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Article Info Abstract
DOI: 10.14527/pegegog.2016.012 Today, traffic 'is one of 'the important issues in public health. Due to physic‘j:\l and
mental losses it caused, it is one of the problems that whole world struggle against. It
Article history: is extremely important to give children traffic training starting from early ages to
Received 17 April 2015 create a safe traffic environment and minimize the current accident risk on traffic. It is
Revised 12 February 2016 only possible with comprehensive, constant and systematic traffic security training in
Accepted 07 March 2016 formal education, to make the children gain the habit and awareness of traffic. Traffic
Online 31 March 2016 training that starts at an early age would make children gain correct behavioral
pattern. In this study subjects such as; concept of traffic, traffic security training in our
Keywords: country, it’s place in formal education, importance of juvenile traffic security training,
Child, aims and purposes, examined. Two different schools from the city of Ankara has been
Traffic education, chosen for survey and the difference of knowledge and sense of traffic between
Formal education. students of these two school is introduced. In the School A curriculum of ministry of

education is practiced and subject of traffic is narrowly mentioned in other classes
until fourth grade. In the School B traffic security training is provided both theoretical
and practical with the help of “juvenile traffic training park” inside school, starting
from first grade. As a result of the study; it is demonstrated that the children who
receive regular and practical traffic training, understand and internalize traffic rules.

Orgiin Egitimde Siirekli ve Uygulamal Trafik Egitiminin, Cocuklarin
Trafik Bilgi ve Algisina Etkisi

Makale Bilgisi 0z

Trafik, ginimuzin 6nemli halk sagligi sorunlarindan biridir. Yol agtigi maddi ve manevi

DOI: 10.14527/pegegog.2016.012 o . A e . . .
kayiplar sebebi ile tim diinya dUlkelerinin miicadele ettigi dnemli sorunlarin basinda

Makale Gegmisi: gelmektedir. Guvenli bir trafik ortami olusturmak ve trafikteki mevcut kaza risklerini en
Gelis 17 Nisan 2015 aza indirmek igin kuguk yaslardan itibaren gocuklara trafik egitimi verilmesi ¢ok
Dizeltme 12 Subat 2016 onemlidir. Cocuklara trafik kiltir ve bilincinin asilanmasi, orgiin egitim igerisinde
Kabul 07 Mart 2016 kapsamli, stirekli ve sistemli olarak verilecek trafik guivenligi egitimi ile mumkundur.
Cevrimi¢i 31 Mart 2016 Kuguk vyaslarda baslayacak trafik egitimi ¢ocuklarin dogru davranis modellerini

kazanmasini saglayacaktir. Bu galismada; trafik olgusu, Ulkemizdeki trafik giivenligi
Anahtar Kelimeler: egitimi, 6rgiin egitim sisteminin icindeki yeri, cocuk trafik giivenligi egitiminin énemi,
Cocuk, hedefleri ve amaglari, konularina deginilmistir. Ankara ilinden iki farkh okul segilerek
Trafik egitimi, anket galismasi yapilmis ve bu iki okul 6grencileri arasindaki trafik bilgi ve algi farki
Orgiin egitim. ortaya konulmustur. Segilen A okulunda Milli Egitim Bakanligi mifredati uygulanmakta

olup “trafik” konusu 4. sinifa kadar diger derslerin igerisinde verilmektedir. B okulunda
ise 1. siniftan itibaren hem teorik hem de okulun igerisinde bulunan gocuk trafik egitim
parki vasitasiyla uygulamali bir sekilde trafik glvenligi egitimi verilmektedir. Calisma
sonucunda; trafik konusunda stirekli ve uygulamali trafik egitimi alan gocuklarin trafik
kurallarini daha iyi bildigi ve i¢sellestirdigi ortaya konulmustur.
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Introduction

The biggest indicator of the absence of information and culture and habits of the people to obey
traffic rules is the loss of about ten thousand of our people every year due to traffic accidents in Turkey.
According to data from the year 2012 as a result of traffic accidents occurred in Turkey have been
identified that 7.00% of those killed, 11.80% of those injured consisting of children in the 0-14 age
range.(CTCR, 2013). When Table 1 is examined, this ratio is much higher than the average seen in World
countries (ITSD, 2013).

Table 1.
0-14 Age Mortality Rates in Traffic Accidents (2012).
Country Traffic accidents Country Traffic accidents
0-14 years mortality rate (%) 0-14 years mortality rate (%)
Cambodia 8.29 Finland 2.74
Turkey 7.00 Serbia 2.74
Malaysia 6.97 Canada 2.74
Israel 6.45 Ireland 2.69
Colombia 5.41 Britain 2.67
Jamaica 4.62 Poland 2.43
Slovenia 4.25 Germany 2.15
Denmark 4.09 Portugal 2.13
NewZeland 3.87 Spain 2.04
Belgium 3.61 Japan 2.02
US.A 3.52 Korea 1.93
France 3.23 Greece 1.93
Swedish 3.13 Hungary 1.88
Swiss 3.13 Italy 1.58
Netherlands 2.87

To reduce child mortality in traffic accidents, the cause of the accident exposure of children should
be well analyzed. In the literature, the result of the efforts made in this regard was reached in the
following findings.

Children from families in low socioeconomic status are exposed to more of traffic accidents
(especially pedestrians) than children from high socioeconomic status families. The most important
reason for this is the environment where they live and due they go to school by walking. (Jonah & Engel,
1983; Knoblauch, Roberts & Norton, 1994; Tobey & Shunman, 1984). Low educational level families kids
(Durkin, Davidson, Kuhn & Barlow, 1994) and by acting incorrectly in traffic being wrong role models
families kids (Bly, Jones & Christie, 2005; Quraishi, Mickalide & Cody, 2005) is exposed to more traffic
accidents.

Due to today's physical inactivity, the abundance of external stimuli and to the large portion of
children spending their time on computer and television; especially in children aged between 8-12
years, traffic perception does not seem to have the required level of their ages. The increasing number
of vehicles, the reduction of the children's play area, the increase the city’s traffic problems reduces the
development of psychomotor skills of children in traffic. It increases the risk factor of children in traffic.
Again; even if their children ages is convenient to be on the traffic, because that they don’t want them
taking part in traffic as pedestrians or cyclists. It prevents children to recognize the traffic on the right
time and place (DaCoTa, 2012). On traffic environment, understanding the knowledge and the ability to
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absorb the information given varies according to age of children (Pieper, 1990). Traffic perception and
position in the traffic according to children's age group can be divided into 4 groups (Neuman, 2008).

Until two years of age; children percept the traffic in its simplest form, In other words they detects as
an image. All objects observed in the circulation have no permanence in his memory. For example, the
car that the child sees one second before, once it is no longer visible to him it no longer exists. Two-six
years old; children sees the world and the traffic as self-centered. All his movings are directed by his
viewpoint, feelings, expectations and fears. If he see approaching a vehicle, he recognizes that the driver
also see him. There is an understanding, the faster | move in traffic and the faster the risk will be
surpassed. On the traffic he cannot distinguish the order of importance to things that he must
concentrate. For example, instead of paying attention to the proximity and speed of the approaching
vehicle he will make attention to the color. The phenomenon of perspective is not fully formed, cannot
predict the distance of the approaching vehicle itself. Aged between 6-12 year; getting out from the self-
centrism has begun to put itself in place of other people. By dominating completely abstract concepts
such as time, speed, he is dominating also concrete concepts such as vehicle size distance of schools as
well. He get to know the traffic not in a closed environment but on the real environment. Between 12-
14 years of age; he is able to comprehend abstract and concrete concepts in traffic. He can determine
his status in the traffic and avoid risks. He can resonate about situations never met before on traffic.

Children's risk factors in traffic can be enlisted under four main sub-factors. The first one is
developmental factors (age, physical development), the second one is the role of families in traffic
education and control, the third sub-factor includes child's psychological and behavioral characters
(hyperactivity, depression), and the fourth factor involves the environment in which the child is living in
the traffic flow (Christoffel, Donovan & Schofer, 1996). Although children traffic risk consciousness is
developed by their traffic experiences, studies on the risk awareness of traffic in children prove that
they are classified into 3 main groups (DaCoTa, 2012).

Narrow risk awareness detects a danger immediately at the time it occurs. Therefore, it is impossible
to avoid the danger (around the age of five). Accumulated risk awareness enables the child to know that
specific situations are dangerous. For example, the child knows that going downhill fast by bike leads to
a dangerous situation so he/she avoids it (around the age of eight). Preventive (prophylactic) risk
awareness enables the child to know risky situations and take precautions to avoid them. For example,
he/she looks for a safer place to walk across the street even if it extends the way (around age of 10). In
adolescence risk awareness, it becomes difficult to define children’s risk habits that we call adolescent
period, between 11-14 ages. Because around these ages, although the child is fully conscious of the
risks, the excessive self-confidence is developed and they feel that they can overcome any risks.
Especially, it is interesting to note that the risks they take in traffic with people of their age increase.

However, studies signify that continuous and efficient traffic education given to children in the
formal education system is very important to make them understand and internalize the traffic rules
(Gregersen & Nolen, 1994; Raftery & Wundersitz, 2011). The purpose of this study is to examine the
effect of regular, continuous and practical traffic education on elementary school level children's
perception and knowledge of traffic knowledge.

Method
The Sampling and The Limitations of The Study

The study has been conducted in two different primary schools, which are located in the district of
Cukurambar in Ankara. The participants involve 4" grade students, who are around 10 years old. Traffic
training in primary school level has been provided limited and without practice within other courses up
to 4" grade depending on the Ministry of Education curriculum (MEB, 2015). Therefore, school A has
been selected by random sampling method. On the other hand, School B is the only school which has a
“juvenile traffic training park” inside, and from the 1st grade it is the only one which provides one-hour
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theoretical and practical traffic training courses each week. To test the objectives of the study, the
school B has been selected on purpose. One limitation of the study is that there isn’t a second
alternative school to School B offering traffic training both theoretically and practically. In this school,
the 4th grade is the only one who has completed the traffic training and the number of students is 18.
For this reason, 18 4™ grade students from school A have been involved in the study in terms of
reliability. The participant students in school A are 8 males and 10 females, whereas six males and 12
females constitute the participants in School B. Differences regarding gender have not been taken into
consideration in this study.

Instruments

The research data were collected on March 3 to 24 in 2014, and the research questions were
prepared with open-ended questions, which consists a qualitative assessment form including 15
questions, to ensure that students could answer with their own words. Qualitative evaluation questions
in the form were prepared by utilizing the 2918 Road Traffic Act, and by benefiting from the literature
studies conducted on children's comprehension. Finally, it has been simplified so as to reach 10- year-
old children’s perceptions (Kavsiraci, 2014).The form evaluation was done by authors again by benefiting
of the Road Traffic Law. For the creation of the form and its evaluation, the knowledge and experience
of the authors was benefited and surface validity method was adopted (Sencan, 2002). The information
guestioned in the form has been considered as valid and reliable since the same results will be obtained
in a second evaluation and it was determined as having consistent feature, which was determined by
2918 Road Traffic Law.

Findings

The findings of the study have been put forward depending on the participant students’ answers for the
questions about traffic addressed to them. The number of students, who responded to the questions
and the percentages, are shown in parentheses.

What is traffic?

Table 2.

Answers to the Description of Traffic.

School A School B

The place where cars go (7) (38.90%) Position and movement of vehicles and
pedestrians on the road (14) (77.80%)

Traffic jam (4) (22.20%) Traffic jam(2) (11.10%)

Following the rules and safety (4) (22.20%) The place where cars go (2) (11.10%)

No response or irrelevant response (3) (16.70%)

By examining Table 2, we can see that three students of school A are completely away from the term
of "traffic", and the others seems to give missing (insufficient) answers. It is extremely remarkable that
none of the children mention about the term "pedestrian" in traffic issue. On the other hand, about
78.00% students in school B seem to know the term of "Traffic" completely. To make a general
evaluation, from two schools a total of six children, "traffic jam" comes in their mind when the term
traffic is mentioned and this finding matches with other studies’ findings in the related literature
(Hatipoglu, 2011).
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What is Traffic Accident?

Table 3.
Answers to Traffic Accidents Description.

School A School B

Collision of vehicles (13) (72.20%) Collision of vehicles with vehicles or pedestrians(12)
(66.70%)

Collision of vehicles with vehicles or Collision of vehicles with vehicles (6) (33.30%)

pedestrians (3) (16.70%)
Death, ambulance (2) (11.10%)

By examining Table 3, we have observed that 13 students of school A perceive a traffic accident as a
collision of vehicles. Only two students define traffic accident as death / ambulance, they define about
the objects that they saw after the accident. 12 students of School B (66.70%) are aware that a traffic
accident consists both vehicle accidents and pedestrians.

Who is Pedestrian?

Table 4.
Answers Given to the Description of Pedestrian.

School A School B

People in traffic, who aren’t in vehicle, people People in traffic, who aren’t in vehicle, people
walking (8) (44.40%) walking (16) (88.90%)

The way that people walk (8) (44.40%) Don’t know or irrelevant answer (2) (11.10%)

Don’t know or irrelevant answer (2) (11.10%)

By examining Table 4, 44.40 % students of school A can define who a pedestrian is and the rest of
the students seem to confuse the concept of pedestrian with the crosswalk. Almost all of the students
from School B (88.90%) know the term of pedestrian and could explain it in right words.

What is intersection?

Table 5.
Answers Given to the Description of Intersection.

School A School B

The place where vehicles return (7) (38.90%) The place where roads separate or join (9) (50.00%)
The place where roads separate or join (1) The place where vehicles return (4) (22.20%)
(5.50%)

No answer (10) (55.60%) No answer (5) (27.80%)

By examining Table 5, only one student from school A knows the definition of intersection correctly.
However, it can be said that the concept of intersection realizes correctly in their minds and they can
build a parallelism with the image of the movement seen in an intersection by examining the answer
“the place where vehicles return ". Therefore, it will not misleading to state that 45.00% of children's
answers are correct about intersection. On the other hand, 50.00% of students from school B have
defined intersection correctly, and 72.20% of them could imagine the concept of intersection in their
minds.

Table 6 demonstrates that elementary school students from each school know the concept of the
"traffic police". In the last category labeled as ‘others’ include students’ responses like ‘The police is a
person who shows us the way when we are lost’ or ‘The police is a person who controls us whether we
wore our seatbelts or not’. Those responses reveal that children perceive the traffic police role as if he is
a witness of traffic situations.
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Who is Traffic Police?

Table 6.
Answers Given to the Traffic Police Description.

School A

School B

The person who manages traffic in the absence
or unworking of traffic lights (5) (27.70%)

The person who manages and directs the
traffic (3) (16.70%)

The person providing the safety of vehicles and
pedestrians (4) (22.20%)

The person who warns people that violate the
rules (3) (16.70%)

Others (3) (16.70%)

The person who manages and directs the traffic
(12) (66.60%)
The person who don’t obey the rules (3) (16.70%)

Other (3) (16.70%)

Who is passenger?

Table 7.
Answers Given to the Description of Passenger.

School A

School B

Person inside a vehicle (10) (55.60%)

Person going from one place to another place
(2) (11.10%)
Irrelevant answers or no answers (6) (33.30%)

Person traveling in the car except the driver (9)
(50.00%)
Person inside a vehicle (6) (33.30%)

Irrelevant answers or no answers (3) (16.70%)

Table 7 shows us that students of School A confuse the concepts of the driver and the passenger.
50.00% of school B students have stated that they definitely know the concept of passenger and they

have explained the concept in right words.

What will we use to cross the road safely?

Table 8.
Given Answers to Questions about Safe Crossing.

School A

School B

Lower/upper crossing (8) (44.40%)

Crosswalk (2) (11.10%)

Locations where the traffic light situated(3)
(16.70%)

No answer (5) (27.80%)

Lower / upper crossing, pedestrian crossings, places

where there are traffic lights, and the locations of
traffic police (9) (50.00%)
Lower / upper pavement (6) (33.30%)

Locations where the traffic light situated(2) (11.10%)

No answer (1) (5.50%)

By examining the answers, we have observed that 50% students of school B know all places to cross
safely on roadways. 33.30% of students responded lower / upper walkway, 11.10% responded the
places where situated traffic lights and only one student could not give an answer to the question. None
of the students from School A have given the right answer to the question. Furthermore, 27.80% of the
students had no idea on the matter.
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What is the most important thing we need to be careful as pedestrians in traffic?

Table 9.
Answers Given to the Question about Things We Need to be Careful as Pedestrians.

School A School B

To pass carefully across the street (looking to the  To pass carefully across the street (looking to the

right and left) (3) (16.70%) right and left) (3) (16.70%)

walking on the sidewalk (3) (16.70%) Passing from lower / upper walkway, pedestrian
crossings (5) (27.80%)

To obey the traffic lights (1) (5.50%) To obey the traffic lights (6) (33.30%)

Passing from lower / upper walkway, pedestrian  walking on the sidewalk (3) (16.70%)

crossings (2) (11.10%)

To not make excessive speed, drive the car To not make excessive speed, drive the car drunk,
drunk, etc (9) (50.00%) etc (1) (5.50%)

The findings on Table 9 show that 50.00% students from school A have confused the rules to
consider as a pedestrian with those of the vehicle driver. This ratio enables us to infer that the
participant students do not have the awareness and responsibility of being a pedestrian in traffic. This
rate in school B is 5.50%.

The students were asked to reply to the question “If we have to walk on the roads that do not have
pavements, where should we walk? Why?”. When the answers to that question have been analyzed, it
was found out that only one student from School A has given the right answer as “I have to walk on the
left side of the road, so cars can see me”. Unlike School A, 13 students from School B have given the
right answer. The rate of correct responses given to that question by school A is 5.60% and for school B
itis 72.00%.

The question "What is the meaning for the colors of traffic lights and what do they mean for
drivers?' was asked to the students and all students from school B gave the correct answer. However,
two students from school A gave a wrong or incomplete answer which is very surprising since the traffic
lights, their colors and the messages they convey are the basic issues of traffic.

We asked children to exemplify two vehicles, which have the right of way in traffic. Five students
from school B and one student from school A couldn’t give any answers or gave a wrong answer.
Regarding this question, the success of students from school A is 72.00% and for school B the rate of
success is 94.00%. In both schools, the most stated vehicle was ambulance.

Regarding emergency, we asked the students "in case of a traffic accident which number should we
call to help those injured?". School A students answered the question correctly with the rate of 78.00%
and the students from school B answered the same question correctly with the rate of 89.00%.

We asked the students “What is the function of a seat belt?". All students from school B answered
the question correctly by stating that " Prevents us from ejection outside when the driver steps on the
brakes, it allows us to stay fixed in the car, in a situation of an accident prevents us to hit our heads or
skidding". Those responses have demonstrated that they know the seatbelt and its usage purpose very
well. However, 67.00% of the students from school A know the purpose of using a seat belt. 33.00% of
these students demonstrated with their general answer as "prevents accidents, we need to wear" that
they didn’t internalize or comprehend the purpose of seat belt use.

All of the students from school B stated that they ride in the back seat whereas 28.00% of the
students from school A responded as "sometimes on front seat, sometimes on back seat". It is seen that
School A students have not internalized such a very important traffic rule enough.
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Traffic signpost knowledge.

Table 10.
Students Traffic Signpost Knowledge.
Traffic Signpost School A School B
The number of The number of
students who know Knowing rate (%) students who know Knowing rate (%)
Crosswalk 18 100.00 18 100.00
School crossings 17 94.40 18 100.00
Pot-holed road ) There are bumps: ) There are bumps:
There are bumps: 8 44.40 There are bumps: 3 16.70
Bumpy road: 0 There %rgé)umps: Bumpy road: 11 Bumpy road: 61.10
Controlled Railways: 7 Railways: 38.90 Railways: 9 Railways: 50.00
Railroad Crossing Controlled railway Controlled railway Controlled railway Controlled railway
crossing: 0 crossing: 0.00 crossing: 5 crossing: 27.80
Constantly Right Turning: 3 Turning: 16.70 Turning: 3 Turning: 16.70
Dangerous Constantly Right Constantly Right Constantly Right Constantly Right
Turning Dangerous Dangerous Turning:  Dangerous Turning: Dangerous Turning:
Turning: 0 0.00 6 33.30
U Turn is not 14 77.80 16 88.90
allowed
vehicles are not 5 2780 14 7780
allowed
Parking is
forbidden 16 88.90 18 100.00
Two-way traffic 7 38.90 11 61.10
No passing vehicle 4 22.20 7 38.90
in front

10 traffic signs have been shown to the students, and requested them to write the meanings
(names) that they know. Students’ traffic signs knowledge is displayed and summarized on Table 10. By
examining the data on Table 10, it has been found out that students from school B have more
knowledge about traffic signs than students from school A. In addition, it can be inferred that the level
of students’ knowledge regarding right answers from school A is closer to the students’ answers from
school B.

A survey has been conducted by the Council of Highway Traffic Safety for the purpose to identify
how much the traffic signs are known and by how many drivers they are known. The questionnaire,
prepared by the group members of the Council, was applied on 1478 drivers in selected regions in
Ankara by the Middle East Technical University Transportation Research department and the results
were analyzed (EGM, 2015). When the mentioned study’s results compared with the results of the
study, it has been found out that students from school B, who had consistently and applied traffic
education course know about "crosswalk", "school crossing", "cars not allowed," "forbidden to pass the

car in front" and "controlled rail crossing" signs at a higher degree than drivers.

Discussion, Conclusion & Implementation

Traffic is a dynamic system in which people, vehicles and road elements interact and be in harmony
(Payam, 2012). When human factor is considered in the context of traffic, education factor comes into
prominence. Training about traffic should be provided at early ages in childhood as it is in every subject.
To attain permanent traffic training and enable the children internalize the training, children must be
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exposed to a continuous training. Therefore, primary school period is a very important time to gain the
basic knowledge and to develop.

Traffic risk perception in children is lower than adults because their mental and physical
development is still in progress. For this reason, children are part of the group who are mostly affected
in accidents. Continuous and effective road traffic safety courses must be provided to the children in
preschool and primary school periods to protect children from traffic accidents, and to educate them as
sensitive individuals for the future (Hatipoglu, Ozdemir & Arikan, 2012).

This study has sought for to what extent a systematical and continuous traffic training can affect
primary school children’s traffic knowledge and perceptions. In order to realize this aim, a qualitative
evaluation form was prepared and administered to two different 4th grade schools students.

In School A, Ministry of Education Curriculum is practiced and the subject of traffic is practiced
limited in other courses until fourth grade. Contrary to this, in School B traffic security training is
provided both theoretically and practical with the help of “juvenile traffic training park” inside school,
starting from first grade. The findings of the study reveal that students from school B, who have taken
theoretical and practical traffic courses from the first grade during the primary school, are better than
students from school A about the basic definitions such as traffic, pedestrians, passengers and also they
seem to know much better their places in traffic much better.

Furthermore, students from school A have some difficulties in expressing about the risky acts that
they may encounter in traffic and they also seem to be far behind the students in School B about
avoiding life-threatening conditions in traffic. According to the findings, it is clear that students of School
B internalize traffic rules thereby knowing the reasons of rules instead of memorizing them (see answers
to questions such as seat belt ).

The studies held in the related field have shown that almost all primary school students know that
they must look first to the left than to the right before going across the road; however it has also been
stated that they could not find the right and the left spontaneously (DaCoTa, 2012). In another study
focusing on primary school students in England, it has been put forward that no behavioral changes
have been observed when children were provided theoretical knowledge; however, there have been
behavioral changes when children got practical training (Zeedyk & Wallace, 2001). The findings
regarding school B students’ traffic knowledge and perceptions seem to confirm these studies in the
literature. Using the “juvenile traffic training park” inside the school B, students internalize their
theoretical knowledge by practice and put their knowledge in to the right behavior.

To protect children from road traffic accidents, and enable them to become sensitive individuals,
who meet the rules, continuous and effective road traffic safety education is required during pre-school
and primary school periods. Today, the quality of traffic safety education provided to students in schools
has not reached to a desired level yet. In primary schools up to 4th grades, traffic training is given within
different courses very limited by just focusing on the issues, which are considered important by the
teachers of those courses. For permanent traffic knowledge, children should internalize this training and
transform it to a behavior; therefore traffic training should be systematic. And it’s possible only if this
traffic training is integrated to the curriculum, including at least 4 years in primary school education.

The findings of the study , “Awareness on Traffic Signs”, conducted by Road Traffic Security Council
and Middle East Technical University Transportation Research Center also support this proposal (EGM,
2015). Raising the effectiveness and number of “juvenile traffic training parks” for children to enable
them convert the theoretical training as a right behavior. In world rank, although we are in the first
place in the child deaths in traffic accidents (Table 1), in the research of literature in Turkey only seven
articles on child traffic education and child traffic safety have been identified (Bay, Akduman &
Alisinanoglu, 2009; Bay & Akduman, 2009; Given, Akduman & Alisinanoglu, 2009; Hatipoglu, 2011;
Hatipoglu et.al., 2012; Simsek, Akduman & Alisinanoglu, 2009;. Tombaklar, 2002). In those articles, the
cause of children’s having accidents and their traffic knowledge have been examined. However, there
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are not any studies examining changes in children’s traffic knowledge and perception following traffic
training. Thus, any relevant studies do not exist to compare with the findings of our study.

To assess the positive effects of systematic traffic training on children, it is suggested that training
and traffic experts should work together on this subject to create practices. It is also recommended,
especially to the Ministry of Education and other related institutions about education that they should
make necessary legal arrangements for pre-school and primary school period, giving more effective and
practical traffic education and holding projects and campaigns in this regard. Providing effective and
continuous traffic education to children from the moment they start to walk will reduce the risk of these
children lost their lives in traffic accidents and will form the future generations more educated and
aware of the traffic issue after 15-20 years.
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Tirkge Suiriim

Girig
Tirkiye’de her sene trafik kazalarinda yaklasik on bin insanimizin hayatini kaybetmesi, halkin trafik
konusunda bilgi ve kdltiir ve kurallara uyma aliskanliginin olmayisinin en bliyiik gostergesidir. 2012 yil
verilerine gore Tirkiye’de meydana gelen trafik kazalari sonucunda hayatini kaybedenlerin %7.00'sini,
yaralananlarin ise %11,80’ini 0-14 yas araligindaki cocuklarin olusturdugu tespit edilmistir. (CTCR, 2013).
Tablo 1 incelendiginde bu oranin diinya Ulkeleri ortalamasinin ¢ok Ustiinde seyrettigi gortilmektedir
(ITSD, 2013).

Tablo 1.
Trafik Kazalarinda 0-14 Yas Oliim Oranlari (2012).
Ulke Trafik Kazalarinda 0-14 yas 6lim | Ulke Trafik Kazalarinda 0-14 yas 6lim
oranlari (%) oranlari (%)
Kambogya 8.29 Finlandiya 2.74
Tlirkiye 7.00 Sirbistan 2.74
Malezya 6.97 Kanada 2.74
israil 6.45 irlanda 2.69
Kolombiya 5.41 ingiltere 2.67
Jamaika 4.62 Polonya 2.43
Slovenya 4.25 Almanya 2.15
Danimarka 4.09 Portekiz 2.13
Y.Zelanda 3.87 ispanya 2.04
Belcika 3.61 Japonya 2.02
A.B.D. 3.52 Kore 1.93
Fransa 3.23 Yunanistan 1.93
isveg 3.13 Macaristan 1.88
isvicre 3.13 italya 1.58
Hollanda 2.87

Trafik kazalarinda ¢ocuk 6lim oranlarini distrebilmek igin cocuklarin kazaya maruz kalma
sebeplerinin iyi analiz edilmesi gerekmektedir. Literatiirde bu konuda yapilmis olan ¢alismalar sonucu
asagidaki bulgulara ulagiimigtir.

Sosyo ekonomik durumu dislk ailelerin ¢ocuklari, yiiksek olan ailelerin ¢ocuklarindan daha fazla
trafik kazasina (6zellikle yaya olarak) maruz kalmaktadir. Bu ¢ocuklarin yasadiklari ¢evre ve okula yaya
olarak gidip gelmeleri bunun en 6nemli sebebidir (Jonah & Engel, 1983; Knoblauch, Tobey & Shunman,
1984; Roberts & Norton, 1994). Egitim seviyesi diisiik olan ailelerin ¢ocuklari (Durkin, Davidson, Kuhn &
Barlow, 1994) ve trafikte hatali davranip, cocuga yanlis rol model olan ailelerin ¢ocuklari (Bly, Jones &
Christie, 2005; Quraishi, Mickalide & Cody, 2005) daha fazla trafik kazasina maruz kalmaktadir.

Cagimizdaki fiziksel hareketsizlik, dis uyarilarin fazlaligi ve cocuklarin zamanlarinin biyik kismini
televizyon ve bilgisayar basinda gecirmeleri nedeniyle 6zellikle 8-12 yas arasi cocuklarda trafik algisi
vaslarinin gerektirdigi dizeyde gelisememektedir. Ara¢ sayisinin artmasi, ¢ocuk oyun alanlarinin
azalmasi, sehirlerin trafik probleminin artmasi cocuklarin trafik icindeki psikomotor becerilerinin
gelisimini dustirmektedir. Bu da cocuklarin trafik icindeki risk faktorini artirmaktadir. Yine; ailelerin
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trafik karmasasindan korkmalari ve gocuklarinin yasi elverse bile trafik icinde yaya ya da bisikletli olarak
yer almalarini istememeleri, ¢ocuklarin trafig§i zamaninda ve vyerinde tanimasini engellemektedir
(DaCoTA, 2012). Trafik ortaminda bilgiyi anlama ve anlatilan bilgiyi 6zlimse yetenekleri ¢ocuklarin yasina
gore degisiklik gostermektedir (Pieper, 1990). Cocuklarin yas gruplarina gore trafik algilari ve trafik
icindeki konumlari 4 ana gruba ayrilabilir (Neuman, 2008).

iki yasa kadar; cocuk trafigi en basit sekliyle baska bir deyisle resim olarak algilar. Hafizasinda, trafikte
godrdigi hicbir objenin kalicihg yoktur. Ornegin, cocugun 1 saniye énce gordiigii ara¢ onun gdriisiinden
ciktiysa o arag artik yoktur. iki-alti yas arasi; ¢ocuk diinyayi ve trafigi benmerkezci olarak gorir. Tim
hareketlerini kendi bakis acisi, hisleri, beklentileri ve korkulari yonlendirir. Eger yaklasan araci goriiyorsa,
strliciiniin de kendisini gordigiinii kabul eder. Trafikte ne kadar hizli hareket edersem, risk o kadar
¢abuk gecger olgusu vardir. Trafikte konsantre olmasi gereken seylerin 6nem sirasini ayirt edemez.
Ornegin yaklasan bir aracin hizi ve yakinhgindansa rengi dikkatini cekebilir. Perspektif olgusu tam
oturmamistir, yaklasan aracin kendisine olan uzakligini kestiremez. 6-12 yas arasi; trafikte ben
merkezcilikten c¢ikip kendini diger insanlarin yerine koymaya baslamistir. Zaman, hiz gibi soyut
kavramlara tamamen hakim olmamakla birlikte, okul mesafesi, ara¢ buyukligi gibi somut kavramlara
hakimdir. Trafigi kapali ortamda degil, gercek ortaminda tanimaya baslar. 12-14 yas arasi; trafikte hem
somut hem de soyut kavramlari kavrayabilir. Trafik igindeki durumunu belirler ve riskten kaginir. Trafik
icinde daha 6nce karsilasmadigi durumlar icin muhakeme yapabilir.

Cocuklarin trafik icindeki risk faktérini ise 4 temel alt faktor olusturur. Birincisi gelisimsel faktorler
(yas, fiziksel gelisim), ikincisi ailenin trafik egitimindeki roli ve kontroli, Giglincisl ¢ocugun psikolojik ve
davranissal karakteri (hiperaktivite, depresyon), dérdiinclisii ise ¢ocugun yasadigl cevredeki trafik
akisidir (Christoffel, Donovan & Schofer, 1996). Cocuklarin trafikteki risk bilingleri trafikteki tecriibeleri
ile gelisme gosterse de yapilan galismalarda ¢ocuklarin trafikte risk bilinci Gi¢ ana grupta siniflandiriimistir
(DaCoTA, 2012).

Dar risk bilinci; tehlikeyi oldugu an algilar. Bu nedenle tehlikeden kaginmasi imkansizdir (bes yas
civari). Biriktirilmis risk bilinci; belirli durumlarin tehlikeli oldugunu bilir. Ornegin bisikletle yokus asagi
hizli gitmenin tehlike yaratacagini bilir ve bundan kacinir (sekiz yas civari). Koruyucu (6nleyici) risk bilinci;
riskli durumlar bilir ve kaginmak icin 6nceden 6nlem alr. Ornegin yolda karsiya daha giivenli
gecebilecegi yeri arar, yolunu uzatsa bile giivenli yerden gegmeye 6zen gosterir (10 yas civari). Ergenlik
risk bilinci; 11-14 dedigimiz ergen ¢aginda risk aliskanliklarini tanimlamak giglesir. Clinkl bu ¢agda risk
bilinci yas geregi tam olarak oturmasina ragmen c¢ocukta asiri kendine gliven ve bana bir sey olmaz
duygusu da gelismistir. Ozellikle kendi yasitlari arasinda trafikte aldig risk fazlalasir.

Yine yapilan calismalar 6rgin egitim sistemi icinde cocuga verilecek siirekli ve etkin bir trafik
egitiminin cocugun trafik kurallarini anlayabilmesi ve igsellestirebilmesi icin ¢cok 6nemli oldugunu
gostermektedir. (Gregersen & Nolen, 1994; Raftery & Wundersitz, 2011). Bu ¢alismanin amaci; ilkokul
seviyesindeki cocuklara diizenli, stirekli ve uygulamal trafik egitimi verilmesinin, cocuklarin trafik bilgi ve
algisina etkisini 6lgmektir.

Yontem
Calismanin Evreni ve Sinirhliklari:

Calisma Ankara ili Cukurambar Mahallesi mevkiinde egitim veren 2 farkli okulda, 4. sinif 6grencilerine
(10 yas) yapilmistir. Turkiye’de ilkokul diizeyindeki trafik egitimi, Milli Egitim Bakanhgi Miifredatina gore,
4. sinifa kadar diger derslerin icinde, dar kapsamli ve uygulamasiz olarak verilmektedir (MEB, 2015). Bu
nedenle A Okulu tesadiifi yontemle secilmistir. B okulu ise; Ankara ilinde, bilinyesinde trafik egitim parki
bulunan ve 1. siniftan itibaren haftada 1 saat teorik ve uygulamali trafik egitimi veren tek okuldur.
Calismanin amacini test edebilmek icin, B okulu zorunlu olarak secilmistir. Ankara ilinde, bu sekilde bir
trafik egitimi veren B okulundan baska bir okul bulunmamasi ¢calismanin limitli yonidir. Bu okulda, trafik
egitimini tamamlamis olan 4. sinif tek sube olup, sube mevcudu 18 6grencidir. Bu sebeple arastirmanin

224



Ozan KAVSIRACI, Seda HATIPOGLU — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(2), 2016, 213-232

saglikli olmasi agisindan segilen A okulunda da 18 4. sinif 6grencisiyle ¢alisma yapilmistir. A okulundaki
ogrencilerin sekizi erkek 10’u kiz, B okulundaki 6grencilerin altisi erkek, 12’si kizdir. Galismada cinsiyet
farkliligi gozetilmemistir.

Calismanin Yontemi

Arastirma verileri 3-24 Mart 2014 tarihinde toplanmis olup, arastirmada 6grencilerin kendi ifadelerini
kullanabilmeleri igin, agik uglu sorulardan olusan 15 soruluk bir nitel degerlendirme formu kullaniimistir.
Nitel degerlendirme formundaki sorular, 2918 sayili Karayollari Trafik Kanunundan yararlanilarak
olusturulmus, ve cocuklarin anlama duzeyleri ile ilgili yapilan literatlir calismalarindan yararlanilarak
(Kavsiraci, 2014), 10 yas ¢ocugunun algilayacagi sekilde sadelestirilmistir. Formun degerlendirilmesi yine
Karayollar Trafik Kanunundan vyararlanilarak yazarlar tarafindan yapilmistir. Formun olusturulmasi ve
degerlendirilmesinde yazarlarin konu hakkindaki bilgi ve tecriibelerinden yararlanilarak, ylzey gecerliligi
yontemi kabul edilmistir (Sencan, 2002). Formda sorgulanan bilgiler 2918 sayili Karayollari Trafik Kanunu
tarafindan belirlendigi yani kararh 6zellik tasidigi igin, ayni amagla yapilacak ikinci bir dlgimde ayni
sonuglar elde edileceginden 6lgme gegerli ve guivenli olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Bulgular

Arastirma bulgulari, ¢ocuklarin trafikle ilgili kendilerine sorulan sorulara verdikleri cevaplar
neticesinde ortaya konulmus ve yorumlanmistir. Cevabi veren 6grenci sayilari ve ylizdeleri parantez
icinde gosterilmistir.

Trafik Nedir?
Tablo 2.
Trafik Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.
A Okulu B Okulu
Arabalarin gittigi yer (7) (%38.90) Arabalarin ve yayalarin kara yolu izerindeki hal
ve hareketleri (14) (%77.80)
Trafik sikisikhgi (4) (%22.20) Trafik sikisikhgi (2) (%11.10)
Kurallara uymak ve giivenlik (4) (%22.20) Araclarin gittigi yer (2) (%11.10)

Yanit yok ya da ilgisiz yanit (3) (%16.70)

Tablo 2 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinden l¢ ¢ocugun tamamen “trafik” teriminden uzak
digerlerinin de eksik (yetersiz) cevaplar verdigi gorilmektedir. Higbir gocugun trafik olgusunda “yaya”
kavramina yer vermemesi son derece dikkat cekicidir. B okulu 6grencilerinin ise yaklasik %78.00’inin
“trafik” terimine tamamen hakim olduklar gorilmektedir. Genel bir degerlendirme yapildiginda iki
okuldan toplam alti ¢ocugun trafik denilince akhina “trafik sikisikligl” gelmesi literatir ile paralellik
gostermektedir (Hatipoglu, 2011)

Trafik Kazasi Nedir?
Tablo 3.
Trafik Kazasi Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.
A Okulu B Okulu
Araglarin ¢arpismasi (13) (%72.20) Araglarin araglara ya da yayalara ¢arpmasi (12)
(%66.70)
Araclarin araglara veya yayalara ¢arpmasi (3) Araclarin araglara ¢arpmasi (6) (%33.30)
(%16.70)

Oliim, ambulans (2) (%11.10)
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Tablo 3 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinden 13 tanesinin trafik kazasini sadece araglarin
carpismasi olarak algiladigi gériilmektedir. Ogrencilerden iki tanesi ise trafik kazasini 6liim/ambulans
olarak yani kaza sonrasi gordikleri objeler ve tanimlarla ifade etmislerdir. B okulu &grencilerinin 12
tanesi (%66.70) trafik kazasina hem araglarin hem de yayalarin maruz kaldiginin farkindadir.

Yaya Kimdir?

Tablo 4.
Yaya Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Trafikte tasit icinde olmayan, ylrlyen insanlar Trafikte tasit icinde olmayan, yiirliyen insanlar (16)
(8) (%44.40) (%88.90)

insanlarin gectigi yol (8) (%44.40) Bilmiyor ya da ilgisiz cevap (2) (%11.10)

Bilmiyor ya da ilgisiz cevap (2) (%11.10)

Tablo 4 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinin %44.00°0 yaya tanimini bilmekte oldugu geri kalaninin
yaya kavramini yaya gecidi ile karnstirdigi gorilmektedir. B okulu 6grencilerinin tamamina yakini
(%88.90) yaya kavramini bilmekte ve dogru kelimelerle agiklayabilmektedir.

Kavsak Nedir?

Tablo 5.

Kavsak Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Araglarin doénis yaptigi yer (7) (%38.90) Yollarin ayrildigi / birlestigi yer (9) (%50.00)
Yollarin ayrildigi, birlestigi yer (1) (%5.50) Araglarin donis yaptigi yer (4) (%22.20)
Cevap yok (10) (%55.60) Cevap yok (5) (%27.80)

Tablo 5 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinden sadece birinin kavsak tanimina hakim oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bununla birlikte “araglarin donuls yaptigi yer” cevabini veren ¢ocuklarin da kavsak resmini
zihinlerinde dogru canlandirdigi ve kavsakta yapilabilecek bir hareketle 6zdeslestirerek ifade ettikleri
soylenebilir. Bu sebeple g¢ocuklarin %45.00’inin kavsak tanimina dogru cevap verdigini sdylemek yanlig
olmayacaktir. B okulunda ise 6grencilerin %50.00’si kavsak tanimini dogru olarak ifade etmis, %72.20 si
kavsagi gbziinde canlandirabilmistir.

Trafik Polisi Kimdir?

Tablo 6.
Trafik Polisi Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Trafik isiklari olmadiginda/bozuk oldugunda trafigi Trafigi yoneten, yonlendiren kisi (12) (%66.60)
yoneten kisi (5) (%27.70)

Trafigi yoneten, yonlendiren kisi (3) (%16.70) Trafik kurallarina uymayan kisi (3) (%16.70)
Arag ve yaya glvenligini saglayan kisi (4) (%22.20) Diger (3) (%16.70)

Trafik kurallarina uymayanlari uyaran kisi (3)

(%16.70)

Diger (3) (%16.70)

Tablo 6 incelendiginde iki okul 6grencilerinin de “trafik polisi” kavramini bildikleri goérilmektedir.
Cocuklar diger olarak belirtilen cevaplarda trafik polisi icin “yolu kaybettigimizde gosteren kisi”,
“emniyet kemeri taktik mi diye bakan kisi” gibi cevaplar vermislerdir. Bu da ¢ocuklarin trafik polisinin
sahit olduklari durumunu tanimlastirdigini géstermektedir.
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Yolcu Kimdir?

Tablo 7.
Yolcu Tanimina Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Arag icindeki kisi (10) (%55.60) Araglarda sirtcu disinda seyahat eden kisi (9)
(%50.00)

Yolda bir yerden bir yere gitmek (2) (%11.10) Arag icindeki kisi (6) (%33.30)

ilgisiz cevap ya da cevap yok (6) (%33.30) ilgisiz cevap ya da cevap yok (3) (%16.70)

Tablo 7 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinin siirlici ve yolcu kavramini karistirdiklari gériilmektedir.
B okulu 6grencilerinin ise % 50.00’si yolcu kavramini tam olarak anlamis ve dogru kelimelerle ifade
etmislerdir.

Yolda karsiya giivenli bir sekilde ge¢mek icin nereleri kullanabiliriz?

Tablo 8.
Glivenli Gegis Sorusuna Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Alt/Ust gegit (8) (%44.40) Alt/Us gegit, yaya gecidi, trafik isiklarinin oldugu
yerler, trafik polisinin bulundugu yerler (9)
(%50.00)

Yaya gecidi (2) (%11.10) Alt/Ust gegit (6) (%33.30)

Trafik 1siklarinin oldugu yerler (3) (%16.70) Trafik 1siklarinin oldugu yerler (2) (%11.10)

Cevapsiz (5) (%27.80) Cevapsiz (1) (%5.50)

Cevaplar incelendiginde B okulu 6grencilerinin %50.00’sinin tasit yolunda glvenli bir sekilde karsiya
gecilecek yerlerin hepsini bildikleri gériilmektedir. Ogrencilerinin %33.30’u alt/iist gegit %11.10"u trafik
isiklarinin oldugu yer cevabini verirken sadece bir 6grenci soruya cevap verememistir. A okulu
dgrencilerinden hicbiri cevabi tam olarak verememistir. Ogrencilerin % 27.80’inin ise konu hakkinda
hicbir bilgisi bulunmamaktadir.

Trafikte yaya olarak dikkat etmemiz gereken en 6nemli sey nedir?

Tablo 9.
Yaya Olarak Dikkat Edilmesi Gerekenler Sorusuna Verilen Cevaplar.

A Okulu B Okulu

Karsidan karsiya gecerken dikkatli (saga, sola Karsidan karsiya gecerken dikkatli (saga, sola
bakarak) gecmek (3) (%16.70) bakarak) gecmek (3) (%16.70)

Kaldirnmdan yirimek (3) (%16.70) Yaya gecidi, alt/lst gecitten gegmek (5) (%27.80)
Trafik istklarina uymak (1) (%5.50) Trafik isiklarina uymak (6) (%33.30)

Yaya gegcidi, alt/lst gecitten gegmek (2) (%11.10)  Kaldinmdan yirimek (3) (%16.70)

Hiz yapmamak, alkolll arag siirmek, vb (9) Hiz yapmamak, alkolll arag siirmek, vb (1)
(%50.00) (%5.50)

Tablo 9 incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinin %50.00’sinin yaya olarak dikkat edilmesi gereken
kurallarla stirlici olarak dikkat edilmesi gereken kurallari karistirdigi goérilmektedir. Bu oran bize bu
ogrencilerde trafikte yaya olma bilinci ve sorumlulugunun olugsmadigini géstermektedir. B okulunda ise
bu oran % 5.50'dir.

Ogrencilere “Yaya kaldirmi bulunmayan yollarda yiiriimek zorunda kaldidimizda nereden
yiirtiimeliyiz? Neden?” diye sorulmustur. Cevaplar incelendiginde A okulu 6grencilerinden sadece 1 tanesi
“Yolun sol tarafindan yidrimeliyim. Arabalar beni gorsiin diye” dogru cevabini vermistir. B okulu
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ogrencilerinden ise 13 tanesi dogru cevabi vermistir. Bu soruya dogru cevap verme orani A okulunda %
5,60 iken B okulunda ise % 72.00'dir.

Ogrencilere “Trafik isiklarinin renkleri ve siiriiciiler icin anlamlari nelerdir?” diye sorulmustur. B okulu
ogrencilerinin hepsi bu soruya dogru cevap vermistir. A okulu 6grencilerinden ise iki cocuk bu soruya
yanlis/eksik cevap vermistir. Trafigin temel konularindan olan trafik isiklarinin ve anlamlarinin A
okulunda iki gocuk tarafindan bilinmemesi son derece distndurtcudar.

Ogrencilere “Gegis iistiinliigii olan araclara iki tane 6rnek veriniz” diye sorulmustur. A okulu
ogrencilerinden bes tanesi B okulu 6grencilerinden ise bir tanesi cevap verememis ya da yanhs cevap
vermistir. Bu soruda A okulu 6grencilerinin basarisi %72 iken B okulu 6grencilerinin basarisi %94.00"tdr.
iki okulda da en fazla séylenen ara¢ ambulans olmustur.

Ogrencilere “Trafik kazasi sonucunda yaralilara yardim etmek icin hangi telefonu aramaliyiz?” diye
sorulmugstur. “112” numaral telefonu aramaliyiz dogru cevabini A okulunda bilme oranini %78.00 B
okulunda ise %89.00 ¢ikmistir.

Ogrencilere “Emniyet kemeri ne ise yarar?” diye sorulmustur. B okulu dgrencilerinin hepsi “ani bir
frende aragtan firlamamizi onler, arag iginde sabit durmamizi saglar, bir kaza aninda savrulmamizi ve
kafamizi carpmamizi 6nler” gibi cevaplar vererek emniyet kemeri kullaniminin amacini bildiklerini
gostermiglerdir. A okulu 6grencilerinin ise %67.00’si emniyet kemeri kullanim amacini bilmektedir.
Ogrencilerden %33.00'(i soruya “kazalari 6nler, takmamiz lazim” gibi genel cevaplar vererek emniyet
kemeri kullaniminin amacini 6ziimseyemediklerini gbstermislerdir.

Ogrencilere “Arabada nerede yolculuk yapiyorsunuz?” diye sorulmustur. B okulu 6grencilerinin hepsi
arkada cevabini verirken A okulu 6grencilerinin% 28.00’i “bazen 6ne bazen arkaya” cevabini vermistir. A
okulundaki 6grencilerin kendileri icin ¢ok 6nemli olan bu trafik kuralini yeterince benimseyemedigi
gorilmektedir.

Trafik levha bilgisi
Tablo 10.
Odrencilerinin Trafik Levha Bilgileri.
Trafik Levhasi A Okulu B Okulu
Bilen 68renci sayisi Bilme orani (%) Bilen 68renci sayist  Bilme orani (%)
Yaya Gegidi 18 100.00 18 100.00
Okul Gegidi 17 94.40 18 100.00
Kasisli Yol " . Tlmsek var: . . Tlmsek var:
Tlmsek var: 8 44.40 Tlimsek var: 3 16.70
Kasisli yol: 0 Tiimsek var: 0.00 Kasisli yol: 11 Kasisli yol: 61.10
Kontrolli Demir . . . ) : . Demir yolu:
Yolu Gecidi Demir yolu: 7 Demir yolu: 38.90 Demir yolu: 9 50.00
Kontrolli demir KontrollG demir Kontrolli demir Konc')clrljalll; c?;eir'nlr
yolu gecidi: 0 yolu gecidi: 0.00 yolu gecidi: 5 ¥ 27g8§) ’
Saga Devamli Viraj: 3 Viraj: 16.70 Viraj: 3 Viraj: 16.70
Tehlikeli Viraj saga devaml Saga devamli saga devaml Saga devamli

tehlikeli viraj: 0

tehlikeli viraj:

tehlikeli viraj: 6

tehlikeli viraj:

0.00 33.30
U donisi Yasak 14 77.80 16 88.90
Arag Giremez 5 27.80 14 77.80
Park Etmek Yasak 16 88.90 18 100.00
iki Yonlii Trafik 7 38.90 11 61.10
Ondeki Araci 4 22.20 7 38.90

Gegme Yasagl
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Ogrencilere 10 adet trafik isaret levhasi sorulmus ve bildikleri trafik isaret levhalarinin anlamlarini
(isimlerini) yazmalari istenmistir. Ogrencilerin trafik levhalarini bilme oranlari Tablo 10’da ézetlenmistir.
Tablo verileri incelendiginde B okulu 6grencilerinin A okuluna oranla trafik isaret ve levhalari konusunda
cok daha fazla bilgi birikimine sahip olduklari anlasiimaktadir. A okulu 6grencilerinin sadece yaya gecidi
ve okul gecidi levhalarinda B okulunun dogru bilme oranina yaklastigi gérilmektedir.

Trafik isaret levhalarinin siirlicliler tarafindan ne kadar ve nasil bilindiginin tespit edilmesi amaciyla
Karayolu Trafik Guvenlik Kurulu tarafindan bir anket galismasi yapilmistir. Calisma Grubu Uyelerince
hazirlanan anket, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Ulasim Arastirma Merkezi tarafindan Ankara ilinde
secilen bolgelerde 1478 siriicliye uygulanmis ve sonuglari analiz edilmistir (EGM, 2015). Bu galismanin
sonuglari ile bir kargilastirma yapildiginda, ilkokul 1. siniftan itibaren siirekli ve uygulamali trafik egitimi

dersi alan B okulu 6grencilerinin; “yaya gecidi”, “okul gecidi”, “ara¢ giremez”, “Ondeki araci gegme
="

yasagl” ve “kontrolli demiryolu gecidi” levhalarini, siirlicilerden daha yiksek bilme oranina sahip
olduklari gérialmustar.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Trafik insan, ara¢ ve yol unsurlarinin karsilikh etkilesim ve uyum icinde bulunduklari dinamik bir
sistemdir (Payam, 2012). Trafikte insan unsurundan soz edildiginde, egitim faktorii 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.
Her konuda oldugu gibi, trafik konusunda da verilecek egitimin temeli ¢cocuk yaslarda atilmahdir. Trafik
egitiminin kalici olabilmesi ve cocugun bu egitimi i¢sellestirip davranisa donistirebilmesi icin de egitimin
surekli olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle ilkogretim ¢agi, temel bilgi ve becerilerin kazandirildigi ve
pekistirildigi donem olarak cok énemlidir.

Cocuklardaki trafik risk algisi, henuz fiziki ve ruhsal gelismelerinin devam etmesinden dolayi
yetiskinlere oranla daha azdir. Bu sebeple cocuklar trafik kazalarinda en fazla zarar gorenler
grubundadir. Cocuklarin karayolu trafik kazalarindan korunmasi ve gelecekte trafik icerisinde duyarh bir
birey olabilmesi icin okul 6ncesi ve okul doneminde siirekli ve etkin bir karayolu trafik glivenligi egitimi
almasi gereklidir (Hatipoglu, Ozdemir & Arikan, 2012).

Bu c¢alismada ilkokul diizeyindeki 6grencilere dizenli, programl ve siirekli trafik egitimi verilmesinin,
cocuklarin trafik bilgi ve algilarina nasil etki ettigini 6lgmek igin bir nitel degerlendirme formu hazirlanmis
ve iki ayri okulda 4. sinif 6grencilerine uygulanmistir. Segilen A okulunda Milli Egitim Bakanligi mufredati
uygulanmakta olup “trafik” konusu 4. sinifa kadar diger derslerin igerisinde dar kapsamli olarak
verilmektedir. B okulunda ise 1. siniftan itibaren hem teorik hem de okulun icerisinde bulunan ¢ocuk
trafik egitim parki vasitasiyla uygulamal bir sekilde trafik giivenligi egitimi verilmektedir.

Arastirma sonuglarina bakildiginda; ilkokul 1. siniftan itibaren teorik ve uygulamali olarak, trafik
glvenligi egitimi ile ilkokul slresince i¢ ice olan B okulu 6grencilerinin, A okulu 6grencilerine kiyasla,
trafik, yaya, yolcu, sirici gibi temel trafik tanimlarinin anlamlarini ve trafik icindeki yerlerini ¢cok daha iyi
bildikleri goriilmektedir. Yine A okulu 6grencileri, trafik icerisinde kendilerini tehlikeye distrecek
davranislarin neler oldugunu ifade etmede ve trafikte hayati tehlike arz eden durumlardan kaginmak igin
neler yapilmasi gerektigi konularinda B okulu 6grencilerinin oldukca gerisinde kalmislardir. B okulu
ogrencilerinin trafik kurallarini ezberlemek yerine o kuralin sebebini bilerek icsellestirildikleri (emniyet
kemeri sorusuna verilen cevaplarda ¢ok net gorilebilecegi gibi) gérilmektedir.

Yapilan galismalar neredeyse tim ilkokul cocuklarinin karsidan karsiya gecerken 6nce sola sonra saga
bakmalari gerektiklerini bildiklerini ancak bu ¢ocuklarin sag ve sollarini spontane olarak bulamadiklarini
gostermistir. (DaCoTA, 2012). Yine ingiltere’de ilkokul égrencileri (izerinde yapilan bir ¢alismada,
¢ocuklarin sadece teorik bilgi aldiklarinda davranis degisikligi gostermedigi, ancak uygulama
yaptiklarinda davranis degisikligi gosterdikleri ortaya cikmistir (Zeedyk & Wallace, 2001). B okulu
ogrencilerinin trafik bilgi ve algisi literatiirdeki bu ¢alismalari dogrular niteliktedir. B okulunun icindeki
cocuk trafik egitim parki sayesinde 6grenciler trafik dersinde 6grendikleri teorik bilgileri, egitim parkinda
pratik yaparak i¢sellestirmekte ve dogru davranisa donistiirmektedirler.
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Cocuklarin karayolu trafik kazalarindan korunmasi ve gelecekte trafik igerisinde duyarli ve kurallara
uyan birer birey olabilmeleri igin, okul 6ncesi ve okul doneminde sirekli ve etkin bir karayolu trafik
guvenligi egitimi almalari gereklidir. Okullarda 6grencilere verilmekte olan trafik guvenligi egitimi
giiniimiz sartlarinda heniiz istenilen diizeylere ulasamamistir. ilkokullarda 4. sinif diizeyine kadar trafik
egitimi bagimsiz bir ders olarak gosterilmemekte, diger dersler icinde kisa basliklar altinda, 6gretmenler
tarafindan 6nemli gérilen konulara deginilmektedir. Trafik egitiminin kalici olabilmesi ve ¢ocugun bu
egitimi icsellestirip davranisa donistirebilmesi icin egitimin siirekli olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu siireklilik
ancak miifredata en az 4 sene yani ilkokul egitimi boyunca trafik dersi konulmasi ile saglanabilir.
Karayolu Trafik Giivenlik Kurulu ve Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Ulasim Arastirma Merkezi tarafindan
yapilan “Trafik Levhalarinin Bilinilirligi” ¢alismasi raporunda da bu 6neriyi destekler gérusler mevcuttur
(EGM, 2015). Verilen bu trafik egitiminin trafikte dogru davranisa dénustirilebilmesi igin de ¢ocuk trafik
egitim parklarinin sayisinin ve etkin kullaniminin da artirilmasi énerilmektedir.

Diinya olgeginde, trafik kazalarindaki ¢ocuk 6liimlerinde ilk siralarda olmamiza ragmen (Tablo 1),
yapilan literatlir arastirmasinda; Tiirkiye’de ¢ocuk trafik egitimi ve ¢ocuk trafik glivenligi ile ilgili sadece
yedi adet makale galismasi tespit edilmistir (Bay & Akduman, 2009; Bay, Akduman & Alisinanoglu, 2009;
Guven, Akduman & Alisinanoglu, 2009; Hatipoglu et.al., 2012; Hatipoglu, 2011; Simsek, Akduman &
Alisinanoglu, 2009;. Tombaklar, 2002). Bu makaleler de, gocuklarin trafik kazalarina maruz kalma
sebepleri ve mevcut trafik bilgileri degerlendirilmistir. Verilmis bir trafik egitimi sonrasi gocuklarin trafik
bilgi ve algisindaki degisikligi dlcen bir calisma yapiimamistir. Bu sebeple bu calismanin sonuglariyla
karsilastiracak baska bir calisma bulunmamaktadir.

Dizenli, surekli ve uygulamali trafik egitimin gocuklar Gzerindeki pozitif etkilerini 6lgmek icin, egitim
ve trafik uzmanlarinin bu konuda birlikte ¢alismalari ve uygulamaya yonelik ¢alismalar ortaya ¢ikarmalari
onerilmektedir. Basta Milli Egitim Bakanhg olmak lzere konu ile ilgili kurum ve kuruluslarin, okul éncesi
ve ilkokul déneminde, trafik egitiminin daha etkin ve uygulamal olarak verilebilmesi igin gerekli yasal
dizenlemeleri yapmalari ve bu konuda projeler ve kampanyalar ylritmeleri 6nerilmektedir.

YlUrimeye basladigi andan itibaren ¢ocuklara verilecek etkin ve sirekli bir trafik egitimi, bu ¢ocuklarin
trafik kazalarinda hayatlarini kaybetme risklerini azaltacagi gibi, 15-20 yil sonrasinin yaya ve soférlerinin
de egitimli ve bilingli olmasini saglayacaktir.
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