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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine parents’ and early childhood teachers’ perceptions of the priorities
for developmental areas targeted in the Turkish Early Childhood Education Curriculum for children aged 36-72
months. The sample of this study consisted of 1600 parents and 158 early childhood teachers. The study utilized
a survey research design. Data were collected using an instrument designed for the study. Results indicated
that parents’ priority perceptions for the developmental areas targeted in the curriculum differ based on their
socioeconomic status and the age and gender of their children. The findings demonstrated no significant differ-
ence in teachers’ priority perceptions. The results indicated congruence between parents’ and teachers’ priority
perceptions with teachers only perceiving psychomotor development as more important than parents.
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Parental awareness regarding the importance of pro-
viding learning opportunities that support the devel-
opment of children in stimulating, structured, and
developmentally appropriate environments in the
early years has been raised recently (Argon & Akkaya,
2008; Tokug & Tugrul, 2007). In parallel with this in-
crease in parental awareness, although still below the
rate in other developed countries, the rate of enroll-
ments in preschool programs in Turkey has also risen
in recent years (Bekman, 2005; Ciftci, 2011; Derman
& Basal, 2010). Curriculum development efforts are
another indicator of the increase in the rate and qual-
ity of the educational services targeting early child-
hood years in Turkey. The initial academic-oriented
early childhood curriculum of 1989 subsequently has
been turned into a developmental curriculum in the
years of 1994, 2002 and 2006 (Giiler-Oztiirk, 2010a).
The early childhood curriculum launched in 2006

has been examined from various aspects including
the approach that guided the development of the cur-
riculum (Giiler-Oztiirk, 2010a) and the place of the
content areas, such as reading-writing, health, and
science and environmental education (Giilay & Ekici,
2010; Giiler-Oztiirk, 2010b; Kildan & Pektas, 2009),
and family involvement (Yazar, Celik, & Kok, 2008)
within the curriculum.

In addition, teachers perceptions of the differences
between the curricula developed in 2002 and 2006
were also examined (Giindogdu, Turan, Kiziltas,
Cimen, & Kayserili, 2008). Teachers’ perceptions
of the comprehensibility, appropriateness, and
implementability of the curriculum objectives and
the difficulties teachers experience in implementing
the curriculum were investigated in several studies
(Durmugsgelebi & Akkaya, 2011; Girgin, Ellez,
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Akamca, & Oguz, 2010; Kandir, Ozbey, & Inal,
2009). Preservice and inservice early childhood
teachers’ beliefs about developmentally appropriate
practices (Kabadayi, 2010; McMullen et al., 2005)
and educational programs have also been examined
(Tanju, Darica, & Biyiikoztirk, 2011). However,
studies that target parents’ and early childhood
teachers’ perceptions and the evaluations of the
curriculum are limited in the literature (Altun,
Sendil, & $ahin, 2011; Bertan, Haznedaroglu, Koln,
Yurdakék, & Giigiz, 2009). Moreover, examination
of the parents’ and teachers’ priorities for the
objectives of the curriculum has been neglected.

Early childhood is a sensitive period characterized
with remarkable changes in cognitive, language,
psychomotor,  and  social-emotional  areas
(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997). Developmental
early childhood programs can contribute to
the children, particularly to the children from
disadvantageous environments, in making progress
in these developmental areas (Bronfenbrenner,
1974; Kagitgibagi, Sunar, & Bekman, 2001). The
effect of such programs might be long lasting,
even into adulthood (Campbell, Pungello, Miller-
Johnson, Burchinal, & Ramey, 2001; Schweinhart,
2000). Parental perceptions about the objectives
of the curriculum play a role in the success of the
educational programs (Einarsdéttir, 2010; Evans
& Fuller, 1998, 1999). The discrepancy between
the parental and institutional priorities might be
detrimental to the parent-school collaboration
and child performances (Harding, 2006; Knudsen-
Lindauer & Harris, 1989). Parents who believe that
their expectations and priorities are not valued
might become hesitant to support the objectives of
the curriculum (Ebbeck, 1995; Hughes, Burgess,
& Moxon, 1991). Teachers’ perceptions about the
concepts and skills that are imperative for children,
teachers’ epistemological beliefs and beliefs about
the role of teachers and environment in learning
influence their classroom practices (Charlesworth,
Hart, Burts, & Hernandez, 1991; Stipek & Byler,
1997; Wen, Elicker, & McMullen, 2011). Studies
suggest that there is often a mismatch between
the curriculum objectives and teachers’ classroom
practices (Kirkgoz, 2008). One of the reasons for
this discrepancy might be the teachers’ beliefs
and perceptions regarding the importance and
the implementability of the curriculum objectives
(Brownlee & Chak, 2007; Charlesworth et al., 1991).

Parents and teachers are important stakeholders of
the early childhood education services. Examining
these stakeholders” views about the priorities of the

developmental areas targeted in the early childhood
curriculum is important in understanding the paren-
tal expectations from early educational services and
teachers” classroom practices. Therefore, this study
examined parents’ and early childhood teachers’ per-
ceptions of the priorities for developmental areas tar-
geted in the early childhood education curriculum.
In addition, the congruence between parents” and
teachers’ priority perceptions was also examined.

In this study answers to the following questions
were sought: 1) Do parental priorities for the
developmental areas included in the early childhood
education curriculum differ based on parents’
gender, residency status, socioeconomic status, and
the age and gender of their children? 2) Do teachers’
priorities for the developmental areas included in
the early childhood education curriculum differ
based on the location of their school, teaching
experience, and the level of education? 3) Is there
any difference between the parents’ and the teachers’
priorities for the developmental areas included in
the early childhood education curriculum?

Method
Sample

The data for this study came from two samples.
The first sample consisted of 1600 parents with
children attending public or private preschools in
Balikesir Province. About 36% of the parents were
from the central and about 64% of the parents were
from the districts of the province. More than 73%
of the respondents were mothers and 26.4% of the
participants were fathers with a mean age of 32
(Median=31) and 36 (Median=35) respectively.

15,6% of the parents have three years old, 39.6%
of the parents have four years old and 44.8% of the
parents have five years old child. While 51.2 % of
the parents had boys, 48.8% had girls. The majority
of the parents had a middle socioeconomic status
(60.1%), and 19.8% had a low and 20.1% had a
high socioeconomic status. 29.5% of the parents
were elementary school graduate, 34.5% had a high
school degree, 8.7% had an associate’s degree and
27.4% had a bachelor’s or a graduate level degree.

The second sample consisted of 158 early child-
hood teachers from public and private schools.
The majority of the teachers (63.3%) were from the
districts of the Balikesir province and 36.7% were
from the central district of the province. The par-
ticipants had an average of eight years’ experience
(median=5 years) ranging from 1 to 30 years. Most
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teachers had a 4-year college or higher degree and
11.4% had an associate’s degree. The majority of the
teachers were females (98%) and 2% were males.

Research Design

This study employed a cross-sectional research de-
sign (Buyukoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz,
& Demirel, 2011). The study data were collected
from parents and early childhood teachers using an
instrument designed for the study. Scores parents
obtained from the subscales of the instrument were
compared based on their gender, residency status,
socioeconomic status, and gender and age of their
children. Teachers’ subscale scores were compared
based on the location of their school, teaching ex-
perience, and level of education. Parents’ and teach-
ers’ scores were also compared.

Instrument

The data collection instrument was constructed by
itemizing the 54 objectives related to five develop-
mental areas targeted in the Ministry of Education’s
Preschool Education Program for 36-72 Months Old
Children (Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB], 2006). An
example indicator was provided for each objective
to aid respondents in evaluating the importance of
the objectives. The instrument included five sub-
scales (Pyschomotor: 5 items, Social-Emotional: 15
items; Language: 8 items; Cognitive: 21 items, and
Self-Care Skills: 5 items) and a total of 54 items.
Participants were asked to indicate their priority
perceptions on a 4-point Likert type scale.

A Respondent Information Form was created to
collect demographic information about parents and
their children. A similar form was also constructed
for the teachers to gather information about their
professional experience and level of education. The
survey packages along with a letter that explains the
purpose and the importance of the study were dis-
tributed to and collected from the parents and the
teachers within six weeks.

Data Analysis

Prior to data analysis the data sets were examined
for missing observations. The percentages of missing
value were ranging from 2.2% to 5.7%. The missing
values were estimated using the Expectation-
Maximization imputation method with PRELIS
version 2.3 (Joreskog & S6rbom, 2006). The analyses
were performed on the imputed data sets.
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Parents’ data were randomly split in two halves. The
first set was analyzed using an Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) and the second set was analyzed
using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). R
software version 2.10.1 (R Development Core Team,
2012) was used to perform exploratory factor analysis
and LISREL version 8.8 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2006)
was used to conduct confirmatory factor analysis.
Polychorich correlation matrices were constructed for
the factor analyses. For EFA Weighted Least Squares
method of estimation and for CFA Diagonally
Weighted Least Squares method of estimation was
used. Varimax rotation was preferred to ease the
interpretation of the EFA results. Items with loadings
less than 0.50 and items that loaded on two or more
factors were removed from the analysis to obtain
theoretically meaningful and empirically supported
model. Because the sample of the teachers was
limited, the factorial model derived from the parents’
data was also used for the teachers’ data. Parents’ and
teachers’ priority scores were analyzed and compared
using Multivariate Analysis of Variance.

Results
Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test and
Barletts test of sphericity indicated that the first
data set (a sample of 800 parents) is suitable for
factor analysis (Biiytikoztiirk, 2011). Nine items had
loadings less than 0.50 and 14 items loaded on more
than one factor. These items were removed and the
analysis was rerun with the remaining 31 items.
Five factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1
(factor 1: eigenvalue = 15.53, variance = 49%; factor 2:
eigenvalue = 2.83, variance = 9%; factor 3: eigenvalue
= 2.34, variance = 7%; factor 4: eigenvalue = 1.51,
variance = 5%; factor 5: eigenvalue = 1.31, variance =
4%). A varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization
was used to ease the interpretability of results. Rotated
factor loadings ranged from 0.58 to 0.81. Kaiser’s
criterion, the scree test, and parallel analysis were
used to inform the factor retention decision. Based
on the results of these criteria and the theoretical
soundness, five-factor solution was accepted to for
the data. To demonstrate the internal-consistency of
the subscale scores the Cronbach’s alpha values were
calculated. The Cronbach’s alpha for the nine-item
cognitive development subscale was a = 0.92, for the
five-item language development subscale was a =
0.84, for the eight-item social-emotional development
subscale was a = 0.89, for the five-item psycho-motor
development subscale was a = 0.84, and for the four-
item self-care skills subscale was a = 0.82.
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A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on
the five-factor, 31-item, model derived from the
preceding exploratory factor analysis using the
second data set (a sample of 800 parents). The results
demonstrated that the five-factor model fits the data
well (3¢=1216.2, df=424, p<.001; RMSEA=0.048, %
90 GA=0.045-0.52; GF1=0.99; CFI=0.99).

Analysis of Parents’ Data

The data obtained from the parents were analyzed
using the MANOVA test. The test assumptions
were examined using formal tests and graphical
methods. Three dependent variables deviated from
the normal distribution and there was a problem
with meeting the homogeneity of covariance matri-
ces assumption. Therefore, Pillai’s Trace value was
interpreted and due to increased risk of committing
a Type I error alpha value of 0.01 was used instead
of 0.05 (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham,
2006; Stevens, 2009). ANOVA tests with Bonferroni
correction (a=0.002) were used as post-hoc tests
following significant MANOVA results.

The results demonstrated that parents’ priorities for
developmental areas differ based on socioeconomic
status (F(w)soss) =2.86, p=0.003, Pillai’s trace= 0.02,

n,,=0.01) and gender of their children (F, .,
=3.67, p=0.003, Pillai’s trace= 0.01, n =0.01).
The observed main effect of gender was due to
the parents’ priority perception of self-care skills
(F ) 1505=9-78, p=0.002 n ,=0.01). Parents were more
likely to perceive self-care skills as an important area
for their daughters (p<.002). The observed main
effect of socioeconomic status was due to parental
perception of social-emotional development
(F , 1597,=7-5, p=0.001, n ,=0.01). Parents with high
socioeconomic status perceived social-emotional
development more important than the parents with
low and middle socioeconomic status (p<.002).

Gender X Age interaction (F, ;. =3.90, p=0.001,
Pillai’s trace= 0.03, N, = 0.01), Gender X SES inter-
action (F .. =2.92, p=0.001, Pillai’s trace= 0.02,
n,, = 0.01), and Gender X Age X SES interaction
(F(mm) =2.47, p=0.001, Pillai’s trace= 0.03, N, =
0.01) was statistically significant.

The significant Gender X Age interaction was due
to self-care skills (F=13.58, p=0.001, nPZ:O.OZ) and
cognitive development (F=5.63, p=0.002, 1 ,=0.01).
Parents of three-year-old boys perceived self-care
skills more important than the parents of three-
year-old girls. While parents of three-year-old girls
perceived cognitive development less important
than the parents of three-year-old boys, the area of

cognitive development becomes more important
for the parents of four-year-old girls than the
parents of four-year-old boys.

The significant Gender X SES interaction was due to
self-care skills (F=7.64, p=0.001, n ,=0.01). Parents
of girls with low socioeconomic status perceived
self-care skills as more important than the parents
of girls with middle and high socioeconomic status.
However, low SES parents perceived self-care skills
as less important for boys than the parents of boys
with high SES.

The significant Gender X Age X SES interaction
was also due to self-care skills (F=6.67, p=0.001,
n,,=0.02). Low SES parents with three-year-old
girls perceived self-care skills as less important than
middle and high SES parents with four- and five-
year-old girls. While self-care skills was an important
area for middle SES parents with three-year-old
girls in comparison to the middle SES parents with
four- and five-year-old girls, self-care skills was less
important for the high SES parents of three-year-old
girls than the parents of four- and five-year-old girls
in the same SES. Low and middle SES parents with
three-year-old boys perceived self-care skills less
important than the parents of four- and five-year-old
boys in the same SES. On the other hand, high SES
parents with five-year-old boys perceived self-care
skills as more important than the parents of three-
and four-year-old boys in the same SES.

Analysis of Teachers’ Data

The data obtained from the teachers were also ana-
lyzed using the MANOVA test. The results demon-
strated that early childhood teachers’ perceptions of
priority for the developmental areas targeted in the
program do not differ based on the location of their
school (F =1.26, p=0.28, Pillai’s trace= 0.04),

(5,142)
teaching experience (F =0.47, p=0.80, Pillai’s
=0.59,

(5,142)
trace= 0.02), and level of education (F

p=0.82, Pillai’s trace= 0.04).

(5.142)

Comparison of Parents and Teachers’ Priorities

Priority perceptions of parents and teachers
were compared using MANOVA test. The results
demonstrated a statistically significant difference
between the parents and the teachers’ priority
perceptions (F,, ., = 8.66, p=0.001, Pillai’s trace=
0.05, qp2:0.02). The results of the ANOVA test
indicated that early childhood teachers perceived the
psycho-motor development as more important than

the parents did (F =13.86, p=0.0017,,=0.03).

(2,1755)
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Discussion

The present study examined parents’ and early
childhood teachers’ perceptions of the priorities
for developmental areas targeted in the Turkish
Early Childhood Education Program for children
aged 36-72 months. The obtained survey results
indicated that parents” priority perceptions for the
developmental areas targeted in the Turkish Early
Childhood Education Curriculum differ based on
their socioeconomic status and the age and gender
of their children. The findings suggest that parents
with middle SES give priority to the development
of self-care skills for older preschool children. Low
SES parents give more priority to the development
of self-care skills for younger boys and older girls.
High SES parents put more emphasis on the self-
care skills as their children get older. Previous
studies have demonstrated a positive relationship
between parents’ SES and their knowledge of child
development (Benasich & Brooks-Gunn, 1996;
Berger & Brooks-Gunn, 2005; Gaziano, 2012;
Meredith, 2008). Parents with middle and high SES
tend to delay having children, they have fewer chil-
dren, and they receive less support for child care
from their extended family members (Kagitgibagi &
Ataca, 2005; Liang & Sugawara, 1996; Owuamanam
& Alowolodu, 2010). The differences in parental
priorities for self-care skills observed in the present
study might be due to several factors including the
number of children parents have, the birth order
of their children, parents’ age at the time they had
their first child, and whether the parents receive ex-
tended family support. Future studies should focus
on the relationship between these factors and pa-
rental expectations and priorities.

Next, respondents’ survey answers indicated that
parental priorities for cognitive development
differed based on the gender and age of their
children. While parents rated cognitive development
as more important for three-year-old boys than
the girls of the same age, they perceived cognitive
development as more important for four-year-old
girls than the boys of the same age. However, parents’
priority perceptions for five-year-old boys and girls
were similar. During the early years cognitive and
language developments go hand in hand and girls
tend to be more advanced at language skills than
boys (Burman, Bitan, & Booth, 2008; Huttenlocher,
Haight, Bryk, Seltzer, & Lyons, 1991; Hyde & Linn,
1988). One of the reasons parents perceive cognitive
development as more important for boys than girls
might be the observed difference between boys
and girls in their language skills. Parents might
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think that boys need more support in cognitive
development than girls due to girls having better
language skills which are often considered as an
indicator of logico-mathematical thinking skills. In
addition, some researchers suggest that parents offer
more opportunities that support the development
of logico-mathematical thinking skills to boys than
girls (Chang, Sandhofer, & Brown, 2011; Crowley,
Callanan, Tenenbaum, & Allen, 2001; Sagkes,
Flevares, & Trundle, 2010; Tenenbaum & Leaper,
2003). Parental beliefs about boys having higher
aptitude and motivation in the areas that require
an efficient use of cognitive skills, such as science
and mathematics, might be one of the reasons
parents considered cognitive development as more
important for boys who had just started preschool.

Analyses in the current study also indicated that
early childhood teachers’ perceptions of priorities
for the developmental areas did not differ. Other
researchers also found that teachers’ developmental
expectations and priorities for children tend
to be similar (Winetsky, 1978). The results also
demonstrated a high level correspondence between
parents’ and teachers’ perceptions of the priorities for
developmental areas targeted in the Early Childhood
Education Curriculum. There was a statistically
significant difference in only one developmental
area. Early childhood teachers perceived the psycho-
motor development as more important than the
parents did. Giirkan (1978) found that most early
childhood teachers (72%) consider activities that
support the development of fine motor skills as
appropriate and important for preschool children.
Recent studies have provided similar findings
that teachers tend to put more emphasis on the
development of psychomotor skills than parents
do (Dockett & Perry, 2004; Ebbeck, 1995). Most
early childhood teachers believe that the objectives
related to psychomotor development included in the
curriculum are appropriate and sufficient (Dusek,
2008). Both early childhood teachers and first grade
elementary school teachers perceive psychomotor
skills as an important criterion in the assessment of
children’s readiness for elementary school (Dereli,
2012). The development of psychomotor skills is
important for the acquisition of writing skills in
elementary grades (Celenk, 2003). Early childhood
teachers might have considered psychomotor
development as more important than parents with
the aim of supporting children’s readiness for writing
instruction in elementary school.

The observed congruence between parents and
teachers’ views in this study suggests that parents
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are likely to support the objectives of the curriculum
at home. The concordance between the parents, cur-
ricular objectives, and the practitioners might con-
tribute to the effective implementation of the early
childhood education curriculum. Awareness about
the differences in parental priorities and expecta-
tions regarding the developmental areas targeted in
the early childhood education curriculum may help
practitioners and administrators in meeting the ob-
jectives of the curriculum. Future studies should ex-
amine whether parental expectations from the early
childhood education and their priorities regarding
the developmental areas included in the curriculum
are developmentally appropriate. Investigating how
parental priorities and expectations are influenced
by parents’ perceptions of their children’s aptitude
and motivation, and the relationship between pa-
rental expectations and priorities and childrens
achievement in elementary school are other topics
that deserve further attention.

Acknowledgment

Thanks to Balikesir Provincial Directorate of
National Education, Research and Development
Unit for their help with data collection.

References/Kaynak¢a

Altun, D,, Sendil, C. O, & Sahin, 1. T, (2011). Investigating the
national dissertation and thesis database in the field of early
childhood education in Turkey. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 12, 483-492.

Argon, T. ve Akkaya, M. (2008). Ebeveynlerin okul éncesi
egitime ve okul éncesi egitim kurumlarina yonelik gorisleri.
Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi, 16 (2), 413-430.

Bekman, S. (2005). Early childhood education in Turkey: An
overwiev. In O. Saracho & B. Spodek (Eds.), International per-
spective on research in early childhood education (pp. 335-353).
Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing.

Benasich, A. A., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (1996). Maternal attitudes
and knowledge of child-rearing: Associations with family and
child outcomes. Child Development, 67 (3), 1186-1205.

Berger, L. M., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2005). Socioeconomic status,
parenting knowledge and behaviors, and perceived maltreat-
ment of young low-birth-weight children. Social Service Review,
79 (2), 237-267.

Bertan, M., Haznedaroglu, D., Koln, P, Yurdakok, K. ve
Giigiz, B. (2009). Ulkemizde erken ¢ocukluk gelisimine iliskin
yapilan ¢alismalarin derlenmesi (2000-2007). Cocuk Saglig: ve
Hastaliklari Dergisi, 52 (1), 1-8.

Bredekamp, S., & Copple, C. (1997). Developmentally appropri-
ate practice in early childhood programs (rev. ed.). Washington,
DC: National Association for the Education of Young Children.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1974). Is early intervention effective. Day
Care and Early Education, 2 (2), 14-18.

Brownlee, J., & Chak, A. (2007). Hong Kong student teachers’
beliefs about children’s learning: Influences of a cross-cultur-
al early childhood teaching experience. Australian Journal of
Educational & Developmental Psychology, 7, 11-21.

Burman, D. D., Bitan, T., & Booth, J. R. (2008). Sex differ-
ences in neural processing of language among children.
Neuropsychologia, 46 (5), 1349-1362.

Biytikoztiirk, §. (2011). Sosyal bilimler igin veri analizi el kitab:
(15. bs.). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Biiytikoztiirk, $., Cakmak, E. K., Akgiin, 0. E., Karadeniz, S.
ve Demirel, E (2011). Bilimsel arastirma yontemleri (8. bs.).
Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Campbell, E A, Pungello, E. P, Miller-Johnson, S., Burchinal,
M., & Ramey, C. T. (2001). The development of cognitive and
academic abilities: Growth curves from an early childhood edu-
cational experiment. Developmental Psychology, 37 (2), 231-242.

Celenk, S. (2003). Ilkokuma-yazma &gretiminde kulugka
dénemi. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
36 (1-2), 75-80.

Chang, A., Sandhofer, C. M., & Brown, C. S. (2011). Gender

biases in early number exposure to preschool-aged children.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 30 (4), 440-450.

Charlesworth, R., Hart, C. H., Burts, D. C., & Hernandez, S.
(1991). Kindergarten teachers’ beliefs and practices. Early Child
Development and Care, 70, 17-35.

Ciftci, M. (2011). Tiirkiyede okul dncesi egitimde 6grenci sosyal
fayda artig1 (1997-2005). Uluslararasi Insan Bilimleri Dergisi, 8
(2), 33-42.

Crowley, K., Callanan, M. A, Tenenbaum, H. R., & Allen, E.
(2001). Parents explain more often to boys than to girls during
shared scientific thinking. Psychological Science, 12 (3), 258-261.

Dereli, E. (2012). Okuléncesi 6gretmenleri ile ilkogretim bir-
inci sinuf 6gretmenlerinin ilkogretime hazirlik siireci ile ilgili
gorslerinin  kargilagtirilarak incelenmesi. Akademik Bakis
Dergisi, 30, 1-20. http://www.akademikbakis.org/30/13.htm
adresinden 24 Haziran 2012 tarihinde edinilmistir.

Derman, T. M. ve Bagsal, H. A. (2010). Cumhuriyetin ilanindan
glintimiize Tirkiyede okul 6ncesi egitim ve ilkogretimde nice-
liksel ve niteliksel gelismeler. Uluslararas: Sosyal Arastirmalar
Dergisi, 3 (11), 560-569.

Dockett, S., & Perry, B. (2004). Starting school: Perspectives
of Australian children, parents and educators. Journal of Early

Childhood Research, 2 (2), 171-189.
1689 qh



EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES: THEORY & PRACTICE

Durmusgelebi, M. ve Akkaya, D. (2011). 2006 Okuloncesi egi-
tim programinin uygulanmasinin 6gretmen goriislerine gore
degerlendirilmesi (Kayseri ili 6rnegi). Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Dergisi, 31, 255-272.

Diisek, G. (2008). 2006 yihnda uygulamaya konulan okul once-
si egitim programi hakkinda ilkogretim miifettisleri, okul oncesi
egitim veren kurum miidiirleri ve okul dncesi ogretmenlerinin
goriislerinin incelenmesi (Ordu ili 6rnegi). Yayimlanmamis yiik-
sek lisans tezi, Selguk Universitesi, Konya.

Ebbeck, M. (1995). Purposes of early childhood education:
Expressed views of teachers and parents in Hong Kong.
International Journal of Early Years Education, 3 (2), 3-18.

Einarsdottir, J. (2010). Icelandic parents’ views on the nation-
al policy on early childhood education. Early Years: Journal of
International Research and Development, 30 (3), 229-242.

Evans, P, & Fuller, M. (1998). The purposes of nursery educa-
tion in the UK: Parent and child perspectives. European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal, 6 (2), 35-53.

Evans, P, & Fuller, M. (1999). Parents’ views on nursery educa-
tion: Perceptions in context. International Studies in Sociology of
Education, 9 (2), 155-175.

Gaziano, C. (2012). Antecedents of knowledge gaps: Parenting
knowledge and early childhood cognitive development-review
and call for research. The Open Communication Journal, 6, 17-28.

Girgin, G., Ellez, A. M., Akamca, G. O. ve Oguz, E. (2010,
Mayis). Ogretmen adaylarimn okul oncesi programa yonelik
goriigleri. 1.Ulusal Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Kongresinde
sunulan bildiri, Balikesir.

Giilay, H. ve Ekici, G. (2010). MEB okuloncesi egitim pro-
graminin gevre egitimi agisindan analizi. Tiirk Fen Egitimi
Dergisi, 7 (1), 74-84.

Giiler-Oztiirk, D. S. (2010a, Mays). Tiirkiyede uygulanan okul
oncesi egitim programlarindaki yonelimlere bakus: Gelisimsel mi
yoksa akademik mi? 1.Ulusal Egitim Programlari ve Oretim
Kongresi'nde sunulan bildiri, Balikesir.

Giiler-Oztiirk, D. S. (2010b, Mayis). Okul éncesi egitim pro-
gramlarimin niteliksel oncelikleri nelerdir? Gelecegin egitim pro-
gramu igin éneriler. 1.Ulusal Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim
Kongresinde sunulan bildiri, Balikesir.

Giindogdu, K., Turan, S., Kiziltas, E., Cimen, N. ve Kayserili, T.
(2008). 2002 ve 2006 okul éncesi 6gretim programlarinda yer
alan degisikliklerin 6gretmen algilarina gére kargilagtirilmas.
Kazim Karabekir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 17, 47-71.

Giirkan, T. (1978). Ana sinufi dgretmenlerinin okul oncesi
egitime iliskin sorunlari. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 11 (1), 95-114.

Hair, J. E, Black, W. C., Babin, B. ]., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham,
R. L. (2006). Multivariate data analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Pearson.

Harding, N. N. (2006). Ethnic and social class similarities and
differences in mothers’ beliefs about kindergarten preparation.
Race Ethnicity and Education, 9 (2), 223-237.

Hughes, C., Burgess, R., & Moxon, S. (1991) Parents are wel-
come: Headteachers’ and matrons’ perspectives on paren-

tal participation in the early years. International Journal of
Qualitative Studies in Education, 4 (2), 95-107.

Huttenlocher, J., Haight, W,, Bryk, A., Seltzer, M., & Lyons, T.
(1991). Early vocabulary growth: Relation to language input
and gender. Developmental Psychology, 27 (2), 236-248.

Hyde, J. S., & Linn, M. C. (1988). Gender differences in verbal
ability: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 104 (1), 53-69.
Joreskog, K., & Sorbom, D. (2006). Interactive LISREL 8:
Structural equation modeling with the SIMPLIS command lan-
guage. Chicago, IL: Scientific Software International.

Kabaday, A. (2010). Investigating demographic characteristics
and teaching perceptions of Turkish preschool teachers. Early
Child Development and Care, 180 (6), 809-822.

Kagitgibasi, C., & Ataca, B. (2005). Value of children and
family change: A three-decade portrait from Turkey. Applied
Psychology, 54 (3), 317-337.

Kagitgibasi, C., Sunar, D., & Bekman, S. (2001). Long-term effects
of early intervention: Turkish low-income mothers and children.
Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 22 (4), 333-361.

JF 1690

Kandir, A., Ozbey, S. ve Inal, G. (2009). Okul éncesi 6gret-
menlerinin egitim programlarini planlama ve uygulamada
kargilagtiklar  giigliiklerin incelenmesi. Uluslararas: Sosyal
Aragtirmalar Dergisi, 2 (6), 373-387.

Kildan, P. ve Pektas, M. (2009). Erken ¢ocukluk déneminde fen
ve doga ile ilgili konularin 6gretilmesinde okuléncesi 6gret-
menlerinin griislerinin belirlenmesi. Ahi Evran Universitesi
Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 10 (1), 113-127.

Kirkgoz, Y. (2008). Curriculum innovation in Turkish prima-
ry education. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 36 (4),
309-322.

Knudsen-Lindauer, S. L., & Harris, K. (1989). Priorities for kin-
dergarten curricula: Views of parents and teachers. Journal of
Research in Childhood Education, 4 (1), 51-61.

Liang, S., & Sugawara, A. 1. (1996). Family size, birth order,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, parent-child relationship,
and preschool children’s intellectual development. Early Child
Development and Care, 124 (1), 69-79.

McMullen, M., Elicker, ., Wang, J., Erdiller, Z., Lee, S., Lin, C. et
al. (2005). Comparing beliefs about appropriate practice among
early childhood education and care professionals from the U.S.,
China, Taiwan, Korea and Turkey. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 20 (4), 451-464.

Meredith, L. R. (2008). Child-directed speech: relation to so-
cioeconomic status, knowledge of child development and child
vocabulary skill. Journal of Child Language, 35, 185-205.

Milli Egitim Bakanhg1. (2006). Okul oncesi egitim programs (36-
72 aylik ¢ocuklar i¢in). Ankara: Yazar.

Owuamanam, T. O., & Alowolodu, O. (2010). Educational
pursuit and income as correlates of family size in Ondo State,
Nigeria. Journal of Social Sciences, 23 (2), 123-127.

R Development Core Team. (2012). R: A language and environ-
ment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria: Author.

Sagkes, M., Flevares, L. M., & Trundle, K. C. (2010). Four- to
six-year-old children’s conceptions of the mechanism of rain-
fall. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 25 (4), 536- 546.

Schweinhart, L. J. (2000). The High/Scope Perry Preschool
Study: A case study in random assignment. Evaluation and
Research in Education, 14 (3-4), 136-147.

Stevens, J. P. (2009). Applied multivariate statistics for the social
sciences (5thed.). New York: Routledge.

Stipek, D. J., & Byler, P. (1997). Early childhood education
teachers: Do they practice what they preach? Early Childhood
Research Quarterly, 12, 305-325.

Tanju, E., Darica, N. ve Bityiikoztiirk, $. (2011). Erken ¢ocuk-
luk donemi egitim programina yonelik inanglar olgeginin
uyarlanmas ve bazi degiskenlere gore incelenmesi. Cukurova
University Faculty of Education Journal, 40 (1), 120-133.

Tenenbaum, H. R., & Leaper, C. (2003). Parent-child conver-
sations about science: The socialization of gender inequities?
Developmental Psychology, 39 (1), 34-47.

Tokug, H. ve Tugrul, B. (2007, Kasim). Anne ve babalarin okul
oncesi egitim hakkindaki goriis ve beklentilerinin incelenmesi. 1.
Ulusal Ilkégretim Kongresinde sunulan bildiri, Ankara.

Wen, X., Elicker, J. G., & McMullen, M. B. (2011). Early child-
hood teachers’ curriculum beliefs: Are they consistent with ob-
served classroom practices? Early Education and Development,
22 (6), 945-969.

Winetsky, C. S. (1978). Comparisons of the expectations of par-
ents and teachers for the behavior of preschool children. Child
Development, 49, 1146-1154.

Yazar, A., Celik, M. ve K6k, M. (2008). Aile katiliminin okul
o6ncesi egitimde ve 2006 okul 6ncesi egitim programindaki yeri.
Atatiirk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 12 (2),
233-243.



