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ABSTRACT

TEACHERS’ REPORTS OF THEIR IN-SERVICE TRAINING NEEDS AND
DESIGN PREFERENCES

Gokmenoglu, Tuba K.
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ercan Kiraz
Co-Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Christopher M. Clark

November 2012, 177 pages

Policy makers, school and district leaders, researchers, industry, and parents are all
increasingly concerned with improving the quality of education in schools.
Therefore, teachers need to welcome and keep themselves up-to-date about the
improvements, developments, and educational reforms. At this point, in-service
training of teachers is one of the most urgent concerns of teacher educators and
policy makers. Although there is a widespread view on the importance of teachers’
professional learning, how design and process should be handled is still
questioning issue. The purpose of this study was to determine the kinds and
qualities of in-service training that teachers needed. Professional development
designs’ three elements were highlighted in this research. Content refers what
designer of professional development expects teachers to learn; form denotes the
context, materials, schedule, and evaluation in which learning takes place;
audiences are targeted group of teachers who needs to participate some certain
programs. Via survey design; data were collected from 1730 teachers, and
analyzed through ANOVA and Structural Equation Modeling. Teachers reported

an occasional need for Guidance and Special Education, Preparation for

iv



Inter/national Exams, Self-development, Professional Teaching Knowledge, and
Technology Use, and reported medium satisfaction with previous programs. They
also reported their preferences for in-service training program format. All these
results were discussed together, and combined as design elements of training
programs. Determining what teachers need and prefer and how they learn best
made it possible to provide suggestions for Turkish teacher training policy to
maximize the match between teacher needs and the content and process by which

those needs are met.

Keywords: Professional Development, In-service Training, Teacher Education
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OGRETMENLERIN HIZMETICI EGITIM IHTIYACLARI VE TASARIM
TERCIHLERI

Gokmenoglu, Tuba K.
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ercan Kiraz

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Christopher M. Clark

Kasim 2012, 177 sayfa

Politika yapicilar, okul ve bolge yoneticileri, arastirmacilar, sanayi ve ebeveynler
okullarda egitimin kalitesinin artirllmast ile giderek daha yakindan
ilgilenmektedirler. Bu nedenle, 6gretmenler de bu degisimlere ayak uydurmali ve
kendilerini egitim reformlar1 hakkinda giincel tutmalidirlar. Bu noktada,
ogretmenlerin hizmeti¢i egitimi politika yapicilarinin ve dgretmen egitimcilerinin
en ivedi konularindan biridir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimlerinin 6nemi
hakkinda yaygin bir goriis olsa da mesleki gelisimin tasarimi ve siireci konularinin
nasil ele alinacagi halen sorgulanan bir konudur. Bu ¢alismanin amaci,
ogretmenlerin ihtiya¢ duyduklari hizmetici egitim tiirlerini ve hizmeti¢i egitim
programlarinin  6zelliklerini  belirlemektir. Bu aragtirmada mesleki egitim
tasarimlarinin i temel &gesi vurgulanmaktadir. Igerik, mesleki gelisim
tasarimcisinin §gretemenden dgrenmesini bekledigi konular; bigim, §grenmenin

gerceklestigi yontem, yer, zaman, materyaller ve degerlendirme ortamlari; hedef
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kitle ise ulasilmast hedeflenen belirli egitimlere katilmaya ihtiya¢ duyan
Ogretmenler. Tarama yontemi ile veri 1730 6gretmenden toplanmistir ve Varyans
analizi ve Yapisal Esitlik Modeli ile analiz edilerek yorumlanmistir. Sonuglara
gore ogretmenler Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitim, Ulusal ve Uluslararast Smavlarin
Tamtimi, Kisisel Gelisim, Ogretmenlik Meslek Bilgisi ve Egitimde Teknoloji
Kullanim1 hakkinda egitime biraz ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu ve daha 6nce katildiklar
egitimlerin yarisi ile ilgili olarak memnuniyet belirtmislerdir. Bunlara ek olarak,
katilimeilar hizmeti¢i egitim programlarinin  formati i¢in bazi tercihler
bildirmisglerdir. Biitiin sonuglar birlikte ele alinarak tartisilmis ve 6gretmen ihtiyag
ve tercihlerine dayanarak hizmeti¢i egitim programinin tasarim Ogeleri olarak
biraraya getirilmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin neye ihtiyag duyduklarini, nasil bir
program tercih ettiklerini ve en iyi nasil 6grendiklerini 6grenmek Tiirk hizmetigi
egitim politikasinin bu ihtiyag¢ ve tercihleri karsilayacak sekilde yeniden tasarimini

ve gelistirilmesine katki saglayacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mesleki Egitim, Hizmetici Egitim, Ogretmen Egitimi
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Standards for learning are now higher than they have ever been
before, as citizens and workers need greater knowledge and skill to
survive and succeed. Education is increasingly important to the
success of both individuals and nations, and growing evidence
demonstrates that—among all educational resources—teachers’
abilities are especially crucial contributors to students’ learning
(Darling-Hammond, 2006, p.300).

As Darling-Hammond (2006) summarizes above, due to the recognition that
teachers are the crucial element of the education system, teachers have become the
focus of interesting every modern society. As is known by many educators, there
have been rapid changes in the teaching profession. In recent years, changes in the
teaching profession have affected almost all aspects of classroom life, influencing
the philosophy of schools, developing new teaching-learning applications,
changing the direction of research efforts, and putting heavy constraints and
responsibilities on society with respect to ameliorating the problems of the
educational system. In a society where changes are rapid and continuous, it is
challenging to keep up with change and its consequences. Teachers are expected to
keep up with change and to keep themselves up-to-date about the improvements,
scientific developments, and educational reforms in the society. In other words,
rapid development in science and technology, changes in social relations, and
rapid globalization all force educators to redefine the role and characteristics of the
teaching profession. Hence, heightened interest in teacher education in recent
years has stemmed from the advent of powerful demand for highly qualified

teachers, amplified by the demands and opportunities of globalization.



Herein, teacher education could be raised for discussion. While having a degree or
certification in teaching thru/via a college education in teaching has been
considered as one of the most important characteristics of qualified teachers
(Glathorn, Jones, & Bullock, 2006), the striking question Will the courses of
teacher education programs be sufficient for teachers for the next twenty or thirty
years they spent in teaching profession? arises. However, this question has always
been an overarching question; teacher education has been criticized in the
literature in terms of misalignment between teacher education faculty and college
programs with school programs (Bulut, Demircioglu, & Yildirim, 1995; Cakiroglu
& Cakiroglu, 2003; Cruickshank, 1996), the need for clearer cooperation between
the schools and the training institutions (Coolahan, 2002), and lack of evaluation
of teacher education programs with regard to the success of their graduates
(Cruickshank, 1996). Hence, the idea of additional education arises. Heightened
interest in the studies on professional development of teachers in recent years has
stemmed from the gap between teacher education institutions and teaching reality
in relation to lack of consistency between what is learned at college and the
challenges of teaching in real classroom settings (Jarvis & Algozzine, 2006;
Lindgren, 2005). It should be realized that the end of pre-service teacher education
does not mean the end of the teacher learning and development process. At this
point, the professional development of teachers, which can be defined as
everything that teacher experiences from day one to retirement (Henderson, 1978),
and which refers “to interventions and training to direct the evolution in
professional behavior in a more desirable way.” (Kelchtermans & Vandenberghe,
1994, p.45) comes to the top of the teacher educators’ agenda. Some attempts in
relation to teaching and learning have emphasized improvement of learning quality
via improvement of teacher education as in the No Child Left Behind Act (2002)
which focuses on high quality teacher education for high quality teaching and
learning (Cochran-Smith, 2004) requires in-service training programs to support

teachers’ professional development.

As in other parts of the world, increasing the quality of teaching profession have

always been central issues in Turkish teacher education. Improvements and their



impacts on teaching and learning lead universities to put tremendous efforts into
improving the quality of teacher education programs and into increasing the
number of highly qualified graduates. However, studies underline the fact that the
academic courses taken during pre-service education do not meet all the needs of
new teachers. Teacher education programs are not congruent with the practicalities
of school life (Bulut, et al., 1995; Toluk, 1994); there is little or no pre-service
teacher preparation that focuses on meeting the needs of rural students or on
significant regional differences (Cakiroglu & Cakiroglu, 2003); even though
prospective teachers are expected to spend hours to learn their subject matter and
general teaching methods, the practicum -experience in how to teach subject
matter- is relatively ignored (Altan, 1998). While in-service training of teachers
has come to the top of the international agenda because of changing realities, new
knowledge, and developments in science and technology, there are additional
reasons to make this a top priority in Turkey. In Turkish context, these additional
factors including the rapid increase in enrollment numbers in education faculties,
as a result of the fact that being hired as a teacher at the end of an examination
covering only general culture and teaching profession area questions, restructuring
in primary and secondary education curricula, bring in-service training of teachers
on the place of urgencies in the educators agenda. Hence, to raise the standards of
teacher performance, the educators must provide supplementary education and/or
training to improve the professional proficiencies and to grasp the new knowledge
that are indispensable for practicing teachers (Brantner, 1964). To bridge the gap
between insufficient teacher preparation and the national need for effective teacher
performance in real school settings, every national education system must provide
a robust design and delivery system for continuing in-service teacher education

and career-long professional development (Desmarais, 1992).

As in pre-service teacher education, policy makers, school and district leaders, and
researchers are all increasingly concerned with enhancing the quality of teachers’
in-service training for a long time (Penuel, Fishman, Yamaguchi, & Gallagher,
2007). A significant amount of time, money, and effort is devoted to in-service

training and education (Borko, 2004; Veenman, Van Tulder, & Voeten, 1994), but



with poorly understood results. Although there is a widespread view on the
importance of staff learning, how design and process should be handled is still an
issue to be questioned. At this point, the overarching questions arise; “Who must
determine these professional development programs?” “How must these programs
be designed?” “Is the design of these in-service training programs planned in
accordance with the real needs of audiences?” “How much are existing designs
helpful for teachers to improve their existing knowledge and skills?” and “What

are the most effective designs for teachers?”

These kinds of questions have long been asked by designers, researchers and
educators. Design as a formal discipline, has developed into “an artistic science”
(Crawford, 2004, p.414). Dewey described design as a [/inking science between
learning theory and educational practice (Reigeluth, 1983). Design generally refers
to the analysis of learner characteristics, pre-existing learning and performance
problems, and the design, development, implementation, evaluation and
management of instructional and non-instructional processes, and intends to
improve learning and performance in a variety of settings, institutions and the
workplaces (Reiser, 2007).Program design has philosophical, theoretical and
practical backgrounds. Since philosophical, social, and political stand will affect
all components of a program, it is better to determine the sources of this stand
before designing a program (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). Tyler (1949) described
three sources of ideas as knowledge, learner, and society. Similarly, Doll (1996)
identified four sources of a program design: science, society, eternal and divine.
For most of the design models the initial step of this process is to analyze these
sources to clarify bases of a program. Therefore, the driving force of this study
was to find answers to such kind of questions by taking the first step of design
models; analysis of learners as a source. It was believed that the answers of such
questions would establish a base for the following steps of professional
development designs like defining aim and purposes, stating objectives, deciding
on content, materials and resources, teaching methods and assessment and
evaluation techniques. Although some does not accept learners as a key in forming

a program, some thinks that the program should be based on what is known about



learners; how they learn, shape attitudes, raise interests, and develop values
(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). In this study, it was also believed that one of the most
important sources that could give the best answers to these kinds of questions, are

learners themselves.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

There has always been pre-service teacher education and in-service teacher
training, and they will be. However, what changes with the time is the existing
purpose, and philosophy underlying designs, which shape the contents, forms, and
audiences of the programs. It is widely accepted that there is a gap between what is
learned in pre-service education, and what is experienced in real classrooms, and
there are some problems arisen from this gap. To cope with the problems arisen
from pre-service education, in-service teacher training programs are designed by
faculties of education, ministries of education, and NGOs. However, how these
designs are effective for teachers who face with the challenges of 21° century, and
what type of in-service training designs teachers of 21* century need are somehow
obscure. Assuming the major aim of the efforts as to improve the quality of
teaching and learning, the main purpose of this study was to determine the kinds
and qualities of in-service training that Turkish teachers report that they need.
Learning what teachers report that they need and prefer and how they learn best
will make it possible to provide some suggestions for Turkish in-service teacher
training policy to maximize the match between teacher needs and the content and
process by which those needs are met. To achieve this purpose the following two

major research questions with sub-questions guided the study:

1. What sorts of in-service teacher training programs do teachers need?
1.1. To what extend do teachers report their need about in-service training in
the following domains:
i.  professional teaching knowledge,
ii. content area knowledge,

1ii.  technology use in education,



iv.  preparation for national and internationals exams,
v. guidance and special education,
vi. communication and social skills,

vii.  development of social consciousness,

viii.  self-development

1.2. What are teachers’ expressed preferences about in-service training
program characteristics including content, instructors, schedule and
location, participants, and forms of evaluation of in-service training
programs?

2. What are the predictors of teachers’ reports of their in-service training needs in
different domains of teachers’ professional development?

2.1. Are there significant mean differences in teachers’ reports of their in-
service needs related to factors such as gender, subject area, faculty
graduated, education level, teaching experience, school type, and
employment type?

2.2. Are there significant mean differences in teachers’ reports of their in-
service training program preferences related to factors such as gender,
subject area, faculty graduated, education level, teaching experience,
school type, and employment type?

2.3. How do teachers rate the appropriateness and effectiveness of in-service
course content, instructors, organization, training centers, participants,

and assessment and evaluation methods?

To ensure the quality of a program or instruction, systematic development of
instructional specifications is essential. There are many design models to choose
before developing a program. But almost all designs start with analysis of existing
conditions, context, and needs of learners as in the design models of Morrison,
Ross and Kemp (2004), Dick and Carey (1990), Posner and Rudnitsky (2006),
Smith and Ragan (2005). Although this study did not follow any specific design
model, it had a nature of analyzing of learners’ characteristics, which is a
preliminary step of nearly all design models. Heinich, Molenda, Russell, and

Smaldino (1999) recommended designers to consider three categories of learner



characteristics: general characteristics (gender, age, experience, and education),
specific entry characteristics (prerequisite skills and attitudes), and learning styles.
In this study, general characteristics of learners, and their needs and preferences

were attempted to explore.

In investigating characteristics of learners, the existing literature guided this study.
In the literature there are different kinds of frameworks that might be followed by
the designers of professional development (Fishman, Marx, Best, & Tal, 2003).
Learning Forward (formerly National Staff Development Council) (2001)
presented three categories for a professional development design; content, process,
and context. On the other hand, Loucks-Horsley, Hewson, Love, and Stiles (1998)
proposed fifteen strategies for designing of a professional development, which can
be combined in to context and critical issues of school. From another viewpoint,
Fishman et al. (2003) argued four basic elements of a design; content, strategies,
place, and media used for professional development. However, in this study, three
main elements grounded on teachers’ needs and preferences were explored, which
were content, form, and audiences of professional development. Content refers
what professional development designer expect teachers learn; Form denotes the
context, strategies, materials, schedule, and evaluation in which professional
development takes place; and Audiences are targeted group of teachers who needs

to be participate some certain professional development programs.

1.3 Significance of the Study

This study is significant in multiple ways; exploration of teachers’ in-service
training needs and preferences, proposing in-service training program
characteristics based on teachers’ needs and preferences, presentation of a report
on the initial evaluation of previous in-service training programs, and on the
further needs of faculty of education students’ after graduation, and development

of an in-service teacher needs survey for Turkish context.



To design effective programs of professional development, it is necessary to build
empirical evidence base that links different forms of professional development
(Fishman et al., 2003). Considering the simplistic instructional design model
ADDIE which emphasizes five steps of instructional design process namely
analyze, design, develop, implement and evaluation (Crawford, 2004), this study
can be acquainted as an initial step of designing an in-service teacher education
programs since the purpose of this study was to analyze in-service training needs
and preferences of teachers. In this research, the content was to be tried to gain
insight as well as the form of professional development in order to provide
empirical base for future designs of professional development. This study was an
attempt to contribute to the literature by documenting the reports of practicing
teachers about the characteristics of effective in-service training that they have
actually experienced in Turkey. As Sexton, Synder, Wolfe, Lobman, Strickler, &
Akers (1996) report, few studies examine the design, implementation, and
documentation of in-service training. Furthermore, it is believed that this study
provides important data about in-service training needs and expectations of
teachers in primary schools. According to the literature, teachers in Turkey have
limited opportunities to improve their knowledge and teaching skills in many areas
of the teaching profession (Altan, 1998; Gediklioglu, 2005). This study can
contribute essential knowledge about what reported by teachers that can be used to
help teacher educators and administrators to develop a program for in-service
teacher training that could support teachers’ understanding of new curricula more
effectively and reduce problems in the teachers’ adaption and adoption of new
school programs (Anilan & Sarier, 2008; Bal, 2008; Bikmaz, 2006; Sahin, 2008).
Since design characteristics and activities implemented in schools that make in-
service education effective are still unclear (Veenman et al., 1994), the findings
stemming from this study’s analysis of teacher reports may provide promising
indications of the crucial features of effective in-service training programs that

have been provided by the Turkish Ministry of National Education.

Based on the aforementioned issues, this study aimed to shed light on the reported

efficiency of in-service training in Turkey. Accordingly, exploration of the



concerns of the primary school teachers involved in the innovations is also
essential for getting clues about the initial evaluation of the in-service training
programs (van den Berg, Sleegers, Geijsel, & Vandenberghe, 2000). Therefore,
this research can be considered as a preliminary evaluation of in-service teacher
training programs in Turkey in multiple dimensions. Despite some promising
findings reported in the research literature (Eksi, 2001; Erisen, 1997; Gursimsek et
al., 1997), research on the effectiveness of the in-service teacher education
programs and what kind of in-service teacher education program(s) are needed
nationwide is still in its infancy. Furthermore, even though there are many studies
focusing on design and development of school curricula, there are very few studies
concentrated on teacher professionalism, and the literature lacks development of

professional curriculum (Stuart & Tatto, 2000).

The knowledge about teachers and their experiences gained from the study could
provide opportunities for other researchers to design effective and appropriate in-
service teacher education program models. When considering the five general
categories of teacher education scholarship; survey research, case studies of
teacher education programs, conceptual and historical research, studies of learning
to teach, and examinations of the nature and impact of teacher education activities
including self-study research (Zeichner, 1999), this study is similar in many
respects to studies that model an in-service training program with respect to

teacher needs, preferences, and previous experiences.

It is possible to consider this study as a report for faculties of education about their
students’ further needs after graduation. Since the feedback of stakeholders is
crucial for the educational managers, designers, developers and instructors (Wong
& Yeung, 2003), another contribution is its intention to enable education faculties
to get more information about the challenges that their graduates face and about
their perceptions of the sufficiency of their pre-service training. Consequently, this
study aimed to provide information to two important stakeholders in teacher

education: Higher education institutions and the Ministry of Education.



To sum up, documentation of the self-reported in-service needs of teachers can
provide insights and data that can be used to improve the existing situation and to
provide a strong basis for taking more effective and meaningful action in support
of teachers in the schools. This will also help designers of professional
development in deciding about the other steps of design processes. That is, the
decisions will be dependent on the results of this initial step which is an empirical

evidence and base for the later steps of professional development designs.

1.4 Definition of Terms

Pre-service Teacher Education: The preparation of teachers in higher education

institutions before they start working as certified teachers.

In-Service Training: All activities aiming to support workers’ improvement their

profession (Harris, Bessent, & Mclntyre, 1969).
Professional Development: Processes and activities designed to enhance the
professional knowledge, skills, and attitudes of educators so that they might, in

turn, improve the learning of students (Guskey, 2000, p.16).

In this study, the terms in-service training and professional development were both

used the same meaning throughout the research.

Need: The gap between the expectations and the existing situation (Morrison,

Ross, & Kemp, 2004).
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CHAPTER IT

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the review of the literature related to the aim of the study is
presented. The following issues are discussed based on the literature: Need for
further designs of in-service training programs, in-service teacher training
programs with respect to teachers’ needs in terms of content and form of in-service
training programs, and the predictors of in-service training needs with regard to
audiences of in-service training programs, and previous in-service training

experience of teachers.

2.1 Need for Further Designs

In-service training ... includes everything that happens to a teacher
from the day he takes up his first appointment to the day he retires
which contributes, directly or indirectly, to the way in which he
executes his professional duties. (Henderson, 1978, p.11)

The answer of the question “who is the teacher?” shows variety: Teacher is the
representative of social and ethical authority (Dewey, 1903); is the key to change
in education and development of schools (Hargreaves, 2000); is the one who
makes a difference in the lives of students (Aksu, Demir, Daloglu, Yildirim, &
Kiraz, 2010); and is a curriculum leader (Beane, Toepfer, & Alessi, 1986). Such a
diverse teacher definition makes the definition of teacher education more complex.
Today we know more about what a good teacher knows and does (Berliner, 1984;
Brophy & Good, 1986; Gage, 1984; Rosenshine, 1986; Shulman, 1986), but
comparatively little about how a good teacher is educated. However, it is possible
to define the teacher education. In the most general way, Moyles and Robinson
(2002) divide teacher education into two stages, namely, pre-service teacher
education and in-service teacher education. Randi and Zeichner (2004) describe

teacher learning as in-service and pre-service teacher preparation programs,
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separating teacher education into before and after categories. In addition, Wyatt
and White (2007) describe two stages of teacher education by explaining that
becoming an effective teacher is composed of two important phases starting with
student teaching and continuing with lifelong learning until retirement.
Accordingly, Kelchtermans and Vandenberghe (1994) state “The end of a teacher
education programme does not mean the end of the training process and the
achievement of competence” (p.45). As referred to these definitions, it is possible
to conclude that teacher education is an endless process that refers to not only pre-

service education but also in-service teacher training.

By the beginning of the 21* century, many educational systems have been faced
with the challenge of coping with the diverse and accelerated changing student
population (Cruz & Arias, 2007). There are not only changes on student
characteristics, but also there are many changes on the needs and expectations of
the society. In this instance, it is clear to say that needs of the teachers have always
been changing. The abilities and characteristics of the teachers who meet the
highest standards for student learning, which are knowledge and skills for being
successful in the current century (Brophy & Good, 1986; Cruicshank, Bainer, &
Metcalf, 1995) must now be adjusted to meet the demands and opportunities of the
twenty-first century. In another words, with the changes in science and technology,
educational reforms and new policy initiatives, nations realized that the quality of
education highly depends on the quality of teacher education (Simsek & Yildirim,
2001). For instance, in recent years, educational professionals have been trying to
meet the needs of those teachers, who have to be informed about and prepared to
teach reformed curricula, catch up with new technologies, cope with the increasing
rate of smoking, sexual problems and drug usage. Societal changes confront
teachers with new and different demands. Since the reforms and changes in the
society have been undertaken by researchers and teacher educators in attempt to
adapt curricula, school, and teachers to new demands, a consensus on the
importance of professional development exists. Guskey (2002) emphasizes the
importance of professional development, stating that “High-quality professional

development is a central component in nearly every modern proposal for
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improving education” (p. 381). Similarly, Buchberger, Campos, Kallos and
Stephenson (2000) support the call for high quality teacher education to achieve
high quality education and training. Even though many acknowledge its
importance, typical in-service teacher education consisted of brief workshops with
unclear goals and little continuity until the 1970s in the USA. In-service teacher
education became a stronger priority for American colleges of education in the
early 1970s with the new availability of funding support for new and more
effective types of in-service training. This continued with the Rethink In-service
Education conferences, publications and finally the National Council of States on
In-service Education organization was founded in 1976 (Hite & Howey, 1977).
Since that time, drawing on extensive research on school effectiveness and
improving instruction practices, attention on staff development at the schools has
increased (Brophy, 1979; Guskey, 1985; Smith, 2005). To illustrate, Guskey
(1985) investigated whether teachers who took in-service training implement more
effective instructional practices or not, and found that teachers who were involved
in in-service teacher training gave more importance to teaching practices. In the
same line, Purdon (1999) implies that in raising teaching standards, the key is
“career-long professional development” (p. 943). Furthermore, the experimental
studies, Jager, Reezigt, and Creemers (2002) and Kealey, Peterson, Gaul, and Dinh
(2000) showed that, with appropriate training, teachers could change their
behavior and ideas on teaching and learning. Similarly, Angrist and Lavy (2001)
found in their matched-comparison design that the cost effective path to increasing
pupils’ test scores passes through teacher training. Moreover, a well-designed
professional development program can ensure the success of school and policy
reforms (Cakiroglu & Cakiroglu, 2003; Guskey, 2003; Sandholtz, 2002). Supovitz,
Mayer, and Kahle (2000) found that intensive, inquiry-based professional
development had impressive effects on teacher attitudes towards reform, their skill
at adapting to reform, and the clarity of their thinking about the use of reform
based practices. Lieberman (1996) also emphasizes the strong connection between
school development and teacher development. Therefore, it can be possible to
conclude that various efforts with regard to in-service teacher education have

resulted in positive teacher outcomes in the literature.
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In helping teachers to keep up with the changing times, continuing teacher
education plays a vital role. In this sense, the nature of in-service training has
changed from improving teachers’ teaching skills to supporting teachers to be able
to cope with dramatic changes in education and society (Desmarais, 1992).
Similarly, Friedlander, Dreyfus, and Milgrom (2004) mention the basic method of
supporting teachers for innovations is the in-service training programs, which are
systematic attempts to promote change in classroom practices, in teacher attitudes
and beliefs, and to improve learning outcomes of students (as cited in Guskey,
2002). In the context of lifelong learning, teacher education institutions and
governments increased their support for in-service training during the last forty
years for teachers who have had to seek to equip their students to be lifelong

learners (Coolahan, 2002).

In this perspective, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 in the USA
requires that all students should be taught by “highly qualified” teachers and states
must ensure the availability of high-quality professional development for all
teachers. Similarly, Teaching at Risk: A Call to Action, a report released by The
Teaching Commission (2004), reminds us that teaching is the USA’s most
valuable profession, and advocates strongly that “helping our teachers to succeed
and enabling our children to learn is an investment in human potential, one that is
essential to guaranteeing America’s future freedom and prosperity” (p. 11). In-
service teacher training in relation to its vital role and its characteristics after pre-

service teacher education are also highlighted by the OECD as:

Improved planning, more involvement of teachers, better evaluation
and dissemination will all strengthen the concept of professional
development which must be seen to begin with pre-service and
continue through a teacher’s career. Professional development is not
simply an "add-on" or a "quick fix" to be applied when a particular
problem arises. (OECD, 1998, p.56)

The OECD also focuses on the importance of external support to the in-service
training of teachers from higher education institutions, education centers, and

regional or specialist support teams. However, despite the acknowledged
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importance of in-service teacher training, none of the OECD countries devotes

more than two percent of their education budgets to in-service training of teachers.

Let the focus turns to the Turkish context, in-service training of teachers was
started with the foundation of the Bureau of Teacher Training on the Job in 1960,
which was transformed to the In-service Teacher Training Department in 1975.
Corresponding with the primary and secondary education reform movements in
Turkey, reform movements in teacher education started at the beginning of the
1990s (Grossman & Sands, 2008). According to regulations set in 1994 by MoNE,
the aims of this department include the adjustment of pre-service teachers to new
institutions, provide practicing of the National Turkish Education aims and
principles in harmony, recovering the gap arisen from pre-service education,
acquisition of skills and knowledge for educational development, promotion of
willing and talented personnel, and helping to develop the education system
(MoNE, 1994). Following these efforts, Higher Education Council updated the
teacher education curricula in accordance with the National Education
Development Project (Grossman, Onkol, & Sands, 2007). Teacher education
programs were reformed to improve professional preparation rather than a more
academic one, to promote collaboration among faculties of education and faculties
of art and sciences, to strengthen the infrastructure of the faculties of education, to
give more emphasis on school experience, to increase the number of faculties of
education and capacities of departments, and create fellowships to attract
academicians from abroad to Faculties of Education (Simsek & Yildirim, 2001).
Despite these efforts, staff quality has still been a problem in faculties of education
(Guven, 2007). In other words, these efforts are promising but they are not
sufficient to educate teachers who are well prepared for life in classrooms in a

continuously changing world.

Over the past decade, Turkey has been undergoing a process of educational
reform. Concerning the changes in school system and curricula, one basic question
should be asked by the government and Ministry of National Education (MoNE):

What kind of support do teachers actually need to put an innovation into practice?
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To answer this question, the MoNE has been offering in-service training courses
and seminars to teachers so that they can adopt and adapt to the new curricula and
its practices, and to help teachers promote the reform acts (Guven, 2007). In other
words, if teacher preparation and proficiency are vital components of education
reform, then successful professional development programs should be taken into
account as important as pupil learning (Sandholtz, 2002). That is, if the main
concern of education reforms is success of school curricula, which mostly depends
on effective teacher performance, then professional development of teachers will

be a key means to achieve these national goals (Cakiroglu & Cakiroglu, 2003).

There is no doubt that teachers’ professional development is also a hot topic
nowadays in Turkey. A school-based in-service training program was developed
by the MoNE in 2005 and piloted in 2006 as part of the support to the Basic
Education Project. The professional development of teachers was one of the
strategic objectives declared by World Bank’s 2005 report: “Develop an integrated
program for teacher education and professional development”. Furthermore,
World Bank put heavy emphasis on the need for initial training, induction, support
and continuing professional development for teachers (World Bank, 2005).
Therefore, while there were two in-service training activities with 85 participant in
1960, this number was increased to 21 128 activities with 479 436 participants in
2011. MoNE also reported that the in-service training time was 19.7 hours per
person in 2011 (MoNE, 2012). Although there are encouraging improvements on
the number and kind of activities, and the quantity of the funds devoted for
teachers’ professional development programs, the effectiveness of these programs
accordingly their designs, implementations, and follow-up issues have still been
questioning by educators and researchers (Catmali, 2006; Ipek & Ucar, 2006;
Oztaskin, 2010; Selimoglu & Yilmaz, 2009). Hence it is possible to conclude that
despite these various efforts of devoting enormous human resources, money and
time spent in programs, in-service teacher training programs are not found as

effective as expected.
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2.2 In-service Training Programs with respect to Teacher Needs

“Teaching as an occupation to that strongly involves the teacher as a person.”
(Kelchtermans & Vandenberghe, 1994, p. 46)

Teachers mostly appeal to the professional development program which helps to
expand their knowledge and skills, and to enhance their growth, and effectiveness
(Guskey, 2002). In this sense, the important thing is that teachers need to attend
what they need to be more effective and develop their skills. Darling-Hammond
and McLaughlin (1995) point that it is imperative that teachers have to have
opportunities to discuss and express their needs. At this point, exploring the needs
of teachers is a good start point of developing a qualified professional
development program. Fishman et al. (2003) report that teacher needs change in
accordance with the change in basic theory and approaches. To illustrate, shift
from direct teaching to different types of teaching approaches like inquiry-oriented
approach, constructivism or project-based learning demand different classroom
management skills, knowledge organization, and assessment techniques.
Therefore, to explore the best professional development design, it is necessary to
examine the particular needs of different teachers while determining on the

contents and characteristics of a training programs.

2.2.1 Content of In-Service Training Programs

It was found that teachers generally talk about themselves while talking about their
job (Nias, 1989). Owing to this conclusion, teaching profession can be considered
as teachers themselves. Therefore, the question of “What should be learnt by
teachers?” can be best answered by teachers themselves. What they need to learn
to develop their personal skills and knowledge, is the answer of what the target
content of in-service teacher training programs is. In general there are two main
categories of content of in-service teacher training programs; (a) knowledge
related - general teaching contents like assessment, management, organization,
teaching methods (b) knowledge and skill related - subject matter contents
including laboratory and technology usage (Margerum-Leys & Marx, 2002).
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Vukelich and Wrenn (1999) conclude that effective in-service training programs
should give attention to single subject. Similarly, Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon,
and Birman (2002) suggest that one of the six important aspects of highly qualified
training programs is content focus that gives emphasis on not only pedagogy but
also the subject matter. Correspondingly, Abdal-Haqq (1995) proposes that an
effective professional development should be based on the knowledge centered for
teaching. Furthermore, according to Fullan and Miles (1992) teachers expect to
find practical ideas which can be directly associated with daily operations in their
classrooms. On the other hand, Little (1988) nominates characteristic of a qualified
teacher development as being focused on fundamental problems of curriculum and
instruction. According to Ball (1996), involving how to integrate follow-up
activities and reflections is one of the features of an effective professional
development model. Moreover, Guskey (2003) proposed that the most frequently
cited content need for in-service training is associated with reform initiatives and
model of high-quality instruction. It can be possible to say that literature suggests
designing in-service training programs on subject area knowledge of teachers as
well as professional teaching knowledge, which focus on single subject and

address to real classroom cases.

There are some case studies that explore the in-service training content needs of
teachers in the literature; Karagiorgi and Symeou (2007) mentioned that teachers
in Southern Cyprus primarily need trainings content on student motivation,
computer and information techniques, new techniques and methods in teaching,
educational reforms and current education programs. In another study, Fok, Chan,
Sin, Hg, and Yeung (2005) drawn the picture of Hong Kong and concluded that
teachers need in-service training mostly on innovative instructional techniques,
school-based curriculum development, self-development, program adaptation,
project-based applications, guidance on student development, and instructional
applications of information technologies. The study conducted in Missouri pointed
some competencies that teachers needed were completing reports for local/state
administrators, motivating students to learn, developing an effective public

relations program, preparing proficiency award applications, integrating science in
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to curricula, utilizing a local advisory committee, using computers in classroom
teaching, supervising students, and teaching with experiments (Garton & Chang,
1997). Furthermore, European Union (2007) reports that teachers in the union need

to learn how to integrate new technologies into their classroom settings.

In Turkish context, Erisen (1997) studied on the in-service needs of vocational
technical school teachers and the results showed that teachers needed in-service
training on instructional principles and methods, educational technology, and
measurement and assessment. In her study of investigating in-service needs of
social studies teachers, Oztaskin (2010) studied with 200 social studies teachers
and found that they mostly needed in-service training on the material and activity
development, the usage of materials and the contemporary issues in social studies
education. Additionally, other research studies showed that there was a
discrepancy between the learning of prospective teachers from teacher education
faculties and the experience of teaching in real classrooms (Yalcinkaya, 2002).
Moreover, Gokce (2010) and Uney (2006) found that the teachers who graduated
from the departments other than education needed in-service training on preparing
yearly plans, preparing for course sessions, providing instructional materials,
managing and teaching in crowded classrooms. In the same vein, Ozturk (2008)
concluded that novice teachers need in-service training program that contains
following content confronting the adaptation challenges in the context of
workload, social status identity, supervisor, and classroom management. In
addition, teachers in Ozer’s (2004) study stated that they needed in-service training
programs to enhance their knowledge and perceptions on general education issues.
Moreover, Baran and Cagiltay (2006) concluded that teachers reported a need for
training programs that can be applied in real classroom cases. In a more recent
study, Sahin (2008) carried out a research and the results indicated that there was
an urgent need for in-service training programs for teachers about the assessment
and evaluation processes, and techniques for implementing new curricula. Related
with new programs, MoNE designed and implemented some in-service training
programs. However, some studies show that many teachers did not have a chance

to participate those seminars and courses after reforms. As well, the teachers who
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were involved in the seminars and courses reported that the courses were not
sufficient to inform them about the new curricula and about how teachers can
implement the new curricula effectively (Anilan & Sarier, 2008; Bal, 2008;
Remillard, 2005; Sahin, 2008). From the more general perspective, it was covered
in OECD’s TALIS report (2010) which was based on the teachers of lower
secondary education and the principals of their schools in Turkey that the areas of
most urgent development need of teachers were teaching students with special
learning needs (28%), information and communication technologies teaching skills
(14%), teaching in multicultural setting (14.5%), and student discipline and
behavior problems (13%).

2.2.2 Form of In-Service Training Programs

Form of in-service training programs can be divided into two categories; (a)
traditional site of in-service training programs including after-school training
sessions, summer workshops, conferences, consultations, or graduate coursework
(b) other types of sites including colleague visits, online professional development
tools, teacher centers, critical friends, peer coaching, action research, or story
telling (Ball & Cohen, 1996; Fishman, Marx, Best, & Tal, 2003; Lieberman,
1996). From another viewpoint, Lieberman (1995) divided teacher development
into two types of activities; (a) in-service activities given in a more formal nature
which can be defined as direct teaching - unattached to classroom life (b) teacher
development activities ties with student-centered pedagogy, are offered in
favorable and durable conditions. These two classifications of types of programs
give clues about possible forms of duration, schedule and teaching methods of in-
service training programs. However, the dominant mode of in-service teacher

training is still the former one.

Whatever the types of form used in modeling the training programs, researchers
identified some certain aspects of a qualified model. Vukelich and Wrenn (1999)
point that to be an effective, in-service training programs should focus on the

teacher needs; be sustainable; involve teachers in raising answers to real-life
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problems; offer for teachers engagement; help teachers to build up collaborative
relationships; and motivate teachers to reflect on their teaching. Additionally,
Desimone et al. (2002) also identify six key aspects of high quality professional
development programs: 1) reform the type of professional development (more than
just sitting in a lecture), 2) duration (the longer the better), 3) collective
participation (as many from the same community or school as possible), 4) active
learning (learning by doing), 5) coherence (making connections with real
classroom contexts), and 6) content focus (focus on subject matter content, not just
pedagogy). Little (1988) comes up with similar set of characteristics of an
effective professional development program which should enable collaboration,
involve collective participation, process long enough to make sure knowledge,
skill and confidence development, be congruent with professionalism and
collegiality. Correspondingly, collective participation and collaboration which
provide many opportunities for teachers like discussion of ideas, sharing
experiences about problems, concepts and skills, developing common
understanding of curriculum, instruction, goals, methods, and problems (Garet, et.
al, 2001; Guskey, 2003; Loucks-Horsley & Matsumoto, 1999), are growing
interests in in-service teacher training. As another point of view, Abdal-Haqq
(1995) claims qualified professional development model should be ongoing,
consist of training, practice and feedback, be school-based and job-embedded, be
collaborative, give room to student learning, promote school and teacher
initiatives, be accessible and inclusive, support constructivist approaches, and
serve adequate time and follow-up support. Ball (1996) recommends that long
term support, coaching teachers in their own classrooms, and ongoing interactions
with colleagues are some of the essential features of designing an effective
professional development model. On the other hand, Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball
(2003) point out the need for well-defined and clearly specified programs
regarding academic tasks, instructional materials, teaching methods, and student
outcome to ensure its effectiveness. From different viewpoint, Lieberman (1995)
focuses on the essential role of partnerships, coalitions, and networks on teacher
development compared to “one size fits all” orientation strategies (p.73) which are

just a “transmission model from experts to teachers” (Lock, 2006, p. 665). In short,
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it can be possible to summarize the components of in-service training program that
found qualified in the literature as being collaborative, ongoing, supportive,
devoting room for teachers’ needs, having clearly specified objectives and tasks,
job-embedded, and focusing on single subject which is not only professional

teaching knowledge but also the subject matter.

In Turkish context, Selimoglu and Yilmaz (2009) suggest that in-service training
should be planned using principles of continuity, comprehensiveness, eagerness,
participation, appropriateness, encouraging environment to achieve the desired
goals and objectives. Moreover, to reach more qualified in-service training, more
effort should be exerted, financial support should be provided, and future needs
should be analyzed (Salin, 2002). Altun and Gok (2010) studied on the teacher
training program to figure out teachers’ needs, and their expectations. By utilizing
the conjoint analysis with 131 teachers from Ankara, researchers found that the
important features of the in-service training were highly related with (from most
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important to the least one) “when the training is done”, “the place of the training”,
“the person who gives the training”, “method of training”, and “the topic of the
training”. The order of the importance the determined features showed changes
with respect to gender and teaching experience. While male teachers signed “the
time of the training” as the most important feature, female teachers prefer “the
place of the training”. On the other hand, less experienced teachers gave the most
importance to “the time of the training” while more experienced teachers prefer
“the place of the training”. Therefore, all these findings signify that there is a need
for appropriate additional support for teachers who are both novice and
experienced, who are graduated from the departments of both faculty of education
and other than the faculty of education, and who are exposed to curricular change

and innovation. It is possible to say that teacher with different characteristics have

different preferences about the form of in-service training programs.
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2.3 Predictors of In-service Training Needs

In the present study, to predict in-service training needs of teachers, the
characteristics of teachers that may cause differences, and previous in-service
experiences of teachers that may affect their current needs were examined. The

following sections present the existing literature on these issues.

2.3.1 Audience of In-service Training Programs

In the literature review, although there is enormous amount of studies that search
for professional development programs’ effectiveness, teachers’ views on quality
of in-service training programs with respect to some characteristics of teacher,
there is limited evidence on the certain type of teachers who need certain type of
in-service training programs. However, according to Brantner (1964) teachers’
needs are arisen from teachers’ age, teaching experience, subject matter, and type
of teacher certification program. Therefore, it can be concluded that nearly all type

of teachers need at least some kind of in-service training.

According to Shann (1998) professional development to promote student
achievement is needed by both new and veteran teachers. Furthermore, new
teachers have different in-service training needs than experiences teachers
regarding adjustment, developing self-identity, how to address specific student
needs, how to study the outcomes of their practice (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Edy,
1969; Featherstone, 1993; Griffin, 1987; Johnson & Kardos, 2002). On the other
hand, the novice secondary career teachers, who entered the profession from
alternative faculties or certification programs, generally need to be prepared in
pedagogy compared with others (Ruhland & Bremer, 2002 (a), (b)). Furthermore,
Houston, Marshall and McDavid (1993) also found that these teachers have
difficulties in the classroom more than other teachers. Teachers’ professional
development needs also show differences for certain contents. To illustrate, the
need for computer and technology usage/comfort, teacher in-service training needs

differ with respect to teachers gender (Yuen & Ma, 2002). Similarly, Clarke
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(1990), Hursen (2012), and Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, and Hannay (1999) remarked
the gender differences on development of computer skills, confidence in ICT

instruction and attitude towards professional development activities.

Professional development needs may vary among the teachers who work in rural
and urban schools. To illustrate, stress level and burnout level of teachers are
higher in the rural school and these teachers need more support than the teachers
working in urban schools (Abel & Sewell, 1999; Farber, 1984; Rottier, Kelly, &
Tomhave, 1983). To illustrate, Yarrow, Ballantyne, Hansford, Herschell, and
Millwater (1999) suggest an in-service training on the value of rural areas, for the
teachers who work in rural schools to retain them in rural life. Accordingly,
working in urban or rural schools, facing with socio cultural differences,
confronting with large class and school sizes, and poverty of education are also
other variables that have effect and challenge on the teachers’ classroom
applications (Akar, 2010) which may lead to differentiate in-service training needs

of teachers.

In teacher education literature, there are many studies focusing on the needs of
teachers in Turkey. To illustrate, Eksi (2001) in his study aimed to figure out the
in-service needs of school headmasters, and found that female headmasters needed
more in-service training then the male headmasters. On the other hand, there was
not a significant difference on the in-service training needs of headmasters due to
their seniority and school type they work. Moreover, the teachers who were
graduated from the departments other than education have faced many problems in
terms of preparing yearly plans, preparing for course sessions, providing
instructional materials, managing and teaching in crowded classrooms (Gokce,
2010; Uney, 2006). Effective collaboration between Ministry of National
Education and Higher Education Council is a problem both for novice teachers
who face new situations in the real classrooms, and for experienced teachers who
have to deal with innovation and change in school curricula, administrative
regulations, and psychological problems (Bulut et al., 1995; Toluk, 1994). In the

same vein, Ozturk (2008) found that novice teachers had to confront the adaptation
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challenges in the context of workload, social status identity, supervisor, and
classroom management. Hence, it can be possible to conclude that teachers’ in-
service training needs show variety with respect to certain variables such as
gender, teaching experience, subject area, teaching certificate program, education

level, school size, and residential area.

2.3.2 Previous In-service Training Experiences of Teachers

Any professional development program aiming to promote teacher and student
learning requires an evaluation process as an integral part (Linn, Gill, Sherman,
Vaughn, & Mixon, 2010). As another trend, to meet the new expectations and
demands, researchers have introduced different kinds of methods for evaluating
effectiveness of the courses and instructional techniques (Aleamoni & Hexner,
1980). The evaluation of the courses and programs have not only instructional
dimension, but also political and administrative ones since there is a need for
decision making about the program itself, instructor, place, etc. (McCallum, 1984).
Therefore, owing to its importance and necessity, there are a significant number of
the studies focusing on the evaluation of in-service teacher programs in the
literature. Some of studies in the literature resulted in negative ways but the most
widely cited result was the improvement of teachers’ content and pedagogical
knowledge (Guskey, 2003). In this context, in her meta-analysis study Wade
(1985) found that in-service training programs in the literature were moderately
effective. On the contrary, Kealey et al. (2000) asserted that the implementation
failure has still been a common problem determined in the literature. In other
words, there are many studies in the literature indicated that in-service training did
not reach its objectives (Guskey, 1986; Fullan, 1991). The failure of in-service
training programs have two important factors which have stemmed from not taking
into account of motivate factors of teachers to professional development, and the
process of teacher change (Guskey, 1986). On the other hand, Darling-Hammond
and Ball (1999) propose that there is insufficient systematic professional
development for teachers even though policymakers are generally aware of its

significance on teacher effectiveness. Similarly, despite the importance, teachers
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perceive in-service training as a separate or distinct event from the daily work
(Fullan, 1995) which can be though as another factor of failure. Owing to these
results, it can be accepted that there are both positively and negatively resulted

studies in the literature.

According to MacDonald Grive and McGinley (2010), successful completion of
continuing professional development program in Scotland leaded teachers to
evaluate the program in a positive way in terms of improving learning and
understanding theory with practice, and increasing competence in pedagogy.
Birman et al. (2000) surveyed more than 1000 teachers who participated in a
federal government sponsored professional development program and found that
new reform type of in-service training activities like study groups, teacher
network, research project, and teacher resource center were more effective since
they were more focused, consistent and facilitate active learning. Furthermore,
collective participation is evaluated as another important characteristics of
effective training program; participation of teachers from the same department,
subject or grade were more likely to found effective since it fosters active
involvement of teachers (Birman et al., 2000). On the other hand, in-service
training courses focusing on a specific subject area rather than a generic content
were found to be more effective by teachers (Birman et al., 2000; Borko, 2004;
Cohen & Hill, 1998; Desimone 2002). In the same line with this, professional
development activities which were consistent with the policies and teachers’
professional experiences were found more effective and attractive (Birman et al.,
2000). However, Barnett (2002) found unavailability of follow-up activities after
training courses as a very important problem, and suggested providing follow-up
activities for one or two-day seminars which are not enough to improve teacher
knowledge and skills by themselves. Moreover, Desimone et al. (2003) performed
a study with 207 teachers in 30 schools, in 10 districts in 5 states, determined that
professional development components like involving activities that were aligned
with standards, assessing teacher outcomes, continuing with improvement efforts,
and coordination between post-secondary institutions and school districts were

related to higher quality by teachers. In the Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and
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Shapley’s (2007) review, there was a positive finding about the effectiveness of
professional development programs that have features like being intensive,
sustained, job-embedded, and focused on the teachers’ own subject matter.
Similarly, Eylon and Bagno (1997) discuss the length of the in-service training,
which should be long enough to acquire the innovation. From another perspective,
Joyce and Showers (1980) state “to be most effective, training should include
theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and classroom application.” (p. 379)
Linn et al. (2010) conducted an action research to figure out the use of professional
development knowledge in classroom settings, and found that there was a limited
evidence about teachers’ using the ideas learned in professional development
program in their classroom settings. In this case, Sparks (2002) proposed that no
one could demonstrate school effectiveness in schools characterized by unfocused
and fragmented professional development efforts. Moreover, the European Union
(2007) reports that only 11 states offer systematic in-service training programs and

most of these programs lack coherence and continuity.

Until now, much of the research on in-service teacher education has focused on the
link between features of professional development programs and their outcomes
for teachers who were voluntarily participating in the research studies-volunteers
who were highly motivated to learn or change (Supovitz & Zeif, 2000). However,
the outcomes of studies of professional development programs that are mandatory

for teachers are still unclear (Bobrowsky, Marx, & Fishman, 2001).

In the Turkish context, there are a few studies of the effectiveness of additional
training programs. In Yildizlar and Kargi (2010), teachers satisfied with the in-
service training program that they participated since they acquired new knowledge
that was useful for their classroom applications. On the contrary, teachers have
been complaining about the ineffectiveness of in-service training programs for a
long time. To illustrate, teachers agreed on ineffectiveness of some summer
seminars as an in-service training in 1970s (Akyiiz, 2006). In more recent studies
also showed that there are some design problems with in-service training

programs. For example, in Oztaskin (2010), teachers reported that in-service
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programs lacked congruence between the purposes and activities, were overloaded
with program content, repeated well-known theories, had crowded class sizes, and
used technology poorly or not at all. Similarly, Catmali (2006) explored the
problems of in-service training on the program named “Educate for the Future”
and the results showed that lack of needs analysis before the program had been
started, the schedule of the program, being too comprehensive of books for
teachers were the weaknesses of the program. Moreover, Ozer (2004) concluded
that there were some organizational problems in in-service training programs in
terms of selection of teachers, motivational factors for teachers, and school
directors’ negative attitudes towards teachers’ in-service trainings. Similarly, Yalin
(2001) gave emphasis on other organizational drawbacks with regard to crowded
classrooms, inadequacy of course materials, not qualified and prepared instructors,
undetermined instructional goals and objectives, inconvenient site of trainings, and
limited course durations. In addition, Gursimsek et al. (1997) discuss in their study
on the enhancing the academic knowledge of teaching staff through in-service
training, increasing the variation and enrichment of in-service programs and
subjects, providing the continuity of programs, supporting the buildings, and

materials.

Lastly, the In-service Training Department (ITD) of Ministry of National
Education carried out a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats)
analysis and found that the weaknesses of the institution were “inadequacy of
needs assessment, lack of follow-up and evaluation studies, not presenting
encouraging features for educators and educational leaders, lack of short, medium
and long-term planning because inadequacy of communication among ministry
departments, not able to do a healthy planning because of density of target
population and inadequacy in sources”. On the other hand, the threats of the
institution were found as “density of target population, limitation in economic and
human sources, lack of coordination among some institutions, the perception of in-
service training programs as a holiday by some institutions and people,

geographical conditions and difficulty in transportation (ITD, 2011).
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2.4 Summary

This chapter reviewed the relevant literature and studies of what in-service training
is, what teachers need to know and how they need to learn, and what features an
effective professional development program should have. Related literature
indicates that the interest of educational institutions, governments, and teachers in
powerful in-service training programs has increased (Fullan, 1993; NCLB, 2001;
OECD, 2010; TC, 2004). There is a consensus on in-service training programs’
vital role on the success of educational reform initiatives (Cakiroglu & Cakiroglu,
2003; Guskey, 2003; Sandholtz, 2002). Furthermore, it is undisputed that the
quality of in-service training programs has a positive impact on student learning
and test performance (Birman et al., 2000; Borko, 2004; Darling -Hammond &
Ball, 1999; Guskey, 2002). Heightened interest is given by not only the
educational institutions and governments but also teachers themselves. Teachers
perceive professional development programs as the most promising means to
professional growth (Fullan, 1982, 1991, 1993). Similarly, even though teachers
are usually required to participate in professional development activities by school
directors or government, most of them state that they are involves in in-service
activities to become better teachers by contributing their growth and improving
their effectiveness (Guskey, 2002). According to Huberman (1995), teachers see
in-service training as a cornerstone in enhancing their competence and greater

professional satisfaction.

The characteristics of effective professional development programs include:
Engaging collective participation, training teachers from the same department,
subject or grade, being aligned with standards, including a meaningful assessment
component, continuing with improvement efforts, coordination between post-
secondary institutions and school districts, being intensive, sustained and job-
embedded, and focusing on the teachers’ own subject matter (Birman et al., 2000;
Borko, 2004; Cohen & Hill, 1998; Desimone, 2002; Eylon & Bagno, 1997; Yoon
et al.,, 2007). In the light of these findings it can be concluded that in general

effective professional development requires particular features like school-
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university partnerships, collaboration, effective use of technology, and supportive
policy and reform environments. Researchers propose many characteristics about
the form of effective teacher development models. However, the content needs of

in-service teachers are still unknown.

This literature review also confirms that highly effective professional development
programs for teachers are the ones based on teachers’ needs (Avalos, 2011;
Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; OECD, 2010; Vukelich & Wrenn,
1999). Professional autonomy of teachers while designing a training model is an
essential feature. Ball (1996) reports that teacher determination of the shape and
course of his or her own professional development is vital in the design of any
training model. Furthermore, participation of a needed in-service training program
may have significant results since this may increase teachers’ motivation and

interests towards in-service training programs.

The related literature contains a mix of large and small scale studies including
evaluation of approaches to teaching and learning, teacher opinions on their pre-
service and in-service education experiences. Furthermore, there is a growing
literature describing the outputs of in-service training programs. Despite the size of
literature, however, relatively little systematic research has been conducted on the
design and implements features of in-service training programs that teachers need.
In the literature, design is widely accepted as a formal science, “an artistic science”
or a linking science that links science between theory and practice (Crawford,
2004, p.414; Reigeluth, 1983). There is enormous number of studies that focus on
the design of some particular instructions and programs for primary or elementary
schools, and colleges. However, it is difficult to meet with the step by step
introduction of a design process of teachers’ professional development programs

and instructions.

To sum up, although there is a consensus on the importance of a systematic way of
designing a program or instruction, there is limited number of studies focusing on

the design processes of professional development programs. This dissertation,
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therefore, was designed to describe the first step of teachers’ professional
development programs’ design process. That is, the learner analysis was conducted
to investigate the in-service training needs and preferences of teachers in Turkey.
The purpose of this research was to collect data about Turkish teachers’ views
about their in-service professional development needs that could be used in the

further steps of professional development design process.
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

This chapter presents the methods used while conducting the present research
study. It includes; overall design of the study, research questions, participants, data
collection instruments, instrument development, pilot study, data collection, data

analysis and limitations of the study.

3.1 Overall Design of the Study

This study has a survey design. In survey studies, the opinions of a large group
about a particular topic are collected through use of a survey instrument (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2005). Survey method is one of the most frequently used approaches to
get feedback on the effectiveness of teacher training programs (Wong & Yeung,
2003). In spite of the limitation that individuals generally are not aware of their
areas of development in order to effectively analyze their needs (Wray, 1989), the
survey method was chosen because of its potential of reaching large groups of
people to get the opinions about their needs. Professional development studies
typically involve collecting the opinions of researchers and teachers (Guskey,
2003). The purpose of this study was to determine the kinds and qualities of in-
service training. Hence, to track what kind of in-service training which teachers
need to and to determine how they evaluate the programs that they have

participated, the questionnaire was the primary source of data.

Questionnaire forms were distributed to 1730 teachers who worked in public
primary schools in 26 cities in Turkey. Data was collected during November and
December, 2011. Both first generation (e.g., Analysis of Variance) and second
generation (Structural Equation Modeling) data analysis techniques were utilized

in this study.
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3.2 Research Questions

The following two major research questions with sub-questions guided the study:

1. What sorts of in-service teacher training programs do teachers need?

1.1.

1.2.

To what extend do teachers report their need about in-service training in
the following domains:
1. professional teaching knowledge,
ii. content area knowledge,
iii. technology use in education,
iv. preparation for national and internationals exams,
v. guidance and special education,
vi. communication and social skills,
vii.  development of social consciousness,
viii.  self-development
What are teachers’ expressed preferences about in-service training
program characteristics including content, instructors, schedule and
location, participants, and forms of evaluation of in-service training

programs?

2. What are the predictors of teachers’ reports of their in-service training needs in

different domains of teachers’ professional development?

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Are there significant mean differences in teachers’ reports of their in-
service needs related to factors such as gender, subject area, faculty
graduated, education level, teaching experience, school type, and
employment type?

Are there significant mean differences in teachers’ reports of their in-
service training program preferences related to factors such as gender,
subject area, faculty graduated, education level, teaching experience,
school type, and employment type?

How do teachers rate the appropriateness and effectiveness of in-service
course content, instructors, organization, training centers, participants,

and assessment and evaluation methods?
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3.3 Participants

The target population of the current study comprised all K-8 primary-school
teachers who are primary school (grades 1 to 5), mathematics, science and
technology, social studies, Turkish, and English teachers in public schools in
Turkey. To manage practical issues such as time, transportation, and financing, the
research proposal was submitted to Research and Development Department of
MoNE (EARGED) and received generous project support. After getting support
from EARGED, to ensure each member of the population has an equal and
independent chance of being selected, cluster random sampling was decided as a
sampling method of the study. To ensure the normality assumption, and to cope
with the internal and external validity threats, simple random sampling methods
were one of the best to choose. A sampling procedure was performed within this

target population in two steps.

Selection of Cities: According to Ministry of National Education Statistics (2011),
there were 26 sub regions of 12 geographical regions in Turkey. One city from

each sub region was selected randomly to represent overall population.

Selection of Schools: The number of schools in selected cities was taken from
Board of Ministry of National Education, Ministry of National Education Statistics
2010-2011. Tunceli was the city having the smallest number of schools in Turkey
with 40 primary schools. The total number of schools in the selected cities was
divided by 40 to determine the number of schools in the sample. Therefore, 352
primary schools from 26 cities were selected through simple random sampling.
The names of the schools were retrieved from the web sites of each city’s
Directorate of Ministry of National Education. The schools were listed and
selected randomly by employing simple random sampling software. Six volunteer
teachers (lower primary school, mathematics, science and technology, social
studies, Turkish, and English) in each school were identified to include to the

study, which comprised 2112 teachers in total.
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The number of schools in the sample and cities selected randomly are shown in
Table 3.1. To collect the data, 2112 questionnaires were distributed to the selected
teachers. Among 2112 teachers ultimately a total of 1730 teachers participated in
the study with a return rate of 81.91%.

Table 3.1
Number of Schools and the Determined Cities in the Sample
Randomly Number of i:ﬁoe;ﬂo f Number
Sub Regions Selected  Public Primary Y of
Cities Schools Selected Teachers
Schools
1. Istanbul and around Istanbul 1421 36 196
2. West Marmara 1 Edirne 152 4 24
3. West Marmara 2 Balikesir 489 12 72
4. Aegean 1 [zmir 913 23 138
5. Aegean 2 Mugla 360 9 54
6. Aegean 3 Afyon 424 11 66
7. East Marmara 1 Bursa 568 14 84
8. East Marmara 2 Sakarya 376 9 54
9. West Anatolia 1 Ankara 912 23 138
10. West Anatolia 2 Konya 904 23 138
11.Mediterranean 1 Isparta 215 5 30
12.Mediterranean 2 Mersin 524 13 78
13.Mediterranean 3 Hatay 632 16 96
14.Middle Anatolia 1 Nevsehir 166 4 24
15.Middle Anatolia 2 Kayseri 530 13 78
16.West Black Sea 1 Zonguldak 293 7 42
17.West Black Sea 2 Kastamonu 272 7 42
18. West Black Sea 3 Amasya 194 5 30
19.East Black Sea Giresun 234 6 36
20.North East Anatolia 1 Erzurum 951 24 144
21.North East Anatolia 2 Kars 419 11 66
22.Middle East Anatolia 1 Elaz1g 328 8 48
23.Middle East Anatolia 2 Bitlis 450 11 66
24.South East Anatolia 1 Adiyaman 630 16 96
25.South East Anatolia 2 Sanliurfa 1368 34 204
26.South East Anatolia 3 Sirnak 302 8 48
Total 26 cities 14027 352 2112

Among 1730 teachers, 52.4% of the respondents were female and 43.8% were

male. Participants’ ages ranged from 22 to 63 and had a mean of 40 years. The

percentage of teachers teaching at lower primary school was 26.5%, Mathematics
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was 14.3%, Science and Technology was 14.3%, Turkish was 15.0%, English was
14.1%, and Social Sciences was 14.0%. In addition, most of the participants
(41.8%) have 0 to 5 years teaching experience. Table 3.2 displays other

characteristics of participants.

Table 3.2
Demographic Information of the Participants
Variables N %
Gender
Female 907 52.4
Male 758 43.8
Teaching Experience
0-5 724 41.8
6-10 455 26.3
11-15 263 15.2
16 and more 259 15.0
Branch
Classroom Teacher 459 26.5
Mathematics 248 14.3
Science and Technology 247 14.3
Turkish 260 15.0
English 244 14.1
Social Sciences 242 14.0
Graduation
Pre Undergraduate 98 5.7
Undergraduate 1519 87.8
Graduate 81 4.7
Faculty Graduated
Education 1396 80.7
Other 334 19.3
Residential Area
City Center-Population 1 million and above 307 17.7
City Center-Population under 1 million 207 12.0
District 600 34.7
Town 123 7.1
Village 467 27.0
Work Type
Tenured 1539 89.0
Other 191 11.0
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3.4 Data Collection Instruments

Data was collected through a questionnaire in Turkish language entitled “In-
service Teacher Training Survey”, which was developed by researcher (see
Appendix A). The first section was composed of demographic information. The
second section included a scale of “In-Service Training Needs” which was a 5-
point scale ranging from “never need” to “strongly need.” The scale included the
items generated from in-service training courses given by Ministry of National
Education and courses from teacher education programs. Total number of items in
this section is 52. Section III included a scale of In-Service Training Course
Preferences developed as a 5-point scale ranging from “never prefer” to “strongly
prefer.” This section includes 28 items. The final section was developed as 5-point
scale ranging from “not valid for any in-service training programs” to “valid for all
in-service training programs” on the Evaluation of In-Service Training Courses.
Total number of items in this part is 50. The scale development procedure is

presented in detail in section 3.4.1.

3.4.1 Instrument Development

The data collection instrument has 4 sections: Demographic information, in-
service training needs, in-service training preferences, and evaluation of in-service
training courses. Following steps were followed to develop data gathering

Instrument:

First, previously conducted studies on in-service teacher training and other related
resources (MoNE training courses 2011 catalog and teacher education courses)
were reviewed. At the same time, preliminary interviews with primary school
teachers (Mathematics, Science and Technology, English, Turkish, and lower
primary school teachers) were conducted to determine basic themes of the
questionnaire. At the end of this phase, an item pool consisting of numerous
candidate items was constructed. During the second phase, items were categorized

and headings were specified on the basis of previous studies and preliminary

37



interviews. Four sections were determined: demographic information, in-service
training needs, evaluation of in-service training programs, and in-service training
preferences. To ensure the face and content validity of the instrument, expert
opinions were taken from 7 academicians from curriculum and instruction,
elementary math and science, educational leadership and administration, and
educational evaluation and measurement departments, and 6 teachers from
mathematics, science, social studies, physical education, and English teaching, two
experts from the In-service Teacher Training Department of Ministry of National
Education Board of Education, and two district directors of the Ministry of
National Education. After getting expert opinions on test items and general
appearance of instrument, the number of items was decreased from 20 to 16 in the
demographic information section; 72 to 52 in the in-service training needs section;
67 to 50 in the evaluation of in-service training programs section; and 29 to 28 in

the in-service preferences section to remove redundant items.

In the third phase, after obtaining necessary permissions from METU Human
Subjects Ethics Committee, Social Sciences Institute, and Ministry of National
Education, the questionnaire was piloted with 460 primary school teachers. The

instrument development procedure is summarized in Figure 3.1.

Literature
Review

Construction
of Expert .
. .. Revision
Preliminary Opinions
Item Pool

Interviews

Final EAR.GE.D Revision Pilot Study
Submission

Figure 3.1.Steps followed to construct the data collection instrument

METU EC
Permission
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3.4.2 Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted by administrating the instrument to 460 lower and
upper primary school teachers in Konya. To examine the factor structure of the
sections of questionnaire, an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed
through SPSS 18. Before the analysis, the researcher checked the assumptions of
the Exploratory Factor Analysis, which were: proof of metric variables,
correlations above .30, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, KMO (Kaiser-Mayer Olkin)
value (>.60), multivariate normality, and absence of outliers (Hair et al., 2006).
There was no correlation coefficient which was less than .30. The Bartlett Test
resulted in a significant value which meant that correlation matrix was
significantly different than an identity matrix, i.e., none of the correlations between
the items were zero (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Moreover, the KMO value
exceeded the criterion value of .60. Before examining multivariate normality,
univariate normality was checked by observing skewness and kurtosis values,
significance of Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Tests and histograms with
normal curves. The skewness and kurtosis values were between +3 and -3
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), but Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Tests
were significant, which indicated a distribution that differed from the normal
distribution. Because the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Tests are
conservative tests, the researcher continued to examine univariate normality by
checking histograms and noticed that univariate normality was not violated
according to the histograms with normal curves. Cases that have Mahalonobis
Distance values larger than the critical value were checked to detect multivariate
outliers. Boxplots were also examined to determine whether there was any
univariate outlier. It was seen that there were no serious outliers. These results

showed that it is possible to continue the factor analysis.

The factor analysis for the section In-Service Training Needs resulted in 8 factors
that accounted for 69% of the variance. These eight factors are named: teaching
professionalism, subject area knowledge, technology use in education,

introduction for national and international exams, guidance and special
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education, communication and social skills, self-development, and development of
social consciousness. After ensuring that the item loadings were greater than .30,

the in-service teacher training needs section was composed of 52 items.

According to factor analysis results, it was not necessary to eliminate any items
from this section. Each factor was analyzed separately to ensure the reliability of
the scores. Cronbach alpha values greater than .70 show high internal consistency
(Field, 2005). The Cronbach alpha coefficients of each factor were: .88, .91, .95,
.90, .86, .90, .93, and .92 respectively. Table 3.3 shows the number items in each
factor and Cronbach Alpha values of them.

Table 3.3

Factor Structure of In-Service Training Needs Section

Number of  Cronbach Alpha

Factors Items Values
Teaching professionalism 10 .88
Subject area knowledge 8 91
Technology use in education 8 .95
Introduction for national and international exams 3 .90
Guidance and special education 7 .86
Communication and social skills 4 .90
Self-development 6 93
Development of social consciousness 6 92

The EFA was conducted for the Evaluation of In-Service Training courses section,
and 6 factors were obtained that accounted for 79% of the variance in evaluation
of trainings. The six factors were named: instructors, training centers, evaluation
of training, content of training, participants, and organization. Including all items,
which have item loadings greater than .30 yielded 50 items for the evaluation of

in-service training courses section.

According to the factor analysis results, it was not necessary to delete any item
from this section. Each factor was analyzed separately to ensure the reliability of

the scores. The Cronbach alpha coefficients of each factor were: .98, .95, .96, .96,
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.90, and .94 respectively. Table 3.4 shows the number items in each factor and

Cronbach Alpha values of them.

Table 3.4

Factor Structure of In-Service Training Evaluation Section

Number of  Cronbach Alpha
Factors

Items Values
Instructors 17 .98
Training centers 7 .95
Evaluation of training 6 .96
Content of training 9 .96
Participants 5 .90
Organization 6 .94

3.5 Data Collection

After the scale was developed, necessary documents were submitted to the METU
Human Subjects Ethics Committee (see Appendix B). Following committee
approval, pilot study was conducted. After analyzing the pilot data, the proposal
was presented to the EARGED to get necessary permissions and support for the
study. EARGED agreed to support the project. The data was collected in
November and December 2011 by sending questionnaires to the determined school
directors in an optical form. EARGED prepared mails for each school and every
mail included 6 questionnaires. EARGED also added a formal document that
explained the purpose and sample of this study into the mails. These mails were
sent to school directors via district directors, and school directors were expected
distributed the questionnaire forms to volunteer teachers who were from
classroom, Mathematics, Science and Technology, Social Studies, Turkish, and
English departments. After completing the forms, teachers returned them to the
school coordinators and they mailed the questionnaires in closed envelops to
district directors. Finally, after collecting all questionnaires from each school
district directors sent all envelops to EARGED back. The collected data was read

by computer and entered into an SPSS environment.
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3.6 Data Analysis

First, data were screened to check for missing values and for incorrect data entry if
any existed. Incorrect data entry was corrected by checking the questionnaires.
Both in demographic variables and scale items, there were some missing values
not exceeding 5 percent in a random pattern. Second, to provide construct
validation evidence for In-Service Training Needs scale an Exploratory Factor
Analysis was conducted using SPSS 18. Next, Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients
were computed to check for internal consistency of In-Service Needs, Evaluation
of In-Service Training Courses, and In-Service Training Preferences. Estimated
scale reliabilities were screened to examine whether any problem with the items.
Third, mean scores of each factor in In-Service Training Needs, and Evaluation of
In-Service Training Courses were calculated. To figure out answers for the
research questions, both descriptive and inferential statistics were employed. To
predict what kind of in-service teacher training programs that teachers report that
they need, the data was analyzed by utilizing the One-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The assumptions were
checked before the analyses. Normality of variables was checked through
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk normality tests, histograms, p-p plots, and
by inspecting skewness and kurtosis values. Normally distributed errors were
screened by using histogram or normal P-P plots of the residuals. Homogenity of
variances were checked through Levene’s test. Furthermore, to figure out the mean
differences between groups, post hoc comparison tests of Dunnet C and
Bonferroni procedures were employed with respect to Levene’s Test of Equity of

Variances results.

Fourth, mean scores for the scales In-Service Training Needs and Evaluation of In-
Service Training Courses were calculated to be used in Structural Equation
Modeling. The main goal of the SEM is to present the interrelationships among
variables (Kahn, 2006). Although SEM is similar to some common techniques like
correlation, multiple regression, and analysis of variance, it differs from others in

other respects. In SEM researchers first specify complex relationships, and then
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test their model using the sample data. SEM also provides analysis of construct
validity (Weston & Gore, 2006). In this sense, SEM is known as one of the second
generation techniques, which has some advantages compared to first generation
techniques like Multiple Regression with respect to how prior knowledge can be
included in the analysis for confirmatory purposes, unobservable and abstract
constructs can be modeled, and measurement errors can be taken into account in

the model. The whole data analysis process is summarized in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2. Data analysis procedures and presentation of results

Finally, to test the in-service teacher training needs model, SEM was conducted by
using MPlus5.2. There are mainly two models used in the SEM analysis: structural
and measurement. The structural model determines the relationship among the
latent (unobserved) variables, and the measurement model specifies the

relationship between the latent and manifest (observed) variables (Byrne, 2001).
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The structural model in the study was specified using the theoretical framework

derived from literature review which is presented in Figure 3.3.
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Figure 3.3. Hypothesized model displaying relationship between variables
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Considering the existing framework in the literature, it was supposed that there
were relationships between teachers’ gender, subject area, teaching experience,
faculty graduated, education level, school type, employment type, and their
previous in-service training experiences. The Endogenous (Dependent) variable
was in-service training needs of teachers. The Exogenous (Independent) variables
of the study were gender (Female and Male), subject area (Classroom,
Mathematics, Science and Technology, Turkish, English, and Social Studies),
teaching experience (0-5; 6-10; 11-15; 16 or more years), faculty graduated
(Faculty of Education and Others), education level (Pre-Undergraduate,
Undergraduate, and Graduate), school type (Regular primary school, and others
like YIBO, PIO), employment type (Tenured and others like contracted, substitute,
assigned), self-development activities 1 (participating in various educative
environments), self-development activities 2 of teachers (following print and

visual education media), and previous in-service training experiences of teachers.
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Prior to SEM analysis, to provide validation evidence for In-Service Training
Needs, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted by Mplus (Muthén &
Muthén) 5.2. To evaluate the model, multiple fit indices were available. In this
study, researchers decided to calculate Chi-square, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR to

evaluate the model.

Chi-square Statistics: Absolute fit indices of non-significant ¥* which show no
statistically significant difference between the sample and the model covariance
matrixes is a proof of a model that fit the data. However, it is very sensitive to
sample size. Since large sample sizes increase power, the results are most probably
approach to significance with small effect sizes (Henson, 2006). Therefore,
researchers generally prefer to check some other fit indices to decide whether or
not the model fit the data. In this sense, since the sample size was relatively large

in this study, other fit indices like CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR were checked.

CFI (Comparative Fit Index): It is an example of incremental fit index, and its
values range between 0 and 1. The values closer to 1 indicate better fit. It is
generally accepted that the CFI values greater than .95 are considered a good fit of
model of the data (Hu & Bentler, 1990).

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation): Since the value of RMSEA
is not affected by sample size like chi-square, RMSEA is more commonly used
alternative fit index among the studies with various sample sizes (Smith,
McMillan, & Bradley, 2001). RMSEA value of below .06 is a proof of a model fit
to the data (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999).

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual): SRMR explains the value of
difference exist between the observed data and the model (Bentler, 1995).
Therefore smaller the SRMR value, better the model fit. The SRMR value which is
smaller than .08 indicates good fit of the model to the data (Marsh, et al., 2004).
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Furthermore, some of the terms used in SEM are; Latent Variable is a construct
that is an unobserved hypothetical variable. Ovals or circles are generally used to
symbolize latent variables (Weston & Gore, 2006). Indicator is also called a
measured or manifest variable. It is an observable variable that is shown by
rectangles or square shapes (Weston & Gore, 2006). Factor Loading is the path
loading which is the correlation between a latent variable and an indicator. It is
symbolized by a unidirectional arrow from indicator to latent variable (Weston &

Gore, 2006).

SEM analysis employs maximum likelihood method which estimates the values of
parameters that would provide the maximum probability of observed data to the
theoretical model. The main purpose of SEM analysis is to make comparison
between theoretical model and the model presented by the observed data. To
decide whether the model generated from the empirical data fit the hypothetical
model or not, fit indices were calculated. In this study, the model fit was checked
by calculating chi-square statistic (Hoyle, 1995), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Steiger & Lind, 1980) known as absolute fit indices, and
the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) which was classified as incremental
fit indices (Hair et al., 2006). For both type of fit indices, there are some criteria to
evaluate the model fit. The significant value of Chi-square statistic results means
that the specified model is different than observed data; hence, the hypothetical
model does not fit the data. However, chi-square measure is sample size
dependent. Therefore, for this study, owing to the large sample size, it is necessary
to check for other fit indices to understand the actual model fit (Hair et al., 2006).
A good fit is indicated by RMSEA values lower than .05; a medium fit is indicated
by RMSEA values between .05 and .08; and a poor fit is indicated by values over
.10 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). In
addition to these criteria for absolute fit indices, CFI should change between 0 and
1 (Hair et al.,, 2006) to indicate a good fit between model and data (Smith,
McMillan, & Bradley, 2001).
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3.7 Limitations of the Study

1. The present study is limited to describing the relationship between genders,
years in teaching, education levels, faculties graduated, school types,
employment types, and in-service teacher needs. There may be other
variables related to in-service training needs of teachers that were not taken
into account.

2. The second-level variables like residential area and school size were not
used in the study so that not to violate independence of observation
assumption which increases Type I error.

3. This study relied on self-report data from teachers. Qualitative resources
such as observation reports, interview reports, or peer evaluation were not
used, because of the quantitative nature of the study.

4. Since the data were collected by the EARGED, which sent the
questionnaires to the schools under a cover letter signed by the Ministry of
Education, teachers completing the questionnaire might have felt the
weight of this authority, which could have modified the frankness of their
responses.

5. The participant cities and schools were randomly selected in the study.
Each school received closed envelop including 6 questionnaires to be
distributed to volunteer teachers. Which teachers participated to the study
voluntarily is unknown. Their personal and academic characteristics may

have significant effect on the research results.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

In this chapter, results of data analysis are presented under the following headings:

In-service training programs with respect to teacher needs including content of in-

service training programs and the form of in-service training programs; predictors

of in-service training needs including audience of in-service training and the

previous in-service training experiences of teachers; and structural equation

modeling of in-service training needs.

4.1 In-service Training Programs with respect to Teacher Needs

Type of in-service training programs with respect to teacher needs was analyzed

with two sub-questions under the main research question: What sorts of in-service

teacher training programs do teachers need? Sub-questions which are

1.

To what extend do teachers report that they need in-service training in the
following domains: professional teaching knowledge, content area
knowledge, technology use in education, preparation for national and
internationals  exams, psychological counseling and guidance,
communication and social skills, development of social consciousness,
self-development? and

What are teachers’ expressed preferences about in-service training program
characteristics including content, instructors, schedule and location,

participants, and forms of evaluation of in-service training programs?

address content and form of in-service training programs that teachers report that

they need. Descriptive statistics were used to answer these research questions.

Data were presented in terms of means, percentages and standard deviations. The

48



range of the scale (which was 4) was divided by the number of scale points (which
was 5), and the result (0.80) was used to determine the size of each unit of a
transformed scale. Therefore, the 5-point scale was interpreted so that a response
of 1-1.80 indicates “no need,” 1.81-2.60 indicates “rare need,” 2.61-3.40 indicates
“occasional need,” 3.41-4.20 indicates “regular need,” and 4.21- 5.00 indicates

“strong need.”

4.1.1 Content of In-Service Training Programs

The content of in-service training programs that teachers demand regarding
professional teaching knowledge, content area knowledge, technology use in
education, preparation of national and internationals exams, guidance and special
education, communication and social skills, self-development, and development of

social consciousness categories are presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1
Needs with respect to General Content Categories (N=1730)

Categories M SD
Guidance and Special Education 3.13 .82
Preparation for National and Internationals Exams 2.96 .94
Self-Development 279 .84
Professional Teaching Knowledge 2.63 .75
Technology Use In Education 262 .92
Content Area Knowledge 2.58 .79
Development of Social Consciousness 229 84
Communication and Social Skills 1.93 .82

In Table 4.1 teachers reported that the most highly rated topic need for in-service
training was guidance and special education. Even so, the rating of need for this

2

topic was only that this topic was needed ‘“occasionally.” According to
transformed scale values teachers only rarely or occasionally need in-service
training on professional teaching knowledge, technology use in education,

preparation for national and international exams, and self-development. The least
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needed training category was communication and social skills. To examine the
teachers’ ratings of content categories in more detail, responses for each content

category were analyzed separately.

4.1.1.1 Guidance and Special Education

Under the Guidance and Special Education category, teachers rated 7 content
labels to indicate their need on each. Teachers reported that they regularly needed
in-service training on education of gifted students (M=3.41, SD=1.05). Moreover,
teachers occasionally needed in-service training on the students with learning
disabilities (M=3.26, SD=.98), the students who need psychological help (M=3.20,
SD=.98), educational couching (M=3.13, SD=1.05), education of the children who
work and are under the risks (M=3.08, SD=.99), prevention of crime and violence
in educational institutions (M=2.99, SD=1.03), and individual differences in

education (M=2.83, SD=1.00). The results are summarized in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2
Needs in Guidance and Special Education Category (N=1730)

Items M SD
Education of gifted students 341  1.05
Education of students with learning disabilities 326 98
Education of students who need psychological help 320 .98
Educational coaching 3.13  1.05
Education children who work and are at risk 3.08 .99
Prevention of crime and violence in educational institutions 299 1.03
Individual differences in education 2.83  1.00

Guidance and special education is one of the most important components of
teacher education. Developing some skills on this category is very crucial for
teachers to detect and direct students who need help or special education to the
right institutions. Under this category, in-service training programs on education of
gifted students was highly emphasized by teachers, and teachers also reported
occasional need for other categories. However, even though educational coaching

is a new trend proposed by MoNE, teachers did not report much need on it.
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4.1.1.2 Preparation for National and International Exams

Teachers rated 3 content labels under Preparation for National and International
Exams category. Teachers reported regularly needing in-service training on
introduction to PIRLS, TIMSS, and PISA (M=3.50, SD=1.21). Furthermore,
teachers reported occasionally needing in-service training on preparing students
for the OBBS exam (M=2.76, SD=1.11), and changing transition system from
primary education to secondary education (M=2.62, SD=1.07) (Table 4.3).

Table 4.3

Needs in Preparation for National and International Exams (N=1730)

Items M SD
Introduction to PIRLS, TIMSS and PISA 350 1.21
Introduction to national exam OBBS 276  1.11
Introduction to changed transition system (SBS) 2.62  1.07

According to results, it could be possible to conclude that teachers wanted to
participate to in-service training programs about international exams. However,
they reported less need for transition system which changes regularly, and not stay

the same for a long time.

4.1.1.3 Self-Development

Under the Self-Development category, teachers rated 6 content labels to indicate

their need on each. The results are summarized in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Needs in Self-Development Category (N=1730)
Items M SD
Learning a foreign language 3.13 134
Project planning/management 297 1.11
Health and first aid knowledge 2.84 1.10
Speed reading techniques 2.78 1.15
Problem solving methods 2.70  1.03
Effective public speaking 2.30  1.09
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According to the results, teachers occasionally needed in-service training to learn
foreign languages (M=3.13, SD=1.34), on project planning/management (M=2.97,
SD=1.11), health and first aid knowledge (M=2.84, SD=1.10), fast reading
techniques (M=2.78, SD=1.15), and problem solving methods (M=2.70, SD=1.03).
The results showed that teachers devote much need on in-service training
programs about learning a foreign language. On the contrary, although the public
speaking skills should have had a priority for teachers to develop, in this study

they reported rare need for it.

4.1.1.4 Professional Teaching Knowledge

Under the Professional Teaching Knowledge category, teachers rated 10 training
content labels to indicate their need on each. The results are summarized in Table
4.5.Teachers reported only occasional need for new approaches in education
(M=2.94, SD=1.02), changing paradigms and educational systems (M=3.07,
SD=1.04), planning a social activity (M=2.77, SD=1.02), and providing guidance
to prospective teachers (M=2.61, SD=1.15).

Table 4.5
Needs in Professional Teaching Knowledge Category (N=1730)

Items M SD
Changing paradigms and educational systems 3.07 1.04
New approaches in education 294  1.02
Planning a social activity 277  1.02
Guidance for prospective teachers 2.61 1.15
Teaching methods and principles 2.58 97
Assessment and measurement techniques 2.57 1.03
Learning and development 2.56  1.04
Instructional planning 2.55 .99
Basic methods of classroom management 2.50  1.05
Ethics in teaching 2.09 .99

Teachers’ professional teaching knowledge is an important aspect of being a good
teacher by carrying multiple dimensions. Table 4.2 shows there is a mean wise

manner. Even though, there are ten training content labels, mean scores indicates
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two main need scale; rare and occasional. Based on the data teaching methods and
principles, assessment and measurement techniques, learning and development,
instructional planning, basic methods of classroom management, and ethics in
teaching are rare needs for 1730 teachers. If the items are examined closely, it
could be possible to conclude that teachers reported more needs on the items
(changing paradigms and educational systems, new approaches in education,
planning a social activity, and guidance for prospective academicians) that are not

taught in education faculties as a course.

4.1.1.5 Technology Use in Education

Under the category Technology Use in Education, teachers rated 8 content labels
to indicate their need on each. The results are summarized in Table 4.6. According
to results, teachers reported that they regularly needed in-service training on smart
board usage (M=3.57, SD=1.18). Moreover, teachers occasionally needed in-
service training on preparing effective teaching materials with Flash and similar
software (M=2.94, SD=1.19), and on preparing effective teaching material with
MS Office software (M=2.76, SD=1.20). Smart boards will be using widespread in
a few years. It is possible to understand why teachers reported more need on this
item. At this time, to conclude better about why teachers did not report a need for

other items, knowing more about teachers’ competency levels is important.

Table 4.6
Needs in Technology Use in Education Category (N=1730)

Items M SD
Smart board usage 3.57 1.18
Preparing effective teaching material with Flash and similar software 294  1.19
Preparing effective teaching material with MS Office software 2.76  1.20
MS Office programs usage (Word, Excel, PowerPoint, etc.) 253  1.19
Projector use 244 1.16
Preparing instructional content with the help of Internet 241  1.18
Basic computer skills 222 1.12
Internet usage (Search, download, email, etc.) 2.03  1.09
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4.1.1.6 Content Area Knowledge

Under the category of Content Area Knowledge, teachers rated 8 content labels to
indicate their need on each. They reported that teachers only occasionally needed
in-service training on learning new topics in their subject area (M=2.62, SD=1.04),
developing learning material/activity on their subject area (M=2.84, SD=1.02), use
of learning materials in their subject area (M=2.66, SD=1.02), and curriculum
changes/reforms (M=2.87, SD=1.00). For the other content labels, teachers

reported rarely need. The results are summarized in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7
Needs in Content Area Knowledge Category (N=1730)

Items M SD
Curriculum changes/reforms 2.87 1.00
Developing learning material/activity in my subject area 2.84  1.02
Usage of learning materials on my subject area 2.66 1.02
Learning new topics in my subject area 2.62  1.04
Examining/selecting educational sources and tools in my subject area 2.59  1.02
Helping students to develop positive attitudes in my subject area 2.56  1.05
Relating my subject area to daily life 2.35 .99
Revising topics in my subject area 2.13 .95

Although teachers reported more need on changing paradigms and educational
systems in previous sections, they did not report that much need on curriculum

changes and reforms under content area knowledge category.

4.1.1.7 Development of Social Consciousness

Under the category Development of Social Consciousness, teachers rated 6 content
labels to indicate how much they need to get training. Teachers reported that they
rarely needed to the content labels of basic disaster preparedness (M=2.57,
SD=1.08), media literacy (M=2.48, SD=1.05), protection of the environment and
sustainable development (M=2.26, SD=.99), consumer consciousness and rights

(M=2.17, §D=.98), democratic citizenship and human rights (M=2.12, SD=.93),
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and preserving cultural and environmental values (M=2.10, SD=.93) under this

category. The results are summarized in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8

Needs in Development of Social Consciousness Category (N=1730)
Items M SD
Basic disaster preparedness 2.57  1.08
Media literacy 248 1.05
Protection of the environment and sustainable development 226 .99
Consumer consciousness and rights 2.17 98
Democratic citizenship and human rights 2.12 93
Preserving cultural and environmental values 2.10 .93

It is widely known that one of the bases of a good society is advanced individual
consciousness. Therefore, it is difficult to explain teachers’ reports of low needs

about social consciousness.

4.1.1.8 Communication and Social Skills

Under the category Communication and Social Skills, teachers rated 4 content
labels to indicate their in-service training need on each. Teachers reported that they
rarely needed in-service training on communication with students (M=1.98,
SD=.93), and parents (M=1.97, SD=.92), adapting to new workplace (M=1.92,
SD=.95), and communication with colleagues (M=1.85, SD=.91) (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9

Needs in Communication and Social Skills Category (N=1730)
Items M SD
Communication with students 1.98 93
Communication with parents 1.97 .92
Adapting to new workplace (city, district, etc) 1.92 95
Communication with colleagues 1.85 91
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4.1.2 Preferred Form of In-Service Training Programs

To document teachers’ preferences about the form of in-service training teachers
indicated their preferences under the five sub categories. Namely, content delivery
format, instructors, training schedule and location, participants, and evaluation
format of in-service training programs. The range of the scale (which was 4) was
divided by the number of scale points (which was 5), and the result (0.80) was
used to determine the size of each unit of a transformed scale. Therefore, the 5-
point scale was interpreted so that a response of 1-1.80 indicates “never prefer,”
1.81-2.60 indicates “rarely prefer,” 2.61-3.40 indicates “neither prefer nor not

prefer,” 3.41-4.20 indicates “prefer,” and 4.21- 5.00 indicates “‘strongly prefer.”

According to results, teachers strongly preferred that instructor be academicians
(M=4.33, SD=.94), and participants be involved in-service training programs
voluntarily (M=4.37, SD=.84). Furthermore, teachers preferred that content that is
delivered via lecturing by instructors also be supported by activities (M=4.07,
SD=.91). Teachers preferred that required materials and sources be announced
before a course starts (M=4.01, SD=.90), that content be determined after a needs
analysis (M=4.00, SD=1.09), that content be discussed by participants before being
lectured on by instructors (M=3.79, SD=1.04), that courses be scheduled during
the September seminar term (M=3.80, SD=1.35) or during the June seminar term
(M=3.64, SD=1.52). Teachers preferred that all participants be teachers (M=3.97,
SD=1.01), that all participants be from the same subject area (M=3.91, SD=1.04),
and that participants be from different school and districts (M=3.66, SD=1.11).
Concerning the form of in-service program evaluation, teachers preferred that
evaluation be done by online questionnaire (M=3.62, SD=1.14), using multiple
methods (M=3.59, SD=1.12), and that the results of evaluation be reflected in
improvements of future in-service trainings (M=3.50, $SD=1.13).On the critical
side, teachers did not prefer that courses given during the regular semester, nor
after school hours (M=1.98, SD=1.28), and if they must be offered during the
regular semester time, in-service programs should not be offered on the weekends

(M=1.90, SD=1.26). In addition, they never preferred courses offered in the same
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city as their school (M=1.79, SD=1.03), or offered during semester breaks
(February) (M=1.75, SD=1.19), nor programs offered during summer time (July
and August) (M=1.69, SD=1.18). In short, it is possible to conclude that teachers
did not want to participate to in-service training programs neither within the
semester nor in their holiday times. Teacher preferences are presented in Table

4.10.

Table 4.10
In-Service Training Preferences Reported by Teachers (N=1730)

Categories M SD

Delivery of Content

Content is lectured by instructors and supported by activities 4.07 91

Required materials and sources are announced earlier 4.01 .90

Content is determined after analysis of teacher needs 4.00 1.09
Content is discussed by participants before being lectured on by 379 1.04
instructors

Content is taught by questioning 319  1.13
Instructors

Academicians 4.33 .94

From Ministry of National Education 291 1.29
School directors 2.65 1.25
Inspectors 2.65 129
Schedule and Place

Courses given before school starts (September seminar term) 3.80 1.35
Courses given before school finishes (June seminar term) 3.64 1.52
Courses that are given as distance education 2.88 1.35
Courses that are given within semester time, after school hours 1.98 1.28
Courses that are given within semester time, on weekends 1.90 1.26
Courses that are given in the same city as my school 1.79  1.03
Courses that are given during semester breaks (February) 1.75 1.19
Courses that are given during summer time (July and August) 1.69 1.18
Participants

Participants who all participate voluntarily 437 .84

Participants who are all teachers 397 1.01
Participants who are all from the same subject area 391 1.04
Participants who are from different school and districts 3.66 1.11
Evaluation

Evaluation is done by online questionnaire 3.62  1.14
Evaluation is done by multiple methods 3.59  1.12
Evaluation is done as follow-up tests in the future 350  1.13
The participation is an important part in evaluation 336 1.20
Evaluation results that are important for recruitment, preferment. 311 141
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Finally, the items with mean values between 2.61 and 3.40 indicate that teachers
had no strong preference in either direction. To be able to interpret the results for
those items, further information gathered by qualitative research techniques is
needed. That is, teachers had hesitation on the preferences of content is taught by
questioning, instructors who come from MoNE, school directors or inspectors,
courses given as a distance education format, participation is an important part in
evaluation, and evaluation results that are important for recruitment, preferment,

etc.

4.2 Predictors of In-service Training Needs

Audiences of in-service training needs were investigated in three sub-questions
under the main research question: What are the predictors of teachers’ reports of
their in-service training needs in different domains of teachers’ professional
development? Research questions address individual effect of each categorical
variable (gender, subject area, teaching experience, faculty graduated, education
level, school type, employment type, and previous in-service training experiences.
To determine which categories of teachers reported that they needed particular
training program content, One-way ANOVA analysis was employed.
Correspondingly, to determine the mean difference between teachers’ individual
characteristics and their training preferences, One-way ANOVA analysis was
conducted. Finally, to draw the general picture of predictors of in-service training

needs of teachers, a hypothetical model was tested with SEM.

4.2.1 Effect of Individual Characteristics on Needs

To find the answer the research question “Are there significant mean differences in
teachers’ reports of their in-service needs related to factors such as gender, subject

area, faculty graduated, education level, teaching experience, school type, and

employment type?,” one-way ANOVA analyses were conducted.
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4.2.1.1 Effect of Gender

The hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported needs
with respect to their gender was tested. The hypothesis was rejected for needs of
Technology Use in Education (Females: M=2.67, SD=.88; males: M=2.55,
SD=.96; F(1, 1650)=6.88, p<.05, /72=.004), Preparation for National and
International Exams (Females: M=3.00, SD=.92; males: M=2.90, SD=197; F(1,
1634)= 4.79, p<.05, 7=.003), and Guidance and Special Education (Females:
M=3.17, §5=.81; males: M=3.08, S5=.82; F(1, 1646)= 1.30, p<.05, r7'=.003) since
the mean differences between males and females were found to be statistically

significant. The results are summarized in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11

Effect of Gender on Teachers’ Reported Needs
Categories Sources SS df MS F T
Professional teaching Between Groups 45 1 45 81
knowledge Within Groups ~ 920.58 1650 .56
Technology use in Between Groups 5.79 1579 6.88* .00
education Within Groups ~ 1388.61 1649 84
Preparation for national  Between Groups 4.23 1 423 479% .00
and international eXams  wqin Groups  1444.05 1633 .88

Guidagce and special Between Groups 3.70 1 3,70  5.55* .00
education Within Groups ~ 1098.11 1645 67

Communication and Between Groups 37 1 37 57

social skills o
Within Groups 1079.19 1644 .66

Self-development Between Groups 1.39 1 139 199
Within Groups 1154.24 1649 .70

Development of social  Between Groups 92 1 92 1.30
consciousness
Within Groups 1161.94 1645 1
* p<.05
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For all three categories female teachers reported more need than male teachers did.
Gender has very small effect on the reported need for in-service training in these
categories since it accounts for little more than 0 percent of the variance. That is,
the differences between females and males on this variable were statistically
significant but not practically significant. It can be possible to conclude that gender
did not have an effect on the needs of teachers. On the other side, there were no
significant mean differences between male and female teachers’ ratings of their in-
service needs for Professional Teaching Knowledge (Females: M=2.62, SD=.70;
males: M=2.65, SD=.80; F(1, 1651)=.81, p=.37), and for Self~-Development
(Females: M=2.77, SD=.80;males: M=2.83, SD=.88; F(1, 1650)=1.99, p=.16).

4.2.1.2 Effect of Subject Area

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
needs with respect to their subject area, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The
hypothesis was rejected for needs of Technology Use in Education (Classroom
teacher: M=2.66, SD=.97; Mathematics: M=2.55, SD=.91; Science and
Technology: M=2.66, SD=.92; Turkish: M=2.69, SD=.87; English: M=2.46,
SD=.86; Social Sciences: M=2.65, SD=.90; F(5, 1684)=2.33, p<.05), Preparation
for National and International Exams (Classroom teacher: M=2.92, SD=1.07;
Mathematics: M=2.84, SD=.86; Science and Technology: M= 2.94, SD=.87;
Turkish: M=3.03, SD=.93; English: M=3.10, SD=.86; Social Sciences: M=2.95,
SD=.86; F(5, 1668)=2.33, p<.05), and Self-Development (Classroom teacher:
M=2.83, SD=.86; Mathematics: M=2.91, SD=.80; Science and Technology:
M=2.80, SD=.83; Turkish: M=2.74, SD=.82; English: M=2.53, SD=.84; Social
Sciences: M=2.90, SD=.82; F(5, 1684)=2.77, p<.05)categories since the mean
differences between Classroom, Mathematics, Science and Technology, Turkish,
English and Social Sciences teachers were found statistically significant. Subject
area has small effects on the need of these categories since it accounts for 1%, 1%,
2%, and 1% of the variances respectively. As a post hoc comparison, Bonferroni
procedure was conducted since Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variances was

significant suggesting unequal variances among the groups. According to the
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follow-up test results, English teachers reported that they have a need for in-
service training on Preparation of National and International Exams when
compared with Mathematics teachers; Classroom, Mathematics, Science and
Technology, and Social Sciences teachers reported need for training in the
category of Self-Development when compared with English teachers. Furthermore,
there were not significant mean differences with respect to teachers’ subject area
on the needs of professional teaching knowledge, subject area knowledge,

guidance and special education, communication and social skills (Table 4.12).

Table 4.12
Effect of Subject Area on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F 7
Professional teaching Between Groups 18 5 .04 .06
knowledge

Within Groups 943.23 1680 .56

Subject area knowledge  Between Groups 2.77 5 .56 .90
Within Groups 1033.79 1676 .62

Technology use in Between Groups 9.74 5 1.95 2.33* .01
education Within Groups ~ 1403.10 1679 .84

Preparation for national ~ Between Groups 10.17 5 203 233* .01
and international exams

Within Groups 1449.45 1663 .87
Guidance and special ~ Between Groups 3.43 5 69  1.03
education Within Groups ~ 1118.97 1675 .67
Communication and Between Groups 5.92 5 1.18 1.78

social skills o
Within Groups 1112.12 1674 .66

Self-development Between Groups ~ 24.93 5 499  7.22% 02
Within Groups ~ 1160.05 1679 .69

Development of social ~ Between Groups 9.79 5 196 276% .01
consciousness

Within Groups 1187.03 1675 1
* p<.05
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4.2.1.3 Effect of Teaching Experience

To test the hypothesis that there is no significant difference in reports of teachers’

needs for in-service training with respect to their teaching experience, a one-way

ANOVA was conducted. Test results are presented in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13

Effect of Teaching Experience on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F 7
Professional teaching ~ Between Groups 1.56 3 52 92
knowledge Within Groups ~ 949.37 1684 .56
Subject area knowledge  Between Groups 25 3 .08 132
Within Groups ~ 1047.95 1680 62
Technology use in Between Groups ~ 39.17 3 13.06 15.98* .03
education Within Groups ~ 1374.99 1682 82
Preparation for national ~ Between Groups ~ 14.67 3 489 5.60% .01
and international exams  wrgin Groups 145511 1665 .87
Guidance and special Between Groups 9.39 3 313 472 01
education Within Groups ~ 1112.78 1679 .66
Communication and Between Groups 2.88 3 96 1.45
social skills .
Within Groups 1114.56 1678 .66
Self-development Between Groups 6.10 3 2.03 292* .01
Within Groups ~ 1173.11 1683 70
Development of social  Between Groups 4.74 3158 223
consciousness
Within Groups ~ 1189.13 1679 71
* p<.05

The hypothesis was rejected for needs of Technology Use in Education (0-5 years:
M=2.53, SD=.89; 6-10 years: M= 2.56, SD=.88; 11-15 years: M=2.61, SD=.92; 16
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or more years: M=2.97, SD=.97; F(3, 1685)=15.97, p<.05), Preparation of
National and International Exams (0-5 years: M=3.04, SD=.88; 6-10 years:
M=2.99, SD=.97; 11-15 years: M=2.87, SD=.98; 16 or more years: M=2.78,
SD=.97; F(3, 1668)=5.60, p<.05), Guidance and Special Education (0-5 years:
M=3.14, SD=.76; 6-10 years: M=3.22, SD=.81; 11-15 years: M=3.10, SD=.91; 16
or more years: M=298, SD=.87; F(3, 1682)=4.72, p<.05), and Self-
Development(0-5 years: M=2.78, SD=.81; 6-10 years: M=2.87, SD=.84; 11-15
years: M=2.80, SD=.87; 16 or more years: M=2.68, SD=.88; F(3, 1686)=2.91,
p<.05) categories since the mean differences between teachers who have teaching
experience of 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and 16 or more years were found
statistically significant. Teaching experience small effects on the need of these
categories since it accounts for 3%, 1%, 1%, and 1% of the variances respectively.
Moreover, there were not significant mean differences between teachers’ in-
service needs of Professional Teaching Knowledge (0-5 years: M=2.65, SD=.73;
6-10 years: M=2.64, SD=.77; 11-15 years: M=2.65, SD=.76; 16 or more years:
M=2.56, SD=.76; F(3, 1687)=.92, p=.43) with respect to their teaching experience.

Post hoc comparison was performed subsequent to significant ANOVA result to
investigate the pair-wise differences among the possible groups. Since Levene’s
Test of Equality of Error Variance was found significant, to compare the groups, a
Dunnet C post hoc test was decided to employ. According to the test results,
teachers with 16 or more years teaching experience reported a higher need for
Technology Use in Education than did the other less experienced groups. Teachers
with 0-5 years teaching experience and 6-10 years teaching experience reported
more need on Preparation for National and International Exams and on Guidance
and Special Education compared with more experienced teachers who have 16 or
more years of teaching experience. Similarly, teachers with 6-10 years teaching
experience reported more need for Self-Development compared with teachers who
have 16 or more years teaching experience. It could be possible to conclude that
there is a difference on the in-service training needs on technology use in
education, preparation for inter/national exams, guidance and special education,

and self-development among more experienced and less experienced teachers.
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4.2.1.4 Effect of Faculty Graduated

To test the hypothesis; there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported

needs with respect to their faculty graduated, a one-way ANOVA was conducted.

The results are shown in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14

Effect of Faculty Graduated on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F 7
Professional teaching Between Groups .08 1 .08 13
knowledge Within Groups ~~ 959.46 1708 .56
Subject area knowledge  Between Groups 47 1 47 75
Within Groups ~ 1055.64 1704 62
Technology use in Between Groups 1.35 1 135 16l
education Within Groups 143220 1707 84
Preparation for national ~ Between Groups 27 1 27 31
and international exams — wryin Groups 148773 1691 .88
Guidance and special  Between Groups 1.43 1143 214
education Within Groups ~ 1138.88 1704 67
Communication and Between Groups .04 1 .04 .06
social skills .
Within Groups 1130.46 1703 .66
Self-development Between Groups 6.27 1 627 899 .01
Within Groups ~ 1191.58 1709 70
Development of social Between Groups .08 1 .08 A1
consciousness
Within Groups ~ 1211.22 1704 71
* p<.05

The hypothesis was rejected for need of Self-Development (Faculty of Education:
M=2.82, SD=.83; others: M=2.66, SD=.87; F(1, 1710)= 8.99, p<.05). Faculty type
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has a small effect on the need of self-development since it accounts for 1% of the
variance. The results indicate that teachers who are graduated from faculty of
education reported need for Self-Development when compared with the teachers

who are graduated from other faculties

On the other hand, there were not significant mean differences between teachers’
in-service needs of Professional Teaching Knowledge (Faculty of Education:
M=2.64, SD=.74; others: M=2.62, SD=.78; F(1, 1709)=.13, p=.72), Technology
Use in Education (Faculty of Education: M=2.60, SD=.91; others: M=2.67,
SD=.94; F(1, 1708)=1.61, p=.21), Preparation of National and International
Exams (Faculty of Education: M=2.97, SD=.93; others: M=2.93, SD=.96; F(1,
1692)=.31, p=.58), and Guidance and Special Education (Faculty of Education:
M=3.14, SD=.80; others: M=3.07, SD=.89; F(1, 1705)=2.14, p=.14) with respect
to their faculty graduated type. The results of ANOVA test implied that faculty
type did not have an effect on most of the needs of teachers. It is possible to say
that teachers’ needs did not show difference among teachers graduated from
faculty of education and the teachers graduated from other type of faculties. It may
be concluded that teachers graduated from other faculties developed their skills

and knowledge via themselves or pedagogical formation courses.

4.2.1.5 Effect of Education Level

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
needs with respect to their education level, a one-way ANOVA was conducted.
The hypothesis was rejected for needs of Technology Use in Education (Pre-
undergraduate: M=2.94, SD=1.07; undergraduate: M=2.60, SD=.91; graduate:
M=2.47,SD=.87; F(2, 1682)=7.51, p<.05), Guidance and Special Education (Pre-
undergraduate: M=3.03, SD=.93; undergraduate: M=3.13, SD=.81; graduate:
M=3.35, SD=.718; F(2, 1678)=3.51, p<.05, 17’=.004) categories since the mean
differences between teachers who have education level of pre-undergraduate,
undergraduate, and graduate were found statistically significant. Education level

has small effects on the need of these categories since it accounts for 1%, and
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nearly O percent of the variances respectively which means the differences with
respect to education level on the need of Guidance and Special Education were
statistically significant but not practically significant. Gelman and Stern (2006)
state that “statistical significance is not the same as practical importance” (p. 328).
Therefore, it is possible to say that education level of teachers does not make a

difference on the needs of teachers (Table 4.15).

Table 4.15

Effect of Education Level on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F T
Professional teaching Between Groups .19 2 .09 17
knowledge Within Groups ~ 944.06 1681  .562
Subject area knowledge  Between Groups 11 2 .05 .09
Within Groups 1036.41 1677 .62
Technology use in Between Groups 1257 2 628 7.51% 0l
education Within Groups ~ 1405.89 1680 84
Preparation for national  Between Groups 509 2 254 290
and international exams  w.on Groups  1459.24 1665 88
Guidance and special ~ Between Groups 466 2 233 351% .00
education Within Groups ~ 1111.74 1676 66
Communication and Between Groups .85 2 42 .64
social skills o
Within Groups 1104.79 1675 .66
Self-development Between Groups 2.40 2 120  1.72
Within Groups 1171.13 1680 .70
Development of social ~ Between Groups 1.30 2 .65 91
consciousness
Within Groups 119570 1676 71
* p<.05
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Nevertheless, there were not significant mean differences between teachers’ in-
service needs of Professional Teaching Knowledge (Pre-undergraduate: M=2.62,
SD=.70; undergraduate: M=2.63, SD=.75; graduate: M=2.68, SD=.83; F(2,
1683)=.17, p=.85), Preparation of National and International Exams (Pre-
undergraduate: M=2.77, SD=1.06; undergraduate: M=2.97, SD=.93; graduate:
M=3.11, SD=.89; F(2, 1667)=2.90, p=.06), and Self-Development(Pre-
undergraduate: M=2.67, SD=.88; undergraduate: M=2.80, SD=.84; graduate:
M=2.90, SD=.78; F(2, 1682)=1.72, p=.18) with respect to their education level.

Depending on the significant results of Levene’s Test of Variances, Dunnet C post
hoc test was preferred, and results show that teachers with pre-undergraduate
education needed Technology Use in Education compared with teachers with
undergraduate and graduate education. Teachers with graduate education reported

need for Guidance and Special Education when compared with other groups.

4.2.1.6 Effect of School Type

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
needs with respect to their school type, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. Test
results showed that there were not any significant mean differences between
teachers’ in-service needs with respect to their school type. Therefore, it can be
concluded that even though the characteristics of regular primary schools and
others like YIBO, PIO are different from each other, teachers’ needs do not show
differences with respect to their school type. The results are presented in Table

4.16.

Table 4.16
Effect of School Type on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F p
Professional teaching Between Groups 13 1 13 22 .64
knowledge Within Groups ~ 959.41 1708 .56
*p<.05
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Table 4.16 (continued)

Categories Sources SS df MS F p
Subject area knowledge  Between Groups .85 1 .85 1.37 24
Within Groups ~ 1055.26 1704 62
Technology use in Between Groups 02 1 02 02 .90
education Within Groups 143353 1707 .84
Preparation for national  Between Groups 13 1 13 15 .70
and international exams  yqin Groups  1487.87 1691 .88
Guidance and special Between Groups .02 1 .02 03 .86
education Within Groups ~ 1140.29 1704 67
Communication and Between Groups 23 1 23 34 .56
social skills o
Within Groups 1130.27 1703 .66
Self-development Between Groups 97 1 97 139 24
Within Groups ~ 1196.87 1709 70
Development of social  Between Groups 13 1 13 19 .66
consciousness
Within Groups 1211.17 1704 1
* p<.05

4.2.1.7 Effect of Employment Type

The hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ needs
regarding employment type was tested. The hypothesis was rejected for needs of
Technology Use in Education (Tenured: M=2.60, SD=.91; others: M=2.74,
SD=.96; F(1, 1708)=3.98, p<.05, r7=.002), and Preparation of National and
International Exams (Tenured: M=2.94, SD=.94; others: M=3.14, SD=.90; F(1,
1692)=7.46, p<.05, r7'=.004) categories since the mean differences between
teachers who work in a tenured position and teachers who work in other positions
were found statistically significant. Teachers who work with other position types
reported more need on Technology Use in Education and Preparation of National

and International Exams. Employment type has very small effects on the need of
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these categories since it accounts for nearly 0 percent of the variances. That is, the
differences between groups on this variable were statistically significant but not

practically significant. The results are presented in Table 4.17.

Table 4.17

Effect of Employment Type on Teachers’ Reported Needs

Categories Sources SS df MS F
Professional teaching Between Groups 1.51 1 151 270
knowledge Within Groups ~~ 958.03 1708 .56
Subject area knowledge  Between Groups .00 1 .00 .00
Within Groups 1056.11 1704 .62
Technglogy use in Between Groups 3.33 1 333 3.98* .00
education Within Groups 143021 1707 .84
Preparation for national  Between Groups 6.54 1 654 746* .00
and international exams — wryin Groups 148146 1691 .88
Guidance and special Between Groups 29 1 29 43
education Within Groups ~ 1140.02 1704 67
Communication and Between Groups 4.98 1 498 7.54* .00
social skills o
Within Groups 1125.52 1703 .66
Self-development Between Groups .03 1 .03 .04
Within Groups 1197.82 1709 .70
Development of social ~ Between Groups .64 1 .64 .89
consciousness
Within Groups 1210.67 1704 71
* p<.05

Moreover, there were not any significant mean differences between teachers’ in-
service needs of Professional Teaching Knowledge (Tenured: M=2.62, SD=.74;
others: M=2.72, SD=.80; F(1, 1709)=2.70, p=.10), Guidance and Special
Education (Tenured: M=3.13, SD=.81; others: M=3.17, SD=.87; F(1, 1705)=.43,
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p=231), and Self-Development(Tenured: M=2.79, SD=.84; others: M=2.80,
SD=.84; F(1, 1710)=.04, p=.84) with respect to their employment type that they
work. It could be possible to conclude that employment type of teachers does not
create a difference on in-service training needs of teachers. That is, teachers who
has a tenured job position, and teachers who are substitutes or has a temporarily

job position have the same needs.

4.2.2 The Effect of Individual Characteristics on In-service Preferences

To find the answer of the following research question “Are there significant mean
differences in teachers’ reports of their in-service training program preferences
related to factors such as gender, subject area, faculty graduated, education level,
teaching experience, school type, and employment type?”, one-way ANOVA

analyses were conducted.

4.2.2.1 Effect of Gender

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
preferences to their gender, One-way ANOV A was conducted. The hypothesis was
rejected for preferences of content be determined after analysis of teacher needs
(Females: M=4.08, SD=1.01; males: M=3.90, SD=1.13; F(1, 1622)=11.76, p<.05),
required materials and sources be announced before course starts (Females:
M=4.15, SD=.78; males: M=3.84, SD=.98; F(1, 1621)=49.38, p<.05), content be
lectured by instructors and supported by activities (Females: M=4.18, SD=.84;
males: M=3.95, SD=.96; F(1, 1625)=26.56, p<.05), instructors be academicians
(Females: M=4.37, SD=.89; males: M=3.27, SD=1.00; F(1, 1622)=4.47, p<.05),
courses that be given in June seminar term (Females: M=3.74, SD=1.48; males:
M=3.55, SD=1.55; F(1, 1625)=6.24, p<.05), participants who are all participate
with voluntarily (Females: M=4.42, SD=.75; males: M=4.32, SD=.93; F(1,
1619)=6.47, p<.05), and evaluation be done as follow-up tests in the future
(Females: M=3.43, SD=1.14; males: M=3.58, SD=1.13; F(1, 1620)=4.49, p<.05)

categories since the mean differences between males and females were found
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statistically significant. According to the results, female teachers reported
preference for content is determined after analysis of teacher needs, required
materials and sources are announced before course starts, content is lectured by
instructors than supported by activities, instructors are academicians, courses that
are given in June seminar term, and participants who are all participate with
voluntarily when compared to males. On the contrary, male teachers reported
preference for evaluation is done as follow-up tests in the future when compared to
female teachers. Gender has small, small to medium, effects on the preferences
since it accounts for 1%, 3%, and 2% of the variances respectively. However, it
has very small effect for other preferences since it accounts for nearly 0% of the
variances which means the differences between females and males on those
variables were statistically significant but not practically significant. This means
that gender had an impact on the preferences of content be determined after
analysis of teacher needs, required materials and sources be announced before
course starts, and content be lectured by instructors and supported by activities.
Although test results were significant, gender did not effect on teachers’
preferences of instructors be academicians, courses given June seminar term,
participants who are participate with voluntarily, and evaluation be done as follow-
up tests. On the other hand, there were not significant mean differences between

teachers’ other preferences with respect to their gender (Table 4.18).

Table 4.18

Effect of Gender on Teachers’ In-service Preferences
Items Sources SS df MS F T
Content is determined ~ Between Groups 13.60 1 13.60 11.76% .01

after analysis of teacher

needs Within Groups 1874.40 1621 1.16

Required materials and ~ Between Groups 38.06 1 38.06 49.38* .03
sources are announced

before course starts Within Groups 1248.76 1620 77

Content is lectured by ~ Between Groups 21.45 1 2145 26.56% .02
instructors then o

supported by activities Within Groups 1311.63 1624 81

*p<.05
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Table 4.18 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F
Content is discussed by Between Groups 70 1 .70 .64
participants before being
lectured on by Within Groups 175541 1618 1.09
instructors
Instruct.or's are Between Groups 3.97 1 3.97  447* .00
academicians Within Groups ~ 1437.91 1621 .89
Courses that are given in - Between Groups 14.27 1 1427 624% .00
June seminar term o

Within Groups 3709.80 1624 2.28
Courses that are given in - Between Groups 4.66 1 466 253
September seminar term  ygin Groups 297448 1618 1.84
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups .06 1 .06 .06
teachers Within Groups 164275 1621 1.01
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 3.22 1 322 2098
from the same subject o
area Within Groups 1750.50 1624 1.08
Participants who are all  Between Groups 4.50 1 450 647* .00
participate with L
voluntarily Within Groups 1123.32 1618 .70
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 1.69 1 1.69 1.34
from different school o
and districts Within Groups 2028.63 1616 1.26
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 1.52 1 1.52 1.15
online questionnaire Within Groups ~ 2129.20 1618  1.32
Evaluation is done by Between Groups .02 1 .02 .02
several methods o

Within Groups 2015.22 1617 1.25
Evaluation as follow-up  Between Groups 8.41 1 8.41 6.49% 00
tests In the future Within Groups ~ 2098.84 1619 130

* p<.05

72



4.2.2.2 Effect of Subject Area

The hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
preferences to their subject area was tested, and rejected for preferences of content
be determined after analysis of teacher needs (Classroom teacher: M=4.03,
SD=.99; Mathematics: M=4.03, SD=1.10; Science and Technology: M=3.86,
SD=1.52; Turkish: M=3.96, SD=1.16; English: M=4.19, SD=1.05; Social
Sciences: M=3.94, SD=1.13; F(5, 1655)=2.58, p<.05), and required materials and
sources be announced before course starts (Classroom teacher: M=4.02, SD=.87;
Mathematics: M=4.00, SD=.92; Science and Technology: M=3.87, SD=.90;
Turkish: M=4.02, SD=.90; English: M=4.15, SD=.88; Social Sciences: M=3.97,
SD=.96; F(5, 1656)=2.46, p<.05)since the mean differences between Classroom,
Mathematics, Science and Technology, Turkish, English, and Social Sciences
teachers were found statistically significant. Subject area has small effects on the
preferences since it accounts for 1% of the variances. Nevertheless, there were not
significant mean differences between teachers’ other in-service preferences with

respect to their subject area (Table 4.19).

Table 4.19

Effect of Subject Area on Teachers’ In-service Preferences
Items Sources SS df MS F 7
Content is determined ~ Between Groups 15.22 5 3.04 2.58+* .01

after analysis of teacher

needs Within Groups ~ 1947.77 1650 1.18

Required materials and ~ Between Groups 9.92 5 1.98 2.46* .01
sources are announced

before course starts Within Groups 1329.10 1651 81
Content is lectured by ~ Between Groups 2.32 5 46 .55
instructors then .
supported by activities Within Groups 1388.43 1652 .84
Content is discussed by~ Between Groups 6.78 5 1.36 1.24
participants before being
lectured on by Within Groups 1795.12 1647 1.09
instructors

*p<.05
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Table 4.19 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F 7
Instructors are Between Groups 5.15 5 1.03 1.15
academicians Within Groups ~ 1475.57 1652 .89
Courses that are given in - Between Groups 7.73 5 1.55 .67
June seminar term Within Groups ~ 3803.44 1652  2.30
Courses that are givenin  Between Groups 6.52 5 1.30 72
September seminar term . Groups  2987.90 1645 1.82
Participants who are all  Between Groups 933 5 1.87 1.84
teachers Within Groups 167197 1649  1.01
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 3.20 5 64 .60
from the same subject Within Groups

area p 1778.60 1654 1.08
Participants who are all  Between Groups 75 5 15 22
participate with Within Grouns

voluntarily P 1152.78 1646 70
Participants who are all  Between Groups 2.79 5 56 45
from different school Within Grouns

and districts p 2047.06 1644 1.25
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 7.79 5 1.56 1.19
online questionnaire Within Groups 215713 1646 131
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 2.75 5 55 44
several methods Within Groups 506123 1647 125
Evaluation as follow-up  Between Groups 8.78 5 1.76  1.38
tests In the future Within Groups 210445 1647 1.28

* p<.05

To test the significant mean differences within the groups, Dunnet C post hoc test
was employed due to the significant test results of Levene’s Test of Equity of
Variances. The test indicated that English teachers reported preference for content

that is determined after analysis of teacher needs and required materials and
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sources be announced before course starts when compared to Science and
Technology teachers. There were not significant mean differences in other
preferences among teachers by subject taught. It is possible to say that in general
in-service training preferences did not show difference with respect to teachers’

subject area.

4.2.2.3 Effect of Teaching Experience

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’
preferences to their teaching experience, one-way ANOVA was used. The results

are presented in Table 4.20.

Table 4.20

Effect of Teaching Experience on Teachers’ In-service Preferences

Items Sources SS df MS F 7

Content is determined Between Groups 44 .84 3 1495 12.93* 02
after analysis of teacher  vyithin Groups
needs

1910.15 1652 1.16

Required materials and  Between Groups 14.50 3 483  6.00* .01
sources are announced  Within Groups

before course starts 1331.44 1653 81
Content is lectured by Between Groups 12.31 3 410 4.93* 01
instructors then e

Within Groups
supported by activities P 1377.86 1654 83
Content is discussed by ~ Between Groups 3.06 3 1.02 94* 00
participants before being  ithin Groups
lectured on by 1789.98 1649 1.09
instructors
Instructors are Between Groups 1.72 3 57 65
academicians Within Groups ~ 1468.86 1655 .89
Courses that are given in Between Groups 159.63 3 5321 24.09% .04
June seminar term Within Groups  3656.25 1655  2.21
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Table 4.20 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F 7
Courses that are given in Between Groups 70.72 3 2357 13.30*%* .02
September seminar term  ithin Groups 2020.56 1648 177
Participants who are all  Between Groups 1.89 3 63 62
teachers Within Groups ~ 1687.01 1653 1.02
Participants who are all  Between Groups 1.68 3 56 52
from the same subject S
o ! Within Groups 178771 1657 1.08
Participants who are all  Between Groups 5.29 3 1.76  2.52*% 01
participate with Within Groups
voluntarily p 1152.39 1649 .70
Participants who are all  Between Groups 2.98 3 99 80
from different school e

Within Groups
and districts PS 205623 1647 125
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 11.21 3 374 2.87% 01
online questionnaire Within Groups 2141.63 1649 130
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 8.19 3 2.73 2.20
several methods e

Within Groups 504546 1650  1.24
Evaluation as follow-up  Between Groups 1.41 3 47 37
tests in the future Within Groups ~ 2116.08 1650  1.28

* p<.05

According to Table 4.20 hypothesis was rejected for preferences of content be
determined after analysis of teacher needs (0-5 years: M=4.10, SD=1.05; 6-10
years: M=4.08, SD=1.01; 11-15 years: M=3.95, SD=1.10; 16 or more years:
M=3.63, SD=1.21; F(3, 1653)=12.93, p<.05), required materials and sources be
announced before course starts (0-5 years: M=4.04, SD=.88; 6-10 years: M=4.07,
SD=.87; 11-15 years: M=4.02, SD=.93; 16 or more years: M=3.79, SD=.95; F(3,
1656)=6.00, p<.05), content be lectured by instructors than supported by activities
(0-5 years: M=4.10, SD=.92; 6-10 years: M=4.17, SD=.86; 11-15 years: M=3.98,
SD=.95; 16 or more years: M= 3.92, SD=.96; F(3, 1657)=4.93, p<.05), courses
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that are given in June seminar term (0-5 years: M=3.28, SD=1.60; 6-10 years:
M=3.90, SD=1.41; 11-15 years: M=3.86, SD=1.43; 16 or more years: M=3.96,
SD=1.35; F(3, 1658)=24.09, p<.05), courses that are given in September seminar
term (0-5 years: M=3.56, SD=1.43; 6-10 years: M=4.00, SD=1.24; 11-15 years:
M=4.02, SD=1.23; 16 or more years: M=3.89, SD=1.30; F(3, 1651)=13.30, p<.05),
evaluation be done by online questionnaire (0-5 years: M=3.63, SD=1.13; 6-10
years: M=3.64, SD=1.11; 11-15 years: M=3.71, SD=1.11; 16 or more years:
M=3.43, SD=1.14; F(3, 1652)=2.87, p<.05) since mean differences between the
groups were found significant. Teaching experience has small, and small to
medium effects on the preferences of teachers since it accounts for 2%, 1%, 1%, 0
percent, 4%, 2%, 1%, and 1% of the variances, respectively. Furthermore, there
were not significant differences on teachers’ other preferences with respect to

teaching experience.

To investigate the pair-wise differences among the groups, post hoc comparison
test was performed. Dunnet C test results indicated that teachers with 0-5 years, 6-
10 years and 11-15 years teaching experience reported preference for content is
determined after analysis of teacher needs, and required materials and sources are
announced before course starts when compared to teachers with 16 or more year
experience. Similarly, teachers with 6-10 years experience preferred content is
lectured by instructors than supported by when compared to teachers with 11-15
years and 16 or more years experience. Moreover, teachers with 6-10 years, 11-15
years, and 16 or more years experience preferred courses that are given before
school finishes (June seminar term), and courses that are given before school
starts (September seminar term) when compared to teachers with 0-5 years
experience. Finally, teachers with 11-15 years experience reported preference for
evaluation is done by online questionnaire when compared to teachers with 16 or
more years experience. It is possible to summarize these results as the preferences
of teachers who have 16 or more years teaching experience differ from the

preferences of teachers who have less teaching experience.
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4.2.2.4 Effect of Faculty Graduated

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’

preferences to their graduate faculty, one-way ANOVA was used. The results are

presented in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21

Effect of Faculty Graduated on Teachers’ In-service Preferences

Items Sources SS df MS F 7
Content is determined Between Groups 10.16 1 10.16 8.65* .01
after analysis of teacher  Within Groups

needs p 1973.83 1680 1.18

Required materials and ~ Between Groups 4.14 1 4.14 5.14* .00
sources are announced Within Groups

before course starts P 1353.74 1680 81

Content is lectured by Between Groups 3.34 1 3.34 4.02* .00
instructors then Within Grouns

supported by activities P 1396.68 1682 83

Content is discussed by ~ Between Groups 57 1 57 .53
participants before being  ithin Groups

lectured on by 1819.28 1675 1.09

instructors

Content is discussed by  Between Groups 57 1 57 .53
participants before being  yithin Groups

lectured on by 1819.28 1675 1.09

instructors

Instructgr-s are Between Groups 1.35 1 1.35 1.52
academicians Within Groups 149467 1682 .89

Courses that are given in Between Groups 3.90 1 390 1.69

June seminar term Within Groups 388147 1682 231

Courses that are given in Between Groups 2.59 1 259 143
September seminar term  yithin Groups 303628 1675 181

*p<.05
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Table 4.21 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F
Participants who are all  Between Groups 5.51 1 551 546* .00
teachers i
Within Groups 1693 70 1679 1.01
Participants who are all  Between Groups 52 1 52 49
from the same subject Within Groups
area 1812.30 1685 1.08
Participants who are all  Between Groups 64 1 64 91
participate with Within Grouns
voluntarily p 1168.94 1677 .70
Participants who are all  Between Groups .09 1 .09 07
from different school S
Within Groups 2079 64 1674 1.4

and districts

Evgluation i§ don; by Between Groups 58 1 58 44
online questionnaire Within Groups 219441 1677 131

Evaluation is done by Between Groups 9.74 1 974 7.84* 01
several methods Within Groups 084 09 1678 1.24

Evalqation as follow-up  Between Groups 2.74 1 274 2.14

tests in the future Within Groups 215524 1678 1.8

* p<.05

There is not a significant difference between preferences of content be determined
after analysis of teacher needs (Faculty of education: M=4.04, SD=1.08; others:
M=4.84, SD=1.12; F(1, 1681)=8.65, p<.05), required materials and sources be
announced before course starts (Faculty of education: M=4.03, SD=.88; others:
M=3.91, SD=.95; F(1, 1681)=5.14, p<.05), content be lectured by instructors than
supported by activities (Faculty of education: M=4.09, SD=.90; others: M=3.98,
SD=.95; F(1, 1683)=4.02, p<.05), participants who are all teachers(Faculty of
education: M=3.99, SD=.99; others: M=3.85, SD=1.06; F(1, 1680)=5.46, p<.05),
and evaluation is done by several methods (Faculty of education: M=3.62,
SD=1.10; others: M=3.43, SD=1.18; F(1, 1679)=7.84, p<.05) with respect to their

faculty graduated. Results showed that teachers graduated from other faculties
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preferred content is determined after analysis of teacher needs when compared to
teachers from faculty of education. On the contrary, teachers graduated from
faculty of education preferred required materials and sources are announced
before course starts, content is lectured by instructors than supported by activities,
participants who are all teachers, and evaluation is done by several methods when
compared to teachers graduated from other faculties. However, there were not
significant mean differences between teachers’ other preferences with respect to

teachers’ faculty graduated.

When partial eta squares were examined, it could be seen that faculty graduated
has very small, and small effects on the preferences since it accounts for 1%, 0
percent, 0 percent, O percent, and 1% of the variances respectively which means
the differences between groups on these variables were statistically significant but
not practically significant. That is, the faculty graduated does not make a
difference on teachers’ preferences which means teachers who graduated from
faculty of education and who graduated from other faculties have the same

preferences.

4.2.2.5 Effect of Education Level

The hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
preferences to their education level was tested by employing one-way ANOVA.

The results are summarized in Table 4.22

Table 4.22

Effect of Education Level on Teachers’ In-service Preferences

Items Sources SS df MS F
Content is determined Between Groups 18.32 2 916 7.89* 01
after analysis of teacher s

i Within Groups 191463 1650  1.16

Required materials and ~ Between Groups 2.02 2 1.01  1.26
sources are announced  Within Groups
before course starts

*p<.05

1329.89 1653 .81
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Table 4.22 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F
Content is lectured by Between Groups 53 2 27 32
instructors then Within Grouns

supported by activities P 1374.77 1653 83
Content is discussed by  Between Groups 1.31 2 65 60
participants before being  within Groups

lectured by instructors P 1787.32 1647 1.09
Instructpr-s are Between Groups 8.15 2 4.07 4.59* .01
academicians Within Groups ~ 1467.98 1655 .89
Courses that are given in  Between Groups 1.98 2 99 43
June seminar term Within Groups ~ 3813.65 1654  2.31
Courses that are given in Between Groups 3.06 2 1.53 84
September seminar term Within Groups 3003.11 1647 1.82
Participants who are all  Between Groups 3.16 2 1.58 1.56
teachers Within Groups 1674 94 1651  1.02
Participants who are all  Between Groups 85 2 43 40
from the same subject Within Groups 1776.85 1655 1.07
Participants who are all  Between Groups 2.28 2 1.14 1.64
participate with Within Groups

voluntarily P 1147.81 1648 70
Participants who are all  Between Groups 1.16 2 578 46
from different school Within Grouns

and districts p 2052.62 1645 1.25
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 1.66 2 83 63
online questionnaire Within Groups 215711 1648 131
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 82 2 41 33
several methods Within Groups 505381 1648 1.5
Evalqation as follow-up  Between Groups 06 2 03 03
tests in the future Within Groups 212259 1648 1.29

* p<.05
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The hypothesis was rejected for preferences of content is determined after analysis
of teacher needs (Pre-undergraduate: M=3.59, SD=1.22; undergraduate: M=4.02,
SD=1.07; graduate: M=4.15, SD=.98; F(2, 1652)=7.89, p<.05), and instructors
are academicians (Pre-undergraduate: M=4.04, SD=1.06; undergraduate: M=4.34,
SD=.94; graduate: M=4.32, SD=.92; F(2, 1657)=4.59, p<.05) since the mean
differences between teachers’ education level were found significant (Table 4.22).
Education level has small effect on the preferences since it accounts for 1%, and

1% percent of the variances respectively.

To explore the pair-wise differences among groups, post hoc analysis was
performed as a further step. Dunnet C post hoc test results showed that teachers
with undergraduate and graduate education level reported preference for content is
determined after analysis of teacher needs, and instructors are academicians when
compared to teachers with pre-undergraduate education level. That is, there was
not a difference between in-service training preferences of teachers who had
graduate and undergraduate education level. However, both education levels’

preferences differ from pre-undergraduate education level.

4.2.2.6 Effect of School Type

The hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported

preferences to their school type was tested by using one-way ANOVA. Test results
are presented in Table 4.23.

Table 4.23

Effect of School Type on Teachers’ In-service Preferences
Items Sources SS df MS F
Content is determined Between Groups .03 1 .03 .03

after analysis of teacher

needs Within Groups ~ 1983.97 1680 1.18

Required materials and  Between Groups .65 1 65 .80

sources are announced L
before course starts Within Groups 1357.24 1680 .81

*p<.05
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Table 4.23 (continued)

Items Sources SS df MS F
Content is lectured by~ Between Groups .08 1 08 .09
instructors then L
supported by activities Within Groups 1399.94 1682 .83
Content is discussed by~ Between Groups .81 1 .81 75
participants before being .
lectured by instructors Within Groups 1819.04 1675 1.09
Instructors are Between Groups 17 1 17 .19
academicians Within Groups ~ 1495.85 1682 .89
Courses that are given in - Between Groups 6.58 1 6.58 2.85
June seminar term Within Groups ~ 3878.78 1682  2.31
Courses that are given in - Between Groups 8.48 1 8.48 4.69* .00
September seminar term .o Grouns 303039 1675 1.81
Participants who are all  Between Groups  2635.91 1670
teachers o

Within Groups 1.80 1 1.80 1.78
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups  1699.20 1680
from the same subject o
area Within Groups .89 1 .89 .82
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups  1812.83 1686
participate with .
voluntarily Within Groups .03 1 .03 .05
Participants who are all ~ Between Groups  1169.58 1678
from different school L
and districts Within Groups .26 1 .26 21
Evaluation is done by Between Groups  2079.73 1675
online questionnaire Within Groups 1.91 | 191 146
Evaluation is done by Between Groups  2194.99 1678
several methods Within Groups T’ : T’ 09
Evalqation as follow-up  Between Groups 2093.83 1679
tests in the future Within Groups 00 1 00 00

* p<.05
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The hypothesis was rejected for preference of courses given before school starts
(September seminar term) (Regular primary: M=3.81, SD=1.34; others: M=3.31,
SD=1.57; F(1, 1670)=4.469, p<.05) category since the mean differences between
males and females were found significant. Therefore, teachers working at regular
primary schools reported preference courses given in September seminar term
when compared to teachers working at other type of primary schools. School type
has a very small effect on this preference since it accounts for nearly 0 percent of
the variance. That is, the differences between teachers with respect to their school
type on this variable were statistically significant but not practically significant. As
in the needs section, the preferences of teachers do not show differences with
respect to school type that they work which means that teachers who work at
regular primary schools and teachers who work at other types of schools have

similar preferences.

4.2.2.7 Effect of Employment Type

To test the hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in teachers’ reported
preferences to their employment type, One-way ANOVA was conducted. The
hypothesis was rejected for preferences of content is determined after analysis of
teacher needs (Tenured: M=4.03, SD=1.07; others: M=3.80, SD=1.17; F(1,
1781)=7.04, p<.05), courses that are given before school finishes (June seminar
term) (Tenured: M=3.68, SD=1.51; others: M=3.29, SD=1.54; F(1, 1783)=10.42,
p<.05), courses that are given before school starts (September seminar term)
(Tenured: M=3.85, SD=1.33; others: M=3.37, SD=1.40; F(1, 1776)=20.37, p<.05),
participants who are all teachers (Tenured: M=3.99, SD=1.00; others: M=3.74,
SD=1.04; F(1, 1780)=10.59, p<.05), participants who are all from the same
subject area (Tenured: M=3.92, SD=1.03; others: M=3.08, SD=1.54; F{(1,
1786)=4.57, p<.05), participants who are all participate with voluntarily
(Tenured: M=4.40, SD=.82; others: M=4.14, SD=.96; F(1, 1778)=15.80, p<.05),
and evaluation is done by online questionnaire (Tenured: M=3.64, SD=1.13;
others: M=3.43, SD=1.23; F(1, 1778)=5.48, p<.05) since the mean differences

between teachers working as a tenured position type and in other types were found
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statistically significant. Employment type has very small to small effects on the
preferences since it accounts for nearly 0 percent, 1%, 1%, 1%, 1%, and nearly 0

percent of the variances respectively. The results are presented in Table 4.24.

Table 4.24

Effect of Employment Type on Teachers’ In-service Preferences

Items Sources SS df  MS F 7
Content is determined Between Groups 8.28 1 8.28  7.04* .00
after analysis of teacher

i Within Groups ~ 1975.72 1680 118

Required materials and  Between Groups 1.33 1 133 1.64
sources are announced .

before course starts Within Groups 1356.56 1680 .81

Content is lectured by ~ Between Groups 1.60 1 1.60 1.93
instructors then o

supported by activities Within Groups 1398.41 1682 .83

Content is discussed by~ Between Groups 28 1 28 26
participants before being L

lectured by instructors Within Groups 1819.57 1675 1.09

Instructors are Between Groups 1.61 1 1.61 1.82
academicians Within Groups ~ 1494.41 1682 89

Courses that are given in - Between Groups ~ 23.91 1 2391 1042% .01
June seminar term Within Groups ~ 3861.45 1682  2.30

Courses that are given in  Between Groups 36.50 1 3650 20.37* .01
September seminar term -y Groups 300237 1675 1.79

Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 10.65 1 1065 10.59* .01
teachers

Within Groups 1688.55 1679 1.01

Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 491 1 491 457 01
from the same subject

o ! Within Groups ~ 1807.92 1685 1.07

Participants who are all ~ Between Groups 10.91 1 1091 15.80* .01
participate with .

voluntarily Within Groups 1158.66 1677 .69
* p<.05
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Table 4.24 (continued)
Items Sources SS df MS F T
Participants who are all  Between Groups 72 1 72 58

are from different school .
and districts Within Groups 2079.01 1674 1.24

Evaluation is done by Between Groups 7.15 1 7.15  5.48* .00
online questionnaire Within Groups ~ 2187.84 1677  1.31
Evaluation is done by Between Groups 1.73 1 1.73 1.39

several methods o
Within Groups 2092.10 1678 1.25

Evaluation is done as Between Groups .01 1 .01 .01

follow-up tests in the .
future Within Groups 2157.98 1678 1.29

*p<.05

Teachers who have tenured position at their work reported preference for content
is determined after analysis of teacher needs, courses that are given before school
finishes (June seminar term), courses that are given before school starts
(September seminar term), participants who are all teachers, participants who are
all from the same subject area, participants who are all participate with
voluntarily, and evaluation is done by online questionnaire when compared to
teachers who have not tenured position at their works. However, there were not
significant mean differences between teachers’ other in-service training
preferences with respect to their position type. In addition, there were not
significant mean differences between teachers’ other in-service training

preferences with respect to their position type.

4.2.3 Previous In-service Training Experiences of Teachers

To answer the research question “How do teachers rate the appropriateness and
effectiveness of in-service course content, instructors, organization, training
centers, participants, and assessment and evaluation methods?”, teachers’ opinion
on their previous training experiences with respect to contents, instructors,

organization, training centers, participants, and assessment and evaluation of
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training programs is presented in terms of means and standard deviations. The
range of the scale (which was 4) was divided by the number of scale points (which
was 5), and the result (0.80) was used to determine the size of each unit of a
transformed scale. Therefore, the 5-point scale was interpreted so that a response
of 1-1.80 indicates “not valid for programs,” 1.81-2.60 indicates “valid for few
training programs,” 2.61-3.40 indicates “valid for half of training programs,” 3.41-
4.20 indicates “valid for most of training programs,” and 4.21- 5.00 indicates

“valid for all training programs.

4.2.3.1 Participants of Previous Training Programs

Participants of the study reported that in most of the previous training programs,
all of the participants were teachers (M=4.13, SD=1.11), and they had nearly the
same education level (M=3.82, SD=1.01). For half of the previous training
programs, participants were highly motivated (M=3.24, SD=1.01), active during
the training (M=3.01, SD=1.05), and they had the same subject area (M=2.66,
SD=1.08). Teachers’ opinions on the participants of in-service training programs

that teachers have attended are presented in Table 4.25.

Table 4.25

Opinions on Participants of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)

Items M SD
All of them were teachers. 4.13 1.11
They had nearly the same education level. 3.82 1.01
They were highly motivated. 3.24 1.01
They were active during the training. 3.01 1.05
Their subject areas were the same with each other. 2.66 1.08

4.2.3.2 Contents of Previous Training Programs
Teachers’ reported that for most of the previous courses, contents were
understandable (M=3.56, SD=.99). In addition, for half of the past training

programs’ contents were up-to-date (M=3.24, SD=1.06), contributed in

87



professional sense (M=3.11, SD=1.05), their density was within acceptable level
(M=3.11, §D=.96), met with their theoretical needs (M=3.09, SD=1.05), were
presented with the real classroom situations (M=3.00, SD=1.05), increased
teachers’ interest and attention to the subject (M=2.93, SD=1.07), provided
teachers personal benefits besides teaching (M=2.83, SD=1.14), and met teachers’
needs in application level (M=2.73, SD=1.03). Teachers’ opinions on the contents
of in-service training programs that teachers have attended are presented in Table

4.26.

Table 4.26

Opinions on Content of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)

Items M SD
They were understandable for me. 3.56 .99
They were up-to date. 3.24 1.06
Content contributed in professional sense. 3.11 1.05
Density was within acceptable level. 3.11 .96
They met with my theoretical needs. 3.09 1.05
Content were presented with real classroom situations. 3.00 1.06
Content increased my interest and attention to subject. 2.93 1.07
Content provided personal benefits besides teaching. 2.83 1.14
They met my needs in application level. 2.73 1.03

4.2.3.3 Instructors of Previous Training Programs

Teachers’ opinions on the instructors of in-service training programs that teachers

have attended are presented in Table 4.27.

Table 4.27

Opinions on Instructors of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)

Items M SD
Presented content clearly. 3.18 1.03
Gave satisfactory answers to content related questions. 3.11 1.04
Used time effectively. 3.08 1.05
Noticed participants’ pre-existing knowledge. 3.05 1.04
Used appropriate materials in training content. 3.04 1.07
Offered course in an appropriate pace for participants. 3.03 1.02
Shared training materials with participants. 3.00 1.14
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Table 4.27 (continued)

Items M SD
Used materials that facilitate learning. 2.99 1.06
Made us to evaluate their courses at the end of the program. 2.99 1.16
Used materials that assist understanding of the subject. 2.95 1.04
Preferred appropriate teaching methods. 2.94 1.02
I satisfied with their classroom management skills. 2.92 1.06
Encouraged active participation to the course. 2.91 1.04
Used sources and materials properly. 2.87 1.02
Offered course to increase my learning interest. 2.82 1.05
Made a connection between subject area and course content. 2.82 1.04
Chose materials that could be used after training. 2.81 1.07

Table 4.27 indicates that teachers rated all items between the mean score of 3.18
and 2.81 which means that participants of the study pointed all the items related
with instructors as valid for the half of the training programs that they have

participated.

4.2.3.4 Organization of Previous Training Programs

Teachers’ opinions on the organization of in-service training programs that

teachers have attended are presented in Table 4.28.

Table 4.28

Opinions on Organization of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)
Items M SD
Announcements of program participation were done on time. 342 1.15
The places of the courses were appropriate. 3.25 1.14
Announcements done throughout programs were appropriate. 3.12 1.06
The dates of the courses were appropriate. 3.05 1.16
The information given before the courses was enough. 291 1.12
Some necessities were met like notebook, pen, computer etc. 2.49 1.24

According to teachers’ reports, in most of the programs, announcements of
program participation were done on time (M=3.42, SD=1.15). In half of the
previous training programs, the places were appropriate (M=3.25, SD=1.14),
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announcements done throughout the programs were appropriate (M=3.12,
SD=1.06), dates of the courses were appropriate (M=3.05, SD=1.16), and the
information given before the courses was enough (M=2.91, SD=1.12). Finally,
teachers reported that in only few training programs, some necessities like

notebook, pen, computer were met (M=2.49, SD=1.24).

4.2.3.5 Training Centers of Previous Training Programs

Teachers’ opinions on the training centers of in-service training programs that

teachers have attended are presented in Table 4.29.

Table 4.29

Opinions on Training Centers of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)
Items M SD
Halls were appropriate for learning in terms of lighting. 3.18 1.12
Halls were appropriate for learning in terms of width. 3.17 1.13
Coordinators’ approach to problems was appropriate. 3.08 1.02
Coordinators provided effective execution of training. 3.04 1.02
Halls were appropriate for learning in term of technical equipment.  2.91 1.08
Halls were appropriate for learning in terms of temperature. 2.82 1.19
Food and refreshments offered during the courses were enough. 1.91 1.13

Table displays that in half of the previous training programs, halls were
appropriate in terms of lighting (M=3.18, SD=1.12), and width (M=3.17,
SD=1.13), coordinators’ approach to problems was appropriate (M=3.08,
SD=1.02), coordinators provided effective execution of training (M=3.04,
SD=1.02), and halls were appropriate for learning in terms of technical equipment
(M=2.91, SD=1.08), and temperature (M=2.82, SD=1.19). Finally, teachers
reported that for none of the previous programs, food and refreshments offered
during the courses were enough (M=1.91, SD=1.13). That is, while teachers
reported all items as “valid for half of the training programs”, they rated the item
food and refreshments offered during the courses were enough as “valid for few

in-service training programs.”
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4.2.3.6 Evaluation of Previous Training Programs

Teachers’ opinions on the evaluation of in-service training programs that teachers
have attended are presented in Table 4.30. According to Table 4.30 teachers

pointed all items as valid for half of the previous training programs that they have

attended.

Table 4.30

Opinions on Evaluation of Previous Training Programs (N=1730)
Items M SD
Evaluation was fair. 3.34 1.15
In the evaluation, questions were clear. 3.17 1.07
In the evaluation, questions covered whole content. 3.13 1.06
Learning was evaluated at the end of the course. 3.12 1.16
I was satisfied with evaluation techniques used in courses. 2.93 1.11
In the evaluation, more than one method was used. 2.74 1.11

4.3 Structural Equation Modeling of In-Service Training Needs

The purpose of this section was to find a response to “which variables explain in-
service training needs of teachers.”To explore the predictors of teachers’ in-service
training needs regarding different domains of teachers’ professional development,
SEM was performed using MPlus 5.2. Since SEM provides an opportunity to
measure indirect relationships between different variables (Kline, 2004), it is
preferred to Multiple Linear Regression analysis. Before running SEM, mean
scores of in-service training needs and opinions on the previous training
experiences, called evaluation variables, were computed, and necessary

assumptions were checked before starting the analysis.

Sample size: Although there is not a consensus on the appropriate size of sample
for SEM analysis (Weston & Gore, 2006), Kline (1998) supports the 10 to 20
participants per estimated parameter, on the other hand, McCallum, Browne, and

Sugawara (1996) suggest using sample size appropriate with the complexity of the
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model. Furthermore, Weston and Gore (2006) suggest minimum 200 participants
for the SEM analysis. The sample size of this study seems appropriate for SEM

analysis.

Normality: The normality of scores was obtained by checking skewness-kurtosis
values, histograms, and g-q plots. Among the skewness-kurtosis values, there were
no values exceeding the range of -3 and +3 which provide normality of scores

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Multicollinearity: Since the strong correlations (>.85) among items generally
cause redundancy that generates unreliable path loadings (Weston & Gore, 2006),
it was checked by examining a correlation matrix. The correlation allows us to
detect multicollinearity among the variables. None of the correlations in the matrix
exceed .90 which indicates the absence of multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). According to correlation table, there were no significant relationship
between evaluation of previous experiences and Need Factor 4, Need Factor 5,
Need Factor 7, Need Factor 8, and Needs variables. Among the other variables,
significant relationships were observed. Correlations among all observed variables

and their subscales are presented in Table 4.31.

Table 4.31

Intercorrelations among the Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Need F1

2. Need F2 3%

3. Need F3 A42%  A8*

4. Need F4 A42%  A1* 32%

5. Need F5 .62%  58*%  37*  50%*

6. Need F6 ST7* 0 .56%  38%  32% 44

7. Need F7 S55%  58*%  43*%  40*% 61* .54%*

8. Need F8 S58*  58*%  41*  37*  51*% .63*% .63*
9.Needs B1*  82*% .65% .64*% 77* 74*  [79*  [78*

10.Evaluation ~ .06* .05* .06* .03 -.03 .06* -.02 .04 .04
* p<.05
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4.3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Before starting to analyze whole model, to ensure the factorial validity of Needs,
Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted through MPlus 5.2. Each factor was
represented by F in the model. That is, F1 represents professional teaching
knowledge; F2 presents content area knowledge; F3 denotes technology use in
education; F4 forms introduction to national and international exams; F5
represents guidance and special education; F6 presents communication and social
skills; F7 denotes self-development; and F8 points development of social

consciousness factors.

CFA was resulted in a significant chi-square value with 464.70 (df=20, p<.05),
CFI value of .93, RMSEA value of .11 and SRMR value of .04. The expected
values for a good fitted model data fit interpretation are possible if and only if CFI
value is above .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1990), and RMSEA index value is below .06
(Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999), and SRMR index is below .08 (Marsh, et al., 2004).
Considering poor fit index result of CFI and RMSEA, examining the modification
indices of errors was decided, and found one error pair between Need F1
(professional teaching knowledge) and Need F2 (content area knowledge). Bollen
(1989) suggested to connect the pairs which have high covariance compared to

other pairs. Therefore, this pair connected and model was analyzed again.

After the change, CFI value increased to .95 which indicates good fit of model to
the data, and RMSEA value decreased to .09 with a significant chi-square value
with 366.28 (df=19, p<.05), and SRMR value of .03. Since the chi-square value is
sensitive to sample size and affected by large sample sizes (Bryne, 2001; Henson,
2006), other fit indices were taken into consideration. In this sense, RMSEA value
was still the sign of the poor fit. However, considering the CFI value is greater
than .90 than the model fit is generally accepted (Smith & McMillan, 2001).
According to the results, model was seems to adequately fit to the hypothesized

model, and Factor 1 and Factor 2 are bonded as in Figure 4.1.
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Researcher proposed eight-factor structure for Needs. These factors were
professional teaching knowledge, content area knowledge, technology use in
education, preparation of national and internationals exams, guidance and special
education, communication and social skills, development of social consciousness,
and self-development. The standardized estimates range from .50 to .65 of the final

CFA model are presented in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis model of needs

&g“
@

)
=y
\9]

—

)

)

/1

61 .58

4.3.2 Testing the Model

After conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis, to analyze the whole model,
Structural Equation Modeling was employed by utilizing MPlus 5.2. SEM results
showed that a significant chi-square value of 1685.22 (df=136, p<.05), CFI value
of .80, RMSEA value of .08, and SRMR value of .06. Since the fit indices prove
poor fit of the model, modification indices were checked. Modification indices
showed that there was a high error pair between self-development activities 1 and
self-development activities 2. This pair was also connected and the revised model

was tested again.
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The SEM results indicated that Chi-Square was a significant value with 1511.55
(df=135, p<.05), CFI value increased to .84, RMSEA value decreased to .07, and
SRMR value was .05. However, based on the criteria mentioned above, overall
model was assessed and found results of poor fit. The revised model of the study

was presented in Figure 4.2.

F2 F3 F4 F5 F8
) —_—
Gender ' In-Service School Type
— J Needs \
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) —_—
Teaching Number of
Experience PD Courses
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Level - Evaluation Self-Dev. 2
| —

Figure 4.2. Revised hypothesized model

The summary of fit indices gathered from two SEM analyses (initial model and

revised model) is presented in Table 4.32.

Table 4.32
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the Proposed Model and Its Revised
Version (N=1730)

Goodness of Fit Statistics X df v a]fue CFI  RMSEA SRMR
Initial Model 1685.22 136 .00 .80 .08 .06
Revised Model 1396.79 135 .00 .84 .07 .05
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4.4 Summary of the Results

In this chapter, several data analyses are presented in detail to answer the research
questions. The data gathered were analyzed through both descriptive and
inferential statistics. To determine the content of in-service training programs that
teachers need, data were presented in terms of means, standard deviations, and
percentages. Figure 4.3 represents the content and topics of in-service training

reported as needed by teachers.

Guidance and Special Education

Professional teaching knowledge

Technology use in education

Preparation of national and international exams
Self-development

Needed

Content area knowledge
Development of social consciousness
Communication and social skills

Not Needed

Figure 4.3. Content of training programs

Most highly needed in-service training content/topics were related to guidance and
special education. To a lesser extent, teachers also reported needing in-service
training on professional teaching knowledge, technology use in education,
preparation for national and international exams, and self-development. When
these categories are examined more closely, it can be seen that the teachers put
emphasis on the training content of “Smart board usage” (M=3.57, SD=1.18),
“Introduction to international exams; PIRLS, TIMSS, and PISA” (M=3.50,
SD=1.21), and “Education of gifted students” (M=3.41, SD=1.05). However,
teachers did not report any interest in training for content area knowledge,

development of social consciousness, and communication and social skills.

After determining the content of the in-service training programs that teachers

need, second purpose of the study was to get the clues about the form of those
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programs. Figure 4.4 represents the form of in-service training programs

determined by preferences reported by teachers.

f Instructors: Academicians
Delivery of Content:
* lectured by instructors that supported by activities
» discussed by participants before lecture
* determined after need analysis
* Required materials and sources are announced before
3 Schedule: September or June seminar terms
& | Participants:
“g » all teachers
A * all from the same subject area
* volunteers
* from different school and districts
Evaluation:
* done by online questionnaire
* done with several methods
) * done as follow up tests in the future
- | Schedule:
g e within the semester time, after school hours
c.g * within semester time, at the weekends
& ¢ in semester breaks (February)
S * in summer time (July and August)
2 ) Place: is in the same city of their school

Figure 4.4. Form of training programs

Results indicated that teachers strongly prefer that instructors should be
academicians (M=4.33, §D=.94), and participants should be involved in-service
training programs voluntarily (M=4.37, SD=.84). Furthermore, teachers preferred
content be lectured by instructors that supported by activities (M=4.07, SD=.91),
required materials and sources be announced before course starts (M=4.01,
SD=.90), content be determined after need analysis (M=4.00, SD=1.09), content be
discussed by participants before lectured by instructors (M=3.79, SD=1.04),
courses should be in September seminar term (M=3.80, SD=1.35), or they should
be in June seminar term (M=3.64, SD=1.52), all participants should be teachers
(M=3.97, SD=1.01), all of them should be from the same subject area (M=3.91,
SD=1.04), and from different school and districts (M=3.66, SD=1.11). On the other
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hand, teachers preferred evaluation should be done by online questionnaire
(M=3.62, SD=1.14), with several methods (M=3.59, SD=1.12), and be as follow up
tests in the future (M=3.50, SD=1.13). Conversely, teachers did not prefer that the
courses given within the semester time, after school hours (M=1.98, SD=1.28), and
the courses given within semester time, at the weekends (M=1.90, SD=1.26).
Moreover, they never preferred courses placed in the same city of their school
(M=1.79, SD=1.03), courses given in semester breaks (February) (M=1.75,
SD=1.19), and courses given in summer time (July and August) (M=1.69,
SD=1.18). For the items with the mean value between 2.61 and 3.40 indicated that
teachers neither prefer nor not prefer. To make a better conclusion about those

items, further information is needed to be collected by qualitative research.

To determine the predictors of in-service training programs, results were explained
by both descriptive and inferential statistics. First, the question of “Who needs in-
service training?” was explained by the results of one-way analyses of variance.
ANOVA results showed that in general female teachers expressed more needs on
technology wuse in education, preparation of international and national
examinations, and guidance and special education. In addition, relatively less
experienced teachers stated more needs of in-service training on preparation of
international and national examinations, guidance and special education, and self-
development than more experienced teachers. On the contrary, experienced
teachers needed more in-service training on technology use in education than less
experienced teachers. Moreover, English teachers stated that they need more in-
service training on preparation of international and national examinations than
Mathematics teachers. In contrast, all type of teachers rather than Turkish teachers
expressed more in-service training needs on self-development than English
teachers. Furthermore, teachers graduated from vocational high schools needed
more in-service training on technology use in education than the ones who had an
educational level of undergraduate or graduate. On the contrary, teachers with
graduate education level needed more training on guidance and special education
than teachers with pre-undergraduate or undergraduate education level. Teachers

who graduated from faculty of education reported more in-service training needs
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on self-development than teachers graduated from other faculties. Lastly, teachers
who worked in other type of work position needed more training on technology
use in education, and preparation of national and international exams than the
teachers working in tenured job position. Figure 4.5 represents the audience of in-

service training programs.

p

Guidance and Special Education
* Female
*  Other type of employment
* PhD or Masters

Technology use in education
* Female
* 16 and more years teaching experience
* Graduated from vocational schools

—§ *  Other type of employment
2 Preparation of national and international exams

* Female
e (-10 years teaching experience
* English teachers
*  Other type of employment

Self-development
* 6-10 years teaching experience
e (Classroom, Mathematics, Science & Tech., Social Studies
* Graduated from Faculty of Education

& N

Figure 4.5. Audiences of training programs based on teacher needs

When partial 777 values were examined, it was possible to conclude that although
there were some statistically significant results of ANOVA, the strength of the
relationships between the independent variables (gender, teaching experience,
subject area, education level, faculty graduated, school type, and employment
type) and the need categories (Guidance and special education, technology usage
in education, preparation of inter/national exams, and self-development) is very

weak.

In the second section, the answer of “Who prefers some particular features of in-
service training programs?” was questioned. To answer this question one-way

analysis of variance was employed. The characteristics that have effect on the
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preferences were combined in Figure 4.6, and the answer of “Who prefers some

particular features of in-service training programs?” are presented.

N
Content -determined after analysis of teacher needs

¢ Female

e 0-15 years

* English teachers

¢ Undergraduate and graduate education level
e Graduated from faculties of education

e Tenured employment
Content - Required materials and sources announced earlier
* Female
e 0-15 years
¢ English teachers
e Graduated from faculties of education
Content - lectured by instructors than supported by activities
* Female
* 6-10 years
e Graduated from faculties of education
Instructors - academicians
¢ Female
¢ Undergraduate education level

&;3 Courses - given before school finishes (June)
o e Female
< *  6- and more years
& e Tenured employment
Courses - given before school starts (September)
*  6- and more years
¢ Tenured employment
* Regular primary school
Participants - all teachers
e Graduated from faculties of education
e Tenured employment
Participants - all from the same subject area
*  Tenured employment
Participants - all participate with voluntarily
e Female
e Tenured employment
Evaluation - done by online questionnaire
e 11-15 years
e Tenured employment
Evaluation - done by several methods
e Graduated from faculties of education
Evaluation - done as follow-up tests in the future
L y ¢ Male

Figure 4.6. Audiences of training programs based on teacher preferences

The results of the study indicated that female teachers reported preference for

content is determined after analysis of teacher needs, required materials and
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sources are announced before course starts, content is lectured by instructors than
supported by activities, instructors are academicians, courses that are given before
school finishes (June seminar term), participants who are all participate with
voluntarily when compared to male teachers. On the contrary, male teacher
reported preference for evaluation is done as follow-up tests in the future when
compared to female teachers. Furthermore, teachers with 0-15 years teaching
experience reported preference for content is determined after analysis of teacher
needs, and required materials and sources are announced before course starts when
compared to teachers having 16 or more year teaching experience. Teachers who
have 6-10 years teaching experience reported preference for content is lectured by
instructors than supported by activities when compared to teachers with 11 or
more years teaching experience. On the other hand, teacher who have 6 or more
years teaching experience reported preference for courses that are given before
school finishes (June seminar term), and courses that are given before school starts
(September seminar term) when compared to teacher having 0-5 years teaching
experience. Teachers with 11-15 years teaching experience reported preference for
evaluation is done by online questionnaire when compared to teachers who have
16 or more years teaching experience. Furthermore, English teachers reported
preference for content is determined after analysis of teacher needs, and required
materials and sources are announced before course starts when compared to
Science and Technology teachers. In addition, teachers with undergraduate and
graduate education level reported preference for content is determined after
analysis of teacher needs when compared to teachers graduated from vocational
high schools. Similarly, teachers with undergraduate education level reported
preference for academicians as instructors when compared to teachers graduated

from vocational high schools.

Moreover, teachers graduated from faculties of education reported preference for
content is determined after analysis of teacher needs, required materials and
sources are announced before course starts, content is lectured by instructors than
supported by activities, participants who are all teachers, and evaluation done by

several methods when compared to teachers graduated from other faculties.

101



Additionally, teachers who work in tenured position reported preferences for
content is determined after analysis of teacher needs, courses that are given before
school finishes (June seminar term), and courses that are given before school starts
(September seminar term), teachers who are all teachers, from the same subject
area, and participated voluntarily, and evaluation done by online questionnaire

when compared to teachers who work in other type of positions.

Lastly, teachers working at regular primary schools preferred courses that are
given before school starts (September seminar term) when compared to teachers
working at other type of schools. So far, the data is explained by the effect of each

characteristic of teachers.

When partial 777 values were examined, it was possible to conclude that although
there were some statistically significant results of ANOVA, the strength of the
relationships between the independent variables (gender, teaching experience,
subject area, education level, faculty graduated, school type, and employment
type) and the preferences on content, participants, instructors, schedule, and

evaluation is very weak.

In the third section, early in-service training experiences of teachers were
explained through descriptive statistics. The results pointed out that for at most
half of the previous programs, teachers expressed positive opinions about their
participants, contents, instructors, organization, training centers and evaluation.
Some exceptions are in most and half of the previous training programs, all of the
participants were teachers, contents were understandable, and announcements of
program participation were done on time. On the contrary, teachers state that in
only few training programs, some necessities like notebook, pen, and computer
were met, and in none of the previous programs, food and refreshments offered

during the courses were enough.

Finally, to signify validity evidence of the needs scale, CFA was conducted. CFA

resulted in that there were 8 factors of Needs with mediocre fit. After utilizing
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CFA, a structural model was specified and evaluated in terms of fitting the data of
teachers. SEM analysis did not yield satisfactory findings. After examining
modification indices, some changes were made in the model. Although there were
changes, fit indices were not satisfactory; CFI (.84), RMSEA (.07), and SRMR
(.05) indicated poor fit of the model to the data. In the next chapter the findings of

the analyses are discussed.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, discussions and implications of the results are presented. The
results are discussed in the light of previous studies, and implications of the results
are presented for practical purposes and for further studies. Discussions of the
results are presented in two sections namely content and format of in-service
training programs regarding needs, and audiences and previous in-service training

programs.
5.1 Discussion of the Results
5.1.1 Content and Format of Training Programs regarding Needs

“Professional teachers require professional development.”
(Wilson & Berne, 1999, p. 173)

The purpose of this study was to determine the kinds and qualities of in-service
training needed by Turkish teachers. Considering the content of the in-service
training programs, teachers generally reported occasional need for training on
Guidance and Special Education, Preparation for National and Internationals
Exams, Self-Development, Professional Teaching Knowledge, and Technology Use
in Education. Furthermore, teachers reported rare need for in-service training on
Content Area Knowledge, Development of Social Consciousness, and
Communication and Social Skills. When the content labels of occasionally needed
categories were examined, it was inferred from data that teachers only
occasionally needed education of gifted students, education of students with
learning disabilities, education of students who need psychological help,
educational coaching, education children who work and are at risk, prevention of
crime and violence in educational institutions, and individual differences in

education under the Guidance and Special Education category; introduction to
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PIRLS, TIMSS and PISA, introduction to national exam OBBS, and introduction to
changed transition system (SBS) under the Preparation for National and
Internationals Exams category; learning a foreign language, project
planning/management, health and first aid knowledge, speed reading techniques,
and problem solving methods under the Self-Development category; changing
paradigms and educational systems, new approaches in education, planning a
social activity, and guidance for prospective teachers under the Professional
Teaching Knowledge category; smart board usage, preparing effective teaching
material with flash and similar software, and preparing effective teaching material
with MS Office software under the Technology Use in Education category;
curriculum changes/reforms, developing learning material/activity in their subject
area, use of learning materials on their subject area, and learning new topics in
their subject area under Content Area Knowledge category. For the other labels

under these categories teachers reported rare need.

In this study, mean scores of the need for Guidance and Special Education and
Technology Use in Education categories are comparatively high which is in the
same line with the OECD’s TALIS (2010) report of the areas of most urgent
development need of teachers in Turkey were teaching students with special
learning needs, and information and communication technologies teaching skills.
New curricula in schools ask teachers to attend individual differences. However,
most of the teachers have not been trained with respect to giving address to
individual differences. In this perspective this study showed that teachers have a
concern for individual differences by reporting in-service training needs for
education of gifted students, education of students with learning disabilities,
education of students who need psychological help, educational coaching,
education children who work and are at risk, prevention of crime and violence in
educational institutions, and individual differences in education. However, it
should not be overlooked that teachers reported only occasional need for these

areas, t0o.

Turkish primary school curricula have been faced with many reforms for the last

two decades (Aksit, 2007; Aksit & Sands, 2006; Grossman & Sands, 2008). In
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contrast to the Guskey’s (2003) findings on the most frequently cited professional
development need of teachers was associated with reform initiatives, and even
though many researchers strongly support the importance of professional
development of teachers for the success of reform movements (Cakiroglu &
Cakiroglu, 2003; Guskey, 2002; Sandholtz, 2002), in this study, participants
reported only occasional need for curriculum changes/reforms, and learning new
topics in their subject area. If the transition system (SBS exam) from primary
school to high school can be thought as a kind of output of the primary school
programs, due to the low math and science scores of students, the adaptation to
new programs and implementation of curricula need to be examined closer, and
the reasons of the teachers’ negative reports on the need of in-service training

programs related with reforms need to be questioned one more time.

To recall the existing literature for this study, teachers reported a range of
professional development needs at the different parts of the world. To illustrate,
teachers in Southern Cyprus primarily reported training need for student
motivation, computer and information techniques, new techniques and methods in
teaching, educational reforms and current education programs (Karagiorgi &
Symeou, 2007), teachers in Hong Kong indicated training need mostly for
innovative instructional techniques, school-based curriculum development, self-
development, program adaptation, project-based applications, guidance on student
development, and instructional applications of information technologies (Fok et
al., 2005), teachers in Missouri pointed learning need for completing reports for
local/state administrators, motivating students to learn, developing an effective
public relations program, preparing proficiency award applications, integrating
science in to curricula, utilizing a local advisory committee, using computers in
classroom teaching, supervising students, and teaching with experiments (Garton
& Chang, 1997), and teachers in European Union reported need for learning how
to integrate new technologies into their classroom settings (EU, 2007). In such a
world that teachers from different countries emphasis on their needs for in-service
training on some particular topics, not reporting an in-service training need is
suspicious, need to be studied closer. Regarding the limitation that individuals

generally are not aware of their competencies while they analyze their needs
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(Wray, 1989), to reach deeper understanding of whether the low mean scores on
the needs of content labels used in this study were arisen from the self-perception
of teachers should be studied by employing qualitative research methods. Learning
how much teachers knowledgeable about their needs, and how much they are
qualified on teaching skills and new knowledge are essential to reach better

conclusions about the results of this study.

As a second purpose of this study, preferred implementation characteristics of in-
service training programs were examined. Teachers reported their preferred format
of the programs in 5 main headings; Namely Delivery of Content, Instructors,
Schedule and Place, Participants, and Evaluation. The results indicated that
teachers preferred that content that is delivered via lecturing by instructors also be
supported by activities, required materials and sources be announced before a
course starts, content be determined after a needs analysis, and content be
discussed by participants before being lectured on by instructors under the
Delivery of Content preferences; teachers strongly preferred that instructors be
academicians under the Instructors preferences; teachers preferred that courses be
scheduled during the September seminar term or during the June seminar term
under Schedule and Place category; teachers strongly preferred that participants be
involved in-service training programs voluntarily, and they preferred that all
participants be teachers, from the same subject area, and from different school
and districts under Participants category; and teachers preferred that evaluation be
done by online questionnaire, using multiple methods, and the results of evaluation
be reflected in improvements of future in-service trainings under Evaluation

category.

First of all, teachers strongly preferred the volunteerism in attending in-service
training programs. Volunteerism is an important feature of effective training
programs, a finding that is supported by many studies indicating positive teacher
outcomes when they attend in-service programs voluntarily (Desimone et al.,
2003; Supovitz & Zeif, 2000). Furthermore, according to Abdal-Haqq (1995) an

effective professional development model should support constructivist
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approaches. Teachers in this study emphasized the in-service training program
characteristics of content that is delivered via lecturing by instructors also be
supported by activities and content be discussed by participants before being
lectured on by instructors which require more active involvement of teachers and
some sign of constructivist learning approaches. Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball
(2003) support the need for well-defined and clearly specified programs regarding
instructional materials to ensure its effectiveness. In line with this idea,
participants in this study also insisted on the announcement of required materials
and resources before a course starts. Furthermore, teachers’ reports on the in-
service training preferences of content be determined after a needs analysis, all
participants be teachers, from the same subject area, and from different school
and districts, and the results of evaluation be reflected in improvements of future
in-service trainings are in the same vein with Vukelich and Wrenn’s (1999)
conclusion: an effective in-service training programs should be based on teachers’
needs; be sustainable; involve teachers in raising answers to real-life problems;
offer for teachers engagement; help teachers to build up collaborative
relationships; and motivate teachers to reflect on their teaching. Similarly, Birman
et al. (2000) and Borko (2004) also support the participation of teachers from the
same department, subject or grade were more likely to found effective since it
fosters active involvement of teachers. In contrast to Desimone et al. (2002)
identification of key aspects of high quality professional development that
collective participation (as many from the same community or school as possible),
in this study, teachers reported preferences for participants’ being from different
schools and districts. Furthermore, Abdal-Haqq (1995) claims that qualified
professional development model should be ongoing, and include both practice and
feedback, and Linn, Gill, Sherman, Vaughn, and Mixon (2010) also argue that in
promoting teacher learning, an evaluation process is an imperative part of the
programs. In this study, teachers also gave emphasis on evaluation and feedback
after training programs, and they supported the necessity of future follow-up test
components in the in-service training programs so that effectiveness of training

programs could be assessed in a better way.
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The items that were not preferred by teachers are also important to discuss as well
as the preferred ones. Teachers did not prefer that courses given during the regular
semester, nor after school hours, and if they must be offered during the regular
semester time, in-service programs should not be offered on the weekends, and,
they never prefer courses offered in the same city as their school, or offered during
semester breaks (February), nor programs offered during summer time (July and
August). Therefore, it can be concluded that teachers wanted to only focus on their
curriculum and instruction within the semesters, did not prefer to be interrupted by
in-service training programs. Additionally, they did not want to attend professional
development programs during their holiday times (summer of semester breaks).
Hence, they preferred to attend in-service training programs in September and/or
June seminar terms. Moreover, their priority to select an instructor of professional
development program academicians be from universities rather than instructors be

from Ministry of National Education, be school directors, or inspectors.

In addition, teachers reported neither preference nor not preference for the content
labels of content be taught via questioning, instructors be from Ministry of
National Education, be school directors, or inspectors, courses be given as
distance education, the participation be an important part in evaluation, and
evaluation results that are important for recruitment, preferment, etc. To be able
to interpret the results for those items, further information gathered by qualitative
research techniques is needed. Vukelich and Wrenn (1999), and Desimone et al.
(2002) support the importance of engagement, active learning (learning by doing),
and participation in high quality in-service training programs. However, the results
of this study indicated that teachers did not have the same opinion; they could not
decide whether participation should be an important part in evaluation.
Furthermore, in the literature, Abdal-Haqq (1995) claims qualified professional
development model should be job-embedded. Related with this, teachers had some
doubts about the use of in-service training program’ outcomes in such areas like

recruitment, preferment, etc.
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5.1.2 Audiences and Previous In-service Training Programs

As a second main purpose, this study aimed to reveal whether the responses of
teachers change with respect to their characteristics. To reach this purpose, the
differences on in-service training needs and preferences between groups with
respect to teachers’ individual characteristics were explored by using one way
ANOVA. The results indicated that teachers’ in-service training needs and
preferences generally did not show differences with respect to their gender, subject
area, faculty graduated, education level, teaching experience, school type, and
employment type. There were some statistically significant differences among
some groups like the need for Technology Use in Education with respect to
teachers’ gender, Self-development with respect to their subject area, Guidance
and Special Education with respect to teachers’ teaching experience, or the
preferences for instructors be academicians with respect to teachers’ gender,
content be determined after analysis of teacher needs with respect to their subject
area, evaluation is done by several methods with respect to teachers’ faculty
graduated. However, those variables that showed statistically significant mean
differences among some certain groups had either small effect or not a practically
significant effect. Therefore, it can be concluded that in general teachers’ in-
service training needs and preferences did not show difference regarding their
gender, subject area, faculty graduated, education level, teaching experience,
school type, and employment type. Although in literature review, there are some
significant differences with medium to large effects on teachers’ in-service
training needs according to their gender (Clarke, 1990; Hursen, 2012; Ross, Hoga-
boam-Gray, & Hannay, 1999; Yuen & Ma, 2002), teaching experience (Ball &
Cohen, 1999; Brantner, 1964; Edy, 1969; Featherstone, 1993; Griffin, 1987;
Johnson & Kardos, 2002; Marshall & McDavid, 1993; Moyer & Husman, 2000;
Ruhland & Bremer, 2002; Shann, 1998), subject matter (Brantner, 1964), school
type (Abel& Sewell, 1999; Farber, 1984; Rottier, Kelly, & Tomhave, 1983),
education level (Brantner, 1964), this found that, whether one is female or male,
novice or experienced in teaching, has a Master’s degree or not, works in regular
primary school or any other type of school, teaches Mathematics or Science and

Technology or any other subject, was graduated from either faculty of education or
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not, has tenured job or not did not indicate any significant difference in teachers’
in-service training needs and in-service training program preferences. These
results are interesting due to the existing literature. Furthermore, considering the
differences of teachers’ characteristics, it is difficult to explain these results. To
illustrate, there was only one significant need with respect to teachers’ faculty
graduated. This means that there was not a difference on the needs of teachers
graduated from both faculties of education and other types of faculties. Although
there are huge differences on the programs of faculty of education and other
faculties, teachers reported similar needs. It should be questioned that whether
pedagogical formation programs are good enough to close the gap arisen from this
program differences in a short time or the pre-service teacher education programs
are not qualified enough to make difference on their graduates. If the former is
answered as yes, and if it is enough to take formation courses to be a teacher like
others graduated from faculties of education, then why that much money and effort
is devoted to faculties of education? On the other side, if this is the case, it is good
news, pedagogical formation programs given in a very short time is able to educate
teachers at least the teachers who graduated from faculty of education. There may
be done this kind of discussions about the other results of this study, which will

arise new research questions for future researchers.

As a type of predictor of preferred professional development program, teachers’
opinions on the quality and appropriateness of previous in-service training
programs were examined. Consistent with the existing literature recording the
most commonly cited result of studies was the enhancement in teachers’ content
and pedagogical knowledge (Guskey, 2003), and in-service training programs in
the literature were moderately effective (Wade, 1985), the findings of the present
study indicated moderate satisfaction by teachers. In general, the results showed
that participants mostly rated given positive items as either “valid for most of in-
service training programs” or “valid for half of in-service training programs.” It
can be concluded that teachers were satisfied with the “Participants” in the most of
previous in-service training programs, “Contents,” “Instructors,” “Organization,”
“Training Centers,” and “Evaluation” in half of previous in-service training

programs. Teachers reported that only few training programs, some necessities like
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notebook, pen, and computer met under “Organization” category, and they
reported that for none of the previous programs, food and refreshments offered
during the courses were enough under “Training Centers” category. As another
contribution to the literature, this study aimed to get information about previous in-
service training programs from the teachers who have attended programs not
voluntarily. According to the literature, much of the research on in-service teacher
education has focused on the relationship between features of in-service training
programs and their outcomes for teachers who participated voluntarily -volunteers
who were highly motivated to learn or change (Supovitz & Zeif, 2000), Theis
(1981) reported in his review that most of the researchers found that teachers were
volunteers for in-service training if their needs were addressed, and thus, the
outcomes of studies of professional development programs that are mandatory for
teachers were unclear (Bobrowsky, Marx, & Fishman, 2001). Therefore, this study
may be taken as an initial step for collecting information on in-service training

programs that are mandatory for teachers.

Finally, in this study the researcher attempted to model teacher reports of their in-
service training needs. The variables in the hypothesized model were determined
based on the literature review. Although the variables in the model had statistically
significant relationships with teacher needs with medium to large effects, in this
study they did not show any significant relationship. This result could be explained
by taking account of country specific circumstances. In our study, Turkish teachers
have to attend in-service training programs whether or not their needs are taken
into account. Furthermore, they are not supported or motivated with some kind of
incentives rather than personal satisfaction. On the other hand, some of the in-
service training programs are implemented in the cities that very far from the
country center and some of the training centers are not located in convenient
districts. Therefore, to develop their skills and support their existing knowledge,
teachers have to attend compulsory courses in inconvenient places, without being

compensated with any incentives.

112



5.2 Implications for Practice

In the present study, in-service training programs that were preferred and needed
by lower and upper primary school teachers were modeled. Furthermore,
determinants of in-service training needs were assessed across categorical

variables, and evaluation of previous in-service training programs.

This study aimed to present evidence regarding the effects of teachers’
demographic characteristics on in-service training needs. However, based on the
teachers’ responses, it can be concluded that most of the variables had small or
very small effects on needs categories. Despite their small effects on teachers’ in-
service training needs, while designing an in-service training program, taking
teacher characteristics into account is still important to respond to teacher needs
and to consider individual differences. To illustrate, Classroom, Mathematics,
Science and Technology, and Social Sciences teachers reported need for training
of Self-Development when compared with English teachers; teachers with 16 or
more years teaching experience reported a higher need for training on Technology
Use in Teaching than did the other more junior groups; teachers who are graduated
from a faculty of education reported need for Self~-Development when compared
with the teachers who are graduated from other faculties; teachers with pre-
undergraduate education level need for training on Technology Use in Teaching
when compared with the teachers with undergraduate and graduate education
level. It is strongly suggested that Ministry of National Education should consider
these individual differences while designing in-service training programs so that
the programs will achieve their major purposes. Furthermore, reaching the target
group with regarding these individual differences will help Ministry of National
Education in using resources effectively. On the other hand, this method will save
time for other teachers who do not need a planned in-service training program, and
prevent unnecessary participation for those teachers who already know that

content.
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This study also aimed to find evidence regarding the effects of teachers’
demographic characteristics on in-service training preferences. Nevertheless, based
on the teachers’ reports, it can be concluded that most of the variables had
medium, small or very small effects on in-service training preferences. In spite of
their small effects on teachers’ in-service training preferences, while designing an
in-service training program, taking teacher characteristics into account is still
important to respond to teachers’ needs. To illustrate, female teachers reported
preferences for required materials and sources be announced before course starts
when compared with male teachers; English teachers reported preference for
content that is determined after analysis of teacher needs and that required
materials and sources be announced before course starts when compared to
Science and Technology teachers; teachers with 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and 16 or
more years teaching experience reported preference for courses that are given
before school finishes (June seminar term), and courses that are given before
school starts (September seminar term) when compared to teachers with 0-5 years
teaching experience; teachers graduated from faculty of education reported
preference for content is lectured by instructors than supported by activities when
compared to teachers graduated from other faculties; teachers with undergraduate
and graduate education level reported preference for content is determined after
analysis of teacher needs, and instructors are academicians when compared to
teachers with pre-undergraduate education level; teachers who work at regular
primary schools reported preference courses that are given before school starts
(September seminar term) when compared to teachers working at other type of
primary schools; teachers who have tenured position at their work reported
preference for participants who are all teachers, participants who are all from the
same subject area, and participants who are all participate with voluntarily when

compared to teachers who have not tenured position at their works.

Consideration of these individual differences while designing an in-service
training program may help Ministry of National Education in reaching their major
purposes. Hence, reaching the target groups of professional development programs

may make Ministry of National Education to use the resources in a more effective
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way. Furthermore, this study also showed that one size not always fit all.
Therefore, while designing professional development programs this principle

should not be forgotten.

The results of the present study also indicated that teachers generally do not want
to attend in-service training programs, they did not report virtually any need for
most of the 52 training content choices. On the other hand, teachers rated half of
the previous in-service training programs that they attended as satisfactory.
Although teachers were mostly satisfied with components of previous in-service
training programs, they were not willing to rate their in-service training needs.
This conclusion should be taken into consideration by Ministry of National
Education. Most of the in-service training programs offered by Ministry of
National Education are compulsory courses and seminars. If those courses and
seminars do not have many problems with their design and implementation, the
reason for teachers not reporting any need for in-service training should be
questioned. The authorities in the field of teacher training should further examine
to reveal the results 1) whether the teachers are really good at in those specified
contents so that they do not need any additional knowledge or skills; or 2) the in-
service training programs are not attractive to teachers’ interests. If it is found that
the reason is not attractiveness of in-service training programs, Ministry of
National Education needs to develop methods to solve this problem. Different type
of professional development programs from other developed countries can be
examined and taken into consideration as a model so that teachers are interested in
attending in-service training courses and seminars. Clement and Vandenberghe
(2000) also imply that “the incentives, challenges, support and feedback occurring
in teachers’ work context, giving them the opportunity to gain new competences”
(p. 86). Furthermore, Guskey (1986) also supports that one of the reasons of the
failure of in-service training programs is not paying attention to factors that
motivate teachers to participate in professional development. Theis (1981) found
in his review that salary increase was a universal motivation for teachers regarding
in-service training. Therefore, offering incentives like increase in salary, in-service

training programs’ being imperative for recruitment, preferment, etc. may help to
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solve this problem. Moreover, the findings of the study suggested that participants
strongly preferred to attend the courses voluntarily. This result should be seriously
taken into consideration by Ministry of National Education. If teachers will be able
to attend in-service training programs voluntarily then both sides may benefit from
the situation; that is, teachers may get in-service training on what they need and
are interested in, and the Ministry of National Education may have more qualified
and skilled teachers by providing opportunities to them to gain more from those
programs. In addition, teachers preferred academicians as instructors in the
trainings. To respond this need, universities and Ministry of National Education

should jointly design in-service training programs.

What do these results actually mean? These research-based evidences show a path
for effective teachers’ professional development design to related audiences.
Professional designers may use this empirical knowledge before taking the later
steps of professional development design. Knowing what teachers need and prefer,

will ensure a stronger and effective design of a new in-service training programs.

From more general perspective, getting together all the results of this study; there

are some implications for policy come out;

MOoNE proposed teacher competencies and allocated a small room for teachers’
professional development. Among 31 sub-competencies, only one of them was
related with teachers’ professional development, and according to these
performance indicators stated by MoNE (2012) in a “Teachers’ general
competencies” booklet teachers are aware of their professional needs, participate
in-service training programs (A6.1), meetings and seminars to improve their
professional knowledge and skills (A6.3), to improve teaching-learning process
carry out action research (A6.5). Unfortunately, these efforts are promising but not
enough to establish a professional development policy. The Ministry of National
Education has a big role on the quality of professional development of teachers.
First of all, the professional development policy should be based on certain

standards to improve the quality and results of professional development since
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standards guide the design, implement, and evaluation of professional
development programs. Hence, MoNE is expected to develop these standards with
the collaboration of faculties of education, and prosecute their continuity. These
standards should be based on teacher and student characteristics, school, and
district needs, and societal expectations. Based on the literature, these standards
must encourage professional development designers move away from fragmented,
vender-driven, sit ‘n’ get, and one-shot workshops, and must move toward more
supporting, sustained, job-embedded, coherent, and intentionally designed
opportunities. In addition, MoNE should consider learning theories such as adult
learning theory, which proposes that learners have a right to select their choices
from different alternatives and decide their own learning pace, sequence of the

activities, mode of instruction and assess their own learning (Driscoll, 1998).

Furthermore, MoNE is also expected to monitor and support district plans. Since
each district has its own needs in its own context, MoNE is expected to provide
fund and guidance for district professional development plans. To have more
coherent professional development, MoNE needs to have review criteria for
district and local plans. In addition, to control over effective use of funds, MoNE
needs to have some certain evaluation criteria. Whether professional development
outputs are long-lasting or not should also be evaluated. Since ongoing
professional development requires multiple opportunities of feedback, MoNE,
district or local directors, and teacher educators need to design multiple methods of

evaluation and feedback mechanism to monitor professional learning.

The last but the most important, MoNE is expected to develop, pilot, and
disseminate research-based professional development models to assist districts and
local directors to implement better, more coherent professional development so
that districts and local directors do not have to reinvent professional development
designs themselves. No matter what course MoNE chooses to present, the time to
begin engaging stakeholders in conversations about the needs, and expectations of

new age, society, teachers, and students is now.
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5.3 Implications for Further Research

This study surveyed lower and upper primary school teachers from the subject
areas of classroom teaching, Mathematics, Science and Technology, English,
Turkish, and Social Sciences. The responses gathered from 1730 teachers
generated several recommendations for future in-service training programs. Since
the simple random sampling methods increase the likelihood of representativeness
of population (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2005), the results of this study is generalized to
whole population. Therefore, the present study provides a basis for further
“Professional Development” studies with a wider variety of participants. The

results of the study support the following recommendations for future research:

First, one of the purposes of current study is to develop a scale assessing teachers’
self-reported in-service training needs and preferences. Findings indicated that In-
Service Teacher Training scale is a promising tool with its satisfactory validity and
reliability scores. However, the data collection instrument used in this study was
developed based on preliminary interviews with teachers, district administrators,
and experts, as well as on published literature. Therefore, the framework of this
instrument reflects Turkish culture and is specific to the Turkish context. The
researchers who will design similar studies need to consider this situation while
examining the present data collection instrument. Moreover, in an effort to
improve the current scale, in addition to experts’, district administrators’, and
teachers’ opinions, school administrators’ opinions can be included about
measurement and evaluation practices. In addition, further validation studies are
required with different populations. To update and improve the existing structure
of questionnaire, current educational changes and policy initiatives should be
examined, and some items should be added. To illustrate, Ministry of National
Education launches FATIH project (Movement to Increase Opportunities and
Technology) -Turkey’s ambition of creating high-tech education system- as one of
the recent attempts in public education. Owing to the initiatives of this project,
MOoNE is planning to turned classrooms into smart classes, and distributed every

student a tablet PCs (MoNE, 2012). It is strongly recommended to future
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researchers to ask teachers about their needs on how to use smart classrooms,
tablet PCs, e-books, how to provide content in this technological environment, and

how to manage a technological lesson, and so on.

Second, it is recommended to other researchers to conduct nation-wide
“Professional Development” studies with high school teachers. Researchers may
identify different in-service training needs and preferences for teachers from
different types of high schools (Anatolian high schools, Vocational and Technical
high schools, Science and Mathematics high schools, Social Studies high schools,
fine Arts high schools, etc.). Furthermore, considering that school administrators
also have duties as teachers in their schools, and they may have different needs and
preferences for in-service training programs, their needs and preferences should be
examined separately. Note that the data were not collected from private school
teachers due to the same restrictions. Further studies should investigate whether
there is a difference between private and public school teachers in terms of their
in-service training needs and preferences. The results to be collected from all these
participants will shed light on establishing and practicing a stronger “Professional

Development” policy in Turkish Education system.

Third, the present study was exploratory in nature. Hence, the “Why?”question
was not addressed in this study. To understand deeply why teachers did not rate
any need among such a wide range of in-service training content, qualitative
research methods should be employed in future research. Via one by one
interviews, teachers may give further and more specific information about this
situation. Focus group interviews may also help to get rich information about the
main reasons underlying the results of this study. The findings to be gathered from
the qualitative study can provide in-depth insight into teachers’ responses about
their low rating of in-service training needs. Furthermore, to determine whether
teachers really do not need any additional knowledge and skill, a section to get
information from teachers about their self-perception of knowledge and skills can
be used to compare their ratings of needs with self-perception of their

developmental areas. In this sense, further research needs to shed light on what
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teachers need to take and what teachers want to take as an in-service training. The
results of this study will provide better understanding on the content, forms and
audiences of future in-service teacher training designs. Furthermore, to be able
bring precious explanation whether teachers want or need the specified training

contents, designing a qualitative research is imperative.

As known, Tyler (1949) also uses learners as a ‘“source” for the program
development. This study had an attempt to analyze learner needs and preferences
as an initial strategy of a design process. It is suggested for future researchers to
get further information about teachers’ background, pre-entry characteristics, and
existing knowledge to make this initial step of designing a program more
comprehensive before deciding on the other steps of professional development
program. Moreover, to design a more representative professional development
program, it is also recommended for future designers to analyze other sources

besides learners like subject matter and society.

Finally, to determine who needs particular in-service training programs, variables
in addition to gender, subject area, teaching experience, education level, faculty
graduated, school type, and employment type, number of students in classrooms or
schools and residential area should be examined. School size and residential area
can be considered among the mostly cited variables in the literature. To illustrate,
Akar (2010) found that the challenges that teachers confronted with at their
schools are related to school characteristics such as; large class sizes, insufficient
number of classrooms, and related to some intercultural challenges such as;
differences among students based on culture, socio-economic background, and
age, poor language skills. Hence, it is obvious to conclude that teachers who work
in different residential areas with large class and school sizes have different needs.
Differentiating the needs of teachers who work in rural schools and are confront
with large class and school sizes is essential to design in-service training programs
in accordance with the teachers’ realities. To ensure the better understanding about
the teachers in-service needs and preferences, and to design more representative

programs for all teachers, it is important to collect empirical evidences about rural
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and urban school teachers’ different challenges and needs. Due to the research
evidences, it will be possible to discuss on the issue of decentralization of
professional development programs to make in-service training of teachers more
manageable and meaningful for the teachers. Unfortunately, in this study, the
effects of second-level variables like school size and residential area on teacher
needs and preferences were not explored; hence, multi-level modeling was not
employed since it was not possible to gather the data from same school and
regions separately in the data collection process owing to the restrictions of
EARGED rules and regulations. Therefore, using these kinds of variables in this
study would violate the assumption of independence of observation leading to
Type I error rates larger than .05 since the teachers from the same school may have
similar scores. It is strongly recommended to collect data by gathering more
information about second-level variables so as not to violate assumption and
prevent false positives, and include them in multilevel modeling to explore their

relationships with teachers’ in-service training needs in future designs.
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Appendix A
IN-SERVICE TEACHER TRAINING SURVEY

HIZMETICI EGITIM PROGRAMLARI ARASTIRMASI

Bu aragtirmay), ihtiyag duydugunuz hizmetigi egitimleri belifemek ve bunlarin nasil
yapiimasi gerektigi konusunda degderlendirme yapmak amacyla yuritmekteyiz.
Yanitianiniz sadece akademik amaglaria kullanacaktir. Lutfen formdaki higbir soruyu
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|
Litfenagadida verilen her bir alania igii alt konuarda hizmet¢i egtime ne derece ihtivaciniz oldujunubeliriniz.

Hig ihtiyacim yok  Ihtiyacim yok Biraz ihtiyacim var  Ihtiyacim var Gok mlymm var
1 2 3 4

00006
2. Greim yonlom ve kel hekanda o OO0
nus und (D(2(C)()(5)
A ”YTTT elolole
Ogretmenlik  |& HNUS UNC 00006
meslek bilgisine (5. gogisen paradigmaar vo eitm ssbmiorni tartisma Gzerine () ()
yonelik : : 060,06
5. mesiekietkhakknda  (DOODO
(D(2))(2)(5)
ummcr mmmmnm_ Olelelole,
B.
Ogretmenlik
alan bilgisine | & gili der : ] : 1
yonelik . a igii gelistinien de pryale : : ©oJelolole
] (D(2)(3)(2)(5)
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[ nel b s h ) 0/60/0]0/0
. ’TTTT elelole
L (D(23)(2)(5)
Egitimde teknolojil ; ’YTTT elololo
ve bilgisayar o 00006
kulanimina (5™ Each b programiara efkin oretim maleryali hazriama hakkinda (D) () (3
yonelik i h 000016
mmmm_orerorore
D. | ndal N (2D 5)
Sinav tanitimina 2. degisen orta ogretime gegss sistemi (S8S) hakkinda (D)0
yonelik 3 : [ L (1)(2)(3)(2)(5)
m_oxexoxoxe
E 00101016
Robertk vo izl [3._9renme 900003 soen cgrencterhaknds 00000
(D2G))(5)
NeI—— .o elolole
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Netigim ve sospl| 2 ’TTTT‘ HOOG
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,.f."..‘,’..:'.",‘,':.‘.ﬁ...’rrrr elololo

000,010

6. gevrenin korunmasi/ surdurulebi a kinma hakkinda @@@
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Litlen hizmetigi egitim kurslanna yonelik tercillerinizi diglinerek her ifadeyi tercihin artiginagore 1,2, 3, 4 ve
5 arasinda degedendinniz. Bundan sonra katilacagim hizmeti¢i egitim kurslannda;

Hig tercih etmem - Tercih etmem - Ne tercih ederim ne de etmem - Terclh ederim - Kesinlikle tercih ederim
1 3 4 5
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o0
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E. | 2. _aymibangtanomasm OO OG
Katilmalann 06600606
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[(1(2)(3)(<)(5)

F. | 2. teksinavsekindeomasm  OHOOOG)

Wi 006006
degerlendirmesinin| 4. derse katlimin degeriendirmede nemii bir boyutolmasin (DGO

edtim kazanimlannin daha sonrasinda takibinin olmasini oJelelole.

3. Asag@ida verilen okul digi etkinlikleri ne sikhkla yaptigimzi sikhigin artigina gore 1,2, 3,4 ve 5
arasinda degerlendiriniz.

Higbir zaman - Birkag senede 1 kez - Ayda1denfazla - Haftada1kez - Hergin
1 2 3 4

2. Mesleki gelisim amaghi bir kitap okumak

4.  Universitelerde seminere katiimak

10. Okul aresi tarafindan dizenlenen seminere katimak
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clele,
©)

Bagh bulundugunuz Milli Egitim MOdGd 00 tarafindan verilen hizmeltigi egitm kurslarinin nife/igin
digtnerek agagida verilen ifadelenn katiidiginiz kurslann ne kadan icin geceri olduguny belitiniz.

Higbiri igin Az bir kismu igin  Yanya yakim Cogu igin Tamami igin
gegerli degil gegerli icin gegerli gegerli
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06006

| 3. salonlaraydiniatma bakimindan grenmeye uygundu. ___[(D (D)) ()

Egitim 0.6,60.06
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Appendix D
TURKISH SUMMARY

TURKCE OZET

OGRETMENLERIN HiZMETICi EGITIM iHTIiYACLARI VE TASARIM
TERCIHLERI

Giris

Bu caligma, Tiirkiye’de ilkdgretimde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin ne tiir hizmetici
egitim programlarina ihtiya¢ duydugunu ortaya ¢ikarmayi hedeflemektedir. Daha
0zel olarak, bu ¢aligma Tiirkiye’de ilkdgretimde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin ihtiyag

ve tercihlerine dayanarak bir hizmetici egitim modeli 6nermeyi amaglamaktadir.

Bilindigi gibi 6gretme alaninda 6nemli degisimler gézlenmektedir. Sinif yasaminin
nerdeyse tiim noktalarinda gozlenen degisimler okul felsefesini, 6gretme ve
ogrenme uygulamalarini, yapilan bilimsel arastirmalarin yoniinii ve dolayisiyla
tim toplumu etkilemektedir. Degisimlerin sik ve siirekli oldugu toplumlarda
degisimlerin sonuglarinin gerisinde kalmak kaginilmazdir. Bu noktada Darling-
Hammond’nun (2006) 6zetlemis oldugu gibi herhangi bir yiizyil ve herhangi bir
toplumda 6gretmenlerin hayati bir role sahip oldugunun kabul edilmesiyle birlikte
ogretmen egitiminin odak noktasi haline gelmis olmasi bir siipriz degildir. Bu
hayati role sahip O0gretmenlerin yenilikleri ve degisimleri takip etmesi, giincel
konular hakkinda bilgilenmesi ve egitim reformlarina uyum gdstermesi
gerekmektedir. Bu noktada sorulmasi gereken en 6nemli soru ogretmenlik iizerine
tiniversite egitimi almak donanimli Ogretmenin Ozelliklerinden biri olmasina
(Glathorn, Jones ve Bullock, 2006) ragmen {iiniversite yillarinda alinan dersler

goreve bagladiktan sonraki 20-30 yil i¢in de yeterli olacak midir? Bu dogrultuda,
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gorev baglangicindan emekli oluncaya kadar olan tiim Ogretmen deneyimleri
olarak tanimlanan meslek egitimi (Henderson, 1978) Ogretmen egitimcilerinin

glindemine ilk siralardan girmektedir.

Degisimler ve bu degisimlerin 0gretim lizerine etkileri iilkemizde her zaman
iizerinde durulmasi gereken bir konu olmustur. Bu noktada iiniversiteler 6gretmen
egitimin kalitesini arttirmak konusunda onemli cabalar sarf etmektedirler; ancak
caligmalar gostermistir ki 6gretmen egitimi sirasinda alinan dersler 6gretmenlere
ya ger¢ek sinif ortaminda yeterince yardimer olmamaktadir ya da derslerde verilen
vakalarla giinlik hayat arasinda bir bag kurulamamaktadir (Bulut ve digerleri,
1995; Toluk, 1994). Sonug olarak 6gretme standartlarinin siirekli ylikseldigi goz
oniinde bulundurularak bilgilerin giincellenmesinde ve egitim reformlarin uyum
stirecinde Ogretmenlere verilecek yardimci egitimin 6nemi yadsinamayacaktir
(Brantner, 1964). Paralel olarak Cakiroglu ve Cakiroglu (2003) eger reformlarin
amaci cogunlukla 6gretmen yeterliliklerine bagli olan okul programlarinin basarisi
ise hedeflere ulagsmak i¢in anahtarin Ogretmenlerin meslek egitimi oldugunu
vurgulamaktadirlar. Bu noktada Ogretmenlerin 6gretmen egitimlerinin iizerine
bilgi ekleyebilmeleri i¢in hizmeti¢i egitim bir zorunluluk olarak belirtilmistir
(Desmarais, 1992). Guskey’e (2002) gore egitimi gelistirecek neredeyse her tiirlii
modern Onerinin temelinde yiliksek kalitede mesleki egitim yatmaktadir. Ayni
dogrultuda Purdon (1999) 6gretmen standartlarini yilikseltmenin altin kuralinin
meslek siiresince devam edecek olan mesleki gelisim oldugunu 6ne stirmektedir.
Benzer sekilde Wyatt III ve White (2007) bunu destekleyerek yetkin Ogretme
egitimin 6grenci egitiminden baslayarak emeklilige kadar siirecek olan yagamboyu
ogrenme seklinde devam ettigini belirtmislerdir. Son 40 yildir 6gretmen
egitimcileri ve yoneticileri yasamboyu oOgrenme kapsaminda yasamboyu
ogrenecek Ogrencileri yetistiren ogretmenlerin donaniminda yardimci egitimlere
odaklanmaya baglamiglardir (Coolahan, 2002). Desmarais’a (1992) gore hizmetici
egitim Ogretmen becerilerinin gelistirilmesinden 6gretmenin degisen egitim ve
toplumu takip edebilmesi yoniinde desteklenmesine dogru degisim gostermistir.
Benzer sekilde Friedlander ve digerleri (2004) reformlar i¢in Ogretmenleri

desteklemenin en temel yoOnteminin hizmeti¢i egitim programlari oldugunu
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vurgulamaktadirlar. Son zamanlarda hizmetici egitime Onemli miktarda zaman,
para ve c¢aba harcanmasina ragmen programlarin heniiz istenen bagariya
ulagamadig1 sOylemek yanlis olmayacaktir (Borko, 2004; Veenman, Tulder ve
Voeten, 1994). Meslek egitiminin énemi konusunda bir fikir birligi olsa da bu
programlarin tasarim ve isleyis siireclerinin nasil ele alinacagi halen sorgulanan
konular arasindadir. Bu noktada tartismay1 yonlendiren sorular su sekilde ortaya
cikmaktadir: Mesleki egitim programlarina kim karar vermelidir? Bu programlar
nasil tasarlanmalidir? Bu programlar ogrenenlerin ihtiyaglarina yonelik mi
tasarlanmaktadir? Bu programlar ogrenenlerin varolan bilgi ve becerilerini
gelistirmelerinde ne kadar etkilidirler? Ogretmenler icin en etkili tasarimlar
hangileridir? Bu sorularin yanitlarinin verilmesiyle hedeflenen kitle i¢in en uygun

mesleki egitim tasarimlarinin yapilabilecegi diisiintilmektedir.

Alanyazina bakildiginda 6gretmen egitimi iizerine yapilmis ¢ok sayida calisma ile
karsilagilmaktadir. Jager ve digerleri (2002) ve Kealey ve digerleri (2000) yapmis
olduklari deneysel c¢aligmalarda uygun egitimin verilmesi durumunda
Ogretmenlerin 6grenme ve Ogretme iizerine fikir ve davranislarini degistirdiklerini
gozlemlemiglerdir. Benzer olarak Angrist ve Lavy (2001) c¢aligmalarinda test
puanlarin1 yiikseltmenin en uygun maliyetli yOnteminin 6gretmen egitimi
oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Konuya yonelik yalnizca egitimcilerin ve
hiikiimetlerin degil ayn1 zamanda 6gretmenlerin kendilerinin de ilgisi artmigtir.
Ogretmenler mesleki gelisimleri i¢in en umut vadeden ydntemin mesleki egitim
oldugunu distinmektedirler (Fullan, 1982, 1991, 1993). Buna paralel olarak,
genellikle o6gretmenler okul yoneticileri ve bakanlik tarafindan mesleki gelisim
etkinliklerine katilmaya tesvik edilseler de Ogretmenlerin ¢ogu bu etkinliklere
katilmanin  onlarin  gelisimine katkida bulunacaginit  ve yetkinliklerini
artiracaklarin1 distinmektedirler (Guskey, 2002). Huberman’a (1995) gore de
ogretmenler yeterliliklerini desteklemede ve daha fazla mesleki tatmin saglamada
hizmeti¢i egitimleri kdse tasi olarak gormektedirler. Alanyazindaki tiim bu
sonuglardan yola cikarak hizmetici egitimlerin dneminin herkesge kabul edildigi
glinlimiizde 6gretmenlere verilecek yardimci egitimlerin 68retmen ihtiyaglarina

yonelik olmas1 harcanacak zaman, para ve ¢abanin egitim sistemine geri doniisii
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acisindan 6nemi vurgulanmalidir. Bununla ilintili olarak, alanyazina gore en sik
vurgulanan reform girisimleri ve yiiksek standartli 6gretim modelleriyle iliskili
hizmeti¢i egitimlere ihtiyag duyulmaktadir (Guskey, 2003). Ayrica 6gretmenler
hizmetici  egitimlerden  smiflarindaki  glinlik  islemlerde  dogrudan
iliskilendirebilecekleri pratik fikirler edinebilmeyi beklemektedirler (Fullan ve
Miles, 1992). Karagiorgi ve Symeou (2007) Giiney Kibris’taki 6gretmenlerin
oncelikli egitim ihtiyaglarinin 6grenmede Ogrenci motivasyonu, bilgisayar
teknikleri, 6gretmenligin yeni yontem ve modelleri, egitim reformlar1 ve varolan
egitim programlart hakkinda oldugunu belirtmektedirler. Bagka bir ¢alismada Fok
ve digerleri (2005) Hong Kong’daki 6gretmenlerin ihtiyaglarini aragtirmislar ve
ogrenmenlerin en c¢ok yenilik¢i Ogretim teknikleri, okul temelli program
gelistirme, birey gelisimi, programa uyum, proje temelli 6grenme uygulamalari,
ogrenci gelisimi hakkinda yonlendirme ve bilgi teknolojilerinin 6gretimde
uygulamalari gibi konularda egitimlere ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirlemislerdir. Sahin
(2008) yeni ilkogretim programlarinin degerlendirme siirecleri iizerine yaptigi
arastirmada 6gretmenlerin ¢ok acil bir sekilde yeni programin degerlendirme siire¢
ve yontemlerine yonelik hizmetigi egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini bulmustur. Baran
ve Cagiltay (2006) 6gretmenlerin gergek sinif vakalarina uygulanabilecek tiirde
egitimlere ihtiya¢ duyduklarmi belirtmektedirler. Oztaskin (2010) ise sosyal
bilgiler 6gretmenlerine yonelik yiiriitmiis oldugu calismasinda 6gretmenlerin en
cok materyal ve etkinlik gelistirmeye yoOnelik hizmetigi egitimlere ihtiyag
duyduklarini bulmustur. Ayrica mesleki teknik lise Ogretmenlerinin hizmetigi
egitim ihtiyaglarina yonelik yapilan arastirma ise 0gretmenlerin 6gretim ilke ve
yontemlerine, teknolojinin egitiminde kullanimina ve dlgme ve degerlendirme
yontemlerine yonelik hizmeti¢i egitimlere ihtiyaglart oldugunu gdstermistir
(Erisen, 1997). OECD’nin TALIS (2010) raporunda da 6gretmenlerin acil olarak
gelistirmesi gereken yetkinlik alanlarinin 6zel egitime ihtiya¢ duyan ogrencilerle
ogretim (%28), bilgi ve iletisim teknolojileri ile 6gretim (%14), cok kiiltiirlii
ortamlarda oOgretim (%14,5) ve Ogrencilerde disiplin ve davranis sorunlari
(%13)olarak vurgulanmistir. Son olarak, Hizmeti¢i Egitim Daire Baskanligi’nin
(2011) yiirlitmiis oldugu GZFT analizi sonuglarima gore kurumun zayif

yanlarindan birinin de gerekli ihtiyag¢ analizlerinin yapilmayisi olarak belirtilmistir.
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Alanyazinda Ogretmen ihtiyaglarmma yonelik ¢ok sayida g¢alisma olmamasina
ragmen verilen hizmeti¢i egitimlerin degerlendirilmesine yonelik 6nemli miktarda
arastirma ile karsilasiimaktadir. Ornegin en ¢ok atif alan calismalar dgretmenin
pedagoji ve alan bilgisinin gelisimine yonelik olan c¢alismalardir (Guskey, 2003).
Wade (1995) meta analiz ¢alismasinda hizmeti¢i egitim programlarinin orta
diizeyde etkili oldugu sonucuna varmistir. Kealey ve digerlerine (2000) gore
alanyazinda en sik karsilagilan sorun hizmeti¢i egitimlerin uygulamalardaki
basarisizligidir. Bagka bir deyisle alanyazinda hizmetigi egitimlerin ulasmak istegi
amaglara ulasamadigina yonelik cok sayida calisma ile karsilasmak miimkiindiir
(Guskey, 1986; Fullan, 1991). Bu basarisizlik iki sebepten kaynaklanabilir:
ogretmenleri mesleki gelisime tesvik edecek motivasyon faktorlerinin ve 6gretmen
degisim siireclerinin dikkate alinmayis1 (Guskey, 1986). Benzer sekilde Darling-
Hammond ve Ball (1999) yoneticilerin 6gretmen etkiligindeki 6neminin farkinda
olmalarma ragmen Ogretmen egitiminde systematik bir mesleki gelisim eksik
oldugunu ileri siirmektedirler. Bir diger boyutta, mesleki gelisimin 6nemi herkes
tarafindan biliniyor olmasina ragmen, 6gretmenler de hizmetici egitimleri giinliik
yaptiklar1 isten tamamen ayr1 bir olgu olarak algilamaktadirlar (Fullan, 1995).
Oztaskin (2010) sosyal bilgiler dgretmenleri ile yiiriittiigii ¢alismasinda hizmetici
egitimlerde amag¢ ve etkinlikler arasinda bir paralellik olmadigini, program
iceriklerinin gereginden fazla yikli oldugunu, egitimlerde ¢ok iyi bilinen bazi
teorilerin yeniden tekrarlandigini, siniflarin ¢ok kalabalik ve teknik donanim
acisindan iyi olmadigini tespit etmistir. Catmali (2006) “Gelecek i¢in Egitim”
hizmeti¢i egitimi ilizerine yaptig1r arastirmasinda egitimin zayif yoOnleri olarak
program dncesi ihtiyag analizlerinin eksikligini, egitimin zamanlamasini, kitaplarin
ogretmenler icin fazla kapsamli oldugunu bildirmistir. Son olarak HIEDB (2011)
yiirlitmiis oldugu GZFT analizi sonucunda izleme ve degerlendirme ¢aligmalarinin
eksikligini, egitimciler ve egitim yoneticileri icin tesvik edici 6zelliklerin
olmayisini, kisa, MEB boéliimleri arasinda yeterli iletisimin olmamasindan
kaynaklanan orta ve uzun vadede planlamanin eksikligini ve kaynak
yetersizliginden ve hedef kitlenin biiyiikliigiinden kaynaklanan saglikli bir

planlamanin yapilamayisini kurumun zayif yanlar1 olarak belirtmistir.
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Calismanin Onemi

Alanyazin taramasinda da belirtilen tiim bu bulgular 1s181inda bu ¢alismanin temel
amac1 Tirkiye’de ilkdgretim 1-8’de goérev yapan Ogretmenlerin ihtiyag ve
tercihlerine dayanarak hizmetigi egitim modeli olusturmaktir. Calismanin sonunda
sunulan program oOzellikleri MEB’na kaynaklarin daha etkin kullanilmasi
acisindan yol gosterecek nitelikte olup olasi zaman, para ve enerji sarfiyatini
azaltma gibi katkilarda bulunmayr hedeflemektedir. Ayrica g¢alisma ADDIE
tasarim modelinin ilk basamagi olan analiz basamag: niteliginde olup bundan
sonra gelistirilecek program tasarimlarinin sonraki basamaklar1 i¢in emprik bir
taban olusturmaktadir. Son yillarda 6gretmenlerin hizmeti¢i egitimi konusu hem is
diinyasinda hem de akademik cevrelerde dikkat ¢eken bir konu haline gelmistir.
Gelismis ilkelerde 06zel kuruluslarin hazirladiklart  hizmeti¢ci  egitimler
ogretmenlerin gelisimi ve yetisen neslin egitimi a¢isindan 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.
Giliniimiizde, Tiirkiye’de de hem 06zel sektor kuruluglarinin hem de MEB’nin bu
konuya ilgileri artmistir. Buna karsin kaynak kullannminin etkinligi konusu
yeterince incelenmemistir. Bu nedenle, arastirma sonuclarinin ilgili kurum ve
kisilerce degerlendirilmesinin Tiirkiye’de verilen hizmeti¢i egitimlerin stratejik bir
cercevede yapilmasini saglamada ve dgretmenlerin daha c¢ok ihtiyaglarina yonelik

egitim almasina yardimci olmada yararli olacag: diisiiniilmektedir.

Egitim arastirmalarinda 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlar ve egitim fakiiltelerinde
Ogrenilenle giinliik hayattaki uygulamalar arasinda ortaya c¢ikan bosluktan Otiirii
hizmetigi egitimin alt1 sik sik ¢izilmeye baslanmistir (Jarvis ve Algozzine, 2006;
Lindgren, 2005). Bunlara ek olarak siirekli degisen ve yenilenen Ogretim
programlari dikkate alindiginda 6gretmenlere verilecek hizmetigi egitimin niteligi
bir kez daha 6nem kazanmaktadir (Glirsimsek ve digerleri, 1997). Sonug olarak bu
caligmanin alanyazina etkili bir hizmeti¢i egitim programinin temel o6zellikleri
hakkinda onemli katkilarda bulunacagi disiiniilmektedir. Ayrica bu ¢alisma
ilkdgretimde goérev yapan Ogretmenlerin ihtiyaglarini ve tercihlerini ortaya
cikarmis olup MEB’na 6nemli bilgiler sunmaktadir. Bunlara ek olarak ¢aligmadan

elde edilen veriler 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlara da mezunlarinin ihtiyag ve
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tercihleri hakkinda énemli doniitler vermektedir. Bu kapsamda “Ogretmenler ne

tiir bir hizmeti¢i egitime ihtiyag duymaktadirlar?” sorusuna yanit aranmaktadir.

Ana problemi destekleyecek alt problemler asagida belirtilmistir:

1. Ogretmenler ne tiirden hizmetigi egitimlere ihtiyag duymaktadir?

1.1.

1.2.

Ogretmenler asagidaki boyutlarin her birine gdre hizmetici egitime
ne kadar ihtiya¢ duymaktadir?
i. Ogretmenlik meslek bilgisi
ii. Ogretmenlik alan bilgisi
iii. Egitimde teknoloji kullanimi1
iv. Ulusal ve uluslararasi sinavlarin tanitimi
v. Rehberlik ve 6zel egitim
vi. lletisim ve sosyal becerileri
vii. Kisisel gelisim
viil. Sosyal biling geligimi
Ogretmenlerin icerik, egitimciler, zaman ve yer, katilimcilar ve

degerlendirme boyutlarina gore hizmetigi egitim tercihleri nelerdir?

2. Ogretmenlerin hizmetici egitim ihtiyaglarin1 tahmin eden yordayicilar

nelerdir?

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Ogretmenlerin hizmetici egitim ihtiyaglar1 ile cinsiyet, mezun
olduklar1 fakiilte tiirii, 6gretmenlik konu alani, goérev yaptigi okul
tirti, isttihdam sekli ve Ogretmenlik meslek yili gibi degiskenler
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik var midir?

Ogretmenlerin hizmeti¢i egitim tercihleri ile cinsiyet, mezun
olduklar1 fakiilte tiirii, 6gretmenlik konu alani, goérev yaptigi okul
tirti, isttihdam sekli ve Ogretmenlik meslek yili gibi degiskenler
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik var midir?

Ogretmenler daha once katildiklari egitimlerin egitim igerigi,
egitimciler, egitim merkezi, organizasyon, katilimcilar ve
degerlendirilme boyutlar1 agisindan uygunlugunu ve etkililigini nasil

degerlendirmektedirler?
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Yontem

Arastirma Deseni

Bu caligsma {ilke genelini kapsayan bir tarama modeli ¢aligmasidir. Nicel
aragtirma Ozelligi tasiyan c¢alismada veriler arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan anket
formuyla toplanmistir. Anket formu c¢alismanin Orneklemini olusturan ve
katilmaya goniillii olan 6gretmenlere gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra uygulanmis;

elde edilen veriler SPSS 18 ve MPlus 5.2 istatistik programlariyla analiz edilmistir.

Evren ve Orneklem

Calismanin evreni 6grencilerle gecgirdikleri zaman dikkate alinarak Tiirkiye’de 1-
8’de gdrev yapan tiim sinif, matematik, fen ve teknoloji, sosyal bilgiler, Tiirkce ve
Ingilizce 6gretmenleri olarak belirlenmistir. Milli Egitim Istatistikleri’nin (2011)
Istatistiki Bolge Birimleri Siniflamasina gére belirtilmis 12 cografi bolgeden 26 alt
bolgeyi temsilen birer il seckisiz olarak belirlenmistir. Belirtilen illerde bulunan
ilkdgretim okullarinin sayist Milli Egitim Istatistikleri 2010-2011 verilerinden
alinmistir. Tiirkiye’de en az sayida ilkdgretim okuluna 40 okul ile Tunceli ili
sahiptir. Orneklemimizde bulunan illerdeki toplam devlet ilkdgretim okulu sayisi
40’a boliinerek okul sayilar1 (segkisiz belirlenen ildeki devlet okulu sayis1/40)
belirlenmistir. Toplam 26 ilden 352 ilkogretim okulunun g¢aligmaya katilmasi
amaglanmistir. Ayrica her ilde bulunan okullarm isimleri, 11 Milli Egitim
Miidiirliikleri web sayfalarindan elde edilerek listelenmis; listelerden 6rneklemde
belirlenmis olan okul sayisi kadar okul ismi rastlantisal ornekleme programi
yardimi ile se¢ilmistir. Her okuldan alani belirtilmis 6 farkli brang 6gretmeninin
goniilliliik esasina dayanilarak calismaya katilmasi ile aragtirmada 2112
ogretmene ulasilmasi hedeflenmistir. Calismadaki 6gretmenlerin 1730°u anketleri

doldurmustur. Verinin geri doniis oran1 % 81,9’dur.
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Veri Toplama Araci

Veri toplama aracinin gelistirilmesi asamasinda yapilan alanyazin taramasinin
ardindan madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olusturulan madde havuzu anket formu
haline getirilerek kapsam ve goriiniis gegerliligini saglamak i¢in konu ile ilgili 6
ogretmen (Matematik, Fen ve Teknoloji, Ingilizce, Tiirkge, simif 6gretmenligi
alaninda gorev yapan), Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim anabilim dalinda gérevli 5
ogretim elemani, Ilkdgretim Fen ve Matematik Egitimi alaninda gérevli 1 6gretim
eleman1 ve Egitim YoOnetimi ve Denetimi alanindan 1 Ogretim elemaninin
goriislerine sunulmustur. Ogretmenler ve dgretim elemanlarmin yan1 sira MEB
HIEDB’ndan 1, Talim Terbiye Kurulundan 1 ve 2 Ilge Milli Egitim Miidiirii olmak
iizere MEB’ndan 4 uzmanin goriisii alinarak anket formu son haline getirilmistir.
Uzman gorlislerine dayanilarak demografik bilgi boélimi 20 maddeden 16
maddeye, hizmetici egitim ihtiyaclar1 boliimii 72’den 52 maddeye, hizmetigi
egitimin degerlendirilmesi boliimii 67°den 50 maddeye ve son olarak hizmetici
egitim tercihleri bolimii 29’dan 28 maddeye diisiiriilmiistiir. Bazi maddeler
birbirini icermesi ve tekrar etmesi nedeniyle elenirken bazi maddeler de alandan
uzman kisilerin onerilerine dayanilarak eklenmistir. Son haline kavusturulan anket
formu ODTU Etik Komitesinin onaymdangecirilmistir. Anket pilot calismasi
Konya ilindeki 460 6gretmenle yapilmis; toplanan veri gecerlilik ve giivenirlik
testlerine tabi tutulmus, anket gézden gecirilmis ve son sekli verilerek saha
uygulamas1 i¢in optik form olarak g¢ogaltilmistir. Tiirkiye geneli yapilan bu
uygulama Kasim 2011-Ocak-2012 tarihleri arasinda gergeklestirilmistir. Veri
toplama silirecinde anketlerin dagitilmast ve toplanmasi asamasinda Egitimi

Arastirma ve Gelistirme Dairesi Bagkanligi’nin destegi alinmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Toplanan veri temizleme asamasindan sonra tekrar gegerlilik ve gilivenirlik
testlerine tabi tutulmustur. Glivenirlik i¢in her boliimiin Cronbach Alpha degerleri
hesaplanmis ve degerlerin .70’in {izerinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Ayrica agiklayici
ve dogrulayict faktor analizleri ile gecgerlilik testleri yapilmistir. Bu testlerin

ardindan veri agiklayic1 ve yordayici istatistiki yontemler kullanilarak SPSS 18 ve
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Mplus 5.2 programlar ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar ortalama ve standart sapma
olarak ozetlenirken 6gretmenlerin hizmeti¢i egitim ihtiyaglari, tercihleri ve daha
once alman egitimlerin degerlendirmeleri ayrica Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi ve
Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesi ile agiklanmaktadir. Veri analizine baglamadan 6nce

gerekli sayiltilar analiz edilmistir.

Sonuclar

Ihtiya¢c Duyulan Egitimler

Bu béliimde “Ogretmenler ne tiirden hizmetici egitimlere ihtiva¢ duymaktadir?”’
aragtirma sorusuna yanit vermek amaciyla ankette dgretmenlere verilen her bir
alanla ilgili alt konularda ne derece ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmeleri istenmistir.
Veri betimsel istatistik yontemleri kullanilarak sonuglar ortalama ve standart
sapma cinsinden yorumlanmistir. Oncelikle 4 olan 6lgek aralign 5’e boliinerek
cikan sonu¢ (0.80) kullanilarak Olgek yorumlanmak iizere yeni degerlerine
doniistliriilmiistiir. Buna gore, yeni 6lgek 1-1.80 “Hic ihtiyacim yok,” 1.81-2.60
“Ihtiyacim yok,” 2.61-3.40 “Biraz ihtiyacim var,” 3.41-4.20 “ihtiyacim var,” ve
4.21- 5.00 “Cok ihtiyacim var” seklinde yorumlanmustir.

Oncelikle her alanm altinda yer alan alt konulara ydnelik verilen yanitlarin
ortalamasi alinarak 8 ana alanin genel puanlar1 elde edilmistir. Buna gore
caligmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin 8 kategoride verilen egitim ihtiyaglar1 boliimiine
verdigi yanitlara gore Ogretmenlerin biraz olarak ihtiya¢ duyduklar egitimler
Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitim (Ort=3.13, SS=.82), Ulusal ve Uluslararas1 Sinavlarin
Tanitim1 (Ort=2.96, SS=.94), Kisisel Gelisim (Ort=2.79, SS=.84), Ogretmenlik
Meslek Bilgisi (Ort=2.63, SS=.75) ve Egitimde Teknoloji Kullanimi (Ort=2.62,
SS=.92) kategorileridir. Ogretmenler diger kategorilere ise egitime ihtiyag
duymadiklarini belirtilmislerdir.
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Ogretmenler dgretmenlik meslek bilgisine yonelik bu ana kategori altinda 10 temel
egitim konusuna yonelik sadece egitimde yeni yaklasimlar (Ort=2.94, §5=1.02),
degisen paradigmalar ve egitim sistemlerini tartisma (Ort =3.07, SS =1.04), sosyal
etkinlik planlama ve uygulama (Or=2.77, $5=1.02), and 6gretmen adaylarina
(stajyer Ogrencilere) rehber olma (Ort=2.61, SS=1.15) konularinda biraz olarak
egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir.

Ogretmenler 6gretmenlik alan bilgisine yonelik bu ana kategori altinda 8 temel
egitim konusuna yonelik sadece Ogretmenlik yaptigi alandaki yeni bilgileri
ogrenme (Ort=2.62, SS=1.04), alantyla ilgili ders materyali/etkinlik gelistirme
(Or=2.84, S§§=1.02), alamyla ilgili gelistirilen ders materyallerinin kullanimi
(Ort=2.66, SS=1.02) ve egitim programlarinda yapilan yenilikler/degisiklikler
hakkinda (Or=2.87, SS$=1.00) biraz olarak egitime ihtiyagc duyduklarim
belirtmislerdir.

Ogretmenler egitimde teknoloji kullamima yonelik bu ana kategori altinda 8 temel
egitim konusuna yonelik sadece akilli tahta kullanimi hakkinda (Ort=3.57,
S5=1.18) egitime ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu, Flash vb programlarla etkin Ogretim
materyali hazirlama (Or=2.94, §5=1.19) ve MS Ofis yazilimlari ile etkin 6gretim
materyali hazirlama hakkinda (Or=2.76, $5=1.20) biraz olarak egitime ihtiyaglari

oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Ulusal ve uluslararast sinavlarin tamitimina yonelik olarak PIRLS, TIMSS ve
PISA gibi uluslararasi smavlarin tanittimi hakkinda (Or=3.50, S§=1.21) egitime
ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu; ortadgretim dgrenci basarilarmin belirlenmesi smavi (OBBS)
(Ort=2.76, SS=1.11) ve degisen orta Ogretime gecis sistemi (SBS) hakkinda
(Ort=2.62, $5=1.07) biraz miktarda egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir.

Ogretmenler rehberlik ve o6zel egitime yonelik olarak belirtilen konulardaki

egitimlere ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu belirtirken; iletisim ve sosyal becerilere yonelik

verilen egitim konularindan higbirine ihtiya¢ duymadiklarini belirtmislerdir.
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Katilimcilarkisisel gelisime yonelik olarak proje hazirlama/yonetimi (M=2.97,
SD=1.11), saghk bilgisi ve ilkyardim (M=2.84, SD=1.10), hizli okuma teknikleri
(M=2.78, SD=1.15) ve sorun ¢ozme teknikleri hakkinda (AM=2.70, SD=1.03) biraz
olarak egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir.

Ogretmenler sosyal biling gelisime yonelik verilen konular hakkinda egitime

ihtiya¢ duymadiklarmi belirtmislerdir. Thtiya¢ duyulan egitim konular1 Sekil 4.3’de

Ozetlenmistir.
Y . - ..
Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitim
& | Ogretmenlik Meslek Bilgisi
-2 | Egitimde Teknoloji Kullanimi
= | Ulusal ve Uluslararas1 Sinavlarin Tanitimi
) Kisisel Gelisim
g Alan Bilgisi
> Sosygl Biling Geligimi '
£ | Tetisim ve Sosyal Beceriler
@)
=

Sekil 4.3. Ihtiyag duyulan egitim konular

Tercih Edilen Hizmetici Egitim Programi Bicimi

Ogretmenlere verilen maddelerin her birini ne dlgiide tercih ettikleri sorulmustur
ve sonuglar ortalama ve standart sapma cinsinden dzetlenmistir. Oncelikle 4 olan
Olcek aralign yine 5’e¢ boliinerek c¢ikan sonug¢ (0.80) kullanilarak 6lgek
yorumlanmak {iizere yeni degerlerine doniistiiriilmiistiir. Buna gore, yeni 6lgek 1-
1.80 “Kesinlikle tercih etmem,” 1.81-2.60 “Tercih etmem,” 2.61-3.40 “Ne tercih
ederim ne etmem,” 3.41-4.20 “Tercih ederim,” ve 4.21- 5.00 “Kesinlikle tercih
ederim” seklinde yorumlanmistir. Buna gore, Ogretmenler, egitimcilerin
akademisyen olmasmi (Ort=4.33, S$5=.94) ve katilimcilarin egitime kendi
istekleriyle katilmalarini (Ort=4.37, S5=.84) kesinlikle tercih etmektedirler. Ayrica
ogretmenler, icerigin egitimci tarafindan anlatildiktan sonra etkinliklerle
pekistirilmesini (Ort=4.07, $§5=.91), gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin 6nceden

duyurulmasint (Ort=4.01, S§5=.90), ihtiya¢ analizi sonucunda belirlenmesini
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(Ort=4.00, SS=1. 09), katilimcilar tarafindan tartisilip sonra egitimci tarafindan
anlatilmasin1 (Ort=3.79, SS=1. 04), egitimlerin okul agilmadan (eyliil ay1 seminer
donemi) (Or=3.80, SS=1.34) veya okul kapandiktan sonra (haziran ayr seminer
donemi) (Ort=3.64, SS=1.52) yapilmasini, katilimcilarin tamaminin 6gretmen
olmasinit (Ort=3.97, $§=1.01), ayn1 branstan olmasin1 (Ort=3.91, $5=1.04) ve her
birinin farkli okullardan ve bdlgelerden gelmesini (Or=3.66, SS=1.11),
degerlendirmenin ¢evrimi¢i (online) anket ile yapilmasimi (Ort=3.62, §5=1.14),
birden fazla yontemle olmasini (Ort=3.59, §5=1.12) ve egitim kazanimlarinin daha
sonrasinda takibinin olmasim1 (Ort=3.50, SS5=1.13) tercih etmektedirler.
Ogretmenler, egitimlerin ders doneminde ders ¢ikislarinda (Or=1.98, SS=1.28) ve
haftasonlar1 (Ort=1.90, $5=1.26) yapilmasini ise tercih etmemektedirler. Ayrica,
kurslarin gorev yaptiklari ilde olmasini (Or=1.79, $§=1.03), ara tatilde (subat ay1)
(Ort=1.75, $§=1.19) ve yaz tatilinde (temmuz ve agustos) (Ort=1.69, SS=1.18)

yapilmasini kesinlikle tercih etmemektedirler. Sonuglar Sekil 4.4’de 6zetlenmistir.

f Egitimciler: Akademisyen
Icerik:
» Egitimci tarafindan anlatilip etkinliklerle pekistirilen
e Anlatimdan 6nce katilimcilar tarafindan tartisilan
» Ihtiyag analizi ile belirlenen
- *  Gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklar1 dnceden duyurulan
= | Zaman: Eyliil ve Haziran seminer dénemleri
8 | Katiimcilar:
= *  Tamami d6gretmen
E e Tamamu ayni alandan
e  Gonilli
*  Farkli okul ve bolgelerden
Degerlendirme:
*  (Cevrimigi anket ile
* Birden fazla yontem ile
) *  Gelecekte takibi yapilan
q A Zaman:
o ¢ Donem i¢inde, okuldan sonra
g e Donem i¢inde, hafta sonlari
= * Donem arasinda (Subat)
E * Yaz doneminde (Temmuz ve Agustos)
) Yer: Calistig1 okul ile ayni sehirde

Sekil 4.4. Tercih edilen hizmetici egitim bi¢imi
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Son olarak, 6gretmenlerin ortalamalar1 2.61-3.40 arasinda olan hizmeti¢i egitim
tercihleri hakkindaki goriislerini dogru yorumlayabilmek amaciyla nitel veri

toplanmas1 gerekmektedir.

Ogretmenlerin Hizmetici Egitim Thtiyaclarim Belirleyen Degiskenler

Bu calismada 6gretmenlerin hizmetigi egitim ihtiyaclarimi agiklayan degiskenleri
arastirmak amaciyla tek yonlii varyans analizi kullanilmistir. Her bir degisken i¢in
sonuclar ayr1 ayrt incelenmistir. Tek yonlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore
ogretmenlerin egitimde teknoloji kullanimima (Kadin: Or=2.67, S5=.88; Erkek:
Ort=2.55, §§=.96; F(1, 1650)= 6.88, p<.05, 172=.004), ulusal ve uluslararasi
sinavlarin tamitimina (Kadin: Ort=3.00, $$=.92; Erkek: M=2.90, S$$=.97; F(1,
1634)= 4.79, p<.05, 7=.003) ve rehberlik ve 6zel egitime yodnelik (Kadin:
Ort=3.17, §S=.81; Erkek: Ort=3.08, $5=.82; F(1, 1646)= 1.30, p<.05, r7'=.003)
ithtiyaclari cinsiyete gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark géstermektedir. Bu ii¢
egitim kategorisi i¢in de kadinlar erkeklere gore daha fazla ihtiyac belirtmislerdir.
Cinsiyet anlamli farklilik gosteren ihtiyaclar ilizerinde ¢ok kiiciik bir etki degerine
sahiptir (%1 veya 0’a yakin). Yani cinsiyet egitim kategorileri {izerinde istatiksel
olarak anlamli bir farkliik gosterse de pratikte anlamhi bir degisken
degildir.Ogretmenlerin egitimde teknoloji kullanimma (Smif: Ort=2.66, SS=.97;
Matematik: Ort=2.55, S§=.91; Fen ve Teknoloji: Ort=2.66, §5=.92; Tiirk¢e: Ort=
2.69, SS=.87; Ingilizce: Ort=2.46, SS=.86; Sosyal Bilgiler: Ort=2.65, SS=.90; F(5,
1684)= 2.33, p<.05), ulusal ve uluslararasi sinavlarin tanitimina (Sinif: Or=2.92,
S§S8=1.07; Matematik: Ort=2.84, §5=.86; Fen ve Teknoloji: Ort=2.94, S§=.87;
Tiirkge: Ort=3.03, SS=.93; Ingilizce: Ort=3.10, SS=.86; Sosyal Bilgiler: Ort=2.95,
S§§5=.86; F(5, 1668)= 2.33, p<.05) ve kisisel gelisime yonelik (Simif: Ort=2.83,
S§5=.86; Matematik: Or=2.91, S§=.80; Fen ve Teknoloji: Ort=2.80, SS§=.83;
Tiirkge: Ort=2.74, §5=.82; Ingilizce: Ort=2.53, SS=.84; Sosyal Bilgiler: Or=2.90,
S§=.82; F(5, 1684)= 2.77, p<.05) ihtiyaclar1 O&gretmenlerin branslarina gore
farklilik gostermektedir. Brang bu {i¢ egitim kategorisi tizerinde kiiclik etki
degerlerine sahiptir (sirasiyla %1, %1 ve %?2). Ingilizce dgretmenleri uluslararas

sinavlarin tanitimina yonelik hizmeti¢i egitime Matematik Ogretmenlerine gore
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daha fazla ihtiya¢ belirtirken; Sinif, Matematik, Fen ve Teknoloji ve Sosyal
Bilgiler 6gretmenleri kisisel gelisime yonelik egitime Ingilizce gretmenlerine
gore daha fazla ihtiyag duyduklarini belirtmislerdir. Calismaya katilan
ogretmenlerin egitimde teknoloji kullanimina (0-5 yil: Or=2.53, §5=.89; 6-10 yil:
Ort=2.56, §5=.88; 11-15 yil: Ort=2.61, $§=.92; 16 veya daha fazla yil: Ort=2.97,
S§8=.97; F(3, 1685)=15.97, p<.05), ulusal ve uluslararasi sinavlarin tanittmina (0-
5 yil: Ort=3.04, §5=.88; 6-10 yil: Ort=2.99, $§=.97; 11-15 yil: Ort=2.87, S§5=.98;
16 veya daha fazla yil: Ort=2.78, §5=.97; F(3, 1668)= 5.60, p<.05), rehberlik ve
ozel egitime (0-5 yil: Ort=3.14, §5=.76; 6-10 yil: Ort=3.22, S§=.81; 11-15 wyil:
Ort=3.10, S§=091; 16 veya daha fazla yil: Or=2.98, S§=.87; F(3, 1682)= 4.72,
p<.05) ve kisisel gelisime yonelik (0-5 yil: Or=2.78, §5=.81; 6-10 y1l: Ort=2.87,
SD=.84; 11-15 yil: Ort=2.80, S§=.87; 16 veya daha fazla yil: Ort=2.68, S§=.88;
F(3, 1686)= 2.91, p<.05) ihtiyaglar1 ogretmenlik meslek deneyimine gére anlamli
bir farklilik gostermektedir. Bu farkliliklar sirayla orta ve kiigiik etki degerlerine
sahiptir (%3, %1, %1 ve %1). 16 veya daha fazla y1l 6gretmenlik tecriibesi olanlar
egitimde teknoloji kullannrmina yonelik daha fazla ihtiyag belirtmislerdir.
Ogretmenlik tecriibesi 0-5 yi1l ve 6-10 arasinda olanlar ise 6gretmenlik tecriibesi 16
veya daha fazla yil olanlara gére ulusal ve uluslararasi sinavlarin tanitimina ve
rehberlik ve 6zel egitime yonelik daha fazla ihtiyac belirtirken; 6-10 arasinda
tecriibesi olanlaar kisisel gelisime yonelik egitime 16 veya daha fazla tecriibesi
olanlara gore daha fazla ihtiya¢ duymaktadirlar. Mezun olunan fakiilte tiiriine
yonelik ihtiyaclar kisisel gelisim (Egitim Fakdiltesi: Or=2.82, $§5=.83; Diger: Ort=
2.66, §5=.87; F(1, 1710)= 8.99, p<.05) egitim kategorisinde anlamli bir farklilik
gostermektedir. Mezun olunan fakiilte tiirii bu ihtiya¢ iizerinde kiigiik bir etki
degerine sahiptir (%1). Buna gore egitim fakiiltesinden mezun olanlar kisisel
gelisime yonelik egitimlere daha fazla ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir. Egitim
diizeyi, egitimde teknoloji kullanimma (On Lisans: Ort=2.94, SS=1.07; Lisans:
Ort=2.60, §S5=.91; Lisansiistii: Ort=2.47, SS=.87; F(2, 1682)= 7.51, p<.05) ve
rehberlik ve dzel egitime yonelik (On Lisans: Ort=3.03, $S=.93; Lisans: Ort=3.13,
SS=.81; Lisansiisti: Ort=3.35, S§5=.78; F(2, 1678)=3.51, p<.05, 1’=.004)
ihtiyaglar iizerinde anlamli bir farklihik gdstermektedir. Buna goére Onlisans

mezunlari egitimde teknoloji kullanimina yonelik egitime diger gruplara gore daha
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fazla ihtiya¢ belirtmislerdir. Diger taraftan lisansiistii mezunlar1 da rehberlik ve
ozel egitime yonelik egitime diger gruplara gore daha fazla ihtiya¢ duyduklarini
rapor etmislerdir. Fakat egitim diizeyinin ihtiyaclar {izerindeki etki degeri ¢ok
kiigiiktiir (%1 ve 0’a yakin). Arastirma sonuglarina gore Ogretmenlerin gorev
yaptiklart okul tiiriiniin 6gretmen ihtiyaglar iizerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli

bir etkisi gozlenmemistir.

Son olarak 6gretmenlerin egitimde teknoloji kullanimina (Kadrolu: Ort=2.60,
$S=.91; Diger: Ort=2.74, §§=.96; F(1, 1708)=3.98, p<.05, /7'=.002)ve ulusal ve
uluslararas1 sinavlarin tanitimina yonelik (Kadrolu: Or=2.94, S$5=.94; Diger:
Ort=3.14, §5=.90; F(1, 1692)=7.46, p<.05, r7'=.004) egitim ihtiyaglar1 kadro
tiiriine gore farklilik gostermektedir. Buna gore diger kadro tiirlerinde gorev yapan
ogretmenler iki egitim kategorisinde de egitime daha fazla ihtiyaclar1 oldugunu
belirtmiglerdir. Fakat egitim diizeyinin ihtiyaclar lizerindeki etki degeri cok

kiigiiktiir (%1 ve 0’a yakin). Bu sonuglar Sekil 4.5’ de 6zetlenmistir.

[ Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitim
e Kadm
* Diger kadro tiirii
» Doktora veya Yiiksek Lisans mezunu
Egitimde Teknoloji Kullanimi
* Kadin
* 16 ve daha fazla y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
5 *  Meslek Yiiksek Okulu mezunu
s * Diger kadro tiirii
2> | Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Smav Tanitimi
= e Kadin
e 0-10 yil 6gretmenlik deneyimi
 Ingilizce 6gretmeni
* Diger kadro tiirii
Kisisel Gelisim
*  6-10 yil 6gretmenlik deneyimi
*  Simif, Matematik, FenveTeknoloji, Sosyal Bilgiler
» Egitim Fakiiltesi mezunu
(U N

Sekil 4.5.0gretmen ihtiyaglarma gore egitimlerin hedef kitlesi
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Ogretmenlerin Hizmetici Egitim Tercihlerini Belirleyen Degiskenler

Calismada 6gretmen tercihlerini belirleyen degiskenleri arastirmak amaciyla tek

yonlii varyans analizi kullanilmistir.Sonuclar Sekil 4.6’ da 6zetlenmistir.

A Igerik —ihtiyag analizine gore belirlenen
e Kadin

e 0-15 y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
+ Ingilizce 6gretmeni
* Lisans ve Lisansiistii mezunu
* Egitim Fakidiltesi mezunu
e Kadrolu
Igerik -Gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklar1 dnceden duyurulan
e Kadin

e 0-15 y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
+ Ingilizce 6gretmeni
* Egitim Fakidiltesi mezunu
Icerik - Egitimci tarafindan anlatilip etkinliklerle pekistirilen
e Kadin
e 6-10 y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
* Egitim Fakiiltesi mezunu
Egitimciler - akademisyen
e Kadin
e Lisans mezunu

8 | Zaman-Haziran seminer déneminde
= * Kadmn
b e 6 ve daha fazla y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
& * Kadrolu
Zaman—Eyliil seminer déneminde
e 6 ve daha fazla y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
* Kadrolu
* Normal ilkdgretimde gorev yapan
Katilimcilar—tamam 6gretmen
* Egitim Fakiiltesi mezunu
* Kadrolu
Katilimeilar—tamami ayn1 alandan
e Kadrolu
Katilimeilar- goniillii
e Kadin
* Kadrolu
Degerlendirme—cevrimigi anket yolu ile
e 11-15 y1l 6gretmenlik deneyimi
* Kadrolu
Degerlendirme—birden fazla yontemle
* Egitim Fakidiltesi mezunu
Degerlendirme—gelecekte takibi yapilan
L ) e Erkek

Figure 4.6.0gretmen tercihlerine gore egitimlerin hedef kitlesi
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Cinsiyet Ogretmenlerin igerigin Ogretmen ihtiyaclarinin analizi sonucunda
belirlenmesi (Kadin: Ort=4.08, SS=1.01; Erkek: Ort=3.90, SS=1.13; F(1,
1622)=11.76, p<.05), gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin 6nceden duyurulmasi
(Kadin: Ort=4.15, S$=.78; Erkek: Ort=3.84, $5=.98; F(1, 1621)=49.38, p<.05),
egitimci tarafindan anlatildiktan sonra etkinliklerle pekistirilmesi (Kadin:
Ort=4.18, SS=.84; Erkek: Ort=3.95, S§S=.96; F(1, 1625)=26.56, p<.05),
egitimcilerin akademisyen olmasi (Kadmn: Or=4.37, S§$=.89; Erkek: Ort=3.27,
SS=1.00; F(1, 1622)=4.47, p<.05), egitimlerin okul kapandiktan sonra (haziran ay1
seminer donemi) yapilmasi (Kadin: Ort=3.74, S5=1.48; Erkek: Ort=3.55, $5=1.55;
F(1, 1625)=6.24, p<.05), katilimcilarin kendi istegiyle egitime katilmas: (Kadin:
Ort=4.42, §§=.75; Erkek: Ort=4.32, S5=.93; F(1, 1619)=6.47, p<.05) ve egitim
kazanimlarinin daha sonrasinda takibinin olmasi (Kadin: Or=3.43, S§S=1.14;
Erkek: Ort=3.58, §§=1.13; F(1, 1620)=4.49, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde anlamli bir
degisiklik gostermektedir. Fakat cinsiyetin tercihler lizerindeki etki degeri orta,
kiigiik ve cok kiigiiktiir (%1, %3, %2 ve 0’a yakin). Sonuglar kadinlarin egitim
kazanimlarinin daha sonrasinda takibinin olmasi disindaki tiim tercihlerde daha

fazla tercih belittigini gostermistir.

Brang Ogretmenlerin  igerigin Ogretmen ihtiyaglarimin analizi sonucunda
belirlenmesi (Smif: Or=4.03, $5=.99; Matematik: Or=4.03, SS=1.10; Fen ve
Teknoloji: Ort=3.86, SS=1.52; Tiirkce: Ort=3.96, SS=1.16; Ingilizce: Ort= 4.19,
S§=1.05; Sosyal Bilgiler: Or= 3.94, SS=1.13; F(5, 1655)=2.58, p<.05) ve
gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin onceden duyurulmasi (Smif: Ort=4.02,
S§8=.87; Matematik: Ort=4.00, $§=.92; Fen ve Teknoloji: Ort=3.87, S5=.90;
Tiirkge: Ort=4.02, SS=.90; Ingilizce: Ort=4.15, S5=.88; Sosyal Bilgiler: Ort=3.97,
§5=.96; F(5, 1656)=2.46, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde anlamli bir degisiklik
gostermektedir. Fakat bransin tercihler iizerindeki etki degeri kiigiiktiir (%1 ve
%1). Sonuglar Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin Fen ve Teknoloji dgretmenlerine gore

daha fazla tercih belittigini gostermistir.

Ogretmenlik deneyimi gretmenlerin igerigin 6gretmen ihtiyaclarmin analizi

sonucunda belirlenmesi (0-5 yil: Ort=4.10, §5=1.05; 6-10 yil: Or=4.08, SS=1.01;
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11-15 yil: Ort=3.95, S§=1.10; 16 ve daha fazla yil: Ort=3.63, SS=1.21; F(3,
1653)=12.93, p<.05), gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin  dnceden
duyurulmasi(0-5 yil: Ort=4.04, §5=.88; 6-10 yil: Ort=4.07, $§=.87; 11-15 yil:
Ort=4.02, §§=.93; 16 ve daha fazla yil: Or=3.79, S§=.95; F(3, 1656)=6.00,
p<.05), egitimci tarafindan anlatildiktan sonra etkinliklerle pekistirilmesi (0-5 yl:
Ort=4.10, §5=.92; 6-10 y1l: Ort=4.17, §5=.86; 11-15 yil: Ort=3.98, S5=.95; 16 ve
daha fazla yil: Ort=3.92, §5=.96; F(3, 1657)=4.93, p<.05), egitimlerin okul
kapandiktan sonra (haziran ayir seminer donemi) yapilmasi (0-5 yil: Ort=3.28,
S5=1.60; 6-10 y1l: Or=3.90, SS=1.41; 11-15 yil: Ort=3.86, SS=1.43; 16 ve daha
fazla yil: Ort=3.96, SS=1.35; F(3, 1658)=24.09, p<.05), egitimlerin okul
acilmadan (eyliil ay1 seminer donemi) yapilmasi (0-5 yil: Or=3.56, $5=1.43; 6-10
yil: Ort=4.00, §5=1.24; 11-15 wyil: Ort=4.02, §5=1.23; 16 ve daha fazla yil:
Ort=3.89, §5=1.30; F(3, 1651)=13.30, p<.05) ve degerlendirmenin c¢evrimici
anket ile yapilmasi (0-5 yil: Ort=3.63, SS=1.13; 6-10 yil: Ort=3.64, SS=1.11; 11-
15 yil: Ort=3.71, SS=1.11; 16 ve daha fazla yil: Ort=3.43, SS=1.14; F(3,
1652)=2.87, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde anlamli bir degisiklik gostermektedir.
Ogretmenlik deneyimi dgretmen tercihleri iizerinde orta ve kiiciik etki degerlerine
sahiptir (%2, %1, %1, %4, %2, %1 ve %1). Sonuglara gore 0-5 yil, 6-10 y1l ve 11-
15 yil aras1 6gretmenlik terciibesi olanlar icerigin 6gretmen ihtiyaglarinin analizi
sonucunda belirlenmesini ve gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin Onceden
duyurulmasini 16 ve daha fazla yil tebriibeye sahip olanlara gore daha fazla tercih
etmektedirler. 6-10 yil tecriibesi olanlar icerigin egitimci tarafindan anlatildiktan
sonra etkinliklerle pekistirilmesini 11-15 ve 16 ve daha fazla yil tecriibesi olanlara
gore; 6-10 yil, 11-15 y1l ve 16 ve daha fazla yil tecriibesi olanlar egitimlerin okul
kapandiktan sonra (haziran ay1 seminer donemi) veya egitimlerin okul a¢ilmadan
(eyliill ay1 seminer donemi) yapilmasini 0-5 yil tecriibesi olanlara gore; 11-15 yil
tecriibesi olanlar degerlendirmenin g¢evrimici anket ile yapilmasini 16 ve daha

fazla yil tecriibesi olanlara gore daha fazla tercih etmektedirler.

Mezun olunan fakiilte tiirii 6gretmenlerin igerigin 0gretmen ihtiyaclarinin analizi
sonucunda belirlenmesi (Egitim Fakiiltesi: Ort=4.04, $5=1.08; Diger: Ort=4.84,
SS=1.12; F(1, 1681)=8.65, p<.05), gerektirdigi materyal ve kaynaklarin énceden
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duyurulmas: (Egitim Fakiiltesi: Ort=4.03, S$=.88; Diger: Ort=3.91, §5=.95; F(1,
1681)=5.14, p<.05), igerigin egitimci tarafindan anlatildiktan sonra etkinliklerle
pekistirilmesi (Egitim Fakiiltesi: Ort=4.09, $5=.90; Diger: Ort=3.98, §5=.95; F(1,
1683)=4.02, p<.05), katilimcilarin tamaminin 6gretmen olmasi(Egitim Fakdiltesi:
Ort=3.99, S§5=.99; Diger: Ort=3.85, S$=1.06; F(1, 1680)=5.46, p<.05) ve
degerlendirmenin birden fazla yontemle yapilmasi(Egitim Fakiiltesi: Ort=3.62,
SS=1.10; Diger: Ort=3.43, S5=1.18; F(1, 1679)=7.84, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde
anlaml bir degisiklik gostermektedir. Fakiilte tiirii 6gretmen tercihleri lizerinde
kiictik veya ¢ok kiigiik etki degerlerine sahiptir (%1, 0’a yakin, 0’a yakin ve %1).
Sonuglara gore, egitim fakiiltesi mezunlari igerigin dgretmen ihtiyaclarinin analizi

sonucunda belirlenmesi disindaki tiim tercihlerde daha fazla tercih belirmislerdir.

Egitim diizeyi 6gretmenlerin igerigin Ogretmen ihtiyaglarinin analizi sonucunda
belirlenmesi  (Onlisans: Ort=3.59, SS=1.22; Lisans: Ort=4.02, SS=1.07;
Lisansiistii:  Ort=4.15, SS=98; F(2, 1652)=7.89, p<.05)ve egitimcilerin
akademisyen olmasi (Onlisans: Ort=4.04, SS=1.06; Lisans: Ort=4.34, S5=.94;
Lisanstistli: Ort=4.32, §5=.92; F(2, 1657)=4.59, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde anlaml1
bir degisiklik gostermektedir. Egitim diizeyi 0gretmen tercihleri lizerinde kiiglik
etki degerlerine sahiptir (%1 ve %1). Sonuglara gore, lisans ve lisansiistii egitim

diizeyine sahip olanlar bu iki tercih i¢in de daha fazla tercih belirtmislerdir.

Gorev yapilan okul tirii 6gretmenlerin egitimlerin okul agilmadan (eyliil ay1
seminer doénemi) yapilmasi (Normal Ilkogretim: Ort=3.81, SS=1.34; Diger:
Or=3.31, S§5=1.57; F(1, 1670)=4.469, p<.05) tercihi iizerinde anlamli bir
degisiklik gostermektedir. Buna gore normal ilkogretim okullarinda gorev
yapanlar bunu diger okullarda gorev yapanlara gore daha fazla tercih

etmektedirler. Fakat bu degiskenin bu tercih iizerindeki etki diizeyi ¢ok kiigiiktiir.

Kadro tiirii 6gretmenlerin igerigin O0gretmen ihtiyaclarinin analizi sonucunda
belirlenmesi (Kadrolu: Or=4.03, S5=1.07; Diger: Ort=3.80, SS=1.17; F(1,
1781)=7.04, p<.05), egitimlerin okul kapandiktan sonra (haziran ay1 seminer

donemi) yapilmasi (Kadrolu: Ort=3.68, S§=1.51; Diger: Ort=3.29, §5=1.54; F(1,

167



1783)=10.42, p<.05), egitimlerin okul acilmadan (eylill ay1 seminer donemi)
yapilmast (Kadrolu: Or=3.85, S§$=1.33; Diger: Ort=3.37, S$§=1.40; F(1,
1776)=20.37, p<.05), katilimcilarin tamaminin 6gretmen olmas1 (Kadrolu:
Ort=3.99, S5=1.00; Diger: Ort=3.74, SS=1.04; F(1, 1780)=10.59, p<.05),
tamaminin ayni branstan olmasi (Kadrolu: Ort=3.92, §5=1.03; Diger: Ort=3.08,
S§SS=1.54; F(1, 1786)=4.57, p<.05), kendi istekleriyle egitime katilmas1 (Kadrolu:
Ort=4.40, S§5=.82; Diger: Ort=4.14, S§5=.96; F(1, 1778)=15.80, p<.05)ve
degerlendirmenin ¢evrimi¢i anket yoluyla yapilmasi (Kadrolu: Or=3.64, SS=1.13;
Diger: Ort=3.43, S§=1.23; F(1, 1778)=5.48, p<.05) tercihleri iizerinde anlamli bir
degisiklik gostermektedir. Sonuglara gore kadrolu 6gretmenler tiim tercihler i¢in
daha fazla istek belirtmislerdir. Fakat bu degiskenin etki degeri kiiclik veya ¢ok
kiigtiktiir (0’a yakin, %1, %1, %1, %1 ve 0’a yakin).

Daha Once Alinan Egitimler Hakkindaki Ogretmen Géoriisleri

Bu bolimde 6gretmenlerin daha oOnce katildiklar1 egitimler hakkinda verilen
goriisleri degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Veri betimsel istatistik yOntemleri
kullanilarak sonuglar ortalama ve standart sapma cinsinden yorumlanmustir.
Oncelikle 4 olan dlgek araligi 5’e béliinerek ¢ikan sonug (0.80) kullanilarak dlgek
yorumlanmak {iizere yeni degerlerine doniistiiriilmiistiir. Buna gore, yeni 6lgek 1-
1.80 “Higbiri i¢in gegerli degil,” 1.81-2.60 “Az bir kismi1 i¢in gecerli,” 2.61-3.40
“Yaris1 i¢in gegerli,” 3.41-4.20 “Cogu icin gecerli,” ve 4.21- 5.00 “Tamamut i¢in

gecerli” seklinde yorumlanmastir.

Egitimlerdeki Katihmcilar: Ogretmenlerin - katildiklar1  egitimlerin  ¢ogunda
katilmeilarin  tamami  6gretmendir (Or=4.13, SS=1.11) ve egitim diizeyleri
yaklagik olarak birbirine denktir (Ort=3.82, SS=1.01); yarisinda ise egitimlere
yonelik ilgileri yiiksektir (Ort=3.24, S$=1.01), egitim sirasinda aktiflerdir
(Ort=3.01, $§=1.05) ve ayn1 branstandirlar (Ort=2.66, S5=1.08).

Egitim Icerigi: Ogretmenlerin katildiklar1 egitimlerin ¢cogunda igerik anlasilirdir

(Ort=3.56, §5=.99); yarisinda ise giinceldir (Ort=3.24, $5=1.06), mesleki olarak
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bir katki saglamistir (Ort=3.11, S$=1.05), yogunlugu kabul edilebilir diizeydedir
(Or=3.11, 85=.96), teorik ihtiyaclarim karsilamislardir (Ort=3.09, S§5=1.05),
gercek smif i¢ci durumlariyla 6rneklendirilmistir (Or=3.00, S$=1.05), konuya olan
ilgi ve heveslerini arttirmistir (Ort=2.93, S5=1.07), 6gretmenligin yani sira kisisel
olarak da bir fayda saglamislardir (Ort=2.83, S5=1.14) ve dgretmenlerin uygulama
diizeyinde ihtiyaglarini karsilamislardir (Or=2.73, $5=1.03).

Egitimciler: Verilen tiim ifadeler 6gretmenlerin katildiklar1 egitimlerin yarisi i¢in

gecerlidir.

Organizasyon: Ogretmenlerin katildiklar1 egitimlerin ¢ogunda katilm duyurusu
zamaninda yapilmistir (Ort=3.42, §5=1.15); yarisinda yapildig1 yerler (semt vb)
uygundur (Or=3.25, SS=1.14), egitimler sirasinda yapilan duyurular/
yonlendirmeler yeterlidir (Ort=3.12, S5=1.06), kurslarin yapildig1 tarihler
uygundur (Ort=3.05, S§S=1.16) ve kurslar Oncesi yapilan bilgilendirme/
yonlendirme yeterlidir (Ort=2.91, §5=1.12); az bir kisminda ise defter, kalem,
bilgisayar gibi gerekli ihtiyaglar karsilanmistir (Or=2.49, S5=1.24).

Egitim  Merkezleri:Ogretmenlerin  katildiklar1 egitimlerin yarisinda salonlar
aydinlatma (Ort=3.18, SS§=1.12) ve genislik (Ort=3.17, S$$=1.13) bakimindan
ogrenmeye uygundur, kordinatorlerin sorunlara yaklasimi uygundur (Ort=3.08,
S5=1.02) ve egitimciler egitimlerin etkili ylriitiilmesini saglamislardir (Ort=3.04,
S§5=1.02), salonlar teknik donanim (Ort=2.91, §5=1.08) ve sicaklik (Ort=2.82,
S$S8=1.19) bakimindan yeterlidir; egitimlerin higbirinde kurslar sirasinda sunulan

sunulan yiyecek ve igecek ikramlar yeterli degildir (Or=1.91, $§=1.13).

Degerlendirme:Verilen tiim ifadeler 6gretmenlerin katildiklar1 egitimlerin yarisi

icin gecerlidir.
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Yapisal Esitlik Modeli

Ogretmenlerin genel olarak hizmetici egitim ihtiyaclarim yordayan degiskenleri
belirlemek amaciyla Yapisal Esitlik Modeli (YEM) kullanilmistir. YEM analizinin
temel amaci1 duygu, zeka, giidii, tutum gibi gizil degiskenlerin bir ya da daha fazla
gozlenen degiskenler arasinda es zamanli olarak birbiriyle olan bagimlilik
Ortintlistinii aciklamaktir. Bu amacla Mplus 5.2 programi kullanarak hizmetici
egitim ihtiya¢ modeli test edilmistir. YEM degiskenler arasindaki dolayl iliskileri
de gosterdiginden (Kline, 2004), Coklu Regresyon analizi yerine tercih
edilmektedir.

YEM analizinden 6nce d6gretmenlerin hizmetigi egitim ihtiyaglarinin e daha onceki
egitimler hakkindaki goriislerinin ortalama degeri hesaplanmistir. Ayrica gerekli
sayiltilar (6rneklem biiyiikliigii, normallik ve multicollinearity) incelendikten sonra
analize gecilmistir.Oncelikle aragtirmanin 6l¢iim modeline (Hizmetigi egitim
ihtiyaclarl) dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Faktor yapilarmin teorik
modeldeki yapiya uygun olup olmadigi test edilmis ve uyum gosterdigi tespit
edilmistir (Ki-kare degeri; 366.28 (df=19, p<.05), CFI degeri; .95, RMSEA degeri;
.09 ve SRMR degeri; .03). Buna gore Hizmeti¢i egitim ihtiyaglar1 6l¢iim modeli

teorik modeli ile uyumludur.

Dogrulayict faktér analizinin ardindan tiim modelin uyum testi yapilmigtir.
Calismada ki-kare degeri 1511.55 (df<=135, p<.05) bulunmustur. Modelin
uyumunu degerlendirmek i¢in diger uyum iyiligi indexleri de hesaplanmistir. Buna
gore; CFI (Karsilastirmali uyum indeksi) degerinin .84, RMSEA (Kok ortalama
kare yaklasim hatasi) degerinin .07 ve SRMR degerinin .05 oldugu tespit
edilmistir. CFI degerinin .90 dan biiyilik olmasi genellikle modelin kabul edilebilir
oldugunu gostermektedir (Smith ve McMillan, 2001). RMSEA degeri i¢in .01, .05
ve .08 degerleri sirasiyla miikemmel, iyi ve kotii uyum degerlerini géstermektedir
(MacCallum, Browne ve Sugawara, 1996). Buna gore modelin kabul edilebilir

diizeyde olmadig1 goriilmektedir.

170



Tartisma

Ihtiya¢c Duyulan Hizmetici Egitimlerin Icerigi ve Bicimi

Bu c¢alismanin oncelikli amaci o6gretmenlerin ihtiyag duydugu egitimlerin
konularin1 belirlemektir. Sonuglara gore, Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitim Danisma,
Ulusal ve Uluslararas1 Sinavlarin Tanitimi, Kisisel Gelisim, Ogretmenlik Meslek
Bilgisi ve Egitimde Teknoloji Kullanimi konularinda biraz egitime ihtiyag
duyduklarmmi  belirtirken diger konularda egitime ihtiyaglar1 olmadigini
belirtmiglerdir. Egitim kategorileri teker teker incelendiginde dgretmenler dézel
vetenekli, ogrenme giicliigii ¢ceken vepsikolojik destege ihtiyag olan ogrencilerin
egitimi, egitim kogugu, calissan ve risk altindaki ogrencileirn egitimi, egitim
kurumlarinda siddeti ve sucu onleme, egitimde bireysel farkhiliklar, PIRLS, TIMSS
ve PISA sinavlarimin tanitimi, OBBS sinavinin tanitimi, orta 6gretime gegis sistemi
(SBS), yabanci dil 6grenimi, proje planlama/yonetimi, ilk yardim ve saghk bilgisi,
hizli okuma teknikleri, problem ¢ozme yontemleri, degisen paradigmalar ve egitim
sistemleri, egitimde yeni yaklasimlar, sosyal etkinlik planlama, o&gretmen
adaylarina rehber olma, akilli tahta kullanimi, Flash ve vb programlaria etkili
ogretim materyali hazirlama, MS Ofis programlart ile etkili 6gretim materyali
hazirlama, program reformlari, alaniyla ilgili etkili 6grenme materyali gelistirme,
alaniyla ilgili materyallerin kullanimi ve alanmindaki yeni konulari 6grenme
hakkinda biraz egitime ihtiya¢ duyduklarini belirtmislerdir. Diger konularda ise
egitime ihtiyac duymadiklarim1 belirtmislerdir. Bu ¢alismada en yiiksek ortalama
degerine sahip olan egitim kategorisi Rehberlik ve Ozel Egitimdir. Bu bulgu
OECD TALIS (2010) raporu ile benzerlik gosterse de bu c¢alismada c¢ikan
sonuglarin genel olarak diisiik oldugunu hatirlatmakta yarar vardir. Guskey (2003)
yaptig1 alanyazin taramasinda, ¢alismalarin ¢ogunda egitim reformlarina yonelik
ihtiyaglarin 6n plana ¢iktigini belirtmistir. Son 20 yilda Tiirk egitim sistemi bir¢ok
reformla karsilagsmigtir (Grossman ve Sands, 2008) buna ragmen Ogretmenler bu
konuda dahi biraz egitime ihtiya¢lari oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Eger orta 6gretime

gecis smavlar ilkogretim programlar i¢in degerlendirmede bir boyut olarak kabul
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ediliyorsa sinavlardaki diisik fen ve matematik puanlart gézoniinde
bulundurulmali ve nigin Ogretmenlerin  yeni programlarin  uygulamasi,
degerlendirilmesi gibi konularda egitime ihtiyag duymadiklarin1 belirttikleri
sorgulanmalidir. Alanyazinda bircok iilkede yapilan benzer aragtirmalar
Ogretmenlerin ¢ok ¢esitli konularda hizmtigi egitime ihtiyag duyduklarini
gostermektedir (EU, 2007; Fok ve digerleri, Garton ve Chang, 1997; 2005;
Karagiorgi ve Symeou, 2007; Wray, 1989). Bir¢ok gelismis ve gelismekte olan
iilkelerde Ogretmenler bircok konuda egitime ihtiyaglari oldugunu belirtirken,
iilkemizde elde ettigimiz diisiik ortalama degerlerinin d6gretmenlerin bu konularda
kendilerini yeterli gordiiklerinden mi kaynaklanip kaynaklanmadigim1i ve bu
sonuglarin altinda yatan diger nedenleri ortaya ¢ikarmak amaciyla nitel

arastirmalar yapilmalidir.

Ikinci amag olarak arastirma Ogretmenlerin tercih ettii e@itim programiin
bi¢imini ortaya ¢ikarmay1 hedeflemekteydi. Calisma sonuglarina gére 6gretmenler,
egitimcilerin akademisyen olmasini ve egitimlere goniillii katilim1 kesinlikle tercih
etmektedirler. Ayrica, igerigin egitimciler tarafindan anlatildiktan sonra
etkinliklerle desteklenmesini, katilimcilar tarafindan tartisildiktan sonra egitimci
tarafindan anlatilmasini, gerekli materyal ve kaynaklarin onceden duyurulmasini,
icerigin ihtiyac¢ analizinden sonra belirlenmesini, egitimlerin Eyliil veya Haziran
ay1 seminer donemlerinde yapilmasini, katilimcilarin tamaminin dgretmen, ayni
branstan ve farkli okul ya da bolgelerden gelmelerini, degerlendirmenin gevrimici
anket yoluyla ve coklu yontemle yapilarak gelecekte takibinin olmasini tercih

etmektedirler.

Oncelikle hizmetigi egitimlerde goniilliiliik birgok ¢alismada da belirtildigi gibi
olumlu egitim ¢iktilar1 ile sonuglanmaktadir (Desimone ve digerleri, 2003;
Supovitz ve Zeif, 2000). Ayrica Theis (1981) yaptig1 taramada alanyazindaki
ihtiyaglar1 sorgulayan ¢aligmalarin ¢ogu goniillii katilan 6gretmenlerle yapilmistir.
Abdal-Haqq’a (1995) gore kaliteli bir hizmetigi egitim yapilandirmaci yaklagimlari
desteklemelidir. Bu ¢alismadaki Ogretmenler, icerigin egitimci tarafindan

anlatildiktan sonra etkinliklerle pekistirilmesini ve icerigin katilimcilar tarafindan
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tartisildiktan sonra egitimci tarafindan anlatilmasini tercih etmislerdir. Bu tercihler
yapilandirmaci yaklasimlarin da benimsedigi 6gretmenlerin etkin bir sekilde derse
katilimin1 gerektirmektedir. Ayrica Vukelich ve Wrenn (1999) etkili bir hizmetici
egitimin oOgretmen ihtiyaclarmma dayanilarak yapilacagini savunmaktadirlar.
Ogretmenlerin de tercih ettigi gibi Birman ve digerleri (2000) ve Borko (2004)
egitimlerdeki 6gretmenlerin ayni branstan ve miimkiinse ayni siif diizeyinden
olmalarin1 desteklemektedir. Bu arastirmadaki katilimcilarin da tercih ettigi gibi
Linn ve digerler1 (2010) ve Abdal-Haqq (1995) kaliteli bir hizmetici egitimde

mutlaka degerlendirme ve geri bildirim boyutlarinin olmasini savunmaktadirlar.

Hizmetici Egitimlerin Hedef Kitlesi ve Daha Once Alinan Egitimler

Calisma sonuclarina gore genel olarak 6gretmen ihtiyag ve tercihlerinin 6gretmen
ozelliklerine gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik gostermedigi gozlenmistir.
Varolan bazi anlamh farkliliklar ise kii¢iik veya c¢ok kiiciik etki degerlerine
sahiptir. Cok kiiciik etki degeri ise pratikte bir anlam ifade etmemektedir. Bu
sonuglar alanyazin ile uyum gostermemektedir. Alanyazinda 6gretmenlerin ihtiyag
ve tercihleri cinsiyete (Yuen ve Ma, 2002), 6gretmenlik deneyimine (Ball ve
Cohen, 1999; Brantner, 1964; Edy, 1969; Featherstone, 1993; Griffin, 1987;
Johnson ve Kardos, 2002; Marshall ve McDavid, 1993; Moyer ve Husman, 2000;
Ruhland ve Bremer, 2002; Shann, 1998), bransa (Brantner, 1964), okul tiiriine
(Abel ve Sewell, 1999; Farber, 1984; Rottier, Kelly, & Tomhave, 1983) ve egitim
diizeyine (Brantner, 1964) gore farklilik gostermektedir.

Ote yandan &gretmenlere gecmiste katildiklar egitimler hakkindaki goriisleri
sorulmugtur. Tercihleriyle paralel ifadeleri aldiklar1 egitimlerin kac¢i i¢in gegerli
oldugu konusunda Ogretmenler genel olarak her ifadeye ya ge¢mis egitimlerin
birgogu igin ya da yaris1 igin gecerli diyerek degerlendirmislerdir. Ogretmenler,
daha once hicbir egitimde verilen yiyecek ve igecek gibi ikramlarin yeterli
olmadigini ve kalem, defter, bilgisayar gibi gerekli ihtiyaclarin temin edilmedigini
belirtmiglerdir. Alanyazina bir bagka katki olarak bu calisma, egitimlere zorunlu

olarak katilan 6gretmenlerin goriisiinii almistir. Alanyazindaki ¢alismalarin ¢ogu
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egitime goniilli katilan yani yiiksek motivasyon ve istege sahip Ogretmenlerin
(Supovitz ve Zeif, 2000) ihtiyag, tercih ve degerlendirme goriiglerini incelemistir
(Theis, 1981). Egitimlere goniillii katilmayan O6gretmenlerin goriisleri ise
alanyazinda ¢ok net degildir (Bobrowsky, Marx ve Fishman, 2001). Bu agidan
bakildiginda c¢alismanin alanyazina bu anlamda bir katkida bulundugunu

diisiinmekteyiz.

Son olarak 6gretmenlerin genel olarak hizmeti¢i egitim ihtiyacglar1t modellenmeye
calisilmig; ancak alanyazinda yer alan degiskenler bu calismada Ggretmenlerin
hizmeti¢i egitim ihtiyacglariyla anlamli iliskiler gostermemistir. Bunun nedeni
Ogretmenlerin  genel olarak hizmeti¢i egitime ihtiyagc duymadiklarini
belirtmeleridir. Orneklendirecek olursak hizmeti¢i egitim ihtiyac1 6gretmenin
kadin ya da erkek olmasina, yeni ya da tecriibeli olmasina, kadrolu ya da
sOzlesmeli olmasina, matematik ya da sinif 6gretmeni olmasina, lisans ya da
doktora mezunu olmasina, egitim fakiiltesi veya bagka bir fakiilte mezunu
olmasina, gorev yaptiklar1 okulun YiBO veya normal ilkdgretim olmasina gére bir
degisiklik gostermemektedir. Bu sonug iilkeye 6zgii durumlarla iliskilendirilebilir.
Tiirkiye’deki 6gretmenler egitimlerin bir¢oguna zorunlu olarak katilmaktadirlar.
Bu egitimlerin bir kism1 6gretmenlerin okullarina ya da bolgellerine uzak yerlerde
yapilmaktadir. Ayrica 6gretmenler katildiklar1 bu egitimlerden bilgi ve beceri

disinda motive edici bagka kazanimlar elde etmemektedirler.

Uygulamaya Yonelik Oneriler

Bu calismada 6gretmenlerin hizmetici egitim ihtiyaglarini ve tercihlerini belirleyen
cesitli ipuclarim1 bulmak amaglanmistir. Belirlenen demografik degiskenlerin
ihtiyaclar1 aciklamada etki degerleri kiiciik olsa da bireysel farkliliklar1 dikkate
almak daha etkili egitim modelleri tasarlamak acisindan ¢ok Onemlidir. Ayrica
hizmetici egitimlerin hedef kitlesine ulagmasi ve dolayisiyla egitimin amacina
ulagsmas1 ve kaynaklarin dogru kullanilmasi agisindan da olduk¢a Onemlidir.
Ayrica bu, ihtiyact olmayan Ogretmenlerin egitime katilarak bosa zaman

harcamamasi bakimindan da gerekli bir 6nlemdir.
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Bu calismada 6gretmenler gegmiste aldiklar1 egitimlerden genel olarak memnun
olsalar da bundan sonraki egitimler i¢in egitime ihtiya¢ duymadiklarin1 belirterek
katilim gostermekte hevesli degillerdir. E§er bu verilen egitimler tasarimi ve
isleyisi bakimindan sorunlu degillerse ¢ikan bu sonug¢ tekrar sorgulanmadir.
Ogretmenler verilen tiim bu konularda gergekten yeterli bilgi ve beceriye sahipler
midir yoksa egitimler 6gretmenler i¢in yeterince g¢ekici degil midir? Hizmetigi
egitimler 6gretmenler i¢in nasil ilgi ¢ekici hale getirilebilir? sorusu bagli birimler
tarafindan sorgulanarak gerekli 6nlemler alinmalidir. Clement ve Vandenberghe
(2000) belirttigi gibi c¢esitli motivasyon araclari, destek ve geribildirimler
ogretmenlerin daha fazla 0grenmesine ve Ogrenme isteginin artmasina katkida
bulunmaktadir. Ornegin ABD’de hizmeti¢i egitim modeli bu prensibe
dayanmaktadir. Ogretmenler hizmetici egitimlere katilarak mesleki gelisim kredisi
biriktirmekte ve bu 6gretmenlerin yiikselmesinde, maas artiglarinda énemli bir rol
oynamaktadir. Bu gibi modeller incelenerek iilkemiz kosullarinda toplum ve
Ogretmen ihtiyaglarma cevap verebilecek en uygun modeller tasarlanmali ve
tartisilmalidir. Son olarak, verilen bir¢ok egitim zorunludur; 6gretmenler
egitimlerin goniilliilk esasina dayanmasini tercih etmektedirler. Bu tercih 6nemle

dikkate alinmalidir.

Sonug olarak 6gretmenlerin hicbir kosulda nigin egitimlere ihtiyag duymadiklarini
belirtmeleri ileri caligmalar yapilarak derinlemesine miilakatlar ve odak grup
goriismeleri ile ortaya cikarilmalhidir. Ayrica verilecek hizmeti¢i egitimlerin
planlamasi, uygulamasi ve degerlendirilmesi asamalar1 Bakanlik tarafindan bir kez
daha dikkatle incelenmelidir. Ders amaclarinin ve igeriginin belirlenmesi ve
hazirlanmasinda, dersin anlatimi ve degerlendirilmesinin yapilmasinda, ders
ortaminin hazirlanmasinda ve arag ve gereglerin belirlenmesinde kullanilan
modern Ogretim tasarimlar1 incelenerek iilke kosullarina, toplum ve 6gretmen
ihtiyaclarina uygun modeller gelistirilmelidir. Verilen derslerin takibi yapilarak
hedefe ne Olciide ulagildigr belirlenmeli ve dersler gerekli boyutlar agisindan
yeniden diizenlenmelidir. Verilen egitimlerin sonunda degerlendirme yapilmali,
sonuglarin  0gretmenlerin atama, yiikseltme vb durumlarinda etkili olmasi

saglanmalidir. Bu 06zelligin yam1 sira egitim merkezlerinin, igeriklerin ve
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Odeneklerin 6zendirici hale getirilmesi 6gretmenlerin hizmeti¢i egitimlere olan

yoneliminin arttirilmasinda etkili olacaktir.

MEB (2012) 6gretmenin genel yeterlilikleri kitabindaki 31 alt yeterlilik alanindan
sadece biri mesleki gelisimle ilgilidir. Her ne kadar hizmeticine yonelik énemli
caligmalar yapiliyor olsa da bu ¢alismalar yeterince tatmin edici degildir. MEB’in
oncelikle baz1 temel standartlara dayanan mesleki egitim politikas1 gelistirmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu standartlar emprik verilere dayanilarak olusturulmali ve
yapilacak her program tasarimda yol gosterici olmadirlar. “Otur ve 0gren” tipi
mesleki gelisim yaklagimlarinin artik eskide kaldigi kabul edilmeli ve giliniimiizde
gelistirilen  yeni  yaklasim  ve  tasarimlar  uygulanarak  etkililikleri

degerlendirilmelidir.

Ileride Yapilacak Arastirmalara Yonelik Oneriler

Bu c¢alisma iilke genelinde rastlantisal olarak secilmis, 1730 kisiden olusan bir
orneklemle yiiriitiilerek iilkemizde bundan sonra yapilacak mesleki egitim
caligmalar1 i¢in bir temel olusturmayr hedeflemistir. Bundan sonra yapilacak

calismalar i¢in sunlar 6nerilmektedir;

Bu calismanin amaclarindan biri olan hizmeti¢i egitim anketi yiiksek gilivenirlik
degerleri ve gecerlilik kanitlarina sahiptir. Fakat bu anket, lilkeye 6zgili durumlar

icerdiginden bagka caligmalarda kullanimi durumunda bu dikkate alinmalidir.

Ulke genelinde bir mesleki gelisim politikas1 olusturabilmek amaciyla benzer
caligmalarin okul miidiirleri ve lise dgretmenleriyle de yapilmasi gerekmektedir;
ancak farkli lise tiirlerinde gorev yapan Ogretmenlerin farkli ihtiyaglari ve
tercihleri olacagr goz Oniinde bulundurulmalidir. Sonuglar yorumlanirken, bu
calismada 6zel okullarda gérev yapan Ogretmenlerden veri toplanmadigi dikkate
alinmalidir. Ozel ve devlet okullarinda gorev yapan &gretmenlerin ihtiyaclar:

arasinda farkliliklarin olup olmadig ileri ¢alismalarla incelenmelidir.
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Bu aragtirma amaci ve yontemi geregi betimleyici bir dogaya sahiptir.
Ogretmenler, verilen 52 egitim konusundan az bir kismina biraz ihtiyaclar
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ayrica bu ihtiyaglar 6gretmenlerin 6zelliklerine gore de
cok fazla farklilik gostermemektedir. Ogretmenlerin ne olursa olsun hizmetici
egitime pek ihtiyag duymadiklarini belirtmelerinin altinda yatan sebepler
arastirtlmalidir; bu Milli Egitim Bakanligi ve arastirmacilar tarafindan ileri
caligmalarla derinlemesine irdelenmesi gereken bir konudur. Bu ¢alisma sonuglari
g6z Oniinde bulundurularak “Ni¢in?” sorusunu yanitlayabilmek amaciyla birebir
ve odak grup goriismeleri ile bu sonuglar irdelenmeli ve derinlemesine bilgi

edinilmelidir.

Bilindigi gibi Tyler’a (1949) gore Ogrenenler program gelistirmede temel
kaynaklardan biridir. Bu ¢aligmada 6grenenlerin ihtiyag¢ ve tercihleri aragtirilmistir.
lleride yapilacak calismalarda dgrenenlerin gegmis dzellikleri ve varolan bilgileri
de arastirllmalidir. Tasarim modellerindeki diger basamaklarin daha saglam
adimlarla ¢ikilabilmesi i¢in Ogrenenler disindaki diger kaynaklar da (konu ve

toplum gibi) tasarim dncesinde analiz edilmelidir.

Ayrica arastirmada kullanilan degiskenler disinda 6gretmenlerin hizmetigi egitim
ihtiya¢c ve tercihlerini aciklayacak baska degiskenler de arastirilmalidir. Bu
calismada okul biyiikligii, gorev yapilan bolge gibi ikinci diizey degiskenler
kullanilmadigindan ¢ok basamakli modelleme yontemi uygulanmamistir. Teknik
olarak bu degiskenlerin kullanilmasi i¢in her 6gretmenin hangi okul ve bdlgeden
oldugunun kesinlikle bilinerek bu verilerin gruplandirilmas1 gerekmektedir.
Gruplandirilmadig: takdirde gozlemlerin bagimsizlig sayiltisi ihlal edilecek ve Tip
1 hata ihtimali yiikselecektir. Bunu engellemek amaciyla bu calismada bu iki
degisken kullanilmamistir; ancak ileride yapilacak arastirmalarda bu veriler
belirlenirse ¢cok basamakli modelleme yolu ile 6gretmenlerin ihtiyag¢ ve tercihlerine

yonelik daha genis bilgiye ulasilabilinecektir.
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