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ABSTRACT

This study aims to put forward students’ opinions about value education and values the students
who were in the 3™ and 4" grade of education faculty. Survey model was used as the main research
design in the study. A criterion sampling method was used to determine the participants. As the
study group, a total of 472 pre-service teachers who were studying at 3™and 4" grade in the Faculty
of Education Social Studies Education, Primary Education, Pre-school Education, Science Education
and Turkish Language Teaching departments from two different state universities were included
in the survey. "Value Education Written Opinion Form" prepared by the researchers was applied
to pre-service teachers in order to collect the data. In addition to the personal information
questions about the variables of gender, department and value education, there were open-ended
questions to determine their views about what values were considered more important by the pre-
service teachers, how to teach and evaluate values. In the process of developing the form, the
questions prepared by the researchers were presented to the experts' opinions and necessary
corrections were made according to the feedback. The intelligibility of the resulting draft form was
tested by applying to a sufficient number of pre-service teachers for trial. After this application,
the form was made ready for the actual application as a result of the necessary arrangements. The
data obtained through the form was analyzed by means of content analysis method and presented
in the form of tables; findings were discussed with the support of the literature. This comparative
study has revealed possible similarities and differences on views of the pre-service teachers with
different branches who have studied in different departments of the Faculty of Education.
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INTRODUCTION

Humans are social beings and they have to use a common living space with other people for various reasons.
Within the framework of this common life, there are a number of social, political, moral and cultural principles
and rules that enable people to live together. The majority of these principles and rules that are adopted by the
society constitute values (Kilcan, 2013). One of the main aims of education at schools is to raise individuals in
accordance with the values and norms of society. Considering this aim, it is apparent that the nature of value
education is needed to be analyzed. Although values are important issues that should be built up and developed
through education, the necessary importance cannot be given within the scope of educational sciences in
general. One of the reasons for this might be the fact that value education is, in some ways, given to the other

institutions rather than schools (Doganay, 2006).

When children are born, they are surrendered with a specific culture and also with the values that will guide
them in society. Almost none of these values are innate, so they need to be acquired through education. In
several processes of getting social, children learn moral and ethical principles that are constructed, experienced
and reflected by society. They constantly develop new cognitive and motor skills, at the same time, they get
some ideas about morals. In other words, they learn to discriminate between the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ and in the
light of this discrimination, they learn how to decide. In addition, moral development includes being strong
enough to act in accordance with the 'morals’ even if the ‘good’ way is more complex or hard. The moral
development of the children is affected by several factors such as interpersonal relations (with family, peers,

teachers...etc.) and physical, cognitive, emotional, and social skills (Oswalt, 2010).

Value is defined as an abstract measure, which is used to determine the importance of something (TDK, 2009).
While Glingor (1998) defines value as the belief that something is desirable or not, and Celikkaya (1996) defines
value asany belief, feelings, thoughts, behaviors, rules or rules of social, human, ideological or divine origin that
are accepted, adopted and kept alive within a society, an ideology or among people. Roakeach (1973) defines
value as a permanent belief that a certain purpose of behavior and existence is preferred to its opponents
personally and socially. According to Ministry of Education (2005), values as common thoughts, aims, basic moral
principles or beliefs that are considered as necessary and correct by most of the members of society in order to

enable a social group’s or society’s existence, unity, functionality, and continuity.

Values that exist in the base of all cultures are the principles describing what is important, valuable and
demandable. These abstract thoughts or values guide people or give meaning to the things they do (Giddens,
2000). Theoreticians consider values as criteria that are used by people for selecting actions, justifying these
actions and evaluating themselves. They are also considered as a measurement tool that people use for this

evaluation. Here, values are seen as criteria that pertain to objects instead of qualities (Schwartz, 1992).

Values are the standards and criteria that we use for judging whether something is good or bad, positive or
negative, nice or unkind. There are basic and core values that are shared by each of us. These are independence,

freedom, wisdom, courage, safety, pleasure, social acknowledgment, self-respect, honesty, cleanliness,
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happiness, real friendship, helpfulness, equality, broadmindedness, joy, love, responsibility, etc. (Martorella, Beal

& Bolick, 2005; Rokeach, 1968; Shaver & Strong, 1976).

Values are the foremost factors that enable individuals to control themselves and societies to control individuals
(Yazici, 2006). There are several restrictive social limitations that are designed by societies, and these limitations
come to existence in historical process (Armstrong, 1980). The most basic feature of values is that they are
unifying phenomena adopted by society or individuals. They are the criteria believed to meet the social needs of
the society and for the well-being of individuals. They are judgments that concern not only consciousness but
also emotions and excitement. Values are motives that take place in the individual's consciousness and direct

behavior (Ozgiiven, 1999).

According to John Dewey, a value is a thing that needs to be respected, appraised, and appreciated with priority.
It is the action of reaching something and conserving it and also the action of judgment on the amount of worth
and its nature while comparing it with other things (Venkataiah, 2007). According to Zecha (1999) values are true
for a single person under certain conditions in a certain community. Different societies adopt different lifestyles,
ethical judgment, and legal sanction. It is nearly impossible for a person to have and support a universal moral.
Furthermore, although they tend to adapt themselves to the community they live in, value judgments of
individuals on what is right or wrong are different from each other. Considering this, values are entirely
subjective. However, humans are social; they exist and live in a community. Therefore, the aim of value education
is to give information about the rules for healthy relations with others and also to teach the skills for applying

these rules wisely (Aspin, 2007).

According to the idealist understanding, value education includes teaching students to model the valued
behavior and good people prototypes in general (Yel & Aladag, 2012). Lickona (1992) points out that value
education is a basis for a democratic society. According to him, if democracy means self-government, people
should first be provided with a fair and independent society. This means a society in which people are at least
‘good’. People who understand democracy and are in agreement about the moral dimension are always
interested in respecting others’ rights, accepting laws, volunteering to join public, and the wellbeing of the

society (Lickona, 1992 cited in Akbas, 2008).

There are many different views on how values should be evaluated. For the evaluation of students’ moral
development, specially designed tests used by psychologists need to be applied. On the other hand, in the light
of students’ words they use, comments and behaviors in the classroom during their daily school lives, it is possible
for teachers to evaluate the moral development of students almost in a perfect way. There is no reason not to
include this kind of observations and opportunities for the evaluation of developments into the evaluation of

academic developments (Wringe, 2006).

Teachers affect the moral development of their students consciously or unconsciously. In the classrooms, they
implement the education policy and pedagogical vision of the school and also their own cultural and pedagogical

background. Teachers express values through the materials they choose, examples they give, contents of the
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subjects and their style of guiding students (Gudmundsdottir, 1990). A teacher may convey the values but at the
same time, they may create situations where different views on value are compared with each other. During the
process of education, teachers serve as a role model. Students do not have to emulate that role model, but they
are inevitably confronted with this (Leenders & Vaugelers, 2009). Teachers may reflect a pedagogical vision
through which a specific citizen type is predominated. Different types of citizenship such as individualist
citizenship and critical democratic citizenship exist in the literature. Different types of citizenship bring about
different educational implementations (Goodman, 1992; Apple & Beane, 1995). Not only the expectations of
other people, general education policy and unique atmosphere of the school, but also the specific value

judgments that teachers have are the biggest decision makers on what students should be educated for.

Values and values education in schools issue in Turkey has started to be addressed in a planned manner after
2004. It has become an area of research on which many studies have been made after it has been mentioned
openly in the curriculum since 2004 (Ulusoy & Arslan, 2016). When we look at studies related to values education
in Turkey, 32 pre-service teachers participated in the study of Yazar (2012), in which he examined pre-service
teachers' views on values... According to the findings of the study, it is seen that the main values that direct the
lives of pre-service teachers are spiritual values, followed by economic and religious values. It is understood that
the teacher candidates think that the family plays an important role in the acquisition of values and that families
should be educated about the acquisition of values. In the study by Bayirl et al. (2020), in which they tried to
reveal teachers' experiences in the implementation of values education and their opinions based on these
experiences, 10 teachers participated. As a result of the research, it has been determined that teachers see values
education as necessary due to the changes in our society and culture, teachers mostly use the approaches of
learning through inculcation and action / behavior during values education, and that the value education
activities have a positive effect on students. In his research, Sayin (2020) examined the opinions of teachers
working in primary schools on values education and found that teachers had the idea that values education was
necessary. Oguz (2012) aimed to reveal the opinions of teacher candidates on values and values education in his
research. As a result of the analysis of the data, it is seen that the teacher candidates mostly agree with the types
of universalism, helpfulness and security. Their views on value education can mostly be grouped under the
headings such as being a model, benefiting from experiences, and providing environments where students can

express their thoughts.

The values given to the pre-service teachers are twofold: The first is to show the values in their own behaviors
and set an example for the students, and the second is to learn how the education should be given to the
students. There are principles and standards that determine the behaviors and attitudes expected from teachers
in schools. It is one of the most important goals of teacher education that prospective teachers who will train the
next generations learn national and universal moral rules and demonstrate in their behavior. A teacher lacking
values such as integrity, honesty, reliability, justice, tolerance, democracy, responsibility, love and respect cannot
be expected to be beneficial to students. All individuals develop themselves with values education he received

and creates his own values system. All pre-service teachers take compulsory or optional values education course
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during pedagogical formation education. Pre-service teachers' views and preferences regarding values are
important due to the education and life experience they receive. The aim of this study is to comparatively
investigate the values abided by pre-service teachers of different teaching fields in faculty of education and also

their perceptions of value education.

METHOD

This section includes the research design, study group, data collection tool, and analysis.
Research Design

The survey model, as one of the general research designs, was used for the current study. This model is an
attempt to obtain data from members of a population to determine the current status of that population with
respect to one or more variables (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012). Research aimed at collecting data to
determine specific characteristics of a group is called survey research (Buylikoztiirk, Kihig Cakmak, Akgin,
Karadeniz & Demirel, 2012). Surveys are non-experimental research designs that are based on questionnaires
and interviews (Burke Johnson & Christensen, 2017). In other words, survey designs aim to describe a past

situation or an existing situation in its current condition (Karasar, 2006).
Study Group

Table 1 and Table 2 below present demographical data about the participants. In this study criterion sampling
method, one of the purposeful sampling methods, was employed. Criterion sampling is the creation of
observation units in a research from people, events, objects or situations with certain qualities (Blyukoztirk et
al., 2012). Another definition is that criterion sampling involves selecting cases that meet some predetermined
criterion of importance (Patton, 2001, p. 238). The basic understanding here is the study of all situations that

meet a set of predetermined criteria (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2016).

Table 1. Demographical Characteristics of Participants

Variable Frequency Percentage
Universities
A 304 64.4
B 168 35.6
Total 472 100

A number of criteria were taken into account in the determination of the two universities as the study group.
The first criterion is that University A represents a university established in the city center, and University B
represents the rural area. The second criterion is that University A is an older institution while University B is a
newer institution. In addition, universities in different regions were selected to increase the scope validity of the

study.

1885 Sabanci, O. & Altikulag, A. (2020). Values and Value Education According to Students of Education Faculty,
International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches, Vol: 5, Issue: 13, pp. (1881-1932).



IJETSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) (ISSN: 2587-0238)

Cilt / Vol: 5 Sayi / Issue: 13 Yil / Year: 2020

Table 2. Distribution of the Participants in terms of Departments, Grades and Gender

Variable Frequency Percentage
Gender

Female 357 75.6
Male 113 24
Invalid 2 0.4
Department

Social Studies Education 124 26.3
Pre-school Education 120 25.4
Primary Education 101 214
Science Education 84 17.8
Turkish Language Teaching 43 9.1
Grade

3™ grade 330 69.9
4t grade 142 30.1
Total 472 100

For the present study, 472 pre-service teachers who were studying educational sciences in different departments
of two state universities were included. When descriptive statistics of the participants were analyzed, it was seen
that of all the 472 participants, 75.6% were female (n=357) and 24% were male (n=113). On the other hand,
when the participants were analyzed according to the variable of the departments they were studying in, it was
seen that 26.3% (n=124) of the participants were studying Social Studies, 25.4% (n=120) were studying Pre-school
Education, 21.4% (n=101) were studying Primary Education, 17.8% (n=84) were studying Science Education, and
9.1% (n=43) were studying Turkish Language Teaching. According to the variable of 'grade’, of the 472
participants, 69.9% (n=330) were 3" grade and 30.1% (n=142) were 4" grade students. In the research, the
selection of 3" and 4™ grade students was effective in both completing the curriculum, participating in more
guestionnaire studies and accepting to participate in the research. Participants took courses in which knowledge
about values and value education, special teaching methods for observing and applying this knowledge,

community service practices, school experience and teaching practice lessons were provided.
Data Collection Tool and Analysis

In order to collect the data, “Value Education Interview Form” prepared by the researchers was applied to the
pre-service teachers. The interview began with questions about participants' personal information such as
gender, their departments at the university and whether they took a course about value education before or not.
Later, participants were asked to complete 4 open-ended questions about their views on how values should be
taught and evaluated, and which values were important for them. The first question was designed to find out
which values were the most important for pre-service teachers and why. The second question was designed to
ascertain whether values were teachable or not. In the third question, participants were asked to indicate three

effective methods they intended to use in the future for teaching values and give reasons. The final question of
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the interview was for eliciting information on the evaluation of the methods preferred by pre-service teachers in

order to evaluate value education.

In the process of developing the interview form, firstly the experts analyzed the questions generated by the
researchers, and then necessary corrections were made. For this revision process of the interview questions, 5
experts consisting of two field experts, a linguist, an expert on assessment and evaluation and an expert on
psychology and counseling were asked for their opinions. Once the experts analyzed the questions, the draft
form of the interview form was applied to a sufficient number of students so that the understandability was
checked. Following this pilot interview, the form was revised again and prepared for the real implementation.
On the completion of the interview form in two different universities, the researchers coded the data. Then the
codes were compared by the researchers. After this process, the coding procedure was completed. For assessing
the reliability of the study, the reliability formula developed by Miles and Huberman (1994) was used: “Reliability
= Agreement)/ (Agreement + Disagreement) x 100” (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Using this formula, the
agreement percentage was calculated. The general agreement percentage for all the questions calculated by two
researchers was 0.95 (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2016 ). In addition, randomly selected data (25% of all data set) was
analyzed by the third researcher and agreement percentage was computed as 93.3. As the agreement

percentages were above 70%, it was considered as reliable (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yildirim & Simsek, 2016).

Descriptive analysis was used to analyze the data obtained through the interview forms. Results about the views
of pre-service teachers on value education were shown on tables. The main aim of descriptive analysis is to
summarize and interpret the obtained data according to the themes that are previously determined (Yildirm &
Simsek, 2016). According to Ozden and Saban (2017), in descriptive studies, data are obtained for the aim of
describing a specific group (p. 3). Later, the results were interpreted and discussed with supports from literature.
The present study is a comparative study, so it has revealed possible similarities and differences among the views
of pre-service teachers who studied different fields in different departments of the faculty of education on values
and value education. For the reliability and validity procedures, strategies such as purposive sampling, detailed
description, and confirmatibility were used (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Yildirim & Simsek, 2016). Direct quotes were
given in some parts of the study, and some letters were used as abbreviations. Within this respect, for the two
state universities where the study was carried, A was used while mentioning the state university in central
Anatolia Region and B for the other university located in Mediterranean Region. Moreover, for describing the
participants, 5 letters were used. The first letter represented the university, the second letter represented the
university department, the third letter represented the gender, the fourth letter represented the grade, and the
fifth letter represented the number of the participant. For instance, for the abbreviation ‘A, SSE, M, 4, 12’, A
means the participant was in the university located on Central Anatolia Region; SSE means the participant was
studying in Social Studies Education department; M means the participants was male, 4 means he was a 4th
grade student and 12 was the number of the participant. The abbreviations of the departments are SSE: Social
Studies Education, TLT: Turkish Language Teaching, SE: Science Education, PSE: Pre-school Education and PE:

Primary Education.
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FINDINGS (RESULTS)

In this section of the research, the data obtained from open-ended questions are presented in tables in a
comparative way. The first step in this process was to find out the indispensable values for pre-service teachers
in their present lives (see Table 3). Once the most important values were revealed, preservice teachers were
then asked whether they had taken elective courses on value education before. The data is shown in Table 4.
Thirdly, preservice teachers’ views on the necessity of value education were elicited (see Table 5). Following this
step, preservice teachers were asked to rank 3 of the values that were present in the education programs of their
departments and give reasons (See Table 6). Later, preservice teachers were asked to indicate their opinions
about the teachability of the values (See table 7). Participants were then asked to mention the effective methods
and techniques for value education that they would use in their classrooms in the future and give reasons (See
Table 8). Lastly, preservice teachers were demanded to explain the effective measurement and evaluation
techniques or methods that they could use for evaluating their value teaching process and give reasons (See

Table 9).

Table 3. Distribution of the Most Frequent Values Indicated as Indispensable for Life by Participants

The value in their life Family Respect Honesty
Gender F M F M I F M

Departments n % n % n % N % n % n % n %

Social Studies Education 5 66 8 333 14 241 13 813 - - 18 305 9 643

Turkish Language Teaching 2 26 4 167 3 52 - - 1 100 2 34 2 143

Science Education 29 382 2 83 9 155 - - - - 14 238 -

Pre-school Education 26 342 4 167 16 276 - - - - 12 203 -

Primary Education 14 184 6 25 16 276 3 187 - - 13 22 3 214
Total(%100) 76 24 58 16 1 59 14

F: Female M: Male I: Invalid

In response to question 1, 21.3% of female teacher candidates (n= 76) and 21.2% of male teacher candidates (n
= 24) evaluated the family value first.. Respect, which is the most repeated value in the second rank, was chosen
by 16.2% of women (n = 58) and 14.2% of men (n = 16) according to gender. Honesty was the third value that
was stated by 16.5% of female participants (n=59) and 12%, 4 of male participants (n=14). Following values were
fairness (n= 27), patriotism (n= 23), love (n= 21), freedom (n= 15), independence (n= 13), tolerance and trust (n
=9), equality, responsibility. and self-confidence (n=7), respect for differences and self-esteem (n=6), cleanliness
(n= 4), self-control (n= 3), peace, love of nature, aesthetics, giving importance to being healthy, historical
awareness and helpfulness (n= 2), diligence, solidarity, adopting a democratic attitude, sensitivity to the natural

environment, ethics, cooperation, integrity, flag, humanity and empathy (n=1).
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Table 4. Data about Whether Pre-service Teachers Had Taken Any Course about Value Education

The value in their life No Yes Invalid
Universities 255 (A) 131 (B) 45 (A) 37 (B) 4 (A) -
Gender F M I F M F M
n % n % N % n % n % n % n %
Departments
Social Studies Education 41 133 23 303 - - 24 522 34 94.4 1 333 1 100
Turkish Language Teaching 24 78 15 19.7 2 100 1 22 - - 1 333 - -
Science Education 72 234 9 11.8 - - 2 43 1 2.8 - - - -
Pre-school Education 101 328 10 13.2 - - 9 196 - - - - - -
Primary Education 70 227 19 25 - - 10 217 1 2.8 1 333 - -
Total(%100) 308 76 2 46 36 3 1

In response to the second question that asks, “Have you ever taken any elective courses about value education?”,
the majority of the participants reported that they did not take any courses about value education. The
distribution of the pre-service teachers studying in university A who answered ‘yes’ to this question according to
their departments is as the following: Social Studies Education (n=29) (64.4%), Turkish Language Teaching and
Science Education (n=1) (2.2%), Pre-school Education (n=5) (11.1%) and Primary Education (n=9) (20%).
Moreover, the distribution of the preservice teachers studying in university B who answered ‘yes’ to this question
according their departments is: Social Studies Education (n=29) (78.4%), Science Education (n=2) (5.4%),
Preschool Education (n=4) (10.8%) and Primary Education(n=2) (5.4%). This reveals that pre-service teachers
studying in the department of Turkish Language Teaching in university B did not take any elective courses about

value education.

Thus, whilst a minority of the participants in university A (n=45) and university B (n=37) indicated that they had
taken elective courses about value education, the majority of the preservice teachers in university A (n=255) and
in university B (n=131) mentioned that they had not taken any courses. Four of the preservice teachers in

university A did not answer this question.
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Table 5. Distribution of Most Frequently Repeated Views of Pre-service Teachers Studying Social Studies on the

Necessity of Value Education

Views Frequency Percentage Distribution of reasons Frequency
Yes 28 933 Necessity-Purpose-Indispensable 24
factor
14
Raising good citizens 12
Daily life
No - -
To a certain 2 6.7 Completion at school 6
extent Starting in family 2
Value education is not necessary 1
Total 30 100 Total 59

Below are some of the examples of the comments made by the participants who answered ‘yes’ to the question

about the necessity of value education:

“In order to grow students as a good citizen and helpful individuals for the society, make them learn community
rules and traditional manner rules, pre-service teachers should transfer their knowledge on values related to all
these issues into their students. Children proceed step by step for becoming a good citizen in the light of the values

about morals, social rules and etiquettes that their teachers explain and bring out” (A, SSE, F, 4, 1).

“Values are very important in daily life. The main aim of social studies is to raise good citizens. Thus, value
education is essential for social studies courses. Only through social studies courses, students can learn about
values. The content of other courses are not suitable for teaching values. Values education enables teachers to

raise conscious citizens” (A, SSE, M, 3, 17).

Some of the comments made by participants indicating that value education is necessary to some extent are

given below:

“Certain values are learned in the family or through communication with friends, in the district or city where
students live and also through education. As different values are learned in different statues and situations, only
values that are needed at school or that are easy to retain at school should be taught in a school environment”

(A, SSE, F, 4, 19).

“Value education of people should begin in their family environment; they should be attained at young ages.
Students should begin to grasp values and develop good behaviors in their family, not at school. So value
education or enabling students to acquire these values is not necessary. At schools, values can just be covered by

teachers shortly, not in details” (A, SSE, M, 4, 22).
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Table 6. Distribution of three Values Put in Order by Pre-service Teachers that Are Present in Education

Program of Their Departments

Values in the education programs

Value 1 Value 2 Value 3
Giving importance Respect Patriotism
on unity of family
Gender F M F M I F M
Departments n % n % N % n % n % n % n %
Social Studies Education 12 13 11 393 7 137 5 385 - - 9 204 10 526
Turkish Language Teaching 6 6.5 5 17.9 3 59 1 7.7 2 100 7 159 4 211
Science Education 35 38 1 36 10 196 3 23 - - 5 114 1 53
Pre-school Education 22 24 3 107 14 275 2 154 - - 7 159 1 53
Primary Education 17 185 8 285 17 333 2 154 - - 16 364 3 157
Total(%100) 92 28 51 13 2 44 19

For the category of value 1, first value ranked by pre-service teachers is “giving importance to unity of family”
(n=120) (25.4%), second value is “being fair” (n=54) (11.4%), and the third values are “honesty” and “respect”
(n=45) (95%). For the category of value 2, participants put “respect” is in the first order (n=66) (13.9%), ‘honesty”
in the second order (n=59) (12.5%) and “patriotism” in the third order (n=51) (10.8%). For the category of value
3, “patriotism” is in the first order (n=63) (13.3%), “respect” is in the second order (n=56) (11.9%), and “honesty”
is in the third order (n=36) (7.6%).

Below are the pre-service teachers’ justifications of their ordering three values in education programs of the

departments they are studying in.
Value 1. Giving importance to the unity of the family

Views of the participants studying in university A and B about the value of “giving importance to unity of the
family” were consolidated in these categories respectively: “seeing the family as the most important and primary
institution of the society” (f=36) , “valuing family above everything” (f=28), “seeing the family as an assurance
for future” (f=25), “seeing families as places where value education begins for the first time” (f=24) and
“indicating that families aim to raise loyal individuals” (f=3). Some of the comments made by preservice teachers

studying in different departments about ‘giving importance to the unity of family’ are given below.

“Family is one of the most significant units that provide the development of the society because everything begins

with the family. If families raise strong and healthy individuals, it will benefit the society” (A, SSE, F, 4, 9).

“Family is an essential institution that teaches us (or should teach us) the good and the bad and unites us. So

focusing on family positively affects us in all areas” (A, SE, F, 3, 159).
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“Family is one of the perfect things that | possess in my life. Because of this, it is placed on the top of my values”

(B, PE, F, 3,9).

According to Tezcan (1997), family is the first group where people have face-to-face and sincere relations.
Because of this, it is of particular importance as it is the primary provider of the first interaction during the
development processes of individuals’ attitudes and values. This importance is one of the reasons for families to
be among the basic institutions. Children learn values, emotions and community’s expectations through their
experiences with each family member. They realize these in several ways such as joining others, having roles and
judging their own behavior and opinion. In Nelson’s categorization of values, family value is included in group
values. Every child can spend the next period efficiently and effectively with the first education they receive in

the family. (Nelson, 2000 cited in Geng, 2016).
Value 2. Respect

Participant views studying in university B about the value ‘respect’ were consolidated under 3 categories as “it is
the indispensable value of a society, a person and communication” (f=36), “it includes other values” (f=15), “it is
a factor in increasing efficiency” (f=12), respectively. Related to this value, several statements of the participants

studying in different departments are given below:

“Respect is one of my indispensable values. Disrespectful people cannot be honest or fair either. As | believe that

it involves all other values, respect is important for me” (A, SE, F, 3, 170).
“Respect is an indispensable factor for the communication among people” (B, PE, M, 4, 264).

This result which reveals that participants are focusing on respect and honesty is in line with the result of Cafoglu

and Akar’s study (2007).
Value 3. Patriotism

Participant views studying in university A about the value ‘patriotism’ were united under these categories
respectively “it is a priority value that should be acquired” (f=31), “it contributes to value development” (f=18),
“it is a necessity (or it is a need)” (f=15). Some of the statements of preservice teachers related to this issue are

given below:

“Our values are for our family and country in any way. We live for these and also strive for these” (A, PSE, F, 4,

210).

“Every single individual should be helpful for the society they live in. We should act with the love of our country

so that it develops” (A, TLT, M, 3, 132).
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Table 7. Distribution of Pre-service Teachers Views on Teachability of Values

Teachability Yes No To some extent Have no
idea
Gender F M | F M F M | F

n % n % n % n n % n % n % n % n %
Departments
SSE 48 204 46 554 - - 6 115 6 353 12 176 6 46.1 - - - -
TLT 19 8.1 13 157 1 100 4 7.7 2 11.8 3 4.4 - - 1 100 - -
SE 44 186 5 6 - - 16 308 3 176 13 19.1 2 154 - - 1 100
PSE 73 309 6 7.2 - - 15 288 3 176 22 324 1 7.7 - - - -
PE 52 22 13 157 - - 11 212 3 17.6 18 265 4 30.8 - - - -

Total(%100) 236 83 1 52 17 68 13 1 1

When participants’ answers about the necessity of value education were analyzed, it was seen that majority of
the respondents (n=320) answered ‘yes’ whereas the minority of them (n=82) answered ‘to some extent’ and
only some of them answered ‘no’ (n=69). There is only one respondent (n=1) who answered ‘I have no idea’. The
most frequent comments of the participants indicating that value education is necessary to some extent are as:
‘values are applicable’, ‘students can learn values through experience or observation’, and ‘values can be evoked

by teachers’.

Distribution of the justifications of pre-service teachers’ comments on the teachability of value education is set

out below:

Majority of the pre-service teachers answered ‘yes’ for the question whether the values are teachable or not.
Justifications of their answers were analyzed and the most frequent answers were classified into 11 categories.
These categories are respectively as: “values are acquired subsequently” (f=56), “values are taught through role
models, experiences or examples of good behavior” (f=51), “value education starts at family and goes on at
school and other environments”(f=40), “values affect people throughout their lives and develop them”
(f=21),“value teaching should begin before a certain age” (f=16), “values should be learnt voluntarily and
consciously” (f=11), “students should be taught how to find values in life” (f=10), “values are not information so
they are very difficult to teach”(f=7), “values have affective dimensions” (f=5), “values can be conveyed like
information” (f=4), “some values are learnt by doing and experiencing; some are learned through education”

(f=3). Some of the reasons for these answers given by pre-service teachers from different departments are below:

“Yes, because values affect people throughout their lives and enable them to develop themselves” (A, SSE, M, 4,

2).

“Yes it is a teachable thing because people learn a lot of things including their native language through interaction

with others” (B, TLT, F, 3, 128).
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Minority of the pre-service teachers answered ‘no’ for the question whether the values are teachable or not and
their justification of their answers are categorized respectively as: “values should be acquired through different
implementations” (f=19), “values are the only thing that is innate /instinctive/unteachable” (f=16), “values are
needed to be internalized” (f=5), “values change from society to society” (f=2). Some comments of preservice

teachers from different departments are given below:

“No. Only what an individual should do or how he/she should behave can be taught but once he/she starts to
construct his own moral judgments, teachability depends on that individual’s eagerness and internalization” (A,

PE, F, 4, 262).

“A value cannot be taught. Values are already acquired by individuals as an instinct and they can unveil these
values by themselves. For example, if an individual haven’t acquired patriotism intrinsically when he//she was
born, you cannot make her//him attain this value afterward. His/her opinions may change but values cannot be

taught afterward” (A, SE, F, 4, 153).

82 of the participants answered as ‘to some extent’ for the previously mentioned question and their justifications
are categorized as: “values should be attained through experiences and practices” (f=11), “values should be
unveiled with the help of the environment that people live in” (f=11), “values are innate and cannot be taught
exactly” (f=6), “only some of the values can be taught” (f=4), “teaching values requires a very long time” (f=2)

and “students should be open to learning” (f=2).
Some statements are:

“Values are intrinsic and they come forth when necessary conditions are provided. But outer factors have effects

on its emergence” (A, SE, F, 4, 150).

“I think only some part of the values can be taught. There should be a base of values in individuals’ personality so

that he can build those values on. If there is not, | don’t believe that any value can be taught” (B, PSE, F, 4, 114).

Table 8. Distribution of Three Effective Methods and Techniques that Can Be Used for Value Education According

to the Pre-service Teachers’ Views

Teaching methods and techniques

Method 1 Method 2 Method 3
Creative Drama Films Educational games

Gender F M F M | F M
Departments n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Social Studies Education 22 18.8 10 41.6 6 12 6 30 - - 15 217 9 643
Turkish Language Teaching 7 6 3 12.5 3 6 5 25 1 100 3 43 1 71
Science Education 14 119 1 4.2 11 22 3 15 - - 12 174 1 7.1
Pre-school Education 43 368 1 4.2 21 42 2 10 - - 21 304 - -
Primary Education 31 265 9 375 9 18 4 20 - - 18 262 3 215

Total(%100) 117 24 50 20 1 69 14
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When three effective methods for teaching values that are preferred by pre-service teachers are analyzed, it is
seen that the most frequent method stated by the participants in the method 1 category is “creative drama”
(n=141) (29.6%) and within this category, “stories and fairy tales” (n=59) (12.5%) is the second, and the third
method is “educational games” (n=53) (11.2%). Within the category of method 2, participants put “films” in
second order (n=71) (15.04%), “trips” (n=59) (13.1%) and “stories and fairy tales” in the third order (n=52) (11%).
Lastly, within the category of method 3, “educational games” (n=83) (17.5%), “trips” (n=56) (11.9%) is in the

second order, and “stories and fairy tales” and “group work” (n=40) (8.5%) are in the third order.

Pre-service teachers’ justifications of their ordering of three methods that can be used for value education are

given below:
Method 1: Creative Drama

The method “creative drama” was ranked first and pre-service teachers studying in university A and B justified
the effectiveness of drama method through several explanations. Categories in which participants’ justifications

were condensed are given below respectively.

“Because students participate efficiently in the process and learn through experiences” (f=39), “visualization
makes values easy to remember” (n=20), “because students internalize/ emphasize values” and “there is a better
learning through this method”(f=16), “because drama enables students to achieve the goal” (f=10) “because
imagination of the students improves with the help of the roles” and “it makes students to think about the
importance of values” (f=8), “because it develops students’ creativity”, “it addresses to all senses” and “it is easy
to apply”(f=5), “it raises interest” (f=3), “it is the best way for students to express themselves” (f=2) and “it binds

students together”, “it is fun”, “it is appropriate for developmental characteristics of students” (f=1). Some of

the statements of the participants studying in different departments are:

“People remember the things that they experience most. When an individual acts a role, it leaves an impression

on her/him” (A, TLT, F, 4, 95).

“With the help of drama, students act out. Thus, students lively see both the advantages and disadvantages of

value education through drama” (B, PE, F, 3, 156).

Drama, based highly on creativeness, is a way of analyzing people’s experiences. Dramatic activities help people
get to know themselves and others through humanitarian thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (Génen & Uyar

Dalkilig, 2000, p. 48).
Method 2: Films

It is seen that ‘films’ is the second effective value education method as indicated by the pre-service teachers
studying in university A and B. The distribution of the categories in which pre-service teachers’ justifications of
their answers were condensed respectively is “because it impresses people” (f=17), “because it enables people
to reach the purpose easily” (f=12), “because visuals enhance teaching” (f=10), “because films can include more

than one different value” (f=8), “films raise awareness” (f=7), “films are easily accessible” and “because they

1895 Sabanci, O. & Altikulag, A. (2020). Values and Value Education According to Students of Education Faculty,
International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches, Vol: 5, Issue: 13, pp. (1881-1932).



IJETSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) (ISSN: 2587-0238)

Cilt / Vol: 5 Sayi / Issue: 13 Yil / Year: 2020

are easy-to-remember” (f=3), “a film presents a section from real life” and “because it is fun” (f=2), “it creates
awareness on history” (f=1). Related to this issue, some statements of the preservice teachers studying in

different departments are given below:
“Films attract students’ attention and they learn a lot of things because they are focused” (A, SE, F, 3, 181).
“Especially through films and animations based on true stories, a lot of values can be taught” (A, PSE, F, 3, 231).

“As it is known, films are watched by everybody today. Children see the values in films and learn them easily” (B,

TLT, M, 3, 64).

As films address both senses of seeing and hearing, they provide more effective and permanent teaching and

education (Oztas, 2012).
Method 3: Educational Games

Educational games ranked third according to effectiveness in value education. The distribution of the categories
in which pre-service teachers’ justifications of their answers were condensed respectively is: “because value
education is more effective in this way” (f=17), “because teaching and learning is faster and more enjoyable”
(f=15), “because games are more suitable for developmental characteristics of students such as age...etc.” (f=10),
“because games enable students to be actively involved” (f=9), “games provide permanent learning” (f=8),
“students can reflect their own behaviors in their real life via games” and “it can be used as an alternative to
other methods such as trips, etc.” (f=3) and “it increases the motivation of students” (f=2). Some comments
related to educational games made by the pre-service teachers studying in different departments are given

below:

“As my department is pre-school teaching, my students, in other words, children can learn more easily through

educational games” (A, PSE, F, 4, 195).
“Children always learn more when they entertain” (B, SSE, M, 4, 7).

Educational games are the games that are used for increasing the knowledge of students and developing their

talents to provide a comfortable and enjoyable environment and offer a variety of in-class activities (Tok, 2007).
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Table 9. Distribution of Three Measurement & Evaluation Methods and Techniques Indicated by Pre-service

Teachers as Useful in Value Education

Measurement & Evaluation methods and techniques

Measurement & Measurement & Measurement &
Evaluation 1 Evaluation 2 Evaluation 3
Portfolios Self-evaluation Projects
Gender F M F M F M
Departments n % n % n % n % N % N %
Social Studies Education 14 167 4 80 5 16.7 2 100 2 143 1 100
Turkish Language Teaching 2 2.4 - - 2 6.6 - - 1 71 - -
Science Education 21 25 1 20 6 20 - - 7 50 - -
Pre-school Education 31 369 - - 9 30 - - 1 7.1 - -
Primary Education 16 19 - - 8 26.7 - - 3 215 - -
Total(%100) 84 5 30 2 14 1

When three of the measurement and evaluation methods and techniques preferred by pre-service teachers that
can be used in value education are analyzed, it is seen that the most frequent method stated by the participants
is “portfolios” (n=84) (17.8%). Within this category, “oral examination” (n=59) (12.5%) ranked second whereas
“self-evaluation” ranked third (n=57) (12.1%). On the other hand, within the category of measurement and
evaluation 2, participants put “self-evaluation” (n=32) (6.8%), “peer evaluation” in the second order (n=21)
(4.4%) and “projects” in the third order (n=17) (3.6%). Lastly, within the category of measurement and evaluation
3, “projects” (n=15) (3.2%), “self-evaluation” (n=14) (3%) is in the second order, and “performance works” (n=10)

(2.1%) is in the third order.

Pre-service teachers’ justifications of their selecting three measurement and evaluation methods and techniques

that can be used for value education are given below:
Measurement & Evaluation 1: Portfolios

Most of the pre-service teachers studying in university A and B put ‘portfolios’ in the first order, and their
justifications are put into 9 categories. The categories in which preservice teachers’ justifications of their answers
were condensed are as follows: “Portfolios are based on the process, not the result” (f=27), “portfolios enable
teachers to get the most accurate result” (f=23), “through portfolios, students can express themselves” (f=14),
“it is the most inclusive evaluation method”(f=11), “it implicates a lot of information about students” (f=9),
“through portfolios, development of students can be monitored step by step”(f=8), “it is an effective method for
evaluation” (f=7), “it is easy to analyze, collect and keep” (f=2) and “it makes values permanent” (f=1). Some

statements of the pre-service teachers in different departments are given below:

“Students cannot transfer their knowledge via a single exam that happens instantly but they can transfer their

knowledge more easily through the portfolios that are prepared in a long process” (A, PSE, F, 3, 237).
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“Students should be evaluated through portfolios because a portfolio represents long processes, | mean it is not
finished in an hour like written exams. Teachers get the most accurate result through portfolios because preparing

them lasts a term or a year. Values cannot be acquired or evaluated in an hour, either” (B, SSE, M, 4, 1).

Student portfolios reflect complex thinking skills and metacognitive activities and give opportunities for teachers
to understand what their students have learned. Portfolios are used for interpreting student work or works,
relating them to other works and associating comprehensive works with each other (Ahlci, 2008, p. 137).
According to Turgut and Baykul (2014) portfolios give an opportunity for teachers, schools, families and even the
student themselves to monitor their development. Because of this, they are important sources for foreseeing
students’ future successes and inclinations, and guide them into related fields suitable for their interest and

talent.
Measurement and Evaluation 2: Self-evaluation

The second measurement and evaluation method mostly mentioned by the pre-service teachers in university A
and B as necessary for value education is “self-evaluation”. Their justifications were grouped in these categories
respectively as: “through self-evaluation, “values can be evaluated most properly” (f=17), “students can see their
mistakes and deficiencies in their knowledge” (f=16), “students can express themselves in the best way” (f=14),
“we can understand values/views through self-evaluation method” (f=12), “it is the most
effective/comprehensive method” (f=11), “students realize both themselves and their environment” (f=6), “A
person is always honest towards him/herself” (f=4) and “it offers a chance for students to compare themselves

with their peers” and “students can model others” (f=1). Below are several statements of the pre-service teachers

of different departments about self-evaluation method:

“I think values acquired by students can be evaluated most accurately via self-evaluation technique. Students can

see their strength and weaknesses by evaluating themselves” (A, PE, F, 4, 250).

“Values can be evaluated healthily via self-evaluation. By looking at student self-evaluation papers, values can be

evaluated properly” (B, SE, F, 3, 90).

Students can get information about what they learn, in which areas they have problems and how they learn

thanks to self-evaluation method (Kutlu, Dogan & Karakaya, 2014, p. 95).
Measurement and Evaluation 3: Projects

The third frequently indicated measurement and evaluation method by the pre-service teachers in university A
and B is ‘project’. Preservice teachers’ reasons for their answers were grouped in these categories respectively
as: “it is a healthy way of evaluation” (f=10), “it can evaluate whether the values are given importance and
whether they are acquired or not” (f=7), “it enables students to design a project actively” and “students can
express their opinions” (f=6), “it enables students to transfer values into their life/ practice easily” and “gives

opportunity for teachers to observe the students during the process of project” (f=5), “it enables students to see
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students’ preferences of project topics” (f=3) and “students can get ideas on various topic through projects”

(f=2). Below are several statements of pre-service teachers of different departments about project technique:

“I think the project may be a healthy evaluation technique. Values can be evaluated through projects that

students do about values” (A, TLT, F, 4, 95).

“Projects can be measured. The type of the projects which students prefer can be analyzed or in which projects

students take part can be observed” (B, PE, F, 3, 164).

Projects give an opportunity for students to make interdisciplinary relations, explore their personal interests and
talents and they guide students into academic standards and purposes, improve their social skills and make them

use technology (Kan, 2016).

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to find out the views of 3™ and 4™ grade students who were in different departments
of two education faculties about values and value education. For this purpose, firstly pre-service teachers were
asked about values indispensable for them in life, whether they had taken elective courses which provided them
with professional development in values and their opinions about the necessity of value education. Participants
were then asked to choose three of the values which were present in education programs of their departments.
In the analysis, the first, second and third values of each value category were listed. Later, they were asked about
their views on the teachability of the values. They were also asked to indicate three effective methods and
techniques that they were planning to use in their classes. Finally, they were asked to choose three measurement
and evaluation techniques that would enable them to evaluate the value education process effectively.
Participants were demanded to explain the reasons behind their choices, in other words, they were asked to
justify their answers about the categories they chose. Thus, results starting from pre-service teachers’ own values
and including the educational program, teaching method and techniques, measurement and evaluation

processes were obtained within the scope of this study. Findings are listed below in items:

¢ The values which are present in the educational program of the departments of pre-service teachers and which
are given importance by them are similar to the indispensable values for them in their lives. This situation is in
parallel with the educative characteristic of value education that has an affective nature. Similarly, in his study
composed offive different parts, Oguz (2012) points out that in addition to the personal values that are
possessed, values that teaching profession necessitates and answers of several questions such as how these
values can be taught to pre-service teachers or what can be done for value education at schools have important
roles in education system. Moreover, Demirhan-iscan (2014) conducted a similar study with senior students of
Primary Education Department and found out that pre-service teachers were not against teaching several values
to the students, but students were not aware of their needs for developing their own values enough. This result
is also in agreement with Akkaya’s findings (2013) which showed that pre-service teachers studying in education

faculties gave priority to social and moral values most. Furthermore, their indispensable values in life and also
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the values they selected from their own departments’ education program were the same values, which were
‘family’ and ‘respect’. Therefore, these results show us the reality that values owned by teachers themselves
need to be infused into the students. In his study, Brady (2011) also confirmed that students came to school with
the values they had already acquired at home. In addition, according to Celikkaya and Filoglu’s study (2014),
teachers prefer values such as ‘respect’, ‘sensitivity’ and ‘responsibility’ to teach and according to them, the most
important factors in value education are family and teachers. It was determined from the answers of the
participants that they attached importance to group and social values (Nelson, 1974, as cited Naylor & Diem,
1987). Bacanh (2002) determined in his study with university students that they attached importance to
individual and then social values. The emphasis here on personal and social values, moral values and democratic
citizenship does not mean to ignore other values (Halstead, 1996). Based on the value preferences of pre-service
teachers, Rokeach (1973) values system was determined to have terminal values. According to Parker (2001),
personal values are values that influence the decision making of individuals in their own personal lives. Also by
the Ay (2015) people shape the behaviors they perform throughout their lives in accordance with the values they
believe in. It was concluded that the dominant personal values of teacher candidates were effective in choosing

the values in the curriculum.

e It is found out in the present study that values preferred by participants are teachable at a cognitive level, and
they are not associated with experiences in real life. It is observed that these values are constructed in their
minds as the ‘course’ they took. This result is consistent with those of Kurtdede Fidan (2009) who found out that
most of the pre-service teachers studying in the departments of Primary Education and Social Studies Teaching
indicated that experiencing values was the most important part of value education; value education was as
important as other necessary information to be given, the structure of all the courses at schools was based on
giving information and meanings given to values by individuals were different, so there were problems. Yazici
(2006) stated that this kind of approach brings out the inability of values to turn into affective gains such as
attitude.. According to Halstead (1996), values can be observed by focusing on what teachers choose to permit
or encourage in the classroom, by focusing on the way they respond to children's contributions to learning, and
how children learn values from such responses. That’s because value education involves the education of the
student according to the idealistic approach in order to model precious behavior and human models (Yel &
Aladag, 2012). In other words, we should be aware that what is done is more important and meaningful than

what is said (Saglam, 2019).

* The participants could not give clear answers for how to adapt the values already acquired by themselves into
their own fields that they were studying in. According to Fraenkel (1969), this is because value education at
schools or lessons cannot be developed through a systematic design. In his study, Akbas (2008) stated that
effective education that includes students’ individual and social developments in emotion, morals and values
takes part in new education programs of primary schools. Therefore, it is necessary for value education to be
placed in education programs and in order for the cohesiveness in education, all the areas of teaching activities

should involve value education, and it should be supported by everybody around (Keskin, 2016). As Lovat &
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Toomey (2009) stated, a holistic approach to teaching on the part of teachers, schools and systems is required

for whole person learning.

® The results of the present study showed that most of the pre-service teachers studying in university A and B
did not take any lessons about value education. This finding was also stated by Kurtdede Fidan (2009) who found
out that pre-service teachers did not take courses on values or value education, and they did not have the
necessary knowledge about it. Present result complies with the findings of Celikkaya and Filoglu (2014) who
revealed that teachers were not aware of the definition of values and value education. Similarly, Thornberg and
Oguz (2013) found out that teachers used a daily language while identifying the values and value education, and
they had a lack of professional knowledge. This finding confirms the results of the present study. Yazici (2006)
draws attention to the fact that students, who are future teachers, will graduate without having sufficient
professional knowledge in value judgments and values education. For this reason, values education has to be a
part of teacher education programs (Cengelci Kdse, 2016). It is also very important to be a model in value

education and to gain values by living (Ulusoy & Arslan, 2016).

e Participants of both universities think that value is one of the necessary and teachable elements of education.
If teachers of the future are the most important part of value education, the values they acquire should be
enriched, and resources of value education should be supported broadly (Paleeri, 2017). Similarly, in his study,
Doganay (2006) ascertains that as a part of formal education, value education needs to be given through planned
learning experiences. Moreover, this finding of the present study broadly supports the work of Deveci (2015). In
his study conducted with university students, it was found out that these participants believed in the necessity

of value education for the good of society.

¢ It was found out in the current study that female pre-service teachers mostly chose the value of ‘giving
importance to the unity of family’ among the values that were included in the education programs of their
departments. A possible explanation for this might be that families, as the first environment where children grow,
have intense effects on them (Ulusoy & Dilmag, 2015). According to Aktepe (2016), families as the basis of
societies are the primary source of values. In the study of Yigittir (2010), when parents were asked to list the
values that should be given to children at school, “taking care of family unity” took the first place. This result
shows linearity with the research findings. Geng (2016) stated that every child can spend the next period
efficiently and effectively with the first education in the family. Keskin (2016), on the other hand, stated that the
constructive role of the family decreased significantly in terms of bringing values to children and younger
generations. He stated that it was the school that played a primary role in this process. Sharma (2003) stated
that it is one of the major responsibilities of the school to expose to the young minds the diversity prevalent in
the society. As in the family, it is given to make the values in school life a part of their educational life (Omeroglu
& Sapsaglam, 2016). In other words, family support and participation in decisions in the child's school life will
contribute positively to the child's cognitive, affective, and social development (Aktepe, 2016). It should be taken
into consideration that even though families have difficulties in the transfer of value with changing technology

today, the values acquired in the family develop exponentially with school and other environmental factors.

1901 Sabanci, O. & Altikulag, A. (2020). Values and Value Education According to Students of Education Faculty,
International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches, Vol: 5, Issue: 13, pp. (1881-1932).



IJETSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) (ISSN: 2587-0238)

Cilt / Vol: 5 Sayi / Issue: 13 Yil / Year: 2020

¢ Another important finding is that the frequencies of methods and techniques indicated by the participants as
effective in teaching values differ according to the departments they are studying in. For instance, the most
frequent method selected by pre-service teachers in Pre-school Education Department was ‘creative drama’. The
departments of the participants who selected creative drama most were Pre-school Education, Primary
Education, Social Studies Education, Science Education, and Turkish Language Teaching departments,
respectively. This result reminds us that value learning is social learning in the form of learning roles (Dilmag,
2002). The other method following ‘creative drama’ that is indicated as effective in teaching values by pre-service
teachers is ‘films and educational games’. The distribution of the frequencies is similar to the distribution of
‘creative drama’. The departments of the pre-service teachers who selected ‘films and educational games’ are
respectively as: Pre-school Education, Social Studies Education, Primary Education, Science Education, and
Turkish Language Teaching. Similarly, Kurtdede Fidan (2009) pointed out that the activities or actions mostly
preferred by pre-service teachers needed for internalizing values were: giving opportunities for students to
explain their own values, watching films on TV or at cinema or seeing theatre plays with students together which
involve several values, giving students social projects through which they can practice values, asking students to
observe values in society, preparing cases, and asking students to analyze these cases. Here the most important
point is that pre-service teachers prefer methods and techniques through which students can express their own
values as well as observing and experiencing those values. According to Halstead (1996), in values education,
discussion-based approaches and other student-centred active learning strategies are most commonly prefered.
Other methods for values education include drama, project work, practical activities, cooperative learning and
group work, pupil-directed research, educational games and theme-days. Martorella, Beal & Bolick (2005) state
that instructional strategies which are used helping students identify and resolve value conflicts are intertwined
with issues of right and wrong. At this point, they learn to analyze the rules and facts in the easiest and harmless

way (Coban & Nacar, 2015).

¢ On the question ‘what are the effective measurement and evaluation methods and techniques for pre-service
teachers’, this study found out that the most frequent answer given by the participants was ‘portfolios’. This
finding shows that pre-service teachers are in agreement on the necessity of process evaluation rather than
outcome evaluation for measuring values. Moreover, the current study found out that the other frequent
measurement and evaluation methods indicated by pre-service teachers were self-evaluation and projects.
According to Shaver and Strong (1976), it is necessary that teachers should be helped and promoted to develop
their own rationale for values education. This finding is also consistent with that of Oguz (2012) who pointed out
that pre-service teachers should be models for students in order to enable them to acquire values, related
homework and projects should be given, social and cultural activities or in-class activities should be designed in
accordance with value education. Also, Oguz’s study concluded that pre-service teachers preferred projects for
evaluating the efficiency of value education. Pre-service teachers chose student development files in which they
had an active and important role in measuring value (Russell lll, Waters & Turner, 2014), where they could follow

the progressively (Atilgan, 2016). It was determined that the students of both universities chose the methods
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and techniques that involved the process of turning an idea into a product in which the participants were actively

involved in both teaching and measuring and evaluating the values.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Considering the findings, these suggestions listed below can be given:

e While thinking about the values present in educational programs of their departments, pre-service teachers
cannot separate these values from their own value judgments. In order to enable them to make a distinction
between their own values and values included in education programs of their departments and also to develop
a professional point of view, several actions should be taken.

e Undergraduate education does not include courses on value education or these kinds of courses are all elective
courses. Therefore, compulsory courses on value education should be included in programs of education
faculties.

e The scope of the current study can be broadened, and it may be carried out with different study groups such
as in-service teachers or pre-service teachers of different fields.

e It was understood from the study that participants were incompetent in teaching and evaluating values. Both
undergraduate education and instructional curricula should give more information about teaching methods and

techniques as well as measurement and evaluation related to values and value education.
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EGiTiM FAKULTESI OGRENCILERINE GORE DEGERLER VE DEGER EGITiMi*

(0

Bu arastirma, egitim fakiiltesinin 3. ve 4. sinifinda 6grenim goren 6grencilerin degerler ve deger
egitimi konusundaki gorislerini ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir. Arastirmada temel arastirma
tasarimi olarak tarama modeli kullaniimistir. Katihmcilari belirlemek icin 6l¢iit 6rnekleme yéntemi
kullanilmistir. Calisma grubu olarak, iki ayri devlet tniversitesinin Egitim Fakultesinin Sosyal Bilgiler
Ogretmenligi, Sinif Ogretmenligi, Okuléncesi Ogretmenligi, Fen Bilimleri Ogretmenligi ve Tiirkce
Ogretmenligi bolimlerinin 3. ve 4. siniflarinda dgrenim géren toplamda 472 6gretmen adayi
arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. Verilerin toplanmasi amaciyla 6gretmen adaylarina arastirmacilar
tarafindan hazirlanan “Deger Egitimi Yazili Goriis Formu” uygulanmistir. Formda cinsiyet, bolim ve
deger egitimine iliskin ders alip/almama degiskenlerine iliskin kisisel bilgilere yonelik sorularin yani
sira, 6gretmen adaylarinin hangi degerleri daha ¢cok 6nemsedigi, degerlerin nasil 6gretilmesi ve
degerlendirilmesi ilgili goruslerini belirlemeye yonelik acik uglu sorular yer almistir. Formun
gelistiriimesi sidrecinde, arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan sorularin uzman gorislerine
sunulmasi ve doénutlere gére gerekli diizeltmelerin yapilmasi saglanmistir. Elde edilen taslak yazili
goris formu, deneme amaciyla yeterli sayida O6gretmen adayina uygulanarak anlasilabilirligi
sinanmigtir. Bu uygulama sonrasinda form, gerekli diizenlemeler sonucunda asil uygulama igin
hazir hale getirilmistir. Form araciligiyla elde edilen veriler, icerik analizi yontemi ile analiz edilerek
o6gretmen adaylarinin degerler egitimi ile ilgili gorislerine yonelik bulgular tablolar halinde
gosterilerek bulgular, literatir destegi ile yorumlanarak tartisilmistir. Karsilastirma iceren bu
arastirma, Egitim Fakdltesinin farkli boliimlerine 6grenim gérmus olan farkli branslara sahip olacak
6gretmen adaylarinin degerlerle/deger egitimiyle ilgili goruslerindeki olasi benzerlik ve farkliliklari
ortaya cikarmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Egitim fakiltesi, degerler egitimi, 6gretmen adayi

* Bu makale, 5-8 Ekim 2017 tarihlerinde Tiirkiye'de Bodrumda diizenlenen Uluslararasi Egitim ve Degerler Sempozyumu'nda
(ISOEVA) sunulmustur.

Bu calisma, Cukurova Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma Projeleri Birimi tarafindan SBA-2020-12516 projesi kapsaminda
desteklenmistir.
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GiRiS

insan sosyal bir varliktir ve diger insanlarla ¢esitli nedenlerle ortak bir yasam alani kullanmak durumundadir. Bu
ortak yasam gergevesinde insanin bir arada yagamasini olanakli kilan bir takim toplumsal, siyasi, ahlaki ve kiltirel
ilke ve kurallar bulunmaktadir. Toplum tarafindan benimsenen ve yasatilan bu ilke ve kurallarin biylk bir
bolimini degerler olusturur (Kilcan, 2013). Egitimin temel hedeflerinden birinin de, yeni nesillerin toplumun
sahip oldugu degerler dogrultusunda yetistirilmesi oldugu distnlirse, deger egitimin dogasinin arastiriimasi
gerekliligi ortaya cikar. Degerler egitim araciligiyla gelistiriimesi ve olgunlastirilmasi gereken dnemli bir alani
olusturdugu halde, glinimiize kadar hem genel egitim bilimleri icinde gereken yeri ve 6nemi alamamistir. Bunun
nedenlerinden biri degerler egitiminin okul disindaki kurumlara bir 6lctide birakilmis olmasindan kaynaklanabilir

(Doganay, 2006).

Cocuklar dogduklari anda belirli bir kiiltlirle ve onlara yasadiklari toplumda rehber olarak hizmet edecek
degerlerle kusatilirlar. Degerlerin neredeyse hicbiri dogustan getirilmez ve 6gretilmeye ihtiyac¢ duyarlar. Cesitli
sosyallesme siireclerinde cocuklar, toplum tarafindan insa edilen, deneyimlenen ve yansitilan ahlaki ve etik
temelleri gelistirirler. Cocuklar buytrken surekli olarak yeni bilissel ve motor beceriler gelistirler. Ayni zamanda
ahlakla ilgili bir fikir edinirler. Yani “dogru” ve “yanlis” arasinda ayrim yapmay!i ve bu bilgiden hareketle karar
almayi 6grenirler. Dahasi, ahlaki gelisim, “dogru” yol daha karmasik olsa bile “ahlaki” olana gére hareket etmek
icin glic kazanmay igerir. Cocuklarin ahlaki gelisimi, kisilerarasi deneyimler (aile, akranlar, 6gretmenler ...),

fiziksel, bilissel, duygusal ve sosyal beceriler gibi ¢esitli faktorlerden etkilenir (Oswalt 2010).

Deger, bir seyin 6nemini belirlemeye yarayan soyut olcli, bir degdigi karsihk, kiymet (TDK, 2009) olarak
tanimlanmaktadir. Glingor (1998) degeri, bir seyin arzu edilebilir veya edilemez oldugu hakkindaki inang seklinde
tanimlarken, Celikkaya (1996) ise degeri; bir toplum, bir inang, bir ideoloji icinde veya insanlar arasinda kabul
edilmis, benimsenmis ve yasatiimakta olan toplumsal, insani, ideolojik veya ilahi kaynakl her tirli duyus,
dusinds, davranis, kural ya da kiymetler olarak tanimlamaktadir. Roakeach (1973) ise degeri, belirli bir davranis
ve varolus amacinin kisisel ve toplumsal olarak karsitlarina tercih edilmesine dair kalici bir inang olarak
tanimlamaktadir. MEB (2005)’e gore deger, bir sosyal grup veya toplumun kendi varlik, birlik, isleyis ve devamini
saglamak ve sirdirmek icin Gyelerinin ¢ogunlugu tarafindan dogru ve gerekli olduklari kabul edilen ortak

disiince, amag, temel ahlaki ilke veya inanglar olarak tanimlanmaktadir.

Degerler, bitin kultirlerin temelinde bulunan sey, neyin 6énemli, degerli ve istenir oldugunu tanimlayan
dusincelerdir. Bu soyut dislinceler ya da degerler, insanlar toplumsal diinyayla etkilesim icindeyken, onlarin
yaptiklarini anlamh kilar ya da onlara yol gosterir (Giddens, 2000). Teorisyenler degeri, insanlarin eylemleri
segmek, hakli ¢ikarmak, onlari kendiliginden degerlendirmek ve bu degerlendirmede kullandigi 6lglt olarak
gormektedirler. Burada deger nitelikler yerine nesnelere 6zgi olcltler olarak kabul etmektedirler (Schwartz,

1992).
Degerler herhangi bir seyin olumlu veya olumsuz, iyi veya kotul, hos veya nahos olup olmadigiyla ilgili muhakeme

yaparken kullandigimiz standartlar ve kriterlerdir. Her birimizin paylastig temel ve c¢ekirdek degerler vardir.
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Bunlar: Bagimsizhk, 6zgurlik, bilgelik, cesaret, selamet, haz, sosyal kabul, 6z saygi, diiriistlik, temizlik, mutluluk,
gercek dostluk, yardimseverlik, esitlik, genis fikirlilik, nese, ask, sorumluluk vs. (Martorella, Beal & Bolick, 2005;
Rokeach, 1968; Shaver & Strong, 1976).

Degerler, bireyin kendisini, toplumun ise bireyi kontrol etmesini saglayan unsurlarin basinda gelmektedir (Yazici,
2006). Buna paralel sekilde Armstrong (1980)’e gore de toplumlar tarafindan tasarlanmis ve tarihsel siireg icinde
ortaya c¢ikan baglayici sosyal sinirlamalar vardir (Armstrong, 1980). Degerlerin en temel 6zelligi, toplum ya da
bireyler tarafindan benimsenen birlestirici olgular olmalaridir. Toplumun sosyal ihtiyaglarini karsiladigina ve
bireylerin iyiligi icin olduguna inanilan olgitlerdir. Sadece biling degil, duygu ve heyecanlari da ilgilendiren

yargilardir. Degerler, bireyin bilincinde yer eden ve davranisi ydnlendiren giidiilerdir (Ozgiiven, 1999)

John Dewey'e gore deger, 6ncelikli olarak saygi duyulmasi, takdir edilmesi ve kiymeti bilinmesi gereken anlamina
gelir. Bir seye ulasma ve onu muhafaza etme eylemi, ayrica diger seylerle karsilastirildiginda degerlerin miktari
ve dogasi lzerine yapilan muhakeme eylemi anlamina da gelmektedir (Venkataiah, 2007). Zecha (1999)’ya gore
ise degerler belirli kosullar altinda belirli bir toplumda ve tek bir kisi icin gercek bir seydir. Farkli toplumlar farkli
yasam tarzlarini, ahlaki gorusleri ve yasal yaptirimlari benimser. Evrensel olarak gegerli olan bir ahlaki
desteklemek veya buna sahip olmak neredeyse imkansizdir. Bunun da 6tesinde toplum icinde yasayan her bireyin
neyin yanlis neyin dogru olduguna yonelik deger yargilari da her ne kadar icinde yasadiklari topluluga ayak
uydurma egiliminde olsa da birbirinden farklidir. Bu agidan disinuldiglinde degerler tamamiyla 6zneldir. Fakat
insan sosyal bir canlidir ve topluluk iginde var olur. Deger egitiminin amaci da bize diger insanlarla iliski kurma

bicimiyle ilgili kurallar ve bu kurallari akillica uygulayabilme becerisi hakkinda bir bilgi vermektir (Aspin, 2007).

Genel olarak deger egitimi, idealist anlayisa gore 6grencinin degerli davranis ve insan modellerini 6rnek almasi
amaciyla egitilmesini icermektedir (Yel & Aladag, 2012). Lickona (1992) deger egitiminin demokratik bir toplumun
basarisi icin temel oldugu gorisiindedir. Ona gére demokrasi halkin kendi kendini yénetmesi ise, insanlara dnce
adil ve 6zgir bir toplum saglamalidir. Bunun anlami ise insanin en azindan “iyi” olmasidir. Demokrasiyi anlayan
ve ahlaki boyutuyla hemfikir olan insanlar, digerinin haklarina saygi, kanunlari kabul, kamu yasamina gondlli

katihm ve toplumun iyiligiyle ilgilenirler (akt. Akbas, 2008).

Degerlerin nasil dlciilmesi gerektigiyle ilgili bircok farkh goriis vardir. Ogrencilerin ahlaki gelisiminin
degerlendirmesi, gelisim psikologlari tarafindan kullanilan 6zel olarak tasarlanmis testlerin kullanimini
gerektirmektedir. Diger taraftan 6gretmenlerin, 6grencilerin glindelik okul yasami boyunca soyledikleri
kelimeleri, davranislari ve siniftaki yorumlari isiginda boyle bir gelismeyi degerlendirmeleri mikemmele yakin bir
sekilde mimkindir. Bu tir gozlemlere ve ilerlemenin degerlendiriimesine yonelik firsatlarin, akademik

konulardaki ilerlemenin degerlendirmesine dahil edilmemesinin bir nedeni yoktur (Wringe, 2006).

Ogretmenler bilingli veya bilingsiz olarak 6grencilerin deger gelisimini etkiler. Onlar siniflarinda egitim politikasini,
okulun pedagojik vizyonunu ve kendi kiiltiirel-pedagojik altyapilarini eyleme gegirirler. Ogretmenler degerleri
sectikleri materyaller, konu igerikleri, verdikleri érnekler ve 6grencileri yonlendirme bigimleriyle ifade ederler

(Gudmundsdottir, 1990). Bir 6gretmen degerleri aktarabilir, fakat ayni zamanda konuyla ilgili farkh bakis agilarinin
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birbiriyle karsilastirildigi durumlari da olusturabilir. Egitim slirecinde, 6gretmen rol modeli olarak hareket eder.
Ogrencilerin 6gretmenin rol modelini takip etme zorunlulugu yoktur, ancak okul hayatinda bununla karsi karsiya
kalmalari kaginilmazdir (Leenders & Vaugelers, 2009). Ogretmenler okulda belirli bir vatandaslik tiiriiniin baskin
olabilecegi pedagojik bir vizyonu yansitabilir. Literatiirde bireyci vatandaslik ve elestirel demokratik vatandaslik
gibi farkh vatandaslik tirleri vardir. Farkli vatandashk turleri farkh egitim uygulamalarini beraberinde getirir
(Goodman, 1992; Apple & Beane, 1995). Genel egitim politikasi, okulun 6zglin atmosferi, cevrenin beklentilerinin
yani sira 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu spesifik deger yargilari da, 06grencilerin hangi yonde egitilecekleri

konusunda en buyik karar vericilerden biridir.

Tirkiye’de okullarda degerler ve degerler egitimi konusu 2004 yilindan sonra planh sekilde ele alinmaya
baglamistir. 2004 yilindan itibaren 6gretim programlarinda agik¢a bahsedilmeye baslandiktan sonra tzerinde
birgok ¢alisma yapilan bir arastirma alani haline gelmistir (Ulusoy & Arslan, 2016). Turkiye’de degerler egitimi ile
ilgili yapilan calismalara baktigimizda: Yazar (2012) 6gretmen adaylarinin degerler hakkindaki goruslerini
inceledigi arastirmasina 32 6gretmen adayi katilmistir. Arastirmanin bulgularina gére 6gretmen adaylarinin
yasamlarina yon veren baslica degerlerin manevi degerler oldugu, bunu ekonomik ve dini degerlerin takip ettigi
gorilmektedir. Ogretmen adaylarinin, degerlerin kazanilmasinda ailenin dnemli bir rolii oynadigini ve degerlerin
kazandirilmasi konusunda ailelerin egitilmeleri gerektigi gértisinde olduklari anlasilmaktadir. Bayirh vd. (2020)
farkli branslarda gérev yapmakta olan 6gretmenlerin degerler egitiminin uygulanisi konusunda deneyimlerini ve
bu deneyimlere bagh gorislerini ortaya koymaya calistigl arastirmasina 10 6gretmen katilmistir. Arastirma
sonucunda 6gretmenlerin degerler egitimini toplumumuzda ve kiltirimizde yasanan degisimlerden dolayi
gerekli gordukleri, 6gretmenlerin degerler egitimi sirasinda deger 6gretimi yaklasimlarindan en ¢ok telkin ve
eylem/davranis yoluyla 6grenme yaklasimlarini kullandiklari ve yapilan deger egitimi etkinliklerinin 6grenciler
Gzerinde olumlu etki biraktigini ifade ettikleri tespit edilmistir. Sayin (2020), ilkokullarda gorev yapan
ogretmenlerin degerler egitimiyle ilgili goruslerini inceledigi arastirmasinda, 6gretmenlerin degerler egitiminin
gerekli oldugu fikrine sahip oldugunu bulmustur. Oguz (2012) ise yaptigl arastirmada, 6gretmen adaylarinin
degerlere ve degerler egitimine iliskin gorislerini ortaya koymayi amaclamistir. Verilerin analizi sonucunda
o6gretmen adaylarinin en ¢ok evrenselcilik, yardimseverlik ve giivenlik deger tiplerine katildiklar gériilmektedir.
Deger egitimine iliskin gorisleri ise daha ¢ok program, model olma, yasantilardan yararlanma ve 6grencilere

disincelerini ortaya koyabilecekleri ortamlarin saglanmasi gibi basliklar altinda toplanabilmektedir.

Ogretmen adaylarina verilen degerler egitimi iki yonliidir: Birincisi degerleri kendi davranislarinda géstermek ve
ogrencilere 6rnek olmak, ikincisi ise 6grencilere verilecek egitimin nasil verilmesi gerektigini 6grenmektir.
Okullarda 6gretmenlerden beklenen davranis ve tutumlari belirleyen ilke ve standartlar vardir. Gelecek nesilleri
yetistirecek 6gretmen adaylarinin ulusal ve evrensel ahlaki kurallari 6grenmeleri ve davranislarinda sergilemeleri
6gretmen egitiminin en 6nemli amaclarindan biridir. Diristliik, glvenilirlik, adalet, hosgorl, demokrasi,
sorumluluk, sevgi ve saygi gibi degerlerden yoksun bir 6gretmenin 6grencilere faydali olmasi beklenemez. Tim
bireyler aldig1 degerler egitimi ile kendilerini gelistirir ve kendi degerler sistemini olusturur. Pedagojik formasyon

egitimi sirasinda tim dgretmen adaylari zorunlu veya se¢cmeli degerler egitimi dersi alir. Ogretmen adaylarinin
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degerlere iliskin goris ve tercihleri aldiklari egitim ve yasam deneyimleri nedeniyle 6nemlidir. Bu arastirma,
egitim fakiltesine devam eden farkli branslardaki 6gretmen adaylarinin 6nem verdikleri degerleri ve deger

egitimi ile ilgili algilarini karsilastirmali olarak incelemektir.

YONTEM

Arastirmanin yontem bolimiinde; arastirma deseni, calisma grubu, veri toplama araci ve analizi alt basliklari yer

almaktadir.
Arastirma Deseni

Calisma, genel arastirma tlrlerinden tarama modeli niteligindedir. Bu model, bir populasyonun lyelerinden bir
veya daha fazla degiskene gbre o popiilasyonun mevcut durumunu belirlemek igin veri elde etme girisimidir
(Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012). Bir grubun belirli 6zelliklerini belirlemek igin verilerin toplanmasini amaglayan
calismalara tarama arastirmasi denir (BUyukoztirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akglin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2012). Tarama
arastirmasi, anketlere veya miilakatlara dayali, deneysel olmayan bir arastirma yontemi trtidir (Burke Johnson
& Christensen, 2017). Bir baska deyisle tarama modelleri gegmiste veya halen var olan durumu mevcut sekliyle

betimlemeyi amaglayan arastirmalardir (Karasar, 2006).
Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin katilmcilara ait bilgiler Tablo 1 ve Tablo 2’de gosterilmistir. Bu calismada amach 6rnekleme
yontemlerinden 6lgiit drneklemesi ydntemi kullanilmistir. Olgiit 8rnekleme, bir arastirmada gozlem birimlerinin
belli niteliklere sahip kisiler, olaylar, nesneler ya da durumlardan olusturulmasidir (Bliytkozturk vd., 2012). Diger
bir tanim da, kriter 6rneklemesi, dnceden belirlenmis bir dGnem kriterini karsilayan vakalarin secilmesini icerir
(Patton, 2001, s. 238). Buradaki temel anlayis 6nceden belirlenmis bir dizi 6l¢iti karsilayan bitin durumlarin

calisiimasidir (Yildirm & Simsek, 2016).

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri

Degisken Frekans Yuzde
Universiteler

A 304 64.4
B 168 35.6
Toplam 472 100

Calisma grubu olarak iki Gniversitenin belirlenmesinde bir takim olgitler dikkate alinmistir. Birinci olgit A
tiniversitesi sehir merkezinde kurulan bir tiniversiteyi B Universitesi ise kirsal alani temsil etmektedir. ikinci 8lgit
A Universitesi kurulus tarihi daha eski bir kurum iken, B Universitesinin kurulusu daha yenidir. Birinci kriter: A
Universitesi sehir merkezinde kurulmus bir Gniversiteyi, B Universitesinin ise kirsal alani temsil etmesidir. ikinci
kriter, Universite A'nin daha eski bir kurum, Universite B'nin ise daha yeni bir kurum olmasidir. Ayrica ¢alismanin

kapsam gecerliligini artirmak icin bu Gniversiteler farkl bélgelerden segilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Katilimcilarin Béliimlere, Sinifa ve Cinsiyete Gére Dagilimi

Degisken Frekans Yiizde
Cinsiyet

Kadin 357 75.6
Erkek 113 24
Bos 2 A4
Bo6liim

Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 124 26.3
Okuléncesi Egitimi 120 25.4
Sinif Egitimi 101 21.4
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 84 17.8
Tarkge Egitimi 43 9.1
Sinif

3. sinif 330 69.9
4. sinif 142 30.1
Toplam 472 100

Bu calismaya, iki devlet lniversitesinin egitim fakiltelerindeki farkh bolimlerde 6grenim goéren 472 6gretmen
adayi dahil edilmistir. Katihmcilarin betimsel istatistiklerine bakildiginda cinsiyete gére % 75.6’sinin “kadin”
(n=357 kisi), % 24’Unln “erkek” (n=113 kisi) ve toplamda 472 kisi oldugu gérilmektedir. Katilimcilarin alan
dagilimlarina bakildiginda, % 26.3’lGnilin (n=124 kisi) Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi, % 25.4’Gn0n{ (n=120 kisi) Okuléncesi
Egitimi, % 21.4’tinlin (n=101 kisi) Sinif Egitimi, % 17.8’inin (n=84 kisi) Fen Bilimleri Egitimi ve % 9.1’inin (n=43 kisi)
Tiirkge Egitimi, alanlarinda 6grenimlerine devam ettikleri anlasilmaktadir. Sinif degiskenine gore ise katilimcilarin
% 69.9 ‘u (n=330 kisi) 3. sinifa, % 30.1’i (n=142 kisi) ise 4. sinifa devam etmektedir. Arastirmada, 3. ve 4. sinif
ogrencilerin segiminde hem 6grenim programi tamamlamak Uzere olmalari hem daha fazla sayida anket
¢alismasina katilmis olmalari hem de arastirmaya katilmayi kabul etmeleri etkili olmustur. Katihmcilar degerler
ve deger egitimine iliskin bilgilerin kazandirildig dersleri, edinilen bu bilgilerin gézlenmesine ve uygulanmasina
yonelik 6zel 6gretim yontemleri, topluma hizmet uygulamalari, okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi

derslerini almiglardir.
Veri Toplama Araci ve Analizi

Verilerin toplanmasi amaciyla 6gretmen adaylarina arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan “Deger Egitimi Yazih
GOrus Formu” uygulanmistir. Formda cinsiyet, bolim ve deger egitimine iliskin ders alip/almama degiskenlerine
iliskin kisisel bilgilere yonelik sorularin yani sira, 6gretmen adaylarinin hangi degerleri daha ¢ok 6nemsedigi,
degerlerin nasil 6gretilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi ilgili gorislerini belirlemeye yonelik acik uglu sorular yer almistir.
Bu amacla dort soru hazirlanmistir. Birinci soruda 6gretmen adaylarindan kendilerine gore en 6nemli li¢ degeri
nedeniyle birlikte secmeleri istenmistir. ikinci soruda degerin 6gretilebilir bir sey olma durumu sorgulanmistir.
Ugiincii soruda katilimcilardan gelecekte degerleri 6gretmek icin kullanmayi planladiklar ii¢ etkili ydntemi ve
nedenlerini ifade etmeleri beklenmistir. Goérlismenin son sorusu, O0gretmen adaylarinin deger egitimini

degerlendirmek igin tercih ettikleri yontemlerin degerlendirilmesi hakkinda bilgi vermekti.
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Formun gelistirilmesi siirecinde, arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan sorularin uzman goéruslerine sunulmasi ve
donitlere gore gerekli dizeltmelerin yapilmasi saglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda, arastirmacilar disinda iki alan
uzmanina, bir dil uzmanina, bir 6lgme-degerlendirme uzmani ve bir psikolojik danisma ve rehberlik uzmani olmak
Gizere toplam bes uzmanin gorisine basvurulmustur. Elde edilen taslak formu, deneme amaciyla yeterli sayida
O0gretmen adayina uygulanarak anlasilabilirligi sinanmistir. Bu uygulama sonrasinda form, gerekli diizenlemeler
sonucunda aslil uygulama icin hazir hale getirilmistir. Arastirmacilar, birbirinden bagimsiz olarak veri toplandiklari
Universitelere ait verileri kodlamiglardir. Daha sonra yapilan kodlamalar arastirmacilar tarafindan
karsilastiriimigtir. Bu karsilastirma isleminden sonra kodlama islemi tamamlanmistir. Arastirmanin givenirlik
hesaplamasi i¢in Miles ve Huberman’in (1994) literatlire kazandirilan uyusma yiizdesi hesaplanmistir. Uyusma
ylzdesi (Agreement percentage) Gulvenirlik= Goris Birligi/(Gorus Birligi + Gorts Ayriligi)x 100 formuli
kullanilmigtir. Buna gore iki uzmanin tim sorular igin genel uyusum ytizdesi 0.95 olarak hesaplanmistir (Yildirim
& Simsek, 2016). Buna ek olarak, Gglincl bir uzmanin veri setinin rastgele secilen %25’ini incelemesi sonucu
ulasilan uyusma yizdesi ise 93.3’tlr. Belirlenen uyusma yiizdelerinin, %70'in lzerinde ¢ikmasi arastirma

sonucunun glvenir oldugunu disindirmektedir (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yildirim & Simsek, 2016).

Yazih goriis formu araciligiyla elde edilen veriler, betimsel analiz yaklasimi ile incelenerek 6gretmen adaylarinin
degerler egitimi ile ilgili gbruslerine yonelik bulgular tablolar halinde gosterilmistir. Betimsel analizde temel amag,
toplanan verileri daha 6nceden belirlenen temalara gore 6zetlemek ve yorumlamaktir (Yildirm & Simsek, 2016,
s. 239). Ozden ve Saban’a gére (2017), betimleyici arastirmalarda, belirli bir grubun tanimlanmasi amaciyla bilgi
toplanmaktadir (s.3). Bulgular, literatiir destegi ile yorumlanarak tartisilmistir. Karsilastirma iceren bu arastirma,
egitim fakultesinin farkli bolumlerine 6grenim gérmis olan farkli branglara sahip olacak 6gretmen adaylarinin
degerlerle/deger egitimiyle ilgili gbruslerindeki benzerlik ve farkliliklar ortaya c¢ikarilmistir. Gegerlik ve giivenirlik
kapsaminda calismada amach 6rnekleme, ayrintili betimleme ve teyit edilebilirlik stratejileri kullaniimistir
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Yildirim & Simsek, 2016). Dogrudan alintilara yer verilirken A= i¢ Anadolu Bélgesindeki
devlet Universitesini, B= Akdeniz Bolgesindeki devlet Universitesini ifade etmektedir. Ayrica, katilimcilar
tanimlamak icin 5 harf kullanildi. ilk harf Giniversiteyi, ikinci harf bélim, Gglinciisii cinsiyet, dérdiincisi sinif ve
besinci harf ise katiimci numarasini temsil etmektedir. Ornegin, 'A, SBE, E, 4, 12' kisaltmasi Orta Anadolu
Bolgesi'nde bulunan bir katilimci igin Gniversite anlamina gelen SBE, yani katilimcinin sosyal bilgiler béliminde
okudugu anlamina gelir; E, erkek katimcilar anlamina gelir; 4, 4. sinif 6grencisi oldugu ve 12, 12 numarah
katilimci oldugu anlamina gelir. Bolimlerin kisaltmalari SBE: Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi, TE: Tlrkge Egitimi, FBE: Fen

Bilimleri Egitimi, OOE: Okuldncesi Egitimi, SE: Sinif Egitimidir.

BULGULAR

Arastirmanin bu bélimde acik uglu sorulardan edinilen veriler karsilastirmali bir sekilde tablolar halinde
sunulmustur. Bu baglamda ilk olarak 6gretmen adaylarinin hayattaki olmazsa olmaz degerleri sorgulanmistir(bkz.
Tablo 3). ikinci olarak katiimcilarin deger egitimi ile ilgili herhangi bir secmeli ders alip almadiklarina iliskin
bulgular sunulmustur(bkz. Tablo 4). Ugiincii olarak 6gretmen adaylarinin deger egitiminin gerekliligine iliskin

disinceleri ortaya konulmustur(bkz. Tablo 5). Dordiincii olarak, 6gretmen adaylarinin 6grenim gordikleri
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boélimlerin 6gretim programinda bulunan degerlerin liclini gerekgelendirerek siralamalari istenmistir(bkz. Tablo
6). Besinci olarak gelecegin 6gretmenlerinin degerin 6gretilebilir olmasina iliskin goéruslerini belirtmeleri
istenmistir(bkz. Tablo 7). Altinci olarak ¢alisma grubundaki katilimcilarin deger 6gretimi ile ilgili siniflarinda
kullanmayi disindikleri etkili 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerinin G¢lini nedenleriyle birlikte belirtmeleri talep
edilmistir(bkz. Tablo 8). Son olarak egitim slrecinin etkililigini lcme ve degerlendirmek igin 6gretmen adaylarinin

kullanilabilecegi yontem ve teknikleri gerekcelendirerek agiklamalari beklenmistir(bkz. Tablo 9).

Tablo 3. Ogretmen Adaylarinin Hayatindaki Olmazsa Olmaz Degeri

Hayattaki deger Aile Saygi Dirastluk
Cinsiyet K E K E B K E
Boliimler n % n % N % n % n % n % N %
Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 5 66 8 333 14 241 13 813 - - 18 305 9 643
Tirkge Egitimi 2 26 4 167 3 52 - - 1 100 2 34 2 143
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 29 382 2 83 9 155 - - - - 14 238 -
Okuléncesi Egitimi 26 342 4 16.7 16 276 - - - - 12 203 -
Sinif Egitimi 14 184 6 25 16 276 3 187 - - 13 22 3 214
Toplam(%100) 76 24 58 16 1 59 14
K: Kadin E: Erkek B: Bos

Birinci sirada olan aile degerini kadin 6gretmen adaylarindan 76 katihmci (%21.3), erkek 6gretmen adaylarinin
(n=24) %21.2 si belirtmislerdir. ikinci sirada en ¢ok tekrarlanan deger olan sayg! icin cinsiyete gére kadinlarin
(n=58) %16.2’si, erkeklerin ise (n=16) %14.2’si se¢mislerdir. Uglincii deger olan diiriistliik ise kadin &gretmen
adaylarinin (n=59) %16.5’i, erkeklerin ise (n=14) %12.4’UG tarafindan tercih edilmistir. Bu degerleri adil olma
(n=27), vatanseverlik (n=23), sevgi (n=21), 6zgurlik (n=15), bagimsizlik (n=13), hosgoru ve guven (n=9), esitlik,
sorumluluk ve 6zgliven (n=7), farkliliklara saygi ve 6z-saygi (n=6), temizlik (n=4), 6z-kontrol (n=3), baris, doga
sevgisi, estetik, saglikl olmaya 6nem verme, tarih bilinci ve yardimseverlik (n=2), caliskanlik, dayanisma,
demokratik tutumu benimseme, dogal cevreye duyarllik, etik, isbirligi, dogruluk, bayrak, insanlik ve empati

yapmak (n=1) izlemistir.

Tablo 4. Ogretmen Adaylarinin Deger Egitimi ile ilgili Herhangi Bir Secmeli Ders Alma Durumlari

Se¢meli ders alma durumu Hayir Evet Bos
Universiteler 255 (A) 131 (B) 45 (A) 37 (B) 4 (A) -
Cinsiyet K E B K E K E
n % n % N % n % n % n % n %

Boliimler
Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 41 133 23 303 - - 24 522 34 94.4 1 333 1 100
Tirkge Egitimi 24 7.8 15 19.7 2 100 1 2.2 - - 1 333 - -
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 72 234 9 11.8 - - 2 43 1 2.8 - - - -
Okuléncesi Egitimi 101 328 10 132 - - 9 19.6 - - - - - -
Sinif Egitimi 70 227 19 25 - - 10 217 1 2.8 1 333 - -

Toplam(%100) 308 76 2 46 36 3 1
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Ogretmen adaylarindan deger egitimi ile ilgili herhangi bir secmeli ders aldiniz mi? sorusuna “evet” cevabini veren
ve A Universitesinde 6grenim goren katihmcilarin bolimler agisindan dagilimi Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi (n=29)
(%64.4). Tiirkce Egitimi ve Fen Bilimleri Egitimi (n=1) (%2.2), Okuléncesi Egitimi (n=5) (%11.1) ve Sinif Egitiminde
(n=9) (%20) seklindedir. B Universitesindeki 6gretmen adaylarindan “evet” cevabi verenlerin dagilimi bolimlere
gore (n=29) (%78.4), Fen Bilimleri Egitimi (n=2) (%5.4), Okuléncesi Egitimi (n=4) (%10.8) ve Sinif Egitiminde (n=2)
(%5.4) bicimindedir. B Universitesinde Tiirkce Egitimi boliminde 6grenim goren katilimcilarin degere yonelik bir
ders almadiklari belirlenmistir. Katimcilardan “evet” segmeli ders aldim diyenlerin dagilimi A Gniversitesi (n=45)
ve B Universitesi (n=37) bigimindedir. Hayir diyenlerin dagilimi A (niversitesi (n=255) ve B Universitesi (n=131)
seklindedir. Bu soruyu bos birakan katilimcilar A tniversitesin (n=4)dedir.

Tablo 5. Deger Egitiminin Gerekliligine iliskin Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmen Adaylarinin En Sik Tekrarladig
Goruslerinin Dagilimi

Gorusler Frekans Yiizde Nedenlerin Dagilimi Frekans
Evet 28 93.3 Gereklilik-Amag- 24
Vazgecilmez unsur
lyi vatandas yetistirme 14

Ginlik yagam 12

Hayir - -

Kismen 2 6.7 Okulda tamamlanmasi 6
Ailede baslamasi 2
Deger egitimi sart 1
degildir

Toplam 30 100 Toplam 59

Deger egitiminin gerekliligine iliskin “evet” cevabini veren Ogretmen adaylarinin cevaplarindan o6rnekler

asagidadir:

“Ogrencilerin iyi bir vatandas olarak yetisebilmesi, toplumsal kurallar, geleneksel gorgii kurallarini
o6grenebilmeleri topluma yararh bireyler olabilmeleri i¢cin 6gretmen adaylarinin bunlarla ilgili deger bilgilerini
ogrencilerine gecirmesi gerekmektedir. Cocuklar 6gretmenin anlattigi ve onlara kazandirdig ahlak, toplumsal ve

gorgli degerleriyle kazandiklari kazanimlarla iyi bir vatandas olma yolunda ilerler” (A, SBE, K, 4, 1).

“Degerler glinlik hayatta 6nemli seylerdir. Sosyal bilgilerin temel amaci iyi bir vatandas yetistirmektir. Bu ylizden
deger 6gretimi sosyal bilgiler dersi icin 6nemlidir. Sadece deger egitimi sosyal bilgiler dersinde 6grencilere
benimsetilebilir. Diger derslerin icerigi buna uygun degildir. Deger 6gretimi bilingli vatandaslar yetismesini saglar”

(A, SBE, E, 3, 17).

Deger egitiminin gerekliligine iliskin “kismen” cevabini veren 6gretmen adaylarinin cevaplarindan ornekler

asagidadir:

“Belli degerler aile icinde, akran iletisiminde yasanilan bolge ve sehirde ve ayrica egitimde 6grenilir. Farkli
degerlerin farkli durum ve statiilerde 6grenilmesinden dolayi sadece okul icinde 6grenilmesi ve kalicilligi daha

kolay degerlerin okulda 6gretilmesi gerekir” (A, SBE, K, 4, 19).
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“Degerler egitimi insanlarin aileden baslayarak kazanmasi gereklidir. Ogrenciler degerleri 6grenmeye okulda degil

aile icinde kavramali ve uygun davranislar gelistirmelidir. Bu degerlerin kazandirilmasi deger egitimi sart degildir.

Deger egitimi sadece Uzerinden gegilecek sekilde verilebilir” (A, SBE, E, 4, 22).

Tablo 6. Ogretmen Adaylarinin Ogrenim Gérdiikleri Béliimlere iliskin Ogretim Programinda Bulunan

Degerlerden Ugiinii Siralamalari istedigimizde Ortaya Cikan Dagilim

Ogretim programindaki degerler

Deger 1 Deger 2 Deger 3
Aile birligine 6nem Saygl Vatanseverlik
verme
Cinsiyet K E K E B K E
Boliimler n % n % N % n % n % n % n %
Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 12 13 11 393 7 13.7 5 385 - - 9 204 10 526
Tirkge Egitimi 6 6.5 5 17.9 3 5.9 1 7.7 2 100 7 159 4 211
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 35 38 1 3.6 10 196 3 23 - - 5 114 1 53
Okuléncesi Egitimi 22 24 3 10.7 14 275 2 154 - - 7 159 1 53
Sinif Egitimi 17 185 8 28.5 17 333 2 154 - - 16 364 3 15.7
Toplam(%100) 92 28 51 13 2 44 19

Ogretmen adaylarinin deger 1 kategorisinde belirttikleri birinci deger “aile birligine énem verme” (n=120)
(%25.4), ikinci deger “adil olma” (n=54) (%11.4) iken liglnci sirada “diristlik” ve “saygl” (n=45) (%9.5) degerleri
bulunmaktadir. Deger 2 kategorisinde katiimcilarin siraladiklari degerlerden birincisi, “saygl” (n=64) (%13.5),
ikincisi “durustlik” (n=59) (%12.5) ve li¢lincisi ise “vatanseverlik” (n=51) (%10.8)dir. Deger 3 kategorisinde ise

dagilimi “vatanseverlik” (n=63) (%13.3), “saygl” (n=56) (%11.9) ve “dirlstlik” (n=36) (%7.6) seklindedir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin 6grenim goérdikleri bélimlere iligkin 6gretim programinda bulunan degerlerden lguni

siraladiklarinda ortaya koydugu gerekceler asagida gosterilmektedir.
Deger 1. Aile birligine 6nem verme

A ve B Universitesindeki katihmcilarin “aile birligine 6nem verme” degerine yonelik gorisleri sirasiyla “en 6nemli
ve temel kurum olmas!” (f=36). “her seyden 6nde tutmasi” (f=28), “gelecegin teminati olmasi” (f=25), “Deger
egitiminin basladigl yer olmasi” (f=24) ve “sadik bireyler yetistirmeyi amaclamasi” (f=3) kategorilerinde
yogunlasmistir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan o6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida

gosterilmistir.

“ Aile toplumun gelismesini saglayan en énemli birimdir. Ciinkii her sey ailede baslar. aile birligi saglam saglikh

bireyler yetisirse bu toplumun yararina olur” (A, SBE, K, 4, 9).
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“Aile bizi bir arada tutan bize dogruyu yanhsi égreten (6gretmesi gereken) 6nemli bir kurumdur. Bu nedenle aile

birligine 6nem verme her alanda olumlu yénde etkilidir’ (A, FBE, K, 3, 159).

“Aile benim hayatimda sahip oldugum en miikemmel 6gedir. Bu nedenle degerlerimin ilk sirasinda yer alir’” (B, SE,

K, 3,9).

Tezcan’a gore (1997) aile, yiiz ylze ve igten iliskileri en glicli oldugu birinci gruplardandir. Bu nedenle, bireyin
tutum ve degerlerinin olusmasinda birincil etkilesimi saglamasi yoniinden ayri bir 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu 6nem
ailenin temel kurumlar arasinda bulunmasinin nedenlerinden birisidir. Cocuk. Degerleri, duygulari ve konum
beklentilerini ailenin her lyesiyle olan deneyimleri araciligiyla 6grenir. Bunu da baskalarina katilma, rol oynama
ve kendi dislince ve davranisini yargilama yollariyla gerceklestirir (s. 142-143). Aile degeri Nelson’un degerler
siniflandiriimasinda grup degerleri kapsamindadir. Her gocuk ailede aldigi ilk egitimle daha sonraki siireci verimli

ve etkin bir sekilde gegirebilir (Akt. Geng. 2016).
Deger 2. Saygi

A ve B Universitesindeki katilimcilarin “saygl” degerine yonelik gorisleri sirasiyla “bir toplumun, insanin ve
iletisimin olmazsa olmaz degeri olmasi” (f=36), “diger degerleri kapsamasi” (f=15), “verimi arttiran bir unsur
olmasi” (f=12) kategorilerinde yogunlasmistir. Buna iliskin degisik bélimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan

yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.

“Saygi benim olmazsa olmaz dederlerim arasindadir. Saygisiz insan diiriistte olmaz, adilde olmaz. Diger degerleri

kapsadigina inandigim igin saygi énemli” (A, FE, K, 3, 170).
“Saygi insanlar arasindaki iletisimin olmazsa olmazlarindandir” (B, SE, E, 4, 264).

Cafoglu ve Akar (2007)"1n arastirma sonuglarina gore, 6grencilerin saygi ve dirustlik boyutunda bu galismayla

dogrusallik gosteren sonuglar elde etmistir.
Deger 3. Vatanseverlik

A Universitesindeki katilimcilarin “vatanseverlik” degerine yonelik gorisleri sirasiyla “6ncelikle kazandiriimasi
gereken bir deger olmasi” (f=31), “deger gelisimine katkida bulunmasi” (f=18), “gereklilik (ihtiyag) olmasi” (f=15)
kategorilerinde yogunlasmistir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar

asagida gosterilmistir
“Dederlerimiz zaten aile ve vatan igindir. Bunlar icin yasar bunlar igin ¢aba harcariz” (A, OOE, K, 4, 210).

“Her birey icinde bulundugu topluma faydali kisiler olmalidir. Vatanseverlik duygusuyla hareket edilmelidir ki iilke

gelissin” (A, TE, E, 3, 132).
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Tablo 7. Ogretmen Adaylarinin Degerin Ogretilebilir Olmasina iliskin Gérislerinin Dagilimi

Ogretilebilirlik Evet Hayir Kismen Fikrim yok
Cinsiyet K E B K E K E B K

N % n % n % n n % n % n % n % n %
Bolimler
SBE 48 204 46 554 - - 6 115 6 353 12 176 6 46.1 - - - -
TE 19 8.1 13 157 1 100 4 7.7 2 11.8 3 4.4 - - 1 100 - -
FBE 44 186 5 6 - - 16 308 3 176 13 19.1 2 154 - - 1 100
OOE 73 309 6 7.2 - - 15 288 3 176 22 324 1 7.7 - - - -
SE 52 22 13 157 - - 11 212 3 17.6 18 265 4 30.8 - - - -
Toplam(%100) 236 83 1 52 17 68 13 1 1

Deger egitiminin gerekliligine iliskin “evet” cevabini veren katihmcilar (n=320), “kismen” cevabini verenler (n=82),
“hayir” cevabi verenler (n=69) iken “fikrim yok” ¢ergevesinde disiince belirten ise (n=1)’dir. Kismen kategorisi
icerisinde “deger 6gretiminin uygulatilabilir”, “yasayarak oOgrenilebilir’, “model olarak oOgretilebilecegi ve

e

hissettirilecegi” belirtilmistir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin degerin 6gretilebilir olmasina iliskin gérislerini dile getirirken belirttikleri gerekgelerin

dagihmi asagidaki sekildedir.

“Evet” cevabini veren 6gretmen adaylarinin sunduklari gerekgeler sirasiyla “degerler sonradan kazandirilir”
(f=56), “rol model olarak, yasanti yoluyla, 6rnek davranislarla kazandirihr” (f=51), “6ncelikle ailede baslar, okulda
ve cevrede devam eder” (f=40), “kisileri yasami boyunca etkiler ve gelistirir” (f=21), “belli bir yastan 6nce
baslanmali” (f=16), “gonulli-farkinda olarak 6gretilmeli” (f=11), “6grencilere yasamdan deger g¢ikarmalari
ogretilmeli” (f=10), “bir bilgi olmayip en zor 6gretilen sey” (f=7), “duyussal boyutu vardi” (f=5), “bir bilgi olarak
kazandirilabilir” (f=4) ve “Kimi degerler yaparak-yasayarak kimisi de ogretilebilir’ (f=3) seklinde dagilim
gostermektedir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida

gosterilmistir.
“Evet. Clinkii deger insanlarin yasamlari boyunca kisilere etki eder ve kisilerin gelismesini saglar” (A, SBE, E, 4, 2).

“Evet, dgretilebilir bir seydir. Ciinkii her insan dogduktan sonra dili de déhil olmak (izere pek ¢ok seyi gevresi ile

etkilesime girerek edinir” (B,TE, K, 3, 128).

“Hayir” cevabini veren 6gretmen adaylarinin siraladiklar gerekgeler “farkli uygulamalarla yasamina katarak
kazandirimall” (f=19). “dogustan gelen/icglidusel olan/ 6gretilemeyen tek sey” (f=16). “i¢sellestirilmesi gereken”
(f=5) ve “icinde bulunulan topluma gore degisen” (f=2) bicimindedir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan

o6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.

“Hayir, ne yapmasi nasil davranmasi gerektigi égretilebilir. Fakat insan kendi ahlaksal yargilarini olusturmaya

basladiktan sonra bireyin istegine, i¢sellestirmesine baglidir” (A, SE, K, 4, 262).
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“Bir deger 6gretilemez. Kisinin igerisinde bulunmasi gerekir ve baska etkiler ile biz bu degerleri ortaya ¢ikarabilir.
Ornedin vatanseverlik dederinin olusmadidi bir insana vatanseverlik dederini sonradan kazandiramazsiniz.

Diisiincelerinde degisime neden olunabilir ancak deger sonradan égretilemez” (A, FBE, K, 4, 153).

“Kismen” cevabini veren katilimcilarin sayisi 82 ve bu gorislerini gerekgelendirirken sunduklari fikirler “degerlerin
uygulayarak, yaparak-yasayarak 6gretilmesi” (f=11). “cevresinin etkisiyle desteklenip ortaya cikartilabilir” (f=11).
“deger dogustan gelir ve tam olarak Ogretilemez” (f=6). “bazi degerler 6gretilebilir” (f=4) “uzun bir sireci

gerektirir” (f=2) ve “68rencinin 6g§renmeye acik olmasi gerekir” (f=2) seklindedir.

“Deger insanin igcinde olan ve gerekli kosullar saglandiginda ortaya ¢ikar. Fakat ortaya ¢ikmasinda dis etkenlerin
etkisi vardir” (A, FBE, K, 4, 150).
“Bence belli bir kismi kazandirilabilir. Bireyin icinde kirintilari olmali ki gelistirebilsin. Yoksa kazandirilabilecegini

diisiinmiiyorum” (B, OOE, K, 4, 114).

Tablo 8. Ogretmen Adaylarindan Deger Ogretimi ile ilgili Kullanilabilecek Etkili Ogretim Yontem ve Tekniklerin

Ucilint Siralamalari istedigimizde Ortaya Cikan Dagilim

Ogretim yontem ve teknikleri

Yoéntem 1 Yéntem 2 Yontem 3
Yaratici Drama Filmler Egitsel Oyunlar

Cinsiyet K E K E Bos K E
Bolumler n % n % n % n % n % N % n %
Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 22 18.8 10 416 6 12 6 30 - - 15 217 9 643
Tarkge Egitimi 7 6 3 125 3 6 5 25 1 100 3 43 1 71
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 14 119 1 4.2 11 22 3 15 - - 12 174 1 71
Okuléncesi Egitimi 43 368 1 4.2 21 42 2 10 - - 21 304 - -
Sinif Egitimi 31 265 9 375 9 18 4 20 - - 18 26.2 3 215

Toplam(%100) 117 24 50 20 1 69 14

Ogretmen adaylarinin degerleri 6gretmek icin tercih ettigi etkili 3 ydntem incelendiginde, katilimcilarin yéntem
1 kategorisinde en sik belirttikleri yontemin “yaratici drama” (n = 141) (% 29.6) oldugu ve bu kategoride yer alan
“hikayeler ve masallar ”(n = 59) (% 12.5) ikinci, Gglincl yontem ise” egitici oyunlar ”(n = 53) (% 11.2) 'dir. Yontem
2 kategorisinde katilimcilar ikinci siraya “filmler” (n = 71) (% 15.04), “geziler” (n = 59) (% 13.1) ve Uglincl siraya
“dykiler ve masallar” (n = 52) (% 11) dir. Son olarak yontem 3 kategorisinde “egitsel oyunlar” (n = 83) (% 17.5),
“geziler” (n =56) (% 11.9) ikinci sirada, “hikayeler ve masallar” ve “ grup calismasi ”(n = 40) (% 8.5) liclincli sirada

yer almaktadir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin égrenim gordiikleri bdliimlere gére degerlerin 6gretiminde kullanilabilecek yéntem ve

tekniklerin Gg¢linG siraladiklarinda ortaya koydugu gerekgeler asagida gosterilmektedir.

Yontem 1. Yaratici Drama
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A ve B Universitesindeki katimcilarin “yaratici drama” tekniginin kullanimina yonelik gerekgeli gérisleri sirasiyla
“6grenci yaparak-yasayarak siirece etkin katildigi igin” (f=39), “gorsellikle akilda kalici oldugu igin” (f=20), “6grenci
igsellestirdigi/empati kurdugu igin” ve “daha iyi 6grenme gergeklestigi icin” (f=16), “hedefe tasidigi igin” (f=10),
“rollere gore hayal glicleri canlandigi ici” ve “degerin 6nemi lzerinde disindurdigi igin” (f=8), “6grencilerin
yaraticiliklarini ortaya ¢ikardigi icin”, “tiim duyulara hitap ettigi icin” ve “uygulamasi kolay oldugu icin” (f=5), “ilgi
cekici oldugu icin” (f=3), “68rencinin kendini en iyi ifade yolu oldugu icin” (f=2) ve “6grencileri kaynastirdigi icin”,

“eglenceli oldugu icin”, “6grencilerin gelisim 6zelliklerine uygun oldugu igin” (f=1) kategorilerinde yogunlasmistir.

Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.

“insan en cok yaparak yasayarak 6grendidi seyi hatirlar. Bu yiizden bireyin dogrudan kendisi rol alarak yaptigi bir

sey onda en ¢ok izi birakacagindan bu yéntemi segtim” (A, TE, K, 4, 95).

“Drama sayesinde 6grenci canlandirma yapar. Bu sayede deder egitiminin hem olumlu hem de olumsuz yénlerini

canli olarak gérecektir 6grenci” (B, SE, K, 3, 156).

Drama, yiksek diizeyde yaraticilik glicine dayanan, insan tecriibesini arastiran bir yoldur. Dramatik etkinlikleri
insancil dusiinme, hissetme ve davranmayla birlikte insanin kendisini ve digerlerini tanimasina yardimci

olmaktadir (Génen & Dalkilig, 2000, s. 48).
Yontem 2. Filmler

A ve B Universitesindeki katiimcilarin “filmler” tekniginin kullanimina yonelik gerekgeli gorisleri sirasiyla
“insanlar etkiledigi icin” (f=17), “en kisa yoldan hedefe ulastirdigi icin” (f=12), “gorsellik 6gretimi arttirdig igin”
(f=10), “Birden fazla farkli degeri icerdigi icin” (f=8), “farkindalik yarattigi icin” (f=7), “ulasilabilirligi yiksek oldugu
icin” ve “daha kalici oldugu igin” (f=3), “hayattan kesitler sundugu icin” ve “eglenceli oldugu igin” (f=2) ve “tarih
bilinci daha kolay olusturdugu igin” (f=1) kategorilerinde karsilik bulmustur. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde

okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.
“Odgrencilerin ilgisini ceker ve odaklandiklari icin bircok seyi égretir” (A, FBE, K, 3, 181).

“Ozellikle gercek yasanmis hikdyelerin filmleri ve animasyonlarla bircok deder kisa siirede kazandirilabilir (A, OOE,

K, 3,231).

“Malum oldugdu tizere filmler giiniimiizde herkesce izlenir. Cocuklarda izledigi filmlerde gecen degerleri gériir ve

bu degerleri égrenirler” (B, TE, E, 3, 64).

Filmler hem gérme hem de isitme duyusuna hitap etmeleri nedeniyle egitim ve 6gretimin daha etkili ve kalici

olmasini saglamaktadir (Oztas, 2012).
Yontem 3. Egitsel oyunlar

A ve B uUniversitesindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin “egitsel oyunlar”in kullanimina iliskin nedenleri iceren gorusleri
“deger egitimi daha etkili gerceklestigi icin” (f=17), “6grenme eglenceli ve hizli oldugu i¢in” (f=15), “6grencilerin

gelisim 6zelliklerine uygun oldugu icin yas vb.” (f=10), “6grencilerin aktif katihmini sagladigi icin” (f=9), “degerler
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daha kalici oldugu icin” (f=8), “kendi hayatindaki davranislari yansittigi icin” ve “diger yontemlerin yerine (gezi

vb.) kullanildig i¢in” (f=3) ve “motivasyonu arttirdigi icin” (f=2) seklinde siralanabilir. Buna iliskin degisik

boliimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.
“Béliimiim Sgrencileri yani cocuklar editsel oyunla daha kolay égrenebilecediicin” (A, OOE, K, 4, 195).
“Cocuklar eglenerek katildigi her seyde daha fazla sey 6grenir” (B, SBE, E, 4, 7).

Egitsel oyunlar, 6grencilerin bilgilerini pekistirilmesi, zihinsel yeteneklerin gelistirilmesi icin kullanilan oyunlar

neseli ve rahat bir ortam saglamakta, sinif igi calismalara da degisiklik getirmektedir (Tok, 2007, s. 200).

Tablo 9. Ogretmen Adaylarindan Deger Ogretimi ile ilgili Kullanilabilecek Etkili Olgme ve Degerlendirme Yéntem

ve Tekniklerin Ugiinii Siralamalari istedigimizde Ortaya Cikan Dagilim

Olgme-degerlendirme yontem ve teknikleri

Olgme- Olgme- Olgme-
degerlendirme 1 degerlendirme 2 degerlendirme 3
Ogrenci Giriin dosyalari 0Oz degerlendirme Projeler
(Portfolyo)
Cinsiyet K E K E K E
Boliimler n % n % n % n % N % n %
Sosyal Bilgiler Egitimi 14 16.7 4 80 5 16.7 2 100 2 143 1 100
Tirkce Egitimi 2 2.4 - - 2 6.6 - - 1 7.1 - -
Fen Bilimleri Egitimi 21 25 1 20 6 20 - - 7 50 - -
Okuléncesi Egitimi 31 369 - - 9 30 - - 1 71 - -
Sinif Egitimi 16 19 - - 8 26.7 - - 3 215 - -
Toplam(%100) 84 5 30 2 14 1

Ogretmen adaylarinin deger egitiminde 6lgme-degerlendirme 1 kategorisinde belirttikleri birinci ydntem
“6grenci Urlin dosyalar1” (portfolyo) (n=84) (%17.8), ikinci yontem “sozIi yoklamalar” (n=59) (%12.5) iken Uglnci
sirada “6z degerlendirme” (n=57) (%12.1) araglari bulunmaktadir. Olgme-degerlendirme 2 kategorisinde
katilimcilarin  siraladiklari  yontemlerden birincisi “6z degerlendirme” (n=32) (%6.8), ikincisi “akran
degerlendirme” (n=21) (%4.4) ve liglinciisii ise “projeler” (n=17) (%3.6)dir. Olcme-degerlendirme 3 kategorisinde
ise dagihmi “projeler” (n=15) (%3.2), “6z degerlendirme” (n=14) (%3) ve “performans gorevleri” (n=10) (%2.1)

seklindedir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin  6grenim gordiikleri béliimlere goére degerlerin 6lcme ve degerlendirmesinde
kullanilabilecek yontem ve tekniklerin {glnu siraladiklarinda ortaya koydugu gerekgeler asagida

gosterilmektedir.
Yéntem 1. Ogrenci Uriin Dosyalari (Portfolyo)
A ve B liniversitesindeki katilimcilarin “6grenci tGriin dosyalari (portfolyo)” tekniginin kullanimina yonelik gerekgeli

gorisleri sirasiyla “streci temsil eder” (f=27), “en saglkli sonuca ulastirir” (f=23), “Uritnlerle 6grenciler kendini
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ifade eder” (f=14), “en kapsamli 6lgme araci” (f=11), “6grenci hakkinda ¢ok fazla bilgi igerir” (f=9), “68renci
gelisimi kademeli olarak izlenir” (f=8), “etkili bir dlgme araci oldugu icin” (f=7), “inceleme, biriktirmesi ve
saklamasi kolay oldugu igin” (f=2) ve “degerleri kahci kilar” (f=1) bigciminde listelenmistir. Buna iliskin degisik

boélimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.

“Uriin dosyalari ¢iinkii bir anda yapilan sinaviarda bildiklerini aktaramaz ama uzun bir siirecte hazirladigi dosya

ile bilgilerini daha rahat aktarir” (A, OOE, K, 3, 237).

“Ogrenci iiriin dosyalari ile él¢iiliir. Ciinkii iiriin dosyasi bir siireci temsil eder. Yani yazili yoklamalar gibi bir saatte
bitmez. Bir dénemi bir yili kapsadigi igin en saghkli sonug lriin dosyalaridir. Deder bir saatte kazanilmaz bir saatte

de él¢iilmez” (B, SBE, E, 4, 1).

Ogrenci gelisim dosyalari, karmasik diisinme becerilerini ve Ust diizey bilissel etkinlikleri yansitir ve
ogretmenlerin 6grencilerinin neyi 6grendiklerini anlamalari igin firsat sunar. Gelisim dosyalari, 6grencilerin
calismasini ya da galismalarini yorumlamak, diger calismalarla baglantisini kurmak ve genis kapsaml ¢alismalari
iliskilendirmek icin kullanilir (Alici, 2008, s. 137). Turgut ve Baykul’a gére (2014) 6grenci Uriin dosyasi 6grenciyi,
Ogretmenlere, okula, kendisine ve ailesine izleme firsati verir. Bu durum, 6grencinin ilerideki yonelim ve
basarilarinin 6ngorilmesinde, dolayisiyla onun yetenek ve ilgileri dogrultusunda ilgili alanlara yoneltilmesinde

onemli bir kaynagidir.
Yéntem 2. Oz degerlendirme

A ve B liniversitesindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin “6z degerlendirme” 6lgme-degerlendirme tekniginin kullaniminin
gerekliligine iliskin sunduklari gerekgeler “ en saglkl sekilde degerler 6lcilebilir” (f=17), “6grenciler eksiklerini ve
hatalarini goérebilir” (f=16), “6grenci kendini en iyi sekilde ifade eder” (f=14), “6grencilerin degerlerini/bakis
acilarini anlaniz” (f=12), “en etkili/kapsamli yontem” (f=11), “6grenci hem kendini hem de cevresini fark eder”
(f=6), “insan kendine diristtir” (f=4) ve “yasitlariyla karsilastirma imkani verir” ve “etrafindakileri 6rnek alabilir”
(f=1) seklinde siralanmistir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar

asagida gosterilmistir.

“Bence ddrencilerin sahip oldugu dederler en sadglikli olarak éz dederlendirme teknigiyle olabilir. Ogrenciler 6z

dedgerlendirme yaparak kendi arti ve eksi yonlerini gérebilir” (A, SE, K, 4, 250).

“Oz degerlendirme ile en saglikli olarak élciilebilir. Ogrencinin kendi degderlendirmesinden yola cikarak 6lcmek

saglikli olacaktir’” (B, FBE, K, 3, 90).

Ogrenciler 6z degerlendirme uygulamasi sayesinde neler égrendikleri, nerelerde sorun yasadiklari ve 6grenmeyi

nasil gerceklestirdikleri hakkinda bilgi sahibi olabilmektedirler (Kutlu, Dogan & Karakaya. 2014, s. 95).
Yontem 3. Projeler

A ve B liniversitesindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin “6z degerlendirme” 6lgme-degerlendirme tekniginin kullaniminin

gerekliligine iliskin sunduklari nedenler “saglkli bir 6lcme teknigi olmasi” (f=10), “degerlerin Gnemsenmesi ve
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kazandiginin olgllebilmesi” (f=7), “68rencilere aktif olarak proje tasarlama imkani saglamasi” ve “68rencilerin
kendi dislincelerini ortaya koyabilmesi” (f=6), “hayata/uygulamaya aktarmayi kolaylastirmasi” ve “6grenciyi
proje slirecinde gozlemleme imkani saglamasi” (f=5), “6grencilerin proje tercihlerini izleme imkani tanimasi” (f=3)
ve “Ogrencinin birgok alanda fikir sahibi olmasi” (f=2) bigiminde listelenmistir. Buna iliskin degisik bolimlerde

okuyan 6gretmen adaylarindan yapilan alintilar asagida gosterilmistir.

“Projenin saghikl bir 6lcme teknigi olabilecegini diisiintiyorum. Degerler iizerine gelistirdikleri projeler sayesinde

bir degerlendirmede bulunabiliriz” (A, TE, K, 4, 95).
“Projelerle él¢iilebilir. Ogrencilerin ne tarz projelerde yer aldi§ina bakilabilir” (B, SE, K, 3, 164).

Projeler, 6grencilere disiplinler arasi baglantilari kurmak, akademik standartlara ve amaglara yonelmek, kisisel
yetenek ve ilgileri kesfetmek, sosyal becerileri gelistirmek ve teknoloji kullanmak igin zengin firsatlar sunmaktadir

(Kan, 2016). Arastirmanin verilerinden elde edilen bulgularin ifade edilmesi tamamlanmistir.

SONUC ve TARTISMA

Bu calismada egitim fakiltesinde farkh bolimlerde 6grenim géren 3. ve 4. sinif 6gretmen adaylarinin deger ve
deger egitimine iliskin dislncelerini almak amaglanmistir. Buna goére 6gretmen adaylarinin, hayatta olmazsa
olmaz degerleri, deger egitimi ile ilgili mesleki gelisimleri saglayacak dersleri segme durumlari, deger egitiminin
gerekliligine iliskin duslinceleri sorgulanmistir. Bunun yani sira calisma grubundakilerin 6grenim gordukleri
bolimin 6gretim programinda bulunan degerlerin Uglini segmeleri istenmistir. Her bir deger kategorisinin
birinci, ikinci ve Gglincli degerleri siralanmistir. Ayrica katilimcilarin degerin ogretilebilirligine iliskin gorisleri
alinmistir. Deger Ogretiminde siniflarinda kullanmayi dislndikleri ve etkili bulduklari 6gretim yontem ve
tekniklerden tglnu belirtmeleri istenmistir. Nihayetinde 6gretmen adaylarinin deger egitimi suirecinin etkili bir
sekilde 6lgme ve degerlendirmesini saglayacak yontem ve tekniklerin Gglinl se¢meleri istenmistir. Bu segme
islemleri gerceklestirirken 6gretmen adaylari kategoriye iliskin gerekcelerini de agiklamalari beklenmistir.
Boylelikle 6gretmen adayinin kendi degerinden baslayarak, 6gretim programi, 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri ve
olgme-degerlendirme siirecini de igerek bir sonug elde edilmistir. Arastirma bulgularindan elde edilen sonuglar

asagida maddeler halinde sunulmustur:

e Ogretmen adaylarinin kendi hayatlarinda en fazla 6nem verdigi degerler ile &gretim programinda
onemsedikleri birbiriyle cogunlukla 6rtiismektedir. Bu durum duyussal bir 6zellik olan degerler egitiminin
Ogretici karakteriyle cogunlukla dogrusallik gosterdigi biciminde yorumlanmistir. Oguz (2012) bes farkh
bolimde gerceklestirdigi arastirmasinda sahip olunan bireysel degerlerin yaninda 6gretmenlik mesleginin
gerektirdigi degerler, bu degerlerin 6gretmen adaylarina nasil kazandirilacagi ve deger egitimi konusunda
okullarda neler yapilabilecegine yonelik sorularin cevaplarinin egitim sisteminin icerisinde énemli bir yere
sahip oldugunu isaret etmistir. Demirhan iscan (2014) ise sinif egitimi son sinif &grencileriyle
gerceklestirdigi arastirmasinda 6gretmenlerin, 6grencilere cesitli degerleri asilamaya karsi olmalarina

ragmen, 0grencilerin kendi degerlerini gelistirmek igin gerekli olan gereksinimlerini yeterli bicimde dikkate
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almadiklarini dikkat gekmistir. Akkaya (2013) egitim fakiltelerinde 6grenim goren 6gretmen adaylarinin
ahlaki ve sosyal degerlere oncelik verdiklerini belirlemistir. Bu ¢alismada 6gretmen adaylarinin hayatta
olmazsa degerleri ve 6grenim gordiikleri bolime ait 6gretim programlarinda sectikleri degerler “aile” ve
“saygl” olarak oOrtlstigl belirlenmistir. Bu durum 6gretmenlerin sahip oldugu bireysel degerlerin
ogrencilere telkin edilmesi gercegini glindeme getirmektedir. Brady (2011) ¢alismasinda 6grencilerinde
evden cesitli degerler getirdiklerini ifade etmistir. Celikkaya ve Filoglu (2014) 6gretmenlerin “saygi”,
“duyarhlik” ve “sorumluluk” gibi degerlerin 6grenilmesini tercih ettiklerini ve degerler egitiminde aile ve
ogretmenlerin en etkili faktorler oldugunu saptamistir. Katilimcilarin cevaplarindan grup ve sosyal
degerlere 6nem verdikleri belirlenmistir (Nelson, 1974, akt. Naylor & Diem, 1987). Bacanh (2002),
Universite 6grencileriyle gergeklestirdigi calismada 6nce bireysel, sonra toplumsal degerlere 6nem
verdiklerini belirlemistir. Burada kisisel ve sosyal degerler, ahlaki degerler ve demokratik vatandaslga
vurgu diger degerleri dislama amaci tasimaz (Halstead, 1996). Ogretmen adaylarinin deger tercihlerinden
yola cikarak Rokeach (1973) degerler sisteminde amagsal degerlerin agirlikh oldugu belirlenmistir.
Parker’a gore (2001), kisisel degerler, bireylerin kendi kisisel yasamlarinda karar vermelerini etkileyen
degerlerdir. Ay’a gore de (2015) insanlar, yasamlari boyunca gergeklestirdikleri davranislari inandiklari
degerler dogrultusunda sekillendirirler. Ogretmen adaylarinin baskin kisisel degerlerinin &gretim
programinda bulunan degerleri segerken etkili oldugu sonucuna ulasiimigtir.

* Katimcilarin tercih ettikleri degerlerin sadece ogretilebilir bilissel diizeyde bulundugu ve gergek
yasamdaki deneyimlerle bagdastiramadiklari belirlenmistir. Bunu sadece bir ders olarak zihinlerinde
yapilandirdiklari tespit edilmistir. Kurtdede Fidan (2009) sinif 6gretmenligi ve sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi
bolimi 6grencileriyle yaptigi calismasinda 6gretmen adaylarinin gogunlugu, deger 6gretimi icin en 6nemli
seyin degerleri yasamak oldugunu, deger 6gretiminin bilgi kadar 6nemli oldugunu, derslerimizin yapisinin
bilgi temelli oldugunu, bireylerin degere verdikleri anlamlarin farkh oldugunu ve sorunlar yasandigini
belirlenmistir. Yazici (2006) bu tir bir yaklasimin degerlerin tutum vb. duyusssal kazanimlara
doniusememesini glindeme getirdigini belirtmistir. Halstead'e (1996) gore degerler, 6gretmenlerin sinifta
neye izin vermeyi veya tesvik etmeyi sectiklerinde ve ¢ocuklarin 6grenmeye katkilarina cevap verme
sekillerinde yansitilir ve ¢ocuklar bu tir cevaplardan degerleri 6grenirler. Clinkl deger egitimi, idealist
anlayisa gore 6grencinin degerli davranis ve insan modellerini 6rnek almasi amaciyla egitilmesini
icermektedir (Yel & Aladag, 2012). Bir baska deyisle, sdylenenlerden ¢ok yapilanlarin 6nemli ve anlamli
oldugunun farkinda olunmalidir (Saglam, 2019).

* Katilimcilar degerlere iliskin sunduklari gerekgelendirmelerde sahip olduklari degeri 6grenim gordiikleri
kendi alanlarina indirgemeye yonelik cevaplar veremedikleri belirlenmistir. Fraenkel’e gore (1969) bu
durumun olusmasini deger egitiminin belirli bir okul veya ders igin sistematik tasarim vyoluyla
gelistiriimemesine baglamaktadir. Akbas (2008) calismasinda Ogrencinin duygu, ahlak ve deger
konusundaki bireysel ve sosyal gelisimini kapsayan duyussal egitimin farkli isimlerle yeni ilkbgretim
programlarinda yer buldugunu belirtmistir. Buna gore degerler egitiminin hem programlarda yer

almasinin hem de egitimin birlikteligi, bitin cevrelerce desteklenmeyi ve bitin faaliyet alanlarini
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kapsayacak sekilde yapilmasi gerekmektedir (Keskin, 2016). Lovat ve Toomey (2009), sirayla, kisinin tim
o6greminin 6gretmenler, okullar ve sistemler adina 6gretime bitlncil bir yaklasim gerektirdigini

belirtmistir.

* A ve B Universitelerinin ¢cogunlugunda 6gretmen adaylari deger egitimine iliskin herhangi bir segmeli
ders almadiklari belirlenmistir. Kurtdede Fidan (2009) arastirmasinin sonucunda 6gretmen adaylarinin
degerler ve deger egitimi konusunda egitim almadiklari ve gerekli bilgilere sahip olmadiklarini saptamistir.
Celikkaya ve Filoglu (2014) 6gretmenlerle gerceklestirdigi arastirmasinda deger ve deger egitiminin
tanimindan haberdar olmadiklarini ortaya g¢ikarmistir. Thornberg ve Oguz (2013) da Ogretmenlerin
degerleri ve degerler egitimi tanimlarken ginlik bir dil kullandiklarini ve bu alanda mesleki bilgi
eksikliginin bulundugunu tespit etmistir. Bu durum ¢alisma sonucunu dogrulamaktadir. Yazici (2006)
¢alismasinda bu durumun gelecegin 6gretmenleri olan 6grencilerin, deger yargilari ve degerler egitimi
konularinda yeterince mesleki bilgiye sahip olmadan mezun olacaklari gergegine dikkat cekmektedir. Bu
nedenle degerler egitiminin 6gretmen egitimi programlarinin bir pargasi olmak zorundadir (Cengelci Kose,
2016). Ayrica deger egitiminde model olmak, degerleri yasayarak kazanmak ¢ok dnemlidir (Ulusoy &

Arslan, 2016).

* Her iki Gniversitede 6grenim goren katihmcilar degerin gerekli ve 6gretilebilir bir egitim unsuru oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Bir baska deyisle gelecegin 6gretmenleri deger egitiminin en 6nemli pargasiysa degerlerle
zenginlestirilmeli ve deger, deger egitiminin ¢ok genis kaynaklari desteklenmelidirler (Paleeri, 2017).
Doganay (2006) calismasinda deger egitiminin formal egitimin bir parcasi olarak, planh 6grenme
yasantilariyla kazandirilmasi gerektigini belirtmistir. Deveci'nin (2015) katiimcisi {niversite 6grencileri

olan arastirmasinda deger egitiminin bir toplum igin gerekli olduguna inandiklarini belirlemistir.

* Kadin 6gretmen adaylarinin 6gretim programinda bulunan degerlerden ¢ogunlukla «aile birligine 6nem
verme» yoniinde tercihlerini yaptiklari belirlenmistir. Bu durumun olusmasinda gocuklarin ilk toplumsal
cevresini olusturan ailenin ¢ocuk (izerindeki etkisinin yogun olarak goérilmesinden kaynakh oldugu
disunitlmektedir (Ulusoy & Dilmag, 2015). Aktepe’ye gore de (2016) toplumun temelini olusturan aile
degerlerin ana kaynagini olusturmaktadir. Yigittir (2010) ¢alismasinda ebeveynlerin okulda gocuklara
kazandirilmasi gereken degerleri siralamalari istendginde ilk sirayi “aile birligine Gnem verme” almistir. Bu
sonug arastirma bulgulariyla dogrusallik gostermektedir. Geng de (2016), her ¢ocugun ailede aldigi ilk
egitim ile daha sonraki suireci verimli ve etkin bir sekilde gecirebilecegini ifade etmektedir. Keskin (2016)
ise degerlerin ¢ocuklara ve geng nesillere kazandirilmasi noktasinda ailenin yapici rolliniin iyice azaldigini
ifade etmistir. Bu sirecte birinci derecede rol oynayan okul oldugunu belirtmistir. Sharma (2003)
toplumda yaygin olan cesitliligi geng beyinlere gostermenin okulun en biylk sorumluluklarindan biri
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Ailede oldugu gibi, okul hayatinda da degerler, egitim yasantilarinin bir pargasi
haline getirilerek verilmelidir (Omeroglu & Sapsaglam, 2016). Bir baska deyisle, cocugun okul hayatinda

ailenin destek vermesi ve kararlara katilmasi, cocugun bilissel, duyussal ve sosyal anlamda gelisimine
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olumlu katki saglayacaktir (Aktepe, 2016). Guniimlzde degisen teknolojiyle birlikte deger aktariminda
ailelerin isleri zorlasmis olsa da ailede edinilen degerlerin okul ve diger cevresel faktorlerle katlanarak

gelistigi dikkate alinmalidir.

* Katihmcilarin 6grenim gordiikleri bolimlere iliskin ayrismanin deger 6gretiminde kullanilabilecek etkili
dgretim ydntem ve tekniklerin tekrarlanma sikiliklarinda yasandigi saptanmistir. Ornegin Okuléncesi
6gretmen adaylarinin «yaratici drama»yi en sik tekrarlamislardir. Yaratici dramayi agirlikh olarak tercih
eden bolimlerin sirasiyla okuloncesi egitimi, sinif egitimi, sosyal bilgiler egitimi, fen bilimleri egitimi ve
Tirkce egitimi oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu sonug, degerlerin 6grenilmesinin daha ziyade rol 6grenmesi
seklinde bir sosyal 6grenme oldugunu hatirlatmaktadir (Dilmag, 2002). Bunun disinda katilimcilar
tarafindan belirtilen 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri filmler ve egitsel oyunlar takip etmistir. Film kullanmayi
deger egitiminde en sik tekrarlayan bolimler siralamasi yaratici dramayla benzerlik géstermistir. Egitsel
oyunlari deger egitiminde tercih eden boélimler sirasiyla okuldncesi egitimi, sosyal bilgiler egitimi, sinif
egitimi, fen bilimleri egitimi ve Tiirkce egitimi olarak siralanmistir. Kurtdede Fidan (2009) 6gretmen
adaylarinin degerlerin igsellestirmesinde en ¢ok tercih etkinliklerin kendi degerlerini agiklamalari igin
firsatlar verilmesi, deger 6gretiminde 6grencilerle birlikte deger boyutu olan sinema filmi. tv filmi ve
tiyatro seyredilmesi, 6grencilerin bazi degerleri uygulayabilecekleri sosyal projelerde gérevilendirilmesi,
toplumda ve okulda 6grencilerin bazi degerleri gozlemeleri istenmesi, 6rnek olaylar hazirlayarak
ogrencilere analiz ettirilmesi yoniinde oldugu belirlemistir. Burada dikkati ¢eken nokta Ogretmen
adaylarinin  6grencilerin  kendi degerlerini ifade edebilecekleri, izleyebilecekleri ve kendilerinin
deneyimleyebilecekleri yontem ve teknikleri tercih etmis olmalaridir. Halstead'e (1996) goére, tartisma
temelli yaklasimlar ve diger 6grenci merkezli aktif 6grenme stratejileri, degerler egitiminde en yaygin
olanidir. Deger egitimi icin diger yontemler arasinda drama, proje galismasi, pratik etkinlikler, isbirlikgi
6grenme ve grup calismasi, 6grenci odakli arastirma, egitici oyunlar ve tema giinleri bulunmaktadir (s. 11).
Martorella, Beal & Bolick (2005), 6grencilerin deger ¢atismalarini tanimlamalarina ve ¢ézmelerine
yardimci olmak igin 6gretim stratejilerinin dogru ve yanhs konularla i ice gegtigini belirtmektedir (s. 253).
Bu noktada, toplum kurallari ve gercekleri en kolay ve zararsiz biciminde oyun sirasinda 6grenilmektedir

(Coban & Nacar, 2015).

Degerlerin o6lglilmesinde kullanilabilecek etkili 6gretim yéntem ve teknikleri boyutunda ise katilimcilarin
«Ogrenci Urlin dosyalari»(Portfolyo) yoniinde géris belirttikleri belirlenmistir. Bu da degerlerin bir sireg
degerlendirmesi gerektirdigi konusunda 06gretmen adaylarinin goris birligi icinde olduklarini
gostermektedir. Bunu 0Oz-degerlendirme ve projeler izlemistir. Shaver ve Strong'a (1976) gore,
ogretmenlerin degerler egitimi icin kendi gerekgelerini gelistirmelerine yardimci olmak ve tesvik etmektir.
Oguz (2012) arastirmasinda 6gretmen adaylari degerlerin kazandirilmasinda 6rnek olmalari gerektigi, bu
degerleri kazandirmaya yonelik 6devlerin ve projelerin verilmesini, sosyal ve kiltirel faaliyet ve sinif igi
etkinliklerin deger egitimine gbre dizenlenmesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Bu ¢calismada da 6gretmen

adaylarin deger egitiminin etkililigini belirlemede projeleri tercih etmislerdir. Ogretmen adaylari degerin
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Olgtlmesinde aktif ve 6nemli bir role sahip olduklari (Russell Ill, Waters & Turner, 2014), ilerlemeyi asama
asama izleyebilecekleri (Atilgan, 2016) 6grenci gelisim dosyalarini se¢mislerdir. Her iki Gniversitenin
ogrencileri de degerlerin hem 6gretilmesinde hem de 6lgme ve degerlendirilmesinde katilimcilarin siiregte
aktif olarak bulundugu bir fikrin Griine donlisme slrecini iceren yontem ve teknikleri segctikleri

belirlenmistir.
ONERILER

Arastirmadaki sonuglardan yola ¢ikaracak siralanabilecek agagidaki sekildedir:

 Ogretmen adaylarinin degerler egitimini kendi 6gretim programlari icin diisiinirken kendi deger
yargilarindan bagimsiz diisinememektedirler. Bu ayrismayi saglayacak kendi bélimlerine iliskin degerleri

indirgeyebilecek ve profesyonel bakis agilari kazandirabilecek galismalar yapilmalhdir.

* Lisans egitiminde degerler egitimine yonelik ya hic yok ya da segmeli dersler kapsaminda verilmektedir.

Bu konuda deger egitimi zorunlu dersler kapsamina alinmasi 6nerilmektedir.

* Bu calisma daha farkli branslari icerek sekilde genisletilerek farkh calisma gruplarinda (6gretmen vb.)

yapilabilir.

* Degerlerin 6gretilmesi ve 6lciimesinde baglaminda katilimcilar eksiklik yasadiklari goriilmektedir. Hem
lisans hem de bunun uygulandigi 6gretim programlarinda daha fazla yontem-teknik, 6lcme-degerlendirme

bilgilendirmesine yer verilmelidir.

ETiK METNI

“Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina

uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tiirlli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazarlara aittir.”
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