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Ozet

Bu arastirmanin amact fen 6gretmenleri ve okul miidiirlerinin okullarindaki diger 6gretmenlerin okulun egitim
programinin amaglarini anlamalarma ve uygulanmasindaki basari derecelerine yonelik goriisleri arasindaki
iliskiyi belirlemektir. Arastirma tarama modelindedir. Arastirmanin katilmcilari 37 {ilkeden TIMSS 2015
calismasina katilan 8. smnif 6grencilerinin fen dgretmenleri ve onlarin okul miidiirleridir. Arastirma 12947 fen
ogretmeni ve onlarin okul midiirlerinin verileri ile gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin verilerini, fen
ogretmenlerine ve okul miidiirlerine yoneltilen “6gretmenlerin okulun egitim programinin amaglarimi anlamas1”
ve “okulun egitim programinin uygulanmasinda Ogretmenlerin basari derecesi” sorularma verilen cevaplar
olusturmaktadir. Verilerin analizinde Goodman-Kruskal Gamma testi kullamlmistir. “Okulun egitim
programinin uygulanmasinda dgretmenlerin basari derecesi” sorusunda fen Ogretmenleri ve okul miidiirleri
arasinda arastirmada yer alan iilkelerin yaklasik %21’inde giiglii, %19"unda orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlamh
bir iligki tespit edilmistir. “Okulun egitim programinin uygulanmasinda Ogretmenlerin basari derecesi”
sorusunda fen d6gretmenleri ve okul miidiirleri arasinda arastirmada yer alan tiilkelerin yaklasik %19'unda giiglii;
yaklasik % 43'tinde orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlaml bir iliski belirlenmistir.
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Giris

Degisen diinyada gelismislikle ilgili onemli gostergelerden biri insani sermayedir (Tung,
1998). Insan sermayesi toplumdaki nitelikli insan giiciinii ifade etmektedir ve bu sermayenin
olusumundaki 6nemli yatirimlardan biri de egitimdir (Schultz, 1971, ss. 24-36, aktaran Tung ve
Tasdoken, 2019). Ulkeler bu amagla egitim reformlar1 gerceklestirmektedirler (Biimen, Cakar ve
Yildiz, 2014). Bu reformlar cogunlukla egitim programlarmin degisimiyle olmaktadir. Egitim
programlar1 bireylerin, bilissel, duyussal ve devinsel tiim niteliklerini ve bu niteliklerin olugsma
stireclerini belirlemektedir (Giiltekin, 2003). Boylece, programlar ve dolayisiyla okullar toplumlarin
yansimas! olmaktadir —benzer bigimde toplumlar da programlar1 ve okullar1 yansitir-. Bir egitim
programy, tasarlama, deneme (uygulama), degerlendirme ve yayginlastirma siireglerini icerir (Gorgen,
2014). Bir program ne kadar tasarim ilkelerine uygun hazirlamirsa hazirlansin, canlandig ve
gerceklestigi yer programin uygulama safhasidir. Program uygulama ise 6gretmenlerin, 6grenenlerin,
okul yoneticilerinin ve ailelerin ¢abalar1 ile kolaylastirici fiziksel imkanlarin, 6gretim materyallerinin,
psikolojik ve sosyal cevrenin etkilesimi cercevesinde, bir egitim programi belgesinin sinifta
uygulanmasi siirecidir (Onyeachu, 2008). Tanimdan da anlasilacag tizere program uygulama birgcok
faktorii icine alan bir siiregtir. Ornstein ve Hunkins (2009)’'a gore program uygulamanin basarili
olmasini etkileyen program, siire¢ ve kisiler olmak tizere ii¢ faktdr vardir. Programin basariyla
uygulanmasini bazi arastirmacilar programin dogasiyla (Newhouse, 2015) iliskilendirirken, bazilari
sadece 0gretmenlerin karakterleriyle (Hopkins, 2011) iliskilendirmislerdir. Okul egitim programinin
amagclarinin 6grencilere kazandirilmasinda tiim sorumlulugun agirlikli olarak yetkililerde oldugu
varsayllmaktadir (Lezotte ve Snyder, 2011). Program uygulama modellerine genel olarak bakildiginda
kilit oyuncular i¢inde Ogretmenlerin ve mdiidiirlerin yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. “Degisime direnci
kirma”, “sistem” ve “egitsel degisim” program uygulama modelleri okul miidiirlerini ve 6gretmenleri

onemli aktorler olarak belirtmektedirler (Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2009).

Egitim programi uygulanmasinda okul miidiirlerini merkeze yer alan yaklasimlara gore, okul
miidiirleri programin uygulanmasinda materyal saglamaktan planlamaya kadar birgok siireci
kolaylastiran 6nemli bir role sahiptir (Hord ve Hall, 1987). Okul miidiirleri, egitim orgiitiiniin
liderleridir ve bu 6zellikleri ile okulun gelisimine katki saglayarak 6grencilerin performanslarin da
bagarisina odaklanmaktadir (Yukl, 2012). Ogrencilerin bagarilarinin veya performanslarinimn yiiksek
olabilmesi i¢in de 6grenme- siireclerinin niteligini yiiksek olmasi gerekir. Bundan dolay1 miidiirlerin
ayn1 zamanda bir programin uygulanmasinda rol model olmas1 gerekmektedir (Middlewood, 2001).
Bu rol model yaklasimi 6gretmen destegine doniismekte ve bdylece okul miidiirleri, 6grenme-

Ogretme siireclerini destekler hale gelmektedirler (Boyd ve digerleri, 2011). Siirecin 6geleri iginde
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Ogretim programimin amaglar1 ve dolayisiyla da okulun egitim programimin amaglarma ulasma
vardir. Okul miidiirlerinin destegi okulun amaglarma ulagsmay1 ve dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerin okulun

egitim programinin amagclarini anlamalarini kolaylastirabilmektedir.

Programlarin okulda benimsenmesinde ve okuldaki tiim gorevlilerin siirece dahil
edilmesinde okul miidiiriiniin iletisimi ©nemlidir, ¢linki{i iletisim programin uygulanmasindaki
Ogelerden biridir ve miidiirler iletisimlere acik olmalidir (Virgilio ve Virgilio, 1984). Okul miidiirii ile
O0gretmenler arasinda dikey iletisim mevcuttur (Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2009). Bu iletisim ayn1 zamanda
okul kiiltiiriiniin gostergelerinden biri olup, onu belirleyen en biiyiik unsur okul miidiiriidiir (Sahin-
Firat, 2010). Okul kiiltiirti daha iyi bir okul iklimi olusmasinu saglayabilir. Okul iklimi okulun fiziksel
ozelliklerini ve okuldaki diizen, doyum ile verimlilik diizeylerini kapsayan daha ¢ok psikolojik tarafi
agir basan bir kavramdir (Ozer ve Dénmez, 2007). Sosyal psikolojik teorilere gore her iki tarafin da
fayda saglanmasi durumunda etkilesimler olur ve bunlar devam ettirilir; bu etkilesimler ile okul
miidiirlerinin de meslektaslarini desteklemis oldugu ve hatta 6gretmen-6gretmen iletisimine de yon
veren, basarili 6grenme cevreleri olusmaktadir (Price, 2012). Bu pozitif gevrelerin olusmasi okul
miidiirlerine bagh olup (Hallinger, Bickman ve Davis, 1996); okul miidiirleri, okul personeli ile
giivene dayali iliski kuran ve okulun basarisi igin Ogretmenlere destek olan liderler olarak
tanumlanmaktadirlar (Young ve King, 2002). Okul miidiirleri programin uygulanmasinda d6gretmenler

i¢in 6nemli bir kaynaktir (Desimone, Payne, Fedoravicius, Henrich ve Finn-Stevenson, 2004).

Program uygulama modellerinin 6nemli gordiigii aktorlerden biri de Ogretmenlerdir ve
Ogretmenler programin uygulanmasini direk olarak yasayanlardir (Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2009).
Yapilan calismalar da bu modelleri desteklemektedir (Bulus-Kirikkaya, 2009; Coenders, Terlouw ve
Dijkstra, 2008; Eraslan, 2013; Gomleksiz, 2007, Han, 2013; Roehrig, Kruse ve Kern, 2007, Smith ve
Desimone, 2003; Spillane ve Callahan, 2000). Bununla birlikte yapilan ¢alismalar resmi program ile
ogretmenler tarafindan sinifta gergeklestirilen programlar arasinda farkliliklar dogdugunu (Flick ve
Lederman, 2001, Handal ve Herrington, 2003; Hume ve Coll, 2010) belirtmektedirler. Bu
farklilasmanmin olasi nedenlerine iliskin farkli arastirmalar ve model 6nerileri mevcuttur. Ornegin
Rogan ve Grayson (2003) diinyadaki genis capli egitim yeniliklerini de inceleyerek bir uygulama
teorisi olusturmaya ¢alismigslardir. Arastirmacilarm bu teorisi “Uygulama Profili”, "Yenilik
Kapasitesi” ve “Dig Destek” olmak iizere birbiriyle de iligkili olan ii¢ yapidan olusmaktadir. Ozellikle
“Yenilik Kapasitesi”, “fiziksel kaynaklar”, “6gretmen faktorii”, “0grenen faktorii” ile “okul kiiltiirii ve
yonetimi”’nden olugsmaktadir. Bu boyut insani ¢zelliklere agirlik vermektedir. Ancak insani 6zellikler
farkli olsa da tiim Ogretmenler aymi programi uygulamaldir. Bu o&zelliklerin baskin olmasi
durumunda smuflarda uygulanan program birbirinden farkli olacaktir. Boyle bir farkliigin olmamasi

icin okulun egitim programmin amagclarn agik anlasilmis olmas: gerekmektedir. Amagclarin agik
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olmasi uygulamay1 etkileyen faktorlerdendir ve Fullan (2007)'m oOnciisii oldugu egitsel degisim

modeli de degisim i¢in anlasilirhiga isaret etmektedir.

Her program uygulamasi bir degisim icermektedir ve bu degisimi 6gretmenler direk kabul
etmezler (Ornstein ve Hunkins, 2009). Elmora (2004) e gore 6gretmenler fayda eksikligi, artan is yiikii
ve isbirliginden ka¢inma gibi durumlarla karsilasmalari durumunda degisime dolayisiyla
programlara kars1 direng gosterirler. Bununla birlikte neredeyse yiizyildir yapilan ¢alismalar program
uygulamalarinda 6gretmenlerin kendilerini yalniz hissettiklerini ifade etmektedir (Hargreaves, 2001).
Bu da mesai arkadashgimin yetersizliginin gostergesidir. Fullan (2007)'a gore, mesai arkadashig: acik
iletisimin oldugu, giiven, destek ve yardim ortaminda, 6grenme, sonuca ulasma ve is tatminin
gerceklesmesidir. Boyle bir durumda dgretmenler arasinda isbirligi de olusmaktadir. Ogretmenler
arasinda igbirligi Ogrencilerin performanslarina daha da katki saglar (Fullan ve Hargreaves, 1996;
Wiley, 2001). Ogrencilerin bagarilarinin yiikselmesi ayni zamanda okulun bagari odaklanmasi ile
ilgilidir. Okulun basar1 odaklanmasinda yoneticilerin ve 6gretmenlerin programin uygulanmasina
iliskin beklentileri yer almaktadir ve Uluslararas1 Matematik ve Fen Egilimleri Arastirmasi-Trends in
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) 2011 (Martin, Mullis, Foy ve Gabrielle, 2012) ve
2015 (Martin, Mullis ve Hooper, 2016) sonuglaria gore akademik basarida okulun etkisi faktorti ile

ogrencilerin puanlar1 arasinda bir iligki vardir.

TIMSS 2015 ¢alismasinda okulun akademik basar1 {izerindeki etkisi alaninda okul iklimi de
incelenmigtir. Okul iklimi agirlikhi olarak psikolojik bir kavram olup katilimcilarin ortamla olan
durumlarini ve bakis acilarini icermektedir. TIMSS 2015 okul iklimine iliskin algilarda, 8. Smnif fen
ogretmenlerinin ve onlarin okul miidiirlerinin goéziinden okuldaki 6gretmenlerin okulun egitim
programinin anlayabilmelerini ve programdaki basari derecelerini ortay belirlemeye calisilmistir.
Basari, okul iklimi, programi uygulanmas: ile ilgili bir¢ok calisma Ogretmenlerin kendilerini,
miidiirlerini veya yoneticilerini degerlendirmelerinden elde dilen verilerinden gergeklestirilmis. Bu
calismada ise 8. Sif fen Ogretmenlerinin ve onlarin okul miidiirlerinin goziinden okuldaki
Ogretmenlerin okulun egitim programinin anlayabilmelerini ve programdaki basar1 dereceleri
arasindaki iliskinin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir. Boylece TIMSS 2015 calismasina katilan tiim
diinyadaki okullarm okul iklimlerine iliskin bilgiler elde edilebilecek ve programlarin uygulanmasin

Ogretmenlerin ve miidiirlerin egilimleri ifade edilebilecektir.
Yontem
Aragtirmanin modeli

Bu galisma iliskisel tarama modeli gercevesinde gerceklestirilmistir. Iliskisel tarama, tarama

modeli arastirmalarin bir tiirtidiir ve bu tarz arastirmalar ile degiskenlerin birbiriyle olan olasi
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degisimleri ve miktarlar1 belirlenebilmektedir (Karasar, 2017). Bu ¢alismada da okul miidiirii ve fen
Ogretmenlerinin diger Ogretmenlerin okul egitim programimin amaclarini anlamlarina yonelik
goriisleri ile okulun egitimi programimi uygulamadaki basarilarina yonelik goriigleri arasinda iliski

incelenmistir.
Katilimcilar

TIMSS calismalar: temelde 4. ve 8. siuf 6grencilerinin fen ve matematik alanindaki bilgi ve
becerilerini 6l¢gmeye calismaktadir. Dolaysiyla TIMSS ¢alismalarinin katilimcilarinin belirlenmesinde
birinci faktor 6grencilerin drnekleme katilmasidir. Ogrencilerin secildigi okullarda, 6grencilerin fen
Ogretmenleri ve okul ile ilgili bilgilerin elde edilmesinde okul miidiirleri de calismalara dahil
edilmektedir. TIMSS calismalar1 6gretmenler ve okul miidiirlerine yonelik bir evren ve Odrneklem
hesaplamasiyla veri toplamamaktadirlar. Bu calismada da TIMSS 2015 calismasina katilan 8. Simif
ogrencilerinin fen 6gretmenleri ile bu 6grencilerin okullarinin miidiirlerine ait veriler kullanildigindan

dolay1 ¢alisma uygun 6rnekleme olarak degerlendirilmistir.

TIMSS 2015 ¢alismasinda baz: {ilkelerde 6zerk bolgeler veya 6zel uygulama bolgeleri seklinde
uygulamalar yapilmistir. Bu ¢alismada tiim {ilkeler i¢in genel durumu gorebilmek amaciyla 6zerk
bolgeler veya 6zel uygulama bolgeleri veri analizine dahil edilmemistir. Veri toplama araclari
boliimiinde anlatilan anket maddelerini eksiksiz dolduran fen 6gretmenleri ve onlarin okul miidiirleri

bu arastirmanin katilimcilarini olusturmus ve katilimcilarin dagilimlari Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Ulkelere gire katilimcilar

Ulkeler f % Ulkeler f %

Avusturalya 745 5,8 Malta 305 2,4
Bahreyn 184 1,4 Fas 657 5,1
Botsvana 149 1,2 Umman 146 1,1
Kanada 314 2,4 Yeni Zelanda 292 2,3
Sili 147 1,1 Norveg 179 1,4
Giircistan 639 49 Katar 239 1,8
Macaristan 555 43 Rusya 743 5,7
fran 246 1,9 Suudi Arabistan 141 1,1
Irlanda 376 2,9 Singapur 310 2,4
Israil 331 2,6 Slovenya 484 3,7
ftalya 195 1,5 Giiney Afrika 311 2,4
Japonya 169 1,3 Isveg 277 2,1
Kazakistan 784 6,1 Tayland 202 1,6
Urdiin 246 1,9 Birlesik Arap Emirlikleri 537 4,1
Kore 215 1,7 Tiirkiye 218 1,7

Kuveyt 181 1,4 Misir 204 1,6
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Libnan 168 1,3 Amerika Birlesik Devletleri 410 3,2

Litvanya 866 6,7 Ingiltere 512 4,0

Malezya 270 2,1 Toplam 12947 100,0
Veri Toplama Araglar1

TIMSS 2015 calismasia katilan Ogrencilerin 6gretmenlerine ve okul miidiirlerine verilen
anketlerden elde edilen verilerle ¢calisma gerceklestirilmistir. Hem 8. Sinif fen 6gretmenlerine hem de
onlarin okul miidiirlerine uygulanan anketin, “How would you characterize each of the following
within your school?- Okulunuzda, asagidakilerin her birini nasil karakterize edersiniz?” boliimiinde
yer alan “Teachers’ understanding of the school’s curricular goals- dgretmenlerin okulun egitim
programinin amaglarini anlamasi” sorusu ile -“Teachers’ degree of success in implementing the
school’s curriculum- Okulun egitim programimin uygulanmasinda ogretmenlerin basar1 derecesi”
sorusuna verilen cevaplar ile analizler gerceklestirilmistir. Her iki soruda da 6gretmenlerden ve okul
miidiirlerinden “cok yiiksek- very high”, “high-yliksek”, “orta-medium”, “diisiik-low” ve “cok
diisiik-very low” seceneklerinden birini se¢meleri istenmistir. Ancak baz: tilkelerde “cok diisiik-very
low” segenegi olmadan anket uygulanmistir. Genel bir egilim yerine her f{ilke icin analiz

yapildigindan dolay1 6l¢iimleri genellestirme ile ilgili islem yapilmamaistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Miidiirler ile 0gretmenlerin goriisleri arasindaki iliski Goodman-Kruskal Gamma test ile
belirlenmistir. Anlaml ¢ikan sonuglar, 0 ise iliski yok, 0,01-0,09 arasinda ise zayif, 0,1-0,29 arasinda ise
orta, 0,30-0,99 giiclii iliski kanit1 ve 1 ise miikemmel iliski (Babbie, Halley ve Zaino, 2007) olarak

yorumlanmistir.
Bulgular

Ogretmenler ile okul miidiirlerinin okuldaki gretmenlerin okul egitim programimn
amaglarini anlamalarina yonelik goriigleri arasindaki iliskiyi belirlemek igcin Goodman-Kruskal
Gamma test uygulanmis ve sonuglar Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Ogretmenlerin okulun egitim programimin amaglarim anlamasmna iliskin 6gretmenler ve okul
miidiirlerinin goriigleri

Ogretmen ve okul miidiirlerine “6gretmenlerin okulun egitim programinin
amaglarini anlamasi —Teachers’ understanding of the school’s curricular goals”

Ulkeler Osret ] Okul Midiirleri
gretmenler Gamma

Country Cok Yiiksek  Yiiksek Orta Diisitk Cok Diisiik

Gok Yiiksek 101 90 15 0

Yiiksek 159 226 47 1
Avusturalya ,23%*

Orta 29 52 18 0

Digtik 3 2 0 0
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Cok Diigiik 0 0 2 0
Cok Yiiksek 32 35 6
Yiiksek 41 45 5
Bahreyn Orta 5 10 3 ,07
Diistik 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 19 18 11 1 0
Botsvana Yitksek 1 2 19 2 ! ,29%
Orta 4 5 10 1 0
Diistik 1 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 63 52 14 0
Yiiksek 50 78 22 1
Kanada Orta 12 12 6 0 ,24*
Digtik 1 1
Cok Diisuik 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 14 21 9 1 0
Yiiksek 18 34 29 2 1
il Orta 3 11 2 1 0 A7
Diisiik 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 44 70 23
Giircistan Yiiksek 82 234 112 ,32%
Orta 6 38 30
Cok Yiiksek 43 71 3
Yiiksek 90 267 21
Macaristan Orta 1 " . 27
Distik 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 17 35 14 0 0
Yiiksek 23 63 37 0 1
fran Orta 5 24 21 2 0 3%
Diisiik 1 1 0 0
Cok Diisiik 0 1 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 110 77 17 3
. Yiiksek 74 65 10 0
Irlanda Orta 6 13 0 0 ,06
Diigiik 1 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 33 88 12
Israil Yiiksek 50 109 14 -4
Orta 16 3
Cok Yiiksek 4 8 10
ftalya Yiiksek 12 52 38 ,0
Orta 10 22 27 3
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Diisiik 0
Cok Yiiksek 3 2 3 0
Yiiksek 10 54 23 2

Japonya Orta ; 2 ’g , 21
Diisiik 0 1 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 106 138 19

Kazakistan Yiiksek 161 326 13 11
Orta 4 16 1
Cok Yiiksek 18 42 5 0 0

Urdiin Yiiksek 31 86 30 1 0 ,39*
Orta 2 18 12 0 1
Cok Yiiksek 52 26 8
Yiiksek 61 41 10

Kore Orta 10 6 0 ,05
Diigtik 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 10 35 9 0
Yiiksek 25 48 23 0

Kuveyt ,20
Orta 2 17 8 1
Diisiik 1 2 0
Cok Yiiksek 14 32 12

Liibnan Yiiksek 29 34 16 -,07
Orta 9 16 6
Cok Yiiksek 138 223 18
Yiiksek 159 275 13

Litvanya ,02
Orta 12 24 3
Distik 0 1
Cok Yiiksek 37 46 0

Malezya Yiiksek 69 95 1 ,00
Orta 11 11 0
Cok Yiiksek 42 58 21
Yiiksek 40 76 32

Malta Orta 9 13 10 ,15
Distik 0 3 0
Cok Diisuk 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 37 44 1
Yiiksek 31 159 106 8

Fas Orta 14 110 86 8 ,03
Diisiik 22 16 0
Cok Diisiik 2 1 2 2

Umman Cok Yiiksek 15 36 14 -15
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Yiiksek 19 39 9
Orta 3 10
Cok Yiiksek 21 47 5
Yeni Zelanda Yitksek > 102 2 ,16
Orta 6 17 9
Diisiik 1 2
Cok Yiiksek 13 25 2
Norveg Yiiksek 27 79 17 ,33*
Orta 1 13 2
Cok Yiiksek 94 25 0
Katar Yiiksek 56 41 1 2 ,33*
Orta 14 5 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 33 102 22 1
Rusya Yiiksek 76 394 64 3 ,25%
Orta 1 29 18 0
Cok Yiiksek 17 11 6 0 0
Yiiksek 25 42 13 0 1
SAT;Siistan Orta 2 14 6 1 0 26"
Diisiik 0 0 0 0
Cok Diigilik 2 0 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 20 31 1
Yiiksek 53 146 19
Singapur Orta 5 30 0 ,21
Diistik 0 ) 0
Cok Yiiksek 30 62 11
Yiiksek 72 194 42
Slovenya Orta 19 28 " ,07
Distik 1 3 0
Cok Yiiksek 30 58 17 2
Yiiksek 29 84 45 4 .
Gliney Afrika Orta ) - 15 0 ,33
Diisiik 0 0 3 0
Cok Yiiksek 25 39 9 0
. Yiiksek 51 75 20 2
Isveg Orta 14 30 9 1 ,10
Distik 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 17 17 3 0
Tayland Yiiksek 21 90 22 0 ,45*
Orta 3 21 7 1
Birlesik Arap ~ Cok Yiiksek 106 112 15 0 11
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Emirlikleri Yiiksek 118 128 22 2
Orta 10 15 7 1
Diisiik 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 6 17 5 0
Yiiksek 16 80 31 5
Tiirkiye ,19
Orta 3 36 17 0
Distik 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 16 27 6 0
Yiiksek 33 75 15 0
Misir Orta 3 24 2 1 ,16
Diistik 1 0
Cok Diisiik 1 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 66 74 15 0
Amerika Yiiksek 57 112 32 3
Birlesik Orta 11 28 7 0 ,26*
Devletleri Diisiik 1 1 ) 0
Cok Diigilik 0 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 112 60 0
) Yiiksek 115 163 3
Ingiltere ,37*
Orta 24 28 4
Diigtik 1 2 0
*p<.05

Analiz sonuglarina gore Tayland, Urdiin, ingiltere, Gliney Afrika, Katar, Norveg, ran ve

Giircistan’da gli¢lii diizeyde; Botsvana, Macaristan, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Suudi Arabistan,

Rusya, Kanada, Avusturalya orta diizeyde pozitif yonlii anlamh bir iliski vardir. Diger {ilkelerde

herhangi iliskiye rastlanmamustir.

Ogretmenler ile okul miidiirlerinin okuldaki 6gretmenlerin okulun egitim programimn

uygulanmasinda Ogretmenlerin basar1 derecesi amaglarini anlamalarina yonelik goriisleri arasindaki

iliskiyi belirlemek icin Goodman-Kruskal Gamma test uygulanmis ve sonuglar Tablo 3’de

sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Ogretmenlerin okulun egitim programimm uygulanmasinda 63retmenlerin bagar: derecesine iliskin

ogretmenler ve okul miidiirlerinin goriisleri

“Okulun egitim programinin uygulanmasinda 6gretmenlerin basar1

derecesi-Teachers’ degree of success in implementing the school’s

curriculum”

Gamma
Okul Miidiirleri
Ulkeler Ogretmenler Cok Yiiksek Yiiksek Orta Disiik Cok Diistik
Cok Yiiksek 50 69 16 0
Avusturalya Yiiksek 128 240 . . 29%
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Orta 27 75 47 0
Diisiik 1 1 3 1
Cok Diisiik 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 26 30 7
3 Yiksek 35 44 15 oy
ahreyn Orta 16 ,
Diisiik 1
Cok Yiiksek 5 9 10 0 2
Botsvana Yiksek 14 28 40 4 0 ,18
Orta 1 13 17 3 1
Diisiik 0 1 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 37 43 10 0
Kanada Yiiksek 48 87 30 3 pre
Orta 15 20 17 2
Diistik 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 8 9 4 1
Yiiksek 13 40 25 4
2l Orta 2 11 24 5 A
Diistik 1 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 8 48 23 0
Giircistan Yiiksek ol 29 158 6 ,21%
Orta 66 58 0
Diisiik 1 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 7 38 10 0
Macaristan Yilksek 19 239 71 > ,28*
Orta 17 76 55 10
Diisiik 3 2 3
Cok Yiiksek 9 12 14 2
Yiiksek 22 73 36 1
fran Orta 5 42 21 1 ,05
Diisiik 3 3 0
Cok Diisuk 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 94 73 7
Yiiksek 79 90 7
Irlanda Orta 16 ) ,22%
Diisiik 1 0
Gok Yiiksek 12 42 11 0
Yiiksek 28 137 36 1
Israil Orta 5 39 16 0 ,19%
Distik 1 0
italya Cok Yiiksek 7 0 14
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Yiiksek 5 50 44 3
Orta 3 27 50 0
Diisuk 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 3 2 0
Yiiksek 6 61 25 1 .
Japonya Orta 3 a1 Y 3 ,33
Diisiik 0 3 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 39 108 19
Kazakistan Yiiksek 114 364 91 21%
Orta 5 28 16
Cok Yiiksek 12 26 9 0 0
.. Yiiksek 24 92 26 1 0
Urdin ,24*
Orta 7 28 18 0 2
Diisiik 1 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 42 25 5
Yiiksek 59 58 6
Kore Orta 1 6 ) ,11
Diistik 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 11 22 7 0
Kuveyt Yiiksek 26 66 20 1 ,18
Orta 3 18 7 0
Cok Yiiksek 10 21 0
Yiiksek 22 49 19 2
Libnan -,08
Orta 9 18 5 1
Diistik 0 2 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 12 104 17
Yiiksek 84 437 119
Litvanya ,18%
Orta 3 64 25
Distik 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 18 34 2 0
Malezya Yiiksek 50 117 15 1 19
Orta 7 22 4 0
Cok Yiiksek 18 50 13
Yiiksek 38 105 26
Malta Orta 4 28 18 ,26*
Distik 0 1 3
Cok Diisuk 0 1
Cok Yiiksek 5 26 21 1
Yiiksek 23 138 110 5
Fas ,11
Orta 5 155 122 8
Diisiik 16 17 0
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Cok Diigiik 0 3 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 8 30 11
Usnman Yiiksek 26 46 10 g
Orta 2
Diisiik
Cok Yiiksek 17 44 6
Yeni Zelanda Yitksek o1 105 21 ,07
Orta 14 22 12
Diisiik
Cok Yiiksek 4 4
Norveg Yiiksek 14 67 41 12
Orta 4 23 14
Cok Yiiksek 58 43 0 0
Katar Yiiksek 58 47 2 ,10
Orta 14 12 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 1 39 16 1
Yiiksek 19 325 145 6 .
Rusya Orta 4 85 98 3 33
Diistik 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 13 14 7 0 0
Yiiksek 16 35 22 1 1
Suudi Arabistan Orta 7 15 6 1 0 ,07
Diisiik 1 0 0 0
Cok Diigilik 1 0 0 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 6 19 8
Yiiksek 27 129 40 .
Singapur Orta 6 " o5 21
Distik 0 2 1
Cok Yiiksek 18 44 9
Yiiksek 44 212 71 .
Slovenya Orta 1 50 o4 21
Diigiik 1 0 0
Gok Yiiksek 16 36 18 3 0
Yiiksek 25 70 64 4 1
Gliney Afrika Orta . 36 , 0 ,31*
Diisiik 0 6 0 0
Cok Yiiksek 14 15 8 0
. Yiiksek 40 65 48 2 .
Isveg Orta 15 30 34 2 2
Distik 2 2 0
Tayland Cok Yiiksek 0 ,52%
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Yiiksek 6 75 34 )
Orta 1 32 35 2
Digtik 0 0 1 0
Cok Yiiksek 66 78 19 1
Birlesik Arap  yijjqek 100 170 39 0 20*
Emirlikleri
Orta 16 28 19 1
Cok Yiiksek 6 9 6 0
Yiiksek 10 54 42 3
Tiirkiye 27*
Orta 3 37 34 3
Diigtik 0 5 2
Cok Yiiksek 15 24 4
Yiksek 22 80 16
Misir 19
Orta 9 22 9
Digtik 1 2
Cok Yiiksek 35 44 19 0
Amerika Birlegik Ytiksek 39 133 46 3
. ,39%
Devletleri Orta 6 41 36 1
Diigiik 0 4 2 1
Cok Yiiksek 102 36
. Yiiksek 147 118 22
Ingiltere ,45*
Orta 28 34 19
Distik 1 3 0
>‘p<.05

Analiz sonucuna gore Tayland, Sili, Ingiltere, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Rusya, Japonya ve
Giliney Afrika’da giiclii; Avusturalya, Macaristan, Kanada, Tiirkiye, Malta, isveg, Urdiin, Bahreyn,
Irlanda, Giircistan, Slovenya, Singapur, Kazakistan, Birlesik Arap Emirlikleri, Israil ve Litvanya’da
orta diizeyde pozitif yonde anlaml bir iliski oldugu belirlenmistir. Bununla birlikte bir tek Umman’da
negatif yonde orta diizeyde anlaml bir iligski oldugu belirlenmistir. Diger {iilkelerde bdyle bir iliskiye

rastlanmamustir.
Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu calismada TIMSS 2015 8. smif fen ¢alismasina katilan dgrencilerin fen 6gretmenlerinin ve
onlarin okul miidiirlerinin, kendi okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin okulun egitim programimin amaglarin
anlamalarina ve programin uygulanmasma yonelik basarilarina iliskin goriisleri arasindaki iligki
saptanmaya caligilmistir. Ogretmenlerin okulun egitim programlarinin amaglarmni anlamlarmin
okulun basarisinin artmasinda etkili olacagindan (Jurdak, 2006) ve egitim programinin ilk basamag:
amaglar oldugundan oOncelikle amaglar1 anlamadaki iliski incelenmistir. Bu incelenmenin ardinda

program uygulamadaki basariya doniik goriisler de inceleme yapilmustir.
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TIMSS 2015 8. smuf fen calismasina katilan &grencilerin fen 6gretmenleri ile onlarm okul
miidiirlerinin, kendi okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin okulun egitim programinin amaclarim anlamalarma
iliskin goriigleri arasinda 37 iilkeden sadece 15 (yaklagik %40) iilkede (Tayland, Urdiin, Ingiltere,
Gliney Afrika, Katar, Norveg, Iran, Giircistan, Botsvana, Macaristan, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri,
Suudi Arabistan, Rusya, Kanada, Avusturalya) anlamh bir iliski ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu 15 iilkenin 8
(genelin yaklagik %21’i)'inde (Tayland, Urdiin, Ingiltere, Giiney Afrika, Katar, Norveg, Iran,
Gilircistan) giiglii; 7 (genelin %19’u’inde) sinde (Botsvana, Macaristan, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri,
Suudi Arabistan, Rusya, Kanada, Avusturalya) orta diizeyde iliski tespit edilmistir. Yaklasik olarak
genelin %60'in anlamh bir iliski olmadig1 belirlenmistir. Anlamh iliskilerin diinyadaki dagilimina
bakildiginda bolgesel ve ekonomik ac¢indan paralel veya kiimelenmis bir dagiim gostermedigi
belirlenmistir. En ytiiksek anlaml iliski Tayland’a aitken, en diisiik Avusturalya olarak belirlenmistir.
Anlaml iliski olan {ilkeler incelendiginde diinyada toprak bakimindan biiyiik olan ve bu calisma
icinde degerlendirilen Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Kanada, Rusya ve Avustralya’da anlamh iliski
tespit edilmistir. Yine bu iligki tilkelerin TIMSS 2015 fen puanlarindaki siralamasina gore bir dagihim

gostermemektedir.

Okul miidiirlerinin lider oldugu ve 6gretmenleri etkileyebilecegi diistiniildiigiinde (Desimone
ve digerleri., 2004; Hord ve Hall, 1987), anlamh sonug ¢ikan {ilkelerde miidiirlerin inanglarinin ve
algilariin fen 6gretmenleri iizerinde etkili olabilecegi diisiiniilebilir. Bu ¢alismada okul miidiirlerinin
tahmin etmeye yonelik bir her ne kadar regresyon calismas: olmasa da regresyon igin korelasyon
onceden degerlendirilen bir unsurdur. Dolayisiyla miidiir ve ogretmenlerin farkli konulardaki
goriisleri veya davraniglari arasindaki incelenerek okul miidiirlerinin 6gretmenler {izerindeki etkisi

incelenebilir.

Bu arastirmada incelenen bir diger durum da, TIMSS 2015 8. smif fen ¢alismasina katilan
ogrencilerin fen Ogretmenleri ile onlarin okul miidiirlerinin, okulun egitim programinin
uygulanmasinda kendi okullarindaki 6gretmenlerin basar1 diizeylerine iliskin goriisleri arasindaki
iliskidir. Ulkelere gére inceleme yapildiginda bu aragtirma kapsaminda katilan 37 iilkeden 24
(yaklasik olarak %64) iilkede (Tayland, Sili, Ingiltere, Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Rusya, Japonya,
Gliney Afrika, Avusturalya, Macaristan, Kanada, Tiirkiye, Malta, isveg, Urdiin, Bahreyn, Irlanda,
Glircistan, Slovenya, Singapur, Kazakistan, Birlesik Arap Emirlikleri, Israil, Litvanya ve Umman)
anlaml iliski bulunmustur. 24 {ilkeden sadece Umman’da ters yonde orta diizeyde anlaml bir iliski
belirlenmistir. Geriye kalan 23 iilkeden 7 (genelin yaklasik %19) iilkede (Tayland, Sili, Ingiltere,
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Rusya, Japonya ve Giiney Afrika'da) giiclii; 16 (genelin %43’iinde)
iilkede (Avusturalya, Macaristan, Kanada, Tiirkiye, Malta, isveg, Urdiin, Bahreyn, Irlanda, Giircistan,

Slovenya, Singapur, Kazakistan, Birlesik Arap Emirlikleri, Israil ve Litvanya) orta diizey bir iliski
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vardir. Anlamh ilisikler incelendiginde yukaridaki sonuca benzer bolgesel ve ekonomik agindan
paralel veya kiimelenmis bir dagilim gostermedigi belirlenmistir. En yiiksek anlamli iligki Tayland’a
aitken, en diisiikk pozitif yondeki iliski Litvanya’dir. Bu analiz de Umman’da ters yonde iligki
belirlenmistir. Anlamb iliski olan tilkeler incelendiginde diinyada toprak bakimindan biiyiik olan ve
bu calisma icinde degerlendirilen Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Kanada, Rusya ve Avustralya’da
anlaml iligki tespit edilmistir. Yine bu iligki {ilkelerin TIMSS 2015 fen puanlarindaki sirlamasina gore

bir dagilim gostermemektedir.

Okul egitim programlarinin birinci sorumlularinin okul yoneticileri oldugu ve dgretmenleri
etkiledigi diisiintildiiglinde (Desimone et al., 2004; Hord ve Hall, 1987) diinya genelinde miidiirler ve
fen Ogretmenleri meslektaglarinin program uygulamada basarili bulmaktadir. Ulkelerin basar
durumlar1 dikkate alindiginda {ilkelerin siralanmasin bagari sirasina benzemedigi ifade edilebilir. Ote
yandan dagilimlarin yiiksek ancak akademik basari sirasina benzemeyen sirlamalarin olmasi program
basarisina ve bu basarinin algilanmasi ile ilgili sorunlar oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Ornegin
Ornstein ve Hunkins (2009)’a gore bir¢ok egitimi yOneticisi “program okuryazarligindan” yoksundur.
Eger boyle bir durumun olmas halinde okul yoneticileri ve dolaysiyla da 6gretmenlerin programlarin
uygulanmasmna iliskin basar1 ile ilgili goriisleri degisecektir. Tayland, Ingiltere, Giiney Afrika,
Gilircistan, Macaristan, Rusya, Kanada, Avustralya ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri her iki alanda da

anlamli iliski barindirmaktadirlar. Her iki iliskide de Tayland iist diizey bir iliskiye sahiptir.
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"Fen Ogretmenlerinin ve Okul Miidiirlerinin Okullarindaki Ogretmenlerin  Egitim  Programlarini
Uygulamalarina Yonelik Goriisleri Arasindaki Iliski” baslikl1 calismann yazim siirecinde bilimsel, etik ve
alint1 kurallarina uyulmus; toplanan veriler {izerinde herhangi bir tahrifat yapilmamais, karsilasilacak
tim etik ihlallerde “Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi Yaymn Kurulunun” hicbir sorumlulugunun
olmadigy, tiim sorumlulugun Sorumlu Yazara ait oldugu ve bu calismanin herhangi baska bir

akademik yayin ortamina degerlendirme i¢in gonderilmemis oldugunu taahhiit ederim.

Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Gékhan ILGAZ
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Introduction

Human capital is one of the significant indicators in a changing world. (Tung, 1998). Human
capital means and refers to qualified labour force in societies and education is one of the primary
investments in creating it (Schultz, 1971, pp. 24-36, translated by Tung and Tasdoken, 2019). Countries
devise education reforms for this purpose (Biimen, Cakar and Yildiz, 2014). These reforms often mean
amendment of curricula. Curricula determine all cognitive, affective and kinetic qualities and the
process of developing these qualities Giiltekin, 2003). In this way, curricula and schools become a
mirror image of societies -likewise societies are also a mirror image of curricula and schools. A
curriculum contains the processes of designing, testing, implementing, evaluating and extending
(Gorgen, 2014). No matter how apt a curriculum is for principles of designing, the point where it
comes into practice and is eventually executed is the implementation phase. Curriculum
implementation contains a holistic process of an in-class implementation of physical means and
facilities, teaching materials, psychological and social circle interactions around a specific curriculum
all with goof efforts from teachers, students, school principals and parents (Onyeachu, 2008). As it will
be understood from the definition, curriculum implementation covers more than one factor.
According to Ornstein and Hunkins (2009), the key to a successful curriculum implementation is
vested in three factors, that's, the curriculum, the process and the parties. Some researchers correlate
the success of a curriculum with its nature (Newhouse, 2015) while some others explain it with the
teachers' character (Hopkins, 2011). It is assumed that the responsibility of making learners adopt the
school's curricular goals rests with the executive parties (Lezotte and Snyder, 2011). On taking a
general look at the curricular implementation models, it is clearly seen that teachers and principals are
amongst the key players. "Overcoming resistance to change", "systems model", and "educational
change" curricular implementation models recognize the schools' principals and teachers as significant

actors (Ornstein and Hunkins, 2009).

According to certain approaches that centre on the schools' principals as far as the curriculum
implementation is concerned; the schools' principals play a significant part that substantial facilitate
the process from providing the materials required for curriculum implementation to the planning

(Hord and Hall, 1987). School principals are the leaders of an educational organisation, and
they have the capability of contributing to a school's development and student's performance
(Chirichello, 2010). School leadership should focus on teachers' performance and students' success
(Yukl, 2012). The learning-teaching process should be well-qualified for higher student success rats or
performance. For this reason, school principals should be a role model for curriculum implementation

(Middlewood, 2001). The role model approach turns out to a teacher support; hence school principals
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support the learning-teaching process (Boyd et al., 2011). Elements of the process contain the goals of
the curriculum, consequently the goals of the school's curriculum. Support from the school principals
can pave the ground for attaining the school goals, consequently teachers' understanding of the school

curricular goals.

The school principals' communication plays a significant part in ensuring that curricula are
adopted at schools and all school personnel are engaged in the process because communication is one
of the elements for curriculum implementation and school principals should be open for
communication (Virgilio and Virgilio, 1984). A vertical communication exists between the school
principals and teachers (Ornstein and Hunkins, 2009). This kind of communication is also one of the
indicators for the school culture and the most important constituent is the school principal (Sahin-
Firat, 2010). A school culture can pave the ground for a better school climate. The school climate is a
concept that often refers to a school's physical features, the order, satisfaction and efficiency levels at
school, so the psychological aspect outweighs (Ozer and Dénmez, 2007). According to social and
psychological theories, interactions occur and carry on as both parties draw benefits; these interactions
help to establish a successful learning environment wherein school principals support colleagues, and
even teacher-teacher communications are accurately guided (Price, 2012). These positive learning
environments depend on the school principals (Hallinger, Bickman and Davis, 1996) since the school
principals are defined and recognized as leaders who establish fiduciary relationships with the school
personnel and give support to teachers for the sake of school's success (Young and King, 2002). School
principals are therefore a remarkable source for the teachers in implementing the curriculum

(Desimone, Payne, Fedoravicius, Henrich and Finn-Stevenson, 2004).

One of the actors that are important according to curriculum implementation models is the
teachers since the teachers experience the curricular implementation directly from the first hand
(Ornstein and Hunkins, 2009). Studies also support these models (Bulus-Kirikkaya, 2009; Coenders,
Terlouw and Dijkstra, 2008; Eraslan, 2013; Gomleksiz, 2007; Han, 2013; Roehrig, Kruse and Kern, 2007;
Smith and Desimone, 2003; Spillane and Callahan, 2000). In addition, the studies indicate that official
curriculum and curriculum implemented in class by teachers result in differences Flick and Lederman,
2001; Handal and Herrington, 2003; Hume and Coll, 2010). There are different studies and model
recommendations for reasons of the differences. For instance, Rogan and Grayson (2003) attempted to
devise an implementation theory by going through extensive educational innovations around the
globe. The theory of the researchers is constituent of three interconnected structures, namely, "profile
of implementation, "Innovative Support Capacity”, and "Support from Outside Agencies". Especially
the innovative support capacity elements are made of physical "resources”, "teacher factors", "learner

factors", and "school ecology and management". This is an aspect that leans on human features. Even
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though features differ, teachers should implement the same curriculum. In case these features are
dominant, the curriculum implemented in class differs. To avoid this, school's curricular goals should
be clearly set and understood. Clearly set goals are one of the factors influential on the
implementation and educational change model pioneered by Fullan (2007) also point to the

importance of clarity for change.

Implementation of each curriculum entails change, which is not directly accepted by teachers
(Ornstein and Hunkins, 2009). According to Elmora (2004), teachers resist change, consequently
curricula when they experience lack of benefits, work overload and evasion of collaboration. Almost
centuries of studies demonstrate that teachers feel alone when it comes to curricular implementation
(Hargreaves, 2001). This shows insufficiency of common cause on the part of fellow workers.
According to Fullan (2007), a common cause between fellow workers manifests itself in the form of
learning, attaining the desired result and satisfaction at work in a safe and supported medium where
communication is enabled assistance is offered. In such medium, collaboration occurs between
teachers. Collaboration between teachers makes good contributions to students' performance, too
(Fullan and Hargreaves, 1996; Wiley, 2001). Higher performance of students relates to the school's
focus on success, which, in turn, is related to expectations of the executives and school teachers in
implementing the curriculum. According to the results of Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) 2011 (Martin, Mullis, Foy and Gabrielle, 2012), school emphasis on academic

success is closely related to students' scores.

TIMSS 2015 examined the school environment for emphasis on academic success. School
climate is mostly a psychological concept, and it refers to the participants' conditions in and
perspectives of the medium. TIMSS 2015 attempted to determine the school teachers' understanding
of the school curriculum and degree of success from the eyes of sciences teachers that teach 8 grade
students and their school principals. Most studies on success, school climate, implementation of the
curriculum were performed based on the data derived from teachers' self-assessment and their
assessment of the principals or executives. In this study, however, it is intended to set forth the
relationship between teachers' understanding of the school curricular goals and degree of success in
implementing the school's curriculum from the eyes of sciences teachers that teach 8% grade students
and their school principals. In this way, data will be accessible for the school climate of all schools that
participate in TIMSS 2015 around the world, and tendencies of the teachers and their principals in

curriculum implementation will be expressed.
Method

Research model
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This study was performed with relational survey model. Relational survey model is a type of
surveys and helps to determine possible interrelational change of variants and the extent thereof
(Karasar, 2017). In this study, the relationship of the sciences teachers' and school principals’ opinions on other
teachers' understanding of the school curricular goals and teachers' degree of success in implementing the

school's curriculum were examined.
Participants

TIMSS studies often measure the knowledge and skills of 4th and 8th grade students in
sciences and mathematics. Consequently, the primary factor that determines subjects of TIMSS studies
is the students that participate in the sample. Also school principals are involved in the studies at
schools where students participate as subjects so that data are obtained for sciences teachers and for
school. TIMSS studies neither do not collect data by calculating a population and sample for teachers
and school principals. This study made use of data about the sciences teachers of 8th grade students
that participated in TIMSS 2015 and their school principals, therefore the study is recognised

according to the suitable sample.

For TIMSS 2015, self-governing territories or special administration regions were used in some
countries. No self-governing territories or special administration regions were included in the scope
of this study when analyzing the data derived therefrom so as to see the overall condition in all
countries. Sciences teachers that accurately and fully filled out the questionnaire articles described in
data collection tools, and their school principals are the subjects of this research study. Distribution of

the subjects is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Particapants by Country

Country f % Country f %

Australia 745 5,8 Malta 305 2,4
Bahrain 184 1,4 Morocco 657 5,1
Botswana 149 1,2 Oman 146 1,1
Canada 314 2,4 New Zealand 202 2,3
Chile 147 1,1 Norway 179 14
Georgia 639 4,9 Qatar 239 1,8
Hungary 555 43 Russia 743 5,7
Iran 246 1,9 Saudi Arabia 141 1,1
Ireland 376 2,9 Singapore 310 2,4
Israel 331 2,6 Slovenia 484 3,7
Italy 195 1,5 South Africa 311 2,4
Japan 169 1,3 Sweden 277 2,1
Kazakhstan 784 6,1 Thailand 202 1,6

Jordan 246 1,9 United Arab Emirates 537 4,1
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Korea 215 1,7 Turkey 218 1,7
Kuwait 181 1,4 Egypt 204 1,6
Lebanon 168 1,3 United States of America 410 32
Lithuania 866 6,7 UK 512 4,0
Malaysia 270 2,1 Total 12947 100,0

Data Collection Tools

The study was processed by using the data derived from the responses to the questionnaire
delivered to the teachers and school principals of students that participated in TIMSS 2015. Applied to
sciences teachers that teach 8th grades, and their school principals, the questionnaire was analyzed by
responses to the questions of “Teachers’ understanding of the school’s curricular goals", and
"Teachers’ degree of success in implementing the school’s curriculum" in “How would you
characterize each of the following within your school?. Teachers and school principals were asked to
select either of “very high”, “high”, “medium”, “low” and “very low” options for both questions. But
in some countries, the questionnaire was conducted without "very low" as an option. Since analysis is

conducted per country instead of an overall analysis, measurement generalization was not resorted to.
Data Analysis

The relationship between the opinions of the school principals and teachers was determined
with the Goodman-Kruskal Gamma test. Significant results are interpreted as follows: 0 for not
related, 0,01-0,09 for poorly related, 0,1-0,29 for medium, 0,30-0,99 for strongly related (Babbie, Halley
and Zaino, 2007).

Findings

The Goodman-Kruskal Gamma test was used for determining the relationship of the 8t grade
sciences teachers' and school principals' opinions on other teachers' understanding of the school

curricular goals in TIMSS 2015, and the results are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Teachers’ and school principals’ opinions on other teachers’ understanding of the school curricular

goals

Teachers” understanding of the school’s curricular goals” question addressed to

teachers and school principals

School Principals
Gamma

Country Teachers Very high High Medium Low Very low

Very high 101 90 15 0

High 159 226 47 1
Australia Medium 29 52 18 0 ,23%

Low 3 2 0 0

Very low 0 0 2 0
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Very high 32 35 6

Bahrain High “ ® > 07
Medium 5 10 3 '
Low 1 0
Very high 19 18 11 1 0
High 14 42 19 2 1

Botswana Medium A 10 , 0 ,29*
Low 1 0 0
Very high 63 52 14 0
High 50 78 22 1

Canada Medium 12 12 6 0 ,24*
Low 0 1 1 1
Very low 0 1 0 0
Very high 14 21 9 1 0

Chile High 18 34 29 2 1 .
Medium 11 2 1 0 '
Low 0 0 0
Very high 44 70 23

Georgia High 82 234 112 ,32%
Medium 6 38 30
Very high 43 71 3
High 90 267 21

Hungary Medium 1 " 6 ,27*
Low 0 1 0
Very high 17 35 14 0 0
High 23 63 37 0 1

Iran Medium 5 24 21 2 0 3%
Low 0 1 1 0 0
Very low 0 1 1 0 0
Very high 110 77 17 3
High 74 65 10 0

Ireland Medium 6 13 0 0 ,06
Low 1 0 0 0
Very high 33 88 12

Israel High 50 109 14 -4
Medium 16 3
Very high 4 8 10 1
High 12 52 38 4

Italy , 0
Medium 10 22 27 3
Low 0 4 0 0
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Very high 3 2 3 0
High 10 54 23 2

Japan Medium 7 34 28 1 2
Low 0 1 1 0
Very high 106 138 19

Kazakhstan High 161 326 13 11
Average 4 16 1
Very high 18 42 5 0

Jordan High 31 86 30 1 ,39*
Medium 2 18 12 0
Very high 52 26 8

Korea High ol 4 10 05
Medium 10 6 0 '
Low 0 1
Very high 10 35 9 0

Kuwait High 2 ® 3 0 20
Medium 2 17 8 1 '
Low 1 2 0
Very high 14 32 12

Lebanon High 29 34 16 -,07
Medium 9 16 6
Very high 138 223 18

Lithuania High. 159 27 13 ,02
Medium 12 24 3
Low 0 1 0
Very high 37 46 0

Malaysia High 69 95 1 ,00
Medium 11 11 0
Very high 42 58 21
High 40 76 32

Malta Medium 9 13 10 15
Low 3 0
Very low 0 1 0
Very high 8 37 44 1
High 31 159 106 8

Morocco Medium 14 110 86 8 ,03
Low 0 22 16 0
Very low 2 1 2 2

Oman Vej:ry high 15 36 14 15
High 19 39 9
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Medium 3 10
Very high 21 47 5

New Zealand ngh_ > 102 2 ,16
Medium 6 17
Low 2
Very high 13 25 2

Norway High 27 79 17 ,33*
Medium 1 13 2
Very high 94 25 1 0

Qatar High 56 41 1 2 ,33*
Medium 14 5 0 0
Very high 33 102 22 1

Russia High 76 394 64 3 ,25*
Medium 1 29 18 0
Very high 17 11 6 0 0
High 25 42 13 0 1

Saudi Arabia Medium 2 14 6 1 0 ,26*
Low 0 0 0 0
Very low 2 0 0 0 0
Very high 20 31 1
High 53 146 19

Singapore Medium 5 30 0 ,21
Low 0 2 0
Very high 30 62 11

Slovenia High. 72 194 42 e
Medium 19 38 12
Low 1 3 0
Very high 30 58 17 2

South Africa ngh, o 54 45 ! ,33*
Medium 2 22 15 0
Low 0 0 0
Very high 25 39 9 0

Sweden High o1 7 20 2 10
Medium 14 30 9 1 ’
Low 1 0 0
Very high 17 17 3 0

Thailand High 21 9 22 0 ,45*
Medium 3 21 7 1

United Arab ~ Very high 106 112 15 0 .

Emirates High 118 128 22 2 ’
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Medium 10 15 7 1
Low 1 0 0
Very high 6 17 5 0

Farkey High 16 80 31 5 19
Medium 3 36 17 0
Low 1 0 1 0
Very high 16 27 6 0
High 33 75 15 0

Egypt Medium 3 24 2 1 16
Low 0 1 0
Very low 1 0 0 0
Very high 66 74 15 0

| High 57 112 ) 3

Krrﬁtei?c:tates °f Medium 11 28 7 0 267
Low 1 1 2 0
Very low 0 0 1 0
Very high 112 60 0

. High 115 163 3 -
Medium 24 28 4 ,
Low 1 2 0

*p<.05

According to the results of analysis; the significant relationship is strong in Thailand, Jordan,
UK, South Africa, Qatar, Norway, Iran, and Georgia while the significant relationship is medium in
Botswana, Hungary, United States of America, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Canada, and Australia. No

relationship was found in other countries.

The Goodman-Kruskal Gamma test was used for determining the relationship of the 8t grade
sciences teachers' and school principals' opinions on other teachers' degree of success in implementing
the school's curriculum in TIMSS 2015, and the results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Teachers’ and school principals’ opinions on other teachers’ degree of success in implementing the
school’s curriculum

"Teachers’ degree of success in implementing the school’s curriculum”
question addressed to teachers and school principals

School Principals Gamma
Country Teachers Very high High Average Low Very low
Very high 50 69 16 0
High 128 240 85 1
Australia Medium 27 75 47 0 ,29*
Low 1 1 3 1
Very low 0 0 0
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Very high 26 30 7
Bahrain High 3 4 1 ,24*
Medium 4 16 6
Low 1 0
Very high 9 10 0 2
Botswana High 14 28 40 4 0 ,18
Medium 1 13 17 3 1
Low 0 1 1 0 0
Very high 37 43 10 0
Canada High 8 57 30 X ,27*
Medium 15 20 17 2
Low 0
Very high 9 4 1
High 13 40 25 4
Chile Meg dium ) 1 y 5 ,A48%
Low 1 0 0
Very high 8 48 23 0
High 27 259 138 6 .
Georgia Medium A 66 58 0 ,21
Low 1 1 0
Very high 7 38 10 0
High 19 239 71 5 .
Hungary Medium 17 76 55 10 28
Low 0 3 2 3
Very high 9 12 14 2
High 22 73 36 1
Iran Medium 5 42 21 1 ,05
Low 3 3 0
Very low 0 0 0
Very high 94 73 7
Ireland ;\_I/Ileg;ium 779 ?2 Z ,22%
Low 0 1 0
Very high 12 42 11 0
High 28 137 36 1 .
Israel Medium 5 39 16 0 ,19
Low 0 1 0
Very high 1 7 0
High 5 50 44 3
Italy Medium 3 oy 50 0 ,14
Low 0 2 1 0
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Very high 3 4 2 0
High 6 61 25 1

Japan Medium 3 31 26 3 >
Low 0 3 1 0
Very high 39 108 19

Kazakhstan High 114 364 91 21%
Medium 5 28 16
Very high 12 26 9 0 0

Jordan High 24 92 26 1 0 "
Medium 7 28 18 0 2 '
Low 0 1 0 0 0
Very high 42 25 5

Korea High % o8 6 11
Medium 11 6 2 '
Low 0 0
Very high 11 22 7 0

Kuwait High 26 66 20 1 ,18
Medium 3 18 7 0
Very high 10 21 0

Lebanon High. 22 b 19 2 -,08
Medium 9 18 5 1
Low 0 2 0
Very high 12 104 17

Lithuania High. 54 7 19 ,18*
Medium 3 64 25
Low 0 1
Very high 18 34 2 0

Malaysia High 50 117 15 1 ,19
Medium 7 22 4 0
Very high 18 50 13
High 38 105 26

Malta Medium 4 28 18 ,26*
Low 0 1 3
Very low 0 1
Very high 5 26 21 1
High 23 138 110 5

Morocco Medium 5 155 122 8 11
Low 1 16 17 0
Very low 0 3 1 0
Very high 8 30 11

Oman . -,28*
High 26 46 10
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Medium 5 2
Low 2
Very high 17 44
High 51 103 21
New Zealand . ,07
Medium 14 22 12
Low
Very high 4 4
Norway High 14 67 41 12
Medium 4 23 14
Very high 58 43 0 0
Qatar High 58 47 4 2 1 ,10
Medium 14 12 0 0
Very high 1 39 16 1
High 19 325 145 6
Russia . ,33%*
Medium 4 85 98 3
Low 0 0 1 0
Very high 13 14 7 0 0
High 16 35 22 1 1
Saudi Arabia Medium 7 15 6 1 0 ,07
Low 1 0 0 0
Very low 1 0 0 0 0
Very high 6 19 8
S High 27 129 40 -
ingapore Medium . o ’s ,
Low 0 2 1
Very high 18 44 9
High 44 212 71
Slovenia . ,21*
Medium 11 50 24
Low 1 0 0
Very high 16 36 18 3 0
High 25 70 64 4 1
South Africa . ,31*
Medium 4 27 36 1 0
Low 0 0 0
Very high 14 15 0
High 40 65 48 2
Sweden . ,26*
Medium 15 30 34 2
Low 0 2 2 0
Very high 4 9 1 0
High 6 75 34 2
Thailand . ,52%*
Medium 1 32 35 2
Low 0 0 1 0
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. Very high 66 78 19 1

g;litreactle':‘rab High 100 170 39 0 ,20%
Medium 16 28 19 1
Very high 6 9 6 0

Turkey High 10 54 42 3 P
Medium 3 37 34 3
Low 0 5 )
Very high 15 24 4

syt High 22 80 16 19
Medium 9 22 9
Low 1 2
Very high 35 44 19 0

United States of High 39 133 46 3 o

America Medium 6 41 36 1 ’
Low 0 4 2 1
Very high 102 36

UK High 147 118 22 4o
Medium 28 34 19 4
Low 1 3 0

*p<.05

According to the results of analysis; the significant relationship is strong in Thailand, Chile,
UK, United States of America, Russia, Japan, and South Africa while the significant relationship is
medium in Australia, Hungary, Canada, Turkey, Malta, Sweden, Jordan, Bahrain, Ireland, Georgia,
Slovenia, Singapore, Kazakhstan, United Arab Emirates, Israel, and Lithuania. It is only in Oman

where the significant relationship is medium. No relationship was found in other countries.
Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendation

This study intends to determine the relationship of the sciences teachers' and school
principals' opinions on other teachers' understanding of the school curricular goals and teachers'
degree of success in implementing the school's curriculum. The research study is in a survey model.
Subjects of the research study are the sciences teachers that teach 8t grade students and the school
principals participating in TIMSS 2015 study. Since the teachers' understanding of the school
curricular goals is influential on schools' increased success (Jurdak, 2006), and the very first step of
education is through the goals, the relationship of understanding the goals was examined as the first
thing to do. After that, the success-oriented opinions on the circular implementation were also

examined.

A significant relationship was found only in 15 countries (corresponding to nearly 40%)
(Thailand, Jordan, UK, South Africa, Qatar, Norway, Iran, Georgia, Botswana, Hungary, United States

409



lligaz, G.

of America, Saudi Arabia, Russia, Canada, Australia) out of 37 countries regarding the 8t grade
sciences teachers' and school principals' opinions on other teachers' understanding of the school
curricular goals in TIMSS 2015. 8 (corresponding to nearly 21%) (Thailand, Jordan, UK, South Africa,
Qatar, Norway, Iran, Georgia) out of these 15 countries were found to be strongly related; 7
(corresponding to nearly 19%) (Botswana, Hungary, United States of America, Saudi Arabia, Russia,
Canada, Australia) were found to have medium - level relationship. It was determined that nearly
60% of the overall rate had no significant relationship. On taking a look at the global distribution of
significant relationships, it is seen that no regionally or economically parallel or clustered distribution
exists. The highest significant relationship was seen in Thailand while the lowest significant
relationship was seen in Australia. On taking a look at the countries of a significant relationship, it
was determined that United States of America, Canada, Russia, and Australia, each of which covers a
great surface area and is included in the scope of this study here, were the countries of significant
relationship. Then again, the relationship does not tend towards a distribution based on TIMSS 2015

sciences score ranking per country.

Considering the facts that school principals are leaders and they have the capacity of having
influence over teachers (Desimone et al., 2004; Hord and Hall, 1987), it is considered that the
principals' belief and perception could be influential on sciences teachers in the countries of significant
results. Even though this study is not characterised as a regression work that tends to estimate school
principals' influence over the sciences teachers, correlation for regression is an element that is
evaluated in advance. Consequently, the school principals' influence over the teachers can be
examined by checking with the relationship between the principals' and teachers' opinions on and

approaches to different matters.

Another fact scrutinised in this study is the relationship between the opinions of the sciences
teachers that teach 8t grade students and the school principals participating in TIMSS 2015 study on
the success levels of teachers at their school in implementing the curriculum. On examining by
country, a significant relationship was found to exist in 24 countries (corresponding to nearly 64%)
(Thailand, Chile, UK, United States of America, Russia, Japan, South Africa, Australia, Hungary,
Canada, Turkey, Malta, Sweden, Jordan, Bahrain, Ireland, Georgia, Slovenia, Singapore, Kazakhstan,
United Arab Emirates, Israel, Lithuania, and Oman) out of 37 countries in total. It is only in Oman out
of 24 countries where a reversely medium level of significant relationship was determined. In 7
(corresponding to nearly 19%) (Thailand, Chile, UK, United States of America, Russia, Japan, and
south Africa) out of the remaining 23 countries, a strong relationship was determined while a medium
level of relationship was found in 16 countries (corresponding to 43% overall) (Australia, Hungary,

Canada, Turkey, Malta, Sweden, Jordan, Bahrain, Ireland, Georgia, Slovenia, Singapore, Kazakhstan,



KEFAD Volume 21, Issue 1, April, 2020

United Arab Emirates, Israel, and Lithuania). On checking with the significant relationships, it was
seen that regionally or economically parallel or clustered distribution akin to that of the foregoing was
not found. The highest significant relationship was in Thailand while the lowest positive relationship
was in Lithuania. Oman is analyzed to have a reverse direction. On taking a look at the countries of a
significant relationship, it was determined that United States of America, Canada, Russia, and
Australia, each of which covers a great surface area and is included in the scope of this study here,
were the countries of significant relationship. Then again, the relationship does not tend towards a

distribution based on TIMSS 2015 sciences score ranking per country.

Considering that the primary responsibility for school curricula rests with the school
executives, who are influential over the teachers (Desimone et al., 2004; Hord and Hall, 1987), the
sciences teachers and their school principals around the globe consider their colleagues successful in
implementing the school curricula. It can be expressed that the ranking based on the TIMSS 2015
sciences ranking or standing for countries is not identical to that of the relationship levels between the
opinions of the sciences teachers and their school principals on the success levels of teachers
implementing the school's curriculum in that country. In other words, TIMSS 2015 sciences ranking
for countries do not overlap with the level ranking of the relationship defined here. However, the fact
that distributions are high whereas not at all similar to academic standing ranking suggests that there
may be issues relating to the curricular success and perception thereof. For instance, according to
Ornstein and Hunkins (2009), most education executives are "curriculum ignorant". If that were the
case, school executives' and consequently teachers' opinions on the success of circular implementation
would change. Thailand, UK, South Africa, Georgia, Hungary, Russia, Canada, Australia, and United
States of America are the countries where the relationships are significant in /both areas Thailand has

a higher level of relationship in both cases.
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