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studies have been done and Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient
was calculated as .82. The scale is four-dimensional and reveals 67.4% of the
total variance. The scale has four sub-scales (Professional Autonomy, Process
Autonomy, Assessment Autonomy, and Planning Autonomy). Confirmatory
factor analysis results support that the scale consisted of four subscales
(RMSEA= .05, CFI= .98, AGFI= .89, RMR= .05, GFI= .93, SRMR=.06).
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Introduction

The reform activities carried out in many areas of education have brought about significant changes
in the way the teaching profession is defined and the areas of competence are specified. These changes
have especially shaped teachers’ in-class practices, and with the increasing popularity of student-
centred education, radical changes have occurred in the roles of teachers (Acikgéz; 2016; Demirel,
2004; Sonmez, 2008). One of the first of these changes that comes to mind is the concept of
“Autonomy”.

There are numerous studies which deal with the concept of autonomy in the student, teacher and
school dimensions (Bustingorry, 2008; Chan, 2001; Ingersoll, 2007; Little, 1995; Littlewood, 1996).
Although all these dimensions include the basic components of autonomy (independence, freedom to
make decisions, power of control, etc.), they have critical differences in structure. It is seen that these
studies mainly concentrate on “school autonomy” and “learner autonomy” (Little, 1995; Oztiirk, 2011),
whereas in the last 20 years, the number of studies related to “teacher autonomy” has increased
(Benson, 2010; Benson and Huang, 2008; Burkert and Schwienhorst, 2008; Cakir and Balcikanli 2012;
Ding, 2009; Dymoke and Harrison, 2006; Hong and Youngs, 2016).

Studies related to teacher autonomy have an important place in the development of educational
environments (Brunetti, 2001; Friedman, 1999; Kuku and Taylor, 2002; Pearson and Hall, 1993;
Pearson and Moomaw, 2005). It is seen that the literature related to teacher autonomy concentrates
on conceptualisation studies (Friedman, 1999; Oztiirk, 2011; Pearson and Hall, 1993), correlational
studies in which relationships are revealed in terms of various variables (Edgar and Warren, 1969;
Koustelios, Karabatzaki and Kousteliou, 2004; Kuku and Taylor, 2002; Pearson and Moomaw, 2005),
and qualitative studies (Cakir and Balcgikanli 2012, Ding, 2009; Dymoke and Harrison, 2006; Hong and
Youngs, 2016).

A more specific dimension of teacher autonomy is curriculum autonomy. Teachers’ autonomy over
the curriculum includes practices such as making decisions related to the curriculum, organising
teaching plans, selecting teaching methods, and student evaluation (LaCoe, 2006; Pearson and
Moomaw, 2005; Vangrieken et al., 2017). The fact that teachers have a large area of autonomy over
the curriculum makes focusing on this aspect of teacher autonomy important.

In order to determine teachers’ levels of curriculum autonomy, efforts to develop a scale with
established validity and reliability are essential. When the literature is examined, it is seen that there
are a limited number of scale development studies that focus on teachers’ curriculum autonomy (Colak
and Altinkurt, 2017; Friedman, 1999; Ulas and Aksu, 2015). In these studies, an attempt is made to
reveal levels of curriculum autonomy among teachers from different branches and with different
seniority levels. No study can be found that focuses on curriculum autonomy in science teachers.

The Science Curriculum was newly prepared and revised by the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) in 2005, based on a student-centred approach and constructivism, and was updated in 2013
and 2017 in the light of contemporary developments (MoNE, 2005, 2013, 2017). These programmes
have components for supporting teacher autonomy in the areas of planning, organising the evaluation
process, defining activities and implementing activities. In this case, it has become important to reveal
the extent to which science teachers in particular perceive their autonomy in the curriculum
implementation process. The aim of this study is to develop a Curriculum Autonomy Scale for
determining science teachers’ perceptions of autonomy over the curriculum. It is expected that the
scale will be a resource that can be used as a tool to gather data for specialists in the field of
“Curriculum and Instruction” in their studies on teacher autonomy.
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Conceptual Framework

A number of different definitions of the concept of autonomy can be found in the literature. Oshana
(2003) defines autonomy as an individual’s having a say in actions and choices that direct his/her own
life. According to a similar definition made by Oguzkan (1974), autonomy is an individual’s possession
of a certain amount of independence in directing his/her own behaviours. Littlewood (1996) defines
autonomy as an individual’s ability to make choices in directing his/her own behaviours and having an
independent capacity to carry out these behaviours. By drawing attention mostly to the conscientious
significance of autonomy, Piaget (1932) explains autonomy as the directing of an individual’s
behaviours by the self, without any external or internal pressure (Piaget, 1932, cited by Moomaw,
2005). Pitt (2010) defines autonomy as modern humans’ quality of being unaffected by external
influences and of using their free will.

The common aspect of these definitions of autonomy consists of individuals having a say in actions
and choices that direct their own lives. An individual who can direct his/her own behaviours works
independently, initiates new activities, and in order to adapt these to changing conditions, makes
changes to existing situations. In this study, autonomy is defined as a person’s ability to freely make
decisions related to his/her own behaviours, and, while making these decisions, to remain
independent of external influences as much as possible.

Studies can be found which reveal that autonomy has an effect on students’ academic performance,
and on adults’ job satisfaction and professional performance (Garcia and Pintrich, 1996; Hmel and
Pincus, 2002). By its nature, teaching is one of the professions in which autonomy is strong. The existing
structure of schools induces teachers to work independently of external control in self-contained
classes (Anderson, 1987). Therefore, focusing on teacher autonomy has become important.

There are various definitions of teacher autonomy in the related literature. Pearson and Moomaw
(2005) explain teacher autonomy as teachers’ capacity to control themselves and the learning
environment. According to Little (1995), autonomy can be expressed as teachers’ capacities for
independent actions, reflective thinking and objectivity. Ingersoll (1997) defines teacher autonomy as
teachers’ ability to make joint decisions in planning the learning process and in instructional matters.
Benson (2010) regards autonomy as teachers’ ability to make free decisions independently of external
control and pressure. Edgar and Warren (1969), however, express teachers’ control over a specific area
of duty and ability to make their own decisions as active autonomy.

In its broadest sense, teacher autonomy is defined as levels of freedom possessed by teachers in
determining curriculum outcomes and contents, choosing course books, selecting teaching methods,
and deciding on assessment activities (Eurydice, 2008). Teacher autonomy is regarded as one of the
professional qualities (Eraut, 1994). A teacher’s right to have control over his/her own practices
constitutes an important dimension of autonomy (Sachs, 2000).

According to Friedman (1999), besides being active in educational activities, teachers should also
be active in planning, developing and directing all the instructional processes. Teachers’ natural
leadership and autonomy over teaching processes will become more meaningful with an increase in
their autonomy in the other areas.

Teacher autonomy can be examined in five different levels (Freidman, 1999):

No autonomy: Teachers’ views are not consulted in relation to planning, implementing and
evaluating instruction or to participation in school processes, nor are they allowed to display
autonomous behaviours.

Scant autonomy: Teachers are allowed limited authority within the boundaries of teaching
programmes defined by school administrators, and are granted a weak area of choice.
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Moderate autonomy: Teachers are permitted to make different plans, generate new ideas and
develop programmes, but to implement these, a stringent procedure is applied and they have to obtain
the necessary permission.

High autonomy: Teachers are granted considerable authority to develop and implement new
teaching programmes, plans and methods, within the boundaries of general regulations and principles.

Complete autonomy: Teachers are granted complete freedom to develop and implement new
teaching programmes, plans and methods within the framework of generally accepted moral and legal
principles.

The rigid, centralised structure of education systems, inadequacy of school-based curriculum
development, existence of a centralised exam system, and lack of authority in determining outcomes
and contents, all prevent teachers from having a high degree of autonomy. Despite all these obstacles
to autonomy, teachers have much greater authority in the curriculum implementation process. When
teachers are in charge of instruction, they develop analytical and reflective strategies for the learning
process, they do not remain limited to the framework drawn up by the curriculum, and they implement
different instructional activities effectively. Teachers’ regarding themselves as a competent authority
and their direction of the learning process with their own decisions and creation of personalised rules
in class are an indicator of their autonomy (Franklin, 1988). Teachers’ determination of work methods
and resources and their consideration of in-class practices and lesson planning are associated with
their autonomy (Burkert and Schwienhorst, 2008).

Method
Research Model

In this study, validity and reliability analyses are made for a measurement tool developed with a
survey model in order to determine perceived autonomy over the curriculum among science teachers
employed in secondary schools located in the province of lzmir, Turkey.
Factor analysis was used to determine the structural validity of the scale. Factor analysis examines
whether scores obtained from a scale measure the characteristic that the test wishes to measure
(Bayukozturk, Kihg-Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz, and Demirel, 2011). Moreover, factor analysis also
enables a large number of items included in the scale to be expressed with a smaller number of new
data structures (Karasar, 2003; Ozdamar, 1999).
In this study, since the factors of the scale used were not known prior to analysis, structural validity
analyses were begun with Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with the aim of revealing the factor
structure of the scale. In the EFA performed in this study, principal components analysis, which is
frequently consulted as a factor extraction technique, was used (Bliytukoztiirk, 2014). In the process of
forming the factors in the factor analysis, the following criteria were taken into consideration:
1. The factor loading values of the items should be .40 or greater (Blyukoztirk, 2014; Sencan,
2005),

2. There should be a difference of .10 or more between the loading value of a factor and the
loading values of other factors found in the items (Blylikoztiirk, 2014; Cecen, 2006),

3. Items grouped under each factor separately should be consistent with each other in terms of
meaning and content (Cecen, 2006),

4. The eigenvalue of each factor should be at least 1 or higher (Buylkéztiirk, 2014; Cecen, 2006;
Sencan, 2005),

5. There should be at least 3 items in each factor (Sencan, 2005).

In order to confirm the factors that emerged as a result of the EFA, Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was performed on the same sample group. Performing EFA and CFA on the same sample does
not create a problem (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1993; Thompson, 2005).
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Study Group

The study group of the research consisted of 178 science teachers who were employed in secondary
schools located in the province of Izmir, Turkey, during the 2018-2019 academic year. Information
related to the study group of the research is included in Table 1.

Table 1.
Background Information Related to Teachers

Variables f %
State 135 75.8

School Type Private 43 24.2
0-5 years 27 15.2

Professional Seniority 6-10 years 49 27.5
11-15 years 45 25.3
16 years and over 57 32.0
Education Faculty 125 70.2

Department/Faculty Graduated from  Science Faculty /Physics 28 15.7
Science Faculty /Chemistry 15 8.4
Science Faculty /Biology 9 5.1
Low 45 25.3

Socio-Economic Level of School Medium 67 376
High 66 37.1
0-15 11 6.2
16-20 35 19.7

Number of Students in Class 21-30 75 42.1
31-40 45 25.3
41-50 12 6.7

In-Service Training Received Yes 108 60.7
No 70 39.3

Participation in Yes 93 52.2

Local/National/International Projects No 85 47.8

Development Process for Curriculum Autonomy Scale

The Curriculum Autonomy Scale was prepared with the aim of determining science teachers’
perceived autonomy over the curriculum. Following a review of the literature, an item pool of 50 items
considered to be related to teacher autonomy was created. The scale was prepared as a 5-point Likert-
type, and is scored as “Never” (1), “Rarely” (2), Sometimes (3), Frequently (4) and “Always” (5).

During the development of the scale, an item pool of 50 items aimed at determining teachers’
perceptions of curriculum autonomy was created. Of these items, which were examined by 3
academicians who are experts in the field of scale development, 12 were removed from the form, as
they were considered not to be related to autonomy. The form consisting of the remaining 38 items
was administered to 8 science teachers as a pilot study. Following the pilot study, it was decided to
remove 9 more items from the scale. Thus, a scale form consisting of 29 items was obtained. This form
was administered to 185 teachers employed in 52 different schools in 8 districts of lzmir province
during the 2018—-2019 academic year. It was determined that 7 teachers gave the same answer to all
items, and since reliability could not be ensured, these forms were not included in the research.
Consequently, analysis was performed on the remaining 178 teacher forms. In the literature, sample
sizes between 100 and 200 are stated to be adequate, especially when the factors are strong and
distinct (Blylikoztirk, 2002).
Data Analysis

Validity and reliability analyses of the scale were carried out in line with the data gathered from the
178 science teachers who participated in the research.
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Reliability Analysis

During the reliability analysis of the scale, item-total test score correlations and Cronbach’s alpha
internal consistency coefficients were examined with the SPSS 23.0 software program. The Cronbach
alpha internal consistency coefficient provides an insight into correlation between items forming a
scale (Tan, 2016). Alpha coefficient values of .70 and over show that the reliability level is adequate.
The item-total test score correlation explains the relationship between item scores and scale scores. A
high, positive item-total test score correlation is interpreted as a good level of internal consistency
(BUyukoztirk, 2014).

Validity Analysis

Factor analysis was used in the structural validity analysis of the scale. Firstly, the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) test of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used with the SPSS 23.0
software program to determine whether or not the scale was suitable for factor analysis. Once it was
ascertained that the scale was suitable for factor analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was
performed and Varimax orthogonal rotation was applied to ensure that factor variances with fewer
variables were maximised (Tavsancil, 2014). The sub-dimensions of the scale were defined as a result
of the EFA. Then, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed with LISREL 8.0 software and the
validity of the relevant dimensions was confirmed.

Findings

First of all, prior to the exploratory factor analysis, the standard deviation value, which gives an idea
about the reliability of items, and the anti-image matrix, which shows partial correlation among items,
were examined (Hair et al., 2010). Standard deviation values close to 1.00 were obtained for the items.
Since no coefficients below .50 were found for the anti-image correlations, all items were included in
the analysis.

Prior to factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for adequacy of sample size, and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity for determining whether data come from multivariate normal distribution,
were used (Arikan; 2012; Secer, 2015). In the KMO, a value between 0 and 1 is taken, and a value close
to 1 gives the idea that data are adequate. It is recommended that the KMO value should be at least
.70 and above, and that for the most suitable data set, a value of .80 is taken as the basis (Arikan, 2012;
Blyukoztirk, 2014; Secer, 2015; Sencan, 2005). In Bartlett’s sphericity test, the degree of significance
is examined, and a value below .05 is interpreted as suitable for sample size factor analysis. According
to the values obtained (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Test = .806, Bartlett’s Sphericity Test = 786.703, sd= 78, p=
.000), the data were determined to be suitable for factor analysis, and EFA was begun.

Findings Related to Exploratory Factor Analysis

The specific number of factors obtained with EFA were subjected to axis rotation. Axis rotation
reveals which items have stronger relationships with the determined factors. In this study, Varimax,
which is one of the frequently used orthogonal rotation techniques, was utilised (Bliyukoztirk, 2014;
Ozdamar, 1999).

EFA was performed on the scale consisting of 29 items, and items were loaded onto 8 factors. By
paying attention to cases of items loaded on more than one factor and of items loaded on two different
factors with a difference of less than .10, the EFA was repeated several times by means of item
removal. As a result of the analysis, the items numbered 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25,
27 and 28 were removed from the scale because, despite having high loading values in different
factors, they overlapped. After these items had been removed from the scale, a KMO value of .81 and
a Bartlett’s sphericity test value of 786.70 (p=.000) were calculated for the remaining 13 items. Finally,
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a structure made up of 13 items and 4 factors appeared. In addition, the scree plot was examined with
the aim of confirming the number of factors in the scale (Figure 1).

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

3 H H e 7 ] H ] RS
Component Number

Figure 1. Scree plot for the number of factors

As can be seen in Figure 1, the slope of the line levels off after the fifth point. By counting the
intervals between the points up to the fifth point, the scale was interpreted as having a four-factor
structure.

The factor loadings, anti-image correlation coefficients, mean variances, means, standard
deviations and item subscale total correlations that were formed following the EFA are shown in Table
2.

Table 2.
Factor Loadings, Mean Variances, Means, Standard Deviations, and Anti-Image and Item Subscale Total
Correlations According to EFA Results

Factor Loadings

s 8 s &

2 85 5 T 5 2§
53 E5 5§ § o 4FE TEE
S £ 1 2 3 4 3 % ‘ E s 7 ‘é S g g P g
% < O ! § g o -5 o
5+ 87 75 78 354 .95 84 45
4+ 67 89 54 332 113 .80 46

6 + .78 78 68 338 .94 .80 48
10+ 77 83 69 406 .66 77 53

7  + 31 76 86 70 379 .80 83 51
9+ 74 .90 64 400 .73 .80 58

8 o+ 73 87 63 364 81 78 40
12+ 87 66 76 378 1.10 85 45
11+ 83 73 73 357 1.00 85 45
13+ 68 84 55 364 .92 74 44
3+ 84 72 76 296 1.05 89 48
1+ 79 76 64 291 85 76 33
2+ 38 73 81 68 287 .85 81 52

Eigenvalue 4.39 1.70 153 1.14
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Table 2 (Continuous)

Explained

. 33.7 131 11.7
Variance

8.7

Total Explained Variance: 67.44%

Number of

Items

Min. and

Max.
Scores

3-15 4-20 3-15 3-15 . .
Total Scores Obtainable from Scale: Min:13

Max:65

Cronbach’s

Alpha

73 81 75 75 Cronbach’s Alpha for Scale: .82

The dimensions that include the scale items formed as a result of the exploratory factor analysis
were named. At this stage, known as “labelling”, naming by using terms that are familiar and include
meaningful expressions is taken as the basis. The dimensions that include the items of the scale and
the names given to these dimensions are shown in Table 3.

Table 3.
Items of Curriculum Autonomy Scale and Labelled Dimensions
Iltem New Name of
No. Item Items Dimension
No.
11 5 | participate in educational seminars related to professional development
according to my own preferences. (1) Autonomy
6 4 | actively participate in planning educational activities at school, even if | in
am not assigned to the task. Professional
12 6 From among in-service training contents, | freely select the ones with high  Development
educational value.
13 7 | create opportunities for students to use what they have learnt in daily
life.
15 9 According to my own wishes, | try various ways of enabling students to be 2)
successful.
. . - . . . Procedural
14 8 While conducting activities, | carry out different practices that will attract
, . . . . Autonomy
students’ attention and are not included in the curriculum.
16 10 | choose the most suitable activities for my class from among student-
centred activities.
29 12 | use traditional exam types (written, correct-incorrect, multiple choice,
etc.) depending on my own preferences.
26 13 | change assessment methods that | consider not to reflect students’ (3) Evaluation
success. Autonomy
24 11 | decide for myself which measurement and evaluation tools | will use in
the process.
3 3 I make my own changes to the annual plan prepared as the framework.
2 2 | stretch the limits of the outcomes (which contents they include/do not  (4) Planning
include) when | consider it necessary. Autonomy
1 1 I make changes to curriculum outcomes when | consider it appropriate.

Findings Related to Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the Curriculum Autonomy Scale was performed on the same
sample for which the EFA was carried out (n=178). The values obtained from the confirmatory factor
analysis and the intervals for the acceptability limits of these values are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4.
Values and Acceptability Limits Related to CFA
Fit Indices Good Fit Indices Accept.able Fit Fit Indices in this Result
Indices Study
x’/sd 0<y’/sd<2 2<y’/sd<3 1.47 Good Fit
AGFI 90<AGFI<1 .85 < AGFI <.90 .89 Acceptable Fit
GFI 95 <GFI£1.00 90 < GFI<95 .93 Acceptable Fit
CFI .97 <CFI £1.00 90<CFI<.97 .98 Good Fit
RMSEA .00 £ RMSEA £.05 .05< RMSEA £.08 .052 Acceptable Fit
RMR .00 RMR £.05 .05<RMR<.10 .05 Good Fit
SRMR .00 £ SRMR £.05 .05<SRMR .10 .06 Acceptable Fit

Source: Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger and Muller (2003)

When Table 4 is examined, Xz/sd, CFl and RMR are within the limits of good fit indices, while GFl,
AGFI, RMSEA and SRMR values are within the limits of acceptable fit indices. In this case, it is seen that
the four-factor structure of the scale is confirmed. The path diagrams revealed by the confirmatory
factor analysis are shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

Chi-Sguare=£86.89, dAdAf=59, P-value=0.01053, RMSEA-~0.052
Figure 2. Path diagram-standardised values revealed by CFA

In the path diagram displayed in Figure 2, the error variance and factor loading values of the 13
items in the scale are shown. Accordingly, it is seen that the standardised factor loading values of the
scale items range between .57 and .84. Factor loadings of all items are greater than .40 and show a
good fit with the four-factor structure. The factor loadings of all items are statistically significant (p
<.01). Moreover, it is seen that the highest correlation is between Factor 1 (autonomy in professional
development) and Factor 2 (procedural autonomy), while the lowest correlation is between Factor 1
(autonomy in professional development) and Factor 3 (evaluation autonomy).
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Chi-Square=£6.89, df=59, P-value=0.01053, RMSEA=0.052

Figure 3. Path diagram-T values revealed by CFA

In the path diagram displayed in Figure 3, it is seen that no red arrow is found related to t values,
and that therefore, all items are significant at a level of .05 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1996). It was
determined that the t values in the latent variables of the factors range between 7.31-11.25 and that
since they are greater than 2.76, they are significant at a level of .01 (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010).

Discussion and Conclusion

The main aim of this study was to determine the validity and reliability of the Curriculum
Development Scale developed to reveal science teachers’ perceptions of autonomy. With this aim, the
research findings that were obtained are discussed.

Teacher autonomy is teachers’ ability to make decisions in planning the learning process and in
instructional matters (Ingersoll, 1997). Considering the role of teacher autonomy in developing
educational environments, it is very important for teachers to display autonomous behaviours
(Freidman, 1999; Tirk Egitim Dernegi [TED], 2015). Blumber, Wayson and Weber (1969) state that
teachers who have a say in important matters and participate in management work more productively.
Moreover, teachers’ autonomous decisions also increase their job satisfaction (Oztiirk, 2011). When
all these characteristics that define autonomy are considered, revealing teachers’ perceptions of
autonomy becomes important.

When the studies conducted on the subject of autonomy are examined (Colak and Altinkurt, 2017;
Friedman, 1999; Ulas and Aksu, 2004), it is seen that autonomy is discussed in several dimensions.
However, in these studies, curriculum autonomy is dealt with as a general phenomenon, and an
approach to autonomy that also covers specific areas of the science curriculum (experimentation,
observation, projects, etc.) is not reflected in the research. Therefore, in this study, it was considered
important to develop a scale aimed at revealing science teachers’ levels of perceived autonomy.

A 50-item pool was created in the scale development process, and following expert examination
and a pilot study, the number of items was reduced to 29, while after the necessary analyses had been
made, the overlapping items were removed and a 13-item scale was obtained. In this study, a
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient of .82 was calculated for the scale. Exploratory Factor

38



Okan Yolcu, Ruken Akar Vural — Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 29-52

analysis was applied to the scale, and the suitability of the sample size was approved with KMO and
Bartlett statistics (KMO= .81, x2 = 786.70, p= .000). As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, 4
dimensions were obtained for the scale, namely Autonomy in Professional Development, Procedure,
Planning, and Evaluation. Autonomy in professional development was found to be consistent with Ulas
and Aksu (2015) and Friedman (1999). Procedural and planning autonomy were found to be consistent
with Ulas and Aksu (2015), Friedman (1999) and Pearson and Hall (1993). However, no study revealing
the dimension of evaluation autonomy could be found. When the sub-dimensions and items of the
scale were examined, it was seen that the items including areas specific to the subject of science
(experimentation, observation, projects, etc.) were eliminated. This leads to the conclusion that the
basic dimensions of teacher autonomy do not differ depending on different branches (Friedman, 1999;
Pearson and Hall, 1993; Ulas and Aksu, 2015). In order to test the suitability of the model related to
Exploratory Factor Analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied. When the chi-square, GFl,
AGFI, CFl, RMR, SRMR, and RMSEA fit indices were examined, it was seen that the CFA results
supported the four-factor model.

In conclusion, it is thought that the Curriculum Autonomy Scale that has been developed within the
scope of this study, and whose validity and reliability have been established, can be used to determine
perceptions of autonomy not only of science teachers, but also of teachers in many other branches.

39



Okan Yolcu, Ruken Akar Vural — Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 29-52

TURKCE SURUM

Giris
Egitimin bircok alaninda gerceklestirilen reform hareketleri 6gretmenlik mesleginin taniminda ve
yeterlilik alanlarinin belirlenmesinde ciddi degisimler meydana getirmistir. Bu degisimler 6zellikle
ogretmenlerin sinif ici uygulamalarini sekillendirmis, 6grenci merkezli egitimin yayginlasmasiyla
ogretmen rollerinde radikal degisimler gerceklesmistir (Acikgdz; 2016; Demirel, 2004; S6nmez, 2008).
Bu degisimlerden ilk akla gelenlerden biri de “Ozerklik” kavramidir.

Ozerklik kavraminin, &grenci, 6gretmen ve okul boyutlariyla ele alindigi bircok calisma
bulunmaktadir (Bustingorry, 2008; Chan, 2001; Ingersoll, 2007; Little, 1995; Littlewood, 1996). Sozii
edilen boyutlar, 6zerkligin temel bilesenlerini (bagimsizlik, karar alma 6zgirligu, kontrol glici vb.)
icerse de yapisal olarak ciddi farkhliklara sahiptir. Ozerklikle ilgili calismalarin “okul ve &grenen
dzerkligi” Gizerine yogunlastigi (Little, 1995; Oztiirk, 2011), son 20 yilda ise 6gretmen dzerkligi ile ilgili
calismalarin sayisinin arttigi goérilmektedir (Benson, 2010; Benson ve Huang, 2008; Burkert ve
Schwienhorst, 2008; Cakir ve Balgikanli, 2012; Ding, 2009; Dymoke ve Harrison, 2006; Hong ve Youngs,
2016).

Ogretmen 6zerkligi ile ilgili arastirmalarin, egitim ortamlarini gelistirmede énemli bir yeri vardir
(Brunetti, 2001; Friedman, 1999; Kuku ve Taylor, 2002; Pearson ve Hall, 1993; Pearson ve Moomaw,
2005). Ogretmen 6zerkligi ile ilgili alanyazinin, kavramsallastirma calismalari (Friedman, 1999; Oztiirk,
2011; Pearson ve Hall, 1993), cesitli degiskenler acisindan iliskilerin ortaya c¢ikarildigi korelasyonel
calismalar (Edgar ve Warren, 1969; Koustelios, Karabatzaki ve Kousteliou, 2004; Kuku ve Taylor, 2002;
Pearson ve Moomaw, 2005) ve nitel ¢alismalar (Cakir ve Balcikanli, 2012; Ding, 2009; Dymoke ve
Harrison, 2006; Hong ve Youngs, 2016) lizerine yogunlastigi gorilmektedir.

Ogretmen 6zerkliginin daha 6zel bir boyutu program o6zerkligidir. Ogretmenlerin program
Uzerindeki ozerklikleri, program ile ilgili kararlar alma, 6gretim planlarini diizenleme, yontemlerin
secilmesi ve 6grencilerin degerlendirilmesi gibi uygulamalariicerir (LaCoe, 2006; Pearson ve Moomaw,
2005; Vangrieken et. al., 2017). Ogretmenlerin program iizerinde genis bir dzerklik alanina sahip
olmalari 6gretmen 6zerkliginin bu boyutuna odaklanmayi 6nemli hale getirmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin program ozerklik diizeyini ortaya ¢ikarabilmek icin gegerligi ve giivenirligi saglanmis
Olgcek gelistirme calismalari bir zorunluluktur. Alanyazin incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin program
ozerkliklerine odaklanan sinirh sayida olgek gelistirme calismasi oldugu gorilmektedir (Colak ve
Altinkurt, 2017; Friedman, 1999; Ulas ve Aksu, 2015). Bu calismalarda farkh brans ve kademedeki
ogretmenler (zerinden program oOzerkligi ortaya konulmaya calisiimistir. Sadece Fen Bilimleri
ogretmenlerinin program 6zerkligine odaklanan bir calismaya rastlanilmamistir.

Fen Bilimleri 6gretim programi 6grenci merkezli anlayisla ve yapilandirmacilik temelinde Milli Egitim
Bakanhgi (MoNE) tarafindan 2005’te yeniden hazirlanarak degistirilmis, cagdas gelismeler 1siginda
2013 ve 2017’de giincellenmistir (MoNE, 2005, 2013, 2017). Bu programlar planlama yapma,
degerlendirme sirecini dizenleme, etkinlik belirleme ve etkinlikleri uygulama alanlarinda 6gretmen
ozerkligini destekleyecek bilesenlere sahiptir. Bu durumda 6zel olarak Fen Bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin
program uygulama sirecinde kendilerini ne diizeyde 6zerk algiladiklarini ortaya koymak onemli hale
gelmektedir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Fen Bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin program Gzerindeki 6zerklik algilarini
belirlemek igin Program Ozerklik Olgegi gelistirmektir. Olcegin, 6gretmen ozerkligi calismalarinda,
“Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim” alani uzmanlari igin veri toplama araci olarak kullanabilecekleri bir
kaynak olmasi beklenmektedir.
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Kavramsal Cerceve

Ozerklik kavraminin alanyazinda birgok farkli tanimi bulunmaktadir. Oshana (2003) &zerkligi,
bireyin, kendi yasamini yonlendiren eylemlerin ve secimlerin Uzerinde s6z sahibi olmasi olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Benzer bir tanimlama yapan Oguzkan’a (1974) gore oOzerklik, bireyin, kendi
davranislarina yon vermede belirli bir 6lctide bagimsiz olmasidir. Littlewood (1996) ise 6zerkligi, bireyin
kendi davranislarini yénetecek secimler yapabilmesi ve bu davranislari gerceklestirecek bagimsiz bir
kapasiteye sahip olmasi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Piaget (1932) 6zerkligin daha ¢ok vicdani 6nemine
dikkat cekerek, 6zerkligi bireyin davranislarinin 6z benligi tarafindan yonlendirilmesi, herhangi bir dis
ya da i¢ baskidan etkilenmemesi olarak aciklamaktadir (Piaget, 1932, akt. Moomaw, 2005). Pitt (2010)
ise Ozerkligi, cagdas insanin dis kosullardan etkilenmemesi ve 0zgiirce isteme 0Ozelligi olarak
tanimlamaktadir.

Ozerklikle ilgili yapilan bu tanimlamalarin ortak yéniini, bireyin kendi yasamini yénlendiren
eylemlerin ve sec¢imlerin lzerinde s6z sahibi olmasi olusturmaktadir. Kendi eylemlerini yonetebilen
birey bagimsiz olarak calisir, yeni faaliyetler baslatir ve bunlari degisen kosullara uyarlamak icin mevcut
durumlarda degisiklige gider. Bu calismada 6zerklik, kisinin kendi davranislariyla ilgili 6zgirce kararlar
alabilmesi ve bu kararlari alirken dis etkilerden mimkin oldugu kadar bagimsiz olabilmesi olarak
tanimlanmistir.

Ozerkligin, 6grencilerin akademik performanslarini, yetiskinlerin is memnuniyetini ve mesleki is
performanslarini etkiledigini gbsteren arastirmalar bulunmaktadir (Garcia ve Pintrich, 1996; Hmel ve
Pincus, 2002). Ogretmenlik, dogasi geregi ozerkligin giiclii oldugu mesleklerden biridir. Okullarin
mevcut yapisi, 6gretmenlerin, kendi kendine yeten siniflarda dis kontrollerden bagimsiz olarak
calismasina neden olmaktadir (Anderson, 1987). Bu nedenle 6gretmen o6zerkligi Gzerine odaklanmak
onemli hale gelmektedir.

Ogretmen dzerkliginin alanyazinda birgok farkli tanimi bulunmaktadir. Pearson ve Moomaw (2005)
ogretmen ozerkligini, 6gretmenlerin kendilerini ve 6grenme ortamini kontrol edebilme becerisine
sahip olmasi olarak agiklamaktadir. Little’a (1995) gore 6gretmenlerin bagimsiz eylemlerde bulunma,
yansitici disiinme ve nesnel olma kapasiteleri 6zerklik olarak ifade edilebilir. Ingersoll (1997) 6gretmen
ozerkligini, 6gretmenlerin 6grenme siirecini planlama ve egitimsel konularda ortak karar alabilmesi
olarak tanimlamistir. Benson (2010), 6gretmenin dis kontrolden ve baskidan kurtularak 6zgir kararlar
alabilmesini 6zerklik olarak kabul etmektedir. Edgar ve Warren (1969) ise 6gretmenin belirli bir gérev
alanini kontrol etmesi ve kendi basina karar verebilmesini aktif 6zerklik olarak belirtmektedir.

Ogretmen 6zerkligi en genis kapsami ile gretmenlerin, program kazanim ve iceriklerini belirleme,
ders kitaplarinin sec¢imi, 6gretim yontemlerinin secimi ve degerlendirme etkinliklerine karar verme
dzgirliigiine sahip olma diizeyleri olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Eurydice, 2008). Ogretmen ozerkligi,
profesyonellik &zelliklerinden biri olarak kabul edilmektedir (Eraut, 1994). Ogretmenin, kendi
uygulamalari Gzerinde kontrol hakkinin bulunmasi 6zerkligin 6nemli bir boyutunu olusturmaktadir
(Sachs, 2000).

Friedman’a (1999) gore, 6gretmenler, 6gretim etkinliklerinde aktif olmanin yani sira tim egitim
siireclerinin planlanmasi, gelistiriimesi ve ydnetilmesinde de aktif olarak yer almalidir. Ogretmenin
ogretim slrecleri Gzerindeki dogal liderligi ve oOzerkligi, diger alanlardaki 6zerkligin artiriimasiyla
anlaml hale gelecektir.

Ogretmen 6zerkligini bes farkli diizeyde incelemek miimkiindiir (Freidman, 1999):

Ozerklik yoklugu: Ogretimi planlamada, uygulamada, degerlendirmede ve okul siireglerine
katilmada 6gretmenlerin gorislerine basvurulmaz, 6gretmenlerin 6zerk davranmasina izin verilmez.

Zayif ézerklik: Ogretim programi ve okul ydnetimi tarafindan belirlenmis sinirlar gercevesinde
ogretmenlere kismen yetki verilir, zayif bir 6zgirlik alani taninir.
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Kismi ézerklik: Ogretmenlerin farkli planlar yapmalarina, yeni fikirler Gretmelerine ve program
gelistirmelerine izin verilir. Ancak bunlarin uygulanmasi icin yogun bir prosediir uygulanir, gerekli
izinlerin alinmasi gerekir.

Yiiksek 6zerklik: Genel kural ve ilkelerin sinirlari dahilinde, 6gretmenler yeni 6gretim programi,
planlari ve yontemleri gelistirme ve uygulama oldukga genis yetkilere sahiptirler.

Tam o6zerklik: Genel kabul gérmis ahlaki ve yasal ilkeler ¢cercevesinde, 6gretmenler yeni 6gretim
programlari, planlari ve yontemleri gelistirme ve uygulamada tamamen 6zglirdirler.

Egitim sistemlerinin kati merkeziyetci yapisi, okul temelli program gelistirme uygulamalarinin
yetersizligi, merkezi sinav sisteminin varligi, kazanimlari ve icerikleri belirleme yetkilerinin olmamasi
ogretmenlerin yiksek diizeyde 6zerk olmasini engellemektedir. Tum bu 6zerklik engellerine ragmen
dgretmenler programi uygulama siirecinde ¢ok daha genis yetkilere sahiptir. Ogretmenler dgretimi
kontrol ederken, 6grenme sirecinde analitik ve yansitici stratejiler gelistirir, programin cizdigi
cerceveyle sinirll kalmaz ve farkh ogretim etkinliklerini etkili bir sekilde uygular. Ogretmenlerin
kendilerini yetkili bir otorite olarak gorip, 6grenme silirecini kendi kararlariyla yonetmeleri ve
kisisellestirilmis sinif ici kurallar olusturmalari 6zerkliklerinin bir gostergesidir (Franklin, 1988).
Ogretmenlerin, calisma ydntemlerini ve kaynaklari belirlemesi, sinif ici uygulama ve ders planlamasi
Uzerine diisinmesi 6zerklikleri ile iliskilidir (Burkert ve Schwienhorst, 2008).

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu calismada, Tirkiye’nin izmir ilinde bulunun ortaokullarda gérev yapan Fen Bilimleri
ogretmenlerinin program Ulzerindeki 6zerklik algilarini belirlemek icin tarama modeli ile gelistirilen bir
Olgme aracinin gegerlik ve glivenirlik analizleri yapilmistir.

Olcegin yapi gecerligini belirlemek icin faktdr analizi kullaniimistir. Faktdr analizinde 6lgekten elde
edilen puanlarin testin 6lgmek istedigi ozelligi olclip dlgmedigine bakilmaktadir (Blylikoztirk, Kilig-
Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2011). Ayrica faktoér analizi ile Olgcekte yer alan cok sayidaki
maddenin daha az sayida yeni veri yapilariyla ifade edilmesi de saglanmaktadir (Karasar, 2003;
Ozdamar, 1999).

Bu arastirmada kullanilan 6lcegin faktorleri analiz 6ncesi bilinmediginden, dlcegin faktor yapisini
ortaya cikarmak amaciyla A¢imlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA) ile yapi gegerligi analizlerine baslanmistir. Bu
arastirmada yapilan AFA’da, faktorlestirme teknigi olarak siklikla basvurulan temel bilesenler analizi
kullaniimistir (BUylkoztlrk, 2014). Faktor analizinde faktorlerin olusturulmasi slirecinde su olgitler
merkeze alinmistir:

1. Maddelerin faktor yik degerlerinin “.40” veya daha fazla olmasi (Blylkéztiirk, 2014; Sencan,
2005),

2. Maddelerin bulunduklari faktordeki yiik degeri ile diger faktorlerdeki yiik degerleri arasindaki
farkin “.10” veya daha fazla olmasi (Blytkoztirk, 2014; Cecen, 2006),

3. Ayri ayri her bir faktor altinda toplanan maddelerin anlam ve igerik agisindan birbirleriyle tutarl
olmasi (Cecgen, 2006),

4. Her bir faktore ait 6zdegerin en az 1 veya daha fazla olmasi (Bliyikoztiirk, 2014; Cecen, 2006;
Sencan, 2005),

5. Her faktorde yer alan madde sayisi en az 3 olmasi (Sencan, 2005).
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AFA sonucunda ortaya cikan faktorlerin dogrulanmasi amaciyla ayni 6rneklem grubu tzerinden
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. AFA ile DFA’nin ayni 6rneklem Gzerinde gerceklestirilmesi
bir sorun yaratmamaktadir (Jéreskog ve S6rbom, 1993; Thompson, 2005).

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu 2018-2019 egitim-dgretim yilinda Tiirkiye’nin izmir ilinde bulunan
ortaokullarda gorev yapan 178 Fen Bilimleri 6gretmeni olusturmustur. Arastirmanin calisma grubuna
iliskin bilgiler Tablo 1.’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1.
Ogretmenlere Ait Kisisel Bilgiler

Degiskenler f %

o Devlet 135 75.8
Okul Turt .

Ozel 43 24.2
0-5 27 15.2
Mesleki Kidem 6-10 49 27.5
11-15 45 25.3
16 ve ustu 57 32.0
Egitim Fakiiltesi 125 70.2
Mezun Olunan B&liim/Fakiilte Fen Fakiltesi/Fizik 28 15.7
Fen Fakiltesi/Kimya 15 8.4

Fen Fakiiltesi/Biyoloji 9 5.1
Dislik 45 25.3
Okulun Sosyo-Ekonomik Diizeyi Orta 67 376
Yuksek 66 37.1

0-15 11 6.2
16-20 35 19.7
Sinif Mevcutlari 21-30 75 42.1
31-40 45 25.3

41-50 12 6.7
Hizmet ici Egitim Alma Evet 108 60.7
Hayir 70 39.3
I/Ulusal/ Ulus| . | Evet 93 52.2
Yerel/Ulusal/ Uluslararasi Projeye Katilma Hayir 85 478

Program Ozerklik Olgegi Gelistirme Siireci

Program Ozerklik Olcegi, Fen Bilimleri dgretmenlerinin dgretim programi (izerindeki &zerklik
algilarinin belirlenmesine yonelik hazirlanmistir. Alanyazin taramasindan sonra 6gretmen 6zerkligi ile
ilgili oldugu distinilen 50 maddelik bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olcek 5’li likert tipine goére
hazirlanmis olup, “Hi¢bir Zaman (1), Nadiren (2), Ara sira (3), Cok Sik (4) ve Her Zaman (5)” olarak
derecelendirilmistir.

Olcek gelistirme kapsaminda, 6gretmenlerin program 6zerklik algilarini belirlemeyi amaglayan 50
maddelik bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olcek gelistirme konusunda uzmanlasmis 3 akademisyen
tarafindan incelenen bu maddelerden, 6zerklikle ilgisi olmadigi distnilen 12’si formdan ¢ikariimistir.
Kalan 38 maddeden olusan form 8 Fen Bilimleri 6gretmeni (zerinden pilot uygulamaya tabi
tutulmustur. Pilot uygulama sonunda 9 maddenin daha formdan cikarilmasina karar verilmistir.
Boylelikle 29 maddelik bir dlgek formu elde edilmistir. Bu form 2018-2019 egitim—6gretim yilinda izmir
ilinin 8 ilcesinde, 52 farkll okulda gorev yapan 185 &gretmene uygulanmistir. 7 dgretmenin tiim
maddelere iliskin ayni cevabi verdigi tespit edilmis ve glvenirligin saglanamadigi gerekgesiyle bu
formlar arastirmaya dahil edilmemistir. Sonug olarak kalan 178 6gretmen formu Uzerinden analizler
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ylratlilmustdr. Alanyazinda, ozellikle faktorler giicli ve belirgin oldugunda, 100 ile 200 arasindaki
orneklem buyulkliginin yeterli oldugu belirtilmektedir (Blylikoztirk, 2002).

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmaya katilan 178 Fen Bilimleri 6gretmeninden toplanan veriler dogrultusunda olgegin
gecerlik ve glivenirlik analizleri yapilmistir.

Giivenirlik Analizi

Olcegin giivenirlik analizi siirecinde SPSS 23.00 paket programi ile madde-toplam test puani
koreldasyonu ve Cronbach-Alpha i¢ tutarlik kat sayisina bakilmistir. Cronbach-Alpha i¢ tutarhk kat sayisi,
Olcegi olusturan maddelerin birbiriyle uyumu hakkinda fikir vermektedir (Tan, 2016). Alfa katsayisinin
.70 ve Uzeri degerler almasi glivenirligin yeterli diizeyde oldugunu géstermektedir. Madde-toplam test
puani korelasyonu ise madde puani ile 6lcek maddelerinin toplam puani arasindaki iliskiyi aciklar.
Madde-toplam test puani korelasyonunun yiiksek ve pozitif ¢ikmasi i¢ tutarhigin iyi diizeyde oldugu
seklinde yorumlanir (Blyukoztirk, 2014).

Gegerlik Analizi

Olcegin yapi gegerligi analizinde faktor analizi kullanilmistir. Oncelikle SPSS 23.0 paket programi ile
Olcegin faktor analizine uygun olup olmadigi KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) 6érneklem uygunlugu testi ve
Bartlett’s kiiresellik testi ile belirlenmistir. Olcegin faktér analizine uygun oldugu ortaya gikarildiktan
sonra Ac¢imlayici Faktor Analizi uygulanmis ve daha az degiskenle faktér varyanslarinin maksimum
olmasi saglanacak sekilde (Tavsancil, 2014) Varimax dik dondiirme yapilmistir. AFA sonucunda 6lgegin
alt boyutlari belirlenmistir. Daha sonra LISREL 8.0 programi ile Dogrulayici Faktér Analizi yapilmis ve
ilgili boyutlarin gecerligi dogrulanmistir.

Bulgular

Acimlayici faktor analizi 6ncesinde ilk olarak maddelerin glvenirligi hakkinda fikir veren standart
sapma degerine ve maddelerin kismi korelasyonunu gosteren anti- imaj degerlerine bakilmistir (Hair
ve et al., 2010). Maddelerin standart sapmasi 1.00’a yakin olan degerler alinmistir. Anti-imaj katsayisi
.50’nin altinda olan deger bulunmadigi icin bitliin maddeler analize alinmistir.

Faktor analizinden 6nce, 6rneklem biyaklGginin uygunlugunu test etmede kullanilan Kaiser Meyer
Olkin (KMO) ve verilerin ¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan gelip gelmedigini belirlemede kullanilan
Bartlett Kiresellik Testi kullanilmistir (Arikan; 2012; Secer, 2015). KMO, 0 ile 1 arasinda bir deger
almaktadir ve bu degerin 1’e yakin olmasi verilerin yeterligine yonelik fikir vermektedir. Degerin en az
.70 ve lzeri ¢cikmasi ve en uygun veri seti icin .80 ve lizeri KMO degerini esas alinmasinda yarar oldugu
onerilmektedir (Arikan, 2012; Blyukoztirk, 2014; Secer, 2015; Sencan, 2005). Bartlett Kiresellik
testinde anlamlilik degerine bakilir ve .05’ten kiglk ise orneklem buylkliga faktér analizi igin
uygundur yorumu yaplilir. Elde edilen degerlere gore (Kaiser Meyer Olkin = .806, Bartlett Kiiresel Testi
= 786.703, sd= 78, p= .000) verilerin faktér analizi icin uygun oldugu belirlendikten sonra AFA’ya
gecilmistir.

Ag¢imlayici Faktor Analizi ile ilgili Bulgular

AFA ile elde edilen belirli sayidaki faktor, eksen dondirmesine tabi tutulmustur. Eksen dondirmesi
ile hangi maddelerin belirlenen faktorlerle daha yiksek iliski icerisinde oldugu ortaya cikarilir. Bu
arastirmada yaygin olarak kullanilan dik déndirme tekniklerinden Varimax kullanilmistir.
(Buyikéztiirk, 2014; Ozdamar, 1999).

29 maddeden olusan 6lcek tzerinde AFA yapilmis ve 8 faktor lGzerinde maddeler yliklenmistir.
Birden fazla faktore yiklenen ve iki farkh faktor yiiki arasinda .10’dan daha az fark olan durumlara
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dikkat edilerek madde atimi yoluyla AFA birka¢ kez tekrar edilmistir. Analiz sonucunda farkl
faktorlerdeki yik degerleri yliksek olmasina ragmen binisik oldugu icin 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22, 23, 25, 27 ve 28 numarali maddeler 6lcekten cikariimistir. Bu maddeler dlgekten gikarildiktan
sonra kalan 13 maddenin KMO degeri .81, Bartlett Kiiresellik test degeri ise 786.70 (p=.000) olarak
hesaplanmistir. Son durumda 13 maddeden ve 4 faktorden olusan bir yapi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ayrica
Olgegin faktor sayisinin teyit edilmesi amaciyla yamac birikinti grafigi incelenmistir (Sekil 1.).

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

3 H K e 7 ] H a0 RS
Component Number

Sekil 1. Faktor sayisi yamag birikinti grafigi

Sekil 1.’de faktor sayisi yamag birikinti grafiginde goruldigi gibi, besinci noktadan sonra gizginin egimi
yatay bir seyir izlemektedir. Besinci noktaya kadar olan nokta araliklari sayilarak olgegin dort faktorli
yapida oldugu yorumlanmistir. AFA sonrasi olusan faktor yikleri, anti imaj korelasyon katsayisi, ortak
varyans, ortalama, standart sapma ve madde alt 6lcek toplam korelasyonlari Tablo 2.’de gosterilmistir.

Tablo 2.
AFA Sonuclarina Gére Faktor Yiikleri, Ortak Varyans, Ortalama, Standart Sapma Anti imaj ve Madde Alt Olgek
Toplam Korelasyonlari

Faktor Yikleri

S 55z .z & = S f.,.58
c o c Ez> %6 E v £ = S g 7y
@ 3 o T © 3 £ > i 3 T o8 £7T oS ©
> © > 1 2 3 4 P 8 - o E S o :6 o g [g°] )
© c 55 S jus © o NZ= (&
S < 2 ¥ (@) S = a Q
5 + .87 .75 78 3.54 .95 .84 .45
4 + .67 .89 .54 3.32 1.13 .80 .46
6 + .78 .78 .68 3.38 .94 .80 .48
10 + 77 .83 .69 4.06 .66 77 .53
7 + 31 .76 .86 .70 3.79 .80 .83 .51
9 + 74 ,90 .64 4.00 .73 .80 .58
8 + .73 .87 .63 3.64 .81 .78 .40
12 + .87 .66 .76 3.78 1.10 .85 .45
11 + .83 .73 .73 3.57 1.00 .85 .45
13 + .68 .84 .55 3.64 .92 74 44
3 + .84 .72 .76 2.96 1.05 .89 .48
1 + .79 .76 .64 2.91 .85 .76 .33
2 + .38 .73 .81 .68 2.87 .85 .81 .52
Oz Deger 4.39 1.70 1.53 1.14
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Tablo 2 (Devami)

Aciklanan

33.7 13.1 117 8.7  Aciklanan Toplam Varyans: %67.44
Varyans
Madde Sayisi 3 4 3 3

VI N .
Inmum ve Olgekten Alinabilecek Toplam Puanlar:

Maksimum Minimum:13 Maksimum:65
Puanlar 3-15 4-20 3-15 3-15 : .
ilrs;::ach s 73 81 75 75 Olgek icin Croanbach’s Alpha: .82

Acimlayici faktor analizi sonrasi olusan 6lcek maddelerinin yer aldiklari boyutlarin isimlendirilmesi
yaptmistir. “Etiketleme” adi verilen bu asamada anlamli, ifadeleri kapsayan ve bilinen soézcikler
kullanilarak isimlendirme yapilmasi esastir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biiyiikdztiirk, 2014). Olcege iliskin
maddelerin yer aldiklari boyutlar ve bu boyutlara verilen isimler Tablo 3.’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3.
Program Ozerklik Oicegine Ait Maddeler ve Etiketlenen Alt Boyutlari
MaNc:)de Ma:;zr:No Maddeler Boyut ismi
11 5 Mesleki gelisime yonelik egitici seminerlere kendi tercihime gére
katilirim.
6 4 Gorevim olmasa da okuldaki egitsel faaliyetlerin planlamasina (1) Mesleki
aktif katilirmm. gelisim ozerkligi
12 6 Hizmet ici egitim iceriklerinden egitsel degeri yliksek olanlari
ozglrce segerim.
13 7 Ogrencilerin  dgrendiklerini glinlik yasamda kullanmalarini
saglayacak firsatlar yaratirim.
15 9 OgrenC|Ier|n‘ basarili olmalari i¢cin kendi istegime gore cesitli (2) Siirec
yollar denerim. szerklii
14 8 Etkinlikleri ylrutirken 6grencilerin ilgisini cekecek programda
yer almayan farkh uygulamalar yaparim.
16 10 Ogrenci merkezli etkinliklerden sinifima en uygun olani secerim.
29 12 Geleneksel (yazil, dogru-yanls, c¢oktan seg¢meli vb.) sinav
t“UrIerini kendi tercihimle kullanirim. (3)
26 13 OfgrenC|4 b.a§a[|.5|r.1|.Yan5|tmad|g|n| dislindtgim degerlendirme Degerlendirme
yontemini degistiririm. szerkligi
24 11 Slrecte hangi 6lgme degerlendirme araglarini kullanacagima
kendim karar veririm.
3 3 Cerceve olarak hazirlanan vyilik planda kendime goére
degisiklikler yaparim.
2 2 Gerek gordigimde kazanim sinirlamalarini (hangi icerikleri (4) Planlama
kapsayip kapsamadigi) esnetirim. ozerkligi
1 1 Program kazanimlarinda uygun gordigim sekilde degisiklikler
yaparim.

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi ile ilgili Bulgular

Program Ozerklik Olgeginin dogrulayici faktdr analizi, AFA’nin yapildigi érneklem iizerinde
uygulanmistir (n=178). Dogrulayici faktor analizine iliskin elde edilen degerler ve bu degerlerin kabul
edilebilirlik sinirlarina iliskin araliklar Tablo 4.'te gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 4.
DFA’ya iliskin Degerler ve Kabul Edilebilirlik Sinirlari

. Uyum iyi Uyum indeksleri KabuI.EdiIebiIir Bu Ara§t|rmadaki Sonuc
Indeksleri Uyum Indeksleri Uyum Indeksleri
x’/sd 0<y’/sd<2 2<y’/sd<3 1,47 Iyi Uyum
AGFI 90<AGFI£1 .85 < AGFI<.90 .89 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
GFI .95 <GFI£1.00 90 < GFI<95 .93 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
CFI .97 <CFI<£1.00 90<CFI<.97 .98 fyi Uyum
RMSEA .00 £ RMSEA £.05 .05< RMSEA <£.08 .052 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum
RMR .00 <RMR < .05 .05<RMR <.10 .05 lyi Uyum
SRMR .00 £ SRMR £.05 .05<SRMR £.10 .06 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum

Kaynak: Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger ve Muller (2003)

Tablo 4 incelendiginde; Xz/sd, CFl, RMSEA ve RMR degerleri iyi uyum indeksleri sinirlarinda, GFl,
AGFI, ve SRMR degerleri ise kabul edilebilir uyum indeksleri sinirlari icerisinde yer almaktadir. Bu
durumda olgegin 4 faktorli yapisinin dogrulandigr goriilmektedir. Dogrulayici faktor analiziyle ortaya

cikan path (yol) diyagramlari Sekil 2. ve Sekil 3.’te gosterilmistir.

0.77
/
0.74
I e
o
0.46

\
\

Chi~-Square=£6.£89, df«59, P-value=0.01053,

RMSEA=~0.052

Sekil 2. DFA sonucu ortaya ¢ikan path diyagrami-standardize edilmis degerler

Sekil 2.”de gosterilen yol diyagraminda 6lcekte yer alan 13 maddenin hata varyansi ve faktor yiik
degerleri verilmistir. Buna gore 6lcek maddelerinin standardize edilmis faktor yik degerlerinin .57 ile
.84 arasinda degistigi gozlenmektedir. Tim maddelerin faktor yikleri .4'ten blylktir ve dort faktorli
yapiyla iyi bir uyum gostermektedir. Maddelerin tamaminin yiik degerleri istatistiksel olarak anlamhdir
(p<.01). Ayrica en yiksek korelasyonun Faktor 1 (Mesleki gelisim 6zerkligi) ile Faktor 2 (Streg 6zerkligi)
arasinda, en disuk korelasyonun ise Faktor 1 (Mesleki gelisim 6zerkligi) ile Faktor 3 (Degerlendirme

ozerkligi) arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Chi-Square=£6.89, df=59, P-value=0.01053, RMSEA=~0.052

Sekil 3. DFA sonucu ortaya ¢ikan path diyagrami-T degerleri

Sekil 3.’te gosterilen yol diyagraminda t degerleri ile ilgili kirmizi ok bulunmadigi ve bu nedenle tim
maddelerin .05 diizeyinde anlamli oldugu goérilmektedir (Joreskog ve Sorbom, 1996). Faktorlerin gizil
degiskendeki t degerlerinin ise 7.31-11.25 arasinda degistigi ve 2.76’dan yiksek oldugu icin .01
diizeyinde de anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir (Schumacker ve Lomax, 2010).

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu calismanin temel amaci, Fen Bilimleri 6gretmenlerin 6zerklik algilarini ortaya ¢ikarmak icin
gelistirilen Program Ozerklik Olgegi’nin gecerlik ve giivenirligini belirlemektir. Bu amacla, elde edilen
arastirma bulgulari tartisiimistir.

Ogretmen o6zerkligi, 6gretmenlerin 6grenme siirecini planlama ve egitimsel konularda kararlar
alabilmesidir (Ingersoll, 1997). Ogretmen &zerkliginin egitim ortamlarini gelistirmedeki rolii
duslintldigiinde 6gretmenlerin 6zerk davranislar sergilemesi olduk¢a 6nemlidir (Freidman, 1999; TED,
2015). Blumber, Wayson ve Weber (1969) 6nemli konularda s6z sahibi olan ve ydnetime katilan
ogretmenlerin daha verimli calistigini soylemektedir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin 6zerk kararlar almasi is
doyumunu da artirmaktadir (Oztiirk, 2011). Ozerkligin belirtilen tim bu 6zellikleri diisiinildigiinde
ogretmenlerin 6zerklik algilarini ortaya ¢ikarmak 6nemli hale gelmektedir.

Ogretmen ozerkligi ile ilgili yapilan calismalar incelendiginde (Colak ve Altinkurt, 2017; Friedman,
1999; Ulas ve Aksu, 2004) 6zerkligin bircok alt boyutta ele alindigi goriilmustir. Fakat bu calismalarda
program Ozerkligi genel bir olgu olarak ele alinmis, Fen Bilimleri 6gretim programinin kendine 6zel
alanlarini da (deney, gézlem, proje vb.) kapsayan bir 6zerklik anlayisi arastirmalara yansitilmamistir. Bu
sebeple, bu arastirmada, Fen Bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin program 6zerklik diizeylerini ortaya ¢ikarmak
amaciyla bir olgek gelistirilmesi 6nemli gértlmdastar.

Olcek gelistirme siirecinde 50 maddelik bir havuz olusturulmus, uzman incelemesi ve pilot uygulama
sonrasinda madde sayisi 29’a disirilmis ve gerekli analizler yapildiktan sonra binisik maddeler
atilarak 13 maddelik bir 6lcek elde edilmistir. Bu calismada, 6lcegin Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayisi
.82 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgege A¢imlayici Faktér Analizi uygulanmis ve érneklem biyiikligiiniin
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uygunlugu KMO ve Bartlett istatistigi ile onaylanmistir (KMO= .81, x2 = 786.70, p= .000). Acimlayici
faktor analizi sonucu olgek ile ilgili Mesleki Gelisim, Sireg, Planlama ve Degerlendirme o6zerklikleri
olmak Gzere 4 alt boyuta ulasilmistir. Mesleki gelisim 6zerkligi Ulas ve Aksu (2015) ve Friedman (1999)
ile tutarli bulunmustur. Siireg¢ ve Planlama 6zerkligi ise Ulas ve Aksu (2015), Friedman (1999) ve Pearson
ve Hall (1993) ile tutarl bulunmustur. Degerlendirme 6zerkligi alt boyutunu ortaya koyan bir ¢alismaya
ise rastlanilmamustir. Olgegin alt boyutlari ve maddeleri incelendiginde Fen Bilimleri dersinin kendine
ozel alanlarini (deney, gozlem, proje vb.) iceren maddelerin elimine oldugu gorilmistir. Buradan
ogretmen Ozerkliginin temel boyutlarinin farklh branslar agisindan degismedigi sonucuna varilmistir
(Friedman, 1999; Pearson ve Hall, 1993; Ulas ve Aksu, 2015). Acimlayici Faktor Analizine iliskin modelin
uygunlugunu test etmek icin Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi uygulanmistir. Ki-kare, GFI, AGFI, CFl, RMR,
SRMR, RMSEA gibi uyum indeksleri incelendiginde, DFA sonuglarinin 4 faktérli modeli destekledigi
gorulmustir.

Sonug olarak bu calisma kapsaminda gelistirilen ve gecerligi ve givenilirligi saglanmis Program
Ozerklik Olgeginin sadece Fen Bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin degil ayni zamanda bircok farkli branstaki
ogretmenin 6zerklik algilarini belirlemede kullanilmasi mimkin gérilmektedir.
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