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Within this study, in which the qualitative research model was used,
phenomenological pattern was used. The study was performed with 30 preschool
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not throwing away litter on the ground. Children in the city zone possess more
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Bu aragtirmanin amaci kentsel ve kirsal kesimde yasayan okul oncesi donem
cocuklarmin cevre kirliligine iliskin goriislerinin belirlenmesidir. Nitel arastirma
yonteminin kullanildig1 bu calismada olgu bilim deseni kullanilmistir. Arastirma 30
okul oOncesi cocuklartyla ¢aligma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Arastirma verileri odak grup
goriismesi ve resimle ifade teknigi kullanilarak elde edilmistir Aragtirma sonuglarina
gore; c¢ocuklarin cevre algilart giinlik yasamda karsilastiklari canlilar ve somut
nesnelerle sinirli oldugu belirlenmistir. Ancak ¢ocuklarin ¢izdikleri resimler
degerlendirildiginde; yasadiklari yere gore farklilasma saptanmustir. Kentsel kesimde
yasayan ¢ocuklarin kirsal kesimdekilere oranla ¢evre ile ilgili rahatsizliklarinin ¢evre
kirliligi ile daha fazla iliskili oldugu belirlenmistir. Kirsal kesimdeki ¢ocuklarin
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benimsedikleri, kentsel kesimdeki ¢ocuklarmn ise ¢evreyi korumaya yonelik
semalarinin daha fazla oldugu, ancak ¢evre diizenlemeye yonelik kurallar1 da ¢evre
koruma semalarma aldiklart goriilmiistiir. Kirsal ve kentsel kesimde yasayan
cocuklarimn gevre kirliligini 6nlemek genel olarak ¢op toplanmasina yonelik icatlardan
soz ettikleri belirlenmigtir.
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Environmental pollution

Introduction

The environment, which is expressed as the relations of the living and non-living beings with each other and
the power to sustain these relationships, is a common living space for every being exists on earth (Giler, 2008).
Human beings provided their needs from the environment, which is the eternal resource since the day they existed,
utilized it insofar the circumstances permit and possessed the power of affecting it with the developing technology
(Ozey, 2001). However as a result of the natural and artificial interventions made on the environment all living
beings in nature are affected negatively and the people devastate the nature for their own profit. In addition as a
result of the developments in agriculture and medicine the number of population increases rapidly bringing along
the pressure upon the nature. Together with this increase, technological developments cause the degeneration
process of the ecosystem become fast indicating itself with unplanned urbanization and rapid population increase.
Local, regional, national and global environmental problems affect both the countryside and the city zones;
nevertheless the biggest environmental problems are encountered within cities. Because the increase of the
population which constitutes important environmental problems come into prominence in the cities compared to
the countryside (Ayaz, 2014; Giiler, 2007; Keles, 2015).

Environmental problems are all of the factors that create negativity in the behaviour and the lives of the livings
beings. These environmental problems are air pollution, water pollution, land pollution, extinction of animal and
plants species, change of the climate and litter problems (Erten, 2006). Environmental pollution is defined as the
corruption of the balance in nature and occurrence of certain problems as a result of damaging, misusing and
excessively using of the natural resources. The general origin of the environmental pollution is stated as universal
and industrial waste (Kemirtlek, Saltabas and Yildiz, 2008).

Protecting the environment the responsibility of the educationalists and the education institutions that want to
train conscious, qualified and responsible individuals is considerable. (Aydin and Kaya, 2011; Baykal and Baykal,
2008). The environment education that the individuals take increase the environmental awareness, contributes to
finding solutions for environmental problems and have an effective role in converting the attitudes to behaviours
(Barraza and Cuarén, 2004; Cabuk and Karacaoglu, 2003). Basal, Bagceli-Kahraman and Ozen (2015) carried out
an environment education to the preschool teacher candidates and as a result of the research it was determined that
environmental education has a positive effect on the environmental awareness.

The main purpose of the environment education is to help the individuals develop positively in terms of
environmental attitudes enabling them to be aware concerning the environment and make them active in terms of
environmental issues (Basal, 2015; Hsu, 2004; Ocal, 2013). The communities that use the natural resources
unconsciously and are mere spectators to the corruption of the balance are headed for a fall and endanger
themselves. Governments’, nations’ and cultures’ sustaining their existence depends on the existence of the natural
environment and the healthy ecosystem and therefore it is necessary to make the knowledge and the responsibilities
of the individuals permanent behaviours in their lives. Hence starting from the preschool period it is important to
give an effective environmental education to the people from all strata (Atasoy, 2006; Louv, 2012; Ocal, 2013;
Oztiirk, Oztiirk, 2015).

Preschool period have an important role in children’s developing a positive attitude regarding the environment
and environmental education (Palmer, 1995). Within preschool period the idea of supporting the environmental
education depends on the two basic opinions which are the protection of the environment and the healthy
development of the child. Protecting the environment if the children cannot develop a positive attitude towards the
environment in the preschool period and impress the sense of responsibility on themselves in further years
managing this will be quite difficult an d risky (Kesicioglu and Alisinanoglu, 2009). An environmental education
integrated with preschool period not only will support all areas of development of the children and enable the
children percept that they are the part of the their own environment as well (Okyay and Aydogan, 2016).
Accordingly in this period in order to turn the knowledge learned into behaviours the children must be given
opportunity (Handler and Epstein, 2010; Kesicioglu and Alisinanoglu, 2009; Onur, Caglar and Salman, 2016;
Tilbury, 1994). In training aware and devoted citizens, concerning environmental education one of the most
important tasks falls to teachers. No matter how perfect programs are prepared regarding environmental education
the teachers who will apply this program must be sensitive to the environment, willing and a good model for the
children, believe the necessity of environmental education, and have the adequate knowledge and skills about this
issue (Simsekli, 2004). On the other hand Larijani and Yeshodhara (2008) state that environmental education
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cannot only be given through curriculum yet the knowledge, awareness, attitude and the skills of the teachers
concerning the environment are effective as well.

The environment is the whole of the physical, social, economic and cultural setting in which the humans and
the other livings sustain their lives in interaction. From past to present together with the development of the
industry the humans inclined the search for raw material. They used the nature as the resource of raw materials
and did not avoid damaging the nature for the sake of making life easier and making profit. In addition for long
years precautions were not taken in order to prevent the waste that do not dissolve and maintain its existence in
nature for ages. As a result of this situation presently we are face to face with the problem of environmental
pollution, which is an issue on the front burner. Environmental pollution is not a problem to be interfered but take
precautions for. Therefore it is thought that the preschool period children’s perceptions about these matters must
be determined and precautions must be taken regarding this issue. However it is determined that in Turkey the
researches regarding the environment and the environmental problems are more aimed at determining the attitude,
perception and the ideas of the elementary and secondary school children (Alerby, 2000; Alp, Ertepinar, Tekkaya
and Yilmaz, 2006; Aydin, Sahin and Korkmaz, 2013; Celikbas and Yal¢inkaya, 2013; Sagir, Aslan and Cansaran,
2008; Yardime1 & Bagci1-Kilig, 2010; Yilmaz and Anderson, 2004; Yilmaz, Samsunlu and Peker, 2017). Ozsoy
and Ahi (2014) investigated the perceptions of the elementary and the secondary school children regarding the
environmental problems through pictures. On the other hand Ozden and Ozden (2015) investigated the perceptions
of the secondary school children regarding the environmental problems through drawings. Few studies were
reached regarding the perceptions of the preschool period children concerning the environmental problems (Akcay,
Halmatov and Ekin, 2017; Halmatov, Sarigam and Halmatov, 2012; Taskin and Sahin, 2008). Also a limited
number of experimental studies, which were carried out about the environmental education and in order to change
the behaviours and the attitudes towards the environment, were reached (Aydin and Aykag, 2016; Giilay and Ekici,
2010; Ogelman, Onder, Durkan ve Erol, 2015; Onur, Caglar and Salman, 2016). This research aims to examine
whether the children are aware of the problems of the environment they live in taking both the countryside and the
city zone into consideration. In accordance with this purpose it will be attempted to determine the perceptions of
the preschool children regarding the environment and the environmental pollution, what they know and how they
relate these with the environment they live and they want to live.

Method

Within this study, in which the qualitative research model was used, phenomenological pattern was used.
Phenomenology focuses on the phenomena people are aware of however do not possess a detailed understanding
and also aims to bring the perceptions and the experiences of the individuals into the forefront from their point of
views. On the other hand phenomena are the events, experience, perceptions, concepts and the situations that are
faced in life (Yildirim and Simsek, 2006; Saban and Ersoy, 2017). Within the research the perceptions of the
preschool children regarding “the environmental pollution” were determined as phenomenon.

Study Group

This research was carried out in 2017-2018 education year in two different nursery classes one of them was in
the countryside and the other one was in the city. The study was performed with totally 30 preschool children, 15
children from the country and 15 children from the city. The children who participate from the countryside consist
of 7 female and 8 male. The children who participate from the city consist of 6 female and 9 male. Maximum
variety sampling method, which is one of the study group purposive sampling methods, was used (Biiylikoztiirk,
Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel 2012). The research was carried out in two nursery classes in different
types; in a school in the countryside and in a school in the city zone. The school that takes place in the city zone,
where official workers live mostly, is a public school that gives dual education to its students; early in the morning
and in the afternoon in the Niliifer county of Bursa city. The school that takes place in the countryside is a public
school which gives dual education to its students early in the morning and in the afternoon in a region where people
earn their living with agriculture mostly 12 km far from the Niliifer county of the city of Bursa.

Data Collection Tools

The data of the research were obtained using group interview and expression technique with pictures. The
focus was to try to understand the emotions, ideas and the point of views of the group interview participants in the
natural setting (Ersin and Bayyurt, 2015). Within this research, which was carried out with focus group discussion,
semi-structured interview form was used. The semi-structured interview is the interview which is performed by
the researcher asking the questions prepared formerly. The task of the researcher is to provide the participants
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focus on the questions asked directing the group when they divagate from the questions (Cepni, 2014). Within the
context of this research the children were brought together making them sit in a crescent shaped way. For the
documentation of the results wholesomely one of the researchers made the focus group discussion and the other
one used a tape recorder and took notes at the same time. Within this interview these questions were included,;

1. What do you see in your environment?
Are there things that bother you in your environment?

What kind of an environment do you live in?

2
3
4. Are there rules about the environment? What are they?
5. What is pollution?

6

What is environmental pollution?
7. What can we do in order to prevent environmental pollution?

After the focus group discussion the students in both schools were provided the same materials. They were
asked to draw pictures about the environment they live and they want to live and also they were asked to describe
the pictures they drew through the individual interview.

Data Collection

Before data gathering process the research was sent to the University Senate Ethics Commission to be
examined in terms of ethical rules and principles. After receiving approval from the Senate Ethics Commission
permissions were taken from the Provincial Directorate of National Education and two schools that that would
participate in the research process were determined. After giving information about the purpose and the
importance of the research to the teachers who volunteered, acceptance forms were sent to the parents and they
were informed that the information obtained would be kept confidential. The children who were permitted were
asked whether they wanted to participate voluntarily or not and the interviews were performed with 30 children
who wanted to participate.

Data Analysis

Within the analysis of the data obtained from the research content analysis was used. The content analysis aims
to access the concepts and the relations that would be able to explain the data obtained. It consists of processes
such as coding of the data, finding the themes, the regulation of the codes and the themes and defining and
interpreting the findings (Y1ildirim and Simsek, 2006). The data obtained from the questions asked to the children
in the countryside and city zone and from the pictures they drew regarding what kind of an environment they live
and they wanted to live, were given in Tables making codifications according to countryside and city zone.

Within the process of the analysis of the research data for the drawings and expressions of the children firstly
separate categories and codes were constituted by the researchers. After that the consistency between the coders
was examined. The reliability of the data analysis was tested using the formula of Consensus
Percentage={ Agreement/(Agreement + Disagreement) X 100}, which belongs to Miles and Huberman (1994).
According to this the consensus percentage between the coders was determined .95 for the drawing percentage
and .98 for the interviews.

Findings

It was determined that to the question “What do you see in your environment?” the children in the countryside
gave the answers such as animals (1), people (1), the way used in daily transportation (1), car (1), egg (1), chicken
(2), bird (1) and tree (1). As for the children in the city zone it was determined that they gave the answers such as
dog (2), tree (1), chicken (1), horse (1), hamster (1), flower (1), grass (1), house (2) and school (1). It is seen that
the children in the countryside gave fewer answers compared to the children in the city zone.

To the question “Are there things that bother you in your environment?” three of the children in the countryside
replied dog and two of them replied litter. On the other hand the children in the city zone stated that they were
bothered by the leaves fallen in autumn (4), factory chimneys (1), the trees being cut (1), insect (1), being treated
badly (2), practical jokes (1) and strong language.
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When we go home, it is difficult. Because dogs attack us (Country?2).
Someone had thrown away litter on the ground. And also shouted (Country?2).
He leaves that fell on my meal (City3).

When my father treats me badly (City3).

To the question “What are the rules about the environment?” the children in the countryside gave limited
number of answers such as not throwing away litter (2) and glass (3) not shouting (1). The children in the city zone
mentioned the rules regarding protecting the environment as protecting the animals (4), not cutting trees (2) and
the rules regarding the environment regulation such as traffic rules (1), municipality rules (1), and not throwing
away litter.

Throwing away litter is forbidden (Country7).
Not using mobile phones while driving (City4).

Not throwing away litter on the ground. Because if you throw away litter on the ground fire starts. All animals
get hurt (City9).

To the question “What is environmental pollution?”” only four replies came from the countryside whereas 12
replies came from the city zone. Within the replies came from the countryside there were answers such as it is bad
(1), it’s not good (1) and litter (1) one of the children told about an experience. The children who live in the city
zone on the other hand stated their views as throwing away litter on the ground (3), pollution caused by the car
exhaust (1), mess (2), the litter in the sea (1), factory chimneys (1), harming animals (1) and cutting the trees (3).

Once when we were going there was a bag litter (Country2).

The exhausts of the cars make pollution (City4).

If the trees are cut we can die (City9).

When our environment is polluted to much we become extinct. Because trees help us breath well (City11).

To the question “What kind of an environment do you live in?” the children who live in the countryside gave
two different answers as in a good environment (Countryside=3; City=5) and everywhere is full of with litter
(Countryside=7; City=5). The views of the children are given below:

My father smoked his cigarette and threw it away (Country?2).

In a dirty environment, because people throw away the litter. While | was coming to school | saw chocolate
packages (Country?2).

I don’t live in a clean environment. It’s like oil is poured around, on our way. Also there are some things in
our garden every day (Country?2).

One day my mother threw away wet wipes from the balcony (Country9).

It is clean because my mother washes (City9).

When | but something from the market | throw the litter into the bin, so it’s clean (City9).
Very dirty people throw their litter on the ground not into the bin (City9).

In both zones the children defined the environment they live in mentioning the litter in their environment. In
addition the children who think that they live in a clean environment exist in both zones. It is determined that the
children who live in the countryside gave replies to the question “What would you do or invent in order to prevent
environmental pollution?” such as litter must not be thrown on the ground (3), a robot that will enable the cleaning
of the litter (1), a recycling robot, sweeping robot and dragon. On the other hand it was determined that the children
who live in the city zone gave answers such as a robot cleaning litter (2), a bag that collects plastic (1), a bag that
enables the rotten fruit to be reused (1), a costume used for cleaning (1) and cleaning while dancing. The views
are given below:

Robot which cleans from the air ( Country3).
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Human robot which collects litter (Country3).

There would be broom and shovels in my arms and | would do cleaning while dancing (City6).

I would make a costume and when I wear it | would clean the whole world turning around (City9).

The fruit stays on the ground and turns into dirt so | would make a bag in order to prevent that (City11).

In Table 1 the findings obtained from the pictures the children drew regarding the question of “What kind of

an environment do you live in?” are given.

Table 1. What Kind of an Environment Do You Live in?

Countryside City Zone
Category Theme f  Category Theme f
Snow(2) 8 Dirty sun(2)
Sun(3) Sun(l)
> Star(1) > Star(1) 7
0 Sky(1) n Clouds(1)
Cloud(1) Rain(1)
It didn’t rain (1)
Grass(5) 19 Cut trees(6)
Apple Trees(2) Torn grass(2)
% Tree(8) % Grass(2) 18
T Flower(4) T Flowers(2)
Faded Flowers(6)
My mother(4) 13 The smokes of the factory chimneys
My father(2) - that pollute the forest(1)
= Me(5) 8 Factory chimneys(2)
£ My sister(1) = Plane smokes(1) 7
= Grandmother(1) & Leaf pollution(1)
Polluted sea(2)
People throwing litter(1) 7 Child
Men throwing litter(1)
Children(1)
= Mum throws away litter(1) =
S They’re bad(I see when I go to g 1
T school)(1) T
Men throwing mud(1)
Me who is surprised at thrown
litter(1)
Bottle(1) 3 No dumping sign(1)
Lemonade Bottle(1) The picture of a skull in the electrical
@ Water Bottle 9 panel and in the basement(1)
B = I put a sign the falling water (waterfall) 5
@ o s0 that nobody falls (1)
Pedestrian crossing (1)
Rubbish Bin(1)
Litter(8) 15 8
The litter around my house(1) Litter(4)
= Stone(2) = Pieces of broken glass(1)
b= Environmental pollution(1) E Apples on the ground(1)
- There is no litter(1) - Stones(1)
Paper(1) Fire(1)

Rubbish bin(1)
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Chickens(1) 2 Animals that cannot breath(1) 10
Lamb(1) Ladybug(2)
Ants(1)
= T Fly(1)
£ = Giraffe(1)
< < Tiger(1)
Bee(1)
Butterfly(1)
Dead seals(1)
Wall(2) 15 Bird nest(1) 17
Fields(1) Garden(1)
- House(6) - House(7)
o Garden(2) & Clean environment(1)
£ Site(1) £ Clean roads(1)
g School(1) g Car(2)
g Slide(1) g Road(1)
Seesaw(1) Park(1)
Very noisy buildings(1)
Forest(1)
Needles that blow the balloons 1
Monsters 1
Song 1
Top 1

In Table 1 the drawings of the children who were asked to portray what kind of an environment they live in
are separated into categories. When the pictures of the children in the countryside are examined eight categories
emerged. These are plant (f=19), family (f=13), sky (f=8), human (f=7), bottle (f=3), litter (f=15), animal (f=2)
and environment (f=15). They drew trees (f=8) and flowers (f=4) in the category of plant; they drew themselves
more (f=5), their mothers (f=4) and their fathers (f=2); in the category of sky they drew snow (f=2) and the sun
(f=3); in human category generally they drew the people (f=1) and men (f=1) who throw away litter; in the category
of bottle they drew lemonade (f=1) and water bottles (f=1); in animal category they drew chicken (f=1) and lamb
(f=1); in the category of environment they drew house (f=6), garden (f=2) and wall (f=2); in the category of litter
they drew litter (f=8), stones (f=2). Also a person used the expression of an environment without litter. The pictures
except for the categories include needle (f=1), monster (f=1), song (f=1) and ball (f=1).

When the pictures of the children who live in the city zone are examined nine categories were accessed. These
are sky (f=7), plant (f=18), human (f=1), pollution (f=7), litter (f=8), rules (f=5), environment (f=17), animal
(f=10). In the sky category they drew polluted sun (f=2); in the plant category they drew cut trees (f=6), faded
flowers (f=6); in the pollution category they drew factory smokes (f=1), plane smokes (f=1); in the category of
litter they drew litter (f=4) and glass (f=1); in the category of rules they drew signs (f=1) and bin (f=1); in the
category of environment they drew house (f=7) and car (f=2); in the category of animal they drew ladybug (f=2)
and dead seal (f=1). Within the category of human a student drew a child (f=1).

In Table 2 the findings obtained from the pictures the children drew regarding the question of “What kind of
an environment do you want to live in?”

Table 2. What Kind of an Environment Do You Want to Live in?

Countryside City Zone
Category Theme f Category Theme f
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Sun(i(S)) Clea(n )Sky(l)

Rain(1 Star(2

2> Lightning(1) 18 > Moon(1)

¥ Sky(1) w Cloud(1)

Cloud(5) Fresh Air(1)
Rainbow(1) Smiling sun because it’s very happy(1)
Smiling Sun(1) Rain(1)

- Bl_rd(l) =

£ Dinosaur(1) 4 £ Ladybug (2)

2 Rabbit(1) 5: Butterflies(3)

Spider(1) Animals that can breath well (1)
Flower(5)
Grass(5) <

= Wheat(1) e House(1)

S Meadow(1) 15 s Mountains(1)

% carrot(1) = Clean environment(4)
Daisy(1) w Let’s live in the village (1)
Pear(1) Cottage(1)

. There is a do not litter sign(1)

= 1 3 People obeying rules (1)

E T People throwing litter into the bin(2)
Me(7) er@) Tr?fficz r;JIes(l)

My mother(2 Police(2
My father(2) Recycle (1)
House(6)

Mill(1)

Lamp(1)

Sea(2)

£ Site(1)

£ Beds(l) =

S Garden(2) 20 S

S wall(1) o

w  Very clean soil(1)

Rabbit house(1) Grass(2)
Soil(2) Tree(3)
Painted stones(1) Flowers(2)
Clean environment(1) Flowers grown well (1)
Litter (3) - Presents(1)
ks Litter in the bin(1) = Lamp(1)
= Dust(1) g Couches(1)
Fire balls collecting o Kite(1)
litter(1) Television(1)

8 Man(1) s

E Semih(1) 3 S Happiness(4)

T Heart(1) | Happy sun(1)

Giant 1 Sand
Numbers 1 Cake
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In Table 2 the drawings of the children, who were asked to portray what kind of an environment they want to
live in, were separated into categories. When the pictures made by the children in the countryside were examined
seven categories emerged. These are sky (f=18), family (f=11), plant (f=15), animal (f=4), environment (f=20),
litter (f=6) and human (f=3). The children generally drew sun (f=8) and cloud (f=5) in the category of sky, from
the family category they drew themselves (f=7), mother (f=2) and father (f=2), from the plant category they drew
grass (f=5) and flower , from animal category they drew bird (f=1) and rabbit (f=1), from environment category
they drew house (f=6), sea (f=2) and garden (f=2), from litter category they drew litter (f=3), from human category
they drew man (f=1) and friend (f=1). One of the children drew fireballs collecting the litter in the litter category.
One of the children drew a clean environment regarding environment category and another one drew a very clean
soil. Within the litter category one of the children drew litter in the bin. The drawings apart from the categories
were determined as giant (f=1) and numbers (f=1).

When the pictures of the children, who live in the city zone, are examined seven categories were determined.
These are sky (f=8), animals (f=6), environment (f=8), rules (f=8), plant (f=8), property (f=5) and emotions (f=5).
The children generally drew star (f=2), clean sky (f=1) from the sky category, from animals category they drew
butterflies (f=3) and animals that breath well (f=1), from environment category clean environment, from rules
category people who throw litter into the bin, from plant category they drew tree (f=3), flowers growing well (f=1),
from property category they drew presents (f=1), kite (f=1), in emotions category they drew happiness (f=4) and
happy sun (f=1). The views of the children regarding the rules were gathered under the themes of recycle (f=1),
people obeying rules (f=1), do not litter sign (f=1), people who throw litter into the bin (f=2), traffic rules (f=1),
police (f=2). One of the children portrayed the picture in the sky category through the expression of smiling sun
because it’s very happy (f=1). Those drown apart from the category were rain (f=1) and cake (f=1).

The pictures of the children, who live in the countryside, regarding what kind of an environment they live and
want to live, are given in Figure 1.

What kind of an environment do you live in? What kind of an environment do you want to live in?

! o
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P1: (The child who lives in the countryside): they P2 (The child who lives in the countryside): | drew
threw the litter up, and they fell. There are the bad. | wheat, sea, grass. There is sea, sun, lamp and | want
see them when 1 go to school. There are chickens there  birds, meadows, mill and rainbow to be around.

is bin near. When the human throws the litter on the

ground while passing.

Figure 1. The Pictures that the Children, Who Live in the Countryside, Drew Regarding the Environment.
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When the pictures in Figure 1 are examined in P1 it is seen that the child, who lives in the countryside
emphasized on the litter theme regarding the environment he or she lives in. On the other hand in P2 it was
determined that the themes of wheat, sea, grass, sun, rainbow and mill were emphasized regarding what kind of
an environment the child, who lives in the countryside, wants to live in.

The pictures regarding what kind of an environment the children, who live in the city zone, want to live in are
given in Figure 2.

What kind of an environment do you want to live in?

What kind of an environment do you live in?

P3. (The child who lives in the city zone): There is a
forest, the grass is torn apart, they cut the trees, there is
litter, they polluted the grass and they even polluted the
sun. The flower is faded, since it didn’t rain the litter
polluted the forest and the flower is faded. | tried to
make the flower faded well, since the litter is thrown its
leaves are red. There is smoke coming out of the
factories; they came to the forest from the city. The
green ones are litter; the colourful ones are chimney
smoke.

P4 (The child who lives in the city zone): When there
are factory chimneys the flowers wilt, the animals
cannot breath. When there is recycle the flowers grow
well, the animals breathe and the child becomes happy.
If we throw the litter to the recycle bin the garbage man
fix them and send them to their owner back.

Figure 2. The Pictures Drawn by The Children, Who Live in The City Zone, Regarding The Environment.

When the pictures in Figure 2 are examined it is seen that in P3 the child, who lives in the city zone, included
the themes such as cut trees, litter and the smoke coming out of the factory chimneys, regarding the environment
s/he lives in. In P4 it was determined that the child, who lives in the city zone emphasized on the recycle theme
regarding what kind of an environment s/he want to live in.

Discussion and Conclusion

This research was carried out in order to determine the perception of the preschool period children, who live
in the countryside and city zones, regarding the environment and environmental pollution, what they know
concerning this subject and how they relate it to the world they live and they want to live in.
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According to the results of the focus group discussion a different was not found within the expressions of the
children, who live in the countryside and the city zone, for the environment. The environmental perception is
limited with the livings and the concrete objects they encounter in daily life. Whereas the children, who live in the
countryside, remarked the items such as animals, egg and chicken; the children, who live in the city zone, described
the environment they lived with the items such as house, school, tree, flower and grass. In this case it can be said
that the perceptions of the children is limited with the environment they live in.

The children, who live in the countryside, explained the situations that bother them in their environment. The
children, who live in the city zone, mentioned the problems that concern the majority such as cut tress, factory
chimneys and leaves. In addition some children remarked the situations that involve emotional violence such as
strong language and practical jokes. Accordingly it is seen that the disturbance of the children, who live in the city
zone, is more related to the environmental pollution compared to the children, who live in the countryside. As a
result of the study of Sadik (2014), which was carried out in order to determine the views of the children regarding
the environmental problems, it was found that they related the environmental problems with the people mostly and
they were aware of the fact that the environmental problems were not independent from one another. Also it was
determined that the views of the children regarding the occurrence of the environmental problems, differentiate
according to the environment they live in. It is thought that the reason of the difference between the countryside
and the city zone is due the fact that the cities are more damaged. The children, who live in the city zones, encounter
more environmental problems.

Whereas the children, who live in the countryside, reply the question “What are the environmental rules?” as
not throwing away litter; the children in the city zones mentioned the rules that arrange the communal life (traffic
rules) and the rules regarding the protection of the environment (not cutting trees, protecting the animals). In
accordance with these results it is inferred that the children, who live in the countryside, adopted the rules regarding
the protection of the environment only as not throwing away litter on the ground. On the other hand the children
in the city zone possess more frames regarding the protection of the environment however it was seen that they
framed the rules regarding the arrangement of the environment as the protection of the environment.

To the question “What is environmental pollution?” the children, who live in the countryside, gave limited
number of answers. These replies are categorical, such as it is bad, it is not good. The children, who live in the city
zone, gave answers regarding air (car exhaust), land (litter) and sea (the litter in the sea) pollution. It can be said
that the frames of the children, who live in the countryside, did not become clear. On the other hand considering
the replies of the children, who live in the countryside, it is seen that they are more aware regarding the pollution
in their environment. In a research carried out by Biiyiiksahin and Demirci Giiler (2014), the awareness levels of
the elementary school children, who live in the countryside and the city zone, regarding the biological concepts
were compared. Although the students in the countryside, who have more opportunity to make observations, were
expected to possess higher awareness levels compared to the children in the city zones, according to the results of
the research it was determined that the students in the city zone were more aware of the scientific events and the
phenomena.

To the question “What kind of an environment do you live in?” similar answers were given from both regions.
They related the environment being clean with not throwing away litter or their mothers cleaning; they related it
being dirty with throwing away litter. Especially the prominent point is the good or bad attitudes of the families
affected the perceptions of the children regarding the environment. The children, whose families threw away litter,
stated that their environment was dirty; the children, whose families cleaned the environment, stated that their
environment was clean. The research carried out by Kesicioglu and Alisinanoglu (2009) indicates the effect of the
families on the environmental attitude of the children. According to the results of the research it was determined
that especially the children of the mothers whose occupation is farming, developed positive attitude towards the
environment since they were intimate with the nature compared to the children whose mothers belong to other
occupation groups. In addition difference was observed within the attitudes of the children whose family income
level is different. The family whose income levels is high providing the nature experiences for their children
spending quality time together enabled them to develop positive attitudes towards the nature. Within the research
carried out by Akgay, Halmatov and Ekin (2017) it was found that the parents had an effect on the environmental
awareness of the children. In addition since the children consider the teachers as role models it can be said that the
attitudes of the teachers affect the attitude of the children. Different results were obtained in the research carried
out by Erol and Gezer'in (2006) on teacher candidates. According to these results it was seen that the attitude of
the teacher candidates towards the environment were weak and the attitudes of the female students regarding the
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environmental problems were higher compared to the male students; and also their interest was more positive.
According to the results of this research it can be said that for the preschool children’s developing positive
environmental attitudes and perceiving the environment correctly the teachers and the parents should be both a
good transmitter and a good role model as well.

However, when the pictures they drew concerning the environment they live in were examined, the results
indicated difference. In both zones the children reflected the objects, items and the livings they encounter in their
daily life. Differently the students in the countryside generally included the litter only within the environment they
live in their pictures. On the other hand the children, who live in the city zone, exemplified the various dimensions
of the environmental pollution such as air (factory chimneys), sea (polluted sea) and land (litter). They determined
these pollutions with cause and effect relation. The environmental pollutions encountered within the countryside
and the city zones differentiate. However in accordance with these results it can be sad that the students within the
city zone are more aware of the environmental pollution and more successful in relating the environmental
pollution with its reasons compared to the students in countryside. It was inferred from the research carried out by
Tagkin and Sahin (2008) the children coming from the medium-high income group were aware of the environment
concept was a global or universal problem; the children coming from the low income group were away from this
awareness.

When the pictures of the environment they want to live were examined most of the students within the
countryside described an environment without litter drawing items similar to those in previous pictures and
expressed their drawings with clean environment, clean land and smiling sun. Within the students’ environment
pictures concerning the environment they want to live, it is seen that they tended to the natural environments since
they considered the air pollution and litter as the situation that affect the people most in a negative way. In addition,
children in the city zones have different rules than children in the countryside. Another prominent point was that
the children in the city zone included rules unlike the children in the countryside. Whereas they stated the rules
disobeyed within the environment they live, they stated the rules to be obeyed in the environment they want to
live. The children in the city zone generally included the natural environment, the objects that make them happy
and the family members. Within a research carried out by Halmatov, Saricam and Halmatov (2012) on the
preschool children at the age of six it was determined that the environmental concept perceptions of the children
differentiate according to the socio-economic levels and the regions they live in. In addition in a research carried
out by Akc¢ay, Halmatov and Ekin (2017) the contribution of the parents to the environmental awareness of the
preschool children at the age of 5-6 was investigated and it was determined that parents affect the environmental
awareness of their children. In addition Chu, Lee, Ryung Ko, Hee Shin, Nam Lee, Mee Min, ve Hee Kang (2007)
determined that the attitudes of the children towards the environment change according to the gender, the
educational level of the parents and the place where the children take the information regarding the environment.
In addition within the study of Grodziéska-Jurczak, Stepska, Nieszporek and Bryda (2006) it was aimed to
determine the attitudes of the preschool children towards the environment and the environmental knowledge level
of the children and their parents. In accordance with the results of the research it was determined that the preschool
children at the age of 6 know the fundamental concepts about the environment and can detect the inappropriate
behaviours regarding the environment. Also it was determined that the parents of the children generally indicated
positive environmental attitudes; however they were not willing to make sacrifices regarding the protection of the
environment. Tagkin and Sahin (2008) determined that the socio-economic level and the place in which people
live can cause the environment concept to be interpreted differently. It was seen that the children coming from the
families of medium-high income levels perceive the environment in the global dimension however, the children
coming from the families of low income did not possess this awareness.

The replies that the children within the countryside and the city zone gave to the question what kind of invention
they can make in order to prevent environmental pollution are similar. Children from both groups mentioned
inventions regarding garbage collecting. Despite the different and creative ideas it can be said that the children
think in a limited way regarding the solutions. Within the sample only three students’ mentioning the recycling
actually indicates that raising environmental awareness is inadequate. Since the contribution of the recycling and
how the waste can be utilized was not experienced by the children concretely and it was remained unfulfilled the
intended awareness was not raised. In a research as a result of an experimental study performed regarding
acquisition of environmental awareness and utilization of waste paper by the children at the age of five; it was
seen that positive developments were indicated y the children regarding the utilization of the waste (Onur, Caglar,
Salman, 2016). In addition Aydin and Aykag¢ (2016) determined that the creative drama based environmental
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education program which was carried out with preschool period children increased the knowledge and the
awareness level of the children regarding the environment significantly. Giilay Ogelman and Durkan (2015)
determined that soil education affected the attitudes of the children regarding the environment in a positive way.
Chu et. al. (2007) determined high level relation between attitude and behaviour. Accordingly it can be said that
the environment education given to the children will not only affect the attitudes of the children and reflect to their
behaviours in a positive way as well. The acquisitions involved within the education program affect the attitudes
of the children towards the environment to a large extent. Within a research carried out by Giilay and Ekici (2010)
it was inferred that the acquisitions within the program regarding the environmental education involve a small part
of the all acquisitions. From this point of view it is thought that within the preschool education program the
acquisitions regarding environmental education should be included more and teachers should give children
environmental education. According to a research it was determined that the environmental attitude score of the
teachers were lower compared to the teacher candidates and the reason for that was they needed an increase in
vocational knowledge and skills (Yurt, Kandir & Kalburan, 2012). Giizelyurt and Ozkan (2018) determined that
due to some reasons like preschool teachers possess inadequate knowledge about environmental education and the
inadequacy of the educational environment and the program; they could not give their students an effective,
constant and adequate education.

As a result of this research it was determined that some parents damage the nature and the children are aware
of this situation. Accordingly considering the fact that the education starts within the family and families affect
the attitudes of the children it is thought that studies should be performed regarding the raising awareness of the
families. In addition it is thought that conferences and seminars should be arranged for the teachers in order to
raise their knowledge and awareness concerning environmental education. In addition it can be said it is important
for the teacher candidates to take classes regarding environmental education in terms of applying the environmental
education when they become teachers.
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Kirsal Ve Kentsel Kesimlerdeki Okul Oncesi Cocuklarimin Cevre Kirliligi
Hakkindaki Goriisleri

Giris

Canli ve cansiz varliklarin birbirleriyle iliskileri ve bu iligkilerin siirdiiriilebilme giicii olarak ifade edilen ¢evre
diinya iizerinde bulunan her varlik igin ortak bir yasama alanidir (Giiler, 2008). insanoglu var oldugu giinden beri
ihtiyaclarin1 bu sonsuz kaynak olan ¢evreden saglamis, sartlar el verdigi siirece ondan faydalanmis ve gelisen
teknolojiyle onu etkileyebilme giiciine de sahip olmustur (Ozey, 2005). Ancak cevreye yapilan dogal veya yapay
miidahaleler sonucunda dogadaki tiim canlilar olumsuz etkilenmekte ve insanlar dogay1 kendi ¢ikarlar1 ugruna
tahrip etmektedir. Ayrica tarimda ve tiptaki gelismeler sonucu niifus sayisi hizla artarak doga iizerindeki baskiy1
da beraberinde getirmektedir. Bu artis ile birlikte teknolojik gelismeler, garpik kentlesme, hizli niifus artisi ile
kendini gostererek ekosistemin bozulma siirecinin hizlanmasina neden olmaktadir. Yerel, bolgesel, ulusal ve
kiiresel nitelikte olan ¢evre sorunlari hem kirsal hem de kentsel kesimleri etkilemekte; buna karsin giiniimiizde en
biiyiik ¢evre sorunlariyla kentlerde karsilagsmaktadir. Ciinkii 6nemli gevre sorunlarini olusturan niifus artis1 kirsal
kesime oranla kentlerde daha fazla 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Ayaz, 2014; Giiler, 2007; Keles, 2015).

Cevre sorunlari canlilarin davranislarinda ve yasamlarinda olumsuzluklar meydana getiren etkenlerin timiidiir.
Bu ¢evre sorunlari hava kirliligi, su kirliligi, toprak kirliligi, bitki ve hayvan tiirlerinin yok olmast, iklim degisimi
ve ¢Op sorunlart olarak siralanabilmektedir (Erten, 2006). Cevre kirliligi de; dogal kaynaklarin asir1 ve yanlis
kullanilmasi, tahrip edilmesi sonucunda ¢evrede dengenin olumsuz yénde bozulmasi ve birtakim sorunlarin ortaya
c¢itkmasi, olarak aciklanmaktadir. Cevre kirliliginin genel kaynagi ise evrensel ve endiistriyel atiklar olarak ifade
edilmektedir (Kemirtlek, Saltabas, Yildiz, 2008).

Cevrenin korunmasinda, bilingli, nitelikli ve sorumlu insan yetistirmek isteyen egitim kurumlarmin ve
egitimcilerin sorumlulugu oldukga fazladir (Aydin ve Kaya, 2011; Baykal ve Baykal, 2008). Bireyin aldig1 ¢cevre
egitimi ¢evre duyarliligini arttirmakta, ¢evre sorunlarina ¢oziim yollari iretmesine katki saglamakta ve tutumlarin
davranisa doniismesinde etkili rol oynamaktadir (Barraza ve Cuarén, 2004; Cabuk ve Karacaoglu, 2003). Basal,
Baggeli-Kahraman ve Ozen (2015) okul 6ncesi 6gretmen adaylarina gevre egitimi uygulamislar ve arastirma
sonucunda ¢evre egitiminin 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢evreye yonelik duyarliliklar: tizerinde olumlu etkisi oldugunu
belirlemiglerdir.

Cevre egitiminin esas amaci bireylerin ¢evre konusunda bilingli olmalarint saglayarak cevre tutumlarinin
olumlu ydnde gelismelerine yardime1 olmak ve ¢evre konularinda aktif olmalarini saglamaktir (Basal, 2015; Hsu,
2004). Dogal kaynaklar1 bilingsizce kullanan, dengenin bozulmasma seyirci kalan toplumlar geleceklerini
tehlikeye atarak kendi sonlarini hazirlamaktadirlar. Devletlerin, milletlerin, kiiltiirlerin varligini siirdiirebilmesi,
dogal ¢evrenin ve saglikli ekosistemin var olmasina bagli olmakta ve bu nedenle bireylerin bilgi ve
sorumluluklarini, yasaminda kalict davranig haline getirmesinin saglanmasi gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle okul
Oncesi cagdan baslayarak toplumun her kesimine etkili bir ¢evre egitiminin verilmesi 6nem kazanmaktadir
(Atasoy, 2006; Louv, 2005; Oztiirk & Oztiirk, 2015).

Cocuklarin gevre egitimine ve ¢evreye yonelik olumlu tutum olusturmasinda ve bu tutumun gelistirilmesinde
okul 6ncesi donem biiylik 6nem tasimaktadir (Palmer, 1995). Okul 6ncesi donemde ¢evresel egitimi destekleme
fikri yasanilan ¢evrenin korunmasi ve ¢ocugun saglikli gelisimi olmak iizere iki temel fikre dayanmaktadir.
Yasanilan ¢evrenin korunmasinda ¢ocuk okul dncesi donemde gevreye karst olumlu tutum gelistirip, sorumluluk
duygusunu kendine empoze edemezse, ileri yaslarda bunu basarmasi oldukga zor ve riskli olacaktir (Kesicioglu &
Alisinanoglu, 2009). Okul 6ncesi donem ile biitiinlestirilmis bir ¢evre egitimi, cocugun biitiin gelisim alanlarini
desteklerken ayni1 zamanda ¢ocugun kendini ¢evresinin bir pargasi oldugunu algilamasini da saglayacaktir (Okyay
ve Aydogan, 2016). Dolayisiyla bu donemde 6grenilen bilgilerin davranisa doniistiiriilmesi i¢in ¢ocuklara firsatlar
sunulmasi gerekmektedir (Handler ve Epstein, 2010; Kesicioglu ve Alisinanoglu, 2009; Onur, Caglar, Salman,
2016; Tilbury, 1994). Cevre egitimi hakkinda bilingli ve 6zverili vatandaslarinin yetistirilmesinde en biiyiik
gorevlerden biri 6gretmene diismektedir. Cevre egitiminde ne kadar miikemmel programlar hazirlanirsa
hazirlansin, bu programi uygulayacak dgretmenlerin de ¢cevreye duyarli, ¢cevre egitiminin gereklili§ine inanan, bu
konuda yeterli bilgi ve beceriye sahip ve bu konuda istekli olmalar1 ve iyi bir model olmas1 gerekmektedir
(Simsekli, 2004). Larijani ve Yeshodhara (2008) ise, ¢cevre egitiminin sadece miifredat ile 6gretilemeyecegini,
Ogretmenlerin gevre egitimi ile ilgili bilgi, bilinglilik, tutum ve becerilerinin de etkili oldugunu ifade etmektedir.

Cevre insanlarin ve diger canlilarin yasamini siirdiirdiikleri etkilesim iginde bulunduklar1 fiziki, sosyal,
ekonomik ve kiiltiirel ortamlarin tiimiidiir. Gegmisten giiniimiize sanayilesmenin artmasi ile birlikte insanlar ham
madde kaynag arayisina yonelmistir. Ham madde kaynag olarak dogay: kullanmis, hayati kolaylagtirmak ve kar
saglamak adina dogaya zarar vermekten kaginmamustir. Ayrica doga i¢inde ¢dzliinmeyen ve yiizyillarca dogada
kalan atiklarin ¢evreye zarar vermemesi i¢in uzun yillarca 6nlem alinmamigtir. Giiniimiizde bunlarin bir sonucu
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olarak en ¢ok giindemde olan ¢evre kirliligi sorununu beraberinde getirmistir. Cevre kirliligi artik insanlarin
miidahale edebilecegi degil ancak dnlem alabilecegi bir sorundur. Bu nedenle okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin bu
sorunlar1 algilayislarinin belirlenmesi ve buna yonelik 6nlemlerin alinmasi gerektigi diigiiniilmektedir. Ancak
Tiirkiye’de ¢evre ve ¢evre sorunlarina yonelik aragtirmalarin daha ¢ok ilkokul ve ortaokul 6grencilerinin tutum,
alg1 ve goriislerini belirlemeye yonelik oldugu belirlenmistir (Alerby, 2000; Alp, Ertepinar, Tekkaya, ve Yilmaz,
2006; Aydin, Sahin ve Korkmaz, 2013; Sagir, Aslan ve Cansaran, 2008; Celikbas & Yalginkaya, 2013; Yardimct
ve Bagci-Kilig, 2010; Yilmaz, Samsunlu ve Peker, 2017). Ozsoy ve Ahi (2014) ilkokul ¢ocuklarinin gelecege
yonelik cevre algilarmi resimler yoluyla incelemislerdir. Ozdemir-Ozden ve Ozden (2015) ise ortaokul
ogrencilerinin ¢evre sorunlarina iliskin algilarini ¢izimler yoluyla incelemislerdir. Okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin
cevreye iligkin algilarina yonelik az sayida ¢alismaya (Akcay, Halmatov ve Ekin, 2017; Taskin ve Sahin, 2008)
ve ¢evre egitimi ile ¢cevreye yonelik tutum ve davraniglart degistirmek amaciyla yapilan siirli sayida deneysel
calismalara (Aydin ve Aykag, 2016; Giilay Ogelman, Onder, Durkan ve Erol, 2015; Onur, Caglar, Salman, 2016)
ulagilmistir. Bu aragtirma kirsal ve kentsel olarak iki kesimi dikkate alarak ¢ocuklarin i¢inde yasadiklari ¢evrenin
sorunlarinin farkinda olup olmadigimi irdelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda okul dncesi donem
¢ocuklarinin ¢evre ve ¢evre kirliligine yonelik algilari, neler bildikleri ve bunlari yasadiklari ve yasamak istedikleri
cevreyle nasil iliskilendirdikleri belirlenmeye ¢aligilacaktir.

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Nitel aragtirma yonteminin kullanildig1 bu ¢aligmada olgu bilim (fenomenoloji) deseni kullanilmistir. Olgu
bilim, farkinda olunan ancak ayrintili bir anlayisa sahip olunmayan olgulara odaklanmakta ve bireylerin kendi
bakis acisindan alg1 ve deneyimlerini 6n plana ¢ikarmay1 amaglamaktadir. Olgular ise yagamdaki olaylar,
deneyimler algilar, kavramlar ve durumlar olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2006; Saban ve
Ersoy, 2017). Arastirmada, okul 6ncesi donem ¢ocuklarinin “gevre kirliligine” iliskin algilar1 fenomen olarak
belirlenmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Bu aragtirma 2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yilinda bahar déneminde biri kirsal kesimde; digeri kentsel kesimde
olan iki anasimifinda uygulanmigtir. Kirsal kesimden 15, kentsel kesimden 15 olmak iizere toplam 30 okul &ncesi
cocuklariyla ¢aligma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Kirsal kesimden ¢aligmaya katilan 15 ¢ocuktan 7°si kiz, 8’1 erkektir. Kentsel
kesimden katilan 15 ¢ocuktan 6’s1 kiz, 9’u erkektir. Caligma grubu amagli drnekleme yontemlerinden maksimum
cesitlilik drnekleme teknigi kullanilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel 2012). Arastirma
kirsal kesimden bir okulda ve kentsel kesimden bir okulda olmak {izere iki farkli tiirdeki okulda iki anasinifinda
yiriitiilmiistiir. Kentsel kesimde yer alan okul Bursa’nin Niliifer ilgesine bagli memur ailelerin yogun olarak
yasadigi bir bolgede sabah¢i1 ve 6glenci olmak iizere ikili egitim veren bir devlet okuludur. Kirsal kesimde yer alan
okul ise yine Bursa ilinin Niliifer ilgesine bagli Niliifer merkezine 12 km. uzaklikta ge¢imini biiyiik oranda tarimla
saglayan bir bolgede sabah¢1 ve 6glenci olmak {izere ikili egitim veren bir devlet okuludur.

Veri Toplama Araclari

Aragtirma verileri odak grup goriismesi ve resimle ifade teknigi kullanilarak elde edilmistir. Odak grup
gorlismesi katilimeilarin dogal ortaminda duygu, diisiince ve bakis agilarin1 anlamaya ¢alismaktadir (Ersin ve
Bayyurt, 2015). Odak grup goriismesi ile yapilan bu arastirmada yar1 yapilandirilmig gériisme formu kullanilmistir.
Yari yapilandirilmig gériisme; aragtirmacinin dnceden hazirlamis oldugu sorulari katilan ¢alisma grubuna sorarak
yaptig1 goriismedir. Arastirmacinin gorevi ise sorulan sorularin disina ¢ikildiginda grubu yonlendirerek konuya
odaklanmalarini saglamaktir (Cepni,2018). Bu aragtirma kapsaminda ¢ocuklar yarim ay seklinde oturtularak bir
araya getirilmistir. Sonuglarin saglikl: bir sekilde dokiiman haline getirilmesi i¢in aragtirmacilardan biri odak grup
goriismesi yaparken bir digeri ses kayit cihazi kullanilmis ve ayni anda not tutmustur. Bu goriismede su sorulara
yer verilmistir;

Cevrenizde neler goriiyorsunuz?
Cevrenizde sizi rahatsiz eden seyler var mi1?
Nasil bir ¢cevrede yasiyorsunuz?

Cevreyle ilgili kurallar var midir? Nelerdir?
Kirlilik nedir?

Cevre kirliligi nedir?

ok~ wmnpE
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7. Cevre kirliligini dnlemek i¢in neler yapabiliriz?

Odak grup goriismesinden sonra her iki okuldaki 6grencilere de ayni materyaller saglanmistir. Yasadiklart ve
yasamak istedikleri ¢evre hakkinda resim ¢izmeleri ve bireysel goriisme yoluyla ¢izdikleri resimleri anlatmalari
istenmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Arastirma, veri toplama siirecine gecilmeden Once etik kurallar ve ilkeler dogrultusunda incelenmesi i¢in
Universite Senatosu Etik Komisyonu’na gonderilmistir. Senato Etik Komisyonu’ndan onay alindiktan sonra il
Milli Egitim Midirliiglinden izin alinmig ve arastirma siirecine katilacak iki okul belirlenmistir. Goniillii olan
Ogretmenlere, aragtirmanin amact ve 6nemi hakkinda bilgi verildikten sonra velilere ulastirilmas: amacryla kabul
formlar1 génderilmis ve arastirmadan elde edilen bilgilerin gizli tutulacagi bilgisi de ulastirilmustir. izin alman
cocuklarin da goniillii olarak katilmak isteyip istemedikleri sorulmusg ve katilmak isteyen 30 ¢ocukla gériismeler
gerceklestirilmistir. Goriismeler iki grup i¢in de yaklasik 1 saat 10 dakika siirmiistiir.

Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirmadan elde edilen verilerin analizinde igerik analizi kullamlmustir. Igerik analizi, toplanan verileri
aciklayabilecek kavram ve iligkilere ulasmayi amaglamaktadir. Verilerin kodlanmasi, temalarin bulunmasi,
kodlarin ve temalarin diizenlenmesi ve bulgularin tanimlanip yorumlanmasi siire¢lerinden olugsmaktadir (Yildirim
ve Simsek, 2006). Kirsal ve kentsel kesimdeki ¢ocuklara yoneltilen sorulardan ve nasil bir ¢evrede yasadiklari ve
nasil bir ¢cevrede yagamak istedikleri ile ilgili ¢izdikleri resimlerden elde edilen veriler kirsal ve kentsel kesime
gore kodlamalar yapilarak tablolar halinde verilmistir.

Arastirma verilerinin analizi siirecinde, ¢ocuklarin resimleri ve anlatimlar1 i¢in aragtirmacilar tarafindan
oncelikle ayr1 ayri kategoriler ve kodlar olusturulmustur. Daha sonra kodlayicilar arasindaki tutarlilik
incelenmistir. Veri analizinin giivenirligini Miles ve Huberman (1994)’ 1 Uzlagma Yiizdesi=[Goriis birligi/ (Goris
birligi + Goriis ayriligr) X 100] formiilii kullanilarak smanmistir. Buna goére kodlayicilar arasindaki uzlagsma
yiizdesi, ¢izim teknigi i¢in 0.95, goriismeler i¢in ise 0.98 olarak tespit edilmistir.

Bulgular

“Cevrenizde neler gorityorsunuz?” sorusuna kirsal kesimdeki ¢ocuklarin hayvanlar (1) , insanlar (1), giinliik
ulasimda kullanilan yol (1) , araba (2), yumurta (1), tavuk (2), kus (1) ve agag (1) yanitini verdikleri belirlenmistir.
Kentsel kesimdeki ¢ocuklarin ise kopek (2), agag (1), tavuk (1), at (1), hamster (1), ¢igek (1), ¢cimen (1), ev (2) ve
okul (1) yanitin1 verdikleri saptanmustir. Kirsal kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklarin kentsel kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklara
gore daha az sayida cevap verdikleri goriilmektedir.

“Cevrenizde sizi rahatsiz eden seyler var mi1?” sorusuna kirsal kesimde yasayan g¢ocuklarin ii¢ii kopek
ikisi ise ¢Op cevabini vermistir. Kentsel kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklar ise sonbaharda dokiilen yapraklar (4), fabrika
bacalari (1), agaglarin kesilmesi (1), bocek (1), kotii muamele gormek (2), esek sakasi (1) ve kiifiirden (1) rahatsiz
olduklarimi belirtmislerdir.

Eve gidince zor gidiyoruz. Ciinkii kopekler bize saldiriyor (Ku2).
Birisi yere ¢op atmisti. Bir de bagirmistt (Kir 5).

Piknikte yemegime dokiilen yapraklar (Kent3).

Babam bana kotii davraninca (Kent10).

“Cevreyle ilgili kurallar nelerdir?” sorusuna kirsal kesimdeki cocuklar ¢6p (2) ve cam atmamak (3),
bagirmamak (1) gibi simirli sayida cevap vermislerdir. Kentsel kesimdeki ¢ocuklar ise trafik kurallari (1), belediye
kurallar1 (1), yerlere ¢op atmamak (2) gibi ¢evre diizenlemeye yonelik kurallar; hayvanlar korumak (4), agag
kesmemek (2) olarak ¢evreyi korumaya yonelik kurallardan bahsetmislerdir.

Cam atmak yasaktir (Kur7).
Araba siirerken telefon kullanmamak (Kent4).
Yere ¢op atmamak. Ciinkii yere ¢op atinca yangin ¢ikar. Biitiin hayvanlar zarar gériir (Kent 9).
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Cevre kirliligi

“Cevre kirliligi nedir?” sorusuna kirsal kesimden sadece dort yanit gelirken kentsel kesimden 12 yanit
gelmistir. Kirsal kesimden gelen cevaplarda kotiidiir (1), iyi degildir (1), ¢op (1) cevaplari verilirken gocuklardan
biri yasadig1 olay1 anlatmistir. Kentsel kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklar ise yerlere ¢op atmak (3), arabalarin egzozlariin
kirlilik yapilmasi (1), daginiklik (2) denizde ¢oplerin bulunmasi (1), fabrika bacalar1 (1), hayvanlara zarar vermek
(1) ve agaglarin kesilmesi (3) seklinde goriis bildirmislerdir.

Bir keresinde biz giderken bir tane poset ¢opii vardr (Kir2).
Arabalarin egzozlar: kirlilik yapar (Kent4).
Agaclar kesilirse biz olebiliriz (Kent9).

Cevremiz ¢ok fazla kirlendiginde bizim de neslimiz tiikenir. Ciinkii agaclar giizel giizel nefes almamiza yardim
eder (Kent1l).

“Nasil bir ¢evrede yastyorsunuz?” sorusuna kirsal kesimde yasayan cocuklar iyi bir ¢evrede (Kirsal=3;
Kentsel= 5) ve her yer ¢op dolu (Kirsal=7; Kentsel=5) olarak iki farkli goriis bildirmislerdir. Cocuklarin goriisleri
asagida verilmistir:

Babam sigaraswn i¢ti, yere attr (Kir2).
Pis bir ¢evrede ¢iinkii insanlar yere ¢op atryor. Okula gelirken de ¢ikolata kabuklart gordiim (Kur2).

Temiz bir cevrede  yasamiyorum. Etrafimizda, yolumuzda, yag dokiilmiig gibi.
Bir de bahg¢emizde bir seyler var her giin (Kir2).

Benim annem bir giin 1slak mendili balkondan yere atmisti (Kent9).

Temiz ¢iinkii annem yikiyor (Kent9).

Marketten bir sey aldigimda ¢oplerini ¢op kutusuna atiyorum temiz oluyor (Kent9).
Cok kirli insanlar ¢opleri ¢op kutusuna degil yerlere atryorlar (Kent9).

Her iki kesimde de ¢ocuklar gevrelerindeki ¢oplerden bahsederek yasadiklari ¢evreyi tanimlamistir. Bunun
yani sira temiz bir ¢evrede yasadiklarini diisiinen ¢cocuklar her iki kesimde de mevcuttur.

“Cevre kirliligini 6nlemek i¢in ne yapar ya da ne icat ederdiniz?” sorusuna kirsal kesimde yasayan
cocuklarin ¢oplerin yere atilmamasi gerektigi (3) goriislerinin yaninda ¢oplerin temizlenmesini saglayacak robot
(1), yeniden ayni seyi doniistiiren robot, siipiirme robotu ve ejderha gibi cevaplar verdikleri belirlenmistir. Kentsel
kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklarin ise ¢Op temizleyen robot (2), plastik toplayan ¢anta (1), ¢iirliyen meyvelerin tekrar ise
yaramasini saglayan bir ¢anta (1), temizlemek i¢in bir kostiim (1) ve dans ederek temizleme (1) seklinde goriis
bildirdikleri saptanmustir. Goriisler asagida verilmistir:

Havadan temizleyen robot (Kir3).

Copleri toplayan insan robotu (Kir5).

Kollarimda siipiirge ve kiirek olurdu ve dans ederek temizlerdim (Kent6).

Kostiim yaparim onu giyince donerek tiim diinyay: temizlerdim (Kent9).

Meyveler yerde durup toprak oluyor ya iste o meyvelerin toprak olmamasi igin ¢anta yapardim (Kentl 1).

Tablo 1°de kirsal ve kentsel kesimde yasayan ¢ocuklarin “Nasil bir ¢evrede yastyorsunuz?” sorusuna yonelik
olarak cizdikleri resimlerden elde edilen bulgular verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Nasil bir ¢cevrede yasgiyorsunuz

Kirsal Kesim Kentsel Kesim

Kategori Tema f Kategori Tema f
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Kesik agaclar(6)
Cimen (5) Yolunmus  ¢imler(2)
'z Elma Agaclari(2) 19 'z Cimen(2)
= Agac(8) 5 Cigekler(2)
Cigek(4) Solmus ¢icekler(6) 18
Cop atmayin tabelasi(1)
Elektrik dolabinda ve
bodrumda kuru kafa
resmi(1)
Annem(4) 13 Akan su (selale) kimse
Babam(2) s diismesin diye tabela
» Ben) ‘=,E koydum(1)
:T: Ablam(1) 2 Yaya gecidi(1)
Babaanne(1) Cop kutusu(1) 5
Kirlenmis giines(2)
Kar(2) Giines(1)
5 Giines(3) 8 § Yildiz(1)
2 Yildiz(1) 2 Bulutlar(1)
3 Gokyiizii(1) S Yagmur(1)
Bulut(1) Yagmur yagmamig(1) 7
Yere ¢Op atan insanlar(1)
Yere ¢op atan adamlar(1)
Cocuklar(1)
Annem  ¢Opleri  yere
atar(1) 7
Kotiiler(okula  giderken
goriiyorum)(1)
g Camur atan adamlar(1) g
£  (Copin atilmasina sasiran 2
™  ben(1) — Cocuk 1
Ormani kirleten fabrika
bacalarmin
dumanlari(1)
3 Fabrika bacalari(2)
o Sise(1) = Ucak dumanlari(1)
= Limonata Sisesi(1) § Yaprak kirliligi(1)
Su Sisesi Kirlenmis deniz(2) 7
Cop(8)
Evimin etrafindaki
¢opler(1)
Tas(2) 15 Copler(4)
Cevre kirliligi(1) Cam kiriklari(1)
o Hig cop yok(1) o Yerde elmalar(1)
S Kagit(1) S Taslar(1)
Cop kutusu(1) Yangin(1) 8




Cevre kirliligi

Nefes alamayan
hayvanlar(1)
Ugur Bocegi(2)
Karincalar(1)

5 Sinek(1)
Ziirafa(1)

c < Kaplan(1)

E g Ari(1)

= Tavuklar(1) & Kelebek(1)

Kuzu(1) Olmiis foklar(1) 10
Kus yuvasi(1)
Bahge(1)

Duvar(2) Ev(7)

Alanlar(1) Temiz gevre(l)

Ev(6) 15 Temiz yollar(1)

Bahge(2) Araba(2)

Site(1) Yol(1)

e Okul(1) e Park(l)

5 Kaydirak(1) 5 Cok sesli binalar(1)
Tahterevalli(1) Orman(1) 17
Balonu patlatan igneler 1
Canavarlar 1
Sarki 1
Top 1

Tablo 1’ de nasil bir ¢evrede yasadiklarini resmetmeleri istenen ¢ocuklarin yaptiklari ¢izimler kategorilere
ayrilmistir. Kirsal kesimdeki ¢ocuklarin yaptiklari resimler incelendiginde sekiz kategori ortaya ¢ikmustir. Bunlar
bitki(f=19), aile(f=13), gokyiizii(f=8), insan(f=7), sise(f=3), ¢op(f=15), hayvan(f=2) ve ¢evre(f=15) dir. Bitki
kategorisinde agaglar(f=8) ve ¢igekler(f=4); aile kategorisinde daha ¢ok kendilerini(f=5), anne(f=4) ve
babalarini(f=2); gokyiizii kategorisinde kar(f=2) ve giinesi(f=3); insan kategorisinde genel olarak yere ¢op atan
insanlar(f=1) ve adamlari(f=1); sise kategorisinde limonata(f=1) ve su siselerini(f=1); hayvan kategorisinde
tavuk(f=1) ve kuzu(f=1); ¢evre kategorisinde ev(f=6), bahge(f=2) ve duvar(f=2); ¢op kategorisinde ¢cop(f=8),
taglar(f=2) ¢izmislerdir. Bir kisi ise yaptig1 resim igin ¢Opsiiz bir ortam ifadesi kullanmigtir. Kategori disinda
resimlerde yapilanlar ise igne(f=1), canavar(f=1), sarki(f=1) ve top(f=1) tur.

Kentsel kesimde yasayan c¢ocuklarin resimleri incelendiginde ise dokuz kategoriye ulasilmistir. Bunlar
gokyiizii(f=7), bitki(f=18), insan(f=1), kirlilik(f=7), ¢op(f=8), kurallar(f=5), ¢evre(f=17), hayvan(f=10) dur.
Gokyiizii kategorisinde kirlenmis glines(f=2); bitki kategorisinde kesik aga¢lar(f=6), solmus ¢icekler(f=6); kirlilik
kategorisinde fabrika bacalar1(f=2), fabrika dumanlari(f=1), ugcak dumanlari(f=1); ¢6p kategorisinde ¢op(f=4) ve
cam(f=1); kurallar kategorisinde tabelalar(f=1) ve ¢op kutusu(f=1); ¢evre kategorisinde ev(f=7) ve araba(f=2);
hayvan kategorisinde ugur bocegi(f=2) ve 6lmiis fok(f=1) ¢izmislerdir. Insan kategorisinde ise bir dgrenci
cocuk(f=1) ¢izmistir.

Tablo 2°’de “Nasil bir ¢evrede yasamak istersiniz?” sorusuna iliskin ¢ocuklarin ¢izdikleri resimlerden elde
edilen bulgular verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Nasil bir ¢evrede yasamak istersiniz?

Kirsal Kesim

Kentsel Kesim

Kategori Tema f  Kategori Tema f
Giines(8) Temiz Gokyiizii(1)
Yagmur(1) Yildiz(2)
8 simsek() S A
& Gokyiizii(1) 18 2 Bulut(1) 8
& Bulut(5) & Temiz Hava(1)
Gokkusagi(1) Giiliimseyen giines ¢iinkii cok mutlu(1)
Giilen Giines(1) Yagmur(1)
§ Ié?r?a(lgr(l) . § Ugur bocesi(2) .
%‘ Tavsan(1) §‘ Kelebekler(3)
Ortimcek(1) lyi nefes alan hayvanlar(1)
Cigek(5)
Cimen(5)
= Bugday(1) s
= Cayirlar(1) 15 = Cimen(2) 8
Havug(1) Agac(3)
Papatya(1) Cigekler(2)
Armut(1) Iyi yetisen ¢igekle