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Oz: Bu aragtirma, MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’mn iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi agisindan
Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi’nde gorev yapan matematik dgretmenlerin goriislerine gore degerlendirilmesi amaciyla yapilmigtir.
Arastirmanin  6rneklemini 2017-2018 egitim Ogretim yilinda Tiirkiye’nin altt bolgesinde bulunan 52 Bilim ve Sanat
Merkezi’nde gorev yapan 111 matematik 6gretmeni olusturmaktadir. Aragtirmada nicel arastirma deseninden tarama modeli
kullanilmugtir. Veri toplama araci olarak “Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitim Programlarina Yonelik Ogretmen Gériigleri Olgegi”
kullanilmstir. Ogretmenlerden elde edilen veriler SPSS 22 paket programi ile analiz edilmis ve yorumlanmistir. Arastirma
sonucunda Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi’nde gorev yapan matematik dgretmenlerinin genel olarak MEB Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin egitimi i¢in uygun oldugunu disiindiikleri goriilmiistiir. Degiskenlere gore
baktigimizda ise cinsiyet degiskenine gore 0gretmenler benzer cevaplar vermisler ve 6gretim programini iistiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin egitimleri agisindan uygun olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Mesleki kidem degiskenine gore gerek programin tiim
Ogelerinde gerekse genelinde goriisler arasinda anlamli farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu farklilik 21 ve istii y1l kideme
sahip Ogretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi agisindan 0gretim programinin uygunluguna katilmamalarindan
kaynaklanmustir. Egitim durumu degiskeninde lisans mezunu 6gretmenler, yiiksek lisans ve doktora mezunu 6gretmenlere
gore Ogretim programimi Ustiin  yetenekli Ogrencilerin  egitimleri agisindan uygunlugunu daha diisiik olarak
degerlendirmislerdir. Bolge degiskeninde ise anlamli farklilik bulunmayip alt1 bolgede bulunan matematik 6gretmenleri
Ogretim programini listlin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimleri agisindan uygun olarak degerlendirmislerdir Elde edilen veriler
dogrultusunda, program gelistirme uzmanlarina, 6gretmenlere, kurumlara ve alandaki arastirmacilara oneriler verilmistir.
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Abstract: This study was conducted in order to evaluate Ministry of National Education Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum according to the opinions of mathematics teachers who work in Science and Art Centers in terms of gifted
students’ education. The study group consisted of 111 mathematics teachers working at 52 Science and Art Centers which
located in six regions of Turkey in 2017-2018 academic year. In this study, a quantitative research method was used. The
data collection tools of the study consisted of “Teacher Opinions Scale for Gifted Education Programs” conducted with the
teachers. The data obtained from the teachers was analyzed with SPSS 22 package program. As a result of the current study,
mathematics teachers working in Science and Art Center thought that Mathematics Curriculum was adequate for the
education of gifted students. The teachers gave similar answers according to the gender variable and evaluated the curriculum
as appropriate or the education of gifted students. According to the Professional seniority variable, it was determined that
there was a significant difference between all the elements of the program and the views. This difference was due to the fact
that the teachers who have 21 or more seniority level according to other Professional seniority did not participate in the
suitability of the curriculum for the education of gifted students. According to the teachers who have bachelor's degree,
teachers who have master's degree and doctorate degree in the educational status variable, have lowered the suitability of the
curriculum in terms of the education of gifted students. There is no significant difference in the region variable and the
mathematics teachers in the six regions evaluated the curriculum as suitable for the education of gifted students. Taking this
data into consideration, the study included suggestions for program development experts, teachers, institutions and
researchers in the field.
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1. Giris

Bir toplumun gelecegi, sahip oldugu dogal kaynaklardan ziyade sahip oldugu beseri sermayenin varlig1 ve
niteligi ile orantihidir. Ustiin yetenekliler, dogustan sahip olduklar1 dzellikleri ile toplumlarin ve insanligin
yiikselisi i¢in birgok sorumluluk almaya adaydirlar (Hokelekli ve Giindiiz, 2007). Bu itibarla iilkelerin iistiin
yetenekli bireylerinin tespiti ve iyi egitilmeleri bir gereklilik olarak goriilmektedir. Bir ya da birden gok yetenek
dalinda, karar almada, uygulamada ve degerlendirmede akranlarinin ¢ok distiinde performans gosteren ve
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farkindalig1 yiiksek bireyler, iistiin yetenekli olarak ifade edilebilir. Bu bireyler, bulunduklar1 toplum igin biiyiik
bir degerdir. Bu degerin etkin ve verimli hale doniistiiriilebilmesi i¢in kendi yetenekleri dogrultusunda 6zel
egitime tabi tutulmalar1 gerekir (Ataman, 2009).Sira dis1 kararlari, yaklasimlari, davranislar1 ve uygulamalartyla
her zaman farkli olduklarini hissettiren iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar, olaylara farkli agilardan bakabilmekte, farkl
¢ozlimler iiretebilmekte kisacasi fark yaratabilmektedirler. Bu yiizden iistiin yetenekli ¢cocuklarin kapasitelerini
en ist diizeyde kullanmalarmi saglamak sadece kendilerine bir yatirim olarak diisiiniilmemeli iilkelerin de
gelisiminde biiyiik 6neme sahip oldugu unutulmamalidir.

Matematik sadece formiil ve kurallardan inga edilmis bir yap1 degildir. Dolayisiyla matematik 6grenmek de
sadece formiil ve kural ezberlemekten ibaret degildir (Olkun ve Toluk-Ugar, 2006). Matematik, giinlikk hayattaki
problemleri ¢c6zmede basvurulan sayma, hesaplama, dlgme ve ¢izmedir (Baykul, 2019). Bu nedenle matematigin
ogrenilmesi de Ogretilmesi de dnemli bir olgudur. Bu olgu, konu istiin yetenekli olunca daha fazla 6nem
tagimaktadir. Ciinkii matematik alaninda dstiin yetenekli g¢ocuklar sadece aritmetik hesaplamalari yapmada
yiiksek diizeyde kabiliyet gdstermekten ¢ok matematiksel fikirleri ve matematiksel mantig1 anlamada yiiksek
yetenegi olan ¢ocuklardir(Miller, 1990°dan akt., Daglioglu, 2004, s.248). Bu yiizden onlar i¢in hazirlanacak
programlarin matematik konusunda farklilagsmasi gerekir (Batdal-Karaduman, 2010).

Ogrencilerin kazandiklar1 bilgi ve beceriler 6gretim programlari ile anlamlandirilir ve kullanilir (Tanner ve
Tanner, 1980). Bu ylizden 6gretim programlarmin etkili olabilmesi hitap ettigi 6grenci kitlesinin ihtiyaclarina
cevap vermesi ile iligkilidir (Tomlinson, 2001).2005, 2009, 2013 ve su an kullanilmakta olan 2017 ortaokul
matematik dersi 6gretim programlari {istiin yetenekli ¢ocuklarm ilgi ve yetenekleri goz oniinde bulundurularak
ek bir diizenlemeye sahip olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Ortalama 6grenme diizeyine sahip bireyler i¢in hazirlanan,
iistlin yetenekli ¢ocuklarin ilgi ve yeteneklerine gére 6zel olarak yapilandirilmamis programlar, iilkemizde bu
konuda bazi ¢caligmalar yapilmasina ragmen iistiin yetenekli cocuklarm egitimi i¢in 6zel bir strateji ve programin
uygulanmaya konmadigmi gostermektedir. Bu durumda var olan 6gretim programlariyla 6rgiin egitimde, {istiin
yetenekli ¢ocuklarin egitim ihtiyaclarinin yeterince karsilanamadigi sonucu ortaya c¢ikmaktadir (Ozyaprak,
2016). Derslerin, yapilan ¢aligmalarin ve 6devlerin ¢ocuklarin seviyelerine uygun olmamasindan dolayi iistiin
yetenekli cocuklar derslere ilgisiz kalmakta ve okulun onlar igin sikici bir ortama déniismesine neden olmaktadir
(Citil ve Ataman, 2018).

Ne var ki toplumu olusturan bireylerin yaklasik %95’ normal 6grenme diizeyine sahip bireylerden olustugu
icin, 6gretim programlari bu bireylerin ihtiyaglarina gore planlanmakta ve uygulanmaktadir. Geriye kalan normal
O0grenme diizeyinin altinda ve iistiinde olan gruptan, normal 6grenme diizeyinin altindaki bireylerin yardima
ihtiyaglar1 oldugu diisiincesi ile 0zel egitim programlar1 gelistirilirken, {stlindekiler icin ayni durum
sdylenememektedir (Gokdere ve Cepni, 2003).Ustiin yetenekli cocuklarin sahip oldugu yetenek ve 6zelliklerden
dolay1 6grenme-6gretme siirecinde, onlara yonelik farkli 6grenme faaliyetlerinin hazirlanmasi ve diizenlemelerin
yapilmasi gerekmektedir (Batdal-Karaduman, 2010; Kontas, 2012). Akranlarina gore ileri diizeyde performans
gosteren istiin yetenekli ¢ocuklara bu alanda yetismis uzmanlar tarafindan, en saglikli ve en verimli ortamlarda
ilgi ve yeteneklerine uygun olacak sekilde 6zel olarak hazirlanmis programlarm uygulanmasi durumunda
kapasitelerini en iist diizeyde kullanan, mutlu, kendine giivenen, kendini ger¢eklestirmis bireylerin yetistirilmesi
saglanacaktur.

Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB)’na bagl olarak temel egitim ve ortadgretim kurumlarina devam eden, resim,
miizik ve genel zihinsel yetenek alanlarinda istiin yetenegi oldugu uzmanlar tarafindan tanilanan Ggrencilere,
okullarindaki egitimlerini aksatmayacak sekilde bireysel yeteneklerinin bilincinde olmalarin1 ve kapasitelerini
gelistirerek en list diizeyde kullanmalarini saglamak ve destek egitimi vermek icin oOrgiin egitime destek
amaciyla Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi (BILSEM) kurulmustur (MEB, 2007). Tiirkiye’de ilk BILSEM 08.09.1995
tarihinde Ankara’da agilmis olan Yasemin Karakaya Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi’dir (MEB, 2013). Daha sonra {istiin
yetenekli ¢ocuklarin egitimine katki saglamak iizere pilot olarak bes ilde (Ankara, Istanbul, izmir, Denizli,
Bayburt) BILSEM agilmugtir. BILSEMler ilerleyen yillarda iilke geneline yaygilastirilmistir.

BILSEM’de uyum, destek egitim, bireysel yetenekleri fark ettirme, dzel yetenekleri gelistirme, proje {iretimi
ve yonetimi olmak iizere bes program bulunmaktadir (MEB, 2016). Her programin belli bir tamamlama siiresi
bulunmamakla birlikte égrenciler programlarda kendi 6grenme hizina gore ilerler. BILSEM’in yapisinda smif
gegme, not alma gibi amaglar yerine siire¢ odakli, proje tabanli 6gretim modeliyle dgretim saglanir ve
ogrencilerden istenilen niteliklere uygun projeler gerceklestirmeleri beklenir. Egitim-6gretim birinci donem
(Eyliil-Ocak), ikinci donem (Subat-Haziran) ve yaz okulu, &grenci kamplar1 (Temmuz, Agustos) aylarmi
kapsayacak sekilde yilda ti¢ donem halinde diizenlenir (URL1, 2018).

1.1. Problem Durumu

Diinya genelinde bir¢ok iilkede oldugu gibi iilkemizde de genel &gretim programlari normal 6grenme
diizeyindeki 6grencilerin ihtiyaglar diisiiniilerek hazirlanmistir. Bu tiirde bir program orta diizey bir 6grenme
hizina sahip olan 6grenciler i¢in uygun olabilir. Fakat digerlerinden daha hizli, kolay ve erken 6grenme ve ¢ok
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fazla bilgiyi depolama kapasitesine (Ataman, 2004) sahip olan iistiin zihinsel becerilere sahip 6grencilerin
bulundugu genel egitim smiflarinda birgok problemin ortaya ¢ikmasma neden olmaktadir (Sahin, 2015). Ustiin
yetenekli cocuklar akranlarindan farkli gelisim ve 6grenme ozellikleri gostermektedirler ve bu durum istiin
yeteneklilerin egitiminde farkli diizenlemeler olmasmi gerektirmektedir. Bu bireyler normal 0gretim
programlarindan daha genis egitim olanaklarina ihtiya¢ duyarlar. Boylece kendilerine 6zel olarak hazirlanmig
programlar ile yeteneklerini daha iist diizeye ¢ikarabilme firsatina sahip olurlar.

Birgok iilke iistiin yetenekliler ve onlarin egitimi i¢in ¢aligmalarini, projelerini ve modellerini erkenden
baslatmis ve gelistirmislerdir. Ulkemizde ise iistiin yeteneklilerin ihtiya¢c duyduklar: egitim durumlari, var olan
programlarda yapilmasi gereken diizenlemeler vb. konulara yeterince 6nem verilmemis, yapilan ¢aligmalarda geg
kalinmigtir. Son yillarda iilkemizde daha fazla {stiin yetenekli cocuga ulasabilmek icin diger iilkelerdeki
¢aligmalar ve modeller incelenmis, tartisilmig ve {ilkemiz i¢in uygun olan bir model gelistirilmistir. Bu model
Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi’dir. BILSEM’de, Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi Yonergesi’nde yer alan iistiin yeteneklilere
yonelik Ogretim programi uygulanmaktadir ama merkezlerde orgiin egitimdeki gibi bir standart ogretim
programi yoktur.

Ortadgretim diizeyinde {iistiin yetenekli olan c¢ocuklarin daha c¢ok bulundugu Fen Liselerinde, dgretim
programlar1 diger liselerden farkli olarak diizenlenmis, daha ileri diizeyde konulara yer verilmistir. Buna karsin
5, 6, 7 ve 8.smiflar icin hazirlanan matematik dersi 6gretim programinda bdyle bir durum mevcut degildir. Milli
Egitim politikasmin okuldaki 6grencilerde davranisa doniismesi, programlarin siirekli gelistirilmesine (Varis,
1988), program gelistirme siireci de degerlendirmeye bagli olmaktadir. Bu baglamda var olan ve uygulanan
programin {istiin yetenekli dgrenciler i¢cin uygun ve yeterli olup olmadig: varsa yetersiz kalan yonlerin neler
oldugu, programin hangi 6gesinden kaynaklandigini belirleyebilmek ve siirece iyilestirici, katki saglayici bilgi
verebilmek icin (Demirel, 2017) Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’n1 degerlendirme ihtiyac1 ortaya
¢ikmistir.

Yapilan caligmalar smiflarda olusturulan olumlu egitim ortamlarmin ¢ocuklarm akademik basarilarini,
sosyal, duygusal ve biligsel gelisimlerini, motivasyonlarini, ilgilerini ve tutumlarim1 olumlu yonde etkiledigini
gostermektedir (Clark, 1997; Cline ve Schwartz, 1999; Megay-Nespoli, 2001; Rao ve Lim, 1999). Ustiin
yetenekli ¢ocuklarin kendileri gibi iistiin yetenekli arkadaslariyla zihinsel, sosyal, duygusal bir¢ok paylasim
yapabildikleri yer BILSEM’dir. Bu nedenle iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklarm ihtiyaglarmy, ilgi ve isteklerini daha iyi
bildigi diisiiniilen BILSEM’de calisan matematik dgretmenlerinden MEB Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’ni
degerlendirmeleri istenmistir.

1.2. Arastirmanin Amaci

Arastirmanin  genel amaci, MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli
dgrencilerin egitimleri acisndan BILSEM’de gérev yapan dgretmenlerin goriislerine gore degerlendirmektir. Bu
genel amag dogrultusunda arastirmanin alt problemleri su sekildedir:

1. BILSEM’de gérev yapan matematik 6gretmenlerinin, {istiin yetenekli dgrencilere uygunluk bakimindan
matematik dersi 6gretim programinin;

a) Kazanimlar,

b) Igerik,

¢) Ogrenme ortamlari,

d) Ogrenme-6gretme siireci

e) Degerlendirme 6geleri ve

f)  Geneline iligkin goriisleri nedir?

2. Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yeteneklilerin egitimine uygunluk bakimindan
BILSEM’de gorev yapan matematik dgretmenlerinin goriisleri arasinda;

a) Cinsiyet,

b) Mesleki kidem,

c) Egitim durumu ve

d) Gorev yaptiklar: bolge degiskenine gore anlamli bir fark var midir?

1.3. Arastirmanin Onemi

Bulunduklar1 toplumun az bir kismini olusturan ve kritik bir yeri olan {istlin yetenekli ¢ocuklarm egitimleri
icin yapilacak tiim ¢aligma ve aragtirmalar hem bu ¢ocuklarin kendi yeteneklerini en iist diizeyde kullanmalarina
yardimc1 olmast hem de dolayli olarak bulunduklari toplumlarin gelismesine katkida bulunmasi agisindan 6nem
arz etmektedir. Bu baglamda Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli dgrencilerin
egitimleri agisindan uygun olup olmadigmi bu gocuklarin egitim ihtiyaclarmi diger kurumlardaki 6gretmenlere
gore daha iyi bildigi diisiiniilen BILSEM matematik 6gretmenlerinin bakis acisiyla ele alman bu ¢alisma,
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programlardaki eksiklige dikkat cekmesi bakimindan ve ¢esitli egitim politikalarinin gelistirilmesi adina 6nemli
goriilmektedir.

Yurtdiginda iistiin yeteneklilerin matematik egitimi {izerine yapilmis ¢aligmalar bulunmaktadir (Abbott, 2007;
Anderson, 2013; Ayebo, 2010; Bicknel, 2008; Edge, 2016; Goldberg, 2008;Howley, Pendarvis ve
Gholson,2005; Ikhwanudin ve Prabawanto, 2019; Johnson, 2000;Kim, 2006; Koshy, Ernest ve Casey,
2009).Ulkemizde matematik dersi Ogretim programmin degerlendirilmesine yonelik yapilmis c¢aligmalar
bulunmaktadir (Avcu, 2009; Budak, 2007; Celen, 2011; incecik, 2017; Nacar, 2015; Orbeyi, 2007; Sargmn,
2016;Sarter, 2007). Ancak bu caligmalarin 6nemli bir kismi yalnizea bir il ile simrhdir. Bu durum
diisiiniildiigiinde genis 6rneklemi olan mevcut ¢aligmanin literatiire katki saglayacagi diisiiniilmektedir.

2. Yontem

Bu boliimde aragtrmanm modeli, evren ve Orneklem, veri toplama araci, verilerin analizi ve verilerin
toplanmasi ile ilgili siireglerden bahsedilmektedir.

2.1. Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu ¢aligmada nicel arastirma yonteminden tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Tarama modeli, gegmiste veya halen
var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaclayan aragtirma yaklagimidir (Karasar, 2005). Bu
arastirmada da 2017 yili Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi ile ilgili herhangi bir degisiklik
yapilmadan 6gretmen goriislerini betimlemek amaglandigi icin bu model tercih edilmistir.

2.2. Evren ve Orneklem

MEB tarafindan 2018 yilma ait bilgilere gére BILSEM ve bu merkezlerde ¢alisan matematik dgretmeni
sayilar1 EK 1°de sunulmustur. Tiirkiye’de 81 ilde 113 BILSEM bulunmakta olup 40 ildeki 52 BILSEM’de
matematik 6gretmeni gorev yapmaktadir. Tiirkiye’de Akdeniz Bolgesi’nde 15, Marmara Bolgesi’nde 22, Ege
Bolgesi’nde 15, I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi’nde 19, Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde 20, Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde 8 ve
Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde14 olmak iizere toplam 113 BILSEM bulunmaktadir. Bu BILSEM’lerde gorev yapan
Matematik gretmenlerinin sayis1 Akdeniz Bolgesi'nde 14, Marmara Bolgesi’nde 23, Ege Bolgesi’nde 17, i¢
Anadolu Bolgesi’nde 28, Karadeniz Bolgesi’'nde 20 ve Dogu Anadolu Bdlgesi’'nde 9 olmak iizere toplam
111°dir. Giineydogu Anadolu Bélgesi’ndeki BILSEM’lerde matematik dgretmeni bulunmamaktadir.

Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin evrenini 113 BILSEM’de goérev yapan Ogretmenler, drneklemini ise 52
BILSEM’de gorev yapan 111 matematik dgretmeni olusturmaktadir. Calismada amaca bagl olarak arastirma
kapsaminda incelenmesi hedeflenen bilgi agisindan zengin durumlarin segilerek derinlemesine arastirma
yapilmasina olanak veren amagsal drnekleme yontemlerinden 6lgiit 6rnekleme tercih edilmistir (Biiyiikoztiirk,
Akgiin, Demirel, Karadeniz ve Cakmak, 2013). Ogretmenlerin matematik bransinda olmalar1 ve BILSEM’de
gorev yapiyor olmalari 61¢iit olarak kabul edilmistir.

2.2.1. Matematik Ogretmenlerine Ait Kisisel Bilgiler

Arastirmanin yiiriitiildiigii BILSEM’de gorev yapan matematik dgretmenlerine ait kisisel bilgiler Tablo 1’de
verilmistir.

Tablo 1.Matematik 6gretmenlerinin cinsiyetlerine iliskin frekans ve yiizde dagilimlar

Cinsiyet f %

Kadin 57 51,4
Erkek 54 48,6
Toplam 111 100

Tablo 1’de goriildigii tizere matematik 6gretmenlerinin %51,4’ti (N=57) kadm, %48,6’s1 (N=54) erkektir.
Cinsiyet bakimmdan oranlarin birbirine yakin oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 2. Matematik 6gretmenlerinin mesleki kidemlerine iligkin frekans ve yiizde dagilimlari

Mesleki Kidem f %
1-5yil 9 8,1
6-10 yil 22 19,8
11-15 yil 29 26,1
16-20 yil 45 40,5
21 ve tstii y1l 6 5,4
Toplam 111 100

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii iizere mesleki kidem bakimindan katilimeilarin dagilimlari incelendiginde en yiiksek
oranda 16-20 yil kideme sahip olanlar, en az ise 21 ve {istii y1l kideme sahip olanlar bulunmaktadir. Kideme gore
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Ogretmenlerin sirastyla %40,5’inin 16-20 yil (N=45), %26,1’inin 11-15 y1l (N=29), %19,8’inin 6-10 y1l (N=22),
%38,1’inin (N=9) 1-5 yil ve %5,4’linlin (N=6) 21 ve istli y1l kideme sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Egitim
durumlar1 agisindan katilimer bilgileri Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Matematik gretmenlerinin egitim durumlarina iligkin frekans ve yiizde dagilimlar

Egitim Durumu f %

Lisans 41 36,9
Yiksek Lisans 56 50,5
Doktora 14 12,6
Toplam 111 100

Tablo 3 incelendiginde matematik 6gretmenlerinin egitim durumu bakimindan %350,5’i (N=56) yiiksek
lisans, %36,9’u (N=41) lisans ve %12,6’s1t (N=14) doktora diizeyinde olup arastirmaya katilanlarin yaklagsik
yarisinin yiiksek lisans mezunu oldugu goriilmektedir. Bolgeler agisindan katilimei bilgileri Tablo 4’teki gibidir.

Tablo 4. Matematik 6gretmenlerinin bulundugu bdlgeye iligkin frekans ve yiizde dagilimlar:

Bolge f %

Marmara Bolgesi 22 19,8
Ege Bolgesi 17 15,3
Akdeniz Bolgesi 14 12,6
¢ Anadolu Bolgesi 31 27,9
Karadeniz Bolgesi 19 17,1
Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi 8 7,2
Toplam 111 100

Tablo 4°de goriildiigii gibi arastirmaya 6 bdlgeden, en yogun katilim N=31 kisi ile i¢ Anadolu Bolgesi’nden,
en az katilim ise N=8 kisi ile Dogu Anadolu Bélgesi’nden olmustur. Katilim yogunluguna gore bolgeler sirasiyla
¢ Anadolu (N=31, %27,9), Marmara (N=22,%19,8), Karadeniz (N=19 %17,1), Ege (N=17, %15,3) Akdeniz
(N=14, %12,6) ve Dogu Anadolu (N=8,%7,2) seklindedir.

2.3. Veri Toplama Araci

Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’min iistiin yetenekli &grencilerin egitimi agisindan
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla yapilan bu arastirmada Senol (2011), tarafindan gelistirilen “Ustiin Yetenekliler
Egitim Programlarina Yonelik Ogretmen Goriisleri Olgegi” kullanilmugtir. Senol, dlgege ait gegerlik ve
giivenirlik ¢aligmalar1 sonucunda nihai olarak toplam 47 madde ve Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayisinin 0.93
oldugunu belirtmistir. Ayrica “Ag¢imlayict Faktor Analizi” kullanilarak Olgekte yer alan maddeler &gretim
programlarinin 6gelerine gore kazanimlar, icerik, 6grenme ortamlari, Ggrenme-Ogretme siireci, degerlendirme
olmak {izere 5 boyutta gruplandirilmstur.

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi, 6lgek gelistirme, gegerlilik analizi ile Onceden belirlenmis bir yapinin
dogrulugunu belirlemeyi ve faktorlerin modeli agiklama durumunu belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir (Celik ve
Yilmaz, 2014; Ozdamar, 2004; Sekercioglu ve Giizeller, 2012;Yasloglu, 2017). Bu nedenle dlgegin yap1
gecerliligini ve Senol (2011) tarafindan belirlenen yapilarin arastrma verilerinde de benzer olup olmadigini
sinamak amaciyla Dogrulayici Faktor Analizinden yararlanilmistir.

Dogrulayict Faktor Analizinden o6nce verilerin normal dagilima uygun olup olmadigi incelenmistir.
Aragtirmada 6rneklem sayis1 111>29 oldugu i¢in (Kalayci, 2016) Kolmogorov-Smirnov Testi uygulanmis olup,
verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi tespit edilmistir (p>. 05).

Tablo 5. Uyum degerleri ve uyum araliklari

Uyum Kiriterleri Miikemmel Uyum Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
x2 (Kikare) Uyum testi 0.05<p=1 0.01<p=<0.05
x2/sd ¥2/sd <3 x2/sd <5

IFI 0.95< IFI<1 0.90< IFI<0.96
CFI 0.97<CFI<1 0.90<CFI<0.96
GFI 0.95<GFI<1 0.90<CFI<0.96
AGFI 0.95<AGFI<1 0.90<AGFI<0.96
NFI 0.97<NNFI<1 0.90<NNFI<0.96
NNFI 0.97<NNFI<1 0.90<NNFI<0.96
RMSEA 0<RMSEA<0.05 0.06<RMSEA<(.08
RMR 0<RMR <0.05 0<RMR <0.08
SRMR 0<S-RMR<0.05 0.06<S-RMR<0.08
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Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi sonuglarinin yorumlanmasinda ise hangi uyum kriterlerinin almacagina iliskin
kesinlik bulunmamakta birden fazla uyum indeksinin bir arada kullanilmas: (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2018) 6nerilmektedir.Uyum indeksleri degerlendirilirken Tablo 5’te verilen uyum istatistikleri,
uyum degerleri ve uyum araliklar1 (Cokluk ve ark., 2018; Simsek, 2007) temel alinarak analiz sonuglari
yorumlanmustir. LISREL 8.80 (Linear Structural Relation Statistics Package Program) programu kullanilarak
analizler yapilmistir. Birinci diizey analiz sonucunda y2=1814,94, sd=1024 oldugundan y2/sd=1,77 olup bu
deger 3’ten kiiglik oldugu icin “miikemmel”, RMSEA=0,08 degeri de 0,06 ile 0,08 araliginda oldugu i¢in
“kabul edilebilir” diizeyde ve SRMR=0,05 “miikemmel uyum” olarak nitelendirilmistir. Elde edilen verilere gore
GFI ve AGFI degerlerinin (GFI=0,59 ve AGFI=0,55) diger degerlere gore diisik oldugu goriilmektedir. NFI,
NNFI IFT ve CFI degerleri incelendiginde ise NFI=0,95, NNFI=0,98, IFI=0,98ve CFI=0,98 oldugu saptanmistur.
Bu degerler 1’e yakin oldugu i¢in “miikemmel uyum” gdstergesi olarak kabul edilmistir.

Kazanim, igerik, 6grenme ortami, 6grenme-dgretme siireci ve degerlendirme faktorlerinin MEB Ortaokul
Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’ni agiklayip agiklamadigina iliskin islem tekrar yapilmis ve Ikinci Diizey
Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi olarak isimlendirilmistir. ikinci diizey analiz sonucunda bes faktdriin iistiin
yeteneklilerin egitimi icin MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’ni aciklamada; t degerleri 0,05
diizeyinde anlamli bulunmustur. Ayrica uyum indeks degerleri de birinci diizey uyum degerleri ile aym ¢ikmis
olup yalnizca y2= 1827,04 degeri ve sd= 1029 olarak farkhlik gdstermistir. ikinci diizey analizde y2=1827,04,
sd=1029 oldugundan y2/sd=1,78 olup bu deger 3’ten kiiciik oldugu icin “miikkemmel uyum” olarak
degerlendirilmistir. Elde edilen verilere gore GFI ve AGFI degerlerinin (GFI=0,58 ve AGFI=0,54) diger
degerlere gore diisik oldugu gortilmektedir. NFI, NNFI IFI ve CFI degerleri incelendiginde ise NFI=0,95,
NNFI=0,98, 1IF1=0,98ve CFI=0,98 oldugu saptanmistir. Bu degerler 1’¢ yakin oldugu i¢in “miikemmel uyum”
gostergesi olarak kabul edilmistir.

Uygulanan Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi sonucunda uyum indeksleri dikkate almarak Acgimlayici Faktor
Analizi ile belirlenmis olan MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi ve alt faktérlerinin iyi derecede
dogrulanmis oldugu ifade edilebilir. Ayrica bu arastirmada Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayisi kazanim boyutu
icin .96; icerik boyutu i¢in .91; d6grenme ortami boyutu i¢in .89; dgrenme-dgretme siireci boyutu igin .92;
degerlendirme boyutunda ise .94’tiir. Olgegin genelinde ise .98 olup oldukga giivenilirdir.

2.4. Verilerin Analizi

Nicel verilerin analizi i¢in veriler SPSS 22 paket programindan yararlanilarak bilgisayar ortamina
aktarilmustir. Olgekte yer alan 5,10,17, 20, 24, 26, 32, 37, 40 ve 44 numarali maddeler ters puanlanarak
islenmistir. Veri aktarma igleminden sonra oncelikle hangi istatistik tekniginin kullanilmasmin uygun olacagina
karar vermek i¢in Kolmogorov-Smirnov Testi, normal dagilim egrisi, basiklik ve c¢arpiklik katsayisi
incelenmistir. S6z konusu inceleme islemi Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine baglamadan 6nce yapilmis olup normal
dagilim i¢in kullanilan analizler ve sonuglart asagida verilmistir.

IIk olarak arastirmada drneklem sayis1 N>50 oldugu i¢in Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test sonuglar1 incelenmistir.
Test sonuglarina gére p=,200 degeri 0,05 anlamlilik diizeyinden biiyiik oldugu i¢in veriler normal dagilima sahip
olarak degerlendirilmistir. Normallik testinde onemli olan bir diger deger basiklik ve g¢arpiklik katsayisidir
(Kalayci, 2016). Burada carpiklik katsayisi (skewnes) 0,64 olarak, basiklik (Kurtosis) katsayisi ise 0,24
bulunmustur. Verilerin ortalamasi 3,82, medyani ise 3,87’dir. Bu degerler -1,96 ve +1,96 araliginda yer
almaktadir. Carpiklik, ortalama ve medyan degerlerine bakilarak veriler saga carpik egilimi gosterse de 0,05
anlamlilik diizeyinde normal dagilima yakin oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Normal dagilim histogramina gore de veriler hafif saga carpik egilimindedir. Normal dagilim grafigine gore
ise veriler bir dogru etrafinda toplanmaktadir. Gerek istatistiki degerler gerekse gorsel gostergelere gore
aragtirma verileri normal dagilima sahiptir. Uygulanan normal dagilim test istatistiklerine gére veriler normal
dagilimi gosterdigi i¢in analizde parametrik istatistik teknikleri kullanilmistir. Betimleyici tekniklerden aritmetik
ortalama ve standart sapmadan yararlanilmistir. Degiskenlerin karsilagtirmalarinda ise iki degiskenlerde
bagimsiz gruplar t testinden yararlamlmustir. ikiden fazla degiskenler icin (egitim durumu, mesleki kidem,
bulunan bdlge) tek yonlii varyans analizi (One-Way Anova) uygulanabilmesi i¢in 6ncelikle Levene test sonuglari
incelenmistir. Bu sonuglara gore verilerin homojen dagildig1 goriilmiis ve ikiden fazla degiskenler (egitim
durumu, mesleki kidem ve bolge) igin tek yonlii varyans analizi yapilmistir. Varyans analizi sonucunda ise fark
¢ikmasi durumunda farkin kaynagini tespit edebilmek amaciyla Post-Hoc tekniklerinden Tukey testi
kullanilmistir.

Elde edilen puanlarin yorumlanmasinda 6lgme aracinda her bir maddeye katilim derecesi “Tamamen
Katiliyorum (5)”, “Cok Katiliyorum (4)”, “Kismen Katiliyorum (3)”, “Katilmiyorum (2)” ve “Hi¢ Katilmiyorum
(1)” seklinde oldugu i¢in Tablo 6’daki puan araligindaki degerler kullanilmustir.
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Tablo 6. Olgegin Puan Araliklar:

Agirhk Puani Secenekler Puan Arah@
1 Hi¢ Katilmiyorum 1.00-1.79
2 Katilmiyorum 1.80-2.59
3 Kismen Katiliyorum 2.60-3.39
4 Katiliyorum 3.40-4.19
5 Tamamen Katiliyorum 4.20-5.00

Olgegin aralik genisligi, “dizi genisligi/yapilacak grup sayisi” (Tekin, 2017) formiiliinden yararlanilarak
4 /5 = .80 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu durumda aritmetik ortalamalarin araliklar1 1.00-1.79 “Hig¢ katilmiyorum”,
1.80-2.59 “Katilmryorum”, 2.60-3.39 “Kismen katiltyorum”, 3.40-4.19 “Katiliyorum” ve 4.20-5.00 “Tamamen
katiltyorum” olarak belirlenmistir.

2.5. Siirec

Arastirmada Senol (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitim Programlarmna Yonelik
Ogretmen Goriisleri Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Olgek 2017-2018 egitim dgretim yilinda Adana, Afyonkarahisar,
Aksaray, Amasya, Ankara, Antalya, Balikesir, Burdur, Bursa, Canakkale, Corum, Denizli, Elazig, Erzurum,
Eskisehir, Giresun, Hatay, Isparta, Istanbul, Izmir, Kastamonu, Kayseri, Kirikkale, Kirsehir, Konya, Kiitahya,
Malatya, Manisa, Mersin, Ordu, Sakarya, Samsun, Sinop, Sivas, Tekirdag, Tokat, Trabzon, Usak, Yalova,
Zonguldak BILSEM’de gorev yapan matematik Ogretmenlerine uygulanmustir. BILSEM’lerin ayri ayri
adreslerine ve dgretmen sayilarina ulasilmis ve veri toplama araci, 2018 Subat ayindan itibaren 6gretmenlerin
calistiklar1 BILSEM’lere e-mail yolu ile gonderilmis ve Subat ay1 sonunda geri doniisler tamamlanmuistir.
Toplamda 111 matematik 6gretmenine ulastirilan 6lgegin tamamina geri donis alinmistir.

3. Bulgular

Arastirmada elde edilen verilerin analizi sonucunda bulgular problem ve alt problemlere gore sirasiyla ele
almarak sunulmustur.

3.1. BILSEM’lerde Gérev Yapan Matematik Ogretmenlerinin MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programimin Geneline iliskin Goriisleri

Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi
acisindan uygun olup olmadigina yonelik BILSEM’lerde gérev yapan matematik 6gretmenlerin boyutlar bazinda
goriisleri Tablo 7°de, boyutlardaki maddelere iligskin goriigleri Tablo 8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. BILSEM’lerde gorev yapan matematik &gretmenlerinin MEB ortaokul matematik dersi 6gretim
programina iligkin goriisleri

Boyutlar X SS N

Kazanim 3,84 0,82 111
Icerik 3,70 0,88 111
Ogrenme Ortami 3,52 0,92 111
Ogrenme-Ogretme Siireci 3,75 0,73 111
Degerlendirme 3,69 0,88 111
Genel 3,82 0,77 111

Tablo 7’de goriildiigii iizere 111 matematik 6gretmeni {izerinde yapilan ¢aliyjmada MEB Ortaokul Matematik
Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin boyutlarma ve geneline iliskin elde edilen aritmetik ortalamalara gére; kazanim
boyutunun aritmetik ortalamasi X=3.84, ss=0,82, icerik boyutunun aritmetik ortalamast X=3,70, ss=0,88,
6grenme ortami boyutunun aritmetik ortalamasi: X=3,52, ss=0,92, 6grenme-ogretme siireci boyutunun aritmetik
ortalamas1 X=3,75, ss=0,73 ve degerlendirme boyutunun aritmetik ortalamas1 X=3,69, ss=0,88"dir. Ayrica Ustiin
Yetenekliler Egitim Programlarma Yénelik Ogretmen Goriisleri Olgegi’nin genel toplamina ydnelik 6gretmen
goriislerinin aritmetik ortalamas1 X=3,82 ve ss=0,77 olup “katiliyorum” diizeyinde oldugu goriilmektedir. En
yiiksek ortalamaya “kazanim” boyutu sahip iken “6grenme ortam1” boyutu en diisiik ortalamaya sahiptir.
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Tablo 8. BILSEM’lerde gérev yapan matematik 6gretmenlerinin 6lcek maddelerine iliskin goriisleri

No Maddeler X ss
1 Ogrencilerin yaraticiliklarimin erken yasta fark edilerek gelistirilmesine olanak saglar. 93
2 Ogrencilerin bireysel yeteneklerinin farkinda olmalarina yardimei olur. 3,98 91
3 Ogrencilerin kendilerini gergeklestirmis bireyler olarak yetismelerine olanak saglar. 3,86 91
4 Ogrencilerin teknik bulus ve ¢agdas araclar gelistirebilmelerine olanak saglar. 3,72 1,03
5 Ogrencilerin sosyal ve duygusal gelisimlerine yardimei olacak nitelikte degildir. 3,71 1,11
6 Ogrencilerin bilimsel ¢aligma disiplini edinmelerine imkéan saglar. 3,80 1,04
7 Ogrencilerin gesitli projelerini gereklestirebilmeleri igin firsat ve imkan saglar. 4,06 93
8 Ogrencilerin benlik algis1 (kisinin kendisi ile ilgili algilarinimn biitiinii) kazanmalarina 3,60 ,88
yardimet olur.
g 9 Ogrencilerin iletisim becerilerini gelistirmelerine olanak saglar. 3,84 ,96
= 10 Ogrencilerin ilgi, yetenek ve ihtiyaglarina gdre egitim-6gretim siiresinin belirlenmesine 3,87 1,12
S imkan tanimaz.
M 11 Ogrencilerin gelecege yonelik diisiinmeleri, tahminde bulunmalar1 ve bunlari tartisarak 3,79 94
caligmalarina yansitmalarini saglar.
12 Ogrencilerin, giinliik hayat problemlerini ve matematik problemlerini ¢ézmede farkl 4,09 1,03
stratejik yaklasim ve ¢oziim bulma becerilerini gelistirmeye yardimeci olur.
13 Ogrencilerin kendileri ile akranlari arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliklari olgunluk 3,55 1,06
gostererek, hosgoriiyle kargilamalarina olanak tanir.
14 Ogrencilerin yeteneklerini kullanarak gelistirdikleri iiriinlerini ortaya koymalarma ve 4,01 1,02
sergilemelerine olanak tanir.
15 Ogrencilerin sorumluluk kazanmalarini saglar. 3,78 1,03
16 Ogrencilerin giinliik hayatta karsilastiklar1 problemleri ¢dzebilmelerine katki saglar. 3,88 ,99
17 Genis kapsamli tartigma konularina dayandirilmamigtir. 3,55 1,03
18 Konulara gesitli disiplinler a¢isindan yer verilmesine imkan saglar. 3,82 1,00
A 19 Ogrenci tarafindan segilmis konunun derinlemesine dgrenimine imkan saglar. 3,68 1,11
.é 20 Ogrencinin ilgi alam dikkate alinarak belirlenmemistir. 3,64 1,20
— 21 Bilgi yiikii yerine, bilgi kazanma siireglerine gore yapilandirilmstir. 3,73 0,96
22 Ogrencilerin ~ temel becerileri ile yilksek diizeyli diisiinme becerilerinin 3,72 0,99
biitiinlestirilmesini saglar.
23 Ogrencilerin yaratic1 diisiinmelerini destekleyen cagdas egitim arag ve geregleriyle 3,30 1,16
o _ donatilmustir.
g % 24 Ogrencileri motive edici sekilde diizenlenmemistir. 3,72 1,16
50 5 25 Sosyal ve psikolojik yonden 6grencilerin is birligine acik bir sekilde diizenlenmistir. 3,48 ,98
© 26 Ogrenciler agisindan ilging ve eglenceli duruma getirilmemistir. 3,61 1,16
27 Ogrencilerin teknolojiyi daha fazla ve daha etkili kullanmasima olanak saglar. 3,52 1,05
28 Ogrencilerin iist biligsel diigiinme becerilerini gelistirmesini saglayan etkinliklerin 3,76 91
planlanmasina ve uygulanmasina imkén verir.
29 Ogrencilerin bireysel ya da grup halinde proje ¢alismalarma destek verir. 4,01 91
30 Ogrencilerin ileri diizeyde bilgi, beceri ve davranis kazanmalarina olanak saglar. 3,87 1,06
31 Ogrencilerin bilimsel arastirma ve bulus yapabilen bireyler olarak yetismelerine olanak 3,77 1,07
B3 ggglar.
é 32 Ogrencilerin sinif dist kaynaklardan yararlanabilmesine firsat vermez. 4,09 ,933
o 33 Sanat dalinda ozel ilgi ve yetenegi oldugu belirlenen Ogrencilerin kapasitelerini 3,75 1,09
% gelistirerek en {ist diizeyde kullanmalarimi saglayacak etkinlikleri uygulama imkani
5 saglar.
:% 34 Ogrencilerin bagimsiz ¢alisma becerilerinin gelistirilmesine olanak saglar. 3,84 ,99
g 35 Yeni teknik, malzeme ve sekilleri kullanan iiriinlerin gelistirilmesine imkan tanir. 3,71 1,02
)go 36 (:)grencilerin kendi kendilerini yonlendirmesine firsat verir. 3,62 ,98
O 37 Ogrencide kaygi ve stres yaratir. 3,88 1,08
38 Spor dalinda 6zel ilgi ve yetenegi oldugu belirlenen &grencilerin kapasitelerini 2,27 1,25
gelistirerek en st diizeyde kullanmalarimi saglayacak etkinlikleri uygulama imkéani
saglar.
39 Ogrencilerin grenme-gretme siirecinde daha aktif olmalarin saglar. 4,02 91
40 Giinliik hayatla iligkili 6geleri kapsayan etkinlikleri icermez. 4,22 87
41 Ogrencilerin kisisel, sosyal ve psikolojik gelisimleri hakkinda bilgi toplamay1 3,67 1,06
o amaglayan etkinliklerin yapilmasina firsat verir.
g 42 Ogrencilerin gergeklestirdikleri projelere gore yapilir. 3,54 1,14
g 43 Ogrencilerin kendini yenileme ve gelecege doniik planlar yapmasina yardimei olur. 3,69 1,02
5 44 Qgrencilerin bilgi ve yeteneklerinin agiga ¢ikmasinda etkili degildir. 4,00 1,01
w45 Ogrencilerin nasil degerlendirileceklerini agiklayan dlgiitler sunar. 3,49 ,99
B 46 Verilen doniitlerle 6grencilerin derse karsi ilgi ve motivasyonlarini arttirir. 3,76 97
47 Ogrencilerin ¢ok yonlii degerlendirilmesine olanak saglar. 3,68 99
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3.2. Kisisel Degiskenlere Gore Goriisler
3.2.1. Cinsiyet Degiskenine Gére Ogretmen Gériisleri

Arastirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin boyutlarma ve
geneline ait goriisleri arasinda istatistiki olarak anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadigini tespit edebilmek icin
bagimsiz gruplar t testi uygulanmis ve test sonuglar: Tablo 9°da verilmistir.

Tablo 9. Cinsiyet degiskenine iligkin t-testi sonuglari

Boyutlar Cinsiyet N X SS sd t p

G Ry T w e o
fcerik Iéf‘fgl‘(l 2471 ggf 823 109 205 0,83
Ogrenme Ortam £ o g:gg 8:2; 109 369 0,71
e
Degerlendirme Iéfglr(l 2471 g:gé 8:82 109 419 0,67
Genel Toplam Iéflfglr(l 2‘71 g:gg 8:;‘1‘ 109 036 0,97

Tablo 9 incelendiginde kazanim boyutuna iligkin kadin 6gretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarmn aritmetik
ortalamas1 (X=3,85, ss=0,76), erkek o&gretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasmndan (X=3,85,
ss=0,76) yiiksektir. Ancak bu anlamli diizeyde degildir; t(109)=0,15, p>.05. Icerik boyutuna iliskin erkek
ogretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarmn aritmetik ortalamasi (X=3,71, ss=0,89), kadin ogretmenlerin verdikleri
puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasindan (X=3,68, ss=0,89) yiiksektir. Ancaktrr bu anlamli diizeyde degildir;
t(109)=0,21, p>.05.0grenme ortami boyutuna iliskin erkek ogretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik
ortalamas1 (X=3,56, ss=0,87), kadin &gretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasindan (X=3,49,
ss=0,97) yiiksektir. Ancak bu anlamli diizeyde degildir; t(109)=0,37, p>.05.08renme dgretme siireci boyutuna
iliskin kadin ve erkek dgretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasi esittir, anlamli farklilik yoktur;
t(109)=0,04, p>.05. Degerlendirme boyutuna iligkin kadmn Ogretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik
ortalamas1 (X=3,72, ss=0,80), erkek oOgretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasindan (X=3,65,
$5=0,96) yiiksektir ama anlamli diizeyde degildir; t(109)=0,42, p>.05. Programin geneline iliskin kadin ve erkek
ogretmenlerin verdikleri puanlarin aritmetik ortalamasi esittir, anlamli farklilik yoktur; t(109)=0,04, p>.05.

Her bir boyut ve dlgegin geneline iliskin aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde kadin ve erkek 6gretmen
goriislerinin yakm veya esit degerde ortalamaya sahip oldugu bulgusu elde edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda MEB
Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugu
konusunda kadin ve erkek dgretmenlerin benzer diisiinceye sahip olduklari sdylenebilir.

3.2.1. Mesleki Kidem Degiskenine Gére Ogretmen Géoriisleri

BILSEM’lerde gdrev yapan matematik Ogretmenlerinin goriislerinin mesleki kideme gore anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gostermedigine yonelik varyans analizi yapilabilmesi igin dncelikle Levene Homojenlik Testi
uygulanmistir. Test sonuglarma gore p>0,05 oldugu i¢in mesleki kidem degiskenine iliskin veriler homojen bir
dagilima sahip olup varyans analizi uygun bir yap1 gostermektedir. Bu nedenle mesleki kidem degiskenine
iliskin tek yonlii varyans analizi yapilmistir. Oncelikle Tablo 10°da mesleki kidem degiskenine ait betimsel
istatistik sonuglar1 yer almaktadir.

Tablo 10. Mesleki kidem degiskenine iligkin betimsel istatistik _

Boyutlar Mesleki Kidem X Ss N

Kazanim 1-5yil 3,84 0,60 9
6-10 yil 3,95 0,83 22
11-15y1l 3,90 0,82 29
16-20 y1l 3,94 0,79 45
21 ve iistii y1l 2,56 0,38 6
Toplam 3,85 0,82 111

Igerik 1-5 y1l 3,65 0,72 9
6-10 yil 3,78 1,00 22
11-15y1l 3,86 0,69 29
16-20 y1l 3,76 0,86 45
21 ve tsti y1l 2,25 0,67 6
Toplam 3,70 0,89 111
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Tablo 10’un devamu

Boyutlar Mesleki Kidem X SS N
Ogrenme Ortami 1-5yil 3,62 0,90 9
6-10 y1l 3,62 1,03 22
11-15y1l 3,61 0,82 29
16-20 y1l 3,59 0,87 45
21 ve iistii y1l 2,23 0,66 6
Toplam 3,53 0,92 111
Ogrenme Ogretme Siireci 1-5y1l 3,84 0,65 9
6-10 y1l 3,92 0,70 22
11-15y1l 3,82 0,66 29
16-20 y1l 3,76 0,72 45
21 ve iistii y1l 2,76 0,87 6
Toplam 3,76 0,73 111
Degerlendirme 1-5yil 3,65 1,00 9
6-10 y1l 3,83 0,67 22
11-15y1l 3,71 0,80 29
16-20 y1l 3,81 0,91 45
21 ve iistii y1l 2,31 0,59 6
Toplam 3,69 0,88 111
Genel Toplam 1-5y1l 3,84 0,68 9
6-10 y1l 3,94 0,77 22
11-15y1l 3,89 0,70 29
16-20 y1l 3,89 0,76 45
21 ve stii y1l 2,55 0,44 6
Toplam 3,82 0,78 111

Tablo 10°da goriildiigii gibi yapilan ¢alismada, 6gretim programina yonelik en yiiksek ortalamaya 6-10 yil
mesleki kidem yilindaki dgretmenler (X=3,95, ss=0,77) sahipken, en diisiik 21 ve iistii mesleki kidem yilindaki
dgretmenler (X=2,55, ss=0,44) sahiptir. Mesleki kidemler; A. 1-5 Y1l, B. 6-10 Y11, C.11-15 Y1, D. 16-20 Y1l ve
E. 21 ve tsti yil seklinde kodlanmis olup Tablo 12’de mesleki kidem yilinin 6gretim programu iizerindeki
etkisini incelemek tizere uygulanan tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur.

Tablo 11.Mesleki kidem degiskenine iligkin tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglari

Kareler Kareler

Boyutlar Varyansin kaynagi Toplam sd ortalamasi F p
Gruplar arast 10,609 4 2,652

Kazanim Gruplar i¢i 64,193 106 ,606 4,380 ,003*
Toplam 74,802 110
Gruplar arast 13,681 4 3,420

Icerik Gruplar i¢i 72,903 106 ,688 4,973 ,001*
Toplam 86,584 110

Ogrenme Gruplar arast 10,684 4 2,671

Ortami Gruplar i¢i 82,888 106 , 782 3,416 ,011*
Toplam 93,572 110

Ogrenme- Gruplar arast 6,770 4 1,693

Ogretme Gruplar igi 52,308 106 ,493 3,430 ,011*

Siireci Toplam 59,078 110
Gruplar arast 12,572 4 3,143

Degerlendirme Gruplar i¢i 73,448 106 ,693 4,536 ,002*
Toplam 86,020 110
Gruplar arast 10,317 4 2,579

Genel Toplam Gruplar i¢i 55,911 106 527 4,890 ,001*
Toplam 66,228 110

*p<.05

Tablo 11 incelendiginde matematik &gretmenlerinin goriislerinde mesleki kidem degiskenine goére gerek
boyutlarda gerekse 6lgegin genelinde 0.05 diizeyinde anlamli farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir (F(4,106)=4,890,
p<.05).

Mesleki kidem degiskenine gére MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli
Ogrencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugu konusundaki bu farkliligin hangi mesleki kideme sahip olan 6gretmen
gorislerinden kaynaklandigimi tespit edebilmek i¢in Post Hoc tekniklerinden Tukey testi uygulanmigtir. Testin
sonuglarma gore farkliligin kaynagi 21 ve istii y1l kideme sahip 6gretmen goriislerinden kaynaklanmaktadir ve
6-10 yil mesleki kideme sahip dgretmenlerin lehine anlamli fark saptanmuistir. Olgegin geneline iliskin 21 ve iistii
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yil kideme sahip olan gretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunluguna “katilmiyorum” diizeyinde diger 6gretmenler ise “katiliyorum”
diizeyinde cevap vermislerdir. Olgegin geneline gdre mesleki kidem bakimindan etki biiyiikligii n? =,0155dir.
Olgegin geneline iligkin degisikligin %16’sinimn mesleki kidem yilindaki farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir.
Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilinin geneline iliskin degerlendirilmesi iizerindeki etkisine ait bu bulgu
biiyiik etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Mesleki kidem yili ile 6gretim programmin kazanim boyutu ortalamalari arasmda anlamli bir fark
bulunmustur (F(4,106)=4,380, p<.05). Anlamli farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in yapilan
Tukey testi sonuglarma gore farkliligin kaynagi 21 ve isti yil kideme sahip Ogretmen goriiglerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir ve aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde (Tablo 10) kazanim boyutunda 21 ve istii y1l kideme
sahip d6gretmen goriislerinin ortalamasi X=2,56 iken 1-5 yil X=3,82, 6-10 yil X=3,95, 11-15 yil X=3,89 ve 16-20
y1l kidemde sahip olanlarm X=3,93’tiir. 21 ve iistii yi1l kideme sahip 6gretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik
Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugunu diger dgretmenlere gore
daha diisiik bulmaktadir ve goriisleri “katilmiyorum” diizeyindedir. Bu boyut icin etki biiyiikliigii n?=,141 djr.
Kazanim boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %14’i mesleki kidem yilindaki farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir.
Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilinin kazanim boyutunun degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki etkisi biiyiik etki
olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Mesleki kidem yili ile 6gretim programimnin igerik boyutu ortalamalari arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur
(F(4,106)=4,973, p<.05). Anlaml farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in yapilan Tukey testi
sonuglarina gore farkliligin kaynagi 21 ve istii yil kideme sahip 6gretmen goriislerinden kaynaklanmaktadir ve
aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde (Tablo 10) 21 ve dstii yil kideme sahip &gretmenlerin goriislerinin
ortalamas1 X=2,25, 1-5 yil X=3,64, 6-10 yil X=3,78, 11-15 yil X=3,86 ve 16-20 yil kidemde sahip olan
dgretmenlerin X=3,75 ortalamaya sahiptir. 21 ve iistii y1l kideme sahip dgretmenlerin gériisleri diger kidemlere
gore daha diisiiktiir. Dolayisiyla 21 ve iistii y1l kidemdeki 6gretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin igeriginin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugunu “katilmiyorum” diizeyinde
diger kideme sahip 6gretmenler ise “katiliyorum” diizeyinde goriis belirtmislerdir. Bu boyut i¢in etki biiyiikligii
n?=,158"dir. Igerik boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %16’s1 mesleki kidem yilindaki farkliliklar tarafindan
aciklanmaktadir. Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilinin igerik boyutunun degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki
etkisi biiyiik etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Mesleki kidem yili ile 6gretim programinin 6grenme ortami boyutu ortalamalar: arasinda anlamli bir fark
bulunmustur (F(4,106)=3,416, p<.05). Anlamli farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in yapilan
Tukey testi sonuglarina gore farkliligin kaynagi kazanim ve icerik boyutuna benzer bir sekilde bulunmustur.
Varyans analizinde ¢ikan anlamli farkliligm kaynagi 21 ve istil yil kideme sahip olan dgretmen goriislerinden
kaynaklanmaktadir. Aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde (Tablo 10) 21 ve istii yil kideme sahip 6gretmenlerin
goriisleri X=2,23 ortalamaya sahip iken, 1-5 y1l kideme sahip olanlar X=3,62, 6-10 yil X=3,61, 11-15 yil X=3,62
ve 16-20 yil kidemde sahip olan dgretmenler X=3,58 ortalamaya sahip oldugu gériilmektedir. Bu bulgular
dogrultusunda, 21 ve iistii y1l kidemde olan 6gretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin
ustiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunluguna “katilmiyorum” diizeyinde cevap vererek uygun
bulmadiklarmi ifade etmislerdir. Ayrica bu boyutla ilgili ortalamalar diger boyutlara gére daha diisiik ¢ikmustir.
Bu boyut igin etki biyiikliigii n? =,114"diir. Ogrenme ortami boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %11’i mesleki kidem
yilindaki farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilinin 6grenme ortami
boyutunun degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki etkisi orta etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Mesleki kidem yili ile 6grenme-6gretme siireci boyutu ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur
(F(4,106)=3,430, p<.05). Ogrenme-dgretme siirecinde de anlamli farklihgm21 ve {isti yil &gretmen
gorislerinden kaynaklandigi yapilan Tukey testi ile belirlenmistir. Mesleki kidem bakimindan; 21 ve {istii yil
kideme sahip &gretmenlerin goriisleri X=2,75, 1-5 yil kideme sahip olanlar X=3,83, 6-10 yil X=3,91, 11-15 yil
X=3,82 ve 16-20 yil kidemde sahip olanlar X=3,75 ortalamaya sahiptir. Ogrenme &gretme siireci boyutunun
istiin yetenekli 0grencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunluguna 21 ve iistii y1l dgretmenlerin goriisleri “kismen
katiliyorum” iken, diger kidemdeki 6gretmenler “katiliyorum” diizeyinde diisiinmektedirler. Bu boyut igin etki
bilyiikliigii n? =,114’tiir. Ogrenme-6gretme siireci boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %11°i mesleki kidem yilindaki
farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilinin 6grenme-0gretme siireci
boyutunun degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki etkisi orta etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Mesleki kidem yili ile degerlendirme boyutu ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur
(F(4,106)=4,536, p<.05). Anlaml farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek icin yapilan Tukey testi
sonuglarmna gore farkliligin kaynagi 21 ve istii yil kideme sahip 6gretmen goriislerinden kaynaklanmaktadir ve
aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde (Tablo 10) 21 ve iistii y1l kideme sahip dgretmenlerin goriisleri X=2,30 iken
1-5 yil kideme sahip olanlarin ortalamas1 X=3,65, 6-10 y1l X=3,83, 11-15 y11 X=3,70 ve 16-20 yil kidemde sahip
olanlarm ise X=3,81°dir. Uygulanan analiz sonuglarindan, 21 ve iistii yil mesleki kideme sahip olan
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dgretmenlerin MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi
acisindan uygunluguna “katilmiyorum” diizeyinde, diger kideme sahip 6gretmenler ise “katiliyorum” diizeyinde
goris belirttikleri ifade edilebilir. Dolayisiyla 21 ve tistii y1l kidemdeki 6gretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik
Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin degerlendirme boyutunun uygun olmadigini diisiinmektedirler. Bu boyut igin etki
biiyiikliigii n? =,146°d1r. Degerlendirme boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %15°i mesleki kidem yilindaki farkliliklar
tarafindan agiklanmaktadwr. Cohen’e (1988) gore mesleki kidem yilmin degerlendirme boyutunun
degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki etkisi biiyiik etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

3.2.3. Egitim Durumu Degiskenine Gére Ogretmen Gériisleri

Egitim durumu degigskenine gére Ogretmenlerin goriigleri arasinda anlamlh farkhiligi tespit etmeden once
verilerin homojen bir dagilim gosterip géstermedigini belirlemek i¢in Levene Homojenlik Testi uygulanmistir.
Test sonuglarina gore; hem boyutlar hem de dlgegin genelinde bulunan anlamlilik diizeyleri 0,05°ten biiyiik olup
veriler homojen bir yap1 gostermektedir. Bu nedenle egitim durumu degiskeni igin varyans analizi yapilmasina
karar verilmistir.

BILSEM’de gorev yapan matematik dgretmenlerinin egitim durumu degiskeninin MEB Ortaokul Matematik
Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimlerine yonelik uygunlugu konusunda istatistiki
olarak anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigi tek yonlii varyans analizi uygulanarak degerlendirilmistir.
Oncelikle Tablo 12°de egitim durumu degiskenine ait betimsel istatistik sonuglar1 yer almaktadar.

Tablo 12. Egitim durumu degiskenin gore betimsel istatistik

Boyutlar Mesleki Kidem X SS N
Kazanim Lisans 3,61 0,93 41
Yiiksek lisans 4,00 0,74 56
Doktora 3,91 0,74 14
Toplam 3,85 0,82 111
Icerik Lisans 3,42 1,04 41
Yiiksek lisans 3,81 0,75 56
Doktora 4,06 0,69 14
Toplam 3,70 0,89 111
Ogrenme Ortami Lisans 3,23 1,02 41
Yiksek lisans 3,74 0,80 56
Doktora 3,57 0,89 14
Toplam 3,53 0,92 111
Ogrenme Lisans 3,54 0,82 41
Ogretme Siireci Yiiksek lisans 3,91 0,65 56
Doktora 3,81 0,66 14
Toplam 3,76 0,73 111
Degerlendirme Lisans 3,51 0,99 41
Yiiksek lisans 3,83 0,83 56
Doktora 3,70 0,71 14
Toplam 3,69 0,88 111
Genel Toplam Lisans 3,58 0,88 41
Yiksek lisans 3,98 0,69 56
Doktora 3,92 0,65 14
Toplam 3,82 0,78 111

Tablo 12°de goriildiigi gibi lisans mezunu olan 41 6gretmen, yiiksek lisans mezunu olan 56 6gretmen ve
doktora mezunu olan 14 ¢gretmen ile yapilan ¢aligmada &gretim programina yonelik en yiiksek ortalamaya
yiiksek lisans mezunu olan 6gretmenler (X=3,97, ss=0,68) sahipken, en diisiik ortalamaya ise lisans mezunu
dgretmenler (X=3,57, ss=0,87) sahiptir.

Tablo 13’te egitim durumunun 6gretim programi iizerindeki etkisini incelemek iizere uygulanan tek yonlii
varyans analizi sonuglar1 sunulmustur.
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Tablo 13. Egitim durumu degiskenine iligkin tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglari

Varyansin Kareler Kareler
Boyutlar kaynag Toplam sd ortalamasi F P
Gruplar arasi 3,626 2 1,813 275 06
Kazanim Gruplar i¢i 71,176 108 ,659 ! '
Toplam 74,802 110
_ Gruplar arasi 5,762 2 2,881 385 02*
Igerik Gruplar i¢i 80,822 108 , 748 ! !
Toplam 86,584 110
. Gruplar arasi 5,983 2 2,991 369 03*
Ogrenme Ortam1  Gruplar igi 87,589 108 ,811 ' '
Toplam 93,572 110
o Gruplar arasi 3,165 2 1,583
8§£Z?r§;e'sﬁreci Gruplar ici 55,913 108 518 3,06 05
Toplam 59,078 110
Gruplar arasi 2,523 2 1,262 163 20
Degerlendirme Gruplar i¢i 83,497 108 773 ! !
Toplam 86,020 110
Gruplar arasi 3,895 2 1,947 337 04*
Genel Toplam Gruplar i¢i 62,333 108 577 ' ’
Toplam 66,228 110

*p<.05

Tablo 13 incelendiginde egitim durumu degiskenine gore istatistiki olarak hem kazanim boyutunda
(F(2,108)=2,75, p>.05) hem 6grenme-06gretme stireci boyutunda (F(2,108)=3,06, p>.05) hem de degerlendirme
boyutunda (F(2,108)=1,63, p>.05) anlamli bir farklilik olmadig1 goériilmektedir. Ancak hem igerik boyutunda
(F(2,108)=3,85, p<.05), hem O6grenme ortami boyutunda (F(2,108)=3,69, p<.05) hem de dlcegin genelinde
(F(2,108)=3,37, p<.05) 0,05 diizeyinde anlaml farklilik oldugu saptanmistr.

Egitim durumu degiskenine gore MEB Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin
egitimi agismmdan uygunlugu konusundaki anlamli farklihgm hangi egitim diizeyine sahip Ogretmen
goriislerinden kaynaklandigini tespit edebilmek igin Post Hoc tekniklerinden Tukey testi uygulanmistir. Testin
sonuglarmma gore farkliligin kaynagi lisans mezunu 6gretmen goriislerinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Egitim durumu
degiskenine gore igerik boyutu ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli diizeyde bir fark bulunmustur (F(2,108)=3,85,
p<.05). Anlamli farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarmna gore
hem lisans-yiiksek lisans hem de lisans-doktora mezunlari arasinda 6gretim programmin igerik boyutunda
anlaml bir fark oldugu goriilmektedir. Lisans mezunlar1 X=3,41 ortalamaya sahip iken yiiksek lisans mezunu
dgretmenlerin goriislerinin ortalamas1 X=3,81 ve doktora mezunlarmin X=4,05’tir. Sonug olarak lisans mezunu
olan dgretmenlerin goriisleri, MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin igerik boyutunun iistiin
yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugu konusunda yiiksek lisans ve doktora mezunlarina gére daha
diisiiktiir. Bu boyut igin etki biiyiikligii 7?=,066. Icerik boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %7’sinin egitim
durumundaki farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Cohen’e (1988) gore egitim durumunun igerik boyutunun
degerlendirilmesi lizerindeki etkisi orta etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Egitim durumu degiskenine gore dgretim programimnin 6grenme ortami boyutu ortalamalar: arasinda anlamli
bir fark bulunmustur (F(2,108)=3,69, p<.05). Anlaml1 farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek i¢in
yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarina gore farklilik lisans mezunu ve yilksek lisans mezunu Ggretmen goriisleri
arasinda olup farkliligin kaynagi lisans mezunu ogretmenlerin oldugu godzlenmektedir. Lisans mezunu
dgretmenlerin goriislerinin ortalamas1 X=3,23 iken yiiksek lisans mezunu égretmenlerin goriislerinin ortalamasi
X=3,73’tiir. Lisans mezunu dgretmenler “kismen katiliyorum” diizeyinde, yiiksek lisans mezunu dgretmenler ise
“katiliyorum” diizeyinde cevap vermislerdir. Elde edilen bu bulgu dogrultusunda dgrenme ortamlarinin {istiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimleri agisindan uygunlugunu yiiksek lisans mezunu dgretmenlere gore lisans mezunu
dgretmenler daha diisiik diizeyde uygun oldugunu diisiinmektedirler. Bu boyut i¢in etki biiyiikliigii n? =,063.
Ogrenme ortanu boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %6’s1 egitim durumundaki farkliliklar tarafindan agiklanmaktadir.
Cohen’e (1988) gore egitim durumunun 6grenme ortami boyutunun degerlendirilmesi tizerindeki etkisi orta etki
olarak kabul edilmektedir.

Olcegin genelinde de 0.05 diizeyinde anlamli farklilik oldugu saptanmistir (F(2,108)=3,37, p<.05). Anlamli
farkin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu tespit etmek igin yapilan Tukey testi sonuglarina gore farkliligmn lisans
mezunu Ogretmenlerin goriislerinden kaynaklandigi goriilmektedir. Aritmetik ortalamalar incelendiginde de
lisans mezunu ogretmenlerin goriislerinin ortalamasmin X=3,57, yiiksek lisans mezunu 6gretmenlerin
goriislerinin ortalamasinin ise  X=3,97 oldugu gozlenmektedir. Dolayisiyla lisans mezunlari, yiiksek lisans
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mezunlarina gére MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programr’nin genel olarak {istiin yetenekli
Ogrencilerin egitimleri agisindan uygunlugunu daha disiikk olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Bu boyut i¢in etki
biiyiikliigii n? =,058. Ogrenme ortami boyutuna iliskin degisikligin %6’smin egitim durumundaki farkhiliklar
tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Cohen’e (1988) gore egitim durumunun genel olarak degerlendirilmesi {izerindeki
etkisi orta etki olarak kabul edilmektedir.

3.2.4. Bolge Degiskenine Gore Ogretmenlerin Goriisleri

Bolge degiskenine gore d6gretmen goriisleri arasinda anlamli farklilik olup olmadigi tek yonlii varyans analizi
ile test edilebilmesi i¢in 6ncelikle Levene Homojenlik Testi sonuglar1 incelenmistir. Test sonuglarina gére hem
boyutlarda hem de 6lgegin genelinde p>0,05’den oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu deger, verilerin bolge degiskeni igin
homojen bir dagilim gosterdigi ve varyans analizi uygulanabilecegini gostermektedir.

BILSEM’lerde gérev yapan matematik dgretmenlerinin bulunduklar1 bélge degiskeninin MEB Ortaokul
Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimlerine yonelik uygunlugu konusunda
istatistikl olarak anlamli farklilik gosterip gostermedigi tek yonlii varyans analizi uygulanarak degerlendirilmis
ve analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 14’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 14. Bolge degiskenine iliskin tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglari

Boyutlar Varyansin kaynagi ”l}fo fl?i; sd orf;;erfa:m F p
Gruplar arast 5,507 5 1,101 167 15

Kazanim Gruplar i¢i 69,295 105 ,660 ! '
Toplam 74,802 110

. Gruplar arast 5,527 5 1,105 143 29

Igerik Gruplar igi 81,057 105 72 ' '
Toplam 86,584 110

. Gruplar arast 4,760 5 ,952

ogrenme Gruplar ici 88,812 105 846 113 35
Toplam 93,572 110

. Gruplar arast 1,999 5 ,400

8§£Z?r§;e'sﬁreci Gruplar igi 57,079 105 544 0,74 9
Toplam 59,078 110
Gruplar arasi 7,554 5 1,511 202 08

Degerlendirme Gruplar i¢i 78,466 105 147 ! '
Toplam 86,020 110
Gruplar arast 4,205 5 ,841 142 29

Genel Toplam Gruplar i¢i 62,023 105 ,591 ' '
Toplam 66,228 110

*p<.05

Tablo 14 incelendiginde, kazanim boyutunda oldugu gibi (F(5,105)=1,67, p>.05), igerik (F(5,105)=1,43,
p>.05), oOgrenme ortami (F(5,105)=1,13, p>.05), Ogrenme-Ogretme siireci (F(5,105)=0,754, p>.05),
degerlendirme (F(5,105)=2,75, p>.05) ve Ol¢egin genelinde de (F(5,105)=1,42, p>.05) istatistiki olarak 0,05
diizeyinde anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamaktadir.

Varyans analizi sonuglarinda 6lgegin gerek boyutlarinda gerekse genelinde anlamli bir fark ¢ikmamistir
ancak MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilere uygunlugu konusunda
bulunulan bélgeye gore goriislerin nasil bir dagilim gosterdigini degerlendirebilmek icin betimleyici istatistik
tekniklerinden aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapma degerlerinden faydalanilmastir.

Kazanim boyutu i¢in ortalamalar incelendiginde genel olarak dgretmenlerin “katiliyorum” diizeyinde cevap
verdikleri ancak ayni diizey icerisindeki ortalamalar arasinda farklar oldugu goriilmektedir. I¢ Anadolu
Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan dgretmenler X=4,13 Marmara Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan 6gretmenler X=3,94 ortalama
ile diger bolgelerde gorev yapan dgretmenlere gore daha yiiksek diizeyde ortalamaya sahiptir. MEB Ortaokul
Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli égrencilerin egitimleri agisindan uygunlugu konusunda
Karadeniz Bolgesi'nde gorev yapan ogretmenlerin ortalamalar1 X=3,51 ve Ege Bolgesi'nde gorev yapan
dgretmenlerin ortalamalar1 X=3,67 ile diger bolgelerden daha diisiik oranda oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Igerik boyutuna ait ortalamalar genel olarak “katiliyorum” diizeyindedir ancak ayn1 diizey iginde farkliliklar
bulunmaktadir. Bélgeler igerisinden I¢ Anadolu Bolgesi’nde gérev yapanlar X=3,98 ortalamaya sahip iken
Karadeniz Bélgesi'nde gorev yapanlar X=3,40 katiliyorum diizeyinin en alt smirinda, Akdeniz Bélgesi’nde
gdrev yapanlar X=3,46 ve Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nde gorev yapanlar X=3,47 ortalamaya sahiptir. Bu dogrultuda
ilgili programin igerik dgesinin istiin yetenekli 6grencilere uygunlugunun Karadeniz, Akdeniz ve Dogu Anadolu
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Bolgesi’'nde gorev yapanlar I¢ Anadolu, Marmara ve Ege Bolgesi’'nde gorev yapan dgretmenlere gére daha
diisiik oldugunu diistindiikleri ifade edilebilir.

Ogrenme ortamina ait veriler incelendiginde; programin diger dgelerden ve dlgegin genel puanindan daha
diisiik ortalamaya sahip oldugu ve kendi igerisinde de katilim diizeylerinin farklhilastig1 goriilmektedir. Akdeniz
ve Ege Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan 6gretmenler X=3,21 ve X=3,31 ortalama ile “kismen katiliyorum”, i¢ Anadolu
Bolgesi’'nde gorev yapan dgretmenler X=3,81, Marmara Bélgesi’'nde gorev yapan dgretmenler X=3,56, Dogu
Anadolu Bélgesi'nde gorev yapan ogretmenler X=3,50 ve Karadeniz Bolgesi’'nde gdérev yapan
ogretmenlerX=3,46 ortalama ile “katiliyorum” diizeyinde cevap vermislerdir. Ogrenme ortamina iliskin diizeyler
arasinda da farkhlik oldugu ancak bu farklihigm 0,05 diizeyinde anlamli bulunmadig: sdylenebilir. Ayrica I¢
Anadolu Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan 6gretmen goriisleri kazanim ve igerik boyutunda oldugu gibi daha yiiksektir.
Akdeniz ve Ege Bélgesi’nde kiBILSEM’de gorev yapan dgretmenler MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin 6grenme ortaminin uygunluguna diger bolgelere oranla daha diisiik diizeyde katilmiglardir.

Ogrenme-6gretme siirecine iliskin genel olarak &gretmenler “katiliyorum” diizeyinde cevap vermislerdir.
Ancak diizey icerisinde ortalamalar farklilasmaktadir. Elde edilen aritmetik ortalama degerlerine gore; i¢
Anadolu Bélgesi'nde gérev yapan dgretmenler X=3,93, Dogu Anadolu ve Marmara Bolgesi'nde gérev yapan
ogretmenler esit X=3,80 ortalamaya sahip olup Akdeniz Bélgesi’nde gorev yapan dgretmenlerX=3,68, Ege
Bolgesi'nde gorev yapan OgretmenlerX=3,60 ve Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde gérev yapan dgretmenler X=3,59
ortalamaya sahiptir. Tiim bolgelerden MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli
dgrencilere uygunlugu “katiliyorum” diizeyindedir. Diger bolgelere gore I¢ Anadolu Bolgesi’ndekiler daha
yiiksek diizeyde uygun bulmakta Karadeniz Bolgesi’ndeki 6gretmenler ise daha diisiik bulmaktadir.

Degerlendirme boyutuna iliskin elde edilen verilere gore MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere uygunlugu konusunda farkli diizeyde katilim bulunmaktadir. Akdeniz
Bolgesi'nde gorev yapan OgretmenlerX=3,33 ve Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde gérev yapan Ogretmenler X=3,39
ortalama ile “kismen” diizeyinde Marmara Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan oOgretmenlerX=4,03, I¢ Anadolu
Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan dgretmenlerX=3,89, Ege Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan dgretmenlerX=3,58, Dogu Anadolu
Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan dgretmenlerX=3,55 ortalama ile “katiliyorum” diizeyinde cevap vermislerdir. Diizeyler
arasinda da ortalamalarm fakli oldugu ancak 0,05 diizeyinde anlamli olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ayrica
diger boyutlarda i¢ Anadolu Bélgesi’nde gérev yapan dgretmenler en yiiksek ortalamaya sahip iken bu boyutta
Marmara Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan 6gretmen goriisleri yliksek ortalamaya sahiptir. Ayrica kazanim, icerik ve
O0grenme-dgretme siireci boyutlarindaki bulguya benzer sekilde Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde gorev yapan 6gretmenler
MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’m iistiin yetenekliler icin daha diisiik oranda uygun
bulmuslardir. Tablo 15, bolge degiskenine gore elde edilen betimsel istatistikleri gostermektedir.

Tablo 15. Bolge degiskenine iligkin betimsel istatistik

Boyutlar Bolgeler X Ss N
Marmara 3,94 93 22
Ege 3,67 ,70 17
Kazanm Akdeniz 3,76 ,83 14
I¢ Anadolu 4,13 ,68 31
Karadeniz 3,51 ,98 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,77 57 8
Marmara 3,74 1,04 22
Ege 3,75 J7 17
Icerik Akdeniz 3,46 ,93 14
Ic Anadolu 3,98 .80 31
Karadeniz 3,40 ,80 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,47 ,93 8
Marmara 3,56 1,06 22
Ege 3,31 ,96 17
Ogrenme Ortam Akdeniz 3,21 ,81 14
I¢ Anadolu 3,81 ,88 31
Karadeniz 3,46 ,90 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,50 ,61 8
Marmara 3,80 g7 22
Ege 3,60 ,68 17
Ogrenme-Ogretme Siireci Akdeniz 3,68 .68 14
I¢ Anadolu 3,93 ,69 31
Karadeniz 3,59 ,89 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,80 ,53 8
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Tablo 15’in devamu

Marmara 4,03 .82 22
Ege 3,58 67 17
Degerlendirme Akdeniz 3,33 ,68 14
I¢ Anadolu 3,89 87 31
Karadeniz 3,39 1,19 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,55 .55 8
Marmara 3,93 .87 22
Ege 3,68 .62 17
Genel Akdeniz 3,64 69 14
I¢ Anadolu 4,07 73 31
Karadeniz 3,56 ,94 19
Dogu Anadolu 3,75 A7 8

Tablo 15°teki verilere gore Olgegin geneline iliskin tiim bolgelerde ilgili programin istiin yetenekli
ogrencilere “katiliyorum” diizeyinde uygun oldugu diizey igerisindeki ortalamalarm farklhilastig1 goriilmektedir.
En yiiksek ortalamaya gore sirasi ile I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi X=4,07, Marmara Bélgesi X=3,93, Dogu Anadolu
Bolgesi X=3,75, Ege Bolgesi X=3,68, Akdeniz Bolgesi X=3,64 ve Karadeniz BolgesiX=3,56 sahiptir. Olcegin
geneline iliskin diger bolgelerde gorev yapan dgretmenlere gore I¢ Anadolu Bolgesi’nde gorev yapanlar MEB
Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi agisindan uygunlugunu
daha yiiksek, Karadeniz Bolgesi’nde gorev yapanlar daha diisiik olarak degerlendirmektedir.

4. Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Bu arastirmanmn amaci MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin kazamm, igerik, dgrenme
ortami, 6grenme dgretme siireci ve degerlendirme 6gelerinin ve dgretim programimin genelinin iistiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin egitimleri agisindan 6gretmenlerin goriislerine dayali olarak degerlendirmektir. Bu amagla birlikte
Ogretmenlerin cinsiyet, mesleki kidem, egitim durumu ve bulunduklar1 bolge degiskenine gbre programa ve
Ogelerine yonelik goriislerinin degisip degismedigini tespit etmektir.

Ogretmenlerin goriiglerinin dagiliminda 6gretim programlar1 dgeleri igerisinde kazanim boyutunun en yiiksek
ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla BILSEM’de gorev yapan 6gretmenler; MEB Matematik Dersi
Ogretim Progrann’nda yer alan ve dgrencilere kazandirilmas: diisiiniilen bilgi, beceri, tutum ve degerler gibi
ozelliklerin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi icin uygun oldugunu diisiinmektedirler. Ogretim programinin
kazanim boyutu kapsaminda 6gretmenler, 6grencilerin, giinliik hayat ve matematik problemlerini ¢6zmede farkl
stratejik  yaklasim ve ¢Oziim bulma Dbecerilerini gelistirmeye yardimci olma, ¢esitli projelerini
gerceklestirebilmeleri i¢in firsat ve imkan saglama, 6grencilerin yeteneklerini kullanarak gelistirdikleri {irtinleri
ortaya koymalar1 ve sergilemelerine olanak tamima yoniinden yiiksek diizeyde uygun bulmusglardir. Bu durum
Sezginsoy (2007)’un yaptig1 calismada elde ettigi sonuc ile desteklenmektedir. Ogrencilerin kendileri ile
akranlar1 arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliklart olgunluk gostererek, hosgoriiyle karsilamalarma olanak tanimasi,
ogrencilerin benlik algisini gelistirme ve sosyal ve duygusal gelisimlerine yardimci olmasi yoniinden ise diigiik
diizeyde uygun bulmuslardir. Gozlenen ortak noktanin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin bireysel 6zelliklerine ve bu
ozelliklerin gelistirilmesine yonelik maddeler oldugu sonucu elde edilmistir. Nitekim program gelistirme
stirecinde en 6nemli 6ge olan kazanimlarin belirlenmesinde temel unsur, d6grenci 6zellikleridir.

Ogretim programinm ogrenme-Ogretme siireci boyutu kapsaminda Ogretmenler, &gretim programmin
Ogrencilerin {ist biligsel diisiinme becerilerini gelistirmesini saglayan etkinliklerin planlanmasina ve
uygulanmasina imkan sagladigini, 6grencilerin bireysel ya da grup halinde proje ¢aligmalarina destek verdigini
ve Ogrencilerin dgrenme-dgretme siirecinde daha aktif olmalarim sagladigmi belirtmislerdir. Ogrencilerin
Ogrenilecek bilgiyi kendi kendine gergeklestirdigi bir 6grenme siireci olan aktif katilim siireci, Bloom’un (1979)
belirttigi gibi 6grenmenin kaliciligmni artirmakta, dolayisiyla basarinin artmasma katkida bulunmaktadir. Ogretim
programmin giinliik hayatla iligkili 6geleri kapsayan etkinlikleri icerdigini en yiiksek diizeyde uygun
bulmuslardir. Baska bir anlatimla kuramsal olarak programda belirtilen 6grenme-6gretme siireci giinlilk hayatla
iliskin etkinliklere yer vermektedir. Egitim Ogretim siirecinde kazanilan bilgilerin, giinlik yasamla
iligkilendirilebildigi siirece kalici olmasindan ve giinliikk hayatta karsilasilan durumlara kolayca entegre
edilebilmesinden dolay1 6gretim programimnin bu 6zelligi 6grenilen bilgilerin kullanilirligini artirmaktadir. Ayrica
Ogretmenler sanat ve spor dalinda yetenegi olan 6grencilerin yeteneklerini en st diizeyde kullanabilecekleri
etkinliklerin yer almadigini da belirtmiglerdir. Sanat ve spor dalinda uzman egiticilerin okullarda bulunmamasi,
iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin bu alandaki egitiminin ¢esitlendirilememesine sebep olmakta dolayisiyla sanat ve
spor egitiminin arka planda kaldig1 diisiiniilmektedir.

Ogretim programmin icerik boyutu kapsammda ogretmenler, gretim programmin &grencilerin temel
becerileri ile yiiksek diizeyli diisiinme becerilerinin biitiinlestirilmesini sagladigini, bilgi yiikii yerine, bilgi
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kazanma siireclerine gore yapilandirildigini, konulara cesitli disiplinler agisindan yer verilmesine imkan
sagladigini belirtmislerdir. Giiniimiizde kolaylikla elde edilen bilgi yerine, bilgiyi edinmedeki siirelerin n plana
¢ikmasi, 6grencilerin bilgi edinmedeki bagimsizliklarini artirdigi, bu sebeple 6gretmen veya diger bireylerin
rehberliginden bagimsiz sekilde bilgi edinmesine olanak sagladigi diigiiniilmektedir. Bu durumun ise istiin
yetenekli ¢ocuklarin sahip oldugu 6grenme 6zellikleri ve ihtiyaglarinin kargilanmasi bakimindan destekleyici bir
egitim ortami sundugu sdylenebilir. Ancak 6gretim programinin igeriginin 6grencinin ilgi alan1 dikkate alinarak
belirlenmedigini, 6grenci tarafindan secilmis konunun derinlemesine 6grenimine imkan saglamadigl ve genis
kapsamli tartisma konularma dayandirilmadigini ifade etmiglerdir. Programin &grenci merkezli oldugu
diistiniildiigiinde 6gretmenlerin programm bu 6zelligini yansitmiyor olarak gdrmesi programimn uygulamadaki
eksikligini 6n plana ¢ikarmaktadir. Biligsel anlamda i¢sellestirmenin 6grenmede bu derecede 6nemli olmasi fakat
uygulamada yansitilamamasi, konularm yiizeysel gegilmesinin 6gretimin kalicihigint olumsuz yonde etkiledigi
diistiniilmektedir.

Ogretim programinin degerlendirme boyutu kapsaminda égretmenler, dgretim programinin dgrencilerin bilgi
ve yeteneklerinin agiga c¢ikmasinda etkili oldugunu ve Ogrencilerin nasil degerlendirileceklerini agiklayan
olciitler sundugunu daha yiiksek diizeyde kabul etmislerdir. Ogrencilerin cok yonlii degerlendirilmesine olanak
sagladigini, verilen doniitlerle 6grencilerin derse karsi ilgi ve motivasyonlarinin arttigmni ifade etmislerdir.

Ogretmenler, dgretim programmim Ogrenme ortanm boyutunu en diisiik diizeyde uygun bulmuslardir.
Ogrenme ortamlarmnmn 6grencileri motive edici sekilde diizenlenmedigini ve dgrenciler agisindan ilging ve
eglenceli duruma getirilmedigini belirtmiglerdir. Benzer olarak Sezginsoy (2007), Tantay (2010), Kazu ve
Senol’un (2012) arastirmalarinda da 6gretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitiminde en sik karsilastiklar
sorunun BILSEM’lerin fiziki ortam sartlari ile ilgili oldugu saptanmustir. Bu sonuglarmn arastirmanin bulgularini
destekler niteliktedir. Aslinda &grenci motivasyonu dgrencilerin performansini etkileyen énemli bir faktordiir. Tyi
motive olmus 6grencinin 6grenme Sgretme siireci kolaylasir ve basari saglanir, smifta istenmeyen davraniglar
azalir ve bu sekilde sinif yonetimi de kolaylagsmis olur (Vatansever-Bayraktar, 2015). Bu durumda &grenme
ortamlarmin 6grenci motivasyonuna uygun olmasi hem 6grenciler hem de 6gretmenler igin etkili bir 6grenme
ortami olusturmaktadir, dolayisiyla buna dikkat edilmesinin 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Fakat 6gretmenler,
ogrencilerin 0grenme ortamlarinin yaratici diisiinmelerini destekleyen ¢agdas egitim arag ve geregleriyle
donatildigimi ve teknolojiyi kullanmalarma olanak sagladigini belirtmislerdir. Arag-gere¢ destekli 6grenmenin
birden ¢ok duyuya hitap etmesi ile birlikte 6grenmenin daha kalic1 ve anlamli olmasi tartisilmaz bir gergektir.
Teknolojinin hizla gelismesi ile insanlarin genel beceri diizeylerindeki degisim ile egitimden beklentileri de artar
(Kurtdede-Fidan, 2008). Normal 6grenme diizeyine sahip 6grenciler igin olusturulmus okul ortamlarinin {istiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin ilgi ve yetenekleri i¢in yetersiz kaldig1 gergegi goz 6niinde bulundurularak dgretimde hem
arag-gere¢ hem de teknoloji kullanimi agisindan iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere daha fazla imkan saglanmalidir.

Ogretim programmin dgelerine ydnelik goriislerin yan1 sira BILSEM’de gorev yapan matematik
ogretmenlerinin kisisel degiskenlere gére matematik dersi dgretim programina yonelik goriislerinin istatistiki
olarak farklilagip farklilasmadigma yonelik sonuclar da elde edilmistir. Cinsiyet degiskenine gére MEB
Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin 6gelerinde ve genelinde dgretmen goriisleri arasinda anlamli bir fark
bulunmamis, erkek ve kadmn 6gretmenlerin goriislerinin ¢ok yakin degerlerde oldugu goriilmiis ve benzer
diistinceye sahip olduklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu sonug, 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetlerinin dgretim programinin
yeterliligini belirlemede etkili olmadigi biciminde degerlendirilebilir. Diger bir ifadeyle, 6gretmenlerin
degerlendirmelerinde cinsiyetin, istenilen egitim-6gretim hedefine basarili bir bicimde ulasabilecegine yonelik
inancta fark yaratacak kadar onemli olmadig1 sdylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin bu goriisleri Usun ve Karagdz’iin
(2009) 271 matematik Ogretmeni ile ilkdgretim ikinci kademe matematik dersi Ogretim programi
degerlendirilmesi ¢aligmasi sonucu ile benzerlik géstermistir.

Mesleki kidem degiskenine gore gerek programin tiim &gelerinde gerekse genelinde goriisler arasinda
anlamli farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu farklilik ise diger mesleki kidemlere gore 21 ve iistii y1l kideme
sahip 6gretmenlerin MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi
acisindan uygunluguna katimamalarindan kaynaklanmigtir. Ortaya ¢ikan anlamli farkliligin nedeni mesleki
kidem yili fazla olan &gretmenlerin tecriibelerinin daha fazla olmasmdan ve iistiin yetenekli 6grencileri ve
onlarin gereksinimlerini daha iyi bilmelerinden kaynaklantyor olabilir. Akkaya (2008) benzer sonuca ulasirken,
Kalender (2006), Yilmaz (2006), Orbeyi (2007), Akodzbek (2008) ve Mesin (2008) Sgretmen goriislerinde
mesleki kidem agisindan anlamli bir fark olmadig1 sonucuna ulagmistir.

Egitim durumu degiskenine gore dgretmen goriiglerinin programin igerik, 6grenme ortami ve geneline iliskin
gorisleri arasinda anlamli fark oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu farkliligin nedeni ise yiiksek lisans ve doktora
mezunlarina gore lisans mezunlarinin dgretim programini Ustlin yetenekli 6grenciler igin daha diisiik diizeyde
uygun bulmalarindan kaynaklanmustir. igerik 6gesinde bu farklilik lisans ve yiiksek lisans ile doktora mezunlar1
arasinda, 6grenme ortamlarinda lisans ile yiiksek lisans mezunlar1 arasinda olup genelinde ise lisans mezunu ile
yiiksek lisansa sahip 6gretmen goriigleri arasinda oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu farkliligin nedeninin lisansiistii egitim
alan Ogretmenlerin {istiin yetenekli Ogrenciler i¢in Ogretimi daha ¢ok g¢esitlendirebileceklerinin farkinda
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olmalarindan kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Orbeyi (2007)’nin 459 smif 6gretmeni ile matematik
dersi 6gretim programimin degerlendirilmesine iligkin yaptigi ¢calismada 6gretmenlerin matematik dersi 6gretim
programmin boyutlarma iliskin goriisleri egitim durumuna gore birbirini desteklemis, anlamli bir farklilik
gostermemistir.

Gorev yaptiklar1 bolge degiskenine gore 6gretmen goriisleri arasinda anlamli farklilik bulunmamistir. Ancak
ortalamalara gore degerlendirildiginde 6lgegin geneline iligkin tiim bolgelerde ilgili programin iistiin yetenekli
ogrencilere “katiliyorum” diizeyinde uygun oldugu, diizey icerisindeki ortalamalarin farklilagtigi goriilmektedir.
Olgegin geneline iliskin diger bolgelerde gorev yapan dgretmenlere gore MEB Ortaokul Matematik Dersi
Ogretim Programi’nin {istiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi acisindan uygunlugunu i¢ Anadolu Bélgesi’nde gorev
yapanlar Karadeniz Bolgesi’'nde gorev yapanlardan daha yiiksek diizeyde degerlendirmektedirler. Her ne kadar
bu fark istatistiksel olarak anlamli bulunmasa da yine de ilgi ¢ekici bulunmustur. Bu farkin nereden
kaynaklanmis olabilecegini tespit etmek amaciyla bu bolgelerdeki Ogretmenlerin demografik Gzellikleri
incelenmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda I¢ Anadolu Bolgesindeki dgretmenlerin lisansiistii egitim oranlarinin
(%64,51) Karadeniz Bolgesindeki 6gretmenlerden (%57,89) daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla bu iki
bolge arasindaki farkin bu degiskenden kaynaklanmis olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Sonug olarak, matematik dersi 6gretim programinin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimleri i¢in uygunluguna
iliskin 6gretmenlerin degerlendirmesinde 6gretim programinin 6gelerine ve geneline yonelik goriislerinin benzer
ve Ogretim programinin istiin yeteneklilerin egitimi i¢in uygunlugu yoniinde goriislerinin oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Ogretmenler sirasiyla dgretim progranmin kazanim (X =3,84), 6grenme dgretme siireci (X=3,75), ierik
(x=3,70), degerlendirme (X=3,69) ve 6grenme ortami (X=3,52) 6gelerinin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi
i¢in uygun olugunu belirtmislerdir.

5. Oneriler

Bir programin basarisi, uygulamada etkili ve verimli olmasma baglidir. Bu nedenle uygulayict konumundaki
Ogretmenlerin goriisleri biiyiilk 6nem tagimaktadir. Yapilan arastirmada elde edilen bulgular dogrultusunda su
onerilerde bulunabilir:

e  Matematik dersi 6gretim programimin {istiin yetenekli 6grenciler i¢in uygunluguna yonelik alan yazinda
hemen hemen hi¢ arastirma olmamasi bu alanda ¢aligmalara ihtiyag oldugunun gostergesidir. Bu
nedenle konu ile ilgili yapilacak bilimsel aragtirmalar artirilarak gerek matematik dersi Ogretim
programimin gelistirilmesine gerekse iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin daha iyi egitim almalarma katkida
bulunulabilir.

e Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimine yonelik 6gretmen yeterlikleri konusunda derinlemesine bilgi
elde edilebilecek arastirmalar yapilabilir.

e  Gergeklestirilen arastrma matematikte tstiin yetenekli Ogrenciler diistiniilerek ele almistir. Farkl
alanlarda yetenegi tanilanmis 6grencilerin egitimine yonelik arastirmalar da yapilabilir.

Egitim programlarinin normal 6grenme diizeyine sahip 6grenciler icin gelistirildigi ancak 6grenci merkezli
bir program yaklasgiminda tiim 6grencilerin digiiniilmesi gerektigi 6nemli bir olgudur. Bu nedenle iistiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin normal 6grenme diizeyine sahip dgrenciler i¢in gelistirilmis bir programa maruz kalmalar1
onlar1 da normal 6grenme diizeyine sahip 6grenci olarak degerlendirmek anlamina gelecektir. Bu baglamda
programda; iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere dikkat ¢ekici agiklamalara, zenginlestirilmis 6grenme modeline yonelik
bilgilere ve 6gretmene yol gosterici onerilere yer verilmelidir. Programlarin gelistirilme asamasinda 6zel egitim,
rehberlik ve psikolojik danigmanlik uzmanlar1 ve BILSEM’de gérev yapan dgretmen katilimina yer verilmelidir.
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Ek 1. Bolgelere gore Tiirkiye’deki BILSEM ve matematik égretmeni sayisi

. . BiLsgm  atematk - BiLsEm  Matematik
Bolge Il Ogretmeni Bolge Il Ogretmeni
Sayis1 Sayis1
Sayisi Sayis1
Adana 2 1 Giresun 1 1
Antalya 3 5 Trabzon 1 2
Mersin 3 3 Samsun 1 2
Hatay 2 1 Sinop 1 1
AKDENIZ BOLGESI Kahramanmar
as 2 0 Giimiishane 1 0
Burdur 1 1 Rize 1 0
Isparta 1 3 Ordu 2 3
Osmaniye 1 0 Artvin 1 0
TOPLAM 15 14 . . . Corum 1 1
Tstanbul 8 11 KARADENIZ BOLGES Kastamonu 1 2
Balikesir 3 3 Karabiik 1 0
Bursa 3 5 Bartin 1 0
Canakkale 1 1 Zonguldak 1 4
Sakarya 1 1 Diizce 1 0
MARMARA BOLGESI ~ Kocaeli 1 0 Bolu 1 0
Yalova 1 1 Tokat 1 3
Tekirdag 1 1 Bayburt 1 0
Edirne 1 0 Amasya 2 1
Bilecik 1 0 TOPLAM 20 20
Kirklareli 1 0 Diyarbakir 1 0
TOPLAM 22 23 Sanlurfa 1 0
zmir 3 5 Mardin 1 0
Mugla 1 0 Gaziantep 1 0
Aydm 1 0 Adiyaman 1 0
Denizli 2 3 GUNEYDOGU ANADOLU BOLGESI  Siirt 1 0
.. . Usak 1 2 Kilis 1 0
EGE BOLGESI Manisa 4 4 Sirnak 0 0
Kiitahya 1 1 Batman 1 0
Afyonkarahis
ar 2 2 TOPLAM 8 0
TOPLAM 15 17 Malatya 1 4
Ankara 5 11 Bingol 1 0
Konya 2 5 Van 1 0
Eskisehir 1 3 Hakkari 1 0
Yozgat 1 0 Agn 1 0
Sivas 1 2 Igdir 1 0
. Kirsehir 2 3 Mug 1 0
§0?2}E\SDTOLU Nigde 1 0 DOGU ANADOLU BOLGESI Bitls 1 0
Aksaray 1 1 Erzincan 1 0
Nevsehir 1 0 Elaz1g 1 3
Kayseri 1 2 Ardahan 1 0
Karaman 1 0 Kars 1 0
Kirikkale 1 1 Tunceli 1 0
Cankir1 1 0 Erzurum 1 2
TOPLAM 19 28 TOPLAM 14 9
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The Evaluation of Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum According to Teachers'
Views in terms of Education of Gifted Students

1. Introduction

The future of a society is proportional to the existence and quality of its human capital rather than its natural
resources. Gifted people are candidates for taking on numerous responsibilities for the rise of societies and
humanity with their inherent characteristics (Hokelekli & Giindiiz, 2007). In this respect, the identification and
education of gifted people in countries is considered a necessity. Individuals with a high level of awareness
displaying higher levels of performance than their peers in one or more talent categories such as decision
making, implementation and evaluation can be defined as gifted. These individuals are of great value for their
community. In order to transform this value into an effective and efficient state, they need to undergo a special
education in line with their own abilities (Ataman, 2009).Gifted children who make their difference felt with
their extraordinary decisions, approaches, behaviors and practices are able to handle issues from different
perspectives, come up with different solutions and in short, they are able to make a difference. Therefore, it
should not be forgotten that ensuring gifted children to use their capacities at the highest level should not only be
considered as an investment in them but also in the development of the country.

Mathematics is not just a structure built with formulas and rules. Therefore, learning mathematics is not only
about memorizing formulas and rules (Olkun & Toluk-Ugar, 2006). Mathematics is counting, calculating,
measuring and drawing used in solving daily life problems (Baykul, 2019). Therefore, mathematics is an
important phenomenon to learn and to each. This phenomenon is more important when it comes to the gifted
people. Because, gifted children in the field of mathematics are children who have a high ability to understand
mathematical ideas and mathematical logic rather than just showing a high level of ability to perform arithmetic
calculations (Miller, 1990 as cited in Daglioglu, 2004, p. 248). Therefore, the programs to be prepared for them
should differ in mathematics (Batdal-Karaduman, 2010).

The knowledge and skills acquired by the students are understood and used with the curriculum (Tanner &
Tanner, 1980). Therefore, the effectiveness of the curriculum depends on its ability to satisfy the needs of the
student population that it addresses to (Tomlinson, 2001). It is observed that 2005, 2009, 2013 and 2017
secondary school mathematics curricula currently in use does not have an additional arrangement considering the
interests and abilities of the gifted children. The programs prepared for individuals with average learning level,
which are not specifically structured according to the interests and abilities of gifted children, display that a
specific strategy and program for the education of gifted children has not been implemented, although some
studies have been carried out in our country. In this case, it is concluded that the educational needs of gifted
children cannot be met adequately in formal education with the existing education programs (Ozyaprak, 2016).
As lessons, studies and homework are not suitable for the levels of the gifted children, they become indifferent to
the lessons and this causes the school to become a tedious environment for them (Citil & Ataman, 2018).

However, since approximately 95% of the individuals who make up the society are composed of individuals
with normal learning level, curricula are planned and implemented according to the needs of these individuals.
While among the remainder groups consisting of those above the normal learning level and below the normal
learning level; special education programs are being developed for individuals in group of below normal learning
level with the intend of aiding them, the same cannot be stated for the individuals in the above level group
(Gokdere & Cepni, 2003). As gifted children have different abilities and features, different learning activities
and arrangements should be prepared in the learning-teaching process for them (Batdal-Karaduman, 2010;
Kontag, 2012). With the experts trained in the relevant field implementing specially prepared programs in
healthy and productive environments in accordance with the interests and abilities of gifted children who
perform at an advanced level compared to their peers; it will be ensured that individuals who are happy,
confident and self-realized will be raised.

Science and Art Center (SAC) is established to support formal education of gifted children, who are
currently enrolled in basic and secondary education institutions within the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) and who are acknowledged by experts to have superior abilities in fields of painting, music and general
cognitive skills, to make them conscious of their individual talents and enhance their capacity to utilize it at
highest level without disrupting their ongoing education in their current schools. The first Science and Art
Center in Turkey is the Yasemin Karakaya Science and Art Center opened in Ankara on 08.09.1995 (MoNE,
2013). Then, to contribute to the education of gifted children, Science and Art Centers were opened in five
provinces (Ankara, Istanbul, 1zmir, Denizli, Bayburt). SACs have been expanded across the country in the
following years.

There are five programs in SAC: adaptation, supportive education, awareness of individual talents,
development of special talents, project development and management (MoNE, 2016). While programs lack a
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certain completion period, students proceed according to their own learning speed in the programs. In the
structure of SAC, teaching is provided with a process-oriented, project-based teaching model rather than passing
grades and taking notes, and students are expected to carry out projects that meet the desired qualifications.
Education is organized in three semesters per year, covering the first semester (September-January), second
semester (February-June) and summer school, student camps (July, August) (URL1, 2018).

1.1. Research Problem

As in many countries around the world, general education programs in our country is prepared considering
the needs of students at normal learning level. This type of a program may be suitable for students with a
moderate learning speed. However, it causes many problems to arise in general education classes where students
with superior mental skills possess the ability to learn faster, easier and earlier and have the capacity to store a lot
of information (Ataman, 2004) (Sahin, 2015). Gifted children show different developmental and learning
characteristics than their peers and this requires different regulations in their education. These individuals need
more ample educational opportunities than regular curricula. Thus, with the programs specially prepared for
them, they can have the opportunity to increase their abilities to a higher level.

Many countries have acted early and developed their operations, projects and models for the education of the
gifted. In our country however; subjects such as the educational status of gifted people and the arrangements that
should be made in existing programs have not been given enough attention, and the actions taken have been late.
In recent years, studies and models in other countries have been examined, discussed and a model suitable for
our country has been developed in order to reach more gifted children in our country. This model is the Science
and Art Center. At SAC, the curriculum for gifted students in the Science and Art Center Directive is applied,
but there is no standard curriculum like formal education in the centers.

In Science High Schools where there are more gifted children at secondary education level, education
programs are arranged differently from other high schools and more advanced topics are included. However,
such situation does not exist in the mathematics curriculum prepared for 5th, 6th, 7th and 8th grades.

Turning the National Education policy into behavior in students at school depends on the continuous
development of the programs (Varis, 1988), and the process of program development depends on the evaluation.
In this context, the necessity has emerged to evaluate whether the existing and applied program is suitable and
sufficient for gifted students and what are the insufficient aspects, if there is any, and to provide reformative and
contributing information to the process (Demirel, 2017).

Studies show that positive educational environments created in classrooms affect children's academic
achievement, social, emotional and cognitive development, motivations, interests and attitudes positively (Clark,
1997; Cline & Schwartz, 1999; Megay-Nespoli, 2001; Rao & Lim, 1999). SAC is the place where gifted
children can share many mental, social and emotional matters with their gifted friends like themselves. For this
reason, mathematics teachers working at SAC, who are believed to know the needs, interests and wishes of
gifted children better, were asked to evaluate the MoONE Mathematics Curriculum.

1.2. The Purpose of the Research

The general purpose of the research is to evaluate Mathematics Curriculum according to the views of
teachers working in SAC in terms of the education of gifted students of MoNE Secondary School. In line with
this general purpose, the sub-problems of the research are as follows:

1. What are the views of SAC mathematics teachers on mathematics curriculum in terms of suitability for

gifted students regarding;

a) Acquisitions,

b) Content,

c) Learning environments,

d) Learning-teaching process

e) Evaluation items; and

f)  Overall curriculum?

2. Is there a significant difference among the opinions of SAC teachers in terms of suitability of the
Mathematics Curriculum for the education of gifted students in variables such as;

a) Gender,

b) Professional seniority,

c) Educational status and

d) Region of work?

1.3. The Importance of the Research

All the studies and researches conducted for the education of gifted children, who make up a small but
critical part of the society, are important in terms of both helping them utilize their talents at the highest level and
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contributing to the development of their communities indirectly. In this context, this study, which is considered
from the perspective of SAC mathematics teachers, who can determine better compared to the teachers in other
institutions, whether that the Secondary School Mathematics Education Curriculum is appropriate for the
education of gifted students, is deemed important for drawing attention to the deficiency in the programs and for
development of various educational policies.

There are studies on mathematics education of gifted students abroad (Abbott, 2007; Anderson, 2013;
Ayebo, 2010; Bicknel, 2008; Edge, 2016; Goldberg, 2008; Howley, Pendarvis& Gholson, 2005; Ikhwanudin &
Prabawanto, 2019; Johnson, 2000; Kim, 2006; Koshy, Ernest, & Casey, 2009).There are studies for evaluating
the mathematics curriculum in our country (Avcu, 2009; Budak, 2007; Celen, 2011; Incecik, 2017; Nacar, 2015;
Orbeyi, 2007; Sargm, 2016; Sarier, 2007). However, a significant part of the studies is limited to only one
province. Considering this limitation, it is thought that the current study with its large sample will make an
important contribution to the literature. .

2. Method

In this section, the processes related to the model of the research, the universe and the sampling, the data
collection tool, the analysis of the data and the collection of data are discussed.

2.1. Research Design

In this study, the quantitative research approach was adopted, and the screening model was used. The
screening model is a research approach that aims to describe the past or existing situation as it exists (Karasar,
2005). In this study, this model was preferred because it was aimed to describe the teachers' opinions without
making any changes to the 2017 Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum.

2.2. Population and Sample

According to the information received by MoNE in 2018, the current SAC and the number of mathematics
teachers working in these centers are given in Appendix 1. As shown in Appendix 1, in Turkey, there are 113
SACs in 81 provinces and 52 mathematics teachers work in SACs in 40 provinces. It reached a total of 113,
including 15 in the Mediterranean Region, 22 in the Marmara Region, 15 in the Aegean Region, 19 in the
Central Anatolia Region, 20 in the Black Sea Region, 8 in the Southeastern Anatolia Region and 14 in the
Eastern Anatolia Region. The number of mathematics teachers working in these SACs is 111 in total; 14 in the
Mediterranean Region, 23 in the Marmara Region, 17 in the Aegean Region, 28 in the Central Anatolia Region,
20 in the Black Sea Region and 9 in the Eastern Anatolia Region. There are not any mathematics teachers in
SACs in the South Eastern Anatolia Region.

Accordingly, the scope of the research consists of teachers working in 113 SACs, and the sample consists of
111 mathematics teachers working in 52 SACs. In the study, criterion sampling, which is one of the purposeful
sampling methods that allows for in-depth research by selecting the information-rich situations that are aimed to
be examined within the scope of the research, was preferred (Biiyiikoztiirk, Akgiin, Demirel, Karadeniz, &
Cakmak, 2013). It is accepted as a criterion that teachers are mathematics teachers and are working in SAC.

2.2.1. Personal Information of Mathematics Teachers

Personal information of mathematics teachers working at SAC, where the research is conducted, is given in
Table 1.

Table 1.Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Gender of Mathematics Teachers

Gender f %

Female 57 51.4
Male 54 48.6
Total 111 100

As seen in Table 1, 51.4% (N=57) of mathematics teachers are female and 48.6% (N=54) are male. It can be
stated that the ratios are close to each other in terms of gender.

Table 2.Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Mathematics Teachers' Professional Seniority

Professional Seniority f %
1-5 years 9 8.1
6-10 years 22 19.8
11-15 years 29 26.1
16-20 years 45 40.5
21 years and above 6 5.4
Total 111 100
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As it is seen in Table 2, when the distribution of the participants in terms of professional seniority is
analyzed, the highest rate is found to be 16-20 years of seniority and lowest rate was with 21 years or more
seniority. According to the seniority, respectively 40.5% of the teachers are 16-20 years (N=45), 26.1% of the
teachers are 11-15 years (N=29), 19.8% are 6-10 years (N=22 ), 8.1% (N=9) have 1-5 years and 5.4% (N=6)
have seniority of 21 years and above.

Table 3.Frequency and Percentage Distributions Regarding Educational Status of Mathematics Teachers

Educational Status f %

Bachelor's Degree 41 36.9
Postgraduate Degree 56 50.5
Doctorate 14 12.6
Total 111 100

As seen in Table 3, educational status of mathematics teachers consists of 50.5% (N=56) postgraduates,
36.9% (N=41) undergraduates and 12.6% (N=14) doctorates while approximately half of the participants holding
a master's degree.

Table 54.Frequency and Percentage Distributions of by Regions of Mathematics Teachers

Region f %
Marmara Region 22 19.8
Aegean Region 17 15.3
Mediterranean Region 14 12.6
Central Anatolia Region 31 27.9
Black Sea Region 19 17.1
Eastern Anatolia Region 8 7.2
Total 111 100

As can be seen in Table 4, the most active participation in the study was from the Central Anatolia Region
with N=31 people and the least participation was from the Eastern Anatolia Region with N=8 people. Regions by
the density of participation are Central Anatolia (N=31, 27.9%), Marmara (N=22, 19.8%), Black Sea (N=19,
17.1%), Aegean (N=17, 15%), Mediterranean (N=14, 12.6%) and Eastern Anatolia (N=8, 7.2%).

2.3. Data Collection Tool

In this research, which is conducted to evaluate the Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in terms of
the education of gifted students, the “The Scale for Teachers' Views Regarding Gifted Students Education
Programs” developed by Senol (2011) was used. Senol stated that as a result of the validity and reliability studies
of the scale, a total of 47 items and the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of 0.93 were determined. In
addition, by using “Exploratory Factor Analysis”, the items in the scale were grouped in 5 dimensions according
to the elements of the curricula: acquisitions, content, learning environments, learning-teaching process and
evaluation.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis aims to determine the accuracy of a predetermined structure with scale
development and validity analysis and to determine the model expression status of the factors (Celik and Yilmaz,
2014; Ozdamar, 2004; Sekercioglu and Giizeller, 2012; Yaslioglu, 2017). Therefore, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis was used to test the construct validity of the scale and whether the structures determined by Senol
(2011) were similar in the research data.

Before the Confirmatory Factor Analysis is made it was examined whether the data were suitable for normal
distribution. Since the number of sample was 111>29 (Kalayci, 2016), the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was
applied, and it was determined that the data displayed a normal distribution (p>. 05).

In the interpretation of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis results, while there is no certainty about which fit
criteria is to be considered, it is recommended to use more than one fit index together (Cokluk, Sekercioglu and
Biiyiikoztiirk, 2018). While evaluating fit indices, the analysis results were interpreted based on the fit statistics,
fit values and fix intervals given in Table 5 (Cokluk et al., 2018; Simsek, 2007).
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Table 5. Fit Values and Fit Intervals

Fit Criteria Perfect Fit Acceptable Fit
x2 (chi-square) Fit test 0.05<p<1 0.01<p=<0.05
x2/sd ¥2/sd<3 x2/sd<5

IFI 0.95<IFI<1 0.90<IFI<0.96
CFI 0.97<CFI<1 0.90<CFI<0.96
GFlI 0.95<GFI<1 0.90<CFI<0.96
AGFI 0.95<AGFI<1 0.90<AGFI<0.96
NFI 0.97<NNFI<1 0.90<NNFI<0.96
NNFI 0.97<NNFI<1 0.90<NNFI<0.96
RMSEA 0<RMSEAO0.05 0.06<RMSEA<0.08
RMR 0<RMR<0.05 0<RMR<0.08
SRMR 0<S-RMR<0.05 0.06<S-RMR<0.08

Analyses were performed by using the LISREL 8.80 (Linear Structural Relation Statistics Package Program)
program. As a result of the first-level analysis, since ¥2=1814.94, sd=1024 and %2/sd=1.77 and this value was
below 3, it was accepted as "perfect fit" and since the value of RMSEA=0.08 was between 0.06 and 0.08 it was
determined to be at acceptable level and "perfect fit" with SRMR=0.05. According to the data obtained, GFI and
AGFI values (GFI=0.59 and AGFI=0.55) are found to be lower compared to other values. When NFI, NNFI IFI
and CFI values were examined, they were determined as NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.98, IFI=0.98 and CFI=0.98. Since
these values were close to 1, they were accepted as indicators of “perfect fit”.

The procedure regarding whether the acquisition, content, learning environment, learning-teaching process
and evaluation factors expressed the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum or not was repeated and
named as Second-Level Confirmatory Factor Analysis. As a result of the second-level analysis, values of five
factors were found to be significant at the level of 0.05 in expressing the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum for the education of gifted students. In addition, the fit index values were found to be same with the
first-level fit values and they only differed as ¥2=1827.04 and sd=1029. In the second-level analysis, since
x2=1827.04, sd=1029, y2/sd=1.78, this value was considered as “perfect fit” since it was less than 3. According
to the data obtained, GFI and AGFI values (GFI=0.58 and AGFI=0.54) were lower compared to other values.
When NFI, NNFI IFI and CFI values were examined, they were determined as NFI=0.95, NNFI1=0.98, IFI=0.98
and CFI=0.98. Since these values were close to 1, they were accepted as indicators of “perfect fit”.

As a result of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, it can be stated that the MoNE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum and its sub-factors, which were determined by Exploratory Factor Analysis, are
confirmed at a high level. In addition, the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient is .96 for acquisition, .91 for
content, .89 for learning environment, .92 for learning-teaching process and .94 for evaluation. For the overall
scale, it is .98 and very reliable.

2.4. Analysis of the Data

For the analysis of quantitative data, the data were transferred to the computer environment by using SPSS
22 package program. Items 5,10,17, 20, 24, 26, 32, 37, 40 and 44 in the scale were reversely scored. After the
data transfer process, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test, normal distribution curve, kurtosis and skewness
coefficient were examined to decide which statistical technique would be appropriate to use first. The review
process was carried out before starting the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and the analysis used for the normal
distribution and the results are given below.

Firstly, Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test results were examined because the sample number was N>50. According
to the test results, since p=200 value was higher than significance value of 0.05, the data were evaluated as
having a normal distribution. Another value that is important in normality test is the kurtosis and skewness
coefficient (Kalayci, 2016). The skewness coefficient was found to be 0.64 and kurtosis coefficient was
determined as 0.24. The mean of the data is 3.82 and the median is 3.87. These values are in the range of -1.96
and +1.96. By looking at the skewness, mean and median values, it was found that although the data showed a
right-skewed tendency, they were close to the normal distribution at the level of 0.05 significance.

According to the normal distribution histogram, the data tends to be slightly right-skewed. According to the
normal distribution graph, the data are collected around a line. Research data has a normal distribution according
to both statistical values and visual indicators.

Parametric statistics techniques were used in the analysis since the data showed normal distribution
according to the normal distribution test statistics applied. Among descriptive techniques, arithmetic mean and
standard deviation were used. In comparison of the variables, independent groups t test was used in two
variables. Levene test results were firstly examined for one-way analysis of variance (One-Way Anova) for
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more than two variables (educational status, professional seniority, region). According to these results, it was
seen that the data was distributed homogeneously, and one-way analysis of variance was performed for more
than two variables (educational status, professional seniority and region). As a result of variance analysis, in
order to determine the source of the difference, Tukey test, one of the Post-Hoc techniques, was used.

the values in the table range in Table 6 were used in the interpretation of the scores obtained, since the degree
of agreeing with each item in the measurement tool was formed as “Totally Agree (5)”, “Highly Agree (4)”,
“Partially Agree (3)”, “Disagree (2)” and “Totally Disagree (1)”,

Table 6. Score Ranges of the Scale

Weighted Score Options Score Range
1 Strongly Disagree 1.00-1.79
2 Disagree 1.80-2.59
3 Partially Agree 2.60-3.39
4 Agree 3.40-4.19
5 Strongly Agree 4.20-5.00

The interval width of the scale was calculated based on the formula “sequence width/number of groups to be
formed” (Tekin, 2017) and found as 4 / 5 = .80. In this case, the ranges of arithmetic means were determined as
1.00-1.79 for "Totally Disagree”, 1.80-2.59 for "Disagree"”, 2.60-3.39 for "Partially Agree", 3.40-4.19 for
"Agree" and 4.20-5.00 for "Totally Agree".

2.5. Process

"The Scale for Teachers' Views Regarding Gifted Students Education Programs" developed by Senol (2011)
was used in the research. The scale was applied to mathematics teachers working in SACs in Adana,
Afyonkarahisar, Aksaray, Amasya, Ankara, Antalya, Balikesir, Burdur, Bursa, Canakkale, Corum, Denizli,
Elaz1g, Erzurum, Eskisehir, Giresun, Hatay, Isparta, Istanbul, Izmir, Kastamonu, Kayseri, Kirikkale, Kirsehir,
Konya, Kiitahya, Malatya, Manisa, Mersin, Ordu, Sakarya, Samsun, Sinop, Sivas, Tekirdag, Tokat, Trabzon,
Usak, Yalova, Zonguldak in the 2017-2018 academic year. The addresses and numbers of teachers in SACs
were reached and the data collection tool was sent via e-mail to SACs where teachers were working since
February 2018 and the feedbacks were completed at the end of February. A total of 111 mathematics teachers
responded to the scale.

3. Findings

As a result of the analysis of the data obtained in the research, the findings were presented by considering the
problems and sub-problems, respectively.

3.1. Views of the Mathematics Teachers Working in SAC on the Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum

The views of mathematics teachers working in SACs regarding whether the Ministry of National Education
Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum was suitable for the education of gifted students are given in Table 7
and their views on the items in the dimensions are given in Table 8.

Table 7.Views of Mathematics Teachers Working in SACs on MoNE Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum

Dimensions X sd N

Acquisition 3.84 0.82 111
Content 3.70 0.88 111
Learning environment 3.52 0.92 111
Learning-Teaching Process 3.75 0.73 111
Evaluation 3.69 0.88 111
General 3.82 0.77 111

As can be observed in Table 7, according to the arithmetic means obtained regarding the dimensions and
overall of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in the study conducted on 111 mathematics
teachers; arithmetic mean of the acquisition dimension is X=3.84, sd=0.82, arithmetic mean of the content
dimension is X=3.70, sd=0.88, arithmetic mean of learning environment dimension is X=3.52, sd=0.92,
arithmetic mean of the teaching-teaching process dimension is X=3.75, sd=0.73 and the arithmetic mean of the
evaluation dimension is X=3.69, sd=0.88. In addition, the arithmetic mean of the teachers’ views regarding the
general total of the "Scale for Teachers' Views Regarding Gifted Students Education Programs” is X=3.82 and
sd=0.77 and it is at the level of "Agree". The "learning environment" dimension has the lowest mean, while the
"acquisition" dimension has the highest mean.
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Table 8. Views of the Mathematics Teachers Working in SACs on Scale Items

No Items X sd
1 It allows the creativity of students to be noticed at an early age and to be developed. 3.95 .93
2 It helps students to be aware of their individual abilities. 3.98 91
3 It allows students to grow up as individuals who have realized themselves. 3.86 91
4 It allows students to develop technical inventions and modern tools. 3.72 1.03
5 It is not helpful for students' social and emotional development. 3.71 1.11
6 It allows students to acquire scientific study discipline. 3.80 1.04
7 It provides opportunities and means for students to realize their various projects. 4.06 .93
8 It helps students to develop (one's all perceptions of oneself) sense of self. 3.60 .88
5 9 It allows students to improve their communication skills. 3.84 .96
g7 10 It does not allow to determine the duration of education according to the interests, 3.87 112
= abilities and needs of the students.
< 11 It enables students to think, predict and reflect on their work by discussing them. 3.79 .94
12 It helps students to develop different strategic approach and solution skills in solving 4.09 1.03
daily life problems and mathematics problems.
13 It allows students to meet the similarities and differences between themselves and their 3.55 1.06
peers with maturity and tolerance.
14 It allows students to exhibit their products that they have developed by using their 4.01 1.02
abilities.
15 It enables students to take responsibility. 3.78 1.03
16 It helps students to solve the problems they encounter in daily life. 3.88 .99
17 It is not based on broad discussion topics. 3.55 1.03
18 It allows issues to be included in terms of various disciplines. 3.82 1.00
g 19 It enables in-depth learning of the subject chosen by the student. 3.68 1.11
‘g‘ 20 It is not determined by considering the student's interests. 3.64 1.20
o 21 Instead of the information load, it is structured according to the information acquisition 3.73 0.96
processes.
22 It provides the integration of students' basic skills and high-level thinking skills. 3.72 0.99
23 It is equipped with modern educational tools and materials that support students' 3.30 1.16
= creative thinking.
2 g 24 It is not designed to motivate students. 3.72 1.16
g § 25 It is organized in a social and psychological way and open to the cooperation of 3.48 .98
3% students.
w26 It has not been made interesting and fun for students. 3.61 1.16
27 It allows students to use technology more and effectively. 3.52 1.05
28 It allows planning and implementation of activities that enable students to develop their 3.76 91
metacognitive thinking skills.
29 It supports students' project work individually or in groups. 4.01 91
30 It allows students to gain advanced knowledge, skills and behavior. 3.87 1.06
g 31 It allows students to grow up as individuals who can make scientific research and 3.77 1.07
§ invention.
& 32 It does not allow students to make use of non-classroom resources. 4.09 933
2 33 It provides students with the opportunity to apply the activities that will enable them to 3.75 1.09
£ use the highest level by developing their capacities.
§ 34 It enables students to develop their independent study skills. 3.84 .99
& 35 It enables the development of products using new techniques, materials and shapes. 3.71 1.02
£ 36 It allows students to lead themselves. 3.62 .98
§ 37 It creates anxiety and stress in the student. 3.88 1.08
- 38 It provides students who are determined to possess special interest and talent on a sports 2.27 1.25
branch with the opportunity to apply the activities that will enable them to utilize it to
the highest level by developing their capacities.
39 It enables students to be more active in the learning-teaching process. 4.02 91
40 It does not contain activities that include items related to daily life. 4.22 .87
41 It provides an opportunity to organize activities aimed at gathering information about 3.67 1.06
students' personal, social and psychological development.
e 42 It is done according to the projects carried out by the students. 3.54 1.14
2 43 It helps students to refresh themselves and make future plans. 3.69 1.02
S 44 It is not effective in revealing students' knowledge and abilities. 4.00 1.01
E 45 It provides criteria that explain how students will be evaluated. 3.49 .99
46 It increases the students' interest and motivation towards the lesson with the feedback 3.76 .97
given.
47 It allows for multi-faceted evaluation of students. 3.68 .99
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3.2. Views by Personal Variables
3.2.1. Teachers' Views by Gender Variable

Independent groups t-test was applied to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference
between the views of teachers participating in the research and the dimensions of the MoNE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum, and the test results are given in Table 9.

Table 9. t-Test Results Regarding Gender Variable

Dimensions Gender N X sd sd t p

e e T 380 e om
Conte.nt E/le;'l‘:'e gz g:?? 8:23 109 205 0.83
g Eme 3200 g gy
PSR- N B
Evaluation remale o S0 o 109 419 0.67
General Total oo o e o 109 036 097

When Table 9 is examined, the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by female teachers regarding the
acquisition dimension is higher than (X=3.85, sd=0.76) the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by male
teachers (X=3.85, sd=0.76); however, it is not significant; t(109)=0.15, p>.05. The arithmetic mean of the scores
obtained by the male teachers regarding the content dimension is higher (X=3.71, sd=0.89) than the arithmetic
mean of the scores obtained by female teachers (X=3.68, sd=0.89); however, it is not significant; t(109)=0.21,
p>.05.The arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by the male teachers regarding the dimension of the learning
environment is higher (X=3.56, sd=0.87) than the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by female teachers
(X=3.49, sd=0.97) but it is not significant; t(109)=0.37, p>.05.The arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by the
male and female teachers regarding the dimension of learning and teaching process is equal, there is no
significant difference; t(109)=0.04, p>.05. The arithmetic mean of the scores obtained by female teachers
regarding the evaluation dimension is higher (X=3.72, sd=0.80) than the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained
by male teachers (X=3.65, sd=0.96) but it is not significant; t(109)=0.42, p>.05. The arithmetic mean of the
scores obtained by the male and female teachers for the overall program is equal, there is no significant
difference; t(109)=0.04, p>.05.

When the arithmetic means of each dimension and scale were examined, it was found that the opinions of
male and female teachers had an average of close or equal value. Accordingly, it can be stated that male and
female teachers have similar opinions about the suitability of the Ministry of Education Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum in terms of education of gifted students.

3.2.1. Teachers' Views by Professional Seniority Variable

In order to make a variance analysis about whether the views of the mathematics teachers working in SACs
showed a significant difference according to professional seniority, Levene Homogeneity Test was applied.
According to the test results, as it is p>0.05, the data related to the professional seniority variable have a
homogeneous distribution and variance analysis shows a suitable structure. For this reason, one-way analysis of
variance was made regarding the professional seniority variable. Primarily, in Table 10, descriptive statistics
results of professional seniority variable are given.

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Professional Seniority Variable

Dimensions Professional X sd N
Seniority

Acquisition 1-5 years 3.84 0.60 9
6-10 years 3.95 0.83 22
11-15 years 3.90 0.82 29
16-20 years 3.94 0.79 45
21 years and above 2.56 0.38 6
Total 3.85 0.82 111
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Table 10 continued

Dimensions Professional X sd N
Seniority
Content 1-5 years 3.65 0.72 9
6-10 years 3.78 1.00 22
11-15 years 3.86 0.69 29
16-20 years 3.76 0.86 45
21 years and above 2.25 0.67 6
Total 3.70 0.89 111
Learning environment 1-5 years 3.62 0.90 9
6-10 years 3.62 1.03 22
11-15 years 3.61 0.82 29
16-20 years 3.59 0.87 45
21 years and above 2.23 0.66 6
Total 3.53 0.92 111
Learning-Teaching 1-5 years 3.84 0.65 9
Process 6-10 years 3.92 0.70 22
11-15 years 3.82 0.66 29
16-20 years 3.76 0.72 45
21 years and above 2.76 0.87 6
Total 3.76 0.73 111
Evaluation 1-5 years 3.65 1.00 9
6-10 years 3.83 0.67 22
11-15 years 3.71 0.80 29
16-20 years 3.81 0.91 45
21 years and above 231 0.59 6
Total 3.69 0.88 111
General Total 1-5 years 3.84 0.68 9
6-10 years 3.94 0.77 22
11-15 years 3.89 0.70 29
16-20 years 3.89 0.76 45
21 years and above 2.55 0.44 6
Total 3.82 0.78 111

In the study conducted, as displayed in Table 10, teachers with 6-10 years of professional seniority have the
highest mean for the curriculum (X=3.95, sd=0.77), while teachers with the lowest mean have 21 years of

professional seniority (X=2.55, sd=0.44).

Professional seniority levels were coded as A. 1-5 Years, B. 6-10 Years, C. 11-15 Years, D. 16-20 Years and
E. 21 and above years. The results of one-way analysis of variance performed to examine the professional

seniority level's effect on the curriculum are presented in Table 11.

Table 11. One-Way Variance Analysis Results Regarding Professional Seniority Variable

Dimensions  Source of the Variance Sum of sd Mean of p
Squares Squares

Between-groups 10.609 4 2.652

Acquisition  Within-groups 64.193 106 .606 4.380 .003*
Total 74.802 110
Between-groups 13.681 4 3.420

Content Within-groups 72.903 106 .688 4973 .001*
Total 86.584 110

. Between-groups 10.684 4 2.671

Learning Within- 82.888 106 782 3.416 011*

environment Ithin-groups ' ' ' '
Total 93.572 110

Learning- Between-groups 6.770 4 1.693

Teaching Within-groups 52.308 106 493 3.430 .011*

Process Total 59.078 110
Between-groups 12,572 4 3.143

Evaluation Within-groups 73.448 106 .693 4.536 .002*
Total 86.020 110

General Be_tw_een-groups 10.317 4 2.579

Total Within-groups 55.911 106 527 4.890 .001*
Total 66.228 110

*p<.05
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When Table 11 is analyzed, it is seen that there is a significant difference in the views of mathematics
teachers according to the professional seniority variable in both dimensions and in the scale at the level of 0.05
(D(4.106)=4.890, p<.05).

According to the professional seniority variable, Tukey test, one of the Post Hoc techniques, was applied in
order to determine the reason of this difference regarding the suitability of the MoNE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum in terms of the education of the gifted students. According to the results of the test, the
source of the difference originated from the views of teachers with seniority of 21 years and above, and a
significant difference was found in favor of teachers with professional seniority of 6-10 years. Teachers, who
had 21 or more years of seniority, answered “Disagree” while other teachers answered “Agree” to the statement
regarding the suitability of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum for the education of gifted
students. The effect size in terms of professional seniority according to the overall scale is n? =.0155. 16% of the
change regarding the overall scale is explained by differences in professional seniority. According to Cohen
(1988), this finding regarding the effect on the evaluation of the professional seniority year is accepted as a
major effect.

A significant difference was found between the years of professional seniority and the acquisition dimension
of the curriculum (D(4.106)=4.380, p<.05). According to the results of the Tukey test performed to determine
between which groups the significant difference occurred, the source of the difference was determined to result
from the opinions of teachers with seniority of 21 years and above, and when the arithmetic means were
examined (Table 10) in terms of acquisition dimension, the mean of the teachers views with the seniority level of
21 years and above was X=2.56, 1-5 years X=3.82, 6-10 years X=3,.95, 11-15 years X=3.89 and 16-20 years
X=3.93. Teachers with 21 years or above seniority find the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum
less appropriate for the education of gifted students than other teachers and their opinions are at the level of
"disagree". Effect size for this dimension is n?=.141. 14% of the change in acquisition dimension is explained by
differences in professional seniority year. According to Cohen (1988), the effect of the professional seniority
year on the assessment of the acquisition dimension is considered to be a major effect.

A significant difference was found between the professional seniority and the content dimension means of
the curriculum (D(4.106)=4.973, p<.05). According to the results of the Tukey test performed to determine
between which groups the significant difference occurred, the source of the difference was determined to result
from the opinions of teachers with seniority of 21 years and above, and when the arithmetic means were
examined (Table 10) in terms of content dimension, the mean of the teachers views with the seniority level of 21
years and above was X=2.25, 1-5 years X=3.64, 6-10 years X=3,.78, 11-15 years X=3.86 and 16-20 years
X=3.75. The views of teachers who have seniority of 21 years and over are lower than others. Accordingly, the
teachers, who had 21 or more years of seniority, expressed their views on the suitability of the content of the
MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in terms of gifted students, by answering "Disagree” while
other teachers chose the "Agree" option. Effect size for this dimension is n? =.158. 16% of the change in content
dimension is explained by the differences in the years of professional seniority. According to Cohen (1988), the
effect of the years of professional seniority on the assessment of the content dimension is considered to be a
major effect.

A significant difference was found between the years of professional seniority and the learning environment
dimension of the curriculum (D(4.106)=3.416, p<.05). According to the results of the Tukey test conducted to
determine between which groups the significant difference was, the source of the difference was found similar to
the acquisition and content dimensions. The source of the significant difference in variance analysis is due to the
opinions of teachers who have seniority of 21 years and above. When the arithmetic means are examined (Table
10), the opinions of teachers who have seniority of 21 years and above have an average of X=2.23, while those
with 1-5 years seniority X=3.62, 6-10 yearsX=3.61, 11-15 years X=3.62 and 16-20 years X=3.58. In line with
these findings, teachers who had seniority of 21 and above years stated that they did not find it appropriate by
responding to the suitability of MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in terms of education of
gifted students at the level of “Disagree”. In addition, the means for this dimension were lower than the other
dimensions. Effect size for this dimension is n? =.114. 11% of the change in the learning environment dimension
is explained by the differences in the years of professional seniority. According to Cohen (1988), the effect of
the years of professional seniority on the assessment of the learning environment dimension is considered to be a
medium effect.

A significant difference was found between the years of professional seniority and the dimension of the
teaching-learning process dimension (D(4.106)=3.430, p<.05). In the learning-teaching process, it was
determined with the Tukey test that the significant difference originated from the views of the teachers with a
seniority of 21 years and above. In terms of professional seniority, the views of the teachers with a seniority of
21 years and above had a mean value of X=2.75, 1-5 years X=3.83, 6-10 years X=3.91, 11-15 years X=3.82 and
16-20 years X=3.75. While the views of the teachers with a seniority of 21 years and above are “Partially Agree”
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to the suitability of the teaching-teaching process dimension in terms of the education of gifted students, other
teachers choose the “Agree” option. Effect size for this dimension is n? =.114. 11% of the change in the learning
environment dimension is explained by the differences in the years of professional seniority. According to
Cohen (1988), the effect of the professional seniority year on the assessment of the learning-teaching dimension
is considered to be a medium effect.

A significant difference was found between the years of professional seniority and the evaluation dimension
(D(4.106)=4.536, p<.05). According to the results of the Tukey test performed to determine between which
groups the significant difference occurred, the source of the difference was determined to result from the
opinions of teachers with seniority of 21 years and above, and when the arithmetic means were examined (Table
10) in terms of content dimension, the mean of the teachers views with the seniority level of 21 years and above
was X=2.30, 1-5 years X=3.65, 6-10 years X=3,.83, 11-15 years X=3.70 and 16-20 years X=3.81. According to
the results of the analysis performed, it can be stated that the teachers, who had a professional seniority of 21
years and above, chose the "Disagree" option in terms of the suitability of the MoNE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum for the education of gifted students while the students with other seniorities chose the
"Agree" option. Accordingly, the teachers with a seniority of 21 years and above think that the evaluation
dimension of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum is not suitable. Effect size for this
dimension is n? =.146. 15% of the change in evaluation dimension is explained by differences in the years of
professional seniority. According to Cohen (1988), the effect of the professional seniority year on the assessment
of the evaluation dimension is considered to be a major impact.

3.2.3. Teachers' Views by Educational Status Variable

Levene Homogeneity Test was applied to determine whether the data showed a homogeneous distribution
before determining a significant difference between the views of the teachers according to the educational status
variable. According to the test results, the significance levels found in both dimensions and overall scale are
greater than 0.05 and the data show a homogeneous structure. Therefore, it was decided to perform variance
analysis for the educational status variable.

Whether the educational status variable of mathematics teachers working in SAC showed statistically
significant difference regarding the suitability of MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum for gifted
students' education was evaluated by applying one-way analysis of variance. Primarily, in Table 12, the
descriptive statistics results of the educational status variable are given.

Table 12. Descriptive Statistics by Educational Status Variable

Dimensions Professional Seniority X sd N
Acquisition Bachelor's Degree 3.6143 0.9258 41
Master's Degree 4.0022 0.7355 56
Doctorate 3.9107 0.7406 14
Total 3.8474 0.8246 111
Content Bachelor's Degree 3.4186 1.0415 41
Master's Degree 3.8125 0.7534 56
Doctorate 4.0595 0.6906 14
Total 3.6981 0.8872 111
Learning environment Bachelor's Degree 3.2341 1.0216 41
Master's Degree 3.7357 0.8037 56
Doctorate 3.5714 0.8904 14
Total 3.5297 0.9223 111
Learning Bachelor's Degree 3.5422 0.8227 41
Teaching Process Master's Degree 3.9052 0.6480 56
Doctorate 3.8131 0.6642 14
Total 3.7595 0.7328 111
Evaluation Bachelor's Degree 3.5052 0.9923 41
Master's Degree 3.8316 0.8258 56
Doctorate 3.7040 0.7120 14
Total 3.6949 0.8843 111
General Total Bachelor's Degree 3.5796 0.8770 41
Master's Degree 3.9779 0.6894 56
Doctorate 3.9164 0.6454 14
Total 3.8230 0.7759 111

As seen in Table 12, in the study conducted with 41 teachers with bachelor's degree, 56 teachers with
master's degree and 14 teachers with doctorate degree, the teachers with the master's degree have the highest
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mean regarding the curriculum (X=3.97, sd=0.68), while the lowest mean belongs to the teachers with bachelor's
degree (X=3.57, sd=0.87).

Table 13 presents the results of one-way analysis of variance performed to examine the effect of educational
status on the curriculum.

Table 13. One Way Analysis of Variance Results Regarding Educational Status Variable

Source of the Sum of Mean of

Dimensions Variance Squares sd Squares F P
Between-groups 3.626 2 1.813 275 06
Acquisition Within-groups 71.176 108 .659 ' '
Total 74.802 110
Between-groups 5.762 2 2.881 385 02*
Content Within-groups 80.822 108 748 ' '
Total 86.584 110
. Between-groups 5.983 2 2.991 %
Leamning Within-groups 87580 108 811 3.69 03
Total 93.572 110
. Between-groups 3.165 2 1.583
#gggﬂ'{r‘gpmcess Within-groups 55913 108 518 3.06 05
Total 59.078 110
Between-groups 2.523 2 1.262 163 20
Evaluation Within-groups 83.497 108 173 ' '
Total 86.020 110
Between-groups 3.895 2 1.947 337 04*
General Total Within-groups 62.333 108 577 ' '
Total 66.228 110

*p<.05

When Table 13 is examined, it is observed that there is no statistical significance in the dimensions of
acquisition (D(2.108)=2.75, p>.05), learning-teaching process (D(2.108)=3.06, p>.05) and evaluation
(D(2.108)=1.63, p>.05). However, a significant difference at the level of 0.05 was found in the dimensions of
content (D(2.108)=3.85, p<.05), learning environment (D(2.108)=3.69, p<.05) as well as the overall scale
(D(2.108)=3.37, p<.05).

According to the educational status variable, Tukey test, which is one of the Post Hoc techniques, was
performed to determine the reason of the significant difference in terms of the suitability of the MoNE
Mathematics Curriculum for the gifted students. According to the results of the test, the source of the difference
results from the views of the teachers with bachelor's degree. There was a significant difference between the
content dimension means according to the educational status variable (D(2.108)=3.85, p<.05). According to the
results of the Tukey test, which is performed to determine between which groups the significant difference
exists, there is a significant difference in the content dimension of the curriculum between both bachelor's
degree-master's degree and bachelor's degree-doctoral degree. While the teachers with bachelor's degree have an
average of X=3.41, the views of the teachers with master's degree have an average of X=3.81 and doctoral
degree X=4.05. As a result, the views of the teachers with bachelor's degree are lower than the master's degree
and doctorate graduates’ regarding the suitability of the content dimension of MoONE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum in terms of education of gifted students. Effect size for this dimension is n2=.066. 16%
of the change in content dimension is explained by the differences in Educational Status. According to Cohen
(1988), the effect of educational status on the evaluation of the content dimension is accepted as a medium
effect.

A significant difference was found between the learning environment dimension means of the curriculum
according to the educational status variable (D(2.108)=3.69, p<.05). According to the results of the Tukey test
performed to determine the source of the difference between the groups in terms of educational status, it is seen
that the difference is between bachelor's degree and master's degree and the source of the difference is the
teachers with bachelor's degree. While the teachers with bachelor's degree have an average of X=3.23, the
teachers with master's degree have an average of X=3.73. The teachers with bachelor's degree responded at the
level of "Partially Agree", and the teachers with master's degree answered at the level of "Agree". In line with
this finding, the teachers with bachelor's degree think that the suitability of learning environments in terms of
education of gifted students is low compared to the teachers with master's degree. Effect size for this dimension
is 72 =.063. 6% of the change in the learning environment dimension is explained by the differences in the
educational status. According to Cohen (1988), the effect of educational status on the evaluation of the content
dimension is accepted as a medium effect.
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There was a significant difference at the level of 0.05 in the overall scale (D(2.108)=3.37, p<.05). According
to the results of the Tukey test performed to determine between which groups the significant difference occurred,
it is seen that the difference resulted from the views of the teachers with bachelor's degree. When the arithmetic
means are examined, the mean of the views of the teachers with bachelor's degree is observed to be X=3.57, and
the mean of the teachers with master's degree is X=3.97. Accordingly, the teachers with bachelor's degree
evaluated the suitability of MONE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum as lower in terms of the education
of gifted students in general compared to the teachers with master's degree. Effect size for this dimension is
n? =.058. 6% of the change in the learning environment dimension is explained by the differences in the
educational status. According to Cohen (1988), the effect of educational status on the evaluation of the content
dimension is accepted as a medium effect.

3.2.4. Teachers' Views by Region Variable

In order to test whether there was a significant difference between the views of the teachers according to the
region variable, primarily, the results of the Levene Homogeneity Test were examined. According to test results,
p>0.05 is observed both in dimensions and overall scale. This value indicates that the data show a homogeneous
distribution for the region variable and variance analysis can be applied.

Whether the region variable where mathematics teachers working in SACs differ statistically or not in terms
of the suitability of MoONE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum for the education of gifted students was
evaluated by applying one-way analysis of variance and the results of the analysis are presented in Table 14.

Table 14. One-Way Analysis of Variance Results Regarding Region Variable

Dimensions Sou_rce of the Sum of sd Mean of " D
Variance Squares Squares
Between-groups 5.507 5 1.101 167 15
Acquisition Within-groups 69.295 105 .660 ' ’
Total 74.802 110
Between-groups 5.527 5 1.105 1.43 29
Content Within-groups 81.057 105 172 ) )
Total 86.584 110
. Between-groups 4.760 5 .952
Leaming  Within-groups 88.812 105 846 113 35
Total 93.572 110
Learning- Between-groups 1.999 5 .400 074 59
Teaching Within-groups 57.079 105 544 ' ’
Process Total 59.078 110
Between-groups 7.554 5 1.511 202 08
Evaluation Within-groups 78.466 105 747 ) )
Total 86.020 110
Between-groups 4.205 5 .841 1.42 29
General Total Within-groups 62.023 105 591 ' '
Total 66.228 110

*p<.05

When Table 14 is examined, as in the acquisition dimension, there is no statistically significant difference at
the level of 0.05 (D(5.105)=1.67, p>.05), in the dimension of content (D(5.105)=1.43, p>.05), learning
environment (D(5.105)=1.13, p>.05), teaching-learning process (D(5.105)=0.754, p>.05), evaluation
(D(5.105)=2.75, p>.05) and overall scale (D(5.105)=1.42, p>.05).

In the variance analysis results, there was no significant difference in both dimensions and overall scale of
the scale, but descriptive statistics techniques and arithmetic mean and standard deviation values were used in
order to evaluate how the views differed based on the region regarding the suitability of MoNE Secondary
School Mathematics Curriculum for the gifted students.

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Region Variable

Dimensions Regions X sd N
Marmara 3.94 .93 22
Aegean 3.67 .70 17
Acquisition Mediterranean_ 3.76 .83 14
Central Anatolia 4.13 .68 31
Black Sea 3.51 .98 19
Eastern Anatolia 3.77 57 8

272



The Evaluation of Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum According to Teachers' Views in terms of Education of Gifted Students...

Table 15 continued

Dimensions Regions X sd N
Marmara 3.74 1.04 22

Aegean 3.75 T7 17

Content Mediterranean 3.46 .93 14
Central Anatolia 3.98 .80 31

Black Sea 3.40 .80 19

Eastern Anatolia 3.47 .93 8

Marmara 3.56 1.06 22

Aegean 3.31 .96 17

Learning environment Mediterranean_ 3.21 81 14
Central Anatolia 3.81 .88 31

Black Sea 3.46 .90 19

Eastern Anatolia 3.50 .61 8

Marmara 3.80 g7 22

Aegean 3.60 .68 17

Learning-Teaching Process Medlterranean_ 3.68 68 14
Central Anatolia 3.93 .69 31

Black Sea 3.59 .89 19

Eastern Anatolia 3.80 .53 8

Marmara 4.03 .82 22

Aegean 3.58 .67 17

. Mediterranean 3.33 .68 14
Evaluation Central Anatolia 3.89 .87 31
Black Sea 3.39 1.19 19

Eastern Anatolia 3.55 .55 8

Marmara 3.93 .87 22

Aegean 3.68 .62 17

Mediterranean 3.64 .69 14

General Central Anatolia 4.07 73 31
Black Sea 3.56 .94 19

Eastern Anatolia 3.75 A7 8

When the means for the acquisition dimension are analyzed, it is seen that teachers generally respond at the
level of “Agree”, but there are differences between the means within the same level. The teachers working in
Central Anatolia Region and Marmara Region have a higher mean compared to the teachers in other regions with
X=4.13 and X=3.93, respectively. Regarding the suitability of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum for the education of gifted students, the means of the teachers working in Black Sea Region
(X=3.51) and Aegean Region (X=3.67) were determined as lower compared to other regions.

The means of the content dimension are generally at the level of "Agree"”, but there are differences within the
same level. While the mean score of those working in Central Anatolia Region is X=3.98, the mean score of
those working in Black Sea Region is X=3.40 with the lowest level of "Agree". Those working in Mediterranean
and Eastern Anatolia Region have mean scores of X=3.46 and X=3.47, respectively. In this regard, it can be
stated the suitability of the related program for the gifted students is lower according to the views of the teachers
working in Black Sea, Mediterranean and Eastern Anatolia Regions compared to the views of the teachers
working in Central Anatolia, Marmara and Aegean Regions.

When the data of the learning environment are examined, it is seen that the program has a lower mean than
other items and general score of the scale. The teachers working in Mediterranean and Aegean Regions chose
the option "Partially Agree" with the mean scores of X=3.21 and X=3.31, respectively. The mean score of the
teachers working in Central Anatolia Region was X=3.81, Marmara Region X=3.56, Eastern Anatolia Region
X=3.50 and Black Sea Region X=3.46 ortalama and they chose the "Agree" option. It can be said that there is a
difference between the levels related to the learning environment, but this difference is not significant at the 0.05
level. In addition, the views of the teachers working in Central Anatolia Region are higher as in the dimensions
of acquisition and content. Teachers working in SAC in the Mediterranean and Aegean regions agreed at a lower
level in the appropriateness of the learning environment of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics
Curriculum compared to other regions.

Generally, teachers answered “Agree” regarding the learning-teaching process. However, mean scores differ
within the level. According to the arithmetic mean values obtained; teachers working in Central Anatolia Region
have a mean score of X=3.93, teachers working in Eastern Anatolia and Marmara Region have an equal mean of
X=3.80 and teachers working in the Mediterranean RegionX= 3.68, teachers working in the Aegean RegionX=
3.60 and teachers working in the Black Sea Region X=3.59. The suitability of MoNE Secondary School
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Mathematics Curriculum for gifted students from all regions is at the level of “Agree”. Compared to other
regions, those in the Central Anatolia Region find it suitable at higher levels, whereas teachers in the Black Sea
Region find it lower.

According to the data obtained from the evaluation dimension, there is a different level of agreement in the
suitability of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum for gifted students. The teachers working in
Mediterranean Region and Black Sea Region answered "partially agree" with means of X=3.33 and X=3.39,
respectively. The teachers working in Marmara, Central Anatolia, Aegean and Eastern Anatolia regions
answered "agree" with means of X=4.03, X=3.89, X=3.58 and X=3.55, respectively. It was concluded that the
means between the levels were different but not significant at the 0.05 level. In addition, while the teachers
working in Central Anatolia Region have the highest mean in other dimensions, the teachers working in
Marmara have high mean in this dimension. Similar to the finding obtained in the dimensions of acquisition,
content and learning-teaching, the teachers working in Black Sea Region found the MoNE Secondary School
Mathematics Curriculum less suitable for the gifted students.

According to the data in Table 15, it is seen that the program is suitable for the gifted students at the level of
"Agree" in all regions regarding the overall scale and the means within the level differ. The highest means are as
follows: Central Anatolia Region X=4.07, Marmara Region X=3.93, Eastern Anatolia Region X=3.75, Aegean
Region X=3.68, Mediterranean Region X=3.64 and Black Sea Region X=3.56. Compared to the teachers
working in other regions, those who work in Central Anatolia Region consider the suitability of MoNE
Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum for the education of gifted students to be higher and those who
work in the Black Sea Region consider it to be lower.

4, Discussion and Conclusion

The aim of this research is to evaluate the acquisition, content, learning environment, learning-teaching
process and evaluation elements of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum based on the views of
the teachers in terms of the education of gifted students. For this purpose, it is aimed to determine whether
teachers' views about the program and its items change according to gender, professional seniority, educational
status and region.

In the distribution of teachers' views, it was seen that the acquisition dimension had the highest mean among
the curriculum items. Accordingly, the teachers working in SACs think that the characteristics such as
knowledge, skills, attitudes and values that are included in the MoNE Mathematics Curriculum and intended to
be acquired by students are suitable for the education of gifted students. Within the scope of the achievement
dimension of the curriculum, teachers find it highly suitable in terms of helping students develop different
strategic approach and solution skills in solving daily life and mathematics problems, providing opportunities for
students to realize their various projects, enabling students to demonstrate and display the products they have
developed by using their abilities. This situation is supported by the result obtained by Sezginsoy (2007) in his
study. They found the students to be able to meet the similarities and differences between themselves and their
peers with maturity and tolerance, and they found it low-level in terms of helping students develop their self-
perception and social and emotional development. It was concluded that the common point observed was the
items for the individual characteristics of gifted students and the development of these features. As a matter of
fact, the main factor in determining the acquirements, which are the most important elements in the program
development process, is student characteristics.

Within the scope of the learning-teaching process dimension of the curriculum, teachers stated that the
curriculum enabled planning and implementation of activities that allow students to develop their metacognitive
thinking skills, supported students in individual or group project work and enabled students to be more active in
the learning-teaching process. The active participation process, which is a learning process where students
realize the information to be learned by themselves, increases the permanence of learning as Bloom (1979)
stated, thus contributing to the increase in success. They found that the curriculum was the most appropriate to
include activities involving elements related to daily life. In other words, the learning-teaching process, which is
theoretically stated in the program, includes activities related to daily life. This feature of the curriculum
increases the utilization of the obtained information, since the information gained during the education process is
permanent as long as it can be associated with daily life and can be easily integrated into situations encountered
in daily life. In addition, teachers stated that there are no activities in which students who have the ability in arts
and sports can use their talents at the highest level. The absence of educators specialized in arts and sports in
schools leads to the fact that the education of gifted students in this field cannot be diversified, so art and sports
education is considered to be in the background.

Within the scope of the content of the curriculum, the teachers stated that the curriculum provides the
integration of the basic skills of students with high level thinking skills, is structured according to the
information acquisition processes instead of the information load and allows them to be included in various
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disciplines. Today, instead of the conveniently obtained information, it is thought that the processes of obtaining
information come to the fore, increasing the students' independence in obtaining information, thus enabling them
to obtain information independently from the guidance of teachers or other individuals. It can be said that this
situation provides a supportive education environment in terms of meeting the learning features and needs of
gifted children. However, they stated that the content of the curriculum was not determined by considering the
student's interests, it did not allow the in-depth learning of the subject chosen by the student and was not based
on extensive discussion topics. Considering that the program is student-centered, teachers seeing the program as
not reflecting this feature of the program highlights the deficiency of the program in practice. It is thought that
internalization of cognitive approach is of utmost importance in learning, but it cannot be reflected in practice,
and superficial passing of the subjects negatively affects the permanence of teaching.

Within the scope of the curriculum evaluation dimension, teachers accepted to a higher level that the
curriculum was effective in revealing students' knowledge and abilities and that it provided criteria that explain
how students would be evaluated. They stated that it allows for multi-faceted evaluation of students and that the
students' interest and motivation towards the course increased with the feedback given.

The teachers found the learning environment dimension of the curriculum to be the least level of suitable.
They stated that learning environments are not motivationally organized and made interesting and entertaining
for students. Similarly, in the researches of Sezginsoy (2007), Tantay (2010), Kazu and Senol (2012), it was
found that the most frequently encountered problem of teachers in the education of gifted students was related to
the physical environment conditions of SACs. These results support the findings of the research. In fact, student
motivation is an important factor affecting students' performance. The learning and teaching process of a well-
motivated student is facilitated and successful, unwanted behavior in the classroom decreases, and in this way,
classroom management becomes easier (Vatansever-Bayraktar, 2015). In this case, the fact that learning
environments which are suitable for student motivation create an effective learning atmosphere for both students
and teachers, so it is considered important to pay attention to this aspect. However, teachers stated that students'
learning environments are equipped with modern educational tools and materials that support their creative
thinking and enable them to use technology. It is an indisputable fact that learning with equipment supported by
multiple senses is more permanent and meaningful. ~ With the rapid development of technology, people's
expectations from education increase with the change in their general skill levels (Kurtdede-Fidan, 2008).
Considering the fact that school environments created for students with normal learning levels are insufficient
for the interests and abilities of gifted students, more opportunities should be provided to gifted students in terms
of both equipment and technology use.

In addition to the views regarding the elements of the curriculum, results were obtained regarding whether
the opinions of mathematics teachers working in SACs regarding the mathematics curriculum according to
personal variables differ statistically.

According to the gender variable, there was no significant difference between the opinions of teachers in the
elements of MONE Mathematics Curriculum, and the opinions of male and female teachers were found to be
very close and it was concluded that they had a similar opinion. This result can be evaluated as the gender of the
teachers is not effective in determining the adequacy of the curriculum. In other words, it can be stated that in
teachers' evaluations, gender is not important enough to make a difference in the belief of successfully reaching
the desired educational target. These opinions of the teachers were similar to the results of the evaluation of
secondary school mathematics curriculum with 271 mathematics teachers of Usun and Karagtz (2009).

According to the professional seniority variable, it was determined that there is a significant difference
between the opinions in all elements of the program. This difference was due to the fact that teachers who have
seniority of 21 years and above compared to other professional seniorities do not agree on the suitability of
MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in terms of education of gifted students. The reason for the
significant difference that may arise may be due to the fact that teachers with higher amount of seniority have
more experience and that they know gifted students and their needs better. While Akkaya (2008) reached a
similar result, Kalender (2006), Yilmaz (2006), Orbeyi (2007), Akdzbek (2008) and Mesin (2008) reached the
conclusion that there was no significant difference in terms of professional seniority.

It was determined that there is a significant difference between the opinions of the teachers regarding the
content, learning environment and the overall views according to the educational status variable. The reason for
this difference resulted from the fact that undergraduate and graduate students found the curriculum less suitable
for gifted students. In the content item, this difference was observed between undergraduates and post-graduates
and doctorate graduates, among graduates and post-graduate graduates in learning environments, and among the
views of graduate and post-graduate teachers. It is thought that the reason for this difference may be due to the
awareness that teachers receiving postgraduate education can further diversify teaching for gifted students. In the
study of Orbeyi (2007) regarding the evaluation of the mathematics curriculum with 459 classroom teachers, the
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views of the teachers regarding the dimensions of the mathematics curriculum supported each other according to
their educational status and did not show a significant difference.

There was no significant difference between the opinions of teachers according to the region variable in
which they work. However, when evaluated according to the averages, it is seen that the relevant program is
suitable for gifted students at the level of “I agree” in all regions related to the scale, and the means within the
level differ. According to teachers working in other regions related to the overall scale, those who work in the
Central Anatolia Region evaluate the suitability of the MoNE Secondary School Mathematics Curriculum in
terms of the education of gifted students at a higher level than those working in the Black Sea Region. Although
this difference was not statistically significant, it was still interesting. The demographic characteristics of the
teachers in these regions were examined in order to determine where this difference might have originated. As a
result of this study, it was observed that the postgraduate education rates of teachers in the Central Anatolia
Region (64.51%) were higher than the teachers in the Black Sea Region (57.89%). Therefore, it is thought that
the difference between these two regions may have resulted from this variable.

As a result, in the evaluation of teachers regarding the suitability of mathematics curriculum for gifted
students' education, it was determined that their views towards the elements and or the entirety of the curriculum
are similar and their views are in favor of the suitability of the curriculum for gifted education. Teachers stated
that the items of the curriculum respectively; acquisition (X=3.84), learning teaching process (X=3.75), content
(X=3.70), assessment (X=3.69) and learning environment (X=3.52) are suitable for the education of gifted
students.

5. Recommendations

The success of a program depends on it being effective and efficient in practice. For this reason, the opinions
of the teachers who are in position of practitioners are of great importance.

e The fact that there is almost no research in the literature on the suitability of the mathematics
curriculum for gifted students indicates that studies in this field are needed. Therefore, scientific
researches on the subject can be increased, contributing both to the development of mathematics
curriculum and to the better education of gifted students.

e In-depth researches can be conducted on teacher competencies for the education of gifted students.

e The present research was carried out by considering gifted students in mathematics. Researches can also
be carried out on the education of students with acknowledged talents in different fields.

It is an important fact that education programs are developed for students with normal learning levels, but all
students should be considered in a student-centered program approach. For this reason, exposure of gifted
students to a program developed for students with normal learning level will mean evaluating them as students
with normal learning level. In this context, in the program; intriguing presentations for gifted students,
information on the enriched learning model and suggestions for the teacher should be included. Participation of
special education, guidance and psychological counseling specialists and teachers working in SAC should be
included in the development phase of the programs.
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Appendix 1. SAC and Number of Mathematics Teachers in Turkey by Region

SAC Number of SAC Number of
Region Province Num  Mathematics  Region Province Num Mathematics
ber Teachers ber Teachers
Adana 2 1 Giresun 1 1
Antalya 3 5 Trabzon 1 2
Mersin 3 3 Samsun 1 2
MEDITERRANEAN Hatay 2 1 Sinop 1 1
REGION Kahramanmaras 2 0 Giimiishane 1 0
Burdur 1 1 Rize 1 0
Isparta 1 3 Ordu 2 3
Osmaniye 1 0 Artvin 1 0
TOTAL 15 14 Corum 1 1
Istanbul 8 11 BLACK SEA REGION Kastamonu 1 2
Balikesir 3 3 Karabiik 1 0
Bursa 3 5 Bartin 1 0
Canakkale 1 1 Zonguldak 1 4
Sakarya 1 1 Diizce 1 0
MARMARA REGION Kocaeli 1 0 Bolu 1 0
Yalova 1 1 Tokat 1 3
Tekirdag 1 1 Bayburt 1 0
Edirne 1 0 Amasya 2 1
Bilecik 1 0 TOTAL 20 20
Kirklareli 1 0 Diyarbakir 1 0
TOTAL 22 23 Sanlurfa 1 0
{zmir 3 5 Mardin 1 0
Mugla 1 0 Gaziantep 1 0
Aydin 1 0 SOUTHEASTERN Adiyaman 1 0
Denizli 2 3 ANATOLIA REGION Siirt 1 0
AEGEAN REGION Usak 1 2 Kilis 1 0
Manisa 4 4 Sirnak 0 0
Kiitahya 1 1 Batman 1 0
Afyonkarahisar 2 2 TOTAL 8 0
TOTAL 15 17 Malatya 1 4
Ankara 5 11 Bingol 1 0
Konya 2 5 Van 1 0
Eskisehir 1 3 Hakkari 1 0
Yozgat 1 0 Agn 1 0
Sivas 1 2 Igdir 1 0
CENTRAL ANATOLIA  irsehir 2 8 EASTERN ANATOLIA Mus 1 0
REGION Nigde 1 0 REGION Bltl_ls 1 0
Aksaray 1 1 Erzincan 1 0
Nevsehir 1 0 Elaz1g 1 3
Kayseri 1 2 Ardahan 1 0
Karaman 1 0 Kars 1 0
Kirikkale 1 1 Tunceli 1 0
Cankiri 1 0 Erzurum 1 2
TOTAL 19 28 TOTAL 14 9
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