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This study aimed to examine teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns in terms of various
variables. For this purpose, the relational survey model, one of the quantitative research
methods, was used and the teachers in Kirgsehir province and its districts constitute the
population of the study, and 182 teachers with various characteristics determined
randomly were included as a sample. The data of the study were obtained using the
"Teachers' Curriculum Adaptation Patterns" scale developed by Yazicilar Nalbantoglu,
Biimen and Uslu (2021). The internal consistency coefficients were calculated as 0.82 for
the overall scale and for its sub-dimensions as follows: “Extension” (0.89), “Jumping”
(0.80),, and “Reorganization” (0.82), respectively. The curriculum adaptation patterns of the
teachers were examined whether there was a significant difference according to the level of
education, school type, branches, postgraduate education, in-service training, seniority,
department they graduated from, whether they participated in curriculum studies,
whether they gave importance to the curriculum and whether they benefited from the
curriculum. As a result, significant differences were found according to the school grade
levels at which they teach, branches, degree to give importance to curricula, and frequency
of benefiting from curricula, and the findings obtained were tried to be interpreted by
making use of previous research.
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Bu calismada 6gretmenlerin 6gretim programi uyarlama oriintiilerinin cesitli degiskenler
agisndan  incelenmesi amacglanmistir.  Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda nicel arastirma
yontemlerinden betimsel tarama modeli kullanilmis olup Kirsehir ili ve ilgelerinde gorev
yapmakta olan dgretmenler ¢alismanin evrenini olusturmakta ve seckisiz olarak belirlenen
cesitli 6zelliklere sahip 182 &gretmen orneklem olarak kullanilmustir. Calismamn verileri
Yazicilar Nalbantoglu, Biimen ve Uslu, (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogretmenlerin
Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri” 6lgegi kullanilarak elde edilmis ve dlcegin geneli (0,82), alt
boyutlarina iliskin i¢ tutarlik katsayilar: sirasiyla Genisletme (0,89), Atlama (0,80) ve Yeniden
Diizenleme (0,82) olarak hesap edilmistir. Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama 6riintiileri
gorev yaptiklar1 6gretim diizeyi, okul tiiri, branglarina, lisansiistii egitim alma, hizmet igi
alma durumu, kidemleri, mezun olduklar1 béliim, program calismalarina katilip katilmama
durumu, 6gretim programlarina 6énem verme ve programdan faydalanma sikliklarina gore
anlamli farklihik olup olmadig: incelenmistir. Sonug olarak dgretmenlerin gorev yaptiklar:
Ogretim kademeleri, branslari, Ogretim programlarina O6nem verme durumlarn ve
programdan faydalanma sikliklarina gore anlamh farklhiliklar bulunmus ve elde edilen
bulgular daha 6nceki aragtirmalardan faydalanarak yorumlanmusgtir.
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Giris
Bilgiye ve d6grenmeye olan bakis acisindaki degisim egitim alaninda yeni yaklasimlara yol
agmistir (Hesapgioglu, 2009). Giinlimiizde egitim politikalarinin hedefi bireylere problem ¢6zme,
elestirel diisiinme, Ogrenmeyi Ogrenme gibi becerileri kazandirmak haline gelmistir. Giiniin
ihtiyaglarina ve gelismelerine yonelik bu degisimler iilkelerin egitim amaclarinin bir manifestosu olan
egitim programlar1 ile hayata gecirilmektedir. Ote yandan egitim programlarini gelistirme

yaklagimlar1 da bu yenilikleri kapsayacak sekilde degisime ugramaktadir.

Yapilandirmacit egitim anlayist1 dogrultusunda Ogrenci merkezli bir egitim siireci
diisiiniilmesine ragmen program gelistirme wusulleri ile bu anlayis cesitli noktalarda ters
diisebilmektedir. Nitekim program gelistirme siirecinde her ne kadar 6grenci ile 6gretmen gibi
paydaslarin siireg igerisinde etkilesimlerine ve ihtiyaglarina yer verilmesi gerektigi savunulsa da
iilkemizdeki program gelistirme c¢alismalarinin daha ¢ok yonetimsel yani merkeziyet¢i anlayis
agirlikl ele alindigr goriilmektedir (Erisen, 1998; Saban, 2021). Program gelistirme isinin sadece
merkeziyet¢i agidan ele alinmasi ise giinlimiiz yapilandirmact egitim anlayisinin gerekliliklerini
karsilamak konusunda yetersiz kalabilmektedir. Bu durum egitimde yerel program gelistirme

konusunu ve uyarlama ¢alismalarini incelemeyi gerektirmektedir.

Toplumsal ve teknolojik gelismelerin giderek hiz kazanmasimndan dolay1 egitim programlar:
icin daha sik giincellenme ihtiyaci ortaya c¢ikabilecegi gibi bu yenilikleri uygulamaya koyup
yayginlastirana kadar siire¢ icerisinde farkli gelismelerden ve yerel kosullardan kaynakli yeni
ihtiyaclarin ortaya ¢ikacagi goz ardi edilmemelidir. Bundan dolayr okuldaki egitim ile okul disi
yasantidaki gelismeler ve ihtiyaglar arasindaki esgiidiimii saglamak giderek dikkat edilmesi gereken
bir husus haline gelmektedir (Demirel, 2020). Fakat merkeziyetci bir program gelistirme anlayisi
dogrultusunda programin hayatilik ilkesini yerine getirme islevi zorlasabilmektedir (Sen, 2021.
Programin etkililigi, egitim siireci ve uygulandig1 baglamsal sartlar1 incelemekle degil de daha ¢ok
siire¢ sonundaki genel ¢iktilara ve merkezi sinavlara gore belirlenmektedir. Ne yazikki
degerlendirmedeki ¢iktilara neden ve nasil ulasildigina dair niteliksel bilgiler elde etmek
gliclesebilmektedir. Bu nedenle giiniimiiz egitim yaklasimlarina bagh olarak sadece merkezi agidan
ele alinan bir program gelistirme ve degerlendirme yaklasiminin tek basina programin etkililigi ve

gegcerligi konusunda yeterli goziitkmemektedir.

Merkezi agidan ele aliman egitim programi gelistirme calismalari seffaf olarak ortaya
konulmamaktadir. Bu durum alinacak kararlarin gecerliligini kisitlayabilir. Merkezi program
gelistirme c¢abalarinin yani sira esgiidiimii saglamak igin programlarin yerel olgekte ele alinmasi
programin hayatilik ilkesine uygunlugunu saglamada ve gliniimiiz egitim anlayisina uygun
adimlardan biri olabilir. Yerel olarak program gelistirme ¢alismalarinin saglayacag bir diger fayda ise

programin uygulama siirecindeki gerceklesen cesitli durumlarin ilk elden incelenmesini saglayarak
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programin etkililigini yerinde gorme agisindan program degerlendirmede ¢esitli firsatlar

sunabilecektir (Yiiksel, 1998b).

Egitimcilerin bir programin etkililigini inceleme konusunda 6gretim siirecine de odaklanmasi
ve bunu saglamak i¢in programlarin yerel agidan ele alinmasi program gelistirme hususunda etkili bir
yaklagim olabilir. Bu sayede programlar yerel acidan da ele alnarak okul ve siuf baglaminda
sekillenerek daha anlamli, kullanisli, egitimciler tarafindan kabul edilebilir, uygulanabilir ve etkili bir
organizma haline gelebilir. Egitim programlarmin bir kiiltiir olmasindan ziyade birer kullanim
kilavuzu veya konular listesi yani miifredat olarak goriilmesi alana ait ¢alismalar1 smirlandirmaktadir
(Demirel, 2020:16). Programa ve program gelistirmeye bakis agisindaki bu kronik tutum, program
calismalarinin O6gretmenler tarafindan benimsenmemesi, devamlilik saglanmamasi gibi program

gelistirme ¢alismalarinidaki zorluklara yol agmaktadir (Ergiin, 1996).

Yiiksel (2004) tarafindan geg¢misten giiniimiize zaman zaman programlarin yerellestirilmesi
konusu gitindeme gelmisse de siirekliligin saglanamamasi, yerel olarak gorevlendirilen program
gelistirme komisyonlarinin diizensizlikleri ve yereldeki imkan ile nitelikli personel eksiklikleri olmasi
gibi cesitli nedenlerden dolay:1 program gelistirme ¢alismalarinin yerel diizeye indirgenemedigi iddia
edilmektedir. Diger taraftan Biimen ve Yazicilar ( 2020) program gelistirme konusunun yerel olarak
ele alinmasinin saglayacag: firsatlardan bahsedilse de sadece yerel bir sekilde ele alinan bir program
gelistirme siirecinin program gelistirme ve egitim niteliginin artisi konusunda tek ¢6ziim yolu
olmadig1, hatta tek basina yerel olarak program gelistirmenin {ilkenin egitim amaclar1 konusunda
uyusmazliklara yol agabilecegi one siiriilmektedir. Fakat giiniimiiz egitim anlayislar1 dogrultusunda
program gelistirme merkezi ve yerel olarak iki boyutta dengeli sekilde ele alinmasinin egitim
hizmetlerinin kalitesini arttiracagi soylenebilir. Merkezi ve yerel olarak program gelistirmede
belirtilen denge unsuru programin uygulanma boyutunda da denge unsuru olan iki énemli kavrami
beraberinde getirmektedir. Bunlar programa baghlk ve programi uyarlama seklinde

tanimlanmaktadir (Biimen, Cakar ve Yildiz, 2014).

Ogretmenler egitim programlarinin amaglarini gergeklestirilmesi icin gelistirilen branglari ile
ilgili O0gretim programlarini uygularken programa uygun olarak siirecin yOnetilmesi programin
amacina ulasmasinda, etkinligini ortaya koymada ve gelistirilmesinde énemli kosullardan biridir. Bu
programin aslina sadik kalma durumu, programa baghlik (curriculum fidelity) olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Programa baghlik kati bir ifade olarak anlagilmakla birlikte burada kastedilen
programin harfiyen yazildig: gibi uygulanmasi degil programa uyumu temsil etmektedir (Burakgazi,
2019). Bu konuda arastirmacilar merkezi olarak hazirlanan standart programlarin (Schiro, 2008;
Unver, 2021) tam bir baglilikla uygulandiginda etkililiginin kisitlanabilecegini belirtmislerdir. Bu
noktada programa bagliligin nasil olmasi gerektigine dair net bir tarif olmasa da Ogretmenler

tarafindan ele alinan dersin amaci, igerigi ve yontemsel boyutlarinda baghhik gosterilmemesinin yani
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uyarlamalar (adaptation) yapilmasinin olumsuz bir durum olmadig1 sdylenebilir (Drake ve Sherin,
2006; Sherin ve Drake, 2009; Yazicilar ve Biimen, 2019). Bu diistinceden hareketle programin bir konu
listesinden daha fazlasi oldugunu bununla birlikte 6gretmenin programin dogrudan bir aktaric
olmasindan ziyade programin baglaminin bir yorumcusu ve program tiizerinde énemli kararlar alan

bir uygulayici oldugu sdylenebilir.

Programa bagllik konusunda yapilan cesitli arastirmalarda Ogretmenlerin programlar:
dogrudan yazildig1 gibi uygulamadigini yani tam bir baglilik sergilemediklerini, programi iginde
bulunduklar sartlara gore dersin yapisi, dersi olusturan etkinlikler ve dersin amac: iizerinde bilingli
ve bilingsiz sekilde uyarlama yaptiklarini gostermistir (Bernard, 2017; Burkhauser ve Lesaux, 2015;
Fogo, Reisman ve Breakstone, 2019; Tokgoz, 2013; Troyer, 2019; Yazicilar ve Biimen, 2019). Programi
uygulama siirecinde baghligi ve dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerin uyarlama yapmas: tizerine etkili olan

cesitli faktorlerin neler oldugunun belirlenmesi ise bu konuda cesitli arastirmalara yol agmistir.

Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco ve Hansen (2003) alanyazinda &gretim programina baglihig:
etkileyen cesitli faktorlere yonelik ogretmen oOzellikleri, 6gretmen egitimi, program oOzellikleri ve
kurumsal ozelikler olmak {izere 4 boyuta dikkat ¢ekmistir. Programa baglilik konusunda Biimen ve
digerleri. (2014) bolgesel-kiiltiirel etkiler, siav sistemi, 6grenci Ozellikleri ve merkeziyetci egitim
sistemi etmenleri de dahil ederek iilkemizdeki programa baglilik konusu iizerinde ¢alismalar yapmis
ve bu faktorlerin hepsinin karsilikli iliskide bulundugunu yani bu degiskenlerinin toplaminin

programa baghilik iizerinde farkl: etkilere neden olabilecegini belirtilmistir.

Ogretmen
ozellikleri
Program Ogretmen
ozellikleri egitimi
Programa
Kurumsal baghhgl Merkezi
ozellikler etkﬂeyen smavlar
faktorler
Bolgesel- Merkeziye
sosyal- tci egitim
ekonomik- Ogrenci sistemi

kilttirel ozellikleri

Sekil 1. Programa baglilig: etkileyen etmenler (Biimen ve digerleri., 2014)
Programa baglilik konusunda sozii edilen degiskenlere ek olarak bazi arastirmalarda konu,

Ogretim yontemi, kaynak ve materyal gibi farkli etmenlerin de 6gretmenlerin programa baglhiligin
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etkileyebilecegini ortaya koymustur (Arslan Celik ve Gelmez Burakgazi, 2021; Dos ve digerleri., 2017).
Buna gore programa baghlik iizerine etmenlerin, cesitlilik gosterdigi ve baglihk {izerine etki
biiytikliigliniin ortama gore farklilastigi ve birden fazla degiskenin bilesiminin programa baghligi
etkileyebilecegi soylenebilir. Cesitli nedenlerden kaynakli olarak 6gretmenlerin programa yonelik
baghliklarindaki degisimler 6gretmenlerin program iizerinde gesitli uyarlamalar yapmalarina neden
olmaktadir. Bu noktada Ogretmenlerin yaptiklari uyarlamalarin neler oldugu cesitli arastirmalarla

belirlenmeye ¢alisilmistir.

Yapilan arastirmalarda, program uyarlamalarinda atlama, yaratma, yenisiyle degistirme
icerigi degistirme, genisletme, yeniden siralama, yeniden bi¢imlendirme, farkli amagla kullanma, plan
tizerinde degisiklik yapma, ekleme yapma, ¢ikarma, ylizeysel isleme, farkli kaynak/materyal
kullanma, siirede degisiklik yapma seklinde isimlendirilen uyarlama Oriintiileri oldugu tespit
edilmistir (Drake ve Sherin, 2006; Sherin ve Drake, 2009; Bernard, 2017; Li ve Harfitt, 2017; Troyer,
2017). Yazicilar ve Biimen (2019) ise program uyarlama Oriintiilerine dair atlama, genisletme, yenisiyle
degistirme olarak siniflandirdig: 6lgek baglaminda program uyarlama oriintiilerini arastirma konusu

olarak ele alinmistir.

Sonug olarak 6gretmenler ¢esitli nedenlerden dolay1 programa baglilik gosterememekte ve bu
nedenle programlar1 uygulalarken gesitli uyarlamalar yapmaktadirlar. Programa baglilik ve uyarlama
iizerine gesitli arastirmalar incelendiginde 6grenci 6zellikleri, programin yapisi ve okul imkanlar1 gibi
faktorler 6n plana gikmaktadir. (Lieber ve digerleri., 2009; Unver, 2021). Bu durum ayni zamanda okul
programlarimin yapisim etkilemektedir. Ogretmenlerin programa baglilik ve uyarlama davraniglarmi
inceleyen Posner (1995) 5 farkli program tiirliniin (resmi/yazili, uygulanan, ihmal edilen, ortiik,
ekstra) ortaya giktigini ileri siirmektedir. Birincisi ders programlar1 ve program kilavuzlar1 yoluyla
resmi olarak belgelenen resmi program, ikinci program tiirii olan uygulanan programda ise 6gretmen
tarafindan ne &gretildigini belirtir. Ugiincii program tiirii olan ihmal edilen program, okulda
Ogretilmeyen konular1 kapsayan program olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Dérdiincii program tiirii Ortiik
programda yazili olarak agikga belirtilmeyen, beklenen ve beklenmeyen mesajlar iceren, okul
yapisindan ya da Ogrencilerden kaynaklanan bir yonii oldugu belirtilmektedir. Son olarak, Posner
(1995)'in tanimladig1 besinci program tiirii ise ekstra programdir ve bu program okul dersleri disinda

planlanan tiim deneyimleri i¢ine almaktadir.

Ogretmen davranislari okul dersleri disinda planlanan tiim deneyimleri kapsar Ogretmenin
sahip olduklar1 gesitli Ozellikler agisindan cesitli program uyarlama Oriintiilerini gerceklestirme
sikliklarinin daha yakindan incelenmesi gerektigi diistiniilmektedir. Bu arastirmanin amac iilkemiz
baglaminda 6gretmenlerin sahip olduklar cesitli 6zellikler agisindan program uyarlama oriintiilerini
kullanma sikliklarin1 ortaya koymaktir. Bu sayede programlarin uygulanmasi konusunda c¢esitli

ogretmen ozelliklerinin program uyarlamaya etkilerinin neler olduguna dair bulgular elde etmek ve
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program uyarlama konusunda iilkemiz baglaminda yapilacak arastirmalar icin katkida bulunmak

amaglanmaktadir.

Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, 6gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri Olgegine verdikleri
cevaplardan elde edilen puanlarin dagiliminin yaninda gorev yaptiklar1 6gretim kademesi, okul tiirii,
branslari, lisansiistii egitim, hizmet i¢i egitim alma durumu, kidem diizeyleri, mezun olduklar1 boliim,
ve program, program calismalarina katilip katilmama ve egitimde 6gretim programidan faydalanma

sikliklar1 gibi degiskenlere gore anlamli farklilik olup olmadig: incelenmistir.
Yontem

Bu calismada nicel arastirma modellerinden betimsel tarama modeli
kullanilmistir. Karasar (2012) tarama modelini, ge¢miste ya da hala var olan bir durumu, oldugu
haliyle betimleyen arastirma yaklasimi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Tarama ¢alismalarinda amag konu ile
ilgili mevcut durumun bir fotografin1 oldugu gibi cekerek betimlemektir. Bu baglamda tarama

calismalar1 olanin oldugu gibi ortaya ¢ikarilmasini amaglamaktadir (Biiyiikoztiirk ve digerleri., 2013).
Evren ve Orneklem

Calisma evreni 2021-2022 yili egitim Ogretim Kirsehir ili merkezde bulunan, Mili Egitim
Bakanligina bagh resmi okullarda ve 2 adet 6zel egitim kurumunda gorev yapmakta olan 6gretmenler
ile smurlandirilmistir (MEB, 2023). Calismada sinirlandirilmis evrenin (¢alisma evreni) tlimiine
ulagilamadig: icin kolay ulasilabilir 6rneklem yoluyla secilen ve Google formlar {izerinden anketi
yanitlayan 182 ogretmenler Orneklem grubunu olusturmustur. Arastirma grubuna dahil edilen

ogretmenlerin demografik 6zellikleri Tablo 1'de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 1. Arastirmaya dahil edilen 63retmenlerin demografik ozellikleri

Okul Kademesi Okul 6ncesi 12
Ikokul 68
Ortaokul 67
Lise 35
Okul tiirii Resmi 169
Ozel 13
Brans tiirii Sayisal 37
Sozel 76
Esit agirhik 69
Lisansiistii egitim durumu Var 30
Yok 152
Hizmet ici egitim alma durumu Evet 114
Hayir 68
Kidem diizeyi 1-5 18
6-10 23
11-15 33
16-20 42
20 ve tlizeri 66
Brans ile ilgili béliimden mezun Evet 157
Hayir 25
Mezun olduklar1 birim Egitim fakiiltesi 147
Pedagojik Formasyon 35
Programla ilgili calismalara katilma Evet 53
Hayir 129
Programlara onem verme Hig¢ 6nemli degil 4
Az 6nemli 8
Onemli 78
Cok 6nemli 92
Programlardan faydalanma Hig¢bir zaman 5
Bazen 56
Sik sik 83
Her zaman 38

Veri Toplama Araglan

Calismanin verileri Yazicillar Nalbantoglu, Biimen ve Uslu (2021) tarafindan gelistirilen
”Ogretmenlerin Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri (Teachers’ curriculum adaptation patterns scale) dlcegi
kullanilarak elde edilmistir. Olgegin gegerlilik ve giivenilirlik ¢alismalar1 2018-2019 6gretim yilinda
gergeklestirilmistir. Olgegin gegerlilik galismasinda amaca hizmet etme yeterliligi i¢in uzman goriigleri

alindiktan sonra ilk olarak 322 Ogretmen ile AFA uygulamas: yapilmistir. AFA sonucunda toplam
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varyansin %b52'sini agiklayan ii¢ boyutlu (Genigletme, Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme) bir yap1 elde
edilmistir. Bu ¢alismada yapilan ol¢iimlere dayali olarak bulunan giivenirlik katsayilar1 Genisletme
(0,72), Atlama (0,87) ve Yeniden Diizenleme (0,85) boyutlari icin yeterli diizeydedir. Olgegin alt
boyutlarina iliskin yeniden hesap edilmis i¢ tutarlik katsayilari incelendiginde sirasiyla Genigletme

(0,89), Atlama (0,80) ve Yeniden Diizenleme (0,82) olarak bulunmustur.
Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Verilerin toplanmasinda Google formlardan faydalamilmistir. Anketin baglanti adresi
katillmcilara gonderilerek arastirmaya katilimlari saglanmistir. Toplanan veriler o6ncelikle Excel
programina aktarilarak diizenlenmis ve nicel veri analiz yOntemleri ile uygun bir istatistik
programinda analiz edilmistir. Veri analizinde betimsel istatistik ile katilimcilarin vermis oldugu
cevaplarin frekans, yiizdelik dilim ve aritmetik ortalamalari hesaplanmistir. Olgekten elde edilen
verilerden iki degiskenin karsilastirildigi durumlarda anlamli fark olup olmadigini belirlemek igin
Bagimsiz Orneklem T-testi; olasi farkin kaynagini belirlemek {izere goklu karsilagtirma amaci ile Tek

Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) ve Post-hoc testleri yapilmistir.

Katilimcilarin 6lgek maddelerine verdikleri cevaplara yonelik normallik varsayimi ile ilgili
bulgular incelendiginde ¢arpiklik (0.0826) ve basiklik (-0.389) katsayilarinda -1 ile +1 arasinda oldugu

ve normal dagilima uyumluluk gosterdigi gozlemlenmistir.

Tablo 2. Olcekteki maddelerin Z test ve Levene testi sonuclar:

Normallik Testi (Shapiro-Wilk) \4 P
,988 ,143

Homojenlik Test (Levene's) F df1 df2 p
,304 3 178 ,823

Z-Normallik Testi X S y4 p
2,658 ,556 ,053 ,200

Tablo 2’ye gore gruplar arasi karsilastirmalarda her analiz igin ayrica normallik testleri ve
varyanslarin homojenliginin incelenmesi igin Z test ve Levene testi sonuclar1 ayrica ele alinmis ve

buna sonuglara gore parametrik olan analiz yontemleri kullanilmistir.
Arastirma Etigi

Bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesi”
kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii olan “Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yaymin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri

gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi= Kirsehir Ahievran Universitesi

Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Kurulu
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 21.04.2022

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 2022/03/47
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Bulgular

Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oOriintiileri dlgegine verdikleri yanitlarin 6lgek geneli ve alt

boyutlar1 agisindan incelenmis ve elde edilen bulgular Tablo 3’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Ogretmenlerin dlgek toplami ve alt boyutlarina ait merkezi egilim ve dagilim Slgiileri

Uyarlama Boyutlar1 X S

Genigletme 3.73 0.870
Atlama 1.70 0.652
Yeniden Diizenleme 2.50 0.753
Genel 2,64 0,555

Tablo 3’e gore, 0gretmenlerin programi uyarlama Oriintiileri ile ilgili dlcekten elde edilen
bulgulara gore Ogretmenlerin programlari uygulama siirecinde yaptiklart uyarlama sikliklariin
(X=2,64) ortalama ile “Ara sira” arahgma denk geldigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin programi
uyarlama konusunda &lgek alt boyutlarina gore ise Genisletme boyutunda “Siklikla” (X =3,73), Atlama
boyutunda “Asla” (X=1,70), Yeniden Diizenleme boyutunda “Nadiren” (X=2,50) seklinde yanitlarinin

ortalamalarmin sekillendigi goriilmektedir.

1-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama ériintii puanlar1 gérev yaptiklar: okul kademesine gore

anlamli farklilik olusturmakta midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 0gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin gorev yaptiklar
ogretim kademesine gore anlaml farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde

edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin 6gretim kademesine gore dagilimi

Okul Kademesi Genisletme Atlama

n X S X S
Okul 6ncesi 12 3,8690 1,00732 2,1905 ,80198
Ikokul 68 3,8845 ,90830 1,5651 ,55159
Ortaokul 67 3,6525 ,82637 1,6525 ,64668
Lise 35 3,5102 ,79410 1,8898 ,69563
Toplam 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245

Yeniden Diizenleme Genel

n X S X S
Okul 6ncesi 12 2,8750 ,81688 2,9833 ,60126
Ikokul 68 2,4608 ,73478 2,6456 ,54188
Ortaokul 67 2,4751 ,74324 2,5993 ,52861
Lise 35 2,5190 ,78045 2,6457 ,60078
Toplam 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Tablo 4 incelendiginde Genigletme boyutunda 6gretmenlerin 6lgek puanlarinin ortalamalar:
sirastyla ilkokul, okul Oncesi, ortaokul ve lise iken; Atlama boyutunda okul dncesi, lise, ortaokul ve
ilkokul oldugu; Yeniden Diizenleme boyutunda okul oncesi, lise, ortaokul ve ilkokul; 6l¢ek genelinde

ise okul 6ncesi, lise, ilkokul ve ortaokul seklinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Buna gore ilkokul diizeyinde
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gorev yapan Ogretmenler Genisletme boyutunda daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahipken, Atlama, Yeniden
Diizenleme ve Olgek genelinde okul Oncesi diizeyinde goérev yapan Ogretmenlerin daha yiiksek

ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin puanlari arasindaki farkin anlamli derecede olusup olusmadigimi anlamak icin

yapilan ANOVA testi ve ¢oklu karsilastirmalar i¢in Post-hoc test sonuglar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Ogretim kademesine gire program uyarlamaya puanlar: farki- One-Way ANOVA sonuclart

Varyansin Kareler Kareler n?
" F pP*
Kaynag1 Toplami Ortalamasi
Genisl Grupl
enigleme ruplar .alja51 3,945 3 1,315 1761 156
Grup ici 132,948 178 ,747
Toplam 136,893 181
Atlama Gruplar arast 5,536 3 1,845
Grup igi 71,513 178 ,402 4,593 ,004* ,072
Toplam 77,049 181
Yeniden Gruplar arast 1,842 3 ,614 1,086 ,357
Diizenleme Grup ici 100,682 178 ,D66
Toplam 102,524 181
Genel Gruplar arasi 1,508 3 ,503 1,646 ,181
Grup igi 54,365 178 ,305
Toplam 55,872 181

*Okul dncesi ile ilkokul ve ortaokul; lise ile ilkokul 63retmenleri arasinda birinciler lehine anlamli fark vardir.

Tablo 5'e gore dgretmenlerin Program Uyarlama Oriintii puanlarmin gorev yaptiklar: §gretim
kademesi degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklihlk gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla
gerceklestirilen tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda okul 6ncesi, ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise
gruplarinin ortalamalari arasinda Genigletme, Yeniden Diizenleme ve Olgek genelinde gruplar arasinda
anlamli bir farklilik bulunmazken Atlama boyutuna yonelik gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik

bulunmustur [F178=4,59; p<0,05].

Test sonucu hesaplanan etki biiytikliigii (n?=0.072) bu farkin orta diizeyde etki biiyiikliigiine
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Yapilan LSD ¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonucunda anlamli farkin okul
oncesi ile ilkokul ve ortaokul diizeyinde gorev yapan 6gretmenler arasinda okul dncesi lehine oldugu
goriiliirken; lise ve ilkokul diizeylerinde gorev yapan d6gretmenler arasinda lisede ¢alisan 6gretmenler
lehine oldugu goriilmiistiir. Buna gore okul dncesi diizeyinde gorev yapan dgretmenler ilkokul ve lise
diizeyinde gorev yapan Ogretmenlere gore daha fazla Atlama seklinde uyarlamalar yaptig
gozlemlenirken ayrica lise diizeyinde gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin ilkokul diizeyinde gorev yapan

Ogretmenlere gore daha fazla Atlama uyarlama Oriintiisii gerceklestirdigi gozlemlenmektedir.
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2-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri gorev yaptiklar1 okul tiiriine gore anlaml

gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 0gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin gorev yaptiklar
okul tiirtine gore anlaml farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde edilen

bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Ogretmenlerin gorev yapmis olduklart okul tiiriine gore T-testi sonuclart

Grup n X S sd t p
) Resmi 169 3,7287 ,87185
Genigletme . 180 ,145 ,885
Ozel 13 3,6923 87452
Resmi 169 1,6923 ,63257
Atlama Ozel 13 1,8132 89668 180 -643 D21
Yeniden Resmi 169 2,5118 ,75343
diizenleme Ozel 13 2,4103 ,76563 180 468 640
Resmi 169 2,6509 55039
Genel ) ’ ’ 180 ,006 1996
ene Ozel 13 26500 64420

Tablo 6 incelendiginde Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalar1 incelendiginde Atlama 6zel
okulda gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin ortalamalari resmi okuldaki 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek iken
Yeniden Diizenleme, Genigletme ve Olgek geneline yonelik resmi okulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin

ortalamasinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Gorev yapilan okul tiirti degiskenine gore resmi ve 6zel okulda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin
puanlarinin ortalamasi arasinda anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla
gergeklestirilen tek yonli bagimsiz gruplar T-testi sonucunda toplam puanlarin resmi okul (X=2.6509)
ve 0zel okulda calisan 6gretmen (X=2.6500) ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamistir
[Ta-180= 0,996; p>0,05]. Buna ek olarak Tablo 6’da sunulan alt boyutlar incelendiginde, 169 resmi ve 13
0zel kurumda gorev yapan 6gretmenler arasinda Genisletme, Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme boyutlarina

yonelik olarak da anlamli farklilik bulunmamaktadir [T a-1s0= 0,885/0,521/0,640; p>0,05].

3-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri gorev yaptiklari branslarina gore anlamli

farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin branglarina gore
anlamli farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar

halinde asagida sunulmustur.
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Tablo 7. Program uyarlama Oriintii puanlarinin 6gretmenlerin branslarina gore dagilim

Genisletme Atlama

Brans n X S X S
Sayisal 37 3,6332 ,74425 1,4517 ,51784
Sozel 76 3,7650 ,85036 1,8891 ,68556
Esit agirlik 69 3,7329 ,95703 1,6273 ,62760
Toplam 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245

Yeniden Diizenleme Genel

n X S X S
Sayisal 37 2,3018 ,68588 2,4703 ,44526
Sozel 76 2,7105 ,84124 2,7921 ,60178
Esit agirlik 69 2,3865 ,62785 2,5920 ,52318
Toplam 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Tablo 7 incelendiginde Genisletme, Atlama, Yeniden Diizenleme ve genelde uyarlama
oriintiisiine yonelik ortalamalarin biiyiikliiklerinin sirasiyla sozel, esit agirlik ve sayisal branglarda
oldugu goriilmektedir. Buna gore sozel branstaki 6gretmenlerin 6lgek geneli ve tiim alt boyutlarinda

daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin puanlari arasindaki farkin anlaml derecede olusup olusmadigini anlamak igin

yapilan ANOVA testi ve ¢oklu karsilastirmalar i¢in Post-hoc test sonuglar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 8. Ogretmenlerin branglart ile program uyarlamaya yonelik One-Way ANOVA sonuglar:

Brans Varyansin Kareler s Kareler P p* n?
Kaynag: Toplami Ortalamasi
Genigletme Gruplar .ar_a51 ,438 2 ,219 287 751
Grup ici 136,455 179 ,762
Toplam 136,893 181
Atlama Gruplar arast 5,362 2 2,681 6.695
Grup igi 71,687 179 ,400 ! ,002 0.069
Toplam 77,049 181
Yeniden Gruplar arast 5,707 2 2,854
Diizenleme Grup igi 96,817 179 ,541 5276 /006 0.053
Toplam 102,524 181
Genel Gruplar arast 2,962 2 1,481
1 .
Grup ici 52,911 179 ,296 5,010 /008 0.063
Toplam 55,872 181

*Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme boyutunda sayisal-s6zel ve sozel-esit agirlik gruplar1 arasinda sozel brans lehine;
Olgek genelinde sayisal, esit agirlik ve sozel brang arasinda sdzel brans lehine anlamli fark var

Tablo 8’e gore, arastirmaya dahil edilen 6gretmen grubunun Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri
ortalamalarmin sahip olduklar1 brang degiskenine gore anlamh bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda sayisal, sdzel ve
esit agirhik, brans gruplarinin ortalamalar1 arasinda en az ikisi arasinda Atlama, Yeniden Diizenleme ve

Olcek genelinde anlamli bir farkliik bulunmustur [Fe179=6,70/5,28/5,01; p<0,05]. Test sonucu
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hesaplanan etki biiyiikliigii (n?=0.069/ 0,053/ 0,063) bu farkin orta diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir.
Yapilan LSD c¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonucunda Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme boyutuna yonelik
anlamli farkin sayisal-s6zel ve sozel-esit agirhik gruplari arasinda sozel bransta gorev yapan
Ogretmenler lehine oldugu goriiliirken; Olgek genelinde sayisal, esit agirhk ve diger brans
gruplarindaki Ogretmenlere gore sozel branstaki Ogretmenler lehine anlamli farklilik oldugu
goriilmektedir. Elde edilen bulgular incelendiginde sozel branslardaki Ogretmenlerin diger
branslardaki 6gretmenlere gore hedef, icerik ve yontemsel agilardan Ogretim siiresince daha fazla
uyarlama yaptiklar1 ve bu uyarlama oriintiilerinin Yeniden Diizenleme ve Atlama seklinde oldugu

goriilmektedir.

4-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri lisansiistii egitim alma durumuna gére

anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 0gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin lisanstistii egitim
alma durumlarina gore anlaml farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde

edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 9. Ogretmenlerin lisansiistii egitim alma degiskenine gore T-testi sonuglar:

Lisanstistii Egt. n X S sd t p
Genisletme ;72; 13502 gggé‘; :Ziiz(l) 180 -1,066 ,288
A B w m m
e Yok aam ow W
R e s om

Tablo 9 incelendiginde Ogretmenlerin Program Uyarlama lisansiistii egitim alip almama
durumuna gore anlaml bir farkliik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek
yonlii bagimsiz gruplar t-testi sonucunda lisansiistii egitim alan ve almayan o&gretmenlerin
ortalamalar1 arasinda Olgek geneli ve alt boyutlar1 agisindan anlamli bir farkliik yoktur [Ta-

180=0,288/0,508/0,730/0,320; p>0,05].

5-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri hizmet ici egitim alip almama durumuna

gore anlaml1 farklilik gostermekte midir?

Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin hizmet igi egitim alma durumlarina
gore anlamli farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular

tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.
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Tablo 10. Ogretmenlerin hizmet ici egitim alma deiskenine gore T-testi sonuclart

Hizmet igi

Egitim X > » ' F
Genisletme IE:;; 16184 igiié %gig 180 537 592
e
e W ERZDw

Tablo 10 incelendiginde Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalarmin hizmet iginde
programla ilgili egitim alip almama durumuna gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonlii bagimsiz gruplar t-testi sonucunda hizmet icinde
programla ile ilgili egitim alan ve almayan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar1 arasinda Slgek geneli ve

alt boyutlar1 agisindan anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamustir [T a-180=0,592/0,903/0,156/0,740; p>0,05].

6-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri gorev yaptiklar1 kidem diizeylerine gore

anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin kidem diizeylerine
gore anlamli farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular

tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 11. Program uyarlama oriintii puanlarimin 6gretmenlerin kidem diizeylerine gore dagilim

Kidem Genigletme Atlama

n X S X S
1-5 18 3,9365 ,89981 1,5635 ,59706
6-10 23 3,7329 ,75753 1,6398 ,59038
11-15 33 3,9654 ,76434 1,8052 ,76500
16-20 42 3,7381 ,83473 1,7449 ,73152
20 ve {izeri 66 3,5390 ,94654 1,6797 ,57856
Toplam 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245

Yeniden Diizenleme Genel

n X S X S
1-5 18 2,2963 ,58733 2,6139 ,53408
6-10 23 2,6377 ,86406 2,6717 ,51629
11-15 33 2,5859 ,76617 2,7955 ,49043
16-20 42 2,4484 ,77432 2,6536 ,56281
20 ve {izeri 66 2,5101 ,73722 2,5795 ,60019
Toplam 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Tablo 11’e gore dgretmenlerin Genigletme Oriintiisiine yonelik ortalamalarin biiyiikliiklerinin
sirastyla 11-15, 1-5, 16-20, 6-10, 20 ve tizeri kidem diizeyinde oldugu goriiliirken; Atlama Oriintiisiine

yonelik ortalamalarin 11-15, 16-20, 20 ve {izeri 6-10 ve 1-5 diizeyindeki gruplarinda oldugu; Yeniden
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Diizenleme Ortintiistine yonelik ortalamalarin 6-10,11-15,20 ve {izeri, 16-20 ve 1-5 kidem diizeyinde
oldugu; olgek toplaminda ise 11-15,6-10,16-20,1-5 ve 20 {izeri kidem diizeyine sahip &gretmenlerin
ortalamalarimin oldugu goriilmektedir. Buna gore 11 ile 15 yil arasinda kidem diizeyine sahip olan
O0gretmenlerin Olgek genelinde ve Genigletme ile Atlama alt boyutlarinda daha yiiksek ortalamalara
sahip oldugu goriiliirken 1-5 y1l aras1 kidem diizeyindeki 6gretmenlerin Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme

boyutlarinda digerlerinden diisiik ortalamaya sahip oldugu dikkat ¢cekmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin puanlari arasindaki farkin anlamli derecede olusup olusmadigimi anlamak igin

yapilan ANOVA testi ve ¢oklu karsilastirmalar i¢in LSD test sonuglar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 12. Ogretmenlerin kidemleri ile program uyarlamaya yonelik One-Way ANOVA sonuclart

Varyansin Kareler Kareler
“ sd F )
Kaynag1 Toplami Ortalamasi
Genigleme Gruplararasi 5,005 4 1,251
Grupigi 131,889 177 ,745 1,679 ,157
Toplam 136,893 181
Atlama Gruplararasi ,896 4 ,224
Grupigi 76,153 177 ,430 ,521 ,721
Toplam 77,049 181
Yeniden Gruplararasi 1,541 4 ,385
Diizenleme Grupigi 100,983 177 ,571 ,675 ,610
Toplam 102,524 181
Genel Gruplararasi 1,061 4 ,265
Grupigi 54,812 177 ,310 ,856 ,492
Toplam 55,872 181

Tablo 12’ye gore 6gretmenlerin Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalarinin sahip olduklar
kidem diizeyine gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen
tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda ortalamalar arasinda olgek genelinde ve alt

boyutlarinda anlamli bir farklhilik yoktur [Fu-177=0,157/0,721/0,610/0,492,p>0,05].

7-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama ériintiileri ile bransi ile ilgili bolimden mezun olma

durumuna goére anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oOriintii puanlarinin brangla ilgili
boliimden mezun olma durumlarina gore anlamli farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan

analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.
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Tablo 13. Ogretmenlerin bransla ilgili boliimden mezun olma durumuna gore T-testi sonuclar:

Bransa Ilgili Mezun  n X S sd t p
Genigletme Evet 157  3,7470 ,84544 180 815 416
Hayir 25 3,5943 1,01827 ! !
Atlama Evet 157 11,6924 63460
! ! 180 -,439 661
Hay1r 25 1,7543 , 76767 ! !
Yeniden Evet 157  2,4979 75955
! ! 1 - 764
diizenleme Hayir 25 2,5467 ,72092 80 300 76
Genel Evet 157  2,6532 ,54207 180 143 886
Hayir 25 2,6360 ,64639 ! !

Tablo 13 incelendiginde Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalarinin mezun oldugu
boliimle ilgili bransta gorev yapip yapmama durumuna gore anlamli bir farklhilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi sonucunda brans: ile ilgili
boliimden mezun olan 6gretmenler ve bransi ile ilgili boliimlerden mezun olmayan 6gretmenlerin
puan ortalamalari arasinda dlgek geneli ve alt boyutlar: agisindan anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamuistir

[Ta-1s0= 0,416/0,661/0,764/0,886; p>0,05].

8-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri mezun olduklar1 birime gére anlamlh

farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin program uyarlama Oriintii puanlarmin mezun olduklar:
birim (Egitim fakiiltesi-Pedagojk formasyon) gore anlaml farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin

yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 14. Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama puanlarmin mezun olduklar: birime gore T-testi sonuclart

Mezun olunan

birim X 5 sd t P

Genigletme  Egitim 147 3,7123 /86218

fakiiltesi
gOJ1 35 3,7837 ,91103
Form
Atlama Eil't'llll . 147 1,682 64709
Pe(;a osik 180 7 e
g9) 35 1,7796 ,67838
Form
Zf?md?“ fglj?lrt“ _ 147 2479 76074
iizenleme Paedua eﬁ}k 180 -918 ,360
8o 35 2,6095 ,71850
Form
Toplam Egl.t.lm ' 147 2 6320 54415
fakiiltesi
S 180 -,938 /350
edagon 35 2,7300 ,60320
Form
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Tablo 14 incelendiginde Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalarinin mezun oldugu birime
gore anlamli bir farklihik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz
gruplar t-testi sonucunda egitim fakiiltesinden mezun olan 6gretmenler ve pedagojik formasyon alan
Ogretmen ortalamalar1 arasinda Olgek geneli ve alt boyutlar1 agisindan anlamli bir farklilik

bulunmamaktadir [Ta-180=0,664/0,429/0,360/0,350; p>0,05].

9-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintiileri program calismalarina katilip katilmama

durumuna goére anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama Oriintli puanlarinin  program
calismalarma katilma durumlarina gore anlamli farkliik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan

analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 15. Ogretmenlerin program calismalarina katilma durumuna gore T-testi sonuclart

Prog. Calisma n X S sd t p
isl E 7

Genisletme vet 53 3,5903 ,98976 180 1353 178

Hayir 129 3,7818 ,81286

Atlama Evet 53 1,6280 61147
’ ’ 180 -,966 ,335

Hayir 129 1,7309 ,66854

Yeniden Evet 53 2,4277 ,67583
diizenleme Hayir 129 2,5362 ,78228 180 ~883 378

Topl E 2,5547 4121
oplam vet 53 ,55 D 180 1,501 135

Hayir 129 2,6903 ,55867

Tablo 15’e gore Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalarinin programla ilgili calismalara
katilip katilmama durumuna gore gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek
amaciyla gerceklestirilen bagimsiz gruplar t-testi sonucunda programla ilgili ¢alismalara katilan ve
katilmayan 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalar: arasinda 6lgek geneli ve alt boyutlar: agisindan anlaml

bir farklilik yoktur [Ta-180=0,178/0,335/0,378/0,135; p>0,05].

10-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama driintiileri egitim-6gretim programlarina énem verme

durumuna goére anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin program uyarlama oriintii puanlarinin egitimde 6gretim
programlarina onem verme durumuna gore anlamli farkhilik olusturup olusturmadigma iliskin

yapilan analizlerden elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.
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Tablo 16. Program uyarlama Oriintii puanlarimin programa 6nem verme durumlarina gore dagilim

Onem Verme Genisletme Atlama
n X S X S
Hig 6nemli degil 4 2,6429 ,77810 2,5357 1,20303
Az 6nemli 8 4,1607 ,44811 2,0536 ,66102
Onemli 78 3,4963 ,89072 1,6777 ,59570
Cok 6nemli 92 3,9301 ,80129 1,6537 ,64871
Toplam 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Yenidenduzenleme Genel
n X S X S
Hig 6nemli degil 4 2,5833 ,79931 2,5875 ,53131
Az 6nemli 8 2,7500 ,70147 3,0000 ,37417
Onemli 78 2,4466 ,65822 2,5449 ,55902
Cok 6nemli 92 2,5290 ,83191 2,7130 ,55231
Toplam 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Tablo 16 incelendiginde Genisletme boyutunda 6gretmenlerin 6lgek puanlarinin ortalamalar:

sirasiyla az 6nemli, cok 6nemli, dnemli ve hi¢ 6nemli degil iken; Atlama boyutunda hi¢ 6nemli degil,

az 6nemli, 6nemli, ¢cok 6nemli oldugu; Yeniden Diizenleme boyutunda az 6nemli, hi¢ énemli degil, ¢cok

onemli, 6nemli; 6lcek genelinde ise az dnemli, ¢cok 6nemli, hi¢ onemli degil, 6nemli seklinde oldugu

goriilmektedir. Buna gore az Onemli olarak programlarin 6nem diizeyini belirten 6gretmenler

Genigletme, Yeniden Diizenleme ve Olgek genelinde diger gruplara gore daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip

oldugu goriliirken, hi¢ onemli degil seklinde belirten 6gretmenlerin Atlama boyutunda diger

gruplardan daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin puanlari arasindaki farkin anlamli derecede olusup olusmadigini anlamak igin

yapilan ANOVA testi ve ¢oklu karsilastirmalar icin Post-hoc test sonuglar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 17. Egitimde 63retim programlarina 6nem verme durumuna gore program uyarlama oriintii puanlar:
farki One-Way ANOV A sonuglar

Varyansin

Kareler

Kareler

d P* 2
Kaynagi Toplami1 ° Ortalamast L
Genigletme Gruplararasi 14,152 3 4,717 6,841 ,000 ,103
Grupici 122,741 178 ,690
Toplam 136,893 181
Atlama Gruplararasi 4,030 3 1,343 3,274 ,022 ,052
Grupici 73,020 178 ,410
Toplam 77,049 181
Yeniden Gruplararasi ,824 3 ,275 ,481 ,696
diizenleme Grupigi 101,700 178 ,571
Toplam 102,524 181
Toplam Gruplararasi 2,223 3 ,741 2,459 ,064
Grupici 53,649 178 ,301
Toplam 55,872 181

2346



KEFAD Cilt 24, Say1 3, 2023

Tablo 17'ye gore, 6gretmenlerin Program Uyarlama Oriintii puan ortalamalarinin 6gretim
programlarinin egitimde oOnem diizeylerine gore anlamli bir farklihlk gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla gergeklestirilen tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA) sonucunda hi¢ 6nemli degil,
az onemli, 6nemli, ¢cok 6nemli diyen gruplarmmin ortalamalar1 arasinda Yeniden Diizenleme ve 6lgek
genelinde gruplar arasinda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmazken Atlama ve Genisletme boyutuna yonelik
gruplar arasinda anlamli farklilik bulunmustur [Fe-178=6,84 / 3,27; p<0,05]. Test sonucu hesaplanan etki
biiytikliigii sirasiyla Atlama boyutunda (n?=0.052) farkin diisiik-orta diizeyde, Genisletme boyutunda

(n?=0.103) bu farkin yiiksek diizeyde etki biiyiikliigiine sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

Yapilan LSD c¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonucunda Atlama Oriintiisiine yonelik anlamh
farkliligin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugu incelendiginde; hi¢ 6nemli degil diyenlerle ile 6nemli diyen
gruplar arasinda hi¢ 6énemli degil diyenler lehine anlamh farklilik vardir. Aym sekilde hi¢ 6dnemli
degil diyenler ve ¢ok Onemli diyen gruplar arasinda hi¢ 6nemli degil diyen grup lehine anlamh
farklihk oldugu gorilmustiir. Genisletme Orlintiisiine yonelik anlamli farklilik hi¢ 6nemli degil
diyenlerle diger gruplar arasinda diger gruplar lehine; az énemli diyenlerle hi¢ 6nemli degil ve 6nemli
diyenler arasinda az énemli diyenler lehine; ¢cok dnemli diyenlerle hi¢ 6nemli degil ve 6nemli diyenler
arasinda ¢ok onemli diyenler lehine anlaml farklilik goriilmektedir. Buna gore genel olarak programa
onem diizeyi daha fazla olan Ogretmenler Genigletme yoniinde oOriintiiler yapmaya egilimli iken,
programin onem diizeyi diisiik olan 6gretmenler Atlama Oriintiisiine yonelik uyarlama yapmaya daha

egilimli oldugu soylenebilir.

11-Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama ériintiileri programdan faydalanma sikliklarina gore

anlamli farklilik gostermekte midir?

Arastirmaya katilan Ogretmenlerin program uyarlama Oriintii puanlarinin programdan
faydalanma durumuna gore anlamli farklilik olusturup olusturmadigina iliskin yapilan analizlerden

elde edilen bulgular tablolar halinde asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 18. Program uyarlama oriintii puanlarimin programdan faydalanma durumuna gore dagilim

Programdan Genisletme Atlama
faydalanma n X S X S
Hi¢bir zaman 5 3,0571 1,10009 2,5143 1,16759
Bazen 56 3,6122 ,85745 1,7526 ,57948
Sik sik 83 3,7694 ,83979 1,7212 ,69303
Her zaman 38 3,8872 ,89563 1,4737 ,47334
Toplam 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Yeniden Diizenleme Genel
n X S X S
Hicbir zaman 5 2,9333 1,20531 2,8300 ,87792
Bazen 56 2,4048 ,57107 2,5991 ,49932
Sik sik 83 2,6004 ,70660 2,7018 ,55472
Her zaman 38 2,3860 ,97345 2,5921 ,59701

Toplam 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560
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Tablo 18 incelendiginde programdan faydalanma baglaminda Genisletme boyutunda
Ogretmenlerin Olgek puanlarinin ortalamalar1 sirasiyla “her zaman”, “sik sik”, “bazen”, “hicbir
zaman” iken; Atlama boyutunda hi¢bir zaman, bazen, sik sik, her zaman oldugu; Yeniden Diizenleme
boyutunda hicbir zaman, sik sik, bazen, her zaman; 6lgek genelinde ise hi¢bir zaman, sik sik, bazen,
her zaman seklinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Buna gore her zaman programdan faydalanan
Ogretmenlerin Genisletme boyutunda diger gruplara gore daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu
goriiliirken, hi¢bir zaman seklinde belirten 6gretmenlerin Atlama, Yeniden Diizenleme ve Olgek geneli
boyutunda diger gruplardan daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tablo 19. Egitimde 6gretim programlarina 6nem verme durumuna gore program uyarlama oriintii puanlar
farki- One-Way ANOVA sonuglar:

Varyansvm Kareler sd Kareler F p* e
Kaynag1 Toplami Ortalamasi
Genigletme Gruplarjar-am 4,105 3 1,368 1834 143
Grupigi 132,788 178 ,746
Toplam 136,893 181
Atlama Gruplararasi 5,453 3 1,818
4,51 4* 71
Grupigci 71,596 178 ,402 19 00 0
Toplam 77,049 181
Ye.zlmden Gruplariar.am 2,774 3 ,925 1,650 180
Diizenleme Grupigi 99,750 178 ,560
Toplam 102,524 181
1 1 657 3 21
Gene Grup arjar.as1 ,65 ,219 706 550
Grupigci 55,215 178 ,310
Toplam 55,872 181

*Atlama alt boyutunda hichir zaman diyenlerle digerleri arasinda hicbir zaman diyenler lehine anlamli fark var.

Tablo 19'a gére, Program Uyarlama Oriintiileri ortalamalar1 ile gretmenlerin programdan
faydalanma sikliklar1 arasinda anlamli farklilik olup olmadigi incelendiginde gruplari arasinda
Genigletme, Yeniden Diizenleme ve Olgek genelinde anlamli farklhiik goriilmezken Atlama boyutuna
yonelik anlamli farklilik goriilmiistiir. [Fe178=4,52, p<0,05]. Atlama boyutuna yonelik anlaml
farkliligin etki biiyiikliigii incelendiginde (n?=0.071) orta diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir. Yapilan LSD
¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonucunda Atlama boyutuna yonelik anlaml farkliligin “hicbir zaman” ile
diger diizeyler arasinda “hicbir zaman” grubu lehine oldugu goriilmiistiir. Buna gore programdan
hi¢bir zaman faydalanmayan yani programi Ogretim siirecinde gergeklestirdigi uygulamalar igin

kullanmayan 6gretmenlerin programi daha sik Atlama oriintiisii gerceklestirdigi goriilmektedir.
Sonug ve Tartisma

Bu bdliimde, 0gretmenlerin program uyarlama siirecleri programda Atlama, Genisletme ve
Yeniden Diizenleme boyutlarinin farkli degiskenlerle analizi yorumlanarak alan yazindaki ¢alismalarla

desteklenerek tartisilmis ve elde edilen sonuglar sunulmustur.
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Ogretmenlerin Atlama, Genisletme veYeniden Diizenleme gibi program uyarlama oriintiilerine
yonelik puan dagilimlar incelendiginde genel olarak programda diisiik diizeyde uyarlama yaptiklari,
aslina sadik kaldiklari fakat herhangi bir sebepten dolay1r uyarlama yaptiklarinda ise daha ¢ok
Genisletme seklinde bu uyarlamalar: gerceklestirdikleri gdzlemlenmistir. Bununla birlikte 6gretmenler
Atlama seklinde uyarlamalar en diisiik diizeyde gergeklestirirken nadiren de olsa kazanmim, siire
etkinlik ve konularin diizeni ile ilgili Yeniden Diizenleme seklinde uyarlamalar yaptiklar1 sonucuna

ulagilmigtir.

Yapilan analizlerden elde edilen sonuglar her ne kadar 6gretmenlerin ¢ok fazla uyarlama
yapmadigini dolayisiyla programa yiiksek diizeyde baglilik gosterdigine dair veriler sunsa da Biimen
ve Yazicilar (2020)" a gore bunun aksine 6gretmenler, programa yiiksek diizeyde bagh kaldiklarini
sozlii olarak belirtmelerine ragmen siirec icerisinde cesitli uyarlamalar yapmaktadir. Ote yandan bu
geligkili durum arastirma siireglerinin dogas: geregi ve denetimsel kaygilardan dolay1 6gretmenlerin
programa baghiligin yapisal boyutta yani sadece kazamim ve igerik olarak algilamasindan

kaynaklanabilir.

Ogretmenler programin hedef, icerik, egitim durumlar1 ve degerlendirme boyutlarinin
tamamina olmasa da bir kismina yénelik uyarlama yapabilmektedir. Bu konuda Cetin ve Unsal'in
(2019) merkezi sinavlarin Ogretmenler {iizerine psikolojik etkisi ve program uygulamalaria
yansimalarint inceledikleri arastirmada Ogretmenlerin Ogretim programinin tiim boyutlarim
programda yer aldig1 sekilde uygulamadiklari, sinav odakli hedef, icerik belirledikleri, yontem ve
teknik (anlatim/test ¢c6zme) uyguladiklari, ¢oktan se¢meli testlerle 6l¢gme degerlendirme calismalar:
gerceklestirdiklerini smav formatma gore program elemanlar: iizerinde uyarlamalar yaptiklarini
tespit etmislerdir. Yine Oztiirk (2012) tarafindan lisedeki tarih dgretmenlerinin &zerkligini inceleme
amaciyla yaptig1 arastirmada 6gretmenlerin hazir olarak temin ettikleri yillik planlarin 6grenciye gore
degil programdaki kazanimlari ve igerigi tamamen plana alma kaygisina gore hazirlanmis
oldugundan kazanim, igerik ve siire agisindan kisith bir esneklik biraktigini goriiliirken materyal ve
yontem sec¢iminde 6gretmenlerin daha fazla esneklige sahip olduklarmi bu sayede 6zellikle genigletme
oriintiisii.  kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek uyarlamalari daha sik gergeklestirdiklerine

rastlanmaktadair.

Program uyarlama oriintiilerinin 6gretmenlerin gorev yaptigi ogretim kademesine gore
degisip degismedigi incelendiginde okul oOncesi diizeyinde gorev yapan g¢esitli branslarda
Ogretmenlerin ilkokul ve ortaokul diizeyinde gorev yapan dgretmenlere gore atlama oriintiisiinii daha
stk gerceklestirdigi goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin kiigiik yaslardaki gocuklarin egitim dgretime yeni
baglamlarindan kaynakli olmak iizere okul oncesi 6gretim programin yapisindaki esneklik, okul
imkanlari, bu donemde merkezi sinav kaygisi olmamasi ve dgrencilerin gelisimsel diizeylerinin islem

oncesi ve somut islem donemlerine karsilik gelmesinden dolay: daha &grenci merkezli bir anlayis
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benimsenmesi gibi sebeplerden kaynaklandig: diistintilmektedir. Nitekim bu konuda Koksal, Dagal
ve Duman (2016) ve Ozsirkinti, Akay ve Bolat (2014) tarafindan yapilan arastirmaya gore bazi
Ogretmenler okul Oncesi programinda ¢evresel imkanlardan dolayr bazi etkinlikleri
gerceklestiremediklerini ve yeni goreve baslayan okul oOncesi Ogretmenlerin kazanimlari
gerceklestirmede zaman yonetimi ve etkinlik tasarlama konusunda sorun yasadiklarim
belirtmiglerdir. Bu gibi sebeplerden kaynakli programin uygulanma siirecinde okul 6ncesi diizeyinde
gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin programin hedefleri ve igerikleri iizerinde uyarlama yapabilecegi
diistintildiigiinde programlara esneklik kazandiracak calismalarin yapilmasmin miimkiin oldugu
ancak islevsellik Ozelligi gereginde kazanimlardan ve ana hedeflerden sapmamak gerektigi

anlagilmaktadir.

Program uyarlama oriintiilerinin 6gretmenlerin gorev yaptig1 okul tiiriine yonelik degisip
degismedigi incelendiginde resmi ve Ozel okullarda gorev yapan Ogretmenler arasinda anlamli
farklihga rastlanilmamistir. Ancak okul tiiriine gore programin uyarlanma sekilleri ile ilgili cesitli
arastirmalar incelendiginde devlet ve 0Ozel okulda gorev yapan Ogretmenler arasinda farkl
sebeplerden dolay1 farkli sekilde uyarlamalar olduguna rastlanmaktadir. Ornegin, Biimen ve Yazicilar
(2020) tarafindan programi uyarlama konusunda devlet ve 6zel lisede galisan 6gretmenlerle yapilan
aragirmada resmi kurumlardaki Ogretmenlerin, Ogrencilerin hazirbulunusluk agisindan smifa
heterojen dagilimindan dolay1 6nceki yillardaki eksik dgrenmelerini telafi etmeye ve daha 6grenci
merkezli bir egitim siireci yonetmek amaciyla hedef ve icerik konusunda hafifletmeler yaparak atlama

ortintiisii gergeklestirdigine rastlanmigtir.

Ogretmenler kendi branslar1 kapsaminda kazandiracaklari bilgi ve beceriler dogrultusunda
farkli program uyarlamalara sahip olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle daha bilissel veya psikomotor yetenek
kazandirmak odakl bir egitim s6z konusu ise 6gretmenin ¢esitli yonergelere daha bagli kalma egilimi
sergileyecegi diistiniilebilir (Dos ve digerleri., 2017). Program uyarlama oriintiilerinin 6gretmenlerin
sahip olduklari bransa yonelik degisip degismedigi incelendiginde sozel branslardaki dgretmenlerin
diger branslara gore Atlama ve Yeniden Diizenleme seklinde uyarlamalar1 daha sik yaptiklar
gozlemlenmektedir. Bu durum sozel branglarda gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin &gretimini
gerceklestirdikleri disipline dair programi uygulama konusunda daha esnek oldugunu
gostermektedir (Troyer, 2019). Fakat Aslan ve Erden (2020) tarafindan ortaokul Ogretmenlerin
programa bagliliklarinin inceledigi arastirmada teknoloji tasarim/bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmenlerinin
programa baghlik diizeylerinin daha diisiik oldugu, giizel sanatlar/beden egitimi ve fen bilimleri
Ogretmenlerinin ise programa baglhliklarinin daha yiiksek olduguna yonelik farkli bulgulara
ulasilmaktadir. Yaraticiik ve yenilik¢i diisiincenin 6n plana c¢iktigi boliimlerde uyarlama

diisiincesinin 6n plana ¢iktig1 dolayist ile baglhilik diizeylerinin dsiik oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
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Program uyarlama Oriintiilerinin 6gretmenlerin lisansiistii egitim alip almama durumuna
gore degisip degismedigi incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin lisansiistii egitim alip almama durumlarinin
programi uyarlama sikliklar1 {izerinde farklilik gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Bu konuda cesitli
aragtirmalar incelendiginde ise lisansiistii egitimin program uyarlama ve baglilik {izerine etkileri
konusunda destekleyen ve celisen sonuglara rastlanmaktadir. Ornegin, Aslan ve Erden (2020)in
programa baghlik konusunda yaptig1 arastirmada uygulanan oOlgek sonuglarinda uygulamanin
kalitesi boyutunda yiiksek lisans/doktora mezunu olan 6gretmenler lehine anlamli bir fark oldugunu
gozlemlerken Kuloglu (2022)'nin arastirmasinda ise egitim programlari ve Ogretim alaninda
lisansiistii O0grenim goren Ogretmenlerin program okuryazarliklarinin arttigina dair goriislere
ulasilirken goriismeden elde edilen bulgulara gore 6gretmenlerden biri programi var olan sekliyle
degil uyarlayarak uygulama konusunda bir anlayisa vardigini belirtmistir. Bu durumdan hareketle
egitim programlar1 ve 6gretim alaninda lisansiistii egitim alan 6gretmenlerin programi uygulama
noktasinda daha fazla ve anlaml uyarlamalar yapabilecegi diistiniilebilir. Ne var ki baz1 calismalarda
Ogretmenlerin programa baghligin ve dolayisiyla uyarlama yapma durumlarmin lisansiistii egitim
diizeyine gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi (Burul, 2018) ve 6gretmenlerin lisansiistii egitim alip
almama durumlarinin program okuryazarliklari {izerine bir etkisi olmadigr (Keskin,2020) tespit
edilmistir. Bu nedenle lisansiistii egitimlerin 6gretmenlerin programa baglilik ve uyarlama durumlar:

iizerine etkileri daha yakindan incelenebilir.

Arastirma sonuglar1 incelendiginde ogretmenlerin program ile ilgili hizmet ici egitim alip
almama durumlarinin program uyarlama sikliklari tizerinde anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi
sonucuna ulasilmistir. Programla ilgili egitimlerin diizenlenmesi ve Ogretmenlerin katiliminin
saglanmas1 kadar bu ¢alismalarin niteligi de yiiksek lisans egitiminin niteligi gibi 6nemli bir diger
konudur. Nitekim cesitli arastirmalarda 0gretmenler hizmet icindeki egitimlerin yeterince verimli
olmadigini, sorunlarina ¢oziim getirecek nitelikte olmadigini ve egitimlerde yapilandirmaciliga ters
sekilde pasif bir dinleyici konumunda olduklarini, alacaklar1 egitimlerin ¢alistaylar seklinde
diizenlenmesi gerektigini ve verilen teorik bilgilerin uygulamada gosterilmesi istediklerini
belirtmektedirler (Kavas ve Bugay, 2009). Bu tiirden goriisler 6gretmenlerin hizmet ici egitimlere
yonelik gesitli olumsuz inanglar1 ve 6n yargilar: oldugunun gostergesi olabilir ve bu durum egitimlere
katilimi, devamlilig1 ve elde edilen verimi azaltabilir (Karasolak, Tanriseven ve Yavuz Konokman,
2012). Hizmet i¢i egitimlerin niteligi ve niceligi ile ilgili sorunlar merkezi egitim sistemi baglaminda
gelistirilen programlarin 6gretmenler icin daha soyut bir hal almasina bu nedenle verimsiz uyarlama

sekilleri ile uygulamaya ge¢meye neden olabilir.

Ogretmenlerin gesitli kidem diizeylerine gore uyarlama oriintiileri incelendiginde farkl
kidem gruplarini olusturan ogretmenlerin programi uyarlama oriintiileri kullanma sikliklar1 arasinda
anlaml farkliliklara rastlanmamistir. Mesleki kidemin dgretmenlerin programi uygulamaya etkisine

yonelik goriisler incelendiginde mesleki kidemi yiiksek olan Ogretmenlerin programa daha fazla
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baglhlik gosterdigi yani daha az uyarlama yaptiklarina deginilmektedir (Burakgazi, 2019; Oztiirk,
2012). Bununla birlikte kidemi daha fazla olan 6gretmenlerin programi uyarlama konusunda kidemi
daha diisiik 6gretmenlerden etkili olduklarina deginen arastirmalar bulunmaktadir (Burkhauser ve
Lesaux, 2015; Yazicilar, 2016). Etkili uyarlama konusunda Barkhuser ve Lesaux (2015)" e gore
deneyimli 6gretmenler uyarlama yaparken konuyu hafifletmez iken daha diisitk deneyime sahip
Ogretmenlerin konuyu hafifleterek uyarlamaktadir. Ote yandan iilkemiz baglaminda cesitli
aragtirmalar incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin 6gretim programina baghliklarinin mesleki kideme gore
anlaml diizeyde degismedigi goriilmektedir (Burul, 2018; Butakin ve Ozgen, 2007; Aslan ve Erden,
2020). Bu sonug Ogretmenlerin goreve yeni baslamis olmalar1 ya da tecriibeli olmalarinin 6gretim

programina baghlik veya uyarlama durumlarini tek basina etkilemeyecegini gosterebilir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim fakiiltesi mezunu veya pedagojik formasyon egitimi alma durumuna
gore uyarlama oriintiileri puanlar1 arasinda anlamli farklilik yoktur. Ancak Egitim fakiiltesi mezunu
ogretmenlerin Genigletme, Atlama, Yeniden Diizenleme ve genel ortalama puanlari pedagojik formasyon
egitimi alanlardan yiiksektir. [lgili arastirmalar incelendiginde pedagojik formasyon egitimlerinin
siiresinin kisalig1, ogrencilerin sdz konusu egitime 6nem verme durumu ve bu egitim sirasinda
ogrencilerin devam problem olmasi gibi birtakim sinirlayici sebeplerden dolay1 6gretmenlik yeterliligi
kazandirmadig iddia edilmektedir (Cetin, 2016; Temiz, 2016; Kogak, 2018; Kose, 2017). Ozellikle son
yillarda alan disi 6gretmen istihdami saglanarak nicelik sorunu ¢oziillmeye c¢alisilirken adaylara
verilen egitimlerin kisa siireli sertifika programlar1 seklinde yiizeysel olmas: &gretmen Kkitlesinin
niteligini ve dolayisiyla programin etkili bir sekilde amaglarini gergeklestirmesini engelleyebilir (Unlii,

Melekoglu ve Unlii, 2019).

Arastirma kapsaminda 6gretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun program calismalarina katilmadiklarini
ve program calismalarina katilan 6gretmenlerin katilmayanlara gore uyarlama konusunda anlamh
farklilik gostermedikleri goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin programin aktaricisi olmasindan ziyade onu
anlamlandiran eleman oldugu goriisii temel alindiginda Ogretmenlerin program c¢alismalarina
katiliminin programin amaca uygun ve anlamli bir hale gelmesine bdylelikle 6gretmenlerin programa
baglhlik ve uyarlama dengesini saglamasinda hayati dneme sahip oldugu soylenebilir (Keskin, 2020).
Nitekim giintimiizde Ogretmenlerin program gelistirme siirecine katilimlarinin merkezi ve yerel

diizeyde kisith kaldig: goriilmektedir (Yiiksel, 1998a).

Ogretim programlart  6grencilerin  davramis degisikligi neticesinde elde edecekleri
kazanimlarin diizeylere gore belirlendigi cesitli hedeflerin gergeklesmesi icin bir yol haritasi
konumundadir. Bu sebeple 6gretmenlerin 6gretim programlarinin éneminin kavramas: ve ogretim
siirecinde programlardan faydalanmasi 6gretimin verimliligi ve 6gretmenin hedeflerle esgiidiimlii
sekilde hareket etmesi i¢in 6nem arz etmektedir (Yazicilar Nalbantoglu ve digerleri., 2021). Bu nedenle

Ogretmenlerin programlarin Onemlerine dair farkindaliklari ve programlardan faydalanma
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sikliklarinin  programi uygulama konusunda gesitli uyarlama Oriintiileri ile iliskili olacag:
diisiiniilmektedir. Nitekim bu konuda Ogretmenlerin egitimde programlarinin onemine yonelik
goriisleri agisindan program uyarlama oOriintiileri incelendiginde egitimde Ogretim programlarinin
Onemini daha ¢ok vurgulayan ogretmenlerin genisletme Oriintiistinii daha sik gerceklestirdikleri
gozlemlenirken programlarin Onem diizeyini diisiik belirten Ogretmenlerin atlama boyutunda
uyarlama yaptiklari sdylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin programdan faydalanma sikliklar ile ilgili bulgular
incelendiginde ise programdan hicbir zaman faydalanmayan 6gretmenlerin diger gruplar1 olusturan
Ogretmenlerden daha sik sekilde atlama Oriintiisii gerceklestirdikleri gozlemlenmistir. Bu konuda
Ogretmenlerin programdan faydalanma durumlarina gore gesitli anlayislara sahip olacagi sdylenebilir
Bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin hizmet igerisinde mesleki gelisimlerini siirdiirebilmeleri i¢in kendilerini

glincelleyecekleri ¢alismalar diizenlemeli, 6gretmenlerin katilimlari saglanmali ve tesvik edilmelidir.

Bu arastirmada Ogretmenlerin cesitli ozelliklerine gore yaptiklar: gesitli uyarlama sikliklar:
incelendiginde sonuglarin 6lgek geneli ve alt boyutuna gore diisiik diizeyde kaldig1 goriilmektedir.
Sonug¢ olarak Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptiklar1 Ogretim kademeleri, branslari, egitimde ogretim
programlarina Onem verme durumlart1 ve programdan faydalanma sikliklarina gore anlamh
farkhiliklar bulunmustur. Ogretmenlerin lisaniistii hizmet ici egitim alip almama durumlarmin
program uyarlama sikliklar {izerinde farklilik gostermemesi 6gretmenlerin yaptiklar: uyarlamalarin
mesleki yeterlikleri ile ilgili cesitli degiskenlerden ziyade Ogretmenlerin programa yonelik cesitli
diisiincelerinden 6nemli Slgiide etkilendigine dair bir ipucu olabilir. Bu konuda “Ogretmen Ozerkligi
Olgegi” (Ulas ve Aksu, 2015) ve “Ogretmen Ozyeterlik Olgekleri (Capa, Cakiroglu ve Sarikaya 2005)
ile bu arastirmada kullanilan program uyarlama oriintiileri 6lgeginin alt boyutlar1 arasinda iligki
incelendiginde atlama ve genisletme alt boyutlarina yonelik orta-diisiik diizeyde anlamli fark
bulunurken Yeniden Diizenleme boyutuna yonelik anlamli farka rastlanilamamistir Bu bulgudan
hareketle arastirmacilar 6gretmenlerin yiiksek Ozyeterlige veya ozerklige sahip olmalarina ragmen

uyarlama konusunda risk almak istemiyor olabilecekleri sdylenebilir.

Ayrica 0gretmenlerin programa bagl kaldiklarini iddia etmelerine ragmen uyarlama yapma
durumlarinin gozlemlenmesi Ogretmenlerin uyarlamalarini yaparken bu uyarlamalar1 bilingli bir
sekilde gerceklesip gerceklestirmediklerine dair sorular1 da ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir (Wadheefa ve Tee,
2020). Ciinkii 6gretmenler her ne kadar yillik veya giinliik tiirden bir plana sadik kalmaya calissalar
da smif ortaminda hedeflerin gerceklesmesini engelleyen ¢ok gesitli durumlar meydana geldiginden
Ogretmenler farkinda olmayarak gesitli uyarlamalar yapabilmektedirler. Bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin pr
ograma olan ¢esitli diisiinceleri ve 0gretim siiregleri daha yakinda gozlenip cesitli degiskenlerin
Ogretim programini uyarlama iizerine etkileri daha yakindan incelenebilir. Buna ek olarak programin
siirecte isleyisini ve O0grenci basarisi iizerine etkilerini gozlemlemek amaciyla program haritalama
uygulamalarindan faydalarilabilir. Bu sayede okul ve smif diizeyinde sekillenen &gretim

programlarinin isleyisi daha somut sekillerde gozlenerek 6gretim siirecinde kalitenin iyilestirilmesi ve
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programin okul ortaminda Ogretmenlerin isbirligi ile gelistirilmesi ile yerel program gelistirme
uygulamalar1t yayginlastirilabilir. Ayrica uygulamanin iginde olan Ogretmelerin programa dair
uyarlama ¢alismalariin sistematik veri toplama ve analiz yontemleri ile incelenmesine yonelik okul
merkezli program gelistirme calismalarina Oncelik verilmesi Onerilmektedir. Buna ilave olarak
Ogretmenlerin programlarda uyarlamalar yaptiklar1 gercegi ve bulgusundan hareketle hem MEB
merkez teskilatinin hem de il miidriiliiklerinin hazirlanan programlara esneklik katarak 6gretmelerin

yaraticiliklarini destekleyecek tedbirler almasi onerilmektedir.
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Introduction

New perspectives toward knowledge and learning have led to new approaches in the field of
education. Therefore, the aim of educational policies has shifted towards equipping individuals with
skills such as problem-solving, critical thinking, and learning to learn. These changes, tailored to the
needs and advancements of the day, are being implemented in the form of curriculum, which serve as
a manifesto for countries' educational objectives. Meanwhile, approaches to developing curricula are

also transforming to encompass these innovations (Hesapgioglu, 2009).

While the constructivist educational approach encourages a student-centered learning
process, the methods of curriculum development can contradict this perspective at various points. In
fact, despite the advocated inclusion of interactions and needs of stakeholders like students and
teachers throughout the curriculum development process, it is observed that curriculum development
efforts in our country tend to lean more towards a managerial or centralized approach (Erisen, 1998;
Saban, 2021). However, focusing solely on the centralized aspect of curriculum development might
prove inadequate in meeting the requisites of the contemporary constructivist educational approach.
This situation calls for an examination of local curriculum development and adaptation efforts in

education.

The accelerating pace of societal and technological advancements might arise the need for
more frequent updates in curriculum. Furthermore, it should be noted that during the process of
implementing and disseminating these innovations, new needs stemming from various developments
and local conditions may emerge. Consequently, ensuring coordination between developments and
requirements in the educational environment and those in extracurricular experiences has become an
increasingly crucial consideration (Demirel, 2020). However, within a centralized curriculum
development framework, fulfilling the principle of viability for curriculum can be challenging (Sen,
2021). The curriculum effectiveness is determined not only by examining its implementation process
and contextual conditions but also predominantly by general outcomes at the end of the process and
central exams. Unfortunately, acquiring qualitative information about how and why certain outcomes

were achieved in the assessment can become difficult. Therefore, in line with contemporary
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educational approaches, a curriculum development and assessment approach that is solely
approached from a centralized perspective may not appear sufficient in terms of establishing the

effectiveness and validity of the curriculum.

Efforts in developing curriculum from a centralized perspective are not transparently
presented. This situation could limit the validity of the decisions made. Alongside centralized
curriculum development endeavors, addressing curricula at the local level to ensure coordination can
be one of the steps in line with the principle of viability for the curriculum and by contemporary
educational understanding. Another benefit that local curriculum development initiatives can provide
is the opportunity to directly examine various situations occurring during the implementation
process, which can offer diverse prospects for curriculum evaluation in terms of observing the

effectiveness of the curriculum on-site (Yiiksel, 1998b)

In examining the effectiveness of a curriculum, educators’ focusing on the instructional
process and localizing curricula migt be an effective approach to curriculum development. This way,
curricula can be shaped within the context of schools and classrooms by being addressed locally,
leading them to become more meaningful, practical, acceptable to educators, implementable, and
ultimately effective entities. Viewing curricula as guides for use or lists of subjects rather than a
cultural element, limits the scope of field-related studies (Demirel, 2020:16). This chronic perspective
on curricula and curriculum development, where they are regarded, can pose challenges in terms of
curriculum acceptance by teachers and ensuring continuity, contributing to the difficulties faced in

curriculum development efforts (Ergiin, 1996).

According to Yiiksel (2004), despite occasional discussions about localizing curricula from the
past to the present, it is claimed that various reasons, such as the inability to maintain continuity,
irregularities in locally assigned curriculum development committees, deficiencies in local resources
and qualified personnel, prevent the reduction of curriculum development efforts to the local level.
On the other hand, while Biimen and Yazicilar (2020) mention the opportunities that arise from
addressing curriculum development locally, it is argued that relying solely on a locally approached
curriculum development process is not the sole solution for increasing the quality of curriculum
development and education. Moreover, exclusively local curriculum development might lead to
discrepancies in a country's educational objectives. However, in line with contemporary educational
perspectives, it can be argued that a balanced approach to curriculum development, both centrally
and locally, would enhance the quality of educational services. The equilibrium indicated in
curriculum development, both centrally and locally, also encompasses two significant concepts in the
implementation dimension: commitment to the program and adaptation of the program (Biimen,

Cakar, and Yildiz, 2014).
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When teachers implement subject-specific curricula developed to achieve the objectives of
curricula, effectively managing the process by the curriculum is a crucial condition for the curriculum
to reach its goals, demonstrate its effectiveness, and undergo improvement. The situation of adhering
to the original intent of the program is defined as curriculum fidelity. Although curriculum fidelity
might be perceived as rigid adherence, it represents alignment with the program rather than a literal
application (Burakgazi, 2019). In this regard, researchers have noted that the effectiveness of centrally
prepared standard curricula (Schiro, 2008; Unver, 2021) can be limited when strictly adhered to. While
there may not be a definitive description of how curriculum fidelity should be, it can be said that not
demonstrating fidelity in terms of the purpose, content, and methodological dimensions of a taught
subject by making adaptations is not necessarily negative (Drake and Sherin, 2006; Sherin and Drake,
2009; Yazicilar and Biimen, 2019). Based on this perspective, it can be argued that a curriculum is more
than just a list of topics, and furthermore, the teacher is not merely a conveyor of the curriculum, but

an interpreter of its context and a practitioner making significant decisions about the curriculum.

Various research studies on curriculum fidelity have shown that teachers do not implement
curricula exactly as written, meaning they do not exhibit strict fidelity. Instead, they consciously and
unconsciously adapt the structure, activities, and objectives of the lessons according to the conditions
they are in (Bernard, 2017; Burkhauser and Lesaux, 2015; Fogo, Reisman, and Breakstone, 2019;
Tokgoz, 2013; Troyer, 2019; Yazicilar and Biimen, 2019). Determining the factors that influence fidelity
during the curriculum implementation process and consequently, teachers’ adaptations has led to

various research endeavors in this area.

Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, and Hansen (2003) have highlighted four dimensions in the
literature that affect fidelity to the curriculum, including teacher characteristics, teacher training,
curriculum attributes, and institutional characteristics. In terms of curriculum fidelity, Biimen et al.
(2014) have conducted research on the subject in Turkey, considering regional-cultural influences,
examination systems, student characteristics, and the centralized education system as factors. They
have indicated that all these factors are interconnected, meaning that the sum of these variables could

lead to various effects on curriculum fidelity.
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Figure 1. Factors affecting curriculum commitment (Biimen et al., 2014)

In addition to the variables mentioned concerning curriculum fidelity, some studies have also
revealed that various factors such as the subject matter, teaching method, resources, and materials
could influence teachers’ fidelity to the curriculum (Arslan Celik and Gelmez Burakgazi, 2021; Dos et
al.,, 2017). Accordingly, it can be suggested that the factors influencing curriculum fidelity are diverse,
and the magnitude of their impact can vary depending on the context. Furthermore, the combination
of multiple variables could affect curriculum fidelity. Due to various reasons, changes in teachers’
commitment to curriculum lead them to make various adaptations to curriculum. At this point,
attempts have been made through various research to identify the nature of the adaptations teachers

make.

In research studies, various adaptation patterns have been identified in curriculum
adaptations, including skipping, creating, replacing with something new, changing content,
expanding, reordering, reformatting, using for a different purpose, making changes to the plan,
adding, omitting, superficial processing, using different sources/materials, and altering the timeframe
(Bernard, 2017; Drake and Sherin, 2006; Sherin and Drake, 2009; Li and Harfitt, 2017; Troyer, 2017).
Yazicillar and Biimen (2019), on the other hand, have classified curriculum adaptation patterns as
jumping, expanding, and replacing with something new within a scale context, and investigated these

patterns as a research topic.

As a result, teachers are unable to demonstrate fidelity to curriculum for various reasons,
leading them to make various adaptations while implementing curricula. When examining research
on curriculum fidelity and adaptation, factors such as student characteristics, curriculum structure,
and school resources come to the forefront (Lieber et al., 2009; Unver, 2021). This situation also affects

the structure of school curricula. Posner (1995), who examined teachers' behaviors related to
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curriculum fidelity and adaptation, suggests the emergence of five different curriculum types
(formal/written, implemented, omitted, covert, extra). The first type, formally documented through
course schedules and curriculum guides, is the formal curriculum. The implemented curriculum,
which is the second type, indicates what the teacher teaches. The third type, the omitted curriculum, is
defined as the curriculum that covers topics not taught in school. The fourth type, the covert
curriculum, is described as containing both expected and unexpected messages not explicitly stated in
writing, stemming from the school structure or students. Finally, the fifth type described by Posner

(1995) is the extra curriculum, encompassing all experiences planned outside of regular school lessons.

Teachers’ behaviors encompass all experiences planned outside of regular school lessons.
Considering various characteristics possessed by teachers, it is believed that a closer examination of
the frequency of different curriculum adaptation patterns they engage in is necessary. The aim of this
research is to reveal the frequency of curriculum adaptation patterns used by teachers in the context of
our country, based on the various characteristics they possess. This way, the study aims to obtain
findings regarding the influences of various teacher characteristics on curriculum adaptation when it
comes to curriculum implementation and to contribute to research conducted within the context of

our country concerning curriculum adaptation.

In line with the main aim, an examination was conducted to determine whether there were
significant differences in the distribution of scores obtained from teachers' responses to the
“Curriculum Adaptation Patterns Scale” based on various variables such as their teaching level, school
type, field of specialization, postgraduate education, participation in in-service training, seniority
level, undergraduate department, graduate curriculum, participation in curriculum development

activities, and frequency of utilizing the educational curriculum.
Method
Model of the Research

In this study, the descriptive survey model, which is one of the quantitative research designs,
was utilized. Karasar (2012) defines the survey model as a research approach that "describes a
situation that exists in the past or is still present in its current state." The purpose of survey studies is
to capture a snapshot of the current state of the subject. In this context, survey studies aim to reveal

the existing state as it is (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2013; Creswell, 2014).
Universe and Sample

The study universe was restricted to teachers working during the 2021-2022 academic year in
official schools affiliated with the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) and two private educational
institutions located in the city center of Kirsehir (MoNE, 2023). As it was not feasible to reach the

entire defined universe (study universe), a convenience sample of 182 teachers who responded to the
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survey via Google Forms was selected to constitute the sample group. The demographic

characteristics of the teachers included in the research group are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. The demographic characteristics of the teachers included in the research

f
School Stages Preschool 12
Primary School 68
Elementary School 67
High School 35
School Kind Public 169
Private 13
Study Field Science-Mathematics 37
Literature-Social Sciences 76
Equal Weighting 69
Postgraduate Education Yes 30
No 152
In-service Training Yes 114
No 68
Seniority 1-5 18
6-10 23
11-15 33
16-20 42
20 and more 66
Working in the Field of Study Yes 157
No 25
Graduation Faculty of Education 147
Pedagogical Formation 35
Participating in Curriculum Workshops Yes 53
No 129
Giving Importance to Curriculum No important 4
Little important 8
Important 78
Very important 92
Utilization of Curricula Never 5
Sometimes 56
Often 83
Always 38

Data Collection Tool

The data for the study were collected using the "Teachers' Curriculum Adaptation Patterns
Scale" developed by Yazicilar Nalbantoglu, Biimen, and Uslu (2021). The validity and reliability

studies of the scale were conducted during the 2018-2019 academic year. In the validity study of the
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scale, after obtaining expert opinions on its appropriateness for the purpose, an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) was initially conducted with 322 teachers. As a result of EFA, a three-dimensional
structure (Extention, Jumping, and Reorganization) that explains 52% of the total variance was obtained.
The reliability coefficients found based on the measurements conducted in this study are satisfactory
for the dimensions of Extention (0.72), Jumping (0.87), and Reorganization (0.85). When re-calculated the
reliability coefficients for the sub-dimensions of the scale were examined, they were found to be

Extention (0.89), Jumping (0.80), and Reorganization (0.82), respectively.
Data Analysis

Google Forms was utilized for data collection. The link of the scale was sent to participants to
ensure their participation in the research. The collected data were initially transferred to Excel and
organized, then analyzed using quantitative data analysis methods in appropriate statistical software.
Descriptive statistics were employed to calculate the frequency, percentage distribution, and
arithmetic means of participants’ responses. In cases where two variables from the scale were
compared, Independent Samples T-test was used to determine whether there was a significant
difference. For identifying the source of potential differences, One-Way Analysis of Variance

(ANOVA) was employed for multiple comparisons, followed by Post-hoc tests.

When examining the findings related to the normality assumption for participants’ responses
to the scale items, it was observed that the kurtosis (0.0826) and skewness (-0.389) coefficients were

within the range of -1 to +1, indicating compatibility with a normal distribution.

Table 2. Z test and Levene’s test results of the items in the scale

Normality Test (Shapiro-Wilk) \4 )
,988 ,143

Homogeneity Test (Levene's) F df1 df2 p
,304 3 178 ,823

Z- Normality Test X S Y4 P
2,658 ,556 ,053 ,200

According to Table 2, separate normality tests (p> 0,05) and Levene's tests (p> 0,05) were
conducted for each analysis to examine the homogeneity of variances for intergroup comparisons.

Based on the results, parametric analysis methods were employed.
Ethical Approval of the Research

In this study, all the rules specified in the "Directive on Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics of Higher Education Institutions” were followed. None of the actions specified under the
second section of the Directive, "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics", were

carried out.

Ethics committee permission information: Name of the ethics review board = Kirgehir Ahi Evran

University Ethics Commission.
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Findings

In this section, the responses provided by teachers to the Curriculum Adaptation Patterns

Scale were analyzed in terms of the overall scale and sub-dimensions, and the findings obtained are

presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Dispersion measures for teachers’ scale total and sub-dimensions

Adaptation Patterns X S
Extention 3.73 0.870
Jumping 1.70 0.652
Reorganization 2.50 0.753
Owverall 2,64 0,555

According to Table 3, based on the findings obtained from the Curriculum Adaptation

Patterns Scale, it can be observed that teachers' adaptation frequencies in the process of implementing

curricula correspond to the average of 2.64, indicating the "Sometimes" range. Furthermore, when

considering the sub-dimensions of the scale, teachers' responses regarding their adaptation behaviors

towards the curriculum are shaped as follows: "Frequently" (mean = 3.73) in the Extention dimension,

"Never" (mean = 1.70) in the Jumping dimension, and "Rarely" (mean = 2.50) in the Reorganization

dimension.

1- Does the level of the school where teachers work create a significant difference in

teachers' curriculum adaptation scores?

The findings obtained from the analyses conducted to determine whether there is a significant

difference in the curriculum adaptation scores of the participating teachers based on the education

level the teachers work are presented in the tables below.

Table 4. Curriculum adaptation pattern scores according to level of education

Levels Extention Jumping
n X S X S
Pre-school 12 3,8690 1,00732 2,1905 ,80198
Primary School 68 3,8845 ,90830 1,5651 ,55159
Middle School 67 3,6525 ,82637 1,6525 ,64668
High School 35 3,5102 ,79410 1,8898 ,69563
Total 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Reorganization Overall
n X S X S
Pre-school 12 2,8750 ,81688 2,9833 ,60126
Primary School 68 2,4608 ,73478 2,6456 ,54188
Middle School 67 2,4751 ,74324 2,5993 ,52861
High School 35 2,5190 ,78045 2,6457 ,60078
Total 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560
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When examining Table 4, it can be observed that the mean scores of teachers in the Extention
dimension are, in order, primary school, preschool, middle school, and high school. In the Jumping
dimension, the order is preschool, high school, middle school, and primary school. In the
Reorganization dimension, it is preschool, high school, middle school, and primary school. Overall,
across the scale, it is preschool, high school, primary school, and middle school. Accordingly, teachers
at the primary school level have higher averages in the Extention dimension, while teachers at the

preschool level have higher averages in the Jumping, Reorganization, and overall scale dimensions.

The results of the ANOVA test conducted to determine whether the differences between the
scores of teachers are statistically significant, along with the post-hoc test results for multiple

comparisons, are presented below.

Table 5. One-Way ANOVA results for the difference in curriculum adaptation pattern scores by level of
education

Source of Sum of Mean n?
. sd F p*
Variance Squares Squares
Extention Between groups
group 3,945 3 1,315 1761 156
In-group 132,948 178 ,747
Total 136,893 181
Jumping Between groups 5,536 3 1,845
In-group 71,513 178 ,402 4,593 ,004* ,072
Total 77,049 181
Reorganization ~ Between groups 1,842 3 ,614 1,086 ,357
In-group 100,682 178 ,566
Total 102,524 181
Owverall Between groups 1,508 3 ,503 1,646 ,181
In-group 54,365 178 ,305
Total 55,872 181

* Significant difference: Between pre-school and primary and secondary school; between high school and primary
school teachers in favor of the first ones

According to Table 5, the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether there is a significant difference in the scores of teachers in the Curriculum Adaptation
Patterns concerning the variable of their teaching level indicates that there is no significant difference
among the groups (preschool, primary school, middle school, and high school) in terms of Extention,
Reorganization, and the overall scale. However, a significant difference has been found among the

groups in the Jumping dimension [F(3-178)=4.59; p<0.05].

The calculated effect size from the test (?=0.072) indicates that this difference has a moderate
effect size. The results of the LSD multiple comparison test show that the significant difference favors
preschool teachers over primary school and middle school teachers, while it favors high school
teachers over primary school teachers and high school teachers. Thus, it can be observed that

preschool teachers make more Adaptation in the Jumping dimension compared to primary and high
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school teachers. Additionally, high school teachers exhibit a higher Jumping adaptation pattern

compared to primary school teachers.

2- Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on the type of

school where they work?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on the type of school

where they work are presented in the tables below.

Table 6. T-test results for the variable of the type of school in which the teachers have worked

Schools n X S sd t p
) Public 169 3,7287 ,87185
Extention . 180 ,145 ,885
Private 13 3,6923 ,87452
. Public 169 1,6923 ,63257
Jumping Private 13 1,8132 189668 180 -643 21
L Public 169 2,5118 ,75343
Reorganization Private 13 2 4103 76563 180 ,468 ,640
Public 169 2,6509 ,55039
Overall Private 13 26500 64420 180,006 996

Table 6 shows that the mean scores of Curriculum Adaptation Patterns differ among the
school types. Specifically, the mean scores of Jumping are higher for teachers in private schools
compared to teachers in public schools whereas the mean scores for Reorganization, Extention, and the
overall scale are higher for teachers in public schools. To determine whether there is a significant
difference in scores between teachers working in public and private schools based on the school type
variable, a one-way independent groups T-test was conducted. The results indicated that there is no
significant difference in the total scores between teachers in public schools (X=2.6509) and teachers in

private schools (X=2.6500) [T(1-180)= 0.996; p>0.05].

Furthermore, when examining the sub-dimensions presented in Table 6, it is evident that there
is no significant difference between the 169 teachers in public schools and the 13 teachers in private
schools regarding the dimensions of Extention, Jumping, and Reorganization [T(1-180)=

0.885/0.521/0.640; p>0.05].

3- Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their teaching

subjects?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their teaching

subjects are presented in the tables below.
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Table 7. Distribution of curriculum adaptation pattern scores according to teaching subjects

Extention Jumping
Subject field n X S X S
Numerical 37 3,6332 ,74425 1,4517 ,51784
Verbal 76 3,7650 ,85036 1,8891 ,68556
Equal weight 69 3,7329 ,95703 1,6273 ,62760
Total 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Reorganization Overall
n X S X S
Numerical 37 2,3018 ,68588 2,4703 ,44526
Verbal 76 2,7105 ,84124 2,7921 ,60178
Equal weight 69 2,3865 ,62785 2,5920 ,52318
Total 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Table 7 shows that the means for Extention, Jumping and Reorganization patterns are,
respectively, the highest for teachers in verbal, followed by equal weight and the numerical subjects. It

is evident that teachers in the verbal have higher averages in the overall scale.

The results of the ANOVA test conducted to determine whether the differences between the
scores of teachers are statistically significant, along with the post-hoc test results for multiple

comparisons are presented below.

Table 8. One-Way ANOVA results for teachers’ study subjects and curriculum adaptation

Study Subjects Source of Sum of sd Mean F . n?
Variance Squares Squares P
Extention Between groups 438 2 ,219
,287 ,751
In-group 136,455 179 ,762
Total 136,893 181
Jumping Between groups 5,362 2 2,681 6.695
In-group 71,687 179 ,400 g ,002 0.069
Total 77,049 181
Reorganization ~ Between groups 5,707 2 2,854
27 .
In-group 96,817 179 ,541 5276 /006 0.053
Total 102,524 181
Owerall Between groups 2,962 2 1,481
1 .
In-group 52,911 179 ,296 5010 /008 0.063
Total 55,872 181

*There is a significant difference in favor of teachers in the verbal between the numerical-verbal and verbal-equal
weight groups in the Jumping and Reorganization dimensions. In the overall scale, there is a significant difference
in favor of teachers in the verbal when comparing the numerical and equal weight group subjects.

According to Table 8, the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of the teacher
group included in the research based on their subject areas revealed a significant difference in at least

two of the mean scores among the numerical, verbal, and equal weight subject groups in the
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dimensions of Jumping, Reorganization, and the overall scale [F(2-179)=6.70/5.28/5.01; p<0.05]. The effect

size calculated from the test results (n?=0.069/0.053/0.063) indicates a moderate level of difference.

The results of the LSD multiple comparison test revealed that the significant difference in the
Jumping and Reorganization dimensions favors teachers in verbal when comparing the numerical-
verbal and verbal-equal weight subject groups. Furthermore, in the overall scale, there is a significant
difference in favor of teachers in verbal group compared to teachers in the numerical and equal
weight groups. Upon examining the findings, it can be observed that teachers in verbal groups make
more adaptations in terms of objectives, content, methodological aspects during the instructional
process compared to teachers in other subject areas, and these adaptation patterns are reflected in

Reorganization and Jumping dimensions.

4-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their graduate

education status?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the study create a significant difference based on their graduate education

status are presented in the tables below.

Table 9. T-test results for the variable of teachers’ postgraduate education

Fr I R
Extention ;E;S 13502 g?;i 2222(1) 180 1,066 288
050w e
Reorganization \l;eos 13502 iéi; :ggggg 180 -,345 ,730
Overall ;eos 13502 ;222‘;’ iggzg; 180 -,998 320

Upon examining Table 9, the one-way independent groups t-test conducted to determine
whether there is a significant difference in the Curriculum Adaptation of teachers based on their
graduate education status indicates that there is no significant difference in the means between
teachers who have pursued graduate education and those who have not in terms of the overall scale

and its sub-dimensions [T(1-180)=0.288/0.508/0.730/0.320; p>0.05].

5-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their in-service

training status?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the teachers create a significant difference based on their in-service training status are presented in the

tables below.
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Table 10. T-test results for the variable of receiving in-service training

In—s.er.vice X S od ¢ b
training
. Yes 114 3,6992 ,91668
Extention No 68 37710 78910 180 -,537 ,592
. Yes 114 1,7055 ,64794
Jumping No 68  1,6933 66470 180 122 903
.. Yes 114 2,5658 ,77371
Reorganization No 68 2 4020 70959 180 1,425 ,156
Yes 114 2,6614 ,56157
Overall No 68 2 6331 54912 180 ,332 ,740

Table 10 depicts that the one-way independent groups t-test conducted to determine whether
there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of teachers based on their
in-service training status indicates that there is no significant difference in the means between teachers
who have received in-service training related to the curriculum and those who have not, in terms of

the overall scale and its sub-dimensions [T(1-180)=0.592/0.903/0.156/0.740; p>0.05].

6-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their seniority

levels?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their seniority levels

are presented in the tables below.

Table 11. Distribution of curriculum adaptation pattern scores according to seniority

Extention Jumping
Seniority n X S X S
1-5 18 3,9365 ,89981 1,5635 ,59706
6-10 23 3,7329 ,75753 1,6398 ,59038
11-15 33 3,9654 ,76434 1,8052 ,76500
16-20 42 3,7381 ,83473 1,7449 ,73152
21 and more 66 3,5390 ,94654 1,6797 ,57856
Total 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Reorganization Overall
n X S X S
1-5 18 2,2963 ,58733 2,6139 ,53408
6-10 23 2,6377 ,86406 2,6717 ,51629
11-15 33 2,5859 ,76617 2,7955 ,49043
16-20 42 2,4484 , 77432 2,6536 ,56281
21 and more 66 2,5101 ,73722 2,5795 ,60019
Total 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

According to Table 11, it can be observed that the mean scores for the Extention pattern are
highest among teachers with 11-15 years of seniority, followed by those with 1-5, 16-20, 6-10, and over

20 years of seniority. For the Jumping pattern, the mean scores are highest among teachers with 11-15,
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16-20, and over 20 years of seniority, followed by those with 6-10 and 1-5 years of seniority. Regarding
the Reorganization pattern, the mean scores are highest among teachers with 6-10, 11-15, over 20, 16-20,
and 1-5 years of seniority. On the overall scale, teachers with 11-15, 6-10, 16-20, 1-5, and over 20 years
of seniority have the highest mean scores. Consequently, it is evident that teachers with 11-15 years of
seniority have higher averages in the overall scale, as well as in the Extention and Jumping sub-
dimensions, while teachers with 1-5 years of seniority have lower averages in the Jumping and

Reorganization dimensions compared to others.

The results of the ANOVA test conducted to determine whether the differences between the
scores of teachers are statistically significant, along with the LSD test results for multiple comparisons,

are presented below.

Table 12. Results of the One-Way ANOVA for teachers’ seniority and curriculum adaptation.

Source of Sum of Mean
. sd F P
Variance Squares Squares
Extention Between groups 5,005 4 1,251
In-group 131,889 177 ,745 1,679 ,157
Total 136,893 181
Jumping Between groups ,896 4 ,224
In-group 76,153 177 ,430 ,521 ,721
Total 77,049 181
Reorganization Between groups 1,541 4 ,385
In-group 100,983 177 ,571 ,675 ,610
Total 102,524 181
Overall Between groups 1,061 4 ,265
In-group 54,812 177 ,310 ,856 ,492
Total 55,872 181

According to Table 12, the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine
whether there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of teachers
based on their seniority levels indicates that there is no significant difference in the means between the
seniority levels in terms of the overall scale and its sub-dimensions [F(4-177)=0.157/0.721/0.610/0.492,
p>0.05].

7-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their graduation

from a department related to their teaching subject?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their graduation from

a department related to their teaching subject are presented in tables below.
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Table 13. T-test results for the variable of teachers’ graduation from a department related to the branch

Department related -

to the branch X 5 sd t P
- R
- - B
Reorganization ;es 12557 ;ézzg :Zgggg 180 -,300 ,764
o Y oEm s

Upon examining Table 13, the independent groups t-test conducted to determine whether
there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of teachers based on their
graduation from a department related to their teaching subject and whether they work in a subject-
related field indicates that there is no significant difference in the means between teachers who
graduated from a department related to their subject and those who did not, in terms of the overall

scale and its sub-dimensions [T(1-180)=0.416/0.661/0.764/0.886; p>0.05].

8-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their graduation

unit (Faculty of Education vs. Pedagogical Formation)?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their graduation unit

(Faculty of Education vs. Pedagogical Formation) are presented in the tables below.

Table 14. T-test results for the variable of the unit that the teachers graduated from

Graduation Unit n X S sd t p
Extention Faculty of 147 37123 86218
Education
Pedagogical 180 435 /664
8§98 35 3,7837 91103
Formation
Faculty of
Jumping E‘iﬁaﬁgm 147  1,6822 64709
Pedasosical 180 -793 429
edagogica 35 1,779 67838
Formation
Faculty of
Reorganization Eﬁaﬁ; 147 2,479 76074
Pedagogical 180 ~918 360
896 35 2 6095 71850
Formation
Overall Ezculti’, of 147 26320 54415
Pe;acaoloir;al 180 -,938 350
598 35 27300 160320

Formation
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Upon examining Table 14, the independent groups t-test conducted to determine whether
there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of teachers based on their
graduation unit (Faculty of Education vs. Pedagogical Formation) indicates that there is no significant
difference in the means between teachers who graduated from the Faculty of Education and those
with a Pedagogical Formation, in terms of the overall scale and its sub-dimensions [T(1-

180)=0.664/0.429/0.360/0.350; p>0.05].

9-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their

participation in curriculum activities?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their participation in

curriculum activities are presented in tables below

Table 15. T-test results for the variable of teachers’ participation in curriculum activities

participation in -

curriculum activities X 5 sd t p
Extention Les 15239 iizgz :Z?ZZ 180 1,353 178
T SN
Reorganization ;es 15239 iégz iggigz 180 883 378
Overall Les 15239 ;Zgg ?5121;3 180 1,501 135

According to Table 15, the independent groups t-test conducted to determine whether there is
a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Patterns of teachers based on their
participation in curriculum activities indicates that there is no significant difference in the means
between teachers who have participated in curriculum activities and those who have not, in terms of

the overall scale and its sub-dimensions [T(1-180)=0.178/0.335/0.378/0.135; p>0.05].

10-Do teachers' curriculum adaptation patterns significantly differ based on their

importance to the curriculum?

Findings obtained from the analyses regarding whether the curriculum adaptation scores of
the participating teachers in the research create a significant difference based on their giving

importance to the curriculum are presented in the tables below.
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Table 16. Distribution of curriculum adaptation pattern scores according to giving importance to the
curriculum

Give importance Extention Jumping
n X S X S
Not important at all 4 2,6429 ,77810 2,5357 1,20303
Less important 8 4,1607 ,44811 2,0536 ,66102
Important 78 3,4963 ,89072 1,6777 ,59570
Very important 92 3,9301 ,80129 1,6537 ,64871
Total 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Reorganization Overall
n X S X S
Not important at all 4 2,5833 ,79931 2,5875 ,53131
Less important 8 2,7500 ,70147 3,0000 37417
Important 78 2,4466 ,65822 2,5449 ,55902
Very important 92 2,5290 ,83191 2,7130 ,55231
Total 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

Upon examining Table 16, it can be observed that the mean scores for the Extention dimension
are in the order of “less important, very important, important, and not important at all” for teachers,
while for the Jumping dimension, they are “not important at all, less important, important and very
important”. Regarding the Reorganization dimension, the order is “less important, not important at all,
very important, and important”. In the overall scale, the order is “less important, very important, not
important at all, and important”. Consequently, teachers who rated the importance level of curricula
as "less important” have higher averages in the Extention, Reorganization, and overall scale compared to
other groups, while teachers who rated it as "not important at all" have higher averages in the Jumping

dimension compared to other groups.

The results of the ANOVA test conducted to determine whether the differences between the
scores of teachers are statistically significant, along with the post hoc test results for multiple

comparisons, are presented below.

Table 17. Results of the One-Way ANOVA for teachers’ giving importance to the curriculum and curriculum adaptation pattern.

Source of Sum of Mean

F P* 2
Variance Squares sd Squares L
Extention Between groups 14,152 3 4,717 6,841 ,000 ,103
In-group 122,741 178 ,690
Total 136,893 181
Jumping Between groups 4,030 3 1,343 3,274,022 ,052
In-group 73,020 178 ,410
Total 77,049 181
Reorganization ~ Between groups ,824 3 ,275 481 696
In-group 101,700 178 ,571
Total 102,524 181
Overall Between groups 2,223 3 ,741 2,459 064
In-group 53,649 178 ,301

Total 55,872 181
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According to Table 17, the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
determine whether there is a significant difference in the mean Curriculum Adaptation Pattern scores
of teachers based on their perceived importance levels of curriculum. The groups did not show a
significant difference in the means for the Reorganization dimension and the overall scale. However,
there was a significant difference among the groups for the Jumping and Extention dimensions [F(3-
178)=6.84/3.27; p<0.05]. The effect size calculated from the test results indicates that the difference has
a low-medium effect size for the Jumping dimension (1?=0.052) and a high effect size for the Extention

dimension (1?=0.103).

Upon examining the results of the LSD multiple comparison test, it can be observed that for
the Jumping pattern, there is a significant difference between those who rated it as "not important at all
" and those who rated it as "important,” favoring the "not important at all " group. Similarly, there is a
significant difference in favor of the "not important at all " group between those who rated it as "very
important." For the Extention pattern, a significant difference is observed between those who rated it
as "not important at all" and the other groups, favoring all the other groups. In general, it can be
concluded that teachers who place a higher level of importance on the curriculum tend to adapt to the
Extention pattern, while teachers who consider the curriculum less important are more inclined to

adapt to the Jumping pattern.

11-Do the curriculum adaptation patterns of teachers show significant differences based on

the frequency of benefiting from the curriculum?

Findings obtained from the analyses conducted to determine whether there is a significant
difference in the curriculum adaptation pattern scores of teachers who participated in the research

based on their frequency of benefiting from the curriculum are presented in the tables below.

Table 18. Distribution of curriculum adaptation pattern scores according to benefiting from the curriculum

Benefiting from Extention Jumping
the curriculum n X S X S
Never 5 3,0571 1,10009 2,5143 1,16759
Sometimes 56 3,6122 ,85745 1,7526 ,57948
Often 83 3,7694 ,83979 1,7212 ,69303
Always 38 3,8872 ,89563 1,4737 47334
Total 182 3,7261 ,86966 1,7009 ,65245
Reorganization Overall
n X S X S
Never 5 2,9333 1,20531 2,8300 ,87792
Sometimes 56 2,4048 ,57107 2,5991 ,49932
Often 83 2,6004 ,70660 2,7018 ,55472
Always 38 2,3860 ,97345 2,5921 ,59701
Total 182 2,5046 ,75262 2,6508 ,55560

When Table 18 is examined, in the context of benefiting from the curriculum, the average

"non

scores of teachers in the Extention dimension are as follows: "always,” "frequently,” "sometimes,"
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"never." In the Jumping dimension, they are: "never," "sometimes," "frequently,” and "always." In the
Reorganization dimension, they are: "never," "frequently,” "sometimes," and "always." In the overall
scale, they are: "never," "frequently,” "sometimes," and "always." Therefore, it can be observed that
teachers who always benefit from the curriculum have a higher average in the Extention dimension
compared to other groups, while teachers who state "never" have a higher average in the Jumping,
Reorganization, and overall scale dimensions compared to other groups.

Table 19. Results of the One-Way ANOVA for teachers’ benefiting from the curriculum and curriculum
adaptation pattern.

SOUI.'CG of Sum of sd Mean F p* e
Variance Squares Squares
Extention Between groups 4,105 3 1,368 1834 143
In-group 132,788 178 ,746
Total 136,893 181
Jumping Between groups 5,453 3 1,818
4,51 4* 71
In-group 71,596 178 ,402 5190 0
Total 77,049 181
Reorganizati ~ Between groups 2,774 3 ,925
1 18
on In-group 99,750 178 ,560 650 180
Total 102,524 181
Overall Bet ,657 3 ,219
vera etween groups 706 550
In-group 55,215 178 ,310
Total 55,872 181

*There is a significant difference in favor of those who "never" benefit from the curriculum in the Jumping sub-
dimension compared to the other groups.

According to Table 19, there is a significant difference between teachers' Curriculum
Adaptation Patterns' averages and the frequency of their benefit from the curriculum, a significant
difference was observed in the Jumping dimension, while no significant differences were found in the
Extention, Reorganization, and overall scale [F(3-178) = 4.52, p < 0.05]. Upon further examining the effect
size of the significant difference in the Jumping dimension (2 = 0.071), it can be characterized as
moderate. Post-hoc tests, specifically the LSD multiple comparison test, revealed that the significant
difference in the Jumping dimension favored the "never" category. Consequently, it can be inferred that
teachers who never benefit from the curriculum, meaning they do not use the curriculum for

instructional activities, tend to engage in the Jumping adaptation pattern more frequently.
Discussion and Conclusion

In this section, the curriculum adaptation processes of teachers, particularly the analysis of the
Jumping, Extention, and Reorganization dimensions within the curriculum, were discussed in light of
various variables. This discussion was substantiated with reference to relevant studies in the field, and

the results obtained were presented.
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Upon examining the distribution of scores related to curriculum adaptation patterns, such as
Jumping, Extantion and Reorganization among teachers, it is evident that, in general, teachers engage in
curriculum adaptation at relatively low levels. They tend to adhere faithfully to the original
curriculum. However, when they make adaptations, it is predominantly in the form of Extention.
Furthermore, it was observed that teachers make Jumping adaptations at the lowest level. On rare
occasions, they engage in Reorganization adaptations, specifically related to achievement, timing, and
the organization of instructional content. Although the results obtained from the analyses seem to
indicate that teachers do not make extensive adaptations and thus exhibit a high level of adherence to
the curriculum, according to Biimen and Yazicilar (2020), teachers make various adaptations
throughout the process despite verbally expressing a high level of commitment to the curriculum. On
the other hand, this contradictory situation may stem from the nature of research processes and the
structural dimension of teachers' perception of curriculum adherence, which is primarily focused on

outcomes and content due to regulatory concerns.

It can be argued that teachers may exhibit different forms of commitment and adaptation to
various dimensions of the curriculum, such as its objectives, content, educational methods, and
evaluation, for various reasons. In this regard, in a study by Cetin and Unsal (2019), where they
examined the psychological effects of central exams on teachers and their reflections on curriculum
implementation, it was found that teachers did not fully implement all aspects of the curriculum. They
focused on exam-oriented goals, determined content, and applied methods and techniques
(lecturing/test solving). They conducted measurement and evaluation studies using multiple-choice

tests, and they adapted curriculum elements according to the exam format.

In a study conducted by Oztiirk (2012) aiming to examine the autonomy of high school history
teachers, it was observed that teachers prepared their annual plans, which they obtained ready-made,
with the concern of strictly adhering to the curriculum's achievements and content rather than
considering the students. As a result, this approach left limited flexibility in terms of achievements,
content, and timing. However, teachers had more flexibility in the selection of materials and methods.
This greater flexibility allowed them to make more frequent adaptations, particularly within the scope

of the extention pattern.

When the adaptation patterns of the curriculum were examined according to the educational
level where teachers work, it was observed that preschool teachers tend to Jumping more frequently
compared to teachers at the primary and middle school levels. This is thought to be due to several
reasons, such as the flexibility in the structure of the preschool education curriculum related to the fact
that young children are just starting their educational journey, the school's facilities, the absence of

central examination anxiety at this stage, and the developmental levels of the students corresponding
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to the preoperational and concrete operational periods, which lead to a more student-centered

approach.

Indeed, according to the studies conducted by Koksal, Dagal, and Duman (2016) and
Ozsirkinti, Akay, and Bolat (2014), some teachers have reported that they couldn't carry out certain
activities in the preschool curriculum due to environmental limitations and new preschool teachers
faced challenges in time management and activity design when implementing the required
achievements. Considering these reasons, it is believed that teachers working at the preschool level
can make adaptations to the goals and contents of the curriculum, which could introduce flexibility
into the curricula. However, it is essential to ensure that such modifications do not deviate from the

intended achievements and main objectives while making the curriculum more adaptable.

Considering whether curriculum adaptation patterns vary according to the type of school
where teachers work, no significant differences were found between teachers in public and private
schools. However, various studies on curriculum adaptation based on school type reveal that teachers
in public and private schools make different adaptations for various reasons. For example, in a study
conducted by Biimen and Yazicilar (2020) on curriculum adaptation, it was found that teachers in
public schools, compared to their counterparts in private institutions, implemented a more
pronounced Jumping pattern in their teaching practices. This difference was attributed to the
heterogeneous distribution of students' readiness levels in public schools, which led teachers to aim at
compensating for previous learning gaps and managing a more student-centered educational process

by adjusting it to their goals and content.

Teachers may have different curriculum adaptations based on the knowledge and skills they
aim to impart within the scope of their respective disciplines. Therefore, when focusing on imparting
cognitive or psychomotor abilities, it can be assumed that teachers may tend to adhere more closely to
various guidelines (Dos et al., 2017). When examining whether curriculum adaptation patterns vary
depending on the subject areas taught by teachers, it is observed that teachers in verbal disciplines
tend to implement adaptations in the form of "Jumping" and "Reorganization" more frequently
compared to teachers in other disciplines. This observation suggests that teachers in verbal disciplines
are more flexible in implementing the curriculum related to the subject they teach (Troyer, 2019).
However, a study conducted by Aslan and Erden (2020) that examined the level of commitment of
middle school teachers to the curriculum yielded different findings. It was found that technology
design/information technology teachers had lower levels of commitment to the curriculum, while fine
arts/physical education and science teachers had higher levels of commitment. These distinct results
may be attributed to the emphasis on creativity and innovative thinking in certain disciplines, leading

to a greater focus on adaptation and consequently, lower levels of commitment.
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It was observed that the teachers' postgraduate education status did not make a difference in
the frequency of curriculum adaptation. Various studies on this topic have yielded both supporting
and conflicting results regarding the impact of postgraduate education on curriculum adaptation and
commitment. For example, in Aslan and Erden's research in 2020 on commitment to the curriculum,
the results of the applied scale showed a significant difference in favor of teachers with a master's or
doctoral degree regarding the quality of implementation dimension. However, in Kuloglu's study in
2022, opinions suggesting that postgraduate education in curricula and instructional fields leads to
increased curriculum literacy were found, but according to the findings obtained from interviews, one
of the teachers stated that they had reached an understanding of implementing the curriculum by
adapting it, not in its existing form. In light of this situation, it can be assumed that teachers who have
received postgraduate education in curricula and instructional fields may be more capable of making
more significant adaptations to the curriculum during implementation. However, some studies have
found that there is no significant difference in teachers' commitment to the curriculum and,
consequently, their adaptation behavior based on their postgraduate education level (Burul, 2018),
and the teachers' postgraduate education status does not have an effect on their curriculum literacy

(Keskin, 2020).

When examining the research results, it has been concluded that the teachers' participation in
in-service training related to the curriculum did not significantly affect the frequency of curriculum
adaptations. The quality of these training curricula is just as crucial as organizing them and ensuring
teacher participation, similar to the significance of the quality of postgraduate education. Various
studies have indicated that teachers often find in-service training to be insufficiently productive,
lacking problem-solving capabilities, and that these sessions are conducted in a passive listening
format contrary to constructivist principles. Teachers have expressed the need for workshops as a
more effective format for in-service training and a desire for theoretical knowledge to be practically
demonstrated (Kavas and Bugay, 2009). Such views can be indicative of teachers holding various
negative beliefs and biases towards in-service training curricula, which can reduce their participation,
continuity, and effectiveness of the training (Karasolak, Tanriseven, and Yavuz Konokman, 2012).
Problems related to the quality and quantity of in-service training may lead to teacher-developed
curricula within the central education system becoming more abstract for teachers, thus resulting in

ineffective adaptation practices.

Examining teachers' adaptation patterns based on their various seniority levels, no significant
differences were found in the frequency of using adaptation patterns among teachers from different
seniority groups. However, regarding the impact of professional seniority on teachers' curriculum
implementation, it is suggested that teachers with higher professional seniority show greater

commitment to the curriculum, implying that they engage in less adaptation (Burakgazi, 2019; Oztiirk,
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2012). Nevertheless, several studies argue teachers with longer seniority are more effective in adapting

the curriculum compared to those with less seniority (Burkhauser and Lesaux, 2015; Yazicilar, 2016).

According to Barkhuser and Lesaux (2015), experienced teachers tend not to simplify the
subject when adapting, while less experienced teachers tend to adapt by simplifying the subject.
However, when examining various studies in the context of our country, it is observed that teachers'
commitment to the teaching curriculum does not significantly change depending on their professional
seniority (Aslan and Erden, 2020; Burul, 2018; Butakin and Ozgen, 2007). This result may indicate that
teachers' commitment or adaptation to the curriculum is not solely influenced by whether they are

newcomers or experienced in the profession.

Teachers' adaptation pattern scores did not differ significantly based on whether they
graduated from an education faculty or received pedagogical formation education. However, teachers
with an education faculty background had higher scores in the Extention, Jumping, Reorganization, and
overall adaptation pattern categories compared to those who received pedagogical formation
education. When examining relevant research, it is claimed that the short duration of pedagogical
formation curricula, students' lack of interest in this education, and attendance issues during this
education are limiting factors, and they may not provide sufficient teacher competency (Cetin, 2016;
Kogak, 2018; Kose, 2017; Temiz, 2016;). Especially in recent years, efforts have been made to solve the
quantitative problem by employing out-of-field teachers, but providing training to candidates in the
form of short-term certificate program may hinder the quality of the teacher population and,

consequently, the effective achievement of the curriculum's goals (Unlii, Melekoglu, and Unlii, 2019).

Within the scope of the research, it is observed that the majority of teachers did not participate
in curriculum activities, and those who did participate in curriculum activities did not show
significant differences in adaptation compared to non-participants. Considering the view that teachers
are not merely transmitters of the curriculum but are essential in making it meaningful, the
participation of teachers in curriculum activities becomes crucial in making the curriculum purposeful
and meaningful. This, in turn, helps maintain a balance between teachers' commitment to the
curriculum and their adaptation (Keskin, 2020). Indeed, it is evident that the involvement of teachers
in the curriculum development process is limited both at the central and local levels in the present day

(Yiiksel, 1998a).

Curricula serve as a roadmap for achieving various objectives, which are determined based on
the levels of desired outcomes resulting from changes in students' behavior. Therefore, it is essential
for teachers to comprehend the significance of curricula and to make use of them in the teaching
process. This is vital for the effectiveness of education and for teachers to align their actions with the
set objectives (Yazicilar Nalbantoglu et al., 2021). Hence, it is believed that teachers' awareness of the

importance of curricula and the frequency of their utilization of curricula will be related to various
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adaptation patterns in curriculum implementation. In fact, when examining the adaptation patterns in
terms of teachers' views on the significance of curricula, it can be observed that teachers who
emphasize the importance of instructional curricula tend to engage in the Extention pattern more
frequently, while teachers who perceive curriculum importance as low are more likely to employ the

Jumping dimension in their adaptations.

When exploring the findings related to the frequency of teachers' utilization of curriculum, it
is observed that teachers who never benefit from the curriculum tend to implement the Jumping
pattern more frequently compared to other groups of teachers. It can be said that teachers will have
various understandings based on their utilization of the curriculum. Therefore, efforts should be made
to organize activities that allow teachers to update themselves for continuous professional
development within their service. Teachers should be encouraged and facilitated to participate in such

endeavors.

To sum up, the adaptation frequencies of teachers were examined according to various
characteristics, the results indicate a low level of adaptation both in the overall scale and all the sub-
dimensions. Consequently, significant differences were found based on the teaching levels, branches,
given importance to curricula, and the frequency of utilization of curriculum by teachers. The status of
teachers receiving in-service training did not show variation in the adaptation frequencies, which may
suggest that teachers' adaptations are significantly influenced by their various thoughts about the
curriculum rather than by variables related to their professional competence. In this regard, when the
relations among the sub-dimensions of the curriculum adaptation patterns scale, the "Teacher
Autonomy Scale" (Ulas and Aksu, 2015), and the "Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale" (Capa, Cakiroglu, and
Sarikaya, 2005) was examined, a moderate to low level of significant difference was found in the
Jumping and Extention sub-dimensions, while no significant difference was observed in the
Reorganization dimension. Based on this finding, it can be suggested that despite having high self-

efficacy or autonomy, teachers may be hesitant to take risks in adaptation.

Furthermore, the observation of teachers making adaptations despite claiming to adhere to the
curriculum raises questions about whether these adaptations occur consciously (Wadheefa and Tee,
2020). This is because, despite teachers' attempts to adhere to a yearly or daily plan, various
unforeseen circumstances can arise in the classroom that hinder the achievement of objectives, leading
teachers to make adaptations unknowingly. Therefore, teachers' instructional processes should be
closely observed, and the effects of various variables on curriculum adaptation should be examined
more closely. Additionally, curriculum mapping applications can be utilized to observe the
functioning of the curriculum within the process and its impact on student achievement. This allows

for the concrete observation of how instructional curricula are shaped at the school and classroom
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levels, thereby enhancing the quality of the teaching process and fostering the development of the

curriculum through collaboration among teachers in the school environment.

Moreover, it is recommended that priority be given to school-centered curriculum
development efforts that involve systematic data collection and analysis methods to examine the
adaptations made by teachers within the implementation. In addition, given the fact and findings that
teachers make adaptations in curricula, both the central organization of the Ministry of National
Education (MEB) and provincial directorates are advised to introduce flexibility into prepared
curricula to support teachers' creativity. For future studies, it is suggested that postgraduate
education's effects on teachers' adherence to and adaptation of curricula be more closely examined in

new studies.
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