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Globalization of knowledge, development in society, culture, politics, economy,
technology and industry, change in quality, national and international competition, and
the knowledge, skills and competences demanded from the individuals in professional
life lead to radical changes in education and instruction. This worldwide change requires
the reconstruction of educational systems and development of new curricula. The
educational level where the need for restructuring is felt most is higher education.

Accepted  30.02.2019

Keywords:

Higher education,

Higher education curriculum,
University 4.0,

Project-based learning approach,
Project-based curriculum.

Within this context, higher education curricula should align with the qualifications of the
215t century, which is also called information age. The purpose of this literature review
study is to explain the key characteristics of PBL (project-based learning) curricula as
follows: the historical development of PBL, key characteristics of PBL, the characteristics
of PBL curriculum components and PBL curriculum strategies in higher education. As PBL
curricula, which support all the roles that universities should have (education, research,
knowledge production and service to the community), are appropriate for the new
generation universities, they should be analyzed through more research and within
different aspects.

Yiksekogretimde Proje Tabanl Egitim Programlarinin Kuramsal
Temelleri

Makale Bilgisi Oz

Bilginin kiiresellesmesi, toplum, kiiltur, siyaset, ekonomi, teknoloji, endustri alanlarinda
yasanan gelisim, kalite anlayisindaki degisim, ulusal ve uluslararasi rekabet ve yeni
meslek alanlarinin bireylerden talep ettigi bilgi, beceri ve yetkinlikler egitim-6gretimde
Gelis 06.11.2018 kokli degismelere neden olmaktadir. Tim diinyada yasanan bu degisim, egitim
Dizeltme 25.02.2019 sistemlerinin ve egitim programlarinin yeniden yapilandiriimasini zorunlu kilmaktadir.
Kabul 30.02.2019 Yeniden vyapilandinlma ihtiyacinin en g¢ok hissedildigi egitim kademesi ise
yuksekogretimdir. Bu baglamda, yiksekogretimde egitim programlarinin bilgi ¢ag
Yiksekogretim, olarak adlandirilan 21. yy. niteliklerine uygun hale getiriimesi gerekmektedir.
Yiksekogretimde egitim Yiksekogretimde proje tabanh egitim programlarinin temel boyutlariyla agiklanmasini
programlari, amaglayan bu derleme c¢alismasi dort temel baghk altinda yapilandiriimistir:
yuksekogretimde proje tabanli egitim programlarinin tarihsel gelisimi, proje tabanl
egitim programlarinin temel 6zellikleri, proje tabanli egitim programlarinda dort temel
yapisal boyutun o6zellikleri, yiksekogretimde proje tabanl egitim programlarinda
tasarim stratejileri. Universitelerin sahip olmasi gereken egitim-6gretim, arastirma, bilgi
Uretimi ve topluma fayda saglama gorevlerinin timinu destekleyen proje tabanl egitim
programlarinin yeni nesil Universitelere uygun nitelikler tasimasi nedeniyle, bu
programlarin farkli boyutlariyla incelenmesi ve daha ¢ok arastirmaya konu olmasi
gerekmektedir.

DOI: 10.14812/cufej. 479322

Makale Gegmisi:

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Universite 4.0,
Proje tabanli 6grenme yaklasimi,
Proje tabanl egitim programi.

* This study is based on the doctoral dissertation prepared by the author under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Nurdan Kalayci.
* Author: gunes.korkmaz.gk@gmail.com



mailto:gunes.korkmaz.gk@gmail.com
http://dergipark.gov.tr/cuefd

Giines KORKMAZ, Nurdan KALAYCI — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(1), 2019, 236-274

Introduction

Universities are multi-faceted educational institutions that constantly renew themselves and serve
many different purposes in accordance with the changing world and the need for transformation that this
change brings along. These institutions whose primary roles are to produce knowledge, transfer this
knowledge to next generations and use this knowledge to meet the needs of the society, have added up
new roles to their primary roles in conjunction with the change in the world (Altbach & Salmi, 2011). The
factors that cause this change in the roles of universities throughout history are associated with numerous
fields such as society, politics, culture, economy and industry (Barnett, 2011; Barnett & Coate, 2005;
Brundiers & Wiek, 2013; Etzkowitz, 2008; Flinterman et al., 2001; Graybill et al., 2006; Kalayci & ilhan,
2017; Kotluk & Kocakaya, 2015; OECD, 2007; Salmi, 2018). Along with these factors, the perceptions about
university have changed and universities have become the ones that shape the change in the world
besides adapting to this change. In the literature, this change in the perception of the term “university” is
said to result from the phases that they have undergone since their emergence.

The scientific studies that focus on the emergence of universities reveal that there are two different
views related to this. Some researchers support the idea that the emergence of the university as a term
dates back to the Middle Ages (5th-12th century AD) because in the medieval period the places such as
churches or cathedrals were regarded as universities (Wissema, 2009; Rukanci & Anamerig, 2004).
However, those places are said to have a traditional approach that stands for accepting the given
knowledge as it is rather than discovering the truth by searching for it (Wissema, 2009; Etzkowich, 2008).
In other words, these so-called institutions couldn’t go beyond teaching religious subjects. From this
aspect, these institutions were different from the ones that exist today.

Another view about the emergence of universities is that they were established through the end of
medieval period (1150-1500) (Antalyali, 2007; Cobban, 2002; Grant & Grant, 1996; Giirliz, 2003; Haskins,
2017; Lewis, 2018; Ozdemir, 2016; Perkin, 2007; Scott, 2006; Vauchez & Pedersen, 1997). The educational
need that arose due to the increase in the urbanization level in the Middle Ages and the learners’ demand
to be educated beyond religious subjects was met through the universities called “Studium Generale”
(Cobban, 2017; Gertz, 2017; Perkin, 2007; Rukanci & Anameri¢, 2004; Vauchez & Pedersen, 1997).
Although the education at these universities did not only include religious subjects but other courses, they
could not get over the effect of scholastic period, and they were pressurized for a long time owing to being
ruled by the church despite the diversified education they served (Cobban, 2017; Gertz, 2017; Perkin,
2007). This phase that medieval universities passed through is called the first phase or the first generation
university (Audretsch, 2014; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016; Lukovics & Zuti, 2013; Wissema, 2009).

Towards the end of 12th century, along with the concepts that resulted from the impact of
Renaissance such as “freedom, questioning the authority, nation-state, secularism”, medieval university
began to lose its authority (Bjarnason, 2007; Kinser & Levy, 2007; Lattuca, 2007; Perkin, 2007).
“Education” that had long been seen as the primary role of universities since medieval period evolved into
“research and producing new knowledge” due to the Renaissance movement (Kamp, 2016). In relation to
this perspective, the term “Bildung” that means “self-liberation or self-cultivation, training oneself
through gaining knowledge, skills and experience” emerged during the 18th century and German scientist
William von Humboldt’s views on education in the 19th century paved the way for a new university
perspective that aims to discover new knowledge by academic freedom, learner autonomy and research.
This perspective enabled many countries to hold the idea that education is not the only role of universities,
and this proved that universities have a strong relationship with research (Bohlin, 2008; Reed, 2004; Scott,
2016). According to Humboldt, as the primary role of the universities is to produce knowledge, they have
to approach the knowledge scientifically, and the students should be free to choose their fields of study
and curriculum they would like to have (Bohlin, 2008; van Belkom, 2018). Impressed by the philosophy of
Humboldt, the universities that support the freedom of the students and the faculty were soon named as
Humboldt University or Research University (Rhoads, 2018; Shumar & Robinson, 2018; Tantillo, 2018).
This phase that universities had is called the second phase or the type of university is called the second
generation university (Wissema, 2009).
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In the 18th century, the changes in numerous fields due to the impact of industrial revolution and the
increasing globalization in the 19th century added a new role to the universities. Within this period that
is called the third phase, the aim of the universities was to contribute to the implementation of
entrepreneurial and technology- based commercial activities by strengthening the link with the industry.
Wissema (2009) states that the reason why the universities was given this new mission is “the costs of
cutting-edge scientific research that the budgets of governments cannot provide, globalization that leads
to competition in many fields, the change in governments’ view about the role of universities, being asked
by policy makers to exploit their knowledge more actively as incubators of new science and technology-
based commercial activities, the need for changes in university management due to a huge increase in
the number of students”.

In the 21st century, higher education, as the last step to begin professional life, has profoundly been
effected by the knowledge, skills and competencies demanded from the individuals and society. Owing to
the changes in today’s world, universities have become focused more on the knowledge production,
innovation, demand and collaboration rather than only education. Although many studies in the literature
are still talking about the third generation universities (Adigiizel, 2016; Alan, 2016; Kyr6 & Mattila, 2012;
Uysal & Cati, 2016; Wissema, 2009), along with the features such as innovation, sustainability,
transdisciplinary approach, type of the individuals to be educated and collaboration, it can be said that
the universities have already reached the fourth phase (Alan, 2016; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016; Lukovics &
Zuti, 2017; Lukovics & Zuti, 2013; Pawlowski, 2009). The phases mentioned above are shown in Table 1.

Table 1.

The Four Phases of Change at Universities and Their Characteristics. *

Phases of Change of the Universities

1st Phase 2nd Phase 3rd Phase 4th Phase
Objective/ Education Education and Education, Education, Research,
Focal Point Research Research, Knowledge
Knowledge Production,
Production and Innovation,
Collaboration Demand (Society and
Economy),
Collaboration
Role Defending Discovering Creating value Innovation and
the truth nature Sustainability
9 Method Scholastic Modern Science Modern Science  Modern Science
¥ Creating Professionals  Professionalsand  Professionals, Professionals,
§ Scientists Scientists and Scientists,
(‘é Entrepreneurs Entrepreneurs and
o Social Individuals
“  Orientation - Regional, Local International, International,

Competitive
Environment

Competitive
Environment

Cooperation - With other With Industry With Industry,
universities and Government  Government and
(Limited) Society

Research - Disciplinary Interdisciplinary  Transdisciplinary

Organizational - - Multicultural Multicultural

Culture

Organizational - National Cosmopolitan Open University/

Identity University University University 4.0

* Self-edited by Korkmaz and Kalayci (the first three phases based on Kyré and Mattila (2012), Wissema (2009); the
fourth phase Zuti and Lukovics (2017) and Pawlowski (2009)
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As stated in Table 1, traditional universities that only had an education based objective in the first
phase started to turn into a more research based university in the second phase. In the third phase,
universities took up new roles focusing more on knowledge production and cooperation. In the fourth
phase, adding up new roles and characteristics such as innovation, sustainability, transdisciplinary
approach, the type of individual to be educated, change in the field of cooperation, universities started to
aim for educating individuals who are able to keep up well with the characteristics of the era.

Although many universities such as Aalborg University (Denmark), Roskilde University (Denmark),
McMaster University (Canada), Maastricht University (Netherlands), Delft University (Netherlands), Olin
College (USA), Worcester Polytechnic Institution (USA) started to structure their curricula to meet these
roles, there are still many others that have the characteristics of traditional or medieval university (Basak,
2017; Bleiklie & Kogan, 2007; Lozano et al., 2013; Scott, 2006). The reason why they are still traditional is
that some researchers think the university transformation due to globalization is not an improvement.
However, globalization and change cannot always be avoided. In other words, the idea that higher
education should not be effected by globalization does not reflect the reality as it occurs at any
educational level. Altbach (2004) states that if universities do not consider the social and economic
orientation such as globalization, they will not gain any interest about what is happening around the world
and therefore they will have to disappear in a short time. Because the survival of the universities is related
to how they can cope with the problems that results from globalization and other social orientations
(Althbach, 2004; Torres & Schugurensky, 2002; Vaira, 2005).

These changes in the university roles resulted in the emergence of the term “University 4.0” (Aybek,
2017; Kalayci & ilhan, 2017; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016). In the literature, there are two different
perspectives on the concept of university 4.0. Some researchers state that the term university 4.0 aims to
educate individuals who can keep up with this transformation by understanding the change in industry
(Fisk, 2017; Janikova & Kowalikova, 2017; Prinz et al., 2016). However, some other researchers are against
the idea that the role of modern universities is to raise individuals who can keep up with the changes
created by the industry (Acar & Giines, 2017; Guzman-Valenzuela, 2018; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Onder,
2015; Rhoads & Slaughter, 2006; Siegel, Wandman, Atwater & Link, 2003; Slaughter & Leslie, 2001; Welsh,
Glenn, Lacy & Biscotti, 2008; Yiiksel, 2003). These researchers argue that high level of focus of the
universities on the processes of cooperation with the industry would undermine the identity of the
universities that should support the benefit of the universe and society. In addition, they state that the
fundamental role of universities is the production of scientific knowledge for the benefit of society, and
their role “education” has become more and more erosive. The researchers think that this university
system is similar to a company model, hampers academic autonomy, and they call this system academic
capitalism (Chubb & Watermeyer, 2017; Kiper, 2010; Martinez & Ordu, 2014; Minch, 2014; Paasi, 2015;
Salughter, 2014; Yiksel, 2003).

Considering these two different perspectives mentioned above about university 4.0, it would not be
wrong to say that both perspectives are acceptable to some extent. The consequences of globalization,
capitalism and industrial change are important problems that individuals have to cope with in modern
world, and individuals have to fight against these problems that arise independently of themselves, and
they have to train themselves to deal with these problems. Within this context, universities should
educate individuals in such a way that they could find solutions to these problems rather than adapting
themselves to them. In other words, universities should educate individuals for the benefit the society
and themselves that they become a lifelong learner by self-cultivation rather than shape them around the
skills required only by industry and business life as “certified workers” or “modern slaves” who work for
others. Sinlarat (2016) states that university 4.0 has to be considered as acquiring necessary knowledge
and skills to be able to adapt the dynamics of the changing society, and this concept should be considered
from a wider perspective as it does not only support individuals to gain basic skills but also the knowledge
and skills they can use throughout their lives. In the literature, these skills are called the 21% century skills
(P21, 2017) or process skills (Kolmos & Holgaard, 2010; Kolmos, de Graaff, & Du, 2009). However, the
term “21° century skills” has been preferred in this study due to the fact that the term “process skills” is
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generally used in the field of engineering. Considering two different perspectives about university 4.0, the
21% century skills (flexibility, adaptability, entrepreneurship, self-management, social and intercultural
skills, productivity, accountability, leadership, responsibility, creativity, innovation, critical thinking and
problem solving, communication, collaboration, information literacy, media literacy, information,
communication and technology literacy) are the ones which professional life demand from individuals and
the individuals should gain for their self-cultivation (P21, 2017). Although these skills are called the 215t
century skills, it will not be wrong to say that many of these skills will be important in the next century as
well and they were probably considered important in the previous century, too. However, this will not be
discussed in this study since it is beyond the scope that the research aims to inform.

One of the conditions required for universities to have access to the qualifications for the fourth phase
shown in Table 1, to fulfill the new roles they have acquired and to have the qualifications to equip the
students with the 215t century skills is to design, develop, implement, evaluate and sustain the curricula
in accordance with these characteristics, roles and goals (Goodyear, Casey & Kirk, 2017; Lozano & Lozano,
2014; Roffe, 2010; Sterling, 2010; Van den Akker, 2004). In order to run this process systematically, various
approaches to curriculum design (subject-centered, learner-centered and problem-centered) should be
discussed (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2012). Because these approaches to curriculum design serve as a guide on
how to plan the curriculum components (objectives, content, learning experiences and assessment)
(Jacobs, 1989; Klebansky & Fraser, 2013; O’Neill, 2010). In other words, these approaches as a whole gives
curriculum makers a road map to plan a number of issues such as the objectives to be included,
approaches to be used to regulate the content, learning-teaching strategies, methods and techniques to
be used in learning experiences, materials and resources to be utilized, the organization of learning
environment, and the assessment of learning.

It is stated in the literature that, especially in many countries in Europe and America, there are various
implementations carried out by universities in order to adapt to this process called the fourth phase. To
illustrate, the universities such as Aalborg, Roskilde, McMaster, Delft, Olin College and Worcester
Polytechnic Institute have adopted such an approach for a learner centered curriculum design that
focuses on real-world problems and the solution of these, conducts education, research and production
to benefit the universe and all humanity, and includes not only the students, academicians and university
administrators but also non-academic stakeholders. In addition, these universities have gone beyond the
interdisciplinary practices and adopted a transdisciplinary approach in designing the curriculum
components (Guerra, 2013; Leavy, 2012; Nordahl & Kofoed, 2008; Perrault & Albert, 2018; Visser, 2006).

Tress et al. (2003) describe transdisciplinary as an approach which enables academicians and non-
academic practitioners to work together to identify, research and find solutions to real-world problems.
Similarly, Nicolescu and Ertas (2013) state that problem-based learning and group projects should be used
in the implementation of curricula that are developed according to the transdisciplinary approach. The
researchers also emphasize that the universities that adopt this approach would characterize their
existing roles and help individuals adapt to the professional life required in the 21 century. In this context,
it is seen that problem-centered curriculum design approach is adopted by the universities with these
characteristics (Neville, 2009; Savin-Baden, 2000). Because problem-centered designs focus on learner
centrism, emphasize the access to information through research, focus on the solution of real-life
problems that concern the universe and the individual, and advocates learning by working in cooperation
with others and through experience or learning by doing (Coy, TeDuits & Crawford, 2017; Council, 2018;
Fischer, 2018; Fry, 2017; Guerra, 2017; Lotti, 2015; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2012; Radu, 2011; Servant-Miklos,
2018; Sipes, 2017; Smith, 2017). When the universities that adopt problem-based curriculum design
approach are examined, it is seen the curriculum they implement is designed in accordance with problem
and project based learning (Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos, 2017; Edstrom & Kolmos, 2014; Heitmann, 1996;
Hernandez, Ravn & Valero, 2015; Moesby, 2005).

There is no concept called “project-based curriculum” in the related literature in Turkey as the term
project is still used as a method or an approach for teaching (Akgin, 2006; Batdi, Aslan & Zhu, 2018;
Doganay, 2017; Gencel & Saracaloglu, 2018; Kalayci, 2010; Tuncer & Taspinar, 2010). The reason why the
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concept is expressed as “project-based curriculum” in this study is that the concept of project today does
not only stand for a teaching method but also a design that all curriculum components (objectives,
content, learning experiences, assessment) are based on the problems and projects (with the project-
related courses and other courses related to major area of study). In the international literature, some of
the terms used for this approach are “PBL curriculum, PBL curriculum design, PBL model, PoPBL, PjBL
Curriculum” (Andersen & Kjeldsen, 2015; Heitmann, 1996; Johns et al., 2010; Kolmos, Holgaard & Dahl,
2013; Ponnusami, 2015; Wiers et al., 2002).

Purpose of the Study

This study aims to discuss PBL curricula in higher education within the framework of the following
headings:

Historical development of PBL in higher education,

Key characteristics of PBL curricula in higher education,
Characteristics of PBL curriculum components in higher education,
PBL curriculum strategies in higher education.

el S

Method

This study that provides basic information about PBL curricula in higher education is a review article.
Review articles have various purposes such as “theory development, testing a theory, presenting the
existing information about a theory, revealing problems within a specific research field, explaining the
emergence and historical development of a theory” (Cronin, Ryan & Coughlan, 2008; Hart, 2018). In
addition, in this type of research, the information in the related literature is classified, compared, analyzed
and interpreted (Batovski, 2008; Boell & Cecez-Kecmanovic, 2014; Randolph, 2009).

There are two different classifications about the review studies in the literature. The most common is
“systematic review” and “narrative review” (Bower & Gilbody, 2005; Cipriani & Geddes, 2003; Dijkers,
2015; Ferrari, 2015), and the other classification is “interventionist review” and “traditional/scholastic
review” (Hart, 2018). When these classifications are analyzed, the classification with the term “systematic
review” is not preferred in this study as it creates a perception that evokes narrative review is “not
systematic”.

The purpose of the interventionist review is to guide the policy makers in decision-making process
related to the practices in the subject analyzed by using all the information that is valid and reliable in the
literature, and to provide empirical data for researchers and practitioners on whether an implementation
works (Hart, 2018). In this type of review, usually quantitative studies are examined (Cipriani & Geddes,
2003; Pautasso, 2013). Moreover, this review usually focuses on a single research question (Bettany-
Saltikov, 2012).

On the other hand, the purpose of the traditional review is to interpret the related studies in the
literature, to analyze and evaluate certain theories, and to develop an understanding of the subject in
readers, to make an inference through conceptual analysis (Greenhalgh, Thorne & Malterud, 2018; Hart,
2018). In such reviews, issues such as the emergence and historical background of a subject, the
development of a method and its implementations are analyzed (Hart, 2018). In other words, traditional
review aims to provide in-depth information about an existing theory.

This study that aims to give information about the key principles of PBL curricula in higher education
is a traditional review. The information related to PBL curricula in higher education is classified, compared,
analyzed and interpreted. A comprehensive literature review was conducted for this study under four
main headings. To summarize the information obtained from this review, the steps proposed by Pautasso
(2013) were followed:
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1. Define a Topic and Audience: In this study, PBL curricula used at universities in many countries in
Europe and America is defined as the subject of the study.

2. Search and Re-search the Literature: First of all, the related literature in Turkey was reviewed;
however, no study was found on PBL curricula in literature in Turkey. In the literature in Turkey,
the studies only focused on the project method that is used for teaching in a course, and the
problem-based curriculum. These studies are the ones that “PBL” stands for” Problem Based
Learning” (Alper, 2008; Ates & Eryilmaz, 2010; Cerit et al., 2004; Glizelis, 2006; Kalkan et al., 2013;
Kalkan et al., 2012; Musal, Taskiran & Kelson, 2003; Musal et al., 2003; Sahin, 2010) and they are
mostly related to the medical and engineering faculty practices of several universities. However,
this review study is different from the above-mentioned studies since it is based on a holistic or
integrated approach to PBL curricula in design. On the other hand, the international literature
has many studies that have been conducted on this subject.

3. Take Notes While Reading: In the review process conducted during the study, necessary notes
were taken by the analysis of the sources.

4. Choose the Type of Review You Wish to Write: In this review, the emergence of the project
approach, its historical process, its development and its applications are analyzed. In other
words, it is in the form of traditional review as it aims to provide in-depth information about an
existing theory.

5. Keep the Review Focused, but Make It of Broad Interest: As there are not any studies on the
project approach specified in this study in the literature in Turkey, international literature focus
on PBL curricula (especially the research carried out at Danish universities) which are
implemented at university-wide.

6. Be Critical and Consistent: To maintain the quality of the resources reached during the literature
review process and for them to be closely linked to the subject, a critical and coherent attitude
was demonstrated.

7. Find a Logical Structure: The data collected through literature review and as a result of their
analysis are structured under four main headings.

8. Make Use of Feedback: Two experts were consulted on all aspects of the study to check if there
were any inconsistency and to make any necessary corrections.

9. Include Your Own Relevant Research, but Be Objective: A study about project approach from one
of the researchers was included in a related section of the review; however, it is quite limited.

10. Be Up-to-Date, but Do Not Forget Older Studies: Recent studies on the subject were included in
this review; however, attention has been paid to the inclusion of pioneering studies.

Experts were consulted during the preparation of the figures and tables presented in the study and
the logical order was checked by them. This has contributed to the internal validity of the study (Yildirm
& Simsek, 2013). Additionally, a large number of qualified documents were used to ensure the internal
validity of the study (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Similarly, the consistency of the information in the
documents within the scope of the study was analyzed and the information that is consistent was included
to increase the coherency and objectivity or the internal and external reliability of the research (Yildirim
& Simsek, 2013). It is important to explain the data collection process in detail to ensure the external
reliability (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982). Therefore, the steps of the process of obtaining and analyzing the
resources were explained in detail.

In this section, the theoretical structure of PBL curricula in higher education is given under four main
headings.
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1. Historical Development of PBL in Higher Education

When the emergence and historical development of PBL approach is analyzed, it can be said that it is
not a new approach. The concept of PBL based on Confucius, Aristotle and Socrates’s views about inquiry,
critical thinking, and learning through experience emerged with John Dewey’s view “Education is not
preparation for life; education is life itself.” Because of his views on the democratization of education,
Mustafa Kemal Atatirk invited Dewey to Turkey in 1924 and Dewey prepared some reports that include
his recommendations for Turkish education system, and he shared some of his works about problem-
based learning and project with Turkish educators. Dewey's philosophy of education also guided the
implementation of the Village Institutes' curriculum (Kahraman, Baran & Saatgi, 2011). His philosophy of
education is still valid at all levels of the Turkish education system.

The term “project” developed by Dewey started to be named as “project method” by Kilpatrick who
was once Dewey’s student (after Kilpatrick’s work “Project Method” published in Columbia University in
1918) (Beyer, 1997; Heitmann, 1996). Kilpatrick, who argued that individuals should take an active role in
interpreting what is happening in the world they live in, stated that the project is mostly a method that
can be used in vocational education and secondary education. Similarly, he stated that a project should
be considered as “an activity that is oriented towards the social environment” (Kilpatrick, 1925). The
historical development of PBL is shown in Figure 1.

I
. L & & L

20th Century | 20th Century | 20th Century
C F o ”~ "™ o
e . -

1886 1918 1950 1966
The Birth of the As a Method for As a Learning As a Curriculum
Term "Project” Teaching "Project” Approach "Project"” Design "Project”™
John Dewey = Work William Heard Constructivist Me Master University,
Kilpatricks Work Theory, Fiaget, 1966; Maastrict
Bruner and University, 1970;
Wgoisky s Work Roskilde University,
1972; Aalborg
[ ® ® ® University, 1974 afe. ®

Figure 1. Historical Development of PBL (prepared by Korkmaz & Kalayci)

Kilpatrick's project and project method concepts, which are mostly proposed for vocational education
and secondary education, have changed with the influence of Piaget, Vygotsky and Bruner's learning
theories and constructivism, and turned into an approach. In this context, the project method which was
developed in order to solve the problems encountered in real life by using various methods and
techniques such as laboratory method (Toci, 2000) was started to be defined as an approach based on
searching for solutions to real problems that exist in human life rather than a method to teach (Demirel,
2005; Demirhan, 2002; Fogarty, 1997; Kalayci, 2008; Lai & Tang, 2000; Larmer & Ravitz, 2003; Tang et al.,
1997).

The concept of project-based learning in higher education was included in the world literature with
the term “problem-based learning” within a study carried out by the students of Don Woods in the
Chemistry Department of McMaster University (Canada). And after a while, in the medical programs of
the same university, it turned into an educational approach that problem and project concepts were used
together. The curriculum of McMaster University School of Medicine, which was established in 1966, was
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organized according to the problem and project based learning approach (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2007;
Schmidt & Moust, 2000; Woods, 1994). This change, which began at McMaster University, has influenced
the practices of Maastrict University since its foundation. Maastricht University was founded in 1972 and
used PBL approach to design medical school curriculum. In this context, the concept of PBL curriculum
was first introduced in the medical schools of McMaster and Maastricht University (de Graaff & Kolmos,
2007).

PBL curricula that were originally implemented in medical faculties also started to be used at Roskilde
in 1972 and Aalborg University in 1974 in engineering education. Today, all faculties in Aalborg and
Roskilde University use their own PBL models. These practices of PBL curricula have been included in the
literature as PBL university models (e.g. Aalborg PBL Model, Roskilde PPL Model). Through this
transformation in PBL, project-based learning has been used as an approach to design higher education
curricula in many countries, especially in Europe. The term “project” has been integrated with the
curriculum development efforts in higher education and has become a design approach that takes project
to the center of the curricula rather than just a teaching method.

The problem and project-based curricula in higher education in Turkey was first implemented in 1996
at Dokuz Eylul University Faculty of Medicine (Kahraman, Baran & Saatgi, 2011; Musal et al., 2002; Musal,
Keskin & Tuncel, 2016). Dokuz Eylul University, which implemented problem-based and project-based
curriculum in the other faculties for a while, now use PBL only in medical faculties (Bilgin et al., 2018;
Musal, Keskin & Tuncel, 2016). The other universities that use problem-based curricula at medical
faculties in Turkey include Ankara University, Gazi University, Ondokuz Mayis University and Ege
University (Alper, Oztiirk & Altun, 2014; Demiréren, Turan & Oztuna, 2016; Erdogan & Senemoglu, 2017;
Sahin, 2010; Yalgin et al., 2006).

Although these curricula which are implemented in the medical faculties of the universities
mentioned above are called problem-based curriculum in some studies in the literature, they have similar
characteristics (student-centeredness, problem solving, cooperative learning, self-directed learning etc.)
to project-based curricula (de Graaf & Kolmos, 2007). Therefore, the concept of project-based curriculum,
whose characteristics are analyzed in this study, is a broader term which involves problem-based learning
(Boud & Feletti, 1991 as cited in de Graaf & Kolmos, 2007). In other words, project-based curriculum focus
on real-life problems and the solution of these problems resulting from the social, political and economic
development and change of society, support the acquisition of the 21st century skills demanded by
professional life, focus on the studies that establish interdisciplinary connections, and enable students to
participate in scientific research and a collaborative learning process. Therefore, it can be said that PBL is
a hybrid or a fusion curriculum that integrates problem-centered and learner-centered curriculum
designs.

2. Key Characteristics of PBL Curricula in Higher Education

Although there are various models and practices in PBL design, the characteristics of these models and
practices constitute the key characteristics of PBL curricula. Gewurtz et al. (2016) proposed eight
characteristics for the PBL curricula in higher education: (1) Adult learners are independent and self-
directed; (2) Adult learners are goal-oriented and internally motivated; (3) Learning is most effective when
it is applicable to practice; (4) Cognitive processes support learning; (5) Learning is active and requires
active engagement; (6) Interaction between learners supports learning; (7) Activation of prior knowledge
and experience supports learning; and (8) Elaboration and reflection supports learning. These researchers
stated that the theories supporting PBL curricula are experiential learning, social learning, information
processing, collaborative and cooperative learning, contextual learning, cognitive learning and discovery
learning theories. Similarly, de Graaff and Kolmos (2003) stated that there are several characteristics that
should be considered in designing PBL curricula in higher education. These characteristics are shown in
Table 2.
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Table 2.

Key Characteristics of PBL Curricula in Higher Education.*

Parameters Characteristics
Type of Knowledge and Contextual and unstructured knowledge
Objectives Knowledge and objectives about disciplines
Methodological objectives with interdisciplinary knowledge
Type of Problem, Project and Semi-structured problems (in discipline projects)
Courses Ill-structured/unstructured problems (in interdisciplinary projects,

problem projects, innovation projects)
Subject-related traditional courses and project-related courses

Time Allocated for Project Ratio of project work and course work in the curriculum
Work
Learning Process Project related courses

Scaffolding

Collaboration and cooperation for innovation

Faculty Organizing PBL trainings for faculty members
Prepare a guide for the faculty about how to facilitate the students
during the process

Physical and Organizational Support from the university management for PBL curricula
Support for Learning Space Organization of the library appropriate for PBL

Designing a physical space to support collaboration
Assessment and Grading Assessment in groups and individually

Creating a democratic environment by including students in
curriculum development and evaluation process
* Self-edited by Korkmaz and Kalayci based on de Graaff & Kolmos (2003)

As seen in Table 2, interdisciplinary knowledge and cooperative practices are important in project-
based curricula. de Graaff and Kolmos (2003) stated that all of the innovative projects are based on
interdisciplinary knowledge and cooperative studies. However, PBL curricula do not only include the
project and project-related courses but also the subject related courses in which the learning outcomes
are predetermined. For example, Aalborg and Roskilde University allocates 50% of their programs to
projects, 25% to courses to help projects and the rest to the courses related to the subject area. One
academic term in these universities is 30 ECTS. The projects are 15 ECTS and each course has 5 ECTS
(Edstrom & Kolmos, 2012; Kolmos, Holgaard & Dahl, 2013).

Another issue that needs to be considered in PBL curricula is that faculty members should develop
themselves about this design and take an active role in the facilitation process. Another important issue
is that the learning environment should be physically adapted and the institution should support the
practices related to the curriculum (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2007; Kolmos et al., 2008; Kolmos, Gynnild &
Roxa, 2004).

Guerra (2014) argued the main characteristics of PBL curriculum in four groups: knowledge, discipline,
learning principles and process skills. These are analyzed through metacognitive information under the
heading of knowledge; interdisciplinarity under the discipline; self-directed, contextual, experiential,
transformational and cooperative learning under the heading of learning principles; problem solving,
critical thinking, innovation, creativity, communication and collaboration under the heading of process
skills. The researcher stated that the learning process in PBL starts with the analysis of the problem. These
problems are ill-structured and from real-life situations. Ill-structured problems require metacognitive
skills (Ge & Land, 2004) because the identification of such problems is uncertain or the information
needed to solve the problem is not specified in the problem description (Chi & Glaser, 1985 as cited in
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Hong, 1998). Therefore, learning that takes place in the context of these problems is self-directed,
experiential, transformational and collaborative. These characteristics provide people with high-order
thinking skills such as questioning, critical thinking, problem-solving and communication skills.

3. Characteristics of PBL Curriculum Components in Higher Education

To develop a curriculum in accordance with the principles of PBL, four basic components (objectives,
content, learning experiences and assessment) should have the following characteristics:

Objectives

In PBL curricula, both the objectives of project-based curriculum and the objectives related to a specific
discipline should be integrated. Objectives should not only include the acquisition of knowledge related
to the content in a particular department or program, but also the acquisition of skills such as problem
solving, self-directed learning, and cooperative learning (Barrett & Moore, 2011). For example; it is not
enough for a student that study in the department of engineering to acquire only the content knowledge
of core subjects such as physics and mathematics (Guerra, 2014). Because in today’s society it is required
for the individuals to have social skills as well as professional skills. (Schwab, 2016). In addition, Schwab
(2018) states that educators should make an effort to ensure that the change caused by industry 4.0 does
not have a negative impact on our social skills. Therefore, it is important not only to include the
knowledge, skills, attitudes, values and behaviors related to the subject area or discipline but also the
acquisition of the necessary knowledge, skills, attitudes and values in the solution of the social and
economic problems related to the discipline. (Gewurtz et al., 2016; Graham, 2018; Kolmos et al., 2008).

Veldman, de Wet, Mokhele and Bouwer (2008) stated the objectives of PBL curricula as follows:
1. Identify and solve problems, and make decisions using critical and creative thinking,
Work effectively with others as members of a team, group, organization, and community,

Organize and manage themselves and their activities responsibly and effectively,

2

3

4. Collect, analyze, organize, and critically evaluate information,

5. Communicate effectively using visual, symbolic, and/or language skills in various modes,
6

Use science and technology effectively and critically showing responsibility towards the
environment and the health of others,

7. Demonstrate an understanding of the world as a set of related systems by recognizing that
problem-solving contexts do not exist in isolation,

8. Develop strategies to make learning more effective; participate as a responsible citizen in the life
of local, national, and global communities; become culturally and aesthetically sensitive across a
range of social contexts; explore education and career opportunities, and contribute to the full
personal development of each learner, and social and economic development at large by
developing entrepreneurial opportunities.

Considering the above-mentioned characteristics and general objectives related to PBL curricula, it
can be seen that PBL curricula do not only aim at educating experts in a particular field but also raising
individuals who have the knowledge and skills they will need in their social life and who respect personal
development, lifelong learning and social values. (Kolmos et al., 2004).

Content

In PBL curricula, the content is comprised of projects and courses within a certain percentage (the
ratio of projects and courses in the curriculum is related to the curriculum strategies discussed under the
next heading) (de Graaf & Kolmos, 2003; Guerra, 2014; Kolmos, Fink & Krogh, 2004; Mills & Treagust,
2003). In this context, it can be said that the content consists of two components which are project and
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courses. The project content is designed according to the themes determined at the beginning of the term
and the content of the courses is designed as modules in accordance with the fields the students study.
The themes in the project content are formed to cover the many problems that exist in the world whereas
the modules that make up the other content consist of the courses that can help students with the
projects and the courses that are considered necessary for the student's area of study (Guerra, 2014). For
example, a student studying in the field of engineering has to take some courses such as mathematics,
physics, and these courses are the ones that is related to the subject knowledge content. In addition,
students work on the projects during one academic term or year by selecting one of the themes
determined at the beginning of the year, and they reflect the knowledge and skills they acquired through
the course content on the project work.

This content structure in PBL curricula requires interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary knowledge. In such
an approach requires not only the knowledge, skills, attitudes, values and behaviors related to a subject
area or discipline, but also an understanding that enables institutions to work in cooperation with non-
academic individuals by considering the social and economic issues. In this context, it can be said that the
content in PBL curricula has a very flexible structure (Andersen & Heilesen, 2015; Anderson & Shattuck,
2012; Barrett & Moore, 2011; Brundiers & Wiek, 2011; Graham, 2018; Guerra, 2014).

Learning Experiences

Learning experiences in PBL curricula include project and course activities in which the students work
on specific problems in small groups (Andersson & Clausen, 2018; Christie & de Graaff, 2017; Cowan,
2006; de Graaf & Kolmos, 2003; Kolmos & Fink, 2004; Sgrensen, 2017; Requies, Agirre, Barrio & Graells,
2018). In PBL curriculum, the learning environment is organized in such a way that students can work in
groups. However, since the process of problem solving requires scientific research, the learning
environment in PBL is not limited to on-campus activities (Guerra, 2017; Du et al., 2016; Mller, 2017;
Saunders-Smits et al., 2011). Students are in the center of the research, problem solving and project
processes. The students themselves identify the problems and determine the people and materials they
will benefit from in their learning experiences (Holgaard et al., 2016; Sgrensen, 2017; Wijnia et al., 2015).
Faculty members are responsible for facilitating the students during the projects. Student groups and
faculty meet several times a week according to the scope of the project and other variables to exchange
ideas about the project they are working on. Generally, the faculty who facilitate the student groups about
the project and the lecturers involved in teaching the subject area are usually different (Andersen &
Kjeldsen, 2015; Johnson & Ulseth, 2016). Depending on the type and scope of the project, students must
complete at least one project during a term or whole academic year. The number of courses students
should take during a semester may vary according to the faculties or departments. Small-scale projects
can be carried out by working on the problems in these courses (Andersen & Heilesen, 2014; Graff &
Kolmos, 2003; Kamp, 2011; Neville, 2009).

During the learning process, participant-directed learning, experiential learning, activity-based
learning and task-based learning are considered important principles (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2003).
Similarly, Guerra (2014) states that self-directed, contextual, experiential, transformational and
cooperative learning are important in learning principles in PBL process.

Assessment

In PBL curricula, assessment should be conducted in the context of practice that aims to measure
professional competencies, give students an experience as if their professional capacities are being
measured, provide the opportunity for self-assessment, contribute to his/her future learning and
professional development. In addition, learning outcomes, process skills and attitudes should be
associated with objectives of the courses and modules (Macdonald & Savin-Baden, 2004; Macdonald,
2005; Wood, 2003). In the assessment process, all students and instructors should be familiar and
experienced with the approaches to be used. In addition, the assessment should be fair for each student
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and instructor, provide the students with the necessary skills (self-awareness, reflection, development of
new perspectives, change of behavior, etc.) and provide feedback to the students about their learning.

Although the assessment methods and techniques vary depending on the field that students study,
formative and summative methods should be used together in assessment process (Barrett & Moore,
2011). Barrett and Moore (2011) state that the skills to be assessed in PBL curricula are critical thinking,
problem solving, inquiry, communication, teamwork, self-directed learning and reflective skills. These
researchers state that students can be assessed as a group or individually, both in a written and oral way.
Moreover, the assessment can be carried out by students through self-assessment and peer-assessment
or only by instructor with other assessment tools. In Aalborg University, Roskilde University and
Worcester Polytechnic Institute, external assessors or sensors also participate in the assessment of the
students’ project work. These external assessors are not academicians but experts in the field that the
project is carried out (Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos, 2017; Guerra & de Graaff, 2015; Shinde, 2014; Woods,
2003).

4. PBL Curriculum Strategies in Higher Education.

PBL curricula in higher education are structured using different strategies according to the vision,
mission and objectives of the organization, the society they belong to, the type of individuals that they
would like to educate and the opportunities they can offer to students. Kolmos, Hadgraft and Holgaard
(2016) stated that these strategies are related to the decisions of university management and faculty.
These researchers argue that the implementation of these strategies varies according to system change
decisions and the role of disciplines, and they state that institutions might use any types of strategies in
different programs and in different semesters.

In this context, it is stated that three different strategies are used in the design of PBL curricula: add-
on strategy or single-course strategy, integration strategy and rebuilding strategy (Garcia Martin, & Pérez
Martinez, 2017; Guerra, Rodriguez, Kolmos, & Reyes, Jamison, Kolmos & Holgaard, 2014; 2017; Kolmos,
2017; Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016; Sterling, 2001).

Add-on Strategy/Single-Course Strategy

Holgaard et al. (2010) define the add-on strategy as adding a new course (elective or compulsory),
new activities or a project work to the curriculum without changing the existing structure. Barnett (2010)
states that this strategy is in line with the philosophy of academic freedom at the university, and supports
the idea that an academician's ability to add a new course, activity or project work to the existing
curriculum could create a spark of change within the institution or department. The add-on strategy is the
most common strategy used in curriculum change as adding such courses and activities in the curriculum
is easier (Shinde, 2014). In the literature, it is said that add-on strategy is more appropriate to use in the
first generation universities or traditional universities (Jamison, Kolmos & Holgaard, 2014; Kolmos,
Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016).

Integration Strategy

Integration strategy is to coordinate various courses and integrating some skills such as project
management, entrepreneurship into the existing curriculum. Although the change in the structure of the
curriculum is limited at the individual subject level, the integration of such skills can create a significant
change. Such change usually requires the support of academic managers (program leaders/department
heads, dean, etc.). Many accreditation organizations expect at least this level of change in the whole
curriculum (Holgaard et al., 2010). In this context, universities try to create a collaborative curriculum with
the academic consensus and system support. Therefore, strategic coordination and motivation is
important (Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016).
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Rebuilding Strategy

Rebuilding strategy in PBL curriculum aims to link the universities with the societal context and needs.
This will help students to graduate with an understanding of stakeholders’ needs and the contribution of
the innovation process to the society. In order for this strategy to be implemented and to create a change
in this level, a strong institutional support is required from the highest levels of the university. And to use
this strategy, a systemic change should be achieved by revising the elements such as values, academic
identity and commitment and by creating a new organizational culture. In this context, it is important to
promote change and create change agents about the new vision (Andersen & Heilesen, 2014; Kolmos,
Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016). This strategy will work better if it is a newly established university or a
university that plans to run a new program or department (Bouhuijs, 2011; Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos,
2017). Similarly, Barnett (2010) states that this strategy is appropriate for the ecological university models
named as the third and fourth generation universities.

Discussion & Conclusion

In order for universities to perform their roles of education, research, production, and be beneficial
for the universe and society, the curriculum have to be structured so as to serve for these roles, and the
models appropriate for modern universities have to be created. When the historical development of
project-based curricula in higher education, the key characteristics, their relationship with the four
components and the curriculum strategies of PBL are analyzed, it is seen that PBL curriculum is
appropriate for the goals and roles that today's universities should have. In addition, it can be said that
PBL curricula draw an effective framework for acquiring the knowledge, skills and competencies
demanded from the individuals in the 215 century as they enable the students to acquire skills such as
cooperation, problem solving, critical thinking and research (Conway & Little, 2000; Kolmos, Hadgraft &
Holgaard, 2016; Kolmos, Du, Holgaard & Jensen, 2008; Woods, 2003).

PBL curricula focus on problems and projects in the learning process and support interdisciplinary
cooperation, which helps each student to be equipped with different knowledge, skills and competences
regardless of the department they study. In addition, these curricula confront individuals with problems
they may encounter in social life and business life although they are still students. Furthermore, as they
are in accordance with Dewey’s statement “Education is life itself”, they pave the way for practical
learning rather than theory with the help of projects. In addition, the training that faculty members should
take about PBL curriculum help them become academicians who learn together with the students, and to
recognize that they are not just researchers and lecturers. Similarly, the fact that the faculty work in
cooperation with non-academic stakeholders contributes their personal and professional development.
In this context, an understanding that focuses more on the terms “learning and facilitation” than “teaching
or instruction” will be adopted, the obstacles between the faculty and the student will be removed, and
a totally student-centered educational approach will be achieved.

The reason why many universities in Europe and America are considered successful is that they bridge
the gap between theory and practice. For example, Aalborg University, Roskilde University, Maastricht
University, Delft University, McMaster University, Olin College, and Worcester Polytechnic Institute are
some of these universities. One of the common characteristics of these universities is that their practice
is carried out based on problems and projects although they implement different PBL models. As higher
education in Turkey has been rapidly developing, the PBL curricula should be integrated into higher
education system and more scientific research should be done in this field. However, the steps to be taken
without knowing the theoretical foundations of PBL curricula, the strategies that should be used in PBL
curriculum development, the universities abroad that have a good practice of PBL implementation will
prevent the universities and their curricula from reaching their goals, and this will cause these practices
to remain only as an attempt.

Turkish universities that plan to implement PBL curriculum should carefully analyze the curriculum
strategies. It should be kept in mind that curriculum change also results in the change of organizational
culture (Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016). In this context, a university that plans to design its
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curriculum according to PBL characteristics can start with the add-on strategy, then use the integration
and rebuilding strategies respectively. Or new departments or faculties can begin with the rebuilding
strategy to design their curricula. Because it may be easier and more effective to create a new system
than to make changes in the existing system or to decide the change before the system starts. However,
no matter which strategies are used, it should be noted that the process of change will take time.
Therefore, it will be necessary for the universities to get a permanent institutional support from all units
of the organization regarding the change in the educational approach.

Although the international literature is very rich in the studies regarding the PBL curricula in higher
education, the related studies conducted in Turkey generally focus on the primary, secondary and high
school levels rather than higher education. Furthermore, these studies approach the project as a teaching
method or an activity that takes several hours in a course. Therefore, it can be stated that conducting new
research about the theory and practice of PBL curriculum will fill the gap in the literature in Turkey and
shed light on future research and practice.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Universiteler, degisen diinya ve bu degisimin beraberinde getirdigi déniisiim ihtiyaci dogrultusunda
surekli olarak kendini yenileyen ve birgok farkli amaca hizmet eden ¢ok yonli egitim kurumlaridir. Temel
amaglari yeni bilgi Gretmek, Gretilen bilgiyi gelecek nesillere aktarmak ve bu bilgiyi toplum ihtiyacini
karsilamak igin kullanmak (Altbach & Salmi, 2011) olan bu kurumlar, diinyada yasanan degisim ile birlikte,
temel rollerine birgok yeni rol eklemektedir. Tarih boyunca Universitelerin rollerinde yasanan degisime
neden olan etmenler alanyazinda toplum, siyaset, kiltir, ekonomi ve endistri gibi bircok alan ile
iliskilendirilmektedir (Barnett, 2011; Barnett & Coate, 2005; Brundiers & Wiek, 2013; Etzkowitz, 2008;
Flinterman vd., 2001; Graybill vd., 2006; Kalayc & ilhan, 2017; Kotluk & Kocakaya, 2015; OECD, 2007;
Salmi, 2018). Bu etmenler ile birlikte Universite anlayisi da degismekte, liniversiteler degisime ayak
uydurmanin yaninda, aslinda diinyada yasanan degisime yon veren kurumlar haline dénismektedir.
Universite anlayisindaki bu degisim, alanyazinda tiniversite kavraminin ortaya ¢ikisindan itibaren gecirdigi
“evreler” ile aciklanmaktadir.

Universitelerin ortaya ¢ikisi ile ilgili bilimsel ¢alismalar incelendiginde iki farkli bakis acisi oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bazi arastirmacilar Orta GCag (M.S. 5.yy-12.yy.) oncesinde kilise, katedral ve manastir gibi
kurumlari bir tiniversite olarak kabul etmekte, Universite kavraminin ortaya ¢ikisinin Orta Cag 6ncesine
dayanmakta oldugunu belirtmektedir (Wissema, 2009; Rukanci & Anamerig, 2004). Ancak bu kurumlarda
verilen egitimde, arastirma yaparak bilinmeyeni kesfetmek degil, dogru olarak bilinenleri kabul ettirmeyi
savunan geleneksel bir anlayis bulunmaktadir (Wissema, 2009; Etzkowich, 2008). Diger bir deyisle, bu
kurumlar dini egitim vermenin Otesine gecememistir. Bu yoniyle, bu kurumlar glinimizde kullanilan
Universite kavramindan farkl bir niteliktedir.

Diger bazi arastirmacilar ise ilk Universitelerin Orta Cag doneminin sonlarina dogru (1150-1500)
kurulmus oldugunu belirtmektedir (Antalyal, 2007; Cobban, 2002; Grant & Grant, 1996; Giriz, 2003;
Haskins, 2017; Lewis, 2018; Ozdemir, 2016; Perkin, 2007; Scott, 2006; Vauchez & Pedersen, 1997). Orta
Cag Donemi’'nde kentlesmenin artmasi ve 6grenenlerin dini konular disinda da egitim gérme istegi
nedeniyle sehirlerde ortaya c¢ikan egitim ihtiyaci, “Studium Generale” olarak adlandirilan Gniversiteler ile
karsilanmaya baslanmistir (Cobban, 2017; Gertz, 2017; Perkin, 2007; Rukanci & Anamerig, 2004; Vauchez
& Pedersen, 1997). Bu Ulniversiteler dini konular disinda da egitim vermis olsa da, skolastik dénemin
etkisinden uzun bir stire kurtulamamis ve egitimin cesitlendirilmesine ragmen, kiliseler tarafindan
yonetilmesi nedeniyle, uzun sire baski altinda kalmistir (Cobban, 2017; Gertz, 2017; Perkin, 2007). Temel
amaci var olan bilgiyi 6gretmek olan Orta Cag Uliniversitelerinin gecirdigi bu evre birinci evre olarak
nitelendirilmektedir (Audretsch, 2014; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016; Lukovics & Zuti, 2013; Wissema, 2009).

12. ylzyilin sonlarina dogru, Ronesans hareketinin de etkisiyle, 6ne ¢ikan “6zgir dislince, otoriteyi
sorgulama, ulus-devlet, laiklik” gibi duslincelerin hdkim olmaya baslamasiyla beraber, Orta Cag
Universiteleri etkisini kaybetmeye baslamistir (Bjarnason, 2007; Kinser & Levy, 2007; Lattuca, 2007; Perkin,
2007). Orta Cag’dan beri, Universitelerin tek roll olarak gorilen “var olan bilginin 6gretimi”, ortaya ¢ikan
bu hareketle birlikte “arastirma ve yeni bilgi Gretme” roliine dogru evrilmistir (Kamp, 2016). Bu anlayis ile
iliskili olarak 18. ylzyilda “kisinin kendini 6zgirlestirmesi, bilgi, beceri ve deneyim kazanarak kendini
egitmesi” anlaminda kullanilan “Bildung” kavrami ve 19. yilzyilda Alman bilim insani William von
Humboldt’un egitim hakkindaki diisiinceleri akademik 6zglrlik, 6grenci 6zerkligi ve arastirma araciligiyla
veni bilgiyi kesfetme amacini tasiyan bir tniversite olusumuna zemin hazirlamistir. Bu anlayis diinyada
bircok tlkede lniversitelerin roliiniin sadece egitim-6gretim ile kisith olamayacagi disiincesinin hakim
olmasini saglamis ve lniversite ile arastirma arasinda glicli bir iliski oldugunu kanitlamaya c¢alismistir
(Bohlin, 2008; Reed, 2004; Scott, 2016). Humboldt'a gore, gorevi bilgi lretmek olan lniversite bilgiye
bilimsel olarak yaklasmali, 6grenciler kendi alanlarini ve egitim programlarini segme konusunda 6zgir
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birakilmahdir (Bohlin, 2008; van Belkom, 2018). Humboldt felsefesinden etkilenerek, arastirmanin 6nemi
ve dgrenci-dgretim elemanlarinin ézgiirliiklerini savunan tniversiteler alanyazinda Humboldt Universitesi
ya da arastirma Universitesi olarak adlandiriimaktadir (Rhoads, 2018; Shumar & Robinson, 2018; Tantillo,
2018). Wissema (2009) universitelerin gecirdigi bu sireci ikinci evre olarak adlandirmaktadir.

18. ylizyilda ise endistri devriminin etkisi ve 19. ylzyilda artan kiiresellesme ile birlikte bircok alanda
yasanan degisim, (iniversitelerin rollerine bir yenisini daha eklemistir. Ugiincii evre olarak adlandirilan bu
stirecte, Universitelerin endustri ile iliskilerini guglendirerek girisimci/teknoloji temelli ticari faaliyetlerin
gerceklestirilmesine katkida bulunulmasi hedeflenmistir. Wissema (2009) Universitelere bu yeni misyonun
verilmesine neden olan etmenleri “bilimsel arastirmalarin hilkumet biitcesinde ¢ok fazla yer tutmasi,
bircok alanda rekabete neden olan kiresellesme, hikumetlerin Universitelerin rolleri hakkindaki
gorislerinin degismesi, politik karar vericilerin Gniversitelerin bilim ve teknoloji temelli ticari faaliyetler
yapmasi gerektigi konusundaki gorisleri, 6grenci sayisindaki artis gibi bircok sebeple liniversite yonetim
anlayisinin degismesi” olarak belirtmektedir.

21. ylzyilda ise ¢agin birey ve toplumdan talep ettigi bilgi, beceri ve yetkinlikler profesyonel yasama
geciste en son egitim kademesi olan yiiksekdgretimi kokli bir sekilde etkilemektedir. Glinlimiizde yasanan
degisim ile birlikte Universiteler sadece egitim-6gretim ve arastirma degil tretim, inovasyon, talep ve
isbirligi odakli hale gelmistir. Alanyazinda birgok ¢alisma (Adiglzel, 2016; Alan, 2016; Kyré & Mattila, 2012;
Uysal & Cati, 2016; Wissema, 2009) halen Uglnci nesil Universitelerden bahsetmektedir. Ancak
inovasyon, surdirulebilirlik, disiplinlerotesi yaklasim, yetistirilmek istenen birey tipi ve isbirligi alanindaki
degisim gibi ozellikler ile birlikte tniversitelerin artik dordinci evreye gecis yaptigi soylenebilir (Alan,
2016; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016; Lukovics & Zuti, 2017; Lukovics & Zuti, 2013; Pawlowski, 2009). Yukarida
belirtilen donemlere ait liniversitelerin gegcirdigi evreler Tablo 1'de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 1.

Universitelerin Degisim Evreleri ve Ozellikleri. *

Universitelerin Degisim Evreleri

Birinci Evre

ikinci Evre

Uglincii Evre

Dordiincii Evre

Amacg/Odak Egitim-Ogretim  Egitim-Arastirma Egitim, Arastirma, Egitim, Arastirma,
Noktasi Odakli Odakli Uretim ve Isbirligi Bilgi Uretimi,
Odakli inovasyon, Talep
(Toplum ve Ekonomi)
ve Isbirligi Odakli
Rol Gergegi Evreni Kesfetme Deger Yaratma inovasyon ve
Savunma Surdurulebilirlik
Yontem Skolastik Modern Bilimler Modern Bilimler Modern Bilimler
Felsefe
_ VYetistirilmek Uzman Uzman ve Bilim Uzman, Bilim Adami  Uzman, Bilim Adami,
5 istenen Birey Adami ve Girisimci Girisimci ve Sosyal
S Tipi
.0 Faaliyet Alani - Bolgesel/Yerel Uluslararasi Uluslararasi
Piyasalarda Faaliyet Rekabetgi Ortamda Rekabetgci Ortamda
Faaliyet Faaliyet
isbirligi Alani - Diger Kurumlar ile Universite-Endistri-  Universite-Enduistri-
isbirligi (Simirh) Hikimet ile isbirligi  Hikimet ve Toplum
ile isbirligi
Arastirma - Tek Disiplinli Disiplinlerarasi Disiplinlerotesi
Yonelimi Arastirma Arastirma Arastirma
Kurum Kiiltiirii - - Cokkdltarla Cokkdaltarla Kurumlar
Kurumlar
Universite - Ulusal Universite Kozmopolitan Acik Universite/
Kimligi Universite Universite 4.0

* Tablo 1’de ilk ii¢ evre, Kyré ve Mattila (2012) ve Wissema (2009) ¢alismalarindan yararlanilarak; dérdiincii evre ise Zuti ve Lukovics
(2017) ve Pawlowski (2009)’nin ¢alismalarindan yararlanilarak Korkmaz ve Kalayci tarafindan hazirlanmistir.
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Tablo 1'de de gorildiigu gibi, birinci evrede egitim-6gretim odakli geleneksel tiniversite anlayisindan
ikinci evre olarak adlandirilan egitim ve arastirma odakl Universitelere gegis saglanmistir. Universiteler
Uglinci evrede Uretim ve isbirligine odaklanarak yeni roller Ustlenmistir. Doérdiinci evrede ise
Universitelerin rol ve 0Ozelliklerine eklenen inovasyon, surdirilebilirlik, disiplinlerotesi yaklagim,
yetistirilmek istenen birey tipi ve isbirligi alanindaki degisim gibi ozellikler ile Universitelerin ¢agin
niteliklerine daha uygun bireyler yetistirmek icin caba gosterdigi gérilmektedir.

Aalborg (Danimarka), Roskilde (Danimarka), McMaster (Kanada), Maastricht (Hollanda), Delft
(Hollanda), Olin (ABD), Worcester Politeknik Universitesi (ABD) gibi birgok tniversite bu rolleri yerine
getirebilmek igin egitim programlarini yapilandirmis olsa da, birgok diger Universite halen “geleneksel
Universite” ya da “Orta Cag Universitesi” Ozellikleri tasimaktadir (Basak, 2017; Bleiklie & Kogan, 2007;
Lozano vd., 2013; Scott, 2006). Bunun nedenleri arasinda yliksekogretimde kiresellesme nedeniyle
yasanan donUsimin bazi arastirmacilar tarafindan bir gelisme olarak goriilmemesidir. Ancak
kiresellesme ve degisimin 6éniine her zaman gecilemeyebilir. Daha dogrusu tim 6gretim kademelerinde
oldugu gibi Universitelerin klresellesmeden etkilenmemesi gerektigini diisinmek gercekci degildir.
Altbach (2004) da universitelerin kendilerini kiresellesme gibi ekonomik ve sosyal yodnelimlere
kapattiklarinda, diinyada olup bitene karsi ilgisiz kalacaklarini ve bu nedenle yok olmaya mahkim
olacaklarini belirtmektedir. Cunki Universitelerin sirdurilebilirligi kiiresellesme ve diger sosyal
ybnelimlerin ortaya cikardigi sonuglar ile nasil bas edebildigi ile ilgilidir (Althbach, 2004; Torres &
Schugurensky, 2002; Vaira, 2005).

Universitelerin rollerindeki bu degisim ile birlikte Giniversite 4.0 kavrami ortaya cikmistir (Aybek, 2017;
Kalayci & ilhan, 2017; Lapteva & Efimov, 2016). Alanyazin incelendiginde, tiniversite 4.0 kavramiyla ilgili
iki farkh bakis acisi oldugu gorilmektedir. Bazi arastirmacilar, Gniversite 4.0 kavraminin endistride
yasanan donlsimu kavrayarak bu donisiime ayak uydurabilecek bireyler yetistirme amacini tagimakta
oldugunu belirtmistir (Fisk, 2017; Janikova & Kowalikova, 2017; Prinz vd., 2016). Ancak diger bazi
arastirmacilar (Acar & Giines, 2017; Guzman-Valenzuela, 2018; Ozcan & Cakir, 2016; Onder, 2015; Rhoads
& Slaughter, 2006; Siegel, Wandman, Atwater & Link, 2003; Slaughter & Leslie, 2001; Welsh, Glenn, Lacy
& Biscotti, 2008; Yiksel, 2003), lniversitelerin glinimuzdeki roliinin endistrinin yarattigi degisime ayak
uydurabilecek bireyler yetistirme dislincesine karsi ¢ikmaktadir. Bu arastirmacilar, Universitelerin
enddstri ile isbirligi siireclerine fazlaca odaklanmasinin evren ve toplum yararini goézeten Universite
kimligini zedeleyecegini savunmakta ve lniversitelerin egitim ve toplum yararina bilimsel bilgi tretilmesi
gibi asli fonksiyonlarinin gittikge erozyona ugramakta oldugunu belirtmektedir. Arastirmacilar, olusturulan
sistemi bir “sirket tipi Gniversite” modeline benzetmekte, bu sistemin Uiniversite 6zerkligine ve akademik
ozerklige engel oldugunu belirtmekte ve bu sistemi akademik kapitalizm olarak adlandirmaktadir (Chubb
& Watermeyer, 2017; Kiper, 2010; Martinez & Ordu, 2014; Miinch, 2014; Paasi, 2015; Salughter, 2014;
Yiksel, 2003).

Universite 4.0 hakkinda yukaridaki iki farkl bakis acisi ele alindiginda, her iki diisiince tarzinin da kabul
edilebilir yanlarinin oldugunu sdylemek yanhls olmayacaktir. Kiresellesme, kapitalizm ve endistride
yasanan degisimin ortaya ¢ikardigi sonuglar, glinimiiz diinyasinda bireylerin basa ¢ikmasi gereken 6nemli
problemlerdir ve bireyler kendisinden bagimsiz olarak ortaya ¢ikan bu problemler ile savasmak, kendini
bu problemlerle basa ¢ikabilecek sekilde egitmek zorundadir. Bu baglamda, Universiteler bireyleri bu
problemlerle birlikte yasamak icin ya da problemlere uyum saglayacak sekilde degil bu problemlere ¢6zim
bulabilecek sekilde yetistirmelidir. Diger bir deyisle, liniversiteler bireyleri sadece endistri ve is yasaminin
gerektigi beceriler etrafinda sekillendirerek baskalari (isverenler) icin calisan “diplomali isciler” ya da
“modern koleler” olarak degil, kendini gergeklestirmek amaciyla yasam boyu 6grenen, kendine ve
topluma fayda saglayabilecek bireyler olarak yetistirmelidir. Sinlarat (2016)’in da belirttigi gibi, Gniversite
4.0 6grenenin degisen toplumun dinamiklerine uyum saglayabilmek igin gerekli bilgi ve beceriler edinmesi
olarak gorilmeli; bireylerin sadece temel beceriler kazanmasi degil tim hayatlari boyunca
kullanabilecekleri bilgi ve beceriler edinmesini desteklemesi nedeniyle bu kavram daha genis bir bakis
acisiyla dusuntlmelidir. Bu beceriler alan yazinda 21. ylzyil becerileri (P21, 2017) ve/veya siireg
becerileri/yeterlilikleri (Kolmos & Holgaard, 2010; Kolmos, de Graaff, & Du, 2009) olarak
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adlandiriimaktadir. Ancak suireg becerileri/yeterlilikleri kavraminin alanyazinda genellikle mithendislik
alani igin kullanilmasi nedeniyle, bu ¢alismada 21. yiizyil becerileri kavrami tercih edilmistir. Universite
4.0’a iliskin iki farkl bakis agisi ele alindiginda, 21. ylizyil becerilerinin hem is yagaminin bireylerden talep
ettigi hem de bireyin kendini gerceklestirmek icin kazanmasi gereken beceriler (esneklik ve uyum,
girisimcilik ve 6zybnetim, sosyal ve kilturlerarasi beceriler, Uretkenlik ve hesap verebilirlik, liderlik ve
sorumluluk, yaraticilik ve inovasyon, elestirel disiinme ve problem ¢6zme, iletisim, isbirlikli calisma, bilgi
okuryazarligl, medya okuryazarhgi, bilgi, iletisim ve teknoloji okuryazarligi) oldugu goriilmektedir (P21,
2017). Bu beceriler, 21. yuzyil becerileri olarak adlandirilsa da bu becerilerin birgogunun daha 6nceki
yuzyilda da oldugu gibi daha sonraki yiizyilda da 6nemli olacagini séylemek yanhs olmayacaktir. Ancak
daha 6nceki ylizyillar bu tartisma galismanin sinirlari disinda oldugundan bu ¢alismada tartisilamayacaktir.

Universitelerin Tablo 1’de dérdiincii evre igin belirtilen 6zelliklere erisebilmesi, edindigi yeni rolleri
yerine getirebilmesi ve 6grencileri 21. ylzyil becerileriyle donatabilecek yeterliliklere sahip olabilmesi icin
gerekli kosullardan biri, egitim programlarinin da bu 6zellik, rol ve hedeflere uygun olarak tasarlanmasi,
gelistirilmesi, uygulanmasi, degerlendirilmesi ve strdurilebilirligin saglanmasidir (Goodyear, Casey & Kirk,
2017; Lozano & Lozano, 2014; Roffe, 2010; Sterling, 2010; Van den Akker, 2004). Egitim programlariyla
ilgili olarak gergeklestiriimesi gereken tiim bu g¢alismalarin sistematik bir sekilde ylritilmesi igin, egitim
programi tasarim yaklasimlarinin (konu merkezli, 6grenci merkezli ve problem merkezli) incelenmesi
gerekir (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2012). Clnki egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda kullanilan bu
yaklasimlar, egitim programlarinin tim boyutlarinin planlanmasinda (hedef, icerik, egitim durumlari ve
degerlendirme) nasil bir yol izlenecegi konusunda bir rehber gorevi gormektedir (Jacobs, 1989; Klebansky
& Fraser, 2013; O’Neill, 2010). Diger bir deyisle, bu yaklasimlar hedeflerin neler olacagi, igerigin
dizenlenmesinde hangi yaklagimlarin kullanilacag, egitim durumlarinda hangi 6grenme-6gretme strateji,
yontem ve tekniklerin kullanilacagi, hangi materyal ve kaynaklardan yararlanilacagi, 6§renme ortaminin
nasil dizenlenecegi, 6grenmenin degerlendirilmesi gibi gibi bircok konuda bir yol haritasidir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde, 6zellikle Avrupa ve Amerika’da bircok Ulkede yiksekogretim dizeyinde
uygulanan egitim programlarinda lniversitelerin, dordiinci evre olarak adlandirilan bu sirece uyum
saglamak amaciyla gerceklestirdigi cesitli uygulamalar oldugu gériilmektedir. Ornegin; Aalborg, Roskilde,
McMaster, Delft, Worcester Politeknik gibi iniversiteler, egitim programlarinda 6greneni merkeze alan,
gercek diinya problemleri ve bu problemlerin ¢éziimiine odaklanan, programin gelistiriimesinde sadece
0grenci, akademisyen ve (Universite yoneticilerinin degil Universite disindan paydaslarin da katihm
gosterdigi, egitim-6gretim, arastirma ve Uretimi evrene ve tim insanliga fayda saglamak igin
gerceklestiren bir anlayis benimsemektedir. Ayrica, bu (niversitelerde disiplinlerarasi uygulamalarin da
otesine gecilmekte ve hedeflerin belirlenmesinden degerlendirme boyutuna kadar egitim programlarinin
tim boyutlarinda disiplinlerétesi yaklasim benimsenmektedir (Guerra, 2013; Leavy, 2012; Nordahl &
Kofoed, 2008; Perrault & Albert, 2018; Visser, 2006).

Tress ve digerleri (2003) disiplinlerdtesi yaklasimi, akademi disindaki uygulayicilar ve akademisyenlerin
birlikte calisarak gergek diinya problemlerini tanimlama, arastirma ve bu problemlere ¢éziimler bulmayi
amaglayan bir yaklasim olarak ifade etmistir. Nicolescu ve Ertas (2013) da disiplinlerdtesi yaklasima gore
hazirlanmis egitim programlarinin uygulanmasinda problem tabanli 6grenme ve grup projelerinin
kullanilmasi gerektigini belirtmis; ayni zamanda bu yaklasimi kullanan Universitelerin var olan rollerini
nitelendirecegini ve bu yaklasima gore olusturulmus egitim programlari araciligiyla bireylerin 21. ylzyilin
gerektirdigi meslek yasamina uyum saglayabilecegini vurgulamistir. Bu baglamda, bu ozellikleri tasiyan
Universitelerin egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda problem merkezli tasarim yaklasiminin kullanildigi
gorilmektedir (Neville, 2009; Savin-Baden, 2000). Ciinkl problem merkezli tasarimlar 6greneni merkeze
almakta, arastirma yoluyla bilgiye ulasmayi vurgulamakta, evreni ve bireyi ilgilendiren gergcek yasam
problemlerin ¢dziimiine odaklanmakta, diger 6grenenler ile isbirligi icerisinde ¢alisarak ve deneyimler
aracihgiyla (yaparak yasayarak) 6grenmeyi savunmaktadir (Coy, TeDuits & Crawford, 2017; Council, 2018;
Fischer, 2018; Fry, 2017; Guerra, 2017; Lotti, 2015; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2012; Radu, 2011; Servant-Miklos,
2018; Sipes, 2017; Smith, 2017). Problem merkezli egitim programi tasarim yaklasimini kullanan
Universiteler incelendiginde, egitim programlarinin timinin gergek diinya problemleri ve bu problemler
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ile ilgili projeler merkeze alinarak tasarlandigi gorilmektedir (Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos, 2017; Edstrom &
Kolmos, 2014; Heitmann, 1996; Hernandez, Ravn & Valero, 2015; Moesby, 2005).

Yerli alanyazinda “proje tabanh egitim programi” olarak adlandirilan bir kavram bulunmamakta,
bilimsel ¢alismalardaki proje kavrami bir “6grenme yontemi” ya da bir “6grenme yaklasimi” olarak
kullaniimaktadir (Akg¢in, 2006; Batdi, Aslan & Zhu, 2018; Doganay, 2017; Gencel & Saracaloglu, 2018;
Kalaycl, 2010; Tuncer & Taspinar, 2010). Bu ¢alismada ise, kavramin “proje tabanl egitim programi” olarak
ifade edilmesinin nedeni, ginimizde proje kavraminin sadece bir O6gretim yontemi degil egitim
programinin merkezinde yer alan, programin tiim temel boyutlarinin (hedef, icerik, egitim durumlari ve
degerlendirme siiregleri) problem ve projelere gore tasarlandigi (projeye yardimci dersler ve alan ile ilgili
dersler) bir anlayisi ifade etmesidir. Yabanci alanyazinda bu yaklasim igin “PBL curriculum, PBL curriculum
design, PBL model, PoPBL, PjBL Curriculum” (Andersen & Kjeldsen, 2015; Heitmann, 1996; Johns vd., 2010;
Kolmos, Holgaard & Dahl, 2013; Ponnusami, 2015; Wiers vd., 2002) gibi kavramlar kullaniimaktadir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada yiuksekdgretimde proje tabanl egitim programlarinin asagidaki temel basliklar cergevesinde
tartisiimasi amaglanmustir:

1. Yiksekodgretimde proje tabanh 6grenme yaklasiminin tarihsel gelisimi,

2. Yiksekogretimde proje tabanh egitim programlarinin temel 6zellikleri,

3. Yiksekogretimde proje tabanl egitim programlarinda dort temel yapisal boyutun 6zellikleri,
4. Yuksekogretimde proje tabanli egitim programlarinin yapilandiriimasinda kullanilan stratejiler.

Yontem

Yiiksekogretimde proje tabanh egitim programlarina iliskin temel bilgiler sunan bu arastirma bir
derleme makalesi niteligi tasimaktadir. Derleme galismalarinin “kuram gelistirme, bir kurami test etme,
belirli bir kuram hakkinda var olan bilgiyi ortaya koyma, bir arastirma alani ile ilgili problemleri ortaya
cikarma, bir kuramin ortaya cikisi ve tarihsel gelisimini aciklama” gibi amaclari bulunmaktadir (Cronin,
Ryan & Coughlan, 2008; Hart, 2018). Ayrica, bu tir ¢alismalarda arastirilan konu ile ilgili alanyazinda yer
alan bilgiler siniflandirilir, karsilastinilir, analiz edilir ve yorumlanir (Batovski, 2008; Boell & Cecez-
Kecmanovic, 2014; Randolph, 2009).

Derleme calismalari ile ilgili alanyazinda iki farkh siniflama oldugu goériilmektedir. Bunlardan en yaygin
olani “sistematik (systematic) derleme” ve “anlatima dayali (narrative) derleme” (Bower & Gilbody, 2005;
Cipriani & Geddes, 2003; Dijkers, 2015; Ferrari, 2015); diger siniflama ise “miidahaleci (interventionist)
derleme” ve “geleneksel (traditional/scholastic) derleme”dir (Hart, 2018). Bu siniflamalar
degerlendirildiginde, bu ¢alismada sistematik derlemenin yer aldigi siniflama tercih edilmemistir. Bunun
nedeni bu siniflamada yer alan “sistematik” s6zctiginin anlatima dayali derleme tlrinin “sistematik
olmama” durumunu ¢agristirma algisi yaratmasidir.

Mudahaleci derlemenin amaci, alanyazinda var olan gecerli ve gilvenilir tim bilgileri kullanarak
incelenen konuda gerceklestirilen uygulamalar ile ilgili karar verme sirecinde yer alan politika
belirleyicilere yol gostermek; arastirmaci ve uygulayicilara bir uygulamanin ise yarayip yaramadigl
konusunda deneysel (ampirik) veriler sunmaktir (Hart, 2018). Bu tiirdeki derleme ¢alismalarinda genellikle
nicel calismalar incelenmektedir (Cipriani & Geddes, 2003; Pautasso, 2013). Ayrica, bu derleme galismalari
genellikle tek bir arastirma sorusuna odaklanmaktadir (Bettany-Saltikov, 2012).

Geleneksel derlemenin amaci ise alanyazindailgili galismalari yorumlamak, belirli kuramlari incelemek,
degerlendirmek ve okuyucularda bu konu hakkinda bir anlayis gelistirmek, kavramsal analiz araciligiyla bir
cikarimda bulunmaktir (Greenhalgh, Thorne & Malterud, 2018; Hart, 2018). Bu tilirdeki derlemelerde
genellikle incelenen konunun ortaya cikisi ve tarihsel slreci, bir yontemin gelisimi ve uygulamalari gibi
konular incelenir (Hart, 2018). Diger bir deyisle, geleneksel derleme var olan bir kuram hakkinda
derinlemesine bilgi vermeyi amaglamaktadir.
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Yiksekogretimde proje tabanli egitim programlarinin temel boyutlariyla agiklanmasinin amaglandigi
bu ¢alisma, geleneksel derleme galismasidir. Calismada yiksekogretimde proje tabanh egitim programlari
ile ilgili bilgiler siniflandiniimis, karsilastiriimis, analiz edilmis ve yorumlanmistir. Dort temel baslik altinda
ylratilen bu ¢alisma icin kapsamh bir alanyazin taramasi yapilmistir. Bu taramadan elde edilen bilgilerin
ozetlenmesinde, Pautasso (2013)'nun derleme c¢alismalarinin yirGtilmesi icin onerdigi temel kurallar
dikkate alinmistir:

1.

10.

Konunun ve Okuyucu Kitlesinin Belirlenmesi: Bu ¢alismada, Avrupa ve Amerika’da birgok tlkenin
Universitelerinde kullanilan “proje tabanh egitim programlari” derleme galismasinin konusu
olarak belirlenmistir.

Alanyazin Taramasi ve Tekrar Tarama: Konu ile ilgili dncelikle yerli alanyazin taranmis; ancak
proje tabanli egitim programlari ile ilgili bir galismaya rastlanmamustir. Yerli alanyazinda sadece
projenin ders icerisinde bir 6gretim yontemi olarak kullanildigi calismalar ile probleme dayal
egitim programlarinin incelendigi ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismalar, “PBL” kavraminin
“Problem Tabanli Ogrenme (Problem-Based Learning)” olarak kullanildigi arastirmalardir (Alper,
2008; Ates & Eryillmaz, 2010; Cerit vd., 2004; Giizelis, 2006; Kalkan vd., 2013; Kalkan vd., 2012;
Musal, Taskiran & Kelson, 2003; Musal vd., 2003; Sahin, 2010) ve ¢ogunlukla birkag Gniversitenin
tip ve mihendislik fakiltesi uygulamalari ile ilgilidir. Ancak bu derleme calismasi fakiltelerdeki
egitim programlarinin butiincll olarak proje yaklasimina gore tasarlandigi bir yaklasimi temel
almasi nedeniyle yukarida belirtilen galismalardan farkli niteliktedir. Yabanci alanyazinda ise bu
konu ilgili bircok calismanin yapildigi gériilmektedir.

Okuma Sirasinda Not Alinmasi: Calisma boyunca ydritilen alanyazin incelemesi sirasinda
incelenen kaynaklar analiz edilirken gerekli notlar alinmistir.

Derleme Tiiriine Karar Verilmesi: Bu derleme galismasinda, proje yaklasiminin ortaya ¢ikisi ve
tarihsel sireci, gelisimi ve uygulamalari gibi konular incelendiginden; diger bir deyisle var olan
bir kuram hakkinda derinlemesine bilgi vermeyi amaglamakta oldugundan geleneksel derleme
tlrtndedir.

Belirli Bir Noktaya Odaklaniimasi: Yerli alanyazinda, bu calismada incelenen proje yaklasimi
konusunda yapilan calismalar olmamasi nedeniyle, yabanci alanyazinda (6zellikle Danimarka
Universiteleri hakkinda yapilmis calismalar) siklikla karsilasilan ve fakilte diizeyinde bir egitim
programi tasarimi olarak uygulanan proje tabanl egitim programlarina odaklaniimistir.
Elestirel ve Tutarli Olunmasi: Alanyazin taramasi sirasinda ulasilan kaynaklarin niteligi ve
odaklanilan konuyla baglantili olmasi icin elestirel ve tutarli bir tavir sergilenmistir.

Mantikli Bir Yapinin Olusturulmasi: Kaynak tarama ve analizler sonucunda elde edilen veriler,
dort temel baslik altinda yapilandiriimistir.

Déniitlerin Dikkate Alinmasi: Calisma tutarsizhk ve karmasikhgin var olup olmadiginin
denetlenmesi ve varsa gerekli diizeltmelerin yapilmasi i¢in ¢calismanin tiim boyutlariyla ilgili iki
uzmandan goris alinmistir.

Arastirmacinin Kendi Calismalarinin Tarafsiz Bir Sekilde Derlemeye DGhil Edilmesi: Calismanin
konusu hakkinda arastirmacilardan birine ait proje yaklasimi ile ilgili bir galismasina, derlemenin
ilgili kisimlarinda sinirl bir sekilde yer verilmistir.

Giincel Calismalara Odaklaniimasi: Bu derleme ¢alismasinin konusu ile ilgili glincel ¢calismalara
yer verilmis; ancak bu konuda onci calismalarin da arastirmaya dahil edilmesine dikkat
edilmistir.

Bu arastirmada sunulan sekil ve tablolarin hazirlanmasinda, ¢calismanin mantiki siralamasinda uzman
gorusl alinmistir. Uzman gorisinin alinmasi, arastirmanin i¢ gecgerligine katki saglamaktadir (Yildirm &
Simsek, 2013). Ek olarak, arastirmanin i¢ gecerligi icin fazla sayida nitelikli kaynak kullanilmistir (Miles &
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Huberman, 1994). Ayrica tutarhligl saglama ve nesnel olmaya bir diger ifadeyle arastirmanin i¢ ve dis
guvenirligini artirmaya yonelik ise arastirma kapsaminda incelenen kaynaklardaki bilgilerin birbirleriyle
tutarhhgr incelenmis ve tutarli olan bilgiler arastirmaya dahil edilmistir (Yildinm & Simsek, 2013). Dis
glvenirligin saglanmasi icin veri toplama sirecinin ayrintili sekilde agiklanmasi énemlidir (LeCompte &
Goetz, 1982). Bu arastirmada da kaynaklarin elde edilme ve analiz siirecinde izlenen islem basamaklari
ayrintili sekilde agiklanmistir.

Bu boluimde, yiuksekogretimde proje tabanli egitim programlarina ait kuramsal yapi dért temel bashk
altinda verilmistir.

1. Yiiksekdgretimde Proje Tabanli Ogrenme Yaklasiminin Tarihsel Gelisimi

Proje tabanli 6grenme yaklasiminin ortaya cikisi ve tarihsel gelisimi incelendiginde, bu yaklagimin
aslinda ¢ok eskiye dayandigi sdylenebilir. Konfiigyis, Aristo ve Sokrates’in sorgulama, elestirel diisinme
ve deneyim yoluyla 6grenme hakkindaki géruslerine dayal olarak temelleri atilan proje kavrami, John
Dewey’in “egitim yasama hazirlik degil; yasamin kendisi olmahdir” gorisi ile ortaya ¢ikmistir. Egitimde
demokratiklesme gabalari ve egitim hakkindaki gorislerinden dolayi Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk tarafindan ilk
olarak 1924 yilinda Tirkiye'ye de davet edilen Dewey, Tirk egitim sistemine iliskin egitim dnerilerini iceren
raporlar hazirlamig, probleme dayali 6grenme ve proje ile ilgili calismalarini Turk egitimcilerle paylagmistir.
Dewey’in egitim felsefesi KOy Enstitiileri’nin egitim programi uygulamalarina da yon vermistir (Kahraman,
Baran & Saatci, 2011). Dewey’in egitim felsefesi, gliniimiz Turk egitim sisteminin tim kademelerinde
halen gegerliligini korumaktadir.

Dewey’in gelistirdigi proje kavrami, 6grencisi Kilpatrick’in 1918 yilinda Kolombiya Universitesi’'nde
yayimladigl “Project Method” adli ¢alisma ile “proje yontemi” olarak adlandirilmaya baslamistir (Beyer,
1997; Heitmann, 1996). Bireylerin icerisinde yasadiklari diinyada olan biteni anlamlandirmada aktif bir
sekilde rol almalari gerektigini savunmus olan Kilpatrick, proje yonteminin cogunlukla mesleki egitim ve
ortaokul egitiminde kullanilabilecek bir yaklasim oldugunu belirtmistir (Heitmann, 1996). Benzer sekilde
bir projenin “sosyal cevrede isleyen ve tamamen hedeflere dontik bir etkinlik/aktivite” olarak dustinilmesi
gerektigini belirtmistir (Kilpatrick, 1925). Proje tabanli 6grenmenin tarihsel gelisimi Sekil 1'de
gosterilmigtir.

T ——
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20.YY 20.YY 20.YY
o O O O O

1886 1918 1950 1966
"Proje" Eir égrg:im Bir dgrertme Bir Egitim Programi
Kavramunin Dogusu ¥Yontemi Olarak Yaklagima Olarak Tasarun Yaklagimu
i "Proje" "Praje'" Olarak "Praje’
John Deweay'in
Caligmalar: William Heard Yapdandormacik AeMaster
Kilpatrick’in Eurammum Etkisi, Umiversitesi, 1966;
Caliymalar: FPiaget, Bruner ve Maastrict, 1970;
Hegotsky nin Roskilde Universitesi,
» > ® calymalar: & 1972 Aalborg ®

Umiversitesi, 1974 vd.
Sekil 1. Proje Tabanlh Ogrenmenin Tarihsel Gelisimi (Korkmaz ve Kalayci tarafindan hazirlanmistir.)

Kilpatrick’in cogunlukla mesleki egitim ve ortaokul egitiminde kullanilmak tGzere 6nerdigi proje ve proje
yontemi kavramlari, Piaget, Vygotsky ve Bruner’in 6grenme kuramlari ve yapilandirmaciligin etkisi ile
degisime ugramis ve proje tabanh bir 6grenme yaklasimina dénismistir. Bu baglamda, laboratuvar
yontemi gibi cesitli 6gretim teknikleri kullanarak gercek yasamda karsilasilan problemleri g6zmek amaciyla
gelistirilen proje yontemi (Toci, 2000), konu alanlarina dayal egitim programlari yaratmak yerine, insan
hayatinda var olan gercek problemlere ¢6ziim arayislarindan yola ¢ikan bir yaklasim olarak tanimlanmaya
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baslanmistir (Demirel, 2005; Demirhan, 2002; Fogarty, 1997; Kalayci, 2008; Lai & Tang, 2000; Larmer &
Ravitz, 2003; Tang vd., 1997).

Yiksekogretimde proje tabanli 6grenme kavrami, dinya alanyazininda ilk olarak McMaster
Universitesi (Kanada) Kimya Bélimi’'nde Don Woods'un 6grencileriyle birlikte gergeklestirdigi bir
calismada “problem tabanl 6grenme” kavramiyla yer almis ve bir siire sonra ayni Universitenin tip
programlarindaki uygulamalar ile problem ve proje kavramlarinin birlikte kullanildigi bir egitim yaklasimi
haline dénlismistiir. 1966 yilinda kurulan McMaster Universitesi Tip Fakiiltesi'nin egitim programlarinin
timiu problem ve proje tabanh 6grenme yaklasima gore diizenlenmistir (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2007;
Schmidt & Moust, 2000; Woods, 1994). McMaster Universitesi'nde baslayan bu degisim kurulusundan
itibaren Maastrict Universitesi'nin uygulamalarini da etkilemistir. Maastrict Universitesi 1972 yilinda
kurulmus ve proje tabanli 6grenme yaklasimini tip fakiiltesi egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda
kullanmistir. Bu baglamda, proje tabanli egitim programi kavrami yiiksekégretimde ilk defa McMaster ve
Maastricht Universitesi’nin tip fakiiltelerinde uyguladig1 model ile ortaya ¢cikmustir (de Graaff & Kolmos,
2007).

Tip fakiltelerinde uygulanmaya baslayan proje tabanli egitim programlari, 1972 yilinda Roskilde ve
1974 yilinda Aalborg Universitesi tarafindan miihendislik egitiminde de kullaniimaya baslanmistir. Aalborg
ve Roskilde (niversiteleri glinimizde sadece mihendislik fakiiltelerinin degil tiim fakiiltelerinin egitim
programlarini problem ve proje tabanli egitim programlarina gére gelistirmistir. Bu uygulamalariyla, proje
tabanl egitim programlan (iniversitelerin kendi modelleri olarak alanyazina girmistir (Or: Aalborg PBL
Model, Roskilde PPL Model vb.). Proje kavraminda yasanan bu donlisim ile proje tabanli 6grenme
oncelikle Avrupa’da olmak tzere birgok Ulkede (niversitelerin egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda
kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Proje kavrami ylksekodgretimde program gelistirme cabalariyla bittnlestirilmis
ve proje tabanli 6grenmenin bir dersin 6gretiminde kullanilan bir ydntemden ¢ok egitim programlarinin
merkezinde yer alan bir tasarim yaklagimi haline gelmistir.

Tirkiye'de ise yiksekogretim diizeyinde problem ve proje tabanh egitim programlari ilk olarak 1996
yilinda Dokuz Eylil Universitesi Tip Fakiiltesi’nde uygulanmaya baslamistir (Kahraman, Baran & Saatgi,
2011; Musal vd., 2002; Musal, Keskin & Tuncel, 2016). Tip fakiiltesindeki problem merkezli ve proje tabanl
egitim programlarini bir siire diger fakiltelerde de uygulamaya koyan Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi,
ginimuizde bu tir program modelini sadece tip fakiiltesinde uygulamaktadir (Bilgin vd., 2018; Musal,
Keskin & Tuncel, 2016). Probleme dayal egitim programlarini kullanan liniversitelere 6rnek olarak Ankara
Universitesi, Gazi Universitesi, Ondokuz Mayis Universitesi, Ege Universitesi gibi lniversitelerin tip
fakiilteleri verilebilir (Alper, Oztiirk & Altun, 2014; Demiréren, Turan & Oztuna, 2016; Erdogan &
Senemoglu, 2017; Sahin, 2010; Yal¢in vd., 2006).

Yukarida belirtilen Universitelerin tip fakilltelerinde uygulanan bu egitim programlari problem tabanli
egitim programlari olarak adlandirilsa da proje tabanh egitim programlariyla benzer temel o6zellikleri
(6grenci merkezlilik, problem ¢6zme, isbirlikli 6grenme, 6z yonlendirmeli 6grenme vb.) tagimaktadir (de
Graaf & Kolmos, 2007). Bu nedenle, bu ¢alismada temel 6zellikleri incelenen proje tabanh egitim programi
kavrami problem tabanl 6grenmeyi de kapsamaktadir (Boud & Feletti, 1991'den akt: de Graaf & Kolmos,
2007). Diger bir deyisle, proje tabanh egitim programlarinin toplumun yasadigi sosyal, politik ve ekonomik
gelisim ve degisimden kaynaklanan gercek yasam problemlere ve bu problemlerin ¢6ziimiine
odaklanmasi, 21. ylzyilin bireylerden talep ettigi becerilerin edinimini desteklemesi, disiplinlerarasi ve
disiplinlerotesi baglantilar kuracak calismalara odaklanmasi, 6grencilerin bilimsel arastirma ve 6grenme
slirecine aktif bir sekilde katilimini saglayarak isbirligi icerisinde calismalar yapmasina olanak saglamasi
gibi ozelliklerle, aslinda bu kavramin 6ncelikle problem (sorun) merkezli ve 6grenen merkezli egitim
programi tasarim yaklasimlarinin kullanilarak olusturuldugu karma (hibrit)/flizyon bir program tasarimi
oldugu soylenebilir.

2. Yiiksekdgretimde Proje Tabanli Egitim Programlarinin Temel Ozellikleri

Ginlmizde, proje tabanl egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda farkli model ve uygulamalar bulunsa
da, bu model ve uygulamalarda gorilen 6zellikler proje tabanh egitim programlarinin temel 6zelliklerini
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olusturmaktadir. Ornegin Gewurtz ve digerleri (2016) yiiksekdgretimde proje tabanli egitim
programlarinda yer alan temel 6zellikleri sekiz baslikta toplamistir. Bunlar; (1) yetiskinler 6grenirken
bagimsizdir ve 6z yonlendirmelidir (2) yetiskinler hedef odaklidir ve i¢ motivasyonlari yiksektir (3)
6grenme uygulamaya konulabildigi zaman etkili olur (4) bilissel siregler 6grenmeyi destekler (5) 6grenme
aktif bir stirectir ve aktif bir katihm gerektirir (6) 6grenenler arasindaki etkilesim 6grenmeyi destekler (7)
onceden edinilmis bilgi ve deneyimlerin aktivasyonu 6grenmeyi destekler ve (8) anlamlandirma ve
ogrenilenleri baska bir durumda kullanma 6grenmeyi destekler. Bu arastirmacilar, proje tabanh egitim
programlarini destekleyen kuramlarin ise yasantisal 6grenme, sosyal 6grenme, bilgiyi isleme, isbirlikli
0grenme, baglamsal 6grenme, bilissel 6§renme ve kesfederek 6grenme kuramlari oldugunu belirtmistir.
Benzer sekilde, de Graaff ve Kolmos (2003) yuksekogretimde proje tabanli egitim programlarinda goz
onliinde bulundurulmasi gereken bazi temel 6zellikler oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu 6zellikler Tablo 2’de
gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2.

Proje Tabanli Egitim Programlarinin Temel Ozellikleri. *

Parametre Ozellikler

Bilgi TirG ve Amaglar Baglamsal ve yapilandiriimamis bilgi
Disiplinler ile ilgili bilgi ve amaglar
Disiplinlerarasi bilgi ile birlikte yontemsel amaglar
Problem, Proje ve Ders Tiirli Yari yapilandiriimis problemler (Disiplin projeleri igin)
Yapilandiriimamis problemler (Disiplinlerarasi projeler, problem
projeleri, inovasyon projeleri igin)
Disiplin ile ilgili geleneksel dersler ve projeye yardimci dersler
PBL i¢in ayrilan siire Egitim programinin ne kadarinin projelere ayrildigi ile ilgili stre

Ogrenme Siireci Projeyi destekleyici dersler
Bilginin yapilandiriimasi
inovasyon icin isbirligi
Ogretim Uyeleri Ogretim lyelerine PBL konusunda egitimler diizenleme
Ogretim lyelerine danismanlk etme/dgrencilere projelerinde
danismanlik yapmalari igin bir kilavuz hazirlama
Ogrenme Ortami igin Fiziksel Yénetimin PBL egitim programini desteklemesi
ve Orgiitsel Destek PBL icin kitiphanenin uygun hale getirilmesi
Takim galismasi yapmayi destekleyecek fiziksel ortamin
olusturulmasi
Olgme ve Notlandirma Siireci Grup olarak degerlendirme ve bireysel degerlendirme
Ogrencileri program gelistirme ve degerlendirme siirecine katarak
demokratik bir ortam saglama
* Tablo 2 de Graaff ve Kolmos’un (2003) ¢alismasindan yararlanilarak arastirmacilar tarafindan
olusturulmustur.

Tablo 2 incelendiginde proje tabanli egitim programlarinda disiplinlerarasi bilgi ve isbirlikli
uygulamalarin 6nemli oldugu gorilmektedir. de Graaff ve Kolmos (2003) yenilik¢i projelerin timiinln
disiplinlerarasi bilgi ve isbirlikli calismalara dayandigini belirtmistir. Bununla birlikte, proje tabanli egitim
programinda sadece proje ve projeye yardimci derslerin degil, kazanimlarin 6énceden belirlendigi konu
alani ile diger derslerin bulundugu gériilmektedir. Ornegin; Aalborg ve Roskilde Universitesi
programlarinin %50’sini projelere, % 25’sini projelere yardimci derslere ve geri kalan kismini ise konu alani
ile ilgili derslere ayirmaktadir. Bu Universitelerde bir akademik dénem toplam 30 AKTS'dir. Projeler 15
AKTS olup her bir ders ise 5 AKTS’den olusmaktadir (Edstrom & Kolmos, 2012; Kolmos, Holgaard & Dahl,
2013).
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Proje tabanli egitim programlarinda tGzerinde durulmasi gereken bir diger konu 6gretim elemanlarinin
bu tasarimla ilgili kendini gelistirmesi ve 6grencilere rehberlik/danismanlik etme sirecinde etkin bir rol
almasidir. Diger bir dnemli konu ise, 6grenme ortaminin fiziksel olarak uygun hale getirilmesi ve kurumun
programla ilgili uygulamalarn desteklemesidir (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2007; Kolmos vd., 2008; Kolmos,
Gynnild & Roxa, 2004).

Guerra (2014) ise proje tabanh egitim programlarinin temel 6zelliklerini bilgi, disiplin, 6grenme ilkeleri
ve sureg becerileri olmak tizere dort baslik altinda incelemistir. Bunlar; bilgi bashgi altinda st bilissel bilgi;
disiplin bashgi altinda disiplinerarasilik; 6grenme ilkeleri baghgi altinda 6zydnelimli, baglamsal, yasantisal,
dénusimsel ve isbirlikli 6grenme; siireg becerileri basghgi altinda ise problem ¢dzme, elestirel diisinme,
yenilikgilik ve yaraticilik, iletisim ve igbirligi 6zellikleridir. Aragtirmaci, proje tabanli egitim programlarinda
6grenme siirecinin problemin analiz edilmesi ile basladigini belirtmistir. Bu problemler gercek yasamdan
alinmis ve yapilandirilmamis problemlerdir. Yapilandiriilmamis problemler st bilissel beceriler gerektirir
(Ge & Land, 2004). Clinki bu tir problemlerin tanimi belirsizdir ya da problemi ¢ozmek icin gerekli bilgiler
problem taniminda belirtilmemistir (Chi & Glaser, 1985’den akt: Hong, 1998). Dolayisiyla 6grenme de bu
problemler baglaminda, 6zy6nelimli, yasantisal/deneyimsel, dénlsiimsel ve isbirlikli olarak gergeklesir. Bu
ozellikler kisilerde Ust diizey diisinme ve sorgulama, elestirel disinme, problem ¢dzme ve iletisim
becerileri kazandirir.

3. Yiiksekdgretimde Proje Tabanli Egitim Programlarinda Dort Temel Yapisal Boyutun Ozellikleri

Proje tabanl egitim programlarinin ilkelerine uygun olarak gelistirilecek bir egitim programinin temel
dort yapisal boyutu (hedef, icerik, egitim durumlari, degerlendirme) su 6zellikleri tasimaldir:

Hedef Boyutu

Proje tabanl egitim programlarinda hem proje tabanli egitim programlarinin amaglari hem de belirli
bir disiplinle ilgili hedefler birbiriyle butiinlestirilmelidir. Hedefler sadece belirli bir bolim ya da
programdaki icerik ile ilgili bilgilerin edinimini degil problem ¢6zme, 6zydnelimli 6grenme ve isbirlikli
dgrenme gibi becerilerin edinimini de icermelidir (Barrett & Moore, 2011). Ornegin; miihendislik
alanindaki bir bolimde 6grenim géren bir 6grencinin sadece alani ile ilgili fizik, matematik gibi temel
derslerin icerik bilgisini edinmesi yeterli degildir (Guerra, 2014). Bunun nedeni giinimiz toplumunda
bireylerin mesleki bilgi ve beceriler yaninda sosyal becerilere de sahip olmasinin gerekli goriilmesidir.
(Schwab, 2016). Ayrica, Schwab (2018) endustri 4.0’in sebep oldugu degisimin sosyal becerilerimizi negatif
olarak etkilememesi icin egitimciler tarafindan ¢aba harcanmasi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Bu nedenle,
proje tabanl egitim programlarinin temel 6zellikleri igerisinde sadece konu alani ya da disiplin ile ilgili bilgi,
beceri, tutum, deger ve davranislarin degil sosyal, toplumsal ve ekonomik konulardaki problemlerin
¢6ziminde gerekli bilgi, beceri, tutum ve degerlerin ediniminin de yer almasi énemli gorilmektedir
(Gewurtz vd., 2016; Graham, 2018; Kolmos vd., 2008).

Veldman, de Wet, Mokhele ve Bouwer (2008) proje tabanl egitim programlarinin hedeflerini genel
olarak su sekilde ifade etmistir:

1. Elestirel ve yaratici disinme araciligiyla problemleri tanimlayabilmek, ¢6zebilmek ve gerekli
kararlari alabilmek,
Bir takim, grup, orgiit ya da toplulugun Gyesi olarak digerleri ile birlikte etkili bir sekilde ¢alismak,
Kendisini organize etmek ve diger kisilerin etkinliklerinde sorumluluk alarak projeleri etkili bir
sekilde yonetmek,
Bilgiye erismek, bilgiyi analiz etmek ve elestirel bir sekilde degerlendirmek,

5. Gorsel, matematiksel, dil ile ilgili becerileri s6zli ve yazili olarak kullanarak etkili bir iletisim
kurmak,

6. Bilim ve teknolojiyi etkili bir sekilde kullanmak; diger kisilerin saghgina ve yasadiklari cevreye karsi
kendini sorumlu hissetmek,
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7. Problem ¢6zme baglaminda diinyay! bir sistemler biitinu olarak diisiinmek/Problemi ¢cok boyutlu
olarak ele almak,

8. Daha etkili bir 6grenmenin gerceklesmesi icin stratejiler gelistirmek; yerel, ulusal ve kiiresel
baglamda sorumlu bir vatandas olmak; kiltirel ve estetik agidan farkli sosyal baglamlara duyarli
olmak; egitim ve kariyer olanaklarini kesfetmek ve girisimci firsatlar gelistirme yoluyla her bir
o6grenenin kisisel gelisimine ve toplumun sosyo-ekonomik olarak ilerlemesine katki saglamak.

Proje tabanli egitim programlariyla ilgili yukaridaki 6zellikler ve genel hedefler dikkate alindiginda, bu
tir bir egitim programinin sadece belirli bir alanda uzman kisiler degil sosyal anlamda da bilgi ve beceri
sahibi, kisisel gelisimine ve hayat boyu 6grenmeye 6nem veren, toplumsal degerlere saygili bireyler
yetistirme amaci oldugu gorilmektedir (Kolmos vd., 2004).

icerik Boyutu

Proje tabanh egitim programlarinda icerik, proje ve derslerin belirli orandaki (proje ve derslerin
programdaki orani, bir sonraki baslikta ele alinan egitim programi tasarim stratejileri ile ilgilidir)
bilesiminden olusmaktadir (Guerra, 2014; Kolmos, Fink & Krogh, 2004; de Graaf & Kolmos, 2003; Mills &
Treagust, 2003). Bu baglamda, igerigin “proje icerigi” ve “alan ile ilgili derslerin igerigi” olmak Uzere iki
bilesenden olustugu sdylenebilir. Proje icerigi temalar, alan ile ilgili derslerin igerigi ise moduller seklinde
diizenlenmistir. Proje icerigindeki temalar diinyada var olan birgok problem durumunu kapsayacak sekilde
olusturulurken, diger icerigi olusturan modiiller ise projelere yardimci olabilecek dersler (21. yizyil
becerilerine-6zellikle problem ¢ézme siirecine-odakldir) ve 6grencinin 6grenim gordigi alan icin gerekli
gorilen derslerden olusmaktadir (Guerra, 2014). Ornegin; miihendislik alanlarindan birinde &grenim
goren bir 6grenci belirli bir donemde matematik, fizik vb. temel bilimlerden dersler almak zorundadir ve
bu dersler alan bilgisi ile ilgili icerikte yer almaktadir. Ogrenciler projeler icin belirlenen temalardan birini
secerek bir donem ya da bir akademik yil boyunca bu projeler tizerinde ¢ahsir ve alan bilgisi ile ilgili igerikte
edindigi bilgi ve becerileri bu proje siirecine yansitir.

Proje tabanh egitim programlarindaki bu icerik yapisi disiplinlerarasi (interdisipliner) ya da disiplinler
otesi (transdisipliner) bilgiyi gerektirir. Bu tiir bir yaklasimda sadece bir konu alani ya da disiplin ile ilgili
bilgi, beceri, tutum, deger ve davranislari degil sosyal, toplumsal ve ekonomik konulari da géz 6niinde
bulunduran, akademik olmayan birey ve kurumlarla da ishirligi icinde calisilabilecek bir anlayis gereklidir.
Bu baglamda, proje tabanli egitim programlarinin yapisi geregi icerigin oldukca esnek bir yapiya sahip
oldugu soylenebilir (Andersen & Heilesen, 2015; Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Barrett & Moore, 2011;
Brundiers & Wiek, 2011; Graham, 2018; Guerra, 2014).

Egitim Durumlari Boyutu

Proje tabanli egitim programlarinda “egitim durumlar” ya da “6grenme-6gretme sireci”, 6grencilerin
belirli problemler {izerinde kigik gruplar halinde ¢alistiklari etkinlikleri, icerik boyutunda belirtilen proje
ve dersleri kapsamaktadir (Andersson & Clausen, 2018; Christie & de Graaff, 2017; Cowan, 2006; de Graaf
& Kolmos, 2003; Kolmos & Fink, 2004; Sgrensen, 2017; Requies, Agirre, Barrio & Graells, 2018). Proje
tabanli egitim programlarinda 6grenme ortami 6grencilerin gruplar halinde calisabilecekleri sekilde
diizenlenmektedir. Ancak 6grencilerin temalar baglaminda belirledikleri problemleri ¢6zme siireci bilimsel
arastirma sirecini kapsadigindan 6grenme ortami sadece kampus ici ile sinirli degildir (Guerra, 2017; Du
vd., 2016; Mller, 2017; Saunders- Smits vd., 2011). Arastirma, problem ¢6zme ve proje sirecinde 6grenci
merkezde vyer almaktadir. Ogrenciler, problemleri kendileri belirledikleri gibi, Uzerinde egitim
durumlarinda faydalanacaklari kisi ve materyalleri kendileri belirler (Holgaard vd., 2016; Sgrensen, 2017;
Wijnia vd., 2015). Ogretim elemanlari ise 6grencilere rehberlik etmekle gérevlidir. Ogrenci gruplari ve
o6gretim elemanlari, projenin kapsami ve diger degiskenlere gore haftada birka¢ kez bir araya gelerek
lizerinde calistiklari proje Uzerinde fikir alisverisinde bulunurlar. Genellikle, proje ile ilgili 6grenci
gruplarina rehberlik eden 6gretim elemanlariile konu alantiile ilgili ders veren 6gretim elemanlari farkhdir
(Andersen & Kjeldsen, 2015; Johnson & Ulseth, 2016). Ogrenciler, proje tiirii ve kapsamina gore, bir
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dénem boyunca ya da tiim bir akademik yil boyunca en az bir proje bitirmek zorundadir. Ogrencilerin bir
doénem boyunca almasi gereken ders sayisi ise, fakilte ve bolimlere gore farklilik gdsterebilir. Bu dersler
icerisinde de problemler Uzerinde ¢alisilarak kiiglik capta projeler gergeklestirilebilir (Andersen &
Heilesen, 2014; de Graff & Kolmos, 2003; Kamp, 2011; Neville, 2009).

Bu boyutta katiimci yénelimli 6grenme (participant-directed), yasantisal/deneyime dayali 6grenme
(experiental learning), etkinlik temelli 6grenme (activity-based learning) ve gérev temelli 6grenme (task-
based learning) 6nemli ilkeler olarak gorilmektedir (de Graaff & Kolmos, 2003). Guerra (2014) ise
o0grenme ilkeleri igerisinde 6zyonelimli, baglamsal, yasantisal, donlisiimsel ve isbirlikli 5§renmenin dnemli
oldugunu belirtmistir.

Degerlendirme Boyutu

Proje tabanh egitim programlarinda ‘degerlendirme’ uygulama baglaminda yapilmali, siire¢ temelli
profesyonel yetkinlikleri 6lgmeli, 6grencilerde sanki mesleki kapasiteleri dl¢tlliyormus gibi bir deneyim
yasatmali, 6grencinin 6z degerlendirmesine firsat sunarak kendisinin ilerideki 6grenmeleri ve mesleki
gelisimine katkida bulunmal, 6grenme ciktilar, siireg¢ becerileri ve tutumlari, ders ya da modil amag ve
kazanimlariyla iliskili olmalidir (Macdonald & Savin-Baden, 2004; Macdonald, 2005; Wood, 2003). Olgme
ve degerlendirmede tiim 6grencilerin ve 6gretim elemanlarinin yeterince hazirlikli ve deneyimli oldugu
yaklasimlar kullanmalidir. Ayrica, degerlendirme siireci her 6grenci ve 6gretim elemani igin adil olmal;
ogrencilerin anlamh bir 6grenme gergeklestirebilmeleri icin gerekli becerileri (6z farkindalk, yansitma,
yeni bakis acilari gelistirme, davranis degisikli vb.) desteklemeli ve 6grenmeleri hakkinda 6grencilere geri
bildirim sunmalidir.

Ogrencilerin 6grenim gordikleri alana bagh olarak égrencilerin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan élgme-
degerlendirme yontem ve teknikleri gesitlilik gosterse de, proje tabanh egitim programlarinda élgme ve
degerlendirme formatif ve sumatif degerlendirme yontemleri birlikte kullaniimaktadir (Barrett & Moore,
2011). Barrett ve Moore (2011) proje tabanli egitim programlarinda 6grencilerde degerlendirilmesi
gereken becerilerin elestirel dislinme, problem ¢6zme, sorgulama, iletisim, takim c¢alismasi,
o6zyonlendirmeli 6grenme becerileri ve yansitma becerileri oldugunu belirtmistir. Arastirmacilar, bu
degerlendirmelerde 6grencilerin grup ya da bireysel, yazili ve sozI{, olarak degerlendirilebilecegini; ayrica
bu degerlendirmelerin 6zdegerlendirme, akran degerlendirme ile gercgeklestirilebilecegini ya da
degerlendirmenin 6gretim elemani tarafindan yapilabilecegini belirtmistir. Aalborg, Roskilde ve Worcester
Politeknik Universitesi’nde ise, bazi proje calismalarinin degerlendirilme siirecine dis degerlendiriciler
(external assessors) de katihm gostermektedir. Bu degerlendiriciler, tiniversite disindan (akademisyen
degil), projenin gerceklestirildigi alanda uzman kisilerdir (Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos, 2017; Guerra & de
Graaff, 2015; Shinde, 2014; Woods, 2003).

4. Yiiksekogretimde Proje Tabanl Egitim Programlarinin Yapilandiriimasinda Kullanilan Stratejiler

Yiksekogretimde proje tabanl egitim programlari kurumun vizyon, misyon ve hedeflerine, ait
olduklari topluma, yetistirmek istedigi insan tipine ve Ogrencilere sunabildigi olanaklara gore farkli
stratejiler kullanilarak yapilandiriimaktadir. Kolmos, Hadgraft ve Holgaard (2016) bu stratejilerin Gniversite
yonetimi ve 6gretim elemanlarinin kararlari ile ilgili oldugunu belirtmistir. Arastirmacilar, bu stratejilerin
uygulanisinin sistem degisimi kararlari ve disiplinlerin roliine gore degisiklik gosterdigini savunmus ve
Universitelerin bu stratejilerin timanu farkh program/bélim ya da farkli donemlerde kullanabileceklerini
belirtmektedir.

Bu baglamda, alanyazinda proje tabanli egitim programlarinin tasarlanmasinda ekleme stratejisi (add-
on strategy ya da single course strategy), bitlnlestirme stratejisi (integration strategy) ve yeniden
yapilandirma stratejisi (rebuilding strategy) olmak tizere li¢ farkl stratejiden yararlanildigi belirtilmektedir
(Garcia Martin, & Pérez Martinez, 2017; Guerra, Rodriguez, Kolmos, & Reyes, Jamison, Kolmos & Holgaard,
2014; 2017; Kolmos, 2017; Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016; Sterling, 2001).
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Ekleme stratejisi (Add-on Strategy-Single Course Strategy )

Holgaard ve digerleri (2010) ekleme stratejisini var olan egitim programi yapisini degistirmeden yeni
bir ders (se¢meli ya da zorunlu), yeni etkinlikler ya da bir proje ¢alismasinin programa eklenmesi olarak
aciklamistir. Barnett (2010) ekleme stratejisinin, tiniversitedeki akademik 6zgiirliik temel felsefesiyle ayni
dogrultuda oldugunu; bir akademisyenin programa yeni bir ders, etkinlik ya da bir proje c¢alismasi
ekleyebilmesinin kurumda ya da bolim igerisinde bir degisim kivilcimi yaratabilecegini belirtmistir. Ekleme
stratejisi, programa bu tlr ders ve etkinliklerin eklenmesinin daha kiiglik capta olmasi nedeniyle, egitim
programlarinin degisiminde kullanilan en yaygin stratejidir (Shinde, 2014). Alanyazinda bu egitim programi
stratejisinin birinci nesil Universiteler/geleneksel Gniversitelerde kullaniminin daha uygun olacagi gorisi
hakimdir (Jamison, Kolmos & Holgaard, 2014; Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016).

Biitiinlestirme Stratejisi (Integration Strategy)

Butlnlestirme stratejisi ise, var olan egitim programinda cesitli derslerin yeniden planlanmasi ve
koordine edilmesi; proje yénetimi, girisimcilik vb. becerilerin programa entegre edilmesidir. Burada egitim
programi yapisinda gerceklesen degisikligin sinirli olmasina ragmen, her bir ders seviyesinde bu gibi
becerilerin entegre edilmesi dnemli bir degisim yaratabilir. Bu seviyede bir degisim, akademik yoneticilerin
(program liderleri/b6lim baskanlari, dekan vb.) destegine ihtiyag duymaktadir. Bircok akreditasyon
merkezi/kurulusu tiim egitim programi baglaminda en azindan bu seviyede bir degisimin saglanmasini
beklemektedir (Holgaard vd., 2010). Bu baglamda, kurumsal olarak akademik uzlasma ve sistem destegi
ile isbirlikli bir egitim programi olusturulmaya cahsilir. Stratejik koordinasyon ve motivasyonun saglanmasi
o6nemlidir (Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016).

Yeniden Yapilandirma Stratejisi (Rebuilding Strategy)

Proje tabanli egitim programlarinda yeniden vyapilandirma stratejisi Universiteyi toplum ile
birlestirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu anlayis, 6grencilerin mezuniyet sonrasinda paydaslarin ihtiyaglarini ve
inovasyon silrecinin topluma sagladigi katkilari gormesine yardimci olacaktir. Bu stratejinin
uygulanabilmesi ve bu seviyede bir degisimin ger¢eklesebilmesi icin Universitenin en ylksek
kademelerinden kurumsal bir destek gerekmektedir. Bu stratejinin kullanilmasi icin degerler, akademik
kimlik ve baglilik gibi 6geler yeniden gozden gegirilerek ve yeni bir kurum kiltiiri olusturarak sistemsel bir
degisim saglanir. Bu baglamda, olusturulan vizyonla degisimi tesvik etmek, degisim liderleri (change
agents) belirlemek 6nemlidir (Andersen & Heilesen, 2014; Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016). Bu strateji,
yeni kurulan bir Gniversite, yeni agilacak bir program ya da bdlim oldugunda daha ¢ok ise yarayacaktir
(Bouhuijs, 2011; Guerra, Ulseth & Kolmos, 2017). Barnett (2010) ise bu stratejinin ekolojik Gniversite gibi
Uglinct ve doérdiunci nesil Gniversite tirlerine uygun oldugu belirtiimektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Universitelerin egitim-6gretim, arastirma, bilgi Giretimi, tim evrene ve topluma fayda saglama gibi
rollerini gerceklestirebilmesi icin egitim programlarinin da rollere hizmet edecek sekilde yapilandiriimasi,
¢agimiza uygun Universite modellerinin ortaya konmasi gerekmektedir. Yiksekogretimde proje tabanli
egitim programlarinin tarihsel gelisimi, temel ilkeleri, egitim programlarinin dort temel boyutu ile iliskisi,
proje tabanl egitim programlar tasarim stratejileri incelendiginde bu programlarin ginimiz
iniversitelerinin sahip olmasi gereken hedef ve rolleri gerceklestirebilecek nitelikte oldugu gérilmektedir.
Ayrica programlarin isbirligi, problem ¢dzme, elestirel disinme, arastirma yapma gibi becerileri
kazandirmasi nedeniyle 21. ylzyilin bireylerden talep ettigi bilgi, beceri ve yetkinliklerin kazandiriimasinda
etkili bir program gercevesi cizdigi soylenebilir (Conway & Little, 2000; Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016;
Kolmos, Du, Holgaard & Jensen, 2008; Woods, 2003).

Proje tabanli egitim programlarinin 6grenme sirecinde problem ve projeler lizerine kurmasi ve
disiplinlerarasi isbirligini desteklemesi her 6grencinin, bolimi ne olursa olsun, farkl bilgi, beceri ve
yetkinliklerle donatilmasina yardimci olmaktadir. Ayrica bu programlar, bireyleri mezuniyet sonrasinda
sosyal hayatta ve is yasaminda karsilasabilecekleri problemler ile heniiz 6grenme siirecindeyken karsi

263



Giines KORKMAZ, Nurdan KALAYCI — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(1), 2019, 236-274

karsiya getirmekte, Dewey’in belirtigi “okulun yasamin kendisidir” duslincesine uygun O6zellikler
gostermekte ve projeler yardimiyla sadece kuramsal degil uygulamali bir 6grenme yolunun kapilarini
aralamaktadir. Ayrica, 6gretim elemanlarinin proje tabanli egitim programlari konusunda kurum igerisinde
alacaklari egitimler, kendilerinin sadece arastirma yapan ve ders veren degil 6grencilerle birlikte strekli
o6grenen akademisyenler olmalarina yardimci olacaktir. Benzer sekilde, 6gretim elemanlarinin akademi
haricindeki paydaslarla isbirligi icerisinde calisarak 6grencilere yol géstermesi de 6gretim elemanlarinin
kisisel ve mesleki gelisimlerine fayda saglayacaktir. Bu baglamda, “6gretim” kavramindan “6grenen ve yol
gosteren” kavramlarinin gegerli oldugu bir egitim anlayisina gegis saglanacak, 6greten ve 6grenen
arasindaki engel kalkacak ve 6grenci merkezli bir egitim anlayisi gercege donilisecektir.

Avrupa ve Amerika’da birgok liniversitenin basarili olarak kabul edilmesinin nedeni, kuramsal bilgi ve
uygulamal egitim yaklasimlarinin arasindaki boslugu kapatmalarinda gizlidir. Bu Universitelere 6rnek
olarak Aalborg, Roskilde, Maastricht, Delft, McMaster, Olin College, Worcester Politeknik Universitesi
verilebilir. Bu lniversitelerin ortak 6zelligi, farkli proje tabanh egitim programi modelleri uygulasalar da,
problem ve projeyi egitim programlarinin merkezine alan uygulamalar gerceklestirmeleridir. Giderek
gelismekte olan Tirkiye yiksekdgretim sisteminde de proje tabanlh egitim programlarinin uygulanmasi ve
bu konuda bilimsel arastirmalarin yayginlastirimasi gerekmektedir. Ancak proje tabanh egitim
programlarinin kuramsal temellerine, bu programlar gelistirilirken kullanilmasi gereken stratejilere ve
yurtdisinda bu programlarin iyi uygulandigi Gniversitelerin uygulamalarina hakim olmadan atilacak
adimlar Gniversitenin ve egitim programlarinin hedeflerine ulasmasina engel olacak ve bu uygulamalarin
sadece bir deneme olarak kalmasina neden olacaktir.

Tirkiye’de proje tabanli egitim programlarini uygulamak isteyen Universiteler, bu programlarin
yapilandiriimasinda kullanilan stratejileri dikkatli bir sekilde incelemelidir. Projelerin egitim programi
icerisinde kullanimi hangi seviyede olursa olsun, degisimin hem egitim programinda hem de kurum
kalturinde yasanmakta oldugu unutulmamalidir (Kolmos, Hadgraft & Holgaard, 2016). Bu baglamda,
egitim programini proje tabanli olarak tasarlamak isteyen bir kurum, bu sirece oncelikle ekleme
stratejisiyle baslayip, sonrasinda sirasiyla bltlinlestirme ve yeniden yapilandirma stratejilerini kullanabilir.
Ya da yeni acilacak boélimler ya da fakilteler egitim programlarini yeniden yapilandirma stratejisini
kullanarak tasarlayabilir. Clunki var olan sistem icerisinde degisiklik yapmaktansa yeni bir sistem
olusturmak ya da degisimi sistem baslamadan 6nce kararlastirmak daha kolay ve etkili olabilir. Ancak bu
stratejilerden hangisi kullanilirsa kullanilsin, degisim siireci zaman alacagl unutulmamalidir. Bu nedenle,
iniversitelerin egitim yaklasimindaki degisim konusunda kurumun tiim birimlerinden diizenli olarak
kurumsal bir destek saglanmasi gerekecektir.

Universite diizeyinde proje tabanli egitim programlari konusunda yabanci alanyazinda birgok nitelikli
calisma olsa da, Turkiye’de yapilmis calismalar genellikle yiiksekégretim oOncesindeki kademeleri
kapsamakta ve bu galismalar projeyi sadece derslerin islenmesinde uygulanan bir 6gretim yéntemi ya da
birkag ders saatini kapsayan bir etkinlik olarak ele almaktadir. Bu nedenle, projeyi egitim programi
baglaminda temel alan hem kuramsal hem de uygulamali galismalarin yapilmasi yerli alanyazindaki
boslugu dolduracak ve gelecek uygulama ve arastirmalara isik tutacagi dusiinilmektedir.
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