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Oz

Bu c¢alismada 2018 Fen Bilimleri Programi ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri Programinin karsilastirilmas: yapilmustir.
Calismada nitel arastirma yontemlerinden biri olan dokiiman analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Dokiiman olarak 2018
Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programu ile 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi kullanilmistir. Programlarin yapisi
karsilagtirilirken once igindekiler ardindan her simif diizeyine ait bilgiler karsilagtirilmistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda her simf diizeyine ait toplam kazanim sayilarinin, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Progranindaki
her siif diizeyine ait toplam 6grenme ¢ikt: sayisina gore daha fazla oldugu, iinitelere gore belirlenen ders saatlerinin
kimilerinde azaldig1, kimilerinde arttig1, tinite adlarinin kimilerinde degisip kimilerinde ayn1 kaldigi g6zlenirken, en
cok dikkat ceken durumun 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 3 ve 4. Sinif diizeylerindeki ilk iinitelerin
sirastyla “Bilimsel Kesif Yolculugu” ve “Bilime Yolculuk” oldugu bununla birlikte 4. Simiftan itibaren her sinif
diizeyinin son inite admin sirasiyla “Siirdiiriilebilir Sehirler ve Topluluklar”, “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Geri
Doéntisim”, “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Etkilesim”, “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Enerji” olmasi dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Bu
durum programin amaglarinda belirtilen 6grenci yetistirme kriterleriyle ortiismekte oldugunu gostermekte ve
programin amacina uyabilen 6grenci profilinin yetistirilmesine olanak saglayacagi belirlenmistir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programi’nin 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programina gore programin daha agiklayici, daha anlagilir,
Ogretmenlerin daha kolaylikla kullanabilecegi, Ogrencilerin daha ¢ok verim alabilecegi diisiincesini olumlu
kargiladig: belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Maarif modeli, fen bilgisi miifredati, fen bilgisi egitimi, fen bilgisi programlart

Abstract

In this study, 2018 Science Program and 2024 Science Program were compared. Document analysis method, one of
the qualitative research methods, was used in the study. The 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science
Curriculum were used as documents. While comparing the structure of the programs, first the table of contents and
then the information for each grade level were compared. In the 2018 Science Curriculum, it was observed that the
total number of outcomes for each grade level was higher than the total number of learning outcomes for each grade
level in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the course hours determined according to the units decreased in some,
increased in others, and the unit names changed in some and remained the same in others. The most striking
situation is that the first units at the 3rd and 4th grade levels in the 2024 Science Curriculum are “Journey of
Scientific Discovery” and “Journey to Science”, respectively, while the last unit name of each grade level starting
from the 4th grade is “Sustainable Cities and Communities”, “Sustainable Living and Recycling”, “Sustainable
Living and Interaction”, “Sustainable Living and Energy”, respectively. This situation shows that the program
overlaps with the student training criteria specified in the objectives of the program and it is determined that it will
enable the training of a student profile that can meet the objectives of the program.

Ozdemir, A., & Ozer, B. (2025). 2018 fen bilimleri 6gretim programi ile 2024 fen bilimleri 6gretim programinin
BY karsilastirilmast. Anadolu Tiirk Egitim Dergisi, 7(2), 281-297. https://doi.org/10.29329/ated.2025.1388.7
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2024 Science Curriculum was found to be more descriptive, more understandable, easier for teachers to use, and
more efficient for students compared to the 2018 Science Curriculum.

Keywords: Education curriculum, Teaching curriculum, Science education, Science curricula
Giris

Teknoloji ve bilimdeki gelismeler, egitimde program gelistirme calismalarin1 gerekli kilan
onemli durumlardan birini olusturmaktadir (Ulker ve Kocakiilah, 2023). Gelisen bilim ve
teknoloji ile birlikte toplumlarin da bireylerden beklentileri degismis, toplumun beklentilerini ve
gelisen bilim ve teknolojiye uyumu saglamak amaciyla egitim énemli bir ara¢ olmustur. Egitim
sisteminin girdisi 6grenci iken en dnemli dgesi de dgretmen olmaktadir. Ogretmenlere egitim ve
Ogretim siireclerinin yonetimi ve organizasyonu boyutunda yol gosterici kilavuzlardan biri olan
Ogretim programi (Caglar, 2006), ilgili olan disiplin kapsaminda 6grencilere kazandirilmasi ileri
goriilen gayelerin, degerlerin ve zaman akisinin yer aldigi belgedir (Karaman ve Karaman,
2016). Ogretim programlar1 degisen ve gelisen toplumlara ayak uyduran, toplumu destekleyen ve
ileri seviyeye tasiyacak olan bireylerin yetistirilmesinde onemli rol almaktadir. Bu nedenle

degisen ve gelisen toplumlarda 6gretim programlarinin da gelismesi ve degismesi gerektigi
kaciilmaz olacaktir.

Bir sosyal gevre veya bir egitim kurumunun bireylerdeki yasantilar1 zenginlestirme ve
diizenleme amagl yiiriitmekte oldugu tiim etkinlikler egitim programi olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Varis, 1996). Baska bir deyisle egitim programi dgrencide beklenen 6grenmenin gerceklesmesi
amaciyla yapilan planlanmis etkinliklerin tiimii olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Dogan, 1975). Elde
edilen yeni bilgiler, gelisen teknolojiler ve ortaya ¢ikan yeni 6grenme kuramlar: gibi durumlar
egitim oOgretim siirecine kilavuzluk etmekte olan Ogretim programlarint da degisime
ugratmaktadir (Deveci, Konus ve Aydiz, 2018).

Bu gelisim ve degisim ihtiyac1 6zellikle fen bilimleri egitimi agisindan biiyliik 6nem
tagimaktadir. Giliniimiizde iilkeler kendilerine ait egitim kurumlarini kalkinma gereklerine uygun
olacak sekilde bilgiyi iireten insan1 hazirlayan kuruluslar olarak gormektedir. Cagdaslik ve
egitim diizeyi arasinda iliski kurmaktadirlar. Ekonomik gelismeler fen ve teknolojiden elde
edilen basar1 ile saglanabilmektedir (Ulugmar, Cansaran & Karaca, 2004). Bu baglamda
tilkemizde fen bilimleri egitiminin gereksiz kuru bilgiler veren ve ezbercilige dayanan igeriginin
degistirilerek, bilimsel yontemi ama¢ edinmekte olan modern fen programlarinin uygulanmasi
geregi benimsenmis olmaktadir (Ozinénii, 1976).

Gegmisten giiniimiize dogru gelen siirecte Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar gesitli
amaglarla incelenmistir. Bazi ¢alismalarda programlar belirli 6zellikler dahilinde incelenirken,
bazi ¢alismalarda ise bir program ile kendinden once gelen program karsilastirmali olarak belirli
kriterler ¢ergevesinde ele alinmustir.

Alanyazinda bu konuda ¢esitli ¢alismalar mevcuttur. Cangiliven ve Avci (2022), 2013 ve
2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlari kazanimlarini yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére
karsilastirmistir. Keskinkilig Yumusak (2017), 2005 Fen ve Teknoloji Ogretim Programu ile
2013 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programini madde ve degisim dgrenme alam kazanimlar1 agisindan
karsilastirmali olarak analiz etmistir. Zorluoglu, Sahintiirk ve Bagriyamik (2017), 2013 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programi kazanimlarini yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelemistir.
Diger taraftan Ozcan ve Kostur (2019), 2018 fen bilimleri dersi dgretim programi kazanimlarini
0zel amaglar ve alana 0zgii beceriler bakimindan degerlendirmistir. Kalemkus (2020), fen
bilimleri dersi 6gretim programi kazanimlarini 21. yiizyil becerileri acisindan ele almistir.
Deveci, Konus ve Aydiz (2018), 2018 fen bilimleri dersi 6gretim programi kazanimlarini yasam
becerileri perspektifinden incelemistir. Sahin, Aydin ve Yurdakul (2016) ise fen ve teknoloji
dersi Ogretim programi yedinci siif insan ve cevre lnitesindeki etkinlikleri bilimsel siireg¢
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becerileri agisindan degerlendirmistir. Yapilan ¢alismalar incelendiginde, programlarin cesitli
eksikliklerinin bulundugu goriilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda aragtirmacilar tarafindan iyilestirmelere
yonelik oneriler sunulmustur.

Ulkemizde degistirilen ve gelistirilen ogretim programlarinin  kendinden &nceki
programlarla karsilastirilmasi énemli bir gerekliliktir. Bu tiir karsilagtirmalar, yeni programdaki
degisimleri ve gelisimleri ortaya koymaktadir. Ayrica programin avantajlarini, saglayacagi
faydalar1 veya potansiyel eksikliklerini belirlememize olanak tanimaktadir. Elde edilen bulgular,
hem gelecekte yapilacak caligmalara hem de yeni programlarin gelistirilmesi veya mevcut
programlarin iyilestirilmesi siireclerine katki saglayacaktir. Programlarin incelenmesi bizlere
vaat edilen amaclarin ne derecede elde edilebilecegine dair ongorii kazanmamizi saglamaktadir.
Bu dogrultuda bu calismada 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ile 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Program1 dokiiman analizi yontemi kullanilarak karsilastirilmistir. Bu calisma 2018 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programu ile sinirhidir.

Egitim-0gretim siireci yonetimi ve organizasyonu icerisinde &gretmenlere yol gosterici
kilavuz olan O&gretim programlar1t (Caglar, 2006), ilgili disiplin c¢er¢evesinde 6grenciye
kazandirilmasi istenen hedeflerin, degerlerin ve zaman akisinin yer aldigi belgedir (Karaman ve
Karaman, 2016). Programin sahip oldugu tiim 6geleri barindirmakta olan yazili program resmi
program olarak; O0gretmenin smifta dgrettigi igerigin ve nasil Ogrettiginin ve de 6grencilerin
ogrenme ¢iktilariin bulundugu program da uygulamadaki program olarak tanimlanirken; resmi
programda bulunmamasina ragmen Ogrencilerde davranis degisikligi yaratan program ortiik
program olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Uygulamadaki veya resmi olan programa dahil edilmemis,
ogrenilmemis konu ve dersleri ve de bunlarin neden dahil edilmedigini ifade eden program goz
ard1 edilen program olarak tanimlanmaktayken; 6grencilerin resmi program disinda olan ve
onlarin ilgi alanlar1 goz Oniine alinarak planlanmis 6grenme yasantilarimi desteklemekte olan
program destekleyici program olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Demirel, 2013).

Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlarina iliskin Yapilan Calismalar

Fen bilimleri 6gretim programlarinin incelenmesi ve karsilastirilmasi konusunda ulusal ve
uluslararas: diizeyde ¢esitli calismalar yapilmistir. Bu calismalar programlarin farkli boyutlarini
ele almis ve Ogretim programlarinin gelistirilmesi siirecine katki saglamistir. Uluslararasi
diizeyde yapilan calismalardan biri Thorolfsson, Finnbogason ve Macdonald (2012) tarafindan
gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmacilar, Izlanda'da zorunlu egitim igin tasarlanan fen bilimleri
miifredatinin 50 yillik doniisiimiinii incelemislerdir. 1960, 1976, 1989 ve 1999 wyillarinda
yayinlanan miifredat kilavuzlari bes puanlik derecelendirme o6l¢egi ile analiz edilmistir.
Arastirma sonuclarina gore bilgi aktarimi odakli 6gretim yaklasimi 1960 yilindan itibaren
giderek azalmis ve 1999 miifredatinda en diisiik seviyeye ulasmistir. Ogrenme ve cevre boyutu
ise 1960 ve 1976 miifredatlarinda zayif iken, 1989 ve 1999 miifredatlarinda giliglenme
gostermistir. 1989 programi hari¢ tiim programlarda igerik-lirlin modelinin siire¢-gelisme
modelinden daha baskin oldugu belirlenmistir.

Tiirkiye'de yapilan calismalarda fen bilimleri 6gretim programlart farkli acilardan
incelenmistir. Keskinkilic Yumusak (2017), 2005 Fen ve Teknoloji Dersi Ogretim Programu ile
2013 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programini madde ve degisim dgrenme alani kazanimlari
acisindan karsilastirmali olarak analiz etmistir. Aragtirmada programlar ve ders kitaplar1 birlikte
incelenmis, 2005 programi kazanimlarinin daha ayrintili, 2013 programi kazanimlarinin ise daha
genel ifadelerden olustugu tespit edilmistir. 2013 Fen Bilimleri Programindaki bir kazanimin
2005 programindaki 2-3 kazanimi1 kapsayacak sekilde ifade edildigi ve bu durumun kazanimlarin
hangi sinirlilikta kazandirilacagina dair belirsizlik yarattigi belirtilmistir.

Fen bilimleri 6gretim programi kazanimlarinin biligsel boyutta incelenmesi amaciyla gesitli
calismalar yapilmistir. Zorluoglu, Sahintiirk ve Bagriyanik (2017), 2013 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
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Programindaki 330 kazanimi Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisine gore simiflandirmislardir.
Dokiiman incelemesi yontemiyle gerceklestirilen ¢alismada bilgi boyutunda en fazla kavramsal
bilgi, en az iistbilissel bilgi diizeyinde kazanima yer verildigi; bilissel siire¢ boyutunda ise en
fazla anlama, en az degerlendirme diizeyinde kazanimlarin bulundugu belirlenmistir. Programda
iist diizey biligsel siire¢ boyutlarina yeteri kadar yer verilmedigi ve kazanimlarin bilgi boyutu
basamaklarinda homojen dagilmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Benzer sekilde Cangiiven ve Avci (2022), 2013 ve 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programlarini  Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi Biligsel Alan Basamaklar1 agisindan
kargilastirmiglardir. Kazanimlar biitiinciil bir yaklasimla degerlendirilmis ve bazi kazanimlarin
birden fazla fiil icerdigi tespit edilmistir. iki program arasinda “Degerlendirme, Analiz,
Uygulama ve Hatirlama” basamaklarinda azalis; “Yaratma ve Anlama” basamaklarinda ise artis
oldugu belirlenmistir. Ozellikle “Yaratma” basamaginda tim sinif diizeylerinde artis
gozlenmistir.

2018 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi kazanimlari farkli beceri alanlari agisindan da
incelenmistir. Deveci, Konus ve Aydiz (2018), programdaki kazanimlar1i yasam becerileri
perspektifinden analiz etmislerdir. Betimsel analiz yontemiyle gerceklestirilen calismada
kazanimlar analitik diigiinme, takim ¢alismasi, yaratici diisiinme, karar verme, girisimcilik ve
iletisim becerileri agisindan incelenmistir. Sonug olarak en fazla karar verme, iletisim kurma ve
analitik diislinme becerilerine; en az ise takim c¢alismasi, girisimcilik ve yaratici diisiinme
becerilerine yonelik kazanimlara yer verildigi tespit edilmistir. “Fiziksel Olaylar” ve “Canlilar ve
Yasam” 6grenme alanlarinin yasam becerilerini gelistirmeye yonelik kazanimlar agisindan en
zengin alanlar oldugu, sinif diizeyleri arasinda ise yedinci sinifin en fazla, tiglincii sinifin ise en
az kazanim igerdigi belirlenmistir.

Ozcan ve Kostur (2019), 2018 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi kazanimlarini 6zel
amaclar ve alana 6zgii beceriler bakimindan incelemislerdir. Calismada 302 kazanim 13 tema
altinda 339 kez simiflandirilmistir. Analiz sonuglar1 kazanimlarin bilimsel siire¢ becerileri, bilgi
ve yasam becerilerine agirlikli olarak yer verdigini gostermistir. Ancak giivenlik bilinci,
sosyobilimsel konular, sorumluluk ve kariyer bilinci gibi 6zel amaglara yonelik kazanimlarin
programda yeterli diizeyde bulunmadigi tespit edilmistir.

Kalemkus (2020), 2018 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programmin iigiincii ve ddrdiincii
sinif kazanimlarini 21. yiizyil becerileri agisindan incelemistir. Dokiiman incelemesi ve betimsel
analiz yontemlerinin kullanildig1 ¢alismada, programda problem ¢6zme ve elestirel diisiinme
becerilerinin agirlikli oldugu; yenilik ve yaraticilik, girisimcilik, 6zyonetim ve iletisim
becerilerinin 6n planda oldugu belirlenmistir. Buna karsin bilgi okuryazarligi, is birligi,
sorumluluk ve liderlik becerilerine daha az yer verildigi tespit edilmistir. Ozellikle “teknoloji ve
bilgi iletisim okuryazarlig1” becerisine yonelik herhangi bir kazanimin bulunmadigr ve
programdaki kazanimlarin 21. yiizyil becerilerine gore dengeli dagilmadigi sonucuna
ulasilmistir.

Bu ¢aligmalar fen bilimleri 6gretim programlarinin kazanim boyutunda c¢esitli eksikliklere
sahip oldugunu ve program gelistirme siireglerinde farkli becerilerin dengeli bir sekilde ele
alinmas1 gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Ayrica program karsilastirmalarinin, yapilan
degisikliklerin yoniinii ve etkilerini anlamak acisindan 6nemli oldugu goriilmektedir.

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Aragtirma nitel arastirma desenlerinden biri olan dokiiman analizi ile gerceklestirilmistir.
Dokiiman analizi; belirli bir amaca yonelik olarak kaynaklarin bulunmasi, okunmasi, not
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alinmasi ve degerlendirilmesi basamaklarimi kapsamaktadir (Karasar, 2005). Bu arastirmada
2018 yilinda uygulamaya konulan fen bilimleri dersi 6gretim programi ile 2024 yili fen bilimleri
dersi 6gretim programi dokiiman olarak kullanilmistir. Analiz her iki programa ait dokiimanlarin
karsilagtirilmasi ile yapilmistir.

Aragtirmada, 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programu karsilagtirilmistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programi dnce igerik yoniinden karsilastirmak amaciyla tablo yapilarak kargilagtirilmis,
buna ek olarak da tiim sinif diizeylerini iceren 2018 ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar:
tinite, 0grenme ¢ikt1 sayis1 ve iinite seklinde karsilastirma yapmak amaciyla tablo yapilmistir.
2018 programinda yer alip 2024 programinda yer almayan, diger taraftan 2024 programinda yer
alip 2018 programinda yer almayan 6zellikler tablolar sayesinde ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmada veriler igerik analizi yontemi ile elde edilmistir. Icerik analizi belirli kurallara
dayal1 kodlamalarla bir metnin baz1 sozciiklerinin daha kiiglik icerik kategorileri ile 6zetlendigi
sistematik ve yinelenebilir bir tekniktir (Biiyiikoztirk vd., 2018). Bu yontem verilerin
derinlemesine incelenmesine ve Onceden belirgin olmayan temalarin ve boyutlarin ortaya
cikarilmasina imkan tanimaktadir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2016). Betimsel analize gore daha derin
bir iglem gerektiren icerik analizi, arastirmada incelenen dokiimanlarin (2018 ve 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programlari) yapisal 6zelliklerinin, kazanimlarinin ve igeriklerinin sistematik
olarak karsilagtirilmasi amaciyla tercih edilmistir.

Icerik Analizi Siireci
Icerik analizi siireci asagidaki asamalarda gergeklestirilmistir:

Verilerin Elde Edilmesi ve Hazirlanmasi: 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ve 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programi Milli Egitim Bakanligi'nin resmi web sitesinden temin edilmistir.
Programlarin tam metinleri dijital ortamda incelenmek tizere hazirlanmistir.

Analiz Birimlerinin Belirlenmesi: Programlar arasinda karsilastirma yapilabilmesi igin analiz
birimleri belirlenmistir. Bu birimler; program yapis (i¢indekiler, boliimler), sinif diizeyleri, iinite
adlar1 ve siralamasi, kazanim/6grenme ¢iktist sayilari, kazanim/6grenme ciktisi ifadeleri, ders
saati dagilimlar1 ve 6grenme alanlar1 olarak tespit edilmistir.

Kodlama ve Kategorizasyon: Her iki program sistematik olarak okunmus ve belirlenen analiz
birimleri ¢ercevesinde kodlanmistir. Programlardaki benzerlikler ve farkliliklar not edilmis, bu
veriler kategoriler altinda diizenlenmistir. Ornegin numaralandirma sistemindeki degisiklikler,
tinite adlarindaki degisimler, kazanim sayilarindaki artis veya azaliglar ayr1 kategoriler olarak ele
alinmistir.

Karsilastirmah Analiz: Iki program arasinda simif diizeyine gore, iinite bazinda ve kazanim
bazinda karsilagtirmalar yapilmistir. Her sinif diizeyi i¢in {inite sayilari, iinite adlari, ders saati
yiizdelikleri ve kazanim sayilar1 karsilastirmali tablolar halinde diizenlenmistir.

Bulgularin Diizenlenmesi ve Yorumlanmasi: Elde edilen veriler sistematik bir sekilde
diizenlenmis, tablolar ve agiklamalar halinde sunulmustur. Programlar arasindaki farkliliklar ve
benzerlikler betimlenmis, bu degisikliklerin olasi nedenleri ve etkileri tartisilmistir.

Bulgularda da belirtildigi gibi programlarin bazi sinif diizeylerindeki numaralandirma
sisteminde, Unite adlarinda, kazanim sayilarinda, ders saati ylizdelerinde gibi Ozelliklerde
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farkliliklar bulunmaktadir. Bu nedenle 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ile 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programi sistematik bir sekilde karsilastirilarak incelenmistir.

Bulgular

Bu béliimde 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ile 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinin karsilastirmali analizinden elde edilen bulgular sunulmaktadir. Ilk olarak
programlarin genel yapisi ve i¢indekiler boliimii karsilastirilmig, ardindan her sinif diizeyi (3, 4,
5, 6, 7 ve 8. simiflar) icin linite adlar1, kazanim/6grenme ¢ikt1 sayilari, ders saati dagilimlari ve
yiizdelik degerler detayli olarak incelenmistir. Bulgular tablolar halinde diizenlenmis ve her tablo
sonrasinda programlar arasindaki benzerlikler ile farkliliklar agiklanmistir.

Tablo 1

2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ve 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programu Igindekiler
Bolimii

2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Program

2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Program

Milli Egitim Bakanligi Ogretim Programlari
Ogretim Programlarinin Amaglari

Ogretim Programlarmin Perspektifi
Degerlerimiz
Yetkinlikler

Ogretim  Programinin
Edilecek Hususlar

Uygulanmasinda  Dikkat

Ogretim Programlarinda Olgme ve Degerlendirme
Yaklagimi

Bireysel Gelisim ve Ogretim Programlari
Sonug
Ogretim Programinin Ozel Amaglar

Ogretim Programinda Alana Ozgii Beceriler

Ogretim  Programinda  Fen, Miihendislik ve
Girisimcilik Uygulamalart

Ogretim Programinin Yapisi

Fen Bilimleri Dersi 3,4,5,6,7 ve 8. Siniflar Ders Kitab1
Forma Sayilar1 ve Ebatlar1

3. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

4. Smif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

5. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Progran

6. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

7. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

8. Smif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

1. Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

1.2. Fen Bilimleri Dersi
Uygulanmasina Iligkin Esaslar
1.2.1. Programlar Aras1 Bilesenler

1.2.2. igerik Cergevesi

1.2.3. Ogrenme Kamtlar1 (Olgme ve Degerlendirme)

Ogretim Programimin

1.2.4. Ogretme-Ogrenme Yasantilari
1.2.5. Farklilagtirma Uygulamalari

1.3. Unite, Ogrenme Cikt1 Sayis1 ve Siire Tablosu
1.1. Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programlarinin
Temel Felsefesi ve Ozel Amaglar

1.5. Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programinin Yapisi
1.4. Fen Bilimleri Dersi Kitap Forma Sayilar1 ve Kitap
Ebatlari

3. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

4. Smif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

5. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

6. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

7. Sinif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

8. Smif Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi

Tablo 1’e gére 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programmin igeriginde “Milli Egitim
Bakanlhigi Ogretim Programlar1” bashginda bilgi bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda “Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Program1” bashig altinda bilgiler bulunmaktadir. 2018 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Ogretim Programinin Amaclar’” bashg altinda bilgi
bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve baslik altinda
bilgiler bulunmamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Ogretim Programlarinin
Perspektifi” baslig ile “Degerlerimiz ve Yetkinlikler” baglig ile ilgili bilgiler bulunurken; 2024
Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen bir baslik ve bashk altinda bilgiler
bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim
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Programimin Uygulanmasina Iliskin Esaslar” baslig1 altinda bilgi bulunurken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda “Ogretim Programimin Uygulanmasinda Dikkat Edilecek Hususlar” baslig
altinda bilgiler bulunmaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Programlar Arasi
Bilesenler” baslig1 altinda bilgi bulunurken; 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen
baslik ve baslik altinda bilgiler bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda
“Igerik Cergevesi” basligi altinda bilgiler bulunurken; 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda buna denk
gelen baslik ve baslik altinda bilgi bulunmamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda
“Ogretim Programlarinda Olgme ve Degerlendirme Yaklasimi” bashigi altinda bilgiler
bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Ogrenme Kanitlar1 (Olgme ve
Degerlendirme)” bashigi altinda bilgiler bulunmaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programmda “Ogretme-Ogrenme Yasantilar” bashigi altinda bilgi bulunurken; 2018 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve baslik altinda bilgi bulunmamaktadir.
2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Farklilastirma Uygulamalar1” bashig altinda bilgiler
bulunurken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve baslik altinda
bilgiler bulunmamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Bireysel Gelisim ve
Ogretim Programlar’” bashg altinda bilgiler bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve baslik altinda bilgi bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Ogretim
Programinda “Unite, Ogrenme Cikt1 Sayis1 ve Siire Tablosu” bashig1 altinda bilgi bulunurken;
2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda bu bilgiler “Ogretim Programmin Yapist” bashgi altinda
bulunmakta olup, “Kazamim Sayis1” kavraminm yerini 2024 Fen Ogretim Programinda
“Ogrenme Cikt1 Sayis1” kavrami almistir. 2024 yili Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programi’nin Yapis1” basligi altinda iinite, tema, dgrenme alani, ders saati,
alan, kavramsal ve okuryazarlik becerileri, egilimler, programlar arasi bilesenler, sosyal-
duygusal Ogrenme becerileri, degerler, disiplinler arast ve beceriler arasi iliskiler,
numaralandirma sistemi, 6grenme c¢iktilar1 ve siire¢ bilesenleri, igerik cercevesi, genellemeler/
ilkeler/ anahtar kavramlar/ semboller, 6grenme kanitlari, 6gretme-6grenme yasantilari, temel
kabuller, 6n degerlendirme siireci, koprii kurma, dgretme 6grenme uygulamalari, farklilastirma
zenginlestirme, destekleme ve 6gretmen yansitmalarr hakkinda bilgiler bulunmakta olup, 3 ve 4.
Siniflar i¢in numaralandirma sisteminde ilgili dersin kodu, ilgili simf diizeyi, ilgili iinite
numarasi ve ilgili 6grenme ¢iktist numarast oldugu belirtilirken, 5, 6, 7 ve 8. Smiflar i¢in
numaralandirma sisteminde ilgili dersin kodu, ilgili sinmif diizeyi, ilgili {inite numarasi, ilgili
boliim numaras: ve ilgili dgrenme ¢ikti numarast oldugu belirtilmistir. 2018 Fen Ogretim
Programinda “Ogretim Programi’nin  Yapisi” bashg altinda fen bilimleri dersi ogretim
programinin konu alanlari, tinite basliklar1, kazanim sayilari, dngoriilen siire/ ders saatleri ve ders
saati yiizdeleri ve numaralandirma sistemi bulunmakta olup, numaralandirma sistemi her sinif
diizeyi i¢in ilgili dersin kodu, ilgili sinif diizeyi, ilgili linite numaras, ilgili konu numarasi, ilgili
kazanim numarasi seklindedir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri (")gretim Programinda “3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ve 8.
Siniflar Ders Kitab1 ve Forma Sayis1” baslig altinda 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ve 8. Siniflarin forma sayilar
sirastyla 16, 19, 18, 18, 16, 22 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen
“Fen Bilimleri Kitap Forma Sayis1 ve Kitap Ebatlar1” baglig1 altindaki forma sayilari sirasiyla
18-20, 18-20, 17-19, 17-19, 17-19, 18-20 olmaktadir. Kitap ebatlarinda degisiklik
bulunmamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Sonug” baslig1 altinda programin
giincellenmesi silirecinde hangi islemlerden ve asamalardan gectigi hakkinda bilgi verilirken;
2024 Fen Ogretim Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve altinda bilgi bulunmamaktadir. 2018
Fen Ogretim Programinda “Ogretim Programmin Ozel Amaclar” bashg altinda bilgiler
bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programmda “Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim
Programiin Temel Felsefesi ve Ozel Amaglar1” bashigi altinda 6zel amaglara yer verilmis olup,
buna ek olarak beceri ve deger odakli fen 6gretimi, bilim kiiltiirii ile zenginlesen fen 6gretimi
disiplinler arasi iligkiler ve siirdiiriilebilirligi temel alan fen egitimi bagliklari altinda temel
felsefesi ile ilgili bilgiler eklenmistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Alana Ozgii
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Beceriler” bagligi altinda bilimsel siire¢ becerileri, yasam becerileri ve miihendislik ve tasarim
becerileri bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda buna denk baslik ve bashk
altinda bilgiler bulunmamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen, Miihendislik
ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalar1” baslig1 altinda bilgiler bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda buna denk gelen baslik ve baslik altinda bilgiler bulunmamaktadir.

Tablo 2
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlari 3. Sinif’a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular

Yil Unite Ada Konu Alam Adi Kazammm/ Ders Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi

2018 1. Gezegenimizi Tantyalim Diinya ve Evren 5 9 8,3
2024 1. Bilimsel Kesif Yolculugu - 2 9 8
2018 2. Bes Duyumuz Canlilar ve Yasam 3 6 5,6
2024 2. Canlilar Diinyasina Yolculuk - 3 15 14
2018 3. Kuvveti Taniyalim Fiziksel Olaylar 4 15 13,9
2024 3. Yer Bilimciler Is Basinda - 2 12 11
2018 4. Maddeyi Tantyalim Madde ve Dogast 4 17 15,7
2024 4. Maddeyi Tantyalim, Karistirip Ayiralim - 3 15 14
2018 5. Cevremizdeki Isik ve Sesler Fiziksel Olaylar 8 21 194
2024  5.Hareketi Kesfedelim - 2 12 11
2018 6.Canlilar Diinyasima Yolculuk Canlilar ve Yasam 8 18 16,7
2024  6.Yasamimizi Kolaylastiran Elektrik - 3 12 11
2018 7.Elektrikli Araglar Fiziksel Olaylar 4 22 20,4
2024  7.Topragi Taniyorum, Tarimi Kesfediyorum - 2 12 11
2018 - - - - -
2024  8.Canlilarin Yagam Alanlarina Yolculuk - 3 15 14
2018 - -

2024 Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 6
2018 Toplam 36 108 100
2024 Toplam 20 108 100

Tablo 2 incelendiginde kazanim sayisinin Ogrenme c¢ikti sayist olarak degistirildigi
goriilmektedir. 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 3. Smmiflara ait 7 iinite bulunurken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 8 adet iinite bulunmakta olup, ilk iinite olan “Gezegenimizi
Taniyalim” {initesinin yerini “Bilimsel Kesif Yolculugu” dinitesi, ikinci iinite olan “Bes
Duyumuz” iinitesinin yerini “Canlilar Diinyasina Yolculuk™ iinitesi, {iglincii {inite olan “Kuvveti
Taniyalim” iinitesinin yerini “Yer Bilimciler Is Basinda” iinitesi, dordiincii iinite olan “Maddeyi
Tantyalim” {initesinin yerini “Maddeyi Taniyalim, Karistirtp Ayristiralim” tinitesi, besinci iinite
olan “Cevremizdeki Isik ve Sesler” {initesinin yerini “Hareketi Kesfedelim” tinitesi, altinci {inite
olan “Canlilar Diinyasina Yolculuk” iinitesinin yerini ‘“Yasamimizi Kolaylagtiran Elektrik”
initesi, yedinci Unite olan “Elektrikli Araclar” iinitesinin yerini “Topragi Taniyorum, Tarimi
Kesfediyorum™ iinitesi almuistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yedi (iinite
bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda sekiz iinite bulunmakta olup son
tinite de “Canlilarin Yasam Alanlarina Yolculuk” olmustur. Tabloya bakildiginda 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Okul Temelli Planlama” kism1 yer almakta olup 6 ders saatini
kapsamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam kazanim sayist 36, toplam
ders saati sayis1 108 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam 6grenme ¢ikti
say1s1 20, toplam ders saati sayis1 da 108 olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 3.
Sinif tablosunda “Konu Alan1” bdliimii bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 3.
Simif tablosunda bu béliim bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yer alan
“Okul Temelli Planlama” boliimii bulunmakta olup bu boliim %6’lik bir deger almaktadir.
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Tablo 3
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar1 4. Siif’a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular
Yil Unite Ad1 Konu Alam Adi Kazammm/  Ders Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi
2018 1. Yer Kabugu ve Diinya’mizin Hareketleri Diinya ve Evren 5 15 13,9
2024 1. Bilime Yolculuk - 2 9 11
2018 2. Besinlerimiz Canlilar ve Yagsam 6 18 16,7
2024 2. Saglikli Besleniyorum - 3 15 14
2018 3. Kuvvetin Etkileri Fiziksel Olaylar 5 12 11,1
2024 3. Diinya’muzi Kesfedelim - 3 12 14
2018 4. Maddenin Ozellikleri Madde ve Dogasi 10 21 194
2024 4. Maddenin Degisimi - 2 15 11
2018 5. Aydinlatma ve Ses Teknolojileri Fiziksel Olaylar 12 21 194
2024 5. Miknatis1 Kesfediyorum - 3 12 11
2018 6. Insan ve Cevre Canlilar ve Yasam 2 6 5,6
2024 6. Enerji Dedektifleri - 2 12 11
2018 7. Basit Elektrik Devreleri Fiziksel Olaylar 3 6 5,6
2024 7. Isigin Pesinde - 3 12 11
2018 - - - - -
2024 8. Siirdiiriilebilir Sehirler ve Topluluklar - 1 15 11
2018  Fen ve Miihendislik Uygulamalart: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi - 9 8,3
2024  Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 6
2018  Toplam 46 108 100
2024  Toplam 19 108 100

Tablo 3’¢ bakildiginda kazanim sayisinin 6grenme ¢ikti sayisi olarak degistirildigi
goriilmektedir. 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 4. Smiflara ait 7 iinite bulunurken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 8 adet iinite bulunmakta olup, ilk {inite olan “Yer Kabugu ve
Diinya’mizin Hareketleri” initesinin yerini “Bilime Yolculuk” {initesi, ikinci iinite olan
“Besinlerimiz” {initesinin yerini “Saglikli Besleniyorum” {initesi, li¢lincii iinite olan “Kuvvetin
Etkileri” tinitesinin yerini “Diinya’mizi Kesfedelim” tinitesi, dordiincii tinite olan “Maddenin
Ozellikleri” {initesinin yerini “Maddenin Degisimi” {initesi, besinci iinite olan “Aydmlanma ve
Ses Teknolojileri” iinitesinin yerini “Miknatis1 Kesfediyorum” {initesi, altinc1 iinite olan “Insan
ve Cevre” lnitesinin yerini “Enerji Dedektifleri” iinitesi, yedinci iinite olan “Basit Elektrik
Devreleri” iinitesinin yerini “Isigin Pesinde” {initesi almistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda yedi iinite bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda sekiz iinite
bulunmakta olup son iinite de “Siirdiiriilebilir Sehirler ve Topluluklar” olmustur. Tabloya
bakildiginda 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Okul Temelli Planlama” kismi yer
almakta olup 6 ders saatini kapsamaktayken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen,
Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi” boliimii bulunmakta olup 9
ders saatini kapsamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam kazanim sayisi
46, toplam ders saati sayis1 108 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam
ogrenme ¢ikt1 sayis1 19, toplam ders saati sayis1 da 108 olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda 4. Smif tablosunda “Konu Alan1” boliimii bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda 4. Smf tablosunda bu béliim bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda yer alan “Okul Temelli Planlama” bolimii bulunmakta olup bu bdliim %6’lik bir
deger alirken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda bulunan “Fen, Miihendislik ve
Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim senligi” boliimii de % 8,3’liikk deger almaktadir.
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Tablo 4
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar1 5. Siif” a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular
Yil  Unite Ad1 Konu Alam1 Ad1 Kazamm/ Ders Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi
2018 1. Giines, Diinya ve Ay Diinya ve Evren 7 24 16,6
2024 1. Gokyliziindeki Komsularimiz ve Biz - 4 22 15
2018 2. Canlilar Diinyasi Canlilar ve Yasam 1 12 8,3
2024 2. Kuvveti Taniyalim - 5 24 17
2018 3. Kuvvetin Olgiilmesi ve Siirtinme Fiziksel Olaylar 5 12 8,3
2024 3. Canlilarin Yapisina Yolculuk - 4 19 13
2018 4. Madde ve Degisim Madde ve Dogasi 6 26 18,1
2024 4. Isigin Madde ile Etkilesimi - 3 14 10
2018 5. Is1gin Yayilmasi Fiziksel Olaylar 6 22 15,3
2024 5. Maddenin Dogas1 - 6 28 19
2018 6. Insan ve Cevre Canlilar ve Yasam 8 20 13,9
2024 6. Yasamimuzdaki Elektrik - 3 16 11
2018 7. Elektrik Devre Elemanlari Fiziksel Olaylar 3 16 111
2024 7. Siirdiirtilebilir Yagsam ve Geri doniisiim - 3 11 8
2018 Fen ve Miihendislik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi - 12 8,3
2024 Laboratuvar Giivenligi - 4 3
Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 4
2018 Toplam 36 144 100
2024 Toplam 28 144 100

Tablo 4.’e bakildiginda kazanim sayisinin 6grenme c¢ikti sayist olarak degistirildigi
goriilmektedir. 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 5. Smflara ait 7 iinite bulunurken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 7 adet iinite bulunmakta olup, ilk {inite olan “Giines, Diinya ve
Ay” linitesinin yerini “Gokyliziindeki Komsularimiz ve Biz” {initesi, ikinci {inite olan “Canlilar
ve Diinyas1” tiinitesinin yerini “Kuvveti Taniyalim” {initesi, {iglincii inite olan “Kuvvetin
Olgiilmesi ve Siirtiinme” iinitesinin yerini “Canlinin Yapisma Yolculuk” iinitesi, dérdiincii iinite
olan “Madde ve Degisim” {initesinin yerini “Isigin Madde Ile Etkilesimi” iinitesi, besinci iinite
olan “Isigin Yayilmast” iinitesinin yerini “Maddenin Dogas1” {initesi, altinci iinite olan “Insan ve
Cevre” {initesinin yerini “Yagsamimizdaki Elektrik” tinitesi, yedinci iinite olan “Elektrik Devre
Elemanlar1” {initesinin yerini “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Geri Donlisim” {initesi almistir. 2018
Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yedi iinite bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda da yedi {inite bulunmaktadir Tabloya bakildiginda 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda “Laboratuvar Giivenligi” ve “Okul Temelli Planlama” kisimlar1 yer almakta olup
bunlar sirasiyla 4 ve 6 ders saatini kapsamaktayken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda
“Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalart: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi” boliimii bulunmakta
olup 12 ders saatini kapsamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam kazanim
sayis1 36, toplam ders saati sayis1 144 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam
ogrenme ¢ikt1 sayis1 28, toplam ders saati sayis1 da 144 olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda 5. Siif tablosunda “Konu Alanr” boliimii bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programmda 5. Sinif tablosunda bu béliim bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda yer alan “Okul Temelli Planlama” boliimii bulunmakta olup bu bolim %4’liik,
“Laboratuvar Giivenligi” boliimii de %3’liikk bir deger alirken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda bulunan “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: “Yil Sonu Bilim
Senligi” bolimii %8,3’liikk deger almaktadir.
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Tablo 5
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar1 6. Sinif’a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular
Yil Unite Adi Konu Alan1 Ad1 Kazammm/ Ders  Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi
2018 1. Giines Sistemi ve Tutulmalar Diinya ve Evren 5 14 9,7
2024 1. Giines Sistemi ve Tutulmalar - 4 12 8
2018 2. Viicudumuzdaki Sistemler Canlilar ve Yasam 11 24 16,7
2024 2. Kuvvetin Etkisinde Hareket - 3 14 10
2018 3. Kuvvet ve Hareket Fiziksel Olaylar 5 14 9,7
2024 3. Canlilarda Sistemler - 9 22 15
2018 4. Madde ve Is1 Madde ve Dogasi 13 28 19,4
2024 4. Isigin Yansimasi ve Renkler - 7 21 15
2018 5. Ses ve Ozellikleri Fiziksel Olaylar 9 22 15,3
2024 5. Maddenin Ayirt Edici Ozellikleri - 6 32 22
2018 6. Viicudumuzdaki Sistemler ve Sagligt Canlilar ve Yagam 11 18 12,5
2024 6. Elektrigin Iletimi ve Direng - 3 18 13
2018 7. Elektrigin Iletimi Fiziksel Olaylar 5 12 8,3
2024 7. Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Etkileri 4 19 13
2018 Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y11 Sonu Bilim Senligi - 12 8,3
2024  Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 4
2018 Toplam 59 144 100
2024 ToPlam 36 144 100

Tablo 5 incelendiginde kazanim sayisinin Ogrenme c¢ikti sayist olarak degistirildigi
goriilmektedir. 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 6. Smiflara ait 7 iinite bulunurken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda da 7 adet iinite bulunmakta olup, ilk iinite olan “Giines Sistemi
ve Tutulmalar” iinitesi bulunurken 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda da “Giines Sistemi
ve Tutulmalar” iinitesi bulunmakta olup kazanim sayisi 4 olan iinite 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda kazanim 6grenme ¢ikti sayisi olarak 4 belirlenmis, ders saati 14 iken 12 olarak
belirlenmis, yiizdelik deger ise de 9,7’den 8’e degismistir. Ikinci {inite olan “Viicudumuzdaki
Sistemler” {initesinin yerini “Kuvvetin Etkisinde Hareket” iinitesi, {i¢lincii iinite olan “Kuvvet ve
Hareket” {initesinin yerini “Canlilarda Sistemler” iinitesi, dordiincii iinite olan “Madde ve Is1”
{initesinin yerini “Isigm Yansimasi ve Renkler” iinitesi, besinci {inite olan “Ses ve Ozellikleri”
{initesinin yerini “Maddenin Ayirt Edici Ozellikleri” iinitesi, altinc1 {inite olan “Viicudumuzdaki
Sistemler ve Saglig1” iinitesinin yerini “Elektrigin Iletimi ve Direng” iinitesi, yedinci iinite olan
“Elektrigin iletimi” {initesinin yerini * Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Etkilesim” iinitesi almistir. 2018
Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yedi {inite bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda da yedi iinite bulunmaktadir Tabloya bakildiginda 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda “Okul Temelli Planlama” kism1 yer almakta olup 6 ders saatini kapsamaktayken;
2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y1l
Sonu Bilim Senligi” boliimii bulunmakta olup 12 ders saatini kapsamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programindaki toplam kazanim sayis1 59, toplam ders saati sayis1 144 iken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam dgrenme ¢ikt1 sayis1 36, toplam ders saati sayisi da 144
olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 6. Sinif tablosunda “Konu Alan1” bdliimii
bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 6. Smif tablosunda bu bdliim
bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yer alan “Okul Temelli Planlama”
boliimii bulunmakta olup bu boéliim %4’liik bir deger alirken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda bulunan “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi”
boliimii %8,3’1iik deger almaktadir.
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Tablo 6
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar1 7. Siif’a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular
Yil  Unite Adr Konu Alan1 Ad1 Kazammm/ Ders  Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi
2018 1. Giines Sistemi ve Otesi Diinya ve Evren 10 16 111
2024 1. Uzay Cag1 - 5 14 10
2018 2. Hiicre ve Boliinmeler Canlilar ve Yasam 8 16 111
2024 2. Kuvvet ve Enerjiyi Kesfedelim - 3 20 14
2018 3. Kuvvet ve Enerji Fiziksel Olaylar 8 20 13,9
2024 3. Viicudumuzdaki Sistemler - 9 32 22
2018 4. Saf Madde ve Karigimlar Madde ve Dogasi 16 28 19,4
2024 4. Isigin Diinyasi - 3 14 10
2018 5. Isigin Madde ile Etkilesimi Fiziksel Olaylar 12 26 18,05
2024 5. Maddenin Dogasina Yolculuk - 11 34 24
2018 6. Canlilarda Ureme, Biiyiime ve Gelisme Canlilar ve Yagam 7 18 125
2024 6. Elektriklenme - 3 12 8
2018 7. Elektrik Devreleri Fiziksel Olaylar 6 8 5,6
2024 7. Sirdirilebilir Yagam ve Enerji 2 12 8
2018 Fen, Miihendislik ve Girigimcilik Uygulamalari: Y11 Sonu Bilim Senligi - 12 8
2024  Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 4
2018 Toplam 67 144 100
Toplam
2024 36 144 100

Tablo 6’ya bakildiginda kazanim sayisinin grenme ¢iktt sayisi olarak degistirildigi
goriilmektedir. 2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 7. Siiflara ait 7 {inite bulunurken; 2024 Fen
Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda da 7 adet {inite bulunmakta olup, ilk iinite olan “Giines Sistemi
ve Otesi” iinitesinin yerini “Uzay Cag” {initesi, ikinci iinite olan “Hiicre ve Boliinmeler”
tinitesinin yerini “Kuvvet ve Enerjiyi Kesfedelim” iinitesi, i¢lincii tinite olan “Kuvvet ve Enerji”
tinitesinin yerini “Viicudumuzdaki Sistemler” {initesi, dordiincii {inite olan “Saf Madde ve
Karisgimlar” iinitesinin yerini “Is1gin Diinyas1” {initesi, besinci iinite olan “Isigin Madde Ile
Etkilesimi” {initesinin yerini ‘“Maddenin Dogasmna Yolculuk” {nitesi, altinci iinite olan
“Canlilarda Ureme, Biiyiime ve Gelisme” iinitesinin yerini “Elektriklenme” {initesi, yedinci iinite
olan “Elektrik Devreleri” iinitesinin yerini “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Enerji” tnitesi almigtir.
2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yedi {inite bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda da yedi iinite bulunmaktadir Tabloya bakildiginda 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda “Okul Temelli Planlama” kismi yer almakta olup 6 ders saatini
kapsamaktayken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik
Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi” boliimii bulunmakta olup 12 ders saatini kapsamaktadir.
2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam kazanim sayis1 67, toplam ders saati sayis1
144 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programindaki toplam 6grenme ¢ikt1 sayis1 36, toplam
ders saati sayis1 da 144 olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 7. Sinif tablosunda
“Konu Alan1” bsliimii bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 7. Sinif tablosunda
bu béliim bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yer alan “Okul Temelli
Planlama” bolimii bulunmakta olup bu boliim %4’°lik bir deger alirken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda bulunan “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y11 Sonu Bilim
Senligi” boliimii %8,3’liikk deger almaktadir.

292



2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programi ile 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinin Karsilagtirilmast

Tablo 7
2018-2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programlar1 8. Sinif’a Ait Elde Edilen Bulgular
Yil Unite Adi Konu Alan1 Ad1 Kazammm/ Ders  Yiizde
Ogrenme  Saati (%)
Ciktisi
2018 1. Mevsimler ve iklim Diinya ve Evren 3 14 9,7
2024 1. Mevsimler ve Iklim - 2 12 8
2018 2. DNA ve Genetik Kod Canlilar ve Yasam 13 22 15,3
2024 2. Yasami Kolaylagtiran Kuvvet - 2 16 11
2018 3. Basing Fiziksel Olaylar 3 10 6,9
2024 3. Yasamin Gizemi - 8 26 18
2018 4. Madde ve Endiistri Madde ve Dogasi 17 28 194
2024 4. Sesin Diinyasi - 6 18 13
2018 5. Basit Makineler Fiziksel Olaylar 2 10 6,9
2024 5. Periyodik Tablo ve Maddenin Etkilesimi - 8 22 15
2018 6. Enerji Doniisiimleri ve Cevre Bilimi Canlilar ve Yasam 12 24 16,7
2024 6. Elektrigin Yolculugu - 10 26 18
2018 7. Elektrik Yiikleri ve Elektrik Enerjisi Fiziksel Olaylar 11 24 16,7
2024 7. Siirdiiriilebilir Yagam ve Madde Dongiileri - 7 6 13
2018 Fen ve Miihendislik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi - 12 8,3
2024  Okul Temelli Planlama - 6 4
2018 Toplam 61 144 100
Toplam
2024 43 144 100

Tablo 7’ye gore kazanim sayisinin 6grenme ¢ikti sayisi olarak degistirildigi goriilmektedir.
2018 Fen Ogretim Programinda 8. Smiflara ait 7 iinite bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda da 7 adet iinite bulunmakta olup, ilk {inite olan “Mevsim ve Iklim” iinitesi
bulunurken 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda da  “Mevsimler ve Iklim” iinitesi
bulunmakta olup kazanim sayis1 3 olan iinite 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda kazanim
o0grenme ¢ikt1 sayisi1 olarak 2 belirlenmis, ders saati 14 iken 12 olarak belirlenmis, ylizdelik deger
ise de 9,7°den 8’e degismistir. Ikinci iinite olan “DNA ve Genetik Kod” iinitesinin yerini
“Yasami Kolaylastiran Kuvvet” {initesi, {i¢iincii iinite olan “Basing” iinitesinin yerini “Yasamin
Gizemi” tiinitesi, dordiincii tinite olan “Madde ve Endiistri” tinitesinin yerini “Sesin Diinyas1”
linitesi, besinci iinite olan “Basit Makineler” iinitesinin yerini “Periyodik Tablo ve Maddenin
Etkilesimi” tinitesi, altinci iinite olan “Enerji Doniigiimleri ve Cevre Bilimi” iinitesinin yerini
“Elektrigin Yolculugu” iinitesi, yedinci iinite olan “Elektrik Yikleri ve Elektrik Enerjisi”
Unitesinin yerini “Sirdiirtlebilir yasam ve Madde Déngiileri” tnitesi almistir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda yedi {inite bulunmaktayken, 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda da
yedi iinite bulunmaktadir. Tabloya bakildiginda 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda “Okul
Temelli Planlama” kismi1 yer almakta olup 6 ders saatini kapsamaktayken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programinda “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalar1: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi”
boliimii bulunmakta olup 12 ders saatini kapsamaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programindaki toplam kazanim sayis1 61, toplam ders saati sayis1 144 iken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri
Ogretim Programindaki toplam 6grenme cikti sayist 43, toplam ders saati sayis1 da 144
olmaktadir. 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 8. Sinif tablosunda “Konu Alan1” bdliimii
bulunurken; 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda 8. Smif tablosunda bu béliim
bulunmamaktadir. 2024 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim Programinda yer alan “Okul Temelli Planlama”
boliimii bulunmakta olup bu boéliim %4’liik bir deger alirken; 2018 Fen Bilimleri Ogretim
Programinda bulunan “Fen, Miihendislik ve Girisimcilik Uygulamalari: Y1l Sonu Bilim Senligi”
boliimii %8,3°1liik deger almaktadir.
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Tartisma

2018 ve 2024 fen bilimleri 6gretim programlar1 arasindaki degisiklikler, program
degerlendirme kuramlar1 agisindan ele alindiginda, yalnizca icerik ve yap1 farklarinin degil, ayni
zamanda programin dayandigi amaglar, uygulama mantig1 ve beklenen 6grenme kanitlariyla
ilgili paradigma farklilasmasinin da gorlinlir hale geldigi soOylenebilir. Hedefe dayali
degerlendirme yaklasiminda programin basarisi, belirlenen hedeflerin ne ol¢iide gerceklestigi
tizerinden okunur (Tyler, 1949). Bu ¢erceveden bakildiginda, 2024 programinin “beceri ve deger
odakli fen G6gretimi” ve “siirdiriilebilirligi temel alan fen egitimi” gibi vurgulari, hedeflerin
yalnizca biligsel alanla sinirli kalmayip degerler, egilimler ve disiplinler arasi iligkiler lizerinden
genisletildigini gostermektedir. Bu genisleme hedeflerin Olgiilmesi ve izlenmesi bakimindan
degerlendirme tasarimint da zorunlu bi¢imde donistirmiigtir. Ciinkii hedeflerin dogasi
degistiginde, hedeflere ulagmay1 gosterecek kanit tlirleri ve Olgme araglart da yeniden
tanimlanmak durumundadir (Frye & Hemmer, 2012).

Bu noktada karar odakli degerlendirme yaklagimi 6zellikle CIPP modeli (Context—Input—
Process—Product) iizerinden, program degisimlerinin yalnizca ¢ikt1 diizeyinde degil, baglam,
girdi ve silire¢ bilesenleriyle birlikte ele alinmasini Onermektedir (Stufflebeam, 1971;
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). 2024 programinda “O0gretme—Ogrenme yasantilari”,
“farklilagtirma uygulamalar1” ve “6grenme kanitlar1” gibi bolimlerin daha belirgin bir
cergeveyle sunulmasi, siirecin yonetimi ve dgretmene saglanan uygulama rehberligi bakimindan
CIPP’nin “girdi” ve “siire¢” boyutlartyla iliskilendirilebilir (Stufflebeam, 1971). Programin
O0gretmen uygulamalarmma doniik agiklayiciliginin artmasi, programin uygulanabilirligini
yiikseltme potansiyeli tagimaktadir. Ancak bu potansiyelin gergeklesmesi sinif i¢i uygulamada
O0gretmenlerin program bilesenlerini nasil anlamlandirdig1 ve ne 6l¢iide siirdiiriilebilir bicimde
uyguladigiyla dogrudan baglantilidir (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

Bulgularin isaret ettigi onemli bir farklilik da 2018 programinda “kazanim” kavrami
etrafinda daha yiiksek sayida hedef ifadesi bulunurken, 2024 programinda “6grenme c¢iktis1”
sayisinin daha diisiik olmasi ve tematik kurgunun belirginlesmesidir. Hedef sayisindaki
azalmanin, hedeflerin daraltildig1 anlamina gelmesi gerekmese de kimi program tasarimlarinda
hedeflerin daha kapsayici, daha biitiinlesik ve daha iist diizey becerileri temsil edecek bicimde
“yogunlastirildigr” goriilmektedir. Burada hedefe dayali degerlendirme gelenegiyle birlikte,
hedeflerin biligsel diizeyini ve kapsamini goriinilir kilan siiflama yaklasimlari da tartismay1
destekleyebilir. Ciinkii daha az sayida hedef, eger daha yiiksek diizey diisiinme ve disiplinler
arasi transfer beklentisi igeriyorsa, Ogretim tasarimi ve Ol¢me-degerlendirme agisindan daha
karmasik bir uygulama gerektirebilir (Tyler, 1949; Frye & Hemmer, 2012). Bu nedenle 2024
programindaki tematik yapi (6rnegin siirdiiriilebilirlik odagi) bir “igerik diizenleme” tercihi
oldugu kadar, hedeflerin baglamsallagtirilmast ve deger-temelli O6grenme kanitlarinin

tasarlanmas1 bakimindan da degerlendirme literatiiriiyle dogrudan iligkilidir (Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007).

Ote yandan hedeflere odaklanmanin bazi sinirliliklar1 bulundugu bilinmektedir. Hedef-dist
etkileri ve beklenmedik sonuglar1 goriiniir kilmay1 amaglayan hedefsiz degerlendirme yaklagimi,
programlarin ilan edilen amaglarinin 6tesinde ne {iirettigini incelemeyi onermektedir (Scriven,
1972). 2024 programinda degerler, sosyal-duygusal Ogrenme becerileri ve okuryazarlik
becerilerinin daha belirgin bi¢cimde programlar arasi bilesenler olarak konumlandirilmasi,
uygulamada planlanmamis fakat pedagojik olarak kritik olabilecek ¢iktilar1 (6rnegin 6grencinin
bilimsel kimlik algisi, ¢evresel sorumluluk egilimleri, is birligi pratikleri) artirabilir. Bu tiir
ciktilar ¢ogu zaman klasik bagari testlerinin disinda kalabilir ve nitel kanitlar, performans
gorevleri ve siire¢ odakli izleme araglar1 gerektirmektedir (Scriven, 1972; Frye & Hemmer,
2012). Dolayistyla 2024 programinin gercek etkisini anlamak, yalnizca hedeflere ulagma
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diizeyini degil, hedef-dis1 etkileri de sistematik bigimde izlemeyi gerektirmektedir.

Benzer bicimde paydas duyarliligina dayali degerlendirme yaklagimi, programin farkl
paydaglar i¢in nasil isledigine, hangi sorunlar1 goriiniir kildigina ve hangi ihtiyaglara yanit
verdigine odaklanmaktadir (Stake, 1967). 2024 programinda 6gretmene doniik yonergelerin
artmasi, okul temelli planlamaya alan agilmasi ve 6grenme kanitlar1 mantiginin belirginlesmesi,
programi Ogretmen agisindan daha “kullanilabilir” kilma yoniinde bir tasarim niyetine igaret
programi yorumlama bigimleri, okulun oOrgiitsel kosullart ve yerel imkanlar tarafindan
belirlenecektir (Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Bu nedenle tartisma, program
metnindeki degisiklikleri betimlemenin Otesine gegerek, olast uygulama senaryolarini ve
uygulama varyasyonlarinin programin irlinlerini nasil etkileyebilecegini kuramsal olarak
gerekcelendirmelidir.

Son olarak programlarin “resmi” metin diizeyindeki tasarimi ile smif icindeki
“uygulamadaki program” arasindaki ayrim, bulgularin yorumlanmasinda 6nemlidir. Program
metninin daha agiklayict ya da daha kapsamli olmasi tek basina 6grenme sonuglarini garanti
etmez. Fakat simif i¢i 6gretim kararlari, materyal se¢imi, 6gretmen yeterligi ve 6lgme yaklagimi
gibi degiskenler programin fiili etkisini belirleyebilir (Demirel, 2013). Bu baglamda 2018 ve
2024 programlar1 arasindaki farklar, yalnizca “hangi {inite adi degisti” ya da ‘“ka¢ kazanim
azald1” diizeyinde degil, programin pedagojik yonetisim mantidi, degerlendirme kanitlarinin
dogas1 ve 6gretmen uygulamasina saglanan tasarim destegi diizeyinde tartisildiginda daha giiglii
bir bilimsel anlam kazanacaktir (Stufflebeam, 1971; Stake, 1967; Scriven, 1972; Tyler, 1949).
Bu tiir bir tartisma ileride yapilacak saha temelli degerlendirmeler i¢in de agik bir arastirma
giindemi iiretebilir. Ornegin 2024 programinin siirdiiriilebilirlik temasi etrafinda hangi 6grenme
kanitlarmin tretildigi, farkhilastirma uygulamalarinin smif i¢i esitlik ve ogrenme derinligi
tizerindeki etkileri ve okul temelli planlamanin 6gretmen Ozerkligi ile hesap verebilirlik
arasindaki dengeyi nasil etkiledigi gibi sorular, program degerlendirme literatiiriiyle dogrudan
uyumlu arastirma giindemleri ortaya koyar (Frye & Hemmer, 2012; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007).

Bu calismada s6z konusu arastirma sorularinin (6rnegin siirdiiriilebilirlik temasina iliskin
ogrenme kanitlariin niteligi, farklilastirmanin esitlik ve 6grenme derinligi tizerindeki etkileri ya
da okul temelli planlamanin &zerklik—hesap verebilirlik dengesine yansimalar1) dogrudan
yanitlanmamasiin temel gerekgesi, aragtirmanin veri kaynaginin “resmi program metinleri” ile
siirli olmasidir. Dokiiman temelli karsilagtirmalar, programin niyet edilen tasarimini, hedef ve
igerik Orglistinii goriinlir kilmakta giicliidiir, ancak smif i¢i uygulamada hangi kanitlarin
tretildigi, Ogretim siireclerinin nasil farklilastifi ve yonetisim diizeneklerinin 6gretmen
kararlarini nasil sekillendirdigi gibi olgular, dogalar1 geregi uygulama ve siire¢ verisi gerektirir
(Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1971). Bu nedenle, siirdiiriilebilirlik gibi temalar etrafinda iiretilen
o0grenme kanitlarinin gegerligi ve cesitliligi, farklilastirmanin sonu¢ ve dagilim etkileri ile okul
temelli planlamanin 6zerklik—hesap verebilirlik dengesi {iizerindeki olasi yansimalari, bu
calismanin kapsami diginda kalmis; buna karsilik, ileride yapilacak saha temelli program
degerlendirmeleri i¢in kuramsal olarak tutarli bir arastirma giindemi olarak dnerilmistir (Frye &
Hemmer, 2012; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Scriven, 1972).

Sonug¢ ve Oneriler

Bu calismada 2018 Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim Programi ile 2024 Fen Bilimleri Dersi
Ogretim Programi dokiiman analizi yoluyla karsilastirilmistir. Bulgular 2024 programinda
toplam 6grenme ¢iktist sayisinin genel olarak azaldigini, iinite adlar1 ve ders saati dagilimlarinda
siif diizeyine gore degisiklikler bulundugunu ve en belirgin yeniligin tematik kurguda ortaya
ciktigini  gdstermektedir. Ozellikle 4. siniftan itibaren siirdiiriilebilirlik temasmin her smmf

295



Aycan OZDEMIR & Bayram OZER

diizeyinin son iinitesinde sistematik bigimde konumlandirilmasi, programin deger ve beceri
odakl1 yonelimini gliclendirmektedir (Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 2024). Ayrica 2024 programinda
“Ogrenme kanitlar1”, “6gretme-6grenme yasantilar1”, “farklilastirma uygulamalar” ve “okul
temelli planlama” gibi bilesenlerin daha goriiniir ve agiklayici bi¢gimde yapilandirilmasi,
O0gretmen uygulamalarini destekleme amach yapilmig gibi goriinmektedir (Milli Egitim
Bakanligi, 2024). Bununla birlikte bu arastirma yalnizca resmi program metinleriyle sinirh
oldugundan, program degisikliklerinin sinif i¢i uygulamaya ve 6grenci 6grenmesine yansimalari
dogrudan test edilememistir.

Uygulayicilara yonelik olarak, 2024 programindaki “6grenme kanitlar” ve “farklilagtirma”
bilesenlerinin smif i¢inde tutarli bicimde isletilebilmesi i¢in 6rnek Olgme araglari, rubrikler ve
ornek ders tasarimlarinin programla birlikte sistematik olarak paylasilmasi ve ayrica okul temelli
planlama siireclerinin 6gretmen is yiikiinii artirmadan yiiriitiilebilmesi i¢in okul diizeyinde
koordinasyon ve mesleki destek mekanizmalarinin giiglendirilmesi 6nerilmektedir (Milli Egitim
Bakanligi, 2024). Arastirmacilara yonelik olarak ise programin tematik siirdiiriilebilirlik
vurgusunun sinif i¢i 0grenme kanitlarina nasil dontistigl, farklilastirma uygulamalarinin
ogrenme derinligi ve smif ici esitlik lizerindeki etkileri ve okul temelli planlamanin 6gretmen
Ozerkligi ile hesap verebilirlik dengesini nasil sekillendirdigi konularinda saha temelli, karma
yontemli ve miimkiinse boylamsal degerlendirme c¢aligmalarinin yliriitiilmesi Onerilmektedir
(Biiytikoztirk vd., 2018; Yildinm & Simsek, 2016). Bu tir calismalar dokiiman temelli
karsilagtirmalarin sundugu yapisal bulgulari, uygulama verisiyle biitiinleyerek 2024 programinin
etkisine iliskin daha gii¢lii ve kanita dayali ¢ikarimlar iiretmeye katki saglayacaktir.

Bildirim
Tesekkiir: Uygulanamaz.
Yazarlarin katkilari: A (%50) — B (%50)
Cikar ¢atismast: Y azarlar ¢atisan ¢ikarlart olmadigini beyan ederler.

Finansman: Bulunmamaktadir.

Etik onay ve katilim onay:: Etik onay gerekmemektedir.
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Abstract

This study compares the 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum in Tiirkiye. The research
employed document analysis, one of the qualitative research methods. The 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024
Science Curriculum constituted the documents subjected to analysis. In comparing the structure of the curricula, the
table of contents was examined first, followed by grade-level information. Several key differences were identified.
In the 2018 Science Curriculum, the total number of outcomes at each grade level was higher than the total number
of learning outcomes in the corresponding grade levels of the 2024 Science Curriculum. The number of course hours
allocated to units decreased in some cases and increased in others. In addition, while some unit titles changed, others
remained unchanged. The most striking feature of the 2024 Science Curriculum is its thematic organization. At
Grades 3 and 4, the first units are titled “Bilimsel Kesif Yolculugu” (“Journey of Scientific Discovery”) and “Bilime
Yolculuk” (“Journey to Science”), respectively. Moreover, starting from Grade 4, the final unit at each grade level
focuses on sustainability: “Siirdiiriilebilir Sehirler ve Topluluklar” (“Sustainable Cities and Communities”) in Grade
4, “Siirdirilebilir Yasam ve Geri Doniisim” (“Sustainable Living and Recycling”) in Grade 5, “Siirdiiriilebilir
Yasam ve Etkilesim” (“Sustainable Living and Interaction”) in Grade 6, and “Siirdiiriilebilir Yasam ve Enerji”
(“Sustainable Living and Energy”) in Grade 7. This thematic emphasis indicates alignment with the student
development criteria articulated in the curriculum objectives and suggests that the curriculum may facilitate the
cultivation of a student profile capable of meeting the stated goals. Overall, the 2024 Science Curriculum appears
more descriptive and comprehensible, easier for teachers to implement, and potentially more effective for student
learning than the 2018 Science Curriculum.

Keywords: Maarif Model, science curriculum, science education, science programs

Introduction

Developments in technology and science constitute one of the major factors that make
curriculum development efforts in education necessary (Ulker & Kocakiilah, 2023). Alongside
scientific and technological advances, societal expectations of individuals have also changed,
and education has become an important instrument for meeting these expectations and ensuring
alignment with emerging developments. While students are the input of the education system, its
most crucial component is the teacher. One of the key guides that supports teachers in managing
and organizing teaching—learning processes is the curriculum (Caglar, 2006). A curriculum is a
document that includes the goals, values, and temporal sequencing that are intended to be
developed in students within a given discipline (Karaman & Karaman, 2016). Curricula play a
substantial role in educating individuals who can keep pace with changing and developing
societies, support societal development, and help advance it. For this reason, it is inevitable that
curricula must also develop and change in societies that are themselves changing and
developing.
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An education program is defined as the totality of all activities conducted by a social
environment or an educational institution with the aim of enriching and organizing individuals’
experiences (Varis, 1996). Put differently, an education program can be defined as the entirety of
planned activities implemented to realize the learning expected from students (Dogan, 1975).
New knowledge, developing technologies, and newly emerging learning theories guide
educational processes and, consequently, lead to changes in curricula that serve as the main
guide for teaching and learning (Deveci, Konus, & Aydiz, 2018).

This need for development and change is particularly important for science education.
Today, countries regard their educational institutions as organizations that prepare individuals
who produce knowledge in ways consistent with national development needs. They establish a
relationship between modernity and educational level. Economic development can be achieved
through success derived from science and technology (Uluginar, Cansaran, & Karaca, 2004). In
this context, in Tirkiye, it has been embraced that the science education content—which
previously offered unnecessary rote information and relied on memorization—should be
transformed and that modern science curricula aiming to develop scientific method should be
implemented (Ozindnii, 1976). From past to present, science curricula have been examined for
various purposes. In some studies, curricula have been analyzed according to specific
characteristics; in others, a curriculum has been compared with its predecessor within defined
criteria.

The literature includes various studies in this area. Cangiiven and Avci (2022) compared
the outcomes of the 2013 and 2018 Science Curricula according to the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy. Keskinkili¢ Yumusak (2017) conducted a comparative analysis of the 2005 Science
and Technology Curriculum and the 2013 Science Curriculum in terms of learning outcomes in
the “Matter and Change” learning area. Zorluoglu, Sahintiirk, and Bagriyanik (2017) examined
the outcomes of the 2013 Science Curriculum according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. In
addition, Ozcan and Kostur (2019) evaluated the outcomes of the 2018 Science Curriculum in
terms of special aims and field-specific skills. Kalemkus (2020) considered the outcomes of the
science curriculum in relation to 21st-century skills. Deveci, Konus, and Aydiz (2018) examined
the outcomes of the 2018 science curriculum from the perspective of life skills. Sahin, Aydin,
and Yurdakul (2016) evaluated the activities in the “Humans and Environment” unit of the
seventh-grade Science and Technology Curriculum in terms of scientific process skills. When
these studies are examined, it can be seen that curricula contain various shortcomings, and
researchers have proposed recommendations for improvement.

In Tiirkiye, comparing revised and updated curricula with their predecessors iS an
important necessity. Such comparisons reveal the changes and developments in new curricula.
They also enable an assessment of advantages, potential benefits, and possible shortcomings.
The findings can contribute both to future research and to processes of developing new curricula
or improving existing ones. Examining curricula also provides foresight regarding the extent to
which promised aims can be achieved. Accordingly, this study compares the 2018 Science
Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum through document analysis. The study is limited to
the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula.

Curricula, which guide teachers in the management and organization of teaching—learning
processes (Caglar, 2006), are documents that include the targets, values, and temporal
sequencing intended to be developed in students within a given discipline (Karaman & Karaman,
2016). The written curriculum that contains all curriculum elements is defined as the formal
curriculum; the curriculum implemented in the classroom—what the teacher teaches, how it is
taught, and students’ learning outcomes—is defined as the enacted curriculum; and the
curriculum that creates behavioral changes in students despite not being included in the formal

282



Comparison of the 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum

curriculum is defined as the hidden curriculum. The curriculum referring to topics and lessons
that are not included in the formal or enacted curriculum, what is not learned, and why these are
not included is defined as the neglected curriculum, whereas the curriculum that supports
learning experiences planned based on students’ interests outside the formal curriculum is
defined as the supportive curriculum (Demirel, 2013).

Studies on Science Curricula

Various national and international studies have examined and compared science curricula.
These studies have addressed different dimensions of curricula and have contributed to
curriculum development processes. One international study was conducted by Thorolfsson,
Finnbogason, and Macdonald (2012), who examined the 50-year transformation of the science
curriculum designed for compulsory education in Iceland. Curriculum guides published in 1960,
1976, 1989, and 1999 were analyzed using a five-point rating scale. Findings indicated that a
transmission-oriented teaching approach gradually decreased from 1960 onward and reached its
lowest level in the 1999 curriculum. The “learning and environment” dimension was weak in the
1960 and 1976 curricula, but strengthened in the 1989 and 1999 curricula. In all curricula except
the 1989 curriculum, the content—product model was found to be more dominant than the
process—development model.

In Tirkiye, science curricula have been examined from multiple angles. Keskinkilig
Yumusak (2017) analyzed the 2005 Science and Technology Curriculum and the 2013 Science
Curriculum comparatively in terms of outcomes in the “Matter and Change” learning area. The
study examined curricula and textbooks together and found that outcomes in the 2005 curriculum
were more detailed, whereas outcomes in the 2013 curriculum consisted of more general
statements. It was reported that one outcome in the 2013 curriculum was formulated so as to
cover two to three outcomes in the 2005 curriculum, which created ambiguity regarding the
scope within which outcomes would be achieved.

To examine cognitive dimensions of curriculum outcomes, several studies have been
conducted. Zorluoglu et al. (2017) classified 330 outcomes in the 2013 Science Curriculum
according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. Using document analysis, they found that, in the
knowledge dimension, conceptual knowledge was most frequent whereas metacognitive
knowledge was least frequent; in the cognitive process dimension, understanding was most
frequent whereas evaluation was least frequent. They concluded that higher-order cognitive
processes were insufficiently represented and that outcomes were not distributed homogeneously
across knowledge levels.

Similarly, Cangliven and Avct (2022) compared the 2013 and 2018 Science Curricula in
terms of the cognitive process levels of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. Outcomes were
evaluated holistically, and some outcomes were found to include more than one verb. Compared
to the earlier curriculum, decreases were observed in the levels of evaluation, analysis,
application, and remembering, while increases were observed in creating and understanding. In
particular, an increase in the “creating” level was observed across all grade levels.

The outcomes of the 2018 Science Curriculum have also been examined in relation to
different skill areas. Deveci et al. (2018) analyzed the outcomes from the perspective of life
skills. Using descriptive analysis, they examined outcomes in terms of analytical thinking,
teamwork, creative thinking, decision making, entrepreneurship, and communication skills. They
found that outcomes most frequently targeted decision making, communication, and analytical
thinking, and least frequently targeted teamwork, entrepreneurship, and creative thinking. The
“Physical Phenomena” and “Living Beings and Life” learning areas were the richest in terms of
life skills outcomes. Across grade levels, Grade 7 contained the most outcomes, whereas Grade 3
contained the least.
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Ozcan and Kostur (2019) examined the outcomes of the 2018 Science Curriculum in terms
of special aims and field-specific skills. In the study, 302 outcomes were categorized 339 times
under 13 themes. Results indicated that outcomes emphasized scientific process skills,
knowledge, and life skills. However, outcomes related to special aims such as safety awareness,
socioscientific issues, responsibility, and career awareness were found to be insufficient.

Kalemkus (2020) examined the Grade 3 and Grade 4 outcomes of the 2018 Science
Curriculum in terms of 21st-century skills. Using document analysis and descriptive analysis, the
study found that problem-solving and critical thinking were prominent, along with innovation
and creativity, entrepreneurship, self-management, and communication skills. By contrast,
information literacy, collaboration, responsibility, and leadership skills received less emphasis.
Notably, no outcome targeting “technology and ICT literacy” was identified, and the outcomes
were not distributed evenly across 21st-century skill categories.

Overall, these studies show that science curricula have shortcomings at the level of
outcomes and indicate that curriculum development processes need to address different skills in
a balanced manner. They also underscore that curriculum comparisons are important for
understanding the direction and effects of curricular changes.

Method
Research Design

The study was conducted using document analysis, one of the qualitative research designs.
Document analysis involves locating sources for a specific purpose, reading them, taking notes,
and evaluating them (Karasar, 2005). In this study, the science curriculum introduced in 2018
and the science curriculum introduced in 2024 were used as documents. The analysis was
conducted through a comparative examination of the two curricular documents.

The 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum were first compared in
terms of content by constructing comparative tables. In addition, tables were created to compare
the 2018 and 2024 curricula across all grade levels in terms of units, number of learning
outcomes, and unit structure. Features present in the 2018 curriculum but not in the 2024
curriculum, and vice versa, were identified via these tables.

Data Analysis

Data were obtained through content analysis. Content analysis is a systematic and
replicable technique in which certain words in a text are summarized into smaller content
categories through rule-based coding (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). This method enables in-depth
examination of data and the identification of themes and dimensions that may not be evident
mitially (Yildinm & Simsek, 2016). As content analysis requires deeper processing than
descriptive analysis, it was preferred to systematically compare the structural features, outcomes,
and content of the curricula under review (the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula).

Content Analysis Procedure

The content analysis was conducted through the following steps:

1. Data acquisition and preparation: The 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science
Curriculum were obtained from the official website of the Ministry of National Education.
The full texts were prepared for digital examination.

2. Determination of units of analysis: To enable comparison across curricula, units of
analysis were determined as follows: curriculum structure (table of contents, sections),
grade levels, unit titles and sequence, number of outcomes/learning outcomes,
outcome/learning outcome statements, distribution of course hours, and learning areas.
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3. Coding and categorization: Both curricula were read systematically and coded according
to the determined units of analysis. Similarities and differences were noted and organized
under categories (e.g., changes in numbering systems, unit title changes,
increases/decreases in the number of outcomes).

4. Comparative analysis: Comparisons were conducted by grade level, by unit, and by
outcome. For each grade level, unit counts, unit titles, percentages of course hours, and
numbers of outcomes were organized into comparative tables.

5. Organization and interpretation of findings: The data were organized systematically and
presented as tables with accompanying explanations. Similarities and differences were
described, and the possible reasons and implications of these changes were discussed.

As indicated in the findings, the curricula differ in features such as the numbering system
at certain grade levels, unit titles, numbers of outcomes, and the percentage distributions of
course hours. Therefore, the 2018 Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum were
examined through a systematic comparative analysis.

Findings

This section presents the findings obtained from the comparative analysis of the 2018
Science Curriculum and the 2024 Science Curriculum. First, the general structure and table of
contents of the curricula are compared. Then, for each grade level (Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8),
unit titles, numbers of outcomes/learning outcomes, distributions of course hours, and percentage
values are examined in detail. Findings are organized in tables, and each table is followed by an
explanation of similarities and differences between the curricula.

Table 1
Table of Contents Sections in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

2018 Science Curriculum 2024 Science Curriculum

Ministry of National Education Curricula 1. Science Course Curriculum
Aims of the Curricula —
Perspective of the Curricula —
Our Values —
Competencies —

1.2. Principles for Implementing the Science Course
Curriculum

— 1.2.1. Cross-Curricular Components
— 1.2.2. Content Framework

1.2.3. Learning Evidence
Evaluation)

— 1.2.4. Teaching—Learning Experiences
— 1.2.5. Differentiation Practices
Individual Development and Curricula —
1.3. Unit, Number of Learning Outcomes, and Time

Points to Consider in Implementing the Curriculum

Approach to Measurement and Evaluation in Curricula (Measurement  and

Conclusion
Specific Aims of the Curriculum

Field-Specific Skills in the Curriculum

Science, Engineering, and Entrepreneurship Practices in

the Curriculum

Allocation Table

1.1. The Core Philosophy and Specific Aims of the
Science Course Curriculum

Ozdemir, A., & Ozer, B. (2025). Comparison of the 2018 science curriculum and the 2024 science curriculum.
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2018 Science Curriculum 2024 Science Curriculum

Structure of the Curriculum 1.5. Structure of the Science Course Curriculum
Science Course (Grades 3-8) Textbook Signature (Forma) 1.4. Science Course Textbook Signature (Forma)

Counts and Book Sizes

Grade 3 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 4 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 5 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 6 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 7 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 8 Science Course Curriculum

Counts and Book Sizes

Grade 3 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 4 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 5 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 6 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 7 Science Course Curriculum
Grade 8 Science Course Curriculum

As shown in Table 1, the 2018 Science Curriculum includes information under the heading
“Ministry of National Education Curricula,” whereas the 2024 Science Curriculum presents
information under the heading “Science Course Curriculum.” The 2018 curriculum contains a
section titled “Aims of the Curricula,” while the 2024 curriculum has no corresponding heading
or content. Likewise, the 2018 curriculum provides information under “Perspective of the
Curricula,” “Our Values,” and “Competencies,” whereas the 2024 curriculum does not include
parallel headings or content.

The 2024 curriculum includes a section titled “Principles for Implementing the Science
Course Curriculum,” while the 2018 curriculum presents similar information under “Points to
Consider in Implementing the Curriculum.” In addition, the 2024 curriculum introduces a
distinct section titled “Cross-Curricular Components,” for which there is no equivalent heading
or content in the 2018 curriculum. The 2024 curriculum also provides a “Content Framework”
section, which does not appear as a parallel heading in the 2018 curriculum.

In the 2018 curriculum, information is provided under “Approach to Measurement and
Evaluation in Curricula,” whereas the 2024 curriculum presents this content under “Learning
Evidence (Measurement and Evaluation).” Moreover, the 2024 curriculum explicitly includes
“Teaching—Learning Experiences” and “Differentiation Practices,” neither of which appears as a
corresponding heading with content in the 2018 curriculum. The 2018 curriculum includes
“Individual Development and Curricula,” but the 2024 curriculum does not contain a
corresponding heading or content.

The 2024 curriculum includes a dedicated “Unit, Number of Learning Outcomes, and Time
Allocation Table,” whereas in the 2018 curriculum comparable information appears under
“Structure of the Curriculum.” Notably, the term “Number of Attainments (Kazanim Sayis1)”
used in the 2018 curriculum is replaced by “Number of Learning Outcomes (Ogrenme Cikti
Sayis1)” in the 2024 curriculum.

Under “Structure of the Science Course Curriculum,” the 2024 curriculum provides
information on units, themes, learning areas, lesson hours, domains, conceptual and literacy
skills, dispositions, cross-curricular components, social-emotional learning skills, values,
interdisciplinary and inter-skill relations, the numbering system, learning outcomes and process
components, content framework, generalizations/principles/key concepts/symbols, learning
evidence, teaching—learning experiences, core assumptions, the pre-assessment process,
bridging, teaching—learning implementations, differentiation through enrichment and support,
and teacher reflections. It also specifies that the numbering system for Grades 3 and 4 includes
the course code, grade level, unit number, and learning outcome number; for Grades 5-8, it
includes the course code, grade level, unit number, section number, and learning outcome
number. By contrast, under “Structure of the Curriculum,” the 2018 curriculum presents the
science course content areas, unit titles, numbers of attainments, allocated time/lesson hours and
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percentages, and the numbering system; the numbering system is defined for each grade level as
course code, grade level, unit number, topic number, and attainment number.

With respect to textbook signature (forma) counts, the 2018 curriculum lists the forma
counts for Grades 3-8 as 16, 19, 18, 18, 16, and 22, respectively. In the 2024 curriculum, the
corresponding “Science Course Textbook Signature (Forma) Counts and Book Sizes” section
gives the forma counts as 18-20, 18-20, 17-19, 17-19, 17-19, and 18-20, respectively. No
change is observed in book sizes.

Finally, the 2018 curriculum includes a “Conclusion” section describing the procedures
and stages followed in updating the curriculum, whereas the 2024 curriculum contains no
corresponding heading or content. While the 2018 curriculum presents information under
“Specific Aims of the Curriculum,” the 2024 curriculum includes “The Core Philosophy and
Specific Aims of the Science Course Curriculum,” and additionally elaborates its core
philosophy under headings such as skill- and value-oriented science teaching, science teaching
enriched by science culture, interdisciplinary relations, and sustainability-based science
education. In the 2018 curriculum, “Field-Specific Skills” include scientific process skills, life
skills, and engineering and design skills; the 2024 curriculum does not include a parallel heading
with content. Similarly, the 2018 curriculum includes “Science, Engineering, and
Entrepreneurship Practices,” whereas the 2024 curriculum has no corresponding section.

Table 2
Findings for Grade 3 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

Attainment /Lesson Percentage

Year Unit Title Content Area Title Ic_)earning Hours (%)
utcome

2018 1. Getting to Know Our Planet Earth and Universe 5 9 8.3
2024 1. Journey of Scientific Discovery — 2 9 8
2018 2. Our Five Senses Living Things and Life 3 6 5.6
2024 2. Journey to the World of Living Things — 3 15 14
2018 3. Getting to Know Force Physical Events 4 15 13.9
2024 3. Earth Scientists at Work — 2 12 11
2018 4. Getting to Know Matter Matter and Its Nature 4 17 15.7
2024 zsleps:re;::gg to Know Matter: Mixing and 3 15 14
2018 5. Light and Sounds Around Us Physical Events 8 21 194
2024 5. Exploring Motion — 2 12 11
2018 6. Journey to the World of Living Things  Living Things and Life 8 18 16.7
2024 6. Electricity That Makes Our Lives Easier — 3 12 11
2018 7. Electrical Devices Physical Events 4 22 20.4
2024 Zgﬁceﬁ:z?e to Know Soil and Exploring 2 12 11
2018 — — — — —
2024 8. Journey to Living Things’ Habitats — 3 15 14
2018 — — — — —
2024 School-Based Planning — 6 6 6
2018 Total 36 108 100
2024 Total 20 108 100

As shown in Table 2, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (O6grenme c¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 3 includes seven units,
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whereas the 2024 Science Curriculum includes eight units. Specifically, the unit “Getting to
Know Our Planet” is replaced by “Journey of Scientific Discovery”; “Our Five Senses” is
replaced by “Journey to the World of Living Things”; “Getting to Know Force” is replaced by
“Earth Scientists at Work”; “Getting to Know Matter” is replaced by “Getting to Know Matter:
Mixing and Separating”; “Light and Sounds Around Us” is replaced by “Exploring Motion”;
“Journey to the World of Living Things” is replaced by “Electricity That Makes Our Lives
Easier”; and “Electrical Devices” is replaced by “Getting to Know Soil and Exploring
Agriculture.” While the 2018 curriculum has seven units, the 2024 curriculum has eight units,

with the final unit titled “Journey to Living Things’ Habitats.”

Table 2 also shows that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes a “School-Based Planning”
component covering 6 lesson hours. In the 2018 Science Curriculum, the total number of
attainments for Grade 3 is 36 and the total number of lesson hours is 108; in the 2024 Science
Curriculum, the total number of learning outcomes is 20 while the total number of lesson hours
remains 108. Furthermore, the Grade 3 table in the 2018 curriculum includes a “Content Area”
column, whereas the Grade 3 table in the 2024 curriculum does not. The “School-Based
Planning” component in the 2024 curriculum corresponds to 6% of the total time allocation.

Table 3
Findings for Grade 4 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

Attainment / Lesson Percentage

Year Unit Title Content Area Title Learning Hours (%)
Outcome
2018 IIE.ar”tl"gle Earth’s Crust and the Motions of Our Earth and Universe 5 15 13.9
2024 1. Journey to Science — 2 9 11
2018 2. Our Foods Living Things and Life 6 18 16.7
2024 2. | Eat Healthy — 3 15 14
2018 3. Effects of Force Physical Events 5 12 11.1
2024 3. Let’s Explore Our Earth — 3 12 14
2018 4. Properties of Matter Matter and Its Nature 10 21 194
2024 4. Change in Matter — 2 15 11
2018 5. Lighting and Sound Technologies Physical Events 12 21 194
2024 5. Exploring Magnets — 3 12 11
2018 6. Humans and the Environment Living Things and Life 2 6 5.6
2024 6. Energy Detectives — 2 12 11
2018 7. Simple Electrical Circuits Physical Events 3 6 5.6
2024 7. In Pursuit of Light — 3 12 11
2018 — — — — —
2024 8. Sustainable Cities and Communities — 1 15 11
2018 Science_ and En_gineering Applications: End-of- 9 83
Year Science Fair

2024 School-Based Planning — 6 6

2018 Total 46 108 100
2024 Total 19 108 100

As shown in Table 3, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (O6grenme c¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 4 includes seven units,
whereas the 2024 Science Curriculum includes eight units. Specifically, “The Earth’s Crust and
the Motions of Our Earth” is replaced by “Journey to Science”; “Our Foods” is replaced by “I
Eat Healthy”; “Effects of Force” is replaced by “Let’s Explore Our Earth”; “Properties of
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Matter” is replaced by “Change in Matter”; “Lighting and Sound Technologies” is replaced by
“Exploring Magnets”; “Humans and the Environment” is replaced by “Energy Detectives”; and
“Simple Electrical Circuits” is replaced by “In Pursuit of Light.” While the 2018 curriculum has
seven units, the 2024 curriculum has eight units, with the final unit titled “Sustainable Cities and
Communities.”

Table 3 further indicates that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes “School-Based
Planning,” covering 6 lesson hours, whereas the 2018 Science Curriculum includes “Science and
Engineering Applications: End-of-Year Science Fair,” covering 9 lesson hours. In the 2018
Science Curriculum, the total number of attainments for Grade 4 is 46 and the total number of
lesson hours is 108; in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the total number of learning outcomes is 19
while the total number of lesson hours remains 108. In addition, the Grade 4 table in the 2018
curriculum includes a “Content Area” column, whereas the Grade 4 table in the 2024 curriculum
does not. The “School-Based Planning” component in the 2024 curriculum corresponds to 6% of
total time, whereas the “End-of-Year Science Fair” component in the 2018 curriculum
corresponds to 8.3%.

Table 4
Findings for Grade 5 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

Attainment
Year Unit Title Content Area Title / Learning h%sj?: (Po;)r)centage
Outcome

2018 1. The Sun, Earth, and Moon Earth and Universe 7 24 16.6
2024 1. Our Neighbors in the Sky and Us — 4 22 15
2018 2. The World of Living Things Living Things and Life 1 12 8.3
2024 2. Getting to Know Force — 5 24 17
2018 3. Measuring Force and Friction Physical Events 5 12 8.3
2024 3. Journey into the Structure of Living Things — 4 19 13
2018 4. Matter and Change Matter and Its Nature 6 26 18.1
2024 4. Interaction of Light with Matter — 3 14 10
2018 5. Propagation of Light Physical Events 6 22 15.3
2024 5. The Nature of Matter — 6 28 19
2018 6. Humans and the Environment Living Things and Life 8 20 13.9
2024 6. Electricity in Our Lives — 3 16 11
2018 7. Circuit Elements Physical Events 3 16 111
2024 7. Sustainable Living and Recycling — 3 11 8
2018 Science_ and E_ngineering Applications: End-of- 12 8.3

Year Science Fair
2024 Laboratory Safety — 4 3

School-Based Planning — 6 4
2018 Total 36 144 100
2024 Total 28 144 100

As shown in Table 4, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (0grenme ¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 5 includes seven units, and
the 2024 Science Curriculum also includes seven units. Specifically, “The Sun, Earth, and
Moon” is replaced by “Our Neighbors in the Sky and Us”; “The World of Living Things” is
replaced by “Getting to Know Force”; “Measuring Force and Friction” is replaced by “Journey
into the Structure of Living Things”; “Matter and Change” is replaced by “Interaction of Light
with Matter”; “Propagation of Light” is replaced by “The Nature of Matter”; “Humans and the
Environment” is replaced by “Electricity in Our Lives”; and “Circuit Elements” is replaced by
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“Sustainable Living and Recycling.”

Table 4 also shows that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes “Laboratory Safety” and
“School-Based Planning,” covering 4 and 6 lesson hours, respectively, whereas the 2018 Science
Curriculum includes “Science and Engineering Applications: End-of-Year Science Fair,”
covering 12 lesson hours. In the 2018 Science Curriculum, the total number of attainments for
Grade 5 is 36 and the total number of lesson hours is 144; in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the
total number of learning outcomes is 28 while the total number of lesson hours remains 144. The
Grade 5 table in the 2018 curriculum includes a “Content Area” column, whereas the Grade 5
table in the 2024 curriculum does not. In the 2024 curriculum, “School-Based Planning”
corresponds to 4% and “Laboratory Safety” corresponds to 3% of total time, whereas in the 2018
curriculum the “End-of-Year Science Fair” corresponds to 8.3%.

Table 5
Findings for Grade 6 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

I . Attainme_znt Lesson Percentage
Year Unit Title Content Area Title / Learning Hours (%)
Outcome
2018 1. The Solar System and Eclipses Earth and Universe 5 14 9.7
2024 1. The Solar System and Eclipses — 4 12 8
2018 2. Systems in Our Body Living Things and Life 11 24 16.7
2024 2. Motion Under the Influence of Force — 3 14 10
2018 3. Force and Motion Physical Events 5 14 9.7
2024 3. Systems in Living Things — 9 22 15
2018 4. Matter and Heat Matter and Its Nature 13 28 194
2024 4. Reflection of Light and Colors — 7 21 15
2018 5. Sound and Its Characteristics Physical Events 9 22 15.3
2024 5. Distinctive Properties of Matter — 6 32 22
2018 6. Systems in Our Body and Their Health Living Things and Life 11 18 125
2024 6. Transmission of Electricity and Resistance — 3 18 13
2018 7. Transmission of Electricity Physical Events 5 12 8.3
2024 7. Sustainable Living and Its Impacts — 4 19 13
2018 Science_ and E_ngineering Applications: End-of- 12 83
Year Science Fair
2024 School-Based Planning — 6 4
2018 Total 59 144 100
2024 Total 36 144 100

As shown in Table 5, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (0grenme ¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 6 includes seven units, and
the 2024 Science Curriculum also includes seven units. The first unit, “The Solar System and
Eclipses,” appears in both curricula; however, in the 2024 curriculum the number of learning
outcomes is 4 (corresponding to 5 attainments in 2018), the lesson hours are reduced from 14 to
12, and the percentage decreases from 9.7 to 8. The second unit, “Systems in Our Body,” is
replaced by “Motion Under the Influence of Force”; the third unit, “Force and Motion,” is
replaced by “Systems in Living Things”; the fourth unit, “Matter and Heat,” is replaced by
“Reflection of Light and Colors”; the fifth unit, “Sound and Its Characteristics,” is replaced by
“Distinctive Properties of Matter”; the sixth unit, “Systems in Our Body and Their Health,” is
replaced by “Transmission of Electricity and Resistance”; and the seventh unit, “Transmission of
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Electricity,” is replaced by “Sustainable Living and Interaction.”

Table 5 also indicates that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes ‘“School-Based
Planning,” covering 6 lesson hours, whereas the 2018 Science Curriculum includes “Science and
Engineering Applications: End-of-Year Science Fair,” covering 12 lesson hours. In the 2018
Science Curriculum, the total number of attainments for Grade 6 is 59 and the total number of
lesson hours is 144; in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the total number of learning outcomes is 36
while the total number of lesson hours remains 144. The Grade 6 table in the 2018 curriculum
includes a “Content Area” column, whereas the Grade 6 table in the 2024 curriculum does not.
In the 2024 curriculum, “School-Based Planning” corresponds to 4% of total time, whereas in
the 2018 curriculum the “End-of-Year Science Fair” corresponds to 8.3%.

Table 6
Findings for Grade 7 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

A . Attainmgnt Lesson Percentage
Year Unit Title Content Area Title / Learning Hours (%)
Outcome
2018 1. The Solar System and Beyond Earth and Universe 10 16 111
2024 1. The Space Age — 5 14 10
2018 2. Cells and Divisions Living Things and Life 8 16 111
2024 2. Let’s Explore Force and Energy — 3 20 14
2018 3. Force and Energy Physical Events 8 20 13.9
2024 3. Systems in Our Body — 9 32 22
2018 4. Pure Substances and Mixtures Matter and Its Nature 16 28 194
2024 4. The World of Light — 3 14 10
2018 5. Interaction of Light with Matter Physical Events 12 26 18.05
2024 5. Journey into the Nature of Matter — 11 34 24
2018 ﬁ'ivﬁzp;%?r‘]’;'on’ Growth, and Development in . ine Things and Life 7 18 125
2024 6. Electrification — 3 12 8
2018 7. Electrical Circuits Physical Events 6 8 5.6
2024 7. Sustainable Living and Energy — 2 12 8
2018 Science_ and E_ngineering Applications: End-of- 12 8
Year Science Fair
2024 School-Based Planning — 6 4
2018 Total 67 144 100
2024 Total 36 144 100

As shown in Table 6, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (0grenme ¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 7 includes seven units, and
the 2024 Science Curriculum also includes seven units. Specifically, “The Solar System and
Beyond” is replaced by “The Space Age”; “Cells and Divisions” is replaced by “Let’s Explore
Force and Energy”; “Force and Energy” is replaced by “Systems in Our Body”; “Pure
Substances and Mixtures” is replaced by “The World of Light”; “Interaction of Light with
Matter” is replaced by “Journey into the Nature of Matter”; “Reproduction, Growth, and
Development in Living Things” is replaced by “Electrification”; and “Electrical Circuits” is
replaced by “Sustainable Living and Energy.”

Table 6 also shows that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes “School-Based Planning,”
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covering 6 lesson hours, whereas the 2018 Science Curriculum includes “Science and
Engineering Applications: End-of-Year Science Fair,” covering 12 lesson hours. In the 2018
Science Curriculum, the total number of attainments for Grade 7 is 67 and the total number of
lesson hours is 144; in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the total number of learning outcomes is 36
while the total number of lesson hours remains 144. The Grade 7 table in the 2018 curriculum
includes a “Content Area” column, whereas the Grade 7 table in the 2024 curriculum does not.
In the 2024 curriculum, “School-Based Planning” corresponds to 4% of total time, whereas in
the 2018 curriculum the “End-of-Year Science Fair” corresponds to 8.3%.

Table 7
Findings for Grade 8 in the 2018 and 2024 Science Curricula

I . Attainmgnt Lesson Percentage
Year Unit Title Content Area Title / Learning Hours (%)
Outcome
2018 1. Seasons and Climate Earth and Universe 3 14 9.7
2024 1. Seasons and Climate — 2 12 8
2018 2. DNA and the Genetic Code Living Things and Life 13 22 15.3
2024 2. Force That Makes Life Easier — 2 16 11
2018 3. Pressure Physical Events 3 10 6.9
2024 3. The Mystery of Life — 8 26 18
2018 4. Matter and Industry Matter and Its Nature 17 28 194
2024 4. The World of Sound — 6 18 13
2018 5. Simple Machines Physical Events 2 10 6.9
2024 5. The Periodic Table and the Interaction of Matter — 8 22 15
2018 6. _ Energy Transformations and Environmental Living Things and Life 12 24 16.7
Science
2024 6. The Journey of Electricity — 10 26 18
2018 7. Electric Charges and Electrical Energy Physical Events 11 24 16.7
2024 7. Sustainable Living and Matter Cycles — 7 6 13
2018 Science. and E_ngineering Applications: End-of- 12 83
Year Science Fair
2024 School-Based Planning — 6 4
2018 Total 61 144 100
2024 Total 43 144 100

As shown in Table 7, the concept of “attainment (kazanim)” is replaced by “learning
outcome (0grenme ¢iktis1).” In the 2018 Science Curriculum, Grade 8 includes seven units, and
the 2024 Science Curriculum also includes seven units. The first unit, “Seasons and Climate,”
appears in both curricula; however, in the 2024 curriculum the number of learning outcomes is
reduced from 3 to 2, lesson hours are reduced from 14 to 12, and the percentage decreases from
9.7 to 8. The second unit, “DNA and the Genetic Code,” is replaced by “Force That Makes Life
Easier”; the third unit, “Pressure,” is replaced by “The Mystery of Life”; the fourth unit, “Matter
and Industry,” is replaced by “The World of Sound”; the fifth unit, “Simple Machines,” is
replaced by “The Periodic Table and the Interaction of Matter”; the sixth unit, “Energy
Transformations and Environmental Science,” is replaced by “The Journey of Electricity”; and
the seventh unit, “Electric Charges and Electrical Energy,” is replaced by “Sustainable Living
and Matter Cycles.”
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Table 7 also indicates that the 2024 Science Curriculum includes “School-Based
Planning,” covering 6 lesson hours, whereas the 2018 Science Curriculum includes “Science and
Engineering Applications: End-of-Year Science Fair,” covering 12 lesson hours. In the 2018
Science Curriculum, the total number of attainments for Grade 8 is 61 and the total number of
lesson hours is 144; in the 2024 Science Curriculum, the total number of learning outcomes is 43
while the total number of lesson hours remains 144. The Grade 8 table in the 2018 curriculum
includes a “Content Area” column, whereas the Grade 8 table in the 2024 curriculum does not.
In the 2024 curriculum, “School-Based Planning” corresponds to 4% of total time, whereas in
the 2018 curriculum the “End-of-Year Science Fair” corresponds to 8.3%.

Discussion

When the changes between the 2018 and 2024 science curricula are considered through the
lens of curriculum evaluation theories, it becomes apparent that what is visible is not merely a set
of content and structural differences, but also a paradigmatic shift concerning the programme’s
underlying aims, its logic of implementation, and the kinds of learning evidence it expects.
Within an objectives-based evaluation tradition, programme effectiveness is interpreted in terms
of the extent to which predetermined objectives are achieved (Tyler, 1949). From this standpoint,
the 2024 curriculum’s emphases on “skill- and values-oriented science teaching” and “science
education grounded in sustainability” indicate that curricular objectives are no longer confined to
the cognitive domain, but are broadened through values, dispositions, and interdisciplinary
connections. Such an expansion necessarily transforms evaluation design, because when the
nature of objectives changes, the types of evidence that can credibly demonstrate attainment, and
the assessment tools used to elicit that evidence, also need to be redefined (Frye & Hemmer,
2012).

At this point, decision-oriented approaches to evaluation—particularly the CIPP model
(Context—Input—Process—Product)—propose that curricular changes should be examined not only
at the level of outcomes, but also in relation to context, inputs, and processes (Stufflebeam, 1971,
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). The more explicit framing in the 2024 curriculum of sections
such as “teaching—learning experiences,” ‘“differentiation practices,” and “learning evidence”
may be interpreted, in CIPP terms, as strengthening the “input” and “process” dimensions by
offering clearer implementation guidance and process management support for teachers
(Stufflebeam, 1971). The increased explicitness directed at teacher practice has the potential to
enhance implementability. However, whether this potential can be realised depends directly on
how teachers make sense of curricular components in classroom settings and the extent to which
they can sustain these practices over time (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

Another salient difference indicated by the findings is that, while the 2018 curriculum
contains a larger number of target statements organised around the concept of “attainments”
(kazanim), the 2024 curriculum presents a smaller number of “learning outcomes” (6grenme
ciktis1) alongside a more pronounced thematic organisation. A reduction in the number of stated
targets does not necessarily mean that objectives have been narrowed; rather, in some curriculum
designs, objectives are “compressed” to become more inclusive, more integrated, and more
representative of higher-order competencies. Here, in addition to the objectives-based evaluation
tradition, classification approaches that make the cognitive level and scope of objectives visible
can further support the discussion. This is because a smaller set of objectives, if it entails
expectations for higher-order thinking and interdisciplinary transfer, may require a more
complex instructional and assessment implementation (Tyler, 1949; Frye & Hemmer, 2012).
Accordingly, the 2024 curriculum’s thematic structure (for instance, its sustainability focus) is
not only a choice of “content organisation,” but also a shift that is directly related to the
evaluation literature in terms of contextualising objectives and designing values-based learning
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evidence (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

At the same time, it is well known that a strong focus on explicit objectives has limitations.
Goal-free evaluation, which aims to reveal unintended effects and unanticipated outcomes,
proposes examining what programmes produce beyond their declared aims (Scriven, 1972). The
2024 curriculum’s more explicit positioning of values, social-emotional learning skills, and
literacy skills as cross-curricular components may increase outcomes that are not planned in a
narrow sense but are pedagogically consequential in practice (e.g., students’ scientific identity
perceptions, tendencies toward environmental responsibility, and collaboration practices). Such
outcomes often fall outside conventional achievement tests and therefore require qualitative
evidence, performance tasks, and process-oriented monitoring tools (Scriven, 1972; Frye &
Hemmer, 2012). Hence, understanding the real effects of the 2024 curriculum requires
systematic attention not only to the degree to which objectives are met, but also to goal-free
impacts.

Similarly, stakeholder-responsive evaluation approaches focus on how a programme works
for different stakeholders, what problems it renders visible, and which needs it addresses (Stake,
1967). In this respect, the increased teacher-directed guidance, the allocation of space for school-
based planning, and the clearer logic of learning evidence in the 2024 curriculum suggest an
intention to make the programme more “usable” from the teacher’s perspective. Yet whether this
intention becomes actual value in practice will be shaped by teachers’ interpretive frameworks,
the organisational conditions of schools, and local opportunities and constraints (Stake, 1967;
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Therefore, the discussion should go beyond describing
changes in the curriculum text and should theoretically justify plausible implementation
scenarios and the ways in which variation in implementation may affect programme products.

Finally, the distinction between the curriculum as an “official” text and the curriculum as
enacted in classrooms is critical for interpreting the findings. A curriculum document being more
explanatory or more comprehensive does not, by itself, guarantee learning outcomes. Rather,
variables such as classroom instructional decisions, material selection, teacher competence, and
assessment approaches can determine the programme’s actual impact (Demirel, 2013). In this
context, the differences between the 2018 and 2024 curricula gain stronger scholarly meaning
when they are discussed not only at the level of “which unit title changed” or “how many
attainments decreased,” but also at the level of pedagogical governance logic, the nature of
evaluation evidence, and the design support offered for teacher implementation (Stufflebeam,
1971; Stake, 1967; Scriven, 1972; Tyler, 1949). Such a discussion can also generate a clear
research agenda for future field-based evaluations. For example, questions concerning what
kinds of learning evidence are produced around the 2024 curriculum’s sustainability theme, how
differentiation practices affect classroom equity and learning depth, and how school-based
planning shapes the balance between teacher autonomy and accountability align directly with the
curriculum evaluation literature (Frye & Hemmer, 2012; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

The primary reason that this study does not directly answer such research questions (e.g.,
the quality of learning evidence related to sustainability themes, the effects of differentiation on
equity and learning depth, or the implications of school-based planning for the autonomy-
accountability balance) is that the study’s data source is limited to “official curriculum texts.”
Document-based comparisons are powerful for making visible the intended design of a
curriculum and the organisation of objectives and content; however, phenomena such as what
kinds of evidence are produced in classroom practice, how teaching processes diverge, and how
governance arrangements shape teacher decision-making inherently require implementation and
process data (Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1971). For this reason, the validity and diversity of
learning evidence produced around themes such as sustainability, the outcome and distributional
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effects of differentiation, and the potential implications of school-based planning for the
autonomy-accountability balance fall outside the scope of this study. Instead, they are proposed
as a theoretically coherent research agenda for future field-based programme evaluations (Frye
& Hemmer, 2012; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Scriven, 1972).

Conclusion and Recommendations

In this study, the 2018 Science Course Curriculum and the 2024 Science Course
Curriculum were compared through document analysis. The findings indicate that the total
number of learning outcomes in the 2024 curriculum generally decreased, that there are grade-
level changes in unit titles and distributions of lesson hours, and that the most salient innovation
appears in the thematic organisation. In particular, the systematic positioning of the sustainability
theme as the final unit at each grade level from Grade 4 onwards strengthens the curriculum’s
values- and skills-oriented direction (Ministry of National Education, 2024). Moreover, the more
visible and explanatory structuring of components such as “learning evidence,” “teaching—
learning experiences,” “differentiation practices,” and “school-based planning” in the 2024
curriculum appears to have been designed to support teacher implementation (Ministry of
National Education, 2024). Nevertheless, because this research is limited to official curriculum
texts, the implications of curriculum changes for classroom practice and student learning could
not be directly tested.

For practitioners, it is recommended that sample assessment tools, rubrics, and exemplar
lesson designs be systematically shared alongside the curriculum so that the “learning evidence”
and “differentiation” components in the 2024 curriculum can be enacted consistently in
classrooms. In addition, to ensure that school-based planning processes can be conducted
without increasing teachers’ workload, school-level coordination and professional support
mechanisms should be strengthened (Ministry of National Education, 2024). For researchers, it is
recommended that field-based, mixed-method, and—where possible—longitudinal evaluation
studies be conducted on how the curriculum’s thematic sustainability emphasis is translated into
classroom learning evidence, how differentiation practices affect learning depth and classroom
equity, and how school-based planning shapes the balance between teacher autonomy and
accountability (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018; Yildinnm & Simsek, 2016). Such studies can integrate
the structural findings offered by document-based comparisons with implementation data,
thereby contributing to stronger and more evidence-based inferences about the effects of the
2024 curriculum.
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