistir. Bu 6gretmenler, bir seyi 6grenmenin en iyi yolunun onu birine
ogretmek oldugu anlayisina dayandirdiklari bu projede, temel olarak farkli sinif seviyelerinde olan
ogrencilerin egitim programi igerigini birbirlerine 6grettiginde ne olacagini merak etmistir. Projede, her
hafta farkl sinif seviyelerinde bulunan 6grenciler diizenli bir bicimde bir araya gelerek egitim programi
icerigini ikiserli gruplar halinde birbirleriyle esleserek (anasinifi 6grencileri ikinci sinif 6grencileri ile ve
ikinci sinif 6grencileri de besinci sinif 6grencileri ile) birlikte ¢alismistir. Bu eslesmelerde, yas¢a daha
buyuk olan 6grenciler genellikle kendilerinden kiiglik olanlarin 6grenmeleri igin birer rehber gorevi
gormistir. Projede, 6gretmenler dncelikle fen bilgisi programi ile ilgili ortak bir kavrami (kati, sivi, gaz,
karisim, ¢ozelti, hayvanlarin siniflandiriimasi ya da besin zinciri) kendi 6grencilerine 6gretmistir. Daha
sonra, besinci sinif 6grencileri, 6gretmenleri ile birlikte bu ortak kavram hakkinda (kavrami ikinci sinif
diizeyine uyarlayarak) bir 6gretim etkinligi gelistirmistir. Besinci sinif 6grencileri bu kavrami ikinci sinif
ogrencilerine 6grettikten sonra, her ¢ 6gretmen de etkinlik izerinde yansitma yapmak (neyin iyi
gittigini, neyin farkli yapilabilecegini ve kavramin anasinifina nasil en iyi olarak 6gretilebilecegini
tartismak) Uzere bir araya gelmistir. Bundan sonra, ikinci sinif 6gretmeni 6grencilerini 6gretim etkinligi
icin hazirlamis ve 6grenciler de etkinligi anasinifinda uygulamistir. Bu siireg, bir yil boyunca bu sekilde
devam etmistir. Calismada, eylem arastirmasinin farkli siniflardaki 6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin
pratikteki egitim programini iyilestirmek amaciyla birbirleriyle birlikte c¢alismalari ve birbirlerinden
o6grenmeleri icin 6nemli bir firsat sundugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Program Gelistirme Baglam Temelli Bir Siirectir

Onerilen model, “merkeziyetci” bir program gelistirme yaklasimindan ziyade, “yerel diizeyde”
(baglam-temelli) gergeklestirilen bir program gelistirme yaklasimini 6n plana ¢gikarmaktadir. Alanyazinda,
bu iki kavramin ayni zamanda “modernlik” ve “post-modernlik” kavramlariyla da agiklanmaya calisildig
gorulmektedir (Hargreaves, 1995) c¢linkli egitim programinin yapisinin bir Ulkenin sosyal ve politik
baglamiyla da yakindan iliskili oldugu distnilmektedir (Apple, 1983). Egitim programinin bu ozelligi,
toplumlarin modernlikten post-modernlige gecis asamasinda oldugunun dlsinlldiglt glinimizde
“modern egitim programi” ve “post-modern egitim programi” kavramlarinin tartisiilmasina da temel
teskil etmektedir. Kisaca, politik agidan modernlik “merkezilesme” (kararlarin merkezden alinmasi veya
insanlarin eylemlerinin kontrol edilmesi), post-modernlik ise “yerellesme” (baglamsal karar verme veya
eylemlerde 6zerk olma) ile temsil edilmektedir.
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Alanyazinda, modern ve post-modern egitim programlari tartismasi “glic dagihmi” baglaminda da
analiz edilmektedir (Lau, 2001). Ornegin, program gelistirme siirecine farkli paydagslar katkida
bulunmaktadir (htkimet yetkilileri, yayinevleri, ebeveynler, yoneticiler, 6gretmenler veya 6grenciler).
“Ancak, her paydasin sahip oldugu etki diizeyi farklidir. Bazi paydaslar digerlerinden daha giigli
konumdadir, bu da sireci daha fazla etkileyebilecekleri ve hatta diger paydaslarin diisiince ve
davranislarini daha fazla kontrol edebilecekleri anlamina gelmektedir” (Lau, 2001, s. 31). Bu nedenle,
program gelistirme olgusunun tam olarak kavranabilmesi igin farkli paydaslarin rollerinin de farkinda
olunmasi ve analiz edilmesi gerekmektedir. Glcl zirveye ¢ikaran modern bakis agisinin aksine, post-
modern bakis acisi guclin yerellesmesini, 6grenmenin gergeklestigi yer olan okullara ve siniflara
dagitilmasini savunmaktadir. Lau’nun (2001, s. 34) da vurguladigi gibi, post-modern yaklagimin aksine,
modern yaklasiminin en biylk sorunu “glci 6gretmenlerden ve 6grencilerden uzaklastirmasidir. Baska
bir deyisle, yalnizca [merkezdeki] guclinin belirledigi bilgiler gecerli sayilmaktadir.” Post-modern
yaklasima gore ise egitim programinin belirli bir baslangi¢ ve bitis zamani yoktur; ¢linkli 6gretmen ve
dgrenciler onu dgretme-6grenme siireci devam ederken birlikte olusturmaktadirlar. Ogretmen ve
ogrencilerin sinif icinde gerceklestirdikleri eylemler, etkinlikler veya etkilesimler egitim programinin
6zlni olusturmaktadir.

Kisaca, modern yaklasimin “standartlastirma”, “Uriin-odaklilik” ve “merkezilestirme” gibi bircok
ozelligi bulunmaktadir. Egitim programi terminolojisiyle modernlik ise “mekaniklik”, “6ngorilebilirlik”,
“davraniscilik”, “hedef-odakhlik”, “dogrusallik”, “nesnellik”, vb. kavramlarla karakterize edilmektedir. Bu
bakis agisiyla, Tyler'in program gelistirme modeli, birgok egitimci (Doll, 1993; Hunkins & Hammill, 1994;
Kliebard, 1970; Lunenburg, 2011; Walker, 1971, 1982) tarafindan en Gnli modern yaklasim 6rnegi olarak
distnulmektedir. Dikkat edilirse, Tyler'in modelinde en 6nemli ve en oOncelikli olarak belirlenmesi
gereken oge “egitimsel hedefler” 6gesidir; bu 6ge, ayni zamanda, onun gergeklestirilmesinde birer arag
olarak islev goren diger ogelerin belirlenmesine de dayanak olusturmaktadir. Tyler'in (1949, s. 3) da
acikladigi gibi: “Bu egitim hedefleri, icerigin ana hatlariyla belirlendigi, 6gretim materyallerinin segildigi,
O0gretim yontemlerinin gelistirildigi ve testlerin veya sinavlarin hazirlandigi o6lgitler haline gelirler.
Gergekte, egitim programinin tiim diger ogeleri egitim amaclarina ulasmada birer arag islevi gorir.”

Post-modern egitim programi yaklasimi ise temelde katilimcilarin 6gretme-6grenme sirecindeki
eylemleri ve etkilesimleri ile ortaya ¢ikan, “dogrusal olmayan” ve “gelisim-odakl” bir egitim programini
vurgulamaktadir. Ornegin, Doll’a (1989, 1993) gére, egitim programlari uygulama ile temellendirilmeli ve
program gelistirme baglaminda giclin en tepedekilerden (merkezdeki program gelistirme
uzmanlarindan) en alt seviyedeki 6gretmenlere ve 68rencilere yeniden dagitilmasi gerekmektedir, ¢linkl
her egitim programi 6gretmenler ile 6grencilerin siniflarda birlikte sahip olduklari sayisiz etkilesimleri
sayesinde olusmaktadir. Bu yoniyle onerilen model, egitim programi olgusunu “durumsal bir olay”
(King, 1986) olarak kavramsallastirmaktadir. Bu bakis agisi, egitim programinin baglamindan soyutlanmis
bir bicimde Uretilemeyecegini vurgulamaktadir. King’in (1986, s. 36) de vurguladig lizere:

“[Egitim programinin] Ozlnlin bir ders plani ya da bir program kilavuzu gibi dokiimanlar ile
anlasiimasi veya esdeger tutulmasi imkansizdir. Aksine, egitim programi, bir ders planinin siniftaki bir
o6grenme etkinliginin temeli haline geldiginde ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Siniftaki katihmcilarin fiziki ortamla,
becerilerle, fikirlerle ve birbirleriyle olan etkilesimleri, egitim programinin 6ziinii olusturan boyutlari
simgelemektedir.”

Evre 5: Geribildirim Evresi

Bu evrede, ¢alismada uygulanan model gelistirme siirecine iliskin uzman gorisleri sorgulanmistir. Bu
amacla, “eylem arastirmasi” ve “program gelistirme” alanlarinin en az birinde veya her ikisinde bilimsel
calismalari olan 12 uzmanin (10 farkh Gniversitede profesor kadrosunda bulunan 12 akademisyenin)
gorusiine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlarin dérdi kadin ve sekizi de erkek akademisyenden olusmustur.
Uzmanlarin gorev yaptiklari {niversiteler ise sirasiyla su sekildedir: (1) Ortadogu Teknik Universitesi
(Uzman 1), (2) Ege Universitesi (Uzman 2), (3) Cukurova Universitesi (Uzman 3), (4) Yildiz Teknik
Universitesi (Uzman 4), (5) Anadolu Universitesi (Uzman 5, Uzman 6 ve Uzman 12), (6) izmir Demokrasi
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Universitesi (Uzman 7), (7) Adnan Menderes Universitesi (Uzman 8), (8) Mersin Universitesi (Uzman 9),
(9) Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi (Uzman 10) ve (10) Uludag Universitesi (Uzman 11).

Uzmanlara e-posta araciligiyla ulasilmis ve geribildirimler de yine bu yolla saglanmistir. Oncesinde, e-
posta onaylari icin uzmanlarla telefonla iletisime gegilmis ve c¢alisma raporunu okumak isteyip
istemeyecekleri sorulmustur. Telefon goriismeleri esnasinda, iki uzman ¢alismanin ingilizce siirimiini
okumayi tercih edecegini belirtmis ve bunun Uzerine de kendilerine ingilizce siiriim gdnderilmistir.
Ayrica, uzmanlara bu evre (“geribildirim evresi”) ile ilgili metin harig, ¢alisma raporunun tamami
ulastirilmistir. E-postada yapilan agiklamada, uzmanlarin galismada uygulanan model gelistirme sireci
hakkinda 6zglrce gorus belirtmeleri istenmistir. Ek olarak, goruslerini ya kendilerine gonderilen metin
Uzerinde ya da ayn bir Word dosyasinda yazabilecekleri ifade edilmistir. Elde edilen geribildirimler
dogrultusunda da gerek ¢alisma raporunda gerekse modelde iyilestirmeler yapilmistir.

Uzman gorisleri “icerik analizi” teknigi ile analiz edilmistir. Bu amagla, oncelikle, batin gorasler
birka¢ kez okunmus ve birbirine benzer ifadeler (gorisler, elestiriler veya oneriler) belirlenmistir. Bu
asamada, uzmanlarin “olumlu” veya “olumsuz” olarak dile getirdikleri bitin gorislerin objektif bir
bicimde yansitilmasina 6zen gosterilmistir. Daha sonra, benzer ifadeler belli bir tema altinda
toplanmistir. Ek olarak, uzman goruslerine iliskin yapilan arastirmaci yorumlarini desteklemek amaciyla
dogrudan alintilar kullanilmistir. Alintilarin kime ait oldugunu gostermek icinse kodlama yapilmistir. Bu
amagla, uzmanlar “e-posta donis sirasi” temel alinarak siralanmis ve Uzman 1 ile Uzman 12 arasinda bir
sayl ile kodlanmistir. Gergeklestirilen veri analizi sonucunda, uzmanlarin gorisleri asagidaki dort kategori
altinda tasnif edilmistir: (1) “calismada kullanilan dile iliskin gorisler”, (2) “calismanin ana fikrine ve
icerigine iliskin dustinceler”, (3) “calismada oOnerilen modele iliskin daslinceler” ve (4) “galismanin
sinirhliklarina iliskin gortsler”. Asagida, bu dort kategoriye iliskin uzmanlar tarafindan paylasilan gértsler
ve bu gorisler dogrultusunda galismada yapilan degisiklikler tartisiimistir.

Calismada Kullanilan Dile iligkin Gériisler

Bazi uzmanlar sadece gorus belirtmekle kalmamis, metinde fark ettikleri yazim hatalarini da
diizeltme yoluna gitmislerdir. Dolayisiyla, her e-posta donisi oldugunda, 6ncelikle uzmanlar tarafindan
fark edilen (harf, kelime veya noktalama isareti gibi) yazim hatalari diizeltilmistir. Uzmanlar, ¢alismada
bu tir hatalarin pek gérilmedigini ifade etseler de, yaptiklari dizeltmeler ¢alismanin niteligi acisindan
cok degerli bulunmustur.

Uzmanlara gore, ¢alisma genel olarak “yalin ve anlasilir bir dille” kaleme alinmis ve okuyucu agisindan
da oldukga “keyif verici” bir metin olmustur. Ornegin:

e “Calismanin dilinin gayet acik ve anlasilir oldugu kanaatindeyim.” (Uzman 10)
e “Calismanin akici bir dille yazilmis olmasi okumayi kolaylastiriyor.” (Uzman 2)
e “Uzun slredir bu kadar keyifle okudugum bir ¢alisma olmamisti.” (Uzman 7)
Uc¢ uzman (Uzman 3, Uzman 4 ve Uzman 8) ise ¢alismanin Tiirkce siirimiinde, ingilizce “curriculum”

kavraminin karsihig olarak “egitim programi” yerine “Ogretim programi” ifadesinin kullaniimasini
elestirmis, bunun yerine Tirkce alanyazinda daha yaygin olan

“egitim programi” ifadesinin
benimsenmesi gerektigini 6nermistir. Bu Oneri dogrultusunda c¢alismanin Tirkge siriminde gerekli
degisiklikler yapiimistir.

Calismanin Ana Fikrine ve igerigine iliskin Diisiinceler

Uzmanlar genel olarak galismanin ana fikrini ve icerigini olumlu bulmuslar ve ¢alismayr kuramsal
acidan program gelistirme alanina katki getirecek nitelikte degerlendirmislerdir. Onlara gore, 6zellikle de
calismanin kuramsal temelinin “6zglin bir sentezle”, “sistematik bir anlayisla” ve “tarihsel bir
perspektifle” ele alinmasi, iceriginin en gl¢li yanini olusturmaktadir. Bazilari ¢alismayi, okuyucularin
kendilerini gelistirme firsati bulacaklari “egitici” bir calisma olarak da degerlendirmistir. Ornegin:

* “Onemli bir konuda 6zgiin ve yol gdsterici bir galisma olmus.” (Uzman 3)
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* “Hem kapsam hem de kuramsal temel bakimindan gii¢li bir metin olmus. Egitim programi alaninin
gecmisten glinimuze kapsamli bir portresini sundugu séylenebilir.” (Uzman 2)

e “icerigi agisindan ¢ok 6zgiin buldugum bir calisma olmus. Saglam teorik temellere dayanmakta ve
program gelistirme alani bakimindan 6nemli bir ihtiyaca cevap vermektedir.” (Uzman 7)

e “Basildiginda, egitim programi alanindaki herkesin yararlanabilecegi kiymetli bir kaynak olacaktir.”
(Uzman 1)

e “Calismayi okumak kendimi gelistirmeme katki sagladi.” (Uzman 4)

e “Benim icin bu calisma egitici bir okuma oldu. Ayica, metin boyunca sunulan derin tartismalar da
oldukg¢a merak uyandiriciydi.” (Uzman 9)

Diger taraftan, Uzman 2 calismada bir taraftan modern paradigmanin elestiriimesinin diger taraftan
da ayni paradigmaya ait “program gelistirme” kavraminin yaygin bir bicimde kullanilmasinin bazi
okuyucular tarafindan bir “ironi” olarak degerlendirilebilecegini ileri sirmuistir. Burada aciklikla ifade
etmek gerekirse, bu calisma, belli bir paradigmanin perspektifini 6n plana c¢ikarmaktan ya da
elestirmekten ziyade, farkli paradigmalarin bakis acilariyla program gelistirme alaninin daha iyi
anlasilmasina katki sunma ¢abasi tasimaktadir. Ayrica, calismanin bitini dikkate alindiginda, onun
program gelistirme olgusunu “pratikteki egitim programi ile ilgili baglama 6zgi olarak beliren problem
durumlarinin iyilestirilmesine yonelik sistematik ve bilimsel bir siire¢” olarak ele aldigi ve bu yoniyle de
post-modern paradigma sdylemleri ile daha fazla iliskilendirilebilecegi fark edilecektir.

Bu kategoriye iliskin olarak Uzman 10 ise ¢alismanin igeriginin yeniden dizenlenmesi bakimindan
o6nemli bir katkida bulunmustur ve calismada kayda deger bicimsel bir degisiklik Uzman 10’nun &nerisi
dogrultusunda gergeklestirilmistir. Soyle ki: Calisma raporu uzmanlara gonderildiginde, “Giris”
boliminden hemen sonra bir “Yontem” bolima bulunmaktaydi. “Yéntem” boliimde, model gelistirme
sureci kisaca agiklandiktan sonra galismanin icerigi de ana basliklar (“su anki alt basliklar”) altinda
organize edilmisti. Uzman 10 ise c¢alismanin igeriginin model gelistirme slrecindeki evreler
dogrultusunda diizenlenmesinin daha yerinde olacagini onerdi. Ona goére, “Her ne kadar ‘Yontem’
bolimiinde bu evreler kisaca agiklansa da, okuyucunun siireci daha rahat takip edebilmesi bakimindan,
Sekil 1’de yer alan model gelistirme sirecindeki evreler ¢alismanin ana boliminde de ana basliklar
halinde yer alabilir.” Dolayisiyla, ¢alismanin giincel igeriginin Sekil 1'de tanimlanan evrelere gore
organize edilmesi, Uzman 10’nun Onerisi dogrultusunda gergeklestirilmistir.

Galismada Onerilen Modele iliskin Diisiinceler

Uzmanlar genel olarak ¢alismada 6nerilen modeli “makul ve kapsayici”, “faydali ve uygulanabilir”,
“kuramsal temeli bakimindan iyi desteklenmis” ve “merkezi egitim programinin sinirliliklarini gidermede
kullanilabilecek bir ara¢” biciminde yorumlamislardir. Ayrica, gelecekte kendilerinin de
yararlanabilecekleri bir model olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Ornegin:

¢ “Bundan sonra bu modeli kullanabilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.” (Uzman 2)
 “Bir arastirmaci olarak gereksinim duydugum bir model olmus.” (Uzman 7)

Cok sayida uzman ise (Uzman 4, Uzman 5, Uzman 6, Uzman 8 ve Uzman 9) modelin bir isminin olmasi
gerektigini vurgulamistir. Bu o6neri dogrultusunda, calismada oOnerilen modelin pratikteki egitim
programina ait sorunlari eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla baglama 6zgii olarak ele almasi dolayisiyla isminin
“Eylem Arastirmasi araciligiyla Program Gelistirme Modeli (EA-PG Modeli)” olarak adlandiriimasinin
yerinde olacagi dislinilmustdr.

Uzman 5, ayni zamanda, ¢alismada onerilen modelin tam olarak bir “eylem arastirmasi modeli” mi
yoksa bir “program gelistirme modeli” mi oldugunun daha belirgin hale getirilmesinin faydal olacagini
ifade etmistir. Bu dneriye iliskin olarak Sekil 3 olusturulmustur.
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Baglam
Eylem SrEL Program
arastirmasi =L gelistirme

l

Pratikteki egitim programina ait problem durumlarinin
farkina varmak ve onlan ¢6ziime kavusturmak

Sekil 3. Eylem Arastirmasi ile Program Gelistirme Arasindaki Benzerlik.

Sekil 3’'te de vurgulandigi lizere, dnerilen model “harmanlanmis” bir modeldir ve her iki alana da ait
ozellikler barindirmaktadir. Diger bir anlatimla, burada, “analojik akil yiriitme” (Vosniadou & Ortony,
2009) yoluyla iki farkli alan (“eylem arastirmasi” ve “program gelistirme”) arasinda bir iliski/benzerlik
kurulmus ve bu sayede de program gelistirme olgusunun (“hedef alanin”) eylem arastirmasi (“kaynak
alan”) perspektifiyle anlasiimasi amaglanmistir. Bu analojik iliski ise her iki alanin da (“pratikteki egitim
programina ait problem durumlarinin farkina varmak ve onlar ¢oéziime kavusturmak” bigiminde
tanimlanan) “ortak amaci” temelinde gergeklestirilmistir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, her ne kadar lglinci
evrede (“Evre 3: Tasarim Evresi”) yeni bir eylem arastirmasi modeli tasarlanmis olsa da, ¢alismada bu
model bir program gelistirme modeli olarak onerilmistir. Dolayisiyla, ¢calismada énerilen model bu
perspektiften degerlendirilmelidir. Sekil 3’te yer alan “baglam” kavrami ise asagidaki dort farkli problem
durumunu kastetmek i¢in kullanilimistir:

e Sadece belli bir sinifta yasanan bir problem durumu,

* Bir okuldaki birkag sinifta yasanan bir problem durumu,
¢ Bir okul genelinde yasanan bir problem durumu veya

* Birden ¢ok okulda yasanan ortak bir problem durumu.

Galismanin Sinirliliklarina iliskin Gériigler

BaziI uzmanlar tarafindan yapilan elestiriler, herhangi bir nedenden dolayi ¢alismada ele alinamayan
ve bu nedenle de calismanin temel sinirliliklarini olusturan hususlarla ilgilidir. Ornegin, Uzman 3 modelin
sadece alanyazin incelemesine dayali olarak tasarlanmasini 6nemli bir sinirhlik olarak degerlendirmistir.
Ona gore, “‘Tasarim’ evresinden sonra ‘Uygulama’ evresi de olsaydi ve Onerilen model arastirma
verileriyle de desteklenseydi, daha glcli olurdu. Bu nedenle, dnerilen modelin bir ‘taslak’ niteliginde
oldugunun ve uygulama sonuglariyla gelistirileceginin vurgulanmasi yararli olabilir.” Uzman 3 tarafindan
dile getirilen bu husus, bu ¢alismada uygulanan model gelistirme siirecinin en énemli sinirliliklarindan
birini olusturmaktadir. Ancak, “Yontem: Model Gelistirme Siireci” bashginda da vurgulandigi lzere, bu
calismada ilgili alanyazinin incelemesine dayali olarak bir modelin gelistiriimesi hedeflenmistir. Gergekte,
“Geribildirim” evresinden hemen sonra gelecek bir “Uygulama” evresi ile model, hem alanyazin
incelemesi yapilarak, hem uzman gorisi alinarak, hem de arastirma verileriyle desteklenerek
gelistiriimesi bakimindan ideal bir yapiya kavusturulabilirdi. Dolayisiyla burada, galismada &nerilen
modelin bir “taslak” niteliginde oldugunun ve arastirma verileriyle desteklenmesine ihtiyag
duyuldugunun vurgulanmasi énemli goriilmektedir. Burada dikkat ¢ekilmesi gereken diger bir husus ise
her eylem arastirmasi, farkli bir baglamda (farkli katiimcilarla ve farkli odak alanlar hakkinda)
gerceklestirildigi icin baglama ya da problem durumuna 6zgi farkli bir eylem arastirmasi dongisi de s6z
konusu olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle, bu c¢alismada Onerilen modelin ve alanyazinda bulunan diger
modellerin, bu perspektif isiginda degerlendirilmesi gerektigi diistiniilmektedir.
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Bu kategoride, Uzman 11 tarafindan dile getirilen bir baska énemli sinirlilik ise 6nerilen modelin
“Turkiye 6zelinde nasil uygulanabileceginin” ¢calismada ele alinmamis olmasidir. Bu baglamda Uzman 11,
program gelistirme alaninda ¢alisma yiriten butiin arastirmacilar igin oldukg¢a makul sorular
yoéneltmistir. Ornegin: “Okullarda nasil bir yapilanma 6neriyorsunuz? Milli Egitim Bakanligi ile okullar
program gelistirme konusunda nasil bir gérev paylasimi yapmalidirlar?” Ayrica, “6gretmenlerin yerel
diizeydeki egitim programi sorunlarini eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla ¢éziime kavusturmalar gerektigi”
gibi bir diusiince 6nemli olmakla birlikte, “6gretmenlerin her iki siirecle ilgili bilgi ve beceri eksiklikleri
bulunmaktadir. Bu durumda ne éneriyorsunuz?” Uzman 11 tarafindan dile getirilen bu hususlar oldukga
makul ve yerinde olmakla birlikte, bu ¢alismanin odak noktasi gdz 6nilinde bulunduruldugunda, bu
konularin ayrintih bir tartismasini sunmak ¢alismanin kapsami digsinda oldugu disunilmustiir. Bu
nedenle, gelecekteki arastirmalarin bu tiir konulara odaklanmasi faydal olacaktir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Genel olarak arastirma, belli bir disiplin alaninda yeni bilgi veya anlayis lretmeyi amaglayan
sistematik bir siire¢ olarak kavramsallastirilmaktadir. Her arastirma yontemi de gercege iliskin farkli bir
bakis agisi sunmaktadir. Eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla uygulayicilar tarafindan sergilenen arastirmaci
durusu ise “bilgi treten okullar” (Hargreaves, 1999) baglaminda eylemin ya da uygulamanin yansimasi
olarak islev gérmektedir. Hargreaves’e gore, bilgi ireten okullar (a) mevcut ise yarar mesleki bilgilerin
farkinda olma, (b) yeni mesleki bilgiler tiretme, (c) Uretilen yeni mesleki bilgileri uygulayarak dogrulama
ve (d) dogrulanan yeni mesleki bilgileri de kendi aralarinda paylasma gibi 6zelliklere sahiptirler. Bu
baglamda o6nerilen model, uygulayicilarin ginlik yasamlarinda karsilastiklari pratikteki egitim
programina ait sorunlarin ¢éziimiinde birincil derecede sorumluluk Ustlenmelerini gerektirdiginden,
okullarin bilgi Gretme islevine 6nemli dlglide katkida bulunma potansiyeline sahiptir.

Onerilen model bakis acisiyla, pratikteki egitim programi en iyi eylem arastirmasi araciligiyla
iyilestirilebilir. Bu bakis acisi ise eylem arastirmasi ile program gelistirme siireglerinin benzer bir isleve
sahip olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Nitekim hem eylem arastirmasinin hem de program gelistirmenin
temel amaci, bir egitimsel duruma iliskin degisimi ya da gelisimi saglamak veya karsi karsiya kalinan
egitimsel bir sorunu ¢6ziime kavusturmaktir. Bu durum, ayni zamanda, egitim programcilarinin da (tipki
eylem arastirmacilari gibi) fiziksel olarak egitim ortamlarinda bulunmalari ve gézlemledikleri egitimsel
olgulara iliskin zihinsel olarak kafa yormalari gerektigine vurgu yapmaktadir. En yalin ifadeyle bunun
anlami ise sudur: Eger egitim programcilari olarak egitimin gelecegini yeniden tasarlamak istiyorsak,
yapmak zorunda oldugumuz seylerden biri de egitim programina ait uygulamada var olan problem
durumlarini anlamamiz ve ¢éziime kavusturmamiz gerekiyor. iste bu noktada, eylem arastirmacis
kimligimiz devreye giriyor, ¢linkli problem ¢6zme siirecinin sistematik ve bilimsel bir anlayisla yapiimasi
gerekiyor. Bu yoniyle 6nerilen model, egitim programcilari icin pratikteki egitim programi sorunlarini
nasil ele alacaklarina iliskin dGnemli bir perspektif sunmaktadir.

Ayrica, Onerilen modelin baglam temelli bir odaga sahip olmasi, egitim programinin da baglam
temelli ele alinmasi gerektigine vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu bakis acisi, bir egitim programinin
uygulanmasindan sorumlu olan bireylerin ayni zamanda bu programin iyilestirilmesinde aktif rol almalari
gerektigi fikrine dayanmaktadir. Bu bakis agisi, ayni zamanda, “kuram” ile “uygulama” arasinda bir képrii
kurulmasina da hizmet etmektedir (Somekh, 1995). Ornegin, Molstad (2015) benzer sosyokiiltiirel
ozelliklere ve ulusal egitim programlarina sahip olan ancak farkh PISA siralamasinda bulunan Norveg ve
Finlandiya’daki egitim programi c¢alismalarini incelemistir. Norveg, PISA siralamasinda genellikle
ortalama bir seviyeye sahipken, Finlandiya ise nispeten istikrarli bir konumda bu siralamanin en
tepesinde bulunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla Molstad, her iki Glkenin de ulusal (merkezi) bir egitim programi
bulunmasina karsin, bu sonuca neyin sebep olabilecegini merak etmistir. Bu amagla, her iki llkedeki
toplam sekiz Ust-diizey politika yapicisiyla gorismeler gercgeklestirmis ve mevcut ulusal egitim
programlarina iliskin dokiimanlari analiz etmistir. Bulgulara gore, Norvegli yetkililer 6gretmenlerin ulusal
egitim programini yalnizca siniflarina oldugu gibi aktarmalarini beklerken, Finli yetkililer ise
ogretmenlerin ulusal egitim programini kendi okul veya sinif kosullarina goére uyarlamalari igin
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desteklemektedirler. Kisaca, Norvegli ve Finli 6gretmenler kendi ulusal egitim programlarina farkli
yaklagsmaktadirlar. Norveg ulusal egitim programi 6gretmenler icin baglayic iken, Finlandiya ulusal
egitim programi ise 6gretmenlerin 6zerkliklerini desteklemektedir. Norvegli 6gretmenler ulusal egitim
programini sadece siniflarinda uygulanacak bir dokiiman olarak algilamakta iken, Finli 6gretmenler ise
ulusal egitim programini kendi yerel kosullarina uyarlama konusunda kendilerini tamamen 6zerk
hissetmektedirler.

Onerilen modelin uygulayicilar agisindan degeri yadsinamaz. Bu baglamda, asagidaki birkag &nemli
hususa dikkat cekilebilir.

ilk olarak, dnerilen model uygulayicilarin egitim programina iliskin farkindaligini arttirma ve onlari
degisim icin giiclendirme potansiyeline sahiptir. Ornegin, ii¢ fen bilgisi 6gretmeni ile bir akademisyen
tarafindan gerceklestirilen isbirligine dayali bir eylem arastirmasinda, Capobianco, Horowitz, Canuel-
Browne ve Trimarchi (2004) 6grenci cgesitliligi (cinsiyet farkliligi, dusiik gelirli olma, azinlikta olma ya da
yabanci 6grenci olma gibi ozellikler) ile akademik basari arasindaki iliskileri incelemis ve eylem
arastirmasinin 6gretmenlere uygulama ile ilgili politik, pratik ve kisisel sorunlarin farkinda olmalari ve bu
sorunlari ¢ozmek amaciyla harekete gegmeleri icin gliclendirdigini vurgulamistir.

ikinci olarak, ©nerilen modelin uygulayicilar arasindaki isbirligini giiglendirme potansiyeli
bulunmaktadir. Ornegin, Jaipal ve Figg (2011) tarafindan gerceklestirilen bir ¢alismada, Kanada’nin
Gliney Bati Ontario bodlgesinde gorev yapan toplam 32 ilkokul 6gretmeninin baslattigl sekiz eylem
arastirmasi projesi incelenmis ve katilimci 6gretmenlerin isbirligi izerinde etkili olan asagidaki li¢ eylem
arastirmasi yaklasimi tanimlanmistir:

e Tek bir okuldaki 6gretmenler tarafindan yiritilen eylem arastirmalari (6rnegin, tek bir okuldaki
matematik 6gretmenlerinden olusan bir ekip),

e Tek bir okul genelindeki sorunlar tizerinde yirutilen eylem arastirmalar (6rnegin, 6grencilerin okula
ait olma duygusu gibi okul genelini ilgilendiren bir konuyu inceleyen bir 6gretmen ekibi) ve

¢ Birden fazla okuldaki 6gretmenler tarafindan yiritilen eylem arastirmalari (6rnegin, farkh okullardaki
fen bilgisi 6gretmenlerinden olusan bir ekip).

Uciincii olarak, dnerilen model uygulayicilari okullardaki degisim, gelisim veya déniisiim siirecinin bas
aktorleri olarak degerlendirmektedir. Bu sayede uygulayicilar pratikteki egitim programini sadece
elestirmekle kalmayip, ayni zamanda onun degistirilmesinde veya iyilestirilmesinde de aktif rol
almaktadirlar. Bu bakis acisi, uygulayicilari “arastirilan nesneler” durumundan, “arastiran ve ¢6zim
Ureten &zneler” konumuna getirmektedir (inan, 2011; Kuzu, 2009). Nitekim eylem arastirmasi,
geleneksel olarak “arastirmaci” ile “arastirilan” bigciminde ifade edilen bir ayristirmayl ortadan
kaldirmaktadir, ¢ciinkii eylem arastirmasinda bir problemden etkilenen bireyler ¢6ziim siirecinde bas
arastirmacilar ve ¢6ziimiin de ana uygulayicilari haline gelmektedir. Grundy’nin (1994, s. 28) de giclu bir
bicimde vurguladigi gibi:

“Geleneksel program gelistirme yaklasimi, bir uzman grubu tarafindan belirlenen egitim
politikalarinin veya direktiflerinin baska bir grup tarafindan eyleme dokulmesini iceren bir silsileyi
takip etmektedir. Bu tir bir model arastirmaciyi, program gelistiriciyi veya politika yapiciyi ayricalikh
kilmakta, uygulayiciyi ise baska bir yerde gelistirilen egitim programinin uygulamaya konulmasinda
teknik bir role birtiindirmektedir. Eylem arastirmasi bu ayirirma meydan okumaktadir.”

Dordiincu olarak, énerilen modelin uygulayicilarin mesleki gelisimini saglamada etkili bir arag olarak
kullanilabilme potansiyeli bulunmaktadir. Oyle ki, alanyazinda eylem arastirmasi ve mesleki gelisim
siireglerinin ayni anlama geldigi bile iddia edilmektedir (Banegas, 2019; Capobianco & Joyal, 2008). Bu
yoniyle eylem arastirmasi, farkh konumlardaki (genel egitim, Ozel egitim, temel egitim veya
ortaégretimde gorev yapan) egitimcilerin birbirleriyle mesleki agidan sosyallesmek ve birbirlerinden
ogrenmek icin 6nemli firsatlar sunmaktadir (Schoen, 2007). Ayrica, problem ¢ézme sireci esnasinda
gerceklestirilen tartisma, karar, eylem, degerlendirme ve yansitma araciligiyla meslek daha anlamli hale
gelmekte ve meslege iliskin yabancilasma azalmaktadir. Calhoun’un (2002, s. 18) da dikkat gektigi tizere:
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“Eylem arastirmasi, bir egitimci olarak uygulamalarimiz hakkinda bilgilenmek ve onlari gelistirmek
amaciyla surekli bir bicimde yaptigimiz disiplinli bir sorgulamadir. Eylem arastirmasi, egitimcilere
uygulamalarini ve baglamlarini incelemelerini, fikirlerini arastirma temelli olugturmalarini, bulgularini
mevcut durumlariyla karsilagtirmalarini, gerekli degisiklikleri desteklemek igin egitime katilmalarini
ve uygulamalarinin kendileri, 6grencileri ve meslektaslari Uzerindeki etkilerini incelemelerini
ongodrmektedir. ... Eylem arastirmasi konusundaki deneyimim, onun ayni zamanda sirekli bir mesleki
gelisim araci olarak da kullanilabilecegi hakkinda beni ikna etmistir.”

Diger taraftan, llkemizde merkezi dizeyde program gelistirme anlayisinin halen yaygin oldugu
goriilmektedir (Bumen, 2006; Yiiksel, 1998, 2004). Bu baglamda, egitim programlarinin hem {ilkenin hem
de yerel okullarin istek ve ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilmesi igin hem merkezi diizeyde (rehber olarak) hem de
yerel diizeyde gelistirilmesi gerektigi dislinlilmektedir. Gliniimizde bu diisiinceyi yansitan uygulamalara
birgok llkeden &rnekler verilebilir. Ornegin, “ingiltere’deki Ulusal Egitim Programi: Cerceve Dokiimani”
adl raporda (Department of Education, 2014), zorunlu egitim déneminde 6grencilerin almasi gereken
temel dersler tanimlanmakla birlikte, ingiltere ulusal egitim programinin her okulun égrencilere sundugu
6grenme vyasantilarinin sadece bir boliminl olusturdugu ve okullarin kendi egitim programlarini
olusturmak icin sectikleri diger dersleri veya konulari eklemekte 6zgiir olduklari vurgulanmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, her egitim programi (ister ulusal isterse yerel diizeyde tasarlanmis olsun) 6gretmenler
tarafindan uygulanmakta ve uygulama esnasinda da bazi uyarlamalar, iyilestirmeler veya degisiklikler
gerektirebilmektedir (Kaya, Cetin, & Yildirnm, 2012; Shawer, 2010; Yazicilar & Biimen, 2019). Ornegin,
bazi 6gretmenler 6gretme-6grenme slrecinde mevcut egitim programi dokiimani yerine ¢esitli ders
kitaplarini veya 6grenci ¢alisma kitaplarini takip etmeyi tercih etmektedirler ve bu nedenle bu tir
kitaplar egitim programinin kendisinden daha etkili hale gelebilmektedir. Diger bazi durumlarda,
Ogretmenler egitim programinin igerigini yetersiz (ya da bazi 6nemli konular bakimindan yoksun)
bulmakta ve ona eklemeler yapmaktadirlar. Bazi durumlarda ise baglamsal degiskenler ve 6grenci
ozellikleri gibi faktorler nedeniyle, 6gretmenler sinifta yeni materyaller veya etkinlikler tasarlama
zorunlulugu hissetmektedirler.

Bu kapsamda, bu calismada 6nerilen model pratikteki egitim programini iyilestirme cabalarinda
uygulayicilara rehberlik edebilir. Bu yoniyle 6nerilen modelin, farkh egitim kademelerinde, farkh egitim
kurumlarda ve farkl disiplin alanlarinda gérev yapan uygulayicilar tarafindan farkli problem durumlarina
uygulanmasi ve elde edilen sonuglarinin da gesitli platformlar araciligiyla paylasiimasi bliyiilk 6nem arz
etmektedir. Ozellikle de uygulayici konumunda olan &gretmenlerin pratikteki egitim programi ile ilgili
karsilastiklari sorunlarin ¢éziimiinde onerilen modeli ise kosmalari, bu sorunlarin daha sistematik ve
bilimsel bir yolla ele alinmasini saglayacaktir. Bu agidan bakildiginda, alanyazinda “6gretmen arastirmasi”
(Kokli, 2001; Mills, 2011) veya “sinif eylem arastirmasi” (Niemi, 2019) olarak da tanimlanan eylem
arastirmasi hakkinda 6gretmenlerin hizmet-oncesi egitimden itibaren bilgi ve becerilerle donatilmasi
onemli goérilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin pratikteki egitim programinin aksayan yonlerine iliskin ihtiyag
duyduklari iyilestirmeleri yapabilmeleri icin kendilerini 6zerk ve yetkin hissetmeleri gerekmektedir.
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