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Introduction

As English is the international language in the world, learning English language is considered to be an
important aspect at every stage of the educational process and life. In Elementary education in Turkey,
important changes related to curricula were made in 1926, 1930, 1932, 1936, 1948, 1962, 1968, 1989,
1993, 1998 and 2004 (Giiltekin, 2010). These changes were applied to the curricula of foreign language
education as well. The latest curriculum was built on constructivist learning theory in 2006 (MoNE,
2006).

Since 2006, the curriculum has been prone to improvements to keep up with changes occurring
throughout the world in all aspects. With the recent changes, the Turkish education system has gone
through a transition from the 8+4 model to the new 4+4+4 model. With the decision of the
Chairmanship of the Board of Education, numbered 69 and dated 25.06.2012, changes were made in the
weekly course schedule of elementary schools. The new program has been in practice since 2013-2014
academic years.

With respect to English language education, in particular, this new system mandated that English
curriculum should be implemented from the Z”dgrade onward, rather than the 4thgrade; therefore, a
new curriculum which could accommodate the 2™and 3rdgrades was developed (Ministry of National
Education [MoNE], 2015). With this change, the second graders started to receive two hours of English
in a week under the guidance of classroom teachers or English teachers.

This new program has been developed taking the needs of younger learners into account as children
who will receive instruction in English are at around 6-6.5 years old (MoNE, 2015). Indeed, some
research studies have been conducted on this issue and they have mainly found that the earlier the
students are prone to the foreign language, the more successful they can be at learning a foreign
language (e.g., Akiizel, 2006; Bozavli, 2011; Ekus & Babayigit, 2013; ilter & Er, 2007; Merter, Sekerci &
Bozkurt, 2014). The study conducted by Cakici (2016) revealed that teachers and parents participating in
the research were in favor of early foreign language education, especially at between the ages 4-7.
Some studies even support the view that the students should start learning a foreign language from pre-
school onward. To illustrate, Aytar and Ogretir’s (2008) study, which was conducted with 350 parents
whose children received pre-school education, shows that more than 80% of those parents suggest that
English should be taught in pre-school. Similar findings were found by ilter and Er (2007) as well.

When the starting age for learning a foreign language in some European countries is examined, a
foreign language is taught as a compulsory subject from the first year of elementary education onwards
in several countries, or even earlier in some Autonomous Communities in Spain (Sevik, 2008). To
illustrate, it is 10 in Holland; 9 in Hungary; 8 in Spain, Romania, and Germany; 7 in France and Finland; 6
in Italy, Norway and Austria (Eurydice, 2008). Indeed, the legal starting age for elementary education
ranges through 4 to 7 in these countries, but the families have the right to postpone sending their
children at the legal age taking their readiness level into account; while in some countries the reports
and some examinations determine students’ starting age (Eurydice, 2011). To illustrate, the starting age
for elementary education is 6 in Holland and Romania (Ergun & Ersoy, 2014); it is 6 in Germany and
Hungary and it is 7 in Finland (Eurydice, 2011). Therefore, it is possible to assume that this decision
varies among these countries and the starting age is seen to be between 6 and 10 years of age.

In designing the new English language program, the curriculum makers have followed the principles
and descriptors of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching,
and Assessment (CEFR) which “provides a common basis for the elaboration of language syllabuses,
curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe. It describes in a comprehensive way
what language learners have to learn to do in order to use a language for communication and what
knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to be able to act effectively” (CEFR, 2001, p. 1). The
framework “adopts an action-oriented approach” (CEFR, 2001, p. 9) and it particularly stresses the need
for students to put what they have learnt into real-life practice in order to support fluency, proficiency
and language retention (MoNE, 2015). As the CEFR considers language learning to be a lifelong

492



Suat KAYA, Ahmet OK — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(4), 2016, 491-512

undertaking, developing a positive attitude towards English from the earliest stages is essential;
therefore, the new curriculum aims to foster an enjoyable and motivating learning environment where
young learners of English feel comfortable and supported throughout the learning process (MoNE,
2015). Authentic materials, drama and role play, and hands-on activities are suggested to be
implemented to stress the communicative nature of English. At the 2™and 3rdgrade levels, only speaking
and listening skills are emphasized, while reading and writing are proposed to be developed at 7"and
8thgrades (MoNE, 2015). To put it more concretely, it mainly aims to improve communicative language
competence (CEFR, 2001).

The main approach of this curriculum is the communicative approach which entails use of the target
language not only as an object of study, but as a means of interacting with others; the focus is not
necessarily on grammatical structures and linguistic functions, but on authentic use of the language in
an interactive context in order to generate real meaning (MoNE, 2015). To make it more concrete, this
approach suggests that “language is acquired through communication” (Howatt, 1984, p. 279). As stated
by Larsen-Freeman (1986), the most obvious characteristic of this approach is that “almost everything is
done with a communicative intent” (p. 132).

In parallel with this approach, learners are involved in activities which require actual communication
between peers or between students and their teacher, such as creating a game as a group and then
playing it with classmates, rather than rehearsing prepared material (MoNE, 2015). According to
Richards (2006), carrying out activities in pair and group work will benefit the learners in many ways. To
illustrate, the learners can “learn from hearing the language used by other members of the group and
also they can produce a greater amount of language than they would use in teacher-fronted activities”
(Richards, 2006, p. 20). All these benefits point this approach’s “learner-centered and experience-based
view of second language teaching" (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 69).

In framing the new curricular model for English, no single teaching strategy has been designated.
Instead, an action-oriented approach grounded in current educational research and international
teaching standards has been adopted, taking into account the three descriptors of the CEFR comprising
learner autonomy, self-assessment, and appreciation for cultural diversity (MoNE, 2015).

Regarding assessment, in addition to self-assessment, formal evaluation is offered to be carried out
through the application of written and oral exams, quizzes, homework assignments and projects in
order to provide an objective record of students’ success (MoNE, 2015).

As is the case for all new curricula, this curriculum needs to be subjected to an ongoing evaluation
process to develop it further and make it better from the very beginning, because curriculum
development is a never ending process (Hunkins & Ornstein, 2004; Oliva, 1997). This curriculum has
been operating since 2013-2014 academic year, so the research conducted on it is rare depending on
literature available to the researcher as presented in the following paragraphs.

Ekus and Babayigit (2013), in a survey study, aimed to find out the opinions of primary school
teachers and English teachers about starting English language education at the second grade level in
primary schools. 10 classroom teachers and 10 English teachers participated in the study and data were
collected through interviews. According to the results, starting learning English at this grade was found
to be positive, 2 hours of education in a week was found to be sufficient and even more hours could be
added, English teachers stated that the education should be given by themselves whereas classroom
teachers thought it could be given by classroom teachers under guidance of English teachers.

Alkan and Arslan (2014) conducted a study to evaluate the English language curriculum for second
grade collecting data from teachers regarding their opinions. 163 volunteer teachers took part in the
study. Data were gathered by means of a questionnaire developed by the researchers. Data were
analyzed with percentages and frequencies. It was found that there was the necessity for the revision of
the goals and aims; the teachers were not well familiar with the new curriculum; and schools’ facilities
needed to be improved.
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Merter, Sekerci and Bozkurt (2014) aimed to evaluate the opinions of the English teachers lecturing
in the English classes in the second grades of the elementary schools. According to the results, English
teachers had a positive opinion regarding beginning of the English teaching in the second grades of the
elementary schools. However, they were not able to give the classes in a quality they wished due to lack
of technological infrastructure in schools where they worked. Besides, they also encountered a variety
of negative situations with regard to the textbooks. To illustrate, the textbooks had inappropriate cards
and posters and some activities were beyond students’ cognitive level.

Kiguktepe, Kigiktepe and Baykin (2014) aimed to determine English language teachers’ views of the
second grade English course and the new English language curriculum that was put into practice in
2013-2014 academic year for the first time. 30 English language teachers who taught the second grade
students in different regions of Turkey participated in the study voluntarily. Interview was used as data
collection instrument and data were analyzed through content analysis. Results of the study revealed
that English language teachers had positive views towards the new English curriculum in general. The
teachers who thought that objectives and content of the new curriculum were appropriate or partially
appropriate pointed out that they applied the methods, techniques and activities which were similar to
the methods, techniques and activities suggested in the curriculum. However, the teachers encountered
certain problems such as classroom management, lack of tools and materials, and being unable to know
how to teach effectively to the target group.

iyitoglu and Alci (2015) investigated Z"dgrade EFL teachers’ opinions about this curriculum. Data
were collected through interviews conducted with 14 teachers working at ten different state primary
schools in five different cities of Turkey. The results of the study indicated that teachers appreciated the
2" grade English language curriculum in terms of the need analysis, evaluation and assessment, age and
level relevance, teaching techniques and vocabulary teaching while they criticized it mostly in terms of
lack of extra materials, unsuitability to be applied in crowded classrooms, uncertainty of cultural focus,
lack of necessary learning techniques, students’ and parents’” motivation.

Purpose of the Study

Many curriculum experts and workers suggest that for a curriculum to be successful at reaching its
intended goals, there are many variables that must be taken into account, and it is quite likely for any
new curricula to face some difficulties when put into practice, because each curriculum is constructed
on a theory which mandates certain standards to be satisfied and it is vital for practitioners to follow the
standards defined in the curriculum in order for the curriculum not to result in failure. In other words, it
should be verified that curriculum is in fact operating as people believe them to be operating (Provus,
1969). To this connection, the purpose of this research was to find out whether the new program was
being implemented as planned in terms of teacher roles, materials and activities. Based on this purpose,
answers were sought for the following research question and the related sub-questions:

1. Is the program being implemented as planned by the teachers teaching in second grade classes of
elementary schools?
1. 1. How often are the expected teacher roles performed by the teachers?
1. 2. How often are the materials used as defined in 2nd grade English curriculum?

1. 3. How often are the proposed activities performed by the teachers?

Significance of the Study

As this new curriculum has been put into practice recently, it is likely to encounter many problems as
found out by previous studies. This study is unique in that it includes applications of both English
teachers and other teachers who teach this curriculum in these classes in order to find out whether the
standards of the curriculum are satisfied as a whole. In addition, this study was conducted in a low SES
area, so its findings can be generalized to similar contexts and it is expected to lead research in different
contexts.
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Method
Research Design

Descriptive survey has been used as the research design aiming at describing how the population is
distributed in terms of some variables and to collect data related to a group of people’s perceptions of
the new second grade English curriculum (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). “Surveys can be
differentiated in terms of their scope. A study of contemporary developments in post-secondary
education, for example, might encompass the whole of western Europe; a study of subject choice, on
the other hand, might be confined to one secondary school” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007, p. 205).
In other words, it depends on the population to which the findings can be generalized. In this study, the
findings can be generalized to low SES areas.

Evaluation Model

Richards (2001) indicates that different aspects of a program can be the center of attention in
curriculum evaluation and these aspects may include curriculum design, the syllabus and program
content, classroom processes, materials, teachers, teacher training, students, institution, staff
development and/or decision making. For this study, the Process part of the CIPP evaluation model
developed by Stufflebeam has been utilized as it can be used to “determine the congruency between
the planned and the actual activities” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 343).

Stufflebeam (1971) views evaluation as “the process of delineating, obtaining and providing useful
information for judging decision alternatives” (Cited in Gredler, 1996, p. 46). “These processes are
executed for four types of administrative divisions each of which represents a type of evaluation” [and]
“these evaluations may be conducted independently or in an integrated sequence” (Gredler, 1996, p.
46). In other words, an evaluator can either utilize just one component or two components or four of
them based on his/her purpose (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004; Gredler, 1996; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2004).

The questions to be answered utilizing this part of the model, as stated by Stufflebeam and Shinkfeld
(1985), are as follows: “Are the activities being implemented as planned? Are available resources being
used efficiently? And do program participants accept and carry out their roles?” (Cited in: Tung, 2010, p.
26).

Participants

In this study, the target population includes all the teachers teaching second grade students who
learn English as a foreign language in Turkish public schools located in low SES regions in Ankara.
Accessible population consists of all teachers teaching English in second grade elementary schools in
Altindag.

Cluster random sampling method has been utilized in this study. There were 64 primary schools in
Altindag. 28 schools were selected randomly and then all teachers implementing this curriculum from
each school were administered a questionnaire. All English teachers (n= 25) and 37 classroom teachers
(generalists) volunteered to participate, so the sample for this study was 62 teachers teaching English at
Z”dgrade elementary classrooms.

Instruments

The program developed by MoNE (2015) was the main data source to find out curriculum standards,
which constituted document analysis of this study. These standards were used to develop the
questionnaire to collect data from teachers in terms of their perceptions of curriculum operation. The
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questionnaire had three parts. The first part covers the expected teacher roles and included 5 items, the
second part is about “the use of materials” and covers 10 items; the third part is about “the use of
activities” and it covers 9 items. In the process of development, expert opinion was taken and the
guestionnaire was administered to another sample of teachers (n=6) who worked in the same region in
order to check validity, clarity and understandability of the items in the questionnaire. Almost all
feedback received was positive. After a negligible revision, the questionnaire was administered to the
selected sample by the researchers. To test the reliability of the questionnaire, The Cronbach’s alpha
was calculated. The Cronbach’s alpha values for the three parts of the questionnaire, namely the
expected teacher roles, the use of activities and the use of materials were found to be .88, .85 and .92
respectively.

Data Collection Process

The data were collected towards the end of 2014/2015 school year and the collection process lasted
for more than one month. One of the researchers made phone calls to the principals of the selected
schools in order to take permission from the principals for the conduct of this research. Upon
acceptance, the researcher visited these schools and distributed the questionnaires himself, and waited
for the participants to answer the questionnaires. In some schools, the teachers were not available upon
the visit, so the questionnaires were given to the administrators to be handed to the absent teachers.
Therefore, one of the researchers had to visit those schools twice.

Data Analysis

The data collected through the questionnaire were compiled and the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0 program was employed to analyze the data. Descriptive statistics including
frequencies, means, and standard deviations were used to analyze the data gathered through the
questionnaire.

Results

This part covers the findings of the study. The purpose of this study was to find out whether the new
program was implemented as planned in terms of teachers’ roles, materials, and activities. Data analysis
results were displayed in tables reflecting percentages, frequencies, means and standard deviations.

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics Results for Demographic Characteristics of the Participants.
Variables Levels n %
Gender Male 14 23.00
Female 48 87.00
Work experience 0-5 years 10 16.00
6-10 years 34 55.00
11 years+ 18 29.00
Area of specialization English teacher 25 40.00
Classroom teacher 37 60.00
Experience with this age group before No 12 19.00
Yes 40 81.00

Regarding the demographics of participants as seen in Table 1, there were more female teachers
(87.00%) than male teachers (23.00%); more than half of the teachers (55.00%) had 6-10 years of
teaching experience , more than one-fourth of teachers (29.00%) had more than 11 years of experience

496



Suat KAYA, Ahmet OK — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(4), 2016, 491-512

of teaching, and about one-fifth of teachers (16.00%) had 0-5 years of teaching experience; the number
of English teachers were less (40.00%) than classroom teachers (60.00%); more than three-fourth of
teachers (81.00%) had experience with elementary school Z"dgrade students before, while about one-
fourth of teachers (19.00%) did not have any experience with this age group before.

Teachers’ Roles

The first sub-question was asked to learn how often the teachers played their roles as defined in 2"
grade English curriculum. The findings are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2.
Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Roles.

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always
Expected Teacher Roles f % f % f % f % f %
1. | communicate in English 25 40.00 5 8.00 15 2400 14 23.00 3 5.00
2. | address students’ errors 4 7.00 19 30.00 10 16.00 15 24.00 14 23.00

during communication
3. | teach from the familiar to 2 3.00 3 5.00 5 8.00 15 24.00 37 60.00
the unfamiliar

4. | get students write 6 9.00 13 21.00 24 3900 5 8.00 14 23.00
grammatical rules

5. l use gestures while 4 7.00 3 5.00 7 11.00 19 31.00 29 47.00
speaking

As seen in Table 2, for item 1, 40.00% reported that they “never” communicated in English, one-
fourth (24.00%) reported that they “sometimes” communicated in English, almost one-fourth of the
teachers (23.00%) reported that they “often” communicated in English, while 8.00% reported that they
“seldom” communicated in English and 5% reported that they “always” communicated in English. For
item 2, more than one-fourth (30.00%) reported that they “seldom” addressed students’ errors during
communication, about one-fourth of the teachers (24.00%) reported that they “often” addressed
students’ errors during communication, more than one-fifth of the teachers (23.00%) reported that they
“always” addressed students’ errors during communication, about one-fourth (16.00%) reported that
they “sometimes” addressed students’ errors during communication, while only 7.00% reported that
they “never” addressed students’ errors during communication. For item 3, majority of the teachers
(60.00%) reported that they “always” taught from the familiar to the unfamiliar and about one-fourth
(24.00%) reported that they “often” taught from the familiar to the unfamiliar, while 16.00% reported
that they “never, seldom, or sometimes” taught from the familiar to the unfamiliar. For item 4, about
two-fifth of the teachers (39.00%) reported that they “sometimes” got students write grammatical rules,
more than one-fifth (23.00%) reported that they “always” got students write grammatical rules, more
than one-fifth (21.00%) reported that they “seldom” got students write grammatical rules, while 9.00%
reported that they “never” got students write grammatical rules, 8.00% reported that they “often” got
students write grammatical rules. For item 5, about half of the teachers (47.00%) reported that they
“always” used gestures while speaking and more than one-fourth (31.00%) “often” used gestures while
speaking, only 12.00% reported that they never or seldom use gestures.

Materials

The second sub-question was asked to find out the frequency of the use of proposed materials in 2
grade English curriculum. The findings regarding the use of materials are displayed in Table 3. Judging by
the means and standard deviations as shown in Table 3, the mean scores of use of materials was found
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to be in the following order from the most frequently used material to the least: “Visual materials” (M=
3.90, SD= 1.04), “Audio materials” (M= 3.44, SD=1.18), “Posters” (M= 3.34, SD= 1.27), “Songs” (M= 3.27,
SD= 1.15), “lllustrations” (M= 3.23, SD= 1.41), “Cartoons” (M= 2.69, SD= 1.26), “Fairy tales” (M= 2.44,
SD=1.17), “Stories” (M= 2.42, SD= 1.24), “Advertisements” (M= 2.32, SD= 1.21) and “Poems” (M= 2.16,
SD=1.18).

To put it more concretely, for cartoons, 42.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom”
used them, while 27.00% reported that they “often or always” used them. For songs, 43.00% of the
teachers reported that they “often or always” used them, while 26.00% reported that they “never or
seldom” used them. For fairy tales, 60.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom” used
them, while 20.00% reported that they “often or always” used them. For poems, 68.00% of the teachers
reported that they “never or seldom” used them, while 20.00% reported that they “often or always”
used them. For stories, 57.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom” used them, while
26.00% reported that they “often or always” used them. For posters, 44.00% of the teachers reported
that they “often or always” used them, while 27.00% reported that they “never or seldom” used them.
For advertisements, 56.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom” used them, while
21.00% reported that they “often or always” used them. For illustrations, 51.00% of the teachers
reported that they “often or always” used them, while 28.00% reported that they “never or seldom”
used them. For audio materials, 54.00% of the teachers reported that they “often or always” used them,
while 14.00% reported that they “never or seldom” used them. For visual materials, 75.00% of the
teachers reported that they “often or always” used them, while 11.00% reported that they “never or
seldom” used them.

Table 3.
Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Use of Materials.
Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always

Materials f % f % f % f % f % M SD
1. Cartoons 15 2400 11 18.00 19 31.00 12 19.00 5 8.00 269 1.26
2. Songs 4 7.00 12 19.00 19 3100 17 27.00 10 16.00 3.27 1.15
3. Fairy tales 14 2300 23 3700 13 2100 8 13.00 4 7.00 244 117
4. Poems 23 37.00 19 31.00 9 15,00 9 1500 2 3.00 216 1.18
5. Stories 19 3100 16 26.00 11 1800 14 23.00 2 3.00 242 124
6. Posters 5 800 12 19.00 17 27.00 13 21.00 15 23.00 3.34 1.27

7.Advertisements 21 34.00 15 24.00 13 21.00 11 18.00 2 3.00 232 121
8. Illustrations 13 2100 4 7.00 13 21.00 20 32.00 12 19.00 3.23 1.41
9.Audio materials 7 11.00 3 5.00 19 31.00 22 36.00 11 18.00 3.44 1.8
10.Visual materials 2 3.00 5 8.00 9 15.00 27 44.00 19 31.00 3.90 1.04

Activities

The third sub-question was asked to find out how frequently the activities proposed in 2™ grade
English curriculum were being performed by the teachers. The findings for this question are shown in
Table 4.

Judging by the means and standard deviations as seen in Table 4, the mean scores of use of activities
was found to be in the following order from the most frequently used activity to the least: “Coloring”
(M= 4.11, SD= .89), “Matching” (M= 4.05, SD=.88), “Question-answer” (M= 4.00, SD= .96), “Labeling”
(M= 3.97, SD=.98), “Drawing” (M= 3.97, SD=.99), “Role-play” (M= 3.26, SD= 1.13), “Storytelling” (M=
2.98, SD=1.21), “Listening” (M= 2.82, SD= 1.14), “Speaking” (M= 2.66, SD=.75).

To put it more concretely, for role-play activity, 45.00% of the teachers reported that they “often or
always” used it, while 34.00% reported that they “never or seldom” used it. For story-telling activity,
33.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom” used it, likewise 33.00% reported that they
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“often or always” used it, while 34.00% of the teachers reported that they “sometimes” used it. For
matching activity, 80.00% of the teachers reported that they “often or always” used it, while 8.00%
reported that they “seldom” used it. For labeling activity, 72.00% of the teachers reported that they
“often or always” used it, while only 10% reported that they “seldom” used it. For coloring activity,
79.00% of the teachers reported that they “often or always” used it, while only 7.00% reported that
they “seldom” used it. For drawing activity, 73.00 % of the teachers reported that they “often or always”
used it, while only 6.00% reported that they “never or seldom” used it. For question-answer activity,
69.00% of the teachers reported that they “often or always” used it, while only 5.00% reported that
they “never or seldom” used it. For listening activity, 48.00% of the teachers reported that they “never
or seldom” used it, while 28.00% reported that they “often or always” used it. For speaking activity,
50.00% of the teachers reported that they “never or seldom” used it, while 16.00% reported that they
“often” used it.

Table 4.
Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Use of Activities.
Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always

Activities f % f % f % f % f % M SD
1. Role-play 1 200 20 32.00 13 21.00 18 29.00 10 16.00 3.26 1.13
2. Story-telling 9 15.00 11 18.00 21 34.00 14 22.00 7 11.00 298 1.21
3. Matching 0 0.00 5 8.00 7 11.00 30 48.00 20 32.00 4.05 .88
4. Labeling 0 0.00 6 10.00 12 19.00 22 36.00 22 36.00 3.97 .98
5. Coloring 0 000 4 7.00 9 15.00 25 40.00 24 39.00 4.11 .89
6. Drawing 2 3.00 2 3.00 13 21.00 24 39.00 21 34.00 3.97 .99
7.Question- 1 2.00 2 3.00 16 26.00 20 32.00 23 37.00 4.00 .96
answer
8. Listening 6 10.00 22 36.00 17 26.00 11 18.00 6 10.00 2.82 1.14
9. Speaking 0 0.00 31 50.00 21 3400 10 16.00 O 0.00 266 .75

Discussion, Conclusion & Implications

The purpose of this research was to find out whether the new 2™ grade English curriculum was being
implemented as planned in terms of teachers’ roles, materials, and activities.

Overall, demographic findings revealed that majority of the teachers implementing the second grade
English curriculum were not English teachers, but classroom teachers. There were more females than
males. Teachers’ experience ranged through 3 to 21 years, and a majority of the participants had
experience with similar age groups before.

In terms of the expected teacher roles, the roles which were not in line with curriculum standards
included students’ writing grammatical rules on their notebook, and correction of students’ errors
during communication.

In terms of activities, except for listening and speaking activities which were utilized less frequently,
the findings revealed that the teachers applied activities as suggested in the curriculum. This finding is
consistent with the study of Kiigliktepe et al. (2014).

Regarding materials, all materials suggested in the curriculum were not used adequately. Especially
audio-visual materials were not used frequently, which might be because of lack of these materials at
some schools. This finding is consistent with the studies of Merter et al. (2014) and KiigUktepe et al.
(2014).

In contrast to the research conducted by Ekus and Babayigit (2013) who found that classroom
teachers can teach this curriculum, the findings of this study indicated that classroom teachers have
difficulties and need further training to implement the 2" grade English Language curriculum.
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Overall, these findings are expected to draw decision makers’ attention to some important points
regarding foreign language education in 2" grade. First of all, the findings show that all second grade
students are not taught with an English teacher as the number of classroom teachers is more than
English teachers, which might have been a result from two reasons. First, it might be due to the
shortage of English teachers as this curriculum reform was put into practice without careful planning
about infrastructure. Second, English teachers do not prefer to work in this region. Judging by the fact
that classroom teachers may not have the knowledge and experience of English teachers, the curriculum
implemented by classroom teachers and thus the students taught by them may not be successful, which
might cause the students taught by classroom teachers to be among the disadvantaged group in the
next grade levels as the students taught by English teachers might be more successful or might have
more positive attitudes towards foreign language.

As a second note, there are many actions and activities not congruent with curriculum standards
that might result from teachers’ unawareness of the curriculum, their lack of knowledge about foreign
language education, or their resistance to this change. To illustrate, although the main objective of this
curriculum is to develop students’ listening and speaking skills, listening and speaking activities are
among the least frequently used activities. This might be because, either the students are not ready to
attain these objectives or the teachers are not well-qualified to help attain these objectives. Likewise,
the teachers are teaching grammatical rules although even keeping a notebook is not suggested in the
curriculum.

Lastly, as indicated by many research studies in literature, lack of materials is one of the most
important problems hindering a healthy implementation as is the case in this research. This problem
might be due to these schools’ location in the low SES region as this study was implemented in such a
region.

Based on these findings, the following suggestions can be put forward:
¢ A newly developed program should not be put into practice unless sufficient practitioners with
necessary qualifications are supplied.

* More emphasis should be put on listening and speaking activities and more audio-visual materials
should be utilized.

¢ Necessary materials should be provided with each teacher who will be implementing this curriculum
at the beginning of academic year.

e More communicative activities that encourage oral practice should be utilized as suggested in the
curriculum.

¢ If classroom teachers are to be implementing this curriculum at least for a short time, they should be
provided with in-service training and they should request help from English teacher colleagues in
their schools.

Limitations of the Study and Implications for Further Research

In addition to quantitative data collected from only teachers, qualitative data could be collected
through observations or student opinions in further studies as there can be “disparities between what
teachers believe happens in class and what actually happens” (Nunan, 1993, p. 139). Also, a larger
sample can be studied for a better external validity. In addition, the teachers could be interviewed in
order to find out why certain standards were not satisfied.
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Tirkge Siiriim

Girig
ingilizce, diinyada uluslararasi bir dil oldugu icin ingilizce 6grenmek egitimsel siirecin ve hayatin her
safhasinda 6nemli bir husus olmustur. Tirkiye’deki ilkokul egitiminde 1926, 1930, 1932, 1936, 1948,
1962, 1968, 1989, 1993, 1998 ve 2004 yillarinda programlarda dnemli degisiklikler yapilmistir (Glltekin,

2010). Bu degisimler yabanci dil egitimine de uygulanmistir. En son program yapisalci 6grenme teorisi
Gzerini kurulmustur (Milli Egitim Bakanhgi [MEB], 2006).

2006 yilindan beri, diinyada her yénden meydana gelen degisimlere ayak uydurmak icin ingilizce dili
programi bazi degisikliklere maruz kalmistir. Son degisimlerle, Tirk egitim sistemi 8+4 egitim
sisteminden 4+4+4 egitim sistemine gegmistir. 25.06.2012 tarihli ve 69 sayili kararla ilkokullarin haftalik
ders programlarinda degisiklikler yapilmistir. Bu program 2013-2014 egitim yilindan beri uygulamadadir.

Ozellikle ingilizce dil egitimi bakimindan bakilacak olursa, bu sistem ingilizce programinin 4. siniftan
itibaren degil de 2. siniftan itibaren uygulanmasini gerektirmistir, bundan dolayi 2. ve 3. siniflari da
kapsayan bir program gelistirilmistir (MEB, 2015). Bu degisiklikle beraber 2. sinif 6grencileri sinif
dgretmenleri ya da ingilizce dgretmenlerinin rehberliginde haftada 2 saat ingilizce egitimi almaya
basladilar.

Bu program kuglik yastaki 6grencilerin ihtiyaglari géz 6nune alinarak hazirlanmistir, ¢linkii bu
Ogrenciler 6-6.5 yaslarindadir (MEB, 2015). Bu konu (lizerinde bazi galismalar yapilmis ve 6grenciler
yabanci dil 6grenmeye ne kadar erken yasta baslarsa, yabanci dil 6grenmedeki basarilarinin artacagi
sonucunu bulmuslardir (Orn., Akiizel, 2006; Bozavh, 2011; Ekus & Babayigit, 2013; ilter & Er, 2007;
Merter, Sekerci, & Bozkurt, 2014). Cakici (2016) tarafindan yapilan arastirmaya katilan veli ve
ogretmenler yabanci dil egitiminin erken yasta, Ozellikle 4-7 vyaslari arasinda olmasi gerektigini
savunmustur. Hatta bazi arastirmalar 6grencilerin yabanci dil 6grenmeye anaokulundan baslanmasi
fikrini savunmustur. Ornek vermek gerekirse, Aytar ve Ogretir (2008) tarafindan yapilan bir arastirmada,
gocuklari ana okulda &grenim gdéren 350 velinin katilmis ve bu velilerin %80.00’i ingilizce’nin
anaokulunda &gretilmesi gerektigini savunmusglardir. Benzer bulgular ilter ve Er (2007) tarafindan da
bulunmustur.

Bazi Avrupa (lkelerindeki yabanci dil 6grenme yasi incelendiginde, bircok Ulkede yabanci dilin
ilkokulun ilk yihindan itibaren zorunlu bir ders olarak 6gretildigi hatta ispanya’nin bazi 6zerk
topluluklarinda daha erken &gretildigi gorilmektedir (Sevik, 2008). Ornegin, baslama yasi Hollanda’da
10, Macaristan’da 9, ispanya, Romanya ve Almanya’da 8, Fransa ve Finlandiya’da 7, italya, Norveg ve
Avusturya’da 6’dir (Eurydice, 2008). Aslina bakilirsa, bu Glkelerdeki ilkokula yasal baslama yasi 4 ve 7
yaslari arasinda degisiklik gostermektedir, fakat veliler ¢ocuklarinin hazir bulunuslugunu dikkate alarak
cocuklarini okula gondermeyi erteleme hakkina sahiptir, bazi lkelerde ise raporlar ve bazi sinavlar
cocuklarin baslama vyasini belirler (Eurydice, 2011). Ornegin, ilkokula baslama yasi Almanya ve
Macaristan’da 6 ve Finlandiya’da 7’dir (Eurydice, 2011). Bundan dolayi, bu kararin Glkelere gore
degisiklik gosterdigini ve baslama yasinin 6 ve 10 yaslari arasinda oldugu séylemek mimkiindr.

Yeni program tasarlanirken Avrupa Ortak Dil Kriterleri Cergceve Programina (AODKCP) uyulmustur.
AODKCP, “Avrupa capinda dil mifredatlari, sinavlar, ders kitaplari vs. igin ortak bir temel olusturur. Dil
ogrenenlerin dili iletisim amaciyla kullanmak igin ne 6grenmeleri gerektigini, etkili bir sekilde hareket
edebilmek icin hangi bilgi ve becerileri gelistirmeleri gerektigini kapsamli bir sekilde agiklar” (AODKCP,
2001, p. 1). AODKCP “eylem odakli yaklasimi benimser (AODKCP, 2001, p. 9) ve akicilik, yeterlik ve dilin
kahcihgini saglamak amaciyla 6zellikle 6grencilerin 6grendiklerini gercek hayatta uygulamalarini vurgular
(MEB, 2015). AODKCP dil 6grenmeyi hayat boyu devam eden bir atilim olarak gordugu icin ilk safhadan
itibaren ingilizce’ye karsi olumlu tutum gelistirmek gereklidir, bundan dolayi yeni program ¢ocuk yastaki
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ingilizce 6grencilerinin kendilerini biitiin 6grenme siireci boyunca rahat hissedecekleri eglenceli ve
motive edici bir 6grenme ortami gelistirmeyi amaclamaktadir (MEB, 2015). ingilizce’nin iletisimsel
dogasini vurgulamak igin gergekgi arag-geregler, tiyatro ve uygulamali etkinlikler dnerilmektedir. 3. ve 4.
sinifta sadece konugma ve dinleme becerileri vurgulanirken, okuma ve yazma becerilerinin 7. ve 8.
siniflarda gelistirilmesi 6nerilmektedir (AODKCP, 2001). Daha somut bir sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse,
agirhkli olarak iletisimsel dil yeterligini gelistirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu programin ana yaklasimi hedef
dili sadece ogretilecek bir ders degil de baskalariyla iletisim kurmak icin bir ara¢ olarak goren; gramer
yapilari ve dilsel islevleri degil de gercek anlami meydana getirmek icin dilin etkilesimli bir ortamda
gercekei kullanimini vurgulayan iletisimsel yaklasimdir (MEB, 2015). Daha somut bir sekilde ifade etmek
gerekirse, bu yaklasim “dilin iletisim ile edinilebilecegini” savunmaktadir (Howatt, 1984, p. 279). Larsen-
Freeman (1986) tarafindan belirtildigi gibi, bu yaklasimin en belirgin 6zelligi “hemen hemen her seyin
iletisimsel bir niyetle yapilmasidir” (p. 132).

Bu yaklasima paralel olarak, 6grenciler 6nceden hazirlanmis etkinlik ve arag-geregleri prova etmek
yerine, grup olarak akranlariyla ve 6gretmenleriyle gercgekgi iletisimi gerektiren bir oyun gelistirip onu
daha sonra sinif arkadaslariyla oynamalarini saglayan etkinliklere katilirlar (MEB, 2015). Richards’a
(2006) gore, esli ve grup calismalari yapmanin dgrencilere birgok faydasi vardir. Ornegin, 6grenciler
gruptaki diger tyeler tarafindan kullanilan dili duyarak 6gretmen-yonli etkinliklerden daha fazla tretim
yaparlar (Richards, 2006, p. 20). Butun bu faydalar bu yaklasimin “6grenci merkezli ve deneyime dayali
ikinci dil 6gretme gorisini” vurgulamaktadir (Richards & Rodgers, 1986, p. 69).

ingilizce icin yeni bir program modeli tasarlarken, dzel bir gretim stratejisi belirlenmemistir. Bunun
yerine, AODKCP’nin 3 ilkesi olan 6grenen ozerkligi, 6z degerlendirme ve kiltirel cesitliligi sevme dikkate
alinarak ginimiz egitim arastirmalarinda ve uluslararasi 6gretme standartlarina dayanan eylem odakl
yaklasim benimsenmistir (MEB, 2015).

Degerlendirme konusuna gelince, 6z degerlendirmeye ek olarak yazili ve sézlii sinavlar, quizler, ev
odevleri ve 6grencinin basarisini objektif olarak o6lcecek projeler gibi geleneksel degerlendirmeler
onerilmektedir (MEB, 2015). Yeni gelistirilen bitiin programlarda oldugu gibi, bu program da daha ilk
zamanlarda onu gelistirebilmek icin kesintisiz degerlendirme sirecine tabii tutulmalidir, ¢inkl program
gelistirme asla bitmeyen bir siirectir (Hunkins & Ornstein, 2004; Oliva, 1997). Bu program 2013-2014
egitim ve Ogretim yilindan beri uygulanmaktadir, bundan dolayi asagidaki paragraflarda sunuldugu gibi
bu program lzerine yapilan arastirmalar az sayidadir.

Ekus ve Babayigit (2013) tarama modelindeki arastirmalarinda sinif 6gretmenleri ve ingilizce
dgretmenlerinin ingilizce 6gretimine ilkokul 2. sinifta baslanmasi konusundaki gériislerini ortaya
cikarmayi hedeflemislerdir. 10 ingilizce ve 10 sinif 8gretmeni calismaya katilmis ve veriler gériisme
yoluyla elde edilmistir. Bulgulara gore, bu yasta ingilizce 6grenme ile ilgili gériisleri olumlu, haftalik 2
saatlik egitim yeterli ve hatta daha fazla saat de eklenebilir, ingilizce dgretmenleri egitimin kendileri
tarafindan verilmesini savunurken, sinif 6gretmenleri ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin kilavuzlugunda
kendilerinin de bu dersi 6gretebilecegini savunmuslardir.

Alkan ve Arslan (2014) 2. sinif ingilizce programini degerlendirmek amaciyla verilerini
ogretmenlerden topladiklari bir arastirma yaptilar. 163 génilli 6gretmen arastirmaya katilmistir. Veriler,
arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen bir anket ile toplanmistir ve ylzde ve frekanslarla analiz edilmistir.
Hedef ve amaglarin revize edilmesi gerektigi, 6gretmenlerin yeni programa asina olmadiklari ve okul
imkanlarinin gelistirilmesi sonuglarina varilmistir.

Merter, Sekerci ve Bozkurt (2014) ilkokul 2. sinif ingilizce siniflarinda ders veren ingilizce
dgretmenlerinin  gorislerini degerlendirmeyi amacladiklari c¢alismalarinda, 6gretmenlerin ingilizce
ogretimine bu sinifta baslanmasi ile ilgili olumlu goérus belirttiklerini belirtmektedirler. Fakat galistiklari
okullardaki yetersiz teknolojik alt yapidan dolayi istedikleri kalitede egitim veremediklerini ve
ogretmenlerin kitaplarla ilgili uygun olmayan kart ve posterler icermeleri ve bazi etkinliklerin
ogrencilerin bilissel seviyelerinin istiinde olmasi gibi olumsuz durumlarla karsilastiklarini belirtmislerdir.
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Kiicliktepe, Kiigiiktepe ve Baykin (2014) calismalarinda ingilizce &gretmenlerinin ingilizce dersi ve
2013-2014 egitim ve ogretim yiinda uygulamaya konulan yeni ingilizce programi hakkindaki
diisiincelerini incelemistir. Calismaya, Turkiye’nin farkli bélgelerinde bu programi uygulayan 30 ingilizce
O0gretmeni gonullu olarak katilmistir. Veriler, gériisme yoluyla elde edilmis ve igerik analizi ile analiz
edilmistir. Arastirma, 6gretmenlerin programla ilgili genel olarak olumlu fikirlere sahip olduklarini
actklamistir. Programin kazanimlari ve igeriginin uygun ya da kismen uygun oldugunu belirten
ogretmenlerin kullandiklari metot, teknik ve etkinliklerin programda onerilenlerle benzer nitelikte
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Fakat sinif yonetimi, arag-gereg yetersizligi ve hedef kitleye etkili bir sekilde
O0gretim yapamama gibi sorunlarla karsilastiklarini da belirtmislerdir.

iyitoglu ve Alci (2015) ingilizce dgretmelerinin bu programla ilgili disiincelerini incelemislerdir.
Veriler, Tirkiye'nin 5 farkh sehrinde bulunan 14 devlet okulunda cgalisan 14 6gretmenden goriisme
yoluyla elde edilmistir. Arastirma bulgulari, 6gretmenlerin bu programi ihtiya¢ analizi, degerlendirme,
yas ve seviye uygunlugu, 6gretim teknikleri ve kelime 6gretimi konularinda begendiklerini, fakat arag-
gereg yetersizligi, kalabalik siniflarda uygulamaya uygun olmamasi, kiltiirel odagin belirsizligi, gerekli
o6grenme tekniklerinin eksikligi ve 6grencilerle velilerdeki motivasyon yetersizligi konularinda programi
elestirdigini gbstermistir.

Aragtirmanin Amaci

Birgok program uzmani, bir programin hedeflere ulagsmada basarili olabilmesi igin dikkat edilmesi
gereken bircok degisken oldugunu ve bir programin uygulamaya konuldugunda bazi zorluklarla
karsilasmanin ¢ok olasi bir durum oldugunu belirtmektedir. Clinki her program uyulmasi gereken belirli
standartlara sahip bir teori Uzerine insa edilir ve programin basarisizlikla sonuglanmamasi igin
uygulayicilarin programda belirtilen standartlara uymasi hayati 6neme sahiptir. Diger bir deyisle,
programin insanlarin bekledigi gibi uygulanip uygulanmadiginin dogrulanmasi gerekmektedir (Provus,
1969). Bu bakimdan, bu arastirmanin amaci yeni programdaki 6gretmen rolleri, arag-geregler ve
etkinliklerin planlandigi gibi uygulanip uygulanmadigini bulmaktir. Bu amaca dayali olarak, asagidaki
arastirma sorusu ve ilgili alt sorulara cevaplar aranmistir:

1. Program ilkokul 2. siniflarda ders veren 6gretmenler tarafindan planlandigi gibi uygulanmakta midir?
1. 1. Beklenen 6gretmen davranislari ne siklikla sergilenmektedir?
1. 2. 2. sinif ingilizce programinda &nerilen arac-geregler ne siklikta kullanilmaktadir?

1. 3. Onerilen etkinlikler 6gretmenler tarafindan ne siklikta uygulanmaktadir?

Arastirmanin Onemi

Bu program kisa zaman 6nce uygulamaya konuldugu icin, dnceki ¢alismalarda goriildigi gibi bircok
sorunla karsilasmasi olasidir. Bu galisma, program standartlarini bir bitin olarak yerine getirildigini
bulmak amaciyla hem ingilizce 6gretmenleri hem de bu programi uygulayan diger 6gretmenlerin
uygulamalarini igerdigi icin 6zglindir. Ayrica, bu ¢alisma diislik sosyoekonomik statiiye sahip bir bolgede
yapildigi icin, bulgulari benzer bélgelere genellenebilir ve farkh bélgelerde yapilacak galismalara da yol
gosterici olmasi beklenmektedir.

Yontem

Calismanin bu boéliminde arastirma modeli, degerlendirme modeli, katilimcilar, veri toplama
araclari, veri toplama siireci ve verilerin analizi kisimlarina yer verilmistir.
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Arastirma Modeli

Evrenin bazi degiskenlere gére nasil bir dagilim gosterdigini ve bir grubun yeni 2. sinif ingilizce
programi ile ilgili algilari hakkinda veriler toplamak amaciyla betimleyici tarama yontemi arastirma
modeli olarak kullanilmistir (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). “Tarama ydntemleri kapsamlari
bakimindan farklik gosterebilir. Ornegin, lise sonrasi egitimdeki cagdas gelismelerle ilgili bir calisma
bitin bati Avrupa’y! icerebilir ya da yalnizca bir liseyle sinirlandirilabilir” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison,
2007, p. 205). Diger bir deyisle, bulgularin genellenebilecegi evrene bagldir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari ise
diistik sosyo-ekonomik statliye sahip bélgelere genellenebilir.

Degerlendirme Modeli

Richards (2001) program degerlendirmede bir programin farkhh bolimlerinin odak noktasi
olabilecegini belirtmektedir ve bu bolimler program tasarimi, ders programi, programin igerigi, siniftaki
suregler, arag-gerecler, 6gretmenler, 6gretmen egitimi, 6grenciler, kurum, personel egitimi ve/veya
karar verme olabilir. Bu arastirmada, Stufflebeam tarafindan gelistirilen Baglam, Girdi, Sureg, Uriin
(BGSU) degerlendirme modelinin siire¢ bélimi kullaniimistir, ¢linkii bu kismi “planlanan ve gergeklesen
etkinlikler arasindaki uyumu bulmak” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 343) igin kullanilabilir.

Stufflebeam (1971) degerlendirmeyi “karar alternatiflerini degerlendirmek igin faydah bilgileri elde
etme ve betimleme siireci” (Cite in: Gredler, 1996, p. 46) olarak tanimlar. “Bu siiregler 4 idari bolim tiiri
icin uygulanir ve bu bdlimlerin her biri farkli bir degerlendirme c¢esidini temsil eder” [ve] “bu
degerlendirmeler birbirinden bagimsiz veya bitlinlesik bir sirayla yapilabilir” (Gredler, 1996, p. 46). Diger
bir deyisle, bir degerlendirmeci amacina dayanarak bu modelin sadece bir bolimini veya 2 bolumina
veya 4 bolumind de kullanabilir (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004; Gredler, 1996; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2004).

Stufflebeam ve Shinkfeld (1985) tarafindan belirtildigi gibi, modelin bu bolimi kullanilarak asagidaki
sorulara cevap aranabilir: “Etkinlikler planlandigi gibi uygulaniyor mu? Halihazirdaki kaynaklar etkili bir
sekilde kullaniliyor mu? Program katilimcilari rollerini kabul edip gergeklestiriyorlar mi?” (Cite in: Tung,
2010, p. 26).

Katilimcilar

Bu calismanin hedef evrenini Ankara’nin disik sosyo-ekonomik statili bolgelerindeki devlet
okullarinda ingilizce’yi yabanci dil olarak égrenen ilkokul 2. sinif 6grencilerinin ingilizce derslerine giren
biitlin ingilizce dgretmenlerini kapsamaktadir. Ulasilabilir evren Altindag bélgesindeki biitiin ilkokullarda
ingilizce derslerine giren 6gretmenlerdir.

Bu calismada kiime 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmistir. Altindag’da 64 adet ilkokul bulunmaktadir. Bu
okullar arasindan 28 okul rastgele secilmis ve bu okullardaki biitlin 6gretmenlere bir anket verilmistir.
Biitiin ingilizce 6gretmenleri (n=25) ve 37 sinif 6gretmeni calisma icin géniilli olmustur, bundan dolay:
bu calismanin toplamdaki 6rneklemini ilkokul 2. siniflarin ingilizce dersine giren 62 6gretmen
olusturmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

MEB (2015) tarafindan gelistirilen program, programin standartlarini bulmak igin ana veri kaynagi
olarak kullanilmis ve bu da calismanin dokiiman analizi kismini olusturmustur. Bu standartlardan
yararlanilarak 6gretmenlerin programin uygulanisi ile ilgili goruslerini toplamaya yarayacak bir anket
gelistirilmistir. Anket 3 bolimden olusmaktadir. ilk bélim beklenen &gretmen davranislari ile ilgili 5
maddeden olusmakta, ikinci bolim arag-gereglerle ilgili 10 maddeden olusmakta ve Uglinclii bolim
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etkinliklerle ilgili 9 maddeden olusmaktadir. Arag gelistirme sirecinde, uzman goértsi alinmis ve
anketteki maddelerin gegerligi, acikligi ve anlasilirigini kontrol etmek igin ayni bolgede calisan 6rneklem
digi 6 6gretmene uygulanmistir. Alinan donitiin hemen hemen hepsi olumluydu ve goz ardi edilebilir
kiicik bir dizeltmeden sonra anket segilen 6rnekleme uygulandi. Anketin glvenirligini 6l¢mek igin,
Cronbach’in Alfasi hesaplandi. Bu degerler ankette bulunan 3 bolim olan beklenen 6gretmen
davranislari, arag-gerecler ve etkinlikler igin, sirasiyla, .88, .85 ve .92 olarak bulunmustur.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Veriler 2014/2015 egitim ve 6gretim yilinin sonlarina dogru toplandi ve veri toplama siireci bir aydan
uzun bir siire slirdi. Arastirmanin uygulamasi igin izin almak amaciyla secilen okullarin mudurlerini
telefonla arandi. Kabul edilince, arastirmaci bu okullari sahsen ziyaret edip anketleri dagitti ve
katilimcilarin anketi doldurmasini bekledi. Bazi okullarda ziyaret glinlerinde 6gretmenler okulda degildi,
o ylizden anketler 6gretmenlere verilmesi i¢in idarecilere teslim edildi, bundan dolayi bu okullar iki defa
ziyaret edildi.

Verilerin Analizi

Anket yoluyla toplanan veriler biriktirildi ve SPSS 22.00 programi kullanilarak analiz edildi. Toplanan
veriler, frekans, ylzde, ortalama ve standart sapma gibi betimleyici istatistik yontemleri kullanilarak
analiz edildi.

Bulgular

Bu bolim galismanin bulgularini icermektedir. Arastirmanin amaci 6gretmen rolleri, arag-gerecler ve
etkinlikler bakimindan yeni programin planlandigi gibi uygulanip uygulanmadigini bulmaktir. Veri analizi
bulgulari ylizde, frekans, ortalama ve standart sapmalari gdsteren tablolarda sunulmustur.

Tablo 1.
Katihmcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri.
Degiskenler Seviyeler f %
Cinsiyet Erkek 14 23.00
Kadin 48 87.00
is Deneyimi 0-5yil 10 16.00
6-10 yil 34 55.00
11 yil+ 18 29.00
Bransi ingilizce Ogretmeni 25 40.00
Sinif Ogretmeni 37 60.00
Bu yas grubu ile daha 6nceki deneyim Hayir 12 19.00
Evet 40 81.00

Tablo 1'de gosterilen katilimcilara ait demografik 6zelliklere gore, kadin 6gretmenler (%87.00) erkek
O0gretmenlerden (%23.00) fazladir; 6gretmenlerin yarisindan fazlasi (%55.00) 6-10 yil arasi is deneyimine
sahip, dortte birinden fazlasi (%29.00) 11 yildan daha fazla is deneyimine sahip, yaklasik beste biri
(%16.00) ise 0-5 yil arasi is deneyimine sahiptir; ingilizce 6gretmeni sayisi (%40.00), sinif 6gretmeni
sayisindan (%60.00) fazladir; 6gretmenlerin dortte lGglinden fazlasi (%81.00) ilkokul 2. sinif 6grencileri ile
daha 6nce ¢alismis iken yaklasik dortte biri (%19.00) bu yas grubu ile daha dnce galismamistir.
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Ogretmen Rolleri

Aragtirmanin birinci alt sorusu 2. sinif ingilizce programinda belirtilen &gretmen rollerinin ne sikilikta
gercgeklestigini bulmak icin sorulmustur. Bulgular, Tablo 2’de 6zetlenmistir.

Tablo 2.
Ogretmenleri Rolleri Hakkindaki Algilari.

Hig Nadiren Bazen Sik sik Her zaman
Beklenen Ogretmen Rolleri f % f % f % f % f %
1. ingilizce iletisim kurarim 25 40.00 5 800 15 24.00 14 23.00 3 5.00

2. iletisim sirasinda égrencilerin 4 7.00 19 30.00 10 16.00 15 24.00 14 23.00
hatalarina dikkat ederim

3. Bilinenden bilinmeyene 2 3.00 3 500 5 800 15 24.00 37 60.00
dogru 6gretim yaparim

4. Ogrencilere gramer 6 9.00 13 21.00 24 39.00 5 8.00 14 23.00
kurallarini yazdirirnm

5. Konusurken jest ve mimik 4 7.00 3 5.00 7 11.00 19 31.00 29 47.00
kullanirim

Tablo 2’de gérildiigi gibi, ilk madde igin katilimcilarin %40.00"1 “hi¢” ingilizce iletisim kurmadigini
belirtirken, dortte biri (%24.00) “bazen”, yaklasik doértte biri (%23.00) “sik sik”, %8.00’i “nadiren” ve
%5.00’i “her zaman” ingilizce iletisim kurdugunu belirtmistir. ikinci madde icin, katihmcilarin dértte
birinden fazlasi (%30.00) “nadiren”, yaklasik dértte biri (%24.00) “sik sik”, beste birinden fazlasi (%23.00)
“her zaman”, yaklasik dortte biri (%16.00) “bazen” iletisim sirasinda 6grencilerin hatalarina dikkat
ettigini ve %7.00’si “hi¢” dikkat etmedigini belirtmistir. Uglincii madde igin, katihmcilarin biiyiik
¢ogunlugu (%60.00) “her zaman”, yaklasik dértte biri (%24.00) “sik sik”, %16.00’s1 ise “hig, nadiren veya
bazen” bilinenden bilinmeyene dogru 6gretim yaptigini belirtmistir. Dordiinci madde igin, katilimcilarin
yaklasik beste ikisi (%39.00) “bazen”, besten birinden fazlasi (%23.00) “her zaman”, beste birinden
fazlasi (%21.00) “bazen”, ve %8.00'i “sik sik” ogrencilere gramer kurallarini yazdirdiklarini
belirtirken%9.00’u ise “hi¢” yazdirmadiklarini belirtmislerdir. Besinci madde igin, katilimcilarin yaklasik
yarisi (%47.00) “her zaman”, dortte birinden fazlasi (%31.00) “sik sik”, sadece %12.00’si “hi¢ veya
nadiren” jest ve mimik kullandigini ya da kullanmadigini belirtmistir.

Arag-Geregler

ikinci alt-soru programda 6nerilen arag-gereclerin ne siklikta kullanildigini bulmak icin sorulmustur.
Arac-gerec kullanimi ile ilgili bulgular Tablo 3’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3’te gosterilen ortalama ve standart sapmalara gore, en ¢oktan en az kullanilan arag-gereg
siralamasi soyledir: “Gérsel arag-geregler” (X = 3.90, Ss= 1.04), “isitsel arag-geregler” (X= 3.44, Ss=1.18),
“Posterler” (X= 3.34, Ss= 1.27), “Sarkilar” (X= 3.27, Ss= 1.15), “Resimler” (X= 3.23, Ss= 1.41),
“Karikatiirler” (X= 2.69, Ss= 1.26), “Peri masallar’” (X= 2.44, Ss=1.17), “Hikayeler” (X= 2.42, Ss= 1.24),
“Reklamlar” (Y= 2.32, Ss= 1.21) ve “Siirler” (Y= 2.16, Ss= 1.18). Daha somut bir sekilde ifade etmek
gerekirse, Ogretmenlerin  %42.00’si karikatlrleri “hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini
belirtirken, %27.00’si “siki sik veya her zaman” kullandigini ifade etmistir. Ogretmenlerin %43.00'i
sarkilari  “sik stk veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, %26.00’si “hi¢ veya nadiren”
kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %60.00"1 peri masallarini “hi¢ veya nadiren”
kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %20.00’si “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir.
Ogretmenlerin %68.00'i siirleri “hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %20.00’si “sik
stk veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %57.00’si hikayeleri “hi¢c veya nadiren”
kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %26.00’s1 “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir.

506



Suat KAYA, Ahmet OK — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(4), 2016, 491-512

Tablo 3.
Ogretmenlerin Arag-gere¢ Kullanimi ile ilgili Algilari.

Hig Nadiren Bazen Sik sik Her zaman
Arag-Geregler f % f % f % f % f % X S
1. Karikattirler 15 24.00 11 18.00 19 31.00 12 19.00 5 8.00 2.69 1.26
2. Sarkilar 4 7.00 12 19.00 19 31.00 17 27.00 10 16.00 3.27 1.15
3. Peri masallari 14 23.00 23 37.00 13  21.00 8 13.00 4 7.00 244 1.17
4. Siirler 23 37.00 19 31.00 9 15.00 9 15.00 2 3.00 2.16 1.18
5. Hikayeler 19 31.00 16 26.00 11 18.00 14 23.00 2 3.00 242 1.24
6. Posterler 5 8.00 12 19.00 17 27.00 13 21.00 15 23.00 3.34 1.27
7.Reklamlar 21 34.00 15 24.00 13 21.00 11 18.00 2 3.00 232 1.21
8. Resimler 13  21.00 4 7.00 13 21.00 20 32.00 12 19.00 3.23 141
9.isitsel arag- 7 11.00 3 5.00 19 31.00 22 3600 11 18.00 344 1.18
geregler
10.Gorsel arag- 2 3.00 5 8.00 9 15.00 27 4400 19 31.00 3.90 1.04
gerecler

Ogretmenlerin  %27.00’si posterleri “hic veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken,
%44.00'0 “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %56.00’si reklamlari “hig veya
nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %21.00’i “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini
belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %26.00’si resimleri “hic veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken,
%51.00’i “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %14.00’i isitsel arac-geregleri
“hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %54.00’U “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini
belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %11.00’i gérsel arag-geregleri “hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini
belirtirken, %75.00’i “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtmistir.

Etkinlikler

Ugiincii alt-soru 2. sinif ingilizce programinda belirtilen etkinliklerin 6gretmenler tarafindan ne
sikhikta uygulandigini bulmak i¢in sorulmustur. Bu sorunun bulgulari Tablo 4’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 4’te gosterilen ortalama ve standart sapmalara gore, en ¢oktan en az kullanilan etkinliklerin
siralamasi soyledir: “Boyama” (X= 4.11, S= .89), “Eslestirme” (X= 4.05, $s=.88), “Soru-cevap” (X= 4.00,
Ss= .96), “Etiketleme” (X=, $s=.98), “Cizim yapma” (X= 3.97, Ss=.99), “Rol yapma” (X= 3.26, Ss= 1.13),
“Hikaye anlatimi” (X=2.98, Ss=1.21), “Dinleme” (X= 2.82, Ss= 1.14) ve “Konusma” (X= 2.66, Ss=.75).

Tablo 4.
Ogretmenlerin Etkinliklerle ilgili Algilari.

Hig Nadiren Bazen Sik sik Her zaman
Etkinlikler f % f % f % f % f % X Ss
1. Rol yapma 1 200 20 32.00 13 21.00 18 29.00 10 16.00 3.26 1.13
2. Hikaye anlatma 9 15.00 11 18.00 21 34.00 14 22.00 7 11.00 298 1.21
3. Eslestirme 0 0.00 5 8.00 7 11.00 30 48.00 20 32.00 4.05 .88
4. Etiketleme 0 0.00 6 10.00 12 19.00 22 36.00 22 36.00 397 .98
5. Boyama 0 0.00 4 7.00 9 15.00 25 40.00 24 39.00 4.11 .89
6. Cizim yapma 2 3.00 2 3.00 13 21.00 24 39.00 21 34.00 397 .99
7.Soru-cevap 1 2.00 2 3.00 16 26.00 20 32.00 23 37.00 4.00 .96
8. Dinleme 6 10.00 22 36.00 17 26.00 11 18.00 6 10.00 2.82 1.14
9. Konusma 0 0.00 31 50.00 21 34.00 10 16.00 0 0.00 266 .75
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Daha somut bir sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse, 6gretmenlerin %45.00'i rol yapma etkinliklerini “sik sik
veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, %34.00'G “hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini
belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %33.00’t hikdye anlatimi etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman” ve %34.00’{
“bazen” kullandigini belirtirken, %33.00’G “hig veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtmistir.
Ogretmenlerin %80.00’i eslestirme etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, %8.00’i
“nadiren” kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %72.00’si etiketleme etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her
zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, %10.00’'u “nadiren” kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %79.00’u
boyama etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, yalnizca %7.00’si “nadiren”
kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %73.00’i cizim yapma etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman”
kullandigini belirtirken, sadece %6.00’si “hi¢ veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtmistir.
Ogretmenlerin %69.00’u soru-cevap etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken,
yalnizca %5.00’i “hi¢c veya nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %28.00’i
dinleme etkinliklerini “sik sik veya her zaman” kullandigini belirtirken, %48.00’i “hi¢ veya nadiren”
kullanmadigini/kullandigini  belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin %50.00’si konusma etkinliklerini “hic veya
nadiren” kullanmadigini/kullandigini belirtirken, %16.00’s1 “sik sik” kullandigini belirtmistir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmanin amaci yeni programdaki 6gretmen rolleri, arag-geregler ve etkinliklerin planlandig
gibi uygulanip uygulanmadigini bulmakti.

Demografik bulgulara gére, programi uygulayan 6gretmenlerin biiyiik cogunlugu ingilizce 6gretmeni
degil, sinif 6gretmenleridir, kadin 6gretmen sayisi erkek 6gretmen sayisindan fazladir, 6gretmenlerin is
deneyimi 3-21 yillari arasinda degismektedir ve Ogretmenlerin ¢cogu bu yas grubu ile daha 6nce
¢alismistir.

Beklendik o6gretmen rolleri ile ilgili bulgulara bakildiginda, 6gretmenlerin 6grencilere gramer
kurallarini yazdirmasi ve iletisim sirasinda Ogrencilerin hatalarini diizeltmesi programin standartlari
arasinda olmayan davraniglardir.

Etkinliklerle ilgili bulgulara gére, nispeten daha az kullanilan dinleme ve konusma etkinliklerinin
disindaki etkinlikler programda belirtildigi gibi uygulanmaktadir. Bu bulgu Kicliktepe vd. (2014)
tarafindan yapilan galisma ile uyumluluk géstermektedir.

Arac-gerecler ile ilgili bulgular, programda belirtilen arag-gereclerin yeteri kadar kullaniimadigini
gostermektedir. Ozellikle, muhtemelen bu okullarda olmayan gérsel ve isitsel arac-geregler yeteri kadar
kullaniimamaktadir. Bu bulgu, Merter vd. (2014) ve Kugliktepe vd. (2014) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmalarla ayni dogrultudadir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin bu programi uygulayabilecegini belirten Ekus ve Babayigit’in (2013) aksine, bu
calismanin bulgulari sinif 6gretmenlerinin zorluklar yasadigini ve bu programi uygulayabilmek igin ¢ok
daha fazla egitime ihtiyaclari oldugunu géstermektedir.

Genel olarak, bu bulgularin 2. siniftaki yabanci dil egitimi ile ilgili bazi énemli noktalara karar
vericilerinin dikkatini cekmesi beklenmektedir. ilk olarak, calismaya katilan sinif gretmeni sayisinin
ingilizce ®gretmeni sayisindan fazla olmasi bitiin dgrencilerin ingilizce &gretmenleri tarafindan
egitilmedigini gostermektedir. Bu durum iki nedenden kaynaklanmis olabilir. Birincisi, bu program alt
yap! ile ilgili dikkatli planlama yapilmadan uygulamaya konuldugu igin Ogretmen vyetersizligi
bulunmaktadir. ikincisi, ingilizce 6gretmenleri bu bolgede calismayl tercih etmemektedir. Sinif
dgretmenlerinin ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin bilgi ve tecriibesine sahip olmadiklari diistinilirse, sinif
o6gretmenleri tarafindan uygulanan bu program ve sinif 6gretmenleri tarafindan egitilen 6grencilerin
basarili olmasi beklenemez. Bu durum, bu 6grencilerin ileriki siniflarda dezavantajli gruplar arasina
girmesine sebep olabilir, ¢linkii ingilizce 6gretmenleri tarafindan egitilen 6grencilerin daha basarili
olmasi veya yabanci dile karsi daha olumlu tutumlara sahip olmasi muhtemeldir.
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ikinci bir not olarak, 6gretmelerin yabanci dil egitimi ve program hakkindaki bilgisizliginden ya da bu
degisime karsi olmalarindan kaynaklanan sebeplerden dolay program standartlari ile uyumlu olmayan
bircok eylem gériilmektedir. Ornegin, bu programin ana hedefi 6grencilerin dinleme ve konusma
becerilerini gelistirmek olmasina ragmen, dinleme ve konusma etkinlikleri en az uygulanan etkinlikler
arasindadir. Bu durumun sebebi ise ya 6grenciler bu hedeflere ulasacak seviyede degiller ya da
ogretmenler 6grencelere yardimci olacak kaliteye sahip degiller. Ayni sekilde, programda defter tutmak
bile 6nerilmezken, 6gretmenler gramer kurallari 6gretmektedirler.

Son olarak, literatlirdeki bircok calismada belirtildigi gibi, saglikh bir uygulamayi engelleyen arag-
gereg yetersizligi bu calismada da goriilmektedir. Bu galisma dusiik sosyo-ekonomik statliye sahip bir
bolgede yuruttldigi igin, bu sonug bu okullarin konumundan da kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

Bu bulgulara dayanarak, asagidaki 6nerilerde bulunulabilir:

» Gerekli Ozelliklere sahip yeteri kadar 6gretmen tedarik edilmeden, yeni bir program uygulamaya
konulmamadir.

¢ Dinleme ve konusma etkinliklerine daha fazla yer verilmeli ve daha fazla isitsel ve gérsel arag-gereg
kullanilmalidir.

e Egitim ve Ogretim yilinin basinda, bu programi uygulayacak 6gretmenlere gerekli arag-gerecler
saglanmalidir.

* Programda belirtildigi gibi s6zlii pratigi arttiracak iletisimsel etkinliklere daha fazla yer verilmelidir.

¢ Kisa bir sureligine de olsa, sinif 6gretmenleri bu programi uygulayacaksa, onlara hizmet i¢i egitim
saglanmali ve onlar da okullarindaki ingilizce 6gretmenlerinden yardim istemelidirler.

Calismanin Sinirhiliklari ve ilerideki Arastirmalar igin Oneriler

“Ogretmenlerin sinifta yasandigina inandigi ile gercekte yasananlar arasinda uyumsuzluk” (Nunan,
1993, p. 139) olabileceginden nicel verilere ek olarak gozlemlerden ve 6grencilerden elde edilecek nitel
veriler de toplanabilir. Ayrica, daha genis bir genelleme igin daha biylk bir 6érneklem kullanilabilir.
Ayrica, belli standartlara niye uyulmadigini bulmak igin 6gretmenlerle gériismelere yapilabilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu calismanin bir bolimi 22-24 Ekim 2015 tarihinde Adana’da yapilan 3. Uluslararasi Egitim
Programlari ve Ogretim Kongresi’'nde sunulmustur.
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