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Abstract-The purpose of the study was to describe middledamathematics teachers’ use of textbooks. Faerphipose,

the Use of Mathematics Textbooks Questionnairedigtsibuted to 531 middle school mathematics teechkhe results of
the study showed that teachers used the studdittretdixtbook during the class and prior to class] mostly read it for the
topic, but rarely for problems and examples. Teectirequently selected questions from the workbtwkt were not

included in the student edition textbook. They fregtly used questions in the workbook similar te tmes in the high
school entrance exam questions. They used theaeadition textbook to read the curriculum objeesiand to prepare for
the class but they very rarely tended to look up @imswers of the questions from the teacher edidatbook. They

frequently used auxiliary books to select questibias were not included in the student editionlierk.
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Ozet- Ortaokul Matematik gdetmenlerinin Ders Kitabi Kullanim Boyutlarini Agikia. Bu calsmanin amaci, ilkgretim
matematik gretmenlerinin ders kitabi kullanimlarini tanimlarhakBu amagcla, Matematik getmenlerinin Ders Kitabi
Kullanim Olgesi, 531 ilkdgretim matematik gretmenine datilmistir. Calsmanin sonuglari géstermektedir kigrétmenler
ders kitabini siklikla derse hazirlik sirecinde ders sirasinda kullanirken nadiren problemler vaekler icin
kullanmaktadir. @retmenler 6zellikle konunun giinliik hayatlaskliendirilmesi, dger derslerle bglanti kurulmasi, konu
sirasinin takibi icin ders kitabindan faydalanmdktaOsretmenler, ¢gunlukla calsma kitabinda bulunan merkezi sinav
sorularina benzer sorulari kullanmaktadigrédmen kilavuzunu ise kazanimlara bakmak ve deegerltk yapmak igin
kullanmaktadir. Bununla berabegrétmenler yardimci kitaplari merkezi sinav sormarbenzer sorulari ve ders kitabinda
olmayan sorulari yardimci kitaplardan se¢mek igilidamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimelermatematik ders kitabi, ilgietim matematik gretmenlerinin ders kitabi kullanimlari

Introduction

In school context, mathematics textbooks are antbegnost trusted materials that are directly rellate
teacher’s teaching and student’s learning (Beat@h.,€1996), and the most commonly used resouares
mathematical domains, topics, and the pedagogieattipes used in classrooms (Valverde et al., 2002)
Teachers often rely heavily on textbooks for decisisuch as what to teach, how to teach it, whnatskof
tasks and exercises to assign to their studentbit@te & Travers, 1992); and students often use
textbooks for classroom exercises and homeworlgasgnts (Fan et al., 2004). It is reasonable taearg
that mathematics textbooks constitute an impogarttof mathematics learning and teaching.

Textbooks have also an important role for inteipgeé curriculum. They provide “an interpretatidn o
policy in terms of concrete actions of teaching #&watning” (Valverde et al., 2002, p. vii), and reak
possible a connection between the curriculum idastand classroom activities constructed by teache
(Schmidt, McKnight, & Raizen, 2002). From this poiof view, textbooks mediate the relationship
between the curriculum objectives and the appbecatf the instruction (Tornroos, 2005); and they ar
seen as mediators between the intentions of thielum and classroom instruction (Schmidt, McKrigh
Valverde, Houang & Wiley, 1997; Stein & Kim, 2009herefore, mathematics textbooks are considered
as curriculum materials in many studies due ta tkey role in interpreting the curriculum.

Taking the related literature into account, it cenproposed that curriculum materials are important
parts of the lessons in which teachers and studeotis together. In particular, curriculum materiale
generally considered as the resource for teaclersseé in the instruction providing instructionaldan
pedagogical strategies (Eisenmann & Even, 2009y Hne integral part of teachers’ daily work anféiof
ongoing support for pedagogy and subject mattetecithroughout an entire school year (Collopy,300
and provide ideas and practices which frame classractivities via text and diagrammatic represémat
and help teachers in achieving goals that theyupnably could not or would not accomplish on the&ino
(Brown, 2009). Therefore, curriculum materials siewed to provide “uniquely intimate connection to
teaching” (Ball & Cohen, 1996, p.6).
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In recent years, there has been an increasinggttamong the researchers in terms of analyzing the
role of mathematics curriculum materials in leagnend teaching of mathematics and teachers’ use of
curriculum materials (Lloyd, Herbel-Eisenmann, & mRiard, 2009). Researchers have attempted to
analyze and examine the way of teachers’ intemactig®th mathematics curriculum materials from
different point of views (e.g., Brown, 2009; Hagya& Pepin, 2002; Remillard, 1999, 2005; Sherin &
Dake, 2004). The focus has been placed on whatehapwhen teachers use curriculum materials or
textbooks, how they use them, and why (Remillaf@)9. Therefore, investigating teachers’ use of
curriculum materials is a critical problem in irgegting the teacher-curriculum material interaction
considering that value of curriculum materialsiiely to depend on the ways they are used (Cohen,
Raudenbush, & Ball, 2003).

The teachers’ interaction with the resources, aa8og in particular textbooks, in Turkey has not
received sufficient attention by the researchehese€ interactions have not so far clearly emphdsazse
potential influences on teaching of mathematicgdh@ middle school level. Generally, such kinds of
considerations have been largely ignored in edowatistudies in Turkey. For this reason, it coudd b
claimed that there is a need for specifying theraxttion between teachers and textbooks and theofol
textbooks in teachers’ works. In this context, agghrty and Pepin (2002) reported, different caltand
educational values certainly have particular megaimirproviding a representative picture of a coyiaind
also promote a shared understanding and prinagpledmponents of framework for use of textbooks and
curriculum materials. Owing to that, the data frdimrkish educational context provides a particular
cultural educational characteristic about usinghmiatatics textbooks and additional information foe t
related literature on textbook use.

In this study, mathematics textbooks were constlesecurriculum materials in terms of explaining
teachers’ use of textbooks since textbooks medhateelationship between the curriculum objectiged
the enactment of the instruction. Additionally, hehatics textbooks are considered as resources for
teaching and learning of mathematics since setathematics textbooks (e.g., student edition teXtboo
workbook, teacher edition textbook, and auxiliaryok) provide materials for students and teachers.
Regarding the existing literature on mathematieshers’ use of curriculum materials and textbooils a
the relationship between teachers and resourdsssttidy aimed to describe middle school mathematic
teachers’ use of mathematics textbooks.

Mathematics Textbooks in Turkish Schools

In Turkey, mathematics textbooks have official wsaaind reflect official mathematics curriculum. B®
used in schools, any mathematics textbook needs tapproved by the Turkish Ministry of National
Education (MoNE). Among the approved mathematigtbteoks, MoNE decides which textbook can be
used by which public schools, and distributes tlieza of charge to students and teachers. Thersiare
major textbook publishers which commercially proglmiddle school mathematics textbooks (i.e., grades
6-8). There is no significant variation in contesinong the mathematics textbooks from different
publishers considering that all textbooks are dexigto reflect the national curriculum. Particuylarl
mathematics textbooks (i.e., grades 1-8) are peelpir triple sets consisting of student editionttiexk,
workbook and the teacher edition. The student aditncludes problems, examples, definitions, and
activities that support student learning in mathieea The workbook contains additional problems and
exercises. The teacher edition is designed to tedphers prepare lessons and includes step-by-step
teaching notes, expected learning outcomes, cluritwbjectives, suggestions for enrichment exescise
and activities, answer keys, and additional commeNoreover, the structure of the teacher edition
comprises a copy of the student edition textboakwsarkbook pages with solutions and answers dn it.
this study, use of sixth, seventh, and eight gsiddents edition, workbook, and teacher editiotbtaoks
were analyzed.

Method

Participants

The stratified random sampling techniques were usegroduce representative samples. All sixth,
seventh, and eighth grade mathematics teachemsbiicschools in Turkey were identified as the &irg
population of this study. Since it was not possibl®btain accurate estimates of target populatiomas
appropriate to define an accessible population. dtmessible population was determined as all sixth,
seventh, and eighth grade mathematics teachereipublic schools in Turkey. The results of thedgtu
will be generalized to this population.
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EXPLAINING DIMENSIONS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL MATHEMATITSACHERS' USE OF
TEXTBOOKS

The criteria of the State Planning Organization@pRere used to group the cities according to their
socio-economic development levels. The socio-ecandevelopment levels according to “Survey on the
Ranking of Provinces and Regions by Socio-Econdd@gelopment Levels” prepared in Turkey (2003)
was used to select the subgroups. Selecting geatits using this categorization, it was intended to
achieve two primary goals:

(1) The first goal was to achieve heterogeneity in mwidtics teaching experience and vocational
experiences because more experienced teachersaljeihecated in Western Turkey more
than East.

(2) The second goal was to select participants usifigreint textbook series because there were
seven textbooks series in use at the elementapobtedvel throughout Turkey. This criterion
allowed the investigation of uses of different bodks series by teachers.

In the report, 58 socio-economic variables weral usegroup cities into five categories from the mos
developed to the least developed. Dinger, Ozaslath Kavasglu (2003) stated that all 81 Turkish cities
were included in the grouping in 2003. The schouwlsich were listed in the Education Statistics of
Turkey (EST), were selected in terms of five saaionomic development levels. The three cities from
each socio-economic development levels were randseiected. Six per cent of the elementary schools
were randomly selected from each city. Totally, fiifldle schools in 15 different cities in Turkeydan
531 mathematics teacher from those schools weodvied in the study.

Instrument

The Use of Mathematics Textbooks Questionnaire €olzg2012) which measures the frequency of the
use of textbooks by mathematics teachers alongdimoensions was used in this study. In particulze,
Reading Student Edition Textbook and Reading Tea€gH#ion Textbook dimensions comprised a series
of decisions related to preparation for lessonsmglthe introduction just as shown in the studetitien
textbook, connecting the concepts with daily lifeshown in the textbook, using the textbook totecihe
subject to other/different lessons, and using é&xtbbok for definitions, problems, and exampleseseh
dimensions involved teachers’ reading decisionsiatbat kinds of activities or examples were suggpes

in the textbooks and what students were expectetbam, as Sherin and Drake (2004) identified.
Moreover, the Selecting Questions from Workbook &mdecting Tasks and Problems from Auxiliary
Books dimensions comprised a series of decisidagerketo selecting questions, problems, and tasks f
workbook and auxiliary books.

This questionnaire required teachers’ responseigeins in a five point Likert scale (
"2"=Rarely, "3"=Sometimes, "4"=0ften, and "5"=Alwgy Since "5" was the most favorable result and
"1" was the least favorable result on the five pditkert scale, "3" was considered to be the midpoi
Therefore, teachers’ responses on questionnaires iteith a mean of 3.00 or greater were referredsto
favorable result (i.e. teachers were likely to tegfient users of textbooks), responses with measstan
3.00 were referred to as less unfavorable respofigedeachers were likely to be infrequent usgrs
textbooks). Moreover, since the responses of "4tei®&nd "5"=Always were the most favorable results
for the five-point scale, the frequency distributifor teachers’ responses on questionnaire itens wa
referred to teachers frequently used the textbdOksthe other side, since the responses of "1"=Nawe
"2"=Rarely were the least favorable results forfilie-point scale, the frequency distribution feathers’
responses on questionnaire items was referrecithiées used the textbooks rarely or never.

For the Use of Mathematics Textbooks Questionn#ieereliability of each factor was found .89, .79,
.91, and .92 for Reading Student Edition Textb&@mecting Questions from Workbook, Reading Teacher
Edition Textbook, and Selecting Tasks and Problieama Auxiliary Books, respectively. The 35-item Use
of Mathematics Textbooks Questionnaire was foundntasure four factors of the teachers’ use of
textbooks. The four-factor structure was examindgtl whe confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) approach
The four-factor structure that was obtained from éxploratory factor analysis was fit to the datlw
x?(554) = 2321.11 (P<.001, RMSEA=.075 (90% CI=.0681), SRMR=.081, CFI=.95, and NNFI=.94.
The overall goodness-fit statistics implied that thata fitted the proposed CFA model reasonably. wel
The four-factor structure provided an acceptabledgi to the data.

Results
The following sections give the descriptive statsstresults for each factor in order to explain afed
school mathematics teachers’ use of mathematitsdelks.
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Description of “Reading Student Edition TextbookFactor 1)

Descriptive statistics results revealed that matigs teachers generally used the student edixibaok

for reading tasks and activities as indicated leyrttean scores on 10 items ranging from 3.01 to @i7&
five-point scale. For the “reading student editiextbook” dimension (Factor 1), the mean score 8va6
(SD=.644) (see Figure 1). The position of meanesobdithis dimension represented the higher meamesco
of the five-point scale implied that teachers fregfly used student edition textbook for readingdsp
introductory tasks, and definitions. A mode of 3ctuld be considered as an additional evidencehfer
interpretation. This dimension had a large rangenf1.20 to 4.89. Moreover, the frequency distiiiut

of teachers’ responses with means greater tharst®®ed that while most of the teachers (46.9%)
frequently used student edition textbook for sébgctuestions, some teachers (26.1%) used therly rare
or never.

80 IMean =3,36
Std. Dev. =0,644
5

B0

Frequency
3
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1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00
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Figure Erequency distribution of F1 (Factor 1)

For the reading student edition textbook dimensioeans and standard deviations were computed for
10 items (see Table 1). For this dimension, teathiesponses resulted in higher means on iterre6I(i.
use the student edition textbook during class). mbkan score was 3.76 (SD=1.024) which is very diose
4 on a five-point scale. The mean score at theenighd of the 5-point scale implied that teachesstrof
time used student edition textbook during the cléssnode of 4.00 can be considered as an additional
evidence for this interpretation. Moreover, thefrency distribution for this item revealed that inafsthe
teachers (65.1%) frequently used student editigtbt®k during the class, whereas few teachers 3.6
used them rarely or never.

Tablo 1. Item descriptive summaries for the “Reading Studsdition Textbook” dimension, mean values
sorted in descending order

ltems M SD
6. | use the student edition textbook during class 3.76 1.024
1. I use the student edition textbook to prepardhie lesson 3.75 .949
5. I explain the subject similarly to the studedition textbook 3.45 .946
2. 1 do the introduction just as shown in the studklition textbook 3.37 .946
7. | use the student edition textbook when/if | endlefinitions 3.37 1.008
10. | pick the mathematical references (graphades, presentations etc.) from trg37 .890
student edition textbook
3. | connect the concepts with daily life as shawthe student edition textbook 3.30 .842
4. | use the student edition textbook to relatesthigect to other/different lessons.  3.21 .963
8. | pick the examples that | use during the cfem® the student edition textbook  3.04 .902
9. | pick the problems that | refer to during clérssn the student edition textbook  3.01 .903

Note.Teachers’ use of textbook scores were based dked scale ranging from "1"= never to "5"=
always
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According to Table 1, teachers’ responses reslittddgher mean on item 1 (i.e. | use the student
edition textbook to prepare for the lesson). Theamscore for this item was closer to the mean sobre
item 6. The frequency distribution for item 1 sholtbat about 64% of the teachers frequently used th
student edition textbook prior to the class forpamng the lesson, whereas around 10% of the temache
used it rarely or never. Moreover, the mean saargdém 5 was 3.45 (SD=. 946) which is close todha
five-point scale. The frequency distribution foerit 5 (i.e. | explain the subject similarly to thedent
edition textbook) revealed that almost 54% of #&chers frequently explain the subject similarlyhie
student edition textbook, whereas around 17% otahehers explained the subject similarly to thelasnt
edition textbook rarely or never. On the other haadchers’ responses resulted in lower meansean 9t
(i.e. | pick the problems that I refer to duringss from the student edition textbook) and itere8 K pick
the examples that | use during the class from tin@esit edition textbook). The frequency distribatior
these items revealed that while about 30% of thehters frequently used the student edition textdopk
problems and examples, whereas about 25% of tbhdeaused it rarely or never.

In summary, teachers used the student edition dektfior mostly during the class and for preparing
for the lesson. Their tendency was to explain thigext similarly to the student edition textbooley
also used the student edition textbook for exptgjrthe topic and the introductory tasks; howevesyt
rarely used it for selecting problems and examplégse results indicated that teachers read tlierstu
edition textbook mostly during the class and ptmclass; and mostly read it for the topic, bueharfor
problems and examples.

Description of “Selecting Questions from WorkbookFactor 2)

Descriptive statistics results revealed that mattm®s teachers generally used workbook for selgctin
guestions and problems as indicated by the meaeson six items ranging from 3.01 to 3.75 on a-fiv
point scale. For the “selecting questions from Woik” dimension (factor 2), the mean score was 3.38
(SD=.659) (see Figure 2). The position of meanesadrthis dimension implied that teachers frequentl
used the workbook for selecting questions. This aia® evidenced by a modal value of 3.67. This
dimension had a large range, from 1.00 to 5.00.edeer, the frequency distribution of teachers’
responses with means greater than 3.5 showed thibt most of the teachers (49.9%) frequently used
workbook for selecting questions, some teacher8#Pused it rarely or never.

804 Mean =3 38

Std. Dev. =g,659
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B MZ L
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3

Figure Erequency distribution of F2 (Factor 2)

Tablo 1 incelendiinde goruldigu gibi, Gzretmenlerin yarisindan fazlasi, okullardagimenlerin karar
alma slrecine Kkatildiklarini (%54,3) ifade edemerk mudiurlerin de biyuk ganlugu (%91,3)
Ogretmenlerin karar alma sirecine katildiklarini thedislerdir. Egitim denetcilerin ise tamami
Ogretmenlerin bazen katildiklarini belirtgtgrdir.

For this dimension, means and standard deviati@re womputed for six items (see Table 2). For this
dimension, teachers’ responses resulted in higles@mson item 18.e. | prefer questions similar to the
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ones in the common exam questions (i.e. High Sdaamhnce Exam) that are in the workbopKyhe
mean score was 3.75 (SD = .87) which was very diogeon a five-point scale. The mean score implied
that teachers most of time used questions in thi&lwok similar to the ones in the high school amtea
exam questions. A mode of 4.00 can be considereth aglditional evidence for this interpretationeTh
frequency distribution for this item revealed thaist of the teachers (67.4%) frequently questionges

to the common exam questions, whereas few tea(®éf) used them rarely or never.

Table 2 Item descriptive summaries for the “Selecting Qoes from Workbook” dimension,
mean values sorted in descending order

ltems M SD

13. | prefer questions similar to the ones in tlegnmon exam 3.75 .870
questions (i.e. High School Entrance Exam) thairatbe workbook

15. I try and pick questions from the workbook thed not included 3.50 957
in the student edition textbook

16. | assess the students’ success on the subjadhe questions in 3.43 .980
the workbook.

12. | answer the questions in the workbook duriags 3.31 .957

14. | try and pick questions from the workbook $mnto the ones 3.26 1.008
in the student edition textbook

11. | pick the questions that | answer during cléssn the 3.01 .933
workbook

Note. Teachers’ use of textbook scores were based oikeat lscale ranging from "1"= never to
"5"= always

According to Table 2, teachers’ responses resiittdrigher means on item 15 (i.etry and pick
guestions from the workbook that are not includedhie student edition textbdokrhe mean scores for
this item 3.50 (SD=.957). The frequency distribatfor this item showed that almost 55% of the teash
mentioned that they frequently selected questiooma the workbook that were not included in the stid
edition textbook, whereas almost 14% of the teacheentioned that they selected them rarely ormeve
On the other hand, teachers’ responses resultiedver means on item 11 (i.epick the questions that |
answer during class from the workbdokhe mean score was 3.01 (SD=.933) which closedn a five-
point scale. The frequency distribution for thisnit revealed that some of the teachers (31.3%) drebyu
picked the questions from the workbook, whereasrstt26.5%) picked them rarely or never.

Briefly, teachers pointed out that they frequenigd questions in the workbook similar to the anes
the high school entrance exam questions. Theydsthigt they frequently selected questions from the
workbook that were not included in the studentieditextbook; however, they occasionally picked the
guestions to use during the lesson.

Description of “Reading Teacher Edition TextbookFactor 3)

Descriptive statistics results revealed that matigs teachers generally used the teacher eddxibhdok

as indicated by the mean scores on 10 items rarfgimg 2.75 to 4.30 on a five-point scale. For the
“reading teacher edition textbook” dimension (fac3p, the mean score was 3.37 (SD=.758) (see Figure
3). The position of mean score of this dimensiaticated that teachers frequently used teachermaditi
textbook for guiding activities. A mode of 3.60 tbue considered as an additional evidence for this
interpretation. It is interesting to note that tHimension had a quite large range from a maximtiBh@D

to a minimum of 1.00. Moreover, the frequency disttion of teachers’ responses with means grehger t
3.5 showed that while most of the teachers (47 f886uently read teacher edition textbook, soméneirt
(27.1%) used them rarely or never.
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Mean =3 37
Std. Dev. =0,758
N =524

Frequency
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F3

Figure Brequency distribution of F3 (Factor 3)

For the Reading Teacher Edition Textbook dimensi@ans and standard deviations were computed
for 10 items (see Table 3). For this dimension t&a@ehers’ responses resulted in higher mean®onlis
(i.e. | refer to the teacher edition textbook for objee§ with the mean score was 4.3 (SD = .862). A
mode of 5.00 can be considered as an additionderge for this interpretation. The mean score ieabli
that teachers frequently used teacher edition eekttio read the curriculum objectives. The freqyenc
distribution for this item revealed that most of tkeachers (86.2%) frequently used teacher edition
textbook for objectives, whereas very few teackg¥s) used it rarely or never.

Table 3. Item descriptive summaries for the “Reading Tea&uition Textbook” dimension, mean values
sorted in descending order

Items M SD
18. I refer to the teacher edition textbook foreatbijves 4.30 .862
17. I refer to the teacher edition textbook whitegaring for the class. 3.88 .945
22. | refer to the teacher edition textbook for jeats/occasions that are 3.59 1.051
not clear in the student edition textbook.
23. | refer to the teacher edition textbook whikrfprming the student 3.36 1.054
edition textbook activities.
26. | learn the alternative assessment tools goetfolio, concept map, 3.26 1.089
interview etc.) from teacher edition textbook
20. | refer to the teacher edition textbook to pibk performance task 3.23 .981
subjects.
21. | refer to the teacher edition textbook for @gpts that | forgot/don’t 3.23 1.14
know.
19. I refer to the teacher edition textbook to mdkitional questions. 3.20 1.001
25. | refer to the teacher edition textbook abomw tio use the material 2.88 1.175
during class.

24. | refer to the teacher edition textbook for #émswers to the questions 2.75 1.205
in the student edition textbook/workbook.
Note. Teachers’ use of textbook scores were based okeat lscale ranging from "1"= never to
"5"= always

According to Table 3, the teachers’ responses texbuh higher means on item 17 (ileefer to the
teacher edition textbook while preparing for thasg and item 22 (i.el refer to the teacher edition
textbook for subjects/occasions that are not cleathe student edition textbdoklhe mean scores for
these items were higher than 3.50. The frequerstyildition for item 34 revealed that almost 70%hw
teachers frequently used teacher edition textbaokpfeparing for the class, whereas about 8% of the
teachers used it for this purpose rarely or neMareover, the frequency distribution for item 3%wled
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that about 60% of the teachers used teacher ed#idhook for subjects/occasions that were notrdlea
the student edition textbook, whereas almost 16%efeachers used it rarely or never. On the dtaed,
teachers’ responses resulted in lower means ondtefne.| refer to the teacher edition textbook for the
answers to the questions in the student editiotb¢ek/workbook with the mean score was 2.75 (SD =
1.205). The frequency distribution for this itenvealed that some of the teachers (29.6%) useddeach
edition textbook for the answers to the questiorthe student edition textbook and/or workbook, rehs
most of the teachers (45.6%) used it rarely or neve

Briefly, these results indicated that teachers Uesly used teacher edition textbook to read the
curriculum objectives and to prepare for the classthey very rarely tended to look up the answéithe
guestions from teacher edition textbook.

Description of “Selecting Tasks and Questions frohoxiliary Books” (Factor 4)

Descriptive statistics results revealed that mattm® teachers commonly used auxiliary books for
selecting tasks and questions as indicated by #anracores on nine items ranging from 2.60 to 874
five-point scale. For the “selecting tasks and tjaes from auxiliary books dimension” (factor 4het
mean score was 3.17 (SD=.759) (see Figure 4). ©hitign of mean score of this dimension represented
the mean score of the five-point scale implied teatchers frequently used auxiliary books for s#lgc
tasks and questions. A mode of 3.00 could be cereidas an additional evidence for this interpietat
This dimension had a large range, from 1.00 to .S\M@reover, the frequency distribution of teachers’
responses with means greater than 3.5 showed thilt 8ome of the teachers (34.7%) used auxiliary
books for selecting tasks and questions, someeofi {35.8%) used them rarely or never.

Mean =317
Std. Dev. =0,759
=503

/

Frequency
T
|

20

T T
1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 500
F4

Figure 4. Frequency distribution of F4 (Factor 4)

For this dimension, means and standard deviaticere womputed for nine items (see Table 4). For
this dimension, the teachers’ responses resultéiyirer means on item 32 (ileuse questions similar to
the ones in the common exam questions (i.e. Highdb&ntrance Exam) that are in the auxiliary books
with the mean score was 3.71 (SD = .885). The nszamne implied that teachers most of time used
guestions in the auxiliary books similar to the ®irethe high school entrance exam questions. Aenodd
4.00 can be considered as an additional evidenaiifinterpretation. The frequency distributian this
item revealed that most of the teachers (66.3%juiatly used questions in the auxiliary books siniid
the ones in the common exam questions, whereadaserieachers (9.6%) used them rarely or never.
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Table 4.1tem descriptive summaries for the “Selecting Tasks Questions from Auxiliary books”
dimension, mean values sorted in descending order

ltems M SD
32. | use questions similar to the ones in the comexam questions (i.e. 3.71 .885
High School Entrance Exam) that are in the auxilizroks
29. | pick questions from auxiliary books that am included in the student 3.67 937
edition textbook.
27. 1 pick the questions that | answer during cfas® auxiliary books. 3.39 .889
33. | pick the problems that | solve during classf auxiliary books. 3.29 .898
34. | pick the questions that | use in the examsfthe auxiliary books. 3.08 970
31. | refer to auxiliary books for examples thask during class. 3.19 .982
28. | explain the subjects as in auxiliary books. 2.84 .994
30. I refer to auxiliary books for definitions | keluse during class. 2.81 1.059
35. | assess the students’ success on the subyjeittebquestion from the 2.6 1.065

auxiliary books.
Note. Teachers’ use of textbook scores were based oikeat lscale ranging from "1"= never to
"5"= always

According to Table 4, teachers’ responses restittddgher means on item 29 (i.lepick questions
from auxiliary books that are not included in thiadent edition textbodkThe mean scores for this item
3.67 (SD=.937). The frequency distribution for tité&sn showed that about 65% of the teachers fretjuen
selected questions from auxiliary books that westincluded in the student edition textbook, wherea
almost 11% of the teachers selected them from thoseks rarely or never. On the other hand, teathers
responses resulted in lower means on item 35I(essess the students’ success on the subjecteby th
guestion from the auxiliary bookwith the mean score was 2.6 (SD = 1.065). Theukacy distribution
for this item revealed that few teachers (21.1%qdiently assessed students’ success on the shipjtt
guestion from the auxiliary books; whereas oth8e4fused it rarely or never.

Briefly, teachers frequently used auxiliary booksstlect questions similar to the ones in the high
school entrance exam questions. They also tendadei them to select questions that were not iedud
in the student edition textbook. On the other sidey signified that they rarely assessed studentstess
on the subject by the question from the auxiliaoghs.

Discussion

In this study, the Reading Student Edition Textbdokension involved teachers’ planning activities f
instruction prior to class, as Remillard (1999) ntified. Based on Sherin and Drake’s (2004)
characterization, these activities were relatecetaling the student edition textbook to find ati#e and
examples from the text (or in the curriculum) andatvstudents are expected to learn. Considerirggthe
descriptions, the data from this study describaedl tkachers read the student edition textbook tieriahne
the structure and content of the instruction piaolesson.

According to the teachers’ responses to the itentisd Reading Student Edition Textbook dimension,
the mean value for this dimension was found to.B6 Bout of 5 as the maximum score possible). uicto
be interpreted that the teachers read mathematiderg edition textbook to determine the structamd
content of the instruction prior to lesson at a ta@te” level. There might be an issue to be cemnsdl
while interpreting this result. The issue is thetahers’ uses of other resources might influeneedhding
student edition textbook score. This assumptialss confirmed by the findings of other researcliers.,
Adler, 2000; Cohen et al., 2003) stating that teesllo not isolate resources from one to anotheéuaa
them asa set of resourcesorresponding to a variety of things in teacheskwConsequently, teachers
use student edition textbook and other resourcasswle for determining the structure and contéribe
instruction.

For Reading Student Edition Textbook dimension,ahalysis of the frequency distributions showed
that teachers most frequently used the studeribedixtbook to prepare for the lesson and duriagsc
and explained the topic of the lesson similarlytie student edition textbook. It can be inferredt th
teachers have a general overview of what they teatthpaying attention to the details of the instron
through using student edition textbook. This resupports the findings of other researchers (e.g.,
Remillard & Bryans, 2004; Schmidt et al., 1997)tiag that textbooks do not force teachers to use th
same way for instruction; rather they help shapeptiocess of instructing mathematical topics anltssk
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Besides all these, reading textbook activities tmaalso worth to be considered to explain teachers’
planning activities prior to lesson. Based on thachers’ responses given to the items in the Rgadin
Teacher Edition Textbook dimension, the mean véduehis dimension was found to be 3.37 which was
the almost same mean value of the Reading Studdtibe Textbook dimension. It could be interpreted
that the teachers also read teacher edition tekttuodetermine the structure of instruction priotdsson.
This situation could be discussed in two ways. Titet issue is that teachers use the student editio
textbook as well as the teacher edition textbooklém what kinds of activities or examples and what
students are expected to learn. The analyses dreéhjgency distributions for Reading Teacher Editio
Textbook dimension support this assumption congigethat teachers most frequently used the teacher
edition textbook for topics/occasions that wereateéar in the student edition textbook.

The second issue is about the structure of thé¢zaadition textbook containing copies of the shide
edition textbook and workbook pages. The analysemaihematics textbooks support this assumption.
Consequently, teachers used teacher edition telktfoo additional suggestions and for making
instructional decisions based on the student ediégtbook content. In any case, teachers’ usexthdok
is strongly associated with their use of teach@iogdtextbook. Further research is needed to conéind
find possible explanations for this relationship.

There are two dimensions related to selecting tgskiblems, and questions from resources in this
study. The first one is Selecting Questions fromrkldook dimension comprising teachers’ selecting
guestions and problems for classroom activitiesnfrmathematics workbooks. The second one is the
Selecting Tasks and Questions from Auxiliary bodksension involving teachers’ selecting tasks and
guestions from these books. The main differencevdxn these dimensions is based on the nature of the
resource. However, the way of teachers’ uses aftthooks is very similar.

According to the teachers’ responses given to 8eteQuestions from Workbook dimension, the
mean value for this dimension was found to be 3W&reas the mean value of the Selecting Tasks and
Questions from Auxiliary books dimension was fouadbe 3.17. This could be interpreted that teachers
used workbook and auxiliary books for selectingstioas and problems at a moderate level. Theretmigh
be two explanations for interpreting this resuitst teachers do not only use the workbook bud ek
for several books for selecting questions and bl It could be argued that the analyses of fregue
distributions for both dimensions support this agstion because these analyses showed that teachers
most frequently used questions from the workboak auxiliary book that were not included in the st
edition textbook. In other words, teachers knew tvtha mathematics student edition textbook involved
and made an evaluation with respect to the stuelditibn textbook content; and then tended to ukerot
books or resources.

Second explanation could be that the process et®eh and integration of tasks and problems from
resources is intertwined considering that teacbelected and integrated problems from the studénbe
textbook, workbook, and other books in terms ofdtiticulty level of the problems. Particularly,aehers
drew attention to the problems that all studentdctgolve at least a problem and gave opportunites
solve them, as Doerr and Chandler-Olcott (2009)tedi out. It could be interpreted that teachersnhate
only concerned with selecting tasks from the tealsp but they also consider students’ levels of
mathematical understanding (Durwin & Sherman, 20t0&refore, teachers make necessary modifications
in resources for their students (McDuffie & Math2009).

Implications

The findings of this study can have some imporgaupiications for mathematics instruction and mibbt
helpful for educational leaders and policy-makerintrease the prospects of success for implenmemtat
of educational resources. Particularly, the findirgg the study will be of importance for mathemstic
teachers in terms of interpreting textbooks inte thathematics classroom. It might help mathematics
teachers in finding solutions for the problems ttiage when they are in trouble in interpreting and
selecting tasks and questions from textbooks. Tritenigs of the study showed that mathematics taache
mostly preferred the student edition textbook feciding what students could learn from the textbhook
Teachers planned and executed the instruction diogpto the content of the student edition textbook
Particularly, when teachers used the real life eeotions, introductory activities, and connectionighw
other courses from the student edition textboaldestts were more likely to understand the purpbsieeo
lesson and realize the importance of the subjettarreal life and other courses. It seemed tleathiers
kept students engaged in learning mathematics \itheyn selected the introductory activities, read-lif
cases, and connections with other courses. It dmilclaimed that these kinds of tasks in the teokbare
valuable for both teachers and students since stsidan follow the tasks and see what would hapeeh
and teachers easily manage the instruction. Oottier hand, there should be more alternativeshibiat
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teachers integrate and adapt the tasks into theiation. Therefore, the teacher edition textbobkisd
include several tasks that support teachers todote the lesson and make connections with reahhfl
other courses.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Matematik ders kitabi, matematikgrétiminde ve @greniminde en ¢ok givenilen materyaller arasinda yer
almaktadir (Beaton ve grleri, 1996). @retmenler genellikle ders kitaplarindan negraiecekleri ve
nasil @retecekleri konusunda yararlanirken (Robitaille &vers, 1992); grenciler siklikla sinif ici
alistirmalari ve 6devlerini yapmak icin ders kitaplarkullanir (Fan ve derleri, 2004). Bu nedenle
matematik ders kitaplarinin matematilgrétiminde ve @reniminde onemli bir yere sahip olglu
sdylenebilir.

Son yillarda yapilan ¢amalar, ders kitaplari ve materyallerinin matemagikiminde ve @&retiminde
Ogretmen tarafindan nasil kullanggni argtirmakta ve bu ¢caijmalara olan ilgi ginden giine artmaktadir
(Lloyd, Herbel-Eisenmann, & Remillard, 2009). Attamacilar, @retmenin @retim materyali veya ders
kitaplariyla nasil etkilgme girdigini farkli acilardan incelemekte ve amamaktadir (6rngin, Brown,
2009; Haggarty & Pepin, 2002; Remillard, 1999, 208B6erin & Dake, 2004). getmenlerin materyal
kullanimlarinin  argtirilmasi, @retmen ve materyal kullanimi arasindaki etiité yorumlama
bakimindan dnemli bir unsurdur; ¢lnkgrétim materyalinin dgeri nasil kullanildgina b&hdir (Cohen,
Raudenbush, & Ball, 2003).

Ogretmen ve gretim kaynaklar arasindaki skiyi anlamak matematin egitimi ve Ggretimi icin
onemlidir. Son zamanlardagi@tmenlerin materyal kullanimlari Uzerine yapilaalisgnalar (6rngin,
Remillard, 2005; Remillard & Bryans, 2004; Sherin[&ake, 2004) ve ders kitaplari tzerine yapilan
calsmalar (6rngin, Brown, 2009; Haggarty & Pepin, 2002) gosterradkt ki dgretmen ve kaynaklar
arasinda karlikli bir iliski oldugundan dolay! bu #ki dikkatli bir sekilde incelenmelidir. Bu noktada
belirtiimelidir ki, matematik @retmenlerinin ders kitabi kullanimlar vgrétmen-ders kitabi arasindaki
ili ski matematik gretiminin nasil gercekigigi hakkinda dnemli bilgiler sunar.

Olgesin pilot calsmalari tamamlandiktan sonra, ortaya cikan faktgoisyal dgrulamak (izere
tabakalandiriiny rasgele drneklem yontemi ile katilmcilarasulaistir. Hedef kitle, devlet okullarinda
altinci, yedinci ve sekizinci siniflardgm@tmenlik yapan matematilkgietmenlerdir. Hedef kitlenin hepsine
ulasmak mimkin olmagh icin Dinger, Ozaslan ve Kavagda (2003) tarafindan Turkiye'nin 81 ilinde
yaplilan illerin ve bdlgelerin sosyo-ekonomik gelislik siralamasina gore catnaya dahil edilecek iller
belirlenmitir. Toplamda 15 farkli ilden 515 ilighetim okulunda cagan 531 matematik gietmeni
calismaya katilmgtir.

Bu calsmada, matematik getmenlerinin ders kitabi kullanim sikliklarini ddboyutta Glgen
Matematik (gretmenlerinin Ders Kitabi Kullanim Olge(Ozgeldi, 2012) kullaniingtir. Bu 6lgesin Ders
Kitabini Yorumlama ve @etmen Kilavuzunu Yorumlama boyutlargrétmenin derse hazirlik ve ders
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sirecinde, o©zellikle derse giri kavramlarin gunlik yamla olan ilkilerini kurma, konunun ger
derslerle ilgkilendirilmesi, tanimlarin yapilmasi, orneklerin ceesi gibi kararlari icerir. Caima
Kitabindan Soru Se¢me ve Yardimci Kitaplardan S@erlProblem Secme boyutlari isgrétmenin soru,
problem ve gorevleri segme kararlarini igerir.

Betimsel istatistik sonuglari gostermektedir ki,temaatik @retmenleri ders kitabini genellikle kitapta
yer alan gorevleri yorumlamak icin kullanmaktadi®. maddeden ofan birinci faktoriin ortalamasi 3.36
(Ss=.644) olarak bulunngtur. Bu faktor icin maddelerin ortalamalarina bdlginda, @retmenlerin ders
kitaplarini derse hazirlik yapmak icin kullandiklayni zamanda kitaptaki konu glgrini ve ginlik hayat
ili skilerini kurmak icin kullandiklari sdylenebilir.

Betimsel istatistik sonuclari gostermektedir ki, tematik @&retmenleri cabma kitaplarini soru ve
problem se¢mek icin kullanmaktadir. 6 maddedegamiukinci faktoriin ortalamasi 3.38 (Ss=.659) olarak
bulunmytur. Bu faktor icin maddelerin ortalamalarina bdiginda, @retmenlerin ¢aéma kitaplarini
merkezi sinav (6rn. SBS) sorularina benzer sorWaltandiklari ve ¢cayma kitabindan ders kitabinda
olmayan sorulari sectikleri séylenebilir.

Betimsel istatistik sonuclari gostermektedir ki, tematik @retmenleri @retmen kilavuzunu
kazanimlara bakmak ve derse hazirlik yapmak icltakmaktadir. 10 maddeden e&un tclinci faktorin
ortalamasi 3.37 (Ss=.758) olarak bulugtau Bu faktor icin maddelerin ortalamalarina bdiginda,
Ogretmenlerin @retmen kilavuzunu derse hazirlgaanasinda kullandiklari ve ders kitabinda acik obmay
durumlari @retmen kilavuzu netigirdikleri sdylenebilir.

Betimsel istatistik sonuglari gostermektedir ki, temaatik @retmenleri yardimci kitaplari soru ve
problem se¢mek icin kullanmaktadir. 9 maddedesaslud6rdiinct faktoriin ortalamasi 3.37 (Ss=.758)
olarak bulunmstur. Bu faktor icin maddelerin ortalamalarina bdiginda, @retmenlerin yardimci
kitaplari merkezi sinav (6rn. SBS) sorularina bersmrulari kullandiklari ve ders kitabinda olmayan
sorulari yardimci kitaplardan sectikleri séyleniebil

Calsmanin sonugclari, matematikgi@timi konusunda hazirlanan kaynaklarla ilgili alaresitim
politikasina onemli katkilar ghayabilmektedir. Ozellikle ders kitaplarinin kulem @retmenler,
Ogretimleri sirasinda kaynaklardan salma ve soru se¢me konularinda skagtiklari sorunlari bu
argtirmada belirtilen bulgularla ¢ézebilir.
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