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Bu calismanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin egitim inanclarini belirlemede kullanilabilecek
gecerli ve glivenilir bir lcme araci gelistirmektir. Olcek, uzman gériisi, anlasilabilirligin degerlendirmesi gibi
calismalardan sonra 154 6gretmen ve 305 dgretmen adayi olmak lzere toplam 459 kisiden olusan bir rneklem
iizerinde uygulanmustir. Olcegin yapi gecerliginin belirlenmesi icin acimlayici ve dogrulayici faktsr analizi uygu-
lanmistir. Acimlayici faktdr analizi sonucunda dlcegin; Daimici, Esasici, ilerlemeci, Yeniden Kurmaci ve Varolus-
cu Egitim felsefelerini iceren bes alt boyuttan ve besli Likert tipi 40 maddeden olustugu belirlenmistir. S6z ko-
nusu dlcekte yer alan maddelerin faktor yik degerleri 0.42 ile 0.74; madde toplam korelasyonlari 0.22 ile 0.90;
guvenirlik katsayilariise 0.70 ile 0.91 arasinda degismektedir. Ayrica 6lcegin bes faktérli yapisi, dogrulayici fak-
tor analizi ile de dogrulanmaktadir. Bu calismadan elde edilen bulgular sonucunda, Egitim inanclari Olcegi'nin
6gretmen adaylarinin ve 6gretmenlerin egitim inanclarinin belirlenmesinde kullanilabilecek gecerli ve glvenilir

bir 6lcme araci oldugunu ortaya koymustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler
Egitim inanclari, Egitim Felsefesi, Ogretmen, Ogretmen Aday!.

Inanglar, toplumsal ve orgiitsel yasamda énem-
li yer tutan kiiltiirel unsurlardir. Ciinkii kiiltiir
ve orgit kiltird ile ilgili ¢aligmalarin tamamin-
da inanglar, kiiltiirel bir unsur olarak yer almakta-
dur. Oyle ki kiiltiir, paylagilan degerler ve inanglar
olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Hoy ve Miskel, 2001).
Inanglar, bireyin gevresiyle iliskisinde edindigi bi-
liglerdir (Trompenaars, 1993) ve bireyin, simdi ve
gegmiste gergegin nasil olduguna iligkin bilgile-
rinden olugmaktadir (Sabuncuoglu ve Tiiz, 2001).
Crutchfielda gore (1970) inanglar siirekli orgiit-
lenmelerdir ve bir inang bir seyin ifade ettigi an-
lamlarin toplamyi, bireyin esya hakkindaki bilgisi-

a Dr. Kirsad YILMAZ. Egitim Yonetimi alaninda Do-
centtir. Calisma alanlari arasinda 6rgitsel ada-
let, orgltsel glven, liderlik, elestirel pedagoji ve
egitim yonetiminde alternatif yaklasimlar yer al-
maktadir. Iletisim: Dumlupinar Universitesi, Egi-
tim Fakdltesi, Egitim Bilimleri Bélimu, EYTEP
Anabilim Dali Kutahya - Turkiye. Elektronik Pos-
ta: kursadyilmaz@gmail.com. Tel: +90 274 265 20
31/ 4572 Fax: +90 274 265 20 57.

nin tamamidir (akt., Atay, 2003). Inanglar, dene-
yimle saglanan yasantilarin etkilerinden daha gii¢-
ludiir ve insan davraniginin ortaya ¢tkmasinda ger-
gek deneyimlerden ¢ok daha fazla etkiye sahiptir
(Bandura, 1977). Insanlarin sahip oldugu inang-
lar davraniglarini etkilemekte ve insanlar inang-
lar1 dogrultusunda hareket etmektedir (Bandura,
1977; Enochs ve Riggs, 1990; Hoy ve Miskel, 2001).
Bu nedenle inanglar tutumun biligsel ya da diisiin-
sel yoniinii olusturmaktir (Arkonag, 2001; Kagit-
¢ibasi, 2006). Bu sebeple 6gretmenlerin ve 6gret-
men adaylarinin egitim inanglarmin belirlenme-
si, s6z konusu grubun davranislarinin anlagilma-
st ve aciklanmasi icin gerekli ve dnemlidir. Oyle
ki, Enochs ve Riggse (1990) gore 6gretmenlerin
inanglarinin incelenmesi, 6gretmen davranislari-
nin anlagilmasinda hayati 6neme sahiptir.

Konu ile ilgili alanyazinda egitim inanglarinin egi-
tim felsefesine dayali olarak olustugu belirtilmek-
tedir (Livingston, McClain ve DeSpain, 1995; Paja-
res, 1992; Rideout, 2006; Silvernail, 1992a, 1992b).
Egitim felsefesinin biitiinleyici islevi, pek ¢ok ola-
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siligin degerlendirilmesi ve analiz edilmesiyle ula-
silan egitsel inanglar1 diizenlemek ve birlestirmek-
tir (Brauner ve Burns, 1982). Bu anlamda bireyle-
rin sahip olduklari egitim inanglarinin temel belir-
leyicisinin, egitim felsefesi oldugu ifade edilebilir.
Buna bagl olarak bu ¢alismada da, egitim inang-
larinin egitim felsefelerine dayali olarak yapilan-
dirilmas: ve belirlenmesi tercih edilmistir. Clinki
felsefe, bireylerin kisisel inang ve degerleri ile ilgi-
lenmesine, var olma nedenini, kim oldugunu ve bir
olgiide de nereye gidecegini anlamasina yardimc
olmaktadir (Demirel, 2002). Felsefe insanin me-
rak etme, O0grenme, diisiinme, sorgulama ve anla-
ma ¢abalarinin trtiniidiir (Aydin, 2000). Felsefenin
kesin ve tizerinde anlagilmig bir tanim1 olmamak-
la birlikte, gergegin temellendirilmesine dayal bir
bag kurma siireci ve bu siirecin sonunda elde edi-
len iiriinlerin dirik bir biitiinii olarak tanimlanabi-
lir (Demirel, 2002).

Egitim felsefesi ise egitime yon veren, amaglar1 ge-
killendiren ve egitim uygulamalarina yol gosteren
bir disiplin veya sistemli fikir ve kavramlar biitiini-
diir (Fidan ve Erden, 1998). Cevizci (2005) bu tani-
mi daha da genisletmis ve egitim felsefesini; egiti-
min imkéni, dogasi, amaglari ve yontemleri ile ilgi-
li problemleri, felsefeye 6zgii yontemlerle ele alan
felsefe dal1 olarak tanimlamustir. Egitim felsefesi,
egitim olanaklimidir, egitim bir ideoloji ya da 68-
reti aktarmaktan bagimsiz midir, egitimde bir 68-
retmene gerek var midir, egitimde temel amag bil-
gi aktarmak midir, yoksa bilgilenme yetenegi ka-
zandirmak mudur, egitimin olgular1 m1 konu edin-
melidir, bilgiyi amaglayan egitimle eyleme y6nelen
egitim farkli midir gibi sorular1 yanitlamaya galis-
maktadir. Bu anlamda egitim felsefesi, egitimcilere
bir bakis a¢is1 saglayan disiplin veya diigiinme yon-
temidir (Brauner ve Burns, 1982).

Cesitli egitim felsefelerinin temel goriislerinin or-
taya konulmasi, egitimin amag, islev, program ve
yontemlerinin bu felsefi durumlarla iliskilerinin
goriilmesine yardimci olmaktadir (Yayla, 2009).
Egitime iligkin tiim alt sistemleri, bu sistemler ara-
sindaki iliskileri ve iligkiler arasindaki tutarliligs
egitim felsefesi aracihig1 ile degerlendirmek miim-
kiindiir (Erden, 2007). Aslinda biitiin egitimciler
farkinda olarak ya da olmayarak belirli bir egitim
felsefesine sahiptir. Dolayisiyla 6gretmenlerin fark-
11 egitim felsefelerine olan yakinliklar1 ya da uzak-
liklary, islevsel bir sekilde, 6grencilerin nasil egiti-
lecegini etkilemektedir. Ornegin 8gretmenler sinif-
larini, bilgiye ve 6gretmenin roliine iliskin bakis
agilarina gore yonetmektedir (Livingston ve ark.,
1995). Baska bir deyisle sinif i¢i uygulamalar, 68-
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retmenlerin okul ve 6grenme hakkindaki inangla-
rindan etkilenmektedir (Bauch, 1982; Fang, 1996;
Hermans, Tondeur, Van Braak ve Valcke, 2008; Le-
vin ve Wadmany, 2005, 2006; Livingston ve ark.,
1995; Woolley, Benjamin ve Woolley, 2004). Bu ¢a-
ligmada egitim felsefeleri olarak Daimici, Esasici,
flerlemeci, Yeniden Kurmaci ve Varolusu Egitim
felsefeleri ele alinmis ve 6lgek bu kuramsal temeller
tizerine yapilandirilmstir. S6z konusu akimlar aga-
g1da kisaca agiklanmugtir.

Daimicilik, temelde klasik idealizm ve realizme da-
yanmaktadir. Egitimde mutlak degismez, evrensel
ilkelere ve gelenege vurgu yapmaktadir. Daimicili-
ge gore insan dogasi da déhil, ahlaki ilkeler ve de-
gerler her yerde ve her zaman aynidir ve degismez.
Insanlar da bu degismez gergeklere gore egitilme-
lidir. Daimicilere gore, egitimin hedefi, insan akli-
n1 ve iradesini gelistirmek, i¢inde yasadig1 diinya-
ya degil, evrensel ve degismez gergege uyum sag-
lamak, aklin kurallarini dogru ve etkili kullan-
mak, timdengelimi ise kosmak, 6zgiir ve sorum-
lu olmak, disiplinli ¢aligmak, yasami kopya etme-
mek, yasama hazirlamak ve entelektiiel aristokrat
yetistirmektir (Erden, 2007; Ergiin, 2009; Sonmez,
2002; Yayla, 2009).

Esasicilik, realizm ve idealizme dayanmaktadir.
Sosyal ve kiiltiirel bir varlik olan insan, dogustan
hicbir bilgi ile donanmamustir. Bilgi sonradan ka-
zanilmakta ve bu nedenle bilgiye ancak tiimeva-
rim ile ulagilabilmektedir. Esasiciler 6gretmenin s1-
nif i¢indeki rolii konusunda daimiciler gibi diisiin-
mektedir. Ogretmen belli bir konuda alaninin uz-
manidir ve smif i¢inde karar vermeye yetkili tek
kisidir. Clinkii 6grenciler neyi istediklerini, neyin
daha 6nemli oldugunu bilecek olgunlukta degildir
(Erden, 2007). Esasicilere gore egitimin temel he-
defi, toplumun sahip oldugu bilgi birikimi ile kiil-
tiirel miras1 geng kugaklara aktararak onlarin sos-
yallesmesini saglamak, bilgili ve yetenekli insan-
lar yetistirmektir (Ergiin, 2009; Sonmez, 2002; Yay-
la, 2009).

Ilerlemecilik, daimicilik ve esasiciligin aksine, de-
gismez ve evrensel mutlak dogrulari reddetmekte
ve degisimi egitimin merkezine oturtmaktadir. Bu
hali ile faydaciligin egitime uygulanmasidir denile-
bilir. Bu akim geleneksel egitimin asir1 sekilciligine,
kat1 ve baskic disiplin anlayisina, 6gretmen mer-
kezli, edilgen insan yetistiren pasif 6gretim anlay1-
sina kars1 ¢tkmaktadir. Egitim siirecindeki her tiir-
lit uygulama insandaki hazci giidiilemeye dayandi-
rilmalidir. Bu akima gore bilgi, bilimsel yontemle,
deneme-yanilma ile elde edilir. Etkinlige dayali egi-
timde 6grenci merkezdedir. Egitim yasamin kendi-
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sidir; yagama hazirlik degildir. Bu anlamda dersle-
gisini ¢eken bilgi ve becerilere, tasarim ve prob-
lemlere gore diizenlenmelidir (Ergiin, 2009; Son-
mez, 2002; Yayla, 2009). Okul ise toplumun kiigiik
bir modelidir. Okul 6grenciyi hayata hazirlayan bir
kurum degil, hayatin yasandig1 yerdir. Bu nedenle
hayatta ne varsa okulda da olmalidir (Erden, 2007).

Yeniden kurmacilik, ilerlemeciligin devamu niteli-
gindedir ve bu akim da faydaciliga dayanmaktadur.
Bu akima gore insanlik bir yol ayrimina gelmistir,
ya yok olacak ya da yeni bir uygarliga gececektir.
Egitimin 6ncelikli amaci, ¢agimizin kiiltiirel krizi-
ni agmak igin toplumu yeniden inga etmektir. Bu-
nun igin Bat1 medeniyetinin olusturdugu temel de-
gerler yeniden yorumlanmalidir. Bu anlamda egi-
tim, ortak degerlere dayali bir diinya toplumu olus-
turmanin araci olarak goriilmelidir. Ciinkii mevcut
kiiltiirel krizden kurtulmanin yolu egitimdir. Egi-
tim yalnizca yasam degil, ayn1 zamanda gelecek-
tir. Egitim araciligs ile toplum siirekli olarak yeni-
den sekillendirilmeli ve diizenlenmelidir (Sonmez,
2002; Yayla, 2009). Yeniden kurmacilar, ilerlemeci-
lerin 6grenen merkezli 6gretim anlayisini ve orta
sinifin ihtiyaglarini vurgulamasini yanls bularak,
onemli olanin toplum merkezli ve tim toplumsal
siniflarin ihtiyaglarini dikkate alan bir egitim oldu-
gunu savunurlar (Erden, 2007).

Varoluscu egitim, varolusqu felsefenin egitime yan-
simasidir. Kaufmanna (1995) gére varolusguluk,
ne bir diigiince okuludur, ne de herhangi bir 6gre-
tinin dar kaliplar1 i¢inde sikismus bir felsefi hare-
kettir. Varolus felsefenin kendisidir. Varolus, hig-
bir kural ya da dizgeye indirgenemez; ¢iinkii ya-
sam kendi yolunu 6zgiirce segen bir nehrin ritmiy-
le akmaktadir (akt., Aydin, 2000). Varoluscu filo-
zoflar1 birlestiren ortak nokta insanin 6zgirlagii-
diir. Varolusgular, her sey bir yana insanlara 6z-
giir olduklarini gostermeye, insanlarin yalnizca be-
lirli bir durumda ne yapacagina degil, neye deger
verilecegine ve nasil yagsamak gerektigine yonelik
segimler yapma bakimindan da 6zgiir olduklari-
na vurgu yapmaktadir (Cevizci, 2010). Bu anlam-
da varolusqu bir yasam ve egitimin amaci, kisile-
ri Ozgiirlestirme, 6zgiirliiklerinin farkina vardirma
ve tercihte bulunmanin degerli bir eylem oldugu-
na iligkin biling kazandirmaktir (Kale, 2009). Varo-
luscu felsefenin bu goriisleri egitime de yansimus-
tir. Buna gore egitim, bireyin yasama bakis agisi-
n1 zenginlestirecek ve segimler yapmasini saglaya-
cak yasantilara gore diizenlenmelidir. Toplumsal ve
dogal olgu ve olaylar olabildigince genis bir yelpa-
ze ve ¢esitlilik icerisinde 6grencinin segimine su-

nulmalidir. Ciinkii bunlar kisinin kendini gergek-
lestirmesini saglayan birer aragtir (Sonmez, 2002).
Ogrencilerin ne hissettigi, ne yaptig1 ve ne diigiin-
diigii son derece énemlidir. Ogrenen birey, sinifta
nesne olmaktan 6te bizzat 6znedir (Sungur, 2002).
Daha once belirtilen akimlarda 6grenciler genel-
likle topluma, grup yasantisina ve gevresine uyum
igin egitilmektedir. Bu durum insann bir birey ol-
masini ve kendini gergeklestirmesini engellemek-
tedir (Tozlu, 1997). Diger felsefi akimlarda egiti-
min amacini belirlemek kolayken, varoluggulukta
bunu ortaya koymak ¢ok da kolay degildir. Ciinkii
varolugguluk mevcut egitim anlayisina gok 6nemli
elestiriler getirmektedir.

Birgok egitim aragtirmasi, 6gretmenlerin segim-
lerini ve eylemlerini egitim inanglarmin sekillen-
dirdigine vurgu yapmaktadir. Buna ragmen egitim
inanglar1 konusundaki aragtirma sayisi oldukga az-
dir (Quinlan, 1997). Bu goriis Tiirkiye igin de ge-
cerlidir. Tiirkiyede ogretmenlerin (Coban, 2007;
Doganay ve Sari, 2003), 6gretmen adaylarinin (Du-
man, 2008; Duman ve Ulubey, 2008; Ekiz, 2005,
2007) ve okul yoneticilerinin (Karadag, Baloglu
ve Kaya, 2009) egitim felsefelerini belirlemeye do-
niik bazi aragtirmalar yapilmustir. Ancak felsefi go-
riis ve hedeflerin incelenmesinin, egitim-6gretimin
gergek ylizii hakkinda bilgi sahibi olunmasini sag-
ladig1 (Livingston ve ark., 1995) diistiniildigiinde,
bu tiir aragtirmalara daha ¢ok gereksinim oldugu
ifade edilebilir. Bu tartismalardan yola ¢ikilarak bu
aragtirmada, 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adayla-
rinn egitim inanglarini belirlemede kullanilabile-
cek gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢me araci gelistirmek
amaclanmaktadir.

Olgegin gelistirilmesi siirecinde ilk dnce ilgili alan-
yazin taranmis, mevcut ¢alisma ve olgeklere ulagil-
mustir. Yabanci alanyazinda egitim inanglari ile il-
gili baz1 6lgeklere (Silvernail, 1992a) rastlanmus ol-
makla birlikte, Tiirkiyede dogrudan egitim inang-
lar1 adi ile anilan herhangi bir 6lgege ulagilmamus-
tir. Silvernail (1992a, 1992b) yaptig1 ¢alismalarda
6gretmenlerin egitim inanglarini egitim felsefeleri-
ne dayali olarak belirlemeye ¢alismistir. Tiirkiyede
egitim felsefesi akimlar ile ilgili gorigleri belir-
lemeyi amaglayan bazi ¢aligmalar bulunmakta-
dir. Bu galismalarda temelde iki olgegin kullanil-
dig1 belirlenmistir. Bunlar, “Felsefi Tercih Deger-
lendirme Formu” (Wiles ve Bondi, 1984) ve Ekiz
(2005, 2007) tarafindan gelistirilen “Egitim Felse-
fesi Akimlar1 Olgegi"dir. Diger arastirmalarda da
genellikle bu 6lgekler kullanilmigtir. Felsefi Tercih
Degerlendirme Formu (Wiles ve Bondi, 1984) ka-
tilimcilarin Daimicilik, Idealizm, Realizm, Deney-
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selcilik ve Varolugguluk ile ilgili goriislerini belir-
lemeyi amaglamaktadir. Egitim Felsefesi Akimlar1
Olgegi (Ekiz, 2005, 2007) ise daimici, dzcil, ilerle-
meci ve yeniden kurmaci akimlar ile ilgili goriisleri
belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanmugtir.

Yontem
Orneklem

Aragtirmanin  6rneklemini, 2009-2010 Egitim-
Ogretim yili ikinci yariyilinda Kiitahya il mer-
kezindeki ilkogretim ve ortadgretim okullarin-
da gorev yapan ve ¢aligmaya katilmaya goniillii
154 dgretmen ve Dumlupinar Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesinin farkli boliimlerinde lisans ve tezsiz
yiiksek lisans programlarinda 6grenim gormekte
olan 305 dgretmen aday1 olusturmaktadir. Ornek-
lemde yer alan 154 6gretmenin 80’i (% 51.90) il-
kogretim, 5371 (% 34.40) ortadgretim okulunda go-
rev yapmaktadir. 21 (% 13.60) 6gretmen ise gorev
yaptig1 okul tiiriinii belirtmemistir. Arastirmaya
katilan 154 6gretmenin 77’si (% 50.00) kadin, 77’si
(% 50.00) erkektir. Ogretmenlerin 34°@i sinif 6gret-
meni (% 22.10), 94t (% 61.00) brans 6gretmenidir.
Ogretmenlerden 26’1 (% 16.90) ise siuf dgretme-
ni mi, brang 6gretmeni mi oldugunu belirtmemis-
tir. Ogretmen adaylarinin ise 215’1 (% 71.20) kadin,
87’si (% 28.80) erkektir. Lisans programlarina de-
vam etmekte olan toplam 217 6gretmen adayin-
dan 19’u (% 6.30) birinci sinif, 93’ (% 30.80) ikin-
ci sintf, 46’s1 (% 15.20) tgiinct sinif, 59’u (% 19.50)
dordiincii siif 6grencisidir. Yine bu grupta yer
alan 6grencilerin 36’s1 (% 16.50) okuloncesi 6gret-
menligi, 24’1 (% 11.00) sinuf 6gretmenligi, 78’1 (%
36.00) sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi, 79’u (% 36.50)
ise Tiirkge 6gretmenligi lisans programlarinda 6g-
renim gérmektedir. Ogretmen aday1 grubunda yer
alan ama tezsiz yiiksek lisans programlarina devam
eden 85 6gretmen adayindan ise 26’s1 (% 30.60) fi-
zik 6gretmenligi, 45’i (% 53.00) felsefe grubu 6gret-
menligi, 14’4 (% 16.40) resim 6gretmenligi prog-
ramlarinda 6grenim gormektedir.

Veri Toplama Aracinin Gelistirilmesi

Alanyazin taramasi sonucu ulagilan olgekler (Co-
ban, 2007; Doganay ve Sari, 2003; Duman, 2008;
Duman ve Ulubey, 2008; Ekiz, 2005, 2007; Karadag
ve ark., 2009; Silvernail, 1992a) ve diger bilgilerden
yola gikilarak arastirmacilar tarafindan 86 madde-
den olusan bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Ha-
zirlanan havuzdan segilen maddelerle 6lgegin ilk
formu hazirlanmustir. Hazirlanan taslak form kap-
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sam gegerligini, dil ve ifade agisindan anlagilabilir-
ligini degerlendirmek iizere 6l¢me degerlendirme,
egitim yonetimi, egitim felsefesi ve Ingilizce dil uz-
manlarindan olusan dokuz kisilik bir grubun go-
risiine sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan gelen oneriler
dogrultusunda gerekli diizeltmeler yapilmis ve ar-
dindan o6lgek, anlagilabilirlik, kolay yanitlanabilir-
lik gibi 6zellikleri agisindan degerlendirilmesi i¢in
11 6gretmen ve 11 6gretmen adayindan olugan bir
grubun daha goriisiine sunulmustur. Bu gruptan
da gelen 6neriler dogrultusunda dlgege son hali ve-
rilerek uygulamaya hazir duruma getirilmistir.

“1-Kesinlikle ~ Katilmiyorumdan”, — 5-Kesinlikle
Katiliyorum’a dogru derecelendirilmis besli Likert
tipi yanitlama formatina sahip 55 maddeden olu-
san deneme formu arastirmacilar tarafindan, 320
6gretmen aday1 ve 160 6gretmene uygulanmigtir.
Ancak 6gretmenlere uygulanan 6l¢eklerden 154,
6gretmen adaylarina uygulanan olgeklerden ise
305’1 analizler i¢in kullanilabilmis, eksik verilerin
ve Ozensiz isaretlemelerin oldugu olgekler deger-
lendirme dis1 birakilmugtir. Olgegin yapr gegerligi-
ni incelemek icin 6ncelikle temel bilesenler anali-
zi yontemine dayali agimlayici faktdr analizi uygu-
lanmus, ardindan da s6z konusu yapinin gegerli bir
yapi olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi igin dogrulay1-
c1 faktor analizi uygulanmustir.

Agimlayic1 faktor analizinde maddelerin 6lgekte
kalip kalmamasina karar vermede faktor yiik dege-
rinin alt sinir1 olarak .40 benimsenmistir. Alanya-
zinda, bir maddenin faktor yiik degeri icin asgari
0.30 olmasi yoniinde yaygin bir goriis vardir, ancak
bu biiyiikligiin 0.40 olmas gerektigini savunan ku-
ramcilar da mevcuttur (Sencan, 2005). Tabachnick
ve Fidelle (2001) gore temel bir kural olarak her bir
degiskenin faktor yiik degerinin 0.32 ve daha tize-
rinde olmasi gerekir. Comrey ve Lee (1992), bir yiik
degerinin, 0.71 olmas1 halinde (varyansin % 50’sini
agiklar) “mitkemmel”, 0.63 olmas1 halinde (varyan-
sin % 40’11 agiklar) “cok iyi”, 0.55 olmasi halinde
(varyansin % 30’unu agiklar) “iyi’, 0.45 olmasi ha-
linde (varyansin % 20’sini agiklar) “vasat” ve 0.32
olmasi halinde (varyansin % 10’unu agiklar) “za-
yif” olarak degerlendirilmesi yoniinde 6neri getir-
miglerdir (akt., Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001). Bu ne-
denle bu ¢alismada maddelerin dl¢ekte kalmasina
karar vermede alt sinir olarak 0.40 benimsenmistir.

Dogrulayici faktor analizi, daha 6nceden tanimlan-
mus ve smirlandirilmig bir yapinin, bir model ola-
rak dogrulanip dogrulanmadiginin test edildigi bir
analizdir ve bu dogrultuda yap: gecerliligini deger-
lendirmek amaciyla kullanilir (Floyd ve Widaman,
1995; Kline, 2005; Maruyama, 1998). Dogrulayici
faktor analizi uygulamasi sonucunda birden fazla
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Tablo 1a.
Egitim Inanglar: Olgegi Agimlayici Faktor Analizi Sonuglar
Diizeltilmis
Déndiirtilmiig
Faktor 1: Ilerlemecilik Faktor Yik Madde-
Degeri Toplam
Korelasyonu
1 Egitim 6grenci merkezli olmalidir. .57 .90
2 Egitimci, yeni bilgilere uyum saglamalidir. 74 .89
3 Ogrenciler istedigi 6gretmenden ders alabilmeli, hatta onu segebilmelidir. .59 91
4 Egitim siirekli degisen yasami 6gretmelidir. .69 .90
5 Egitimin igerigi siirekli gézden gegirilmelidir. 73 .90
6 Ogrenciler, 5grenme siirecine aktif bir sekilde katilmalidir. .68 .90
7 Ogretmenin gorevi, dgrenme ortamini hazirlamak ve yol géstermektir. .69 .90
8 Okul, yasama bir hazirlik degil, yasamin kendisidir. 51 91
9 Egitimde 6grencilerin beklentileri (ilgi, ihtiya¢ vb) dikkate alinmalidir. .68 .89
10  Egitimin amaci yasama yon veren kisiler yetistirmektir. .54 .90
11 Ogrenme, ezberlemeden daha gok probleme ¢ézmeye dayali olmalidir. .64 .90
12 Smavlarda ezbere dayali sorular sorulmamalidur. .58 .90
13 Ogrencilere, sunulan bilgilerin mutlak dogru olmadigy, degisebilecegi vurgulanmalidir. .50 .90
Ozdeger=11.66 Agiklanan Varyans=% 16.45
Faktor 2: Varolusgu Egitim
1 Egitim ortaminda tek tek her 6grenci onemlidir. .66 73
2 Egitim, her insanin kendi 6zelliklerini tanimasina firsat vermelidir. .70 71
3 Ogretmen smif igi tartismalarda tarafsiz olmali, dgrencilere herhangi bir dogruyu 6 62
dayatmamalidir.
4 Ogretmen tek bilgi kaynag1 degildir. .64 .64
5 Egitimde sezgiye ve yaraticiliga 6nem verilmelidir. 74 72
6 Egitim, insanin 6zgiirlesmesine firsat vermelidir. 72 74
7 Ogretmenin gorevi, dgrencilerin kendini tanimasina yardim etmektir. .58 .67

Ozdeger=3.26 Agiklanan Varyans=% 11.42

uyum indeksi elde edilmektedir ve modelin dogru-
lanip dogrulanmadigini degerlendirmek igin tek bir
uyum indeksinden ¢ok, tiim indekslerin bir arada
degerlendirilmesi uygun olmaktadir (Cole, 1987; J6-
reskog ve S6rbom, 1993; Marsh ve Hocevar, 1988).
Egitim Inanglar1 Olgegi'nin dogrulayici faktor anali-
zi sonucu, X*/sd orani, GFI/AGFI, RMSEA, RMR /
SRMR, CFI, NFI / NNFI ve PGFI uyum indeksleri
dikkate alarak degerlendirilmistir. Egitim Inang-
lar1 Olgeginin giivenirligini belirlemek igin ise,
Cronbach-Alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayist hesaplanmustir.

Bulgular

Aragtirma grubundan toplanan veriler {izerin-
de “Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin” énce gegerlik, ar-
dindan giivenirlik analizleri yapilmustir. Oncelikle
verilerin, faktor analizi i¢in uygunlugunu test et-
mek amaciyla Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) dege-
ri ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi sonuglar1 incelenmis-
tir. KMO degeri, verilerin faktor ¢tkarmak igin uy-

gun olup olmadigina karar vermenin bir 6lgiisii
olarak kullanilmaktadir. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin de-
gerinin yiiksek olmasi 6lgekteki her bir degiskenin,
diger degiskenler tarafindan mitkemmel bir sekil-
de tahmin edilebilecegi anlamina gelir. Kaiser-Me-
yer-Olkin Testi sonucunda, degerin 0.50'den diisiik
olmasi halinde faktor analizine devam edilemeye-
cegi yorumu yapilir. KMO degeri su araliklar dik-
kate alinarak degerlendirilebilir: a) 0.50-0.60 ara-
sinda ise “koti”, b) 0.60-0.70 arasinda ise “zayif”, c)
0.70-0.80 arasinda ise “orta”, d) 0.80-0.90 arasin-
da ise “iyi” ve e) 0.90 iizerinde ise “miitkemmel” ol-
dugu kabul edilir (Leech, Barrett ve Morgan, 2005;
Sencan, 2005; Tavsancil, 2005).

Bu ¢alismada KMO degerinin .93 oldugu saptan-
mustir. Bu da “mitkemmel” olarak nitelendirilebilir.
Yine ayn1 amagla uygulanan Barlett Kiiresellik Testi
degerinin de anlamli oldugu [x*=7521.998; p<0.01]
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgular dogrultusunda, veri se-
tinin agimlayici faktor analizi i¢in uygunluguna ka-

rar verilmistir.
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Tablo 1b.

Egitim Inanclar1 Olgegi Agimlayici Faktér Analizi Sonuglart

Faktor 3: Yeniden Kurmacilik Dondiiriilmiis  Diizeltilmis

Faktor Yik Madde-
Degeri Toplam
Korelasyonu

1 Egitimin 6ncelikli amaci kiiltiirel krizi agmak igin toplumu .68 .57
yeniden inga etmektir.

2 Okul, temel degerleri yeniden yorumlamalidir. .67 .57

3 Egitim, gercek demokrasiyi yerlestirmek icin vardir. .63 .62

4  Egitimin amaci, ortak degerlere dayali bir diinya olusturmaktir. .64 .50

5  Egitim, toplum merkezli olmalidir. .65 .50

6  Egitimde, toplumdaki tiim siniflarin ihtiyaglar: dikkate .54 .56
alinmalidir.

7  Egitim sosyal reformlara onciilitkk etmelidir. .52 .53

Ozdeger=1.92 Agiklanan Varyans=% 8.42

Faktor 4: Daimicilik

1 Ahlaki ilkeler ve degerler evrenseldir, degismez. 42 22

2 Egitimin 6ncelikli amaci saglam ve dogru karakterli insanlar .57 .48
yetistirmektir.

3 Egitim insan zekasinin gelistirilmesine odaklanmalidir. .53 42

4  Egitim evrensel ve degismez gercege uyum saglama siirecidir. .50 .39

5  Insanin ayrit edici 6zelligi aklidir. .61 .43

6  Egitim hayatin kopyasi degil, ona hazirliktir. .57 41

7 Ogretmen davransslari ile 6grencide 6grenme istegi .55 .46
uyandirmalidir.

8  Smnavlar, 6grencinin aklini kullanip kullanmadigini 6lgecek .58 .38
sekilde diizenlenmelidir.

Ozdeger=1.54 Agiklanan Varyans=% 7.03

Faktor 5: Esasicilik

1 Ogrenme siirecinde kat1 kurallarin oldugu siki bir disiplin .65 47
6grenme siirecini kolaylastirir.

2 Egitim 6grenciden daha ¢ok 6gretmen merkezli olmalidir. .73 .53

3 Egitim konu merkezli bir siirectir. .61 .46

4  Okulda temel gii¢ 6gretmendedir. .62 41

5  Egitim ortaminda kurallara uymayan 6grenci cezalandirilabilir. .63 .37

Ozdeger=1.44 Agiklanan Varyans=% 6.25

KMO=0.93

Barlett Kiiresellik Testi [x*=7521. 998, sd=780, p<.01]

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin Gegerligine iligkin
Bulgular

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin yap1 gegerliginin ince-
lenmesinde daha 6nce de soz edildigi tizere once-
likle agimlayici ve ardindan dogrulayici faktor ana-
lizi uygulanmustir.

Agimlayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular:
Tablo 1'de “Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin” agimlayict
faktor analizi sonucu elde edilen faktor yapisi, fak-
torlere iligkin 6zdegerler, agiklanan varyans oran-
lar1 ve maddelere iliskin Varimax dik dondiirme
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yontemiyle dondiiriilmis faktor yiik degerleri su-
nulmaktadir. Ayrica bu tabloda diizeltilmis madde-
toplam korelasyonlarina da yer verilmektedir.

Tablo 1de goriildiigii gibi, Egitim Inanglar
Olgeginin ilk boyutu olan “Ilerlemecilik” boyu-
tunda 13 madde yer almakta ve maddelerin Vari-
max dik dondiirme yontemiyle dondiiriilmiis fak-
tor yiik degerleri 0.50 ile 0.69 arasinda degismekte-
dir. Bu boyutta yer alan maddelerin madde-toplam
korelasyonlari incelendiginde ise, 0.89 ile 0.91 ara-
sinda degistigi gorulmektedir. Bu faktériin tek ba-
sina agikladig varyans %16.45'tir.
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Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin ikinci boyutu olan “Va-
roluscu Egitim” boyutunda yedi madde yer almak-
ta ve maddelerin Varimax dik dondiirme yonte-
miyle dondiiriilmiis faktor yiik degerleri 0.58 ile
0.74 arasinda degismektedir. Bu boyutta yer alan
maddelerin madde-toplam korelasyonlar1 ise 0.62
ile 0.74 arasinda degismektedir. Bu faktoriin tek
basina agikladig1 varyans %11.42dir.

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin iigiincii boyutu olan
“Yeniden Kurmacilik” boyutunda yedi madde yer
almakta ve maddelerin Varimax dik dondiirme
yontemiyle dondiiriilmiis faktor yiik degerleri 0.52
ile 0.68 arasinda degismektedir. Bu boyutta yer alan
maddelerin madde-toplam korelasyonlar: ise 0.50
ile 0.62 arasinda degismektedir. Bu faktoriin tek
bagina agikladig1 varyans %8.42'dir.

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin dérdiincii boyutu olan
“Daimicilik” boyutunda sekiz madde yer almakta
ve maddelerin Varimax dik déndiirme yontemiy-
le dondirilmis faktor yiik degerleri 0.42 ile 0.61
arasinda degismektedir. Bu boyutta yer alan mad-
delerin madde-toplam korelasyonlar: ise 0.22 ile
0.48 arasinda degismektedir. Bu faktoriin tek basi-
na agikladig1 varyans %7.03 diir.

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin besinci boyutu olan
“Esasicilik” boyutunda bes madde yer almakta ve
maddelerin Varimax dik dondiirme yontemiyle
dondiiriilmiis faktor yiik degerleri 0.61 ile 0.73 ara-
sinda degismektedir. Bu boyutta yer alan maddele-
rin madde-toplam korelasyonlari ise 0.37 ile 0.53
arasinda degismektedir. Bu faktoriin tek bagina
agikladig1 varyans %6.25dir.

Bes ayr1 faktoriin agikladigr varyanslar toplan-
diginda, yaklasik %50’ye ulastigi goriilmektedir.
Scherer, Wiebe, Luther ve Adams (1988), Sosyal
Bilimlerde %40 ile %60 arasinda degisen varyans
oranlarinin yeterli oldugunu belirtmektedirler
(akt., Tavsancil, 2005). Baslangigta 55 maddeden
olusan deneme formunda yer alan 15 madde ise,
diisiik faktor yiik degerine sahip olmalari ya da bir-
den fazla faktorde yiiksek faktor yiik degerine sahip
olmalari gibi gerekgelerle dlgekten ¢ikartilmistir.

Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizine iliskin Bulgular
Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin agimlayici faktor anali-
zi sonucu elde edilen bes faktér altinda toplanan 40
maddelik yapisina, dogrulayici faktor analizi uygu-
lanmigtir. Dogrulayict faktor analizi sonucu elde
edilen bulgular degerlendirildiginde, x*/sd orani
2.23 (x*/sd=1621.67/728) bulunmustur. Alanyazin-
da kii¢iik 6rneklemlerde bu oranin < 2.5 olmasi-

nin (Kline, 2005), biiyitk 6rneklemlerde ise < 3 ol-

masinin mitkemmel uyuma kargilik geldigi belirtil-
mektedir (Kline, 2005; Stimer, 2000). Bu ¢alismada
aragtirma grubunun 459 kisiden olustugu ve biiyiik
grup olarak nitelendirmek miimkiin oldugu i¢in, <
3 olmasi mitkemmel uyumu gostermektedir.

Alanyazinda GFI ve AGFI degerlerinin 1 olmasinin
mitkemmel uyum gostergesi oldugu belirtilmekte-
dir (Hooper, Coughlan ve Mullen, 2008; Kelloway,
1989; Schumacker ve Lomax, 1996; Siimer, 2000).
Bu ¢alismada GFI= 0.85 ve AGFI=0.83 olarak bu-
lunmus ve yeterli diizeyde olduklar: kabul edil-
mistir. RMSEA degerinin < 0.05 olmasi miikem-
mel uyuma karsilik gelmektedir (Brown, 2006; J6-
reskog ve Sérbom, 1993; Raykov ve Marcoulides,
2008; Schumacker ve Lomax, 1996; Siimer, 2000).
Bu ¢aliymada RMSEA=0.046 bulunmus ve mii-
kemmel olarak nitelendirilmisti. RMR ve SRMR
degerlerinin < 0.08 olmasi iyi uyuma karsilik gel-
mektedir (Brown, 2006; Hu ve Bentler, 1999). Bu
galiymada RMR= 0.065 ve SRMR=0.065 bulunmus
ve iyl uyum gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmistir.
CFI degerinin > 0.95 olmas1 mitkemmel uyumun
gostergesidir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999; Siimer, 2000;
Thompson, 2004). Bu ¢alismada da CFI= 0.97 bu-
lunmug ve mitkemmel olarak nitelendirilmistir.
NFI ve NNFI degerlerinin > 0.95 olmast miikem-
mel uyumun gostergesidir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999;
Stimer, 2000). Bu ¢aliymada NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.97
bulunmustur. PGFI degerinin ise 1 olmasi mitkem-
mel uyumu ifade etmektedir. Dolayisiyla 1'e ne ka-
dar yakinsa o kadar iyi uyuma kargilik gelir. Bu ¢a-
lismada da PGFI= 0.75 olarak bulunmus ve yeterli
olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Ayrica dogrulayici faktdr analizinde “Ilerlemeci-
lik” boyutunda yer alan “4.Egitim siirekli degisen
yasami 6gretmelidir” ve “5. Egitimin igerigi stirek-
li gézden gegirilmelidir” maddeleri ile “6. Ogren-
ciler, 6grenme siirecine aktif bir sekilde katilmali-
dir” ve “7. Ogretmenin gorevi, 6grenme ortamini
hazirlamak ve yol gostermektir” maddeleri arasin-
da iki modifikasyon yapilmistir. Bu modifikasyon-
larin modelin uyumuna anlamli katki sagladig: be-
lirlenmigtir [x*=94.51, p<.00].

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgegi’nin Giivenirligine
fligkin Bulgular

Tablo 2de Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin giivenirliginin
belirlenmesine yonelik olarak hesaplanan Cronbach-
Alfa i tutarhlik katsayilar1 sunulmaktadr.

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin
ilk boyutu olan “Ilerlemecilik” boyutuna iliskin
Cronbach-alfa i¢ tutarhlik katsayis1 0.91dir. Bu
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Tablo 2.
Egitim Inanglar: Olcegi Cronbach-Alfa I¢ Tutarhilik Katsayilart

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgegi

Cronbach-Alfa I¢ Tutarhlik Katsayilar:

1. flerlemecilik =91
2. Varolus¢u Egitim =89
3. Yeniden Kurmacilik a =281
4. Daimicilik a =70
5. Esasicilik a =70

katsay1 sirasiyla ikinci boyut olan “Varolus¢u Egi-
tim” boyutu i¢in 0.89; ii¢iincii boyut olan “Yeni-
den Kurmacilik” boyutu igin 0.81; dérdiincii boyut
olan “Daimicilik” boyutu igin 0.70; besinci boyutu
olan “Esasicilik” boyutu igin ise 0.70’tir. Ozetle alt
Slgekler icin katsayilarin 0.70-0.91 arasinda degis-
tigi goriilmektedir. Hesaplanan ig tutarlilik katsay1-
lar1 6lgegin giivenirliginin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu-
nu gostermektedir.

Tartisma

Bu ¢alismada 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylari-
nin egitim inanglarini belirlemede kullanilabilecek
gegerli ve giivenilir bir veri toplama aracinin gelisti-
rilmesi amaglanmustir. Baslangigta 55 madde olarak
hazirlanmig olan Egitim Inanglart Olgegi, gerek-
li hazirhk agamalarinin tamamlanmasinin ardin-
dan 6gretmen ve 6gretmenler adaylarindan olusan
bir gruba uygulanmus, bu deneme uygulamasindan
elde edilen veriler iizerinde 6lgegin gegerlik ve gii-
venirlik analizleri yapilmistir. Yapilan agimlayici
faktor analizi sonucunda olgekte yer alan maddele-
rin; Daimici, Esasici, {lerlemeci, Yeniden Kurmaci
ve Varoluscu Egitim felsefelerini temel alan bes fak-
tore yiiklendigi belirlenmistir. 15 madde ise, diisitk
faktor yiik degerine sahip olmalari ya da birden faz-
la faktorde yiiksek faktor yiik degerine sahip olma-
lar1 gibi gerekgelerle 6lgekten gikartimigtir.

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin agimlayict faktér ana-
lizi sonucu elde edilen bes faktor altinda topla-
nan 40 maddelik yapisina, dogrulayici faktor anali-
zi uygulanmustir. Egitim Inanglari Olgeginin dog-
rulayici faktor analizi sonucunda x*/sd orani, GFI/
AGFIL, RMSEA, RMR / SRMR, CFI, NFI / NNFI ve
PGFI uyum indeksleri degerlendirilmis ve indeks-
lerin tiimiiniin model uyumu igin yeterli diizeyde
olduklar1 belirlenmistir. Bunun sonucunda s6z ko-
nusu yapisinin dogrulandigina karar verilmistir.
Ayrica hesaplanan i¢ tutarlibk katsayilar1 6lgegin
giivenirliginin de yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu gos-
termektedir.

Sonug olarak Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin nihai
formu 40 maddeden olusmakta ve tiim maddeler

-

“1-Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum ve 5-Kesinlikle Katili-
yorum seklinde puanlanmaktadir. Bir diger deyis-
le ters puanlanan madde bulunmamaktadir. Olgek-
ten bir toplam puan elde edilmemekte, katilimcila-
rin her bir egitim felsefesini ne kadar benimsedik-
leri belirlenmeye ¢alisiimaktadir. Her bir alt 6lgek-
te farkli sayida madde bulundugundan, kisinin her
bir boyuttan aldig1 puanin, ilgili boyutun madde
say1sina boliinmesi ve 1-5 arasi bir ortalamaya d6-
niistiirtilerek birbiri ile karsilastirilabilir hale geti-
rilmesi gerekir. Boylelikle kisinin baskin egitim fel-
sefi ya da felsefeleri belirlenebilir ve kisi ilgili gru-
ba atanabilir. Bir alt 6l¢ekten alinan puanin yiiksek
olmasi, katilimcilarin o alt 6lgekteki egitim felsefe-
sine inandigini ve benimsedigini, diisitk olmast ise,
s6z konusu felsefeye olan inancinin az oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Egitim Inanglar1 Olgeginin gegerlik ve giivenirli-
ginin belirlenmesine yonelik bulgular birlikte de-
gerlendirildiginde, 6lgegin 6gretmenlerin ve o8-
retmen adaylarinin egitime iliskin inanglarinin 61-
giilmesinde kullanilabilecek gegerli ve giivenilir
bir arag oldugu ifade edilebilir. Elde edilen bulgu-
lar dogrultusunda, bu ¢alisma kapsaminda gelisti-
rilen aracin, ilgili alanyazindaki 6nemli bir eksikli-
gi giderecegi, bundan sonraki galiymalarda kulla-
nilabilecek psikometrik nitelikleri yeterli bir 6l¢gme
arac1 olma ozelligi tagidig: belirtilebilir. Ayrica 6l-
¢egin egitim alaninda ¢alisan yoneticiler, miifettis-
ler ve akademisyenler gibi farkli gruplarda kulla-
nilmas1 durumunda, bu gruplar igin de gegerlik ve
giivenirlik kanitlarinin tiretilmesi yararli olacaktir.
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Abstract

The aim of this study is to develop a valid and reliable scale that can be used in determining educational beli-
efs of teachers and prospective teachers. After studies such as scale expert views and the evaluation of intelli-
gibility, the measure is administered to a sample consisting of 154 teachers and 305 prospective teachers with
a total number of 459 participants. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses are applied in order to deter-
mine the construct validity of the scale. According to the exploratory factor analysis results, the scale consists
of five factors including: Perennialism, Essentialism, Progressivism, Reconstructionalism, and Existentionalism
with a total of 40 five-Likert type items. Item factor loadings in the related scale range from 0.42 to 0.74, correc-
ted item-total correlations between 0.22 and 0.90, and reliability coefficients between 0.70 and 0.91. Also, the
five-factor construct of the scale is confirmed by exploratory factor analysis. The research findings have showed
that the Educational Belief Scale is a valid and reliable scale that can be used in determining educational beli-
efs of teachers and prospective teachers.
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Culture is defined as shared values and beliefs.  to their beliefs (Bandura, 1977; Enochs & Riggs,

Beliefs are cultural elements that play important
roles in social and organizational life since they
are considered to be a cultural element in all stud-
ies on culture and organizational culture (Hoy &
Miskel, 2001). Beliefs are cognitions one gets in his
relationship with the environment (Trompenaars,
1993), and consist of the individual’s past and
present knowledge of reality (Sabuncuoglu & Tiiz,
2001). According to Crutchfield (1970), beliefs are
constant organizations, and a belief is the total of
meanings something defines and an individual’s
entire knowledge of an object (cited in Atay, 2003).
Beliefs are stronger than the effects of experiences
and far more effective than real experiences in
building human behavior (Bandura, 1977). Beliefs
affect people’s manners and people live according
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1990; Hoy & Miskel, 2001). For this reason, beliefs
establish the cognitive or intellectual side of man-
ners (Arkonag, 2001; Kagit¢ibasi, 2006). Therefore,
determining teachers’ and prospective teachers’ ed-
ucational beliefs is quite necessary and important
for understanding and defining the related group’s
behavior. According to Enochs and Riggs (1990),
studying teachers’ beliefs has vital importance in
terms of understanding teacher behavior.

It is stated in the related literature that educational
beliefs are formed based on educational philosophy
(Livingston, McClain & DeSpain, 1995; Pajares,
1992; Rideout, 2006; Silvernail, 1992a, 1992b). The
supplementary function of educational philosophy
is to arrange and compose the educational beliefs
obtained by evaluation and analysis of many pos-
sibilities (Brauner & Burns, 1982). In this sense, it
can be said that the basic determinant of individu-
als’ educational beliefs is their educational philoso-
phies. Accordingly, it was preferred in this study to
configure and determine educational beliefs based
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on educational philosophies. Philosophy helps
individuals be interested in their personal beliefs
and values, understand the reason for existence,
and who they are, and to some extent, where to
go (Demirel, 2002). Philosophy is the production
of people’s efforts of curiosity, learning, thinking,
questioning, and understanding (Aydin, 2000).
Although there have not been certain and fully
acknowledged definitions of philosophy, it can be
defined as a bonding process based on establishing
reality and a dynamic total of the productions ob-
tained at the end of this process (Demirel, 2002).

Educational philosophy, on the other hand, can be
defined as a discipline or a total of systematic ideas
and conceptions that orients education, shapes
goals, and leads education applications (Fidan &
Erden, 1998). Cevizci (2005) has broadened this
definition and defined educational philosophy as
a philosophy branch that dwells on the problems
of education’s possibilities, nature, objectives, and
methods with methods peculiar to philosophy and
aims to answer questions such as whether education
is possible or not, whether education is independent
of conveying a certain ideology and doctrine or not,
whether there is a need for a teacher in education
or not, if the main objective in education is to con-
vey knowledge or gaining skills of enlightenment,
if education should deal with facts, and whether
there are differences between education targeting
knowledge and education based on actions or not.
Educational philosophy, in this sense, is a discipline
or thinking method that provides a point of view for
educationalists (Brauner & Burns, 1982).

Introducing main approaches of various educa-
tional philosophies’ conceptions help the relation-
ships of education’s objectives, functions, program,
and methods with these philosophical situations
seem better (Yayla, 2009). It is possible to evalu-
ate all sub-systems of education, relationships, and
consistency between them with educational philos-
ophy (Erden, 2007). In fact, consciously or not, all
educationalists have a certain type of educational
philosophy. Therefore, teachers” approaches in dif-
ferent educational philosophies functionally affect
the styles with which the students are taught. For
instance, teachers manage their classes according
to their approaches on knowledge and the role of
the teacher (Livingston et al., 1995). In other words,
classroom applications are affected by teachers’ be-
liefs in school and learning (Bauch, 1982; Fang,
1996; Hermans, Tondeur, Van Braak, & Valcke,
2008; Levin & Wadmany, 2005, 2006; Livingston
et al., 1995; Woolley, Benjamin, & Woolley, 2004).

-

In this study, Perennialism, Essentialism, Progres-
sivism, Reconstructionalism, and Existentionalism
were taken into consideration and the scale was
based on these theories. The related educational
philosophies are briefly explained below.

Perennialism is mainly based on classical idealism
and realism. Absolute constant in education is em-
phasizing universal principles and tradition. Ac-
cording to Perennialism, including human nature,
moral principles and values are the same every-
where and always and do not change. People should
be taught according to these unchanging facts.
According to perennialists, the objective of educa-
tion is developing human mind and will, adapting
into universal and unchanging facts and not into
the world one lives in, correct and effective use of
mind’s laws, using deduction, being free and re-
sponsible, working with discipline, not copying life,
preparing oneself for life and raising aristocrats (Er-
den, 2007; Ergiin, 2009; Sonmez, 2002; Yayla, 2009).

Essentialism is based on realism and idealism. As a
social and cultural being, man is not equipped by
knowledge by birth; knowledge is acquired in time
and for this reason, knowledge can only be reached
by induction. Essentialists see the teacher’s role in
class just as perennialists do. Teacher is an expert
of a particular subject and the only responsible
person for decision making in the class because
students are not grown-ups enough to know what
they want and what is more important (Erden,
2007). According to essentialists, the main objec-
tive of education is raising knowledgeable and tal-
ented individuals by conveying society’s knowledge
and cultural heritage into young generations and so
enabling them to become socialized (Ergiin, 2009;
Sénmez, 2002; Yayla, 2009).

Progressivism, unlike perennialism and fundamen-
talism, rejects unchanging and universal absolute
facts and sees change as the center of education. In
this sense, it can be stated that it is the application
of pragmatism into education. This movement op-
poses extreme formalism of traditional education,
its strict and oppressive sense of discipline, and
teacher-centeredness, passive education approach
that educates passive individuals. All kinds of ap-
plications in education process should be based on
humans’ hedonist motivation. According to this
movement, knowledge is acquired by the scientific
method and trial and error. Activity based educa-
tion is student-centered. Education is life itself and
not a preparation for life. In this context, the con-
tent of classes should be composed according to
attractive knowledge; skills, design, and problems
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students can immediately use (Ergiin, 2009; S6n-
mez, 2002; Yayla, 2009). School, on the other hand,
is a small model of society. School is not a place
that makes students get ready for life; it is where life
is lived. For this reason, everything in life should
also be in the school (Erden, 2007).

Reconstructionalism can be seen as the follower of
progressivism and this movement is also based on
pragmatism. According to this movement, human-
ity has come to the edge of a turnout; it will either
perish or step into a new civilization. Primary ob-
jective of education is to rebuild the society in or-
der to overcome the cultural crisis of our age. In
order to do this, basic values the Western society
has established should be reevaluated. In this sense,
education should be seen as an instrument in form-
ing a world society based on common values since
education is what is needed to overcome the cur-
rent crisis. Education is not only the life but also
the future. By means of education, society should
be repeatedly shaped and arranged (Sonmez, 2002;
Yayla, 2009). Reconstructionalists find the pro-
gressivists’ ideas wrong that are learner-centered
education approach and emphasize the needs of
middle class, and they claim that a society-centered
education which cares for all society’s needs is quite
important (Erden, 2007).

Existentionalist education is the reflection of
existentionalism According to
Kaufmann (1995), existentionalism is neither an
idea school nor a philosophical movement stuck
between narrow frames of any doctrines. Exist-
ence is philosophy itself. Existence cannot be re-
duced into any rules or codes because life flows
like a river that has chosen its way (cited in Aydin,
2000). Common point where existentionalist phi-
losophers meet is human freedom. Above all,
existentionalists point out that they try to show
people that they are free and they can choose what
to value and how to live instead of what to do in a
particular situation (Cevizci, 2010). In this context,
an existentionalist life and the objective of educa-
tion make people free, become aware of their free-
dom, and make them gain awareness in the value
of their preferences (Kale, 2009). These views of ex-
istentionalism have also penetrated into education.
Therefore, education should be arranged according
to experiences that will enable an individual to en-
rich his standpoint in life and make him choose.
Social and natural events and circumstances
should be presented to students with a wide range
and diversity because these are instruments that
convey one into self-fulfillment (S6nmez, 2002). It
is very important what the student feels, does, and

in education.

thinks. Learners in the class are the subjects and
not the objects (Sungur, 2002). In the aforemen-
tioned movements, students are generally taught
for adaptation into society, group experience, and
environment. This situation prevents one from be-
ing an individual and self-fulfillment (Tozlu, 1997).
It is easy to determine the objective of education in
other movements, whereas it is not that easy to do
that in existentionalism because existentionalism
strongly criticizes the current education approach.

Many educational research studies emphasize that
educational beliefs shape teachers’ choices and
actions. However, there has been few research
on educational beliefs (Quinlan, 1997). This case
also applies to Turkey. There have been some re-
search studies on determining the views of teachers
(Coban, 2007; Doganay & Sari, 2003), prospective
teachers (Ekiz, 2005; 2007; Duman, 2008; Du-
man & Ulubey, 2008), and school administrators
(Karadag, Baloglu, & Kaya, 2009) about educa-
tional philosophy. However, when it is taken into
consideration that studying philosophical views
and objectives provide knowledge on the real side
of education and training (Livingston et al., 1995),
it can be stated that there is more need for this sort
of research. In the light of these arguments, it is
the aim of this study to develop a valid and reliable
scale that can be used in determining the educa-
tional beliefs of teachers and prospective teachers.

During the development process of the scale, the
literature was examined and the current study and
scales were reached. There were no scales directly
entitled as educational beliefs in Turkey, whereas
there were several scales (Silvernail, 1992a) related
to educational beliefs in the foreign literature. In
studies by Silvernail (1992a, 1992b), it was attempt-
ed to determine teachers’ educational beliefs based
on educational philosophies. There have been some
studies aimed at determining the views on educa-
tional philosophy in Turkey. It was found that basi-
cally two scales were used in these studies. These
were the Philosophy Preference Evaluation Scale
(Wiles & Bondi, 1984) and the Educational Philos-
ophy Scale developed by Ekiz (2005, 2007). It was
also seen that these scales were generally used in
other research. The Philosophy Preference Evalua-
tion Scale (Wiles & Bondi, 1984) was developed to
determine the participants’ views about Perennial-
ism, Idealism, Realism, Experimentalism, and Ex-
istentionalism. The Educational Philosophy Scale
(Ekiz, 2005, 2007) was developed to determine the
participants’ views about Perennialism, Essential-
ism, Progressivism, and Reconstructionalism.
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Method
Sample

The sample consisted of 154 voluntary primary and
secondary school teachers in the center of Kiitahya
Province in the spring semester of the 2009-2010
academic year and 305 prospective teachers from
undergraduate and non-thesis master programs of
different departments of Dumlupinar University,
Faculty of Education. 80 (51.90%) of the 154 teach-
ers in the sample were primary school teachers
and 53 (34.40%) were secondary school teachers.
21 (13.60%) teachers did not give any information
about their school level. 77 of (50.00%) the teach-
ers were females and 77 (50.00%) were males. 34
(22.10%) were classroom teachers and 94 (61.00%)
were branch teachers. 26 (16.90%) of the teachers
did not give any information about whether they
were classroom teachers or branch teachers. As
for the prospective teachers, 215 (71.20%) were fe-
males and 87 (28.80%) were males. 19 (6.30%) of
the total 217 undergraduate teachers were Grade-1
students, 93 (30.80%) were Grade-2 students, 46
(15.20%) were Grade-3 students and 59 (19.50%)
were Grade-4 students. 36 (16.50%) of them were
from the Department of Preschool Teaching, 24
(11.00%) were from the Department of Classroom
Teaching, 78 (36.00%) were from the Depart-
ment of Social Sciences Teaching, and 79 (36.50%)
were from the Department of Turkish Language
Teaching. As for the prospective teachers of non-
thesis programs, 26 (30.60%) of 85 teachers were
from the Master Program of Physics Teaching, 45
(53.00%) were from the Master Program of Philos-
ophy Group Teaching and 14 (16.40%) were from
the Master Program of Art (Painting) Teaching.

Development of the Educational Belief Scale

In the light of scales obtained by the literature
review and other information, an item pool was
formed by the researchers (Coban, 2007; Doganay
& Sar1, 2003; Duman, 2008; Duman & Ulubey,
2008; Ekiz, 2005, 2007; Karadag et al., 2009; Silver-
nail, 1992a). The first form of the scale was prepared
in the pool by the chosen items. This first form was
presented into the views of a group of nine field
and linguistic experts for language and expression
understandability. As a result of the experts’ sug-
gestions, necessary corrections were made and the
scale was once more presented into the views of a
group of 11 teachers and 11 prospective teachers
for evaluation of understandability, easy answer-
able feature, etc. The scale, then, was finalized as a
result of the suggestions of the related group.
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The five Likert type (from “I totally disagree: 1” to
“I totally agree: 5”) 55-item pilot form was applied
to 320 prospective teachers and 160 teachers. How-
ever, 154 of the scales applied to the teachers and
305 of the scales applied to the prospective teachers
were used for analyses. For construct validity of the
scale, exploratory factor analyses based on prin-
cipal component analyses were applied, and then,
confirmatory factor analysis was used to determine
whether the above mentioned construct was valid.

In exploratory factor analysis, .40 was accepted
as the factor loading lowest limit in determining
whether the items were included in the scale. In the
literature, there is a common view that the mini-
mum value of factor loading of an item is 0.30, but
there are also researchers who suggest this value is
0.40 (Sencan, 2005). According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2001), this value is 0.32 and above. Com-
rey and Lee (1992) stated that a factor loading
was considered as “excellent” if it was 0.71 (which
explained 50% of variance), it was considered as
“pretty good” if it was 0.63 (which explained 40% of
variance), as “good” if it was 0.55 (which explained
30% of variance), as “average” if it was 0.45 (which
explained 20% of variance) and as “poor” if it was
0.32 (which explained 10% of variance) (cited in
Tabachnick & Fidel; 2001). Therefore, 0.40 was
accepted as the factor loading lowest limit in the
analysis.

Confirmatory factor analysis is an analysis which
tests whether a specified and restricted construct
is confirmed as a model and it is used to evaluate
construct validity (Floyd & Widaman, 1995; Kline,
2005; Maruyama, 1998). As a result of confirma-
tory factor analysis, various goodness of fit index
is obtained. It is reasonable to evaluate various in-
dexes simultaneously rather than a single fit index
for model confirmation (Cole, 1987; Joreskog &
Sérbom, 1993; Marsh & Hocevar, 1988). As a re-
sult of confirmatory factor analysis of Educational
Belief Scale, x*/df ratio, GFI/AGFI, RMSEA, RMR /
SRMR, CFI, NFI / NNFI and PGFI goodness of fit
indexes were evaluated. Cronbach-Alpha internal
consistency coefficients were calculated for reliabil-
ity of the scale.

Findings

Validity analysis and then reliability analysis of the
Educational Belief Scale were applied. First, Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value and Barlett’s Test
of Sphericity were examined in order to eligibility
of data for factor analysis. KMO is used as a crite-
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rion of factor extraction. A high KMO value means
each variable of the scale is perfectly predictable
by the other variables. If KMO value is lower than
0.50, exploratory factor analysis cannot be applied.
KMO value is evaluated by the specified ranges:
a) “bad” for the range of 0.50-0.60, b) “poor” for
the range of 0.60-0.70, c) “moderate” for the range
of 0.70-0.80, d) “good” for the range of 0.80-0.90
and e) “excellent” for the range of 0.90 and above
(Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2005; Sencan, 2005;
Tavsancil, 2005). In the study, KMO value was .93,
which was “excellent”. Barlett’s Test of Sphericity
was significant [x*=7521.998; p<0.01]. As a result
of these tests, it was decided that exploratory factor
analysis could be applied.

Findings of Validity of the Educational Belief
Scale

Findings of Exploratory Factor Analysis: As a
result of the Educational Belief Scale’s exploratory
factor analysis, KMO was found 0.93 and Barlett’s
Test of Sphericity was found [x2=7521. 998, df =
780, P<.01]. It was seen that the scale had a five fac-
tor construct with 40 items. Explanations of each
factor are given below:

The first factor of Educational Beliefs Scale, “Pro-
gressivism”, consisted of 13 items and the factor
loadings rotated by Varimax ranged from 0.50 to
0.69. As corrected item-total correlations of the
items in this factor were examined, it was seen that
they ranged from 0.89 to 0.91. Variance that this
factor uniquely explained was 16.45%. Eigenvalue
of this factor was 11.66.

The second factor of Educational Belief Scale, “Ex-
istentionalist Education’, consisted of seven items
and the factor loadings of these items that were
rotated by Varimax ranged from 0.58 to 0.74. Cor-
rected item-total correlations of the items in this
factor ranged from 0.62 to 0.74. Variance that this
factor uniquely explained was 11.42%. Eigenvalue
of this factor was 3.26.

The third factor of Educational Belief Scale, “Re-
constructionalism”, consisted of seven items and
the factor loadings of these items that were rotated
by Varimax ranged from 0.52 to 0.68. Corrected
item-total correlations of the items in this factor
ranged from 0.50 to 0.62. Variance that this factor
uniquely explained was 8.42%. Eigenvalue of this
factor was 1.92.

The fourth factor of Educational Belief Scale, “Per-
ennialism”, consisted of eight items and the factor

loadings of these items that were rotated by Var-
imax ranged from 0.42 to 0.61. Corrected item-
total correlations of the items in this factor ranged
from 0.22 to 0.48. Variance that this factor uniquely
explained was 7.03%. Eigenvalue of this factor was
1.54.

The fifth factor of Educational Belief Scale, “Es-
sentialism”, consisted of five items and the factor
loadings of these items that were rotated by Var-
imax ranged from 0.61 to 0.73. Corrected item-
total correlations of the items in this factor ranged
from 0.37 to 0.53. Variance that this factor uniquely
explained was 6.25%. Eigenvalue of this factor was
1.44.

It was seen that a variance of approximately 50%
was explained when the variance that five differ-
ent factors explained was summed. Scherer, Wiebe,
Luther and Adams (1988) suggested that variance
ratios ranging from 40% to 60% were sufficient in
social sciences (cited in Tavsancil, 2005). 15 of 55
items in the pilot form were extracted from the
scale because of low factor loadings or high factor
loadings of more than one factor.

Findings of Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Con-
firmatory factor analysis was applied to the five-
factor construct obtained by the Educational Belief
Scale’s exploratory factor analysis. As a result of
confirmatory factor analysis, x*/df ratio was 2.23
(x*/df=1621.67/728). In the literature, it is stated
that a ratio equal to or lower than 2.5 in small sam-
ples (Kline, 2005), and a ratio equal to greater than
3 in large samples correspond to “excellent” good-
ness of fit (Kline, 2005; Siimer, 2000). A ratio of <
3 showed “excellent” goodness of fit because of the
large sample of the study.

In the literature, it is stated that GFI and AGFI
indexes equal to 1 means excellent goodness of fit
(Schumacker & Lomax, 1996; Hooper, Coughlan,
& Mullen, 2008; Kelloway, 1989; Siimer, 2000). In
the study, GFI was 0.85 and AGFI was 0.83 and
they were sufficient. RMSEA equal to or lower than
0.05 means excellent goodness of fit (Brown, 2006;
Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Raykov & Marcoulides,
2008; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996; Siimer, 2000).
In the study, RMSEA was 0.046 and it was consid-
ered as excellent goodness of fit. RMR and SRMR
equal to or lower than 0.08 mean good fit (Brown,
2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). In the study, RMR and
SRMR were found as 0.065 and they were the in-
dicators of sufficient goodness of fit. CFI equal to
or greater than 0.95 means excellent goodness of
fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Siimer, 2000; Thompson,
2004). In the study, CFI was 0.97 and it was consid-
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ered as excellent. NFI and NNFI equal to or greater
than 0.95 mean excellent goodness of fit (Hu &
Bentler, 1999; Siimer, 2000). In the study, NFI was
0.95 and NNFI was 0.97. PGFI equal to 1 means ex-
cellent goodness of fit. In the study, PGFI was 0.75
and it was considered as sufficient.

Also, in confirmatory factor analysis, two modifi-
cations were applied between the following items
in the Progressivism factor: between “4. Education
should teach the ever changing life” and “5. Educa-
tion content should always be reviewed” and also
between “6. Students should actively participate
in learning process” and “7. Task of the teacher
should be preparing the learning environment and
conducting it”. It was observed that the modifica-
tions significantly contributed to the model fit [x
=94.51, p<.00].

Findings of Reliability of the Educational Belief
Scale

When Cronbach-alpha internal consistency coef-
ficients calculated for Educational Belief Scale’s re-
liability were examined, the following coeflicients

»

were obtained: “Progressivism: 0.91”, “Existention-
alism: 0.89”, “Reconstructionalism: 0.81”, “Peren-
nialism: 0.70” and “Essentialism: 0.70”. The calcu-
lated internal consistency coefficients showed that

reliability of the scale was high.

Discussion

In this study, the aim was to develop a valid and
reliable scale that can be used in determining the
educational beliefs of teachers and prospective
teachers. The Educational Belief Scale, initially
with 55 items, was applied to a group of teachers
and prospective teachers, and validity and reliabil-
ity analyses of the scale were carried out following
the pilot application. As a result of the exploratory
factor analysis, it was determined that the items
in the scale were loaded in five factors based on
Perennialism, Essentialism, Progressivism, Recon-
structionalism, and Existentionalism.

Confirmatory factor analysis was applied to the
five-factor construct obtained by the Educational
Belief Scale’s exploratory factor analysis. As a result
of confirmatory factor analysis of Educational Be-
lief Scale, x*/df ratio, GFI/AGFI, RMSEA, RMR /
SRMR, CFI, NFI / NNFI and PGFI goodness of fit
indexes were evaluated and found sufficient. Also,
Cronbach-Alpha internal consistency coefficients
were high.
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Consequently, the final form of Educational Belief
Scale consisted of 40 items. All of the items includ-
ed in the scale were scored as “I totally disagree:
1”7 and “T totally agree: 5”. In other words, none of
the items were reverse code. Total score from the
scale is not obtainable, yet it is aimed to get a view
on how the participants adopt the educational phi-
losophies. As there are different numbers of items
in each factor, it is essential to divide each person’s
factor score into the related factor’s item number
and convert the result into a range of 1-5 for com-
parison. Thus, the individual’s dominant philoso-
phy or philosophies are found and the individual
can be appointed to the related philosophy. A high
score from a factor shows that the participants be-
lieve and adopt the educational philosophy in the
factor, whereas a low score shows that they have lit-
tle belief in related philosophy.

As the findings of the validity and reliability of the
Educational Belief Scale are evaluated, it might be
suggested that the related scale is a valid and reli-
able scale that can be used to measure the educa-
tional beliefs of teachers and prospective teachers.
In the light of the findings, it can be stated that the
instrument developed in the study will compensate
for an important deficiency in the related literature
and that it can be used as a scale that has sufficient
psychometric features in future studies. Besides,
further validity and reliability studies are recom-
mended for groups such as administrators, super-
visors, and academicians in education.
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