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The purpose of the study is the examination of relationship between the attitudes of preschool
teachers and teacher candidates towards mainstreaming and innovativeness levels. Target
population of the study includes teachers working at the preschool institutions in Konya city and its
central districts and teacher candidates studying at the Department of Preschool Education, Faculty
of Education of Necmettin Erbakan University in 2015-2016 academic year. While sample group
consisting of teacher candidates constitutes a total of 213 prospective teachers studying in the 3rd
and 4th classes at preschool teacher training program, sample group consisting of teachers
constitutes 68 teachers working at state and private education institutions independent and under
elementary schools in Konya’s central districts, Selguklu, Karatay and Meram. In the study based on
scanning model, "Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming Scale" and "Individual Innovativeness Scale"
were used as data collection tools. According to the findings, attitudes of the teachers and teacher
candidates towards mainstreaming were at the “uncertain” level and undesired rank, however, the
innovativeness level of teacher candidates were higher than the teachers, while both of the groups
were found at a low level in terms of teaching profession. Additionally, while the innovativeness
level of the teachers could explain the %20 of the attitudes towards mainstreaming, level of
innovativeness of teacher candidates couldn’t predict the attitudes towards mainstreaming and some
suggestions were made according to these results.
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Bu calismanin amaci, okuldncesi 6gretmenleri ve Ogretmen adaylarmin kaynastirmaya yonelik
tutumlar1 ile yenilikgilik diizeylerinin belirlenmesi ve kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar ile
yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesidir. Arastirmanin ¢alisma evrenini 2015 ve 2016
egitim-0gretim yilinda Konya ili, merkez ilgelerine bagli okuloncesi kurumlarinda gorev yapan
dgretmenler ile yine ayni egitim-6gretim yihnda Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi egitim fakiiltesi
okuldncesi 6gretmenligi boliimiinde 6grenim goren dgretmen adaylari olusturmaktadir. Ogretmen
adaylarindan olusan Orneklem grubunu okuldncesi Ogretmenligi programinda 3. ve 4. sifta
0grenim goren toplam 213 6gretmen adayi, 6gretmenlerden olusan 6rneklem grubunu ise Konya il
merkezindeki Selquklu, Karatay ve Meram ilgelerinde, bagimsiz ve ilkokul biinyesinde bulunan
devlet ve 6zel okuldncesi egitim kurumlarinda gorev yapan toplam 68 dgretmen olusturmaktadir.
Tarama modeline dayali olarak yapilan ¢alismada veri toplama araci olarak "Yayginlastirma
Olgegine Iligkin Goriigler" ve "Bireysel Yenilikgilik Olgegi" kullanilmigtir. Elde edilen bulgulara gore
Okuloncesi 6gretmen ve dgretmen adaylarinin kaynagtirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin “kararsizim”
diizeyinde yer aldig1 ve bunun da istenilen diizeyde olmadig1, dgretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik
diizeylerinin ise; 6gretmenlerden daha yiiksek olmakla birlikte iki grubun da 6gretmenlik meslegi
agisindan diisiik sevide oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin yenilikgilik diizeylerinin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarimin  %20’sini agiklarken Ogretmen adaylarimin yenilikgilik
diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarim1 yordamadigi sonuglarina ulasilmis ve bu sonuglar
dogrultusunda bazi 6neriler getirilmistir.
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Giris

Gec¢misten bugiine degin tiim toplumlar, egitim alaninda yaptiklari reformlarla, kaliteli ve
cagdas bir egitim sistemi olusturmak i¢in caba gostermislerdir. Cagdas egitimler, degisen ve gelisen
yasam kosullar1 dogrultusunda tiim bireylerin gereksinimlerine uygun hizmet sunabilen ve bireysel
farkliliklar dikkate alan egitimlerdir. Bu egitimler ayni zamanda firsat ve imkan esitligi, egitim hakki
ve demokrasiye dayali egitim anlayisini ilke edinerek temellenmistir. Buna gore egitim, toplumda
bireyleri birbirinden farkli kilan kiiltiirel, cinsiyet, din, yas, zeka, yetenek, ilgi, sosyo-ekonomik
durum, 6grenme hizi gibi pek ¢ok 6zellige sahip olan tiim bireylere uygun ve kaliteli bir hizmet
sunabilmelidir. Ancak genel egitim sistemlerinin, bireysel farkliliklarin tiimiinii icermedigi, sadece
belli sinirlar dahilinde, ortalama yeterlige ve kapasiteye sahip bireylerin ihtiyaglarimi karsilayacak
sekilde diizenlendigi (Baykog, 2017; Kircaali-Iftar, 1998) goriilmektedir. Bu yiizden toplumda genel
egitim hizmetinden yararlananlarin biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugunu normal gelisim gosteren, saglikli bireyler
olusturmaktadir. Oysa ki toplumda bireysel ve gelisim Ozellikleri acgisindan yasitlarindan Snemli
derecede farklilik gosteren, diger bir ifadeyle 6zel egitim verilmesi gereken, 6zel gereksinimli bireyler
de bulunmaktadir (Egitimi Arastirma ve Gelistirme Dairesi Bagskanligi [EARGED], 2010). Bu bireyler,
genel egitim hizmetlerinden yeterince yararlanamamaktadir. Bu yiizden 6zel gereksinimli bireyler
igin ozel egitim ihtiyaci dogmaktadir. Ozel egitim, ortalama &grenci ozelliklerinden dnemli Slciide
farklihk gosteren ogrencilere verilen, bireysel olarak planlanmis ve bireyin bagimsiz yasama
olasiligini en {ist seviyeye yiikseltmeyi hedefleyen egitim hizmetlerinin biitiintidiir (Kircaali-Iftar,

1998).

Ozel egitim, bazi engelleri nedeniyle normal bireylerden farklilik gosteren bireylerin
potansiyellerinin en {ist diizeye ¢ikarilmasi, topluma uyum diizeylerinin artirilmasi ve toplumsal
diizenin saglanmasi agisindan oldukca 6nemli bir uygulamadir. Ozel egitim hizmetleri hem 6zel egitim
okullarinda hem de normal egitim okullarinda uygulanmaktadir. Bununla birlikte son yillarda 6zel egitim
kapsaminda ve normal egitim okullarinda, “kaynastirma” adi altinda yapilan uygulamalar oldukg¢a
yaygin bir hizmet alanina doniismiistiir (Mesleki Egitim ve Ogretim Sistemini Gelistirme Projesi
[MEGEP], 2013). Kaynastirma egitimi, bireysel egitim programlar1 cercevesinde ve egitim
personellerinin sorumlulugu altinda, kaynastirmaya uygun olan g¢ocuklarin sosyal, egitimsel ve
donemsel acidan normal yasitlar ile biitiinlestirilmesi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Balaban, Yilmaz ve
Yildizbas, 2009). Kaynastirma egitimleri ile 6zel gereksinimli bireylerin egitim ihtiyaglari, onlar
normal gelisim gosteren yasitlariyla ayirmadan normal egitim ortamlarinda karsilanmaktadir.
Bununla birlikte kaynastirma, 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerin higbir 6zel egitim destegi olmadan ayni
yastaki akranlariyla yalnizca ayni sinuf ortaminda, birlikte egitilmeleri demek degildir. Tam tersine,
genel egitim sinifinda bulunan 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerin egitimlerinin, 6zel egitim destegi ile

birlikte stirdiiriilmesidir (Kargin, 2004).
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Tiirk egitim sisteminde kaynastirma uygulamalar: ilk olarak 1983 yilinda yiiriirliige giren,
“Ozel Egitime Muhta¢ Cocuklar Kanunu” ile giindeme gelmistir (Sucuoglu, 2004). Ozel egitim
gereksinimli, farkli engel gruplarindan ¢ocuklar bdylece genel ilk ve ortadgretim okullarinda egitim
gormeye baslamislardir (Sargin ve Siinbiil, 2002). Bununla birlikte kaynastirma egitiminde 6zel
gereksinimli 6grencilerin ihtiyaglari tam olarak karsilanamamis ve yasanan problemler bir takim yasal
diizenlemelerle ¢oziilmeye calisilmistir. Bu dogrultuda XIII. Milli Egitim $Stirasinda (1990) alinan
kararlara dayal olarak 1. Ozel Egitim Konseyi (1991) toplanmis ve kaynastirma programlarinin
yayginlagtirilmas: ile uygulanmasina iliskin kararlar alinmistir. Bu kararlar dogrultusunda
kaynastirma egitimini iyilestirmek ve yayginlastirmak amaciyla 1992-1993 egitim 6gretim yilinda 12
ilde okuloncesi, ilkogretim ve ortadgretim diizeylerinde 88 pilot kaynastirma uygulamasi baslatilarak
cocuklarin, egitimcilerin ve ailelerin bu programa katilimi saglanmistir. (Metin, 2013; Sart, Ala, Yazlik,
Yilmaz ve Bozkurt, 2004). Ayrica 1997 yilinda yayimlanan 573 sayili Ozel Egitim Hakkinda Kanun
Hiikmiinde Kararname ve bu Kararname hiikiimlerine dayanilarak 2006 yilinda hazirlanan Ozel
Egitim Hizmetleri Yonetmeligi'yle, 6zel gereksinimi olan ¢ocuklarin okuldncesi egitimleri de zorunlu
hale getirilmistir (Metin, 2013). Ote yandan Milli Egitim Bakanligi tarafindan 2012-2013 yilindan
itibaren zorunlu egitim yasmin 66 aya indirmesiyle birlikte, 6zel egitim gereksinimli ¢ocuklara

kaynastirma yoluyla daha erken yasta egitim alabilme firsat1 da sunulmustur.

Ozel gereksinimli bireylerin yasamlarinin her doneminde akranlariyla birlikte normal egitim
ortamlarinda egitim almalar1 siiphesiz onlarin gelisimini olumlu etkilemektedir. Ancak gelisim
agisindan kritik donem olarak adlandirilan okuloncesi egitim doéneminde alinan kaynastirma
egitiminin daha Onemli oldugu sOylenebilir. Ciinkii bu doénemde alman kaynastirma egitimi,
gelisimsel yetersizlikleri daha kolay elimine edebilmekte, cocuklarin olumlu yonlerini destekleyerek
kendilerine giivenmelerini saglamakta, zihinsel ve sosyal gelisimini hizlandirabilmekte, davrams
problemlerini azaltabilmekte ve topluma uyumunu kolaylastirmaktadir. Erken vyasta alinan
kaynastirma egitimi tiim bunlarin yani sira 6gretmenlere, normal gelisim gdsteren ¢ocuklara, normal
gelisim gosteren ve Ozel egitime muhta¢ ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerine de olumlu katkilar getirmektedir
(Aral, 2011; Batu ve Kircaali-Iftar, 2006; Metin, 1992; Yavuz, 2005). Dolayisiyla okuldncesi donemde
alacak kaynastirma egitimin daha hayati bir rolii vardir (Metin, 2018). Ancak bunun gergeklesmesi
i¢cin okuloncesinde etkili bir kaynastirma egitimi ve basarili uygulamalarin olmasi1 gerekmektedir
(Kargin, 2004; Kogyigit, 2015; MEB, 2010; Rakap, 2017; Tasdemir ve Ozbesler, 2017; Yikmis, Aktas,

Karabulut ve Terzioglu, 2018; Yazicioglu, 2018).

Bu uygulamalarin basariyla yiiriitiilebilmesinde ise okul yonetimi, diger okul personeli,
fiziksel ortamlar, aileler, normal &grenciler, kaynastirma 6grencileri ve 6gretmenler énemlidir ve etkili
faktorler olarak siralanabilir (Kircaali-iftar, 1998). Bu faktorler icerisinde en onemlilerinden biri
dgretmenlerdir. Ogrencilerin egitim programini planlamak, uygulamak, onlarin akademik ve sosyal

gelisimlerini saglamak Ogretmenlerin gorevi oldugundan, kaynastirma uygulamasmin basarisinda
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O0gretmenlerin essiz bir rolii vardir (Ataman, 2003; Batu, 2000; ERG, 2011; Sart ve dgr., 2004). Ancak
Ogretmenlerin de bu egitimi etkili kilabilmesi i¢in en basta kaynastirma egitimi yapmaya istekli ve
Ozel egitime ihtiyaci olan ¢ocuklara kargsi kabul edici olmasi (Ataman, 2003) diger bir deyisle,
kaynastirma egitimine yonelik olumlu bir tutuma sahip olmasi gerekmektedir. Boylece geleneksel
egitim anlayisindan siyrilarak 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerine uygun egitim ortamlar1 diizenleyebilir,
farkli yontem-teknikler ve materyaller kullanabilir, problemleri farkli agilardan analiz edip farkh
¢oziim yollar1 iretebilir, meslektaslariyla isbirligi ve dayamisma igerisinde olabilir, 6grenme ve
O0gretme siirecinde ayni anda hem normal gelisim gosteren hem de 6zel gereksinimli 6grencisine
hitabeden eglenceli etkinlikler tasarlayabilir. Ozetle okuléncesi dgretmenleri kaynastirmaya ydnelik
olumlu bir tutuma sahip oldugunda, 6zgiin bir 6gretmen modeli ortaya koyarak kaynastirma

egitiminin basarisini artirabilir.

Kaynastirma egitiminin basarisinda, okuldncesi Ogretmenlerin kaynastirmaya yonelik
tutumlar1 kadar “yenilikgilik” diizeyleri de 6nemli bir faktordiir. Rogers (1983) yenilikgiligi, bireyin
yeniligi diger bireylerden daha hizl bir sekilde benimseyip kabul etmesi seklinde tanimlamaktadir.
Demirel ve Seckin’e (2008) gore ise yenilikgilik; degismek, risk almak ve en Onemlisi bilinenlerin
disma ¢ikmay1 goze almaktir. Rogers (1983), bireyleri yeniligi kabul edis sekillerine gore yenilikgi,
oncti, sorgulayici, kuskucu ve gelenekgi birey olarak bes gruba ayirmistir (Kiliger, 2011). Buna gore
Yenilik¢i (Innovators) bireyler; yeni fikirleri denemeye ve risk almaya istekli, vizyon sahibi, girisken,
egitimli, giivenli bilgiye dogrudan ulasan ve yeni uygulamalar1 gérmek icin seyahat eden, bilimsel
bilgiye giivenen, teknoloji kullaniminda giiglii, iist diizey diisiinme becerilerine sahip ve etrafina
yardim etmeyi seven bireylerdir. Oncii bireyler (Early Adopters), toplumun diger bireylerine yenilikler
hakkinda bilgi veren, yol gosteren, teknoloji odakli, degisim taraftari, vizyon sahibi, risk almaya ve
denemeye istekli bireylerdir. Sorgulayici (Early Majority) bireyler; yeniliklere kars: temkinli davranan,
risk alma konusunda ¢ok fazla istekli olmayan, yas, egitim ve sosyo-ekonomik diizeyleri ve kitle
iletisim araglarmi kullanim diizeyleri acisindan orta diizeydeki bireylerdir. Kuskucular (Late Majority);
yeniliklere karsi siipheci ve ¢ekingen bir tavir sergileyen, toplumun cogunlugunun yenilikleri
benimsemesini bekleyen, egitim diizeyi diisiik, yas ortalamasi yiiksek, kitle iletisim araglarindan gok
az oranda yararlanan, daha ¢ok kisiler arasi iletisimi tercih eden bireylerdir. Yenilikgiligi en diisiik
olan Gelenek¢iler (Laggards) ise; degisime karsi 6nyargiyla bakan, yenilikleri en son benimseme egilimi
sergileyen, yeniligi benimsemeden Once yeniligin baskalari tarafindan denenmesini ve sonuglarinin
gozlenmesini bekleyen, teknolojik konularda ok fazla destege gereksinim duyan ve risk almay:

sevmeyen bireylerdir (Rojers, 1983, Akt: Kiliger, 2011).

Gerek 6gretmenlerin gerekse 6gretmen adaylarinin, yenilik¢i anlayiglarinin en {ist diizeylerde
yer almasi, meslekleri geregi arzu edilen bir durumdur. Yenilik¢i olan Ogretmenler ve ogretmen
adaylari, mesleki alanda kendini geligtirebilir, 6grencilerinin katilabilecegi etkinliklerin sayisin

arttirabilir, bilgilerin sunumunda yeni yaklasim ve yollar1 dener, 6grenci katilimini arttirmak igin
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farkli yontemleri harmanlar ve aliskanliklarini degistirerek yeni becerileri hayata gegirebilir
(Ritchhart, 2004). Kaynastirma egitimlerinde de yenilikleri sartlara uygun bir bigimde transfer
edebilmek, mevcut yaklasimlar1 gelistirmek ve yenilik¢i fikirleri ise kosmak olduk¢a Onemlidir
(Demir-Basaran ve Keles, 2015). Ogretmenler kaynastirma egitiminde, 6gretme ve 6grenme siireglerini
yenilik¢i bir yaklasimla diizenlediklerinde daha verimli ve etkili 6grenme ortamlar1 diizenleyebilirler.
Boylece hem normal hem de 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerinin ihtiyaglarini daha iyi karsilayabilir ve
verdikleri hizmetten zevk alabilirler. Ancak bunun i¢in 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢i bir yaklasima sahip
olmalarinin yani sira, kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu tutumlara da sahip olmalar1 gerekmektedir.
Dolayisiyla yenilikgilik ve kaynastirma egitimine yonelik tutumlarin birbiriyle yakindan iliskili
iki temel Ozellik oldugu sOylenebilir. Bu yiizden 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin bu 6zelliklere ne
diizeyde sahip olduklarini belirleyen arastirmalara ihtiya¢ oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ciinkii bir
toplum mimar1 olarak giliniimiiz ve gelecekteki Ogretmenlerin, 6grencilerini 21. Yiiz yilin yasam
kosullartyla bas edebilecek sekilde, en iist diizeyde donarumli olarak yetistirmeleri gerekmektedir. Bu
konuda yapilacak arastirmalarin, 6gretmenler igin hizmet ici egitim, 6gretmen adaylar i¢in 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarmin gelistirilmesine, 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklar i¢in ise firsat ve imkan esitligi
saglanarak onlarin gelisimlerine dogrudan katki getirebilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu
arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular, normal gelisim gosterenlere gore dezavantajli durumda olan 6zel
gereksinimli 6grencilerin glintimiizde halen tartisilmakta olan egitim sorunlariin ¢oziimii i¢in veri
kaynagi olusturabilir. Ayrica kaynastirma egitiminin erken yasta verilmesinin 6nemi dogrultusunda,
bu konuda uygulayic olarak en biiyiik sorumlulugu {istlenen mevcut okuldncesi 6gretmenlerinin ve
gelecekte Ogretmen olacak olan adaylarimin gerek hizmet Oncesi egitimine gerekse hizmete
basladiginda mesleki gelisimine yon verebilir. Bunun yani sira, arastirmada elde edilecek bulgular
dogrultusunda okuldncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarmnn yenilik¢ilik ve kaynastirmaya yonelik
tutumlan arasindaki iligki géz oniinde bulundurularak ilgili paydaslar tarafindan 6grenme-6gretme
siirecini iyilestirici tedbirler alinabilir. Ek olarak yapilan arastirmanin literatiire de katk:i getirecegi

disuntilmektedir.

Literatiir incelendiginde farkli alandaki Ogretmenler ve Ogretmen adaylar1 {izerinde
yliriitiilen, kaynastirma egitimine yonelik tutumlarin ve yenilikgilik diizeylerinin bagimsiz olarak ele
alindigr pek ¢ok calismaya rastlamak miimkiindiir. Okuldncesi 0gretmen ve Ogretmen adaylar
{izerinde de yine kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarin (Culhaoglu-imrak, 2009; Emam ve Mohamed,
2011; Gal, Schreur ve Engel-Yeger, 2010; Okyay, 2006; Ozdemir, 2010; Ozbaba, 2000; Sari, Celikoz ve
Secer, 2009; Sargin ve Siinbiil, 2002; Seger, Celikoz, Sari, Cetin ve Biiyiiktaskapu, 2010; Ustiin ve Yilan,
2003; Yavuz, 2005; Zagli, 2010) ve yenilikgilik diizeylerinin (Bitkin, 2012; Kéroglu, 2014; Yalgm-incik
ve Yanpar-Yelken, 2011; Yilmaz, 2013) ayr ayr incelendigi ¢alismalarin oldugu goézlenmektedir.

Bunun yani sira yine okuloncesi alanindaki 6gretmen ve Ogretmen adaylar {izerinde yiiriitiilmiis,
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yenilikg¢ilik ile dogrudan iliskili olmasa da yenilikg¢iligi etkileyen ve ondan etkilenen, girisimcilik ve
yaraticilik diizeylerini belirlemeyi amaclayan arastirmalar da bulunmaktadir (Asikoglu-Aydemir,
2018; Cetingdz, 2002; Coban, 2016; Keng, 2001; Pan ve Akay, 2015; Toyran, 2015). Oysa alan yazinda
okuldncesinde 6gretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari ve yenilikgilik
diizeylerinin birlikte ele alinarak aralarindaki iliskinin incelendigi calismalara rastlanilmamistir. Bu
nedenle bu arastirmada kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu bir tutuma sahip olan okuloncesi
Ogretmenlerinin ve Ogretmen adaylarmin aynm1 zamanda yiiksek diizeyde yenilik¢i olacagi
sayiltisindan hareket edilerek Okuloncesi 6gretmenleri ve O6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlar ile yenilikgilik diizeylerinin belirlenmesi ve kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlan ile

yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi amaglanmistur.
Bu genel amag dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:
1. Okuldncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari nasildir?
1.1. Ogretmenlerin kaynastirmaya yénelik tutumlari nasildir?
1.2. Ogretmen adaylarmin kaynastirmaya yénelik tutumlari nasildir?

1.3. Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarimin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari arasinda fark var

midir?
2. Okuloncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik diizeyleri nasildir?
2.1. Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri nedir?
2.2. Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik diizeyleri nedir?
2.3. Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik diizeyleri arasinda fark var midir?

3. Okuléncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik anlayislari, kaynagtirmaya yonelik

tutumlarimin anlaml bir yordayicist midir?

3.1. Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini

yordama derecesi nedir?

3.2. Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarmni yordama

derecesi nedir?
Yontem

Bu ¢alismanin amaci okuldncesi 6gretmenleri ve 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik
tutumlarn ile yenilikgilik diizeylerini belirlemektir. Arastirma, 6gretmen adaylar1 ve 6gretmenlerin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar ile yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin mevcut durumu belirlenmeye ve var
oldugu sekliyle ortaya konulmaya calisildig1 icin tarama modeline dayali olarak yiiriitiilmiistiir.

Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarmin durumlar1 karsilastirildig: i¢in ve iki degisken agisindan
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durumlar arasindaki iligkiler incelendigi i¢in iliskisel tarama modeli temel alinmistir.

Aragtirmanin calisma evrenini, 2015 ve 2016 egitim-6gretim yilinda Konya ili, merkez
ilgelerine bagh okuldncesi kurumlarinda gorev yapan 6gretmenler ile yine ayni egitim-6gretim yilinda
NEU egitim fakiiltesi okuloncesi &gretmenligi boliimiinde Ogrenim goren Ogretmen adaylari
olusturmaktadir. Arastirmanin §3retmen adaylarindan olusan Ornekleminin belirlenmesinde amagh
ornekleme yontemlerinden oOlgiit ornekleme kullanilmistir. Bu dogrultuda gerek kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlarii olusturmasini, gerekse tutumlarinin diizeyini etkileyebilecek olan 6zel egitim
dersini alan 6gretmen adaylarmin 6rneklemde yer almasi uygun goriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle 6gretmen
adaylarinin se¢iminde, daha once kaynastirma egitimini iceren ve 3. smufta zorunlu dersler
kapsaminda bulunan 6zel egitim dersini almis olma temel 6l¢iit olarak belirlenmistir. Bu temel 6lgtit
dogrultusunda okuloncesi 0gretmenligi programinda 3. ve 4. siufta 6grenim goren toplam 213
dgrencinin, random yoluyla ve goniilliilitk esasina dayali olarak goriisleri alinmistir. Ogretmenlerden
olusan Orneklem grubunun belirlenmesinde ise; seckisiz Ornekleme yontemlerinden basit seckisiz
ornekleme kullanilmistir. Basit seckisiz 6rnekleme, temsil edici bir 6rneklemin se¢iminin gegerli ve en
iyi yoludur ve temsili saglamada diger yontemlerden daha giicliidiir (Biiytikoztiirk, Kilig-Cakmalk,
Akgtin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2013). Calismada okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinin, gerek kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlar1 gerekse yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri ac¢isindan mevcut durumunun var oldugu sekliyle
ortaya konulmasi hedeflendigi icin basit seckisiz 6rneklem kullanilmasi uygun goriilmiistiir. Bu
dogrultuda Konya il merkezindeki Selcuklu, Karatay ve Meram ilcelerinde, bagimsiz ve ilkokul
bilinyesinde bulunan devlet ve 6zel okuloncesi egitim kurumlarinda goérev yapan, arastirmaya goniillii
olarak katilan toplam 68 &gretmen Orneklem grubunda yer almistir. Ayrica yapilan arastirma
Necmettin Erbakan Universitesinde okuloncesi egitim programima devam eden 6gretmen adaylari ve
Konya ili merkez ilgelerinde gorev yapmakta olan okuloncesi 6gretmenleri ile siurlandirilmistir.
Arastirma ikinci 6rneklem grubu olan okuldncesi 6gretmenligi ile simirli oldugu igin ve okuldncesi
ogretmenligi ilkdgretim ya da ortadgretim dgretmenligi gibi genis bir evren-6rnekleme sahip olmadig:
icin (her okulda yalnizca birkag) az sayida 6gretmene ulasilabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte arastirmada
parametrik testlerin varsayimlari igerisinde yer olan n>30 olmasi, grubun homojen (p=0,341) ve
dagilimin normal olmasi1 (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test degeri p=0,155 olmas1) varsayimlari
karsilandigindan Ogretmen Orneklem sayisi parametrik istatistikler igin yeterli bulunmustur.
Arastirma Ornekleminde yer alan 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarina ait kisisel bilgiler Tablo 1’de yer

almaktadir.
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Tablo 1. Okuléncesi 6gretmen ve dgretmen adaylarimin kisisel bilgilerine ait Frekans (f) ve Yiizdeler(%)

Grup Degisken Kategori f %
Kadin 197 92,4
Cinsiyet Erkek 16 7,5
Toplam 213 100,0
Ogretmen Aday1 Diiz Lise 27 12,6
Mezun Oldugu Meslek Lisesi 96 45,1
Okul Tiiri Anadolu Lisesi 90 42,3
Toplam 213 100,0
Kadin 61 89,7
Cinsiyet Erkek 7 10,3
Toplam 68 100,0
20-25 Yas 15 22,1
26-35 Yas 29 42,6
Yas
36-45 Yas 24 35,3
Toplam 68 100,0
Evli 41 60,3
Medeni Durum Bekar 27 39,7
Toplam 68 100,0
Var 34 50,0
Cocuk Yok 34 50,0
Toplam 68 100,0
Ogretmen Yiiksek Okul 4 59
Egitim Lisans 62 91,2
Lisanstistii 2 2,9
Toplam 68 100,0
1-5yil 22 32,4
6-10 y1l 21 30,9
11-15 y1l 11 16,2
Kidem 16-20 yil 10 14,7
21 yil ve tizeri 4 5,9
Toplam 68 100,0
Bagimsiz Anaokulu 25 36,8
Gorev Yaptigi Okul [lkokul Biinyesinde A.O. 30 44,1
Tura Diger 13 19,1
Toplam 68 100,0

Tablo 1, kisaca Ozetlendiginde arastirma Ornekleminde yer alan Ogretmen adaylarmin;
tamamina yakininin kadinlardan (%92,6) olustugu, c¢ogunlukla meslek lisesi ve Anadolu lisesi
mezunu oldugu (% 87,4) goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin ise; yine agirlikli olarak kadinlardan olustugu
(%89,7), yarisindan fazlasinin 20-35 yasinda (%64,7) ve evli (%60,3) oldugu, evli olanlarin yarisinin
aym1 zamanda c¢ocuk sahibi oldugu (%50), tamamina yakiminin lisans egitimi aldigr (%91,2),
¢ogunlugun bagimsiz ve ilkdgretim okulu biinyesinde bulunan bir okuléncesi kurumunda galistig

(%80,9) ve yarisindan fazlasinin 1-10 yil arasinda 6gretmenlik hizmeti verdigi (%63,3) anlasilmaktadir.
Veri Toplama Araglar1 ve Verilerin Toplanmasi

Arastirmada “Kaynastirmaya Iliskin Tutum C)lgegi” ve “Bireysel Yenilikgilik Olgegi” olmak
{izere iki tiir veri toplama araci kullanilmistir. Ogretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya

iliskin tutumlarini 6lgmek amaciyla Antonak ve Larrivee (1995) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Tiirkceye
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uyarlama calismasi Kircaali-Iftar (1996) tarafindan yapilan “Kaynastirmaya Iliskin Tutum Olgegi"
kullanilmistir. Olcek, bes faktérden ve 20 maddeden olusmaktadir. Olgegin Kircaali-Iftar (1996)
tarafindan yapilan giivenirlik calismasina gore, Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlilik katsayist 0.80’dir.
Bununla birlikte Orneklem farklilifindan dolay:1 toplanan veriler {izerinde Olgegin gecerlik ve
glvenirligi yeniden hesaplamistir. Yapilan gecerlik giivenirlik calismasinda bes faktor olarak
kaynastirmaya iliskin tutumlari 6l¢meye yonelik toplam varyans: agiklama orani %64,56, Cronbach
Alfa Giivenirlik Katsayis1 ise 0.81 bulunmustur. Olgegin 10 maddesi olumlu, 10 maddesi ise olumsuz
ifadeyi icermektedir. Olgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 20, en yiiksek puan ise 100’diir. Olgekten
alman yiiksek puan kaynastirmaya iliskin olumlu tutumu, diisitk puan ise kaynastirmaya iliskin
olumsuz tutumu gostermektedir. Ogretmen ve dgretmen adaylar1 5'1i likert tipinde hazirlanan lgekte
yer alan her bir maddeye iliskin tutumlarini; “Hi¢ katilmiyorum (1)”, “katilmiyorum (2)”, “Kararsizim
(3)”, “Katiliyorum (4)” ve “Tamamen katiliyorum (5)” kategorilerinden birisini isaretleyerek

belirtmislerdir.

Arastirmada kullanilan ikinci 6lgek ise, H. Thomas Hurt, Katherine Joseph ve Chester. D.
Cook (1977) tarafindan gelistirilen, Kiliger ve Odabas: (2010) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan “Bireysel
Yenilikgilik Olgegi”dir. Toplam 20 maddeden olusan &lgegin Tiirkce formunun, yenilikgilik diizeyini
belirlemeye iliskin agikladig1 toplam varyans %52,52, test-tekrar test giivenirlik katsayisi 0.87 ve
Olcegin geneline iliskin i¢ tutarlik katsayis1 a=0.82"dir (Kiligcer ve Odabasi, 2010). Bu degerler dlgegin
gecerli ve giivenilir oldugunu ifade etmekle birlikte bu arastirma igin yeniden gegerlik giivenirlik
calismasi yapilmistir. Olgegin i¢ tutarhiligini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan giivenirlik caligmasinda
Cronbach Alpha katsayisi 0.80 bulunurken, yapisini belirlemek i¢in yapilan faktor analizi sonucunda
Olcegin yenilikgilik diizeyini tek faktor altinda agiklanan toplam varyans % 50.55 olarak tespit
edilmistir. Olgekte yer alan maddelerin 12’si olumlu, 8i olumsuz ifadeden olusmaktadir. Olgekten
alman ytiksek puan yiiksek diizeyde yenilik¢i bir anlayisi, diisiik puan ise yetersiz diizeyde yenilikgi
anlayis1 gostermektedir. Besli likert tipinde hazirlanan Slgekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 100, en

diisiik puan ise 20’dir.

Arastirmada kullanilan her iki veri toplama aracina, arastirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan
“kisisel bilgiler” formu ilave edilerek, hem okuldncesi 6gretmenleri hem de &gretmen adaylarina
uygulanmistir. Hazirlanan Olgekler arastirmacilar tarafindan toplam 221 6gretmen adayma ve 68
ogretmene uygulanmistir. Ogretmen adaylarindan veri toplama siirecinde; veri toplama aracimn
uygulandig1 giin okulda bulunan ve arastirmada goniillii olarak katilmak isteyen adaylarin yer
almasma dikkat edilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarina gerekli aciklamalar yapilarak yiiz yiize uygulanan
Olgme araci, uygulama sonunda elden toplanmigtir. Verilerin bilgisayara aktarilma siirecinde, 6lgek
formlar incelenerek agiklamalara aykiri cevaplamada bulunan 8 adet form arastirma kapsamindan
cikarilmustir. Okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinden olusan 6rneklem grubuna ait veriler ise, yine arastirmacilar

tarafindan Ogretmenlerin calistiklar1 kurumlara gidilerek ve yiiz ylize goriisme yoluyla gerekli
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aciklamalar yapilarak uygulanmis ve elden toplanmistir. Verilerin aragtirmacilar tarafindan
toplanmasi nedeniyle geri doniisiim orani1 %100 olmustur. Olgek formlarimin doldurulmasi yaklagik

15 dakika stirmiistiir.
Verilerin Coziimlenmesi ve Yorumlanmasi

Arastirmanin genel amaci gercevesinde cevaplari aranan alt amaglara yonelik olarak toplanan
veriler, SPSS (The Statistical Packet for The Social Sciences) programina aktarilarak istatistiksel
coziimlemeleri yapilmistir. Olgekte belirlenen olumsuz ifadeler ters gevrilerek puanlanmistir.
Ogretmen ve dgretmen adaylarmin; kaynagtirmaya iliskin tutumlar ile yenilikcilik diizeylerinin
belirlenmesinde betimsel istatistik, kaynastirmaya iliskin tutumlar ile yenilikcilik diizeylerinin
farklilasip farklilasmama durumlarinin belirlenmesinde bagimsiz t-testi, yenilikgilik diizeylerinin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini yordama derecesinin belirlenmesinde ise basit regresyon analizi

kullanilmistir. Verilerin yorumlanmasinda manidarlik diizeyi o=0.05 alinmistir.
Etik Kurul Izin Bilgileri
Yapilan bu ¢alismada “Etik ihlali” yapmadigimizi beyan ederiz.
Bulgular
Okuléncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen Adaylarinin Kaynagtirmaya Yonelik Tutumlar

Aragtirmanin 1. alt amacinda “Okuloncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlar1 nasildir?” sorusu sorulmustur. Bu soruya cevap aramak i¢in betimsel istatistikler ve

bagimsiz T-testi yapilarak mevcut durumlar: ve aralarindaki fark belirlenmeye calisilmistir.

Okuléncesi oOgretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari: Arastirmanm 1. alt amaa
dogrultusunda ilk olarak okuloncesi 0gretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar1 incelenmistir.
Tutumlarinin nasil oldugunu belirleyebilmek i¢in tanimlayicr istatistikler yapilmis ve temel istatistiki

gostergelere iliskin bulgular Tablo 2’ de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2.Okuléncesi 63retmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarina iligkin betimsel istatistik sonuclar:

Aralik Degerler n x ss Min. Maks. Top. Puan
Hi¢ Katilmiyorum (1) 20.00 - 36.00
Katilmiyorum (2) 36.01 - 52.00
Kararsizim (3) 52.01 - 68.00 68 53,716 7,13 28,00 69,00 3615.00
Katiliyorum (4) 68.01 - 86.00
Tam. Katillyorum (5) 86.01- 100.00

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, okuldncesi 6gretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarina iliskin
en diisiik puanin 28,00, en yiiksek puanin 69,00, toplam tutum puanlarmnin 3615.00, standart sapma
puanlarinin (ss)=7.13 ve aritmetik ortalama puanlarinin ( X )=53.72 oldugu goriilmektedir. Aritmetik
ortalama puanlar1 Olgekten almabilecek puanlarla karsilastirildiginda, kaynastirmaya yonelik

tutumlarmin “kararsizim” (3) kategorisinde yer aldig1 ancak bu degerin “katilmiyorum” kategorisine
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cok yakin oldugu ve hatta simirda oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin kaynastirmaya yonelik
maksimum tutum puanlarinin dahi “katiiyorum”(4) kategorisinin alt simirinda yer aldigi
goriilmektedir. Bu durum, okuldncesi 6gretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu bir tutuma
sahip olmadiklarin1 gostermektedir. Standart sapma puanlar1 agisindan degerlendirildiginde ise
okul6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin homojen bir yapiya sahip oldugu yani tutumlarmin yiiksek, diisiik ya da
¢ok diisiik bir dagilim sergilemedigi, kararli oldugu ya da bir diger ifadeyle 6gretmenlerin olumsuza
yakin goriinen bu tutumlarmin benzerlik gosterdigi ve onlarin tutumu olarak genellenebilecegi

sOylenebilir.

Okuldncesi O0gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari: Arastirmanin 1. alt amaci
dogrultusunda ikinci olarak okuldncesi dgretmen adaylarmmin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari
incelenmistir. Tutumlarin nasil oldugunu belirleyebilmek icin tamimlayici istatistikler yapilmis ve

temel istatistiki gostergelere iliskin bulgular Tablo 3'te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Okuloncesi 63retmen adaylarimn kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarma iliskin betimsel istatistik

sonuclart
Aralik Degerler n x ss Min.  Maks. Top. Puan
Hi¢ Katilmiyorum (1) 20.00 - 36.00
Katilmiyorum (2) 36.01 - 52.00
Kararsizim (3) 52.01 - 68.00 213 52,784 6,28 32,00 73,00 11243.00
Katilryorum (4) 68.01 - 86.00

Tam. Katilyorum  (5) 86.01 -100.00

Tablo 3, incelendiginde, okuloncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarina
iliskin en diisiik puanin 32,00, en yiiksek puanin 73,00, toplam tutum puanlarinin 11243.00, standart
sapma puanlarinin (ss)=6,28 ve aritmetik ortalama puanlarinin (X )=52.79 oldugu goriilmektedir.
Aritmetik ortalama puanlar1 Olgekten alinabilecek puanlarla karsilastirildiginda, kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlarinin 6gretmenlerde oldugu gibi “kararsizim” (3) kategorisinde yer aldigi ancak bu
degerin yine “katilmiyorum” kategorisine ¢ok yakin oldugu ve hatta simirda oldugu gozlenmektedir.
Ogretmen adaylariin kaynastirmaya yoénelik maksimum tutum puanlarmin dahi “katiliyorum”(4)
kategorisinin alt simirinda yer aldigi goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu yine 6gretmenlerde oldugu gibi,
okuloncesi ogretmen adaylarinin da kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu bir tutuma sahip olmadiklarinm
gostermektedir. Standart sapma puanlari agisindan degerlendirildiginde de okuldncesi ogretmen
adaylarinin homojen bir yapiya sahip oldugu yani tutumlarimin yiiksek, diisiik ya da ¢ok diisiik bir
dagilim sergilemedigi, kararli oldugu ya da bir diger ifadeyle olumsuza yakin goriinen bu

tutumlarinin benzerlik gosterdigi sdylenebilir.

Okuléncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin
karsilastirilmasi: Arastirmanin 1. alt amaci dogrultusunda tiglincii olarak okuldncesi 6gretmen ve
Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar arasinda fark olup olmadig1 incelenmis ve

karsilastirmalara iliskin yapilan bagimsiz t-testi sonuglar: Tablo 4’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 4. Ogretmen ve G§retmen adaylarmin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinn karsilastirilmasina iliskin t-
testi sonuclart

Grup n x ss sd t. p
Ogretmen Aday1 213 52,78 6,28
. 279 0.417 0.677
Ogretmen 68 53,16 7,13

(*) p<0.05

Tablo 4 incelendiginde okuloncesi Ogretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum puan
ortalamalariin (X% )=53,2 ve Ogretmen adaylarimin (X )=52,8 oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu farklin
anlamli olup olmadigim belirlemek icin yapilan t-testi sonucuna gore (t=0.417; p<0.05) kaynastirmaya
yonelik tutumlar arasinda anlamh bir farklilik olmadig1 gozlenmektedir. Her iki grubun da tutum
puan ortalamalarinin birbirine ¢ok yakin olmasi ve “kararsizim” (3) kategorisinin sinirinda yer almasi
nedeniyle hem &gretmenlerin hem de 6gretmen adaylariin benzer tutumlara sahip olduklar1 ve

kaynastirma egitimine sicak bakmadiklar: sylenebilir.
Okuléncesi Ogretmenlerinin ve Ogretmen Adaylarinin Yenilikgilik Diizeyleri

Aragtirmanin 2. alt amacinda “Okuloncesi 6gretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik
diizeyleri nasildir?” sorusu sorulmustur. Bu soruya cevap aramak icin betimsel istatistikler ve

bagimsiz t-testi yapilarak mevcut durumlar: ve aralarindaki fark belirlenmeye ¢alisilmistir.

Okuléncesi 6gretmenlerinin yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri: Arastirmanin 2. alt amaci dogrultusunda ilk
olarak okuloncesi 0gretmenlerinin yenilikgilik diizeyleri incelenmistir. Yenilikg¢ilik diizeyinin nasil
oldugunu belirleyebilmek icin tanimlayici istatistikler yapilmis ve temel istatistiki gostergelere iligskin

bulgular Tablo 5 de sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinin yenilikgilik diizeylerine iligkin betimsel istatistik sonuclar:

Aralik Degerler n x ss Min. Maks. Top. Puan
Geleneksel (1) 20.00 - 36.00
Kusgkucu (2) 36.01 - 52.00
Sorgulayict  (3) 52.01 - 68.00 68 63,588 10,05 35,00 81,00 4324,00
Oncii (4) 68.01 - 86.00
Yenilikgi (5) 86.01 -100.00

Tablo 5 incelendiginde, okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinin yenilikgilik diizeylerine iligskin en diisiik
puanin 35,00, en yiiksek puanin 81,00, toplam yenilik¢ilik puanlarmin 4324,00, standart sapma
puanlarinin (ss)=10,05 ve aritmetik ortalama puanlarinmn ( X )=63,6 oldugu goriilmektedir. Okuldncesi
Ogretmenlerinin yenilikcilik diizeyleri, aritmetik ortalama puanlarn agisindan ele alindiginda
“Sorgulayic1” (3) kategorisinde yer aldig1 gozlenmektedir. Elde edilen bu bulguya gore, okuloncesi
Ogretmenlerinin, bir 6gretmende bulunmasi gereken yenilik¢i anlayisa yeterince sahip olmadiklar:

yalnizca yeni durumlari sorgulayici bir tutum sergiledikleri anlasiimaktadir.

Okuléncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilikg¢ilik diizeyleri: Arastirmanin 2. alt amaci dogrultusunda
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ikinci olarak okuldncesi dgretmen adaylarimin yenilikgilik diizeyleri incelenmistir. Yenilik¢ilik diizeyinin
nasil oldugunu belirleyebilmek icin tanimlayici istatistikler yapilmis ve temel istatistiki gostergelere

iliskin bulgular Tablo 6 da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Okuloncesi 6gretmen adaylarmmn yenilikgilik diizeylerine iliskin betimsel istatistik sonuclar:

Aralik Degerler n x ss Min. Maks. Top. Puan
Geleneksel (1) 20.00 — 36.00
Kuskucu (2) 36.01 — 52.00
Sorgulayict  (3) 52.01 - 68.00 213 68,288 8,06 41,00 96,00 14682.00
Oncii (4) 68.01 — 86.00
Yenilik¢i (5) 86.01 -100.00

Tablo 6’da goriildiigii gibi okuloncesi dgretmen adaylarimin yenilikgilik diizeyine iliskin en
diisiik puan 41,00, en yiiksek puan 96,00, toplam yenilik¢ilik puan1 14682,00, standart sapma puam
(ss)=8,06 ve aritmetik ortalama puanmi (x) 68,3'diir. Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilik¢ilik ortalama
puanlari, Slgekten almabilecek aralik degerler agisindan ele alindiginda “Oncii” (4) kategorisinde yer
almaktadir. Ancak bu puanin simir degere ¢ok yakin oldugu sorgulayici kategorisinin iist sinirinda yer
aldigr gozlenmektedir. Bu bulgu dogrultusunda o6gretmen adaylarimin yenilikleri sorgulamanin
Otesine astiklari, tam olarak yenilik¢i olmamakla birlikte 6ncii diizeyinde yer aldiklar1 sdylenebilir.
Bununla birlikte 6gretmenlik meslek alaninda calisacak bireyler igin daha yiiksek yenilik¢ilige sahip

olmalar1 beklenildiginden mevcut yenilikgilik diizeylerinin yeterli sayillamayacag: diistiniilmektedir.

Okuléncesi oOgretmen ve oOgretmen adaylarinin yenilikg¢ilik diizeylerinin karsilastirilmasi:
Aragtirmanin 2. alt amac1 dogrultusunda iigiincii olarak okuldncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin
yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri arasinda fark olup olmadigi incelenmis ve karsilastirmalara iliskin yapilan

bagimsiz t-testi sonuglar1 Tablo 7 “de verilmistir.

Tablo 7. Ogretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin karsilagtirnlmasina iliskin t-testi sonuglart

Grup n x ss sd t. p
Ogretmen Aday1 213 68,29 8,07
. 281 3.937 0.001
Ogretmen 68 63,59 10,05

(*) p<0.05

Tablo 7 incelendiginde okuldncesi 6gretmenlerinin yenilikgilik diizeylerine iligskin aritmetik
ortama puaninin (X )=63,6 ve Ogretmen adaylarimin (X )=68,3 oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu farklin
anlamli olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in yapilan t-testi sonucuna gore (t=3.937; p<0.05) yenilikgilik
diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farkliik oldugu gozlenmektedir. Okuldncesi 6gretmen adaylarmin
yenilikgilik diizeyi aritmetik ortalama puanlarmin, Ogretmenlerinkinden daha yiiksek olmasi

Ogretmen adaylarinin, 6gretmenlerden daha yenilikg¢i bir anlayisa sahip olduklarini gostermektedir.
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Ogretmen ve Ogretmen Adaylarinin Yenilik¢ilik Anlayislarinin, Kaynastirmaya Yonelik

Tutumlarini Yordama Derecesi

Arastirmanin 3. alt probleminde, ”C)gretmen adaylar1 ve 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik anlayislars,
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin anlaml bir yordayicis1t midir?” sorusu sorulmustu. Bu soruya
cevap aranmirken okuldoncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen adaylarmin yenilikgilik diizeylerinin,

kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlariyla iliskisi basit regresyon analizi yapilarak incelenmistir.

Ogretmenlerin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini yordama derecesi:
Arasgtirmanin 3. alt amaci dogrultusunda ilk olarak okuldncesi 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini yordama derecesi incelenmistir. Bu dogrultuda yapilan basit
regresyon analizine iliskin bulgular Tablo 8 de sunulmustur.

Tablo 8: Ogretmenlerin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarim yordama derecesine iliskin
basit regresyon analizi sonuclar

Degisken B SHs y/j t P Ikili r
Sabit 32,623 5,004 6,519 ,000
Yenilikgilik Diizeyi ,323 ,078 455 4,155 ,000 ,455

R=0.455, R2=0.207
F=17.250, P=0.001

Tablo 8'de de goriildiigii gibi yordayici degiskenle, bagiml degisken (yordanan) arasindaki
ikili korelasyon incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik diizeyi ile kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari
arasinda pozitif ve orta diizeyde bir iliskinin (r=0.46) oldugu goriilmektedir. Yordayici degiskenle
yordanan arasinda pozitif yonde bir iliskinin bulunmasi 6gretmenlerin yenilikgilik diizeyleri arttikga,
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin arttigini gostermektedir. Ayrica yordayic: degiskenin tek basina
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarla orta diizeyde bir iliski olusturdugu ve bu iliskinin diisiik bir iligki

sayilamayacag1 sdylenebilir.

Tablo 8 ogretmenlerin yenilik¢ilik diizeyi ile kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar1 arasindaki
iliskinin ~yordanmasma yo&nelik ve tek faktorlii kurulan regresyon modeli agisindan
degerlendirildiginde, modelin anlamli oldugu (R=0.455, R?=0.207, p<0.001) ve 0&gretmenlerin
yenilik¢ilik diizeyinin tek basina kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum puanlarma iliskin toplam varyansin
%20.7'sini agiklamaktadir. Aciklanamayan yaklasik %79’luk kisim ise incelenmeyen baska

degiskenlerin etkisi oldugu anlamina gelmektedir.

Regresyon katsayilarmin anlamliligina iligkin t-testi sonucu da yenilikgilik diizeyi-yordayici
degiskeninin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum puanlarimin anlamh bir yordayicisi oldugunu

gostermektedir. Dogrulanan basit regresyon modeline gore;

Ogretmenlerin Kaynastirmaya Yonelik Tutumu (OKYT) = 32,623sabit + 0,323 Yenilikgilik Diizeyi

1620



KEFAD Cilt 21, Say1 3, Aralik, 2020
seklinde formdile edilebilir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini yordama
derecesi: Arastirmanin 3. alt amac dogrultusunda ikinci olarak okuldncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin
yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarini yordama derecesi incelenmistir. Bu
dogrultuda yapilan basit regresyon analizine iliskin bulgular Tablo 9’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 9. Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarim yordama derecesine
iliskin basit regresyon analizi sonuglart

Degisken B SHs B t p Tkili r
Sabit 58,812 3,735 15,748 ,000
Yenilikgilik Diizeyi -,088 ,054 - 111 -1,625 ,106 - 111

R=0.110, R2>=0.012
F=2.640, P=0.106

Tablo 9'un incelenmesinden de anlasilabilecegi gibi yordayici degisken olan yenilikgilik
diizeyi ile yordanan degisken olan kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum arasindaki ikili korelasyon pozitif ve
¢ok diisiik diizeydedir (r=0.11). Yordayici degiskenle yordanan degisken arasinda pozitif yondeki
iliski, 0gretmen adaylarinin yenilik¢ilik diizeyi arttikca, kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin da
arttigini  gostermekle birlikte, iliskinin miktarmin yok denecek kadar az oldugu anlammna da

gelmektedir.

Tablo 9 Ogretmen adaylarinin yenilik¢ilik diizeyi ile kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar:
arasindaki iliskinin yordanmasina yonelik ve tek faktorlii kurulan regresyon modeli agisindan
degerlendirildiginde, modelin anlamli olmadig1 (R=0.111, R?=0.01, p>0.106) ve 6gretmen adaylarinin
yenilik¢ilik diizeyinin tek basina kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum puanlarina iliskin toplam varyansin
yalnmizca % 1'ini agikladig1 gozlenmektedir. Aciklanamayan yaklasik % 99luk kisim arastirmada

incelenmeyen bagka degiskenlerin etkisi oldugunu gostermektedir.

Regresyon katsayilarinin anlamliligina iliskin t-testi sonucu da Ogretmen adaylarmin
yenilik¢ilik diizeyinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutum puanlarinin anlaml bir yordayicisi olmadigina

isaret etmektedir.
Sonuc ve Tartisma

Aragtirmada ulagilan ilk temel sonug, okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin
kaynagtirmaya yonelik olumlu tutuma sahip olmadig1 sonucudur. Okuldncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen
adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlari benzer 6zellikte ve her iki grubun da tutumlar etkili bir
kaynagtirma egitimi icin yeterli diizeyde degildir. Bu sonug okuldncesindeki 6gretmen ve 6gretmen
adaylarinin, kaynastirma egitiminde basarili olamamalar1 ihtimaline isaret etmektedir. Kaynastirma
egitimiyle ilgili yapilan arastirmalarda tutumlarin olumsuz olmasinda etkili olan bazi nedenler sik¢a

vurgulanmakta ve bu nedenlerin daha ¢ok egitim eksikliginden, tecriibe yetersizliginden, hizmet
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yilinin asir1 yiiksek olmasindan, siniflarin kalabalik olmasindan, okul yonetimi ve ailenin yeterince
destek vermemesinden kaynaklandig belirtilmektedir (Alexander ve Strain, 1978; Altun ve Giilben,
2009; EARGED, 2010; Emam ve Mohamed, 2011; Gok, 2009; Gok ve Erbag, 2011; Goziin ve Yikmus,
2004; Kargin, 2004; Kayaoglu,1999; Mandell ve Strain, 1978; Okyay, 2009; Ozbaba, 2000; Ozdemir,
2010; Varlier, 2004). Bu arastirmanin Ornekleminde yer alan okuldncesi ogretmenlerinin kisisel
bilgileri incelendiginde hizmet yillar1 agisindan %75,5’inin 1-15 yil arasinda hizmet verdikleri,
%64,7’sinin 20 ve 35 yaslar1 arasinda oldugu ve %94,1'inin lisans ve lisansiistii egitim aldiklar
gozlenmektedir. Bu yiizden literatiirde yer alan egitim eksikligi ve hizmet yilinin asir1 yiiksek olmasi
nedenlerinin okuloncesi Ogretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinda etkili faktorler
olamayacag1 diistintilmektedir. Bu durumda agirlikli olarak kaynastirma egitimiyle ilgili bilgi
eksikligi, tecriibe yetersizligi ve okul yonetiminin yeterince destek saglayamamasi gibi nedenlerin
etkili olabilecegi soylenebilir. Okultncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin
ise; lisans diizeyinde aldiklar1 6zel egitim dersinin daha gok teorik olarak islenmesinden diger bir
ifadeyle kaynastirma egitimi ile ilgili bilgilerinin ezber bilgiye dayali olmasindan ve bu konuda
duyussal davranislari yeterince kazanamamis olmalarindan dolay: diisiik olmasi muhtemeldir. Kayuls,
Kogyigit, Dogru ve Ciftci'nin (2010) okuldncesi Ogretmen adaylarimin kaynastirmaya iliskin
goriislerine dayali olarak yaptiklar1 c¢alismada, Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirmayi ogretmen
agisindan oldukga gii¢ ve yorucu olarak degerlendirdikleri ifade edilmektedir. Bu tespit
dogrultusunda Ogretmen adaylarmin, kaynastirma egitimini heniiz uygulamali olarak tecriibe
etmediklerinden dolay1 gelecekte kaynastirma egitimiyle yiizlestiklerinde ne yapacaklar1 hususunda
yasadiklar1 bilinmezligin tutumlarim1 olumsuz etkileyebilecegi diisliniilmektedir. Literatiir
incelendiginde gerek ogretmen ve gerekse dgretmen adaylariyla yiiriitiilmiis ¢alismalarda genellikle
kaynastirmaya yonelik toplam tutumlarin ele alinmadan, kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarin sadece
bazi degiskenler acisindan irdelendigi goriilmektedir. Bununla birlikte bu ¢alismalardan bazilarinda
elde edilen sonuglarin bu aragtirma bulgusuyla ortiistiigii de goriilmektedir. Ozdemir (2010),
okuloncesi Ogretmenleri iizerinde yuriittiigli calismasinda Ogretmenlerin %58.1'inin 6zel egitim
gerektiren c¢ocuga kaynastirma egitimi vermeyi istemedigini, %41.9'unun ise istekli oldugunu
belirtmistir. Seger, Celikoz, Sari, Cetin ve Biiyiiktaskapu (2010), calismalarinda okuloncesi
Ogretmenlerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin “kararsizim” (3) kategorisinde yer aldigimni ve
istenilen diizeyde olmadigini tespit etmistir. Diken (2006), okuloncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin zihinsel
engelli cocuklara iliskin olumsuz goriise sahip olduklarini vurgularken, Daglar (2011) da okuldncesi
Ogretmen ve O0gretmen adaylarmnin kaynastirmaya iliskin goriislerinin “karasizim” kategorisinde yer
aldigini ve ikisi arasinda anlamli bir farkin olmadigina isaret etmektedir. Dolayisiyla literatiirde yer

alan bulgularin, bu arastirmada ulasilan sonuglar1 destekledigi sdylenebilir.

Arastirmada ulasilan bir diger temel sonug, okuldncesi Ogretmenlerinin yenilikgilik

diizeylerinin “sorgulayic1” (3), 6gretmen adaylarinin ise “6ncii” (4) diizeyinde yer aldig1 yoniindedir.
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Ote yandan 6gretmen adaylarmin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin “sorgulayict” (3) kategorisinin iist sinirina
¢ok yakin oldugu da gozlenmektedir. Ancak yine de okuldncesi 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarmin
istenilen diizeyde yenilik¢i olmadiklar1 sOylenebilir. Arastirmada ayrica 6gretmen ve Ogretmen
adaylarinin yenilikg¢ilik diizeyleri arasinda anlaml bir fark bulundugu ve 6gretmen adaylarinin daha
yenilik¢i oldugu sonucuna da ulasilmistir. Yani okuloncesi 6gretmen adaylari, 6gretmenlerden daha
yenilik¢idir. Bununla birlikte her iki grubun da 6gretmenlik meslegine yakisir bir nitelikte yani iist
diizey yenilik¢i anlayisa sahip olmadiklar1 sdylenebilir. Bu sonuglara gore okuloncesi 6gretmenlerinin
yeniliklere temkinli yaklastiklari, kolay kolay riske girmedikleri, yeniliklerin once diger bireyler
tarafindan tecriibe edilmesini bekledikleri, dolayisiyla yenilikleri kabul etmelerinin zaman aldigy,
toplumsal agidan aktif olmakla birlikte liderlik yonlerinin zayif oldugu, egitim ve sosyo-ekonomik
diizeyleri ve Kkitle iletisim araglarimi kullanim diizeyleri agisindan da orta diizey (Demir-Basaran ve
Keles, 2015) ozelliklere sahip olduklari sdylenebilir. Ogretmen adaylarmnin ise gevresine yenilikler
hakkinda bilgi veren, yol gosteren, teknoloji odakli, degisim taraftari, vizyon sahibi, risk almaya ve
denemeye istekli olma (Mumcu, 2004, Akt: Kiliger, 2011) 6zelliklerini kismen yansittiklar: sdylenebilir.
Okuldncesi 6gretmenleri ve 6gretmen adaylarinin tespit edilen bu 6zellikleri, hem normal 6grencilere
hem de 6zel gereksinimli Ogrencilere verdikleri ya da verecekleri egitimlerin de orta diizeyde
olabilecegine isaret etmektedir. Yenilik¢iligin dogumla birlikte degil, sonradan kazanilan (Choi, 2004;
Kiliger, 2011; Price, 2009), mesleki statii, sosyal yasam ve sehirlesme gibi etmenlerle de iliskili
(Hirschman, 1980) bir ozellik oldugu dikkate alindiginda okuloncesi O0gretmen ve Ogretmen
adaylarinin  yenilikgiliklerinin arzu edilen diizeyde olmamasinda, agirlikli olarak &gretmen ve
Ogretmen adaylarinin aldiklari egitimlerin etkisinin olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Okuldncesi alaninda
Ogretmen ve 0gretmen adaylar: iizerinde yiiriitiilen ¢alisma sonuglari incelendiginde ¢ogunlukla bu
arastirma bulgusuyla paralellik gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Bitkin (2012), farkli iiniversitelerin egitim
fakiiltelerinde 6grenim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin bireysel yenilikgilik diizeyleri ile bilgi edinme
becerileri arasindaki iligkiyi inceledigi ¢alismasinda 6érneklem grubunda yer alan okuldncesi 6gretmen
adaylarinin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin “6ncii” diizeyinde fakat “sorgulayic1” diizeyin simirinda yer
aldiklarini tespit etmistir. Yilmaz (2013), Ankara’daki tiiniversitelerde egitim goren okuloncesi
Ogretmen adaylar1 iizerinde yiiriittiigii arastirmasinda okuloncesi 0gretmen adaylarinin yarisindan
fazlasmin (%57) diisiik yenilikgilik diizeyine sahip oldugu ve Ogretmen adaylarinin sirasiyla
sorgulayici (%55,3), oncil (%28,7), Kuskucu (%11,3), yenilikgi (%3,5) ve gelenekgi (%0,7) kategorisinde
yer aldiklarini ifade etmektedir. Yalgmn-Incik ve Yanpar-Yelken’in (2011) farkli programlarda 6grenim
goren ilkogretim boliimii 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilikgilik diizeyleri tizerine yaptiklari ¢alismada,
ogretmen adaylarinin yaklasik yarisinin (% 46.2) sorgulayic1 kategorisinde yer aldigi, yenilikgilik
diizeylerinin orta (x=66.03) diizeyde bulundugu ve bolimler arasinda fark bulunmadig:
vurgulanmaktadir. Koroglu (2014)nun, okuldncesi Ogretmen ve oOgretmen adaylarinin bireysel

yenilik¢ilik diizeylerini inceledigi ¢alismasinda, Ogretmenlerin “6ncii”, 0gretmen adaylarmin ise
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“sorgulayic1” kategorisinde yer aldiklari ve ayrica dgretmenlerin daha “yenilik¢i” olduklar: ifade
edilmektedir. Koroglu'nun (2014) elde ettigi sonuglar bu arastirmada wulasilan sonuglarla
ortiismemektedir. Ancak, okuldncesi digindaki diger alanlardaki 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarmnmn
yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin incelendigi pek c¢ok c¢alismanin sonucuyla benzerlik gostermektedir.
(Adigiizel, 2012; Adigiizel, Kaya, Balay ve Gocen 2014; Kili¢ ve Ayvaz-Tuncel, 2014; Kilicer, 2011;
Cuhadar, Biilbiil ve Ilgaz, 2013; Oztiirk ve Summak, 2014; Kocak ve Onen, 2012).

Arastirmada ulasilan son sonug okuldncesi d§retmenlerinin  yenilik¢ilik  diizeylerinin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarmi yordadi§r ve tek basma tutumlarin %20’sini agikladigi, dgretmen
adaylarimin ise yenilikgilik diizeylerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarim yordamadir yoniindedir. Her ne
kadar 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilik¢ilik diizeyi ile kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlar: arasinda 6nemli
bir iliski ¢ikmasa da Celikdz’e (2003) gore “dgretmenlerin yenilikci olmalart onlarmn tutumlart dizerinde
onemli bir etkiye sahiptir” ve bu ylizden 0gretmenlerin daha {ist diizeylerde yenilik¢i olmalar beklenir.
Bu arastirmada 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylarn iist diizeyde yenilik¢i davranislar: tasimadiklari icin
kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin da olumsuz etkilendigi diisiiniilmektedir. Yenilik¢i 6gretmenler;
yeni fikirleri denemeye ve risk almaya istekli, vizyon sahibi, girisken, egitimli, giivenli bilgiye
dogrudan ulasan ve yeni uygulamalar1 gormek icin seyahat eden, bilimsel bilgiye giivenen, teknoloji
kullaniminda giiglii, iist diizey disiinme becerilerine sahip ve etrafina yardim etmeyi seven
bireylerdir. Bu o0zelliklere sahip Ogretmenlerin problemlere ¢0ziim bulmada yaratici olacaklars,
gelenekselin disinda davranacaklar: asikardir ve istenen bir durumdur. Zor ve etkili karar verme
siireclerini iceren kaynastirma egitimi siirecinde Ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i Ozellikleri oldukga
kolaylastirici rol oynayacaktir. Ayrica dgretmenlerin yenilikgilik 6zelliginin okuléncesinde daha da
etkili olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Jaskyte, Taylot ve Smariga’ya (2009) gore, okulla ilk defa
karsilasan cocuklara verilen ilk egitim, hayatlarinin diger kisminda aldiklar1 egitime temel teskil
etmektedir. Diger bir ifade ile gelecegin yaratici ve basarili bireyleri, ilk etapta okuldncesindeki
ogretmenlerin yenilik¢i 6zelliklerinden etkilenmekte, yapacaklari dogru uygulamalar ve ¢oziimler
okuloncesi gocuklarin daha iyi sekillenmesine yardim etmektedir. Bu dogrultuda okuldncesindeki
kaynastirma egitimlerinde de; bilimsel siire¢ becerileri, kavram 6gretimi, isbirligi, sinif yonetimi, bilgi
ve iletisim teknolojilerinin kullanimi, okul-aile iliskileri gibi konularda okul icindeki ve disindaki
ortamlarda var olan egitsel firsatlarin degerlendirilmesi 6gretmenlerin yaraticar kigiliginden ve
yenilik¢i Ozelliklerinden daha fazla etkilendigi icin (Celikdz, 1998; Kefi, Celikoz ve Erisen, 2013),
Ogretmenlerin Ogretim siirecinde daha yenilik¢gi bir yaklasimla hareket etmesi gerektigi

diisiiniilmektedir. Arastirmada ulasilan sonuglar dogrultusunda su oneriler getirilebilir.
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Oneriler
Uygulamaya iliskin Oneriler

Ogretmenlerin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarinin iyilestirilebilmesi igin, hizmet ici egitim
programlariyla kaynastirma egitiminde karsilasilan sorunlarin ¢oziimiinde pratik ve yaratic
becerilerin kazandirildig1 egitimler verilebilir. Kaynastirma egitiminde tecriibeli okuldncesi
ogretmenlerinin ve uzmanlarin devaml olarak paylasimda bulunabilecegi platformlar olusturularak

diisiik diizeyde tutuma sahip olanlar olumlu yonde desteklenebilir.

Okuloncesi 6gretmen adaylarmin hizmet oncesi egitimlerinde kaynastirmaya yonelik olumlu
tutumlara sahip olabilmeleri i¢in, uygulama okullarindaki egitimlerinde, 6zel gereksinimli olan
¢ocuklarin oldugu smif ortamlarina yonlendirilmesi ve deneyim kazanmalari saglanabilir. Ayrica 6zel
egitim derslerinde film, ornek olay, rol oynama vb. teknikler kullanilarak, 6zel gereksinimli bireyler
ve onlarin egitimi ile ilgili olan uzmanlar, veliler, egitimciler vb. konuklara yer verilerek, sosyal
yardim projeleri vb. etkinliklerle kaynastirmaya yonelik duyussal davranislari kazanabilecekleri

ortamlar olusturulabilir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin hizmet 6ncesi egitimlerinde elestirel ve yaratici diisiinebilecekleri,
ozgiin, farkli, yeni tiriin ortaya koyabilecekleri proje vb. calismalariyla yiiksek diizeyde yenilikgi
anlayls  gelistirebilecekleri ~ ortamlar  olusturulabilir. ~ Ogretmen  adaylarinin  kendini

gerceklestirebilecegi firsatlar taninarak onlara destek olunabilir ve yiireklendirilebilir.

Ogretmenlerin yenilikci diisiinmelerine, yeniliklerden yararlanmalarma ve yeniliklere uyum
saglamalarina yonelik hizmet ici egitim programlar1 diizenlenebilir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin ¢alisma
kosullar incelenerek, yenilik¢i anlayis gelistirmelerine engel olan etkenler belirlenerek gereken

onlemler alinmasi saglanabilir.
Arastirmaya iliskin Oneriler

Kaynastirma egitimine yonelik olumlu olmayan tutumlarin nedenlerinin derinlemesine
incelendigi nitel arastirmalarla tutumlarin iyilestirilmesine yonelik c¢alismalar yapilabilir. Aym
gruplar lizerinde boylamsal arastirmalar yapilarak iyilestirme ¢alismalarimin etkililigi incelenebilir.
Ayrica 0gretmenlerin yeniliklere karsi sorgulayici tutumlarinin nedenlerini ortaya gikarabilecek ve

yenilik¢ilik diizeylerini yordayan arastirmalarin yapilmasi onerilmektedir.
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Introduction

From past to present, all societies have endeavored to constitute a quality and contemporary
education system with the reforms in education. Contemporary education is the education that can
provide the services of all individuals and taking individual differences into consideration according
to changing and developing living conditions. This education is also based on the principle of
opportunity and equality, right to education and democracy. Accordingly, education should be able to
provide an appropriate and high-quality service to all individuals who have many different
characteristics such as cultural, gender, religion, age, intelligence, ability, socio-economic status.
However, it is seen that general education systems don’t include all the individual differences and are
arranged to meet the needs of individuals who have a medium competence and capacity within
certain limits (Baykog, 2017; Kircaali-iftar, 1998). Therefore, majority of those who take the benefit of
general education services in society are healthy individuals who make normal progress. However,
there are also those who differ from his/her coevals in terms of the individual and development
features, in other words, those who need special education and have disabilities in the society
(Education Research and Development Department, [EARGED], 2010). These individuals can’t benefit
from general education services enough. As a result, special education for special needs individuals is
needed. Special education refers to all the education services which are individually planned and aim
at raising the individual's probability of self-directed living to the highest level and given to the

students who differ significantly from the average student characteristics (Kircaali-iftar, 1998).

Special education is a quite important implementation with regards to raising the potentials of
individuals who differ from the average ones because of some handicaps, increasing the collective
compliance levels and ensuring the social order. Special education services are given at both special
needs schools and normal schools. Besides, practices called “mainstreaming” in the scope of special
education and normal education schools have been expanded to a widespread service (The Project of
Vocational Education System Development (MEGEP), 2013). Mainstreaming education is defined as
the integration of the appropriate kids in terms of the social, educational, periodical patterns with

their coevals under the responsibility of education personals within the frame of individual education
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programs (Balaban, Yilmaz and Yildizbas, 2009). Education needs of the special needs individuals are
met in normal education contexts with their average coevals via the mainstreaming educations. In
addition to this, mainstreaming doesn’t mean just the education of special needs students in the same
class with the coevals without any special education support. In contrast, it is maintaining the

education of specials need students in general education class through a special education support

(Kargin, 2004).

In Turkish education system, mainstreaming practices came to the fore for the first time via
“Law on Special Needy Children” inured in 1983 (Sucuoglu, 2004). Thus, kids with special needs and
diverse handicaps began education at elementary and secondary schools (Sargin and Siinbiil 2002).
Nevertheless, the needs of the special need students weren’t met in the mainstreaming education at all
and the problems encountered were dealt with through a range of legal arrangements. In this
direction, based on the decisions taken at XIII. Council of National Education (1990), 1st Special
Education Council (1991) was convened and decisions taken for the expansion of the mainstreaming
education and applications. Accordingly, for the purpose of development and expansion of the
mainstreaming education, 88 pilot applications of the mainstreaming education at elementary and
secondary levels in 12 cities in 1992-1993 academic year started and participation of students
educators and families (Metin, 2013; Sart, Ala, Yazlik, Yilmaz ve Bozkurt, 2004). Moreover, based on
the statutory decree no. 573 on Special Education Law issued in 1997 and its provisions, preschool
education became compulsory (Metin, 2013). On the other hand, opportunity to take education for the
special needs students through mainstreaming education at an earlier age was given through the
decision decreasing the age of compulsory education to 66 months from the 2012-2013 academic year

by Ministry of Education

Education with the coevals in normal education contexts in every period of life will affect the
development of special needs individuals positively. But, it can be said that mainstreaming education
is more important than preschool education time which is called as the critical period in terms of the
development. Because, mainstreaming education in this period can eliminate the developmental
deficiencies easier, provide self-confidence development by supporting positive aspects of the
children, accelerating the mental and social development, decreasing behavior problems and
facilitating the rapport in society. Besides all these, mainstreaming education at an earlier age
contributes positively to teachers, average students, parents of average and special needs students
(Aral, 2011; Batu and Kircaali Iftar, 2006; Metin, 1992; Metin, 1997; Yavuz, 2005). Therefore,
mainstreaming education taken at pre-school period may has a more critical role (Metin, 2018). But, an
effective mainstreaming education and successful practices are required in order to implement this
(Kargin, 2004; Kogyigit, 2015; MEB, 2010; Rakap, 2017; Tasdemir ve Ozbesler, 2017; Yikmis, Aktas,

Karabulut ve Terzioglu, 2018; Yazicioglu, 2018).
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In the successful execution of these applications, school administration, other school staff,
physical set-tings, families, normal students, mainstreaming students and teacher are important and
these can be listed as the effective factors (Klrcaali—iftar, 1998). But, one factor among all those is
teachers. Since planning the education programs, applying, providing their academic and social
development are the duties of teachers, they have a critical role (Ataman, 2003; Batu, 2000; ERG, 2011;
Sart et al., 2004). However, to be able to operate this education effective, primarily, teachers should be
willing and in a positive manner accepting the need of special education (Ataman, 2003), in other
words, they should have positive approach towards mainstreaming education. So that, they can
organize suitable education settings for special needs students by taking aside the traditional
education approaches, utilize diverse method-techniques, analyze the problems from different
perspectives and create solutions, work in cooperation with the colleagues and design enjoyable
activities appropriate for both average and special needy students in the learning and teaching
process. In other words, when preschool teachers have a positive manner towards mainstreaming,

they can increase the success of mainstreaming education by establishing a successful teacher model.

In the success of mainstreaming education, “innovativeness” level is also an important factor
as well as the attitudes of the preschool teachers. Rogers (1983) defined the innovativeness as the
individual’s faster adoption and acceptance of the innovation. According to Demirel and Seckin
(2008), innovativeness is defined as changing, taking risk and daring to break out of the known.
Rogers (1983) separated the individuals into five groups according to the ways of modernity
acceptance: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards (Kiliger, 2011).
According to this, innovators (venturesome) are those willing to try new ideas and take risks,
visionary, enterprising, educated, have access to secure information directly, travel to see new
practices, rely on scientific knowledge, have strong skills to utilize the technology, have high-level
critical thinking skills and love to help other people. Early adopters (respectable) inform other
individuals about the innovations and are technology-oriented, proponent of change, visionary,
willing to take risk and try. Individuals from early majority (deliberate) group are cautious of
innovations, unwilling to take risks and at the medium level regarding the age, education,
socioeconomic level and use of communication tools, in other words, mediocre individuals. Late
majority (skeptical) refers to the individuals who are skeptical and timid towards innovations, expect
the majority to accept the innovations, have a low level of education, have high age-average, take
benefit from technology very little and prefer interpersonal communication mostly. Laggards
(traditional) who show the lowest level of interest to innovations, are individuals who prejudice the
alteration, have a tendency to adopt the innovations at last, wait for the innovation to be tried and ob-
served the results by others, need support about the technological subjects and dislike to take risks

(Rojers, 1983, Akt: Kiliger, 2011).
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The high level of innovativeness approach by both the teachers and teacher candidates is
desired situation in terms of the teaching profession. Innovative teachers and teacher candidates can
improve themselves in their jobs and increase the number of the student activities, try new ways and
approaches, blend new techniques and methods to increase student participation and put new skills
into practice by changing the habits (Rithhart, 2004). In mainstreaming, it is also very important to
transfer innovations in an appropriate way to the circumstances, to develop existing approaches and
to work on innovative ideas (Demir-Basaran and Keles, 2015). When teachers arrange the teaching and
learning processes through an innovative approach, they can organize more efficient and effective
learning environments in the mainstreaming education. Therefore, they can meet both the
requirements of regular and special needs students and take pleasure from the service given. But, for
this, besides having an innovative approach, teachers should also have positive attitudes towards
mainstreaming. In other words, it can be said that innovativeness and mainstreaming are two
essential features which are so closely associated with and influenced by each other, effect the out-
comes of the education given for teachers. Therefore, it is thought that researches to set forth the
examination of the levels of those features by teachers and teacher candidates are required. Because,
as the builders of the society, teachers of today and future are needed to be trained at the top level so
as to struggle with the 21st century life conditions. It is thought that studies on this subject will
contribute directly to in-service training for teachers, the development of teacher training programs
for teacher candidates, development of special need students by providing equal opportunity. Thus,
the findings obtained from this study can be a data source for the solutions of the education problems
still discussed of the special needs students who are at disadvantage versus normal progressed
students. Moreover, in accordance with the importance of the mainstreaming education at an early
age, it can direct both pre-service education and the professional development, when they start to
work, of both current preschool teachers and teacher candidates, who have the utmost responsibility
as the practitioner. Additionally, in the direction of the findings obtained in the study, reformatory
precautions can be taken for the learning-teaching process by taking the relationship between the
preschool teachers and teacher candidates’ attitudes towards innovativeness and mainstreaming.

Furthermore, the study is also thought to contribute to the literature.

When the literature is examined, it is possible to find out many studies, in which the attitudes
towards the mainstreaming education and the innovativeness levels were dealt with independently,
were carried out on the teachers and teacher candidates. Studies examining separately attitudes of
pre-school teachers and teacher candidates towards the mainstreaming ((;ulhaoglu—imrak, 2009;
Emam ve Mohamed, 2011; Gal, Schreur ve Engel-Yeger, 2010; Okyay, 2006; Ozdemir, 2010; Ozbaba,
2000; Sar1, Celikoz ve Seger, 2009; Sargin ve Siinbiil, 2002; Seger, Celikoz, Sar1, Cetin ve Biiyiiktaskapu,
2010; Ustiin ve Yilan, 2003; Yavuz, 2005; Zagli, 2010), and innovativeness level (Bitkin, 2012; Koroglu,
2014; Yalgm—incik ve Yanpar-Yelken, 2011; Yilmaz, 2013) can be founded. Besides, on the teachers and
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teacher candidates, there are researches aiming at finding out the level of entrepreneurship and
creativeness, which influence and are influenced by the innovativeness even if there is no direct
relationship with innovativeness Asikoglu-Aydemir, 2018; Cetingdz, 2002; Coban, 2016; Keng, 2001;
Pan ve Akay, 2015; Toyran, 2015). However, in the field, there were no studies on the relationship
between teacher and teacher candidates' attitudes towards mainstreaming and their innovativeness
levels at preschools. Therefore, by assuming that the pre-school teachers and teacher candidates who
have a positive attitude towards mainstreaming will be high-level innovators at the same time, in this
study, the determination of the attitudes of preschool teachers and teacher candidates towards

mainstreaming and innovativeness levels and the examination of their relationship are aimed.
According to this general objective, the answers for following questions were sought:

1. What are the attitudes of pre-school teachers and teacher candidates towards

mainstreaming?
1.1. What are the attitudes of pre-school teachers towards mainstreaming?
1.2. What are the attitudes of pre-school teacher candidates towards mainstreaming?

1.3. Is there any difference between the attitudes of preschool teachers and pre-school

teacher candidates?
2. What are the levels of innovativeness of preschool teachers and teacher candidates?
2.1. What are the levels of innovativeness of preschool teachers?
2.2. What are the levels of innovativeness of teacher candidates?

2.3. Is there any difference between the innovativeness levels of preschool teachers and

pre-school teacher candidates?

3. Is the concept of innovativeness of preschool teachers and preschool teacher candidates a

significant predictor of attitudes towards mainstreaming?

3.1. What is the predictive degree of innovativeness level of preschool teachers towards

attitudes of mainstreaming?

3.2. What is the predictive degree of innovativeness level of preschool teacher candidates

to-wards attitudes of mainstreaming?
Method

The purpose of this study is to indicate the level of attitudes towards mainstreaming and
innovativeness level of preschool teachers and preschool teacher candidates. Research was carried out
based on the screening survey model upon the assumption of the existent attitudes of preschool

teacher and teacher candidates towards mainstreaming and availability. Since the situations of
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preschool teachers and teacher candidates were compared and examined in terms of the two

variables, relational screening model was utilized.

Target population of the study includes teachers working at the preschool institutions in
Konya city and its central districts and teacher candidates studying at the Department of Preschool
Education, Faculty of Education of Necmettin Erbakan University in 2015-2016 academic year. In
determination of the sampling group of preschool teacher candidates, criterion sampling from the
purposive sampling methods was used. Accordingly, including the teacher candidates, who are
taking special education course that might both influence the development of attitude and level of
attitudes towards mainstreaming was considered appropriate. Therefore, in the selection of the
preschool teacher candidates for the study, taking the compulsory special education courses including
mainstreaming education in the third grades was set as the basic criterion. According to this basic
criterion, 213 students studying in the 3rd and 4th grades at the preschool teacher training program
were selected randomly and on voluntary basis. On the other hand, in the selection of the teachers,
simple random sampling method from the random sampling methods was used. Simple random
sampling is the most effectual and best way and more powerful than the other methods in
representation (Biiytlikoztiirk, Kilig-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel, 2013). In this study, the
simple random sampling was selected since revealing the current situation of the preschool teachers’
attitudes towards both mainstreaming and innovativeness level was aimed. Accordingly, 68 volunteer
preschool teachers working at state and private education institutions independently and under
elementary schools in Konya’s central districts, Selcuklu, Karatay and Meram joined in the sampling
group. Besides, the research was limited with the preschool teacher candidates studying at Preschool
Education Program at Necmettin Erbakan University and preschool teachers working at the central
district of Konya city. The research could reach few (a few at each school) teachers for the second
sampling group since it was limited with just preschool teaching and it didn’t have a large sampling
like primary or secondary school teaching. So that, teacher sampling number was considered enough
statistically since it met n>30 assumption of parametric test assumptions. Demographic information

about the preschool teachers and teacher candidates are given below in Table 1:
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Table 1. Frequencies (f) and percentages (%) of preschool teachers and teacher candidates’ demographic

information
Group Variable Category f %
Female 197 92,4
Gender Male 16 7,5
Preschool Total 213 100,0
Teacher General High School 27 12,6
Candidates Type of the School Vocational High School 96 45,1
Graduated Anatolian High School 90 42,3
Total 213 100,0
Female 61 89,7
Gender Male 7 10,3
Total 68 100,0
20-25 15 22,1
Age 26-35 29 42,6
36-45 24 35,3
Total 68 100,0
Married 41 60,3
Marital Status Single 27 39,7
Total 68 100,0
Yes 34 50,0
Child-Having No 34 50,0
Total 68 100,0
Vocational School of Higher 4 59
Teachers Education ’
Education Undergraduate 62 91,2
Graduate 2 2,9
Total 68 100,0
1-5 years 22 32,4
6-10 years 21 30,9
Seniority 11-15 years 11 16,2
16-20 years 10 14,7
21 years and more 4 5,9
Total 68 100,0
Independent Preschool 25 36,8
Preschool Under an 30 441
Type of the School Elementary School
Other 13 19,1
Total 68 100,0

According to Table 1, almost all preschool teacher candidate participants of the study (%92,6)

consisted of the females and graduated mostly from vocational high schools and Anatolian high

schools (%87, 4). On the other hand, teacher participants of the study consisted of females mainly

(%89, 7), more than half were between 20-35 years old (%64,7) married (%60,3), half of the married had

children (%50) and almost half of all graduated from a university (%91,2), most of them worked at an

independent preschool and a preschool under an elementary school (%80,9) and more than half gave

teaching services between 1-10 years (%63,3).

Data Collection and Instrumentation

In the study, “Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming Scale” and “Innovativeness Scale” are

1632



KEFAD Cilt 21, Say1 3, Aralik, 2020

utilized to collect data. “Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming Scale (ORM)” developed by Antonak
and Larrivee (1995) and adopted to Turkish by Kircaali-Iftar (1996) to measure the attitudes of
teachers and teacher candidates towards mainstreaming was used. This scale consists of 5 factors and
20 items. According to the reliability study conducted by Kircaali-iftar (1996), Cronbach Alpha
internal consistency coefficient is 0.80. However, because of the difference with the sampling,
reliability and validity analysis in this study were repeated on the collected data. In the reliability and
validity analysis, disclosure rate of the total variance about the attitudes towards mainstreaming is
%64,56 and Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient is 0.81. 10 items of the scale includes positive
expression, 10 items include negative expression. The lowest score to be gained from the scale is 20,
while the highest score is 100. The high score gained indicates the positive attitude towards
mainstreaming, on the other hand, the low score indicates the negative attitudes. Participants stated

their attitudes for each item by selecting “I strongly disagree”, “I disagree”, “Uncertain”, I agree” and

“I strongly agree” categories.

Second scale in the study is “Individual Innovativeness Scale (IS)” developed by Hurt and his
colleagues (1977) and adopted to Turkish by Kilicer and Odabasi (2010). Including 20 items in total,
total variance for the innovativeness level of Turkish version is %52.52, repeated reliability coefficient
is 0.87 and internal consistency coefficient about the general of the scale is a=0.82 (Kiliger and Odabasi,
2010). Whereas these values point out the reliability and validity of the scales used, for the current
study, reliability and validity analysis were repeated. While the Cronbach Alpha coefficient was
found 0.80 in the reliability study to find the internal consistency of the scale, in the construction
validity analysis, total variance explaining the innovativeness level under a single factor was found
%50.55. 12 of the items in the scale were positive, but 8 of them were negative. Highest scores gained
from the scale indicates the desired innovativeness while, low scores showed the deficient level of
innovativeness. The highest score to take from this scale which is prepared in five-point likert type is

100 and the lowest is 20.

By adding the “personal information form” prepared by the researchers to two data collection
instruments, they were applied to both preschool teachers and teacher candidates. In total, 221 teacher
candidates and 68 teachers joined. After giving information to teacher candidates face to face, data
collection instruments were delivered by hand. In the transfer process of the data to computer, 8 forms
were excluded from the scope of the study. On the other hand, the data from the teachers sampling
group were delivered by hand by the researchers by going to the schools where the volunteer teachers
worked after having face to face interviews were held. Since the data were delivered by the

researchers, total participation was %100. It lasted about 15 minutes to fill the forms.
Data Analysis and Interpretation

Data collected for seek for the answers for the subgoals of the general frame of the study aims,



Celikéz, M. ve Kilemen, E. B.

SPSS (The Statistical Packet for The Social Sciences) were transferred and analyzed. The negative items
of the scale were reversed and regraded. Descriptive statistics in the determination of the preschool
teachers and teacher candidates’ attitudes towards mainstreaming and innovativeness level; t-test in
analysis of whether the level of innovativeness and attitudes towards mainstreaming differ or not and
simple regression analysis in determination of predictive degree of innovativeness level on attitudes
towards mainstreaming were used. Significance level was take as a=0.05 in the interpretation of the

data.
Ethics Committee Permission Information
We declare that we do not commit "violation of ethics" in this study.
Findings
Attitudes of Preschool Teachers and Teacher Candidates Towards Mainstreaming

In the first objective of the study, “What are the attitudes of pre-school teachers and teacher
candidates towards mainstreaming?” question was asked. In order to seek answer for this question,
descriptive statistics were used and independent t-test was employed to determine the current

circumstances and differences between each other.

Attitudes of Preschool Teachers Towards Mainstreaming: According to the first substage of the
study, firstly, teachers’ attitudes towards mainstreaming were examined. In order figure out the
attitudes, descriptive statistics were carried out and findings on the basic statistical indicators were

shown in table 2:

Table 2. Descriptive statistical results about the attitudes of preschool teachers towards mainstreaming

Range Values n x ss Min. Max. Total Score
I'strongly disagree (1) 20.00 - 36.00
I disagree (2) 36.01 - 52.00
Uncertain (3) 52.01 - 68.00 68 53,716 7,13 28,00 69,00 3615.00
I agree (4) 68.01 - 86.00

I'strongly agree  (5) 86.01- 100.00

Regarding the table 3.1., 28,00 as the lowest score of the mainstreaming attitudes of the
preschool teachers, 69,00 as the highest mainstreaming attitude score, 3615,00 as total attitude score,
standard deviation (sd)=7.13 and arithmetical mean as ( x )=53.72 were shown. When compared the
arithmetical mean with the scores to be gained from the scales, “uncertain(3)” category for attitudes
towards mainstreaming was the highest and moreover this category was so close to “I disagree”
category and even bordering on it. Even the maximum attitude score of teachers on mainstreaming
was under “I agree (4)” category. This implies us that preschool teachers don’t have a positive attitude
towards mainstreaming. When analyzed in terms of the standard deviation scores, it can be said that

preschool teachers have a homogeneous tendency to mainstreaming, in other words, their attitudes
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didn’t have high, low and very low distribution and were decisive and their negative-like attitudes

were similar and can be generalized as the common attitude.
Attitudes of Teacher Candidates towards Mainstreaming

According to the first sub-stage of the study, secondly, preschool teacher candidates” attitudes
towards mainstreaming were examined. In order figure out the attitudes, descriptive statistics were
carried out and findings on the basic statistical indicators were pointed out in table 3.2:

Table 3. Descriptive statistical results about the attitudes of preschool teacher candidates towards
mainstreaming

Range Values n x ss Min. Max. Total Score
I strongly disagree (1) 20.00 - 36.00
I disagree (2) 36.01 - 52.00
Uncertain (3) 52.01 - 68.00 213 52,784 6,28 32,00 73,00 11243.00
I agree (4) 68.01 - 86.00

I strongly agree (5) 86.01 -100.00

With reference to table 3.2, 32,00 as the lowest score of the mainstreaming attitudes of the
preschool teacher candidates, 73,00 as the highest mainstreaming attitude score, 11243.00 as total
attitude score, standard deviation (sd)=6.28 and arithmetical mean as ( )=52.79 were shown. When
compared the arithmetical mean with the scores to be gained from the scales, “uncertain(3)” category
for attitudes to-wards mainstreaming like the teachers was the highest and moreover this category
was again so close to “I disagree” category and even bordering on it. Even the maximum attitude
score of teacher candidates on mainstreaming was under “I agree (4)” category. This finding indicates
that preschool teacher candidates don’t have a positive attitude towards mainstreaming like the
teachers. When analyzed in terms of the standard deviation scores, it can be said that preschool
teachers have a homogeneous tendency to main-streaming, in other words, their attitudes didn’t have
high, low and very low distribution and were decisive or their negative-like attitudes were similar,

and can be generalized as the common attitude.

Comparison of Preschool Teachers and Teacher Candidates” Attitudes Towards the Mainstreaming:
According to the first sub-goal of the study, thirdly, whether there are differences between attitudes of
preschool teachers and teacher candidates towards mainstreaming was examined and results of

independent t-tests about the comparisons were shown in table 4.:

Table 4. T-test results of the comparison of preschool teachers and teacher candidates on the mainstreaming
attitudes

Group n x ss sd t. p
Teacher Candidate 213 52,78 6,28
279 0.417 0.677
Teacher 68 53,16 7,13
(*) p<0.05

According to table 4., mean scores of the mainstreaming attitudes of preschool teachers is
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(% )=53,2 and mean scores of the mainstreaming attitudes of preschool teacher candidates was (X

)=52,9. According to the t-test result employed to check whether this result was statistically significant
or not, no significant difference between the attitudes was observed (t=0.417; p<0.05). Since the mean
scores of the attitudes of booth groups were similar to each other and “uncertain” category was on the
borderline, it can be said that both teachers and teacher candidates have similar opinions and don’t

lean towards mainstreaming education.
Innovativeness Level of Preschool Teachers and Preschool Teacher Candidates

Regarding the third objective of the study, “What are the levels of innovativeness of preschool
teachers and teacher candidates?” question was asked. In order to seek answer for this question,
descriptive statistics were used and independent t-test was employed to determine the current

circumstances and differences between each other.

Innovativeness Level of Preschool Teachers : According to the second sub-stage of the study, firstly,
preschool teachers’ innovativeness level was examined. In order figure out the innovativeness level,
descriptive statistics were carried out and findings on the basic statistical indicators were indicated in

table 5.:

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of preschool teachers’ innovativeness level

Range Values n x ss Min. Max.  Total Score

Laggards (Traditional) (1) 20.00 - 36.00

Late Majority (Skeptical) (2) 36.01 - 52.00

Early Majority (Deliberate) (3) 52.01 - 68.00 68 63,588 10,05 35,00 81,00 4324,00
Early Adopters (Respectable) (4) 68.01 - 86.00

Innovators (Venturesome) (5) 86.01 -100.00

According to table 5, the lowest score of preschool teachers on the innovativeness level as
35,00, the highest score as 81,00, total innovativeness score as 4324.00, standard deviation as (sd)=10,05
and arithmetical mean scores as (f )=63,6 were found out. When innovativeness level of the preschool
teachers were examined from the arithmetical means score aspect, “Early Majority (3)” category was
observed as the highest. According to this finding, it is understood that preschool teachers don’t have

an innovative-ness perspective and have a skeptical manner for the new circumstances.

Innovativeness Level of Preschool Teacher Candidates: According to the second substage of the
study, secondly, preschool teacher candidates’ innovativeness level was examined. In order find out
the innovativeness level, descriptive statistics were employed and findings on the basic statistical

indicators were pointed out in table 6:
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Table 6. Descriptive statistical results of innovativeness level of preschool teacher candidates

Range Values n x ss  Min. Maks. Top.Puan
Laggards (Traditional) (1) 20.00 - 36.00

Late Majority (Skeptical) (2) 36.01 - 52.00

Early Majority (Deliberate) (3) 52.01 - 68.00 213 68,288 8,06 41,00 96,00 14682.00
Early Adopters (Respectable) (4) 68.01 - 86.00

Innovators (Venturesome) (5) 86.01 -100.00

According to table 6, the lowest score of preschool teacher candidates on innovativeness levels
as 41,00, the highest score 96,00, total innovativeness score 14682,00, standard deviation as (sd)=8,06,
and arithmetical mean scores as (f )=68,3 were measured. Innovativeness mean scores of the teacher
candidates indicated “Early Adopters (Respectable) (4)” category in terms of the range values of the
scale. However, this value is very close to the boundary value and is observed on the upper boundary
of “Early Majority (Deliberate) (3)”. According to this finding, teacher candidates are beyond the
“Early Majority (Deliberate) (3)”, they are at the “Early Adopters (Respectable)(4)” category, whereas
they are not the innovators. Moreover, since individuals in the teaching profession are expected to
have high innovativeness, they are assumed deficient in terms of the innovativeness with the current

situation.

Comparison of Innovativeness Levels of Preschool Teachers and Teacher Candidates: According to
the second substage of the study, thirdly, whether there are differences between innovativeness level
of preschool teachers and teacher candidates was examined and results of independent t-tests about

the comparisons were shown in table 7:

Table 7. T-test results of comparison of innovativeness levels of preschool teachers and teacher candidates

Group n x Ss sd t. p
Teacher Candidate 213 68,29 8,07
281 3.937 0.001
Teacher 68 63,59 10,05

(*) p<0.05

According to table 7. mean scores of the innovativeness levels of the preschool teachers is
( X ) =63,6 and mean scores of the innovativeness levels of the preschool teacher candidates is (f )
=68,3. Based on the t-test result employed to check whether this result was statistically significant or
not, there is a significant difference between innovativeness levels (t=3.937; p<0.05). The result that
innovativeness level mean scores of teacher candidates was higher than teachers imply that preschool

teacher candidates have a more innovative perspective than teachers.

Predictive Degree of Innovativeness Level on Mainstreaming Attitudes of Preschool

Teachers and Teacher Candidates

In the third objective of the study, “Is the concept of innovativeness of preschool teachers and

preschool teacher candidates a significant predictor of attitudes towards mainstreaming?” question



Celikéz, M. ve Kilemen, E. B.

was asked. In order to seek answer for this question, simple regression analysis was used and
relationship between the mainstreaming and innovativeness level of teachers and teacher candidates

were examined.

Predictive Degree of Innovativeness Level on Mainstreaming Attitudes of Preschool Teachers : In
the third substage of the study, firstly, predictive degree of innovativeness level on mainstreaming
attitudes of preschool teachers was sought. Findings from the simple regression analysis with

reference to this was presented in table 8:

Table 8. Simple regression analysis results about the predictive degree of innovativeness level on mainstreaming
attitudes of preschool teachers

Variable B SHs B t p Dual r
Constant 32,623 5,004 6,519 ,000
Innovativeness Level ,323 ,078 ,455 4,155 ,000 ,455

R=0.455,  R2=0.207
F=17.250, P=0.001

According to table 8, when dual correlation between the predictor variable and predicted
(dependent) variable, it is seen that there is a positively medium level correlation (r=0.46) between
innovativeness and mainstreaming attitudes of the teachers. The finding that there is a positive
relationship between the dependent and independent variables shows that upon the increase of
innovativeness level of teachers, their mainstreaming attitudes also increase. Additionally, it can be
inferred that predictor variable has a medium level relationship with the mainstreaming attitudes and

this relationship is not a weak one.

When table 8 is examine in terms of the predictive degree of innovativeness on mainstreaming
and regression model set with one factor, the model is significant (R=0.455, R>=0.207, p<0.001) and
innovativeness level of the teachers explains %20.7 of total variance on mainstreaming attitudes. On

the other hand, unexplained %79 part is interpreted under the effect of other variables.

T-test results about the significance of regression coefficients also indicate that innovativeness
level is a predictor of mainstreaming attitudes. According to the verified simple regression model, it

can be formulated in the following:

Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming (ORM) = 32,623 constant + 0,323 Innovativeness level

can be formulated.

Predictive Degree of Innovativeness Levels on Mainstreaming Attitudes of Preschool Teacher
Candidates : In the third sub-stage of the study, firstly, predictive degree of innovativeness level on
mainstreaming attitudes of preschool teacher candidates was examined. Findings from the simple

regression analysis regarding this was presented in table 9:
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Table 9. Simple regression analysis results about the predictive degree of innovativeness levels on
mainstreaming attitudes of preschool teacher candidates

Variable B SHs B t p Dual r
Constant 58,812 3,735 15,748 ,000
Innovativeness Level -,088 ,054 -111 -1,625 ,106 -, 111

R=0.110, R>=0.012
F=2.640, P=0.106

As it is understood from the table 3.8, there is a positive dual correlation between predictor
variable and predicted variable and it is very low (r=0.11). This positive relationship, as the
innovativeness level of the teacher candidates, attitudes towards the mainstreaming also increases,

however, this relationship is at a very little rate.

When table 3.8. is examined in terms of the innovativeness level and mainstreaming attitudes
of the pre-school teacher candidates and one-factor simple regression model, the model was not
significant (R=0.111, R?=0.01, p>0.106) and innovativeness level can only explain %1 of the total
variance about the mainstreaming attitudes of the teacher candidates. Unexplained approximately

%99 part imply that there is effect of the other variables in the research.

T-test results carried out to check the significance of the regression coefficients points out that
innovativeness level is not a significant predictor of the mainstreaming attitude scores of teacher

candidates.
Results and Discussion

First basic result reached in this research is that preschool teachers and teacher candidates
don’t have positive attitudes towards mainstreaming. Both teachers and teacher candidates have
similar opinions about mainstreaming and this rate is not enough for an effective mainstreaming
education. This points out the possibility that they won't be successful in the mainstreaming
education. In some studies on the main-streaming, several reasons of negative attitudes on
mainstreaming are emphasized and these mostly stem from lack of education, lack of experience, too
long length of service years, overcrowded classrooms, school administration and inadequate support
from the parents (Altun and Giilben, 2009; Alexander and Strain, 1978; EARGED, 2010; Emam and
Mohamed,2011; Gok, 2009; Gok and Erbas, 2011; Goziin and Yikmis, 2004; Kargmn, 2004;
Kayaoglu,1999; Mandell and Strain, 1978; Okyay, 2009; Ozbaba, 2000; Ozdemir, 2010; Varler, 2004).
With reference to the demographic information, %75,5 of preschool teachers participating in the
current study served between 1-15 years, %64,7 were between 20-35 years old and %94,1 studied at an
under-graduate or higher education. Therefore, inadequate education and “too long length of service
years” are thought as non-effective factors playing role in the mainstreaming attitudes of the
preschool teachers. On condition this, knowledge deficiency, inadequate experience and lack of school

administration can be said as several effective factors on the negative mainstreaming attitudes. On the
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other hand, the attitudes of the teacher candidates, low mainstreaming attitude may be the result of
too theoretical content of the special education courses at undergraduate level, in other words,
memory based knowledge and as a result, deficient acquisition of affective behaviors. In a study by
Kayili and his colleagues (2010) on the mainstreaming opinions of the preschool teacher candidates,
teacher candidates evaluated the main-streaming as tiring and difficult for the teachers. According to
this finding, it is thought that since they didn’t have any experience mainstreaming education
practically, their attitudes may be negatively affect-ed in case of the confrontation of a mainstreaming
in the future. When the studies conducted by teachers and teacher candidates in the literature was
examined, it was observed that mainstreaming attitudes were examined out of just a few variables of
mainstreaming of the total attitudes. Besides, in some studies, results gained were found consistent
with the current study. Ozdemir (2010) stated that %58.1 of the teachers on a study didn’t want to
maintain mainstreaming studies to special needy students, %41.9 of them were willing to do this.
Secer and his colleagues (2010) figured out that mainstreaming attitudes of the preschool teachers
were at the “uncertain” category and were inadequate. Similarly, While Diken (2006) pointed that
preschool teacher candidates had negative opinions about the children with mental disabilities, Daglar
(2011) attitudes of teachers and teacher candidates were at the “uncertain” category and both didn’t
have a significant difference. Namely, it can be said that findings in the literature support the results

of the current study.

Another result in the study, the innovativeness level of preschool teachers were at “Early
Majority (De-liberate)(3)” category, while the teacher candidates were at the “Early Adopters
(Respectable)(4)”. Additionally, teacher candidates” innovativeness was so close to the “Early Majority
(Deliberate) (3)”. But, it can be said that both teachers and teacher candidates were not innovative
enough. Moreover, there was a significant difference between the teachers and teacher candidates in
terms of the innovativeness, teacher candidates were found more innovative than teachers. However,
both of the groups don’t have an appropriate innovative understanding for teaching profession.
According to these results, preschool teachers cautious for the new things and don’t take risk easily,
expect the other individuals to experience the innovations, so that it takes time to accept them, they
have a weak leadership side even if social active, they have such characteristics as medium level of
education and socio economy, use of mass media (Demir-Basaran and Keles, 2015). It can be said that
on the other hand, teacher candidate reflected partially their characteristics such as informing the
other people, technology-focused, supporter of the change, visionary, risk taker and willing to try new
things (Kiliger, 2011). These feature indicate that education of these teachers and teacher candidates to
both average and special needy students might be undistinguished. It is thought that by considering
that innovativeness which is acquired later, not inherent (Choi, 22004; Kiliger, 2011; Price, 2009) is
related to occupational status, social life and urbanization (Hirschman, 1980), education of the

preschool teachers and teacher candidates is mainly effective on the in sufficient level of
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innovativeness.

When the results on the preschool teachers and teacher candidates were examined, mostly,
they are consistent with the findings of the current study. Bitkin (2012) found out in his study on the
teacher candidates and preschool teachers in preschool education field that innovativeness level of the
preschool teachers candidates were t the “respectable” level, though on the borderline with the
“deliberate” category in his study on the relationship between knowledge acquisition skills and
individual innovativeness level with the teacher candidates studying at education faculties of the
different universities. Yilmaz (2013) stated in his study conducted on the teacher candidates studying
at Ankara University that more than half of the teacher candidates (%57) had low innovativeness level
and participants were in order deliberate (%55,3), respectable (%28,7), skeptical (%11,3), and
innovators (%3,5). In a study carried out by Yalgm-Incik and Yanpar-Yelken (2011) including the
elementary school teacher candidates from different departments on innovativeness level, it was
emphasized that about half of the teacher candidates (%46.2) were “deliberate”, innovativeness level
was medium (¥ =66.03) and there was no significant difference between the departments. In the
study by Koroglu (2014) examining the innovativeness level of preschool teachers and teacher
candidates, teachers were found “respectable”, while teacher candidates were “deliberate” and
additionally, teachers had more innovative attitudes. These results are not consistent with the results
of current study. But, the results of many studies conduct-ed with the other teachers and teacher
candidate other than preschool education field were similar. (Adigiizel, 2012; Adigiizel et al. 2014;
Kilig¢ and Ayvaz-Tuncel, 2014; Kiliger, 2011; Cuhadar et al. 2013; Oztiirk and Summak, 2014; Kogak
and Onen, 2012).

Last result of the study is that innovativeness level of the preschool teachers could predict the
meaning-fulness of the attitudes towards the mainstreaming and could explain %?20; however,
innovativeness level of the preschool teacher candidates didn’t predict the mainstreaming attitudes.
Even if there is no significant relationship between innovativeness level and mainstreaming attitudes,
According to Celikoz (2003), “innovativeness of the teachers play an important role on their
mainstreaming attitudes” and because of this teacher are expected to have a higher level of
mainstreaming attitudes. It is thought that in this study, since the teachers and teacher candidates
didn’t have high innovativeness, this effected their attitudes in a negative way. Innovative teachers
are those who try new ideas, take risks, have vision, enterprising, educated, reach the correct
knowledge directly, travel to experience new practices, trust in the scientific knowledge, strong in the
use of technology, have high level thinking skills and helpful for the others. It is obvious that the
teachers having those characteristics will be creative for the problem solutions and act in non-
traditional ways and this is desired. In the mainstreaming process including difficult and effective
decision making, the innovativeness of the teachers will play facilitator role. Additionally,

innovativeness of the teachers at the preschool period is thought to be more effective. According to
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Jaskyte, Taylot and Smariga (2009), first education of a child establishes the basement of the foregoing
life of the individual. In other words, creative and successful individuals of the future and masters in
diverse fields are influenced by the teachers’ innovativeness characteristics and help children through
correct applications and solutions. Accordingly, it is thought that teachers should act with a more
innovative perspective since the evaluation of educational opportunities existing in and out of the
school on issues such as scientific process skills, concept teaching, co-operation, classroom
management, use of information and communication technologies, school-family relationships are
affected more by the creative personality and innovative features of teachers (Celikoz, 1998; Kefi,

Celikoz and Erisen, 2013). Following suggestions can be set forth based on the results of the study.
Suggestions
Suggestions Related to the Implementation

In order to improve the teachers' attitudes towards mainstreaming, in-service trainings which
provide practical and creative skills in solving the problems encountered in mainstreaming education
can be given. Platforms including experienced preschool teachers and specialists can be formed to
share continuously their experiences in mainstreaming education and those who have low level

attitudes can be supported positively.

In order to let preschool teacher candidates have positive attitudes towards mainstreaming
candidates in their pre-service training, it is possible to let them gain experience in classrooms where
special needy children are educated in their training at practice schools. In addition, contexts
including the special education courses with movies, case studies, role playing, etc., by having guests
who are specialists, parents, educators, special needy students and by social welfare pro-jects etc. and

where teacher candidates can gain affective behaviors can be created.

In the education of the preschool teachers, settings may be created to establish projects leading
them to think critically and creatively and develop themselves in an innovative understanding.
Teacher candidates can be supported by giving opportunities to help them realize themselves and

encourage.

In-service training programs for the teachers to help them think in innovative perspective,
benefit from the new trends and accommodate them can be organized by searching the reasons of
interrogator manner of them for the innovations. In addition, by taking teachers” working conditions
into consideration, necessary precautions should be taken regarding the factors preventing innovative

understanding of them.
Suggestion Related to the Research

Studies can be carried out the reasons of the negative attitudes on mainstreaming to examine in depth

via qualitative researches. By carrying out longitudinal studies on the same groups, the effectiveness
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of the reformatory studies can be examined. Furthermore, carrying out studies to reveal the reasons of
interrogator attitudes of the teachers towards innovations and to predict the innovativeness level of

them is suggested.



Celikoz, M. ve Kolemen, E. B.

References

Adigiizel, A. (2012). The relation between candidate teachers’ moral maturity levels and their
individual innovativeness characteristics: A case study of Harran University Education

Faculty, Educational Research and Reviews, 7(25), 543-547. Doi: 10.5897/ERR12.089

Adigiizel, A., Kaya, A., Balay, R. and Gogen, A. (2014). Ogretmen adaylarinin bireysel yenilikgilik
ozellikleri ile 6grenmeye iliskin tutum diizeyleri, Milli Egitim, 204, 135-150.

Alexander, C. ve Strain, P. S. (1978). A review of educators attitudes towards handicapped children
and the concept of mainstreaming. Psychology in the Schools, 15, 390-396.

Altun, T. and Giilben, A. (2009). Okul oncesinde 6zel gereksinim duyan ¢ocuklarin egitimindeki
uygulamalar ve karsilasilan sorunlarin 6gretmen goriisleri agisindan degerlendirilmesi. Sel¢uk

Universitesi Ahmet Kelesoglu Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 28, 253 -272.
Aral, N. (2011). Okul éncesi egitimde kaynastirma. Istanbul: Morpa Kiiltiir Yaymlari.

Asikoglu-Aydemir, D. (2018). Okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin yaraticilik diizeyleri ile 60-72 aylik cocuklarin fen
ogrenimi arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi. Yayinlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi. Mehmet Akif

Ersoy Universitesi, Burdur.
Ataman, A. (2003). Ozel gereksinimli cocuklar ve dzel egitime giris. Ankara: Giindiiz Yaymncilik.

Balaban M. Yilmaz O. and Yildizbas F. (2009). Okul &ncesi egitimde kaynastirma egitimi
uygulamalarina iliskin Ogretmen goriislerinin incelenmesi, I.Uluslararasi Tiirkiye Egitim

Arastirmalar: Kongresi, (1-3 Mays), Canakkale.

Batu, E. S. (2000). Kaynastirma, destek hizmetler ve kaynastirmaya hazirlik etkinlikleri. Anadolu
Universitesi, Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 2(4), 35 — 45.
Batu, S. and Kircaali-Iftar, G. (2006). Kaynastirma. Ankara: Kok Yaymcilik.

Baykog, N. (2017). Ozel gereksinimli gocuklar ve &zel egitim, Iginde Baykog, N. (Ed.) Ozel gereksinimli

cocuklar ve ozel egitim, (ss.15-29), Ankara: Egiten Kitap.

Bitkin, A. (2012). Ogretmen adaylarmmn bireysel yenilik¢ilik diizeyleri ile bilgi edinme becerileri arasindaki

iligki. Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Harran Universitesi, Sanlurfa.

Biiytikoztiirk, $., Kilig Cakmak, E., Akgiin, O.E., Karadeniz, S. and Demirel, F. (2014). Bilimsel arastirma

yontemleri (17. Baski). Ankara: Pegem Yayinlari.

Choi, J. N. (2004). Individual and contextual dynamics of innovation-use behavior in organizations.

Human Performance, 17(4), 397-414.

Celikoz, N. (2003), Bir meslek olarak ogretmenlik ve etigi, Icinde Ozdemir, C. (Edt), Ogretmenlik

meslegine giris, (ss.331-388), Ankara: Asil Yaym Dagitim.

Celikoz, N. (1998). Kavram 6grenme ve 6gretme ilkeleri, Tiirkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 2(2), 69-76.

1644



KEFAD Cilt 21, Say1 3, Aralik, 2020

Cetingdz, D. (2002). Okul oncesi egitimi 0gretmenligi O63rencilerinin yaratict diisiinme becerilerinin
gelisiminin incelenmesi. Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Izmir.
Coban, C. (2016). Okul dncesi 63retmenlerinin yaraticilik diizeylerinin incelenmesi. Yaymlanmamais Yiiksek

Lisans Tezi. Dumlupiar Universitesi, Kiitahya.

Cuhadar, C,, Biilbiil, T. and Ilgaz, G. (2013). C)gretmen adaylarinin bireysel yenilik¢ilik 6zellikleri ile
teknopedogojik egitim yeterlikleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi, [ikigretim Online, 12(3),
797-807.

Culhaoglu-imrak, H. (2009). Okul éncesi dénemde kaynastirma egitimine iliskin 63retmen ve ebeveyn
tutumlart  ile kaynastirma  eitimi uyqulanan suflarda  akran  iliskilerinin  incelenmesi.
Yayinlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Cukurova Universitesi, Adana.

Daglar, G. (2011). Okul éncesi 63retmenlerinin ve okul oncesi 6gretmen adaylarimin kaynastirmaya iliskin
goriislerinin karsilastirilmasi. Yayinlanmis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi,
Burdur.

Demir-Bagaran, S. and Keles, S. (2015). Yenilik¢i kimdir? Ogretmenlerin yenilikcilik diizeylerinin
incelenmesi. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 30(4), 106-118.

Demirel, Y.and Seckin, Z. (2008). Bilgi ve bilgi paylasiminin yenilikgilik {izerine etkileri. Cukurova
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 17(1), 189-202.

Diken, 1. (2006). Ogretmen adaylarmin yeterligi ve zihin engelli 6grencilerin kaynastirilmasina iligskin
goriisleri. Egitim Arastirmalart Dergisi, 23, 72-81.

Egitimi Arastirma ve Gelistirme Dairesi Bagkanlign [EARGED], (2010). [lkigretim okullarindaki
kaynastirma uygulamalarinin degerlendirilmesi
http://www.meb.gov.tr/earged/earged/ilkkaynaseguygdeg.pdf.

Emam, M. M. and Mohamed, A. H. H. (2011). Preschool and primary school teachers’ attitudes
towards inclusive education in egypt: the role of experience and self efficacy. Procedia-Social
And Behavioral Sciences, 29, 976-985. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.331.

Gal, E., Schreur, N. and Engel-Yeger, B. (2010). Inclusion of children with disabilities: teachers’
attitudes and requirements for environmental accomodations. International Journal Of Special
Education, 25(2), 89-99.

Gok, G. (2009). Okul oncesi egitimi 0gretmenlerinin kaynastirma egitimine iliskin goriisleri ve Onerileri.
Yaymnlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Erciyes Universitesi, Kayseri.

GOk, G. and Erbas, D. (2011). Okul oOncesi egitimi dgretmenlerinin kaynastirma egitimine iliskin
goriisleri ve onerileri. International Journal Of Early Childhood Special Education, 3(1), 66-87.

Gozin, O. and Yikmis, A. (2004). Ogretmen adaylarinin kaynastirma konusunda

bilgilendirilmelerinin kaynastirmaya yonelik tutumlarmin degisimindeki etkililigi. Ankara


http://www.meb.gov.tr/earged/earged/ilkkaynaseguygdeg.pdf

Celikéz, M. ve Kilemen, E. B.
Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 5 (2), 65-77.

Hirschman, E. C. (1980). Innovativeness, novelty seeking and consumer creativity. Journal Of Consumer

Research, 7, 289-295.

Jaskyte, K., Taylor, H. and Smariga, R. (2009). Student and faculty perceptionsof innovative teaching.
Creativity Research Journal, 21(1), 111-116. https://doi.org/10.1080/10400410802633673

Kargin, T. (2004). Kaynastirma: Tanimu, gelisimi ve ilkeleri. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi
Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 5(2), 1-13.

Kayaoglu, H. (1999). Bilgilendirme programinin normal sinif 6§retmenlerinin kaynastirma ortanmindaki isitme
engelli cocuklara yonelik tutumlarina etkisi. Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara
Universitesi, Ankara.

Kayili, G., Kogyigit, S., Dogru, S.Y. and Cift¢i, S. (2010). Kaynastirma egitimi dersinin okul 6ncesi
dgretmeni adaylarinin kaynastirmaya iligkin goriislerine etkisi. Mehmet Akif Ersoy Universitesi
Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 10(20), 48 — 65.

Kefi, S., Celikdz, N. and Erisen, Y. (2013). Okul 6ncesi egitim 6gretmenlerinin temel bilimsel siireg

becerilerini kullanim diizeyleri. Egitim ve Ogretim Aragtirmalar: Dergisi, 2(2), 300-319.

Keng, M. F. (2001). Anasinifi ve ilkogretimin birinci siniflarinda gorev yapmakta olan d3retmenlerin yaratic
egitim ve uygulamalar: konusundaki goriisleri (Elazig ili 6rnegi). Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans

Tezi. Firat Universitesi, Elaz1§.

Kilig, H. and Ayvaz-Tuncel, Z. (2014). lkégretim brans dgretmenlerinin bireysel yenilikgilik diizeyleri
ve yasam boyu 6grenme egilimleri. Uluslararasi Egitim Programlart ve Ogretim Calismalar:
Dergisi, 4(7), 25-37.

Kiliger, K. (2011). Bilgisayar ve 0Ogretim teknolojileri egitimi O6gretmen adaylarimin bireysel yenilikgilik
profilleri. Yaymlanmamis Doktora Tezi, Anadolu Universitesi, Eskisehir.

Kiliger, K. and Odabasi, H. F. (2010). Bireysel yenilik¢ilik dlgegi (BYO): Tiirkge'ye uyarlama, gecerlik
ve giivenirlik calismasi. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 38, 150-164.

Kircaali-Iftar, G. (1996). Kaynastirmaya iliskin goriisler dlgeginin gegerlik ve giivenirlik calismasi. VI.
Ozel Egitim Giinlerinde Sunulan Bildiri, Hacettepe Universitesi, Ankara.

Kircaali-iftar, G. (1998). Ozel gereksinimli bireyler ve 6zel egitim. icinde Eripek, S. (Edt.) Ozel Egitim,
(55.3-13). Eskisehir: Agikogretim Fakiiltesi Yayinlari, No: 561.

Kogak, C., and Onen, A. S. (2012). Ogretmen adaylarinin bireysel yenilikgilik 6zelliklerine gore
yansitici diisiinme egilimlerinin incelenmesi. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2,

46-54.

1646



KEFAD Cilt 21, Say1 3, Aralik, 2020

Kogyigit, S. (2015). Tiirkiye ana smiflarinda kaynastirma egitimi uygulamalarina iliskin 6gretmen-
rehber 6gretmen ve ebeveyn goriisleri. Uluslararas: Tiirkce Edebiyat Kiiltiiv EGitim Dergisi, 4(1),
391-415.

Koroglu, A. Y. (2014). Okul oncesi d3retmenlerinin ve 63retmen adaylarimin bilisim teknolojileri ozyeterlik
algilari, teknolojik arag-gere¢ kullamim tutumlart ve bireysel yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin incelenmesi.

Yaymlanmamuis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Gazi Universitesi, Ankara.

Mandell, C. and Strain, P. (1978). An analysis of factors related to the attitudes of regular classroom
teachers toward mainstreaming mildly handicapped children. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 3, 154-162.

Mesleki Egitim ve C)gretim Sistemini Gelistirme Projesi [MEGEP], (2013). Cocuk gelisimi ve egitimi,
kaynastirma egitimi. Milli Egitim Bakanli1, Ankara.

Metin, N. (1992). Okul éncesi dénemde 6ziirlii ¢ocuklar igin kaynastirma programlari. Ozel Egitim
Dergisi, 1(2), 34 -36.

Metin, S. (2013). Tiirkiye’de okul dncesinde kaynastirmaya iliskin yapilan ¢alismalarin incelenmesi.
Bayburt Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 8(1), 159-185.

Metin, N. (2018). Okul 6ncesi kaynastirma sinifinda 6gretmen. Erken Cocukluk Calismalar: Dergisi, 2(2),
428-439. Doi: 10.24130/eccd-jecs.196720182279

Milli Egitim Bakanligr [MEB], (2010). Okullarimizda neden nicin nasil kaynastirma, yonetici, 6gretmen ve
aile klavuzu. http://orgm.meb.gov.tr/alt_sayfalar/yayimlar/kaynastirma/ kaynastirma.pdf

Okyay, O. (2006). Smmifinda engelli cocuk bulunan ve bulunmayan okul éncesi 53retmenlerinin kaynastirmaya
yonelik  goriislerinin  karsilastirilmasi.  Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Hacettepe
Universitesi, Ankara.

Ozbaba, N. (2000). Okul éncesi egitimcilerin ve ailelerin ozel egitime muhtac cocuklar ile normal cocuklarin
kaynastirilmasina kars: tutumlari. Yaymlanmis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Marmara Universitesi,
Istanbul.

Oztiirk, Z. Y. and Summak, M. S. (2014). {lIkdgretim 6gretmenlerinin bireysel yenilikgiliklerinin
incelenmesi. International Journal of Science Culture and Sport,1, 844-853. Doi: 10.14486/JSCS158

Ozdemir, H. (2010). Okul dncesi 6gretmenlerinin kaynastirma uygulamasina iliskin goriislerinin incelenmesi.
Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Trakya Universitesi, Edirne.

Pan, V. L. and Akay, C. (2015). Egitim fakiiltesi 0grencilerinin girisimcilik diizeylerinin cesitli
degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi. NWSA-Education Sciences, 10(2), 125-138.

Price, M. R. (2009). Yenilikci goz. (Cev: E. Bayraktar). Istanbul: Ledo Yayimailik.


http://orgm.meb.gov.tr/alt_sayfalar/yayimlar/kaynastirma/%20kaynastirma.pdf

Celikéz, M. ve Kilemen, E. B.

Rakap, S. (2017). Okul 6ncesi donemde kaynastirma egitimi uygulamalarinin desteklenmesinde dogal
ogretim yaklagimlari. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 18(3),
471-492. doi: 10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi.319665

Ritchhart, R. (2004). Creative teaching in the shadow of the standards. Independent School, 63, 32-40.
Rogers, E. M. (1983). Diffusion of innovation. Third Edition. New York: The Free Publication.

Sargin N. and Siinbiil, A. M. (2002). Okul 6ncesi donemde kaynastirma egitimine iliskin 6gretmen
tutumlar: Konya ili ornegi. XI. Egitim Bilimleri Kongresi, (23-26 Ekim) Bildiri Kitabi, (ss.1-16).
Yakin Dogu Universitesi, Lefkosa, KKTC.

Sari, H., Celikdz, N. and Secer, Z (2009). An analysis of pre-school teachers’ and student teachers’

attitudes to inclusion and their self-efficacy. International Journal of Special Education, 24, 30-44.

Sart, H., Ala, H., Yazlik, O., Yilmaz, F. and Bozkurt, H. (2004). Tirkiye kaynastirma egitiminde
nerede? Egitimciye Oneriler, XIII. Ulusal Egitim Bilimleri Kurultay: Bildiriler Kitabi, (s5.216-217),

Inonii Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi, Malatya.

Secer, Z., Celikdz, N., Sar1, H., Cetin, $. and Biiyiiktagkapu, S. (2010). Okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarinda
calisan Ogretmenlerin kaynastirma egitimine yonelik tutumlar1 (Konya ili 6rnegi). Selcuk

Universitesi Ahmet Kelesoglu Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 29, 393-406.

Sucuoglu, B. (2004). Tiirkiye’de kaynagtirma uygulamalari: Yaymlar/aragtirmalar (1980-2005). Ozel
Egitim Dergisi, 5(2), 15-23. Doi: 10.1501/Ozlegt_0000000083.

Tagdemir, H. and Ozbesler, C. (2017). Kaynagtirma egitimine devam eden cocuklarin karsilagtiklart
sorunlarin okul ortaminda sosyal hizmet uygulamalar1 perspektifinde degerlendirilmesi.

Uluslararas: Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 10(49), 498-507.

Toyran, G. (2015). Okul éncesi dgretmen adaylarimn yaratict diisiinme diizeylerinin ve elestirel diisiinme
egitimlerinin bazi degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi. Yaymlanmamis Yiiksek lisans tezi, Dokuz
Eyliil Universitesi, Izmir.

Ustiin, A. and Yilan, G. (2003). Okul &ncesi &gretmenlerinin, zihin engelli ¢ocuklarin kaynastirma
yoluyla egitimlerine iliskin sahip olduklar1 tutumlar. Egitim Arastirmalar: Dergisi, 4(13), 122-
128.

Varlier, G. (2004). Okul dncesi egitim 63retmenlerinin kaynastirmaya iliskin goriigleri. Yayinlanmamis

Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Anadolu Universitesi, Eskisehir.

Yal¢in-incik, E. and Yanpar-Yelken, T. (2011). {lkogretim 6gretmen adaylarimin yenilikgilik diizeyleri
Mersin Universitesi 6rnegi. I. Uluslararas: Egitim Programlart ve Ogretim Kongresi, (05-08 Ekim),

Eskisehir.

1648



KEFAD Cilt 21, Say1 3, Aralik, 2020

Yazicioglu, T. (2018). Kaynastirma uygulamalarinin tarihsel siireci ve Tiirkiye’de uygulanan
kaynastirma modelleri. Nevsehir Hact Bektas Veli Universitesi SBE Dergisi, 8 (1), 92-110. Doi:
10.30783/nevsosbilen.420028

Yikmis, A., Aktas, B., Karabulut, A. H. and Terzioglu, N. K. (2018). Okul oncesi 6gretmenlerinin
kaynastirmaya iliskin yeterliliklerinin belirlenmesi. Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim

Fakiiltesi Dergisi.18(3), 1841-1860.

Yilmaz, N. (2013). Okul dncesi 63retmen adaylarimin bireysel yenilikcilik diizeyleri ve 0gretim amagh
bilgisayar kullanamina yonelik algilanan oOzelliklerin arastirilmas:, Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans
Tezi, Ortadogu Teknik Universitesi, Ankara.

Yavuz, C. (2005). Okul oncesi egitimde kaynastirma egitimi uygulamalarimm degerlendirilmesi,
Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Gazi Universitesi, Ankara.

Zagl, U. (2010). Sakarya ilinde gorev yapan okul 6ncesi 6§retmenlerin zihinsel engelli cocuklarm kaynastirma
yoluyla egitimlerine iliskin tutumlarimin incelenmesi. Yayimmlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Gazi

Universitesi, Ankara.



