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In the literature, there is no comparative study that reveals the opinions of teachers
who started to work while Turkish Language Curriculums were in practice. The aim
of this study is to determine the opinions of teachers about Turkish Language
Curriculum. The study was limited to 1981 Basic Education Schools Turkish
Language Curriculum (6-8), 2006 Primary Turkish Language Curriculum (6-8) and
2017 Turkish Language Curriculum (1-8). The study was designed with case study
which is one of the qualitative research methods Semi-structured interview form
was used as data collection tool in the study. The participants of the study are
Turkish language teachers. The study was conducted with a total of 90 teachers.
Content analysis technique was used to analyze the data. In the research, Turkish
language teachers presented their opinions and made comparisons between previous
and subsequent curriculums. As a result of the study, it was determined that there
are differences between the three generations of Turkish language teachers in terms
of being effective in the teaching process. On the other hand, the common point for
all three generations was that they are not aware of the innovations introduced by
the curriculums. For this reason, it can be said that unless the competencies of
Turkish language teachers are increased, the innovations brought with the programs
cannot reach their goals.
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Alanyazinda, Tiirk¢e Ogretim Progamlar1 uygulamada iken goreve baslayan 6gretmen
goriislerini kargilagtirmali olarak ortaya koyan bir ¢aligma bulunmamaktadir. Bu
¢aligmanin amaci, Tiirk¢e dersi dgretim programlarina yonelik 6gretmen goriislerinin
belirlenmesidir. Caligma, 1981 Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi (6-8),
2006 1lkdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (6-8) ve 2017 yilinda uygulanmaya
baslayan Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programu (1-8) ile smirlandirlmistir. Calisma, nitel
arastirma yontemlerinden durum caligmasi ile desenlenmistir. Arastirmada veri
toplama aract olarak yar1 yapilandirtlmis goriisme formu kullanilmistir. Aragtirmanin
katilimcilarini, Tirkge 6gretmenleri olugturmaktadir. Caligma toplam 90 dgretmen ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Veriler analiz edilirken i¢erik analizi tekniginden yararlanilmistir.
Calismanin sonucunda, {i¢ kusak Tiirk¢e Ogretmenleri arasinda dgretim siirecinde
etkin olma acisindan farkliliklar oldugu belirlenmistir. Ote yandan her ii¢ kusak icin
ortak nokta olarak programlarla getirilen yenilikler konusunda farkindalik sahibi

olmamalar1 gosterilebilir. Bu sebeple Tiirkce 0Ogretmenlerinin yeterlikleri
arttirllmadik¢a  programlarla  getirilen yeniliklerin amacina ulasamayacagi
sOylenebilir.
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Introduction

It is known that renewal works were carried out in the Republican Period regarding the Turkish Language
Curriculum. The first example of this renewal is the 1924 First Schools Curriculum. This Curriculum was followed
by the Turkish Language Curriculum of 1926, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1936, 1948, 1949, 1962, 1968, 2006, 2017
respectively.

Among these renewal efforts in the Republican Period, the 1981 Basic Education Schools Turkish Language
Curriculum has a different place. With this program, listening skills included in the program for the first time; four
key language arts skills and grammar-related achievements at each grade level systematically presented; the
concept of education entered a Turkish Language Curriculum for the first time, and for the first time, methods,
tools, assessment and evaluation had been given a separate place in the program (Eyiip, 2008; Temizyiirek and
Balc1, 2006). In this respect, it can be said that the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum is the
first program that fully meets the qualifications required in a program. This program was implemented until 2006.
In 2006, Turkish Language Curriculum (6-8th grade) was prepared. This program has been implemented since
2006-2007 academic year. With this program, innovations were made unlike previous programs. For example; for
the first time, learning outcomes were given with examples of activity and explanations in this curriculum; in
addition, more concrete contributions were made to the teaching process by presenting examples of lessons
(Kutlubay, 2015). This program was implemented for about 10 years. In 2015, the Ministry of National Education
renewed its Curriculum. One of these Curriculum is the Turkish Language Curriculum. The program, which was
published as a draft in 2015, started to be implemented gradually in 2017. The renewed Turkish Language
Curriculum (2017) has many different features from the previous program. The renewed Turkish Language
Curriculum (1st and 8th grades) covers all levels from first grade to eighth grade; 21st century skills are the core
competences of the program; the number of learning outcomes is reduced and they are presented more clearly at
the class level and this curriculum has multimodal text types (MEB, 2017).

Itis considered that these Curriculum changes made for Turkish language course are necessary considering the
needs. With the changes made, the Turkish Language Curriculum are getting better (Bagc1 Ayranci and Mutlu,
2017; Girgin, 2011). Improving the Turkish Language Curriculum does not mean that the course will be
completely perfect. It is thought that the competence of Turkish language teachers who are the implementers of
the program is an important factor in making the course more effective. According to November, 2018 data, the
number of Turkish language teachers working in the Ministry of National Education is 50.833 (Anadolu Ajansi,
23.11.2018). Only 2642 of these teachers started to work after the implementation of the Turkish Language
Curriculum (2017) (MebPersonel, 15.08.2018). The rest of the Turkish language teachers started to work before
2017. Based on this information, almost 95% of the Turkish language teachers working in the Ministry of National
Education are in the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) and in Primary Education 6-
8. Grade Turkish Language Curriculum (2006).

It is considered that the undergraduate training of Turkish language teachers who started to work in these three
Curriculum are different from each other. Despite these differences, these three teachers, who can be defined as
three separate generations, are expected to present the Curriculum with the same competence. Therefore, it is
thought that it is important to determine the problems and expectations of these three generations while
implementing the Curriculum. In the literature, there are studies related to determining the opinions of Turkish
language teachers especially for the Turkish Language Curriculum (2006). However, there is no research that tries
to determine the opinions of these three generations towards Turkish curriculum.

In this study, the current status of these Turkish language teachers, which can be defined as three different
generations, awareness of the renewed Curriculum, the aspects they think are sufficient, the difficulties they face
and the problems in general have been tried to be determined. Thus, the requirements for making the Turkish
language course more effective and the implementation of the renewed Turkish Language Curriculum (2017) to
serve the purpose were put forward. The aim of the study, which is thought to serve a deficiency in the literature,
is to determine the opinions of Turkish language teachers towards Turkish Language Curriculum. For the purpose
of the research, the following questions were sought:

1. What are the opinions of Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Basic Education Schools
Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) was in practice?
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2.What are the opinions of the Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Turkish Language
Curriculum (2006) was in practice?

3. What are the opinions of the Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Turkish Language
Curriculum (2017) was in practice?

Method
Research Design

In this research, the holistic approach is adopted to demonstrate the competence of three generations of teachers
for renewed programs. It is known that the Ministry of National Education gives importance to the development
of teacher skills as well as to the renewal and adaptation of the programs to the age. Therefore, it is thought that it
is important to examine the situation of these three generations of teachers. Since the Turkish language teachers
who started to work at three different periods were identified as participants, a holistic multiple design was used.
The holistic multiple design is preferred because it offers the opportunity to compare different units both within
and between each other (Yin, 2009).

Participants

The participants of the study are Turkish language teachers. In this study convenience sampling was used since
it was aimed to determine the opinions of Turkish language teachers who started to work while three different
Turkish Language Curriculum was in practice. Because convenience sampling provides convenience to
researchers in terms of cost and time (Patton, 2014). With this type of sample, the researcher was able to select the
participants who could fully serve the purpose of the study from the individuals whom he / she had knowledge
about before. A total of 90 (45 female, 45 male) Turkish language teachers from three different generations were
studied. The study was based on volunteering. The participants were divided into three different groups:

First Group: This group consists of Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Basic Education
Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) was in practice. 30 (15 female, 15 male) Turkish language teachers
were selected as participants in this group.

Second Group: This group consists of Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Turkish
Language Curriculum (2006) was in practice. 30 (15 female, 15 male) Turkish language teachers were selected as
participants in this group.

Third Group: This group consists of Turkish language teachers who started to work while the Turkish Language
Curriculum (2017) was in practice. 30 (15 female, 15 male) Turkish language teachers were selected as participants
in this group.

In the results, false names were used instead of real names when quoting from the participants. “E1, E2,...,
E15” were used for male participants and “K1, K2,...,K15 ”were used for female participants.

Data Collection Tools

In this study, semi-structured interview form, one of the qualitative research techniques, was used as data
collection tool. The purpose of using the semi-structured interview form is to determine the opinions of Turkish
language teachers who started to work while the three different Turkish Language Curriculum was in practice.
Interview form questions were determined based on the aim of the study (Merriam, 2013). For the purpose of the
study, three different semi-structured interview forms were developed for Turkish language teachers who started
to work after the implementation of Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981), Primary
Education Turkish Language Curriculum (2006) and Turkish Language Curriculum (2017). While developing the
questions in the semi-structured interview forms, the curriculum in which Turkish language teachers started to
work was taken into consideration. The teachers in the first group were given detailed questions about all three
programs since they were the practitioners of the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981),
Primary Education Turkish Language Curriculum (2006) and Turkish Language Curriculum (2017). When the
teachers in the second group started to work, since the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum
(1981) was abolished, only one question was asked to determine their awareness about this Curriculum. Other
questions are related to Primary Education Turkish Language Curriculum (2006) and Turkish Language
Curriculum (2017). As the third group of teachers started to work after the Primary Education Turkish Language
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Curriculum (2006) started to be implemented, they were asked one question to determine their awareness about
Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) and Primary Education Turkish Language
Curriculum (2006); other questions are related to Turkish Language Curriculum (2017).

After the interview questions were developed, the opinions of the domain experts were sought for the content
validity (Glesne, 2013). Forms were prepared in accordance with expert opinions and pilot scheme was made. The
final version of the interview form was given after the pilot scheme. Semi-structured interview form for the first
group of teachers has 12; the form for the second group of teachers has 10; the form for last group of teachers has
8 questions. The questions include teachers' awareness of the Curriculum and the reasons for their renewal; their
opinions on the necessity of Curriculum changes; in-service trainings for renewed Curriculum and how these
trainings contribute to them; experienced difficulties; the impact of renewed Curriculum on their teacher skills; to
determine the reasoned opinions about whether the renewed Curriculum have achieved their purpose. Interviews
were conducted with voice recorder. Interviews varied between 30 and 45 minutes.

Data Analysis

Content analysis technique was used to analyze the data. The reason for choosing this analysis technique is
that the questions are prepared without being fully structured and the study is not limited to a certain content of
theories or themes. The data obtained from the semi-structured interview form were coded and these codes were
associated with the related categories. Finally, it is themed under a title covering all categories. Before starting this
coding process, all data were loaded into a qualitative data analysis program. Thanks to the slowdown provided
by the program, the data obtained from the forms on the program were transcribed. After the transcription process
was completed, a field expert was asked to confirm whether it was correctly transcribed. The domain expert
checked the data transferred and confirmed the consistency between the text and the data. The same domain expert
helped with the coding. The reliability percentage (Consensus / (Consensus + Disagreement) x 100) (Miles and
Huberman, 1994: 64) between the coding of this domain expert and the researcher was found to be 90%. The
process of development of semi-structured interview forms, which is a data collection technique and the purpose
of these forms in the research process are explained in detail for the validity of the research. In order to ensure the
validity of the study, the data obtained from the participants were reported with direct quotations without changing.

Results

This section is presented under three headings in line with research questions. Firstly, findings related to
teachers who started teaching profession when Basic Education Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) initiated,
then those who started their teaching profession when Elementary Turkish Language Curriculum (2006) initiated,
and lastly the ones when Turkish Language Curriculum (2017) launched. This study aimed to explore the opinions
of the teachers regarding these three programs.

The Opinions of Turkish Language Teachers Who Started Working during the Implementation Period
of the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) About the Applied in the Turkish
Language Course

Opinions of the participants about the Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (grades 6-8)
initiated in 1981 are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Turkish Language Teachers Working in the Implementation Period of the Basic Education School
Turkish Language Curriculum

Theme Category Code f
1981 The reason for transition from 2006 to 2017 Memorization 12
generatio Ambiguity in content distribution 10
n Turkish Making up for deficiencies 8
language Not being knowledgeable 5
teachers Too much content 4
Leveling outcomes 3
Nuances 3
Change in system 3
Featuring practice 3
Necessities of designated time period 3
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The state of programs in terms of achieving
objectives

Challenges faced in 2017

2017 in terms of Turkish Language course

1981 in terms of Turkish Language course

2006 in terms of Turkish Language course

Necessity of program change

The contribution of trainings for 2006

The contribution of trainings for 2017

The contribution of trainings for 1981

Exclusion of teachers

Far from being concrete

Lack of student-centeredness

No training for teachers

Technology addiction

Attitude of overprotective families
Ignoring the necessity of training families
Incompatibility of textbooks

Not matching up with daily life

Having no difficulty due to daily lesson plans

Conflicting with student-centeredness
Technological inadequacies
Having no challenges

Lack of students’ active participation
Writing

Implementation of the program
Solving the problems

No contribution

Excessiveness in technology
Partial contribution

Outcomes according to the levels
Not being knowledgeable

Not different from the earlier
Allows development
Memorization

Complicated
Non-contemporary

Not being knowledgeable
Partial contribution

Focus on social skills

Teacher centered

Repetition

Partial contribution

Not being knowledgeable
Corrector

Active participation

Rote learning

Fail to achieve the purpose
Problems with 5th grades
Necessities of the designated time period
Making students active
Technological developments
Without a reason

Not general; local differences
Simplicity and clearness
Having awareness

Not participating in trainings
Inadequate

Not participating in trainings
Not having awareness
Transferring outcomes
Awareness of content

Not participating in trainings

I don’t remember

(6]
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The contribution of program change to Having awareness
teacher competencies Focusing on objective
Being more student centered
Technological skills
Observer
Not being open to development
The reason for transition to 1981 to 2006 Modernization
Being busy
Confusion between objectives of education
and teaching
Teacher centered
Correcting mistakes
A wrong decision 1

WA NNWWWOo P

w w

As itis seenin Table 1, 76 codes were generated regarding opinions of Turkish language teachers’ who started
working during the implementation of Basic Education Schools in 1981 on Turkish Language curriculums. These
codes were gathered under 12 categories. In terms of frequency these codes are respectively; The reason for
transition from 2006 to 2017 (f=54), The state of programs in terms of achieving targeted objectives (f=51), 2017
in terms of Turkish Language course (f=48), Challenges faced in 2017 (f=47), 1981 in terms of Turkish Language
course (f=47), 2006 in terms of Turkish Language course (f=45), The necessity of program change (f=44), The
contribution of trainings for 1981 (f=30), The contribution of trainings for 2006 (f=28), Contribution of program
change to teaching skills (f=27), The contribution of trainings for 2017 (f=22), The reason for transition from 1981
to 2006 (f=21).

As seen in Table 1, all of the teachers except from EQS5 articulated positive opinions on necessity of transition
from Basic Education Schools Turkish Language Curriculum (1981) to Elementary Turkish Language Curriculum
(2006). EO5 stated that:

“The 1981 Turkish Language program directed the students to reading, understanding and interpretation.
2006 elementary program directed the students to the memorization and test system. This practice has pushed the
students into simplicity and the textbooks have been emptied.”

As it can be seen, EOS deems it unnecessary to change the 1981 program in terms of the fact that the renewed
program is not sufficient in terms of content and that the rote education is centered. This criticism of rote education
by EOS5 coincides with the teachers' opinions on changing the 2006 program. Teachers mostly emphasize that the
2006 program is based on rote education. The opinions expressed by KO3 summarize the teachers' opinions on
this code as follows:

“The transition from the 2006 program to the 2017 program has been a good idea; however, it does not
substitute for the 1981 program. According to this program (2017), the students inclined to written expressions
and directed to describe and interpret what they saw. The 2006 elementary school program has led students to
memorization and testing.”

As can be seen from the opinions of KOS5, the 2006 program is behind the 1981 program in terms of content.
From her perspective, 1981 program is the best among the three programs. Regarding these program changes,
teachers mostly suggested the reasons such as the necessities of the designated time period, simplicity and active
participation. However, a significant portion of the participants (f = 5) found the change of the program necessary
despite the lack of reasons for the change. Some teachers (f = 4) indicated that program change is necessary;
however, it was stated that the lack of localization being reflected in the program is a significant deficiency as
stated by KO7:

“Program change; it should of course change in parallel with the change and development of the lived
environment. But | am more inclined to support making more regional programs instead of a program to be applied
to the whole of Turkey. "

As can be seen, KO7 stated her objection to the generalization of the programs and the realization of the
teaching process with the same content throughout the country. When asked about the in-service training the
participants received and its contribution to them, it is found that their answers were negative regarding the state
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of programs in terms of achieving targeted objectives. This negative opinion was prevalent in all three programs.
The reason for such negative opinions might be either not having received training on the renewed program or
lack of their awareness of the programs. These negative opinions are also consistent with the opinions about
whether the renewed programs lead to a change in teaching skills. Most teachers are not familiar with how the
renewed programs affect their skills. This is illustrated by EO8's opinions as follows:

“Every change was made with the aim of better education regarding the circumstances. It was helpful. ”

EOS8 gave a generic explanation of why the programs were renewed. He could not explain how the renewed
programs affect his teaching skills. This statement shows that his awareness level is low. Accordingly, teachers'
opinions about the importance of the 2006 program for Turkish Language courses are mostly negative or unclear.
For example EO12 and KO25 stated the following respectively:

“Let me say that I partially agree.
“The 2006 Turkish curriculum partially solved the problems.”

As it is seen, teachers lack knowledge about the contribution of the program since they have low awareness
about 2006 program. Therefore, they did not present a clear positive opinion on their contribution. In fact, even
with more negative statements, EO29 reported that the program failed to reach its goal completely. He said that;

“Although the 2006 Turkish Language Curriculum has been improved in terms of content, it has not reached
the desired level of implementation in schools due to lack of infrastructure. There were problems such as crowded
classrooms and different student levels.”

Most of the teachers who started to work during the implementation of 1981 program stated that the program
did not contribute to the 2017 program (f = 10), excessive technology use (f = 7), the program partially contributed
(f = 6), and even similar to the previous one (f = 3). opinions. When the participants were asked to comment about
whether the programs have achieved the aim or not, different codes have been generated. Among these codes, it
was found that most of the participants stated that teachers were not included in the program development process
(f = 15) and that there were deficiencies in teacher training (f = 6). In this respect, it is clear that most of the
participants see themselves as the main problem and problem solvers regarding the transfer of the programs to the
teaching process in a suitable way.

As for the 2017 program, participants articulated similar uncertainties and negative opinions. Most of the
teachers who started working during the 1981 program stated that the 2017 program did not contribute at all (f =
10), included excessive use of technology (f = 7), partially contributed (f = 6) and was not so different than the
previous one (f = 3). When the participants’ opinions were asked about whether the program has achieved its
purpose, the content analysis revealed various codes about the failure to reach the targeted objectives. Among
these codes, it was seen that most of the participants stated that teachers were not included in the program
development process (f = 15) and that there were deficiencies in the teacher training (f = 6). In this respect, it could
be put forward that most of the participants see themselves as both the main problem and the solution to the
problem regarding the transfer of the program to the teaching process in a suitable way.

The Opinions of Turkish Language Teachers Who Started Working during the Implementation Period
of the Elementary Turkish Language Curriculum (2006) about the Programs Applied in the Turkish
Language Course

In this section, opinions of 30 Turkish language teachers, who started working during the full implementation
of the Turkish Language Curriculum (Grades 6-8) in 2006, will be presented. Table 2 demonstrates the themes,
categories and codes obtained from the content analysis.

Table 2. Turkish Language Teachers of Elementary Turkish Language Curriculum (2006)

Theme Category Code f
2006 The reason for transition from Philosophy of education 15
generation 1981 to 2006 Necessities of the designated time period 12
Turkish Teacher-centered approach 11
Renovation 6
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language
teachers

Compliance with technology
Political

The reason for transition from
2006 to 2017

Necessity of program change

The contribution of teacher
training for the 2006 program

The contribution of teacher
training for the 2017 program

Challenges faced in 2017

The contribution of program
change to teaching skills

A look at the 2006 program in
terms of Turkish Language
course

A look at the 2017 program in
terms of Turkish Language
course

System change

Inadequate in terms of constructivism
Renewal of textbooks

Development

Detailed

Low success in international exams
Requirements and system
Student-centered

Partially

Inability to find justification for change
Compliance with technology

Loss of validity

Should not be changed; Must be updated
Praise

Redundant since topics remain the same
Not receiving training

Low contribution

Orientation

Not receiving training

Program- and purpose-appropriate teaching
No contribution

Not finding necessary

Content issue

Lack of technological facilities

No difficulty

Grammar

It is not clear

To make the student more active
Use of technology

No awareness

No contribution

Ability to produce content
Non-constructivism
Student-centered

Lack of Content

Lack of technology

Low awareness

Increased class participation
Failure to serve literacy skills
Exaltation

Low awareness

Lack of quality of the content
Shortage of teachers
Resistance

Clarity and neatness

Lack of sense of integrity
Failure to serve literacy skills

o oo

w b

N

[o)]

N

[¢;]

The state of programs in terms of  Lack of content 16

achieving targeted objectives Lack of in-service training 11
Ignoring teacher opinions 10
Low teacher competence 9
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Lack of physical utilities
Inadaquate

Lack of localization of the content
Exam-orientedness

Adaptation issue

N e R

As seen in Table 2, 62 different codes were reached by considering the opinions of Turkish language teachers
who started working while the Elementary Turkish Language Curriculum Curriculum (2006) was in practice.
These codes are classified under 10 categories. In terms of frequency values, these categories are as follows: The
state of programs in terms of achieving targeted objectives (f = 61), necessity of program change (f = 59), reason
for transition from 1981 to 2006 (f = 48), A look at the 2006 program in terms of Turkish Language course (f =
47), Reason for transition from 2006 to 2017 (f = 43), A look at the 2017 program in terms of Turkish Language
course (f = 42), contribution of program change to teaching skills (f = 34), challenges faced in 2017 (f = 31), The
contribution of teacher training for the 2006 program (f = 30), The contribution of teacher training for the 2017
program (f = 30).

The participants further stated that the transition from 1981 program to 2006 program was necessary, even
though they were not working as in-service teachers while the 1981 program was in practice. When Table 2
examined, it seems that their opinions were mostly based on the main reasons for the change of a program such as
philosophy of education (f = 15) and the necessities of the designated time period (f = 12). Only EO3 stated that
this change was political without giving any detailed explanation. It is remarkable that the participants justified
their opinions much clearer regarding the transition from 2006 to 2017 program. The biggest reason was the change
in the system. The opinions of KO18, EO22, EO6 and KO8 can be given as examples, respectively:

“Switching to 4 + 4 + 4 system.”

“Due to the extension of compulsory education to 12 years, a 4 + 4 + 4 system was introduced. It may be
increased from 3 to 4 years in order to divide all levels into equal years. | see that 5th grade students are having
a hard time, because they do not have adequate physical and cognitive competences for secondary school.”

“Changes in learning time introduction of 4 + 4 system... ”

“It may have changed due to the intensity of the curriculum and in order to ensure that the 5th grade students
are integrated into secondary school."

“l think that there is a need for fundamental changes in the curriculum as the classes move from primary to
middle school

As can be seen, the majority of the participants pointed out the change in compulsory education as the main
reason for the renewal of the program during which they were working as in-service teachers. Most of the
participants expressed a positive opinion about the necessity of the 2006 program change. However, the number
of participants, who were not to be underestimated, gave some negative opinions regarding the transition from
2006 to 2017 program (f = 9) and no opinion at all (f = 9). Among the participants, EOQ15 stated the following
about the 2006 program:

“Since the change in 2006 brings a different perspective, it is more remarkable, especially in writing skills. In
the 2017 program, additions were made rather than changes.”

When the participants were asked whether they participated in any in-service training related to the 2006 and
2017 programs, similar findings were reached for both programs. The majority of participants in the 2006 program
(f = 22) stated that they did not receive any training. Some of the participants who received training stated that it
made low contribution (f = 5) or felt more like orientation (f = 3). A similar situation applies to the 2017 program;
Unlike the 2006 program, in 2017 some of the participants presented their opinions on the contribution of the
training they received. One of them is KO25. According to him, the training received for the 2017 program
provided him with:

“Better understanding of the program and the outcomes of the program, planning different activities for the
outcomes, seeing the distribution and differences of outcomes better according to the class levels. Rather than sole
transfer of detailed information to the student, the training prepared the ground for my teaching.”
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As can be seen, KO25 stated that the training she received contributed to the implementation of the program
and to helped her increase the effectiveness of the teaching process. The participants were asked about its
contribution to their teaching skills regarding the effective transfer of the curriculum during the teaching process.
It was seen that most of the participants gave an opinion on this question in relation to the program content.
According to these participants, the renewal of the program indicated that they improved their ability to perform
teaching (f = 12), use technology (f = 8) and produce content (f = 3) by utilizing a more student-centered approach.
On the other hand, EO28 stated a negative opinion by saying “I don't think there is any change.”

As pointed out in Table 2, when the opinions of the participants about the place of the 2006 program in Turkish
Language courses are examined, it is seen that most of the opinions were negative. Examples from these opinions
can be found in the quotations from the participants KO30, KO2 and EO7, respectively:

“Based on the results from the international exams and my observations in the classroom, the 2006 Turkish
program was insufficient to solve the problems. The reason is that constructivism is considered only theoretically
and the behaviorist traditional education is reshaped with addition of a few activities and games, and presented
as a new one.”

“l don't think it did. Because nowadays, students need to acquire various literacy skills (media, visual, etc.).
But these are not fully achieved.

“A new program was needed to ensure success in international exams and integration of technological
developments into education.”

As can be seen, the participants’ opinions focus on the lack of full reflection of the constructivist approach to
the program, the lack of program on new literacy skills, and the shortcomings in integration of technology. This
negative perception of the 2006 program was also present in the 2017 program. As can be seen from Table 2, only
positive opinion regarding the 2017 program was the clarity and neatness of the presented program. The opinion
of EO11 can be given as an example:

“l think much has been solved. Because | think the classifications and explanations of the outcomes are made
in more detail. ”

It is seen in Table 2 that all the codes obtained regarding the status of the programs in terms of achieving
targeted objectives are negative. The most frequent one of these codes was the lack of content. It was reflected in
the opinions of EO3, KO13 and KO24, respectively, as follows:

“The content to be used as a means of implementing the program is limited. ”

“Our most basic material is textbook. Each year, with each new program the contents of textbooks are printed
more sloppy, careless and full of errors.”

“Different sources are not allowed in schools. It's called rich content, but our channel has only one way. ”

As can be seen, teachers feel the lack of course content that provides ease of implementation of the program.
Participants emphasized similar deficiencies and problems regarding in- service training. Some of the participants
highlighted the importance of teacher training in order for a program to achieve its goal.

The Opinions of Turkish Language Teachers Who Started Working during the Implementation Period
of the Turkish Language Curriculum (2017) about the Programs Applied in the Turkish Language Course

This section includes 30 Turkish language teachers’, that started to work during the application period of
Turkish Language Curriculum (Grades 1-8) in 2017,0pinions about the curriculums. The content analysis result
related to the participants’ opnions was presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Turkish Language Teachers in the Period of Turkish Language Curriculum (2017)

Theme Category Code f
2017 The reason of modulation from Constructivist Approach 15
Generation 1981 to 2006 Education Policies 9
Turkish Necessities of The Age (Century) 8
language Being teacher-centered 5
teachers Uncertainty 1
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Expectations of the society
The reason of alteration from 2006 ~ Necessities of the Age (Century)
to 2017 Education System
Constructivist Approach
National Culture
Possessiveness
High-level Thinking
Staying on the level of information
Value Education
The necessity of curriculum Keeping up with the Age (Century)
modulation Regulating the learning outcomes
Necessity
The inevitableness of change
The contributions of the education Not having education
taken for 2017 Improving teaching process
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The difficulties faced in 2017 the defiency of lesson content
Class management in constructivist Education
Abstractness of learning outcomes
Unifying the technology
Technological impossibility
Test system
The contribution of curriculum Being more student-centered
change to teaching abilties Creative
The idea of self-improving
2017 in terms of Turkish Language  Substantially Sufficient
course Content problem
Changing the opinion
Caring about personal differences
The status of curriculums in terms Teacher training
of reaching the aims Needs
Curriculum and application conflict
Not having feedback
localness
Impossibilities

w

As can be seen from Table 3, 39 different codes were reached with reference to Turkish language teachers’,
who started to work during 2017 curriculum, opinions about Turkish curriculum. These codes were classified
under 8 categories. These categories are those in terms of frequency rate: the reason of the alteration from 2006 to
2017 (f=52), the difficulties met in 2017 (f=43), the reason of the alteration from 1981 to 2006 (f=39), the necessity
of the curriculum change (f=34), 2017 in terms of Turkish Language course (f=32), The status of curriculums in
terms of reaching the aims (f=31), The contributions of the education taken for 2017 (f=30 The contribution of
curriculum change to teaching abilties (f=21).

As seen in table 3, the participants showed these as basis: constructivist approach with the reason of the
alteration from 1981 to 2006 (f=15), education politics (f=9), necessities of the age (century) (f=8), being teacher-
centered (f=5). Other ideas EO4 and KO28 said that:

1981 Turkish Curriculum is a programme that prioritizes the comprehension-representation studies, aims the
correct use of the language in its natural environment by learners. Hovewer uncertainties are seen in the phase of
transforming the aims into the observable behaviours. It goes off half on making the learners active because the

”

goals are not clear and the applications show differences from teacher to teacher.”.

“This programme was started to be applied to meet the expectations of the society; keeping pace with the
changing and improving education.”
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As it is understood from the opinions, EO4 stated that there were problems about switching from information
to ability in 1981 Curriculum. This tangibility away situation was a reason of alteration. On the other hand K028
presented the expectation of society from education as the reason of alteration. The views about the reason of
change of 1981 to 2006 shows similarities with the reason of change of 2006 to 2017. Most of the participants
again present (f=18), education system (f=13), constructivist approach (f=12) as the reason of the pass to 2017.
From a different point of view, as seen in KO23 opinions, some of the participants show national culture (f=5) as
a reason as:

“In 2017 curriculum education was cared a bit more beside teaching. A more caring programme about our
national cultural values was generated.”

In KO23 opinion it is understood that 2017 curriculum prioritise the national and cultural values more than
previous programmes. t is understood from table 3 that related to the necessity of the curriculum change all the
participants find it justified. Especially KO1 and EO17 stated the inevitableness of the change as:

“Of course | find it necessary. Because it is inevitable that in changing and improving Turkey it is inevtable to
change in education.”

“The change of the curriculum is of course necessary; there is always difference between yesterday, today and
tomorrow.”

It was adjusted that the teachers, presented the opinions above, had no education about the renewed curriculum.
Even almost all of the participants (f=28) didn’t have any education about the renewed curriculum. it is seen in
table 3 that not having education was a problem for the participants. It was determined that teachers lived trouble
most about lesson content in 2017 curriculum (f=14). EO11 stated the situation about what kind of trouble they
lived as:

“Abrogating the guidebooks makes us waste time every day to prepare Daily plans. Besides not to be able to
run the listening/watching texts directly causes to extend our preperation period of lesson. | especially find the
books prepared for 6th and 7th classes insufficient in terms of activities.”

Based on EO11 explanation it can be said that participants live problems not about a new content but about
transfering the substantial content. When asked to the participants about the importance of 2017 curriculum in
terms of Turkish Language course it was seen that they presented consistent opinions with EO11 explanations.
Hovewer, the participants presented opinions about the how important 2017 curriculum for Turkish Language
course a considerable amount of teachers draw attetion to the problem of content (f=8). These opinions can be
sampled as:

“Here | want to mention about the defiencies | see in textbooks. Texts and activities are chosen and prepared
to give the students but textbooks stay insufficient. | have difficulty to make my students apply many of the activities
in 5th grade textbook. The 8th class textbook was prepared in a very simple level. It is like the same learning
outcomes repeated.”

As understood from the opinion above, teachers feel deficiency about the content presented. Besides it draws
attention as a reason of realising the teaching process or not to realising it that their commitment towards textbooks.
From this point of opinion it can be said that teaching ability is being ignored. The opinions in table 3 supports the
statement about curriculum’s position about reaching at the aim. The most important factor for teachers is teacher
training for teachers (f=21).

Discussion and Conclusion

When the literatiire was viewed, there are studies to determine the Turkish language teachers’ opinions about
elementary school 6th to 8th classes Turkish Language Curriculum. Any studies tried to determine or compare
Turkish language teachers’ opinions about Turkish curriculum, that started to work and still work during Primary
education schools Turkish curriculum (1981), elementary schools 6th to 8th grades Turkish curriculum (2006),
and Turkish Curriculum (2017) weren’t encountered. By this research, these Turkish language teachers’, who can
be identified as three different generations, present stiuations, awarenes about the renewed curriculums, the sides
they think they are sufficient about, the difficulties they face and their general problems were tried to be
determined. Thus the necessities were revealed to make Turkish Language course more efficient and to apply the
renewed Turkish Language Curriculum (2017) appropriate to the aim.
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When the findings of the teachers’ opinions about the modulation from 1981 Curriculum to 2006 Curriculum
was examined, it was identified that the teachers, who started to work during 2006 and 2017 curriculums on the
run, answered the questions with more general expressions. Because these two groups of teacher didn’t apply the
related curriculum. The teachers that used 1981 curriculum used more clear expressions. It was thought that these
clear expressions are the reflections of the problems they lived during the practice of this curriculum. It is normal
that the teachers, who started to work during 2006 and 2017 curriculums, have less information about the primary
education schools Turkish curriculum (1981). However, it is thoght that especially the teachers who started to
work during 2006 curriculum should know better about why the previous curriculum changed. it was importantly
pointed out in many studies (Cirak Kurt, 2017; Gémleksiz, 2007; Karacaoglu and Esin, 2010; Y1ldirim, Kandemir,
Cmar and Durak, 2017) in literature that the curriculums wouldn’t be successful if the teachers didn’t have enough
information and practice of curriculum. Mentese (2014) came through in his study that it is one of the biggest
problems of Turkish Language teacher not to have information about the content of renewed curriculums. In this
respect teachers might not apply the new curriculum appropriately without knowing the previous one’s
deficiencies.

It was seen who the teachers, that started to work in 1981 and 2017 curriculum, presented more wievs related
to modulation from 2006 curriculum to 2017 curriculum. However the teachers, that started to work during 2017
curriculum, stated less negative rationales in comparison with other two groups. In the search of Susar Kirmizi
and Akkaya (2009), it was indicated that Turkish language teachers have generally negative perceptions about
2006 curriculum. From this point of wiev the results of this research didn’t coincide with the results of Susar,
Kirmizi and Akkaya’s (2009) research. it can be shown as reason to this that Susar Kirmizi and Akkaya made a
research with Turkish language teachers only about 2006 curriculum. Turkish Language teacher might have
presented their opinions by comparing these three curriculums because they reveal their opinions about these three
ones. Besides one of the reasons may be shown as 2006 curriculum was their first curriculum to apply and 2017
curriculum was new to apply fort hem. It was thought that these Turkish language teachers, identified as 2006
generation, wasn’t break 2006 curriculum’s habits enough to see its deficiencies.

It was encountered that only 2006 teachers thought that the curriculum shouldn’t be changed. The similar
findigns were reached in three groups of teachers about the change of curriculum. All the groups stated that the
curriculum doesn’t suit the century. 1981 and 2006 tearchers, different from 2017 teachers, show providing active
participation as a reason. From this point of opinion, it is thought that teachers who had the oppotunity to use
different curriculums care more about making students active. On the other hand, when looked at similar studies
in literature (Danisoglu, 2006; Susar Kirmiz1 and Akkaya, 2010; Uygun and Katranci, 2013) it was stated that
especially 2006 curriculum wasn’t appropriate in terms of level and content to maket he students active.

When looked at the findings about the contribution of participants’ education they had about 1981, 2006 and
2017 curriculum, it draw attention that teachers had one point in common. The common point was that they didn’t
have education about the releated curriculums. However, the quality of teaching is directly related to the quality
of the teacher (Mete and Giirsoy, 2013). On the other hand, even if these teachers stated that they didn’t have
education about the curriculums, it was seen that when asked about the importance of curriculums in Turkish
Language course they used clear statements. However, it is common that these statements are negative for all three
generations. Sahin (2007) and Oguz (2015) expressed in their studies that teachers had a possitive perception about
the curriculum. In these studies, it draws attention that negations were about the innovations brought by the
curriculum. It can be shown as the reason of having focused on the negations that teachers aren’t have education
before starting to apply the curriculum and accordingly they aren’t aware of the curriculum’s aims. These education
deficits caused troubles about teachers’ management during the education process. Especialy most of the teachers’,
having started to work when 2006 and 2017 were in practice, the biggest problem was the lesson content during
the application of 2017 curriculum. Ready lesson contents and problems about them were wanted to be indicated
here; but the main point to draw attention is that teachers couldn’t produced their own lesson contents. This result
of the research, originated from the deficit of lesson content and problems, is supported by different studies
(Coskun ve Alkan, 2010; Cmar, Teyfur and Teyfur, 2006; Mentese, 2014; Yildirim, 2015) in literatiire. If the
teachers had enough information and implements about the curriculum they might not have had problems because
they would have prepared their own content.

Based on the findings about the contribution of curriculum changes to teaching abilities, it was adjusted that
the teachers, having started to work during 2006 and 2017 curriculum, reach an agrement on similar opinions.
Most of these teachers see that it is an important ability to make the student more active during the education
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process. However, the teachers having started during 1981 curriculum are quite different from other two groups.
It was concluded that 1981 curriculum teachers weren’t aware of their abilities. Even there are conservatives about
the development among these teachers. Based on all this information it is known that teachers, working in National
Education Ministry, are in different ages and have different teaching abilities. Among these teachers, the ones that
saw and applied more than one curriculum and the ones that saw and applied only one curriculum can be revealed
and based on this information goal directed inservice training content must be prepared. While preparing these
contents teachers’ different sides from different generations must be pointed. Each teacher should learn other
teachers’ opinions in consideration of himself’s/herself’s. It is suggested that this awareness must be provided then
each teacher must improve abilities about applying the curriculum or preparing lesson content relevant to
curriculum.
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Uc Kusak, U¢ Program: 1981, 2006 ve 2017 Tiirkce Ogretim Programlarina

Yonelik Ogretmen Gortiisleri
Giris
Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi ile ilgili Cumhuriyet Donemi’nde yenileme c¢aligmalari yapildig:
bilinmektedir. Bu yenileme calismalarinin amaca ulasan ilk drnegi 1924 ilk Mektepler Miifredat Programi1’dir. Bu

programu sirastyla 1926, 1929,1930, 1931, 1936, 1948, 1949, 1962, 1968, 2006, 2017 yillarina ait Tiirk¢e Dersi
Ogretim Programlari takip etmistir.

Cumhuriyet Dénemi’nde gerceklestirilen bu yenileme ¢abalarimin igerisinde 1981 Temel Egitim Okullar1
Tirkge Egitim Programu farkli bir yere sahiptir. Bu program ile dinleme becerisi programda bir alan olarak ilk
defa yer bulmustur; dort temel dil becerisi ve dilbilgisi ile ilgili her sinif seviyesine uygun kazanimlar sistematik
olarak sunulmustur; egitim kavramu ilk defa bir Tiirkge Ogretim Programina girmis ve yine ilk defa yontem, arag
gereg, 6lgme-degerlendirmeye programda ayri bir yer verilmistir (Eytip, 2008; Temizyiirek ve Balci, 2006). Bu
yoniiyle Temel Egitim Okullart Tiirkge Egitim Programi’nin bir programda bulunmasi gereken nitelikleri tam
anlamiyla tasiyan ilk program oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu program 2006 yilina kadar uygulanmistir. 2006 yilinda
[Ikogretim Tiirkge Ogretim Programi (6-8. sinif) hazirlanmigtir. Bu program 2006-2007 egitim 6gretim yilindan
itibaren uygulanmistir. Bu program ile kendinden dnceki programlardan farkli olarak yenilikler yapilmistir.
Ornegin; ilk defa bu programda kazamim ifadeleri, etkinlik 6rnekleri ve agiklamalart ile birlikte verilmistir; ayrica
ders islenis 6rnekleri sunularak 6gretim siirecine daha somut katkida bulunulmaya ¢alisilmistir (Kutlubay, 2015).
Yaklagik 10 yil boyunca bu program uygulanmistir. 2015 yilinda Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 6gretim programlarini
yenilemistir. Bu 6gretim programlarindan birisi de Tiirkce Ogretim Programi’dir. 2015 yilinda taslak olarak
yayimlanan program, 2017 yilinda asamali olarak uygulanmaya baslamustir. Yenilenen Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim
Programi (2017) kendinden 6nceki programdan birgok yonden farkli 6zelliklere sahiptir. Yenilenen Tiirk¢e Dersi
Ogretim Programui (1.ve 8.simiflar) birinci smiftan sekizinci smifa tiim seviyeleri kapsamaktadir; 21. yiizyil
becerileri programin temel yetkinliklerini olusturmaktadir; kazanim sayilari azaltilmis ve kazanimlar sinif
diizeyinde daha net sunulmustur; yeni metin tiirleri programa dahil edilmistir (MEB, 2018).

Tiirkge dersine yonelik yapilan bu program degisikliklerinin ihtiyaglar g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda gerekli
oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Yapilan degisiklerle Tiirk¢e dersine yonelik programlar daha iyiye gitmektedir (Bagc1
Ayranct ve Mutlu, 2017; Girgin, 2011). Tiirk¢e dersine yonelik 6gretim programlarinin daha iyi hale getirilmesi,
dersin tamamen iyi olacagt anlamina gelmez. Programin uygulayicist olan Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin yeterliginin de
dersin daha etkili hale getirilmesinde 6nemli bir unsur oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Kasim, 2018 verilerine gore Milli
Egitim Bakanligi’'nda gorev yapan Tiirkce Ogretmeni sayisi, 50.833°tlir (Anadolu Ajansi, 23.11.2018). Bu
ogretmenlerin sadece 2642’si Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Progranu (2017) uygulanmaya basladiktan sonra goreve
baglamistir (MebPersonel, 15.08.2018). Tiirk¢e dgretmenlerinin geri kalanlari ise 2017 yilindan dnce goreve
baslamistir. Bu bilgiden hareketle Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nda galisan Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin neredeyse %95’ inin
Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi (1981) ve ilkdgretim 6-8. Smif Tiirkge Ogretim Programi (2006)
uygulanirken atandigi sdylenebilir.

Bu li¢ program uygulanirken géreve baslayan Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin almis olduklar lisans egitimlerinin de
birbirinden farkli oldugu diistintilmektedir. Bu farkliliga ragmen ti¢ ayr1 kusak olarak tanimlanabilecek olan bu ii¢
Ogretmenden programi ayni yeterlikte sunmasi beklenmektedir. Bu yiizden bu {i¢ kusagin programi uygularken
yasadiklar1 sorunlar ve beklentilerinin belirlenmesinin énemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Alanyazinda 6zellikle
[kdgretim Tiirkge Ogretim Programi’na (2006) yonelik Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin goriislerinin belirlenmesi ile ilgili
calismalar bulunmaktadir. Fakat bu ti¢ ayr1 kusagin Tiirk¢e dersi 6gretim programlarina yonelik goriislerinin
belirlenmeye ¢alisildig: bir aragtirma bulunmamaktadir.

Yapilan bu caligmayla {i¢ ayr1 kusak olarak tanimlanabilecek olan bu Tiirk¢ce dgretmenlerinin var olan
durumlari, yenilenen programlara yonelik farkindalik durumlari, yeterli olduklarmi diisiindiikleri yonleri,
yasadiklar1 zorluklar ve genel olarak sorunlar1 belirlenmeye calisilmigtir. Boylece Tiirkge dersinin daha etkili hale
getirilmesi ve yenilenen Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) nin amaca hizmet edecek sekilde uygulanabilmesi
i¢cin gereklilikler ortaya koyulmustur. Alanyazinda var olan bir eksiklige hizmet edecegi diisiiniilen ¢aligmanin
amacint Tiirkge dersi Ogretim programlarina yonelik Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin goriiglerinin  belirlenmesi
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin amacindan hareketle su sorulara cevap aranmustir:

1. Temel Egitim Okullarn Tiirkge Egitim Programu (1981) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkge
ogretmenlerinin Tirkge dersi 6gretim programlarina yonelik goriisleri nelerdir?

2. llkdgretim Tiirkge Ogretim Programi (2006) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin
Tiirkge dersi 6gretim programlaria yonelik goriisleri nelerdir?



Ug Kusak, Ug Program

3. Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin Tiirkge
dersi 6gretim programlarina yonelik goriisleri nelerdir?

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Caligma, nitel aragtirma yontemlerinden durum incelemesi ile desenlenmistir. Bu yontemle belli bir durum,
biitiinciil bir yaklagimla incelenebildigi (Creswell, 2013; Glesne, 2013; Merriam, 2013) i¢in bu aragtirmanin deseni
olarak secilmistir. Bu arastirmada biitlinciil bir sekilde ele alinan durum, {i¢ kusak Ogretmenin yenilenen
programlara yonelik yeterliklerini ortaya koymaktir. Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nin programlarin yenilenmesine ve
¢aga uygun hale getirilmesine 6nem verdigi kadar dgretmen becerilerinin gelistirilmesine de 6nem verdigi
bilinmektedir. Bu yiizden bu {i¢ kusak 6gretmenin durumunun incelenmesinin énemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.
Arastirmada tg¢ farkli zamanda goreve baslamig Tiirkge 6gretmenleri katilimer olarak belirlendigi i¢in biitlinciil
¢oklu desen kullanilmustir. Biitiinciil ¢oklu desen, farkli birimleri hem kendi igerisinde hem de birbiriyle
karsilagtirma firsati sundugundan (Yin, 2009) tercih edilmistir.

Katilimeilar

Arastirmanin katilimcilarini, Tiirkge 6gretmenleri olusturmaktadir. Bu calismada ti¢ farkli Tiirkce dersi
Ogretim programi uygulamada iken goreve baslamig Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin goriislerinin belirlenmesi
amaclandigt i¢in kolay ulasilabilir durum o6rnekleminden yararlanilmistir. Ciinkii kolay ulasilabilir durum
orneklemesi maliyet ve zaman agisindan arastirmacilara kolaylik saglar (Patton, 2014). Arastirmaci, bu drneklem
tiirii sayesinde ¢alismanin amacina tam olarak hizmet edebilecek katilimcilar1 daha dnceden durumlart hakkinda
bilgi sahibi oldugu kisilerden secebilmistir. Ug farkli kusaktan toplam 90 (45 kadn, 45 erkek) Tiirkce dgretmeni
ile calisma gergeklestirilmistir. Calismada goniilliliik esas alinmistir. Kolay ulagilabilir durum 6rneklemesi ile
secilen arastirmanin ¢ farkli gruba ayrilan katilimeilart sunlardir:

1. Grup: Temel Egitim Okullarn Tiirk¢e Egitim Programu (1981) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkce
6gretmenlerinden olusmaktadir. Bu grupta 30 (15 kadin, 15 erkek) Tiirk¢e 6gretmeni, katilimer olarak se¢ilmistir.

2. Grup: Ilkégretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) uygulamada iken gdreve baglayan Tiirkge
6gretmenleridir. Bu grupta toplam 30 Tiirkge 6gretmeni (15 kadin, 15 erkek) yer almaktadir.

3. Grup: Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) uygulamada iken géreve baslayan Tiirkce 6gretmenleridir. Bu
grup toplam 30 Tiirkge dgretmeninden (15 kadin, 15 erkek) olugmaktadir.

Arastirmanin bulgular boliimiinde katilimcilardan alintilar yapilirken gergek isimleri yerine takma isimler
kullanilmistir. Erkek katilimcilar i¢in “E1, E2,...,E15”, kadin katilimcilar i¢in “K1,K2,...,K15” takma isimleri
kullanilmustir.

Veri Toplama Araclari

Bu ¢alismada veri toplama araci olarak nitel aragtirma tekniklerinden yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formu
kullanilmistir. Yar1 yapilandirilmis gériisme formunun kullanilma amaci, ti¢ farkli Tiirkge dersi 6gretim programi
uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin programlara yonelik goriiglerini belirlemektir. Goriisme
formu sorulari, aragtirmanin amacindan hareketle belirlenmistir (Merriam, 2013). Arastirmanin amaci
dogrultusunda Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi (1981), {lkégretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi
(2006) ve Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programm (2017) uygulanmaya basladiktan sonra goreve baslayan Tiirkce
Ogretmenleri i¢in ii¢ farkli yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formu gelistirilmistir.

Yari yapilandirilmis goriisme formlarindaki sorular gelistirilirken Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin géreve basladigi
Ogretim programi goz oniinde bulundurulmustur. Birinci grupta yer alan 6gretmenlere, Temel Egitim Okullar1
Tiirkge Egitim Programu (1981), ilkdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) ve Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin (2017) uygulayicist olduklari igin her ii¢ programla ilgili detayl sorulara yer verilmistir. ikinci
gruptaki 6gretmenler goreve basladiginda Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkce Egitim Programi (1981) uygulamadan
kaldirildig: i¢in bu programla ilgili farkindaliklarini belirlemeye yonelik tek bir soru sorulmustur; diger sorular
[Ikogretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Progranu (2006) ve Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) ile ilgilidir. Ugiincii
grup dgretmenler ise Tlkdgretim Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) uygulanmaya basladiktan sonra géreve
basladig1 i¢in onlara Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkce Egitim Programi (1981), {lkdgretim Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim

1021



Bal

Programi’na (2006) yonelik farkindaliklarini belirlemeye yonelik birer soru sorulmustur; diger sorular Tiirkce
Dersi Ogretim Progranm (2017) ile ilgilidir.

Gorlisme sorulari gelistirildikten sonra kapsam gegerligi i¢in alan uzmanlarinin goériislerine bagvurulmustur
(Glesne, 2013). Uzman goriisleri dogrultusunda formlar diizenlenmis ve pilot uygulamast yapilmistir. Pilot
uygulama sonrasi goériisme formunun son hali verilmistir. Birinci grup Ogretmenler igin gelistirilen yar1
yapilandirilmig goriisme formunda, 12; ikinci grup i¢in gelistirilen formda, 10; son grubun formunda ise 8 soru
yer almaktadir. Sorular, &gretmenlerin programlara ve bu programlarin yenilenme gerekgelerine dair
farkindaliklarini; program degisikliklerinin gerekliligine dair goriislerini; yenilenen programlara yonelik alinan
hizmetici egitimler ve bu egitimlerin onlara ne yonden katkida bulundugunu; yasanan zorluklari; yenilenen
programlarin onlarin dgretmenlik becerisine etkisini; yenilenen programlarin amacina ulasip ulasmadigiyla ilgili
gerekgeli goriislerini belirlemeye yoneliktir. Gorlismeler, ses kayit cihazi ile gergeklestirilmistir. Gorlisme siireleri
30 ile 45 dakika arasinda degismektedir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin ¢oziimlenmesinde igerik analizi tekniginden yararlanilmistir. Bu ¢oziimleme tekniginin segilme
sebebi, sorularin tam yapilandirilmadan hazirlanmis olmasi ve ¢alismanin herhangi bir teori ya da temalar1 belli
bir icerik ile sinirlandirilmis olmamasidir. Yari yapilandirilmis gériisme formundan elde edilen veriler kodlanmus,
bu kodlar ilgili kategorilerle iliskilendirilmistir. Son olarak tiim kategorileri kapsayan bir baslik altinda
temalandirilmistir. Bu kodlama siirecine gegmeden Once tiim veriler bir nitel veri analiz programina yiiklenmistir.
Programin sagladigi yavaglatma imkani sayesinde program iizerinde formlardan elde edilen veriler yaziya
aktarilmigtir. Yaziya aktarilma siireci tamamlandiktan sonra dogrudan aktarilip aktarilmadigini onaylamasi igin
bir alan uzmanindan yardim alinmistir. Alan uzmani yaziya aktarilan verileri kontrol etmis ve yazi ile veri
arasindaki tutarliligi onaylamistir. Ayni alan uzmani, kodlamalar i¢in de yardim etmistir. Bu alan uzmani ve
aragtirmacinin kodlamalar1 arasindaki gilivenirlik yilizdesi (Goriis birligi / (Goriis birligi + Gorls ayriligi) x 100)
(Miles ve Huberman, 1994: 64) %90 diizeyinde bulunmustur. Arastirmanin gegerligi igin veri toplama teknigi olan
yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme formlarinin gelistirilme siireci ve bu formlarin arastirma siirecinde ne amagla
kullanildig1 detayli bir sekilde anlatilmistir. Calismanin onaylanabilirligini saglamak i¢in katilimcilardan elde
edilen veriler, degistirilmeden dogrudan alintilarla raporlastirilmisgtir.

Bulgular

Bu béliim, arastirma sorulari temel alinarak {i¢ bashk altinda raporlastirilmistir. Oncelikle Temel Egitim
Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi (1981), ardindan ilkdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) ve son
olarak da Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Progranu (2017) uygulamada iken géreve baslayan Tiirkce dgretmenlerinin
gdriislerine yonelik bulgulara yer verilmis ve yorumlanmistir. Ogretmenlerin {i¢ programa iliskin de gériisleri
belirlenmeye caligilmistir.

Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirk¢e Egitim Programm (1981) Doneminde Goreve Baslayan Tiirkce
Ogretmenlerinin Tiirk¢e Dersinde Uygulanan Programlara fliskin Goriisleri

1981 yilinda uygulanmaya baglayan Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi’na (6-8.siniflar) iligkin
katilimeilarin goriisleri Tablo 1’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1. Temel Egitim Okullart Tiirkge Egitim Programi (1981) Dénemi Tiirkge 6gretmenleri

—

Tema Kategori Kod

[EN
N

1981 kusagi 2006’dan 2017 gecis sebebi Ezberci egitim
Tirkge Konu dagilimdaki belirsizlik
ogretmenleri Eksikleri giderme
Fikri olmamak
Fazla sayida konu
Kazanimlarin seviyelendirilmesi
Kiiglik detaylar
Sistem degisikligi
Uygulamaya agirlik verme
Cagin gerekleri

o
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Programlarin  amaca  ulagsma
durumu

2017°de karsilasilan zorluklar

Tiirkce dersi agisindan 2017

Tiirkge dersi agisindan 1981

Tiirkge dersi agisindan 2006

Program degisikliginin gerekliligi

2006 i¢in alinan egitimlerin katkisi

2017 i¢in alinan egitimlerin katkis1

1981 i¢in alinan egitimlerin katkis1

Ogretmenlerin dahil edilmemesi
Somutluktan uzak

Ogrenciye gorelikten uzak
Ogretmenlerin egitilmemesi
Teknoloji bagimlilig1

Asirt koruyucu aile tutumu
Ailenin egitime gereken 6nem verilmeli
Kitaplari uyumsuzlugu
Halkin yasantisiyla ortiismeme
Giinliik planlar sayesinde zorlanmama
Ogrenciye gorelik ilkesine aykir1
Teknolojik imkansizliklar
Zorluk yagamama

Ogrenciyi etkin kilamama
Yazma

Programin uygulanmasi
Sorunlar1 ¢6zme

Katkis1 yok

Teknolojide asirilik

Kismen katki

Seviyelere gore kazanimlar
Bilmeme

Oncekinden farksiz

Gelistirici

Ezberci

Karmagik

Caga uygun olmama

Bilmeme

Kismen katki

Sosyal becerilere yonelik
Ogretmen merkezli

Tekrara diisme

Kismen katki

Bilmeme

Tyilestirici

Aktif katilim

Ezberci

Amaca ulagmama

5. smuflarla sorunlar

Cagin gerekleri

Ogrenciyi etkin kilma
Teknolojik gelismeler
Gerekgesiz

Genel degil; bolgesel degisiklik
Sadelik ve netlik

Farkindalik sahibi olmam
Egitime katilmamak

Yetersiz

Egitime katilmamak
Farkindalik sahibi olmama
Kazanimlar aktarilmast
Konulara yonelik farkindalik
Egitime katilmamak
Hatirlamiyorum

Farkindalik sahibi olmama

-
(S
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Program degisikliginin Hedefe odaklanma

ogretmenlik becerilerine katkisi Ogrenciyi daha cok merkeze alma
Teknolojik beceri
Gozlemci

Gelisime kapali olma
1981°den 2006’ya gecis sebebi Caga ayak uydurma
Yogunluk
Egitim ve 6gretim hedeflerinin karismasi
Ogretmen merkezli
Yanliglar1 giderme
Yanlis bir karar

P WWWAEANNWWWO

Tablo 1°de goriildiigii izere Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tirkge Egitim Programi (1981) uygulamada iken géreve
baslayan Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin Tiirkge dersi 6gretim programlarina iliskin goriislerinden hareketle 76 farkli koda
ulagilmistir. Bu kodlar 12 kategori altinda siiflandirilmistir. Bu kategoriler siklik degeri agisindan sirasiyla
sunlardir: 2006°dan 2017 gegis sebebi (f=54), programlarin amaca ulasma durumu (f=51), Tiirk¢e dersi agisindan
2017 (f=48), 2017’de karsilasilan zorluklar (f=47), Tiirkge dersi agisindan 1981 (f=47), Tiirk¢e dersi agisindan
2006 (f=45), program degisikliginin gerekliligi (f=44), 1981 i¢in alinan egitimlerin katkis1 (f=30), 2006 i¢in alinan
egitimlerin katkisi (f=28), program degisikliginin 6gretmenlik becerilerine katkisi (f=27), 2017 igin alinan
egitimlerin katkis1 (f=22), 1981°den 2006’ya gegis sebebi (f=21). Tablo 1’de goriildiigii lizere 6gretmen Temel
Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkce Egitim Programi’ndan (1981) ilkégretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi’na (2006) gecis
ile ilgili EO5 disinda tiim 6gretmenler yapilmasi gerektigi ile ilgili olumlu gériis sunmustur. EO5 ise sunlari
belirtmistir:

“1981 Tiirk¢e programi dgrencileri okuma, anlama, yorumlamaya yénlendiren 2006 ilkogretim programi
ogrencileri ezbere ve test sistemine yoneltmistir. Bu uygulama ogrencileri kolayciliga itmis ve ders kitaplarinin
ici bosaltilmistir.”

Goériildiigii iizere EOS, yenilenen programin icerik olarak yeterli olmadig1 ve ezberci egitimin merkeze alinmasi
yoniiyle 1981 programinda yapilan degisikligi gereksiz bulmaktadir. EO5 tarafindan yapilan bu ezberci egitim
elestirisi, 2006 programinin degistirilmesi konusundaki 6gretmen goriisleriyle ortiismektedir. 2006°dan 2017
programina gegis ile ilgili 6gretmenlerin gogunlukla vurguladiklart nokta 2006 programinin ezberci egitimi temel
aldig1 yoniindedir. KO3 tarafindan ifade edilen goriisler bu koda dair 6gretmen goriislerini su sekilde
Ozetlemektedir:

“2006 programindan 2017 programina gegis dogru bir davranig olmustur, ama gene de 1981 programinin
yerini tutmamaktadir. Bu programa (2017) gore dgrencilerin yazili anlatima egilmeleri ve gordiiklerini betimleyip
yorumlamaya yénelik olmustur. 2006 ilkogretim programi ogrencileri ezbere ve test sistemine yoneltmistir.”

KO5’in goriislerinden anlasilacag: iizere 2006 programu igerik agisindan 1981 programinin gerisindedir. Hatta
ona gore li¢ program icerisinde en iyisi 1981 programidir. Yapilan bu program degisikliklerine iliskin 6gretmenler
cogunlukla ¢agin gerekleri, sadelik, aktif katilim gibi gerekgelerini 6ne siirmiistiir. Fakat katilimcilarin
azimsanmayacak bir kismimnin ise (f=5) program degisikligine iliskin hi¢bir gerekgeli olmamakla birlikte gerekli
buldugu belirlenmistir. Baz1 6gretmenler (f=4) ise program degisikliginin gerekli oldugunu; fakat bolgesel
ozelliklerin programlara yansitilmamasinin énemli bir eksiklik oldugunu asagida yer alan KO7’nin gdriisiinde
belirttigi gibi su sekilde ifade etmistir:

“Program degisimi; yasanilan ¢evrenin degisimi ve gelisimine paralel olarak tabii ki degismeli. Ancak ben,
biitiin Tiirkiye 'ye uygulanacak bir program yerine daha bolgesel programlar yapilmasi tarafindayim.”

Goriildiigii iizere KO7 programlarda genellemenin ve iilkenin tamamina ayni igerikle dgretim siirecinin
gergeklestirilmesine karst ¢ikmaktadir. Katilimcilarin programlarla ilgili almis olduklar1 egitimler ve bu
egitimlerin onlara katkist soruldugunda verilen cevaplarin programim amaca yonelik uygulanmasi agisindan
uygulanmasi acisindan olumsuz oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ug program icin de gecerli olan durum, katilimcilarin
cogunun yenilenen programa iligkin bir egitim almamig olmasi ya da egitim alsa da programlara yonelik
farkindaliklariin olmamasidir. Bu olumsuz yenilenen programlarin 6gretmenlik becerilerinde bir degisiklige yol
acip agmadii ile ilgili goriislerle tutarhlik gostermektedir. Ogretmenlerin cogu yenilenen programlarin, onlarmn
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ogretmenlerin becerilerine nasil bir etkide bulundugu ile ilgili bilgi sahibi degildir. Bu durumu EO8’in gériisleri
su sekilde orneklendirmektedir:

“Her degisiklik zamam diistiniildiigiinde daha iyi bir egitim hedef alinarak yapilmistir. Faydali olmustur.”

EOS, programlarin neden yenilendigine dair kitabi bir agiklamada bulunmustur. Yenilenen programlarin ne
yoniiyle kendisinin 6gretmenlik becerisine etki ettigini a¢iklayamamistir. Bu durum onun farkindaliginin diigiik
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu goriisle baglantili olarak 6gretmenlerin 2006 programinin Tiirk¢e dersi agisindan
onemine iliskin goriisleri de cogunlukla olumsuz ya da net olmayan ifadelere dayanmaktadir. Ornegin EOQ12 ve
K025 sirasiyla sunlar1 belirtmistir:

“Kismen katildigimi belirteyim.”
“2006 Tiirkce 6gretim programi kismen sorunlart ¢ozdii.”

Gorildigi tizere dgretmenler 2006 programiyla ilgili farkindaliklar1 diisiik oldugu igin programin katkist
konusunda da bilgi sahibi degildir. Bu yiizden de katkisina yonelik net bir olumlu goriis sunmamuslardir. Hatta
EO29 daha da olumsuz ifadelerle programin tamamen amacina ulagsmadigi ile ilgili sunlari belirtmistir:

“2006 Tiirkge Ogretim Programi icerik olarak daha gelistirilmis olsa da alt yapi eksikligi olan okullarda
uygulanmada istenilen diizeye ¢ikamamustir. Smiflarin kalabalik olusu, ogrenci seviyelerinin farkl olusu gibi
sorunlar yasanmaktaydi.”

Benzer belirsizlik ve olumsuz goriisler 2017 programi icin de gegerlidir. 1981 programi doneminde goreve
baglayan 6gretmenlerin ¢ogu, 2017 programinin katkist olmadigi (f=10), teknoloji kullaniminda agiriliga kagtigi
(f=7), kismen katkida bulundugu (f=6) ve hatta 6ncekinden farksiz oldugu (f=3) ile ilgili goriisler sunmustur.
Katilimeilarin, programlarin amaca ulasip ulagsmadigi ile ilgili goriislerine bakildiginda amaca ulagmadigiyla ilgili
farkli kodlara ulasilmigtir. Bu kodlar igerisinde katilimcilarin ¢ogunun belirttigi ise 6gretmenlerin program
gelistirme siirecine dahil edilmemesi (f=15) ve 6gretmen egitimindeki eksiklikler (f=6) oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu
acidan da katilimcilarin ¢ogunun, programlarin amaca uygun bir sekilde 6gretim siirecine aktarilmasiyla ilgili
temel sorun ve sorun ¢dziicii olarak kendileri gordiigii anlagilmaktadir.

) Ik6gretim Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi’min (2006) Uygulama Doneminde Goreve Baslayan Tiirkce
Ogretmenlerinin Tiirk¢e Dersinde Uygulanan Programlara lliskin Goriisleri

Bu béliimde 2006 yilinda tamamen uygulanmaya baslayan Ilkdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Progranu (6-
8.smiflar) doneminde goreve baglayan 30 Tirk¢e dgretmeninin programlara iliskin goriislerine yer verilmistir.
Tablo 2’de katilimcilarin sundugu goriislere iliskin igerik analizi sonucu sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. [Ikdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) Dénemi Tiirk¢e 6gretmenleri

Tema Kategori Kod f
2006 kusagr 1981°den 2006’ya gegis sebebi Egitim felsefesi 15
Tiirkce Cagin gerekleri 12
Ogretmenleri Ogretmen merkezli 11

Yenileme 6

Teknolojiye uyum 3

Siyasi 1
2006°dan 2017 gegis sebebi Sistem degisikligi 18
Yapilandirmacilik agisindan yetersiz 10

Ders kitab1 yenilenmesi 7

Gelistirme 5

Ayrmtili 2

Uluslararasi sinavlarda diisiik basari 1
Program degisikliginin Ihtiyaglar ve sistem 14
gerekliligi Ogrenci merkezli 13

Kismen 9

Degisimi hakli bulmama 9

Teknolojiye uyum 8

Gegerliklerini yitirme 3
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Degismemeli; giincellenmeli
2006’y1 yiiceltme
Konular ayni1 kaldig1 i¢in gereksiz

2006 icin alman egitimlerin Egitim almamak 2
katkis1 Diistik katk1

Oryantasyon
2017 igin alman egitimlerin Egitim almamak 6
katkis1 Programa ve amaca uygun dgretim

Katkis1 olmamak
Gerekli bulmama
2017°de karsilasilan zorluklar Igerik sorunu
Teknolojik imkansizlik
Zorluk yasamama
Dilbilgisi
Net degil
Program degisikliginin  Ogrenciyi daha aktif kilabilme
ogretmenlik becerilerine katkis1 ~ Teknoloji kullanimi
Farkindalik sahibi olmama
Katkis1 yok
Ierik iiretebilme
Tiirkge dersi agisindan 2006 Yapilandirmaciligt yansitmama
Ogrenci merkezli
Icerik eksikligi
Teknolojiden yoksun
Farkindalik diisiik
Derse katilimin artmasi
Okuryazarlik becerilerine hizmet etmeme
Asirt yliceltme
Tiirkce dersi agisindan 2017 Farkindalik diisiik
Icerigin niteliksiz olmas1
Ogretmen yetersizligi
Kabullenmeme
Diizenlilik ve netlik
Biitiinliik algisinin olmamasi
Okuryazarlik becerilerine hizmet etmeme
Programlarin  amaca ulasma Igerik eksikligi
durumu Hizmeti¢i egitim yetersizligi
Ogretmen goriislerinin dikkate alinmamasi
Ogretmen yeterliginin diisiikliigii
Fiziksel imkansizlik
Yetersiz
Igerigin yerellikten uzaklig1
Sinav odakl1 olma
Uyarlama sorunu

(¢, ]

N

(¢, ]
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Tablo 2’de goriildiigii iizere ilkdgretim Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2006) uygulamada iken gdreve
baslayan Tiirk¢e dgretmenlerinin Tiirkge dersi gretim programlarina iliskin goriislerinden hareketle 62 farkli koda
ulagilmistir. Bu kodlar 10 kategori altinda siniflandirilmistir. Bu kategoriler siklik degeri agisindan sirasiyla
sunlardir: Programlarin amaca ulasma durumu (f=61), program degisikliginin gerekliligi (f=59), 1981°den 2006’ya
gecis sebebi (f=48), Tiirkge dersi agisindan 2006 (f=47), 2006’dan 2017 gecis sebebi (f=43), Tlirkge dersi agisindan
2017 (f=42), program degisikliginin 6gretmenlik becerilerine katkisi (f=34), 2017°de karsilagilan zorluklar (f=31),
2006 igin alinan egitimlerin katkis1 (f=30), 2017 igin alinan egitimlerin katkis1 (f=30),

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii iizere katilimeilar, 1981 programi uygulamada iken gorev yapmiyor olmalarina ragmen
1981’den 2006 programina gecisin gerekli oldugu yoniinde goriisler sunmustur. Sunduklari goriisler ise
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cogunlukla egitim felsefesi (f=15) ve ¢agin gerekleri (f=12) gibi bir programin degismesinin temel sebeplerine
dayanmaktadir. Sadece EO3 digerlerinden farkli olarak detayli agiklama yapmadan bu degisimin siyasi oldugunu
ifade etmistir. 2006’dan 2017 programina gegis ile ilgili ise katilimcilarin daha net ifadelerle gerekgelendirdikleri
dikkat gekmektedir. En biiyiik gerekge olarak ise sistem degisikligi gosterilmistir. KO18, E022, EO6 ve KO8’in
gorisleri sirasiyla su sekilde 6rnek gosterilebilir:

“4+4+4 sistemine gecis yapilmasidir.”

“Zorunlu egitimin 12 yila ¢ikarilmasindan dolayr 4+4+4 sisteme gegilmistir. Tiim kademeleri esit yillara bélme
amaciyla 3 yildan 4 yila ¢ikarilmig olabilir. 5.sunif 6grencilerinin ortaokul icin yeterli fiziksel ve biligsel yeterlilige
sahip olamadikiar: i¢in zorlandiklarini gérmekteyim.

Ogrenim siiresindeki degisiklikler 4+4 sisteminin gelmesi ...”

“Miifredatin yogun olmast ve 5. siniflart ortaokula katilmasiyla birlikte biitiinliik saglanmast amaciyla
degismig olabilir.”

“5. smiflarin ilkokuldan ortaokul kademesine ge¢mesiyle dgretim programinda koklii degisiklikler ihtiyaci
dogdugunu diistintiyorum.”

Goriildigi tizere katilimcilarin ¢ogunlugu, uygulama siirecinde gorevde olduklart programin yenilenmesinin
ana sebebi olarak zorunlu egitimde meydana gelen degisikligi gostermektedir. 2006 program degisikliginin
gerekliligine iliskin katilimcilarin ¢ogu olumlu goriis belirtmistir. Fakat sayis1 azimsanmayacak katilimeilar ise
2006’dan 2017 programina gegis ile ilgili kismen hakli bulma (f=9) ve hi¢ hakli bulmama (f=9) gibi goriisler
sunmustur. Katilimeilardan EO15 ise digerlerinden farkli olarak 2006 programina iliskin sunlar1 belirtmistir:

“2006 yilindaki degisiklik daha farkly bakis agist getirdigi icin ozellikle yazma becerilerinde, daha dikkat
cekicidir. 2017 programinda ise degisiklikten ziyade eklemeler yapilmistir.”

Katilimeilarin 2006 ve 2017 programlarma iligkin herhangi bir hizmeti¢i egitime katilip katilmadigi
soruldugunda her iki programa dair de benzer bulgulara ulagilmigtir. 2006 programina iligkin katilimcilarin biiyiik
cogunlugu (f=22) egitim almadigin1 ifade etmistir. Egitim alan katilimcilarin bir kismu diistik katki sagladigini
(f=5), digerleri ise oryantasyon (f=3) amaciyla katkida bulundugunu ifade etmistir. 2017 programu i¢in de benzer
durum gegerlidir; 2006 programindan farkli olarak 2017°de katilimcilarin bir kismi aldiklart egitimin katkisina
dair goriis sunmustur. Bunlardan birisi KO25’tir. Ona gore 2017 programi igin alinan egitim sunlar1 saglamistir:

“Programi, kazammlar: ¢ok daha iyi anlamami, kazammlara yénelik farkh etkinlikler planlamami, sinif
diizeylerine gére kazamim dagilimlarini ve farkhihiklarini daha iyi gérmemi sagladi. Detayli bilgiyi 6grenciye
yiiklemek yerine daha amaca uygun ogretim yapmama zemin hazirladi.”

Goriildiigii iizere KO25, almis oldugu egitimin, programin uygulamasinda ve dgretim siirecinin daha etkili hale
getirilmesinde katki sagladigini ifade etmistir. Programin &gretim siirecinde etkili aktarilmasiyla ilgili olarak
katilimeilara 6gretmenlik becerilerine ne gibi katkilarda bulundugu sorulmustur. Bu soruya iligkin katilimcilarin
¢ogunun program igerigiyle iliskili olarak goriis sunduklari goriilmiistir. Bu katilimcilara gbre programin
yenilenmesi onlarin 6grenciyi merkeze alarak 6gretimi gergeklestirme (f=12), teknoloji kullanim (f=8) ve igerik
tiretebilme (f=3) becerisini gelistirdigini ifade etmistir. Ote yandan EO28 ise “Herhangi bir degisiklik oldugunu
diigiinmiiyorum.” seklinde olumsuz bir goriis sunmustur.

Tablo 2’de dikkat edilecegi lizere katilimcilarin 2006 programinin Tiirkce dersindeki yeri ile ilgili goriislerine

bakildiginda ¢ogu gériisiin olumsuz oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu goriislere KO30, KO2 ve EO7’nin goriisleri
strasiyla su sekilde 6rnek gosterilebilir:

“Uluslararasi sinav sonuglarindan ve ders igindeki 6grenci gozlemlerimden hareketle 2006 Tiirkce programu,
sorunlart ¢ozmede yetersiz kalmistir. Sebebi de yapilandirmaciligin yalnizca teorik olarak ele alimmasi ve
davranis¢i klasik egitim anlayisinin birkag etkinlik ve oyunla bicimlendirilerek yeni bir anlayis gibi sunulmasidir.”

“Cozdiigiinii diigtinmiiyorum. Ciinkii giiniimiizde 6grencilerin ¢esitli okuryazarlik becerilerini de kazanmalar
(medya, gorsel vb.) gerekiyor. Fakat bunlar tam anlamiyla kazandirilmiyor.”

“Uluslararast sinavlarda basari saglanmasi, teknolojik gelismelerin egitime entegrasyonu hususunda yeni bir
programa ihtiya¢ vardi.”
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Goriildiigii tizere katilimcilarin goriisleri, yapilandirmaci yaklasimin programa tam olarak yansimamasi, yeni
okuryazarliklar konusunda programin yeterli olmamasi ve teknolojiyi biitiinlestirme konusunda eksiklikleri
iizerine odaklanmaktadir. 2006 programina iligkin bu olumsuz algi, 2017 programinda da varligin1 korumaktadir.
Tablo 2’de goriilecegi iizere 2017 programina iliskin sadece diizenli ve net olmasi yoniinde olumlu goriis
sunulmustur. EOQ11°in gériisii buna su sekilde drnek gosterilebilir:

“Biiyiik anlamda ¢ozdiigiinii diigtintiyorum. Ciinkii kazanimlarin tasniflerinin ve agiklamalarinin daha ayrintili
yapildigini diigiiniiyorum.”

Programlarin amaca ulagma durumuyla ilgili ulagilan kodlarin hepsinin olumsuz oldugu Tablo 2’de
goriilmektedir. Bu kodlarin igerisinde siklig1 en yiiksek olan icerik eksikligidir. Icerik eksikligi ile anlatiimak
istenen EO3, KO13 ve KO24’iin gériislerine sirasiyla su sekilde yansimistir:

“Programi uygulamaya koyabilmede arag olarak kullanilacak i¢erikler sinirli.”

“Bizlerin en temel materyali ders kitaplaridir. Her gegen yil her yeni programda ders kitaplart icerikleri daha
ozensiz, dikkatsiz ve hatalarla dolu basilmaktadwr.”

“Okullarda farkli kaynaklarin kullanilmasina izin verilmemektedir. Zengin icerik deniliyor fakat kanalimiz tek
tip.”

Gorildigi tizere 6gretmenler programin uygulama kolayligini saglayan ders igerikleri konusunda bir eksiklik
hissetmektedir. Benzer eksiklik ve sorunlar dgretmen egitimleri lizerine de sunulmustur. Katilimlardan bazilari,
bir programin amaca ulagabilmesi i¢in 6gretmen egitiminin dnemine dikkat ¢gekmistir.

Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programn’mmn (2017) Uygulama Déneminde Goreve Baslayan Tiirkce
Ogretmenlerinin Tiirk¢e Dersinde Uygulanan Programlara Iliskin Goriisleri

Bu béliimde 2017 yilinda uygulanmaya baslayan Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programu (1-8.simiflar) déneminde
goreve baslayan 30 Tiirkge 6gretmeninin programlara iligskin goriislerine yer verilmistir. Tablo 3°te katilimcilarin
sundugu goriislere iliskin igerik analizi sonucu sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) Dénemi Tiirkge Ogretmenleri

Tema Kategori Kod f
2017 kusagi 1981°den 2006’ya gegis sebebi Yapilandirmaci yaklagim 1
Tiirkge Egitim politikas1 9
ogretmenleri Cagin gerekleri 8
5
1
1

Ogretmen merkezli olma
Belirsizlik
Toplumun beklentileri
2006°dan 2017 gecis sebebi Cagin gerekleri 18
Egitim sistemi 13
Yapilandirmaci yaklagim 12
Milli Kiiltiir 5
Sahiplenici 1
Ust diizey diisiinme
Bilgi diizeyinde kalma
Degerler egitimi
Program degisikliginin gerekliligi Caga ayak uydurmak
Kazanimlarin diizenlenmesi
Gereklilik
Degisimin kaginilmazligi
2017 igin alinan egitimlerin katkis1 ~ Egitim almamak
Ogretim siirecinin iyilestirilmesi
2017’de karsilasilan zorluklar Ders igerigi eksikligi
Yapilandirmaci egitimde siif yonetimi
Kazanimlarin soyutlugu
Teknolojiyi biitiinlestirme

[

(o]
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Teknolojik imkansizlik

Sinav sistemi
Program degisikliginin dgretmenlik Ogrenciyi daha gok merkeze alma
becerilerine katkisi Yaratici

Kendisini gelistirmesi gerektigi diisiincesi
Tiirkge dersi agisindan 2017 Biiyiik oranda yeterli

Igerik sorunu

Bakis acisin1 degistirme

Bireysel farkliliklara 6nem vermeli
Programlarin amaca ulasma durumu  Ogretmen egitimi

Ihtiyaclar

Program ve uygulama gatigmasi

Doniit almamak

Yerellik

Imkansizliklar

w

(6, ]
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Tablo 3’te goriildiigii {izere Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (2017) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan Tiirkce
6gretmenlerinin Tirkce dersi 6gretim programlarina iliskin goriislerinden hareketle 39 farkli koda ulasilmistir. Bu
kodlar 8 kategori altinda siniflandirilmistir. Bu kategoriler siklik degeri acisindan sirasiyla sunlardir: 2006’dan
2017 gecis sebebi (f=52), 2017°de karsilasilan zorluklar (f=43), 1981’den 2006’ya gegis sebebi (f=39), program
degisikliginin gerekliligi (f=34), Tiirk¢e dersi agisindan 2017 (f=32), programlarin amaca ulasma durumu (f=31),
2017 igin alinan egitimlerin katkis1 (f=30), program degisikliginin 6gretmenlik becerilerine katkis1 (f=21).

Tablo 3’te goriildiigl iizere katilimcilar, 1981°den 2006 programina gecis sebebiyle ilgili yapilandirmaci
yaklagim (f=15), egitim politikas1 (f=9), ¢agin gerekleri (f=8), 6gretmen merkezli olmay: (f=5) gerekce olarak
sunmustur. Bu gériislerden farkli olarak EO4 ve KO28 sunlar1 sdylemistir:

“1981 Tiirkce Ogretim Programi anlama-anlatma calismalarina éncelik veren, dilin dogal ortaminda
ogrenilerek 6grenciler tarafindan dogru ve etkili bicimde kullaniimasini hedefleyen bir programdwr. Fakat bu
hedeflerin gézlenebilir davramslara doniistiiriilmesi kisminda belirsizlikler oldugu gériilmektedir. Hedefler net
olmadigi ve uygulamalar 6gretmenden 6gretmene farklilik gosterdigi icin égrenciyi aktif hale getirme noktasinda
eksik kalmaktadir.”

“Toplumun beklentilerini karsilamak; degisen, gelisen egitime ayak uydurmak i¢in bu programa baslanmistir.”

Goriislerden de anlasilacagi iizere EO4, 1981 programmin bilgiden beceriye gecis asamasinda sorunlar
oldugunu ifade etmistir. Somutluktan uzak bu durumu degisim igin gerekce gdstermistir. KO28 ise degisimin
gerekgesi olarak toplumun egitimden beklentilerini sunmustur. 1981 programinin degisip 2006 programina gegis
gerekgesi ile ilgili goriisler, 2006 programindan 2017 programina gecis ile ilgili goriislerle benzerlik
gostermektedir. 2017 programina gegis gerekgesi olarak da yine katilimeilarin ¢ogu ¢agin gerekleri (f=18), egitim
sistemi (f=13), yapilandirmaci yaklasimi (f=12) géstermistir. Farkli bir goriis olarak KO23’iin goriislerinde de
Orneklendirildigi gibi katilimeilarin bazilar1 (f=5) milli kiiltiire yer vermeyi su sekilde gerekge olarak sunmustur:

“2017 programinda 6gretim yaminda egitim biraz daha onemsenmis. Ders basarilarimin yanminda milli kiiltiirel
degerlerimize biraz daha onem veren bir program olusturulmugtur.”

K023 goriisiinden 2017 programinin milli ve kiiltiirel degerleri dnceki programlardan daha ¢ok éne ¢ikardig
anlagilmaktadir. Program degisimlerinin gerekliligiyle ilgili olarak da tiim katilimcilarin hakli buldugu Tablo 3’ten
anlasilmaktadir. Ozellikle KO1 ve EO17 degisimin kagimlmazlhigim soyle ifade etmistir:

“Tabi ki gerekli buluyorum. Ciinkii degisen, gelisen Tiirkiye'de egitim alaminda da degisimin olmasi
kacinmilamaz.”

“Programin degisikligi elbette gerekli; diin, bugiin, yarin arasinda hep fark var.”

Yukaridaki goriisii sunan 6gretmenlerin yenilenen programa dair de higbir egitim almadigi belirlenmistir. Hatta
katilimcilarin neredeyse tamamu (f=28) yenilenen programla ilgili higbir egitim almamustir. Katilimcilarin egitim
almamalar1, 2017 prograninda sorun olarak karsilarina ¢iktigi Tablo 3’te goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin 2017
programiyla ilgili en ¢ok ders igerigi eksikligi yasadigi (f=14) belirlenmistir. EO11 nasil bir eksiklik yasandigina
dair durumu su sekilde ac¢iklamistir:
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“Kilavuz kitaplarin kaldirilmasi her giin giinliik plan hazirlamak i¢in vakit harcamaniza sebep oluyor. Ayrica
akilli tahtalardan direkt dinleme/ izleme metinlerini acamamak derse hazirlik siirecimizin uzamasina neden
Oluyor. Ozellikle 6 ve 7. siniflar i¢in hazirlanan kitaplari, etkinlik bazinda yetersiz buluyorum.”

EO11’in agiklamasindan hareketle katilimcilarin hazirlanacak yeni bir igerik konusunda degil; var olan igerigin
aktarilmasi konusunda sorunlar yasadigi soylenebilir. Katilimcilara 2017 programinin Tiirkce dersi i¢in dnemi
soruldugunda da EO11’in aciklamastyla tutarli goriisler sundugu goriilmektedir. Katilimeilar her ne kadar 2017
programinin Tiirkce dersi icin onemli olduguna dair goriis sunsalar da azimsanmayacak sayida 6gretmen (f=8)
icerik sorununa dikkat cekmistir. Bu goriisler su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir:

“Burada ders kitaplarindaki gordiigiim eksiklere deginmek istiyorum. Metinler ve etkinlikler kazanimlar
ogrenciye vermek i¢in se¢ilip hazirlaniyor ama ders kitaplart bu konuda yetersiz kaliyor. 5. sinif ders kitabindaki

Stirekli aynit kazanimlar tekrar edilmis sanki.”

Yukarida goriisten de anlasilacagi lizere 6gretmenler, sunulan igerikten dolayi eksiklik hissetmektedir. Ayrica
Ogretim siirecini gergeklestirmek ya da gergeklestirememenin sebebi olarak ders kitaplarina bagliliklar: dikkat
¢cekmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda 6gretmenlik becerilerinin goz ardi edildigi s6ylenebilir. Tablo 3’te programin
amaca ulasma durumuyla ilgili goriisler de bu durumu destekler niteliktedir. Ogretmenler igin programin amaca
ulagmasini saglayan en 6nemli unsur 6gretmen egitimidir (f=21).

Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Alanyazina bakildiginda Ilkdgretim 6-8. Simuif Tiirkce Ogretim Programm’na (2006) yénelik Tiirkce
Ogretmenlerinin goriiglerinin belirlenmesi ile ilgili ¢aligmalar bulunmaktadir. Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkce
Egitim Prograni (1981), ilkdgretim 6-8. Siif Tiirkge Ogretim Programi (2006) ile Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi
(2017) uygulamada iken goreve baslayan ve hala gorevine devam eden Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin Tirkge dersi
Ogretim programlarina yonelik goriislerinin  belirlenmeye c¢alisildigl, karsilastirildigi  bir arastirmaya
rastlamamustir. Yapilan bu ¢aligmayla ii¢ ayr1 kusak olarak tanimlanabilecek olan bu Tiirk¢e dgretmenlerinin var
olan durumlari, yenilenen programlara yonelik farkindalik durumlari, yeterli olduklarini diisiindiikleri yonleri,
yasadiklar1 zorluklar ve genel olarak sorunlari belirlenmeye galisilmistir. Boylece Tiirk¢e dersinin daha etkili hale
getirilmesi ve yenilenen Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin (2017) amaca hizmet edecek sekilde uygulanabilmesi
icin gereklilikler ortaya koyulmustur.

1981 programindan 2006 programina gecis sebebi ile ilgili dgretmen goriislerine yonelik bulgulara
bakildiginda 2006 ve 2017 programi uygulamada iken goreve baslayan 6gretmenlerin daha genel ifadelerle cevap
verdigi belirlenmistir; ¢linkil bu iki grup 6gretmen ilgili programi hi¢ uygulamamistir. 1981 programinin bizzat
uygulayicisi olan 6gretmenler ise daha net ifadeler kullanmistir. Bu net ifadelerin onlarin uygulamada yasadiklari
sorunlarin yansimasi oldugu disiiniilmektedir. 2006 ve 2017 programu doneminde goreve baslayan 6gretmenlerin
1981 programi doneminde goreve baslayan dgretmenlere gére Temel Egitim Okullar1 Tiirkge Egitim Programi
(1981) hakkinda daha az bilgiye sahip olmalar1 normaldir; fakat 6zellikle 2006 programu déneminde goreve
baslayan Ogretmenlerin bir Onceki programin neden degistigini daha net bir sekilde bilmesi gerektigi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin programlar hakkinda yeterli bilgiye ve donanima sahip olmadik¢a programlarin
amaca ulagamayacagi alan yazinda bir¢ok ¢aligsma (Cirak Kurt, 2017; Gémleksiz, 2007; Karacaoglu ve Esin, 2010;
Yildirim, Kandemir, Cinar ve Durak, 2017) tarafindan 6nemle vurgulanmistir. Mentese (2014) kendi ¢aligmasinda,
yenilenen programlarin igerigi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmamanin Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin en biiyiik sorunlari
arasinda yer aldig1 sonucuna ulagmistir. Bu agidan dgretmenler, dnceki programin eksikliklerini bilmeden yeni
programi amaca uygun bir sekilde uygulayamayabilirler.

2006 programindan 2017 programina gegis sebebiyle ilgili 1981 ve 2017 programi doneminde géreve baslayan
Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin daha fazla goriis sunduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Programin uygulandigi donemde goreve
baglayan Tiirk¢e 0gretmenleri ise programin degistirilme sebebiyle ilgili diger iki gruba gdére daha az olumsuz
gerekce sunmustur. Susar Kirmizi ve Akkaya’nin (2009) arastirmasinda, Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin 2006 programina
iliskin genelde olumsuz bir algiya sahip olduklarini belirtmistir. Bu yoniiyle Susar Kirmizi ve Akkaya’nin (2009)
calismasinin sonucu ile bu aragtirmanin sonucu Ortiismemektedir. Bunun sebebi olarak Susar Kirmizi ve
Akkaya’'nin (2009) Tiirk¢e 6gretmenleri ile sadece 2006 programu {izerine arastirma yapmasi gosterilebilir. Bu
calismada Tirkge dgretmenleri {i¢ farkli programa iligkin goriislerini sunduklari i¢in bu programlar arasinda
kiyaslama yaparak da goriislerini sunmus olabilirler. Ayrica 2006 programinin ilk uygulamaya basladiklar
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program olmasi ve 2017 programini daha yeni uygulamaya baslamalari gosterilebilir. 2006 kusagi olarak
adlandirilan bu Tiirkge 6gretmenleri, heniiz 2006 programindaki eksiklikleri gorebilecek kadar ilgili programin
vermis oldugu aligkanliktan styrilamadigi diigiiniilmektedir.

Programin degistirilme gerekcesine yonelik sadece 2006 grubu Tiirkge dgretmenlerinden degistirilmemesi
gerektigi ile ilgili bulguya rastlanmustir. Ug gruptaki Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinde de program degisikligi ile ilgili
benzer bulgulara ulagilmistir. Tim gruplar programin ¢aga uygun olmadig: ifade etmigtir. 2017 grubu Tiirkce
ogretmenlerinden farkli olarak 1981 ve 2006 grubu dgretmenleri ise aktif katilimi saglamay1 gerekge olarak
sunmustur. Bu agidan bakildiginda farkli programlart uygulama imkani olmus Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin 6grenciyi
etkin kilmanin énemini daha ¢ok dikkate aldig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ote yandan alanyazindaki benzer calismalara
(Danisoglu, 2006; Susar Kirmiz1 ve Akkaya, 2010; Uygun ve Katranci, 2013) bakildiginda 6zellikle 2006
programuyla ilgili 6grenciyi etkin kilmada programin seviye ve igerik acisindan uygun olmadigi ifade edilmistir.

Katilimeilarin 1981, 2006 ve 2017 programina yonelik almis olduklarm egitimlerin katkisiyla ilgili bulgulara
bakildiginda ii¢ kusak 6gretmenin de ortak bir noktada hemfikir oldugu dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu 6gretmenlerin
cogunun ortak noktasi, ilgili programlara yonelik egitim almamis olmalaridir. Oysaki &gretimin niteligi,
dgretmenin niteligi ile dogrudan baglantihdir (Mete ve Giirsoy, 2013). Ote yandan bu 6gretmenler, programlara
yonelik egitim almadiklarinmi ifade etseler de programlarin Tiirk¢e dersindeki yeri soruldugunda net ifadeler
kullandig1 gériilmektedir. Bu ifadelerin ¢ogunlukla olumsuz oldugu her ii¢ kusak i¢in de ortaktir. Sahin (2007) ve
Oguz (2015) kendi ¢alismasinda 6gretmenlerin biiyiik oranda programla ilgili olumlu bir algiya sahip oldugunu
ifade etmistir. Bu arastirmada olumsuzluklarin genellikle programla getirilen yenilikler {izerine oldugu dikkat
cekmektedir. Ogretmenlerin programi uygulamaya baslamadan 6nce egitim almamalarinin ve buna bagl olarak
programin amaglari konusunda farkindalik sahibi olmamanin bu olumsuzluklara odaklanmanin sebebi olarak
gosterilebilir. Programlara yonelik bu egitim eksikligi, dgretmenlerin dgretim siirecini yonetmelerinde de
sorunlara yol actig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle 2006 ve 2017 programlar1 uygulamada iken gdreve baslayan
ogretmenlerin cogunun Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi’ni (2017) uygularken en biiyiik sorunu, ders igerigi
olmustur. Burada belirtilmek istenen hazir ders igerikleri ve bunlara yonelik sorunlardir; fakat asil dikkat ¢ekilmesi
gereken nokta ise dgretmenlerin kendi ders igerigini liretememe durumudur. Ders igeriginin eksikliginden ve
sorunlarindan kaynakli aragtirmanin bu sonucu, alanyazinda farkli ¢alismalar (Coskun ve Alkan, 2010; Cinar,
Teyfur ve Teyfur, 2006; Mentese, 2014; Yildirim, 2015) tarafindan da desteklenmektedir. Eger 6gretmenler,
programa dair yeterli bilgi ve donamima sahip olsaydi igeriklerini kendileri iiretebilecekleri igin sorun
yasamayabilirdi.

Program degisikliginin 6gretmenlik becerilerine katkis ile ilgili bulgulardan hareketle 2006 ve 2017 programi1
uygulamada iken goreve baslayan 6gretmenlerin benzer goriislerde uyustuklart belirlenmistir. Bu 6gretmenlerin
cogu, Ogrenciyi Ogretim siirecinde daha fazla aktif kilabilmeyi 6nemli bir beceri olarak gérmektedir. 1981
programi uygulamada iken goreve baslayan 6gretmenler ise diger iki kusak 6gretmenden oldukga farklidir. 1981
programi dgretmenlerin ¢ogunun becerileri konusunda farkindalik sahibi olmadigi sonucuna ulagilmistir. Hatta bu
grup 6gretmenlerin igerisinde gelisime kapali olan 6gretmenlerin bile var oldugu dikkat ¢cekmektedir.

Tiim bu bilgilerden hareketle aragtirmayla ilgili Milli Egitim Bakanligi’nda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin degisik
yas ve O0gretmenlik becerisine sahip oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu 6gretmenlerin igerisinde birden fazla Tiirk¢e dersi
programi géren ve uygulayanlarla tek bir program uygulayanlarin bakis agilar1 ortaya koyulmali ve bu bilgilerden
hareketle amaca yonelik hizmetici egitim igerigi hazirlanabilir. Bu igerikler hazirlanirken farkli kusaklardan
Ogretmenlerin birbirine gore farkli yonlerine dikkat ¢ekilmelidir. Her 6gretmene kendisinde var olan bakis ag¢isinin
diger 6gretmen ya da dgretmenlerde nasil karsilik buldugunu bilmesi gerekmektedir. Oncelikle bu farkindaligin
saglanmasi gerektigi ardindan da dgretmenlerin her birinin programin amacina uygun olarak programi uygulama
ya da programa yonelik ders icerigi gelistirebilme konusunda becerileri gelistirilmesi gerektigi onerilmektedir.
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